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Abstract. In this article, we apply the viscosity solutions theory for integro-differential equations to
the one-phase Muskat equation (also known as the Hele-Shaw problem with gravity). We prove global
well-posedness for the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellmann equation with bounded, uniformly
continuous initial data, in all dimensions.

1. Introduction

In this article, we establish global well-posedness for viscosity solutions to the integro-differential
equation that governs the one-phase Muskat problem when the fluid region is the subgraph of a
function. The one-phase Muskat problem describes the evolution of a fluid under the effect of gravity.
This is a well know and long studied equation, and we attempt to give ample references in the literature
section, Section 1.3.

We will use the following notation. For a function f : Rd → R, we denote its subgraph and graph,
respectively, by

Df = {(x, xd+1) ∈ Rd+1 : xd+1 < f(x)} with Γf = ∂Df . (1.1)

The outward unit normal to Γf at a point (x, f(x)) is denoted n(x) and is given by

n(x) =
N(x)

|N(x)|
where N(x) = (−∇f(x), 1). (1.2)

With this in hand, we proceed to describe the one-phase Muscat problem. For each time t, the fluid
region and free boundary, respectively, are given as the subgraph Df(·,t) and graph Γf(·,t) of a function

f : Rd × [0, T ) → R. Darcy’s law and the influence of gravity are encoded in the assumption that the
fluid velocity u and the pressure p (which is taken to be zero on ∂Df(·,t)) satisfy

∇ · u = 0, u = −∇(p+ ρgravxd+1) in Df(·,t), (1.3)

where ρgrav is the gravitational constant and from now on will be taken to equal 1. The normal velocity
V of the free boundary at time t and at the point (x, f(x, t)) is taken to equal the normal component
of the velocity:

V = u · n (1.4)

where n denotes the outward unit normal to ∂Df(·,t) at the point (x, f(x, t)). Letting ϕ denote the
associated potential, so that u = ∇ϕ, yields that ϕ(·, t) is harmonic in Df(·,t) for each t. Moreover,
for (x, xd+1) ∈ ∂Df(·,t) the equality ϕ(x, xd+1, t) = xd+1 = f(x, t) holds. Thus, the one-phase Muskat
problem can be summarized as
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∆ϕ = 0 in Df(·,t),

ϕ = f on Γf(·,t),

V = ∂nϕ,

(1.5)

where the third line is obtained by combining (1.4) with u · n = ∇ϕ · n = ∂nϕ.
This problem can be phrased entirely in terms of a nonlocal evolution equation for f . To see this, we

use the nonlinear Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator, denoted G(f), which is defined for f ∈ C1,γ(Rd) as
follows. Given g ∈ C1,γ(Rd), consider the unique bounded classical solution Φf,g ∈ C2(Df )∩C1,γ(Df )
of 

∆Φf,g = 0 in Df ,

Φf,g = g on Γf ,

∥Φf,g∥L∞(Df ) <∞,

(1.6)

and, for any x ∈ Rd, define [G(f)g](x) by

[G(f)g](x) = lim
h→0−

1

h
[Φf,g ((x, f(x)) + hN(x))− Φf,g ((x, f(x)))] (1.7)

=

(√
1 + |∇f(x)|2

)
∂nΦf,g(x, f(x)).

Furthermore, we denote, for f ∈ C1,γ(Rd),

M(f) = −G(f)f. (1.8)

Returning to the one-phase Muskat problem (1.5), we note that, by the graph assumption, the
velocity V of the free boundary can be expressed explicitly in terms of f ; combined with the third line
in (1.5), this yields

∂tf√
1 + |∇xf |2

= V = ∂nϕ.

Noticing that ϕ is the unique solution of (1.6) and recalling the definition of the Dirichlet-to-Neumann
operator as well as of the operator M allows the previous line to be expressed as:{

∂tf =M(f) in Rd × (0, T )

f(·, 0) = f0 on Rd × {0}.
(1.9)

The relationship between (1.5) and (1.9) has been utilized in [Ala21], [AMS20], [DGN23b], [DGN23a],
[NP20].

The main result of our paper is the well-posedness of viscosity solutions (see Definition 4.2) to
(1.9) for initial datum f0 that is bounded and uniformly continuous on Rd, which we will denote as
f0 ∈ BUC(Rd).

Theorem 1.1. Given any f0 ∈ BUC(Rd), there exists a unique viscosity solution, f ∈ C0(Rd×[0, T )),
to (1.9). Furthermore, if f0 has a modulus of continuity, ω, then for each t ∈ [0, T ), f(·, t) has the
same modulus of continuity.

This is the first well-posedness result for the one-phase Muskat problem with bounded and uniformly
continuous initial datum that holds in general dimension d and with no periodicity assumptions. We
note that Theorem 1.1 ensures that whenever the initial data, f0, is Lipschitz, then also the solution,
f , is Lipschitz with the same Lipschitz norm.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is presented in Section 4.6.
Before outlining our method of proof, we address the most immediate and pertinent relationship

of Theorem 1.1 to existing works (we will expand upon that relationship in Section 5). Theorem 1.1
holds in all dimensions and for general initial data. Therefore, the results in [DGN23b], [DGN23a] are
contained in Theorem 1.1 as they are posed in dimension d = 1 and d = 2 with initial data that is
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Lipschitz and periodic, hence in BUC(Rd). The result in [AMS20] is very closely related to Theorem
1.1, but Theorem 1.1 does not imply the existence result therein and likewise the results in [AMS20]
do not imply Theorem 1.1. After this work was finished, we learned of a very recent result in [AK23],
which is closely related to Theorem 1.1, above, where [AK23] constructs a semi-flow to give a notion
of solutions with bounded data. It is not clear if those solutions– which are variational in nature–
correspond to viscosity solutions, and we leave that as a question for future work. In Section 5, we
demonstrate that the potential given in (1.6) is the same as the ones used in [AMS20], [DGN23b],
[DGN23a].

1.1. Method of proof. Our proof of Theorem 1.1 relies on a connection between (1.9) and the Hele-
Shaw problem without gravity. In fact, most of our work concerns an integro-differential operator H,
which we introduce below, in (1.16), and define rigorously in Definition 3.4, associated to the Hele-
Shaw problem. We prove well-posedness for viscosity solutions to the evolution equation driven by H,
and deduce Theorem 1.1 from that result.

In the absence of a graph assumption the Hele-Shaw problem is,{
∆p = 0 in {p > 0},
∂tp
|∇p| = |∇p| on {p = 0},

(1.10)

which is coupled with a boundary condition either in the the interior of {p > 0} or at xd+1 = −∞.

We remark that the quantity ∂tp
|∇p| is exactly the outward normal velocity of the zero level set of p. In

Section 1.3, we discuss literature on this widely-studied problem; for now, we mention that viscosity
solutions for (1.10) were introduced in [Kim03].

In the graph setting, the Hele-Shaw problem corresponds to taking the gravitational constant ρgrav
to be zero in (1.3), yielding (1.5) but with ϕ = 0 on Γf and with a different boundary condition
at xd+1 = −∞, which is needed to ensure the solution ϕ is non-trivial. There are several ways
to reformulate this free boundary problem in terms of nonlocal evolution equations. One of them,
utilized in [CLGS19], is to consider the operator I defined as follows. For f : Rd → R with f > 0 and
nice enough, let Uf be the unique solution to the Dirichlet problem on a strip,

∆Uf = 0 in Df ,

Uf = 0 on Γf ,

Uf = 1 on {xd+1 = 0},
(1.11)

and define

I(f, x) =
√

1 + |∇f |2(∂(−n)Uf )(x, f(x)). (1.12)

A consequence of the results in [CLGS19] (which apply to more general, nonlinear equations), is that
viscosity solutions to the integro-differential equation{

∂tf = I(f) in Rd × (0, T )

f(·, 0) = f0 on Rd × {0}.
(1.13)

with f0 ∈ BUC(Rd) are well-posed and can be used in the graph setting to give viscosity solutions to
(1.10) that correspond to those in the sense of [Kim03].

A second way to reformulate the Hele-Shaw problem with graph assumption in terms of integro-
differential equations is to replace the potential Uf by the potential Wf , defined in all of Df as the
solution to 

∆Wf = 0 in Df

Wf = 0 on Γf

∥Wf − ℓ∥L∞(Df ) <∞,

(1.14)
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where ℓ is the linear function,

ℓ(x, xd+1) = −xd+1. (1.15)

The operator H is defined via,

H(f, x) =

(√
1 + |∇f(x)|2

)
∂(−n)Wf (x, f(x)), (1.16)

and corresponding nonlocal Cauchy problem for f is,{
∂tf = H(f) in Rd × (0, T )

f(·, 0) = f0 on Rd × {0}.
(1.17)

Since Uf and Wf satisfy the same boundary condition on Γf , this integro-differential equation cor-
responds to the Hele-Shaw problem in the graph setting as well. However, the operator H is closely
related to M , and hence more useful in the present context. Indeed, we note that X 7→Wf (X)− ℓ(X)
solves (1.6) for g = f , and hence by uniqueness of solutions of (1.6), we have Wf − ℓ = Φf,f . Thus,

∂nΦf,f = ∂(n)Wf − ∂nℓ = −∂(−n)Wf +
1√

1 + |∇f |2
on Γf .

Thus, we conclude,

M(f) = −
(√

1 + |∇f |2
)
∂nΦf,f = H(f)− 1. (1.18)

In this paper, we adapt the methods of [CLGS19] to to establish well-posedness of (1.17). Then, we
use relationship (1.18) between H andM to deduce well-posedness of (1.9), thus establishing our main
result.

1.2. Outline of the paper. In Section 1.3, we review some literature related to Theorem 1.1. Section
2 is a collection of notation used throughout the paper. In Section 3 we prove various properties of
the operator H. Section 4 is devoted to the definitions and properties of, as well as existence and
uniqueness of, viscosity solutions for (1.9) and (1.17), and concludes with the proof of Theorem 1.1.
Section 5 contains further discussion of our results and techniques, with a focus on how they relate to
existing literature. The Appendix contains an existence and uniqueness result for harmonic functions
which appears to be well-known, and yet for which there is no obvious or easily accessible reference
to cite.

1.3. Literature and earlier results. There is a vast collection of works involving the Muskat and
Hele-Shaw problems. While both have one-phase and two-phase versions, in our discussion of literature,
we will focus on those that apply to one-phase problems. Similarly, although a wide variety of
techniques have been used to establish well-posedness, we focus our literature review on works that
use viscosity solution techniques. We also refer the reader to complementary expositions in [AS23,
Section 2] and [CLGS19, Section 4].

1.3.1. Viscosity solutions and integro-differential equations. Viscosity solutions were first introduced
in [CL83], [CEL84] (similar to the approach in [Eva80]) to obtain existence and uniqueness to first
order Hamilton-Jacobi equations (the name was an artifact of using the vanishing viscosity method
for to obtain existence of solutions in those original works). Even though the notion and definition
of viscosity solutions only relies on operators obeying the global comparison property (abbreviated as
GCP; see Definition 3.6), finding techniques that can show existence and uniqueness of such solutions
is much harder. It took some years from the time the first order Hamilton-Jacobi results appeared until
existence and uniqueness was obtained for fully nonlinear second order elliptic equations in [Jen88],
[Ish89]. A useful review article is [CIL92].

Just as for the local setting, there is a deeply and broadly developed theory for viscosity solutions for
general, nonlocal, Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations: see [BI08], [CS09], [GMS19] [JK06] for a small



HJB for Muskat 5

sampling of existence and uniqueness results and [BCI11], [CS09], [CLD16], [Kri13], [SS16], [Sil11] for
a small sampling of the regularity theory. It turns out, thanks to a characterization of operators with
the GCP in [GS19a], [GS19b], that under reasonable assumptions, general operators with the GCP
that act on functions in C1,γ always enjoy a min-max structure with integro-differential ingredients,
and thus are amenable to adaptations of viscosity solutions to the nonlocal framework, like those
in [BI08], [CS09], [JK06], [Sil11], where such a min-max structure is always assumed. Whether or
not one can actually obtain existence and uniqueness for these solutions depends upon more detailed
properties of the operator, beyond just the GCP.

1.3.2. The Hele-Shaw problem without gravity. Some of the earliest works for short time existence and
uniqueness of the Hele-Shaw problem without gravity are [EJ81] and [ES97]: a type of variational
problem is studied in [EJ81] and a classical solution (for short time) is produced in [ES97]. For the
one-phase problem, under a smoothness and convexity assumption, [DL04] gives global in time smooth
solutions.

Since the Hele-Shaw problem without gravity enjoys a comparison principle, it is amenable to
viscosity solution methods: well-posedness for viscosity solutions of (1.10) was established in [Kim03].
For the closely related Stefan problem, this was done in [ACS96]; subsequent properties were studied in
[KPz11]. These notions of viscosity solutions for the Stefan and Hele-Shaw problems are generalizations
of those for the two-phase stationary problem given in [Caf87].

In [CLGS19], it was proved that viscosity solutions of a rather large class of one-phase and two-phase
problems under the graph condition, including the Hele-Shaw problem without gravity, are equivalent
to viscosity solutions of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for the function that parameterizes the
graph of the free boundary. (A priori, these are two different notions of viscosity solution.) Existence,
uniqueness, and propagation of modulus of continuity of solutions was also proved in [CLGS19].

Beyond the smooth initial data case in [ES97], and the convex case in [DL04], there are a number
of works on regularity of the Hele-Shaw problem without gravity (1.10). Under a non-degeneracy
assumption on the free boundary, [Kim06b] showed that Lipschitz free boundaries become C1 in space-
time. Long time regularity, involving propagation of a Lipschitz modulus, was obtained in [Kim06a].
Subsequently, the extra condition on the space-time non-degeneracy in [Kim06b] was removed in the
work of [CJK07], where it was shown that, under a dimensionally small Lipschitz condition on the
initial free boundary, Lipschitz free boundaries must be C1 in space-time and hence classical. More
precise results were proved in [CJK09] in the case that the solution starts from a global Lipschitz
graph. We note that the restriction on the size of the Lipschitz norm of the free boundary is indeed
necessary for a regularizing result like [CJK07] to hold: as shown in [KLV95], there are pathological
solutions for which some free boundary points remain stationary for some time before immediately
jumping into motion.

In [CLG16], local C1,γ space-time regularity for solutions of (1.10) was established under a space-
time flatness condition on the free boundary. This was done using blow-up limits, similar to the
strategy of [Sav07] and [DS11], whereas [Kim06b], [CJK07],[CJK09] employed techniques originating
in [Caf87], [Caf89]. The integro-differential structure of a two-phase version of the Hele-Shaw problem
under the graph assumption was used in [AS23] to show that solutions that are C1,Dini must in fact
become C1,γ for a universal γ.

