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DIFFERENTIABILITY OF LIMIT SHAPES IN CONTINUOUS

FIRST PASSAGE PERCOLATION MODELS

YURI BAKHTIN AND DOUGLAS DOW

Abstract. We introduce and study a class of abstract continuous action min-
imization problems that generalize continuous first and last passage percola-
tion. In this class of models a limit shape exists. Our main result provides
a framework under which that limit shape can be shown to be differentiable.
We then describe examples of continuous first passage percolation models that
fit into this framework. The first example is of a family of Riemannian first
passage percolation models and the second is a discrete time model based on
Poissonian points.

1. Introduction

The main goal of this paper is to show that for a broad class of models of
first passage percolation and last passage percolation type in continuous space,
the associated shape functions are differentiable away from zero, implying that the
boundary of the limit shape is differentiable.

Optimal paths in disordered environments have been extensively studied in the
literature. A variety of interesting models has been introduced. The general scheme
is the following: each admissible path γ in a Euclidean space Rd is assigned a
random action/cost/energy Aω(γ) defined through the intrinsic geometry of the
path and interactions of the path with the realization of a random environment
associated with a random outcome ω ∈ Ω. For every pair of points x and y in Rd,
Aω(x, y) is defined as the optimal action over the space Sx,y of admissible paths
connecting x to y:

Aω(x, y) = inf
γ∈Sx,y

Aω(γ).

For many interesting models of this kind, one can use stationarity and ergodicity
of the environment to apply the subadditive ergodic theorem and prove that the
asymptotic growth of action Aω(0, x) is linear in the Euclidean norm |x| as |x| → ∞,
with rate of growth depending on the direction. More precisely, the limit

(1.1) Λ(v) = lim
T→+∞

1

T
Aω(0, T v)

is well-defined and deterministic for each v in Rd or, for models of LPP (Last
Passage Percolation) type, in a smaller convex cone C ⊂ Rd of admissible asymptotic
directions determined by the structure of the set of admissible paths. For example,
in 1 + 1-dimensional models of LPP type, where a certain directionality condition
is imposed on paths (i.e., they cannot backtrack), C may be the quadrant {x ∈
R2 : x1, x2 ≥ 0} or the half-plane {(t, x) ∈ R2 : t > 0}. In FPP (First Passage
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Percolation) type models, C = Rd, i.e., there are no restrictions on asymptotic
directions of paths.

In some models, paths and their endpoints are restricted to certain subsets of Rd

(such as Zd or Z×Rd−1), and since Tv may fail to belong to this set, the claim (1.1)
needs to be modified appropriately.

The function Λ : C → R characterizing the rate of growth of optimal action
as a function of direction v is called the shape function, and in the context of
homogenization for stochastic Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equations it can
be interpreted as the effective Lagrangian. The term shape function comes from
the fact that for models where the action Aω(γ) is nonnegative and plays the role of
random length of γ, the shape function (also nonnegative in this case) can be used
to describe the limit shape of normalized balls with respect to the random metric
given by Aω(x, y). Namely, for many models one can prove that if

(1.2) Eω(T ) = {x ∈ C : Aω(0, x) ≤ T },
then, for a properly understood notion of convergence of sets, with probability 1,

(1.3) lim
T→+∞

1

T
Eω(T ) = EΛ,

where

(1.4) EΛ = {v ∈ C : Λ(v) ≤ 1}.
Thus the set EΛ plays the role of the limit shape. Its boundary {v ∈ C : Λ(v) = 1}
plays the role of the effective front characterizing the homogenized wave propa-
gation in the disordered environment. The classical works on limit shapes and
shape functions are [HW65], [Kin68], [Kin73], [Ric73], [CD81]. Also, see the mono-
graph [ADH17a] and references therein.

Shape functions are always 1-homogeneous, i.e., they satisfy Λ(cv) = cΛ(v) for
c > 0. Also, due to a simple subadditivity argument, they are always convex. Thus,
the limit shape EΛ is always a convex set.

Convex functions and boundaries of convex sets may have corners and flat pieces,
and the problem of characterizing further regularity properties of limit shapes and
shape functions beyond simple convexity has been one of the recurrent themes in
the theory of FPP and LPP models and stochastic HJB equations.

Typical fluctuations of long minimizers and their actions are tightly related to
the regularity of the shape function. It is broadly believed that for a vast class
of models with fast decay of correlations the shape function and the boundary of
the limit shape must be differentiable and strictly convex. This kind of quadratic
behavior of the shape function is associated with the KPZ universality. Ergodic
properties of stochastic HJB equations also depend on the shape function regularity.
We refer to [BK18] for a discussion of this circle of questions.

Despite the importance of the issue, the progress on the regularity properties has
been limited. It is known since [HM95] that if one does not require sufficiently fast
decay of correlations in the environment, any convex set respecting the symmetries
of the model can be the limit shape. Thus, any convex 1-homogeneous function
with the same symmetries can be realized as shape function. A set of examples
with flat edges is provided by lattice LPP/FPP models with i.i.d. environments
based on distributions with atoms, see [DL81]. In a recent paper [BKMV23], an
LPP model in nonatomic product-type environment is shown to have both, a cor-
ner and a flat edge. We also note that in the deterministic weak KAM theory
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for spacetime-periodic problems, the shape functions (known as Mather’s beta-
functions) are strictly convex in the slope variable, differentiable at all irrational
slopes, and typically have corners at all rational slopes, see [Mat90].

There are several continuous space models with distributional symmetries that
translate into a precise analytic form of the shape function, with regularity prop-
erties trivially implied. For the Hammersley process (and its generalizations), an
LPP-type model based on upright paths collecting Poissonian points from the posi-
tive quadrant, the precise form of the shape function is inherited from the fact that
linear area-preserving automorphisms of the quadrant preserve the admissible paths
and the distribution of the Poisson point process, see [Ham72], [AD95], [CP11]. Ro-
tationally invariant Euclidean FPP models introduced in [HN97] obviously produce
Euclidean balls as the limit shapes. The LPP type models (including a positive tem-
perature Gibbs polymer version) studied in [BCK14], [Bak16], [BL19], [BL18] in
the context of the stochastic Burgers equation, allow for a form of invariance under
shear transformations resulting in quadratic shape functions. In addition, shape
functions have been computed for a handful of exactly solvable models, see [Ros81],
[Bar01],[GTW01], [HMO02], [MO07], [Sep12],[JRAS22].

It is natural to conjecture that these results can be extended to a broader family
of models, on discrete lattices and in continuous spaces. However, they are based
on very precise restrictive properties of the models in question, and there seems to
be a gap between the universality claims and the concreteness of these models. In
[BD23b] and [BD23a], we gave results on differentiability of shape functions in the
interior of C for a large class of LPP-type models in continuous space. In [BD23b],
we gave a simple argument for 1 + 1-dimensional time-discrete and white-in-time
models, and in [BD23a] we adapted our method to multidimensional spacetime-
continuous nonwhite environments. The latter setup allows for an interpretation in
terms of differentiability of the effective Lagrangian in the homogenization problem
for HJB equations with random forcing. Although these models are not distribu-
tionally shear-invariant, our argument is based on a form of approximate distribu-
tional invariance of the model under a family of shear transformations.

In the present paper, we show that our approach is applicable to continuous
space models of FPP type.

In fact, our main result is applicable to continuous models of both FPP and LPP
types and loosely can be stated as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Under a set of mild conditions on the random action Aω that we
describe in Section 2, there is a deterministic convex function Λ such that (1.1)
holds for each v ∈ C. Moreover, convergence in (1.1) is uniform on compact sets.
The limit shape theorem in (1.3) holds. The shape function Λ is differentiable at
every nonzero interior point of C. For positive actions, the effective front (the
boundary of the limit shape) is differentiable at all its points in the interior of C.
Remark 1. We also prove a formula for ∇Λ.

Remark 2. It is known since [Szn98] (see also [LW10]) that shape functions for
FPP type models have a corner at the origin. For example, for rotationally invariant
FPP models, the graph of the shape function is a cone with spherical section.
So for these models, we can claim differentiability of the shape function only at
nonzero points. In our previous results on LPP type models, zero was automatically
excluded since it did not belong to the interior of the LPP cone C. In fact, we
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only considered directions of the form (1, v) ∈ R1+d (and, by 1-homogeneity, their
multiples).

Our results from [BD23a] on LPP-type models fit the framework of the present
paper (the time-discrete models of [BD23b] need more adjustments). The conditions
we require for our main results here were checked for these models in that paper.
See the discussion in Section 5.

Moreover, in the present paper, we check that the conditions of our main results
are satisfied for two classes of anisotropic FPP-type models. One of them is a
random Riemannian metric model in the spirit of [LW10], see Section 3 and another
is a random metric based on broken line paths between Poissonian points inspired
by [HN97], see Section 4. Our method should apply to a variety of similar models,
but we chose these two classes where the application is relatively straightforward.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the general setup,
state the main general conditions and main results, rigorous counterparts of the
informal Theorem 1.1. We also give a proof of our central differentiability result
in its general form in that section. Proofs of all the other results stated in this
section are postponed until Section 6. In Sections 3 and 4, we describe two classes
of FPP-type models that our results apply to. In Section 5, we explain that the
results from [BD23a] fit the framework of the present paper. The remaining sections
contain proofs of various results from first four sections. Section 6 contains proofs of
the results from Section 2. Sections 7–9 contain proofs of the results from Section 3.
Section 10 contains the proof of the result from Section 4

Acknowledgments. YB and DD are grateful to the National Science Founda-
tion for partial support via Awards DMS-1811444 and DMS-2243505. We thank
Peter Morfe for pointing to [TZ24], where a method similar to ours is used in a
related but different problem.

2. General conditions and results

In this section, we give a general framework and state our main results. Our
focus is on the fully continuous case, though some discrete in time problems can
be embedded into our framework. In Section 2.1, we introduce a general set of
assumptions and state the (standard) results on convergence to the shape function
and limit shape. The central part of this paper is Section 2.2 where we state our
main results on differentiability.

2.1. General setup and standard limit shape results. First we will define the
spaces we will work with. For x, y ∈ Rd and t > 0, let

Sx,y,t = {γ ∈W 1,1([0, t];Rd) : γ0 = x, γt = y}.
Then we can define

Sx,y,∗ =
⋃

t>0

Sx,y,t, x, y ∈ Rd,

S = S∗,∗,∗ =
⋃

x,y∈Rd, t>0

Sx,y,t, x, y ∈ Rd, t > 0,

and other similar spaces such as S∗,∗,t. For γ ∈ S∗,∗,t, we define t(γ) = t.
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The space S is a separable metric space when equipped with the Sobolev metric
given by

(2.1) d(γ, ψ) =

∫ 1

0

|γt1s − ψt2s|ds+
∫ 1

0

|t1γ̇t1s − t2ψ̇t2s|ds+ |t1 − t2|

for γ ∈ S∗,∗,t1 and ψ ∈ S∗,∗,t2 . The spaces Sx,y,t and Sx,y,∗ are endowed with the
induced topology, which coincides with the W 1,1 topology on these spaces.

For any x, y, z ∈ Rd and t1, t2 > 0, if γ ∈ Sx,y,t1 and ψ ∈ Sy,z,t2 , then γψ ∈
Sx,z,t1+t2 denotes their concatenation, defined by

(γψ)s =

{

γs, s ∈ [0, t1],

ψs−t1 , s ∈ [t1, t2].

For x ∈ Rd, the spatial shift θx : Rd → Rd is defined by

(2.2) θxy = y + x, y ∈ Rd.

This definition lifts to transformations of S, namely, for x ∈ Rd, t > 0, and γ ∈
S∗,∗,t, the spatial shift θxγ ∈ S∗,∗,t is defined by

(θxγ)s = γs + x, s ∈ [0, t].

We consider a complete probability space (Ω,F ,P) and assume that the group Rd

acts on Ω ergodically. Namely, we assume that we are given a family (θx∗ )x∈Rd of
measurable transformations θx∗ : Ω → Ω preserving P, ergodic and having the group

property: for all x, y ∈ Rd, θx+y∗ = θx∗θ
y
∗ and θ0∗ is the identity map.

We consider a jointly measurable action/energy/cost function

A : Ω× S → R ∪ {∞},
(ω, γ) 7→ Aω(γ),

which is a random field indexed by absolutely continuous paths. Once γ ∈ S is
fixed, A(γ) = A·(γ) : Ω → R ∪ {∞} is a random variable. Once ω ∈ Ω is fixed,
Aω : S → R ∪ {∞} assigns actions to all absolutely continuous paths. One of
the goals of allowing for infinite action values is to accommodate the LPP settings
where only certain “directed” paths are admissible. Nonadmissible paths will be
assigned infinite action and thus will be excluded from variational problems.

The following two assumptions on A are fundamental. The first relates the action
of A on the concatenation of paths to the sum of the actions of each individual path.
In the common set-up where A is given by a local energy summed or integrated
along a path the relation is an identity rather than an inequality. The second
assumption, called skew-invariance, implies statistical stationarity and ergodicity
conditions on A.

(A1) (subadditivity) For all ω ∈ Ω, x, y, z ∈ Rd, γ ∈ Sx,y,∗, and ψ ∈ Sy,z,∗,
Aω(γψ) ≤ Aω(γ) +Aω(ψ).

(A2) (skew-invariance) For all ω ∈ Ω, x ∈ Rd, all γ ∈ S,
Aω(γ) = Aθx∗ω(θ

xγ).

We want to study the minimization problem

(2.3) A(x, y) = Aω(x, y) := inf{A(γ) : γ ∈ Sx,y,∗}.
We will need the following assumption:
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(A3) The minimal action A is jointly measurable as a function from Ω×Rd×Rd

to R ∪ {+∞}.
In order to accommodate LPP-type problems, we need to introduce a cone C ⊂

Rd of admissible directions. For the Hammersley process the role of C is played by
the positive quadrant. For HJB equations with dynamic random forcing considered
in [BD23a], the role of C is played by the half-space (0,∞) × Rd−1. In FPP-type
problems with no constraints on directions of paths, C = Rd. We require the
following properties of the cone C and the action A:

(A4) C ⊂ Rd is a convex and nonempty cone. For all ω ∈ Ω and for every
x ∈ C, there is a random path γ(x) = γω(x) ∈ S0,x,∗ achieving the infimum
in (2.3), i.e., Aω(0, x) = A(γω(x)) for all ω ∈ Ω. Additionally, for all x ∈ C,
supr∈[0,1] |A(0, rx)| is measurable and

(2.4) E

[

sup
r∈[0,1]

|A(0, rx)|
]

<∞.

Conditions (A2) and (A4) imply that E[|A(x, y)|] <∞ for all x, y ∈ Rd satisfying
y−x ∈ C. For simplicity of presentation we assume that conditions (A1)–(A4) hold
for all ω ∈ Ω, but with minor adjustments one may allow for a single exceptional
set of zero measure on which the conditions of (A1)–(A4) fail.

For v ∈ C define

(2.5) AT (v) = A(0, T v).

