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Abstract

In this paper we study global Poincaré inequalities on balls in a large class of
sub-Riemannian manifolds satisfying the generalized curvature dimension inequality
introduced by F.Baudoin and N.Garofalo. As a corollary, we prove the uniqueness
of solutions for the subelliptic heat equation. Our results apply in particular to CR
Sasakian manifolds with Tanaka-Webster-Ricci curvature bounded from below and
Carnot groups of step two.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, M is a C**° connected finite dimensional manifold endowed with a smooth
measure u. Let L be a second-order diffusion operator on M, which is symmetric, non-
positive, locally subelliptic in the sense of [17], [25], [18], with L1 = 0.

By the subellipticy of L, there is an intrinsic distance d(z,y) associated to L on M
([17],[25]). If we denote I'(f) := I'(f, f) (the Bakry-Emery’s carré du champ of L, see [3])
by the quadratic differential form I'(f,g) = %(L(fg) — fLg —gLf), f,g € C*°(M), the
distance d(z,y) is defined via the notion of subunit curves with respect to the length of
the gradient, \/I'(f). Throughout this paper, we assume that our sub-Riemannian metric
space (M,d) is complete.

This class of operators includes Hérmander type operators of order k (or sum of squares
of vector fields satisfying Hoérmander condition), Grushin’s operator and sub-Laplacians
on Sasakian CR-manifolds (see [25], [7]). For domains whose diameters are bounded in
terms of the subellipticity constants, the Poincaré inequality was proved in [24] for the
Hormander type operator, and the general subelliptic Poincaré inequality can be found in
Kusuoka and Stroock’s work [27] through their probabilistic methods.

In general, the global Poincaré inequality could fail if the domain is not bounded ([24],
even in the Riemannian case). On the Riemannian manifold with Ricci curvature bounded
from below by —K < 0, the global Poincaré inequality is proved by Buser [12]:

/ \f = fo@ndu < 017’2602‘/FT/ \Vf2dp, VfeC®M),r>0  (1.1)
B(z,r) B(z,r)

This was done through geodesic arguments equipped with geometric tools such as the
Bishop-Gromov comparison theorem.

In our subelliptic framework, due to the lack of several properties such as ellipticity of
L or smoothness of the distance function, we cannot use many of the tools for Rieman-
nian manifolds. As a recent breakthrough, the generalized curvature dimension inequality
CD(py, p2, k,d) of Baudoin and Garofalo [7] was introduced to specify a certain subelliptic
curvature condition ([7],[4],[5],6],[8],[9],[10]). (Definition 2.1 in the present paper)

For example, in [7] it was shown that if the lower bound of Tanaka-Webster-Ricci tensor
on a CR Sasakian manifold of codimension 1 is given by p; € R, the sub-Laplacian of M
satisfies CD(p1,d/4,1,d) where the real dimension of the distribution of the CR manifold
is d.

If p; is non-negative (an analogue of the non-negative lower bound of Ricci tensor in
the Riemannian manifold), some types of Poincaré inequalities were discussed in [5], [10],
including Buser’s Poincaré inequality with K = 0.

Our purpose in the present paper is to prove the Buser’s global Poincaré inequality in
the subelliptic framework with the condition CD(—K, p3, k,d), K > 0:

Theorem 1.1 (Poincaré inequality). If M satisfies CD(—K, po, k,d) with K > 0, for any



r >0, x0 €M and f € C*°(M),

/ (@) — Fieom Pdu) < Cpr?erakr® / I(f)du. (1.2)
B(zo,r)

B(zo,r)
where Cp1,Cp2 > 0 depend on pa, k,d.

Once the global subelliptic Poincaré inequalities and the volume doubling property are as-
sumed, one can obtain Sobolev inequalities through [36], and we can run Moser’s iteration
([31],[32]) to recover various properties such as the uniqueness of the solution for the heat
equation through the mean value estimates of subsolution of L-Laplace equation. Note
that two sided heat kernel bounds and parabolic Harnack inequality for P;f were already
obtained through Li-Yau type inequalities and heat kernel methods in [7],[6]. However this
Harnack inequality does not directly yield the uniqueness of positive solutions in contrast
to Li-Yau’s [29].

We consider the following heat equation associated with L.

<% - L> u(z,t) =0 (1.3)

Adapting the ideas of [14],[30], we conclude our main corollaries, the uniqueness of the
solutions for the subelliptic heat equation.

Theorem 1.2 (Uniqueness of positive solutions). Assume that M satisfies the generalized
curvature-dimension inequality CD(—K, pa, k,d), K > 0 with respect to L. For any non-
negative solution u € C(M x [0,00)) of (1.8), u is uniquely determined by the initial data
u(+,0) = f and u(x,t) = P,f(x), where P, is the heat semigroup generated by L.

Theorem 1.3 (Uniqueness of LP solutions). For 1 < p < oo, LP solution u(x,t) of
(1.8) defined on M x (0,00) is uniquely determined by the initial data f € LP(M), i.e.

u(-,t) € LP(M) for any t > 0 and u L, fast—0.
If CD(—K, pa,k,d), K > 0 is satisfied, we have an unique L' solution u(x,t) of (1.3) with

1
the initial data u = f €LY M) ast— 0.

Theorem 1.2 improves Li-Yau/Harnack inequality for the subelliptic L which is proved
for P.f in [7],[6]. (Find notations in the following section. See Remark 2.5 for A..)

Corollary 1.4 (Li-Yau type inequality, [7]). Assume CD(p1,p2,k,d), p1 € R. Any non-
negative solution u(x,t) € Ac of (1.8) satisfies the following inequality:

202 7 3k 2p1,\ Lu
ra —tI“(1 —(14+———=t) —
(Inw) + 5 (Inw) < + 505 3 "
dp? dpy 3K d 3k \ 2
<—t—— (14— —|14+— .

