MONOTONICITY OF THE SOLUTIONS OF SOME QUASILINEAR
ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS IN THE HALF-PLANE, AND APPLICATIONS.

L. DAMASCELLI AND B. SCIUNZI

ABSTRACT. We consider weak positive solutions of the equation —A,,,u = f(u) in the half-
plane with zero Dirichlet boundary conditions. Assuming that the nonlinearity f is locally
Lipschitz continuous and f(s) > 0 for s > 0, we prove that any solution is monotone. Some
Liouville type theorems follow in the case of Lane-Emden-Fowler type equations. Assuming
also that |Vu| is globally bounded, our result implies that solutions are one-dimensional,
and the level sets are flat.

1. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE MAIN RESULTS

We consider the problem

—Apu=f(u), inD={(z,y) €R*[y>0}
(1) u(z,y) 20, inD
u(z,0) =0, VzreR

where 1 < m < oo and A,,u = div(|Vu|™?Vu) is the m-Laplace operator. It is well
known that solutions of m-Laplace equations are generally of class C** and the equation

has to be understood in the weak distributional sense. To be more precise, by the results
in [Di, Lie, Tol], it follows that if (H1) below holds then

given a compact set K C R2?, we have u € C1*(K N D)
We will assume that the nonlinearity f satisfies

(Hy) f is locally Lipschitz continuous in [0, 00), i.e. f is Lipschitz continuous in [0, b]
for any b € RT.

(Hy) For any given 7 € R, there exists a positive constant K such that f(s) + Ks? >0
for some ¢ > m — 1 and for any s € [0, 7]. Observe that this implies f(0) > 0

(Hs) If m # 2, we assume that f is positive in (0, 00). That is f(s) > 0if s > 0.

The main result in this paper is the following
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2 L. DAMASCELLI AND B. SCIUNZI

Theorem 1.1. Let u be a nontrivial weak C’llof‘ solution of (1). Assume that f satisfies

hypotheses (H1),(Hs) and (Hs)' above, and 2 < m < 0o®. Thenu >0 in D and

ou _
- D.
o (z,y) >0, Y(x,y)e€

Results of this kind have been studied in the literature in the semilinear case m = 2.
We refer in particular to a series of papers by Berestycki, Caffarelli and Nirenberg (see
[BCN1, BCN2, BCN3J). In particular our techniques are very much related to [BCN2].
Also many interesting results have been obtained by Dancer, starting from [Dan].

When considering the case m # 2 there are no general results corresponding to the semi-
linear case. Some interesting results for the case m # 2 have been obtained in [DG], where
the case of some special nonlinearities is considered.

We prove Theorem 1.1 exploiting a refined version of the Alexandrov-Serrin moving plane
method. In particular we improve a geometrical technique that allows us to use only a weak
comparison principle in small domains.

Once we prove Theorem 1.1, we also get interesting consequences such as some Liouville
type theorems. Let us remark that Liouville type theorems for solutions of m-Laplace
equations in the whole space R are known in some cases (see the celebrated paper [SZ])
whereas to our knowledge the corresponding result is an open problem in half spaces.
Moreover, it is well known that the problem in the half-space is related to a famous con-
jecture of De Giorgi [Deg], see [BCN2] and [GG]. This link will be also exploited in our
Theorem 1.4 below.

Remark 1.2. In Theorem 1.1, when the case m # 2 is considered, it is necessary to assume
that f is positive in order to exploit the results in [DS1, DS2]. We refer in particular to
weak and strong maximum and comparison principles. If we restrict our attention to the
semilinear case m = 2, our techniques apply assuming only that the nonlinearity f satisfies
(Hy) and (Hs), since mazximum and comparison principles are standard in this case. We
remark that we do not assume that the solution u is bounded and we do not assume that
the nonlinearity f is globally Lipschitz continuous.

We point out that from Theorem 1.1 it follows that the critical set 7, is empty. That is
Z,={z € Q|Vu(z) =0} =0.

As a consequence, the solution u is regular (say of class C?) since the m-Laplace operator
is nondegenerate outside Z,. Also, we point out here some remarkable consequences of
Theorem 1.1.

