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BOUNDARY REGULARITY AND HOPF LEMMA FOR
NONDEGENERATE STABLE OPERATORS

FLORIAN GRUBE

ABsTRACT. We prove sharp boundary Hélder regularity for solutions to equations involv-
ing stable integro-differential operators in bounded open sets satisfying the exterior C*4"
property. This result is new even for the fractional Laplacian. A Hopf-type boundary lemma
is proven, too. An additional feature of this work is that the regularity estimate is robust as
s — 1— and we recover the classical results for second order equations.

1. INTRODUCTION

The study of boundary regularity for solutions to partial differential equations involving second
order operators has been a consistent topic of research in the last hundred years.

In particular, it is well known that solutions to the problem
—Au = fin Q,
(1.1)
u =0 on 0f)

for a sufficiently regular domain  C R? are Lipschitz continuous up to the boundary. However,
the regularity of the boundary 02 plays a key in this result. In particular, if OS2 is only Lipschitz
continuous, then the solution u is at most Holder continuous for some Holder exponent, see
[FR22, p.71]. This raises the question: what regularity of 02 is required such that solutions
are still globally Lipschitz? In the late 70s and 80s the optimal condition was found. In
[KK73, KK74] it was shown that under the assumption that  satisfies an exterior C'l:dini-
property at every boundary point, the solution to (1.1) is Lipschitz continuous on 2. Moreover,
as is proven in [KK74, Theorem 2|, this property is not just sufficient but also necessary.

In this article, we study nondegenerate 2s-stable integro-differential operators

Aju(z) = p.V./ (u(z) — u(z + h))vs(dh)  for u: R? = R,

R / / (1.2)
vs(U) :=(1—5) 1y(z 4 r@)u(d)dr for U € B(RY).
R gd-1

Here, s € (0,1), p is a finite measure on the unit sphere S?~!, i.e. there exists A > 0 such that
(S 1) < A, and we assume that p satisfies the nondegeneracy assumption

. 2s
re it [ w0 uas) (1.3
Sd—1
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for some positive A\. These operators are translation invariant, symmetric, and scale with a
factor of power 2s, i.e. A5[u(r-)](x) = r**A%u(rz). They are nonlocal in the sense that for a

function u : R — R the support of Aju may not be a subset of the support of u itself.

The class of nondegenerate 2s-stable operators includes the fractional Laplacian (—A)®, when
u is the uniform distribution. Moreover, the nondegeneracy condition (1.3) together with the
finiteness of y yields the comparability of the Fourier-symbol of A}, with that of the fractional
Laplacian, namely | |28. Another example in the class of operators under consideration is

the sum of 1-dimensional fractional Laplacians 3%  (—=82)*. This example is recovered when
choosing 1 to be a sum of Dirac-measures in all coordinate directions.

We investigate the boundary regularity of solutions u to
Au=f inQ,

u=0 on Q° (14)

where f € L>(Q).

In some of the following results, we need the following assumption on the Lévy-measure vy:

The measure v, has a density with respect to Lebesgue’s measure and

ve(xz) < (1 —s)A |x|7d*2s . (pUB)

Now, we state our main results.

Theorem 1.1 (Boundary regularity I). Let Q C R? be a bounded, open set that satisfies the
uniform exterior CH_property. We fir some so € (0,1), 0 < A < A < oo and assume (pUB)
or sg > 1/2. There exists a positive constant C' such that for any s € [sg,1), any measure p on
the sphere satisfying (1.3) and u(S¥1) < A, any f € L>=(Q), and any weak solution u to (1.4)
the solution u is Hélder continuous, i.e. u € C*(R?), and satisfies the bound

[ullos may < Cllf Il pos () - (1.5)

The definition of C14M_domains is given in Definition 2.1. The notion of the exterior C1-dini-
property is introduced in Definition 2.5.

Theorem 1.1 enhances existing results on boundary regularity which assume a stronger C°-
condition on the boundary of €2, see [FR24, RS16b] and the detailed discussion in Subsection 1.1.
Moreover, the estimate (1.5) is robust as s — 1—.

Whenever s is smaller or equal 1/2, we make an interesting observation in the case when the
Lévy-measure v, is singular with respect to Lebesgue’s measure, i.e. (pUB) does not hold.
In this case, we need a slightly stronger assumption on the set £ than the exterior C1-dini-
property. Instead, we introduce the concept of 2s-C'h4M_domains, see Definition 2.2. This
class of domains is only slightly more restrictive than C'4M_domains and, in particular, it
includes C1®-domains for any o > 0. This distinction between singular and non-singular Lévy-
measures vy for s < 1/2 is in contrast to previous results on boundary regularity in [RS16b].

The following theorem is the resulting boundary regularity in this case.

Theorem 1.2 (Boundary regularity II). Let so € (0,1) and 0 < A < A < co. We fix a
bounded open set Q C R? that satisfies the exterior 2so-CHM_property uniformly. There exists
a positive constant C' such that for any s € [sp,1), any measure p on the sphere satisfying
(1.3) and u(S41) < A, any f € L®(Q), and any weak solution u to (1.4) the solution satisfies
u € C*(RY) and the bound (1.5).
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Remark 1.3. Instead of weak solutions in Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 we can also treat con-
tinuous distributional solutions. The common ingredient is the access to a maximum principle
to compare the solutions to a barrier function, see e.g. [Sil07] and [FR24, Lemma 2.3.5].

Remark 1.4. The different assumptions on the boundary of the domain €2 in Theorem 1.1
and Theorem 1.2 are due to Proposition 5.6 and Lemma 5.3.

Remark 1.5. It is known that Theorem 1.1 is false for Lipschitz domains Q C R?. More
precisely, whenever the set 2 has an inward corner the solution u decays slower than dist(z, 0§2)*
in the corner. This can be observed by studying s-harmonic functions in cones and their decay
behavior near the apex, see [BB04| and [Mic06, Lemma 3.3].

Remark 1.6. It is an interesting problem for further research whether the assumptions on
the domain € in Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, i.e. the CL 3™ property respectively 2s-C'1-dini
property, are necessary.

One phenomenon is of particular interest to us. After choosing appropriate normalization
constants, the operators AZ converge to constant-coefficient, second order operators A - D? in
the limit s — 1—. Starting with the article [BBMO01| and based on this observation, there has
been considerable interest in Dirichlet problems like (1.4) and the study of the asymptotics as
s — 1—. A feature of this work is that the boundary regularity estimates are robust as s — 1—,
see e.g. (1.5) and (6.8).

In this article, we also prove a Hopf-type boundary lemma for super-solutions u to AZu > 0.

The classical Hopf boundary lemma, see [Hop52], says that a superharmonic, nontrivial function

in a sufficiently regular domain has a positive inward normal derivative at the boundary, i.e.
S u(z +eny) —u(z)
e—0+ £

>0

where z is a point in the boundary of the domain and n, is the inward normal vector at z. We
refer the interested reader to the exposition on classical Hopf boundary lemmata in [AN22].
Hopf boundary lemmata are known for solutions to equations involving second order operators
in domains satisfying the interior C1%_property, see [KK73], [KK74], [KK80|, and [Lie85]|.
Within these references, it is also proven that the C4" assumption is sharp.

In the last decade, there have been several works in which Hopf-type boundary lemmata are
proven for nonlocal operators. An early contribution in this regard is [CRS10, Proposition 2.7
ii)| which proves that a nonnegative, nontrivial s-harmonic function can be bounded from below
by C((z — z) - n,)® at a boundary point z where u vanishes. The best known result for the
class of nondegenerate 2s-stable operators in terms of boundary regularity is C1<, see [FR24].
A more detailed exposition of nonlocal Hopf lemmata can be found in the Subsection 1.1.

Proposition 1.7 (Hopf boundary lemma). Let Q C R? be an open set, s € (0,1), and 0 <
A< A < oo, We assume one of the following three properties:

(1) Q satisfies the interior CH M _property at a boundary point z € By, N 0K and (pUB),
(2) Q satisfies the interior CYYM_property at a boundary point z € By NoQ and s > 1/2,
(3) Q satisfies the interior 2s-C Y™ _property at a boundary point z € By /5 N OAQ.
There exist positive constants C, ey such that for any finite measure p on the unit sphere satis-
fying (1.3) and any distributional super-solution u € C(B1 NQ) to
Agu >0 in QN By,

1.
u >0 on (QﬂBl)c, (16)
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the function u is either zero or there exists a constant C such that u(z) > C |z — z|* for any
x € By/y NQ inside of a non-tangential cone with apex at z.

We provide a greater variety of Hopf-type boundary estimates with a more detailed analysis of
the constant C' in Subsection 6.2.

1.1. Related literature. A typical approach to prove optimal boundary regularity entails
the construction of appropriate barrier functions which describe the boundary behavior of
solutions to (1.4). These functions were observed in [Get61], but we also refer to [LanT72|,
[CS98], [CKS10], [Dyd12], and [BGR15]. An early approach to boundary regularity, a boundary
Harnack principle, was proved in [Bog97|. In [RS14], it was proved that given a bounded
Lipschitz-domain Q C R? satisfying the exterior ball property and an essentially bounded
function f the solution u to

(—A)’u= fin Q,

u = 0 on Q°

is C*-Holder-continuous on R?. Moreover, this result is optimal in terms of global Holder
regularity of the solution w. This result was improved in |[Grul4, Grul5| wherein a variety of
regularity results was proved for equations involving pseudo-differential operators of fractional
order. The Theorem 1.1 for the full class of nondegenerate stable operators in C''-domains
was proved in [RS16b]. This was extended to Ch*-domains in the recent book [FR24]. Fine
boundary regularity properties for equations involving nonlinear nonlocal integro-differential
operators were treated in [RS16a]. In [RS17|, the authors considered 2s-stable operators where
the measure i has a bounded density with respect to the surface measure. They treated C1'* as
well as C''-domains. In the latter case, they proved solutions to be Holder continuous for some
Holder exponent. Moreover, they treated extremal operators. In the articles [CK02, Chels,
Fal22|, the authors considered the regional fractional Laplacian and proved boundary regularity
for solutions to equations involving it. In the articles [CS11, KKP16, AR20, FR24, RW24], the
authors studied operators with kernels comparable to the fractional Laplacian, i.e.

Liaa) = p.v. [ (u(e) = )z — y)dy

R4

where )\|h|7d725 < k(h) < A|h|7d72s. In particular, they proved boundary regularity of
solutions to equations involving L. In [AR20], the authors proved optimal boundary regularity
estimates of the quotient u/dist(x,dQ)* in C**-domains. In [CS11, KKP16, FR24], it was
proved that solutions u to Lyu = f € L*(Q) and u = 0 on Q€ are globally Holder-continuous
with some Holder exponent. This was extended in [RW24]. There, the optimal C*-Holder
regularity was established. The case of non-translation invariant kernels k(z,y) was treated
in the article [KW24]. In C'*domains and under the assumption that the kernel is Holder
continuous, see [KW24, (1.3)], the authors proved optimal C*-regularity, see [KW24, Theorem
1.6]. The Dirichlet problem for the logarithmic Laplacian was studied in [CW19|. In particular,
they proved boundary regularity by constructing appropriate barriers. This was improved in
the recent article [HLS25| where optimal boundary regularity was shown. Boundary Hoélder
regularity for solutions to the Dirichlet problem involving the fractional p-Laplacian was studied
in [IMS16]. In this context of nonlinear nonlocal operators and results on boundary regularity,
we also refer to [KKP16|, [FBSV22|, |GKS23|, and [IM24] and the references therein. Mixed
local and nonlocal operators were treated in [BDVV22].
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Higher order expansions and regularity of u/dist(x,9Q)* for solutions u to problems like (1.4)
were studied in [RS14, Grul4, Grulb, RS16a, RS16b, RS17, Fal19, FR24, RW24].

The first Hopf lemma for equations involving nonlocal operators was proved in the article
[CRS10, Proposition 2.7 ii)|. Therein, the Hopf lemma was observed for s-harmonic functions in
smooth domains. The first inhomogeneous Hopf lemma for the fractional Laplacian was proved
in [FJ15, Proposition 3.3|, [IMS15, Lemma 2.7]. In the former, they treated equations with
zeroth-order right-hand sides and domains satisfying the interior ball condition. In the latter
article, the authors studied super s-harmonic functions in C'''-domains. For domains with
interior ball condition and super-solutions u to (—A)*u(z) > ¢(x)u(z), the Hopf lemma was
proved in [GS16]. The Hopf lemma for the fractional p-Laplacian was studied in [DQ17, CLQ20].
The class of nonlocal operators of the form ¢ (—A) was considered in [BL21]. In [AC23], mixed
local and nonlocal operators were treated. The Hopf lemma for the class of nondegenerate 2s-
stable operators in C1®-domains was proved in the recent book [FR24]. In [RW24, Theorem
1.1] and [KW24, (1.8)], the authors considered operators with kernels which are comparable to
|-|7d723 in C1"*domains. The former includes a Hopf lemma for translation invariant operators
in C1“domains and the latter non-translation invariant operators with Holder continuous
kernels.

