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BOUNDED WEAK SOLUTIONS TO ELLIPTIC PDE WITH DATA

IN ORLICZ SPACES

DAVID CRUZ-URIBE, OFS AND SCOTT RODNEY

Abstract. A classical regularity result is that non-negative solutions to the Dirich-
let problem ∆u = f in a bounded domain Ω, where f ∈ Lq(Ω), q > n

2 , satisfy
‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖Lq(Ω). We extend this result in three ways: we replace the Lapla-
cian with a degenerate elliptic operator; we show that we can take the data f in an
Orlicz space LA(Ω) that lies strictly between L

n
2 (Ω) and Lq(Ω), q > n

2 ; and we show

that that we can replace the LA norm in the right-hand side by a smaller expression
involving the logarithm of the “entropy bump” ‖f‖LA(Ω)/‖f‖Ln

2 (Ω)
, generalizing a

result due to Xu.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we consider boundedness properties of weak (sub)solutions to the
following Dirichlet problem:

{

−Div (Q∇u) = fv for x ∈ Ω
u = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω

(1.1)

Throughout this paper, Ω is a bounded domain (i.e., an open and connected subset)
of Rn with n ≥ 3, Q = Q(x) is a non-negative definite, symmetric, measurable matrix
with Q ∈ L1

loc(Ω), v is a weight (i.e., a non-negative, measurable function) on Ω such
that v ∈ L1(Ω), and the data function f is in L1

loc(Ω).
When Q is a uniformly elliptic matrix and v(x) = 1, it is a classical result

(See Maz′ya [16, 17], Stampacchia [23] and Trudinger [25, Theorem 4.1], [12, Theo-
rem 8.16]) that there is a constant C > 0 such that if f ∈ Lq(Ω), then

‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖Lq(Ω)
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for any non-negative weak subsolution u ∈ H1(Ω) of (1.1) provided q > n
2
. Moreover,

a counter-example shows that this bound is sharp even for the Laplacian and we
cannot take q = n

2
.

The standard proof of this result uses the classical Sobolev inequality,

‖ψ‖
L

2n
n−2 (Ω)

≤ C‖∇ψ‖L2(Ω),

valid for any ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω), combined with Moser iteration. The restriction q > n

2
is

naturally connected to the classical Sobolev gain factor σ = n
n−2

=
(

n
2

)′
.

The goal of this paper is to generalize this result. First we show that this esti-
mate can be improved by replacing the space Lq(Ω) by an Orlicz space LA(Ω) that
lies strictly between L

n
2 (Ω) and Lq(Ω) for q > n

2
. For brevity, we will defer many

definitions to Section 2 below.

Theorem 1.2. Let Q be a uniformly elliptic matrix, and let f ∈ LA(Ω), where
A(t) = t

n
2 log(e + t)q, q > n

2
. Then there exists a constant C = C(n, q, Q) such that,

given any non-negative weak subsolution u of

{

−Div (Q∇u) = f for x ∈ Ω,
u = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω,

we have the estimate
‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖LA(Ω).

Remark 1.3. After completing this paper we learned that a somewhat more general
version of Theorem 1.2 was proved by Cianchi [4, Theorem 5] using very different
methods.

We will prove Theorem 1.2 as a special case of a more general result for solutions
of (1.1) that holds for a much larger class of matrices Q. We can allow Q to be both
degenerate and singular, but must impose some restrictions on the largest and small-
est eigenvalues. We encode these restrictions in two assumptions on the integrability
of the largest eigenvalue and on the existence of an L2 Sobolev inequality with gain.
We state them together as a general hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1.4. Given the matrix Q and the weight v ∈ L1(Ω), assume that for
some constant k > 0,

|Q(x)|op = sup{|Q(x)ξ| : ξ ∈ R
n, |ξ| = 1} ≤ kv(x) a.e.

Moreover, assume that there exist constants σ = σ(n,Q, v,Ω) > 1, C0 ≥ 1 such that
for every ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω)

(1.5)

(
∫

Ω

|ψ(x)|2σ v(x)dx
)

1
2σ

≤ C0

(
∫

Ω

∣

∣

∣

√

Q(x)∇ψ(x)
∣

∣

∣

2

dx

)
1
2

.
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The first assumption, that |Q|op ≤ kv, in Hypothesis 1.4 is necessary to prove
many of the necessary properties of weak derivatives in the corresponding degenerate
Sobolev space. The second assumption, that inequality (1.5) holds, in Hypothesis 1.4
reduces to the classical Sobolev inequality if Q is a uniformly elliptic matrix in Ω and
σ = n

n−2
= (n

2
)′. It allows us to perform the necessary De Giorgi iteration.

These assumptions hold in several important special cases. If v satisfies the Muck-
enhoupt A2 condition,

[v]A2 = sup
B

1

|B|

∫

B

v(x) dx
1

|B|

∫

B

v(x)−1 dx <∞,

where the supremum is taken over all balls B in R
n, and if Q satisfies the degenerate

ellipticity condition

λv(x)|ξ|2 ≤ 〈Q(x)ξ, ξ〉 ≤ Λv(x)|ξ|2,
where 0 < λ ≤ Λ < ∞, then |Q|op ≤ Λv and (1.5) holds. (See [10].) More generally,
suppose that u and v are a pair of weights such that u(x) ≤ v(x) a.e., v satisfies
a doubling condition, u ∈ A2, and there exists σ > 1 such that given any balls
B1 ⊂ B2 ⊂ Ω,

r(B1)

r(B2)

(

v(B1)

v(B2)

)
1
2σ

≤ C

(

u(B1)

u(B2)

)
1
2

,

and Q satisfies the degenerate ellipticity condition

u(x)|ξ|2 ≤ 〈Q(x)ξ, ξ〉 ≤ v(x)|ξ|2,
then |Q|op ≤ v and we have the Sobolev inequality

(
∫

Ω

|ψ(x)|2σ v(x)dx
)

1
2σ

≤ C0

(
∫

Ω

|∇ψ(x)|2 u(x)dx

)
1
2

,

so again (1.5) holds. (See [1].)

Remark 1.6. In [7], the authors and Rosta proved that when v = 1, with minor
additional hypotheses the global Sobolev inequality (1.5) follows from a weaker, local
Sobolev inequality,

(

1

|B|

∫

B

|ψ(x)|2σ dx
)

1
2σ

≤ C

[

r(B)

|B|

∫

B

|
√

Q∇ψ(x)|2 dx+ 1

|B|

∫

B

|ψ(x)|2 dx
]

1
2

,

that holds for all (sufficiently small) balls B ⊂ Ω.

We can now state our main result, which is a generalization of Theorem 1.2 to
degenerate elliptic operators. Again, for precise definitions see Section 2.
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Theorem 1.7. Given a weight v and the non-negative definite, symmetric matrix Q,
suppose that Hypothesis 1.4 holds for some σ > 1. Let A(t) = tσ

′

log(e + t)q where
q > σ′. If f ∈ LA(v; Ω), then any non-negative weak subsolution u = (u,∇u) ∈
QH1

0 (v; Ω) of (1.1) satisfies

(1.8) ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) ≤ C‖f‖LA(v;Ω),

where C is independent of both u and f .

