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WELL-POSEDNESS FOR VISCOSITY SOLUTIONS OF THE ONE-PHASE
MUSKAT PROBLEM IN ALL DIMENSIONS

RUSSELL SCHWAB, SON TU, AND OLGA TURANOVA

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 (see Section
1.3).

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

Df = {(x,de) < Rd—H DT < f(x)} with Ff = 8Df. (1.1)
The outward unit normal to I'y at a point (z, f(x)) is denoted n(x) and is given by

N
") = [N (@)

where N(z) = (—=V f(x),1). (1.2)

With this in hand, we proceed to describe the one-phase Muskat problem. For each time ¢, the fluid
region and free boundary, respectively, are given as the subgraph Dy (. ;) and graph I'y(. 4y of a function
f:R4x[0,T) — R. Darcy’s law and the influence of gravity are encoded in the assumption that the
fluid velocity v and the pressure p (which is taken to be zero on dDy(. ;) satisfy

V-u= 0, u = —V(p + ,Ogravde) in Df(wt)’ (13)

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

V=u-n. (1.4)

Letting ¢ denote the associated potential, so that u = V¢, yields that ¢(-,¢) is harmonic in D () for
each t. Moreover, for (v, z411) € 0Dy (. the equality ¢(z,xq41,t) = 2441 = f(z,t) holds. Thus, the
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2 HJB for Muskat

one-phase Muskat problem can be summarized as
A¢ =0 in Df(-,t)a
(Z) = f on Ff(~,t)7 (15)
V= 6n¢7
where the third line is obtained by combining (1.4) with u-n = V¢ -n = 0,¢.
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 € C17(R9) as

follows. Given g € C17(R?), consider the unique bounded classical solution ®, € C?(D;)NCY(Dy)
of

Ads, =0 in Dy,
(I)f’g =g on Ff, (16)
1@ gl Lo (D)) < 00,
and, for any z € R?, define [G(f)g](x) by
G)al(e) = Tim [ (G, F(2) + AN @) — B (2, 5(2) (1.7

Furthermore, we denote, for f € CL7(R?),

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

of

V14 I[Vafl?

Noticing that ¢ 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:

{&f = M(f) inR¢x (0,T)

1.9
f(-,0)=fo  onR?x {0}, (1.9)
for an initial datum fy. 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 fy that is bounded and uniformly continuous on R?, which we will denote as
foe BUC (Rd)

Theorem 1.1. Given any fo € BUC(R?), there exists a unique viscosity solution, f € CO(R?x[0,T)),
to (1.9). Furthermore, if fo has a modulus of continuity, w, 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 if the initial data fy is Lipschitz, then the solution f is also
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]
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that pertain to existence and uniqueness of viscosity solutions are contained in Theorem 1.1, as they
are posed in dimension d = 1 and d = 2 with initial data that is Lipschitz and periodic, hence in
BUC(R?). We note that the aspect of [DGN23a], [DGN23b] that is focused on L? regularity of 0; f
and the strong solution property is not contained in our result here — Theorem 1.1 gives no information
about the equation in the strong sense. 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 recent result in [AK23], which
is closely related to Theorem 1.1: [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,

Ap=0 in {p > 0},
o tr> 0} (1.10)
Vol = [Vp|  on {p=0},

which is coupled with a boundary condition either in the the interior of {p > 0} or at 441 = —o0.

We remark that the quantity %ﬁ I 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 pgray
to be zero in (1.3), yielding (1.5) but with ¢ = 0 on I'y, and with a different boundary condition
at 441 = —oo, which is needed to ensure the solution ¢ 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 : R* — R with f > 0 and
nice enough, let Uy be the unique solution to the Dirichlet problem on a strip,

AU; =0 in Dy,
Uf=0 only, (1.11)
Ur=1 on {xg4 =0},

and define
I(f,z) = V14 [VfP(OnUs)(z, f(z)). (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

{atfzf(f) in RY x (0,7) 113)
f(-,0)=fo on R4 x {0},
with fo € BUC(R?) 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 Uy by the potential Wy, defined in all of Dy as the
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solution to

AWy =0 in Dy
W;=0 on Iy (1.14)
Wi =Ll L(p;) < o0,

where £ is the linear function,
Ux,Ti41) = —Tdq1- (1.15)

The operator H is defined via,

H(f,z) = (\/ 1t \Vf(w)\2> O Wi, £(2), (1.16)

and the corresponding nonlocal Cauchy problem for f is,

{atf:H(f) in R x (0,T) 117)

f(,0)=fo onR%x {0}.

Since Uy and Wy satisfy the same boundary condition on I'y, 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 — Wy(X)—£(X)
solves (1.6) for g = f, and hence by uniqueness of solutions of (1.6), we have Wy — ¢ = ®¢ ;. Thus,

1
V1+IVE?
M(f) = — <\/1+\Vf\2> O = 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 and M to deduce well-posedness of (1.9), thus establishing our main
result.

anq)f,f = a(n) Wf — Ol = _a(fn)Wf + on I'y.

Thus, we conclude,

1.2. Outline of the paper. In Section 1.3, we review some literature related to the Muskat problem
and 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].
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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), showing 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 [BIO8], [CS09], [GMS19] [JK06] for a small
sampling of existence and uniqueness results and [BCI11], [CS09], [CLD16], [Kril3], [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 C'*7 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 [BIO8], [CS09], [JKO06], [Silll], 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 C! 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 [CJKO7], where it was shown that, under a dimensionally small Lipschitz condition on the
initial free boundary, Lipschitz free boundaries must be C! 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 [CJKO07] 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 C17 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
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under the graph assumption was used in [AS23] to show that solutions that are C'1P™ must in fact
become CY for a universal 7.

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 H® with s > 1 + %. (Note that if
f e H? for s> 1—1—% then f € C17, for any v > 0, and hence M (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.

The one-phase Muskat problem is closely connected with a family of equations called Hele-Shaw
with a drift and a source. A few works that address the connection of Hele-Shaw with a drift with
variations of the Porous Medium equation are [AKY14], [KPW19], [KZ21]. Some regularity results
for the free boundary for Hele-Shaw with a drift are in [KZ22].

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], [SCHO04]. Global existence of solutions with small data was
shown in [SCHO04] and short time existence of solutions with large data in an appropriate Sobolev space
was established in [Amb04]. In [CGO7], the Muskat problem was formulated as an integro-differential
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], [CGO09]. In [CG09], the Muskat problem was rewritten as a fully nonlinear integro-
differential equation on f itself, instead of 0, f (as previously), and in d = 1 has the form

orf = /]R 5y (2, ) K (3, ).

Here Ky > 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 9, f) was used in [CGO09] 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.

e We write a point in R as X = (z,2441) € RY x R. We will use upper case letters to denote
points in R4, and lower case letters to denote points in R

The (d + 1)-th unit vector in R is denoted by ez 1.

For X € R and r > 0, we denote by B,(X) the open ball in R4+ of radius r centered at X.
When it is important to distinguish between a ball in R4*! and R?, we will use respectively
BI*1(X) and BY(x).

We use BUC(R?) to denote the set of bounded and uniformly continuous functions on R¢.
For a function f : R? — R, we denote its subgraph by Dy and its graph by I's: see (1.1).
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e For Y = (y, f(y)) € I'y, we use n = ny = n(y) = n(Y) to denote the outward unit normal
vector to Dy at Y, as defined in (1.2). We denote the inward unit normal vector to Dy by

v=vy=v(y) =vY):=-nY). (2.1)

e For | € N and Q C R!, we denote by C*(Q) the set of functions having all derivatives of order
less than or equal to & continuous in 2 for £ € N or k = oo.
e For v € (0,1] we denote the Holder space as follows:

CY(Q) ={f: Q>R |fllreo@ + IVFle@ + [VFlooa) < oo}
where

IVf(x) - Vi(y)l

|z —y[

[V flcoq @) = sup { cx,y €O # y} .

e The function spaces (v, m), K*(v,m), and K(vy, m, zo,a,p) are defined, respectively, in (3.1),
(3.3), and (3.4).

e For z € R% and a function u : R — R, we define the translation operator 7, that acting on u
as Tpu(-) = u(- + x).

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

e The inf and sup convolutions of a function u are denoted by u. and u®: see Definition 4.5.

e The upper and lower semicontinuous envelopes of a function u are denoted u* and u,: see
Definition 4.15.

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). These will then be used for well-posedness of (1.17) in Section 4.

3.1. Function spaces. We begin by introducing several function spaces that we will employ through-
out the work. For v € (0,1) and m > 0, we define the open convex set

K(rym) i= {f € CIRY : | flloragny < m}- (3.1)

If at every point, a function enjoys a C'7 expansion from above, i.e.
there exists p, with |p| <m, and f(z+h) < f(z)+p-h+m|b/™7, (3.2)
then we call it “C"7-semi-concave”. We will denote the set of functions satisfying (3.2) by K*(v, m):
K*(y,m) = {f € COYRY) : ||fllcoar < m and (3.2) holds for f and m}. (3.3)

Definition 3.1. We say that f is punctually C1'7 at x, which we denote as f € (m-Cl’V(m)), provided
that f is differentiable at x and there exists v > 0, p € R, with

for |yl <r, [fz+y)—flz)—Vf(z) yl<mly'*.