1.2. The main obstruction in comparison to previous proofs. A typical proof of the
C*-boundary regularity combines known interior regularity estimates with a decay bound of
the form |u(z)| < Cdq(z)® = Cdist(z,2°)*® for the solution u to (1.4). This bound can be
proven with the help of appropriate barrier functions.

Usually the barrier is constructed as df, — cd$,™, see [FR24, Section B.2]. Let us briefly explain
why this choice does not work in C14™_domains.

In C1® domains Q C R?, the main observations are
[(=A)%dg| S dg " in Q, (a)
(—A)°d5e < —df° < 0 near 99 in €. (b)

The property (a) is mainly due to ¢ being an s-harmonic function in Ry. The property
(b) essentially uses (—A)jt57° < —t°7% in Ry. Now, choosing ¢ < « yields an appropriate
subharmonic barrier.

If Q is merely a C14M_domain with a modulus of continuity w, then one proves
[(=A)%da| S dg*w(da)

in place of (a). But, the estimate (b) remains the same. Since w(t) may converge much slower
to zero than t° as t — O+ for any € > 0, a sign of (—A)%[d§, — ed®] cannot be guaranteed.
Indeed, we need a replacement for df;re, see Proposition 5.7.

Outlook. In Section 2, we introduce basic notation, spaces, and, most importantly, the def-
inition of domain regularities, see Definition 2.1, Definition 2.2, and Definition 2.5. Robust
as s — 1— interior regularity estimates are proven in Section 3. Similar to the observations
on the functions % and tfe, see Subsection 1.2, we provide a new subharmonic function in
R which replaces tfe in Section 4. In Section 5, we combine the one-dimensional observa-
tions with regularized distance functions to construct the barrier functions. In Section 6, we
prove Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2, Proposition 1.7 and, additionally, provide a variety of related
boundary estimates.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce basic definitions and notation used throughout this work. In par-
ticular, the concept of the interior- /exterior-C'4™_property and 2s-C14M_domains are defined.

We use a A b = min{a,b} and a V b = max{a,b}. Moreover, a4 denotes the positive part of a,
ie. a V0. We write A < B if there exists a positive constant C' such that A < CB. We use
the notation z = (2, z4) with 2/ € R*! and 24 € R for € R?. For an open set Q C R?, we
define the distance of a point € R to Q¢ via dq(x) := dist(z, Q) = inf{|z —y| | y € Q°}. In
Section 5, we need a regularized version of the distance function dp for a fixed domain D C R¢.
This is denoted by 9, see (5.4).

The space of Holder continuous functions on €2 for a given set Q is written as C%(Q). Moreover,
it is equipped with the norm [|u[[ca () := [[ullclal () + max|g=|a [0°4] pa-a) () Where
[v(z) — v(y)]
[V]os(q) == sup —————
@ z,y€efd ’x - y‘s

for s € (0,1). Here, we use the notation |[ulck(q) = 2_|5<k SUP,eq |86u(az)|
The operators Aj, induce a bilinear form for a fixed set {2 given by
1
Ev.(u,v) = 5 / / Ligenge)e (2, + h)(u(r) — u(z + h))(v(z) —v(x + h))vs(dh)dz.
R4 R4

This is a direct consequence of a nonlocal Gauk-Green-type identity. The form &,, allows to
study operators like A}, with Hilbert-space methods, see e.g. [SV14], [FKV15], and [Rut18].

We say that a function u is a weak solution to the equation AZu = fin © and v = 0 on Q°,
ie. (1.4),if u € L?(Q), &, (u,u) < 0o, u =0 on Q° and the equation

Ev.(u,v) :/f(x)v(x)dx
Q

holds for any function v € L?(Q) with v = 0 on Q¢ and &,,(v,v) < oo.

We say that a function u is a distributional solution to the exterior value problem (1.4), if
u € LY Q)N LY(RY, v (x)dx) and

[ w@tinaias = [ s

R4 Q
for any n € C2°(Q)). Here, the function v} is a weight adapted to s, u, and € introduced in
|[GH23, (12)] such that u A}7 is integrable over R?. In [GHS24], the measure v* was considered.

The authors proved Sobolev regularity for solutions to Dirichlet problems involving 2s-stable
operators Aj, with L2(9Q¢, v¥(z)dx)-exterior data.

Next, we introduce the properties on domains and their boundary used throughout this work.

Definition 2.1. We say an open set D C R? is a uniform C19™-domain if
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1) there exists a modulus of continuity w : [0,00) — [0, 00) that is continuous, nondecreas-
ing, sublinear, i.e. lim sup,_,., w(t) < oo, satisfies w(0) = 0, and

1
/WT)dt < 00, (2.1)
0

2) there exists a uniform localization radius p > 0 and a uniform constant C' > 0 such that
for any z € 0D there exists a rotation R, a translation T, that maps z to the origin,
and a C'-map ¢ : R4"! — R satisfying ||¢||o. < C and

T.RD N By = {(2',24) € B1(0) | ¢(2) > x4},
(Vo(y') = Vo(a')| <w(ly - 2')).

Definition 2.2. We say an open set D C R¢ is a uniform 2s-Ch4M_domain if D satisfies all
assumptions from Definition 2.1 but (2.1) is replaced with

1
/wit) we T —w@t (2.2)
0

1—2s

If s = 1/2, then this is to be understood as

/w(t) L)dt < 0.
0

o+ M\Nm)

Remark 2.3. If s > 1/2, then the assumption (2.2) is equivalent to (2.1). For all 0 < s < 1,
the assumption (2.2) implies (2.1).

Lemma 2.4. If the function w satisfies (2.2) for some sg, then it also satisfies (2.2) for any
s> 50.

Proof. For sy > 1/2 the statement is trivial. It remains to prove the statement for 0 < sy <
s < 1/2. In the case s < 1/2, notice that
w(t)Zso=l — y(1)2s0~1 1—2s . 1 —2s w(t)o-1

li =1 =
10t 1—2s w(t)?s=1 —w(1)2s-1 104 1 — 25 w(t)?s—t >

since w(0) = 0. Thus, there exists ¢; > 0 such that

w(t)QS()fl _ w(l)QSQ*l S w(t)stl _ w(l)?S*l
1 —2sg - 1—2s

for all 0 <t < t;. For s = 1/2 we argue similarly. O

Definition 2.5. We say an open set Q C R? satisfies the
i) exterior O property at a boundary point z € 9Q if there exists a uniform ¢4
domain D D () that touches 2 only in z,
ii) interior CH4M_property at a boundary point z € 9Q if there exists a uniform C1-dini-
domain D C €2 that touches 2 only in z.
iii) The respective interior / exterior 2s-CLdM_property are equivalently defined using
Definition 2.2.
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iv) An open set satisfies the interior / exterior G4 /2s-ClLdiniproperty uniformly if
there exists a uniform modulus of continuity, localization radius, and diameter of the
Chdini /95, Chdini_domains for the interior / exterior C'14M.-property at all boundary
points.

The definitions 7) and 4i) from Definition 2.5 are just as in [Lie85, p.346].

3. ROBUST INTERIOR REGULARITY

In this section, we prove interior regularity results which, together with the boundary estimates
in Section 6, prove the main boundary regularity estimate, see (1.5).

The proofs in this section are robust in s adaptations of [RS16b, Lemma 3.1, Proposition 3.3,
Theorem 1.1 (a)]. Robust estimates like these for a different class of nonlinear problems were
proved in [RS16a, Lemma 7.5]|.

The proof of the interior regularity is based on a compactness result and a Liouville-type
theorem. For this, we need the following lemma to extract a weakly convergent subsequence
from a blow up sequence constructed in Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.1 (Subsequence extraction). Let so € (0,1), 0 < X < A < oo be fized. Let {sj}
be a sequence of real numbers in [sg,1) and {ur} be a sequence of finite measures on the unit
sphere S satisfying u(S41) < A and (1.3). There exists a subsequence {k,} such that the

corresponding stable operators {Afj;c} converge distributionally either to an operator A;, of type

(1.2), where u satisfies 1(S4=1) < A and the nondegeneracy assumption (1.3), or to an elliptic
operator of second order with constant coefficient —A - D? and ellipticity constants X, \.

Moreover, let @ C R? be a bounded domain, {uy : R — R}, {f : @ — R} be sequences of
functions satisfying Ajkur = fi in the distributional sense in ). Assume further that these
functions satisfy

i) up — u locally uniformly in R?,
ii) fr — f uniformly in Q,
i11) there exist C, € independent of k such that uy satisfies the uniform bound

Jup(2)] < C(1+ |z])?* =

Then, the limit u satisfies either AZu = f or A-D?u= f in Q in the distributional sense.

The proof is a minor adaption of [RS16b, Lemma 3.1]. Here, it is essential to know that
operators like Az converge to second order operators as s — 1—. This is discussed e.g. in
[BBMO1], [FKV20].

Proof. Every time we switch to a subsequence, we simply keep referring to it as the original
sequence to ease notation.

Since {sy} is bounded, we find a convergent subsequence with limit s € [sg, 1]. We will need
to distinguish the cases s < 1 and s = 1. Since the space of probability measures on the
sphere is weakly compact, we find a subsequence of {ux} which converges weakly to a measure
p satisfying p(S471) < A and (1.3). We define the matrix A := (a;;) via

1
al-j 125 / Hzﬂj,u(de)
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If s < 1, then for any test function n € C2° the convergence Ajkn(z) — A;n(z) holds due to
the weak convergence of the measures {4 }. If s = 1, then we decompose A}k n(z) as (I) + (II),

where
n(z +ro
(I):= (1 —sg) / / |T|1+25’“ ) i (d0)dr.

(115(11

Thus, the term (II) vanishes in the limit k¥ — oo since
_ 1
(D] < (1= s0)2 [l o (87125 —
Sk
For the term (I), we use a Taylor expansion of the test function 7. Due to symmetry, the first
order term vanishes. We find

rf - D2 -rf + R(r
(I =—-(1-sk)= / / |T|1+2Sk ( )Mk(de)dr.

(115011

The term with the remainder R(r) vanishes with the same arguments as for (II). Thus, the
term (I) converges to

— / 6 - D*n(x) - Op(d6)

as k — oo due to the weak convergence of {j} which is the desired result.

From now on we simply denote the limit operator of A7 by L instead of switching between
A7 and —A - D?. Due to the regularity of 7, the above arguments, and using dominated
convergence, the sequence A;SLIZU converges locally uniformly to L. Finally, combining [GH23,
(26), (12)| with the growth bound iii) and dominated convergence leads to

/uk(x)AfL‘Z(x)dx% /uLn(m)dx.

R4 R
Due to the uniform convergence of {f} and Ajrur = fi distributionally in Q, the result
follows. O

The following proposition is an adaptation of [RS16b, Proposition 3.3]. Here, the dependencies
of the constant in the estimate (3.1) are crucial. It is the main ingredient to prove Theorem 3.3.

Lemma 3.2. Let sp € (0,1), 0 < A < A < o0 be fized. There exists a positive constant C' =
C(s0, A\, A) such that for all s € [so, 1), operators A, as in (1.2) satisfying (1.3), f € L>(By),
u € CX(RY) solving Aju = f in By in the pointwise sense the bound

[u]cai(s)(31/2) < C( HfHLOO(Bl) + HuHcﬂi(s,so)(Rd)) (3.1)

holds for i = 1 or i = 2. Here, a1(3/4) = 3/4, a2(3/4) = 5/4, Bi(s0,3/4) = s0/2,
Ba2(s0,3/4) :=9/8, and for both i € {1,2} and s € (so,1) \ {3/4}

() e A8 if s € [s0,3/4) L B(s) = Bils. s s0/2 if s € [s0,3/4)
o = ai(s) = {5/33 if s e (3/4,1) Bi = Bils) = Bils, 0)'_{9/8 if s € (3/4,1)

Proof. We prove the result by contradiction, very close to [RS16b, Proposition 3.3|, and adapt
whenever necessary. Assume that the statement is false. Thus, there exists sg € (0,1), 0 < A <
A < oo and a sequence of real numbers {s;} C [sg, 1), a sequence of measures {y} on the unit
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sphere satisfying (1.3) and u(S9~') < A, a sequence of functions f;, € L®(By), u € C°(RY)
solving AZ’;C ur = fr in By and
kaHLOO(Bl) + ||uk‘HCﬂi(Sk)(Rd) <1 (3~2)
HukHCO‘i(sk)(Bl/Q) > k. (3.3)
for both i =1 and 7 = 2.

