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1 Introduction.

In dealing with regularity properties of minima of some integral functionals noncoercive
in the energy space, Boccardo and Orsina proved in [2] a useful lemma to consider how
the regularity of u depends on the summability of the source f in some Marcinkiewicz
space. More precisely, Boccardo and Orsina considered integral functionals of the type

J (v) =

∫

Ω
a(x, v)j(∇v)dx −

∫

Ω
fvdx, v ∈W

1,p
0 (Ω), (1.1)

where Ω is a bounded open subset of Rn, n ≥ 2,

f ∈ Lr(Ω), r ≥ (p∗)′, (1.2)

a(x, s) : Ω × R → R is a Carathéodory function (that is, a(·, s) is measurable on Ω for
every s in R, and a(x, ·) is continuous on R for almost every x in Ω) such that for almost
every x ∈ Ω and every s ∈ R,

a(x, s) =
β1

(b(x) + |s|)αp
, (1.3)

where β1 > 0, 1 < p < n,

0 < α <
1

p′
, (1.4)

and b(x) is a measurable function on Ω such that

0 < β2 ≤ β(x) ≤ β3 < +∞, for almost every x ∈ Ω; (1.5)

moreover, j : Rn → R is a convex function such that j(0) = 0 and for every ξ ∈ R
n,

β4|ξ|
p ≤ j(ξ) ≤ β5(1 + |ξ|p) (1.6)

with β4, β5 > 0.
Note that, although the functional (1.1) is well-defined for f satisfying (1.2), it is not

coercive on the energy space W 1,p
0 (Ω): there exists a function f , and a sequence {un}

whose norm diverges in W 1,p
0 (Ω), such that J (un) tends to −∞, see Example 3.3 in [2].
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Thus J may not attain its minimum on W 1,p
0 (Ω). A good idea to consider a minimum of

J is to extend W 1,p
0 (Ω) to a larger space W 1,q

0 (Ω) with

q =
np(1− α)

n− αp
< p, (1.7)

in the following way:

I(v) =

{

J (v), if J (v) is finite,
+∞, otherwise.

(1.8)

A function u ∈W
1,q
0 (Ω) is called a minima of the functional I(v) in (1.8) if

I(u) ≤ I(v), for all v ∈W
1,q
0 (Ω). (1.9)

The following result comes from Theorem 2.1 in [2]: Suppose that f belongs to Lr(Ω),

with r ≥ [p∗(1 − α)]′. Then I is coercive and weakly lower semicontinuous on W 1,q
0 (Ω).

By standard results, I has a minimum on W 1,q
0 (Ω). See Theorem 1.1 in [2].

Let us recall the Marcinkiewicz space M r(Ω), r > 0, which is the set of all measurable
functions f : Ω → R such that

|{x ∈ Ω : |f(x)| > t}| ≤
c

tr
, (1.10)

for every t > 0 and for some constant c > 0. The norm of f ∈M r(Ω) is defined by

‖f‖rMr(Ω) = inf {c > 0 : (1.10) holds} .

If Ω has finite measure, then

Lr(Ω) ⊂M r(Ω) ⊂ Lr−ε(Ω), (1.11)

for every r > 1 and every 0 < ε ≤ r − 1. We recall also that, see Proposition 3.13 in [1],
if f ∈ M r(Ω), r > 1, then there exists a positive constant B = B(‖f‖Mr(Ω), r) such that,
for every measurable set E ⊂ Ω,

∫

E

|f |dx ≤ B|E|1−
1
r . (1.12)

In [2], Boccardo and Orsina obtained some regularity results for u and ∇u in terms of

f ∈M r(Ω), [p∗(1− α)]′ < r <
n

p
, (1.13)

see Theorem 6.3 in [2].

Proposition 1.1. Let f be in M r(Ω), with [p∗(1− α)]′ < r < n
p
. Then any minima u of

I belongs to M s(Ω) with

s =
nr(p(1− α)− 1)

n− rp
.

