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Abstract

In this work we establish new equivalences for the concept of p-
parabolic Riemannian manifolds. We define a concept of comparison
principle for elliptic PDE’s on exterior domains of a complete Rie-
mannian manifold M and prove that M is p-parabolic if and only if
this comparison principle holds for the p-Laplace equation. We show
also that the p-parabolicity of M implies the validity of this principle
for more general elliptic PDS’s and, in some cases, these results can
be extended for non p-parabolic manifolds or unbounded solutions,
provided that some growth of these solutions are assumed.

1 Introduction

We recall that a complete Riemannian manifold M is p—parabolic,
p > 1, if M does not admit a Green function that is, a positive real
function G (z,y) defined for z,y € M with x # y such that G (-, ) is of C*
class in M\ {y} for any fixed y € M, and

—div (HVG ('7y)||p_2 VG (7y)) = 5y7 /S M.
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This equality is in the sense of distributions that is,

/M (IVG ()P VG (-,y), Vo) = ¢ (y)
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for all ¢ € CH(M).

A well known subject of research is to find characterizations for the
p—parabolicity of complete Riemannian manifolds. Gathering together re-
sults which have been proved in the last decades, see Grigor’yan [5] and
Holopainen [7], 8, 9 [T0] for instance, we have (the notions used in the theo-
rem are all defined below):

Theorem 1.1. Let M be a complete Riemannian manifold. Then the fol-
lowing alternatives are equivalent:

(a) M is p—parabolic;

(b) the p—capacity of any compact subset of M is zero;

(c) the p—capacity of some precompact open subset of M is zero;

(d) any bounded from below supersolution for the p— Laplacian oper-
ator is constant.

The case p = 2 is more classical, with a longer history, and there are other
equivalences (see [5, [6]).

For a domain 2 C M, we define the p-capacity of a set £ C 2 with
respect to €2 by

cap, (E;Q) := inf /|Vv|pdx, (1)
Q

vEFE,Q

where the infimum is taken over all the functions v that belongs to
Feo={veCX(M):v=1in E and supp(v) C Q}. (2)

Observe that the p—capacity of a bounded subset £ C M with respect to
M can be obtained by taking a sequence of geodesic balls B(o, Ry,) centered
at a given point 0 € M, with Ry — +o00o, and taking the limit

Cap, (E) == lim _ cap, (E; B(o, Ry). (3)

It is not difficult to prove that the limit always exists, that does depend not
on the sequence of balls and that Cap, (E) = cap, (E; M).

Now we observe that as a result of the equivalence between (b) and (c)
of Theorem [L1] (see [7, 8, 9] 10]), we obtain the following result which is an
important tool to the study of p-parabolicity and comparison principle:

Corollary 1.2 (Dichotomy). Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian
manifold and p > 1. If Cap, (Bo) > 0 for some ball By C M, then

Cap, (B) >0
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for any ball B C M. More generally, if Cap, (E) > 0 for some bounded set
E, then Cap, (F) > 0 for any set F' that contains some interior point.

Recall that the p—Laplacian operator A, is defined by
Ayu = div (||Vu||p_2 Vu), ue C'(M).

A function w € C' (M) is a supersolution of A, if A,w < 0 in the weak
sense.

In the main result of our paper we add two other equivalences in Theorem
[L.Il The main one relates p—parabolicity with another very classical notion,
the comparison principle, which is likely the most fundamental tool on PDE
(see [15], Abstract). In the second one we use the p—capacity to show in an
explict way that the p—parabolicity of a Riemannian manifold depends on
its behaviour at infinity.

We first define that M satisfies the comparison principle for the p—Laplace
operator (or the p—comparison principle for short) if, given any exterior do-
main Q of M (2 = M\ K, where K is a compact subset), if v,w € C° (ﬁ)
are bounded sub and super solutions for A, then, whenever v|0$2 < w|0€Q,
it follows that v < w in €. (In this case, we also say that the comparison
principle for exterior domains in M holds for the p-Laplace operator.) We
prove:

Theorem 1.3. Let M be a complete Riemannian manifold. Then the fol-
lowing alternatives are equivalent:

(a) M is p—parabolic

(b) M satisfies the comparison principle for A,

(c) Given o € M there are sequences RY, RS satisfying RY < RS and

lim R¥ = lim RY = oo
k—00 k—o00

such that

sup cap, (B(o, RY); B(o, R3)) < +00
k

The existence of many different conditions implying p—parabolicity is
well known and hence, where the p—comparison principle holds (see [12],
110, [8], [4], [8], [13], [I7], [10] and also references therein). Among them,
there are several works giving conditions in terms of the volume growth of
geodesic balls. We prove here the following result:
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Theorem 1.4. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold and
p > 1. Suppose that, for a fired point o € M, there exist two increasing
sequences 1y and sy such that s, > r, — +00 and

sup( i )pVol(B(o,sk)\B(o,rk))<—|—oo. (4)
k' \Sk—Tk

Then M is p—parabolic.

We note that condition () is satisfied if there exists some sequence rj, —
+o00 such that
Vol(B(o,rt)) < Cr{ for any k,

where ¢ < p and C' > 0 is a constant that depends only on M.

2 A general comparison result

In this section, we prove that a comparison result holds for a general class
of equations which contains the p—Laplacian provided that the p—capacity
of a sequence of annuli in the manifold has some decay. This section is of
independent interest, but it will be important for the next one.

