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We generalize the notion of pathwise viscosity solutions, put forward by
Lions and Souganidis to study fully nonlinear stochastic partial differential
equations, to equations set on a sub-domain with Neumann boundary con-
ditions. Under a convexity assumption on the domain, we obtain a compar-
ison theorem which yields existence and uniqueness of solutions as well as
continuity with respect to the driving noise. As an application, we study the
long time behaviour of a stochastically perturbed mean-curvature flow in a
cylinder-like domain with right angle contact boundary condition.
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1. Introduction. The focus of this paper is the Neumann problem for the equation given
by

du=F(D*u, Du,u,z,t)dt + Y H'(Du)-d¢’ inQx (0,T],
(1.1) i=1

Du-n=0 on 99 x [0, 7],

where Q C R? is a given subdomain, F : S x R? x R x R? x [0,T] — R is degenerate
elliptic, H : R? — R™ is sufficiently regular, and ¢ : [0,7] — R™ is a fixed continuous path.
We provide more precise assumptions in what follows.

In the case when ( is sufficiently regular (say C'!), this equation is covered by the classical
framework of Crandall-Lions viscosity solutions (e.g. [5]). Our interest in this paper is to treat
the “rough” case, where we only assume that  is a continuous function, so that () does not
make sense as a pointwise function (this is also known as the “stochastic” case, since a major
motivation is to apply the theory for cases when ( is the realisation of a stochastic process
such as Brownian motion, which is naturally an irregular object).

These equations were introduced in a series of works by Lions and Souganidis [21, 22, 23,
24], who explained how to extend the theory of viscosity solutions to deal with such irregular
terms; see [32] for a comprehensive overview. A number of applications were also discussed
in these works, among them the level-set formulation of the motion of hypersurfaces when the
dynamics are perturbed by a stochastic noise (this includes in particular the case of stochastic
mean curvature flow). Other recent developments include the analysis of qualitative behavior,
for instance, long-time behavior, regularity/regularization by noise, and finite/infinite speed
of propagation [9, 11, 12, 25]; the construction of numerical schemes [30]; and applications
to stochastically perturbed mean curvature flow [33, 26].

Several new tools and techniques are required to extend the already well-developed vis-
cosity solution theory to the setting of equations driven by rough multiplicative noise. Many
of the aforementioned works take advantage of the spatial homogeneity of the Hamiltonians
H' and the translation invariance of the spatial domain, which is taken to be the whole space
R? or the torus. Some recent works treat equations in which this homogeneity is broken by
considering xz-dependent Hamiltonians [8, 28, 29]. The treatment of equations with (x,t)-
dependence is by now standard in the classical viscosity solution theory, with well-posedness
holding under quite general structural assumptions on the nonlinearities. By contrast, if the
noise coefficients H* in (1.1) depend on z, the analysis must be completely revisited on ac-
count of the wild behavior of the term d(. As a consequence, quite particular restrictions are
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put on the Hamiltonians in those works, for instance a separated structure h(Du) + f(z), or
a “metric” structure in which H is scalar valued, convex, and coercive.

The main purpose of the present paper is to further the scope of the pathwise viscosity
solution theory to “inhomogenous” settings, by considering in particular the Neumann prob-
lem for (1.1) on a subdomain © C R%. To our knowledge, this is the first treatment of fully
nonlinear SPDEs with boundary conditions (apart from the periodic boundary conditions on
the torus, which may be recast as a problem on the whole space). In analogy to the setting
of z-dependent Hamiltonians, many of the simplifications that are used in the analysis of the
homogenous problem on the whole space are no longer available. We are able to prove well-
posedness results that are, while new and sufficiently general for the applications we have in
mind, somewhat more restrictive than in the standard, “non-rough” setting. The most notable
such restriction is that we only treat convex 2. The Hamiltonian, meanwhile, require certain
structural assumptions.

Boundary value problems for (deterministic) fully nonlinear equations are by now a classi-
cal topic. In particular, the definition of Neumann boundary conditions in the viscosity sense
goes back to Lions [18], who obtained a comparison principle for first-order equations. This
was then extended by various authors to more general cases, such as second-order equations
(in particular of geometric type) and fully nonlinear boundary conditions, see for instance
[16,14,1,2,17,3].

The Neumann boundary condition for (1.1) is relevant for the case of geometric equations,
in which case the level sets of the solutions u model the motion of hypersurfaces with a
prescribed normal velocity that is rough in time. The imposition of the boundary condition is
then equivalent to requiring that the contact angle of the hypersurface with the boundary be
a right angle.

1.1. Well-posedness results: method of proof and main difficulties. 'We define a notion of
(sub/super) solution for the boundary value problem (1.1). Following the Lions-Souganidis
theory, we make use of specific test functions in order to deal with the singularity of d(.
Crucially, just as in the classical viscosity solution theory, the boundary condition has to be
understood in a weak sense (see the discussion at the beginning of subsection 2.3 below).
We show that our definition is consistent with the classical one when ( is C 1 and satisfies a
stability property under half-relaxed limits.

We then proceed to prove well-posedness results for this notion of solution. The domain €2
is assumed to be C'' and convex (see below for a discussion of this second assumption), and
F' is taken to satisfy “standard” assumptions from the theory of viscosity solutions, which
encompass, for example, the nonlinearity arising from the level-set equation for mean cur-
vature flow. As is usual in the Lions-Souganidis theory of “rough” viscosity solutions, the
Hamiltonian H requires more assumptions than in the classical case. We assume either that
H € C? with D?H bounded, or each H* is equal to a difference of convex functions, a con-
dition which is introduced already in [22]. In the latter case, we also need some stronger
conditions: either (2 is a half-space, the convexity of {2 satisfies a nondegeneracy condition
(see (4.9) below), or H is radial. A polynomial growth assumption for H is needed as well;
in this paper, we assume quadratic growth for simplicity, but this can be generalized (see
Remark 4.1 below).

We then prove the following:

» Comparison: if 4 and v are respectively a sub- and super-solution of (1.1), then

sup {u(m,t) - v(m,t)} <sup {u(m, 0)— v(m,O)}.

(2,t)€Qx[0,T] zeQl



* Continuity with respect to the noise: if, for n € N, (u"),en are solutions of (1.1)
driven by given signals (" € C([0,7],R™) which converge uniformly, as n — oo, to
¢ € C([0,T],R™), then u™ “==  locally uniformly, where u is a solution of (1.1) cor-
responding to (.

These statements imply the existence of a unique solution to the initial value problem for
(1.1) for arbitrary continuous ¢ and initial datum ug. As is usual in the viscosity solution
theory, the proof of the comparison principle also yields some additional information on the
solutions. For instance, we also obtain in the case where F' is independent of (u, x,t):

* Spatial continuity: if ug is uniformly continuous, any solution w of (1.1) is uniformly
continuous in x, with a modulus which does not depend on (.

* Monotonicity in the path variable: if the H* are convex and, ¢*(0) = ¢2(0) and ¢! < (¢? on
[0, T, then the corresponding solutions satisfy u! < u? on Q x [0, 7.

In order to explain the specific difficulties and the need for our assumptions, due to the
presence of both the boundary condition and the irregularity of (, we describe now the strat-
egy of proof for the comparison principle. As usual in the viscosity solution theory, we double
the variables and apply maximum principle arguments to a quantity of the form

sup {u(ac, t) - U(ya t) - CI)(‘Ta Y, t)}
z,yef)
for well-chosen test functions ®. The fact that ( is irregular means there is little flexibility in
choosing @, and, in order to “cancel out” the rough term in the dynamics, ® must be smooth
in the (z,y)-variable and a solution of the doubled equation

(1.2) A0 =Y " (H'(Dy®) — H' (~Dy®)) - (.
i=1
The family of test functions that we use are indexed by two small parameters d,¢ > 0,
which each play a different role. We will have, roughly,

|z — y|?
2

where d, is the signed distance to §2. Thus, § corresponds to a penalization outside of the di-
agonal, and the e-term ensures that the test function is a strict super-solution of the boundary
condition on 0f). A large part of this work is devoted to constructing a test function ¢ that
solves (1.2), while also behaving as in (1.3) on a sufficiently long time interval.

The main difficulty is that the time interval on which the desired constraints hold shrinks
with §, and, therefore, in the well-posedness proofs, we take first ¢ — 0 and then § — 0. This
is contrary to the classical setting, where the parameters are balanced in some way. It is for
this reason that we must assume ) is convex, and why we can only deal with the case of
the homogeneous Neumann boundary condition. Note, in particular, that, if ) is convex, then
x — |z —y|?/26 is always a super-solution of the homogenous Neumann boundary condition.

The construction of the test functions (®; ) is determined by the precise assumptions

6,e>0
on the Hamiltonian H. When H € C?, their analysis, via the method of characteristics, is
rather straightforward (see Section 3).

In the case when each H* is a difference of convex functions, we use C'!-regular test
functions defined by Hopf-type formulae, in which case proving that they satisfy all the
properties that we need requires a more involved analysis. To explain the difficulty, let us
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assume for simplicity here that m = 1 and H is convex. Then a candidate for the test function
®; ., defined for ¢ in a neighborhood of some fixed ty € [0, 77, is

s {400l e (2) e (2)

(1.4) p,u,vER?
+ (¢ =) (H(p+u) —H(p—v)) =y (H(p+u) + H(p—v))}.

Here, v > 0 is some small parameter and 1) is a certain uniformly convex regularization of
the signed distance function to 2 (see (2.2) below).

In view of the uniform concavity in (p,u,v) of the function inside the supremum, one
can check that (1.4) is CY! in (x,y) and solves (1.2) as long as |(; — (;,| < . The main
difficulty is in proving that this test function is a supersolution of the boundary condition, for
an appropriate choice of v depending on d. As it turns out, however, this may not necessarily
be the case, even when (; = (3, .

We overcome this issue by “pushing” the supremum (p,u,v) attained in (1.4) in a con-
venient direction. This is done by adding to |p|?/2 some convex function £(p). The precise
choice of /(p) depends on the more particular cases described above, that is, when (2 is a half
space or nondegenerately convex, or when H is radial. The precise construction of the test
functions, and the proofs of their specific properties, are laid out in Section 4.

1.2. Long-time behavior for stochastic mean curvature flow. As an application of our
comparison and stability estimates, we study the qualitative long-time behaviour of a stochas-
tically perturbed mean-curvature flow in a convex cylinder-like domain 2 = D x R . Namely,
we consider a bounded hypersurface I'(¢) C 2 which satisfies a right angle boundary condi-
tion on 0f2 and evolves according to the normal velocity

V(t) = —r+dB(t)

where « is the mean curvature and B = (B(t)):>0 is a scalar Brownian motion. We show that,
for large times, I" is arbitrarily close in the Hausdorff distance to a (possibly fat) hyperplane
of the form D X [a + B(t),b + B(t)] (see Section 7 below for the precise results). This
result is an extension of a deterministic result obtained by Giga, Ohnuma and Sato [13]. In
fact, our proof crucially relies on their result, which we combine with the stability properties
of the level set PDE to obtain our convergence (in particular, both the spatial modulus and
monotonicity results are needed). Note that the presence of the noise term allows to slightly
improve their result, since they only obtained convergence in Hausdorff distance under an
additional condition. Similar results have also been obtained in the stochastic PDE literature
in the simpler case of periodic graphs and by different methods in [7, 6].

1.3. Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we introduce some preliminary objects,
state the main assumptions, and define the notion of viscosity solution to (1.1). Section 3
is devoted to the proof of the comparison principle when H is smooth (C?). The case of
non-smooth H is dealt with in the following sections: in Section 4, we define a family of
test functions and derive their properties, and in Section 5 we use these results to prove
the well-posedness theorems. The case of geometric equations requires a slightly different
family of test functions to deal with the singularity in the second-order part of the equation,
and is treated in Section 6. In Section 7 we apply our results to the long-time behaviour of
a stochastically perturbed mean curvature flow in a domain. Section 8 contains a discussion
of some possible extensions and open questions. Finally, in the Appendix, we prove some
auxiliary results from the pathwise viscosity solution theory used throughout the paper, such
as consistency and stability properties.



1.4. Notation. We denote by - the usual scalar product in R% and | - | the associated
Euclidean norm.
S?is the space of d x d symmetric matrices, equipped with the norm || X || := max,—; | Xv-

v|. Id is the identity matrix (its dimension will be clear from the context).

Given a convex function ¢ : R — R, we let 0Y(x) be its sub-differential at a point z € R4,
and ¥* (p) 1= sup,era ((p, ) — 1 (z)) its convex conjugate.

We let Df, D?f denote respectively the gradient and Hessian of a function f. If the ar-
guments of f are (x,t), Df and D?f will always be understood as being only w.r.t. the x
variable.

|| - |loc, is the supremum norm for functions defined over a set A.

(B)USC(A), (B)LSC(A), (B)UC(A) are respectively (bounded) upper semi-continuous,
lower semi-continuous and uniformly continuous from A to R. F'*, F} are the upper and
lower semi-continuous envelope of a function F' (there is a minor clash of notations with the
convex conjugate, which one we mean will be clear from the context) .

We let Cy([0,T],R™) ={¢ € C([0,T],R™) s.t. {(0) = 0}.

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. The domain. We assume throughout that

2.1)

Q cR? s convex and open with a C''-boundary, and
the outward normal n(x) is uniformly continuous in = € 9.

At times, we will impose a stronger convexity assumption on {2 (see (4.9) for instance).
In view of (2.1), there exists ¢ : R — R such that

RS Cz(Rd) is convex, || D, + HD2¢HOO < 00,

(2.2) infp=—1, lim ¢(x)=+oc0, and

|x| =400
Dy(x)-n(x)>1 forall z € 0.
Indeed, let p : R — R be the signed distance function to €2, negative in the interior of
and positive in the exterior. Then we may take ¢/ to be a regularization (by convolution with a
standard mollifier, for example) of the function 2(pV —1). If 2 is unbounded, the penalization
property for large x can be ensured by adding a term of the form £4/1 + |z|2, with € taken
sufficiently small that the desired inequality on 0f is still satisfied by .

The global bounds on the gradient and Hessian of v in (2.2) imply that its convex conjugate
satisfies

1* is finite only in a fixed compact set K C RY, and, for some fixed > 0,
(2.3)

D21/1* > klId in the sense of distributions on K.

2.2. The nonlinearity F. The second order dependence in the equations will be deter-
mined by a function F’ satisfying

(2.4) FeC(SY,RYR,R? [0,7)) is uniformly continuous in (r,z,t) for bounded (X, p),

(2.5) 7+~ F(X,p,r,x,t) is non-increasing for all (X, p,z,t) € S¢ x R? x R? x [0, T7,
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and
(for all R,C > 0, there exists wp ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00) such that lin([)1+ wrc(r)=0
r—

and, forallp,g e R, —R<r<s<R,z,ycR% te [0,77], 6,n>0,

and X, Y € S? satisfying

(2.6) C (1d 0 X 0 C/1d —1d 1d 0
_§<01d>§<0—1/>§§ —1d1d ) T o1d)
we have F'(X,p,r,x,t) — F(Y,q,s,y,t)

2 2
rT—yl"+ip—gq
<ang (it

The condition (2.6) is a general assumption on the coupled dependence of F’ on the derivative
variables (X,p) and the environment variables (x,¢). Such a requirement is usual in the
theory of fully nonlinear second order equations; cf. [5, (3.10), (3.14)]. One difference is that
the modulus in (2.6) accounts for different values in the gradient variable p.

We note our assumptions encompass all “standard” examples of nonlinearities that we
list now, referring to [5] and the references therein for details. For instance, (2.6) is clearly
satisfied if F' is independent of p and z, nondecreasing in X € S%, and nonincreasing in wu,
or, more generally for F' with a separated dependence, that is, if F' is given, for Fy and F}
satisfying appropriate conditions, by

F(vavrvl'vt) :FI(X7r>t) +F0(p,7",33‘,t).

+<1+\pr+rq\>\x—y\+<s—r>+n).

A more nontrivial example of coupling is given by
F(X,p,z,t)=trla(p,z,t) X],

where a = oo! for some o € COH(R? x R%; R?*™), Finally, other examples can be gener-
ated by observing that (2.4) - (2.6) are closed under the inf and sup operattions. That is, if
(Fap)acAa, gen satisfy the assumptions uniformly in « and 3, then the same is true for

inf sup F, sup inf F,g3.

acA 562 op 562 acA of

Later in the paper, motivated by geometric examples in which F has a singularity at p = 0,

we allow for F' to be discontinuous at p = 0. Although general dependence on all variables
can be treated with similar assumption to those above, for brevity and simplicity of presenta-
tion, we focus then on F' depending only on X and p, which still allows for the treatment of
the nonlinearity arising from perturbed mean curvature flow, i.e.

F(X,p) =tr Kld _ p’j’f) X} .

2.3. Definition of solutions. An important feature in the study of fully nonlinear equa-
tions on domains is the need to understand the boundary conditions in a weak sense. Indeed,
consider the initial value problem

Opu=|0yu| in (—1,1) x [0,77,
(2.7) Oyu-v=0 ond(—1,1)x[0,7], and
u(z,0) =z in(—1,1)

(here v(1) =1 and v(—1) = —1). It turns out that the unique viscosity solution (obtained, for
instance, from a vanishing viscosity limit) is given by u(z,t) = min{z + ¢, 1}, which does
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not satisfy the Neumann condition at the left endpoint —1. Instead, on the boundary {—1,1},
u satisfies the subsolution property

min {Oyu — |Oul,0pu-v} <0
and the supersolution property
max {0yu — |Oyul, Opu - v} > 0.

Observe that, although 9, u(—1,t) - v(—1) = —1 < 0, the boundary supersolution property is
still satisfied, because (Oyu — |0y u|)(—1,t) = 0.

The nature of the definition of pathwise viscosity solutions rests on appropriate classes of
test functions, which, in turn, is determined by the regularity of the Hamiltonian H.

2.3.1. Smooth Hamiltonians. We shall first assume that

(2.8) HeC?*(RELR™) and  sup [D?H(p)| < co.
peERE

The method of characteristics then yields, for any ¢ € C2(R?), a number h > 0, depending
only on HD2HHOO and HD2¢HOO, and, for any ¢y > 0, a solution ® € C((tg — h,to + h) N
[0,T],C*(RY)) of

(2.9) A=Y " H'(D®)-d¢' inR?x (tg — h,to+ h)
i=1

satisfying ® (-, t) = ¢. The solution of (2.9) is understood in the sense of continuous exten-
sion of the map ¢ — @, and in fact, because H is independent of x, & can be obtained by
composing the solution operators for the Hamilton-Jacobi equations associated to the Hamil-
tonians (H*)™, with increments of the path ¢ (see Lemma 3.1 below).