Moreover:
a) if

(

p∗

1 + αp

)′

< r <
n

p
,
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then u belongs to W 1,p
0 (Ω);

b) if

[p∗(1− α)]′ < r ≤

(

p∗

1 + αp

)′

,

then |∇u| belongs to Mρ(Ω) with

ρ =
nr[p(1− α)− 1]

n− r(1 + αp)
.

The main tool in proving Proposition 1.1 is a technical lemma as follows, see Lemma
6.1 in [2].

Lemma 1.1. Let ψ : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) be a non increasing function, and suppose that

ψ(h) ≤ c
kAψ(k)B + ψ(k)C

(h− k)D
, ∀h > k ≥ 0, (1.14)

where c is a positive constant, and A,B,C and D are such that

A < D, C < B < 1,
D −A

1−B
=

D

1− C
. (1.15)

Then there exists k̄ ≥ 0, and a positive constant c̄ such that

ψ(k) ≤ c̄k
−D−A

1−B = c̄k
− D

1−C , ∀k ≥ k̄. (1.16)

We remark that this lemma is very similar to the classical Stampacchia Lemma (see [3],
Lemma 4.1) used till now repeatedly by many mathematicians in dealing with regularity
issues of solutions of elliptic PDEs as well as minima of variational integrals.

Let us come back to Proposition 1.1. For v ∈ W
1,q
0 (Ω) and f ∈ M r(Ω), r > [p∗(1 −

α)]′ = (q∗)′, the second integral
∫

Ω fvdx is well-defined thanks to Sobolev embedding.
Two natural questions now arise as: do we have any regularity properties for minima of
I when r = n

p
and r > n

p
? In order to answer these two questions, we need to generalize

Lemma 1.1.

2 A generalization of Lemma 1.1.

We now prove the following

Lemma 2.1. Suppose c1, A,B,C,D are positive constants, A < D, k0 ≥ 0. Let ψ :
[k0,+∞) → [0,+∞) be a non increasing function, and suppose that

ψ(h) ≤ c1
hAψ(k)B + ψ(k)C

(h− k)D
, (2.1)

for every h, k with h > k > k0. It results that:
i) if C < B < 1 and D−A

1−B = D
1−C , then there exists a positive constant c̄1 such that for

any k ≥ k0,

ψ(k) ≤ c̄1k
−D−A

1−B = c̄1k
− D

1−C ; (2.2)
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ii) if B = C = 1, then for any k ≥ k0 we have

ψ(k) ≤ ψ(k0)e
1−

(

k−k0
τ

)
D−A
D

, (2.3)

where

τ = max











k0 + 1,





2c1e2
(2D−A)A

D−A (D −A)D

DD





1
D−A











; (2.4)

iii) if B > C > 1, then
ψ(2L) = 0, (2.5)

where

L = max
{

1, 2k0,
(

c12
1+D(1 + ψ(k0))

B
)

1
D−A ,

(

c
C

C−1

1 (1 + ψ(k0))
B2

D+1+A+D+1
C−1

+ D

(C−1)2

)
C−1

(D−A)C }

.
(2.6)

We mention that the difference between Lemma 2.1 i) and Lemma 1.1 is that a real
number k0 replaced 0 and hA replaced kA. We mention also that, this section borrows
some ideas from the papers [2, 4–8,10].

In the proof of Lemma 2.1 iii) we shall use the following lemma, which comes from
Lemma 7.1 in [9].

Lemma 2.2. Let β,M, C̄, xi be such that β > 1, C̄ > 0, M > 1, xi ≥ 0 and

xi+1 ≤ C̄M ix
β
i , i = 0, 1, 2, · · · . (2.7)

If

x0 ≤ C̄
− 1

β−1M
− 1

(β−1)2 ,

then, we have

xi ≤M− i
αx0, i = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,

so that
lim

i→+∞
xi = 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.1.
i) Define

λ =
D −A

1−B
=

D

1− C
(2.8)

and
ρ(h) = hλψ(h).

