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THE VAZQUEZ MAXIMUM PRINCIPLE AND THE LANDIS
CONJECTURE FOR ELLIPTIC PDE WITH UNBOUNDED
COEFFICIENTS

BOYAN SIRAKOV AND PHILIPPE SOUPLET

ABSTRACT. We develop a new, unified approach to the following two classical questions
on elliptic PDE:

e the strong maximum principle for equations with non-Lipschitz nonlinearities,

e the at most exponential decay of solutions in the whole space or exterior domains.
Our results apply to divergence and nondivergence operators with locally unbounded lower-
order coefficients, in a number of situations where all previous results required bounded
ingredients. Our approach, which allows for relatively simple and short proofs, is based on
a (weak) Harnack inequality with optimal dependence of the constants in the lower-order
terms of the equation and the size of the domain, which we establish.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The setting. Let Q@ C R", n > 2, be an arbitrary domain in which is given a real-
valued uniformly elliptic second order operator, either in divergence form

(1.1) Lplu] = div(A(x)Du + by(x)u) + ba(z)-Du + c(x)u,
or in non-divergence form
(1.2) Lnplu] := tr(A(z)D?*u) + by (z) - Du + c(x)u,

or more generally a fully nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman operator (i.e. a supremum or
an infimum of operators as in ([L2])), for instance, an extremal operator of Pucci type

(1.3) Flu] := MiA(Dzu) + b(x)|Du| + c(z)u.
Let L[u] denote any of (LI)—(L3]). We always assume that A(z) € L*°(Q) satisfies
(1.4) there exist 0 < A < A such that A\ < A(z) <AI, z€Q; AeCQ)if L=Lnp.

The lower-order coefficients belong locally to Lebesgue spaces which make possible for weak
solutions to satisfy the maximum principle and the Harnack inequality; specifically,

(1.5) b,b1,by € L () for some g >n, ce Lf (Q) for some p > py, where
(1.6) Dy = n/2, itL="Lp
' " \pe, HL=LyxporF

and pg = pr(n,\,A) € (n/2,n) is the constant from [18], [8, Theorem 1.9]. In the following
||b|l may denote ||b1]|, or ||b1] + ||b2|, depending on the operator we consider. Also, by
” (sub-, super-) solution” we mean that: (i) u € H () in the case of Lp, and u satisfies
the (in)equality in the usual Sobolev sense (see [22], Chapter 8]); (ii) u € C(€2) in the case
of Lnp or F, and u satisfies the (in)equality in the Li-viscosity sense (see [9]).

We study the following two classical questions.
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e (Vézquez strong maximum principle) Can the strong maximum principle hold for
nonnegative solutions of Llu] < f(u) if f is not Lipschitz ?

e (Landis conjecture) Is it true that solutions of L[u] = 0 in R™ or in an exterior
domain cannot decay super-exponentially at infinity ?

In spite of the extensive research in recent years, many open problems subsist (details will
be given below). For instance, answers are almost entirely unavailable for operators with
unbounded coefficients.

To our knowledge, no connection between these two problems has been observed before.
Here we present a new approach which unifies their treatment, and has the following main
advantages.

e It gives answers for operators with (even locally) unbounded lower-order coefficients,
in a number of situations where all previous results required bounded ingredients.

e [t extends many of the already available results on the Landis conjecture, even for
equations with bounded coefficients; in particular, it proves the Landis conjecture
for coercive fully nonlinear equations, a question which was completely open.

e [t treats simultaneously equations in divergence and non-divergence form, and pro-
vides rather short proofs.

The main tools of our method are the weak and the full Harnack inequalities, with optimal
dependence of their constants in the lower-order terms and the size of the domain, which
we establish in Section

1.2. A Viazquez type strong maximum principle. A well-known result by Vazquez
[48] asserts that any nonnegative classical supersolution of

(1.7) Au < f(u)

in a domain (2 satisfies the strong mazimum principle (SMP), i.e. either u = 0 or u > 0 in €2,
provided f(0) =0, f > 0 is nondecreasing on (0,00), and f satisfies the (sharp) condition:

(1.8) /(F(s))_1/2 ds = oo,  F(s) :/Osf(t) dt.

0

If f has at most linear growth at zero, this is the standard SMP, but (L)) allows for
non-Lipschitz nonlinearities, the most important and representative example being

(1.9) f(s)=s|lns|*, a<2.

There has been a huge amount of work on extending the Vazquez maximum principle
to more general operators in (7)) and weak solutions, with extensions to quasilinear, fully
nonlinear, singular, degenerate elliptic operators, see for instance [42], [41], [20], [21], [40],
and the references therein. We refer to the book [41] for a very thorough presentation of this
important extension of the SMP. Among many other things, Pucci and Serrin showed that
it is sufficient that f be nondecreasing only in a right neighborhood of zero (this type of
extension is sometimes referred to in the literature as the Pucci-Serrin maximum principle).
They showed also that condition (L)) is necessary for the strong maximum principle.

Almost all proofs of Vazquez type SMPs use the classical procedure of first proving a
Hopf lemma by solving a radial problem. More specifically, thanks to the boundedness of
the coefficients one can write an ODE whose solutions provide subsolutions of the given
PDE in an annulus, with non-vanishing normal derivatives on the boundary. Then simple
comparison provides the results — this strategy has been applied in all above quoted works.
An exception is the paper [27] on the pure second order equation div(A(z)Du) = f(u),
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where measure-theoretic approach to the Harnack inequality is employed, in the style of
[12], to get an ODE on the volumes of super-level sets of the solutions. A priori bounds for
supersolutions of general equations with bounded coefficients can be found in [32].

A situation in which the radial/ODE approach does not seem to work is when the equation
Llu] < f(u) has unbounded coefficients, and this case has been completely open up to now.
The following theorem settles it for nonlinearities as in ([L9]).

Theorem 1.1. Assume (L4)-(6l). Let u be a nonnegative weak supersolution of
(1.10) Llu] < f(u) in §,

where f is continuous on [0,00), f(0) =0, and

: f
(1.11) llr?jgpﬁ < 00

If essinfgu = 0 for some ball B CC Q) then u =0 in Q.

To our knowledge, this is the first result on SMP for equations with unbounded coefficients
and non-Lipschitz nonlinearities. In addition, we do not have any condition of monotonicity
of f in a right neighborhood of zero.

In the recent work [39] on solvability of general non-coercive fully nonlinear equations
with quadratic dependence in the gradient, all results had to be restricted to bounded
coefficients precisely because of the lack of a SMP of Vazquez type for the nonlinearity
f(s) = s|lns| and lower-order coefficients in L9, ¢ > n, which is the natural integrability
for the framework of [39] (see the end of [39] Section 2]). So Theorem [[T] extends all results
from [39] to unbounded coefficients.

