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1 Introduction
Let $\Omega\subset \mathrm{R}^{n}$ be a bounded domain with smooth boundary $\partial\Omega,$ $p>n$ and $f\in C(\overline{\Omega})$ such

that $f>0$ in $\Omega$ .
At first, we shall consider the variational problem

$\inf\{||Dv||^{p}-\int_{\Omega}fvd_{X}|v\in W_{0}^{1,p}(\Omega)\}$ , (1)

where $||\cdot||$ is the standard norm in $L^{p}(\Omega, R^{n})$ defined as follows;

$||w||=( \int_{\Omega}|w(x)|^{p}dx)^{\frac{1}{p}}$

for $w\in L^{p}(\Omega, \mathrm{R}^{n})$ and $|\cdot|$ is the Euclidean norm in $\mathrm{R}^{n}$ .
T. Bhattacharya-E. DiBenedetto-J. Manfredi [5] and B. Kawohl [13] showed that the

limit function of minimizers of the variational problem (1), as $parrow\infty$ , is the distance
function from the boundary of $\Omega$ .

We are interested in what is the limit function of minimizers of the variational problem
with the norm equivalent to the standard one. For simplicity, we shall consider the following
norm defined by

$|| \underline{\eta\prime}|||\tau 1\backslash \angle-=(\nabla||\underline{r/}|_{j,l}||p(’L\nu \mathrm{r}\iota\grave{)}i=n1)\frac{1}{p}\text{ノ}$

for $w=(w_{1}, \ldots, w_{n})\in L^{p}(\Omega, \mathrm{R}^{n})$ .
With this norm, we are concerned with the variational problem

$\inf\{||Dv||_{1}^{p}-\int_{\Omega}fvd_{X}|v\in W_{0}^{1,p}(\Omega)\}$ . (2)

However, it seems hard for us to verify that by using a direct method as in [5] or [13], the
limit function is a distance function corresponding to our norm.

On the other hand, to determine the limit function, we recall the following result by R.
Jensen [10] for the limit PDE derived from (1); the limit function of minimizers of (1), as
$parrow\infty$ , satisfies

$\min\{|Du(x)|-1, -\triangle\infty^{u(x})\}=0$ in $\Omega$ (3)
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in the viscosity sense, where the $\infty$-Laplacian is given by

$\triangle_{\infty}u=\langle D^{2}uDu, Du\rangle$ .

Since the above PDE (3) is not of divergence form, we need the notion of viscosity solutions
as weak solutions.

We note that the $\infty$-Laplacian was introduced by G. Arronson to characterize the “ab-
solutely minimizing Lipschitz extension” (AMLE for short). Recently, R. Jensen in [10]
proved that the AMLE can be characterized as a unique viscosity solution of

$-\triangle_{\infty}u(_{X})=0$ in $\Omega$

under the given inhomogenious Dirichlet boundary condition. To show the uniqueness of
viscosity solutions of the above, R. Jensen treated (3)-type auxiliary equations.

Our strategy is as follows:
(1) Derive the limit PDE associated with (2).
(2) Obtain a uniqueness result for the PDE.
(3) Characterize the limit of minimizers of (2) as a unique solution of the PDE.
(4) Look for a distance function from $\partial\Omega$ which is also a solution of the PDE.

In the section 3, we prove the comparison principle for this limit PDE. However, as will
be seen, this PDE has serious discountinuity, which violates the standard argument to
show the comparison principle for viscosity solutions. We avoid this difficulty imposing an
extra assumption for solutions.

In the section 4, we show that a distance function, which corresponds to our problem,
satisfies the limit PDE.

In the section 5, we consider other equivalent norms in the variational problem and derive
equations which the corresponding limit function satisfies. However, we cannot prove the
comparison principle for this PDE in general.