We originally conjectured that the exponent q in Theorem 1.7 is sharp in general,
but we were not able to prove this or find a counter-example. We then learned that
Cianchi [4, Theorem 5], as a consequence of a more general result, showed that in
the classical setting when Q is uniformly elliptic and σ = (n

2
)′, we must have that

q > n
2
− 1. We round out his result by giving a simple counter-example proving that

it is sharp for the Laplacian.

Example 1.9. Let n ≥ 3, and let Ω = B(0, 1). Then there exists a function f ∈
LA(Ω), where A(t) = t

n
2 log(e + t)q, q < n

2
− 1, such that the non-negative weak

solution of the Poisson equation
{

−∆u = f for x ∈ Ω,
u = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω,

is unbounded.

Remark 1.10. We conjecture that the sharp exponent in Theorem 1.7 is q > σ′ − 1.
However, the bound q > σ′ appears to be intrinsic to our proof, so either our proof
needs to be refined or another approach is needed. We note that the proof in [4] relies
on re-arrangement estimates and so does not readily extend to the case of degenerate
operators.

Our second main result shows that inequality (1.8) can be sharpened so that the
right-hand side only depends on the logarithm of the LA norm.

Theorem 1.11. Given a weight v and a non-negative definite, symmetric matrix Q,
suppose that Hypothesis 1.4 holds for some σ > 1. Let A(t) = tσ

′

log(e + t)q, where
q > σ′. If f ∈ LA(v; Ω), then any non-negative weak subsolution u = (u,∇u) ∈
QH1

0 (v; Ω) of (1.1) satisfies

(1.12) ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) ≤ C‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω)

(

1 + log

(

1 +
‖f‖LA(v;Ω)

‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω)

))

,

where C is independent of both u and f .



BOUNDED WEAK SOLUTIONS 5

Theorem 1.11 generalizes the main result of Xu [26], but we note that there is a
mistake in the statement of his main result. Working in the same setting as Theo-
rem 1.2, he claims to show that

(1.13) ‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖
L

n
2 (Ω)

(

1 + log
(

1 + ‖f‖Lq(Ω)

))

,

where q > n
2
. However, a close examination of his proof shows that he only proves

this when ‖f‖
L

n
2 (Ω)

≥ 1, and in fact what he proves is the analog of Theorem 1.11.

It is straightforward to see that (1.13) cannot hold if ‖f‖
L

n
2 (Ω)

< 1; if it did, then

if we fix f and the corresponding solution u, then we could apply this inequality to
f/N (N > 1 large) and u/N . Then we could take the limit as N → ∞ to conclude
that ‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖

L
n
2 (Ω)

, which is false in general.

Remark 1.14. The ratio ‖f‖LA(v;Ω)/‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω) in Theorem 1.11 measures how much
bigger the Orlicz norm is than the associated Lebesgue space norm. It is similar in
spirit, though not in detail, to the “entropy bump” conditions introduced in the study
of weighted norm inequalities in harmonic analysis [15, 24].

Our two main results are established via De Giorgi iteration on the level sets. De
Giorgi’s original arguments are in [8] but more helpful descriptions are found in [2]
and in [13], where De Giorgi iteration is applied in an infinitely degenerate elliptic
regime. We were unable to adapt Moser iteration to work in the context of Orlicz
norms, and it remains an open question whether such an approach is possible in this
setting.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we gather some
preliminary results. We give a definition of Young functions and the associated
Orlicz spaces, and record some useful properties. We then define weak solutions to
the Dirichlet problem. This definition has to include the possibility that the matrix Q
can be both degenerate and singular, and we give it in terms of a degenerate Sobolev
space, building upon results in [6] and elsewhere. We prove a number of properties
of weak derivatives in this setting; we believe these results should be useful tools
for other problems. We also prove that bounded, non-negative subsolutions of (1.1)
must satisfy an exponential integrability condition. This result is a key lemma for
the proof of Theorem 1.11 and is modeled on a similar result due to Xu [26] in the
classical setting. For completeness we include the details of the proof. In Section 3
we prove Theorem 1.7; as noted above, the proof uses a version of De Giorgi iteration
adapted to the scale of Orlicz spaces. This iteration argument was gotten by a careful
adaptation of an argument due Korbenko, et al. [13, Section 4.2]. In Section 4 we
prove Theorem 1.11; our proof is a generalization of the argument in [26] and requires
us to deal with a number of technical obstacles. Finally, in Section 5 we construct
Example 1.9.
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2. Preliminaries

In this section we gather some preliminary definitions and results. We begin with
some notation. The constant n will always denote the dimension of the underlying
space R

n. By C, c, etc. we will mean a constant that may change from appearance
to appearance, but whose value depends only on the underlying parameters. If we
want to specify this dependence, we will write, for instance, C(n, p), etc. If we write
A . B, we mean that there exists a constant c such that A ≤ cB. If A . B and
B . A, we write A ≈ B.
A weight v will always be a non-negative, measurable function such that v ∈ L1(Ω).

Given a set E ⊂ Ω, v(E) =
∫

E
v(x) dx. Given a weight v, Lp(v; Ω) is the collection

of all those measurable functions g : Ω → R for which

‖g‖p = ‖g‖Lp(v;Ω) =

(
∫

Ω

|g(x)|p v(x)dx
)1/p

<∞.

Orlicz spaces. Our main hypothesis on the data function f in (1.1) is that it belongs
to the Orlicz space LA(v; Ω). Here we gather some essential results about these spaces
but we assume the reader has some familiarity with them. For complete information,
we refer to [14, 20]. For a briefer summary, see [5, Chapter 5].
By a Young function we mean a function A : [0,∞) → [0,∞) that is continuous,

convex, strictly increasing, A(0) = 0, and A(t)
t

→ ∞ as t → ∞. Given a Young
function A, define LA(v; Ω) to be the Banach space of measurable functions h : Ω → R

equipped with the Luxembourg norm,

‖h‖A = ‖h‖LA(v;Ω) = inf

{

λ > 0 :

∫

Ω

A

( |f(x)|
λ

)

v(x)dx ≤ 1

}

<∞.

Given Young functions A, B we can compare the associated norms by appealing
to a point-wise estimate. We say that A(t) � B(t) if there is a t0 > 0 and a constant
c ≥ 1 depending only on A, B so that A(t) ≤ B(ct) for t ≥ t0. For a proof of the
following result, see [14, Theorem 13.3] or [20, Section 5.1].

Lemma 2.1. Given Young functions A, B, if A � B, then there exists a constant
C = C(A,B, v(Ω)) such that for every f ∈ LB(v; Ω),

‖f‖LA(v;Ω) ≤ C‖f‖LB(v;Ω).

Given a Young function A, we define the conjugate Orlicz function, Ā, via the
pointwise formula

Ā(t) = sup{st−B(s) : s > 0}.
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The pair A, Ā satisfy a version of Hölder’s inequality in the scale of Orlicz spaces. If
f ∈ LA(v; Ω) and g ∈ LĀ(v; Ω), then fg ∈ L1(v; Ω) and

(2.2)

∫

Ω

|f(x)g(x)|v(x) dx ≤ 2‖f‖A‖g‖Ā.

In our main results we consider Young functions of the form

(2.3) B(t) = tp log(e+ t)q,

where 1 < p, q < ∞. The inverse and conjugate functions associated with these
Young functions are well-known: see, for instance, [5]. We have that

B̄(t) ≈ tp
′

log(t)q
≈ tp

′

log(e+ t)q
,(2.4)

B̄−1(t) ≈ t1/p
′

log(e+ t)
q
p ,(2.5)

where the implicit constants depend on p, q. As a consequence of Lemma 2.1 we have
the following estimate which we will need below; details are straightforward and are
omitted.