1.3.3. The one-phase Muskat problem. A number of works address the well-posedness of the one-phase
Muskat problem by reducing it to the equation for the graph of the boundary, (1.9), including [Ala21],
[AMS20], [DGN23b], [DGN23a], [NP20]. The works [Ala21], [AMS20], [NP20] established local in
time well-posedness of classical solutions for periodic initial data in Hs with s > 1 + d

2 . (Note that if

f ∈ Hs for s > 1+ d
2 then f ∈ C1,γ , for any γ > 0, and henceM(f) is classically defined.) These works

focused on the parabolicity of and energy estimates for M(f), creating short time solutions. Global
well-posedness of viscosity solutions of (1.9) for Lipschitz and periodic initial data was established
in [DGN23b], [DGN23a]. There is a very recent result in [AK23] that gives global in time smooth
solutions for regular data as well as a notion of solution for solutions with merely bounded data.
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1.3.4. The two-phase Muskat problem. The two-phase version of (1.9) is more complicated than the
one-phase version, and there are a variety of methods that have been used to address well-posedness
and regularity. The reformulation of the two-phase Muskat problem in terms of integro-differential
equations goes back to [Amb04], [COS90], [SCH04]. Global existence of solutions with small data was
shown in [SCH04] and short time existence of solutions with large data in an appropriate Sobolev space
was established in [Amb04]. In [CG07], the Muskat problem was formulated as an integro-differential
type equation for the gradient of the free surface function. This formulation was then used to show that
near a sufficiently regular stable solution, the equation linearizes to the 1/2-heat equation, and [CG07]
showed existence of solutions in this regime. This formulation was subsequently used to establish
many well-posedness and regularity results, including: [CCGS13], [CGSV17], [CCG11].

The next batch of results that exploit the integro-differential structure are [AN21b], [AN21a],
[Cam19], [Cam20], [CG09]. In [CG09], the Muskat problem was rewritten as a fully nonlinear integro-
differential equation on f itself, instead of ∂xf (as previously), and in d = 1 has the form

∂tf =

∫
R
δyf(x, t)Kf (y, t)dy.

Here Kf ≥ 0 is a kernel that depends on f and has the same structure as operators with the GCP and
the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations mentioned above. The integro-differential equation for f (as
opposed to ∂xf) was used in [CG09] to show non-expansion of the Lipschitz norm of solutions with nice
enough data. This structure was subsequently utilized in [Cam19], [Cam20] to study well-posedness for
Lipschitz data as well as regularizing effects. The nonlinear parabolic structure given by the nonlinear
Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator was used for short time well-posedness in [NP20]. We conclude by
mentioning the recent works [Zla24a] and [Zla24b] that establish local-in-time well-posedness, and
study singularities, of the two-phase Muskat problem on the half plane.

2. Notation

Here we collect some notation that will be used throughout the paper.

• We write a point in Rd+1 as X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Rd ×R. We will use upper case letters to denote
points in Rd+1, and lower case letters to denote points in Rd.

• The d+ 1-th unit vector in Rd is denoted by ed+1.
• For a subset Ω of Euclidean space, let 1Ω be the indicator function of Ω.
• For X ∈ Rd+1 and r > 0, we denote by Br(X) the open ball in Rd+1 of radius r centered at X.
When it is important to distinguish between a ball in Rd+1 and Rd, we will use respectively
Bd+1

r (X) and Bd
r (x).

• We use BUC(Rd) to denote the set of bounded and uniformly continuous on Rd.
• For a function f ∈ C(Rd) we denote

Df =
{
X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Rd × R : f(x) < xd+1

}
and Γf = ∂Df =

{
X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Rd × R : f(x) = xd+1

}
. We write

df (X) = dist(X,Γf ), X ∈ Df .

• For Y = (y, f(y)) ∈ Γf , we denote by n = n(y) = n(Y ) the outward unit normal vector to Df ,
as defined in (1.2), and ν = ν(y) = ν(Y ) := −n(Y ) the inward unit normal vector to Df . We
sometimes use the notation nf and νf as well.

• For l ∈ N and Ω ⊂ Rl, we denote by Ck(Ω) the set of functions having all derivatives of order
less than or equal to k continuous in Ω for k ∈ N or k = ∞.

• For γ ∈ (0, 1] we denote the Hölder space as follows:

C1,γ(Ω) =
{
f : Ω → R : ∥f∥L∞(Ω) + ∥∇f∥L∞(Ω) + [∇f ]C0,γ(Ω) <∞

}
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where

[∇f ]C0,γ(Ω) = sup

{
|∇f(x)−∇f(y)|

|x− y|γ
: x, y ∈ Ω, x ̸= y

}
.

• For γ ∈ (0, 1) and m > 0, the set K(γ,m) represents the open ball of radius m in C1,γ(Rd).
Refer to equation (3.1).

• We denote by K∗(γ,m) the set of functions with a Lipschitz constant at most m, which possess
a C1,γ expansion from above. See equations (3.2) and (3.3).

• For x ∈ Rd and a function u : Rd → R, we define the translation operator τx that acting on u
as τxu(·) = u(·+ x).

• The Global comparison property (GCP) is in Definition 3.6.

3. The Hele-Shaw operator, H, and its properties

In this section we give the precise definition and list of properties of the operator H introduced
in (1.16). We will establish a number of important properties for H, which will then be used for
well-posedness of (1.17) in Section 4. The well-posedness for (1.9) will then follow from that for H.

3.1. Function spaces. We begin by introducing several function spaces that we’ll employ throughout
the work. For γ ∈ (0, 1) and m > 0, we define the open convex set

K(γ,m) :=
{
f ∈ C1,γ(Rd) : ∥f∥C1,γ(Rd) < m

}
. (3.1)

If at every point, a function enjoys a C1,γ expansion from above, then we call it “C1,γ-semi-concave”,
i.e.

there exists p, with |p| ≤ m, and f(x+ h) ≤ f(x) + p · h+m |h|1+γ . (3.2)

We will denote the set of functions satisfying (3.2) by K∗(γ,m):

K∗(γ,m) = {f ∈ C0,1(Rd) : ∥f∥C0,1 ≤ m and (3.2) holds for f and m}. (3.3)

Definition 3.1. We say that f is punctually C1,γ at x, which we denote as f ∈
(
m-C1,γ(x)

)
, provided

that f is differentiable at x and there exists r > 0, p ∈ R, with
for |y| ≤ r, |f(x+ y)− f(x)−∇f(x) · y| ≤ m |y|1+γ .

Finally, we will want to list certain subsets of K(γ,m) in which the functions are punctually C1,γ

and they share the same value and the same gradient at a particular point. To this end, we give the
following notation:

K(γ,m, x0, a, p) = {f ∈ K∗(γ,m) : f is m-C1,γ(x0), with f(x0) = a, ∇f(x0) = p}. (3.4)

3.2. The basic properties. We give a rigorous definition ofWf introduced in (1.14). The properties
we collect here are modifications and improvements of the ones for a related pressure function studied
in [CLGS19, Section 5], of which U defined in (1.11) is a special case. Since the results in [CLGS19]
concern a pressure that solves a fully nonlinear uniformly elliptic equation (with a slightly different
lower boundary condition), while here Wf is harmonic, many of the arguments simplify and can be
improved upon considerably.

Definition 3.2. Given f ∈ C0,1(Rd), let Wf ∈ C2(Df ) ∩ C0(Df ) be the unique solution of{
∆Wf = 0 in Df

Wf = 0 on Γf and ∥Wf − ℓ∥L∞(Df ) <∞,
(3.5)

where ℓ(x, xd+1) = −xd+1. (Existence and uniqueness of Wf are listed in Propositions A.1, A.2.)

Remark 3.3. If there exists r > 0 and X ∈ Γf with f ∈ C1,γ(Br(x)), then Wf ∈ C1,γ(Br/2(X)∩Df )

(recall that X = (x, f(x)), and we note the implicit use of the same notation for Br in both Rd and
Rd+1).
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We now define the operator H, introduced in (1.16).

Definition 3.4. The operator, H : C1,γ(Rd) → C0(Rd), is defined for f ∈ C1,γ and x ∈ Rd as

H(f, x) =

(√
1 + |∇f |2

)
∂νfWf (x, f(x)), (3.6)

where νf is the inward normal as in (1.2).

The first property is basic local regularity for H in C1,γ , which follows standard local estimates for
harmonic functions combined with the definition of H, and so we omit its proof.

Proposition 3.5. If f ∈ C0,1(Rd) ∩ C1,γ(B2R(x0)), then H(f, ·) ∈ Cγ(BR(x0)).

One of the most important properties ofH andM for our work is what we call the global comparison
property (GCP). Roughly, to say that an operator, J , satisfies the GCP means that J preserves the
ordering of functions on Rd at any points where their graphs coincide. See Section 5.2 for a discussion
of the role of the GCP in other works.

Definition 3.6 (Global comparison property). We say an operator J : C1,γ(Rd) → C0(Rd) has the
global comparison property (hereafter, GCP) if the following holds:

for any x0 ∈ Rd, u, v ∈ C1,γ(Rd) such that u ≤ v in Rd and u(x0) = v(x0),

we have J(u, x0) ≤ J(v, x0).

We say J satisfies GCP at x0 or with respect to x0 if the above holds for a fixed x0 ∈ Rd only.

Next, we list some basic properties of Wf and H.

Proposition 3.7 (Basic Properties). Let Wf and H be as in Definitions 3.2 and 3.4.

(i) f 7→Wf is monotonic: if f, g ∈ C0,1(Rd) and f ≤ g, then Wf ≤Wg holds in Df .
(ii) H enjoys the global comparison property.
(iii) H is translation invariant: if f ∈ C1,γ(Rd), then

H(τzf, x) = H(f, x+ z), x, z ∈ Rd. (3.7)

(iv) H is invariant under addition of constants: if f ∈ C1,γ(Rd) and c ∈ R, then

H(f + c, x) = H(f, x), x ∈ Rd, c ∈ R. (3.8)

Proof of Proposition 3.7. To establish (i), we note that f ≤ g implies Df ⊆ Dg. By definition Wg,

Wg ≥ 0 in Dg.

As a consequence Wg ≥ 0 =Wf on Γf , and so Proposition A.1 gives

Wg −Wf ≥ 0 in Df .

To verify the GCP, suppose f, g ∈ C1,γ(Rd) are such that f ≤ g in Rd and there exists x0 ∈ Rd with
f(x0) = g(x0). We shall show that

H(f, x0) ≤ H(g, x0).

Let X0 = (x0, f(x0)) = (x0, g(x0)) ∈ Γf ∩ Γg. Since ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0) we have νf (X0) = νg(X0) and
X0 + sνf (X0) ∈ Df for s > 0. Using the fact that Wf ≤Wg we have

Wf (X0) =Wg(X0),

Wf (X0 + sνf (X0)) ≤Wg(X0 + sνf (X0))

for s > 0. Therefore

Wf (X0 + sνf (X0))−Wf (X0)

s
≤
Wg(X0 + sνf (X0))−Wg(X0)

s
for all s > 0.
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Letting s → 0+ we obtain ∂νfWf (X0) ≤ ∂νfWg(X0). Since ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0) we have H(f, x0) ≤
H(g, x0).

Next we verify (3.7). To this end, fix f ∈ C1,γ(Rd), z ∈ Rd, and let Wf solve (3.5). Let

Dτzf = {(x, xd+1) ∈ Rd × R : xd+1 < f(x+ z)},

and its boundary Γτzf = {(x, f(x+ z)) : x ∈ Rd}. We then define

(τzWf )(x, xd+1) :=Wf (x+ z, xd+1), (x, xd+1) ∈ Dτzf .

This is well-defined since (x, xd+1) ∈ Dτzf provided that (x+ z, xd+1) ∈ Df . It follows that{
∆(τzWf ) = 0 in Dτzf

τzWf = 0 on Γτzf and ∥τzWf − ℓ∥L∞(Dτzf )
<∞.

By uniqueness, we obtain τzWf (x) =Wτzf (x) for x ∈ Rd, from which we conclude,

H(f(·+ z), x) = H(f, x+ z), for all x ∈ Rd,

as desired.
To verify (3.8), let f̃(x) = f(x) + c for x ∈ Rd. Let

W (x, xd+1) =Wf̃ (x, xd+1 + c), (x, xd+1) ∈ Df .

This is well-defined since (x, xd+1 + c) ∈ Df̃ if and only if (x, xd+1) ∈ Df . By uniqueness for (3.5) we

have W ≡Wf in Df , i.e.,

Wf̃ (x, xd+1 + c) =Wf (x, xd+1), if xd+1 < f(x).

Hence, it follows that for (x, f(x)) ∈ Γf ,

∂νf̃Wf̃ (x, f̃(x)) = ∂νfWf (x, f(x)),

which implies H(f̃ , x) = H(f, x), concluding the proof.
□

The next lemma regarding a barrier function is straightforward from the local L∞-C1,γ estimates
for harmonic functions, and we do not include a proof.

Lemma 3.8. If R > 0, w ∈ K(γ,m), and the function b = bw,R is defined as the unique solution of
∆b = 0 in Dw ∩BR

b = 0 on Γw ∩BR/2

b(X) = smooth and radially increasing on Γw ∩
(
BR \BR/2

)
b(X) = 1 on Dw ∩ ∂BR,

then there exists a positive constant C = C(γ,m, d,R), so that

∥b∥C1,γ(BR/4)
≤ C.

Remark 3.9. A typical choice of w in Lemma 3.8 would be a C1,γ approximation of the function, for
c1, c2, c3 ∈ R, x0 ∈ Rd, and p ∈ Rd,

ϕ(x) = ±min{c1 + p · (x− x0) + c2 |x− x0|1+γ , c3}.

For example, if f ∈ K∗(γ,m), then ϕ, and the subsequent w, can be chosen so that

w ∈ K(γ, 2m), w ≥ f, and w(x0) = f(x0).

These barrier functions can be used to show that for f ∈ K∗(γ,m), Wf enjoys global Lipschitz
estimates. First, we show a L∞ bound on Wf .
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Lemma 3.10. If f ∈ C0,1(Rd) and Wf is as in (3.5), then, for ℓ(x, xd+1) = −xd+1,

ℓ+ inf
Rd
f ≤Wf ≤ ℓ+ sup

Rd

f

Proof of Lemma 3.10. We see that for c1 = infRd f and c2 = supRd f ,

Wc1 = ℓ+ c1 and Wc2 = ℓ+ c2.