2 Limit of minimizers as $\mathrm{p}arrow\infty$

In this section we derive the PDE for the limit function of minimizers of (2). First,
we derive the Euler equation associated with the variational problem (2). It is not hard
to show that the minimizer of (2) satisfies the Euler equation in the viscosity sense $(\mathrm{c}.\mathrm{f}.$ ,
Theorem 1.29 in [12] $)$ ;

Proposition 1. Let $u_{p}$ be the minimizer of (2). Then, $u_{p}$ satisfies the $PDE$

$-p(p-1) \sum_{=i1}n|u_{x_{t}}(x)|^{p-2}u_{x_{i}x_{i}}(x)-f(X)=0$ in $\Omega$ (4)

in the viscosity sense.
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First, we get the gradient estimate of the minimizer $u_{p}$ uniformly in $p>n$ ; there exists
a constant $C>0$ such that

$||Du_{p}||L^{\mathrm{p}(}\Omega)\leq C$ in $\Omega$

for all $p>n$ . Hence, we can see that $\{u_{p}\}_{p>n}$ has a subsequence converging to some
Lipschitz function uniformly in $\Omega$ . Dividing the PDE (4) by

$p(p-1) \max_{1i=,\ldots,n}|u_{p}xi(x)|$ ,

and then, sending $parrow\infty$ , we can derive the limit PDE which the limit function of $u_{p}$

satisfies in the viscosity sense.

Proposition 2. Let $u_{p}$ be the minimizer of (2). Then, there exist $u\in W^{1,\infty}(\overline{\Omega})$ and a
subsequence $p_{j}arrow\infty$ as $jarrow\infty$ such that

$u_{p_{j}}arrow u$ as $jarrow\infty$ uniformly in $\Omega$ ,

and that $u$ satisfies the limit $PDE$

$\min\{G(Du(X))-1, F(Du(x), D2u(x)\}=0$ in $\Omega$ (5)

in viscosity sense. $Here_{f}$

$G(q)= \max_{i=1,\ldots,n}|q_{i}|$ $F(q, X)=- \sum_{i\in I[q]}X_{i}i$

and $I[q]=\{i\in\{1, \ldots, n\}|G(q)=|q_{i}|\}$

for $q=(q_{1}, \ldots, q_{n})\in \mathrm{R}^{n}$ and $X=(X_{ij})\in S^{n}$ , where $S^{n}$ denotes the set of all $n\cross n$

symmetric realvalued matrices.

For the reader’s convenience, we recall the definition of viscosity solutions. Consider
functions $E:\mathrm{R}^{n}\cross S^{n}arrow \mathrm{R}$ and $w:\Omegaarrow \mathrm{R}$ .

Definition. We call $w$ a viscosity supersolution $(’\mathrm{r}\mathrm{e}\mathrm{s}\mathrm{p}\mathrm{e}\mathrm{c}\mathrm{t}\overline{1}\mathrm{V}\mathrm{e}\overline{1}\mathrm{y},$ $\mathrm{S}\mathrm{u}\dot{\mathrm{b}}\mathrm{s}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{l}\mathrm{u}\mathrm{t}\mathrm{i}_{\mathrm{o}\mathrm{n}}\grave{J}$ of $E(^{\text{ノ_{}Dw}},$ $D^{2}w_{\grave{J}=}$

$0$ in $\Omega$ if and only if for any $x\in\Omega$ and $\psi\in C^{2}$ ,

$E^{*}(D\psi(X), D^{2}\psi(x))\geq 0$

(respectively, $E_{*}(D\psi(x),$ $D^{2}\psi(X))\leq 0$ )

provided $u-\psi$ has a local minimum at $x$ (respectively, a local maximum in $x$ ).
We also call $w$ a viscosity solution of $E(Dw, D^{2}w)=0$ in $\Omega$ if and only if it is a viscosity

sub- and supersolution of it.

Here, $E^{*}$ and $E_{*}$ are, respectively, upper and lower countinuous envelopes, i.e.,

$E^{*}(q, X)= \lim_{\epsilonarrow 0}\sup${ $E(\hat{q},\hat{X});|\hat{q}-q|<\epsilon$ and $|\hat{X}-X|<\epsilon$},
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$E_{*}(q, X)= \lim_{\epsilonarrow 0}\inf${ $E(\hat{q},\hat{X});|\hat{q}-q|<\epsilon$ and $|\hat{X}-X|<\epsilon$ }

for all $p\in \mathrm{R}^{n}$ and $X\in S^{n}$ .

We give an equivalent definition with the semi-jets. First, we define sub- and super-
semijets of functions of second order.

