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On renormalized solutions to elliptic inclusions with nonstandard growth

Anna Denkowska, Piotr Gwiazda, and Piotr Kalita

ABSTRACT. We study the elliptic inclusion given in the following divergence form
—divA(z,Vu) > f in Q,
u=0 on 0N

As we assume that f € L*(Q), the solutions to the above problem are understood in the renormalized sense.
We also assume nonstandard, possibly nonpolynomial, heterogeneous and anisotropic growth and coercivity
conditions on the maximally monotone multifunction A which necessitates the use of the nonseparable and
nonreflexive Musielak—Orlicz spaces. We prove the existence and uniqueness of the renormalized solution
as well as, under additional assumptions on the problem data, its boundedness. The key difficulty, the lack
of a Carathéodory selection of the maximally monotone multifunction is overcome with the use of the Minty

transform.
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1. Introduction.

Let © C R? be an open and bounded domain with sufficiently smooth boundary and let f : @ — R
and A: Qx R? — 2% bea maximally monotone multifunction. We study the existence and uniqueness of
solutions to a problem governed by a quasilinear elliptic inclusion

—divA(z,Vu)> f in Q, (1.1)
u=0 on Of. (1.2)

We assume that f € L'(€) and hence we need to employ the machinery of renormalized solutions.
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The existence of renormalized solutions for problems with nonstandard growth has already been estab-
lished for elliptic equations in [40,44,45] (and generalized in [27,29,46,59,60] to the case of evolutionary,
parabolic, problems) but, to our surprise, it appears that no results on the existence of renormalized solu-
tions for the differential inclusions with a multivalued leading term have been obtained so far, even with the
standard polynomial growth, i.e. in classical Sobolev spaces (note, however, that in [45] there appears the
lower order term which can be multivalued). This paper fills this gap.

As we assume the nonstandard growth condition on A, our solution belongs to nonreflexive and non-
separable Musielak—Orlicz spaces. To deal with the difficulties associated with the lack of reflexivity and
separability we use the results of [16,40,44,45]. The existence result we present is in fact a generalization
of the results of [40] and [44, 45] to the situation when the single valued mapping A present there becomes
a multivalued map.

Classically, in the framework of elliptic problems given in divergence form such as

—divA(z,Vu) =f in Q, (1.3)
u=0 on 99, (1.4)

one needs to assume that the function A : Q x R — R? satisfies the coercivity condition which could be
possibly given as

Az, €) - € > ClE[P —m(z) foraex € Qandevery & € RY,
for some p > 1 and a given function m € L!(€2) and the growth condition having the form
|A(z,€)] < ClEPP~L + n(x) foraez € Qandevery & € RY,

with a given function n € LPI(Q). The framework of Musielak—Orlicz spaces replaces the growth of
order p with the arbitrary, not necessarily polynomial one. This growth is described by the so called N-
function M : © x R? — R. In the simplest situation of polynomial growth of order p there simply holds
M (z,&) = |€|P. We deal with the general situation allowing for the dependence of M on x (heterogeneity),
on the full vector & rather than only its norm (anisotropy), and taking into account that the dependence on
& can be possibly nonpolynomial (nonstandard growth). Numerous examples of problems governed by the
divergence type operators with such nonstandard growth have been recently presented in the review article
[24]. We refer to this article for the up-to-date overview of results, description of key underlying difficulties,
and the list of recent literature. For overview of results concerning elliptic PDEs in Orlicz and Musielak—
Orlicz spaces we also refer to the monograph [48] and to articles [20,23,25,49-51] where the existence and
regularity of solutions for elliptic problems in such spaces is studied.

Our framework is general: with our results we cover natural scope of Orlicz spaces. We require that
either the complementary function M of the N-function M satisfies the A, condition or the condition which
we name (C2) holds. This condition (C2) coming from [27,28], guaranteeing the modular density of smooth
functions, always holds when the /N function is independent of x variable. So, in such case, i.e. considering
the possibly anisotropic Orlicz growth we are not restricted to any class satisfying doubling conditions. Our
results are valid, for example, for the following cases,

M (z,&) = [§|In(1 + [£]),
M (z,§) = [|(exp [§] = 1).

By anisotropy we may mean the different behavior of gradient of a function in directions of various coordi-
nates, so we could take

d
i=1
where ¢ = (£1,...,&4) and B; are Young functions. But our results also cover far more general cases, e.g.,

in two dimensional case we can consider examples such as

M(z,€) = |& — &|* + &P I’ (c + |&]), o8 >1,
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withd € Rif 8 > 1l oré > 0if 8 = 1 with large enough c. cf. [62]. We refer to the articles [2,31] for
further results and discussion on existence of generalized solutions, comparison principle, and regularity for
elliptic problems of divergent type (with single valued A) for the fully anisotropic case. For ”z-dependent”
spaces we need either doubling of M or the condition (C2). Our framework covers the case of weighted
Sobolev spaces as well as variable spaces governed by

M(z,€) = [¢F'9,1 < p < o0,
where no log-Holder continuity is needed, or double phase spaces
M(z,8) = [§P + a(x)[¢]?, 1 <p<q<oo,
without any conditions on p and ¢, and with bounded a including the borderline situation
M(z,§) = [¢]° + a(@)[fPIn(e + [£]), 1 <p<qg<oo,

where a(x) > 0 is bounded and, typically, a(z) = 0 on some subset of the problem domain 2. We stress that
double phase case with single valued A, as concerns the regularity of minimizers for associated variational
problems, have been recently intensively investigated, cf. [8,9,19,33,34]. In the present work it is also
allowed to consider M governed by various combinations of the above examples, such as, for example

M(z,§) = a(z)[¢[In(1 + [£]),
M (z,8) = a(z)[§|(exp €] — 1),

or

M (2,€) = a1 (2)|& [ (exp €] = 1) + as|€a(@) P2 In(1 + [¢]).
To our knowledge, for variable exponent spaces, double phase spaces, or Orlicz spaces without the growth
restrictions, the question of the existence, uniqueness and regularity even of weak solution for the case of
multivalued leading term A, is open. We cover all these results, and far more, in the generalized framework
of renormalized solutions.

The natural space related to the modular function M is the Musielak-Orlicz space Lj;(€2), and the space
to which the solutions of the elliptic boundary value problems are expected to belong is {u € I/VO1 1(Q) :
Vu € Ly (Q2)}. Once the space is established one asks to which space should the forcing f belong. There
are two paths one can follow. The first path is to seek the optimal Sobolev embedding of the solution space
in the space LP(2) or in some Orlicz or Musielak—Orlicz space involving only function itself and not its
derivatives. Then f would belong to the dual of this space. Although the results that characterize the optimal
Orlicz space such that the Sobolev embedding holds exist (see e.g. [30] for anisotropic but homogeneous
case, i.e. when M (x,&) does not depend on x but depends on the full vector £ rather that its norm only),
we avoid this difficult question by following another possibility, namely we pursue the path of defining the
generalized notion of solutions, in our case the so called renormalized solutions. This notion allows us to
proceed if f € L'(£2). The concept of renormalization of the solution, now standard, has been defined first
by DiPerna and Lions in context of the transport problems [35], and later generalized by Benilan et al. [11]
to elliptic problems in divergence form in the situations where the classical concept of weak solutions is
insufficient. It is worth to add, that the notion of renormalized solutions is only one of possibilities to work
with very weak solution notion which, on one hand can be proved to exist, and, on the other hand, under
appropriate assumptions, are expected to enjoy further desirable properties such as, for instance, uniqueness
or regularity of solutions, or comparison principles. The other solution notions could be SOLA (solutions
obtained as limits of approximation) or entropy solutions. We refer to [14,15,32,65] for some recent results
on these types of solutions for elliptic problems of divergence type, in particular the equivalence of these
notions for the case of p-Laplacian has been obtained in [52].

Although the existence results which correspond to the main theorem of the present paper have been
obtained in [40, 44, 45] for the case of a single-valued map in the leading term, the proof of existence in the
present article is not a straightforward generalization of the arguments of these papers. The key difficulty
and novelty of the present argument lies in showing that the sequences {a(x, VT (uf)) - VT (u)}e, where
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T} is the truncation operator, a is the mollification of the multifunction present in the leading term, and
u® is the approximative sequence, are equiintegrable. This property, which is later needed to apply the
Minty trick and pass to the limit in the approximative problems, was obtained in [40, 44, 45] with the use
of the Young measures. The theory of Young measures, however, is in a natural way “compatible” with
Carathéodory functions, and to apply it directly one would need the maximal monotone multivalued map
QxRS (2,8) — A(z,£) € R? to have a Carathéodory selection, which would imply it to be single-
valued. We deal with the lack of such a selection by using the Minty transformation [37] which permits to
associate, by a clockwise rotation of the graph by 45°, the Carathéodory function with a maximal monotone
multifunction. We stress that the method of Minty transformation has been already successfully used in a
different context for the elliptic inclusions in divergence form in Sobolev spaces in [47].

Our existence result can be seen as a generalization of the results from [40, 44,45] to the case of inclu-
sions. We stress that in our coercivity and growth condition named in the sequel (A3)

n-€>ca(M(z,&) + M(x,n)) — m(z) for almost every = €  and for every & € RY, 5 € A(x, €).

we meticulously deal with the case of a function m € L'(Q) thus generalizing even the result for the
equation from [40] where is was assumed that m = 0.

The second main result of the present article, the uniqueness Theorem 2.7, follows by an argument of
testing the renormalized form of the equation by a truncation of the difference of two truncations. Although
the main assumption, strict monotonicity of the leading operator, is a classical condition to obtain unique-
ness, and similar argument has been used, for example, in the context of variable exponent Sobolev spaces
in [10], the contribution of the present paper is the adaptation to the case of general Musielak—Orlicz spaces.
Note that in [44,45] the presence of the strictly monotone lower order term ensures uniqueness, while here
we rely on the strict monotonicity of the leading operator.

Finally in our last main result, Theorem 2.8, we establish the L°°({2) regularity of the renormalized
solution which allows us to deduce that this renormalized solution is in fact weak. The argument is based on
the method of [31] which was later used and extended in [2,3] and which relies on the comparison with the
solution of the symmetrized problem which can be calculated explicitly. The application of this method in
the context of inclusions and renormalized solutions for the elliptic problems in divergence form, is, to our
knowledge, another novelty of the present article. We stress that the corresponding results in [45, Proposition
4.3], [12, Lemma 2.5], [63, Proposition 5.2] are based on the Stampacchia argument, which needs much
stronger assumptions on the problem data. Namely, the aforementioned papers need that f € Ld(Q), and
the N-function satisfies [£|" < cM(z,§) + C for some > 1 and constants C, ¢ > 0. We significantly
relax these assumptions, cf. (W1)—(W2) in Section 2, where the assumption (W1) on f appears, at least
in homogeneous case, sharp. Thus we not only show that the symmetrization argument is valid for elliptic
inclusions in Musielak—Orlicz spaces in framework of renormalized solutions, but we improve the results of
the articles [12, 45, 63] obtained there for the case of equations.

Although the existence of the solution understood in the generalized (in our case, renormalized) sense
for elliptic and parabolic inclusions with the multivalued divergence operator has not been studied before,
according to our knowledge, generalized notions of solutions have been considered for the problems gov-
erned by scalar conservation laws with a discontinuous and possibly multivalued flux function. In particular,
Carillo in [21] proves the existence of the entropy solution for the scalar conservation law with discontinu-
ous flux, the result later generalized in [18] to the case of solution dependent source and further in [42] to
the case where the source term can also be possibly multivalued.

2. Main results.

In this section we formulate three main results of the article, the theorem on the existence of a renormalized
solution, its uniqueness, and the one on the relation between the renormalized solution and the weak one.
The deﬁniti(lns needed to understand this chapter, such as the definition of an N-function M, its Fenchel
conjugate M, Ao condition, and of Musielak-Orlicz space Lj;(€2) are contained in Appendix A.
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Assumptions. We start from the assumptions we will need for the data of our problem. First we introduce
the multivalued operator A : Q x R% — 2R? on which we impose the following conditions.

(A1) A is measurable with respect to the g-algebra £(Q) @ B(R?) on its domain 2 x R? and the o-
algebra B(R?) on its range, i.e.

for every closed set D C R there holds {(x,£) € @ x R? : A(z,€) N D # 0} € L(Q) ® B(RY)

Here B(R?) is the Borel o-algebra and £(£2) is the Lebesgue o-algebra.

(A2) the multivalued map A(z, -) is maximally monotone for a.e. z € 2,

(A3) there exists an N-function M, a constant c4 € (0, 1], and a nonnegative function m € L'(£2) such
that

n-€>ca(M(z,&) + M(x,n)) — m(z) for almost every = € € and for every & € RY, 1y € A(z, €).

We will discuss these assumptions and some properties of A in Section 3. Note that N-function M which
appears in (A3) is given by Definition A.1, and its complimentary function M by (A.1).

We will seek for our renormalized solution with gradients of truncations in Musielak—Orlicz spaces with
an N-function M. To guarantee the existence of the renormalized solution we need an additional assumption
on the N-function. To this end, we introduce the conditions (C1) and (C2). For our results to hold we need
only one of these conditions to hold, which is either (CI) or (C2). We stress that we do not require M
to satisfy Ay condition. If, in turn, complementary function M satisfies A5 then our results hold, but As
condition on M is not required - if it does not hold then we need to assume (C2) in its place. So, assuming
(C2), our results are valid if neither M nor M satisfy As.

(C1) The complementary function M satisfies the Ay condition given by (A.2).
(C2) There exists a function © : [0,1]?> — [0, 00) nondecreasing with respect to each of the variables,
such that
lim sup O (4, (5_d) < 0, 2.1)
d—0+

which expresses the relation between M (z, &) and the function
M, := essinf M .
Q(§) = essinf M(x,¢)

We assume that there exist & € R? and dy > 0 such that for every § < §y and every cube Q C R?
with diam Q) < 46 \/d there holds

M < O(5,]¢]) forae. z € QNQ andevery £ € RY |€] > |&),

Mq(€)

where ME is the greatest convex minorant of Mg, coinciding with its second complementary
function.

