Bounds on short cylinders and uniqueness results for

degenerate Kolmogorov equation
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Abstract

We consider the Cauchy problem for hypoelliptic Kolmogorov equations in the form

m
Ou = Z a; ;(z ”“”7U+Za3 8m7u+ Z b”xzazju

,j=1 ,j=1

(z,t) € RVNx]0,T[,1 < m < N, as well as in its divergence form. We prove that,
if |u(z,t)| < Mexp (a(t=P + |z]?)), for some positive constants a, M and 3 €]0,1[ and
u(+,0) = 0, then uw = 0. The proof of the main result is based on some previous uniqueness
result and on the application of some “estimates in short cylinders”, first introduced by

Safonov in the study of uniformly parabolic operators.

1 Introduction
We consider second order operators in non-divergence form

m
Lu = Z aw leau+ Zaﬂ 8931”_’_ Z b”xla u — Ogu,
6,J =1

1,7=1

as well as in divergence form

N
Z 8% a; j(z (%Ju + Z bi j2i0z;u — Oru,

i,j=1 1,j=1

(1.2)

where z = (z,t) € RV xR, 1 < m < N and the coefficients a; ; and a; are bounded continuous
functions. When considering divergence form operators (1.2), we assume that the 0,,a;;’s
are continuous for ¢,j = 1,...,m. The matrix B = (b; j); j=1,..,~ has real, constant entries,
Ao(z) = (a;,j(2))i,j=1,..,m is symmetric and positive, for every z € RN+ OQur assumptions

are:
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H1 the operator

m N

K=Y 07+ biwids, — 0, (1.3)
Jj=1 i,j=1

is hypoelliptic, i.e., every distributional solution to Ku = f is a smooth classical solu-

tion, whenever f is smooth.

H2 There exists a positive constant A such that

ATYCPP < (A0(2)¢,¢) S AP, V¢ ER™Vze RN (1.4)

H3 The coefficients a; 5, a; (if L is in its non-divergence form (1.1)) and 0,,a;; (if L is in
its divergence form (1.2)) are bounded and Hélder continuous of exponent o < 1, for
i,7 =1,...,m (in the sense of the Definition 2.2 below).

In order to explain our assumptions, we first note that conditions [H1]-[H2]-[H3] are
satisfied by every uniformly parabolic operator in non-divergence form, with Holder continu-
ous coefficients. In that case, K is the heat operator, m = N, B = 0. On the other hand, it is
known that degenerate Kolmogorov operators (with m < N) naturally arise in in stochastic
theory (see [18], [16] [29], and [17]). Moreover, degenerate Kolmogorov equations also appear
in many research fields. For instance, the Kolmogorov equation [18§]

8§1u + 2105,u = Oyu, (z,t) € R3,

occurs in the financial problem of the evaluation of the path dependent options (see [30], [4],
[10], [12]), in kinetic theory (see [5], [26] [9], [21]), as well as in visual perception (see [23],
[31]). We also quote the papers [1], [2] and their bibliography for other applications.

In Section 2 we recall the main issues of the general theory for degenerate Kolmogorov
operators (1.1) that will be needed in this paper. Here we point out that the well known
Hoérmarder condition can be used to check the hypoellipticity of K. Indeed, K can be written
as

m
K=) XI+Y, (1.5)
j=1
where
Xj =0y, 1=1,...,m, Y = (x,BV) — 0. (1.6)

V = (04, ..,0:y) and (-,-) are, respectively, the gradient and the inner product in RY. K

y YT N
is hypoelliptic if, and only if, it satisfies the Hormarder condition:

rank Lie (X1,..., X, Y) =N +1, at every point of RV, (1.7)

In this paper we are concerned with the classical solutions of the Cauchy problem

