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GEOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF SOLUTIONS TO ELLIPTIC PDE’S IN GAUSS SPACE

AND RELATED BRUNN-MINKOWSKI TYPE INEQUALITIES

ANDREA COLESANTI, LEI QIN, PAOLO SALANI

ABSTRACT. We prove a Brunn-Minkowski type inequality for the first (nontrivial) Dirichlet eigenvalue

of the weighted p-operator

−∆p,γu = −div(|∇u|p−2∇u) + (x,∇u)|∇u|p−2,

where p > 1, in the class of bounded Lipschitz domains in R
n. We also prove that any corresponding

positive eigenfunction is log-concave if the domain is convex.

1. INTRODUCTION

The classical Brunn-Minkowski inequality has a deep impact on both geometry and analysis, see

the beautiful survey paper by Gardner [20] for more information. Its tentacles extend in many di-

rections and, noticeably, Brunn-Minkowski type inequalities have been proved for several variational

functionals, see for instance [3, 4, 5, 8, 9]. In particular, the Brunn-Minkowski inequality for the

first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplace operator [5] has been extended to the cases of the p-Laplace

operator [10], of the Monge-Ampère operator [41], of the k-Hessian operators [36, 42], and of the

principal frequency of fully non-linear homogeneous elliptic operators [14]. Moreover, very recently,

a Brunn-Minkowski inequality has been established for the principal frequency of the Laplace opera-

tor in the Gauss space, see [11]. Roughly speaking, the main goal of this paper is to extend the latter

result to the p-Laplace operator in the Gauss space, for p > 1.

Noticeably, every Brunn-Minkowski type inequality mentioned above happens to be strictly con-

nected to a suitable convexity property of the minimizing functions of the variational functionals at

hand. As far as we know, in the known cases of an eigenvalue/principal frequency, this property

results always to be log-concavity. Eventually, the same happens for the principal frequency of the

Gaussian p-Laplacian, indeed here we also prove the log-concavity of the associated eigenfunctions

in convex domains.

Now, let us describe more precisely the results of this paper. Let Ω be a bounded domain in R
n.

For p > 1, the p-th Rayleigh quotient in Gauss space is given by

(1)

∫

Ω
|∇u(x)|pdγ

∫

Ω
|u(x)|pdγ

.

Here γ denotes the Gaussian probability measure in R
n, given by

γ(A) =
1

(2π)n/2

∫

A

e−|x|2/2dx , for any measurable set A .

Key words and phrases. Log-concave functions; Convex bodies; Brunn-Minkowski inequality; Viscosity solutions;

Gaussian space.
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We consider the following minimum problem:

λp,γ := inf

{

∫

Ω
|∇u|pdγ

∫

Ω
|u|pdγ

: u ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω, γ),

∫

Ω

|u|pdγ > 0

}

.

The corresponding Euler-Lagrange equation is given by

(2)

{

−∆p,γu = λp,γ|u|
p−2u in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω ,

where

−∆p,γu := −div(|∇u|p−2∇u) + (x,∇u)|∇u|p−2 .

Any (weak) solution of problem (2) is called a first (Dirichlet) eigenfunction. For the existence, we

can refer, for instance, to [19, section 6]. By standard arguments (based on the ones of [34]), it follows

that all first eigenfunctions coincide up to scalar multiplication, and they don’t change sign inside Ω.

so we will consider only nonnegative eigenfunctions, if not differently specified. More details can be

found in [15] and [19], where the authors give basic introductory material for equation (2).

As already said, one of our main results is a Brunn-Minkowski type inequality for λp,γ , in the class

of open bounded domains with Lipschitz boundary.

Theorem 1.1. Fix p > 1 and t ∈ [0, 1]. Let Ω0,Ω1 and

Ωt = (1− t)Ω0 + Ω1 := {(1− t)x0 + tx1 : x0 ∈ Ω0, x1 ∈ Ω1},

be open bounded Lipschitz domains in R
n, n ≥ 2. Then

λp,γ(Ωt) ≤ (1− t)λp,γ(Ω0) + tλp,γ(Ω1).

Remark 1.2. Note that, if Ω0 and Ω1 belong to the class An of Lipschitz domains in R
n with positive

reach, then Ωt belongs to the same class as well, as observed in [14]. The Lipschitz regularity of the

involved domains assures that the related solutions of problem (2) are continuous up to the bound-

ary. For this, of course, we could assume weaker conditions, in particular a suitable Wiener’s type

condition, see [21]. On the other hand, in the proof of Theorem 1.1 the Lipschitz regularity of ∂Ωt

will be also used to prove that a viscosity sub-solution of problem (2), once extended as 0 outside of

Ωt, remains a viscosity sub-solution. For this property, as well, we could weaken the assumptions,

however, we prefer to give a clear and simple statement and to leave the investigation in this direction

to a possible future research.

Remark 1.3. We do not even try to give an account of the vast literature concerning regularity

for solutions of quasilinear elliptic equations. We just point out (see Proposition 2.1) that, for any

bounded open domain Ω, a weak solution u of problem (2) is in fact of class C1,α
loc (Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ C̄)

for some α ∈ (0, 1), where C = {x ∈ Ω : ∇u(x) = 0}; moreover, if ∂Ω is of class C1,α, then

u ∈ C1,β(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ C̄) (some β ∈ (0, 1)). Hence, if Ω0 and Ω1 are of class C1,α, taking into

account also the previous Remark 1.2, the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and of our other subsequent results

would be simpler.
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As it is now well understood, when a Brunn-Minkowski type inequality holds, it can be used to

derive an Urysohn’s type inequality for the involved functional (see for instance [2], and [43] for a

related general theory). In order to state the property that we obtain in this case, let us recall that,

given an open bounded convex set Ω and a direction y ∈ S
n−1, the width of Ω in the direction y,

that we denote by w(Ω, y), is the distance between the supporting hyperplanes to Ω with outer unit

normals y and −y. The mean width w(Ω) of Ω is then defined as

w(Ω) =
1

Hn−1(Sn−1)

∫

Sn−1

w(Ω, y)dHn−1(y),

where Hn−1 is the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. If Ω is bounded, but not necessarily

convex, we refer to its mean width w(Ω) as the mean width of its convex hull. Similarly to [11,

Corollary 1.5], we obtain the following result.