Finally, we will want to list certain subsets of K(7,m) in which the functions are punctually C17
and share the same value and the same gradient at a particular point. To this end, we use the notation:

K(y,m,xg,a,p) = {f € K*(y,m) : fis m-CY7 (), with f(z¢) = a, Vf(zo) = p}. (3.4)

3.2. The basic properties. We give a rigorous definition of W 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 Wy is harmonic, many of the arguments simplify and can be
improved upon considerably.
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Definition 3.2. Given f € C%Y(R?), let Wy € C*(Ds) N C°(Dy) be the unique solution of

AWy =0 in Dy (3.5)
WfZO on Ff and HWf—fHLoo(Df)<OO, '
where ((x,Tq11) = —xq11. (Existence and uniqueness of Wy are listed in Propositions A.1, A.2.)

Remark 3.3. If there exists r > 0 and X € Ty with f € CV(B,(x)), then Wy € C'7(B, 5(X) N Dy)

(recall that X = (x, f(x)), and we note the implicit use of the same notation for B, in both R? and
RdJrl)_

We now define the operator H, introduced in (1.16).
Definition 3.4. The operator, H : C17(R%) — C%(R?), is defined for f € CY7 and x € R? as

H(f.2) = (\/ 1t IVf|2> 8., Wi (x, f(z)), (3.6)

where vy is the inward normal as in (2.1).

The first property is basic local regularity for H in C'7, 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 € C%(RY) N CYY(Bag(z0)), then H(f,-) € CY(Bgr(xo)).

One of the most important properties of H and M 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 R? 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 : C*Y(R?) — C%(R?) has the
global comparison property (hereafter, GCP) if the following holds:
for any zo € R% u,v € CH7(R?) such that u < v in R? and u(zg) = v(z),
we have J(u, zo) < J(v, o).
We say J satisfies GCP at xo or with respect to xo if the above holds for a fized xo € R only.

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

Proposition 3.7 (Basic Properties). Let Wy and H be as in Definitions 3.2 and 3.4.
(i) f > Wy is monotonic: if f,g € COY(R?) and f < g, then Wy < Wy holds in Dj.
(i) H enjoys the global comparison property.

(iii) H is translation invariant: if f € CY(RY), then

H(ro.f,x)=H(f,x + z), z,z € R (3.7)
(iv) H is invariant under addition of constants: if f € C17V(R?) and ¢ € R, then
H(f +c,x)=H(f,z), zeRY ceR. (3.8)
Proof of Proposition 3.7. To establish (i), we note that f < g implies Dy C D,. By definition W,
Wy >0 in D,.

As a consequence Wy > 0 = Wy on I'y, and so Proposition A.1 gives
Wy—=Wr >0 in Dy.

To verify the GCP, suppose f,g € C17(R?) are such that f < g in R? and there exists zo € R? with
f(zo) = g(xo). We shall show that

H(f,x0) < H(g,0).
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Let Xo = (2o, f(z0)) = (z0,9(x0)) € Ty NTy. Since V f(xg) = Vg(xo) we have v;(Xg) = v4(Xo) and
Xo + svy(Xo) € Dy for s > 0. Using the fact that Wy < W, we have
Wf(XO) = WH(XO)7
Wi (Xo + svp(Xo)) < Wy(Xo + svf(Xo))

for s > 0. Therefore
Wi (Xo + sv4(Xo)) = Wy(Xo) _ Wy(Xo + sv4(Xo)) = Wy(Xo)

s s
Letting s — 0% we obtain 9, W;(Xo) < 9,,Wy(Xo). Since Vf(xo) = Vg(zo) we have H(f,zo) <

H(g, o).
Next we verify (3.7). To this end, fix f € C17(RY), z € R?, and let Wy solve (3.5). Let

for all s > 0.

Do ={(z,2411) ER* xR :2gy1 < f(z+2)},
and its boundary I';_; = {(z, f(z + 2)) : © € R%}. We then define
(We)(@, v41) == We(@ + 2,8411),  (@,2a+1) € Doy
This is well-defined since (x,2441) € D ¢ provided that (z + z,2441) € Dy. It follows that
{A(Tzwf) —0 inD.g
.Wr=0 on I'z ¢ and |7, Wy — £[|L=(p,_ ;) < o0
By uniqueness, we obtain 7,W(z) = W, ;(x) for x € R?, from which we conclude,
H(f(-+2),z) = H(f,x + 2), for all z € RY,

as desired. }
To verify (3.8), let f(x) = f(z)+ c for z € R%. Let

W(:L‘,LI?CHl) = Wf(x7$d+1 + C), (a?,acd+1) S Df.

This is well-defined since (2, z411 + ¢) € Dy if and only if (z,2441) € Dy. By uniqueness for (3.5) we
have W = Wy in Dy, i.e.,

Wiz, zgy1 +c) = Wiz, 2441), if zgy1 < f(x).
Hence, it follows that for (x, f(z)) € 'y,
al/fo(xv .]E(x)) = 811fo($7 f(w))v

which implies H(f,z) = H(f,z), concluding the proof.
]

The next lemma regarding a barrier function is straightforward from the local L>®-C7 estimates
for harmonic functions, and we do not include a proof.

Lemma 3.8. If R >0, w € K(v,m), and the function b = by, r is defined as the unique solution of

Ab=0 m D, N Bgr

b=0 on I'y, N Bprja

b(X) = smooth and radially increasing on T'y N (Bg\ Bg/2)
b(X)=1 on D,, N OBR,

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

1bllc1v (B0 < C-
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Remark 3.9. A typical choice of w in Lemma 3.8 would be a CYY approzimation of the function, for
c1,¢0,c3 €ER, 29 € RY, and p € R?,
¢(x) = £min{e; +p- (# — 20) + c2 |x — 0|7, e3).
For example, if f € K*(y,m), then ¢, and the subsequent w, can be chosen so that
w e K(v,2m), w>f, and w(xzg) = f(xo).

These barrier functions can be used to show that for f € K*(y,m), Wy enjoys global Lipschitz
estimates. First, we show a L° bound on Wy.

Lemma 3.10. If f € COY(RY) and W is as in (3.5), then, for £(z,2411) = —Tay1,
(4inf f < Wy </l+supf
R4 R4

Proof of Lemma 3.10. We see that for ¢; = infga f and ¢y = suppa f,
We, =L0+c¢1 and W, ={+co.
Furthermore, the monotonicity of W in Proposition 3.7 gives
We, S Wy < We,,
which is what was claimed. O

Lemma 3.11. If f € K*(y,m), then there exists a constant, C = C(vy,m,d), so that for any unit
vector, e € R4+,

for all X € Dy, and h € R such that X + he € Dy, |W;(X + he) — W;(X)| < C |h].

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Let e = (¢,eq41) € R x R. We can write
Wi(X +he) =WiX), XeDj (3.9)
where

A~

f=mhef — hegs1, ie., f(z) = f(x + hé) — hegy.
Indeed, we have
241 < f(z) = f(z + hé) — heqpr
Tat1 + hegr1 < f(x + he)
(x + hé,xg41 + heqgi1) € Dy
X +he € Dy.

(x,de) S Df

rree

Therefore we can define
W(X) =W(x,x441) = We(X + he), X e Dy.
Then W' is harmonic in D; with W =0 on I'f, hence by uniqueness W = W and thus (3.9) follows.
We note that by Lemma 3.10, there is a constant that depends on m, so that
for X € {(z,2401) ¢ min{f(z), f(2)} =1 < 2441 < f(0)},
0 < Wy(X) < C(m)
and similarly for f . Thus, given any Xy € I'y, using Remark 3.9 and Lemma 3.8, there exist m/
(depending only m), w € K(vy,m'), and a barrier by, 4,, so that
0 < Wy(X) < Clm)buay(X).
The regularity of by ., then implies that W; grows at most linearly away from its zero set, I'y. A
similar statement holds for f.
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Since f is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant m, we see that ’ f- f ’ < mh. We can now use the

linear growth of Wy and Wf to get a bound on the values of Wy and Wf on the boundary of Dy N D j
That is to say that

for X € o(D; N D), Wmm—ngﬁgcmwﬂ@—ﬂ@y
To this end, we define the function V' via
VZWf—Wf in DfﬂDf.
We note that V' is a bounded harmonic function in Dy N D > and

for Y €9 (Df me) . V(Y)| < Cmln|.
Thus by the maximum principle, we have
for all X € Dy N Dy, V(X)) < Cm]hl|,

which implies the result of the lemma.

Lemma 3.11 has two immediate corollaries.
Corollary 3.12. If f € K*(vy,m), then Wy € C%Y(Dy), and for C = C(y,m,d),
VWl Los(p;y < C-

Corollary 3.13. If f € K*(v,m), then for a.e. x € RY, 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 W; = 0 on I'y, whereas the next result applies for functions with C decay at
Xp.

Lemma 3.14. If w € K*(y,m) N (m-C'7(x0)), and for some 1 > rq > 0, V satisfies
{szo in Dy, N By, (Xo),
V(X)| < C1|X = Xo'"  on 9 (Dy N Bry(Xo)),
then there exists a positive constant C = C(vy, m,d) so that
V(X0 + svy)| < C-C - s.

Proof of Lemma 3.1/. First, we note that under the assumption that w € K*(y,m) N (m-C*7(xq)),
there exists 7 > 0 and w™, so that

wt € K(v,2m),

with w(zo) = wt(z0), Vw(zo) = Vw™(x0),

for x € RY, w(z) < wt(z),

and for z € By, (o), wh(z) — w(z) > m|z — zo|' 7. (3.10)

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

AUT =0 ian+ﬂB1
UH(X)=|X — Xo|'"™"  on 8(Dy+ N By).
We know that Ut € C'7(D,+ N By 2), and furthermore, by the Hopf lemma,
awar U+(X0) >0 and O0_ U+(X0) > 0.

