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Abstract

To study the assumption that the utility maximization hypothe-
sis implicitly adds to consumer theory, we consider a mathematical
representation of pre-marginal revolution consumer theory based on
subjective exchange ratios. We introduce two axioms on subjective
exchange ratio, and show that both axioms hold if and only if con-
sumer behavior is consistent with the utility maximization hypothesis.
Moreover, we express the process for a consumer to find the transac-
tion stopping point in terms of differential equations, and prove that
the conditions for its stability are equal to the two axioms introduced
in the above argument. Therefore, the consumer can find his/her
transaction stopping point if and only if his/her behavior is consistent
with the utility maximization hypothesis. In addition to these results,
we discuss equivalence conditions for axioms to evaluate their mathe-
matical strength, and methods for expressing the theory of subjective
exchange ratios in terms of binary relations.

Keywords: Integrability Theory, Marginal Revolution, Subjective
Exchange Ratio, The Weak Weak Axiom, Ville’s Axiom.

JEL codes: D11, C61, C65, C13.

1 Introduction

In modern economic theory, economic agents are usually designed to follow
the utility maximization hypothesis. This remains true even when the ratio-
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nality of the agent is in doubt, and studies that try to find a class of utility
functions that can explain irrational behavior that emerges from psychologi-
cal experiments are often found in decision theory. A typical example of such
a study is Schmeidler (1989), who constructed a theory of Choquet expected
utility to explain Ellsberg’s (1961) experiment.

However, economics has not been with the utility maximization hypoth-
esis since its beginnings. This hypothesis was introduced by William Stan-
ley Jevons, Carl Menger, and Leon Walras during the period known as the
marginal revolution. Thus, the following question naturally arises: With
the addition of the utility maximization hypothesis, what have we assumed
about economic agents?

To consider this question, we need to compare consumer theory before and
after utility maximization was assumed. Therefore, let us look at consumer
theory before the marginal revolution. According to Kawamata (1989), in
theories of consumer behavior prior to the marginal revolution, the consumer
was assumed to be able to view his/her subjective value for i-th commodity
according to their current state. In this case, the ‘appropriate’ exchange
ratio between i-th and j-th commodities the consumer believes would be
expressed as a ratio of subjective values. Let us call this ratio the subjective
exchange ratio. On the other hand, the actual exchange ratio is expressed
as a ratio of prices. If these ratios are different, then the consumer will not
be satisfied with what he/she has and will continue to trade. As a result of
the transaction, the subjective value and the subjective exchange ratio are
updated. After repeating this process, the consumer will stop trading only
when the subjective exchange ratio finally becomes equal to the price ratio.

Menger (1871) showed that if we replace the subjective value treated in
this pre-marginal revolution consumer theory with the concept of marginal
utility, everything can be well explained. If the subjective value is given by
marginal utility, then the subjective exchange ratio coincides with the usual
marginal rate of substitution. Moreover, from Lagrange’s first-order
condition, the point at which the transaction stops is precisely the point
of utility maximization. Thus, the new theory modeled in terms of utility
maximization can be positioned as an inheritance and development of the old
theory. However, one can also consider the consumer who attaches subjective
exchange ratios that cannot be regarded as marginal utility. Menger showed
that the utility-maximizing consumer can also be described as the consumer
with subjective exchange ratios, but the converse is not true. Thus, another
view could be that Menger made stronger assumptions about the consumer.
If so, what additional assumptions were made about consumer behavior by
introducing utility maximization? In this paper, we consider this question.
What is the relationship between new and old consumer theories?
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Another aspect of the marginal revolution is that it introduced the con-
vention of describing theories mathematically in economics. This means
that the theory using subjective exchange ratios was not described math-
ematically. Therefore, this paper begins by mathematizing consumer theory
based on subjective exchange ratios. We construct two mathematical theo-
ries: static and dynamic.

In both theories, the main consideration is the function that gives a vec-
tor of the subjective values of commodities when the consumption vector x
is on hand. In static theory, we consider the transaction stopping condition
as the consumption vector in the budget hyperplane under which the sub-
jective value vector is proportional to the price vector, and construct the
corresponding demand function f g. We impose two conditions for g. The
first condition is called the weak weak axiom, which has the same in-
terpretation as the weak weak axiom of revealed preference introduced by
Kihlstrom et al. (1976). The second condition is called Ville’s axiom and
is a requirement for a certain type of rationality introduced by Ville (1946).
We first show that under the locally Lipschitz assumption, f g can be written
as a result of the utility maximization if and only if g satisfies the above two
axioms (Theorem 1). Thus, these two axioms are the additional conditions
imposed on the subjective exchange ratio of the consumer by the marginal
revolution.

Static theory describes only the transaction stopping point and does not
discuss how the consumer finds that point. In contrast, dynamic theory
discusses how the consumer finds the transaction stopping point. Since the
consumer can only observe the current subjective value, he/she only knows
the direction of improvement. In order to describe efforts to improve the
consumer’s state, we use some kind of differential equation. If the solution to
the differential equation converges to the transaction stopping point, then we
can interpret that the consumer can successfully find the transaction stopping
point. We analyze this differential equation, and show that it is necessary and
sufficient for stability to hold no matter what improvement method is used
that both the weak weak axiom and Ville’s axiom hold (Theorem 2). Thus,
the consumer will always eventually find a transaction stopping point when
they can be viewed as if they are acting according to the utility maximization
hypothesis, but they may fail to find a transaction stopping point when they
are not. This is another implication of the utility maximization hypothesis.

We have introduced two axioms, and the economic interpretations of these
axioms are relatively natural. On the other hand, it is not easy to evaluate
how mathematically strong these axioms are. We study this and find equiva-
lent conditions for axioms that are easy to evaluate (Theorem 3). Moreover,
the condition obtained there can be characterized by the properties of what
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was called the Antonelli matrix in classical consumer theory (Proposition
1). Using this result, we can obtain the following two conclusions. First,
when there are only two commodities, any subjective value function satisfies
Ville’s axiom. When there are three or more commodities, however, the set of
subjective value functions that satisfies Ville’s axiom is nowhere dense under
almost any appropriate topology (Corollary 1). Thus, when there are three
or more commodities, Ville’s axiom is, at least mathematically, very strong.

Finally, we discuss the relationship between the theory of subjective ex-
change ratios and the theory of binary relations. Although we formulated the
primitives of consumers as a subjective value function, in consumer theory
since the 20th century, it is usually assumed that the primitive mathematical
element of the consumer is the binary relation that represents the consumer’s
preference. We mention a way to construct a binary relation from g and pro-
vide a correspondence in a natural way (Theorem 4). The corresponding
binary relation %g is the unique continuous binary relation that satisfies a
few additional requirements. This binary relation is a weak order if and only
if g satisfies Ville’s axiom. Moreover, the subjective exchange ratios under g
and h coincide at any point if and only if %g=%h, and the mapping g 7→%g

is continuous under natural topologies. Therefore, we can consider that this
%g is the consumer’s preference relation that naturally corresponds to the
subjective exchange ratio.

All of our results are obtained under the assumption that g is locally Lip-
schitz. Although the most natural assumption for g is continuity, for a con-
sistent construction method of indifference curves, we could not do without
locally Lipschitz assumption of g. On the other hand, all results of classi-
cal integrability theory have been obtained under continuous differentiability
of g. Since any continuously differentiable function is locally Lipschitz, our
assumption is weaker than that of related research.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the notation and
definitions that are necessary for the discussion in this paper. Subsection
3.1 describes the results of static theory, whereas Subsection 3.2 describes
the results of the dynamic theory. Subsection 3.3 provides a series of dis-
cussions to evaluate the strength of axioms. Subsection 3.4 addresses the
correspondence problem between subjective exchange ratios and binary re-
lations. Section 4 discusses the relationship between the theory discussed in
this paper and related studies. Section 5 is the conclusion. Since the proofs
of results in this paper are lengthy, all proofs of results are placed in Section
6.
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2 Notation and Definitions

Throughout this paper, we use the following notation: RN
+ = {x ∈ RN |xi ≥

0 for all i ∈ {1, ..., N}}, and RN
++ = {x ∈ RN |xi > 0 for all i ∈ {1, ..., N}}.

The former set is called the nonnegative orthant and the latter set is called
the positive orthant. We write x ≥ y if x − y ∈ RN

+ , x  y if x ≥ y and
x 6= y, and x ≫ y if x − y ∈ RN

++. If N = 1, then we omit N and simply
write R+ and R++.

Fix n ≥ 2. Let Ω denote the consumption set. We assume that Ω = Rn
++

unless otherwise stated. A set %⊂ Ω2 is called a binary relation on Ω.
For a binary relation % on Ω, we write x % y instead of (x, y) ∈% and

x 6% y instead of (x, y) /∈%. Moreover, we write x ≻ y if x % y and y 6% x,
and x ∼ y if x % y and y % x. Note that, ≻ and ∼ can be seen as binary
relations.

For a binary relation % on Ω, we say that it is

• complete if, for every (x, y) ∈ Ω2, either x % y or y % x,

• transitive if x % y and y % z imply x % z,

• continuous if % is relatively closed in Ω2,

• locally non-satiated if for any x ∈ Ω and any neighborhood U of x,
there exists y ∈ U such that y ≻ x,

• monotone if x≫ y implies x ≻ y, and

• weakly convex if y % x and t ∈ [0, 1] imply (1− t)x+ ty % x.

A binary relation % on Ω is called a weak order if it is complete and
transitive. It can be easily shown that if % is a transitive binary relation on
Ω, then ≻ is also transitive.

Suppose that % is a weak order on Ω. If there exists a function u : Ω → R

such that
x % y ⇔ u(x) ≥ u(y),

then we say that u represents %, or u is a utility function of %. It is
known that for a binary relation % on Ω, it has a continuous utility function
if and only if it is a continuous weak order.1

Let % be a binary relation on Ω. For each (p,m) ∈ (Rn
+ \ {0})×R++, we

define
∆(p,m) = {x ∈ Ω|p · x ≤ m},

1See Debreu (1954).
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f%(p,m) = {x ∈ ∆(p,m)|y 6≻ x for all y ∈ ∆(p,m)}.

We call the set-valued function f% the demand relation of %, and if it is
single-valued, then we call f% the demand function of %. If u represents
%, then fu denotes f%.

Note that, we do not assume that f%(p,m) 6= ∅ for all (p,m) ∈ (Rn
+ \

{0})×R++. For a set-valued function f : (Rn
+ \ {0})×R++ ։ Ω, we call the

set of (p,m) in which f(p,m) is nonempty the domain of f .

3 Main Results

3.1 Static Theory: Representation by Utility Maxi-
mization

As noted in the introduction, the consumer theory before the marginal rev-
olution was not formulated mathematically. This is inconvenient for us, and
thus we must first reformulate this theory mathematically. There are two
possible formulations, static and dynamic. In this subsection, we treat the
static theory.

Let a locally Lipschitz vector field g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} be given. For a

given consumption vector x ∈ Ω, gi(x) is interpreted as representing the con-
sumer’s subjective value of i-th commodity when he/she has the consump-
tion vector x, and its relative ratio gi(x)/gj(x) represents his/her subjective
exchange ratio between the i-th and j-th commodities. If the consumer
has the consumption vector x, then he/she believes that the “appropriate”
exchange ratio of the i-th and j-th commodities for him/her is gi(x) : gj(x).
On the other hand, given the market price p, the “actual” exchange ratio of
the i-th and j-th commodities he/she faces is pi : pj . If these do not coincide,
then he/she will not be satisfied with his/her current consumption vector x,
and will attempt to continue the transaction.

We continue to consider the consumer’s choice. Because of the interpre-
tation of the subjective exchange ratio, if g(x) · v > 0, then the consumer
that has the consumption vector x thinks that x+ tv is more desirable than
x whenever t > 0 is sufficiently small. Therefore, if the consumer’s income is
m > 0 and p · (x+ tv) ≤ m for a small t > 0, then this consumer rejects this
x. For the absence of such a vector v, it is necessary and sufficient that the
following two requirements hold: 1) p · x = m, and 2) g(x) is proportional to
p. The consumer agrees to terminate the transaction if and only if these two
conditions are met. Under this consideration, we define a set-valued function
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f g that describes this requirement:

f g(p,m) = {x ∈ Ω|p · x = m, ∃λ > 0 s.t. g(x) = λp}.

In this section, we seek the condition for this f g matches the utility maxi-
mization hypothesis.

First, we introduce three axioms on g. The first axiom is as follows: g
satisfies the weak weak axiom if and only if, for any x, y ∈ Ω, if g(x) · y ≤
g(x) · x, then g(y) · x ≥ g(y) · y.2 It is equivalent to the following assertion:
g(x) · y < g(x) · x implies that g(y) · x > g(y) · y.

Second, g is said to satisfy theweak axiom if and only if, for any x, y ∈ Ω,
if g(x) · y ≤ g(x) · x and y 6= x, then g(y) · x > g(y) · y. Clearly, the weak
axiom is stronger than the weak weak axiom. Later, we confirm that the
weak axiom is needed for assuring f g to be single-valued.

Next, consider a piecewise C1 closed curve x : [0, T ] → Ω.3 We call this
curve a Ville curve if

g(x(t)) · ẋ(t) > 0

for all t ∈ [0, T ] such that ẋ(t) is defined. We say that g satisfies Ville’s
axiom if and only if there is no Ville curve.

Suppose that f g = fu for some C1 function u : Ω → R such that ∇u(x) 
0 for all x ∈ Ω. If x(t) is a Ville curve, then u(x(t)) is increasing, and thus
u(x(0)) < u(x(T )) = u(x(0)), which is a contradiction. Therefore, g satisfies
Ville’s axiom. Moreover, if g(x) ·y ≤ g(x) ·x, then y ∈ ∆(g(x), g(x) ·x). This
implies that u(x) ≥ u(y), and thus, for any a > 1, u(ax) > u(y). Therefore,
ax /∈ ∆(g(y), g(y) · y), and thus g(y) · ax > g(y) · y. Letting a ↓ 1, we
obtain that g(y) · x ≥ g(y) · y, and thus g satisfies the weak weak axiom.
In conclusion, the utility maximization hypothesis implies that both axioms
hold. We will show that, this is also true even when u is not differentiable,
and the converse is also true.4

We introduce a condition for a binary relation. A binary relation % on Ω
is said to satisfy the LNST condition if, for any x, y ∈ Ω, if x % y and U
is a neighborhood of x, then there exists z ∈ U such that z ≻ y.

Note that, if % is transitive and locally non-satiated, then it satisfies the
LNST condition. We show this result. Suppose that x % y and U is a

2This axiom is related to the weak weak axiom of revealed preference introduced by
Kihlstrom et al. (1976), and thus we call this axiom the “weak weak axiom”.

3A function x : [0, T ] → RN is called a piecewise C1 function if and only if, it is
continuous and there exists a finite set {t0, ..., tk} such that t0 = 0, tk = N , ti < ti+1,
and for i ∈ {1, ..., k}, there exists a C1 function gi : [0, T ] → RN that coincides with x

on [ti, ti+1]. Moreover, a function x : [0, T ] → RN is called a closed curve if and only if
x(0) = x(T ).

4See III) of Theorem 1.
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neighborhood of x. Then, by the local non-satiation, there exists z ∈ U such
that z ≻ x. Because of the definition of ≻ and the transitivity of %, we have
that z % y. If z 6≻ y, then y % z. Because x % y, by the transitivity, x % z,
which is a contradiction. Therefore, z ≻ y, as desired.

Let U ⊂ Ω be open and u : U → R. We say that u satisfies property
(F) if and only if it is increasing and locally Lipschitz, and for any w ∈ R, if
X = u−1(w) is not empty, then it is an n− 1 dimensional C1 manifold, and
g(x) is orthogonal to the tangent space Tx(X) for all x ∈ X .5 Note that,
if u : U → R is a C1 increasing non-degenerate function, then u satisfies
property (F) if and only if ∇u(x) = λ(x)g(x) for each x ∈ U , where λ is
some positive real-valued function defined on U .

Now, we complete the preparation of stating our first main results.

Theorem 1. For a given locally Lipschitz function g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0}, the

following four results hold.

I) The function g satisfies the weak weak axiom if and only if f g = f% for
a complete binary relation % on Ω that satisfies the LNST condition.

II) The function g satisfies Ville’s axiom if and only if there exists a real-
valued function u : Ω → R that satisfies property (F). In this case, for
each v ∈ Ω, there uniquely exists a function ugv : Ω → R such that ugv
satisfies property (F) and ugv(av) = a for any a > 0. If g is Ck, then
ugv is also Ck and ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x) for each x ∈ Ω, where λ is some
positive real-valued function.

III) The following three statements are equivalent.

1) The function g satisfies the weak weak axiom and the Ville’s axiom.

2) There exists a quasi-concave function u : Ω → R that satisfies prop-
erty (F).

3) there exists a weak order % such that f g = f%.

Moreover, in this case, if u satisfies property (F), then u is quasi-concave
and f g = fu. In particular, ugv is quasi-concave, and f g = fu

g
v for any

v ∈ Ω.

IV) If g satisfies the weak axiom, then f g is single-valued. In particular, if
g satisfies Ville’s axiom, then g satisfies the weak axiom if and only if
ugv is strictly quasi-concave.

5We say that a real-valued function u is increasing if x ≫ y implies that u(x) >

u(y), and when u is differentiable, then it is said to be non-degenerate if ∇u(x) 6= 0
everywhere.
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Remarks on Theorem 1. We mention the interpretations of axioms. First,
suppose that g(x) · y < g(x) · x. If we define v = x − y, then g(x) · v >
0. Therefore, the consumer that has the consumption vector x finds that
the transaction that moves the consumption vector slightly in the x − y
direction is preferable. If g(y) · x > g(y) · y, then g(y) · v > 0. Therefore,
when the consumer has the consumption vector y, then he/she also finds the
transaction that moves the consumption vector slightly in the x−y direction
preferable. The weak weak axiom states such a consistency of the consumer’s
preference.

Next, Ville’s axiom is related to Samuelson’s (1950) “three-sided tower”
argument. He considered a consumer in which for three linearly independent
vectors x, y, z ∈ Ω, where x is indifferent to y, y is indifferent to z, and z
is indifferent to ax for some a < 1. He said that such a consumer is “easily
cheated” because of the following reasons. First, suppose that the consumer
has the consumption vector x. If this consumer were offered a transaction
that changed the consumption vector from x to y, he/she would accept this
transaction because he/she feels that x and y are indifferent. Next, if he/she
were offered a transaction that changed his/her consumption vector from y
to z, he/she would accept the transaction for the same reason. Finally, if
he/she were offered a transaction that changed his/her consumption vector
from z to ax, he/she would accept the transaction. As a result of three
transactions, the consumer would be forced to tolerate a lower consumption
vector than he/she originally had.6

Actually, for a consumer that has a subjective exchange ratio function
g violating Ville’s axiom, we can show that there exists the following Ville
curve x : [0, T ] → Ω: there exists t1, t2, t3 ∈ [0, T ] such that, 1) x(t) ∈
span{x(0), x(t1)} for t ∈ [0, t1], 2) x(t) ∈ span{x(t1), x(t2)} for t ∈ [t1, t2],
3) x(t) ∈ span{x(t2), x(t3)} for t ∈ [t2, t3], and 4) x(t3) = ax(0), where
0 < a < 1.7 If we define x(0) = x, x(t1) = y, x(t2) = z, then this consumer
considers that y is preferred to x, z is preferred to y, and ax is preferred to
z, but x is greater than ax. Therefore, we can say that this consumer is also
“easily cheated” for the same reason as Samuelson’s argument.