REMARK 2.1. The condition (C2) comes from [27, 28] (also see [1] for the isotropic version) and it
guarantees the modular density of smooth functions in the Musielak—Orlicz—Sobolev space (or, in other
words, it excludes the so called Lavrentiev phenomenon [53]). If in addition we assume that

M(z,£) > cgr|€|P with p > 1 and ¢4 > 0,

then (2.1) in (C2) can be replaced with the condition
lim sup © (4, 5_%) < 0.
0—07+

We stress that this latter condition is known to be sharp for the modular density of smooth function at least
in the variable exponent spaces [66,67] and double-phase spaces [8, 33].
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Renormalized solution and its existence. We pass to the key definition of this article: we will define the
renormalized solution of the problem (1.1)—(1.2). To this end, first we note that the k-th truncation of the
measurable function f : 2 — R is defined by

flx) if[f(x)] <F,

T =
kf(x) {k‘% otherwise.

Define the space
VM = {v e Wyl (Q) : Vo e Ly(Q)},

where L/ () is the Musielak-Orlicz space defined by the N-function M, cf. Definition A.9 in Appendix
A. We are ready to formulate the definition of the renormalized solution to our problem.

DEFINITION 2.2. A measurable function v : £ — R is called a renormalized solution to the problem
(L.1)—(1.2)if
1. For every k > 0 there holds T}, (u) € Vi N L>(Q).
2. There exists a measurable function o : © — R? such that for a.e. 2 € § there holds a(z) €
A(x, Vu(x)) (i.e. a is a measurable selection of A(, Vu(-))) such that for any h € C}(R) and for
any test function w € Wol >°(Q) we have

/oz'V(h(u)w) dr = / fh(w)wdz. (2.2)
Q Q

3. There holds

lim a-Vudr =0. (2.3)
k=00 Jik<|u(z)|<k+1}
REMARK 2.3. The generalized gradient of the function u such that Tju € VOM is defined in the sense of

[11]: there exists a measurable function v :  — R< such that UX{|o|<k} = UX{|v|<k} = VT (u) for almost
every x € () for each k > 0.

REMARK 2.4. The selection « in item 2. of the above definition is also understood in the following
sense of [11]: namely a : © — R? is a measurable function such that for every k& > 0 there exists the
selection ay, € L7(€2) of the multifunction A(-, VT, u) such that X ju|<k} = @X{ju|<k}- We also note,
that using the Minty transform the fact that oy, is a selection of A(-, VT u) can be equivalently expressed as

() — VIu(r) = 0 a(z)(ar(r) + VTgu(r))

for almost every = € €, where A(x) : R — 28 is defined as A(z)(§) = A(z,§), and p4(,) is given by
(3.8).

REMARK 2.5. If the condition (C2) holds (this condition is the natural assumption that guarantees the
modular density of smooth and compactly supported functions in L>°(£2) N VOM ), then in place of test
functions w € T/VO1 *°(Q2) we can take them from the broader space Vi N L°°(Q). Indeed, this possibility
follows directly from Theorem A.17.

The following theorem is the main result of the article. It will be proved in Section 4.

THEOREM 2.6. Suppose that an N-function M satisfies either (C1) or (C2). If f € L'(Q) and A
satisfies (Al)—(A3) then the problem (1.1)—(1.2) has a renormalized solution.

Uniqueness of renormalized solution. In the next theorem on renormalized solution uniqueness we distin-
guish between cases (C1) and (C2). In the case (C2) Theorem A.17 directly implies that we can take any
function belonging to L>°(2) N VOM as the test function in (2.2). This is not the case if we assume (C1). If
(C1) holds, we can test (2.2) only by those functions w € L*(€2) N VOM which are limits of the sequences
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{wn }22, belonging to Wol’OO(Q) convergent in the sense that for every v € E7(Q2), z € L'(Q), and k > 0
there holds

lim [ v- VT (w,)dr = / v- VT (w)dz and lim [ 2T (wy,)dz = / 2Ty (w) dz, (2.4)

i.e. wy, should converge to w weakly-* in L>°(£2) and VT}(wy,) should converge to VT}(w) weakly-* in
L+7(€2). Thus for the case (C1) we obtain the uniqueness and L°° regularity in the class of renormalized
solutions which are obtained as the limits as ¢ — 0 of solutions to the approximative problems (4.1)-(4.2)

used in the proof of Theorem 2.6.

The next result establishes the uniqueness of the renormalized solution. The proof is contained in Section 5.

THEOREM 2.7. Assume that f € L'(Q) and A satisfies assumptions (Al)~(A3). In addition, assume
that A is strictly monotone, i.e. if § # n, then for every g € A(x,§),h € A(z,n) and a.e. © € Q) there holds
(g—h)-(£—mn)>0.

o [f M satisfies (C1) then the renormalized solution to the problem (1.1)—(1.2) is unique in the class
of solutions obtained as the limit as ¢ — 0 of solutions of the approximative problems (4.1)-(4.2).

e [f an N-function M satisfies (C2) then the renormalized solution to the problem (1.1)—(1.2) is
unique.

Boundedness of renormalized solutions. We establish that under reinforced assumptions the renormalized
solution belongs to L>°(£2). To this end we use the techniques of [2,3,30,31] where the main concepts rely
on using the generalization of Sobolev embedding into the case of finding the optimal Orlicz type space in
which the nonhomogeneous Sobolev—Orlicz space embeds, and on comparing of the solution of the original
problem with the solution of the corresponding one-dimensional symmetrized one. We begin with some
definitions. If f € M(2) then by pf : [0,00) — [0, 00) we will denote the distribution function of f given
by
uit) = o € Q@ |f(@)] > 8} for ¢ >0,
and by f* : [0,00) — [0, o0], the decreasing rearrangement of f given by

ff(s) =inf{t >0 : ps(t) < s}

Finally, by f** : (0,00) — [0, co] we denote the maximal rearrangement of f defined as
kok 1 s *
o) =5 [
s Jo

Now, for a homogeneous N-function L : R? — [0,00) by L, : [0,00) — [0, 00) we denote the homoge-
neous one dimensional /N-function obeying

{E e R : Lo(lé]) <t} = [{€ € RT : L(€) < t}] forevery t >0,

i.e. L, is such that for every level ¢, the measure of sublevel sets for L, is the same as for L, L, can
be understood as a kind of averaging of L. It can be used to define the radially increasing symmetral
Ly : R —[0,00) of L by

Lye(€) = Lo(l€).
Finally by L¢ we denote the result of application to L, in sequence, the Fenchel transform, the operation of
taking the radially increasing symmetral, and the Fenchel transform, again. Then, L is the one dimensional
homogeneous N-function and it is defined as

L€ = (Z)©).

We will use these operations to the N-function M given in Remark A.6, which is the homogeneous (but
not necessarily isotropic) minorant of M, that is

mi(J€]) < My(€) < M(xz,€) forae. 2 € Q andevery & € R
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Thus, we will need the /N-function

(M1)a(I€) = (1)) (©)-

Also, we call Uy : [0,00) — [0, 00) the increasing function given by

Ue(s) = M if s>0 and Vy(0) =0.

In order to establish that the renormalized solution is bounded we need to reinforce our assumptions by the
following ones.

(W1) There exists a constant A > 1 such that

& 1_1g,—-1 A L s
si Wy T84 f™(s) | ds < oo, (2.5)
0 cadwf

where c4 is given in (3.7), and wy is the Lebesgue measure on one dimensional unit ball in R¢,
Le.,wg=7Y2/T(1+9).
(W2) The function m in (A3) belongs to L>°(€2).

The following result will be proved in Section 6. Note that we obtain the result only for *approximable’
renormalized solutions, i.e., the ones which are obtained by the limiting procedure in the approximating
problems. This is similar as in the uniqueness Theorem 2.7 but there this restriction was needed only under
assumption (C1). Here we need it in both cases (C1) and (C2).

THEOREM 2.8. Assume (Al)—(A3) and let u be a renormalized solution to the problem (1.1)—(1.2)
given by Definition 2.2. Assume (WI1)—(W2). If either (C1) or (C2) holds and if u is obtained as the limit of
solutions to approximative problems (4.1)—~(4.2) then u belongs to L ().

REMARK 2.9. Condition (W1) appeared in [31, Section 3], where, in particular, its discussion for
particular cases of M, including the polynomial growth, is provided.

REMARK 2.10. It seems to us that the assumption (W2) is not optimal and the regularity of m can be
relaxed. The proof in Section 6, however, appears to require that m € L°°(2). For now we leave open the
question, whether the result holds with weaker assumptions on m.

REMARK 2.11. An important and hard question is whether the averaging procedure used to construct
(Mj)¢ could be applied to nonhomogeneous M directly, rather than to its homogenous (but anisotropic)
minorant M;. The key issue is whether the anisotropic Pélya—Szegd inequality, cf. [31, Section 4], can be
generalized to such situation.

REMARK 2.12. The proof of renormalized solution existence is based on the construction of approxi-
mating problems and on compactness methods. In the proof of Theorem 2.8 L bound is obtained for the
approximating problems and is proved to be uniform with respect to the approximation parameter €. Thus,
only those renormalized solutions which are the limits of approximation scheme can enjoy the L°° bound
obtained in Theorem 2.8. Of course, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.7 the unique solution has to be
the limit of the approximating problems and thus, it is admissible. We leave open the question if one can
work with the renormalized solution directly to obtain the result of Theorem 2.8.

We conclude this section by the remark on the weak solutions to the problem (1.1)—(1.2).

DEFINITION 2.13. Let f € L'(Q). A function u € V{M is called a weak solution to the problem
(1.1)=(1.2) if there exists a selection o € Lz7(€2) of A(+, Vu(-)) (i.e. forae. x € €2 there holds a(x) €

A(x,Vu(zx))) such that for any w € Wol’oo(Q) there holds

/a'dex = / fwdzx. (2.6)
Q Q
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The next corollary is a straightforward consequence of Theroem 2.8. Indeed, if a renormalized solution
u belongs to L°°(£2) the result follows by taking A(s) in (2.2) equal to one for —||u|| o () < 5 < [|ul| oo ()
and the truncation level k in Definition 2.2 greater than |[ul| 7o (q).

COROLLARY 2.14. Under assumptions of Theorem 2.8 if a renormalized solution u to the problem
(1.1)—(1.2) is obtained as the limit of solutions to approximative problems (4.1)—(4.2) then it is weak.

3. Multivalued term and its regularization.

Discussion of assumptions (A1)-(A3). In this section we discuss the assumptions and properties of the
multifunction A which constitutes the leading term in the studied equation. First of all we remark that will
use interchangeably the notation A : Q x R% — 2R for a multifunction that takes z € () and ¢ € R? as its
arguments and A(z) as a graph of a multifunction leading from R to 2R given by A(z)(&) = A(z,€).

We will first show that our assumptions imply that the image of a bounded set through A(x, -) remains
bounded. Indeed, for each £ € R? and ) € A(z,€)

—m(z) + ca(M(x, ) + M(z,n) <n-€< M< fj) +M( an)

By convexity
caM (z,m) < my <2C|i|> +J\7<x,%) +m(z) < mo <2c|§|> N M(x 0+ m(a).

It follows that

%ﬁmms%ﬁmmgm(%5+mm

Because ma(s) # 0 for s # 0, the function my must be strictly increasing, hence it is invertible, with
concave inverse (72) 1. We get

In| < (ma)~" <3m2 <%> + 3m(sc)) < 0137712 <%> + C’lim(:n) +Cy,  (3.1)
CA CA CcA cA CA CA

where C and C9 are some nonnegative constants, the existence of which follows from the concavity of
(mz)~L. Now, as ms is bounded on bounded sets we obtained the desired property for A(z, -).

Assumption (A3) encompasses in one formula the coercivity and growth conditions typically assumed
to get the solution existence for elliptic problems. Indeed, suppose that for a.e. = € €, every ¢ € R?
and n € A(z,£) there hold the two conditions which are anisotropic and nonhomogeneous versions of the
coercivity and growth conditions, respectively

caM(z,6) —ma(z) <7n-¢, 3.2)
M(z,n) < cgM (,€) + ma(z), (3.3)

with the constants c4,cg > 0 and my, mg € LI(Q). Then

CA CA —~ 1
062 DM@,0) + SN () - ma(e) - —_mo(s)
> %min {1,0,4, 2—2} (M(z,€) + M(z,1)) — ma(z) — %mg(w)

Clearly, conditions (3.2) and (3.3) imply (A3). On the other hand it is visible that (A3) implies (3.2). As for
(3.3), from (A3) we can deduce its weaker version

M@ms3M<aEQ+3mw. (3.4)
cA cA cA
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Indeed, if (A3) holds, then, if only 1 € a(z,§),

A(M (2,6) + F (o) < € -t ma) < 57 (. 5n) 4 M (0. 26 ) (o)

< AN (o) + M <x is) T mia),
2 CA

and (3.4) follows. If we suppose that M satisfies Ay then (A3) becomes equivalent to (3.2)—(3.3). Indeed,
Ao implies

M <:c 35) < e M(z,8) + hi(x),
CA

with ¢; > 0 and hy € L'(€2), whence (3.4) implies (3.3).

From the maximal monotonicity of A(z, -) it immediately follows that sets A(x, ) must be closed (and
hence compact, by boundedness) and convex for every & € R? and almost every = € €. Moreover the
graphs A(z) must be closed sets in R? x R?. Finally, for every ¢ € R? and a.e. 2 € ( the set A(x, £) must
be nonempty, cf. [56, Corollary 12.39].

The fact that sets A(x) are closed implies that assumption (A1) is equivalent to measurability of the
graph of A, i.e. the set

E={(z,&n) e AxRIX R : ne Az, €)} (3.5)
in £(02) ® B(RY) @ B(R?), cf. [22, Theorem 1.3]. Moreover, this assumption implies that, by Aumann and
von Neumann theorem, there exists a measurable (from £(92)@B(R?) to B(R?)) selection a : @ xR — R,
cf. [22, Theorem 1.4].