-6 2 + 2p2 + 2t + 209

Corollary 1.5 (Harnack inequality, [6],[7]). Assume CD(—K, pa,k,d), K > 0. Then any
non-negative solution uw % 0 of (1.8) satisfies for x,y € M, s <t € Ry,
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2 Preliminaries

Our subelliptic operator L is described as follows: L is a second-order diffusion operator
with real C'*° coefficients on M. There exists a neighborhood U of x € M and a constant
C > 0, such that for any f € C3°(U),

IF1Z2 < CUC LA+ FIIB), (2.4)

where || flle = ([ |a(§)*(1+ |£|2)Ed£)1/2 is the Sobolev norm of order 0 < € < 1, and
(Y, ]| - |2 are respectively the inner product and the norm of L?(M, ). Also L is sym-
metric, non-positive and has zero order term, i.e.:

/ fLgdu = / oLfdn, / fLfdu<0, L1=0,
M M M

for every f,g € C§°(M).
The intrinsic sub-Riemannian metric associated with L is defined by the minimal length
of subunit curve:

d(x,y) = inf{T|3 Lipschitz v : [0,T] — M, ~v(0) = z,y(T) =y,
%f(’y(t))] < VIf(y(t),Vf € C°(M), almost every t € [O,T]},

where I'(f,g) = %(L(fg) —fLg—gLf), T(f) =T(f, f). We assume that the metric space
(M, d) is complete.

Note that this class of operators strictly includes Hormander’s type operators
— > XFX; ( Xi’s are the smooth vector fields satisfying Hormander condition of order
k on M, and X} is the formal adjoint of X; in L*(M, ) ). Following Strichartz [38], the
completeness assumption of (M, d) yields that L is essentially self-adjoint on C3°(M). So
we can denote by L the unique self-adjoint extension (the Friedrichs extension) of L in
L2(M, p1). Maximum principle([11]) and Hérmander’s hypoellipticity of L are well-known.
See [17],[24],]7],[33] for more properties of L.

We follow the steps in [7] to introduce the curvature assumption on our subelliptic frame-
work. In addition to I', we assume that M is endowed with another smooth symmetric
bilinear differential form, indicated with I'?, satisfying for f,g € C*°(M)

T%(fg,h) = fT%(g,h) + gTZ(f, h),

and TZ(f) = T2 (f, f) > 0.
We make the following assumptions that will be in force throughout the paper:

(H.1) There exists an increasing sequence hy € C§°(M) such that hy 1 on M, and

1T (R oo + 07 (R )l [oo = 0, as k — oo



(H.2) For any f € C°°(M) one has
L(£,T7(f)) = TZ(£,T(f))-
(H.3) For every t > 0, P,1 =1 and for every f € C§°(M) and T" > 0, one has

sup_[[C(Pef)loo + 07 (Pef)lloo < +o0,
te[0,T

where P, is the heat semigroup generated by L.

(Details about the assumptions are discussed in [7]) The assumption (H.1) is implied
by the completeness of the metric space. In the sub-Riemannian geometries covered by
the present work, the assumption (H.2) means that the torsion of the sub-Riemannian
connection is vertical (for instance, Sasakian condition of CR manifolds). Removing this
assumption in certain cases is discussed in [9]. Assumption (H.3) is necessary to rigorously
justify the Bakry—Emery type arguments. It is a consequence of the generalized curvature
dimension inequality below in many examples (see [7]).

In addition to I" and I'4, we denote the following second order differential bilinear forms:
for any f,g € C>*°(M),

Ca(f.9) = 3[L0(7,0) ~ T(f, Lg) ~ T(g, L), (25

T8(f.9) = 5 [L17(f.9) ~ T%(f. Lg) ~ T%(g, Lf)]. (2.6

As for T and T4, we denote I's(f) = a(f, f), T4 (f) = TZ(f, f).
The following curvature dimension condition was introduced in [7].

Definition 2.1 ([7], generalized curvature dimension inequality). We say that L satis-
fies the generalized curvature dimension inequality CD(p1, p2,k,d) on M if there exist
constants p1 € R, pa >0, Kk >0, and 0 < d < 0o such that the inequality

Ca(f) + 0I5 () 2 S+ (o1 = 2) T() + ol %(f)
holds for every f € C*°(M) and every v > 0.

The inequality C'D(p1, p2, k,d) turns out to be equivalent to lower bounds on intrinsic
curvature tensors in [7]. The following is an exemplary curvature condition implying
CD(p1, p2,k,d) on CR manifold.

Proposition 2.2. [7] Let (M, 6) be a complete CR Sasakian manifold with real dimension
2n 4+ 1. The Tanaka-Webster Ricci tensor satisfies the bound

Ricg(v,v) > p1|v|*,Va € M, Vv € H,,

if and only if the curvature dimension inequality CD(py, %, 1,d) holds with d = 2n and
IZ(f) = (Tf)? and the hypothesis (H.1),(H.2),(H.3) are satisfied.



With the curvature inequality condition assumed, various aspects on sub-Riemannian
manifolds have been discovered in [7],[4],[5],[6],[8],[9],[10]. In particular, we have the fol-
lowing essential properties - two-sided heat kernel bounds and volume doubling property
of balls with exponential term.

Proposition 2.3. [6] If we assume the curvature condition CD(—K, pa2, k,d), K >0 on
M, for any z,y € M, t >0, r > 0,

T 2
nay) > S (<2 A k) D
Cy d(z,y)
W) < T (K- ) e
w(B(z,2r)) < Cq1 exp(Cao K1) u(B(z, 7)), (2.9)

where D = d (1 + 2%), C1,C5,C5,C4,Cyq1,Cqo are positive and determined by ps, K, d.

Denote () = log, Cg1. (2.9) implies that for any A > 1,

[logy A1—1
w(B(x, Ar)) [logy Al )2
= < exp(Cpp K 2'r
p(B(a,r)) — (Ca ; ) (2.10)

4
< OpA\? exp(%f((/\r)z).

This doubling property allows us to estimate p(B(x,/t)) by u(B(y,V1)):

w(B(z, V1)) < u(B(y, Vit + d(z,y)))

Q/2
< u(B(y, Vt))2Cs <1 + M) exp (M;iff(t + d(way)2)> :

So we modify the upper bound of heat kernel (2.8) with the volume of a single ball, i.e.,
for Cy, Cg > 0 depending on ps, K, d,

CoK (t + d(z,y)%) — M) . (2.11)

Cs
pe(z,y) < mexf) < 61

Note that 1 + A < C(e)e for Ve > 0, A > 0 is applied.