6Samuelson apparently did not see any problem with the fact that an indifference curve
can be drawn on any two-dimensional space. Therefore, he thought that it was no problem
to use the ‘indifference’ relation for x and y, y and z, and z and ax, in his discussions. This
view can also be found in Pareto (1906). Like Samuelson, Pareto considered irrational
consumers in the mathematical appendix of his book (Pareto, 1909), and his so-called
“open cycle theory” seems to include a similar idea as Ville curves. Ville’s axiom itself
is introduced by Ville (1946), and analyzed by Hurwicz and Richter (1979). Note that,
although the proof of our Theorem 1 also makes extensive use of indifference curves, the
construction method is presented rigorously through a differential equation there.

7See Step 1 of the proof of Lemma 5.
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Let us explain statement II) in Theorem 1. Although property (F) is
a little difficult to understand, this property is important for the economic
interpretation of this result. To simplify the argument, suppose that u satis-
fies property (F) and is continuously differentiable. Then. g(x) is positively
proportional to ∇u(x) for each x ∈ Ω. Hence, the function ∇u represents the
same subjective exchange ratio as g. This implies that we can see the subjec-
tive value of this consumer as the marginal utility. In fact, this difference in
perspective is the transformation of consumer theory brought about by the
marginal revolution. In other words, what was thought to be a subjective
exchange ratio before the marginal revolution came to be regarded simply as
a ratio of marginal utilities after the marginal revolution. And what II) of
Theorem 1 shows is that Ville’s axiom is a necessary and sufficient condition
for the justifiability of this view.

By III), the consumer’s behavior represented by f g matches the max-
imization of the function ugv, which is a standard hypothesis of consumer
behavior in the modern microeconomic theory, if and only if g satisfies the
weak weak axiom. Since the quasi-concavity of ugv was implicitly assumed at
the period of the marginal revolution, the gap between the idea that ∇u can
be viewed as a subjective exchange ratio and the idea of utility maximization
may have been overlooked. However, to justify utility maximization, ugv must
be quasi-concave, and the condition for this is exactly the weak weak axiom.8

We mention the independence of two axioms. First, as we will show later,
if n = 2, then any g satisfies Ville’s axiom. Therefore, if we define g(x) = x,
then it satisfies Ville’s axiom.9 However, if x = (2, 1) and y = (1, 2), then
g(x) · y < g(x) · x and g(y) · x < g(x) · x, which implies that the weak
weak axiom is violated. Second, let n = 3. Gale (1960) found a function g
that satisfies the weak axiom but f g violates the strong axiom of revealed
preference. By Theorem 1, this means that g must violates Ville’s axiom.
Therefore, these axioms are independent.

3.2 Dynamic Theory: Stability and Utility Maximiza-

tion

Insofar as the consumer determines his/her behavior through utility maxi-
mization, his/her behavior can be described statically. That is, the consump-
tion vector that the consumer finally chooses is the one that maximizes utility,
which can be obtained by solving the utility maximization problem. In our
theory, however, the consumer does not know a utility function, but only

8See Lemma 3 in the proof section.
9Actually, if u(x) = 1

2
[x2

1 + x2
2], then g(x) = ∇u(x).
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a subjective value. Moreover, since a subjective value changes according to
the consumption vector currently held, it is possible that the consumer does
not know his/her subjective value under a consumption vector that he/she
does not currently own. Assume that the consumer can know g(x) if he/she
has the consumption vector x ∈ Ω, but has no further information. In this
case, for a given pair (p,m) of the price vector and the income, it is unknown
whether the transaction stopping point f g(p,m) can be found. Therefore,
the static theory is not sufficient to describe the consumer’s transactions. A
dynamic consumer model for finding the transaction stopping point is addi-
tionally needed.

In this subsection, we assume that f g is a single-valued function for sim-
plifying the arguments. We first define the process that describe the con-
sumer’s transaction procedure. Fix a pair (p,m) in the domain of f g. We
call a continuous function h : Ω → Rn an improvement direction func-
tion if 1) g(x) · h(x) > 0 for all x ∈ ∆(p,m) \ {f g(p,m)}, and 2) p · h(x) ≤ 0
when p · x = m. For a given improvement policy h, consider the following
differential equation:

ẋ(t) = h(x(t)), x(0) = x0, (1)

where x0 ∈ ∆(p,m). We call this differential equation the improvement
process according to h.

We define two notions of stability. First, an improvement process is said
to be locally stable if, there exists an open neighborhood U of f g(p,m)
such that if x0 ∈ U , then there exists a solution x(t) to (1) defined on R+,
and for any such solutions, x(t) converges to f g(p,m) as t → ∞. Second,
an improvement process is said to be compact stable if, for any solution
x(t) to (1) defined on R+ such that the trajectory of x(t) is included in an
compact set C ⊂ Ω, x(t) converges to f g(p,m) as t→ ∞.

The following is our second main result.

Theorem 2. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz, and f g is

single-valued. Then, the following two assertions are equivalent.

1) g satisfies the weak weak axiom and Ville’s axiom.

2) For any (p,m) in the domain of f g and any improving direction function
h, the improvement process (1) according to h is both locally and compact
stable.

Remarks on Theorem 2. Theorem 1 states that, in the static theory, the
weak weak axiom and Ville’s axiom are necessary and sufficient for justifying
the utility maximization hypothesis. In contrast, Theorem 2 states that, in
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the dynamic theory, the same axioms are necessary and sufficient for stabil-
ity requirements. Because each stability requirement represents the consumer
succeeds in finding a termination point of the transaction, we conclude that
the condition for the consumer to ensure closing his/her transaction success-
fully is to match his/her behavior with the utility maximization hypothesis.

We explain why the utility maximization hypothesis is needed for stabil-
ity. First, suppose that 1) of Theorem 2 holds. Define L(x) = ugv(f

g(p,m))−
ugv(x), where u

g
v is defined in II) of Theorem 1. Then, we can easily verify

that L(x) is a Lyapunov function of the differential equation (1). Therefore,
f g(p,m) is stable in both senses. Second, suppose that g violates Ville’s ax-
iom. We can show that there exists a Ville curve x : [0, T ] → Ω that is a
solution to some improvement process. Therefore, such an improvement pro-
cess fails to satisfy compact stability. Third, suppose that g satisfies Ville’s
axiom but violates the weak weak axiom. Then, ugv is not quasi-concave, and
thus for some (p,m), f g(p,m) is not a local maximum point of ugv. There-
fore, for any open neighborhood U of f g(p,m), there exists x0 ∈ U such that
ugv(x0) > ugv(f

g(p,m)), which implies that any improvement process fails to
satisfy the local stability.

We also explain why we need two concepts of stability. Essentially, what
is desired is global stability. That is, it is most desirable that for any x0,
there exists a solution defined on R+ in (1), and any such solution converges
to f g(p,m) as t→ ∞. However, the conditions imposed on the improvement
direction function h are too weak, and the possibility exists that x(t) can be
defined only on a finite time interval. Therefore, global stability cannot be
used. Compact stability is requested in place of this global stability. However,
there could be a possibility that if x0 6= f g(p,m), then there is no solution
defined on R+ such that the orbit of x(t) is contained within the compact
set of Ω. For example, suppose that n = 2, g(x) = x, p = (1, 1), and m = 2.

In this case, f g(p,m) = (1, 1). If we define h(x) = x − (x1+x2)2

4
(1, 1), then

by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we can show that this h(x) satisfies our
requirements. Moreover, h(x) satisfies the compact stability, but the reason is
very odd. That is, if x0 6= (1, 1) and p·x0 = m, then any solution to (1) reachs
some point in R2

+ \R2
++ in a finite time, and thus x(t) can only be defined on

finite time interval. Recall that the concept of stability is interpreted as the
condition under which the consumer can find the transaction stopping point.
It is clear that a consumer that seeks f g(p,m) according to the improving
process using this h(x) fails to find f g(p,m), even though this process satisfies
the compact stability. As can be seen from this example, compact stability
is not sufficient to represent our interpretation of stability. In this view, local
stability exactly provides what is missing.
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3.3 Evaluation of Axioms

Both the weak weak axiom and Ville’s axiom have a certain interpretation as
an axiom of rationality, as discussed in subsection 3.1. However, in addition
to their economic interpretations, axioms have another point of evaluation:
how strong they are mathematically. From the definition alone, neither ax-
ioms can be ascertained in terms of their strength. Thus, we try to derive
equivalent conditions that are relatively easy to evaluate its strength.

First, choose any locally Lipschitz function g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0}. By

Rademacher’s theorem, g is differentiable almost everywhere. We introduce
three conditions on g at x ∈ Ω.

(A1) If v · g(x) = 0, then lim supt↓0
1
t
v · (g(x+ tv)− g(x)) ≤ 0.

(A2) If v · g(x) = 0 and v 6= 0, then lim supt↓0
1
t
v · (g(x+ tv)− g(x)) < 0.

(B) g is differentiable at x, and if i, j, k ∈ {1, ..., n}, then10

gi

(

∂gj
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gk
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xk

)

+ gk

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)

= 0.

Then, the following result holds.

Theorem 3. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz. Then, the

following three results hold.

i) The function g satisfies the weak weak axiom if and only if condition
(A1) holds everywhere.

ii) If condition (A2) holds everywhere, then g satisfies the weak axiom.

iii) g satisfies Ville’s axiom if and only if condition (B) holds almost every-
where.

Suppose that, in addition to the local Lipschitz property, gn(x) 6= 0.
Define ḡ(x) = 1

gn(x)
g(x), and for i, j ∈ {1, ..., n− 1},

aij(x) =
∂ḡi
∂xj

(x)−
∂ḡi
∂xn

(x)ḡj(x).

The (n − 1)× (n − 1) matrix-valued function Ag(x) = (aij(x))
n−1
i,j=1 is called

the Antonelli matrix of g. We can show the following proposition.

10In this equation, the variable x is abbreviated.
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Proposition 1. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz. Then,

for each x ∈ Ω such that g is differentiable at x and gn(x) 6= 0, the following
results hold.

i) g satisfies condition (A1) at x if and only if Ag(x) is negative semi-
definite.

ii) g satisfies condition (A2) at x if and only if Ag(x) is negative definite.

iii) g satisfies condition (B) at x if and only if Ag(x) is symmetric.

Using these results, we can evaluate the strength of Ville’s axiom. Let
G be the set of all locally Lipschitz function g : Ω → Rn

+ \ {0} such that
∑n

i=1 gi(x) = 1 for all x ∈ Ω.

Corollary 1. If n = 2, then every g ∈ G satisfies Ville’s axiom. If n ≥ 3,
the set of all g ∈ G that satisfies Ville’s axiom is nowhere dense with respect
to any topology of G such that the function (1− t)g1+ tg2 is continuous in t.

Hence, we conclude that Ville’s axiom is, at least mathematically, strong
whenever n ≥ 3. In contrast, we could not derive a similar result on the
weak weak axiom. The reason is demonstrated in Proposition 1. Ville’s
axiom corresponds to the symmetry of the Antonelli matrix. If n = 2, then
the Antonelli matrix is 1 × 1 matrix, which is automatically symmetric. If
n ≥ 3, however, the Antonelli matrix is (n − 1) × (n − 1) matrix, and in
the space of such matrices, the set of all symmetric matrices is a null set. In
contrast, the weak weak axiom corresponds to the negative semi-definiteness
of the Antonelli matrix, and even when n ≥ 3, the set of negative semi-
definite matrices is not null. Therefore, the set of g that satisfies the weak
weak axiom may have a nonempty interior.

Of course, the fact that an axiom is strong does not immediately mean
that it should not be adopted. However, to recognize the fact that Ville’s
axiom is mathematically quite strong is important. Whenever we model a
human through utility maximization, we are placing this strong assumption.

3.4 Embedding Subjective Exchange Ratios into the

Space of Preferences

In this paper, we discussed the theory of preference relations and the theory
of subjective values separately. In fact, however, for any locally Lipschitz
function g, we can construct a naturally corresponding preference relation
%g. The construction is one-to-one and continuous, and, moreover, unique
in a certain sense. Although this result will be verified and heavily used as
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a lemma in the proofs of our main results, we here describe this result itself
as a theorem.

We define an additional condition on binary relations. Suppose that %

is a binary relation on Ω. Then, it is said to be p-transitive if for any
x, y, z ∈ Ω, dim(span{x, y, z}) ≤ 2, x % y, and y % z imply x % z. Any
transitive preference is p-transitive, and the converse is true only when n = 2.

Now, suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz, and choose

x, v ∈ Ω and consider the following differential equation:

ẏ(t) = (g(y(t)) · x)v − (g(y(t)) · v)x, y(0) = x.

Let y(t; x, v) be the solution function of the above equation. We will prove
in the proof section that there exists t(x, v) ≥ 0 such that y(t(x, v); x, v) is
proportional to v. Define

x %g v ⇔ y(t(x, v); x, v) ≥ v.

Then, the following theorem holds.

Theorem 4. For any locally Lipschitz function g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0}, %g is a

complete, p-transitive, continuous, and monotone binary relation on Ω, and
the following results hold.

I) If f g = f% for some complete, p-transitive, and continuous binary re-
lation, then %=%g.

II) The following three conditions are equivalent.

i) The function g satisfies the weak weak axiom.

ii) %g is weakly convex.

iii) f g = f%g

.

III) The following three conditions are equivalent.

i) The function g satisfies Ville’s axiom.

ii) %g is transitive.

iii) ugv represents %g, where ugv is defined in II) of Theorem 1.

IV) If h : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is another locally Lipschitz function, then %g=%h

if and only if h(x) is proportional to g(x) everywhere.

V) The mapping g 7→%g is continuous on the pair of the topology of com-
pact convergence and the closed convergence topology.
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Remarks on Theorem 4. As I)-III) implies, %g naturally corresponds to
g. In particular, by II), the weak weak axiom of g corresponds to the weak
convexity of %g, and by III), Ville’s axiom of g corresponds to the transitivity
of %g, respectively. Thus, some rationality conditions of g are equivalent to
that of %g. In this sense, %g is a natural preference representation of g.

We believe that gi(x) represents the subjective value of the i-th commod-
ity. However, this value has no unit. Therefore, not the absolute level of
the value gi(x), but its ratio is most important, because it represents the
subjective exchange ratio. In this sense, h(x) in IV) expresses exactly the
same subjective exchange ratio as g(x). Thus, economically speaking, it is
natural that g and h correspond to the same preference. On the other hand,
if h(x) and g(x) express different subjective exchange ratios, it is natural
that they correspond to different preferences. IV) of Theorem 4 implies that
these natural requirements hold. Furthermore, V) expresses that if the dif-
ference between two subjective exchange ratios is small, then corresponding
preferences also have only a small difference. In this sense, we can say that
%g is the preference expression that naturally corresponds to g.

4 Comparison with Related Literature

The research topic of this paper was already known as the integrability prob-
lem at the end of the 19th century. Antonelli (1886) was the first monograph
to tackle this problem, and in this paper, there is a reference to condition
(B). Pareto (1906) also addressed this problem, but Volterra was critical of
Pareto’s discussion of integrability in his review (Volterra, 1906). Hence,
Pareto tried to develop a consumer theory without condition (B) in the
French version of his book (Pareto, 1909). Pareto argued that condition (B)
is related to the order of consumption. This idea is later implicitly criticized
by Samuelson (1950). Suda (2007) surveyed these arguments in detail.

The weak axiom and the weak weak axiom are paraphrases of the corre-
sponding conditions in the demand function, respectively. The former was
first treated by Samuelson (1938), and it was shown that the Slutsky matrix
is negative semi-definite under this condition. The latter was first presented
by Kihlstrom et al. (1976), and it was shown that this condition is equivalent
to the negative semi-definiteness of the Slutsky matrix under the assumption
that the demand function is differentiable. Samuelson (1950) showed that,
if both g and f g are differentiable, then the Antonelli matrix is the inverse
of a submatrix of the Slutsky matrix. Thus, condition (A2) is equivalent
to the negative semi-definiteness of the Slutsky matrix, and condition (B) is
equivalent to the symmetry of the Slutsky matrix. Condition (A1) does not
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have a corresponding property of the Slutsky matrix, since it is worthwhile
only when f g is not differentiable.11

Ville’s axiom was introduced by Ville (1946). Hurwicz and Richter (1979)
showed that if g is continuously differentiable, then this axiom is equivalent
to condition (B). However, Ville’s axiom is more essential for our results
because we can show Theorem 1 with no use of condition (B). In the proof
section, we show that if g does not satisfy Ville’s axiom, then there exists a
Ville curve such that there exists an increasing finite sequence t0, t1, t2, t3 such
that t0 = 0, x(t3) = ax(t0) for some a < 1, and x(t) ∈ span{x(ti), x(ti+1)}
when t ∈ [ti, ti+1]. Samuelson (1950) described this as what happens to a
consumer who violates condition (B), and he called such an individual “easily
cheated”. Our interpretation of Ville’s axiom follows this, and a consumer
who satisfies Ville’s axiom is seen as “hardly cheated” in this sense.

Hurwicz (1971) explained that integrability theory is the theory that finds
conditions for demand correspondence to be associated with utility maxi-
mization. This explanation, however, is problematic in two ways. First, if
this explanation is correct, then revealed preference theory is a part of inte-
grability theory. However, most researchers would disagree with this view.
Second, although integrability theory is a theory that has existed since the
19th century, it is unlikely that the concept of “demand correspondence”
existed when Antonelli wrote his monograph. Therefore, integrability theory
in Hurwicz’s explanation is at least separated from the classical integrability
theory.

Hurwicz and Uzawa (1971) is considered to be the leading modern trea-
tise on integrability theory. In their introduction, they classify integrability
theory into direct and indirect approaches. Most of the traditional work on
integrability theory is classified as the indirect approach in their classifica-
tion. On the other hand, Hurwicz–Uzawa theory is a direct approach, which
characterizes utility maximization in terms of Slutsky matrix. The fact that
it deals with Slutsky matrix means that the most important object of anal-
ysis in this theory is the demand function, and the subjective value function
does not appear there. In this sense, the research objective of their theory is
different from that of integrability theory in the 19th century.

