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one-Laplace equation by p-Laplacian
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Abstract

We consider a one-Laplace equation perturbed by p-Laplacian with 1 < p < co. We prove that a weak solution
is continuously differentiable (C!) if it is convex. Note that similar result fails to hold for the unperturbed
one-Laplace equation. The main difficulty is to show C l—regularity of the solution at the boundary of a facet
where the gradient of the solution vanishes. For this purpose we blow-up the solution and prove that its limit
is a constant function by establishing a Liouville-type result, which is proved by showing a strong maximum
principle. Our argument is rather elementary since we assume that the solution is convex. A few generalization
is also discussed.
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1 Introduction

We consider a one-Laplace equation perturbed by p-Laplacian of the form

Lypu=f in Q (1.1)
with
Ly pu:=—bAu—A,u,
where
Ayu:=div(Vu/|Vul), Apu=div (|Vu|p—2vu)
in a domain Q in R", Vu = (0x,u, ..., Ox,u) with dy,u = du/dx; for a function u = u(xy, ..., x,), and divX =

n
> O, X; for a vector field X = (X, ..., X,,). The constants » > 0 and p € (1, o) are given and fixed. It has been a
i=1

long-standing open problem whether its weak solution is C! up to a facet, the place where the gradient Vu vanishes,
even if f is smooth. This is a non-trivial question since a weak solution to the unperturbed one-Laplace equation,
i.e., —Aju = f may not be C!. This is because the ellipticity degenerates in the direction of Vu for Aju. Our goal
in this paper is to solve this open problem under the assumption that a solution is convex.

1.1 Main theorems and our strategy

q

Throughout the paper, we assume f € L,

(Q) (n < g < 00),i.e., |f|?is locally integrable in Q. Our main result is

Theorem 1 (C'-regularity theorem). Let u be a convex weak solution to (L) with f € Ll (Q) (n<q < ). Then
uisin C'(Q).
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Difficulty on proving regularity on gradients of solutions to (II)) can be explained from a viewpoint of ellipticity
ratio. We set a convex function E : R" — [0, o) by

E(z) :==bE((2)+E,(z) forzeR",
where E, (1 < s < o) is defined by
1, .
E; = —|z]° forzeR".
s

We rewrite (II)) by
—div(VLE(Vu)) = f inQ. (1.2)

By differentiating (12) by x; (i € {1, ...,n}), we get
- div(vﬁE(vu)vaxiu) =0, f. (1.3)
By elementary calculations, ellipticity ratio of the Hessian V?E at zop € R\ {0} is given by

(the largest eigenvalue of V2E(zp))

ellipticity ratio of V2E (z ) =
( ey £ (20) (the lowest eigenvalue of V%E(zo))

_ max(p—1,1)+blz|'

min(p—-1,1)

Since the exponent 1 — p is negative, the ellipticity ratio of V%E (z0) blows up as zp — 0. By this property, we can
observe that the equation (I.2)) becomes non-uniformly elliptic near the facet. It should be noted that our problem is
substantially different from the (p, ¢)-growth problem, since for (p, g)-growth equations, non-uniform ellipticity
appears as a norm of a gradient blows up [26, Section 6.2]. Although regularity of minimizers of double phase
functionals, including

H(u) ::/Ep(Vu)dx+/a(x)Eq(Vu)dx with 1<p<g<oo,a(x)=0

were discussed in scalar and even in vectorial cases by Colombo and Mingione [[6}7]], their results do not recover our
C'-regularity results. This is basically derived from the fact that, unlike V%E p with 1 < p < oo, the Hessian matrix
V%E 1(20) (zo # 0) always takes O as its eigenvalue. In other words, ellipticity of the operator Aju degenerates in
the direction of Vu, which seems to be difficult to handle analytically.

On the other hand, the ellipticity ratio of V%E (zo) is uniformly bounded over |zg| > ¢ for each fixed § > 0. In
this sense we may regard the equation (I.3) as locally uniformly elliptic outside the facet. To show Lipschitz bound,
we do not need to study over the facet. In fact, local Lipschitz continuity of solutions to (L) are already established
in [32]); see also [33] for a weaker result. To study continuity of derivatives, we have to study regularity up to the
facet. Thus, it seems to be impossible to apply standard arguments based on De Giorgi—Nash—Moser theory. In
this paper, we would like to show continuity of derivatives of convex solutions by elementary arguments based on
convex analysis.

Let us give a basic strategy to prove Theorem[Il Since the problem is local, we may assume that € is convex,
or even a ball. By C!-regularity criterion for a convex function, to show u is C' at x € Q it suffices to prove that

the subdifferential du(x) at x € Q is a singleton; (1.4)
see [[1l Appendix D], [30, §25] and Remark [Tl for more detail. Here the subdifferential of u at xo € Q is defined by
Ou(xo) = {z€R" |u(x) = u(xp)+{z | x—xp) forall x € Q}.

Here (- | -) stands for the standard inner product in R". For a convex function u:  — R, we can simply express
the facet of u as
F={xeQ|du(x)20}={xeQ|u(x) <u(y)forall y e Q}.

By definition it is clear that the facet F' is non-empty if and only if a minimum of « in Q exists. By convexity of u,
we can easily check that F c Q is a relatively closed convex set in Q. We also define an open set

D =Q\F={xeQ|u(y) <u(x) for some y € Q}.

Our strategy to show (I4) depends on whether x is inside F or not.



Remark 1. [Some properties on differentiability of convex functions] Let v a real-valued convex function in a
convex domain Q c R”, then following properties hold.

1. v is locally Lipschitz continuous in €2, and therefore v is a.e. differentiable in Q by Rademacher’s theorem
([1l Theorem 1.19], see also [9, Theorem 3.1 and 3.2] and [30, Theorem 25.5]).

2. For x € Q, v is differentiable at x if and only if the subdifferential set dv(x) is a singleton. Moreover, if x € Q
satisfies either of these equivalent conditions, then we have dv(x) = {Vv(x)} ([l Proposition D.5], see also
[30, Theorem 25.1]). In particular, Rademacher’s theorem implies that v (x) = {Vv(x)} for a.e. x € Q.

3. v € C'(Q) if and only if dv is single-valued ([[I, Remark D.3 (iii)], see also [30, Theorem 25.5]).
Throughout this paper, we use these well-known results without proofs.

We first discuss the case x € D. Our goal is to show directly that u is C'*® near a neighborhood of x and
therefore du(x) = {Vu(x)} # {0} for all x € D. This strategy roughly consists of three steps. Among them the first
step, a kind of separation of x € D from the facet F, plays an important role. Precisely speaking, we first find a
neighborhood B, (x) C D, an open ball centered at x with its radius r > 0, such that

Oyu>u>0 ae. in B(x) (1.5)

for some direction v and some constant > 0. In order to justify (L3), we fully make use of convexity of # (Lemma
[lin Section[A), not elliptic regularity theory. Then with the aid of local Lipschitz continuity of u, the inclusion
B, (x) c {0 < u < dyu < |Vu| < M} holds for some finite positive constant M. Secondly, this inclusion allows us to
check that u admits local W 2-regularity in B, (x) by the standard difference quotient method. Therefore we are able
to obtain the equation (L3) in the distributional sense. Finally, we appeal to the classical De Giorgi—-Nash—Moser
theory to obtain local C!>®-regularity at x € D, since the equation (I3) is uniformly elliptic in B, (x). Here the
constant @ € (0, 1) we have obtained may depend on the location of x € D through ellipticity, so @ may tend to zero
as x tends to the facet.

It takes much efforts to prove that du(x) = {0} for all x € F. Our strategy for justifying this roughly consists
of three parts; a blow-argument for solutions, a strong maximum principle, and a Liouville-type theorem. Here we
describe each individual step.

We first make a blow-argument. Precisely speaking, for a given convex solution #:  — R and a point xp € Q,
we set a sequence of rescaled functions {u, } 40 defined by

u(a(x—xp)+x0) — u(xo) '
a

ug(x) =

We show that i, locally uniformly converges to some convex function ug: R" — R, which satisfies du(xg) C duo(xp)
by construction. Moreover, we prove that ug satisfies Ly, ,uo =0 in R" in the distributional sense. There we will
face to justify a.e. convergence of gradients, and this is elementarily shown by regarding gradients in the classical
sense as subgradients (Lemma[@lin the appendices).

Next we prove that if xo € F, then the convex weak solution u constructed as above satisfies dug(xg) = {0}.
Moreover, we are going to prove that ug is constant (a Liouville-type theorem). For this purpose we establish the
maximum principle.

Theorem 2 (Strong maximum principle). Let u be a convex weak solution to Ly, p,u =0 in a convex domain  C R"
and F C Q be the facet of u. Then u is affine in each connected component of the open set D := Q\ F. In particular,
if F =0, then u is affine in Q.

It should be noted that this result is a kind of strong maximum principle in the sense that
u > ain Dy and u(xp) = a(xg) forxg € Dy imply that u =a in Dy, (1.6)

where a(x) == u(xg) +{Vu(xp) | x —x¢) and Dy is a connected component of D. The affine function a clearly
satisfies Ly, ,a = 0 in the classical sense.

In order to justify (I.6), we will face three problems. The first is a justification of the comparison principle, the
second is regularity of u, and the third is a construction of suitable barrier subsolutions, all of which are essentially
needed in the classical proof of E. Hopf’s strong maximum principle [20]. In order to overcome these obstacles,



we appeal to both classical and distributional approaches, and restrict our analysis only over regular points. For
details, see Section

Even though our strong maximum principle is somewhat weakened in the sense that this holds only on each
connected component of D C Q, we are able to show the following Liouville-type theorem.

Theorem 3 (Liouville-type theorem). Let u be a convex weak solutionto Ly, pu=0inR". Then F CR", the facet
of u, satisfies either F = 0 or F =R". In particular, u satisfies either of the followings.

1. If u attains its minimum in R", then u is constant.
2. If u does not attains its minimum in R", then u is a non-constant affine function in R".

In the proof of the Liouville-type theorem, our strong maximum principle plays an important role. Precisely
speaking, if a convex solution in the total space does not satisfy @ ¢ F ¢ R", then Theorem 2] and the supporting
hyperplane theorem from convex analysis help us to determine the shape of convex solutions. In particular, the
convex solution can be classified into three types of piecewise-linear functions of one-variable. These non-smooth
piecewise-linear functions are, however, no longer weak solutions, which we will prove by some explicit calculations.

By applying the Liouville-type theorem and our blow-argument, we are able to show that subgradients at points
of the facet are always 0, i.e., du(x) = {0} for all x € F, and we complete the proof of the C'-regularity theorem.
Note that the statements in TheoremPland[3should not hold for unperturbed one-Laplace equation —Aju = f, since
any absolutely continuous non-decreasing function of one variable u = u(x) satisfies —Aju = 0.