Claim a. The expression

sup sup supr_ai(s’“)Jrﬁi(sk)[uk]cﬁi(Sk)(B (2))
kEN zEB, /5 7>0 ’

is infinite for both i =1 and 7 = 2.

Assume the contrary, then there exists a positive constant ¢; such that for any k,z,r, |h| < r
we know
p—i(sk)+Bi(sk) ue(z + h) — ug(2)|
‘h’ﬁi(sk)

< cj.

Picking |h| = r/2 is a contradiction to (3.3). This proves claim a.

Now, we choose i. Since the sequence {s;} is bounded, we find a convergent subsequence with
limit s € [so,1]. If s > 3/4, then we may pick another subsequence such that s, > 3/4 for
all k. If s < 3/4, then we pick another subsequence such that all s are strictly smaller than
3/4. In both cases, we stick to the notation of the original sequence when referring to the
aforementioned subsequence. Now, if s > 3/4, then we fix i = 2. Else we choose i = 1.

We define the function () : [0,00) — [0, 00) via

Ii(?“) = sup sup sup ffai(sk)Jrﬁi(sk)[uk]cﬁi(sk)(3~(z))'
k€N z€By /5 T>7 "

Notice that  is nonincreasing and () is finite for any » > 0 due to (3.2).

By the definition of «, for any n € IN the term x(1/n) yields 7, > 1/n, k;, € N, and z, € B9
such that

—ay : 1 k(T

e (k)8 (sk")[uk"]C’Bi(skn)(B;n(zn)) > 5%&(1/71) > (2”) (3.4)

Now, we define a sequence of polynomials p,, of order i that are minimizing

/ g, (2) — pu(z — z)Pde = min / i, (2) — q(z — z0)|* da,

q polynomial
Bs,, (zn) of order i—=1B;, (2n)

i.e. the projection of L? to the subspace of (i — 1)-th order polynomials. If s < 3/4, then
pn = fp (zn) ug, (x)dz. If s > 3/4, then

4 d+2
pr( — 2n) = ][ ug, (Y)dy + Y —; ][ uk, (Y) (Y5 — 25)dy (75 — 2j).
Brn (Zn) j=1 rn Brn (Zn)

Furthermore, we define the sequence of functions {v,} via

n(z) = Uk, (2n, — Tnx) — pp(T — 2)

Filn) (7,
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This sequence {v,, } will be the blow up sequence to which we apply Lemma 3.1. By definition of
the polynomial p,,, the functions v,, have zero mean over Bj(0). Additionally, v, is orthogonal
to all polynomials of order 1. Moreover, by definition of v,, and x(7,,) we find
~Bi(Sky )
ik [uk"]C’Bi(skn)(B,:n(zn))
Next, we derive an upper bound on the Holder norm of v,,. Using the definition of k we derive
for any R > 1

> (3.5)

N | —

[vn]cﬁi(skn)(Bl) >

[k ] o8 o1
— Ri(sk,)—Bi(sky,) nIC7 kY (BRry (20))
[on] oitonn) gy = B () (R )24k ) Bt
< @Rai(sm)*ﬁi(skn) < R%i(skn)=Bilsky)
= k() a

Here, we used that k is nondecreasing.

(3.6)

Claim b.1. If i = 1, then the functions {v,} are uniformly bounded on By, i.e.

2
an||C(Bl) < 950/2,
Since the function v, is continuous and has zero mean on Bj there exists yo € B1(0) such that
vn(yo) = 0. Due to the previous upper bound on the C%0/2_seminorm of v,, see (3.6), we find
for any x € By

"Un(l')’ S 280/2 ’Un(x) B Un(yo)’ S 280/2.
[ =yl

This proves claim b.1.

Claim b.2. If i = 2, then the functions {v,} are uniformly bounded in C1(By).

Since i = 2, the constant j3; equals 9/8. Now, we prove a uniform bound on the gradient of
v,. Let j be a natural number between 1 and d. Since J;v, has zero mean over B; and is
continuous, there exists yo € B; such that dju(yy) = 0. Just as in the proof of claim b.1 we
deduce using the uniform bound of the C*/8-seminorm of v,,, see (3.6), that |9;v,(z)| < 2%/® for
any x € Bj. Since j was arbitrary, this yields a uniform bound on [’Un]cl( B;)- Now, we repeat

the arguments in the proof of claim b.1 but replace the seminorm C*0/2 with C%! to deduce
the claim b.2.

Claim c. The sequence {v,} converges in Cﬁic(s)/ 2(IE{d) to a function v € Cﬁic(s) (R?). The
function v satisfies

[Vt () < R for all 2 € RY, (3.7)
Lv =0 in RY in the distributional sense. (3.8)

Here, L is either an operator of the type (1.2) or an elliptic second order operator with constant
coefficients.

The convergence of a subsequence of {v,} to some function v € CE) ic(s) (R%) follows from the
Arzela-Ascoli theorem combined with claim b.1 respectively claim b.2 . Note that we already
picked a subsequence such that the sequence {sy, | n € IN} converges to s € [sg,1]. Next, the
equation (3.6) leads to

[v]esi) () < Roi(5)7Ai(s) (3.9)



BOUNDARY REGULARITY AND HOPF LEMMA FOR NONDEGENERATE STABLE OPERATORS 12

for any R > 1. Furthermore, since v has zero mean on Bj, there exists yy € By such that
v(yo) = 0. Thus, the bound
[o(@)] = [o(@) = v(yo)| < (14 |z = yo)* =5 & — o) < (24 Ja] ) ) (3.10)

holds. Since || f[| 0 (p,) < 1, We estimate using the definition of v,

1 llpemy _ 1
[Lon(a)] = — =P < s

Thus, the sequence {Lv,} converges locally uniformly to 0 in the limit n — oc.

for any |x| < 1/7,.

Using Lemma 3.1, the sequence of operators AZ’Z’:L converges weakly to L which is either A4y, or

A-D?. Moreover, the function v satisfies Lv = 0 in R? distributionally due to the same lemma.
This proves the claim c.

By the translation invariance, for any h € R? the function wy, () := v(z+h) —v(z) also satisfies
Lwy, = 0 in the distributional sense. Furthermore, it satisfies the growth bound

wn(@)] < IR plosior s, < IIFS (U [+ J2 )07 31

Note that this bound is sublinear in the variable = since «;(s) — 8;(s) < 1. Now, we are in the
position to apply Liouville’s theorem. If s = 1, i.e. L = A - D? where A is elliptic, then the
classical Liouville theorem with the strict sublinear bound (3.11) proves that wy, is constant. If
s < 1,ie L= Aj, then using the Liouville-type theorem [RS16b, Theorem 2.1] also leads to
wp, being constant.

Let ¢, be the constants obtained from the previous application of Liouville’s theorem to the
function wy,. It is easy to see that

v(x + h) —v(r) = wp(x) = ¢, = wp(0) = v(h) —v(0).

Due to this and the growth bound (3.10), v is a polynomial of order at most 1. More precisely,
if 1 =1, then v is a constant. Since v has mean zero over Bi, we find that v is zero if ¢ = 1. If
i = 2, then it is a polynomial of order 1. Since its partial derivatives have zero mean over B,
it is a constant. Then arguing as in the case ¢ = 1 yields v = 0 in both cases.

Finally, v = 0 is a contradiction to (3.5) in the limit n — oo. O
Theorem 3.3. Let s € (0,1), 0 < A < A < o0 be fized. There exists a positive constant
C = C(s0,\ A, d) such that for all s € [so,1), operators Aj as in (1.2) satisfying (1.3),

[ € L™(Bs)s), u € L*®(RY) a distributional solution to Aju = f in Bgy the function u
satisfies

ullgs (s, ) < CUIF ooy + 1l oo () + sup Taily, (u; ) (3.12)
) 1
where the tail is defined by
Tail,, (u;y) := / |u(y + r0)|vs(dO). (3.13)
B /2(0)¢

Proof. We extend f to R? by setting f = 0 on B§/2. Let ¥ € C(R%) be a nonnegative smooth
bump function with ¢ =1 in By/s and ¢ = 0 on BS, [)]s,2 < c1. Further, let € C>®(R%)
be nonnegative with suppn C B1(0) and ||n|;; = 1, and . := e~ ((-)/¢) an approximate
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identity. We consider the functions v := (u * 1:) 1. Due to the translation invariance of the
operators Ay, this function satisfies for any = € By

Aivg(x) = fxn(x)+ / (1 —9¢(z+ h))u*xn(z+ h)vs(dh) =: fo(x).
B1/2(0)¢

Using Young’s inequality, the new inhomogeneity f. may be bounded as

HfEHLOO(Bl) < ||fHL°°(Bl+E) + sup Taily, (u * e y).
yeB,

An application of Lemma 3.2 yields a positive constant C' = C(sg, A, A, d) such that for i = 1
ori¢ =2

[l * 776“0%(3)(31/2) = Hveucai(s)(Bl/Q) < C( | fellpoo (B1) + Hveucﬂi(&so)(m) )

< (I llpoepryo) + sup Taily, (u e y) (3.14)
Yy 1

e s el o ) + I el oo () )-

Since B;(s,s0) < Bi(s,s0) + min{1/8,s0/2} < a;(s), scaling arguments just as in the proof
of [RS16b, Theorem 1.1 (a)] allow us to absorb the term [ju % 1 |[os;(s.50) () in the inequality
(3.14) to the left-hand side. Finally, we take the limit ¢ — 04 which yields u € C’O‘i(s)(Bl/Q)
and the desired regularity estimate since o;(s) > s. (]

Remark 3.4. Higher order interior regularity estimates, i.e. bounds on ||u|| s2s+a, as in [RS16b,
Proposition 3.2, Proposition 3.3] can be proved robust as s — 1— with the same adaptations as
in Lemma 3.1, Lemma 3.2, and Theorem 3.3. But note that the respective constants blow up
as o + 2s approaches an integer value. For this reason, we reduced the Theorem 3.3 to interior
C*®-regularity.

4. A SUBHARMONIC FUNCTION IN ONE DIMENSION

In this section, we construct a sub-solution to the fractional Laplacian in one dimension. In
contrast to [FR24], we need a function that is much closer to the well-known s-harmonic function
(-)% in the half line than (-)5"° as observed in Subsection 1.2. Rather, we will pick a small
perturbation of (-)73, say (-)5.¢(-). We will collect all the assumptions needed for .

The function ¢ € C(]0,00)) N C%((0,00)) N C3((0,2)) needs to satisfy:

(Z0) The function ( is positive in (0,00), increasing, concave, and ¢(0) = 0.
(Z1) There exists constants ¢; > 0, tg € (0, 1) such that

2¢O (t) > —c1'(t) for any 0 < t < tq . (4.1)

(Z2) The map t — t{’(t) is nondecreasing.

(Z3) There exist positive constants ¢, ¢ty such that the map ¢ —
creasing in (0, ¢o].

(Z4) There exists a positive constant ¢y such that ¢(t) < ca(1 +1)%/2.

¢@®)

Tt

is monotonically de-

The next proposition proves that (—A)j[t5 ((¢)] has a sign near zero and a possibly stronger
singularity than t*7% at ¢t = 0.
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Proposition 4.1. Let ( € C([0,00))NC%((0,00))NC3((0,2)) such that (Z0), (Z1), (Z2), and
(Z4) hold. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for all s € (0,1) and all 0 <t <ty

(DR () < =s°CHC'().

Here, the operator (—A)y is the fractional Laplacian in one-dimension given by
u(z) — u(y)
(—A)ju(x) :== (1 —s) p.V./ 2 dy-
Lol =yl

Remark 4.2. The constant s°C' in the previous proposition is not optimal in the limit s — 0+.