Remark 2.4. As mentioned in [6], the square in the exponent of volume doubling prop-
erty might not be optimal. For instance, in the Riemannian manifold with Ricci ten-
sor bounded below by —K < 0, by the Bishop-Gromov comparison theorem we have
V(z,A\r) < V(z,r)\"exp(y/(n — 1)K (Ar)) where A > 1 and V(x,r) is the Riemannian
measure of the ball B(x,r).

This yields the difference of the exponent in (1.1) and (1.2).



Remark 2.5. ([4]) Notice that the positive solution w carries additional condition in
the Li-Yau type inequality, Corollary 1.4. Due to the technical reason in the proof
of Theorem 6.1 in [7], u needs to be contained in Ac = {f € C;°(M) : f—¢€ >
0,/T(f —€),/TZ(f —€) € L>*(M)}. Same restriction is required for log-Sobolev inequal-
ity in [4].

3 Poincaré inequality on the ball

3.1 Lower bound of the Dirichlet heat kernel on the ball

Throughout this section, L satisfies CD(—K, pa, k,d), K > 0 on M.

To adapt Kusuoka and Stroock’s idea [27], the necessary ingredients will be two-sided
heat kernel bound (2.7),(2.8) and doubling (2.10).

Denote B = B(x,r), sub-Riemannian ball centered at zy with radius 7. On the ball B,
the Dirichlet heat kernel pf ’D(:E, y) will be defined by the transition probability

peP (@, y)duly) = PIC > t, X(t) € du(y)],

where X (t) is the associated Markov process of the semigroup operator P, = e'* with
X(0) = z, and the lifetime of X in B is ¢ = inf{t > 0, X(t) € B}.

First, the lower bound of the Dirichlet heat kernel for close z,y can be obtained by the
argument of Kusuoka and Stroock [27]:

Lemma 3.1. For any k € (0,1), there exists C,, = C'(k, p2, K,d) € (1,00) such that for any

xo €M, r >0 and o = m € (0,1), the Dirichlet heat kernel on B = B(xg,r)

has lower bound
c d(z, y)2>
——exp | —-C————— (3.12)
pu(B(z, V1)) < t
for all t € (0, (ar)?] and z,y € B(xg, kr) such that d(z,y) < ar.
Here ¢,C' > 0 depend only on po, K, d.

B,D
Dy (‘Ta y) >

1

Proof. Let o = (Co(Kr?+1)) 2 € (0,1) with some C, > 1 which will be determined
later. Note that K(ar)? <C 1 <1.

Let d(z,y) < ar and t < (ar)?. The Dirichlet heat kernel can be written by the heat
kernel of M and the lifetime of the process in the domain. That is,

ptB7D(x7y) = pt(ﬂf,y) - Ex[pt—C(X(C)7y)7C < t]? C = inf{t > 07X(t) g B(afo,T)}.

The lower bound (2.7) on the heat kernel p;(z,y) over the whole manifold yields

Che~2C2 ox _2d($,y)2
(B, VD)) p< 2d 1 )

pt(‘ray) 2



If we use upper bound (2.8) on the heat kernel in the expectation, we have

2
Cs3exp (C’4K(t —¢)— %)

W(BOX () VT OV 2u(Bly V= O)

The balls can be replaced by concentric balls using the doubling property (2.10) as follows

pt—C(X(<)7 y) <

pu(B(z, V1)) u(B(X(¢),3r)) B\ ACHK
WBXQONE0) SaBXEON ) = Can <m> p(—5—6r)%),

IN

1(B(z, V1)) w(B(y, 2ar)) 90r \9  ACpK )
1(B(y, vVt =) u(B(y,ﬂ))SCﬂ(m) exp( 3 (2ar)*).

With d(X(¢),y) >r(1 —k) and t — ¢ <t < (ar)?, the above controls imply that

E* [pt—C(X(C)v y)? C < t]

C3C0 g 3Ca2tCa r2(1 —k)? 1
Sm p (—% + GC'dgKr2> -C) exp (—y$> .

Q
x (3r)(2ar) r2(1—k)?2 1 .
The last term came from E <T> exp (— (=) >] < Cyexp (—V?), which

Q/2 _
holds if we choose C,, > (%) , V< it 25)2-

Combining these upper and lower estimates with ¢ < (ar)?, d(z,y) < ar,

B,D
Dy (337 y)

Cpe2C2 (—%—d(x;y)2> [ < 2 (1-k?2 D , , v >]
2 (BavD) 1= Cexp | —— (" = 550%) + 6CaKr* — — ||,
= WB VD) o | ~7 g 5q® ) T 6Ca K™ =5
where C' = C3Cy,C, C te3CaztCat2Cs,

Choose « small enough for [1 — Cexp (—?(% - %az) + 6Ca Kr? — %)] >
Then we conclude

1
« 2°

B.D (. ¢ exp [ — d(z,y)*
) 2 e (oS5 ).

for all t < (ar)?, d(x,y) < ar, where ¢ = 271C1e72%2,C = 2—% > 0 depend on po, K, d.

For instance, if we pick large Cy,, = C(p2, K, d, k) > 0 such as

(1—k)? D 10

o> g4 + In(2C5Cn G, Cy PO+ 4+ 60 <2d (1- k)2>‘1
o = Imax | = ,
v+ 1o



then our choice of
Q= (3.13)

satisfies the estimates above.
O

Next step is the lower bound of Dirichlet heat kernel for any z, y in the smaller ball which
is followed by the chain argument. Note that our lemma holds for any r > 0 with the
exponential square of radius, while the classic lemma holds only for 0 < r < 1.

Lemma 3.2. For any0 <k <1 and 0 < § < 1, there exists 0 < ¢ < 1, C > 0 such that
for any xy € M and r > 0, the Dirichlet heat kernel on the ball B = B(xo,r) has lower
bound

cexp(—CKr?)

B.D(,
P ) = B . )

for all x,y € B(xo,kr) and 6r* <t <r? .

Proof. Choosing o € (0,1) of (3.13) in the previous lemma, for all ¢t < (ar)?, z,y €
B(zo, kr), d(z,y) < ar,

d(z,y)?