Debreu (1972), on the other hand, considered a method to obtain the cor-
responding twice continuously differentiable utility function u starting from a
continuously differentiable subjective value function g that satisfies condition
(B), and used it to discuss the conditions for the demand function to become

11Indeed, if g and fg are differentiable and g satisfies condition (B), then Ag(x) is
symmetric and invertible, and thus it is negative semi-definite if and only if it is negative
definite. Hence, condition (A1) is equivalent to condition (A2).
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differentiable. The reason why he wanted such a result is as follows. When he
discussed the discreteness of the set of equilibrium prices in Debreu (1970),
he assumed the differentiability of the demand function. However, Katzner
(1968) found an example where the demand function is not differentiable
even though the corresponding utility function is smooth, and thus, Debreu
needed a condition for a demand function to become differentiable. Debreu’s
condition for the demand function to be differentiable can be verified to be
correct by a method that has nothing to do with the integrability problem.
On the other hand, the part about finding u from g is known to contain
some error. In his corrigendum (Debreu, 1976), he explained that, contrary
to his original claim, there are cases where g is continuously differentiable
and it has no corresponding twice continuously differentiable u, but he did
not explain which part of the proof is problematic. We too cannot prove that
ugv in Theorem 1 is Ck+1, even if g is Ck.

The construction of ugv in Theorem 1 has already been shown by Hosoya
(2013), provided that g is continuously differentiable and g(x) ∈ Rn

++. How-
ever, that proof is considerably different from the proof in this paper. In
the first place, neither the weak weak axiom nor Ville’s axiom are treated in
Hosoya (2013), and what are treated instead are conditions (A1) and (B).
The proofs are also radically different. Hosoya (2013) used condition (A1)
to prove the quasi-concavity of ugv, but what was discussed there was essen-
tially the characterization theorem by differentiation of the quasi-concavity
presented in Otani (1983). In contrast, in this paper, we mainly use the fact
that the approximate polygonal line of the indifference curve constructed
by Euler’s method is convex toward the origin under the weak weak axiom.
These are two completely different arguments.

Moreover, because Ville’s axiom treated in this paper is too strong, it is
not equivalent to condition (B) if the range of the vector field g is not neces-
sarily contained in Rn

+. A counterexample to this is given in Debreu (1972).
In this connection, we mention the known result related to condition (B). If g
is C1, then condition (B) is known as a necessary and sufficient condition for
the local existence of a real-valued function u whose gradient vector field is
positively proportional to g at each point, and this result is called Frobenius’
theorem. This theorem was already known in the 19th century, and was
essentially important for results in Debreu (1972) and Hosoya (2013). Al-
though Frobenius’ theorem only treats the continuously differentiable vector
fields, when g is locally Lipschitz, then a similar result is provided in Hosoya
(2021). We use this extension of Frobenius’ theorem in the proof of Theorem
3. However, this theorem is not used in the proof of Theorems 1 and 2. In
this sense, the proof of our main results are completely different from that
in Debreu (1972) or Hosoya (2013).
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Although we imposed the local Lipschitz property for g, readers may
think that only the continuity of g should be imposed. However, we know
that if g is not locally Lipschitz, then there may be multiple candidates for
the indifference curve passing through x. As a result, I) of Theorem 4 can
never be derived, nor can Theorem 1 be proved in the first place. An actual
case in which I) of Theorem 4 cannot be derived was provided in Mas-Colell
(1977).

In this connection, we mention the uniqueness theorem provided in Hosoya
(2020). This paper proved that under the assumption that there exists a weak
order % such that f = f%, if f satisfies the income-Lipschitzian prop-
erty, then there uniquely exists an upper semi-continuous weak order %∗

such that f = f%∗

. On the other hand, I) of Theorem 4 do not assume any-
thing on f g and derive the uniqueness of the continuous weak order %g that
satisfies f g = f%g

from the local Lipschitz property of g. These results may
possibly be independent. Unfortunately, we do not know if there exists a
function g such that f g does not satisfy the income-Lipschitzian requirement
but g is locally Lipschitz. Conversely, there is an example of fu such that
there is no single-valued continuous function g such that f g = fu, but it is
income-Lipschitzian: see example of Hurwicz and Uzawa (1971). Therefore,
we at least know that for this fu, the result of Hosoya (2020) is applicable,
while I) of Theorem 4 is not applicable.

In connection with Theorem 2, it is unknown whether the same result
can be obtained by assuming that p ·x0 = m, p ·h(x) = 0 for all x ∈ ∆(p,m)
such that p · x = m, and the solution to (1) always satisfies p · x(t) = m.
In this case, a similar result can still be derived if g satisfies Ville’s axiom.
In other words, if Ville’s axiom is satisfied, then both stabilities hold if and
only if g satisfies the weak weak axiom. However, it is unknown whether
there exists a Ville curve that always satisfies p ·x(t) = m if g violates Ville’s
axiom. This is one of the open problems related to this paper. Perhaps the
theory of de Rham cohomology on manifolds may be useful. See chapter 4
of Guillemin and Pollack (1976) for more detailed arguments.

For Theorem 3, it is known that if there exists a twice continuously dif-
ferentiable function u such that g = ∇u, then condition (B) holds. More-
over, in this case, condition (A1) is equivalent to vTD2u(x)v ≤ 0 whenever
∇u(x) · v = 0, and condition (A2) is equivalent to vTD2v < 0 whenever
∇u(x) · v = 0 and v 6= 0. The former is called the bordered Hessian condi-
tion, and the latter is called the strict bordered Hessian condition. When u is
twice continuously differentiable and ∇u(x) 6= 0 for all x, the quasi-concavity
of u is equivalent to the bordered Hessian condition (Otani, 1983), and the
continuous differentiability of fu is equivalent to the strict bordered Hes-
sian condition (Debreu, 1972). Recently, Hosoya (2022) showed that when

19



u and g are continuously differentiable and ∇u is positively proportional to
g, condition (A1) is also equivalent to the quasi-concavity of u, and u is
strictly quasi-concave if g satisfies condition (A2). However, no such result
was known when g is not differentiable, and thus Theorem 3 is a new result.

The continuity of the mapping g 7→%g has been proved in Hosoya (2015)
under the assumption that g is continuously differentiable. However, in this
paper, g is not necessarily continuously differentiable, and thus this result is
a new result.

Finally, we discuss the relationship between our axioms and axioms of
revealed preference. Richter (1966) showed that f g = f% for some weak order
% if and only if f g satisfies the congruence axiom of revealed preference.
By Theorem 1, we see that f g satisfies the congruence axiom of revealed
preference if and only if g satisfies both the weak weak axiom and Ville’s
axiom. Also, by IV) of Theorem 1 and an easy calculation, we can show
that g satisfies the weak axiom if and only if f g is single-valued and satisfies
the weak axiom of revealed preference. On the other hand, it is not easy to
characterize the case where g satisfies the weak weak axiom but not the weak
axiom. In this case, we can easily show that there exists an indifference curve
of %g in Theorem 4 that contains a line segment. However, since %g is not
necessarily transitive, we cannot show that f g = f%g

is not single-valued.
If f g is single-valued, then f g satisfies the weak weak axiom of revealed
preference presented in Kihlstrom et al. (1976). If f g is not single-valued,
then it satisfies the weak axiom of revealed preference as a multi-valued choice
function.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we develop a consumer theory based on subjective exchange
ratios and derive axioms for its consistency with the utility maximization
hypothesis. We also confirmed that the conditions for a consumer who can
only see subjective values under which he/she can find a transaction stopping
point are the same axioms to be consistent with the utility maximization
hypothesis.

In addition to these results, we derived equivalence conditions of axioms
for considering their mathematical strength. Based on these equivalence
condition, we confirmed that Ville’s axiom is very strong when the number
of commodities is more than two. We also discussed how to express our
theory of subjective exchange ratios in terms of binary relations.

These results allow us to adequately explain the additional conditions
implicitly imposed on consumer behavior by the utility maximization hy-
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pothesis. Although some open problems remain, we believe that this paper
has allowed us to better understand the place of the utility maximization
hypothesis in the theory of consumer behavior.

6 Proofs

6.1 Mathematical Preliminary

We repeatedly use the property of the solution function of differential equa-
tions, Lipschitz analysis, and differential topology in the proof section. In
this subsection, we introduce several important facts without proof.

First, we explain some knowledge of ordinary differential equations (ODEs).
Consider the following ODE:

ẋ(t) = h(t, x(t)), x(t0) = x∗, (2)

where h : U → RN and U ⊂ R × RN is open. We call a subset I of R an
interval if it is a convex set containing at least two points. We say that a
function x : I → RN is a solution to (2) if and only if 1) I is an interval
containing t0, 2) x(t0) = x∗, 3) x is continuously differentiable, 4) the graph
of x is included in U , and 5) ẋ(t) = h(t, x(t)) for every t ∈ I. Let x : I → RN

and y : J → RN be two solutions. Then, we say that x is an extension of
y if J ⊂ I and y(t) = x(t) for all t ∈ J . A solution x : I → RN is called a
nonextendable solution if there is no extension except x itself.

Fact 1. Suppose that h is locally Lipschitz. Then, for every interval I in-
cluding t0, there exists at most one solution to (2) defined on I. In particular,
there exists a unique nonextendable solution x : I → RN to (2), where I is
open and x(t) is continuously differentiable. Moreover, for every compact set
C ⊂ U , there exist t1, t2 ∈ I such that if t ∈ I and either t < t1 or t2 < t,
then (t, x(t)) /∈ C.12

Next, consider the following parametrized ODE:

ẋ(t) = k(t, x(t), y), x(t0) = z, (3)

where k : U → RN and U ⊂ R×RN×RM is open. We assume that k is locally
Lipschitz. Fix (y, z) such that (t0, z, y) ∈ U . Then, (3) can be seen as (2),
where h(t, x) = k(t, x, y) and x∗ = z. Hence, we can define a nonextendable
solution xy,z : I → RN according to Fact 1. We write x(t; y, z) = xy,z(t), and
call this function x : (t, y, z) 7→ x(t; y, z) the solution function of (3).

12For a proof, see Theorems 1.1 and 3.1 in chapter 2 of Hartman (1997).
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Fact 2. Under the assumption that k is locally Lipschitz, the domain of the
solution function of (3) is open, and the solution function is locally Lips-
chitz.13

Fact 3. If k is Ck, then the solution function of (3) is Ck.14

Next, we extend the smoothness of functions. Let f : X → RM , where
X ⊂ RN . We say that f is Ck if and only if, for each x ∈ X , there exist
an open neighborhood U of x in RN and a Ck function F : U → RM such
that F (x) = f(x) for all x ∈ U ∩X . If f : X → Y is a bijection and both f
and f−1 are Ck, then we call f a Ck diffeomorphism. A set X ⊂ RN and
Y ⊂ RM are said to be Ck diffeomorphic if there exists a Ck diffeomorphism
f : X → Y .

A nonempty set X ⊂ RN is called an L dimensional Ck manifold if, for
every x ∈ X , there exists a neighborhood U of x inX that is Ck diffeomorphic
to an open set V ⊂ RL. A corresponding diffeomorphism Φ : V → U is
called a local parametrization around x. If Φ : V → U is a Ck local
parametrization around x and Φ(z) = x, then Tx(X) ≡ {Dφ(z)v|v ∈ RL} is
called the tangent space of X at x. The following result holds.

Fact 4. If X is an L dimensional Ck manifold, then any tangent space of
X is an L dimensional linear space of RN that is independently determined
from the choice of the local parametrization. Let C1(x,X) be the set of all
C1 functions c : I → X , where I is an open interval including 0 and c(0) = x.
Then, Tx(X) = {ċ(0)|c(t) ∈ C1(x,X)}.

The next fact is known as the ε-neighborhood theorem.15

Fact 5. Suppose that X ⊂ RN is an L dimensional compact C1 manifold.
Then, there exist ε > 0 and a C1 function π : U → X such that π(x) = x for
all x ∈ X , where U = {y ∈ RN |∃x ∈ X s.t. ‖x− y‖ < ε}.

We also mention an extension of a classical result called Frobenius’ The-
orem. Suppose that N ≥ 2, and let a function g : U → RN \ {0} be given,
where U ⊂ RN is an open set. Consider the following total differential
equation:

∇u(x) = λ(x)g(x). (4)

A pair of real-valued functions (u, λ) defined on an open set V ⊂ U is called
a normal solution to (4) on V if and only if, 1) u : V → R is a locally

13For a proof, See Hosoya (2024).
14For a proof, see Section 5.3 of Hartman (1997).
15For a proof, see Section 2.3 of Guillemin and Pollack (1974).

22



Lipschitz function such that the level set u−1(a) is either the empty set or an
N − 1 dimensional C1 manifold, 2) λ : V → R is positive, and 3) (4) holds
for almost every x ∈ V . If V is an open neighborhood of x∗, then (u, λ) is
also called a normal solution to (4) around x∗.

Fact 6. Suppose that U ⊂ RN is open and g : U → RN \ {0} is locally
Lipschitz. Then, g satisfies condition (B) almost everywhere if and only if,
for any x∗ ∈ U , there exists a normal solution (u, λ) around x∗. In this case,
for a C1 manifold X = u−1(a) and each x ∈ X , g(x) is normal to the tangent
space Tx(X). Furthermore, if g is Ck, there exists a normal solution (u, λ)
around x∗ such that u is Ck.16

Now, recall the definition of a locally Lipschitz function. Let f : U → RN

be some function, where U ⊂ RM is open. This function is said to be locally
Lipschitz if, for every compact set C ⊂ U , there exists L > 0 such that for
every x, y ∈ C,

‖f(x)− f(y)‖ ≤ L‖x− y‖.

Then, the following fact holds.17

Fact 7. Let f : U → RN , where U ⊂ RM is open. Then, f is locally Lipschitz
if and only if, for every x ∈ U , there exists r > 0 and L > 0 such that if
y, z ∈ U, ‖y − x‖ ≤ r, and ‖z − x‖ ≤ r, then

‖f(y)− f(z)‖ ≤ L‖y − z‖.

The next fact is known as Gronwall’s inequality.18

Fact 8. Suppose that g : [t0, t1] → R is continuous, and

g(t) ≤

∫ t

t0

Ag(s)ds+B(t),

for almost every t ∈ [t0, t1], where A > 0 and B(t) is an integrable function
on [t0, t1]. Then, for every t ∈ [t0, t1],

g(t) ≤ B(t) + A

∫ t

t0

eA(t−s)B(s)ds.

In particular, if B(t) = C(t − t0) for some constant C, then for every t ∈
[t0, t1],

g(t) ≤
C

A
(eA(t−t0) − 1).

16For a proof, See Hosoya (2021).
17For a proof, see Hosoya (2024).
18For a proof, see Lemma 1 of Hosoya (2024).
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The next fact is proved in Lemma 3.1 of Hosoya (2021).

Fact 9. Suppose that n ≥ 2, U ⊂ Rn+1 is an open and convex set, W ⊂ U ,
and U \ W is a null set. Moreover, suppose that f : U → Rn is locally
Lipschitz. Let (x∗, u∗) ∈ U , and consider the following differential equation

ċ(t) = f((1− t)x∗ + tx, c(t)) · (x− x∗), c(0) = w. (5)

Let c(t; x, w) be the solution function of (5). Suppose that x ∈ Rn, xi∗ 6= x∗i∗ ,
and the domain of the solution function c(t; x, w) of (5) includes [0, 1]× P̄1×
P̄2, where P1 is a bounded open neighborhood of x and P2 is a bounded open
neighborhood of u∗, and P̄j denotes the closure of Pj . For every (t, ỹ, w) ⊂
Rn+1 such that t ∈ [0, 1], y ∈ P1 for

yi =











ỹi if i < i∗,

xi if i = i∗,

ỹi−1 if i > i∗,

and w ∈ P2, define

ξ(t, ỹ, w) = ((1− t)x∗ + ty, c(t; y, w)). (6)

Then, ξ−1(U \W ) is also a null set.

6.2 Proof of Fundamental Lemmas

We first introduce several lemmas.
First, we need several definitions of symbols. First, suppose that x, v ∈ Ω.

Define19

a1 =
1

‖x‖
,

a2 =

{

1
‖v−(v·a1)a1‖

(v − (v · a1)a1) if x is not proportional tov,

0 otherwise.

Second, let V = span{x, v}, and define functions P : Ω → V and R : V → V
such that

Py = (y · a1)a1 + (y · a2)a2,

Rw = (w · a1)a2 − (w · a2)a1.

19The symbols defined in this subsection depend on x and v. If needed, we write these
as functions (e.g. P (x, v) instead of P ) for clarifying the meaning.
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Third, define

v1 = argmin{w · a1|w ∈ PRn
+, ‖w‖ = 1, w · a2 ≥ 0},

v2 = argmin{w · a1|w ∈ PRn
+, ‖w‖ = 1, w · a2 ≤ 0}.

Fourth, define

y1 = {s1v|s1 ∈ R} ∩ {x+ s2Rv1|s2 ∈ R},

y2 = {s3v|s3 ∈ R} ∩ {x+ s4Rv2|s4 ∈ R}.

Fifth, define

∆ = {w ∈ V |w · Rv ≤ 0, w · v1 ≥ x · v1, w · v2 ≤ x · v2}.

Last, define
C = ‖x‖‖v − (v · a1)a1‖.

Then, we can show the following result.

Lemma 1. All the above symbols are well-defined. Moreover, the following
results hold.

i) If x is not proportional to v, then {a1, a2} is the orthonormal basis of
V derived from x, v by the Gram-Schmidt method. Otherwise, then
a2 = 0. In both cases, P is the orthogonal projection from Rn onto V .20

ii) If x is not proportional to v, then R is the unique orthogonal transfor-
mation on V such that Ra1 = a2 and Ra2 = −a1. Moreover, if T is an
orthogonal transformation on V such that w · Tw = 0 for any w ∈ V ,
then we must have either T = R or T = −R = R−1 = R3.21 If x is
proportional to v, then Rw ≡ 0.

iii) If x is not proportional to v, then both v1 and v2 are continuous and
single-valued at (x, v). If x is proportional to v, then v1 = v2 = a1. In
both cases, PRn

+ = {c1v1 + c2v2|c1, c2 ≥ 0}.

iv) Both y1 and y2 are continuous and single-valued. Moreover, for any
(x, v) ∈ Ω2, y1(x, v), y2(x, v) ∈ Ω and each yi(x, v) is proportional to v.
In particular, if x is proportional to v, then y1 = y2 = x.

v) ∆ = (x+RPRn
+) ∩ {w ∈ V |w ·Rv ≤ 0} = co{x, y1, y2}.

22

20As a result, y · w = Py · w for any y ∈ Rn and w ∈ V .
21In particular, if z ∈ V ∩ Ω and [x, z] ∩ {cv|c ∈ R} = ∅, then R(x, v) = R(z, v). Note

that [x, z] represents {(1− t)x+ tz|t ∈ [0, 1]}.
22By this result, we have that ∆ is a compact subset of Ω.
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vi) (y · x)v − (y · v)x = CRPy for any y ∈ Rn.

Proof. For the case in which x is not proportional to v, the same claims as
this lemma are proved in the proof of Theorem 1 of Hosoya (2013). Hence, we
only treat the case in which x is proportional to v. First, a2 = 0 and Rw ≡ 0
by definition. Second, PRn

+ = {ax|a ≥ 0}, and thus v1 = v2 = a1. Third,
because {x+ sRvi|s ∈ R} = {x}, we have that y1 = y2 = x. The continuity
of yi(x, v) on Ω2 is shown in Hosoya (2013). Fourth, by definition, ∆ is the
set of z ∈ {ax|a ≥ 0} such that ‖z‖ ≥ ‖x‖ and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖, which means that
∆ = {x}. Moreover, x+RPRn

+ = {x}. Last, C = 0 and (y ·x)v− (y ·v)x = 0
for all y. Therefore, all of our claims hold. This completes the proof. �

Next, consider the following differential equation:

ẏ(t) = (g(y(t)) · x)v − (g(y(t)) · v)x, y(0) = x. (7)

By vi) of Lemma 1, this equation can be rewritten as follows.