As was shown in [DFSV, FSV]), once we know that the solution u is monotone increasing,
with g—’;(x, y) > 0, it follows that u is also stable, following definition 2.7 below. Therefore, if
we consider the case of a power nonlinearity, by [DFSV](see also [Far]) we get the following

'We remark that (Hs) is not needed if m = 2.

2The assumption m > % correspond in dimension 2 to the assumption m > 2¥+2

N+2°

that appears in some
maximum and comparison principles recalled in Section 2.
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Theorem 1.3. Let u be a C.% solution of (1) with m > 2 and
fu) = u?

with (m — 1) < p < oco. Then u = 0.

Once again we remark that in Theorem 1.1 (and in Theorem 1.3), we do not need to assume
that the solution u is bounded.

In the following application, instead we will assume that
|Vu| is bounded.

Generally, by standard regularity theory any bounded solution has bounded gradient and
therefore this is a weaker assumption than the assumption that u is bounded. We can in
this case exploit the results in [FSV] and get the following

Theorem 1.4. Under the assumption of Theorem 1.1, assuming also that |Vul is bounded
and that f(0) = 0, it follows that u is monotone and stable (see definition 2.7 below) and
has one-dimensional symmetry, in the sense that there exists u : R — R such that

u(w,y) = u(y).

Theorem 1.4 allows us to reduce our problem to a simpler one dimensional problem. There-
fore it allows many applications. As an example we give the following

Corollary 1.5. Let u be a bounded (with bounded |Vu|) weak C.% solution of (1) with
3 <m < oo. Assume that f satisfies hypothesis (H, ),(H). Assume also that f(0) =0 and
f(s) >0 fors>0° Thenu=0.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we recall some known results for the reader’
s convenience. In Section 3 we state Theorem 3.1, which easily leads to the proofs of
Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.3, Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5. In Section 4 we prove Theorem
3.1, which is the core of the paper since it introduces the techniques that allow the moving-
plane procedure to work in our setting.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we recall some known results on m-Laplace equations, in particular maximum
and comparison principles.

The famous Lemma of H. Hopf was improved and extended to the case of m-Laplace
equations by J.L.Vazquez [Vas|, and to a broad class of quasilinear elliptic operators by P.
Pucci, J. Serrin and H. Zou [PSZ, PS1]. In particular the interested reader may find very
useful the recent book by P. Pucci and J. Serrin [PS3] and the references therein.

Theorem 2.1. (Strong Maximum Principle and Hopf’s Lemma). Let Q be a domain in
RY and suppose that u € C1(Q), u > 0 in Q, weakly solves

—Apu+cul=g=>0 in Q
with 1 <m < oo, ¢g=2m-—1,¢c>20and g € L(Q). Ifu # 0 then u > 0 in Q.

loc
Moreover for any point xy € OS2 where the interior sphere condition is satisfied, and such

30bserve that here we require (Hs) also when m = 2
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that u € CHQ U {xo}) and u(zo) = 0 we have that ¢ > 0 for any inward directional

derivative (this means that if y approaches xo in a ball B C § that has x¢ on its boundary,
u(y) —u(zo)
=L > ().

then lim,_,, =

Theorem 2.1 is a useful tool when dealing with m-Laplace equation. As an example we
note that by Theorem 2.1 we immediately get the following:

Corollary 2.2. Let Q be a smooth domain in RY and let u € C*(Q) be a weak solution of

—Apu = f(u) in§)

(2) u >0 in )
u =0 on 0S)
and suppose that f satisfies (Hy). Then
u> 0 mn or u=20 in

and
(3) Z,={Vu=0}noQ =10
Proof. Tt is sufficient to observe that locally
(4) —Ap(u) + Ku? = f(u) + Ku? >0
and therefore Theorem 2.1 applies in this case. O

Theorem 2.3 (Weak Comparison Principle [DP, DS1]). Suppose that u, v weakly solve
(5) —Ap(u) = f(u) < =An(v) = f(v) in Q

Assume that either 1 < m < 2 and u,v € Wh°(Q) and f(-) is locally Lipschitz continuous
or that or m > 2, u,v € WhH™(Q) N L>(Q) and f(-) is positive and locally Lipschitz
continuous. Assume also that either u or v weakly solves the equation —A,,(w) = f(w).