Corollary 1.4. Let p > 1 and Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz domain in R
n, n ≥ 2. Then

(3) λp,γ(Ω) ≥ λp,γ(Ω
♯),

where

Ω♯ is a ball centered at 0 such that w(Ω♯) = w(Ω).

We recall that in the plane mean width coincides with the Euclidean perimeter of the convex hull.

Then the above corollary, for n = 2, tells that the disk centered at the origin has the minimum principal

Gauss p-frequency among sets with given Euclidean perimeter. Hence, on one hand, Corollary 1.4

(also for n larger than 2) may seem somewhat strange, since minimizers in the Faber-Krahn inequality

in the Gauss space (like isoperimetric sets) are half-spaces (see [16] , and, for instance, [1, 7] for more

references). On the other hand, the mean width of a half-space is infinity, moreover the width is a

metric quantity and does not depend on the measure, so (3) does not fall within the cohort of inherently

Gaussian isoperimetric-type inequalities.

Our second main result is the extension to problem (2) of a well known result for the Laplacian:

the first Dirichlet (positive) eigenfunction of the Laplace operator in a convex set is log-concave. This

fact was proved by Brascamp and Lieb in [5], and subsequently different proofs have been provided

in [6, 28, 30, 31]. The same result has been extended to the case of the p-Laplace operator in [40] and

to the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator [11]. Here we prove the same for the Gaussian p-Laplacian.

Theorem 1.5. Let p > 1, n ≥ 2, Ω be an open, bounded and convex domain in R
n, and u be a

solution of problem (2), with u > 0 in Ω. Then the function

W = ln u

is concave in Ω.

Remark 1.6. We notice that under stronger regularity assumptions, it is possible to adapt the method

of [40] to obtain the log-concavity of positive first eigenfunctions, as it is done in the upcoming [38].

One distinguished feature of our approach, apart from allowing weaker regularity, is that we can
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treat both the logconcavity of eigenfunctions and the Brunn-Minkowski inequality of the principal

frequency at once, with the very same argument.

One of the crucial steps in the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.5 is to consider a certain convolution

of solutions of problem (2) (of the solutions in the domains Ω0 and Ω1 for Theorem 1.1, or of the

solution in Ω with itself in the case of Theorem 1.5, we mean). This convolution is shown to be a

viscosity sub-solution, and then it is compared with the solution of the problem, by calculating its

p-th Rayleigh Gaussian quotient. For this, we need to prove that viscosity sub-solutions are also

weak sub-solutions (see Theorem 3.6). This fact has its own importance and it is, in our opinion, a

third interesting result of this paper. Notice that the equivalence of distributional weak solutions and

viscosity solutions for elliptic equations is a deep question, whose study was started by Lions [35] and

Ishii [24]. In the case of p-Laplace equation, the equivalence was established by Juutinen, Lindqvist

and Manfredi [26]. Then, Julin and Juutinen [25] gave a new direct proof that applies to various other

equations as well. Further generalizations can be found, for instance, in [18, 37, 44].

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we list some basic facts and notions.

In Section 3, we prove that viscosity subsolutions are weak subsolutions of the equation in (2), see

Theorem 3.6. In Section 4, we prove Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.5.

Acknowledgments. We thank Andrea Cianchi for pointing out Proposition 2.1, and we thank both

Andrea Cianchi and Matteo Focardi, from Università degli Studi di Firenze, for interesting discussions

about the regularity of weak solutions of the problem at hand.

The first author was partially supported by INdAM through different GNAMPA projects, and by

the Italian ”Ministero dell’Università e Ricerca” and EU through different PRIN projects. The Third

author has been partially financed by European Union – Next Generation EU – through the project

”Geometric-Analytic Methods for PDEs and Applications (GAMPA)”, within the PRIN 2022 pro-

gram (D.D. 104 - 02/02/2022 Ministero dell’Università e della Ricerca).

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Basic notation. Let Rn be the n-dimensional Euclidean space, x is a point in R
n, |x| is the

Euclidean norm of x and dx denotes integration with respect to Lebesgue measure in R
n. For x ∈ R

n

and r > 0, we denote by Br(x) the open ball of radius r centered at x. If Ω ⊂ R
n, we denote

the closure, interior and the boundary of Ω by Ω, intΩ and ∂Ω, respectively, and we let |Ω| be its

Lebesgue measure. Let C∞
0 (Ω) be the set of functions from C∞(Ω) having compact support in Ω.

We denote the support set of a real-value function by spt(u). Let I denote the n× n unit matrix and

Sn denote the space of n × n symmetric matrices. We will often use c for positive constants, which

may vary between appearances, even within a chain of inequalities.

We denote the Gauss probability space by (Rn, γ), the measure γ is given by

γ(Ω) =
1

(2π)n/2

∫

Ω

e−|x|2/2dx,
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for any measurable set Ω ⊆ R
n. Throughout the paper, dγ stands for integration with respect to γ,

i.e., dγ(x) = (2π)−n/2e−|x|2/2dx, and dγ∂Ω is the (n−1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure on ∂Ω with

respect to γ.

Let Ω ⊆ R
n be a measurable set. Given 1 < p < +∞, the expressions Lp(Ω), W 1,p(Ω), W 1,p

loc (Ω)

and W 1,p
0 (Ω) have the usual meaning. We denote by Lp(Ω, γ) the space of all measurable functions u

such that

Lp(Ω, γ) =

{

u : Ω → R : ‖u‖pp,γ :=

∫

Ω

|u(x)|pdγ < +∞

}

.

Similarly, W 1,p(Ω, γ), W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ) and W 1,p

0 (Ω, γ) denotes the corresponding γ-weighted Sobolev

spaces. When Ω is a bounded domain, then the density function e−|x|2/2 has positive upper and lower

bounds in Ω, hence it is obvious that Lp(Ω, γ) = Lp(Ω), W 1,p(Ω, γ) = W 1,p(Ω), and so on. However,

we only have W 1,p(Ω) ⊂ W 1,p(Ω, γ) and W 1,p
0 (Ω) ⊂ W 1,p

0 (Ω, γ) when Ω is an unbounded domain.

(see for instance [23, 45, 39] and references therein).

If u is twice differentiable, by ∇u and D2u we denote the gradient of u and its Hessian matrix,

respectively, i.e., ∇u = ( ∂u
∂x1
, · · · , ∂u

∂xn
) and D2u = ( ∂2u

∂xi∂xj
).