Proof. Since (-)%.¢ is locally C? and grows slower than (1+|-])3%/2, the term (—A)[(+)%.¢] exists
in Ry. We fix 0 < ¢t < 1. Now, we use the change of variables h = tr to find that

s _ h)s h
(RRI05 A0 = (1= ppv. [ OB Dy
R
C(t 1— (147 ) C(t )
= (1—s) t(s)p.v./ szg O gy = ;S)(—A)th(l),
R
where the function f; is given by
_ s G(Er)
ft(r) - (T)Jr C(t) :

Just as in [FR24|, we want to compare this function to a translated version of ()% which is

s-harmonic in R4.. Note that, if {(r) = r®, then f; is independent of ¢. In our setup, this might
not be the case, e.g. choose ((r) = 1/In(1/r)%. More precisely, we choose k > 1,0 < a < 1
such that g, .(r) = k(1 —a)?} touches f; at 7 = 1 and is smaller for any » € R \ {1}, see claim
A. Thus, the constants a and x must be chosen such that

ft(l) = ga,li(l)’ ft/(l) = gtlz,n(l)'

The first property is satisfied as soon as

K(l—a)®=1.

The second one is true whenever

")t 1
+ CCEt; =sk(l—a)t = sk/571 = ST
We fix these choices, i.e.
¢'(t)t ¢'(t)tys
a:=———, K:=(1+ .
<+ome ")

Since ¢ is concave and strictly increasing, we know that t¢’'(t) < ((t), ¢’ > 0 and, thus, the
inequalities

!
L)

0
<s+1 ¢(t) ==

<1 (4.2)

and 1 <k < (14 1/s)® hold.
Claim A. With this choice of a and , we have g, . < f; on R.
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Proof of claim A. If r < a, then gq (1) = 0 < fi(r). Since the two functions coincide at r = 1,
it remains to prove the g, . (r) < f{(r) for r > 1 and g ,.(r) > f{(r) for a <r < 1. We calculate

NPT (20 e 20
T =) T e
/ — sk(r —a s—1 _ ST’S_l r tCI(t)Ts—l r
ga,n(r) - ( ) k( )+ C(t) k( )’
where
_ tC'(t) 5!
k(r) := <1 +(1-1/r) sg(t)) .

We notice a few things. If 7 > 1, then k(r) < 1. If r < 1, then k(r) > 1. Since ( is increasing,
we know ((tr) > ¢(t) if r > 1 and ((tr) < {(t) if » < 1. This yields

¢(tr)

5ok (r) < 55Tt < srs_lm ifr>1,
(4.3)
t
5o k() > 557 > srs_lg( r) ifr<1.
¢(t)

By assumption (Z2), the map = — x¢’(x) is nondecreasing. Thus, we conclude

wrsfl r t?"C/(tT) Tsfl r t?"C/(tT) ,rsfl if
OO I L) tr=1
wrsfl r t’I“C,(t’I“) Tsfl r t’I“C,(tT‘) s—1 if
qn M M = fret

These two observations yield g; .(r) < f{(r) for 7 > 1 and g, .(r) > f{(r) for r < 1. This
proves the claim.

Claim A together with g, . # f; immediately yields the negativity of (—A)x[(-)3. ¢](¢). Since
ft — 9a,x has a global minimum at 1 and g, is s-harmonic in (a,00) 3 1, we can write

O30 = L ariam = Dyt - gl <o

tS
In contrast to [FR24], this observation is not sufficient. Since f; may converge to ()% ast — 0+,
the previous inequality may become an equality in the limit ¢ — 0. Thus, we must analyze

(—A)*[fi — gax](1) more carefully.
Claim B. There exists a constant 79 > 0 such that for any 0 < ¢t < ¢ty and any r € (1,1 + r¢)

Fi(r) = gan(r) = %”g;g) (1—r)2. (4.4)

Proof of clatm B. First off, we assume rg < 1. From the construction of g, ., we know that
hi :== ft — ga,x satisfies hy(1) = 0 = hy(1). We expand the function h; at the point » = 1. This
yields

1
hu(r) = Shi (D(r - 1)? +u(r,t).
Here ¢ is the error of the approximation. Next, let’s calculate hY.

(') £2¢"(t) s(s — 1)<86(t) + tC’(t)>2

Ri(1) = sls = 1) + 250550 + 2 0
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=2

1) P 1—s AN ) 1 )Y L ()
Wt T ) 2w ) 2 @

In the last equality we used (Z2). Now, we bound the error term. By Taylor’s theorem, we
know that there exists z, € (1,r) such that

h3) ()

(r,t) = 5 (r —1)3.
We calculate the third derivative h(3):
B) (0 Y — fe 11 (e on,s—35(t2r) st () o 12 (t2y)
R (z.) = s(s —1)(s — 2)z; 0 +3s(s — 1)z 0 + 3528 7(@)
(3)
+ zﬁ% —s(s —1)(s — 2)r(z —a)*3

= (T1) + (T2) + (I3) + (I4) + (I5).
Note that the second term is easily bound using the monotonicity of ¢’ and 2, > 1 by
!/
(L) (r — 1)2/6 > —75(12_ ) 1527“0%(7" —1)2
If we pick 7 so small such that 2s(1 — s)rg < 274, then this term may be estimated as in the
claim.
To estimate the third term, we use (4.1). This and again the monotonicity of ¢ yield

s 4_otC'(t)
(I3)(r —1)3/6 > -1 2 0 (r —1)3.

Here, we need to ensure that rq is so small such that 2srg < 27%. The term (I4) is estimated
easily using the assumption (4.1). This together with the monotonicity of ¢’ yields

s—2C1 tC'(tZr) c1Tro tgl(t)
Ll =1%/6 2 V5 T = gy

Thus, we pick 7o > 0 sufficiently small such that ¢;7/6 < 27°. Now, we consider the terms
(Iy) and (I5). Note that these terms admit additional cancellation. Using the monotonicity of
¢, the convexity of z + 273, and (1 + x)* < 1 + sz, we find

(1) + (1) = s(1 = )2 = ) (57 = (20 = @)+ (1 = B) (2, — @) ™)

>s5(1—5)2—s)—B—s)(z —a) ta— stC/(t) (zp —a)*3
s¢(t)

35573 t'(t)
(1+5)s73 C(8)

If we ensure that (1 — s)(2 — 5)35°73/(1 4 5)*3rg < 275, then we find

_atd’(t)
¢(t)

>—(1-3s)(2-13s)

(r— 1)2

L(Ta t) 2 -2

which proves the claim.
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Using this claim, we easily deduce an upper bound on (—A)§[(-)%¢](¢). Again, since f; — gax
has a global minimum at 1, see claim A, we write for any ¢ < ¢

/ft|1 — Jas (T ) <_C_0T2—zsw.

1+23 dr < 2 0 s

(=A)R[()31) < -

In the last inequality we used claim B. O

5. BARRIERS IN HIGHER DIMENSIONS

In this section, we construct explicit super and sub-solution which we will use as barrier func-
tions in the proof of Proposition 6.6, Proposition 6.7, Proposition 6.1, and Proposition 6.3.

We fix a uniform C14M_domain (respectively 2s-C14M_domain) D c R? with a localization
radius p > 0 and a modulus of continuity @, see Definition 2.1. Recall that the map @ :
[0,00) — [0, 00) is continuous, nondecreasing, sublinear, i.e. limsup,_, ., @(t)/t < M, ©(0) =0,
and satisfies (2.1).

We need the following modification of @ which is slightly bigger and satisfies some further
properties which are needed in the following estimates, see also Remark 5.2.

Lemma 5.1. Let 0 < ¢ < 1/3 and @ : [0,00) — (0,00) a nondecreasing, continuous, sublinear
function satisfying (2.1) respectively (2.2). There exists a continuous, increasing, and concave
function w : [0,00) — [0,00), w € C%((0,00)) such that w > @, and w satisfies (2.1) respectively
(2.2). Furthermore, there exists tg > 0 such that

t
? is decreasing in (0,1p), (5.1)
2" (t) > —w(t) — 3t/ () for all 0 < t < to. (5.2)

Proof. Step 1. (Concavity of w) By the sublinearity of @, we fix two constants M, ty > 0 such
that w(t) < Mt for t > tg. Without loss of generality, we assume ty < 1/2 while, if needed,
enlarging the constant M slightly. Now, set

wi(t) = inf{w(d) + Mtot

|0<5<t0}

Next, we prove that wy is not smaller than w. Let 0 <6 < tp and t > 0 be arbitrary. If
0 <t <9, then @W(t) < wW(d) < wW(d) + Mtot/d since W is nondecreasing. If t > tg, then
w(t) < Mt < Mtot/o <w(d) + Mtot/d by the choice of M and ty. If § < t < tg, then

W(t) <w(to) < Mty < Mtot /o <w(0) + Mgt /o.
Since ¢ was arbitrary, we find @W(t) < wy(t).

Obviously, the function wy is also nondecreasing, continuous, and satisfies w1 (0) = 0. Further-
more, wi 18 concave since

wi(Az + (1 = N)y) = inf{w(d) + @()\x +(1-=Ny)|0<d<to}

Mto Mto

> Minf{w(d) + |0<5<t0}+(1—)\)inf{w()+—y|0<6<t0}

Next, we prove that w; satlsﬁes (2.1). For this, we use the trivial bound

wi(t) <@(tIn(1/t)%) + Mto/In(1/t)?
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for any 0 < t < to. Firstly, the second term is integrable with 1/¢ near zero. Secondly, using
the substitution y = ¢In(1/t)?, we find

e—4 42/64
J— 2 J—
t y
0 0

One checks that w, satisfies (2.2) using the same bound and the same change of variables. Now,
we regularize wy by taking averaged means, say wa(t j; wi(r)dr. This function inherits all
previous properties of wj.

Step 2. ((5.1)) We define the function j, : [0,00) — [0, 00) via

R e

This function satisfies for any ¢ < 1
t3, () = 0ju(t) — (1 — Jwa(t). (5.3)

Since wy is nondecreasing, we also know

L

50> a-oe [ 280 = 1=ty

Plugging this bound into (5.3) reveals that j, is nondecreasing. Next, we prove that j, is also
concave. Firstly, j, € C([0,00)) N C .((0,00)) is constant in (1,00) and nondecreasing in R
It remains to prove that j/'(t) < 0 for t < 1. We calculate

27/ (t) = 1(t,(t) = 5.(1)) — (1 = o) (twh(t) — wa(t))
= —1(1 = 0)5,(t) — (1 = )wh(t)t 4+ (1 — 1)%wa(t) < —(1 — t)wh(t)t.
The function j, also satisfies (2.1). This follows from

1 1 o)
/JL(t (1-0) /# 1/mm{wz(r),wz(1)}d g — (1_L
t T1+L
0 0 t

W) 1-u /1 ws(r)
0

=(1-1)

L2+

Similarity, one proves that (2.2) is satisfied by j,. This allow us to define a new function ws
which is slightly bigger than wo, is still nondecreasing and concave, and additionally satisfies
(5.1). Set w3 := wa + j,. Then, for t < 1

twy(t) = twh(t) +,(t) = v(wa(t) + i (1)) +tws(t) — wa(t) < ws(t).
Here, we used the concavity of we. Therefore, ws(t)/t" is decreasing in (0, 1).

Step 3. ((5.2)) We regularize w3 by taking averaged means twice. Set ¢ = 1/(1 — 3¢). We

define
t r
t) = c][ ][ ws(1)didr.
t/2Jr/2
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Then, we use the monotonicity of ws and (5.1) to estimate w4(t) from below by ws(t), i.e.
walt) > cws(t/4) > elws(t) — wh(t/4)(3t/4)) > elwn(t) — Buos(t/4)) > (1 — B)ws(t) = ws(t).

A minor calculation reveals

1 1

wit) = 4c / / ws(tr)dldr.

1/21/2

From this representation, it is clear that w, inherits all of the previous properties of w3. We
differentiate wy

11 1 1
tw)(t) = 40/ /l@lwg(tlr)dldr = 40/ <w3(tr) - %w;;(tr/?) — /wg(tlr)dl) dr.
/2 /2

1/21/2 1 1

Thus, the term tw)(t) + t?w}(t) equals

1 1
tOtwy(t) = 46/ <T6rw3(tr) - g hws(tr/2) — / l@lw?,(tlr)dl) dr
/2 /2

1 1

1 1
. <w3(t) _ %wg(t/Q) - / ws(tr)dr — %wg(t/Q) + iw?,(t/él) + % / ws(tr/2)dr
/2 /2

1 1

1 1
_ / (W3(757‘) — %(,@,(757’/2) — /W3(7§l7“)dl> dT’)
/2 /2

1 1
1

yp <w3(t) _ %wg(t/Q) - / ws(tr)dr — %wg(t/Q) + iw?,(t/zl) L1

1
; / w;;(tr/Q)dr)
/2

1/2 1
— (1)

> —c(wg(t/Q) - 3/2twg(t)) — t(t).
Now, we use w3 (t/2) < 1/cwyq(2t) < 1/c(wy(t) + wj(t)t). This yields
(1) = —(ws(t/2) - 3/204 (1)) — 2ty (1) = —wa(t) - B} (2).

