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Abstract
Using an approach by contradiction we prove the existence and uniqueness of
a weak solution to a quasi-linear elliptic boundary value problem with singular
convection term and Hardy Potential. Whose simplest model is

u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O) : −∆u = −Adiv

(
x

|x|2u
)

+ λ
u

|x|2 + f(x),

where O is a bounded open set in RN , (A, λ) ∈ (0,∞)2 and f ∈ W−1,2(O).
Additionally, by taking advantage of the regularizing effect of the interaction
between the coefficient of the zero order term and the datum, we establish the
existence, uniqueness and regularity of a weak solution to a quasi-linear boundary
value problem whose simplest example is

u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O) : −∆u + a(x)|u|p−2u = −Adiv

(
x

|x|2u
)

+ λ
u

|x|2 + f(x),

under suitable assumptions on a and f .

Keywords: Elliptic equation, Hardy potential, Singular convection term, weak
solution, Regularizing effect, maximum principle, Q-condition
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1 Introduction
In the first part of this paper, we deal with the following quasi-linear elliptic boundary
value problem −div(M(x)∇u− uV(x)) = λ

u

|x|2
+ f(x) in O,

u = 0 on ∂O.
(1.1)

Here O ⊂ RN (N ≥ 3) is a bounded smooth set and containing the origin.
M : O −→ RN×N is a bounded measurable matrix, which satisfies the standard
assumption:

α|ς|2 ≤ M(x)ς · ς, |M(x)| ≤ β, a.e. x ∈ O, ∀ς ∈ RN , (1.2)

for α and β are two positive constants.
Moreover, V(x) is a measurable vector field, which satisfies

|V(x)| ≤ A
|x|

, A ∈ R+. (1.3)

λ > 0, f(x) is a measurable function such that

f(x) ∈ W−1,2(O). (1.4)

Assuming E ∈
(
LN (O)

)N
, the existence of solutions u to the problem{

−div(M(x)∇u− uV(x)) = f(x) in O
u = 0 on ∂O

(1.5)

was established in [15]. More specifically, the following existence results were demon-
strated

f ∈ L
2N

N+2 (O) ⊂ W−1,2
0 (O) f ∈ L1(O)

w ∈ W 1,z
0 (O) z = 2, z = q, 1 < q <

N

N − 1

If E(x) satisfies (1.3), which is an assumption slightly weaker than E ∈
(
LN (O)

)N ,
the size of A plays an important role. In the paper [13] the following existence results
were proved
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{
f ∈ L

2N
N+2 (O) ⊂ W−1,2

0 (O)

A < αH

{
f ∈ L1(O)

A < α(N − 2)

w ∈ W 1,z
0 (O) z = 2 z = q, 1 < q <

N

N − 1

Let’s recall the classical Hardy inequality. If v belongs to W 1,2
0 (O), then

H2

∫
O

|v|2

|x|2
dx ≤

∫
O
|∇v|2 dx, (1.6)

where H2 =
(
N−2
2

)2 is optimal and is not achieved (See [19] for more details).
Given that f satisfies (1.4), it’s well known (see [19]) that the following boundary

problem −div(M(x)∇u) = λ
u

|x|2
+ f(x) in O,

u = 0 on ∂O,
(1.7)

has a unique solution u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) for any λ < αH2. More specifically, the authors

establish the existence result by solving a minimization problem, where the solution
u is found as the minimum of the functional

J (u) :=
1

2

∫
O
∇u dx− λ

2

∫
O

u2

|u|2
dx−

∫
O
fu dx.

Moreover, they used also an approach that uses a density argument and the com-
pactness result given by Boccardo and Murat (see [10]) to approximate the solution
through a sequence of functions that converge within a suitable framework.

Now, we state our first result that will be proved in the Section 2 by using the
same approach in the paper [9], in which the proof based on establishing the main
classical a priori estimate by contradiction.
Theorem 1. Assume that (1.2), (1.3) and (1.4) hold. Let A and λ be positive
constants that satisfy

αH2 > AH+ λ, (1.8)
then there exists a unique weak solution for the problem (1.1), that is a function
u ∈ W 1,2

0 (O) such that
uV(x) ∈ (L2(O))N ,

u

|x|2
∈ L1(O)∫

O
M(x)∇u∇φ dx =

∫
O
uV(x)∇φ dx+ λ

∫
O

uφ

|x|2
dx+

∫
O
f(x)φ dx,

(1.9)
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for every φ in W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O).

On the other hand, in [12] it is proved that, since the problem (1.7) is linear, there
is no solution for data in L1(O). Furthermore, when f ∈ Lm(O) with m ≥ N

2 , even if
f ∈ L∞(O), solutions to (1.7) are generally unbounded.