Theorem 2.1. Under assumptions (A1) — (A4), there is a convex, deterministic
function Λ : C → [−∞,∞) such that for all v ∈ C, with probability one,

(2.6) Λ(v) = lim
T→∞

1

T
AT (v).

Additionally, Λ(sv) = sΛ(v) for all v ∈ Rd and s > 0, and if 0 ∈ C, then Λ(0) = 0.

Kingman’s Subadditive Ergodic Theorem was proved with problems like this in
mind. We remind the standard argument in Section 6 for completeness.

In all of our examples, Λ is, in fact, finite. Let us supplement our setup with
an additional assumption guaranteeing finiteness of Λ and uniform convergence
in (2.6). We need the latter to prove convergence to a limit shape.

We say that a cone C′ ⊂ C is properly contained in C if C′ \ {0} ⊂ C◦.

(A5) For every cone C′ ⊂ C properly contained in C, there is κ <∞ such that

(2.7) P

{

sup
x∈C′, |x|>1

|A(0, x)|
|x| < κ

}

> 0,

and

(2.8) P

{

sup
x∈C′, |x|>1

|A(−x, 0)|
|x| < κ

}

> 0.

In most applications, (2.7) and (2.8) are equivalent due to distributional symmetries
of the action. Although in some settings (2.7) and (2.8) hold for C′ = C, there are
LPP settings where the action A(0, x) goes to infinity as x approaches the boundary
of C, and so using the notion of properly contained cones is unavoidable.
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Theorem 2.2. Under assumptions (A1) — (A5), Λ(v) > −∞ for all v ∈ C◦ and
there is a full measure set Ω0 such that for all ω ∈ Ω0 and all compact sets K ⊂ C◦,

(2.9) lim
T→∞

sup
w∈K

∣

∣

∣

1

T
AT (w) − Λ(w)

∣

∣

∣
= 0.

We will prove this theorem in Section 6.
These results can be understood in terms of limit shapes. Limit shapes are

usually defined in the context of FPP, where C = Rd, the action A(x, y) is positive
and can be interpreted as a random metric between points x and y. The set Eω(T )
defined in (1.2) can be viewed as a ball of radius T in this metric. For any set
K ⊂ Rd and a number a ∈ R, we denote aK = {ax : x ∈ K}.

We will say that a family of sets NT ⊂ C, T > 0, converges locally to a set N ⊂ C
and write

NT
loc−→ N, T → ∞,

if for every compact set K ⊂ C◦ and every ǫ > 0, there is T0 > 0 such that

(2.10) ((1− ǫ)N) ∩K ⊂ NT ∩K ⊂ ((1 + ǫ)N) ∩K, T > T0.

The following result shows that EΛ defined in (1.4) is the deterministic limit
shape associated with the random action Aω.

Theorem 2.3. Under assumptions (A1) — (A5), with probability 1,

(2.11)
1

T
Eω(T )

loc−→ EΛ, T → ∞.

Remark 3. In fact, a stronger form of convergence often holds. Namely, if in
addition to the conditions of Theorem 2.3, we require C = Rd and Λ(v) > 0 for
all v 6= 0 (this holds for a typical FPP setting and, in particular, for our examples
studied in Sections 3 and 4), we can prove that with probability 1, for every ǫ > 0,
there is T0 > 0 such that

(2.12) (1 − ǫ)EΛ ⊂ 1

T
Eω(T ) ⊂ (1 + ǫ)EΛ, T > T0,

i.e., a version of (2.10) with K replaced by C = Rd holds. We prove this claim
along with Theorem 2.3 in Section 6.3.

Remark 4. In directed settings, where the cone boundary ∂C is nonempty, the
stronger convergence (2.12) is also often true, and can be derived from a stronger
version of Theorem 2.2, where the uniform convergence holds up to ∂C. In our
general setting, even continuity of Λ up to the boundary is not guaranteed, and
one needs extra regularity conditions to ensure nice behavior of A and Λ near ∂C.
Paths on the boundary of C are more constrained than paths in C◦ and so in practice
different techniques are often used near the boundary (see for e.g. [Mar04]). We do
not address these issues in detail and concentrate on differentiability in the interior
of C.
2.2. Differentiability. In this section, we assume the setup described in Sec-
tion 2.1 and present general conditions guaranteeing differentiability of Λ at a point
v ∈ C◦ \ {0}. Our main result is Theorem 2.4. We will see below (Lemma 2.1) that
the desired differentiability of Λ at v follows from differentiability along a suffi-
ciently large set of directions. Thus the assumptions introduced in this section will
be targeted at checking this directional differentiability. These assumptions are
easy to verify. In Sections 3 and 4 we will check them for two classes of FPP-type
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models. The proofs of differentiability for LPP-type models in [BD23b], [BD23a]
were essentially based on checking these assumptions, too.

We denote B(x, r) = {y ∈ Rd : |x− y| < r}. We need the following in our setup:

(B1) There is δ > 0 and a d− 1 dimensional subspace H ⊂ Rd not containing v
with the following properties: for all T > 0 and w ∈ H(δ), where

(2.13) H(δ) = (v +H) ∩ C◦ ∩ B(v, δ),

there is a pair of maps: a measurable bijection Ξv→w : S0,Tv,∗ → S0,Tw,∗

and a measure preserving map Ξ∗
v→w : Ω → Ω. In addition, Ξ∗

v→v and Ξv→v

are identity maps.

We drop the dependence on T from Ξv→w and Ξ∗
v→w for brevity. In applications,

the maps Ξv→w are usually lifted from a transformation of Rd that does not depend
on T .

Before describing the further requirements on δ,H and maps Ξv→w , Ξ
∗
v→w , we

need to introduce further notation.
The function B defined as

(2.14) Bω(w, v, γ) = AΞ∗
v→wω(Ξv→wγ), γ ∈ S0,Tv,∗,

is a transformed version of A.
The optimal transformed action is given by

(2.15) BT (w, v) = inf{B(w, v, γ) : γ ∈ S0,Tv,∗}.
If γT (v) = γTω (v) = γω(Tv) is the selection of path realizing the infimum in the
definition of AT (Tv), see condition (A4), we define

ψT (w, v) = ψTω (w, v) = Ξ−1
v→wγ

T
Ξ∗

v→wω
(w) ∈ S0,Tv,∗

to be our selection of path obtaining the infimum in (2.15).
Since Ξv→v and Ξ∗

v→v are identity maps, we have

(2.16) ψT (v, v) = γT (v) = γ(Tv),

and

(2.17) BT (v, v) = B(v, v, γT (v)).

By (2.14) and the assumption that Ξ∗
v→w is measure preserving, for every w ∈

(v +H) ∩ C,

(2.18) Λ(w) = lim
T→∞

1

T
BT (w, v)

P-almost surely.
For a function f : H(δ) → R (H(δ) is defined in (2.13)), one can define ∇Hf

and ∇2
Hf as, respectively, its first and second derivatives relatively to H . These

derivatives can be identified as elements of H and H2, respectively, so that

f(w′) = f(w) + 〈∇Hf(w), w
′ − w〉 + 〈∇2

Hf(w)(w
′ − w), w′ − w〉+ o(|w′ − w|2),

as H(δ) ∋ w′ → w, where the inner product in H is induced by the inner product
in Rd. Note that if f is in fact defined on an open set in Rd and is twice differentiable
at v, then ∇Hf = PH∇f and ∇2

Hf = PH∇2f , where ∇f and ∇2f are the usual
derivatives in Rd and PH is the orthogonal linear projection onto H.

Since v is fixed, we consider B(w, v, γT (v)) as a function of its first argument w.
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We are now ready to state the crucial assumption and the main differentiability
theorem:

(B2) ∇HB(w, v, γT (v)) and ∇2
HB(w, v, γT (v)) exist for all w ∈ H(δ), and

(2.19) M∞ := lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

w∈H(δ)

‖∇2
HB(w, v, γT (v))‖ <∞

almost surely.

Theorem 2.4. Under assumptions (A1) — (A4) and (B1)—(B2), the function Λ
is differentiable at v. Additionally, for w ∈ H,

(2.20) 〈∇Λ(v), w〉 = lim
T→∞

1

T
〈∇HB(v, v, γT (v)), w〉.

Remark 5. A convex function is differentiable on an open set iff it is C1 on that
set. Thus, if the conditions of the theorem hold for all v ∈ C◦, then Λ ∈ C1(C◦).

The proof is based on the representation (2.18) and the following two lemmas.
The first of them implies that it suffices to check differentiability of Λ relatively
to H . The second one is at the core of our argument. It is a minor modification of
Lemma 3.3 of [BD23a]. We give a proof of these lemmas in Section 6.

Lemma 2.1. Let f : C◦ → R be a continuous function such that its restriction
to H(δ) is differentiable at v. Also, suppose f satisfies f(sw) = sf(w) for w in a
neighborhood of v and all sufficiently small s > 0. Then f is differentiable at v.

Lemma 2.2. Let D ⊂ H(δ) be dense in H(δ), (fn)n∈N be a sequence of functions
from H(δ) to R, and f : H(δ) → R be a function such that for all w ∈ D ∪ {v},

(2.21) lim
n→∞

fn(w) = f(w).

Suppose also that there exists a sequence of vectors (ξn)n∈N in H and a function
h : H(δ) → R such that the following holds:

(1) For all w ∈ D and n ∈ N,

(2.22) fn(w) − fn(v) ≤ 〈ξn, w − v〉+ h(w),

(2) limw→v
h(w)
|w−v| = 0.

If f is convex, then: f is differentiable at v (relatively to H), the sequence (ξn)n∈N

converges, and

(2.23) ∇Hf(v) = lim
n→∞

ξn.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Let w ∈ v +H be such that |w − v| < δ. We have

BT (w, v) ≤ B(w, v, γT (v))

= B(v, v, γT (v)) +BT (w, v, γT (v)) −B(v, v, γT (v))

≤ BT (v, v) + 〈∇HB(v, v, γT (v)), w − v〉

+
1

2
sup

u∈H(δ)

‖∇2
HB

T (u, v, γT (v))‖ · |v − w|2,
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where we used (2.17) and the Taylor expansion. It follows that for sufficiently
large T ,

(2.24)
1

T
BT (w, v) ≤ 1

T
BT (v, v) + 1

T
〈∇HB

T (v, v, γT (v)), w − v〉

+
1

2
|w − v|2(M∞ + 1),

where M∞ is as defined in (2.19). Taking an arbitrary countable dense set D ⊂
H(δ), fn(·) = n−1Bn(·, v), f = Λ, ξn = ∇HB(v, v, γT (v)), h(w) = 1

2 |w− v|2(M∞ +
1), and noticing that (2.21) for v ∈ D ∪ {v} is a consequence of (2.18), (2.22) is
a consequence of (2.24), and recalling that Λ is convex, we apply Lemma 2.2 to
conclude that Λ is differentiable at v relative to H with derivative given by (2.20).
To complete the proof of the lemma, it now suffices to apply Lemma 2.2. �

Remark 6. If instead of (2.19) we assume that for some v, w ∈ C◦ there is δ > 0
such that

(2.25) lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

w′∈w+H : |w′−w|<δ

‖∇2
HB(w′, v, ψT (w, v))‖ <∞,

then a similar proof to that of Theorem 2.4, except using a Taylor expansion around
w rather than around v, shows that Λ is differentiable at w and for all u ∈ H,

〈∇Λ(w), u〉 = lim
T→∞

1

T
〈∇HB(w, v, ψT (w, v)), u〉

almost surely.

Remark 7. One can also state a version of Theorem 2.4 where H(δ) is replaced
by a (d− 1)-dimensional C2-hypersurface in Rd containing v and transversal to the
radial direction at v, provided that the analogous condition to (2.19) holds when
∇2
HB is replaced by the intrinsic second derivative.

Remark 8. The C2 condition in (2.19) or (2.25) could be replaced by an analogous
C1+α condition (that is, a bound on the Hölder constant of the first derivative). In
this case, a bound similar to (2.24) will hold except the |v − w|2 term is replaced
by |v − w|1+α. Since this term is o(|v − w|), Lemma 2.2 can still be applied.

Finally, we can state a result on differentiability of the boundary of the limit
shape defined by

M = ∂EΛ ∩ C◦ = {v ∈ C◦ : Λ(v) = 1}.
The following theorem follows directly from Theorem 2.4, Remark 3, 1-homogeneity
of Λ, and the implicit function theorem.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose M is nonempty, and assume that the conditions of Theo-
rem 2.4 are satisfied for all v ∈M . Then M is a C1 manifold. If

C = Rd and Λ(v) > 0 for all v 6= 0,(2.26)

then M is C1-diffeomorphic to the (d− 1)-dimensional sphere.

Condition (2.26) means that the graph of Λ is a cone with vertex at the origin
and section M .

Theorem 1.1 stated informally in Section 1 is a combination of rigorous Theo-
rems 2.1–2.5.
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Of course, the power of these theorems is that they apply to a broad class of
situations satisfying requirements (A1) – (A5) and (B1) – (B2). In Sections 3 and 4,
we give two families of such models of FPP type. In Section 5, we explain that
these results also apply to the directed setting of stochastic HJB equations studied
in [BD23a].

3. Example I: Riemannian First Passage Percolation

The goal of this section is to describe a class of situations where the general re-
quirements of Section 2 hold. This class is defined via random Riemannian metrics.

3.1. General setup for Riemannian FPP. A Riemanninan metric on Rd is a
function from Rd to the space of positive definite symmetric matrices

Md
+ := {M ∈ Rd×d : M⊤ =M, M is positive definite}.

Note that M ∈ Md
+ can be identified with a quadratic form given by M(u, u) =

〈Mu, u〉.
For an absolutely continuous curve γ : [0, t] → Rd, its length under a Riemannian

metric g defined by

(3.1) A(γ) =

∫ t

0

√

gγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds

plays the role of action. The distance between arbitrary x, y ∈ Rd is defined by

(3.2) A(x, y) = inf
γ∈Sx,y,∗

A(γ),

and throughout this section the cone of admissible direction C is set to be Rd.
We will use the notation ‖M‖ for the operator norm of a matrix M . For a C2

function f : Rd → Md
+, we let

‖f‖C2,x = ‖f(x)‖+
d

∑

i=1

‖∂xif(x)‖+
d

∑

i,j=1

‖∂xjxif(x)‖,

‖f‖C2 = sup
x∈Rd

‖f‖C2,x.

The space C2
loc(R

d;Md
+) is the space of such functions f such that supx∈A ‖f‖C2,x <

∞ for all bounded sets A ⊂ Rd. We endow C2
loc(R

d;Md
+) with the topology induced

by the family of semi-norms given by supx∈B(0,n) ‖f‖C2,x for n ∈ N.

In this section, we require that g is a random element of C2
loc(R

d;Md
+), i.e., it

is a measurable map g : Ω → C2
loc(R

d;Md
+). For a fixed x ∈ Rd, this map gives a

random matrix gx = gx,ω.

Let us specify a set of general conditions that guarantee that the setting and
assumptions of Section 2 hold for the distance given in (3.1)–(3.2). Then our
results on the shape function and limit shape including the differentiability result
will be applicable to this class of models.

