arXiv:2212.05928v3 [math.AP] 8 Jul 2024

UNIQUENESS IN WEIGHTED l^p SPACES FOR THE SCHRÖDINGER EQUATION ON INFINITE GRAPHS

GIULIA MEGLIOLI AND FABIO PUNZO

Abstract. We investigate uniqueness of solutions to Schrödinger-type elliptic equations posed on infinite graphs. Solutions are assumed to belong to suitable weighted ℓ^p spaces where p ≥ 1 and the weight is related to both the potential and p.

1. Introduction

We are concerned with uniqueness of solutions of the following Schrödinger-type equation

Δu − V u = 0 in G, (1.1)

where (G, ω, μ) is an infinite weighted graph with edge-weight ω and node (or vertex) measure μ, the potential V is a positive function defined in G, Δ denotes the Laplace operator on G.

Graphs arises to model many phenomena in applied sciences (see, e.g., [5, 28, 32]) . Recently, elliptic and parabolic equations posed on graphs have been the object of a detailed investigation. For instance, elliptic equations have been studied in [12, 13, 14, 20, 24, 30, 31, 39], whereas in [1, 4, 6, 16, 19, 29, 35, 43] parabolic equations have been addressed. Moreover, we mention the monographs [11, 36, 25].

Let us now briefly recall some results in the literature somehow related to our problem. In [21] the parabolic problem { ∂_tu = Δu in G × (0, ∞), u = 0 in G × {0} has been investigated. In particular, under suitable assumptions on the graph, it is shown that it admits at most one solution u fulfilling a suitable growth condition. To be specific, it is assumed that, for some C > 0, 0 < c <^1_2 and a diverging sequence {R_n}_{n∈N} ⊂ (0, +∞), ∫_T 0 ∑ x∈B_{Rn} (x_0) u^2(x, t)μ(x) dt ≤ Ce^{cRn log Rn} for any n large enough.

Such result has been generalized in [23], under more general growth conditions on the solution. A similar result has also been stated in [4] for the discrete heat equation. Analogous uniqueness results for parabolic equations are also known on manifolds (see, e.g., [7, 9, 10, 40]) and in bounded domains of R^n (see [38], [41]), and for nonlocal operators (see [37, 42]).

Uniqueness of solutions to Schrödinger-type equations like (1.1) has been studied on Riemannian manifolds. More precisely, in [7] bounded solutions are dealt with, instead in [34] solutions are assumed to belong to a certain weighted L^p space. Analogous results have been obtained in [2], in bounded domains of R^n .

Observe that ℓ^p-Liouville theorems for equation (1.1) with V ≡ 0 have been obtained in [17]; preliminary results can be found in [33, 15]. These results have been recently generalized also to general regular Dirichlet forms in [18]. Note that Liouville type results for equation (1.1), with a potential V , can also be deduced from Schnol’s theorem for p = 2; a discrete version of such result can be found in [25] (see also [27]). Some comments concerning the connection between such results and our new ones can be found in Remarks 3.7 and 3.8.

In the present paper we can consider both a potential V and p ≠ 2. To be specific, we aim at proving that u ≡ 0 is the only solution to equation (1.1), whenever u belongs to a 1

certain ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) space, where φ is a weight which tends to 0 at infinity. More precisely, on a suitable class of infinite graphs, we assume that u ∈ ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) for some p ≥ 2 (see Theorem 3.1). Furthermore, under stronger hypotheses on the graph, we may also consider p ∈ [1, 2) (see Theorem 3.3); indeed, such result is established for any p ≥ 1, however in the case p ≥ 2, already covered by the preceding theorem, it requires an extra assumption on the graph. In addition, as a particular case, we also obtain uniqueness in ℓ^∞ (see Remark 3.5). Let us mentions that also on Riemannian manifolds for such type of results tipically the case 1 < p < 2 is more delicate, and it requires stronger assumptions on the underlying manifold (see [40]). Let us stress the fact that, in [4, 21, 23], where parabolic equations are addressed, only p = 2 is taken into account, instead, we are able to consider also the case of p ≠ 2. Note that, in general, in view of our assumptions, ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) ⊄ ℓ^q_φ(G, μ) when p < q. Our results are based on suitable a priori estimates (see Propositions 4.3 and 4.4). They are obtained by multiplying the equation by appropriate test functions and then integrating by parts. The integration by parts is performed just once when u ∈ ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) with p ≥ 2. On the other hand it is made two times when u ∈ ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) with p ≥ 1. In both cases, the test functions involve functions that must satisfy a suitable inequality. Loosely speaking, they can be thought as supersolution to a certain ”adjoint equation”, which is different in the two range of the parameter p (see (5.2) and (6.2)). In the construction of such supersolutions, it will be apparent the interplay between inf_G V (which is supposed to be positive), the weight φ and p.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the graph setting, in Section 3 we state our main uniqueness results. Section 4 is devoted to some auxiliary results, concerning appropriate a priori estimates. The main results are proved in Section 5, for p ≥ 2, and in Section 6, for p ≥ 1.

