arXiv:2504.08407v2 [math.AP] 18 May 2025

PHRAGMÈN-LINDELÖF TYPE THEOREMS FOR PARABOLIC EQUATIONS

ON INFINITE GRAPHS

STEFANO BIAGI, GIULIA MEGLIOLI, AND FABIO PUNZO

Abstract. We obtain the Phragmèn-Lindelöf principle on combinatorial infinite weighted graphs for the Cauchy problem associated to a certain class of parabolic equations with a variable density. We show that the hypothesis made on the density is optimal.

1. Introduction

We investigate uniqueness of possibly unbounded solutions to parabolic Cauchy problem of the following type: { ρ ∂_tu − Δu = f in G × (0, T ] =: S_T u = u_0 in G × {0}.

(1.1)

Here, (G, ω, μ) denotes an infinite graph equipped with edge weights ω and vertex measure μ. The function ρ > 0 plays the role of a density, and Δ is the graph Laplacian. The initial data u_0 and the source term f are prescribed.

The analysis of partial differential equations on graphs, particularly on infinite and weighted structures, has received significant attention in recent years (see, e.g., [12, 26, 41]). While elliptic equations have been widely explored (e.g., [1, 4, 5, 13, 14, 18, 33]), the parabolic setting has seen substantial development in works such as [2, 7, 9, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 38, 40, 46, 49].

This paper is devoted to establishing uniqueness results for solutions of (1.1), under appropriate growth conditions, even allowing for solutions that are not bounded. Our main approach relies on proving a Phragmèn-Lindelöf type principle for the problem in the graph setting (see Proposition 3.3, Theorems 3.4, 4.2). From this, uniqueness of solutions, possibly unbounded, follows as a direct consequence (see Corollaries 3.6, 4.3).

There exists a vast body of literature concerning uniqueness and Phragmèn-Lindelöf type results for parabolic equations in Euclidean space R^n (e.g., [8, 22, 23, 24, 25, 30, 32, 36, 37, 43, 44, 46, 47, 48]), as well as on Riemannian manifolds (e.g., [3, 6, 10, 11, 35, 42, 45]). Our work extends this framework to the discrete and infinite setting of graphs. Some related results for elliptic equations on graphs are established in [4] (see Remark 3.9).

1.1. Overview of our results. We begin by formulating a general Phragmèn-Lindelöf principle (Proposition 3.4) under the assumption of an appropriate supersolution, which makes the result somewhat implicit. We then demonstrate that, for a large class of graphs, such supersolutions can be explicitly constructed when the density ρ satisfies a decay condition that depends on a key geometric feature of the graph, known as the outer degree (or outer curvature). This leads to explicit uniqueness criteria (Theorems 3.4, 3.5).

On certain graph classes, particularly spherically symmetric trees, we verify that the decay assumptions on ρ and the outer degree are optimal (Theorem 3.10, Corollaries 3.11). Indeed, when these conditions are violated, we can construct infinitely many bounded solutions, which directly implies non-uniqueness. The construction is nontrivial due to the absence of standard

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35A01, 35A02, 35B53, 35J05, 35R02.

Key words and phrases. Graphs, Phragmèn-Lindelöf, sub–supersolutions, comparison principle, Laplace operator on graphs. 1

a priori estimates available in the Euclidean case, necessitating a tailored argument for the graph context.

Moreover, we show that on the integer lattice Z^n, further uniqueness results can be obtained under faster decay of the density ρ (see Theorem 4.2), and we prove that this threshold is sharp (Corollary 4.4). Finally, we show that in the special cases of Z^2 and the anti-tree, uniqueness follows without any constrain on the decay rate of ρ.

We collect in the next table our main uniqueness results (see the forthcoming sections for the relevant notation).

Assumption on ρ Growth condition for u Optimality on ρ

General G ρ(x) ≥ D_+(x) r + 1 e^{ρ0 logβ (r+2)}

(0 ≤ β ≤ 1) e^{B(r+1) logβ (r+1)} It depends on G

Z^n, n ≥ 3 ρ(x) ≥ ρ_0(1 + |x|)^{−α} (0 ≤ α ≤ 2) { e^{B|x|min{1,2−α}} , α ∈ [0, 2) e^{B log2(2+|x|2)}, α = 2 Yes

Z^2 ρ > 0 log(log(|x|^2 + 4)) Obvious

Tree ρ(x) ≥ ρ_0^b_{r+1} e^{B(r+1)} Yes

Anti-tree ρ > 0 r + 1 Obvious

Table 1. An overview on our uniqueness results

1.2. Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we provide the main definitions concerning the graph setting and the involved operators on graphs. Afterwards, in Section 3 we state the main results: first the Phragmén-Lindelöf principle and the uniqueness result, afterward non-uniqueness and optimality. Section 4 is devoted to the case of the lattice Z^n which deserves a special attention since it differs from the general case. In Section 5 we establish a weak maximum principle. The proof of the general Phragmèn- Lindelöf principle is given in Section 6. Afterwards, in Section 7 we construct proper solutions which demonstrate nonuniqueness and let us discuss optimality. Section 8 presents additional results specific to the lattice Z^n. Finally, Section 9 addresses further developments in the context of anti-trees and discusses the special case of Z^2. A brief review of relevant spectral theory for the graph Laplacian is included in Appendix A.

2. Mathematical framework and the main result

2.1. The graph setting. Let G be a countably infinite set and μ : G → (0, +∞) be a measure on G satisfying μ({x}) < +∞ for every x ∈ G (so that (G, μ) becomes a measure space). Furthermore, let ω : G × G → [0, +∞) be a symmetric, with zero diagonal and finite sum function, i.e. (i) ω(x, y) = ω(y, x) for all (x, y) ∈ G × G; (ii) ω(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ G;

(iii) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) < ∞ for all x ∈ G .

Thus, we define weighted graph the triplet (G, ω, μ), where ω and μ are the so called edge weight and node measure, respectively. Observe that assumption (ii) corresponds to ask that G has no loops.

Let x, y be two points in G; we say that

• x is connected to y and we write x ∼ y, whenever ω(x, y) > 0;

• the couple (x, y) is an edge of the graph and the vertices x, y are called the endpoints of the edge whenever x ∼ y;

• a collection of vertices {x_k}^n_{k=0} ⊂ G is a path if x_k ∼ x_{k+1} for all k = 0, . . . , n − 1. We are now ready to list some properties that the weighted graph (G, ω, μ) may satisfy. Definition 2.1. We say that the weighted graph (G, ω, μ) is

(i) locally finite if each vertex x ∈ G has only finitely many y ∈ G such that x ∼ y; (ii) connected if, for any two distinct vertices x, y ∈ G there exists a path joining x to y;

For any x ∈ G, we define

• the degree of x as deg(x) := ∑ y∈G ω(x, y); • the weighted degree of x as

Deg(x) := deg(x) μ(x) . Let now d : G × G → [0, +∞) be a distance on G, that is,

a) d(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ G; b) d(x, y) = d(y, x) for all x, y ∈ G; c) d(x, y) ≤ d(x, z) + d(z, y) for all x, y, z ∈ G. For any x_0 ∈ G and r > 0 we define the ball B_r(x_0) with respect to any metric d as B_r(x_0) := {x ∈ G : d(x, x_0) < r} .

Furthermore, we define the jump size s > 0 of a pseudo metric d as s := sup{d(x, y) : x, y ∈ G, ω(x, y) > 0}. (2.1) For a more detailed understanding of the objects introduced so far, we refer the reader to [15, 20, 21, 33].

In this paper, we always make the following assumptions (G, ω, μ) is a connected, locally finite, weighted graph. (2.2)

2.2. Difference and Laplace operators. Let F denote the set of all functions f : G → R and F^τ_T the set of all functions f : G × (τ, T ] → R. If τ = 0 we will simply write F_T and in the special case of T = +∞ we write F_∞. For any f ∈ F and for all x, y ∈ G, let us give the following Definition 2.2. Let (G, ω, μ) be a weighted graph. For any f ∈ F,

• the difference operator is ∇_{xy}f := f(y) − f(x) ; • the (weighted) Laplace operator on (G, ω, μ) is

Δf(x) := 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [f(y) − f(x)]ω(x, y) for all x ∈ G . (2.3)

Clearly, Δf(x) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G (∇_{xy}f)ω(x, y) for all x ∈ G . It is straightforward to show, for any f, g ∈ F, the validity of

• the product rule ∇_{xy}(fg) = f(x)(∇_{xy}g) + (∇_{xy}f)g(y) for all x, y ∈ G ; • the integration by parts formula ∑ x∈G [Δf(x)]g(x)μ(x) = − 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G (∇_{xy}f)(∇_{xy}g)ω(x, y) , (2.4) provided that at least one of the functions f, g ∈ F has finite support.

2.3. Outer and inner degrees. We introduce some basic definitions following [26, Chapter 9]. We racal that the combinatorial graph distance on G, is the distance which, for any two vertices x, y ∈ G, counts the least number of edges in a path between x and y; we name it d̄. Let Ω ⊂ G be finite subset. Define the distance from any x ∈ G to the subset Ω d̄(x, Ω) := min_{y∈Ω} d̄(x, y) ∀x ∈ G . With an abuse of notation we write d̄(x, y) to indicate the distance between any two points x, y ∈ G, and d̄(x, Ω) to denote the distance from the point x ∈ G to the set Ω ⊂ G. For any m ∈ N_0 , let S_m(Ω) := {x ∈ G : d̄(x, Ω) = m }. Given f ∈ F, we say that f is spherically symmetric w.r.t. Ω if f(x) = f(y) whenever d̄(x, Ω) = d̄(y, Ω).

In this case, with a slight abuse of notation, we write f(x) = f(m) ∀x ∈ S_m(Ω) . For any x ∈ G with r ≡ r(x) := d̄(x, Ω) ≥ 1, let

D_+(x) := 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈S_{m+1}(Ω) ω(x, y), D_−(x) := 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈S_{m−1}(Ω) ω(x, y) . The function D_+ : G → [0, +∞) is called outer degree (or outer curvature) w.r.t. Ω, whereas D_− : G → [0, +∞) is called inner degree (or inner curvature) w.r.t. Ω, (see [1]).

The weighted graph (G, μ, ω), endowed with the combinatorial distance r, is said to be weakly spherically symmetric with respect to a finite subset Ω ⊂ G, if the outer and inner degrees D_± are spherically symmetric with respect to Ω. Therefore, on a weakly symmetric graph, D_±(x) = D_±(m) ∀x ∈ S_m(Ω) .

3. Main results We have already stated in (2.2) the main hypotheses on the weighted graph (G, ω, μ). Set L := ρ ∂_t − Δ. In order to state our main results, we first fix the following definition of solution to problem (1.1) Definition 3.1. Given T > 0, f : S_T → R and u_0 ∈ F, we say that a function u : S_T → R is a subsolution [resp. supersolution] to problem (1.1) if

i) the function t → u(x, t) is continuously differentiable for every x ∈ G; ii) u solves the inequality Lu ≤ [≥] f in S_T ; iii) u(x, 0) ≤ [≥] u_0(x) pointwise in G.