We will study a class of second order elliptic PDE’s of the form

. (A(]Vul) P
div (WVU) =0 in M\K, (5)

where K C M is a compact set and A € C[0, +00) N C(0, +00) satisfies, for
some « € (0, 1] and 5 > 1, the following conditions:

e A(0) =0 and A(s) > 0 for s > 0; (6)

o sA'(s) > aA(s) for s > 0; (7)

o sA'(s) < BA(s) for s > 0; (8)
There exist Dy and D; positive such that

e A(s) > Dy s~ for any s > 0; 9)

e A(s) < Dy sP~! for any s > 0. (10)

Related to the operator in (B), define A : R"™ — R™ by

A0)=0 and A(v)= A\(LTDV for v # 0.



Hence equation () is equivalent to
divA(Vu) =0 in M\K.

Remind that u € C*(M\K) is said to be a weak solution to this equation if

Ve- AVu)dx =0
M\K

for any ¢ € C}Y(M\K). By an approximating argument, this holds for any
€ WyP(M\K).
Observe that conditions (7)) and (@) imply that

> PAMee > piafvlef (1)

ij=1
and, from (8) and (I0), we have that

n

2.

i,j=1

0A;(v)

0V,~

< n’Dy(B +2)|v["~ (12)

for any ¢ € R" and v € R™\{0}, where A; is the jth coordinate functions
of A. Moreover, A € C(R";R") N C*(R™\{0};R") and A(0) = 0. Hence, we
have the following result, proved in [2] (Lemma 2.1):

Lemma 2.1. There exist positive constants ¢y = ¢1(n, p, &) and co = co(n, p, )
such that

(A(va) — A(v1)) - (va = v1) > er(|va] + [vi])P % va — v |? (13)
|A(va) — A(v1)| < ea(|va| + [vi])P 2 va — v (14)
for vi,vy € R™ that satisfy |vi| + |va| #0. If p > 2, then
(A(vz) = A(v1)) - (va = v1) > ci|va — vi [ (15)
for any vi,vo € R". If1 < p < 2, then
|A(v2) — A(v1)] < o vy — vy [P (16)

for vy, vy € R".



We can also conclude directly, from (I0) and (@), that
IA(V)| < Dy|vP™" and |A(V)| > Dy|v[P™! for v e R™ (17)
We need the following result:

Lemma 2.2. Let K be a compact set of M and o € M be a fixed point.
Suppose that U and V' are bounded domains of M that satisfy K C V CC U.
For Ry > Ry > 0 such that the ball B(o, R,) contains U, there exists a
function 1 = ng, g, € WyP(M\K) such that

e 0<n<1;

e n(x) =1 for x € B(o, R)\U;

e n(x)=0ifx €V ord(z,0) > Ry;

o |Dn(z)| < m for x € U\V, where m is a constant that depends on U, V
and M, but not on Ry and Ro;

o Ayn(z) =0 if Ry < d(z,0) < Ry in the weak sense.

Proof. First minimize the functional

J(v) = / |VoulPdz
B(O,Rz)

in the convex set {v € Wy?(B(o,R;)) : v = 1 in B(o,Ry)}. From the
classical theory, there exists a unique minimizer vy in this convex set such
that v = 1 in B(o, Ry) and A,uy = 0 in B(o, Ry)\B(0, Ry) in the weak
sense. Now, for some neighborhood V. of V' such that V CcC V. cC U, let
vy € C*°(U) satisfying 0 < vy < 1inU, vy =0in V and v; = 1 in U\V..
Defining n by 1 := vy in U, n := vy in B(o, R2)\U and n := 0 in M\ B(o, Ry),
it follows the result. O

Now we fix some notation before stating the main result. For a fixed
point o € M, we denote the capacity of B(o, R;) with respect to B(o, Ry),
for Ry > Ry, by

cap, (R1, Rz, 0) := cap, (B(o, R1); B(o, R2)).

If it is clear that the center of the balls is o, we simply denote by cap, (R, Ry).

The annulus B(o, Ry)\B(o0, Ry), centered at o, is denoted by

ARy ,Ry = ARy, Ry0 ' B(0> R2)\B(Oa Rl) for Ry > Ry
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and the oscillation of a function v in this annulus is defined by

osc v:= sup v— inf wv. (18)
ARy, Ry AR{,Ry ARy, Ry
The next proposition is a variant of the result that the derivatives of
global solutions are in L? if the manifold is p-parabolic.

Proposition 2.3. Let u € CY(M\K) be a weak solution of (B) in M\K.
Suppose that A satisfies [@) - (I0) and U C M is an open bounded set such
that K C U.

(a) If u is bounded and

p
sup | osc u| - cap, (R}, R5) < +oo,
k ﬂR’f,R’S

where B(o, RY) and B(o, R%) are increasing sequences of balls that contain U
and such that RY > RY — oo, then |Du| € LP(M\U) and there exist positive
constants C7 and Csy, such that

p
| Dul| ey < C2 + Crlimsup | osc u | - cap, (RY, RY).
k—oc0 ARk Rk
(b) In the case that u is not necessarily bounded, if we assume
p
sup max [u| | - cap, (R}, R}) < +o0,
k ARk, Rk
then |Du| € LP(M\U) and
p
| Dullrany < Co + Crlimsup | max |u| | - cap, (RIf>R]§)-
k—o0 ARk, Rk

(In both cases, Cy depends on p, ¢1, Dy and Cy depends on p, ¢1, Dy, K, U,
and u.)