Let us sketch the main point of the proof of Theorem [[LT] assuming for simplicity f(s) =
s|lns|* a <2, and u continuous. Since the zeroset of u is closed, it suffices to show that it
is also open. If w vanishes at some point, say 0, then, for each small §,r > 0, the rescaled
function v = u(rz) + 0 satisfies v(0) = 0 and v is a positive solution of a linear equation
whose main zero order term is of the form d(x)v with d(z) = r2f(u(rz))/(u(rz) + J). By
the (weak) Harnack inequality with sharp dependence on the zero order coeffcient, we can
estimate the integral of a suitable power of v over the unit ball By by the quantity

Nj = v(0) exp[C[[d]1?] = Sexp{ Orln(w)** VVulwF )| .

where the sup norm is taken on Bs. But it can be seen that H|ln(u)|a/2\/u/(u +0)||. =

O[ln“/z(l/d)] as § = 0. When a < 2, by choosing r > 0 small enough, it follows that Nj
goes to 0 as § — 0; hence u vanishes in a neighborhood of 0 and the zeroset of u is open.

It is an open problem whether (IL.T1]) can be replaced by (L.8]) in Theorem [L.I] We remark
that (L) is a typical ODE hypothesis, while it seems difficult to find an ODE argument in
the presence of unbounded coefficients, as we explained above.

1.3. The Landis conjecture. In [37], among many other things, Kondratiev and Landis
asked whether a solution of a uniformly elliptic PDE with bounded coefficients in an exterior
domain must necessarily be trivial, provided that it decays as || — oo more rapidly than
exp(—Cp|z|) for a sufficiently large constant Cy. This property is known as ”"the Landis
conjecture”, also in its sharper form where the optimal Cy is sought for, or in a weaker form
brought up by Kenig in [29], where the decay to rule out is exp(—|z|'T¢), € > 0. Landis
conjecture can also refer to entire solutions (i.e. defined in the whole space).
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The Landis conjecture has a long history, in particular in the case n = 2. Meshkov
disproved it for complex potentials ¢(x) and entire complex solutions of Au + c(x)u =
0, showing the optimal decay to be exp(—|z|*?). Important quantitative extensions of
Meshkov’s result, as well as extensions to more general equations, can be found in [7], [19],
[29], [16], [13]. All these works use Carleman type estimates, which do not distinguish
between real and complex solutions.

The Landis conjecture is still open for equations with bounded real coefficients, even for
entire solutions of Au + ¢(z)u = 0; however a lot of work has been done in the last years.
In [31] Kenig, Silvestre and Wang prove the weak form of the Landis conjecture in R?, for
Lp with bounded coefficients and one of the b; = 0, under the hypothesis that c¢(z) < 0;
actually they obtain a more precise quantitative bound, saying that within distance one of
each point on the sphere |z| = R there is a point at which |u| is at least exp(—CoR(log R)).
They also prove a bound in exp(—CpR(log R)?) for solutions in exterior domains of R2. This
paper brought a number of generalizations, see [14], [30], [16], and the references therein. All
these works are for n = 2 and equations in divergence form, and make various hypotheses
on the lower-order coefficients of £p which in particular imply that £p or its dual satisfy
the maximum principle on bounded subdomains.

Recently, Rossi [44] established sharp versions of the Landis conjecture for general linear
non-divergence form operators with bounded ingredients, either for radial coefficients, or
for radial solutions, or under the hypothesis that £y p satisfies the maximum principle on
bounded subdomains and the solution has a sign on the boundary if the latter is not empty.
The proof of the non-radial case in [44] relies heavily on the fact that e=** is a subsolution
of the operator for sufficiently large M > 0, a property which holds only if the coefficients
of the operator are bounded. Variants of some of the results in [44] are obtained among
other things in the earlier paper [I] via probability techniques, and in the recent work [3]
via a duality argument (due to M. Pierre).

The only result on the Landis conjecture in the real case that does not make some
hypothesis on the coefficients which implies the validity of the maximum principle is the
very recently posted paper [38] which settles Kenig’s weak form of the Landis conjecture in
dimension 2, for entire solutions of Au + ¢(z)u = 0 and a bounded ¢(z).

In the real coefficients case, unbounded b; (with ¢ bounded) are considered in [30], [15],
for divergence form operators and n = 2 only, under the restrictions that b; are integrable
at infinity, i.e. belong to LI(R?), ¢ > 2, and that |u| grows at most like exp(Cp|z|*) with
a=1-2/q € (0,1). These rather strong hypotheses lead to a different Landis type result
with stronger conclusion, ruling out solutions that decay like exp(—Cq|x|*T).

Our goal here is to prove the Landis conjecture in R™ in any dimension, for unbounded
lower-order coefficients which are only uniformly locally integrable (and thus bounded coef-
ficients are a very particular case), under the hypothesis that the maximum principle holds
in any bounded subdomain. We also consider exterior domains.

Our method is completely different from the previous works, and allows for rather short
proofs. It permits us to treat simultaneously divergence and non-divergence equations; for
the latter we do not know of any previous results with unbounded coefficients. We also
consider fully nonlinear equations, for which no previous results are available at all. We use
only the sharp form of the weak and full Harnack inequalities together with the comparison
principle and the solvability of the Dirichlet problem in bounded domains.
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We recall the definition of uniformly local Lebesgue spaces. If h € Lfoc(ﬁ), 1 <5< o0,
we say that h € L$,(2) provided the quantity (norm)

(1.12) 1RllLs (@) = sup 2] s (@B (2))

is finite. The spaces L{, have been used for instance in [28,23]. Note that L7(Q2) C LJ}(Q) if
1 <51 <59 <00, CR" Also, we call exterior domain any 2 such that B,, C R"\Q C B,,
for some 19 > r1 > 0. We will not assume any smoothness on 0.

Theorem 1.2. Let Q = R"™ or Q be an exterior domain. Assume (LA), b,bi, by € LI (Q),
ce LP(Q), withn < g < oo, pg < p < oo, and ([LO). Assume also that L satisfies
the maximum principle in each bounded subdomain of 2. Then there exists a constant
Co = Co(n,p,q,A/X\) such that if u is a solution of

(1.13) Llu] =0inQ, withu>0 on I oru <0 on I (if ON is not empty),

and
1 1
. Ol _ : o (/) =/m)
(1.14) ‘xl‘gnooe lu(z)| =0, with C; :=C) <1 + ||b||LZl(Q) + ||C||LZI(Q) > ,
then u = 0.

Remark 1.1. (i) We prove this theorem for Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman operators which
include (L3) and ([L2) as particular cases (see Section[f)). Also, assumption (LI4]) can be
weakened to
(1.15) liminf e“*f sup |u(z)| = 0.