Then (2.1) implies

ρ(h) ≤ c1
hλ

(

hAψ(k)B + ψ(k)C
)

(h− k)D
, ∀h > k ≥ k0.
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Choosing h = 2k in the above inequality and we have, for all positive k ≥ k0,

ρ(2k) ≤ c1
(2k)λ

(

(2k)Aψ(k)B + ψ(k)C
)

kD

≤ c1
2λ+A

(

(kλ+Aψ(k)B + kλψ(k)C
)

kD

= c1
2λ+A

(

(kλ+A−λBρ(k)B + kλ−λCρ(k)C
)

kD
.

From the definition of λ in (2.8), one has λ + A − λB = D and λ − λC = D, then the
above inequality becomes

ρ(2k) ≤ c12
λ+A

(

ρ(k)B + ρ(k)C
)

, for all positive k ≥ k0. (2.9)

We claim that, for every integer n ≥ 0,

ρ(2nk0) ≤ c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

Bn

. (2.10)

For n = 0, (2.10) is obvious (it is no loss of generality to assume c1 ≥ 1 so that

c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B ≥ 1, which ensures (2.10) in case of n = 0). We now suppose, for some

n ∈ N, (2.10) holds true, and we proceed by induction on n. Since C < B < 1 , then we
have, using (2.9) with k = k0 that

ρ(2k0) ≤ c12
λ+A

(

ρ(k0)
B + ρ(k0)

C
)

≤ c12
λ+A+1(1 + ρ(k0))

B

≤ c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

B .

By (2.9) again, (2.10) and the above inequality that

ρ(2n+1k0) ≤ c12
λ+A

(

ρ(2nk0)
B + ρ(2nk0)

C
)

≤ c12
λ+A

[

(

c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

Bn

)B

+

(

c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

Bn

)C
]

≤ c
1+ B

1−B

1 2λ+A
[

2
(λ+A+1)B

1−B (1 + ρ(k0))
Bn+1

+ 2
(λ+A+1)B

1−B (1 + ρ(k0))
Bn+1

]

≤ c
1

1−B

1 2(λ+A+1)(1+ B
1−B

)(1 + ρ(k0))
Bn+1

= c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

Bn+1
,

which is (2.10) for n+ 1. Thus, (2.10) holds for every n ≥ 0.
Since B < 1, then for n ≥ 0, (1 + ρ(k0))

Bn
≤ (1 + ρ(k0))

B , from (2.10) it follows that

ρ(2nk0) ≤ c
1

1−B

1 2
λ+A+1
1−B (1 + ρ(k0))

B :=M, n ≥ 0, (2.11)

and so, recalling the definition of ρ,

ψ(2nk0) ≤
M

(2nk0)λ
. (2.12)

For any positive k ≥ k0, there exist k′ ∈ [k0, 2k0) and n ≥ 0 such that k = 2nk′, and so
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2nk0 ≤ k < 2n+1k0. Since ψ is non increasing, we thus have, by (2.12),

ψ(k) ≤ ψ(2nk0) ≤
M

(2nk0)λ
=

2λM

(2n+1k0)λ
≤

2λM

kλ
,

so that Claim i) is proved with c̄1 = 2λM with λ and M be as in (2.8) and (2.11)
respectively.

ii) Let B = C = 1 and τ be as in (2.4). For s = 0, 1, 2, · · · , we let

ks = k0 + τs
D

D−A ,

then {ks} is an increasing sequence and

ks+1 − ks = τ
[

(s+ 1)
D

D−A − s
D

D−A

]

.