2. Mathematical framework

2.1. The graph setting. A graph (G, ω, μ) is a triplet, where

• G is a countable set of vertices or nodes; • ω : G × G → [0, +∞) is a function, called edge weight: • μ : G → (0, +∞) is a function, called node (or vertex) measure;

where the function ω fulfills

• (no loops) ω(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ G ;

• (symmetry) ω(x, y) = ω(y, x) for all (x, y) ∈ G × G; • (finite sum) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) < ∞ for all x ∈ G . If G is a finite set, a graph is said to be finite; if G is infinite and countable, we say that the graph is infinite. We write x ∼ y whenever ω(x, y) > 0; this means that the couple (x, y) is an edge of the graph. In this case, we say that x is connected to y (or x is joint to y, or x is adjacent to y, or x is a neighbor of y). The vertices x, y are called the endpoints of the edge (x, y). We specify that we deal with undirected graphs, that is the edges do not have an orientation; moreover, it is not possible that an edge connects a vertex to itself, so the graphs do not possess loops, nor for two vertices to be connected by more than one edge. A collection of vertices γ ≡ {x_k}^n_{k=0} ⊂ G is called a path if x_k ∼ x_{k+1} for all k = 0, . . . , n − 1. A graph is connected if, for any two vertices x, y ∈ V , there exists a path joining x to y. We say that a graph is locally finite, if, for each vertex x ∈ G, card{y ∈ G : x ∼ y} < ∞ . We define the degree deg and the weighted degree Deg of a vertex x ∈ G by

deg(x) := ∑ y∈G ω(x, y), Deg(x) := deg(x) μ(x) . A pseudo metric on G is a mapping d : G × G → [0, +∞) such that

• d(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ G; • d(x, y) = d(y, x) for all x, y ∈ G;

• d(x, y) ≤ d(x, z) + d(z, y) for all x, y, z ∈ G. In general, d is not a metric, since we can find points x, y ∈ G, x ≠ y such that d(x, y) = 0 . Definition 2.1. We say that s := sup{d(x, y) : x, y ∈ G, ω(x, y) > 0} (2.2) is the jump size of d.

Definition 2.2. Let q ≥ 1, C_0 > 0. We say that a pseudo metric d on (G, ω, μ) is q−intrinsic with bound C_0 if 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)d^q(x, y) ≤ C_0 for all x ∈ G . (2.3)

If q = 2, C_0 = 1, then d is usually called intrinsic (see e.g. [23]).

In Remark 2.4 we comment about condition (2.3).

2.2. Difference and Laplace operators. Let F denote the set of all functions f : G → R . For any f ∈ F and for all x, y ∈ G, let us introduce the difference operator ∇_{xy}f := f(y) − f(x) . (2.4) It is direct to see that for any f, g ∈ F, the next product rule takes place ∇_{xy}(fg) = f(x)(∇_{xy}g) + (∇_{xy}f)g(y) for all x, y ∈ G . (2.5) The gradient squared of f ∈ F is defined as (see [4]) |∇f(x)|^2 = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)(∇_{xy}f)^2, x ∈ G . Definition 2.3. Let (G, ω, μ) be a weighted graph. For any f ∈ F such that ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)|f(y)| < ∞ for all x ∈ G, (2.6) the (weighted) Laplace operator of (G, ω, μ) is

Δf(x) := 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [f(y) − f(x)]ω(x, y) for all x ∈ G . (2.7)

Note that (2.6) holds whenever the graph is locally finite. Clearly,

Δf(x) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}f)ω(x, y) for all x ∈ G . It is easily seen that if at least one of the functions f, g ∈ F has finite support, then the following integration by parts formula holds: ∑ x∈G [Δf(x)]g(x)μ(x) = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G (∇_{xy}f)(∇_{xy}g)ω(x, y) . (2.8) Remark 2.4. Now we compare hypothesis (2.3) with analogous condition on Riemannian manifolds. Let x_0 ∈ G be any fixed reference point, consider the function x → d(x, x_0) for x ∈ G. Then |∇d(x, x_0)|^2 = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)[d(y, x_0)−d(x, x_0)]^2 ≤ 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)d^2(x, y) for any x ∈ G . Therefore, hypothesis (2.3) (with q = 2, C_0 = 1) ensures |∇d(x, x_0)|^2 ≤ 1 for any x ∈ G . Such property is clearly fulfilled on Riemannian manifolds. Moreover, | |Δd(x, x_0) | | ≤ 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) | |d(y, x_0)−d(x, x_0) | | ≤ 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)d(x, y) for any x ∈ G .

Hence, (2.3) (with q = 1) yields | |Δd(x, x_0) | | ≤ C_0 for any x ∈ G . (2.9) On Riemannian manifolds, from Laplacian and Hessian comparison results it follows that (2.9) is fulfilled, whenever the Ricci curvature is bounded from below and the sectional curvature is bounded from above.

2.3. Weighted ℓ^p spaces. Let φ : G → (0, +∞) be a function. For any p ∈ [1, +∞] we define the ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) space as ℓ^p_φ(G, μ) := {u ∈ F : ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pφ(x)μ(x) < +∞} for p ∈ [1, +∞), ℓ^∞_φ (G, μ) ≡ ℓ^∞(G) := {u ∈ F : sup_{x∈G} |u(x)| < +∞}. When φ ≡ 1, we get the usual ℓ^p(G, μ) spaces (see [3]). 3. Main results For any x_0 ∈ G and r > 0 we set B_r(x_0) := {x ∈ G : d(x, x_0) < r} .

We always make the following assumption:

(i) (G, μ, ω) is an infinite, connected, weighted graph; (ii) there exists a pseudo distance d such that the jump size s is finite, and B_r(x) is a finite set, for any x ∈ G, r > 0.