R—o0 |z|=R

(i1) By definition, Lp satisfies the mazimum principle in a domain G if Lplu] <0 in G
and v~ € HY(G) imply u= =0 in G. In the non-divergence case F satisfies the maximum
principle if Flu] < (=) 0 in G (resp. Lnplu] < (=) 0) and v > (<) 0 on OG implies
u > (<) 0 in G, for each Li-viscosity (sub-/super-)solution u € C(G).

As for the boundary conditions in (LI3)) for the exterior domain case, they are understood
in the standard sense. Namely, u < 0 on 0Q means (pu)y € HE(Q) for all0 < ¢ € C(R™),
if L=Lp;ueC(Q) and u(x) <0 for allx € 0, if L= Lyp or F.

We also recall that by interior De Giorgi-Moser estimates (see [22, Theorem 8.24]), any
solution of Lplu| = 0 is (Holder) continuous in ).

(i3i) It is classical that the mazimum principle is satisfied in a bounded domain by Lyp
if ¢ <0 and by Lp if ¢+ div(by) < 0 in the sense of distributions, but this condition is
of course far from necessary. Various more general results are available, see for instance
7] for divergence form equations, [5], [6] for linear equations with bounded coefficients,
46l Prop. 3.4] for fully nonlinear equations with unbounded coefficients. It is also well
known that the validity of the maximum principle can be related to the positivity of the first
eigenvalue of the operator, or to the existence of a strictly positive supersolution. See [10],

51, @31, 2.

Here is the main idea of the proof of Theorem Under our assumption that the
operator L satisfies the maximum principle in bounded subdomains, one can first show the
existence of a positive solution ¢ of L[)] = 0 in Q (cf. Propositions [41] and [2]). Next,
from the Harnack inequality with sharp dependence on the size of the domain (and on the
coeffcients), we deduce a precise lower exponential bound on the decay of 1 at infinity.
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Then, for a general (possibly sign-changing) solution u of L[u] = 0 in Q, if |u| decays faster
than 1 at infinity, one may apply the comparison principle to +u and d1 on the intersection
of Q with a large ball, for each § > 0. Letting § — 0, we conclude that u has to vanish
identically.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to the statement
and proof of the sharp, weak and full, Harnack inequalities. Theorems [[.1] and are
respectively proved in Sections 3 and 4. In the Appendix, for the reader’s convenience and
in order to supply a full quotable source, we provide a proof of the usual Harnack inequality,
under general hypotheses.

2. ON THE HARNACK INEQUALITY

We start by recalling the following classical ”half-Harnack” inequalities.

Theorem A. Let Q = By. Assume (L), b,b1,be € LY(Bs), ¢,g € LP(B3), with ¢ > n,
p > po, and ([LE). Suppose ||bl[za(p,) <1, llcllr(py) < 1.
o (weak Harnack inequality) There exist constants €, Cy > 0 depending only on n,p,q,
A, A, such that if u > 0 satisfies L[u] < g in Ba, then

1/e
(2.1) (/ u® d(L’) <y <infu+ HgHLp(Bz)> .
Bs o By

e (local mazimum principle) For each € > 0, there exists a constant Ce > 0 depending
only on n,p,q, A\, A, e, such that, if u satisfies L[u] > g in Bg, then

1/e
(2.2) supu < C; (/ IUIEd:U) + llgllze (82
Bl Bg/g

In this generality, this theorem was proved in [47] for divergence form operators, and in
[34], [36] for fully nonlinear operators.

Remark 2.1. If L = Lp is in divergence form we can add to the right-hand side of the
differential inequality a term div(h), for some h € L(By) (note div(L9) C H™' if ¢ > n),
adding also ||h||La(p,) to the right-hand side of the inequalities in Theorem A.

Remark 2.2. In [34], [36] the results are actually stated for ¢ = 0, but extension to ar-
bitrary ¢ € LP, p > po is rather straightforward. Specifically, Flu] < g and uw > 0 imply
M;A(DQu) —b|Du| — ¢ u < g, and because of the sign ¢~ > 0 for the latter operator the
ABP inequality holds without difference with respect to the case ¢ = 0. On the other hand
Flu] > g implies M5, (D*u) + b|Du| > —cu + g and we can treat cu as a right-hand side,
through a well-known argument. Nevertheless, since Theorem A plays a pivotal role in our
study, for the reader’s convenience and in order to supply a full quotable source, we provide
a proof in the appendix.

An essential tool in our analysis are the following Harnack type inequalities with sharp
dependence in the lower-order coefficients and the size of the domain.
For any r with n < r < oo, we set
o 1 o 1
BT_T—n_l—(n/r)’ %_27’—71_2—(71/7’)’

1
/800217 700257
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and we denote by Gr C G, R > 2, either Ggr = Bg, Gy = Br41 or Ggr = Br \ By, Gy =
BR+1\Bl.

Theorem 2.1. Let Q = G, for some R > 2. Assume (L4)), b,b1,bo € LI(G), ¢,g €
LP(G'), withn < q < 00, pg < p < 00, and (LH). Set
_ o Bq T
(2.3) A=Arp:=1+ HbHLZz(G'R) + HCHLZL(G'R)'
There exist constants €, Cy > 0 depending only on n,p,q, \, A, such that the following holds.
e (weak Harnack inequality) If u > 0 satisfies Llu] < g in Gy, then

1/e
(2. ([ war)” < e (intus lalugan )
R

e (local mazimum principle) If u satisfies Lu] > g in G'y, then, for each ¢ > 0,

1/e
(2.5) supu < C. [ A" </G Iuledw> gl @ | -

Gr 'n

for some constant C. > 0 depending only on n,p,q, A\, A, €.
e (Harnack inequality) If uw > 0 satisfies Llu] = g in G', then

ChA .
(2.6) supu < f (gl}fu + ||9||L51(G3%)> :
Remark 2.3. The optimality of the constant in [2.4), is obvious from the ODFE u" — 2bu’ —
cu =0, b,c € RY, with solution u(zx) = eP*, D =b+ Vb2 +c.

Remark 2.4. In the particular case when the coefficients of the operator are bounded and
the operator is in divergence form, the constant in ([2.6]) appears as a remark without proof
after Theorem 8.20 in [22] (with Gr = Br, G = Bir, ||9llr(B,s) instead of HgHLZz(G'R))'
We note however that a straightforward examination of the constants in the proofs of The-
orems 8.17-8.18 in [22] does not seem to give exactly that dependence in the norms of the
coefficients, and a refinement is needed. More specifically, with R = 1, following the con-
stants in those theorems one gets a Harnack constant which grows like vC™VY a5 v — o
and not C(n)V¥ as we have above (v in [22] grows like ||b|s + /||clloc here, see (8.6) in
[22], their d is our ¢). Note this is in accordance with what we find in other articles which
use the same technique, for instance [25, Remark 2.2], where the quoted constant is also like
VY. We also observe that there is a misprint in [22, Problem 8.3|, the correct statement of
that Problem is with \/A/X+ VR, and not \/A/\ + vR — see the previous remark. Finally,
in the non-divergence case, an examination of the constants in Safonov’s proof of the weak
Harnack inequality in [45] yields an exponential in which the L -norms of the coefficients
are taken to some (possibly large) power.

