arXiv:2306.15137v2 [math.DG] 29 Aug 2023

CAPACITY FOR MINIMAL GRAPHS OVER MANIFOLDS AND THE HALF-SPACE PROPERTY

QI DING

Abstract. In this paper, we define natural capacities using a relative volume of graphs over manifolds, which can be characterized by solutions of bounded variation to Dirichlet problems of minimal hypersurface equation. Using the capacities, we introduce a notion ’M-parabolicity’ for ends of complete manifolds, where a parabolic end must be Mparabolic, but not vice versa in general. We study the boundary behavior of solutions associated with capacities in the measure sense, and the existence of minimal graphs over M-parabolic or M-nonparabolic manifolds outside compact sets.

For a M-parabolic manifold P , we prove a half-space theorem for complete proper minimal hypersurfaces in P × R. As a corollary, we immediately have a slice theorem for smooth mean concave domains in P × R^+ , where the M-parabolic condition is sharp by our example. On the other hand, we prove that any M-parabolic end is indeed parabolic provided its Ricci curvature is uniformly bounded from below. Compared to harmonic functions, we get the asymptotic estimates with sharp orders for minimal graphic functions on nonparabolic manifolds of nonnegative Ricci curvature outside compact sets.

Contents

1. Introduction 2

2. Capacities defined by the relative volume of graphs 5

3. Definitions from geometric measure theory 10

4. BV solutions associated with the capacities 11

5. Half-space properties for minimal hypersurfaces in Σ × R 17

6. Boundary behavior of solutions associated with capacities 19

7. Existence of non-compact minimal graphs over manifolds 23

8. The relationship between M-parabolic and parabolic manifolds 29

9. Estimates on capacities and minimal graphic functions 31

10. Appendix I: some estimates 36

11. Appendix II: minimal graphs over rotationally symmetric manifolds 38

References 41 1

1. Introduction

Let (Σ, σ) be an n-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold with the Levi-Civita connection D. Let Σ × R denote the product manifold, which has the standard product metric σ + dt^2. For an open set Ω ⊂ Σ, a closed set K ⊂ Σ with K ⊂ Ω and compact ∂K, and a constant t ≥ 0, we define a capacity via a relative volume of graphs by

(1.1) cap_t(K, Ω) = inf_{ϕ∈Lt(K,Ω)} � Ω (√ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) . Here, L_t(K, Ω) denotes the set containing every locally Lipschitz function ϕ on Σ with compact sptϕ \ K in Ω such that 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ t and ϕ | K = t, where sptϕ denotes the support of ϕ in Σ. For simplicity, we denote cap_t(K) = cap_t(K, Σ).

The classical capacity (corresponding to harmonic functions) is given by

(1.2) cap(K, Ω) = inf_{ϕ∈L1(K,Ω)} � Ω |Dϕ|^2. Denote cap(K) = cap(K, Σ). Let an open set E be an end of Σ. If cap(Σ \ E) = 0, then E is said to be parabolic. If cap(K) = 0 for some compact K ⊂ Σ with the n-dimensional Hausdorff measure H^n(K) > 0, then Σ is said to be parabolic. Otherwise, Σ is said to be nonparabolic.

If we further assume that Ω is bounded, and Ω \ K has Lipschitz boundary, then from §14 of Giusti [19], the capacity (1.1) is attained by a BV solution u of Dirichlet problems of the following minimal hypersurface equation

(1.3) div_Σ ( Du √ 1 + |Du|^2 ) = 0 on Ω \ K with boundary data u|_{∂K} = t and u|_{∂Ω} = 0 (see (4.4) for more details), where div_Σ denotes the divergence on Σ. We call that u is a (BV) solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω). Moreover, the boundary of the subgraph of u in Ω \ K × R is an areaminimizing hypersurface in Ω \ K ×R with the boundary (∂K ×{t})∪(∂Ω×{0}) in rough speaking (see p. 75 in Lin’ thesis [32]). Since the boundary data here is constant (simpler than §14 in [19]), we are able to further study them in §4 in the framework of geometric measure theory with the Lipschitz condition of ∂(Ω \ K) replaced by ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K).

If there are a constant t > 0 and a compact set F ⊂ Σ with H^n(F ) > 0 so that cap_t(F ) = 0, then we call that Σ is M-parabolic as the capacity (1.1) connects to minimal hypersurfaces. Otherwise, we call that Σ is M-nonparabolic. Moreover, let an open set E be an end of Σ. The end E is said to be M-parabolic provided cap_t(Σ \ E) = 0 for some t > 0. Clearly, a closed manifold without boundary must be M-parabolic. By the definitions, a complete parabolic manifold is M-parabolic automatically. However, the inverse is not true in general. For example, there is a rotationally symmetric complete M-parabolic manifold, but it is not parabolic (see Proposition 2.6).

We have the following equivalence for M-nonparabolic manifolds.

Theorem 1.1. Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold. The following properties are equivalent.

(1) There are a constant t > 0 and a compact set K in Σ so that cap_t(K) > 0.

(2) For any t > 0 and any compact set K in Σ with H^n(K) > 0, there holds cap_t(K) > 0. (3) For any compact set K in Σ with H^n(K) > 0, there is a smooth positive nonconstant bounded solution u to (1.3) on Σ \ K.

(4) There is a non-flat smooth bounded graph over Σ in Σ × R with nonnegative mean curvature.

In §2, we will investigate the basic properties of the capacity (1.1), including that (1) implies (2). The rest proof of the equivalence in Theorem 1.1 will be given in §7.

Let us review the history briefly on the ’half-space property’. In 1990, Hoffman-Meeks [23] proved a famous half-space theorem. It asserts that any complete proper immersed minimal surface in R^2 × R^+ is R^2 × {c} for some constant c ∈ R^+ = (0, ∞). Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold, and M be a complete minimal hypersurface properly immersed in Σ × R^+ . We say that Σ has the half-space property if M must be a slice Σ × {c} for some constant c ∈ R^+ . In 2013, Rosenberg-Schulze-Spruck [34] proved an interesting result that a recurrent manifold with bounded sectional curvature has the halfspace property. Here, the recurrence is equivalent to the parabolicity (see Grigor’yan [21]). Recently, Colombo-Magliaro-Mari-Rigoli [9] proved that a complete parabolic manifold with Ricci curvature bounded below has the half-space property.

The half-space property can be seen as a special case of Frankel-type theorems [18] for minimal hypersurfaces in manifolds. This has a close relation to the maximum principle at infinity for minimal hypersurfaces that has been studied in [15, 27, 29] and related references therein. In particular, Espinar-Rosenberg [15] proved the Maximum Principle at Infinity and Tubular Neighborhood Theorem for parabolic properly embedded minimal hypersurfaces in complete manifolds under some natural assumptions.

Using the capacity in (1.1), we can show that a M-parabolic manifold has the half-space property as follows, which infers directly that all complete parabolic manifolds have the half-space property.

Theorem 1.2. For a M-parabolic manifold P , any complete minimal hypersurface properly immersed in P × R^+ , must be a slice P × {c} for some constant c ∈ R^+ .

In [7], Colding-Minicozzi proved that a complete embedded minimal surface with finite topology in R^3 must be proper, which confirmed a Calabi’s conjecture (see also [8]). Meeks- Rosenberg [28] generalized it to get a local version in Riemannian 3-manifold. Hence, Theorem 1.2 holds provided the properness condition is replaced by embeddedness and finite topology as well as that P has dimension 2.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 will be given in §5. In [25], Impera-Pigola-Setti studied slice theorems for hypersurfaces of nonnegative mean curvature in product manifolds like N × [0, ∞). From the proof of Theorem 1.2, we immediately have the following corollory.

Corollary 1.3. For a M-parabolic manifold P , any smooth mean concave domain in P × [0, ∞) must be P × (c_1, c_2) for constants 0 ≤ c_1 < c_2 ≤ ∞.

Here, a smooth mean concave domain U means that U is a connected open set, and ∂U is smooth with nonnegative mean curvature w.r.t. the normal vector pointing out U. Our M-parabolic condition in Corollary 1.3 is sharp from (4) of Theorem 1.1.

Let u be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω), and M be the boundary of the subgraph of u in Ω \ K × R. The boundary gradient of u may be infinity even for the smooth ∂Ω ∪ ∂K unlike harmonic functions w.r.t. the capacity (1.2). In §6, we will study the co-normal vector to ∂M in the measure sense using Riesz representation theorem without the smooth condition on ∂Ω ∪ ∂K, which is useful in estimations of the capacities and solutions associated with them.

In §7, we will study the existence of minimal graphs or graphs of nonnegative mean curvature over manifolds. From Theorem 6.1 in [12] and Corollary 8.3 below, entire minimal graphs may be not exist on manifolds no matter whether they are M-nonparabolic or not. On the one hand, for a constant t > 0 and a M-nonparabolic manifold Σ with a ball B_δ(p) ⊂ Σ, we construct a smooth entire graph M ⊂ Σ × [0, t] over Σ so that M has nonnegative mean curvature and M \ (B_δ(p) × R) is minimal (see Theorem 7.4). If Σ has two M-nonparabolic ends at least, then for any t > 0 we have the existence of entire minimal graphs over Σ in Σ × [0, t]. On the other hand, let P be a M-parabolic manifold with nondegenerate boundary at infinity, which means that there are a constant ϵ > 0 and a closed set K_ϵ ⊂ Σ so that H^{n−1}(∂U) ≥ ϵ for any open set U ⊃ K_ϵ with non-empty Σ\U. We prove the existence of minimal graphs over P outside compact sets (see Theorem 7.7). Here, the condition ’nondegenerate boundary at infinity’ is necessary (see Proposition 11.1 in Appendix II).

Let M be an n-dimensional complete non-compact manifold of nonnegative Ricci curvature. Varopoulos [38] proved that M is nonparabolic if and only if �_∞ 1 rdr H^n(B_r(p)) < ∞. Recall that a nonparabolic manifold admits positive Green functions on it. Li-Yau [31] proved that the minimal positive Green function G(x, p) on M satisfies

(1.4) c^{−1}_n

�_∞ d(x,p) rdr H^n(B_r(p)) ≤ G(x, p) ≤ c_n �_∞ d(x,p) rdr H^n(B_r(p)) , where c_n ≥ 1 is a constant depending only on n. If n ≥ 3 and M further has Euclidean volume growth, then Colding-Minicozzi [7] can give the sharp asymptotic estimate of Green functions at infinity (see also Li-Tam-Wang [30]).

A M-parabolic manifold may be not parabolic in general. However, we can show that a M-parabolic manifold is indeed parabolic provided its Ricci curvature is uniformly bounded below (see Corollary 8.3). Actually, we can prove this in a more general setting. More precisely, this property holds on manifolds satisfying the following (1.5)(1.6) for every r ∈ (0, 1] and every point x in the considered manifold (see Theorem 8.2). The proof relies the convexity of volume functional of graphs, and a suitable average of functions on the manifold.

Let Σ be an n-dimensional complete non-compact nonparabolic manifold. We further suppose that Σ satisfies volume doubling property (1.5) H^n(B2r(x)) ≤ CDH^n(Br(x)) and (1,1)-Poincaré inequality

(1.6) � B_r (x) |f − f̄_{x,r}| ≤ C_N r � B_r (x) |Df| for each x ∈ Σ and r > 0, whenever f is a function in the Sobolev space W^{1,1}(Σ) with f̄_{x,r} = �_{Br (x)} f, Here, C_D, C_N are positive constants.

Holopainen [24] proved the estimate (1.4) for Green functions on Σ up to the constant c_n repalced by a constant depending only on C_D and C_N . Moreover, he generalized the estimate (1.4) for Green functions to q-Green functions on Σ for each q > 1 (see [24] for more results on general manifolds). Combining his result (the q = 2 case) and Harnack’s estimate in [13], we can deduce the following estimate(see Theorem 9.5). Theorem 1.4. Given a compact set K ⊂ Σ and t > 0, let u be a BV function on Σ associated with cap_t(K). There is a constant Θ ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N such that for any R ≥ max{t, 2diam(K)}, p ∈ K and x ∈ ∂B_R(p) there holds

(1.7) cap_t(K) Θt �_∞ R rdr H^n(B_r(p)) ≤ u(x) ≤ Θcap_t(K) t �_∞ R rdr H^n(B_r(p)) . Notional convention. For a point x in a manifold Σ defined in the paper, we let d(x, ·) denote the distance function on Σ from x, and ρ_V = d(·, V ) = inf_{x∈V} d(·, x) for any subset V of Σ. Let B_r(x) denote the geodesic open ball in Σ with radius r > 0 and centered at x. For a subset K ⊂ Σ, let B_r(K) = {y ∈ Σ| d(y, K) < r} denote r-tubular neighborhood of K in Σ. Let B_r(x) denote the closure of B_r(x), and B_r(K) denote the closure of B_r(K). For any two subsets K_1, K_2 ⊂ Σ, d_H (K_1, K_2) denotes the Hausdorff distance defined by d_H (K_1, K_2) = inf{s > 0| K_1 ⊂ B_s(K_2), K_2 ⊂ B_s(K_1)}. For a sequence of subsets {K_i}_{i≥1} ⊂ Σ, K_i → K in the Hausdorff sense means lim_{i→∞} d_H (K_i, K) = 0.

For each integer k > 0, let ω_k denote the volume of k-dimensional unit Euclidean ball, and H^k denote the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure. When we write an integration on a subset of a Riemannian manifold w.r.t. some volume element, we always omit the volume element if it is associated with the Hausdorff measure of the subset with the standard metric of the given manifold. For a sequence {F_i}_{i≥1}, we always write F_i for short in the absence of ambiguity.

2. Capacities defined by the relative volume of graphs

In this section, we will study the basic properties of the capacity (1.1). Let Σ be an n-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold with Levi-Civita connection D. Let Ω be an open set on Σ, and K be a closed set in Σ with K ⊂ Ω and compact ∂K. For any t ≥ 0, as before we let L_t(K, Ω) denote the set containing every locally Lipschitz function ϕ on Σ with compact sptϕ \ K in Ω such that 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ t and ϕ | K = t. From √ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 ≤ 1 + 1 2 |Dϕ|^2, we have

(2.1) cap_t(K, Ω) ≤ 1 2 inf L_t(K,Ω) � Ω |Dϕ|^2 = t^2 2 inf L_1(K,Ω) � Ω |Dϕ|^2 = t^2 2 cap(K, Ω).

For 0 < t ≤ T , we have

cap_T (K, Ω) = inf_{Lt(K,Ω)} � Ω (√ 1 + T^2 t^2 |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) = inf_{Lt(K,Ω)} � Ω T^2 t^2 |Dϕ| 2 1 + √ 1 +^{T 2}_{t2} |Dϕ|^2 ≤ T^2 t^2 inf L_t(K,Ω) � Ω |Dϕ|^2 1 + √ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 = T^2 t^2 inf L_t(K,Ω) � Ω (√ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) .

Since the function √ s^2 + c^2 − s is monotonic non-increasing on s > 0, it follows that

cap_t(K, Ω) = inf_{LT (K,Ω)} � Ω (√ 1 + t^2 T^2 |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) ≤ t T inf L_T (K,Ω) � Ω (√ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) . The above two inequalities give

(2.2) T t cap_t(K, Ω) ≤ cap_T (K, Ω) ≤

T^2 t^2 cap_t(K, Ω) for all 0 < t ≤ T.

In particular, cap_t(K, Ω) is a continuous monotonic non-decreasing function on t ∈ [0, ∞).

By the definition of cap_t(·, ·), we have the following monotonicity:

(2.3) cap_t(K, Ω) ≤ cap_t ( K^′, Ω^′ ) for any closed set K^′ ⊃ K with compact ∂K^′ and any open Ω^′ with K^′ ⊂ Ω^′ ⊂ Ω. For each fixed t > 0, let us prove the semi-continuity of the capacity cap_t(·, ·) in the Hausdorff topology as follows.

Proposition 2.1. For any closed set K ⊂ Σ with compact ∂K, and any open set Ω ⊃ K in Σ, let K_i ⊂ Σ be a sequence of closed sets with ∂K_i → ∂K in the Hausdorff sense and Ω_i ⊂ Σ be a sequence of open sets with K_i ⊂ Ω_i → Ω in the Hausdorff sense. Then lim sup_{i→∞} cap_t (K_i, Ω_i) ≤ cap_t(K, Ω).

Proof. For any δ > 0, there is a locally Lipschitz function ϕ ∈ L_t(K, Ω) such that

(2.4) � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) ≤ cap_t(K, Ω) + δ.

Let R > 0 be a constant so that sptϕ \ K ⊂ B_R(p). Hence, there is a constant Λ ≥ 2 such that |Dϕ| ≤ Λ on B_1(K ∪ ∂Ω). Then we get { |ϕ| ≤ 2Λϵ on B_R(p) ∩ B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω) |t − ϕ| ≤ 2Λϵ on B_{2ϵ}(K) (2.5)

for any 0 < ϵ ≤^1_2 with B_{2ϵ}(K) ⊂ Ω.

We define a Lipschitz function η_ϵ on B_{2ϵ}(Ω) by letting η_ϵ = 1 on Ω \ B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω ∪ K), η_ϵ =^1_ϵ ρ_{∂Ω∪K} − 1 on B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω ∪ K) \ B_ϵ(∂Ω ∪ K), and η_ϵ = 0 on B_ϵ(∂Ω ∪ K). Then with (2.5) we have (2.6)�

B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω) (√ 1 + |D(ϕη_ϵ)|^2 − 1 ) ≤ � B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω) |D(ϕη_ϵ)|^2 2 ≤ � B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω) ( η^2_ϵ |Dϕ|^2 + ϕ^2|Dη_ϵ|^2 )

≤ � B_R(p)∩B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω)∩Ω ( Λ^2 + 4Λ^2 ) ≤ 5Λ^2H^n (B_R(p) ∩ B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω) ∩ Ω) and

(2.7) � B_{2ϵ}(K) (√ 1 + |D(t − (t − ϕ)η_ϵ)|^2 − 1 ) ≤ � B_{2ϵ}(K) ( η^2_ϵ |Dϕ|^2 + (t − ϕ)^2|Dη_ϵ|^2 )

≤ � B_{2ϵ}(K)\K ( Λ^2 + 4Λ^2 ) ≤ 5Λ^2H^n (B_{2ϵ}(K) \ K) .

