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STOCHASTIC HOMOGENIZATION OF QUASILINEAR
HAMILTON-JACOBI EQUATIONS AND GEOMETRIC
MOTIONS

SCOTT ARMSTRONG AND PIERRE CARDALIAGUET

ABSTRACT. We study random homogenization of second-order, degenerate
and quasilinear Hamilton-Jacobi equations which are positively homoge-
neous in the gradient. Included are the equations of forced mean curvature
motion and others describing geometric motions of level sets as well as a
large class of viscous, non-convex Hamilton-Jacobi equations. The main
results include the first proof of qualitative stochastic homogenization for
such equations. We also present quantitative error estimates which give an
algebraic rate of homogenization.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Motivation and informal summary of results. In this paper, we
study time-dependent, quasilinear, viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equations taking
the form

g
(1.1) O —etr (A (D_u’ E) Dzua) +H (Dua, f) =0 in R%x (0, 00).
|Dug|’ e £

We give a brief summary of the main assumptions, which are given precisely
in Section 1.2, below. The diffusion matrix A(e,z) is assumed to be nonneg-
ative definite for each (e,z) € 9By x R?; in particular, the diffusive term may
vanish or be the Laplacian. The Hamiltonian H (&, z) is assumed to be posi-
tively homogeneous of order p € [1,00) in £, but is not necessarily convex in &.
Both A(e,-) and H(&,-) are assumed to be stationary random fields sampled
by a probability measure P which satisfies a finite range of dependence.

The interest is in describing the behavior of solutions of (1.1) for 0 < e «< 1.
The main result is a characterization of the limit of u®(x,t), subject to suitable
initial conditions, as ¢ - 0. We show that u® converges locally uniformly, with
P-probability one, to the solution u of a deterministic equation of the form

(1.2) Ou+H(Du)=0 in R?x (0,00),

with an effective Hamiltonian H : R¢ - R which has sublevel sets that are star-
shaped with respect to the origin. This is the first stochastic homogenization
result for a viscous equation with a Hamiltonian which may be nonconvex
in Duf, or for a diffusion matrix which may have dependence on Du*.
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A particular case of (1.1) satisfying our assumptions is the equation of forced

mean curvature motion

Duf ® Duf

(1.3) O - m((fd _bure Dt
| Due|

where the forcing field a is positive, Lipschitz, bounded and satisfies

(1.4) mingd (a*(z) = (d-1)|Da(z)|) >0 P-as.

)Dzue) +a(§) |Duf| =0 in R%x (0, 00),

The level sets of solutions of (1.3) follow a generalized evolution with normal
velocity ek + a (%), where k represents the mean curvature of the surface. In
this context, the limiting homogenized equation takes the form

Du
| Dul

where @ : 0B; — R is a positive function which describes the velocity of level
sets of v and thus the effective velocity of the original flow. The homogeniza-
tion of (1.3) in the random setting has been an open problem for some time;
its importance was recently highlighted in the recent review article [10] (see
page 773). The condition (1.4) was introduced in [26] in the context of peri-
odic homogenization of (1.3) and its role is to ensure the Lipschitz regularity
of solutions (roughly speaking, it is the condition under which the Bernstein
method for estimating | Duf|. - is applicable). It was recently shown in [12] to
be necessary for homogenization to hold, in general, even in that much simpler
context: in other words, without Lipschitz regularity, homogenization may fail.

(1.5) dyu +a( ) |Dul =0,

Another special case of (1.1) includes the general class of viscous Hamilton-
Jacobi equations of the form

1.6 O —eAut + H{Dus,Z) =0 in RYx (0, 00),
9

where H satisfies, for some p > 1 and 0 < ¢y < Cy,
H(te,x) =t*PH(e,r) and cy<H(e,x)<Cy, Vt>0, e€cdBy, xeR

Our results therefore give the first large class of non-convex Hamilton-Jacobi
equations for which homogenization holds in d > 1. Even for (1.6) with the
second-order term removed the conclusions are new: the only previous results
even for first-order nonconvex equations to our knowledge are found in the
recent papers [6, 7). The latter articles demonstrated homogenization in one
space dimension and treated special cases in higher dimensions for Hamilto-
nians taking the form H(p,z) = H(p) + W(x), an entirely different structure
from the one here.

Every proof of qualitative homogenization for a Hamilton-Jacobi equation
in the random setting has been based in some way on an application of the
subadditive ergodic theorem. This requires the identification of a subadditive
quantity whose limiting behavior controls that of the solutions to the equation.
Such subadditive structures have only been found, with the exception of the
results in [6, 7], in the case of convex or quasi-convex Hamiltonians and equa-
tions with linear diffusion terms. For this reason, a general qualitative theory
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of stochastic homogenization for equations with nonconvex Hamiltonians or
quasilinear viscous terms has proved elusive. Indeed, even identifying a single
example for which it can be proven that homogenization holds for a viscous
equation with nonconvex or quasilinear structure has remained open until now.

In this paper, we propose a new strategy for obtaining qualitative homoge-
nization results, based on the simple idea that the lack of a subadditive struc-
ture can be overcome by a quantitative approach. Rather than using soft argu-
ments based on ergodic theorems, we assume a much stronger mixing assump-
tion for the coefficients (a finite range of dependence condition) and attempt to
prove more: homogenization with an explicit error estimate. The quantitative
theory of stochastic homogenization for Hamilton-Jacobi equations originated
in [2] for first-order equations and in [1] for semi-linear viscous equations. The
strategy here is to build on the techniques introduced in [2, 1] to handle more
general equations. While the arguments in those papers seem to still rely on
subadditivity, we demonstrate here that the ideas in fact do not require it.

Very recently (and several months after this paper was written), Ziliotto [35]
produced an example of a first-order, coercive (and nonconvex) Hamilton-
Jacobi equation with stationary-ergodic coefficients for which homogenization
fails. Thus, in addition to negatively resolving the question of whether a gen-
eral homogenization result holds for nonconvex Hamilton-Jacobi equations, Zil-
iotto demonstrated conclusively the impossibility of obtaining homogenization
results by soft or qualitative arguments. This progress provides further moti-
vation for developing quantitative approaches to this and similar problems.

The assumption of finite range dependence is well-motivated physically and
is analogous to the standard assumption of i.i.d. in discrete probability models.
It is not an assumption made for simplicity: we do not know how to relax it
even to allow very quick decaying correlations of the coefficients. However, by
stability arguments, we can obtain homogenization results for coefficients fields
which are uniform limits of finite-range fields. This covers many typical exam-
ples, including for instance coefficients fields built by convolutions of smooth
(but not compactly supported) functions against Poisson point clouds.

On a technical level, as we will see in Section 3, the finite range assumption
gives us almost sure bounds on the increments of a certain martingale, so that
the fluctuations of this martingale can be strongly controlled by Azuma’s in-
equality. An assumption which allows for long-range correlations would not
have this property. On a more philosophical level, our strategy is quantita-
tive and therefore requires a quantitative ergodic assumption— but it turns
out that the finite range of dependence condition happens to be the only as-
sumption under which it is known how to prove quantitative results. Indeed,
it is completely open to obtain quantitative results for the homogenization of
even first-order Hamilton-Jacobi equations under any assumption that allows
for long-range correlations. Even obtaining a convergence rate for the shape
theorem in first-passage percolation is well-known to be open when the edges
do not satisfy a finite range of dependence!
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In the case of the forced mean curvature equation (1.3) with periodic coeffi-
cients, a lot of attention has been given to the existence of plane-like solutions,
which began with the work of [11]. In our setting, these are solutions, for a
given 1 > 0 of the stationary problem

—tr (A(Du,:c)D2u) + H(Du,r)=p in R?

whose graphs stay within a bounded distance from an affine function. Plane-
like solutions are intimately connected to homogenization; it is not hard to see
that their existence for every given slope implies homogenization for general
initial data (at least in the context in which one has Lipschitz solutions for
sufficiently smooth initial data, which is assured by our hypotheses). In the
random setting, we do not expect that plane-like solutions exist, in general.
Indeed, their existence would imply a rate of homogenization of O(¢) for affine
initial data, while in dimension d = 2 we expect a convergence rate of O(5§ ), in
line with the conjectured bound for first-passage percolation (a discrete version
of a first-order Hamilton-Jacobi equation) and other growing surface models
expected to possess a scaling limit related to the KPZ equation.

Our strategy for homogenization is nevertheless based on the construction
of a weaker variant of a plane-like solution in half spaces. We consider the
problem posed in the half-space H} = {z-e > 0}, for a given parameter u > 0
and unit vector e:

—tr (A(Dmﬂ,x)Dzmu) +H(Dmy,x)=p in H!,
my, =0 on OH}

We call this the planar metric problem, as the value of m,(z) can be thought
of as a “distance” from the point x to the plane OH}. Rather than prove
that m, stays a bounded distance from an affine function, it turns out to be
sufficient for homogenization to show roughly that, for some exponent o > 0
and a deterministic constant 7, (e), we have

sup % Im,(x) -m,(e)(x-e)|=0(r"*) asr—oo with high probability.
reBrnHY

In other words, we may soften the requirement that m, be a bounded distance
from a plane by allowing the permitted distance to depend on the distance
from the boundary plane OH} and by only checking points in a bounded set.
The heart of the paper is the proof of this estimate, which is stated precisely in
Proposition 2.2 and proved in Sections 3 and 4. The argument is naturally split
into two steps: first we show by a concentration argument, exploiting the finite
range dependence of the coefficients, that the random fluctuations of m,,(x)

are at most of order O((z-¢)2). Then we argue that the means E[m,(x)],
which by stationarity can be written as a deterministic function of the form
f(z-e), must therefore be close to a plane, that is, f is close to a linear function.
For the last step we think of the distance to the boundary plane as “time” and
consider the “semigroup” generated by the “flow” and use a maximum principle
argument. The fact that OH} is unbounded and the fluctuations estimate is
not uniform raises another difficulty which is overcome by a new “approximate
finite speed of propagation” property presented in Section 4.1.
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1.2. Precise assumptions and statement of homogenization. We begin
with the structural conditions on the coefficients in (1.1) before giving the
probabilistic formulation of the problem. Throughout that paper, we fix an
exponent p > 1, a dimension d € N,, a positive integer n € N,, constants
0< ¢y < Cp<ooand a modulus p e C([1,00)) satisfying

li = 0.

lim p(R) = oo

We also fix parameters 6, > 0. It is convenient to set
data := (d,p,n,co, Co, p,0,K) .

We consider diffusion matrices A : 0B; x R? - R4 which take the form

1
(1.7) A= §UO'T, where o € C'(0B; x R?; R¥*n)
is a matrix-valued function (with o7 denoting its transpose) which satisfies
(1.8) lo(e,z)| +|Dyo(e,z)| +|Deo(e,x)| < Co  in OBy x R

For notational purposes, it is convenient to extend o(-,x) (and A(:,z)) to
R4~ {0} by defining o(&,z) = o(£/|€|,x), which makes them 0-homogeneous
functions of their first argument. The Hamiltonian

(1.9) H e C'(R? x RY)

is assumed to satisfy, for every ¢ >0 and &, x € R,

(1.10) H(t&,x) =tPH (&, x) and co € < H(E,x) < Coléff
and

(1.11) DL H (&, x)| +[€]|DeH (E,2)[ < Colel” in (RN {0}) xR

The main structure condition on the coefficients is what we call the Lions-
Souganidis (LS) coercivity condition, since it was introduced (albeit in a slightly
different form) in [26]: we suppose that, with the modulus p fixed as above,

(1.12) inf {C,ir(€,7) : &, x e R, [¢]> R} > p(R),

where the quantity C, m, which measures the coercivity of the equation, is
defined by

K

Con(§,2) = inf (9(1 =20) (H(n,2))" = (1 +5)° |o(n,@)|* |Dao (n, )" P

001+ k) (n, 2) 16| (Do H () +H|D5H(n,x)|))-

At first glance, (1.12) appears to be quite a technical assumption. Let us
mention that it is redundant in the first-order case (A = 0) or in the case
that the Hamiltonian grows faster than linearly (p > 1). The full condition is
necessary to allow for p = 1 in the viscous setting, which includes the forced
mean-curvature model. We show below in Section 1.3 that (1.12) is satisfied
by each of our motivating examples. It is a generalization of the condition (1.4)
for the forced mean curvature equation, which, as mentioned above, has been
shown to be necessary for homogenization, even in the periodic case [12]. The
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main role of (1.12) is to ensure that Lipschitz estimates hold for solutions of
the equations we consider (this is proved in Appendix A). The reason it is
so technical is because it is the condition needed to ensure that Bernstein’s
method for obtaining gradient bounds is applicable.

We work with the probability space €2, defined to be the set of all such
coefficient fields:
Q:={(0,H) : 0 and H satisfy (1.7), (1.8), (1.9), (1.10), (1.11) and (1.12)}.

We endow Q) with a family {F(U)} of o—algebras, indexed by the family of
Borel subsets U of R?, and defined by

(1.13) F(U) := the o-algebra generated by the family of maps @ - R%" x R,
(0,H) ~ (c(e,x), H(¢,2)), where e€ 0B, ¢ eRY and z e U.
The largest of these we denote by F := F(R?). The interpretation of F(U)

is that it is the o—-algebra containing “all of the information which can be
obtained by observing the coefficients restricted to U.”

Throughout the paper, we consider a fixed probability measure P on (€2, F)
which satisfies the following two conditions:

(P1) P is stationary: for every y € R? we have that
P=PoT,
where T}, : €2 — € acts on (2 by translation in y, i.e.,

Ty(o,H) = ((e,2) > a(e,z+y),(£,2) » H(§, 2 +y)).

(P2) P satisfies a unit range of dependence: for all Borel subsets U,V ¢ R¢
such that dist(U,V') > 1, we have

F(U) and F(V') are P-independent.

Throughout the paper, all differential inequalities are to be understood in the
viscosity sense. Since the quasilinear diffusions we consider have singularities
at £ =0, and for the readers’ convenience, we recall the appropriate definitions
in Section 1.5 below.

The main result of the paper is Theorem 2.1, stated at the beginning of Sec-
tion 2. Here we present a consequence of it which is simpler, more qualitative
and thus easier to read. It asserts that the initial value problem for (1.1) ho-
mogenizes almost-surely at an algebraic rate, at least for Lipschitz continuous
solutions (the Lipschitz assumption can be removed, see Remark 2.6 below).

Theorem 1.1. Let PP be a probability measure on (§, F) which satisfies (P1)
and (P2). Then there exists a universal exponent a > 0 and a function H €

2_
i (R?) satisfying, for every & e RY,

loc
o€l <H(E) < Colel”
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such that, for every T > 1 and u,u® € Wh= (R x [0,T']) satisfying

o —etr (A (Dus, E) Dzus) +H (Due, E) =0 inRYx(0,T],

5 5

O+ H(Du) =0 in R x (0,77,

us(_’o) = U(,O) on Rdu
we have

P [sup lim sup sup el (x,t) —u(x,t)| = O] =1.
R>1  e-0  (z,t)eBrx[0,T]

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is given at the end of Section 2.

As we will see from the argument, the exponent « in Theorem 1.1 can be
taken to be any positive number smaller than %. Needless to say, this is not
optimal, and we made no attempt to optimize our proof to obtain the best
exponent. It is less obvious that the limiting Holder exponent of % for the

regularity of H can be improved, at least in the general quasilinear setting (it
is easy to show that H is Lipschitz in the semilinear case). Note that in the

statement of the theorem we used the notation C7"(R%) 1= ngeysCL7 (RY).

1.3. Examples. In this subsection, we check that the motivating examples (1.3)
and (1.6) satisfy the (LS) condition (1.12).

Example 1 (Superlinear case). The assumption (1.12) is redundant in the
case p > 1, that is, we may remove the (LS) condition in the case of a superlin-
ear Hamiltonian. Therefore our results apply to a large family of quasilinear,
viscous and, in general, nonconvex Hamilton-Jacobi equations.

To check this, it is enough to show that, if C, (&, z) < K for some K > 1, then
|€] < Rk for a sufficiently large real number Ry. The condition C, (&, 2) < K
implies that there exists 1 € B, (&) such that

K > 0(1=20)cg|nl* - 0(1 + £)*|o*Co(1 + [nI")[€] = (1 + £)|o*| Deo IS
=0k (L +k)?|o*Co(1+ nl" €],

where o and D,o are evaluated at (n,z). If we choose # = 1, k = %, then, in
view of the fact that |£ —n| < k < 1, the above inequality implies

K > CT' P = Ceo = Cllo]Fw gayCo(L + €)= Cllo |« (gay | Da0 7 e ay €]
O e gy Co(1 + €,
where C' depends only on p. Since p > 1, this yields that || < Rx, as desired.

Example 2 (Forced mean curvature motion). Consider the case that

%@,%) and  H(E,z) = a(2) |€],

where a is a random field satisfying ¢y < a(x) < Cy. Then

A) = 50O = L~ o

o(6,2) = 0(6) =3 (Id _
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and so equation (1.1) is the forced mean curvature equation (1.3).

We claim that, as pointed out in [26], the (LS) condition (1.12) is satisfied
provided that

(1.14) inf (a(z))? = (d-1)|Dya(z)]) > 0.

To check this, we suppose C, (&, x) < K. Then there exists n € B,(§) such
that

K >0(1-20)a(x)?n* - 0(1 + £)*(d = 1) [Dea(@)| nllé] - 0k(1 + £)*(d = 1)colé].
Using that [n-¢| <k <1, we get

2
K > 601-20) (a(e)? - (02 1) [ Da()] ) € - el
(1-20)
In view of assumption (1.14), we may choose k, 0 and 6 so small that
s (1+k)?

(d-1)|Dya|>0>0 in R

(1-20)
This implies that |£| < R for some Ry >0 depending only on (K, d, k,0,6).