Our first condition concerning stationarity and skew-invariance of g is stated in
terms of spatial translations defined in (2.2):

(C1) The probability space (Ω,F ,P) is equipped with an ergodic P-preserving
group action (θx∗ )x∈Rd synchronized with translations (θx)x∈Rd on Rd: for
every x ∈ Rd, ω ∈ Ω, and y ∈ Rd, we have gθyx,θy∗ω = gx,ω.
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For our second condition, we need to fix an arbitrary v 6= 0, introduce a space H ,
and define a family of transformations (Ξv→w)w∈v+H that will satisfy the conditions
in (B1). Once v is fixed, we define H as the orthogonal complement to the line
spanned by v. For v, w 6= 0 we define the transformation Ξv→w of Rd by

(3.3) Ξv→wx =
〈v, x〉
|v|2 w − 〈v, x〉

|v|2 v + x =
〈v, x〉
|v|2 (w − v) + x.

This is a convenient choice for the models we are mostly concerned with but other
choices of H and Ξv→w are possible.

The map Ξv→w acts on S in a pointwise manner: (Ξv→wγ)s = Ξv→wγs. Note
that Ξv→v is the identity map. These maps satisfy (B1) and preserve volume, which
is useful in applications. We summarize these facts in the lemma below.

Lemma 3.1. If v 6= 0 and w ∈ v+H, then Ξv→w is a volume preserving transfor-
mation on Rd; additionally, Ξv→w is a measurable bijection from S0,Tv,∗ to S0,Tw,∗.

We postpone a proof of these properties until Section 9. Here we only mention
that the volume preserving property implies that the homogeneous Poisson process
in Rd (that our example models will be based upon) is distributionally invariant
under Ξv→w for all w ∈ v +H .

Our next condition means that g and its image under Ξv→w can be efficiently
coupled, with controlled errors.

(C2) There is a family of P-preserving transformations (Ξ∗
v→w)w∈v+H on Ω (with

Ξ∗
v→v the identity), a number δ ∈ (0, 1) and a random field Y : Rd → [0,∞)

such that:
(i) for all x ∈ Rd, all w ∈ Rd satisfying |w − v| < δ and all ω ∈ Ω, the

random field gw,vx,ω := gΞv→wx,Ξ∗
v→wω satisfies

(3.4) ‖gw,vx ‖+
d

∑

i=1

‖∂wig
w,v
x ‖+

d
∑

i,j=1

‖∂wj∂wig
w,v
x ‖ ≤ Y (x);

(ii) Y satisfies the following conditions:
(a) (stationarity) Y is stationary with respect to lattice shifts: For

all a ∈ Zd, the collection (Y (x+ a))x∈Rd is equal in distribution
to (Y (x))x∈Rd ;

(b) (finite range) Y has a finite range of dependence: there is R > 0
such that if infx∈A,y∈B |x − y| > R holds for sets A,B ⊂ Rd,
then (Y (x))x∈A and (Y (x))x∈B are independent;

(c) (finite moments) supx∈[0,1]d |Y (x)| is measurable and for some
β > 4d,

E

[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

|Y (x)|β
]

<∞.

The condition (C2) implies that ‖gx‖ ≤ Y (x) for all x ∈ Rd since Ξv→v and Ξ∗
v→v

are the identity maps. Also, note that we do not require finite range dependence on
the field g itself in (C2), we only need that it is dominated by a finite range field.

The last condition we need is uniform positive definiteness of the random Rie-
mannian metric:

(C3) There is λ > 0 such that gx,ω(p, p) ≥ λ|p|2 for all p ∈ Rd, x ∈ Rd, and
ω ∈ Ω.
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Since for any path γ, d
dt(Ξv→wγ)s = Ξv→w γ̇s, the transformed action introduced

in (2.14) can be rewritten for this model as

(3.5) B(w, v, γ) =

∫ t

0

√

gw,vγs (Ξv→w γ̇s,Ξv→w γ̇s)ds, γ ∈ S0,Tv,t,

and the minimal transformed action BT (w, v) is defined according to (2.15). For

i = 1, . . . , d and x, p, v ∈ Rd we let hix(p; v) denote ∂wig
w,v
x (p, p)

∣

∣

∣

w=v
.

Theorem 3.1. Under assumptions (C1)—(C3) and the notation defined above, all
theorems of Section 2 hold.

Remark 9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1,

(1) condition (2.26) holds due to (C3);
(2) we can derive an expression for (2.20) in this example: for all v ∈ Rd and

w ∈ v + H , setting γT (v) := γ(0, T v) the selection of minimizer in (A4),
we have

(3.6)

〈∇Λ(v), w〉 = lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ t

0

[1

2

d
∑

i=1

wih
i
γT
s (v)(γ̇

T
s (v)) +

〈v, γ̇Ts (v)〉
|v|2 gγT

s (v)(w, γ̇
T
s (v))

]

ds.

We will prove Theorem 3.1 in Section 7. Part 1 of Remark 9 is a direct conse-
quence of (C3). We will justify part 2 in Section 7.2.

In Section 3.2 we present two examples of random Riemannian metrics that
satisfy the conditions of this section.

3.2. Examples of random Riemannnian metrics. Let us give two examples
of random Riemannian metrics satisfying the above requirements. Let K ⊂ Rd be
a compact set and let Q be a probability measure on the space

CK(Rd;Md
+) =

{

f ∈ Cloc(R
d;Md

+) : supp(f) ⊂ K
}

.

We let N be a Poisson measure on Rd×CK(Rd;Md
+) with intensity measure given

by Leb ⊗ Q. Here Leb is the Lebesgue measure on Rd. In other words, this is a
marked Poisson process with unit intensity on Rd and i.i.d. marks distributed in
CK(Rd;Md

+) according to Q.
It is convenient to work with the canonical space (Ω,F ,P) of locally finite Pois-

son point configurations on Rd × CK(Rd;Md
+) equipped with topology of vague

convergence. The role of ω of Section 3.1 is played by N.
For y ∈ Rd, the translation θy on Rd also gives rise to a P-preserving trans-

formation θy∗ of Ω: each Poissonian point (xi, ϕi) is mapped into a Poisson point
(θyxi, ϕi) of the Poisson Point Process θy∗N. Here the transformation θy applies
only to the base point xi in Rd but not to the mark ϕi. Equivalently, for all
continuous functions f with bounded support:

(3.7)

∫

f(x, ϕ)(θy∗N)(dx, dϕ) =

∫

f(θyx, ϕ)N(dx, dϕ).

Example 1. We can let

(3.8) gx =

∫

ϕ(x− y)N(dy, dϕ) + λI =
∑

(xi,ϕi)

ϕi(x− xi) + λI,
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where the summation extends over all Poissonian points (xi, ϕi). We must also
assume that for some β > 4d

(3.9) Q‖ϕ‖βC2 <∞.

Example 2. We can also consider a product version of Example 1. Specifically,
we can let

(3.10) gx = exp
(

∫

ϕ(x − y)N(dy, dϕ)
)

.

We additionally require that there is some C > 0 such that ‖ϕ‖C2 ≤ C with
probability one.

Theorem 3.2. Examples 1 and 2 satisfy our general conditions (C1)—(C3).

We will prove this theorem in Section 9. A crucial step is to define useful trans-
formations Ξ∗

v→w , w ∈ H , on Ω preserving the distribution of the Poisson measure.
That can be done via the following identity for all continuous functions f with
bounded support:

(3.11)

∫

f(x, ϕ)(Ξ∗
v→wN)(dx, dϕ) =

∫

f(Ξv→wx, ϕ)N(dx, dϕ).

In other words, a marked Poissonian point (xi, ϕi) of the Poisson Point Process N
gives rise to a point (Ξv→wxi, ϕi) of Ξ

∗
v→wN, where the transformation Ξv→w ap-

plies only to the base point xi in Rd but not to the random kernel ϕi. Due to
Lemma 3.1, these transformations preserve P, the distribution of the Poisson mea-
sure.

4. Example II: Broken line Poisson FPP.

The goal of this section is to introduce another family of random metrics on Rd

and state our main results for these models. In Section 10, we show that they follow
from our general approach by checking the conditions of Section 2.

We will work with a homogeneous Poisson point process of constant intensity 1
on Rd. Similarly to Section 3.2, it is convenient to work with the canonical space
(Ω,F ,P) of locally finite Poisson point configurations on Rd equipped with topology
of vague convergence. We usually denote elements of Ω by ω. They can be viewed
either as locally finite point configurations or σ-finite Borel measure with values in
N ∪ {0} on bounded Borel sets. For x ∈ Rd and ω ∈ Ω, we will write x ∈ ω if
and only if ω({x}) = 1. The space Ω is equipped with the group of P-preserving
transformations θx∗ : Ω → Ω, x ∈ Rd. Namely, for ω ∈ Ω, x ∈ Rd, θx∗ω is defined as
the pushforward of the measure ω under the transformation θx defined in (2.2).

For every x ∈ Rd, we introduce a random variable

F (x) = Fω(x) = 1− ω({x}) =
{

1, x /∈ ω,

0, x ∈ ω.

It will serve as a cost for a path to contain x. In other words, no cost will be
associated with Poissonian points, while all the other points (we will call them
penalty points) add cost 1 to a path.

We will also need a cost function, or Lagrangian, L. Throughout this section,
we will assume that L satisfies the following conditions:
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(D1) L : Rd → [0,∞) is a convex function such that L(x) = L(−x) for all x ∈ Rd

and L(x) = 0 if and only if x = 0.
(D2) L ∈ C2(Rd).
(D3) There is c > 0 such that L(x) ≥ c|x|2, |x| ≤ 1.

(D4) limx→∞
L(x)
|x| = +∞.

We first introduce random action for discrete paths, i.e., sequences of points
γ = (γ0, . . . , γn) in Rd. Points γk ∈ Rd, k = 0, 1, . . . , n, are called vertices of γ.

For x, y ∈ Rd and n ∈ N, we define

Px,y,n =
{

γ : {0, 1, . . . , n} → Rd : γ0 = x, γn = y
}

,

Px,y,∗ =
⋃

n∈N

Px,y,n,(4.1)

P∗,∗,n =
⋃

x,y∈Rd

Px,y,n, etc.

The set P∗,∗,n can be identified with R(n+1)d and equipped with the Euclidean
topology. The set P = P∗,∗,∗ = ∪nP∗,∗,n is equipped with the disjoint union
topology. We can embed Px,y,n into Sx,y,n by considering the piecewise linear
interpolations of paths in Px,y,n, see Section 10 for details.

For a path γ ∈ P∗,∗,n, we define its action by

Aω(γ) =

n−1
∑

i=0

L(∆iγ) +
1

2

n−1
∑

i=0

(Fω(γi) + Fω(γi+1))(4.2)

=

n−1
∑

i=0

L(∆iγ) +
1

2
Fω(γ0) +

n−1
∑

i=1

Fω(γi) +
1

2
Fω(γn),

where ∆iγ = γi+1 − γi.
Our results apply to various similar definitions, but we choose this one because

it is additive under concatenation of paths and invariant under path reversal, see
the proof of Lemma 4.1 below.

For distinct x, y ∈ Rd and every ω ∈ Ω, we can define

(4.3) Aω(x, y) = inf
γ∈Px,y,∗

Aω(γ).

We also set Aω(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ Rd. This is compatible with definition (4.2)
with n = 0 and γ = (x) ∈ Px,x,0. If γ ∈ Px,y,∗ satisfies Aω(x, y) = Aω(γ), then we
call γ a geodesic between x and y under ω.

Lemma 4.1. For all ω ∈ Ω, Aω is a finite metric on Rd.

Proof. For any two points x, y ∈ Rd, let γ be a path in Px,y,∗ satisfying |γi+1−γi| ≤
1 and having at most ⌈|x− y|⌉+ 1 steps, and so

(4.4) Aω(x, y) ≤ A(γ) ≤ (⌈|x− y|⌉+ 1)( sup
|x|≤1

L(x) + 1) <∞.

The symmetry of Aω follows from the invariance under path reversal: for all ω, n,
and γ ∈ P∗,∗,n, we have Aω(γn, γn−1, . . . , γ1, γ0) = Aω(γ).

To prove the triangle inequality, we introduce path concatenation: for any point
x ∈ Rd, if γ = (γ0, γ1, . . . , γn−1, γn) ∈ P∗,x,∗, and ψ = (ψ0, ψ1, . . . , ψm−1, ψm) ∈
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Px,∗,∗ for some x ∈ Rd we define

γψ = (γ0, γ1, . . . , γn−1, x, ψ1, . . . , ψm−1, ψm).

It follows that if concatenation of paths γ and ψ is well-defined, then, for all ω,

(4.5) Aω(γψ) = Aω(γ) +Aω(ψ),

a property similar to (A1) for continuous paths, implying the triangle inequality.
The relation Aω(x, y) > 0 for distinct x, y ∈ R is also easy to see. Namely,

paths containing at least one penalty point have action at least 1/2, and a path γ
containing no penalty points, contains only Poisson points, so its action is bounded
below, due to (D3), by c(∆2

ω(x)∧1), where ∆ω(x) is the Euclidean distance from x
to the closest Poissonian point distinct from x. �

Theorem 4.1. Under assumptions (D1)–(D4), all theorems of Section 2 hold.

Remark 10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1:

(1) The shape function positivity condition (2.26) holds. Thus, according to
Theorem 2.5, the boundary of the limit shape is diffeomorphic to a sphere.

(2) For all v ∈ Rd and w ∈ v+H , setting γT (v) := γ(0, T v) to be the selection
of minimizer in (A4), we have

(4.6) 〈∇Λ(v), w〉 = lim
T→∞

1

T |v|2
n−1
∑

i=0

〈∇L(∆iγ
T (v)), w〉〈v,∆iγ

T (v)〉.

We prove Theorem 4.1 in Section 10, where we interpret our model in terms
of continuous paths from S, check the conditions of Section 2, and apply Theo-
rems 2.1—2.5. Part 1 of Remark 10 will follow from Lemma 10.7, and part 2 will
follow from computations in Section 10.

5. The Directed Setting

In Sections 3 and 4, we discussed examples of FPP type involving no restrictions
on admissible path directions. The goal of this section is to explain how the directed
setting of [BD23a], where the time coordinate plays a distinguished role, also fits
the general framework of the present paper, although we used slightly different
notations and definitions in that paper.

Let S↑ denote the subset of S given by paths γ in Rd satisfying 〈γ̇, e1〉 ≡ 1. In
this directed setting, the first coordinate is interpreted as time. For x ∈ Rd, we
let x↑ be the vector composed of the remaining d− 1 coordinates of x. For γ ∈ S↑,
the path γ↑ is defined by (γ↑)s = γ↑s . In [BD23a], the action was given by

Aω(γ) =

∫ t

0

L(γ̇↑s )ds+

∫ t

0

Fω(γs)ds, γ ∈ S↑ ∩ S∗,∗,t,

for L : Rd−1 → R a convex function and F is a random twice differentiable function,
both satisfying certain assumptions.

