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Abstract
We will prove several existence and regularity results for the mixed local-nonlocal parabolic equation of the form
t
ur — Au+ (—A)°u = f@,t) in Qp :=Qx(0,7),
u'y(z,t)

uw=0in (R™\Q) x (0,7), (0.1)
u(z,0) = up(x) in Q;
where

U(ZZ?, t) B U(y, t)
— 7 I/
|z — gyt

(—A)u=cp P.V. /

Under the assumptions that v is a positive continuous function on Q7 and € is a bounded domain with Lipschitz
boundary in R", n > 2, s € (0,1), 0 < T < 400, f >0, up > 0, f and ug belongs to suitable Lebesgue spaces.
Here ¢, s is a suitable normalization constant, and P. V. stands for Cauchy Principal Value.
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1. Introduction

In this article, we study the evolution of a mixed local-nonlocal operator under the effect of a singular
nonlinearity given by:

s f‘rDt .
up — Au+ (—A)’u = % in Qr :=Q x (0,7),

w=0 in (R\Q) x (0,T), (1.1)
u(z,0) = up(x) in Q;
where

U(ZZ?, t) - u(ya t)
|z —y|"t2e

(=A)°u:=cp s P. V./
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7 is a positive continuous function on Q7 with  being a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary in R™, n > 2,
s€(0,1) and 0 < T < 400. Assuming that f > 0 and ug > 0 with variable summability, in this paper we show
several existence and regularity results. To this aim, we start by reviewing the literature concerning our problem.

Singular elliptic problems have been extensively studied in the literature for the past few decades starting
with the now classical work of Crandall-Rabinowitz-Tartar [15], who showed that the stationary state of (1.1),
under Dirichlet boundary conditions given by

f

—Au = in Q
u'Y(x) ’
u >0 in ), (1.2)
w=0 1in Of.

admits a unique solution u € C*(Q) N C(Q) for any v > 0 constant along with the fact that the solution must
behave like a distance function near the boundary provided f is Holder Continuous. Interestingly enough Lazer-
Mckenna [28] showed that the unique solution obtained by [15] is indeed in Hj(Q) iff 0 < v < 3. Boccardo-Orsina
[9] in a beautiful paper showed that the followings regarding solutions of (1.2)

uewg’ﬂzr% (Q) if0<y<land feL"(Q) withre [1,(2°/(1-7))),
u € H(Q) if0<y<1land feL"(Q) withr=(2"/(1—- 7))

u € Hy(Q) if y=1and f € L*(Q),

we € Hy(Q) if y>1and f € L'(Q),

hold, which was extended for variable -, introducing certain conditions on its behaviour near the boundary in
[14]. The nonlocal variant given by

S f
(—A)pu= @ o Q,
u > 0in £,
w =0 in 0.

was studied in [7] for p = 2 and y(z) = v € R}, the authors proved the existence and uniqueness of positive
solutions, according to the range of v and summability of f. For the quasilinear case, we refer [13] for constant
~v > 0 and for variable singular exponent, the existence results have been obtained in [25]. As for the Mixed
local-nonlocal elliptic problem given by

—Apu+ (A u= / in 0,

p 'uﬁ’(w)
u >0 in €,
u =0 in 0€;

Arora [3] for p =2 and y(x) = v € R}, obtained the existence, uniqueness and regularity properties of the weak
solutions by deriving uniform a priori estimates and using the approximation technique. They also obtained some
existence and nonexistence results when f behaves like a distance function. For the case p > 1, the constant
exponent 7 case has been considered in [26], and the variable exponent can be found in [8]. If one considers the
parabolic counterpart i.e, the equation given by:

wt— Ayu = f(;’;t) in O,
u=01in (R™\) x (0,7,
u(z,0) = up(x) in Q.