Regularization of a. By B(zg,7) we denote the open Euclidean ball in R%. Let ¢ € C§°(B(0,1)) be

a standard mollifier (i.e. a symmetric and nonnegative function such that [ B(0.1) ¢(s)ds = 1) and let
¢°(s) = e "¢(x/€). Then, of course, supp ¢¢ C B(0, €). Define
af(z,€) = (a(z,-) x o) (&) = /B(O )(be()\)a(ac,f —A)dA. (3.6)

The following result summarizes the properties of a°.

LEMMA 3.1. The regularized function a¢ : Q x R* — R? satisfies the following properties

1. a® is a Carathéodory function.

2. a“(z,-) is maximally monotone for almost every x € ).

3. For almost every x € Q and almost every & € R® we have the pointwise convergence a(x,§) —
a(z,§) as e — 0.

4. There exists the nonnegative function m € L' () and the constant ca € (0, 1] (independent of €
but different than in (A3)) such that

af(z,€) - € > ca(M(z,€) + M(z,a (z,£))) — m(x) for almost every = € Q and for every € € R%. (3.7)

PROOF. Clearly, a(x,-) € C*(R?). We prove that a“(-,£) is measurable for every ¢ € R As
a‘(z, -) is continuous, it is sufficient to prove the assertion for almost every ¢ € R?. By the Fubini-Tonelli
theorem it suffices to show that for a fixed & € R? the function (z, \) — ¢¢(\)a(x, & — \) is summable over
2 x B(0,¢€). Indeed,

6 (Na(e, € = )| < < (ma (C(1g] + )+ m(x) + 1),

and the assertion follows. To prove 2. it is enough to verify that a“(z, -) is monotone, as we already know
that it is continuous and single-valued. We have

(a*(x,€) —a(z,n)) - (€ —n) = / (a(z,€ = A) —a(z,n=A)) - (€ =A) = (n =)o (A) dA = 0.

B(0,¢)
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The assertion 3. is clear. To prove 4. we use the Young and the Fenchel-Young inequalities and we estimate

(@) E= [ G Nalw X €A+ N
> / (V) (ea(M(2,€ = X) + M(z,alw,€ = A))) = m(x) + alw,€ = A) - ) dA
B(0,¢)

> /B(O’e) ¢(\) <cAM(x,§ M)+ %‘M(x, alz, & — \) — M (x %A)) d\ — m(z)

> eqM (m/ GON)(E = \) dA) + AN <x/ ¢ (Na(z, € — ) d)\>
B(0,€) 2 B(0,¢)

[ s (2 -t

> caM (x,€) + %M(x,ae(x,ﬁ)) —ma <%> —m(x).

The proof is complete. O
REMARK 3.2. Note that m for a® does not depend on € and is strictly greater than the corresponding
function for A. Hence one can choose the same m both for A, and for a.
Minty transformation and its properties. Following [37] for almost every = € {2 we define the mapping
: R? — 28" by the following Mi '
DA : — y the following Minty transformation
BE Pam(v) & ) € Alx) : v=E+nu=n-¢ (3.8)
The following Lemma was proved in [37, Lemma 2.1].
LEMMA 3.3. The domain of ¢ 5y is the whole R? its values are singletons, and it is 1-Lipschitz, i.e.,
[Pa@) (1) = Pa@ (v2)| < |1 —va|  forevery 11,15 € RY

We can define the function ¢4 : Q x R? — R? by the formula p4(z,v) = ¢ A(z) (V). Following
[37, Remark 2.2] we prove the following lemma.

LEMMA 3.4. The function 4 is Carathéodory.
PROOF. Define the set
F={(z,v,pn) € QxRIx R : = pu(z,v)}.
Clearly, F = U—1(&), where

vV—pu v+ pu
v = .
("L.7 V? /’[/) <x7 2 Y 2 >
It follows that F belong to the o-algebra £(Q) ® B(R?) ® B(R?). By [22, Theorem 1.3] we deduce that
¢4 is measurable with respect to the o-algebra £(Q) ® B(R?) on the domain and B(R?) on its range. Now,
[22, Theorem 1.2] implies that ¢ 4(+, \) is measurable, and, in consequence, ¢ 4 in Carathéodory. U

4. Proof of Theorem 2.6: existence.

The proof is an adaptation to the case of multivalued leading term A of the corresponding results from
[44,45] and [40]. The main difficulty, which does not appear in [40,44,45] is the fact that the methodology
based on Young measures requires the mapping £ — a(x, &) to be continuous, which does not hold in our
case, and hence we need to use the Minty transform to make it possible to use the Young measure techniques.
The proof of the existence result consists of ten steps.
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Step 1. Approximate problem. We define the truncated problem
—diva“(z, Vue) =Ty f in Q, 4.1)
uc(x) =0 on o). 4.2)

Existence of a weak solution u, € VM with a“(-, Vu,) € L7(€2) to the above problem follows from
[39, Theorem 1.5] (also see [40, Theorem 2.1]) if (C2) holds and from [44; 45, Theorem 4.1, Proposition
4.3] if (C1) holds. In both cases and for every test function w € C§°(€2) there holds

/aﬁ(:n,VuE)-Vw dr = / Ty /e fwdz. (4.3)
Q Q

Note that in [39, Theorem 1.5] the case m = 0 is considered but the argument there can be easily general-
ized to the case of nonnegative function m € L'(€2). We also stress that in case (C1) in [44; 45, Theorem
4.1, Proposition 4.3] the existence of the weak solution to the above problem is proved using the Galerkin
method where the finite dimensional space is spanned by the eigenfuctions of —A with Dirichlet bound-

ary conditions, and hence the approximative sequence {ucm, oo_; constructed in the proof has regularity
C3 ().

Step 2. A priori estimates. We can test (4.3) with w = Tju,, for any k£ > 0. Indeed, if (C1) holds then, in
[45, Section 5.1] it has been proved using the Galerkin argument that there exists a sequence {Uenm, ooy C
C§°(€2) of smooth functions such that

strongly in L*(£2)

weakly —x in Lz (2)
Uepyy —————— U and Ve,

V. (4.4)

We first show that (4.3) holds for w replaced with Tjw. Indeed, let {7} s5}5 be a sequence of smooth
functions which converge pointwise to 7}, and for every s € R there holds |1} 5s| < |T}s| and T}, s(s) < 1.
Then

/ a‘(xz,Vue) - VT swdx = / Ty /e f Ty sw da.
Q Q

We can pass to the limit  — 0 on the right-hand side using the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem.
To pass to the limit on the left-hand side first take a € C'°°(€2)?. There holds

/ a- VT swdr = —/ diva Ty, sw dx (S_)—0> —/ diva T wdx = / a-VT,wdzr.
Q Q Q Q

Now, take a € L37(Q2) = E
ain Ly7(€2). Hence

77(€2). By Theorem A.10 there exists a sequence a, € C>(Q)? converging to

/ a-VTiswdr = / a-VT,wdr+ / (a—ay)- (VT sw— VTw)dx + / ay - (VI 5w — VTw) de.
Q Q Q Q

So, by the generalized Holder inequality, cf. Lemma A.11,

lim sup / a- VT swdr — / a-VT1ywdx
50 Q Q

< limsup 2la = ay |1 5@ IV Tk 5wl Las () + IV Tkt s (0)-
%

Now
M (z, VT sw) < M(x,Vw) < my (sup ]Vw(ac)]) .
Hence o
/ a- VT swdr — / a-VTywdr forevery a€ Eg(Q),
and ’ !

/ae(x,Vue) -VTywde = / TyefThw dz.
Q Q
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We can take w = u,,, the approximative sequence from (4.4), and pass to the limit with m to infinity.
Passing to the limit on the right-hand side is again straightforward. Hence

lim a(x, Vue) - Vg, de = / T /e fTiue d,
Q

m—ro0 9]

and we can pass to the limit in the left-hand side from density of C>°(€2)% in E57(€2) and a priori estimates
/ M(x, VTgten)dr < / M(x, Vuey) de < C,
Q Q

derived in [45, Section 5.1], where a constant C' does not depend on m. In turn, if (C2) holds, then, as
True € VOM NL>(£2), by Theorem A.17 we can approximate 7} u. by a sequence of functions {uxm, }oo_; C
C§°(€2) such that
(0
Uekmn, M) Tiue and moreover Ve, M, VT (ue).
We can substitute 1, as the test function in (4.3) and pass to the limit m — oo by Lemma A.18. In both
cases (C1) and (C2) we obtain

/ a‘(x,VTyu.) - VTu dx = / Ty e fThue dx. (4.5)
Q Q
It follows that
/QM(!E,VTWE)CZSU < C(llmll ) + Ell fll2r @) (4.6)
Aﬂ(w,aﬁ(w,VTkuE)) dz < C(|lmllzr ) + K| fll 21 ). @)

‘We also deduce that
/Q ma(VTeuel) dz < C(lmllzy + KLl ).

and, by Theorem A.13,

True
[ (B a0 < s + K120

It follows that
/ |VTiue|de < C(1+k) and / |Tiue| de < Ck,
Q Q

and hence the sequence {T}uc}e~o is bounded in W11(Q). Moreover, the sequences {VTjuc}eso and
{a(x, VT}ue) }e>o are uniformly integrable.

Step 3. Controlled radiation. We first estimate the Lebesgue measure of the set {z € Q : |uc(z)| > k}. By
Theorem A.13 there holds

my (el
fzeQ: |ul) >k} g/ﬂ jn(l (;) ) d < ml(’gﬁ) /le(|VTkue|)daz
A A

< Lk/M(:g,VTkue)d:cg ©
m1(3) Jo

mi (%)

So, there exists a continuous function H : (0,00) — [0, 00) such that limg_,~, H (k) = 0 and
{z € Q: |uc(2)| = K} < H(k)

for every k£ > 0 and € € (0, 1). We deduce that

/{l - If(x)]de <w({z € Q : |uc(z)| > k}|) < w(H(k)) :==v(k),

(i) + EIf @)

>
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where 7 : (0,00) — [0, 00) is a continuous function such that limy_,~, y(k) = 0. Now, define

-1 if r<—k-—1,

r—+k if —k—1<r<-—k,
Vi(r) = Tiqa(r) = Tie(r) = 0 if |r| <k,

r—k if E<r<k+1,

|1 if k+1<r

Subtracting (4.5) written for k& + 1 and for k£ we obtain

/ae(az,Vue) - Vi (ue) do = / T e for(ue) da.
Q Q
Hence

/ af(z,Vue) - Vue dx = / a(z,Vue) - VIgiiue de
{k<|ue|<k+1} {k<|ue|<k+1}

= / a(x,Vue) - VIpiue do = / a(x,Vue) - V(T r1ue — True) dz
{k<|uel} {k<|uel}

= / a(z,Vue) - V(Tir1ue — Tpue) de = / a®(z, Vue) - Vb (ue) de = / Ty /e for(ue) dav.
Q Q

Q
It follows that

/ 0 (@, V) - Vi da < / Ty)ef | do < / fldz <A(k).  48)
Ph<lud <k 1) {ucl>#} el >k}

Step 4. Convergences which follow directly from a priori estimates. Letp € (1, d%‘ll) be any fixed exponent.

For every k there exists a subsequence of ¢ — 0 such that, for this nonrenumbered subsequence, there hold
the following convergences

T (ue) 0 gr strongly in  LP(Q) and weakly-* in L°°(Q),
VThue <2 Vgr weaklyin L'(Q)? and weakly-*in Ly/(Q).
We prove that, for a nonrenumbered subsequence, the sequence {u,} is Cauchy in measure. Indeed
{lue, = uey| = 0} C{|Thue, — They| = 6} U {Jue,| >k} U {Jue,| > K},

whence

{luey — ey | = 0} < [{|Thte, — Thtiey | > 0} + 2H (k).
The fact that, for some subsequence (possibly different for different k), {Tju.}. is Cauchy in measure,
together with a diagonal argument, implies that there exists a measurable function v : {2 — R such that, for
a subsequence

Ue ﬂ> u in measure and fora.e. x € €, 4.9)
forevery >0 lim U {Ju —ue| > r}| =0,

where the last assertion means that v, — u almost uniformly. It follows that g, = T}« and the subsequences
such that the convergences

True =% Tiu strongly in  LP() and weakly-*in L°°(Q), (4.10)
VTkueﬂ)VTku weakly in Ll(Q)d and weakly-* in L/ () 4.11)
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hold, coincide for all k. Moreover, for this subsequence,

Vh(ue) — Vh(u) forevery he CHQ) weaklyin L'(Q)? and weakly-*in Ly (),
h(uc) — h(u) forevery h e CH(Q) pointwisein .

Fixing k, we deduce from (4.7) that there exists a subsequence of indexes (depending on k) such that, for
this subsequence

e—0

a“(x, VTjue) — o weakly-*in  L7(2) and weakly in LY (). (4.12)

Fix k > 0. Denote By = {|u| < k} and B, = U {lue —u[ > r}. Letl > k be given and fix a
subsequence of e such that (4.12) holds for the index [. Choose m > k and m # [. We will prove that,
for another subsequence of ¢ there holds a,,, = a; on By. Fix k; € (k,min{l, m}). Choose 6 > 0. There
exists g > 0 such that B, , x| < 0. It is easy to see that By, \ B¢, k,—k C {|ue| < k1}. This means
that there holds V7Tju, = VT,,u. on the set By, \ B, ,—k, Whence a; = oy, a.e. on this set. Diagonal
argument with respect to ¢ implies that there exists a subsequence of e such that «,,, = « a.e. on whole
By. Let Z C [0,00) be a countable and dense set. From the diagonal argument with respect to k € Z and
l,m € Z we deduce that there exists a sequence ¢ — 0 such that for every k € Z and every [, m € Z with
I,m > k there holds oy = a,,, on By. It follows that there exists a measurable function a : Q — R? such
that « = ay, on By, forevery k € Z. If k ¢ Z, we can find a sequence k,, € Z such that k,, — k~, and, as
oy = a on By, , we deduce that a, = o on By, for every k£ > 0. Note that the sequence of € is the same for
every k € Z and may depend of k for k ¢ Z.

Step 5. An auxiliary equality. In this step we should prove that for every v € C°°(£2)

lim a(x,VTpue) - VIguev de = / oL VTuv dz. (4.13)
e—0t Jo Q

The proof will proceed separately for the case of (C1) and (C2).