To apply the general set-up of Section 2.1, we can set the action to be infinite on
all other paths and define the cone C of condition (A4) to be {x ∈ Rd : 〈x, e1〉 > 0}.
To ensure condition (B1), we let H = {(0, x) : x ∈ Rd} and, for v, w ∈ C, we define

Ξv→wx = x+ (w − v)
〈x, e1〉
〈v, e1〉

, x ∈ Rd.
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Note that this shear transformation satisfies Ξv→wTv = Tw for all T . It can be
lifted to a map on S by setting (Ξv→wγ)s = Ξv→wγs. If w ∈ v + H (i.e., the
time coordinates of v and w coincide), the map Ξ∗

v→w on Ω is chosen as a measure
preserving transformation such that the derivatives of FΞ∗

v→wω(Ξv→wx) with respect
to w allow for a bound in terms of a stationary, finite dependence range stochastic
process with sufficiently high moments. This implies the bound on Bω(w, v, γ)
required in (B2) since

in this setting

Bω(w, v, γ) = AΞ∗
v→w

(Ξv→wγ) =

∫ t

0

L(γ̇↑s + (w − v)↑)ds+

∫ t

0

FΞ∗
v→wω(Ξv→wγs)ds

for γ ∈ S↑. We refer the reader to [BD23a] for technical details.

6. Proofs of results from Section 2

In this and following sections, we give proofs of results stated in Sections 2–4.

6.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1. Since θz maps Sx,y,∗ bijectively to Sx+z,y+z,∗, con-
dition (A2) implies

(6.1) Aω(x, y) = Aθz∗ω(x+ z, y + z).

If γ1 ∈ S0,x,∗ and γ2 ∈ Sx,x+y,∗, then γ1γ2 ∈ S0,x+y,∗. We deduce that for all
x, y ∈ Rd

(6.2) Aω(0, x+y) ≤ inf
γ1∈S0,x,∗, γ2∈Sx,x+y,∗

(A(γ1)+A(γ2)) ≤ Aω(0, x)+Aθ−x
∗ ω(0, y).

If v 6= 0, combining this with (2.4) of condition (A4), we obtain existence of the
limit in (2.6) from Kingman’s Subadditive Ergodic Theorem (see Theorem 5 in
[Kin73]). The fact that Λ is deterministic follows from ergodicity of θ∗. If v = 0,
then |Aω(0, T 0)| = |Aω(0, 0)| <∞ due to (2.4), which implies Λ(0) = 0.

To prove convexity of Λ, we note that if z = αx+(1−α)y ∈ C for some x, y ∈ C,
α ∈ (0, 1) then (6.2) implies

1

T
Aω(0, T z) ≤

1

T
Aω(0, Tαx) +

1

T
Aθ−Tαx

∗ ω(0, T (1− α)y).

The left-hand side converges almost surely to Λ(z), and the right-hand side con-
verges in probability to αΛ(x) + (1− α)Λ(y) as T → ∞. Hence, Λ is convex.

The property Λ(sv) = sΛ(v) for positive s follows directly from (2.6) because
1
TAT (0, T sv) = s 1

TsA(0, T sv).

6.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. Our argument closely follows that of Theorem 2.16
in [ADH17b]. We need an auxiliary lemma first.

Lemma 6.1. For all w ∈ C◦ and all ǫ > 0 there are v−, v+ ∈ C◦ and δ > 0 such
that |v± − w| ≤ ǫ and the following estimates hold with probability 1:

(6.3) lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

w′∈B(Tw,Tδ)

A(0, w′) ≤ Λ(v−) + ǫ,

(6.4) lim inf
T→∞

1

T
inf

w′∈B(Tw,Tδ)
A(0, w′) ≥ Λ(v+)− ǫ.
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Proof. We will first establish (6.3).
We will take ǫ′ > 0 (to be specified later) satisfying ǫ′ ≤ ǫ. Take δ > 0, v− ∈ C◦

and C− ⊂ C be such that C− is a cone properly contained in C (see our definition of
proper containment just before (A5)) such that B(w, δ) ⊂ v−+C− and |w−v−| < ǫ′.
Note that this implies that B(Rw,Rδ) ⊂ rv− + C− for all r and R satisfying
0 < r ≤ R.

Due to (2.7) of condition (A5), ergodicity with respect to θ∗, and skew-invariance
condition (A2), we obtain that with probability one there exists an increasing se-
quence (nk)k∈N such that nk → ∞ as k → ∞, nk+1/nk → 1 as k → ∞, and

(6.5) A(nkv
−, w′) ≤ κ|w′ − nkv

−|, ∀w′ ∈ nkv
− + C−.

Additionally, almost surely 1
TA(0, T v−) → Λ(v−) as T → ∞. Let us now con-

sider ω satisfying these two conditions.
By concatenating paths from 0 to v− and from v− to w′, we deduce from (6.5)

that for all k ∈ N and all w′ ∈ nkv
− + C−,

(6.6) A(0, w′) ≤ A(0, nkv
−) +A(nkv

−, w′) ≤ A(0, nkv
−) + κ|w′ − nkv

−|.
For T > 0 sufficiently large, let k(T ) be such that

nk(T ) ≤ T ≤ nk(T )+1.

For all w′ ∈ B(Tw, T δ) ∩ C, (6.6) and |w′ − Tw| < Tδ imply

A(0, w′) ≤ A(0, nk(T )v
−) + κ(|Tw − nk(T )v

−|+ Tδ).

Since nk(T )/T → 1 as T → ∞ and |w − v−| < ǫ′, the right-hand side of this
inequality is bounded above for sufficiently large T by

A(0, nk(T )v
−) + κ(2T ǫ′ + Tδ).

Taking ǫ′ < ǫ/(4κ) and δ < ǫ/2, we obtain

sup
w′∈B(Tw,Tδ)

A(0, w′) ≤ A(0, nk(T )v
−) + T ǫ.

Dividing by T and taking T → ∞ establishes (6.3) on an event of full probability.
The argument for the claim (6.4) is almost identical to the preceding argument

but using (2.8) in place of (2.7), so we will only give a sketch of the proof. Choose
ǫ′′ ≤ ǫ and v+ ∈ w + C′ satisfying |v+ − w| < ǫ′′. Let δ′ > 0 and C+ be a cone
properly contained in C such that B(w, δ) ⊂ v+ − C+. Almost surely there is an
increasing sequence nk → ∞ satisfying nk+1/nk → 1 and such that

A(w′, nkv
+) ≤ κ|w′ − nkv

+|, ∀w′ ∈ nk − C+.

If k = k(T ) is such that nk(T ) ≤ T ≤ nk(T )+1, then for all w′ ∈ B(Tw, T δ),

A(0, nkv
+) ≤ A(0, w′) +A(w′, nkv

+) ≤ A(0, w′) + κ(|nkv+ − Tw|+ Tδ)

≤ A(0, w′) + T ǫ

for ǫ′′ and δ sufficiently small. We can then conclude that (6.4) holds on a full
measure set by dividing by T and taking T → ∞. �

Proof of Theorem 2.2. First note that (2.7) implies Λ(v) > −∞ for all v ∈ C◦.
Indeed, if C′ is a cone properly contained in C that contains v, then

Λ(v) = |v| lim
T→∞

AT (v)

|v|T ≥ −|v| sup
x∈C′, |x|>1

|A(0, x)|
|x| > −|v|κ > −∞
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with positive probability. Since Λ(v) is nonrandom, we have Λ(v) > −∞.
For every w ∈ C◦ and ǫ > 0, let v−(w, ǫ), v+(w, ǫ) ∈ C◦ and δ(w, ǫ) be such that

the conclusions of Lemma 6.1 hold.
Since

⋃

w∈C B(w, δ(w, ǫ)) is an open cover of C◦, for every ǫ > 0, there is a

countable set of tuples (wk(ǫ), v
−
k (ǫ), v

+
k (ǫ), δk(ǫ)) indexed by k ∈ N such that the

conclusions of Lemma 6.1 hold for each tuple and such that
⋃

k∈N
B(wk(ǫ), δk(ǫ)) is

an open cover of C◦.
Define the event Ω(k, ǫ) as

Ω(k, ǫ) =
{

ω : (6.3) and (6.4) hold for (wk(ǫ), v
−
k (ǫ), v

+
k (ǫ), δk(ǫ))

}

Finally, define the event

Ω0 =
⋂

m∈N

⋂

k∈N

Ω(k,m−1).

By Lemma 6.1, P(Ω0) = 1. We will prove that (2.9) holds for all ω ∈ Ω0.
Suppose ω ∈ Ω0, let ǫ > 0, and let K be a compact subset of C◦. Let m ∈ N be

such that m−1 < ǫ and such that if |v − w| < m−1 and w ∈ K, then

(6.7) |Λ(v)− Λ(w)| < ǫ.

By compactness of K, we can find indices i1, . . . , ik such that

K ⊂
k
⋃

ℓ=1

B(wiℓ (m
−1),m−1).

If w ∈ B(wiℓ(m
−1),m−1) for some ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k}, then

1

T
AT (w)− Λ(w) ≤ 1

T
(AT (w)− Λ(v−iℓ (m

−1))) + |Λ(v−iℓ (m
−1))− Λ(w)|.

Applying (6.3) and (6.7), we obtain

lim sup
n→∞

sup
w∈B(wiℓ

(m−1),m−1)

[ 1

T
AT (w) − Λ(w)

]

≤ 2ǫ.

The above holds for all ǫ > 0 and all ℓ = 1, . . . , k. Therefore,

lim sup
T→∞

sup
w∈K

(
1

T
AT (w) − Λ(w)) ≤ 0.

The reverse inequality can be proven similarly using (6.4), and (2.9) follows. �

6.3. Proof of Theorem 2.3. Fix ǫ > 0 and a compact set K ⊂ C◦. The set
K ′ := ((1 + ǫ)EΛ) ∩K is a compact subset of C◦. Thus, Theorem 2.2 implies that
if ω ∈ Ω0, then

(6.8) lim
T→∞

∆T = 0,

where

∆T = sup
w∈K′

|Λ(w)− 1

T
A(0, Tw)|.

If v ∈ ((1 − ǫ)EΛ) ∩K, then Λ(v) ≤ 1− ǫ due to 1-homogeneity of Λ. Therefore,

1

T
A(0, T v) ≤ Λ(v) + ∆T ≤ 1− ǫ+∆T ,
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If ∆T < ǫ then v ∈ 1
T Eω(T ). Additionally, if v ∈ 1

T Eω(T ) ∩K, then

Λ(v) ≤ 1

T
A(0, T v) + ∆T ≤ 1 + ∆T ,

implying that v ∈ K ′ if ∆T ≤ ǫ. Therefore, (6.8) implies that there is T0 > 0 such
that the inclusion (2.10) (with N = EΛ) holds and thus Theorem 2.3 is established.

To prove the claim made in Remark 3, we note that if C = Rd and Λ(v) > 0 for
all v 6= 0, then EΛ is compact and contained in C◦. Thus, (2.12) follows from (2.11)
since we can take K = (1 + ǫ)EΛ in the definition of local convergence.

6.4. Proof of Lemma 2.1. Differentiability of f relatively to H means that there
is a vector F ∈ H such that

(6.9) f(w) = f(v) + 〈F,w − v〉+ o(|w − v|), H(δ) ∋ w → v.

We let ei be the basis vector in Rd with 1 in the ith coordinate and 0 elsewhere.
Let h1, . . . , hd−1 be an orthonormal basis for H and let H be the linear map satis-
fying Hei = hi for i = 1, . . . , d− 1 and Hed = v. Since v /∈ H, H is invertible. Note
that since u = HH−1u, the vector H−1u is the representation of u in the basis
given by (h1, . . . , hd−1, v).

Define the map

s(w) =
1

〈ed,H−1w〉 , w ∈ Rd \ {0}.

We claim that s(w)w ∈ v +H for all w ∈ Rd \ {0}. We have u ∈ H if and only if
〈ed,H−1u〉 = 0, because

u = HH−1u =

d−1
∑

i=1

〈ei,H−1u〉hi + 〈ed,H−1u〉v.

Since H−1v = ed, the claim s(w)w ∈ v +H follows from

〈ed,H−1(s(w)w − v)〉 = 1

〈ed,H−1w〉 〈ed,H
−1w〉 − 〈ed,H−1v〉 = 0.

We must show that f(w) − f(v) is o(|w − v|)-close to a linear map, as w → v.
Define I1 and I2 in the following way:

f(w)− f(v) = (f(w) − f(s(w)w)) + (f(s(w)w) − f(v)) = I1 + I2.

Using differentiability of s, the fact that s(v) = 1, and continuity of f , we obtain

I1 = f(w)(1 − s(w)) = −f(w)〈∇s(v), w − v〉+ o(|w − v|)
= −f(v)〈∇s(v), w − v〉+ o(|w − v|).

Additionally, since s(w)w − v ∈ H, we can use (6.9) to write

I2 = 〈F, s(w)w − v〉+ o(|s(w)w − v|).
We have s(w)w−v = (s(w)−1)w+w−v, so o(|s(w)w−v|) = o(|w−v|). Therefore,

I2 = 〈F, s(w)w − v〉+ o(|w − v|)
= 〈F,w − v〉+ (s(w) − 1)〈F,w〉 + o(|w − v|)
= 〈F,w − v〉+ 〈∇s(v), w − v〉〈F, v〉 + o(|w − v|).

In sum,

f(w)− f(v) = −f(v)〈∇s(v), w− v〉+ 〈F,w− v〉+ 〈∇s(v), w− v〉〈F, v〉+ o(|w− v|).
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Hence, f is differentiable at v with gradient given by (〈F, v〉 − f(v))∇s(v) + F .

6.5. Proof of Lemma 2.2. In the below we continue to fix v ∈ C◦, δ > 0 and
define H(δ) = (v + H) ∩ C◦ ∩ B(v, δ). For a function f : H(δ) → R we define the
subdifferential to be

∂∨Hf(x) = {ξ ∈ H : ∀y ∈ H, f(y)− f(x) ≥ 〈ξ, y − x〉}.
If f is convex, then ∂∨Hf(x) is nonempty. A convex function is differentiable on
v +H at v if and only if ∂∨Hf(v) is a one-point set. Let G ⊂ H ∪ {∞} denote the
set of limit points of the sequence (ξn)n∈N and let ξ∗ ∈ G be a limit point of some
subsequence (ξnk

)k∈N. First we rule out the case ξ∗ = ∞. If ξnk
→ ∞ we may,

by taking a further subsequence, assume that ξnk
/|ξnk

| converges to some vector
ξ∗∞. Take a vector w ∈ D such that 〈ξ∗∞, w − v〉 < 0. Then, 〈ξnk

/|ξnk
|, v − w〉 > 0

for sufficiently large k and by (2.22) and (2.21), |ξnk
|〈ξnk

/|ξnk
|, v − w〉 is bounded

above. It follows that the sequence (|ξn|)n∈N is bounded.
Taking k → ∞ in the inequality

fnk
(w)− fnk

(v) ≤ 〈ξnk
, w − v〉+ h(w),

we obtain

(6.10) f(w) − f(v) ≤ 〈ξ∗, w − v〉+ h(w)

for all w ∈ D, Let p ∈ ∂∨f(v). Then, the inequality

f(w)− f(v) ≥ 〈p, w − v〉
along with (6.10) implies

(6.11) 0 ≤ 〈ξ∗ − p, w − v〉+ h(w)

for all w ∈ D. Let ζ ∈ H satisfy |ζ| = 1. Since D is dense in H(δ), there is a
sequence (wm(ζ))m∈N in D converging to v such that

lim
m→∞

wm(ζ)− v

|wm(ζ)− v| = ζ.