Since the Hausdorff measure H^n is Borel-regular, it follows that

(2.8) lim_{s→0} H^n(Bs(F ) \ F ) = 0 for any compact set F ⊂ Σ, which implies

(2.9) lim_{ϵ→0} (H^n (BR(p) ∩ B2ϵ(∂Ω) ∩ Ω) + H^n (B2ϵ(K) \ K)) = 0.

Let ϕ_ϵ be a locally Lipschitz function on Σ so that ϕ_ϵ = ϕη_ϵ on B_{2ϵ}(∂Ω), ϕ_ϵ = t − (t − ϕ)η_ϵ on B_{2ϵ}(K), and ϕ_ϵ = ϕ on others. Then ϕ ∈ L_t(K, Ω) implies ϕ_ϵ ∈ L_t(K, Ω). With (2.4)(2.6)(2.7)(2.9), we get

(2.10) lim_{ϵ→0} � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Dϕ_ϵ|^2 − 1 ) ≤ � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − 1 ) ≤ cap_t(K, Ω) + δ.

If K_i ⊂ Σ is a sequence of closed sets with ∂K_i → ∂K in the Hausdorff sense and Ω_i ⊂ Σ is a sequence of open sets with K_i ⊂ Ω_i → Ω in the Hausdorff sense, then

(2.11) lim sup_{i→∞} capt(K^i, Ω^i) ≤ capt(K, Ω).

This completes the proof. □

As a corollary, we immediately have the following continuity in the sense of ϵ-tubular neighborhood as ϵ → 0.

Corollary 2.2. Let K, K_i, Ω_i, Ω are the subsets of Σ defined in Proposition 2.1. If Ω_i ⊂ Ω and K ⊂ K_i for each integer i, then lim_{i→∞} cap_t (K_i, Ω_i) = cap_t(K, Ω). In particular, lim_{ϵ→0} cap_t ( B_ϵ(K), Ω \ B_ϵ(∂Ω) ) = cap_t(K, Ω).

Remark 2.3. In Proposition 2.1, even if the limit lim_{i→∞} cap_t(K_i, Ω_i) exists, it still may be not equal to cap_t(K, Ω). For example, let I_0 = {(s, 0) ∈ R^2 | |s| ≤ 1/2} and B be the open disk (with radius 1) in R^2 centered at the origin. For each integer i ≥ 1, let I_i = {(^j_{2i} , 0) ∈ R^2 | |j| ≤ i, j ∈ Z}, then I_i → I_0 in the Hausdorff sense. Given t > 0, let ϕ_i be a Lipschitz function defined by ϕ_i(x) = t − i^2t inf_{y∈Ii} |x − y| on B_i−2 (I_i) and ϕ_i = 0 on B \ B_i−2 (I_i). Then � B\I_i (√ 1 + |Dϕ_i|^2 − 1 ) = � B_{i−2} (I_i) (√ 1 + i^4t^2 − 1 ) ≤ (2i + 1)πi^{−4}i^2t,

which implies lim_{i→∞} cap_t(I_i, B) = 0 < cap_t(I_0, B).

Let {Ω_i}_{i≥1} be a sequence of open sets in Σ satisfying Ω_i ⊂ Ω_{i+1} and d(p, ∂Ω_i) → ∞ for some fixed point p ∈ Σ, then from (2.3) we have

cap_t(K, Σ) = lim_{i→∞} cap_t(K, Ω_i).

For simplicity, we denote cap_t(K) = cap_t(K, Σ) as before.

From Proposition 2.1, we immediately have the following conclusion.

Corollary 2.4. For any compact set K ⊂ Σ, let K_i be a sequence of compact sets in Σ with K_i → K in the Hausdorff sense. Then lim sup_{i→∞} cap_t(K_i) ≤ cap_t(K).

Now let us prove by contradiction that (1) implies (2) in Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 2.5. If there are a constant t > 0 and a compact set K in Σ with H^n(K) > 0 so that cap_t(K) = 0, then cap_T (F ) = 0 for any compact set F ⊂ Σ and T > 0.

Proof. Suppose cap_t(K) = 0 for a constant t > 0 and a compact set K in Σ with H^n(K) > 0. Then there is a sequence of functions ϕ_i ∈ L_t(K, B_i(p)) such that

(2.12) lim_{i→∞} � B_i(p) (√ 1 + |Dϕ_i|^2 − 1 ) = 0.

For a compact set F with K ⊂ F ⊂ Σ, we fix the integer j so that F ⊂ B_{j/2}(p). For each integer i ≥ j, with Cauchy inequality we have (2.13) � B_i(p) (√ 1 + |Dϕ_i|^2 − 1 ) ≥ � {|Dϕ_i|≤1} (√ 1 + 2( √ 2 − 1)|Dϕ_i|^2 + ( √ 2 − 1)^2|Dϕ_i|^4 − 1 )

+ � {|Dϕ_i|≥1} (√ 1 + 2( √ 2 − 1)|Dϕ_i| + ( √ 2 − 1)^2|Dϕ_i|^2 − 1 )

= ( √ 2 − 1) � {|Dϕ_i|≤1} |Dϕ_i|^2 + ( √ 2 − 1) � {|Dϕ_i|≥1} |Dϕ_i|

≥ √ 2 − 1 H^n(B_{2j} (p)) (� {|Dϕ_i|≤1}∩B_{2j} (p) |Dϕ_i| )_2 + ( √ 2 − 1) � {|Dϕ_i|≥1} |Dϕ_i|. Combining (2.12)(2.13), we get

(2.14) lim_{i→∞} � B_{2j} (p) |Dϕ_i| = 0. With Neumann-Poincaré inequality on B_j (p), we have

(2.15) lim_{i→∞} � B_j (p) | | |ϕi − � B_j (p) ϕ_i | | | = 0. From ϕ_i ≡ t on K, we conclude that ϕ_i → t a.e. on B_j(p). Let η_i be a Lipschitz function defined on Σ so that η_i ≡ 1 on Σ \ B_j (p), η_i ≡ 0 on B_{j−1}(p), η_i = t + 1 − j on ∂B_s(p) for each s ∈ [j − 1, j). From (2.14) and ϕ_i → t a.e. on B_j (p), we have

(2.16) � B_j (p)\B_{j−1} (p) (√ 1 + |D((t − ϕ_i)η_i)|^2 − 1 ) ≤ � B_j (p)\B_{j−1} (p) |D((t − ϕ_i)η_i)| ≤ � B_j (p)\B_{j−1} (p) (t − ϕ_i) + � B_j (p)\B_{j−1} (p) |Dϕ_i| → 0 as i → ∞. Let ϕ^∗_i = t − (t − ϕ_i)η_i, then ϕ^∗_i ∈ L_t(F, B_i(p)). Combining (2.12)(2.16), it follows that (2.17) lim_{i→∞} � B_i(p) (√ 1 + |Dϕ^∗_i |^2 − 1 )

= lim_{i→∞} � B_i(p)\B_j (p) (√ 1 + |Dϕ_i|^2 − 1 ) + lim_{i→∞} � B_j (p)\B_{j−1} (p) (√ 1 + |Dϕ^∗_i |^2 − 1 ) = 0,

which implies cap_t(F ) = 0. Combining (2.2), we complete the proof. □

From (2.1), a complete parabolic manifold Σ is M-parabolic automatically. Now we provide an example, which is M-parabolic, but not parabolic.

Proposition 2.6. For each integer n ≥ 2, there is an n-dimensional complete noncompact rotationally symmetric manifold S such that cap(F ) > 0 and cap_t(F ) = 0 for each t > 0 and every compact set F ⊂ Σ.

Proof. Let n ≥ 2, and f be a smooth function on [0, ∞) satisfying f(0) = 0, f^′(0) = 1, f > 0 on (0, ∞), lim inf_{r→∞} f(r) = 0,

�_∞ 1 f(r)dr = ∞, �_∞ 1 f^{−n}(r)dr < ∞ and

�_∞ 1 f^{−n−1}(r)dr < ∞. For example, we may choose

f(r) = r(1 + r) ( sin^2 r + (1 + r^2)^{−4(n+1)}

) 1_{4n}

for all r ≥ 0.

Then clearly lim_{k→∞} f(kπ) = kπ(1 + kπ)(1 + k^2π^2)^{− n+1}n = 0,

(2.18)

�_∞ π f^{−n}(r)dr < �_∞ π r^{−2n}| sin r|^{− 12} dr ≤ ∑ k≥1 (kπ)^{−2n} �_{(k+1)π} kπ | sin r|^{− 12} dr < ∞ and similarly

(2.19)

�_∞ π f^{−n−1}(r)dr < �_∞ π r^{−2(n+1)}| sin r|^{− n+12n} dr < �_∞ π r^{−2(n+1)}| sin r|^{− 34} dr < ∞. Let S = (R^n , σ_S ) be an n-dimensional complete noncompact manifold with the metric σ_S = dr^2 + f^2(r)dθ^2 in the polar coordinate, where dθ^2 is a standard metric on the (n − 1)-dimensional unit sphere S^{n−1}. Let Δ_S be the Laplacian on S, then

Δ_S =

∂^2 ∂r^2 + nf^′ f ∂ ∂r + 1 f^2 Δ_Sn−1 in the polar coordinate, where Δ_Sn−1 is the Laplacian of S^{n−1}. For any r > 0, let B_r denote the geodesic ball in Σ with radius r and centered at the vertex (w.r.t. the polar coordinate). Given a constant r_0 ≥ 1, let ϕ(r, θ) = ϕ(r) be a nonnegative harmonic function on S \ B_{r0} with ϕ = 1 on B_{r0} and lim_{r→∞} ϕ(r) = 0. From

(2.20) 0 = Δ_Sϕ =

∂^2ϕ ∂r^2 + nf^′ f ∂ϕ ∂r on (r_0, ∞),

we get ∂ϕ ∂r = −cf^{−n}, ϕ(r) = 1 − c �_r

r_0 f^{−n}(s)ds for the constant c = (�_∞ r_0 f −n(r)dr )_{−1} > 0. Moreover,

cap(B_{r0} ) = � S\B_{r0} |Dϕ|^2 = nω_n �_∞

r_0 ( ∂ϕ ∂r )_2 f^{n−1}(r)dr = c^2nω_n �_∞

r_0 f^{−n−1}(r)dr < ∞. Combining (2.2), it remains to prove cap_1(K) = 0 for any compact set K ⊂ Σ.

By the definition of f, there is a sequence r_i → ∞ with f(r_i) → 0 as i → ∞. Then there is a sequence δ_i → 0 with 0 < δ_i < 1 such that f(r) ≤ 2f(r_i) for all r ∈ (r_i, r_i + δ_i]. Given a compact F in S, for each integer i with F ⊂ B_{ri} , we define a function u_i on B_{ri+δi} by letting u_i = 1 on B_{ri} and u_i(r, θ) = 1 −^{r−ri}_{δi} on B_{ri+δi} \ B_{ri} . Then we have

(2.21) cap_1(F, B_{ri+δi} ) ≤ � B_{ri+δi} \F (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 )

= nω_n �_{ri+δi} r_i (1 + δ^{−2}_i )^{1/2}f^{n−1}(r)dr ≤ nω_n(1 + δ^{−2}_i )^{1/2} �_{ri+δi} r_i (2f)^{n−1}(r_i)dr = nω_n2^{n−1}f^{n−1}(r_i)(1 + δ^2_i )^{1/2} ≤ nω_n2^nf^{n−1}(r_i), which implies (2.22) cap1(F ) = lim_{i→∞} cap1(F, Bri+δi ) = 0.

This completes the proof. □

3. Definitions from geometric measure theory

Let (Σ, σ) be an n-dimensional complete manifold with Levi-Civita connection D. The product manifold Σ × R admits a standard product metric σ + dt^2. Let ∇ denote the Levi-Civita connection of Σ × R w.r.t. σ + dt^2. Let E_{n+1} denote the constant unit vector in Σ × R perpendicular to Σ × {0}.

Let div denote the divergence of Σ × R. For an open set U ⊂ Σ × R and a function f ∈ L^1(U), we define the variation of f on U by (see [1] [19] for the Euclidean case)

(3.1) � U |∇f| = sup {� U f div(Y ) | | Y ∈ Γ_{1c} (T U), |Y | ≤ 1 on Σ × R } , where Γ^1_c (T U) denotes the space containing all C^1 tangent vector fields on U with compact supports in U. Let BV (U) denote the space of all functions in L^1(U) with bounded variation, and BV_{loc}(U) denote the space of all functions in L^1_{loc}(U) with bounded variation on compact subsets. For a Borel set B in Σ × R, let

Per(B, U) = � U |∇χ_B | denote the perimeter of B in U, where χ_B is the characteristic function on B. If B has locally finite perimeter, i.e., Per(B, U^′) < ∞ for every bounded open U^′ ⊂⊂ U, then B is called a Caccioppoli set. For each open subset Ω ⊂ Σ and functions in L^1(Ω), we may define perimeters and the space of BV functions similar to the ones on Σ × R.

Suppose that U is properly embedded in R^{n+m} for some integer m ≥ 1. For a set S in U and an integer 1 ≤ k ≤ n+1, S is said to be countably k-rectifiable if S ⊂ S_0 ∪ ⋃_∞ j=1 F_j (R^k ), where H^k(S_0) = 0, and F_j : R^k → R^{n+m} are Lipschitz mappings for all integers j ≥ 1. Let D^n(U) denote the set including all smooth n-forms on U with compact supports in U. Denote D_n(U) be the set of n-currents in U, which are continuous linear functionals on D^n(U). For each T ∈ D_n(U), one defines the mass of T by

M(T ) = sup |ω|_U ≤1,ω∈D^n(U) T (ω) with |ω|_U = sup_{x∈U} ⟨ω(x), ω(x)⟩^{1/2}. Let ∂T be the boundary of T defined by ∂T (ω^′) = T (dω^′) for any ω^′ ∈ D^{n−1}(U) (see [36] for instance). For the Borel set B in Σ × R, let T ⌞B denote a current in D_n(U) by (T ⌞B)(ω) = T (ωχ_B ) for each ω ∈ D^n(U). Denote T \ B = T ⌞((Σ × R) \ B). A current T ∈ D_n(U) is said to be an integer multiplicity current if it can be expressed as

T (ω) = � M θ⟨ω, ξ_T ⟩ for each ω ∈ D^n(U), where M is a countably n-rectifiable subset of U, θ is a locally H^n-integrable positive integer-valued function, and ξ_T is an orientation on M, i.e., ξ_T (x) is an n-vector representing the approximate tangent space T_xM for H^n-a.e. x.

For a countably n-rectifiable set S ⊂ U with orientation ξ, there is an n-current [|S|] associated with M, i.e., [|S|](ω) = � M ⟨ω, ξ⟩, ∀ω ∈ D^n(U).

Let ξ_Σ be an orientation on Σ so that the dual form of ξ_Σ is the standard volume element on Σ. By parallel transport, we can assume that ξ_Σ is defined on Σ × R. For an ndimensional Borel set V ⊂ Σ and s ∈ R, let [|V |] × {s} denote the current associated with V × {s}, i.e., (3.2) ([|V |] × {s})(ω) = � V ×{s} ⟨ω, ξ_Σ⟩, ∀ω ∈ D^n(Σ × R). Denote ∂([|V |] × {s}) = ∂[|V |] × {s}. For an (n + 1)-dimensional Borel set ~V ⊂ Σ × R, let [| ~V |] denote the current associated with ~V , i.e.,

(3.3) [| ~ V |] (~ω) = � ~V ⟨~ω, ξ_Σ ∧ E_{n+1}⟩, ∀~ω ∈ D^{n+1}(Σ × R).

For a subset A ⊂ U, an integer multiplicity current T ∈ D_n(U) is said to be minimizing in A if M(T ) ≤ M(T^′) whenever W ⊂⊂ U, ∂T^′ = ∂T in U, spt(T^′ − T ) is a compact subset of A ∩ W (see [36] for instance). A countably n-rectifiable set S (with a natural orientation ξ) is said to be an area-minimizing hypersurface (or area-minimizing) in U if the associated current [|S|] is minimizing in U.

4. BV solutions associated with the capacities

Let (Σ, σ) be an n-dimensional complete manifold with Levi-Civita connection D.

Lemma 4.1. Let Ω be an open set in Σ, and M be an area-minimizing hypersurface in Ω × (−R, R) for some constant 0 < R < ∞. If there is a bounded measurable function u on Ω such that M = ∂{(x, t) ∈ Ω × R| t < u(x)} ∩ (Ω × R), then u is smooth on Ω with locally bounded gradient.

Proof. In the Euclidean case, De Giorgi has proved u ∈ C^∞(Ω) in [10] (see also Theorem 14.13 in [19]). In our situation of the manifold Σ, the proof is essentially same, where the interior gradient estimate is derived with the help of the following formula (see [37] or (2.4) in [12] for instance)

(4.1) Δ_M ⟨E_{n+1}, n_M ⟩ = − ( |A_M |^2 + Ric(n_M , n_M ) ) ⟨E_{n+1}, n_M ⟩

on the regular part M_∗ of M. Here, Δ_M denotes the Laplacian on M_∗, A_M denotes the second fundamental form of M_∗, Ric denotes the Ricci curvature of Σ×R, and n_M denotes the unit normal vector field to M_∗. □

Let Ω be a bounded open set in Σ and K be a compact set in Ω such that ∂Ω and ∂K are Lipschitz-continuous. Let φ_t be a function on ∂Ω ∪ ∂K with φ_t = t on ∂K and φ = 0 on ∂Ω. For a function f of bounded variation on Ω \ K, let trf denote the trace of f on ∂Ω ∪ ∂K (see §2 in [19] for details) defined by

(4.2) trf(x) = lim_{ρ→0} � B_ρ(x)∩Ω\K f for H^{n−1}−almost all x ∈ ∂Ω ∪ ∂K.

From Proposition 14.3 and its proof in [19] (the case of manifolds is the same as the Euclidean case essentially),

cap_t(K, Ω) = inf {� Ω\K (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) | | f ∈ BV (Ω \ K), trf = φt on ∂Ω ∪ ∂K }

= inf {� Ω\K (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂Ω∪∂K |trf − φ_t| | | f ∈ BV (Ω \ K) } . From Theorem 14.5 in [19], the functional

(4.3) � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂Ω∪∂K |trf − φ_t| attains its minimum in BV (Ω \ K). Moreover, with Theorem 14.13 in [19] there exists a function u ∈ BV (Ω \ K) so that u is a smooth solution to (1.3) on Ω \ K and

(4.4) cap_t(K, Ω) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂Ω∪∂K |tru − φ_t|.