€d+1
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Thus, there exists 9 > 0 and § > 0 small enough, so that
for X € By,(Xo) N Dy+, we have 0_

Immediately from the fact that 0, ,
Indeed, we have from w(z) < w™(z),

for X € Ty N Bypy(Xo), Ut (x,w(x)) > Ut (z,wh(z)) =|X — Xo|'"7. (3.11)

Ut(X) > 6.

UT(X) > 0, we know that U™ has the correct size on T'y,.

€d+1

However, to use U as a barrier, we need to control its size from below on all of d(B,, N D,,). This is
where the uniform positivity of d_,, , 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 7o and § may be small, they
are universal and fixed, simply by the properties of U™, which in turn depends on w™, which can be
chosen to depend only on ~, m, and d.

We note that, for a dimensional constant,

inf wh(x) — zqqq > em(r) T,

(z,$d+1)683r2 (X0)NDy

which can be seen from the fact that w™ (x) — x4, 1 is smallest when | X — Xo| = 79 and X € T',,. Since
O—c, U (X)>6and UT >0 on '+, we then have

for X € 0B,,(Xo) N Dy, UT(X) > dem(ry)1 7. (3.12)

€d+1

For simplicity, we may assume that dem(ro)! ™7 < 1.
We finally notice that the assumptions on V' and that 0 < rg < 1, we have

for X € B,y (Xo) N D, |V(X)| < Ch.

Thus, combining estimates (3.11) and (3.12), the functions, WU T, serve as barriers for V in
B,,(Xp). That is to say,

—01 Cl
for X € B,,(Xo)N Dy, ——=1 _UH(X) < V(X) < — (X)),
or S 2( 0) 5cm(7“2)1+7 ( ) = ( ) = (5cm(7“2)1+7 ( )
Furthermore, tracking the dependence of U™ on w™, we see that |[U™||civ(p, B, ) < C(m,7,d).

We can consolidate all of these constants into on C' = C(vy, m,d). Thus, since
V(Xo) =U"(Xo) =0,
we conclude that
[V (Xo+sv)| <C1-CUT(Xg+sv) <Cp-Cs.

This gives the desired outcome of the lemma.
0

Remark 3.15. We note that the proof of Lemma 3.1/ did not use the full assumption that w €
K*(v,m). We only used the fact that there exists some 7 such that w is C17-semi-concave in By (zo).
The assumption w € K*(~y,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 € C%!'(R?) and may only be punctually C''+Y
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(v, m, zg, a,p) as the subset of K(v, m) comprised of functions
that are punctually C'"7 and share the same value a and the same gradient p at the point zg.
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We establish that once m, xg, a, p are fixed, one can select a particular harmonic function to compute
the normal derivative for all Wy for f € K(v, m, zo, a,p) (see Corollary 3.19). These harmonic functions
will be called V,,, as defined here.

Definition 3.16. Let w € K*(,m), with inf w > 0, and V,, be the harmonic function defined as
AV, =0 in D,
Vw =0 on I'y, (3.13)
Vw=1 on I'o ={(z,2441) : w441 = 0}.
This next lemma is the main result for this section.

Lemma 3.17 (Pointwise evaluation). Given m, a > 1, and p € R%, there exist a positive constant
r >0 and a fived w € CYY (B, (x0)) N COY(RY), depending on m, a, p, with
ww)=a, Vu(ao)=p, w> 2, and [wllors i < m: Iwlooses < m.
so that for all
f € K(y,m,xzo,a,p) with f > 1, (3.14)
and for all U that satisfy for some Ry,
U>0, U(Xy)=0, and AU =0, in Dy N Bg,(Xo),
and that grows at most linearly away from Xo = (xo, f(x0)), i.e. there exists a constant Cy > 0 with
|U(X)| < Cy|X — Xo| in DjynN Bg,(Xo),

then for a positive constant, ry > 0, the following asymptotic behavior is valid, for | X — Xo| < rg:

for X — Xy non-tangentially in D,,, U(X) = 5,(U)Vw(X) + o(| X — Xo|), (3.15)
where Vi, is as in (3.13) and s,(U) € (0,00) 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*(y,m) simply because that is the situation in which we apply the lemma (note,
K(y,m,xo,a,p) C K*(y,m)). Indeed, following [CS05, Lemma 11.17] directly, the result holds if f is
simply punctually C17(xq) 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 Xo, or if it grows at
most linearly, then (3.15) is valid.

Proof of Lemma 3.17. Consider the function w defined by

1
w(y) = max{a+p- (y—20) = mly 07, 7},

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

for |y —xol <7y, w(y) < fy) and w(zo) = f(x0) = a.
We now use, for this fixed w, the function V,, as in Definition 3.16 to determine the non-tangential
behavior of U. (We note that w is C''7 in a neighborhood of xg, and so V,, will also be C17 in a
neighborhood of Xj.) To this end, let us define the sequence, oy, as

ar(U) =sup{s : U > sV, in Byx(Xo) N Dy}
We note that thanks to ry as above, for k large enough,
By« (Xo) N Dy C Dy,

and so ay, is well defined for k£ large enough. We see also that oy is increasing. Furthermore, as U is
assumed to have at most linear growth at X, we see that «; is also bounded. We then define

sw(U) = Sl;p{ak(U)} (3.16)
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We shall first establish that the lower bound on U of (3.15) holds. To this end, let X; — X be any
sequence converging to Xg. Let k; be a non-decreasing subsequence with the property that
| X; — Xo| < 27k, (3.17)
We see by the definition of ay,, as well as by (3.17), that
U(Xs) > ap, Vi (Xs) = 5,V (X5) + (o, — 5£) Vi (Xi).
As V,, is globally Lipschitz in D,,, we see that there is a positive C' = C(y,m,d, a, p), so that
Vi (Xi) = Vip(Xo) = Vi (Xi) < C1X; — Xo .
Thus,
U(X;) > sV (X5) + Clow, — s¢) | Xs — Xol .

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 X; — Xy non-tangentially in D,,, and yet, there exists ¢y > 0, with

U(X;) > sV (Xi) 4 co | Xi — Xol .
Let us now take a non-decreasing subsequence k; with
2772 <X — Xo| < 27K
so that
By ki1 (X3) © Byos, (X0).
As ay, < sy, we have
U > s¢Vi(Xi) + co | Xi — Xo| > ag, Vi (Xi) + co | X — Xol -
Let us consider the function, V, given by
Vi=U - ay,Va,

which, by definition of ay,, is non-negative and harmonic in Dy, N By—, (Xo). We note that at X;, we
have

Vi(X5) > co | Xi — Xo -
Let us call
ri = | X; — Xol,
The non-tangential nature of the convergence means that there is a choice of ¢; > 0, so that
Be,r,(Xi) C By—x,(X0) N Dy,
Since V; > 0 we can apply the Harnack inequality to see that for a universal co (with 0 < ¢y < 1),
Vi > cac0|Xi — Xo| in By, (X:).

SC1T;

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 ¢; and d, such that for each 1,
there exist Y;' € Dy, for I =1,..., L, with the property that

%Cl"'i (YE’L)

L
Beyr, () C Dy and {X : 27F71 <d(X,Ty) <27} N By, (Xo) C | JB

=1
Using the Harnack inequality up to possibly L times, we see that for é = (c2)”
for Z € {X : 2771 <d(X,Ty) <27} N By, (Xo), Vi(Z) > éaco|X; — Xo| -

)
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Thus, using a standard barrier (e.g. éco|X; — Xo| bw, where b, is as in Lemma 3.8, for R = ¢27%),
we obtain, for a universal cg,

Vi(Z) > c362c0d(Z,T) for Z € By, (X0) N Dy

We note that c3 is universal because the factor | X; — Xy| /R is independent of 7, and is bounded away
from 0. Consolidating constants, with ¢ = c3éacy, and returning to U, we see that

U(Z) > ag,Vy(Z) + cd(Z,Ty,) for Z € By-r;(Xo) N Dy,
which also gives for an arbitrary a > 0,
U(Z) > aVi(Z) + (o, — @)Vip(Z) + cd(Z,T,) for Z € By, (Xo) N Dy.

Given the global Lipschitz estimates that V,, enjoys, we know that there exists a positive constant
Cy = C(y,m,d,a,p) so that

[VVisllLoo (D) < Cuws
and hence,
lag, — a| Vip(Z) < Cy |ag, — o d(Z,Ty).

Let us now choose v = sy + 75— and ¢ large enough so that ay, > sy — 75, so that

1
Cuw(a—ay,) < ¢

Hence, for this particular a > s,,(U) and i fixed we see that
U(Z) > aViy(Z) + gd(Z, Tw) > aVy(Z) for Z € By r;,(Xo) N Dy.

This now contradicts the fact that aj, is the largest such constant for which U is above sV, in
B,—k;(X0). We thus conclude that (3.15) indeed holds.
O

An immediate corollary is that Wy has a classically defined normal derivative at points where f is
m-C17 (xg), and H(f) is classically defined as well.