Let €Y C Q be open and suppose u < v on 0Y, then there exists & > 0, depending on the
Lipschitz constant of f in [0, ||ul|pe)], such that, if || <9, then u < v in €Y.

Theorem 2.4 (Strong Comparison Principle [DS2]). Let u,v € C*(Q) where Q is a bounded

smooth domain of RN with %Vj; < m < 0o. Suppose that either u or v is a weak solution

of =Ap(w) = f(w) with f positive and locally Lipschitz continuous. Assume
(6) —Am(u) = fu) < =An(v) = flv)  uw<v in Q

Thenu=v inQ oru<wv in ).

Let us recall that the linearized operator L, (v, ) at a fixed solution u of —A,,(u) = f(u)
is well defined, for every v, ¢ € H}*(Q) with p = [Vu|™?(see [DS1] for details), by

Ly(v,9) = /Q[\Vu\m2(Vv, V) + (m — 2)|Vu|™*(Vu, Vo) (Vu, Vo) — f(u)vp]dz

Moreover, v € H}?(Q) is a weak solution of the linearized equation if

(7) Lu(v,¢) =0
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for any ¢ € H&i(Q) More generally, v € H)*(Q2) is a weak supersolution (subsolution) of
(7) if L, (v, ) = 0(< 0) for any nonnegative ¢ € Hé”i(Q).

By [DS1] we have u,, € H)*(Q) for i = 1,..., N, and Ly(u,,, ¢) is well defined for every
¢ € Hy2(Q), with

(8) Lu(uz,0) =0 Vo € Hy (Q).

In other words, the derivatives of u are weak solutions of the linearized equation.

Theorem 2.5 (Strong Maximum Principle for the Linearized Operator). Let v € H)*(€)N

C%(Q) be weak supersolution of (7) in a bounded smooth domain Q of RN, N > 2 with
% < m < oo with f positive and locally Lipschitz continuous. Then, for any domain

Q CQwithv>01inQ, we havev=0inQ orv>0in.

Since u,, weakly solves (7), by Theorem 2.5 we obtain

Theorem 2.6. Let u € C1(Q) be a weak solution of —A,,(u) = f(u) in a bounded smooth
domain Q of RN with 2]&;2 < m < oo, and f positive and locally Lipschitz continuous.
Then, for any i € {1,...,N} and any domain Q' C Q with u,, > 0 in ', we have either

Uy, =0 in Q' oruy,, >0 in .

We also recall the following definition

Definition 2.7. We say that a weak solution u € Cb%(Q) of —A,(u) = f(u)

loc

¢ is stable if L,(p, @) = 0, for every p € CH(Q).

By density arguments, it is enough to consider the case p € H 1,2

loc(£2). We refer the reader
to [DFSV] for more details.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1

We prove here Theorem 1.1 via Theorem 3.1, stated below and proved later. We set
Sy={(z,y) eR?|[0<y <A}
and uy defined in X, by
ux(e,y) = u(z, 21 —y)
Theorem 3.1. Let u be a weak CJ% solution of (1). Assume that f satisfies (Hy), (H)

loc

and (Hs) and 3 <m < oco. Let zp € R and A € R fized, and assume that

a) g—Z(xO, y) > 0 for every y € [0, A]

b) For every 0 < X < X\ we have u(xg,y) < u(zg, 2N — y)(that is u < uy ) provided
thaty € [0, X).
Then, for every 0 < X < X and (z,y) € Xy, we have

U(ZE, y) < U(ZB, 2)\/_y)
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Theorem 3.1 essentially says that if the moving plane procedure works on a vertical segment,
then it works in the corresponding strip. Using it we can prove our main result, Theorem
1.1 and its consequences, as follows.