Finally we mention that we are able to refine our strategy, and obtain C'-regularity of convex solutions to more
general equations. We replace the one-Laplacian A; by another operator which is derived from a general convex
functional of degree 1. This generalization requires us to modify some of our arguments, including a blow-up
argument and the Liouville-type theorem. For further details, see Section[[.4and Section

1.2 Literature overview on maximum principles

We briefly introduce maximum principles related to the paper. We also describe our strategy to establish the strong
maximum principle.

Maximum principles, including comparison principles and strong maximum principles, have been discussed by
many mathematicians in various settings. In the classical settings, E. Hopf proved a variety of maximum principles
on elliptic partial differential equations of second order, by elementary arguments based on constructions of
auxiliary functions. E. Hopf’s strong maximum principle is one of the well-known results on maximum principles.
In Hopf’s proof of the strong maximum principle [20], he defined an auxiliary function

h(x) = e Xl _gmaR? gor e R (1.7)

which becomes a classical subsolution in a fixed open annulus Eg = Eg(x.) := Br(x.) \ Brj2(x.) for sufficiently
large @ > 0. An alternative function

h(x) =|x—x =R forxeR"\{x.} (1.8)

is given in [29] Chapter 2.8]. E. Hopf’s classical results on maximum principles are extensively contained in
Chapter 3], [28] Chapter 2] and [29, Chapter 2].

The materials Chapter 8-9] and Chapter 3—6] provide proofs of maximum principles, including strong
maximum principles, even for distributional solutions. Among them, [29, Theorem 5.4.1] deals with a justification
of the strong maximum principle for distributional supersolutons to certain quasilinear elliptic equations with
divergence structures,

i.e., —div(A(x, Vu(x))) =0,

which covers the p-Laplace equation with 1 < p < co. Even in the distributional schemes, the proof of the maximum
principle [29] Theorem 5.4.1] is partially similar to E. Hopf’s classical one, in the sense that it is completed by
calculating directional derivatives of auxiliary functions. The significant difference is, however, the construction
of spherically symmetric subsolutions of C! class, which is given in [29, Chapter 4], is based on Leray—Schauder’s
fixed point theorem Theorem 11.6]. Also it should be noted that the proofs of comparison principles [29,
Theorem 2.4.1 and 3.4.1] are just based on strict monotonicity of the mapping A(x, -): R" — R", whereas Hopf’s
proof appeals to direct constructions of auxiliary functions.



With our literature overview in mind, we describe our strategy for showing (L6). A justification of comparison
principles is easily obtained in the distributional schemes (see [29, Chapter 3] as a related material). However,
the remaining two obstacles, the differentiability of u and the construction of subsolutions, cannot be resolved
affirmatively by just imitating arguments given in [29, Chapter 4-5]. In the first place, it should be mentioned
that convex weak solutions we treat in this paper are assumed to have only local Lipschitz regularity, whereas
supersolutions treated in [29) Chapter 5] are required to be in C'. We recall that C'-regularity of convex weak
solutions can be guaranteed in D C Q (the outside of the facet) by the classical De Giorgi—Nash—Moser theory, and
this result enables us to overcome the problem whether u is differentiable at certain points. This is the reason why
Theoremlneed to restrict on D. Although the construction of distributional subsolutions is generally discussed in
[29, Chapter 4], we do not appeal to this. Instead, we directly construct a function v = Bh+a in R"\ {x.}, where
B> 0is a constant and 4 is defined as in (IZ) or (IL8). We will determine the constants «, 8 > 0 so precisely that v
satisfies L, ,v < 0 in the classical sense over a fixed open annulus Er = Eg (x.). We also make |Vv| very close to
|Val = |Vu(xo)| > 0 over Eg, so that Vv no longer degenerates there. By direct calculation of L;,_, v, we explicitly
construct classical subsolutions to Lj, ,u =0 in Eg. Finally we are able to deduce (L.6) by an indirect proof.

Another type of definitions of subsolutions and supersolutions to (I.I) in the distributional schemes can be
found in F. Kriigel’s thesis in 2013 [23]. The significant difference is that Kriigel did not regard the term Vu/|Vu| as
a subgradient vector field. Since monotonicity of |- | is not used at all, it seems that Kriigel’s proof of comparison
principle [23] Theorem 4.8] needs further explanation. For details, see Remark 3]

1.3 Mathematical models and previous researches

Our problem is derived from a minimizing problem of a certain energy functional, which involves the total variation
energy. The equation (L) is deduced from the following Euler-Lagrange equation;

1
f:E, where G (u) :=b/|Vu|dx+—/|Vu|”dx.
ou Q P Jo

The energy functional G often appears in fields of materials science and fluid mechanics.
In [31]], Spohn modeled the relaxation dynamics of a crystal surface below the roughening temperature. On h
describing the height of the crystal for a two-dimensional domain € is modeled as

hy+divj =0

with j = —Vu, where y is a chemical potential. In [31]], its evolution is given as

@
/126— with q)(h)=/|Vh|dx+K/|Vh|3dx

with k > 0. This @ is essentially the same as G with p = 3. Then, the resulting evolution equation for % is of the

form |
bhy =ALp 3h with b=_—.
3k

This equation can be defined as a limit of step motion, which is microscopic in the direction of height [23]); see
also [27)]. The initial value problem of this equation can be solved based on the theory of maximal monotone
operators [12]] under the periodic boundary condition. Subdifferentials describing the evolution are characterized
by Kashima [21]], [22]. Its evolution speed is calculated by for one dimensional setting and by [22]] for radial
setting. It is known that the solution stops in finite time [13]], [14]. In [27], numerical calculation based on step
motion is calculated. If one considers a stationary solution, 7 must satisfies

ALy 3h=0.

If Ly, 34 is a constant, our Theorem[]implies that the height function # is C! provided that & is convex.
For a second order problem,
ie.,bh, =Ly ph,

its analytic formulation goes back to [4]], [8l Chapter V1] for p = 2, and its numerical analysis is given in [19]. For
the fourth order problem, its numerical study is more recent. The reader is referred to papers by [13], [16], [24].



Another important mathematical model for the equation (L)) is found in fluid mechanics. Especially for p =2
and n = 2, the energy functional G appears when modeling stationary laminar incompressible flows of a material
called Bingham fluid, which is a typical non Newtonian fluid. Bingham fluid reflects the effect of plasticity
corresponding to Aju as well as that of viscosity corresponding Au = Au in (II). Let us consider a parallel
stationary flow with velocity U = (0,0,u(x},x2)) in a cylinder Q X R. Of course, this is incompressible flow, i.e.,
divU = 0. If this flow is the classical Newtonian fluid, then the Navier—Stokes equations become (I.1)) in Q with 5 =0
and f = —dy, 7, where 7 denotes the pressure. In the case that plasticity effects appears, one obtains (L), following
[8, Chapter VI, Section 1]. There it is also mentioned that since the velocity is assumed to be uni-directional, the
external force term in (L)) is considered as constant in this laminar flow model. The significant difference is that
motion of the Bingham fluid is blocked if the stress of the Bingham fluid exceeds a certain threshold. This physical
phenomenon is essentially explained by the nonlinear term bA u, which reflects rigidity of the Bingham fluid. For
more details, see [8, Chapter VI] and the references therein.

On continuity of derivatives for solutions, less is known even for the second order elliptic case. Although
Kriigel gave an observation that solutions can be continuously differentiable [23] Theorem 1.2] on the boundary of
a facet, mathematical justifications of C'-regularity have not been well-understood. Our main result (Theorem [I)
mathematically establishes continuity of gradient for convex solutions.

1.4 Organization of the paper

We outline the contents of the paper.

Section[ establishes C'* @-regularity at regular points of convex weak solutions (Lemmal[I)). In order to apply
De Giorgi—Nash-Moser theory, we will need to justify local W 2-regularity by the difference quotient method.
The key lemma, which is proved by convex analysis, is contained in the appendices (Lemmalg]).

Section [3] provides a blow-up argument for convex weak solutions. The aim of Section [3 is to prove that
up: R" — R, a limit of rescaled solutions, satisfies Ly, puo = 0 in the weak sense over the whole space R"
(Proposition[d). To assure this, we will make use of an elementary result on a.e. convergence of gradients, which
is given in the appendices (Lemmal9)).

Section M is devoted to justifications of maximum principles for the equation Lj ,u =0. We first give
definitions of sub- and supersolution in the weak sense. Section 1] provides a justification of the comparison
principle (Proposition2). Section establishes an existence result of classical barrier subsolutions in an open
annulus (Lemmal). Applying these results in Section . THE2] we prove the strong maximum principle outside the
facet (Theorem[2).

In Section[3l we will show the Liouville-type theorem (Theorem[3]) by making use of TheoremP] and complete
the proof of our main theorem (Theorem ).

Finally in Section [6l we discuss a few generalization of the operators Ay and A,. Since the general strategy
for the proof is the same, we only indicate modification of our arguments. Among them, we especially treat
with a Liouville-type theorem and a blow-up argument, since these proofs require basic facts of a general convex
functional which is positively homogeneous of degree 1. These well-known facts are contained in the appendices
for completeness.

2 Regularity outside the facet

In Section 2 we would like to show that u is C' at any x € D, and therefore (I.4) holds for all x € D. This result
will be used in the proof of the strong maximum principle (Theorem[2)).

We first give a precise definition of weak solutions to Lj, ,u = f in a convex domain Q C R", which is not
necessarily bounded.

Definition 1. Let Q c R” be a domain, which is not necessarily bounded, and f € Lﬁ) () (n < g < c0). We say

that a functionu € Wllo’cp (Q) is a weak solution to (L), when for any bounded Lipschitz domain w € Q, there exists
a vector field Z € L (w, R™) such that the pair (1, Z) € WP (w) x L®(w, R™) satisfies

b/(Z|V¢)dx+/<|Vu|P_2Vu|V¢)dx=/f¢dx (2.1)



forall ¢ € W(;’p(w), and
Z(x) €9|-|(Vu(x)) (2.2)

for a.e. x € w. For such pair (u, Z), we say that (u, Z) satisfies Ly ,u = f in W~LP' (w) or simply say that u
satisfies Ly, pu = f in WP (w). Here p’ € (1, o) denotes the Holder conjugate exponent of p € (1, c0).

The aim of Section[2is to show Lemma[I]lbelow.

Lemma 1. Let u be a convex weak solution to (L1)) in a convex domain Q C R", and f € Lﬁ)C(Q) (n<g<oo) If

xo € D, then we can take a small radius ro > 0, a unit vector vo € R", and a small number po > 0 such that
By, (x0) € D and (Vu(x) | vo) = po fora.e. x € By, (xo), (2.3)

and there exists a small number a = a(ug) € (0, 1) such that u € C" @ (Byy2(x0)). In particular, u is C'in D, and
Ou(x)={Vu(x)} # {0} forall x € D.