Example 3 (Anisotropic forced mean curvature motion). Our assumptions
allow for the previous example to be generalized to the anisotropic setting. We
may consider the case that

= —é é ~A$ —é é x) = éx
A“"C)‘(I‘i |s|®|£|)’4(§’ )(Id |§|®|€|)’ H{E.2) ‘B(mr )5

where A takes the form A = %EET and B is a matrix-valued random field
satisfying coly < BTB < Cyl;. Note that in this context o = (Id—é@)é) 0.
Then the following condition implies that the (LS) condition holds:

inf [|B(e,x)e| —lo(e, z)|? (|am(e,:z:)|2 + |B(e,x)e||Bm(e,x)|)] > 0.

(e,x)ed By xR?

Y

We leave the confirmation of this claim to the reader.

1.4. Brief review of the literature. Periodic and almost-periodic homoge-
nization results were proved in [26] for the type of quasilinear and geometric
Hamilton-Jacobi equations considered here. The fundamental qualitative ho-
mogenization results for convex Hamilton-Jacobi equations in the random set-
ting were first proved in [30, 32] in first-order case and later in the semilinear,
viscous case in [25, 27]. New proofs and extensions of these results appeared
later in [28, 31, 3, 4].

As explained above, for geometric equations, the existence of plane-like so-
lutions in periodic media was proved in [11]; see also [16] for a BV approach
and [33] for a construction of plane-like solutions with periodic exclusions. Our
assumption (1.12) implies that the forcing term does not change sign. This re-
striction has been lifted, under suitable restriction, for periodic media: see [13],
which contains an explicit computation in the one-dimensional case; in [20)]
pulsating waves are constructed under a smallness condition of the forcing
term; forced mean curvature motion for graphs, with sign changing velocities,
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is studied in [9] under a rather sharp condition on the forcing term; in that set-
ting, [14] explains the construction of generalized traveling waves and analyses
the long-time behavior of the motion. When the velocity changes sign, pinning
phenomena may occur: this amounts to finding a stationary, positive supersolu-
tion at non-vanishing applied load [19]. Another very interesting problem is to
study the properties of the homogenized motion (the so-called stable norm, or
equivalently, the effective Hamiltonian), examining for example its regularity:
for periodic coefficients, this question is studied in [15].

1.5. Notation. The symbols C' and ¢ denote positive constants which may
vary from line to line and, unless otherwise indicated, depend only on the data
and on an upper bound for |p| or u. For s,t € R, we write s At := min{s,t}
and sVt := max{s,t}. We denote the d-dimensional Euclidean space by R,
N is the set of natural numbers and N* := N\ {0}. For each z,y € R? |z
denotes the Euclidean length of z and z -y the scalar product. For r > 0, we set
B.(z):={yeRe:|x-y|<r} and B, := B.(0). If K is a subset of R¢, we denote
by K and 0K its closure and its boundary and let K + B, be the set of points
which are at a distance at most r of K. The Hausdorff distance between two
subsets U,V € R? is disty (U, V) =inf{r >0: U cV+rB; and V c U +rB;}.
The set of bounded and Lipschitz continuous maps on R? is denoted W1 (R9).
If £ is a set, then 1 is the indicator function of E. The denote the set of
upper and lower semicontinuous functions on a domain E ¢ R? by USC(FE)
and LSC(FE), respectively. The space of bounded and uniformly continuous
functions is denoted BUC(E).

We usually do not display the dependence of the various quantities with
respect to the random parameter w = (o, H) €2, unless this is necessary.

Throughout the paper, differential equations and inequalities are to be un-
derstood in the viscosity sense (see [18] for the general background). We next
recall the appropriate notion of viscosity solution for quasilinear equations
like (1.1) which may be singular at £ = 0.

Definition. Given U € R? x (0,00) and a function u € C(U), we say that u is
a subsolution (respectively, supersolution) of the equation

Oyu — tr (A (Du,x) D2u) +H(Du,x)=0 inU
if, for every ¢ € C?(U) and (zg,to) € U such that
(z,t) » u(z,t) — ¢(x,t) has alocal maximum (resp., minimum) at (zo,%),
we have
0y (wo, to) — tr* (A (Dd(z0,t0), ) D*¢(x0,t0)) + H(Dg (o, t),x) <0
(vesp.,
0y 0 (o, to) — tr. (A (Dd(z0,t0), ) D¢ (20, t0)) + H(D (o, t0),2) > 0).

Here, for any symmetric matrix X € R4 tr*(A({,2)X) and tr.(A(§,z)X)
stand for the upper and lower semicontinuous envelopes of the map (§,z) —
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tr(A(§,x)X), which agree with tr(A(¢,2)X) on the domain of A and are
defined at £ = 0 for any matrix X by
tr*(A(0,2)X) :== limsup tr(A(&, 2")X),

£—0, £€+0, 2'—>x
tr.(A(0,2)X) == liminf  tr(A(E, ) X).
£—0, £+0, 2'—>x

The definitions of solution for other equations encountered in this paper (such
as the metric problem and approximate corrector problem) are completely anal-
ogous.

1.6. Outline of the paper. In the next section, we state the main result,
reduce it to auxiliary results which are the focus of the rest of the paper and
show that Theorem 1.1 is a corollary of it. Sections 3 and 4 are the heart of
the paper: there we give the proof of homogenization for the planar metric
problem. We give an estimate on the stochastic fluctuations in Section 3 and
then Section 4 contains the convergence of the statistical bias. The proof
of Theorem 1.1 is completed in the final two sections, where we provide a
deterministic link between the planar metric problem and the approximate
correctors (Section 5) and between the approximate correctors and the full
time-dependent, initial-value problem (Section 6). Appendix A contains some
auxiliary results on well-posedness and global Lipschitz bounds for the metric,
approximate corrector and full time-dependent problems.

2. OVERVIEW OF THE PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1

In this section, we state the main result of the paper and reduce its proof to
four statements which are the focus of the rest of the paper.

2.1. Statement of the main result. We begin by stating the main result of
the paper. Given L, T > 1 and € > 0, we consider solutions u,u® € W1 (R? x
[0,T]) of

Bt — e tr (A (Dua, f) D%f) +H (Dua, f) =0 inRZx (0,7],

£ €

21 Y gu+H(Du) =0 in R x (0,77,

ua("o) ZU(',O) on ]Rda
such that u® and w satisfy the following Lipschitz estimate: for every x,y € R?
and t,s € [0,7T],
(2.2) [u (@, 1) = (y, s)| v [u(z,t) —uly, )| < L(Je —y[+]t - s]) .
(See Remark 2.6 for comments on removing the Lipschitz hypothesis (2.2).)

Theorem 2.1. Consider a probability measure P on (0, F) satisfying (P1)
and (P2). Then there exists H : RY — [0, 00), depending only on P, such that:
o Forevery L>1 and o € (0, %), there exists C = C'(data, L,a) > 1 such

that, for every &,ne By,

(2.3) colelP <H(&) < Colel  and [H(&) - H(n)|<Cle-n".
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e [orevery L, R, T > 1, there exists C(data, L, R,T) > 1 and g(data) < oo
such that, for every k € N and X\ € (0,1], we have

P| there exist € € [2‘(’“1), 2"“) and u,u® e WHe (R x [0,T])
(2.4)

satisfying (2.1), (2.2) and sup |u®(z,t) —u(x,t)] > )\]
(z,t)eBrx[0,T]

2k[5 )\18
< C2%exp (— ) )

C

In this section we give an overview of the proof of Theorem 2.1. Similar
to the strategy in [5, 1], the homogenization of time-dependent problems is
reduced to the convergence of a metric problem. Unlike in the convex case,
however, we need to study the planar metric problem, which roughly measures
the distance from a point to a plane (rather than between points, as in the
usual metric problem considered in the convex case [4]).

2.2. Ingredients in the proof of Theorem 2.1. In this subsection, we state
the key auxiliary propositions which are used to prove Theorem 2.1. Recall
from the introduction that the planar metric problem is

{ - tr (A(Dmy,x)D*m,,) + H(Dmy,,x) = in H;,

my, =0 on OH;,

where 1 > 0 and, for a unit direction e € 9By, we define H} and H_; to be the
half-spaces

(2.6) H={xeR?:z-e>0} and  H_:={xeR?:z-e<0}.

In Appendix A, we show that this problem is well-posed and there exists a
unique Lipschitz solution which we denote by m,(-,H;). See Theorem A.6.
The main step in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is the demonstration that (2.5) ho-
mogenizes, that is, that for every p > 0 and e € 9By, there exists a deterministic
quantity m,(e) > 0 such that

m#(tea %;)
t

(2.5)

(2.7) tlim =m,(e), P-as.
We actually prove more, namely the quantitative version of (2.7) given in the

following proposition.

Proposition 2.2. Fiz L > 1, e € 0By and p € (0,L], there exist m,(e) > 0,
C(data, L) > 1 and g(data) < oo such that, for every xz € HY and X\ >0, we have
the estimate

2
(2.8) Pm(z, Ho) —=mu(e)(z-e)] > Al < Cexp(%).
(1+xz-e)s
Moreover, the map (u,e) —m,(e) is continuous on (0,00) x OB;.

Proposition 2.2 is a consequence of the results in Sections 3 and 4 and its
proof comes near the end of Section 4.

Using the result of Proposition 2.2, we can identify H.
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Definition (The effective Hamiltonian). We define the effective Hamiltonian
H : R4 - R by setting H(0) := 0 and, for every ¢ >0 and e € 9By,

H(te) :=inf {u>0:m,(e) >t}.

It is immediate that H : R? - R is continuous and coercive and, since 7, (e)
is increasing in u, its sublevel sets are star-shaped with respect to the origin.
We do not expect H to be positively homogeneous, in general, unless p = 1 or
P[A=0] =1, due to the interaction between the diffusion and the Hamiltonian.

The quantitative error estimates for the time-dependent initial-value prob-
lem require an explicit Holder estimate for H, which is proved at the end of
Section 5.

Proposition 2.3. For every L > 1 and o € (O,%), there exists a constant
C = C(data, L,a) > 1 such that, for every &,m¢€ By,

(2.9) o€l < H(E) < Colel”
and
(2.10) |H(&)-H(n)| <ClE-n|".

Once we have proved Proposition 2.2, the rest of the proof of Theorem 1.1
is deterministic and consists of transfering the limit for the planar metric prob-
lem to a limit for solutions of the time-dependent problem by comparison
arguments. This part of the proof of our main result is a fairly routine, if
technical, adaptation of the perturbed test function method [21]. However, it
is more difficult in our setting than usual, due to the presence of the singular,
quasilinear diffusion (as has been noticed previously [12]) and due to the need
for a quantitative statement.

We state the deterministic comparison results in two parts. First, we give
the link between the planar metric problem and the approxzimate correctors,
which are the solutions v9(-, &), for each £ € R? and § > 0, of the problem

o0 (x, &) —tr (A (§ + Dvé(x,ﬁ),x) D*0(x,€))+H (£ + Dvé(x,ﬁ),x) =0 inR%
It turns out that (2.7) is essentially equivalent to the limit
(2.11) lim ~5v°(0,€) = H(¢), P-as.

A quantitative version of this fact is summarized in the following proposition,
which is proved in Section 5.

Proposition 2.4. Fiz \,§ € (0,1], L>1, e€ 9By and p € (0,L]. Selectt >0

such that & = te satisfies j = H(E). Then there exists C(data, L) > 1 such that,
for every s > C[\0,

[y

sup |m,(z, H, - se) —m,(e) (s+(x~e))|£% - ‘5@5(O,£)+ﬁ(£)‘30)\ .

SCEBS/Q

It is essentially well-known that, in a fairly general framework, the limit (2.11)
implies that (1.1) homogenizes. The final ingredient for the proof of Theo-
rem 1.1 is a quantitative version of this statement. It is proved in Section 6.
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Proposition 2.5. Fir 0 <e <d <A< 1 and L,R,T € [1,00). Suppose that
uf,u e Whe (R4 x [0,T]) satisfy (2.1) and (2.2). Then
(2.12) sup  |uf(x,t) —u(x, )] >\
(z,t)eBrx[0,T]
implies that, for a constant C' = C(data, L, R,T) > 1,
1

_ A c \10
(2.13) sup \M%LO+HQHZE—C(—).

(mvg)gBC/sXEL 6)\

2.3. Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 2.1. We next give the proof of Theorem 2.1,
subject to the four results stated in the previous subsection (and some more
standard auxiliary estimates proved later in the paper).

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We prove only the second statement of the theorem,
since the first is contained in Proposition 2.3. Fix L, R,T > 1. We denote by
C' and ¢ positive constants with depend only on (data, L, R,T") and may vary
in each occurrence.

Also fix k e N, 278 < § < XA < 1. Below we will select ¢ in terms of k and X\. The
goal is to estimate the probability of the event that, for some & € (2-(:+1) 2-F]
and u,u® € Whe(R? x [0,7T]) satisfying (2.1) and (2.2), we have

(2.14) sup  |uf(z,t) —u(x,t)] > A
(x,t)eBrx[0,T]

According to Proposition 2.5, we see that (2.14) implies
(2.15) sup ‘51)‘5(%5) +ﬁ(£)‘ > c),
(2,£)eB ok xBp,

provided that
1
Ce\10
— ] <eX
( (n) =
which is equivalent to

»—AlH

1

27k
(2.16) A>C (T)
We next apply Proposition 2.4. We deduce that (2.15) implies, for s := Co~ A5,

(217) sup {[m(y + 2, H; + 2 = se) =Tu(e) (s +y-e)|
: (1, 6,2,y) € (0,CLY] x OBy x B x By | 2 A6,

In order to estimate the probability of (2.17), we need to snap to a finite grid
so that we can apply union bounds to Proposition 2.2. This requires some
(deterministic) continuity of 7, (e) and m,(x, ;) in all three parameters z, e
and g, which is given in Lemmas 4.7 and 4.8. We deduce from these lemmas
and (2.17) the existence of a finite set

A c(0,CLP] x 0By x Begr x By)a,
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depending only on (data, k,d, \), such that A has at most C2k7 (\d) ¢ elements,
for an exponent ¢ = g(data) < oo, and
(2.18) sup  |mu(y+2,H, +x—se)-mu(e)(s+y-e)| 22X - C.
(p,e,x,y)eA
Making g(data) < oo larger, if necessary, and applying Proposition 2.2, we
deduce that, for every (u,e,x,y) € A,
P [|m“(y +x,H, +x—se)—m,(e)(s+y-e)2cA! - C']
—e\1o EPSSE
< quexp( ¢ — ) < C’)\qéqexp( 02 ),

9255 5
provided that A30~! > C' (so that cA>9~1=C > ¢A367!) and s > C'//(Ad), which in
view of the definition of s is equivalent to A < c¢. Moreover, the first restriction
that A°0~! > C' can be removed since otherwise the last term on the right
side is larger than 1. Therefore, a union bound gives, up to a redefinition of
q(data) < oo,

(2.19) P[3us,ue Whe(R? x [0,7]) satisfying (2.1), (2.2) and (2.14)]
_~)\18
<P[(2.18) holds]SC2kq(>\5)_qexp( ? )

5

It remains to specify 6. Making no attempt to be optimal, we take ¢ := 27%/2,
It is clear that this choice satisfies (2.16) provided that

\>(C27k22,

After another redefinition of ¢ = g(data) < co, and we see that the right side
of (2.19) is at most

C2F exp (—c2M5\1F) .
This completes the proof of the theorem, since the restriction on A may be
removed, since if it is false, the quantity in the previous line is larger than 1. [

We now show that Theorem 1.1 is a consequence of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Take « < %, set A(k) := 27°¢ and observe that, for

constants R, T > 1, the estimate (2.4) yields, for every m € N sufficiently large,

IP’[EI& €(0,27], sup e *u(x,t) —u(z,t)| > 1]

(z,t)eBrx[0,T]
<C i 28 exp (—2F/5718k |C) < C'exp (—2(%‘180‘)’”) ,
k=m

where C' depends on data and the Lipschitz constant of u® and u on R x[0,T].
Summing over m, applying the Borel-Cantelli lemma and then shrinking «
slightly yields

P [lim sup sup e ut(x,t) —u(x,t)| = 0:| =1.
e=>0  (z,t)eBrx[0,T]

Taking the intersection of these events for a sequence R = R; — oo then yields
the conclusion of the theorem. O



HOMOGENIZATION OF GEOMETRIC MOTIONS 15

Remark 2.6. Theorems 1.1 and 2.1 are stated and proved under the condition
that both u® and u are Lipschitz continuous in space and time. For wu, this
is not controversial, since it satisfies a first-order equation with a coercive
Hamiltonian and will thus be locally Lipschitz on R? x (0,T], at least if it
is assumed to have at most affine growth initially. However, u® will not be
Lipschitz, in general, unless it is bounded in C11(R?) at ¢t = 0 (that initial
data belonging to C'M!'(R9) suffices for a Lipschitz estimate is explained in
Appendix A). Therefore it may appear that Theorem 1.1 only implies even
qualitative homogenization for initial-value problems with sufficiently regular
initial data.

However, this can be overcome easily, using the comparison principle and
approximating any bounded and uniformly continuous initial condition from
above and below by C!! functions. The monotonicity of the solutions as func-
tions of the initial data guarantees that we may interchange the two limits (for
the approximation and homogenization), yielding a quite general qualitative
homogenization result.

This interpolation trick also works at the level of the quantitative estimates,
provided we assume Holder continuous initial data, permitting us to deduce
error estimates and an algebraic rate of convergence for more general initial-
value problems. In order to check this, it is necessary to track the dependence
on L (the upper bound for parameters such as p, |{], etc) of all the constants C
in each quantitative estimate in the paper, in order to ensure that the depen-
dence is polynomial in L (which it is). For the readability of the paper, we
have chosen not to display such dependence.

3. THE FLUCTUATIONS ESTIMATE

In this section, we prove the following estimate on the fluctuations of the
metric problem to any nonempty compact target set S € R¢ which satisfies the
following interior ball condition:

(3.1) S= |J Bi(w).

Bi(x)cS
The metric problem is
(3.2) { —tr (A(Dm,z)D*m) + H(Dm,z) = in RI\ S,
m =0 on 0S.

In Appendix A we show that (3.2) is well-posed and give some properties of
its solution, which we denote by m,(-,5) € I/Vhl)’;"(Rd \ S).