The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator is defined as

(4) Lγ(u) := ∆u− (x,∇u) .

For suitably regular functions and domains, clearly we have the following integration by parts identity:
∫

Ω

υLγ(u)dγ = −

∫

Ω

〈∇u,∇υ〉dγ +

∫

∂Ω

υ〈∇u, nx〉dγ∂Ω,

where nx is the outward unit normal vector at point x ∈ ∂Ω. In this paper, we consider an extension

of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator which can be considered the Gaussian version of the p-Laplace

operator:

(5) −∆p,γ(u) := −∆pu+ (x,∇u)|∇u|p−2 ,

where

∆pu = div(|∇u|p−2∇u)

is the usual p-Laplacian. Similarly to the usual Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator (which corresponds to

the case p = 2), ∆p,γ satisfies the following integration by parts identity
∫

Ω

υ∆p,γ(u)dγ = −

∫

Ω

|∇u|p−2〈∇u,∇υ〉dγ +

∫

∂Ω

υ|∇u|p−2〈∇u, nx〉dγ∂Ω,

for suitably regular functions and domains.

As it is well known, the p-Laplace operator is degenerate elliptic for p > 2 and singular for 1 <

p < 2. For this reason, it is natural to consider weak solutions of PDE’s where the principal part is the

p-Laplacian. However, it is often desirable to have a pointwise interpretation for identities involving

the second derivatives of a function, even if these are only weak second derivatives and need not

really exists everywhere. So, for later convenience, we recall that for a generic function u, by a direct
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calculation, the following expression is valid at points where u is twice differentiable and ∇u does

not vanish:

(6) ∆pu(x) = |∇u(x)|p−2∆u(x) + (p− 2)|∇u|p−4

n
∑

i,j=1

∂2u

∂xi∂xj

∂u

∂xi

∂u

∂xj
.

Notice that when p ≥ 2, the above expression is in fact formally valid also at critical points, and in

particular, when p > 2 it can be interpreted even if u is just differentiable at x, in the sense that

∆pu(x) = 0 when ∇u(x) = 0 and p > 2.

2.2. Weak solutions. By a weak solution of problem (2), we mean a function u ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω, γ) such

that, for every test function ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω), it holds

(7)

∫

Ω

|∇u|p−2∇u · ∇ϕ dγ − λp,γ

∫

Ω

|u|p−2u · ϕ dγ = 0.

Notice that the test function ϕ in the inequality above, can be taken in fact in W 1,p
0 (Ω, γ).

A function u ∈ W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ) is a local weak super-solution of the equation in (2) if, for every non-

negative function ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω), it holds

(8)

∫

Ω

|∇u|p−2∇u · ∇ϕ dγ − λp,γ

∫

Ω

|u|p−2u · ϕ dγ ≥ 0.

Likewise, a local weak sub-solution of the equation in (2) is defined as above with ≤ replacing ≥. A

function which is both a local weak sub-solution and a local weak super-solution is called local weak

solution.

Proposition 2.1. If Ω is a bounded open domain and u is a weak solution of problem (2), with p > 1,

then u ∈ C1,α
loc (Ω) ∩ C

2(Ω \ C̄) for some α ∈ (0, 1), where C = {x ∈ Ω : ∇u(x) = 0}. Moreover, if

∂Ω is C1,α, then u ∈ C1,β(Ω), for some β ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. First we notice that u is bounded, thanks for instance to Theorem 7.1 in Chapter 4 or to

Theorem 3.1 in Chapter 5 of [32]. Then, we have u ∈ C1,α
loc (Ω) by [46, Theorem 1]. Now, in Ω \ C,

u solves a linear equation of the type −div(a(x)∇u) = f(x), with a(x) and f(x) Hölder continuous,

hence u ∈ C2,α by classic Schauder’s theory (see for instance [22]). Moreover, if Ω is C1,α, then

u ∈ C1,β(Ω) by [33, Theorem 1]. �

Remark 2.2. Notice that, if u ∈ W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ) ∩ C1(Ω) and u = 0 on ∂Ω, then u ∈ W 1,p

0 (Ω, γ).

Moreover, if it is a local weak solution of the equation in (2), then it is a weak solution of problem (2).

Thanks to Proposition 2.1, this would make the proofs of our results simpler.

2.3. Viscosity solutions. We give here basic concepts about viscosity solutions of elliptic equations.

For more details, we refer to [12, 13, 27, 29], and in particular to [26]. A function u : Ω → is upper

semi-continuous in Ω if, for every x ∈ Ω,

u(x) = lim
r→0+

sup{u(y) : y ∈ Ω, |y − x| < r}.
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A function u : Ω → is lower semi-continuous in Ω if, for every x ∈ Ω,

u(x) = lim
r→0+

inf{u(y) : y ∈ Ω, |y − x| < r}.

We denote by J2,−
Ω u(x) the second order sub-jet of u at x, which is by definition the set of pairs

(ξ, A) ∈ R
n × Sn such that, as y → x, y ∈ Ω, it holds

(9) u(y) ≥ u(x) + (ξ, y − x) +
1

2
(A(y − x), y − x) + o(|y − x|2).

The closure of a sub-jet is defined by (ξ, A) ∈ J̄2,−
Ω u(x) if there exists a sequence (ξj, Aj) ∈

J2,−
Ω u(xj) such that (xj, u(xj), ξj, Aj) → (x, r, ξ, A) with some r ∈ R as j → ∞. Obviously,

r = u(x) if u is continuous. The super-jet J2,+
Ω u(x) and J̄2,+

Ω u(x) are defined by a similar way with

≥ replacing ≤.

Let u and ϕ be two functions defined in Ω, and let x0 ∈ Ω. We say that ϕ touches u from above at

x0 if

ϕ(x0) = u(x0) and ϕ(x) ≥ u(x),

in a neighbourhood of x0 (i.e., ϕ(x0) = u(x0) and ϕ − u has a local minimum at x0). Similarly, we

say that ϕ touches u from below at x0, if

ϕ(x0) = u(x0) and ϕ(x) ≤ u(x),

in a neighbourhood of x0 (i.e., ϕ(x0) = u(x0) and ϕ− u has a local maximum at x0).

For p > 1, set

(10) F (x, u,∇u,D2u) := −∆p,γ(u)− λp,γ|u|
p−2u = −∆pu+ (x,∇u)|∇u|p−2 − λp,γ|u|

p−2u.