B,D
Yz (x7 y) > ;

exp(—C

W(B VD) -

Now let z,y be any points in B(zg,kr) and 6r2 < t < r2. Set n = [16a~2], then
16072 <n < 17a72
We choose {&;}i=0,1,... 2n C B(xo, kr) such that

o=z, & =0, &n=1,

ar

d(&ps Erg1) < % <

Let 7 = 5&. Since /7 < 9L, if ny € B(&k, /T), then d(ng, ne41) < ar.

By the previous lemma,

C 2
PP (i, My 1) Zme}(p(_ow)
Cqit exp(—CapK (o)) (g, i)
ST B ) T )

And we see that

A, me1)® _ (d(§k7§k+1) +2>2 o (V2 +2 2 <2 s
T - \/7_' - \/E ‘




Observing

B,D
pt (.’L’,y) Z / / p§7D(‘T7nl)
B(&2n—1,2/T) B(&1,3/T)
pEP (m,ma) - 2P (-1, y)dm - - dian 1,

we obtain

B 1
P 2 B e, )

Doubling property (2.10) yields

. 4 ) 2n
<cC’d1 exp(—C’(é—n +8) — CppK(ar) )) .

1 - 1 - C;ke exp(—w%Krz)
w(B(wo, V7)) — p(B(wo, 7)) — w(B(zo, kr))
Also since cCj' exp(—8C) < 1 and n < 17a72 = 17C,(Kr? + 1) from (3.13),

2n
(ch_ll exp <—C(% +8) — CdgK(ar)2>>
8C -1 2
> exp -5 (8C —In(cCy ) + Cao) - 34C (Kr= +1) | .

This concludes our lemma

c exp(—C'Kr?)

P > S )
where
d = C’d_llk‘Q exp <—% — (8C —In(cC;") + Cdg)(340a)> ,
' = M’;ﬂ + (8C — In(cCp') + Caz) (34C,,)
are determined by p2, k, d, k, 0. O

3.2 proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we utilize Dirichlet, Neumann heat semigroup which can be found in
[40],[35],[27],[22], then we will follow the arguments in [27] to prove Poincaré inequality

(1.2).
Let B = B(xg,r). Define a subspace D*° C C'*°(B) as a collection of functions f satisfying
— Jg9Lfdu = [5T( d,u for Vg € C*°(B). Note that C§°(B) C D* C C*°(B).

The Dirichlet form 5 (f,g) = /5T gL (f,9)dp on D™ is closable in L?(B), and by closing

it we gain a Dirichlet form and associated Markov heat semigroup P, BN with Neumann
boundary condition.

10



If we denote pf N by the Neumann heat kernel over B, it will be a smooth kernel of the
Neumann heat semigroup and its associated transition probability function. Naturally,
since C3°(B) C D*°, the Neumann heat kernel dominates the Dirichlet heat kernel, i.e.,
pB,N > pB,D

t =Pt -

Proof of Theorem 1.1 . We will prove the inequality with B(xg,7/2) on the left hand
side. Then by the Whitney type covering lemma (section 5 in [24]), we can match the
balls on the both sides. The Whitney decomposition only requires a doubling property in
the domain of argument. In B(z,10r), the doubling property holds with fixed constant
Cy1 exp(Cgo K (107)?), which will be multiplied at the end following the argument.

From the previous lemma, for z,y € B(xg,r/2),

2
ce—CKr

p(B(wo,/2))’

B r),N
poE N () >

For any f € C*°(B) and = € B(zq,7/2),
PREOTIN(fPEEON f(2)) ()

ﬂ _ pB(@or),N 2
= (B(wo,7/2)) /B(xwz)(f(y) Bl f(@)) dp(y)

ce—CKr2 )
- (B (z0,7/2)) /B(W /2)(f () = fB(o,r/2) dn(y)-

On the other hand,

/ PN pBEonN (0002 () () < / (f = PR f () dp(a)
B(zo,r)

2
" B(zo,r)

2
" d xo,T
— [ ] N ) Pty
0 B(zo,r)

7“2
[ [ apP e Lo pwydtaas
0 B(zo,r)

7.2
[ @l pwdutaar
0 B(zo,r)
2r

? / L(f)du,
B(zo,r)

where the last inequality comes from %F(Pt f) <0. And we obtain our desired conclusion

IN

/ (F(@) — Fagugya)2du(z) < Clyr2eChkr? / I(f)dp.
B(xo,r/2) B(zo,r)

11



3.3 Sobolev inequality and L? mean value estimate

As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, this section is dedicated to the Sobolev inequality
and LP mean value inequality for subharmonic functions, which will be essential to prove
Theorem 1.2 and 1.3. Throughout this paper, harmonic (resp.subharmonic) functions are
f € Dom(L) satisfying Lf =0 (resp.Lf > 0).

Assume that L satisfies CD(—K, p2,k,d), K > 0 on M. We have Poincaré inequality
(1.2) and exponential doubling property (2.9).

With these two ingredients, one can derive local Sobolev inequality in [36],[37]. This is
a classic path to Moser’s iteration for Harnack’s inequality. See theorem 2.2 in [36] and
section.10 in [37] (also the last section of [42]).

Note that in [19], one can find that the weak L! Poincaré inequality with the dou-
bling property derives the isoperimetric inequality (and Sobolev inequalities) in Carnot-
Carathéodory spaces.

Proposition 3.3 ([36],[37], Sobolev inequality on balls). If the Poincaré inequality (1.2)
and the volume doubling condition (2.9) are satisfied for any r > 0, then for any x € M,
0<r, feCy(B(x,r)), denoting B = B(z,r),

(- /. \f\é%d@% < et (| (F(f)+7“2!f!2)du>%, (3.14)

where @ = logy Cygy in (2.9), C1,C. > 0 depend only on pa, K, d.