For such an equation with p > 2, 0 < f € L™ (r) with m > 1 and assuming that Yw CC 2,3 d,, > 0, such that
ug > dy,, the authors [17] proved the existence of a solution u of the above problem such that

. . +2)
we L0, T;Wh(Q)) if0<~y<1and f e L"(Q) with r € |1, p(n >
mn(p+vy-1)+ply+1)]
n+2—m(l-—~) ’
we LP(0,T;WyP())  if0<y<landfeL™ (Qr) with mg=

we LP(0,T;WhP(Q)),  ify>1and fe L' (Qr).

loc

and g9 =

p(n+2)
p(n+2) —n(l—-v)’




The Nonlocal case (s € (0,1)) for the parabolic problem was handled by [1] for v > 0 constant to show existence
and uniqueness results along similar lines. If one restricts the range of v then various existence, uniqueness and
regularity results can be found in Bal-Badra-Giacomoni [4, 5, 6] and Giacomoni-Bougherera [11]. We would
also like to mention that the regularity theory of mixed local and non-local operators plays a major role in our
problem and we cite the following papers [16, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 30, 31] and the references therein.

As for the boundedness of our solutions, we refer Aronson-Serrin [2], where the summability requirement of
initial data for boundedness was introduced by Aronson and Serrin, for the case of second-order differential
equations without singularity. Outside of the Aronson-Serrin domain, the optimal summability of solutions for
the local case without singularity was obtained in Boccardo-Porzio-Primo [10]. These results for the nonlocal
case have been obtained in Peral [29], this too for the nonsingular case. For the mixed local-nonlocal operator
with singularity, we will be able to get similar types of results here depending on the choice of v. We will use
suitable approximating problems to get the existence and other summability properties of weak solutions.

Organization of the article
In the next section, we will describe some basic notations and fix some preliminary function spaces to define
our solutions, followed by embedding results and other properties regarding those spaces.

Then we will introduce the notion of weak solution for the case v = 0 and show its existence, uniqueness,
positivity and other properties. After that, we write about the existence of weak solutions for approximating
problems and give definitions of weak solutions for the singular cases, both for constant and variable exponents.
We end this section by stating our main theorems regarding the existence and summability of weak solutions and
appropriate comments.

The next section contains the proofs of our main results, and we end with another section that gives the asymptotic
behaviour of the solutions in a suitable sense.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notations
We gather here all the standard notations that will be used throughout the paper.

e We will take n to be the space dimension and denote by z = (,t) to be a point in R" x (0,T"), where (0,7) C R
for some 0 < T' < oo.

e Let © be an open bounded domain in R™ with boundary 9 and for 0 < T' < oo, let Qp :=Q x (0,7).
e We denote the parabolic boundary 'y by I'r = (© x {t = 0}) U (92 x (0,T)).
o We define the set (Qr)s = {(z,t) € Qp : dist((z,t),T'r) < §} for 6 > 0 fixed.

e We shall alternately use dg or %

e For r > 1, the Hélder conjugate exponent of r will be denoted by ' = Ll
r—

e The Lebesgue measure of a measurable subset S C R" will be denoted by |S|.

or g; to denote the time derivative (partial) of a function g.

e For any open subset 2 of R", K cC Q will imply K is compactly contained in .

° / will denote integration concerning either space or time only, and integration on 2 x 2 or R” x R™ will be

denoted by a double integral // .
o We will use /// to denote integral over R™ x R"™ x (0,T).

e Average integral will be denoted by ][ .

e The notation a < b will be used for a < Cb, where C is a universal constant which only depends on the
dimension n and sometimes on s too. C may vary from line to line or even in the same line.

e (.,.) will denote the usual inner product in some associated Hilbert space.

e For any function h, we denote the positive and negative parts of it by hy = max{h,0} and h_ = max{—h,0}
respectively.

e For k € N, we denote Ty (o) = max{—k, min{k,o}}, for o € R.



2.2. Function Spaces

In this section, we present definitions and properties of some function spaces that will be useful for our work.
We recall that for E C R", the Lebesgue space LP(E),1 < p < 00, is defined to be the space of p-integrable
functions v : £ — R with the finite norm

lull Loy = (/ IU(:C)Ipd:v>1/p.

By LI (E) we denote the space of locally p-integrable functions, which means, v € LY (E) if and only if
u € LP(F) for every F CC E. In the case 0 < p < 1, we denote by LP(E) a set of measurable functions such

that/ lu(z)|Pdz < co.
E

Definition 2.1. The Sobolev space W P(Q), for 1 < p < oo, is defined as the Banach space of locally integrable
weakly differentiable functions u : 0 — R equipped with the following norm

llullwre) = llullLe) + [Vl Leo)-

The space W, (Q) is defined as the closure of the space C5°(f), in the norm of the Sobolev space W?(€),
where C3°(Q) is the set of all smooth functions whose supports are compactly contained in 2.