Step 4. We set w(t) := wa(t) + tip which is increasing. O

Remark 5.2. We apply Lemma 5.1 to the modulus of continuity @ which yields a function w.
Since w > @, we will assume without loss of generality that the modulus of continuity of the
C1dini_domain (respectively 2s-C'h4M_domain) D satisfies all properties of w.
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Adapted to D, we pick a regularized distance function 0 € C%1(R¥)NC?

loc

((0D)¢) which satisfies

Cl_ldD(.%') < a(.%') < CldD(.%'),
[Vo(z) = Va(y)| < Cow(lz —y),

w(dp(z))
dD(.%') ’

(5.4)
|D20(.%')| < C4

This exists by |[Lie85]. Recall that dp(x) = dist(z, D°).

The next lemma is an essential technical estimate used in both Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.7.
It is needed whenever (pUB) is not available. In contrast, if (pUB) holds, then we can use [FR24,
Lemma B.2.4] instead.

Lemma 5.3. Let 59 € (0,1), a € (0,1/4), and D be a uniform C»Y_domain with a mod-
ulus of continuity w as in Remark 5.2 that satisfies all properties from Lemma 5.1 with ¢+ =
min{1/6,s9/4} and a localization radius p. There exist 0 < p; < p and a constant C =
C(s0,w, p,a) > 0 such that for any x € D with dp(x) < p1/2 and 6 € ST we have

p1
/ o(z +r0)* — ((x) + Vo(z) - Wﬂ%

adp(x)

w(f-1 z 2s—1_
o dp(2)) [T 5212
- S 1 ’

dp(x) b (Grrwmmy) 5= 12

where f(t) = tw(t).

Note that f is invertible since t — tw(t) is strictly increasing and limy_,~ tw(t) = oo.

Before we proceed with the lengthy and technical proof of this estimate, we give a remark on
its importance.

Remark 5.4. Using the bound
{D(m +76)° — (0(z) + Vo(x) - 7“9)‘_7_‘ < Clrffw(r)®
as in the proof of [FR24, Proposition B.2.1 (i)], we get, quite easily,

p1

< (5.5)

dr w(dp(x))*®
[o(z +76)* — (0() + V() - )% | 575 < C ;DD( )

(z)*

adp(x)

which is a weaker estimate than the one stated in Lemma 5.3. In particular, using only the
bound (5.5) instead of Lemma 5.3 would require

1
/Mwﬁ<m (5.6)
0

t

in order to construct appropriate barriers in Proposition 5.13 and Proposition 5.11. But the as-
sumption (5.6) on the modulus of continuity w would be much stronger than the Dini-continuity
(2.1), e.g. consider w(t) = 1/In(1/t)(1+)/(s)  In [FR24], this is no obstruction as they deal
with C1*-domains those modulus of continuity can be chosen as w(t) = ct®.
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Proof of Lemma 5.3. Since the problem is translation and rotation invariant, we assume the
point = (2/,24) € D in the domain D is of the form z = (0,z4) and that z =0 € 9D is the
minimizer of x to the boundary dD. Note that dp(z) simplifies to x4. Since D is locally the
epigraph of a C14ifunction, there exists ¢ such that D N B,(0) = {(y/,ya) € B,(0) | ya >
#(y')} and ¢(0) = 0 = |[V4(0)|. The function ¢ satisfies

10| < o)) — 6(0) — ¢ - Vo(0)| < |y | w(|¥/]),
IVo(y)| = |Vo(y) — Vo(0)| <w(]y])

for any 3/ € R?*!. Now, fix any 6 € S4 . We divide the integration domain into two parts

(5.7)

p1 f~Hazq)
( / + / )\D(Hrﬂ)s—(O(w)+V0(w)-r9)i|%:: (1) + (I1).
f(azq) axq

To estimate (I), we use the bound

Pz +y) = (0(z) + Vo(z) - y)+| < w(lyD) [yl (5-8)
see [FR24, Lemma B.2.3.]. This and the concavity of (-)* yield

p1 00
s dr w(f_l(axd))s dr B 1 w(f_l(axd))s
s [ worim s | ety e
[~ (aza) [~ (aza)
Here, we used (5.1). Since f(t) = tw(t), we know
t=f W (#): (5.9)

Because of this and since ¢ < 1/3, the estimate of (I) reads
(I) < 3 w(f—l(amd))ls < 3 w(f_l(xd))%
~ 2s as x5 ~ a2s x5 '

Here, we used the monotonicity of both w and f~'. We notice that this implies the desired
estimate if we assume p; to be so small such that w(f~!(z4)) < min{1/e?,s/2}. If s = 1/2,
then this is obvious since In(1/w(f~1(z4))) > In(e?) = 2. If s # 1/2, then it is due to

25—1
251 - @ —1

for any a < s/2 < (25)1/(1729),

Now, we turn our attention to the more delicate term (II). The concavity of (-)® and (5.8) yield

[~ azq)
(I1) < s / ((0(x) + Vo(z) - r0)5 " + do(x + re)sl)ﬁg’;) dr = (I1y) + (IIy).
arg
Here, we use the convention (0)%' = 0. We begin by estimating the term (II;).

Estimate of (II;). We distinguish two cases.
Case 1. If Vo(x) -0 > 0, then for any r» > 0

(d(z) + Vo(z) - )5 <o(x)* ! <O F
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This observation yields

Y azq)
w(r)
7,,25

(I,) < sC} %z a ! dr.

azrq

After scaling r by axg and using the monotonicity of w, this equals

" YNaay) 1
arg 1 W(f_l(‘lxd)
wlaxgr Ci1l1—aw(f *(ax
SCI . s 1-2s / ( 2d )dT’SS—l (f ( d)) = d?”
s a a :Ufl res
1 1

In the last inequality, we used (5.9) to rewrite the upper boundary of the integration domain.
This is the desired estimate for the term (II;) in the case Vo(z) - 6 > 0.

Case 2. If Vo(x) -6 < 0, then the integrand of (II;) is only nontrivial if r < 9(z)/ |Vo(z) - 0].
In this case, we estimate (II;) as follows
1N @z N st
s—1W
(IIl) S S / (D($) - T ’Vb(.%’) . 6‘) ! ( )dT‘ = (IIl 1) (11172).
axq

Here, the term (II; 1) is defined as

l(amd)/QAWz))e‘
—_1wlir
(I1;1) := s / (o(z) —r|Vo(z)-6])° 70(28) dr
arg
1(aﬂﬁal)/Q/\W ) . w(f*ll(azd))
2C7) % -
< 80(1')8_121_8 W(QT)dr < S( 21) - w(f ((Zxd)) Tdr
res a*s— Ty res
axq 1

As in the bound for the term (II;) in the case 1, this is the desired estimate. Furthermore, the
term (II; 2) equals

— (x)
f 1(a$d)/\ Vo(z)-0]

-1 d(x)
s / (2(z) — r|Vo(x) - 0] )S_lcja(;;) dr < w_(lf (aza) A Ivaa(;m))-ﬂ)%
l(aard)/Z/\W (f (axq)/2 A W) (5.11)
<(a(;c) — wg Vel @y N <(a(:v) — fYazq) |VO(z) - 0]) V 0)3
X .

[Vo(x) - 6|

In the previous estimate, we used that w is increasing, r — r~“% is decreasing, bounded them
using the integration domain, and integrated the remaining term. We distinguish two more
cases.

2s

Sub-case 2.1. If o(x)/ |Vo(x) - 0| < f~1(azq), then the previous bound reduces to
o(x) 215 0(x)
|Vo(z) - 0] |Vo(z) -6

Note that azy < 9(x)/|Vo(x) - 0| < f~1(axy) since otherwise the term (II1 5) would not yield
a contribution to (IIy).

(I1.5) < w( ) (@) (5.12)
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If s < 1/2, then r — w(r)r!=2% is increasing and, thus, using the above bound and (5.9) yield

(I 2) < QCle_lw(ffl(axd))(ffl(axd))lizs
Y .1l L ) PPV
Zg Td Ty
By (5.10), the desired bound follows.

If s > 1/2, then using (5.12) we find

1-2s

g
)01 < [ (aza).
Sub-case 2.2. If d(x)/|Vo(x) - 0] > f~L(azq), then we bound (II12) using (5.11) by

(IL 2) < w(f YHazq))2t—* (aazd) Azt <2t (an)

This is the desired estimate for (II; 2) in the case d(x)/|Vo(x

w(fHaza)) (o) - LSRN (o) — [~ (awa) [VO() - 0])°
(ffl(axd)/2)2s [Vo(z) - 0| .
Sub-case 2.2.1. If additionally 2f~!(azq) < 0(z)/ |VD(3:) 9| then (II; 2) is smaller than
. w(f Y azq)) (0(z) — f(azq) |VO(z ) “Laxy) |Vo(z) - 0|
(f~Y(azq)/2)> 2 !Va( ) - 6’\

-1 —1 2s
<s w(f (aﬁﬂd))Qs2fsa(x)s—1ffl(axd) < Sa172525011—sw(f (Sxd)) )
(f~(aza)/2) g
Here, we used (5.11), (5.9), (5.4), and t* — r* < s~ 1(t — r), i.e. the concavity of (-)*.
Sub-case 2.2.2. 1f, additionally, 2f ~(azy) > 0(x)/|V0(x) - 0], then (II15) is smaller than

w(fMHazq)/2) o(z)® w(f(azq)/2) 51981 (g 1os aC1x
(f—l(axd)/Q)ZS Vo(z) - 0] < (f—l(axd)/Q)st( )’2f 7 (awq) <2 F(azq)?
— glt2s,1-2s0ls W(f_l(iw?d))% < 9l+2s41-2s¢l-s W(f_l(:?d))%.
Ty Ty

Here, we used (5.9), the bound on the regularized distance (5.4), and the monotonicity of w
and f~!. This proves the desired bound on the term (II; 2) in all cases.

We successfully estimated the term (II;). Now, we consider the term (Ily).
Estimate of (IIy). We distinguish two cases depending on the angle 6

Case 1. The line segment {x + 70 | v € (0, f~(axy))} hits the boundary 0D.

We call the smallest r such that x+1r8 € 9D simply rg € [z4, f~(azq)]. Now, we prove a three
intermediate results.

Claim a. There exists a global constant ¢; > 0 such that the distance to the boundary of D is
bounded from below by a fraction of the vertical distance, i.e. dist(y,dD) > ¢1 |ya — ¢(v)|.

The claim a is standard. We provide the proof for self-containment. We estimate
lya —o(y)| < inf lya — o(@)] + [6(y) — &(7)]

< V2(1+ [g)oon) inf ly = @ 6@ = V2(1 + [g]on)dy.
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This proves claim a.

Let p:=x + 190 € D, ¢ := (2’ + 10", ¢(2’ +rf')), and let z, be the intersection point of the
line going through p and g, as well as the line going through 0 and z for all r» € (0,79). That

is 2z, == p+ Tgﬂr (¢r — p), see Figure 1.
x = (0,24)

FI1GURE 1. Geometry close to 9D in case 1.

Claim b. There exists a constant ca > 0 such that |z, — 0] < 1/2 |0 — z|.

Now, we prove claim b. By (5.7) and the monotonicity of w, we estimate
r

/ 0 - Vo(td)dt|

70

< ¢(rd) +r sup |V¢(t9')| <rw(r)4+r sup w(t ‘9/|) < 2row(rg) = 2f(ro)-

r<t<ro r<t<ro

T(]gb(’rel) -r ¢(T09,)| < |¢(T‘9/)‘ + |

(er)al = [P o

By ro < f~!(az4) and the previous bound on ()4, we find

|z = 0] = |(zr)al < 2f(f*(azq)) <
Here, we used a < 1/4. This proves the claim b.
Claim c. The line segment {z + 760 | 7 € (0, f~*(axy))} hits D at most once.

Assume the claim is false. Then by intermediate value theorem, there exists a point £ =
(t0',¢(t0")) € OD N (Bf-1(4z,) \ Ba,y2) such that the line {z + 70 | r > 0} is tangent to the
surface 9D at €. Thus, €' - V¢(¢') = 6; which implies

0l =107 Vo(&)] < [0/|w([€']) < w(F~ (aza))-

Using this bound on the angle 6, we can bound the distance of the line segment {z + 0 | 0 <
r < f~Yaxy)} from 0D as follows

dist(z 4 r0,0D) > ¢ |wg + 1q — ¢(r8)| > 1 <xd =704 — |o(r8")] >
> <l“d — [N aza)w(f aza)) — TW(T)) > c1(1 - 2a)zq.