Noting that our boundary data φ_t are constants, which is simpler than the one in §14 in [19]. So we can consider a more general boundary condition. Using geometric measure theory, we have an analogous representation as (4.4) in the following with Lipschitz condition of ∂(Ω \ K) replaced by ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K). The condition ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K) is equivalent to that H^n(B_r(x) ∩ Ω \ K) < H^n(B_r(x)) for any x ∈ ∂(Ω \ K) and any r > 0. See Proposition 3.1 in [19] for more discussions on Borel sets satisfying the above inequality.

Theorem 4.2. Let Ω be a bounded open set in Σ, and K be a compact set in Ω with ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K). For any t > 0, there is a function u of bounded variation on Σ with 0 ≤ u ≤ t such that u is a smooth solution to (1.3) on Ω \ K, u = t on K \ ∂K, u = 0 on Σ \ Ω, the boundary of the subgraph U = {(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < u(x)} is countably n-rectifiable set in Σ × R, and

(4.5) cap_t(K, Ω) =H^n ( (Ω × R) ∩ ∂U ) − H^n(Ω) = H^n(M) − H^n(Ω \ K) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u) + � ∂Ω u. Here, M = ∂U ∩ ( Ω \ K × R ) . Moreover, ∂_+Ω = {x ∈ ∂Ω| u(x) > 0}, ∂_−K = {x ∈ ∂K| u(x) < t} are both countably (n − 1)-rectifiable, u is lower semi-continuous on a small neighborhood of ∂K, and upper semi-continuous on a small neighborhood of ∂Ω.

Remark 4.3. The function u here is said to be a (BV) solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω) as in the introduction. The condition ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K) is necessary in view of Remark 2.3.

Proof. The proof is in the same spirit of the proof of (4.4) in §14 of [19]. For any fixed t > 0, there is a sequence of Lipschitz functions u_i on Σ with supports in Ω such that 0 ≤ u_i ≤ t, u_i | K = t and

(4.6) cap_t(K, Ω) = lim_{i→∞} � Ω (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) .

Let U_i denote the subgraph of u_i defined by U_i = {(x, τ) ∈ Σ × R| τ < u_i(x)}. Let V be a bounded open set in Σ containing Ω. Then

(4.7) � V ×R | |∇χ_U i | | = � V √ 1 + |Du_i|^2,

which means that χ_{Vi} has uniform bounded variation on V from (4.6). From compactness theorem for functions of bounded variation (see Theorem 2.6 in [36] for instance), there is a function ϕ in BV (V × R) such that

(4.8) lim_{i→∞} � V ×R |ϕ − χ_{Ui} | = 0, and (4.9) � V ×R | |∇ϕ | | ≤ lim inf_{i→∞} � V ×R | |∇χ_{Ui} | | by semicontinuity up to the subsequence. Combining (4.6)(4.7) we have

(4.10) � V ×R | |∇ϕ | | ≤ lim inf i→∞ � V √ 1 + |Du_i|^2 = H^n(V \ Ω) + lim inf_{i→∞} � Ω √ 1 + |Du_i|^2

=H^n(V \ Ω) + H^n(Ω) + cap_t(K, Ω) = H^n(V ) + cap_t(K, Ω).

Since χ_{Ui} → ϕ a.e. in V × R, we may assume that ϕ is a characteristic function on an open set U^∗ ⊂ Σ × R. Set U = U^∗ ∪ (∂U^∗ ∩ (∂Ω × R)). Moreover, there is a function u : Σ → [0, t] with u | |_{K\∂K} = t and u = 0 outside Ω such that (4.11) U = {(x, τ) ∈ Σ × R| τ < u(x)}. Let x_i be a sequence of points in Ω \ K and x_i → x_0 ∈ ∂K ∪ ∂Ω. Since any limit of (x_i, u(x_i)) belongs to ∂U and (x_0, u(x_0)) ∈ ∂U, we get u(x_i) → u(x_0). It follows that lim sup_{x→x0} u(x) ≥ u(x_0) for any x_0 ∈ ∂K, and lim inf_{x→y0} u(x) ≤ u(y_0) for any y_0 ∈ ∂Ω. In other words, u is lower semi-continuous on a small neighborhood of ∂K, and upper semi-continuous on a small neighborhood of ∂Ω.

From (4.8)(4.10), we can assume ϕ = χ_U , and

(4.12) Per(U, V × R) = � V ×R | ∇ϕ | ≤ H^n(V ) + cap_t(K, Ω).

Hence, U has locally finite perimeter in Σ × R, namely, U is a Caccioppoli set in Σ × R. Then u has bounded variation on any compact set of Σ. From the countably n-rectifiable ∂U, both ∂U ∩ (∂Ω × R) ={(x, τ)| x ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ τ ≤ u(x)}, and ∂U ∩ (∂K × R) ={(x, τ)| x ∈ ∂K, u(x) ≤ τ ≤ t} are countably n-rectifiable. In particular, we have (see Proposition 3.1 in [19])

(4.13) 0 < H^n(U ∩ Bρ(x)) < H^n(Bρ(x)) for any x ∈ ∂U, ρ > 0.

Suppose H^n(∂U ∩ (∂Ω × R)) > 0. By the definition of U, {(x, τ_2)| x ∈ ∂Ω} ∩ ∂U ⊂ {(x, τ_1)| x ∈ ∂Ω} ∩ ∂U for any 0 < τ_1 < τ_2. By the slicing theorem [36], {(x, τ)| x ∈ ∂Ω} ∩ ∂U is countably (n − 1)-rectifiable for almost all τ > 0. This infers that {x ∈ ∂Ω| u(x) > 0} is countably (n − 1)-rectifiable. Similarly, {x ∈ ∂K| u(x) < t} is countably

(n − 1)-rectifiable. Set ∂Ω_s = {x ∈ ∂Ω| u(x) > s}, ∂K_s = {x ∈ ∂K| u(x) < s}, ∂_+Ω = lim_{s→0+} ∂Ω_s = {x ∈ ∂Ω| u(x) > 0} and ∂_−K = lim_{s→t−} ∂K_s = {x ∈ ∂K| u(x) < t}. Since lim_{t→0} H^n ({(x, τ)| x ∈ ∂Ω, 0 < τ < t} ∩ ∂U) = 0, from Levi’s theorem (for monotonic functions) we have

(4.14)

H^n (∂U ∩ (∂Ω × R)) + H^n (∂U ∩ (∂K × R)) = lim_{s→0+} H^n (∂U ∩ (∂Ω × [s, ∞))) + lim_{s→t−} H^n (∂U ∩ (∂K × (−∞, s])) = lim_{s→0+} � ∂Ω_s (u − s) + lim_{s→t−} � ∂K_s (s − u) = lim_{s→0+} � ∂_+Ω (u − s)χ_{∂Ωs} + lim_{s→t−} � ∂_−K (s − u)χ_{∂Ks} = � ∂_+Ω u + � ∂_−K (t − u). By the choice of u_i, for any open set Ω_∗ ⊂⊂ Ω \ K we have

(4.15) Per(U, Ω∗ × R) = � Ω_∗×R | |∇ϕ | | ≤ � Ω_∗ √ 1 + |Dw|^2, whenever w is a Lipschitz function on Ω with w = u on Ω \ Ω_∗. With Theorem 14.8 in [19] and (4.13)(4.15), we conclude that ∂U is an area-minimizing hypersurface in Ω_∗ ×R. From Lemma 4.1, u is a smooth solution to (1.3) on Ω_∗. Thus, u is a smooth solution to (1.3) on Ω \ K. Denote M = ∂U ∩ ( Ω \ K × R ) . Combining with (4.12)(4.14), we have

(4.16) cap_t(K, Ω) ≥ H^n ( (Ω × R) ∩ ∂U ) − H^n(Ω) = H^n(M) − H^n(Ω \ K) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + H^n(∂U ∩ (∂K × R)) + H^n(∂U ∩ (∂Ω × R)) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂_−K (t − u) + � ∂_+Ω u. Clearly, u can be approached by Lipschitz functions on Σ taking values in [0, t] with supports in Ω and equal to t on K. This completes the proof by combining with (4.6). □

Remark 4.4. For the case of mean convex Ω \ K, the Dirichlet problem for minimal hypersurface equation on Ω \ K is solvable for classic solutions from [26] [37]. In general, it may not have a classic solution u with the prescribed boundary data u = t on ∂K and u = 0 on ∂Ω (see Proposition 11.2 in Appendix II for instance).

From the strictly convex volume functional of graphs, solutions associated with cap_t(K, Ω) are unique in the following sense (refer Lemma 12.5 and Proposition 14.2 both in [19]).

Proposition 4.5. Let K, Ω be defined as in Theorem 4.2. The solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω) is unique up to a constant. Moreover, if there are two different solutions u_1, u_2 associated with cap_t(K, Ω), then H^{n−1}(∂K) = H^{n−1}(∂Ω) < ∞.

Proof. Suppose that there are two solutions u_1, u_2 on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω). We consider a function u_∗ =^1_2 (u_1 + u_2). By the strictly convexity of √ 1 + s^2, it follows that

(4.17) √ 1 + |Du_∗|^2 ≤ 1 2 2∑ i=1 √ 1 + |Du_i|^2 on Ω \ K, where the ’equality’ attains only if |D(u_1 − u_2)| = 0. From (4.5), we have

(4.18)

� Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du_∗|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u_∗) + � ∂Ω u_∗

≤ 1 2 2∑ i=1 � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u_i) + � ∂Ω u_i = cap_t(K, Ω).

Since

(4.19) cap_t(K, Ω) ≤ � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du_∗|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u_∗) + � ∂Ω u_∗, we get |D(u_1 − u_2)| ≡ 0 on Ω \ K, and then there is a constant c so that u_1 = u_2 + c. If c ≠ 0, then from (4.5) we conclude that H^{n−1}(∂K) = H^{n−1}(∂Ω) < ∞. □

F.H. Lin proved the C^{1,α}-regularity for minimizing currents in a closed set of C^{1,α}- boundary in Euclidean space in his thesis [32]. In particular, the following boundary regularity holds (the case of manifolds is essentially the same as the Euclidean case).

Lemma 4.6. Let t > 0 be a constant, Ω be a bounded open set in Σ with ∂Ω ∈ C^{1,α}, and K be a compact set in Ω with ∂K ∈ C^{1,α} for some α ∈ (0, 1). If an integer multiplicity current T is minimizing in Ω \ K × R with boundary ∂[|Ω|] × {0} − ∂[|K|] × {t}. Then sptT is C^{1,α} in a small neighborhood of sptT ∩ ((∂Ω ∪ ∂K) × R).

In [32](p. 75), F.H. Lin also proved the uniqueness (on integral currents) for Dirichlet problem on bounded Lipschitz domains of Euclidean space. By the peculiarities of boundary data, the uniqueness (up to constants) holds without Lipschitz boundary condition as follows.

Theorem 4.7. Let Ω be a bounded open set in Σ, and K be a compact set in Ω. Suppose that ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K). If an integer multiplicity current T is minimizing in Ω \ K × R with T = [|K|] × {t} + [|Σ \ Ω|] × {0} in ( Σ \ Ω \ K ) × R for some t > 0. Then sptT is the boundary of the subgraph of a solution u associated with cap_t(K, Ω), i.e., T = ∂[|{(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < u(x)}|]. Proof. We provide a proof here using Stokes’ formula for completeness. From the maximum principle, sptT ⊂ Σ × [0, t]. There are a sequence of open sets Ω_i ⊂⊂ Ω, and a sequence compact set K_i ⊂ Ω_i with K ⊂ K_i \ ∂K_i such that ∂Ω_i, ∂K_i ∈ C^∞, and Ω_i → Ω, K_i → K both in the Hausdorff sense as i → ∞. In particular,

(4.20) lim sup_{i→∞} H^n(Ω \ Ω^i) + lim sup_{i→∞} H^n(K^i \ K) = 0.

From Corollary 2.2, we have

(4.21) lim_{i→∞} capt (Ki, Ωi) = capt(K, Ω).

Let T_∗ = T ⌞ ( Ω \ K × R ) and T_i = T ⌞((Ω_i \ K_i) × R) for each i. From Federer-Fleming compactness theorem, there is a minimizing current Γ_i in ∂(Ω_i \ K_i) × [0, t] with boundary T ⌞(∂(Ω_i \ K_i) × R) − ∂[|Ω_i|] × {0} + ∂[|K_i|] × {t}. Since ∂T_i = T ⌞(∂(Ω_i \ K_i) × R), it follows that

(4.22)

∂(Γ_i + T_∗ \ T_i) = ∂Γ_i + ∂T_∗ − ∂T_i = − ∂[|Ω_i|] × {0} + ∂[|K_i|] × {t} + ∂[|Ω|] × {0} − ∂[|K|] × {t} =∂[|Ω \ Ω_i|] × {0} + ∂[|K_i \ K|] × {t}.

Noting sptT ∩ ((∂K ∪ ∂Ω) × R) is countably n-rectifiable. With (4.20) and the minimizing property of Γ_i, we have (4.23) lim sup_{i→∞} (M(Γ^i) − M(T^∗ \ T^i)) ≤ lim sup_{i→∞} H^n(Ω \ Ω^i) + lim sup_{i→∞} H^n(K^i \ K) = 0.

Let u_i be a solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K_i, Ω_i), and M_i be the boundary of the subgraph of u_i over Ω_i \ K_i, i.e., M_i = ∂U_i ∩ ( Ω_i \ K_i × R ) . Then ∂M_i = spt(∂(T_i + Γ_i)). Let n_{Mi} = 1 √ 1 + |Du_i|^2

(−Du_i + E_{n+1})

denote the unit normal vector field to M_i. From Lemma 4.6, the vector field n_{Mi} can be extended to M_i ∩ ∂ ( Ω_i \ K_i × R ) without confusion. Let X_i denote the vector field on (Ω_i \ K_i) × R by translating n_{Mi} along E_{n+1}. From (1.3), we have (4.24) div(X_i) = 0 on (Ω_i \ K_i) × R, where div denotes the divergence of Σ × R as before. Since sptT is embedded (outside its singular set), let U_i denote the open set enclosed by sptT_i and graph_{ui} (over Ω_i \ K_i). Since ∂M_i = spt(∂(T_i + Γ_i)), from Stokes’ formula for X_i in U_i, with (4.24) we get

(4.25) H^n(M_i) ≤ � U_i div(X_i) + | | | � spt(T_i+Γ_i) ⟨n_{Mi} , X_i⟩ | | | ≤ M(Ti) + M(Γi). From (4.23), for any given ϵ > 0 there is a constant i_ϵ > 0 so that M(Γ_i) ≤ M(T_∗ \ T_i) + ϵ for all i ≥ i_ϵ. Combining (4.25) and the definition of M_i, one gets

(4.26) cap_t(K_i, Ω_i) + H^n(Ω_i \ K_i) =H^n(M_i) ≤ M(T_i) + M(Γ_i) ≤M(T_i) + M(T_∗ \ T_i) + ϵ = M(T_∗) + ϵ.

Letting i → ∞ in the above inequality, with (4.20)(4.21) we get (4.27) capt(K, Ω) + H^n(Ω \ K) = lim_{i→∞} (capt(Ki, Ωi) + H^n(Ωi \ Ki)) ≤ M(T∗) + ϵ.

Since T is minimizing in Ω \ K × R and ϵ > 0 is arbitrary, we get cap_t(K, Ω) + H^n(Ω \ K) = M(T_∗), which infers that sptT ∩ ((Ω \ K) × R) is a graph from (4.25). We complete the proof. □ Remark 4.8. Since sptT ∩ (∂(Ω \ K) × R) in Theorem 4.7 may be not a graph over ∂(Ω \ K), we can not deduce directly that sptT is a graph by Schoen’s theorem (see [35] or Theorem 1.29 in [8]).

By proposition 4.5 and the maximum principle, we have the following comparison. Proposition 4.9. Let K, Ω, t, u be defined as in Theorem 4.2. Let Ω^′ ⊃ Ω be a bounded open set in Σ, and K^′ ⊃ K be a compact set in Ω with ∂ Ω^′ \ K^′ = ∂(Ω^′ \ K^′). For 0 < t^′ ≤ t, there is a BV solution u^′ on Σ associated with cap_t′ (K^′, Ω^′) such that (4.28) u ≤ u^′ + t − t^′ on Σ.

Proof. We only need to prove u ≤ u^′ + t − t^′ on Ω \ K^′. Let M^′ be the boundary of the subgraph of the solution u^′ +t−t^′ in Ω \ K^′ ×R, which is an area-minimizing hypersurface in Ω \ K^′ × R by Theorem 4.7. Let U_+ and U_− denote two components in Ω \ K^′ × R divided by M^′, where Ω \ K^′ × [t, ∞) ⊂ U_+.

Suppose M ∩ U_+ ≠ ∅. Let W_+ be an open set enclosed by M and M^′ in U_+. Let T be an n-current defined by T = [|M^′|] + ∂[|W_+|]. Then T has multiplicity one with ∂T = ∂[|M^′|]. From the minimizing M and M^′ in Ω \ K^′ × R, we get M(T ) = H^n(M^′), and then conclude that T is also minimizing in Ω \ K^′ × R. Let w be the graphic function of sptT , then w satisfies the minimal hypersurface equation (1.3). Let z = (x, s) be a point in ∂(M ∩ U_+) with x ∈ Ω \ K^′ and s ∈ R. Since both |Du| and |Du^′| are finite at x, there are two non-empty open sets B_+ and B_− in a ball B ⊂ Ω \ K^′ with x ∈ B so that w = u on B_+ and w = u^′ on B_−. This contradicts to the uniqueness of solutions to (1.3). Hence, we get M ∩ U_+ = ∅. This completes the proof. □

5. Half-space properties for minimal hypersurfaces in Σ × R

Lemma 5.1. Let Σ be a M-parabolic Riemannian manifold. Let K be a compact set in Σ and Ω_i ⊃ K be a sequence of open sets with ∂ Ω_i \ K = ∂(Ω_i \ K) and d(p, ∂Ω_i) → ∞ for some p ∈ Σ. If u_i is a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω_i) for some t > 0 and every integer i ≥ 1, then u_i → t locally on Σ in the C^0-sense.

Proof. From the definition of cap_t(K) and the M-parabolicity of Σ, we have

(5.1) lim_{i→∞} capt(K, Ωi) = 0.