Inequality (6.11) then implies

0 ≤ 〈ξ∗ − p, ζ〉.
Repeating this procedure with −ζ gives us

0 = 〈ξ∗ − p, ζ〉.
Since the above holds for all ζ ∈ H satisfying |ζ| = 1, we have ξ∗ = p. But ξ∗ ∈ G
and p ∈ ∂∨f(v) were arbitrary, and so, in fact, limn→∞ ξn is well-defined and

G = ∂∨f(v) =
{

lim
n→∞

ξn
}

.

Hence, f is differentiable at v with derivative equal to limn→∞ ξn.

7. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Theorem 3.1 will follow once we prove that the action and minimal action de-
scribed in Section 3.1 satisfy the conditions outlined in Section 2.

Conditions (A1) — (A4) are checked in Section 7.1. Conditions (B1)–(B2) and
Part 2 of Remark 9 are checked in Section 7.2. Condition (A5) is checked in
Section 7.3. Proofs of some auxiliary results are given in Section 8.
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7.1. Conditions (A1) — (A4). The map A : Ω× S → R defined in (3.1) is mea-
surable due to measurability of g. A stronger (strictly additive) version of the sub-
additivity condition (A1) follows due to additivity of integrals. The skew invariance
condition (A2) is implied by assumption (C1) and the fact that d

dt(θ
zγ)s = θz γ̇s.

The following lemma verifies the measurability of the minimal action required
in condition (A3) as well as the existence of a measurable selection of minimizer
required in condition (A4). See Section 7.4 for the proof.

Proposition 7.1. (1) There is a measurable mapping γ∗ from Rd×Rd×Ω to
S such that γ∗(x, y, ω) ∈ Sx,y,∗ and

(7.1) A(γ∗(x, y, ω)) = Aω(x, y)

for all (x, y, ω). Additionally, γ∗ can be chosen so that

(7.2) gγ∗
s (x,y)

(γ̇∗s (x, y), γ̇
∗
s (x, y)) = 1, s ∈ [0, t].

(2) A : Ω× Rd × Rd → R ∪ {∞} is jointly measurable.

The requirement (2.4) of assumption (A4) follows from

E sup
s∈[0,1]

|A(0, sx)| ≤ E sup
s∈[0,1]

∫ s

0

√

gux(x, x)du

≤ |x|
∫ 1

0

E‖gux‖1/2du = |x|E‖g0‖1/2 <∞.

7.2. Conditions (B1)–(B2). Condition (B1) is implied by Lemma 3.1 and (C2).
We now verify (B2). We fix v ∈ Rd \ {0} (and H) and, for δ > 0, define H(δ)

according to (2.13).
We letGw be the Riemannian metric defined byGwx (p, p) = gw,vx (Ξv→wp,Ξv→wp).

In particluar,

(7.3) Gvx = gx, x ∈ Rd.

The transformed action in (3.5) can be rewritten as

(7.4) B(w, v, γ) =

∫ t

0

√

Gwγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds.

Recall that Y is the random function given in condition (C2). We postpone the
proof of the following lemma until Section 8.

Lemma 7.1. For each v 6= 0, there is c, C > 0 (depending on v) such that with
probability one, for all i = 1, . . . , d, x ∈ Rd, and w ∈ H(δ) (where δ is defined in
(C2)i),

‖Gwx ‖+ ‖∂wiG
w
x ‖+ ‖∂wjwiG

w
x ‖ ≤ CY (x),(7.5)

and, for all p ∈ Rd,

(7.6) Gwx (p, p) ≥ c|p|2.
Proposition 7.1 implies that there is t > 0 and a path γT = γT (v) ∈ S0,Tv,t such

that

(7.7) B(v, v, γT (v)) = BT (v)
and

(7.8) GvγT
s (v)(γ̇

T
s (v), γ̇

T
s (v)) = 1, ∀s ∈ [0, t],
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where t = AT (v). We note that

∂wiB(w, v, γT ) =
1

2

∫ t

0

∂wiG
w
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

√

Gw
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

ds(7.9)

and

(7.10) ∂wj∂wiB(w, v, γT ) =
1

2

∫ t

0

∂wjwiG
w
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

√

Gw
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

ds

− 1

4

∫ t

0

∂wjG
w
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )∂wiG

w
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

GwγT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )

3/2
ds

for i, j = 1, . . . , d.
First we use (7.9) to derive 〈∇B(v, v, γT (v)), w〉 for w ∈ Rd, which will imply the

formula in (3.6) once Theorem 3.1 is established. Recall the definition hix(p; v) =

∂wig
w,v
x (p, p)

∣

∣

∣

w=v
from Section 3.1.

Lemma 7.2. For v, w ∈ Rd and x ∈ Rd,

(7.11) 〈∇B(v, v, γ∗), w〉 =
∫ t

0

[1

2

d
∑

i=1

hiγ∗
s
(γ̇∗s ; v)wi +

〈v, γ̇∗s 〉
|v|2 gγ∗

s
(w, γ̇∗s )

]

ds,

where γ∗ := γ∗(0, x) ∈ S0,y,t.

Proof. Note that (7.9) and (7.2) imply

(7.12) ∂wiB(v, v, γ∗) =
1

2

∫ t

0

∂wiG
v
γ∗
s
(γ̇∗s , γ̇

∗
s )ds.

Also,

(7.13) ∂wiΞv→wp =
〈v, p〉
|v|2 ei,

where ei ∈ Rd is the vector with 0 in all coordinates j 6= i and 1 in coordinate i.
Thus,

∂wiG
w
x (p, p) = ∂wi(g

w,v
x (Ξv→wp,Ξv→wp)

= (∂wig
w,v
x )(Ξv→wp,Ξv→wp) + 2gw,vx

( 〈v, p〉
|v|2 ei, p

)

.

The formula (7.12), the identity Ξv→v = I, and the above imply that

〈∇B(v, v, γ∗), w〉 =
∫ t

0

[1

2

d
∑

i=1

hiγ∗
s
(γ̇∗s ; v)wi +

d
∑

i=1

〈v, γ̇∗s 〉
|v|2 gγ∗

s
(ei, γ̇

∗
s )wi

]

ds

=

∫ t

0

[1

2

d
∑

i=1

hiγ∗
s
(γ̇∗s ; v)wi +

〈v, γ̇∗s 〉
|v|2 gγ∗

s
(w, γ̇∗s )

]

ds

completing the proof. �

For a measurable set S ⊂ Rd and a path γ let τS(γ) =
∫ t

0
1γs∈Sds. For k ∈ Zd,

let

(7.14) Ik = k + [0, 1)d.
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We will also need the Euclidean length of the path γ ∈ S∗,∗,t defined as

(7.15) Θ(γ) =

∫ t

0

|γ̇s|ds.

The following lemma is an application of the theory of greedy lattice animals
(see, e.g., [CGGK93]) to bounding actions of continuous paths. Its proof can be
found in Section 8.

Lemma 7.3. Let Z be a random function that satisfies the conditions of (C2)ii for
some β > 2d. Let (Xk)k∈Zd be a collection satisfying the following conditions:

(1) X is stationary with respect to lattice shifts, meaning for every a ∈ Zd,
(Xx+a)x∈Zd is equal in distribution to (Xx)x∈Zd .

(2) X has finite range dependence on the lattice.
(3) E[|X0|β ] <∞ for some β > 2d.

Let

ΓX := {γ ∈ S0,∗,∗ : ∀k ∈ Zd, τIk(γ) ≤ Xk}.
Then, with probability one,

(7.16) sup
γ∈ΓX

∫ t(γ)

0 Z(γs)ds

Θ(γ) + 1
<∞.

Using Lemma 7.3 we can now prove the following proposition, which verifies (B2)
since ‖∇2

HB‖ ≤ ‖∇2B‖.

Lemma 7.4. For δ given by Lemma 7.1, with probability one,

lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

w∈H(δ)

‖∇2B(w, v, γT )‖ <∞.

Proof. In this proof, the notation C refers to a nonrandom positive number that
may change line by line. By Lemma 7.1 and (7.10), for all w ∈ H(δ) we have

‖∇2B(w, v, γT )‖ ≤ C

∫ t

0

|γ̇Ts |2Y (γTs )

|γ̇Ts |
ds+ C

∫ t

0

|γ̇Ts |4Y 2(γTs )

|γ̇Ts |3
ds

≤ C sup
s∈[0,t]

|γ̇Ts |
∫ t

0

|max(Y (γTs ), 1)|2ds.

Since (7.8) holds and Gv is uniformly positive definite, |γ̇Ts | ≤ c−1GvγT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s ) =

c−1 for all s ∈ [0, t]. Thus, there is C > 0 such that for all T > 0,

(7.17) ∇2B(w, v, γT ) ≤ C

∫ t

0

max(Y (γTs ), 1)
2ds.

We will now bound
∫ t

0
max(Y (γTs ), 1)

2ds using Lemma 7.3. Clearly since Y

follows (C2)ii with β > 4d, max(Y (γTs ), 1)
2 will obey (C2)ii with β > 2d. The

collection (Xk)k∈Zd in Lemma 7.3 can be chosen to be

(7.18) Xk = C sup
z∈Ik

|Y (z)|1/2
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for a sufficiently large constant C. Since γT is a geodesic with unit speed, we have
for all k ∈ Zd,

τIk (γ
T ) =

∫ t

0

1γT
s ∈Ikds(7.19)

=

∫ t

0

1γT
s ∈Ik

√

Gv
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )ds

≤ Xk

if C in (7.18) is sufficiently large. Indeed, if we let sk and rk be, respectively, the
first and last times s such that γTs ∈ Ik, then

∫ rk

sk

√

Gv
γT
s
(γ̇Ts , γ̇

T
s )ds = inf

γ:γT
sk

→γT
rk

∫ t

0

√

Gvγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds.

The right-hand side is bounded above by supx,y∈Ik |x− y| supz∈Ik ‖Gvz‖1/2 because

the path γ that is linear between γTsk and γTtk is admissible. We can then conclude
by Lemma 7.1 that (7.19) holds with Xk defined in (7.18) for some C.

Inequality (7.19) implies that γT is in the set ΓX defined in Lemma 7.3. So,
Lemma 7.3 implies that

(7.20) sup
T>0

∫ t

0 |max(Y (γTs ), 1)|2ds
Θ(γT ) + 1

<∞.

Because sups∈[0,t] |γ̇Ts | ≤ c−1,

(7.21) Θ(γT ) =

∫ t

0

|γ̇Ts |ds ≤ c−1t = c−1A(γT ) = c−1AT (v).

Since A(0, x) ≤
∫ 1

0

√

gsx(x, x)ds ≤ |x|
∫ 1

0 ‖gsx‖1/2ds, ergodicity of g with respect

to spatial shifts implies that lim supT→∞
AT (v)
T <∞ with probability one. Thus,

(7.22) lim sup
T→∞

Θ(γT )

T
<∞

with probability one. Displays (7.22), (7.20), and (7.17) imply Lemma 7.4. �

7.3. Condition (A5). Since A(0, x) = A(x, 0) for all x ∈ Rd and all ω ∈ Ω, it
suffices to prove (2.7). The latter is implied by the following lemma:

Lemma 7.5. With probability one,

(7.23) sup
x∈Rd

A(0, x)

|x|+ 1
<∞.

Proof. We will apply Proposition 8.1. For x ∈ Rd let γx ∈ S0,x,|x| denote the

path γxs = sx
|x| . Let K(x) denote those k ∈ Zd such that γx ∩ Ik 6= ∅. Define Xk =

supz∈Ik |Y (z)|1/2. The collection (Xk)k∈Zd satisfies the conditions of Proposition 8.1
due to (C2)ii. Then,

A(0, x) ≤
∫ |x|

0

√

gγx
s
(γ̇xs , γ̇

x
s )ds ≤

∫ |x|

0

‖g sx
|x|

‖1/2ds

≤
∑

k∈K(x)

∫ |x|

0

Xk1 sx
|x|

∈Ikds ≤
√
d

∑

k∈K(x)

Xk.
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In the last line we use the fact that
∫ |x|

0
1 sx

|x|
∈Ikds ≤

√
d for all x ∈ Rd and k ∈ Zd.

Also, there is C > 0 such that for all x ∈ Rd, |K(x)| ≤ C|x| + C, where |K(x)|
denote the number of elements in the finite set K(x). Thus,

sup
x∈Rd

A(0, x)

|x| + 1
≤ sup

x∈Rd

C
√
d

|K(x)|
∑

k∈K(x)

Xk.

Note also that K(x) is a ∗-connected set as defined in Section 8. Proposition 8.1
implies that the right-hand side of the above is finite with probability one, and so
our proof of Lemma 7.5 is complete. �

7.4. Proof of Proposition 7.1. We will appeal to an abstract measurable selec-
tion lemma, which we first state below. See Section 8 for its proof. Recall if Y is a
Banach space then the weak topology on Y refers to the topology induced by maps
f : Y → R in the dual space Y ∗. A ball B in a Banach space Y refers to a set of
the form {y ∈ Y : ‖y − y0‖Y < r} for y0 ∈ Y and r > 0. The notation B refers to
the closure of the ball.

Lemma 7.6. Let (X,F) be a measurable space and (Y, ‖·‖Y ) be a separable Banach
space. Suppose F : X × Y → R ∪ {∞} satisfies the following.

(1) For every x ∈ X and R ∈ R the set F−1(x;R) := {y ∈ Y : F (x, y) ≤ R}
is weakly compact and, additionally, the set {y ∈ Y : F (x, y) < ∞} is
non-empty.

(2) There is a countable subset G ⊂ X such that for all balls B ⊂ Y , x ∈ X,
R <∞, and ǫ > 0 there is x′ = x′(B, x,R, ǫ) ∈ G such that

|F (x, y)− F (x′, y)| < ǫ

for all y ∈ B satisfying either F (x, y) ≤ R or F (x′, y) ≤ R.
(3) For every y ∈ Y the map x 7→ F (x, y) is measurable.

Then, there is a measurable function f : (X,F) → (Y, ‖ · ‖) satisfying
(7.24) F (x, f(x)) = inf

y∈Y
F (x, y)

for all x ∈ X.