To overcome this failure of the existence of weak solution when the datum f ∈
L1(O), motivated by the recent papers by Arcoya [5, 8], we will add the zero order
term a(x)h(u) to the Problem (1.1). Thus, we are dealing with the following problem−div(M(x)∇u− uV(x)) + a(x)h(u) = λ

u

|x|2
+ f(x) in O,

u = 0 on ∂O.
(1.10)

Here a(x) is a measurable function such that

0 ≤ a(x) ∈ L1(O), (1.11)

and that
|f(x)| ≤ Qa(x), for every Q > 0. (1.12)

Moreover, we suppose that h is a continuous, odd and strictly increasing function
satisfying

lim
s→±∞

h(s) = ±∞. (1.13)

We have to mention that in the paper [5], the authors proved the regularizing effect
of a polynomial lower order term a(x)u for the semi-linear problems. In fact, they
showed that, if f ∈ L1(O), it is possible to prove the existence, uniqueness and the
same summability obtained in [12] of weak solutions by keeping the same assumptions
on λ. Consequently, by using the regularizing effect, we are going to prove that there
exists a unique weak solution to the problem (1.10), which satisfies the same regularity
as obtained in the papers [12, 13]. Before stating our result, we introduce the real
function, which is a generalization of the function considered in [8], defined by

F : [2∗,+∞[ −→ R

t 7−→ F(t) := αHN

t

(
2− 2∗

t

)
+AH

(
2∗

t
− 1

)
,

(1.14)

let us observe that the function F fulfills the following properties
F is stricly decreasing,
F(2∗) = αH2,

limt→+∞ F(t) = −AH,

∃!mλ,A > 2∗, such thatF(mλ,A) = AH+ λ.

(1.15)

Theorem 2. Assume that (1.2), (1.3) and (1.11) − (1.15) hold. If

αH2 > F(mλ,A), (1.16)
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then there exists a unique weak solution u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O) for the problem

a(x)h(u) ∈ L1(O),
u

|x|2
∈ L1(O)∫

O
M(x)∇u∇φ dx+

∫
O

a(x)h(u)φ dx =

∫
O
uV(x)∇φ dx

+λ

∫
O

uφ

|x|2
dx+

∫
O
f(x)φ dx,

(1.17)

for every φ in W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O).

Moreover, u satisfies the following regularity

u ∈ Lm(O)

for every 2∗ ≤ m < mλ,A.
Remark 1. It is worth noting that in our paper, we establish the boundedness of the
solution without relying on the domination of the potential term λ

|x|2 by the function
a, as assumed by the authors in [6].

We stress that the previous theorem gives the same summability of the weak solu-
tion u obtained separately in the papers [12, 13]. Indeed, in [13] L. Boccardo studied
the Dirichlet problem{

−div(M(x)∇u) = −div(uV(x)) + f(x) in O,

u = 0 on ∂O,

where V satisfy (1.3) and f ∈ Lρ(O), with 1 < ρ < N
2 . Particularly, he proved that

u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ Lρ∗∗

(O) if A <
α(N − 2ρ)

ρ
and

2N

N + 2
< ρ.

We explicitly observe that our theorem gives a weak solution u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) such that

u ∈ Lm(O) if (1.16) is hold ⇔ u ∈ Lm(O) if AH < F(m)

If this is the case, being m = ρ∗∗, we get

u ∈ Lρ∗∗
(O) if AH < F(ρ∗∗) ⇔ u ∈ Lρ∗∗

(O) if AH < F(ρ∗∗),

⇔ u ∈ Lρ∗∗
(O) if AN(ρ− 1)

ρ
< α

N(ρ− 1)(N − 2ρ)

ρ2
,

⇔ u ∈ Lρ∗∗
(O) if A <

α(N − 2ρ)

ρ
,
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Consequently, the regularity obtained in our paper is the same as in [13], by keeping
the same condition on the size of A and take the datum f in L1(O) which explain the
contribution of the term a(x)h(u) on the problem (1.1).

At least in the case A = 0 the existence and regularity of a weak solution u ∈
W 1,2

0 (O) ∩ Lρ∗∗
(O) of the following problem−div(M(x)∇u) = λ

u

|x|2
+ f(x) in O,

u = 0 on ∂O,

can be proved under a suitable assumption on λ and f ∈ Lρ(O) with 1 < ρ < N
2 .

More precisely, the authors in [12] proved that

u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ Lρ∗∗

(O) if λ < α
N(ρ− 1)(N − 2ρ)

ρ2
and ρ ≥ 2N

N + 2
.

In order to show that our theorem gives the same regularity as in the paper [12],
remaining the same condition on λ and with right hand side f only in L1(O), we can
repeat line by line the above proof using (1.16) and (1.15). Obviously, we ensue that

u ∈ Lρ∗∗
(O) if λ < F(ρ∗∗) ⇔ u ∈ Lρ∗∗

(O) if λ < α
N(ρ− 1)(N − 2ρ)

ρ2
.