Step 5.1. The case (CI). The proof follows the lines of the argument in [44, Step 2]. Define

Lif |r] <1,
hy(r) =min{(l +1— )", 1} =1+ 1—|r]ifl < |r| <141,
0if1+1 < |r].

Let v € C*°(Q). We take w = vhy(ue)(True — Trusy) as a test function in (4.3). Indeed, such choice is
possible. To justify this we proceed similarly as in Step 2. If {h; ;}5°, and {7}, ; }3°, are smooth nonnegative
functions, which approximate h; and T}, pointwise from below, a € L37(f2), and a, € C3° ()4 is the
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approximative sequence which exists by Theorem A.10, we only have to estimate

/Q(a —ay) - (V(vhyi(ue) (T ittes — Triusm)) — V(vhi(ue) (Thte — Thusm))) do

< / (a —ay) - Vohyi(ue)(Thitei — Tk itism) do
Q
+ / (a—ap) - Vueivhivi(uﬂ-)(Tk,iuei — T itsm,) dz
Q
+ /(a —ayp) - (VT iue; — VT jusm)vhy i (ue) d
Q

+

/ (@ — ay) - Vohy(ue)(True — Trusy,) dx
Q

+ ‘/ (a — ay) - Vuevhy(ue)(True — Tpugy,) dv
Q

+

/(a —ay) - (VTyue — VTusm)vh (ue) de
Q

< lla = ayllL (@ llvllwre @) (A& + 4k + D)([[Vueill Ly @) + [Vuell Ly @) + 20 Vasm| Ly, @)
S ”CL - QUHLM(Q)C(67 57 k)7

where the last constant does not depend on 7 from a priori estimates derived in [45, Section 5.1]. Now, (4.3)
with w = vhy(ue)(Txue — Trugy, ) takes the form

/ af(z, Vue) - V(vhi(ue) (True — Thusm)) doe = / Ty je fohi(ue) (True — Titsm) dx.
0 0

Since [vT ¢ fhi(ue)(True — Tiusm)| < 2k[ f[||v]| Lo () We can pass to the limit using the Lebesgue domi-
nated convergence theorem on the right-hand side, whence

61_1)1%1+ nll_l)lloo 61_1)1((1)1+ A VT je flu(ue) (True — Trusm) dr = 0.
To deal with the left-hand side note that
/ a‘(z, Vue) - V(vhy(ue)(True — Trusy,)) dx
Q
= / a5($7 V’LLE) : V’LLE’U}LE(UE)(T]QUE - Tkuém) dx
Q

—I—/ a(x, Vue) - Vohy(ue)(True — Trusy, ) dz
Q

+/ a‘(z,Vue) - (VTue — VTugsm)vh(ue) dx
Q
= Il —+ 12 —+ 13.

Now

I = _/ a“(x, Vue) - Vueo(Tpue — Trugy ) dv
{I<uc<l+1}

+ / af(z,Vue) - Vuev(Tpue — Trugy,) dx.
{—l-1<u.<-1}
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Using (3.7), we obtain

17

1] < vl g (@) /9771(:13)|Tkue — Tyusm| dx + 2K[[v|| o () /{ a‘(z, Vue)Vue + m(z) dx

I<|ue|<l+1}

< HvHLoo(Q)/Qm(xﬂTkuE—Tku5m|daj—|—2k||v||Loo(Q)/{ @]+ mia) de

S‘us

< ollim@y [ m@) Tk = Tl da + 2ol D
We can pass to the limit in the first term by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, whence

lim lim lim lim |[[;|=0.
l—00 §—0+ mM—00 ¢—0+

We deal with I5.
Ih = / a‘(z, VTi11ue) - Vohy(ue)(True — Trusy,) dx
Q

Now note that a®(x, VTjquc) - Vv — a; - Vv weakly in L as € — 0. Indeed if ¢ € L>(£2) then

/ a(z,VIiiue) - Vo dr — / a; - Vo dz.
Q Q

As
hi(ue) (True — Tyugm) — hy(uw)(Tru — Tyugsy,) pointwise as € — 0,
and |hy(ue) (True — Trusm)| < 2k, by Lemma B.8 we deduce that
lim I, = / aq - Vohy(u)(Teu — Trugsy,) dz.
e—0t Q

We can pass with m to infinity and with § — 0, whence

lim lim lim I, =0.
6—01T m—0o0e—0t

We deduce that
o . ) . ' B _
Jim Lo lim L L (z, Vue) - (VTjue — VTjugsy)vhi(ue) dz = 0,

whence
lim lim lim lim a“(z,VTi11ue) - (VTue — VTgugsm)vh(ue) de = 0.

[—00 §—0T mM—0 e—01 Jq
‘We need to show that

lim lim lim lim a‘(z, VTyue) - (VTpue — VIgusy, )vhy(ue) de = 0.

=00 §—0T m—0 e—01 Jq

To this end we choose k < [ and we study the expression

/(ae(x, VTiue) — a(x, VTi1que)) - (VTue — VIgugsm)vh(ue) de
Q

(a“(x, VIi11ue) — ae(x7 0)) - VTku5mUX{|ue|>k}hl(u6) dux

P

/ (a(2, VTiprtae) — (2, 0)) - VTithsmt gju. oy (1) de
Q\{|u|=Fk}

+ /{I ‘ k}(a5($vvﬂ+lue) — af(2,0)) - VTkthsmvX ([ ok 1 (11c) d

We pass to the limit ¢ — 0. To this end note that
weakly in L1(Q\{|u|=k})? as =0

(a(z, VT111ue) — a(z,0)) - VIusm,

(4.14)

(41 — b(2))) - VIgusm,
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where b(z) € L*(Q\ {|u| = k}). Hence, by Lemma B.8,

lim (a“(z, VTii1ue) — a(x,0)) - VI usmvX{ju. >k (ue) do
0" JO\{Jul=k}

= / (a1 — b(x)) - VIRusmX (jul>kyhi(u) de.
Q\{|ul=k}
We easily deduce

st T, Q\{lu\=k}(a6(x7 VTiiaue) = a%(@, 0)) - VIithsmOX{fue >k te) d

= / (al+1 - b(l‘)) . VTkUUX{\u|>k}hl(u) dx = 0.
O\{Ju|=Fk}

To deal with the second term note that for some function Fy; € Ly7({|u| = k}), and for subsequence of ¢
there holds
weakly-* in L ({|u|=k}) as e—0
(a(z, VTi1uc) = a*(2, 0))X{juc|>kyfu(ue) - > Flog,
where on the left-hand side we consider restrictions of functions (a“(x, VI 1ue) —a(z,0)) X {ju. >k P (ue)
to the set {|u| = k}. Hence

lim lim lim (a“(z, VIiy1ue) — a(2,0)) X juc sk (ue) - VIgusmv dx

6—=01 M—=00 e=0T J 1)y |=k}
= / Fi;-VIuvdr =0,
{lul=k}

where the last equality holds due to the fact that
{lul = k} C {|Thul = K},
and
VTiu=0 ae. ontheset {|Tpu| ==k},
cf. [36, Theorem 4.4 (iv)]. So, (4.14) holds. Now, there holds

/ af(z,VTiue) - (VTgue — VTpugy )vhi(ue) dz
Q

= / a(x,VTrue) - (VTue — VTgugy)vde — / a(x,0) - VIgusmv(hy(ue) — 1) dz,
Q Q

But

lim [ a(2,0) - Vkugmo(hy(ue) — 1) do / b(@) - VTkugmv(ha(u) — 1) da
e—0t Jo Q

lim lim lim [ a(z,0) - VTgusmo(hi(ue) —1)de = / b(z) - VIuv(hy(u) — 1) de,
6—0+ m—00 e—0t J Q
and due to pointwise convergence h;(u) — 1 to zero as [ — oo we obtain

lim lim lim lim [ a(z,0) - VTusmv(hi(ue) — 1) dz = 0.

[—00 §—0T M—0 e—01 Jq
We deduce
lim lim lim a(x, VTgue) - (VTgue — VTgugy,)vde =0,
0—0tT m—0o0 e—0t J
whence

lim a(z,VTyu) - VIguevdr = lim  lim  lim af(z,VTiu.) - VTugsmv de.
e—=0t Jo 0—0t m—o0e—0t+ Jo
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It follows that

lim [ a(x, VTgu) - VT (ue)vdr = / ay - VT (u)v de.
e—0t Jo Q

which is the required assertion (4.13).

Step 5.2. The case (C2). The proof follows the lines of the argument in [40, Proposition 3.2]. We first show

that we can take as a test function in (4.3) the function w = vh;(ue)(True — (Tpu)s) where v € C*°(Q2)
and {(Tru)s}s>0 C C°(€2) is the approximating sequence of Tju which exists by Theorem A.17. Here
[ > k are fixed. Such a choice of w is possible: clearly, w € L>°(2). Since v and h;(u.) are bounded, while
Ty (ue) € VM N L>=(9), we easily check by computing the weak gradient of w that w € T/VO1 1(Q2) and that
Vw € Ly (), ie. w € VOM . Therefore, we can apply Theorem A.17 in order to get an approximating
sequence w, € C§°(£2). Now, we can test (4.3) against each w, and it follows directly from Theorem
A.17 that the right-hand side of (4.3) converges to the integral with w, replaced by w. On the other hand,
by Lemma A.18 the left-hand side converges, too (observe that Vw, is indeed bounded in Lj;(€2) by the

triangle inequality, since we have that Vw,, M, Vw and we know that Vw € L M (£2)) and thus we get

/ 0 (, Vi) - ¥ (vhy () (Thte — (Ty)s)) dar = / Ty e fohy(ue)(Thue — (Tyu)s) de.
Q Q

Now, due to the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem applied twice we obtain that the right-hand side
converges to zero

e—0tT 6—0t

Indeed, it is enough to observe that from the estimate in Theorem A.17, we have the pointwise bound
Thue — (Thu)s| <k + [[(Thw)sl| o) < K+ (@) Thul zoc ) < k(L + ().

In order to deal with the left-hand side we compute the weak gradient and obtain three integrals to estimate

/Q 0 (2, Vi) - V (why(ue)(Thte — (Thu)s)) da

lim lim [ Ty, foh(ue)(True — (Tyu)s) dz = 0.
Q

= / a(x, VTiue) - vhy(ue) Vue(True — (Tpu)s) dx
Q
+/ a‘(z, VIgue) - Vohy(ue)(True — (Tru)s) dz
Q

+ / a(z,VTyu) - V(Tgue — (Tru)s)vhy(ue) de = Iy + Io + I3.
Q

We deal with these three terms as in Step 5.1, leading to the same assertion (4.13). The calculations are
analogous to those from Step 5.1, only to pass to the limit in the term I3 we use Lemma A.18 and the fact

that V(Tju)s M VT in place of the weak-* convergence in L/ (£2).

Step 6. Commutator estimate. In this step we derive a simple commutator estimate which will be used
several times in the following steps. We will estimate the following difference of two expressions

/ a(z, VTue — s) - (VTue — 8)¢(s) ds — a“(x, VIjue) - VIgue
B(0,¢)

= / a(z, VTgue — s) - (VTgue — 8)oc(s) ds — </ a(z, VTue — s)¢(s) ds> - VTxue.
B(0,¢) B(0,¢)

This difference is equal to

—/ a(x, VTue — s) - s¢(s)ds
B(0,¢)
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We will in fact prove that there holds

lim/ / la(z, VTue — s) - s|¢°(s) dsdx = 0. (4.15)
«20.Ja JB(0,
Denote the double integral in the expression (4.15) by I. There holds
I—// x,VTgue — ) - s|dsdx
B(0,¢)

x, VTgue — s) - —‘ dsdx

<€//B(Oe |
<€//B(OE < (2, alz, VTkue—s))—i—M< ||>> ds dz

< E/Q/B(oe o°(s) M(a:,a(:E,VTkuE—s)) —|—TTL2(1)) ds dx

<C + —/ /B(O ., a(x, VITgue — s) - (VTpue — s) + m(x)) ds dw)

<0+ — / M (z, af(z, VTyue)) + M(z, VTkuE)d:n> —1

where C'is a generic constant dependent only on 7, c4, ||m|| £ (q)> and mz(1). This means that

I< C'c € <1 + / M (z, af(z, VTiue)) + M(x, VTjuc) dw) ,
A — € Q
whence, by (4.6) and (4.7) we deduce that
hr%l =0, (4.16)
€E—r

and the assertion is proved.

Step 7. Weak convergence in L' of a®(x, VIyuc) - VTju.. Remembering, that a¢ defined by (3.6) has the
form

(o= [ oWl N
B(0,¢)
where ¢° is a mollifier kernel, there holds
a(z, VTyue) - VIpue = / o“(Na(x, VIgue — A) - VTgue dA.
B(0,¢)
We need to show that this sequence converges weakly in L!(£2), i.e. that
a(z, VTjue) - VIgue — ay - VIu  weaklyin  L'(Q) as e — 0. 4.17)

There exists a sequence of sets £y C Ey C ... C By C ... C Q with lim;_, o, |2\ Ej| = 0 such that
|VTiu| + |a(z, VTiu)| 4 |[m(x)| < ¢(l) on the set E; (where m is the function present in assumption (A3))
and at the same time functions a(z, VT u) - VT u. are equiintegrable on F; (such sets exist by Lemma
B.6 and L' boundedness of a¢(x, VTju.) - VI}u which is a consequence of (4.5)). Note that the sets F
may depend on & but the argument in this step is conducted for any fixed number £.

We rewrite the following inequality which is a consequence of the monotonicity of A

0< / o°(s)(alz, VIgue — s) — a(z, VIgu)) - (VIgue — s — VIiu) ds for almost every x € €.
B(0,¢)
as

0< ¢ (VTgue — N)(a(z, N) — a(z, VTpu)) - (A — VTpu)dX  for almost every x € €.
Rn



ON RENORMALIZED SOLUTIONS TO ELLIPTIC INCLUSIONS WITH NONSTANDARD GROWTH 21

Now denote by ,u’;’e the probability measure absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure
with the density given by ¢¢(VTue — M), Using this notation we can rewrite the above formula as

0< / (a(z,\) — a(z, VTiu)) - (A — VTu) duf<(\)  for almost every € Q.