ẏ(t) = CRPg(y(t)), y(0) = x.

Let y(t; x, v) be the solution function of (7). Note that, if w · x = w · v = 0,
then w · ẏ(t; x, v) = 0, and thus w · y(t; x, v) = 0 for all t. Therefore, we have
that y(t; x, v) ∈ V for all t.

Choose any x, v ∈ Ω such that x is not proportional to v, and define

w∗ = (v · x)v − (v · v)x.

Since V is two-dimensional, we have that for y ∈ V , w∗ · y = 0 if and only if
y is proportional to v. Because v ∈ V , we have that Pv = v, and because of
vi) of Lemma 1, w∗ = CRv. Therefore,

w∗ · ẏ(t; x, v) = C2(v · Pg(y(t; x, v))) = C2(v · g(y(t; x, v))) > 0,

for each t, and thus t 7→ w∗ · y(t; x, v) is an increasing function. Moreover,

w∗ · y(0; x, v) = w∗ · x = (v · x)2 − ‖v‖2‖x‖2 < 0

by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Because g(y(t; x, v)) ∈ Rn
+, by iii) of

Lemma 1, Pg(y(t; x, v)) = c1v1 + c2v2 for some c1, c2 ≥ 0. Furthermore,

Rv2 · v1 = (v1 · a2)(v2 · a1)− (v1 · a1)(v2 · a2) ≥ 0, Rv1 · v2 = −(v1 ·Rv2) ≤ 0,

and thus, if t ≥ 0,

ẏ(t; x, v) · v1 = (c1CRv1 + c2CRv2) · v1 = c2C(Rv2 · v1) ≥ 0,
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ẏ(t; x, v) · v2 = (c1CRv1 + c2CRv2) · v2 = c1C(Rv1 · v2) ≤ 0.

Hence, if t > 0, then y(t; x, v) ∈ ∆ if and only if y(t; x, v) · Rv ≤ 0. Because
of Fact 1 and compactness of ∆, there exists t∗ > 0 such that y(t∗; x, v) /∈ ∆.
Therefore, w∗ · y(t∗; x, v) > 0. By the intermediate value theorem, there
uniquely exists t+ such that w∗ · y(t+; x, v) = 0.23

Define a function t : Ω2 → R+ as

t(x, v) = min{t ≥ 0|w∗ · y(t; x, v) ≥ 0}.

Because of the above consideration, t(x, v) is well-defined if x is not propor-
tional to v. If x is proportional to v, then the right-hand side of (7) is always
0. This implies that y(t; x, v) ≡ x, and thus t(x, v) = 0. In both cases, by v)
of Lemma 1, y(t(x, v); x, v) ∈ [y1, y2]. Define

ug(x, v) =
‖y(t(x, v); x, v)‖

‖v‖
,

%g= (ug)−1([1,+∞[).

We show the following result.

Lemma 2. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz. Then,

ug is a continuous function, and %g is a complete, p-transitive, continuous,
and monotone binary relation on Ω. Moreover, ug(x, v) > 1 if and only if
x ≻g v, and for y, z, v ∈ Ω such that y, z, v ∈ V for some linear space V with
dim V ≤ 2, y %g z if and only if ug(y, v) ≥ ug(z, v). Furthermore, if x, v ∈ Ω
and x is not proportional to v, then ug is locally Lipschitz around (x, v).

Proof. We separate the proof into nine steps.

Step 1. t(x, v) is continuous at (x, v) when x is not proportional to v.

Proof of Step 1. Choose any ε > 0. Let δ > 0 be so small that δ ≤ ε and
t 7→ y(t; x, v) is defined at t(x, v)± δ. By the definition of t(x, v),

w∗(x, v) · y(t(x, v)− δ; x, v) < 0, w∗(x, v) · y(t(x, v) + δ; x, v) > 0.

Therefore, there exists an open neighborhood U of (x, v) such that if (x′, v′) ∈
U , then

w∗(x′, v′) · y(t(x, v)− δ; x′, v′) < 0 < w∗(x′, v′) · y(t(x, v) + δ; x′, v′).

This implies that |t(x, v)− t(x′, v′)| < δ ≤ ε for any (x′, v′) ∈ U , as desired.
This completes the proof of Step 1. �

23Note that, this implies that t+ is the unique t such that y(t;x, v) is proportional to v.
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Step 2. ug is continuous on Ω2.

Proof of Step 2. Because of Step 1, if x is not proportional to v, then
ug(x, v) is continuous at (x, v). Therefore, we assume that x is proportional
to v. Then, y1(x, v) = y2(x, v) = x. Choose any ε > 0. Because of iv) of
Lemma 1, y1 and y2 are continuous around (x, v). Therefore, there exists an
open neighborhood U of (x, v) such that if (x′, v′) ∈ U , then

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖yi(x
′, v′)‖

‖v′‖
−

‖x‖

‖v‖

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε.

Because y(t(x′, v′); x′, v′) ∈ [y1(x
′, v′), y2(x

′, v′)], for any (x′, v′) ∈ U ,

|ug(x′, v′)− ug(x, v)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖y(t(x′, v′); x, v)‖

‖v′‖
−

‖x‖

‖v‖

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε,

as desired. This completes the proof. �

By Step 2, we have that %g is continuous.

Step 3. Let V be a two-dimensional subspace of Rn and suppose that
x, v, y, z ∈ Ω ∩ V . Moreover, suppose that span{x, v} = span{y, z} = V ,
and there exists t1, t2 ∈ R such that y(t1; x, v) = y(t2; y, z). Then, the tra-
jectories of y(·; x, v) and y(·; y, z) coincide.

Proof of Step 3. Set w = y(t1; x, v) = y(t2; y, z), and let P ∗ = P (x, v) =
P (y, z) and R∗ = R(x, v). Consider the following differential equation:

ẏ(t) = R∗P ∗g(y(t)), y(0) = w. (8)

Define
z1(t) = y(t1 + t/C(x, v); x, v).

Then, we can easily check that z1(t) is the nonextendable solution to (8).
Next, by ii) of Lemma 1, R(y, z) is either R∗ or −R∗. Let s∗ = +1 if
R(y, z) = R∗, and s∗ = −1 if R(y, z) = −R∗. Define

z2(t) = y(t2 + s∗t/C(y, z); y, z).

Then, we can easily check that z2(t) is also the nonextendable solution to (8).
Because the nonextendable solution to (8) is unique, z1(t) ≡ z2(t). Because
the trajectory of y(·; x, v) is that of z1(·) and the trajectory of y(·; y, z) is
that of z2(·), these are the same. This completes the proof of Step 3. �

Step 4. Suppose that x, v ∈ Ω and z ∈ span{x, v}. Then,

ug(ug(x, z)z, v) = ug(x, v). (9)
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Proof of Step 4. First, suppose that x is proportional to v. Then, z = ax
and v = bx for some a, b > 0, and a = ug(x, z). Thus, ug(x, z)z = x, and
thus (9) holds. Hence, hereafter, we assume that x is not proportional to v.

Second, suppose that z is not proportional to v. By the definition,
y(t(x, z); x, z) is proportional to z, and thus

y(0; ug(x, z)z, v) = ug(x, z)z = y(t(x, z); x, z).

Moreover,
y(0; x, v) = x = y(0; x, z).

By Step 3, the trajectories of y(·; ug(x, z)z, v) and y(·; x, v) coincide,24 and
thus,

y(t(ug(x, z)z, v); ug(x, z)z, v) = y(t(x, v); x, v),

which implies that (9) holds.
Third, supppose that z is proportional to v. Recall that

y(0; x, v) = x = y(0; x, z).

By Step 3, we have that

ug(x, z)z = y(t(x, z); x, z) = y(t(x, v); x, v),

and thus,

ug(x, v) =
‖y(t(x, v); x, v)‖

‖v‖
=

‖ug(x, z)z‖

‖v‖
= ug(ug(x, z)z, v).

This completes the proof of Step 4. �

Step 5. ug(ax, v) is increasing in a > 0

Proof of Step 5. If x is proportional to v, then ug(ax, v) = aug(x, v), and
thus the claim of this step is trivial. Suppose that x is not proportional to
y, and a > b > 0. Define x(s) = (1− s)x+ sv, and

c(s) =
ug(ax, x(s))

ug(bx, x(s))
.

Then, c(0) = a
b
> 1. Suppose that there exists s ∈ [0, 1] such that c(s) ≤ 1.

By the intermediate value theorem, there exists s∗ ∈ [0, 1] such that c(s∗) = 1.
By Step 3, c(s) ≡ 1, which is a contradiction. Therefore, c(s) > 1 for all
s ∈ [0, 1], and in particular, c(1) > 1. This implies that ug(ax, v) > ug(bx, v),
as desired. This completes the proof of Step 5. �

24Note that, if x is proportional to z, then t(x, z) = 0.
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Step 6. ug(x, v) > 1 if and only if x ≻g v. Moreover, if y, z, v ∈ V for some
linear space V with dimV ≤ 2, then y %g z if and only if ug(y, v) ≥ ug(z, v).

Proof of Step 6. First, we show the latter claim. Suppose that y, z, v ∈ V
for some linear space V with dim V ≤ 2. By Step 4, ug(ug(y, z)z, v) =
ug(y, v), and by Step 5,

y %g z ⇔ ug(y, z) ≥ 1 ⇔ ug(ug(y, z)z, v) ≥ ug(z, v) ⇔ ug(y, v) ≥ ug(z, v),

as desired.
Now, suppose that x ≻g v. Then, v 6%g x, and thus,

1 = ug(v, v) < ug(x, v).

Conversely, suppose that ug(x, v) > 1. By Steps 4 and 5,

1 = ug(x, x) = ug(ug(x, v)v, x) > ug(v, x).

This implies that x ≻g v. This completes the proof of Step 6. �

Step 7. %g is complete and p-transitive.

Proof of Step 7. First, choose x, y ∈ Ω. By Step 6,

x 6%g y ⇒ ug(x, y) < 1 = ug(y, y) ⇒ y %g x,

which implies that %g is complete.
Next, choose x, y, z ∈ Ω such that dim(span{x, y, z}) ≤ 2, x %g y, and

y %g z. Then, ug(x, y) ≥ 1 and ug(y, z) ≥ 1. By Steps 4 and 5,

ug(x, z) = ug(ug(x, y)y, z) ≥ ug(y, z) ≥ 1,

and thus x %g z. Therefore, %g is p-transitive. This completes the proof of
Step 7. �

Step 8. %g is monotone.

Proof of Step 8. Suppose that x, v ∈ Ω2 and v ≫ x. If x is proportional
to v, then

ug(v, x) =
‖v‖

‖x‖
> 1,

and thus v ≻g x. Hence, we hereafter assume that x is not proportional
to v. Because %g is complete, it suffices to show that ug(x, v) < 1. Define
z = v − x. Then, z ∈ span{x, v} and z ≫ 0. By i), ii), and vi) of Lemma 1,

ẏ(t; x, v) · Rz = CRPg(y(t; x, v)) · Rz = C(g(y(t; x, v)) · z) > 0,
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and thus,

ug(x, v)v · Rz = y(t(x, v); x, v) ·Rz

> y(0; x, v) · Rz = x · Rz

= (v − z) · Rz = v · Rz.

Because x · a2 = 0,

v · Rz = v · [(z · a1)a2 − (z · a2)a1]

= (z · a1)(v · a2)− (v · a2)(v · a1)

= − (v · a2)(x · a1) = −‖x‖(v · a2).

Now,

v · a2 =
1

‖v − (v · a1)a1‖
[‖v‖2 − (v · a1)

2] > 0

by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Therefore, v · Rz < 0. This implies that
ug(x, v) < 1, as desired. This completes the proof of Step 8. �

Step 9. If x, v ∈ Ω and x is not proportional to v, then ug is locally Lipschitz
around (x, v).

Proof of Step 9. It suffices to show that there exist a neighborhood U of
(x, v) and L > 0 such that if (y, z), (y′, z′) ∈ U , then

|t(y, z)− t(y′, z′)| ≤ L‖(y, z)− (y′, z′)‖.

Choose h > 0 such that y(·; x, v) is defined on [0, t(x, v) + h]. Choose any
ε > 0 and define Cε = {(y, z) ∈ Ω|‖(x, v)− (y, z)‖ ≤ ε}. We choose ε > 0 so
small that Cε ⊂ Ω, and for all (y, z) ∈ Cε, y is not proportional to z, y(·; y, z)
is defined on [0, t(x, v) + h], and t(y, z) < t(x, v) + h. Define

m = inf{w∗(y, z) · C(y, z)R(y, z)P (y, z)g(w)|(y, z) ∈ Cε, w ∈ ∆(y, z)}.

Because Cε is compact, we have that m > 0. Because w∗(y, z) · y(t; y, z) is
locally Lipschitz and [0, t(x, v) +h]×Cε is compact, there exists L′ > 0 such
that if (t, y, z), (t′, y′, z′) ∈ [0, t(x, v) + h]× Cε, then

|w∗(y, z) · y(t; y, z)− w∗(y′, z′) · y(t′; y′, z′)| ≤ L′‖(t, y, z)− (t′, y′, z′)‖.

Choose (y, z), (y′, z′) ∈ Cε. Without loss of generality, we assume that
t(y, z) ≤ t(y′, z′). By assumption,

0 ≥ w∗(y′, z′) · y(t(y, z); y′, z′) ≥ −L′‖(y, z)− (y′, z′)‖.
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Note that, w∗(y′, z′) · y(t(y′, z′); y′, z′) = 0, and if t ∈ [t(y, z), t(y′, z′)], then
y(t; y′, z′) ∈ ∆(y′, z′) = co{y′, y1(y

′, z′), y2(y
′, z′)}. This implies that

w∗(y′, z′) · ẏ(t; y′, z′) ≥ m,

and thus,

t(y′, z′)− t(y, z) ≤
L′

m
‖(y, z)− (y′, z′)‖,

as desired. This completes the proof of Step 9. �

Steps 2, 6-9 state that all claims of Lemma 2 are correct. This completes
the proof. �

Lemma 3. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is a locally Lipschitz function.

Then, the following two statements are equivalent.

(i) g satisfies the weak weak axiom.

(ii) %g is weakly convex.

(iii) f g = f%g

.

Proof. We separate the proof into six steps.

Step 1. (iii) implies (i).

Proof of Step 1. Suppose that (iii) holds, and g(x) · y ≤ g(x) · x. Then,
x %g y, and thus ug(x, y) ≥ 1. If g(y) · x < g(y) · y, then g(y) · ax < g(y) · y
for some a > 1. Because of Step 5 of the proof of Lemma 2, we have that
ug(ax, y) > 1, which implies that ax ≻g y. Therefore, y ∈ f g(g(y), g(y) · y) \
f%g

(g(y), g(y) · y), which contradicts (iii). Therefore, we have that g(y) · x ≥
g(y) · y, and thus (i) holds. This completes the proof of Step 1. �

Step 2. f%g

(p,m) ⊂ f g(p,m) for all (p,m) ∈ (Rn
+ \ {0})× R++.

Proof of Step 2. Choose any (p,m) ∈ (Rn
+ \ {0}) × R++. Suppose that

x ∈ f%g

(p,m). Because %g is monotone, p · x = m. Let v ∈ Rn, v 6= 0,
x + v ∈ Ω, and v · g(x) = 0. Suppose that p · y(t∗; x, x + v) < m for some
t∗ ∈ R. Define z = y(t∗; x, x + v). Choose a > 1 such that p · az < m.
Then, az ≻g z and z ∼g x, and thus, az ≻g x. Therefore, x /∈ f%g

(p,m),
which is a contradiction. Therefore, p · y(t; x, x+ v) ≥ m for all t, and thus,
p · ẏ(0; x, x+ v) = 0. By vi) of Lemma 1,

0 = p · ẏ(0; x, x+ v) = p · CRPg(x),

and by ii) of Lemma 1, RPg(x) is proportional to v. Therefore, p · v = 0.
This implies that g(x) is proportional to p, and thus x ∈ f g(p,m).
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Step 3. If (ii) holds, then f g(p,m) ⊂ f%(p,m) for all (p,m) ∈ (Rn
+ \ {0})×

R++.

Proof of Step 3. Suppose that x ∈ f g(p,m), and there exists v ∈ Ω such
that p · v ≤ m and v ≻g x. Then, ug(x, v) < 1, and thus p · y(t(x, v); x, v) <
p · v ≤ m. Clearly, v is not proportional to x. Let z = y(t(x, v); x, v) and
x(s) = (1 − s)x + sz. Because %g is weakly convex, x(s) %g x. Recall that
w∗(x, v) = (v · v)x− (v · x)v. Note that w∗(x, v) · x(s) = (1 − s)w∗(x, v) · x.
Because ẏ(t; x, v) ·w∗(x, v) > 0 for all t, by the implicit function theorem, we
have that there exists an increasing and continuously differentiable function
t∗ : [0, 1] → [0, t(x, v)] such that y(t∗(s); x, v) − x(s) is proportional to v.
Because g(x) is proportional to p, p · ẏ(0; x, v) = 0 > p · (z − x), and thus,

p ·
d

ds
y(t∗(s); x, v) > p · (z − x),

for any sufficiently small s > 0. Therefore, there exists s ∈]0, 1] such that
p · y(t∗(s); x, v) > p · x(s), which implies that y(t∗(s); x, v) ≫ x(s). Because
%g is monotone, we have that y(t∗(s); x, v) ≻g x(s). By p-transitivity, we
have that x ≻g x(s), which is a contradiction. This completes the proof of
Step 3. �

Steps 2 and 3 show that (ii) implies (iii). Thus, it suffices to show that
(i) implies (ii).

Step 4. Suppose that x, v ∈ Ω and x is not proportional to v. Then,
R(v, x) = −R(x, v).

Proof of Step 4. Because of ii) of Lemma 1, we have that either R(v, x) =
R(x, v) or R(v, x) = −R(x, v). Therefore, it suffices to show that R(v, x)v 6=
R(x, v)v. In fact,

x · R(x, v)v = (a1(x, v) · v)(a2(x, v) · x)− (a2(x, v) · v)(a1(x, v) · x)

= −
‖x‖2‖v‖2 − (x · v)2

‖x‖‖v − (a1(x, v) · v)a1(x, v)‖
< 0,

x · R(v, x)v = (a1(v, x) · v)(a2(v, x) · x)− (a2(v, x) · v)(a1(v, x) · x)

=
‖x‖2‖v‖2 − (x · v)2

‖v‖‖x− (a1(v, x) · x)a1(v, x)‖
> 0,

which completes the proof of Step 4. �

Step 5. Suppose that (i) holds, and choose any x, v ∈ Ω such that x is not
proportional to v and x ∼g v. For any s ∈ [0, 1], define x(s) = (1− s)x+ sv.
Then, x(s) %g x.