Following [21], we use test functions satisfying (2.9) in order to adapt the notion of vis-
cosity solutions for the Neumann problem to the “rough” setting:

DEFINITION 2.1. A function u € USC(2 x [0,T]) (resp. LSC') is a sub- (resp. super-)
solution of (1.1) if, whenever ;o € C*((0,T')), ® is a smooth-in-space solution of (2.9), and
u(x,t) — ®(x,t) — p(t) achieves a local maximum (minimum) at some (g, o) € 2 x (0,77,
then

1 (to) — F(D*® (0, t0), D (x0, to), u(o,t0), 0, t0) <O if 2 € Q2 and
min {//(to) — F(D*®(w0, to), D®(z0, o), u(wo, to), Zo, to),
D®(xg,tg) -n(:no)} <0 ifxgedd

(resp.
1 (to) — F(D*® (w0, t0), DP(x0,t0), u(wo, to), z0,to) > 0  if 2o € Q and

max { ' (to) = F(D*® (w0, to), D®(x0, o), u(w0; o), 0, o),
D®(z,t0) -n(:no)} >0 ifxg € 0.

A function u € UC(Q x [0,T]) is called a solution if it is both a sub- and super-solution.
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2.3.2. Nonsmooth Hamiltonians. We next relax (2.8) and assume that
(2.10) o , . ,
for each i = 1,2,...,m, there exist convex H!, Hi : RY — R such that H' = Hi — H}.

Even when = R?, (2.10) is the weakest possible assumption for which (1.1) is well-posed
for any given initial datum and path; see [22, 32].

For such Hamiltonians, it is no longer possible, in general, to find local-in-time solutions
of (2.9) that are C? in space. However, through a different procedure, one can build local-in-
time, C’lvl—in—space solutions (see Lemma 2.4 below). If H satisfies (2.10) and F' = 0, then
Definition 2.1 can still be used to define solutions using such test functions. However, when
F' is nontrivial, we are forced to generalize the definition.

We use the fact (see [32, Theorem 7.1]) that, if H satisfies (2.10), then, for any ¢ €
UC(R?), there exists a unique pathwise viscosity solution ® € UC(R? x [0, T]), satisfying
®(-,0) = ¢, of

m
2.11) A=) " H'(D®)-d¢' inR?x[0,T].
i=1
Below, we also allow for discontinuous F'. We do this to allow for the study of geometric
equations in Section 6.

DEFINITION 2.2. A function u € USC(2 x (0,T)) is called a sub-solution of (1.1) if,
whenever ® € UC(R? x (0,7)) is a pathwise viscosity solution of (2.11), the function
(€, ) = max (u(w,t) =z = &,1)),  (6,1) ER?x (0, )
€N

is a viscosity sub-solution of

sup min {ﬂt(g,t) — F* (Dggﬂ(f,t),Dgﬂ(f,t),ﬂ(f,t) + @z — & 1), 2, t),

meAzt
Deu(¢.t) - n(x) } <0, (€,4) €R? x (0,T),

where A/, := arg maxq (E(’t) —®(-—&,1)).
A function u € LSC(Q2 x (0,7)) is called a super-solution of (1.1) if, whenever ® €
UC(R? x (0,T)) is a pathwise viscosity solution of (2.11), the function

u(é,t) = min (u(z,t) = 2(z —£t),  (§1) €R? < (0,7)
€]
is a viscosity super-solution of

inf max {u,(¢.) - P (DEu(€. ) Den(€. ), u(6.) + (o — £.0)2.1)
TE ;t

Deu(,t) -n(@)} 20, (€,8) €R? x (0,T),

where A, := argming (u(-,t) — ®(- — &, 1)).
Finally, u € UC(S x [0,T) is called a solution if it is both a sub- and super-solution.

REMARK 2.3. If Ag’t or Ag_t are empty, then the corresponding inequality is vacuous.
Moreover, if, for fixed (£,t) € R? x [0, T, the set Ag’ ¢ O (resp. A, N 0NY) is empty, then
the quantity Du(¢,t) - n(x) is understood to be +o0o (resp. —oo) in the verification of the

sub-(resp. super-) solution inequality; that is, the boundary condition is not checked in that
case.
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2.4. Construction of test functions for non-smooth Hamiltonians. We now describe the
general method for constructing C'*+!-test functions for use in Definition 2.2, which is based
on the Hopf formula for solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations; see [19]. This construction
below is also used in [30]. We also record an important Hessian bound for such solutions,
which will be a key part of the proofs for second-order equations.

Throughout the paper, for H satisfying (2.10), we fix convex HY, H} such that H' =
H? — H}, and we define the convex function

(2.12) G:=> (H{+Hj).
i=1
Observe that
(2.13) G+ Z 0°H' is convex whenever #*,0%,...,0™ € [—1,1].
i=1

LEMMA 2.4. Assume that v > 0, A is a positive symmetric matrix, and L : R* — R is
such that D®L > A in the sense of distributions. For (x,7) € R? x R™, define

m
®(z,7) := sup {p -z —L(p) =1G(p) + ZTiHZ(p)} :
pER? i=1
Then ® € CHY (R x (—v,7)™), 0 < D2® < A~V in the sense of distributions, and
0 ®(x,7) = H(Dy®(z,7)) fori=1,2,....m, (x,7)€R?x (—y,7)™

When constructing particular test functions in Section 4, the specific uniformly con-
vex function L is chosen so that ® has similar behavior to the convex conjugate L*(x) =

suppere {p- @ — L(p)}-

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.4. For T € (—~,7)™,
L(p,7) = L(p) +7G(p ZTZHZ

Then, in view of (2.13), ﬂ(~,7’) is uniformly convex and D2L(-,7') > A. It follows that,
for every 2 € R?, the supremum in the definition of ®(x,7) is attained for a unique value
p(x,7) € RY, which is equivalent to = € L(p(z,7),7), as well as p(x,7) € d®(x, 7). The
uniqueness of p(x,7) them implies that @ is differentiable in z € RY, with D, ®(x,7) =

p(z,7).
Fix z, % € R%. Then

L(p(&,7),7) >

and

Adding the two inequalities yields
A(p(z,7) —p(&,7)) - (p(z,7) = p(2,7)) < (p(z,7) — p(,7)) - (x — 2).
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The method of Lagrange multipliers gives, for any X € R¢,
max{P-X;PeRdandAP-ng-X}:A—1X-X,
and therefore

(p(z,7) = p(&,7)) - (¢ —2) <A™z — &) - (2 — &)

This implies that D?¢ < A1, as desired.
We next claim that p is Lipschitz in 7. Let 8 > 0 be the smallest eigenvalue of A. Fix
h € R™. Then

i/(p(l',T +h),T)> ﬂ(p(ac,T),T) +z- (p(x,7+h) —p(z,7)) + g\p(w,T +h)— p(m,7)]2

and

L(p(x,T),T + h) > Z—/(p(l',T + h),T + h) +z- (p(x,T) —p(l‘,T + h))

0
+ 5o, 7+ h) = pla, )
Adding the two inequalities gives
9’])(1’,7’ + h) _p(waT)P < h- [H(p(.%’,T + h)) - H(p(l’,T))] :

We conclude that p is locally Lipschitz in 7, in view of the fact that H is locally Lipschitz in

b. -
Finally, the uniform convexity of L and the definition of ® imply

O (z,7)+h-H(p(x,7+h)) — g|p(x,7 +h) —p(z,7)> < ®(z, 7+ h)

< (I)(:EvT) +h- H(p(ﬂj‘,T + h))
Because p is Lipschitz in 7, this implies that 0, ®(z,7) = H (p(z,7)) = H(D,®(z,7)). O

3. Smooth Hamiltonians. Throughout this section, we assume that ) satisfies (2.1), H
satisfies (2.8), and ¢ € C(]0,T],R™), and we study the well-posedness of the initial value
problem for (1.1).

3.1. A particular test function. Fori=1,2,...,m, let (S° (7));er and (S (¢))icr be
the solution operators for respectively

Z—U = HYD,U) and ‘?)—U =—H'(-D,U),

T T
that is, U(x,y,7) = S%(7)Us(z,y) solves the corresponding equation with U(x,y,0) =
Up(x,y). Define also S’ (1) = 5% (1) o S*.(7).

By the method of characteristics, for any ¢ € C*(R? x R?) with || D?¢|| < oo, there
exists 7o > 0, depending only on ||D?¢||_ and max}™, || D*H’||_, such that, for all T €
(—70,70) and i = 1,2,...,m, S%(7)¢ € C%(R? x R%). Moreover, the Poisson bracket of any
two of the Hamiltonians

{(p,q) — H'(p), H(—q),i= 1,2,...,m}

is 0. This implies that the corresponding Hamiltonian flows commute, and, in particular, gives
the following result.
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LEMMA 3.1.  The solution operators S%,S%, ..., ST all commute for smooth initial data
and sufficiently short time. In particular, if ¢ € C*(R? x R%), ! D%SHOO < 00, and

q>(x7y70-77_):HSi(Ui)Si(Ti)qb(:Evy)) x)Z/GRdv O',TGR"%
=1

then there exists 79 > 0, depending only on HDzHHOO and HD2¢HOO, such that, for v =
1,2,...,m,

0y, ® = H(D,®) and 9, ®=—H'(-D,®) inR? xR x (—79,79)™ x (—70,70)™"
We now define, for 2,y € R% and 6, > 0,

1
V() i= g5le =yl +e(a) + evly),

where 9 is as in (2.2), and, for o, 7 € R™,

m

3.1) s (w,y,0,7) = | [ S4(00)SL (T s (x,y).

i=1
LEMMA 3.2.  There exists co > 0 depending only on ||¢0|| . and HDzHHOO such that, if
~vs = ¢, then the following hold:

() For all 0 < 0,6 < 1, the function (3.1) belongs to C*(R? x R x (—~s,75)™ X
(—vs5,78)™), and, foralli=1,2,...,m,

{amcp&e = H'(D,®s.) and 0, ®s.=—H'(—D,®s.)

in R x R x (=v5,76)™ % (—78,75)™-

(ii) There exists C' > 0, independent of § or €, such that, for all (z,y,0) € R? x R? x
(—=76,75)™,

|z —y[?
26

(iii) Ifre > 0 satisfies limg_,gr: =0 and R > 0, then, for fixed 6 > 0,

@575(33,3/,0',0') 2 _05 + and @575(33‘,3/,0',0') 2 _05 + 57/)(513) + €¢(y)

|z — y|?
2

hl%sup{ ‘(1)6,5(%?4707 U) - o€ (_75775)7717 ‘.Z' - y’ < R7
E—

ep(z) +ep(y) < Ta} =0.
(iv) There exists c1 > 0 such that, for all 0 € (—vs5,7s), 0 < §,& < 1, and x,y € Q with
lz—y| <1,
Dy ®s . (2,y,0,0) -n(z)>cie if (z,y) €N xQ and
Dy¢6,6($7y7070)'n(y)2615 zf(:n,y)eﬁxﬁﬂ
REMARK 3.3. In the proof of the comparison principle below, the test function will be

evaluated at points where z and y are close, depending on §. Therefore, for § sufficiently
small, the condition |z — y| <1 is easily satisfied.
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PROOF OF LEMMA 3.2. The regularity claimed in part (i) is a consequence of the method
of characteristics and the fact that HD2H HOO <ooand, for0<e <1,

1
1D*5e | < 5+ 211 D% -

The fact that @5 . satisfies the equations in part (i) follows from Lemma 3.1. In particular, if
we set

CI)(x, y7 U) = (13575(1'7 y7 07 0)7
then, foralli=1,2,...,m,
0P
80 i
The inequalities in part (ii) are then an easy consequence of the comparison principle and the
fact that | — y|?/28 exactly solves the equation.
To prove the next two parts, we look more closely at the formula from the solution arising

from the method of characteristics. Namely, for any fixed x,y € Q, there exist unique Z, 7 €
R? such that

= H(D,®) — H(-D,®).

r=i-Y DH <u +€D1/J(9E)> oi, y=§—» DH' <% - ng(g)> i,

)
i=1 i=1

L. Ty -
qu)5,5($,y,0, U) = D:c%,e(%y) = Ty + ED¢($),

P
)

qu)5’€(w,y,0, U) :Dyw&s(iﬁg) = +ED¢(Q)7

and

m

‘13575(1’5,:%0',0') = 1/}5,5(*%7:6) + g |:HZ (waé,e(i'ag)) - Hi (—Dy%,e(i,@))
=1

1=

— DH' (D15, (%,7)) - Datbs e (2,§) + DH' (Dyts o (2,9)) - Dyts (2, 9) | -

If, as in part (ii), |x — y| < R and ey)(x) + ey(y) < r¢, then, for some C' = Cj5 > 0,
|2 —g|<R+Ce, |(Z—7y)—(x—y)|<Ce, and —2e<ep(T)+e)(g)<rc+Ce.

Using this in the formula for ®;.(x,y, 0, ) then gives the desired limit.

Suppose now that, as in part (iv), we assume x € 9Q and y € Q with |z — y| < 1, and let
o € (—7s,7s)™. Then, for some constant C' depending on || D%)||, and the local bounds for
DH and D*H,

- L, C L Cyse
p—@|Vly-gl< =" and fe-y-(@-p)<—

The property (2.2) and the convexity of {2 yield, for some further C >0,

T — Crse
D, s (w,y,0,0) -n(2) > == -n(2) + eDy(x) - n(z) - =

Shrinking cg further if necessary gives the result for D, ®s ., and the argument for D, ®; . is

similar. ]

ZE(l—éCo).
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3.2. The comparison principle: first order equations. We now prove a comparison prin-
ciple for the first order problem

du=Y H'(Du)-d¢" inQx (0,717,
(3.2) ;

Du-n=0 on 9 x (0,77.

THEOREM 3.4. Letu € BUSC(Q x [0,7T]) and v € BLSC(2 x [0,T)) be respectively
a bounded sub- and super-solution of (3.2) in the sense of Definition 2.1. Then

sup (u(z,t) — v(z,t)) <sup (u(z,0) —v(z,0)).
(=,t)eQ2x[0,T zeQ

An important role in the proof of Theorem 3.4 is played by the doubled equation
(3.3) A0 =Y " (H'(D;®) — H(—Dy®)) -d¢*  in R x R? x [0, 7).
i=1

LEMMA 3.5. Assume that uw € USC(Q2 x [0,T]) and v € LSC(2 x [0,T)) are respec-
tively a sub- and super-solution of (3.2). Fix 0 < a <b<T and let ® € C([a,b],C*(Q)) be
a solution of (3.3) such that

(3.4 lim  min ®(z,y,t) = +oo,
|x—y|—+o0 tE[a,b]

Sup_ (u($7 t) - U(Z/) t) - ¢(:L‘, Y, t))
z,yef)

> sup (u(z,t) —v(y,t) — ®(x,y,t)) forallt € [a,b],
z,y€Q, |z—y|>1/2

(3.5)

and, uniformly for t € [a,b] and z,y € Q with |z —y| < 1,
(3.6) D,®(z,y,t)-n(z)>0 ifxecd and Dy®(z,y,t) -n(y)>0 ifyeco.

Then [a,b] >t — sup, g (u(z,t) —v(y,t) — ®(2,y,t)) is nonincreasing.

PROOF. Fix ty € (a,b] and set ¢ := (-, -, to). Then, by Lemma 3.1, for ¢ sufficiently close
to tg,

O, t) = [[Sa(¢ —¢l)e =[] S5 (G —6)SE(G = ¢e =T [ 9% (6 —Guo) S (G =) -
i=1 i=1 i=1
Define

U(z,y,8,t): ZSZ (= ¢S = ¢l y).

i=1

By Lemma 3.1, there exists v > 0 sufficiently small such that ¥ is C? in 2 and y for s,t €
(to — v, tg + I/).
To establish the result, it suffices to show that
(37t) — sup (U(.Z'7 S) - U(y7t) - \Il(xaya 37t))
(37) z,yeQ
is nonincreasing in both s, ¢ € (to — v, tg + v) if v is sufficiently small.
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By (3.5), if v is sufficiently small, then the supremum in (3.7) may be restricted to [z —y| < 1.
It then suffices to show that, for fixed (y,t) € Q x (t9 — v,to + v) with |z — y| <1,

s+ sup (u(x,s) — ®(z,y,s,t)) isnonincreasing
zeQ

and, for fixed (z,s) € Q x (to — v,to +v) with |z — y| < 1,

t— inf (v(y,t) + ®(z,y,s,t)) is nondecreasing.
yeN

We note that the above supremum and infimum are both attained, in view of (3.4). Also, if
v is sufficiently small, then the same boundary behavior in (3.6) is satisfied. The claim then
follows from Definition 2.1. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.4. Assume by contradiction that the claim is false. Then, for suf-
ficiently small 6 > 0 and p > 0,

1
[0,T]5 ¢+ sup <u(ﬂc,t) —o(y,t) — o<l - yl2> — it
x,yeﬁ 25

attains a maximum at some to € (0,77.
Because (1/26)|z — y|? solves (3.3), we have, for all z,v,1,

gl — o = T[4 — i) (/20)] =) (2.)
=1

Let ®;. be defined as in (3.1), and let hs > 0 be such that

max max - <
\t—to\<h5i=172,...,m|g Cto‘ Vs

where 75 is as in Lemma 3.2. The inequalities in Lemma 3.2(ii) imply that, for any ¢ €
(to — hs,to + hs), there exists a maximum point (z.,y.) € 2 x  of

(%9) = U(I’,t) - U(yat) - q)5,€(w7y7 Ct - Ct()? Ct - Cto)
such that, if § is sufficiently small, then

_Sllp {U(I‘,t) - U(y7t) - (PJ,E(xaya Ct - Cto7 Ct - Cto)}
z,ye, lr—y|>1/2

< U(xg7t) - U(ye7t) - q)5,€(x57y87 Ct - th Ct - Ct0)7

and there exists r; 20, 0, independent of ¢ € (tg — hs,to + hg), such that eip(x.) +

eY(Ye)) < e
Lemma 3.2(iii) then implies that, for sufficiently small € depending on 9,

t —to|?
0,7 5t max (u(z,t) —v(y,t) — Pse(z,y, Gt — Ctos Gt — Ct)) — 1t — [t =~ tol”
z,yef) 2
achieves a maximum at some t. such that lim._,gt. = to. Shrinking ¢ if necessary, again
depending on ¢, we have t. € (to — hg,to + hs). It is now a consequence of Lemmas 3.5 and
3.2(1),(iv) that u + t. — tg < 0. Sending € — 0 gives the contradiction u < 0. [l
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3.3. The comparison principle: second order equations. We now turn to the comparison
principle for the second order problem

du = F(D*u, Du,u,z,t)dt + ZHZ(DU) -d¢t inQ x (0,7,
(3.8) i=1

Du-n=0 on 99 x (0,77,
where F' satisfies (2.4) - (2.6).