Despite the presence of lower order terms in our problem that may undermine the
maximum principal (see [21, 23]), our second goal is to establish two results that
guarantee that every solution of the problem (1.10) satisfies the weak and strong
maximum principal. We have to mention that the study of the maximum principal for
the Problem (1.10), with λ = 0, V(x) ∈ LN (O) and regular datum f ∈ Lm, m > 1,
was initiated in [17]. In fact the author proved that if we assume that the data are
greater or equal than zero, but not identically zero, then the solution satisfies the
strong maximum principal. We point out that, the presence of the singular term in
the right-hand side and the singular convection term in the left hand side forced us
to consider a different approach, that used in [5], in order to prove that the solution
satisfies the weak maximum principal.

Our result, which concerns the weak maximum principal, is the following.
Theorem 3. (Weak maximum principle) Assume that (1.2), (1.3) and (1.11)− (1.15)
hold. If f ≥ 0 and a(x) ≥ 0 are such that

f(x) = Qa(x) with Q > 0, (1.18)

and
max
|s|≤k0

h(s) ≤ Q. (1.19)

then the weak solution u ∈ W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O) given by theorem 2 is such that u ≥ 0

almost everywhere in O.
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In the next theorem we study the positivity, up to a zero measure set, of the
solution of the Dirichlet Problem (1.10), the proof hinges on the approach of [5].
Theorem 4. (Strong maximum principle) Assume that (1.2), (1.3) and (1.11)−(1.15)
hold. Let u ∈ W 1,2

0 (O)∩L∞(O) be the solution of (1.10) given by Theorem 2. If f ≥ 0
(and not almost everywhere equal to zero), then for every set ω ⊂⊂ O, there exists
Cω > 0 such that u(x) ≥ Cω almost everywhere in ω.

For ease of reading, we address the case of regular data in Section 2. In Section 3,
we provide the proofs of the main results for the case of irregular data. Additionally, we
present an example that illustrates our findings. We also demonstrate that if the data
f is non-negative (and not identically zero), then both the weak and strong maximum
principles hold for equation (1.10).

2 Regular data: f ∈ W−1,p′
(O)

2.1 A priori estimates
For k > 0, and t in R, let us define

Tk(t) = max(−k,min(t, k)), Gk(t) = t− Tk(t) = (|t| − k)+ sgn(t),

As in [9], we consider the following approximate Dirichlet problems−div

(
M(x)∇un − un

1 + 1
n |un|

Vn(x)

)
= λ

un

|x|2 + 1
n

+ fn(x) in O,

un = 0 in ∂O,
where

fn(x) =
f(x)

1 + 1
n |f(x)|

and Vn(x) =
V(x)

1 + 1
n |V(x)|

.

The Schauder theorem enables us to ensure the existence of a weak solution, i.e. un ∈
W 1,2

0 (O), for the approximate problem. Furthermore, this solution satisfying∫
O
M(x)∇un∇φ dx =

∫
O

un

1 + 1
n |un|

Vn(x)∇φ dx+ λ

∫
O

un

|x|2 + 1
n

φ dx

+

∫
O
fn(x)φ dx,

(2.1)

for every φ in W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O).

Moreover, since for every fixed n the functions un, Vn and fn are bounded. Then un
belongs to L∞(O), thanks to Stampacchia’s boundedness theorem (see [22]).
Lemma 2.1. Let us assume (1.2), (1.3) and f ∈W−1,2(O). If A and λ are such that

αH2 > AH+ λ. (2.2)
Then, there exists a positive constant C1 independent of n, such that

∥un∥W 1,2
0 (O)

≤ C1∥f∥W−1,2(O), ∀n ∈ N. (2.3)

Proof. By contradiction, let us assume, for m ∈ N, the existence of a sequence {fm} ⊂
W−1,2(O) and a sequence {nm} ⊂ N such that

∥fm∥W−1,2(O)

∥unm∥
W 1,2

0 (O)

<
1

m
. (2.4)
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For brevity, we set um = unm . Let us define

am =
1

1 + 1
nm

|um|
,

and consider the normalized function defined by

wm =
um

∥um∥
W 1,2

0 (O)

. (2.5)

Such that ∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇φ dx =

∫
O
amwmVnm(x)∇φ dx+ λ

∫
O

wmφ

|x|2 + 1
nm

dx

+
⟨fm, φ⟩

∥um∥
W 1,2

0 (O)

,

(2.6)

for every φ ∈W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O).

Since the sequence {wm} is bounded in W 1,2
0 (O). Then, up to a subsequence one has

wm → w a.e. in O, (2.7)

wm ⇀ w weakly in W 1,2
0 (O), (2.8)

wm → w strongly in Lt(O), with 1 ≤ t < 2∗. (2.9)

Now, taking Tk(w) as a test function in the weak formulation (2.6), we have∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇Tk(w) dx =

∫
O
amwmVnm(x)∇Tk(w) dx+ λ

∫
O

wmTk(w)

|x|2 + 1
nm

dx

+
⟨fm, Tk(w)⟩
∥um∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

.