33



Proof of Step 5. Recall that y(t; x, v) is the solution function of the fol-
lowing differential equation:

ẏ(t) = CRPg(y(t)), y(0) = x,

where P = P (x, v), R = R(x, v), C = C(x, v). Choose k ∈ N, and define

hk =
t(x, v)

k
, tki = ihk,

xk0 = x, xki+1 = xki + hkCRPg(xki ),

and for any t ∈ [tki , t
k
i+1],

xk(t) =
t− tki
tki+1 − tki

xki+1 +
tki+1 − t

tki+1 − tki
xki .

It is known that if k is sufficiently large, then xki is defined and in Ω for all
i ∈ {0, ..., k}, and moreover, xk : [0, t(x, v)] → Ω is a continuous function
that uniformly converges to y(t; x, v) as k → ∞.25

Next, define h(y) = 1
‖Pg(y)‖

Pg(y). Let a1 = a1(x, v) and a2 = a2(x, v).

Then, there exists bi = (bi1, b
i
2) such that ‖b1‖ = 1, bi1 > 0, and

h(xki ) = bi1a1 + bi2a2.

Define vki = xki+1 − xki . By definition,

vki = ‖vki ‖(b
i
1a2 − bi2a1).

and thus,
h(xki ) · v

k
j = ‖vkj ‖(b

j
1b

i
2 − bi1b

j
2).

Let ci =
bi2
bi1
. We show that ci is nonincreasing in i. By construction, h(xki ) ·

vki = 0, and by the weak weak axiom, h(xki+1) · v
k
i ≤ 0. Therefore, bi1b

i+1
2 −

bi+1
1 bi2 ≤ 0, and thus ci+1 ≤ ci, as desired.

Next, for j ∈ {1, ..., k}, define vk0j = xkj − xk0. Then, there exists b0j =

(b0j1 , b
0j
2 ) such that

vk0j = ‖vk0j‖(b
0j
1 a2 − b0j2 a1).

By definition, b0j1 > 0 and ‖b0j‖ = 1. Let c0j =
b
0j
2

b
0j
1

. Using mathematical

induction on j, we can show that c0j is nonincreasing.

25The function xk is called an explicit Euler approximation of the solution y(·;x, v)
to (7). See, for example, Theorem 1.1 of Iserles (2009).
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Now, choose any s ∈ [0, 1], and define xk∗(s) = (1 − s)xk0 + sxkk. We
show that there uniquely exists tk ∈ [0, t(x, v)] such that xk∗(s) − xk(tk) is
proportional to v. Actually, both xk(·) · w∗(x, v) and xk∗(·) · w

∗(x, v) are
increasing, the intermediate value theorem implies that our claim holds. By
Step 4, R(v, x) = −R, and thus both xk(·) · w∗(v, x) and xk∗(·) · w

∗(v, x) are
decreasing. This implies that for each i ∈ {1, ..., k−1}, there exists si ∈ [0, 1]
such that xki − xk∗(si) is proportional to x. Define

D(y) = (y · a1)(v
k
0i · a2)− (y · a2)(v

k
0i · a1).

Then, D(x) = ‖x‖b0i1 > 0. Moreover,

D(xk∗(si)−x
k
i ) = D(siv

k
0k−v

k
0i) = siD(vk0k) = si‖v

k
0i‖‖v

k
0k‖b

0k
1 b

0i
1 [c0i−c0k] ≥ 0,

which implies that xk∗(si) ≥ xki . Therefore, xk∗(s) ≥ xk(tk). Because tk ∈
[0, t(x, v)] for all k, there exists a convergent subsequence (tℓ(k)). Suppose that
t∗ = limk→∞ tℓ(k). By the above arguments, x(s)− y(t∗; x, v) is proportional
to v, and x(s) ≥ y(t∗; x, v). Because %g is monotone, x(s) %g y(t∗; x, v).
Because x ∼g y(t∗; x, v), we have that x(s) %g x, as desired. This completes
the proof of Step 5. �

Step 6. (i) implies (ii).

Proof of Step 6. Suppose that x %g y and s ∈ [0, 1], and let x(s) =
(1 − s)x + sy. If x is proportional to y, then x(s) ≥ y, and thus x(s) %g y.
Hence, we assume that x is not proportional to y. Because x %g y, y 6≻g x,
and by Lemma 2, ug(y, x) ≤ 1. Define z(s) = (1− s)ug(y, x)x+ sy. Because
ug(y, x)x ∼g y, by Step 5, z(s) %g y. Because x(s) ≥ z(s), by monotonicity,
x(s) %g z(s). Therefore, by p-transitivity, x(s) %g y. This completes the
proof of Step 6. �

This completes the proof of Lemma 3. �

Lemma 4. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} is locally Lipschitz, and there

exist an open set U ⊂ Ω and a function u : U → R that satisfies property
(F). Then, the following claims hold.

i) Suppose that I is an open interval and x : I → U is differentiable, and
for all t ∈ I, g(x(t)) · ẋ(t) > 0. Then, u(x(t)) is increasing.

ii) If we can choose U = Ω, then g satisfies Ville’s axiom.
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Proof. First, we show i). Suppose that I is an open interval and x : I → Ω
is differentiable, and for all t ∈ I, g(x(t)) · ẋ(t) > 0. Define h(t) = u(x(t)).
Choose any t∗ ∈ I. We first show that there exists ε > 0 such that if
0 < |t − t∗| < ε, then h(t) > h(t∗) if t > t∗, and h(t) < h(t∗) if t < t∗. Let
X = u−1(u(x(t∗))). By assumption, X is an n− 1 dimensional C1 manifold,
and g(x) is orthogonal to Tx(X) for each x ∈ X . Choose a corresponding C1

local parametrization ϕ : U → V of X , where U is open neighborhood of 0
in Rn−1, V is an open neighborhood of x(t∗) in X , and ϕ(0) = x(t∗). Define
Φ(z, a) = ϕ(z) + ag(x(t∗)). Then, DΦ(0, 0) is regular, and by the inverse
function theorem, there exists an open and convex neighborhood U ′ ⊂ Rn

of (0, 0) and an open neighborhood V ′ ⊂ Rn of x(t∗) such that Φ : U ′ → V ′

is a C1 diffeomorphism. We can assume that for (z, h) ∈ U ′, u(Φ(z, h)) =
u(x(t∗)) if and only if h = 0. Choose h1 > 0 such that (0, h1) ∈ U ′. Then,
Φ(0, h1) = x(t∗) + hg(x(t∗))  x(t∗). Because u is increasing and h1 6= 0,
u(Φ(0, h1)) > u(x(t∗)). By the convexity of U ′ and the intermediate value
theorem, we have that u(Φ(z, h)) > u(x(t∗)) if h > 0. By the symmetrical
arguments, we have that u(Φ(z, h)) < u(x(t∗)) if h < 0.

Define y(t) = Φ−1(x(t)). We can assume that there exists δ > 0 such
that y(t) is defined on I ≡]t∗ − δ, t∗ + δ[. By assumption, g(x(t∗)) · ẋ(t∗) > 0,
and thus ẏn(t

∗) = ‖g(x(t∗))‖−2(g(x(t∗)) · ẋ(t∗)) > 0. Therefore, there exists
ε > 0 such that 1) if 0 < t− t∗ < ε, then yn(t) > 0, and 2) if 0 < t∗ − t < ε,
then yn(t) < 0. Hence, when 0 < |t− t∗| < ε, then h(t) > h(t∗) if t > t∗ and
h(t) < h(t∗) if t < t∗, as desired.

Let t′, t′′ ∈ I and t′ < t′′. Suppose that h(t′′) ≤ h(t′). Then, there exists
t∗ ∈ argmax{h(t)|t ∈ [t′, t′′]} such that t∗ 6= t′′. By the above arguments,
there exists t′′′ ∈]t∗, t′′] such that h(t′′′) > h(t∗), which is a contradiction.
Therefore, h(t) is increasing, and i) holds.

Now, suppose that U = Ω, and x : [0, T ] → Ω is a Ville curve, and define
h(t) = u(x(t)). Because x(t) is piecewise C1, there exists a finite increasing
sequence t0, ..., tm ∈ [0, T ] such that t0 = 0, tm = T and the restriction of x(t)
on [ti, ti+1] is continuously differentiable. If ti < t′ < t′′ < ti+1, then by Step
1, h(t′′) > h(t′). By continuity of h, h is increasing in [ti, ti+1], and therefore
h(t0) < h(t1) < ... < h(tm). This implies that u(x(0)) < u(x(T )) = u(x(0)),
which is a contradiction. Therefore, there is no Ville curve, and ii) holds.
This completes the proof. �

Lemma 5. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+\{0} is locally Lipschitz. For any v ∈ Ω,

define ugv(x) = ug(x, v). Then, the following conditions are equivalent.

1) g satisfies Ville’s axiom.

2) ugv satisfies property (F).
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3) The equality
ug(ug(x, z)z, v) = ug(x, v) (10)

holds for all x, z, v ∈ Ω.

4) %g is represented by ugv.

5) %g is transitive.

Moreover, if u is another function that satisfies property (F), then u is a
monotone transform of ugv. Furthermore, if g is Ck, then ugv is Ck and
∇ugv(x) 6= 0 for all x ∈ Ω.

Proof. We separate the proof into six steps.

Step 1. 1) implies 5).

Proof of Step 1. We show that if 5) is violated, then 1) is also violated.
Suppose that %g is not transitive. Then, there exist x, y, z ∈ Ω such that
x %g y, y %g z, and z ≻g x. By p-transitivity, each two vectors of x, y, z are
linearly independent. Because ug(x, y) ≥ 1, by Lemma 2, ug(ug(x, y)y, z) ≥
ug(y, z) ≥ 1. By monotonicity and p-transitivity, ug(ug(x, y)y, z)z ≻g x,
and thus by replacing y with ug(x, y)y and z with ug(ug(x, y)y, z)z, we can
assume that x ∼g y and y ∼g z, and z ≻g x. Let x∗ = ug(z, x)x. Consider
the following differential equation:

ẇ(t) = (g(w(t)) · x∗)z − (g(w(t)) · z)x∗ + εz, w(0) = x∗. (11)

Let w1(t; ε) be the solution function of (11). Clearly, w1(t; 0) = y(t; x∗, z),
and thus w1(·; 0) is defined on [0, t(x∗, z)+h1] for some h1 > 0, and w1(t(x

∗, z); 0) =
z. By Fact 2, there exists ε1 > 0 such that if 0 < ε < ε1, then w1(·; ε) is
defined on [0, t(x∗, z) + h1], and there exists t1(ε) > 0 such that v1(ε) ≡
w1(t1(ε); ε) is proportional to z. Because ẇ1(0; ε) ≫ ẇ1(0; 0), w1(t; ε) ≫
y(t; x∗, z) for sufficiently small t > 0. Suppose that w1(t; ε) ≤ y(t; x∗, z) for
some t ∈ [0, t(x∗, z)]. Let t∗ = inf{t′ ∈ [0, t]|w1(t

′; ε) ≤ y(t′; x∗, z)}. Then,
t∗ > 0. Moreover, ẇ(t∗; ε) ≫ ẏ(t∗; x∗, z), and thus there exists t+ < t∗ such
that w(t+; ε) ≪ y(t+; x∗, z), which contradicts the definition of t∗. Therefore,
w1(t; ε) ≫ y(t; x∗, z) for all t, and thus, v1(ε) = a1(ε)z for some a1(ε) > 1.

Next, consider the following differential equation:

ẇ(t) = (g(w(t)) · v1(ε))y − (g(w(t)) · y)v1(ε) + εy, w(0) = v1(ε). (12)

Let w2(t; ε) be the solution function of (12). Clearly, w2(t; 0) = y(t; z, y), and
thus w2(·; 0) is defined on [0, t(z, y)+h2] for some h2 > 0, and w2(t(z, y); 0) =
y. Thus, there exists ε2 > 0 such that if 0 < ε < ε2, then w2(·; ε) is defined
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on [0, t(z, y)+ h2], and there exists t2(ε) > 0 such that v2(ε) ≡ w2(t2(ε); ε) is
proportional to y. By almost tha same arguments as in the last paragraph,
we can show that w2(t; ε) ≫ y(t; z, y) for all t, and thus, v2(ε) = a2(ε)y for
some a2(ε) > 1.

Third, consider the following differential equation:

ẇ(t) = (g(w(t)) · v2(ε))x− (g(w(t)) · x)v2(ε) + εx, w(0) = v2(ε). (13)

Let w3(t; ε) be the solution function of (13). Clearly, w3(t; 0) = y(t; y, x), and
thus w3(·; 0) is definedon [0, t(y, x)+h3] for some h3 > 0, and w3(t(y, x); 0) =
x. Thus, there exists ε3 > 0 such that if 0 < ε < ε3, then w3(·; ε) is defined
on [0, t(y, x)+h3], and there exists t3(ε) > 0 such that v3(ε) ≡ w3(t3(ε); ε) is
proportional to x. By almost the same arguments as in the last paragraphs,
we can show that w3(t; ε) ≫ y(t; y, x) for all t, and thus, v3(ε) = a3(ε)x for
some a3(ε) > 1.

Because w1(t; ε), w2(t; ε), w3(t; ε) are continuous in ε, there exists ε∗ > 0
such that v3(ε

∗) ≪ x∗. Let t∗1 = t1(ε
∗), t∗2 = t∗1 + t2(ε

∗), t∗3 = t∗2 + t3(ε
∗), and

T = t∗3 + 1. Define a piecewise C1 closed curve x : [0, T ] as follows:

x(t) =



















w1(t; ε
∗) if 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗1,

w2(t− t∗1; ε
∗) if t∗1 ≤ t ≤ t∗2,

w3(t− t∗2; ε
∗) if t∗2 ≤ t ≤ t∗3,

(T − t)v3(ε
∗) + (t− t∗3)x

∗ if t∗3 ≤ t ≤ T.

Then, we can easily check that x(t) is a Ville curve, and thus 1) is violated.
This completes the proof of Step 1. �

Step 2. 3), 4), and 5) are mutually equivalent.

Proof of Step 2. Clearly, 4) implies 5).
Suppose that 5) holds. Choose any x, z, v ∈ Ω. Then,

ug(x, v)v ∼g x ∼g ug(x, z)z ∼g ug(ug(x, z)z, v)v,

which implies that (10) is correct. Therefore, 3) holds.
Finally, suppose that 3) holds. Choose any v ∈ Ω and define ugv(x) =

ug(x, v). By Lemma 2, ug(az, v) is increasing in a. Therefore, if x %g z, then

ugv(x) = ug(x, v) = ug(ug(x, z)z, v) ≥ ug(z, v) = ugv(z),

and if ugv(x) ≥ ugv(z), then

ug(z, v) = ugv(z) ≤ ugv(x) = ug(x, v) = ug(ug(x, z)z, v),

which implies that ug(x, z) ≥ 1 and x %g z. hence, 4) holds. This completes
the proof of Step 2. �
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Step 3. 2) implies 1).

Proof of Step 3. This result immediately follows from Lemma 4. �

Step 4. 5) implies 1).

Proof of Step 4. Suppose that 5) holds. By Step 2, 3) and 4) also hold.
First, choose any x, v ∈ Ω, and choose z ∈ Ω such that both x, v are not
proportional to z. By (10),

ugv(y) = ugv(u
g(y, z)z)

for any y that is sufficiently near to x, and by Lemma 2, the right-hand side
is locally Lipschitz around x. By Fact 7, ugv is locally Lipschitz on Ω.

Next, choose any x, z ∈ Ω such that z ≫ x. Because %g is monotone,
z ≻g x, and by 4), ugv(z) > ugv(x). Therefore, u

g
v is increasing.

Suppose that n = 2. Choose any a > 0 and let X ≡ (ugv)
−1(a). Because

av ∈ X , X 6= ∅. Choose x ∈ X that is not proportional to v. Then, X
coincides the trajectory of y(·; x, v), and thus it is 1 dimensional C1 manifold.
Moreover, if z ∈ X , then z = y(t; x, v) for some t, and ẏ(t; x, v) · g(z) = 0.
Clearly, Tz(X) = span{ẏ(t; x, v)}, and thus our claim is correct.

Hence, we hereafter assume that n ≥ 3. Because both ugv and g are
locally Lipschitz, by Rademacher’s theorem, these are differentiable almost
everywhere. Suppose that ugv is differentiable at x. Choose linearly inde-
pendent vectors v1, ..., vn−1 ∈ Rn such that g(x) · vi = 0 and x + vi ∈ Ω
for any i ∈ {1, ..., n − 1}. Define wi = ẏ(0; x, x + vi). Then, we must have
that wi is positively proportional to vi. Because Dugv(x)wi = 0, we have
that ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x) for some λ(x) ≥ 0. If x is proportional to v, then
ugv(ax) = augv(x), and thus λ(x) 6= 0. Suppose that x is not proportional to
v and λ(x) = 0. Note that,

a = ug(ax, x) = ug(ugv(ax)v, x)

and ugx is locally Lipschitz around ugv(x)v. Therefore, there exists L > 0
such that if a > 1 and a− 1 is sufficiently small, then 0 < ug(ugv(ax)v, x) −
ug(ugv(x)v, x) ≤ L(ugv(ax)− ugv(x))‖v‖. This implies that,

1 = lim
a↓1

ug(ugv(ax)v, x)− ug(ugv(x)v, x)

a− 1
≤ lim

a↓1

(ugv(ax)− ugv(x))L‖v‖

a− 1
= 0,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, we must have that λ(x) > 0.
Choose any a > 0 and define X = (ugv)

−1(a). Because av ∈ X , X is a
nonempty set. Choose any x∗ ∈ X . Without loss of generality, we assume
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that gn(x
∗) 6= 0. Therefore, there exists ε > 0 such that if |xi − x∗i | < ε

for all i ∈ {1, ..., n}, then x ∈ Ω and gn(x) 6= 0. If gn(x) 6= 0, then define

fi(x) = − gi(x)
gn(x)

for each i ∈ {1, ..., n − 1}. Hereafter, we use the following

notation: if x = (x1, ..., xn), then x̃ = (x1, ..., xn−1). Consider the following
differential equation.