Note that this Sobolev inequality can also be obtained by following steps of [37].
With CD(—K, p3, k,d) assumed, by the upper bound of the heat kernel (2.11)

Cs d(l’ay)2> 7

u(B(z, V1))
where B = B(zo,r). Since 0 <t < r? and d(z,y) < 2r for z,y € B, by (2.10)

B,D
e (z,y) < plz,y) <

exp (C’GK(t + d(z, y)2) -y

r

Q
(Bla.r) < u(Bla.20) < C (1) expleRru(Ba, Vo).
Therefore, the Dirichlet heat kernel will be bounded from above by

C C’ ,
pf’D($7y) < 760Kr2 < 77'@15_@/266 KTQ.

w(B(z, V1)) = p(B(zo, 1))
Proposition 10.1 in [37] (also [42]) states that
”PtB7DH1—>oo < COt_Q/2, Vo<t < to
1/Q —1/2 o0
—> [1fll 2. < G5 (CIVTWe +1 Ifll2) . ¥f € CF(B).
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Taking Cy = ﬁ;mr@ecwﬂ and to = 72 with A + B < (242 4 2B?)'/2 the Sobolev
inequality (3.14) is proved.

Once the local Sobolev embedding is acquired, our goal of this section, LP mean value
estimate, can be obtained through the Moser’s iteration. One can find the arguments for
the Riemannian case in [35].

In [37],[36], the author obtained parabolic LP mean value estimate. But in our context,
LP mean value estimate for subsolution of L-Laplace equation will be enough.

Lemma 3.4 (One step of Moser’s iteration). We assume that M satisfies
CD(—K,pa,k,d), K > 0. For any subharmonic function u(z) > 0, i.e. Lu(z) > 0,
and 0 < Ry < Ry < R, p> 2,

0
R2
wPldp < C Q2CKR?___ 0 __y1-6 / uPdp | 3.15
/B(Rl) ? (Rg — Rp)? B(Ra) (319)

where § = 1+ 3, B(-) = B(xo,-), V = u(B(R)).

Remark 3.5. For any 0 < R; < Re < oo, there exists a Lipschitz continuous cut-

off function 1 > 0 satisfying V|pr,) = 1, suppy C B(Ra), /I'(¢) < ﬁ almost
everywhere for some C > 0 which is independent to Ry, Re. See theorem 1.5 in [20],
lemma 3.6 in [13] and [39].

Proof. Denote B = B(R). Let 1 > 0 be a cut-off function satisfying ¢|g(g,) = 1,supp ¢ C

B(R3), VI'(¢¥) < ﬁ almost everywhere. Choose a test function ¢ = ?uP~! > 0, and

the subharmonicity condition of u implies

0< (Lug) = [

B

Lt = [ (o= D00 w) - 200 T, 0)

Hence, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

]%1/¢2up_21“(u)duﬁ/¢up_l L(u)T(y)dp
B B

< ( /B wzup—znu)du) v < /B uPFw)du) "

So, we have

12
%/Bzfupﬁf(u)dué/Bupr(@d,u' (3.16)

On the other hand, if we apply Holder inequality and the local Sobolev inequality (3.14)

13



on YuP/?, it will give

Q-2
L p/212043) g < <L P/2|3% g >Q <L p/2|2 )
g [P R < (o [ @) (s [ e

2 p2 2C.KR? L /2 -2 /22 L 2 %
< cireect® (o [ )4 12 i) (s [ o)

1 1
< C2R2€206KR2 _/ r up/Q d +R_2—/ wPd
! M(B) B (¢ )Iu M(B) supp(¢) a

2

118 (= i)
-5 —/ uPdu .
N(B) supp(v)

Using (3.16), the gradient term can be written by

Qv

/B T (YuP/?)dp < /B 2<upr<w>+]f;w2up‘2r<u>> dp

< <2+ %) /Bupr(w)du < <2+ %) IT(%)]]os /suppwupd“'

Therefore, given suppt C B(Ra), ¥|pr,) =1, 0 < ¢ < 1 and |[T'(¢)[le < ﬁ, we
obtain

1 / o0
— uP’dp
w(B) JB(ry)

2p? C?R?
< C22CKR <<2 + > + 1)
- (p—1)?2) (R — Ra)?

R? 1
< 1102220 K R? / Py
< HECre (R2 — R1)? \ (B) JB(ry) e

where 0 = 1+ % Note that we can assume that C' > 1 without loss of generality.
The desired inequality (3.15) is proved with Cy = 11C%C%. O

‘ -

9
uPdu
B) /B(Rg) >

> T

Now by iterating the above lemma, we prove LP mean value estimate.

Theorem 3.6 (LP mean value inequality, p > 2). For any 0 < < 1, any p > 2, and any
non-negative subsolution u of Lu =0 in a ball B(R) of volume V,

sup{u?} < CgeQCEKRQ(l —6)7@ <V_1/ upd,u> . (3.17)
B B

14



Proof. Fori=20,1,2,---, setp,—p@iwher69:1+%.
Andlet Ry =R, R; — Riy1 = S92 o

2(i+1) »

Ri:R—i(l%)R:R—(1—5)3(1—%):53+(1_27fm.

By Lemma 3.4,

0
2(i+1 1-0
/ Py < €52 iy 62CeKR2 / uPidp |
B(Ri+1) (1 - 5)2 B(Rz)

This yields

i+1 1

1 [3 1
Pl 20, KR271-0\ 2i=1 po7 i1 g P
uP*dp o < Cae v o 9’ S e uPdp ' .
(1—-9)?
B(Rit1) B(R)

Simple computation shows that

=1 1 o J _Q@+2)
;w’_e—1_ ;ea == JmRi=0R

1

Pit1
lim / uPittdy = sup{u},
=0 \ JB(Riy1) 6B

Q(Q+2)

Conclusively, where C3 = C; 3 2 , we have

1 p
sup{u} < (C’geQCeKR2(1 - 5)_QV_1) ? </ upd,u> .
5B B(R)

0

Corollary 3.7 (LP mean value inequality, 0 < p < 2). LP mean value inequality (3.17)
also holds for any 0 < p < 2 with the constant Cs replaced by some Cy = C(Q,p). In
particular, forp=1

s;;p{u} < CmeCmKRz(l —0)7@ <ﬁ /Bud,u> ,

where Cp,, ¢y > 0 depend only on ps, Kk, d.
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Proof. Let : <o <land p=0o+(1—0)/4
By Theorem 3.6 (we can pick Ry = pR in the proof) and [, u?dp < supp{u®?} [, uPdp,

