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MAXIMUM PRINCIPLES IN UNBOUNDED RIEMANNIAN

DOMAINS

ANDREA BISTERZO

Abstract. The necessity of a Maximum Principle arises naturally when
one is interested in the study of qualitative properties of solutions to
partial differential equations. In general, to ensure the validity of these
kinds of principles one has to consider some additional assumptions on
the ambient manifold or on the differential operator. The present work
aims to address, using both of these approaches, the problem of prov-
ing Maximum Principles for second order, elliptic operators acting on
unbounded Riemannian domains under Dirichlet boundary conditions.
Hence there is a natural division of this article in two distinct and stan-
dalone sections.

1. Introduction

In this work we address the validity of the maximum principle for bounded
solutions to the problem

{
∆u ≥ cu in Ω
u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω

where Ω is an unbounded domain inside the Riemannian manifold (M,g).
We shall present two kinds of results where the common root is the assump-
tion that Ω is “small” from the viewpoint of the operator. The first result
requires that the underlying manifold has a special structure (warped prod-
uct cylinder) and the smallness of the domain is encoded in its (Dirichlet)
parabolicity. The second result has a more abstract flavour as it holds in
any Riemannian manifold provided that the domain is small in a spectral
sense.

In the Euclidean setting a classical Maximum Principle for unbounded
domains contained in the complement of a cone states as follows (for a
reference, see [3])

Theorem 1.1. Consider a possibly unbounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n, n ≥ 2,

whose closure is contained in the complement of a non-degenerate solid cone
C ⊂ R

n. If u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩W
1,2
loc (Ω) is a distributional solution to





−∆u+ c u ≤ 0 in Ω
u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω
supΩ u < +∞,
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where 0 ≤ c ∈ C0(Ω), then

u ≤ 0 in Ω.

The proof is essentially based on the fact that the Euclidean space is a
model manifold, that is, the manifold obtained by quotienting the warped

product ([0,+∞) × S
n−1,dr ⊗ dr + r2gS

n−1
) with respect to the relation

that identifies {0} × S
n−1 with a point o, called pole, and then extending

smoothly the metric in o.
Influenced by the model structure of Rn, in Section 2 we obtain a trans-

position of the previous theorem to warped product manifolds satisfying
certain (radial) curvature conditions and replacing the notion of cone with
the notion of strip. The assumptions on the geometry of M and on Ω are
needed to construct a suitable barrier function, crucial for the validity of the
result. We stress that the main theorem of Section 2 will be first stated in
the context of (Dirichlet-)parabolic manifolds and then reinterpreted in the
language of maximum principles. This is the content of Corollary 2.8.

On the other hand, if we want to recover a maximum principle without re-
quiring any assumption on the structure of the manifold (and of the domain),
then we have to consider some additional hypotheses on the differential op-
erator and on its spectrum. These kinds of assumptions are natural if one
compares with the compact case.

Theorem 1.2. Let (M,g) a Riemannian manifold, Ω ⊆ M a bounded do-
main and L a linear elliptic operator with (sufficiently) regular coefficients.
Then, the Maximum Principle holds for L in Ω with Dirichlet boundary con-
ditions if and only if the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of L on Ω is positive.

Inspired by this fact, one might wonder if this property can be generalized
to unbounded domains. This is true in the Euclidean space according to the
very interesting work [13] by Samuel Nordmann. In Section 3 we shall extend
Nordmann result to Riemannian domains.

To this end, we first obtain an ABP-like inequality for the differential
operator L acting on bounded smooth domains. Next, we will use it to
construct a couple of generalized eigenelements (λ1, ϕ) for L on possibly
nonsmooth bounded domains and, using an exhaustion argument, on un-
bounded smooth domains. Following the proof obtained by Nordmann, in
Theorem 3.23 we get a maximum principle for the operator L acting on
an unbounded smooth domain Ω of a general Riemannian manifold (M,g)
under the assumption that λ1 > 0.

In the last section we will apply Theorem 3.23 to generalize some of the
results obtained in [6] by the author together with Stefano Pigola.

2. Maximum principle for unbounded domains in the
complement of a strip

The already cited Theorem 1.1 is a milestone in the Euclidean analysis
of PDEs. A possible proof makes use of the next classical lemma (see [3,
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Lemma 2.1]), which is based on the existence of a suitable positive (−∆+c)-
subharmonic function. We state this result in a more general setting.

Lemma 2.1. Let (M,g) be a complete manifold. Given a (possibly un-
bounded) domain Ω ⊂ M , suppose u ∈ W 1,2

loc
(Ω) ∩ C0(Ω) is a distributional

solution to




−∆u+ c u ≤ 0 in Ω
u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω
supΩ u < +∞,

where 0 ≤ c ∈ C0(Ω). If there exists a function φ ∈ C2(Ω) ∩C0(Ω) (possibly
depending on u) satisfying

{ −∆φ+ c φ ≥ 0 in Ω
φ > 0 in Ω

and

lim sup
dM (p,p0)→+∞,

p∈Ω

u(p)

φ(p)
≤ 0

for any fixed p0 ∈ Ω (where dM is the intrinsic distance on M), then u ≤ 0
in Ω.

Proof. Let w := u
φ ∈ W

1,2
loc (Ω) ∩ C0(Ω). We have

∆w + 2g

(
∇w, ∇φ

φ

)
+ w

∆φ

φ
=

∆u

φ
≥ c

u

φ
= c w in D′

i.e.

Lw := −∆w − 2g

(
∇w, ∇φ

φ

)
+ w

−∆φ+ c φ

φ
≤ 0 in D′.

By assumption, for any ǫ > 0 and any fixed p0 ∈ M there exists 0 < Rǫ
ǫ→0−−→

∞ so that w(p) ≤ ǫ for every p ∈ Ω satisfying dM (p, p0) ≥ Rǫ. Hence, for
Ωǫ := BM

Rǫ
(p0) ∩ Ω we get

{ Lw ≤ 0 in any connected component of Ωǫ

w ≤ ǫ on the boundary of any connected component of Ωǫ.

Since −∆φ+cφ
φ ≥ 0, by the standard maximum principle w ≤ ǫ in any con-

nected component of Ωǫ. Letting ǫ → 0 we get w ≤ 0 in Ω, i.e. u ≤ 0 in
Ω. �

As said above, the previous lemma is the key ingredient to obtain the
unbounded maximum principle contained in Theorem 1.1. Indeed, for any
bounded above supersolution u we only have to find a barrier function φ

satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 2.1. Observe that, since in Theorem
1.1 u is assumed to be bounded above, the dependence of φ on u may be

bypassed just requiring that φ
|x|→+∞−−−−−→ +∞.
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It is precisely the presence of the cone C in the complement of Ω that
allows us to easily construct φ.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Consider the spherical coordinates (r, θ) on R
n and

set Λ = S
n−1 \ C. We define φ as the restriction to Ω of the function

Φ : (0,+∞) × Λ → R≥0 given by

Φ(r, θ) =

{
ln(r) + C0 if n = 2
rαψ(θ) if n ≥ 3,

where ψ is the first Dirichlet eigenfunction of ∆Sn−1
∣∣∣
Λ

with associated first

eigenvalue λ1 > 0 and α ∈ R satisfies the identity

α(α + n− 2) − λ1 = 0.

By the nodal domain theorem, it follows that φ > 0 in Ω and thus (−∆ +
c)φ ≥ 0. Moreover, by construction, φ diverges as |x| → +∞. By Lemma
2.1, the claim follows. �

Using a different point of view, we can interpret Theorem 1.1 in terms of
a the Dirichlet-parabolicity of the domain Ω.

Definition 2.2. Given a Riemannian manifold (M,g) without boundary,
we say that a domain Ω ⊆ M is Dirichlet parabolic (D-parabolic) if the
unique bounded solution u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ C∞(Ω) to the problem

{ −∆u = 0 in Ω
u = 0 on ∂Ω

is the constant null function.

Remark 2.3. Note that in the definition of D-parabolicity the boundary of
the manifold (domain) at hand does not necessarily have to be smooth.

For an interesting work about Dirichlet parabolicity, containing a detailed
overview about the topic, we suggest [15].

As an application of what done so far, we get that any domain Ω ⊂ R
n

contained in the complement of a cone is D-parabolic.

Corollary 2.4. If Ω ⊂ R
n, n ≥ 2, is a (possibly unbounded) domain whose

closure is contained in the complement of a non-degenerate solid cone C ⊂
R
n, then Ω is D-parabolic.

Proof. Fixed any bounded function u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ C∞(Ω) satisfying
{ −∆u = 0 in Ω
u = 0 on ∂Ω,

by Theorem 1.1 we get u ≤ 0. Applying the same argument to v = −u, it
also follows that u ≥ 0, obtaining u ≡ 0. �
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2.1. From Euclidean space to warped products. Clearly, previous con-
struction is strongly based on the fact that the Euclidean space is a model
manifold. Using this viewpoint, a natural question could be the following

Can we retrace what we have done so far to obtain a suitable barrier φ

on any warped product manifold M = I ×σ N?

Remark 2.5. When we consider R
n as a warped product manifold, the

cone C (whose vertex coincides with the pole o) can be seen as a strip that
extends along the "radial" direction.

Λ

C

Ω Λ Ω

r0

If we want to retrace the same construction step by step, we need the
existence (and the positiveness) of the first eigenfunction φ of ∆N

∣∣
Λ

. In
particular, this means that the manifold N has to be compact. Whence,
assuming that φ takes the form φ(r, ξ) = h(r)ψ(ξ) with ψ nonnegative first
Dirichlet eigenfunction on a fixed subdomain Λ ⊂ N , by the structure of
the Laplace-Belatrami operator acting on warped product manifolds, the
inequality (−∆ + c)φ ≥ 0 reduces to

∂2
rh+ (n − 1)

σ′

σ
∂rh−

(
λ1

σ2
+ c

)
h ≤ 0(2.1)

and, in general, it is not easy to prove the existence of a positive solution to

(2.1) that satisfies the asymptotic condition h
r→+∞−−−−→ +∞. This means that

we are able to generalize Theorem 1.1 only requiring strong assumptions on
the manifold at hand.