Before proving Lemmalll we introduce difference quotients. For giveng: Q »R™ (meN), je{1,...,n}, he
R\ {0}, we define
gx+hej)-g(x)
h
where e; € R" denotes the unit vector in the direction of the x ;-axis.
In the proof of Lemmal[ll we will use Lemma[7H8] without proofs. For precise proofs, see Section [Al

Ajng(x) = eR™ forx € Qwithx+he; €Q,

Proof. For each fixed xo € D, we may take and fix x| € Q such that u(xg) > u(x;). We set 369 = u(xg) —u(xy) >
0, dy := |xo—x1| > 0and vy := dal(xo —x1). By u € C(L2), we may take a sufficiently small ro > 0 such that

u(yo) —u(y1) 20 >0 forall yo€ Bro(XO)» Y1 € Bro(x])- (2.4)

From (2.4), the inclusion B, (x9) C D clearly holds. (2Z.4) also allows us to check that for all yg € By, (xo), 20 €

du(yo), (o —u(ro—dove) 6
u(yo) —u(yo—aopvo 0
(20 vo) = =2 > =2 =i >0, 2.5)
do do
For the first inequality in (Z.3), we have used Lemmal[8l which is basically derived from convexity of u. Recall that
du(x) = {Vu(x)} for a.e. x € Q, and hence we are able to recover (2.3) from (2.3).
In order to obtain C'-regularity in D, we will appeal to the classical De Giorgi—-Nash—Moser theory. For
preliminaries, we check that the operator L;,_,u assures uniform ellipticity in B,,(xp). Local Lipschitz continuity

of u implies that there exists a sufficiently large number M, € (0, oo) such that

ess sup |Vu| < My and |u(x) —u(y)| < Mo|x—y| forallx, y € By, (xo). (2.6)
Bro(x())

For notational simplicity, we write subdomains by
Uy = By (x0) 2 Uz i= Bisyy/16(x0) 2 Us = Byyyyg(x0) 2 Us = B3 /4(x0) 2 Us = By j2(x0)-

It should be noted that E(z) = b|z|+z|” /p (z € R") satisfies E € C*(R" \ {0}), and there exists two constants
0 < A(p, po, Mo) < A(b, p, po, Mo) < oo such that

AP <(VZE(20)¢ | ¢) 2.7)
(VIE(20)¢ |w) < AlZllo| 2.8)
for all zg, £, w € R™ with ug < |zo| < Mp. We can explicitly determine 0 < 1 < A < co by
A(p. po. Mo) = mingy < <pg,(min{1, p—1}P72),
A(b, p, po, Mo) == maxuy<r<m, (bt~ +max{1, p—1}tP72)

Now we check that u € W>2(Uy) by the difference quotient method. We refer the reader to [18| Theorem 8.1]
as a related result. By [[18] Lemma 8.2], it suffices to check that

sup{/ |V(Aj,hu)|2dx
Uy

heR,O<|h|<]r—%}<oo foreach j € {1,...,n}. 2.9)



Since u € W7 (U, ) satisfies Ly, pu = f in W=7 (U}), we obtain
/ (V.E(Vu) |Voydx= | fodx (2.10)
U, U,

for all ¢ € W(;’p(Ul). Here we note that Vu no longer degenerates in U; by Z3). We fix a cutoff function
1 € C1(U3) such that
0O<p<linUs,n=1inUs, |Vl << 2.11)
ro
for some constant ¢ > 0. For each fixed j € {1,...,n}, h € R with 0 < |h| <rg/16, we test ¢ := Aj,_h(nzAj,hu)

into ZI0). We note that ¢ € W"*(U;) ¢ WP (U;) by @.8), and this is compactly supported in U,. Hence
¢ € W(;’P (U,) is an admissible test function. By testing ¢, we have

0= [ (80 (ToB ) | YAy 10+ 2081090}~ [ AP i)
U U,
= /U n*(An(x, Vu(x)) V(A ) | V(A pu)) dx
+2/ nAj,hu<Ah(x, Vu(x))V(A; nu) | Vn) dx
U,

— | A w (A ) dx
U

L+ 115, (2.12)

Here Aj, = A (x, Vu(x)) denotes a matrix-valued function in U, given by
1
Ap(x, Vu(x)) = / V?E((l = )Vu(x)+tVu(x+he;))dt.
0
We note that with the aid of (Z3)—(2.6), we obtain
to < |(1=1)Vu(x) +tVu(x+he;)|< My
for a.e. x € Up and for all 0 < ¢ < 1. Combining this result with Z7)-(2.8)), we conclude that A, satisfies
AL < (Anx, Vux){ | ) (2.13)

(Ap(x, Vu(x)){ | w) < Ald]|w] (2.14)

forall {, w € R" and for a.e. x € U,. We set an integral

J :=/ V(A pu)|* dx.
U,

By (213, it is clear that I; > AJ. By Young’s inequality and applying a Poincaré-type inequality (Lemma[7) to
m*A;,pu € Wy* (Us), we obtain for any & > 0,

1 2 2 2
I < — + V(i A; d
| 3| 48||f||L2(U2) S‘/[‘jz| (77 ]»hu)l X

1 2 21,2 2 2
< E||f||L2(U2)+4s‘/l‘]2|Aj,hu| [Vn|“dx+2¢e Uzn V(A pu)|”dx.

Here we have invoked the property 0 < n < 1in U,. We fix & := 1/6 > 0. By 2.14) and Young’s inequality, we
have

D) SZA/ DIV (A )| - 1A, pul V7] dx
U,

A 3A
3

2
< J+—/ |A;, nul|Vn|? dx.
2 Ju,



It follows from (Z.6) that ||A; pullr~(u,) < Mo. Therefore we obtain from 2.12),

V(A )P dx < J = /U PV P £ C0L ) (MZIV71E. gy 12 )

Uy

The estimate (2.9) follows from this, and therefore u € W2 (Uy).
For each ¢ € C(Uy), we test 0y, € C°(Uy) into (2.10). Integrating by parts, we obtain

/ (VﬁE(Vu)Vax,.qup)dx:—/ fOx W dx (2.15)
U4 ’ U4 ’

for all € C=(Uy). Noting that f € L9(Uy) € L*(Us), Ox,u € W-2(Uy), and @D)-Z.8), we may extend i €

W(;’Z(U4) by a density argument. The conditions Z.7)~(2.8) imply that V2E(Vu) is uniformly elliptic over U.
Hence by Theorem 8.22], there exists @ = a(4, A, n, q) € (0, 1) such that dy,u € C*(Us) foreach je {1, ...,n}.
This regularity result implies du(x) = {Vu(x)} # {0} forall x € D. O

3 A blow-up argument

In order to show that (T.4) holds true even for x € F, we first make a blow-argument and construct a convex weak
solution in the whole space R, in the sense of Definition[]]

Proposition 1. Let Q c R" be a convex domain, and f € quo () (n < g < ). Assume that u is a convex weak
solution to (L1), and xo € Q. Then there exists a convex function ug: R" — R such that

1. ug is a weak solution to Ly, puo=0in R".

2. The inclusion du(xg) C dug(xg) holds. That is, if ¢ € du(xgp), then we have
ug(x) = up(xg) +{(c | x—xo) forallx eR".
In particular, if xo € F, then the facet of ug is non-empty.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that xo = 0 and u(xp) = 0. First we fix a closed ball Bg(0) =
Bgr C Q. We note that u € Lip(E) since u is convex. Hence there exists a sufficiently large number M € (0, o)
such that
ess sup|Vu| < M and |u(x) —u(y)| < M|x—y| forallx,ye Bg.

Br
We take and fix a vector field Z € L*(Bg, R"™) such that the pair (u, Z) € W"P(BR) X L®(Bg, R") satisfies
Ly pu=fin W“’P'(BR). For each a > 0, we define a rescaled convex function u,, : Bg;, — R and a dilated vector
field Z, € L*(Bgjq, R") by

uq(x) = M(Zx), Zy(x) =Z(ax) for x € Bgj,.

We also set f, € LY(Bg/q) by
fa(x) :=af(ax) forx € Bgy,.

Then itis easy to check that the pair (14, Z,) € W' (Br/y) X L* (B /a, R") satisfies Ly, ptta = fa in WP (Br/a).
For each fixed R < r < oo, the inclusion B, = B, (0) C Bg/, holds for all a € (0, R/r). We also have

sup Jua| < %M <00, ||Vitgllps(p,) <M <o forallae (0, R/r) G.1)
Br

by definition of u,. Hence by the Arzela—Ascoli theorem and a diagonal argument, we can take a decreasing
sequence {ay }y_; C (0, ), such that ay — 0 as N — oo, and

Ugy — up locally uniformly in R". (3.2)



for some function ug: R" — R. Clearly ug is convex in R”, and the inclusion du(xg) C dup(xp) holds true by the
construction of rescaled functions u,. If xo € F, then we have {0} C du(xp) C dup(xp) and therefore xg lies in the
facet of ug. We are left to show that u( is a weak solution to L;, ,uo =0 in R". Before proving this, we note that
from (3. 1)-(3.2) and Lemmal[9] it follows that

Vugy (x) = Vup(x) and |Vupo(x)| <M forae xeR" (3.3)

as N — oo. We arbitrarily fix an open ball B, = B,(0) ¢ R". We easily realize that a family of pairs
{(ua, Za)}0<a<R/r - Wl’oo(Br) X L*(B,,R") satisfies

Z4(x) €| |(Vuy(x)) forae. x € B,, (3.4)

b <za|V¢>dx+/ <|Vua|p_2Vua|V¢>dx=/ fathdx fora11¢eW(;’P(B,). (3.5)
B, B, B,

By definition of f,, we get || fullza(B,) = al_"/q||f||Lq(Bar) < al‘"/q||f||Lq(BR) forall 0 < a < R/r. Hence by the
continuous embedding L9 (B, ) — w-Lp (B;), we obtain

fay =0 inW P (B,) asN — oo (3.6)
By (BI) and (33D, we can apply Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem and get
[Vitan |P2Vitay — [VuolP>Vug in LP' (B,,R") as N — co. (3.7)

It is clear that || Z ||~ (p,,rn) < 1 forall 0 < a < R/r. Hence by [53, Corollary 3.30], up to a subsequence, we may
assume that

Zay — Zo.r  in L®(B,,R") asN — oo (3.8)

N

for some Zy , € L*(B,,R"). By lower-semicontinuity of the norm with respect to the weak” topology and

G.)-G.A), we get

\%
1Zo, L= (B, ®) <1, Zo,r(x) = L(x) for a.e. x € B, with Vup(x) #0,
|Vuo(x)]
which implies that
Zo.r(x) €9|-|(Vup(x)) forae. x e B,. 3.9
Letting a = ay in (3.3) and N — oo, we obtain
b‘/B (Zo.r | V¢)dx+‘/B (|Vu0|”_2Vu0 | Vg)dx=0 forall ¢ € W(;’p(Br) (3.10)

by @3)—[G2). Since B, C R”" is arbitrary, (3.9)-(3.10) means that ug is a weak solution to L ,uo =0 in R", in
the sense of Definition[I] O

4 Maximum principles

In Sectiond] we justify maximum principles for the equation L;, pu = 0.
We first define subsolutions and supersolutions in the weak sense.