Consequently, by (1.3) and the fact that |am| ≤ 1,∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇Tk(w) dx ≤ A

∫
O

|wm|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx+ λ

∫
O

|wm||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx

+
⟨fm, Tk(w)⟩
∥um∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

.

Since |wm| ≤ |Tk(wm)|+ |Gk(wm)|, we obtain∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇Tk(w) dx ≤ A

∫
O

|Tk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx+A

∫
O

|Gk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx

+ λ

∫
O

|Tk(wm)||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx+ λ

∫
O

|Gk(wm)||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx

+
⟨fm, Tk(w)⟩
∥um∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

.

By Holder and Hardy’s inequalities, we have
A
∫
O

|Gk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx ≤ A

H∥wm∥
W 1,2

0 (O)

(∫
O
|∇Tk(w)|2χ{|wm|>k} dx

) 1
2

,

λ

∫
O

|Gk(wm)||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx ≤ λ

H2
∥wm∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

(∫
O
|∇Tk(w)|2χ{|wm|>k} dx

) 1
2

,
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since ∥wm∥
W 1,2

0 (O)
= 1 and

|∇Tk(w)|2χ{|wm|>k} → 0 strongly in L2(O),

it follows that 
lim

m→+∞
A
∫
O

|Gk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx = 0,

lim
m→+∞

λ

∫
O

|Gk(wm)||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx = 0.

Moreover, thanks to (2.8) and (2.4), we obtain
lim

m→+∞

∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇Tk(w) dx =

∫
O
M(x)∇Tk(w)∇Tk(w) dx,

lim
m→+∞

⟨fm, Tk(w)⟩
∥um∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

= 0.

In addition, by (2.7), we get
lim

m→+∞
A
∫
O

|Tk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx = A

∫
O

|Tk(w)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx,

lim
m→+∞

λ

∫
O

|Tk(wm)||Tk(w)|
|x|2

dx = λ

∫
O

|Tk(w)|2

|x|2
dx.

Therefore, we deduce that∫
O
M(x)∇w∇Tk(w) dx ≤ A

∫
O

|Tk(w)|
|x| |∇Tk(w)| dx+ λ

∫
O

|Tk(w)|2

|x|2
dx.

Thus, applying Young’s, Hardy’s and Poincare inequalities, we derive that

µ1

(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)∫
O
|Tk(w)|2 dx ≤ Ak2H

4

∫
{|w|≤k}

dx

|x|2
, (2.10)

where µ1 is the minimal eigenvalue of the negative Laplacian.
Using now that for any k < h, by following the papers [14, 15],

µ1

(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)
|{|w| > h}| ≤ AH

4

∫
{|w|≤k}

dx

|x|2
; (2.11)

Hence, by (2.2), we obtain

|{|w| > h}| ≤ A
4µ1

(
α− A

H − λ
H2

) lim
k→0

∫
{|w|≤k}

dx

|x|2
; (2.12)

i.e.,
|{|w| > h}| = 0, ∀h > 0 (2.13)

which means that w ≡ 0. In consequence,

wm → 0 a.e. in O, (2.14)

wm ⇀ 0 weakly in W 1,2
0 (O). (2.15)

To complete the proof, we must show that

wm → 0 strongly in W 1,2
0 (O). (2.16)
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To this aim, we choose Tk(wm) as test function in (2.6), we have∫
O
M(x)∇wm∇Tk(wm) dx =

∫
O
amwmVnm(x)∇Tk(wm) dx+ λ

∫
O

wmTk(wm)

|x|2 + 1
nm

dx

+
⟨fm, Tk(wm))⟩
∥um∥

W 1,2
0 (O)

.

Using (1.2), (1.3), (2.4) and recalling that |am(x)| ≤ 1 we obtain

α

∫
O
|∇Tk(wm)|2 dx ≤ A

∫
O

|Tk(wm)|
|x| |∇Tk(wm)| dx+ λ

∫
O

|wm||Tk(wm)|
|x|2

dx

+
1

m
.

Applying Holder, Hardy’s inequalities and using that |wm| ≤ |Tk(wm)|+ |Gk(wm)| we get(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)∫
O
|∇Tk(wm)|2 dx ≤ λ

∫
O
|gk(x)| dx+

1

m
.

with
gk(x) = λ

Tk(wm(x))Gk(wm(x))

|x|2
.

Thanks to (2.14) we have that

gk → 0 a.e. in O,

and since

|gk(x)| ≤ λ
|wm(x)|2

|x|2
∈ L1(O),

then, by Lebesgue theorem, we deduce that

gk → 0 strongly in L1(O).

taking the limit as k tends to infinity, it follows(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)∫
O
|∇wm|2 dx ≤ 1

m
.

At last, by recalling (2.2), we get

lim sup
m→+∞

∫
O
|∇wm|2 dx = 0.