A function u : Ω → (−∞,∞] is a viscosity subsolution to F (x, u,∇u,D2u) = 0 in Ω, if

(1) u is upper semi-continuous;

(2) u is not identically +∞, and

(3) for every C2 function ϕ touching u from above at any point x ∈ Ω, with ∇ϕ(x) 6= 0 if p < 2,

it holds

F (x, ϕ(x),∇ϕ(x), D2ϕ(x)) = −∆p,γϕ(x)− λp,γ|ϕ|
p−2ϕ ≤ 0;

or, equivalently, if for any (ξ, A) ∈ J2,+
Ω u(x) (or (ξ, A) ∈ J̄2,+

Ω u(x)), with ξ 6= 0 if p < 2, it

holds F (x, u, ξ, A) ≤ 0.

Similarly, a lower semicontinuous function u is a viscosity supersolution of the equation F = 0, if,

for every C2 function ϕ touching u from below at any point x ∈ Ω, with ∇ϕ(x) 6= 0 if p < 2, it holds

F (x, ϕ(x),∇ϕ(x), D2ϕ(x)) ≥ 0;

or, equivalently, if for any (ξ, A) ∈ J2,−
Ω u(x) (or (ξ, A) ∈ J̄2,−

Ω u(x)), with ξ 6= 0 if p < 2, it holds

F (x, u, ξ, A) ≥ 0.

A function u ∈ C(Ω) is a viscosity solution of (2) if it is both a viscosity subsolution and a viscosity

supersolution.
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We remark that in the case p ≥ 2, the requirement ∇ϕ(x) 6= 0 (equivalently ξ 6= 0) is not in force.

Notice that in our assumptions a classical solution is always a viscosity solution and a viscosity

solution is a classical solution if it is regular enough.

3. VISCOSITY SOLUTIONS ARE WEAK SOLUTIONS

For the proofs of this section, we will follow the lines of the papers [18, 25, 26, 37, 44].

Given an open bounded domain Ω, an exponent q > 1 and a function u : Ω → R, for ε > 0 we

define the sup-convolution uε of u as follows:

(11) uε(x) = sup
y∈Ω

(

u(y)−
1

qεq−1
|x− y|q

)

, x ∈ Ω.

Similarly, we can define the inf-convolution. The properties of inf-convolutions are well known and

can be found in several references, such as the ones cited above (see in particular [25, Appendix A])

and [27, 29], for instance. The sup-convolution has some specific properties, which we list it in the

following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that u : Ω → R is a bounded and upper semi-continuous function. Then

the sup-convolution uε satisfies the following properties:

• The family {uε} is decreasing with respect to ε, uε ≥ u in Ω and uε → u locally uniformly as

ε→ 0.

• uε is locally Lipschitz and a.e. twice differentiable in the following sense: for almost every

x, y ∈ Ω,

uε(y) = uε(x) +∇uε(x) · (x− y) +
1

2
D2uε(x)(x− y)2 + o(|x− y|2).

• There exists r(ε) > 0 such that

uε(x) = sup
y∈Br(ε)(x)∩Ω

(

u(y)−
|x− y|q

qεq−1

)

,

with r(ε) → 0 as ε → 0.

• If x ∈ Ωr(ε) := {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > r(ε)}, then there exists xε ∈ Br(ε)(x) such that

uε(x) = u(xε)−
1

qεq−1
|x− xε|

q.

Moreover, if the gradient ∇uε(x) exists, it holds
(

|x− xε|

ε

)q−1

≤ |∇uε(x)x|.

In particular, if ∇uε(x) = 0, then uε(x) = u(x).

• If (η,X) ∈ J2,+uε(x) with x ∈ Ωr(ε), then

η =
|x− xε|

q−2(x− xε)

εq−1
, and X ≥ −

q − 1

ε
|η|

q−2
q−1 I;

here I is the identity matrix of order n.
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• uε is semi-convex in Ωr(ε), that is, there is a positive constant c such that the function

x 7→ uε(x) + c|x|2

is convex, where the constant c depends on ε, q and the oscillation supΩ − infΩ u. Moreover,

for a.e. x ∈ Ωr(ε), D
2uε(x) ≥ −cI .

Throughout the paper, for p > 1, we fix q ≥ max{2, p/(p− 1)}, so that we can take q = p/(p− 1)

when 1 < p < 2, and q = 2 when p ≥ 2.

3.1. An approximating equation for uǫ.

Lemma 3.2. Given p > 1. Suppose that u : Ω → R is bounded, non-negative and upper semi-

continuous function. Then, if u is a viscosity sub-solution in Ω of the equation (2), then uε is a

viscosity sub-solution in Ωr(ε) of

(12) −∆pu+ (x,∇u)|∇u|p−2 = fε(x, u,∇u),

where

(13) fε(x, uε,∇uε) := ε|∇uε|
p + λp,γ · supy∈Br(ε)(x0)uε(y)

p−1.

Proof. First set q = max{2, p/(p− 1)}, i.e. q = 2 if p ≥ 2 and q = p/(p− 1) if p ∈ (1, 2). Let ϕ be

a C2 function touching uε from above at a point x0 ∈ Ωr(ε), that is,

(14) ϕ(x0) = uε(x
0) and ϕ(x) ≥ uε(x),

in a neighbourhood of x0, and ∇ϕ(x0) 6= 0. Set

(15) η = ∇ϕ(x0), X = D2ϕ(x0).

Then (η,X) ∈ J2,+uε(x
0) and, by Proposition 3.1, there exists x0ε ∈ Br(ε)(x

0) such that

(16) uε(x
0) = u(x0ε)−

1

qεq−1
|x0 − x0ε|

q,

and

(17) η =
|x0 − x0ε|

q−2(x0 − x0ε)

εq−1
, X ≥ −

q − 1

εq−1
|x0 − x0ε|

q−2I.

Consider the function

Φ(y, z) =
|y − z|q

qεq
, y, z ∈ Ωr(ε) × Ωr(ε).

By a direct calculation, we have

−DyΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) = DzΦ(xε, x
0) = η,

and

B := DyyΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) = ε1−q|x0ε − x0|q−4[|x0ε − x0|2I + (q − 2)(x0ε − x0)⊗ (x0ε − x0)],

along with DzzΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) = B and DyzΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) = DzyΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) = −B.