Proof of Proposition 7.1. Let X0 be the space of those g ∈ C2
loc(R

d;Md
+) that

satisfy gx(p, p) ≥ λ|p|2 for all x, p ∈ Rd. We will apply Lemma 7.6 with X =
Rd × Rd × X0 and Y = {h ∈ L1([0, 1];Rd) :

∫

h = 0} (equipped with the L1

norm). Given (x, y) ∈ Rd ×Rd and h ∈ Y we let γ = γ[x, y, h] ∈ Sx,y,1 be given by
γs = (1−s)x+sy+

∫ s

0
h(r)dr. Note that the map (x, y, h) 7→ γ[x, y, h] is continuous

and γ̇s[x, y, h] = y − x+ hs.
Let us define the “energy functional” F : X × Y → R ∪ {∞} by

F (x, y, g, h) =

∫ 1

0

gγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds,

where γ = γ[x, y, h].
We claim that to prove part (1) of Proposition 7.1, it suffices to prove the exis-

tence of a measurable selection f : X → Y satisfying

(7.25) F (x, y, g, f(x, y, g)) = inf
h∈Y

F (x, y, g, h).
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To see this, we first let γ̃ denote the mapping (x, y, g) 7→ γ[x, y, f(x, y, g)], which
is also measurable if f is. Suppose (x, y, g) ∈ X . By Lemma 2.3 in Chapter 9 of

[dC92], the energy minimizing path γ̃ = γ̃(x, y, g) has constant speed: gγ̃( ˙̃γ, ˙̃γ) ≡ c
for some c > 0, and the path γ∗ = γ∗(x, y, g) ∈ S defined by γ∗s = γ̃c−1/2s minimizes

∫ t

0

gψs(ψ̇s, ψ̇s)ds, t > 0, ψ ∈ Sx,y,t.

Additionally, γ∗ has unit Riemannian speed: gγ∗(γ̇∗, γ̇∗) ≡ 1. Due to measurability
of the map ω 7→ g·,ω and measurability of the reparametrization operation γ̃ 7→ γ∗,
the mapping (x, y, ω) 7→ γ∗(x, y, ω) is measurable and satisfies (7.1). This proves
our claim that it suffices to find f satisfying (7.25).

To prove existence of a measurable selection f : X → Y satisfying (7.25),we will
use Lemma 7.6.

First we verify condition (1) of Lemma 7.6. Because the map p 7→ gx(p, p)
is convex and nonnegative, Corollary 3.24 of [Dac07] implies that the map γ 7→
∫ 1

0 gγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds is weakly lower semicontinuous in W 1,1([0, 1];Rd). Additionally, by

condition (C3), the set {h ∈ Y : F (x, y, g, h) ≤ R} is bounded in L2 norm and thus
is contained in a weakly compact set. It follows that {h ∈ Y : F (x, y, g, h) ≤ R} is
weakly compact for every R > 0.

The set {h ∈ Y : F (x, y, g, h) < ∞} is nonempty since it contains the function
h ≡ 0. This completes the proof of part (1).

Now we establish condition 2 of Lemma 7.6. Since the space X0 is separable, we
can find a countable subset G0 satisfying

(7.26) inf
g∈G0

sup
x∈K

‖g′ − g‖C2,x = 0

for all g′ ∈ X0 and all compact sets K ⊂ Rd. Then, let the set G in Lemma 7.6 be
Qd ×Qd × G0.

Fix (x, y) ∈ Rd × Rd, g ∈ X0, and B an open ball in the Banach space Y .
There is a constant C depending on x, y,B such that for all h ∈ B, Θ(γ[x, y, h]) ≤
|x− y|+ ‖h‖L1 ≤ C. So, there is a compact set K(x, y,B) ⊂ Rd such that

(7.27) γs[x, y, h] ∈ K(x, y,B), ∀h ∈ B, ∀s ∈ [0, 1].

Also, (C3) implies that for all (x, y, g) ∈ X and h ∈ Y ,

(7.28) ‖h‖L2 ≤ |x− y|+ ‖γ̇‖L2 ≤ |x− y|+ λ−1/2F (x, y, g, h)1/2.

In the below computation we let h ∈ B, (x, y, g), (x′, y′, g′) ∈ X , γ = γ[x, y, h]
and γ′ = γ[x′, y′, h]. Then,

|F (x′, y′, g′,h)− F (x, y, g, h)| ≤
∫ 1

0

|g′γ′
s
(γ̇′s, γ̇

′
s)− gγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)|ds

≤
∫ 1

0

|g′γ′
s
(γ̇′s − γ̇s, γ̇

′
s)|+ |g′γ′

s
(γ̇s, γ̇

′
s − γ̇s)|+ |(g′γ′

s
− gγs)(γ̇s, γ̇s)|ds.(7.29)

Let R < ∞ and suppose either F (x′, y′, g′, h) ≤ R or F (x, y, g, h) ≤ R. By (7.28),
‖h‖L2 ≤ max(|x − y|, |x′ − y′|) + λ−1/2R1/2 and so ‖γ̇‖L2 and ‖γ̇′‖L2 are both
bounded by a := 2max(|x − y|, |x′ − y′|) + λ−1/2R1/2.
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Note that γ̇′s− γ̇s = (x−x′)+ (y′− y). We can bound the first and second terms
in the right-hand side of (7.29) by

sup
s∈[0,1]

‖g′γ′
s
‖‖γ̇′ − γ̇‖L2 max(‖γ̇′‖L2, ‖γ̇‖L2) ≤ a(|x− x′|+ |y − y′|) sup

x∈K
‖g′x‖,

where K is defined as the union of K(x, y,B) and K(x′, y′, B) from (7.27).
We can bound the third term of (7.29) by

sup
s∈[0,1]

‖g′γ′
s
− gγs‖‖γ̇‖2L2 ≤

(

sup
x∈K

‖g′x − gx‖+ sup
x∈K

‖g‖C1,x‖γ̇′ − γ̇‖L∞

)

‖γ̇‖2L2

≤ a2
(

sup
x∈K

‖g′x − gx‖+ sup
x∈K

‖g‖C1,x(|x− x′|+ |y − y′|)
)

.

Fix now R > 0, x, y ∈ Rd, an open ball B ⊂ Y, and ǫ > 0. By choosing x′, y′ ∈ Qd

sufficiently close to x and y, respectively, and g′ ∈ G0 such that supx∈K ‖g′−g‖C2,x

is sufficiently small, we can guarantee that (7.29) is less than ǫ for all y ∈ B satis-
fying either F (x′, y′, g′, h) ≤ R or F (x, y, g, h) ≤ R. This implies 2 of Lemma 7.6.

Condition 3 is satisfied because the mapping (x, y, g) 7→
∫ 1

0
gγs(γ̇s, γ̇s)ds is con-

tinuous for every γ ∈ Sx,y,1 and so the proof is complete. �

8. Proofs of Lemmas from Section 7

Proof of Lemma 7.1. For every i, j = 1, . . . , d, and y ∈ Rd

(8.1) ∂wiΞv→wy =
〈v, y〉
|v|2 ei, ∂wi,wjΞv→wy = 0.

In particular, ‖∂wiΞv→w‖ and ‖∂wi,wjΞv→w‖ are bounded by some constant de-
pending only on v. Additionally, ‖Ξv→w‖ itself is bounded uniformly for w in a
neighborhood of v.

Using the product rule for matrices, we can derive

‖∂wiG
w
x ‖ ≤ 2‖Ξv→w‖‖∂wiΞv→w‖‖gw,vx ‖+ ‖Ξv→w‖2‖∂wig

w,v
x ‖

≤ C3 max(‖gw,vx ‖, ‖∂wig
w,v
x ‖)

≤ C4Y (x)(8.2)

for |w − v| ≤ δ for δ as in (C2)i. Similarly,

‖∂wjwiG
w
x ‖ ≤ C5 max(‖gw,vx ‖, ‖∂wig

w,v
x ‖, ‖∂wjwig

w,v
x ‖)

≤ C6Y (x).(8.3)

Displays (8.2) and (8.3) complete our proof of (7.5).
To see (7.6) simply note that gw,v itself is uniformly positive definite, and Ξv→w

is invertible for every w ∈ v +H by Lemma 3.1. So, for every w ∈ v +H there is
c(w) > 0 such that for all x, p ∈ Rd,

Gwx (p, p) = gw,vx (Ξv→wp,Ξv→wp) ≥ λ|Ξv→wp|2 ≥ λc(w)|p|2.

The constant c(w) can be chosen as the square of the smallest eigenvalue of Ξv→w.
Because the map w 7→ Ξv→w is continuous, there is a c > 0 such that Gwx (p, p) ≥ c|p|
for all x, p ∈ Rd and w ∈ v+H satisfying |v−w| ≤ 1, and so the lemma is proved. �



DIFFERENTIABILITY OF LIMIT SHAPES IN CONTINUOUS FPP 29

To prove Lemma 7.3 we use a greedy lattice animal estimate extending implied
by the results in [CGGK93] and [Mar02]. We can consider Zd as a graph where x
is connected to y whenever

max
i=1,...,d

|xi − yi| = 1.

We say that A ⊂ Zd is ∗-connected whenever it is a connected component of the
aforementioned graph. We let C(n) denote the set of all ∗-connected subsets of Zd

with n elements containing the origin.

Proposition 8.1. Let (Xk)k∈Zd be a collection of nonnegative random variables
obeying the following conditions:

(1) (Xk)k∈Zd is stationary with respect to lattice shifts, meaning for every a ∈
Zd, (Xk+a)k∈Zd is equal in distribution to (Xk)k∈Zd .

(2) (Xk)k∈Zd has finite range dependence on the lattice.

(3)
∫∞

0 (1− F (x))1/ddx <∞, where F is the cdf of X0.

Then,

(8.4) sup
n∈N

1

n
max
A∈C(n)

∑

k∈A

Xk <∞.

Remark 11. As remarked in [Mar02], if E|X0|β <∞ for some β > d, then condi-
tion 3 is satisfied:

∫∞

0
(1− F (x))1/ddx <∞.

Proof. We will use Theorem 1.1 in [Mar02]. There are two differences between our
setting and that of [Mar02]. First, in [Mar02], two nodes x, y ∈ Zd are connected
by an edge if

d
∑

i=1

|xi − yi| = 1.

We call B ⊂ Zd ℓ1-connected if it is connected with respect to this ℓ1 graph struc-
ture. We denote by C1(n) the set of all ℓ1-connected components of Zd containing
the origin of size n. If A is a ∗-connected subset of Zd of size n, then there is an
ℓ1-connected subset of Zd of size at most 2dn such that A ⊂ B. For instance, the
set B can be constructed by adding all ℓ1-nearest neighbors of elements in A. Since
Xk ≥ 0, this argument shows that

max
A∈C(n)

∑

k∈A

Xk ≤ max
A∈C1(2dn)

∑

k∈A

Xk,

so it suffices to prove (8.4) for the case where C(n) is replaced by C1(n) defined via
ℓ1-connectedness, the graph structure considered in [Mar02].

The second difference with Theorem 1.1 in [Mar02] is that in our case the random
variables (Xx)x∈Zd are not independent but rather have finite range of dependence.
However, we can reduce the problem to the i.i.d. case. Let K ∈ N be an upper
bound on the dependence range of (Xk)k∈Zd and let MK = [0,K)d ∩ Zd.

For k ∈MK , we can regard

Ek := k +KZd = {k +Kx : x ∈ Zd}
as a graph isomorphic to Zd with ℓ1 nearest neighbor edges. Additionally,

⋃

k∈MK

Ek = Zd.
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The i.i.d. family (Xx)x∈Ek
satisfies the requirements of [Mar02]. Let C1(n, k) denote

the set of ℓ1-connected subsets of Ek of size at most n containing k. We claim that
for each k ∈MK and A ⊂ C1(n) there exists a set Fk(A) ∈ C1(n, k) satisfying
(8.5) A ∩ Ek ⊂ Fk(A), ∀A ∈ C1(n).
If x ∈ Zd, then we can write x = k +Ky for some (unique) k ∈ MK and y ∈ Zd.
Let R(x) denote the set MK +Ky. Define the map Fk in the following way:

(8.6) Fk(A) = {x ∈ Ek : R(x) ∩ A 6= ∅}.
Now suppose A ∈ C1(n). The fact that

#{x ∈ Ek : R(x) ∩ A} ≤
∑

x∈Ek

|A ∩R(x)| = |A|

implies that |Fk(A)| ≤ n. Now let x, x′ ∈ Fk(A). Then, there are z ∈ A∩R(x) and
z′ ∈ A ∩ R(x′) and an ℓ1-conected path (w0, . . . , wm) in A connecting z to z′. If
w′
i ⊂ Ek for i = 1, . . . ,m are such that wi ∈ R(w′

i), then (w′
i)i is an ℓ1-connected

path in Ek and w′
i ∈ Fk(A) for each i. Additionally, w′

0 = x and w′
m = x′. It

follows that x and x′ are connected by a path (considered as a subset of the graph
Ek) in Fk(A) ∩ Ek and so the set Fk(A) is connected as a subset of Ek. Thus,
Fk(A) ∈ C1(n, k).

We have

max
A∈C1(n)

∑

x∈A

Xx = max
A∈C1(n)

∑

k∈MK

∑

x∈A∩Ek

Xx

≤ max
A∈C1(n)

∑

k∈MK

∑

x∈Fk(A)

Xx ≤
∑

k∈MK

max
B∈C1(n,k)

∑

x∈B

Xx.

Theorem 1.1 in [Mar02] directly implies that

sup
n∈N

1

n
max

B∈C1(n,k)

∑

x∈B

Xx <∞

for each k ∈MK and so Proposition 8.1 follows. �

Proof of Lemma 7.3. We will discretize our path and use Proposition 8.1. Let

Zk = sup
x∈Ik

Z(x),

χk =

{

1, ∃s s.t. γs ∈ Ik,

0, otherwise,

and χ(γ) = {k ∈ Zd : χk = 1} for γ ∈ S. If γ ∈ ΓX , then
∫ t

0

Z(γ)ds ≤
∑

k∈Zd

Zk

∫ t

0

1γs∈Ikds =
∑

k∈Zd

ZkτIk(γ)(8.7)

≤
∑

k∈Zd

ZkXkχk ≤
√

∑

k∈χ(γ)

Z2
k

∑

k∈χ(γ)

X2
k .

Also, the collections (Z2
k)k∈Zd and (X2

k)k∈Zd both satisfy the conditions of Propo-
sition 8.1. Also, note that by continuity of γ, χ(γ) is a ∗-connected set in Zd that
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contains the origin. In particular, χ(γ) ∈ C(|χ(γ)|). Proposition 8.1 implies that
almost surely

(8.8) sup
n∈N

max
S∈C(n)

1

n2

∑

k∈S

Z2
k

∑

k∈S

X2
k <∞

So, almost surely

(8.9) sup
γ∈S0,∗,∗

1

|χ(γ)|2
∑

k∈χ(γ)

Z2
k

∑

k∈χ(γ)

X2
k <∞.

Following the argument of Lemma 4.5 in [BD23a], one can show that there is C > 0
such that for all paths γ ∈ S0,∗,∗,

(8.10) |χ(γ)| ≤ CΘ(γ) + C.

The claim then follows by combining (8.7), (8.9), and (8.10). �

Proof of Lemma 7.6. First, note that the Eberlein–Šmulian theorem (see Theorem
13.1 in Chapter V of [Con10]) implies that weak compactness is equivalent to weak
sequential compactness in a Banach space. Thus, condition 1 of Lemma 7.6 implies
that F (x, ·) is weakly sequentially lower semicontinuous for all x ∈ X .