Lemma 2.6. Let 1 ≤ p1 ≤ p2 <∞, 1 ≤ q1 ≤ q2 <∞ and define

A(t) = tp1 log(e + t)q1, B(t) = tp2 log(e + t)q2.

Then, given f ∈ LB(v; Ω),

‖f‖Lp1(v,Ω) . ‖f‖LA(v;Ω) . ‖f‖Lp2(v;Ω) . ‖f‖LB(v;Ω).

The implicit constants depend on pi and qi, i = 1, 2, and v(Ω).

We conclude this section with an estimate for the LB̄(Ω) norm of an indicator
function 1S for S ⊂ Ω; this quantity plays an essential role in our proofs of Theorems
1.7 and 1.11. This computation is well-known, but to make clear the dependence on
the constants we include its short proof.

Lemma 2.7. Given the Young function B defined by (2.3) then for any S ⊂ Ω,
v(S) > 0,

(2.8) ‖1S‖LB̄(v;Ω) ≤
cv(S)

1
p′

log(1 + v(S)−1)
q
p

,

where c = c(p, q) > 0.

Proof. Given B, B̄ is defined by (2.4). Set

F =

{

λ > 0 :

∫

Ω

B̄

(

1S(x)

λ

)

v(x) dx ≤ 1

}
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and notice that F 6= ∅. For each λ ∈ F ,

v(S) B̄

(

1

λ

)

=

∫

Ω

B̄

(

1S(x)

λ

)

v(x) dx ≤ 1.

Since B̄ is invertible and increasing,

λ ≥
[

B̄−1

(

1

v(S)

)]−1

= m0 > 0.

Again by the invertibility of B̄,
∫

Ω

B̄

(

1S(x)

m0

)

v(x) dx = v(S)B̄(m−1
0 ) = 1.

Hence, m0 ∈ F , and it follows that ‖1S‖LB̄(Ω) = m0. By inequality (2.5),

m0 = B̄−1

(

1

v(S)

)

≥ c(p, q)v(S)
− 1

p′ log(e+ v(S)−1)
q
p

and (2.8) follows. �

Degenerate Sobolev spaces and weak solutions. We now give a precise defini-
tion of weak (sub)solutions to the Dirichlet problem (1.1). This question has been
explored in a number of papers by ourselves and others: see [3, 6, 7, 12, 18, 19, 21, 22].
Here we sketch the relevant details.
Given a non-negative definite, symmetric and measurable matrix function Q on Ω

and a weight v ∈ L1
loc(Ω), the solution space for the Dirichlet problem is the matrix

weighted Sobolev space QH1
0 (v; Ω). This space is defined as the abstract completion

(in terms of Cauchy sequences) of the space Lip0(Ω) (i.e., Lipschitz functions with
compact support in Ω) with respect to the norm

‖ψ‖QH1
0 (v;Ω) = ‖ψ‖L2(v;Ω) + ‖∇ψ‖L2

Q(Ω),

where L2
Q(Ω) is the Banach space of Rn vector-valued functions g on Ω that satisfy

‖g‖L2
Q(Ω) =

(
∫

Ω

|
√

Q(x)g(x)|2 dx
)

1
2

<∞.

This norm is well defined for ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω) provided |Q|op ∈ L1
loc(Ω); in particular,

QH1
0 (v; Ω) is well defined if the first assumption in Hypothesis 1.4 holds.

With this definition, the Sobolev space QH1
0 (v; Ω) is a collection of equivalence

classes of Cauchy sequences of Lip0(Ω) functions. However, the spaces L2(v; Ω) and
L2
Q(Ω) are complete: for a proof that L2

Q(Ω) is complete, see [22] or [6] where it was
proved that Lp

Q(Ω) is complete for 1 ≤ p < ∞. Therefore, to each equivalence class
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[{ψj}] in QH1
0 (v; Ω) we can associate a unique pair u = (u, g) ∈ L2(v; Ω) × L2

Q(Ω)
whose norm is given by

‖u‖QH1
0 (v;Ω) = ‖u‖L2(v;Ω) + ‖g‖L2

Q(Ω)

= lim
j→∞

(

‖ψj‖L2(v;Ω) + ‖∇ψj‖L2
Q(Ω)

)

.

Conversely, given a pair (u, g) we will say that it is in QH1
0 (v; Ω) if there exists a

sequence {uj}j ⊂ Lip0(Ω) such that (uj∇uj) converges to (u, g) in L2(v; Ω)×L2
Q(Ω).

Hereafter, we will denote g by ∇u since g plays the role of a weak gradient of u.
However, while we adopt this formal notation we want to stress that the function g

is not the weak gradient of u in the sense of classical Sobolev spaces. For further de-
tails, [6] contains the construction of QH1,p(v; Ω) for p ≥ 1. Additionally, unweighted
constructions of QH1,p

0 (1; Ω) are found in [7, 19] for p ≥ 1 and [18, 21] for p = 2.
We can extend the second assumption in Hypothesis 1.4 to functions in QH1

0 (Ω);
this follows from density of Lip0(Ω) functions and we omit the proof.

Lemma 2.9. Suppose the Sobolev inequality of Hypothesis 1.4 holds. Then,

(2.10)

(
∫

Ω

|w(x)|2σv(x) dx
)

1
2σ

≤ C0

(
∫

Ω

∣

∣

∣

√

Q(x)∇w
∣

∣

∣

2

dx

)
1
2

for every w = (w,∇w) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) where C0 is the same as in Hypothesis 1.4.

We can now define the weak solution to the Dirichlet problem.

Definition 2.11. A pair u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (Ω) is said to be a weak solution of the

Dirichlet problem (1.1) if
∫

Ω

∇ψ(x) ·Q(x)∇u(x) dx =

∫

Ω

f(x)ψ(x)v(x) dx

for every ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω). The pair is said to be a non-negative weak subsolution if
u(x) ≥ 0 v-a.e. and

∫

Ω

∇ψ(x) ·Q(x)∇u(x) dx ≤
∫

Ω

f(x)ψ(x)v(x) dx

for every non-negative ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω).

Note that if h = (h,∇h) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) with h(x) ≥ 0 v-a.e., then by a standard

limiting argument we may use h as our test function in Definition 2.11.

Remark 2.12. The existence of weak solutions to (1.1) when v = 1 was studied in
[12, 18, 21], and when v(x) = |Q(x)|op in [6, 7].
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Properties of weak gradients. We now develop some useful properties of functions
in the degenerate Sobolev space QH1

0 (v; Ω). All of these properties are well known
in the classical case: see, for instance, [12]. In the degenerate case, we stress that the
first assumption in Hypothesis 1.4 is critical in proving these results and throughout
this subsection we assume that v ∈ L1(Ω) and |Q|op ≤ kv a.e.
Our first result shows that weak gradients are zero almost everywhere on sets of

v-measure zero.

Lemma 2.13. Let u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) and w ∈ Lip0(Ω). Then, given any set

E of v-measure zero, we have that:

(1) ‖∇w‖L2
Q(E) = 0;

(2) ‖∇u‖L2
Q(E) = 0;

(3)
√

Q(x)∇u(x) = 0 =
√

Q(x)∇w(x) a.e. x ∈ E.