Remark 2.5. We obtain the dependence in R in Theorem[Z1] not from a rescaling x — x/R
but from a "Harnack chain” of balls of fixed radius, which leads to a Harnack inequality in
which G’y \ Gr has in-radius of order 1 instead of R, and whose constants depend on norms
of the coefficients in LY (G'y) instead of LY(G'y) (note even for constant functions the latter
norm degenerates as R — oo while the former does not).



8 BOYAN SIRAKOV AND PHILIPPE SOUPLET

Remark 2.6. As in Theorem A, if L = Lp is in divergence form we can add to the
right-hand side of the differential (in)equalities in Theorem [Z1 a term div(h), for some
h € LY(G'), adding also IhllLa(ay,) to the right-hand side of @.A)-@G). Furthermore, the
proof of the local mazimum principle below shows that (ZH) can be replaced by the more
precise estimate

(2.7) gmé%@mwmwthmﬂw%@ﬂ

(where || - || e, is still defined by ([(LI2)), although it need not be a norm in case € < 1).

Proof of Theorem[21l In all that follows Cy > 0 depends on n, p, ¢, A\, A, and may change
from line to line.

Step 1. Weak Harnack inequality in small balls. Let xog € R™, rg > 0 and set B =
By (x0), B' = Bay,(x0). Assume b € LY(B'), ¢ € LP(B’) and

-1
(2.8) 0<ro < [2 Bl + llelFogmn] € (0,1/2]

If w > 0 satisfies L]u] < g in B’, then we have

1/e )
(/ v dw) < Corg* (i%f“ + To_n/pHQHLP(B’>> ’
B

Proof of Step 1. Let v(y) = u(wg + roy) for y € By (hence z9 + roy € B’). The
function v satisfies L{v] < ¢ in Bg, where the coefficients of the modified operator £ are

A(y) = A(wo + roy), bly) = rob(zo + roy), &) = rge(zo + roy), and §(x) = rgg(zo + roy)-
We compute

- 1/q
Blescey = o[ bt + row) 1t dy)
lyl<2

“n 1/q —n
= ([ ) =
|x—x0|<2r0

and similarly [|¢||z»(p,) = Tg_n/chHLp(B/). Hence by (28],

1Bl a(psy < 1, JEllzo(my) < 1.
It follows from Theorem A that

1/e
(/ w@Q SCbQMU+Hﬂm@m>,
B1 B

which gives the claim of Step 1, by scaling back to u and g.
Step 2. Proof of the weak Harnack inequality 24). Set ro := (3A)~!, where A = Ap

is defined by @23). Set Gr := Gr + B,, and denote by Xji,...,X,, the points of the grid
( ’\“OFZ) N G g, whose cardinal satisfies

m < Cy(n) (£)" = Ca(n)(AR)"

Set B; := By, (X;). Observe that the B; cover G and that Bo,,(X;) C G';. It is easy to see
that for any k,¢ € {1,...,m}, we can connect X}, and X, with overlapping balls as follows:
there exist an integer

d < Cy(n) & = Cy(n) AR



and indices £1,...,¢; € {1,...,m} such that {; =k, {4 = ¢ and
By, N By | > Cs(n)rfy, i=1,...,d—1.
Since

: )
0<ro= 3 [LH IS o)+ el o] < [2 4 1005y + el o)

with B’ = Ba,,(Xy,), we deduce from Step 1 that

1/e
/ udx < Cor"/ <infu + ”gHLp(B/)> :
By, Be,
On the other hand,

1/e 1/e
(/ u’ da:) > (/ u’ dx) > (ian w)|Be, N By, |V > (Cg,(n)rg)l/ﬁ(ignf u)
Bll 8510852 Lo 2

hence, by combining the last two inequalities,

1/e 1/e 1/e
(/ u dx) < Co </ u’ dx) +l9llze sy | < Co </ u dﬂ?) + llgllze ar)
B By, Be,

Repeating the process, we obtain

1/e 1/e
( / uﬁdx> < g1 (/ ufdx) gl @y |-
Bl Bk ul R

Since the By cover Gg, by summing over ¢ € {1,...,m} we obtain

1/e 1/e
</ u’ dm) < mteCd </ u’ dm) +llgllze ey | -
Gr By, ul\7' R

Recalling m < Oy(n)(AR)™ and d < Cy(n)AR, we have m!'/<C§ < AR (hy readjusting
Cp as usual). By using Step 1 again we finally get

1/e
€ < eC0AR (4ng / k 1,...
</GRU d$> S € <llrflk U+ ||.gHLZl(GR) ) € { ) 7m}7

which implies (2.4) since the By, cover Gg.

Step 3. Proof of the local mazimum principle [@3). We take rg := (24)7', where
A = Ap is defined by (23)), and choose zy € G such that

15

supu < sup u.
Gr Br (o)

By using the same rescaling as in Step 1, combined with the second part of Theorem A, we

obtain
1/e
supv < Cy (/ |v|® dy) + 191l e (B2)
B1 Bs /o
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By scaling back to v and g, we get

1/e
—n 2—n
sup u < Co | 1" (/ |ul® dl’) + 79 /pHg”LP(BQT.O(mO)) ,
Bry (20) B /2(z0)

and (2.7) — hence in particular (23] — follows.

Step 4. Proof of [26]). The Harnack inequality (2.6]) is a combination of the weak
Harnack inequality (24]) and the local maximum principle ([2.5]). Observe that, after rescal-
ing or through a trivial modification of the above steps, we can replace Gg in (2.4]) by
Gr = Bpy1)2 if Gr = Bg (resp. Gr = Bpy1/2 \ Byjo if Gr = Br\ Bz). Similarly, we can
replace G’ in ([ZH) by Gg. O

3. PROOF OF THEOREM [[.1]

We start with an elementary technical lemma, which restates the hypothesis of Theo-
rem [T in a more convenient form for the proof of that theorem.