THEOREM 3.6. Letu € BUSC(Q x [0,7T]) and v € BLSC(2 x [0,T)) be respectively
a bounded sub- and super-solution of (3.8). Then

max (u(ﬂj‘,t) —U(ﬂj‘,t)) Sma_x(u(:p,O) —U(ﬂj‘,O)).
(z,t)eQx[0,T7] z€N

An important ingredient in the proof of this comparison principle is a generalization of the
so-called “Theorem of Sums” [5, Theorem 3.2] from the theory of viscosity solutions to the
pathwise setting. This is Proposition A.5 in the Appendix below.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.6. We assume without loss of generality that u(-,0) < v(-,0).
The general case can always be reduced to this setting because, in view of (2.5), @(-,t) =
u(-,t) — sup, (u(z,0) — v(z,0))4 is a sub-solution of (5.1) and @(-,0) < v(-,0).

We now assume by contradiction that the claim is false. Then, for sufficiently small pz > 0
and § > 0,

(-,

1
0,775 ¢+ sup (u@c,t) oy t) - —|:c—y|2) ot
x,yeﬁ 25

attains a positive maximum at some ¢y € (0,7]. Invoking Lemma 3.2 and arguing as in the
proof of Theorem 3.4, we have that, for sufficiently small € > 0,

= = t —to|?
QXQX [07T]9(‘Tayat)'_)u(wat)_U(yat)_q)cg,e(wuyact_ctwct_cto)_ t_%

achieves a maximum at some (., yc, t-) such that lim._,qt. = to, u(ze,t:) > v(ye, t:), and
|ze — ye| < 1. Lemma 3.2(iv) implies that if z. € 02, then

qu)é,a(l'e,yea Cta - gtm <t5 - (to) ' n(:EE) > 07
and if y. € 012, then
qu)é,a(l'eyya Cta - Ct()?Cta - (to) ' n(yé‘) > 0.
For sufficiently small £ (depending on §) we also have |t. — to| < hg, where h; is such that

i i
max max — <
te(to—h(s,to-‘rh(s)i:172,---7m|<t Ct0| s

and ~; is as in Lemma 3.2.
By Lemma 3.2 and Proposition A.5, there exist Xs., Y5, € S? such that

Id
_ <HD2(I)575(3357y67 H + ) <0 I%)

Xs. 0 ?
< < 0" v ) < D?®s (w2, Yer te) + 6 [D* Vs c(z, ye, )]
&
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and
Bttt —to < F(X6,€7 qu)é,a($e,yeats)’u($€,te)a$6yte)
- F(Y5,57 _qu)5,€(x€7y€7t€)7U(yé‘at&)?y&at&)'

Sending ¢ — 0 along some sub-sequence, we have t. — to and (Xs.,Y5,) 20, (X5,Y5),
where X5, Y; € S? satisfy

3 (Ido < (X5 0O <§ Id —-1Id
5\0Id) =\ 0 -Ys) 5 \-Id Id /~
Then, for some modulus p;s : [0,00) — [0,00) depending on J, in view of (2.4), (2.5), and
(2.6),
< F(X(;, qu)é,a(lﬂayeats)au(xsyte)yxats)

- F(Y57 _DycI)cS,e(wayaata)av(yaata)yyaata) + /35(6)

<wgr (‘D:vq)é,a(x& Ye, te) + qu)é,a(ine, Ye, ts)‘

+ (1 + |D:Eq>6,a($€7y€7t€)| + |Dy(1)6,a($e,yats)|)|xs - y€|> + 96(5)7

where R > 0 is a bound for u and v. By the method of characteristics, there exist unique
Ze, U € R% such that

Te — Y ~ Te— Y
D@5 (e, ye,te) = 55 £ +eD(Z.) and Dy®s (e, Yo, te) = — 55 €

and therefore, for fixed 6, as € = 0, Dy P55 (22, Ye, to) + DyPs (2, ye, te) = 0.
Define

_€D¢(g€)7

1
A5 ‘= arginax (way)'_)u(x7t0)_v(y7t0)__"T_y‘2 :
axa 20
Standard arguments from the theory of viscosity solutions (see for instance [5, Lemma 3.1])

—ul? . . .
yield that lims 0 Sup(, ,)e 4, o 5y| = 0. Upon sending ¢ — 0, we reach the contradiction

2
0<pu< sup wR<u+]w—y\>ﬂ>O.
xvyeAé 5

O

3.4. Existence and path stability. We now establish the existence of a (unique) solution
of either of the initial value problems for (3.2) or (3.8).

THEOREM 3.7.  Assume () satisfies (2.1), H satisfies (2.8), ¢ € C([0,T7],R™), and F
satisfies (2.4), (2.5), and (2.6). Then, for any uy € BUC(SQ), there exists a unique solution
of (3.8) with u(-,0) = ug in the sense of Definition 2.1.

PROOF. Let ((")nen C C1([0,T],R™) be a smooth approximation of ¢ as n — oo, and,
for n € N, let 4™ be the unique viscosity solution of the boundary/initial-value problem

a((?it = F(D*u", Du™, u", z,t) + H(Du") - (t" in Q x (0,77,
(39) Du"-n=0 on 99 x (0,77,

u"(+,0) =g on Q x {0}.
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By Proposition A.2, u™ is a solution of (3.9) in the sense of Definition 2.1. The comparison
principle Theorem 3.6 implies that, for some C' > 0 and for all n € N and (z,t) € Q x [0, 77,

m
u"(@,1) < uollao.n + C+ D H(0)C™ (1),
i=1
because, in view of (2.4), the right-hand side is a super-solution of (3.8) for sufficiently large
C > 0. Therefore,

u(x,t) = limsup  u"(z/,t)
(z' )= (z,t),n—00
is bounded and upper-semicontinuous, and, in view of Proposition A.3, is a sub-solution of
(3.8) in the sense of Definition 2.1, and u*(-,0) > ug on Q. We claim that u*(-,0) = uo.
To see this, let ¢ € C’I? (92) be such that ug < ¢ in Q and D¢ - n > 0 on €. The method of
characteristics yields § > 0, depending only on ¢ and not on n, and ®" € C([0,7],C?(Q))
such that

o _;H(Dcp )- (M in Q% [0,4),
D®"-n>0 on 9N x [0,9),
" (,0)=¢ on Q x {0}.

Then, by (2.4), for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0 independent of n, ®"(z,t) + Ct is
a super-solution of (3.9), and, therefore,

u(x,t) < ®"(z,t) +Ct inQx[0,6).

Sending n — oo and (2/,¢") — (,0) along an appropriate sequence then yields u*(x,0) <
¢(z) for x € Q. Because ¢ is arbitrary, we conclude that u*(-,0) = ug as desired.

We similarly have that the lower half-relaxed limit u, is a bounded super-solution of (3.8)
with u,(+,0) = ug. The comparison principle now yields u* < uy, and therefore, because
uyx < u* by definition, we conclude that u, = u* =: u is a solution. O

REMARK 3.8. The equality of u, and «* in the above proof implies additionally that u"
converges locally uniformly to u.

With exactly the same argument, we achieve the following stability result:

THEOREM 3.9.  For (¢")nen C C([0,T],R™) and (ug )nen C BUC(Q), let (u")pen C
BUC(2x [0,T1]) be the corresponding solutions of (3.8). If, for some ¢ € C([0,T],R™) and

Ug € BUC(Q),

tim (16" = Cllao o1 + a6 = w0ll c.0) = 0.

n—o0

then, as n — 0o, u™ converges locally uniformly to the solution u of (3.8).

4. Nonsmooth Hamiltonians: test functions. The focus of this and the next section is
the study of (1.1) when H is not C?. In this case, the method of characteristics is not available,
and we make use of Lemma 2.4 to construct test functions with the desired properties. The
proofs of well-posedness results, using these test functions, appear in the next section.

It turns out to be very difficult to construct the desired type of penalizing test function
under only the assumptions that the domain be convex and the Hamiltonian be, component
by component, a difference of convex functions. Therefore, we consider the following three
separate settings:
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e (2 is a half space,
¢ (2 has a quantified convexity assumption, or
* H is radial.

In the last case, we may take H(p) = |p|, which is used in the analysis of the geometric
equations in Sections 6 and 7.

Throughout, for H satisfying (2.10) and i = 1,2,...,m, we fix convex H}, HS such that
H®= H! — Hi. We will also impose the growth assumption

@ esssup max [DHL@IH IDHGI
. peER i=1,2,....m 1 + |p|

This implies that the convex functions H} and H} grow at most quadratically as |p| — oo,
and are bounded below by affine functions. The same is then also true for the convex func-
tion G from (2.12). In particular, there exists C' > 0 such that, for all 0 = 64,6,,...,0,,) €
[—1,1]™, there exists vy € S?~! such that

2
(4.2) Clrg-p—1)<G(p +Z€H’ <1+%> for all p € R%.

REMARK 4.1. (i) The quadratic growth assumption for H can, in principle, be gener-
alized, in which case the quadratic term [p|? in (4.5) below is replaced with a different
power. Some sort of growth assumption is required, however, in order to perform a quan-
titative study of the test functions that are defined in what follows.

(i) If H € C?*(R?) with HD2HHoo < oo, then H = H' — H? with

) ID?H|
H (p) = H(p) + —5—=Ipl",
and then H' and H? satisfy (4.1).

Throughout this section, we say a constant is universal if it depends only on d, the con-
stants appearing in (4.1) and (4.2), and the domain.

4.1. The penalizing test function and properties. For 6 > 0, let 5 > 0 satisfy

4.3) 0<vs<é foralloe(0,1),
and let £ : R? — R be such that
(4.4) ¢is convex and 0 < ¢(p) < |p| for all p € R%

Both ~; and ¢ will be further specified, depending on the scenario.
For z € R?, and p € (—3s, 375)™, we define

4.5)  ¢5(z,p) := sup {p 2= <M ) + sz —3G(p )}

pERC

LEMMA 4.2. The function ¢s belongs to CVH(R?® x (—3v5,3v5)™) and, for all i =
1,2,...,m

095
pi

= H'(D.¢5) inR?x (=375,375)™
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Moreover, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that, for all 6 € (0,1), z € RY, and
€ (—375,3v5)™
[(1z] = 6)4]? L o
- ()< < — cé

and
Dés(z.p)| < C (1 ; %) .

PROOF. The regularity and the satisfaction of the equations are consequences of Lemma
2.4.

By (4.2), we have, for all p € (—375,37s)™ and p € R? and for some C > 0 and v, €
Sd_l

1
—Cv5+Cysvp < — ZPZH’ ) +37%G(p )<C%+§C%|p|2-
i=1

The upper bound is then proved by computing, with (4.3), for some universal C' > 0 that may
change line to line,

1)
bs5(z,p) < su]é) {p'z — 5!1)\2 + Cvsvp -p} + Cs
pER
—i! + Cysv)* +C <i(y |+ Cvs)° +C <u+(15
= 5517+ Crsvp 7 < 55 (12 Vs % S 55

and, for the lower bound,

0+C
da(z) = sup ez = LI~ dlpl - Oy
P d

[(]2] — 6)+]? [(|2] = 6)+]?
256700 P2 aavas P

In view of (4.2), we note that, increasing C' if necessary, if |p| > C'(1 + |z|/J), then

pa—d (‘p’ W) +ZpZHZ — 39G(p) < ds(2:p),

and so the maximum in the definition of ¢s must be attained for [p| < C(1 + |z|/d). This
completes the proof of the bound for D¢(z,p), as the unique maximum p = p(z,p) =

D¢5(Zap)' O

Now, for §,& >0, 7,y € Q, and o, 7, p € (—75,75)™, we define
(1)6,8(3:73/70-7 T, p)
._ |p|*
= sup R (p+u)-z—(p—v)-y—>9 +4(p)
p,u,vERY 2

(4.6) —epr (B) v (2 )+i (03 H (p+ ) — 1 H (p— ) + p:H ()
=1

— 7% (Gp+u)+Glp—v)+Gp) }



THE NEUMANN PROBLEM FOR FULLY NONLINEAR SPDE 21

where 1) is as in (2.2).
Recall that ¢* = 400 outside of a compact set K, and therefore, the supremum in (4.6)
may be restricted to p,u,v € R? such that, for some universal constant, |u| < Ce and |v| <

Ce.

LEMMA 4.3.  The function ®;. defined in (4.6) satisfies the following:
(i) Forall §,e € (0,1), ®5. C CH(Qx QA x (—75,75)™ X (—75,75)™ % (—75,75)™), and,
foralli=1,2,...,m,

0P . 0D
2 = HY(Dy®s.) and —2°
0o ’ Ti

=—H'(—D,®;.)
in QX Qx (=75,75)™ X (=75,75)"™ % (—75,75)™"
(ii) For some universal C > 0 and for all z,y € Q, o,7,p € (—vs,78)™, and é,¢ € (0, 1),
Pse(7,y,0,7,p) > ep(x) +e(y) — Cs.
(iii) Ifre > 0 is such that lim._,gr. = 0 and R > 0, then, for all 6 > 0,

ggr(l]sup{@a,g(az,y,a, 7.p) — bs(x —y,0 — T+ p)|

He—yl <R, ed(a) +ev(y) <re, 0,7,p€ (—’ya,'y(s)m} =0.
(iv) For d,e € (0,1), o,7,p € (—75,7s)™, and k > 0 as in (2.3),

1/1d —-1Id e (Id 0
2

PROOF. Part (i) is a consequence of Lemma 2.4, and part (ii) follows from the estimate,
for all z,y € R and 0,7, p € (—75,7s)™,

Ps(z,y,0,7,p) > sup {uw Fu-y— et (E> e (3)} ~ Cs
u,veeK € 5

=ep(z) +ep(y) — Crs.
To prove part (iii), we first estimate from below (taking u = v = 0 and using ¥*(0) = 1),
(I)é,a(iﬂayv o,T, p) > ¢5(3§‘ —Y,0—T+ p) — 2e.
We use the sub-additivity of the supremum to obtain the upper bound
4.7
pl?
Pse(z,y,0,7,p) < sup p-(z—y)—6| - +Lp)

peERY uvee K 2

=Y (o:H'(p+u) = 7H' (p— ) + piH' (p)) — 75 (G(p+u) + G(p —v) + G(p)) }
i=1

+ep(@) + ey (y)-

By Young’s inequality, (4.2), and (4.3), if |x —y| < R, p € R% and u,v € €K, then, for some
universal C > 0,

o) — <@ N (o o — o) 4 o H
prle—y) =0 (5 +p) ) = D (ol (p+u) = iH'(p—v) + piH'(p))
=1

—75(G(p+u) +G(p—v)+G(p) < Rlp| — glpl2 + C6.
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It follows that, for some C'r > 0, the supremum on the right-hand side of (4.7) may be
restricted to |p| < Cr. Therefore,

(1)6,5(1'7:%0'7 T, p) < (255((/5 —Y,0—=T +P) + Cgre + El/)(x) + E¢(y),

and the result easily follows.
Finally, to prove part (iv), we rewrite, for some convex L,

®5,€(x7y70-7 T, p)
2 _
= sup {u'x—kv'y—éﬂ —e” <u> —eh* <m> —L(p,u,v)}.
p,u,v 2 g £
In view of (2.3), the map

2 _
6% + e <%> + eh* <v—(|€—p> + L(p,u,v)

is uniformly convex, and its Hessian is bounded from below by the matrix

1d00 . Id —1d0 Id01d
Bs.:=0[000]+=||-IdIdo|+|o000]],
000 € 0 00 Id01Id
whose inverse is
[ 1d 1d —1d . (000
Cse=B;!=-(1d Id —Id|+-=(0Id 0

—Id —1d 1d K\oo1d

It therefore follows as in Lemma 2.4 that, for any z, &, v, § € R?,

(qu)&g(w,y, ) - Dl‘q)5,€(i.7:g7 )) : (‘T - j\;) + (qu)cg,e(wuya ) - DSE®5,€(£7:&7 )) : (y - g)

0 0 Tr—I Tr—I
<Onclzs) (s )= (375) (575),
y—1 y—y

where the matrix As is exactly as on the right-hand side of the inequality in part (iv). O

We next prove, in the three aforementioned settings, that ®; . satisfies the strict boundary
inequalities

“.8) {qu)g,g(ac,y, o,7,p)-n(x) >0 ifxe€dand

qu)5,€(x7y7o-7 T, P) : Tl(y) > O lfy & 89

if o,7,p (which represent the increments of paths) belong to sufficiently small intervals
(—vs5,7v5)™, and if x and y are sufficiently close. It makes sense to consider the latter restric-
tion, because, in view of Lemma 4.2, in the proof of the comparison principle and related
results, we will consider z,y € Q satisfying |z — y| = O(6'/?), with the proportionality con-
stant depending on the bounds for the given sub- and super-solution (in fact we will have
|z — y| = 0(6/?), but it is hard to explicitly control the rate at which 6 /2|25 — ys| goes to
0 for such points).

As we explain with the next lemma, the condition |z — y| = O(§'/2) implies some control
on the size of the unique maximizer p in (4.6).
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LEMMA 4.4. Assume (2.10), (4.1), (4.3), and (4.4). Then there exists universal K > 0
such that, for all §,¢ € (0,1), o,7,p € (—75,75)™, and x,y € S satisfying, for some M > 1,
lz — y| < M6&Y2, if (p,u,v) is the unique maximizer in the formula for D5 (z,y,0,7,p),
then |p| < KM&—1/2,

PROOF. If, for some K > 2, |p| > K M571/2 then the lower bound in (4.2) gives C' >0
such that

)
Dsel(w,y,0.7,p) < (pu) - a— (p—v) -y — 5lp2 — v (2) —ev™ (Z) + CO(L+p)

5
< M&*2|p| - 1 1PI* +ev(@) +ev(y) + €

K2
< M? <K - T) +e(z) +ey(y) + C,

which, in view of Lemma 4.3(ii), is a contradiction for sufficiently large K. O
The next result gives some more detail on the maximizers p, u, v in the definition of ®s :

LEMMA 4.5. Assume (2.10), (4.1), (4.3), and (4.4), and let 6,¢ € (0,1), o,7,p €
(—5,75)™, x,y € QY M > 1, and |x — y| < M6&Y/2. Then there exists a universal constant
C > 0 and wy,ws € R? such that, if (p,u,v) € R34 is the unique maximizer in (4.6), then

u=eDp(z) +wr, v=eDY(y)+wa, and |wi|+ |wa| < CeMryso 2.
Moreover, if { is differentiable at p, then there exists ws € R? such that

p::Egy—DE(p)—l—wg and  |ws| < M~s0~3/2.