(3.1)

Note that by the previous hypothesis, G is automatically locally finite. Concerning the potential V , we always suppose that V ∈ F, c_0 := inf_G V > 0. (3.2) Let x_0 ∈ G. For each parameter γ > 0, we define the function φ_γ (x) := e^{−γd(x,x0)} for any x ∈ G . (3.3) Theorem 3.1. Assume that d is an intrinsic pseudo metric with finite balls and finite jump size s. Furthermore, assume that c_0 := inf_G V > 0. Let u be a solution to problem (1.1). Let p ≥ 2 and β > 0 be such that β^2e^{2sβ} < 2c_0p . (3.4) Suppose that u ∈ ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ). Then u(x) = 0 for any x ∈ G.

Remark 3.2. (i) From the proof of Theorem 3.1 it is easily seen that instead of u ∈ ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ) it could be assumed that there exist C > 0 and a sequence {R_n}_{n∈N} ⊂ (1, +∞) with R_n −→_{n→+∞} +∞, such that ∑ x∈B_{Rn} (x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ Ce^{βRn} for all n ∈ N . (ii) In general, observe that if u ∈ ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ), then, for some C > 0, ∑ x∈B_R(x_0)

|u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ Ce^{βR} for any R > 1 . (3.5)

In fact, u ∈ ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ) if and only if ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pμ(x)e^{−βd(x,x0)} ≤ C, for some C > 0. Hence C ≥ ∑ x∈B_R(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x)e^{−βd(x,x0)} ≥ e^{−βR} ∑ x∈B_R(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) . Therefore, (3.5) follows.

In order to cover also the case p ∈ [1, 2), we need an hypothesis on d; indeed, we also suppose that d is 1−intrinsic with bound C_0.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that d is an intrinsic pseudo metric with finite balls and finite jump size s, which is also 1−intrinsic with bound C_0. Let u be a solution to problem (1.1). Furthermore, assume that c_0 := inf_G V > 0. Let p ≥ 1. Let α > 0 be such that C_0αe^{sα} < c_0p . (3.6) Suppose that u ∈ ℓ^p_{φα} (G, μ).Then u(x) = 0 for any x ∈ G.

Observe that, due to (3.2), condition (3.4) hilights the relation between the potential V and the uniqueness class ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ); an analogous comment can be done for (3.6). Remark 3.4. Note that in Theorem 3.3 we cover not only the case p ∈ [1, 2), but also the case p ≥ 2 that is already addressed in Theorem 3.1. However, in Theorem 3.3 we need the extra hypothesis that d is 1 − intrinsic, not required in Theorem 3.1. Remark 3.5. [Uniqueness in ℓ^∞_φ (G, μ)] Note that, in general, if we assume that ∑ x∈G φ_γ (x)μ(x) < +∞, (3.7)

then ℓ^∞_φ (G, μ) ⊂ ℓ^p_φ(G, μ), for each p ≥ 1. Hence, in Theorem 3.1, if we assume that (3.7) holds with γ = β, then it follows uniqueness of solutions to (1.1) in ℓ^∞(G, μ). The same holds for Theorem 3.3, if we assume (3.7) with γ = α.

Remark 3.6. As it can be easily seen from the proofs, in Theorems 3.1 and 3.3, instead of requiring that u is a solution of equation (1.1), we can require that u ≥ 0 and Δu ≥ c_0u. Remark 3.7. Note that in [17] a discrete version of Karp’s theorem is established. It is shown that if u ≥ 0 fulfills inf_{r0>0} ∫_{+∞} r_0 r ‖u1_{Br} ‖^p dr = +∞ and Δu ≥ 0, then u ≡ 0. Due to

Theorems 3.1-3.3 and Remark 3.6, we can say that by replacing Δu ≥ 0 by Δu ≥ c_0u, we can allow some additional exponential growth on u However, by our methods we are not able to consider an integral condition like that in Karp’s theorem.

Remark 3.8. From Schnol’s theorem [25, Theorem 12.25] it follows that if u solves equation (1.1) and u ∈ ℓ^2_{φβ} (G, μ) for all β > 0, then u ≡ 0. Observe that in Theorem 3.1 the request on u is made only for some small enough β > 0. The methods of proof of the two results are totally different.

4. Auxiliary Results In all this Section (G, μ, ω) is an infinite, connected, locally finite, weighted graph. The following two lemmas will be expedient in the sequel.

Lemma 4.1. Let ψ ∈ C^1(R; R) be a convex function, let u ∈ F. Then Δψ(u(x)) ≥ ψ^′(u(x))Δu(x) for all x ∈ G . (4.1) Proof. Since ψ ∈ C^1(R; R) is convex, we have that ψ(s) − ψ(t) ≥ ψ^′(t)(s − t) for any s, t ∈ R . (4.2) Let x ∈ G. Due to (2.7) and (4.2) with s = u(y) and t = u(x), we get

Δψ(u(x)) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ψ(u(y) − ψ(u(x))]ω(x, y) ≥ 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ψ^′(u(x)) [u(y) − u(x)] ω(x, y)

= ψ^′(u(x)) μ(x) ∑ y∈G [u(y) − u(x)] ω(x, y) = ψ^′(u(x))Δu(x) .