Lemma 3.1. Assume f:[0,L] — R is continuous for some L >0, and f(0) = 0. Then

: f(s)
1 1
) TSP S <
if and only if there exists k > 0 such that
(3.2) VM = <51k> as 0 — 0, where Ms := [0 L] (;f—(sg

Proof. Let us check that (3.1]) implies ([3.2]) for some k > 0. The assumption (B.1)) guarantees
that f(u) < Cu(Inu)? on [0, L] for some constant C' > 0. Assume § < e~ 2. Then

[s(Ins)?) = (Ins)>+2Ins >0 on (0,0],

hence , )

s(In s) d(Ind) 9

< <(1
cF <t <ok, s e (0.9)

whereas )

s(Ins)

s <max{(Ind)%,(InL)*}, s€ 5 L]
Consequently,

2
VM5 < max Cs(lins)ﬁ\/a(\ln(ﬂ—i-\lnl}]).

s€[0,L] s+0

Choosing any k > v/C, we conclude that for sufficiently small § > 0 and some C > 0
§FevMs < Csk—Ve 0, asd — 0.
Conversely, if ([B.2]) holds, by setting s = ¢ in the definition of Ms we get
% < M < C1k*(log6)?  for all § < L,
which implies (B.1]). O

For the proof of Theorem [[.T] we need the following slight extension of Theorem 2.1
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Proposition 3.2. Let Q2 = By. Assume ([L4), b,b1,ba, h € LY(B3), g € LP(B3), ¢ = ¢1+c2,
¢; € LPi(Bg), with n < g < oo and py < p,p; < oo, i = 1,2, and ([L6). Set

A= 2 o0 iy + LT iy + 2l
If u> 0 satisfies Lplu] < g+ div(h), resp. Flu] < g in Ba, then

1/e
</ ut d(L’) < ecoA <1§fu -+ ”gHLp(BQ) + Hh”L‘I(B2)> .
Bl 1

The proof of this proposition is essentially the same as Steps 1 and 2 of the proof of
Theorem 211 (with R = 1), noting that if &(z) = 7?c(rz) and p = min{p;,ps} then

HEHU’(B2) < C(n) <T2_n/p1||01||LP1(Bzr) + 7‘2_n/p2‘|C2HLP2(B2r)) :
We can now give the:

Proof of Theorem [I1. Assume for contradiction that w > 0 is a nontrivial supersolution
such that essinfgu = 0 for some ball B CC .

Step 1. In this step we will observe that, up to replacing 2 by a suitable subdomain €/,
we can assume that u is continuous. If u is a viscosity supersolution, this is so by definition.
Thus consider the case when u is a weak Sobolev supersolution.

We first claim that there exists a ball B’ CC  such that essinfp u = 0 but the trace of
u on OB’ does not vanish identically. Assume the contrary and let

E = {a SO e;s(in)fu =0 forallee (O,p(a))}, where p(a) = dist(a, 09).
<(a

First note that E is nonempty. Indeed, if E were empty then, for each a € €2, there would
exist o(a) € (0, p(a)) such that essinfp_ (4 u > 0. But since the compact B C € can be
covered by a finite number of balls Bg(g,)(a;), this would contradict essinfpu = 0. Next,
it is clear that for each a € E' we have u = 0 a.e. in B,,)(a) (since otherwise there would
exist ) € (0, p(a)) such that the trace of v on 0By (a) does not vanish identically). It follows
that the set E is open. Let (a;) be a sequence of E with a; — a € Q and set r = p(a). We
have B(a;,r/2) CC 2 for i large and a; € F, hence u = 0 a.e. in B, j5(a;), by what we just
proved. Taking i large enough we deduce that u = 0 a.e. in B, /4(a), hence a € £ and F
is closed in 2. Consequently, £ = 2 and v = 0 a.e. in . This contradiction proves the
claim.

Since 0 is a (sub)solution we can find a solution of Lp[u] = f(@)in B’, such that 0 < @ < u
in B and & = u on dB’. This follows from the general existence theory, see for instance
[17, Theorem 4.9]. Note in that theorem it is assumed that by, by € L but what is used is
that the map u — div(bju) + be(x) - Du is continuous from H{ to H~!, which is true for
b1,by € L1, q > n (and even for by,by € L™, n > 3), owing to the Sobolev embedding and
% + "2—;2 + % = 1. Also, 0 < infp @ < essinfgu = 0 and the trace of % on OB’ does not
vanish. Thus, if we can prove the theorem for continuous solutions, we could apply it with
Q replaced by B’ and u replaced by @ which is (Holder) continuous by the De Giorgi-Moser
theory, a contradiction.

Step 2. Set K = {z € Q; u(x) = 0}. Since u is continuous, the set K is closed in €.
It is nonempty by our assumption on the existence of B. Pick any zg € K and assume
xo = 0 without loss of generality. We are going to show that w vanishes in B,, C Q for
some 11 > 0, from which we deduce that K is open in 2, so K = (), and we are done.
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We extend f(s) =0 for s < 0, and set us = u+9, f5(s) = f(s—0), € (0,1). Fix ro >0
such that B,, C Q. Then us > 0 solves either

(3.3) div(A(z)Dus+by (z)us)+bo(z)- Dus+ (c(:z:) _f 55{:”) us < 8(c(x)+div(by)) in By,
or, respectively,
(3.4) M;A(DQu(;) — b(z)|Dus| + (c(m) - fi(;;&)) us < dc(z) in By,.

Hence for each r € (0,79/2] the rescaled function v,(x) = us(rz) is such that

(3.5) div(ADuv, + bror) + ba(z) - Dy + <6(x) _ 7«2%36» v < 6(é(x) + div(h)) in B,

and similarly for 4], where ||b|| ra(By) < N, €]l zr(By) < N, for some constant N indepen-
dent of r and § (see for instance Step 1 in the proof of Theorem 2], we can take N to be
the largest of [|bl|La(s, ), llcllLe(s,,))-

We now apply Proposition B2 to (83]), with p1 =p, po =00, 1 =¢, co = 7"2%1;5). This
yields (recall v,.(0) = us(0) = d, Mj is defined in ([B:2]))

</ s, dm) . < exp [é (1 + 7 sup m)] (us(0) + C6) = Coexp [CT\/E] ,
B

[6,L+6] S

with C' = C(n, A\, A, N). We next set 7 = 1 := min{rg/2, (kC)~1}, where k is the number
from ([B2]). Thus

1/e 1/e 1/e
(/ u’ dm) < </ ug d:p) = 7‘1"/6 </ vy, dx) < C[FeVMall/k,
Br, Br, B

Letting § — 0 and using ([B:2]) we deduce v = 0 in B,,, which is what we wanted to prove. [J

4. PROOF OF THEOREM

In this section we consider either the divergence form operator
(4.1) Lplu] = div(A(z)Du + by (z)u) + ba(z) - Du + c(z)u,
where A satisfies (L), b1, b2 € LY, (), c € LY (), ¢ > n, p > po with (LT); or the fully
nonlinear operator
(4.2) Flu] := F(D*u, Du,z) + c(z)u
where F'(M,0,z) is continuous in (M,z), F(M,e,z) is convex (or concave) in (M,e),
F(tM,te,x) =tF(M,e,z) for each ¢t > 0, and
(4.3)
M;A(Ml—Mg)—b(x)\el—eg\ § F(Ml, e, LZ')—F(MQ, €9, LZ') § M;:A(Ml—Mg)—i-b(x)\el—eg\,

be L1 (Q), ¢ >n, ce LV (Q), p> po with (L6). The linear and Pucci operators in (L2
and ([IL3]) are particular cases of such F[u]. We observe (see [43] Lemma 1.1]), that since F’
is positively 1-homogeneous and convex (resp. concave) in (M, e),

(44) F(M17617$) _F(M%e%x) < F(Ml _M27el _e2yx)

(4.5) (resp. F(My,e1,z) + F(Ma,es,x) < F(Mj+ Ma, e + ea,x)).
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We assume that 2 = R" or € is an exterior domain such that (without loss) B; C R™\Q C
By. We start by observing that the hypothesis of Theorem implies the existence of a
positive solution in 2.