The main result of this section is the following estimate for the stochastic
fluctuations of m,(x,S) for a point z € RI\ S.

Proposition 3.1. Let L > 1 and S ¢ R? be a compact set satisfying (3.1).
Then there exists C(data, L) > 1 such that, for every p € (0,L], x € R? and
A>0,

(3.3)  P[lmu(x,S) - E[my(x,5)]| > A] < Cexp (— (1 +ﬁj::(a: S)) )
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Since the constant C' in Proposition 3.1 does not depend on S, we obtain
the same result for the planar metric problem by considering an increasing
sequence {S,}, ., of compact sets whose union is #; and using the stability
of viscosity solutions under local uniform convergence and the obvious mono-
tonicity of m,(x,S,) in n.

Corollary 3.2. Let L > 1. Then there exists C(data, L) > 1 such that, for
every e (0,L], e OBy, x € HY and X\ >0,

32
_ _ 1A
(3.4) Pllmy (2, 7o) - E[mu(z, Ho)]| > Al < Cexp (—m)-

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is based on Azuma’s inequality and is similar to
the arguments used by the authors in the viscous convex case [1], which were
partially based on those introduced in the first-order convex case [2, 29] and
some previous ideas originating in first-passage percolation [24, 34].

We continue with some notation and conventions in force throughout the
remainder of this section. We fix L > 1, p € (0,L] and a compact set S ¢
R? satisfying (3.1). Unless otherwise stated, we denote by C' and ¢ positive
constants which may vary in each occurrence and depend only on (data, L).
Some of our estimates below depend on a lower bound for p, these are typically
denoted by C), or ¢, with the dependence on p made explicit. The constants
¢, and L, are as in the statement of Lemma A.7 in Appendix A, and we have
that, for some constants C'(data, L) > 1 and c(data) > 0,

(3.5) cu<tl,<L,<C.

For technical reasons, it is convenient to consider solutions of the metric prob-
lem for coefficients (o, H) belonging to the closure  of the set {2 with respect
to the topology of local uniform convergence. The well-posedness and global
Lipschitz estimates for coefficients belonging to € is presented in Appendix A.
If it necessary to display the dependence of m,(-,S) on the coefficients, we
write m,, (-, S,w) for w= (0, H) € Q.

3.1. Localization in sublevel sets. A key step in the proof of Proposi-
tion 3.1, following [1], is to show that the solutions of the planar metric problem
depend almost entirely on the coefficients restricted to their sublevel sets. This
paves the way for a martingale argument to estimate the stochastic fluctuations.
The result is summarized in Proposition 3.4, below. The main new observa-
tion here is that the proof of [1, Lemma 3.3] does not require convexity of the
Hamiltonian, rather a weak form of positive homogeneity. Nevertheless, we
give a complete argument here for the reader’s convenience and because the
statement presented here is slightly different than the one in [1].

Lemma 3.3. Fiz coefficients wy = (o, Hy) € Q and wy = (09, Hy) € Q. Suppose
thatt > 1 and

(01,Hy) = (09, Hy) in RdX{xeRd\S:m“(:c,S,wl)St}.
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Then, for every x €e R4\ S such that m,(z,S,w;) < t, we have

(36) mH(LU,S,(A)l) _m#(x757w2)

400[/2 4L“ ,U
< o exp ? exp _CoLi(t_m“ (x,S,wz)) .

Proof. For notational simplicity, we denote m; := m,, (-, S,w;) for i € {1,2}. The
argument is a comparison between m; and w := p(msy), where ¢ : R, - R, is
given by
o(s):=s+kexp(a(s-t+k)),
and the constants k£ and « are defined by
k := sup {ml(:z) —my(z) : xeRINS, my(z) = t} :
o= (COLi)_l,u.

We may assume without loss of generality that k > 0, since otherwise (3.6) is
immediate and there is nothing more to show.

Asin the proof of [1, Lemma 3.3|, we show by a direct computation that w is a
supersolution of the equation with coefficients w;. We perform the computation
as though my is smooth; however what follows can be made rigorous in the
viscosity sense in the usual manner, by performing the analogous computation
on a smooth test function and using Proposition A.5.

We compute
Dw(z) = (1+akexp (a(ma(z) -t+k))) Dmo(x),
D*w(z) = (1 + akexp (a (mo(x) —t+k))) D*my(x)
+a’kexp (a(ma(z) =t +k)) Dmy(z) ® Dmy ().

Using the homogeneity of A; and H; with respect to the gradient variable, the
bound |4;| < Cy and the gradient estimate |Dms| < L,,, we find:

—tr (Al(Dw, x)D2w) + Hi(Dw, x)
> (1+ak) (—tr (Al(Dmg,z)D2m2) +(1+ ak)p_lHl(Dmg,x)) - Coa’kL?.

As (01, Hy) = (09, Hy) in {my <t} and recalling the definition of «, we have
therefore, for every x € {my <t},

—tr (A1 (Dw(z),z)D*w(z)) + Hi(Dw(x),x) > (1 + ak)pu - Coa®kL? = p.
So w satisfies
(3.7) —tr (A1 (Dw,z)D*w) + Hi(Dw,z) > in {my <t}
and, by the definition of k:
(3.8) w>0 onS and w>m; ond{m <t}.
By comparison principle (Proposition A.5), we obtain that

(39) w > mq in {ml < t} .
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Rewriting the previous inequality in terms of ms yields

(3.10) my(x) <meo(x) + kexp( a (mo(x) —t+ k)) , we{my <t}.
ColL?

The rest of the argument follows the proof of Lemma 3.3 in [1] and consists
in estimating the constant k by using Lipschitz estimates. For this we first
note that, since k =t —min {mo(x) : my(x) =t}, there exists xo € R? such that
my(xg) =t and mo(xg) =t — k. Then the Lipschitz estimate on m; in (A.19)
implies that dist(zo,S) > L't while the lower bound on the growth of m;
in (A.21) yields that (1,/L,)t -2 <ma(xg) =t—k. We get a first, rough bound
on k:

(3.11) k<t(1-1,/L,) +2.
Next we fix h € [0,¢ - k] and note that, by the growth of my in (A.20), there
exists j, € R? such that mo(x;) =t -k —h and |z, — xo| < h/l, + 2. Note that,

by definition of &, the set {ma(-) <t -k} is entirely contained in {m;(-) < ¢},
so that zj, also belongs to {m1(-) <t}. Using (3.10) and (A.19), we find that

(312)  t=Lyu(l;"h+2) <my(an) < ma(as) + kexp (CSLIP (mao(xp) —t+ k:))

i
St—k—h+kexp(—COLih).
Fix ¢ := exp(-1) and set h = i7}(CoL?2). Observe that, in view of (3.11), we
have t — k — h > 0 provided that ¢ > (2CyL3)/(jul,,). Then (3.12) gives

Col? CoL3 CoL3
P B Ll YO P
1-¢ " il il

Inserting this into (3.10) yields (3.6) for ¢ > (2CoL3)/(pul,.). We conclude by
noting that (3.6) always holds for ¢ < 2Co L3 /(ul,,). O

It is convenient to rewrite the statement of Lemma 3.3 in terms of the sub-
level sets of m,,(-,S). To this end, we set

Gy Gl ( i3 )

@, =3a, +2l,, where a,: i . TaNE
I

Notice that @, = C'(ul,)™ .

Proposition 3.4. Fiz coefficients w; = (01, H1) € Q and wy = (09, Hy) € Q.
Suppose that t >a, and

(Ulle)E(U%H?) in Rdx{mﬂ('vsuwl)gt}'
Then
(3.13) Im,, (z,S,wi) —my(x, S w)| <1, xe{m,(,Sw)<t-a,}
and, for any s €[0,t-a,],

(3.14) distyr ({m, (-, S,w1) <s}, {mu(,S,ws) < s}) <3.
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Proof. We use the notation m; := m,(-,S,w;) for i € {1,2} as in the proof of
the previous lemma. By the definition of @,, above, we have

4Cy L3 (4L )
l, = Pexp| —L |exp| -
a ply, l,

m
CoL2 ")

Fix x € R4\ S such that my(z) <t-a,. If mi(z) > ma(x), then Lemma 3.3
gives
4Cy L3 4L
my(z) —may(x) < l P exp l Elexp _C’:LL2 (t—mg(x)))
0 p 1
4Cy L3 4L
< i £ exp l 2 exp _C(;LLLQ (t —ml(:c)))
n u n
4Cy L3 4L U
< E exp Plexp|-==a),) | <1,.
wl,, l, Col2 " a

Let s be the largest real number such that {my(-) < s} € {m;(-) <t-a,}. Then
there exists x € R4\ S such that my(z) = s and my(z) =t -@,, so that

t—a, =mi(x) <mo(x) +1,=5+1,
Therefore {my(-) <t-a, —1,} < {mi(-) <t} and hence
(A1, Hy) = (A2, Hy) in {ma(-) <t-a, - I}
Reversing the roles of m; and ms in the above argument, we obtain
mg<my+1, in {m2(~) St—QEL—lH}.
Arguing as above, one also has that {m,(-) <t-3a,-2l,} € {ma(-) <t-2a,-1,},
which shows that
|me —m4| <1, in {ml(-) <t-3a, - QZH}.
Recalling that @, = 3@, + 21, we get (3.13).
We now prove (3.14). If s <t -7, then using (3.13) and (A.20),
{mi(-) < s} c{ma(-) <s+1,} € {ma(-) <s}+ Biamy, € {ma(-) < s} + Bs.
Hence {m; () < s} € {ma(-) < s} + Bs. Reversing the roles of m; and ms in the

above argument completes the proof of (3.14). O

3.2. Construction of the localized approximations mg. Given a com-
pact set U € R4 such that S ¢ U, we now define the localized approximations
to m,(,9) which we denote by m{(-,5). For this purpose we fix a family
{wy = (0, H,)} which is dense in  with respect to the topology of local uni-
form convergence. We define, for every k,n € N,

1
Bux(wn) = {w =(0,H)eQ: sup |[(o,H)(& ) = (0, Hy) (&, 2)| < —}

(&,x)eBpxU k
and, for each z € R? and w € Q,

mf{(m, S,w) =infsupm,(z,S,wn) L, (w) (W)
keN neN ’
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Note that the events By (w,) are nonincreasing in &, and therefore the infimum
in the definition of m{ is also a limit as k& — co. As usual, we suppress the
dependence of m, on w if there is no loss of clarity.

We next verify some basic properties of m//.

Lemma 3.5. For each compact subset U € R? satisfying S € U ¢ R® and every
r € RENS, the random variable mY(x,S) is F(U)-measurable. For every
z,y e RIN S,

‘mg(x, S) - mg(y, S)‘ <L,z -yl
and

mu(-,8) <mf(-,5) inRINS.

Finally, for every w = (o, H) € Q and x € R?, there exists w' = (o', H') € Q such
that (o, H) = (o', H') in REx U and mY/(z, S,w) = m,(x,S,w’).

Proof. As the coefficient fields (o, H) € €2 are locally uniformly continuous, the
event By (w,) belongs to F(U). So m{/(x,S) is F(U)-measurable for any z.
Moreover, the map x — mf{ (z,S) is L,—Lipschitz continuous on R¢ because so
is my,, (-, S).

Let us now check that m, <ml/. Fix w €. As the family {w, = (0., H,)}
is dense in €, there exists a subsequence (w, = (0., H,/)) which converges to
w = (0, H) locally uniformly. So, for any k € N*, there exists nj > k such that
w belongs to By x(wyy ). In particular, for any x € R?,

iligmu(x, S, wn)]lBUyk(wn) >my,(x,S, W"L)'
Since {m,,(+, S, wn ) }ren converges locally uniformly to m,,(-,w) by the local uni-
form convergence of (w,; ) to w, we obtain the desired inequality upon sending
k — +o00.

We now prove the last statement of the lemma. Fix w = (o,H) € Q and
zeRe For any k e N, let ng € N be such that w € By g(wy, ) and

suNp my(x,S, Wn)]lBU,k(wn) <my(z, 8wy, ) + %
ne

By uniform continuity of the elements of Q, there exists w’ = (¢/, H') € Q and a
subsequence {wy, }rey Which converges locally uniformly to w’. It follows that
{m, (-, S,wn, ) }ren converges locally uniformly to m, (-, S,w’) and therefore

mf{(:c, S,w) = ]}13)10 my(x,S,wy, ) =m,(z, 5 w).
Using w € By (wy, ), we deduce that (o/, H') = (0, H) in R x U. O

We next show that mg is a good approximation of m,, in the sublevel sets
of m,, which are contained in U.

Lemma 3.6. With @, defined as in Proposition 3.4, fixt >a, and assume that
{mu(-,S) <t} cU.

Then
my (-, S) <ml(-,8) <my(-,8) +1, in {m,(-,S)<t-7a,},
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and, for any s €[0,t-a,],
{m/(-,5) < s} € {myu(-,S) <s} € {my/(-,S) < s} + Bj.

Proof. Let w e Q and = € {m,(-,S,w) <t-a,}. According to Lemma 3.5 there
exists w' = (o', H') € Q such that m{(x,S,w) = m,(z,S,w') and (¢/,H’) =
(0,H) in Réx U.

By assumption, we have (¢/, H') = (0, H) in U 2 {m,, (-, S,w) <t} and thus
Proposition 3.4 yields

Im,, (-, S,w) —m, (-, S,w)| <, in {m,(,Sw)<t-a,}.

Applying this to z, we obtain |[m,(z, S,w) - m{(z,S,w)| <1,

Now fix s < t—-a,. We already know from Lemma 3.5 that m,(-,S,w) <
mf (-, S,w), so that

{mf/ (-, S,w) < s} € {m,(-,S,w) < s}.

Conversely, if z belongs to {m,,(-, S,w) < s}, then, by (A.20), one can find y € R?
such that |y - | <3 and m,(y, S,w) < s-1,. Let w’' = (¢/, H') € Q be associated
to y as in Lemma 3.5: m{ (y, S,w) = m,(y,S,w’) and (o/, H') = (0, H) in R¢xU.
Then, by Proposition 3.4, m,(y, S,w’) <m,(y,S,w)+l, <s. Som{(y,5,w) <s,
which proves the second part of the lemma. O

We next obtain a result like the previous lemma, with the important differ-
ence that the hypothesis requires only that the t—sublevel set of mg is contained
in U, rather than the ¢-sublevel set of m,. We define a new constant

ay = 2(Ly+1,) +a,(2+ L),
where @, is defined in Proposition 3.4. Note that, as a, = C'(ul,)!, we have
that a, = Cpu~'l2.
Lemma 3.7. Fizt>a, and assume that
{mg(-,S) <tjcU
Then
my(-,9) < mg(-,S) <m,(-,9)+1, in {mg(~,5) < t—du},
and, for any s €[0,t-a,],
{mf/(-,9) <s}c{mu(-,5) <s} c{m{(-,S) < s} +Bs.
Proof. Let s be the largest real number such that {m,(-,S) <s} ¢ {m](-,5) <

t}. Then, since
{m,(-,8) <spc{ml(-,5)<t}cU,

Lemma 3.6 implies that
(3.15) Imu(,S)=ml(-,8) <l, in {m,(-,S)<s-a,}.
and, for any 7 € [0,s -a,],

{m{(-,S) < s} € {mu(-,5) < s} c{m{(-,S) < s} + Bs.

It remains to show that {m{(:,S) <t-a,} € {m,(-,S) < s}. Observe that,
by the definition of s, there exists x such that m,(z,5) = s and m{/(z,S) = t.
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By (A.20), there exists y € R? such that [z —y| <[ '@, +2 and m,(y,S) = s —ay,.
Then, by the Lipschitz estimates,
|S_t| Sau-i- |s—5u _t| Sau+ |mu(y75) _mg(yﬂg)' + |mg(ya5) _mg($75)|
<@y + 1, + L1 a, +2).
Let now 7 be the largest real number such that
{mf/(-,9) <7} c{m,(-.5) <s-a,}.
Then there exists 2 such that m{ (2") = 7 and m,(2') = s —@,. So, by (3.15),
|t —s+a,| <l,. This gives the result since
ay = (@ + L+ L1 @, + 2)) + (@, + 1) O

We conclude this subsection by slightly modifying the statement of the previ-
ous lemma, putting it in a form better suited for our purposes in the following
subsection.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose that ScU € R and t > 1 satisfy
{z eR: mf(z,9) <t} < Ug,,
where Ry :=5+1.'a,. (Note that Ry = Cp'l;3.) Then
(3.16) 0<my(-,8)=mu(-S)<l, in {m{(-,5) <t}
and, for any s € [0,t],
(3.17) {mg(-,S) <spc{m,(-,S5)<s}c {mg(-, S) < s} + Bs.

Proof. In view of Lemma 3.7, one just needs to check that, under our assump-
tions, {m{(-) <t+a,} € U. Here is the proof: as {m{(-) <t} c U, Lemma 3.7
implies that

{m,<t-a,}c{m <t-a,}+Bs.
Thus, from (A.20),

{mj] <ty c{m, <t} c{m,<t-au}+Biig,.2C{m, <t-a,}+Bg,cU. O

3.3. Construction of the martingale. In this subsection, we perform a con-
struction similar to the one in [1, Section 3.3]. The eventual goal is to define
a filtration {G;};50 on € so that the martingale E [m,(z,5)|G;] has bounded
increments in t, almost surely with respect to P, permitting the application
of Azuma’s inequality. As in [1], the filtration G; is a “perturbation” of the
smallest o—algebra which makes the ¢-sublevel set of m, measurable, but nev-
ertheless is sufficiently localized in its dependence on the coefficients that we
may make use of independence.

We begin by introducing a discretization of the set of compact subsets of R?
which contain S. We denote this set by

K := the set of compact K € R¢ such that S ¢ K.
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We endow K with the Hausdorff metric disty, which is defined by
disty (K, K") ::max{inf sup |z —y|, inf sup|x - y|}
zeKK yekK' yeK' e K

=inf{r>0: KcK'+B, and K'¢ K +B,}.