Finally, if H and H are globally Lipschitz for all i = 1,2, ..., m, then wi,ws,ws satisfy

lwi| + |wa| < Cevs and |ws| < Cys6 L.

PROOF. We have
r€d (51,!)* (2) =D o+ + %G+ ')> (w).
i=1
We use the additivity of the sub-differential (see for instance [15]) to deduce that
w [U S i
e @) (2)+0 (w@ )= o H (p+ '>> (),
i=1

and so, by (4.1) and Lemma 4.4, there exists w € R? with |w| < CM~s6~'/2 such that
u = eD(x + w). The result for u now follows from the fact that D is Lipschitz. The
arguments for v and p are similar, and the statement for globally Lipschitz Hamiltonians
follows easily from the fact that the bound p in Lemma 4.4 no longer needs to be taken into
account above. O

We now prove the strict boundary inequalities for @5 . in the cases where €2 is a half space,
(2 is convex in a quantifiable way, or H is radial. Throughout, we always assume (2.10), (4.1),
(4.3), and (4.4). The last two assumptions are further specified in the three different cases.
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4.2. The half space. We set
Q:{xeRd:x'el>0},
where e; = (1,0,0,...,0); here n(z) = —e; forall z € 9Q = {x € R? : 2y = 0}.

LEMMA 4.6. Let M > 1 and set {(p) = |p - e1|. Then there exists a universal constant
co € (0,1) such that, if v5 = coM ~16%/2, then, for all 5,¢ € (0,1), 0,7, p € (—5,7s)™, and
|z — y| < M6&Y/2, then (4.8) holds. If Hi and Hj are globally Lipschitz for i =1,2,...,m,
then the same is true if v5 = cg0.

PROOF. We only prove the first inequality in (4.8), as the argument for the second is
similar.

Fix z € 9Q and y € Q be such that |z — y| < M§'/2, and fix 0,7, p € (—s,75)™. Let
P, u,v uniquely attain the maximum in (4.6), so that D, ®s .(x,y,0,7,p) =p+ u.

By Lemma 4.5, for some C' > 0,

u-n(zx) >eDip(z) -n(z) — CeMrsd 2 > e(1 — Cepd'/?).
Taking ¢ sufficiently small yields « - n(z) > 0, and so it suffices to prove that p - n(x) =
—p-e1 > 0. We are done if p - e; = 0. On the other hand, if p - e; # 0, then Lemma 4.5 gives

x_
p=—5 v sgn(p- e1)er + O(Ms6—1/2).

Assuming by contradiction that p - n(x) = —p - e; <0, we find that

T — —
p=—5"—e1+O0(Mysd ),

and so, for some C > 0, p- e; < —1 4 C¢q. This is negative upon shrinking cg, which is a
contradiction. If the H?, H} are globally Lipschitz, the argument follows in the same way.
O

REMARK 4.7. When d = 1 (that is, when {2 is the half-line), we may also take 5 = cgd
in general. Indeed, in that case, 92 = {0} and n(0) = —1, and the maximizer p satisfies
p-n(x) = —p, and thus, if p- n(z) <0, then

T — —
Ipl=p="5"—sgnp+ O(8" (14 [p])) < ~1 + Ceo(1 + [p]).

Rearranging terms and shrinking cq gives the contradiction in this case.

4.3. Quantified convexity assumption. We now assume some control on the convexity of
2, namely,

“49) {there exist @ > 0 and ¢ > 2 such that, for all x € 092 and y € €2,

n(z) - (z —y) >0z —yl|.

LEMMA 4.8.  Assume () satisfies (4.9), £(p) = |p|, and M > 1. Then there exists universal
co € (0,1) depending on the parameters 0 and q, such that, if vs = coM ~159%3  then, for all
5, €(0,1), 0,7, p € (—75,7)™, and |z — y| < M&'/2, (4.8) holds. If Hi, H} are globally
Lipschitz for all i = 1,2, ..., m, then the same is true with vs = cod4.
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PROOF. Once again, we only prove the first inequality in (4.8), and we do so under the
more general growth assumption (4.1), because the argument runs similarly if H?, H: are
globally Lipschitz.

Fix € 9Q and y € Q satisfying |2 — y| < M§'/2, and 0,7, p € (—75,7s)"™, and let p, u,
and v be the unique optimizers in the definition of ®5 .. We want to prove that (p+u)-n(z) >
0.

Invoking Lemma 4.5 again gives

u=¢ D¢($)+O(M755‘1/2)] and ”:e{D¢(y)+O(M755‘1/2)].

In particular, taking ¢y sufficiently small yields « - n(x) > 0. Thus, if p = 0, we are done.
Assume then that p # 0, and suppose for the sake of contradiction that p - n(z) < 0. Then

_r—y D M~s
0 Ipl+O<53/2>
M’yg

and taking the scalar product with % implies that @ >1-0 (W>’ s0, shrinking ¢ if

necessary, |z — y| > §/2.
On the other hand, by (4.9),

p'n(:n)>w_£,n(x)+o<M%>

- J D] §3/2
|z —yl? M~y 0 1 M~y
20— 40\ mr )2 O\ &r )

The right-hand side is positive if ¢ is sufficiently small, and a contradiction is reached. [J

4.4. Radial Hamiltonians. We return to the setting where €2 is C'! and convex, but we
make the assumption that

(4.10) H(p)=h(|p|) forsome h € C?([0,00),R™).
Then H as in (4.10) satisfies (2.10) and (4.1). Indeed, for : = 1,2, ..., m, we write
Hi(p) = hi(Ip]) == h*(lp]) + C(Ipl + Ip*) and  H3(p) = hs(lpl) :== C(lp| + [pl?).

The function H} is convex, and, for sufficiently large C' depending on th H o2

. . h'y C
D2Hi(p) = [(")"(]p]) +2C] Lr @ 2+ [—( Jp)+C 20] <Id - Pgl > >0.
P Ipl Pl o o]
Let us write G(p) = g(|p|), that is, for r > 0, g(r) = 31" (R4 (r) + hi(r)).
We once more consider the test function (4.6) w1th l(p) = |p| Wthh we write as

®5,€(x7y70-77-7p)
— p|® o (“ L [V
-—;Eg{(wm'x—( —v) Y- 6< +!p\> (g)—aw (g)

+ 3" (oih'(Ip+ ul) — 7k (Ip — o)) + pih (|p]))
=1

@.11)

— 75 (g(lp +ul) + g(lp — v|) + g(|p])) }
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LEMMA 4.9. Assume H satisfies (4.10). Then there exist universal constants &g, €o,
co, o € (0,1) such that, if v5 = coM ~16%/2, then, for all § € (0,8), € € (0,&9), o,7,p €
(—76,75)™, and x,y € Q such that |z — y| < min {M§'/%,1}, (4.8) holds. If hi,h} are
globally Lipschitz for i =1,2,...,m, then the same is true with ~s = cg0.

PROOF. Fix z,y,0,T,p as in the statement of the lemma, and let p,u,v be the unique
maximizers in the definition of ®5.. We need to show that (p + ) - n(z) > 0.
Lemma 4.5 gives

u=¢e D¢($)+O(’Y5M5_1/2)] and v:E[Dq/J(y)—|—O(fy5M5—1/2)]7

so that taking ¢ sufficiently small yields « - n(x) > £, and, thus, for some universal ¢ > 0,

2 ’
U
— -n(x)>c.
|ul
If vy is sufficiently small (depending on HD2¢HOO), then also (u + v) - n(x) > 0. Therefore,
if p =0 or p = v, we are done, so assume otherwise.

Let us next rule out the case that p = —wu. In view of Lemma 4.5 and the fact that p £ 0,

r—y p M~s
4.12 = - —+0
and so plugging in p = —u gives
T—y U M~
—u= —4+0(—5 -
w5t (5)

Taking the scalar product with n(z) yields

_iz—u-n(:E)Z 5 .n($)+—-n(3:)+0<53/2> 26_0((53/2)’

which is a contradiction if ¢y and ¢ are sufficiently small. Therefore, p # —u.
Using now that p # 0, p # —u, and p # v, we may write

oy P2y ptu
p= — == =g (Ip+ul) § oi(h') (Ip+u
5 |pl (5 (Ipl) = {#Y( D) P+ ul

- (?g'up—vw+§Zn<hi>/<|p—v|>> e
1=1

lp — v
(’Y‘“m sz ny |p|>||

Note that the three terms in parentheses are all nonnegative.
Assume for the sake of contradiction that (p + u) - n(z) < 0. This implies that p - n(x) <
—ce. Moreover,

[v—ul <e[D(y) — Dip(x)| + O(eMy50~"/2) < O(e(v + cod)),
and so, once more shrinking vy and ¢y, we also have (p 4+ v) - n(x) < 0. We conclude that
(p+u)-n(w) = e(1 - O(Mrys6™1/%)),

which is a contradiction for sufficiently small ¢o. We conclude that (p + u) - n(x) > 0. The
argument is similar for the other inequality.

O
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We now strengthen the assumption (2.10) for the radial Hamiltonians, and assume
(4.13) H'is convex foralli=1,2,...,m.

In this case, we will be able to lengthen some time intervals, from one side, for which the
above properties of ®; . hold. We shall use this observation to prove monotonicity in the path
variable for (1.1) when H is radial and convex.

We first note that, if each H® is convex, we may take H! = H* and H4 = 0, so that G =
Z?;l H'. Then (4.2) can be refined to, for some universal C' > 0,

0<G(p)+) 6:H'(p) < CI1+0|(Ipl + |pl*)
(4.14) P

forall p e R% and 0 = (01,64,...,0,) € [—1,00)™.

The notation 1 + 6 means (1 + 6,1+ 605,...,14+0,,).
It is immediate that (4.14) can be used to generalize Lemma 4.2 and obtain the following
result:

LEMMA 4.10.  The function ¢;5 belongs to C'(R? x (—o0, 3v5)™, and satisfies the same
equations as in Lemma 4.2 in that domain. Moreover, there exists a universal C' > 0 such that,
forall § € (0,1), z€ R, v €(0,1), and p € (—v,375)™,

[(12] = C(6 + )4
21+ CY(6 + 1)

K&

25

< ¢s5(2,p) <

We similarly analyze the test function ®; . from (4.11), which now takes the form

(4.15)

2
B2(2.9.0.7,p) = sup {<p+u> =) -3 (Bt pl) v () —evr (2)

p7u7v

=3 (v = ohi(Ip + ul) + (3 + 7)A¥(Ip = v]) + (3 —m)hi(lpl)>}-

i=1

LEMMA 4.11. Assume that H satisfies (4.10) and (4.13). Then the results of Lemma 4.3
continue to hold if, for any fixed v € (0,1), the variable p is everywhere allowed to belong to

(—v,ys)™.

PROOF. In view of (4.14), arguing just as in Lemma 2.4, we have ®5. € C11 (R4 x R? x
(—=v8,78)™ X (—78,75)™ X (—v,7s)™), with the equation in Lemma 4.3(i) being satisfied
in the new, larger domain. The estimate (4.14) also leads easily to the bounds and limits in
Lemma 4.3(ii), (iii) (note that we use H(0) = 0), and (iv), again all satisfied on the new
domains. O

Finally, we show that the boundary behavior from Lemma 4.9 can also be established on
a longer interval.

LEMMA 4.12.  Assume that H satisfies (4.10) and (4.13). Then the conclusions of Lemma
4.9 continue to hold if we impose |x — y| < vo, vs = co6%, and p is allowed to belong to

(_00776)'
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PROOF. First, for x,y, 0,7, p as in the statement of the lemma, we note that, if p,u, v are
the unique maximizers in the definition of ®5.(x,y, 0, 7, p), then we have |p| < C/6 for some
universal K > 0, the argument following exactly as in Lemma 4.4 and using the lower bound
in (4.14).

We next note that the conclusions of Lemma 4.5 regarding u and v continue to hold, and,
therefore,

u=¢e [D(z) +O(156~")] and v=¢[DyY(y) +O(y501)].

Arguing just as in Lemma 4.9, we thus have, for sufficiently small ¢y and vy, u - n(x) > ce,
Tl n(z) > ¢, and (v + v) - n(z) > 0, from which we can assume without loss of generality

that p # 0 and p # v. Then, with a similar argument as for Lemma 4.5,

= (1 30 —pi)(hi)’(!p\)> it o(5)-

Ip|

p:

Note that
m .
L+ (v = pa) (W) (Ip]) >0,
i=1
so that we may argue as before that, if g is sufficiently small, then p # —u. The rest of the
argument follows in exactly the same way as the rest of the proof of Lemma 4.9. O

5. Nonsmooth Hamiltonians: well-posedness. Making use of the test functions ana-
lyzed in the previous section, we now prove well-posedness results for the Neumann problem

du = F(D*u, Du,u,z,t)dt + ZHZ(DU) -d¢t inQ x (0,7,
(5.1) i=1

Du-n=0 on 99 x (0,77,

with a non-C? Hamiltonian, making use of the test functions analyzed in the previous sec-
tion. As mentioned there, the results here apply when (2 is a half-space, {2 has a quantified
convexity assumption, or H is radial.

Just as in the previous section, a constant C' is called universal if it depends only on €2, F',
or H.

5.1. A general estimate. We first prove a general estimate for the difference of a sub-
and super-solution, with two different driving paths and with a doubling in the space variable,
with penalization provided by the function ¢4 from (4.5). This will be used to prove existence,
uniqueness, and precise stability estimates in the path variable, as well as a uniform modulus
of continuity in space for the solutions that does not depend on the path.

PROPOSITION 5.1.  Assume that Q) satisfies (2.1), H satisfies (2.10) and (4.1), and F
satisfies (2.4), (2.5), and (2.6). Let ¢,n € Co([0,T],R™), and assume u € BUSC(Q x [0,7T)
and v € BLSC(Q2 x [0,T)) are respectively a bounded sub- and super-solution of (5.1)
corresponding to ¢ and n. Then there exist universal constants 0 < cog < 1 < Cy such that, if

M = Co ([[ulloo + vlloo + 12
if one of the following holds:
(i) Qis a half space, § € (0,1), and 5 = coM ~16%/2;
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(ii) 2 satisfies the uniform convexity condition (4.9), ¢ € (0,1), and v5 = coM —1§0%3 ) or
(iii) H satisfies the radial condition (4.10), § € (0,coM ~2), and s = coM —1§3/2;

and if T' > 0 is such that

52 max  max i i< 7
. te[o,T}izl,z...,mKt <

then, for some ws > 0 depending on u and v such that limgs_,q ws =0,

sup  {(ulat) —vly.t) = 5@ —y.G =), |

(2,y,t)€QxQx[0,T]

< sup { (u(@,0) ~v(y,0) = 5(x = ,0)) , } +wst.
z,yeN)

The proof of Proposition 5.1 has many similarities with that of Proposition A.5 in the Ap-
pendix, but with some key differences due to the fact that the test-functions are not necessarily
smooth.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.1. Without loss of generality, it suffices to consider the case
where u(z,0) — v(y,0) — ¢5(z — y,0) < 0. One can always reduce to this case in general
by defining (-, t) = u(-,t) — sup, , (u(x,0) — v(y,0) — ¢s(z — y,0))+ and noting that 7 is
again a sub-solution in view of the monotonicity of F' (2.5), while the lower bound in Lemma
4.2 implies ||a||, <2|ullo + [|[v]| + C.

Assume for the sake of contradiction that, for some u > 0,

0,7)5t> sup ((ule,t) = vy, 1) = dalx —y,G —m)) ) — it
z,ye)

attains a strict maximum at £ > 0. In particular, u(x,t) — v(y,t) — ¢s(x —y, (s — ;) is not

everywhere nonpositive and, for ¢ sufficiently close to ¢,

sup_((u(,1) = (. 1) = és(w —y,G —m))., )

x,yeﬁ

= sup (u(z,t) —v(y,t) — ds(z —y,G — ) -
z,yef)
Moreover, the upper and lower bound on ¢; imply that there exists 75 > 0 such that

r2/8 929, ) and, for all t € [0, T, the supremum may be restricted to |z — y| < rs.

Let ®; . be the test function defined in (4.6) with £(p) = |p-e4| if case (i) holds and £(p) =
|p| if (ii) or (iii) hold. Then Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3(ii),(iii) imply that, for sufficiently
small ¢, depending on 6,

AxQx[0,T)3 (2,y,t) = (ulz,t) — vy, t) = Pse(,y,C — Gy — 03 G —107)) . — it

attains a maximum at (z.,y.,t.) € Q x Q x (0, 7] with lim._,o ¢, = £, so that we can ensure
that, for all sufficiently small € depending on 4,

(5.3) u($€yte) - 'U(ysats) - ¢6,8($€7y€7<'t5 - C{y N, — "75)(5 - 775) >0

and

max |¢f — GV n. —n| <.

i=12,...m

Moreover,

(5.4) i%(€¢($s) +e(ye)) =0,



30
and, for sufficiently small £, C) > 1 may be chosen (so as to determine M) such that |z, —

ye| < MSY2,
Set

Pe ‘= qu)é,e(xaaymCts - Cfants — 77£7Cf - 775)7

ge \= Dy(I)é,E(x&ayaa Cte - Cfants — 7757 Cf - 775)7

1/1d —1d 1\ /Id 0
te=3 (Sa )+ (1+2) (6 )

Then, by Lemma 4.3(iv), for all z,y € Q,

and

Do (@, Gt — CpMte — M3y G — M) < P (T Yo Gro — Gy T — Mg G — 707)
+pe (T —2) + e (Y — Ye)
1 r—x T—x
_|_ _A 3 . €> ,
90F <y —ye> (y — Y.
with equality if and only if x = z. and y = ¥..
We next claim, shrinking cy and ¢ if necessary, that

(5.6) pe-n(z:) >0 ifz. €9 and g¢.-n(y:) >0 ify. €00.

(5.5)

Indeed, in either case (i) or (ii), the claim is a consequence of respectively Lemma 4.6 or
Lemma 4.8. In the radial case, that is, if (iii) holds, then the restriction on § implies also that
|z —y| < c(l]/z. Thus, further shrinking ¢y, we have both § € (0,dp) and |z — y| < vy, where
dg and vy are as in Lemma 4.9. The claim is then proved by further shrinking ¢ if necessary.