Furthermore, the monotonicity of W in Proposition 3.7 gives

Wc1 ≤Wf ≤Wc2 ,

which is what was claimed. □

Lemma 3.11. If f ∈ K∗(γ,m), then there exists a constant, C = C(γ,m, d), so that for any unit
vector, e ∈ Rd+1,

for all X ∈ Df , and h ∈ R such that X + he ∈ Df , |Wf (X + he)−Wf (X)| ≤ C |h| .

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Let e = (ê, ed+1) ∈ Rd × R. We can write

Wf (X + he) =Wf̂ (X), X ∈ Df̂ , (3.9)

where

f̂ = τhêf − hed+1, i.e., f̂(x) = f(x+ hê)− hed+1.

Indeed, we have

(x, xd+1) ∈ Df̂ ⇐⇒ xd+1 < f̂(x) = f(x+ hê)− hed+1

⇐⇒ xd+1 + hed+1 < f(x+ he)

⇐⇒ (x+ hê, xd+1 + hed+1) ∈ Df

⇐⇒ X + he ∈ Df .

Therefore we can define

W (X) =W (x, xd+1) =Wf (X + he), X ∈ Df̂ .

Then W is harmonic in Df̂ with W = 0 on Γf̂ , hence by uniqueness W ≡Wf̂ and thus (3.9) follows.

We note that by Lemma 3.10, there is a constant that depends on m, so that

for X ∈ {(x, xd+1) : min{f(x), f̂(x)} − 1 ≤ xd+1 ≤ f(x)},
0 ≤Wf (X) ≤ C(m)

and similarly for f̂ . Thus, given any X0 ∈ Γf , using Remark 3.9 and Lemma 3.8, there exist m′

(depending only m), w ∈ K(γ,m′), and a barrier bw,x0 , so that

0 ≤Wf (X) ≤ C(m)bw,x0(X).

The regularity of bw,x0 then implies that Wf grows at most linearly away from its zero set, Γf . A

similar statement holds for f̂ .

Since f is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant m, we see that
∣∣∣f − f̂

∣∣∣ ≤ mh. We can now use the

linear growth of Wf and Wf̂ to get a bound on the values of Wf and Wf̂ on the boundary of Df ∩Df̂ .

That is to say that

for X ∈ ∂(Df ∩Df̂ ),
∣∣∣Wf (X)−Wf̂ (X)

∣∣∣ ≤ C(m)
∣∣∣f(x)− f̂(x)

∣∣∣ .
To this end, we define the function V via

V =Wf −Wf̂ in Df ∩Df̂ .
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We note that V is a bounded harmonic function in Df ∩Df̂ , and

for Y ∈ ∂
(
Df ∩Df̂

)
, |V (Y )| ≤ Cm |h| .

Thus by the maximum principle, we have

for all X ∈ Df ∩Df̂ , |V (X)| ≤ Cm |h| ,

which implies the result of the lemma.
□

Lemma 3.11 has two immediate corollaries.

Corollary 3.12. If f ∈ K∗(γ,m), then Wf ∈ C0,1(Df ), and for C = C(γ,m, d),

∥∇Wf∥L∞(Df ) ≤ C.

Corollary 3.13. If f ∈ K∗(γ,m), then for a.e. x ∈ Rd, H(f, x) is well defined.

The next basic result should not be conflated with that in Corollary 3.12. In Corollary 3.12, it is
very convenient that Wf = 0 on Γf , whereas the next result applies for functions with C1,γ decay at
X0.

Lemma 3.14. If w ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩ (m-C1,γ(x0)), and for some 1 > r0 > 0, V satisfies{
∆V = 0 in Dw ∩Br0(X0),

|V (X)| ≤ C1 |X −X0|1+γ on ∂ (Dw ∩Br0(X0)) ,

then there exists a positive constant C = C(γ,m, d) so that

|V (X0 + sνw)| ≤ C · C1 · s.

Proof of Lemma 3.14. First, we note that under the assumption that w ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩ (m-C1,γ(x0)),
there exists r1 > 0 and w+, so that

w+ ∈ K(γ, 2m),

with w(x0) = w+(x0), ∇w(x0) = ∇w+(x0),

for x ∈ Rd, w(x) ≤ w+(x),

and for x ∈ Br1(x0), w
+(x)− w(x) ≥ m |x− x0|1+γ . (3.10)

Next, we will create a barrier from above for V in a possibly smaller ball at X0. To this end,
consider the function, U+, {

∆U+ = 0 in Dw+ ∩B1

U+(X) = |X −X0|1+γ on ∂(Dw+ ∩B1).

We know that U+ ∈ C1,γ(Dw+ ∩B1/2), and furthermore, by the Hopf lemma,

∂νw+U
+(X0) > 0 and ∂−ed+1

U+(X0) > 0.

Thus, there exists r2 > 0 and δ > 0 small enough, so that

for X ∈ Br2(X0) ∩Dw+ , we have ∂−ed+1
U+(X) ≥ δ.

Immediately from the fact that ∂−ed+1
U+(X) ≥ 0, we know that U+ has the correct size on Γw.

Indeed, we have from w(x) ≤ w+(x),

for X ∈ Γw ∩Br2(X0), U+(x,w(x)) ≥ U+(x,w+(x)) = |X −X0|1+γ . (3.11)

However, to use U+ as a barrier, we need to control its size from below on all of ∂(Br2 ∩Dw). This is
where the uniform positivity of ∂−ed+1

U+(X) is used, in conjunction with the strict separation of w+

from w in (3.10). It is important to note at this point that even though r2 and δ may be small, they
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are universal and fixed, simply by the properties of U+, which in turn depends on w+, which can be
chosen to depend only on γ, m, and d.

We note that, for a dimensional constant,

inf
(x,xd+1)∈∂Br2 (X0)∩Dw

w+(x)− xd+1 ≥ cm(r2)
1+γ ,

which can be seen from the fact that w+(x)−xd+1 is smallest when |X −X0| = r2 and X ∈ Γw. Since
∂−ed+1

U+(X) ≥ δ and U+ ≥ 0 on Γw+ , we then have

for X ∈ ∂Br2(X0) ∩Dw, U+(X) ≥ δcm(r2)
1+γ . (3.12)

For simplicity, we may assume that δcm(r2)
1+γ ≤ 1.

We finally notice that the assumptions on V and that 0 < r0 < 1, we have

for X ∈ Br0(X0) ∩Dw, |V (X)| ≤ C1.

Thus, combining estimates (3.11) and (3.12), the functions, ±C1
δcm(r2)1+γU

+, serve as barriers for V in

Br2(X0). That is to say,

for X ∈ Br2(X0) ∩Dw,
−C1

δcm(r2)1+γ
U+(X) ≤ V (X) ≤ C1

δcm(r2)1+γ
U+(X).

Furthermore, tracking the dependence of U+ on w+, we see that ∥U+∥C1,γ(Dw+∩B1/2)
≤ C(m, γ, d).

We can consolidate all of these constants into on C = C(γ,m, d). Thus, since

V (X0) = U+(X0) = 0,

we conclude that

|V (X0 + sν)| ≤ C1 · CU+(X0 + sν) ≤ C1 · Cs.
This gives the desired outcome of the lemma.

□

Remark 3.15. We note that the proof of Lemma 3.14 did not use the full assumption that w ∈
K∗(γ,m). We only used the fact that there exists some r̃ with w is C1,γ-semi-concave in Br̃(x0). The
assumption x ∈ K∗(γ,m) appeared for convenience, and it suffices for our needs.

3.3. Pointwise evaluation of H. The operator H enjoys some more subtle properties, including the
fact that it can be defined classically at points where f ∈ C0,1(Rd) and may only be punctually C1,γ

at a point x. We establish this in Corollary 3.19.
An analogous result was an important part of the regularity theory for free boundary problems, and

a modern reference is [CS05, Lemma 11.17]. This was also used in a fundamental way in [CLGS19],
where it appeared as [CLGS19, Lemma 5.11]. Here we adapt the corresponding proofs from [CS05],
[CLGS19] by adding a bit of extra precision to their statements (necessary in our setting) and present
some subsequent stability results.

We recall that in (3.4) we defined K(γ,m, x0, a, p) as the subset of K(γ,m) comprised of functions
that are punctually C1,γ and share the same value a and the same gradient p at the point x0.

We establish that oncem, x0, a, p are fixed, one can select a particular harmonic function to compute
the normal derivative for allWf for f ∈ K(γ,m, x0, a, p) (see Corollary 3.19). These harmonic functions
will be called Vw, as defined here.

Definition 3.16. Let w ∈ K∗(γ,m), with inf w > 0, and Vw be the harmonic function defined as
∆Vw = 0 in Dw

Vw = 0 on Γw

Vw = 1 on Γ0 = {(x, xd+1) : xd+1 = 0}.
(3.13)

This next lemma is the main result for this section.
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Lemma 3.17 (Pointwise evaluation). Given m, a ≥ 1, and p ∈ Rd, there exist a positive constant
r > 0 and a fixed w ∈ C1,γ(Br(x0)) ∩ C0,1(Rd), depending on m, a, p, with

w(x0) = a, ∇w(x0) = p, w ≥ 1

2
, and ∥w∥C1,γ(Br(x0)) ≤ m, ∥w∥C0,1(Rd) ≤ m,

so that for all

f ∈ K(γ,m, x0, a, p) with f ≥ 1, (3.14)

and for all U that satisfy for some R0,

U ≥ 0, U(X0) = 0, and ∆U = 0, in Df ∩BR0(X0),

and that grows at most linearly away from X0 = (x0, f(x0)), i.e. there exists a constant CU > 0 with

|U(X)| ≤ CU |X −X0| in Df ∩BR0(X0),

then for a positive constant, rf > 0, the following asymptotic behavior is valid, for |X −X0| ≤ rf :

for X → X0 non-tangentially in Dw, U(X) = sw(U)Vw(X) + o(|X −X0|), (3.15)

where Vw is as in (3.13) and sw(U) ∈ (0,∞) is uniquely determined by w and U .

Remark 3.18. We note that this results holds under less restrictive assumptions on f , but we have
taken f to be in K∗(γ,m) simply because that is the situation in which we apply the lemma (note,
K(γ,m, x0, a, p) ⊂ K∗(γ,m)). Indeed, following [CS05, Lemma 11.17] directly, the result holds if f is
simply punctually C1,γ(x0) only from below, not necessarily from both sides. In that case, the behavior
of U takes the form of a dichotomy, where either U grows super linearly from X0, or if it grows at
most linearly, then (3.15) is valid.

Proof of Lemma 3.17. Consider the function w defined by

w(y) = max{a+ p · (y − x0)−m |y − x0|1+γ ,
1

2
}.

For any f satisfying (3.14), there exists rf so that

for |y − x0| ≤ rf , w(y) ≤ f(y) and w(x0) = f(x0) = a.

We now use, for this fixed w, the function Vw as in Definition 3.16 to determine the non-tangential
behavior of U . (We note that w is C1,γ in a neighborhood of x0, and so Vw will also be C1,γ in a
neighborhood of X0.) To this end, let us define the sequence, αk as

αk(U) = sup{s : U ≥ sVw in B2−k(X0) ∩Dw}.
We note that thanks to rf as above, for k large enough,

B2−k(X0) ∩Dw ⊂ Df ,

and so αk is well defined for k large enough. We see also that αk is increasing. Furthermore, as U is
assumed to have at most linear growth at X0, we see that αk is also bounded. We then define

sw(U) = sup
k
{αk(U)} (3.16)

We shall first establish that the lower bound on U of (3.15) holds. To this end, let Xi → X0 be any
sequence converging to X0. Let ki be a non-decreasing subsequence with the property that

|Xi −X0| ≤ 2−ki . (3.17)

We see by the definition of αki , as well as by (3.17), that

U(Xi) ≥ αkiVw(Xi) = sfVw(Xi) + (αki − sf )Vw(Xi).

As Vw is globally Lipschitz in Dw, we see that there is a positive C = C(γ,m, d, a, p), so that

Vw(Xi)− Vw(X0) = Vw(Xi) ≤ C |Xi −X0| .
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Thus,

U(Xi) ≥ sfVw(Xi) + C(αki − sf ) |Xi −X0| .
Hence, one half of the equality in (3.15) has been established.

For the reverse inequality, we argue by contradiction. To this end, we suppose that there exists a
sequence Xi → X0 non-tangentially in Dw, and yet, there exists c0 > 0, with

U(Xi) ≥ sfVw(Xi) + c0 |Xi −X0| .
Let us now take a non-decreasing subsequence ki with

2−ki−2 ≤ |Xi −X0| ≤ 2−ki−1,

so that

B2−ki−1(Xi) ⊂ B2−ki (X0).

As αki ≤ sf , we have

U ≥ sfVw(Xi) + c0 |Xi −X0| ≥ αkiVw(Xi) + c0 |Xi −X0| .

Let us consider the function, Ṽ , given by

Ṽi = U − αkiVw,

which, by definition of αki , is non-negative and harmonic in Dw ∩B2−ki (X0). We note that at Xi, we
have

Ṽi(Xi) ≥ c0 |Xi −X0| .
Let us call

ri = |Xi −X0| ,
The non-tangential nature of the convergence means that there is a choice of c1 > 0, so that

Bc1ri(Xi) ⊂ B2−ki (X0) ∩Dw.

Since Ṽi ≥ 0 we can apply the Harnack inequality to see that for a universal c2 (with 0 < c2 < 1),

Ṽi ≥ c2c0 |Xi −X0| in B 1
2
c1ri

(Xi).

We can now use a covering argument and repeated use of the Harnack inequality to extend this
estimate. Indeed, there exists a positive constant L, depending only on c1 and d, such that for each i,
there exist Y i

l ∈ Df , for l = 1, . . . , L, with the property that

Bc1ri(Y
i
l ) ⊂ Df and {X : 2−ki−1 ≤ d(X,Γf ) ≤ 2−ki} ∩B2−ki (X0) ⊂

L⋃
l=1

B 1
2
c1ri

(Y i
l ).

Using the Harnack inequality up to possibly L times, we see that for c̃2 = (c2)
L,

for Z ∈ {X : 2−ki−1 ≤ d(X,Γf ) ≤ 2−ki} ∩B2−ki (X0), Ṽi(Z) ≥ c̃2c0 |Xi −X0| .

Thus, using a standard barrier (e.g. c̃2c0 |Xi −X0| bw, where bw is as in Lemma 3.8, for R = c2−ki),
we obtain, for a universal c3,

Ṽi(Z) ≥ c3c̃2c0d(Z,Γw) for Z ∈ B2−ki (X0) ∩Dw.