Moreover, we say that u is a solution of (1.1) if it is both a subsolution and a supersolution.

Furthermore,

Definition 3.2. Let Ω an arbitrary subset of G. Given any T > 0, f : Ω × (0, T ] → R, g : (G \ Ω) × [0, T ] → R and u_0 : Ω → R, we say that a function u : Ω × [0, T ] → R is a subsolution [resp. supersolution] of the L - Dirichlet problem Lu = f in Ω × (0, T ] u = g in (G \ Ω) × [0, T ] u = u_0 in Ω × {0},

(3.1)

if the following conditions hold:

i) for every x ∈ G, u(x, ·) ∈ C([0, T ]) ∩ C^1((0, T ]); ii) u solves the inequality Lu ≤ [≥] f in Ω × (0, T ]; iii) u(x, t) ≤ [≥] g(x, t) pointwise in (G \ Ω) × [0, T ]; iv) u(x, 0) ≤ [≥] u_0(x) pointwise in Ω.

Finally, we say that u is a solution of problem (3.1) if u is both a subsolution and a supersolution of this problem.

3.1. Phragmèn-Lindelöf principle and uniqueness results. The first main result of this paper is a general Phragmèn-Lindelöf type principle, which reads as follows. Proposition 3.3. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0, x_0 ∈ G. Suppose that there exists Z ∈ F_T , Z(x, t) > 0 in S_T such that ρ(x) ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0 for all (x, t) ∈ S_T . (3.2) Let u be a subsolution of equation (1.1) with f ≡ 0, u_0 ≡ 0 fulfilling

lim sup d(x,x_0)→+∞ { max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) Z(x, t) } ≤ 0 . (3.3)

Then u ≤ 0 in S_T . Let r ≡ r(x) := d̄(x, Ω) ∀ x ∈ G . (3.4) Theorem 3.4. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied. Let Ω ⊂ G be a finite subset. Suppose that ρ ∈ F, ρ(x) ≥ ρ_0 D_+(x) r + 1 for all x ∈ G, (3.5)

ρ_0 > 0. Let u be a subsolution of problem (1.1) with f ≡ u_0 ≡ 0 fulfilling

lim sup r→+∞ 1 Z̃(x) { max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) } ≤ 0 , (3.6)

where for some B > 0, Z̃(x) := e^{B(r+1)} , for all x ∈ G. (3.7) Then u ≤ 0 in S_T .

Theorem 3.5. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied. Let Ω ⊂ G be a finite subset. Suppose that ρ ∈ F, ρ(x) ≥ D_+(x) r + 1 e^{ρ0 logβ (r+2)} for all x ∈ G, (3.8)

for some β ∈ (0, 1] and ρ_0 > 0. Let u be a subsolution of problem (1.1) with f ≡ u_0 ≡ 0 fulfilling lim sup r→+∞ 1 Ẑ(x) { max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) } ≤ 0 , (3.9)

where, for some B > 0, Ẑ(x) := e^{B(r+1) logβ (r+2)} , for all x ∈ G. (3.10)

Then u ≤ 0 in S_T .

We can immediately infer the following uniqueness results.

Corollary 3.6. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 and let x_0 ∈ G be some reference point. Suppose that there exists Z ∈ F_T , Z(x) > 0 in S_T such that (3.2) holds. Then there exists at most one solution to problem (1.1) such that lim d(x,x_0)→+∞ { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| Z(x, t) } = 0 . (3.11)

Corollary 3.7. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied and assume (3.5). Let Z̃ be as defined in (3.7). Then there exists at most one solution to problem (1.1) such that lim r→+∞ 1 Z̃(x) { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 .

Corollary 3.8. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied and assume (3.8). Let Ẑ be as defined in (3.10). Then there exists at most one solution to problem (1.1) such that lim r→+∞ 1 Ẑ(x) { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 .

Remark 3.9. Let Z ∈ F be such that ΔZ(x) ≤ ρ(x) for all x ∈ G, and inf_{x∈G} Z(x) > 0. In view of Lemma 5.2, Proposition 3.3 can be applied with

lim sup d(x,x_0)→+∞ 1 Z(x) { max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) } ≤ 0 instead of (3.3). In addition, Corollary 3.6 holds with (5.5) replaced by lim d(x,x_0)→+∞ { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| Z(x) } = 0 .

In [4], certain supersolutions Z of (5.4) are constructed. As noted above, such supersolutions are expected to yield results analogous to Theorems 3.4, 3.5, and 4.2, as well as Corollaries 3.7, 3.8, and 4.3, albeit under different growth conditions at infinity. In contrast, in the present paper we construct supersolutions that explicitly depend on time. This allows us to establish a Phragmèn-Lindelöf principle under significantly weaker growth restrictions at infinity for the solution u. As a consequence, much larger uniqueness classes of solutions are obtained. 3.2. Optimality and nonuniqueness results. The main aim of this section is to provide a general sufficient condition for the existence of infinitely many solutions of problem (1.1); as we will see, thanks to this result we are able to show that our uniqueness in Theorem 3.4 is optimal.

To state the results of this section, we need to require some additional assumptions on the graph G; more precisely, together with assumption (2.2) we assume that

(i) there exists a pseudo metric d such that the jump size s is finite; (ii) the ball B_r(x) with respect to d is a finite set, for any x ∈ G, r > 0.

(3.12)

Theorem 3.10. Let assumptions (2.2) - (3.12) be in force and let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0. We assume that there exist a function h ∈ F and a ball B_{R̂}(o) ⊆ G such that i) Δh ≤ −ρ in G \ B_{R̂}(o), ii) h > 0 in G, iii) h(x) → 0 as d(x, o) → +∞. (3.13)

Then there exist infinitely many bounded solutions u of problem (1.1). In particular, for every fixed γ ∈ R and every u_0 ∈ F satisfying u_0 ≥ γ on G and u_0 ≡ γ out of B_{R̂}(o), (3.14) there exists a solution u to problem (1.1) such that u(x, t_0) → γ as d(x, o) → +∞ for every t_0 > 0. (3.15) Now, we consider a special kind of weakly symmetric graphs, the so called spherically symmetric trees, and we show that the results in Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.7 are sharp. More precisely, we show that if condition (3.5) fail, then Theorem 3.10 can be applied, therefore infinitely many bounded solutions of problem (1.1) exist.

Let (G, ω, μ) be a weakly symmetric graph w.r.t. Ω = {o}, for some fixed point o ∈ G (which is usually referred to as the root of G). Suppose that • ω : G × G → {0, 1}; • ω|_{Sm(Ω)×Sm(Ω)} = 0; • μ(x) = 1 for every x ∈ G;

• there exists b : N → N, which is called the branching function, such that D_+(x) = b(m), D_−(x) = 1 for every x ∈ S_m(Ω) and m ∈ N .

From Theorem 3.10, after having exhibited the requested barrier h, we will deduce the following consequences.

Corollary 3.11. Let (G, ω, μ) be a spherically symmetric tree as above, with constant branching function b(r) = b_0 ≥ 2. Assume that ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 on G fulfills ρ(x) ≤ c_0(1 + r)^{−α} for any x ∈ G, for some c_0 > 0, α > 1. Then for every fixed γ ∈ R and every u_0 ∈ F satisfying (3.14) there exists a solution u to problem (1.1) sastisfying (3.15).

4. Further results on Z^n We now consider the n−dimensional integer lattice graph, i.e. G = Z^n. We recall that, x ∼ y if and only if there exists k ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that x_k = y_k ± 1 and x_i = y_i for i ≠ k. We define the edge weight and the node measure as

ω : Z^n × Z^n → [0, +∞); ω(x, y) = { 1 if y ∼ x 0 if y ≁ x , μ(x) = ∑ y∈Z^n ω(x, y) = 2n . We equip the graph (Z^n, ω, μ) with the euclidean distance |x − y| = (_n ∑ k=1 |x_k − y_k|^2 ) 1_2 (x, y ∈ Z^n) . (4.16)

Remark 4.1. Observe that Z^n with the euclidean distance is not a weakly symmetric graph. In fact, in the definition of weakly symmetric graphs, only the combinatorial graph distance is considered. It is also easily seen that, Z^n endowed with the combinatorial metric, is not a weakly symmetric graph.

On Z^n, the condition on α made in (3.5) is not optimal. In fact, the critical value is now α = 2, and not more α = 1, as it will be clear from the next subsection.

4.1. Phragmèn-Lindelöf principle and uniqueness. In this case the condition on ρ made in (3.5) (or more generally in (3.8)) is not optimal. It turns out that it is indeed possible to consider even more faster decaying densities. Let us set x_0 = 0, then we write |x − x_0| = |x|, i.e. the euclidean distance between x and the reference point x_0. Here we assume that, for some ρ_0 > 0 and α ∈ [0, 2] ρ(x) ≥ ρ_0(1 + |x|)^{−α} for all x ∈ Z^n . (4.17) More precisely, we can prove the next results.

Theorem 4.2. Let G = Z^n. Let u be a subsolution of equation (1.1) with f ≡ 0, u_0 ≡ 0 and ρ such that (4.17) holds. Furthermore, assume that u fulfills (3.3), with x_0 = 0, d(x, y) being the euclidean distance (4.16) and, for some B > 0

Z(x) := { e^{B|x|min{1,2−α}} if α ∈ [0, 2) e^{B log2(2+|x|2)} if α = 2

, whenever |x| ≥ 1. (4.18)

Then u(x) ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ G. A direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 is the following uniqueness result.

Corollary 4.3. Let G = Z^n, f ∈ F_T and u_0 ∈ F. Assume that (4.17) holds. Then there exists at most one solution to equation (1.1) such that lim |x|→+∞ 1 Z(x) { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 ,

where Z is given by (4.18).

4.2. Optimality and nonuniqueness. Corollary 4.4. Let G = Z^n, n ≥ 3. Assume that ρ ∈ F, 0 < ρ(x) ≤ c_0 (1 + |x|)^{−α} for all x ∈ G, for some α > 2. Then for every fixed γ ∈ R and every u_0 ∈ F satisfying (3.14) there exists a solution u to problem (1.1) sastisfying (3.15).

5. Auxiliary Results We now establish the following Weak Maximum Principle.

Lemma 5.1. Let assumption (2.2) be fulfilled. Let Ω ⊆ G be a finite set, and let u ∈ F_T be such that Lu ≤ 0 in Ω × (0, T ] u ≤ 0 in (G \ Ω) × [0, T ] u ≤ 0 in Ω × {0}. (5.1)

Then u ≤ 0 in Ω × (0, T ].

Proof. We proceed essentially as in the proof of [12, Lemma 1.39] and [5, Lemma 3.3]. We set M := max_{Ω×[0,T ]} u.