Proof. (a) Let V be an open set and Ry > 0s.t. K CV CcC U CC B(o, Ry).
For Ry > Ry and Ry > Ry, consider the function 7 = ng, r, as in Lemma
associated to V', U, Ry and R,. Note that the function

p:=n"(u—1), where [ = inf u,

/qu ,Ro



belongs to W, ?(M\K). Hence, using that u is a weak solution of (G)), we
obtain

/(u — VP - A(Vu) dx +/ n? Vu - A(Vu) dr =0,

F F
where F' C B(o, R2)\V is the compact support of . Hence, (I3) and (I7)
imply that

01/777’|Vu\pdx§/anu-A(Vu)da:

F F
_ / (u— D)V - A(Vu)da
F
< [ plu= 1 VallAT )iz
F

< ng/ = TP~ V||V~
F

From Holder inequality,

o [ pVuis < pD, ( / np|Vu|pdz)p ( / |u—f|P|Vn|de)”, (19)
F F F

that is,
D p
/ 7P| VulPde < <M> / lu — I|P|Vn|Pdz. (20)
F &1 F

Using the hypotheses on the derivative of 1, we obtain

/\u—[\p|Vn\pd:c:/ |u—]|p\Vn|pdx+/ lu— IP|VnlPde
F U\V AR{,Rq

p
< 2PSE mP Vol(U\V) + ( osc u) / |Vn|Pdz,
ﬂRlvRQ ﬂRl,RQ
(21)
where Sy = supy |u|. Since 7 is p-harmonic in Ag, g,, n =1 on dB(o, K1)

and n =0 on 0B(o, Ry), then

V€S B(0,Ry),B(0, Ry)

/ |Vn|Pdx = inf / |VolPdz = cap, (R, Ry).
AR{,Ry M
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Hence, from (20) and (21), we conclude that

p
/ N’ |VulP de < Cy 2P SE mP Vol(U\V) + Cy ( osc u) cap, (R1, Ry),
F

/qu ,Ro

where C; = (p Day/c1)?. Since B(o, B)\U C F and n =1 in B(o, R;)\U,

/ [VulPde < Cy+ C4 < 0sc u)p cap, (Ri, Ry),

B(o,R1)\U ARy, Ry

where Cy = C; 2P S5 m? Vol(U\V). In particular, this holds for R¥ and RS.
Then, according to the hypotheses, the right-hand side is bounded, proving
(a).

(b) Taking the test function ¢ := nPu and applying the same argument as in

(a), we conclude (b). The main difference in relation to (a) is that we have
to replace Sy by supiny [u| and oscay, . u by MaXa,, .. . O

The idea of the proof of the next theorem is based on the proof of Theorem
2 of [1].

Theorem 2.4. Let u,v € C(M\K)NCYM\K) be weak solutions of (B in
M\K, where A satisfies ([O)) - (I0) and p > 1. Assume also that

p p
sup | max |u| | cap, (R}, R5) and sup | max |v] | cap, (R}, R5) (22)
ko \ nkk NG

are finite for some sequences (RY) and (R%) such that R > R¥ — oco.
If u<wv on 0K, then
u<v in M\K.

Proof. Let () be a sequence of positive numbers such that ¢, | 0 and
lim &f cap, (R}, BS) =0 (23)

Observe that v —u+¢, > ¢, on OK for any k. Then, using that v —u+ ¢y, is
continuous, we conclude that there exists a bounded open set U = U, D K
such that v —u + &, > 0 in U\K. We can suppose that Uy is a decreasing
sequence and (), Uy = K. As in the previous proposition, let V = Vj, be
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an open set and Ry > 1 such that K C V}, cC Uy C U; C B(o, Ry). For
R > RF > Ry, let n = Nrk gy as described in Lemma Observe that

(v—u+ep)” = max{—(v—u+e¢eg),0} =0 in U\K.
Then ¢ := nP (v — u + €;)~ has a compact support
F,, C B(o, R\U, C M\K.

Hence, using that v — u + g, € CY(M\K), we have that ¢ € Wy ?(M\K).
Since u and v are weak solutions of (B) and ¢ € WyP(M\K), we get

/ Vo - [A(Vo) — A(Va) | dM = 0. (24)

M\ K
Observe that F), C {v € M\K : v(x) —u(z) + e, < 0} and, therefore,
Vo = n”kaV(u —0) +pnP (v —u+ep)” Vn ae in M\K,

where y F, is the characteristic function of the set Fj. Hence, it follows that
/ V(0 — u) - [AY) — A(Va)] dM =

Fy,

PP (v —u+er)” V- [A(V) — A(Vu)] dM. (25)

Apk pk
RY Ry

Replacing Fy by Gy := FyNn{x € M\K : |Vu(x)| + [Vo(z)| # 0}, the
left-hand side of (23] does not change. Then, from (I3]) and (I7)), we have

c1 / (Vo] + [Vul P2V (0 — )2 dM <
G

< pnP (v —utep)” V- [A(VY) — A(Vu)]dM.  (26)
ﬂle,ng
< Dyp / P S, [Vl (1907 4 [VafP~) dM, (27)
ﬂR’f,ng
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where

S = max (v—u+e,)” < max |u| + max |v] + e < oc.