We note that c3 is universal because the factor |Xi −X0| /R is independent of i, and is bounded away
from 0. Consolidating constants, with c = c3c̃2c0, and returning to U , we see that

U(Z) ≥ αkiVw(Z) + cd(Z,Γw) for Z ∈ B2−ki (X0) ∩Dw,

which also gives for an arbitrary α > 0,

U(Z) ≥ αVw(Z) + (αki − α)Vw(Z) + cd(Z,Γw) for Z ∈ B2−ki (X0) ∩Dw.
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Given the global Lipschitz estimates that Vw enjoys, we know that there exists a positive constant
Cw = C(γ,m, d, a, p) so that

∥∇Vw∥L∞(Dw) ≤ Cw,

and hence,

|αki − α|Vw(Z) ≤ Cw |αki − α| d(Z,Γw).

Let us now choose α = sf + c
4Cw

and i large enough so that αki > sf − c
4Cw

, so that

Cw(α− αki) <
1

2
c.

Hence, for this particular α > sw(U) and i fixed we see that

U(Z) ≥ αVw(Z) +
c

2
d(Z,Γw) ≥ αVw(Z) for Z ∈ B2−ki (X0) ∩Dw.

This now contradicts the fact that αki is the largest such constant for which U is above sVw in
B2−ki (X0). We thus conclude that (3.15) indeed holds.

□

An immediate corollary is that Wf has a classically defined normal derivative at points where f is
m-C1,γ(x0), and H(f) is classically defined as well.

Corollary 3.19. If x0 is fixed and f ∈ C0,1(Rd) is punctually C1,γ(x0), then Wf has a normal
derivative at X0 = (x0, f(x0)), defined classically as

∂νfWf (X0) = lim
t→0+

1

t
Wf (X0 + tνf ).

Furthermore, H(f, x0) is well defined, just as in Definition 3.4,

H(f, x0) =

(√
1 + |∇f(x0)|2

)
∂νfWf (x0, f(x0)).

Proof of Corollary 3.19. Let w be as given by Lemma 3.17. We note w ∈ C1,γ(Br(x0)), and thus
Vw ∈ C1,γ(Br/2(X0)). When it happens that f ≥ 1, then the desired conclusion follows directly from
Lemma 3.17 (and in fact, ∂νfWf (X0) = sw(Wf )∂νfVw(X0)). But we recall that the construction of
Wf is invariant by the addition of constants, i.e. for any constant c,

Wf+c(X) =Wf (X − c) in Df+c.

Thus, we see that after adding the constant c = ∥f∥+1 to f , the function f+c satisfies the assumptions
of Lemma 3.17. By assumption, ∇f(x0) exists, and so combined with the existence of ∂νfWf (X0), H
is well defined. □

Lemma 3.20. There exists a positive constant C = C(γ,m, d) so that if f and g are such that
1 ≤ f ≤ g, with f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩m-C1,γ(x0), with f(x0) = g(x0) and ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0), then

0 ≤ ∂νWg(X0)− ∂νWf (X0) ≤ C∥f − g∥L∞(Rd),

where X0 = (x0, f(x0)).

Proof of Lemma 3.20. First, we remark that Corollary 3.19 implies that ∂νWf (X0) and ∂νWg(X0) are
well-defined. Next, we note the first inequality is immediate from the GCP. Let us address the second
inequality.

We recall that by assumption, f ≤ g. From Lemma 3.11, we see that for C = C(γ,m, d),

for X ∈ Γf , 0 ≤Wg(X)−Wf (X) ≤ C(g(x)− f(x)),

and hence by the comparison principle (Proposition A.1),

∥Wf −Wg∥L∞(Df ) ≤ C∥f − g∥L∞(Rd).
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Let us call ε = C∥f − g∥L∞(Rd). Thus since f ∈ K∗(γ,m), there is a barrier b, as in Lemma 3.8, with

∥b∥C1,γ(Rd) depending only on γ, m, and d, so that for some r > 0,

in Df ∩Br(X0), 0 ≤Wg −Wf ≤ εb.

The fact that b is Lipschitz yields that there exists a positive constant C1 = C1(γ,m, d) such that, for
t > 0 small enough,

0 ≤Wg(X0 + tν)−Wf (X0 + tν) ≤ C1εt.

After consolidating constants, all of which only depended on γ, m, d, we see that there exists a
positive constant C2 = C2(γ,m, d) with

∂νWg(X0)− ∂νWf (X0) ≤ C2∥f − g∥L∞ .

□

3.4. The Lipschitz property. Next we establish thatH is a locally Lipschitz as a mapping C1,γ(Rd) →
C0(Rd). The main lemmas that will be used to establish this result will be useful in their own right.
We begin with:

Lemma 3.21. Given m > 0 and R > 0, there exists a positive constant, C = C(γ,m, d), so that if

(i) f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩
(
m-C1,γ(x0)

)
,

(ii) f(x0) = g(x0) and ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0),
(iii) f − g ∈ C1,γ(BR(x0)),
(iv) Uf , Ug solve

{
∆Uf = 0 in Df ∩BR(X0)

Uf = 0 on Γf ∩BR(X0),
and

{
∆Ug = 0 in Dg ∩BR(X0)

Ug = 0 on Γg ∩BR(X0),

where X0 = (x0, f(x0), then∣∣∂νfUf (X0)− ∂νfUg(X0)
∣∣ ≤ C(γ,m, d)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR(x0)) +

1

R1+γ
∥Uf − Ug∥L∞(Df∩Dg∩BR(X0))

)
.

An immediate consequence of Lemma 3.21 is the following proposition relating to H(f, x0).

Proposition 3.22. Given m, and R > 0, there exists a positive constant, C = C(γ,m, d), so that if

(i) f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩
(
m-C1,γ(x0)

)
(ii) f(x0) = g(x0) and ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0),
(iii) f − g ∈ C1,γ(BR(x0))

then

|H(f, x0)−H(g, x0)| ≤ C(γ,m, d)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR(x0)) +

1

R1+γ
∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.

Proposition 3.22 is the main ingredient in the Lipschitz proof for H. We state this here, and then
will provide the proof of both afterwards.

Theorem 3.23. If R0 > 0 is fixed, R > R0, and f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩C1,γ(B2R(x0)), then there exists a
postive constant C(γ,m, d,R0) so that

∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ C(γ,m, d,R0)
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(B2R(x0)) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.

Corollary 3.24. H is locally Lipschitz as a mapping H : C1,γ(Rd) → C0(Rd).
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Proof of Lemma 3.21. We consider the function V = Uf − Ug in the domain Df ∩Dg ∩ BR(X0). We
note that for the function w given by

w = min{f, g},

we have

Df ∩Dg = Dw and ∂ (Df ∩Dg) = Γw.

Taking a minimum of functions in K∗(γ,m) preserves this property, and so also w ∈ K∗(γ,m). And,
as f, g ∈ m− C1,γ(x0) with f(x0) = g(x0) and ∇f(x0) = ∇g(x0), we see that w ∈ m-C1,γ(x0).

We note that for x ∈ BR(x0), since f − g ∈ C1,γ(BR(x0)), and since f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m), by Lemma
3.11, for X ∈ Γw ∩BR(x0),

|Uf (X)− Ug(X)| ≤ C(γ,m, d) |f(x)− g(x)| ≤ C(γ,m)∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR(x0)) |X −X0|1+γ .

Thus, for X ∈ ∂(Dw ∩BR(x0)),

|V (X)| ≤ C(γ,m, d)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(Rd) +

∥Uf − Ug∥L∞(BR∩Dw)

R1+γ

)
|X −X0|1+γ .

We can then apply Lemma 3.14 to V to conclude the desired inequality for |∂νUf (X0)− ∂νUg(X0)|.
□

Proof of Proposition 3.22. We use the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 3.21, specifically,
w = min{f, g}. Lemma 3.11 for each of Wf and Wg shows that there exists a positive constant C
depending on γ and m such that,

for X ∈ Γw, |Wf (X)−Wg(X)| ≤ C∥f − g∥L∞(Rd).

Hence, by the comparison result, Proposition A.1, we see that

∥Wf −Wg∥L∞(Df∩Dg) ≤ ∥Wf −Wg∥L∞(Γw) ≤ C∥f − g∥L∞(Rd).

Furthermore, from the assumption that f, g ∈ (m-C1,γ(x0)), that f(x0) = g(x0), and ∇f(x0) =
∇g(x0), we have that w ∈ (m-C1,γ(x0)). Also, by assumption, f − g ∈ C1,γ(BR(x0)). We can then
invoke Lemma 3.21. □

Proof of Theorem 3.23. We split the proof into a few steps for clarity. We would like to point out that
the following steps are intended to create a situation to which Lemma 3.21 can be applied.
Step 0. A translation and shift to attain x = 0 and f(0) = g(0) = 0.

By Proposition 3.7, we know that H is translation invariant and invariant by the addition of
constants. Thus, without loss of generality, we will prove that

|H(f, 0)−H(g, 0)| ≤ C
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
, (3.18)

under the addition assumption that f(0) = g(0). Then, after taking the translation into account, we
will obtain the estimate for ∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)).
Step 1. A smallness assumption on f − g that depends on m, γ, d.

It will be useful in the subsequent steps to have f − g appropriately small, which comes from using
a rotation of Rd+1 in our argument. The choice of ε happens in step 2. To this end, given m, and
given a fixed ε > 0, we note that it suffices to show that (3.18) holds whenever

∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd) < ε. (3.19)

Indeed, by Corollary 3.12, since f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m), there exists C(γ,m, d) such that

∥∇Wf∥L∞(Df )
≤ C, ∥∇Wg∥L∞(Dg)

≤ C. (3.20)
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Therefore |H(f, 0)| ≤ C and |H(g, 0)| ≤ C. For f, g such that (3.19) is not true then

|H(f, 0)−H(g, 0)| ≤ |H(f, 0)|+ |H(g, 0)|

≤
(
2Cε−1

)
ε ≤

(
2Cε−1

) (
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.

We reiterate that all dependence on the choice of ε appears in step 2.
Step 2. Apply a rotation to reduce to ∇f(0) = ∇g(0).

Let R : Rd+1 → Rd+1 be the unique rotation such that

Rνg = νf and Rv = v for v ∈ (span(νf , νg))
⊥ .

We note that ε can be chosen small enough so that |∇f(0)−∇g(0)| ≤ ε implies that the image of Γg

via R inside of BR0 is a graph of a bounded function. Furthermore, this function can be extended to
all of Rd is a way that does not expand the K∗(γ,m) property by more than a multiple of m. More
precisely, for ε = ε(m, γ, d,R0) > 0 small enough, there exists a function w so that

w ∈ K∗(γ, 2m) ∩ (2m)-C1,γ(0), and f − w ∈ C1,γ(BR0)

with ∥f − w∥C1,γ(BR0
) ≤ 2∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

), (3.21)

and also

R(Γg) ∩BR0 = Γw ∩BR0 .

Indeed, by construction of R, we see

∥R − Id∥ ≤ |νf − νg| ≤ |∇f(0)−∇g(0)|.

As a consequence, there exists C = C(R0) > 0, so that

∥g − w∥L∞(BR0
) ≤ C∥R − Id∥ ≤ C |∇f(0)−∇g(0)| ,

and thus a smallness assumption on |∇f(0)−∇g(0)| < ε can be used to obtain (3.21).

Step 3. An estimate
∣∣∂νfWf (0)− ∂νgWg(0)

∣∣.
We introduce the following function, V :

V : Dw ∩BR0 → R, V (X) =Wg

(
R−1X

)
. (3.22)

By the definition of R and w, V is harmonic in Dw ∩BR0 , and by construction, ∂νfV (0) = ∂νgWg(0).
Therefore

∂νfWf (0)− ∂νgWg(0) = ∂νfWf (0)− ∂νfV (0).

Furthermore, by construction, f , w, Wf , and V satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.21 for r = R0.
Thus, ∣∣∂νfWf (0)− ∂νfV (0)

∣∣ ≤ C(γ,m, d)
(
∥f − w∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥Wf − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩BR0
)

)
≤ C(γ,m, d)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥Wf − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩BR0
)

)
,

where we’ve used (3.21) to obtain the final inequality. We will now establish,

∥Wf − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩BR0
) ≤ C(γ,m, d)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
; (3.23)

together with the previous estimate, and the fact that ∂νfV (0) = ∂νgWg(0), will complete the proof.
To this end, we first note that from the fact that f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) and Lemma 3.11, we have that

for X ∈ ∂ (Df ∩Dg) , |Wf −Wg| ≤ C(γ,m, d)∥f − g∥L∞ .

Hence by the comparison result in Proposition A.1, we have

∥Wf −Wg∥L∞(Df∩Dg) ≤ C(γ,m, d)∥f − g∥L∞(Rd). (3.24)
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To establish (3.23) we first consider X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Df ∩ Dw ∩ BR0 ∩ Dg. Since g ∈ K∗(γ,m)
Corollary 3.12 yields ∥∇Wg∥L∞(Rd) ≤ C(γ,m, d), and thus

|Wg(X)− V (X)| =
∣∣Wg(X)−Wg(R−1X)

∣∣ ≤ C(γ,m, d)
∣∣X −R−1X

∣∣
≤ C(γ,m, d)∥R∥ |X|
≤ C(γ,m, d,R0) |∇f(0)−∇g(0)| ,

where to obtain the final inequality we used that |X| ≤ R0 and R0 is a fixed parameter that does not
depend on m, γ, and d. This estimate, together with (3.24), imply,

∥Wf − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩BR0
∩Dg) ≤ ∥Wf −Wg∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩Dg) + ∥Wg − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩Dg)

≤ C(γ,m, d,R0)
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
. (3.25)

We continue with establishing (3.23). Let X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Df ∩Dw ∩BR0 ∩Dc
g, so that

g(x) < xd+1 ≤ f(x).

Letting X̂ = (x, g(x)) ∈ Dg, we note,∣∣∣(Wf − V )(X)− (Wf − V )(X̂)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∥∇(Wf − V )∥L∞(BR0

)

∣∣∣X − X̂
∣∣∣

= ∥∇(Wf − V )∥L∞(BR0
) |f(x)− g(x)|

≤ C(γ,m, d) |f(x)− g(x)| ,

where in the last inequality, we used Corollary 3.12 for Wf and standard L∞-C0,1 estimates for the
harmonic function V . Using this estimate, together with (3.25), yields,

|(Wf − V )(X)| ≤ |(Wf − V )(X)− (Wf − V )(X̂)|+ |(Wf − V )(X̂)|

≤ C(γ,m, d) |f(x)− g(x)|+ C(γ,m, d,R0)
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
,

so that

∥Wf − V ∥L∞(Df∩Dw∩BR0
∩Dc

g)
≤ C(γ,m, d,R0)

(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(BR0

) + ∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.

The previous line and (3.25) yield (3.23), completing the proof. □

3.5. The splitting property. We verify a useful splitting property of our operator H in this section.
It shows how nearby a location of evaluation H(f, x) only depends locally on the C1,γ regularity of f
and the global L∞ behavior. A key step is the following lemma.