ċ(t) = f((1− t)x̃∗ + tx̃, c(t)) · (x̃− x̃∗), c(0) = x∗n + h. (14)

Let c(t; x̃, h) be the solution function of (14). Because c(t; x̃∗, 0) ≡ x∗n, it is
defined on [0, 1]. By Fact 2, there exists δ > 0 such that if |xi − x∗i | ≤ δ for
each i and |h| ≤ δ, then c(·; x̃, h) is defined on [0, 1] and |c(t; x̃, h)−x∗n| < ε for
all t ∈ [0, 1]. It is clear that δ < ε. Let Ū = {(x̃, h)||xi−x

∗
i | ≤ δ, |h| ≤ δ}, and

define E(x̃, h) = c(1; x̃, h) for (x̃, h) ∈ Ū . If x̃ = x̃∗, then E(x̃, h) = x∗n + h,
and thus ugv(x̃, E(x̃, h)) = ugv(x

∗ + hen). Suppose that x̃ 6= x̃∗. Then, there
exists i∗ ∈ {1, ..., n−1} such that xi∗ 6= x∗i∗ . By Fact 9 and Fubini’s theorem,
there exists a sequence (xk, hk) such that (xk, hk) → (x, h) as k → ∞, and
ugv is differentiable at ((1 − t)x̃∗ + tx̃k, c(t; x̃k, hk)) for almost all t ∈ [0, 1].
Therefore,

d

dt
ugv((1− t)x̃∗ + tx̃k, c(t; x̃k, hk)) = 0

almost everywhere, which implies that ugv(x̃
k, E(x̃k, hk)) = ugv(x

∗ + hken).
Letting k → ∞, we obtain that ugv(x̃, E(x̃, h)) = ugv(x

∗ + hen).
Suppose that h1 < h2 and E(x̃, h1) ≥ E(x̃, h2). Then, there exists

t∗ ∈ [0, 1] such that c(t∗; x̃, h1) = c(t∗; x̃, h2), and by Fact 1, c(0; x̃, h1) =
c(0; x̃, h2), which is a contradiction. Therefore, E(x̃, h) is increasing in h.
Consider the following differential equation:

ḋ(t) = f((1− t)x̃∗ + tx̃, d(t)) · (x̃− x̃∗), d(1) = x∗n + h′.

Let d(t; x̃, h′) be the solution function of this equation. Because d(t; x̃∗, E(x̃∗, h)−
x∗n) = c(t; x̃∗, h) = x∗n + h, there exists δ′ > 0 such that if |xi − x∗i | ≤ δ′ for
each i and |h| ≤ δ′, then |E(x̃, h) − x∗n| ≤ δ and t 7→ d(t; x̃, E(x̃, h) − x∗n)
is defined on [0, 1]. In this case, c(t; x̃∗, h) = d(t; x̃, E(x̃, h) − x∗n), and thus
d(0; x̃, E(x̃, h) − x∗n) = x∗n + h. By repeating the above argument, we can
show that d(0; x̃, h′) is increasing in h′. Without loss of generality, we can
assume that δ′ < δ, and d(t; x̃, h′) is defined whenever t ∈ [0, 1], |xi−x

∗
i | ≤ δ′,

and |h′| ≤ δ. Define
F (x̃, h′) = d(0; x̃, h′).

Then, if |xi − x∗i | ≤ δ′ for all i and |h| ≤ δ′,

E(x̃, h) = x∗n + h′ ⇔ F (x̃, h′) = x∗n + h.
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Define U = {(x̃, h)||xi − x∗i | ≤ δ′, |h| ≤ δ′}, and let W be the set of all
(x̃, h) ∈ U such that E is differentiable at (x̃, h). By Rademacher’s theorem,
U \W is a null set. Let V = {(x̃, h′)||xi − x∗i | ≤ δ′, |h′| ≤ δ}, and define
Φ(x̃, h′) = (x̃, F (x̃, h′) − x∗n). Then, U ⊂ Φ(V ). Let W ′ be the set of all
(x̃, h′) ∈ V such that ugv is differentiable at (x̃, x∗n + h′). Then, V \W ′ is a
null set. Because Φ is Lipschitz on V , Φ(V \W ′) is also a null set. Therefore,
U\(W∩Φ(W ′)) is a null set. If (x̃, h) ∈ W∩Φ(W ′), then E is differentiable at
(x̃, h) and ugv is differentiable at (x̃, E(x̃, h)). Choose any (x̃, h) ∈ W ∩Φ(W ′).
Then,

0 =
∂

∂xi
ugv(ỹ, E(ỹ, h))

∣

∣

∣

∣

ỹ=x̃

=
∂ugv
∂xi

(x̃, E(x̃, h)) +
∂ugv
∂xn

(x̃, E(x̃, h))
∂E

∂xi
(x̃, h)

= λ(x̃, E(x̃, h))

[

gi(x̃, E(x̃, h)) + gn(x̃, E(x̃, h))
∂E

∂xi
(x̃, h)

]

,

which implies that
∂E

∂xi
(x̃, h) = fi(x̃, E(x̃, h)).

Now, choose any x̃ such that |xi − x∗i | < δ′ for each i ∈ {1, ..., n − 1}. By
Fubini’s theorem, there exists δ′′ > 0 and a sequence (x̃k, hk) on U such
that (x̃k, hk) → (x̃, 0) as k → ∞, and for all k and almost all t ∈ [−δ′′, δ′′],
(x̃k + tei, h

k) ∈ W ∩ Φ(W ′). This implies that,

E(x̃k + tei, h
k)−E(x̃k, hk) =

∫ t

0

fi(x̃
k + sei, E(x̃

k + sei, h
k))ds.

By the dominated convergence theorem,

E(x̃+ tei, 0)− E(x̃, 0) =

∫ t

0

fi(x̃+ sei, E(x̃+ sei, 0))ds,

and thus,
∂E

∂xi
(x̃, 0) = fi(x̃, E(x̃, 0)).

This implies that x̃ 7→ E(x̃, 0) is continuously differentiable around x̃∗, and
thus the mapping

Ψ : x̃ 7→ (x̃, E(x̃, 0))

is a C1 local parametrization of X around x∗. Therefore, X is an n − 1
dimensional C1 manifold. Moreover, because g(x∗) · ∂Ψ

∂xi
(x̃∗) = 0 for all i ∈

{1, ..., n− 1}, we have that g(x∗) · v = 0 for all v ∈ Tx∗(X), as desired. This
completes the proof of Step 4. �
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Step 5. If g is Ck and satisfies Ville’s axiom, then ugv is Ck and there exists
a continuous function λ : Ω → R++ such that ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x) for all
x ∈ Ω.

Proof of Step 5. In this case, y(t; x, v) is Ck by Fact 3. Suppose that
(x, v) ∈ Ω. Choose z ∈ Ω such that both x, v are not proportional to z. By
the implicit function theorem, we have that t(y, w) is Ck around (x, z), and
thus ug is Ck around (x, z). By the same argument, we have that ug is Ck

around (ug(x, z)z, v). By 3),

ug(ug(y, z)z, w) = ugv(y, w),

and the left-hand side is Ck around (x, v). Therefore, ug is Ck and ugv is also
Ck. Moreover,

a = ugv(av) = ugv(u
g(av, x)x), ug(ugv(x)v, x) = 1.

Differentiating the first equality in a at a = ugv(x),

1 = (∇ugv(x) · x)× (Dugx(u
g
v(x)v)v,

which implies that ∇ugv(x) 6= 0. Let x ∈ Ω, and X = (ugv)
−1(ugv(x)). Let

g(x) · w = 0. Then, w ∈ Tx(X). By Fact 4, there exists an open interval I
including 0 and a C1 function c : I → X such that c(0) = x and ċ(0) = w.
Therefore, ∇ugv(x) · w = 0. Thus, ∇ugv(x) is proportional to g(x). Because
ugv is increasing, there exists λ(x) > 0 such that ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x). This
completes the proof of Step 5. �

Step 6. If g satisfies Ville’s axiom and u : Ω → R is a function that satisfies
property (F), then u is a monotone transform of ugv.

Proof of Step 6. Choose any x ∈ Ω such that x is not proportional to v.
We first show that u(y(t; x, v)) = u(x) for all t ∈ [0, t(x, v)].

Consider the following differential equation:

ż(t) = (g(z(t)) · x)v − (g(z(t)) · v)x+ hv, z(0) = x.

Let z(t; h) be the solution function of the above equation. Because z(t; 0) =
y(t; x, v), there exists ε > 0 such that if |h| < ε, then z(·; h) is defined on
[0, t(x, v)]. Let h > 0. Because of i) of Lemma 4, u(z(t; h)) is an increasing
function, and thus u(z(t; h)) > u(x) for any t > 0. Letting h → 0, we have
that u(y(t; x, v)) ≥ u(x). By the symmetrical argument, we can show that
u(y(t; x, v)) = u(x), and thus our claim holds. This implies that,

u(x) = u(y(t(x, v); x, v)) = u(ugv(x)v).
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Clearly, this equality holds even when x is proportional to v.
Define c(a) = u(av). Because u is increasing, c is also increasing. There-

fore,
c(ugv(x)) = u(ugv(x)v) = u(x),

as desired. This completes the proof of Step 6. �

Steps 1-6 show that the claims of Lemma 5 are correct. This completes
the proof. �

6.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Let g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} be locally Lipschitz. Suppose that f g = f% for some

complete binary relation % on Ω that satisfies the LNST condition. Suppose
that g(x) · y ≤ g(x) · x and g(y) · x < g(y) · y. Because x ∈ f g(g(x), g(x) · x),
y 6≻ x, and because % is complete, x % y. By the LNST condition, there
exists z ∈ Ω such that g(y) · z < g(y) · y and z ≻ y, which contradicts that
y ∈ f g(g(y), g(y) · y). Therefore, g satisfies the weak weak axiom.

Conversely, suppose that g satisfies the weak weak axiom. By Lemma 3,
f g = f%g

. By Lemma 2, %g is complete. Suppose that x %g y and U is a
neighborhood of x. Then, there exists a > 1 such that ax ∈ U . Because %g

is monotone, ax ≻g x, and by p-transitivity, ax ≻g y. Therefore, %g satisfies
the LNST condition. This completes the proof of I).

Next, suppose that g satisfies Ville’s axiom. By Lemma 5, ugv satisfies
property (F). Conversely, suppose that there exists a function u : Ω → R that
satisfies property (F). By Lemma 4, g satisfies Ville’s axiom. By definition,
ugv(av) = a. If g is Ck, by Lemma 5, ugv is also Ck, and ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x)
for all x ∈ Ω, where λ : Ω → R++. This completes the proof of II).

Thirdly, suppose that g satisfies both the weak weak axiom and Ville’s
axiom. By Lemmas 3 and 5, ugv is a quasi-concave function that satisfies
property (F). Conversely, suppose that there exists a quasi-concave function
u : Ω → R that satisfies property (F). By Lemma 4, g satisfies Ville’s axiom,
and by Lemma 5, u is a monotone transform of ugv. This implies that ugv is
quasi-concave, and by Lemma 3, g satisfies the weak weak axiom.

Fourth, suppose that g satisfies both the weak weak axiom and Ville’s
axiom. Then, %g is a weak order such that f g = f%g

. Conversely, suppose
that there exists a weak order % such that f g = f%. We show that % is
locally non-satiated. Let x ∈ Ω and U is an open neighborhood of x. Then,
there exists y ∈ U such that y ≫ x. Because y ∈ f g(g(y), g(y) · y) and
g(y) · x < g(y) · y, we have that y ≻ x, as desired. Therefore, % satisfies the
LNST condition, and thus g satisfies the weak weak axiom.
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Note that, if p · x < m, then x /∈ f g(p,m), and thus if y ∈ f g(p,m), then
y ≻ x. Choose any x, v ∈ Ω such that x is not proportional to v. As in the
proof of Step 5 of Lemma 3, choose k ∈ N, and define

hk =
t(x, v)

k
, tki = ihk,

xk0 = x, xki+1 = xki + hkCRPg(xki ),

and for any t ∈ [tki , t
k
i+1],

xk(t) =
t− tki
tki+1 − tki

xki+1 +
tki+1 − t

tki+1 − tki
xki .

As we have mentioned, xk(t) uniformly converges to y(t; x, v) on [0, t(x, v)] as
k → ∞. Because g(xki ) ·(x

k
i+1−x

k
i ) = 0, we have that xki % xki+1. Moreover, if

t ∈ [ti, ti+1], then g(x
k
i )·(x

k(t)−xki ) = 0, and thus xki % xk(t). By transitivity
of %, we have that x % xk(t). If y(t; x, v) ≫ z for some t ∈ [0, t(x, v)], then
there exists k such that xk(t) ≫ z, which implies that x ≻ z. In conclusion,
we obtain the following: if y(t; x, v) ≫ z for some t ∈ [0, t(x, v)], then x ≻ z.

Suppose that %g is not transitive. As in the proof of Step 1 of Lemma
5, there exists x, y, z ∈ Ω such that x ∼g y, y ∼g z, and z ≻g x. Because
z ≻g x, az ≻g x for some a ∈]0, 1[. Because y ∼g z, y ≻g az, and thus
by ≻g az for some b ∈]0, 1[. Because y = y(t(x, y); x, y), we have that x ≻ by.
Because y(t(by, az); by, az) ≫ az, by ≻ az. Because y(t(az, x); az, x) ≫ x,
az ≻ x, which contradicts the transitivity of %. Therefore, %g is transitive.
By Lemma 5, g satisfies Ville’s axiom. This completes the proof of III).

Fifth, suppose that g satisfies the weak axiom. Suppose that x, y ∈
f g(p,m) and x 6= y. Then, g(x) = λp, g(y) = µp for some λ, µ > 0, and
p · x = p · y = m. This implies that

g(x) · y = λp · y = λm = λp · x = g(x) · x,

g(y) · x = µp · x = µm = µp · y = g(y) · y,

which contradicts the weak axiom. Therefore, f g(p,m) is either the empty
set or a singleton.

Last, suppose that g satisfies Ville’s axiom. If g satisfies the weak axiom,
then f g = fu

g
v . Suppose that x, y ∈ Ω, ugv(y) ≥ ugv(x), y 6= x, and 0 < t < 1.

Define z = (1− t)x+ ty. Then, either g(z) · x ≤ g(z) · z or g(z) · y ≤ g(z) · z.
If the former holds, then ugv(z) > ugv(x). If the latter holds, then ugv(z) >
ugv(y) ≥ ugv(x). Hence, in both cases, ugv(z) > ugv(x), and thus ugv is strictly
quasi-concave. Conversely, suppose that ugv is strictly quasi-concave. By III),
f g = fu

g
v , and thus f g is single-valued. If g(x) · y ≤ g(x) · x and y 6= x, then

ugv(x) > ugv(y), and because y = f g(g(y), g(y) · y), g(y) · x > g(y) · y. Thus, g
satisfies the weak axiom. This completes the proof. �
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6.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Suppose that g satisfies the weak weak axiom and Ville’s axiom. Then,
f g = fu

g
v . Let (p,m) ∈ (Rn

+ \ {0})× R++, and suppose that f g(p,m) = x∗.
Choose x0 ∈ ∆(p,m) and let x(t) be a solution to (1). By i) of Lemma 4,
we have that ugv(x(t)) is increasing, and thus, L(x) = ugv(x

∗) − ugv(x(t)) is a
Lyapunov function. Therefore, any improvement process is both locally and
compact stable.

Next, suppose that g satisfies the Ville’s axiom but violates the weak weak
axiom. By Lemma 3, %g is not weakly convex, and thus, ugv is not quasi-
concave. Therefore, there exist x, y ∈ Ω and t ∈]0, 1[ such that y %g x and
x ≻g (1− t)x+ ty. Choose t∗ = max argmin{ugv((1− t)x+ ty)|t ∈ [0, 1]}, and
let z = (1− t∗)x+ t∗y. Define p = g(z) and m = g(z) · z. If g(z) · (y−x) 6= 0,
then t 7→ ugv((1− t)x+ ty) is either increasing or decreasing around t∗, which
contradicts the definition of t∗. Therefore, we have that g(z)·(y−x) = 0, and
thus, p ·y = p ·x = m. Hence, for any open neighborhood U of z, there exists
x0 ∈ ∆(p,m) such that ugv(x0) > ugv(z). Let x(t) be a solution to (1). By i)
of Lemma 4, ugv(x(t)) is increasing, and thus this process does not satisfies
local stability.

Third, suppose that g violates the Ville’s axiom. In the Step 1 of the
proof of Lemma 5, we constructed a Ville curve x : [0, T ] → Ω such that
x(t) = x(s) if and only if either t = s or t, s ∈ {0, T}, and there exists a finite
increasing sequence t′0, t

′
1, t

′
2, t

′
3, t

′
4 such that t′0 = 0, t′4 = T , the restriction of

x(t) into [t′i, t
′
i+1] is C

1, g(x(0)) ·D+x(0) > 0, g(x(T )) ·D−x(T ) > 0, and for
each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, g(x(t′i)) ·D−x(t

′
i) > 0 and g(x(t′i)) ·D+x(t

′
i) > 0.26 Choose

(p,m) ∈ Rn
++ × R++ such that p · x(t) < m for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Choose ε > 0

such that t′i − t′i−1 ≥ 6ε for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Define

y(t) =

{

x(t + 3ε) if 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 3ε,

x(t + 3ε− T ) if T − 3ε ≤ t ≤ T,

and t0 = 0, ti = t′i − 3ε for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, t4 = T − 3ε and t5 = T . Then,
y(t) is a Ville curve such that D+y(0) = D−y(T ), g(y(0)) · D+y(0) > 0,
g(y(T )) · D−y(T ) > 0, and for i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, g(y(ti)) · D−y(ti) > 0 and
g(y(ti)) · D+y(ti) > 0. Now, choose a continuous and nonnegative function

φ : R → R+ such that φ(t) = 0 if t /∈ [ε, 2ε], and
∫ 2ε

ε
φ(t)dt = 1. Let M =

max{φ(t)|ε ≤ t ≤ 2ε}. Because the set {y(t)|ti ≤ t ≤ ti + 2ε} is compact,
there exists ε′ > 0 such that if ‖v‖, ‖w‖ ≤ ε′, then g(y(t)+v)·(D+y(t)+w) > 0
for all t ∈ [ti, ti+2ε]. Now, choose δi > 0 so small, and for t ∈ [ti−δi, ti+ δi],

26Here, D−x(t) (resp. D+x(t)) denotes the left-derivative (resp. the right-derivative) of
x at t.
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define

ψi(t) =
t− (ti − δi)

2δi
ẏ(ti + δi) +

ti + δi − t

2δi
ẏ(ti − δi),

zi(t) = y(ti − δi) +

∫ t

ti−δi

ψi(s)ds.

If δi is sufficiently small, then δi < ε, g(zi(t)) ·ψi(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [ti−δi, ti+
δi], and for v = zi(ti + δi)− y(ti + δi), ‖v‖ ≤ ε′

M+1
. Define zi(t) = y(t) + v if

t ∈ [ti + δi, ti + ε], and

zi(t) = y(t) + v −

∫ t

ti+ε

φ(s− ti)vds,

for all t ∈ [ti + ε, ti + 2ε]. Then, zi(ti + 2ε) = y(ti + 2ε), D−zi(ti + 2ε) =
ẏ(ti + 2ε), and for every t ∈ [ti − δi, ti + 2ε], g(zi(t)) · żi(t) > 0. Define

z(t) =

{

zi(t) if ti − δi ≤ t ≤ ti + 2ε for some i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

y(t) otherwise.

Then, z(t) is a C1 Ville curve such that D+z(0) = D−z(T ).
Let X = {z(t)|0 ≤ t ≤ T}. Then, X is a 1-dimensional compact C1

manifold. Define d(x) = inf{‖x − y‖|y ∈ X}. By Fact 5, there exist ε1 > 0
and a C1 function π : U → X such that π(x) = x for all x ∈ X , where
U = {x ∈ Ω|d(x) ≤ 2ε1} ⊂ Ω. Define h1(x) = ż(t) if π(x) = z(t). If ε2 > 0
is sufficiently small, then g(x) · h1(x) > 0 for all x ∈ U such that d(x) ≤ 2ε2.
Also, define

h2(x) = g(x)−
p · x

m

p · g(x)

‖p‖2
p.