ﬂR’f ,RE Rk RE /qu RE

Using Holder’s inequality, we have

¢ / 7 (Vo] + [Vl PV (0 — w)|? dM
G

< DQp/ Sk [Vl P12 max { [Vul, [Vo| )21 dM

Aa

RE,RE
< 2Dyp / SPIVnlrdM 0 (IVul? + [VolP) dM
’qR’f,R’S ’quf,R’g
Therefore, since n| <1 and p > 1,
1
P p—2 2 2Dsp P p
1" (IVo| + [Vu P77V (v —u)|"dM < Sy [Vn|” dM
G AN
(Hwnm Il )) (25)
Observe now that
p
SPIVn|PdM < [max (v—u+eg)” |Vn|P dM
Ak s Ak

< 3 [max [v[P + max |ul” 4 €} | cap, (RY, R5) (29)

k pk Apk gk
Rk, RE RE,RY

for all k. From this and (28)), we conclude that

max |v|P+
ﬂR’f,R’g

2D D
/ P (Vo] + V)PV (0 — w)2dM < 2222
&

&1
k

max |ul’ + e
ﬂR’f,R’S

camy (85,1 (10llyl, #1900 )

(30)
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Note that the last two terms in this inequality converges to zero, according
to Proposition 2.3 Moreover,

_nax [u|? cap, (R'f, RS)

max |v|? cap, (RY,RY) and
Rl RE

Apk pk
R, RE

are bounded from hypothesis and &}, cap, (R}, R}) is bounded from (23).
Hence, the right-hand side of (B0]) converges to 0 as k& — oo. On the other
hand,

[ s (90l [Vl 29 (0P = Vol Va9 o) b
Gk GO

as k — oo, where
Go={r e M\K : v(z) <u(x)}N{zx e M\K : |Vu(x)|+|Vov(z)| # 0}

since pr gr — 1 in M \K as k — oo and Gy, is an increasing sequence (F} is
an increasing sequence) of sets such that | J Gy = G¢. Then

/(|W| VP2V (0 — w)2dM = 0. (31)
Go
Therefore, XGOV(U —u) = 0. Since

V(v—u)~ V(u—v)=x,V(u—v) ae in M\K,

= X{zeM\K : v(z)<u(z)}

it follows that V(v —u)~ = 0 a.e. in M\ K. Using this and that (v —u)"=0
on 0K, we conclude that (v —u)~™ = 0 in M\ K. Therefore,

u(z) < v(z) for ze M\K,
proving the result. O

In particular, if u and v are bounded, the control of cap, (R, R%) guar-
antees the comparison principle for exterior domains:

Corollary 2.5. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold. Let
A be a function that satisfies (6l) - (I0) and p > 1. If

sup cap, (R}, R5) < +o0,
k
then the comparison principle holds for the exterior problem (&).
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Remark 2.6. For p = 2, Theorem[2.4) holds even if the terms in [22) are
not necessarily bounded, provided that

max v — ul” cap, (R}, R5) =0 as k — +oc. (32)
’quf,ng

Indeed, according to 25)), (IH)), (I6) and the definition of Fy, for p =2,

Cl/ V(o —u)PdM < 2¢ n Sk |Vn||Vv — Vu|dM
Fy, /qR]f,RéﬂFk
! 2
< </ UQIV(U—U)WM) / Skl Vnl?dM
o i
Therefore

2
/ 2 V(o— w)PdM < (2—) / 2V dAM.
1

Fy, Apk pk
R, RE

Doing the same computation as in (29), we have

SpIVn>dM < 2° | sup |v—ul’ +¢e}| cap, (R}, RS)

ﬂle,Ré ﬂle,Ré
and, therefore,
2 2 2¢) P P k pk
V(v —u)|*dM < (—=) 4| sup |v—ul’ +¢€} | cap, (R}, Rs).
Fy, “ ﬂR’f,ng

Hence, using [32)) and 23]), we have that

/ Mae g [V (0 = w)[*dM — 0.
Fy,
Then, as in the theorem, relation ([B1) holds and following the same argument

as before, we conclude that u < v.
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3 Equivalence between the p—parabolicity and
the p—comparison principle

In this section we prove that the p-comparison principle, as defined previ-
ously, holds for the exterior problem (B if and only if M is p-parabolic.
First note that

Cap, (E) < cap, (£;€) and Cap, (E) < Cap, (F) (33)

for any Q@ C M and £ C F' C M, since Fgo C Fgum and Fry O Fru in
this case.

We also need the next result, that is an extension of the one established
in Corollary 4.6 of [5] to the case p = 2.

Lemma 3.1. If U C M is a bounded domain with a C? boundary and
Cap, (U) > 0, then there exists some non-constant p-harmonic function
u such that u=1 on OU and 0 < u <1 in M\U.

Proof. Let (Wy) be an increasing sequence of bounded domains with C?
boundary such that

UWi=M and UccW,cC Wiy foranykeN.
k=1

(If there exists an increasing sequence of balls B(o, R;,) with C? boundary,
where R, — +oo, we can take Wy, = B(o, Ry).) From the theory for PDE,
there exists a function u; € Fyw, such that

/ |Vug|P de = inf / |VolPdz = cap, (U; W), (34)
M ”G}—U,Wk M
Moreover, uy, is the p-harmonic function in the A, = Ayw, = Wk\U such

that
up,=1 on OU and wu,=0 on O0W, in the trace sense.