Definition 2.2. Let 0 < s < 1 and Q be a open connected subset of R"™. The fractional Sobolev space W*()
for any 1 < q < +o00 is defined by

W9(Q) = {u e Q) M = vl ¢ o Q)}

o —yli

and it is endowed with the norm

Ju(z) — u(y)|? )“q
u|| s, = u(x qd:v—i—/ ————"—dxdy . 2.1
sy = [ Jatwprac s [ [ =0 (21)

It can be treated as an intermediate space between W9(€) and LI(€). For 0 < s < s’ < 1, W* () is
continuously embedded in W*9(Q), see [19, Proposition 2.1]. The fractional Sobolev space with zero boundary
values is defined by

Wy () ={ue W*YR") : u=0in R"\Q}.
However W;?(€) can be treated as the closure of C§°(€2) in W*9(£2) with respect to the fractional Sobolev norm
defined in (2.1). Both W*9(Q) and W;"(€) are reflexive Banach spaces, for ¢ > 1, for details we refer to the
readers [19, Section 2].

The following result asserts that the classical Sobolev space is continuously embedded in the fractional Sobolev
space; see [19, Proposition 2.2]. The idea applies an extension property of Q so that we can extend functions
from W1?(Q) to WH9(R™) and that the extension operator is bounded.

Lemma 2.3. Let Q be a smooth bounded domain in R™ and 0 < s < 1. There exists a positive constant
C =C(Q,n,s) such that
lullweay < Cllullwiaqy,
for every u € WhH4(Q).
For the fractional Sobolev spaces with zero boundary value, the next embedding result follows from [12,
Lemma 2.1]. The fundamental difference of it compared to Lemma 2.3 is that the result holds for any bounded

domain (without any condition of smoothness of the boundary), since for the Sobolev spaces with zero boundary
value, we always have a zero extension to the complement.

Lemma 2.4. Let Q be a bounded domain in R™ and 0 < s < 1. There exists a positive constant C = C(n, s,)

such that
/ / u(y)|” ———="dxdy <C/|Vu|qu
n Jrn |x—y|"+‘1S

for every u € Wol’q(Q). Here, we consider the zero extension of u to the complement of ).

We now proceed with the basic Poincaré inequality, which can be found in [20, Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1].



Lemma 2.5. Let Q C R" be a bounded domain with C' boundary and q > 1. Then there exist a positive constant
C > 0 depending only on n and §2, such that

/ |u|%dx < C/ |Vu|lde, Yu € Wy Q).
Q Q

Specifically if we take Q = B,., then we will get for all u € WH4(B,),

][ lu— (u)p,|dx < crq][ |Vu|?dx,
B B

r T

where ¢ is a constant depending only on n, and (u)p, denotes the average of u in B,., and B, denotes a ball of

radius v centered at xg € R™. Here, denotes the average integration.

Using Lemma 2.4, and the above Poincaré inequality, we observe that the following norm on the space WO1 ()
defined by

|q q
e R A e

is equivalent to the norm
1

||u||W01’q(Q) - </Q |Vu|qu)

The following is a version of fractional Poincaré.

Lemma 2.6. Let Q C R" be a bounded domain with C* boundary and let s € (0,1) and ¢ > 1. If u € W35(9Q),

then
/ lu|?da < c/ dedy
Q — Jala |z —ylrtes ’

In view of Lemma 2.6, we observe that the Banach space W;?(2) can be endowed with the norm

1
[u(z) —u(y)|? a
s,q = 7d d
Il o </Q o Jo—gprte V)

which is equivalent to that of ||ul[ys.qa(q). For q = 2, the space W*?(£) enjoys certain special properties and we
denote W*2(Q) = H*(Q) and W (Q) = HS( Endowed Wlth the inner product

O
T / D) o),

I:v —yl"”S

holds with ¢ = ¢(n, s,Q).

we note that (Hg(Q), [l - || zs(o)) is a Hilbert space. Similar thing holds for the space Wy 2() = HL(Q).
Definition 2.7. The space X§() is defined as

X5(Q)={fe€ HR") s.t. f=0 a.e. inCQ},
where CQY = R™"\Q, and is endowed with the norm

u\xr) —u 2 %
oo = ( [ Sertdnay )

|z — gyt
where Q := R*™\ (CN x CN).
Moreover W14 (), W59 () and X () are defined to be the dual spaces of Wa(Q), W?(Q) and

X§(2) respectively, where ¢’ := 1 Now, we define the local spaces as
q—

VVliCq(Q) = {u Q= R:ue LYK), /K |Vu|ldr < oo, for every K CC Q} ,

and
lu(z) — u(y)|?