Let U_i denote the subgraph of the BV solutions u_i defined by U_i = {(x, t) ∈ Σ × R| t ≤ u_i(x)}, and χ_{Ui} be the characteristic function on U_i. For any bounded open set V ⊂ Σ with K ⊂ V , we have

(5.2) � V ×R | |∇χ_{Ui} | | = H^n(K) + � ∂K (t − u_i) + � V \K √ 1 + |Du_i|^2

≤H^n(K) + H^n(V \ K) + cap_t(K, Ω_i) = H^n(V ) + cap_t(K, Ω_i) for each i with V ⊂ Ω_i. From compactness theorem for functions of bounded variation (see Theorem 2.6 in [36] for instance), there is a function ϕ in BV_{loc}(Σ × R) such that

(5.3) lim_{i→∞} � V ×R |ϕ − χ_{Ui} | = 0 up to a choice of the subsequence, and

(5.4) � V ×R | |∇ϕ | | ≤ lim inf_{i→∞} � V ×R | |∇χ_{Ui} | | ≤ H^n(V ), where we have used (5.1)(5.2) in (5.4). From (5.3), χ_{Ui} → ϕ for H^{n+1}-almost all the points. So we can assume that ϕ is a characteristic function χ_U for some open set U ⊂ Σ × R. From (5.4), it follows that

(5.5) Per(U, V × R) = � V ×R | ∇χ_U | ≤ H^n(V ). With (5.5) and ∂U ∩ ((K \ ∂K) × R) = {(x, t)| x ∈ K \ ∂K}, we conclude that (5.6) ∂U = Σ × {t}. Since u_i satisfies (1.3) on Σ \ K, u_i converges smoothly to the constant t on any compact set in Σ \ K. For a bounded open set Ω ⊃⊃ K, we assume t_∗ := lim inf_{i→∞} inf_Ω u_i < t.

Then there is a sequence of points x_i ∈ Ω \ K with lim_{i→∞} u_i(x_i) = t_∗, whose limit belongs to ∂K. We define a function u^∗_i on Σ by

(5.7) u^∗_i = { u_i if u_i > (t + t_∗)/2 (t + t_∗)/2 if u_i ≤ (t + t_∗)/2 . Hence, for each large i there is an nonempty open set Ω^′_i ⊂ Ω so that u^∗_i = (t + t_∗)/2 > u_i on Ω^′_i and u^∗_i = u_i on Ω \ Ω^′_i. Combining with (4.5), we get

(5.8) � Ω_i\K (√ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u^∗_i ) + � ∂Ω_i u^∗_i < � Ω_i\K (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u_i) + � ∂Ω_i u_i = cap_t(K, Ω_i)

for the large i. It’s a contradiction. This completes the proof. □

As an application, we prove a half-space theorem for minimal hypersurfaces in Σ × R.

Theorem 5.2. Let Σ be a M-parabolic Riemannian manifold. Then any minimal hypersurface properly immersed in Σ × R^+ , must be a slice Σ × {c} for some constant c ∈ R.

Proof. Let S be a minimal hypersurface properly immersed in Σ × R^+ . Let us prove Theorem 5.2 by contradiction. Assume S is not a slice. By translating S vertically, we can assume that S ⊂ Σ × R^+ and there is a constant δ > 0 such that S ∩ (Σ × {δ^′}) ≠ ∅ for any δ^′ ∈ (0, δ). Hence, there are a point p ∈ Σ, a compact set K ⊂ B_1(p) with smooth boundary, and a positive constant τ ∈ (0, δ) such that S ∩ (K × [0, τ]) = ∅. For each integer i ≥ 1, let Ω_i be a sequence of open sets in B_{i+1}(p) with smooth boundary and B_i(p) ⊂ Ω_i. Let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_τ (K, Ω_i) for each i. Let M_i denote the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in Ω_i \ K × R, i.e., M_i = ∂{(x, s)| x ∈ Σ, s < u_i(x)} ∩ ( Ω_i \ K × R ) . From Lemma 4.6, M_i is smooth to the boundary. Let H_{Mi} denote the mean curvature of M_i \ ∂M_i w.r.t. the unit normal vector n_i with ⟨n_i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ 0. Given i, let Y = −fn_i be a vector field with a C^1-function f ≥ 0 on M_i \ (B_i(p) × R) and suppf ⊂ M_i \ ((B_i(p) × R) ∪ ∂M_i ). Let Φ_t denote a one-parameter family of mappings satisfying by^d_{dt} Φ_t = Y ∘ Φ_t and Φ_0 = identity. Then Φ_t(M_i) ⊂ Ω_i \ K × R for all small t > 0, and

(5.9) d dt | |_{t=0}H^n(Φt(Mi)) = − � M_i ⟨Y, H_{Mi} n_i⟩ = � M_i fH_{Mi} . From Theorem 4.7, [|M_i|] is a minimizing current in Ω_i \ K × R. Hence, (5.9) implies H_{Mi} ≥ 0 on M_i \ ((B_i(p) × R) ∪ ∂M_i) by choosing a suitable f satisfying the above condition.

We claim S ∩ M_i = ∅ for each i ≥ 1.

Let us prove the claim by contradiction. Assume S ∩ M_i ≠ ∅ for some i. Let M_{i,t} = {(x, s + t)| (x, s) ∈ M_i} for every t ∈ R. Then there are a constant t^′ ≤ 0 and a point z ∈ S ∩ M_{i,t}′ so that S ∩ M_{i,t} = ∅ for all t < t^′. In other words, M_{i,t}′ is on the one side of S in a small neighborhood of z. Noting M_{i,t}′ \ (∂(Ω_i \ K) × R) is minimal. From S ∩ (K × [0, τ]) = ∅ and the maximum principle of minimal hypersurfaces (see (7.23) in [8] for instance), we conclude z = (x, t_x) for some x ∈ ∂Ω_i and t_x > 0. But, this is also impossibe by the maximum principle and H_{Mi} ≥ 0 in a small neighborhood of z. Hence, we get the claim.

From Lemma 5.1, M_i converges to Σ × {τ} as i → ∞. From the maximum principle again, S ∩(Σ×{τ}) = ∅. However, this contradicts to that τ ∈ (0, δ) and S ∩(Σ×{δ^′}) ≠ ∅ for any δ^′ ∈ (0, δ). We complete the proof. □

With the help of the maximum principle (see [39] for instance), Theorem 5.2 still holds clearly provided the minimal hypersurface there allows singularities of Hausdorff dimension < n − 1. By following the proof of Theorem 5.2 step by step, we have a slice theorem as follows.

Corollary 5.3. Let Σ be a M-parabolic Riemannian manifold. Any smooth mean concave domain in Σ × [0, ∞) must be Σ × (c_1, c_2) for constants 0 ≤ c_1 < c_2 ≤ ∞.

Theorem 7.4 implies that the M-nonparabolic condition is sharp in Corollary 5.3.

6. Boundary behavior of solutions associated with capacities

Let Ω be a bounded open set in Σ, and K be a compact set in Ω. Suppose ∂ Ω \ K = ∂(Ω \ K). Let u be a BV solution associated with cap_t(K, Ω), and M be the boundary of the subgraph of u in Ω \ K × R, i.e., M = ∂{(x, τ) ∈ Σ × R| τ < u(x)} ∩ ( Ω \ K × R ) . Let ∇ denote the Levi-Civita connection on the regular part of M and ∇ denote the Levi-Civita connection of Σ × R w.r.t. its standard product metric as before. Let E_{n+1} denote the constant unit vector in Σ × R perpendicular to Σ × {0}. Let h denote the height function on Σ × R, i.e., (6.1) h(x, t) = t for each (x, t) ∈ Σ × R.

Then E_{n+1} = ∇h.

In general, the gradient Du in Theorem 4.2 may not exist everywhere on the boundary. Instead, we have the following existence on the boundary in the measure sense.

Lemma 6.1. There is a Borel measure μ_{∂M} on ∂M so that μ_{∂M} ≥ 0 on ∂K ×{t}, μ_{∂M} ≤ 0 on ∂Ω × {0}, and

(6.2) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ = � ϕdμ_{∂M} for every ϕ ∈ C^1(Σ × R).

Proof. There are a sequence of open sets Ω_i ⊂ Ω and a sequence of compact sets K_i ⊃ K with ∂Ω_i, ∂K_i ∈ C^∞ such that Ω_i → Ω and K_i → K both in the Hausdorff sense. From Corollary 2.2, we get

(6.3) capt(K, Ω) = lim_{i→∞} capt (Ki, Ωi) .

Let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K_i, Ω_i), and M_i be the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in Ω_i \ K_i × R. From Theorem 4.7, each M_i is an area-minimizing hypersurface in Ω_i \ K_i × R, and M is area-minimizing in Ω \ K × R. Let Ω^′ be an open set in Σ with ∂Ω ∈ C^∞ and Ω ⊂⊂ Ω^′. Denote M^′ be the subgraph of u in Ω^′ × R and M^′_i be the subgraph of u_i in Ω_i × R for each i. From Proposition 4.5, we can assume M^′_i converges to M^′ in the Hausdorff sense without loss of generality. By Federer-Fleming compactness theorem [16], we conclude that the currents [|M^′_i |] converge as i → ∞ to [|M^′|], which implies

(6.4) H^n (M ∩ U) ≤ lim_{i→∞} H^n (Mi ∩ U)

for any bounded open set U ⊂⊂ Σ × R. From (4.20) and (6.3), we have

(6.5) lim_{i→∞} H^n(M_i) = lim_{i→∞} (cap_t (K_i, Ω_i) + H^n(Ω_i \ K_i))

=cap_t (K, Ω) + H^n(Ω \ K) = H^n(M).

Combining (6.4)(6.5), we obtain

(6.6) H^n (M ∩ U) = lim_{i→∞} H^n (Mi ∩ U)

for any bounded open set U ⊂⊂ Σ × R with H^n (M ∩ ∂U) = 0.

For each i, let ∇^{Mi} denote the Levi-Civita connection of M_i w.r.t. its induced metric. We define a sequence of linear operators L_i by

(6.7) Liϕ = � M_i ⟨ ∇^{Mi} ϕ, ∇^{Mi} h ⟩ for any ϕ ∈ Lip(Σ × R).

Here, Lip(Σ × R) denotes the space containing all Lipschitz functions on Σ × R. From Lemma 4.6, M_i is C^{1,α} in a small neighborhood of ∂M_i. Let ν^i ∈ Γ(T M_i) denote the co-normal vector to ∂M_i with ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ 0. Let Δ_{Mi} be the Laplacian on M_i. It’s clear that Δ_{Mi} h = 0. By Stokes’ formula, we have

(6.8) Liϕ = � M_i div_{Mi} (ϕ∇^{Mi} h) − � M_i ϕΔ_{Mi} h = � ∂M_i ϕ⟨ν^i, ∇^{Mi} h⟩ = � ∂M_i ϕ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩. Taking the limit, with the definition of L_iϕ and (6.6) we get

(6.9) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ = lim_{i→∞} � ∂M_i ϕ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩. Let η_i be a Lipschitz function defined by letting η_i = 1−^{2ρ∂Ki}_{d(∂Ki,∂Ωi)} for ρ_{∂Ki} ≤^1_2 d(∂K_i, ∂Ω_i),

and η_i = −1+^{2ρ∂Ωi}_{d(∂Ki,∂Ωi)} for ρ_{∂Ωi} ≤^1_2 d(∂K_i, ∂Ω_i). Here, d(∂K_i, ∂Ω_i) = inf_{x∈∂Ki,y∈∂Ωi} d(x, y). Noting that ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ 0 on ∂K_i ×{t} and ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≤ 0 on ∂Ω_i ×{0}. Then combining with (6.5)(6.8)(6.9), we obtain

(6.10)

| | � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ | | = lim inf i→∞ | | � ∂M_i ϕ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ | | ≤ sup ∂M |ϕ| lim inf i→∞ | | � ∂M_i η_i⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ | | = sup_{∂M} |ϕ| lim inf_{i→∞} | | | � M_i ⟨ ∇^{Mi} η_i, ∇^{Mi} h ⟩ | | | ≤ sup_{∂M} |ϕ| lim inf_{i→∞}

2H^n(M_i) d(∂K_i, ∂Ω_i) = sup_{∂M} |ϕ| 2H^n(M) d(∂K, ∂Ω) . Set Γ_+ = ∂K ×{t} and Γ_− = ∂Ω×{0} for convenience. Let K denote a space containing every function f ∈ C^0(Σ × R) with ±f ≥ 0 on Γ_±. We define a functional L on K by

(6.11) Lf = sup {� M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ | | | ϕ ∈ Lip(Σ × R), 0 ≤ ±ϕ ≤ ±f on Γ^± }

for each f ∈ K. From (6.10), L is bounded. Let f_1, f_2 ∈ K with f_1 ≡ f_2 ≡ 0 on Γ_−. By the definition, we get

(6.12) Lf1 + Lf2 ≤ L(f1 + f2).

For any ϵ > 0, there is a function ϕ_ϵ ∈ Lip(Σ × R) with 0 ≤ ϕ_ϵ ≤ f_1 + f_2 on Γ_+ and ϕ_ϵ = 0 on Γ_− such that L(f_1 + f_2) ≤ ϵ + � M ⟨∇ϕ_ϵ, ∇h⟩. By mollifiers, we could further assume ϕ_ϵ + ϵ^′ ≤ f_1 + f_2 on Γ_+ without loss of generality for some positive ϵ^′ < ϵ. Let ϕ_{ϵ,i} ∈ Lip(Σ × R) with f_i − ϵ^′/2 ≤ ϕ_{ϵ,i} ≤ f_i on Γ_+ and ϕ_{ϵ,i} = 0 on Γ_− for i = 1, 2. Then ϕ_{ϵ,1} + ϕ_{ϵ,2} ≥ f_1 + f_2 − ϵ^′ ≥ ϕ_ϵ on Γ_+. From (6.8), we have

(6.13) � M ⟨∇ϕ_ϵ, ∇h⟩ = lim_{i→∞} � ∂M_i ϕ_ϵ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≤ lim_{i→∞} � ∂M_i (ϕ_{ϵ,1} + ϕ_{ϵ,2})⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ = � M ⟨∇(ϕ_{ϵ,1} + ϕ_{ϵ,2}), E_{n+1}⟩ ≤ Lf_1 + Lf_2.

Combining (6.12), we get (6.14) L(f1 + f2) = Lf1 + Lf2.

Clearly, (6.14) holds for f_1, f_2 ∈ K. It’s not hard to see that L(cf) = cLf ≥ 0 for any constant c ≥ 0 and f ∈ K. Hence, from Riesz representation theorem for non-negative functionals (see Theorem 4.1 in [36] for instance), there is a Borel measure μ_{∂M} on ∂M so that μ_{∂M} ≥ 0 on ∂K × {t}, μ_{∂M} ≤ 0 on ∂Ω × {0}, and

(6.15) Lf = � fdμ_{∂M} for each f ∈ K. In particular, (6.2) holds by decomposition of the C^1-function ϕ into the difference of two C^1-functions ϕ_1, ϕ_2 ∈ K. □

We call μ_{∂M} the co-normal measure to ∂M. It’s clear that μ_{∂M} is independent of the choice of the BV solutions associated with cap_t(K, Ω) even the solutions are not unique. Theorem 6.2. We further assume that ∂(Ω \ K) has finite H^{n−1}-measure. Then the co-normal vector to ∂M (pointing out M) exists a.e., denoted by ν, satisfies μ_{∂M} = ⟨ν, E_{n+1}⟩ H^{n−1}. Namely,

(6.16) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ = � ∂M ϕ ⟨ν, E_{n+1}⟩ dH^{n−1} for every ϕ ∈ C^1(Σ × R).

Proof. Let η_r be a Lipschitz function defined by η_r = 1 −^1_r ρ_{∂M} on B_r(∂M) and η_r = 0 outside B_r(∂M). From (6.2), we have

(6.17) � ϕdμ_{∂M} = lim_{r→0} � M ⟨∇(ϕη_r), ∇h⟩ = lim_{r→0} � M ⟨ϕ∇η_r, ∇h⟩ = − lim_{r→0} 1 r � M∩B_r(∂M) ⟨ϕ∇ρ_{∂M} , ∇h⟩ for any ϕ ∈ C^1(Σ×R). Let p ∈ ∂K×{t} be a C^1-point of ∂K×R (the case that p ∈ ∂Ω×{0} is a C^1-point of ∂Ω × R is similar). Since M is area-minimizing in Ω \ K × R, for any given r_i → 0,^1_{ri} (M, p) has a subsequence converging to an area-minimizing hypersurface M_∞ in a closed half-space of R^{n+1} . It’s easy to verify that M_∞ is flat (i.e., the boundary of the half-space). Let ν(p) denote the co-normal vector to ∂M_∞ (pointing out M_∞). By approaching χ_{Bri (p)} via a sequence of functions ϕ_{i,j} ∈ C^1(Σ × R), from (6.17) with ϕ instead by ϕ_{i,j} we can obtain

(6.18) lim_{i→∞} � B_{ri} (p)∩∂M dμ_{∂M} = − lim_{i→∞} � B_{ri} (p)∩∂M ⟨∇ρ_{∂M} , ∇h⟩ = ⟨ν(p), E_{n+1}⟩ .

By Lebesgue’s differential theorem, we get (6.19) μ_{∂M} = ⟨ν, E_{n+1}⟩ H^{n−1} for almost every point in ∂M. Hence, ν(p) does not depend on the choice of r_i for H^{n−1}-a.e. p ∈ ∂M. Moreover, the approxiamted tangent plane T_p(∂M) exists for H^{n−1}-a.e. p ∈ ∂M. So ν is well-defined a.e. on ∂M and ν(p) ∈ T_pM is the co-normal vector to ∂M for H^{n−1}-a.e. p ∈ ∂M. This completes the proof. □ Remark 6.3. Suppose ∂K, ∂Ω ∈ C^{1,α} further. From Lemma 4.6, M is C^{1,α} in a small neighborhood of M ∩ ((∂Ω ∪ ∂K) × R). The vector ν in Theorem 6.2 exists everywhere on ∂M and satisfies

(6.20) ⟨ν(p), E_{n+1}⟩ = ⟨ Du, n_{∂(Ω\K)} ⟩ √ 1 + |Du|^2 (p^′) for every p ∈ ∂M,

where p = (p^′, s) for some p^′ ∈ ∂(Ω\K), s ∈ R, and n_{∂(Ω\K)} ∈ Γ(T Σ) denotes the outward normal vector field to ∂(Ω \ K).

Proposition 6.4. Let the notations as in Lemma 6.1. We have

(6.21) cap_t(K, Ω) = � Ω\K ( 1 √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + tμ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}), and (6.22) 1 t cap_t(K, Ω) ≤ μ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}) ≤ 2 t cap_t(K, Ω).