Lemma 3.25. There exist constants C > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1], depending only on d, γ, and m, such that
for all R ≥ 1, y0 ∈ Rd, and all f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m), with f − g ∈ C1,γ(m) and f ≡ g in B2R(y0), we have,

∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(y0)) ≤ C(γ,m, d)R−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd).

Proof. Let C, R0, s0, and α be as given by Lemma A.3. Fix R > R0. It suffices to prove that, for any
x0 ∈ Rd and any f, g ∈ K(γ,m) with f ≡ g in BR(x0), we have

|H(f, x0)−H(g, x0)| ≤ CR−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd). (3.26)

Indeed, suppose this holds, and we have y0 ∈ Rd and f, g ∈ K(γ,m) with f ≡ g in B2R(y0). Then for
any x0 ∈ BR(y0) we have τx0−y0(f) ≡ τx0−y0(g) in BR(x0). Using the translation-invariance of H as
well as (3.26), we obtain,

|H(f, x0)−H(g, x0)| = |H(τx0−y0f, x0)−H(τx0−y0g, x0)|
≤ CR−α∥τx0−y0f − τx0−y0g∥L∞(Rd) = CR−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd),

as desired.



20 HJB for Muskat

So, let us take any x0 ∈ Rd and any f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m) with f ≡ g in BR(x0); the remainder of the
proof is devoted to showing that (3.26) holds. To this end, let us define V = Uf−Ug in the set Df ∩Dg.
We see that if we define w = min{f, g}, then w ∈ K∗(γ,m), and Df ∩ Dg = Dw. Furthermore, by
Lemma 3.11,

for X ∈ Γw, |V (X)| ≤ |f(x)− g(x)| .

Without loss of generality, we can assume ∥f − g∥L∞ > 0. Thus, the pair V/∥f − g∥L∞(Rd) and w

satisfy the assumptions of Lemma A.3 (where actually w is the f in Lemma A.3, and the upper bound
in part (ii) of the lemma arises from the fact that f , and hence w, is in K∗), yielding

|V (X0 + sν)| ≤ Cs

Rα
∥f − g∥L∞ .

Recalling the definition of V thus gives (3.26), completing the proof.
□

With Lemma 3.25 in hand, we can do a cutoff argument to remove the condition f ≡ g in BR(x0).

Theorem 3.26. There exist constants C > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1), depending on d, γ, and m, such that for
all x0 ∈ Rd, R ≥ 1, with f, g ∈ K∗(γ,m), with f − g ∈ C1,γ(B3R(x0)),

∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ C
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(B3R(x0)) +R−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.

Proof. Let ψ : Rd → [0, 1] be smooth, compactly supported in B3R(0), with ψ ≡ 1 in B2R(0), and
such that ∥∇ψ∥L∞(Rd) ≤ CR−1, ∥∇D2ψ∥L∞(Rd) ≤ CR−2, and ∥ψ∥C1,γ(Rd) ≤ C, for a positive contant

C depending only on d. Let f̂ = ψf + (1− ψ)g, so that

f̂ − g = ψ(f − g).

Using the Lipschitz property of H from Theorem 3.23, the fact that f̂ ≡ g outside of B3R(x0), and
the previous line, we obtain

∥H(f̂ , ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(B3R(x0)) ≤ C∥f̂ − g∥C1,γ(B3R(x0))

≤ C∥ψ(f − g)∥C1,γ(B3R(x0)) ≤ C∥f − g∥C1,γ(B3R(x0)),

where C is a positive constant that may change from line to line and depends only on d, γ, m. We
also note that, to obtain the final inequality we used the definition of the C1,γ norm as well as the
elementary property that for any Hölder continuous functions h1 and h2, we have,

[h1h2]C0,γ ≤ [h1]C0,γ∥h2∥L∞ + [h2]C0,γ∥h1∥L∞ .

On the other hand, since f̂ ≡ f inside B2R(x0), Lemma 3.25 yields,

∥H(f̂ , ·)−H(f, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ Cω(R)∥f̂ − f∥L∞(Rd) ≤ CR−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

where the constants C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1] depend only on d, γ, and m. We therefore obtain

∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ ∥H(f̂ , ·)−H(f, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) + ∥H(f̂ , ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(Rd)

≤ C
(
∥f − g∥C1,γ(B3R(x0)) +R−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
,

as desired. □

Thanks to the fact that H is invariant by the addition of constants, the previous result can be made
more precise.

Corollary 3.27. If x0, R, f , g, and C are all as in Theorem 3.26, then

∥H(f, ·)−H(g, ·)∥L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ C

(
osc

B3R(x0)
(f − g) + ∥∇f −∇g∥Cγ(B3R) +R−α∥f − g∥L∞(Rd)

)
.
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Proof of Corollary 3.27. We observe that for the constant, c, chosen as

c = inf
B3R(x0)

(f − g),

we have

∥(f − g)− c∥L∞(B3R(x0)) = osc
B3R

(f − g).

We can then apply Theorem 3.26 to the functions (f − c) and g. We note that

∥(f − c)− g∥L∞(Rd) ≤ 2∥f − g∥L∞(Rd).

This establishes the corollary.
□

4. Viscosity solutions for (1.9) and (1.17), and the proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we give the definition and basic properties of viscosity solutions for equations like,
and including, (1.9) and (1.17). This section will culminate in the proof of Theorem 1.1, and it follows
similarly to [CLGS19, Sections 8.3 and 10], which was based on the arguments in [Sil11]. We focus on
(1.17) and we will conclude by showing that solving (1.17) is equivalent to solving (1.9). To this end,
we restate this equation without initial conditions

∂tf = H(f) in Rd × (0, T ), (4.1)

and we will develop the viscosity solutions theory for (4.1).

4.1. Basic definitions and useful properties. Due to the nonlocal nature of integro-differential
equations, the definitions of test functions and viscosity solutions have to naturally balance regularity
at a point with global behavior. This is something that is not seen for local equations. There are many
variations on choices of test functions, and in most reasonable situations, they give rise to equivalent
definitions of solutions. We use a definition of test functions that is a parabolic and C1,γ version of
(and equivalent to) those in [BI08, Definition 1, Remark 1], [CS09, Definition 2.2], [Sil11, Definition
2.2]. We note that in all instances of viscosity solutions for integro-differential equations of order
strictly less than 2, of which we are aware, the natural notion of test function extends to functions
which may only be punctually regular at the point of contact. One reason we choose the definition
given here is that it works well with the Perron method to give existence of solutions.

Definition 4.1 (Test functions). Let γ ∈ (0, 1). We denote by C1,γ(Br(x0)) ∩ C0,1(Rd) the Banach
space consisting of functions in C1,γ(Br(x0)) ∩ C0,1(Rd) with the norm

∥f∥C1,γ(Br(x0))∩C0,1(Rd) = ∥f∥C1,γ(Br(x)) + ∥f∥C0,1(Rd).

(i) We say that ϕ is a test function at (x, t) ∈ Rd × (0, T ) if there exists r > 0 such that

ϕ ∈ C
(
(t− r, t+ r);C1,γ(Br(x)) ∩ C0,1(Rd)

)
, and ∂tϕ ∈ C (Br(x)× (t− r, t+ r)) .

(ii) For u : Rd × (0, T ) → R, and for ϕ as in part (i), we say that ϕ touches u from above (resp.
below) at (x, t) if there exists r > 0 with{

u(x, t) = ϕ(x, t),

u(y, s) ≤ ϕ(y, s) for all (y, s) ∈ Rd × (t− r, t+ r) (resp. u(y, s) ≥ ϕ(y, s)).

We now define viscosity solutions of (4.1). This definition applies to any operator similar to H or
M that enjoys the GCP, and we will use it for (1.17) and subsequently (1.9). As such, we temporarily
give a generic equation to use in the definition:

∂tf = J(f) in Rd × (0, T ). (4.2)

For us, we will always use either J = H or J =M , which will be clear from the context.
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Definition 4.2 (Viscosity sub and super solutions). (i) A function u : Rd× (0, T ) → R is a viscos-
ity subsolution of (4.2) if u is bounded, upper semicontinuous, and for every (x, t) ∈ Rd× (0, T ),
any ϕ that is a test function touching u from above at (x, t) satisfies

∂tϕ(x, t) ≤ J(ϕ(·, t), x).

(ii) A function u : Rd × (0, T ) → R is a viscosity supersolution of (4.2) if u is bounded, lower
semicontinuous, and for every (x, t) ∈ Rd × (0, T ), any ϕ that is a test function touching u from
below at (x, t) satisfies

∂tϕ(x, t) ≥ J(ϕ(·, t), x).

(iii) We say that u ∈ C(Rd × (0, T )) is a viscosity solution of (4.2) if it is both a subsolution and a
supersolution of (4.2).

As alluded to above, the subsolution (supersolution) property for test functions still remains valid
when the test function may not be regular in an entire neighborhood of a point of contact with the
subsolution (supersolution), but rather may only have a pointwise version of regularity, as in Definition
3.1. See Section 5.3 for a discussion of other instances of this property in the literature.

Proposition 4.3 (Pointwise evaluation). If u is a viscosity subsolution to (4.1), with (x, t) fixed, and
ψ is such that for some r > 0, for some m,

ψ(·, t) ∈ K∗(γ,m) ∩ (m-C1,γ(x))

ψ ∈ C
(
(t− r, t+ r);C0,1(Rd)

)
, ∂tψ(x, t) exists,

and ψ touches u from above at (x, t),

then

∂tψ(x, t) ≤ H(ψ(·, t), x).

Proof of Proposition 4.3. By the assumption on ψ, for some R > 0,

for |h| < R, |ψ(x+ h, t)− ψ(x, t)−∇ψ(x, t) · h| ≤ m |h|1+γ .

Furthermore, since ψ ∈ K∗(γ,m), for ρ > 0 and small enough there are functions, wρ ∈ C1,γ(Bρ(x))∩
K∗(γ,m) (see Remark 4.4, below) so that ∥wρ∥C1,γ(Bρ(x)) ≤ m,

wρ(x, t) = ψ(x, t), wρ ≥ ψ on Rd × (t− r, t+ r), and lim
ρ→0

∥wρ(·, t)− ψ(·, t)∥L∞(Rd) = 0.

Additionally, wρ can be chosen so that ∂twρ is continuous on (t− r, t+ r). That is to say, wρ is a valid
test function. By construction, wρ touches u from above at (x, t). Thus, the definition of subsolution
gives

∂tψ(x, t) = ∂twρ(x, t) ≤ H(wρ(·, t), x).
By construction, wρ and ψ satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.20, which implies that

lim
ρ→0

|H(wρ(·, t), x)−H(ψ(·, t), x)| = 0.

This concludes the proposition.
□

Remark 4.4. There are many ways one could construct such a wρ used in the previous proof. For
example, if vρ is defined as (ignoring the time variable)

vρ(y) =

{
ψ(x) +∇ψ(x) · (y − x) +m |y − x|1+γ for y ∈ Bρ(x)

ψ(y) for y ̸∈ Bρ(x),

and then wρ can be defined as

wρ(y) = min{w(y) : w ∈ K∗(γ,m) and w ≥ vρ}.
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Since vρ ∈ C1,γ(Bρ(x)), we see that also wρ = vρ in Bρ(x).

Definition 4.5 (Inf and sup convolutions). For a bounded function u(x, t) : Rd× [0, T ) → R we define
the sup convolution and the inf convolution as follows.

uε(x, t) = sup
(y,s)∈Rd×[0,T )

(
u(y, s)− |t− s|2 + |x− y|2

2ε

)
,

uε(x, t) = inf
(y,s)∈Rd×[0,T )

(
u(y, s) +

|t− s|2 + |x− y|2

2ε

)
.

It is well-known that uε is semiconvex and uε is semiconcave, thus they are continuous. Fur-
thermore, they are uniformly Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant Cε−1 for C > 0 depending only on
∥u∥L∞(Rd×[0,T )). We refer the to User’s Guide to Viscosity Solutions [CIL92] for a complete description
of their properties. We also note that although the regularization by inf and sup convolutions predates
the notion of viscosity solutions, they have been very useful in the existence and uniqueness theory,
dating back to [Jen88], [JLS88]. This type of regularization works particularly well for translation
invariant equations, like (4.1), as demonstrated in the next result. A more precise result holds for
more general equations that may not be translation invariant, such as in [JLS88], but since (4.1) is
both translation invariant and invariant by the addition of constants, we are in a considerably easier
situation.

Proposition 4.6. If u and v are bounded and respectively an upper semicontinuous subsolution and a
lower semicontinuous supersolution to (4.1), then so are their sup-convolution, uε, and inf-convolution,
vε.

Proof of Proposition 4.6. We will only include the proof for uε. The result for vε follows analogously.
We note that uε(x) can be rewritten as

uε(x, t) = sup
z∈Rd, t+τ∈[0,T )

(
u(x+ z, t+ τ)− 1

2ε

(
|z|2 + |τ |2

))
.

The translation invariance and invariance by the addition of constants for H, given in Proposition 3.7
— appropriately applied to test functions — shows that uε and u solve the same equation.

□

4.2. The comparison result. The comparison result we present (Proposition 4.9, below) is an adap-
tation of that in [Sil11, Proposition A.6], which was also implemented in [CLGS19, Section 8.3]. We
note that there are two versions of the comparison result in [Sil11] — in our context, one, [Sil11,
Corollary 3.4], would be appropriate if H happened to be a globally Lipschitz operator on C1,γ (which
it is not), and the other one, [Sil11, Proposition A.6] is required in the case that H is only locally
Lipschitz on C1,γ (which is our setting).

Before we get to the comparison result, it will be useful to note that for test functions, H(ψ, ·) is a
continuous function of (x, t). In the typical instances of viscosity solutions, this is usually immediate
from the fact that the relevant operator has an explicit formula.

Proposition 4.7 (Continuity on test functions). Suppose x0 ∈ Rd, t0 ∈ (0, T ], r > 0, and ψ :
Rd × (t0 − r, t0 + r) → R are such that

ψ ∈ C
(
(t0 − r, t0 + r);C1,γ(Br(x0)) ∩ C0,1(Rd)

)
.

Then the function of (x, t) 7→ H(ψ(·, t), x) is continuous near (x0, t0).

Proof of Proposition 4.7. We note that

|H(ψ(·, t1), x1)−H(ψ(·, t2), x2)|
≤ |H(ψ(·, t1), x1)−H(ψ(·, t2), x1)|+ |H(ψ(·, t2), x1)−H(ψ(·, t2), x2)| .
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The result then follows from Proposition 3.22 for the first term on the right and from Proposition 3.5
for the second term on the right.