Since the metric space (K, disty) is locally compact, it follows that there ex-
ists a pairwise disjoint partition (I';),, of K into Borel subsets of K such
that diamy (I';) < 1 for each 7 € N. For each i € N, we define

Ki = U K+§1.

KEF@

By definition, K; has the interior ball condition of radius 1 (i.e. satisfies (3.1))
and

Kel, = KCcK,CK+DB,.
We define compact sets N
K;c K!c K!cK;
for each 7 € N by
K!:=K;+ Bg,, K!:=K!+By and K; = K! + B.
We enlarge I'; by setting
I:={KeK: KcK;cK+DB,}.
We next define the following subsets of €2, for each ¢ >0 and 7 € N:
F;(t) := the event that {x eRe: mff’;(x,S) < t} eT;.
We next show that the events {F;(t)};n covers €.

Lemma 3.9. For every t >0,

UF(t) =

ieN

Proof. Fix i € N such that {z eR?: m,(x,5) <t} e I';. We claim that F;(t)
holds. Our assumption implies that

{x eK]: mfg(x,S) < t} c K.

Thus Proposition 3.8 is applicable and we deduce from (3.17) for s = ¢ and our
choice of ¢ that {mf%, S) < t} eT;. That is, F;(t) holds. O

We next show that, if F;(¢) holds, then the t-sublevel set of m, is close
to Kz

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that t >0 and F;(t) holds. Then
(318) {m“(,S) St} QKZ'-FEg and Kig {mu(,S) St}+§4,

(3.19) sup (my" (.8) = mu(-,9)) 4L, +1,
K;
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and

(3.20) sup|my, (-, S) —t| < 8L, +2l,.
oK,

Proof. 1f F;(t) holds, then
(3.21) {mfﬁ(', 9) < t} cK,c {mf’{(-, ) < t} + B

Note that the first inclusion of (3.21) ensures the applicability of Proposi-
tion 3.8. The inclusions in (3.18) are therefore obtained from (3.17) and (3.21).
The inequality (3.19) is obtained from (3.16), (3.21) and the Lipschitz estimate.
To prove (3.20), note that if x € OK;, then by the first inclusion in (3.21), we

have mfﬁ(a:) >t. By the second inclusion (3.21), there exists y € R? such that
mfj(y) <t and |z —y| <4. Thus, by the Lipschitz estimate, mff(x) <t+4L,.
Combining this with the second conclusion proves the claim. U

We now create a partition of 2 by defining
El(t) = Fl(t), EHl(t) = E+1(t) N\ (El(t) U---u El(t)) , 7€ N.

By the previous lemma, { E;(t) }sy is a pairwise disjoint partition of €.

An important property of E;(t) is that it is measurable with respect to the
restriction of the coefficient fields to K", which is the assertion of the following
lemma.

Lemma 3.11. For every 0<s<t andi,jeN,
F(s)nF(t)+e = K[cK/ and Ef(s)eF(K/).
In particular, E;(t) e F (K").
Proof. According to Lemma 3.10, if F;(s) n F;(t) # @ for some 0 < s <t, then
K;c{m,(-,S) <s}+Byc{m,(,S) <t} +Byc K, + By.
In particular, Fj(s) € F (K it §7). We also obtain the expression

Ei(s)=Fi(s)~ U Fa(s),
neD(7)
where

D(i):={neN:1<n<i-1, K;C K,+ By, and K, € K; + Br}.

Notice that n € D(i) implies K/, € K/ + By = K/ and thus F,(s) € F (K/'). It
follows that E;(s) e F (K j’.’), as desired. O

In view of Lemma 3.9, we may define, for ¢ > 0, a random element S; of
by
St = KZ if Ez(t) hOldS, 7€ N.
Note that S, is an approximation of the set {x e H : m,(z,S) <t}, but with
more local dependence on the coefficient fields, as witnessed by Lemma 3.11.
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We now define the filtration {G;}s0 by Go := {@,Q} and, for ¢t > 0, by

G; := o—algebra on () generated by events of the form E;(s)n F,
where 0 <s<t,ieNand F e F(K!).

The martingale we are interesting in is E [m,,(z,S)|G:] for a fixed z € R%. The
eventual goal, which is completed in the following subsection, is to show that
this martingale possesses bounded increments and to deduce from Azuma’s in-
equality bounds on its fluctuations for £ > 1 large. We conclude this subsection
with three lemmas containing some estimates we need.

Lemma 3.12. For everyt >0 and x e R9\ S},
|my,(x,8) = (t +m,(x,S:))| < 8L, +2,.

Proof. By the maximality of m, (-, S;) (the last statement of Theorem A.6), we
have that, for every z € R% \ S,

(3.22) my,(x,.5) = sup my,(y, 5) <my(x, ).
yedSt

By the maximality of m,(-,S), we have, for every z e R\ S,

my(x,S) + iralg mu(y,S) <m,(x,S).
yedo

Finally, we note by Lemma 3.10 that, for every ¢ > 0,
sup |t - m,(y,S)| <8L, +2l,.
yedSt

Combining the above yields the lemma. O
Lemma 3.13. For every 0<s<t and x € R,

Imy (2, S) =E[mu(x,S)[G]| Lizes,y < 8Ly +21,.
In particular, if t > L, dist(z, S), then

im,(z,S) -E[m,(x,S)|G]| <8L, +2l, a.s.

Proof. Fix z €e R and 0 < s < t. Define a random variable Z by

Z= mffi(x,S)]lEi(s).

ie{jeN:zeK;}

Notice that Z is Gs—measurable by the definition of the filtration, since m,]f;(:c, S)
is F (K!")-measurable. Since the event that = € Sy is the union of E;(s) over
ie{jeN:zeK;}, we obtain from Lemma 3.10 that

1Z —mu(z, ) esy| < Y |mu(:c,S)—mff£(:c,S)|]lEi(s) <4L,+1,.
ie{jeN:zeK;}

Since Z and 1(,cg,} are G;—measurable, we have
my(z,5) = Elmyu(z,5)|Ge]| Lizes,
<|Z —=my(z,5)| Liges,y + ‘E [Z —my(2,9) L ges,y
<2 HZ —mu(x,S)Lzes,y
<2(4L, +1,).

G|

L (Q,P)
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This completes the proof of the first statement.
In order to check that, for ¢ > L, dist(z, S), m,(x) is “almost” G;—measurable,
let us note that, in E;(t), we have

{mit(,S) <t} € K,
where, in view of (A.21),
mff{(:v, S) < L, dist(z,S) <t.
So, in E;(t), = belongs to K;, P-a.s., so that z € S(t), P-a.s. O
Lemma 3.14. For every t >0 and x € R,
(3.23) E[m,(x,5)|G] - E[m.(z, K;)] 15| < 2L, (Ro +15).
1eN
Proof. We first argue that, for each 2z € R4, i e N, ¢ > 0,

Since E;(t) € G; by definition, to establish (3.24) it suffices to show that, for
every Aeg,

(3.25) E [mu (93, l~(,) ]lAmEi(t)] =E [mu (:E, [?Z)] P[ANnE(t)].
We obtain (3.25) from the fact that
(3.26) AeG = AnE(t)eF(K]),

which we will check below, the fact that m,(z, I~(Z) is F (]Rd N I?i)fmeasurable,
and the independence of F (Rd \ [?Z) and F (K/).

We now give the proof of (3.26). We may assume that A takes the form
A =FnE;/s), with j e N, F ¢ ]—"(Kj’.’) and s € (0,¢], since such events
generate G;. Then An E;(t) = FnE;(s)nE;(t). Now, either E;(s)nE;(t) =&
and there is nothing more to show, else or K} ¢ K" by Lemma 3.11. In the
latter case, we have F'n Ej(s) € ]—"(KJ() ¢ F(K!). By Lemma 3.11 again,
E;(t) e F(K!") and thus F'nE;(s)nE;(t) € F (K"), as desired. This completes
the proof of (3.26).

We now complete the proof, deriving (3.23) from (3.24) using the Lipschitz
estimates: we have

E[m,(z,5)[G] = ZEN Y E[mu(x, K)lg,w)|G]
< Z%\:]E[mu(:c K)1g,)|G] + Lu(Ro +15)
= Y E[my(x, K;)| 15,0 + Lu(Ro + 15)
<Z€Z:E[ u(2, K) gy + 2L,(Ro + 15).

The reverse inequality is proved in the same way. U
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3.4. Proof of the fluctuations estimate. Using the results of the previous
subsection, we are now ready to derive Proposition 3.1 from Azuma’s inequality.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. We fix x € R? and consider the G;—adapted martingale
{X;}1s0 defined by

Xy =E[mu(z,5)]G] - E[m,(z,9)].

Note that X, =0 since Gy = {@,Q}.

The main step in the argument is to show, using Lemmas 3.12, 3.13 and 3.14
that, for every t,s > 0,

(3.27) X = X[ <C (LM s =t + 1+ p7'LP),

where C' is bounded for bounded p’s. We may assume that s <¢. Then the
event that z € .5, is G,—measurable and hence

Xi=E [mu(x, S)1G:] Liges,y +E [mu(ft, S)]l{m¢ss}
Xs =K [mu(x, S) |gs] ]l{;pess} +E [mu(x> S)]l{wiéss}

gt] -E [mu(x,S)] ;
QS] -E[m,(z,9)].

Subtracting these and applying Lemma 3.13, we get

X, = Xy <4(4L, + 1) +|E[my (2, 9) L agsy | Ge] - E [my (2, 9) L igs,y | Gs]| -

Applying Lemma 3.12 twice, we obtain

X, - Xy <12(4L, +1,) + [E[my (2, S5) Liugs.

Gi] = E[mu(a, S) 1 iagsay |96

Let us now estimate dist(Ss, ;). Weset R, == {m,(-,S) <t}. By Lemma 3.10
and the growth of t - %R, ; in (A.20), we have

diStH(Ss,St) = Z diStH(KiaKj)]lEi(s)nEj(t)

i,jeN
< Z (dlStH(KZ, 9%%5) + distH(%u,s, mu,t) + diStH(%u,ta KJ)) ]lEi(S)ﬁEj(t)
i,jeN
-1
<1'|s—t|+10.
From the Lipschitz estimates we obtain therefore that

myu (2, S6) = my (2, S)| Diags,y < Ly (L s —t] + 10).

Plugging this inequality into the estimate of | X, — X;| and using that the
event {x ¢ Sg} is Gs—measurable, we obtain that

X, - Xy| <E[my(2,5)|Gi] = E[my,(x, S5) | G]| + Ll s = t| + C.
To complete the proof of (3.27), we are left to show that
(3.28) B [my, (2, S¢) 1G] = E[my (2, S5) |Gl < L (17t s = t] + 40 + 4Ry).



28 S. ARMSTRONG AND P. CARDALIAGUET

For this, we combine Lemma 3.14, the estimate for disty(Ss,S;) established
above and with the Lipschitz estimate, to get

B [ (2, 5¢) |Ge] = E[myu(z, S5) |G|
<4L,(Ro+15) + Y [E[my (2, K;)] = E [m,(x, Ki)]| 15,50 )
i,jeN
<AL,(Ry+15) + L, Y disty (K, K;) L, (s)nm, )
i,jeN
<4L,(Ry+15) + L, dist (S, St)
<4L,(Ry+15) + L,(I,"s - t| + 10),

as desired. This yields (3.27) because Ry = Cpu~tl?.

We now complete the proof of the proposition. We fix 7' > 1 large and set
7=p 2 and N = T/7. Applying Azuma’s inequality yields that for every
A>0,

22
P[| X7 - Xo|>A] <2 -——.
[ - Xol > 2] < 2exp (-

Using X = 0 and the choice of N, we obtain, in view of (3.27), that for every
A>0and T'>1,

12 \?
P[|X7|> A] < 2exp (_MéLT ) :

If we choose T' = L, dist(z, S), we have by Lemma 3.13:
Xr - (m(@,8) ~E[m, (0. S)D| <C as

Plugging this inequality into the former one, we obtain

12 \?
P(jm,(x,S) -E[m,(z,S)]|>A] < Cexp (_Cd%(xé’)) .

This is (3.3). O

4. CONVERGENCE OF THE MEAN DISTANCE TO A PLANE

In the previous section, we obtained good control of the stochastic fluctu-
ations of the solutions of the planar metric problem at points far from the
boundary plane. To complete the proof of Proposition 2.2, it remains to study
the asymptotic behavior of the quantity E[m,(x,H;)] as z-e - co. The pre-
cise statement we need is presented in the following proposition, the proof of
which is the focus of this section.

Proposition 4.1. For each L > 1, there ezists C(data, L) > 1 and, for each
pe(0,L] and e € OBy, a positive real number my,(e) such that, for every x € H,

B [my, (2. H;)] - (e) (- e) < Cu(x-€)? logZ (1 + (2 ¢)),

_1
2

where C), = Cus (1+ [log p]) Moreover, (p,e) = my(e) is continuous

on (0,00) x OBy .
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The proof of Proposition 4.1 requires a new localization argument which
is a generalization of the finite speed of propagation property for first order
Hamilton-Jacobi equations. This is presented in the next subsection and the
proof of Proposition 4.1 is given in Section 4.2.

Throughout, we fix L > 1, p€ (0, L] and e € 9By and set H* := Hx.

4.1. Propagation of influence. An important property of the planar metric
problem is an “approximate finite speed of propagation” property. To be more
precise, what we show is that, while the diffusion term of course creates an
infinite speed of propagation, the behavior of the boundary condition outside
of a ball centered at x € H* of radius > (x - e)% has essentially negligible
influence on the value of m,,(z,H~). The result is summarized in the following
proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Let m', m? ¢ VVliEOO (H*) be, respectively, a subsolution and
supersolution of the equation

(4.1) —tr (A(Dm,y)D*m) + H (Dm,y) = p in H*.

Suppose also that there exist constants K, R, M > 1 such that, for everyi € {1,2}
and x € H*,

(4.2) esssup | Dm'(y)| < K,
yeH*

(4.3) 0<m'(x) <M+ Llz|

and

(4.4) m' <m? in OH* n Bp.

Then there exists C(data, K, L) > 1 such that, if s > 1 and R > Cp=>(1+M+5)3,
then we have

(4.5) m'(se) <m?(se) + 1.

We expect that the exponent % appearing in the conclusion of Proposition 4.2
is suboptimal. Indeed, our argument for obtaining it is somewhat crude and, for
example, the proof is easier and we obtain a better estimates in the semilinear
case in which A(§,z) = A(x). This is of no consequence for the results in the
paper, however, because Corollary 3.2 provides ezponential estimates on the
fluctuations of my,(x,H~) which overwhelms any finite power such as 3. Thus
the statement above turns out to be more than enough for what we need.

The proof of Proposition 4.2 is inspired by the proof of the finite speed of
propagation for first-order equations, with the role of time being played by
the unit direction e. Indeed, the argument relies on a comparison between
the planar metric problem and a time-dependent one which is captured in the
following simple lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose K >1 and m ¢ VVli’C(X’ (H*) is a nonnegative subsolution

of (4.1) satisfying the Lipschitz bound

(4.6) esssup |Dm(z)| < K.
TeHT



30 S. ARMSTRONG AND P. CARDALIAGUET
Fiz A\,v >0 and define w e W5 (H* x (0,00)) by
1
w(x,t) = Y log (exp (=Am(z)) +exp (=Avt)).
Then there exists C' = C'(data) such that, if v < u— CAK?, then w is a subso-
lution of the time-dependent equation
(4.7) dw — tr (A(Dw,x)D*w) + H (Dw,x) < in H* x (0, 00).
Proof. We give the proof assuming that m is smooth; the general case is ob-
tained by performing analogous computations on smooth test functions, in the
usual way. For convenience, denote Z(x,t) := exp (-Am(z)) + exp (=Avt) so
that we may write w(z,t) = —A"tlog Z(x,t). Straightforward computations
give
O Z(x,t) = -Avexp (-Avt),
(48) DZ('I7T’) = —Aexp (—)\m(x)) Dm(x),
D*Z(x,t) = -Xexp (-Am(z)) (DQm(x) -ADm(x) ® Dm(a:))

and thus
Ouo(,1) = 7o O (1) = %,
Du(r,1) =~ (1$’t)DZ(:r,t) _ %Dmm,
Dulet) =1 (19”) (D2Z(x,t) -5 (i’t) DZ(x,t) DZ(x,t))
_ % (D2m(x) - %Dm(m) @ Dm(x)) |

Assembling these together and using the positive homogeneity and nonnegativ-
ity of H, the 0-homogeneity of A(-,z) and (4.6), we find that

Oyw(z,t) —tr (A(Dw, 1) D*w(w, t)) + H (Dw(z,t),x)
. (exp (=Avt) ) - (exp (= m(z)) ) (exp (=Avt)

“\ Z(x,t) Z(z,t) Z(z,t)
+ (W) (=tr (A(Dm, ) D*m(x)) + H (Dm(x),z))

vt (52 e (3250).

Therefore we get (4.7) provided we select v < ju— CALZ, as claimed. O

) (C)\ |Dm(x)|2)

Proof of Proposition 4.2. The proof is broken into six steps. The main part is
a comparison argument that is similar to several others appearing later in the
paper. It comes in Steps 2-4. We then derive the conclusion of the proposition
from the result of the comparison in the last two steps. Throughout, C' and
¢ denote positive constants depending only on (data, K, L) and may vary in
each occurrence.
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Step 1. We set up the comparison argument. We fix parameters \,v,d,¢,T >
0 (selected below), with & < 63, and define

1
wy(x,t) = B log (exp (—)\ml (:)3)) +exp (—)\yt)) :
Provided that v < u— C\, Lemma 4.3 asserts that w, is a subsolution of
(4.9) Oywy - tr (A(Dwy,y)D*wy) + H (Dwy,y) =0 in H* x (0, 00).