Corollary 3.19. If xq is fivzed and f € COY(R?) is punctually C™V(x0), then Wy has a normal
derivative at Xo = (xg, f(x0)), defined classically as

1
Ol,fo(Xo) = tl_l}r(g ZWf(XO + tI/f).
Furthermore, H(f,xy) is well defined, just as in Definition 3.4,
H(fan) = (V1 970 ) 0, W oo, )

Proof of Corollary 3.19. Let w be as given by Lemma 3.17. We note w € C'7(B,(z)), and thus
Vy € CY(B, /2(X0)). When it happens that f > 1, then the desired conclusion follows directly from
Lemma 3.17 (and in fact, 9,,W;(Xo) = su,(Wy)9y,Vi(Xo)). But we recall that the construction of
Wy 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 ¢ = || f||4+1 to f, the function f+-c satisfies the assumptions
of Lemma 3.17. By assumption, V f(z¢) exists, and so combined with the existence of d,, Wy (Xo), H
is well defined. U
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Lemma 3.20. There exists a positive constant C = C(v,m,d) so that if f and g are such that
1< f<g, with f,g € K*(v,m) Nm-C* (), with f(xo) = g(xo) and V f(xo) = Vg(xo), then
0 < 0,Wy(Xo) — O, Ws(Xo) < ClIf — gll oo ey
where Xo = (xo, f(z0)).

Proof of Lemma 3.20. First, we remark that Corollary 3.19 implies that 9, W;(Xo) and 9, W,(Xy) 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(vy, m,d),

for X e Ty, 0 < Wy(X)—Wi(X) < Clg(x) — f(x)),
and hence by the comparison principle (Proposition A.1),
Wy =Wyl ny) < CIIf = gll oo may-

Let us call e = C||f — g|| oo (ra)- Thus since f € K*(v,m), there is a barrier b, as in Lemma 3.8, with
[0ll¢1.+(rey depending only on v, m, and d, so that for some r > 0,

in Dy N B (Xg), 0<W,—W;s<eb.

The fact that b is Lipschitz yields that there exists a positive constant Cy = C1 (v, m, d) such that, for
t > 0 small enough,
0< WQ(XO + tl/) — Wf(XO + tl/) < (Chet.

After consolidating constants, all of which only depended on v, m, d, we see that there exists a
positive constant Cy = Ca(y, m,d) with
9, Wy(Xo) — 0, Ws(Xo) < Collf — gl
O

3.4. The Lipschitz property. Next we establish that H is a locally Lipschitz as a mapping C*7(RY) —
CY%(R%). 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(~,m,d), so that if
(i) f,g € K*(y,m) N (m-CH7(x0)),

(it) f(zo) = g(zo) and V f(x0) = Vg(z0),

(iii) f—g € CY(Br(x0)),

() Us, Uy solve

AUfZO in DfﬂBR<X0> and AUQZO in DgﬂBR<X0)
Up=0 on FfﬂBR(Xo), U,=0 on FgﬂBR(XO),

where Xo = (xo, f(xo), then
1
10, Up(Xo) — 0,,Ug(Xo)| < C(y,m,d) <||f = 9llerv(Br(wo)) T ] 1Ur — UgHLw(DmegmBR(Xo))> :

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

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

(i) f.g9 € K*(v,m) N (m-C*7(x0))
(ii) f(xo) = g(wo) and V f(xo) = Vg(x0),
(iii) f— g€ CY(Br(wo))
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then
1
|H(f,z0) — H(g,z0)| < C(v,m,d) (Hf — gllcr v (Br(wo)) T an - 9||L00(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 Ry > 0 is fived, R > Ry, and f,g € K*(y,m) N CY(Bag(z0)), then there exists a
postive constant C (v, m,d, Ry) so that

HH(fa ) - H(97 ')”L‘X’(BR(:L”o)) < C(’% m, d7 RO) (Hf - g”Cle(BzR(xo)) + Hf - gHLO"(Rd)) :
Corollary 3.24. H is locally Lipschitz as a mapping H : CY7(R?) — CO(RY).
Proof of Lemma 3.21. We consider the function V' = Uy — U, in the domain Dy N Dy, N Br(Xo). We

note that for the function w given by
w = min{f, g},
we have
D;N D, =D, and 9(D;NDy) =T,
Taking a minimum of functions in K*(y, m) preserves this property, and so also w € K*(y,m). And,
as f,g € m — C™(zo) with f(zo) = g(z¢) and V f(xg) = Vg(xp), we see that w € m-C17 (zg).

We note that for x € Bg(xg), since f — g € C17(Bg(x)), and since f,g € K*(y,m), by Lemma
3.11, for X € 'y, N Br(xo),

U (X) = Ug(X)| < Cly,m, d) | f(2) = g(2)| < Cly,m) | f = gllera (B X — Xol 7
Thus, for X € 9(Dy, N Br(xo)),

U ~ Ul e
V01 Clrmad) (1 = glossqun + s P ) x - x4

We can then apply Lemma 3.14 to V' to conclude the desired inequality for |0,Uy(Xo) — 0,Uq(X0)|-
g

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 W; and W, shows that there exists a positive constant C
depending on v and m such that,

for X € Ty, [W(X) = Wy(X)| < CIf = gl gy
Hence, by the comparison result, Proposition A.1, we see that
HWf - WgHLOO(Dmeg) < HWf - WQHLOO(Fw) <C|f —gHLoo(Rd)-

Furthermore, from the assumption that f,g € (m-CY7(x)), that f(zo) = g(zo), and Vf(zg) =
Vg(zo), we have that w € (m-C'(x¢)). Also, by assumption, f — g € C17(Bg(x)). We can then
invoke Lemma 3.21. O

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 z = 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(£,0) ~ H(g,0)] < C (I = glleraon + 1] = 9llimqge) ) (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,")||ro(Bg(x0))-
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Step 1. A smallness assumption on f — g that depends on m, =, d.

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

1f = gllcrrsr) + I1f = 9l Lo may < €. (3.19)
Indeed, by Corollary 3.12, since f,g € K*(,m), there exists C(vy,m, d) such that
INWillie@y <€ IVWall ey < C (320)

Therefore |H(f,0)| < C and |H(g,0)| < C. For f, g such that (3.19) is not true then
< (207 e < (207 (If = glleram + 1 = gll e ) -

We reiterate that all dependence on the choice of € appears in step 2.
Step 2. Apply a rotation to reduce to V f(0) = Vg(0).
Let R : R¥! 5 R4+ he the unique rotation such that

Rvg=vy and Rv=wv for ve (Span(yf,yg))L

We note that e can be chosen small enough so that |V f(0) — Vg(0)| < e implies that the image of T,
via R inside of Bp, is a graph of a bounded function. Furthermore, this function can be extended to
all of R? is a way that does not expand the K*(v,m) property by more than a multiple of m. More
precisely, for € = e(m,~,d, Rg) > 0 small enough, there exists a function w so that

w € K*(v,2m) N (2m)-C*7(0), and f —w € CY(Bg,)

with ||f —wllcra(sr,) < 20 — gllerrsg,): (3.21)
and also

R(Fg) N BRO =T, N BRO-
Indeed, by construction of R, we see
IR =1d]| < |vy — v < |V F(0) = Vg(0)].
As a consequence, there exists C' = C(Ry) > 0, so that
19 = wllzoe(Bry) < ClIR = 1d]| < CIVF(0) — Vg(0)],

and thus a smallness assumption on |V f(0) — Vg(0)| < e can be used to obtain (3.21).

Step 3. An estimate ’(‘Lfo(O) - 8,,gWg(0)‘.
We introduce the following function, V:

V:DyNBg, — R, V(X)=W,(R'X). (3.22)

By the definition of R and w, V' is harmonic in D,, N Bg,, and by construction, 9,V (0) = d,, W(0).
Therefore

By, W (0) — By, Wy(0) = 8y, W,(0) — 8,,,V(0).

Furthermore, by construction, f, w, Wy, and V satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.21 for r = Ry.
Thus,

19, W5(0) = 0, V(0)] < Clvym.d) (I = wllcra(mag) + Wy = Vll(0,00ur,)

< C(y,m,d) (Hf = gllera(ry) + I1Wy — VHLoo(DmemeRO)> :
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where we’ve used (3.21) to obtain the final inequality. We will now establish,

W = Vlire(p;0DunBR,) < Cv,m,d) <||f —gllervry) T IIf — g||L°°(Rd)> ; (3.23)

together with the previous estimate, and the fact that 9,,V(0) = d,,W,(0), will complete the proof.
To this end, we first note that from the fact that f,g € £*(v,m) and Lemma 3.11, we have that

for X € 0(DyNDy), |Wy—W,yl <C(y,m,d)||f — gllree-
Hence by the comparison result in Proposition A.1, we have
Wy =Wyl (n;np,) < Cvsm, A f = gl oo ray- (3.24)

To establish (3.23) we first consider X = (x,2441) € Dy N Dy N Bry N Dy. Since g € K*(y,m)
Corollary 3.12 yields ||[VWj|| oo (ray < C(7,m, d), and thus

[Wy(X) = V(X)| = [W,(X) = Wy(RX)| < C(y,m.d) | X ~R7IX]|
< C(y.m. d)|R] |X|
< C(y.m. d, Ro) [V £(0) — Vg(0)],

where to obtain the final inequality we used that | X| < Ry and Ry is a fixed parameter that does not
depend on m, 7, and d. This estimate, together with (3.24), imply,

Wy = VLo (D;nDunBrynDy) < NIW5 = Wylleo(p,npunpy) + [IWe = Vil (p,n0000,)
< Cyom,d,Ro) (I = gllcrn(peg) + 1 = glieasy) - (3:25)
We continue with establishing (3.23). Let X = (2, 2411) € Dy N Dy N B, N Dy, so that
9(z) < a1 < f(x).
Letting X = (,g(z)) € D, we note,
(Wy = V)(X) = (Wy = V)(E)| < [VW) = V)i, | X — K|
= IV(Ws = V)l (Bpy) | (@) — g(2)]
< C(y,m,d)[f(z) — g(z)|,

where in the last inequality, we used Corollary 3.12 for Wy and standard L>®-C%! estimates for the
harmonic function V. Using this estimate, together with (3.25), yields,

(Wy = V)(X)| < [(Wy = V)(X) = (Wy = V)(X)| + (W) = V) (X))
< Cly.m.d) | (@) ~ 9(a)| + Cy.m.d. Bo) (I — gllenoqing) + 1 ~ gl
so that
W = VliLeo(D;nDunBRrynDe) < C (7, m, d, Ro) (Hf —9llcrv sy TIIf — QHLoo(Rd)) ‘
The previous line and (3.25) yield (3.23), completing the proof. O

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 C1'7 regularity of f
and the global L*° behavior. A key step is the following lemma.