□

Remark 4.8 (A bump function). It will be useful to record a particular bump function for some of
the next results. Let us define for x ∈ Rd the function

Φ(x) =
|x|2

1 + |x|2
and ΦR(x) = Φ

( x
R

)
for R > 1.

The function ΦR satisfies 0 ≤ ΦR ≤ 1, and for any γ ∈ (0, 1),

∥ΦR∥L∞(BT (x0)) ≤
T 2

R2
, ∥∇ΦR∥L∞(Rd) ≤

1

R
, ∥∇ΦR∥C0,γ(Rd) ≤

C(d, γ)

R1+γ
.

Now we can give the main result of this section.

Proposition 4.9 (Comparison property). If f and g are bounded and respectively an upper semicon-
tinuous subsolution and a lower semicontinuous supersolution in the viscosity sense to (4.1), that have
the following local uniform ordering at t = 0,

∀ α > 0, ∃ δ > 0, ∀ |x− y| < δ, |s− 0| < δ, |t− 0| < δ, f(x, s) ≤ g(y, t) + α, (4.3)

then f(x, t) ≤ g(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ Rd × [0, T ).

Remark 4.10. We note the condition (4.3) was used in [Sil11, Appendix] to establish existence for
a certain class of integro-differential equations. The reason for the extra condition in (4.3) is a bit
subtle. If if was known, a priori, that f and g had more regularity, then (4.3) would not be necessary.
Or, if it was true that H were globally Lipscshitz on C1,γ(Rd), (4.3) would not be necessary. However,
since H is only locally Lipschitz on C1,γ, (4.3) is necessary.

Remark 4.11. The extra assumption of (4.3) is missing from the work [CLGS19]. The stated result
remains true, but the presentation misses the importance of (4.3).

In order to clarify the role of the assumption (4.3), we split Proposition 4.9 into two separate
lemmas. The first one shows that even if f and g don’t satisfy (4.3), their inf and sup convolutions
still satisfy a typical comparison result.

Lemma 4.12. If f and g are bounded and respectively a upper semicontinuous subsolution and a
lower semicontinuous supersolution, in the viscosity sense to (4.1), and if f ε and gε are respectively
their sup and inf convolutions from Definition 4.5, then

sup
Rd×[0,T )

(f ε − gε) ≤ sup
Rd

(f ε(·, 0)− gε(·, 0)). (4.4)

The second result states that under the additional regularity in (4.3), the comparison result can be
transferred back to f and g.

Lemma 4.13. If f and g are bounded and respectively upper semicontinuous and lower semicontinu-
ous, and if f and g satisfy (4.3), then

lim sup
ε→0

(
sup
Rd

f ε(·, 0)− gε(·, 0)
)

≤ 0. (4.5)

We will first show how Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13 give Proposition 4.9. Then we will prove Lemmas
4.12 and 4.13 afterwards.

Proof of Proposition 4.9. We take f ε and gε to be respectively the sup and inf convolutions of f and
g. Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13 combine to give

lim sup
ε→0

sup
Rd×[0,T )

(f ε − gε) ≤ 0.
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However, by construction,

(f − g) ≤ f ε − gε,

and thus we conclude that

sup
Rd×[0,T )

f − g ≤ 0.

□

Now we can prove Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13.

Proof of Lemma 4.12. Let ε > 0, and f ε be the sup-convolution of f and gε the inf-convolution of g, as
in Definition 4.5. By Proposition 4.6 we see that f ε, gε are respectively a subsolution and supersolution
to (4.1) in the viscosity sense.

We will obtain (4.4) by contradiction. Let us define M as

M = sup
Rd×[0,T )

(f ε − gε)− sup
Rd×{0}

(f ε − gε),

and our contradiction assumption is thatM > 0. There exist x0 ∈ Rd, h > 0 small enough (depending
on M and T ), and a constant Ch such that, for ψ given by

ψ(x, t) = Ch +MΦR(x− x0) + ht,

the function f ε − gε − ψ attains a zero maximum at (xR, tR) with tR > 0. This fact follows from
Lemma 4.14, which we state (and provide its elementary proof) after completing the present proof.

Using the semi-convexity and semi-concavity of f ε and gε, combined with the fact that ψ is smooth,
we deduce that f ε, gε have classical derivatives with respect to x, t at (xR, tR) and furthermore f ε

and gε are C1,1(xR). Hence, by Lemma 3.17, H(f ε(·, tR), xR) and H(gε(·, tR), xR) are well defined.
Furthermore, at (xR, tR), by Proposition 4.3, we have

H(gε(·, tR), xR) ≤ ∂tgε(xR, tR) and ∂tf
ε(xR, tR) ≤ H(f ε(·, tR), xR).

Next, thanks to the fact that f ε − gε − ψ attains a maximum,

∂t(gε + ψ)(xR, tR) = ∂tf
ε(xR, tR),

and we can also invoke the GCP for f ε ≤ gε + ψ, to obtain

H(f ε(·, tR), xR) ≤ H
(
gε(·, tR) + ψ(·, tR), xR

)
.

Combining this, we obtain

H (gε(·, tR), xR) + ∂tψ(xR, tR) ≤ H
(
gε(·, tR) + ψ(·, tR), xR

)
,

which, upon rearranging becomes,

0 < h ≤ H
(
gε(·, tR) + ψ(·, tR), xR

)
−H (gε(·, tR), xR)

= H
(
gε(·, tR) +MΦR(· − x0), xR

)
−H (gε(·, tR), xR) .

Let R̃ > 0. We apply Corollary 3.27 to bound the right-hand side of the previous line to find, for a
constant C independent of R and R̃,

0 < h ≤ C

(
osc

B3R̃(xR)
MΦR(· − x0) + ∥∇ΦR(· − x0)∥Cγ(B3R̃(xR)) + R̃−α

)
.

Using the definition of ΦR we obtain,

0 < h ≤ C

(
osc

B3R̃R−1 (xR)
MΦ1(· − x0) +R−1∥∇Φ1(· − x0)∥Cγ(B3R̃(xR)) + R̃−α

)
.
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Let us now choose R̃ large enough so that

CR̃−α <
h

4
.

Now that R̃ is fixed, we choose R large enough so that

C

(
osc

B3R̃R−1 (xR)
MΦ1(· − x0) +R−1∥∇Φ1(· − x0)∥Cγ(B3R̃(xR))

)
<
h

4
.

Combining the three previous inequalities yields 0 < h < h
2 , which is the desired contradiction.

□

Proof of Lemma 4.13. Let α > 0 be given. By the assumption on f(·, 0) and g(·, 0), let δ > 0 be
such that (4.3) holds. Without loss of generality, let us assume that the supremum of initial values is
attained, i.e.

sup
Rd

f(·, 0)− g(·) = f(x̂, 0)− g(x̂, 0).

As f is upper semicontinuous and g is lower semicontinuous and both are bounded, we know that the
sup and inf for f ε, gε, are always attained; let those points be (xε, sε) and (yε, tε) respectively for f ε

and gε at (x̂, 0). One of the properties of the inf and sup convolutions is that

lim
ε→0

|xε − x0|2 + (sε − t0)
2

2ε
= 0 and lim

ε→0

|yε − x0|2 + (tε − t0)
2

2ε
= 0.

In particular,

(xε, sε) → (x̂, 0) and (yε, tε) → (x̂, 0).

Therefore, for ε small enough, depending upon α and δ, we obtain

|xε − x̂| < δ, |yε − x̂| < δ, sε < δ, tε < δ.

Thus, invoking (4.3), we see that

sup
Rd

f ε(·, 0)− gε(·, 0) = f(xε, sε)− g(yε, tε) ≤ α.

Since α > 0 was arbitrary, we conclude (4.5). □

Lemma 4.14. Let u : Rd × [0, T ) → R be upper semicontinuous, bounded from above, and satisfy

M = sup
Rd×[0,T )

u− sup
Rd

u(·, 0) > 0,

Let ΦR be the bump function from Remark 4.8. There exists some (x0, t0), such that for all 0 < h < M
4T ,

for all R > 0 (independent of h and M), there exists (xh, th) so that the function

ψ(x, t) = u(x, t)−MΦR(x− x0)− ht

attains a maximum at (xh, th), and th ∈ (0, T ].

Proof of Lemma 4.14. Let us first choose (x0, t0) to be such that

u(x0, t0) ≥ sup
Rd×[0,T )

u− 1

4
M.

We first note that this implies t0 > 0, which is immediate from the fact that

u(x0, t0) ≥ sup
Rd

u(·, 0) + 3

4
M. (4.6)

We see then that

ψ(x0, t0) = u(x0, t0)− ht0 ≥ sup
Rd

u(·, 0) + 3

4
M − ht ≥ sup

Rd

u(·, 0) + 3

4
M − hT,
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and so for hT ≤ M
4 ,

ψ(x0, t0) ≥ sup
Rd

u(·, 0) + 1

2
M ≥ sup

Rd

ψ(·, 0) + 1

2
M. (4.7)

From the definition of ΦR, for |x| large enough,

ψ(x, t) ≤ u(x, t)− 3

4
M − ht ≤ sup

Rd

ψ(·, t)− 3

4
M ≤ ψ(x0, t0)−

1

4
M.

Therefore, there exists τ > 0 such that,

sup
Rd×[0,T )

ψ = sup
Bτ (0)×[0,T )

ψ.

Since ψ is upper semicontinuous, it will attain its maximum over the compact set Bτ × [0, T ]. This
maximum will be at least as large as ψ(x0, t0); thus, by (4.7), it must occur in (0, T ].

□

4.3. Existence. We prove existence via the Perron method for viscosity solutions. Our presentation
is almost exactly as that in [IS13] and [Sil11], which are in turn adaptations of the techniques of
[Ish87]. We include most of the details here for the sake of completeness.

The choice to use the Perron method places requirements on the definition of the test functions and
viscosity sub and super solutions. Specifically, it is the reason why we require sub (super) solutions to
be defined for only upper semicontinuous (lower semicontinuous) functions in Definition 4.2, and also
it is the reason why test functions should be classical in an entire neighborhood of a point of contact
instead of only punctually C1,γ at that point.

We have broken the original proof into smaller individual steps. The first part gives the details
of how the supremum (or infimum) of a general family of subsolutions (supersolutions) preserves the
subsolution (supersolution) property. Since this is useful for reasons other than the Perron method,
we state it as its own result. We will use the upper and lower semicontinuous envelopes for the Perron
method, and so we define those here.

Definition 4.15 (Semicontinuous envelopes). For a function, u, bounded from above, we define the
upper semicontinuous envelope of u as

u∗(x, t) = lim
r→0

(
sup

(y,s)∈Br(x)×(t−r,t+r)
u(y, s)

)
,

and for a function, v, bounded from below, the lower semicontinuous envelope as

v∗(x, t) = lim
r→0

(
inf

(y,s)∈Br(x)×(t−r,t+r)
v(y, s)

)
.

Proposition 4.16 (General sup/inf of family of sub/super solutions). Let {ui}i∈I and {vi}i∈I be
collections of functions with

u(x, t) = sup
i∈I

ui(x, t) <∞, and v(x, t) = inf
i∈I

vi(x, t) > −∞.

If {ui}i∈I , {vi}i∈I are families of viscosity subsolutions and supersolutions, respectively, to (4.1),
then the respective semicontinuous envelopes of u and v (as in Definition 4.15), u∗, v∗, are respectively
a viscosity subsolution and supersolution to (4.1).

Proof of Proposition 4.16. We will prove that u∗ is a viscosity subsolution. The case that v∗ is a
supersolution follows analogously.

Let ψ be a test function for u∗ at (x, t) (from Definition 4.1). We will show that ∂tψ(x, t) ≤
H(ψ(·, t), x). A key step in most versions of this result is to work with test functions that have a strict
max with u∗. The reason for this is that the strict max property for u∗ can then be transferred back
to the actual subsolutions, ui, but at a nearby point to (x, t).
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To this end, we will create a strict max for u∗ − ψ. For R > 0, define ψ̃ as

ψ̃(y, s) = ψ(y, s) + ΦR(y − x) + |t− s|2.

Then u∗ − ψ̃ has a strict maximum over Br(x)× [t− r, t+ r] at (x, t). By construction of ψ̃ and u∗,
there exists sequences, uin , (yn, sn), cn so that

uin − (ψ̃ + cn) has a local max at (yn, sn),

and lim
n→∞

uin(yn, sn) = u∗(x, t),

with lim
n→∞

(yn, sn) = (x, t) and lim
n
cn→∞ = 0.

(The proof of the previous fact is standard, and we omit it.)
The definition of subsolution can then be applied to uin to obtain

∂tψ(yn, sn) + 2(sn − t) = ∂tψ̃(yn, sn) ≤ H
(
ψ̃(·, sn), yn

)
= H (ψ(·, sn) + ϕR(· − x), yn) .

Here we used the translation invariance and invariance by addition of constants properties of H from
Proposition 3.7. Letting R→ ∞ and using Corollary 3.27, we obtain

∂tψ(yn, sn) + 2(sn − t) ≤ H (ψ(·, sn), yn) .

Taking the limit as (yn, sn) → (x, t) we deduce from Proposition 4.7 that

∂tψ(x, t) ≤ H(ψ(·, t), x),

and therefore u∗ is a viscosity subsolution to (4.1). □

As mentioned above, the previous result is one of the steps in building solutions via the Perron
method. Here we give this as our existence result.

Proposition 4.17 (Existence via Perron method). If f0 ∈ BUC(Rd), then there exists a unique
viscosity solution f that solves (4.1) with f(·, 0) = f0 on Rd.

Proof. We divide the proof into several steps for clarity.

Step 1. Building barriers and constructing a maximal subsolution.
Since f0 is uniformly continuous on Rd, for any ε > 0 there exists ρ(ε) such that if |x − y| < ρ(ε),

then |f0(x)− f0(y)| < ε. Let η ∈ C∞
c (Rd) be such that supp(η) ⊂ B1(0), η(0) = 1 and 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. For

x0 ∈ Rd and ρ > 0 we define

ηx0,ρ(x) = η

(
x− x0
ρ

)
.

Let ρ = ρ(ε), we define the upper and lower functions for f0 at a point x0 ∈ Rd by

Ux0,ε(x) = ηρ(x)f0(x0) + (1− ηρ(x)) sup
Rd

(f0) + ε,

Lx0,ε(x) = ηρ(x)f0(x0) + (1− ηρ(x)) inf
Rd

(f0)− ε.

It is evident that Lx0,ε ≤ f0 ≤ Ux0,ε on Rd. Since Lx0,ε and Ux0,ε are smooth, by Corollary 3.12, there
exists Cε such that

∥H(Lx0,ε, ·)∥L∞(Rd) ≤ Cε and ∥H(Ux0,ε, ·)∥L∞(Rd) ≤ Cε.