Consider the set-valued function

Ψ : X → P(Y )

x 7→ {y ∈ Y : F (x, y) = inf
y′∈Y

F (x, y′)},

where P(Y ) is the power set of Y . We will apply the Kuratowski–Ryll-Nardzewski
(KRL) Selection Theorem (see Theorem 18.13 in [AB06]). If the conditions of this
theorem are met, then there is a measurable map f : X → Y such that f(x) ∈ Ψ(x)
for all x ∈ X , which is equivalent to (7.24). First note that as a separable Banach
space Y is also a Polish space, one condition of the KRL theorem. We must
additionally verify that the map Ψ takes values in closed, nonempty sets and satisfies
a set valued measurability condition known as being weakly measurable.

First we verify that Ψ(x) is nonempty for all x ∈ X. Let I(x) = infy F (x, y) <∞.
Take a sequence (yn)n∈N such that F (x, yn) → I(x). The sequence (yn)n∈N has
a weakly convergent subsequence to a y∗ ∈ Y because the set {y : F (x, y) ≤
I(x) + 1} is weakly sequentially compact. Since F is weakly sequentially lower
semicontinuous, F (x, y∗) = I(x), and so in fact y∗ ∈ Ψ(x).

The fact that Ψ takes value in closed sets follows directly from weak sequential
lower semicontinuity of F . Indeed, if (yn)n∈N is a sequence such that yn ∈ Ψ(x)
and yn → y, then F (x, y) ≤ I(x), which implies y ∈ Ψ(x).

Now we prove that the map Ψ is weakly measurable. Weak measurability means
that for every open set U ⊂ Y, the set

UΨ−1 := {x ∈ X : Ψ(x) ∩ U 6= 0}
is measurable in X . Let A ⊂ P(Y ) denote a countable basis of open balls in Y .
For x ∈ G (where G is as in condition 2 of the lemma) and B ∈ A, define

Ix,B := inf{F (x, y) : y ∈ B}.
If Ix,B < ∞, then there exists a yx,B ∈ B satisfying F (x, yx,B) = Ix,B. Indeed,

B is convex and strongly closed and thus weakly closed. It follows that the set
{y′ ∈ B : F (x, y′) ≤ Ix,B + 1} is weakly compact and F (x, ·) is weakly lower
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semicontinuous, and so the existence of yx,B follows as soon as Ix,B < ∞. For
B ∈ A, let GB be those x ∈ G such that Ix,B <∞. For U ⊂ Y open, let AU denote

those sets B ∈ A such that B ⊂ U. We claim that

(8.11) UΨ−1 =
⋃

B∈AU

∞
⋂

k=1

⋃

x′∈GB

⋂

y′∈YG,A

C(k, yx′,B, y
′)

where

(8.12) C(k, y, y′) := {x ∈ X : F (x, y) ≤ F (x, y′) + 1/k}.
For every y ∈ Y the map x 7→ F (x, y) is measurable, and so C(k, y, y′) is measurable
for each k ∈ N and y, y′ ∈ Y. It follows that if (8.11) holds, then UΨ−1 is measurable,
and we can conclude that a measurable selection exists. We will now prove that
the equality (8.11) holds.

First we will prove the forward inclusion of (8.11). Let x be in UΨ−1 . By
definition there is y∗ ∈ U such that F (x, y∗) = I(x). Since U is open, we can find
B ∈ AU such that y∗ ∈ B. By condition 2, for all k ∈ N there exists xk ∈ G such
that for all y ∈ B satisfying either F (x, y) ≤ I(x) + 1 or F (xk, y) ≤ I(x) + 1,

(8.13) |F (xk, y)− F (x, y)| < 1

2k
.

Since F (x, y∗) = I(x), we must have F (xk, y
∗) ≤ I(x)+1/(2k) and so in particular

xk ∈ GB . Also, F (xk, yxk,B) ≤ I(x)+1/(2k) by minimality of yxk,B. So, (8.13) and
minimality conditions of yxk,B and y∗ imply

F (x, yxk,B) ≤ F (xk, yxk,B) +
1

2k

≤ F (xk, y
∗) +

1

2k

≤ F (x, y∗) +
1

k

≤ F (x, y′) +
1

k

for all y′ ∈ Y. We conclude that x is in the right-hand side of (8.11) because there
is B ∈ AU such that for all k ∈ N there is xk ∈ GB such that F (x, yxk,B) ≤
F (x, y′) + 1/k for all y′ ∈ YG,A. This implies the forward inclusion in (8.11). Note
that the sequence yk = yxk,B, k ∈ N, satisfies

(8.14) lim
k→∞

F (x, yk) = I(x).

Now suppose

x ∈
⋃

B∈AU

∞
⋂

k=1

⋃

x∈GB

⋂

y′∈YG,A

C(k, yx,B, y
′).

We wish to show that there exists a y∗ ∈ U such that F (x, y∗) = I(x). Let B ∈ AU

be such that for all k ∈ N, there is xk ∈ GB such that

(8.15) F (x, yxk,B) ≤ F (x, y′) + 1/k

for all y′ ∈ YG,A.
We first claim that there is y′ ∈ YG,A such that F (x, y′) <∞. Indeed, I(x) <∞

by assumption, and there is a sequence (yk)k∈N ⊂ YG,A satisfying (8.15) and so there
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exists such a y′ ∈ YG,A. Since x ∈ C(k, yxk,B, y
′), it follows that F (x, yxk,B) ≤ R

for all k ∈ N, where R := F (x, y′) + 1.
The set F−1(x;R) ∩B is weakly sequentially compact, and so there is a subse-

quence of (yxk,B)k∈N that weakly converges to some y∗ ∈ B ⊂ U. By lower semicon-
tinuity of F (x, ·) and (8.15), we have F (x, y∗) ≤ F (x, y′) for all y′ ∈ YG,A. Because
there exists a sequence (yk)k∈N in YG,A such that (8.14) holds, F (x, y∗) = I(x).
Since y∗ ∈ U is follows that x ∈ UΨ−1 . Thus, the reverse inclusion in (8.11) is
proven, and we may conclude that UΨ−1 is measurable for all open sets U ⊂ Y.

The conclusions of Kuratowski–Ryll-Nardzewski Selection Theorem are satisfied
and so we may conclude the existence of the measurable selection f and the lemma.

�

9. Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let u1, . . . , ud−1 be an orthogonal basis for the subspace H
orthogonal to v and define the change-of-basis matrix H =

[

u1 . . . ud−1 v
]

.

Since w − v ∈ H , w = v +
∑d−1

i=1 aiui for some scalars a1, . . . , ad−1. If x ∈ H,
then Ξv→wx = x, and so Ξv→w acts as the identity on H . Also, Ξv→wv = w. It
follows that in the basis {u1, . . . , ud−1, v} the matrix Ξv→w is

(9.1) M =















1 0 0 . . . a1
0 1 0 . . . a2
...

. . .
...

1 ad−1

0 . . . 0 1















.

The matrixM has determinant one, and since Ξv→w is similar toM , so does Ξv→w.
The above analysis implies additionally that Ξv→w is a nondegenerate linear map,

hence the induced map on S is bijective. Additionally, since Ξv→wTv = Tw for all
T > 0, Ξv→w restricted to S0,Tv,∗ is a bijective map from S0,Tv,∗ to S0,Tw,∗. �

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We will work out the details fully for Example 1 and give a
sketch for Example 2. Now take g to be the function described in Example 1. We
first check condition (C1). The transformations (θx∗ )x∈Rd defined in Section 3.2 are
ergodic by ergodicity of marked Poisson processes with respect to spatial shifts (see
[Kin93] or [DVJ03]). Now let r ∈ Rd. From the definition of θr∗ in this model:

gθrx,θr∗ω =

∫

ϕ(θrx− θry)N(dy, dϕ) + λI

=

∫

ϕ(x + r − y − r)N(dy, dϕ) + λI

= gx,ω,

and so condition (C1) is satisfied.
We now establish condition (C2). We set δ = 1. The fact that Ξ∗

v→w is measure
preserving for all w ∈ v + H follows from Lemma 3.1. By the uniform compact
support requirement, we can find R > 0 such that if |y| > R and |w − v| ≤ 1, then
Q{ϕ(Ξv→wy) = 0} = 1. Thus,

‖gw,vx ‖ ≤ λ+

∫

‖ϕ(Ξv→w(x− y))‖N(dy, dϕ) ≤ λ+

∫

‖ϕ‖C21|x−y|≤RN(dy, dϕ).
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Also, there is C1 > 0 such that for all w satisfying |w − v| ≤ 1,

‖∂wig
w,v
x ‖ ≤

∫

‖∂wiϕ(Ξw(x− y))‖N(dy, dϕ)

≤
∫

‖∇ϕ(Ξv→w(x− y))‖‖∂wiΞv→w‖|x− y|N(dy, dϕ)

≤ C1

∫

‖ϕ‖C21|x−y|≤RN(dy, dϕ).

Similarly, there is C2 > 0 such that for all w satisfying |w − v| ≤ 1,

‖∂wj∂wig
w,v
x ‖ ≤ C2

∫

‖ϕ‖C21|x−y|≤RN(dy, dϕ).

Let η be a smooth function whose support is contained by the ball centered at the
origin of radius 2R such that η(x) ≥ 1|x|≤R for all x ∈ Rd. For a sufficiently large
constant C random function Y defined by

(9.2) Y (x) = λ+ C

∫

‖ϕ‖C2η(x − y)N(dy, dϕ)

satisfies (3.4) and (C2)ii. Indeed, Y is stationary with respect to lattice shifts
by stationarity of Poisson points, verifying (a). In addition, Y has finite range
dependence due to the compact support of η, and so (b) follows. Now we verify the
moment condition in (c). If (ϕi)i∈N are and i.i.d. family with distribution Q, and
N(R) the number of Poisson points in a ball of radius 2R, then, for ℓ > 0 such that
Q‖ϕ1‖ℓ < ∞, the Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund inequality ([MZ37]) implies, for some
C,C′ > 0,

E

[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

|Y (x)|ℓ
]

≤ C + CE
[
∣

∣

∣

N(R)
∑

i=1

‖ϕi‖
∣

∣

∣

ℓ]

≤ C + C′E|N(R)|ℓ/2 <∞.

Because Example 1 assumes that Q‖ϕ1‖β <∞ for some β > 4d, the above display
implies (c) of Example 1 for the same N .

The uniform positive definite condition in (C3) is satisfied due to the λI factor
in (3.8).

This completes the proof in the case where g is as in Example 1.
Now take g as given in Example 2. The only meaningful difference to the pre-

ceding argument is in computing derivatives of gw,v and bounding them by an
appropriate field Y . We have

gw,vx = exp
(

∫

ϕ(Ξv→w(x− y))N(dy, dϕ)
)

.

Under Example 2, ‖ϕ‖C2 is bounded by a deterministic constant. We let η be
the smooth function used previously whose suppose contains the ball of radius 2R.
Then, it suffices to take

(9.3) Y (x) = exp
(

C

∫

η(x− y)N(dy, dϕ)
)

+ C

for a sufficiently large constant C. Specifically, there is a constant C > 0 such that

(9.4) ‖ exp
(

∫

ϕ(Ξv→w(x− y))N(dy, dϕ)
)

‖C2,x ≤ Y (x)
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holds The verification that (9.3) satisfies (C2)ii is similar to the argument for
(9.2). Indeed, log Y is of the same sum form as in (9.2), and so the stationarity
and finite range dependence conditions follow in the same manner. Additionally,
E| supx∈[0,1]d Y (x)|ℓ < ∞ for all ℓ > 0 by compact support of η and the fact that
Poisson random variables have finite moment of all orders.

Now we will sketch the argument for (9.4). For a path X(t) in matrix space,

d

dt
exp(X(t)) =

∫ 1

0

eαX(t) dX(t)

dt
e(1−α)X(t)dα

(see Theorem 2.19 in Chapter IX of [Kat66]). Also, for a matrix M , we have
‖eM‖ ≤ e‖M‖. It follows that

‖ d
dt
eX(t)‖ ≤ e‖X(t)‖‖ d

dt
X(t)‖.

The above formula and the fact almost surely ‖ϕ‖ ≤ C1 and ‖Ξv→w‖ ≤ C2 for

deterministic constants C1, C2 can be used to show that ∂wi exp
(

∫

ϕ(Ξv→w(x −
y))N(dy, dϕ)

)

and ∂wj∂wi exp
(

∫

ϕ(Ξv→w(x−y))N(dy, dϕ)
)

are bounded by (9.3)

for a sufficiently large deterministic constant C.
Finally, the relation

∫

ϕ(x− y)N(dy, dϕ) � 0 implies gx � I and so the uniform
positive definite condition in (C3) holds with λ = 1.

�

10. Proof of Theorem 4.1.

10.1. Checking conditions (A1) – (A5), (B1) – (B2). For r > 0, distinct x, y ∈
Rd and n ∈ N, and ω ∈ Ω we define Qr

x,y,n(ω) to be the set of paths γ ∈ Px,y,n
satisfying the following condition: for all i = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1, |γi+1 − γi| ≤ r, and
there are numbers k and i0, i1, . . . , ik such that

(i) 0 = i0 < i1 < . . . < ik = n;
(ii) γij ∈ ω for j = 1, . . . , k − 1;
(iii) γij 6= γim if j 6= m;
(iv) for each j = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1, and every i ∈ {ij, ij + 1, . . . , ij+1},

γi =
i− ij

ij+1 − ij
γij+1

+
ij+1 − i

ij+1 − ij
γ′ij .

We also use notation Qr
∗,∗,n(ω), Qr

∗,∗,∗(ω), etc., similarly to (4.1).

Lemma 10.1. There a set Ω′ ∈ F with P(Ω′) = 1, a number r > 0, and a jointly
measurable map

γ : Ω× Rd × Rd → P
(ω, x, y) 7→ γω(x, y)

such that for all ω ∈ Ω′ and x, y ∈ Rd, γω(x, y) ∈ Qr
x,y,∗(ω) and it is a geodesic

under ω.

We prove this lemma in Section 10.2.
To apply our general theorems to this model, we need to interpret the action as

a function of continuous paths from S. We will define Aω separately on broken line
paths and other paths. Namely, we set

Aω(ψ) = Aω(ψ0, ψ1, . . . ψn)
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if n ∈ N and ψ ∈ S∗,∗,n satisfies ψk+t = (1− t)ψk + tψk+1 for all k = 0, 1 . . . , n− 1
and t ∈ [0, 1]. If a path ψ ∈ S is not of this form, we set Aω(ψ) = +∞. There is a
natural bimeasurable bijection between discrete paths in P and finite action paths
in S. In particular, Lemma 10.1 automatically provides a measurable representation
of continuous optimal paths γ ∈ S: for x, y ∈ Rd and almost all ω ∈ Ω, there is an
action minimizer from S traveling from x to y and switching directions at finitely
many Poissonian points. These Poissonian points and the endpoints x and y will
be called binding vertices.