We use Taylor’s formula to get

ks+1 − ks = τ

[

D

D −A
s

A
D−A +

AD

(D −A)2
ξ

2A−D
D−A

]

≥
τD

D −A
s

A
D−A , (2.13)

where ξ lies in the open interval (s, s + 1). In (2.1) we take B = C = 1, k = ks and
h = ks+1, we use (2.13) and we get, for s ∈ N

+ = {1, 2, · · · },

ψ(ks+1) ≤ c1

[

k0 + τ(s+ 1)
D

D−A

]A

ψ(ks) + ψ(ks)
(

τD
D−A

)D

s
AD
D−A

≤ 2c1

[

k0 + 1 + τ(2s)
D

D−A

]A

ψ(ks)
(

τD
D−A

)D

s
AD
D−A

.

(2.14)

(2.4) ensures, for s ∈ N
+,

k0 + 1 ≤ τ < τ(2s)
D

D−A and
2c1

(

21+
D

D−A τ
)A

(

τD
D−A

)D
≤

1

e
.

From (2.14) and the above inequalities, one has

ψ(ks+1) ≤
2c1

(

2τ(2s)
D

D−A

)A

(

τD
D−A

)D

s
AD
D−A

ψ(ks) =
2c1

(

21+
D

D−A τ
)A

(

τD
D−A

)D
ψ(ks) ≤

1

e
ψ(ks).

By recursion,

ψ(ks) ≤
1

es
ψ(k0), ∀s ∈ N

+.

The above inequality holds true for n = 0 as well. For any k ≥ k0, there exists s ∈
{0, 1, 2, · · · , } such that

k0 + τs
D

D−A ≤ k < k0 + τ(s+ 1)
D

D−A .
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Thus, considering ψ(k) is nonincreasing, one has

ψ(k) ≤ ψ
(

k0 + τs
D

D−A

)

= ψ(ks) ≤ e−sψ(k0) ≤ ψ(k0)e
1−

(

k−k0
τ

)
D−A
D

,

as desired.
iii) For B > C > 1 we fix L ≥ max{1, 2k0} (which implies L − k0 ≥ L

2 ) such that
ψ(L) ≤ 1. This can always be done since one can choose in (2.1) h = L, k = k0, using the
fact A < D, one has

ψ(L) ≤ c1
LAψ(k0)

B + ψ(k0)
C

(L− k0)D
≤ c1

2LA(1 + ψ(k0))
B

(L− k0)D
≤ c1

21+D(1 + ψ(k0))
B

LD−A
,

thus ψ(L) ≤ 1 would be satisfied if

LD−A ≥ c12
1+D(1 + ψ(k0))

B . (2.15)

We choose levels
ki = 2L(1− 2−i−1), i = 0, 1, 2, · · · .

It is obvious that
k0 = L ≤ ki < 2L,

{ki} be an increasing sequence, and

lim
i→+∞

ki = 2L.

We choose in (2.1)
k = ki, h = ki+1,

let
xi = ψ(ki), xi+1 = ψ(ki+1),

and notice that

h− k = ki+1 − ki = L2−i−1, xi = ψ(ki) ≤ ψ(L) ≤ 1,

we have, for i = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,

xi+1 ≤ c1

[

2L(1− 2−i−2)
]A
xBi + xCi

(L2−i−1)D

≤ 2c1

[

2L(1− 2−i−2)
]A

(L2−i−1)D
xCi

≤ c1
2A+D+1(2D)i

LD−A
xCi .

Thus (2.7) holds true with

C̄ =
c12

A+D+1

LD−A
, M = 2D and β = C > 1.

We use Lemma 2.2 and we have

lim
i→+∞

xi = lim
i→+∞

ψ(ki) = 0 (2.16)
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provided that

x0 = ψ(k0) = ψ(L) ≤

(

c12
A+D+1

LD−A

)− 1
C−1

(2D)
− 1

(C−1)2 . (2.17)

Note that (2.16) implies
ψ(2L) = 0.