Let us define

ψ+
x0,ε(x, t) = Ux0,ε(x) + Cεt and ψ−

x0,ε(x, t) = Lx0,ε(x)− Cεt.

By choice of Cε, ψ
−
x0,ε and ψ+

x0,ε are respectively a classical subsolution and supersolution to (4.1).
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In order to invoke the comparison result, Proposition 4.9, we need to work with sub/super solutions
that respect the local uniform initial ordering in (4.3). One way to enforce this in a straightforward
way is to work only with subsolutions that have the following property:

given u, there exists a modulus, ωu, with u(y, t) ≤ f0(x) + ωu(|y − x|+ t). (4.8)

We define

S = {u is a subsolution to (4.1) and also satisfies (4.8)} .

The set S is nonempty since ψ−
x0,ε ∈ S for any x0 ∈ Rd and ε > 0. We also note that constants are

solutions to (4.1), and so by Proposition 4.9, for C = supRd f0 and u ∈ S, we have u ≤ C. Thus the
set is uniformly bounded. Let

w(x, t) = sup {u(x, t) : u ∈ S} .

Defining w∗ as the upper semicontinuous envelope of w, Proposition 4.16 gives that w∗ is a viscosity
subsolution to (4.1).
Step 2. The initial condition for w∗: we will show w∗ satisfies (4.8), in order to deduce w∗ ∈ S.

Let u ∈ S. Then u satisfies (4.8). And, by construction, ψ+
x,ε also satisfies (4.8), for any ε > 0 and

x ∈ Rd. In particular, the pair u, ψ+
x,ε satisfies the condition (4.3), and thus by the comparison result,

Proposition 4.9, we have

u(y, t) ≤ ψ+
x,ε(y, t) for all (y, t) ∈ Rd × [0, T ].

The previous line, the definition of w, and the fact that ψ+
x0,ε is continuous therefore imply,

w∗(y, t) ≤ ψ+
x,ε(y, t) for all (y, t) ∈ Rd × [0, T ].

We will now establish that w∗ satisfies

∀ α > 0, ∃ δ > 0, ∀ |x− y| < δ, 0 < t < δ, w∗(y, t) ≤ f0(x) + α, (4.9)

which will imply that w∗ satisfies (4.8).
To this end, let α > 0 be given. Choose ε = α

3 . We know that ψ+
x,ε is uniformly continuous in y,

uniformly in x and t. Choose δ by the uniform continuity of ψ+
x,ε so that

sup
x,t

ψ+
x,ε(y, t)− ψ+

x,ε(x, t) <
α

3
.

Also, choose δ, possibly smaller so that for 0 < t < δ,

Cεt <
α

3
.

Thus,

w∗(y, t) ≤ ψ+
x,ε(y, t) = ψ+

x,ε(x, t)− ψ+
x,ε(x, t) + ψ+

x,ε(y, t)

= f0(x) + Cεt+ ε− ψ+
x,ε(x, t) + ψ+

x,ε(y, t) ≤ f0(x) +
α

3
+
α

3
+
α

3
.

We then conclude that (4.9) is valid, and thus w∗ ∈ S.
Step 3. We show that w∗ is a supersolution.

Assume to the contrary that w∗ is not a supersolution. Thus, by Definitions 4.1 and 4.2, there
exists a test function ψ, a point of contact (x0, t0) ∈ Rd × (0, T ], r1 > 0, and c0 > 0 such that

ψ(x, t) ≤ w(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ Rd × (t0 − r1, t0 + r1), with equality at (x0, t0); (4.10)

∂tψ(x0, t0) < H(ψ(·, t0), x0)− c0. (4.11)

We will now construct a perturbation ϕ of ψ and use it to create a subsolution ũ. We will show
ũ ∈ S and that ũ can be constructed so that it is strictly larger than w at points near (x0, t0), which
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will be a contradiction. To this end, we let Φ = Φ1 be the function in Remark 4.8, take parameters
δ > 0 and α > 0, to be determined, and define

ϕ(x, t) = ψ(x, t) + δ − α
(
Φ1(x− x0) + |t− t0|2

)
.

Using the invariance of H by the addition of constants, followed by Theorem 3.23, we find, for a
positive constant C1, independent of c0, α, and δ,

|H(ψ(·, t0), x0)−H(ϕ(·, t0), x0)| = |H(ψ(·, t0), x0)−H(ψ(·, t0)− αΦ1(· − x0), x0)|

≤ C1∥αΦ1∥C1,γ(Rd) ≤
c0
8
, (4.12)

where the final inequality follows by choosing α = c0
8(C1+1)∥Φ1∥C1,γ (Rd)

. Next, the continuity of ∂tϕ and

Proposition 4.7 imply that there exists r1 > 0 such that, on Br1(x0)× (t0 − r1, t0 + r1),

|∂tϕ(x0, t0)−H(ϕ(·, t0), x0)− ∂tϕ(x, t)−H(ϕ(·, t), x)| ≤ c0
8
. (4.13)

Let r = min{r0, r1, t02 }. Then t0 − r > 0, and on Br(x0)× (t0 − r, t0 + r), we have,

∂tϕ(x, t)−H(ϕ(·, t), x) ≤ ∂tϕ(x0, t0)−H(ϕ(·, t0), x0) +
c0
8

≤ ∂tψ(x, t)− 2α(t− t0)−H(ψ(·, t0), x0) +
c0
4

≤ −c0
2
, (4.14)

where the first inequality follows from (4.13), the second from (4.12), and the third from (4.11) as well
as by our choice of α.

Now, let us fix δ = 1
2

(
α r

1+r + r
)
. Using with the fact that ψ − ϕ is radially increasing, we find,

inf
(Rd×[0,T ])\(Br(x)×(t0−r,t0+r))

(ψ − ϕ) ≥ inf
∂(Br(x)×(t0−r,t0+r))

(ψ − ϕ) = −δ + α
r

1 + r
+ r >

δ

2
> 0.

Combining this with the inequality from (4.10) yields,

w∗(x, t) ≥ w(x, t) ≥ ψ(x, t) > ϕ(x, t) on (Rd × [0, T ]) \ (Br(x)× (t0 − r, t0 + r)). (4.15)

We now define ũ via

ũ = max(w∗, ϕ).

We claim that ũ is a subsolution of (4.1) on all of Rd × (0, T ]. Indeed, recall that w∗ is a subsolution
of (4.1) on Rd × (0, T ]. The inequality (4.15) implies that ũ ≡ w∗ outside of Br(x) × (t0 − r, t0 + r);
therefore, ũ is a subsolution outside of Br(x)× (t0 − r, t0 + r). On the other hand, we have shown in
(4.14) that ϕ is a subsolution of (4.1) on Br(x)× (t0− r, t0+ r); since a maximum of two subsolutions
is a subsolution, we conclude that ũ is a subsolution on Br(x)× (t0 − r, t0 + r) as well.

Finally, we recall that our choice of r implies t0 − r > 0. Together with (4.15), this yields ũ ≡ w∗

in a neighborhood of Rd × {0}. Since we have already shown that w∗ obeys the local uniform initial
condition in (4.8), we deduce that ũ does as well, and thus we conclude ũ ∈ S, as desired,

In order to obtain the desired contradiction, we will find points nearby (x0, t0) where ũ > w, which
will contradict the definition of w, as ũ ∈ S. Indeed, we observe that by the definition of test function,
ψ(x0, t0) = w∗(x0, t0). From the definition of w∗, let us take a sequence, (yn, sn), so that

lim
n→∞

w(yn, sn) = w∗(x0, t0).

Thus, taking n large enough,

w(yn, sn) ≤ w∗(x0, t0) +
δ

4
.

By continuity of ϕ, and the definition of ũ, we see that for n large enough,

ũ(yn, sn) ≥ ϕ(yn, sn) ≥ ϕ(x0, t0)−
δ

4
= w∗(x0, t0) +

3δ

4
> w(yn, sn).
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Thus, we have contradicted the maximality of w. This concludes that w∗ is a supersolution of (4.1).
Step 5. Conclusion: w∗ = w∗ = w is a solution of (4.1) with w(·, 0) = f0.

We have already shown that w∗ is a subsolution that also enjoys (4.8). Since for all x0 and ε > 0,
we know that ψ−

x0,ε ∈ S, we conclude, just as was done in Step 2, that there is some modulus with

w∗(y, t) ≥ f0(x)− ωw∗(|x− y|+ t).

Thus, we have that w∗ is a subsolution, w∗ is a supersolution, and they obey

w∗(x, s) ≤ w∗(y, t) + ωw∗(|x− y|+ s) + ωw∗(|x− y|+ t).

Thus, w∗ and w∗ have the required local uniform initial condition to apply the comparison result,
Proposition 4.9. We then conclude that w∗ ≤ w∗, which was the goal.

□

4.4. Preservation of modulus. An immediate consequence of the comparison principle and the
translation invariance of H is the preservation of a modulus of continuity for solutions. This is a
classical result for viscosity solutions when the equation is translation invariant.

Proposition 4.18 (Modulus). If f0 is bounded, uniformly continuous on Rd with a modulus ω, then
the unique solution f ∈ C(Rd × [0, T )) of (4.1), with initial condition f(·, 0) = f0, satisfies that f(·, t)
has the same modulus for t ∈ [0, T ).

Proof of Proposition 4.18. Let h ∈ Rd be fixed, due to the translation invariant

∂tf(x+ h, t) = H(f(·, t), x+ h) = H(τhf(·, t), x)

we obtain that (x, t) 7→ τhf(x, t) is a viscosity solution of (4.1) with initial data

τhf(x, 0) = f0(x+ h) ≤ f0(x) + ω(|h|).

Let ϕ(x, t) = f(x, t) + ω(|h|). Due to the invariance by the addition of constants we see that ϕ is a
viscosity solution to (4.1) with initial data

ϕ(x, 0) = f0(x) + ω(|h|) ≥ f0(x+ h) = τhf(x, 0).

We note that by construction, in Proposition 4.17, f satisfies the condition (4.3), and hence also does
ϕ. Thus, by the comparison result (Proposition 4.9) we obtain

τhf(x, t) = f(x+ h, t) ≤ ϕ(x, t) = f(x, t) + ω(|h|)

for all (x, t) ∈ Rd× [0, T ). We can repeat the argument with ψ(x, t) = −ω(|h|)+f(x, t) to deduce that

|f(x+ h, t)− f(x, t)| ≤ ω(|h|).

□

4.5. Concluding existence and uniqueness for (4.1). It will be useful to collect each of the
main results in this section into one theorem that concisely states the existence and uniqueness for
(4.1). Combining Propositions 4.9 (comparison), 4.17 (existence), and 4.18 (modulus), we obtain the
following.

Theorem 4.19. Given any f0 ∈ BUC(Rd), there exists a unique viscosity solution, f ∈ C0(Rd ×
[0, T )), to {

∂tf = H(f) in Rd × (0, T )

f(·, 0) = f0 on Rd × {0}.
(4.16)

Furthermore, if f0 has a modulus of continuity, ω, then for each t ∈ [0, T ), f(·, t) has the same modulus
of continuity.
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4.6. Proof of Theorem 1.1. As suggested in Section 1.1, we will establish Theorem 1.1 by showing
that there is an equivalence between viscosity solutions of (1.9) and (4.16). We use Definition 4.2 with
J =M for the definition of solution to (1.9). We recall that M is defined in (1.8).

Towards Theorem 1.1, we will establish the following.

Proposition 4.20. If f0 ∈ BUC(Rd), f ∈ C(Rd × [0, T )), and g(x, t) = f(x, t) + t, then f is a
viscosity solution to (1.9) if and only if g is a viscosity solution of (4.16).

Proposition 4.20 will be immediate from the definitions of viscosity solutions, combined with the
following observation.

Lemma 4.21. If f ∈ C0,1(Rd), Wf is from Definition 3.2, Φf,f is as in (1.6), and ℓ(x) = −xd+1,
then

(i) Φf,f =Wf − ℓ,
(ii) for X0 ∈ Γ,

∂νWf (X0) exists ⇐⇒ ∂νΦf,f (X0) exists,

(iii) for all x0 such that H(f, x0) exists,

M(f, x0) = H(f, x0)− 1.

Proof of Lemma 4.21. We note that for f ∈ C0,1(Rd), the existence and uniqueness of Wf and Φf,f

is given in the Appendix, Propositions A.1 and A.2. Since ℓ is C2, parts (i), (ii), (iii) are immediate
from the presentation given in Section 1.1. □

Now we can give the proof of Proposition 4.20.

Proof of Proposition 4.20. Given the definitions of viscosity sub and super solutions, it suffices to
establish the equivalence for test functions. This is because f and g differ by the addition of a smooth
function. So, for any test function, ϕ, as in Definition 4.1, we see that ϕ is a test function for f if and
only if ϕ+ t is test function for g. Thus, for example, the subsolution property for f implies

∂tϕ ≤M(ϕ),

and thus

∂t(ϕ+ t) ≤M(ϕ+ t) + 1 = H(ϕ+ t).

The reverse implication is immediate. The property for supersolutions is also immediate. □

We can now give the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. This is immediate from the combination of Theorem 4.19 and Proposition 4.20.
□

5. Further discussion of the results and techniques

In the first subsection below, we demonstrate that the potential Φf,g, which is central to our work
here, is the same one as appears in several other works on the Muskat problem. In the subsequent
two subsections, we provide a more detailed account of where two of the main elements of our proof
— the GCP and the punctual evaluation property — appear previously in the literature.
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5.1. The potential Φf,g in the literature. As described in Section 1.3.3, the works [AMS20],
[DGN23b], [DGN23a] establish well-posedness results for integro-differential equations that arise from
the reduction of the one-phase Muskat problem to the equation for the graph of the boundary. In
this section, we demonstrate that the operators defined in those works are the same as the operator
G(f)g used here. Indeed, in the present work, the operator G(f)g is defined via the potential Φf,g,
the unique solution to (1.6). And, the integro-differential operators studied in [AMS20], [DGN23b],
[DGN23a] are defined via the potential Ψf,g, the unique variational solution that satisfies

∆Ψf,g = 0 in Df , Ψf,g ∈ L1
loc(Df ) and ∥∇Ψf,g∥L2(Df ) <∞, (5.1)

(see [DGN23a, Proposition 2.6]). We now demonstrate that, for periodic f , g (the setting of [AMS20],
[DGN23b], [DGN23a]), the potentials Φf,g and Ψf,g agree.

Proposition 5.1. If f ∈ C0,1(Rd) and g ∈ C0(Γf ) are both periodic, Φf,g is defined as in (1.6), and
Ψf,g is the corresponding potential defined in (5.1), then

Φf,g = Ψf,g.