By [13, Theorem 3.2], there exist symmetric matrices Y, Z such that

(18) (η,−Y ) ∈ J̄2,+u(x0ε), (η,−Z) ∈ J̄2,−ϕ(x0),
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and
(

−Y 0
0 Z

)

≤ D2Φ(x0ε , x
0) + ε1−q(D2Φ(x0ε , x

0))2,

where

D2Φ(x0ε, x0) =

(

DyyΦ(x
0
ε, x

0) DyzΦ(x
0
ε, x

0)
DzyΦ(x

0
ε , x

0) DzzΦ(x
0
ε, x

0)

)

.

Thus,
(

−Y 0
0 Z

)

≤

(

B −B
−B B

)

+ 2ε1−q

(

B2 −B2

−B2 B2

)

.

It follows Y ≥ Z. Moreover, −Z ≤ X by (15) and (18).

Thanks to (6), and using the above facts, we have

−∆pϕ(x
0) = −|∇ϕ(x0)|p−2∆ϕ(x0)− (p− 2)|∇ϕ|p−4

n
∑

i,j=1

∂2ϕ

∂xi∂xj

∂ϕ

∂xi

∂ϕ

∂xi

= −|η|p−2tr(X)− (p− 2)|η|p−4(Xη, η)

≤ |η|p−2tr(Z) + (p− 2)|η|p−4(Zη, η)

≤ |η|p−2tr(Y ) + (p− 2)|η|p−4(Y η, η).

Since (η,−Y ) ∈ J̄2,+u(x0ε), and u is a viscosity sub-solution of the equation in (2), we have

|η|p−2tr(Y ) + (p− 2)|η|p−4(Y η, η) + (x0ε, η)|η|
p−2 − λp,γu(x

0
ε)

p−1 ≤ 0.

Therefore,

−∆pϕ(x
0) + (x0ε, η)|η|

p−2 − λp,γu(x
0
ε)

p−1 ≤ 0.

We can rewrite the latter inequality as follows:

−∆pϕ(x
0) + (x0, η)|η|p−2 ≤ −(x0ε − x0, η)|η|p−2 + λp,γu(x

0
ε)

p−1.

Observe that

−(x0ε − x0, η)|η|p−2 = ε|η|p.

On the other hand, by the definition of uε, we know that uε ≥ u. By the fact that x0ε ∈ Br(ε)(x
0) and

(14), we have

u(x0ε) ≤ uε(x
0
ε) ≤ supy∈Br(ε)(x0)uε(y) ≤ supy∈Br(ε)(x0)ϕ(y).

Therefore, we get that

−∆pϕ(x
0) + (x0,∇ϕ)|∇ϕ|p−2ϕ(x0) ≤ fε(x

0, ϕ,∇ϕ).

This concludes the proof. �
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3.2. A Caccioppoli’s estimate. In the next Lemma, we provide a Caccioppoli’s estimate for the

Lp
loc-norm of the gradients of uε.

Lemma 3.3. Under the same assumptions of Lemma 3.2, there exists a positive constant c, depending

on p, λp, γ, ‖u‖L∞(Ω), |Ω|, such that for every test function ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ωr(ε)), 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 1, we have

(19)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ ≤ c(1 + ‖∇ψ‖L∞(Ω)),

for sufficiently small ε > 0.

Proof. Let ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ωr(ε)), 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 1 and consider the test function

ϕ(x) := (uε(x)− infKuε)ψ
p(x), x ∈ Ω.

Since uε is twice differentiable a.e. in Ω and the pair (Duε, D
2uε) belongs to the second ”jets”

J2,+u(x) and J2,−u(x) at the points of twice differentiability, after an integration by parts we have
∫

Ω

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · ∇ϕdγ ≤

∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ϕdγ.

By a direct calculation, the integral on the left hand side equals to

(20)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · [ψ

p∇uε + pψp−1∇ψ(uε(x)− infKuε)]dγ.

The Young’s inequality

ab ≤ δaq + δ−1/(q−1)bq
′

where δ > 0, q and q′ are conjugate exponents such that 1/q + 1/q′ = 1, implies that the absolute

value of second term in (20) is bounded by

δ

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψp + δ1−p

∫

Ω

pp|∇ψ|p(oscKuε)
pdγ.

Therefore, we have

(1− δ)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ ≤ δ1−p

∫

Ω

pp|∇ψ|p(oscKuε)
pdγ +

∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ϕdγ.(21)

Observe that max{|uε|, oscKuε} ≤ ‖u‖L∞(Ω). By Proposition 3.1, we have
∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ϕdγ =

∫

Ω

(ε|∇uε|
p + λp,γ · supy∈Br(ε)(x)

uε(y)
p−1)ϕdγ

≤ ε‖u‖L∞(Ω)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ + λp,γ‖u‖

p
L∞(Ω) · |γ(Ω)|.

Selecting δ < 1/3 and ε ≤ 1
3
‖u‖−1

L∞(Ω), by (21), we have
∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ ≤ c(1 + ‖∇ψ‖L∞(Ω)),

where c depends on p, λp,γ, ‖u‖L∞(Ω), |Ω|, as desired. �

Lemma 3.4. Under the assumption of Lemma 3.2, we have u ∈ W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ), and ∇uε ⇀ ∇u weakly

in Lp(K) for every compact set K ⊂ Ω.
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Proof. The just proved Caccioppoli’s estimate (19) applied to uε in (12), allows us to conclude that

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε

converges weakly in L
p/(p−1)
loc (Ω, γ). Indeed, for any compact set K ⊂ Ω, choose an open set U ⊂ Ω

containing K and a non-negative test function 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 1 such that

K ⊂ K ′ := sptψ ⊂ U,

and ψ = 1 in K. Then
∫

K

||∇uε|
p−2∇uε|

p/(p−1)dγ =

∫

K

|∇uε|
pdγ ≤

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ.

So, by Lemma 3.3, we can find an uniform bound for the integrals
∫

K

|∇uε|
p−1∇uε|

p/(p−1)dγ,

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψpdγ.

Hence, |∇uε|
p−2∇uε converges weakly in L

p/(p−1)
loc (Ω, γ), and ∇uε converges weakly in Lp

loc(Ω, γ).