Then, g(x) ·h2(x) > 0 whenever x ∈ ∆(p,m) and x 6= f g(p,m). Let ψ : R →
[0, 1] be a continuous function such that ψ(t) = 0 if t ≤ 0 and ψ(t) = 1 if
t ≥ ε2, and define

h(x) = (1− ψ(d(x)))h1(x) + ψ(d(x))h2(x).

Then, h(x) is a continuous function such that g(x) · h(x) > 0 whenever
x ∈ ∆(p,m) \ {f g(p,m)}, and z(t) is a solution to (1). This implies that
compact stability is violated. This completes the proof. �
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6.5 Proof of Theorem 3

Suppose that g satisfies the weak weak axiom. Choose any x ∈ Ω, and let
v 6= 0 and v · g(x) = 0. Define x(t) = x+ tv. Then,

lim sup
t↓0

1

t
v · (g(x(t))− g(x))

= lim sup
t↓0

1

t2
(x(t)− x) · (g(x(t))− g(x)) ≤ 0,

which implies that condition (A1) holds at x.
Conversely, suppose that (A1) holds at every x ∈ Ω. By Lemma 3,

if %g is weakly convex, then g satisfies the weak weak axiom. Hence, it
suffices to show that %g is weakly convex. Suppose not. Then, there exist
x, y ∈ Ω and t ∈ [0, 1] such that y %g x and x ≻g (1 − t)x + ty. It is
obvious that x is not proportional to y. Let V ∗ = span{x, y} and P =
P (x, y) is orthogonal projection from Rn onto V ∗, as defined in Lemma 1.
By Lemma 2, for z, v ∈ V ∗ ∩Ω, z %g v if and only if ug(z, y) ≥ ug(v, y). Let
x(t) = (1− t)x+ ty, t∗ = max argmin{ug(x(t), y)|t ∈ [0, 1]}, and z∗ = x(t∗).
Then, 0 < t∗ < 1, ug(x(t), y) ≥ ug(z∗, y) if t ∈ [0, 1], and ug(x(t), y) >
ug(z∗, y) if t∗ < t ≤ 1. Define p∗ = Pg(z∗), Φ(s, a) = y(s; z∗, y) + ap∗, and
Ψ(b, c) = z∗ + b(y − x) + cp∗. Then, Ψ is a C∞ diffeomorphism between
R2 and V . Moreover, D(Ψ−1 ◦ Φ)(0, 0) is regular. Therefore, by the inverse
function theorem, there exist open neighborhoods U, V of (0, 0) such that
Ψ−1 ◦ Φ : U → V is a C1 diffeomorphism. Hence, Φ = Ψ ◦ (Ψ−1 ◦ Φ) is a C1

bijection on U such that Φ−1 = Ψ−1 ◦ (Ψ−1 ◦ Φ)−1 is also C1 on W ≡ Φ(U).
Because g is locally Lipschitz, we can assume without loss of generality that
there exists L > 0 such that if z, v ∈ W , then ‖g(z) − g(v)‖ ≤ L‖z − v‖.
Moreover, because p∗ · g(z∗) = ‖p∗‖2 > 0, we can assume without loss of
generality that p∗ · g(z) > 0 for all z ∈ W . Let (w(t), a(t)) = Φ−1(x(t)).
Because W,U are open, there exists δ > 0 such that if |t − t∗| < δ, then
(w(t), 0), (w(t), a(t)) ∈ U . Let

y(t) = Φ(w(t), 0) = x(t)− a(t)p∗, z(t) = y′(t) = (y − x)− a′(t)p∗.

By definition, x(t) = y(w(t); z∗, y) + a(t)p∗, and thus y(t) = y(w(t); z∗, y).
Because y(s; z∗, y) ∼g z∗ for all s, we have that ug(y(t), y) = ug(z∗, y), and
thus a(t) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1] such that |t − t∗| < δ. Because a(t∗) = 0 by
definition, a(t∗) attains the local minimum, and thus a′(t∗) = 0. Moreover,
by definition of y(s; z∗, y), we have that ẏ(w(t); z∗, y) · g(y(t)) = 0, and thus
z(t) · g(y(t)) = 0. Now, choose t ∈ [0, 1] such that 0 < t− t∗ < δ, and define
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ẑ(t, t′) = y(t) + z(t)(t′ − t). Then,

|(z(t′)− z(t)) · (g(y(t′))− g(y(t)))|

t′ − t

≤ |a′(t′)− a′(t)|‖p∗‖L
‖y(t′)− y(t)‖

t′ − t
→ 0 as t′ → t,

and

z(t) · (g(y(t′))− g(ẑ(t, t′)))

t′ − t

= L‖z(t)‖‖p∗‖
|a(t′)− a(t)− a′(t)(t′ − t)|

t′ − t
→ 0 as t′ → t.

Therefore,

(p∗ · g(y(t))) lim inf
t′↓t

a′(t)− a′(t′)

t′ − t

= lim inf
t′↓t

(z(t′)− z(t)) · g(y(t))

t′ − t
= lim inf

t′↓t

z(t′) · g(y(t))

t′ − t

= − lim sup
t′↓t

z(t′) · (g(y(t′))− g(y(t)))

t′ − t

= − lim sup
t′↓t

1

t′ − t
[(z(t′)− z(t)) · (g(y(t′))− g(y(t)))

+ z(t) · (g(ẑ(t, t′))− g(y(t))) + z(t) · (g(y(t′))− g(ẑ(t, t′)))] ≥ 0,

by condition (A1). Therefore, we have that

lim inf
t′↓t

a′(t)− a′(t′)

t′ − t
≥ 0.

By the symmetrical arguments, we can show that

lim inf
t′↑t

a′(t)− a′(t′)

t′ − t
≥ 0.

Now, choose t1 ∈ [0, 1] such that 0 < t1 − t∗ < δ, and define h(t) = a′(t)(t1 −
t∗)−a′(t1)(t− t∗). Then, h(t∗) = h(t1) = 0, and thus, there exists t+ ∈]t∗, t1[
such that h(t+) attains either the maximum or the minimum on [t∗, t1]. If
h(t+) attains the minimum, then

0 ≥ lim inf
t↓t+

h(t+)− h(t)

t− t+
= (t1 − t∗) lim inf

t↓t+

a′(t+)− a′(t)

t− t+
+ a′(t1) ≥ a′(t1),
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which implies that a′(t1) ≤ 0. If h(t+) attains the maximum, then by the
symmetrical argument, we can also show that a′(t1) ≤ 0. Therefore, a′(t) ≤ 0
if 1 ≥ t > t∗ and |t− t∗| < δ. This implies that if t ∈ [0, 1] and |t− t∗| < δ,
then a(t) ≤ a(t∗) = 0, and thus, a(t) ≡ 0. Hence, ug(x(t), y) = ug(z∗, y) for
all t > t∗ such that t− t∗ is sufficiently small, which is a contradiction. Thus,
%g is weakly convex, as desired. In conclusion, we obtain that g satisfies
the weak weak axiom if and only if condition (A1) holds everywhere, and i)
holds.

Next, suppose that condition (A2) holds everywhere. Then, condition
(A1) also holds everywhere, and thus g satisfies the weak weak axiom. Sup-
pose that g violates the weak axiom. Then, there exists x, y ∈ Ω such that
g(x) · y ≤ g(x) · x and g(y) ·x ≤ g(y) · y. If either inequality is strong, then g
violates the weak weak axiom, which is a contradiction. Therefore, we have
that g(x) ·y = g(x) ·x and g(y) ·x = g(y) ·y. Let v = y−x and x(t) = x+ tv.
Choose any t ∈ [0, 1]. Because g(x) · x(t) = g(x) · x, by Lemma 3, x %g x(t).
Because g(y) ·x = g(y) · y, again by Lemma 3, y %g x. Because %g is weakly
convex, x(t) %g x. Therefore, x ∼g x(t). By the same argument, we have
that y ∼g x(t). If g(x(t)) · x < g(x(t)) · x(t), then x(t) %g ax for some a > 1,
and by monotonicity and p-transitivity, x(t) ≻g x, which is a contradiction.
If g(x(t)) · x > g(x(t)) · x(t), then g(x(t)) · y < g(x(t)) · x(t), which leads a
contradiction by the same logic as above. Therefore, g(x(t)) · v = 0 for all
t ∈ [0, 1]. This implies that

lim sup
t↓0

1

t
v · (g(x(t))− g(x)) = 0,

which contradicts condition (A2). Hence, ii) holds.
Now, suppose that g satisfies Ville’s axiom. By Lemma 5, for any v ∈

Ω, ugv satisfies property (F). Suppose that ugv is differentiable at x ∈ Ω.
Let v(s) = (ug(x, v) + s)v, and a(s) = ug(v(s), x). Then, a(0) = 1 and
ugv(x) + s = ugv(v(s)) = ugv(a(s)x). Note that, a(s) is locally Lipschitz,
and thus, there exists ε > 0 and L > 0 such that if s1, s2 ∈ [0, ε], then
|a(s1)− a(s2)| ≤ L|s1 − s2|. Because

1 = lim sup
s→0

ugv(a(s)x)− ugv(x)

s
≤ LDugv(x)x,

we have that Dugv(x) 6= 0. This implies that there exists λ(x) > 0 such that
Dugv(x) = λ(x)g(x), and thus (ugv, λ) is a normal solution to (4) on Ω. By
Fact 6, g satisfies condition (B) almost everywhere.

Conversely, suppose that g satisfies condition (B). First, choose any nor-
mal solution (u, λ) to (4) defined on some open and convex set U0 ⊂ Ω.
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We show that u is increasing. Suppose that x, y ∈ U0 and y ≫ x. Let
w = y − x. Because (u, λ) is a normal solution, by Fubini’s theorem, there
exists a sequence (xk) such that xk → x as k → ∞ and ∇u(xk + tw) =
λ(xk + tw)g(xk + tw) for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, u(xk + w) > u(xk),
and thus, u(y) ≥ u(x). This implies that u is nondecreasing. Suppose that
u(y) = u(x). Then, u(x+tw) is constant on [0, 1], and thus, ifX = u−1(u(x)),
then w ∈ Tx(X). However, w · g(x) > 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore,
u(y) > u(x), and u is increasing. In particular, u satisfies property (F).

Second, we show that if t∗ > 0 and y([0, t∗]; x, w) ⊂ U0, then u(x) =
u(y(t; x, w)) for all t ∈ [0, t∗]. Consider the following differential equation:

ż(t) = (g(z(t)) · x)w − (g(z(t)) · w)x+ hw, z(0) = x.

Let z(t; h) be the solution function of this equation. Note that, z(t; 0) =
y(t; x, w), and thus there exists ε > 0 such that if |h| < ε, then z(·; h) is
defined on [0, t∗] and z(t; h) ∈ U0 for all t ∈ [0, t∗]. By i) of Lemma 4, we
have that if h > 0, then u(z(t; h)) is increasing in t, and thus u(z(t; h)) ≥
u(x) for all t ∈ [0, t∗]. Letting h ↓ 0, we have that u(z(t; 0)) ≥ u(x). By
the symmetrical argument, we can show that if h < 0, then u(z(t; h)) is
decreasing in t, and letting h ↑ 0, u(z(t; 0)) ≤ u(x). Therefore, our claim
holds. In particular, if we can choose t∗ = t(x, w), then u(x) = u(ug(x, w)w).

Third, choose any x ∈ Ω. If x is not proportional to v, then by Lemma
2, ugv is locally Lipschitz around x. Suppose that x = av for some a > 0.
Because g satisfies condition (B), there exists a normal solution (u, λ) to (4)
that is defined on an open and convex neighborhood U1 of x. Choose an
open and convex neighborhood U2 ⊂ U1 of x such that if y, z ∈ U2, then
y1(y, z), y2(y, z) ∈ U1. By v) of Lemma 1, y([0, t(y, z)]; y, z) ⊂ ∆(y, z) ⊂ U1.
Again, choose an open and convex neighborhood U3 ⊂ U2 of x such that if
y, z ∈ U3, then y1(y, z), y2(y, z) ∈ U2. Suppose that y, z, w ∈ U3. Then, we
can easily confirm that

u(ug(y, w)w) = u(y) = u(ug(y, z)z) = u(ug(ug(y, z)z, w)w),

and because u is increasing, we obtain that

ug(y, w) = ug(ug(y, z)z, w).

Choose any y ∈ U3 that is not proportional to v. Note that, ug(z, x) =
‖v‖
‖x‖
ugv(z). Therefore, for any z ∈ U3,

ugv(z) = ug(ug(z, y)y, v),
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where the right-hand side is locally Lipschitz in z around x. Therefore, ugv is
locally Lipschitz on Ω. Moreover, for y, z ∈ U3,

u(y) ≥ u(z) ⇔ u(ug(y, x)x) ≥ u(ug(z, x)x)

⇔ ug(y, x) ≥ ug(z, x) ⇔ ugv(y) ≥ ugv(z).

which implies that u−1(u(y)) = (ugv)
−1(ugv(y)) for any y ∈ U3, and thus, for

any y ∈ U3 and Y (y) ≡ (ugv)
−1(ugv(y)) ∩ U3, Y (y) is an n− 1 dimensional C1

manifold, and g(y) is orthogonal to Ty(Y (y)).
Let X be the set of all x ∈ Ω such that there exists an open and convex

neighborhood U0 of x such that for any y ∈ U0, Y (y) ≡ (ugv)
−1(ugv(y))∩U0 is

an n− 1 dimensional C1 manifold, and g(y) is orthogonal to Ty(Y (y)). Sup-
pose that x ∈ X , and U0 is a corresponding open and convex neighborhood of
x. We show that if ugv is differentiable at y ∈ U0, then there exists λ(y) > 0
such that ∇ugv(y) = λ(y)g(y). First, both ∇ugv(y), g(y) are orthogonal to
Ty(Y (y)), and thus there exists λ(y) ∈ R such that ∇ugv(y) = λ(y)g(y). Let
a > 1. If y is proportional to v, then ugv(ay) = augv(y), which implies that
∇ugv(y) · y = 1 and thus λ(y) > 0. Suppose that y is not proportional to v.
By Lemma 2,

a = ug(ay, y) = ug(ugv(ay)v, y),

and ug is locally Lipschitz around (ugv(y)v, y). Therefore, there exists ε > 0
and L > 0 such that if a− 1 < ε, then27

a− 1 = ug(ugv(ay)v, y)− ug(ugv(y)v, y) ≤ L‖v‖(ugv(ay)− ugv(y)).

Dividing both sides by a− 1 and letting a ↓ 1, we have that

1 ≤ L‖v‖Dugv(y)y,

and thus∇ugv(y)y > 0, which implies that λ(y) > 0. Because of Rademacher’s
theorem, ugv is differentiable almost everywhere, and thus (ugv, λ) is a nor-
mal solution to (4) on U0. In particular, ugv is increasing on U0, and if
y([0, t(y, w)]; y, w)⊂ U0, then u

g
v(u

g(y, w)w) = ugv(y).
Now, choose any x ∈ Ω. Define A as the trajectory of y(·; x, v) and B =

A∩X . We have already shown that v∗ = ug(x, v)v ∈ X . If x is proportional
to v, then v∗ = x, and thus x ∈ X . Hence, hereafter, we assume that x is not
proportional to v. By definition, B is open in A. We show that B is closed in
A. Suppose that (zk) is a sequence in B that converges to z ∈ A as k → ∞.
If z = v∗, then z ∈ B, and thus we assume that z 6= v∗. Because g satisfies
condition (B), there exists a normal solution (u, λ) defined on some open and

27Note that, by Lemma 2, both side of this inequality are positive.
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convex neighborhood U1 of z. Note that, A is the trajectory of y(·; z, v), and
thus there exists tk ∈ R such that zk = y(tk; z, v). Choose an open and convex
neighborhood U2 ⊂ U1 of z such that if y, w ∈ U2, then y1(y, w), y2(y, w) ∈
U2, and thus y([0, t(y, w)]; y, w) ⊂ U1. Then, u(y) = u(ug(y, w)w) for any
y, w ∈ U2. Because (zk) converges to z, there exists k such that zk ∈ U2.
Because zk ∈ B, there exist an open and convex neighborhood U3 ⊂ U2 of z

k

and µ : U3 → R++ such that (ugv, µ) is a normal solution to (4) on U3. Choose
an open and convex neighborhood U4 ⊂ U3 of z

k such that if y, w ∈ U4, then
y1(y, w), y2(y, w) ∈ U3, and thus y([0, t(y, w)]; y, w) ⊂ U3. Then, for any
y, w ∈ U4, u(y) = u(ug(y, w)w) and ugv(y) = ugv(u

g(y, w)w). Because y(t; y, v)
is continuous in y, there exists an open and convex neighborhood U5 ⊂ U2

of z such that if y ∈ U5, then y(t
k; y, v) ∈ U4. Choose an open and convex

neighborhood U6 ⊂ U5 of z such that if y, w ∈ U6, then y1(y, w), y2(y, w) ∈
U5, and thus y([0, t(y, w)]; y, w) ⊂ U5. Suppose that y, w ∈ U6 and let
w∗ = ug(y, w)w. Then, y, w∗ ∈ U5, and u(y) = u(w∗). Let y′ = y(tk; y, v) and
w′ = y(tk;w∗, v). Because of Lemma 2, ugv(y

′) = ugv(y) and u
g
v(w

′) = ugv(w
∗).

Because y ∈ U5, we have that y
′ ∈ U4, and thus y, y′ ∈ U2. Therefore, u(y) =

u(y′). By the same reason, u(w∗) = u(w′), and thus u(w′) = u(y′). Because
y′, w′ ∈ U4, y([0, t(y

′, w′)]; y′, w′) ⊂ U3, and thus ugv(y
′) = ugv(u

g(y′, w′)w′)
and u(y′) = u(ug(y′, w′)w′). Because u is increasing, ug(y′, w′) = 1, and thus
ugv(y

′) = ugv(w
′). In conclusion, we obtain that ugv(y) = ugv(u

g(y, w)w) and
u(y) = u(ug(y, w)w) for any y, w ∈ U6. Because both u(aw) and ugv(aw)
are increasing in a, we have that (ugv)

−1(ugv(y)) ∩ U6 = u−1(u(y)) ∩ U6. This
implies that z ∈ B, as desired.

Hence, B is a nonempty, open, and closed subset of A. Because A is
path-connected, we have that B = A. This implies that x ∈ X . Because x
is arbitrary, we have that X = Ω. We have already shown that there exists
λ : Ω → R++ such that if ugv is differentiable at x, then ∇ugv(x) = λ(x)g(x).
Therefore, ugv is a normal solution to (4) defined on Ω, which implies that
ugv is increasing. To summarize the above argument, we have shown that
ugv satisfies property (F). By Lemma 5, we conclude that g satisfies Ville’s
axiom. Hence, iii) holds. This completes the proof. �

6.6 Proof of Proposition 1

First, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Suppose that g : Ω → Rn
+ \ {0} and c : Ω → R++ are locally

Lipschitz functions, and let h(x) = c(x)g(x). If both g and c are differentiable
at x, then g satisfies condition (A1) at x if and only if h satisfies condition
(A1), g satisfies condition (A2) at x if and only if h satisfies condition (A2),
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and g satisfies condition (B) at x if and only if h satisfies condition (B).