Definition 2. Let Q ¢ R” be a bounded domain. A pair (u, Z) € WP (Q) x L™ (Q, R") is called a weak subsolution
to Lp, pu =01n L, if it satisfies

b/<Z|V¢>dx+/<|vu|ﬂ—2vu|V¢)dxso 4.1
Q Q

forall 0 < ¢ € C2°(L2), and
Z(x) €d|-|(Vu(x)) fora.e. x €Q. 4.2)

10



Similarly we call a pair (u, Z) € WP (Q) x L¥(Q, R") a weak supersolution L, ,u =0 in Q, if it satisfies #2)
and

b/(Z|V¢)dx+/(|Vu|p_2Vu|V¢)dx20 (4.3)
Q Q

forall 0 < ¢ € C>(Q). For u € WP (Q), we simply say that u is respectively a subsolution and a supersolution to
Lp, pu =0 in the weak sense if there is Z € L™ (Q, R") such that the pair (u, Z) is a weak subsolution and a weak
supersolution to L ,u =0 in Q.

Remark 2. We describe some remarks on our definitions of weak solutions, subsolutions and supersolutions.
1. By an approximation argument, we may extend the test function class of (£.)) to
D(Q) = {peW"P(Q)|¢=>0aec. inQ, suppg C Q}.

Indeed, for ¢ € D, (Q) and 0 < & < dist(supp ¢, IQ), the function,

6:0= [ Bte-ype()dy forve
satisfies 0 < ¢ € C°(Q). Here for 0 < € < 00,0 < p. € C2°(B(0)) denotes a standard mollifier so that
0<peC B, llpllpim =1 polx) = s p(x/e) forx e R".

By testing ¢ . into (@) for sufficiently small &£ > 0 and letting &€ — 0, we conclude that if the pair (u, Z)
satisfies (4.) for all 0 < ¢ € C(Q), then (@) holds for all ¢ € D, (Q). A similar result is also valid for
@3).

2. By Definition [HZ if a pair (u, Z) € WhP(Q) x L*(Q, R") satisfies Lj, pu =0 in WP (Q), then u is
clearly both a subsolution and a supersolution to Lj_,u =0 in Q in the weak sense. Conversely, if a pair
(u, Z) e WP (Q) x L™ (Q, R™) is both a weak subsolution and a weak supersolution to Ly, pu=0inQ, then
the pair (u, Z) satisfies Ly, p,u =0in W-1-P (Q). Indeed, by the previous remark we have already known that
the pair (u, Z) satisfies (1)) and @3) for all ¢ € D, (L), which clearly yields

b/<2|V¢>dx+/(|vu|P-2vu|V¢)dx=0 (4.4)
Q Q

for all ¢ € D, (Q). We decompose arbitrary ¢ € C2°(Q) by ¢ = ¢, — ¢_, where ¢, = max{¢,0}, ¢_ =
max{—¢,0} € D,(Q). By testing ¢, ¢_ € D, (Q) into (£4), we conclude that @.4) holds for all ¢ € C(Q).
By density of C2(Q) W(;’p(Q), it is clear that (£.4)) is valid for all ¢ € W(}’p(Q).

3. For a bounded domain Q c R”, let u € C%(Q) satisfy the following two conditions 3)—(E.0);
Vu(x)#0 forallx € Q, 4.5)

(Lp, pu)(x) = =(bA1u+Apu)(x) <0 forallx € Q. (4.6)
Then for any fixed 0 < ¢ € C°(R2), we have

\Y
0> /(Lb,pu)qsdx = b/<—” ‘ V¢>dx+/<|Vu|P‘2Vu | Vo) dx,
Q o\ |Vul Q
with the aid of integration by parts and (£.6). We also note that

Vu(x)
[Vu(x)]

6|-|(Vu(x))={ } for all x € Q

by @3). Therefore the pair (u, Vu/|Vu|) € WhP(Q) x L= (Q, R") satisfies @I)—@2). For such u, we
simply say that u satisfies Ly, ,u < 0in Q in the classical sense.
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4.1 Comparison principle

We justify the comparison principle, i.e., for any subsolution u~ and supersolution u™,
u” <ut ondQ impliesthat u~ <u* inQ,

under the condition that u* and u~ admits continuity properties in Q.

Proposition 2. Let Q C R" be a bounded domain. Assume that u*, u~ € C(Q)NWP(Q) is a subsolution and a
supersolution to Ly ,u = 0 in the weak sense respectively. If u*, u™ satisfies

u (x) <u*(x) forallx € dQ, 4.7

thenu™ < u* in Q.
Before proving Proposition[2] we recall that the mapping A : R” 3 z > |z|P "%z € R” satisfies strict monotonicity,
ie,(A(220)—A(z1) |z2—21) >0 forall zj,z0 €R" with z1 # 2. (4.8)

Proof. We take arbitrary § > 0. By u*, u” € C(Q) and @), we can take a subdomain Q’ € Q such that u~ <
ut+6 in Q\ Q’. This implies that the support of the truncated non-negative function ws = (u*—u"+6)_ €
W"P(Q) is contained in €’ € Q and therefore ws € DL(Q). Let Z*, Z~ € L= (Q, R") be vector fields such that
(u*, Z%), (u™, Z7) satisfies @I)-E2), E2—E3) respectively. As in Remark[2] we may test w s in (Z.1) and @3).

Note that Vws = —xsV(u* —u~), where ys denotes the characteristic function of As == {x e Q |u*+6 < u~}.
Hence, we have

0< —b/ (Z,-Z- |Vu+—Vu_>dx—/ (IVu+|p_2Vu+— |Vu~|P2Vu~ | Vut—=Vu~)dx
As As
< —/ <|VM+|p_2Vu+— |Vu~|P~2Vu~ | Vu+—Vu_>dx.
As

Here we have invoked (@.2)) and monotonicity of the subdifferential operator 4| -|. From (.38)) we can easily check
that Vu* = Vu~ in A, and therefore wgs =0 in W(;’p(Q). This means that u~ < u*+¢ a.e. in Q. By regularity
assumptionsu®, u~ € C (Q), we conclude thatu~ < u*+8 in Q. Since § > 0 is arbitrary, this completes the proof. O
Remark 3. In 2013, Kriigel gave another type of definitions of weak subsolutions and weak supersolutions to

Ly, , = a, where a € R is a constant. In Kriigel’s definition [23] Definition 4.6], a function u~ € Wh-P (Q) is called
a subsolutionto Ly, , = a if u™ satisfies

(i

forall ¢ € D,(Q). Here F~ := {x € Q| Vu~(x) =0}, D™ := Q\ F~. Similarly a function u* € W7 (Q) is called a
supersolutionto Ly, ,, = a if u* satisfies

/ < Vi V¢>dx+/ |V¢|dx+/<|Vu+|p_2Vu+|V¢>dx2/a¢dx (4.10)
p+\|Vur| F+ Q Q

forall ¢ € D, (Q). Here F* := {x € Q| Vu*(x) =0}, D* = Q\ F".
The comparison principle discussed by Kriigel Theorem 4.8] states that

V¢>dx+/ |V¢|dx+/<|vu—|f’—2vu—|V¢)dxs/a¢dx (4.9)
F- Q Q

(u”—u*)y € DL(Q) implies u™ <u* ae. in Q. 4.11)

By testing (u™ —u*); € D, (Q) into (@.9)#E.10) and substracting the two inequalities, Kriigel claims that Vi~ = Vu*
over Q' :={xe€Q|u"(x)>u*(x)} and hence u™ =u* a.e. in Q’. Despite Kriigel’s comment that integrals over F~
and F* cancel out, however, it seems unclear whether

/|V(u_—u+)+|dx=/ IV(u™ —u™)y|dx (4.12)
F- F*

is valid. This problem is essentially due to the fact that Kriigel did not appeal to monotonicity of the subdifferential
operator 9| - | and did not regard the term Vu/|Vu| as an L=-vector field satisfying the property (2). In our proof
of the comparison principle (Proposition[2]), we make use of monotonicity of the operator d|-|. Compared to our
argument based on monotonicity, the equality (£12)) itself seems to be too strong to hold true.
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4.2 Construction of classical subsolutions

In Section.2] we construct a classical subsolution to Ly, ,u =0 in an open annulus.

Lemma 2. Let ¢ € R"\ {0}, m > 0. Then for each fixed open ball Bg(x.) C R", there exists a function h €
C®(R"™\ {x.}) such that

h=0 ondBgr(x.), 0<h<m onEg(x.), 4.13)

Oyh <0 ondBg(x.), (4.14)

|Vh| < % in Eg(x.), (4.15)

v(x) = h(x)+{c | x) satisfies Lp p,v <0 inEg(x.), inthe classical sense. (4.16)

Here Eg(x,) := Br(x.) \ Br/2(x.) is an open annulus, and v in (£I4) denotes the exterior unit vector normal to
BR (x*)

Before proving Lemma[2] we fix some notations on matrices. For a given n X n matrix A, we write tr(A) as the
trace of A. We denote 1,, by the n X n unit matrix. For column vectors x = (x;);, y = (y;); € R, we define a tensor
X ®y, which is regarded as a real-valued n X n matrix

X1Y1 0 X1Yn
x®y = (x;y))i,j = :

XnY1 t XnYn

Assume that £ satisfies (£13). Then the triangle inequality implies that
1 3 .
0< §|c| <|Vy| < §|c| in  Eg(x.). 4.17)

The estimate .17) allows us to calculate L;_ v in the classical sense over Eg (x.). By direct calculations we have
n
Ly pv = +diV(VE(V9) = Y e E(VV)dynv = tr(vﬁE(vv)vzh) in Eg(x.).
i,j=1

We note that V2v = V21 by definition. Here we recall a well-known result on Pucci’s extremal operators. For given
constants 0 < 4 < A < oo and a fixed n X n symmetric matrix M, we define

M (M, 4, A) =1 Z i+ A Z A,

A;>0 ;<0
where A; € R are the eigenvalues of M. The following formula is a well-known result [I, Remark 5.36] ;
M~ (M, A, A) =inf{tr(AM) | A € Ay a},

where A, A denotes the set of all symmetric matrices whose eigenvalues all belong to the closed interval [4, A].
By @ID) Ly, v is an uniformly elliptic operator in Eg(x.). This enables us to find constants 0 < A < A < oo,
depending on 0 < b < 00, 1 < p < o0, |c| > 0, such that V%E(Vv) €[4, A] in ER(x,). Combining these results, it
suffices to show that