2.2. D-parabolicity and maximum principle for unbounded domains

of warped product manifolds with compact leaves. Let M = R≥0 ×σ

N be a warped product manifold, with σ : R≥0 → R>0 a positive smooth
function and N a closed manifold. Observe that, up to double M , we can
equivalently assume I = R (and thus that the manifold is complete). In
what follows, we consider Ω an unbounded domain whose closure is con-
tained in the strip (0,+∞) × Λ, where Λ ⊂ N is a non-empty, connected
open subset of N (with smooth boundary ∂Λ) such that Λ 6= N .
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Λ
Ω

While at the beginning of this section we explained how to prove D-parabolicity
using Lemma 2.1, for more general warped product manifolds we will apply
the following Dirichlet-Khas’minskii test (see [15, Lemma 14]) to subdomains
of the ambient manifold.

Lemma 2.6 (D-Khas’minskii test). Given a Riemannian manifold (M,g)
with boundary ∂M 6= ∅, if there exists a compact set K ⊂ M and a function
0 ≤ φ ∈ C0(M \ int K) ∩ W

1,2
loc (int M \ K) such that φ(x) → ∞ as

dM (x, x0) → ∞ for some (any) x0 ∈ M , and

−
ˆ

int M \K
g(∇φ,∇ρ) ≤ 0

∀0 ≤ ρ ∈ C0(M \ int K) ∩W
1,2
loc (int M \K),

then M is D-parabolic.

Before stating the main theorem of this section we briefly recall that
the radial Ricci curvature Ricrr at a point p = (r, ξ) of a warped product
manifold M = I ×σ N is given by

Ricrr(p) = Ric

(
∂

∂r
,
∂

∂r

)
(p) = −σ′′(r)

σ(r)
.

In particular, on noting that σ(r) > 0 for every r ∈ I, we get

Ricrr(p) ≥ 0 (resp. ≤ 0) ⇔ σ′′(r) ≤ 0 (resp. ≥ 0).

Theorem 2.7. Let M = R≥0 ×σ N be a warped product manifold of dimen-
sion dim(M) ≥ 2, where σ : R≥0 → R>0 is a positive smooth function and N
is a closed manifold. Consider Ω ⊂ M an unbounded domain whose closure
is contained in the strip [0,+∞) × Λ, where Λ ⊂ N is a non-empty, smooth
and connected open subset of N such that Λ 6= N . Assume that either one
of the following conditions is satisfied

(1) Ricrr ≤ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ [0,+∞);
(2) Ricrr ≥ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ (0,+∞];

(3) σ ∈ O(rβ) for 0 < β < 1
2 as r → +∞ and σ′

σ ∈ L∞ eventually.

Then Ω is D-parabolic.
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Proof. We recall that Ω is D-parabolic if every u ∈ C∞(Ω) ∩C0(Ω) ∩L∞(Ω)
satisfying the Dirichlet problem

{ −∆u = 0 in Ω
u = 0 on ∂Ω

(2.2)

vanishes everywhere. By the invariance of D-parabolicity by removing com-
pact domains, it is enough to prove that there exists an appropriate compact
subset K ⊂ Ω such that the resulting subdomain U := Ω \K is D-parabolic.
To this end, in turn, following the philosophy of Khas’minskii test, we only
have to find a nonnegative function φ ∈ C0(U) ∩ W 1,2

loc
(U) satisfying the

conditions




−∆φ ≥ 0
lim

dM (p0,x)→∞
x∈Ω

φ(x) = +∞

for any fixed p0 ∈ M . Indeed, in this case given any solution u ∈ C∞(U) ∩
C0(U) ∩ L∞(U) of (2.2), suppose by contradiction that supU u > 0. Then
there exists x0, x1 ∈ U such that supU u ≥ u(x1) > u(x0) =: u0 > 0.
Define v := u − u0 − ǫφ, for ǫ small enough so that v(x1) > 0, and set
W := {x ∈ U : v(x) > 0}. Then x1 ∈ W and W is bounded since φ → +∞
as dM (p0, x) → ∞. By the fact that ∆v ≥ 0 weakly in W and v ≤ 0 on ∂W ,
using the strong maximum principle we get v ≤ 0 on W , thus obtaining a
contradiction. It follows that u ≤ 0. By applying the same argument to the
function −u, we conclude u ≡ 0, as desired.

It remains to prove the existence of the function φ and the corresponding
compact set K. Thanks to the structure of the warped product manifold,
we can assume φ to be of the form φ(r, ξ) = h(r)ψ(ξ). So, let ψ be the
positive first Dirichlet eigenfunction of the Laplacian on Λ

{ −∆Λψ = λ1ψ ≥ 0 in Λ
ψ = 0 on ∂Λ.

With this choice the differential inequality −∆φ ≥ 0 is equivalent to the
second order ODE

h′′ + (m − 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h ≤ 0.(2.3)

Whence, we are reduced to find a solution h to (2.3). This is obtained via a
case by case analysis:

(1) σ′′ ≥ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ [0,+∞): by assumption,
there exists A ≥ 1 so that

σ′′ ≥ 0 and thus σ ≥ c

in [A,+∞). This implies that σ′ r→+∞−−−−→ C ≤ 0 and σ′ ≤ 0 eventually,
so we can assume that σ′ ≤ 0 for r ≥ A. In particular, −K ≤ σ′ ≤ 0
for a positive constant K.
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Let h(r) := r, defined in [A,+∞): since h′ = 1 ≥ 0, h′′ = 0 and
σ′ ≤ 0, we get

h′′ + (m − 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h ≤ 0.

By construction, h(r)
r→+∞−−−−→ +∞ and h(r) > 0 in [A,+∞). Whence,

defining U := Ω ∩ ([A,+∞) ×N) and taking φ(r, ξ) = h(r)ψ(ξ), by
the previous argument we obtain that U is D-parabolic.

2.a. σ′′ ≤ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ (0,+∞): as in previous
case, there exists A ≥ 1 so that

σ′′ ≤ 0 and thus σ ≤ c

in [A,+∞), implying (w.l.o.g.) 0 ≤ σ′ ≤ K < +∞ in [A,+∞). Let
β ∈ (0, 1) and h(r) := rβ: we get

h′′ + (m− 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h ≤ (m− 1)

σ′

σ
βrβ−1 − 1

σ2
λ1r

β

≤ rβ

σ

[
(m − 1)Kβ − 1

c
λ1

]

and choosing β ∈ (0, 1) so that
[
(m− 1)Kβ − 1

cλ1

]
≤ 0, we obtain

h′′ + (m − 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h ≤ 0.

Since h is positive and diverges as r → +∞, we can proceed ex-
actly as in previous case, obtaining that U := Ω ∩ ([A,+∞) ×N) is
D-parabolic.

2.b. σ′′ ≤ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→+∞ σ(r) = +∞: by assumption, there

exists A > 1 so that σ′′ ≤ 0 in [A,+∞). Together with the fact
that σ → +∞ as r → +∞, this implies that σ′ is decreasing and
eventually positive. In particular, σ′ ≤ K is bounded in [A,+∞).
Choosing h(r) = σβ(r) for β > 0, we get

h′′+(m− 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h

= σβ−2
[
(σ′)2β(β +m− 2) − λ1

]
+ βσβ−1σ′′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤0

in [A,+∞) and, thanks to the boundedness of σ′, we can take a
positive β small enough so that

(σ′)2β(β +m− 2) − λ1 ≤ 0,

obtaining

h′′ + (m− 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h ≤ 0

in [A,+∞). As in first case, it follows that the subdomain U :=
Ω ∩ ([A,+∞) ×N) is D-parabolic.
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3. σ ∈ O(rβ) for 0 < β < 1
2 as r → ∞ and σ′

σ ∈ L∞ eventually: letK >

0 and A0 > 0 so that σ′

σ < K in [A0,+∞). Then, under the current
assumptions, the function h(r) := r satisfies

h′′+(m − 1)
σ′

σ
h′ − 1

σ2
λ1h

< (m− 1)K − 1

σ2
λ1r

r→+∞−−−−→ −∞

implying that there exists A > A0 so that equation (2.3) is sat-
isfied in [A,+∞). Again, it follows that the domain U := Ω ∩
([A,+∞) ×N) is D-parabolic.

As a consequence of the above analysis, we get a D-parabolic subdomain of
the form U := Ω ∩ ([A,+∞) ×N), for A > 0 big enough.

Λ

Ω
UA

Since Ω \ U = ([0, A] ×N) ∩ Ω is compact in Ω and U is D-parabolic, by
[15, Corollary 11] the domain Ω is itself D-parabolic, thus completing the
proof. �

A direct application of Theorem 2.7 gives the following maximum prin-
ciple for unbounded domains. Its proof is based on a characterization of
the D-parabolicity contained in [15, Proposition 10], which asserts that a
Riemannian manifold X with nonempty boundary ∂X 6= ∅ is D-parabolic if
and only if every subharmonic bounded function u ∈ C0(X) ∩ W

1,2
loc (int X)

satisfies supX u = sup∂X u.

Corollary 2.8 (Unbounded maximum principle). Let M = R≥0 ×σ N be a
warped product manifold of dimension dim(M) ≥ 2, where σ : R≥0 → R>0

is a positive smooth function and N a closed manifold. Consider Ω ⊂ M

an unbounded domain whose closure is contained in the strip [0,+∞) × Λ,
where Λ ⊂ N is a non-empty, smooth and connected open subset of N such
that Λ 6= N . Moreover, suppose the validity of either one of the following
conditions

a. Ricrr ≤ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ [0,+∞);
b. Ricrr ≥ 0 eventually and ∃ limr→∞ σ(r) = c ∈ (0,+∞];

c. σ ∈ O(rβ) for 0 < β < 1
2 as r → ∞ and σ′

σ ∈ L∞ eventually.
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If u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ W
1,2
loc (Ω) is a bounded above distributional solution of the

problem
{ −∆u+ c u ≤ 0 in Ω

u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω,

where 0 ≤ c ∈ C0(Ω), then

u ≤ 0 in Ω.

Proof. Consider u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ W
1,2
loc (Ω) a bounded above distributional solu-

tion to the problem
{ −∆u+ c u ≤ 0 in Ω

u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω.

If u+ := max{u, 0}, by Kato’s inequality (see [18, Proposition A.1]) we get
{ −∆u+ ≤ −cu+ ≤ 0 in Ω
u+ = 0 on ∂Ω.

Using Theorem 2.7 and [15, Proposition 10] it follows that u+ = 0 in Ω,
implying u ≤ 0 in Ω. �

3. A maximum principle for general unbounded domains in
complete manifolds

In the present section we aim to prove a Maximum Principle for second
order elliptic operators acting on unbounded domains of more general Rie-
mannian manifolds. We stress that in the main theorem of this section, i.e.
Theorem 3.23, we only require the positivity (in the spectral sense) of the
operator, with no further assumptions neither on the geometry or on the
structure of the ambient manifold.