Appealing to Lemma A.1, we further develop the inequality (5.5) with extra variables £

and 7:
5.7)
D5 (2, Y, Cr. — Coomee — 0 G — M) < Poe (s ey oo — Gy e — 135 G — 1)
+pe- (@ -2 =& +q(Yy—y-—n)

1
# (5 + M5l ) (1o == €+ Iy = e =)

1 ARNES
tresrant gseroaz) (8) - (£).
Wlth equality at (‘T7 Y, 57 77) - (.Z'a, Ye, 07 O)

Let S¢(-,t.) and S¢ (-, t.) denote the solution operators for the Hamilton-Jacobi part of the
equation on RY, driven by respectively ¢ and 7). Then, for any function ¢(z, y) = f(z) —g(y),
the solution of

AU =" (H(D,V)-d' — H(—Dy¥) -dn'), (- t.)=1)
i=1
satisfies W(x,y,t) = S¢(t,te) f(x) — Sy(t,t-)g(y). Using the monotonicity of the solution
operators, we have, for all ¢ close enough to ¢ (including ¢.),

DPse(x,y, G — Coome — M35 G — M) — Poe(@es Yoo Coo — G M. — M3 G — M)
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)=o) @-9)
) I'—yel2> (y—n)

< SC(t57t) <pa : ( - we) + <% + HAJ,e

- Sﬁ(tsat) <_QE : ( - ye) - <% + HA(S,E
+pa'§+Qa'n+%Bé,e <f7> : <f7>

Id
3575 = A&E + 5A§,a + € < O) R

where
0 Id

with equality only if (,y,¢,€,7) = (2, e, t,0,0).
We now set

Ba(a.0) =510 (e~ 2+ (5 1ol ) |- =) 0,

() = Sy(tet) (=0 = (5 sl ) |- =) ),

ﬂ(§7t) ‘= max {U(Z',t) - \I/-i-(x - §7t)}7

e
and
v(n,t) :=min{v(y,t) —¥_(y —n,t)}.
yeN
Then

1
u(€,t) —v(n,t) = pe € —qe - — 5B <f7> : <f7> — pt
attains a strict maximum at (§,7,t) = (0,0, ).

Note that we have ensured that, in the definition of @(0, ¢ ), the maximum is reached only
at © = x.. Therefore, for (£, ¢) in a neighborhood of (0,%.), the argmax defining @(¢,t)
contains only points close to .. We make the same comments about y. and the argmin of
v(n,t) for (n,t) close to (0,t.). Moreover, p. - n(z) > 0 and ¢. - n(y) whenever z. or y.
belong to the boundary of €2 and whenever x is close to z. and y is close to y..

It follows from Definition 2.2 that, in a neighborhood of (0,t.), @ is a subsolution of
oyu < F(D*u, Du,, £,t) v is a supersolution of d;v > G(D?v, Dv,v,7,t), where

F(X,p,r &, t)= inf F(X,p,r+ 3V (x—¢&t),x,t)

TEATEMAX, (. 1) v (-—¢,1)
and

G(Y,q,5,1m,t) = _sup F(Y,q,5+%_(y —n,t),y,t).
yEargmmv(,yt)fq,i(,Hm)
In particular, for some C' > 0, du/dt < C and dv/dt > —C' in a neighborhood of (0, t.).
We now appeal directly to [4, Theorem 7] and find that there exista,b € R and X.,Y; € N
such that (a, p., X;) € f+ﬂ(0, te), (b,q=Ye) € P (0, t.) (the definitions of the limiting sub-
and superjets being recalled in the Appendix below), a — b = u, and, for some universal
constant C' > 0,

C (14 0 X. 0 , C{1d -1d Id 0
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By the continuity of F', we thus have
p < F(Xe,pe,u(Te,te), Te, te) — F(Ye, —qe, v(Yes te), Ye, te)
S F(Xe,pe,v(Yes te) + Psc(@e,Ye, Coo — Gyt — M5 G — 1p)» Tes te)
— F(Yz, —qe, v(Ye, te), Ve, te),

where the last inequality follows from (2.5) and (5.3). Note that, in view of Lemma 4.2,
Lemma 4.3(iii), and (5.4),

2
T ~
q)5,€(x€7y87<t5 - C£777t5 — 77£7Cf - T]f) S % + C(S +w5,€7

where, for fixed 9, lim._.q@s . = 0. It then follows from assumption (2.6) on F' that, for some
R, C > 0 independent of § and ¢, for all sufficiently small ¢,

2 2 2
r5+ |Pe — r ~
1< wieo <% + (L + |pe| + |¢e|)rs + % +C0+ws e + Cs) .
By Lemma 4.2, along a subsequence as € — 0, p. and —g. converge to some p satisfying
|p| < C(1+7s/6). Therefore, sending € — 0, we obtain, redefining C' if necessary,

2
p<wu,c <C7"5+C%5 +C(5> =: w;.

We thus reach a contradiction for any p > ws. U

REMARK 5.2. If F'is independent of » and x, then we may take ws = 0 in the statement
of Proposition 5.1. Indeed, after the use of [4, Theorem 7] in the above proof, we have p <
F(Xc,pe,te) — F(Yz,qe,t:), and, upon sending € — 0 along some subsequence, we have
X, — X and Y — Y where X <Y This gives the contradiction p < 0.

5.2. Wellposedness. We now use Proposition 5.1 to prove the existence, uniqueness, and
stability of solutions to (5.1), assuming that H satisfies (2.10) and (4.1), F' satisfies (2.4),
(2.5), and (2.6), and {2 satisfies (2.1), as well as one of the following: €2 is a half space, (2
satisfies (4.9), or H satisfies (4.10).

5.2.1. The comparison principle. The first use of Proposition 5.1 is to prove the compar-
ison principle.

THEOREM 5.3. Fix ¢ € C([0,T],R™), and let uw € BUSC(Q x [0,T]) and v €
BLSC(§2 x [0,T)) be respectively a bounded sub- and super-solution of (5.1). Then

sup {(u(:n, t) —v(x, t))+} < ilelg { (u(z,0) — v(z, 0))+}.

(z,t)€Qx[0,T]

PROOF. Setting { = 7, we note that (5.2) is satisfied. Then, for the values of § and ~s
specified by Proposition 5.1, we have

sup {(u(m,t) —v(y,t) —¢5(w—y,0))+}

(z,y,t)€EQXxQx[0,T]

le sup. { (u(z,0) —v(y,0) — ¢s(z — y,O))+} + wst.
z,y€f)

Sending 4 — 0 and invoking Lemma 4.2 immediately yields the result. U
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5.2.2. Existence and stability. Just as in Section 3, the comparison principle implies the
existence of a unique solution of the the initial value problem, as well the continuity of the
solution map ¢ — u.

COROLLARY 5.4. Under the same conditions as Theorem 5.3, for any uy € BUC(Q)
and ¢ € C([0,T],R™), there exists a unique solution of (5.1) with u(-,0) = ug. Moreover, if,
forn €N, ¢" € C([0,T],R™), uf € BUC(Q), and, as n — oo, (" converges to ( and u}
converges to ug uniformly, then, if u™ is the corresponding solution of (1.1), then, as n — oo,
u”™ converges locally uniformly to u.

PROOF. As in the proof of Theorem 3.7, the argument rests on showing that the half-
relaxed limit v*, which is a sub-solution, satisfies u*(-,0) < ug (and a similar statement for
the lower half-relaxed limit ).

Fix 2o € Q and let ¢ € C%(R?) be convex and such that ug < ¢ and ug(z) = ¢(xg).
Then, by Lemma 2.4, there exists 6 > 0, independent of n, and a family (®"),cn C
C([0,0],CH (RY)) of solutions of

do" =Y " H'(D®")-d¢"™ inR?x[0,6] and @"(-,0)=¢.
i=1

Moreover, there exists C' > 0 independent of n such that 0 < D2®™ < C'. Therefore, for
some C' > 0 independent of n, ®"(x,t) + Ctisa super-solution of (5.1) corresponding to
the path ¢". We conclude as in the proof of Theorem 3.7 that u*(-,0) < ¢, and, in particular,
u*(x0,0) < (o) = up(zo). The result now follows because =y was arbitrary. O

5.3. Further results for homogenous . We next prove some further properties of solu-
tions under the additional assumption that F' depends only on D?u and Du, that is,
(5.8) FeC(S?xRY) is non-decreasing in X € S%.

We first record some simple bounds for the unique solution.

LEMMA 5.5. Letup € BUC(2) and ¢ € Cy([0,T],R™), and let u be the unique solution
of (5.1) with u(-,0) = ug. Then

sup  (u(@,t) — > H(0)C'(t) — F(0,0)t] < [l o -
(x,t)EﬁX (0,7 i=1

PROOF. This is a consequence of the comparison principle Theorem 5.3, as well as the
fact that (z,t) — = |lug|| o, + iy H(0)¢'(t) + F(0,0)¢ are solutions of (5.1). O

5.3.1. Path stability. The existence result in the previous sub-section was derived from
the stability of the solution operator for (5.1) in the path variable. In this section, we make
this more quantitative when F' satisfies (5.8).

THEOREM 5.6. Fix ug € BUC’(Rd). Then there exists a modulus of continuity w :
[0,00) — [0,00) such that, if ¢*,¢% € Co([0,T],R™) and if u',u? are the corresponding
solutions of (5.1), then

I = oy < (16" = Cllcsom)-
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PROOF. We first note that we may assume that H(0) = 0 and F(0,0) = 0. Otherwise, we
may replace u’, j =1, 2, with

W (x,t) = u! (2,t) — i HY(0)¢%(t) — F(0,0)t.
=1

We also prove the result for ug € C%*(Q). The general result then follows by replacing ug by
Lipschitz approximations and using the contractive property of the solution operator implied
by the comparison principle.

By Lemma 5.5,

HulHoo axfo,r) Y Hu2Hoo ax0.1] = luoll o225

and so the value M in Proposition 5.1 depends only on [Jug||

Let dp > 0 be such that the conclusion of Proposition 5.1 holds for 0 < § < dg. We first
assume that ¢! and ¢? satisfy H( L_¢ 2H 71 < Véos with 75 = coM 16", the exact value
of r being specified in Proposition 5.1. By Lemma 4.2 and Proposition 5.1 (recall that w; =
0 by Remark 5.2), we then have, for all (z,t) € Q x [0,77], for all § € (0,50) with 5 >

HCI _C2Hoo,[0,T]’

ul (2, 1) —u? (2, 1) < ¢5(0, ¢ — ¢F) + sup {u'(2,0) — u*(y,0) — d5(x — y,0)}
z,y€ef)

—y|—C9)?
<Cd+ sup {L|:E—y|— (= — | )+}
x,yeﬁ 5

< Cpé.

We conclude that, for some constant C' > 0 depending only on ug, and after applying the
same argument with the roles of u' and u? reversed,

oo <CNE =1 oy

u' —u
whenever ||¢! — ¢?[| 0,1 S Vo
Suppose now that, for some N =2,3,..., (N — 1)y, < ||¢* =2 011 < Ns,- Then
iterating the above result gives

IS A
I ]y 0 (g
<CN'Yr ¢t - CQHZ,T[O,T}

We conclude since

H<1 o CZHOO [0,T]
COM_166

N<1+
O
5.3.2. Continuity estimates. Another consequence of the homogeneity assumption (5.8)

is the continuity of solutions of (1.1) in the space variable, depending only on the initial
datum ug, and not on the path ¢ or time ¢ > 0.
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THEOREM 5.7. Fix ug € BUC(S)). Then there exists a modulus of continuity w :
[0,00) — [0,00) such that, for any ¢ € C([0,T],R™), if u is the unique solution of (1.1)
with u(-,0) = o, then, for all t € [0,T], u(-,t) is w-continuous.

PROOF. We may assume without loss of generality that ug is Lipschitz with constant
L > 0. The general result follows from approximating wuq and using the contractive property
of the equation. As in the proof of Theorem 5.6, we may also assume that H(0) = 0 and
F(0,0) =0.

In view of Lemma 4.2, taking v = v and ¢ = 7 in Proposition 5.1, and noting ws = 0 in
view of Remark 5.2, yields, for all ¢ € [0, 7] and § sufficiently small, depending possibly on

[[uoll o

u(,t) —u(y,t) < ¢s(x —y,0) + sup {uo(x) —uo(y) — ¢s(z —y,0)}

x,yeﬁ
2 Or2
<ol M—H%+mw{h——L}
r>0 20
)2
e Lt )]
0
If x and y are sufficiently close, we may take § ~ |x — y| to conclude that u is locally Lips-
chitz, and thus globally Lipschitz because the constant does not depend on z or y. O

5.3.3. Monotonicity in the path variable. The comparison principle, Theorem 5.3, im-
plies that the solution operator for (1.1) is order-preserving in the initial data. Under the
additional assumption that F' satisfy (5.8) and H be radial and convex, it turns out that the
same is true in the path variable.

THEOREM 5.8. Assume that H satisfies (4.10) and (4.13). Let ug € BUC(Q) and
¢1,¢? € Co([0,T),R™) satisfy (14 < (> foralli=1,2,...,m, and let u',u*> € BUC(Q x
[0, 7)) be the corresponding solutions of (5.1). Then u' < u? on Q x [0,T).

To prove Theorem 5.8, we need the following variation of Proposition 5.1:

PROPOSITION 5.9. [If H satisfies (4.10) and (4.13), then the conclusions of Proposition
5.1 continue to hold if the condition on s in (iii) is replaced with vs = cyd?, and, for some
sufficiently small universal 0y € (0, 1), (5.2) is replaced with

(5.9) n—0oM2< ¢ <mi+ns forallte(0,T).

PROOF. Most of the proof goes just as in that of Proposition 5.1, in view of Lemma 4.11.
The key difference is in establishing the boundary condition (5.6). In view of the estimate for
¢s in Lemma 4.10, the points x. and y. satisfy, for sufficiently small ¢,

’we - ya‘ < M(5+77t5 - Cte)l/z < (CO +00)1/2'

Shrinking 6y and ¢y, if necessary, the right-hand side is less than v, where 1/ is as in Lemma
4.12. Therefore, (5.6) holds, and the rest of the argument goes through just as in the proof of
Proposition 5.1. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.8. We have H(0) = 0, and we may assume also without loss of
generality that F'(0,0) = 0. Then, as in previous proofs, the value M depends only on ||u]| .
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By Proposition 5.9, there exists a constant 6o > 0 depending on universal quantities and
[luo||o such that, if —fp < ¢! — (2 <0, then, for all § > 0 sufficiently small, v5 = co62, and
(x,t) € Q% [0,T],

ul(2,t) — u?(z,t) <sup{uo(z) —uo(y) — @5 —y. G — )}
w?y
Sending § — 0, we have u' < u?. For arbitrary paths satisfying (! < (2, the result may be
iterated. O

6. Geometric equations. We now turn to the study of geometric equations. We assume
that H is positively 1-homogenous, that is,

(6.1) H(\p)=AH(p) forallpeR% \>0.

Such an H satisfies the difference-of-convex-functions property (2.10) if, for instance, H is
C? in a neighborhood of S¢~! (see [20, Appendix B]), in which case H 1 and H are also both
1-homogenous (and therefore, so is G in (2.12)). In fact, such Hamiltonians are also globally
Lipschitz. We then note that level-set equations dealing with first-order geometric motions

are already covered by the results in Section 5. We focus here on second-order problems, for
which

FeC (Sd X (Rd\{O})) is nondecreasing in the S? variable and

(6.2)
FOX +pup®@p,A\p) = AF(X,p) forall (X,p)eS?xRY A>0, and p € R.

Functions satisfying (6.2) are allowed to have a singularity at p = 0. Note, however, that (6.2)

implies that £(0, -) is continuous at p = 0:

(6.3) F*(0,0) = F,(0,0) =0.

A standard example is

F(X,p) = tr [<Id—|%|®|%|> X} ,

which is the nonlinearity from the level-set equation for perturbed mean curvature flow, and
which is the focus of the application in the next section.

6.1. Test functions. We construct a particular test function much in the same way as in
Section 4. The key difference is that its Hessian vanishes, as ¢ — 0, whenever its gradient
does (see Lemma 6.2(iv) below). This is done in order to deal with the singularity of the
nonlinearity F'.

We first define, for § € (0,1) and 5 as in (4.3),

p i=1

30 = :
(6.4) ¢s(2, p) = sup {p 2z = Z!p\‘*/?’ —dlpl+)_ piH'(p) 375G(p)} ;

and, for € € (0,1), G asin (2.12), and ¢ as in (2.2),

(6.5)
36
Pse(,,0,7,p) = supd (p-+ w) - = (p =)y = Tl ol —ev” () —ev ()
> (oH' (p+u) —7H'(p —v) + p; H' (p))
=1

—75(G(p+u) +G(p—v) + G(p))}-
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In view of the positive 1-homogeneity of H (and therefore G), we have, for some C' > 0, for
all p € (3vs,375)™, and for some v, € S41,

m
—Cs(p v, — 1) <3G (p) — > _ piH'(p) < Cslp.-
i=1
We then have the following, which is proved exactly as in Lemma 4.2.
LEMMA 6.1.  The function ¢s in (6.5) belongs to C"'(R? x (—3vs,37v5)™), and there

exists C > 0 such that, for all § € (0,1), z € R%, and p € (—35,37s)™,

[(|z] — C8)+]" [ — 8)+]*

(66) 483 < (255(22,/)) < 153

Analogously to Lemma 4.3, we can prove the following properties of @

LEMMA 6.2.  The function ®;. defined in (6.5) satisfies the following:
(i) Forall 6,e € (0,1), 5. € CLH (R x R? x (—75,75)°™), and, forall i =1,2,...,m,

0®s . 0®s .
do; o

in R x RY x (—v5,75)%™. _
(ii) For some C >0 and for all z,y € Q, o,7,p € (—5,7s)™, and d,¢ € (0,1),

@575(117, Y,0,T, p) > 5¢(gj) + szb(y) - 0/75
(iii) If R > 0 and r. > 0 is such that lim._,qr. =0, then, for all 6 > 0,

= H'(D,®s.) and =—H'(-D,®;.)

ggr(l]sup{@a,g(az,y,a, 7.p) — bs(x —y,0 — T+ p)|

e —yl <R, ep(x) +eg(y) <re, 0,7, p € (—%,%)m} =0.
(iv) For §,€ > 0, there exists a continuous, nonnegative symmetric matrix-valued map
QxQx (—75,75)3 3 (z,y,0,7,p) = Ase(x,y,0,7,p)
such that, for o, 7, p € (—vs,75)™ and almost every x,y € ,

0 S D?x,y)q)(xayaaa T, p) S Aé,e(%%@ T, p)7

and, uniformly for bounded .,y € R® and o, 7, p € (—37s,37s)",
. 3 2 ((1d —Id
thllpA(;’a(ZE,y, o, T, p) < 5|D¢5($ —Y,0—T+ p)| <_Id 1d > .

e—0

PROOF. WEe first prove item (iv). This establishes the C''!-regularity, and part (i) is then a
consequence of Lemma 2.4. Parts (ii) and (iii) then follow exactly as in the proof of Lemma

4.3,
We rewrite, for some convex function L : R3 — R,

CI)(;,E('Z'7 Y,0,T, p)
= sup {u-a+v-y— Lp? — ey <U> ey (”“’) ~ Lipu)).
P, 4 € €
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Define
30 —
L) = 2ol 2t (U] ew (UE) 4 Lipoao.