By Proposition 3.1, we know that uε converges pointwise to u. Therefore, we derive that u ∈

W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ), and uε converges weakly in W 1,p

loc (Ω, γ). �

Lemma 3.5. Under the assumption of Lemma 3.2, for any function ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω),

lim
ε→0

∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ψdγ = λp,γ

∫

Ω

up−1ψdγ.

Proof. Let ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) and set K := spt(ψ). Since we can write ψ = ψ+−ψ−, it is enough to prove

the statement for ψ ≥ 0. Consider ε > 0 small enough so that

K ⊂ K ′ ⊂ Ω,

where K ′ := ∪x∈KBr(ε)(x) and r(ε) is given by Proposition 3.1.

By Lemma 3.4, there exists a uniform upper bound of ∇uε in Lp(K, γ), that is,

(22)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
pψdγ ≤ c,

for all ε ∈ (0, ε0), where c > 0 is a constant which is independent of ε. By the definition of uε, we

have

(23) |uε| ≤ ‖u‖L∞(Ω) < +∞.

By the definition of fε, and Proposition 3.1, we have

(24) lim
ε→0

fε(x, uε,∇uε) = λp,γu
p−1 in Ω.

By (22), (23), (24) and Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

lim
ε→0

∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ψdγ = λp,γ

∫

Ω

up−1ψdγ.

�
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3.3. Viscosity solutions are weak solutions.

Theorem 3.6. Let p > 1 and assume u : Ω → R is bounded, non-negative and upper semi-

continuous. If u is a viscosity sub-solution of the equation in (2), then it is also a local weak sub-

solution of the same equation.

Proof . The case p = 2 is treated in [11] and regarding in particular this theorem one can refer to

[24]. We will then consider p 6= 2 only.

Case 1. (degenerate case p > 2). Let uε be the standard sup-convolution, defined in (11) with

q = 2. From Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.6, we know that {uε} is a decreasing family of semi-

convex viscosity sub-solutions to (12) in Ωr(ε), which converge pointwise to u, as ε → 0. In particular,

the function

(25) x 7→ ϕε(x) := uε(x) +
1

2ε
|x|2

is convex in Ωr(ε).

By Aleksandrov’s theorem, uε is twice differentiable a.e. in Ωr(ε), hence formula (6) holds at any

point of twice differentiability and, owing to Lemma 3.2, we have

(26) −∆puε + (x,∇uε(x))|∇uε(x)|
p−2 ≤ fε(x, uε,∇uε),

almost everywhere in Ωr(ε). Now, let us fix any non-negative function ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) and let ε be small

enough so that spt(ψ) ⊂ Ωr(ε). Next we show that

(27)

∫

Ω

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · ∇ψdγ −

∫

Ω

fε(x, uε,∇uε)ψdγ ≤ 0 .

Indeed, let ϕj be a sequence of smooth convex functions, obtained via standard mollification, con-

verging to the function ϕε defined in (25), and set uε,j = ϕj −
1
2ε
|x|2. We observe that integration by

parts gives
∫

Ω

[

|∇uε,j|
p−2∇uε,j · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε,j)|∇uε,j|

p−2 · ψ
]

dγ =

∫

Ω

(−∆puε,j)ψdγ.

Since uε is locally Lipschitz continuous, we have
∫

Ω

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · ∇ψdγ = lim

j→∞

∫

Ω

|∇uε,j|
p−2∇uε,j · ∇ψdγ,

and
∫

Ω

(x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2ψdγ = lim

j→∞

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε,j)|∇uε,j|
p−2ψdγ.

On the other hand, since D2uε,j ≥ −1
ε
I and ∇uε,j is locally bounded, we have

∆puε,j ≥ −
c1
ε
,

in the support set of ψ, where c1 > 0 is a constant depending only on p and n. Thus, by Fatou’s

Lemma, we have

lim inf
j→∞

∫

Ω

∆puε,jψdγ ≥

∫

Ω

lim inf
j→∞

∆puε,jψdγ.
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Moreover, it is shown in [17, p.242], that D2ϕj(x) → D2ϕ(x) for a.e. x, and then

lim inf
j→∞

∆puε,j(x) = ∆puε(x),

for a.e x ∈ Ω.

Finally, using integration by parts, convergence properties above and (26), we have
∫

Ω

[

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε)|∇uε|

p−2
]

· ψdγ

= lim
j→∞

∫

Ω

[

|∇uε,j|
p−2∇uε,j · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε,j)|∇uε,j|

p−2
]

· ψdγ

= − lim
j→∞

∫

Ω

∆puε,jψdγ

≤ −

∫

Ω

lim inf
j→∞

∆puε,jψdγ

=

∫

Ω

(−∆puε)ψdγ

≤ −

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε(x))|∇uε(x)|
p−2ψdγ −

∫

Ω

fεψdγ.

Therefore, (27) holds. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 3.5, letting ε → 0 in (27), we have
∫

Ω

|∇u|p−2∇u · ∇ψdγ − λp,γ

∫

Ω

|u|p−2uψdγ ≤ 0 .

For the arbitrariness of ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω), this completes the proof.

Case 2. (Singular case 1 < p < 2). Let uε be the sup-convolution of u, defined in (11) with

q > p/(p− 1). As in the degenerate case, we know from Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.6 that {uε} is

a decreasing family of semi-convex viscosity sub-solutions to (12) in Ωr(ε), which converge pointwise

to u, as ε → 0. In particular, there is c, depending on ε, q and the oscillation supΩ − infΩ u, such that

the function

(28) x 7→ ϕε(x) := uε(x) + c|x|2

is convex in Ωr(ε). Hence, by Aleksandrov’s theorem, uε is twice differentiable a.e., and by Lemma

3.2, we have

−∆p,γuε = −div(|∇uε|
p−2∇uε) + (x,∇uε)|∇uε|

p−2

= −|∇uε|
p−2∆uε − (p− 2)|∇uε|

p−4

n
∑

i,j=1

∂2u

∂xi∂xj

∂uε
∂xi

∂uε
∂xj

+ (x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2

≤ fε(x, uε,∇uε),(29)

a.e. in Ωr(ε) \ {∇uε = 0}.