Definition. For $w\in C(\Omega)$ and $x\in\Omega$ ,

$J^{2,-}w(X)=\{(q, X)\in \mathrm{R}^{n}\cross s^{n}$

$w(y)\geq$ $w(x)+\langle q, y-X\rangle$

$+ \frac{1}{2}\langle X(+o(|x-yy-|^{2})x), y-X\rangle \mathrm{a}\mathrm{s}yarrow x$

$\}$ ,

$J^{2,+}w(X)=\{(q, X)\in \mathrm{R}^{n}\cross s^{n}$

$w(y)\leq$ $w(x)+\langle q, y-X\rangle$

$+ \frac{1}{2}\langle X+o(|X(y-y-|^{2})x), y-X\rangle \mathrm{a}\mathrm{s}yarrow x$

$\}$ ,

Proposition 3. ([6]) Let $E$ : $\mathrm{R}^{n}\cross S^{n}arrow \mathrm{R}$ . $w\in C(\Omega)$ is a viscosity subsolution of
$E(Dw, D^{2}w)=0$ in $\Omega$ if and only if

$E_{*}(q, X)\leq 0$

for all $x\in\Omega$ and $(q, X)\in\overline{J}^{2,+}w(x)$ .
Similarly, $w\in C(\Omega)$ is a viscosity supersolution of $E(Dw, D^{2}w)=0$ in $\Omega$ , if and only

if,
$E^{*}(q, X)\leq 0$

for all $x\in\Omega$ and $(q, X)\in\overline{J}^{2,-}w(x)$ .
Here, $\overline{J}^{2,-}w(x)$ and $\overline{J}^{2,+}w(x)$ are the graph-closure of $J^{2,\pm}w(x)$ ;

$\overline{J}^{2,\pm}w(x)=\int(p, X)\in \mathrm{R}^{n}\cross S^{n}$

$($

$\exists(X_{k,p_{k}}, x_{k})\in\Omega\cross R^{n}\mathrm{x}S^{n}$

such that $(p_{k}, x_{k})\in J^{2,\pm}w(Xk)$

and $\lim_{karrow\infty}(X_{k,p}k,$ $X_{k}\dot{)}=$ ($x,p,$ X-)

$J|$

We present representation formulas for $F^{*}$ and $F_{*}$ .

Lemma. For $q=(q_{1}, \ldots, q_{n})\in R^{n}$ and $X=(X_{ij})\in S^{n}$ ,

$F^{*}(q, x)= \max\{-\sum_{i\in I}Xii|\emptyset\neq I\subset I[q]\}$
,

$F_{*}(q, X)= \min\{-\sum_{\in iI}Xii|\emptyset\neq I\subset I[q]\}$
.
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3 Comparison principle
In what follows, we often omit writing the terminology “viscosity”.
Because of the discountinuity of $F$ with respect to $p$-variables, the PDE for supersolutions

is different from that for subsolutions in general. Thus, we cannot apply the standard
argument to prove the comparison principle for (5). Avoiding this difficulty, we assume a
concavity property for solutions in our comparison principle.

We remark that when $\Omega$ is convex and $f\equiv 1$ , it is known that the power concavity
of the minimizer of the variational problem (1), which is proved by S. Sakaguchi in [21].
Hence, throughout this and next sections, we assume $f\equiv 1$ . Modifying the proof in [21],
we obtain the following.

Theorem 4. Let $\Omega$ be convex and $u_{p}$ the minimizer of (2). Then, $u_{p}L_{\frac{-1}{p}}$ is concave in
$\Omega$ .

Idea of proof of Theorem 4. We first consider appropriately approximate equations, which
is the Euler equation derived from the following variational problems,

$\inf\{\int_{\Omega}\sum^{n}(\epsilon i=1|v|^{\frac{2}{p}}+|v_{x_{i}}|^{2})^{\epsilon}2dx-\int\emptyset vdx|v\in W_{0}^{1,p}(\Omega)\}$ .

Then, we apply Kennigton’s maximum principle to $u_{p}^{(p1)}-/p$ , where $u_{p}$ is the weak solution
of the associated Euler equation.

$\mathrm{L}^{-\underline{1}}$

Since $u_{p^{\mathrm{p}}}$ converges to $\lim_{parrow\infty}u_{p}$ uniformly in $\overline{\Omega}$ , We can easily get the following.