Proof. If we choose ϕ = 1 in (6.2), then (6.23) μ_{∂M} (∂M) = 0. Moreover, we choose ϕ = h in (6.2), and get

(6.24) � M |∇h|^2 = � M∩((Ω\K)×R) |∇h|^2 + � M∩((∂K∪∂Ω)×R) |∇h|^2 = � ∂M hdμ_{∂M} . Let u be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω), then

(6.25) � ∂K (t − u) + � ∂Ω u = � M∩((∂K∪∂Ω)×R) |∇h|^2. Now we can rewrite (4.5) to get

(6.26) cap_t(K, Ω) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � M∩((∂K∪∂Ω)×R) |∇h|^2. Noting |∇h|^2 = |Du|^2(1 + |Du|^2)^{−1}. With (6.23)(6.24), we have

cap_t(K, Ω) = � Ω\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂M hdμ_{∂M} − � M∩((Ω\K)×R) |∇h|^2

= � Ω\K ( √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 − |Du|^2 √ 1 + |Du|^2 ) + � ∂M hdμ_{∂M}

= � Ω\K ( 1 √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + tμ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}), which completes the proof of (6.21). In particular, the above equality implies (6.27) μ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}) ≥ 1 t cap_t(K, Ω).

On the other hand, the Cauchy inequality gives

(6.28) 1 √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ≥ 1 − √ 1 + |Du|^2. Then from (6.21) we get

(6.29) cap_t(K, Ω) ≥ � Ω\K ( 1 − √ 1 + |Du|^2 ) + tμ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}) ≥ − cap_t(K, Ω) + tμ_{∂M} (∂K × {t}). With (6.27), we can get (6.22). This completes the proof. □

Proposition 6.5. Let the notations be as in Lemma 6.1, and Ω^′ ⊃ Ω be a bounded open set in Σ with ∂(Σ \ Ω^′) = ∂Ω^′. For each 0 < t^′ ≤ t, let M^′ be the boundary of the subgraph of u^′ + (t − t^′) in Ω^′ \ K × R. Then the co-normal measure μ_{∂M′} to ∂M^′ satisfies μ_{∂M} (·, t) ≥ μ_{∂M′} (·, t^′) a.e. on ∂K. Proof. There are two sequence of open sets Ω_i ⊂ Ω^′_i ⊂ Ω^′ with Ω_i ⊂ Ω, and a sequence of compact sets K_i ⊃ K with ∂Ω_i, ∂Ω^′_i, ∂K_i ∈ C^∞ such that Ω_i → Ω, Ω^′_i → Ω^′, K_i → K all in the Hausdorff sense. For each i, let u_i be a BV solution associated with cap_t(K_i, Ω_i) and u^′_i be a BV solution associated with cap_t′ (K_i, Ω^′_i). From Proposition 4.9, we may assume u_i ≤ u^′_i + t − t^′ on Σ up to a choice of constants.

Let M_i be the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in Ω \ K ×R, and M^′_i be the boundary of the subgraph of u^′_i + (t − t^′) in Ω \ K × R. Let ν^i ∈ Γ(T M_i) and ν^{′i} ∈ Γ(T M^′_i ) denote the co-normal vector to ∂M_i and ∂M^′_i , respectively, so that ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ 0 and ⟨ν^{′i}, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ 0. Then u_i ≤ u^′_i + t − t^′ on Σ gives (6.30) ⟨ν^i, E_{n+1}⟩ ≥ ⟨ν^{′i}, E_{n+1}⟩ on ∂K × {t}. We use the argument in Lemma 6.1 and conclude that

(6.31) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ ≥ � M^′ ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ for any ϕ ∈ Lip(Σ × R) with ϕ ≥ 0 on ∂K × {t} and the support of ϕ contained in a sufficiently small neighborhood of ∂K × {t}. By the definition of the functional L in Lemma 6.1, we complete the proof. □

7. Existence of non-compact minimal graphs over manifolds

Let Σ be a complete noncompact Riemannian manifold and a compact set K ⊂ Σ with ∂ Σ \ K = ∂K. Let Ω_i be a sequence of bounded open sets Ω_1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Ω_i ⊂ · · · ⊂ Σ satisfying ∂(Σ \ Ω_i) = ∂Ω_i and d(p, ∂Ω_i) → ∞ for any fixed p ∈ Σ. Given t > 0, let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω_i) for each i. Let M_i = ∂{(x, s)| x ∈ Σ, s < u_i(x)} ∩ (Σ \ K × R). From Proposition 4.9, there holds u_i ≤ u_{i+1} on Σ for each i. Hence, there is a BV function u on Σ so that U ∩ ∂{(x, s)| x ∈ Σ, s < u_i(x)} converges as i → ∞ to U ∩ ∂{(x, s)| x ∈ Σ, s < u(x)} in the Hausdorff sense for any bounded open set U ⊂ Σ × R. We say that u is a (BV) solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K).

Set M = ∂{(x, s)| x ∈ Σ, s < u(x)} ∩ (Σ \ K × R). We have a non-compact version of Lemma 6.1 and (6.22).

Lemma 7.1. Let μ_{∂Mi} be the co-normal measure to ∂M_i defined in Lemma 6.1 for each i. Then the limit μ_{∂M} = lim_{i→∞} μ_{∂Mi} exists, and it is a Radon measure on ∂M so that

(7.1) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ = � ∂M ϕdμ_{∂M} for every ϕ ∈ C^1_c (Σ × R).

Moreover, ||μ_{∂M} || := μ_{∂M} (∂M) satisfies

(7.2) 1 t cap_t(K) ≤ ||μ_{∂M} || ≤ 2 t cap_t(K).

Proof. From Lemma 6.1, there holds

(7.3) � M_i ⟨ ∇^{Mi} ϕ, ∇^{Mi} h ⟩ = � ∂K×{t} ϕμ_{∂Mi} for every ϕ ∈ C^1_c (Σ × R) and large i, where ∇^{Mi} is the Levi-Civita connection on M_i w.r.t. its induced metric for each i. From Proposition 6.5, we have μ_{∂Mi+1} ≤ μ_{∂Mi} a.e. on ∂M = ∂K ×{t} for each integer i ≥ 1. This monotonicity implies that μ_{∂M} = lim_{i→∞} μ_{∂Mi} is a Radon measure on ∂M. Hence we have

(7.4) � ∂M ϕdμ_{∂M} = lim_{i→∞} � ∂M ϕdμ_{∂Mi} . From (6.6), we get

(7.5) � M ⟨∇ϕ, ∇h⟩ = lim_{i→∞} � M_i ⟨ ∇^{Mi} ϕ, ∇^{Mi} h ⟩ . Combining (7.3)-(7.5), we can obtain (7.1). We replace M, Ω by M_i, Ω_i in (6.22), and then take limits of M_i and Ω_i as i → ∞, which yields (7.2). This completes the proof. □ Theorem 7.2. The function u on Σ associated with cap_t(K) is unique, and inf_{Σ\K} u < t provided cap_t(K) > 0.

Proof. Let u^′ be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K). Let Ω_i be a sequence of bounded open sets on Σ so that Ω_i ⊂ Ω_{i+1}, ∂(Σ \ Ω_i) = ∂Ω_i and d(p, ∂Ω_i) → ∞. Let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, Ω_i) for each i ≥ 1. By the maximum principle and Proposition 4.9, we have u_i ≤ u^′ on every open Ω ⊂⊂ Σ for each i. Taking the limit implies u ≤ u^′ on Σ. Similarly, u^′ ≤ u on Σ. Hence, we conclude that the BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K) is unique.

Suppose cap_t(K) > 0. From (6.21), we get

(7.6) tμ_{∂Mi} (∂M) = � Ω_i\K ( 1 − 1 √ 1 + |Du_i|^2 ) + cap_t(K, Ω_i) ≥ cap_t(K, Ω_i).

From Lemma 7.1, we get (7.7) t||μ_{∂M} || ≥ cap_t(K) > 0. This implies inf_{Σ\K} u < t. We complete the proof. □ Remark 7.3. In general, we actually do not have inf_{Σ\K} u = 0 in view of Proposition 11.3 in the appendix II. Moreover, we do not have lim_{r→∞} cap_t(B_r(p)) = ∞ provided cap_t(B_1(p)) > 0 (see also Proposition 11.3).

Theorem 7.4. Let Σ be a M-nonparabolic Riemannian manifold. For any p ∈ Σ and t, δ > 0, there is a smooth graph M ⊂ Σ × [0, t] over Σ so that M has nonnegative mean curvature and M \ (B_δ(p) × R) is a minimal hypersurface.

Proof. Combining Theorem 7.2 and Lemma 10.1 in the Appendix I, we can choose 0 < t, δ << 1 so that D^2ρ^2_p ≥ √ 5 2 (δ_{ij} )_{n×n} on B_δ(p), and the BV solution u on Σ associated with cap_t(B_δ(p)) satisfies sup_{∂Bδ (p)} |Du| < 1. By Hopf’s lemma, there is a constant ϵ_0 ∈ (0,^1_{4δ} ) so that inf_{∂Bδ (p)} |Du| ≥ 4ϵ_0δ. Let ũ be a locally Lipschitz function on Σ defined by

ũ = { u on Σ \ B_δ(p)

t + ϵ_0(δ^2 − ρ^2_p) on B_δ(p) . (7.8)

Clearly, |Dũ| = 2ϵ_0ρ_p ≤ 2ϵ_0δ <^1_2 on B_δ(p). Let Ũ denote the subgraph of ũ on Σ, i.e., Ũ = {(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < ũ(x)}. Then Ũ is a (generalized) mean convex domain w.r.t.

the unit vector pointing into Ũ. From D^2ũ = −ϵ_0D^2ρ^2_p ≤ − √ 5ϵ_0

2 (δ_{ij} )_{n×n} on B_δ(p) and |Dũ| <^1_2 on B_δ(p), ∂Ũ ∩ (B_δ(p) × R) has the mean curvature

(7.9) −1 √ 1 + |Dũ|^2 ( Δ_Σũ − D^2ũ(Dũ, Dũ) ) ≤ 1 √ 1 + |Dũ|^2 √ 5ϵ_0 2 (|Dũ|^2 − n) < (1 − n)ϵ_0, where we have used the diagonal argument for the matrix D^2ũ in the above inequality.

Let H ≢ 0 be a smooth nonnegative function on Σ with compact support in B_δ(p) and 0 ≤ H ≤ ϵ_0 on B_δ(p). We will also see H as a function on Σ×R by letting H(x, τ) = H(x) for any (x, τ) ∈ Σ × R. For each open bounded set Ω ⊂ Σ, let Lip_0(ũ, Ω) denote the space containing all Lipschitz functions ϕ ≤ ũ on Ω with ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω. We consider a functional F_{Ω,H} on Lip_0(ũ, Ω) by letting

(7.10) F_{Ω,H} (ϕ) = � Ω √ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − � Ω ϕH for each ϕ ∈ Lip_0(ũ, Ω).

There is a sequence of functions ϕ_i ∈ Lip_0(ũ, Ω) so that

(7.11) inf_{ϕ∈Lip0(ũ,Ω)} F^{Ω,H} (ϕ) = lim_{i→∞} F^{Ω,H} (ϕ^i).

Since F_{Ω,H} (|ϕ_i|) ≤ F_{Ω,H} (ϕ_i), we may assume ϕ_i ≥ 0. Analog to the proof of Theorem 4.2, there is a BV function w ≤ ũ on Σ with w = 0 outside Ω such that the subgraph W of w satisfies

(7.12) � Ω×R | |∇χ_W | | − � Ω wH = lim_{i→∞} F_{Ω,H} (ϕ_i).

From Lemma 10.2, W minimizes the following functional (w.r.t. the prescribed mean curvature H)

(7.13) � Ω×R | ∇χ_F | − � Σ×R^+ Hχ_F for every Caccioppoli set F with Ω^′ × (−∞, 0) ⊂ F ⊂ Ũ and F = W outside Ω^′ × R. From the construction of Ũ, we conclude that ∂W is a smooth hypersurface with mean curvature H outside a singular set of dimension ≤ n − 7 by Federer’s dimension reduction argument and the maximum principle (see [14] for instance).

Let S = ∂W ∩ (Ω × R), and S_∗ be the regular part of S. Recall (see [37] for instance)

(7.14)

Δ_S ⟨E_{n+1}, n_S ⟩ =⟨E_{n+1}, ∇^S H⟩ − ( |A_S |^2 + Ric(n_S , n_S ) ) ⟨E_{n+1}, n_S ⟩ = − ⟨E_{n+1}, n_S ⟩⟨n_S , DH⟩ − ( |A_S |^2 + Ric(n_S , n_S ) ) ⟨E_{n+1}, n_S ⟩, where Δ_S denotes the Laplacian on S_∗, A_S denotes the second fundamental form of S_∗, and n_S = (1 + |Dw|^2)^{−1/2}(−Dw + E_{n+1}) denotes the unit normal vector field to S_∗. Now we can follow the proof of Theorem 14.13 in [19] with solvability of Dirichlet problem of prescribed mean curvature equation and gradient estimate both on a small ball replaced by Theorem 1.5 and Theorem 1.1 in [37]. This infers the Lipschitz continuity of w, and hence w is smooth. H ≢ 0 implies the non-flatness of ∂W . This completes the proof. □

If a complete manifold has two M-nonparabolic ends at least, we can deduce the existence of entire minimal graphs over the manifold as follows.

Theorem 7.5. Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold, which has two M-nonparabolic ends at least. Then for any t > 0 there is a non-flat entire minimal graph M ⊂ Σ × [0, t] over Σ.

Proof. Let E_+ and E_− be two M-nonparabolic ends of Σ, both of which are disconnected open sets with smooth boundaries. Fix a point p ∈ Σ. Set K_i = E_− \ B_i(p), and Ω_i = B_i(p) ∪ E_− for each i with ∂E_− ⊂ B_i(p). From Theorem 4.2, let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K_i, Ω_i). Let M_i denote the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in Σ × R. Up to choosing the subsequence, we may assume that M_i converges to a closed set M in Σ × [0, t]. From Lemma 4.1, M is an entire minimal graph over Σ.

Now, let us prove the non-flatness of M. Suppose u_i converges to a constant t_∗ ∈ [0, t]. We choose R > 0 so that ∂E_+ ∪ ∂E_− ⊂ B_R(p). For t_∗ < t, let us deduce a contradiction. Let t_i = sup_{∂BR(p)} |t_∗ − u_i|. Let w_i be a BV solution associated with cap_{t−t∗} (B_R(p), B_R(p) ∪ (E_− ∩ B_i(p))). By Proposition 4.9, it follows that (7.15) wi − ti ≤ t − ui ≤ wi + ti on E− \ BR(p). From Theorem 7.2 and the M-nonparabolic E_−, the limit of w_i is not constant on E_− \ B_R(p). Then (7.15) contradicts to t_i → t−t_∗ and that u_i converges to a constant t_∗ ∈ [0, t]. So we get t_∗ = t.

On the other hand, t_∗ = t is impossible by a similar argument as above from Theorem 7.2 again and the non-parabolic E_+. This completes the proof. □

Now let us study the connection of M-parabolicity and the rigidity of minimal graphs over Σ outside compact sets.

Lemma 7.6. Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold, and K ⊂ Σ be a compact set with ∂Σ \ K = ∂K and H^n(K) > 0. The following two statements are equivalent:

i) Σ is M-parabolic.

ii) For any BV function u : Σ → [0, t] with u ≡ t on K \ ∂K, if ∂{(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < u(x)} is area-minimizing in Σ \ K × R, then u ≡ t on Σ.

Proof. Let us show i) ⇒ ii). Suppose Σ is M-parabolic. Let u : Σ → [0, t] be a bounded BV function on Σ with u ≡ t on K \ ∂K, and U = {(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < u(x)} be the subgraph of u so that M := ∂U is area-minimizing in Σ \ K × R. From Lemma 4.1, u is smooth on Σ \ K with locally bounded gradient. For any integer i ≥ 1 with K ⊂ B_i(p), from Theorem 4.2 let u_i be a BV solution associated with cap_t(K, B_i(p)). Let M_i denote the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in Σ × R.

Suppose M_i \ U ≠ ∅. Let W_i be an open set enclosed by M_i and M in (Σ × R) \ U. Let T be an n-current defined by T = [|M|] + ∂[|W_i|]. Then T has multiplicity one with ∂T = 0. For a point z = (x, s) ∈ ∂(M_i \ U) with x ∈ Σ \ K and s ∈ R, we can adopt the argument in the proof of Proposition 4.9 to get a contradition. Hence, we conclude that

M_i ⊂ U for each i with K ⊂ B_i(p), which implies u ≥ u_i on Σ. From Lemma 5.1, u_i → t locally on Σ in the C^0-sense. Letting i → ∞ implies u ≥ t on Σ. By the definition, we get u ≡ t on Σ. Combining Theorem 7.2, we complete the proof. □

Recalling that a complete manifold Σ has nondegenerate boundary at infinity if there are a constant ϵ > 0 and a closed set K_ϵ ⊂ Σ so that H^{n−1}(∂U) ≥ ϵ for any open set U ⊃ K_ϵ with non-empty Σ \ U.

Theorem 7.7. Let Σ be a M-parabolic manifold with nondegenerate boundary at infinity. For any p ∈ Σ, there is a constant δ_p > 0 so that for any δ ∈ (0, δ_p] and τ > 0 there is a nonnegative solution u ∈ C^∞(Σ \ B_δ(p)) to (1.3) on Σ \ B_δ(p) with u = 0 on ∂B_δ(p), sup_{B2δ (p)} u = τ and lim sup_{x→∞} u(x) = ∞.

Proof. We fix a point p ∈ Σ. There is a constant δ_p ∈ (0, 1/4] so that

(7.16) H^{n−1}(∂Ω) ≥ 4 5 H^{n−1}(∂B_{4δp} (p)) ≥ 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p))

for every 0 < δ ≤ δ_p and every subset Ω ⊃ B_{4δp} (p) with non-empty Σ \ Ω. Without loss of generality, we assume

(7.17) H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p)) ≥ 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_δ (p)) for each 0 < δ ≤ δ_p.

From Theorem 4.2, there is a (BV) solution u_{i,t} on Σ associated with cap_t(B_δ(p), B_i(p)) for every integer i ≥ 1 and t > 0. Noting Proposition 4.5, we can assume that u_{i,t} is the minimizing solution, which is unique in this sense. This infers lim_t′_{→t} u_{i,t}′ = u_{i,t}. In particular, u_{i,t} is not constant.