Observe that M is well-defined since the set Ω ⊆ G is finite and [0, T ] is compact. Then let (x_0, t_0) ∈ Ω × [0, T ] the point where u(x_0, t_0) = M. If (x_0, t_0) = (x_0, 0) then the proof is completed, otherwise if (x_0, t_0) ∈ Ω × (0, T ], we assume by contradiction, that M > 0. Then, recalling that ω(x, y) > 0 if y ∼ x and due to (5.1), we have 0 ≥ Lu(x_0, t_0) = ρ(x_0)∂_tu(x_0, t_0) − Δu(x_0, t_0) ≥ − 1 μ(x_0) ∑ y∈G ω(x_0, y)[u(y, t_0) − u(x_0, t_0)]

= Deg(x_0)u(x_0, t_0) − 1 μ(x_0) ∑ y∼x_0 ω(x_0, y)u(y, t_0) = M Deg(x_0) − 1 μ(x_0) ∑ y∼x_0 ω(x_0, y)u(y, t_0) . Therefore, since u ≤ M in Ω × (0, T ] and u ≤ 0 < M in [(G \ Ω) × [0, T ] ∪ Ω × {0}], we obtain M Deg(x_0) ≤ 1 μ(x_0) ∑ y∼x_0 ω(x_0, y)u(y, t_0) ≤ M Deg(x_0),

from which we derive that ∑ y∼x_0 ω(x_0, y)u(y, t_0) = M. (5.2)

In view of (5.2), since u ≤ M in G × [0, T ], we conclude that u(y, t_0) = M for every y ∈ G, y ∼ x_0 with u(x_0, t_0) = M. (5.3) Define F := {(x, t_0), x ∈ G : u(x, t_0) = M} . Now, let us consider some (x, t_0) ∈ F and y ∈ G \ Ω, hence u(x, t_0) = M > 0 and u(y, t_0) ≤ 0. Due to (2.2), there exist a path {x_k}^n_{k=0} such that x_0 = x, x_n = y.

Since x_0 = x and (x, t_0) ∈ F , we can apply (5.3) and infer that (x_1, t_0) ∈ F . By repeating this argument, we get that (x_i, t) ∈ F for every i = 0, ..., n, hence in particular that (x_n, t_0) = (y, t_0) ∈ F and thus u(y, t_0) = M > 0 which yields a contradiction. Therefore the thesis follows. □ We now state a lemma which is used in Remark 3.9 and Section 9.

Lemma 5.2. Let there exists a function Z ∈ F, such that ΔZ(x) ≤ ρ(x) for any x ∈ G, (5.4) and, for some c_0 > 0 Z(x) ≥ c_0 for any x ∈ G . (5.5) Then, for γ >^1_{c0} , Z(x, t) := e^{γt}Z(x), (x, t) ∈ G × [0, +∞) fulfills (3.2).

Proof. By (5.5) we get Z(x, t) ≥ Z(x) ≥ c_0 > 0 for all x ∈ G and t > 0.

This, together with (5.4), gives ρ(x)∂_tZ − ΔZ ≥ ρ(x)γZ(x, t) − ρ(x) ≥ ρ(x)[γZ(x) − 1] ≥ ρ(x)(γ c_0 − 1) > 0 for any x ∈ G t > 0 provided that γ >^1_{c0} . This completes the proof. □

6. Proofs of Proposition 3.3, Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.5 Proof of Proposition 3.3. From (3.3) we can infer that, for all ε > 0 there exists R_0 > 0 such that, for all x with d(x, x_0) > R_0 max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) Z(x, t) < ε . (6.1)

For any ε > 0 define Z_ε := εZ . By assumption, it follows that for any ε > 0, R > R_0, Z_ε is a supersolution of problem ρ∂_tu − Δu = 0 in B_R(x_0) × (0, T ] u = Z_ε in G \ B_R(x_0) × [0, T ] u = Z_ε in B_R(x_0) × {0} .

(6.2)

In fact, for all (x, t) ∈ B_R(x_0) × (0, T ], we have, by (3.2) ρ ∂_tZ_ε − ΔZ_ε = ε (ρ ∂_tZ − ΔZ) ≥ 0 . On the other hand, for any ε > 0, u is a subsolution of problem (6.2). In fact, by assumption, u satisfies ρ∂_tu − Δu ≤ 0 in S_T and u ≤ 0 (≤ Z_ε) in G × {0} , because Z_ε = εZ > 0. Furthermore, due to (6.1), for all (x, t) ∈ (G \ B_R(x_0)) × [0, T ] u(x, t) Z(x, t) ≤ max t∈[0,T ] u(x, t) Z(x, t) < ε , and therefore u(x, t) ≤ ε Z(x, t) = Z_ε in (G \ B_R(x_0)) × (0, T ] .

By Lemma 5.1, u ≤ Z_ε in B_R(x_0) × (0, T ] .

Letting ε → 0^+, we deduce that u ≤ 0 in S_T . □ The following Lemma, which will be useful in the proof of Theorems 3.4 and 3.5, can be found in [4, Lemma 5.1]. We recall that r has been defined in (3.4).

Lemma 6.1. Let assumption (2.2) be satisfied. Let Ω ⊂ G be a finite set and let f ∈ F be a spherically symmetric function with respect to Ω. Then Δf(x) = D_+(x)[f(r + 1) − f(r)] + D_−(x)[f(r − 1) − f(r)] (6.3) for any x ∈ G with r ≡ r(x) ≥ 1.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. For all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q we define the function Z(x, t) := e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1)} and we show that Z fulfills the assumptions of Proposition 3.3, with d = d̄, in the set S̄ 1_Q . In view of (6.3), for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1,

ΔZ(x, t) = D_+(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+2)} − e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1)} ] − D_−(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1)} − e^{A(1+Qt)r} ]

= D_+(x)e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1)} [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+2−r−1)} − 1 ]

− D_−(x)e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1)} [ 1 − e^{A(1+Qt)(r−r−1)} ]

= D_+(x)Z(x, t) [ e^{A(1+Qt)} − 1 ] − D_−(x)Z(x, t) [ 1 − e^{−A(1+Qt)} ]

≤ D_+(x)Z(x, t) [ e^{A(1+Qt)} − 1 ] . Therefore, we get for every (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1, by means of (3.5) ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ Z(x, t) { ρAQ (r + 1) − D_+(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)} − 1 ]}

≥ Z(x, t)D_+(x) { ρ_0AQ − [ e^{A(1+Qt)} − 1 ]} ≥ Z(x, t)D_+(x) { ρ_0AQ − [ e^{2A} − 1 ]} . (6.4)

Finally, if one choses Q ≥ e^{2A} − 1

ρ_0A , then (6.4) gives

ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0 for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1 .

On the other hand, since Ω is a finite subset of G and ρ > 0, it is also possible to choose Q big enough to have ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0 ∀ x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [ 0, 1 Q ] . (6.5)

By virtue of (6.4) and (6.5), Z fulfills (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q .

Now, let d_0 be the diameter of the finite set Ω, let x_0 ∈ Ω. Select any x ∈ G with d̄(x, x_0) ≥ 2d_0. For all y ∈ Ω, by triangular inequality, d̄(x, y) ≥ d̄(x, x_0) − d̄(y, x_0) ≥ d̄(x, x_0) − d_0. Hence r = min_{y∈Ω} d̄(x, y) ≥ d̄(x, x_0) − d_0,

thus d̄(x, x_0) − d_0 ≤ r ≤ d̄(x, x_0) . (6.6)

By means of (3.6) and (6.6), we can infer that also (3.3) holds with this choice of Z. Finally, by Proposition 3.3, with d = d̄, we get the thesis in S 1_Q . A finite iteration of the above argument yields the thesis in S_T . □

Proof of Theorem 3.5. For all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q we define the function

Z(x, t) := e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1) logβ (r+1)} and we show that Z fulfills the assumptions of Proposition 3.3, with d = d̄, in the set S̄ 1_Q . In view of (6.3), by means of the mean value theorem, for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1, we get ΔZ(x, t) = D_+(x) [Z(r + 1, t) − Z(r, t)] − D_−(x) [Z(r, t) − Z(r − 1, t)] = D_+(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+2) logβ (r+2)} − e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1) logβ (r+1)} ]

− D_−(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1) logβ (r+1)} − e^{A(1+Qt)r logβ (r)} ]

≤ D_+(x) [ e^{A(1+Qt)(r+2) logβ (r+2)} − e^{A(1+Qt)(r+1) logβ (r+1)} ]

= D_+(x)Z(η, t)A(1 + Qt) [ log^β(η + 1) + β log^{β−1}(η + 1) ] (r + 1 − r) ≤ 2AC D_+(x)Z(η, t) log^β (η + 1) .

for some η ∈ [r, r+1] and for some C > 0. Therefore, due to (3.8), we get for every (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1, ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ Z(r, t) ρAQ (r + 1) log^β(r + 1) − 2AC D_+(x)Z(η, t) log^β (η + 1) ≥ Z(r, t) ρAQ (r + 1) log^β(r + 1) − 2AC D_+(x)Z(r + 1, t) log^β(r + 2) ≥ log^β(r + 1)Z(r, t) { ρAQ (r + 1) − 2AC D_+(x)e^{A(1+Qt) logβ (r+2)} }

≥ A log^β (r + 1)Z(r, t)D_+(x) { Q r + 1 r + 1 e^{ρ0 logβ (r+2)} − 2C e^{2A logβ (r+2)} }

≥ A log^β (r + 1)Z(r, t)D_+(x)e^{ρ0 logβ (r+2)} { Q − 2Ce^{(2A−ρ0) logβ (r+2)} } ≥ 0,

(6.7)

provided that one choses A ≤ ρ_0 2 and Q ≥ 2Ce^{(2A−ρ0 ) logβ 3}.

Therefore (6.7) gives ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0 for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q with r(x) ≥ 1 .

On the other hand, since Ω is a finite subset of G and ρ > 0, it is also possible to choose A and Q to have ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0 ∀ x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [ 0, 1 Q ] . (6.8)

By virtue of (6.7) and (6.8), Z fulfills (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q .

By arguing as in proof of Theorem 3.4, by means of (3.9) and (6.6), we can infer that also (3.3) holds with this choice of Z. Therefore by Proposition 3.3, with d = d̄, we get the thesis in S 1_Q . A finite iteration of the above argument yields the thesis in S_T . □

7. Proofs of Theorem 3.10, Corollaries 3.11 To prove Theorem 3.10, we first show the following existence result.

Proposition 7.1. Let assumptions (2.2) and (3.12) be in force, and let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0. Furthermore, let Ω ⊆ G be a finite set, and let I = (t_1, t_2) ⊆ (0, +∞) (the case t_2 = +∞ be allowed). Finally, let f, g, u_0 satisfy the following properties:

i) f : Ω × I → R is such that f(x, ·) ∈ C(I) ∩ L^1(I) for all x ∈ Ω; ii) g : (G \ Ω) × I → R is such that g(x, ·) ∈ C(I) ∩ L^1(I) for all x /∈ Ω; iii) u_0 : Ω → R is an arbitrary function.