Proof. If w ∈ Lip0(Ω), then ∇w is defined a.e. in Ω by the Rademacher-Stepanov
theorem and is in L∞. Therefore, for a.e. x ∈ Ω,

|
√

Q(x)∇w(x)| ≤ |Q(x)|
1
2
op|∇w(x)| ≤ cv(x)

1
2 |∇w(x)|;

hence,

‖∇w(x)‖2L2
Q(E) ≤ ‖∇w‖2∞v(E) = 0,

which proves (1).
Let u ∈ QH1

0 (v; Ω); then there exists a sequence {wj}j ⊂ Lip0(Ω) such that
∇wj → ∇u in L2

Q(Ω). Then by the previous argument,

‖∇u‖L2
Q(E) = lim

j→∞
‖∇wj‖L2

Q(E) = 0,

and so (2) holds.
Finally, (3) follows immediately from (1) and (2). �

Our second result shows that non-negative truncations of functions in QH1
0 (v; Ω)

are again in this space.

Lemma 2.14. Let u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) and fix r > 0. If S(r) = {x ∈ Ω :

u(x) > r}, then ((u− r)+,1S(r)∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω).

Proof. By the definition of QH1
0 (v; Ω) there exists a sequence {uj}j in Lip0(Ω) such

that uj → u in L2(v; Ω) and ∇uj → ∇u in L2
Q(Ω). If we pass to a subsequence, we

may assume that uj → u pointwise v-a.e. We will first prove that (uj−r)+ → (u−r)+
in L2(v; Ω).
Define fj = |(uj − r)+ − (u − r)+|2; then fj → 0 v-a.e. We will show that fj

converges to 0 in L1(v; Ω); this follows from the generalized dominated convergence
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theorem [11, p. 59] if we show that there exist non-negative functions gj, g ∈ L1(v; Ω)
such that fj ≤ gj and ‖gj‖L1(v;Ω) → ‖g‖L1(v;Ω) as j → ∞. But we have that

fj ≤ 2(uj − r)2+ + 2(u− r)2+ ≤ 4(|uj|2 + r2) + 4(|u|2 + r2) = gj.

Moreover, gj converges pointwise a.e. to g = 8(|u|2 + r2), and g, gj ∈ L1(v; Ω) since
v(Ω) <∞. Finally, since uj → u in L2(v; Ω) we get that ‖gj‖L1(v;Ω) → ‖g‖L1(v;Ω).

Now define Sj = {x ∈ Ω : uj(x) > r}; then 1Sj
→ 1S v-a.e. Moreover, we

have that ∇(uj − r)+ = ∇uj1Sj
a.e. [12, Lemma 7.6] and so v-a.e. By passing to

another subsequence, we assume that ∇uj1Sj
→ ∇u1S pointwise v-a.e. We claim

that they converge in L2
Q(Ω) as well. If this is the case, then we have shown that

((uj − r)+,∇(uj − r)+) is Cauchy in QH1
0 (v; Ω), and the desired conclusion follows

at once.
To prove L2

Q(Ω) convergence, note that

‖∇uj1Sj
−∇u1S‖L2

Q(Ω) ≤ ‖∇uj1Sj
−∇u1Sj

‖L2
Q(Ω) + ‖

√

Q∇u(1Sj
− 1S)‖L2(Ω).

The first term on the right-hand side is less than ‖∇uj −∇u‖L2
Q(Ω) which goes to 0

as j → ∞. To estimate the second term, let E be the set of x ∈ Ω where 1Sj
(x) does

not converge to 1S(x). Then v(E) = 0, and so by Lemma 2.13,
∫

E

|
√

Q∇u(1Sj
− 1S)|2 dx ≤

∫

E

|
√

Q∇u|2 dx = 0.

Since |√Q∇u(1Sj
−1S)| ≤ |√Q∇u| ∈ L2(Ω), by the dominated convergence theorem

we have that as j → 0,

‖
√

Q∇u(1Sj
− 1S)‖L2(Ω) = ‖

√

Q∇u(1Sj
− 1S)‖L2(Ω\E) → 0.

�

Our next lemma proves the existence of an approximating sequence of Lipschitz
functions with some additional useful properties.

Lemma 2.15. Let u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) with u ∈ L∞(v; Ω) and u ≥ 0 v-a.e.

Then there exists a sequence {uj}j ∈ Lip0(Ω) such that:

(1) 0 ≤ uj(x) ≤ ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) + 1 in Ω;
(2) uj → u v-a.e. and also in L2(v; Ω);
(3) ∇uj → ∇u in L2

Q(Ω) and
∣

∣

√
Q∇uj

∣

∣→
∣

∣

√
Q∇u

∣

∣ pointwise a.e.;
(4) ‖∇uj‖L2

Q(Ω) ≤ ‖∇u‖L2
Q(Ω) + 1 for each j ∈ N.

Proof. By the definition of QH1
0 (v; Ω) and by passing twice to a subsequence, there

exists a sequence {zj}j ⊂ Lip0(Ω) such that:

(1′) zj → u both v-a.e. and also in L2(v; Ω)
(2′) ∇zj → ∇u in L2

Q(Ω) and |√Q∇zj | → |√Q∇u| a.e.;
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(3′) ‖∇zj‖L2
Q(Ω) ≤ ‖∇u‖L2

Q(Ω) + 1.

Now let wj = |zj |. Since u is non-negative v-a.e. in Ω, by the triangle inequality
we have that

|wj − u| = ||zj| − |u|| ≤ |zj − u|
v-a.e. Therefore, we have that wj converges to u both in L2(v; Ω) and pointwise v-a.e.
By the Rademacher-Stepanov theorem [9], ∇wj(x) = sgn(zj(x))∇zj(x) a.e. Hence,

|√Q∇wj(x)| = |√Q∇zj(x)| a.e. and so ‖∇wj‖L2
Q(Ω) → ‖∇u‖L2

Q(Ω) as j → ∞. Thus

wj ≥ 0 a.e. and properties (1′)–(3′) above hold with zj replaced by wj.

We now define the sequence of Lip0(Ω) functions {uj}j . Set M = ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) + 1
and let φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be such that φ ∈ C∞, φ is increasing, φ(x) = x if
0 ≤ x ≤ M − 1

2
, φ(x) = M if x ≥ M + 1, and φ′(x) ≤ 1. Define the uj by

uj(x) = φ(wj(x)). Then φj ∈ Lip0(Ω); moreover, ∇uj(x) = φ′(wj(x))∇wj(x) a.e.
and so

(2.16) |
√

Q(x)∇uj(x)| ≤ |
√

Q(x)∇wj(x)|.
We claim that {uj}j satisfies properties (1)–(4) above. By the definition of φ,

0 ≤ uj ≤M , so property (1) holds. Property (4) follow immediately from (2.16) and
property (3′) for the wj.
It remains to prove properties (2) and (3). By the choice of M , u(s) ≤ M − 1 for

v-a.e. s ∈ Ω. We also have that wj(s) → u(s) v-a.e. Let F be the set of all s ∈ Ω
such that both of these hold. Then v(Ω \ F ) = 0. Given s ∈ F there exists N > 0
such that if j ≥ N , wj(s) < M − 1

2
, and so uj(s) = wj(s). Thus, uj → u pointwise

v-a.e. Since u is bounded and v(Ω) <∞, by the dominated convergence theorem we
also have that uj → u in L2(v; Ω). This proves (2).
To prove (3) define the set F as above. For each s ∈ F , there exists N > 0 such

that for each j ≥ N there exists a ball Bj,s where for x ∈ Bj,s, wj(x) < M − 1
2
;

hence, ∇uj(s) = ∇wj(s) for j ≥ N . Now let G be the set of s ∈ Ω such that

|
√

Q(s)∇wj(s)| → |
√

Q(s)∇u(s)|; by (2′), |Ω \ G| = 0. Since v dx is an absolutely
continuous measure, v(Ω \ G) = 0. Let H = F ∩ G. Then on H we have that
|√Q∇uj| → |√Q∇u| pointwise. But v(Ω \H) = 0 so by Lemma 2.13 we have that

‖∇uj‖L2
Q(Ω\H) = 0 = ‖∇u‖L2

Q(Ω\H).