Let w_{i,t} = t − u_{i,t}. We claim

(7.18) limt→∞ sup_{B2δ (p)} w^{i,t} = ∞.

If (7.18) fails, we assume there is a constant Λ > 0 so that sup_{B2δ (p)} w_{i,t} ≤ Λ for all t > 0. With co-area formula and (7.16), for all t > Λ we have (7.19)� B_i(p) √ 1 + |Dw_{i,t}|^2 ≥ � B_i(p) |Dw_{i,t}| ≥ �_t Λ H^{n−1} ({x ∈ B_i(p) \ B_{2δ}(p)| u_{i,t}(x) = s}) ds ≥ �_t Λ 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p))ds = 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p))(t − Λ). However,

(7.20) � B_i(p) (√ 1 + |Du_{i,t}|^2 − 1 ) ≤ cap_t(B_{2δ}(p), B_i(p)) ≤ tH^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p)),

where the second inequality in (7.20) can be obtained by taking Lipschitz functions approaching to χ_{B2δ (p)} . The above two inequalities imply

(7.21) 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p))(t − Λ) − H^n(B_i(p) \ B_{2δ}(p)) ≤ tH^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p)),

which is impossible for the large t. Hence, the claim (7.18) is true.

Noting lim_{t→0} w_{i,t} ≡ 0 and lim_t′_{→t} u_{i,t}′ = u_{i,t}. Given a constant τ > 0, we can choose a constant t_i > 0 for each i ≥ 1 so that

(7.22) sup_{B2δ (p)} w^{i,ti} = τ.

Let W_i denote the subgraph of w_{i,ti} in Σ × R defined by W_i = {(x, τ) ∈ Σ × R| τ < w_{i,ti} (x), x ∈ Σ}, and M_i = ∂W_i. By Federer-Fleming compactness theorem [16], up to choosing the subsequence, [|W_i|] converges to a current [|W_∞|] for some open set W_∞ ⊂ Σ × R such that ∂[|W_∞|] is minimizing in (Σ \ B_δ(p)) × R. Moreover, there is a function w_∞ : Σ → [0, ∞] with w_∞ | |_{Bδ (p)} = 0 such that W_∞ = {(x, τ) ∈ Σ × R| τ < w_∞}. In fact, w_∞ is said to be a quasi-solution on Σ \ B_δ(p) (see §16 in [19] for more details). Set dom(w_∞) = {x ∈ Σ| w_∞(x) < ∞}. Let M_∞ = ∂W_∞. From Lemma 4.1, w_∞ is smooth on dom(w_∞) \ B_δ(p). Hence, (7.22) implies

(7.23) sup_{B2δ (p)} w^∞ = τ.

Now we assume dom(w_∞) ≠ Σ, or else we have completed the proof. Let S = ∂(dom(w_∞)). Combining (7.16)(7.17), we fix a suitable large R > 0 so that

(7.24)

H^{n−1}(S ∩ B_R(p)) =H^{n−1}(∂(dom(w_∞)) ∩ B_R(p)) ≥H^{n−1}(∂B_{2δ} (p)) ≥ 3 2 H^{n−1}(∂B_δ (p)). For each T > τ and each i with t_i > T , let Ω_i(T ) be a connected component in {x ∈ Σ| w_{i,ti} (x) < T } with ∂B_{2δ} (p) ⊂ Ω_i. Let B_{R,ϵ}(S) = B_ϵ(S) ∩ B_R(p) denote the ϵ-tubular neighborhood of S restricted in B_R(p). Since M_i converges as i → ∞ to M_∞ and M_∞ − tE_{n+1} converges as t → ∞ to S × R locally in the measure sense, we conclude that S is an area-minimizing hypersurface in Σ. Hence, there is a constant Λ_{R,ϵ} depending on R, ϵ (independent of i) so that

(7.25) lim inf_{i→∞} � B_{R,ϵ}(S)∩Ω_i(T ) √ 1 + |Dw_{i,ti} |^2 ≥ (T − Λ_{R,ϵ})H^{n−1}(S ∩ B_R(p)) for all large T > 0. Together with (7.24)(7.25), we have

(7.26) lim inf i→∞ � Ω_i(T ) (√ 1 + |Dw_{i,ti} |^2 − 1 ) ≥ lim inf i→∞ � B_{R,ϵ}(S)∩Ω_i(T ) (√ 1 + |Dw_{i,ti} |^2 − 1 )

≥ 3 2 (T − Λ_{R,ϵ})H^{n−1}(∂B_δ (p)) − H^n(B_{R,ϵ}(S)). By the definition of w_{i,ti} , we get

(7.27) � Ω_i(T ) (√ 1 + |Dw_{i,ti} |^2 − 1 ) ≤ T H^{n−1}(∂B_δ(p)). However, (7.26) and (7.27) can not hold simultaneously for the sufficiently large T > 0. Hence, we deduce dom(w_∞) = Σ. From the M-parabolic Σ, lim sup_{x→∞} w_∞(x) = ∞ clearly (see Lemma 7.6). Combining Lemma 10.1 in the Appendix I, we complete the proof. □

The condition of nondegenerate boundary at infinity is necessary(see Proposition 11.1 in Appendix II). After a suitable modification of the above proof, we can study the case of an end admitting nondegenerate boundary at infinity. As a corollary of Theorem 7.7, we immediately have the following conclusion.

Corollary 7.8. Let Σ be a complete M-parabolic Riemannian manifold and a point p ∈ Σ such that H^{n−1}(∂U) → ∞ as d(p, ∂U) → ∞ for any open set U ∋ p with non-empty Σ \ U. Then for any compact set K ⊂ Σ, there is a BV function u on Σ with u ≡ 0 on K \ ∂K and lim sup_{x→∞} u(x) = ∞ such that u is a smooth solution to (1.3) on Σ \ K, and ∂{(x, s) ∈ Σ × R| s < u(x)} is area-minimizing in Σ \ K × R.

8. The relationship between M-parabolic and parabolic manifolds

Let Σ be an n-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold. Suppose that Σ has the local volume doubling property, i.e., there exists a constant C_D > 1 such that (8.1) H^n(B2r(p)) ≤ CDH^n(Br(p)) for any p ∈ Σ and any r ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that Σ satisfies a local Neumann-Poincaré inequality, i.e., there exists a constant C_N ≥ 1 such that

(8.2) � B_r (p) |f − f̄_{p,r}| ≤ C_N r � B_r (p)

|Df| for any p ∈ Σ and any r ∈ (0, 1],

whenever f is a function in the Sobolev space W^{1,1}(B_r(p)) and f̄_{p,r} = � B_r (p) f.

Lemma 8.1. Let Σ be a complete n-dimensional Riemannian manifold satisfying (8.1)(8.2). Let f be a function of bounded variation on Σ. For each λ ∈ (0, 2], we define a function f_λ on Σ by

f_λ(x) = 1 �_λ 0 H^n(B_τ (x))dτ

�_λ 0 (� B_τ (x) f ) dτ for each x ∈ Σ.

Then there is a constant C_{D,N} > 0 depending only on C_D, C_N such that

(8.3) |Df_λ(x)| ≤C_{D,N} λ^{−1} sup_B λ(x) |f|, √ 1 + |Df_λ|^2(x) − 1 ≤C_{D,N} � B_λ(x) (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) .

Proof. Given a constant λ ∈ (0, 2], let V_λ(x) =

�_λ 0 H^n(B_τ (x))dτ for any x ∈ Σ. Since (8.4) H^n(Bτ (y)) ≤ H^n(B_{τ +d(x,y)}(x)), with (8.1) we have (8.5) |DV_λ|(x) ≤ �_λ 0 H^{n−1}(∂B_τ (x))dτ = H^n(B_λ(x)), and (8.6) V_λ(x) ≥

�_λ λ/2 H^n(B_τ (x))dτ ≥ λ 2C_D H^n(B_λ(x)). Set f̄_{x,λ} = � B_λ(x) f for any λ > 0 and x ∈ Σ. By the definition of fλ, we have

(8.7) f_λ(x) − f_λ(y) = 1 V_λ(x) �_λ 0 (� B_τ (x) (f − f̄_{x,λ}) − � B_τ (y) (f − f̄_{x,λ}) ) dτ

+ ( 1 V_λ(x) − 1 V_λ(y) ) �_λ 0 (� B_τ (y) (f − f̄_{x,λ}) ) dτ.

It infers that

(8.8) |f_λ(x) − f_λ(y)| ≤ 1 V_λ(x) �_λ 0 (� B_{τ +d(x,y)}(x)\B_{τ −d(x,y)}(x) |f − f̄_{x,λ}| ) dτ

+ |V_λ(x) − V_λ(y)| V_λ(x)V_λ(y) �_λ 0 (� B_τ (y) |f − f̄_{x,λ}| ) dτ. Combining (8.5)(8.8), we get (8.9) |Df_λ|(x) ≤ 2 V_λ(x) �_λ 0 (� ∂B_τ (x) |f − f̄_{x,λ}| ) dτ + |DV_λ|(x) V^2_λ (x)

�_λ 0 (� B_τ (x) |f − f̄_{x,λ}| ) dτ ≤ ( 2 V_λ(x) + λ|DV_λ|(x) V^2_λ (x) ) � B_λ(x) |f − f̄_{x,λ}|. With (8.2)(8.5)(8.6), there is a constant C ≥ C^4_N (depending only on C_D, C_N ) such that (8.10) |Dfλ|(x) ≤ C^{1/4}λ^{−1} � B_λ(x) |f − f̄_{x,λ}| ≤ C^{1/2} � B_λ(x) |Df|. Let ϕ(s) = √ 1 + s^2 − 1 for each s ∈ R. Since ϕ is convex on R, there holds Jensen’s inequality ϕ (� B_λ(x) |Df| ) ≤ � B_λ(x) ϕ(|Df|). With (8.10), we have

(8.11) √ 1 + C^{−1}|Df_λ|^2(x) − 1 =ϕ ( C^{−1/2}|Df_λ|(x) ) ≤ ϕ (� B_λ(x) |Df| )

≤ � B_λ(x) ϕ(|Df|) = � B_λ(x) (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) . The convexity of ϕ implies that ϕ(st) = �_{st} 0 τ √ 1 + τ^2 dτ = t^2 �_s 0 r √ 1 + t^2r^2 dr ≥ t^2 �_s 0 ϕ^′(r)dr = t^2ϕ(s) for any s > 0, t ∈ (0, 1]. From (8.11) and C^{−1} ≤ 1, it follows that (8.12) C^{−1} (√ 1 + |Df_λ|^2(x) − 1 ) ≤ √ 1 + C^{−1}|Df_λ|^2(x) − 1 ≤ � B_λ(x) (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) . With (8.10), we complete the proof. □

Theorem 8.2. Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold satisfying (8.1)(8.2). Then Σ is parabolic if and only if Σ is M-parabolic.

Proof. For each i ≥ 2, let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_1(B_1(p), B_i(p)) from Theorem 4.2. In particular, (8.13)

cap_1(B_1(p), B_i(p)) = � B_i(p)\B_1(p) (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂B_1(p)

(1 − u_i) + � ∂B_i(p) u_i.

Let u^∗_i (x) = 1 �_{1/2} 0 H^n(B_t(x))dt �_{1/2} 0 (� B_t(x) u_i ) dt, then spt u^∗_i ⊂ B_{i+1}(p) and u^∗_i ≡ 1 on B_{1/2}(p). From Lemma 8.1, there is a constant C_{D,N} ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N such that |Du^∗_i | ≤ 2C_{D,N} on Σ and

(8.14) √ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2(x) − 1 ≤ C_{D,N} � B_{1/2}(x) (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) for any x ∈ Σ.

With Fubini’s theorem, we have

(8.15) � Σ (√ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2 − 1 ) ≤ C_{D,N} � x∈Σ � B_{1/2} (x) (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 )

=C_{D,N} � y∈Σ � x∈B_{1/2}(y) 1 H^n(B_{1/2}(x)) (√ 1 + |Du_i(y)|^2 − 1 ) . From (8.1), C_DH^n(B_{1/2}(x)) ≥ H^n(B_1(x)) ≥ H^n(B_{1/2}(y)). Then

(8.16) � Σ (√ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2 − 1 ) ≤ C_DC_{D,N} � Σ (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) . Suppose that Σ is M-parabolic. Then cap_1(B_1(p), B_i(p)) → 0 as i → ∞, and u_i → 1 locally on Σ in the C^0-sense from Lemma 5.1. Combining (8.13) and (8.16), we get

(8.17) lim_{i→∞} � Σ (√ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2 − 1 ) = 0.

Since |Du^∗_i | ≤ 2C_{D,N} on Σ, it follows that √ 1 + |Du^∗_i |^2 − 1 ≥ √ 1 + 1 √ 2 C^{−1}_{D,N} |Du^∗_i |^2 + 1 8 C^{−2}_{D,N} |Du^∗_i |^4 − 1 = 1 2 √ 2 C^{−1}_{D,N} |Du^∗_i |^2. With (8.17), we get

(8.18) lim_{i→∞} � Σ |Du^∗_i |^2 = 0,

which implies the parabolicity of Σ. Combining (2.1), we complete the proof. □

It’s well-known that a complete manifold of Ricci curvature uniformly bounded below satisfies (8.1) and (8.2) up to constants C_D, C_N (see Buser [3] or Cheeger-Colding [4] [5]). As a corollary, we immediately have the following equivalence.

Corollary 8.3. Let Σ be a complete Riemannian manifold of Ricci curvature uniformly bounded below. Then Σ is parabolic if and only if Σ is M-parabolic.

9. Estimates on capacities and minimal graphic functions

Let Σ be a complete n-dimensional Riemannian manifold, and p ∈ Σ be a fixed point. Assume there are constants C_D, C_N so that Σ satisfies volume doubling property (9.1) H^n(B2r(x)) ≤ CDH^n(Br(x)) and (1,1)-Poincaré inequality

(9.2) � B_r (x) |f − f̄_{x,r}| ≤ C_N r � B_r (x) |Df| for each x ∈ Σ, r > 0 and f ∈ W^{1,1}(Σ).

Proposition 9.1. There is a constant β ≥ 2 depending only on C_D, C_N such that for any R > r ≥ t > 0 and p ∈ Σ there holds

(9.3) t^2 β cap(B_{r/2}(p), B_{R+r/2}(p)) ≤ cap_t(B_r(p), B_R(p)) ≤ t^2 2 cap(B_r(p), B_R(p)).

Proof. Since (2.1), we only need to prove the first inequality in (9.3). For any BV solution f on Σ with 0 ≤ f ≤ t on Σ, we define the function f_λ as in Lemma 8.1 with λ = r/2. Noting that the restriction of λ ∈ (0, 2] in Lemma 8.1 has been removed here since (9.1)(9.2) holds for all r > 0. Then |Df_λ| ≤^C_λ sup_Σ |f| ≤ Ct/λ, and

(9.4) √ 1 + |Df_λ|^2(x) − 1 ≤ C � B_λ(x) (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 )

from Lemma 8.1, where C ≥ 1 is a constant depending only on C_D, C_N . From (9.1), there holds C_DH^n(B_λ(x)) ≥ H^n(B_r(x)) ≥ H^n(B_λ(y)) for any y ∈ B_λ(x). Analog to the proof of (8.16), we get

(9.5) � Σ (√ 1 + |Df_λ|^2 − 1 ) ≤ CC_D � Σ (√ 1 + |Df|^2 − 1 ) . From C ≥ 1 and |Df_λ| ≤ Ct/λ ≤ 2C as λ = r/2 ≥ t/2, we get

(9.6) √ 1 + |Df_λ|^2 − 1 ≥ √ 1 + 1 2C |Df_λ|^2 + 1 16C^2

|Df_λ|^4 − 1 = 1 4C |Df_λ|^2. Combining the definition of capacities, we complete the proof. □

Let G(x, p) be the minimal positive Green function on Σ with Δ_ΣG(·, p) = −δ_p, where δ_p is the delta function. Recalling that (see Proposition 2 in [20] for instance) (9.7) inf_{x∈∂Br (p)} G(x, p) ≤ 1 cap(B_r(p))

≤ sup x∈∂B_r (p) G(x, p). Combining Harnack’s inequality for G and (1.4) on Σ by Holopainen [24], we have the following estimate from Proposition 9.1.

Corollary 9.2. There is a constant ϑ ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N such that for any ball B_r(p) ⊂ Σ and r ≥ t > 0 there holds

(9.8) ϑ^{−1}

�_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) ≤ t^2 cap_t(B_r(p)) ≤ ϑ �_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) . We further assume that Σ is nonparabolic. Given a constant t > 0 and a compact set K ⊂ Σ with ∂Σ \ K = K, let u be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K). Let M denote the boundary of the subgraph of u in Σ \ K × R, and μ_{∂M} be the co-normal measure to ∂M defined in Lemma 7.1. Now we give a global version of (4.5) and (6.21). Proposition 9.3. lim_{r→∞} cap_1(B_r(p)) = ∞, lim_{x→∞} u(x) = 0 and

(9.9) cap_t(K) = � Σ\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u)

= � Σ\K ( 1 √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + t||μ_{∂M} ||.

Proof. Let us prove lim_{r→∞} cap_1(B_r(p)) = ∞ by contradiction. If lim_{r→∞} cap_1(B_r(p)) < ∞, then we have lim_{r→∞} cap(B_r(p)) < ∞ by Proposition 9.1. By the linearity of^′cap^′, it follows that

cap(B_r(p)) = inf_{L1(Br(p),Σ)} � Σ |Dϕ|^2 ≤ inf L_{12} (B_r(p),B_R(p)) � Σ |Dϕ|^2 + inf

L_{12} (B_R(p),Σ) � Σ |Dϕ|^2

= 1 4 cap(B_r(p), B_R(p)) + 1 4 cap(B_R(p)).

From lim_{R→∞} cap(B_R(p)) < ∞ and the above inequality for the large R > 0, it follows that lim_{r→∞} cap(B_r(p)) = 0. It contradicts to the assumption that Σ is nonparabolic. Hence, we have proven lim_{r→∞} cap_1(B_r(p)) = ∞ for any point p ∈ Σ.

From Harnack’s inequality in Theorem 4.3 of [13], we clearly have lim_{x→∞} u(x) = inf_Σ u. Suppose γ := inf_Σ u > 0. Let u_i be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K, B_i(p)) for each i with K ⊂ B_i(p). Let K_i = {x ∈ B_i(p)| u_i(x) ≥ γ/2}. Then u_i → u locally uniformly infers lim_{i→∞} d(p, K_i) = ∞ and K ⊂ K_i for large i. Hence, given any r > 0 for large i we have

(9.10) cap_t(K, B_i(p)) ≥ � B_i(p)\K_i (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂B_i(p) u_i =cap_{γ/2}(K_i, B_i(p)) ≥ cap_{γ/2}(B_r(p)).