Lemma 3.25. There exist constants C > 0 and o € (0, 1], depending only on d, v, and m, such that
for all R > 1, yo € R, and all f,g € K*(v,m), with f —g € C*(m) and f = g in Bag(yo), we have,

IH(f,-) = H(g, )= (Bre)) < COy,m )R™f = gllpoo re)-
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Proof. Let C, Ry, sg, and « be as given by Lemma A.3. Fix R > Ry. It suffices to prove that, for any
zo € R? and any f,g € K(v,m) with f = g in Bgr(xg), we have

|H(f,20) — H(g,20)| < CR™|f = gl oo (me)- (3.26)
Indeed, suppose this holds, and we have yo € R? and f, g € K(v,m) with f = g in Bag(yo). Then for

any xg € Br(yo) we have Ty,_yo(f) = Tag—yo(9) in Br(xg). Using the translation-invariance of H as
well as (3.26), we obtain,

|H(f, 370) - H(g>x0)| = ‘H(TIEO*yofv '7;0) - H(T$0*y097$0)|
< C’R_QHTIO*ZJOJC - TIO*yogHL‘X’(Rd) = CR_QHf - g||L°°(Rd)’

as desired.

So, let us take any xg € R? and any f,g € K*(y,m) with f = g in Bgr(xg); the remainder of the
proof is devoted to showing that (3.26) holds. To this end, let us define V' = Uy —U, in the set DN D,.
We see that if we define w = min{f, g}, then w € K*(y,m), and Dy N Dy = D,,. Furthermore, by
Lemma 3.11,

for X € Ty, [V(X)]<|f(z)—g(x)].

Without loss of generality, we can assume | f — gl[ze > 0. Thus, the pair V/|f — gl[ o (ray 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

Cs
[V (Xo +sv)| < @Ilf — glle-.

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

With Lemma 3.25 in hand, we can do a cutoff argument to remove the condition f = g in Br(zo).

Theorem 3.26. There exist constants C > 0 and « € (0,1), depending on d, 7, and m, such that for
all zg € RY, R > 1, with f,g € K*(y,m), with f — g € C*(Bsg(xo)),

IH(f,-) — H(g, ) oo (Br(zo)) < C (Hf — 9l (Bsp(zo)) + B — QHLOO(Rd)) -

Proof. Let v : R% — [0,1] be smooth, compactly supported in Bsr(0), with ¢» = 1 in Bsr(0), and
such that [Vl e ey < CR™Y, [|[VD?*)| poogay < CR™?, and ||| o1 (ray < C, for a positive contant

C depending only on d. Let f = ¢ f + (1 —)g, so that
f=g=uv(f~9)

Using the Lipschitz property of H from Theorem 3.23, the fact that f = ¢ outside of Bsr(xg), and
the previous line, we obtain

IH(f.) = H(g, )| 22 (Byn(o)) < CIF = gllcro (B izo))
< Cl(f = DllerrBarzo)) < CIf = gllcr(Bsr(wo))s

where C' is a positive constant that may change from line to line and depends only on d, v, m. We
also note that, to obtain the final inequality we used the definition of the C'7 norm as well as the
elementary property that for any Holder continuous functions hy and hs, we have,

[hho]con < [h]con|hel[Lee + [ho]con [Pl poe.
On the other hand, since f = f inside Bar(zo), Lemma 3.25 yields,

1H () = H(f, )z Baao)) < COR)F = fllpoe(ay < CR™If = gll ooy
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where the constants C' > 0 and 7 € (0, 1] depend only on d, v, and m. We therefore obtain
IH(f,) = H(g, )l oo (Br(zoy < IH(F) = H(f, M poo(Breeo)) + 1H(F) = H(g, )| oo ma)
< C (If = gllerBantay + RS = gllzmqes )
as desired. O

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 xo, R, f, g, and C are all as in Theorem 3.26, then
IH(f,-) — H(g, ) £ (Br(zo)) < C (BS%S(CmO)(f —9) + IV = Vyllcvpen + B — gHLoo(Rd)> :

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

c= inf -q),
B3R(~’00)(f 9

we have
I(f —9) = el (Byp(zo)) = gSC(f -9).
3R
We can then apply Theorem 3.26 to the functions (f — ¢) and g. We note that

[(f = ¢) = gllpee ey < 2[1f = gll oo (ray-
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

o f =H(f) in RYx (0,7), (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 C' version of
(and equivalent to) those in [BIO8, Definition 1, Remark 1], [CS09, Definition 2.2], [Sill1, 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 v € (0,1). We denote by C*Y(B,(x0)) N C%(RY) the Banach
space consisting of functions in C1(B,(x9)) N COY(R?) with the norm

I fllcra (B, zoyncor @ey = | fllcrv (. @) + [1fllcor may-
(i) We say that ¢ is a test function at (z,t) € R? x (0,T) if there exists r > 0 such that

peC ((t ot ) CY(Bo(z)) N Co’l(Rd)> . and Bp e C(Bo(x) x (t—rt+7)).
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(i) For u : R x (0,T) — R, and for ¢ as in part (i), we say that ¢ touches u from above (resp.
below) at (x,t) if there exists r > 0 with
U(:L', t) = ¢($7 t)a
u(y, s) < ¢(y,s) forall (y,s) € REx (t —r,t +71) (resp. u(y,s) > ¢(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:

of=J(f) in RYx(0,T). (4.2)
For us, we will always use either J = H or J = M, which will be clear from the context.

Definition 4.2 (Viscosity sub and super solutions). (i) A function u : R? x (0,T) — R is a viscos-
ity subsolution of (4.2) if u is bounded, upper semicontinuous, and for every (x,t) € R x (0,T),
any ¢ that is a test function touching u from above at (z,t) satisfies

at¢(x7t) < J(¢(7 t)7x)‘

(1) A function u : R? x (0,T) — R is a viscosity supersolution of (4.2) if u is bounded, lower
semicontinuous, and for every (z,t) € R? x (0,T), any ¢ that is a test function touching u from
below at (x,t) satisfies

8t¢($,t) > J(d)(a t)?'r)'

(i4i) We say that u € C(R? x (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) fized, and
1 is such that for some r > 0, for some m,

U(-,t) € K*(y,m) N (m-C' (x))
Y eC(t—rt+r);COLRY), Opp(z,t) exists,
and v touches u from above at (z,t),
then
8tw($> t) < H(w(7 t)> :E)
Proof of Proposition 4.3. By the assumption on ¢, for some R > 0,
for ‘h“ < R7 ’1/)(.73 + hat) - w(%t) - V¢(xat) ’ h’ =m ‘h"l—i_’y :

Furthermore, since ¢ € K*(,m), for p > 0 and small enough there are functions, w, € C*7(B,(z)) N
K*(7y,m) (see Remark 4.4, below) so that ||w,|lc1.v (B, @) < ™M

’U)p(l‘,t) = ’l,Z)(ZL‘,t), Wp > on Rd X (t —rt+ ’l“), and hInO”wP(¢t) - 77ZJ('71€)||L°°(IR{‘1) = 0.
p—>

Additionally, w, can be chosen so that d;w, is continuous on (t —r,t+r). That is to say, w, is a valid
test function. By construction, w, touches u from above at (z,t). Thus, the definition of subsolution
gives

Opp(x,t) = Opwp(x,t) < H(wy(-,t), ).
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By construction, w, and 1 satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.20, which implies that
lim ’H(wp(a t)? iU) - H(w(a t): .CI?)| =0.
p—0

This concludes the proposition.
O

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

UA):{M@+VM@-@—@+mw—ﬂ“”.MWeBA@
¥(y) fory & B,(x),
and then w, can be defined as

wy(y) = minf{w(y) : we K*(y,m) and w > v,}.
Since v, € CY(B,(x)), we see that also w, = v, in B,(z).

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

()= sup (w%@
(y,8)€REx[0,T)

t) = inf
= it (ules)

=8P 4]z -yl
2¢ ’

s ey
2¢ '

It is well-known that u® is semiconvex and wu. is semiconcave, thus they are continuous. Fur-
thermore, they are uniformly Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant Ce~! for C' > 0 depending only on
[[wll oo (Ré xj0,7))- 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, u®, and inf-convolution,
Ve.