Then L is strictly convex and, for p # 0,

SpI=2*1do0\ [/ 1d ~Id0 1d 01d
D*L(p,u,v) > 0 00l +=1|[-IdI1do]+|000 =: Bs.(|p|).
0 00 € 0 00 Id01Id

We compute, for r > 0,

q2/3 (1d 1d —1d . (000
Cse(r):=Bse(r) ' = Id Id =Id| +={0Id 0
~Id-1d 1d F\ooId

It follows that, for any (z,y,0,7,p) € 9 x (—7s,75)°, a unique maximum (p,u,v) =
(p,u,v)(x,y,0,7,p) is attained, with D®s.(z,y,0,T,p) = (u,v). Moreover, for bounded
x and y, the maximizers p, u, and v belong to a bounded set, over which £ is uniformly
convex. It then follows as in Lemma 2.4 that (p, u, v) is Lipschitz in (x,y, 0,7, p).

Fix (z,y), (#,4) € O and 0,7, p € (—7s,75)™, and write
(puuav):(puuav)(x7y70-77—7p) and (ﬁaﬁ’a{)):(p7u7v)(j}7g70'77—7p)'
(/\

Assume first that p = p(z,y,0,7,p) # 0. Then, if (£,9) is sufficiently close to (z,y), it is
also the case that p # 0. We have

1 p—p p—p
L(p,a,0) 2 L(p,u,v) + - (@ —u) +y- (0 —v) + 5Bs(lpl VIBI) [ @ —u i—u
0 —0 D —0

and
1 p—p p—p
Lp,u,v) 2 L, 8,0) + & (u—1@) +§- (v—0)+ 5 Bse(lpl VIP]) | & —u U —u
U —v 0 —0

Adding the two inequalities yields

p—p pP—p
Bs(lp| vV Ipl) | & —u d—u | <(t—u) (T—2)+(0—-v) (J—y),
0D —v D—v

and so, just as in the proof of Lemma 2.4,

(@—u) (& —a)+ (0 —v) (§—y) < Bse(lpl VIB) 7 | &~

—ascolviah (570) - (577,

3r2/3 [ 1d —1d\ e (1d 0
Ase(r) = — <—Id Id ) L <0 Id) ‘

where
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We conclude that

limSUP [(Dl‘q)és,e("i.ayuau T, p) - Dch)5,€(x7y7O-7 T, P)) - ('i' - .Z')
(@,9)—~ ()

+ (Dy®5,€(£'7:g70-7 T, p) - qu)5,€(x7y7o-7 T, p)) ' (@ - y)]

T—x T—
<A r,Y,0,T, ~ N s )
< dscpteaeomn (520)- (520)

D}, ®se(x,y,0,7,0) < Asc(Ip(2,y,0.7, p)))-

which means that

If p(z,y,0,7,p) =0, in which case B(|p|) = B(0) is not well-defined, a similar argument
may be applied as above by replacing B(|p|) by B(M 1) for arbitrarily large M, then letting
M — o0 in the last step.

Finally, uniformly for bounded (x,y) € Q0 and (0,7, p) € (—7s,75)%, the unique maxi-
mizer (p7 U, U) = (p€7 Ug, UE) for (1)5,8 satisfies

lim(pe — ue) =lim(p: +v:) =0 and limu.=—limv. = Dos(x —y,0 — 7+ p),
e—0 e—0 e—0 e—0

from which the result follows.
O

As in Section 4, we require certain strict inequalities to hold on the boundary, and we split
into two cases, depending on whether €2 is more quantifiably convex or H is radial.

LEMMA 6.3. Assume that ) satisfies (4.9). Then there exists a universal_ co € (0,1) such
that, if vs = cod, then, for all £, € (0,1), o,7,p € (—7s,75)™, and z,y € ), (4.8) holds.

PROOF. For z € 992, y € Q, and (0,7, p) € (—75,75)>, let u, v, p be the unique maximiz-
ers in the definition in (6.5). Then D, ®s.(x,y, 0,7, p) = p + u. Recalling that H and G are
uniformly Lipschitz, we see that u = e DW(x) + O(e75), so, for § € (0,1) and ¢ sufficiently
small, u - n(z) > 0.

We may therefore assume without loss of generality that p # 0. Assume for the sake of
contradiction that (p + u) - n(x) < 0, which, in particular, implies that p - n(z) < 0. We first
note that

1723 4+ 5L 4 O(ys),

so that (upon taking the scalar product with %)

2 51— 06u/0)

Shrinking ¢y if necessary, we have |x — y| > ¢d. On the other hand, because p - n(x) < 0,
Ole —y|* < (z —y) -n(x) < O(7s).

Combining these two facts yields, for some universal C' > 0, §¢ < C'¢yd?, which is a contra-
diction if ¢y is sufficiently small. The other inequality is proved similarly. U
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We now drop the assumption (4.9), letting 2 be an arbitrary C' convex domain, and as-
sume that H is radial. Because H is one-homogenous, this simply reduces to taking m =1,
and, after a renormalization, H (p) = |p|. We then consider the test function

(6.7)
30
@se(2.9,0,7,0) = sup{ (p+w) - w = (p—v) -y = Tlpl** —olp| —ev* (2) —ev* (<)

p7u7v

— (35 = Plpl = (15— )lp +ul = (5 +7)lp = vl .

where 7 is as in (2.2). We also note that ¢4 takes the form
(6.8)
34 1
o) =sup {2 = 10l = (6433~ Pl p = 55 1 =5 =335+ )1
p
LEMMA 6.4. The function (6.7) satisfies the conclusions of Lemma 6.2 with everywhere
p being allowed to belong to (—o0,~s). Moreover, there exist ¢y, vy, &0 € (0,1) sufficiently

small that, if 75 = cod, then, for all § € (0,1), € € (0,&0), 0,7 € (—75,75), p € (—00,7s),
and x,y € Q with |z — y| < 1,

qu)5,€(way70777p)’n(w)>0 lf(.Z',y)E@QXﬁ
and

Dy¢6,6($7y70777p)'n(y)>0 lf(x7y)€§><89

PROOF. The argument that we may take p € (—00,75) is just as in the proof of Lemma
4.11.

Assume now that z € 92, y € Q with |z — y| < v, and (0,7) € (—75,7s)* and p €
(—00,7s). Let u,v,p be the unique maximizers. Then D, ®;.(z,y, 0,7, p) = p + u. We can
write

u=¢e[Dy(z) +O(ys)] and v=e[DyY(y)+O(vs)],

and therefore, shrinking vy, there exists ¢ > 0 such that both u - n(z) > ce and v - n(x) > ce.
If p=0 or p=w, we are done, and so we assume without loss of generality that p # 0 and
p # v. Moreover, just as in the proof of Lemma 4.9, we have ﬁ -n(x) > ¢ for a possibly
different value of ¢ > 0.

We next rule out the equality p = —u. Note that there exists w € R% and C' > 0 independent
of 0 and ¢ such that |w| < Cs, and

2
1
P=53 w—y—éﬁ—kw <x—y—5£+w>.

o I Ip|
Therefore, if p = —u, we have

1 Uu 2 Uu
(6.9) —u==lz—y+oé——+wl (z—y+d—+w].

&3 |u| |u|

We first estimate
3

x—y+5i+w

1
ce<|ul == l

53

)

so that

> (13513,

u
x—y+5;+w
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On the other hand, taking the scalar product of (6.9) with n(x) gives, for some constants
C,c>0,
1
—ce > —u-n(zx)> 5—3(01/3561/3)2(05 —w-n(z)) =231 - Cep).
This is a contradiction if ¢y and ¢ are sufficiently small.
Now using the fact that p # 0, p # u, and p # —v, we write
1 U 2

p=g5|o =yt op +00)

p pt+u p—v
X <w—y—(5+75—p)m—(7—0),p+u, —(7+T)‘p_v,>-

If (p+ u) - n(x) <0, then, as in the proof of Lemma 4.9, we have p - n(z) < —ce and
(p+wv)-n(x) <0. Taking the scalar product above with n(z) then yields p - n(x) > 0, which
is a contradiction, and we conclude. |

6.2. Well-posedness results. We next prove results similar to Proposition 5.1 for solu-
tions of the geometric equation

du = F(D*u,Du)dt + > H'(Du)-d¢' inQx (0,7,
(6.10) i=1
Du-n=0 on 9 x (0,7).

We first consider the case of a domain with quantified convexity.

PROPOSITION 6.5. Assume that Q) satisfies (2.1) and (4.9); H satisfies (2.10) and
(6.1); and F satisfies (6.2). If ¢,n € C([0,T],R™) and v € BUSC(Q x [0,T]) and v €
BLSC(Qx [0,T)) are respectively a bounded sub- and super-solution of (6.10) correspond-
ing to ¢ and n, then, for all 6 € (0,1), if

max — <5,
tE[O,T]‘Ct TZt\_’Yé

then

sup {u(w,t) —v(y,t) —<b5(w—y,Ct—m)}

(2,y,t)€QxQ%[0,T]

< sup_{ul,0) = v(y,0) ~ daz —y,Go —m) }.
(z,y)€Q

PROOF. If the result is false, then, for sufficiently small p > 0,
[O7T] Sl Sllpi {U(.Z’,t) - U(y,t) - (255(.%' - Y Ct - nt)} - Mt
z,yef)

attains a maximum at ¢y € (0, 7.

Arguing exactly as in the proof of Proposition 5.1, using Lemmas 6.2 and 6.3, we have the
following: for & > 0, there exist (¢, ye, t-) € Q x Q x [0, 7] and, for A > 0, X, ., Y, € Sé
such that, along a particular subsequence, lim._,ot. = tg, lime_o(z: — ye) =2 € R?, and
limg_>0(X>\’€7 Y)\ﬁ) = (X)\, Y)\), where

©.11) - G + HA‘;(Z)‘D <I(§1 I%) = (? —%) < As(2) + A A5(2)%
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and
< F (X e pe) = Fe(Yaes —¢e)-
Here,
Pe = Dy ®sc(Te,Ye, Ct. — Ctor Mt — Mo Cto — Mto)s
Qe = Dy®s (T, Yes Gt — Ctos Mo — Mo Cto — Mo )
and

- 3 2/3 ( 1d —Id
Aste) = 21pster - m) P (1 701
Sending € — 0 along a particular subsequence yields

p< F*(X)anb(;(vato _nto)) _F*(YA7D¢5(2;7C150 _nto))'

We consider two cases: if Dos(z,, — 1mt,) 7 0, then (6.11) implies that X, <Y) and so
p <0, a contradiction. Otherwise, if D¢s(z, (ty — 11,) = 0, then As(2z) = 0, and we have

NS F*(X)\,O) - F*(Y)\,O).

Then by (6.11), as A — 400, (X, Y)) — (0,0), which once again yields ¢ < 0 in view of
(6.3). O

The same result holds when H (p) = |p| and €2 is merely C'! and convex, and we are able
to improve in terms of the condition on ¢ and 7:

PROPOSITION 6.6. Assume that Q) satisfies (2.1); H(p) = |p|; and F satisfies (6.2). If
¢,m € C([0,T],R™) and u € BUSC(Q x [0,T]) and v € BLSC(Q x [0,T]) are respec-
tively a bounded sub- and super-solution of (6.10) corresponding to ( and 7, then, for some
universal co € (0,1), if

0<d<co (1 + [|ull oo gx 0,77 + H’UHooﬁx[QT}) ;

Y5 = ¢o0, and
Y
n — ZO <G <m+ns forallt€[0,T],
where vy is as in Lemma 6.4, then

sup — {ule,t) = v(y,t) = 650 =y, —m0)}

(z,y,t)€QxQx[0,T]

< sup_{u(w,O) —v(y,0) — ¢s(x —y,Co — 770)}'
(z,y)eN

PROOF. The proof is almost identical to the proof of Proposition 6.5, this time applying
Lemma 6.4 instead of Lemma 6.3 (in particular, note that the lower bound on { — 7 need not
shrink with 9).

The only difference is that the points z., 3. € Q must satisfy |z, — y.| < v in order for the
conclusions of Lemma 6.4 to hold. Therefore, in order to carry out the arguments as in the
proof of Proposition 6.5, it is sufficient to show that, if |z — y| > %, then, for all ¢ € [0, 77,

u(z,t) —v(y,t) = ds(x =y, G —ne) < supﬁ{u(% t) —v(y,t) = ¢s(z =y, G —me)}-
T,yc
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Indeed, by (6.8), if z,y € Q and |z — y| > %, then, if ¢ is sufficiently small, then, for some
universal ¢; > 0,

u(z,t) —v(y,t) — ¢s(x — y, Gt — ne)

1
<u(w,t) —v(y,t) = 7= (o =yl =0 = 3%+ G —m)y
1 %0} 4
<o) —ot) - 5 (42— )
1
< u(x7t) - U(y7t) - 6_37
while
sup_{u(a:,t) - U(y7t) - ¢5($ -y, G — nt)} > U(ZE,t) - U(:Evt)'
z,yef)
The inequality thus holds if ¢y is sufficiently small. O

Just as in Section 5, Propositions 6.5 and 6.6 lead to the well-posedness of the level-set
equation (6.10).

THEOREM 6.7. Assume that ) satisfies (2.1), H satisfies (2.10) and (6.1), F satisfies
(6.2), and one of the following: Q) satisfies (4.9), or H is radial.

(i) If¢ €C([0,T],R™) and u € BUSC(Q x [0,T]) and v € BLSC(Q x [0,T)) are respec-
tively a bounded sub- and super-solution of (6.10), then

sup {u(x,t) - v(a:,t)} <sup {u(m, 0) — v(x,O)}.
((E,t)G[O,T} IEGQ

() If up € BUC(Q2) and ¢ € C([0,T],R™), then there exists a unique solution u €
BUC(Q2 x [0,T)) of (6.10) with u(-,0) = ug. Moreover, ll o a0 < 1wl o0 and
the modulus of continuity of u(-,t) is independent of t >0 and (.

(iii) For any ug € BUC(SY), there exists a modulus of continuity w : [0,00) — [0, 00) such
that, for any ¢',(? € Cy([0, T],R™), if ul,u? € BUC(Q x [0,T)) are the corresponding
solutions of (6.10), then

o' =2l rio < (16" = Pl o)

We finish with a monotonicity property for solutions of (6.10), when H (p) = |p|.

THEOREM 6.8. Assume H(p) = |p|, fix ug € BUC(2) and ¢,n € C([0,T],R), and as-
sume that . — Go < 1. —no. Then, if u and v are the corresponding solutions of (6.10), we
have u < v in € x [0,T].

PROOF. Upon adding a constant to { or 1, we may assume without loss of generality that
Co = no- It also suffices to prove the result when ¢ and 7 satisfy —%» < ( —n <0, where vy is
as in Proposition 6.6, since the result can be iterated for ¢ and 7 an arbitrarily large distance
away.

In that case, Proposition 6.6 gives, for all sufficiently small 6,

u(w,t) —v(a,t) < sup (uo(x) — uoy) — ds(x — 9,0)).
z,ye)

Sending § — 0 gives u < v. O
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As a limiting case of the above result, we can obtain an inequality relating solutions of
(6.10) with solutions obtained from solving the equations involving F' and H separately.
This will be useful in Section 7 below.

Let Sp(t), S+m(t), t > 0, denote the viscosity-solution semigroups associated to the Neu-
mann problems for the nonlinearities ' and +H on €.

COROLLARY 6.9.  Assume () satisfies (2.1), F' satisfies (6.2), and H(p) = |p|. Fix uo €
BUC(Q2), £ € C([0,T],R), and let u e BUC(Q x [0,T]) be the solution of (6.10). Then,
forallt >0,

Sk <£(t) — min g) o Sp(t)oS_y <— min g) ug

[0,t] [0,t]

)

<u(t,)<S_y <max§ - 5(t)> 0 Sp(t)o Sy <%axg> up.

[0,¢]

PROOF. The first inequality follows from applying (formally) Theorem 6.8 with ( given
by

£(0), s=0
C(S) = min[O,t} § se (07t)7
£(t), s=t.

Since ¢ is not continuous, one cannot apply this result directly, but taking smooth approxi-
mations ((™),en such that ¢ < ™ < ¢ and, as n — oo, (" decreases pointwise to (. If, for
n € N, v" is the solution of (6.10) corresponding to (", then v < u by Theorem 6.8. The
convergence as n — oo of v"(¢,-) to the left-hand-side of the above inequality can then be
obtained by the stability of viscosity solutions and a simple time-reparametrization argument
(asin [11, Proposition 4.9]). O

7. Long time behaviour of perturbed mean curvature flow. Throughout this section
we fix Q = D x R, where D is a bounded, C!, convex domain in R%1. We will write
elements of Q as x = (2, 24), 2’ € D and x4 € R.

We consider the level set equation for perturbed mean curvature flow in €2 with right angle
boundary equation, namely, the initial value problem

Du®D
du = tr [D% <Id - %ﬂ dt + |Dul - d&(t) on Q x [0, +00),
u

7.1 u(z,0) = up(x) on Q,

Opu=0o0n x I x [0,400),
where 1 is a continuous function on €2, such that
a<ug< B, ug(r',zq) =aforzyg<a, up(x',xqy)=pforxyg>b

where o < 8 and a < b are fixed.
By Theorem 6.7, there exists a unique solution of (7.1) which satisfies, for t > 0,

(7.2) u(,t)=aon D x (—oo,a —&(t)], u(-,t)=pBonD x [b—E&(t),+00).

Our main result in this section is then the following.
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THEOREM 7.1. Let § = B(w) € C([0,0),R) be a Brownian motion sample path. Then,
almost surely, there exists a non-decreasing continuous function v : R — R, such that, letting

v(x,t) =0(zq + B(t)),
it holds that
(7.3) Jim fJu(-8) = o) =0,
In addition, for each c € («, 3), it holds that
(7.4) Jim distrr (T T ) =0,
where TS, ;= {x € Q, w(x) = c} are the level sets and disty is the Hausdorff distance.