Lu=0 in RV x]0, T,
u(-,0) =0 in RV,



If Q is an open subset of RV*! and f € C(), a classical solution of the equation Lu = f
is a function v € C(f2) that has continuous derivatives d;,u and 0y, u (for 4,5 =1,...,m)
and Yu, and satisfies the equation Lu = f at every point of Q. A classical solution of (1.8)
is a function u € C(RY x [0,T]) that is a solution of Lu = 0 in R x]0,7T[) and satisfies
u(z,0) = 0 for every z € RV,

Before stating our main result, we recall that the classical uniqueness results due to
Krzyzanski in [19] apply to our non divergence form operator (1.1):

lu(z, )| < Me?™ | (2,t) e RVx]0,T], =  u=0, (1.9)

(see [19], and Theorem B in [3]). Concerning the divergence form operator (1.2), the unique-
ness of the solution of (1.8) has been proved by Di Francesco and Pascucci in [11]:

/ / e clel® |u(z, t)|dzdt < oo = u=0. (1.10)
RN

(Theorem 1.6 in [11], see also Theorem 3.1 [24]). It is remarkable that the also the assumption
u > 0 in RV x]0, 7] implies u = 0 (see [24] and [13]). The main achievements of this paper
are the following uniqueness result:

Theorem 1.1 Let L be in non divergence form (1.1), satisfying conditions [H1]-[H2]-[H3].
Letu € C(RN x[0,T)) be a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8). If there exist three constants
a, M >0 and (3 €0, 1], such that

lu(z,t)] < Mexp (a(t™ + |2[*)), (1.11)
for every (x,t) € RNV x]0,T], then u = 0.
Theorem 1.2 Let L be in divergence form (1.2), satisfying conditions [H1]-[H2]-[H3]. Let

u € C(RN x [0,7T]) be a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8). If there exist two constants
a >0 and 3 €]0,1], such that

T
/ / exp (— a(t™? + 2|%)) [u(z, t)|dzdt < oo, (1.12)
0o JrN
then u = 0.

Our Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 extend some uniqueness results for parabolic operators, where
growth conditions, analogous to (1.10) and (1.9), are replaced by some non-uniform in time
conditions. We first quote the paper by Shapiro [28], where the uniqueness of the solution is
proved under the assumption that ||u(-, )|z~ = o(t~!) as t — 0. More recently, Chung [6]
show that the Cauchy problem for the heat equation has a unique solution satisfying (1.11).
Chung and Kim [7] prove that the growth condition (1.11) is optimal in the sense that the
uniqueness result fails when assuming (1.11) with § = 1. Indeed, in [7] it is proved that the

function
1 1 (x —¢)? &
ulw,t) = 5 /8 o T P <—4t >exp (%) ac.

DM:{HmecwszM,mg;;}



where the integral is taken counterclockwise, is a non trivial solution of the Cauchy problem
for the heat equation and satisfies |u(z,t)| < C.exp (£), for every positive e. Let us also
recall that the following famous example due to Tychonoff

00 2 1 :
_ () [ & k _Jexp (—t—g) if t >0,
T S A PRARI

show that also the growth condition in x (1.11) is optimal. Since the class of Kolmogorov op-
erators (1.1) contains the parabolic ones, the above examples show that the growth condition
(1.11) is sharp also for the operators considered here.

The uniqueness result proved by Chung in [6] has been extended by Ferretti in [14] to
uniformly parabolic operators with measurable coefficients, both in divergence form and in
non-divergence form. The main tools used in [14] are the “estimates in short cylinders”, first
introduced by Safonov in the study of uniformly parabolic operators [27]. The method of [14]
relies on a geometric construction based on the invariance of the heat equation with respect
to the usual Euclidean change of variable and on the caloric rescaling 6y (x,t) = ()\:z, )\Qt).