□ Lemma 4.2 (Laplacian of the product). Let f, g ∈ F. Then, for every x ∈ G, Δ[f(x)g(x)] = f(x)Δg(x) + g(x)Δf(x) + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}f)(∇_{xy}g)ω(x, y) . (4.3)

Proof. Let f, g ∈ F. By (2.5) and (2.7), Δ[f(x)g(x)] = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}fg)ω(x, y) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [f(x)(∇_{xy}g) + g(y)(∇_{xy}f)] ω(x, y) (4.4)

for all x ∈ G. Observe that, for every x ∈ V, ∑ y∈G g(y)(∇_{xy}f)ω(x, y) = ∑ y∈G [g(y) − g(x) + g(x)](∇_{xy} f)ω(x, y) = g(x) ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}f)ω(x, y) + ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}g)(∇_{xy}f)ω(x, y) . (4.5)

From (4.4) and (4.5) we easily obtain (4.3). □ The following proposition is expedient for the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proposition 4.3. Let u be a solution to equation (1.1). Let η, ξ ∈ F; suppose that • η ≥ 0, supp η is finite ;

• [η^2(y) − η^2(x)][e^{ξ(y)} − e^{ξ(x)}] ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ G, x ∼ y. (4.6) Then, for any p ≥ 2, 1 2 ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pη^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} V (x) pμ(x) − 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2

≤ ∑ x,y∈G |u(x)|^pe^{ξ(y)} [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y) .

Proof. For any α > 0, we define π_α(u) := (u^2 + α)^{p4} . (4.7) Now, for any x ∈ G, we consider the expression Δπ_α(u(x)) − V (x) π_α(u(x)). (4.8) We multiply (4.8) by π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) and then we sum over x ∈ G. Thus ∑ x∈G Δπ_α(u(x))π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) − ∑ x∈G V (x) π^2_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) . (4.9)

Note that since η(x) is finitely supported, the series in (4.9) are finite sums. Set I := ∑ x∈V Δπ_α(u(x))π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) . (4.10)

Then, by (2.8) and (2.4), I = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G (∇_{xy}π_α(u)) ∇_{xy} [ π_α(u)η^2e^ξ ] ω(x, y) = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(x))η^2(x) (∇_{xy}π_α(u)) ( ∇_{xy}e^ξ ) ω(x, y) − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(x))e^{ξ(y)} (∇_{xy}π_α(u)) ( ∇_{xy}η^2 ) ω(x, y) =: J_1 + J_2 + J_3 .

(4.11)

In view of (2.4), we obviously have

∇_{xy}η^2 = [η(y) + η(x)][η(y) − η(x)] for all x, y ∈ G . (4.12)

Due to (4.12), by Young’s inequality with exponent 2, we have, for any δ_1 > 0,

J_3 = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(x))e^{ξ(y)}(∇_{xy}π_α(u)) [η(y) + η(x)] [η(y) − η(x)] ω(x, y)

≤ δ_1 4 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)} [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 [η(y) + η(x)]^2 ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)}π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y)

≤ δ_1 2 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)} [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 [ η^2(y) + η^2(x) ] ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)}π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y)

= δ_1 4 ∑ x,y∈G [ e^{ξ(y)} + e^{ξ(x)} ] [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 [ η^2(y) + η^2(x) ] ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)}π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y) .

(4.13)

From (4.6) we can easily infer that [ η^2(y) + η^2(x) ] [ e^{ξ(y)} + e^{ξ(x)} ] ≤ 2 { η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} + η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} } . (4.14)

By using (4.13) and (4.14),

J_3 ≤ δ_1 2 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 { η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} + η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} } ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)}π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y)

= δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G e^{ξ(y)}π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ω(x, y) .

(4.15)

Similarly, by Young’s inequality with exponent 2, for any δ_2 > 0, we have

J_2 = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(x))η^2(x)(∇_{xy}π_α(u))(∇_{xy}e^ξ) ω(x, y) = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(y))η^2(y)(∇_{xy}π_α(u)) [ e^{ξ(y)} − e^{ξ(x)} ] ω(x, y) = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G π_α(u(y))η^2(y)∇_{xy}π_α(u)e^{ξ(y)} [ 1 − e^{ξ(x)−ξ(y)} ] ω(x, y)

≤ δ_2 4 ∑ x,y∈G [(∇_{xy}π_α(u))]^2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_2 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(y)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(x)−ξ(y)} ]_2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) .

(4.16)

By combining together (4.11), (4.15) and (4.16) we get ∑ x∈G Δπ_α(u(x))π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) ≤ − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)}ω(x, y) + δ_2 4 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)}ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_2 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(y)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(x)−ξ(y)} ]_2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) + δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G [∇_{xy}π_α(u)]^2 η^2(y)e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) + 1 4δ_1 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) .

(4.17)

We now choose δ_1 =^1_4 and δ_2 = 1 in such a way that −^1_2 +^{δ2}_4 + δ_1 = 0. Consequently, (4.17) yields ∑ x∈G Δπ_α(u(x))π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) ≤ 1 4 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} ω(x, y) + ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) .

(4.18)

By substituting (4.18) into (4.9), we get ∑ x∈G Δπ_α(u(x))π_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) − ∑ x∈G V (x) π^2_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) ≤ 1 4 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} ω(x, y) + ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x))[η(y) − η(x)]^2e^{ξ(y)}ω(x, y) − ∑ x∈G V (x)π^2_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) .