This is a contradiction! Thus, claim c is proven.

(5.13)
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Now, we proceed to estimate the term (II3) in the case 1. By the intercept theorem, we find

lx+70—q| |p—(x+70)

|2r — 2| p — 2|

which implies, using claim a, claim b, and (5.4),

1. c1 c1 |p—(z+1r0)
oz +rl) >C dist(x +70,0D) > — |z +1r0—q | = ———" |2 g
(o +8) > O dist( )2 | ol L= jor =

C1 (7“0 — 7“) Cl1 To—
> 0—x|— |z —0]) > —=
o W0l la =0 = 5=

Due to claim ¢, the domain of integration in the term (IIz) reduces to [azg,7o]. This yields

md.

0 T0

— sflw(r) 2C1\1-s s—1 (1 — 7“/7‘0)8_1
(Ilp) =s / o(x + 1) ﬁdr < w(ro)s(?) ) Tdr
axq arg
201 1—s /2 223
<s(=—) xS_ w(rp) 21 s / —dr + / (1-— r/ro)sflTsdT)
C1 TO
T0/2

Here, we used the monotonicity of w. In the first integral on the right-hand side of the previous
estimate we scale r by axg, use ro < f~!(ary), and (5.9). In the second integral, we simply
integrate. This yields

azd)

2azd

2C 28
(IIy) < s( 1) xz_lw( )(21 *(axq 1 2s / dr —{—7‘1 2s )
c s
! 1
1
AC 2W(f_l(aﬂcd)) 1
< c—ll <sa1_25x33w(f_1(axd)) / ﬁdr + :cfflw(ro)ré 28).

1

The first term can be estimated as claimed in the lemma. We estimate the second term just as
the term (II; 2) in the sub-case 2.1. Here, we use azq < ro < f~!(azs) and (5.9).

Case 2. The ray {z + 70 | 7 € (0, f~*(azq))} does not hit the boundary dD.
We make a few more distinctions.
Sub-case 2.1. If 65 > 0, then just as in (5.13)

dist(z + r8,0D) > c1(wq + r0a — |p(r8)] ) > 1 (1 — a)zq.
This yields

1
fH(aza) w(F T(azg))
(II ) < 3710173(1 _ )5—1 sflw(r)d < 4Cy 1—23w(f71(axd)) ﬁ
22=a ™ “ Yo Tas = 3cy “ x5 r2s
arg 1

which implies the desired estimate as in the bound for the term (II;) in the case 1. Here, we

used (5.9).

Sub-case 2.2. We assume ¢4 < 0. In this case, where 6 is chosen such that 6’ and ' are linear
dependent and 63 < 64 such that = + f~!(azq)0 € 0D, see Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2. Geometry near dD in sub-case 2.2.

Claim d. The vertical distance of x + rf to the boundary 9D is bounded from below by a
multiple of the vertical distance of x 4+ 76 to D for 0 < r < f~!(azy).

We choose ¢ := (1 —a)/(1 + a), then
(1= c)ea > (14 c)aza = (1+0)f (/" (aza) = f(r |0']) + cf (r |0

> |0(r0")] + ¢|o(rd)

)

~ ~ ~ (5.14)
> ¢(rd') — co(rd’) > ¢(rd) — co(rd’) — r(0g — cby).

Here, we used r < f~'(axq), the monotonicity of f, |¢],]0'] < 1, c <1, and 03 > 4. Due to

claim ¢, both line segments {z + 76 | r € [0, ffl(axd))} and {z +76 [ r € [0, fYaxg))} are in

D. Thus, we know that 4+ 104 — ¢(r0’) and x4+ 104 — ¢(r0’) are positive. By (5.14), we find
‘xd +rly — ¢(r0')| >c ‘xd + 70, — qﬁ(ré') )

This proves claim d.

Now, we are in the case 1 and, thus, the result follows by

fH(azq)
(ITy) < sc5™! / |zq +10a — o(x' + 7“9/)|8_1 Cja(;;) dr
awg
f~H(azq)
axyg "
and the bound on (Ilz) in case 1. O

Remark 5.5. In particular, the bound in Lemma 5.3 is sharp which can be seen by considering
a Chdini_parabola with apex in the origin for D and choosing a horizontal direction for 6.

We will construct barriers using a combination of the function 9° and 9° ((d). In the next two
propositions we study the behavior of these functions under A;. We start with the function 9°.
The main observation is that « — (2o +b-x)% is harmonic under the operator A, in the region
where it does not vanish.
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Proposition 5.6. Let sy € (0,1) and D,w,. be as in Lemma 5.3. There exists a constant
C = C(d, so,w,A) >0 such that for any s € (so,1)

_ w —1 d T 2s—1_
w(dp(@)) | @~ (dp(x)) {< R s L2
d (ﬂj)s dD(,I)S In (m) , 8 = 1/2

forx € DNBy. Here, the function f is given by f(t) = tw(t). If, additionally, the Lévy-measure
vy satisfies the assumption (pUB), then

14,(0%)(z)| < C + % (5.15)

|As(0%) ()| < C—i—CM for x € DN By. (5.16)
dD(CC)S

Proof. We fix x € D and set € := dp(z) = dist(x, D). Let p; be the constant from Lemma 5.3.
If € > p/2, then |As0®| < C by the smoothness of the regularized distance function d. So, let’s
assume that dist(z,0D) = e < p/2. We define the auxiliary function ! by

l(y) = (o(z) + Vo(z) - (y — x))Jr (5.17)

Note that the s-th power of this function solves Al*(y) = 0 for any y € R? such that I(y) > 0
see [FR24, Lemma 2.6.2]. This is easily seen as follows:

Vo(z) -0
Al (x +y) = (1 —s) /pv/ ||1t23 () T)+d 1(d6)

/ V0(0) 8] (AR (g ) =0

In the last equality, we used that ()3 is an s-harmonic function on the half line, see e.g. [BV16,
Theorem 2.4.1].

Depending on the size of y, we will derive estimates of ‘O -z + y)‘ For this, we define

r+y
a:= ([0)lga (1 +2C1) +4)7"

Case |y| < ae. Since d(z) = I(z) and Vo(z) = Vi(z), we may make use of the higher regularity
of both ¢ and [ away from the boundary. We calculate
1—a

oz +y) > Oy Hdist(z +y,0D) > Cy* (dist(z,0D) — |y| ) > .
1

3

and

Wz +y) >0(z) + Vo(z) -y > Oy 'e — V()| ac > %
1

Using this, (5.4), and the concavity of ()%, we derive the following bound
P +y)* —Ple+y| <sPl@+y) — Uz +y)| @@ +y) '+ 15 (@ +y))
< s2(201)' e o(z +y) — Uz +y)
< s2(2C1 + 1)88_1 HOHC2(BGE(;L«)) ‘912 < 803W(5)58_2 ]y!Q

Case |y| € [ae, p1). Using Taylor’s theorem, there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that

o(z +y) — iz +)| < crw(lyl) [y|  for all y € RY, (5.18)



BOUNDARY REGULARITY AND HOPF LEMMA FOR NONDEGENERATE STABLE OPERATORS 28

see also [FR24, Lemma B.2.3]|. Thus, for any x 4+ y € D using the concavity of (-)3
p(z +y)° =z +y)l <s@@+y) "+l +y) ) Pl +y) — Uz +y)|
<ser((@ +y) T (e +y) ) [ylw(ly)).

Case |y| > p1. Here, we use the trivial bounds 65, < c2 [y|* and I(z + y)° < ca [y]*.

We estimate A;(0°)(x) by splitting it into three parts.
[A4s(0%) ()| = [As (0 = I7) ()] < (T) + (1) + (III)

- ( [+ ] +/)|05<w+y>—ﬁ<x+y>|us<dy>.
B,

Bas Bpl\Bas

Using the previous bound derived in the case |y| < ae, we may estimate (I) by

scaw(e)e®? / ly|? ve(dy) = 25(1 — s)w(e)e® 2 / /rl_QSdru(dH) < QSaQ_QSA@.

ES
Bae Sd=1 0

This is the desired bound. We continue by estimating the term (III) using the previous trivial
growth bound of 9° and [°. This leads to

[ 2(1 — s)A
(III) < 2(1 — s)Ace /rlsdr < #pﬁ.
p1

Now, we turn our attention to the term (II). Upon analyzing the term (II) with more care,
one notices this term behaves differently depending on whether (pUB) holds or not. Thus, we
make a case distinction.

Case ((pUB) holds). We assume that (pUB) holds. Since r — w(r)/r*/? is decreasing in a
neighborhood of 0, we apply [FR24, Lemma B.2.4] to find that

w(ae _ . —d—3s w(e
(1) < s(1 - e 200 (057 U+ ) 'y < (1 - a1 + 2D,
DNBy, \Bae
This is the desired bound.
Case ((pUB) does not hold). Here, the bound follows directly from Lemma 5.3. O

As announced above, in the following proposition we study the behavior of 9°¢(?) under ap-
propriate assumptions on the function (, see Section 4. This will be the last tool needed to
construct the barriers.

Proposition 5.7. Let sg € (0,1) and D,w,t be as in Lemma 5.3. Suppose the function ¢
satisfies (Z0), (Z1), (Z2), (Z3), and (Z4). There exist two positive constants Cy and Cs
depending only on sy, w, ¢, and the constants from Proposition 4.1 such that

A0°¢(0)](x) < —=Cudp(x)'°¢'(dp(x)) + Cs5 + 05%32)
N %m {(w(f‘l(dff%)g))%‘l—l s £1)2 (5.19)
dp(z)* n (z7==m) s=1/2
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for all x € DN By. If additionally (pUB) holds, then

p(z))

AS[DSC(D)] < —C4dD($)1_SC,(d ( )) + C5 + O5————== ( ( )

forallz € DN By.

(5.20)

Proof. Again, we define the auxiliary function [ as in (5.17). Fix z € D and ¢ := dist(z, D).
If ¢ > p/2, then the estimate is trivial due to the regularity of 9°((d). So we assume the
contrary. For any y € R such that [(yy) > 0, by Proposition 4.1 there exists a positive constant
c1 depending only on w, sg, D such that

AJPCD)(@) < ~Aers ¢ ).

As in the proof of Proposition 5.6, it remains to prove an appropriate bound on

_ / [°¢(2) — ¢ (& + y)vs(dy):
Rd

Since ¢ is bounded and concave, the following claim holds true.
Claim 1. [t5¢(t) — r*¢(r)| < 25H 1Cl poo o,y [t° — 77| for all 0 <r <t <.

We prove this claim. Without loss of generality we assume ¢t > r, say t = r 4+ . Now, it is left
to show for any r > 0, >0

(r+¢e)°Clr+¢) = rd(r) < 2{|Cll ooy ((r +2)° = 17).
This inequality is true for ¢ = 0. We differentiate with respect to €. Then it remains to prove

sCr+e) 4 (r+e)d(r+e) <2511

1<l e 0,84 -
This is true since ( is concave and, thus, t¢'(t) < ((t).
Now, we fix a very large constant ¢;. We will split the integration domain of (I) into B;(0) and
its complement. If y € B;(0), then
d(x +y) < Crdist(z +y, D) < Ci(p/2 Ntg + 1),
Uz +y) <0o(x) +[Vo(x) -yl < Cip/2 Ato + [Pl o -

Here, we used (5.4). If we set ¢y := C1(p/2 Atg + 1) + ||9]|o1, then, using the claim 1, we find
/roc PO (@ + paldy) < 2 (er) [ 100 = ] @+ ypws(ay)
Rd

Now, an apphcatlon of Proposition 5.6 yields the desired bound. Outside of the ball B;(0), we
use the trivial bound [o(z +y) — I(z + y)| < c3(1 + |y|). This proves the result just as in the
estimate of the term (III) in the proof of Proposition 5.6. (]

Next, we prove the existence of a function ( as required in Proposition 5.7. We prove two
results depending on whether (pUB) holds or not.

Lemma 5.8. Let 0 < ¢ < min{s, 1/3}, w be the modulus of continuity modified as in Remark 5.2,
and C > 0. Then there exists to > 0 and ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00) continuous on [0,00) and
in C2((0,00)) N C3((0,2)) which satisfies (Z0), (Z1), (Z2), (Z3), and (Z4). Furthermore,
satisfies

C(t° +w(t) <t'(t). (5.21)
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for all 0 <t < tp.