The result is obtained readapting the work made in the Euclidean case
by Samuel Nordmann, [13]. Most of the effort consists into recover in a
Riemannian setting some classical Euclidean tools. In particular, it will be
crucial the achievement of an Alexandroff-Bakelman-Pucci estimate, which
will allow us to construct a (generalized) first eigenfunction in unbounded
domains. The Maximum Principle will be a straightforward consequence of
the existence of such eigenfunction.

3.1. ABP inequality. In the very interesting article [7], Cabré proved a
Riemannian version of the Alexandroff-Bakelman-Pucci estimate for ellip-
tic operators in nondivergent form acting on manifolds with nonnegative
sectional curvature. In his work, he used the assumption on the sectional
curvature to ensure two fundamental tools: the (global) volume doubling
property for the Riemannian measure dv and the classical Hessian compar-
ison principle by Rauch. In particular, since these two tools (with different
curvature bounds) are available in every relatively compact domain Ω ⊂ M

regardless of any assumption on the sectional curvature of M , it is reasonable
to expect that we can locally recover the results by Cabré up to multiply
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by appropriate constants depending on Ω and on the lower bound of its
sectional curvature.

Among its various applications, the ABP inequality is one of the main
ingredients used by Berestycki, Nirenberg and Varadhan in [4] to prove the
existence of the generalized principal eigenfunction of a second order differen-
tial operator L on Euclidean domains, that is, a generalization of the notion
of eigenfunction to operators acting on possibly nonsmooth or unbounded
domains. In this paper we will see how to transplant the construction of the
generalized principal eigenfunction into general bounded (and into smooth
unbounded) Riemannian domains: this will allow us to prove a maximum
principle for uniformly elliptic second order differential operators acting in
smooth unbounded domains.

Following the proof in [7], we get a version of the ABP inequality for
uniformly elliptic operators of the form

Lu(x) := Mu(x) + c(x)u(x),(3.1)

with

Mu(x) := div (A(x) · ∇u(x)) + g(B(x),∇u(x)),

acting on a bounded Riemannian domain Ω ⊂ M , where c ∈ C0(M) is a
continuous function, B ∈ C∞(M ;TM) is a smooth vector field and A ∈
End(TM) is a positive definite symmetric endomorphism of the tangent
bundle TM so that

c0 g(ξ, ξ) ≤ g(A(x) · ξ, ξ) ≤ C0 g(ξ, ξ) ∀x ∈ M,∀ξ ∈ TxM

and

g(B(x), B(x)) ≤ b, |c(x)| ≤ b ∀x ∈ M

for some positive constants c0, C0 and b. Moreover, we assume that the local

coefficients aji of the endomorphism A satisfy
∣∣∣
∣∣∣aji
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
C1

≤ a ∀i, j,(3.2)

where a ∈ R>0.

The strategy we adopt to achieve the ABP inequality is strongly based
on the existence of a suitable atlas composed by harmonic charts. To this
aim, let’s start by introducing the following definition.

Definition 3.1. Given an n-dimensional Riemannian manifold (M,g), we
recall that the C1-harmonic radius of M at x ∈ M , denoted with rh(x),
is the supremum among all R > 0 so that there exists a coordinate chart
φ : BR(x) → R

n with the following properties

(i) 2−1gR
n ≤ g ≤ 2gR

n
in the local chart (BR(x), φ);

(ii) ||∂kgij ||C0(BR(x)) ≤ 1
R for every k = 1, ..., n;

(iii) φ is an harmonic map.
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Defining rh(M) := infx∈M rh(x), if we suppose that

|Ric| ≤ K and inj(M,g) ≥ i(3.3)

for some constants K, i ∈ R>0, by [11, Corollary] it follows that there exists
a constant r0 = r0(n,K, i) > 0 so that

rh(M) ≥ r0.

As a consequence, under the assumptions (3.3) we can choose a cover of
harmonic charts (with fixed positive radius) providing a uniform C1-control
on the metric and on its derivatives.

Theorem 3.2. Let (M,g) be a complete Riemannian manifold of dimen-
sion dim(M) = n and Ω ⋐ M a bounded smooth domain. Denote Ωr :=
{x ∈ M : d(x,Ω) < r} for r > 0.

Then, there exists a positive constant C = C(n, a, b, c0, C0, rh(Ω), |Ω|, |Ωrh(Ω)|)
such that for every u ∈ C2(Ω) satisfying

{ Mu ≥ f in Ω
lim supx→∂Ω u(x) ≤ 0,

it holds

sup
Ω
u ≤ C diam(Ω) ||f ||Ln(Ω) .(3.4)

The key result that we need to prove Theorem 3.2 is the following Eu-
clidean integral Harnack inequality, whose proof can be found in [8, Theorem
9.22]

Theorem 3.3. Let L := aij∂i∂j+b
i∂i+c be an uniformly elliptic differential

operator acting on a bounded domain U ⊂ R
n with

c0 ≤ [aij ] ≤ C0 and |bi∂i|, |c| ≤ b,

for some positive constants c0, C0 and b, and let f ∈ Ln(U). If u ∈ W 2,n(U)
satisfies Lu ≤ f and is nonnegative in a ball B2R(z) ⊂ U , then

(
 

BR(z)
up
) 1

p

≤ C1

(
inf
BR(z)

u+R ||f ||Ln(B2R(z))

)

where p and C1 are positive constants depending on n, bR, c0 and C0.

Remark 3.4. If b = 0, i.e. if B = bi∂i is the null vector field and c ≡ 0, then
the constants p and C1 in previous theorem do not depend on the radius R.

Remark 3.5. If Ω is a bounded smooth domain and u ∈ C2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω)
satisfies 




Mu ≤ f in Ω
u ≡ C on ∂Ω
∂u
∂A·ν ≤ 0 on ∂Ω,

where ν is the outward pointing unit vector field normal to ∂Ω, then we can
consider a larger bounded smooth domain Λ ⋑ Ω and we can extend u and
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f to Λ by imposing u ≡ C and f ≡ 0 in Λ \Ω. In this way we get a function
u ∈ C0(Λ) ∩W 2,n(Λ) satisfying Mu ≤ f weakly in Λ, i.e. so that

ˆ

Λ
[−g(A · ∇u,∇φ) + g(B,∇u)φ] dv ≤

ˆ

Λ
fφ dv ∀0 ≤ φ ∈ C∞

c (Λ).

Remark 3.6. We stress that if Ω is a bounded smooth domain, u ∈ C2(Ω)∩
C1(Ω) satisfies

{ Mu ≤ 0 in Ω
u ≡ C on ∂Ω

and x0 ∈ ∂Ω is a global minimum for u in Ω, then

∂u

∂A · ν (x0) ≤ 0.

Indeed, by decomposing A · ν = (A · ν)⊤ + (A · ν)⊥, where (A · ν)⊤ and
(A · ν)⊥ are tangential and normal to ∂Ω respectively, one can check that

∂u

∂A · ν (x0) = (A(x0) · ν(x0))⊥∂u

∂ν
(x0) = g

(
A(x0) · ν(x0), ν(x0)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

∂u

∂ν
(x0)

where the first equality follows from the fact that x0 ∈ ∂Ω is a minimum for
u|∂Ω, implying that the tangential component (to ∂Ω) of ∇u vanishes at x0.
Hence ∂u

∂A·ν (x0) and ∂u
∂ν (x0) have the same sign. By standard Hopf’s Lemma

it follows that ∂u
∂A·ν (x0) ≤ 0.

Remark 3.7. Using the local expression of the differential operator M, we
can estimate the constant of Theorem 3.3 in every local chart in terms of
the coefficients A,B and c and of the fist order derivatives of the metric, i.e.
in terms of the harmonic radius of M thanks to condition (ii). Indeed, if X
is a vector field, in local coordinates

div (X) =
∂Xk

∂xk
+XtΓkkt

obtaining

div(A · ∇u) = div

(
a
j
i

∂

∂xj
⊗ dxi

[
ghk

∂u

∂xk
∂

∂xh

])

=
∂

∂xj

(
a
j
ig
hi ∂u

∂xh

)
+ atig

hi ∂u

∂xh
Γkkt.
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Hence the differential operator M writes as

Mu = div (A · ∇u) + g(B,∇u)

= div

(
a
j
i

∂

∂xj
⊗ dxi

[
ghk

∂u

∂xk
∂

∂xh

])
+ g

(
Bj ∂

∂xj
, ghk

∂u

∂xk
∂

∂xh

)

=
∂

∂xj

(
a
j
ig
hi ∂u

∂xh

)
+ atig

hi ∂u

∂xh
Γkkt +Bk ∂u

∂xk

= a
j
ig
hi ∂2u

∂xj∂xh
+

(
∂

∂xj

(
a
j
ig
ki
)

+ atig
kiΓhht +Bk

)
∂u

∂xk
.

As a consequence, under the assumptions (3.3) the coefficients of M have
the same bounds in every harmonic chart of the manifold M . In particular,
in Theorem 3.3 we can chose the same constants p = p(n, rh(M), a, b, c0, C0)
and C = C(n, rh(M), a, b, c0, C0) for every harmonic chart, avoiding any
dependence on the local chart.

Lastly, we stress that if we consider an operator of the form

M(u) = tr (A · Hess(u)) + g(B,∇u),

then the same conclusion holds true without requiring the condition (3.2).

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We start by supposing that u and the coefficients of
M are smooth up to the boundary of Ω. Consider the solution w of the
problem

{ Mw = −F := −(Mu)− ≤ 0 in Ω
w = 0 on ∂Ω.

By assumption, u ∈ C∞(Ω) and so F = (Mu)− is Lipschitz in Ω, implying
that w ∈ C2,α(Ω) for any α ∈ (0, 1). Moreover, by the standard maximum
principle, we have w ≥ 0. Now consider the function w − u: by definition

{ M(w − u) ≤ 0 in Ω
w − u ≥ 0 on ∂Ω

and, again by standard maximum principle,

w ≥ u in Ω.

Take z0 ∈ Ω so that S = w(z0) = supΩw > 0 and consider the function
v := S −w ≥ 0. Let r := rh(Ω) and consider the r-neighbourhood Ωr of Ω

Ωr := {x ∈ M : d(x,Ω) < r}.
Since v|∂Ω ≡ S, by Remark 3.6, we can extend v and F to Ωr as done in
Remark 3.5.