Fix another parameter 1 > 1 (to be chosen below in Step 2) and select a smooth,
nonnegative, nondecreasing and convex function g : R — [0, 00) satisfying (here
we assume ¢ is sufficiently small)

1
g(t)y=ct+= forte[0,00), supg’(t)<e and supg”(t)<e.
4 teR teR

Define
P(at) =g (1+]22)* - (T-1)).
We note for later use that, with (-) = (1 + |z[2)? - (T - 1),
IY(z,t) =9¢'(),
Di(a,1) = g'() (1+ o) Fa,
D2(x,t) = g'(-) (1 + [22) 2 (1a-(1+2P) v @) +g"() (1 +]2]?) "2 o2,

and therefore, for every (x,t) € H* x [0, 00),

(4.10) |Dy(z,t)| <e and |D*p(z,t)| < Ce.

We next introduce the auxiliary function W :H* x H+ x [0,T] - R defined by
2 |z —y[*

(411> \I](Jf,y,t) = wl(x7t)_nm (yut)_Té_w(xvt)

Observe that W attains its supremum on H* x H* x [0,7] at some point
(20,10, t0) € H* x H* x [0,T]. Indeed, w; is bounded on this set, m? is nonneg-
ative and ¢ (z,t) - +oo as |x| > +oo uniformly with respect to ¢ € [0,T]. By
the Lipschitz assumption (4.2), we have

(4.12) |0 — yo| < (K0)3 < C63.

The main claim, which is proved in the following three steps, is that, under a
suitable choice of 7, we have

(4.13) either t,=0 or xgedH* or yoedH".

To prove (4.13), we proceed by contradiction and assume that t, > 0 and
(z0,90) € H* x H*, which means that (xo,yo,%) is an interior local maximum
of the function W.

Step 2. The application of viscosity solution theoretic comparison machinery.
Fix another parameter v > 0 to be selected below. By the parabolic version of
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the maximum principle for semicontinuous functions [18, Theorem 8.3], there
exist symmetric matrices X,Y € R™? such that

{ (X, & + DY(x0,t0), 0ptp(0,t0)) € 527+7~Ul(ib"0>150),
(Y,n'&) e T m?(yo),

and

1 X+D21p(.§(70,t0) 0 2
(4.14) —(§+|M|)I2ds( ; Ly | €M

where & := 07|zo — yo|?(z0 — yo) and
1 ( N -N

M=5\-n N)= N 5= fao = ol Lo + 2(z0 = yo) @ (w0 = yo).

If xo = yo, then we take 7 := 1. Otherwise, if ¢ # yo (we will show below that
this is indeed the case), we set 7 := d|zg — yo| 2. In the latter case, we obtain

X + D2)(z0,t9) 0 )

C I, -1
(415) g |[L’0 - y0|2 Igd < ( 0 _nY d d

S€|xo—y0|2( )
) —Iq Iq
In particular, we have
X[+ Y] < C6 ao—yo|* + Ce <CK3673 < C§73.
Step 3. We prove a lower bound for |x¢ - yo|. The claim is that

(4.16) |20 — yo| > c(ud)?.

In particular, this implies that we are in the case xy # yy. First we note
that (4.10) and (4.15) give a lower bound for Y which, in both cases o = yo
(when we have M =0) and ¢ # yo can be written as

Y > _CU71(571|ZL’0 - yolzld 2 _0571|$0 - yolzfd.
Next we observe that the equation for m? yields
—try (A (777150)7 yo) Y) +H (7771507 yo) 2 [

Combining the previous two inequalities and using the positive homogeneity
and coercivity of H and (4.10) gives

CoMag —yol* + COP |z - y0|3p 2 [

This yields (4.16).

Step 4. We complete the proof of (4.13) by deriving a contradiction, using
the results of the previous two steps and the equations respectively satisfied by
wy and m?2. Using that w; is a subsolution of (4.9) and 9,1 > 0, we have

=t (A(§ + DY(wo,t0)), 0) X ) + H (§o + D(o,t0),70)
< Opp(wo, to) = tr (A(o + D(wo,t0)), 20) X ) + H (§o + Db (0, t0), 20) < p.
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By (4.10) and (4.16), we have

ltr* (A (€& + D(zo, to), 20) X) — tr(A (&, 20) X)|
< Cléol " DY (20, )| X| < C8 |lwg —yo| P 2675 < Cp2676e
and, by (4.10) and (4.12),
[H (& + Dip(o,to), o) = H (S0, w0)| < C1&0 ™ [ DY (yo, to)| < Ce.

Combining the previous three lines and using | D2y (xq,to)| < Ce, we get
(417)  —tr (A(&,20)(X + D*(xo,0))) + H (S0, 70) <+ Cp72575e.

Using the equation for m?, the homogeneity of A and H and the fact that n > 1
and H >0, we obtain

(4.18) —tr (A (o, y0)nY) + H (§o,90) 2 np-

The goal is to show that (4.17) and (4.18) are incompatible. Using the matrix
inequality (4.15), we find

tr (A(&o, 20) (X + D*¥(wo, t0)) = A(&o, Yo)nY)
<C6 g - yo|2 lo(n, z0) - 0(77,?/0)|2 <CO g - yo|4 < Cd5.
We note that

|H (%, 20) = H (€0, 90)| < C [0 |29 = yo| < C55.
Taking the difference of (4.17) and (4.18) and using the previous two inequali-
ties, we get
(n-Hp<C (/[%5’%5 + 5%) :

If we choose =1+ Cpu! (,u’%(S’%z—: + 5%), for a sufficiently large constant C|
we obtain the desired contradiction. This completes the proof of (4.13).
Step 5. We deduce that, under certain restrictions on R and ¢, that

1
(4.19) wy (z,t) <nm?(x,t) + 2 V(x,t) e H x[0,T].
We consider the three alternatives provided by (4.13). In the case ty = 0, we
get

e
sup (w1 —nmz) <max WV = wl(xo,O)—nm2(y0,0)—|I0 ol ¥(20,0) <0

(2,8)eH+x[0,T] 49
because wi(+,0) < 0 by construction and 0 < m?2(-,0) by assumption. Therefore
we consider the case that xg or yy belongs to OH*. We give only the argument
in the case that xo € JH*, the other case being analogous. We divide this case
into two sub cases: xg € Bp or xg ¢ Br. If 29 € Bg, then the assumption (4.4)
yields that

|0 — yo|4 _
40

<mt(z0) - nm2(yo) < m2(z0) = m2(yo) < K |0 - yo| < €63 <

,lvb(xO)tO)

max ¥ = wq (xg,t) — 77m2(y0) -

1
47
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provided that ¢ is sufficiently small. If, on the contrary, o € OH* \ Bg, then
max ¥ < vT - nm?(yo) — ¥ (xo, to) <vT - g(R-T).
If R>T, then, since g(s) =es+1/4 for s >0,
maxV <vT -e(R-T).
Therefore, if
(4.20) R>T(1+e '),
then we obtain max ¥ < 1. This completes the proof of (4.19).

Step 6. We complete the argument by deriving (4.5). Fix s > 1 and choose
A= cpfL?% and v = /2. Then

wy(z,t) >m'(z) - CTLQeXp (—cu(%t —ml(x))) :

By assumption (4.3), we have m!(se) < M + Ks, and thus we can choose
t>Cs+2u'M so that the last term in right-hand side is at most i. On the
other hand, if 1+s— (7T —t) <0, then, since g < 1/4 on (-0, 0], we have

1

nm?(se) +(se,t) < nm(se) + g ((1 v )P (T t))
1
<m?2(se)+ (n-1)(M + Ks) + T
where we used assumption (4.3) again in the last line. Note that we can choose ¢
such that both conditions ¢t > C,s+2p M and 1+s— (T —t) <0 hold, provided
(4.21) T>2p M+ Cs +1.
In this case, we get, by the choice of n,

m!(se) <m?(se) + Cp™! (,;%5*%5 + 5%) (M + Ks)+ %

We conclude by selecting 6 := ,u%»sg and ¢ := cu5(M+Ks)‘%. Then, if we choose
T:=Cu'(M+s) and R=Cpu>(M +5)%, so that (4.20) and (4.21) hold, we
obtain m!(se) < m2(se) + 1 as claimed. This completes the proof. O

4.2. Convergence of the means. The idea of the proof of Proposition 4.1 is
to use the estimate of the stochastic fluctuations and the “approximate” finite
speed of propagation to compare m,, (-, H;) to m,(-, H; + se) + E[m,(se,H_)].
If these functions are close, then the map t — E[m,(te,H;)] is almost linear.

We begin by extending the fluctuation estimate to large balls, using union
bounds. For t >0 and R > 1, we define

(4.22) Nj(t) = sup mu(x, "), Ng(t):= inf my(z,H.).
xeBriN(OH +te) weBren(OH +te)

Lemma 4.4. There exists C'(data, L) > 1 such that, for every Rt > 1,
(4.23) E[INg(t) - E[m(te, )] + E[[Ng(t) - E [my(te, H) ][]
< C(ulﬁ)_%t% log%(l + Rt).
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Proof. We prove the estimate for Nj(t), the one for N;(t) being obtained in
a similar way. By the Lipschitz estimate and a union bound,

PlINE(t) - E[my(te, H,)] 2 A]
<P [sup {Im,(z+te,H,) —E[m,(te,H,)]| : © € OH 0 Bre 0 AL} > %]

< > P[|mﬂ(x+te,7-lg)—E[mu(te,’Hg)ﬂ > %]

zeOHENBRNCAZE

There are C'(Rt)1A=¢ terms in the sum in the previous line. Therefore, by
stationarity and Corollary 3.2,

PNz (t) —E[m,(te,H,)]] 2 A] < C(Rt)* A4 exp (_%ﬁv) .

Integrating this inequality, we get, for every a > 1,
E[INg(t) - E[m,(te,H:)]]]
= [ PING(®) - Elmu(te, Ho)]| > A] dA

1 - 12)\2
<o (t lOg(l + Rt))§ + C(Rt)dfl [ )\17d exp (_C:utﬂ ) dA.

a(tlog(1+Rt))3

Choosing o = (ul?) 2, we find, after a change of variable in the integral:
E[|Ng(t) - E[my(te,H.)]|]

< ‘1 1+ Rt % CRd—lti I i_lfoo
a(tlog(l+ Rt))? + #(uly)? (log(1+Rt))

s exp (—32) ds
< (ui2)"% (tlog(1+ Rt))? +C
This yields the lemma. U

Using the previous lemma, the approximate finite speed of propagation and
a very simple comparison argument, we next show that the quantity E [m,(te)]
is almost linear in ¢.

Lemma 4.5. There exists C'(data, L) > 1 such that, for every s,t > 1,
(120) [Em((t+ 5)e, Ho)] - E[my(te, K] - E (e, 1))

<C,(s+t)2log? (1+s+1),
where C, := Cps(1+]|log p))z.

Proof. We may assume that s <t¢. Let N*(¢) and N=(¢) be defined by (4.22),

where we take R := Cpu™>(1+ Lt + s)%, with C' the large constant appearing
in Proposition 4.2. We apply Proposition 4.2 to m!(z) = m,(z) and m?(z) =
my(x,H; +te) + N*(t) in the domain H} +te. To check the hypotheses of the
proposition, we note that both m! and m? are solutions of

(4.25) —tr (A(z)D*m) + H (Dm,z) = in H} +te.
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By the Lipschitz estimates, we have |Dm!|e, |Dm?|e < L,. In particular,
0 <mi(x) < M+ L,|x - te| for every x € H; +te and i € {1,2}, with M := L,t.
Finally, we observe that m! < m? on (OH_ + te) n Br(te) by the definition
of N*(t). Therefore the conclusion of Proposition 4.2 yields

m,((t+s)e, H,) <m,((t+s)e,H, +te) + N*(t) + 1.
Taking expectations and applying Lemma 4.4, we get
E[m((t + 5)e, )]
<E[m,((t+s)e, H; +te)] + E[my(te,H;)] + C(ul2) 3t log? (1 + Rt) + 1
= E [my(se, 1y )] + E [my(te, H, )] + C(ul2) % log? (1 + Rt).
Since R < Cp~5(1+1)2 and ¢, > cp, we obtain
B [, ((+s)e, 1)
<E[my,(te,H;)] + E[my(se, Ho)] + C(ul3[log (1)) 517 log? (1 +1)
<E[my(te,H.)]|+E[m,(se,H.)]+ Cp? |log u|_% t3 log? (1+1).

To obtain the reverse inequality, we take m!(z) = m,(z,H; +te) + N~(t) and
m?(z) =my(x,H;) and follow similar reasoning. This completes the proof. [

We next use Lemma 4.5 to show that the expectation of the solution of the
planar metric problem is approximately affine far from the boundary plane,
thereby obtaining the first statement of Proposition 4.1.

Lemma 4.6. There exist m,(e) >0 and C(data, L) > 1 such that, for every
t>1,

(4.26) %Eﬂ [ (e, H: )] =, (e)] < Cut~3 logh (1+ 1),

where C, := Cus(1+]|log p)) 2.

Proof. As the dependence with respect to p of the various constants C' come
from Lemma 4.5, we omit this dependence throughout the proof. For simplicity,
we denote my,(x) =m,(z,H;). We break the argument into three steps.

Step 1. The application of Lemma 4.5. It is convenient to denote
G(t) = 2B [my (e, H;)].
Then Lemma 4.5 gives, for every 1<t < s,
(420) 16(s) - G(D)] = % [Elmu(50)] - Elmy(te)] - (5 - 1) ELm(e))
< B[ ()] - B [, (00)] - B[, (s - 1)e)]
+(1-2) R Dma e - —=E b5 - D))

<CsFlogh(1+5)+ %‘t G(t) = G(s—1).
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Step 2. We claim there exists C' > 1 such that, for every 1<t < s,
(4.28) IG(s) - G(t)| < Ct 3 log? (1 +1).

The argument is by induction. Clearly the statement holds for a fixed constant
Cy and t € (1,2] by the Lipschitz estimate. Suppose that, for a fixed m € N, the
statement holds whenever t € (1,2™] and with a constant C' = C,,, > 1. Then for

every t € (1,2m+!] and s € (t, %t], we have that s—¢ < 2™ and s~1(s—t)2 < 2733
and therefore

5ot IG(t) - G(s—1t)| < Cps ' (s— 1)z log%(l +(s—-1))<272C,,t2 log% (1+1).
s
Combining with (4.27), we deduce that, for every ¢ € (1,2m*!] and s € (t, %t],
G(s) - G(1)] < (C+275C,, ) t 2 logh (1 + ).

To remove the restriction on s, fix t € (1,2™*1] and s € (¢, 00). Denote s; := 27%s
for k € N. Take n € N to be the unique positive integer such that s, € (%t, %t]
According to (4.27), we get

|G(sn) - G(s)| < IG(Sk) G (k1)

I/\

L2 log%(l +51)

IN

Ct ‘% log% (1+1).
Since either s,, < 2™+ and t € [sn, 2sn) or else s, € (t, %t], we have that

G(s0) = G(D)] < (C+272C,, ) tHlogh (1 +1).
Combining the previous two inequalities yields, for every ¢ € (1,2™*!] and
s € (t,00),

G(s) = G()| < (C+272Cpn) 7 log3 (1 +1).
Thus we have shown that (4.28) holds for every ¢ € (1,2m*!] and s € (¢, 00) with
a constant Cy,11 = (C + (1 -¢)C,,), for some ¢ > 0. It is clear that the sequence

of constants {C,,} remains bounded as m — oco. By induction, we therefore
obtain (4.28) for every 1 <t < s and a fixed constant C' > 1.

Step 3. We conclude. It is immediate from Step 2 that the sequence
{G(2™)} ey is Cauchy and therefore has a limit, which we denote by 7,(e).
Taking s = 2™ in (4.28) and sending m — oo yields, for every ¢ > 1,

G(t) -, ()| < CtElog? (1+1).
This complete the proof of (4.26) and the lemma. O

The previous lemma gives the first statement of Proposition 4.1. To obtain
the second statement of the proposition, it remains to check that (u,e) — m,(e)
is continuous, which relies on another application of Proposition 4.2.
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Lemma 4.7. For any L > 1, there exist C'(data, L) > 1 and 0 < ¢(data, L) <1
such that, for each 0 <v < <L and ey, ey € 0By,

1 1 1
[, (e1) =Ty (e2) < Cur i =v] + Cyler - el (1+ [logles - ea)2
where C), = Cu (1 +|logpl)? and
. (e) >, (e) + cvr (- v).
Finally, for every >0,
1 1
Hno\r _ wo\r
4.29 —| < <= -
( ) (Co) mu(e) (Co)

Proof. We use Proposition 4.2 to approximate H_ by a compact target which
is continuous in e. We then use the fact that K ~ m,(z, K) is Lipschitz with
respect to the Hausdorff metric.

We fix e1,e; € 0By. Given R > 2, there exists a smooth convex set K%,
i € {1,2}, with diameter at most C'R and curvature bounded by 1 which is
contained in H_ and is such that Bgp n 0H, ¢ Krn OH; . Furthermore, we
may assume that K% is the image of K}, under the rotation that sends e; to
es. Since the diameter of K% is at most C'R, we have

(4.30) disty (K, K) < CRler — e

Step 1. We show that, for every 1< s < (C"l,w”R)% -1 andi€{1,2},
(4.31) ‘mu(sei,’;'-[;i) —mu(se,-,K}%)‘ <1,

where C' is the constant in Proposition 4.2. Let m! := m, (-, K%) and m? :=
my,(-,H;,). Since K, € H , we have m? <m!. An application of Proposition 4.2
then gives (4.31).
Step 2. According to (A.19), we have for any = ¢ Kj u K%,
Iy (z, K§) —my,(z, K3)| < L,Rles — eq].
By the Lipschitz estimate for m,, (-, K}), we obtain, provided that |e; —e1] < ¢,
‘mu(sel,Hgl) - m“(se2,7-lg2)\
< ‘mu(sel,’;’-{;l) —m,(ser, K}%)‘ + ‘mu(sel, Kp) —my,(ses, K}%)‘
+ ‘mu(seg, Kg) - my(ses, Ké)‘ + ‘mu(seg, K3%) - mu(seg,ng)‘

<2+C(R+s)le; —esl.