Proposition 4.1. Under the above hypotheses, if Lp satisfies the maximum principle in

each bounded subdomain of Q) then there exists 1 € H{ () such that 1 > 0 and Lp[yp] =0
in Q.

Proposition 4.2. Under the above hypotheses, if F[u] satisfies the mazimum principle in
each bounded subdomain of Q0 then there exists 1) € VV@?(Q) such that ¢ > 0 and F[] =0
in €.
Proof of Proposition [{.1] Fix a bounded domain G C €. Under our assumptions on
the coefficients, it is standard that the bilinear form associated with ﬁ(DU) = Lp—o0is
continuous and coercive on H}(G) for o large enough (see [22], [47]). By Lax-Milgram
theorem 5%7) is a bijection from H{(G) to H=1(G). The equation Lp[u] = g + div(h) can
be written (I + J(ﬁ(Do))_1> u= (ﬁ(Do))_l(g +div(h), and the Fredholm alternative (observe
the inclusion of H(G) in H~(G) is compact) gives, for each g € LP(G), h € LY(G), a
unique solution of Lp[u] = g + div(h) in H}(G), since the maximum principle guarantees
that the kernel of Lp is trivial.

In the case when ) is an exterior domain as above, we fix a smooth function ¢ such that
¢p=0for |z]| <2, ¢=1for |z >3 and 0 < ¢ < 1. If Q@ = R", we just set ¢ = 1. For given
j>2let G; =QN By, let v; € H}(G;) be the solution of

Lplvj] = —Lpl¢] = —div(A(z) D + bi(z)d) — (b2(x)- Do + c(z)9),
given by the first paragraph and set u; = v; + ¢. Then
(4.6) Lpluj] =0in Gj, wuj =0 on JQ (if nonempty), and u; =1 on 0B;,

so u; > 0 in G; by the maximum and the strong maximum principles (the latter is a
consequence of the weak Harnack inequality). Note that, by global Holder regularity (see
[22], Theorem 8.29]), we have u; € C(2NB;). Fix an open ball w C B3\ Ba. We renormalize
uj by considering @; = u;/||w; 12 (4 > 3), which satisfies Lp[i;] = 0 in G along with
%50l L2y = 1.

Take any integer m > 3. Since inf, u; < |w|_1/2||&j||L2(w) = c¢(n), when Q = R", the
Harnack inequality guarantees that

(4.7) 0<a; <Ci(m)in Gp, j>m+2.

When (2 is an exterior domain, we deduce from the Harnack inequality that 0 < @; < Cq(m)
in By41 \ Be for all j > m + 2, and it then follows from (£0]) (with j replaced by m) and
the maximum principle that

(4.8) 0 <a; <Ci(m)uy, in G, j>m+2.
Now, for j > m+ 2, testing the equation £Lp[ii;] = 0 in G; with @;02,, where 6,,, € C§°(R™)
is such that 6, =1 for |z| < m/2 and 6, = 0 for |z| > m, we get

/ 02,Diij - AD@; + 20,11, D0, - ADti; = / 0215 (by — b1) - Dy — @3y - D(0,) + ciis 07,
Gj Gj
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Using Young’s inequality, (IL4]) and then Holder’s inequality, we easily deduce that

A . -
5[ IDGE<Clm) [ (b ol 1)

m/2 Gm

< Co(m) (1 +[1b2 = 01> + 01| + lel|| pjore ) ) @517 2 o -
(Gm) (Gm)

From our assumptions on the coefficients and (A8 (resp., ({1)), it follows that for all
jzm+2,

131116,y < Cm) (14X |2,y < 00 (vesp., < C(m)(1+ A7)

(recall that u,, = v, + ¢ € L* (G,,) due to v, € H}(G,,) and Sobolev’s imbedding).
Therefore, for each m > 3, the sequence {;0,,}52, is bounded in H}(Q). By a diagonal
procedure, we deduce that u; has a subsequence which converges weakly in H, lloc(ﬁ) and
strongly in L%oc(ﬁ) to a nonnegative solution 1 in the whole €2, and 1 is nontrivial due to
[9]|2(w) = 1. As we recalled in Remark 1.1, ¢ is Hélder continuous in €2. Finally, we have

1 > 0 by the SMP. O

Remark 4.1. Although we shall not use this fact, we note that, in the case when € is an
exterior domain, the function v obtained in Proposition [{.1] actually satisfies homogeneous
boundary conditions, in the sense that i € HE(Q) for all ¢ € C°(R™).

Proof of Proposition [{.3 Fix a bounded smooth domain G C Q. Since [|(¢c =)™ ||zp(c) — 0
as 0 — 00, we can fix o large enough so that the operator F|u] — ou satisfies the hypotheses
of [46, Theorem 1], in particular, condition (6) there. By that theorem and well-known

regularity results (see the Remark below) for each v € C(G), g € LP(G), there is a unique

u e W2P(G) N C*(G) such that Flu] —ou=g—ovin G and u = 0 on dG. The operator

loc

S : C(G) — C(G) given by S[v] = w is thus well defined and compact.
We briefly recall the Leray-Schauder alternative.

Theorem 4.3 (Corollary 1.19, [4]). Let S : X — X be compact, where X is a Banach
space. Then one of the following holds:

(i) x — tS(x) = 0 has a solution for every t € [0,1], or

(ii) the set {x : 3t €[0,1] : x — tS(x) = 0} is unbounded.

If the alternative (ii) happened for our S, we would have a sequence u, such that
||un||c(§) — o0 and Flu,| — ou, = t,(g — ouy) in G, u, = 0 on 0G, for some t,, € [0,1].
Setting U, = up/ ||unHC(é), we see that HunHCa@) < C, by global Holder regualrity (see
[34] Theorem 6.2]). Passing to the limit along a subsequence, using the stability properties
of viscosity solutions with respect to uniform convergence ([34, Proposition 9.4]), we find
a solution of Flu] — (1 —tg)ou = 0 in G, & = 0 on IG, and @ # 0, which contradicts the
maximum principle. Note (1 —tg)o > 0 so F' — (1 — tp)o satisfies the maximum principle if
F does.

So by the Leray-Schauder alternative the equation F[u] = ¢ in G, u = 0 on dG, has a
solution for each g € LP(G), which is strong by regularity (u € VVif(G) NC%(G)), and then
unique by the maximum principle. We now solve F[v] = —c in G, v = 0 on dG, and set
u=v+1. Then Flu] =0in G and u = 1 on dG so u > 0 in G, by the maximum and the
strong maximum principle.