First, we show that

(30)

∫

Ω

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 (∇uε · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε)ψ)dγ ≤

∫

Ω

−div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

ψdγ

for any non-negative ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ωr(ε)), and for every δ > 0 (adding the constant δ is necessary due to

the singularity). Indeed, let us fix a non-negative function ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ωr(ε)), and let ϕj be a sequence
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of smooth convex functions converging to ϕε defined in (28), obtained via standard mollification. We

denote uε,j = ϕj − c|x|2 and observe that an integration by parts gives
∫

Ω

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 (∇uε,j · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε,j)ψ)dγ = −

∫

Ω

div
(

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j

)

ψdγ.

Since uε is locally Lipschitz continuous, we have
∫

Ω

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε · ∇ψdγ = lim

j→∞

∫

Ω

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j · ∇ψdγ,

and
∫

Ω

(x,∇uε)(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ψdγ = lim

j→∞

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε,j)(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ψdγ.

On the other hand, since D2uε,j ≥ −2cI and ∇uε,j is locally bounded, we have

div
(

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j

)

≥ −c2,

in the support set of ψ, where c2 > 0 is a constant depending only on p, n, c. Thus, by Fatou’s Lemma,

we have

lim inf
j→∞

∫

Ω

div
(

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j

)

ψdγ ≥

∫

Ω

lim inf
j→∞

(

div((|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j)

)

ψdγ.

Moreover, it is shown in [17, p.242], that D2ϕj(x) → D2ϕ(x) for a.e. x ∈ Ω, and then

lim inf
j→∞

div((|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j) = div

(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

,

for a.e x ∈ Ω. Finally, using again the integration by parts, convergence properties above and (41),

we have
∫

Ω

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 (∇uε · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε)ψ)dγ

= lim
j→∞

∫

Ω

(|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 (∇uε,j · ∇ψ − (x,∇uε,j)ψ)dγ

= − lim
j→∞

∫

Ω

(

div((|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j)

)

ψdγ

≤ −

∫

Ω

lim inf
j→∞

(

div((|∇uε,j|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε,j)

)

ψdγ

= −

∫

Ω

div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

ψdγ.

Therefore, we conclude that (30) holds.

Next, we prove

(31) div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

≥ −c3,

a.e. in Ωr(ε), where c3 is a positive constant independent of δ. Indeed, consider a point x ∈ Ωr(ε)

where both ∇uε(x) and D2uε(x) exist. By a direct calculation, we have

(32) div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

= (|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2

(

∆uε +
p− 2

|∇uε|2 + δ
D2uε∇uε · ∇uε

)

.

By Proposition 3.1, we know that

D2uε ≥ −
q − 1

ε
|∇uε|

q−2
q−1 I.
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Notice that, if ∇uε(x) = 0, we have D2uε(x) ≥ 0, hence from (32) we get

(33) div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

≥ 0.

If ∇uε(x) 6= 0, we have

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2

(

∆uε +
p− 2

|∇uε|2 + δ
D2uε∇uε · ∇uε

)

≥ −
(n + p− 2)(q − 1)

ε
|∇uε|

p−2+ q−2
q−1

≥ −c3,

where the last inequality follows from q > p
p−1

and the Lipschitz continuity of uε. Combining (32)

and (33) gives (31).

Thus, we can use Fatou’s Lemma to conclude that

− lim inf
δ→0

∫

Ω

div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

ψdγ +

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2ψdγ

≤ − lim inf
δ→0

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

ψdγ +

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2ψdγ

≤ −

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

lim inf
δ→0

div
(

(|∇uε|
2 + δ)

p−2
2 ∇uε

)

ψdγ +

∫

Ω

(x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2ψdγ

=

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

(−div
(

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε

)

+ (x,∇uε)|∇uε|
p−2)ψdγ

=

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

−∆p,γuε · ψdγ

≤

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

fεψdγ,

where the last inequality follows from (29). Letting δ → 0 in (30), we have
∫

Ω

|∇uε|
p−2∇uε · ∇ψdγ ≤

∫

Ω\{∇uε=0}

fεψdγ ≤

∫

Ω

fεψdγ,

where in the last equality we have used that fε and ψ are non-negative. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma

3.5, letting ε → 0, we have
∫

Ω

|∇u|p−2∇u · ∇ψdγ − λp,γ

∫

Ω

|u|p−2uψdγ ≤ 0,

for any non-negative ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω). This completes its proof. �

Similarly, by using inf-convolution in place of sup-convolution, we can deduce the following.

Proposition 3.7. Given p > 1. Suppose that u : Ω → R is bounded, non-negative, lower semi-

continuous. Then, if u is a viscosity super-solution to (2), that it is a distributional super-solution of

(2) in Sobolev space W 1,p
loc (Ω, γ).

Remark 3.8. Combining above two facts, we conclude that if u ∈ C(Ω) is a non-negative viscosity

solution of the equation in (2), with p > 1, then it is a local weak solution of (2).
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4. PROOFS OF THE MAIN THEOREMS

4.1. A Brunn-Minkowski inequality.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let Ω0 and Ω1 be open bounded Lipschitz domains and let ui be a nonegative

solution of problem (2), for i = 0, 1. For simplicity, set

(34) λi = λp,γ(Ωi) for i = 0, 1, λt = (1− t)λ0 + tλ1.

For x ∈ Ωt, let

(35) ut(x) = sup
{

u0(x0)
1−tu1(x1)

t : xi ∈ Ωi for i = 0, 1, x = (1− t)x0 + tx1
}

.

For every x̄ ∈ Ωt, there exists x̄0 ∈ Ω0, x1 ∈ Ω1 where the maximum in the definition (35) is attained,

that is

(36) x̄ = (1− t)x̄0 + tx̄1, ut(x̄) = u(x̄0)
1−tu1(x̄1)

t.

Notice that if x̄ ∈ ∂Ωt, then x̄i ∈ ∂Ωi for i = 0, 1. While, if x̄ ∈ Ωt, by the boundary condition,

we know that x̄i ∈ Ωi for i = 0, 1. In the latter case, as u0 and u1 are differentiable at x0 and x1,

respectively, a straightforward consequence of the Lagrange multipliers theorem is that

(37)
∇u0(x̄0)

u0(x̄0)
=

∇u1(x̄1)

u1(x̄1)
= θ.

Next, we prove that ut is a viscosity sub-solution of the problem

(38)







−∆put + (x,∇ut)|∇ut|
p−2 = λt|∇ut|

p−1ut, in Ωt,

lim
x→∂Ω

ut = 0.