Dividing by s, taking expectations and using (4.26), we obtain
7, (e1) =, (e2)| < 2571+ C (Rs™ +1) |ey — ea] + Cus 2 log2 (1 + 8),

where C), = Cu2(1+|log(p)|)z. Taking

1
1

R:=Cu™> (1 + s%) and s:= (M7%|6’1 - 62|)
we obtain, for every e, ey € 0By with |e; —es] < ¢,

' 1
[, (e1) =T (es)] < O (1 + | log(1)])2]er — a5 [log les — es? .
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Step 4. We next check the continuity of p - my,(e). Fix 0 < v < p < oo.
It is clear that m, < m, and thus m, < m,. By positive homogeneity of H,
(pt/v)m,, is a supersolution of the planar metric problem for p. By comparison,
we get m,, < (p/v)m,, and thus m, < (u/v)m,. On the other hand, we have

m, < Cy 3. Combining these yields
7, — 7, | < Cvr =y
Step 5. We show that p — my,(e) is strictly increasing. For v < pu, let
w = (1+¢e)m,. Then, by homogeneity of H,
—tr(A(Dw,z)D%e) + H(Dw, )
= (1+¢) (-tr(A(Dm,,x)D*m,) + H(Dm,,x))
+(1+e)((1+e)P ' =1)H(Dm,, )
<(l+e)v+Cel,
Sp

provided that ¢ < ¢(p —v) A1l. We deduce that m, > m, + (c(u - v) A1l)m,,
which implies that m,(e) > (1 + (c(n—-v) Al))m,(e), as desired.
Step 6. We conclude by noticing that (4.29) follows from (A.22). O

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is now complete, as the statement follows im-
mediately from Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7.

We now present the proof of Proposition 2.2.
Proof of Proposition 2.2. Fix L > 1, e € 9By and p € (0,L]. An immediate

consequence of Corollary 3.2 and Proposition 4.1 is the following estimate,
which is valid for every A > 0 satisfying

(4.32) A>Cu3(1+z-e)? (1+[logu|+log(1+z-e))?
and z e H}:

—cpBA?
(4.33) P, (2, 1o ) —u(e) (2 )| > A] < Cexp(l +QM) .

On the other hand, we have the following deterministic bounds from (A.22)
and (4.29):

B =

(o H) =) -0 <2 (L) @) s oo

We deduce that, if

(4.34) u£c(1+x-e)7%log%(1+x-e)
and

(4.35) A>C(L+a-e)s (1+log(l+x-e))7,
then

Im,, (x,H,) -mu(e)(x-e)| <A P-as.
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Notice that (4.35) implies that at least one of (4.34) and (4.32) must hold. We
deduce that, for every >0 and every \ satisfying (4.35), we have

—cA\? log%(l +x- e))

(1+x-e)%

(4.36)  P[imu(z,H,)-mu(e)(z-e)|>A] < Cexp(
By adjusting the constant C', we obtain, for every A > 0,
)2
(4.37) Pl|m,(z,H;) -m,(e)(z-e)| > A] SCexp(%).
(1+x-€)5

Indeed, the right side of (4.37) larger than that of (4.36) and also larger than 1
if A does not satisfy (4.35). We have proved (2.8). The fact that (u,e) » m,(e)
is continuous was already proved in Lemma 4.7. U

We conclude this section with a crude deterministic estimate concerning the
continuity of m,(x, H™ — se) with respect to its parameters p and e, which is
obtained from a variation of the proof of Lemma 4.7, above. This is needed
in Section 2 in the proof of the main result to “snap to a grid” before taking
union bounds in the final step of the argument.

Lemma 4.8. There exists C'(data, L) > 1 such that, for every 0 <v < p < L,

s>1, e,e3€ 0By and v € (HE, - sey) n(H{, - sez),

(4.38)  |my(z,H,, —ser) —my (2, H,, - ses)|
<2+ C (|u=viEfe]+ (1+ o]+ 5)Fles — ea[557).
Proof. We first argue that
(4.39) ‘mu(x, H,, —ser) —my (2, H,, - 862)‘
< Cur M= vla + 2+ Cp5(1 + 2] + 5)F|es — €.

The continuity estimate in p was essentially already obtained above in Step 4
of the proof of Lemma 4.7. There we found that m, <m, < (x/v)m,, and this
yields

(e e, = sex) = my (1, = ser)| < Co = vlmy (2) < Cvv ™= vl

We turn to the continuity with respect to e. We denote by z the projection of
onto (H}, —ser) and let 5> 0 be such that z = z+3e;. We also set x5 = 2 +3e,.
For later use, we record the following algebraic relations:

H,, +z=H, —ser, S=x-e1+s, z=x—-(T-e1+5)e;.
We split the estimate of ‘m“(x,Hgl - ser) —myu(x, H, - 862)‘ into three terms:
‘mu(:c, H,, —ser) —mu(x, H, - 862)‘
< ‘mu(x,H; +2) =my(xe, H, + z)‘ + ‘mu(:)sg,?-lgz +2) —my(x, He, + z)‘

+ ‘mu(x,HQQ +2) —my(x,H,, - 862)‘ :
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The first term on the right side can be handled as in Step 2 of the proof of
Lemma 4.7, where we have translated the picture by z. For R := Cu=>(1+3%2),
we have

‘mu(:c,’H;l +2) —my (22, H, + z)‘
= ‘mu(z +3e1, Hy, +2) —my(z +3eq, He, + z)‘ <2+C (§+’§) ler — ea.
The last two terms are controlled by the Lipschitz estimate:
|y (@0, He, + 2) = my (2, 1, + 2)| < Ly|ws - 2
< CSley — e
<C(lx|+s)ler — ea)

and

Iy (z, He, +2) —my(x, He, — sea)| < L, dista(He, + 2, He, — se2)
<Clz-eg+s|

<C(|z|+5)|ea — e
Combining the above inequalities, we get
‘mﬂ(x>H;1 - 861) - mu(x>H;2 - 862)‘ <2+ C:u75(1 + |£L’| + S)%|62 - 61|'

This proves (4.39). To complete the proof of the lemma, we use (A.22), which
states that

my(z, H, - se) < Cu%(x~e+s) < C',u% (lz|+s).

We obtain (4.38) by interpolating the previous inequality with (4.39) (i.e., we
use the latter for large o and the former for small p). O

5. THE APPROXIMATE CORRECTOR PROBLEM

In this section, we prove Proposition 2.4, which links the planar metric
and approximate corrector problems. It essentially states that the quantity
‘52}5 (0,6) + H(¢ )‘ is controlled by the convergence of the planar metric prob-
lem to its limit.

Rather than simply cite comparison results, the quasilinear viscous term
and the desire for quantitative results forces us to use of the full uniqueness
machinery for viscosity solutions of second-order equations [18] “inside” the
usual perturbed test function argument. The technical details unfortunately
obscure the relatively simple and straightforward ideas, and so we recommend
to the reader Sections 5 and 6 of [2], where similar ideas are encountered in a
simpler situation.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Fix ¢ € R?x {0}. Denote p = H(¢) > 0 and set
e := £J|€| and H* := HZ. The basic idea of the proof is to show that v9(-,¢)
must be close enough to m, (-, - se), for s ~ 6%, in a ball of radius ~ §!
centered at the origin, that we can infer the limit (2.11) from (2.7).
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We assume that for a fixed ,A € (0,1] and s := C’/Ad, with C” > 1 to be
selected below, we have

| >

(5.1) sup ‘mu (x,’H’—se)—mu(e)(s+(x~e))‘ <
zeBg o

The goal is to prove that
(5.2) —009(0,€) < pu+ CAB.

(The proof that —dv?(0,&) > pu - C\s is very similar, and so we omit it.)

The argument for (5.2) is based on a comparison argument, and so as usual
we “double the variables,” introducing the auxiliary function

D, y) = my (2, H = s6) = (€ +0°(5,€) - A (L) F - 1) = el

~:6(a)
where ¢ € (0,1] is selected below.
Step 1. We show there exists point (z,%o) € Bs/a x Bsja such that

(53) q)($0>y0) = Ssup (b(x7y)

z,yeBg /o
We take (zg,70) € ES/Q x Es/g to be any point at which ® attains its maximum
over B, /2 x B, 2. We claim that x¢ and yo must lie in B, 4, if we make a suitable
choice of C". Observe that the Lipschitz estimate for m,, (see Theorem A.6)
implies that

(5.4) [0 — ol < Ce3.
The inequality ®(zg,y0) > ®(0,0) gives

Ao (x0) < [my, (o, H™ —se) —m, (0, H™ —se) — & xo| + [¢] |zo — yo| + CO.
Using the previous line, (5.1), (5.4) and taking C” > C'(data, L), we obtain

¢(x0)<%+£+08% <£.

I DY N NP V)
Since ¢ grows linearly, we get |zo| < C'//(Ad) and then (5.4) gives |yo| < C'/(NJ).
These constants C' do not depend on the choice of €7, therefore we may further
enlarge C", if necessary, to obtain that |zo|+|yo| < +s. This completes the proof

of the claim.

Step 2. Fix v > 0. According to Step 1 and the maximum principle for
semicontinuous functions [18, Theorem 3.2], there exist symmetric matrices
X,Y e Réxd gatisfying

| X 0 )
(5.5) - (; . |M|)12d < (0 _Y) < M+~M

and

{ (X + AD26(w0),n + AD(20)) € T (mu(H™ - se)) (o),
(V-6 €T () (wo)-
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where 7 := 71 (20 — yo)” |20 — yo| and M € R%d is defined by
1{N -N
(5.6) MZ:E(—N N)7 Nﬁ:|360—y0|2fd+2(3€0—y0)®(36’0—y0)-

We choose 7 = &g — yo| > so that (5.5) becomes

Clzo - ol X 0\ Cleo-wl (I, -I
Sl R L1 A < 2L :
£ 0 -Y e _Id ]d

Using the equations for m, and v%, we obtain
(5.7) —tr (A (n+ ADé(x0), xo) (X + )\D2¢($0))) +H (n+AD(x0),20) <
and

(5.8) —tr (A(n,50)Y) + H (n,90) 2 =60 (3o, £).

The rest of the proof is concerned with deriving (5.2) from (5.4), (5.5), (5.7)
and (5.8).

Step 3. We next obtain a lower bound for |z —yo| and |n|. The claim is that
(5.9) |20 — yo| > cpzes and In| > cuses.
Using (5.8) and (A.24), we have
cpe=cH(E) < co € < =0v°(yo,€) < —tr (A (1,90) V) +H (1,90) < Co (|M] +[n") .
As |M| < Ce Vg — yof? and |n] = e |z — yo|®, we get (5.9).

Step 4. We complete the proof of (5.2). Using (5.4) and the matrix inequality
(5.6), we obtain

s (3 5) () () )
< O3 o (n,20) - o (1, 40)[°
< Cc":‘i% |LL’0 - y0|2 < Cc":‘%
Thus

tr (A(n+ADd(x0),20) X) —tr (A(n,40)Y)
<A (n+AD¢(x0),0) = A(n,20)| | X[+ tr (A(n,70) X = A(n,90)Y)

<|nl ' A|X] + Ces
<C (Au‘%e‘% + 5%) .
Similarly,
[H (1+ AD@(0),20) = H (1,90)| < C " (A + |0 — yol) < C (A + 7).

Subtracting (5.7) from (5.8) and combining the above inequalities yields

=500 (yo,€) <+ C (MuEe78 +61)).
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We now select the value of € by optimizing the last expression, which leads to
the choice ¢ := )xg,u’%. We obtain
(5.10) — 60° (o, €) < p+ Cm T AT,
We need to obtain the same inequality at the origin instead of y. Since |xo—yo| <
|zo| +|yo| < s/2, (5.3) gives that ®(x—yo,0) < P(xg,yo). This inequality implies
v (Yo, &) = v°(0,€) <my,(wo, H™ = s€) —m,(zo = yo, H™ —se) =& yo + Clzo = yol -
Another application of (5.1) then yields

v (10, €) —0°(0,€) < % +Ced < % + Cp A7,
Multiplying by d, using A, ¢ < 1 and combining with (5.10) gives
(5.11) —600(0,€) S pu+ Cpr7 A7,

This estimate obviously degenerates for small p. Therefore, to obtain (5.2), it
is necessary to interpolate the previous inequality with the deterministic bound
from (A.24), which is useful precisely for small pu:

~0v°(0,€) < Col€P < Cpu <+ Cha.

We obtain
—509(0,€) <+ Cp (,ﬁx%) <+ O3

This completes the proof of (5.2). O
Proof of Proposition 2.3. From Propositions 2.2 and 2.4, we deduce that
6v°(0,€) » —H (&) in probability (with respect to P) as § — 0.

The growth bound (2.9) is therefore immediate from (A.24), while (A.25) and
(2.9) imply that, for each R >0 and for each &,n € Bg,

[T (€) - T ()| < (Lr (€] A 11} F € =nlF) A (Co (gl + D).
from which (2.10) follows. O

6. HOMOGENIZATION OF THE TIME-DEPENDENT PROBLEM

In this section, we prove Proposition 2.5, which roughly asserts that the
limit (2.11) for the approximate correctors controls the homogenization of the
full time-dependent initial-value problem for (1.1). The argument is a quan-
titative version of the so-called perturbed test function argument, a technical
device introduced in [21]. Like the result in the previous section, this is a purely
deterministic PDE fact derived from a comparison argument using the “full”
uniqueness machinery for second-order equations.

It has been pointed out [12] that, for the mean curvature equation and other
singular quasilinear equations, the argument from [21] does not apply in a
straightforward way and some regularization of the solutions is needed. We see
this in our approach by the fact that, at the end of the argument, we cannot
send the parameters to zero in a sequence to obtain a qualitative result; rather
we have to send several of the parameters to zero at the same time.
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Proof of Proposition 2.5. Fix 0<e<d <A <1. We will argue that

(6.1) sup  (uf(z,t) —u(x,t)) > A
(z,t)eBrx[0,T]

implies

. s — A € o
(6.2) ol (0@ -H©) <5 -o(5)"

This will prove only half of the proposition, since we also must establish that

6.3 inf u(x,t) —u(z,t)) <-A
( ) (Z‘,t)EBRX[O,T] ( ( ) ( ))
1

— sup (—5vé(x,£)—ﬁ(§))2%—0(%)10.

(mvg)gBC/sXEL
However, the argument we give for (6.1) = (6.2) can be modified in a straight-
forward way to yield (6.3). Therefore we omit the proof of (6.3). For the rest
of the proof, we assume that (6.1) holds.

Throughout the argument, C' and ¢ denote positive constants which depend
on (data, L, R,T) and may vary in each occurrence. We will prove the result
under the further assumption that A < ¢. We obtain the same result for all
A € (0,1] by adjusting the constant C'in the first term on the right side of (6.2).

Step 1. We begin by doubling the variables to find an initial touching point.
This is not the main comparison argument: the objective here is merely to
get an initial direction &, which is then used in the next step to introduce the
appropriate approximate corrector.

We fix parameters a € [e, A] and v € (0, \] to be selected below and define a
first auxiliary function ® : R x R? x [0,T] = R by

A

B(r,,1) = 0 (2, 0) ~ (o) - 5o = o = 70(0) - (7).

where ¢ : R? - R is the function given by ¢(x) := (1 + |z|2)% - 1. In order to
check that ® attains its supremum on R?xR?x [0, T'], we notice that, according
to (2.2) and the initial condition in (2.1), for every (x,y,t) € R? x R¢ x [0, T1],
1
(b(llﬁ',y,t) < Lt+L|£I§'—y| - % |$_y|2 _’}/QS("E)
1 2
<Lt+al?-—lz-y|" - -1).
caLt- Ly -y (] -1)
The assumption (6.1) implies the existence of (#,) € Bg x [0,T] for which
. 1 1
®(2,2,) > A—v¢ (2) - §>\2 5)\—71%

Imposing the restriction that v < IAR™!, we get

®(2,2,1) > iA.
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Note that any (z,y,t) such that ®(z,y,¢) > $A must then satisfy
1 1 2
A< Lt+al?+vy-—|z -y -]z
< 7= g eyl =l

In particular,

1
(6.4) 7|x|+4—|a:—y|2SLT+aL2+1§C(LT+L2).
!
and \
8
t>—-alL-—.
8L YL
Imposing the restrictions v < 3—12>\ and a < 3—12L‘2)\ yields
A
. t>—— .
(6.5) 17 >0

We deduce that the set where ® is at least iA is nonempty, bounded and
contained in the time interval [ﬁ, ] Thus there exists

(20, Yo, to) € R? x R x [ 5 T]

16L°
for which
A 1
(6.6) D (z0,y0,t0) = sup O(z,y,t) > P (&,2,1) > =\
(2,,1)eRIXRIX[0,T] 4
It is useful to denote
. To— Yo
g = Y0
Q
According to the Lipschitz assumption (2.2) for u(-,ty), we have
(6.7) ol < L.

Step 2. We introduce the approximate corrector, which requires a new aux-
iliary function and a tripling of the variables, and find a new touching point.
Fixing an additional parameter J € (0,¢], to be selected below, we set

W2 0) = 0 (@) -y 0) -0 (2,60) o (= 2) = -l —of

]_ 4 ]_ 2 2 )\
- gl = 5 (o=l + = wof) = 20(0) - (77 ) ¢
Since, by (A.24),
p
U(z,y,z,t) <P(x,y,t) + Co(l; c + Lz -z - v - 2!
p
<O(z,y,t) + Co(l; c +CL3B3 - 8iﬁ3 - 2|*

and
x 1
‘I’(l'myo,fﬂoatO) = (b(anyOatO) - €’U6 (?0760) 2 q)(l'(),y(),to) 2 Z)\a
we obtain the existence of (x3,yg,25,t5) € R4 x R4 x R? x [0,T'] such that

1
(6.8) U(wp,ys, 28, 15) = sup U(x,y,2,t) 2 =\
(z,y,2,t)eRIXRIXRIx[0,T'] 4
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If we impose the restrictions CyLPe < %Aé and CL3 (32 < A\, then we obtain in
particular that

D
D(zg,ys,t5) 2 Ly Gl optges Ly
2 ) 8
This implies by Step 1 that
A CL
(6.9) tr2op and sl < == (L+T).

In particular, g > 0.