Define the map g,(\) = A + a(x,\). This is a bijection from R? to im g,. Now we define the Borel
measures v+ as the push-forward of measures ,u];z’ﬁ through the functions g, i.e. by the formula e “(9) =
1 (g1 (S Nim (g, ))) for Borel sets S C R? (cf. [5, Section 5.2]). Then

A+ @A) (A A — @A) (A
0< / (M — a(:E,VTku)> . (M - VTku> dvFe(\) fora.e. z€Q.
Rd

2 2
(4.18)
Consider the maps €2 > z — e e M(R?). The definition of e implies, by the Fubini theorem, that
these maps are weak-* measurable (see [6, Section 2]). Moreover, all measures ufﬁ “ are probability measures
and hence it follows that |5 Lo (sM(rd)) = 1. We will use Theorem B.3. To use this result we need to
verify two claims.

Claim 1. The first claim is the tightness condition

lim sup |[{z € Q : supp(vS*)\ B(0,R) # 0}| = 0.

R—00 ¢>0
To verify this condition define the function v*(z) by

ARz) = max A= max |[Afa(z,N)|< sup |[VTiuc + s+ a(x, Viue + ).
Aesupp (vs™) Aesupp (15" s€B(0¢)

It follows that

YRe(z) < 3max S €, |[VTjuc|, sup |a(z, VTpuc +5)| p .
s€B(0,¢)

g(s) = min {%ml (%) } :

Note that g is a continuous function and lims_,, g(s) = oo, as both m; and my are N-functions. Then

Now define

k ma (SupSEB(O,e) ’CL(.Z', VTiue + S)’)
9(v"(x)) < male) + mi([VTiuel) +

max {supseB(O,e) la(x, VTue + )], 1}
It follows that

‘ SuPsep(0,6) M2 (la(w, VTkue + 5))
g(v*<(x)) < my(e) + ma(|VTue|) + €B(0.c)

max {supseB(QE) la(x, VTpue + )|, 1}
SUDye p(0.0) M (2, a(w, VTjuc + 5))
max {supSeB(QE) la(x, VT ue + )|, 1}
SUPsep(0,e) [a(m, VI (ue) + 8)||VTk(ue) + s| + m(z)
max {SupseB(O,e) la(x, VTue + )], 1}
SUPsep(0,e) la(z, VTue + 5)[|VTue + s
max {supSeB(QE) la(x, VT ue + )|, 1}
<mi(1) + M(x, VTiue) +m(z) + 1+ [VTjuc|.

< ml(e) + m1(|VTkue|) +

< ml(e) + ml(\VTkue\) +

< mq(€) + mi(|VTue|) + m(x) +
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We deduce that there exists a constant C'; > 0 such that
g(v*(2)) < C1(1 + M(x, VTjue)) + m(z),
whence
[ a0t de < oo,
where the constant Co (k) does not depend of €. Now,

sup[{z € Q : supp(v;*) \ B(0, R) # 0}| = sup [{z € Q :/"“(2) > R}

Co(k)
ming>r{g(s)}’

1

~ ming>p{g(s)} /g,
whence the tightness condition follows.

g(v*()) da <

Claim 2. The second claim we need to verify is that for functions

+ T - T - T
o) =" 903( y(r) 7 sD;x( )(7")7 Fo(z,7) = alz, VTju) - %ﬂm’
1 YA
Fs(x,r) = %M(T) - VTj(u), Fy(z,r) = a(zx, VIiu) - VTi(u).
there holds
lim sup / / \Ej(x,r)| dvBe(r)de =0 i=1,2,3,4. (4.19)
R—=0 e>0 E; J{reR4:|F;(z,r)|>R}

We begin with the proof for F}. There holds

r+ oA (r) T =P (r)
2 2

wre) - [ oo, 1) - ol ).
{reR:|a(z,r)-r|>R}

Now assume that (z,7) € E; x supp (uﬁ’g) is such that |a(x,7) - 7| > R. There holds
R <|a(z,r)-r| < M(z,r) + M(z,a(z,r)) < ma(|r]) + my(|a(z,r)]).

/{TERd:IFl(x,r)bR}

Then

either R <ma(|r|) or R <mi(Ja(z,r)]) < my <2Cl <2M> + 2—01(:(1) + C1> ,
2 2 c Ca cA

where we used (3.1) in the last bound. We deduce that there exists Ry (R) with limp_,~ R1(R) = oo such
that || > Ry(R). It follows that if only |a(z,7) - 7| > R then supp (45) € R?\ B(0,R; — 1). Let us
estimate

/ la(z,7) - r|duke / M(z,a(z, 7)) + M(z,r) — m(z)du(r) > mi(Ri(R) — 1) — c(l).
This means that there exists Ry (R) with limp_,o, R2(R) = oo such that
[ Jater) - ridule(r) = [ Mi(aaer)) + Mar) = m@dul ) = Ra(R).
R

It follows that
/] lalw, ) - vl dyh () da
E; J{reRd:|a(z,r)-r|>R}
(x,7) - r|dpiy(r) de.

/ / la(x
{xEEl Jgd la(z,r) | dpke( >R2(R)} R4
But the functions
E >x— / la(x,r) - 7| du];’g(r)
]Rd
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are equiintegrable on Ej. Indeed
/ la(a, ) - rldul(r) < / a(z,r) - rdug(r) + 2m(z)
Rd Rd

< o (VTyue — r)a(z,r) - rdr+ 2m(x)
R4

< a(z,VTiue) - VIue — / ¢°(s)a(z, VIgue — s) - sds + 2¢(l),
Rd

and the assertion follows from the commutator estimate (4.15) and equiintegrability on E; of a“(x, VT u.) -
VT ue. The assertion (4.19) for ¢ = 1 is proved. To get the assertion for ¢ = 2 observe that

| By, 7)| dvy(r) = la(z, VTiu) - 7| dpiy(r).

/{TGRd:FQ(gE,r)|>R} /{TGRd:a(x,VTk(u))-T|>R}

If (z,7) € E; x supp (1) is such that |a(z, VTju) - 7| > R, then, clearly
/ la(z, VTu) - s| duhe(s) < / la(z, VTiu) - 7| — |a(z, Vi) - (s — )| du(s) > R — 2ec(l).
Rd R4

Hence

/ / la(z, VTu) - 7| dpk<(r) de
E; J{reR:|a(z,VTyu)r|>R}

§/ / la(z, VTu) - | duke(r) da.
{mGEl: Jrd |a(m,VTku)-r|duﬁ’e(r)ZR—%c(l)} R4

We prove the equiintegrability of functions
E >x— /Rd la(z, VTu) - 7| duk<(r).
Indeed
[ lale. V) ) < of0) [ 69T = lrldr

— (1) /Rd 6 ()| VTiue — s| ds < e(1)(|VThue| + 1),

and the assertion follows from equiintegrability of V1 u., cf. (4.6).
We proceed with the assertion for ¢ = 3. Observe that

Fa(a, )| b (r) = / lalz, ) - Vil dih<(r).
{reRe:|a(z,r)-VTyu|>R}

/{reRd:Fg(:c,r)>R}
If (z,7) € E; x supp (1) is such that |a(z, 7) - VTsu| > R, then, clearly
R < |a(x,r) - VTyu| < c(l)]a(z,r)]|.
We estimate

/ lala, ) - Vi) < (r)
{reR%:|F3(z,r)|>R}

_lal@ )l 37 x,a(x,r ke (r
<O ey TG O )

/ M(x, a(e, 1) deh<(r) = CR) [ F(x, alw,r)) dyb<(r),
Rd Rd

< sup —
s>R/e(l) M2(5)
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where C(R) — 0 as R — oo. It suffices to show that the last integral is bounded uniformly with respect to
ein L'(FE)). We estimate the integrand from above

]\/Z(x,a(:n,r)) dpi(r) < m(z) + /Rd a(z,r) - rduke(r)

<c(l)+ / a(x,r) - r¢*(VIgue —r)dr
R4

Rd

=c(l) + /]Rd a(z, VTgue — s) - (VTgue — s) ¢°(s) ds

=c(l) + a(x, VTu,) - VIue — / a(z, VTue — s) - s ¢(s) ds
Rd

The required assertion follows from (4.15) and the estimates (4.6)—(4.7). Finally, the assertion (4.19) for F)
holds trivially, as |[VTju| + |a(x, VTiu)| < ¢(1) on Ej.

We are in position to use Theorem B.3 to assert that there exists a Young measure v* : Q — M(R9)
with ||1/f\|M(Rd) = 1for a.e. z € €. such that

A;(iif;ﬂgz_aavnﬂo.(i:f;ﬂ@)_vﬂw>d%qﬂ

A+ 2 (A A — 2 (A
]Rd 2 2
Now (4.18) implies that
A 2 (A A — 2 (A
0< / <+(”#)() —a(z, VTku)> . <¢+)() — VTku> dyf(/\) for almost every x € ().
Rd
On the other hand,

/Rd a(z, VTyu) - <7)‘ _ (‘0;‘(1’)()‘)

—Vﬂ@dﬁﬂm
A= PA(x) ()‘)

LN a(z,VTiu) - < 5

- VTku> dvF(\) as e — 0.
Rd

But

A — @a (A
/ o Vi) <¢+)() - VTW) dvy(\) = / a(w, VTiu) - (A = VTiu) dul (V)
R4 R

= / a(z, VTiu) - Xdpt(\) — a(z, VTiu) - VT
R4

— / a(x, VTiu) - VTu® ¢(s)ds — /
Rd

R
As on sets Ej there holds a(z, VTu) € L*°(E;) by (4.11) and by the estimate

a(z,VTiu) - s ¢(s)ds — a(x, VIgu) - VIiu.
d

< ec(l),

/ a(z, VTpu) - s ¢(s)ds
Rd

we deduce that

A — pa@ (A
/ a(z,VTiu) - <@+()() - VTku> dvke(\)
Rd

_ / a2, Vi) - (A — Vi) dib(3) 5 0,
Rd



ON RENORMALIZED SOLUTIONS TO ELLIPTIC INCLUSIONS WITH NONSTANDARD GROWTH 25
and hence
a(z, VTiu) -
R4

It follows that

A 2) (A A — @A) (A
0 §/ —HD;( ) : < 902( ) - VTku> dvk(\) for almost every z € Q.
R4

A =A@ (A
<¢+()() — VTku> dvE(\) =0 for almost every z € Q.

Now
A pa@ (A A+ PamA
/ M.vﬂud%’gvf()\) i/ M'VTkuduf()\) as €= 0.
R4 2 R4 2
But ) \
+ z
/ #)() VTudvf(A) = a(2, VTjue) - Vi = oy, - V.
Rd
Hence

dvE(\) for almost every = € Q. (4.20)

At oumt V) A = o (A
ak-VTk(u)g/ Pa@(A) A= pa@(N)
Rd 2 2

Using Lemma B.4 (note that /\+@A2(””)(A) : )‘_CPA;”“")()‘) > —m(x)) we deduce that

)\"1‘ T >\ >\_ T >‘ >\+ z >\ >\_ el >\
// Pam)N) A= @aw@) dxghminf// PawN) A=A ke gy
q Jrd 2 Q JRd 2

2 r e—0 2 r

From the definition of measures v, ', we obtain

A4 a(A) A —@am (A
/ / Pam ) . P )duf’g()\) dx = / / a(x, VTyue — s) - (VTgue — 8)o°(s) dsdx.
Q JRA 2 2 Q JRA

Using (4.15), it follows that

)\ + T )\ )\ - x )‘
// 90;1( )(A) ) PA)( )dl/f()\) dr < liminf/ a‘(z, VTyue) - VTgue dx.
Q JRA @

2 e—0

We use (4.13) to deduce that

[ e YN A= P )duﬁ(wxg/a’f-wkudw-
0 JRrd 2 2 ¢

This inequality together with (4.20) imply that

A amA) A= @ai (A
ag - VI (u) = /d CP,;( ) . 4,0;;( ) dvk(\) for almost every z € Q.
R
But as
/ At Pa@N) A —pam(N) e / A4 9a@(N) A —pam(N) () as € - 0
R 2 2 v i 2 2 @ ’

we deduce that

dvFe()) LN o - VIuase— 0,

/ A Pa@N) A —pa@(N)
]Rd 2 2

In other words
/ a(z, VTi(ue) — s) - (VI (ue) — s)¢(s) ds L g - VTjuas € — 0,
R4

Now, (4.15) implies that
af(z, VTiu,) - VTiu, LA o - VTuas e — 0.
By (4.13) and (3.7) we are in position to use Lemma B.7 which implies the required assertion (4.17).
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Step 8. Minty trick. The aim of this step is to prove that ay(z) € A(z, (VIiu)(z)) forae. z € Q,ie., o
is a selection of A(-, VT},u). To this end consider { € L>(Q)?. Then a(z,£(x)) € Ly7(€2) is a selection of
A(z,&(x)). The monotonicity of A implies that

/ o°(s)(a(z, VIgue — s) — a(z,&(x))) - (VIgue —s — &(x))ds > 0 for almost every z € Q.
B(0,¢)
It follows that

(a* (2, VTiue) — a(z,£(2))) - (VTiue — £(x))

- / ¢°(s)a(z, VIgue — s) - sds + / ¢°(s)a(z,&(x)) - sds > 0 for almost every z € €.
B(0,¢) B(0,¢)

There exists a sequence of sets 4 C Eo C ... C E; C ... C Q with lim;_,. |2\ Ej| = 0 such that on
every [ there holds a(z,{(z)) € L°°(E;). We multiply the above inequality by a nonnegative function
n € C*°(12), and integrate it with respect to x over Fj, whence

/ (a*(z, VTjue) — a(z,§(2))) - (VIgue — (2))n(z) dz (4.21)
/El/ 00 a(z, VTyue — s) - sn(x)ds de — /Ez/ o) “(s)a(z, (z)) - sn(z) ds d
(4.22)
— Il - IQ.