Observe that, without loss of generality, we can suppose diam(Ω) ≥ r.
Otherwise, Ω is contained in an harmonic local chart and the theorem follows
by the standard Euclidean ABP inequality.

Consider an open cover W of Ω given by

W := {(W1 := Br/4(x1), φ1), ..., (Wt := Br/4(xt), φt)}
satisfying the following assumptions
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• xi ∈ Ω for every i = 1, ..., t;
• d(xi, xj) ≥ r

8 for every i 6= j;
• W is maximal (by inclusion).

For a reference see [10, Lemma 1.1]. Moreover, observe that by construction
⋃

i≤t

Wi ⊂ Ωr.

Since every chart of W is an harmonic chart, then

|Ωr| ≥
∣∣∣∪1≤i≤tBr/8(xi)

∣∣∣ =
∑

i≤t

|Br/8(xi)| ≥ t2−n/2|Br/8|

implying that

t ≤ |Ωr|2n/2

|Br/8|(3.5)

where Bs denotes the Euclidean ball of radius s. Now let U and V the dilated
covers obtained from W

U := {(U1 := Br(x1), φ1), ..., (Ut := Br(xt), φt)}
V := {(V1 := Br/2(x1), φ1), ..., (Vt := Br/2(xt), φt)}.

Observe that

Wi ∩Wj 6= ∅ ⇒ ∃Br/4(xij) ⊆ Vi ∩ Vj

which implies, by (i) in Definition 3.1,

|Vj |
|Vi ∩ Vj |

=
|Br/2(xj)|
|Vi ∩ Vj |

≤ |Br/2(xj)|
|Br/4(xij)|

(i)
≤ 2n/2|Br/2|

2−n/2|Br/4| =
2n|Br/2|
|Br/4| ≤ 2nCRn

(3.6)

whenever Wi ∩Wj 6= ∅, where CRn = 2n is the Euclidean doubling constant.
It follows that if Wi ∩Wj 6= ∅

 

Vi∩Vj

vp ≤ CD

 

Vj

vp(3.7)

where CD := 4n.
In any local chart Ui we can apply Theorem 3.3, obtaining

 

Vi

vp dv ≤ 2n
 

Br/2

(v ◦ φi)p dx

≤ 2nCp1

[
inf
Br/2

v ◦ φ−1
i +

r

2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣F ◦ φ−1

i

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
Ln(Br)

]p

≤ 2nCp1

[
inf
Vi

v +
r

2

√
2 ||F ||Ln(Ui)

]p

(3.8)
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that implies

(
 

Vi

vp dv

)1/p

≤ 2n/pC1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:C̃1

[
inf
Vi

v +
r√
2

||F ||Ln(Ui)

]

≤ C̃1

[
inf
Vi

v + r ||F ||Ln(Ui)

]
∀i = 1, ..., t.

(3.9)

Summing up over i = 1, ..., t, on the left side of (3.8) we have

∑

i≤t

 

Vi

vp ≥ 1

|Ω̂|

ˆ

Ω̂
vp =

 

Ω̂
vp(3.10)

where

Ω̂ :=
⋃

1≤i≤t

Vi ⊆ Ωr.

Now let j ∈ {1, ..., t} be so that
(

inf
Vj

v + r ||F ||Ln(Uj)

)
= max

i≤t

(
inf
Vi

v + r ||F ||Ln(Ui)

)
.

and let S := {Wi1 , ...,Wim} ⊆ W be a sequence of coordinate neighbour-
hoods joining Wj =: Wi1 and z0 ∈ Wim and such that

Wiq 6= Wis ∀q 6= s,

Wiq ∩Wiq+1 6= ∅ ∀q = 1, ...,m − 1.

We get

inf
Vj

v = inf
Vi1

v ≤ inf
Vi1

∩Vi2

v

by (3.7)

≤
(
 

Vi1
∩Vi2

vp
)1/p

by (3.9)
≤ CD

(
 

Vi2

vp

)1/p

≤ CDC̃1

(
inf
Vi2

v + r ||F ||Ln(Ui2
)

)

≤ CDC̃1

(
inf
Vi2

v + r ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

)

where

Ω̃ =
⋃

1≤i≤t

Ui.
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Iterating

inf
Vj

v ≤ (CDC̃1)m
(

inf
Vim

v +m r ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

)

= (CDC̃1)m
(
m r ||F ||

Ln(Ω̃)

)

≤ (CDC̃1)t
(
t diam(Ω) ||F ||

Ln(Ω̃)

)

= C2 diam(Ω) ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

where, using (3.5), C2 := t(CDC̃1)t can be bounded from above by

C2 ≤ |Ωr|2n/2

|Br/8| (CDC̃1)
|Ωr |2n/2

|Br/8| .

Observe that, without loss of generality, CDC̃1 ≥ 1. In this way we obtain
∑

i≤t

C̃
p
1

(
inf
Vi

+r ||F ||Ln(Ui)

)p
≤ tC̃

p
1

(
inf
Vj

v + diam(Ω) ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

)p

≤ C̃
p
2

(
diam(Ω) ||F ||

Ln(Ω̃)

)p
(3.11)

where C̃2 := t1/pC̃1(C2 + 1). Using (3.9), (3.10) and (3.11), it follows
 

Ω̂
vp ≤ C̃

p
2

(
diam(Ω) ||F ||

Ln(Ω̃)

)p

i.e.
( 

Ω̂
vp
)1/p

≤ C̃2 diam(Ω) ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

.(3.12)

Recalling that v ≡ S in Ω̂ \ Ω, we get

( 

Ω̂
vp
)1/p

≥
(

1

|Ω̂|

ˆ

Ω̂\Ω
vp
)1/p

≥
(

|Ω̂ \ Ω|
|Ω̂|

)1/p

S =: θ1/pS

and, since |F | ≤ |f |χΩ, by (3.12)
( 

Ω̂
vp
)1/p

≤ C̃2 diam(Ω) ||F ||
Ln(Ω̃)

≤ C̃2 diam(Ω) ||f ||Ln(Ω) .

Whence

sup
Ω
w = S ≤ C diam(Ω) ||f ||Ln(Ω)(3.13)

where C = C̃2

θ1/p . In particular, previous inequality implies

sup
Ω
w ≤ C diam(Ω) |Ω|1/n ||f ||L∞(Ω) .

For the general case, i.e. removing the smoothness assumption on u and
on the coefficients of M up to the boundary, we can proceed by an exhaus-
tion of Ω by smooth, relatively compact subdomains, as done in [7, Theorem
2.3]. Indeed, let {Uǫ}ǫ>0 be a family of relatively compact subdomain of Ω
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with smooth boundary so that u ≤ ǫ in Ω\Uǫ (recall that lim supx→∂Ω u(x) ≤
0) and satisfying

⋃
ǫUǫ = Ω and define uǫ = u− ǫ ∈ C2(Uǫ). If we consider

the following sequences

• {uk}k ⊂ C∞(Uǫ) approximating uniformly u and its derivatives up
to order 2;

• {Ak,ǫ}k ⊂ End(TM) a sequence of positive definite symmetric endo-
morphisms of the tangent bundle TM whose coefficients are smooth
and converge to the ones of A in W 1,n(Uǫ);

then, defining uk,ǫ := uk − ǫ and Fk,ǫ :=

(
div (Ak,ǫ · ∇uk,ǫ) + g(B,∇uk,ǫ)

)−

,

by (3.13) in previous step we get

sup
Uǫ

uk,ǫ ≤ C diam(Ω) ||Fk,ǫ||Ln(Uǫ) .

Thanks to the properties of the sequences defined, we get

sup
Uǫ

uk,ǫ
k−→ sup

Uǫ

uǫ

and

Fk,ǫ
k−→ F in Ln(Uǫ)

that, together with previous inequality, imply

sup
Uǫ

uǫ ≤ C diam(Ω) ||F ||Ln(Uǫ) ,

i.e.

sup
Uǫ

u ≤ C diam(Ω) ||f ||Ln(Uǫ) + ǫ.

Letting ǫ → 0, thanks to the fact that lim supx→∂Ω u ≤ 0 and Uǫ → Ω, we
finally get

sup
Ω
u ≤ C diam(Ω) ||f ||Ln(Ω) .

�

Remark 3.8. Observe that the constant C in previous theorem depends
on n, a, b, c0, C0 and on the family of harmonic neighbourhoods W that
Ω intersects. In particular, by construction if Ω and Ω′ are covered by the
same family of harmonic neighbourhoods W, |Ω| > |Ω′| and C and C ′ are
the constants given by Theorem 3.2 on Ω and Ω′ respectively, then

C > C ′.

As a consequence, the constant C is monotone (increasing) with respect to
the inclusion and so we can use the same C = C(Ω) for every subdomain
Ω′ ⊆ Ω.
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Remark 3.9. The explicit expression of the constant C in (3.4) is the
following

C =
t1/p2n/p

[
t
(
2n(p+1)/pCRnC1

)t
+ 1

]

θ1/p

where, denoting r := rh(Ω),

• p = p(n, r, a, b, c0, C0) and C1 = C1(n, r, a, b, c0, C0) are the constants
given in Theorem 3.3;

• CRn is the Euclidean doubling constant;

• θ = 1 − |Ω|

|Ω̂|
;

• t ≤ |Ωr |2n/2

|Br/8| .

Observe that in the Euclidean case we have rh = +∞, implying that if Ω ⊂
R
n is a fixed bounded domain, then we can choose a radius R = (8 diam(Ω))

in order to get Ω ⊂ BR/8. By Remark 3.8, we can use the ABP constant
of the domain BR/8 also for the domain Ω. In particular, thanks to the
Euclidean (global) doubling property, the constants t and θ of the domain
BR/8 do not depend neither on BR/8 nor Ω, while the constants p and C1

depend on n, R (and hence on diam(Ω)), b, c0 and C0. This means that in
case M = R

n the constant in Theorem 3.2 depends on the domain Ω only
through its diameter. Moreover, by Remark 3.4, this last dependence on
the diameter of Ω is avoided in case b = 0 (for instance for the Euclidean
Laplacian).