Proof of Theorem 1.1

Since u does not coincide with zero, by (Hy) we can exploit the strong maximum principle
(see Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.2) and get u > 0 in D. Also, given any = € R, by the
Hopf boundary Lemma, (see [Vas] and Corollary 2.2 above), it follows that

0
uy(z,0) = a—Z(a:, 0) > 0;
obviously, u,(x,0) possibly goes to 0 if + — +oo. Let x¢ be fixed and let r > 0 be such
that
ou

9) 8—y(x,y) >~>0 V(z,y) € By (o),

where By,.(x¢) is the ball of radius 2r centered at xy Note that such values y > 0 and r > 0
exist since u € CY*(Bs,(z9) N D). Now, it follows that for A < r fixed we have g—;‘(xg, y) >0
provided 0 < y < A. Also by (9)

for every 0 < X' < A\ we have u(zo,y) < u(zo, 2\ — y) provided that y € [0, \)
Therefore we can exploit Theorem 3.1 and obtain
for every 0 < X' < A\ we have u(zg,y) < u(zg, 2N —y) in Xy ={(z,9) |0 <y < X'},

that is u < uy in Xy
Let us set
A={NeR" : u<uy in By VN <A}
which is a nonempty set as shown above. Define
A =supA.
To prove the theorem, we have to show that actually A = ooc.

Note that by continuity u < uy in X5 and also u < wuy by the strong comparison principle
(see theorem 2.4). Moreover u is strictly increasing in the es-direction in 5. In fact,
given (x,71) and (x,7;) in X5 (say 0 < 51 < y2 < A), we have by construction that
u(z,y1) < u%(x, y1) which gives exactly

u(z,y1) < ulx,ys).

This immediately gives g—;(x, y) = 0 in X5. But actually, by the strong maximum principle
for the linearized operator L, (see [DS2] and Theorem 2.6 above), it follows that

u

ay(éﬂ,y) >0

in ¥5. To prove that actually A = oo, let us argue by contradiction, and assume A < co.
First of all let us show that there exists some zg € R such that
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P _
a—Z(on, )\) > 0.

Observe that in the case m = 2 (or more generally when dealing with strictly elliptic
operators) by Hopf’s Lemma it follows easily that g—Z(aco, A) > 0 for every zo € R. In the
general case, we argue as follows.

Note that since %(m,y) > 0 in X3, by continuity (u € C%), it follows that g—;(x, A) > 0.
We argue by contradiction, and assume that the thesis fails, that is

ou -

for every x € R.
Now consider the function u*(x,y) defined in X435 by

u(z,y) if 0<y <A
u(z,y) = 3 s .
u(z, 2\ —y) if A<y <2
and the function u,(x,y) defined in ¥,5 by
. u(z, 2\ — y) if  0<y<A
u(z,y) = PR S
u(z,y) if A<y <2\

Note that wu, is the even reflection of u|gX and u* the even reflection of u|22;\gX. Since we
are assuming that g—’;(x, A) = 0 for every z € R, it follows that u* and u, are C' solutions
of —A,,w = f(w). Since by definition u < uj in X5, we have

u, < u*
in Y,5 and wu, does not coincide with u* because of the strict inequality v < uj in 5.

Since u.(z, A) = u*(z, ) for any = € R, by Theorem 2.4 it would follow that u, = u* in E,5.
This contradiction actually proves that there exists some zy € R such that %(xo ,A) > 0.

Let us now consider the segment {(z9,%)|0 < y < A}, where 8—;(1:0, A) > 0. Since

p)
% (10, y) > 0 for every y € [0, \], it follows that we can find € > 0 such that

ay
a) g”;(xo, y) > 0 for every y € [0, \ + €]
b) For every 0 < X < A+ ¢ we get u(wo,y) < u(rg, 2\ — y)(that is u < uy) provided
that y € [0, ).

Note that a) follows easily by the continuity of the derivatives. The proof of b) is standard
in the moving plane technique (and it is in any case also contained in the proof of claim-1
in the proof of Theorem 3.1).

By Theorem 3.1 we now get that u < uy for every 0 < N < A+ ¢ which implies sup A > A,
a contradiction. Therefore A = oo.