1
2

sup{u} < C’eCKR2(1 — a)_% <V‘1/ uzdu>
oB pB

< <CV_%(/ updu)%eCKm) (1- a)_% sup{u'~7}.
B

pB
Now fix § € (3,1) and set 09 = 0, 0441 = 07 + (1 — 03)/4 = 07 + (3)/(1 — §) /4. Then
4. o P
sup{u} < A(5)9*(1—8)"% (sup {uh)! 5,
0B 3 oi+1B
where A = <C’(V‘1 I3 updu)%eCKm).
Finally, the same iteration of Theorem 3.6 yields

4 29 2 _Q
sup{u} < ()7 AF(1—8)77
5B 3

1

20 e
= (g) »? C%e%KRQ(l - 5)_% <V_1 /B updu> ’

4 Uniqueness of the positive solution

4.1 Minimality of the heat semigroup for positive solutions

To prove Theorem 1.2, we reduce the question to the zero initial data. Following Lemma
4.1 enables the reduction. This section is based on the idea of [14].

Lemma 4.1 (minimality of the heat semigroup). Let u € C(M x (0,T")) be a non-negative
supersolution of the heat equation (1.8) with initial data f € L2 (M), f > 0.

loc

L2
Then P, f(x) = [y (2, y) f(y)du(y) is a smooth solution of (1.3) satisfying P, f L% £ as
t — 0 and u(-,t) > P.f.

Proof. For any Q € M, we denote PtQ’D the Dirichlet heat semigroup associated with L
on 2. Using the maximum principle for PtQ’D f—u(-,t), we have

u(z,t) > PtQ’Df(ac), Vo e Q

Denote fr = flg, € L*(M) for the exhaustion {}. As shown above, u(-,t) > PtQk’Df >

2
Ptﬂk’Dfi for all 7. Since PtQk’Dfi L7
everywhere for all 4. Therefore,

P.f; as k — oo, we have u(-,t) > P,f; almost

u(-,t) > P.f almost everywhere.

16



To prove that the smooth P;f solves the heat equation, first we see that P, f € L}OC(M)
from the above estimate. Denote

U, = Pt(min(fv k‘)le),

then uy is a smooth solution of the subelliptic heat equation and ug * Pif as k — oo at
any (z,t) € M x (0,T).
For any ¢ € C§°(M x (0,T)), since P, f € L}, (M),

(B0 + Lp)ug| < (sup |0pp + Lep|) Loupp o P2f € L'(M), Vk € N.

This allows us to take the limit of the integrand on the left hand side of

T T
/ / (Orp + Ly)ugdudt = / / o (L — 0y) updpdt = 0.
o Jm 0o Jm

Therefore P;f is a distributional solution of the subelliptic heat equation, and also it is
smooth by the smooth convergence of u, to P;f and the hypoellipticity of L — ;.

Once the smoothness of P, f and u > P, f are proved, the initial condition is straightfor-
ward as follows : On any 2 € M,

Bi(fla) < Bf <wu(:t).

2
When ¢ — 0, u—(—>fandPt(flg)ﬂ>flg HencePtf—&f O

4.2 proof of Theorem 1.2
From the minimality Lemma 4.1, for any non-negative continuous solution w of (1.3),
w(z,t) = u(z,t) — Pu(x,0)

is a non-negative solution of (1.3) with zero initial data. Thus we can reduce the uniqueness
of the positive solution to the zero initial data case.

Let w(a: t) be any non—negative solution of the heat equation (1.3) with initial data f = 0.
Define v(x, t) fo w(z, s)ds. Our goal is to show v =0, and so is w.

Remark 4.2. v(z,t) fo w(z, s)ds is a non- negatwe solutzon of the heat equation (1.3)
with zero initial data, and subharmonic in x, i.e. Lv(- fo Lw(-,s)ds = w(-,t) > 0.

The following growth estimate condition is originally suggested by Tikhonov for the
uniqueness of the solution for the heat equation.

Proposition 4.3 (Growth estimate of the solution, Tikhonov’s condition). For any e > 0
and 0 < t <€, ifv € C(M x (0,€)) is a non-negative solution of the subelliptic heat
equation (1.3) satisfying Lv(-,t) > 0, then

v(z,t) < Cy exp(Cad?(p, x)),
where C1 = C1(€) > 0, Cy = Ca(e) > 0, and d(p,-) is the distance from a fized p € M.
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Proof. Let B = B(z,d(p,x) + 1). Fix T'> 0. From the minimality Lemma 4.1,

v(p,t +T) = Pro(-,t) = /M pr(p,y)v(y, )duly) > /BpT(p, y)v(y, )du(y).
From the curvature condition CD(—K, p2, K, d), the lower bound of heat kernel (2.7) is

pr(p,y) > Csexp(—Cyd?(p,y)),

where C5 = C3(p, T, K, pa,k,d) > 0, Cy = Cy(T, K, p2, k,d) > 0.
By the triangle inequality d(p,y) < 2d(p,z) + 1 for y € B,

[ v(0.0dm(0) < Coexp(Co (.2)) vl + 7).
B
By L! mean value estimate of Corollary 3.7 for the subharmonic function v(,t)

v(ast) < Crexp(Cud(p,) [ vly. (o)
B
where C7,Cs > 0 depend on K, po, k,d. Therefore, we obtain
U(ﬂj, t) < 09 eXP(Clodz(pa :E))U(pv t+ T)7

where the constants depend on p, T, K, pa, k,d. As t varies from 0 to €, v(p,t+T') remains
uniformly bounded in ¢. So we have the desired conclusion. O

Together with the previous proposition, the proof of Theorem 1.2 is finished by the
following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. If v(x,t) is a solution of (1.3) with initial f(x) = 0 satisfying
lv(z,t)| < C exp Cod?(p, x)
for some positive Cy, Co, then v = 0.
Existence of Lipschitz cut-off function and integration by part allow us to follow exactly

the same proof of corollary 11.10 in [21].

5 Uniqueness of L’ solution

5.1 proof of Theorem 1.3, p > 1

For p = oo, the uniqueness of the L solution, or equivalently the stochastic completeness
of M[, can be found in [7]. If p € (1, 00), without any curvature assumption, the uniqueness
follows immediately by adapting the idea of [30].
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Theorem 5.1. Let v(z,t) is a non-negative function defined on M x (0,T") with

(1)t =

loc

v—=0ast—0
U('? ) S LP(M) vt e (07T)7

then v(xz,t) =0 on M x (0,T).
In particular, any LP solution of the heat equation is uniquely determined by its initial
data in LP(M).