Let us pass with € — 0. Estimate (4.15) implies that lim._,o /1 = 0. We need to deal with I3, namely

//B(OE a(z,&(x)) - sn(z) ds dx

lim [y = 0. (4.23)

e—0

Using the fact that lim_,o /1 — Io = 0, as well as (4.11), (4.12), and (4.17) in (4.21) we deduce that

/E(ak(:n) —a(x,&(x))) - (VTu)(x) — &(x))n(x) dz = 0.

[I2| = s)la(x, £(x))[[n(z)leds dx| < Ce,

B(0,¢)

whence

Since the above assertion is valid for any nonnegative n € C'°°(€2), it follows that

(ar(z) — alz, () - (VTiu)(x) = £(x)) = 0

for almost every = € Ej, and hence for almost every = € €2, and every £ € L>®(Q)?%. We take £(z) = 2, a
constant vector of rational numbers in RY. The set of 2 € 2 such that the above inequality holds for every
rational s has a full measure. It follows that for almost every x the set

{(z,a(x,z)) : z € adense setinR?} U {((VTju)(z), ()}

is a monotone graph, and it can be extended to a maximally monotone graph A (). Now, as A is a maximally

monotone graph [4, Corollary 1.5] (also see [17, Lemma 2.2 and Corollary 2.3]) implies that A = A, and
hence ay(x) € A(z, (VTiu)(z)) for almost every x € Q. The assertion is proved.

Step 9. The solution satisfies (2.2). We prove that u satisfies the equation in the renormalized sense (2.2).
To this end let h € C}(R) and let w € Wol’OO(Q). We test (4.3) with h(ue)w. By a similar argument as in
Step 2 such choice of test function is allowed. This leads us to the equation

/Qae(x,Vue)-V(h(ue)w) dx = /QTl/th(uE)w dx.
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Using the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we deduce that
lim [ T /cfh(ue)wdr = / fh(uw)wdz.
e—0 Q (¢}

To pass to the limit on the left-hand side note that, for every K such that supp(h) C [— K, K]

/ a‘(z, Vue) - V(h(ue)w) de = / a“(x, VTxue) - VTguch' (u)w dw
Q Q

+ / a(x,VTkue) - Vwh(u) dr + / (h(ue) — h(u))a(z, VTgue) - Vwdr = I + Iy + 3.
Q Q

Now by (4.17) and the pointwise convergence and uniform boundedness in L>°(2) of A'(u.)w by Lemma
B.8 it follows that

limI; = / ag - VTguh'(u)w dz.
Q

e—0
To deal with I, note that the convergence (4.12) and the fact Vwh(u) € L>(Q) implies that
lim I, = / ag - Vwh(u) dz.
Q

e—0
Finally, equiintegrability of {a(x, VT uc)}eso and uniform boundedness in L>° (€)% and pointwise con-
vergence to zero of Vw(h(u.) — h(u)) imply that

lim [3 = 0.

e—0

Concluding, we obtain
/ ag - V(h(Tgu)w) dx = / fh(uw)wdz.
Q Q
But, as supp(h) C [ K, K], (2.2) follows.

Step 10. Controlled radiation condition. In the last step of the proof we show that condition (2.3) is satisfied.
AsVu,=0ae. intheset {z € Q : |uc| € {[,] + 1}}, the estimate (4.8) implies that

lim sup/ a‘(z, Vue) - Vue dr = 0.
1=00 50 J{1-1<|uc|<I+2}

Now, define continuous functions g; : R — R by
1 ifl<|r| <141,
a(r)=<x0 if |rj<l—1or|r|>1+2,
affine otherwise.
There holds

a-Vu+m(x)dr < / gr(u)(ayye - VIipou + m(x)) de.

{I<u|<i+1} Q

Using (4.17), the pointwise convergence (4.9), Lemma B.8, the estimate (4.8) and the monotone convergence
theorem we deduce that

0< / a-Vu+m(x)de <lim [ g(ue)(a(z, VIiioue) - VIiioue + m(z)) dz
{I<|u|<l+1} =0 /g

< lim a“(x, VTizoue) - VIiioue + m(z) de < (1),
=0 J{—1<uc <142}

where y(l) — 0 as | — oo. This means that

lim a-Vu+m(x)dr =0,
=00 J{1<|u|<l+1}
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which implies the required assertion.

5. Proof of Theorem 2.7: uniqueness.

Let (u1, 1) and (ug, o) be two renormalized solutions. We will prove that u; = us for a.e. z € Q.

REMARK 5.1. Note that only u can be proved to be unique and « can stay nonunique in our framework.
To this end consider Q2 = (0,1), f =0,and A : (0,1) x R — 2% given by

—& for £ <0,
Az, &) = ¢ [-1,1] for £ =0,
& for € > 0.

We are looking for weak solutions u belonging to H}((0,1)) of the problem —diva = 0 with « being a
measurable selection of A(u,). Clearly the solution v = 0 is unique, but any constant function « = ¢ with
¢ € [—1, 1] has both zero divergence and is a selection of A(uy).

We take h = h; in (2.2) and test this equation written for u; with Tj (7} 1u; — Tj11u2). Note that
in case (C2) this function can be used as the test function in (2.2) as it belongs to L () N VOM . On
the other hand, if (C1) holds, then we consider only approximable solutions whence both u; and uy are
obtained as the limits of problems (4.1)—(4.2). The solutions of these approximative problems are in turn the
limits of the Galerkin solutions in the sense (4.4). As gradients of the k-th truncations of all these Galerkin
solutions are uniformly bounded in Lj;(2) (and weak-* topology of L (£2) on bounded sets is metrizable
as this space has separable predual space), we can use the diagonal argument to obtain the sequence of
functions belonging to W1°°(Q) which converge to Ty (T;,1u1 — Tj41us) in the sense (2.4). This justifies
the possibility of taking T (7;41u1 — Tj+1u2) as a test function in (2.2). The same h and test function are
taken in the equation written for uo and both equations are subtracted from each other. This yields

/ hy(ur)ay - VTipqur T (T uy — Tiyqug) do —/ hy(uz2) - oV T uo T (Tip1ur — Tipquz) dx
Q Q

+ /Q(al — 042) . VTk(ﬂ+1ul — Tl+1UQ) dx
+ / (1 = hi(uz))az - VI (Tit1ur — Tiaug) do — / (1= hi(u))on - VT (Tipaur — Tiprug) do
0 Q

= [ fbu(a) = 02 BT 100~ Tiruz)do
Q
We rewrite this equation as
L — Iy + I3+ 1y — I = I,
and pass to the limit with [ — oo. It is clear that the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem implies that

lim I6 =0.

l—00

We pass to the limit in /7 and I. As the argument for both terms is analogous we deal only with I;. Clearly,

|| < k/ oy - V1w de + 2k7/ mdzx,
{I<]u [<I+1} {I<]ur |[<i+1}

and by (2.3) as well as the fact that the measure of sets {! < |u;| <1+ 1} tends to zero as | — oo we obtain

lim ‘[1’ =0.
l—00
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Now we pass to the limit in I, and I5. As the argument for both terms is analogous we deal only with 1.

|I4] < / log - VT qur| + oo - VT ug + 2mdx
{lua >3 {0<| Ty 1ur —Tiq 1 uz| <k}

<

/ ag - VI 1ug de
{I<]ug|<I+k+1}

+ 2/ mdx + / lag - VT 1wy |de.
{I<]uz|} {I<]ug|<I+k+13N{I—k<|uq |[<I+1}

The first integral tends to zero by (2.3), the second one, by the fact that the measure of sets {{ < |ug|} tends
to zero as [ — oo. To deal with the last one observe that

/ lag - VT quy |de
{I<]ug|<I+k+13N{I—k<|uq | <I+1}

< M (z, o9) dx +/ M(z, VT 1u) dx
{l—k<|u1|<l+1}

/{l<u2|<l+k+l}

1 1
< — ag - VI ppugde + — mdzx
CA J{I<|ug|<l+k+1} CA J{i<|uz|}

1 1
+ — oy - V1w de + — mdzx,
CA J{l—k<|u|<i+1} CA J{1—k<|u1|}

and all terms converge to zero either by (2.3), or by the fact that we integrate m over the sets with measure
shrinking to zero. We deal with I3. Let [y be arbitrary and let [ 4+ 1 > [y. There holds

I3 = / (a1 — ag) - V(Ti1ur — Tipqug) do
{0<‘Tl+1U1—Tl+1U2‘<]€}

>

/ (a1 —ag) - V(Ti1ur — Tipqug) do
{0<| Ty 1wt =Ty un <k }0{|u1 |[<lo }N{|uz|<lo}

/ (a1 — a2) - V(Tig1ur — Tiyqug) de.
{0<ur —ua|<k}N{u1|<lo}N{|uz|<lo}

As we know that lim;_, ., I3 = 0 it follows that

0= / (a1 — o) - V(ug — ug) dz,
{0<u1 —ug|<k}IN{|u1|<lo}N{|uz|<lo}

which means, by the strict monotonicity of A that the set {0 < |u; — ug| < k} N {|us| <o} N {|uz| <lo}
has null measure. As k and [y are arbitrary, we deduce that u; = us a.e. in 2.

6. Proof of Theorem 2.8: boundedness of renormalized solutions.

As in case d = 1 there holds W11(Q) C L®°(Q) we restrict in the sequel to d > 2. The next argument
follows the lines of the proof of [31, Theorem 3.1] with a modification related to account for the presence
of m in (A3). Choose t € (0, esssup,¢cq |uc(x)]). We define the function

0 if |uc(z)| <t,
ug p(2) = Q (Jue(z)| — t)sign(uc(z)) if t < |ue(z)] <t +h,
hosign(ue(x)) if ¢+ h < |uc(z)].
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Then Vu; h = X{t<|uc|<t+h} VUe. Testing the approximating equation with ug p,, W obtain

/ a‘(z,Vue) - Vue dx
{t<|ue|<t+h}

= / (Jue(x)] — t)sign(ug(ac))Tl/Ef(ac) dx + / h sign(ug(x))Tl/ef(x) dx
{t<|uc|<t+h}

{t+h<|uc|}
<h / ()] da.
{t<|uel}

We use (3.7) and Remark A.6, whence

cA/ M (Vue(x)) dx —/ m(z) dx < h/ |f(z)] dx.
{t<|uc|<t+h} {t<|uc|<t+h} {t<|uel}

Anizotropic Pélya—Szegd inequality, cf. [30, Theorem 3.5 and formula (5.4)] and [3, formula (3.7)], implies
that

cA/ (M) (|Vul(z)]) de < h/ |f(z)|dx +/ m(z) dz. (6.1
{t<ur<t+h} {t<|uel} {t<|uc|<t+h}

Now, as jiy, = fu,x, the Jensen inequality implies that

(Mi)s f{t<u§§t+h} |Vui(z)| dx - f{t<u:§t+h}(M1)¢(\VuZ(ac)]) dx
‘We deduce
M f{t<ug§t+h} |Vu!(x)| de _ ihf{t<|ue\} |f(z)|dz + f{t<‘u€|§t+h} m(z) dw..

Now the coarea formula and the relation between the volume of d dimensional ball and area of d — 1
dimensional sphere, cf [30, formula (5.9)] imply that

t+h -
/ Vur(@)lde =de}/* [ . (r)'5 dr,
{t<u}<t+h} t

whence

dw¥/? [, ()T dr 1D Jgcquy @z + [y <piny M) do
(Mi)e = .

Hoe (t) — Hu, (t + h) Sca Hou, (t) — Hu, (t + h)

As by (W2) m € L*>(2), we obtain f{t<|u€\gt+h} m(z) dr < ||m| g Q) (tu, (t) — pu (t + h)), and

(M) o " ()T dr) 1 lm + vy [/
VO ) — v R) ) Tea PO () = pa (E+h) )

Now, let 8 > 0. If
hf{t<|u€\} |f(z)] dx
/’[/Us (t) - luue (t + h) ’

[mlpee @) < B

then

() dw;/d tt+h /,Lué(’T)% dr - 1+ hf{t<|u€|} |f(x)] dz
1 =~ )
Y\ () = R A fru(8) — fru (t + h)
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and
dl/ [ e (1) T
v Aol [, ()T g (M) ( T a7
/’LUE (t) - ILLue (t + h) B dwtli/d tt+h Hue (T)d%dl dT
Hue (t)_/’l‘ue (t+h)
148 M gy @)l de
T duwy [, ()T dr
whence

dwcll/d tt+h que(q-)dTTl dr <! 1+ 2 hf{t<|ue\} |f(z)| dx

CA dw, " |, f, (T) @ dT
On the other hand, if

hf{t<|u6\} |f(2)| da
Hou, (t) — Hu, (t + h) 7

dw;/d tt+h N (T)d;dl dr 1 ( 1 < 1> >
: S M N — 1 + - m oS} .
i) iy = M (P g ) Il

[mlpee () > B

then

In either case

1/d h d-1
dwd/% tt+ po ()T dT

Hue (t)_ﬂus (t+h)
h

/(1 1 (1 Jooctupy [ f(2)] dz
< (My)y! (a <1 + B) ”mHL‘X’(Q)> + 0y ( w2 1/d{f<‘t+|; ) ’

e dwy '} [ (1) T dr

for every 5 > 0 and almost every ¢ € (0, esssup,cq |ue(2)|). Passing to the limit as b — 07 yields
/ Hue (t) *
—l, (t) (148 (148 f*(s)ds
L - ((Mo.l (ALl ) + ' (L2 LR
dwd Houe (t) d €A €A dwd Houe (t) d

After integrating this inequality from 0 to ess sup,cq |u(t)| and choosing 5 = 1 — A, where A is as in (2.5),
we obtain

o g A o fr(s)ds
esssup [ue(t)| S/o oA T ((M1)¢ (mHmHLw(Q)> TV (AN g | ) dr

€N dw, dw, "1 a
1
- A Q[ 1 er, A [0 fr(s)ds
o (Pt (1) L [ g (A BT
= (M CA(A—l)H e wd dwy/* Jo ¢ \eadw/! 17

By (W1) this implies that u. € L>(§2), and norm ||u || o (q) is uniformly bounded with respect to ¢, which
yields the required assertion.
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Appendix A. N-functions and Musielak-Orlicz spaces.