Proof of Theorem 1.3

Let u be a C1* solution of (1) with m > 2 and f(u) = wP. It was shown in [DFSV](see
Theorem 1.8) that any nonnegative solution is actually the trivial solution u = 0, in the
case when the domain is a coercive epigraph. This assumption was only used in order to
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get the monotonicity of the solution and consequently the stability of the solution. In fact
the monotonicity in one direction was obtained via the Alexandrov-Serrin moving plane
method.* Here the monotonicity of the solution is obtained in Theorem 1.1 and therefore
the proof of Theorem 1.8 of [DFSV] can be carried out as well as in [DFSV] obtaining
Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.4
For any (z,y) € R? and t € R, we define

* R U(ﬁ,y) 1f?/ Z 07
o ={ 0% e

and
. L f(t) ift >0,
f<ﬂ“‘{—f@¢) it <0

It follows easily that

(10) —Apu® = f(u*)

By construction, since u is monotone and u, > 0 in R? N {y > 0}, it follows that
ou* .

(11) a—y = U, >0

in R%. Moreover, f* is locally Lipschitz continuous, since f(0) = 0. We note now that
the fact that u; > 0 implies that u is stable. This fact is classic for the semilinear case
m = 2. For the general case m # 2 we refer the reader to [DFSV, FSV]. Also since the
gradient of u is bounded, the gradient of u* is bounded too. We can therefore exploit®
Theorem 1.1 in [FSV] to get that u has one-dimensional symmetry in the sense that there
exists 4 : R — R and w € S* in such a way that u*(z) = @(w - 2), for any z € R?. Since in
this case the level sets of our solution are parallel hyperplanes, and since the zero level set
is {u = 0} = {y = 0}, it follows that necessarily w = es and the thesis.

Proof of Corollary 1.5

Let us first note that, we have the right assumption to exploit Theorem 1.4 and get that
u(z,y) = u(y). Therefore, if u is not the trivial solution, then @ is a solution of the one
dimensional problem

—((@)" V) = ~(m - (@)D" = f(@), inR*

_ LR
(12) 1_L>0, in

u(0) =0, Ve e R

' >0, in Rt U {0}

Since u is bounded and monotone, we have that

lima(y) =¢>0

Yy—oo

“We refer to [BCN1, BCN2, BCN3, Dan, EL] for the semilinear case m = 2, while we refer to [DP, DS1]
for the generalization of the moving plane technique to the case of the m-Laplace operator.

®Note that, thanks to (11), we have that the set {Vu = 0} is empty. Therefore all the assumptions of
Theorem 1.1 in [FSV] are fulfilled.
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Now, since f is positive and @’ also is positive, by —(m — 1)(@)™ 2a" = f(a) it follows

that 4" < 0. Therefore %' decreases at 0 at infinity as well as the term (a')™~1) .

It then follows that also ((ﬂ' )(mfl))’ goes to 0 at infinity, at least on a sequences of points

Y, — oo. This would imply that lim f(@(y,)) = 0, a contradiction because lim f(u(y)) =
n—00 Yy—oo

n—oo

f(c) > 0 since we assumed that f is positive. We have therefore that

u(z,y) =u(y) =0
4. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1

Let Ly be the vector (cos(#), sin(f)) and Vj the vector orthogonal to Ly such that (Vj, es) >
0.

We define L, s ¢ the line parallel to Ly passing through (o, s).

Vg\
tan@) _ Ly <g
2 X0+,

X

FIGURE 1

We define 7, ;¢ as the triangle delimited by Ly, s, {y = 0} and {z = zo} (see figure 2),
and we set

Usg,s,0(7) = W(T,,0()),
where T}, s () is the point symmetric to z, w.r.t. Ly, ¢ (see figure 2). And

Weg,s,0 = U — Ugq,s,0

TXO,S,B(X)
®
*
=
16 °x
S
Txo,s,ﬁ
X
X0
FIGURE 2

It is well known that w,, ;¢ still satisfies
_Amuzo,sﬁ - f(uxo,sﬁ)

Also for simplicity we set
Uz .50 = Us and us(x,y) = u(x, 2s — y)

Let us now consider o € R and )\ € R fixed and assume that
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a) g—;‘(xo, y) > 0 for every y € [0, A].