Take an increasing sequence of smooth domains €2; C € which converges to 2. Set
G; = ;N Bj and take the solutions u; given by the above procedure in G;. Fix a point
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xo € Gy and replace u; by 4; = uj/uj(zo), Flu;] = 0in Gy, 4; > 0 in Gj, 4;(xg) = 1.
By the Harnack inequality, for each compact K C €2, we have 0 < u; < C(K) in K, for
j > jo(K), where jy is such that K C Qj,. By regularity u; is bounded in W?P?(K), and
hence (up to a subsequence) converges weakly in that space and strongly in C(K) (recall
p > n/2). Recalling the stability of viscosity solutions with respect to uniform convergence,
and that the operator u — b|Du| + cu is precompact from WP to LP for b € L4, ¢ € LP,
q > n, p > n/2, by the embeddings W?2P Wwhnp/(n=p) <y 0% we deduce by a diagonal
procedure that a subsequence of u; converges weakly in VVif(Q) and strongly in Cl,.(£2) to
a strong solution v in Q, with t(z¢) = 1. Finally, we have 1) > 0 by the SMP. O

Remark 4.2. For the reader’s convenience we quote precisely the results from the general
theory of fully nonlinear equations with measurable coefficients. The bases of the theory for
bounded ingredients can be found in [9], [I1], [49]. Extensions to unbounded coefficients, in
the generality which we require were obtained as follows: the ABP inequality can be found in
[33], the Harnack inequality in [34], [36], the global C7 estimates in [34, Theorem 6.2], the
strong solvability and I/Vli’f—estimates for extremal equations in [34, Theorem 7.1] (the same
proof applies to convex/concave operators) the stability of viscosity solutions with respect to
uniform convergence in [34, Proposition 9.4], global W?P estimates follow either from [49)
(with a straightforward extension to unbounded coefficients using the already available global
C7 estimates and stability) or from [35, Proposition 2.4]. Note also that the results in [46]
were stated for ¢, f € L™, however all ingredients of the proofs in [46], which we just quoted,
were later established for c, f € LP, p > py.

Proof of Theorem [I.2. If the elliptic operator is in divergence form, let ¥ be the function
given by Proposition 1] (recall ¢ is continuous, see Remark [[T]). In the fully nonlinear
case, if I’ is convex in the derivatives of u, let ¥ be the function given by Proposition
applied to Flu|; whereas if F' is concave let ¢ be the function given by Proposition
applied to Flu] = —F[—u]. In all cases, normalize 1 so that 1(xg) = 1 for some point
xg € R™\ By C Q. Then the sharp Harnack inequality, (Z6]) in Theorem [ZT] with g = 0,
gives (Gp is defined in Theorem [ZT)

infe > e 1R,
Gr

Let u be a solution as in Theorem [[.2] with u < 0 on 99 if the latter is not empty (or
replace u by —u, and F' by F' in the fully nonlinear case). Fix § > 0. Under assumption
(CI3) (in particular if (II4]) is true), there exists a sequence R; > 3, R; — oo such that

(4.9) u < 91 on OBg,.

With 6 and ¢ being fixed, our goal is now to apply the maximum principle to show that
u < 01 in Q; := QN Bg,. We shall not work directly with u — dv, because difficulties arise
in order to verify the boundary conditions on 92 when € is nonsmooth. It turns out that
this can be circumvented by considering instead z := uy — 7 (in the divergence case) or
Z:= (u — 0¥)4 (in the non-divergence case).

First of all, we observe that

(4.10) Lplz] >0 (resp., F[Z] >0) in .

Indeed, in the divergence case, this follows from the fact that D(uy) = x{u>0} Du, along
with Kato’s inequality

div(A(z)Du™) > xqusop div(A(z)Du)
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(in the weak Sobolev sense). In the nondivergence case, [@I0) follows from the fact that
the maximum of the two viscosity (sub-) solutions u — ¢ and 0 is a viscosity subsolution.
To check that u — d1) is a subsolution, i.e. Flu— d¢] > 0, we use (@) if F' is convex, resp.
X)) if F is concave, as well as the choice of the strong solution ¢ we made above.

We next turn to the boundary conditions on 0€; = 02 U 0Bpg,. First considering the
divergence case, we shall check that z < 0 on 02;, which means

(4.11) 2y € H ().

Since no smoothness is assumed on {2, we cannot use traces on 0f2 and some care is needed.
Fix a smooth function ¢ such that ¢ = 1 for |z| <2, ¢ =0 for [z]| > 3 and 0 < p < 1.
By assumption (cf. Remark [, we have uTy € H{(Q), hence actually uto € HL().
Therefore there exists a sequence ; € C§°(€2;) such that 6; — u™¢ in H'(Q). Now setting
¢; == 0; — 0pp + (1 — ¢)(uy — 01p) and recalling ¥ € HL (Q) and u € H} (Q), we have
¢; € HY(Q;) with ¢; — uy — 0 = 2, hence (¢;)+ — 24, in HY(£;). But, using (@),
v, >0, and the continuity of u and ¢ in Q (cf. Remark [[I]), in particular near 0Bpg,, we
easily check that (¢;)4+ € H'(£;) vanishes in a neighborhood of 99, as well as on 9Bg;,
hence (¢;)+ € H}(€;). This guarantees (EIT). In the nondivergence case, we need to show
that

(4.12) 7€ C() with 2 <0 on 9.

But since v € C(Q) with v < 0 on 9 and ¢ € C(R2), property ([£I2) follows from (4.9l
and the fact that 0 < 2 = (u — 0¢) 4+ < u.

Now, in view of ({I0)-I2), we deduce from the maximum principle that z < 0 or
Z <0, hence u < 41 in QN Bpg,. Letting ¢« — oo and then § — 0 we conclude that u < 0.
But then Theorem [2.1] applies to —u, hence, after the normalization u(xg) = —1, either
u =0 or infg, [u| > e 1F for all R > 2, a contradiction with assumption (LIH).

5. APPENDIX. PROOF OF THEOREM A.

First, in the divergence case, Theorem A follows from [47] (or see Remark at the end of
[22] Section 8.10]). So we concentrate here on the non divergence (fully nonlinear) case.
We recall the ABP inequality: if diam(Q2) < 1, [|bllze) < 1, ¢,g € LP(Q), p > po,

b,c,g >0, and w € C(2) is a viscosity solution of
M;:A(D2w) + b Dw| —cw > —g in Q, u<0 on 09,
then for some Cy = Cy(n,q, \, A)
sgpw < Collgll ety O ={reQ : wx) >0}
This follows from Theorem 2.9 in [33], applied on each connected component of Q1 (noting
that —cw < 0 on that set).