We conclude this step with some estimates which are needed in the sequel.
First we observe that the Lipschitz estimate for v2(-, &) gives

1
7 lws — 25" (25 — 25) - &| < C.

Hence

(6.10) lzg — 25| < CP

and in particular, by (6.9),

(6.11) |25|§%(L+T)+Cﬁs%(L+T).
We next claim that

(6.12) op = 2ol + lys - ol < <.

To see this, we use the fact that
x
®(x5,y5,t3) < P(wo, Yo, to) = ¥ (o, Yo, To, o) + 0’ (?O,fo)

< \Ij(x5>yﬁ>zﬁ>t5) +€'U6 (%aéb) .

This can be expressed equivalently (recall § <& <ed!) as
1

o (|~”CB - 36’0|2 +ys - y0|2)

T Z 1
<ev’ (?O,fo) — v’ (;(],fo) +&o- (935 - ZB) - 4—53 |955 - ZB|4
€ Ce
<0o(5+5)<
which yields (6.12).

Step 3. The application of the parabolic version of the maximum principle
for semicontinuous functions [18, Theorem 8.3]. We obtain, for every n > 0, the
existence of d-by-d symmetric matrices X, Y and Z and b € R such that

| X 0 0
(6.13) —(—+|M|)13dg 0 =Y 0 |<M+nM?
n 0 0 -elz
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and L,
(X,&5+€,0) € P u(z,tp),
" A —2,+
[ (vgos €70 ) P ulusta)
—2,- z
(Z-go+)) T v (0) (2).
where
(2L <L 0\ (N 0 -N PO O
M=—|-1, 21, 0f+=|0 0 0 |+y]0 00
alo o of P\-N o N 000
for
Ni=|vg— 25 I+ 2 (w5 - 25) ® (w5 - 25), P = D%p(ap),
and

§p = % [wg = 25l (w5 = 25),
€ i= — (25 ~ 10) - (45 ~ 10)) + YD),

€ s= — (s~ 20) = 2(ys - ).

Observe that (recall that § <e,a and vy < 1)

1 |og -z C
6.14 M| <C|—+——71— Pll<—
an s+ 22 i) < S
and, according to (6.12),
(6.15) |§'|SC'(—) +7 and |§"|SC’(—) :
ad ad
Taking 7 := |M|™" in the matrix inequality, in view of the fact that M > 0, gives
X 0 0
(6.16) ~CIM|Iy<|0 =Y 0 |<om
0 0 -7
As tg >0, the equations satisfied by u®, u and v? yield
(6.17) —5tr(A(£g+£’,%)X)+H(§5+§’,Z—B)s—b,
(6.18) H (¢ +5”)>—b+i
' ’ - T
and
(6.19) —tr(A(fg, Zg—ﬁ)z) +H(§5, Zf) > —M(%ﬁ,go).

The rest of the proof is devoted to combining the previous five inequalities
to obtain the desired conclusion. Due to the singularity of the diffusion term,
it is natural to split the argument into two cases, depending on the size of |£4].
For this purpose, we fix an additional parameter s € [, 1], to be selected below.
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Step 4. We consider the case that 5| < s. Then (6.16) and revisiting the
estimate for |M| yields

|Z] < Ce| M| <Ce(l+%)

and the left side of (6.19) can then be estimated brutally:

A (Zf,go) <—tr (A(gﬂ, Zg—ﬁ) Z) T H (55, Zg—ﬁ) <Ce (é ; %) L COsP.

Since sP < s and H >0, we deduce that

(6.20) ( ,§O)<H(§O)——+C(—+%)+Cs

Step 5. We consider the case that [£5| > s. Then we have

(646, 22) x - (g, 22) x| <l 111

K ((3)5 +7) M| .
s \\ad
Using (6.14), we get

afere ) afen 2)x] < () )

Multiplying the second inequality of (6.16) by the matrix

(o— (fﬁ,%w) ( (m%ﬁ))j“
0 0 ,
o (¢s,2)) \o(¢s,2)

taking the trace of the resulting expression and using (6.10) yields

(6.21)

(6.22) —tr(gA(gﬁ, )X A(gﬁ,zﬁ) )
ool
s;|zﬁ 2l +%
o(t3)

For the H terms, we similarly have

(&) - (6.2 <

(6.23)

C(Ig'l+e7 s = 25)
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By the Hélder continuity of H given (2.10) combined with (6.15) gives

=

(6.21) (6 + €M) - ()] < CK I < OF (=)

Combining (6.17), (6.18), (6.19), (6.21), (6.22), (6.23) and (6.24) yields (recall
that §<eand s<1)

ot (e ) < ey -
50 (2.6) < (&) - 57+ CE.

et () ) ()

Step 6. The conclusion. Combining the results of Steps 4 and 5, we have
shown that

where we define

(6.25) —505(%%0) <T(E) - % e

for , ) )
s3e 6 e € £\2 e \7
hi= —+—+—[|— K|l—] .

& 3 +$+5+a+sﬁ((a5) +7)+ (aé)

Now we need to optimize the parameters in order to minimize the error £’. It
may not be immediately obvious that the parameters can be chosen in such a
way to make &£ small, ensuring even a qualitative proof. It is thus reassuring
to notice that, if we take 8 to be a power of ¢ slightly larger than one, s to be
a very small positive power of € and v to be equal to the other term sharing
the parentheses with it, then we can send € - 0 to get £’ — 0.

To obtain a quantitative bound, an analysis leads to the following choices of
the parameters (recall that we consider € < § < A to be given):

wm (et (S)) e (S) e d(S) a2
T3 7T w) ) T\ \ae) 0 7T 3\as) “3evar

It is straightforward to check that each of the constraints we imposed on the
parameters is fulfilled provided that A < ¢ for a sufficiently small positive con-

stant ¢. We obtain )
c-o5)
oA ’

Moreover, due to (6.7) and (6.11), which in view of the choice of ~ yields

|25] < Ccontstetronte Cet,
v
provided that A < ¢ for sufficiently small ¢. Thus (6.25) gives
— A £ \10
inf 000 (x,&) - H s——+C(—) ,
(%f)élﬁHC/sXEL( v(@,8) (f)) 2T oA

as desired. This completes the proof of (6.2). O

L
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APPENDIX A. WELL-POSEDNESS AND LIPSCHITZ ESTIMATES
The section is devoted to the well-posedness and global Lipschitz regularity

of the metric problem and of the approximate corrector equation.

A.1. The role of the (LS) condition. We start our discussion by explaining
the technical role of the (LS) condition (1.12). Beside (1.12), we suppose that
the pair (o, H) € Q2 and thus satisfies the standing assumptions (1.7), (1.8),
(1.9), (1.10) and (1.11). Note that, by C! regularity and the homogeneity
assumptions on o, we have:

(A1) IDeA(E,y)| < Cole[" VEeRN {0}

The (LS) condition (1.12) is devised to provide Lipschitz bounds on solutions.
Its usefulness is captured in the following technical lemma.

Lemma A.1. Let k and p be as in the (LS) condition. Fiz v > 0, M € R,
E,neRIN{0}, x,y € RY and symmetic matrices X,Y € R4, Assume that

—tr (A(,2)X) + H(Ev) < M < —tr (A(n,y)Y) + H(n,y)

(¥ 5)caemn(® )

Assume also that y(x —y) =& and (1+7)[ —n| < k. Then

and

2

1
1+M);

Co

€l <p! (2M + 800|a|2/<;2) v (

Proof. We may suppose that [¢] > T":= (¢5' (1 + M))%, otherwise there is nothing
to show. Let 6 be as in the (LS) condition. According to Lemma A.2 below,
there exists a C'! map A — Z, from [0, 1] to the set of d-by-d symmetric matrices
such that Zy =X, Z; <Y and

d 1

— I\ =——73

AN (1 w)y
Define

FA) = —tr (A& w2)2n) + H(Ex, 22)-

where &, == (1-X)&+Anp and ) := (1 - A\)x + Ay. Then f(0) < M while

f(U) ==t (A(n,y)Z1) + H(n,y) > —tr (A(n,y)Y) + H(n,y) > M.

We deduce the existence of a largest value A € [0, 1] for which f(\) = M. Note
that f/(\) >0. As [£,] > 1 (since [¢] > 2), this means that

2

a2 ~u(ag ) () (-9)

= (tr(A.20) - (y —2)) + (He - (= &) + (Hy - (y = 7)) 2 0.
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where A, H and their derivatives are evaluated at (&), x,). Without loss of
generality we assume that [¢],|n| > 1. Following now the computation from [26,
Theorem 1.1], we obtain

(tr (AzZ)) -(y - )

1 A
<l|op|tr(AZ})2 |z —y| < Otr (A(l +?‘€)7) + 07 (1 + K)Y|oLPlr -y

and, in the same way,

2

(1 (420) - €0) €01 A ) 0711 el o

ZA -1 2
< Htr(A(l " Hs)v) +07 (1 + K)vColé — )|

because o¢(&y,x) is bounded by Cj since [§,| > 1 thanks to assumption (A.1).
Multiply (A.2) by (1+ k)7 to obtain, since y(z —y) =& and (1+7)|£ - 7| < &,

0(1-20)tr (AZ3) < (1 + k) (KO He| + O|H,|[€] + (1 + K)|o|2|¢* + Co(1 + K)K?).
Next as f(\) = M, we also have

H-M<tr(AZ)) <o (tr (AZ;))% :
By (1.10) and the assumption [¢| > T", we have H — M >0. So
(1+r)TH2 =k M? <o (tr (AZ3))
and therefore
0(1-20)(1+r) " H?<0(1-20)x M?
+(1+k)|of? (/{9|Hg| + 0| H,||€] + (1 + K)|oz]*€]* + Co(1 + /{)/@2) .
Using the bound 6 < 1, we get
0(1-20)H?* < (1 + k) M?* +4(1 + k) Colo k>
+ (L4 5)*[o]? (k0| He| + 0| HL |l + (1 + w)ou PlE?)
Applying the (LS) condition, we obtain [£] < p~1(2k"1M?2 + 8Cp|o|*k?). O

The following lemma, which was used in the argument above, is borrowed
from [8].

Lemma A.2. Let v >0 and X,Y € R4 be symmetric matrices satisfying

X 0 < 1y, -1

0 -v)>"\-1, 1]
Then there exists a C' map X - Zy from [0,1] to the set of d-by-d symmetric
matrices, such that, for every X\ €[0,1],

X=/y<Z\<Y and C%\Z,\zfy_lZf.
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Proof. We express the matrix inequality in the following form: for every &, €
R4,
XE-E-Yn-n<alé -
Thus, for every n e R?,
sup (X&-€ =€ -nf*) <Vn-n.
£eRd
For every A € [0,1), we have X < ~vI; < AyI; and thus, for every n € R?,
2 X\
sup (X&-&-My[€=n") :X(Id_)\_) nn.
£eRd Y
Define
X -1
Z)\ =X ([d - —) .
Ay

Observe that Z, is an increasing family of symmetric matrices bounded above
by Y. It follows that Z, and Z; are well-defined and Z, = X. Moreover,

=~12Z2 U
N ~ RS

A.2. Comparison for the metric problem. We fix a nonempty, closed sub-
set S € R? and consider the metric problem

{ —tr (A(Dm,z)D*m) + H(Dm,z) = in R\ S,

A.
(A-3) m=0 on 0S.

We assume that the coefficients (o, H) of the equation belong to the closure
of Q for the local uniform convergence (as usual, A = %O’O’T). In view of the
definition of Q, we note that o € C%'(9B; x R?) and H € C%!(R? x R?) satisfy
the following

lo(e,x)| +|Dyo(e,x)| +|Deo(e, x)| < Co a.e. in 0B; x RY,
H(tf,l’) :tpH(g,[L’) and Co |§|pSH(§,[L’) SC10 |§|pa

and
(Ad) D H(E )| +|E|DeH(E,x)| < Colf ae. in (RPN {0}) xR

In order to show the well-posedness of (A.3), we first study the following
constrained problem, for a parameter K > 1:

(A.5)
max {-tr (A(Dm,z)D*m) + H(Dm,z) - p, [Dm|- K} =0 in R?\ S,
m =0 on 0S.

We begin with a comparison principle for (A.5).

Proposition A.3. Fix K > 1 and p > 0. Suppose m' € USC (Rd N S) and

m? e LSC (]Rd \ S) are respectively a subsolution and nonnegative supersolution
of (A.5). Then m' <m? in RN S.
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Proof. Throughout the proof, the constants C' and ¢ may depend on o, H, p,
K and vary in each occurrence.

For 6 > 0 small, let ¢ : R - R be a smooth map which is increasing, concave,
bounded above with 1(0) =0 and 0 < ¢’ < 1-20 and —(CoK?) tud < ¢” <0.
We set w(x) = (m!(x)). Let us check that w is a subsolution of (A.5), using
the homogeneity of H and A with respect to the gradient variable, we have (in
the viscosity sense)

—tr (A(Dw(:):), x)DQw(aj)) + H(Dw(x),z)
<¢'(m'(z)) (- tr (A(Dm'(z),z)D*m*(2)) + H(Dm'(z),z))
— " (m*(x)) tr (A(Dml(a:), r)Dm!(z) ® Dml(x))
< p(1=20) + 9" (m' (x))Col Dm' ()
<pu(l-96).

Moreover |Dw|— (1-20)K = (1-20)(|Dm!|- K) <0. Thus w satisfies
(A.6)
max {-tr (A(Dw,x)D*w) + H(Dm,x) - (1 - 0)p, [Dm| - (1 -286)K } <0.

We claim that w < m?2. We argue by contradiction and suppose instead that
M :=supga(w —m?) > 0. Set

_ 4 5
Ma = 2 _ |LU yl _ = 2)'
si= s (w@) ()~ D

The supremum on the right side is evidently attained at some point

(z5,y5) € (RN S) x (RN S),

By construction, w(x) —m?2(y) is bounded above and thus

R _ 2 [z -yl
M, = 161H(1)Ma,5 = sup |w(z)-m(y) - ——

z,yeRINS da
and
. 2 _
(A.7) Lim Blys|” = 0.
As w is K-Lipschitz continuous (as it is a subsolution of (A.6)), we have
(A.8) 25— ys| < (Ka)3 < Cas.
If « is sufficiently small, we have x5 ¢ 05 and yg ¢ 05, indeed, if x5 € 0S5, then
ol
M, 5= 2 _|xﬁ yﬁl_é 240

while, if yg € 95, then, by Lipschitz continuity of w,
Mep <w(ys) + Klzg - ys| < K3a35 < M

for o small. Both cases are impossible since M, g > M > 0. We deduce that
the maximum point belongs to the interior: (xg,yz) € (R1\S) x (R4\S).
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Fix 1 > 0 to be selected below and apply the maximum principle for semicon-
tinuous functions [18, Theorem 3.2] to obtain symmetric matrices Xz, Yy € Rdxd
such that

(X35,83) € 72#10(%% (Ys,83 - Bys) € 72’_7"12(?/5)

1 X 0
=+ M) Ly < |7P <M +nM?
(n | ') 2 (o —(Ya+ﬁld)) "

where &g := a7tz - y5|2 (75 - yp) and

and

1({N -=-N
M:=E(‘N N)= N = |25 - ysl" Ta + 2(x5 — ys) ® (25— yp).

We select 7:= [M|™2. As N < C'|zz - ys|” I, we obtain with this choice:

(A.9) O ML < (*’gﬁ W ! 5 Id)) <M (_[;d ‘]id) |
As w is a subsolution to (A.6) and m? is a supersolution to (A.5), we have
max {—tr* (A(§p, 75) Xp) + H (&g, 25) — (L= 0)p, |§] = (1 -20) K} <0
and
max {~tr. (A(&s = Bys, ys)Ys) + H(&s = Bys ys) — 1 &5 = Bysl - K} 2 0.

Note that, as [€5] — (1 —20)K < 0, we cannot have [{z — fys| > K for [ small
enough. Then the above inequalities can be rewritten as

(A.10) —tr* (A(§p, v5) Xp) + H(Ep,25) < (1-0)p
and
(A.11) —tre (A(Ss — BYp, ys) (Yo — Bla)) + H(&s = Byp,yp) 2 1 — Cof3.

We may also take § sufficiently small that (1 - %5)u < pu—=Cop.
Next we provide a lower bound on [£g]. By (A.9),we have Yz - 81, > -Cv1,,
and thus by (A.11), we obtain

Cy+ C(Isl +19ysP) 2 11 - 55

By (A.7) we can choose (3 so small that C|Sys[P < %ué, so that, by the definition
of v,

1 2
CaHigalt +Clésl > u(1-23).
This proves the bound below for [£s| for 0 small enough:
(A.12) €5 > Ctaz.

In particular, assuming again that (3 is so small that S|ys| < C-'az, we can

remove the “x” in (A.10) and (A.11).
Note that, by (A.8), we have the estimates on v and &g:

(A.13) €5l < K and v<Kias.



56 S. ARMSTRONG AND P. CARDALIAGUET

Our aim now is to compute the difference between (A.10) and (A.11): since H

is locally Lipschitz continuous, uniformly with respect to x, there is a constant
C = Ok such that

H(&s - By, ys) — H(Es,w5) < C(Blys| + |5 — ysl) < C(Blys| +as).

Using the regularity of A with respect to £ in (A.1) and the bound below for
¢s in (A.12), we have

tr (A(&s = Bys, ys) (Y = Bla)) —tr (A(&s,y5) (Y — Bla))
< Cles ™ Blysl|Ys - BLd < Ca3 Blys||Ys - Bl

On another hand, since A = {007 with o satisfying (A.4) and using (A.8),
(A.9) and (A.13), we also have:

tr (A&, ys) (Vs = BIa)) - tr (A(&s,4) Xp) < Crlwg = ysl* < Cas.
The difference between (A.10) and (A.11) then yields to

~CaBlys||Ys = B1a| = C(Blys| + a3) < (1~ 6) ~ pu+ CP.
We now let 5 — 0 (with o remaining fixed): taking into account the fact that
Bys — 0 and the bound on the matrix Y3, we obtain

—Cas < =0 [L.
Choosing « small then yields to a contradiction.