Proof of Proposition 4.6. We will only include the proof for u®. The result for v. follows analogously.
We note that u(z) can be rewritten as

1
W= sw(uetnern - o (IR
2€R, t+7€[0,T) 2e
The translation invariance and invariance by the addition of constants for H, given in Proposition 3.7
— appropriately applied to test functions — shows that u® and u solve the same equation.
O

4.2. The comparison result. The comparison result we present (Proposition 4.9, below) is an adap-
tation of that in [Silll, Proposition A.6], which was also implemented in [CLGS19, Section 8.3]. We
note that there are two versions of the comparison result in [Silll] — in our context, one, [Silll,
Corollary 3.4], would be appropriate if H happened to be a globally Lipschitz operator on C'7 (which
it is not), and the other one, [Sill1, Proposition A.6] is required in the case that H is only locally
Lipschitz on 17 (which is our setting).
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Before we get to the comparison result, it will be useful to note that for a test function 1, the
map (z,t) — H(y(-,t),z) is continuous. 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 o € R%, ty € (0,T], r > 0, and ¥ :
RY x (tg — r,tg +7) — R are such that

YeC ((to — 1, to +1); OV (B (o)) N C’O’l(Rd)) .
Then the function (x,t) — H (-, t),x) is continuous near (xg,to).
Proof of Proposition 4.7. We note that
[H (- t1),21) = H(Y (-, t2), 2)|
<[H@W(t1), 1) = H($( o), 1) 4+ [H(W( t2), 21) — H(P(-, t2), 22)] -
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.
O

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 € R the function

O(z) = |22 and ~ Bp(z) =9 (E) for R >1
The function ®g satisfies 0 < ®r < 1, and for any v € (0,1),
r ! C(d,)
H(I)RHLOO(BT(IO)) S ﬁ’ HVQRHLO"(R‘” S E: qu)RHCo,w(Rd) S W

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), and have
the following local uniform ordering at t = 0,

Va>0,35>0,V |[z—y|<0d, [s—0] <9, |[t—0] <9, f(z,s) <g(y,t)+ a, (4.3)
then f(x,t) < g(x,t) for all (x,t) € RY x [0,T).

Remark 4.10. We note the condition (4.3) was used in [Silll, 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 reqularity, then (4.3) would not be necessary.
Or, if it was true that H were globally Lipscshitz on CI’V(Rd), (4.3) would not be necessary. However,
since H is only locally Lipschitz on C*Y, (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¢ and ge are respectively their sup
and inf convolutions from Definition 4.5, then
sup (f* —ge) <sup(f°(-,0) — ge(+,0)). (4.4)
Rdx[0,T) Rd
The second result states that under the additional regularity in (4.3), the comparison result can be
transferred back to f and g.
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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

lir sup <sup F5.0) - gs<~,o>) <o. (45)
e—0 Rd
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€ and g. to be respectively the sup and inf convolutions of f and
g. Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13 combine to give

limsup sup (f°—g:) <0.
=0 Rdx[0,T)

However, by construction,
(f_g) S fE_gE7

and thus we conclude that

sup f—g<0.
Rex[0,T)

Now we can prove Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13.

Proof of Lemma 4.12. Let € > 0, and f¢ be the sup-convolution of f and g. the inf-convolution of g, as
in Definition 4.5. By Proposition 4.6 we see that f¢, g. 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 (f°—g:)— sup (f°—g),
R2X[0,T) Rex {0}

and our contradiction assumption is that M > 0. There exist zg € R? h > 0 small enough (depending
on M and T'), and a constant C}, such that, for ¢ given by

w(x,t) =Ch+ M@R(m —x0) + ht,
the function f¢ — g. — v attains a zero maximum at (zg,tg) with g > 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¢ and g., combined with the fact that ¢ is smooth,
we deduce that f€, g. have classical derivatives with respect to z,t at (zg,tr) and furthermore f¢
and g. are CY1(zg). Hence, by Lemma 3.17, H(f*(-,tr),rr) and H(g-(-,tg),zr) are well defined.
Furthermore, at (xg,tr), by Proposition 4.3, we have
H(g:(-,tr),xR) < Oige(zr,tr) and  Opf*(zgr,tr) < H(f(-,tR),ZR).

Next, thanks to the fact that f¢ — g. — 1 attains a maximum,

8t(g€ + ¢)($R, tR) = atfa(va tR)7
and we can also invoke the GCP for f¢ < ¢g° + 1, to obtain

H(f*( tr),xr) < H(g=(-str) + (- tr), 2R).

Combining this, we obtain
H (9:(:,tR) 2R) + O(wr, tr) < H(ge(-,tr) + (-, th), 2r),
which, upon rearranging becomes,
0<h<H(ge(-,tr) +¥(-str), xr) — H (9 (-, tr), 2R)
= H(g:(-,tr) + M®R(- — w0),2r) — H (9 (-, tr), ZR) -
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Let R > 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 R,

0<h<C < osc MPr(-—x9)+ ||VOR(- — xo)ch(BBR(xR)) + R_a> .
BF,R(IR)
Using the definition of ® we obtain,
0<h<C ( 0sc Moy (- — .%'0) + R”HV(IH(- — xO)HC“/(B ~(zr)) T Ra) .
Bypp-1(zr) 3R
Let us now choose R large enough so that
~ h
CR™ ™ < —.
4
Now that R is fixed, we choose R large enough so that
h
C M (- — RV (- — - <.
(, o5, M1 =a0) + RV = au)lor oy giem) < ]
Combining the three previous inequalities yields 0 < h < %, which is the desired contradiction.

O

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

Sudpf('a 0) - g() - f(i'v 0) - g([ija 0)

R
As f is upper semicontinuous and g is lower semicontinuous and both are bounded, we know that the
sup and inf for f¢, g., are always attained; let those points be (z¢, s.) and (y., t-) respectively for f¢
and g. at (£,0). One of the properties of the inf and sup convolutions is that

‘ma_$0’2+ (86 _tO)2 |ya_$0’2+ (ts _t0)2

L 2e =0 and  lig 2 =0
In particular,
(e, Se) = (2,0) and  (ye,te) — (2,0).
Therefore, for € small enough, depending upon « and §, we obtain
|ze — & <0, |ye — 2| <9, s.<9, t.<9.
Thus, invoking (4.3), we see that
sup Fo50) = ge(4,0) = S, 5¢) = 9(Ye, te) < av.
Since o > 0 was arbitrary, we conclude (4.5). 0

Lemma 4.14. Let u: R? x [0,T) — R be upper semicontinuous, bounded from above, and satisfy

M= sup u—supu(-,0)>0,
R x[0,T)) R

Let @R be the bump function from Remark 4.8. There exists some (zo,to), such that for all0 < h < %,
for all R > 0 (independent of h and M ), there exists (xp,tp) so that the function

P(x,t) =u(x,t) — MOPr(x — xo) — ht

attains a maximum at (xp,tp), and t, € (0,T).
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Proof of Lemma 4.14. Let us first choose (xg,%y) to be such that

1
u(xo,tg) > sup u— M.
Rix[o,r) 4

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

u(zg, to) > supu(-,0) + §M (4.6)
R 4

We see then that

3 3
Y(zo, to) = u(wo,to) — hto > supu(-,0) + —M — ht > supu(-,0) + —M — hT,
Rd 4 Rd 4

and so for AT < %,

1 1
¥(xo,t0) > supu(-,0) + =M > supy(-,0) + =M. (4.7)
R4 2 R4 2

From the definition of ®g, for |z| large enough,
1
0 1) < ula,£) — M — ht < supu(-,1) — M < (o, to) — M.
Rd

Therefore, there exists 7 > 0 such that,

sup Y= sup .
R4x[0,T) B-(0)x[0,T)
Since 1) is upper semicontinuous, it will attain its maximum over the compact set B, x [0,7]. This

maximum will be at least as large as 1(xo, to); thus, by (4.7), it must occur in (0, 7.
O

4.3. Existence. We prove existence via the Perron method for viscosity solutions. Our presentation
is almost exactly as that in [IS13] and [Silll], 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 C17 at that point.

We have broken the 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 of a function u, defined as:

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 sup u(y,s) |,
r—0 (y,8)€Br(z) X (t—r,t+7)

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

v (2, t) = lim < inf u(y, 3)) .

r—0 \ (y,s)€Br(z) X (t—r,t+T1)

Proposition 4.16 (General sup/inf of family of sub/super solutions). Let {u;}icz and {vi}icz be
collections of functions with

u(z,t) = supu;(z,t) < oo, and wv(z,t)=infv;(z,t) > —oc.
i€T i€
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If {u;}iez, {vitiez are families of viscosity subsolutions and supersolutions, respectively, to (4.1), then
u* and vy (as in Definition 4.15) are respectively a viscosity subsolution and supersolution to (4.1).

Proof of Proposition 4.16. We will prove that «* is a viscosity subsolution. The proof that v, is a
supersolution follows analogously.

Let 1 be a test function for u* at (z,t) (from Definition 4.1). We will show that 9,y (z,t) <
H(¢(-,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 «* can then be transferred back
to the actual subsolutions, u;, but at a nearby point to (z, ).

To this end, we will create a strict max for u* — 1. For R > 0, define @ZN) as

Uy, s) =Y(y,s) + Prly — ) + |t — s>

Then u* — ) has a strict maximum over B,(z) x [t — r,t + 7] at (x,t). By construction of ¢ and u*,
there exists sequences, u;,, (Yn, Sn), ¢n SO that

u;, — (¥ + ¢n) has alocal max at (yn, spn),
and li_}In Wi, (Yn, Sn) = u*(x, 1),
with 1Lm (Yn, Sn) = (x,t) and limcpoo = 0.