Then there exists a unique solution u ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} to problem Lu = f in Ω × I u = g in (G \ Ω) × I u = u_0 in Ω × {t_1}

(7.1)

This means, precisely, that

a) Lu(x, t) = f(x, t) for every (x, t) ∈ Ω × I; b) u(x, t) = g(x, t) for every (x, t) ∈ (G \ Ω) × I; c) u(x, t_1) = u_0(x) for every x ∈ Ω.

Proof. We begin by proving the uniqueness part of the proposition. To this end, let us assume that there exist two solutions u_1, u_2 ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} of problem (7.1), and let w = u_1 − u_2 ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} .

Since both u_1 and u_2 solve (7.1), we clearly have

• Lw = f − f = 0 on Ω × I; • w(x, t) = g(x, t) − g(x, t) = 0 on (G \ Ω) × Ī; • w(x, t_1) = u_0(x) − u_0(x) = 0 for all x ∈ Ω.

As a consequence, by applying the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1 to ±w, we conclude that w = 0 on G × I, and therefore u_1 = u_2.

We now turn to prove the existence part of the proposition, and we proceed by steps.

Step I). In this first step we prove the (unique) solvability of problem (7.1) in the particular case when g ≡ 0. To this end, we consider the n - dimensional vector space B = {u : G → R : u = 0 on G \ Ω} ⊆ F (where n = card(Ω)), and we choose a basis V = {ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_n} for B consisting of eigenfunctions of the weighted operator −Δ_ρ = −^1_ρ Δ in Ω, that is, for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n we have { −Δ_ρϕ_i = λ_iϕ in Ω ϕ_i = 0 in G \ Ω where 0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ . . . ≤ λ_n are the n Dirichlet eigenvalues of −Δ_ρ in Ω. Notice that the existence of such a basis is guaranteed by Theorem A.1 in the Appendix.

Now, since V is a basis for B, we can write 1 ρ(x) f(x, t) = ∑_n j=1 f̂_j(t)ϕ_j (x) and u_0(x) = ∑^n_{j=1} û_{0,j}ϕ_j (x), (7.2)

for some uniquely determined f̂_j ∈ C(I) ∩ L^1(I) and û_{0,j} ∈ R (for 1 ≤ j ≤ n, and by implicitly extending by 0 both f and u_0 on G \ Ω). Similarly, given any u ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} satisfying u = 0 on (G \ Ω) × I (that is, u satisfies the boundary conditions in (7.1)), we can write u(x, t) = ∑_n j=1 û_j (t)ϕ_j (x), for some uniquely determined û_j ∈ C(I) ∩ C^1(I); thus, since ρ > 0 on G, we get Lu = ρ(x) [ ∂_tu − Δ_ρu ] = ρ(x) n∑ j=1 [ û^′_j (t) + λ_jû_j(t) ] ϕ_j (x). (7.3)

Gathering (7.3) - (7.2), and recalling that V is a basis of B, we then derive that u is a solution of problem (7.1) if and only if { û^′_j (t) + λ_jû_j(t) = f̂_j(t) on I û_j (t_1) = û_{0,j}

(1 ≤ j ≤ n). (S)

On account of (S), we can now easily end the proof of the proposition in this case.

Indeed, since f̂_j ∈ C(I) ∩ L^1(I), we know from the classical ODE Theory that system (S) possesses a unique solution (û_1, . . . , û_n) ∈ C(I; R^n ) ∩ C^1(I; R^n ), given by û_j(t) = e^{−λj (t−t1 )} ( û_{0,j} + ∫_t t_1 e^{λj (s−t1)}f̂_j(s) ds ) (1 ≤ j ≤ n); as a consequence, using (S) we conclude that the function u : G × I → R, u(x, t) = ∑_n j=1 û_j (t)ϕ_j (x)

(with û_j as above) is a solution of problem (7.1) (as ϕ_j = 0 out of Ω).

Step II). In this second step we prove the (unique) solvability of problem (7.1) for a general function g satisfying ii). To this end it suffices to observe that, given any u ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} , we have that u is a solution of problem (7.1) if and only if the function v(x, t) = u(x, t) − 1_{G\Ω}(x) · g(x, t) = { u(x, t) if x ∈ Ω u(x, t) − g(x, t) if x /∈ Ω is a solution of the homogeneous problem Lu = f̃ in Ω × I u = 0 in (G \ Ω) × I u = u_0 in Ω × {t_1},

(7.4)

where f̃ : Ω × I → I is given by f̃(x, t) = f(x, t) − L(1_{G\Ω}(x) · g)(x, t) = f(x, t) − 1_{G\Ω}(x) ρ(x) ∂_tg(x, t) + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ 1_{G\Ω}(y) · g(y, t) − 1_{G\Ω}(x) · g(x, t) ] ω(x, y) (since 1_{G\Ω}(x) = 0 for x ∈ Ω) = f(x, t) + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ 1_{G\Ω}(y) · g(y, t) ] ω(x, y). On the other hand, since for every fixed x ∈ Ω we have f̃(x, ·) ∈ C(I) ∩ L^1(I) (since the same is true of f(x, ·), and g satisfies assumption ii)), we derive from Step I) that problem (7.4) possesses a (unique) solution, say v ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} . As a consequence, setting u(x, t) = v + 1_{G\Ω}(x) · g(x, t), we conclude that u ∈ F^{t1}_{t2} is a solution of problem (7.1), as desired. □

We then prove the following simple lemma.

Lemma 7.2. Let assumptions (2.2) - (3.12) be in force, and let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0. Furthermore, let u ∈ F, and suppose that there exist o ∈ G, r > 0 such that u(x) = 0 for every x ∈ G \ B_r(o) (7.5) (that is, u is compactly supported in B_r(o)). Then, 1 ρ(x) |Δu(x)| ≤ M · max_{Br+2s(o)} ( Deg(x) ρ(x) ) · 1_{Br+2s(o)}(x) for every x ∈ G, (7.6)

where s > 0 is the jump size of d, see (2.1), and M = max_{Br (o)} |u|.

Proof. First of all we recall that, by definition, we have 1 ρ(x) Δu(x) = 1 ρ(x)μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ u(y) − u(x) ] ω(x, y), where the series is actually a finite sum, which is extended to all points y ∈ G with y ∼ x (that is, ω(x, y) > 0, see assumption (2.2))). Moreover, since B_r(o) is a finite set (see assumption (3.12)) and since u vanishes out of B_r(o) (see (7.5)), we have 0 ≤ |u(x)| ≤ max_{Br (o)} |u| = M < +∞ for all x ∈ G. (7.7)

We then fix x ∈ G, and we distinguish two cases.

- Case I: x ∈ B_{r+2s}(o). In this case, using (7.7) we get 1 ρ(x) | |Δu(x) | | ≤ 1 ρ(x)μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ |u(y)| + |u(x)| ] ω(x, y)

≤ M ρ(x)μ(x) ∑ y∈G ω(x, y) = M · Deg(x) ρ(x) (7.8)

- Case II: x /∈ B_{r+2s}(o). In this case we fist observe that, since the function u is supported in the ball B_r(o), we clearly have u(x) = 0; moreover, given any y ∈ G such that y ∼ x, using the triangle inequality for d (and the definition of jump size) we get d(y, o) ≥ d(x, o) − d(x, y) ≥ (r + 2s) − s = r + s > r, and therefore u(y) = 0 for every y ∈ G with y ∼ x.

In view of this fact, we then get 1 ρ(x) | Δu(x) | = 1 ρ(x)μ(x) | | ∑ y∈G [ u(y) − u(x) ] ω(x, y) | |

= 1 ρ(x)μ(x) | | ∑ y∼x [ u(y) − u(x) ] ω(x, y) | | = 0 ≤ M · Deg(x) ρ(x) . (7.9)

Gathering (7.8) - (7.9), we then obtain the desired (7.6). □

With the above results at hand, we can finally prove Theorem 3.10.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. To ease the readability, we split the proof into three steps.

Step I). In this first step we construct a bounded function u_γ : G × [0, +∞) → R (depending on some constant γ that will be fixed in a moment) which solves problem (1.1) in the very weak sense; this means, precisely, that u_γ satisfies the following properties a) u_γ (x, 0) = u_0 for every fixed x ∈ G;

b) given any test function φ ∈ C^∞_0 ((0, +∞)), we have − ∫_{+∞} 0 { ρ(x) u_γ (x, t)∂_tφ(t) + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ u_γ (y, t) − u_γ (x, t) ] μ(x) · φ(t) } dt = 0. To this end, we arbitrarily fix γ ∈ R and a function u_0 ∈ F such that (3.14) holds; accordingly, for every j ∈ N we consider the following Cauchy-Dirichlet problem for L

Lu = 0 in B_j (o) × (0, +∞) u = 0 in (G \ B_j(o)) × [0, +∞) u(x, 0) = u_0(x) − γ for every x ∈ B_j (o).

(7.10)

On account of assumption (2.2), the existence of a unique solution v_j ∈ F_∞ to problem (7.10) is granted by Proposition 7.1. We then claim that the following facts hold.

(1) Setting M = max_G(u_0 − γ) ∈ (0, +∞), we have

0 ≤ v_j (x, t) ≤ M for any (x, t) ∈ G × [0, +∞) and for any j ∈ N. (7.11) (2) The sequence {v_j }_j is increasing.

- Proof of Claim (1). On the one hand, since v_j ∈ F_∞ solves (7.10) and since w = u_0 − γ ≥ 0 on G (see (3.14)), from the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1 we derive that v_j (x, t) ≥ 0 for every (x, t) ∈ G × [0, +∞).

On the other hand, setting w_j = M − v_j (notice that M is well-defined, since u_0 has finite support by (3.14) - (3.12)), and recalling that v_j solves (7.10), we derive that • Lw_j = 0 on B_j (o) × (0, +∞);

• w_j(x, 0) = M − v_j (x, 0) = M − (u_0 − γ) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ B_j (o) (by definition of M); • w_j(x, t) = M − v_j (x, t) = M ≥ 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (G \ B_j (o)) × [0, +∞).

Gathering these facts, we can apply once again the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1, obtaining w_j = M − v_j ≥ 0 on G × [0, +∞). Hence, Claim (1) is proved. - Proof of Claim (2). We apply once again the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1. First of all, since v_j is a solution of problem (7.10), setting w_j = v_{j+1} − v_j we have Lw_j(x, t) = 0 for every (x, t) ∈ B_j(o) × (0, +∞).

Moreover, on account of (7.11) we also get

• w_j(x, t) = v_{j+1}(x, t) − v_j (x, t) = v_{j+1}(x, t) ≥ 0 on (G \ B_j (o)) × [0, +∞); • w_j(x, 0) = v_{j+1}(x, 0) − v_j (x, 0) = 0 for every x ∈ B_j(o) ⊆ B_{j+1}(o).