Due to smoothness of OU and OWj, the theory of regularity implies that
u, € C'(Ay) (for instance, see [I1]). From the strong maximum principle
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0 < wux < 1in Ay Hence uy > 0 on OW),_1 for any k > 2, since OW,_; C
Ay = Wi\U. Therefore, using the comparison principle, we conclude that

Up—1 < U In Ak—l- (35)

Observe also that uy, = 1in U and u;, = 0 in M\ Wy, since uy, € Fuw,- (This
implies that uy is continuous in M due to the fact that u, € C'(Ay).) Then,
from (B3]), we have that

up—1 <wup in M for ke{23 ...}

Hence, using that 0 < uy, <1 for any k, we have that uj, converges to some
function u defined in M satisfying 0 < uw < 1. In particular, v = 1 in U.
Note also that u > ug > 0 in W}, for any k. Thus, v > 0 in M.

e Statement 1: w is p-harmonic. Observe that for any bounded domain
V cc M\U, we have that V C A;, for large k. Then, starting from some
large k, (uy) is a uniformly bounded sequence of p-harmonic functions in V.
Hence, according to Theorem 1.1 of [19], there exists some constant C' > 0
that depends on V, M, n and p such that |Vug| < C in V. Thus, uy is
uniformly bounded in W'?(V') and, therefore, up to a subsequence, we have
that
up = vy in W'(V) and up — vy in LP(V)

for some vy € WHP(V), due to the reflexivity of W?(V) and the Rellich-
Kondrachov theorem. Indeed, vy = u since uy — u pointwise. Hence, using
that wy is p-harmonic and the same argument as in [3] (see Theorem 3 of
page 495), we conclude that

0= lim/\Vuk|p_2Vung0dx:/ |VulP>°VuVpdz,
v v

k—o0

for any ¢ € C°(V), that is, u is p-harmonic in V| proving the statement.

e Statement 2: w is non-constant and 0 < u < 1 in M\U. Since we al-
ready proved that 0 < u < 1 in M\U, from the maximum principle, we
just need to show that u is non-constant. Suppose that u is constant. Let
B* = B(o, Ry) be an open ball such that U CC B* and p € C®(M) be a
function that satisfies 0 < p < 1, p = 0 in some neighborhood of U and p = 1
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in M\B*. (We can suppose w.lL.g. that B* C W, for any k.) Since wy, is
p-harmonic in A and ¢ = pPuy, € Wy (A), we have

—/ pu PP VP2V Vpdr = PP |Vug|P dx 2/
A

|Vug|? dz.
M\

Apg

Hence, using ([34) and (B3), we conclude that

—/ pukpp_l\Vuk|p_2VukVpd:c+/\Vuk|pd:c
Ap B*

2/ |Vuk\pdx+/ |Vug|? dz
M\B* B*

= cap, (U; W) > Cap, (U) > 0.

Then, from the fact that Vp = 0 in M\ B* and Vu, = 0 in U, we have

— / pug PP Vur P2V, Vo do + /
BX\U

BA\U

|Vug|P dz > Cap, (U). (36)

Now the idea is to show that the left-hand side goes to zero as k — +o0,
leading a contradiction. For that, observe that since u; is C*(A;), u;1 = 1 on
OU, 0U is C? and 0 < u; < 1 in A, there exists ¢; > 0 such that

1 - dist(x,0U) <wuy(z) <1 for z€ A.
Using that 0 < u; < wug < 1in A; for any k, we have
0 <1—ug(r) <min{l,c dist(x,0U)} for x € A;. (37)

Furthermore, the inclusion B* C Wi implies that there exists ro > 0 such
that B(x,ry) C W, for any x € B*. Therefore, for any x € B*\U it follows
that

B(x,r) c W\U = A, if r <7y :=min{ry,dist(z,0U)}.

Hence, using that 1 — uy, is positive and p-harmonic in A;, Theorem 1.1 of
[19] and (3T), we have

(1 — ug(z)) < émin{l,cl dist(z,0U)}

<C 1
- - < Cmax{cy, 1/ro},
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for x € B*\U, where C > 0 is a constant that depends on n, p, M and
A;. Therefore, the sequence |Vuy| is uniformly bounded in B*\U. Hence, if
we prove that |Vug| converges to zero pointwise in B*\U, then the bounded
convergence theorem implies that the left-hand side of ([B6]) converges to zero
generating a contradiction. For that, observe that © =1 in M, since we are
assuming that v is a constant and v = 1 in U. From the fact that vy — u, we
conclude that 1 —uy, — 0. Then, using that B(z,r) C A; for any x € B*\U
and
Vun(a)| < L)
1

as before, it follows that |Vuy(z)| — 0 as k — +oo for # € B*\U. Therefore,
from the bounded convergence theorem we have that left-hand side of (38])
converges to zero, contradicting Cap, (U) > 0. O

The following result is a consequence of Corollary [1.2]

Lemma 3.2. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold, p > 1
and By = B(o, Ry) some open ball in M. Then Cap, (Bo) = 0 if and only
if there exist two sequences RY and R such that Ry > R} — +oo and
cap,, (R}, R5, 0) — 0.