In this paper we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 by following the method due to Ferretti. To
that aim, we prove in Section 3 some estimates on short cylinders analogous to the ones in
[27], by using a simpler approach based on the a priori bounds of the fundamental solution
of L. We adapt the ideas of [14] to the non-Euclidean geometry of the Lie group related to
the Kolmogorov equations (1.3) and to its pseudo-distance. Some differences with respect to
the proof of [14] are due to the fact that only a pseudo-triangular inequality holds in the Lie
group, instead of the usual triangle inequality. Moreover, we cannot rely on the estimate on
short cylinders with arbitrarily large basis.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we recall the main issues of the general
theory of the hypoelliptic Kolmogorov equations and of the related Lie group. In Section
3 we prove the estimates in short cylinders, for both divergence and non divergence form
operators. In Section 4 we give the proof of Theorem 1.1, and in Section 5 we prove Theorem
1.2.

2 Lie group structure

In this section we recall the definition of the Lie group related to Kolmogorov operators
and some known results concerning the fundamental solution of the operator (1.1) (or in its
divergence form (1.2)) useful in the sequel.

First of all, we recall that the following property is equivalent to the hypoellipticity of the
operator K defined in (1.3): there ewists a basis of R™ such that B has the form

* % DBy ... 0
Do Do : (2.1)
* ok * B,
* % % *



where Bj is a matriz m;_1 X mj of rank mj, with
mo:=m2>mj > ...>2my > 1, mo+mi+...+m, =N,

and x are constant and arbitrary blocks. We refer to [20] for the proof of the equivalence of
the two conditions. The hypoellipticity of K is also equivalent to the following condition: if
we set

E(s) = exp(—sBT), A= ( ‘o 8) c(t) = /D E(s)AE" (s)ds, (2.2)

then: K is hypoelliptic if, and only if, C(t) is positive, for every t > 0. In the sequel, we
assume that the basis of RYV is such that B has the form (2.1).

Under the above equivalent conditions, Hérmarder constructed in [15] the fundamental
solution of K:

_N
2

(4m)

[(z,t,§,7) = —F/————-
(= 5:8,7) det C(t — 1) (2.3)

- exp ( _ i(C‘l(t )@= Bt — 7)), 3 — B(t — 1)€) — (t — T)trB>,

ift>7,and I'(z,t,&,7) =01if t < 7.
The operator K has the remarkable property to being invariant with respect to a Lie
group structure G = (RN 1 O) first studied in [20]:

(z,t) o (6,7) = (E+ E(mN)z,t +7), (x,t),(,7) e RNFL, (2.4)

where E(7) is the matrix in (2.2). The Lie group invariance is stated as follows: if we set
w(z) = u (¢ o 2), for some ¢ € RV then

Kw(z) = (Ku)(Coz). (2.5)
Accordingly, the fundamental solution I' is invariant with respect to group G:
D(z,t,6,7) =T((€,7) " o (2,1)) :==T((&7) " o (2,1),0,0). (2.6)

Moreover, if (and only if) all the %-block in (2.1) are null, then K is homogeneous of
degree two with respect the family of following dilations,

§(A) := (D(N),\?) = diag (ALmg, NIy, -, AT, A?) (2.7)

(I, denotes the m; x m; identity matrix), i.e. if we set w(z) = u (§())z), for some A > 0,
then
Kw(z) = N2(Ku) (6(\)z2), (2.8)

(see Proposition 2.2 in [20]). If K is homogeneous, then the following identities hold:

E\t)D(\) = DINE(t), DNCH)D(\) =C(M\%t), ¢ Ht)=DNCIA2)D(N), (2.9)



for every positive A and ¢ (see Remark 2.1 and Proposition 2.3 in [20]). As a consequence, I'
is a §(\)-homogeneous function:

T(6(N)z) = A 9(2), Vze RN\ {0}, A >0,
where
Q=mo+3my+...,(2r +1)m,.
Since
det(5(N\)) = det (diag(Amgs N2 Ly, - .o, AT, A2)) = A9F2) (2.10)
the number Q + 2 is said homogeneous dimension of RN*T1 with respect to the dilation group

(5(\)xs0 and Q is said spatial homogeneous dimension of RN with respect to (6(A))aso-
We next define a norm which is homogeneous with respect to (6(A))x>o-