N -functions. We start from the definition of /N-functions.
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DEFINITION A.1. The function M : Q x R% — [0, 00) is an N-function if

(N1) M is Carathéodory, that is, M (-, ¢) is measurable for every ¢ € R? and Mz, -) is continuous for
almost every = € (,
(N2) M (z,&) = M(x, —£€) for every ¢ € R% ae. in Q and M (x,¢) = 0is and only if £ = 0 a.e. in Q,
(N3) M(x,-) is convex for almost every = € €2,
(N4) M has superlinear growth in £ at zero and infinity, that is,
M(z,§)

M
lim esssup (z,€) =0 and lim essinf = 0
€-0 zeq [ gl—oo zeQ [

(NS) essinfieq infje—s M (z,§) > 0 for every s € (0, 00)
and esssup,cq M (x,&) < oo for every £ # 0.

If d = 1 we will use small letters, such as m, to denote IN-functions, we will call such functions one
dimensional N-functions. In such case by assumption (N2) there holds m(z, —¢) = m(x,&) for every
¢ € R so it is enough to define one dimensional N-function for £ € [0, 00). Indeed we will assume that
one dimensional N-functions are defined only on © x [0,00), and with some abuse of notation we will
define one dimensional N-functions sometimes on the whole line and sometimes on the half-line. If an
N-function does not depend on x we will call it homogeneous. So, homogeneous N-function leads from
R< to [0, 00) and homogeneous one dimensional N-function from [0, 00) to [0,00). If M : Q x R? — R

then its complementary function M is defined by the Fenchel transform in the following way

M(x777): sup {fﬂ—M(%f)} (A.T)
£eRd
In the following results we discuss the assumptions in the definition of an /N-function and establish
some of its properties. We remark that the behavior of an N-function close to the origin is not important for
the main results of the present paper, as it does not influence the generated Musielak—Orlicz space nor the
arguments of the proofs. In the discussion below, however, for the sake of the exposition completeness, we
discuss both the behavior close to infinity as well as close to the origin.

REMARK A.2. It is easy to verify that the complementary function of a function which satisfies (N1)—
(N4) satisfies (N1)—(N3). It does not have to satisfy either the first, or the second assertion of (N4). Indeed,
let 2 = (0,1) and let
‘;7—|2 when |n| < z,

xT

Then M (z,n) = < |n| — & when |n] € (1),
@—%—F%when\n[ > 1.

€12
x5- when |£| < 1,
M(z,§) = {522 €

1 x :
S5 —5t3 otherwise.

It is clear that

. M(z,m) 1
lim esssup ———= = —.
€-0 zeq  |n| 2

Moreover,

12 When Inl < V2,

e when < V2 —~ 2
if M(x,§) = ‘52‘2 . €] = \/'_’ then M(z,n) =< V2[n| —1 when 7€ (V2,V2/x),
S-+1— < otherwise,

2
WT“T — 14 % otherwise.

It is not hard to verify that

M
lim essinf (, ) = V2.
=o€ ||

Note that the two examples do not satisfy (N5). As we will later show, the complementary function of an
N-function is also an N-function.
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In the following Lemma A.3 and Remark A.4 we establish that /NV-functions always have a minorant
and majorant being one dimensional homogeneous N -functions.

LEMMA A.3. Let M : Q x R% — R be a function satisfying (N1)—(N4). Then M : £ X R? — R is an
N-function (i.e. it satisfies (N5)) if and only if it is stable, i.e., if there exist homogeneous one dimensional
N-functions my,msy : [0,00) — [0,00) such that for every ¢ € R* and almost every x € Q there holds

ma(|¢]) < M(z,§) < ma([§]).

In particular every N -function is stable.

PROOF. The fact that stability implies (N5) is straightforward. For the opposite implication define
ma : [0,00) — [0, 00) by the formula

ma(s) = esssup sup M (z,§).
e |¢|=s

It is straightforward to check that this function is finite, nonzero for £ # 0, and satisfies (N1)-(N4). To get
the lower bound, let us define

Minr(s) = essinf inf M(x,§).
/() = essinf inf M(z.5)

The function m;,, s is nondecreasing and hence it has at most countable number of discontinuities and each
of these discontinuities is a jump point. Define

(s) Min, f(s) if m, is continuous at s,
Myse(s) =
b Min (s ) otherwise.

This function is in fact the lower semicontinuous envelope of 1, . Now define m; : [0,00) — [0, 00) as
mi(s) = myse(s).

that is, the greatest convex minorant of m;,.. The fact that m; satisfies (N1)-(N3), (N5), as well as the
growth at zero in (N4) is clear. To prove the growth at infinity assume, for contradiction, that there exist
constants ¢ < oo, R > 0 and € > 0 such that for every s > R

mi(s) < cs+e.

So, for a sequence s, — 0o, there exist numbers s', s2 and AL, A2 > 0 such that A} + )2 =1 and

(Snv ml(sn)) = (AiLsiL + A%L'Sgw )\;LLmlSC(S;L) + )\;LmlSC(Sgl)) .
Moreover
sh >0, myse(sh) =mi(sh) and AL >0.

L 52, A2 is possible due to [38, Theorem 2.1, Remark 2.1]. This means that s} — oo
as n — 00 and my.(sl) = mi(sl) < esl + €, whence

Such a choice of s}, AL 52

Thus we can construct a sequence r,, — oo such that

M £ (T
lim sup M <ec
N—00 Tn

This is a contradiction with superlinear growth at infinity of M. O

REMARK A.4. We are tempted to replace the lower bound in (N5) with its weaker version

ess iélf M (z,€&) > 0 for every £ # 0.
Te
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Unfortunately in such case Lemma A.3 does not hold anymore. To demonstrate this consider 2 = (0, 1),
d = 2 and let 6(&) denote the angular polar coordinate of . Define the function

€7 if €] # 1,
1if [¢]=1and0(§) ¢ (0,2) U (7,7 + x),
Pr,§) = x4 (1 — ) cos? @ﬂ') if £|=1and@(¢) € (0,z),

x4+ (1 — ) cos? @ﬂ') if £|=1andf(&) € (7,7 + x).

Note that P is lower semicontinuous with respect to . Define M (z,§) = P (x,€), the convex envelope of
P. Thenif only |{| = 1 and 0(&) € (0,1) U (7,7 + 1) we obtain

. . 0(§)
f M < fP = 257
essinf M(z,£) < essinf P(,£) = —

This means that

inf essinf M =0
Inf essin (z,€) =0,

and hence we can have only m(1) = 0. Lower semicontinuity of P with respect to { and [38, Theorem
2.1, Remark 2.1] imply that essinf,cq M (z,£) > 0 for every nonzero £&. We will verify that M satisfies
all remaining conditions in the definition on an N-function. Indeed, (N1)-(N3), growth at zero in (N4), and
condition with ess sup in (N5) are clear. We will verify growth at infinity in (N4). Assume for contradiction
that there exists a sequence &,, with |£,,| — oo and a constant C' > 0 such that

essinf M < C.
e lfn’

This means that there exists z,, € (0, 1) such that
M (n, &n) <O+l
[&nl

Now [38, Theorem 2.1] implies that there exist nonnegative numbers \> + A2 4+ A3 = 1 and ¢!, £2, €3 € R?
such that &, = AL&b + A2¢2 4 \3¢3 and

M (zn,&n) = )‘izp(xna&lz) + )‘ELP(‘TTng?L) + AiP(mn,ffl).
We can assume that |¢}| > |&,| and AL > 0. If, for a given n, neither of |¢¥| is on a unit circle then
|£n|2 < )\’}L|£71L|2 + /\EL|£r2L|2 + A?L|£?L|2 = M(2p,&n) < P(zn, &) = |£n|2
It follows that

1S3

If exactly one of £¥ is on the unit circle, say &2, then
[€al* < Nl&al” + A& + M€l = Nl&al” + MAl&al + 0 + Ao P(an, €2) = X P(an, &)
= M(xy,&n) + /\2(1 - P($n,£2)) < M(zp, &) +1 < (CH+1)[&]+ 1.

It must be
6nl < (C+ 1)+ V2.

In the final possibility two points €2 and & are on the unit circle. Then
[€nl® < Ml€nl? + ARG + X l6)
= Al&nl? + X%+ AL P (20, €7) = Ao P (20, €7) + X, + A P20, £3) — X3 P00, €7)
= M(23,&0) + An(1 = P(2n, &) + A0 (1 = P(a0, &) < M(20,60) +2 < (C + 1)[&n| + 2.

It follows that |&,| is bounded, and the proof by contradiction is complete.
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REMARK A.5. Sometimes the assertion (N4) in the definition of an N-function is replaced with its

weaker, nonuniform version
(N4’)  limg 0 M%’g) =0 and limye 00 % =oo forae. xc€(.

It is clear that (N4) implies (N4’). We demonstrate that if we replace (N4) with (N4’) in the definition of an
N-function, then we lose the stability property. Indeed, consider 2 = (0,1), d = 1 and

i for <1

M(z,€) = {wz'g?' k=1,
z+¢]|

This function satisfies (N1)—(N3), as well as (N4’) and (N5), but it is not stable, as

ma(s) = {s for |¢] <1,

s* otherwise,

otherwise.

which is not an N-function as it has linear growth at zero. Moreover, consider 2 = (0,1), d = 1 and

G+ g for ¢ <1,
M(ZE,f) - {’5‘ —|—1"§’2 otherwise.

This function satisfies (N1)-(N3), (N4’), and (N5) but it does not satisfy (N4) and it is not stable, as
{%32 for |¢] <1,
S

mi(s) =
1(s) otherwise,

and it has linear, and not superlinear growth at infinity.

REMARK A.6. We will make use of the function M; : R? — R defined as

—~——
e~ —

My(€) = essinf M(z, ),

the greatest convex minorant of essinf,cq M (x,§). It is not hard to verify that if M is an N-function, then
M is a homogeneous N-function and for every ¢ € R? and for almost every z € () there holds

ma([¢]) < My(§) < M(x, ).
The following result shows the integrability of an N-function

LEMMA A.7. Every N-function is integrable, i.e. for every & € R there holds

/M(x,g)dw < 0.
)

PROOF. The result readily follows from stability of M and the fact that {2 is bounded. O
We continue by reminding some properties of N-functions.

LEMMA A.8. If L, M are N-functions, then the following assertions hold

1. For almost every x € Q and for every &,1 € R there holds the following Fenchel-Young inequal-
ity
2. If, for some x € ), there holds L(x,§) < M(x,§) for all § € RY then, for this x, M(x,&) <
L(z,€) for every € € R%
3. There holds
M(z, €)

M
lim essinf =00 and lim esssup (z,8)

—2 =0.
€]so0 zeQ ¢ €0 zeQ €]
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4. There holds

ess igf Iglf M(az,{) > ma(s) >0 forevery nonzero ¢ € R%.
FAS =s

5. There holds

esssup M (z,€) < mi(|€]) < oo forevery ¢eR%
€

It follows that the complementary function of an N -function is also an N -function.

PROOF. The assertions 1. and 2. of the above lemma are standard properties of the Fenchel conjugate
valid for functions which satisfy (N1)—(N3) even without (N4) and (N5). To prove 3. take & = Kn/|n| in
the Fenchel-Young inequality which yields

Ky < M(z,n) + M(z, Kn/[n|) < M(z,n) +ma(K).

Dividing by |n| and taking essinf,cq we obtain

M
ess inf M
€N ‘7]’

mg(K)
1

and the assertion follows by passing with || to oco. To prove the second assertion of 3. observe that

M(z,€) _ mai(l¢])
SEPTIE S T

For any s € (0,00) we can find t = t(s) € (0,00) such that m;(s) + mi(t) = st. Such ¢ always exists
as the equality in the Fenchel-Young inequality is equivalent to the fact that t € Omi(s) (i.e. t belongs
to the convex subdifferential of m at s), and for convex functions leading from R to R (which have to be
continuous) the subdifferential is always nonempty. Let s,, — 0. The corresponding sequence #(s,,) must
be bounded. Indeed, if this is not the case, then, for a subsequence

mi(t(sn)) o ma(t(sn)) +milse) _
t(sn) o t(Sn) v

a contradiction. So, for a subsequence, t(s,) — to. Passing to the limit with n to oo in the expression
mi(sn) +mi(t(sp)) = spt(sy) we deduce that ¢y = 0 and the whole sequence converges. Now

m1 (sn) - m1(sn) +mi(t(sn))

Sn Sn

> K —

)

=1t(sp) >0 as n— oo.

The assertion 3. is proved. The first inequality in 4. follows from 2. The fact that m(s
follows from the fact that ms is an N-function. Indeed, assume the contrary, that is ma(
nonzero s € R. Taking ¢t = s/K in the Fenchel-Young inequality we obtain

ma(s/K) +ma(s) > s?/ K.

) # 0fors # 0
s) = 0 for some

It follows that
mals/K) _
s/K 7
and we have the contradiction by passing with K to infinity, as mo, an N-function, in particular satisfies
the assertion (N4) of Definition A.1. Let us prove 5. To this end assume, for contradiction, that there exists
s € R and the sequence {t,,} C R such that ¢,,s — m1(t,) > n. Itis clear that ¢,, — oo. Then we obtain
mq (tn) n no ml(tn)7
th th = tn

and we get the contradiction with superlinear growth of m; at infinity by passing with n to infinity. U

s>
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Sometimes we will use the so called A condition which states that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 and a
nonnegative function h € L'(Q) such that for a.e. 2 € 2 and every ¢ € R?

M (z,2¢) < cM(x,€) + h(z). (A.2)

If M satisfies the above condition for ¢ € R?\ B(0, R) for some R > 0 than we write that M € A$® and
we say that M satisfies Ay far from origin.

Orlicz-Musielak spaces. We remind the definition of the Orlicz-Musielak class £,,(€2) and two spaces
LM(Q), and EM(Q)

DEFINITION A.9. Suppose that M is an N-function.
1. L(£2), the Orlicz—Musielak class, is the set of all measurable functions & : 2 — R such that

/ M(z,&(z)) dx < 0.
Q

2. Lp(Q) is the generalized Orlicz—Musielak space, which is the smallest linear space containing
L(€2), equipped with the Luxemburg norm

€1l =inf{A>0 : [)M(m%””) d:cgl}.