3.2. Generalized principal eigenfunction in general bounded do-

mains. As already claimed, the aim of this section is to prove a maximum
principle for smooth unbounded domains in a general Riemannian mani-
folds. While in the bounded case the validity of the maximum principle
is strictly related to the positivity of the first Dirichlet eigenvalue, in un-
bounded domains the existence of classical principal eigenelements is not
even guaranteed. In this direction, following what done by Nordman in [13],
we will consider a generalization of the notion of principal eigenvalue (and
related eigenfunction) in order to extend this relation to unbounded smooth
domains.

Definition 3.10. The generalized principal Dirichlet eigenvalue of the op-
erator L acting on a (possibly nonsmooth) domain Ω ⊂ M is defined as

λ−L
1 (Ω) := sup{λ ∈ R : L + λ admits a positive supersolution}

where u is said to be a supersolution for the operator L + λ if u ∈ C2(Ω)
and it satisfies

{
(L + λ)u ≤ 0 in Ω

u ≥ 0 on ∂Ω.
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Clearly, the previous definition makes sense both in bounded and un-
bounded domains and in the former case it coincides with the classical
notion of principal eigenvalue. Moreover, if A−1 · B = ∇η for a smooth
function η (for instance, if B ≡ 0), then L is symmetric on L2(Ω,dvη),
where dvη = eη dv, and we have a variational characterization of λ1 through
the Rayleigh quotient

λ−L
1 (Ω) = inf

ψ∈H1
0 (Ω,dvη)

||ψ||L2(Ω,dvη)=1

(ˆ

Ω
g(A · ∇ψ,∇ψ) dvη −

ˆ

Ω
cψ2 dvη

)
.

The next step consists in proving the existence of a couple of generalized
eigenelements. The first result we need is a boundary Harnack inequality,
obtained adapting [2, Theorem 1.4] to the Riemannian setting.

Theorem 3.11 (Krylov-Safonov Boundary Harnack inequality). Let (M,g)
be a complete Riemannian manifold and Ω ⊂ M a bounded domain with
possibly nonsmooth boundary. Fix x0 ∈ Ω and consider G ⊂ Ω ∪ Σ compact,
where Σ is a smooth open subset of ∂Ω. Then, there exists a positive constant
C, depending on x0, Ω, Σ, G, a, b, c0 and C0, so that for every nonnegative
function u ∈ W

2,p
loc (Ω ∪ Σ), p > n, satisfying





Lu = 0 a.e. in Ω
u > 0 in Ω
u = 0 on Σ

we have

u(x) ≤ Cu(x0) ∀x ∈ G.

Proof. Let U := {U1, ..., Um} be a family of local charts of M intersecting
and covering ∂Ω and with the property that ∂G ∩Ui is connected for every
i. Fix ǫ > 0 small enough so that dM (x0, ∂Ω) > 2ǫ,

∅ 6= {x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) ∈ (ǫ, 2ǫ)} ⊆
⋃

1≤i≤m

Ui

and

{x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) > 2ǫ} 6= ∅.

Let Ωǫ a smooth subdomain of Ω satisfying

{x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) > 2ǫ} ⊆ Ωǫ ⊆ {x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) > ǫ}.
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Ω

G

Ωǫ

Clearly, ∂Ωǫ ⊂ ⋃
1≤i≤m Ui. Now complete U to a cover of Ω by coordinate

neighbourhoods of M

V = U ∪ U ′ = U ∪ {Um+1, ..., Uh}
so that

Ωǫ ⊂
⋃

m+1≤i≤h

Ui and ∂Ω ∩

 ⋃

m+1≤i≤h

Ui


 = ∅.

Up to considering a larger family U ′, we can suppose that for every i =
m+ 1, ..., h there exists Wi ⋐ Ui open subset such that

Ωǫ ⊂
⋃

m+1≤i≤h

Wi, ∂Ω ∩

 ⋃

m+1≤i≤h

Wi


 = ∅

and

Wi ∩Wj 6= ∅ ⇔ Ui ∩ Uj 6= ∅.
Lastly, up to considering a larger family U and a smaller ǫ, we can suppose

that for every i ∈ {1, ...,m} there exists a compact subset Ei ⊂
(
Ui ∩ Ω

)
so

that

Ω \ Ωǫ ⊂
⋃

1≤i≤m

Ei

and every Ei intersects at least one Wj .

Ei Ej

Wk
Ωǫ
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For every i = m + 1, ..., h we can apply the Euclidean version of Krylov-
Safonov Harnack inequality, [8, Corollary 8.21], to the couple Wi ⋐ Ui. Let
Ci = Ci(n,Ui, b, c0, C0,Wi) > 0 be the corresponding constant and define

K := max
m+1≤i≤h

Ci ≥ 1.

If x ∈ G, we have two possible cases:

(1) x ∈ G ∩ Ωǫ: we can consider a sequence of distinct neighbourhoods
Ui1 , .., Uit ∈ U ′ so that

x ∈ Wi1 , x0 ∈ Wit and

Wij ∩Wij+1 6= ∅ ∀j = 1, ..., t − 1

and by (Euclidean) Krylov-Safonov Harnack inequality, we get

u(x) ≤ sup
Wi1

u ≤ K inf
Wi1

u ≤ K inf
Wi1

∩Wi2

u

≤ K sup
Wi2

u ≤ ... ≤ Kt inf
Wit

u ≤ Ktu(x0).

Since the sequence of neighbourhoods can be chosen with at most
h−m different elements, it follows that

u(x) ≤ K̃ u(x0)

where K̃ := Kk−m does not depend on the choice of x ∈ G ∩ Ωǫ.
(2) x ∈ G \ Ωǫ: without loss of generality, we can suppose x ∈ U1. By

Theorem 1.4 in [2] applied to U1 and E1, we get

u(x) ≤ B1 u(z(x))

where B1 = B1(n, a, b, c0, C0, U1, E1) > 1 and z(x) ∈ U1 ∩ Wj for
some j ≥ m + 1, up to enlarge slightly Wj and E1. Retracing what
done in previous point, we obtain that

u(x) ≤ B1 u(z(x)) ≤ B1 sup
Wj

u ≤ B1 K̃ u(x0).

Choosing B := max1≤i≤mBi and defining C := BK̃ ≥ K̃, we get

u(x) ≤ C u(x0)

for every x ∈ G, obtaining the claim. �

Remark 3.12. Observe that C actually depends only on the neighbour-
hoods that G intersects and not really on G, i.e. C is “stable” under small
perturbations.

Next stage consists in the construction of a function u0 which vanishes at
those points of ∂Ω that admit a barrier. It will be needed to show that the
generalized principal eigenfunction vanishes at smooth portions of ∂Ω.
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Definition 3.13. We say that y ∈ ∂Ω admits a strong barrier if there exists
r > 0 and h ∈ W

2,n
loc (Ω ∩Br(y)) which can be extended continuously to y by

setting h(y) = 0 and so that

Mh ≤ −1.

Remark 3.14. As proved by Miller in [12], the strong barrier condition at
y ∈ ∂Ω is implied by the exterior cone condition in any local chart, i.e. by
the fact that in every local chart around y there exists an exterior truncated
cone Cy with vertex at y and lying outside Ω. In particular, on every smooth
sector Σ of ∂Ω every point y ∈ Σ satisfies the (local) exterior cone condition,
and thus the strong barrier condition.

Theorem 3.15. Let (M,g) be a complete Riemannian manifold. Given
a (possibly nonsmooth) bounded domain Ω ⊂ M , there exists u0 positive
solution to Mu0 = −g0 ∈ R<0 in Ω that can be extended as a continuous
function at every point y ∈ ∂Ω admitting a strong barrier by setting u0(y) =
0.

Proof. Consider Λ ⊂ M a bounded, open and smooth domain containing Ω
properly and let G be the positive Dirichlet Green function on Λ associated
to the differential operator M − 1. Fixed x0 ∈ Λ \ Ω, let G(·) := G(x0, ·) so
to have

{ MG = G in Ω
G > 0 in Ω

and define

g0 = min
Ω
G and G0 = max

Ω
G.

Consider an exhaustion {Hj}j of Ω by smooth nested subdomains satisfying

Hj ⊂ Hj+1 and let uj be the solutions of
{ Muj = −g0 in Hj

uj = 0 on ∂Hj.

In particular, uj ∈ W 2,p(Hj) for every p > n and, by the standard maximum
principle, {uj}j is an increasing sequence of positive functions. Moreover

M(uj +G) = −g0 +G ≥ 0

so, again by maximum principle, it follows that

uj +G ≤ max
∂Ωj

G ≤ G0,

i.e. uj ≤ G0 −G ≤ G0 for every j. Hence there exists a function u0 so that

uj ⇀ u0 in W 2,p(E)

uj → u0 in C1(E)

for every p > n and every E ⊂ Ω compact. Moreover, Mu0 = −g0 and
0 < u0 ≤ G0 by construction.
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The next step consists in proving that u0 can be extended continuously to
0 at every y ∈ ∂Ω admitting a strong barrier. Fix such a y ∈ ∂Ω admitting
a strong barrier, i.e. so that for some Br(y) there exists in U = Br(y) ∩ Ω a

positive function h ∈ W
2,n
loc (U) satisfying Mh ≤ −1 which can be extended

continuously to y by imposing h(y) = 0. Without loss of generality, we can
suppose r < inj(y). Let h be the strong barrier associated to y and choose
j big enough so that V = Hj ∩Br/2(y) 6= ∅: choosing ǫ > 0 small so that

ǫM
(
d(x, y)2

)
≤ 1

2
in U

the function h̃ = h+ ǫd(x, y)2 satisfies

Mh̃ ≤ −1

2
in U.

Moreover, if d(x, y) = r
2 and x ∈ Hj , then

h̃(x) ≥ ǫ
r2

4
=: δ

and, up to decrease ǫ, we can suppose δ ≤ 1 and that the function w =

G0
h̃
δ − uj satisfies

{ Mw ≤ 0 in V

w ≥ 0 on ∂V.

By the Maximum Principle, it follows w ≥ 0 in V , i.e.

uj(x) ≤ G0
h̃(x)

δ
in V.

Fixing x ∈ Hj ∩Br/2(y) and letting j → +∞, it follows

u0(x) ≤ G0
h̃(x)

δ
.

Since the previous inequality holds for every x ∈ Hj ∩Br/2(y) and for every

j big enough, by the continuity of h̃ in y the claim follows. �

Remark 3.16. Theorem 3.15 has been obtained thanks to an adaptation of
the argument presented in [4, Section 3]. Unless small details, the structure
of the proof remained unchanged with respect to the one by Berestycki,
Nirenberg and Varadhan.