Proof. Step 1. In the first step, we define the function ¢ in a neighborhood of 0 such that
(Z0)-(Z3) are satisfies.

We define the function ¢ : [0,00) — (0, 00) via

/ rt+w(r)
=C [ —/—ar. (5.22)
/

r

Since w € C? and satisfies (2.1), the function ¢ is in C([0,00)) N C3((0,00)). Now, we check all
assumptions (Z0)-(Z3).

Since w satisfies (2.1), ¢ is continuous and ¢(0) = 0. Additionally, ¢ is positive in (0, 00) since
w is nonnegative. Its derivative

t t
¢'(t) = C;rtw( ) (5.23)
is positive and, thus, ( is increasing. Its second derivative equals
t) — tw'(t
Mty = —0(1 = yp-2 = o2 =) (5.24)

t2

which is negative since w is concave. Thus, the function ¢ is concave and (Z0) holds true.

A minor calculation reveals
2w(t) — 2tw'(t) + 2" (t)

" .
Now using (5.2) and the previous calculations, the inequality (Z1) is satisfied if

w(t) — 2t (t) — 3tw'(t) > —crw(t).

2"t =2 -1 - )Ct 1+ C

Since w is concave, the assumption (Z1) is satisfied with the constant ¢; = 4.
We calculate the derivative of t¢’(t). It equals
Cut' 1 + CW'(t)
which is trivially positive. Thus, the assumption (Z2) holds true for our choice of (.

Finally, the derivative of ((t)/t* reads

C -1

t
t 4+ w(t) ¢(t) t+ w(t C [+ rw'(
e+l 41 2 pHr t_/ dT > 0.

0

Here, we used (5.1). Thus, (Z3) follows.

Note that ¢ as defined in step 1 may not have the correct growth bound (Z4). In step 2, we
will change ¢ away from the origin. But first, we need the following claim.

Claim a. The function ¢ from step 1 satisfies
¢'(t) > —t¢" (). (5.25)

The claim a is an easy consequence from the previous calculations (5.23) and (5.24).
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Step 2. Now, we restrict the function ¢ defined in step 1 to [0, 1] and redefine it on (1, 00) such
that (Z0), (Z2), and (Z4) remain true. This is achieved by choosing

C(t) = a(t — 1 +b75)"2 1+ (C(1) — ab==) for all ¢ € (1, 00)

where

_(2—s ¢'(1) = 2,
b= ( 5 —C”(l)) , a.—EC(l).

Note that a,b,c are both nonnegative. With this choice ¢ is positive in (0,00) and satisfies
(Z4) by construction. Note that

lim () = a(0+b3+)" + (C(1) — abz) = ¢(1),

t—1+

. ripy S 25ys/2-1 _ 5 -1 _

Jim (1) = Sa(0 -+ b7) “ab = (),

. " __52_5 722\s/2-2 _ 2—-5, =6
Jim (1) = —5 2 2a(0 4 b2 = L2220 E = ),

Thus, the function ¢ is in CZ_(R4). Due to the positivity of @ and b the function ¢ is globally
increasing and concave. Lastly, we check that (Z2) is true. We differentiate the function for
t>1

t
/(1) = St =1+ b75)

%@tg/(t) — (= 1+ b)Y (1 s/t — 1+ b7 )22,

This is nonnegative for ¢t > 1 if and only if the following term is positive.
2—-s ('(1) )ﬁ
2~

> —(1-5/2)+ (55°)7F 20

Here, we used claim a. O

(t—1+07C79)) — (1 —s/2)t > —(1 —5/2) + (
(5.26)

Lemma 5.9. Let so € (0,1), 0 < ¢ < min{s, 1/3}, w be the modulus of continuity modified as
in Remark 5.2, and C > 0. Then there exists tg > 0 such that for all s < s < 1 there exists a
function ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00) continuous on [0,00) and in C?((0,00))NC3((0,2)) which satisfies
(Z0), (7Z1), (Z2), (Z3), and (Z4). Furthermore, ¢ satisfies

w(fH(8)* —w(f (1))
1—2s

for all0 <t < ty. Here, f(t) =tw(t). In the case s = 1/2 the assumption (5.27) reads

)) <)

c(ts Fw(t) + ) < t'(t) (5.27)

C<t5 +w(t) +w(fH () In (m

for all 0 <t < tp.

Proof. Step 1. In the first step, we define the function ¢ in a neighborhood of 0 such that
(Z0)-(Z3) hold.
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We split the definition of ¢ into two parts. ¢ = {1 + (2. Now, we define, just as in Lemma 5.8,
t
L
Gt =C / rer) g,
T
0

for all ¢ > 0. By Lemma 5.8, more precisely its proof, this function satisfies all the desired
properties.

To define ¢y, we make a few observations. We fix ¢; > 0 such that w(f~1)(t;) < (2s)"/0729),
In the interval 0 < r < 25'/(1729) the function r — (r2* —7)/(1 — 2s) is increasing. Note that

h is increasing. Since
—1
t
wif ()): — 0 ast— oo,

t )
the function h is sublinear. Now, let v the function obtained from Lemma 5.1 applied to the
function h : t > w(f~1(¢)). Let t; > 0 be such that v(t;) < 1/e < 1 and

(t1) < {min{(l — /0729 (25)1/(1729) 5> 12,
Y1) > Gs =

min{(l—_ffb)l/(P?S)’ (25)1/0-251 g < 1/2.
Note that as is bounded from below by a positive constant depending only on ¢ and sg.

(5.28)
1

We define for any 0 <t <t

WG s £1)2,

Q
O%H\O%H\

Cg(t) =
C

7(:) In (ﬁ)dr ,s=1/2.

Now, we check the assumptions (Z0)-(Z3) in the interval [0,¢1]. Thereafter, we will extend (o
to R4 appropriately.

In the regime 0 < t < t1, (2 is positive since 0 < y(¢) < 1/e < 1. Its derivative equals

25 _
e
@ln(ﬁ) ,s=1/2.

Again, by the same reasons as before, this is positive in (0,¢1). To check the concavity, we

calculate the second derivative.

1y = —C (2sy()* " =)ty (t) = v(H)* +7(8)

2 1-2s 2
If s > 1/2, then we estimate this from above by

2s _
C AP (- _,
2s—1 t2 -

Here, we used (5.1) for v and y(t) < y(t1) < (1 — )V/(=25) If s < 1/2, then note that
(257(t)2*71—1) > 0 due to y(t) < v(t1) < (25)/(1729) Thus, we estimate the second derivative
of (3 by

C —(1—2s)y()% + (1 —)y(t)
"
<
2(t) < 7 2s £2
In the last inequality, we used

V() <(to) < (

<0.

1- 25L>1/(1723)
1—1 '
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Lastly, if s = 1/2, then

1t = o=t (t'(t) —tz(t)) In(1/~(t))

Here, we used In(1/v(t)) which follows from «(t) < v(t9) < 1. Thus, the property (Z0) holds.

< 0.

We calculate the third derivative of (2. First, we assume s # 1/2. The term Cés) (t) equals
2277 = )1 (1) +2(5 () = (1) +1" (O (257(1)* ' 1)
(1—2s)t3
_ Qs (y'(1)y(0)* 2 (D) + (1)

t3 ’ 2

Note that

’}/(t)QS_l -1 - 25,}/(75)25—1 -1
1—2s - 1—2s
holds for all ¢ > 0. Using (5.29), the concavity of v, and the previous representation of ¢}, we
can bound (I) from below by

() V() 00 s L s
y(t) ~ (1) (D) G(t) + G(t) = —4¢(1).

Here, we used (5.2) and the concavity of 4. Due to the previous representation of ¢}, the bound
(I1) > —2s(5(t)

(5.29)

-2

Ca(t) + 2¢o(t) + ¢(t) > -5

follows from
0% ~ (1)
2s < 7( )
107 = =5
This is true due to the assumption v(t) < v(t;) < (2s)/(1=25). Thus, the property (Z1) follows
in the case s # 1/2.

Now, we assume s = 1/2. In this case, the third derivative of (5 reads

5 (200 - /) )+ 20T g maa0)).

Since 7 is concave and by (5.2), this is bounded from below by

C (=) =3/ (0) m(1/(1)) > —5 DOALE) 80,

This is the desired bound and, thus, the property (Z1) follows also in the case s = 1/2.

Now, we check property (Z2). If s # 1/2, then the derivative of t¢}(t) equals
2sy(t)%~1 — 1
/
t)—F————
T 5,
which is nonnegative if y(t) < (2s)"/(1=2)_ If s = 1/2, then
Oi(t'(1)) = +'() In(1/7(8)) = (1)

which is nonnegative if 7(t) < 1/e. Thus, (Z2) is true.

For the moment, we assume s # 1/2. We calculate the derivative of ((¢)/t*. It equals
t

1 (V(t)w(t)%‘1 —1 L/ ()t () W(T)dr>_

tetl 1—-2s 1—-2s r

0
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By (5.29) and (5.1) for 7, we conclude
V()2 () A(r)  259(r) 2 ()
> :
12 ro= 1—2s =2 )

This bound yields 9;¢(t)/t* < 0 and, thus, the assumption (Z3) holds for the function -, in
the case s # 1/2. Now, if s = 1/2, then using (5.1)

210 (1/7(0) 2 A () (/A 2 A ) (1n(1/4(0)) ~ 1) = 9, (1) (/7))

r
This yields

2s—1 _ r r
¥ )'Y,(T) _ 87*(7( )

19,8 0 m(1/0) -

o _
=2
—~
=
~
B
—
~
2
—~
=
=

[oW
=

\Y
)

and, thus, (Z3) holds also for s = 1/2.

Step 2. Finally, we extend ¢ to [0, 00) such that (Z0), (Z2), and (Z4) remain true. For this we
refer to step 2 in the proof of Lemma 5.8. U

The next four propositions provide super and sub-solutions function which we will use as barriers
in Section 6.

Proposition 5.10. Let D C R? be a bounded uniform C 3 _domain. Suppose (pUB) holds.
For any sg € (0,1) there exist constants g > 0, Cy,Co > 0 such that for any s € [sg, 1) there
exists a function by € H*(RY) satisfying

Asby > 1 in {x € D | dist(z, D) < o},
Cy dist(-, D9)® < by < Codist(-, D°)°.

Proof. Let w be the function obtained from Lemma 5.1 applied to the uniform modulus of
continuity of the charts of dD. From Lemma 5.8, we deduce the existence of ( satisfying
(Z0)-(Z4) and (5.21) for the constant C' := (¢;Cs + C + 1)/(¢;Cy) where C is taken from
Proposition 5.6, Cy, Cs from Proposition 5.7, and ¢; := 1/(2¢(diam(D))). We define

by (2) = 0(2)° — e1d(@)*C(0()).

By the choice of ¢;, we know by > 0 in D and by (z) < d(z)°® < ¢ dist(z, D)® by (5.4) as well
as by(z) > 1/20(x)% > ¢;°/2d%. Using these properties and [FR24, Lemma B.2.5], we know
by € H*(R?). By Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.7 and the choice of ¢ and the constant C,
we find

- da '(dy
Asbi () > —(c1C5 + C)(% + 1) + ch4Cd£1) > 1.
Here, we wrote d, := dist(z, D) for short. O

Proposition 5.11. Let s € (0,1), D C R? be a bounded uniform 2so-CH3™ _domain. There
exist constants eg > 0, C1,Cy > 0 such that for any s € [sg, 1) there exists a function by €
H*(RY) satisfying
Asby > 1 in {x € D|dist(x, D) < o},
Cy dist(+, D)® < by < Codist(-, D).
Proof. The proof uses the same arguments as the previous one for Proposition 5.10 but instead
of Lemma 5.8 we use Lemma 5.9. Here, note that Lemma 2.4. O
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The following two propositions provide appropriate sub-solutions which will be used as barriers
to prove a Hopf lemma.

Proposition 5.12. Let D C R? be a bounded uniform C»3_domain. Suppose (pUB) holds.
For any sy € (0,1) there exist constants eg > 0, C1,Cy > 0 such that for any s € [so, 1] there
exists a function b_ € H*(RY) satisfying
Asb_ < —1in{z € D | dist(x, D) < g},
Cy dist(-, D°)® < by < Codist(-, D).