Proof. Suppose that Cap, (Bs) = 0. Let (RY) be an increasing sequence
such that Rf — +oo. Then, from Corollary .2, Cap, (B(o, R})) = 0 for
any k. Moreover, for a fixed k and any sequence (R;) satisfying R; — 400,
@) implies that

0 = Cap, (B(o, R'f)) = lim cap, (B(o, R'f),B(o, R;))

Jj—+oo
Hence, there exists some Ry > RY such that
cap, (B(o, RBY), B(o, RY)) < 1/k,

proving that cap, (RY, Rk 0) — 0. Reciprocally, assume that cap, (R, RE o) —
0, where RS > RY — +o0. From (33), for RY > R}, we have

Cap, (B(o. R})) < Cap, (B(o. B)) < cap, (R}, R, 0) = 0.

Therefore, Corollary implies that Cap, (By) = 0. O
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Combining this lemma with the results of the previous section, we obtain
a comparison principle for exterior problems where the operator involved is
more general than the p-laplacian operator. Since the comparison principle
is an important issue in the PDE theory, the following result that holds for
a larger class of operators might be interesting by itself.

Theorem 3.3. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold, A
be a function that satisfies (@) - (IQ) and p > 1. If M is p-parabolic, then
the comparison principle holds for the exterior problem ().

Proof. Let u,v € C(M\K) N CY{(M\K) be bounded weak solutions of ()
such that u < v on 0K, where K C M is a compact set. Consider a ball
By = B(o, Rg) such that K CC By. Then Cap, (By) = 0, since M is p-
parabolic. Therefore, Lemma implies that there exist two sequences RY
and R% such that R§ > R} — +oo and cap, (R}, R5,0) — 0. Hence, using
that u and v are bounded, we have that

max |v|? cap, (R'f, ng)

max |ul” cap, (R}, R5) and
Tk rk

ﬂR’f,R’g
are bounded. Then, from Theorem 24 we conclude that u < v in M\K. O

Now we obtain the equivalence between (a) and (b) of Theorem in
the following result:

Theorem 3.4. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold and
p > 1. The following are equivalents

(i) M is p-parabolic;

(ii) the comparison principle holds for the exterior problem

Ayy=0 in MK, (38)

for every compact set K of M,

(iii) the comparison principle holds for the exterior problem (38|) for some
compact set Ky = Uy, where Uy # 0 is some bounded open set with C?
boundary.

Proof. (i1i) = (i) : Suppose that M is not p-parabolic. Then, Cap, (£) >
0 for some compact set E. Since, we are assuming (iii), the comparison
principle holds for some compact K, = Uy, where Uy # 0 is open. Then,
Corollary implies that Cap, (Kj) > 0. Remind also that 0U, is C*.
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Therefore, from Lemma [3.1], there exists a p-harmonic function w such that
w=1on 0Ky and 0 < w < 1 in M\Ky. Let u be defined by v = 1 in
M. Thus u and w are bounded p-harmonic functions, u < w on 9K, but
w < 1 =win M\Ky. That is, the comparison principle does not hold for
BY) for Ky = Uy, contradicting the hypothesis. Hence M is p-parabolic.

(1) = (21) : Assuming that M is p-parabolic, the comparison principle
for the exterior domains with the p-laplacian operator is a consequence of
Theorem [3.3

(1) = (u4i) : Trivial. O

From the previous results we obtain the following property about the p-
capacity, that corresponds the equivalence between (a) and (c) of Theorem
Lol

Corollary 3.5. Let M be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold and
p > 1. There exist two sequences RY and RE such that RS > R¥ — 400 and

cap, (RS, RS, 0) = 0

if and only if there exist two sequences RY and RS such that RS > RY — +o0
and o
sup cap, (R, R, 0) < +o0.
k

Moreover, M is p-parabolic if and only if some of these two conditions holds.

Proof. If M is p-parabolic, then Lemma guarantees that there exist two
sequences RY and R such that RS > R} — 400 and cap, (R}, R, 0) — 0.
Therefore, it is trivial that sup, cap, (R}, R5,0) < +o0.

Hence, if M is p—parabolic then the first condition holds which implies
the second one.

Now suppose that

sup cap, (R’f,R’;,o) < +00.
k

Hence, from Corollary 2.5, the comparison principle holds for the exterior
problem (B38). Then, Theorem [B.4] implies that M is p-parabolic, concluding
the proof. O
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4 Comparison Principle under volume growth
conditions

In [10], Holopainen proves that M is p-parabolic assuming the following
condition on the volume growth of geodesic balls:

/+m(%)p%€m:+o@ or /W(V%R))plldz%:wo, (39)

for p > 1, where V(R) = Vol(B(o, R)). Therefore, according to Theorem [[.3]
the p-comparison principle for exterior domains in M holds if those conditions
are satisfied.

In this section we follow a different kind of assumptions, using Theorem
2.4l to obtain comparison principles. One advantage is that we can prove
results even for solutions that are not bounded a priori and for manifolds
that are not p-parabolic, provided there is some relation between the growth
of the solution and the volume of the geodesic balls.

We have to observe the following:

Remark 4.1. For Ry, > Ry > 0 and o € M, there exists a function

wo € FB(o,Ry),B(0,R)

such that |Vwy(z)| < 2/(Ry — Ry) for any x € Ag, r, = B(o, R2)\B(o, Ry).