Therefore, by Lemma 5.1, w_j ≥ 0 in G × [0, +∞) and, in particular, for any j ∈ N, v_{j+1} ≥ v_j in G × [0, +∞), and this completes the proof of Claim (2).

Now, by combining Claim (1) and Claim (2) we deduce that the sequence {v_j }_{j∈N} is increasing and bounded on G × [0, +∞); therefore, there exists v : G × [0, +∞) such that • v(x, t) = lim_{j→+∞} v_j (x, t) for every (x, t) ∈ G × [0, +∞); • 0 ≤ v(x, t) ≤ M for every (x, t) ∈ G × [0, +∞).

Setting u_γ := v + γ, it is not difficult to recognize that this function u_γ is a bounded very weak solution of problem (1.1), that is, it satisfies the above a) - b).

Indeed, since 0 ≤ v ≤ M on G × [0, +∞), we clearly have that γ ≤ u_γ ≤ M + γ on G × [0, +∞), (7.12) and thus u_γ is globally bounded. Furthermore, since v_j ∈ F_∞ is a solution of problem (7.10) (in particular, v_j (x, 0) = u_0(x) − γ for all x ∈ B_j(o)), we have

u_γ (x, 0) = lim_{j→+∞} v_j(x, 0) + γ = u_0(x) for all x ∈ ⋃ k≥1 B_k(o) = G. Finally, since v_j(x, ·) ∈ C([0, +∞)) ∩ C^1((0, +∞)) for every fixed x ∈ G (and since Lv_j = 0 on in B_j(o) × (0, +∞)), we can perform a classical integration - by - part argument with respect to the variable t: given any φ ∈ C^∞_0 ((0, +∞)), we get 0 = ∫_{+∞} 0 (Lv_j)φ dt = ∫_{+∞} 0 { ρ(x)∂_tv_j · φ − 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ v_j (y, t) − v_j (x, t) ] ω(x, y) } dt

= − ∫_{+∞} 0 { ρ(x)v_j · ∂_tφ + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ v_j(y, t) − v_j (x, t) ] ω(x, y) } dt.

Thus, since 0 ≤ v_j ≤ M pointwise on G × [0, +∞) (and recalling that the sum which defines the Laplacian Δ is actually finite), we can pass to the limit as j → +∞ with the help of the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem: this gives − ∫_{+∞} 0 { ρ(x)v · ∂_tφ + 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ v(y, t) − v(x, t) ] ω(x, y) } dt = 0, and therefore the same is true of u_γ = v + γ. Summing up, u_γ satisfies a) - b).

Step II). In this second step we show that the function u_γ constructed in Step I) actually belongs to F_∞. More precisely, for every fixed x ∈ G we will prove that u_γ (x, ·) ∈ C^1([0, +∞)).

In particular, u_γ is a solution of problem (1.1) in the sense of Definition 3.1.

To this end we first observe that, given any j ∈ N, it is contained in the proof of Proposition 7.1 the function v_j ∈ F_P (which is the unique solution of the Cauchy - Dirichlet problem (7.10)) takes the following explicit form v_j (x, t) = n_j∑

k=1 e^{−λk,j t}ŵ_{k,j}ϕ_{k,j}(x). (7.13) Here, according to Proposition 7.1, we have that

i) 0 < λ_{1,j} ≤ . . . ≤ λ_{nj ,j} are n_j Dirichlet eigenvalues of the weighted operator −Δ_ρ = −^1_ρ Δ in the finite set B_j (o) (here, n_j is cardinality of B_j(o));

ii) V_j = {ϕ_{1,j} , . . . , ϕ_{nj ,j}} is a linear basis of the n_j - dimensional vector space B_j = { u ∈ F : u = 0 on G \ B_j(o) } ⊆ F which consists of associated eigenfunctions, that is, ϕ_{k,j} ∈ B and −Δ_ρϕ_{k,j} · 1_{Bj (o)} = λ_{k,j}ϕ_{k,j} on G; iii) ŵ_{1,j}, . . . , ŵ_{nj ,j} ∈ R are the components of the function w_j = (u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)} (which belongs to the space B_j ) with respect to the basis V_j , that is, w_j = (u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)} = ∑_{nj} k=1 ŵ_{k,j}ϕ_{k,j}(x). In particular, for every x ∈ G we derive from (7.13) that

v_j(x, ·) ∈ C^∞([0, +∞)) and ∂_tv_j (x, t) = − n_j∑

k=1 λ_{k,j}e^{−λk,j t}ŵ_{k,j}ϕ_{k,j}(x). (7.14) We now fix x_0 ∈ G and we claim that {∂_tv_j(x_0, ·)}_j is equibounded and equicontinuous on [0, +∞). (7.15) Taking this claim for granted for a moment, we can easily complete the proof of this step.

Indeed, we already know from Step I) that v_j → v pointwise on G; moreover, given any compact set K = [a, b] ⊆ [0, +∞), by combining (7.15) with the Arzelà - Ascoli Theorem we derive that there exists some g_{x0} ∈ C(K) such that (up to a subsequence) ∂_tv_j (x_0, ·) → g_{x0} uniformly on K as j → +∞.

Gathering these facts, we then conclude that ∃ ∂_tv(x_0, ·) = g_{x0} ∈ C(K), and therefore u_γ (x_0, ·) = v(x_0, ·) + γ ∈ C^1([0, +∞)) (by the arbitrariness of K).

Hence, we are left with the proof of the claimed (7.15).

- Equiboundedness. First of all, since the function v_j ∈ C^∞([0, +∞)) is a solution of problem (7.10) (and since the sum defining the Laplacian Δ is actually finite by assumption (2.2) - (i)), we have the following computation (see also (7.14)):

i) ρ ∂_t(∂_tv_j ) = ∂_t(ρ ∂_tv_j) = ∂_t(Δv_j ) = Δ(∂_tv_j ) on B_j (o) × (0, +∞);

ii) ∂_tv_j(x, t) = 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (G \ B_j(o)) × [0, +∞));

iii) ∂_tv_j (x, 0) = lim_{t→0+} ∂_tv_j(x, t) = lim_{t→0+} ( Δ_ρv_j ) (x, t) = Δ_ρ ( v_j (·, 0) ) (x) = Δ_ρ ( (u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)} ) (x) for all x ∈ B_j(o).

(7.16)

On the other hand, since u_0 − γ is a (non-negative) function which vanishes out of B_{R̂}(o) (see assumption (3.14)), from Lemma 7.2 we infer that 0 ≤ | |Δ_ρ((u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)})(x) | | ≤ max_{BR̂(o)} |(u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)}| · max_{BR̂+2s(o)} ( Deg(x) ρ(x) ) · 1_{BR̂+2s(o)}(x)

≤ max_{BR̂(o)}(u_0 − γ) · max_{BR̂+2s(o)} ( Deg(x) ρ(x) ) = C for every x ∈ G.

(7.17)

Gathering all these facts, we can then apply the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1 to the function w = C ± ∂_tv_j, obtaining |∂_tv_j | ≤ C on G × [0, +∞). Hence, in particular,

|∂_tv_j (x_0, ·)| ≤ C on [0, +∞) for all j ∈ N ,

and this proves that {∂_tv_j (x_0, ·)}_j is equibounded.

- Equicontinuity. We apply the above argument to show that the function

∂^2_t v_j (x, t) = n_j∑

k=1 λ^2_{k,j}e^{−λk,j t}ŵ_{k,j}ϕ_{k,j}(x)

is globally bounded on G × [0, +∞), uniformly with respect to j; as is well - known, this proves that the sequence {∂_tv_j (x_0, ·)}_j is equi - Lipschitz (hence, equicontinuous) on [0, +∞).

To begin with we observe that, owing to (7.16), the function ∂_tv_j ∈ C^1([0, +∞)) solves the following Cauchy - Dirichlet problem for L, which is the analog of (7.10):

Lu = 0 in B_j(o) × (0, +∞) u = 0 in (G \ B_j (o)) × [0, +∞) u(x, 0) = ψ_j (x) for all x ∈ B_j(o),

where ψ_j = Δ_ρ ( (u_0 − γ) · 1_{Bj (o)} ) . Thus, by arguing as above, we get

i) ρ ∂_t(∂^2_t v_j ) = ∂_t(ρ ∂^2_t v_j ) = ∂_t ( Δ(∂_tv_j ) ) = Δ(∂^2_t v_j) on B_j(o) × (0, +∞);

ii) ∂^2_t v_j(x, t) = 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (G \ B_j(o)) × [0, +∞));

iii) ∂^2_t v_j (x, 0) = lim_{t→0+} ∂^2_t v_j (x, t) = lim_{t→0+} ( Δ_ρ(∂_tv_j ) ) (x, t) = Δ_ρ ( ∂_tv_j(·, 0) ) (x) = Δ_ρ ( ψ_j · 1_{Bj (o)} ) (x) for all x ∈ B_j (o).

On the other hand, using the above estimate (7.17) (from which we derive that ψ_j ∈ F vanishes out of the ball B_{R̂+2s}(o)), jointly with Lemma 7.2, we get 0 ≤ | |Δ_ρ(ψ_j · 1_{Bj (o)})(x) | | ≤ max

B_{R̂+2s}(o) |ψ_j · 1_{Bj (o)}| · max_{BR̂+4s(o)} ( Deg(x) ρ(x) ) · 1_{BR̂+4s(o)}(x)

(since |ψ_j | ≤ C on G, see (7.17)) ≤ C · max B_{R̂+4s}(o) ( Deg(x) ρ(x) ) = C^′ for every x ∈ G.

Gathering all these facts, we can then apply the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1 to the function w = C^′ ± ∂^2_t v_j, obtaining |∂^2_t v_j | ≤ C^′ on G × [0, +∞). Hence, in particular, |∂^2_t v_j(x_0, ·)| ≤ C^′ on [0, +∞) for all j ∈ N , and this proves that {∂^2_t v_j (x_0, ·)}_j is equibounded.

Step III). In this last step we prove that the function u_γ (which we know to be a solution of problem (1.1)) satisfies (3.15). To this end, we fix t_0 > 0 and we choose ε > 0 in such a way that I = (t_0 − ε, t_0 + ε) ⊆ (0, +∞). For every j ∈ N, j > R̂, we then define w = v_j − Ch(x) − κ(t − t_0)^2 (where v_j ∈ F_P is the unique solution of the Cauchy - Dirichlet problem (7.10) introduced in the above Step I, and h is as in (3.13)), and we claim that w ≤ 0 pointwise on G × I, (7.18) provided that the constants C, κ > 0 are properly chosen.