Let us check condition (2.17) and determine the value of L. (2.17) is equivalent to

ψ(L) ≤ c
− 1

C−1

1 2
−A+D+1

C−1
− D

(C−1)2 L
D−A
C−1 . (2.18)

In (2.1) we take k = k0 and h = L ≥ max{1, 2k0} and we have

ψ(L) ≤ c1
LAψ(k0)

B + ψ(k0)
C

(L− k0)D
≤

2c1L
A(1 + ψ(k0))

B

(L− k0)D

≤
2D+1c1L

A(1 + ψ(k0))
B

LD
=

2D+1c1(1 + ψ(k0))
B

LD−A
.

Then (2.18) would be satisfied if ψ(L) ≤ 1,

L ≥ max{1, 2k0}, (2.19)

and
2D+1c1(1 + ψ(k0))

B

LD−A
≤ c

− 1
C−1

1 2
−A+D+1

C−1
− D

(C−1)2 L
D−A
C−1 .

The above inequality is equivalent to

c
C

C−1

1 (1 + ψ(k0))
B2

D+1+A+D+1
C−1

+ D

(C−1)2 ≤ L
(D−A)C

C−1 . (2.20)

(2.6) is a sufficient condition for (2.15), (2.19) and (2.20).
This ends the proof of Lemma 2.1.

We notice that, in the proof of Claim i) of Lemma 2.1 we have chosen h = 2k. Let us
take h = 2k in (2.1) and replace c1 by c2, that is,

ψ(2k) ≤ c2
(2k)Aψ(k)B + ψ(k)C

kD
, ∀k ≥ k0. (2.21)

Remark 2.1. Assume (2.1). We take h = 2k and we get (2.21) with c2 = c1. That is,
(2.1) implies (2.21).

Remark 2.2. If we replace (2.1) by (2.21), then the Claim i) of Lemma 2.1 also holds.

In the remaining part of this section, we shall consider the relationship between (2.21)
and (2.1). We ask the following question: is (2.21) weaker than (2.1)? The answer is:
it depends. For different cases, we have different answers. We give the following three
remarks.

Remark 2.3. For the case C < B < 1, one has

(2.1) ⇔ (2.21).

Proof. “⇒”. See Remark 2.1.
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“⇐”. Assume (2.21). Let us consider h > k ≥ k0. We split the proof into two cases:
2n+1k ≥ h > 2nk for some integer n ≥ 1 and 2k ≥ h > k.

Case 2n+1k ≥ h > 2nk for some integer n ≥ 1. Since ψ decreases, we have
ψ(h) ≤ ψ(2nk) = ψ(2(2n−1k)); we keep in mind that n ≥ 1 so 2n−1k ≥ k ≥ k0 and we can
use (2.21) with 2n−1k in place of k: we have

ψ(2(2n−1k)) ≤ c2
(2nk)A

[

ψ(2n−1k)
]B

+
[

ψ(2n−1k)
]C

(2n−1k)D

≤ c2
hA

[

ψ(2n−1k)
]B

+
[

ψ(2n−1k)
]C

(2n−1k)D
.

Since 2n−1k ≥ k, we use the monotonicity of ψ to have ψ(2n−1k) ≤ ψ(k); then
[

ψ(2n−1k)
]B

≤

[ψ(k)]B and
[

ψ(2n−1k)
]C

≤ [ψ(k)]C . Since 2n+1k ≥ h, we have (2n+1 − 1)k ≥ h− k, then

2n−1k =
2n+1k

4
≥

(2n+1 − 1)k

4
≥
h− k

4
,

thus
ψ(h) ≤ ψ(2nk) = ψ(2(2n−1k))

≤ c2
hA

[

ψ(2n−1k)
]B

+
[

ψ(2n−1k)
]C

(2n−1k)D

≤ 4Dc2
hA [ψ(k)]B + [ψ(k)]C

(h− k)D
.

Case 2k ≥ h > k. We use Remark 2.2 and Claim i) of Lemma 2.1 and we get (2.2). We
use (2.2) and the fact that ψ decreases in order to get

ψ(h) ≤ ψ(k) = [ψ(k)]B [ψ(k)]1−B

≤ [ψ(k)]B
[

c̄1
(

1
k

)
D−A
1−B

]1−B

= c̄1−B1 kA [ψ(k)]B
(

1

k

)D

.