- 2 — . .
M (v h(x), A, A) - /l/llzwxl,(x) +A;OA,(x) >0 forall x € Eg(x.), (4.18)

where 1;(x) € R denotes the eigenvalues of V2A(x).
Now we construct classical subsolutions. Our first construction is a modification of that by E. Hopf [20].
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Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume x,. = 0. We define
h(x) = e @ _omaR for e RN (4.19)

Here @ = a(b, n, p,|c|, R) > 0 is a sufficiently large constant to be chosen later. It is clear that 0 < h(x) <
e~ R4 _ g=aR” iy Er(0). We first let @ > 0 be so large that

me®® > PR, (4.20)
From (&.20), we can easily check (£13). By direct calculation we get
Vh(x) = —2ae“’|x|2x, and V2h(x) = —2ae“’|x|21n +4a%e 'y @x  foreach x € R".
From this result, (.14} is clear. Also, we have
[Vh(x)| < 2aRe™ 14 forallx e Er(0).
Let @ > 0O be so large that

ae R4 < %, 4.21)

then we can check that 4 satisfies (Z.13). Now we prove (#.16) to complete the proof. For x # 0, the eigenvalues of
V2h(x) are given by

— 2112 ,—alx> _ —alx]?
() = 4alxe 2?6 ’and the geometric multiplicities are ’
A (x) = —2ae X", n—1.
Assume that « satisfies )
a> = (4.22)

so that 1) > 0> A, in Eg(0). Therefore we get

M~ (v2h(x), A, A) = A0 (x) + (n = A, (x) = 2ae " [a2alx]> = 1) = (n = 1)A]
R2
> 2qe PP [/1 (70’— 1) —(n— 1)/\] .
We can take sufficiently large @ = a(|c|, m, n, R, 4, A) > 0 so that « satisfies (@.18) and @E20)-@22). For such
constant & > 0, the function v defined as in (£.19) satisfies {@I13)—@.16). m]

It is possible to construct an alternative function & € C®(R™ \ {xo}) which satisfies (@.I13)-(@.16). We give
another proof of Lemma[2 which is derived from [29, Chapter 2.8].

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume x. = 0. We define
h(x) = Bllx|"*=R™ %] forxeR"\{0}. (4.23)

We will later determine positive constants «, 8 > 0, depending on b, m, n, p, |c|, R. It is clear that 0 < h(x) <
BR™ (2% —1) in ER(0). We first let , 8 > 0 satisfy

mR¢
20 _1°

B < (4.24)

Then # satisfies (4.13). By direct calculation we get

afx

|x|a+2’

Vh(x)=- and V2h(x) =

ap [(a+2 rox 1,,}

x|+ [x|2 N
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for each x € R" \ {0}. The estimate (.14} is clear by this result. Also, we have

|VA(x)| < ﬁ for all x € Eg(0).
Let a, 8 > 0 satisfy
a+l
< [AR/2)T (4.25)

2a ’
then we can check that 4 satisfies (13). Now we prove (£16) to complete the proof. For x # 0, the eigenvalues of
V2h(x) are given by

{ A5 (x)
/lJ_(x)

Itis clear that 4 > 0 > A, in R"\ {0}, and therefore

(a+1)aplx|~*2,

9
—apflx|"*72, n—1.

and the geometric multiplicities are {

M- (Vzh(x), 4, A) = aBlx| 2 [(@+ ) A= (n=1)A]

for all x € Eg(0). We take and fix sufficiently large @ = a(n, 4, A) > 0 so that « satisfies (ZI8). For such a > 0,
we choose sufficiently small 8= S8(|c|, R, @) > 0 so that S satisfies (@.24)—(@.23). Then the function i defined as
in @.23) satisfies (4. 13)-E.16). m]

4.3 Strong maximum principle

We prove the strong maximum principle (Theorem[2).

Proof. Let Dy € D be a connected component of the open set D, and xo € Do. Without loss of generality we
may assume that xo = 0 and ©#(0) = 0. By Lemmalll it is clear that du(0) = {Vu(0)} # {0}. We set a vector
¢ = Vu(0) e R"\ {0} and a relatively closed set

Y:={xeDoy|ulx)={c|x)}.

and we will prove that X = Dy. It is also clear that 0 € X and hence X # (. Suppose for contradiction that X C Dy.
Then it follows that XN Dy # 0, since Dg is connected. We may take and fix a point x, € Do\ X such that
dist(x., X) < dist(x,, dDg). By extending a closed ball centered at x, until it hits £, we can take a point y, € Dy
and a closed ball Bg(x.) C Do such that y, € dBr(x.) N X and u(x) > {c | x) for all x € Bg(x.). We note that

0 = min  (u(x)—{c|x)), achieved at y, € dBr(x.),
XEIBR (x.) (4 26)
m = min  (u(x)—{c|x)) >0, ’
X€ABR/2 (x)

by construction of Bg(x.). Let h € C®(R"\ {x.,}) be an auxiliary function as in Lemma[2l Then from (£.26) it
is easy to check that v := h+{c | x) satisfies v < u on dEg(x.), in the sense of (@7). By Proposition[2] we have
v<uonEg(x,). Hence 0 < u—{c| x)—hin Eg(x.). This inequality becomes equality at y, € dEg(x.) by @I3)
and [@26). Therefore the function u(x) — {c | x) — h(x) (x € Eg(x.)) takes its minimum at y, € dBg(x.). Also by
v« € X and the subgradient inequality

u(x) ={c|x)y forallxeQ,

it is clear that the function w(x) := u(x) —{(c | x) (x € Dg) takes its minimum O at y, € Dy. We note that
w, w—h € C' (Do) by Lemmalll By calculating classical partial derivatives at y, in the direction v := (y. —x.)/R,
we obtain

0> 8y, (w—h)(y:) = =0y, h(y) > 0.

This is a contradiction, and therefore £ = Dy,. O

5 Proofs of main theorems

In Section[3] we give proofs of the Liouville-type theorem (Theorem[3) and the C!-regularity theorem (Thorem/[T).
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5.1 Liouville-type theorem

For a preparation, we prove Lemma[3] below.

Lemma 3. Let u be a real-valued convex function in R"*. Assume that u satisfies the following,
1. The facet of u, F C R", satisfies 0 C F C R™.
2. u attains its minimum 0.
3. wis affine in each connected component of D =R\ F.

Then up to a rotation and a shift translation, u can be expressed as either of the following three types of
piecewise-linear functions.

u(x) =max{r;x;,0} forallx eR", 5.D
u(x) =max{rxy, —trx1} forallx eR", (5.2)
u(x) =max{rxy,0, —t2(x1+1ly) } forallx e R". (5.3)

Here t, tr, | > 0 are constants.

Before starting the proof of Lemma [3] we introduce notations on affine hyperplanes. For ¢ € R"\ {0} and
xo € R", we define

Hexy = {xeR"[{c|x-x0)=0},
He o, = {xeR"[(c|x—xo) <0},
Hf . = {xeR"|{c|x-xp) >0}

In order to prove the Liouville-type theorem, we will make use of the supporting hyperplane theorem, which states
that for any non-empty closed convex set C c R" and x¢ € dC, there exists ¢ € R" \ {0} such that

sup (c | x) <{c|xp), and in particular CcR™"\C.

xeC

C X0

For such ¢ € R™"\ {0}, a hyperplane H._y, is often called a supporting hyperplane for C at the boundary point xy.
For the proof of the supporting hyperplane theorem, see [3} Proposition 1.5.1].

Proof. Since R" is connected and F' € R" is a closed convex set, it follows that dF # 0. Without loss of generality
we may assume that 0 € 9F and u(0) = 0.

By the supporting hyperplane theorem, we can take and fix a supporting hyperplane for F at the boundary point
0, which we write H. o € R". By rotation, we may assume that ¢ = e;. Let D be the connected component of
D which contains H+ o CR"\ F = D. By the assumption[3and u(0) = 0, it follows that there exists ¢ € R" \ {0}
such that u(x) = {c | x) for all x € D|. We should note that H. o = H,,,0 and hence ¢ = t1e; for some f; € (0, o),
since otherwise it follows that H+ 0oNH_ #0and 0 < u(xp) = {c | xo) <0 for any x¢ € H . The result
Hc.0 = He, 0 also implies that He, 0 C 6F CFc{xeR"|x <0}=H, .0 UH,, 0. Now We w1ll deduce three
possible representations of u.

If OF = H,, 0, then we have either F' = H, e.0YHe00r F=He, o, since the open set H; , ={xeR"|x; <0}
is connected. For the first case, u is clearly expressed by (&I). For the second case, it is clear that D consists of two
connected components D = H;’] pand Dy =H e o- Again by the condition 3] and similar arguments to the above,
we can determine u|p, as u(x) = (—re; | x) for all x € D. Here 1, € (0, o) is a constant. Hence we obtain (3.2)).
For the case H,,, 0 G 0F, we take and fix zo € 0 F \ H,, o and a supporting hyperplane for F’ at zo, which we write by
H . Let D; be the connected component of D which contains H?, .z ©D. By the assumption[3land u(zg) = 0,
it follows that there exists ¢’ € R™ \ {0} such that u(x) = {(¢” | x— zO) for all x € D,. Completely s1m11arly to the
arguments above for showing that H. o = H,, o, we can easily notice that H.» ,, = H. ,, and hence ¢” = tl " for
some constant #{ € (0, o). Moreover, we also realize that ¢’ = t.e; for some ¢. € R\ {0}. Otherwise it follows that
the two hyperplanes H,, o and H. ,, cross, and hence we get D1 = D, and H+1 NH, . # 0, which implies that
there exists a point xo € D such that u(xg) < 0. This is clearly a contradiction. ThlS result and convexity of u imply
that D consists of two connected components D = H+ oand Dy = H* and that F ={x e R" | =[p < x; < 0}.