We now prove Theorem A. We start with the weak Harnack inequality, and provide a
proof based on the original approach by Krylov and Safonov, [45]. Note that Flu] < g,

#3) and v > 0 imply
(5.1) M;A(DQU) —b|Du| —cu<y, u > 0.

We assume that (B.1]) holds in B, ||b]|ze(,) < 1, llellzr(p,) < 1, and want to prove (2.I).
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In the following all constants will be allowed to depend on n,p,q, A\, A. By a simple
covering argument, it is enough to show that there exists pg € (0,1/2) such that for each
Ty € By

1/e
5.2 / ut dx < C< inf u+|g . ) ‘
( ) ( By (z0) > By (0) H HLP(B?/JO( 0))

Proposition 5.1. There exist positive constants pg, k,0,C such that for each x; € By and
each p € (0, pol, if for some a > 0

(5.3) [{u > a} N By(z1)] = (1= 6)|By(z1)|

then

(5.4) inf u > Kka— C’p2_n/p‘|g||Lp(B2p(m1)).
Bp(l’l)

Proof. Rescaling x — (x — x1)/p we can assume that u is a nonnegative solution of
(5.5) M\ (D*u) = by|Du| — cpu < g,, in By

where by(z) = pb(x1 + px), cp(x) = pPe(x1 + pz), go(x) = p*g(x1 + px) and ||by|lLa(s,) =
pl_”/quHLq(sz(xl)) < pt=n/a, leollir () < p?>~™P_ The choice of py will be made so that
these norms be sufficiently small.

Assume first @ = 1 and set v(z) = 1 — |z[2. We have |{u > 1} N By| > (1 — §)|B1|, hence
in particular

H{v > u} N By| < 0|By].
We have in B,
MIA(D2(’U —u)) +bp|D(v —u)| —cp(v —u) M;A(szu) —by|Dv| —c,v —g,

—C(14b,+c¢p) — gps
and v —u < 0 on 0By, so by the ABP inequality (applied with p substituted by 7 in case
p>n)

>
>

S}S}P(’U —u) < C(QTMP + 6pllLa(Bs) + lcollr (o)) + Collgpllir(Bs)
1

where [QF| =|{v —u > 0}| < §|B;]|. By choosing § and py sufficiently small we obtain
1
sup(v — u) < — + Col|gpll Lo (B,)-
B1 4
Since v > 3/4 in By 5 we get

1 .
uzg - Collgpllr(,) in By
u

by @ = u/a we get
1 Gy .
(5.6) uzg - FHQPHLP(BQ) in Byjs.
Now, if @ < 4Col|g, || 1 (B,) the inequality (B.4]) trivially holds with the choice x = 1, C = 4C,
(since its right-hand side is negative). If on the other hand a > 4Cyl|g,l|rr(p,) We have
@ >1/41in By/;. We then take

For arbitrary a > 0, by replacing

a2

1
B ToEE
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where s > 0 is such that M;A(D2(|:E|_8)) =0, that is, A(s+ 1) = A(N —1). As above
MIA(D%"U = 1)) +bp|D(w — @)| — cp(w—1a) = M;,A(D%U) — bp|Dw| = cpw — gp/a
> —C(by+cp) — gp/a,
with w —4 < 0 on 9(B2 \ By 2), so by the ABP inequality for each ¢ > 0 there exists pg > 0
such that if p € (0, po]

Gy
sup (w —u) <& — —|lgpllLr(py)
B2\Bj /3 a
Setting € = %minBl\Bl/2 w we obtain
e G
2 a
Combining this with (5.6), and choosing x = 1 min(1,e), C = max{4Cy, C1}, we deduce
that

4> - — —gpllr(myy 0 Bi\ By,

u > Ka — é”ngLP(Bz) in By,
which concludes the proof of Proposition (.11 O

Next we prove (B.2]), for the number py given by Proposition Bl By replacing u by
(inpro (z) U+ HQHLP(B%() (xo)))—lu we see that it is enough to assume that inpr0 (o) U < 1,
||g||Lp(sz0(xO)) < 1, and prove that

1/e
(5.7) </ u’ d:z:) <C
Bpg (o)

with constants independent of o > 0 (then let « — 0). Recall pg € (0,1/2) depends only

on n,p,q, A\, A.
It follows from Proposition [5.1] that we can find a constant M > 1 such that
(5.8) {u>M}N Byl < (1=0)|Bpl, Bpy = By (o).

Indeed, if (5.8)) failed, by Proposition 5] we would have, setting M = 1+ (1/k)(C + 2),
that u > kM — C > 2 in B,, which is a contradiction with infp oo U < 1. Note we also have
kMF — C > 2MF1 , for each k£ > 1.

We now apply a well-known argument, to prove by induction that for all kK € N, k > 1,

(5.9) {u > M*} 0 Byy| < (1= c(n)6)"|By,l,

for some (small) constant ¢(n) > 0. Specifically, we use the Krylov-Safonov ”propagating
ink-spots lemma” ([45], Lemma 1.1]), in the form given for instance in [26], Lemma 2.1]:

Lemma 5.2. Let E C F C By, be open sets. Assume for some 6 > 0 we have |E| <
(1 = 9)|By,|, and for any ball B C By,, if |[BNE| > (1 —0)|B| then B C F. Then
|E| < (1 —cd)|F|, for some constant ¢ = c¢(n) > 0.

The induction proceeds by setting E = {u > M*} N B,,, F = {u> M* 1} N B, , k> 1.
The condition of the lemma is guaranteed by Proposition 5.1l and the choice of M we made.
Then by (53) there exists ¢’ > 0 such that [{u > t} N B,| < Cmin{1,t~%'}, t > 0.
Indeed, if t < 1 set C = |B,|. If t > 1 let j € N such that M7~ <t < M7, so
_ 1By

[{u = 040 Byy| < (1 e0) | Byy | = MU0 |B,, | < M7|B | = ;207
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if we choose &’ so that M~ =1 — ¢d. Now, take e = &’ /2, then

g [ o % ¢ '
/ uf:—/ t2_1]{u2t}ﬂBPO\dt§C/ t2 ' min{1,¢ 7 }dt = C.
By, 2 Jo 0

In the end we prove the local maximum principle (LMP) in Theorem A. We have
MIA(DQu) + b|Du| > —cu + f so by the already known LMP (see [36]), setting p; =
(p+p0)/2 > po,

1/e

([ wFde) -+ leuln,+ 1w,
5/4

IN

sup u
By

1/e
([ tufde) + Bellags,g + I, |
Bs 4

IN

where 1/A = 1/p1 — 1/p is given by the Hélder inequality (recall ||c||zp(p,) = 1). Finally,
we downgrade the LA-norm of u on By/s to a “Lf-norm” on Bz, through a well-known
analysis argument on an expanding sequence of balls (given for instance on pages 74-76 of

[24).
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