Definition 2.1 For every z = (z,t) € RVN*L 2 £ (0,0), we set ||z||g = p, where p is the
unique positive solution to the equation

2 2 2
L) A
pQQI + + pQ‘IN - p4 - 1’

and q; are the positive integers such that §(\) = diag(AT, ..., A%, \?). We put ||(0,0)||g = 0,
and we denote |x|g = ||(z,0)]|g-

It is easy to check that || - ||g is a homogeneous function of degree 1 with respect the
dilation 0(A), i.e.

l6(N)zllg = Allzllg, for every A >0, and z € RVTL, (2.11)

We explicitly remark that |z|g = 1 if, and only if, the usual Euclidean norm |z| equals 1.
Moreover, from (2.9), it follows that

S(A) (z0C) = (6(N\)2) o (8(N)C),  forevery A >0, and z,¢ € RVFL (2.12)
Note that there exists a constant ¢ > 1 such that

lzo¢lg <c(lzlg +licllg),  forall 2,¢ € RV (2.13)

The homogeneity properties of the operator K whose all the *-block in (2.1) are null,
somehow extend to any operator K as follows. For K as in (1.3), we define the homogeneous
operator Ky by setting

Kou:=)» & u+Yu, Yo=(Bo,V)—0 (2.14)
j=1
where

0 Bl 0 0
0 0 By 0

Bo=1|: : =+ - . (2.15)
0 0 0 B,
0 0 0 0



As noticed above, the matrices Ey, Cy and Cal, defined as in (2.2) with By instead of B,
satisfy (2.9). Moreover, for every given T' > 0, there exists a positive constant ¢y such that

(Co(t)z, ) (1 — ert) <(C(t)z,x) < (Co(t)x, x) (1 + crt),
)

< T,x
(€5 (99) (1 = ert) < (7 (On) < (G (9.9) (1 + xt): (2.16)

for every z,y € RN, t € [T, T],t # 0 (see Lemma 3.3 in [20]). Moreover, there exist two
positive constants k/., k. such that

knt?(1 — ert) < det C(t) < k4t?(1 + ert),

for every (z,t) € RN x]0, T], with t < é (see formula (3.14) in [20]). As a direct consequence,
of the above bounds and of the continuity of C we get

det C(t) > rt?, ¢ €]0,T7, (2.17)

for some positive constant /.. Analogously, in the sequel we will also use the inequality

(CT OBy, E®y) = ¢ (B GG WEMD (H)u.D(H)v).  (218)

(y,t) € RN x]0,T], which plainly follows from (2.16), (2.9) and from the following identity
EMTC Y t)E(t) = CY(~t).

For any operator K = 37", 8%],, +(z, BV)—0, we consider the matrix By in (2.15) related
to B and the norm || - ||g in Definition 2.1. Note that, even if K is non homogeneous, the
norm is defined in terms of the dilation group related to Ky, which actually only depends on

the matrix B of K.

Definition 2.2 Let a €]0,1]. We say that a function f : RNT! — R is Hélder continuous of
exponent o, in short f € C%, if there exists a positive constant ¢ such that

f(2) = FOl<ellChozllg,  for every 2,¢ € RYHL (2.19)

We remark that a triangle inequality for non-homogeneous operators has been proved in
Lemma 2.1 in [13], but in this case the constant ¢ depends on the compact set where z and
(¢ are assumed to belong. On the other hand, if z = (z,0) and ¢ = (&,0), then formula (2.4)
reads (z,0) o (£,0) = (£ 4+ z,0), and since in this case the operation “o” does not depend on
the matrix B, we have

(2, 0) 0 (¢,0)llg < c(ll(z,0)lg +1I(£,0)llg) = ¢ (|z]g + €lg),  forall z,¢ € RN, (2.20)

also for non homogeneous operators K.