To prove this claim, it suffices to apply the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1 to the function w with the choice Ω = B_j (o) \ B_{R̂}(o). Indeed, owing to (3.13) (and since v_j solves problem (7.10)), we have the following computations:

i) w(x, 0) = (u_0(x) − γ) − Ch(x) − κ t^2_0 ≤ M − κ t^2_0 for all x ∈ Ω; ii) w(x, t) = −Ch(x) − κ(t − t_0)^2 ≤ 0 for all x ∈ G \ B_j(o), t ∈ I; iii) w(x, t) ≤ M − C min_{z∈BR̂(o)} h(z) for all x ∈ B_{R̂}(o), t ∈ I; iv) Lw = −CΔh(x) − 2κρ(x)(t − t_0) ≥ ρ(x) [ C − 2κ ε^2 ] for all (x, t) ∈ Ω × I We explicitly notice that, in point iii), we have also used (7.11).

In view of these facts, if we choose C, κ > 0 in such a way that

1) M − κ t^2_0 ≤ 0, 2) M − C min_{z∈BR̂(o)} h(z) ≤ 0, 3) C − 2κ ε^2 ≥ 0

(notice that this is certainly possible, since h > 0 pointwise on G), we are entitled to apply the Weak Maximum Principle in Lemma 5.1, thus obtaining (7.18).

Now we have established (7.18), we can easily conclude the proof of (3.15). Indeed, owing to the cited (7.18), and letting j → +∞, we derive that

u_γ (x, t) = lim_{j→+∞} v_j (x, t) + γ ≤ Ch(x) + κ(t − t_0)^2 + γ for all x ∈ G, t ∈ I.

From this, since we have already recognized that u_γ ≥ γ on G × [0, +∞) (see (7.12)), by letting d(x, o) → +∞ with the help of (3.13) we conclude that u_γ (x, t_0) → γ as d(x, o) → +∞. This ends the proof. □

Proof of Corollary 3.11. Under the present hypotheses, it is shown in [5, Lemma 7.2] that there exists a function h as required in Theorem 3.10. Hence the thesis follows from Theorem 3.10. □

8. Further results on Z^n: proofs We first list two properties of the euclidean distance on the lattice, see also [39, Theorem 6.1].

Remark 8.1. Let x ∈ Z^n and consider some y ∈ Z^n, y ∼ x. Then we have, for some k ∈ {1, ..., n}, x = (x_1, ..., x_n) and y = (x_1, ..., x_k ± 1, ..., x_n). Therefore,

|y|^2 − |x|^2 = (|x|^2 ± 2x_k + 1) − |x|^2 = ±2x_k + 1 and (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^2 = 4x^2_k + 1 ± 2x_k . Thus, by summing over all the y ∼ x we get ∑ y∼x ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 ) = 2n, and ∑ y∼x (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^2 = 8|x|^2 + 2n . (8.19)

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let us first treat the case α ∈ [0, 2). We define, for any K : [0, T ] → (0, +∞) and β > 0, φ^t(s) = e^{K(t)(1+s)β} for all s ≥ 0.

For any s, r ∈ (0, +∞) and for some η between s and r, we can write

φ^t(s) = φ^t(r) + (φ^t)^′(r)(s − r) +

(φ^t)^{′′}(η) 2 (s − r)^2. (8.20)

We compute the derivatives involved in (8.20), (φ^t)^′(s) = βK(1 + s)^{β−1}φ^t(s), (φ^t)^{′′}(s) = β(β − 1)K(1 + s)^{β−2}φ^t(s) + β^2K^2(1 + s)^{2β−2}φ^t(s). We now set, for any A > 0, Q > 0,

K(t) := A(1 + Qt), for all t ∈ [ 0, 1 Q ] . Then we define Z(x, t) := φ^t(|x|^2), for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q .

We now show that, for suitable A > 0, Q > 0, β > 0, Z satisfies (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q . We first estimate the Laplacian of Z. By virtue of (8.20) with s = |y|^2, r = |x|^2, we get for all (x, t) ∈ Z^n × [ 0,^1_Q ] , |x| ≥ 2 ΔZ(x, t) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈Z^n [Z(y, t) − Z(x, t)]ω(x, y)

= 1 2n ∑ y∈Z^n { (φ^t)^′(|x|^2) ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 ) + (φ^t)^{′′}(η) 2 ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 } ω(x, y) = 1 2n ∑ y∈Z^n { φ^t(|x|^2)K(t)β(1 + |x|^2)^{β−1}(|y|^2 − |x|^2)

+ φ^t(η) 2 Kβ(1 + η)^{β−2} ( β − 1 + K(t)β(1 + η)^β ) ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 } ω(x, y) ≤ K(t)β 2n (1 + |x|^2)^{β−1}φ^t(|x|^2) ∑ y∼x ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )

+ K^2(t)β^2 2n ∑ y∼x φ^t(η) 2 (1 + η)^{2β−2} ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 ω(x, y)

(8.21) for some η fulfilling min{|x|^2, |y|^2} ≤ η ≤ max{|x|^2, |y|^2} . (8.22) By using (8.22) and applying the properties of the euclidean distance on the lattice observed in Remark 8.1, we can infer that, if β ∈ ( 0,^1_2 ] , then φ^t(η) ≤ Cφ^t(|x|^2) for all x ∈ Z^n, |x| ≥ 2, for some C > 0. Therefore, (8.21) can be furthermore estimated as ΔZ(x, t) ≤ K(t)β(1 + |x|^2)^{β−1}φ^t(|x|^2) + C K^2(t)β^2 2n φ^t(|x|^2) 2 (1 + |x|^2)^{2β−2} ∑ y∼x ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 ω(x, y)

≤ 2Aβ(1 + |x|^2)^{β−1}φ^t(|x|^2) + C

4A^2β^2 2n φ^t(|x|^2) 2 (1 + |x|^2)^{2β−2} ( 8|x|^2 + 2n )

≤ 2Aβ(1 + |x|^2)^{β−2}φ^t(|x|^2) { (1 + |x|^2) + C 4Aβ n (1 + |x|^2)^{β+1} + ACβ(1 + |x|^2)^β }

≤ C̄A^2β^2(1 + |x|^2)^{2β−1}φ^t(|x|^2) ,

for some C̄ = C̄(β, C, n, A) > 6 max

{_1 Aβ ,^{4Cβ}_n , C } . Therefore, by means of (4.17) with

α ∈ [0, 2), we have, for all (x, t) ∈ Z^n × [ 0,^1_Q ] , |x| ≥ 2 ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ ρK^′(t)Z(x, t) − C̄A^2β^2(1 + |x|^2)^{2β−1}φ^t(|x|^2) ≥ ρ_0(1 + |x|)^{−α}AQ(1 + |x|^2)^β φ^t(|x|^2) − C̄A^2β^2(1 + |x|^2)^{2β−1}φ^t(|x|^2)

= (1 + |x|^2)^βφ^t(|x|^2) { ρ_0AQ(1 + |x|)^{−α} − C̄A^2β^2(1 + |x|^2)^{β−1} } ≥ 0 , (8.23)

provided that Q ≥^{CAβ2}_{ρ0} and 0 < β ≤ min

{_1 2 , 1 −^α_2 } . On the other hand, we also have, for all t ∈ [ 0,^1_Q ] and any |x| < 2 ρ(x) ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) = ρ_0AQZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0, (8.24) by possibly changing Q. Gathering (8.23) and (8.24), we get that Z satisfies (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q . Finally observe that, since by assumption u satisfies (3.3) with respect to Z defined in (4.18), α ∈ [0, 2), we can infer that, for a proper choice of B > 0, u satisfies (3.3) also with respect to Z. Therefore the thesis follows by means of Proposition 3.3 applied on S̄ 1_Q . By a finite iteration of the procedure, we obtain the thesis in S̄_T .

We are left to consider the case α = 2. Arguing as in the previous case, we define

ϕ^t(s) = e^{K(t) log2(2+s)} for all s ≥ 0 and we compute

(ϕ^t)^′(s) =

2 log(2 + s)

2 + s K(t)ϕ^t(s), (ϕ^t)^{′′}(s) =

4 log^2(2 + s)

(2 + s)^2

K^2(t)ϕ^t(s) + 2K(t) { 1 − log(2 + s) (2 + s)^2 } ϕ^t(s) Then, we define

Z(x, t) := e^{A(1+Qt) log2(2+|x|2)} = ϕ^t(|x|^2), for all (x, t) ∈ S̄ 1_Q .

We now show that Z satisfies (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q . We first estimate the Laplacian of Z. By virtue of

(8.20) with φ replaced by ϕ, by choosing s = |y|^2, r = |x|^2, we get for all (x, t) ∈ Z^n × [ 0,^1_Q ] ,

|x| ≥ 2 ΔZ(x, t) = 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈Z^n [Z(y, t) − Z(x, t)]ω(x, y)

= 1 2n ∑ y∈Z^n { (ϕ^t)^′(|x|^2)(|y|^2 − |x|^2) +

(ϕ^t)^{′′}(η) 2 ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 } ω(x, y)

= 1 2n ∑ y∈Z^n { ϕ^t(|x|^2)

2 log(2 + |x|^2)

2 + |x|^2 K(t)(|y|^2 − |x|^2)

+ ϕ^t(η) 2 K(t) (2 + η)^2 [ 4 log^2(2 + η)K(t) + 2 (1 − log(2 + η)) ] (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^2 } ω(x, y) ≤ K(t) n log(2 + |x|^2) 2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) ∑ x∈Z^n (|y|^2 − |x|^2)ω(x, y)

+ K(t)^2 n ∑ y∼x ϕ^t(η) (2 + η)^2 log^2(2 + η) ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 ω(x, y)

(8.25)

for some η fulfilling (8.22). By using (8.22) and applying the properties of the euclidean distance on the lattice observed in Remark 8.1, (8.25) can be furthermore estimated, for some C > 0, with ΔZ(x, t) ≤ 2K(t) log(2 + |x|^2)

2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) + C

K(t)^2 n ϕ^t(|x|^2) log^2(2 + |x|^2) (1 + |x|^2)^2 ∑ y∼x ( |y|^2 − |x|^2 )_2 ω(x, y)

≤ 4A log(2 + |x|^2)

2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) +

4A^2 n ϕ^t(|x|^2) log^2(2 + |x|^2) (2 + |x|^2)^2 ( 8|x|^2 + 2n )

≤ 4A^2 log^2(2 + |x|^2)

2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) { 1 A log(2 + |x|^2) + 8C n + 2C 2 + |x|^2 }

≤ C̄ A^2 log^2(2 + |x|^2)

2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) , for some C̄ = C̄(C, n, A) > 12 max

{_1

A log 3 , 8C n ,^{2C}_3 } . Therefore, by means of (4.17) with

α = 2, we have, for all (x, t) ∈ Z^n × [ 0,^1_Q ] , |x| ≥ 2 ρ ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ ρK^′(t)Z(x, t) − C̄ A^2 log^2(2 + |x|^2) 2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) ≥ ρ_0 1 + |x|^2

AQ log^2(2 + |x|^2)ϕ^t(|x|^2) − C̄ A^2 log^2(2 + |x|^2) 2 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) = A log^2(2 + |x|^2) 1 + |x|^2 ϕ^t(|x|^2) { ρ_0Q − C̄A } ≥ 0 ,

(8.26)

provided that Q ≥^{C̄A}_{ρ0} . On the other hand, we also have, for all t ∈ [ 0,^1_Q ] and every |x| < 2

ρ(x) ∂_tZ(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) = ρ_0AQ log^2(2)Z(x, t) − ΔZ(x, t) ≥ 0, (8.27) by possibly changing Q. Gathering (8.26) and (8.27), we get that Z satisfies (3.2) in S̄ 1_Q . We finally observe that, since by assumption u satisfies (3.3) with respect to Z defined in (4.18), α = 2, we can infer that, for a proper choice of B > 0, u satisfies (3.3) also with respect to Z. Therefore the thesis follows by means of Proposition 3.3 applied on S̄ 1_Q . By a finite iteration of the procedure, we obtain the thesis in S̄_T . □

Proof of Corollary 4.4. Under the present hypotheses in the proof of [4, Proposition 4.3] it is shown that there exists a function h as required in Theorem 3.10. Hence the thesis follows from Theorem 3.10. □

9. Special cases: Z^2 and the anti-tree In this section, we demonstrate that on certain classes of graphs, such as Z^2 and anti-trees, problem (1.1) admits a unique solution satisfying an appropriate growth condition at infinity, for every ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in G. This reveals a striking contrast between the behavior of Z^2 and and anti-trees and the cases previously examined in Sections 3 and 4.