(4.19)

Observe that, due to the assumption p ≥ 2, s → π_α(s) defined in (4.7) is convex in R and of class C^2. Therefore, from (4.1) we get

Δπ_α(u(x)) ≥ π^′_α(u(x))Δu(x) for all x ∈ G . (4.20)

Thus, due to (4.10), (4.20) and (1.1), we can infer that I ≥ ∑ x∈G π_α(u(x))π^′_α(u(x))Δu(x)η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) = ∑ x∈G π_α(u(x))π^′_α(u(x))V (x)u(x)η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) . (4.21)

By combining together (4.19) and (4.21) we get ∑ x∈G π_α(u(x))V (x)η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) [ π^′_α(u(x))u(x) − π_α(u(x)) ]

≤ 1 4 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} ω(x, y) + ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) − ∑ x∈G V (x) π^2_α(u(x)) η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) ;

therefore, ∑ x∈G π_α(u(x))V (x)η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}μ(x) [ π^′_α(u(x))u(x) ]

≤ 1 4 ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 η^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} ω(x, y) + ∑ x,y∈G π^2_α(u(x)) [η(y) − η(x)]^2 e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) .

(4.22)

Now, since π_α(u) → |u|^{p2} , π^′_α(u)u → p 2 |u|^{p2} as α → 0^+, letting α → 0^+ in (4.22), we arrive to p 2 ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pη^2(x)e^{ξ(x)}V (x)μ(x) ≤ 1 4 ∑ x,y∈G [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 ω(x, y) + ∑ x,y∈G |u(x)|^p [η(y) − η(x)]^2 e^{ξ(y)} ω(x, y) . This immediately implies the thesis. □ The following two propositions will be used in the proof of Theorem 3.3.

Proposition 4.4. Let u be a solution of equation (1.1). Let p ≥ 1, and v ∈ F be a nonnegative function with finite support. Then ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^p {−Δv(x) + pV (x)v(x)} μ(x) ≤ 0 . (4.23) Proof. For every α > 0, define ϕ_α(u) := (u^2 + α)^{p2} .

By applying twice (2.8), we obtain ∑ x∈G [Δϕ_α(u(x)) − V (x)ϕ_α(u(x))] v(x)μ(x) = ∑ x∈G [Δv(x) − V (x)v(x)] ϕ_α(u(x))μ(x) . (4.24)

Since p ≥ 1, the function s → ϕ_α(s) is convex in (0, +∞) and of class C^2. Therefore, from (4.1) we get Δϕ_α(u(x)) ≥ ϕ^′_α(u(x))Δu(x) for all x ∈ G . (4.25) Due to (4.24) and (4.25), we obtain ∑ x∈G {ϕ^′_α(u(x))Δu(x)−V (x)ϕ_α(u(x))}v(x)μ(x) ≤ ∑ x∈G [Δv(x)−V (x)v(x)]ϕ_α(u(x))μ(x). (4.26)

In view of (1.1), we have that, for any x ∈ V , ϕ^′_α(u(x))Δu(x) − V (x)ϕ_α(u(x)) = ϕ^′_α(u(x))V (x) u(x) − V (x)ϕ_α(u(x)) = pu(u^2 + α)^{p2 −1}V (x) u(x) − V (x)(u^2 + α)^{p2} = V (x)(u^2 + α)^{p2 −1} [ (p − 1)u^2 − α ] . (4.27)

From (4.3), (4.26) and (4.27) it follows that ∑ x∈G v(x)(u^2 + α)^{p2 −1}V (x)[(p − 1)u^2 − α]μ(x) ≤ ∑ x∈G ϕ_α(u(x))[Δv(x) − V (x)v(x)]μ(x). (4.28)

Letting α → 0^+ in (4.28), we get

(p − 1) ∑ x∈G v(x)|u(x)|^pV (x)μ(x) ≤ ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^p [Δv(x) − V (x)v(x)] μ(x) . This easily yields (4.23). □

5. Proof of Theorem 3.1 In this Section, we always assume the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1. Let x_0 ∈ G, α > 0, R > 0, 0 < δ < 1. We define the function ξ(x) = −α [d(x, x_0) − δR]_+ for all x ∈ G . (5.1) Lemma 5.1. Let p ≥ 2. Let ξ be the function defined in (5.1). Then 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2

− pV (x) μ(x) ≤ Hμ(x) for all x ∈ G , (5.2)

where H := α^2 2 e^{2sα} − c_0p . (5.3)

Proof. It is direct to see that (e^a − 1)^2 ≤ e^{2|a|}a^2 for every a ∈ R . (5.4) Moreover, by the triangle inequality for the distance d, |ξ(x) − ξ(y)| ≤ αd(x, y) for all x, y ∈ G . Therefore 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 ≤ 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ξ(x) − ξ(y)]^2 e^{2|ξ(x)−ξ(y)|} ≤ 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)α^2d^2(x, y)e^{2αd(x,y)} ≤ 1 2 α^2μ(x)e^{2sα} , where we have used (2.2) and the fact that w(x, y) > 0 ⇐⇒ x ∼ y . Then, thanks to (5.3), one has 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2 −V (x)p μ(x) ≤ 1 2 α^2μ(x)e^{2α}−c_0p μ(x) = Hμ(x) for any x ∈ G . □ Let x_0 ∈ G be fixed. For any R > 0 and 0 < δ < 1 we define the ”cut-off” function

η(x) := min { [R − s − d(x_0, x)]_+ δR , 1 } for any x ∈ G . (5.5)