With this continuous path interpretation at hand, we can check conditions (A1) –
(A5) of Section 2.1. Condition (A1) is a corollary of (4.5). Condition (A2) follows
directly from the definition of action in (4.2) and the identity Fω(x) = Fθ−x

∗
(0).

Condition (A3) is implied by Lemma 10.1. Conditions (A4) and (A5) with C = Rd

follow from (4.4).

Let us now check conditions (B1) and (B2).
Fixing an arbitrary v ∈ Rd \ {0}, we define H as the orthogonal complement

to the line spanned by v. The family of transformations (Ξv→w)w∈v+H of Rd is
defined by (3.3). Also, for w ∈ v +H , we define the transformation Ξ∗

v→w of Ω as
the pushforward of ω ∈ Ω by Ξv→w . In other words, we apply the transformation
Ξv→w to each Poissonian point. Choosing δ = 1, we see that the setup requirement
of (B1) holds. It remains to check (B2). Let us first compute for all y ∈ Rd:

∂wk
L(Ξv→wy) =

d
∑

j=1

∂jL(Ξv→wy)∂wk
(Ξv→wy)j

=

d
∑

j=1

∂jL(Ξv→wy)
〈v, y〉
|v|2 δkj = ∂kL(Ξv→wy)

〈v, y〉
|v|2 , k = 1, . . . , d,

and

∂wkwjL(Ξv→wy) = ∂kjL(Ξv→wy)
〈v, y〉2
|v|4 , k, j = 1, . . . , d.

Therefore, if γT (v) ∈ Qr
∗,∗,n(ω), then, since

B(w, v, γT (v)) =

n−1
∑

i=0

L(∆iΞv→wγ
T (v))

+
1

2

n−1
∑

i=0

(FΞ∗
w→vω(Ξv→wγi) + FΞ∗

w→vω(Ξv→wγi+1))

=

n−1
∑

i=0

L(Ξv→w∆iγ
T (v)) +

1

2

n−1
∑

i=0

(Fω(γi) + Fω(γi+1)),

we have

(10.1) ∂wjB(w, v, γT (v)) =
1

|v|2
n−1
∑

i=0

∂jL(Ξv→w∆iγ
T (v))〈v,∆iγ

T (v)〉
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and

∂wkwjB(w, v, γT (v))) =
n−1
∑

i=0

∂wkwjL(Ξv→w∆iγ
T (v))

=
1

|v|4
n−1
∑

i=0

∂kjL(Ξv→w∆iγ
T (v))〈v,Ξv→w∆iγ

T (v)〉2.

Since L ∈ C2(R) and the increments of γT (v) are bounded by r, we obtain that
there is a number D = D(v) such that if |w − v| < 1, then

|∂wkwjB(w, v, γT (v)))| ≤ D(v)

n−1
∑

i=0

|∆iγ
T (v)|2.(10.2)

Using (D3) we obtain that there is c(r) > 0 such that if |y| ≤ r, then

L(y) > c(r)|y|2.

Therefore, we can extend (10.2):

|∂wkwjBω(w, v, γ
T (v)))| ≤ c−1(r)D(v)

n−1
∑

i=0

L(∆iγ
T (v))

≤ c−1(r)D(v)Aω(γ
T (v))

and (B2) follows since lim supT→∞(A(γT (v))/T ) = Λ(v).
The expression for ∇Λ in (4.6) follows from (10.1) and (2.20).

10.2. Proof of Lemma 10.1. We will need several auxiliary lemmas first.
For every x, y ∈ Rd and all n ∈ N, we define γ(x, y, n) ∈ Px,y,n by

(10.3) γk(x, y, n) =
k

n
y +

(

1− k

n

)

x, k = 0, . . . , n.

Lemma 10.2. 1. For all ω ∈ Ω, if γ = (γ0, γ1, . . . , γn) ∈ P∗,∗,n is a geodesic,
then so is (γi, γi+1, . . . , γk) ∈ P∗,∗,k−i for all i, k satisfying 0 ≤ i < k ≤ n.

2. For all ω ∈ Ω, x, y ∈ Rd, n ∈ N, all γ ∈ Px,y,n, if γk /∈ ω for all k =
1, . . . , n− 1, then

Aω(γ) ≥ Aω(γ(x, y, n)),

where γ(x, y, n) is defined in (10.3).
3. There is r > 1 such that if γ is a geodesic for some ω ∈ Ω, then the distance

between any consecutive points of γ is bounded by r.
4. Let r be the number provided in part 3. For all ω ∈ Ω, all distinct x, y ∈ Rd,

all n ∈ N, and every path γ ∈ Px,y,∗, there is γ′ ∈ Qr
x,y,∗(ω) satisfying

Aω(γ
′) ≤ Aω(γ).

5. For all distinct x, y ∈ Rd and all ω ∈ Ω,

(10.4) Aω(x, y) = inf
γ∈Qr

x,y,∗(ω)
Aω(γ).

Proof. Part 1 is obvious.
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To prove part 2, it suffices to note that since
∑

i∆iγi = y − x, convexity of L
implies

1

n
(Aω(γ)−Aω(γ(x, y, n))) ≥

1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

L(∆iγ)− L
(y − x

n

)

≥ 0.

To prove part 3, we need to find r such that if |x − y| > r, then there is n ≥ 2
such that Aω(γ(x, y, n)) < Aω(x, y) (here (x, y) ∈ Px,y,1). It suffices to check that

(10.5) nL((y − x)/n) + n < L(y − x)

for some n ≥ 2. Let L∗ = sup|x|≤2L(x) < ∞. We can use the superlinearity

condition (D4) to pick r > 2 such that |y−x| > r implies L(y−x) > (L∗+1)|y−x|.
If |y − x| > r, we set n = ⌊|y − x|⌋. Then n ≥ 2. In addition, |y − x|/n ≤ 2

implies

nL((y − x)/n) + n ≤ |y − x|L∗ + |y − x| < L(y − x),

i.e., (10.5) holds.
Part 4 follows from parts 2 and 3. Part 5 follows from part (4) �

Lemma 10.3. For all x, y ∈ Rd, Aω(x, y) is a random variable.

Proof. Due to (10.4), we can write

Aω(x, y) = lim
m→∞

Aω(x, y,m),

where
Aω(x, y,m) = min

γ∈Qr
x,y,∗(ω)

γ⊂B(0,m)

Aω(γ).

Since to compute Aω(x, y,m) we just need to search through finitely many paths
defined by Poisson points they pass through, Aω(x, y,m) is a random variable for
a fixed m. Therefore, the limit as m→ ∞, Aω(x, y), is also a random variable. �

Using part 2 of Lemma 10.2, we can define distances between any two points
along a straight line:

ρω(x, y) = inf
n∈N

Aω(γ(x, y, n))(10.6)

= inf
n∈N

(

nL
(x− y

n

)

+

n−1
∑

i=1

Fω(γi(x, y, n))
)

+
1

2
(Fω(x) + Fω(y)).

We also define ρω(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ Rd. Let Ω̄ be the set of all ω such that no
three points of ω are on the same straight line. Then P(Ω̄) = 1.

Lemma 10.4. Let ω ∈ Ω̄. Then for all distinct x, y ∈ Rd, ρω(x, y) < ∞, and for
all compact sets K ⊂ Rd,

inf
x∈K, y∈Rd,y 6=x

ρω(x, y) > 0.

Proof. The upper bound is trivial. Now we prove the lower bound. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) be
less than the minimum distance between any Poisson point p1 ∈ K∩ω and any other
Poisson point p2 ∈ ω \ {p1}. Then, if x ∈ K, y 6= x and n ∈ N satisfy |y− x|/n < δ,
then either x or γ1(x, y, n) are not a Poisson point and so Aω(γ(x, y, n)) >

1
2 . If,

rather, |y − x|/n ≥ δ, then, due to (D3), Aω(γ(x, y, n)) ≥ nL(|y − x|/n) ≥ cδ2.
Thus, the infimum in question is bounded below by 1/2 ∧ (cδ2). �



DIFFERENTIABILITY OF LIMIT SHAPES IN CONTINUOUS FPP 39

We recall that ∗-connected sets are defined in Section 8.
For a random field (Xk)k∈Zd and a set U ∈ Zd, we denote

X(U) =
∑

k∈U

Xk.

Lemma 10.5 ([LW10]). Let (Xk)k∈Zd be a stationary random field with finite
dependence range. Suppose that

(10.7) P{X0 = 0} = 0.

Then, there is β > 0 such that for all A > 0, the following holds. With probability 1,
there is N such that for n ≥ N , if Γ is a ∗-connected subset of Z containing 0 ∈ Zd

and X(Γ) ≤ An, then |Γ| ≤ βAn.

Remark 12. Lemma 2.2 was stated slightly differently in [LW10]. We replace a
condition on the atom mass at 0 by the stronger no atom at 0 condition in (10.7).
We also replace the condition on sets Γ that was allowed to vary with n with a
stricter requirement independent of n. In [LW10], only an estimate |Γ| ≤ Bn is
stated as the conclusion of the lemma but it follows from the proof that B can be
taken in the form of βA, where β only depends on the distribution of X0.

We will use the notation A +B = {x+ y : x ∈ A, y ∈ B} for A,B ⊂ Rd. Let’s
fix R > 2r and for k ∈ Z define

Ik = Rk + [0, R]d,

I
+
k = Ik + [−r, r]d,
∆Ik = I

+
k \ Ik,

Jk = Ik + [−R,R]d,
J
−
k = Ik + [−R+ r, R− r]d,

∆Jk = Jk \ J−k .
Lemma 10.6. There is a stationary (0,∞)-valued finite dependence range random
field (ξk)k∈Zd such that if k ∈ Zd, n ∈ N, and γ ∈ Qr

∗,∗,n(ω) is contained entirely
in Jk and satisfies γ0 ∈ ∆Ik, γn ∈ ∆Jk, then

(10.8) Aω(γ) ≥ ξk(ω), a.s.

Proof. For k ∈ Zd let Pk denote the set of Poisson points in Jk and define the
random variable

ξk(ω) = inf{ρω(x, y) : x ∈ ∆Ik, y ∈ Pk ∪∆Jk, y 6= x}.
First, note that the collection (ξk)k∈Zd is stationary by stationarity of the Poisson
process. Since each ξk is a function of Poisson points contained in Jk, a bounded set,
the collection (ξk)k∈Zd has finite range of dependence. Additionally, Lemma 10.4
implies that ξk > 0 almost surely.

We claim that Aω(γ) ≥ ξk(ω) for all γ ∈ Qr
∗,∗,n satisfying the conditions in the

lemma. Note that ∆Ik ∩∆Jk = ∅. As a consequence, there exists an i∗ ∈ {1, . . . , n}
such that γi∗ ∈ Pk ∪ ∆J and γj /∈ Pk ∪ ∆Jk for all j ∈ {0, . . . , i∗ − 1}. Then,
Aω(γ) ≥ Aω(γ0, . . . , γi∗). Finally, part 2 of Lemma 10.2 implies that

Aω(γ0, . . . , γi∗) ≥ ρω(γ0, γi∗),

and the right-hand side is bounded below by ξk(ω). �
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Lemma 10.7. There is C > 0 such that with probability 1, there is D > 0 such
that if x ∈ I0, |y| > D and γ ∈ Qr

x,y,∗(ω), then Aω(γ) > C|y|.
Once the existence of the shape function Λ is established, it follows from this

lemma that Λ(v) > 0 for all v 6= 0, which, according to Theorem 2.5, implies that
the boundary of the limit shape is diffeomorphic to a sphere.

Proof. Assume that no C described in the statement exists. It means that with
positive probability, for every ε > 0, there are sequences nm ∈ N, xm ∈ I0, ym ∈ Rd,
γm ∈ Qr

xm,ym,nm
with Aω(γ

m) < ε|ym| and |ym| → ∞. Recalling that β is the
constant provided by Lemma 10.5 and choosing ε to satisfy

(10.9) 0 < ε < (2
√
dRβ)−1,

we will arrive at a contradiction.
We are going to decompose γm into smaller pieces. We will use the fact that the

increments of γm are bounded by r. First, we set k0 = 0 ∈ Zd and

i0 = min{s ∈ N : γs ∈ ∆I0}.
Then, inductively, for j = 0, 1, 2, . . ., we define

ij+1 = min{s > ij : γs /∈ Jkj} ∧ nm,
and choose kj+1 ∈ Zd so that kj+1 − kj ∈ {−1, 0, 1}d and γij+1

∈ I
+
kj+1

. The latter

can always be accomplished since the distance between two consecutive vertices
of γ is bounded by r. The same argument implies γij+1−1 ∈ ∆Jkj . We define
Nm = min{j : ij = nm} and

γm,j = (γmij , γ
m
ij+1, . . . , γ

m
ij+1−1), j = 0, . . . , Nm − 1.

These paths satisfy the conditions of Lemma 10.6, Hence, for Γm = {k0, . . . , kNm−1},
we can use the random field (ξk)k∈Zd provided by Lemma 10.6 to obtain

ξ(Γm) =
∑

k∈Γm

ξk ≤
Nm−1
∑

j=0

Aω(γ
m,j) ≤ Aω(γ

m) ≤ ε|ym| ≤ ε⌈|ym|⌉.

Since Γm is ∗-connected, we can apply Lemma 10.5. Choosing A = ε and
using (10.9), we obtain for sufficiently large m,

(10.10) |Γm| ≤ βε⌈|ym|⌉ <
1

2
√
dR

⌈|ym|⌉.

But Γm a ∗-connected set containing both 0 and kNm−1. Since |ym−RkNm−1| ≤ 2R

and |RkNm−1| ≤ |Γm|
√
dR, we obtain |ym| ≤ 2R+ |Γm|

√
dR contradicting (10.10)

and completing the proof. �

Now we can complete the proof of Lemma 10.1

Proof. Due to Lemma 10.7, for almost all ω ∈ Ω, the following holds for all R > 0:
there is DR = DR(ω) such that if x, y ∈ B(0, R) and a path γ ∈ Qr

x,y,∗(ω) is not
contained in B(0, DR) then Aω(γ) ≥ Aω(x, y) + 1. Thus, paths in Qr

x,y,∗(ω) with
smaller actions are contained in B(0, DR). Since there are finitely many paths in
Qr
x,y,∗(ω) contained in that ball, at least one of them realizes Aω(x, y). If such

path is unique, we set γω(x, y) to be that path. If there are at least two minimizing
paths, we need a tie-breaking rule. For example, if there is a minimizer not passing
through any Poissonian points, we let γω(x, y) to be that minimizer (it is unique).



DIFFERENTIABILITY OF LIMIT SHAPES IN CONTINUOUS FPP 41

If all minimizers pass through some Poissonian points, we choose γω(x, y) to be
the one containing the Poissonian point with minimal Euclidean norm. On a set of
probability 1, this procedure results in a unique path. We define γω(x, y) = (x, y) ∈
Px,y,1 on the complement of this event.

To prove that thus defined geodesic γ is measurable, we note that (i) γω(x, y)
is the a.s.-limit of action minimizers restricted to the ball B(0, D), as D → ∞;
(ii) these restricted minimizers are measurable since they are chosen among finitely
many paths. �
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