Finally, we can prove the existence of a generalized principal eigenfunction
in any bounded Riemannian domain

Theorem 3.17. Let (M,g) be a complete Riemannian manifold of dimen-
sion dim(M) = n and consider a (possibly nonsmooth) bounded domain
Ω ⊂ M . If u0 is the function obtained in Theorem 3.15, then
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(1) there exists a principal eigenfunction φ of L

Lφ = −λ1φ

so that φ ∈ W
2,p
loc (Ω) for every p < +∞;

(2) normalizing φ to have φ(x0) = 1 for a fixed x0 ∈ Ω, there exists a
positive constant C, depending only on x0, Ω, a, b, c0 and C0, so
that φ ≤ C;

(3) there exists a positive constant E > 0 so that φ ≤ Eu0.

Remark 3.18. The proof proceeds (more or less) as in [4, Theorem 2.1].
We present it for completeness.

Proof. Fix x0 ∈ Ω and consider a compact subset F ⊂ Ω so that x0 ∈ int F
and |Ω \F | = δ, where δ > 0 is a constant (small enough) to be chosen. Let
{Ωj}j be a sequence of relatively compact smooth subdomains of Ω with
F ⊂ Ω1 and satisfying

Ωi ⊂ Ωi+1 ∀i and
⋃

i

Ωi = Ω.

By the smoothness of Ωj, for every j there exists a couple of principal
eigenelements (µj , φj) for L so that





Lφj = −µjφj in Ωj

φj > 0 in Ωj

φj = 0 on ∂Ωj

rescaled so that φj(x0) = 1 and with φj ∈ W 1,p(Ωj) for any p < +∞.

Moreover, since φk > 0 in Ωj for k > j, by the standard maximum principle

it follows that µj > µj+1 > λ1 := λ−L
1 (Ω) for every j. In particular, by

monotonicity {µj}j converges to a certain µ ≥ λ1.
By the standard Harnack inequality applied in Ω1 it follows that there

exists a positive constant C = C(n, a, b, c0, C0, x0,Ω1, F ) so that

max
F

φj ≤ C φj(x0) = C(3.14)

for every j ≥ 1.
Now consider Uj := Ωj \ F and v = φj − C: we have

Mv = −cφj − µjφj ≥ −bφj − µjφj

and

lim sup
x→∂Uj

v ≤ 0.

Now let Λ be a smooth, bounded domain containing Ω and let CΛ be the
constant given by Theorem 3.2 on Λ. Observing that U j ⊂ Λ for every j,
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by Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.8 it follows that

max
Uj

φj − C = max
Uj

v

≤ CΛ diam(Λ) ||(b+ µj)φj ||Ln(Uj)

≤ CΛ diam(Λ) (b+ µj) max
Uj

φj δ
1
n .

(3.15)

Let Br be a ball completely contained in F : by [14, Lemma 6.3] there exists
a positive constant K, depending only on dim(M) and on the coefficients of
L, so that

µj ≤ K

r2
.

Using the previous inequality in (3.15), we get

max
Uj

φj − C ≤ CΛ diam(Λ)

(
b+

K

r2

)
max
Uj

φj δ
1
n

and choosing δ small enough so that

CΛ diam(Λ)

(
b+

K

r2

)
δ

1
n ≤ 1

2

we obtain

max
Uj

φj ≤ 2C

that, together with (3.14), implies

max
Ωj

φj ≤ 2C =: C.

By interior W 2,p estimates ([8, Theorem 6.2]), it follows that

||φk||W 2,p(Ωj) ≤ Cj ∀k ≥ j + 1

implying the existence of a function φ, positive in Ω, so that

φj ⇀ φ in W
2,p
loc (Ω)

φj → φ in W
2,∞
loc (Ω).

By construction, φ solves

Lφ = −µφ in Ω

with φ(x0) = 1 and φ ≤ C. Moreover, by definition of λ1 and by the fact
that µ ≥ λ1, it follows that µ = λ1, obtaining the claims 1 and 2.

Lastly, observing that
{ Mφj = −(µj + c)φj ≥ −(µj + b)φj in Ωj

φj = 0 on ∂Ωj
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and recalling that
{ Mu0 = −g in Ω
u0 > 0 in Ω

we get
{

M
(
φj − C

g0
(µ+
j + b)u0

)
≥ −(µj + b)C + (µ+

j + b)C ≥ 0 in Ωj

φj − C
g0

(µ+
j + b)u0 < 0 on ∂Ωj

and, by standard maximum principle,

φj ≤ C

g0
(µ+
j + b)u0 in Ωj.

Letting j → ∞, it follows

φ ≤ C

g0
(λ+

1 + b)u0 = Eu0.

�

Remark 3.19. Using remark 3.14, Theorem 3.15 and the third point of
the previous theorem, we can see that the function φ vanishes on every
smooth portion of ∂Ω. As a consequence, if we consider a smooth domain
Ω and x0 ∈ ∂Ω, then for every R > 0 there exists a couple of eigenelements
(ϕR, λ−L

1 ) of the following Dirichlet problem
{

LϕR = −λR1 ϕR in Ω ∩BR(x0)
ϕR = 0 on smooth portions of ∂(Ω ∩BR(x0)).

3.3. Generalized principal eigenfunction in smooth unbounded do-

mains. As a consequence of previous construction, we get the analogue of
Theorem 1.4 in [5]. The Euclidean proof can be retraced step by step thanks
to Theorem 3.11 and Theorem 3.17. We propose it for completeness

Theorem 3.20. Given an unbounded smooth domain Ω ⊂ M , for any R > 0
consider the truncated eigenvalue problem

{
LϕR = −λR1 ϕR in Ω ∩BR
ϕR = 0 on ∂(Ω ∩BR)

.

where BR = BR(x0) for a fixed x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Then:

(1) for almost every R > 0 there exists and is well defined the couple of
eigenelemnts (λR1 , ϕ

R), with ϕR positive in Ω ∩BR;
(2) λR1 ց λ1 as R → +∞;

(3) ϕR converges in C
2,α
loc to some ϕ principal eigenfunction of Ω.

Proof. By the smoothness of Ω, for any i ∈ N there exists r(i) ≥ i so that
Ω∩Bi is contained in a single connected component Ωi of Ω∩Br(i). Moreover,
we can suppose Ωi ⊂ Ωi+1 for every i. By [1], it follows that

lim
i→∞

λ−L
1 (Ωi) = λ−L

1 (Ω).
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Now fix x1 ∈ Ω1 and let ϕi the generalized principal eigenfunction of −L
in Ωi, obtained by Theorem 3.17, normalized so that ϕi(x1) = 1. Fixed
i > j ∈ N, since ϕi ∈ W 2,p(Ω ∩ Bj) for every p < +∞ and vanishes on

∂Ω ∩Bj, by Theorem 3.11 with Ω = Ωj+1, Σ = ∂Ω ∩Bj+1 and G = Ω ∩Bj ,
it follows that there exists a positive constant Cj so that

sup
Ω∩Bj

ϕi ≤ Cj ϕ
i(x1) = Cj ∀i > j.

By [8, Theorem 9.13] it follows that {ϕi}i>j are uniformly bounded in
W 2,p(Ω ∩Bj−1/2) for every p < +∞. Thus, up to a subsequence

ϕi
i
⇀ φj in W 2,p(Ω ∩Bj−1/2) ∀p < +∞

and, by [8, Theorem 7.26],

ϕi
i→ φj in C1(Ω ∩Bj−1)

to a nonnegative function φj that solves
{

Lφj = −λ−L
1 (Ω)φj a.e. in Ω ∩Bj−1

φj = 0 on ∂Ω ∩Bj−1.

By construction, φj(x1) = 1 and so φj is positive in Ω ∩Bj−1 by the strong
maximum principle. Using a diagonal argument, we can extract a subse-
quence {ϕik }ik converging to a positive function ϕ that is a solution of the
above problem for all j > 1. �

3.4. Maximum principle in smooth unbounded domains. Once that
the existence of the couple of (generalized) principal eigenelements in smooth
unbounded domains has been proved, we can proceed to show the validity of
the maximum principle under the assumption that the generalized principal
eigenvalue is positive.

In what follows we consider an operator L of the form (3.1) and we assume
that there exists a function η : Ω → R, η ∈ C1(Ω) so that

∇η = A−1 ·B.
Before proving the main result of this section, we introduce two technical
lemmas

Lemma 3.21. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold and Ω ⊂ M a (possibly
unbounded) smooth domain. If v satisfies

{ Lv ≥ 0 in Ω
v ≤ 0 on ∂Ω

and (λ1, ϕ) are generalized principal eigenelements of L on Ω with Dirichlet
boundary conditions, defining σ := v

ϕ we get

div
(
ϕ2eηA · ∇σ

)
≥ λ1e

ησϕ2 in Ω(3.16)
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and

σ+ϕ
2g(ν,A · ∇σ) = 0 on ∂Ω(3.17)

where σ+ = max(0, σ). Since ϕ = 0 at ∂Ω, condition (3.17) must be under-
stood as the limit when approaching the boundary with respect to the direction
A · ν, where ν is the outward pointing unit vector field normal to ∂Ω.

Proof. By the assumptions, it clearly follows

div (eηA · ∇v) = eη [div (A · ∇v) + g(B,∇v)]

that, together with the fact that v is a subsolution, implies

div (eηA · ∇v) + eηcv = eηLv ≥ 0.

Moreover, since ϕ is a principal eigenfunction, we get

div (eηA · ∇ϕ) + c eηϕ = −λ1e
ηϕ,

that, using previous inequality, implies

div
(
ϕ2eηA · ∇σ

)
≥ eη [g(∇ϕ,A · ∇v) − g(∇v,A · ∇ϕ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 by the symmetry of A

+vλ1e
ηϕ

obtaining (3.16).
Now let x0 ∈ ∂Ω and set xǫ := expx0

(−ǫA(x0) · ν(x0)) for ǫ > 0 small
enough, where ν is the outward pointing unit vector field normal to ∂Ω.
Recalling that v ≤ 0 at ∂Ω, we have two possible cases:

(1) σ(xǫ) ≤ 0 as ǫ becomes small: then, σ+(xǫ) = 0 and thus (3.17) triv-
ially holds in the sense of the limit for x approaching the boundary
of Ω along the direction A(x0) · ν(x0).