By minor changes in the proof of [21, Lemma 2.3], we can show the following

Lemma 5.2. The function η defined in (5.5) satisfies |∇_{xy}η| ≤ 1 δR d(x, y)χ_{{(1−δ)R−2s≤d(x,x0 )≤R}} for any x, y ∈ G, ω(x, y) > 0 . (5.6) and ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}η)^2 ω(x, y) ≤ 1 δ^2R^2 μ(x)χ_{{(1−δ)R−2s≤d(x,x0 )≤R}} for any x ∈ G . Furthermore, |Δη(x)| ≤ C_0 δR χ_{{(1−δ)R−2s≤d(x,x0 )≤R}} for any x ∈ G . (5.7) provided that d is also 1− intrinsic with bound C_0.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. In view of assumption (3.4), we can find α such that α^2e^{s2α} < 2c_0p (5.8) and α > β . (5.9) Then, thanks to (5.9), we select δ so that 0 < δ < 1 2 − β 2α ; (5.10)

Let x_0 ∈ G be any fixed point. Moreover, let ξ = ξ(x) and η = η(x) (x ∈ G) be defined as in Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, respectively (see (5.1) and (5.5), respectively), with

R > max { 2s 1 − 2δ , 1 } . (5.11)

One can easily check that ξ and η satisfy the assumptions of Proposition 4.3. Therefore, due to Proposition 4.3, we get ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pη^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} V (x) pμ(x) − 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2

≤ 2 ∑ x,y∈G ω(x, y)|u(x)|^pe^{ξ(y)} [η(y) − η(x)]^2 . (5.12)

Due to (5.11), we have that, if d(x, x_0) ≤ δR, then η(x) = 1 and ξ(x) = 0. (5.13) Moreover, in view of (5.3), (5.2) and (5.8), the quantity in the curly brackets of the l.h.s. of (5.12) fulfills V (x) p − 1 2μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2

≥ |H| > 0 for every x ∈ G . (5.14)

Concerning the l.h.s. of (5.12), from (5.14) and (5.13) it follows that ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pη^2(x)e^{ξ(x)} V (x) pμ(x) − 1 2 ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ 1 − e^{ξ(y)−ξ(x)} ]_2

≥|H| ∑ x∈B_{δR}(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) . (5.15)

Now, we aim at estimating from above the r.h.s. of (5.12) . To this end, recall that, in view of (3.1) and (2.2), ω(x, y) > 0 if and only if d(x, y) ≤ s. Therefore, we get ξ(y) ≤ αs + ξ(x) for all x, y ∈ G with ω(x, y) > 0 . (5.16)

From (5.16) we obtain 2 ∑ x,y∈G ω(x, y)|u(x)|^pe^{ξ(y)}[η(y) − η(x)]^2 ≤ 2e^{sα} ∑ x,y∈G |u(x)|^pe^{ξ(x)}ω(x, y)[η(y) − η(x)]^2. (5.17) By Lemma 5.2 and (5.17), 2 ∑ x,y∈G ω(x, y)|u(x)|^pe^{ξ(y)} [η(y) − η(x)]^2 ≤ 2 (δR)^2 e^{sα} ∑ x∈G μ(x)χ_{{(1−δ)R−2s≤d(x,x0 )≤R}}|u(x)|^pe^{−α[d(x,x0)−δR]+} ≤ 2 (δR)^2 e^{3sα−(1−2δ)αR} ∑ x∈B_R(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) . (5.18)

From (5.12),(5.15) and (5.18) we get |H| ∑ x∈B_{δR}(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ 2 (δR)^2 e^{3sα−(1−2δ)αR} ∑ x∈B_R(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) . (5.19) Recall that since u ∈ ℓ^p_{φβ} (G, μ), (3.5) holds (see Remark 3.2-(ii)). By (3.5), (5.19) reads |H| ∑ x∈B_R(x_0) |u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ 2 δ^2R^2 e^{3sα}e^{[β−(1−2δ)α]R} . (5.20)

In view of (5.10), β − (1 − 2δ)α < 0 . (5.21) By letting R → ∞ in (5.20), due to (5.21), we get |H| ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ 0 . (5.22)

Since H > 0 and μ(x) > 0 for any x ∈ G, (5.22) implies that u(x) = 0 for all x ∈ G. □ 6. Proof of Theorem 3.3 In this Section all the hypotheses of Theorem 3.3 are made. For any fixed x_0 ∈ G and α > 0, define ζ(x) := e^{−αd(x,x0)} for any x ∈ G . (6.1) Lemma 6.1. Let p ≥ 1. Then Δζ(x) − pV (x)ζ(x) ≤ Kζ(x) for all x ∈ G , (6.2) where K := C_0αe^{αs} − pc_0 , where C_0 is the bound of the 1- intrinsic metric d. Proof. In view of (2.7), we have Δζ(x) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ e^{−αd(y,x0)} − e^{−αd(x,x0)} ]

= e^{−αd(x,x0)} μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ e^{−αd(y,x0 )+αd(x,x0)} − 1 ]

≤ e^{−αd(x,x0)} μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) [ e^{αd(x,y)} − 1 ] for any x ∈ G .