This conflicts with the fact that ∥um∥
W 1,2

0 (O)
= 1. Thus, the estimates (2.3) holds.

2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.
In the previous lemma we have proved the boundedness of the sequence {un} in W 1,2

0 (O).
Therefore, up to subsequence, there exists a function u ∈W 1,2

0 (O) such that

un → u a.e. in O,

un ⇀ u weakly in W 1,2
0 (O),

un → u strongly in L2(O).

Moreover, thanks to Hardy’s inequality, we have that

unVn(x) ∈ (L2(O))2.

10



Then, we obtain that
unVn(x) → uV(x) strongly in (L2(O))2.

In addition, we have that
un

|x|2 + 1
n

→ u

|x|2
strongly in L1(O).

Hence we can pass to the limit in (3.1), thanks to the linearity of the problem, to prove that
u is a weak solution of the Problem (1.1) in the sens of (1.17).

Now, Let’s consider u and v belonging to W 1,2
0 (O) as two solutions of the Problem (1.1).

Consequently, for every φ ∈W 1,2
0 (O), w = u− v satisfies the following equation∫

O
M(x)∇w∇φ dx =

∫
O
wV(x)∇φ dx+ λ

∫
O

wφ

|x|2
dx. (2.17)

By using Th(w) as a test function in the aforementioned equation, we derive the identical
estimate as presented in (2.12). Thus, by following the same logic as in the preceding lemma,
we deduce

|{|w| > h}| = 0, for any h > 0, (2.18)
indicating that w ≡ 0, meaning u ≡ v.

3 No regular data: f ∈ L1(O)

3.1 A priori estimates
As in [8], we consider the following approximate Dirichlet problems−div(M(x)∇un − Tn(un)Vn(x)) + an(x)h(un) = λ

Tn(un)

|x|2 + 1
n

+ fn(x) in O,

un = 0 in ∂O,

where

an(x) =
a(x)

1 + Q
n a(x)

, fn(x) =
f(x)

1 + 1
n |f(x)|

and Vn(x) =
V(x)

1 + 1
n |V(x)|

.

The Schauder theorem enables us to ensure the existence of a weak solution, i.e. un ∈
W 1,2

0 (O), for the approximate problem. Furthermore, this solution satisfying∫
O
M(x)∇un∇φ dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un)φ dx =

∫
O
Tn(un)Vn(x)∇φ dx

+ λ

∫
O

Tn(un)φ

|x|2 + 1
n

dx+

∫
O
fn(x)φ dx,

(3.1)

for every φ in W 1,2
0 (O) ∩ L∞(O).

Moreover, since for every fixed n the functions Vn and fn are bounded and since∣∣∣∣∣λ Tn(un)|x|2 + 1
n

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ λn2,

then un belongs to L∞(O), thanks to Stampacchia’s boundedness theorem (see [22]).
Next, we will prove the following Lemma by adapting the techniques developed in [5].
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Lemma 3.1. Let us assume (1.2), (1.3), (1.12)-(1.15) and f ∈ L1(O). If A and λ are such that

αH2 > F(mλ,A), (3.2)

Then, there exist two positive constants C2 and C3 independent of n and positive reel number
k0, such that

∥un∥W 1,2
0 (O)

≤ C2∥a∥L1(O), ∀n ∈ N, (3.3)

∥un∥L∞(O) ≤ k0, ∀n ∈ N, (3.4)
and

∥un∥Lm(O) ≤ C3∥a∥L1(O), ∀n ∈ N, (3.5)
for every 2∗ ≤ m < mλ,A.

Proof. By utilizing un as the test function in (3.1), we derive∫
O
M(x)∇un∇un dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un)un dx =

∫
O
Tn(un)Vn(x)∇un dx

+ λ

∫
O

unTn(un)

|x|2 + 1
n

dx+

∫
O
fn(x)un dx,

From (1.2), (1.3), (1.11), (1.12) and (1.13) it follows

α

∫
O
|∇un|2 dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un)un dx ≤ A

∫
O

|un|
|x| |∇un| dx

+ λ

∫
O

u2n
|x|2

dx+

∫
O
|fn(x)| |un| dx.

Then, by Holder’s and Hardy’s inequalities,(
α− λ

H2
− A

H

)∫
O
|∇un|2 +

∫
O
an(x) (|h(un)| −Q) |un| dx ≤ 0. (3.6)

Since t (h(t)−Q) ≥ −Qh−1(Q) for every 0 ≤ t ≤ h−1(Q), it follows that(
α− λ

H2
− A

H

)∫
O
|∇un|2 ≤ Qh−1(Q)

∫
O

a(x) dx, (3.7)

so that the sequence {un} is bounded in W 1,2
0 (O).