Corollary 5. Let $\Omega$ be convex, $u_{p}$ the minimizer of (2), and $\{u_{p_{j}}\}_{j\in N}$ a subsequence
constructed in Proposition 2. Then, the limit function

$u= \lim_{jarrow\infty}u_{pj}$

is concave in $\Omega$ .

We shall restrict our comparison principle to the concave functions to characterize the
limit function. More precisely, we can show the comparison principle under the local
concavity assumption which is a weaker assumption than concavity.

Definition. Let $u\in C(\Omega)$ and $x\in\Omega$ . Then, $u$ is called locally concave at $x\in\Omega$ if and
only if

$\exists r>0$ $\mathrm{s}.\mathrm{t}$ . $u$ is concave in $B_{r}(x)$

Also, $u$ is called locally concave in $\Omega$ if and only if $u$ is locally concave at $x$ for all $x\in\Omega$ .

Remark. We note that the local concavity is defined even if $\Omega$ is not convex. Moreover,
if $\Omega$ is convex and $u$ is locally concave in $\Omega$ , then $u$ is concave. To see this, we assume that

88



there exists $(x, y)\in\Omega \mathrm{s}.\mathrm{t}$ .

$S=\{t\in(0,1)|u(tx+(1-t)y)<tu(x)+(1-t)u(y)\}\neq\emptyset$

Because of the countinuity of $u,$ $S$ is an open set. For $t_{0}\in(0,1)\backslash S$ , if it exists, using the
local concavity of $u$ , we see that there exists $r>0$ such that $(t_{0^{-}}r, t_{0}+r)\subset(0,1)\backslash S$ ,

i.e., $S$ is a closed set with a relative topology. Thus, we get $S=(0,1)$ . But, this is a
contradiction to the local concavity.

We prove the comparison principle under the local concavity restriction.

Theorem 6. Let $u\in C(\overline{\Omega})$ be a subsolution of (5) and $v\in C(\overline{\Omega})$ be a supersolution of
(5). Moreover, we impose an extra assumption; $v$ is locally concave in $\Omega$ . Then, we have

$\sup_{\partial\Omega}(u-v)=\sup(u-v)\Omega^{\cdot}$

Idea of proof.
Let us suppose $\sup_{\partial\Omega}(u-v)<\sup_{\Omega}(u-v)$ .
We construct a strict subsolution $\overline{u}$ and a locally concave strict supersolution $\overline{v}$ , which are

sufficiently close to $u$ and $v$ , respectively. Thus, we may suppose $\sup_{\partial\Omega}(\overline{u}-\overline{v})<\sup_{\Omega}(\overline{u}-\overline{v})$ .

At a maximum point $x_{0}$ of $\overline{u}-\overline{v}$ , the gradient of $\overline{u}$ and $\overline{v}$ are equal at least formally;
$D\overline{u}(x_{0})=D\overline{v}(x_{0})$ . Moreover, we get

$D^{2}\overline{u}(X\mathrm{o})\leq D^{2}\overline{v}(X\mathrm{o})$ . (6)

Since $\overline{v}$ is a strict supersolution, we have

$G(D\overline{v}(x_{0)})-1>0$ .

Thus, we have $G(D\overline{u}(x_{0}))-1>0$ . Hence, we get

$-$
$\sum_{\overline{u},i\in I[D(x_{0})]}\overline{u}(x_{0})xixi<0$

.

On the other hand, (6) yields
$D^{2}\overline{u}(X\mathrm{o})\leq 0$

in view of the local concavity of $\overline{v}$ . This is a contradiction.

Remark. We note that the local concavity assumption in this comparison principle may
be changed to a weaker one;

$\forall x\in\Omega$ $\forall(q, X)\in J^{2,-}u(x)$ $\forall i\in I[q]$ $X_{ii}\leq 0$ .

In view of Theorem 6, we verify that the full sequence convergence to a unique Lipschitz

continuous function.

Colloraly 7. Let $\Omega$ be convex and $u_{p}$ the minimizer of (2). Then, there exists a unique

function $u\in W_{0}^{1,\infty}(\Omega)$ such that

$u_{p}arrow u$ as $parrow\infty$ uniformly in $\overline{\Omega}$
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4 The limit function
In the variational problem (1), the limit function of minimizers is the distance function

from $\partial\Omega$ . In this section, we show that the limit function of our variational problem (2)
also becomes a distance function from $\partial\Omega$ .