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

Outb(yns 5n) + 250 — 1) = Ob(yn, 50) < H (D 50), 4 ) = H (¥, 50) + Gr(- = ), ya)

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

Ot (Yn 5n) + 2(sn — 1) < H (P(-5 5n), yn) -
Taking the limit as (yp, sn) — (z,t) we deduce from Proposition 4.7 that
Opp(a,t) < H(Y(:,1), @),
and therefore u* is a viscosity subsolution to (4.1). 0

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 fo € BUC(R?), then there ewists a unique
viscosity solution f that solves (4.1) with f(-,0) = fo on RY.

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

Step 1. Building barriers and constructing a maximal subsolution.
Since fy is uniformly continuous on R?, for any € > 0 there exists p(e) such that if |z — y| < p(e),
then | fo(z) — fo(y)| < e. Let n € C°(RY) be such that supp(n) C B1(0), n(0) =1 and 0 < n < 1. For

zo € R? and p > 0 we define
r — X0
nx07p($) = n < > .

p

Let p = p(¢), we define the upper and lower functions for fy at a point 29 € R? by
Usg.e(x) = 11p(x) fo(w0) + (1 = np(x)) sup(fo) + e,
R

Lag.e(x) = np(w) folzo) + (1 —np(x)) inf(fo) —e.
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It is evident that L, . < fo < Uy, on R?. Since L, and Uy, are smooth, by Corollary 3.12, there
exists C; such that
[ H(Lzge, Mpeo@ey < Ce and  [|H(Usg,e; ) || oo (may < Ce-
Let us define
ngjo’s(x,t) = Upye(x) +C:t and 1/’;;0,5(337” = Ly, e(x) — C:t.

By choice of C%, 9, . and 1/15{075 are respectively a classical subsolution and supersolution to (4.1).

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, wy, with u(y,t) < fo(z) + wu(|ly — | + t). (4.8)
We define
S = {u is a subsolution to (4.1) and also satisfies (4.8)} .

The set S is nonempty since ¢, . € S for any zg € R? and € > 0. We also note that constants are
solutions to (4.1), and so by Proposition 4.9, for C' = supga fo and v € S, we have u < C. Thus the
set is uniformly bounded. Let

w(z,t) =sup{u(z,t) :u e 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, w;a also satisfies (4.8), for any € > 0 and

z € R?. In particular, the pair w, zp; . satisfies the condition (4.3), and thus by the comparison result,
Proposition 4.9, we have

u(y,t) < vt _(y,t) for all (y,t) € R? x [0, T7.

z,e

The previous line, the definition of w, and the fact that ¢j:_(),s is continuous therefore imply,

w*(y,t) < i (y,t) for all (y,t) € R x [0, 7).

T,E

We will now establish that w* satisfies
Va>0,30>0,V [z—y|<0d, 0<t<d, w(y,t) < folz)+a, (4.9)

which will imply that w* satisfies (4.8).
To this end, let a > 0 be given. Choose ¢ = 5. We know that @D; . is uniformly continuous in y,
uniformly in z and ¢t. Choose § by the uniform continuity of wz . so that

(0%
SulP @D;a(%t) - ¢£5($7t) < g
x’

Also, choose §, possibly smaller so that for 0 < ¢ < 6,

(6%
Cet < 3

Thus,
w*(yv t) < 1/1;5(.% t) = T/J;r,e(% t) - 1#;5(%, t) + ¢;r,€(y’ t)

= fo(@) + Cet + e =) (2, 8) + 0 (y, 1) < fo(x) + % + % + %

We then conclude that (4.9) is valid, and thus w* € S.
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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 ¢, a point of contact (zo,ty) € RY x (0,T], r1 > 0, and ¢y > 0 such that
U(z,t) < w(z,t) for all (x,t) € R x (tg — r1, 1o + 1), with equality at (zq, to); (4.10)
&W(iﬂo,tO) < H(w('7t0)7‘r0) — Co- (411)
We will now construct a perturbation ¢ of 1 and use it to create a subsolution @. We will show
@ € S and that @ can be constructed so that it is strictly larger than w at points near (zo, tp), which

will be a contradiction. To this end, we let ® = ®; be the function in Remark 4.8, take parameters
0 >0 and « > 0, to be determined, and define

P(x,t) = P(x,t) + 0 — a (P1(x — o) + [t — t0|2) .

Using the invariance of H by the addition of constants, followed by Theorem 3.23, we find, for a
positive constant ', independent of ¢y, «, and 4,

|H(¢('7t0)71‘0) - H(d)('atO)a l‘())| = |H(7/J('7t0)»330) - H(ﬂ)('atO) - aq)l(' - l‘o),.fo)’

C
< Ciflas [l ey < 3

3 (4.12)

where the final inequality follows by choosing o =

o .
SO ot g, Next, the continuity of d;¢ and

Proposition 4.7 imply that there exists 71 > 0 such that, on By, (zg) X (to — r1,t0 +71),

10cp(0,t0) — H(@(+t0), z0) — Orp(w,t) — H(p(:,1),2)| < %O- (4.13)

Let r = min{ro, 1, %0} Then tg —r > 0, and on B, (zg) X (tog — r,to + ), we have,

at¢($7t) - H(¢('vt)’ IL‘) < at¢($03t0) - H(¢('at0)a 1:0) + Cgo

< Ol t) — 2a(t — to) — H((-, o), o) N

0
— < —= 4.14
Do
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 a.

Now, let us fix § = % (alfr—r + 'r). Using with the fact that ¢ — ¢ is radially increasing, we find,

r )
inf — ) > inf — @)= —0 —4+7r>=>0.
(Rdx[O,T])\(BTl?m)X(to—r,t0+r))(¢ ¢)2 8(B,n(ac)><1(1tlo—r,to+r)) (= ¢) tag rr 70

Combining this with the inequality from (4.10) yields,
w*(x,t) > w(z,t) > P(x,t) > ¢(x,t) on (REx [0,T))\ (Br(x) x (tg — r,to +7)). (4.15)
We now define u via
@ = max(w*, ¢).

We claim that 4 is a subsolution of (4.1) on all of R? x (0, 7]. Indeed, recall that w* is a subsolution
of (4.1) on R% x (0,T]. The inequality (4.15) implies that @ = w* outside of B,.(x) x (to — r,to + 7);
therefore, @ is a subsolution outside of B,(z) x (tg — r,typ + r). On the other hand, we have shown in
(4.14) that ¢ is a subsolution of (4.1) on B,(z) x (to —,to + ); since a maximum of two subsolutions
is a subsolution, we conclude that @ is a subsolution on B, (x) x (tg — r,to + ) as well.

Finally, we recall that our choice of r implies to — r > 0. Together with (4.15), this yields @ = w*
in a neighborhood of R? x {0}. Since we have already shown that w* obeys the local uniform initial
condition in (4.8), we deduce that @ does as well, and thus we conclude @ € S, as desired,
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In order to obtain the desired contradiction, we will find points nearby (zo,to) where 4 > w, which
will contradict the definition of w, as 4 € S. Indeed, we observe that by the definition of test function,
P(xo, to) = wi(xo,to). From the definition of w,, let us take a sequence, (yy, sp), so that

lm w(yn, sn) = ws(zg, to).
n—oo

Thus, taking n large enough,

1)
w(yna Sn) < ’w*<$0,t0) + Z

By continuity of ¢, and the definition of 4, we see that for n large enough,

. 1) 30
U(yna Sn) Z ¢(yn75n) Z ¢(x07t0) - 1 - w*($07t0) + Z > w(yn; Sn)-

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) = fo.

We have already shown that w* is a subsolution that also enjoys (4.8). Since for all zyp and £ > 0,
we know that ¢, . € S, we conclude, just as was done in Step 2, that there is some modulus with

T0,E
wi(y, 1) > fo(z) — wuw, (lz —y| +1).
Thus, we have that w* is a subsolution, w, is a supersolution, and they obey
w(z,8) < wi(y,t) + ww (| — Y| + 8) + wu, (lz — y| +1).

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.
O

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). Let fo be bounded and uniformly continuous on R with a modulus w.
Let f € CO(RY x [0,T)) be the unique viscosity solution of (4.1) with initial condition f(-,0) = fo.
Then f(-,t) has the same modulus w fort € [0,T).

Proof of Proposition 4.18. Let h € R? be fixed. Due to the translation invariance of H, we have,
Onf (x +h,t) = H(f(-, 1),z + h) = H(a f(,1), 2);
so, we obtain that (x,t) — 7, f(x,t) is a viscosity solution of (4.1) with initial data
hf (2,0) = fo(z + h) < fo(x) + w([h]).

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

¢(z,0) = fo(x) + w([h]) = fo(z + h) = m.f(,0).

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

Thf(l’,t) = f(l' + h7t) < ¢(m7t) = f($7t) +w(‘h|)
for all (z,t) € R? x [0,T). We can repeat the argument with 1 (x,t) = —w(|h|) + f(z,t) to deduce that
[f(z+ h,t) — f(z,t)] < w([h]).
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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 fo € BUC(RY), there exists a unique viscosity solution, f € CO(R? x
[0,T7)), to

{atfzﬂ(f) in R% x (0,T) (416)

f(,0)=fo onR?x {0}.

Furthermore, if fo has a modulus of continuity, w, then for eacht € [0,T), f(-,t) has the same modulus
of continuity.