Note that, by (3.6), ∫
O
an(x) (|h(un)| −Q) |un| dx ≤ 0, (3.8)

and thanks to (1.13) there exists k0 such that |h(s)| > Q for every s > k0.
Hence, recalling that

∣∣Gk0
(un)

∣∣ ≤ |un|, we get∫
O
an(x) (|h(un)| −Q)

∣∣Gk0
(un)

∣∣ dx ≤
∫
O
an(x) (|h(un)| −Q) |un| dx ≤ 0, (3.9)

which implies that (3.4) holds.
In order to prove the summability result, we follow the idea of [8]. Let s > 0 and consider

the function |un|sun as a test function in the weak formulation (3.1), we obtain

(s+ 1)

∫
O
M(x)∇un∇un |un|s dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un) |un|s un dx

= (s+ 1)

∫
O
Tn(un)Vn(x)∇un |un|s dx+ λ

∫
O

Tn(un) |un|s un
|x|2 + 1

n

dx

+

∫
O
fn(x) |un|s un dx.

12



Putting to gather the hypotheses (1.2), (1.3), (1.11), (1.12) and (1.13), we obtain

α(s+ 1)

∫
O
|∇un|2 |un|s dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un) |un|s un dx

≤ A(s+ 1)

∫
O

|un|s+1

|x| |∇un| dx+ λ

∫
O

|un|s+2

|x|2
dx+

∫
O
|fn(x)| |un|s+1 dx.

For Cs =
4

(s+ 2)2
, we have:

|∇un|2|un|s = Cs

∣∣∣∇|un|(
s
2+1)

∣∣∣2 .
Hence

Csα(s+ 1)

∫
O

∣∣∣∇|un|(
s
2+1)

∣∣∣2 dx+

∫
O
an(x)h(un) |un|s un dx

≤ C
1
2
s A(s+ 1)

H

∫
O

∣∣∣∇|un|(
s
2+1)

∣∣∣2 dx+
λ

H2

∫
O

∣∣∣∇|un|(
s
2+1)

∣∣∣2 dx
+

∫
O
|fn(x)| |un|s+1 dx,

at this point, we use (1.12) and Sobolev inequality to obtain that

C(α, s,A,H, λ)
S2

∫
O
|un|2

∗( s
2+1) dx ≤

∫
O
an(x)(Q− |h(un)|) |un|s+1 dx,

≤
∫
{|h(un)|>Q}

an(x)(Q− |h(un)|) |un|s+1 dx

+

∫
{|h(un)|≤Q}

an(x)(Q− |h(un)|) |un|s+1 dx,

(3.10)

with

C(α, s,A,H, λ) = Csα(s+ 1)− C
1
2
s A(s+ 1)

H − λ

H2
.

To handle the second term, on the right hand side, in (3.10) we use the following inequality

ts+1 (h(t)−Q) ≥ −Q
(
h−1(Q)

)s+1
for every 0 ≤ t ≤ h−1(Q), (3.11)

and then, by making m = 2∗
( s
2
+ 1
)

and dropping the negative term in the right hand side,
we arrive that

C(α, s,A,H, λ)
S2

(∫
O
|un|m dx

) 2
2∗

≤ Q
(
h−1(Q)

)m(N−2)
N −1

∫
{|h(un)|≤Q}

an(x) dx.

Let us observe that

C(α, s,A,H, λ) > 0 ⇔ λ+AH < α
(N − 2)2(s+ 1)

(s+ 2)2
−AH s

s+ 2
,

⇔ λ+AH < F(m).

By (1.15), there exist a unique value mλ,A > 2∗ such that F(mλ,A) = λ+AH.
Thus, we have

C(α, s,A,H, λ) > 0 ⇔ F(mλ,A) < F(m).

13



From which∫
O
|un|m dx ≤ C(α,m,A,H, λ,Q)

(∫
O
a(x) dx

) 2∗
2

for every m ≥ 2∗,

where

C(α,m,A,H, λ,Q) =

Q
(
h−1(Q)

)m(N−2)
N −1

S2

C(α, s,A,H, λ)


2∗
2

.

Thus, we conclude (3.5). As a conclusion the proof of the Lemma is complete.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 2
In the previous lemma we have proved the boundedness of the sequence {un} in W 1,2

0 (O).
Therefore, up to subsequence, there exists a function u ∈W 1,2

0 (O) such that

un → u a.e. in O, (3.12)

un ⇀ u weakly in W 1,2
0 (O), (3.13)

un → u strongly in L2(O). (3.14)

Using that
|an(x)h (un)| ≤ a(x) max

|s|≤k0

|h(s)|

and by Lebesgue theorem, we deduce that

{an(x)h (un)} → a(x)h(u) strongly in L1(O).

Moreover, we obtain from (3.3) and (3.12) that

Tn(un)Vn(x) → uV(x) strongly in (L2(O))2.

In addition, we have
λ

|x|2 + 1
n

→ λ

|x|2
strongly in Lt(O), for every 1 ≤ t <

N

2
.