We finally recall some known results about the fundamental solution of the operator L in
its non-divergence form (1.1), as well as in its divergence form (1.2). If L satisfies hypotheses
[H1]-[H2]-[H3], then the Levi’s parametrix method provides the existence of a fundamental
solution I' of L, which satisfies the following upper and lower bounds: for every positive T'



there exist two constant coefficients operators K—, KT and two positive constants ¢, cT,
such that,

T (a,t,y,8) <T(x,t,y,s) < T (2, t,y,5), (2.21)
for every (z,t), (y,s) € RVNT! with 0 < ¢t —s < T, where I'” and I'* denote the fundamental
solutions of the operators

m m
K- =AY 02,4Y, K" =A") 0 +Y

i=1 =1
We point out that the constants A=, AT and ¢™, ¢t in (2.21) only depend on T, on A in [H2],
on the matrix B and on the Holder constant of the coefficients a;;j’s. We recall that the
functions '™ and I'" are explicitly written in the form (2.3) with the matrix A in (2.2) replaced
by the matrices A~diag (I,,,0,...,0) and Atdiag (I,,,0,...,0) respectively (see Theorem 1.4
in [10] and Theorem 1.5 in [13]).

We end this section by quoting a local pointwise estimate of the solutions of Lu = 0 in
its divergence form (see Corollary 1 in [8]). We define the cylinder of center at (¢, 7) € RV*!
and radius r as:

Hp(,7) = {(z,) eRV i 7 —R* <t <74+ R* |z— E(t—1)¢lg < R}. (2.22)

Theorem 2.3 Let L be a divergence form operator satisfying [H1]-[H2], and let u be a weak
solution of Lu = 0 in H,(xg,ty), with 0 < r < 1. Then there exists a positive constant c
which only depends on the matriz B, on the constants appearing in [H1]-[H2] and on the
homogeneous dimension @ such that, for every p > 1, it holds

c
ﬁs(upt )\U\p < r =)@ / u(y, s)[Pdy ds,
\Z0,t0 ~
Hr(x()vto)
for every o € [%,r].

Note that the above theorem applies to weak solutions to Lu = 0, however the classical
solutions considered in this paper are also solutions in the weak sense.

3 Estimates on short cylinders

We prove some pointwise estimates of the solution of the equation Lu = 0. Since our proof
only relies on the bounds (2.21) of the fundamental solution I'; the result hold for both non
divergence form and divergence form operators L. We next recall the definition of “cylindrical
open set” previously used in [22] and in [25]. Let (£,7) € R"* and let R,k be two positive
constants. Then

Hp(&,mh) ={(z,t) e RN i r <t <7+ h; |z — E(t—7)¢|lg < R},
Br(&,7) ={(z,t) e RN it =7 |(x — &)|g < R},
Br(&,m.h) = {(z,t) e RN t=1+4h |z — E(t—1)¢g < R},
Sr(& 1 h) ={(z,t) e RV r<t<r+h |z—E(t-71)¢g=R},
OpHR(€,7,h) = Br(&,7) UXR(E, 7, h)



denote the open cylinder, its lower and upper basis, its lateral boundary, and its parabolic
boundary, respectively. Note that, if (x,7) € dBr(&,7), then (E(s)z,7 + s) € Xr(§, 7, h),
for every s €]0, h]. In [22] Proposition A.1 it is proved the existence of a barrier function for
every point of dpHR(&, 7, h), then the solution of the Cauchy-Dirichlet problem

{ Lu=0 in Hg(&, 1, h),

W= indpHp(E ™ h), (3.1)

with ¢ € C (OpHR(&,7,h)), attains the boundary data at every point of dpHg(&,7,h). The
main result of this section is the following

Theorem 3.1 Let L be either in non divergence form (1.1), or in divergence form (1.2).
For every Ry > 0 there exist two positive constants C and g €]0,1], such that, if u is a
solution of Lu = 0 in Hr(¢,7,eR?), uw = 0 in Br(&,7), for some (€,7) € RV*L R €]0, Ry

and € €]0, 9], then
2

W(E@)E t+7) <e €% sup  ul,
ER(€7775R2)

for every t € [0,eR?].