b) For every 0 < X < X\ we get u(zo,y) < u(zo, 2\ —y)(that is u < uy) provided that
yelo,\N).

as in the statement of Theorem 3.1. We have the following
Claim-1

Let 9 € R and X as above and as in the statement of Theorem 3.1. Then there exists 6 > 0
such that, for any —0 < 0 < § and for any 0 < X' < A+ § we have

(o, y) < Uggn0(To,y) for every 0<y <\,

Proof. We argue by contradiction. If the claim were false, we could find a sequence of values
Ons Any Yn, 0, such that

dp — 0, =0, <0, <0p, 0< A, <A+6,, 0<y, <\, with w(xo, Yn) = Uy r, .0, (0, Yn)-

FIGURE 3

Passing to the limit (of a subsequence) we get A, — A < A and 3, — 7 < A. Let us show
that § = .

In fact if A = 0 it also follows § = A = 0 since 0 < y, < A,. If instead X > 0, by
continuity it follows that u(zg,y) > us(zo,y). Consequently y, — A = § since we know
that u < (3% v < 5\ in 2y.

By the mean value theorem since u(xo, Yn) = Uz 1.0, (T0, Yn) (see figure 3), it follows that

ou
atrs i)na ~n g 0
v (Zn Un)
at some point &, = (Z,,¥,) lying on the line from (xg, y,) to Ty a0, (To,Yn). We recall
that the vector Vj, is orthogonal to the line L, », 9, and Vjy, — ey since ¢, — 0. Passing
to the limit it follows that

n

ou ~
8—y(l‘0, )\) < 0

which is impossible by the assumptions. This contradiction proves claim-1. O

Claim-2

Consider ¢ given by claim-1. Then we find p = p(d) such that for every 0 < s < p we have
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U < Ugy s 10 Ty s (and U < Uyy 556 00 ATy 5.6))
U < Uy s—5 10 Ty s —5 (and u < Uy s —5 o0 Aoy 5.-5))

Proof. We prove that we can find p = p(d) such that, for every 0 < s < p we have

U < Uy 6 1 Ty 55 (and 4 < g s5 00 (T ,6,5))-
If we replace § by —d the proof is exactly the same.

To prove this, note that J is fixed and we can fix p in such a way that

e p < A\, where X is given in the statement of Theorem 3.1 that we are proving.

e For every 0 < s < p we have u < uy, 55 on 0(7,, 55). In fact we have u < uy, 55 on
the line (zg,y) for 0 <y < s, by claim-1.
Also u < Uy, 55 if y = 0 by the Dirichlet assumption, and the fact that u is positive
in the interior of the domain. And finally u = uy, 5 On Ly s -

e Taking p sufficiently small, since ¢ is fixed, we assume that for every 0 < s < p
the Lebesgue measure £(7,,ss) is sufficiently small in order to exploit the weak
comparison principle in small domains (see Theorem 2.3).

Remark 4.1. In order to exploit the weak comparison principle (Theorem 2.3) we need that
the functions that we compare are bounded in the domain that we consider. The constant
0 in Theorem 2.3 in fact depends also on the L norms of these functions. Under our
assumption, u is possibly unbounded in D and f is possibly only locally Lipschitz continuous
in [0, 00).

We will always apply Theorem 2.3 in compact sets, so that everything works as well as in
the case of bounded domains. In particular we may assume that u, uz, ss € C*(K) where
K C D is a compact set which contains T, s 5 and the reflection of Ty, 55 w.r.t. Ly, 5.

Therefore, given any 0 < s < p, if we consider Wy, s5 = U — Uy, 5.5, We have w55 < 0
on 07, s s and therefore, by the weak comparison principle in small domains (see Theorem
2.3) we get

Wgg,s,8 < 0 in 7?1:0,5,6‘
Also, by the strong comparison principle (see Theorem 2.4), we get
Way,s,5 < 0 in 7;0,5,&

since the case w,, s 5 = 0 is clearly impossible. This proves claim-2.

t

Remark 4.2. In what follows we will use a refined version of the Alexandrov-Serrin moving
plane method(see [BN, GNN, Ser|). In particular we refer to [BN]. We refer the readers to
[Dam, DP, DS1] for the case of problems involving the m-Laplace operator.