3. Ep(Q) is the closure of L>°(Q)? in Ly, norm.
We prove the following result
THEOREM A.10. The space C3°(Q)? is dense in Ep () in Ly norm.

PROOF. Since Ej;(f) is a closure of L>(9)? in Lj; norm, it is enough to prove that C5°(2)? is dense
in L>(2)% in L;(2) norm. We first prove that C.(92)? is Ly dense in L> ()%, Take v € L>(Q)4. By
the Luzin theorem there exists a sequence of compact sets E,, such that |2\ E,| < 1/n and the functions
v|g, : En — Rare continuous. These functions, by the Tietze—Urysohn lemma can be extended to functions
vy, in Co ()% such that ||v, ||z < ||v]| . Now

2||v]| 100
_m2<HHLf(Q>\Q\E]—>O as n — oo forevery A > 0.

We now prove that C§°(2)? is Ly dense in C.(2)?. To this end take v € C.(2)? and extend it to R by
taking v = 0 outside 2. Choose a standard mollifier kernel

—1
He(w)zieg) where 6(z) = {Ce for [a] <1,

€ 0 otherwise,

where the constant C' is chosen such that [, 6(x) dz = 1. Define v°(z) = [ga 0e y)v(y) dy. Then, if

only e is small enough, v € C§°(R?) and there holds the pointwise convergence hme_,o v(z) = v(x) for
almost every = € Q. Moreover, |v°(z)| < |[v]| oo ()« for almost every = € €. There holds

_ 2 oo
M <$’ M) < mo (M)W) < mo <M> for every A > 0.

We can use the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem to deduce that

lim [ M <x, M) dx =0 forevery A >0,
Q

e—0

whence lim,_,q ||ve — v||,, = 0, and the proof is complete. O
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It is not hard to verify, that for v € Lj/(2) there holds
ol < [ Mz o+ 1. (a3
Q
ol < 1= [ Ma,o(a)) do < oy (A4
Q

It is clear that L>(Q)4 C Ep(Q2) and Lp/(Q) C Las(£2). We also observe that Ey(Q) C L (Q).
Indeed, if vy, is a sequence in L>°(Q)? such that |Jvy — v||1,, — 0, then

/QM(ac,v(w))dw < % </Q M (x,2vi(z)) dz + /QM(x,2(v(x) - fuk(ac)))dx> .

Taking k large enough, such that 2||v — vg||1,, < 1, it follows that

1 1
/ M(z,v(x))dx < 5/ M (z,2vg(z)) dz + ||[v — vgllL,, < §]Q\m2(2HkaLm)) + ||v — vk, < oo.
Q Q

Some functional analytic properties of the defined spaces are summarized in the following lemmas
[16,41,57,58, 64].

LEMMA A.11. If M is an N-function, § € Ly(S2), and € Lz;(S2), then the following generalized
Hoélder inequality holds
‘ / §-ndx
Q

LEMMA A.12. Let M be an N -function. Then
En(Q) is separable.

<2/l Lar @ Il )

)

) = Ly () if and only if M € AS°.

) is separable if and only if M € AY.
)

°
h
g
2
>
=
S
s
<
]
<
2
S
&
Q
S
=
=
Ny
S
=
m
P
8
2
S
U
m
P
8

In this article we assume nowhere that both M and M satisfy the Ay condition, so that we have to deal
with the lack of reflexivity. We also deal with the case where M does not satisfy the Ay condition, so we
cannot use the separability of L,;. Despite this difficulties we are still in position to obtain the existence
results using the functional analytic tools developed in [16,40,44,45].

If M is an N-function, we define the space

M= {veWy'(Q) : Voe Ly(Q)}.

We will need the following version of the modular Poincaré inequality, cf. [13, Lemma 1], [61, Lemma
3], or more recent works [40, Theorem 2.2], [26, Corollary 4.2].

THEOREM A.13. Let m : [0,00) — [0,00) be an N-function. There exist constants X > 0 and C > 0
such that for every u € VVO1 1(Q) satisfying Jom(AVul|) dz < oo there holds

/m|u| d:E<C’/m)\|Vu|

REMARK A.14. In [40] it is proved that the above theorem holds with A = 1 provided m satisfies the
A, condition. A careful analysis of its proof, however, reveals that without the A5 condition the result holds
with a constant A not necessary equal to one, but dependent only on €2 and d.

We remind the definition of modular convergence, cf. [16,40,41,43].
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DEFINITION A.15. A sequence {v,, }%°_; of measurable R? valued function on 2 is said to converge
modularly to a function v if there exists A > 0 such that

lim M (3:, M) dx = 0.
Q

m—oo A

We denote the modular convergence by v, Moo Equivalently, cf. [41, Lemma 2.1], {v,, }°_, converges
modularly to v if v,,, — v in measure and the sequence {M (-, Av,,) }o0_; is uniformly integrable for some
A>0.

LEMMA A.16. (c¢f. [41, Lemma 2.2]) Let M be an N -function. If, for constants c,\ > 0, we have
Jo M(z, Mvy,) dz < ¢ for all m € N then the sequence {vy, }o5_, is uniformly integrable.
PROOF. For every m € N it holds
A
c> / M (z, Moy, (x)) dz > )\/ w]vm(@] dx.
(2€Q: [om(2)|>R) (2€Q: fum(@)|>R}  AMvm(T)]

As mj is an N-function, for any D > 0 there exists Ro(D) > 0 such that for any s > Ry there holds

w > D. Hence
S

c
— > |Um(gj)| dﬂj‘,
D {z€Q: |vm (z)|>Ro(D)}

and the assertion follows easily. O

The following approximation theorem which has been proved in [27, Theorem 3.1] is valid in nonre-
flexive and nonseparable Musielak—Orlicz spaces.

THEOREM A.17. Let Q) be a Lipschitz domain and let an N-function M satisfy (C2). Then for any
u € L>®(Q) N VM there exists a sequence {um, }_, of functions belonging to C5°(Q) such that w, — u

strongly in L' (Q) and Vu,y, M Suin L M (2). Moreover, there exists a constant ¢ = ¢(§2) > 0, such that
[umll oo (@) < cllull Lo ()-

We remind an important property of the modular convergence

LEMMA A.18. (c¢f. [41, Proposition 2.2]) Suppose that the sequences {vj}3° | and {wy}32 | are uni-
formly bounded in Ly (Q2) and L7(Q), respectively. If vy, My v and wy s w then vy, - wy, — v - w in
LY(Q).

Appendix B. Some useful tools of nonlinear analysis.
We recall some tools useful in the arguments of this article.

DEFINITION B.1. A sequence { f,,}5°_; of measurable functions f,,, : Q& — R is uniformly integrable
if, equivalently, one of the following conditions holds:

@
lim sup/ |[fm(2)]dz | =0.
R=00 \ meN J{zeQ: |fm(z)|>R}

1
Ye>030>0 sup/<fmx ——> dx < e.
meN Ja (@) Vo).

(iii) There exists a continuous, concave, and nondecreasing function w : [0,00) — [0, 00) such that
w(0) = 0 and for every measurable set £ C  and for every m € N there holds

/ @) de < w(|E).
FE

(ii)
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(iv) There exists a function ® : [0, 00) — [0, c0) which is convex, ®(0) = 0, lims_,o @ = 00, and

Sup/Q<I>(|fn(3:)|)d:E < 00.

neN

(v) The set {f,}72, is relatively compact (or, equivalently, relatively sequentially compact) in the
weak topology of L1(Q).

REMARK B.2. The fact that condition (iv) of the above definition is equivalent to the other three is
known as the de la Vallée Poussin theorem. The equivalence of assertion (v) to the remaining ones is known
as the Dunford—Pettis theorem.

Young measures are now a standard tool of nonlinear analysis, we refer for example to [S5] for a com-
prehensive exposition of their theory. We will need the following version of the generalized fundamental
theorem on Young measures from [47], where by M (R*) we denote the space of bounded Radon measures.

PROPOSITION B.3. (c¢f. [47, Theorem 4.1]) Let 2 be an open and bounded subset of R%. Assume that
the sequence {1/9} ©, C L2(Q, M(RN)) of weakly-* measurable mappings is such that v’ (z) = vi is
a probability measure for almost every x € ). If the sequence V7 satisfies the tightness condition:

lim sup |{z € Q supp(v?)\ B(0, M) # 0} — 0,
M—o0 j

then the following assertions are true.

(1) There exists a weakly-* measurable mapping v € L (2, M(RN)) such that, for a subsequence
still denoted by j, there holds

v = v weakly —xin  L2(Q, M(RYN)),
2) vzllpmryy = 1 a.e in Q. Moreover, for every f € L>((, Cy(RN)) there holds

fz, Ndvi(\) — f(z, N)dv, (N) weakly — * in L°°(Q).
RN RN

(3) For every measurable subset A C ) and for every Carathéodory function f (measurable in the
first, and continuous in the second variable) such that

lim sup/ / |f (2, \)|dvd (N)dz = 0,
R=0 jeN {XERN : | f(z,\)|>R}

fz, Ndvi(\) — f(z, N\)dvy(X\) weakly in L'(A)
RN RN

there holds

The following corollary is the generalization of the result on the lower-semicontinuity of Young measure
generated by a sequence of functions, cf. [54, Corollary 3.3], to the case when the measure is generated by
a sequence of measures.

COROLLARY B.4. Let Q C R? be an open and bounded subset of RY. Suppose that
{7152, C Ly MRY)) and v e Ly (Q,M(RY))

are weakly-* measurable mappings such that vl and v, are probability measures for a.e. © € §). Moreover
assume that

v — v weakly —* in  LS(Q, M(RV)).
Then for any measurable set E C ) and every Carathéodory function such that there exists m € LY(9),
withm > 0 and f(x,\) > —m(z) for almost every x € Q and every X € | J;Z, supp vs , there holds

/ f(z, N)dr,(N) < liminf £z, \)dvi(\)
E JRN

j—)oo RN
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PROOF. The proof follows the lines of the proof of Corollary 3.3 in [54]. First assume that there exist
R > 0 such that f(z,\) = 0 for |\| > R. By the Scorza-Dragoni theorem there exists an increasing
sequence of compact sets [, such that [E/\ Ey| — 0as k — oo and f|g, g~ is continuous. Define

Fy. 1 E — Co(RY) as Fy(z) = xg, (z) f(z, ). We observe that F, € L*(E, Co(RY)). Indeed,

/E 1F (@) ey vy de = /E sup |Fi (@, \)|dz = /E sup |f (2, \)|dz

AERN & AERN
<19 sup [f(z, )] =1[Q sup |f(z, )] < oo.
(z,\)EEL xRN (z,\)€E, xB(—R,R)

Now, as (LY(E, Co(RM))) = L°(Q, M(RYN)), there holds

lim / / Fi(x, \)dv2(\)dx = / / Fi(z, N dvy (N dz,
J—o© JE JRN E JRN

leII;O /Ek /RN (f(z,\) +m(z) — m(z))dvi(N)de = /Ek /RN(f(w, A) +m(x) —m(z))dvy (N)dz.

As v/ and v are probability measures, it follows that

Ly k [ )+ mlapaiongs = [ k [ (#) + m(a))d (A

It follows that

/E/RN XE, (@) (f(z,A) +m(x))dv, (A d:E<hm1nf/ /RN 2, ) + m(z))dvi(\)dz.

j—o00

Letting k& — oo we obtain the assertion by the monotone convergence theorem. To remove the assumption
that f(z,A) = 0 |A\| > R consider an increasing sequence of nonnegative functions 7, C C§°(RY) that
converges pointwise to 1. We use the above result for f(x, \)n;(\)

/E/wa(w’)\)m()\)d%( dx<hjn_1>1£f// £z, (N dvd (N)dz
Slijrgi)gf(/ RNfa:)\ + m(z)dvg( da;—//RN du](A)da:).

But m(z)n'(\) € LY(E, Co(RY)) and hence

/ / (f(x, A) +m(x)m(N)drg (N)de < lim inf/ fx, \) +m(z)dvi(\)de.
E JRN E JRY

J]—00

We can pass to the limit / — oo in the left-hand side by the monotone convergence theorem

/ - f(z,A) + m(x)dvy(N)de < liminf f2, X)) +m(z)dvi(\)d,

j—)OO E JRN
and the assertion follows. g
We recall the definition of the biting convergence and the statement of the Chacon biting Lemma.
DEFINITION B.5. Let Q C R? be a measurable set. We say that a sequence { fit52, C LY(£2) converges

to a function f € L'(Q) in a biting sense (and we write fi LA f) if there exists a sequence of measurable
sets £y C Qwith |Q\ Ej| - 0asl —ooand Ey C Ey, C ... C E; C ... C Qsuch that

fj — f weakly in LY(E;) foreveryl € N.

The proof of the following proposition (known as the Chacon biting lemma) can be found for example
in [7].
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PROPOSITION B.6. Let Q) C RY be a measurable set and let the sequence { f; 521 C LY(Q) be bounded
in LY(Q). There exists a subsequence of indices, still denoted by j, and a function f € L'(2) such that

b
fi= I

We will need the following result which states when the sequence which converges in the biting sense
is convergent weakly in L!(2), cf. [46, Lemma 4.6].

PROPOSITION B.7. Let the sequence {a;}32, C LY(Q) and let 0 < ag € L*(Q) be such that aj(x) >
—ag(x) for almost every x € Q. If

an b4 and limsup/ ajdr < / adx,
j—o0 Q Q
then
a; —a weaklyin L'(Q).
We also make use of the following well known result

PROPOSITION B.8. Assume that Q C R? is a bounded set. Let the sequence fi — f weakly in
LY(Q), and let gj, g € L> () be such that ||g;|| ) < C and ||g|| 1) < C., where the constant C'is
independent of j and for almost every x € ) there holds the pointwise convergence gj(x) — g(z). Then

'lim/fjgjdx:/fgdx
J]—00 (¢} QO
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