ProOOF. We first note that it is not restrictive to assume (£,7) = (0,0), since w(z) :=
u((&,7)0z) is a solution of Lw = 0 in the cylinder Hg(0,0,eR?), where of course the
coefficients a;; and a; of the operator L are computed at (£, 7) o z instead of z. We define

v(x,t) == % /RN [(z,t,y,0)p (D (%) y) dy,

C

with
p € C™(RY), p(r) =1 if |z[g >5/6, ¢(z)=0 if |z|g <2/3,

and ¢~ the constant in (2.21), related to T = R3. We observe that, if |z|g = R,
2
o(BW).0) = = [ TEO 3.0 (D () 1) dy
>2 /]RN I~ (E(t)z,t,y,0)¢ (D (%) y)dy — 2¢ (D (}%) z) =2

as t — 0T. Since the convergence is uniform on the compact sets, there exists a positive g
(it is not restrictive to assume 0 < g9 < 1/4), such that v(E(t)z,t) > 1 for every z € RV,
|z|g = R and t €]0,e9R?). In other words,

v>1 in $g(0,0,e0R?).
If u is a solution of Lu = 0 in Hg(0,0,e9R?), u =0 in Br(0,0), then

u<wv  sup lu| in OpHR(0,0,0R?), Lu=Lv=0 in Hg(0,0,50R?).
ZR(O,O,E()RQ)



The maximum principle then gives

u(0,t) <wv(0,t) sup  |ul for every t € [0,e0R?). (3.2)
Sr(0,0,60R2)

In order to conclude the proof, we need an upper bound for v(0,¢). First, by using (2.21)
and the definition of ¢, we obtain for any ¢ > 0
ot ot
v(0,) <2 — [ T7(0,t,4,0)0 (D (5)y)dy <2 — r(0,t,9,0)dy.  (3.3)
¢ JRN ¢ Jylg>R/2

Recalling the explicit expression (2.3) of I't, with A = A*diag (I,,,,0,...,0), we have

-N/2
D0, 6y,0) = 9D oy (—1<c—1<t>E<t>y,E<t>y>>

det C(t) 4
(4m) /2 r Tp—1 1 1
< Y armrl - —_— —_
< o (= ()6 0D (G ) D(F)) )
by (2.17) and (2.18). Then, by the change of variable n := D (%) y, we get

+ (4m)~ N/ r Tp—1
lylg>R/2 Ver  Jlgz5

Furthermore, if ¢ €]0, g9 R?],

c¢r(Bo(1)"Cy (1) Eo(1)n,m) > Coln, n) COZ zq ’77’ > Colnlg
for some positive constant Cp, since |n|g > \[ > 1. Thus,

C,
/ (0, t,y,0)dy < CT/ e~ 115 dn, (3.4)
lylg>R/2 Inlg=> 52

On the other hand, we have

_@ 2 _ %02 _Coy2
/ 4|ngdn§/ P [ max =53 ) gy
R
Inlg> 5 Inlg> 57 lg>3 7%
Co R? Co (2 Co 2
Se_zLSt/ e_ﬁ‘mg maxl e_ﬁm'Q dn
1
|77|92W |n‘922\/ﬁ
Cor2 _Co 1 Co .02
<e Wt e Beo e_ﬁlmgdn, (35)

RN

Hence, if we set C := Efé’, from (3.3), (3.4) and (3.5) it follows that

1 R2

+ 2

C _CE: -ct _Sop2 _
v(0,t) <2 — Cre Chre Eo/ e 1g‘n|gdn§e Ct’

C RN

10



if £g is suitably small, for every ¢ €]0,9R?]. As a consequence, (3.2) yields
2
u(0,t) < e O sup  |ul for every t €]0,e0R?],
Y r(0,0,e0R?)

and the proof is accomplished. O

4 Pointwise conditions

In this section we prove that the pointwise condition (1.11) yields the uniqueness of the

solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8) for both non divergence and divergence form operators
L.