Let us consider (p, d) given by claim-1 and claim-2 and A as in the statement of the theorem.
Consider 0 < X < X and let us fix 0 < § < min{p, A’} so that by claim-2 we have

(%) Wepss < 0on (T 56) and wyyss < 0in Ty 56
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Lo.s.0) P

FIGURE 4

We define the continuous function g(t) = (s(t),0(t)) : [0,1] — R? (in figure 4 is represented
Ly st),000)), by
g(t) = (s(t),0(t)) = (¢X' + (1 = 1)5, (1 = )d)
so that, g(0) = (5, d), g(1) = (N,0) and 0(t) # 0 for every t € [0, 1).
Moreover, by claim-1, we have

Waos),00) <O on Oy s)0)) for every t € [0,1)
and Wy, s(1),00) is not identically zero on O(7,, s1),0(t)) for every t € [0,1).
We now let
T= {telo,1] s.t. Wao,s(t),0() < 010 Ty s),00) Tor every 0 <t < t} and t=sup T
where possibly ¢ = 0.
Claim-3

Given ¢ defined here above, we have ¢t = 1.

Proof. To prove this, assume ¢ < 1 and note that in this case, by continuity
Wao,s@.00) SO Tag 50,009
and, by the strong comparison theorem

Weg,s(%),0(%) <0 in 74-13015(579(5)'

Since wy, 55,00 < 010 Ty 55,0 We can therefore take a compact set K C 7, 45,07 Where
Wy 50,000 < p < 0. Considering T, (#+e)0(+e) = Tag,s(0),05), for € > 0 sufficiently small we
may assume that for every 0 < ¢ < & we have K C Ty s(742),0(7+) and
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Wi, s(i+e) 0(i4+e) < 5 <0 in K.

We can also take K such that the Lebesgue measure £(7,, s(itc)0(i+e) \ K) is small enough
in order to exploit the weak comparison principle in small domains (see Theorem 2.3).
Therefore, recalling Remark 4.1, since wy s(i4e) g(+e) < 0 on 8(’];075(5%)79(5%) \ K) (recall
that wg, s@)00) <0 on 0Ty s ,00)) for every t € [0,1)), we have

W s(ite)0te) <O 0 Do siiye) o(itre) \ I

and therefore in 7 (#4e)0(+c)- Also, by the strong comparison principle (see Theorem 2.4),
we get

Wag,s(F4e),0(F+e) < 0
in Ty s(ite),0(F+e)-

Concluding, for & sufficiently small and for every 0 < £ < & we get®
(%) Wag,s(ire)0te) < 0 0n 0Ty s(t+e),0(i+e)) AN Way s(ire)0re) < 010 Tyy s(ite) 0(i+e)

We therefore obtain that sup T > £ that is a contradiction with the definition of £, proving
therefore that actually

t=1
and claim-3. O

Conclusion

By claim-3 it follows that wg, )00 <O in Ty swew for every t € [0,1). Therefore
by continuity we get wy = Wy x0 = Wags1),001) < 010 Ty 51),001) = (2,\/ N{z < xo}). By
the strong comparison principle u < uy in Xy N {z < xo}, that is

(13) w(z,y) <uyx(z,y) =ulz,2\ —y) in Sy N{zr < o}

If now we consider
g(t) = (s(1),0(t)) = (tN + (1 —t)5, (1 —t)(—=0)) = (tN + (1 — )5, (t — 1)d)

we can argue exactly as in claim-3 above. It is easy to see that, with the same procedure,
we get

(14) w(z,y) < ux(z,y) =u(z, 2\ —y) in Dy N {x > 20}
Finally, by (13) and (14), we get

u(z,y) < uy(z,y) =u(x,2\N —y) in Xy
for every 0 < A < A, and the theorem is proved.

6That is, once we have the right conditions on the boundary by claim-1, we can make small movements
(translations and rotations) and recover the same situation ().
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