9.1. Uniqueness on Z^2. Lemma 9.1. Let K > 0 and Ẑ(x) := K log(log(|x|^2 + 4)) for any x ∈ Z^2. (9.28)

Then, for some K > 0, ΔẐ ≤ ρ(x) for any x ∈ Z^2 . (9.29) Proof. The proof of this lemma is entirely based on following key fact concerning the function Z defined in (9.28): it is possible to find a positive number R_0 > 0 such that Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) < 0 for every x ∈ Z^2, |x| > R_0. (9.30) Taking this fact for granted for a moment, we can easily prove (9.29). Indeed, let R_0 > 0 be as in (9.30). Since the ball B_{R0} (0) is a finite set, and since ρ > 0 pointwise on G, we have ΔẐ(x) = K · Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) ≤ K · max_{BR} 0 (0) | |Δ(z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)))(·) | | ≤ min

B_{R0} (0)

ρ(·) ≤ ρ(x) for every x ∈ B_{R0} (0),

(9.31)

provided that K > 0 is small enough. On the other hand, by (9.30) we also have ΔẐ(x) = K · Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) < 0 < ρ(x) for every x ∈ Z^2, |x| > R_0.

(9.32)

Thus, by combining (9.31) - (9.32) we immediately obtain (9.29).

Hence, we turn to prove (9.30). To this end we first observe that, setting φ(t) = log(log(4 + t)), by using the Taylor formula with Lagrange remained (and by taking into account the explicit expression of ω and of μ in this setting, see Section 4), for every x ∈ Z^2 we can write Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) = 1 4 ∑ y∼x [ φ(|y|^2) − φ(|x|^2) ]

= 1 4 { φ^′(|x|^2) ∑ y∼x (|y|^2 − |x|^2) + φ^{′′}(|x|^2) 2 ∑ y∼x (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^2

+ ∑ y∼x φ^{(3)}(ξ_{x,y}) 6 (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^3 ]} = (⋆), where ξ_{x,y} ∈ R is a point between |x|^2 and |y|^2; from this, by (8.19) we obtain

(⋆) = 1 4 { 4φ^′(|x|^2) + (4|x|^2 + 2)φ^{′′}(|x|^2) + ∑ y∼x φ^{(3)}(ξ_{x,y}) 6 (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^3 }

= 1 4 { A(x) + B(x) } , (9.33) where we have introduce the notation A(x) = 4φ^′(|x|^2) + (4|x|^2 + 2)φ^{′′}(|x|^2) B(x) = ∑ y∼x φ^{(3)}(ξ_{x,y}) 6 (|y|^2 − |x|^2)^3

We then estimate the two terms A(x), B(x) as |x| → +∞. - Estimate of A(x). By explicitly computing the derivatives of φ, we get A(x) = 4 (4 + |x|^2) log(4 + |x|^2) − (4|x|^2 + 2)(1 + log(4 + |x|^2))

(4 + |x|^2)^2 log^2(4 + |x|^2) = 1 (4 + |x|^2)^2 log^2(4 + |x|^2) × × [ 4(4 + |x|^2) log(4 + |x|^2) − (4|x|^2 + 2)(1 + log(4 + |x|^2)) ] ∼ 1 2|x|^4 log^2(|x|) · (−4|x|^2) = − 2 |x|^2 log^2(|x|) as |x| → +∞; as a consequence, there exists R_0 > 0 such that A(x) ≤ − 1 |x|^2 log^2(|x|) for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| > R_0. (9.34)

- Estimate of B(x). First of all we observe that, by computing φ^{(3)}(t), we have

φ^{(3)}(t) =

2(1 + log^2(t + 4))(t + 4) log(t + 4) − (t + 4) log^2(t + 4) (t + 4)^4 log^4(t + 4) ∼ 2(t + 4) log^3(t + 4) (t + 4)^4 log^4(t + 4) ∼ 2 t^3 log(t) as t → +∞;

thus, we can find some t_0 > 0 such that 0 ≤ φ^{(3)}(t) ≤ 4 t^3 log(t) for every t > t_0. (9.35)

On the other hand, if y ∈ Z^2 and if y ∼ x, we have y = x ± e_i, where e_i is the i-th vector of the canonical basis of R^2 (for i = 1, 2); hence, for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| ≥ 2 we get (|x| − 1)^2 ≤ |y|^2 ≤ (|x| + 1)^2, From this, since ξ_{x,y} is between |x|^2 and |y|^2, we deduce that (|x| − 1)^2 ≤ ξ_{x,y} ≤ (|x| + 1)^2 for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| ≥ 2 and every y ∼ x.

(9.36)

Summing up, by combining (9.35) - (9.36) (and by possibly enlarging the number R_0 introduced in (9.34) in such a way that (R_0 − 1)^2 ≥ t_0), we obtain B(x) ≤ 2 (|x| − 1)^6 log(|x| − 1) · 1 6 ∑ y∼x |(|y|^2 − |x|^2)^3|

≤ 4(1 + 2|x|)^3 3(|x| − 1)^6 log(|x| − 1) for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| > R_0.

This, together with the obvious asymptotic equivalence 4(1 + 2|x|)^3 3(|x| − 1)^6 log(|x| − 1) ∼ 32 3|x|^3 log(|x|) as |x| → +∞, finally gives the following estimate for B(x) B(x) ≤ 32 |x|^3 log(|x|) for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| > R_0 (9.37)

(up to possibly enlarging once again the number R_0).

Now we have estimated the terms A(x) and B(x), we can easily conclude the demonstration of the claimed (9.30): indeed, by combining (9.34) with (9.37), from (9.33) we get Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) ≤ 1 4 { A(x) + B(x) }

≤ − 1 2|x|^2 log^2(|x|) + 8 |x|^3 log(|x|) = − 1 2|x|^2 log^2(|x|) ( 1 − 16 log(|x|) |x| ) ; as a consequence, since we clearly have 1 − 16 log(|x|) |x| → 1 as |x| → +∞, by possibly enlarging R_0 > 0 we conclude that Δ ( z → log(log(4 + |z|^2)) ) (x) ≤ − 1 4|x|^2 log^2(|x|) < 0, for every x ∈ Z^2 with |x| > R_0. This ends the proof. □ From Lemma 5.2 and Proposition 3.3, we can immediately deduce the following Theorem 9.2. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in Z^2. Let u be a subsolution of problem (1.1) with f ≡ u_0 ≡ 0 fulfilling lim |x|→+∞ 1 log(log |x|^2)) { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 ,

Then u ≤ 0 in S_T .

Corollary 9.3. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in Z^2. Then there exists at most one solution to problem (1.1) such that lim |x|→+∞ 1 log(log |x|^2)) { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 .

9.2. Uniqueness on antitrees. We keep the notation as in Subsection 2.3. Let Ω = {o} for some point o ∈ G. Let s : N → N be given by s(m) = card[S_m(o)] for all m ∈ N.

We then say that G is an anti-tree with sphere size s (see, e.g., [26]) if D_±(x) = s(m) for all x ∈ S_{m±1}(o), m ∈ N, m ≥ 1.

Therefore, D_±(x) = s(m ± 1) for all x ∈ S_m(o), m ∈ N, m ≥ 1.

Lemma 9.4. Let G be an anti-tree with size s. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in G. For every K > 0 set Z̄(x) := Kr + 1 for any r ≥ 0.

Then, for some K > 0, ΔZ̄ ≤ ρ(x) for all x ∈ G .

Proof. Let x ∈ G with r ≡ r(x) > 2. Then, in view of (6.3), ΔZ̄(x) = D_+(x)[Z(r + 1) − Z(r)] + D_−(x)[Z(r − 1) − Z(r)] = Ks(r + 1)(r + 1 − r + r − 1 − r) = 0 .

(9.38)

On the other hand, for some c_1 > 0, 1 ρ(x) ΔZ̄(x) ≤ Kc_1 ≤ 1 for all x ∈ G, r ≡ r(x) ≤ 2 . (9.39)

From (9.38) and (9.39) the thesis follows. □ From Lemma 5.2 and Proposition 3.3, we can immediately deduce the following Theorem 9.5. Let G be an anti-tree with size s. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in G. Let u be a subsolution of problem (1.1) with f ≡ u_0 ≡ 0 fulfilling lim r→+∞ 1 r { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 ,

Then u ≤ 0 in S_T .

Corollary 9.6. Let G be an anti-tree with size s. Let ρ ∈ F, ρ > 0 in G. Then there exists at most one solution to problem (1.1) such that lim r→+∞ 1 r { max t∈[0,T ] |u(x, t)| } = 0 .

Appendix A. Spectral Theory for the weighted Laplacian In order to make the manuscript as self-contained as possible, we present in this Appendix a very brief overview of the Spectral Theory for the Laplacian Δ on a finite set Ω ⊆ G.

Let then Ω ⊆ G be a finite set, and let B = { u : G → R : u = 0 on G \ Ω } ⊆ F. Moreover, let w : G → R be a positive function, and let

Δ_wf(x) = 1 w(x) Δf(x) = 1 w(x)μ(x) ∑ y∈G [ f(y) − f(x) ] ω(x, y) (f ∈ F). It should be noticed that this operator Δ_w is nothing but the classical Laplacian (as defined in (2.3)) on the weighted graph (G, ω, μ̂), where the new measure μ̂ is given by μ̂(x) = w(x)μ(x). We say that a number λ ∈ R is a Dirichlet eigenvalue of −Δ_w in Ω if there exists a non-zero function ϕ ∈ B, which is called an eigenfunction associated with λ, such that −Δ_wϕ = λϕ in Ω. (A.40) Theorem A.1. Let Ω ⊆ G be a finite set, and let n = card(Ω). Moreover, let w : G → R be a positive function, and let Δ_w be the associated weighted Laplacian defined in (A.40).