Since 2k ≥ h we get k ≥ h− k and
(

1
k

)D
≤

(

1
h−k

)D

, then

ψ(h) ≤
c1−B1 hA [ψ(k)]B

(h− k)D
≤ c̄1−B1

hA [ψ(k)]B + [ψ(k)]C

(h− k)D
.

In both cases we have obtained (2.1) with c1 = max
{

4Dc2; c̄
1−B
1

}

.

Remark 2.4. For the case B = C = 1, one has

(2.1) : (2.21).

More precisely, the function

ψ(k) = e−(ln k)2 , k ∈ [1,+∞) (2.22)

verifies (2.21) with k0 = 1, B = C = 1, c2 =
1

2 ln 2 , D = 2 ln 2, and any 0 < A < 2 ln 2, but
it does not satisfy (2.1) with B = C = 1, for any choice of the three constants D > A > 0
and c1 > 0.
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Proof. Let us take ψ as in (2.22), then for any k ≥ 1,

ψ(2k) = e−[ln(2k)]2 = e−(ln 2+ln k)2 = e−(ln k)2−2 ln k ln 2−(ln 2)2

= e−(ln k)2e−2 lnk ln 2−(ln 2)2 = ψ(k)e−(ln 2)(2 ln k+ln2)

= ψ(k)e−(ln 2)[ln(2k2)] = ψ(k)eln(2k
2)− ln 2

= ψ(k)(2k2)− ln 2

= ψ(k)
(

1
2k2

)ln 2
≤ 1

2ln 2
(2k)Aψ(k)+ψ(k)

k2 ln 2 .

This shows that (2.21) holds true with k0 = 1, B = C = 1, c2 =
1

2 ln 2 , D = 2 ln 2, and any
0 < A < 2 ln 2.

Now we are going to show that (2.1) does not hold true with B = C = 1, for any
choice of the three constants D > A > 0 and c1 > 0: by contradiction, if (2.1) would hold
true, then Lemma 2.1 ii) would guarantees (2.3), then (note that ψ(k0) = ψ(1) = 1)

ψ(k) ≤ e1−(
k−1
τ )

D−A
D
, ∀k ∈ [1,+∞)

for a suitable constant τ depending only on the constants c1, A and D. That is

e−(ln k)2 ≤ e1−(
k−1
τ )

D−A
D
,

this means that

1 ≤ e1−(
k−1
τ )

D−A
D +(ln k)2 ,

but this is false since

lim
k→+∞

1−

(

k − 1

τ

)
D−A
D

+ (ln k)2 = −∞.

Remark 2.5. For the case B > C > 1, one has

(2.1) : (2.21).

More precisely, the function

ψ(k) = e−k
p

, p = log2(2C), k ∈ [1,+∞) (2.23)

verifies (2.21) with B > C > 1, c2 = 1, any D > 0 and a suitable k0 = k0(D,C) ≥ 1,
but it does not satisfy (2.1) for any choice of the four constants B > C > 1, D > 0 and
c1 > 0.

Proof. Let us take ψ as in (2.23), we keep in mind that 2p = 2C and we have

ψ(2k) = e−(2k)p = e−2pkp = e−2Ckp = (e−k
p

)2C = (ψ(k))2C = (e−k
p

)C (ψ(k))C .

Note that there exists k0 = k0(D,C) ≥ 1 such that

(e−k
p

)C ≤

(

1

k

)D

, ∀k ∈ [k0,+∞).