Definition. We set
$d_{1}(x)= \inf_{y\in\partial\Omega}\{i\sum_{=1}^{n}|x_{i}-y_{i}|\}$

We expect $d_{1}$ to be the limit function. To check this, we use the previous comparison
principle. We first list some properties on $d_{1}$ .

Proposition 8. Let $\Omega$ be convex. Then, $d_{1}$ is concave.

It is easy to see that if $\Omega$ is convex, then $d_{1}$ satisfies the (local) concavity assumption in
our comparison principle and the following inequality holds

$- \sum_{]i\in I[Du(x)}u_{x}x_{i}(i)x\geq 0$

in the viscosity sense.

Proposition 9. $d_{1}$ is a solution of

$G(Du(x))-1=0$ in $\Omega$

From Propositions 8 and 9, we can easily prove that $d_{1}$ solves (5) in the viscosity sense;

Proposition 10. Let $\Omega$ be convex. Then, $d_{1}$ is a viscosity solution of (5)

$\mathrm{T}\mathrm{h}_{\mathrm{l}\mathrm{l}\mathrm{S}}‘ \text{ノ}$. in view of Theorem $6_{l}$. we get the following.

Theorem 11. Let $\Omega$ be convex and $u_{p}$ the minimizer of (2). Then, we have

$\lim_{parrow\infty}u_{p}(x)=d_{1}(x)$ uniformly in $\overline{\Omega}$

5 Other norms
We consider other norms equivalent to the standard one in this section.
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5.1 In the case of the norm $||\cdot||_{\infty}$ .
We consider the norm $||\cdot||_{\infty}$ defined by

$||w||_{\infty}=i=1,\ldots,n\mathrm{m}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{x}||w_{i}||LP(\Omega)$ for $w\in L^{p}(\mathrm{R}^{n}, \Omega)$ .

We can see that the minimizer of the variational problem (1) with this norm satisfies the
following inequalities

$p(p-1) \max_{ni=1},\ldots,\{-|u_{x_{i}}(X)|p-2u_{xix_{i}}(x)\}-f(x)\geq 0$ in $\Omega$

$p(p-1)i= \min_{1,\ldots n)}\{-|u_{x}i(X)|p-2(u_{xx_{i}}iX)\}-f(x)\leq 0$ in $\Omega$

in the viscosity sense. We thus formally get the inequalities, as $parrow\infty$ , which are satisfied
.by the limit function in the viscosity sense.

$\min\{G(Du(X))-1, F_{\infty}^{+}(Du(x), D2u(X))\}\geq 0$ in $\Omega$ ,

$\min\{G(Du(X))-1, F_{\infty}^{-(u}D(x), D2u(X))\}\leq 0$ in $\Omega$ . (7)

Here, $F_{\infty}^{+}(q, X)=\{$

$\max_{i\in I[q]}(-^{x)}ii$ provided $I[q]=\{1, \ldots, n\}$ ,
$\max_{i\in I[q}](-xii0)$ otherwise,

and $F_{\infty}^{-}(q, X)=\{$

$\min_{i\in I[q}](-^{x)}ii$ provided $I[q]=\{1, \ldots, n\}$ ,
$\min_{i\in I[q}](-xii\wedge 0)$ otherwise,

(8)

for $q\in R^{n}$ and $X=(X_{ij})\in S^{n}$ .

However, if $u\in C^{2}(\Omega)$ such that $I[Du(x)]\neq\{1, \ldots, n\}$ for all $x\in\Omega$ , then it is a
subsolution of (6). Thus, the comparison principle for these inequalities cannot be expected
(see [9]).

5.2 $\overline{\mathrm{l}}\mathrm{n}\mathrm{t}\overline{\mathrm{h}}\mathrm{e}$ case of a mixed norm.