—€1,20°

Here [y := dist(He,,0, H-¢,,7,) > 0. Finally we obtaln the last possible expression (3.3). u can be expressed by

either of (3.1)-G.3). m]
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Now we give the proof of Theorem[3l

Proof. Assume by contradiction that F, the facet of «, would satisfy @ € F € R". Without loss of generality, we
may assume that  attains its minimum 0. By the strong maximum principle (Theorem[2)), the convex weak solution
u is affine in each connected component of D := R™ \ F. Therefore we are able to apply Lemma[3l By rotation and
translation, u can be expressed as (3.I)—(3.3). Now we prove that u is no longer a weak solution to Ly, ,u =0 in
R"™. We set open cubes Q’ := (=1, 1) ¢ R"! and Q := (-d, d) x Q' c R", where d > 0 is to be chosen later.
We claim that u does not satisfy Lj, ,u =0 in W17 (0). Assume by contradiction that there exists a vector field
Z € L*¥(Q, R") such that the pair (u, Z) € WhP(Q) x L*(Q, R") satisfies Lj, ,u =0 in w-L-r'(Q).
For the first case (5.1]), we have

|Z(x)| <1 forae.xe€Q, andZ(x)=e; forae. xeQ, :=(0,d)xQ cR". 5.4)

by definition of Z. We also set another open cube Q; = (—d, 0) x Q" c R". We take and fix non-negative functions
¢1 € CL((~d. d)), 2 € C(Q’) such that

¢7>0in (-d,0), (nlla)é)d)] =¢1(0) >0, and ¢, £ 0. (5.5)

We define an admissible test function ¢ € C1(Q) by ¢ (x1, x’) := ¢1(x1)p2(x”) for (x1, x") € (=d, d) x Q" = Q. Test
¢ € CL(Q) into Lp, pu=0in W~1-P"(Q), and divide the integration over Q into that over Q; and Q,.. Then (3.4)
implies that

0=b [ @+ior201V@w)dvs [ (b e [T as
Q O

<b ¢;¢2dx+b/ ¢1|Vo|dx
Qi (]

+b¢](0)‘/(;),¢2(x’)(e1 |—el)dx'+tlp_]¢](0)/Q,¢2(xl)<€] | —ey1)dx’
=L+L+1+14.

Here we have applied the Gauss—Green theorem to the integration over Q,, and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to
the integration over Q;. For the integrations I; and I, we make use of Fubini’s theorem and (3.3). Then we have

0
I = '/Q’ ([d ¢1(X1)dx1)¢2(x’)dx’ =b¢1(0) ‘/Q" do(x")dx" = b¢1(0)||¢2||L1(Q,) =—1I,

0
B<b0i0) [ dn [ [900) 1 = bdr 01101,
—d Q’
Finally we obtain

0<Ii+h+ly+1i < b1y < 61(0) (bdIV8ll 0~ Il (). (5.6)

From (3.6), we can easily deduce a contradiction by choosing sufficiently small d = d(b, p, t1, ¢2) > 0. Similarly
we can prove that u defined as in (5.3) does not satisfy Lj ,u =0 in W-1-P"(Q), since it suffices to restrict d < lo.
We consider the remaining case (5.2). We have

ey forae. xeQ,,
—ey fora.e. x€Q;.

Z(x) ={
by definition of Z. We test the same function ¢ € C1(Q) in Ly, pu =0, then it follows that
0= [ (-4t ™er| T@r00)dxs [ {01 er [ T(010) s
o o,
087 [ 0100261 [enyax'+ b4 ™) [ 6100020 e | -en)
o’ o’
== O 26+ 107 [ ga)ax’ <0,
Ql

which is a contradiction. This completes the proof. O
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Remark 4. The estimate (5.G) breaks for p = 1, since the equation |0|”~20 = 0 is no longer valid for p = 1. This
means that we have implicitly used differentiability of the function |z|P /p at 0 € R". Also it should be noted that
for the one-variable case, functions as in (3.1J), which are in general not in C ! are one-harmonic in R.

5.2 (C'-regularity theorem

We give the proof of Theorem/[Il

Proof. We may assume that Q is convex. By [30, Theorem 25.1 and 25.5] and Lemmal[l it suffices to show that
Ou(xg) ={0} forall xg € F. Let xg € F. We get a convex function up: R" — R as a blow-up limit as in Proposition
[l We note that the facet of uq is non-empty by Proposition[Il Hence by the Liouville-type theorem (Theorem[3),
ug is constant and we obtain duy(xp) = {0}. Combining these results, we have {0} C du(xp) C dup(xp) = {0} and
therefore du(xp) = {0}. This completes the proof. O

6 Generalization
In Section[6, we would like to discuss C!-regularity of convex weak solutions to
Lu := —div(V,¥(Vu))-div(V,W(Vu))=f in QcCR", 6.1)

which covers (IT). Precisely speaking, throughout Section [6] we make these following assumptions for ¥ and W
on regularity and ellipticity. For regularity, we only require

¥ e C(RM)NCHR"\{0}), W e CH(R") N C>(R™\ {0}). (6.2)
For W, we assume that for each fixed 0 < u < M < oo, there exist constants 0 < y < I' < co such that W satisfies
YICP < (ViW(20)¢ | £), 6.3)
[(V2W(20)¢ | w)| < TIZ ]|l (6.4)
for all zg, £, w € R™ with u < |z09] < M. Also, there is no loss of generality in assuming that
V. W(0)=0. (6.5)
Finally, we assume that ¥ is positively homogeneous of degree 1. In other words, ¥ satisfies
W(4z0) = ¥ (20) (6.6)

holds for all zop € R"” and A > 0. This clearly yields ¥(0) = 0.
By modifying some of our arguments, we are able to show that

Theorem 4 (C'-regularity theorem for general equations). Let Q C R" be a domain. Assume that f € L]%C(Q) (n<
g < o) and the functionals ¥ and W satisfy (62)—(63). If u is a convex weak solution to (6.1), then u is in C'(Q).

If we set

p
W(z) =Dlz|, W(z):= &, where 1 < p < oo,
p

then the equation (6.1) becomes (I.I). Therefore Theorem @l generalizes Theorem[11

6.1 Preliminaries

In Section[6. Il we mention some basic properties of W and W, which are derived from the assumptions (©.2)—(G.3).
For W, by (6.2)-(&3) and (&3 it is easy to check that the continuous mapping A: R" 3 z +— VW(z) € R"
satisfies strict monotonicity (&.8). In particular, by (6.3) we have

(A(z) | 2) >0 forall z e R"\{0}. 6.7)
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For the proof, see Lemma[IQlin the appendices.
For W, we first note that ¥ satisfies the triangle inequality

\P(Zl +Zz) < \P(Zl) +\P(Z2) forall z;, 2z, € R". (68)
We define a function ¥: R — [0, co] by

P({) =sup{(|z) | zeR", ¥(z) < 1}.

V¥ is the support function for the closed convex set Cy = {7 € R" | ¥(z) < 1}. By definition it is easy to check that p
is convex and lower semicontinuous. Also, if £ € R” satisfies ¥(¢) < oo, then the following Cauchy—Schwarz-type
inequality holds;

(z| ) <¥(2)¥() forall zeR™ (6.9)

If a convex function ¥ is positively homogeneous of degree 1, then the subdifferential operator 9V is explicitly
given by B
0P(2)={eR"|P() < L¥(2) =(z| O)} (6.10)
for all z € R". In particular, we have the following formula
(V. ¥(z20) | z0) =¥(z9) forall zg € R"\ {0}, (6.11)
which is often called Euler’s identity. Also, assumptions (6.2) and (6.6) imply that
V¥ (1z0) = V¥(z0), V>W(1z0) = 1~ 'V2W¥(z0) (6.12)

for all 2 >0 and zop € R™\ {0}. Proofs of (6.8)—(6.10) are given in Lemma [IT] of the appendices for the reader’s
convenience.

Remark 5. The results (611)-(6.12) give us the following basic property for V.

1. We set a constant
K = sup{|V.¥(z0)| | 20 € R", |z0| = 1},

which is finite. Then we have d¥(zg) C Bk (0) for all zg € R™. For the case zo # 0, this inclusion is clear
by ©.12) and ¥ (zo) = {V.¥(z0)}. For zo = 0, we take arbitrary w € 9¥(0) \ {0}. Then by the subgradient
inequality, Euler’s identity (6.11) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

wi*=(w | w=0)+¥(0)
<Y(w)=(V,¥(w) | w) < K|w|.
This estimate yields the inclusion d¥(0) C Bk (0).

2. For zg € R™\ {0}, the Hessian matrix V%‘I‘(ZO) satisfies

0<(V2¥(z0)¢ | £). (6.13)
C
[(V2¥(20)¢ | w)] < el (6.14)

for all £, w € R". Here the finite constant C is explicitly given by

C = sup{[(V2¥ (W) |w)|| 2 £, w €R™, |w| =[] = |w| = 1}.

Lemmal states lower semicontinuity of a functional in the weak* topology of an L*-space. This result is used
in the justification of a blow-up argument for the equation (6.1).

Lemma 4. Let Q C R™ be a Lebesgue measurable set, and let ¥: R" — [0, o0) be a convex function which
satisfies (6.6). Assume that a vector field Z € L*(Q, R™) and a sequence {Zy }n C L®(Q, R™) satisfy Zn X Zin
L®(Q,R™). Then we have
ess supW(Z(x)) < liminfess supP(Zy (x)), (6.15)
xeQ N—eoo  yeQ

where ¥ denotes the support function of the closed convex set Cy = {z e R" | ¥(z) < 1}.
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We give an elementary proof of LemmaP] which is based on a definition of ¥.

Proof. We consider the case Co, = lg\r]nian‘iJ(ZN)HLw < o0, since otherwise (G.13) is clear. Fix arbitrary &£ > 0.

(®)
Then we may take a subsequence {Zy; };0:1 such that

ess sup‘i’(ZNj (x)) £ Coo+& < 0. (6.16)
xeQ

Take arbitrary 0 < ¢ € L' (Q) and w € Cy. Then with the aid of (&.9), we have
(Zn;(x) |w) < Cxt&

for all j € N and for a.e. x € Q, which yields

/[Cw+s—<z,v,.(x) | w)]¢(x)dx >0 6.17)
o :
for all j € N. Letting j — oo, we have
[rcare-zwmismds=o
Q
by Zn; A Zin L*(Q,R"). Since 0 < ¢ € L'(Q) is arbitrary, for each w € Cy, there exists an £"-measurable set
U, c Q, such that L"(U,,) =0 and
(Z(x) |w) £ Coo+e forallx e Q\U,,.

Here we denote £" by the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Since Cy C R” is separable, we may take a countable
and dense set D C Cy,. We set an L"-measurable set

U= U U, CcQ,

weD

which clearly satisfies £ (U) = 0. Then we conclude that
(Z(x) |w) < Cou+e forallx e Q\U,w € Cy
from density of D ¢ Cy. Hence by definition of P, it is clear that
P(Z(x)) < Co+e forae. x Q.

Since & > 0 is arbitrary, this completes the proof of (&.13). i

6.2 Sketches of the proofs

We first give definitions of weak solutions to (6.I). We also define weak subsolutions, and supersolutions to an
equation Lu =0 in a bounded domain.

Definition 3. Let Q c R” be a domain.