Proposition 4.1 Let L be either in non divergence form (1.1), or in divergence form (1.2),
and let uw € C(RYN x [0,T),R) be a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8). Assume that for
some constants a > 0, and (3 €]0, 1] we have

lu(z,t)] < exp (a(t™ + |z|?)) in RN x]0, 7).

Then there exist two positive constants hy €]0,T| and My, depending on the operator L and
on the constants a and (3, such that

lu(z,t)| < Myexp (2a|z|?) in RN x]0, hl.

_ 2-5
Lemma 4.2 Consider any Ry > cﬁ, where c¢ is the constant in (2.20). Set R = ;ﬁoﬁ ,
- 0 —C
and let u € C(HE(O,O, T),]R) be a solution of
Lu=0 in H5(0,0,7T),
u=0, in Bg(0,0).
Assume that
lu(z,t)| < exp (at ™) in Hz(0,0,T) (4.1)

for some positive constants a and 3 €]0,1[. Then there exists a constant hy €]0,T], only
depending on a, 8, Ry and on the operator L, such that

lu(x,t)| <1 in Hpg, (0,0, ho) .

Proof. Let €g, C be the constants of Theorem 3.1. Consider the cylinder Hg, (0,0, ho), where
ho €]0, 0] will be suitably chosen later. For every j € NU {0}, we set

11



Note that, for every j € N,

hj—1  ho

2 T p2py
T Ry

< hg < eo, Rj < cRy Z Cik(ﬁ_l)i =R. (4.2)
=0

Ej =

We next define, for every j € NU {0},
Dj:={z eRY | (2,0) = (20,0) 0 (#1,0) 0...0(2;,0), |zilg <7ri, i=0,...,5}
By repeatedly using the pseudo-triangular inequality (2.20), we easily see that

|zl < e(ll(0,0)llg + [I(21,0) 0. o (x;,0)llg)

j
< clzolg + zilg + .. + & Majalg + lajalg + lajlg < e =Ry,
=0

for every x € Dj, hence
D;C{z R | lalg < R} C{z € RV | falg < R}, (4.3)

We are now in position to prove the lemma. Since u(E(t)z,t) — 0 as ¢t — 0, uniformly
on every compact subset of R, then there exists J € N such that |u| < 1 in the set
{(E(t)z,t) | |z|g <R, 0<t<hy} so that, by (4.3), we have

lul <1 in {(E(t)z,t) | € Dy, 0<t<hy}. (By)
We next note that ¢t < h;’g, as t € [hy, hol, then (By) and the growth condition (4.1) yield
lu| < exp (ah;?)  in {(E@t)z,t) | €Dy, 0<t<ho}. (Ay)

We next claim that (Ay) implies
lul <1 in {(E(t)z,t) | € Dyj_1, 0<t<hj_1}. (Bj_1)

Let  be any point in Dj_; and ¢t € [0,h;_1]. By Theorem 3.1 we have

2 2
|u(E(t)z,t)] < exp (—CT‘]> sup lu| < exp <—CT‘]> sup lul.
t Zr; (:B,O,EJT?]) hJ*l g ((IJ,O,&J’I’%)

On the other hand, if (y,s) € %,, (;1:,0,5]7“3), then there is a point z; € RY such that
|zslg = 7y and (y,s) = (E(s)y,,s), where (y;,0) = (z,0) o (z;,0). Since y; € D; and
0 < s < hg, estimate (A;) then gives |u(y, s)| < exp (ah;’g). Thus

72 CRr¥ R/ C
uw(E(t)x,t)| <ex ah_B—CJ>:eX - v 4 -0 (a— > <1,
(B0 0)] < exp (ah” — €57 p< ot B (a- 55) ) <

12



2a
(Aj_1), and so on. Following this “backward induction” argument, we finally obtain