Combining all the previous convergences and (3.13) one can pass to the limit in the weak
formulation (3.1) to obtain that the limit u satisfies (1.17).

Let u and v be two weak solution of (1.1). Using u− v as test function in (1.17) to get∫
O
M(x)∇(u− v)∇(u− v) dx+

∫
O

a(x)(h(u)− h(v))(u− v) dx

=

∫
O
(u− v)V(x)∇(u− v) dx+ λ

∫
O

(u− v)2

|x|2
dx.

Note w = u− v and thanks to (1.2)-(1.12) we get

α

∫
O
|∇w|2 dx+

∫
O

a(x)(h(u)− h(v))w dx ≤ A
∫
O

|w|
|x| |∇w| dx+ λ

∫
O

w2

|x|2
dx,

using (1.3), Hardy’s inequality and dropping the positive term we obtain that(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)∫
O
|∇w|2 dx ≤ 0,

which implies, from (1.16), that u = v.
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3.3 Example
In order to prove the optimality of the condition (1.16) we work as in [8], it results that for

any ρ < 1+
N

2
and V(x) = x

|x|2
, the function uρ(x) =

1

|x|ρ −1 is a weak solution in W 1,2
0 (B),

with B = {x ∈ RN : |x| < 1}, of the following problem−∆uρ = div(ρuρV(x)) + ρ
N − 2

|x|2
in B,

uρ = 0 on ∂B.
(3.15)

Let α > 0, A = 1, ρ =
N

m
, mλ,A, m and λ such that F(m) < AH+ λ.

Being V(x) = x

|x|2
, (3.15) with the following formulas

div(uρV(x)) =
N − (ρ+ 2)

|x|ρ+2
− N − 2

|x|2
,

div(∇uρ) = − 1

|x|ρ+2
(Nρ− ρ(ρ+ 2)) ,

give that u is the solution, in the weak sense, of the following Dirichlet problem−∆uρ + am(x)h(uρ) = −div(uρV(x)) + λ
uρ
|x|2

+ fm(x) in B,

uρ = 0 on ∂B.
(3.16)

with
C(α, ρ) = ρ(α+ 1)(N − ρ− 2) +

ρ

2
− 3

2
(N − 2),

am(x) =
λ− C(α, ρ) + F(m)

|x|2
,

Qm ≥ F(m) + C(α, ρ)−N + 2

λ− C(α, ρ) + F(m)
,

fm(x) =
F(m) + C(α, ρ)−N + 2

|x|2
,

h(uρ) = uρ.

We stress that
F(m) + C(α, ρ)−N + 2

λ− C(α, ρ) + F(m)
> 0 being F(m) < AH+λ. Now let us consider the

case where λ = 1, α = 7 and N = 3, the following Figure below gives the region where the
regularity result, of the solution uρ, is hold with respect the variation of the function F .
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Fig. 1 Graph of the function F(m) = 21
m

(1− 3
m
) + 1

2
( 6
m

− 1).

According to the above definitions we have that (1.2), (1.3) and (1.11) − (1.13) are hold
and the solution uρ is a weak solution of (3.16). Nevertheless, for every m > mλ,A, uρ does
not belong to Lm(B). This prove the optimality of (1.16).

3.4 Proof of the Theorem 3
Let us choose −Tκ

(
u−
)

as test function in (1.17). Thus∫
O
M(x)∇u∇Tκ(u−) dx−

∫
O

a(x)h(u)Tκ(u−) dx = −
∫
O
uV(x)∇Tκ(u−) dx

− λ

∫
O

uTκ(u
−)

|x|2
dx−

∫
O
fTκ(u

−) dx,

thanks to (1.2)-(1.13) and (1.18), we have

α

∫
O

∣∣∣∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣∣2 dx ≤ A

∫
O

∣∣u∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣

|x| dx+ λ

∫
O

u−Tκ(u
−)dx

|x|2
dx

+ κ

∫
O

a(x) (h(u)−Q) dx,

Observing that

A
∫
O

∣∣u∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣

|x| dx ≤ A
∫
O

∣∣u+∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣

|x| dx+A
∫
O

∣∣u−∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣

|x| dx

λ

∫
O

uTκ(u
−)

|x|2
dx = λ

∫
O

u+Tκ(u
−)

|x|2
dx+ λ

∫
O

u−Tκ(u
−)

|x|2
dx

κ

∫
O

a(x) (h(u)−Q)) dx ≤ κ

∫
O

a(x)
(

max
|s|≤k0

h(s)−Q

)
dx

and 
t+Tκ(t

−) = 0, ∀t ∈ R

t+T ′
κ(t

−) = 0, ∀t ∈ R.
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Thus, we obtain

α

∫
O

∣∣∣∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣∣2 dx ≤ A

∫
O

∣∣Tκ(u−)
∣∣

|x|

∣∣∣∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣∣ dx+ λ

∫
O

u−Tκ(u
−)dx

|x|2
dx

+ κ

∫
O

a(x)
(

max
|s|≤k0

h(s)−Q

)
dx,

Applying Holder’s and Young’s’s inequalities and (1.19), we get(
α− A

H − λ

H2

)∫
O

∣∣∣∇Tκ(u−)
∣∣∣2 dx ≤ λk0

4

∫
{−k<u<0}

dx

|x|2
dx,

Let 0 < κ < δ and following the argument contained in [16], we can say that the previous
inequality imply

meas{u < −δ} ≤ C(α, k0,S,A)

∫
{−κ<u<0}

dx

|x|2
,

since
1

|x|2
∈ L1(O), the right hand side goes to 0 , as κ→ 0.