In the deterministic case (B = 0), a similar result was obtained by [13], and in fact our
proof heavily relies on their result. Due to the noise term, our conclusions are slightly
stronger: we obtain that the limit is monotone in x4, so that in particular almost every level
set will converge to a hyperplane perpendicular to the boundary of D. In addition, we obtain
convergence of all level sets in Hausdorff distance, whereas in [13], this was only proven for
level sets such that the limit is a (finite union of) hyperplane(s).

The idea of proof is as follows:

* First, on arbitrary long intervals, the noise will be small. Hence we can directly appeal to
the deterministic result (and the continuity of the solution map) to obtain that u is close to
a stationary solution after these intervals (and remains so at later times), and this stationary
solution is of the form v = v(xzy).

* Second, due to the d B term, any stationary solution will be non-decreasing for large times.
This is due to the fact that large negative excursions of B will “fill up” any hole in the sub-
level sets.

* Finally, we need to prove the convergence of level sets in Hausdorff distance. One direc-
tion is clear from convergence of u, and for the other direction we need to check that the
“fat” level sets cannot have holes (of a non-negligible size) for large times. Such holes
are unstable in the sense that if the driving noise has a large increment over a small inter-
val, the hole becomes large and invades the level set (see Lemma 7.5 below for a precise
statement). Using the strong Markov property and the full support of Brownian paths, by
a Borel-Cantelli argument such events will happen almost surely for arbitrary large times,
so that holes cannot survive in the large time limit. In this part of the argument we need
to use the monotonicity result (Corollary 6.9) which allows us to compare the level sets
of solutions to (7.1) with level sets following successively the deterministic and stochastic
parts of the equation.

It is natural to ask to which extent the Brownian structure is actually needed, and if the
results would still hold, for example, with B a sample path of fractional Brownian motion
(fBm). The convergence of the function u (7.3), only requires the first two steps above (more
precisely, this requires the finiteness of the sequences t,,, t/, defined in (7.6)-(7.7)), and will
hold for example for (almost) any fBm path with arbitrary regularity. The proof of the con-
vergence in Hausdorff distance (7.4), however, is more probabilistic and requires the strong
Markov property, so that it is not clear if it could be extended to fBm paths.

We now pass to the details of the proof.

LEMMA 7.2. Let
K(ug) = {u(-,- — &(t),t), u is the solution of (7.1) for some & € C([0,t])} .
Then K(ug) is compact in C(Q).
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PROOF. Note that the elements of K(ug) are constant outside of D X [a, b] and take values
in [, ]. Compactness is then a consequence of Theorem 6.7, since elements of /C(uq ) share
the same modulus of continuity. O

LEMMA 7.3. For each € > 0, there exists T > 0 sufficiently large and n > 0 sufficiently
small such that for each u € K(uq), there exists v(x) = 0(xq) with ||ST¢(u) — v|| < ¢ for
each ||§]| <.

PROOF. For a fixed u, and £ = 0, this is the main result in [13]. The existence of 1" and
n which are uniform over elements of /C(ug) follows from the compactness of that set and
continuity of Sp. O

We also have the following result.

LEMMA 7.4. Let vg(x) = 0g(xq), where ¥y is continuous with values in [c, (], 0o = «
on (—o0,a] and = 3 on [b, +00).

Let v be the solution to (7.1) starting from vy. Then v(x,t) = 0(x4,t) where O = O(r,t)
solves

do = 10,0 - d&(t) on R x (0,00), 0(-,0) = 2p.
In addition, let t = inf {t, maxjg 4 § — minjg 4 § = bg—“} Then
0(-, 1) is non-decreasing

and

(7.5) Vt>t, () =o(r +£(t) — £(F),1).

PROOF. First, one checks that v(xzg4,t) satisfies (7.1) (this is classical if £ is smooth, and
the general case follows by stability), and it follows that it is equal to v.

Let us now prove monotonicity of 9(-,%). Assume first that ¢ attains its maximum at time
t, and let t, in [0, #] such that £(t,) = ming, j &. It follows from Corollary 2.8 in [12] and the
representation of the deterministic semigroup for H (p) = |p| that

o(r,t) = max D(s,t.).
\s—r\g%

Using the fact that o(-,t,) is equal to « or § outside of an interval of length (b — a), one
checks that the right-hand side above is nondecreasing in r. The case where £ attains its
minimum at time # is similar, replacing the maximum by a minimum in the formula above.

Finally, (7.5) follows by noting that the right-hand side is a nondecreasing solution to
do = (0,0) - d&(t) = 0,0 - d&(2). O

We can now proceed with the proof of (7.3). Let T},, n,, be obtained from applying Lemma
7.3 to a fixed sequence €, — 0. We then let

(7.6) tn=inf {t > T, s oscy_1, g B <},
and
(7.7) t, =inf {t > t,,: oscyy, 4 B> (b— a)/2} .

and note that ¢,,, ¢/, are finite a.s. by an easy consequence of the Borel-Cantelli lemma. Now
Lemma 7.3 guarantees that at time ¢,,, u is €,-close of a function of x4, and by Lemma 7.4
at time ¢/, it is &,,-close to a function 9,, which is a nondecreasing function of 4.
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Now we turn to the proof of (7.4).
We let Sy, S be the viscosity semigroups (with homogeneous Neumann boundary con-

ditions) associated to £ H (p) = £|p| and F(p, A) = tr {A (Id - %)} . In view of Corollary
6.9, we have the following: if u is the solution to (7.1), then

7.8 )2 S (€0) - min€ ) Sp)S-n (~mine ) o
[0,t] [0,¢]
Further note that Sy ;r admit the following simple expression
(7.9) Sg(t)u(z)=sup u(y), S—p)u(zx)= inf  u(y)
ly—z|<t,yeQ ly—z|<t,yeQ

This follows from the representation of Sty in terms of control problems with reflecting
trajectories (e.g. [18]), and the convexity of {2 ensures that in fact reflection is never optimal.
LEMMA 7.5. Forall r > 0, there exists h,e > 0, such that if for some y € ), c € («, 3),

u(-,t) > con B(y,r)NQ, [mu%}Bt —&, Bipn>e 1,
tt+

then

u(-,t+h)>con {(x',xd) €Q, xg— Bipyn > yd— g}

PROOF. The estimate (7.8) together with (7.9) implies that
u(-,t) >con B(y,r) = u(-,t +h) >con B(y,R)
with

R=DBiip— min By, + ¢(r+ min By, h)
[t,t4h] [t,t+h]

where ¢ is the solution to 9;¢ = —5 with ¢(0,7) = r (which is how the radius of a sphere

evolves with mean curvature flow), under the condition that ¢(r + ming ¢y Be,., h) > 0.
Then it is clear that for A and ming ;4 p) By . small enough, R > % + By ¢+, and then that,
since D is bounded, for R large enough,

{:ndZyd—l—R—g}CB(y,R) U(D x [8— B(t + h), +00)),

and the claim follows. O

We now resume the proof of (7.4). Recall that

(7.10) disty (FZW), 16)(~,t)> = xesl"lip) dist (m,I‘v( t)> —I—meslllcp’ dist (:E Fu( t))

where dist(x, A) = inf,c 4 |z — y|. The convergence of the first term to O for arbitrary cis a
simple consequence of the uniform convergence of u to v and the fact that v is a continuous,
monotonous function of 4. In order to show that the second term also converges to 0, we set

m*(t,c)=sup{zg € R: 32" € D, u(z',zq,t) =c},
and

m™ (t,c) —mf{aszR d2’' € D, u(2',zq,t —c}
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Note that for each ¢, m™(¢,c) — m™(t,c) is nonincreasing in ¢ and converges as t — oo.
In addition, one has

Pf}(-,t) CD x [m_ (t,c),m+(t,c)].

Indeed, assume for instance that ¢ = v(z,t) = (x4 + B(t)) but m™ (¢, x) < x4. This means
that inf,cp u(y,2q,t) = ¢ + ¢ for some § > 0, and by comparison with stationary solutions
this yields

Vs>t, w(x—Bis,s)>c+0, v(x—DBig,s)=c,

which contradicts uniform convergence of u to v.
In order to prove that the second term of (7.10) converges to 0, it will therefore be sufficient
to prove that

Vr>0,37(r), Vt > T(r),Yy = (¥, ya)

(7.11)
with m™(t,¢) <yqg <m*(t,c), B(y,r)N FZ(~,t) #0.

In order to prove (7.11) we proceed by contradiction, and assume that there exists a se-
quence of stopping times 73, — oo and ¢, € [« 8] s.t.

Ely(k) = (y’(k),y[(ik)) with m™ (7x, ¢) < yc(lk) <m™ (1, cr), B(y(k),r) N Fik( = 0.
We also assume (w.1.0.g. by symmetry) that u(-, 73,) > ¢ on B(y*), ). We then fix h,e > 0
given by Lemma 7.5, and let

A= { min B, . >—&, By r4n> 6_1} .
[Tk, +h] ’

By the strong Markov property and the Borel-Cantelli lemma applied to the events Ay, almost

surely, there exists a subsequence k' s.t.

,
u(, T + h) > ¢ on {(x',wd),wd —Br, rth > Yd — 5}

which further implies that

(7.12) (m™ —m ™) (e + hyep) < (Mt —m7) (T, ) — g

Further note that if r > m™(t,c) — m™(t,¢), then Vy = (¢/,yq) with m™ (¢,¢) < yg <
m*(t,c), B(y,r)N I‘Z( t) # () (this follows from a simple continuity argument since in that
case u(y',yq+r,t) > c>u(y’',yq — r,t)). In addition, the fact that u converges uniformly to
a monotonous function of x4 implies that

{c: lim m™(t,¢) —m™ (t,c) > 7’} is finite,
t—o0

so that taking a further subsequence if necessary we also have c;s = c. But then (7.12) is in
contradiction with the fact that (m™ — m™)(¢,c) converges as ¢t — oco. This concludes the
proof of (7.11).

8. Possible extensions and open questions. We discuss in this section possible relax-
ations of the assumptions we made throughout the paper, and outline the difficulties that
would arise.
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8.1. On equations with x-dependent Hamiltonians. We focus in this paper on spatially
homogeneous Hamiltonians H. The case of x-dependent H is much more demanding tech-
nically, even without boundary conditions, and requires some care on the assumptions, see
for instance [8, 28, 32, 12]. Unlike in the x-independent case, where we can deal with any
continuous signal ¢, the regularity of the signal plays a role in the x-dependent case (this is
not surprising, since this is already the case for ODEs, as made very explicit in Lyons’ rough
path theory [27]). We therefore expect that extending the results of this paper to x-dependent
Hamiltonians would be a highly nontrivial task.

In relation to this question, an important remark concerns the case of linear transport equa-
tions, for which specific difficulties arise in the Neumann case. Indeed, recall that the charac-
teristics corresponding to these boundary conditions are solutions to reflected ODEs. It was
shown recently by the first author [10] that such equations are ill-posed (i.e. may have mul-
tiple solutions) in the case of rough driving signals (less regular than Brownian motion). At
the PDE level, the example from that paper shows that solutions u = u(z,y,t) to

du = —ugzdt + (zuy + yuz)d¢ on Ry x R x (0,7),
u(-,-,0) =ug, uy=0o0n{0} xR x (0,7

can develop discontinuities immediately (if ¢ is rough enough), even if ug is smooth. While
the case of transport equations is rather special (the Hamiltonian H is far from coercive), this
example may nevertheless hint at specific difficulties that could arise when trying to extend
the results in this paper to x-dependent equations, which could not be limited to the tech-
nicalities already present in the full space or periodic case. (Note that in the deterministic
viscosity theory, such discontinuities only happen in the case of Dirichlet boundary condi-
tions, for which comparison theorems are known to be much more delicate to establish than
for the Neumann case).

On the positive side, we nevertheless remark that it is possible to obtain the continuity of
the solution map ¢ — w in some particular nonlinear x-dependent examples. In the case of
one-dimensional (, and convex H, it was shown in [12] (in the full space case) using the con-
trol problem associated to the PDE, that the map ¢ — u is uniformly continuous (see also [31,
Appendix A]). This gives in particular a simple way of obtaining the continuity of the map
¢ — u (under more general assumptions than what is usually needed for the PDE theory).
One could obtain similar results in the case of Neumann boundary conditions (the control
problem now corresponding to so-called reflected ODEs), for some rather special choices of
Hamiltonians (namely, those for which the optimal trajectories are in fact never reflected).
We refrain from giving more details here, but it would apply for instance to Hamiltonians of
the form H (z, Du) = a(x)|Du|, which arise in front propagation.

8.2. On more general boundary conditions. In the deterministic case, it is known that
comparison holds for much more general Neumann boundary conditions than the homoge-
neous case considered here. These can take the form

(8.1) G(z,Du) =0 on 09,

where G only needs to satisfy a condition of the type D, G - n > ¢ > 0 on 0. This includes
for instance the case of so-called capillary boundary conditions, where

(8.2) G(z,p) =p-n(x)—0p|,

with 6 € (0,1), which are relevant when considering the motion of hypersurfaces which
intersect the boundary of the domain at a prescribed angle arccos(6). (We refer to e.g. [1,
2, 17] for precise statements).
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In this paper, we only consider the case of homogeneous linear Neumann conditions. The
test functions that we construct are indeed restricted to this case, and their definition would
need significant modifications to treat (8.1) (or even linear but not homogeneous Neumann
conditions). Again, we note that this is a delicate issue due to the z-dependence implicit in
the fact that we work in a domain.

An exception would be the case of the half-space (already considered in subsection 4.2
above). In that case, since n is constant on the boundary, it should be rather straightforward
to combine our construction with classical arguments (such as [1]) to obtain well-posedness
under boundary conditions of the form (8.2) (note that x-dependence then disappears).

8.3. More general domains. In this text, we only consider convex domains, and in the
case where the Hamiltonian is non-smooth (and not radial), we actually restrict ourselves to
either the half-space or strictly convex domains. It seems likely that the main results should
still hold for arbitrary C'' convex domains, possibly with a suitable modification of the test-
functions, but we have not been able to find a proof of this fact.

Another important question is whether convexity of the domain is actually necessary.
As explained in the introduction, our proof completely breaks down if this assumption is
dropped. It is not clear whether this is purely a technical point, or if in fact there are non-
convex domains in which comparison does not hold for the kind of problems we consider
here.

APPENDIX: PROPERTIES OF PATHWISE VISCOSITY SOLUTIONS

In this appendix, we isolate and prove some of the general properties and results con-
cerning pathwise viscosity solutions used throughout the paper. The proofs of the statements
here contain idiosyncrasies particular to the setting of the Neumann problem; however, ignor-
ing these particular points, they are also valid in the full-space setting, and so this appendix
acts additionally as a source for detailed explanations of some of the unique aspects of the
pathwise viscosity solution theory, whose statements are found in many other works on the
subject.

It turns out that, if H is smooth and satisfies (2.8) (and, therefore, also (2.10)), then Defini-
tions 2.1 and 2.2 are equivalent. We omit the proof of this fact, since it is similar to the proof
of Proposition A.2 below. Therefore, throughout this secton, we work only with Definition
2.2.

We often use the following lemma, which is used throughout the literature on viscosity
solutiosn of second-order equations in order to linearize certain quadratic expressions.

LEMMA A.l. LetneN, A€S" X,Z€R", and d > 0. Then

1 1 2\ = — 1 1 =12
= X < =24 = — =%
2AX X< 2(A+5A) +2 <HA”+5> | X ’

PROOF. A Taylor expansion around = yields
1 1 - = o, 1 =2
5AX—X§§A:-:+A:-(X—:)+§HAH\X—:] :
By Young’s inequality,
) 9 1 9
E (X -5)<-||AE —| X -=
AZ - (X —E) < S IASIP + 5| X — 2P,

and the result follows from the fact that || AZ||* = A%Z . Z. O
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The next proposition that the definition of pathwise viscosity solutions (with Neumann
boundary conditions) is consistent with the classical one when the driving path is smooth.

PROPOSITION A.2. Assume H satisfies (2.10), ¢ € C1([0,T],R™), and u € (USC, LSC)
UC(RY x [0,T)). Then u is a (sub-, super-) solution of (1.1) in the sense of Definition 2.2 if
and only if u is a classical viscosity (sub-, super-) solution of (1.1).

PROOF. We prove the equivalence for sub-solutions only; the other statements have simi-
lar proofs.

Assume first that v is a classical viscosity sub-solution, let ® € UC(R? x [0,7]) be a
pathwise viscosity solution of (2.11) (because ¢ € C1([0,T], R™), this is equivalent to being
a classical viscosity solution; see [32]), and define % as in Definition 2.2. Let ¢ : R? x [0, T] —
R be C? in space and C! in time, and assume that u(¢,t) — ¢(€, t) attains a local maximum
at (&o,t0) € R? x [0, T7]. Using standard arguments from the theory of viscosity solutions, we
may assume, without loss of generality, that the maximum is strict and tg < 7.

Fix zg € Agy,to and assume either that xo ¢ 02, or that z € 92 and

(A.3) D¢(§0, to) . n(xo) > 0.
Fix € > 0 and 6 > 0. Then

_+]2
(x7£787t) l—)u(ﬂj‘,S) - <I>(3: - £7t) - qb (g’ ST_H> B %|$ _$0|2 |S 2(5t|

attains a local maximum at some (z5,&s, s5,ts) € Q2 x R? x [0, T x [0, T] such that, for any
fixed € >0,

(A4) lim (25,5, s5,5) = (0, o, tos to)-
0—0
In particular, u(z, s) — ¥s(z, s) attains a local maximum at (zs, s5), where
. s+t € 5 |s—ts]?
wé(st) —¢<3§ 33'54-65, 2 >+2|$ $0| + 25

If 2o ¢ 0N, then, for sufficiently small §, z5 ¢ 0S2. Otherwise, if zo € 9 and x5 € 0€2, then,
in view of (A.3) and (A.4), for sufficiently small § and 0 < e < 1,

sst+t
Dips(xs, s5) - n(zs) = <D¢ <§5, d 5 6> +e(xs — x0)> ‘n(xs) >0,
and, therefore,the definition of viscosity solutions yields
s (s, 55)
Os

< F*(D*s(w5, 55), D5 (x5, 86), s u(25, 85), 25, t5)

+ 3 H(Ds (s, 55))C(55),

i=1
that is,
(A.5)
Ss —ts 10¢ S+ 1s
Y TG

t t
< F* <D2¢ <£5, 35; 5) +¢ld, Do <€5, 85; 5) + (x5 —$0)au(336736),336,36>

+ i}[’ <D¢ <§5, % —2”5) +e(ws — 360)) ¢ (s5)-

i=1
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We also have that

s5+t n |ss —t|?
2 26

(1) s D) + <!E6 .

attains a minimum at (7,t) = (x5 — &5, ts), which means that

(A.6) 35;t5 - %% (E 7S5+t5> ZHZ <D¢ (55, S5+t5>> (' (t5)-

Subtracting (A.6) from (A.5), sending first 6 — 0 and then ¢ — 0, we obtain the deisred
inequality

0¢ (fo,to) < F*(D*¢(o,t0), Dd(0, t0), u(zo, to), 7o, to)-

Conversely, assume that u satisfies the sub-solution inequality from Definition 2.2. Let ¢ :
RY x [0,7] — R be C? in 2 and C' in t, and assume that u(z,t) — ¢(z,t) attains a local
maximum in Q x [0, T at (zq,to). As is standard from the viscosity solution theory, we may
assume without loss of generality that ¢ takes the form, for some p € Re, AeS% anda € R,

oz, t)=p-(x —x0) + %A(a: — ) - (z — o) + a(t —to),

and the maximum is strict over Q x [0, %o]. We shall also assume that o € 952 (otherwise the
argument below is identical) and suppose that p - n(xg) > 0.
Lemma A.1 yields, for any € > 0 and ¢ € R,

1 A
5 A& —20) - (z—20) < (A+€A2)§ £+ E’$—$0—§\27
where )\ := || A|| + ¢! Defining also A, := A + £A? + ¢ld, we find that
A 1

(1’7§7t)'—>U(1’,t) -p- (‘T_xo_f) - f’w—xo—SF _pg_ §AE§'§_a(t_t0)
attains a strict maximum in Q x R% x [0, 0] at (20,0, o).