1
provided that we choose hy < min {E(),T, (Q) 1-6 } This proves (Bj_1). Now (Bj_1) gives

lul <1 in {(E(t)x,t) | € Dy, 0<t<hp}. (Bo)
This inequality accomplishes the proof of the Lemma, since the above set is Hg, (0,0, ko). O

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Fix Ry > cﬁ, zo € RY, and set
v(z,t) :=u((x0,0) o (z,t)) = u(z + E(t)xo,t).
Then v satisfies
lv(z,t)| < exp (at_ﬁ) exp (2a|x|2) exp (2@]E(t)av0|2) for every (z,t) in H%(0,0,T),
where R is as in Lemma 4.2. Then
lu(B(t)zo,t)| = [v(0,1)| < Mo exp (2a|E(t)zo|?) for every (zq,t) € RN x]0, ho),

with Mo = supy_o,0,7) €Xp (2a|z|?).
In order to conclude the proof, it is enough to consider any (y,t) € RY x]0, hol, and set
in the previous inequality o = F(—t)y, so that (E(t)xo,t) = (y,t). O

Proof of Theorem 1.1. 1If u is a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8) and satisfies (1.11),
then Proposition 4.1 yields

lu(z,t)] < Me™* (z,t) e RV x]0, T,

for some positive constants ¢ and M. Hence u = 0, by (1.9). O

5 Integral conditions

In this section we prove that the integral condition (1.12) is equivalent to the pointwise
condition (1.11) for divergence form operators L.

Proposition 5.1 Let u € C(RY x [0,T],R) be a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8), with
L in divergence form (1.2), and assume that for some constants a > 0, and 8 €]0, 1] we have

T
/ / exp (— a(t P + |x|2))]u(:v,t)\dxdt < 0.
0 RN
Then there exist two positive constants b and M, such that

e, ) < Mexp (b 4 of?) in BV x]0. 5]

13



Proof. Let (x,t) be any point in RV x ]0, %] Consider the cylinder ﬁr(x,t), with p = 1,
r= %, and p = 5. Since Ef\ﬁ(x,t) C RV x]0,T[, by Theorem 2.3 we have

12
et < g [ lulgsldyds < GE [ et P ugy s)layds,
tT 2 t72
Hm(i,t) H\/m(x,t)
where ,
CH = §up ea(775+‘§| )
({,T)eHm(I,t)

Note that (§,7) € ]?I\/t/—z(x,t) if, and only if (£,7) = (z,t) o (y,s) = (y + E(s)x,t + ), for

some (y,s) € RV*! such that |y|lg < \/g and |s| < 5. Since t < L, there exists a positive
constant ¢y such that

&l <yl + [|1E(s)|l || < er(le]+1),  and 7> £.
Thus

-8
sup ea(‘r*5+|€\2) < Cp ea<(%) +|x|2)
(¢,7)eH i)

)

for some positive constant Cr. Using again the fact that H \/t/—Z(:L‘, t) € RV x]0, T[ we finally
find

QL+2

a Eiﬂ CEQ —
|u<x,t>|S:CTe<(2> ) / e~ P u(y, 5)|dy ds,
2

RN x]0,T]
and the claim easily follows from the fact that

8 b 28a—b
Qr2 2°a L Q+2 2%a
t7 72 eth =eth (t_ 2 e P > ,

and the last term vanishes, as ¢t — 0, whenever b < 2%q. Il

Proof of Theorem 1.2. If u is a solution of the Cauchy problem (1.8) and satisfies (1.12),
then Propositions 5.1 and 4.1 yield
2 N T
u(z,t)] < Medel™, (z,1) e RN x ]0, 7],

for some positive constants ¢ and M. Hence u = 0 in RV X] 0, %] , by (1.10). As a consequence,

u is a solution of the Cauchy problem

{Lu:O in RN x 2,7,
T
u(z) =0,
and, by (1.12), satisfies
_2%a (T 2
e 17 / / e~y (2, t)|dadt < oco.
T/2 JRN
Then, by applying again (1.10), we get v = 0 also in R x ]%, T]. O

14
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