1. Let fe L] (Q)(n<gq< o). We say that a function u € WIL’Cw(Q) is a weak solution to (&.I), when
for any bounded Lipschitz domain w € Q, there exists a vector field Z € L*(w, R") such that the pair
(u, Z) € WH(w) x L®(w, R™) satisfies

/(Z|V¢)dx+/(A(Vu)|V¢)dx=/f¢dx (6.18)

forall ¢ € W(;’ "(w), and
Z(x) € 0¥(Vu(x)) (6.19)

for a.e. x € w. Here A denotes the continuous mapping A: R" 3 x +— V,W(x) € R". For such pair (u, Z),
we say that (u, Z) satisfies Lu = f in W~ (w) or simply say that u satisfies Lu = f in W~ (w).
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2. Assume that Q is bounded. A pair (u, Z) € WH®(Q) x L*(Q, R") is called a weak subsolution to Lu = 0 in
Q, if it satisfies

/(z | V¢)dx+/(A(Vu) | V) dx <0 (6.20)
Q Q

forall 0 < ¢ € C2°(L2), and
Z(x) € 0¥(Vu(x)) forae. xeQ. (6.21)

Similarly we call a pair (u, Z) € WP (Q) x L®(Q, R") a weak supersolution L, ,u =0 in Q, if it satisfies
(6.21) and

/(Z|V¢)dx+/(A(Vu)|V¢)dx20
Q Q

forall 0 < ¢ € C*(Q). Foru € WP (Q), we simply say that u is respectively a subsolution and a supersolution
to Lu = 0 in the weak sense if there is Z € L™ (Q, R™) such that the pair (u, Z) is a weak subsolution and a
weak supersolution to Lu =0 in Q.

Remark 6. We describe some remarks on Definition 3

1. In this paper we treat a convex solution, which clearly satisfies local Lipschitz regularity. Hence it is not
restrictive to assume local or global W'-*-regularity for solutions in Definition 3l Also it should be noted
that if a vector field Z satisfies (6.19), then Z is in L™ by Remark[3l Hence our regularity assumptions of the
pair (u, Z) involve no loss of generality.

2. Integrals in (&.I8) make sense by Z, Vu € L®(w, R"), A € C(R",R"), and the continuous embedding
Wy (w) = LT (w).

3. For a bounded domain Q c R”, let u € C? (ﬁ) satisfy
Vu(x)#0 forall x € Q, and

Lu(x) <0 forallx e Q.

Then the pair (u, V,¥(Vu)) € WHP (Q) x L*(Q, R") satisfies (©@20)—(&.21). For such u, we simply say that
u satisfies Lu < 0 in Q in the classical sense.

To prove Theorem [ we may assume that Q is a bounded convex domain, since our argument is local. As
described in Section [I.1]l we would like to prove that a convex solution u to (6.I) satisfies (I.4) for all x € Q.
For the case x € D, we can show (L4) by De Giorgi—-Nash—Moser theory. This is basically due to the fact that
the functional
E(z) =¥(z)+W(z) forzeR"

satisfy the following property. For each fixed constants 0 < u < M < oo, there exists constants 0 < A < A < co such
that the estimates (2.7)—(2.8) hold for all zg, £, w € R™ with u < |z9] < M. In other words, the operator L is locally
uniformly elliptic outside a facet, in the sense that for a function v the operator Lv becomes uniformly elliptic in a
place where 0 < u < |Vv| < M < oo holds. This ellipticity is an easy consequence of (&.3)—(©.4) and (©.13)—(G.14).
Appealing to local uniform ellipticity of the operator L outside the facet and De Giorgi—Nash—Moser theory, we
are able to show that a convex solution to Lu = f is C'*@ near a neighborhood of each fixed point x € D, similarly
to the proof of Lemmalll

For the case x € F, we first make a blow-argument to construct a convex function ug: R" — R satisfying
du(x) C dup(x), and Lug =0 in R" in the sense of Definition Bl Next we justify a maximum principle, which
is described as in (L.6), holds on each connected component of D. This result enables us to apply Lemma 3
and thus similarly in Section 5.1 we are able to prove a Liouville-type theorem. Hence it follows that a convex
solution ug, which is constructed by the previous blow-argument, should be constant. Finally the inclusions
{0} C du(x) c dup(x) c {0} hold, and this completes the proof of (L4, i.e., du(x) = {0}.

For maximum principles on the equation Lu = 0, the proofs are almost similar to those in Sectiondl Indeed,
we first recall that the operator A: R" 5 zg > V_W(zo) € R" satisfies strict monotonicity (.8). Combining with
monotonicity of the subdifferential operator 0¥, we can easily prove a comparison principle as in Proposition
Also, similarly to Lemma[2] we can construct classical barrier subsolutions to Lz = 0 in an open annulus, since
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the operator L is locally uniformly elliptic outside a facet. These results enable us to prove a maximum principle
outside a facet.

We are left to justify the remaining two problems, a blow-argument and the Liouville-type theorem. To show
them, we have to make use of some basic facts on a convex functional which is homogeneous of degree 1. These
fundamental results are contained in Section[A3]

For a blow-up argument as in Section [3, we similarly define rescaled solutions. Existence of a limit of these
rescaled functions are guaranteed by the Arzela—Ascoli theorem and a diagonal argument. By proving Lemmal[3]
below, we are able to demonstrate that u, a limit of rescaled solutions, is a weak solution to Lu = 0 in R", and this
finishes our blow-up argument.

Lemma 5. Let U C R" be a bounded domain. Assume that sequences of functions {un}y_, C Wh(U) and
{fnINo € L9(U) (n < q < o) satisfy all of the following.

1. Foreach N €N, uy satisfies Luny = fn in W_l’“’(U).
2. There exists a constant M > 0, independent of N € N, such that

[Vuny (x)| <M forae xeU. (6.22)

3. There exists a function u € W' (U) such that

Vuyn(x) = Vu(x) fora.e xeU. (6.23)

4. fn strongly converges to 0 in L9(U).
Then u satisfies Lu =0 in W= (U).
Proof. For each N € N, there exists a vector field Zy € L* (U, R") such that

Zn (x) € 9¥(Vu(x)) forae.xeU, (6.24)

/U(ZN | Vo) dx+/U<A(VuN) | Vo) dx = /Uqusdx for all ¢ € W' (U). (6.25)
Combining the assumption fy — f in L9 (U) with the continuous embedding L9 (U) < W1 (U), we get
fv =0 inwb>). (6.26)
By A € C(R",R") and (6.22), the vector fields {A(Vuy )}y _, satisfy
A(Vupy(x)) > A(Vu(x)) forae. xeU,

|[An (Vupn (x))—A(Vu(x))|<C forae. x €U,

where C is independent of N € N. From these and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, it follows that
A(Vuy) = A(Vu) in L*(U,R"). (6.27)

As mentioned in Remark [SH6] the {Zy }%_, € L* (U, R") is bounded. Hence by [, Corollary 3.30], we may take
a subsequence {Zy; }j:l so that

Zy; =~ Z inL®(U,R") (6.28)
for some Z € L* (U, R"). By (6.23)—(6.28) we obtain

/(Z|¢)dx+/(A(Vu)|V¢)dx=0 forall ¢ € W, ' (V).
U U

Now we are left to prove that
Z(x) € 0¥(Vu(x)) forae. xeU.
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By (&.I0), it suffices to show that Z satisfies
Y(Z(x)) <1, (6.29)
Y(Vu(x))={Z | Vu(x)) (6.30)

for a.e. x € U. Similarly, it follows that for each N € N, the vector field Zy satisfies

{ P(Zy (x)) 1

(Zn | Vu()),

Hence (6.29) is an easy consequence of Lemma[dl We recall (6.2), and thus d¥(z0) = {V;¥(z0)} holds for all
70 € R\ {0}. Combining (&23)), we can check that Zy (x) — Z(x) fora.e. x € D := {x € U | Vu(x) # 0}. Hence
(&30) holds for a.e. x € D. Note that (©30) is clear for x € U\ D, and this completes the proof. mi

fora.e. x e U.

I IA

Y (Vuy (x))

We prove a Liouville-type theorem as in Theorem[3l In other words, for a convex solution to Lu = 0 in R",
we show that F, the facet of u, would satisfy either F = () or F =R"™. Assume by contradiction that F' satisfies
0 ¢ F ¢ R". Then by Lemmal[3l we may write a convex solution u by either of (3.1)-(3.3). However, Lemma Gl
below states that u is no longer a weak solution, and this completes our proof.

Lemma 6. Let u be a piecewise-linear function defined as in either of (BI)-(3.3). Then u is not a weak solution
to Lu=0inR".

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem[3] we introduce a constant d > 0, and set open cubes Q' C R" ! and 0,0:,0,C
R”. By choosing sufficiently small d > 0, we show that # does not satisfy Lu =0 in W=*(Q). Assume by
contradiction that there exists a vector field Z € L*(Q, R") such that the pair (u, Z) satisfies Lu =0in W~1(Q).

We first show that a function u defined as in (3.I) is not a weak solution. For this case, (6.12)) implies that Z
satisfies Z(x) = V,¥(e;) for a.e. x € Q,. We take and fix non-negative functions ¢; € C!((-d, d)), ¢2 € CL(Q")
such that (5.3) holds, and define ¢ € C(Q) by ¢(x1,x") == ¢1(x1)pa(x’) for (x1,x’) € (=d, d) x Q" = Q. Testing
¢ into Lu =0 in W~1(Q), we have

0= [ (Z+A0) | V($102)) dx+ / (V. W(er)+Alrer) | V(o)) dx
(@] O,
< / W(V(6162)P(Z(x)) dx
[&J]
+61(0) / 625" (V.B(e1) | —e1) dx’ + 61(0) / o (VA (trer) | —er)dy’
[ o’

=L+L+15.

Here we have used the Cauchy—Schwarz-type inequality (6.3) for the integral over Q;, and applied the Gauss—Green
theorem to the integration over Q.. For I, we make use of (6.9)—(6.8)), Fubini’s theorem and (3.3). Then we have

I < /Q 61 (1B (0, Yy da(x')) dx+ fQ o (x1)d2 () W(e1) dx

< $1(0)(d- 1900, V) 1 (0 + (e idalli oy )

where V. ¢3 = (0x,02, ..., Ox,$2). For I, recalling Euler’s identity @.I1), we get 1> = —¢1(0)¥(e1) |2l .1 (o)
We set a constant u := (A(t1e1) | e1), which is positive by (6.7). Then we obtain

I+ Bt T < 10 (d- 1900, Vo) 11 o) i ll i 0 ).