Then, following facts hold.

1) −Δ_w has exactly n Dirichlet eigenvalues in Ω such that 0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ . . . ≤ λ_n;

2) there exists a basis V = {ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_n} for B which consists of eigenfunctions of −Δ_w in Ω (that is, −Δϕ_i = λ_iϕ_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ n).

Proof. First of all we observe that, since Ω is finite and card(Ω) = n, the vector space B is finite-dimensional, and dim(B) = n. In particular, setting μ̂(x) = w(x)μ(x) (x ∈ G) we can endow B with a structure of Hilbert space by defining the scalar product ⟨u, v⟩ = ∑ x∈Ω u(x)v(x)μ̂(x) (u, v ∈ B). On this (finite-dimensional) Hilbert space, we then consider the operator T : B → B, T (u) = (−Δ_wu) · 1_Ω ∈ B.

Clearly, T is (well - defined and) linear; moreover, it is straightforward to recognize that λ ∈ R is an eigenvalue of −Δ_w in Ω, with associated eigenfunction ϕ ∈ B, if and only if

λ is an eigenvalue of T with associated eigenvector ϕ.

On the other hand, by exploiting the integration - by - part formula (2.4) (notice that every function in B has finite support), for every u, v ∈ B we get •) ⟨T (u), v⟩ = ∑ x∈Ω T (u)(x)v(x)μ̃(x) = ∑ x∈G [ (−Δ_w)u(x) · 1_Ω(x) ] v(x)μ̂(x) = − ∑ x∈G ( Δ_wu(x) ) v(x)μ̂(x) = 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G (∇_{xy}u)(∇_{xy}v)ω(x, y) = − ∑ x∈G ( Δ_wv(x) ) u(x)μ̂(x) = ∑ x∈G [ (−Δ_w)v(x) · 1_Ω(x) ] u(x)μ̂(x) = ⟨u, T (v)⟩; •) ⟨T (u), u⟩ = 1 2 ∑ x,y∈G ( ∇_{xy}u )_2 ω(x, y) ≥ 0; and therefore T is self-adjoint and positive (with respect to ⟨· , ·⟩); as a consequence, by the classical (real) Spectral Theorem for finite - dimensional vector spaces we infer that a) T has exactly n eigenvalues λ_1, . . . , λ_n which are real and non - negative (hence, the same of true of −Δ_w by the above discussion);

b) T can be diagonalized, that is, there exists a (orthonormal) basis V = {ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_n} of B consisting of eigenvectors of T (hence, of eigenfunctions of −Δ_w in Ω).

Thus, to complete the demonstration we only need to show that λ_i > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. To this end it suffices to observe that, if u ∈ B is such that

−Δ_wu = 0 (= 0 · u) in Ω,

then u is a solution of the Dirichlet problem { Δ_wu = 0 in Ω u = 0 on G \ Ω

As a consequence, from the Weak Maximum Principle in [5, Lemma 3.3] we derive that u ≡ 0 on G, and therefore λ = 0 cannot be an eigenvalue of −Δ_w in Ω. Thus, since we have already recognized that the eigenvalues λ_1, . . . , λ_n are non - negative, we conclude that

λ_i > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

and the proof is complete. □

Remark A.2. Let the assumptions and the notation of Theorem A.1 apply. As already observed in the proof, since T is self-adjoint we can actually find a basis V = {ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_n} of B consisting of eigevectors of T (hence, of eigenfunctions of −Δ_w in Ω) which is also orthonormal with respect to ⟨· , ·⟩. This means, precisely, that ∑ x∈Ω ϕ_i(x)ϕ_j (x)μ̂(x) = { 1 if i = j 0 if i ≠ j

Acknowledgement. All authors are member of the “Gruppo Nazionale per l’Analisi Matematica, la Probabilità e le loro Applicazioni” (GNAMPA) of the “Istituto Nazionale di Alta Matematica” (INdAM, Italy). The first author is partially supported by the PRIN 2022 project 2022R537CS NO^3 - Nodal Optimization, NOnlinear elliptic equations, NOnlocal geometric problems, with a focus on regularity, founded by the European Union - Next Generation EU. The second author is funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) - SFB 1283/2 2021 - 317210226. The third author acknowledge that this work is part of the PRIN project 2022 Geometric-analytic methods for PDEs and applications, ref. 2022SLTHCE, financially supported by the EU, in the framework of the ”Next Generation EU initiative”.

References

[1] A. Adriani, A.G. Setti, Inner-outer curvatures, ollivier-ricci curvature and volume growth of graphs, Proc.

Amer. Math. Soc. 149 (2021), 4609-4621.

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

144 (2001), 609-649 .

[3] S. Biagi, F. Punzo, A Liouville-type theorem for elliptic equations with singular coefficients in bounded domains, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 62, 53 (2023).

[4] S. Biagi, F. Punzo, Phragmèn-Lindelöf type theorems for elliptic equations on infinite graphs, (preprint) 2024 arXiv:2406.06505.

[5] S. Biagi, G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, A Liouville theorem for elliptic equations with a potential on infinite graphs, Calc. Var. and PDEs 63, 165 (2024).

[6] S. Biagi, G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, Uniqueness for local-nonlocal elliptic equations, Communications in Contemporary Mathematics, 2550017 (2025).

[7] T. Coulhon, A. Grigor’yan, F. Zucca, The discrete integral maximum principle and its applications, Tohoku J. Math. 57 (2005), 559-587.

[8] S. Eidelman, S. Kamin, F. Porper, Uniqueness of solutions of the Cauchy problem for parabolic equations degenerating at infinity, Asymptotic Analysis 22 (2000) 349–358.

[9] M. Erbar, J. Maas, Gradient flow structures for discrete porous medium equations, Discr. Contin. Dyn.

Syst. 34 (2014), 1355-1374.

[10] 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.

[11] 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.

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

[14] A. Grigor’yan, Y. Lin, Y. Yang, Yamabe type equations on graphs, J. Diff. Eq. 261 (2016), 4924-943. [15] A. Grigor’yan, A. Telcs, Sub-Gaussian estimated of heat kernels on infinite graphs, Duke Math. J. 109(3) (2001), 451–510.

[16] B. Hua, Y. Lin, Stochastic completeness for graphs with curvature dimension conditions, Adv. Math. 306 (2017), 279-302 .

[17] 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.

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

Math. 364 (2020), 106997 .

[19] X. Huang, On uniqueness class for a heat equation on graphs, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 393 (2012), 377–388. [20] 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 .

[21] 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 .

[22] A.M. Il’in, A.S. Kalashnikov and O.A. Oleinik, Linear equations of the second order of parabolic type, Russian Math. Surveys 17 (1962), 1–144.

[23] S. Kamin, R. Kersner and A. Tesei, On the Cauchy problem for a class of parabolic equations with variable density, Rendiconti Lincei. Matematica e Applicazioni 9 (1998), 279–298.

[24] S. Kamin, F. Punzo, Prescribed conditions at infinity for parabolic equations, Comm. Cont. Math. 17 (2015), 1–19.

[25] S. Kamin, F. Punzo, Dirichlet conditions at infinity for parabolic and elliptic equations, Nonlin. Anal.

138 (2016), 156–175.

[26] M. Keller, D. Lenz, R.K. Wojciechowski, ”Graphs and Discrete Dirichlet Spaces”, Springer (2021) . [27] M. Keller, C. Rose, Anchored heat kernel upper bounds on graphs with unbounded geometry and anti-trees, Calc. Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 63, 20 (2024), [28] 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.

[29] E. Lieberman, C. Hauert, M.A. Nowak, Evolutionary dynamics on graphs, Nature 433 (2005), 312-316. [30] G. Meglioli, Global existence and blow-up to the porous medium equation with reaction and singular coefficients, Disc. and Cont. Dynam. Systems - Series A, 43(6) (2023), 2305-2336.

[31] G. Meglioli, On the uniqueness for the heat equation with density on infinite graphs, J. Diff. Eq. 425 (2025), 728–762.

[32] G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, Uniqueness for fractional parabolic and elliptic equations with drift, Comm. Pure Applied Anal. 22 (2023), 1962–1981 [33] G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, Uniqueness in weighted ℓ^p spaces for the Schrödinger equation on infinite graphs, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 153 (2025), 1519–1537.

[34] G. Meglioli, F. Punzo, Uniqueness of solutions to elliptic and parabolic equations on metric graphs, preprint (2025) arXiv:2503.02551 [35] G. Meglioli, A. Roncoroni, Uniqueness in weighted Lebesgue spaces for an elliptic equation with drift on manifolds J. Geom. Anal. 33, 320 (2023).

[36] D. D. Monticelli, F. Punzo, Distance from submanifolds with boundary and applications to Poincaré inequalities and to elliptic and parabolic problems, J. Diff. Eq. 267 (2019), 4274–4292.

[37] D.D. Monticelli, F. Punzo, Weighted Poincaré Inequalities and Degenerate Elliptic and Parabolic Problems: An Approach via the Distance Function, Potential Anal 60 (2024), 1421–1444.

[38] D.D. Monticelli, F. Punzo, J. Somaglia, Nonexistence results for semilinear elliptic equations on weighted graphs, preprint (2023) arXiv:2306.03609 [39] D.D. Monticelli, F. Punzo, J. Somaglia, Nonexistence of solutions to parabolic problems with a potential on weighted graphs, preprint (2024) arXiv:2404.12058 [40] D. Mugnolo, Parabolic theory of the discrete p-Laplace operator, Nonlinear Anal. 87 (2013), 33-60. [41] D. Mugnolo, ”Semigroup Methods for Evolution Equations on Networks”, Springer (2016) . [42] Y. Pinchover, On uniqueness and nonuniqueness of the positive Cauchy problem for parabolic equations with unbounded coefficients. Math Z 223 (1996) 569–586.

[43] M.A. Pozio, F. Punzo, A. Tesei, Criteria for well-posedness of degenerate elliptic and parabolic problems, J. Math. Pures Appl. 90 (2008) 353–386.

[44] M.A. Pozio, F. Punzo, A. Tesei, Uniqueness and nonuniqueness of solutions to parabolic problems with singular coefficients DCDS-A 30 (2011) 891–916.

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

[46] A. Slavik, P. Stehlik, J. Volek, Well-posedness and maximum principles for lattice reaction-diffusion equations, Adv. Nonlinear Anal. 8 (2019), 303-322.

[47] G.N. Smirnova, T he Cauchy problem for degenerate at infinity parabolic equations, Math. Sb. 70 (1966), 591–604 (in Russian).

[48] I.M. Sonin, On uniqueness classes for degenerating parabolic equations, Math. USSR, Sbornik 14 (1971), 453–469.

[49] 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.

Stefano Biagi, Dipartimento di Matematica, Politecnico di Milano, Piazza Leonardo da Vinci 32, 20133, Milano, Italy E-mail address: stefano.biagi@polimi.it

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