(6.3)

It is direct to see that e^t − 1 ≤ te^t for all t ∈ R . (6.4)

From (6.1), (6.3) and (6.4), we get Δζ(x) − pV (x)ζ(x) ≤ e^{−αd(x,x0)} μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)αd(x, y)e^{αd(x,y)} − pV (x)ζ(x) . (6.5) Finally, by using (2.2), (3.2) and (2.3), from (6.5) we deduce that Δζ(x) − pV (x)ζ(x) ≤ ζ(x) α μ(x) e^{αs} ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)d(x, y) − pc_0

≤ ζ(x) { αe^{αs} μ(x) C_0μ(x) − pc_0 } = Kζ(x) for any x ∈ G . □ Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let η ≡ η_R and ζ be defined by (5.5) and (6.1), respectively. From Proposition 4.4 with v(x) := η_R(x)ζ(x) for all x ∈ G, and Lemma 4.2 we can infer that ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^p { − Δζ(x) + pV (x)ζ(x) } η_R(x)μ(x) ≤ I^{(1)}_R + I^{(2)}_R , (6.6)

where

I^{(1)}_R := ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pζ(x)Δη_R(x)μ(x), I^{(2)}_R := ∑ x,y∈G (∇_{xy}η_R)(∇_{xy}ζ)|u(x)|^pω(x, y). We claim that lim R→+∞ I^{(1)}_R = 0, (6.7) and lim R→+∞ I^{(2)}_R = 0 . (6.8)

From (6.7) and (6.8) we can obtain the conclusion. In fact, letting R → +∞ in (6.6), we have ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^p { − Δζ(x) + pV (x)ζ(x) } μ(x) ≤ 0 . (6.9)

In view of (3.6) and (6.2), −Δζ(x) + pV (x)ζ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ G . (6.10) Combining (6.10) and (6.9), we deduce that u(x) = 0 for all x ∈ G. It remains to show (6.7) and (6.8). To this purpose, observe that, by exploiting the definition of η_R given in (5.5), (5.7) and assumption (2.3), we get | I^{(1)}_R | = | | | ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pζ(x)Δη_R(x)μ(x) | | | ≤ ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pζ(x)μ(x)|Δη_R(x)| ≤ C_0 δR ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pζ(x)μ(x) . (6.11)

Since u ∈ ℓ^p_{φα} (G, μ), we deduce that, for some C > 0, ∑ x∈G |u(x)|^pe^{−αd(x,x0)}μ(x) ≤ C . (6.12) Now, by (6.12), (6.11) yields | |I^{(1)}_R | | ≤ C^0C δR −→ R→+∞ 0 .

Thus, (6.7) has been shown. On the other hand, due to (5.4), we have |ζ(y) − ζ(x)| = ζ(x) | |e_{α[d(x,x0)−d(y,x0)]} − 1 | | ≤ ζ(x)α|d(x, x_0) − d(y, x_0)|e^{α|d(x,x0)−d(y,x0 )|} ≤ ζ(x)αd(x, y)e^{αd(x,y)} for all x, y ∈ G . (6.13)

By (6.13), (5.6), (3.1), (2.3) and (6.12), | |I^{(2)}_R | | ≤ α δR ∑ x,y∈G ζ(x)d^2(x, y)e^{αd(x,y)}|u(x)|^pω(x, y)

≤ αe^{αs} δR ∑ x∈G ζ(x)|u(x)|^p ∑ y∈G ω(x, y)d^2(x, y)

≤ αe^{αs} δR ∑ x∈G ζ(x)|u(x)|^pμ(x) ≤ Cαe^{αs} δR −→ R→+∞ 0 . Thus, (6.8) has been shown. This completes the proof. □

Acknowledgement The authors thank very much the anonymous Referee for his valuable comments, concerning in particular Remarks 3.6-3.8.

References

[1] M. Barlow, T. Coulhon, A. Grigor’yan, Manifolds and graphs with slow heat kernel decay, Invent. Math.

144 (2001), 609-649 .

[2] S. Biagi, F. Punzo, A Liouville-type theorem for elliptic equations with singular coefficients in bounded domains, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. DOI: 10.1007/s00526-022-02389-z, (to appear) .

[3] D. Bianchi, A. Setti, R.K. Wojciechowski, The generalized porous medium equation on graphs: existence and uniqueness of solutions with ℓ^1 data, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 61 (2022) 171 [4] T. Coulhon, A. Grigor’yan, F. Zucca, The discrete integral maximum principle and its applications, Tohoku J. Math. 57 (2005), 559-587.

[5] N. Deo, ”Graph Theory with Applications to Engineering and Computer Science”, Dover Publications, New York (2016) [6] M. Erbar, J. Maas, Gradient flow structures for discrete porous medium equations, Discr. Contin. Dyn.

Syst. 34 (2014), 1355-1374.

[7] A. Grigor’yan, Bounded solutions of the Schrödinger equation on noncompact Rieamnnian manifolds, J.

Soviet Math. 51, 2340-2349 (1990) .

[8] A. Grigor’yan, Integral maximum principle and its applications, Proc. Royal Soc. Edimburgh Sect. A 124 (1994), 353-362 .

[9] A. Grigor’yan, Analytic and geometric background of recurrence and non-explosion of the Brownian motion on Riemannian manifolds, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 36 (1999), 135–249.

[10] A. Grigor’yan, ”Heat Kernel and Analysis on Manifolds”, AMS/IP Studies in Advanced Mathematics, 47. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI; International Press, Boston, MA, 2009.

[11] A. Grigor’yan, ”Introduction to Analysis on Graphs”, AMS University Lecture Series 71 (2018) . [12] A. Grigor’yan, Y. Lin, Y. Yang, Kazdan-Warner equation on graph, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 55 (2016), 1-13.