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of Proposition 5.10 but instead of b, we
consider

b_ =0 +0°C(d).
|

Proposition 5.13. Let s € (0,1), D C R? be a bounded uniform 2so-CH3™ _domain. There
exist constants eg > 0, C1,Cy > 0 such that for any s € [sg, 1) there exists a function b_ €
H*(RY) satisfying

Asb— < —1in {z € D | dist(z, D) < o},
C1 diSt(-, Dc)s <by < Oy diSt(-, Dc)s.

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of Proposition 5.11 but instead of b, we
consider

b_ = 0° + 0°C(0).

6. BOUNDARY ESTIMATES

In this section, we prove both the C*-boundary regularity, see Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2,
and the Hopf boundary lemma, see Subsection 6.2. We combine the barriers build in Section 5
with the interior regularity from Section 3.

6.1. Boundary regularity. The first step is an upper bound on |u| in terms of the distance
to a boundary point. This is done in the next proposition. The main ingredient are the bar-
riers constructed in Proposition 5.10 respectively Proposition 5.11 combined with a maximum
principle.

Proposition 6.1. Let Q@ C R? be an open set such that QN By satisfies the exterior C1-dini-
property at a boundary point z € By N0Q. Let so € (0,1). Assume (pUB) or sg > 1/2. There
exists a positive constant C' such that for any f € L>°(Q N By), any s € [sg, 1), and any weak
solution u to

Alu=fin QN By,

6.1
uw =0 on Q°N By, (6.1)
the solution u satisfies the bound
u(@)] < C (I1fll + sup Taily, (u;y) + [ull (s, ) [ = 2I° forze B, (6.2)
yeb1

where the tail-term is defined by (3.13).
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Remark 6.2. The Proposition 6.1 is known to be false for Lipschitz domains. This can be
seen using the theory on s-harmonic functions on infinite cones, see [BB04| and [Mic06, Lemma
3.3].

Proof. 1f the right-hand side of (6.2) is not finite, then the bound is trivial. We assume the
contrary. We fix a smooth cutoff function ¢ with ¢ =1 in B3/, and ¢ =0 on Bj. Further, we
define W := u¢. Then, u satisfies

Aju(z) = f(z) + / (1 =@z + h))u(x + h)rs(dh) in QN By in the weak sense. (6.3)
{*m}+B§/2
Let D, be the C1dM_domain adapted to z and © by the exterior C19™_property. Further, let

bs+ be the function and ey, C1,C be the constants from Proposition 5.10 if (pUB) holds and
the function from Proposition 5.11 if (pUB) is not true but sp > 1/2 holds. We define

b= (Il + sup Taily, (1) + ALy,
yEBl Clao

For x € R? such that dist(z, DS) > ¢ or = € Q¢ N By, we know

dist(z, DS)* | .
¥(z) 2 ———— @] = 2 u(2)
0
by Proposition 5.10 or Proposition 5.11 respectively. Using the same propositions and (6.3),
we find in B1 NN
Aj[u—9](x) <0
in By N in the weak sense. Thus, the maximum principle for weak solution, see e.g. [Rutl8,
Theorem 5.1|, yields for any x € By

u(e) = () < (@) < Co(f]lm + sup Tail, (us ) + VUL dist(, D2)*
yEB1 ClEO

. U] 1 0o
< Ol + sup Ty, (usg) + 100 jy e
yEB 1€y

By symmetry, we may repeat this procedure for —u instead of w. O

Proposition 6.3. Let sg € (0,1). We fix an open set Q@ C R? such that QN By satisfies
the eaterior 2so-CH Y™ _property with the same modulus of continuity at a boundary point z €
Byj2M0Q. There exists a positive constant C such that for any f € L*(QNB1), any s € [so, 1),
and any weak solution u to (6.1) the estimate (6.2) holds.

Proof. After Lemma 2.4, the proof uses the same ideas as the one of Proposition 6.1 but with
Proposition 5.11 instead of Proposition 5.10. O

The next lemma yields an global L>-bound. This result is well known, see e.g. [FR24, Lemma
2.3.9, Lemma 2.3.10|, but note it is essential for us that the constant in (6.4) depends on s only
through a lower bound sy < s. For this reason, we provide the proof here.

Lemma 6.4 (L>®-bound). Let so € (0,1), @ C R? be bounded, and 0 < A\ < A < oo. There
exists a positive constant C' = C'(so, A\, A,d) such that for any f € L*°(Q), so < s <1, and a
weak solution u to (1.4) the function u satisfies the bound

[ull poo ay < C(diam(2))** [ £ oo o - (6.4)
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Proof. We prove the result in two step. Without loss of generality we assume 0 € €.

Step 1. We construct a super-solution. We define ¢(z) := (1 — 22) similar to [FR24, Lemma
2.3.10]. This function satisfies

1 [ee]

Au(0) = p(STh)2(1 - s)(/rl—%dr + /r_l_QSdr> S5 Ly

S

0 1
Since AZ¢ is continuous, which is due to the regularity and boundedness of v, we find a positive
radius 71 = r1(sg, A, A, d) such that for any x € R? with |z| < r;

A

Alp(x) > 7 (6.5)
Now, we define a scaled version of ¥, Yr(x) := c1¢1(z/R) for R > 0, ¢; > 0. This function
satisfies
R™25)

2

Abn(e) = R Ao /R) > o
for any x € Bg,,(0) by (6.5).

Step 2. We compare the super-solution from step 1 with u. Fix R := diam(Q2)/r; and ¢; :=
2R%s [/l o () /A- Then, Aj[r —u] > 0 in @ and, since u = 0 on Q°, Y —u > 0 on Q°.
The weak maximum principle for weak solutions, see e.g. [Rut18, Theorem 5.1|, yields u < ¢g.
Repeating this argument with —u yields

2 . s
lu(z)| < Yr(z) <c = )\T‘—%S diam (1) Hf”Loo(Q) :

O

Corollary 6.5 (Global boundary estimate). Suppose either all assumptions from Theorem 1.1
or Theorem 1.2 hold. There exists a positive constant C = C(sg, \, A, Q) such that any weak
solution u to (1.4) with f € L*(Q) satisfies

ul < C |l oo (@) doy
Proof. Firstly, note that the tail term in the bound (6.2) can be estimated by [Ju||; . If (pUB)

holds or sy > 1/2, then we use Proposition 6.1. Else, the Proposition 6.3 applied to all z € 9Q
yields

Jul < ex(11fll oo + el oo ety ) dr-
Now, the result follows from Lemma 6.4. U

Using Theorem 3.3, Lemma 6.4, and Corollary 6.5, the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2
follows with arguments very close to [RS14, Proposition 1.1].

Proof of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2. We prove the results in two steps.

Step 1. First we prove the bound
|u(z) — u(y)
|z =y’

o Sa 11l oo () - (6.6)
for any x,y € Q such that |z — y| < do(x)/4.
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We consider the function v(h) := u(x + dg(x)/2h). This function satisfies

do(x 2s _
Aso(n) = T8 (o 4 da(a)/20) = Fh)

for y € Bg/y in the weak and, thus, also in the distributional sense. The function v is bounded
due to Lemma 6.4. Therefore, the Theorem 3.3 applied to v yields

|u(z) — u(y)| 2°
Pyl S da(ey
98 <dQ(.%')2S

dﬂ(x)s 9228

for any x,y € Q such that |x — y| < dq(x)/4. By Corollary 6.5, we know

(6.7)

<ca

f + ||| 700 + sup Tail,, (v; h
T e+ Wm0 T, (051

ol = 0l ooy < 2 [ ] g 20002

Note that do(z + do(z)/2h) < do(z) + |z + da(x)/2h — 2| < do(z)(1 + |h|) for any h € R
Thus, again due to Corollary 6.5 applied to v we find

[o(W)| < ea | fll oo (o dal@ + da(x)/2h)* < cada()* (1 + [R)* [|f]| oo () -

This allows us to estimate the tail term as follows:

sup Tail,, (v; h) < cado(x)® sup / (14 |h +r0])°vs(dO)

heB: heB
By /2(0)¢
. Ly [ @D
= 2codq () (1—3)M(Sd 1)/ |r|1+23 dr
1/2

1/2)7°
< 25%dg () (1 — sy 2
s
These observations together with (6.7) yield the claim.
Step 2. Now, we prove that the inequality (6.6) with a slightly bigger constant holds for all
z,y € R

If 2 ¢ Qory ¢ Q, then this follows directly from Corollary 6.5. It remains to prove the bound
for z,y € Q such that |z — y| > max{dq(x),dq(y)}/4. In this, case the estimate again follows
from Corollary 6.5. Using the triangle inequality and Corollary 6.5, we write

u(z) = u()] < u@)] + [u@)] < s £l (da(2)” + da(y)”) < 2e34” || fll oo |z =yl
O

6.2. Hopf boundary lemma.

Proposition 6.6 (localized Hopf-type boundary lemma I). Let Q C R? be an open set such
that Q satisfies the interior C1 M _property at a boundary point z € ByjpNOSY. Let so € (0,1).
Assume (pUB) or s > 1/2. There exist positive constants C,eqg such that for any s € [sg,1)
and any distributional super-solution u € C(By N ) to (1.6) we know that

u(z) > |z —2|° C inf{u(y) |y € By NQ,dist(y,00) > eo} (6.8)

for any x € By N inside of a non-tangential cone with apex at z.
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Proof. If u = 0, then there is nothing to show. So we assume the contrary. By the strong
maximum principle for continuous solutions, see [FR24|, we know u > 0 in 2 N By. Due to
another application of the maximum principle, we we assume without loss of generality that
u=0on (2N B;)° Let D, be the C14M_domain adapted to z and © by the interior C1-ini
property. We assume that D, fits into By, N2, L.e. after translation and scaling. Further, let
b_ be the function and ey, C1,C be the constants from Proposition 5.12 if (pUB) holds and
the function from Proposition 5.13 if s9 > 1/2 but not (pUB). Recall Remark 2.3.

Since v is continuous and positive in {2 N By, the constant
cu i=inf{u(y) |y € Byjo N D, dist(y,0D;) > eo}

is positive. We define ¢ := g—zb,. By the choice of ¢, and the properties of b_ we deduce ¥ < u
in {u(y) | y € D;,dist(y,0(D, N By)) > €o}. This may be seen as follows. If y ¢ D,, then
b_ = 0 and the estimate is trivial by the nonnegativity of w. If y € D, but dist(y, DS) > e,
then
u(y) > ey > -Cy(1/2)° > 2-Co(diam(D2))* > —=Cadist(y, DS)° > —-b_(y) = 1(y).
Co Co Co Co

Furthermore, using the properties of b_ from Proposition 5.12 respectively Proposition 5.13 we
find

Aslu—¢)(z) > 1in {y € D, | dist(y, D) < €o} in the distributional sense.

The maximum principle, see [Sil07|, [FR24, Lemma 2.3.5|, yields w > 1 which implies the
statement. U

Proposition 6.7 (localized Hopf boundary lemma II). Let so € (0,1). We fiz an open set
Q C R? such that Q satisfies the interior 2so-CH Y™ _property at a boundary point z € By /2,00
Then there exist positive constants C,eg such that for any s € [sg,1) and any distributional
super-solution u € C(By; N Q) to (1.6) satisfies (6.8).

Proof. After acknowledging Lemma 2.4, the proof uses the same ideas as the one of Proposition 6.1
but always using Proposition 5.11 instead of Proposition 5.10. O

Proof of Proposition 1.7. If u is zero, then there is nothing to show. If u is not zero, then w is
positive in the interior of 2 N By by the strong maximum principle. Thus, the result follows
from Proposition 6.6 or Proposition 6.7. U

Corollary 6.8 (global Hopf boundary lemma I). Let Q C R? be an bounded open set such that
Q satisfies the interior CHYM_property at every boundary point O with the same modulus of
continuity. Let so € (0,1). Assume (pUB) or sg > 1/2. There exist positive constants C,
such that for any s € [so, 1) and any distributional super-solution u € C'(§2) to

Asu >0 in Q,
u >0 on QF°, (6:9)
we know that
u(x) > do(x)® C inf{u(y) | y € Q,dist(y,0Q) > eo} (6.10)

for any x € Q.

Proof. Using the maximum principle for continuous distributional solutions [Sil07], [FR24,
Lemma 2.3.5], we find « > 0 in R?. Now, an application of Proposition 6.6 at every boundary
point z € 9N yields the desired result. O
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Corollary 6.9 (global Hopf boundary lemma II). Let sq € (0,1). We fiz an open set Q C R?
such that Q satisfies the interior 2so-CV 1 property uniformly at every boundary point in 0.
Then there exist positive constants C, ey such that for any s € [sg, 1) and any weak super-solution

u € C(Q) to (6.9) satisfies (6.10).
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