Proof. First, note that v · g(x) = 0 if and only if v ·h(x) = 0. If v · g(x) = 0,

lim sup
t↓0

1

t
v · (g(x+ tv)− g(x)) = vTDg(x)v,

and,

lim sup
t↓0

1

t
v · (h(x+ tv)− h(x)) = vTDh(x)v.

Now,
Dh(x) = g(x)Dc(x) + c(x)Dg(x),

and thus,
vTDh(x)v = c(x)vTDg(x)v.

Therefore, g satisfies condition (A1) if and only if h satisfies condition (A1),
and g satisfies condition (A2) if and only if h satisfies condition (A2). More-
over,

hi

(

∂hj
∂xk

−
∂hk
∂xj

)

+ hj

(

∂hk
∂xi

−
∂hi
∂xk

)

+ hk

(

∂hi
∂xj

−
∂hj
∂xi

)

= c2gi

(

∂gj
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gk
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xk

)

+ gk

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)

+ c

[

(gigj − gjgi)
∂c

∂xk
+ (gjgk − gkgj)

∂c

∂xi
+ (gkgi − gigk)

∂c

∂xj

]

= c2
[

gi

(

∂gj
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gk
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xk

)

+ gk

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)]

.

Therefore, g satisfies condition (B) if and only if h satisfies condition (B).
This completes the proof. �

Now, let c(x) = 1
gn(x)

. Then, h(x) = ḡ(x). Therefore, we can assume that

g ≡ ḡ. For g̃ = (g1, ..., gn−1),

Dg(x) =

(

Ag(x)
∂g̃

∂xn
(x)

0T 0

)

+

(

∂g̃

∂xn
(x)g̃T (x) 0

0T 0

)

.

Now, suppose that v = (ṽ, vn) ∈ Rn and v · g(x) = 0. Then, ṽ 6= 0 if and
only if v 6= 0. Moreover,

vTDg(x)v = ṽTAg(x)ṽ + ṽT
∂g̃

∂xn
vn + ṽT

∂g̃

∂xn
(x)g̃T (x)ṽ

= ṽTAg(x)ṽ,
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and thus, g satisfies condition (A1) at x if and only if Ag(x) is negative semi-
definite, and g satisfies condition (A2) at x if and only if Ag(x) is negative
definite.

Now, we show that if gn(x) 6= 0, then g satisfies condition (B) at x if and
only if for each i, j ∈ {1, ..., n− 1},

gi

(

∂gj
∂xn

−
∂gn
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gn
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xn

)

+ gn

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)

= 0. (15)

If g satisfies condition (B) at x, then clearly (15) holds at x for all i, j ∈
{1, ..., n− 1}. Conversely, suppose that (15) holds for all i, j ∈ {1, ..., n− 1}
at x. Then, for i, j, k ∈ {1, ..., n− 1},

gk

[

gi

(

∂gj
∂xn

−
∂gn
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gn
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xn

)

+ gn

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)]

= 0,

gi

[

gj

(

∂gk
∂xn

−
∂gn
∂xk

)

+ gk

(

∂gn
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xn

)

+ gn

(

∂gj
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xj

)]

= 0,

gj

[

gk

(

∂gi
∂xn

−
∂gn
∂xi

)

+ gi

(

∂gn
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xn

)

+ gn

(

∂gk
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xk

)]

= 0.

Summing up these equations, we have that

gn

[

gi

(

∂gj
∂xk

−
∂gk
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gk
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xk

)

+ gk

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)]

= 0,

and because gn 6= 0, we have that condition (B) holds at x. In particular, if
gn(x) ≡ 1, then

gi

(

∂gj
∂xn

−
∂gn
∂xj

)

+ gj

(

∂gn
∂xi

−
∂gi
∂xn

)

+ gn

(

∂gi
∂xj

−
∂gj
∂xi

)

= aij − aji,

and thus, (15) holds at x if and only if Ag(x) is symmetric. This completes
the proof. �

6.7 Proof of Corollary 1

There exists a continuously differentiable function g∗ : Ω → Rn
++ whose

Antonelli matrix is not symmetric.28 If g+(x) = 1∑n
i=1 g

∗

i
(x)
g∗(x), then g+ ∈ G ,

and by Lemma 6, the Antonelli matrix of g+ is not symmetric. Therefore, if
g ∈ G satisfies Ville’s axiom and U is a neighborhood of g, then (1− t)g+ tg∗

violates Ville’s axiom whenever 0 < t ≤ 1. Because (1 − t)g + tg∗ ∈ U if
t > 0 is sufficiently small, our claim holds. This completes the proof. �

28The existence of such a function g∗ is shown by Gale (1960) in the case of n = 3, and
his construction method can easily be extended to the case in which n ≥ 4.
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6.8 Proof of Theorem 4

By Lemma 2, %g is a complete, p-transitive, continuous, and monotone bi-
nary relation on Ω.

Suppose that% is a complete, p-transitive, and continuous binary relation
such that f g = f%. First, choose any x, v ∈ Ω such that x is not proportional
to v. As in the proof of Step 5 of Lemma 3, choose k ∈ N, and define

hk =
t(x, v)

k
, tki = ihk,

xk0 = x, xki+1 = xki + hkCRPg(xki ),

and for any t ∈ [tki , t
k
i+1],

xk(t) =
t− tki
tki+1 − tki

xki+1 +
tki+1 − t

tki+1 − tki
xki .

As we have mentioned, xk(t) uniformly converges to y(t; x, v) on [0, t(x, v)]
as k → ∞. Because g(xki ) · (x

k
i+1 − xki ) = 0, we have that xki % xki+1. By

p-transitivity of %, we have that x % xkk. If z = av for some a < ug(x, v),
then there exists k such that xkk ≫ z. Because g(xkk) · z < g(xkk) · x

k
k, z /∈

f%(g(xkk), g(x
k
k) ·x

k
k), and thus xkk ≻ z. By p-transitivity, we have that x ≻ z.

Because % is continuous, we have that if z = ug(x, v)v, then x % z. In
particular, we have that x %g v, then x % v. Next, suppose that x 6%g v.
Then, ug(x, v) < 1, and thus ug(v, x) > 1. Applying the above argument, we
have that v ≻ x, and thus x 6% v. Therefore, x %g v if and only if x % v, and
I) is proved.

II) is already proved in Lemma 3 and III) is already proved in Lemma 5.
If g(x) is not proportional to g(x), then there exists v ∈ Ω such that

(g(x) · x)v − (g(x) · v)x 6= (h(x) · x)v − (h(x) · v)x,

which implies that there exists z ∈ Ω such that x ∼g z and x 6∼h z. Therefore,
if %g 6=%h.

Conversely, suppose that h(x) = λ(x)g(x) for any x ∈ Ω, where λ(x) > 0.
Choose any (x, v) ∈ Ω2. If x is proportional to v, then ug(x, v) = uh(x, v) by
definition, and thus we assume that x is not proportional to v. Let y(t; x, v)
be the solution function of (7), and z(t; x, v, c) be the solution function of
the following differential equation

ż(t) = (h(z(t)) · v)x− (h(z(t)) · x)v + cv, h(0) = x.

Because of Lemma 2, uh(x, v)v = z(th(x, v); x, v, 0) for some th(x, v) > 0.
Therefore, there exists ε > 0 such that if |c| < ε, then z(·; x, v, c) is defined
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on [0, th(x, v)]. Recall that w∗(x, v) = (v · x)v − (v · v)x. Then, w∗(x, v) ·
ẏ(t; x, v) > 0 and w∗(x, v) · ż(t; x, v, c) > 0, and thus, by the implicit function
theorem, there exists a C1 function s(t, c) on [0, th(x, v)]×] − ε, ε[ such that
z(t; x, v, c)− y(s(t, c); x, v) is proportional to v. If c > 0, then

ż(t; x, v, c) · g(x) > 0 = g(x) ·
d

dt
y(s(t, c); x, v)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

,

and thus, if t > 0 is sufficiently small, then z(t; x, v, c) ≫ y(s(t, c); x, v).
Suppose that z(t; x, v, c) ≤ y(s(t, c); x, v) for some t ∈]0, th(x, v)]. Let t∗ =
inf{t ∈]0, th(x, v)]|z(t; x, v, c) ≤ y(s(t, c); x, v)}. Then, t∗ > 0, and

ż(t∗; x, v, c) · g(z(t∗; x, v, c)) > 0 = g(y(s(t∗, c); x, v)) ·
d

dt
y(s(t, c); x, v)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=t∗

.

Thus, z(t; x, v, c) ≤ y(s(t, c); x, v) for some t < t∗, which is a contradic-
tion. Therefore, z(t; x, v, c) ≫ y(s(t, c); x, v). Letting c → 0, we have that
z(t; x, v, 0) ≥ y(s(t, 0); x, v). By the symmetrical argument, we can show
that z(t; x, v, 0) ≤ y(s(t, 0); x, v). Therefore,

uh(x, v)v = z(th(x, v); x, v) = y(s(th(x, v), 0); x, v) = y(t(x, v); x, v) = ug(x, v)v,

which implies that uh = ug, and thus IV) holds.
It suffices to show the continuity of the mapping g 7→%g. Suppose that

(gk) is a sequence in G that uniformly converges to g ∈ G as k → ∞ on any
compact set C ⊂ Ω.

First, we show that (ug
k

) converges to ug as k → ∞ on any compact set.
Choose any compact set D ⊂ Ω2. Then, y1(D), y2(D) are also compact, and
thus, there exists a convex and compact set C ⊂ Ω such that y1(D) ∪ y2(D)
is included in the interior of C and D is included in the interior of C2. Let U
be the interior of C, and ‖g∗− g+‖ = max{‖g∗(x)− g+(x)‖|x ∈ C}. Because
g is locally Lipschitz, there is a constant L > 0 such that if x, y ∈ C, then

‖g(x)− g(y)‖ ≤ L‖x− y‖.

Consider the following differential equations:

ẏ(t) = (g(y(t)) · x)v − (g(y(t)) · v)x, y(0) = x, (16)

ẏ(t) = (gk(y(t)) · x)v − (gk(y(t)) · v)x, y(0) = x. (17)

Let y(t; x, v) be the solution function of (16) and yk(t; x, v) be the solution
function of (17). Let w∗(x, v) = (v · x)v − (v · v)x, t(x, v) = min{t ≥
0|w∗(x, v) · y(t; x, v) = 0}, and tk(x, v) = min{t ≥ 0|w∗(x, v) · yk(t; x, v)}.
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We have already shown that ug(x, v)v = y(t(x, v); x, v) and ug
k

(x, v)v =
yk(tk(x, v); x, v). Moreover, if (x, v) ∈ D, then x, y1(x, v), y2(x, v) ∈ U , and
thus, y([0, t(x, v)]; x, v) ⊂ U and yk([0, tk(x, v)]; x, v) ⊂ U .

Choose any ε > 0. Let W = {(x, v) ∈ D|‖y1(x, v) − y2(x, v)‖ < ‖v‖ε}.
Because ug(x, v)v, ug

k

(x, v)v ∈ [y1(x, v), y2(x, v)], (x, v) ∈ W implies that
|ug(x, v) − ug

k

(x, v)| < ε. Thus, define D′ = D \ W . Then, D′ is also
compact, and (x, v) ∈ D′ implies that x is not proportional to v. By Step
9 of the proof of Lemma 2, t(x, v) is continuous on D′. Let h(x, v) be the
supremum of h ∈ [0, 1] such that y(t; x, v) is defined on [0, t(x, v) + h] and
y(t; x, v) ∈ U for all t ∈ [0, t(x, v) + h], and Dk = {(x, v) ∈ D′|h(x, v) > 1

k
}.

By the above consideration, we have that Dk is open in D′, and ∪kD
k = D′.

Because D′ is compact, there exists k such that Dk = D′. Therefore, there
exists h > 0 such that y(·; x, v) is defined on [0, t(x, v)+h] for all (x, v) ∈ D′.
If (x, v) ∈ D′, then y([0, t(x, v) + h]; x, v) ⊂ U . Because the set

C ′ = {y(t; x, v)|(x, v) ∈ D′, t ∈ [0, t(x, v) + h]}

is compact and included in U ,

δ ≡ min{‖y − z‖|y ∈ C ′, z /∈ U} > 0.

Choose any c ∈]0, t(x, v)+h]. If yk(·; x, v) is defined on [0, c] and yk([0, c]; x, v) ⊂
U , then for any t ∈ [0, c],

‖yk(t; x, v)− y(t; x, v)‖

≤

∫ t

0

‖gk(yk(s; x, v))− g(y(s; x, v))‖ · 2‖x‖‖v‖ds

≤

∫ t

0

‖g(yk(s; x, v))− g(y(s; x, v))‖ · 2‖x‖‖v‖ds

+

∫ t

0

‖gk(yk(s; x, v))− g(yk(s; x, v))‖ · 2‖x‖‖v‖ds

≤ 2‖x‖‖v‖

∫ t

0

[‖g(yk(s; x, v))− g(y(s; x, v))‖+ ‖gk − g‖]ds

≤ 2‖x‖‖v‖

∫ t

0

L‖yk(s; x, v)− y(s; x, v)‖ds+ 2‖x‖‖v‖‖gk − g‖t.

By Fact 8,

‖yk(t; x, v)− y(t; x, v)‖ ≤
‖gk − g‖

L
(e2‖x‖‖v‖L(t(x,v)+h) − 1) ≡ ‖gk − g‖M(x, v).

Because t(x, v) is continuous on D′, M(x, v) is also continuous on D′. Let

M = max{M(x, v)|(x, v) ∈ D′}.
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If k is sufficiently large, then ‖gk − g‖M < δ. If (x, v) ∈ D′ and yk(·; x, v)
is defined only on [0, c[ for some c ≤ t(x, v) + h, then by Fact 1, there exists
t ∈ [0, c[ such that yk(t; x, v) /∈ C, and thus ‖yk(t; x, v) − y(t; x, v)‖ ≥ δ,
which contradicts the above inequality. Therefore, yk(·; x, v) is defined on
[0, t(x, v) + h] and yk([0, t(x, v) + h]; x, v) ⊂ C. Let

δ′ = min{w∗(x, v) · y(t(x, v) + h; x, v)|(x, v) ∈ D′} > 0.

w+ = max{‖w∗(x, v)‖|(x, v) ∈ D′} > 0.

If k is sufficiently large, then ‖gk − g‖M < δ′

w+ , and thus,

|w∗(x, v)·(yk(t(x, v)+h; x, v)−y(t(x, v)+h; x, v))| ≤ ‖w∗(x, v)‖‖gk−g‖M < δ′,

which implies that tk(x, v) < t(x, v) + h.
Now, recall that

w∗(x, v) · ẏ(t; x, v) = (C(x, v))2v · g(y(t; x, v)).

Define
M1 = min{(C(x, v))2v · g(y)|(x, v) ∈ D′, y ∈ C} > 0.

If (x, v) ∈ D′ and y ∈ C, then

(C(x, v))2v · gk(y) = (C(x, v))2v · g(y) + (C(x, v))2v · (gk(y)− g(y))

≥ M1 − (C(x, v))2‖v‖‖gk − g‖,

and thus, if k is sufficiently large, then

w∗(x, v) · ẏk(t; x, v) >
M1

2

for all (x, v) ∈ D′ and all t ∈ [0, t(x, v) + h]. If tk(x, v) ≤ t(x, v), then

w∗(x, v) · yk(t(x, v); x, v) =

∫ t(x,v)

tk(x,v)

[w∗(x, v) · ẏk(t; x, v)]dt

≥
M1

2
(t(x, v)− tk(x, v)),

and if t(x, v) ≤ tk(x, v), then

w∗(x, v) · y(tk(x, v); x, v) =

∫ tk(x,v)

t(x,v)

[w∗(x, v) · ẏ(t; x, v)]dt

≥ M1(t
k(x, v)− t(x, v)).
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Note that,

w∗(x, v) · yk(t(x, v); x, v) = w∗(x, v) · (yk(t(x, v); x, v)− y(t(x, v); x, v))

≤ ‖w∗(x, v)‖‖gk − g‖M,

w∗(x, v) · y(tk(x, v); x, v) = w∗(x, v) · (y(tk(x, v); x, v)− yk(tk(x, v); x, v))

≤ ‖w∗(x, v)‖‖gk − g‖M.

Therefore, if we define

M2 = max{‖v‖−1|(x, v) ∈ D′},

M3 = max{C(x, v)‖Pg(y)‖|(x, v) ∈ D′, y ∈ C},

M4 = max{‖w∗(x, v)‖|(x, v) ∈ D′},

then, for all (x, v) ∈ D′,

|ug(x, v)− ug
k

(x, v)|

=
1

‖v‖
‖ug(x, v)v − ug

k

(x, v)v‖

≤ M2‖y(t(x, v); x, v)− yk(tk(x, v); x, v)‖

≤ M2[‖y(t
k(x, v); x, v)− yk(tk(x, v); x, v)‖

+ ‖y(t(x, v); x, v)− y(tk(x, v); x, v)‖]

≤ M2‖g
k − g‖M +M2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ tk(x,v)

t(x,v)

‖ẏ(t; x, v)‖dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ M2‖g
k − g‖M +M2M3|t(x, v)− tk(x, v)|

≤ M2‖g
k − g‖M

+
2M2M3

M1

max{w∗(x, v) · y(tk(x, v); x, v), w∗(x, v) · yk(t(x, v); x, v)}

≤

[

M2M +
2M2M3M4M

M1

]

‖gk − g‖ < ε

for all sufficiently large k, as desired.
Therefore, ug

k

uniformly converges to ug on any compact set. Choose
any (x, v) ∈ Limsupk %gk . Then, for any neighborhood U of (x, v) and k0,
there exists k ≥ k0 such that %gk ∩U 6= ∅. This implies that there ex-
ists an increasing sequence k(ℓ) such that there exists (xℓ, vℓ) ∈ Ω2 such

that ug
k(ℓ)

(xℓ, vℓ) ≥ 1 and ‖(xℓ, vℓ) − (x, v)‖ < 1
ℓ
. Because ug

k(ℓ)
uniformly

converges to ug on some compact neighborhood of (x, v), we have that
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ug(x, v) = limℓ→∞ ug
k(ℓ)

(xℓ, vℓ) ≥ 1. This implies that (x, v) ∈%g, and thus
Limsupk %gk⊂%g. Conversely, suppose that (x, v) ∈%g. Then, ug(x, v) ≥ 1.
Choose any neighborhood U of (x, v). Then, for some a ∈]0, 1[, U includes
(x, av), and ug(x, av) > 1. Because ug

k

(x, av) converges to ug(x, av) as
k → ∞, there exists k0 such that if k ≥ k0, then ug

k

(x, av) ≥ 1, and thus
(x, av) ∈%gk . This implies that (x, v) ∈ Liminfk %gk . Thus, %gk converges
to %g as k → ∞ with respect to the closed convergence topology. This
completes the proof. �
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