(2) v(x0) = 0 and v(xǫn) > 0 for a sequence ǫn
n−→ 0: in this case

g(A(x0) · ν(x0),∇v(x0)) ≤ 0

and, by the standard Hopf’s lemma,

g(A(x0) · ν(x0),∇ϕ(x0))

= g(A(x0) · ν(x0), ν(x0)) g(ν(x0),∇ϕ(x0)) > 0,

obtaining

lim
ǫ→0

σ(xǫ) =
g(A(x0) · ν(x0),∇v(x0))

g(A(x0) · ν(x0),∇ϕ(x0))
≤ 0.

From the definition of σ and the fact that v(x0) ≤ 0, it follows that

ϕ2(xǫ)σ
+(xǫ)g (ν(x0), A(x0) · ∇σ(xǫ))

= [g (A(x0) · ν(x0),∇v(xǫ))

− σ(xǫ)g (A(x0) · ν(x0),∇ϕ(xǫ))] v
+(xǫ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ǫ→0−−→0

ǫ→0−−→ 0
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implying the claim.

�

Now consider the sequence of cut-off functions {ρk}k ⊂ C∞
c (M) satisfying





0 ≤ ρk ≤ 1

||∇ρk||L∞(M)
k−→ 0

ρk ր 1.

(3.18)

For a reference, see [17]. Without loss of generality we can suppose {ρk 6=
0} ∩ ∂Ω 6= ∅ for every k.

Lemma 3.22. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold and Ω ⊂ M a (possibly

unbounded) smooth domain. Supposing λ1 := λ−L
1 (Ω) ≥ 0, we have

λ1

ˆ

Ω
ρ2
ke
η(v+)2 dv ≤

ˆ

Ω
g(∇ρk, A · ∇ρk)eη(v+)2 dv

for every k, where {ρk}k ⊂ C∞
c (M) is a sequence of cut-off functions satis-

fying (3.18) and so that {ρk 6= 0} ∩ ∂Ω 6= ∅.

Proof. Fix k ∈ N and let Uk ⊂⊂ M be an open domain so that

• supp(ρk) ⊂ Uk;
• Σk := Uk ∩ ∂Ω is smooth (possibly not connected).

Let ν be the outward pointing unit vector field normal to ∂Ω and, for ǫ > 0
small enough, define

Sk,ǫ := {y ∈ Uk ∩ Ω : y = expx (−ǫA(x) · ν(x)) for x ∈ ∂Ω} .

Σk

Sk,ǫ

Uk

∂Ω

supp(ρk)

Next step consists in proving that there exists ǫk > 0 so that Sk,ǫ is a
(possibly not connected) smooth hypersurface of Ω for every 0 ≤ ǫ ≤ ǫk. To
this aim, let p ∈ M and define Op ⊂ TpM as the set of vectors Xp such that
the length lXp of the geodesic whose initial data is (p,Xp) is greater than 1

. Observe that if α ∈ R>0, then lαXp = α−1lXp and hence

Xp ∈ Op ⇒ tXp ∈ Op ∀t ∈ (0, 1].

Set O := ∪p∈MOp and observe that the exponential map is smooth on O

([16, Lemma 5.2.3]).
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Now fix p ∈ ∂Ω. Since A(p) is nonsingular and linear, the differential of
the map expp ◦A(p) : Op ∩Np∂Ω → M evaluated in 0p ∈ Op is nonsingular
and it is given by

d0p(expp ◦A(p)) = d0p expp︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Id

◦ d0pA(p) = A(p).

Retracing the proofs Proposition 5.5.1 and Corollary 5.5.3 in [16], we obtain
that there exists an open neighbourhood W of the zero section in N∂Ω (the
normal bundle of ∂Ω) on which F := exp ◦A is a diffeomorphism onto its
image. In particular, there exists a continuous function ǫ : ∂Ω → R>0 so
that

(p,−tν(p)) ∈ W ∀t ∈ [0, ǫ(p)]

(see the proof of [16, Corollary 5.5.2]). Now consider a neighbourhood Vk ⊂⊂
M of Uk that intersects ∂Ω smoothly and so that for

ǫk := min
p∈Vk

ǫ(p)

we have

Zk,ǫ := {(p,−ǫν(p)) : p ∈ Vk ∩ ∂Ω} ⊂ W ∀ǫ ∈ [0, ǫk].

Moreover, up to enlarge Vk, we have

Sk,ǫ = (exp ◦A) (Zk,ǫ) ∩ Uk.

Since Vk ∩ ∂Ω (and hence Zk,ǫ) is smooth and (exp ◦A)
∣∣∣
Zk,ǫ

is a diffeomor-

phism onto its image, it follows that Sk,ǫ = (exp ◦A) (Zk,ǫ) ∩Uk is a smooth
(possibly not connected) hypersurface for every ǫ ∈ [0, ǫk].

Now define

Ωk,ǫ := [Ω ∩ Uk] \
⋃

0<t<ǫ

Sǫ,k

and, up to decrease ǫk, suppose

Ωk,ǫ 6= ∅ ∀ǫ ∈ [0, ǫk ].

By construction

⋃

0<ǫ<ǫk

Ωǫ,k = Ω ∩ Uk.
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Σk

Sk,ǫ

Uk

∂Ω

Ωk,ǫ

Vk

Multiplying (3.6) by σ+ρ2
k and integrating over Ωǫ,k, by the divergence the-

orem we get
ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

σ+ρ2
ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ) −

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

g
(
∇
(
σ+ρ2

k

)
, A · ∇σ

)
eηϕ2

≥ λ1

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2
k.

Observe that
ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

σ+ρ2
ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ) =

ˆ

Sǫ,k∩supp(ρk)
σ+ρ2

ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ)

since ρk ≡ 0 on ∂Ωǫ,k \ (Sǫ,k ∩ supp(ρk)). Moreover,

g
(
∇
(
ρ2
kσ

+
)
, A · ∇σ

)
≥ −g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) (σ+)2,

obtaining
ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

σ+ρ2
ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ) +

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) (σ+)2eηϕ2(3.19)

≥ λ1

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2
k.(3.20)

The next step is to study the behaviour of previous integrals as ǫ → 0. Since

0 ≤ λ1e
ηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2

kχΩǫ,k
≤ λ1e

ηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2
k

and

λ1e
ηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2

kχΩǫ,k
→ λ1e

ηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2
k a.e. in Ω as ǫ → 0,

by dominated convergence theorem we get

λ1

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2
k = λ1

ˆ

Ω
eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2

kχΩǫ,k

ǫ→0−−→ λ1

ˆ

Ω
eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2

k.

(3.21)
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Similarly, using the fact that A is positive definite, we obtain

ˆ

Ωǫ,k

g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) (σ+)2eηϕ2 ǫ→0−−→
ˆ

Ω
g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) (σ+)2eηϕ2.

(3.22)

Lastly, for F := σ+ρ2
ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ) we have

ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

F (y) =

ˆ

Sk,ǫ

F (y) =

ˆ

∂Ω
F (expx(−ǫA(x) · ν(x)))

and for every x ∈ ∂Ω

F (expx(−ǫA(x) · ν(x)))
ǫ→0−−→ 0

by (3.17). Using the dominated convergence theorem, we get
ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

σ+ρ2
ke
ηϕ2g(ν,A · ∇σ) =

ˆ

∂Ωǫ,k

F (y)
ǫ→0−−→ 0.(3.23)

Letting ǫ → 0 in (3.19) and using (3.21), (3.22) and (3.23), it follows that
ˆ

Ω
g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) (σ+)2eηϕ2 ≥ λ1

ˆ

Ω
eηϕ2(σ+)2ρ2

k,

obtaining the claim, since σ+ϕ = v+. �

We are finally ready to prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 3.23 (Unbounded Maximum Principle). Let (M,g) be a complete
Riemannian manifold and Ω ⊂ M a (possibly unbounded) smooth domain.

If λ−L
1 (Ω) > 0, then every function u ∈ C2(Ω) that satisfies





Lu ≥ 0 in Ω
u ≤ 0 on ∂Ω
supΩ u < +∞

is nonpositive.

Proof. Let u be a L-subsolution with u ≤ 0 at ∂Ω and suppose by contra-
diction that u+ 6≡ 0. By Lemma 3.22

λ1 ≤
´

Ω g (∇ρk, A · ∇ρk) eη(u+)2

´

Ω ρ
2
ke
η(u+)2

.

Now consider the bounded function w = eη/2u+. We get

g(∇ρk, A · ∇ρk)w2

´

Ω ρ
2
kw

2
≤ C0

g(∇ρk,∇ρk)w2

´

Ω ρ
2
kw

2
≤ C0

||∇ρk||2L∞(M) w
2

´

Ω ρ
2
kw

2

Since ||∇ρk||L∞(M)
k−→ 0, up to extract a subsequence we can suppose

||∇ρk||L∞(M) ց 0, obtaining that the sequence




||∇ρk||2L∞(M) w
2

´

Ω ρ
2
kw

2




k
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is nonincreasing and converges to 0 almost everywhere. By the monotone
convergence theorem, we get

λ1 ≤
ˆ

Ω

g(∇ρk, A · ∇ρk)eη(v+)2

´

Ω ρ
2
ke
η(v+)2

≤ C0

ˆ

Ω

||∇ρk||2L∞(M) w
2

´

Ω ρ
2
kw

2

k→+∞−−−−→ 0

obtaining a contradiction. �

4. Some applications of the maximum principle in unbounded
domains

Now we are going to apply Theorem 3.23 to generalize the symmetry
results contained in [6].

4.1. Strongly stable solutions in homogeneous domains. To start,
consider a complete Riemannian manifold (M,g). We recall that an isopara-
metric domain Ω ⊆ M is a domain endowed by a singular Riemannian foli-
ation Ω =

⋃
t Σt whose regular leaves are connected parallel hypersurfaces

with constant mean curvature HΣt . Now let Ψ : M → R be a smooth func-
tion and consider the weighted Riemannian manifold MΨ := (M,g,dvΨ) =
(M,g, eΨdv). We say that Ω ⊆ MΨ is a Ψ-isoparametric domain if Ω is
foliated by parallel hypersurfaces Σt of constant weighted mean curvature,
i.e. so that

HΣt
Ψ = HΣt − g(∇Ψ, ~ν) ≡ const.

where ~ν is the unit vector field normal to Σt. Lastly, we say that Ω ⊆ M

is an homogeneous domain if Ω is an isoparametric domain whose regular
leaves are orbits of the action of a closed subgroup of Iso0(M), the identity
component of Iso(M).