For instance, take wy as a mollification of

1 aif dist(x,0) < Ry

wi(z) = Ry = dist(x, 0) if Ry <dist(x,0) < Ry
Ry — Ry
0 if dist(z,0) > Rs.
Then
2 p
capp (Rl, RQ,O) < / ‘V’wo‘pdl’ < (ﬁ) VOl(ARLRQ). (40)
ARy, Ry 2 — 14

As a consequence of Remark 1] and Theorem 2.4, we have the following
result that can be applied for possibly unbounded solutions or non p-parabolic
manifolds:
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Theorem 4.2. Let u,v € C(M\K)NCYM\K) be weak solutions of () in
M\K, where A satisfies ([0)) - (I0) and p > 1. Assume also that

max |ul|f ——1 2 and max |[vff ——— 2 (41)
ARk, Rk (R]2c - le)p ARk, Rk (ng - R]f)p
are bounded sequences for some (RY) and (R%) such that RY > R} — .
If u < v on 0K, then

u<v in M\K.

Corollary 4.3. Assume the same hypotheses as in the previous theorem.
Then the solutions u and v are bounded.

Proof. First Case: The sequence of quotients

Vol(Apgx
Q= 1y ) (12)
(R3 — Ry)?
is also bounded for the same (R}) and (RE) given by Theorem
Observe that the constant function w = max v is a solution (). Since the

sequence in (42) is bounded, then the sequence of (A1) with u replaced by w
is also bounded. Then we can apply the previous theorem to w and v. Hence
v<w= max v < +o00. Similarly, v is bounded from below by Igl}i(n v. The

argument for v is the same.
Second case: The sequence of ratios () is not bounded.
Then there exists some subsequence @y, such that Q, — +o00. Hence, from
the boundedness of the sequences given in (4Il), we have
max |ul? — 0.

ARks gk
In particular, this sequence is bounded by some constant C' > 0. Therefore,
lu| < C'/P on the spheres B0, lej ) for any j. Since u satisfies the maximum
principle, we get

lu| < D := max{C’l/p,ng;a{X lu|} < 400 in  Bfo, R’fj)\K for any j.

Using that lej — 400, we conclude that |u| < D in M\ K. The same holds
for v. O
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Corollary 4.4. Assume the same hypotheses as in Theorem [{.3. If u = v
on 0K, then u=v in M\K. Moreover u is bounded.

Observe that condition (@I]) holds, for example, if there exist C' > 0, ¢ > 0
and some sequence Ry — 400 such that

max |u| < C(RS)(p—q)/p . max |u] < C(RS)(p—q)/p
B(o,RY) B(o,Rk)

and
Vol(B(o, R)) < C(R5)“.

In particular, condition (4I]) is satisfied if we assume that

max |u|, max |[v] < CR®P~9/? and Vol(B(o,R)) < CR?,  (43)
B(o,R) B(o,R)

for any R > Ry, where Ry > 0 is any fixed positive. Hence we have the
following result:

Corollary 4.5. Let u,v € C(M\K)NCY(M\K) be weak solutions of ([H) in
M\K, where A satisfies (@) - (I0) and p > 1. If [@3)) holds and uw < v on
0K, then u < v in M\K. Moreover u and v are bounded.

From this corollary, for p > ¢, we do not need to assume that the solutions
are bounded to have a comparison principle. It is sufficient that they satisfy
(@3). Anyway we conclude that they are bounded from Corollary 4.3l On the
other hand, if p < ¢, we cannot guarantee that M is p-parabolic, since the
quotient given by (42) may diverge to infinity. Still, we have some comparison
principle provided we assume that u and v goes to zero at infinity with some
speed.

Remark 4.6. If the sequence of Qy, defined in ([A2), is bounded, then the
sequence of capacities cap, (Rk, R o) is also bounded, according to (&Q).
Then, from (c) of Theorem[L.3, we conclude that M is p-parabolic. Therefore,
from Theorem[3.3, it holds the comparison principle for bounded solutions.

This implies the uniqueness of bounded solution for a Dirichlet problem
in exterior domains. Morover, from the fact that v = const. is a bounded
solution of ({), we have the following extension of Liouville’s result to exterior
domains:
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Corollary 4.7. Assume the same hypotheses as in Theorem [{.9 about M,
K, p and A. Suppose that the quotient Qy of ([@2) is bounded (or simply,
M is p-parabolic). If u is a bounded weak solution of (Bl) and u is constant
on OK, then u is constant. More generally, given a continuous function ¢
on 0K, there exists at most one bounded solution of (B) such that u= ¢ on
oK.