We next consider the norm which is the sum of above norms, $||\cdot||_{1},$ $||\cdot||$ and $||\cdot||_{\infty}$ ,
i.e., we define the norm of functions $w\in L^{p}(\Omega, \mathrm{R}^{n})$ as follows; for fixed sets $\emptyset\neq I_{j}\subset$

$\{1, \ldots, n\}$ $(j=1,2,3)$ such that $\bigcup_{j=1}^{3}I_{j}=\{1, \ldots , n\}$ ,

$||w||_{*}=(||P_{1}(w)||^{p}LP( \Omega)+\sum_{Ii\in 2}||wi||p+\mathrm{m}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{x}L\mathrm{p}(\Omega)i\in I3L^{\mathrm{p}}||w_{i}||p(\Omega))^{\frac{1}{\mathrm{p}}}$ ,

where for $q=$ $(q_{1}, \ldots , q_{n})\in R^{n},$ $P_{1}(q)=( \sum_{i\in I_{1}}q^{2}i)^{\frac{1}{2}}$ .
Then, we formally get the inequalities, which the limit of minimizers of the corresponding

variational problem solves.

$\min\{G(Du(x))-1, F^{+}(Du(x), D2u(X))\}\geq 0$ in $\Omega$ ,
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$\min\{G(Du(X))-1, F^{-(}Du(X), D^{2}u(X))\}\leq 0$ in $\Omega$ .

Here, for $q=(q_{1}, \ldots, q_{n})\in \mathrm{R}^{n},$ $X=(X_{ij})\in S^{n}$ and $J\subset\{1, \ldots, n\}$ ,

$F^{\pm}(q, X)=- \sum_{I_{1}k,l\in}qkq_{\iota k}x\mathrm{t}-\sum_{2k\in I[q]}qkkxk+f_{I_{3[q}}^{\pm}](2q, X)$
,

$I_{k}[q]=\{i\in Ik|c(q)=|qi|\}$ ,

$f_{J}^{+}(q, X)=\{$

$0$ provided $J=\emptyset$ ,
$\max_{i\in J}(-q^{2}iXii)$ provided $J=I_{3}$ ,
$\max_{i\in J}(-q_{i}^{2}X_{ii}0)$ otherwise,

$f_{J}^{-}(q, x)=\{$

$0$ provided $J=\emptyset$ ,
$\min_{i\in J}(-q_{i}^{2}xii)$ provided $J=I_{3}$ ,
$\min_{i\in J}$ ( $-q_{i}^{2}X_{ii}$ A $0$ ) otherwise.

Indeed, we may verify that the limit of minimizers is a solution of the above inequalities
in the viscosity sense.

We can show that the comparison principle holds between a viscosity super- and subso-
lutions under certain assumptions for $I_{j}$ . However, we cannot prove that the limit function
of minimizers is concave even if $\Omega$ is convex (see [9]).

For the reader’s convenience we give a list of papers on $L^{\infty}$ -Laplacian, which we do not
mention here.

$*\not\equiv\vee\vee \mathrm{X}\ovalbox{\tt\small REJECT}$

[1] G. ARRONSON, Extension of functions satisfying Lipschitz conditions, Ark. Mat., 6
(1967), 551-561.

[2] G. ARRONSON, On the partial defferential equation $u_{x}^{2}u_{xx}+2u_{xxy}u_{y}u+u_{x}^{2}u_{xx}=0$ .
Ark. Mat., 7 (1968), 395-425.

[3] G. ARRONSON, L. C. EVANS&Y. Wu, $\mathrm{F}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{s}\mathrm{t}/\mathrm{S}\mathrm{l}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{w}$ diffusion and growing sandpiles,
J. Differential Equations, 131 (1996), 304-355.

[4] G. BARLES&J. BUSCA, Existence and comparison results for fully nonlinear degen-
erate elliptic equations without zeroth-order term, preprint.

[5] T. BHATTACHARYA, E. DIBENEDETTO &J. MANFREDI, Limits as $parrow\infty$ of
$\Delta_{p}u_{p}=f$ and related extremal problem, Rend. Sem. Mat. Univ. Pol. Torino, Fascicolo
Speciate 1989 Nonlinear PDE’s, 15-68.

[6] M. G. $\mathrm{c}_{\mathrm{R}\mathrm{A}\mathrm{N}\mathrm{D}}\mathrm{A}\mathrm{L}\mathrm{L}\ \mathrm{L}$ . C. EVANS, A remark on infinity harmonic functions, preprint.