Define

Ae 9

Ve(z) :=p- (z — ) + 7|33 - zo|",

which is convex, and, for v > 0, define

Ve (1) := (I +7G)*(z) = sup {q- = — ¥Z(q) —7G(q)},

gER?

where G is as in (2.12). Then, for fixed € > 0, as v — 0, 1), , converges locally uniformly to
e, and so

1
(@,6,8) = w(z,t) = Yeq(z = &) —p- €~ AL —alt —to)
attains a maximum at some (z.,&,t,) € @ x R? x [0,%0] such that lim,—o(2, &y, ty) =

(:EOvO)tO)‘
Let hy > 0 be such that sup|,_<_ maxi=12,...m ICE— (i <y, fix0< h < h., and define

®(z,t) := sup {q x— 1% (q )+ ZHZ Ct —h)}

gER?
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Then Lemma 2.4 implies that ® € CYH(RY x [t, — h,t,]) and
0 <~ i 3 . od
= ;H (D®)C'(t) inRY x [t, — h,t,].

Moreover, as v — 0, ® converges locally uniformly to ..
Let u € CY([t, — h,t,]) and suppose that

u(,t) = Bz — &) —p- €~ SAL €~ p(t)

attains a maximum in Q x R? x [t., — h, t.] at some (&, &, 1) such that £, > ¢, — h. Note first
that, if Z, € 02 and ~ is sufficiently small, then the gradient in { satisfies (p+ A-&,) -n(z4) >
0. Therefore, by Definition 2.2,

M/(Efy) S F*(Aeap+A€£77u(j77£7)7j77£7) é Sllp~ F*(A€7p+A€£7u($7£’y)7gj7£‘/)7
(z.£)ea(ty)

where, for t € [t, — h,t,],

a(t) := argmax {u(az,t) — Pz —¢&t)—p-&— %Aaf : f} .
(z,8)

This is a contradiction if
t
wu(t) >/ sup  F*(Ag,p+ AL u(x,s),x,s)ds,
ty—h (z,£)€a(s)

and therefore we find that

1
u(xmtw) - q>(33'y - gfyat'y) —-p-&— §A€£’Y &

< sup {u(a:,tw—h)—d}aﬁ(w—f)—p'f— %Aef'f}

(2,£)EQ xR
t'Y
+/ sup  F*(Aq,p+ AL, u(x,s),x,s)ds.
ty—h (z.£)€a(s)

We also have, for all (z,¢) € R? x Q,

1 1
u(a:,tv —h)— we,v(x &) —p-&— §Ae§ -+ ah Su(my,ty) — ey (T4 — &) — §Aa§v &y
Combining the last two inequalities and rearranging terms yields
t’Y
ah < / sup F*(Aaap + A& u(x,s), 2, 5)ds + (I)(x’y - gwt'y) - T/Ja,'y(x’y - g’y)

ty—h (z,£)€a(s)

Dividing by h and sending h — 0 gives

a< ( SUP( )F*(Aa7p + Am&“(xat'y)axat'y) + ZHi(Dlﬁa,y(% - fvvtw))éi(tv)'

xz,§)€a(t, i=1

We conclude, upon sending v — 0 and then ¢ — 0, that a < F*(A,p,u(zo, to), zo, to) +
S HY(p)C'(to), as desired. o



54

We next discuss the stability of sub- and super-solutions under half-relaxed limits. A con-
sequence of the following result is the local-uniform stability of solutions.

Given a sequence (u"),cy : R? x [0, T] — R, we define the upper- and lower- half-relaxed
limits

1
u*(z,t) ;== lim sup{u"(y,s):nzN, \y—x]+\s—t]§—} and
N—o0 N

Uy (x,t) := lim inf{u”(y,s) n>N, ly—z|+]s—t| < i} .
N—o0 N
Note the difference between u* and u™* (resp. uy and u.), where the latter is the upper (lower)
semi-continuous envelope of the fixed function u. Roughly speaking, in the half-relaxed lim-
its above, the lim sup- and lim inf- operations are performed simultaneously in R? x [0, T']
and as n — oo (see [5, Section 6]).
We then have the following stability result.

PROPOSITION A.3. Assume H satisfies (2.10), {(¢")nen, ¢} C Co([0,T],R™), and, as
n — oo, (" converges uniformly to (. Let (u")pey C USC(RY x [0,T1]) (resp. LSC(R? x
[0,T7])) be a sequence of sub- (resp. super-)solutions of (1.1) corresponding to the sequence
(C™)nen. Then u* (resp. uy) belongs to USC(R® x [0,T]) (resp. LSC(R? x [0,T1)) if it is
finite, and is a sub- (resp. super-)solution of (1.1) corresponding to (.

PROOF. We prove only the sub-solution statement, as the super-solution one is similar.
Let ® be as in Definition 2.2, define

u(&,t) = Sug{u*(aj,t) —P(x -0}, (&) eR% x (0,77,

and assume that, for some smooth ¢, (&,t) — ¢(&,t) attains a strict maximum at (§o, o).
Choose zg € AZ} t and M > 0, and let @ be the solution of (2.11) such that ®(-,¢y) =
®(-,t0) + M| - —xo|. Then ® > &, and if M is suffiiently large, then

lim inf ®(z,t) = +oo,
|z|—o00te[0,T)

which is a consequence of the estimates in [32, Theorem 7.2]. We then have that

U*(:Evt) - (i)(l' - évt) - ¢(£7t)

attains a strict maximum at (g, &, to)-
Forn € N, let ®" solve

m
do" =Y " HY(DP")dC™ iR x [0,T], ®"(-,tg) = D(-, o).

i=1

Then
lim inf inf ®"(x,t)=+o0,
|z|—+oon€eNte[0,T]

and lim,,_, o, ®" = ® locally uniformly in R% x [0, T7.
_ Let (w,&n,tn) be a maximum point of u™(x,t) — ®"(x — £, t) — ¢(&,t), and let (y, 71, s) €
Q x R? x [0, T be a limit point as n — oo (the set of limit points is nonempty in view of the
uniform-in-n growth of ®” as |z| — c0). Let (%, t,) be any sequence such that

lim (Z,,%,) = (z0,t0) and  lim u™(Z,,t,) = u*(xo,t0).
n—oo n—oo
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Sending n — oo in the inequality
U (T, tn) — @™ (Zn — &0, tn) — (€0, tn) S U (@, tn) — " (20 — &nytn) — D(&nstn)
gives
u*(x0,t0) — (0 — o, to) — #(8o,to) < u™(y, s) — D(y — o, 5) — ¢(So, 5),

which, in view of the strictness of the maximum, means that (y,s) = (xo,to), and thus the
full sequence (z,t,) converges, as n — 0o, to (zg, tp).

Applying the sub-solution property to each u”, noting that, for sufficiently large n,
D¢(&p,tn) - n(zy) > 0, we find that

(bt(gmtn) < F*(D2¢(§n,tn), D¢(§natn)7Un(xn7tn)7xn7tn)7

and so sending n — oo gives the desired solution inequality

d(&o,t0) < F*(D?¢(&o,t0), Dp(Eo,t0), u* (0, to), To, to)-
O

The final result of the Appendix is a doubling variables lemma, which is the second-order
analogue of Lemma 3.5. Before we state it, we introduce the notions of parabolic sub- and
super-jets, as well as their limiting counterparts (see [5] for example): for (z,t) € Q x (0,7)
andu € USC(Q x (0,7)),

Pru(x,t) ::{(a,p,X) eR x RY x §4
cu(@ ) <u(z,t)+p- (2 —x) + %X(x’ —z)- (' — )
alt' 1)+ ola’ — af? + |t~ t]) as (&', ¥) = (@,1) }3
foru € LSC(Q2 x (0,T)),

Pu(z,t) ::{(a,p,X) eR x RY x §¢
@ ) > u ) +p- (2 — ) + %X(az’ —2) (2 —2)
Fa(t —t)+ ol — o2+t —t]) as (2, 1) — (:E,t)};
and for u € USC(Q x (0,T)) (resp. LSC(S x (0,T))),

fiu(x,t) = {(a,p,X) eRxR?xs?: EI((xn,tn))neN CQx(0,7) and, forn € N,

(an7pn7Xn) 6 P:tu(xTL?tTL) SUCh that llm (:EnytnyanypnaXn) = (:I:7t7a“7p7X)}'

n—o0

We will make use of the following version of the Ishii lemma from the theory of viscosity
solutions:

LEMMA A4. Letu € USC(R?x[0,T]) andv € LSC(R? x [0,T)), assume there exists
C > 0 such that, in the sense of distributions,

D*u>—Cld, D?*v<CId, Ou <C, and ov > —C.
ot ot
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Define w(z,y,t) = u(x,t) — v(y,t), and assume that, for some (zq,yo,t0) € R? x R? x
[0,T], a €R, p,q € RY, and A € S*%, we have (a, (p, q),A) € PTw(xg,yo,to). Then there

exist X,Y € S% and o, B € R such that (a,p, X) € eru(aco,to), (B,—q,Y) €P v(yo,to),

a— B =a, and
Id 0 X 0
_C<0 Id) 5(0 —Y>§A'

We omit the proof of Lemma A.4, because it follows exactly as in [4, Theorem 7]. The
only difference is that © and —v are already assumed to be semi-convex, and it is not required
to regularize u or v in the space variable via sup- (resp. inf-) convolution. This accounts for
the upper and lower bounds for the matrix in the statement of the lemma.

PROPOSITION A.5. Assume that u € USC(Q x [0,T]) and v € LSC(Q x [0,T]) are
respectively a sub- and super-solution of (3.8). For 0 <a <b<T, let ® € C([a,b],C?*(Q))
be a solution of (3.3) and 1 € C'([a, b)), and assume that
ﬁ X ﬁ X [CL, b] 2 (ﬂj‘,y,t) = u($7t) - U(y7t) - q>(33‘,y,t) - Tz[)(t)
attains a maximum at (xo,yo, to) with to > a,
A D, ®(xo,y0,t0) -n(x) >0 ifxged, and
' Dy ®(20,y0,t0) - n(y) >0 ifyo € INQ.

Set ¢ := ®(-,-,tg). Then, for every § > 0, there exist X5,Y5 € S% such that

1\ /1d 0 X5 0
A8) <HD2¢($O’%)H * 5) (0 Id> = < 0 —Ya>

< D*¢(x0,10) + 6(D*¢(0,Y0))”
and

Y/ (to) < F (X5, Dad(z0,90), u(z0,t0), 20, to) — F(Ys, —Dyd(x0,y0), v(Y0, t0), Yo, to)-

The proof of Proposition A.5 is similar to the uniqueness proof in [24] (see also [32]), but
we have succeeded in simplifying many of the arguments. Additional technicalities also arise
in order to deal with the boundary condition.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION A.5. By subtracting a constant, we may also assume with-
out loss of generality that ¢(zo,y0) = 0. Set p := D,d(x0,v0), ¢ := Dyd(x0,y0), A =
D%¢(x0,v0), and a := v/ (ty), and fix € > 0. Then, for some 7 > 0 and for all (x,y) €
Br(xO) X Br(yO)’

Ba,9) < (0= 20) +4- (y = y0) + 5 (A+ D) = 20,y = o) (& = 30,5 — o).

In view of (A.7), if z¢ € 9, then p - n(xy) > 0, and if yo € I, then g - n(yo) > 0.

We use the inequality in Lemma A.1 arising from Young’s inequality, with n = 2d, A =
A+el:=A., X = (x — 20,y — ¥0), and = = (&, 7). Setting As. = A, + A2, this yields,
for all (x,y,£,m) € Br(x0) x Br(yo) x RY x RY,

d(z,y) <p-(x—x0—&)+q-(y—vyo—n)

1 1
+5 (1404 3) (o= a0+ =30 -0

FpoEtaent g Ase(Em)-(Em)
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We introduce the shorthand

Si(t,to): Hsi (¢ —¢l) and Sa(tto):= [ Si¢ — <))
=1

=1

If f,g € C?(RY) and v (x,y) := f(z) + g(y), then, for all (z,y) € R? x R? and ¢ sufficiently
close to to, depending on || D?f||_ and || D?g]|

Sa(t,to)¥(z,y) = St to) f(z) + S—(t,t0)g(y).

Then, if h is sufficiently small, we can define, for (z,y,£,7,t) € B,(z0) x By (yo) x R? x
R? x (t(] —h,ty+ h),

04060 5= 51 0st0) (p (a0 =€)+ 3 (4] + 5 ) |- ~0 — €2 ) ().

o ()= 5-(t.0) (- = om =)+ (1443 ) 1-=00 =) G

ﬂ(§7t) ‘= sup (U(.Z',t) - q)+(1'7§7t)) ’ and
2€B,-(z0)

v(n,t):= inf (v(y,t) +P_(y,n,t)).
\ yEBT(yo)

It then follows that
_ 1 €
(&) —vnt) =p-&—q-n—5A5(Em) - (§m) —alt —to) — 5[t = tol

attains a local maximum at (£, 7,t) = (0,0,t0) in R? x R? x (tg — h,tg + h).

If o € 0N (so that p - n(xg) > 0), then, shrinking A and r if necessary, we have, for
(x,&,t) € Br(xo) X Br(0) x (tg — h,to + h), the strict inequality D, ® (z,&,t) - n(z) > 0,
with a similar comment for when yq € 0.

Both D?®_, and D?®_ are continuous on R% x R? x (to — h,to + h), and, therefore,

Ch = sup HD?CI)+(.Z',§,ZL/)H
(z,£,t)€B, (o) XReX (to—h,to+h)

v sup | D2®_(y,n,t)|| < oo,
(y,mEBr(yo) xRI X (to—h,to+h)

with limy,_,0 C, = || A || + 5 Then % and v are respectlvely semiconvex and semiconcave in
the spatial variable, and, in the distributional sense, D u > —Chld and D2v < CplId.

Next, observe that, if A is sufficiently small, then, for allt € (to—h,to+ h) the supremum
and infimum in the definitions of respectively % and v are achieved for some x(t) € B, ()
and y(t) € B, (yo). This is because, for ¢t = ¢, the extrema are attained uniquely at respec-
tively x = xg and y = yo because of the addition of €Id to A.

Fix s € (to — h,to + h) and £ € B,(0), and assume, for some o > 0, that w(§,t) — at
attains a maximum at some ¢ € (s, tp + h]. Then, for some = € B, (o),

u(x,t) — ¢z, &, t) — at

attains a local maximum at (Z,¢). Note that, if 2o € 9Q and Z € 012, then we have ensured
that D, ®(z,&,t) - n(z) > 0, and, therefore, Definition 2.1 yields

a < F(D;®(z,¢,1), Do®(7,€,1), u(Z, 1), Z,1).

In view of (2.4), this is a contradiction for sufficiently large «, depending on bounds for u,
D®, and D?®. It follows that, for some o > 0, 9%/t < ayg as a distribution on B,.(0) x
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(to — h,to + h), and, similarly, there exists Sy > 0 such that dv/dt > — [y on B,.(0) x (to —
h,to+ h).

It is now a consequence of Lemma A.4 that there exist X;.,Y5. € S% and a, B € R such
that (a, p, X5..) € P u(0,t0), (B, —q,Ysc) €P v(0,t0), o — B = a, and

Id 0 Xs5. 0

Then, for all n € N, there exist (£, 7, Sn, tn) € R x R x (tg — h, to+h) x (to — h,to+h),
(anameé,a,n) € P+ﬂ(£na sn), and (B, Gn, Y;S,a,n) € P~ v("n, tn) such that

(X(S,E,ny Yr(S,E,napfw qn, On, 57” gna Mns Sn, tn) = (X6,€7 %,671)7 q,Q, 57 07 07 to, tO)

lim
n—oo
Let

Ty € argmax (U(JE, sn) - (I).;_(l’,fn, sn)) and y, € argmin (U(yatn) + q>—(yy77mtn)) .

z€B,(z0) y€B,(yo)

Observe that (2, y,) — (0,0) as n — oco. Indeed, if (Z,7) is a limit point of ((xy, Yn))nen,
then

1 1
uteto) = oto)=p- =gy (1 + 3 ) (e + o

attains a maximum in B,.(z¢) X B;(yo) at (T,7), and, therefore, (Z,7) = (0,0). Thus, if n is
large enough, z,, € B,(z¢) and y,, € B, (yo). Moreover, if o € 912, then, for n sufficiently
large, if also x,, € 02, then D, ®;} (2, 8, ) - n(xy,) > 0, and a similar remark holds if yo € 99
and y,, € 012 for some sufficiently large 7.

Definition 2.2 now yields

ap — P < F(Xé,a,napnyu($ny Sn)7$n7 Sn) - F(Ys,a,nmeU(ymtn)aymtn)a
and sending n — oo then implies that
a < F(Xse,p,u(0,t0),0,t0) — F(Yse,q,v(0,t0),0,t0).

As ¢ — 0, along an appropriate subsequence, X;. and Yj. converge to some matrices
X;5,Ys € S¢ satisfying (A.9) with right-hand side A;. The proof is finished upon sending
h—0.
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