This implies that |√Q∇uj| = 0 = |√Q∇u| almost everywhere on Ω \H . Therefore,
we have that |√Q∇uj| → |√Q∇u| pointwise a.e.
Finally, to prove that ∇uj → ∇u in L2

Q(Ω) we use the generalized dominated

convergence theorem as in the proof of Lemma 2.14. Let fj = |√Q(∇uj − ∇u)|2;
then fj → 0 a.e. Further, by (2.16)

fj ≤ 2|
√

Q∇uj|2 + 2|
√

Q∇u|2 ≤ 2|
√

Q∇wj|2 + 2|
√

Q∇u|2 = gj .
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Again by (2′), gj → 4|√Q∇u|2 = g a.e., and since ∇wj → ∇u in L2
Q(Ω), gj → g in

L1(Ω). Therefore, fj → 0 in L1(Ω), which completes the proof of (3). �

The next two lemmas give the product rule and chain rule associated to pairs in
QH1

0 (Ω). The proofs are adapted from those of similar results in [19].

Lemma 2.17. Let (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) and let ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω). Then we have that

(uψ, ψ∇u+ u∇ψ) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω).

Proof. By the definition of QH1
0 (v; Ω) there exists a sequence {wj} ⊂ Lip0(Ω) such

that wj → u in L2(v; Ω) and ∇wj → ∇u in L2
Q(Ω). But then we immediately have

that

‖wjψ − uψ‖L2(v;Ω) ≤ ‖ψ‖∞‖wj − u‖L2(v;Ω),

and so wjψ → uψ in L2(v; Ω).
Similarly, since |Q|op ≤ kv a.e., we have that

‖∇(wjψ)− (u∇ψ + ψ∇u)‖L2
Q(Ω) ≤ ‖ψ∇wj − ψ∇u‖L2

Q(Ω) + ‖wj∇ψ − u∇ψ‖L2
Q(Ω)

≤ ‖ψ‖∞‖∇wj −∇u‖L2
Q(Ω) + k‖∇ψ‖∞‖wj − u‖L2(v;Ω).

Thus, ∇(wjψ) → u∇ψ + ψ∇u in L2
Q(Ω) and so (uψ, u∇ψ+ ψ∇u) ∈ QH1

0 (v; Ω). �

Lemma 2.18. Let (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) with u ≥ 0 v-a.e. and u ∈ L∞(v; Ω).

Then, given any non-negative function ϕ ∈ C1(R) such that ϕ(0) = 0, the pair
(ϕ(u), ϕ′(u)∇u) ∈ QH1

0 (v; Ω).

Proof. Let {uj}j ⊂ Lip0(Ω) be the sequence associated with (u,∇u) given by Lemma
2.15. Since uj is Lipschitz with compact support in Ω and ϕ(0) = 0, ψj = ϕ(uj) ∈
Lip0(Ω). Since uj → u v-a.e., the continuity of ϕ implies that ψj → ϕ(u) = ψ v-a.e.
By the fundamental theorem of calculus,

|ϕ(t)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

0

ϕ′(s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖ϕ′‖L∞([0,M ])|t| = A0|t|

whenever 0 ≤ t ≤ M = ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) + 1.
Since by assumption and property (1) of Lemma 2.15, 0 ≤ u(x), uj(x) ≤ M for

v-a.e. x ∈ Ω, we have that v-a.e.,

|ψj − ψ|2 ≤ 2(|ψj |2 + |ψ|2) ≤ 2A2
0(|uj|2 + |u|2).

Since |uj|2 + |u|2 → 2|u|2 v-a.e. and in L1(v; Ω), by the generalized Lebesgue domi-
nated convergence theorem we get that ψj → ψ in L2(v; Ω).
To show the convergence of the gradients, first note that

√
Q∇ψj = ϕ′(uj)

√
Q∇uj

a.e. in Ω and so by the continuity of ϕ′ and property (3) in Lemma 2.15 we get that√
Q∇ψj → ϕ′(u)

√
Q∇u a.e. Moreover,
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|
√

Q∇(ψj)− ϕ′(u)
√

Q∇u|2 ≤ 2|ϕ′(uj)
√

Q∇uj|2 + 2|ϕ′(u)
√

Q∇u|2

≤ 2A2
0(|
√

Q∇uj|2 + |
√

Q∇u|2).
The right-hand term converges to 4A2

0|
√
Q∇u|2 both pointwise a.e. and in L1(Ω).

Therefore, we can again apply the generalized dominated convergence theorem to get
that ∇ψj → ϕ′(u)∇u in L2

Q(Ω). We conclude that (ϕ(u), ϕ′(u)∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω). �

Exponential results. In this section we give two results which are needed to prove
Theorem 1.11. The first gives a solution to an auxiliary Dirichlet problem and is an
application of the previous two lemmas.

Lemma 2.19. Fix α > 0. If (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (Ω) is a non-negative bounded weak

subsolution of the Dirichlet problem
{

−Div (Q∇u) = fv for x ∈ Ω,
u = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω,

(2.20)

then (w,∇w) = (eαu − 1, αeαu∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) is a non-negative weak subsolution

of the Dirichlet problem
{

−Div (Q∇w) = αf(w + 1)v for x ∈ Ω,
w = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω.

(2.21)

Proof. Fix a non-negative ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω). By our assumptions on (u,∇u) and by
Lemmas 2.17 and 2.18 we have that that both (w,∇w) = (eαu − 1, αeαu∇u) and
(ψ(w+1), (w+1)∇ψ+ψ∇w) are in QH1

0 (Ω). Since ∇w = α(w+1)∇u and (u,∇u)
is a non-negative weak subsolution of (2.20), we have that

∫

Ω

f(w + 1)ψ vdx ≥
∫

Ω

∇(ψ(w + 1))Q∇u dx

=

∫

Ω

(w + 1)∇ψQ∇u dx+
∫

Ω

ψ∇(w + 1)Q∇w dx

=
1

α

∫

Ω

∇ψQ∇w dx+

∫

Ω

ψ∇wQ∇w dx

≥ 1

α

∫

Ω

∇ψQ∇w dx.