92



[7] M. G. CRANDALL, L. C. EVANS &R. F. GARIEPY, Optimal Lipschitz extensions
and the infinity Laplacian, preprint.

[8] M. G. CRANDALL, H. ISHII &P. L. LIONS, User’s guide to viscosity solutions of
second order partial differential equations, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 27 (1992), 1-67.

[9] L. C. EVANS, Estimates for smooth $\mathrm{a}\mathrm{b}_{\mathrm{S}\mathrm{O}}1\mathrm{u}\mathrm{t}\mathrm{e}\mathrm{l}\mathrm{y}$ .minimizing Lipschitz extensions, Elec-
tron. J. Differential Equations, 3 (1993), 1-9.

[10] N. FUKAGAI, M. ITO &K. NARUKAWA Limit as $parrow\infty$ of $p$-Laplace eigenvalue
problems ans $L^{\infty}$-inequality of the Poincare type, Differential Integral Equations, 12
(1999), 183-206.

[11] T. ISHIBASHI&S. KOIKE, On fully nonlinear PDEs derived from variational problems
of $L^{p}$ norms, submitted.

[12] R. JENSEN, Uniqueness of Lipschitz extensions: Minimizing the $\sup$ norms of the
gradient, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 123 (1993), 51-74

[13] P. JUUTINEN, P. LINDQVIST &J. MANFREDI, The $\infty$-eigenvalue problem, Arch.
Rational Mech. Anal., 148 (1999), 89-105.

[14] P. JUUTINEN, Minimization problems for Lipschitz functions via viscosity solutions,
Licenciate thesis, University of Jyvaskyla (1996), 1-53.

[15] B. KAWOHL, On a family of torsional creep problems, J. Reine Angew. Math., 410
(1990), 1-22.

[16] A. U. KENNINGTON, Power concavity and boundary value problems, Indiana Univ.
Math. J., 34 (1985), 687-704.

[17] N. J. KOREVAAR, Convex solutions to nonlinear elliptic and parabolic boundary value
$\mathrm{P}^{\mathrm{r}\mathrm{o}_{\vee\wedge}^{\mathrm{h}}}\iota \mathrm{e}_{-\wedge}1\gamma_{-\mathrm{S}}1,$

$\mathrm{T}-\mathfrak{n}_{\sim}\mathrm{d}_{-}\mathrm{i}\underline{\mathrm{a}}\mathfrak{n}_{\wedge}\mathrm{a}\wedge \mathrm{U}\wedge\sim\sim\wedge \mathrm{v}\mathfrak{n}\mathrm{i}.--\mathrm{M}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{t}_{--}\mathrm{h}$. $\cdot\vee \mathrm{T}.,\underline{.3}\underline{2}(\underline{\rceil}\mathrm{Q}8- 3_{\text{ノ}\tilde{7}}\backslash \cdot)603- 6\underline{1}4$ .

[18] P. LINDQVIST &J. MANFREDI, The harnack inequality for $\infty$-harmonic functions,
Electron. J. Differential Equations, 4 (1995), 1-5.

[19] N. NAKAUCHI, A remark on $\infty$-harmonic functions on Riemannian Manifolds, Elec-
tron. J. Differential Equations, 7 (1995), 1-10.

[20] M. OTANI &T. TESHIMA, On the first Eigenvalue of some quasilinear elliptic equa-
tions, Proc. Japan Acad., Ser. $\mathrm{A}$ , No 1, 64 (1988), 8-10.

[21] M. OTANI, Existence and nonexistence of nontrivial solutions of some nonlinear el-
liptic equations, J. Funct. Anal., 76 (1988), 140-159.

93



[22] L. E. PAYNE &G. A. PHILIPPIN, Some applications of the maximum principle in
the problem of the torsional creep, SIAM J. Appl. Math., 33 (1977), 446-455.

[23] S. SAKAGUCHI, Concavity properties of solution to some degenerate quasilinear ellip-
tic Dirichlet problems, Ann. Sc. Norm. Sup. Pisa, 14 (1987), 404-421.

[24] N. S. TRUDINGER, On Harnack type inequalities and their apprication to quasilinear
elliptic equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 20 (1967), 721-747.

94