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 fo € BUC(RY), f € CO(R? x [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 € COY(RY), Wy is from Definition 5.2, ®; is as in (1.6), and £(z) = —xq41,
then
(ii) for Xo €T,
0,Wi(Xop) exists <= 0,Py r(Xo) exists,
(iii) for all ¢ such that H(f,xzq) ezists,
M(f,l‘o) :H(f,ﬂfo) -1

Proof of Lemma 4.21. We note that for f € C%!(R?), the existence and uniqueness of Wy and ®; ¢
is given in the Appendix, Propositions A.1 and A.2. Since ¢ 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, ¢, as in Definition 4.1, we see that ¢ is a test function for f if and
only if ¢ 4t is test function for g. Thus, for example, the subsolution property for f implies

O < M(9),
and thus
O(p+1t) < M(p+1t)+1=H(p+1).
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.
O
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5. FURTHER DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS AND TECHNIQUES

In the first subsection below, we demonstrate that the potential ® ,, 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.

5.1. The potential ®;, 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 ®f g,
the unique solution to (1.6). And, the integro-differential operators studied in [AMS20], [DGN23b],
[DGN23a| are defined via the potential Wy ,, the unique variational solution that satisfies

AUy, =0in Dy, Wro=gonTy, Wpo€ Li(Ds), and [V¥;ll2(p,) < o0, (5.1)

(see [DGN23a, Proposition 2.6]). We now demonstrate that, for periodic f, ¢ (the setting of [AMS20],
[DGN23b], [DGN23a]), the potentials ®¢, and ¥y, agree.
Proposition 5.1. If f € CO%Y(R?) and g € C°(T'y) are both periodic, ®y, is defined as in (1.6), and
U, is the corresponding potential defined in (5.1), then

Prg= Vg

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 = {(z,2411) € TYx R : 2411 <0} and u € C*(T? x R) such that Vu € L*(H)

where X = (z,24.1) € T? x R, then
lim (sup WM) =0. (5.2)

lyl—00 \ zeTd ’y|

Proof. We have, for any x € R?,

0 1/2 0 1/2
lu(z, y)| < |u(z,0)] +/ [Ugy  (2,8)] d§ < C + </ [ty (2, ) d§> </ d§>
Y

1/2
—c+ VT ( / a2, 62 dé) < O+ VIIVul o,

from which the conclusion (5.2) follows. O

Proof of Proposition 5.1. By Lemma 5.3, we observe that W ; exhibits sublinear behavior, as specified
n (5.2). To streamline our discussion, we assume, without loss of generality, that f > 1. This
assumption implies H = {(2,zq41) : ¢ € T% 2441 < 0} C Dy¢. Consequently, both ®¢, and ¥y, are
elements of C2(H). Let us introduce a new function, denoted as v, which satisfies the equation:

Av =01in H, v =W, on dH, and [V poe (mry < 00
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=WVsr,—v in H,
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and note w = 0 on OH. We can then use reflection to extend w to a harmonic function @ on T¢ x R,
where w = w in H. Notably, @ is sublinear due to the boundedness of v and Lemma 5.3 applied to
U 4. The classical gradient estimate for harmonic functions yields:

- C, .
IVi(X)| < EHWHLw(BR(X))

for any X € T xR and R > 0. Let R — oo we conclude that @ must be a constant due to its sublinear
growth at infinity. Consequently, @ = 0. This leads to the deduction that ¥;, = w + v is bounded,
establishing Wy, = ®; , 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 ¢, € H k+2 g defined as a variational solution for
f e H*3/2 g ¢ HFY2 Tn the work [Wu99], the potential ®;,, defined for f € C%'(RY) and
g€ LT ), 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 — Oe,,, Py . Indeed, verifying 1 — 9. ,, Py > 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 C'7. 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
C17. 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! regularity of a test function does not ensure that it satisfies the equation.

The use of this convenient feature goes back at least to [BIO8, Proposition 2] and [CS09, Lemma
4.3]. We note that in the explicitly integro-differential works, like [BIO8] 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 property 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
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not clear whether the proofs here and in [CLGS19], [DGN23al, [DGN23b] could be completed without
the punctual evaluation property.

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 Dy:

Ausg =0 in Dy, (A1)
Ufg =g on I'y.

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 € C?(Dy) is subharmonic
in Dy if —Au < 0in Dy, and u is superharmonic if —u is subharmonic in Dy.

Proposition A.1 (Weak maximum principle on subgraph domains for bounded functions). Let f €
C(RY) N L*(RY) and u € C?(Dy) N C(Dy) be bounded from above. Assume that u < 0 on I'y and u
is subharmonic in Dy. Then u < 0 in Dy.

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 € C%(R?) and g € C¥Y(Ty), there
exists a unique classical, bounded solution, us, € C*(Dy) N C(Dy), to (A.1).

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

is Lipschitz, every point on the boundary I' 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 supp, su=m>0. Note that m <

+00 since, by assumption, u is bounded. Let us fix € > 0 so that 4¢ < m and let X = (Z,%4.1) € Dy
be such that

m>u(X) >m—e. (A.2)

Denote K = ||f||z~ and define § > 0 via § = min{L 2 } Letting A = §~'m, we consider the

[Zar1] K
strip S = {x441 > —A} N Dy. Note that the boundary of S is made up of two disjoint components:
I'y and {z441 = —A}. In addition, the definition of § implies,

(5.fd+1 > —&, <A3)

which, together with our choice of ¢, yields, Z441 > —6 'e > =6 'm = —A; thus, we conclude X € S.
For future use, we also note,

for all (z,x441) € Dy we have dxg41 < 6K <e. (A.4)

we define the auxiliary function 1(z) = e~®a+172K for X = (2, 2441) € Dy.

Denoting a = %,

We have
AP(X) = 200~ a1 =2KF (90 (24,4 — 2K)2 — 1)
Let us now consider X € S, so that, —A — 2K < z4,; — 2K < —K. Since —A — 2K < 0, we find,
(A+2K)? > |zgy1 —2K[*> > K% for X € S.
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Hence, for X € S,
Ap(X) > 2ave~Olrar1 —2K|? (204K2 -1)> 2ave~AT2K)?
Our choice of o thus implies that there exists C'4 g > 0 with,
AY(X) > Cy i forall X € S. (A.5)

In addition, let n(X) € C°(B1(0)) be a function such that n(X) = n(]X]), 0 <7 <1, n(0) =1, and
| D?n]| e < 2. Now, we are ready to put together our perturbation of u: for any 0 < ¢ < 1 we define
w by,

w(X) = w(X) + Brar + e(X) + 2mn(t(X — X)).

Using (A.2), (A.3), ¢ > 0, n(0) = 1, and our choice 4e < m yields,
w(X) = u(X) + 67411 + e(X) +2mn(0) > (m —€) + (—¢) + (0) + 2m = 3m — 2¢ > 2.5m.
We shall now show
w(X) < 2.5m holds on (SN {|X — X|=t"'}). (A.6)

Since X € SN {|X — Xo| = t~1}, the previous two lines will imply that w has a local maximum at
some point X* € int(S N {|X — X| >t71}), so that,

0> Aw(X™*) >0+ Caxe — 2mt*An(t(X* — Xo)).
The second inequality follows since, by assumption, v is subharmonic in Dy, as well as from (A.5).

Recalling || D27~ < 2 and letting ¢ — 0 in the previous line, we obtain the desired contradiction.
We now establish (A.6). There are three cases:

o If X €T’y then u(X) <0, thus, using (A.4) and our choices of § and ¢ yields,
w(X) <04+ 0K+ec+2m<0+4+c+e+2m=2m+ 2 < 2.5m.

e If X is such that 24,1 = —A = —3~1m then u(X) + dxg411 = u(X) —m < 0 holds, by the
definition of m. Thus, using that ) < 1 and n < 1, followed by our choice of ¢, gives,

w(X) <u(X)+dzg1+e+2m <0+e+2m <0+ m/4+2m = 2.25m.

e Finally, for X € S with | X — Xo| = ¢!, we have that the  term vanishes (by definition of 7).
Therefore, (A.4) and our choice of ¢ yield,

wX)<m+oK+e+0<m+e+m/44+0<m+m/4d+m/4=15m.
Therefore, we see condition (A.6) holds, and therefore the proof is complete. O

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*(v, M), instead
of C17(RY).

Lemma A.3. Let R > 1. There exist positive constants C' = C(vy,d,m) and o = a(d, m) so that if

(i) f € CONRY), and ||V f||z(R?) < m,

(i1) there exists w € K(y,m), with w > f and w(zg) = f(xo),
(iii) g € CO(T'f) with |g| <1 and g =0 in Br(Xo) NIy, (recall Xo = (xo, f(x0)))
and for u that solves
—Au =0 in Dy
u=4g on I'y,
then u enjoys the growth estimate, for 0 < s <1
s

0 < u(Xo+ sv) SC’RQ.
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Proof of Lemma A.3. We will rescale u so that the boundary data is zero in By. To this end, we define
the functions

fry) = 5 f(Ry)

5| -

and
ur(Y) = u(RY).
We see that for Y € B1(Xy), X = RY € Br(Xy), and
Yely, <= X=RYcTy

Thus, we see that ug solves

—Augp =0 in Dy,

UR = JR on I'y,
and gr = 0 in B;. Thus, by the Holder regularity of harmonic functions in Lipschitz domains, we see

0 < un(Y) < C((Y,T )™

(We note this follows from flattening the domain and extending % — possible because v = 0 on I'y N Bg
— and then invoking the local Holder 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,Tf) ~ R(Y,Ty,).

Hence,

u(X) = u(RY) = up(Y) < C(d(Y,T;,))* < C (d();;r)) .

As we only use this for d(X,T'y) <1, we see that we have the following:

for d(X,T) <1, u<

= %[0

Now, taking a barrier function from Lemma 3.8, b, in D,, N B1(Xp), we can conclude that

0 <u(Xo+sv) <V(Xo+sv)< s%.
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