Definition 4.1 (Ψ-homogeneous domain). Given a weighted Riemannian
manifold MΨ, we say that Ω ⊆ MΨ is a Ψ-homogeneous domain if it is a
Ψ-isoparametric domain and a homogeneous domain simultaneously.

For further details about isoparametric and homogeneous domains, see
[6]. We only recall that

• given an homogeneous domain Ω of a complete Riemannian manifold
M , there always exists a (finitely generated) integral distribution
{X1, ...,Xk} of Killing vector fields of M spanning pointwise every
tangent space to al leaves Σt of the foliation of Ω;

• if Ω is homogeneous and Ψ : M → R>0 is a symmetric (at least
on Ω) smooth weight, then the symmetry of Ψ turns Ω into e Ψ-
homogeneous domain.

Before proceeding with the first symmetry result of this section, we recall
that on the weighted manifold MΨ we have a natural counterpart to the
standard Laplacian. It is the weighted Laplacian, also called Ψ-Laplacian,
which is defined by the formula

∆Ψu = eΨdiv(e−Ψ∇u) = ∆u− g(∇Ψ,∇u).
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We also recall that

Definition 4.2. The function u ∈ C3(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω) is said to be a stable
(respectively strongly stable) solution to (4.1) if

λ
−∆Ψ+f ′(u)
1 (Ω) := inf

ϕ∈C∞
c (Ω),

ϕ 6≡0

´

Ω

(|∇ϕ|2 + f ′(u)ϕ2
)

dvΨ
´

Ω ϕ
2dvΨ

≥ 0 (resp. > 0).

Definition 4.3. If Ω is a weighted Ψ-homogeneous domain with soul P
inside the weighted manifold MΨ, let d : M → R≥0 as x 7→ dist(x, P ). A
function u on Ω is said to be

• symmetric if there exists a function û : R → R so that

u(x) = û(d(x));

• locally symmetric if u ∈ C1(Ω) and X(u) ≡ 0 for any smooth vector
field X ∈ D.

By [6, Lemma 3.7], these notions of symmetry coincide in our Ψ-homogeneous
setting.

The first theorem, stated below, provides an adaptation of the symmetry
result [6, Theorem 5.1] to (possibly) noncompact Ψ-homogeneous domains.
To achieve this goal we make use of Theorem 3.23 in order to replace the
nodal domain theorem used by the author and S. Pigola in [6]. However,
this leads to more restrictive assumptions on the solution, namely that it
has to be strongly stable.

Theorem 4.4. Let Ω be a (possibly noncompact) Ψ-homogeneous domain
with soul P inside the weighted manifold MΨ. Moreover, assume that Ψ is
symmetric (at least on Ω) and denote with D = {X1, ...,Xk} the integrable
distribution of Killing vector fields associated to the foliation of Ω.

Then, every strongly stable solution u ∈ C3(Ω) ∩C1(Ω) ∩W 1,1(Ω) to
{

∆Ψu = f(u) in Ω
u = cj on (∂Ω)j

(4.1)

so that

sup
Ω
Xα(u) < +∞ and u|Xα| ∈ L1(Ω,dvΨ) for every α ∈ A

is symmetric.

Remark 4.5. In [6, Theorem 5.1] the authors proved a symmetry result for
(regular enough) stable solutions to

{
∆Ψu = f(u) in Ω
u = cj on (∂Ω)j



36 ANDREA BISTERZO

in case Ω is a compact Ψ-homogeneous domain with associated Killing dis-
tribution {Xα}α∈A and the weight Ψ satisfies the compatibility condition

g(Xα,Ψ) ≡ const. on Ω ∀α ∈ A.

In fact, the preceding compatibility condition implies that the weight has to
be symmetric (at least on Ω). Indeed, if Xα ∈ D, denoting Cα := g(Xα,∇Ψ)
we have

ˆ

Ω
div(ΨXα) dv =

ˆ

Ω
g(Xα,∇Ψ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Cα

dv +

ˆ

Ω
Ψ div (Xα)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

dv

= Cα|Ω|,
while, by the divergence theorem,

ˆ

Ω
div(ΨXα) dv =

ˆ

∂Ω
Ψ g(Xα, ν)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

dv = 0,

where ν denotes the unit vector field normal to ∂Ω. Putting together previ-
ous equality, we obtain Cα = 0 for every α ∈ A. By previous remark, this
exactly means that Ψ is symmetric.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Let X = Xj ∈ D and define

v := X(u).

Since u is locally constant on ∂Ω and X|∂Ω is tangential to ∂Ω, we have

v = 0 on ∂Ω.

By [6, Lemma 5.4]

∆Ψv = f ′(u)v

implying that v ∈ C2(Ω) is a solution of




(∆Ψ − f ′(u)) v = 0 in Ω
v = 0 on ∂Ω
supΩ v < +∞.

and, since λ
−∆Ψ+f ′(u)
1 (Ω) > 0, by Theorem 3.23

v ≤ 0 in Ω.(4.2)

Let Z := uX: since X is Killing, it follows that divX = 0 implying

divΨZ = eΨdiv(e−ΨZ) = v − g(∇Ψ,X)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

u = v ∈ L1(M,dvΨ)

and, by the fact that Xx is tangential to Σd(x),

g(Z, ν) = 0
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for ν unit vector field normal to ∂Ω. Applying the Stokes theorem by Gaffney
([6, Theorem 4.8]), we get

ˆ

Ω
v dvΨ =

ˆ

Ω
divΨZ dvΨ

=

ˆ

∂Ω
g(Z, ν) daΨ = 0

that, together with (4.2), implies v = 0 in Ω.
We have thus proved that Xα(u) ≡ 0 in Ω for every α ∈ A. Thanks to

the fact that D generates every tangent space to all leaves, it follows that u
is locally symmetric, and hence symmetric, on Ω. �

4.2. Strongly stable solutions in non-homogeneous domains in warped

product manifolds. Now consider a weighted warped product manifold

MΨ = (I ×σ N)Ψ

where I ⊆ R is an interval, (N, gN ) is a (possibly noncompact) Riemannian
manifold without boundary and Ψ is a smooth weight function of the form

Ψ(r, ξ) = Φ(r) + Γ(ξ)

for (r, ξ) ∈ I×N . The second result we want to deal with concerns the case
when the domain is an annulus in A(r1, r2) ⊆ M and there are not enough
Killing vector fields tangential to N (and thus there are not enough local
isometries acting on the leaves of the annulus).

Despite this lack of symmetries on the domain, in [6, Theorem 6.5] the
authors showed that, requiring the finiteness of volΓ(N), some potential
theoretic tools can be used to recover a symmetry result under a stability-like
assumption on the solution. More in details, they showed that if f ′(t) ≤ 0
and u is a solution to





∆Ψu = f(u) in A(r1, r2)
u ≡ c1 on {r1} ×N

u ≡ c2 on {r2} ×N

so that ||u||C2
rad

< +∞ and f ′(u) ≥ −B for some nonnegative constant B

satisfying

0 ≤ B <



ˆ r2

r1

´ s
r1
e−Φ(z)σm−1(z) dz

e−Φ(s)σm−1(s)
ds




−1

,(4.3)

then u(r, ξ) = û(r) is symmetric.

Remark 4.6. As already observed by the authors, as a consequence of
condition (4.3) we get the existence of a positive smooth supersolution of
the stability operator −∆Ψ +f ′(u) in intM , that implies the stability of the
solution u.
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We stress that, as already claimed, the second result we present in this
section is based on some potential theoretic tools. The first notion we need
is Neumann-counterpart of the Dirichlet parabolicity. We say that a con-
nected weighted Riemannian manifold MΨ with (possibly empty) boundary
∂M is Neumann parabolic (or N -parabolic) if for any given u ∈ C0(M) ∩
W

1,2
loc (intM,dvΨ) satisfying





∆Ψu ≥ 0 in intM
∂νu ≤ 0 on ∂M

supM u < +∞
it holds

u ≡ const.,

where ν is the outward pointing unit normal to ∂M . In the case ∂M = ∅,
the normal derivative condition is void.

As an application of Theorem 3.23, we can replace (4.3) in [6, Theorem
6.5] with the (simpler) strong stability condition of u. Moreover, we only
need the manifold NΓ to be parabolic, avoiding the assumption on the finite-
ness of its volume (originally required in [6]).

Theorem 4.7. Let MΨ = (I ×σ N)Ψ where (N, gN ) is a complete (possibly
noncompact), connected, (n− 1)-dimensional Riemannian manifold without
boundary. Moreover, assume that NΓ is parabolic.

Let u ∈ C4
(
A(r1, r2)

)
be a solution of the Dirichlet problem





∆Ψu = f(u) in A(r1, r2)
u ≡ c1 on {r1} ×N

u ≡ c2 on {r2} ×N

where cj ∈ R are given constants and the function f(t) is of class C2 and
satisfies f ′′(t) ≤ 0. If u is strongly stable and

||u||C2
rad

= sup
A(r1,r2)

|u| + sup
A(r1,r2)

|∂ru| + sup
A(r1,r2)

|∂2
ru| < +∞,

then u(r, ξ) = û(r) is symmetric.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. Let us consider the function

v(r, ξ) := ∆N
Γ u(r, ξ)

which vanishes on ∂A(r1, r2). By a direct calculation we have [∆M
Ψ ,∆N

Γ ] = 0,
that implies

∆M
Ψ v = ∆N

Γ f(u)

= f ′′(u)|∇Nu|2N + f ′(u)v

≤ f ′(u)v.
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It follows that v satisfies
{

∆Ψ(−v) ≥ f ′(u)(−v) in A(r1, r2)
−v = 0 on ∂A(r1, r2)

.

and, using the strong stability assumption on u, by Theorem 3.23 we get

v ≥ 0 in A(r1, r2).(4.4)

On the other hand, thanks to the parabolicity of NΓ, we can apply [9, Propo-
sition 3.1] and [6, Lemma 6.12] obtaining
ˆ

A(r1,r2)
v dvΨ =

ˆ r2

r1

(
ˆ

{t}×N
∆N

Γ u(t, ξ) dvΓ(ξ)

)
e−Φ(t)σm−1(t) dt = 0

that, together with (4.4), implies v ≡ 0 in A(r1, r2).
It follows that for every fixed r ∈ [r1, r2] the function ξ 7→ v(r, ξ) is

constant on N and thus ξ 7→ u(r, ξ) is a bounded harmonic function on the
parabolic manifold NΓ. By definition of parabolicity, this implies that u(r, ·)
is constant in NΓ, as claimed. �
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