Let us consider two cases: θ 6= 0 and θ = 0.

Case 1: θ 6= 0. In a sufficiently small neighborhood B of x̄, we define

ψ(x) = u0(x− x̄+ x̄0)
1−tu1(x− x̄+ x̄1)

t.

It is obvious that ψ touches ut from above. Moreover, we have

∇ψ(x) = ψ(x)

[

(1− t)
∇u0(x− x̄+ x0)

u0(x− x̄+ x0)
+ t

∇u1(x− x̄+ x1)

u1(x− x̄+ x1)

]

and

D2ψ(x) = −ψ(x)

[

(1− t)
∇u0 ⊗∇u0

u20
(x− x̄+ x̄0) + t

∇u0 ⊗∇u0
u20

(x− x̄+ x̄0)

]

+
∇ψ ⊗∇ψ

ψ
(x) + ψ(x)

[

(1− t)
D2u0(x− x̄+ x0)

u0(x− x̄+ x0)
+ t

D2u1(x− x̄+ x1)

u1(x− x̄+ x1)

]

.

Therefore, we have

(39) D2ψ(x̄) = ψ(x̄)

[

(1− t)
D2u0
u0

(x̄0) + t
D2u1
u1

(x̄1)

]

,

and

(40) ∇ψ(x̄) = ψ(x̄)θ 6= 0.
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By (6), (37), (39) and (40), we have

∆pψ(x̄) = ψ(x̄)p−1

[

(1− t)
∆pu0(x̄0)

u0(x̄0)p−1
+ t

∆pu1(x̄1)

u1(x̄1)p−1

]

= (1− t)ψ(x̄)p−1
[

(x,∇u0(x0))|∇u0(x0)|
p−2u0(x̄0)

1−p + λ0
]

+ tψ(x̄)p−1
[

(x,∇u1(x1))|∇u1(x1)|
p−2u1(x̄1)

1−p + λ1
]

= ψ(x̄)p−1〈θ, (1− t)x̄0 + tx̄1〉|θ|
p−2 + λt|ψ(x̄)|

p−1

= 〈x̄,∇ψ(x̄)〉|ψ(x̄)|p−2 + λt|ψ(x̄)|
p−1.

The above fact yields that every test function φ ∈ C2(Ωt) touching ut from above at x̄must also touch

ψ from above at x, which gives

(41) −∆pφ(x̄) + (x̄,∇φ(x̄)|∇φ(x̄)|p−2 ≤ λt|φ(x̄)|
p−2φ(x̄).

Case 2: θ = 0. We know that ∇φ(x̄) = 0, so, if p > 2 we have

∆pφ(x̄) = |∇φ(x̄)|p−2∆φ(x̄) + (p− 2)|∇φ|p−4(D2φ(x̄),∇φ) · ∇φ = 0,

hence (41) holds. When 1 < p < 2, the definition of viscosity solutions avoids points where θ = 0.

Thus, we deduce that ut is a viscosity sub-solution of problem (38), that is, we proved that ut

satisfies the inequality

(42) −∆put + (x,∇ut)|∇ut|
p−2 ≤ λt|ut|

p−2ut, in Ωt in the viscosity sense.

Since ut ∈ C(Ωt) and ut vanishes on ∂Ωt, we extend ut to Ω∗ as follows

ũt(x) =

{

ut(x) if x ∈ Ωt

0 in Ω∗ \ Ωt ,

where Ω∗ ⊇ Ωt is an open, bounded Lipschitz domain, and we notice that ũt ∈ C(Ω∗). We claim

that ũt satisfies (42) in the viscosity sense in Ω∗. Indeed, it is clear that we have to take care only of

the points on ∂Ωt. Let x ∈ ∂Ωt and let φ be a C2 function touching ũt from above at x, then it must

hold φ(x) = 0 and ∇φ(x) = 0 (because ũt is vanishing outside Ωt and Ωt is a Lipschitz domain),

so x is not considered in the definition of viscosity subsolution if p ∈ (1, 2), while −∆pφ(x) +

(x,∇φ(x))|∇φ(x)|p−2 + λt|φ(x)|
p−2φ(x) = 0 if p > 2, and the claim is proved.

Now, by Proposition 3.6, ũt is a local sub-solution of (2) in Ω∗. Then ut (which coincides with ũt in

Ωt and belongs to W 1,p
0 (Ωt, γ), as it is continuous in Ωt and vanishes on ∂Ωt) is a weak sub-solution

of problem (2). So, taking the same ut as test function in the very definition of weak sub-solution, an

integration by parts gives
∫

Ωt

|∇ut|
pdγ ≤ λt

∫

Ωt

|ut|
pdγ,

whence

λp,γ(Ωt) ≤ λt.

This concludes the proof. �

Proof of Corollary 1.4. The proof is exactly the same as [11, Corollary 1.5]. �
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4.2. Log-concavity of the first eigenfunction.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let u be a positive solution of (2) in Ω. For x ∈ Ω and t ∈ [0, 1], we define

(43) ut(x) = sup
{

u(x0)
1−tu(x1)

t : xi ∈ Ω for i = 0, 1, x = (1− t)x0 + tx1
}

.

The convex envelope u∗ of u can be obtained as

u∗(x) = sup {ut(x) : t ∈ [0, 1]} .

By definition, it is clear that u∗ ≥ ut ≥ u. Moreover, u is log-concave in Ω if and only if u∗ = u = ut

for every t ∈ [0, 1]. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 1.1 (in fact, just taking Ω0 = Ω1 = Ω and

u0 = u1 = u therein), we can deduce that ut satisfies the inequality

(44) −∆put + (x,∇ut)|∇ut|
p−2 ≤ λp,γ|ut|

p−2ut in Ω,

in viscosity and in distributional sense. Furthermore, ut ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω, γ). Thus, we multiply both terms

of the last inequality by −ut and integrate by parts (with respect to γ) to get
∫

Ω

|∇ut|
pdγ ≤ λp,γ(Ω)

∫

Ω

|ut|
pdγ,

which implies that ut is an eigenfunction, by the definition of λp,γ(Ω). As observed in the introduction,

we have ut = αu for some α > 0. On the other hand, by the definition of u∗, we have

sup
Ω

u∗ = sup
Ω

ut = sup
Ω

u.

Thus, we have α = 1 and ut = u in Ω, which implies that u is log-concave. �
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