Thus far we have proved that, for any ¢ > 0 and any smooth map ¢ : R - R
which is increasing, concave, bounded above map with ¢(0) = 0 and 0 < ¢’ <
1-26 and —(CoK?)1ud < ¢ <0, we have ¢(m') < m2. We can now let § — 0
and v tend to the identity to obtain the desired inequality: m! < m?2. O

We next deduce a comparison principle for the metric problem (A.3) from
Proposition A.3.

Proposition A.4. Fiz > 0. Suppose that m' € VVli’C‘><> (]Rd \ S) s a subsolution
of (A.3) satisfying

esssup | Dm! (z)] < oo

zeRINS
and m? is a nonnegative lower semicontinuous supersolution of (A.3). Then
mt<m? in RIN S,
Proof. With K := esssup,pa.g|Dm!(z)|, we see that m! is a subsolution

of (A.5). Clearly m? is a nonnegative supersolution of (A.5). Therefore we
obtain the result from Proposition A.3. U

In the proof of Lemma 3.3, we needed the following comparison principle
in bounded domains. The proof is similar to that of Proposition A.4, without
even a need of a penalization at infinity: for this reason we omit it.

Proposition A.5. Let U be a bounded open subset of Re. Assume that m!
is a globally Lipschitz continuous subsolution and m? is a nonnegative lower
semicontinuous supersolution of

—tr (A(Dm,:c)Dzm) +H(Dm,x)=p inU
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such that m* <m? on OU. Then m* <m? in U.

A.3. Well-posedness of the metric problem. We now show that the met-
ric problem has a unique globally Lipschitz solution, and that the Lipschitz
regularity is independent of the set S. As in the previous subsection, we as-
sume that the coefficients (o, H) of the equation belong to the closure Q of
with respect to the topology of local uniform convergence.

Theorem A.6. Fizx L > 1, u € (0,L] and a nonempty closed subset S € R?
satisfying (A.17). Then there exists a unique Lipschitz continuous solution

m,(-,8) e C! (Rd N S) of the metric problem (A.3). Moreover, there exists a
constant C(data, L) such that, for all z,y e RTINS,

|ml$($> S) - m#(ya S)| < C|'ZE - y|
Finally, m,(-,S) is the mazimal Lipschitz continuous subsolution of (A.3).

Proof. For K > 2, we consider the problem (A.5). Clearly the zero function
is a subsolution. As this problem possesses a comparison principle (Proposi-
tion A.3), Perron’s method (see [18]) therefore provides the existence and the
uniqueness of a solution m# to (A.5), which is identified as the maximal sub-
solution of (A.5). It is clear that m® is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz
constant K.

Our aim is to show that, if K is large enough, then the constraint on the
gradient is never in force and thus mX is a solution to (A.3). We do so by
proving that mX is actually Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant
K'e [1, %K] to be chosen below.

We note that, by standard stability argument for equation (A.5), we may as-
sume for convenience that (o, H) € Q. Otherwise, we approximate (o, H) by co-
efficients in €2, prove the Lipschitz estimates for the approximate equation, ob-
taining an upper bound on the Lipschitz constant depending only on (data, L),
and then pass to the limit in the approximation.

We now replace m% by a bounded function. For 6 > 0 small, let ) : R - R
be a smooth map which is increasing, concave, bounded above with 1(0) =0
and 0 <9’ <1-20 and —(CoK?) 1o < ¢ <0. We set w(x) = (mX). Asin
the proof of Proposition A.4, one easily checks that w satisfies the subsolution
inequality (A.6). The main part of the proof consists in checking that for
suitable choices of the parameters we have w(x) < m&(y) + K'|z —y| for x,y €
RN S.

We argue by contradiction. Assume that

M:= sup (w(@)-m(y) - K'lz~y[) > 0.
z,yeRINS

For 8 >0 small, set

, B
Ms:= sup (w(:r) -m"(y) - K'lv - y| - §|y|2) :
x,yeRINS
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The supremum is attained at some (z4,y3) € (R? \ S) x (R?\ §). Note that
0< M < Mg <m®(zg) -m™(ys) - K'|zs - yg)
, 1
< (B = K')|wg —ysl < 5K |wg —ysl.
which gives the lower bound

2M
A.14 - > — .
(A.14) |z —ys| 2 7 >0

In particular, xz # yz. As in the proof of Proposition A.4, keeping the other
parameters fixed, we have that limg_o Syz = 0.

We first assume that x5 ¢ 05 and yz ¢ 05. Fix n > 0. By the maximum
principle for semicontinuous functions [18, Theorem 3.2|, there exist symmetric
matrices Xz, Ys € R4 such that

{O%KME7%w@m,
(Ya,&5-Bys) e T m"(yp)

1 X 0
—(=+|M||La< | P < M +nM?
(n | di (o —a@+ﬁhﬂ 1

where we denote 7 := K'|zg - yg|™, & := K'(x5 - yg)/|rs — ys| and
- s —ys s —ys

Note that M? = 2v2M. Select 1 := (277) 'k, where k is the parameter in the (LS)
condition (1.12). As N < I, we obtain

1 _
_07(1+ ;)Im < ()gﬁ _(YB?‘BId)) <(1+k)y (_];d Iid)'

Using the equations satisfied by w and m*X, we have

max { - tr* (A(§p, 15) Xp) + H(Ep,25) = (1 =0)p, 5] = (1 =) K} <0

and

and

max {~tr. (A(§s — BYs, ys)Ys) + H(Ep = Bys,ys) — s €5l = K} 2 0.

As 0 < |§5] = K’ < %K and PByg is small, the above inequalities yield, for
sufficiently small /3,

(A.15) —tr (A(p, v5)Xp) + H(Ep,25) < (1= 0)p
and
(A.16) —tr (A(&s — Bys, yp) (Ys = Bla)) + H(Es — Bys, yp) = o~ Cof.

According to (A.14), v < K'K/2M. For 8 so small that (1 +v)8|ys| < &,
Lemma A.1 gives the existence of R(data, L) such that |{5| < R. As [{43] = K,
we obtain a contradiction if K’ > R.
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We have proved that, if R < K’ < %K , then the supremum in the definition
of Mg, if positive, can only be achieved by (zg,ys) if x5 € 0S or yz € 05. If
xp € 0S, then

B
Mg =w(zg) -m" (ys) - K'|zg - ys| - §|yﬁ|2 <0,

a contradiction. Consider the case that yz € 0S. As S satisfies the interior
ball condition of radius 1, there exists e € 0B; such that the unit ball centered
at zg = ys — e is contained in S. Then, for r := ¢;' (L + Cy(d - 1)), the map
w?(x) :==7r(Jx— 25| - 1), is a supersolution to (A.3), and thus to (A.5). By the
comparison principle, w(zg) < m&(xg) <r(Jxg — 2] — 1).. We deduce that

g
0< Mg =w(zg) -m" (ys) - K'lvg - ys| - 5 lysl”
<r(lzg—z5l = 1)y — K'lzg —yg| < (r — K')|xs —ys| <0,
provided that we also have K’ > r, which is another contradiction.

In conclusion, we have shown that, if C'(data, L) := Rvr < K’ < %K, then we
have w(z) :=(mf(x)) <mX(y)+ K'|lx —y|. As § and 1) are arbitrary, we can
let ¢ tend to the identity to obtain that m* is Lipschitz with constant K’ <
%K . Thus the gradient constraint is never in force and m* is a Lipschitz
continuous solution to (A.3). By the comparison principle, it is the unique and
the maximal one. d

We next summarize several properties of the metric problem associated to a
nonempty closed set S € R? satisfying the uniform ball condition

(A.17) S= U Bi(a).

El (w)QS

As above, we consider coefficients (o, H) belonging to the Q of Q with respect
to the topology of local uniform convergence.

Lemma A.7. Fix L>1, pe (0,L] and closed subsets S, S’ € R satisfying the
uniform ball condition (A.17). Then there exist 0 <[, < L,,, C(data,L) >1 and
c(data, L) € (0,1] satisfying

(A.18) cu<l, <L, <C

such that the following holds:
(i) Lipschitz estimates: for every x e RENRIN S and y e R4\ S,

(A.19) imy(,8) = m,(y, S| < Ly, (Jx - y| + dist (S, S")) .

(ii) Estimate on the level-sets: for every 0 < s <t,
1
(A.20) disty ({m,(-,S) <s},{m,(-,5) <t}) < l—|s —t] +2.
n

(i) Growth property: for every x € R?,
(A.21) I, dist(z,S5) -2 <m,(z,5) < L,dist(x,5).
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When the target is the half space, i.e., S =H; for some e € OBy, then
we have, for every x € H},

(A.22) (Ci)%x-eSmu(x,He)S(ﬁ)%x-e.

0 Co
Proof. The argument is standard and mostly borrowed from the proof of Propo-
sition 2.2 in [1]. We only explain the differences.
(i) Theorem A.6 states that the m,(-,.S) is uniformly Lipschitz continuous.
Then one can show, exactly as for assertion (ii) in [1, Proposition 2.2] that

\m,,(x,8) —m,(z,5")| < L, disty(S,S").

(ii) For the estimate on the level-sets, we follow again the proof of Proposition
2.2 of [1]: let us set K := {m,(-,S) < s} and let £ : R? - R be a standard
mollification kernel. We denote, for € > 0, &.(y) = e7%(y/e) and set w. :=
[, dist(-, K) * & + s - Cl,e. Since dist(+, K') is Lipschitz continuous, we have
|Dw,| < 1, |D*w,| < 1,/ and |w. - dist(-, K)| < Cl,e. Then, for [, = cu with
¢ >0 small enough, the function w, is a Lipschitz continuous subsolution of

—tr (A(Dm,z)D*m) + H(Dm,z) =p  in R\ {m,(,5) < s}

with w, <'s <m,(-, ) on 9{m,(-,S) < s}. By comparison (Proposition A.4)
we have therefore

L, dist(y, K) +s-2Cl,e <w.(y) <m,(y,S) in R\ {m,(-,9) < s}.
So, for € small enough,
{mu(-,9) < s} c{m,(S) <t} c{m,(,9)<s}h+ Bt (t-5)+2-
The last two points are straightforward: for (iii), the first inequality in (A.21)
is a consequence of (ii) for s = 0 while the second one holds by Lipschitz esti-
mates. When the target is a plane, the map =z — (,u/CO)%x -e is a subsolution

to (2.5) by the homogeneity of H, while the map = — (,u/CO)%x -e is a super-
solution: this yields (A.22) by comparison. O

A.4. The approximate corrector problem. In this subsection, we briefly
discuss the approximate corrector problem: for 4 >0 and £ € R%, we consider

(A23) 60°(-,&) —tr (A(E+ Dv°(-,&),2) D*O(+,€)) + H (£ + DvO(-,€), @)
=0 in R4,

Here we assume that the coefficients (o, H) belong to 2. We summarize the
facts we need in the following proposition, most of which is essentially known.
The well-posedness of mean curvature-type equations has been well-understood
since the pioneering papers [17, 22, 23]. The only additional difficulty here
comes the singularity of the matrix A(- + &, ), which is at —¢ instead of at 0.
This can be treated as in the proof of Proposition A.3. The L* bound (A.24)
on v° is a straightforward consequence of assumption (1.10). The Lipschitz
estimate (in space) under coercivity condition (1.12) for equation (A.23) has
been established in [26], and subsequently discussed in [12]. The proof of [26]
relies on approximation by smooth solutions. The (suitably adapted) proof
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of Theorem A.6 above provides an alternative argument. Therefore, we only
check the regularity of dv° with respect to &.

Proposition A.8. For any 6 > 0 and & € R?, equation (A.23) has a unique
solution v°(+,&) € Whe (R®) which satisfies

Colgl
-2l (2,6 <

Moreover, for every R > 1, there exists C(data, R) > 1 such that, for every
,’L‘,yERd and 57776313\{0})

(A.24) C°|5|

C _2p 2
(A.25) |0z, &) =0’ (y,m)| < C(IE]+nl) |z — y| + 5 (el 7 1g —nl™.

Proof. As mentioned before the statement of the proposition, we only verify
the regularity of dv? with respect to &. Throughout, we denote by C' and ¢
constants which depends on (data, R) and may vary in each occurrence. Given
&,m € Br~ {0}, we denote for simplicity v; := v°(-,€) and vy := v9(-,n). Fix
small parameters «, 8 > 0 to be chosen below, and consider

Myi= s (0(@)~ualy) +n-(a-p) - LR gpap)
(z,y)eRIxRI

and denote by (z3,y3) a maximum point of the problem. We shall send 5 — 0
while keeping « > 0 fixed. Note that

1

lim Mg = sup (vl(x) —v(y)+n-(x-y)- —|z - y|4) > sup(vy —v2)
B—-0 (z,y)eRIxR %" R4

and

limsup Blas|* =
-0

In view of the Lipschitz estimate on vy, we have
(A.26) g —ys| < Cars.

We set &5 := atag —yp|> (25 — yp) and &z = /|| if 25 # ys ({5 = 0 otherwise).
Fix v > 0 to be selected. By the maximum principle for semicontinuous

functions [18, Theorem 3.2], there exist symmetric matrices Xz, Y3 € R¥4 such
that

{ (Xs,65—n+2B25) € T vn(ap),
Yarbs-n) €T va(ys)
with

—(1+|M|)I2ds(Xﬁ+02md g/)styM?,
Y —Ip

where

1({N =N
M:zE(‘N N)> N =g —ysl*Ta+2 (5~ ys) ® (x5 - yp) -
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We choose v := a|rg —yg| ™2 if 25 # ys and 7y = 1 otherwise. As N < Clzz—yp|* 14,
we obtain:

|25 — ypl? Xpg+2BI; 0 Clog-ysl? (1, -1,
A.27 - (C———1y < ————
(4.27) o M 0 -Ys o -1, I

where, in view of (A.26),

Clzg - ys|?

<Ca’s.
«

Using the equations for v; and vs, we have
(A.28) duvi(zp) —tr* (A(§p +§—n+ Pag,a5) Xg) + H(§g+E—n+ Brg,x5) <0
and
(A.29) 6v2(yp) — tre (A(&p,yp) Ys) + H (Ep,y5) 2 0.

Plugging (A.24) into (A.29) we find, since by (A.27) we have |Yp| < Clzg—yg|?/a:

— yal? x5 —ysl?
Clxﬁ Ysl N Co| 6~ Yl > —0v°(yp) > coln|P.
[0

o'
This provides lower bound for |z5 — ys| and for |£s]:
5=yl 2 Cnlfoz and ]2 Ol F o,

From now on we assume that | — | < (3C)~!|n]>?2a2 and that § is so small
that f|z,| < (30)‘1|n|%a%. With this lower bound, we can simplify (A.28):
using

65 + €=+ Basl > (3C) | a2,
we obtain, using the regularity of A and (A.27),
|A(§p+ & —n+ Bag,ap) Xg— A(Ep, ) (X +2814))]
< CoB+ Clnl# a2 € = + B [ X
3p _5
<Clnp[~Za7s (B(1+|zg)) + € -nl).
On the other hand, by Lipschitz estimates,
H (§s,y8) - H (§g+E—n+ Bag,xs) <C(I€—nl+ Blagl + |z - ysl)
while, by the structural assumptions on A = %O’O’T and (A.27),
tr (A (&5, 5) Ya) = o1 (A (€5,25) (X5 +2610)) < Cass.

Computing the difference between (A.28) and (A.29) and collecting the above
inequalities we obtain (neglecting the lower order terms)

v1(5) = dva(ys) < Cln T a8 (B(1+ |ag]) + € = ]) + Cas.

Therefore

Mg < vy (x5) — dva(yp) +n- (x5 - ys)
<Ol Fa s (B(1+|xg]) + 1€ - n]) + Cas.
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We now send 8 — 0 to obtain

sup(vy —vg) < C|n|’37pof%|§ — |+ Cas.
Rd

Taking o = |n|’g7p|£ —n|?, we obtain

2
sup(v1 ~ v2) < Ol ¥1¢ =7 0
R

A.5. The time-dependent initial-value problem. We briefly discuss the
well-posedness of the problem

{&u —tr (A (Du, ) Dzu) +H(Du,z) =0 in R%x (0,77,

(4.30) u(-,0) = 9() on R,

and its rescaled version
Ous — etr (A (Dua, E) D2u€) +H (Dua, E) =0 in R¥x (0,77,

(A.31) € €

us(-,0) =g(") on RY,

Here we fix coefficients (o, H) belonging to €.

Theorem A.9. For any g € BUC(R?), the initial-value problem (A.30) has
a unique solution u € BUC(R? x [0,T]). If, in addition g € CH1(R?), then
u e COY(R?) and there exists a constant L (data, |g|c11) such that, for every
xr,y € R and s,t €[0,T],

uz,t) —uly, s)l < L(lz -yl +]t=s]).

We do not give the proof of Theorem A.9 here. Well-posedness and Lipschitz
estimates for (A.30) are proved in [23] and [26], respectively, and can also be
obtained by modifying the arguments given here for the metric problem.

Similar results for (A.31) can be obtained by applying Theorem A.9 and
using the scaling us(x,t) = eu(%,L). In particular, for a C+! initial condition,
the solution u® satisfies the same Lipschitz estimate: for every x,y € R% and
s, t€[0,T],

u(z,t) —u(y, )| S Ll —y[+]t = s]).

For the reader’s convenience, let us briefly recall how Lipschitz bounds are
established in this framework. Because of the C! regularity of ¢, the maps
(z,t) - g(x)+Ct and (z,t) — g(z)-Ct are respectively super- and subsolutions
of (A.30) (where C' depends on data and ||g|c11 only). This gives the estimate
|u(x,t)—g(x)| < Ct. As the coefficients of the equation are independent of time,
the comparison principle then implies

sup |[u(z,t) —u(z,s)| < sup |u(z,t —s) - g(z)| < Clt - 5],

zeRd zeRd
and we have the Lipschitz regularity in time and a bound on |Jyu|. To get
the Lipschitz regularity in space, one now argues as for stationary equations
(see, e.g., the proof of Theorem A.6), using the bound on |0;u| and the (LS)
condition (1.12).
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