Proof. Fix xg € M an arbitrary base point.
From remark 3.5, we choose ¥(z) € Co(B(z0,2R)) a cut-off function satistying 9| p(z,,r) =

LOo<y <1 |[vIW)|eo < % for some C' > 0.

Since v is a subsolution with the zero initial data, for any 7 € (0,7),

/0 ’ /M V(@) 0P (@, ) Lo(, ) dp(x)dt > /O ’ /M V2 ()P 1(;”@( i

_1[e V2 (x)Pdp(x) dt = *(2)0? (z, 7)dp().
p/o ot \Jm P Jm

On the other hand, integrating by parts yields

/0 ’ / V2 (@) 0P (@, 1) Lo, ) dp(x)dt

2P T (¢, v)dpdt — P2 (p — D)wP2I (v)dpdt.
. L o

On the right hand side, observing

2
0< (,/ T \/%rw)w) < 2T + 20w o) + T ()R

we obtain the following estimate.

/T/TIZ)2(:E)'UP_1(;U7t)L’U(;U’t)du(x)dt
0 Jm

< [ [ S rwdud - / / DL y2P 20 ) dpd
o JMP—

= " L D I A 2 p/2
/0 P 1 F(zp)fu dudt p2 /0 /Ml/J L(vP/#)dpudt.

Combining with the previous conclusion and the assumption |/T'(¢)| < %,

2
/w2 YoP (z, 7)dp(x) / /¢2F vp/2 )dudt < 2_])(17]%2/ /vpdudt
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As R — oo, since I'(vP/2) > 0, we have

/ vP(x, 7)du(z) =0 VY1 e (0,7).
M
Thus, v = 0. ]

5.2 Hamilton’s inequality

Before we move on to L' solutions, we will prove the gradient estimate of the logarithm of
the heat kernel. We will apply subelliptic version of Hamilton’s inequality which was orig-
inally proved for closed Riemannian manifolds in [23], then for non-compact Riemannian
manifolds in [26].

Proposition 5.2 (Hamilton’s inequality). Assume that M satisfies the curvature condition
CD(—K, pa,k,d). If a positive solution u € A to the subelliptic heat equation satisfies
u< M onMx (0,T) for some M >0 and 0 < T < oo, one has

(T (Inu(z, 1)) < (1 + i—: + 2Kt> In ( > (5.18)

M
u(zx,t)
for all (x,t) € M x (0,T).

Proof. By Theorem 1.2, it suffices to show that the estimate holds for v = P, f € A > 0.
(See Remark 2.5 for A..) We apply the reverse log-Sobolev inequality in [4], i.e.,
2
(PT0PS) + oo BT ) < (1422 4 280 ) (P )~ (PP RS).
2
Then our desired inequality is instantly deduced by P(flnf) < (Pf)InM and
pot? P fT% > 0. O

Lemma 5.3. If M satisfies CD(—K, ps2, k,d), there exists Cy, = Cy(p2,k,d) > 0, t >
07 ‘T7y e M)

Iy(Inp(z,y)) < % <1 + 2 +Kt> (K(H— d(z,y)?) +

P2 t

d(z,y)* > '

Proof. Let t > 0 and y € M. Let u(x,s) := p%+5(az,y), then u is a smooth, positive

solution to the heat equation. From the heat kernel upper bound (2.11), for ¢y = ﬁ,
O<t<to,0§s§%,Va:€M,

05 t 2 d($7y)2
u(zx,s) < exp | C6K (= + s+ d(x, -
o 1(B(y,\/5+5)) p< il e dlew)) 6(§+8)>

Cgel /0 Cl




Moreover u(x,s) < M for all s > 0, since || P;||co—s00o < 1 for any t > 0.
By the Hamilton’s inequality (5.18), the heat kernel lower bound (2.7) for u(z,s) with
§ = % and the doubling property (2.10),

"T(inu(r, ) < (1 T i—;‘ 4 Kt) In (%)

< <1+i—§+Kt> % (K(t+d(:n,y)2)+d(%y)2>,

where C), = 21n (CéCl_lCd12Q/2) max(%, 403‘12 + (). O

If we combine the previous lemma with (2.11), we obtain the following simpler statement
for small ¢, which will be useful in the next section.

Lemma 5.4. Assume CD(—K, pa,k,d). For any R >0, >0 and xo € M, there exists
C >0, tg > 0 such that for d(z,y) > R/4, 0 <t < to,

CeBR?

Fy(pt(l’, y)) < m

5.3 proof of Theorem 1.3, p=1

Prior to the uniqueness of L' solution for the heat equation, we prove the uniqueness of
L' harmonic function. Basic idea of the proof comes from [30].

Remark 5.5. We assume the fixed curvature bound p1 = —K instead of the negative
quadratic lower bound of Ricci curvature of [30].

Theorem 5.6. If M satisfies CD(—K, pa, k,d), then any L' non-negative subharmonic
function on M must be identically constant.
In particular, any L' harmonic function on M must be identically constant.

Proof. Let g € L'(M) be a non-negative function satisfying Lg > 0, i.e. subharmonic. For
any t > 0,

LPig(z) = /M (Lape(z,9))g9(y)du(y)

Z/M(%pt(w,y))g(y)du(y) Z/M(Lypt(w,y))g(y)du(y)-

We claim the following integration by parts.

/ (Lype(2, 9)9(v)dn(y) = / pi(. 9) Lg () du(y). (5.19)
M M
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To justify the claim, we observe the following

[ or) st ) = ) Lato)] duto)
L/‘ D(Yrg, il ) — T(Yrpe(e, ), )] ds
=| [ T wn.m(e) = e T m )
)(WT + pu(, )W) ) di, (5.20)

where 1r > 0 is a Lipschitz continuous cut-off function satisfying ¥r|p(,,r = 1,
supp¥r C B(zg,R + 1) and /I'(¢¥g) < C almost everywhere for some C' > 0 which
is independent to R > 0.(See Remark 3.5.)