Then

ψ(2k) = (e−k
p

)C (ψ(k))C ≤

(

1

k

)D

(ψ(k))C , ∀k ∈ [k0,+∞),
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so that ψ verifies (2.21) with c2 = 1, with anyD > 0 and with a suitable k0 = k0(D,C) ≥ 1.
We claim that such a ψ does not satisfy (2.1) for any choice of the constants B > C > 1,
D > 0, c1 > 0, k0 ≥ 1. Indeed, if such a ψ would satisfy (2.1), then part iii) of Lemma 2.1
would imply (2.5):

ψ(2L) = 0

for a suitable L ≥ 0: this gives a contradiction since ψ(k) > 0 for every k ∈ [1,+∞).

3 An Application.

In this section, we shall answer the two questions proposed at the end of the first
section.

Theorem 3.1. Let f be in M r(Ω), with r ≥ n
p
, and u is a minima of I on W

1,q
0 (Ω).

Then
(i) r = n

p
⇒ ∃λ > 0 such that eλ|u|

1−p′α
∈ L1(Ω);

(ii) r > n
p
⇒ ∃L > 0 such that |u| ≤ 2L, a.e. Ω.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 6.3 in [2], for u ∈W 1,q
0 (Ω) a minima of I, we take

v = Tk(u) = min{−k,max{k, u}}

in (1.9) and we get for any k > 0,

∫

Ak

a(x, u)j(∇u)dx ≤

∫

Ak

fGk(u)dx,

where
Ak = {x ∈ Ω : |u(x)| ≥ k}, Gk(u) = u− Tk(u).

We follow the lines of the proof of Theorem 6.3 in [2] until we arrive at the following
inequality: for any h > k > 0,

|Ah| ≤
c

(h− k)q∗

[

|Ak|
(p−1− q

r
+ q

n
) q∗

q(p−1) k
αpq∗

p−1 + |Ak|
(q−1− q

r
+ q

n
) q∗

q[p(1−α)−1]

]

≤
c

(h− k)q∗

[

|Ak|
(p−1− q

r
+ q

n
) q∗

q(p−1)h
αpq∗

p−1 + |Ak|
(q−1− q

r
+ q

n
) q∗

q[p(1−α)−1]

]

,

where q is as in (1.7). We now apply Lemma 2.1 with

ψ(k) = |Ak|, c1 = c, A =
αpq∗

p− 1
, B =

(

p− 1−
q

r
+
q

n

) q∗

q(p− 1)
,

C =
(

q − 1−
q

r
+
q

n

) q∗

q[p(1− α)− 1]
, D = q∗ and k0 = 0.

We note that A < D since (1.4).
(i) If r = n

p
, then B = C = 1. We use Lemma 2.1 ii) and we derive that there exists a

constant τ such that for any k ≥ 0,

|{|u| ≥ k}| ≤ |{|u| ≥ 0}|e1−(
k
τ )

D−A
D

≤ |Ω|e1−(
k
τ )

1−αp′

= |Ω|ee−2λk1−αp′

,

where 2λ =
(

1
τ

)1−αp′
and we have used D−A

D
= 1− αp′.
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The above inequality implies

|{eλ|u|
1−αp′

≥ eλk
1−αp′

}| = |{|u| ≥ k} ≤ |Ω|ee−2λk1−αp′

.

Let k̃ = eλk
1−αp′

, then

|{eλ|u|
1−αp′

≥ k̃}| ≤
|Ω|e

k̃2
, ∀k̃ ≥ 1.

We now use Lemma 3.11 in [1] which states that the sufficient and necessary condition for
g ∈ Lr(Ω), r ≥ 1, is

∞
∑

k=1

kr−1|{|g| ≥ k}| < +∞.

We use the above lemma for g = eλ|u|
1−αp′

and r = 1. Since

∞
∑

k̃=1

|{eλ|u|
1−αp′

≥ k̃}| ≤ |Ω|e

∞
∑

k̃=1

1

k̃2
< +∞,

then eλ|u|
1−αp′

∈ L1(Ω), as desired.
(ii) If r > N

p
, then B > C > 1. We use Lemma 2.1 iii) and we have|A2L| = 0 for some

constant L > 0, from which we derive |u| ≤ 2L a.e. Ω. That is, u is bounded.
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