We have the following immediate corollary:

Corollary 5.2. The normalized versions of the operators in [AMS20], [DGN23a], [DGN23b] all co-
incide with G(f)g defined here.

For the convenience of the reader, we now provide the proof of Proposition 5.1, using well-known,
classical techniques. First we recall the following fact and its proof:

Lemma 5.3. Let H = {(x, xd+1) ∈ Td × R : xd+1 < 0} and u ∈ C2(Td × R) such that ∇u ∈ L2(H)
where X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Td × R, then

lim
|y|→∞

(
sup
x∈Td

|u(x, y)|
|y|

)
= 0. (5.2)

Proof. We have, for any x ∈ Rd,

|u(x, y)| ≤ |u(x, 0)|+
∫ 0

y
|uxd+1

(x, ξ)| dξ ≤ C +

(∫ 0

y
|uxd+1

(x, ξ)|2 dξ
)1/2(∫ 0

y
dξ

)1/2

= C +
√
|y|
(∫ 0

y
|uxd+1

(x, ξ)|2 dξ
)1/2

≤ C +
√
|y|∥∇u∥L2(H),

from which the conclusion (5.2) follows. □

Proof of Proposition 5.1. By Lemma 5.3, we observe that Ψf,g exhibits sublinear behavior, as specified
in (5.2). To streamline our discussion, we assume, without loss of generality, that f ≥ 1. This
assumption implies H = {(x, xd+1) : x ∈ Td, xd+1 < 0} ⊂ Df . Consequently, both Φf,g and Ψf,g are

elements of C2(H). Let us introduce a new function, denoted as v, which satisfies the equation:

∆v = 0 in H, v = Ψf,g on ∂H, and ∥v∥L∞(H) <∞.

The existence and uniqueness of such a function v follows from Propositions A.1 and A.2, or by just
using the convolution with the Poisson kernel for half-space. Define

w = Ψf,g − v in H,

and note w = 0 on ∂H. We can then use reflection to extend w to a harmonic function w̃ on Td × R,
where w̃ = w in H. Notably, w̃ is sublinear due to the boundedness of v and Lemma 5.3 applied to
Ψf,g. The classical gradient estimate for harmonic functions yields:

|∇w̃(X)| ≤ C

R
∥w̃∥L∞(BR(X))
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for any X ∈ Td×R and R > 0. Let R→ ∞ we conclude that w̃ must be a constant due to its sublinear
growth at infinity. Consequently, w̃ = 0. This leads to the deduction that Ψf,g = w + v is bounded,
establishing Ψf,g ≡ Φf,g by the uniqueness property in Proposition A.1 for bounded solutions. □

Finally, we remark on several instances of the use of G(f)g in the literature on water waves. In
the work [Lan05], the corresponding potential Φf,g ∈ Hk+2 is defined as a variational solution for

f ∈ Hk+3/2, g ∈ Hk+1/2. In the work [Wu99], the potential, Φf,g, defined for f ∈ C0,1(Rd) and
g ∈ L2(Γf ), is the unique smooth solution whose boundary values are determined by the non-tangential
maximal function, given by [Dah77], [JK82].

5.2. The GCP. The GCP (Definition 3.6) is fundamental to all works on viscosity solutions, including
the foundational ones of [CL83], [CEL84]. In particular, the comparison property is at the core of the
definition of viscosity solutions for the Hele-Shaw problem (1.10) and similar free boundary problems;
see [Caf87], [ACS96], [Kim03].

In the setting of nonlinear integro-differential operators, the GCP was established in [CLGS19] for a
class of operators including the Hele-Shaw operator I (1.12). It was established that viscosity solutions
to the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation exist, are unique, and correspond to those of
the associated free boundary problem, which, for I, is the Hele-Shaw problem (1.10). A key element
of the proof were the min-max formulas for elliptic operators established in [GS19a], [GS19b], which
provided a roadmap for establishing well-posedness.

Subsequently, the GCP for M was utilized in [DGN23a], [DGN23b] to build viscosity solutions for
the Muskat equation. The GCP is implicitly used in [AMS20, Propositions 2.4 and 2.6]. Furthermore,
in the somewhat long history of viewing free boundaries a parabolic operators, one can also see the
GCP in the works that use the positivity of the Raleigh-Taylor coefficient, which for the one-phase
problem is the quantity 1 − ∂ed+1

Φf,f . Indeed, verifying 1 − ∂ed+1
Φf,f > 0 in fact gives ellipticity or

parabolicity of the corresponding equation, as in [AMS20, Proposition 4.3 and Section 9.2], [NP20,
Lemma 4.2, Proposition 4.3].

5.3. Punctually C1,γ. A very convenient result that is used in the viscosity solutions theory for
integro-differential equations is that the equation holds whenever the test function is merely punctually
C1,γ . In our setting, this is established in Proposition 4.3; we informally refer to this as the punctual
evaluation property. Interestingly (and possibly not surprisingly, a posteriori), this matches the much
earlier theory for free boundary problems, which is closely related; see, for instance, [Caf87, Lemma
11] and [CS05, Lemma 11.17]. We note that the analog for second order equations is not true, namely
punctual C1,1 regularity of a test function does not ensure that it satisfies the equation.

The use of this convenient feature goes back at least to [BI08, Proposition 2] and [CS09, Lemma
4.3]. We note that in the explicitly integro-differential works, like [BI08] and [CS09] (there are, of
course, many works on the topic), the equations always are assumed to take the form of a min-max
of linear integro-differential operators, and as a consequence, the punctual evaluation follows in a
much more straightforward fashion than it did in this work. Furthermore, it appears as though the
punctual evaluation result was a convenience, but not a necessity in these earlier works — meaning
the comparison results for viscosity solutions could have been proved without it.

For the Hele-Shaw operator I, mentioned here in (1.12), the punctual evaluation property was
proven in [CLGS19, Lemma 5.11, Corollary 5.12], which is a small modification of [CS05, Lemma
11.17]. Subsequently, this was developed via a different argument and used in [DGN23a, Corollary
2.14, Proposition 6.2], [DGN23b, Corollary 3.4, Proposition 3.7]. Interestingly, in contrast to the
earlier works on integro-differential equations that were not focused on free boundary problems, it is
not clear whether the proofs here and in [CLGS19], [DGN23a], [DGN23b] could be completed without
the puctual evaluation property.
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Appendix A. Background results about Harmonic functions

We now provide some well-known result for existence and uniqueness of harmonic functions in
unbounded domains of the form Df : {

∆uf,g = 0 in Df ,

uf,g = g on Γf .
(A.1)

We could not find an immediate and easily available reference, and so we included that argument
here for completeness. One reference is [Ish89], but that work treats fully nonlinear elliptic equations
on possibly unbounded domains, and as such, the presentation is notably more complicated than is
needed for harmonic functions.

The first result is the weak maximum principle for (A.1). We say that u ∈ C2(Df ) is subharmonic
in Df if −∆u ≤ 0 in Df , and u is superharmonic if −u is subharmonic in Df .

Proposition A.1 (Weak maximum principle on subgraph domains for bounded functions). Let f ∈
C(Rd) ∩ L∞(Rd) and u ∈ C2(Df ) ∩ C(Df ) be bounded from above. Assume that u ≤ 0 on Γf and u
is subharmonic in Df . Then u ≤ 0 in Df .

Using the maximum principle, we can employ the classical Perron’s method to construct the solu-
tions to the Dirichlet problem (A.1) (see [GT01, Theorems 2.12, 2.14]). We note that as the argument
is local, the fact that we are working on an unbounded domain does not create any issues, as long as
we have comparison in Proposition A.1. We thus omit the proof of Proposition A.2.

Proposition A.2 (Existence of bounded solutions). Given f ∈ C0,1(Rd) and g ∈ C0,1(Γf ), there

exists a unique classical, bounded solution, uf,g ∈ C2(Df ) ∩ C(Df ), to (A.1).

We note that the Perron’s solution achieves boundary values at x ∈ Γf in the classical sense if and
only if the boundary point x is regular, meaning that a local barrier exists. We note that when Γf

is Lipschitz, every point on the boundary Γ satisfies the exterior cone condition, which is enough to
conclude an existence of a barrier.

Proof of Proposition A.1. We proceed by contradiction, and assume supDf
u = m > 0. Note that m <

+∞ since, by assumption, u is bounded. Let us fix ε > 0 so that 4ε < m and let X̄ = (x̄, x̄d+1) ∈ Df

be such that

m ≥ u(X̄) > m− ε. (A.2)

Denote K = ∥f∥L∞ and define δ > 0 via δ = min
{

ε
|x̄d+1| ,

ε
K

}
. Letting A = δ−1m, we consider the

strip S = {xd+1 > −A} ∩Df . Note that the boundary of S is made up of two disjoint components:
Γf and {xd+1 = −A}. In addition, the definition of δ implies,

δx̄d+1 ≥ −ε, (A.3)

which, together with our choice of ε, yields, x̄d+1 ≥ −δ−1ε > −δ−1m = −A; thus, we conclude X̄ ∈ S.
For future use, we also note,

for all (x, xd+1) ∈ Df we have δxd+1 ≤ δK ≤ ε. (A.4)

Denoting α = 3
4K2 , we define the auxiliary function ψ(x) = e−α|xd+1−2K|2 for X = (x, xd+1) ∈ Df .

We have

∆ψ(X) = 2αe−α|xd+1−2K|2 (2α(xd+1 − 2K)2 − 1
)
.

Let us now consider X ∈ S, so that, −A− 2K ≤ xd+1 − 2K ≤ −K. Since −A− 2K < 0, we find,

(A+ 2K)2 ≥ |xd+1 − 2K|2 ≥ K2 for X ∈ S.
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Hence, for X ∈ S,

∆ψ(X) ≥ 2αe−α|xd+1−2K|2 (2αK2 − 1
)
≥ 2αe−α(A+2K)2 .

Our choice of α thus implies that there exists CA,K > 0 with,

∆ψ(X) ≥ CA,K for all X ∈ S. (A.5)

In addition, let η(X) ∈ C∞
c (B1(0)) be a function such that η(X) = η(|X|), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η(0) = 1, and

∥D2η∥L∞ ≤ 2. Now, we are ready to put together our perturbation of u: for any 0 < t < 1 we define
w by,

w(X) = u(X) + δxd+1 + εψ(X) + 2mη(t(X − X̄)).

Using (A.2), (A.3), ψ ≥ 0, η(0) = 1, and our choice 4ε < m yields,

w(X̄) = u(X̄) + δx̄d+1 + εψ(X̄) + 2mη(0) ≥ (m− ε) + (−ε) + (0) + 2m = 3m− 2ε ≥ 2.5m.

We shall now show

w(X) < 2.5m holds on ∂(S ∩ {|X − X̄| = t−1}). (A.6)

Since X̄ ∈ S ∩ {|X − X0| = t−1}, the previous two lines will imply that w has a local maximum at
some point X∗ ∈ int(S ∩ {|X − X̄| ≥ t−1}), so that,

0 ≥ ∆w(X∗) ≥ 0 + CA,Kε− 2mt2∆η(t(X∗ −X0)).

The second inequality follows since, by assumption, u is subharmonic in Df , as well as from (A.5).
Recalling ∥D2η∥L∞ ≤ 2 and letting t→ 0 in the previous line, we obtain the desired contradiction.

We now establish (A.6). There are three cases:

• If X ∈ Γf then u(X) ≤ 0, thus, using (A.4) and our choices of δ and ε yields,

w(X) ≤ 0 + δK + ε+ 2m ≤ 0 + ε+ ε+ 2m = 2m+ 2ε < 2.5m.

• If X is such that xd+1 = −A = −δ−1m then u(X) + δxd+1 = u(X) − m ≤ 0 holds, by the
definition of m. Thus, using that ψ ≤ 1 and η ≤ 1, followed by our choice of ε, gives,

w(X) ≤ u(X) + δxd+1 + ε+ 2m ≤ 0 + ε+ 2m < 0 +m/4 + 2m = 2.25m.

• Finally, for X ∈ S with |X −X0| = t−1, we have that the η term vanishes (by definition of η).
Therefore, (A.4) and our choice of ε yield,

w(X) ≤ m+ δK + ε+ 0 ≤ m+ ε+m/4 + 0 ≤ m+m/4 +m/4 = 1.5m.

Therefore, we see condition (A.6) holds, and therefore the proof is complete. □

We conclude the appendix with a simplified proof of a modified version of an estimate that appeared
in [AS23, Proposition 4.8], which includes a more precise statement to include f ∈ K∗(γ,M), instead
of C1,γ(Rd).

Lemma A.3. Let R > 1. There exist positive constants C = C(γ, d,m) and α = α(d,m) so that if

(i) f ∈ C0,1(Rd), and ∥∇f∥L∞(Rd) ≤ m,
(ii) there exists w ∈ K(γ,m), with w ≥ f and w(x0) = f(x0),
(iii) g ∈ C0(Γf ) with |g| ≤ 1 and g = 0 in BR(X0) ∩ Γf , (recall X0 = (x0, f(x0)))

and for u that solves {
−∆u = 0 in Df

u = g on Γf ,

then u enjoys the growth estimate, for 0 ≤ s ≤ 1

0 ≤ u(X0 + sνw) ≤ C
s

Rα
.
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Proof of Lemma A.3. We will rescale u so that the boundary data is zero in B1. To this end, we define
the functions

fR(y) =
1

R
f(Ry)

and

uR(Y ) = u(RY ).

We see that for Y ∈ B1(X0), X = RY ∈ BR(X0), and

Y ∈ ΓfR ⇐⇒ X = RY ∈ Γf .

Thus, we see that uR solves {
−∆uR = 0 in DfR

uR = gR on ΓfR

and gR = 0 in B1. Thus, by the Hölder regularity of harmonic functions in Lipschitz domains, we see
that

0 ≤ uR(Y ) ≤ C(d(Y,ΓfR))
α.

(We note this follows from flattening the domain and extending ũ— possible because u = 0 on Γf ∩BR

— and then invoking the local Hölder regularity of, e.g. De Giorgi - Nash - Moser.)
Unscaling this estimate, for X = RY , by the Lipschitz property of f and fR, we see that

d(RY,Γf ) ≈ Rd(Y,ΓfR).

Hence,

u(X) = u(RY ) = uR(Y ) ≤ C(d(Y,ΓfR))
α ≤ C

(
d(X,Γ)

R

)α

.

As we only use this for d(X,Γf ) ≤ 1, we see that we have the following:

for d(X,Γ) ≤ 1, u ≤ C

Rα
.

Now, taking a barrier function from Lemma 3.8, b, in Dw ∩B1(X0), we can conclude that

0 ≤ u(X0 + sν) ≤ V (X0 + sν) ≤ s
C

Rα
.

□
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