It suffices to show that both integrals on the right-hand side vanish as R — co. We can
consider R large enough so that x € B(zg, R/4).

Let ¢ be a cut-off function for an annulus satisfying ¢|p(, r+1)\B@o,R) = 1,

©|B(zo, R—1)UM\ B(zo,R+2)) = 0 and 1/T'(p) < C almost everywhere. By the subharmonicity
of g,

/;(wo,R-i-l)\B(.’Eo,

0< /Mcfngdu = —2/Msogf(<p,g)du —/Msozf(g)du
S/M [—%(29\/“ —VT(9)* +20(p)g?
< Q/MF(sD)g%u—%/MﬁF(g)du-

Therefore, applying L' mean value estimate Corollary 3.7 to g,

T(g)dp < 4/ I'(p)g*dp < 402/ g*dp
M

B(z0,R+2)

%wzf(g)] dp

/B(Z‘mR-i—l)\B(:co,R)

’ 1
<4C?glln  sup  g(y) < C'e?KE [
Y Blre,Re2) 1(B(zo,2R +4)) "

By Schwarz inequality,

/‘é(mo,R-‘rl)\B((Eo,R)

mdm(/B

2
= e gl 1.

(wo,R-‘rl)\B((Eo,R)

In addition to this estimate, to bound the second integration in (5.20) we consider the
upper bound of heat kernel (2.11):

Cs

pe(z,y) < m

. 0)2
exp <C’6K(t +d(z,y)%) — CZ(%) .
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Combining the above two inequalities, we estimate the second term of (5.20) for small

0<t<T=T(K,ps,k,d).

pe(x, )/ T'(g)dp

/;(ZEO,R"‘I)\B(IEO,R)

< sup pe(, y)) / ['(g)dp
yE€B(zo,R+1)\B(z0,R) B(zo,R+1)\B(z0,R)

IN

R—o00

”gHLl — 07

IN

u(B(z, V1)) t
with d(xg,z) < %, g <d(z,y) < 4R and a > 0.

For the first term of (5.20), L' mean value estimate for g yields

/ o/ T ))du
B(zo,R+1)\B(z0,R)

< < sup g) / U(pi(z,-))dp
B(Io,R-l—l)\B(:Eo,R) B(wo,R-‘rl)\B((Eo,R)

CECKR2
w(B(zo,2R + 2)) lotlz B(zo,R+1)\B(z0,R) (i)

If we apply Lemma 5.4 for 5 > cK,

(1(B(zo, R+ 1)) Ce PR Ce P® g,
< (Mipoam sy lol ) WBa V) ey

where 0 < t < T = T(K, pa, k,d) small enough and 5’ > 0.

Therefore, as R — oo, the integration of (5.20) vanishes as we desired, and we proved

our claim (5.19).

Now since the integration by part (5.19) holds for small ¢, we have

0
—P,g = LP,g= P(Lg) > 0.

ot

And by the semigroup property, Pg(x) > g(x) for all t > 0, z € M.
On the other hand, by the stochastic completeness ([7]) of P, ||Pgllrr = |gllz:-

Therefore P,g = g, i.e. g is harmonic.

For any constant vy > 0, (9—7), = max(0, g—v) < g is also a non-negative L' subharmonic
function. And by the same argument, it is harmonic. min(g,v) = g — (¢ — 7)4+ is also
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non-negative L' harmonic function. Observe that min(g,v) € C°(M) for any v > 0 by
the hypoellipticity of L. This is not possible unless ¢ is constant.

Finally, any harmonic function u € L*(M) is identically constant since |u| is non-negative
L' subharmonic function which must be constant by the above. O

With the uniqueness of L' harmonic function, we are ready to prove L' uniqueness of the
solution for the subelliptic heat equation.

Theorem 5.7. Let M satisfy CD(—K, pa, k,d). Let v: M x[0,00) — R be a non-negative
function satisfying

0
(“a) v(@,t) 20, |lo(t)|prn < oo, VE>0,
t—0

lo( Ol Lrgay — 0,
then v(z,t) =0 on M x (0, oo).
Proof. For any € > 0, denote
Ye(z,t) = max (0, v(z,t +€) — P(v(-, e)))

Then it follows that 1. > 0, limy_ ¢(z,t) =0, (L — 2) ¢ > 0.
Fix T > 0. Define
/ Ye(x,t)d

which satisfies Lf(x) = ¢(z,T) — te(z,0) > 0.

The assumption v(-,t) € LY(M) yields fo Jurlv(@,t + €)ldu(z)dt < oo. Together with
fOT Sy Pro(z, €)dudt < T [ v(z, €)du(x) < oo, we obtain || f||L1qm < oo.

Now f is non-negative L' subharmonic function, so that we can apply Theorem 5.6 to
f and conclude f is identically constant. This implies 0 = Lf(:) = 1(-,T) for arbitrary
T > 0. Hence for any t > 0,

v(z,t+€) < Pi(v(-€))(z)
e—0
< lpe(, ) loollo( )l < Mllu(-,€)llr == 0,

where the uniform bound for ||p;(z, )|/ is found in Lemma 5.3.
Therefore non-negative v(x,t) must be zero for all (x,t) € M x (0, c0). O

Proof of Theorem 1.8, p=1. For any L' solution u of (L — %) u = 0 with the initial
1
condition u £ feLY(M)ast—0,
v(x,t) == |u(z,t) — Pof(z)]
1
will be a non-negative L' subsolution of the heat equation with v Ls0ast—o0.
By the previous theorem, v = 0 on M x (0,00). Therefore, u is uniquely determined to

be P, f.
]
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Remark 5.8. In [2],[1], the measure contractive definition of Ricci tensor bound and vol-
ume comparison theorem (which is not yet established in our framework) are introduced in
three dimensional sub-Riemannian spaces. This measure contraction property is extended
to higher dimensions in [28].

One can find the uniqueness theorem of the positive solution in symmetric local Dirichlet
spaces, provided a local parabolic Harnack inequality in [16].

Acknowledgements. The author is grateful to his advisor, Fabrice Baudoin, for sug-
gesting the problem and for his advice, numerous guidances throughout this work.
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