Since ψ ∈ Lip0(Ω) is arbitrary, we conclude that w is a non-negative weak subsolution
of (4.7). �

Our second result gives the exponential integrability of bounded solutions to (1.1).
A version of this result is proved in [26, Lemma B] for uniformly elliptic operators; a
qualitative version appeared previously in [4, Example 4]. Here we adapt the proof
from [26] to our more general setting.
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Lemma 2.22. Suppose Hypothesis 1.4 holds. Let f ∈ Lσ′

(v; Ω) satisfy ‖f‖σ′;v ≤ 1,
and let (u,∇u) ∈ QH1

0 (Ω) be a bounded, non-negative weak subsolution of (1.1).
Then, for every γ ∈ (0, 4

C2
0
), with C0 as in (1.5), there M =M(γ, C0, v(Ω)) such that

(2.23)

∫

Ω

eγu(x)v(x) dx ≤M.

Proof. Let f and (u,∇u) be as in the hypotheses. Define ϕ = eγu−1 and ψ = e
γu
2 −1

with γ > 0 to be chosen below. Since u is bounded, by Lemma 2.18 we have that

(ϕ,∇ϕ) = (eγu − 1, γeγu∇u), (ψ,∇ψ) = (e
γu
2 − 1,

γ

2
e

γu
2 ∇u)

are in QH1
0 (Ω). Further, we immediately have the identities ϕ = ψ2 + 2ψ, ∇ψ =

γ
2
e

γu
2 ∇u, and ∇ϕ = 2e

γu
2 ∇ψ. If we apply the Sobolev inequality (2.10) and use ϕ as

a test function in Definition 2.11 we can estimate as follows:

‖ψ‖2L2σ(v;Ω) ≤ C2
0

∫

Ω

∣

∣

∣

√

Q(x)∇ψ(x)
∣

∣

∣

2

dx

=
C2

0γ

4

∫

Ω

∇ϕ(x) ·Q(x)∇u(x) dx

≤ C2
0γ

4

∫

Ω

f(x)ϕ(x)v(x) dx

=
C2

0γ

4

(
∫

Ω

f(x)ψ(x)2v(x) dx+ 2

∫

Ω

f(x)ψ(x)v(x) dx

)

.

If we now apply Hölder’s inequality with exponents σ and 2σ, and then 2, we get

=
C2

0γ

4

(

‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω)‖ψ2‖Lσ(v;Ω) + 2‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω)‖ψ‖Lσ(v;Ω)

)

≤ C2
0γ

4

(

‖ψ‖2L2σ(v;Ω) + 2‖ψ‖L2σ(v;Ω)v(Ω)
1
2σ

)

.

If we now fix γ ∈ (0, 4
C2

0
), then we can re-arrange terms to get

(2.24) ‖ψ‖L2σ(v;Ω) ≤
C2

0γ

2(1− C2
0γ

4
)
v(Ω)

1
2σ .

Therefore, again by Hölder’s inequality and by (2.24) applied twice, we have that
∫

Ω

eγu(x)v(x) dx =

∫

Ω

(

ψ(x)2 + 2ψ(x)
)

v(x) dx+ v(Ω)

≤ ‖ψ‖2L2σ(v;Ω)v(Ω)
1
σ′ + 2‖ψ‖L2σ(v;Ω)v(Ω)

1
(2σ)′ + v(Ω)

≤ C(γ, C0)v(Ω)
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=M(γ, C0, v(Ω)).

�

3. Proof of Theorem 1.7

Fix f ∈ LA(v; Ω) and let u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (Ω) be a non-negative weak sub-

solution of (1.1). We may assume without loss of generality that ‖f‖LA(v;Ω) > 0
(equivalently, that f is non-zero on a set E ⊂ Ω with v(E) > 0); otherwise, a
standard argument shows that u = 0 v-almost everywhere. (Cf. (3.8) below.) By
Lemma 2.6, f ∈ Lσ′

(v; Ω).
For each r > 0 define ϕr = (u − r)+ and let S(r) = {x ∈ Ω : u(x) > r}. Then

by Lemma 2.14, (ϕr,∇ϕr) = ((u− r)+,1S(r)∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω). We now estimate as

follows: by the Sobolev inequality (2.10), the definition of a weak subsolution with
ϕr as the test function, and Hölder’s inequality, we have that

‖ϕr‖2L2σ(v;Ω) ≤ C2
0

∫

S(r)

|
√

Q∇ϕr|2 dx = C2
0

∫

S(r)

∇ϕr ·Q∇ϕr dx

= C2
0

∫

S(r)

∇ϕr ·Q∇u dx ≤ C2
0

∫

S(r)

fϕr vdx ≤ C2
0‖f‖L(2σ)′(v;S(r))‖ϕr‖L2σ(v;Ω)

since ∇u = ∇ϕr on S(r). If we divide through by ‖ϕr‖L2σ(v;Ω), we get

(3.1) ‖ϕr‖L2σ(v;Ω) ≤ C‖f‖L(2σ)′(v;S(r)).

In order to estimate the norm of the right-hand side, recall that since σ > 1,
(2σ)′ < σ′, we can define the Young function

B(t) = t
σ′

(2σ)′ log(e+ t)q.

It is immediate that Bσ(t) = B(t(2σ)
′

) � A(t) and so by Lemma 2.2, a change of
variables in the Luxemburg norm, and Lemmas 2.1 and 2.7 we get

‖f‖(2σ)′
L(2σ)′(v;S(r))

=

∫

Ω

|f |(2σ)′ 1S(r)v dx

≤ 2‖f (2σ)′‖LB(v;Ω)‖1S(r)‖LB̄(v;Ω)

= 2‖f‖(2σ)′
LBσ (v;Ω)

‖1S(r)‖LB̄(v;Ω)

≤ C‖f‖(2σ)′
LA(v;Ω)

v(S(r))
1

2σ−1

log(e+ (v(S(r)))−1)
q
(

(2σ)′

σ′

) ,

where C = C(σ, q, v(Ω)) is independent of f, ϕ, and u.
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We now turn to our iteration argument. For all s > r, S(s) ⊂ S(r) and, for
x ∈ S(s), ϕr(x) > s− r > 0. Hence, if we combine the above two inequalities, we get

(3.2) v(S(s))
1
2σ (s− r) ≤ ‖ϕr1S(s)‖L2σ(v; Ω) ≤ C‖f‖LA(v;Ω)

v(S(r))
1
2σ

log(e + (v(S(r)))−1)
q
σ′

.

Define r0 = τ0‖f‖LA(v;Ω) with τ0 to be chosen below. Our goal is to find τ0 suffi-
ciently large so that v(S(r0)) = 0, as this immediately implies that

‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) ≤ τ0‖f‖LA(v;Ω),

which is what we want to prove. To do this, we will use an iteration argument based
on De Giorgi iteration. For each k ∈ N set

(3.3) Ck = r0(1− (k + 1)−ǫ)

where ǫ > 0 will be chosen below, and let C0 = C1/2. The sequence {Ck}∞k=0 increases
to r0 and by an estimate using the mean-value theorem we have that for each k ∈ N,

(3.4) Ck+1 − Ck ≥
ǫ r0

(k + 2)1+ǫ
.