5 Comparison principle for rotationally sym-
metric manifolds

According to Milnor’s lemma in [I4], a complete rotationally symmetric 2-
dimensional Riemannian manifold with the metric d s* = dr? + f?(r)d 0 is

parabolic if and only if
<1
——dr = 4+
/a f(r)

for some a > 0. For higher dimension and p > 1, a complete rotationally
symmetric n-dimensional Riemannian manifold M = R* x S"~! with respect
to a point 0 € M endowed with the metric

ds®=dr?*+ fz(r)de,

where r = dist(z,0), dw? is the standard metric of S"! and f is a C*
positive function in (0, 400), is p-parabolic if and only if

/ f_z%}(r)dr = +oo for some a > 0. (44)

Indeed, that the divergence of this integral implies the p-parabolicity is a
consequence of the second integral condition in (B9) (or Ilkka’s condition)

and the fact that the volume of the ball B(o,7)is V(1) = nw, / (f(s))" ds,

where w,, is the volume of the unit ball in R™. The converse isotrue since the
convergence of this integral implies the existence of a nonconstant bounded
p-superharmonic function: for instance, consider the function 7, ;. defined
by Na.+00() = 1 if dist(z,0) < a and

oo 1-n
/ fr1(s)ds
dist(z,0)

na,—l—oo(x) = Foo if dlSt(.CL’, O) > a,

1-n

fr1(s)ds
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that is p-harmonic outside the ball B(o, a) as we will see later and, therefore,
p-superharmonic in M. Hence, from Theorems 3.4l and B.3] we conclude
respectively the following results:

Corollary 5.1. Let M = RT x S be a complete rotationally symmetric
n-dimensional Riemannian manifold with respect to a point o € M endowed
with the metric

ds* =dr* + f*(r)dw’.
Then the comparison principle holds for the exterior problem A,v = 0 in
M\K, where K is any compact set, if and only if condition (44)) holds.

Corollary 5.2. Let (M,ds?) be as in the previous corollary and assume A
satisfies (6) - (IQ) for p > 1. Suppose also that u,v € C(M\K)NC'{(M\K)
are bounded weak solutions of (B) in M\ K, where K is a compact set of M,
and that condition ([A4) is satisfied. If u < v on 0K, then

u<v in M\K.

In particular, if w is constant on 0K, then u is constant in M\ K.

Now we show some comparison result that holds for non bounded so-
lutions or hyperbolic manifolds. Taking the point o as the reference, let
1 = Mg, r, be the function defined in Lemma for Ry > R; > 0. Since
n is p-harmonic in 4g, g,, it is radially symmetric due to the symmetry of
M with respect to o. Then 7 is a function of r in Ag, p, and satisfies the
equation

A r
\VTITZ—2 JJCC((T;”,(T) =0 for re (R, Ry),

where the prime denotes the derivative with respect to r. Moreover, n(R;) =

1 and n(Ry) = 0. Hence
Ry 1-n
/ fr1(s)ds

R2 1—n '
/ £ (s) ds
Ry

Then, using that the element of volume is dr = nw, f*~*(r)dr, we have

=(—-Dn"(r)+(n-1)

n(r) =

Ry

[ 1wapde = [ apredr = — -
ARy ,Ry R ( f%(s) dS)
Ry
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Observe that the capacity cap, (Ri, R2) := cap, (B(o, R1); B(o, R1)) is at-
tained at ng, r,, since it is harmonic and, therefore, minimizes the Dirichlet
integral over 4g, g, in the set

{v € C%(Ar, 1) NC (AR, r,) : v =10n dB(0,R;) and v = 0 on dB(0, Ry)}.

Therefore, from the last equation,

P P Ry —(p—1)
(max |u|) cap, (R1, Ry) = nw, (max |u|) (/ fr1(s) ds)
AR, Ry ARy, Ry Ry

From this expression, Theorem 2.4] and Remark 2.6] we have the following:

Corollary 5.3. Assume the same hypotheses as in the previous corollary
about M, K and A. Let u,v € C(M\K) N CY{ M\K) be weak solutions of
@) in M\K. Suppose also that

MAXa 4 |u|P MaXaa, 0 |v|?

o = and o =
(/le f_;%}(s) ds) (/le f_;%ll(s) ds)
(45)

where RY and RY are sequences such that RS > RY — +oco. For p = 2, this
condition can be replaced by

are bounded,

MAXa,, . v — ul?

/ * pon(ayas

R}

— 0. (46)

If u < v on 0K, then
u<v in M\K.

As an application we present a result where the functions v and v can go
to infinity, provided that their growth are bounded by some specific function.

Corollary 5.4. Let (M,ds?) be as in the previous corollary, where 0 <
f(r) < Eyr for some Ey > 0 and any large r. Suppose that A satisfies ([])
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- (@A) with p = n. Let K C M be a compact set and u,v € C(M\K) N
CYHM\K) be weak solutions of [B) in M\K such that

n—1

u(r)] < Bz (Inr) =

n—1

and |v(r)| < Ey(Inr) = (47)
for some Ey > 0 and any large r. If u < v on 0K, then
u<v in M\K.

Proof. By hypothesis, there exists Ry > 0 such that f(r) < Eyr for r > Rj.
Then,

R By 1 RE
—dsZ/ —ds:—ln<—2> for RY> R'> R,.
le f(S) Rllc E1$ El R]f 2 1 0

Let (Ry) be a sequence that goes to infinity. Take
RY =R, and RY=(RN?=(Ry>
Hence, using the last inequality, we have

" d 11R
——ds > — In .
r fls) T BT

Therefore, using the growth hypothesis about v and v, we have

My g |1 By By (In RE)"!

s T T WmR) !
( [ e ds)

and a similar estimate for v. Then, from Corollary (5.3 we conclude the
result. O

= (2E:)"' By

Remark 5.5. This corollary holds, for instance, for any complete noncom-
pact rotationally symmetric Riemannian manifold such that the sectional cur-
vature is nonnegative, since f(r) < r in this case.

It can be applied also for some Hadamard manifolds provided the curvature
goes to zero sufficiently fast.
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