[13] A. Grigor’yan, Y. Lin, Y. Yang, Yamabe type equations on graphs, J. Diff. Eq. 261 (2016), 4924-943. [14] Q. Gu, X. Huang, Y. Sun, Superlinear elliptic inequalities on weighted graphs, preprint (2022). [15] B. Hua, J. Jost, L^q harmonic functions on graphs, Israel J. Math. 202 (2014), 475-490 . [16] B. Hua, Y. Lin, Stochastic completeness for graphs with curvature dimension conditions, Adv. Math. 306 (2017), 279-302 .

[17] B. Hua, M. Keller, Harmonic functions of general graph Laplacians. Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq., 51 (2014), 343-362.

[18] B. Hua, M. Keller, D. Lenz, M. Schmidt, On L^p Liouville theorems for DIrichlet forms. In Dirichlet forms and related topics, 394 Springer Proc. Math. (2022).

[19] B. Hua, D. Mugnolo, Time regularity and long-time behavior of parabolic p-Laplace equations on infinite graphs, J. Diff. Eq. 259 (2015), 6162-6190.

[20] B. Hua, L. Wang, Dirichlet p−Laplacian eigenvalues and Cheeger constants on symmetric graphs, Adv.

Math. 364 (2020), 106997 .

[21] X. Huang, On uniqueness class for a heat equation on graphs, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 393 (2012), 377–388. [22] X. Huang, M. Keller, J. Masamune, R.K. Wojciechowski, A note on self-adjoint extensions of the Laplacian on weighted graphs, J. Funct. Anal. 265, (2913), 1556-1578 .

[23] X. Huang, M. Keller, M. Schmidt, On the uniqueness class, stochastic completeness and volume growth for graphs, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 373 (2020), 8861-8884 .

[24] M. Keller, M. Schwarz, The Kazdan-Warner equation on canonically compactifiable graphs, Calc. Var.

Part. Diff. Eq. 57 (2018), 1-18.

[25] M. Keller, D. Lenz, R.K. Wojciechowski, ”Graphs and Discrete Dirichlet Spaces”, Springer (2021) . [26] D. Lenz, M. Schmidt, I. Zimmermann, Blow-up of nonnegative solutions of an abstract semilinear heat equation with convex source, preprint (2021), arXiv:2108.11291 [27] D. Lenz, A. Teplyanev, Expansion in generalized eigenfunctions for Laplacians on graphs and metric measure spaces, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 368 (2016), 4933-4956 .

[28] A. Lesne, Complex networks: from graph theory to biology, Lett. Math. Phys. 78 (2006), 235-262 . [29] Y. Lin, Y. Wu, The existence and nonexistence of global solutions for a semilinear heat equation on graphs, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 56, (2017), 1-22.

[30] S. Liu, Y. Yang, Multiple solutions of Kazdan-Warner equation on graphs in the negative case, Calc. Var.

Part. Diff. Eq. 59 (2020), 1-15.

[31] Y. Lin, Y. Yang, A heat flow for the mean field equation on a finite graph, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 60 (2021), 1-15.

[32] E. Lieberman, C. Hauert, M.A. Nowak, Evolutionary dynamics on graphs, Nature 433 (2005), 312-316. [33] J. Masamune, A Liouville property and its application to the Laplacian of an infinite graph. In Spectral analysis in geometry and number theory, 484, Contemporary Math., AMS (2009).

[34] G. Meglioli, A. Roncoroni, niqueness in weighted Lebesgue spaces for an elliptic equation with drift on manifolds, preprint (2022) [35] D. Mugnolo, Parabolic theory of the discrete p-Laplace operator, Nonlinear Anal. 87 (2013), 33-60. [36] D. Mugnolo, ”Semigroup Methods for Evolution Equations on Networks”, Springer (2016) . [37] G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, Uniqueness for fractional parabolic and elliptic equations with drift, Comm. Pure Appl. Anal. 22 (2023), 1962-1981 .

[38] C. Nobili, F. Punzo, Uniqueness for degenerate parabolic equations in weighted L^1 spaces, J. Evol. Eq.

22 (2022), 50 .

[39] A. Pinamonti, G. Stefani, Existence and uniqueness theorems for some semi-linear equations on locally finite graphs, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 150 (2022), 4757-4770 .

[40] F. Punzo, Uniqueness for the heat equation in Riemannian manifolds, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 424 (2015), 402-422.

[41] F. Punzo, Integral conditions for uniqueness for solutions to degenerate parabolic equations, J. Diff. Eq.

267 (2019), 6555-6573.

[42] F. Punzo, E. Valdinoci, Uniqueness in weighted Lebesgue spaces for a class of fractional parabolic and elliptic equations, J. Diff. Eq. 258 (2015), 555-587.

[43] Y. Wu, Blow-up for a semilinear heat equation with Fujita’s critical exponent on locally finite graphs, Rev. R. Acad. Cienc. Exactas Fis. Nat. Ser. A Mat. RACSAM 115 (2021), 1-16.

Giulia Meglioli, Fakultät für Mathematik, Universität Bielefeld, 33501, Bielefeld, Germany E-mail address: gmeglioli@math.uni-bielefeld.de

Fabio Punzo, Dipartimento di Matematica, Politecnico di Milano, Piazza Leonardo da Vinci 32, 20133, Milano, Italy E-mail address: fabio.punzo@polimi.it