If we set s = Ck+1, r = Ck, µk = v(S(Ck)) in inequality (3.2), we get

(3.5) µk+1 ≤
[

C(k + 2)1+ǫ

ǫτ0

]2σ
µk

log(e+ µ−1
k )

2qσ
σ′

for each k ∈ N. By the dominated convergence theorem µk converges to v(S(r0)), so
to complete the proof we need to prove that µk → 0.
Let mk = log(µ−1

k ). We will show that mk → ∞ as k → ∞, which is equivalent
to the desired limit. To do so, we will show that we can choose ǫ and τ0 such that
m0 ≥ 2 and

(3.6) mk ≥ m0 + k

for all k ∈ N ∪ {0}.
Fix ǫ = q

σ′
− 1 > 0. Since 2σ(1 + ǫ) = 2σq

σ′
, if we take logarithms and re-arrange

terms, inequality (3.5) becomes, for k ∈ N,

(3.7) mk+1 ≥ 2σ log
(ǫτ0
C

)

+
2σq

σ′
log

(

mk

k + 2

)

+mk.

The first step is to fix m0 by an appropriate choice of τ0 > 0. If we argue as we did
to prove (3.1) using u as the test function in the definition of a weak subsolution, we
get

(3.8) ‖u‖L2σ(v;Ω) ≤ C‖f‖L(2σ)′(v;Ω).
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If we estimate the right-hand side using Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.6, we get

‖f‖L(2σ)′(v;Ω) ≤ Cv(Ω)
1
2σ ‖f‖LA(v;Ω),

where the constant C is independent of f and u. For each x ∈ S(C0) we have that
2u(x)/C1 > 1, so by Hölder’s inequality and the above two estimates,

v(S(C0)) ≤
2

C1

∫

S(C0)

uv dx ≤ 2

C1

‖u‖L2σ(v;Ω)v(S(C0))
1

(2σ)′

≤ 2C

C1
v(Ω)

1
2σ ‖f‖LA(v;Ω)v(S(C0))

1
(2σ)′ ≤ 2Cv(Ω)

1
2σ

τ0(1− 2−ǫ)
v(S(C0))

1
(2σ)′ .

If we re-arrange terms, we get

v(S(C0)) ≤
(

C

τ0(1− 2−ǫ)

)2σ

,

where again the constant C is independent of f and u. Now choose τ0 > 0 so that

(3.9) µ0 = v(S(C0)) < e−2, and τ0 ≥ max

{

2ǫ+1eC

2ǫ − 1
,
eC

ǫ

}

,

where C is as in (3.2). Note that τ0 is independent of u and f , and the first inequality
implies that m0 ≥ 2.
It is clear that m0 ≥ m0 but for the sake of clarity we also show that m1 > m0+1.

Since k = 0 we cannot use (3.7), but instead use (3.2) directly. If we set s = C1 and
r = C0 we find

C1

2
µ

1
2σ
1 ≤ C‖f‖LA(v;Ω)

µ
1

ℓ(2σ)′

0

log(e+ µ−1
0 )

q
σ′

.

If we use the definition of C1 and recall that mj = log(µ−1
j ), we get

m1 ≥ 2σ log

(

(2ǫ − 1)τ0
2ǫ+1C

)

+m0 + 2q(σ − 1) log(m0)

≥ log

(

(2ǫ − 1)τ0
2ǫ+1eC

)

+m0 + 1 ≥ m0 + 1;

the second inequality follows since m0 ≥ 1, and the third by our choice of τ0.
Now suppose that mj ≥ m0 + j for some j ∈ N. Since m0 ≥ 2, (3.7) and (3.9)

together show that

mj+1 ≥ 2σ log
(ǫτ0
C

)

+
2σq

σ′
log

(

2 + j

2 + j

)

+m0 + j

≥ log
(ǫτ0
eC

)

+m0 + j + 1 ≥ m0 + j + 1.
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Hence, by induction we have that inequality (3.6) holds for all k, and this completes
our proof.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.11

Our proof requires one technical lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Given σ > 1, there exist constants b ∈ (σ, 2σ), b̄ ∈ ((2σ)′, σ′), and
p > 1 such that

(4.2)
1

b
+

1

b̄
+

1

p
= 1,

and

(4.3) Γ =
2σ

b̄

(

σ′ − b̄

σ′
+

2σ − b

2σ

)

= 1.

Proof. We will first show that we can choose b and b̄ so that (4.3) holds, and then
show that we can refine our choice so that (4.2) holds as well.

Set b = 2σ(1 − β) and b̄ = (1 + β)(2σ)′, where 0 < β < min(1
2
, σ

′−(2σ)′

(2σ)′
) will be

determined below. With this restriction on β it is immediate that b and b̄ lie in the
specified intervals. Moreover, if we insert these values into the definition of Γ, we get

Γ =
2σ

(1 + β)(2σ)′

(

σ′ − (1 + β)(2σ)′

σ′
+

2σ − 2σ(1− β)

2σ

)

=
2σ

(1 + β)(2σ)′

(

(1 + β)

(

1− (2σ)′

σ′

))

= 2σ

(

1

(2σ)′
− 1

σ′

)

= 1.

This gives (4.3).
To show that we can choose p > 1 and β so that (4.2) holds, note that

1

b
+

1

b̄
=

1

2σ(1− β)
+

2σ − 1

2σ(1 + β)
=

1 + β + 2σ − 1− 2βσ + β

2σ(1− β2)
=
σ − βσ + β

σ(1− β2)
.

Thus, 1
b
+ 1

b̄
< 1 exactly when 0 < β < 1

σ′
. Hence, if we choose β sufficiently small

we can find p > 1 such that (4.2) holds. �

Remark 4.4. In the proof of Lemma 4.1, the range of possible values for β shrinks
as the dimension increases. In the classical case, σ′ = n

2
, and this value is generally

a lower bound on σ′ in the more degenerate settings.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Let u = (u,∇u) ∈ QH1
0 (v; Ω) be a non-negative weak subso-

lution of (1.1). By the homogeneity of equation (1.1) and inequality (1.12), to prove
this result it will suffice to assume that ‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω) = 1 and prove that

(4.5) ‖u‖L∞(v;Ω) ≤ C[1 + log(1 + ‖f‖LA(v;Ω))].
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To prove (4.5) we will apply an iteration argument very similar to that in the proof
of Theorem 1.7, but to the solution of an auxiliary equation we which now define.
Given that ‖f‖Lσ′(v;Ω) = 1, and since by Theorem 1.7 u is bounded in Ω, we can

apply Lemma 2.22 and fix γ ∈ (0, 4
C2

0
) such that

(4.6)

∫

Ω

eγu(x)v(x) dx ≤M(γ, C0, v(Ω)) =M.

Define h = eγu/p (where p > 1 will be determined below) and let w = h − 1. By
Lemma 2.19, (w, γ

p
h∇u) ∈ QH1

0 (v; Ω) is a non-negative weak subsolution of
{

−Div (Q∇w) = αfhv for x ∈ Ω,
w = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω.

(4.7)

For each r > 0, let ϕr = (w− r)+ and S(r) = {x ∈ Ω : w(x) > r}. By Lemma 2.14,
(ϕr,∇ϕr) ∈ QH1

0 (v; Ω). By Lemma 4.1, there exist b̄ ∈ ((2σ)′, σ′), b ∈ (σ, 2σ), and
p > 1 such that (4.2) holds. We can now argue as we did in the proof of Theorem 1.7
with ϕr as a test function, and then apply Hölder’s inequality twice to get

‖ϕr‖2L2σ(v;Ω) ≤ C

∫

S(r)

∇ϕrQ∇ϕr dx

= C

∫

S(r)

∇ϕrQ∇w dx

≤ C

∫

S(r)

fϕrh vdx

≤ C‖f1S(r)‖Lb̄(v;Ω)‖ϕr‖Lb(v;Ω)‖h‖Lp(v;Ω)

≤ C‖f1S(r)‖Lb̄(v;Ω)‖ϕr‖L2σ(v;Ω)v(S(r))
2σ−b
2σ ;(4.8)

the last inequality follows since b < 2σ and since by (4.6), h ∈ Lp(v; Ω) with a
constant independent of u and f .