In such a way, we deduce that

meas{u < −δ} = 0, for every δ > 0.

3.5 Proof of the Theorem 4
Considering the real valued function ψ : R → R defined by

ψ(t) =
1

l + t
, l ∈ ]1,+∞[ .

Using
v = ψ(u)ϕ2, 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1, ϕ ∈W 1,2

0 (O) ∩ L∞(O),

as test function in (3.1). Then∫
O
M(x)∇u∇uψ′(u)ϕ2 dx+ 2

∫
O
M(x)∇uψ(u)ϕ∇ϕdx+

∫
O

a(x)h(u)ψ(u)ϕ2 dx

=

∫
O
uV(x)∇uψ′(u)ϕ2 dx+ 2

∫
O
uV(x)ψ(u)ϕ∇ϕdx+ λ

∫
O

uψ(u)ϕ2

|x|2
dx

+

∫
O
fψ(u)ϕ2 dx,

and by (1.2), (1.3), Holder’s, Hardy’s and Young’s inequalities we obtain

α

2

∫
O

|∇u|2

(l + u)2
ϕ2 dx+ λ

∫
O

uϕ2

(l + u)|x|2
dx+

∫
O
f
ϕ2

l + u
dx

≤
(
4β2

α
+

A2

H2α
+

2A
H

)∫
O
|∇ϕ|2 dx+

∫
O

a(x)h(u)
ϕ2

l + u
dx,

since we suppose that f(x) ≥ 0 then we have u ≥ 0 as a consequence of the Theorem 3,
which implies that

α

2

∫
O

|∇u|2

(l + u)2
ϕ2 dx ≤ C (α, β,A,H)

∫
O
|∇ϕ|2 dx+

∫
O

a(x)h(u)
ϕ2

l + u
dx,

hence, using the fact that ∥u∥L∞(O) ≤ k0 gives

α

2

∫
O

∣∣∣∇ log
(
1 +

u

l

)∣∣∣2 ϕ2 dx ≤ C (α, β,A,H)

∫
O
|∇ϕ|2 dx+ Ck0

∫
O

a(x)
ϕ2

l + u
dx.
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Now, we reason by contradiction (see [5] for instance) in order to establish that u = 0 at
most on a set of zero measure. Let Z := {x ∈ O : u(x) = 0} and assuming that meas(Z) ≥ 0
. Let ω ⊂⊂ O be an open set such that Z ∩ ω has positive measure. Choosing in the above
inequality a function ϕ ∈W 1,2

0 (O) ∩ L∞(O) such that ϕ ≡ 1 in ω, we obtain

α

2

∫
ω

∣∣∣∇ log
(
1 +

u

l

)∣∣∣2 dx ≤ C (α, β,A,H)

∫
O
|∇ϕ|2 dx+ Ck0

∫
O

a(x)
dx

l + u
,

≤ C (α, β,A,H)

∫
O
|∇ϕ|2 dx+ Ck0

∫
O

a(x) dx

≤ C + Ck0

∫
O

a(x) dx.

Being u = 0 in the subset Z ∩ ω, we can apply the Poincare inequality to derive that∫
ω

∣∣∣∇ log
(
1 +

u

l

)∣∣∣2 dx ≤ C1 + C2

∫
O

a(x) dx,

with C1 and C2 are positive constants independent of l.
Since we have for every ϵ ≥ 0(

log
(
1 +

ϵ

l

))2
meas ({x ∈ ω : u(x) > ϵ}) ≤

∫
ω

(
log
(
1 +

u

l

))2
dx,

then, we conclude that

meas ({x ∈ ω : u(x) > ϵ}) ≤ lim
h→0

C1 + C2

∫
O

a(x) dx(
log
(
1 + ϵ

l

))2 ,

which implies
meas ({x ∈ ω : u(x) > ϵ}) = 0 for every ϵ ≥ 0,

or equivalently that
u ≡ 0 in ω,

then the arbitrariness of the open set ω ⊂⊂ O such that Z ∩ ω has positive measure implies
then that f(x) should be equal to zero a.e. in ω, which is a contradiction. Thus, there exist a
strictly positive constant mω such that u(x) ≥ mω > 0 a.e. in ω, and the proof is complete.
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