However, this violates lim_{r→∞} cap_1(B_r(p)) = ∞ and (2.2) for the sufficiently large r > 0.

Now let us prove (9.9). Let M_i denote the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in B_i(p) \ K× R. Denote Ω_τ = {x ∈ Σ|u(x) > τ} and Ω_{τ,i} = {x ∈ Σ|u_i(x) > τ} for each τ ∈ [0, t]. Then Ω_{τ,i} ⊂ Ω_τ and lim_{i→∞} Ω_{τ,i} = Ω_τ from u_i ≤ u and u_i → u. Combining (6.6), we obtain

(9.11) H^n (M ∩ (Ωτ × R)) = lim_{i→∞} H^n (Mi ∩ (Ωτ × R)) = lim_{i→∞} H^n (Mi ∩ (Ωτ,i × R)) .

With lim_{x→∞} u(x) = 0, the above limit infers

(9.12) � Σ\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u) = lim_{τ →0} (H^n (M ∩ (Ω_τ × R)) − H^n(Ω_τ ))

= lim_{τ →0} lim_{i→∞} (H^n (M_i ∩ (Ω_{τ,i} × R)) − H^n(Ω_{τ,i})) ≤ lim_{i→∞} cap_t(K, B_i(p)) = cap_t(K).

By the maximum principle, inf_{∂K} u > 0. For any ϵ > 0, from (9.12) there is a positive constant δ < inf_{∂K} u so that

(9.13) � {0<u<δ} (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) < ϵ. We fix a positive constant δ^′ < δ/2. Combining (2.2) and Ω_{δ,i} ⊂ Ω_δ, for the sufficiently large i we have

(9.14)

� B_{ri} (p)\Ω_{δ,i} (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂B_{ri} (p) u_i ≤ cap_δ(Ω_{δ,i}, B_{ri} (p)) ≤ δ δ − δ^′ cap_{δ−δ}′ (Ω_{δ,i}, B_{ri} (p)) ≤ δ δ − δ^′ cap_{δ−δ}′ (Ω_δ, Ω_δ′ ) = δ δ − δ^′ � {δ^′<u<δ} (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) < δϵ δ − δ^′ < 2ϵ. Combining (9.11)(9.12) and (9.14), we get

(9.15) cap_t(K) = � Σ\K (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K (t − u).

From (6.28), it follows that

(9.16) � B_{ri} (p)\Ω_{δ,i} ( 1 − 1 √ 1 + |Du_i|^2 ) ≤ � B_{ri} (p)\Ω_{δ,i} (√ 1 + |Du_i|^2 − 1 ) < 2ϵ. Combining the above inequality, (6.21) and Lemma 7.1, we can get

(9.17) cap_t(K) = � Σ\K ( 1 √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + t||μ_{∂M} ||. This completes the proof. □

Let ∇ be the Levi-Civita connection on M w.r.t. its induced metric. Recalling that h denotes the height function defined in (6.1).

Lemma 9.4.

(9.18) � M∩{h<λ} |∇u|^2 = λ||μ_{∂M} || for each λ ∈ (0, t].

Proof. Let M_i denote the boundary of the subgraph of u_i in B_i(p) \ K × R, and ∇^{Mi} be the Levi-Civita connection on M_i w.r.t. its induced metric. Denote Ω_{λ,i} = {x ∈ Σ|u_i(x) > λ} for each λ ∈ [0, t]. The strong maximum principle for u_i and ∂Σ \ K = ∂K infer that ∂(Σ \ Ω_{λ,i}) = ∂Ω_{λ,i}. By the slicing theorem for the current [|M_i|] (see [36] for instance), {x ∈ Σ| u_i(x) = s} is countably (n − 1)-rectifiable for a.e. s ∈ R. Since H^n(M_i ∩(Σ×(0, t))) < ∞, by the co-area formula there is a sequence λ_i → λ with λ_i < t so that ∂Ω_{λi,i} = {x ∈ Σ| u_i(x) = λ_i} is countably (n − 1)-rectifiable with H^{n−1}(∂Ω_{λi,i}) < ∞ for each i.

Denote M_{∗i} = M_i ∩ {h < λ_i} and M^∗_i = M_i ∩ {λ_i < h} for all 0 < τ ≤ t. If we choose ϕ = 1 in (6.2) on M^∗_i , then (9.19) μ_{∂M}∗_i (∂K × {t}) + μ_{∂M}∗_i (∂Ωλi,i × {λi}) = 0. Here, μ_{∂M∗i} denotes the co-normal measure to ∂M^∗_i . From Theorem 6.2, we have μ_{∂M∗i} = ⟨ν^∗_i , E_{n+1}⟩H^{n−1} on ∂M^∗_i for the co-normal vector ν^∗_i to ∂M^∗_i (pointing out M^∗_i ) . Let μ_{∂M∗i} be the co-normal measure to ∂M_{∗i}, then μ_{∂M∗i} = −⟨ν^∗_i , E_{n+1}⟩H^{n−1} on ∂Ω_{λi,i} × {λ_i}. Moreover, we choose ϕ = h in (6.2) for M_{∗i}, and get (9.20)� M_{∗i} |∇^{Mi} h|^2 = � ∂M_{∗i} hdμ_{∂M∗i} = λ_iμ_{∂M∗i} (∂Ω_{λi,i} × {λ_i}) = −λ_iμ_{∂M∗i} (∂Ω_{λi,i} × {λ_i}). Let μ_{∂Mi} be the co-normal measure to ∂M_i. Combining (9.19)(9.20), we obtain

(9.21) � M_{∗i} |∇^{Mi} h|^2 = λ_iμ_{∂M∗i} (∂K × {t}) = λ_iμ_{∂Mi} (∂K × {t}). Since u_i ≤ u and u_i → u on ∂K, by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, it follows that (9.22) H^n(M ∩ (∂K × R) ∩ {h < λ}) = lim_{i→∞} H^n(Mi ∩ (∂K × R) ∩ {h < λi}). Noting |∇^{Mi} h| = 1 a.e. on M_i ∩ (∂K × R) and |∇^M h| = 1 a.e. on M ∩ (∂K × R). Hence,

(9.23) � M∩(∂K×R)∩{h<λ} |∇h|^2 = lim_{i→∞} � M_i∩(∂K×R)∩{h<λ_i } |∇^{Mi} h|^2.

For any δ > 0, let M^δ = M \ (B_δ(K) × R) and M^δ_i = M_i \ (B_δ(K) × R) for each i. Let τ_0 be a postive constant and τ_0 < min{λ, inf_{∂K} u}. From the estimates of nodal sets for solutions of elliptic equations (see Hardt-Simon [22]), for any τ ∈ (0, τ_0] and small δ > 0 there is a constant c_{τ,δ} > 0 so that (9.24) H^{n−1}(M^δ ∩ {h = τ}) + H^{n−1}(M^δ_i ∩ {h = τ}) ≤ c_{τ,δ}. Since u_i → u smoothly on B_R(p) \ B_δ(K) for any fixed R > 0, we conclude that (9.25) � M^δ ∩{τ <h<λ} |∇h|^2 = lim_{i→∞} � M^δ_i ∩{τ <h<λ_i} |∇^{Mi} h|^2. The fact that M_i → M locally in the measure sense (see (6.6)) implies (9.26) lim_{i→∞} H^n(Mi ∩ (Bδ(K) × R) ∩ {h < λi}) = H^n(M ∩ (Bδ (K) × R) ∩ {h < λ}). Noting H^n(M ∩ ((B_δ(K) \ K) × R)) → 0 as δ → 0. With (9.23)(9.25), we get (9.27) � M∩{τ <h<λ} |∇h|^2 = lim_{i→∞} � M_i∩{τ <h<λ_i} |∇^{Mi} h|^2. From |∇u|^2 = |Du|^2(1 + |Du|^2)^{−1}, it follows that (9.28) √ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ≤ |∇u|^2 √ 1 + |Du|^2 ≤ 2 (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) . With (9.14), letting τ → 0 in (9.27) infers (9.29) � M∩{h<λ} |∇h|^2 = lim_{i→∞} � M_i∩{h<λ_i} |∇^{Mi} h|^2. Combining Lemma 7.1, (9.21) and (9.29), we can deduce (9.18). □

Let us prove the asymptotic estimates for solutions associated with cap_t(K), which are sharp up to constants as follows.

Theorem 9.5. Given a compact set K ⊂ Σ and t > 0, let u be a BV solution on Σ associated with cap_t(K). There is a constant Θ ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N such that for any r ≥ max{t, 2diam(K)}, p ∈ K and x ∈ ∂B_r(p) there holds (9.30) cap_t(K) Θt �_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) ≤ u(x) ≤ Θcap_t(K) t �_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) . Proof. Given r ≥ max{t, 2diam(K)} and p ∈ K. Noting inf_Σ u = 0 from Proposition 9.3. From [13], there is a constant C ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N so that (9.31) sup_{∂Br (p)} u ≤ C inf_{∂Br (p)} u.

Let λ = inf_{∂Br (p)} u, and λ^′ = sup_{∂Br (p)} u. Let F, F^′ are two closed sets defined by F = {x ∈ Σ| u(x) ≥ λ} and F^′ = {x ∈ Σ| u(x) ≥ λ^′}. Then F^′ ⊂ B_r(p) ⊂ F clearly. Combining Proposition 9.3 and (9.28), we have (9.32) cap_λ(Br(p)) ≤ cap_λ(F ) = � Σ\F (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) ≤ � M∩{h<λ} |∇u|^2 and (9.33) � M∩{h<λ^′} |∇u|^2 ≤2 � Σ\F^′ (√ 1 + |Du|^2 − 1 ) + � ∂K max{0, λ^′ − u} ≤2cap_λ′ (F^′) ≤ 2cap_λ′ (B_r(p)).

Since r ≥ t, combining Corollary 9.2 and (9.18) we get (9.34) λ ≤ ||μ_{∂M} ||ϑ �_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) , and (9.35) ||μ_{∂M} || �_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) ≤ ϑλ^′, where ϑ ≥ 1 is the constant depending only on C_D, C_N . Combining (7.2) and (9.31), we can get (9.30) from the above two inequalities. □

For each r > 0, we define a function

Φ(r) =

�_∞ r sds H^n(B_s(p)) . Corollary 9.6. Given a ball B_r(p) ⊂ Σ, let f be a smooth solution to the minimal hypersurface equation (1.3) on Σ \ B_r(p) with 0 < f ≤ r on Σ \ B_r(p) and lim_{x→∞} f = 0. Let Λ = inf_{∂B2r (p)} f. Then there is a constant c ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N such that for any x ∈ ∂B_R(p) with R ≥ 8r there holds

(9.36) c^{−1}Λ

Φ(R) Φ(r) ≤ f(x) ≤ cΛ Φ(R) Φ(r) .

Proof. We consider the BV solution u on Σ associated with cap_Λ(B_{2r}(p)). From Proposition 9.3, lim_{x→∞} u(x) = 0 . From the maximum principle, f + ϵ > u on Σ \ B_{2r}(p) for any ϵ > 0, which infers f ≥ u on Σ \ B_{2r}(p) by letting ϵ → 0. Combining Corollary 9.2 and Theorem 9.5, we get

(9.37) f(x) ≥ cap_Λ(B_{2r}(p)) ΛΘ Φ(R) ≥ ΛΦ(R) ΘϑΦ(r) for any x ∈ ∂B_R(p) with R ≥ 8r.

On the other hand, from (9.31) there are a constant c_∗ ≥ 1 depending only on C_D, C_N , and a closed set K^′ ⊂ B_{2r}(p) with ∂K^′ ∈ C^∞ such that Λ^′ := sup_{∂K}′ f ≤ c_∗Λ. We consider the BV solution u^′ on Σ associated with cap_Λ′ (K^′). Let M^′ be the boundary of the subgraph of u^′ in Σ \ K^′ × R, which is smooth from Lemma 4.6. Denote M^′_t = {(x, s + t) ∈ Σ × R| (x, s) ∈ M^′}. By moving M^′_Λ′ to M^′_0 = M^′ downward along the vector −E_{n+1}, we get u^′ ≥ f on Σ \ B_{2r}(p) from the maximum principle. Combining Corollary 9.2 and Theorem 9.5, we can get the right hand of (9.36). This completes the proof. □

10. Appendix I: some estimates

Let Σ be an n-dimensional complete noncompact Riemannian manifold.

Lemma 10.1. Let U be a bounded open set with smooth boundary ∂U and Γ be a connected component of ∂U so that there is an open set U_Γ with ∂U_Γ = Γ and U_Γ ∩ U = ∅. For any ϵ > 0, there is a constant Λ_ϵ > 0 so that if u is a BV function on U ∪ U_Γ with u = 0 on U_Γ and 0 ≤ u ≤ Λ_ϵ on U, and ∂{(x, s)| s < u(x), x ∈ U ∪ U_Γ} is area-minimizing in U × R, then u ∈ C^∞(U ∪ Γ) and sup_Γ |Du| ≤ ϵ.

Proof. Let H_Γ denote the mean curvature of Γ w.r.t. the normal vector pointing into U. Denote Λ = 2 max{1, − inf_Γ H_Γ}. Let ρ_Γ denote the distance function to Γ and B^+_s (Γ) := B_s(Γ) ∩ U with B_s(Γ) = {x ∈ Σ| ρ_Γ(x) < s} for any s > 0. Then there is a constant τ > 0 so that ρ_Γ is smooth on B^+_τ (Γ) and (10.1) Δ_Σρ_Γ < Λ on B^+_τ (Γ). Let ϕ be a function on [0, ∞) defined by

(10.2) ϕ(t) =

�_t 0 ( (1 + ϵ^{−2})e^{2Λs} − 1

)_− 1_2 ds. By a direct calculation, ϕ^′(t) = ( (1 + ϵ^{−2})e^{2Λt} − 1

)_− 1_2 and (10.3) Λϕ^′ + ϕ^{′′} 1 + (ϕ^′)^2

= 0 on (0, ∞).

Set Λ_ϵ = (1 + ϵ^{−2})^{− 1}2 Λ^{−1}(1 − e^{−Λτ} ). We have

(10.4) ϕ(τ) =

�_τ 0 ϕ^′(s)ds ≥ �_τ 0 (1 + ϵ^{−2})^{− 12} e^{−Λs}ds = Λ_ϵ.

Set ϕ_Γ = ϕ ∘ ρ_Γ. Let us prove 0 ≤ u ≤ ϕ_Γ on B^+_τ (Γ) by contradiction. If sup_B+_{τ (Γ)}(u − ϕ_Γ) > 0, then we consider a point y ∈ B^+_τ (Γ) so that (u − ϕ_Γ)(y) = sup

B^+_τ (Γ)

(u − ϕ_Γ) > 0.

From (10.4), y ∈ Γ ∪ B^+_τ (Γ). Since ∂{(x, s)| s < u(x), x ∈ U ∪ U_Γ} is area-minimizing in U × R, u satisfies the minimal hypersurface equation (1.3) on U from Lemma 4.1. Combining Lemma 4.6 and the smooth Γ, we conclude that ∂{(x, s)| s < u(x), x ∈ U ∪U_Γ} is smooth in B^+_τ (Γ) × R. Hence, we must have y ∈ B^+_τ (Γ). From (10.1) and (10.3), we get

(10.5) div ( Dϕ_Γ √ 1 + |Dϕ_Γ| ) =div ( ϕ^′Dρ_Γ √ 1 + (ϕ^′)^2 ) = ϕ^′Δ_Σρ_Γ √ 1 + (ϕ^′)^2 + ϕ^{′′} (1 + (ϕ^′)^2)^{3/2}

<Λϕ^′ + ϕ^{′′} 1 + (ϕ^′)^2

= 0.

Since Du(y) = Dϕ_Γ(y) and u satisfies (1.3), we deduce a contradiction by the maximum principle. Hence, 0 ≤ u ≤ ϕ_Γ on B^+_τ (Γ). With ϕ^′(0) = ϵ and the comparison principle, we get |Du| ≤ ϵ on Γ. This completes the proof. □

Let Ω ⊂ Σ be an open bounded set. Let H be a smooth nonnegative function on Σ with compact support in Ω. We extend the function H to Σ×R by letting H(x, τ) = H(x) for any (x, τ) ∈ Σ × R. We define a functional F_{Ω,H} on BV (Ω) by letting

(10.6) F_{Ω,H} (ϕ) = � Ω √ 1 + |Dϕ|^2 − � Ω ϕH for each ϕ ∈ BV (Ω).

Let W be a measurable set in Ω × R so that ∂W ∩ (Ω × R) is n-rectifiable with finite measure in Ω × [0, T ] for some T > 0. We define a function w on Σ by w(x) = �_∞ 0 χ_W (x, τ)dτ for each x ∈ Σ.

Analog to Lemma 14.7 in [19], we have the following version of prescribed mean curvature.

Lemma 10.2. The function w ∈ BV (Ω), and

(10.7) FΩ,H (w) ≤ � Ω×R | |∇χ_W | | − � Ω×R^+ Hχ_W .

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 14.7 in [19], we get

(10.8) � Ω √ 1 + |Dw|^2 ≤ � Ω×R | |∇χ_W | | . In particular, the above inequality implies w ∈ BV (Ω). On the other hand,

(10.9) � Ω×R^+ Hχ_W = � Ω �_∞ 0 H(x)χ_W (x, τ)dτdH^n(x) = � Ω H(x)w(x)dH^n(x). Combining (10.8)(10.9), we complete the proof. □

11. Appendix II: minimal graphs over rotationally symmetric manifolds

let Σ be an n-dimensional complete noncompact manifold with Riemannian metric σ_Σ = dr^2 + e^{−2f(r)}ds^2 in the polar coordinate, where ds^2 is the Riemannian metric on the standard sphere S^{n−1}. The ’complete’ condition of Σ is equivalent to that

(11.1)

�_∞ 1 e^{−f(r)}dr = ∞. Let o denote the origin of Σ. Let M be a rotationally symmetric minimal graph over B_{r2} (o) \ B_{r1} (o) with the graphic function u(r, ω) such that u(r, ω) = u(r, ω^′) for all ω, ω^′ ∈ S^{n−1}. Denote u^′ =^∂_{∂r} u, and u^{′′} =^{∂2}_{∂r2} u. Then from

Δ_Σu = e^{(n−1)f} ∂ ∂r ( e^{−(n−1)f} ∂ ∂r u ) = u^{′′} − (n − 1)f^′u^′, and the minimal hypersurface equation (1.3), we get (11.2)

0 = Δ_Σu − D|Du|^2 · Du 2(1 + |Du|^2)

= u^{′′} − (n − 1)f^′u^′ −

(u^′)^2u^{′′} 1 + (u^′)^2 = u^{′′} 1 + (u^′)^2 − (n − 1)f^′u^′ on [r_1, r_2]. Since the graph of w is area-minimizing in (B_{r2} (o) \ B_{r1} (o)) × R (see Lemma 2.1 in [11] for instance), we may assume u^′ ≥ 0 (or u^′ ≤ 0) on B_{r2} (o) \ B_{r1} (o). We solve the ODE (11.2) on (r_1, r_2) and get

(11.3) (n − 1)(f − c) = log u^′ √ 1 + (u^′)^2 for some constant c ≥ f(r_2).