Now define the Young function B(t) = t
σ′

b̄ log(e+ t)q and note that B(|t|b̄) � A(t).
Therefore, arguing as before, by Lemma 2.7 and (4.8) we have that

‖ϕr‖2σ ≤ C‖f‖A
v(S(r))

1
b̄(σ′/b̄)′

+ 2σ−b
2σb̄

log(e + v(S(r)−1))
q
σ′

= C‖f‖A
v(S(r))

σ′
−b̄

b̄σ′
+ 2σ−b

2σb̄

log(e+ v(S(r))−1)
q
σ′

We can now argue as we did in the proof of Theorem 1.7 to get that for all s > r,

v(S(s)) ≤
(

C‖f‖A
(s− r)

)2σ
v(S(r))

2σ
b̄

(

σ′
−b̄
σ′

+ 2σ−b
2σ

)

log(e+ v(S(r))−1)
2qσ
σ′

=

(

C‖f‖A
(s− r)

)2σ
v(S(r))

log(e+ v(S(r))−1)
2qσ
σ′

;

the last inequality holds by (4.3).
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We continue the proof of Theorem 1.7 and define ǫ = q
σ′
− 1 > 0, Ck, k ≥ 0, as in

(3.3), and mk = − log(v(S(C(k))) to again get the iteration inequality

(4.9) mk+1 ≥ 2σ log
(ǫτ0
C

)

+
2σq

σ′
log

(

mk

k + 2

)

+mk.

We will again prove that we can choose the parameter τ0 such that m0 > 1 and for
every k ∈ N ∪ {0},
(4.10) mk ≥ m0 + k

Assume for the moment that (4.10) holds. Then arguing as before we have that
‖w‖∞ ≤ τ0‖f‖A: that is,

ec||u||∞ ≤ τ0(‖f‖A + 1),

which in turn implies that (4.5) holds as desired.

Therefore, to complete the proof we need to show that (4.10) holds. The proof is
almost identical to the proof of (3.6): the only difference is in the choice of m0 which
we will describe. We first estimate as we did for inequality (4.8):

‖w‖2Lb(v;Ω) ≤ ‖w‖2L2σ(v;Ω)v(Ω)
2σ−b

σ ≤ C

∫

Ω

fwh vdx v(Ω)
2σ−b

σ

≤ C‖f‖Lb̄(v;Ω)‖w‖Lb(v;Ω)‖h‖Lp(v;Ω)v(Ω)
2σ−b

σ ≤ C‖f‖Lb̄(v;Ω)‖w‖Lb(v;Ω)v(Ω)
2σ−b

σ ,

where the last inequality holds since h ∈ Lp(v; Ω) with norm bounded by a constant.
Furthermore, by Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.6,

‖f‖b̄
Lb̄(v;Ω)

≤ ‖f‖b̄
Lσ′(v;Ω)

v(Ω)
1

(σ′/b̄)′ ≤ ‖f‖b̄LA(v;Ω)v(Ω)
1

(σ′/b̄)′ .

Since C0 = C1/2, for every x ∈ S(C0) we have
2w(x)
C1

> 1. Thus, combining the above
inequalities, we get

v(S(C0)) ≤
2

C1

∫

S(C0)

w vdx ≤ 2

C1
‖w‖Lb(v;Ω)v(S(C0))

1
b̄

≤ 2C

C1

‖f‖LA(v;Ω)v(S(C0))
1
b̄ v(Ω)

1
b̄(σ′/b̄)′

+ 2σ−b
σ =

C

τ0(1− 2−ǫ)
v(S(C0))

1
b̄ .

Hence,

v(S0) ≤
(

C

τ0(1− 2−ǫ)

)b

,

and so we can choose τ0 > 0 independent of both u, f such that

µ0 = v(S(C0)) < e−2, τ0 ≥ max

{

eC

1− 2−ǫ
,
eC

ǫ

}
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where C is as in (4.9). We may now proceed exactly as in the proof of (3.6) to get
that (4.10) holds. This completes our proof. �

5. Theorem 1.7 is almost sharp

In this section we construct Example 1.9 that shows that Theorem 1.7 is almost
sharp in the case of the Laplacian. Our example is intuitively straightforward. Let
our domain Ω ⊂ R

n, n ≥ 3, be the unit ball B = B(0, 1), and define

f(x) = |x|−2 log(e+ |x|−1)−1.

Let A(t) = t
n
2 log(e + t)q. We will show that f ∈ LA(B) if and only if q < n

2
− 1.

Moreover, we claim that, at least formally, if u is the solution of ∆u = f on B, then
u(0) = ∞. For if we use the well-known fact that the Green’s function for the unit
ball is cn|x|2−n, then

u(0) = cn

∫

B

|x|−n log(e+ |x|−1)−1 dx = ∞.

To make this argument rigorous we must justify our use of Green’s formula which
requires that the function f be continuous on B. To overcome this, we give an
approximation argument and show that the inequality

‖u‖L∞(B) ≤ C‖f‖LA(B)

cannot hold with a uniform constant. For each k ≥ 1, let χk be a continuous,
non-negative, radial function such that χk(x) = 0 if |x| ≤ 2−k−1, and χk(x) = 1 if
2−k ≤ x < 1. Define fk = uk. Each fk is continuous, and if uk is the solution to the
Dirichlet problem

{

∆uk = fk x ∈ B,

uk = 0 x ∈ ∂B,

then at the origin it is given by

uk(0) = cn

∫

B

|x|2−nfk(x) dx ≥ cn

∫

2−k≤|x|<1

|x|−n log(e+ |x|−1)−1 dx.

It is immediate that uk(0) → ∞ as k → ∞. Since by monotonicity of the norm,
‖fk‖LA(B) ≤ ‖f‖LA(B), we have that the inequality

uk(0) ≤ ‖uk‖L∞(B) ≤ C‖fk‖LA(B) ≤ C‖f‖LA(B)

cannot hold with a uniform constant if f ∈ LA(B).
Therefore, to complete the proof, it will suffice to show f ∈ LA(B) if and only if

q < n
2
− 1. By the definition of the Luxemburg norm, it will suffice to show that

f(A) ∈ L1(B). But this is straightforward:

A(f(x)) = f(x)
n
2 log(e + f(x))q



BOUNDED WEAK SOLUTIONS 23

= x−n log(e+ |x|−1)−
n
2 log(e + |x|−2 log(e + |x|−1)−1)q

≈ x−n log(e+ |x|−1)−
n
2 log(e+ |x|−1)q,

where the implicit constant only depends on q. Thus, A(f) ∈ L1(B) if and only if
n
2
− q > 1, or equivalently, q < n

2
− 1.
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Basel AG, Basel, 2011.

[6] D. Cruz-Uribe, S. Rodney, and E. Rosta. Poincaré inequalities and Neumann problems for the
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