Choosing d = d(u, ¥, ¢2) > 0 sufficiently small, we have 0 < I + I, + I3 < 0, which is a contradiction. Similarly
we can deduce that u defined as in (33) does not satisfy Lu =0 in W~1>*((Q), since it suffices to restrict d < .
For the remaining case (3.2), we have already known that

| V.¥(e;) forae.xeQ,,
00 = { V.¥(-e;) forae xeQ
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by definition of Z and (&.12). We set two constants y := (A(t1e1) | e1), uz = (A(=t2e1) | —e1), both of which are
positive by (6.7). Testing the same function ¢ € C}(Q) into Lu = 0 in W=*(Q), we obtain

0= / (V. W(=e)+A(=tre1) | V(616)) dx+ / (V. W(er) +A(trer) | V(o)) dx
Q 0,
i /Qf“”(°)¢2(x')<vzq’<—el>+A<—tze1> len)dx'+ /Q,¢1(0)¢z(x’><vzw(e1>+A<ne1) | —e1)dx’
=—¢1<0)<T<e1>+w—el>+m+ﬂz)/ ()’ <0,
Ql

which is a contradiction. Here we have used the Gauss—Green theorem and Euler’s identity (6.11)). This completes
the proof. O
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A Proofs for a few basic facts

In this section, we give proofs for a few basic facts used in this paper for completeness.

A.1 A Poincaré-type inequality

We give a precise proof of Lemmal[7] a Poincaré-type inequality for difference quotients of functions in W(;’p (1<
p < o). This result is used in the proof of Lemmal[ll The proof of Lemmal[Zlis essentially a modification of that of
the Poincaré inequality for the Sobolev space W(;’p (10} Proposition 3.10].

Lemma 7. Let Q C R" be a bounded open set and 1 < p < co. Forall u € W(;’p(Q),j e{l,....,n}, he R\ {0},
we have

A nullr @) < IVullLr@)- (A1)
Here A} pu is defined by
u(x+he;)—u(x)
h
Before the proof of Lemma [7] we note that A; ,u(x) makes sense for a.e. x € Q by the zero extension of
ue Wé’p(U). That is, for a given u € W(;’p(U), we set 1 € WhP(R") by

Aj pu(x) = forx e Q.

u(x) xeU,

u(x) ;={ 0 xeR"\U. (A.2)

Proof. We fix j e {1,...,n}, h € R\ {0}. We first note that the operator A; j: W(;’p(U) — LP(U) is bounded,

since for all u € W(;’p(U) we have
1/p 1/p
(/ |ﬁ(x+h)|pdx) +(/ |u(x)|pdx)
U U

C(p,U)
| 7]

1

1A, nullLe ) <
J (U) |h|

2
< m”””LP(U) < IVullLr ()

by the Minkowski inequality and the Poincaré inequality. Here # € W'-? (R") is defined as in (A2). Hence by a
density argument, it suffices to check that (A.) holds true for all u € C2(U). Letu € C2(U). Then for all x € U,
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we have

1
[w(x+he;)—u(x)| = ‘/0 (Va(x+the;) | he;)dt

1 1 I/p
< |h|/ |Vi(x+thej)|dt < |h|(/ [Viu(x+the;)|” dt
0 0
by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Holder’s inequality. From this estimate we get
1
p —
1A aull ) < /Q /0 \Vit(x + the )|V di dx
1
= / / [Vu(x+the;)|P dx dt (by Fubini’s theorem)
0o Ju
<IVull?p o))
P
< ||Vu||U,(U).
Hence we obtain (AJ) for all u € CZ(U), and this completes the proof. mi

A.2 Convex analysis

Lemma [§]is used in the proof of Lemma [l for a justification of local W 2-regularity of a convex weak solution
outside of the facet.

Lemma 8. Let u be a real-valued convex function in a convex domain Q C R"". Assume that x|, x, € Q satisfy
X1 # X2, and set d = |xy —x1| >0, v =d™! (x2—x1). Then for all z; € du(xy), we have

u(x2)_u(xl)'

(2 | vy > 2 (A3)
Proof. By zp € du(x,), we have a subgradient inequality
u(x) > u(x2)+{z2 | x—x2)
for all x € Q. Substituting x := x; = x3 —dv € Q, we obtain
u(x) 2 u(x2) —d{z2 | v),
which yields (A3). o

Remark 7. Instead of subgradient inequalities, we are able to show (A3) by monotonicity of du. For each fixed
X1, x3 € Q with x| # xp, we may take and fix x3 := x; +#(xp —x;) for some 0 < ¢ < 1 and z3 € du(x3) such that

u(x2) —u(xy) =(z3 | x2 —x1), (A.4)

with the aid of the mean value theorem for non-smooth convex functions [I, Theorem D.6]. x> — x| = dv is clear
by definitions of d, v. Noting x, —x3 = (1 —1)dv, we can check that

(2-z3|v) = (-3 |x0—-x3) 20

1
(I-10)d
by monotonicity of du. Combining these results with (A4), we obtain

u(x2) —u(xr) =d{zz | v) <d(za | v),

which yields (A.3).

The following lemma is used in the proof of Proposition[Il
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Lemma 9. Let U C R" be a convex open set, and let {un }§,_, be a sequence of real-valued convex functions in U.
Assume that this sequence is uniformly Lipschitz. In other words, there is a constant L > 0 independent of N € N
such that

luny (x)—un(y)| < Llx—y| forallx,yeU. (A.S)

If there exists a function us: U — R such that
un(x) = uw(x) forallx €U, (A.6)
then we have Vuy (x) = Vu(x) fora.e. x € U.
Remark 8. From (A.3)-(A.6), it is easy to show that u, is also convex, uy — U uniformly in U, and
[Uoo(X) —Uoo(y)| < Llx—y| forallx,yeU.
Our proof of Lemma[lis inspired by [11, Lemma A.3].
Proof. We define £"-measurable sets
Py = {x € U| uy is not differentiable at x} for N € NU {co}.

Clearly Py (N € NU{co}) satisfies L"(Pp) =0 by Lipschitz continuity of u, and therefore the £"-measurable
set
P= |J Pvcu
N eNU{oo}

also satisfies £ (P) = 0. We claim that
Vupn (xg) = Vue(xo) forallxgeU\P. (A7)
We take and fix arbitrary xo € U \ P. We note that Vuy (xg) exists for each N € N since xo ¢ Pn, and we obtain

sup |[Vupn (xo)| < L
N eN

with the aid of (A3)). Hence it suffices to check that, if a subsequence {un, }x C {un}n satisfies
Vup, (xg) = v(k — o) forsomeve RY, (A.8)
then v = Vi (x9). Since xo ¢ Py, and therefore dup, (xo) = {Vun, (x0)} for each k € N, we easily get
un, (x) = un, (xo0) +(Vun, (x0) | x—x0) forallx eU, k e N.

Letting k — oo, we have
Uoo(X) = Uoo(x0)+{(v |x—x0) forallx eU

by (A.6) and (A.8). This means that v € dus(xg). Note again that xo ¢ P, and therefore duc(xo) = {Vieo(x0)},
which yields v = Vue (xg). This completes the proof of (A7). |
A.3 Convex functionals

We prove some basic property of convex functionals ¥ and W in Section[@l

Lemma 10. Let W be a convex function which satisfies (6.2)-(6.3) and (6.3). Then the mapping A: R" 5 7z —
VW(z) € R" satisfies strict monotonicity [.8).

Proof. We take arbitrary z;, zo € R” with z; # 7, and define a line segment L = {71 +#(z0—z1) e R* |0 <t < 1}.
We first consider the case 0 ¢ L. Then there exist constants 0 < u < M < oo such that u < |zg| < M holds for all
z0 € L. Here we can take a constant y > 0 such that (&3) holds for all zo € L. Then by W € C>(R" \ {0}), we have

1
(A(z))-A() lz2—z1y = | (VEW(zi+1(za—21))(z2—21) | 22— 21) dt = ylza— 21> > 0.
0

26



To consider the remaining case 0 € L, it suffices to show (6.7). Indeed, the assumption O € L allows us to write
z1 = =1yv, 7o = [, v for some unit vector v and some constants /;, [ > 0. Under this notation, we obtain

(A(z22) - A(z1) | 2 =21y = (A(Ly) | (i +D)v) +(A(=l1y) | = (L1 +12)v) > 0

by (6.7). Here we note that at least one of [, [, is positive since [} + 1> = |72 — z1| > 0.
We prove (6.7) to complete the proof. Let z € R™ \ {0}. Then we obtain

dy = (A@z/2N) = A(z/2V) |z) >0
for each N € N, since we have already shown (£.8) for the case 0 ¢ L. By definition of d; (j € N), it is clear that
(A(2) - A(z/2N) |2y =di+---+dN > d.
Letting N — oo, we obtain (A(z) | z) > d; > 0by A € C(R",R"). m|
We precisely prove (6.8)—(6.10) in Lemmal[Idl See also [2, Section 1.3] and [30} §13] as related items.
Lemma 11. Let ¥: R" — [0, 00) be a convex function which is positively homogeneous of degree 1.
1. ¥ satisfies the triangle inequality (6.8).
2. Assume that [ € R" satisfies ¥(¢) < co. Then the Cauchy—-Schwarz-type inequality (6.9) holds.
3. The subdifferential operator &% is given by (6.10).
Proof. By convexity of ¥ and (6.6), P satisfies

W(z1+z2) o a+z22\ _ P(z1)+¥(22) n
—E (2 ) < . for all 2y, 2, € R”,
which yields (6.8).
We next show the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality (6.9). Let z € R". If ¥(z) > 0, then we have
z ~
Z =Y() = <¥Y(z2)¥
(21) =¥ )<\P(Z) M (%)
by z/W¥(z) € Cy. For the case ¥(z) = 0, we note that Az € Cy for all 4 > 0. Hence it follows that
(2] _P(w)
= <
10 =5 < —

forall 1 > 0. By W(£) < oo, we obtain (z | £) < 0= (z)¥(¢). This completes the proof of (6.9).
Finally we prove (6.10). Let zo € R" be arbitrarily fixed. Assume that / € R" satisfies ¥(£) < 1 and ¥(z¢) =
(zo | £). Then by combining these assumptions with (6.9), we have

¥(z) > P(2)P(Q)
2(z| )y =(20 1) +{z=201)
=W(z0) +({ | z—20)

for all z € R". Hence ¢ € d¥(zp). Conversely, if £ € 9¥(z¢), then we have the subgradient inequality
Y(z) >Y(z0)+( | z—2z0) forallzeR". (A.9)
By testing kzo into (A29), where k € [0, o0) is arbitrary, we have
(k= 1)¥(z0) = ¥(kzo) —¥(z0) = ({ | (k—1)z0) = (k= 1)({ | 20)- (A.10)

If we let 0 < k <1 so that k —1 < 0, then we have W(zp) < (£ | zo). Similarly, letting 1 < k < co, we have
Y(z0) = (| zo). Hence we obtain ¥(zp) = (¢ | zo). Combining with (A.9), we have

(z| &) <¥(z) forall zeR",
which yields ¥(£) < 1 by definition of ¥. This completes the proof of (@.10). mi
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