Namely,

(11.4) u^′ = ( e^{−2(n−1)(f−c)} − 1 )_− 1_2

for some constant c ≥ f(r_2).

Proposition 11.1. We further assume lim_{R→∞}^{f(R)}_R = ∞. Then Σ is M-parabolic. Moreover, for any compact set K ⊂ Σ, there are no non-constant nonnegative BV solutions to (1.3) on Σ \ K taking value 0 on K.

Proof. Let {R_i}_{i≥1} be a sequence with lim_{i→∞}^{f(Ri)}_{Ri} = ∞. For each i, we can approach χ_{BRi (o)} by locally Lipschitz functions, which infers that Σ is M-parabolic. We suppose that there is a non-constant nonnegative BV solution w to (1.3) on Σ \ K with w = 0 on K. By the equation (1.3), w is locally bounded. Let r_0 > 0 so that K ⊂ B_{r0} (o). Without loss of generality, we assume R_1 ≥ r_0 and f(R_i) = sup_{BRi (o)\Br0 (o)} f. Denote

Λ = sup_{∂Br0 (o)} w > 0. Let a_i > 0 be a sequence so that (e^{ai} − 1)^{− 12} > sup_{∂BRi (o)} |Dw| for each i ≥ 1. Let ϕ_i be a smooth functoin on [r_0, R_i) defined by

(11.5) ϕ_i(r) = Λ +

�_r

r_0 ( e^{−2(n−1)(f(t)−f(Ri ))+ai} − 1 )_− 1_2

dt for each r ∈ [r_0, R_i).

Let ρ denote the distance function to o. From (11.4), ϕ_i ∘ρ satisfies (1.3) on B_{Ri} (o)\B_{r0} (o). Since lim_{r→Ri} ϕ^′_i(r) = (e^{ai} − 1)^{− 12} > sup_{∂BRi (o)} |Dw|, by the maximum principle we get

(11.6) w ≤ ϕi ∘ ρ on BR_i (o) \ Br_0 (o).

Letting i → ∞ implies that w ≤ Λ on Σ \ B_{r0} (0). The M-parabolic Σ infers that w is constant (see Lemma 7.6). It’s a contradiction. We have finished the proof. □

Proposition 11.2. Suppose f(r) =^λ_{n−1} r for each r ∈ [r_1, r_2] and some constant λ > 0. Then there are no classic solutions to (1.3) on B_{r2} (o) \ B_{r1} (o) with boundary data ψ satisfying ∂_ωψ = 0 on ∂B_{r1} ∪ ∂B_{r2} and osc_{∂Br1 ∪∂Br2} ψ >^π_{2λ} .

Proof. Let w be a classic solution to (1.3) on B_{r2} (o) \ B_{r1} (o) with boundary data ψ satisfying ∂_ωψ = 0 on ∂B_{r1} ∪ ∂B_{r2} . Let u be a rotationally symmetric function defined by

(11.7) u(r, ω) = � ∂B_1(o) w(r, ·) for any r ∈ [r_1, r_2] and any ω ∈ S^{n−1}. Let ∂_ρ denote the radial vector field on Σ. Then

(11.8) |u^′|(r, ω) = | | | � ∂B_1(o) ⟨Dw(r, ·), ∂_ρ⟩ | | | ≤ � ∂B_1(o) |Dw|(r, ·). With Jensen’s inequality for the convex function √ 1 + s^2, it follows that

(11.9) � B_{r2} (o)\B_{r1} (o) √ 1 + (u^′)^2 ≤ � B_{r2} (o)\B_{r1} (o) � ∂B_1(o) √ 1 + |Dw|^2 = � B_{r2} (o)\B_{r1} (o) √ 1 + |Dw|^2. Since the graph of w is area-minimizing in (B_{r2} (o)\B_{r1} (o))×R, the above inequality implies that w is rotationally symmetric, i.e., u(r, ω) = w(r, ω) = w(r, ω^′) for all ω, ω^′ ∈ S^{n−1} and all r ∈ [r_1, r_2].

Without loss of generality, we assume u^′(r_1) ≥ 0. We substitute f(r) =^λ_{n−1} r into (11.4) and obtain

(11.10) u^′(r, ω) = 1 √ e^{2λ(T −r)} − 1 for some T ≥ r_2.

Then it follows that

(11.11) u(r_2, ω) − u(r_1, ω) =

�_{r2}

r_1 1 √ e^{2λ(T −r)} − 1 dr = − 1 λ �_eλ(T −r_2) e^{λ(T −r1)} dy y √ y^2 − 1 = 1 λ �_e−λ(T −r_2) e^{−λ(T −r}1^) ds √ 1 − s^2 = 1 λ ( arccos e^{−λ(T −r1)} − arccos e^{−λ(T −r2)} ) ≤ π 2λ for any r ∈ (r_1, r_2). In other words,

(11.12) osc_{Br2 (o)\Br1 (o)} u ≤ π 2λ . This completes the proof. □

Proposition 11.3. There is a smooth positive function f on R^+ so that lim_{r→∞} cap_3(B_r(o)) is a positive finite constant, and the BV solution u_r on Σ associated with cap_t(B_r(o)) satisfies lim_{x→∞} u_r(x) > 0 for r >> 1.

Proof. For each integer j ≥ 1, let f_{2j−1} = 1 + 2^{−j} on (2^j − 2^{−j} , 2^j + 2^{−j} ) and f_{2j−1} = 0 on others; let f_{2j} = 2^{j2} on [2^j + 2^{−j} , 2^{j+1} − 2^{−j−1}] and f_{2j} = 0 on others. Set f = ∑ j≥1 f_j.

Denote s_i = 2^i −2^{−i} and r_i = 2^i +2^{−i}. For each integer k > i ≥ 1 and α ∈ ((1+2^{−k})^{−2}, 1], we define

(11.13) Ii,k(α) = �_{rk} s_i ( αf^2(s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds and E_k(α) = �_{rk} s_k ( αf^2(s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds. Denote α_i = (1 + 2^{−2i})(1 + 2^{−i})^{−2} for each integer i ≥ 1. Let S_{i,k} = I_{i,k}(α_k), then

(11.14) S_{i,k} = k∑ j=i 2^{1−j} ( α_k(1 + 2^{−j} )^2 − 1

)_− 1_2 + k−1∑ j=i (2^j − 2^{−j−1} − 2^{−j} ) ( α_k2^{2j2} − 1

)_− 1_2 . Noting

(11.15) E_k(α_k) = 2^{1−k} ( α_k(1 + 2^{−k})^2 − 1

)_− 1_2 = 2,

and (1 + x^2)(1 + x)^{−2}(1 + y)^2 ≥ 1 + y − x for 0 < x << 1 and x < y < 1 by Taylor’s expansion. For large i, we have (11.16) 0 < S_{i,k} − 2 < k−1∑ j=i 2^{1−j} ( (1 + 2^{−2k}) ( 1 + 2^{−j} 1 + 2^{−k}

)_2 − 1 )_− 1_2 + k−1∑ j=i 2^j ( α_k2^{2j2} − 1

)_− 1_2

< k−1∑ j=i 2^{1−j} ( 2^{−j} − 2^{−k} )_− 1_2 + 2 k−1∑ j=i 2^j 2^{−j2}

< ∞∑ j=i 2^{1−j} 2^{j+12} + ∞∑ j=i 2^{−j−1} = 4 √ 2 − 1

2^{−i/2} + 2^{−i}.

Namely, lim_{i→∞} lim_{k→∞} S_{i,k} = 2. From^∂_{∂α} I_{i,k}(α) < 0 and lim_{α→(1+2}−k_)−2 I_{i,k}(α) = ∞, for all k > i >> 1 there is a constant α_{k,i} < α_k < 1 with lim_{k→∞} α_{k,i} = 1 so that I_{i,k}(α_{k,i}) = 3. Let η be a smooth symmetric function in R with support in [−1, 1] and � R^n η(|x|)dx = 1. Denote η_ϵ = ϵ^{−n}η(ϵ^{−1}·) for all ϵ > 0. We can mollify each function f_j by convolution f_j ∗η_{ϵj} for the sufficiently small ϵ_j > 0. From the above argument, there are a smooth function f_∗ = ∑ j≥1 f_j ∗ η_{ϵj} and a positive constant α^∗_{k,i} < α_k < 1 with lim_{k→∞} α^∗_{k,i} = 1 so that

(11.17) �_{rk} s_i ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds = 3 and �_{rk} s_k ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds > 2.

Let f satisfy f_∗ = e^{−(n−1)f} on Σ \ B_{s1} (o). Clearly, (11.1) holds. Let u_{i,k} be a function on B_{rk} (o) \ B_{si} (o) given by (11.18) ui,k(r, ω) = 3 − �_r s_i ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds for each (r, ω) ∈ B_{rk} (o) \ B_{si} (o). We extend u_{i,k} to Σ by letting u_{i,k} = 3 on B_{si} (o) and u_{i,k} = 0 on Σ \ B_{rk} (o). Then u_{i,k} is the BV solution on Σ associated with cap_3(B_{si} (o), B_{rk} (o)) from (11.4) (up to a sign). Since u^′_{i,k} =^∂_{∂r} u_{i,k} ≤ 0, with (11.17)(11.18) we have (11.19) ui,k(r, ω) ≥ ui,k(sk, ω) > 2 for each (r, ω) ∈ Bs_k (o) \ Bs_i (o). Hence, the BV solution u_i on Σ associated with cap_3(B_{si} (o)) satisfies

u_i(r, ω) = lim_{k→∞} u_{i,k}(r, ω) ≥ 2 for each (r, ω) ∈ Σ \ B_{si} (o).

On the other hand, from

(11.20) (1 + |u^′_{i,k}|^2)^{1/2} = (α^∗_{k,i})^{1/2}f_∗ ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ − 1 )_{−1/2} , and f_∗ = e^{−(n−1)f} on Σ \ B_{s1} (o), we have

(11.21) cap_3(B_{si} (o), B_{rk} (o)) = � B_{rk} (o)\B_{si} (o) ( (1 + |Du_{i,k}|^2)^{1/2} − 1 )

=nω_n �_{rk} s_i ( (α^∗_{k,i})^{1/2}f_∗(s) ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} − 1 ) f_∗(s)ds =nω_n �_{rk} s_i ( (α^∗_{k,i})^{1/2}f_∗(s) − ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{1/2}) f_∗(s) ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds =nω_n �_{rk} s_i f_∗(s) ( (α^∗_{k,i})^{1/2}f_∗(s) + ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{1/2})−1 ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds ≤nω_n(α^∗_{k,i})^{−1/2} �_{rk} s_i ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds. Combining (11.17) and lim_{k→∞} α^∗_{k,i} = 1, from (11.21) we have

(11.22) cap_3(Bs_i (o)) ≤ lim_{k→∞} nωn(α^∗_{k,i})^{−1/2} �_{rk} s_i ( α^∗_{k,i}f^2_∗ (s) − 1 )_{−1/2} ds = 3nω_n. This implies lim_{r→∞} cap_3(B_r(o)) ≤ 3nω_n from the monotonicity of cap_3(B_r(o)) on r. □

References

1. L. Ambrosio, N. Fusco, D. Pallara, Functions of Bounded Variation and Free Discontinuity Problems, Clarendon Press, Oxford (2000).

2. E. Bombieri, E. Giusti, Harnack’s inequality for elliptic differential equations on minimal surfaces, Invent. Math. 15 (1972), 24-46.

3. P. Buser, A note on the isoperimetric constant, Ann. Sci. École Norm. Sup. (4) 15 (1982), 213-230. 4. Jeff Cheeger and Tobias H. Colding, Lower Bounds on Ricci Curvature and the Almost Rigidity of Warped Products, Ann. Math. 144 (1996), 189-237.

5. J. Cheeger and T. H. Colding, On the structure of spaces with Ricci curvature bounded below, III, J.

Differential Geom. 54(1) (2000), 37-74.

6. T. H. Colding, and W. P. Minicozzi II, Large scale behavior of kernels of Schrödinger operators, Amer.

J. Math. 119 (1997), 1355-1398.

7. T. H. Colding, and W. P. Minicozzi II, The Calabi-Yau conjectures for embedded surfaces, Annals of Mathematics 167 (2008), 211-243.

8. T. H. Colding, and W. P. Minicozzi II, A course in minimal surfaces, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, 121. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2011.

9. Giulio Colombo, Marco Magliaro, Luciano Mari, Marco Rigoli, Bernstein and half-space properties for minimal graphs under Ricci lower bounds, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 2022, no. 23, 18256-18290.

10. E. De Giorgi, Sulla differentiabilitá e l’analiticitá delle estremali degli integrali multipli regolari, Mem.

Accad. Sci. Torino, s. III, parte I, (1957), 25-43.

11. Qi Ding, J.Jost and Y.L.Xin, Existence and non-existence of area-minimizing hypersurfaces in manifolds of non-negative Ricci curvature, Amer. J. Math., 138 (2016), no.2., 287-327.

12. Qi Ding, J.Jost and Y.L.Xin, Minimal graphic functions on manifolds of non-negative Ricci curvature, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 69(2) (2016), 323-371.

13. Qi Ding, Liouville-type theorems for minimal graphs over manifolds, Anal. PDE 14 (2021), no. 6, 1925-1949.

14. Frank Duzaar and Klaus Steffen, Boundary regularity for minimizing currents with prescribed mean curvature, Calc. Var. 1 (1993), 355-406.

15. José M. Espinar and Harold Rosenberg, Frankel property and Maximum Principle at Infinity for complete minimal hypersurfaces, arXiv: 2211.06392.

16. H. Federer, W. Fleming, Normal and integral currents, Annals of Math. 72 (1960), 458-520. 17. D. Fischer-Colbrie, and R. Schoen, The structure of complete stable minimal surfaces in 3-manifolds of nonnegative scalar curvature, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 33 (1980), 199-211.

18. T. Frankel, On the fundamental group of a compact minimal submanifold, Ann. of Math. 83 (1966), 68-73.

19. E. Giusti, Minimal surfaces and functions of bounded variation, Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., 1984. 20. A. A. Grigor’yan, On the existence of positive fundamental solution of the Laplace equation on Riemannian manifolds, (in Russian) Matem. Sbornik, 128 (1985) no.3, 354-363. Engl. transl. Math. USSR Sb., 56 (1987) 349-358.

21. A. A. Grigor’yan, Analytic and geometric background of recurrence and non-explosion of the Brownian motion on Riemannian manifolds, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (N.S.) 36 (1999), no. 2, 135-249.

22. R. Hardt, L. Simon, Nodal sets for solutions of elliptic equations, J. Diff. Geom. 30(1989), 505-522. 23. D. Hoffman and W. H. Meeks, III, The strong halfspace theorem for minimal surfaces, Invent. Math.

101 (1990), no. 2, 373-377.

24. Ilkka Holopainen, Volume growth, Green’s functions, and parabolicity of ends, Duke Math. J. 97 (1999), no. 2, 319-346.

25. Debora Impera, Stefano Pigola, Alberto G. Setti, Potential theory for manifolds with boundary and applications to controlled mean curvature graphs, J. Reine Angew. Math. 733 (2017), 121-159.

26. Howard Jenkins and James Serrin, The Dirichlet problem for the minimal surface equation in higher dimensions, J. Reine Angew. Math., 229 (1968), 170-187.

27. R. Langevin, H. Rosenberg, A Maximum Principle at Infinity for minimal surfaces and applications, Duke Math. J. 57 (1988) no. 3, 819-828.

28. William H. Meeks III and Harold Rosenberg, The minimal lamination closure theorem, Duke Math.

J. 133 (2006), no. 3, 467-497.

29. William H. Meeks III and Harold Rosenberg, Maximum Principles at infinity, J. Diff. Geom. 79 (2008) no. 1, 141-165.

30. P. Li, L.-F. Tam and J. Wang, Sharp bounds for the Green’s function and the heat kernel, Math. Res.

Lett. 4 (1997), 589-602.

31. P. Li and S.-T. Yau, On the parabolic kernel of the Schrödinger operator, Acta Math. 156 (1986), 153-201.

32. F.H. Lin, Regularity for a Class of Parametric Obstacle Problems, Ph.D. thesis, University of Minnesota, July 1985.

33. E.R. Reifenberg, Solution of the Plateau problem form-dimensional surfaces of varying topological type, Acta Math. 104 (1960), 1-92.

34. Harold Rosenberg, Felix Schulze and Joel Spruck, The half-space property and entire positive minimal graphs in M × R, J. Diff. Geom. 95 (2013), 321-336.

35. Richard M. Schoen, Uniqueness, symmetry, and embeddedness of minimal surfaces, J. Diff. Geom. 18 (1983), 791-809.

36. Leon Simon, Lectures on Geometric Measure Theory, Proceedings of the center for mathematical analysis Australian national university, Vol. 3, 1983.

37. Joel Spruck, Interior gradient estimates and existence theorems for constant mean curvature graphs in M^n × R, Pure Appl. Math. Q. 3 (2007), no. 3, Special Issue: In honor of Leon Simon. Part 2, 785-800.

38. N. T. Varopoulos, The Poisson kernel on positively curved manifolds, J. Funct. Anal. 44 (1981), 359-380.

39. Neshan Wickramasekera, A sharp strong maximum principle and a sharp unique continuation theorem for singular minimal hypersurfaces, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 51 (2014), 799-812.

Shanghai Center for Mathematical Sciences, Fudan University, Shanghai 200438, China

Email address: dingqi@fudan.edu.cn