W) = {u Q—>R:ue Lq(K),/K T — g dzdy < oo, for every K CC Q} .

K

2
Now for n > 2, we define the critical Sobolev exponent as 2% = —n2, then we get the following embedding
n

result for any open subset Q of R", see for details [20, Chapter 5],



Theorem 2.8. Let n > 2. Then, there exists a constant C' depending only on n and €, such that for all
u € C3° ()

Jull3 o) < € [ [Vulde.

Similarly, for n > 2s, we define the fractional Sobolev critical exponent as 27 = . The following result is

n—2s
a fractional version of the Sobolev inequality(Theorem 2.8) which also implies a continuous embedding of H ()

in the critical Lebesgue space L (€2). One can see the proof in [19].

Theorem 2.9. Let 0 < s < 1 be such that n > 2s. Then, there exists a constant S(n,s) depending only on n
and s, such that for all u € C3° ()

2
. jue) — )l ,
HUHLQ @ = S, S)/Q o |z -yt drdy

We now recall the Gagliardo-Nirenberg interpolation inequality that will be useful for proving the boundedness
of weak solutions.

Theorem 2.10. (Gagliardo-Nirenberg) Let 1 < q < 400 be a positive real number. Let j and m be non-negative
integers such that 7 < m. Furthermore, let 1 < r < 400 be a positive extended real quantity, p > 1 be real and

0 € [0,1] such that the relations
1 j 1 1-6
—=1+9(——@)+—,
p

n roon q

3 |m,

hold. Then, _
HDJUHLP( <C ||Dmu||y (R™) HuHLq R™)

for any u € LY(R™) such that D™u € L"(R"™). Here, the constant C' > 0 depends on the parameters j, m,n,q,r,0,
but not on u.

The article will extensively use the embedding results and corresponding inequalities. Now, we need to deal
with spaces involving time for the parabolic equations, so we introduce them here. As in the classical case, we
define the corresponding Bochner spaces as the following

Lq(07T§ Wol)q(Q)) = {u € Lq(Q x (0,7)), Hu”Lq(o,T;WOlvq(Q)) < 00} )
L(0,T; W&%Q)) —{ue B x 0.1 el o < o},
L2(0,T; X5(Q)) = {u € L*(R™ x (0,7)), |u]l L20,1:x50) < o0}

where

T q
HUHLq(O,T;WOI’Q(Q)) = </ |Vu|qudt> ,
0o Jo
1
lu(z, t) — uly, )| !
HUHLq 0,75 W29 (2)) (/ /Q . |x— T dxdydt ,

1

2
u 7
HUHL2(OTX Q) = (/ / it |:1:—y|”+25 7] dxdydt) ,

with their dual spaces L7 (0,T; W ~59(Q)), LI (0,T; W9 (Q)) and L*(0,T; X °(Q)) respectively. Again, the
local spaces are defined as

T
L*(0,T; H. () = {u € L*(K x (0,T)) : / / |Vu|ldzdt < oo, for every K CC Q} :
0 K
and

L2(0,T; H, (Q)) = {u € L*(K x (0,T)) / / / Ju(z | |n+2; Rl dzxdydt < oo, for every K CC Q} .
r—y

We now recall the following algebraic inequality that can be found in [1, Lemma 2.22].



Lemma 2.11. i) Let a > 0. For every x,y > 0 one has

4 N a1 2
(@ —y) (@ —y*) > ——— (:v# —y%) -

(a+1)?
it) Let 0 < o < 1. For every x,y > 0 with x # y one has
T —y 1

xa—ya S E(:Elfa_’_ylfa)'

iti) Let a > 1. Then there exists a constant C,, depending only on « such that
|z +yl* Mo — y| < Ca |2 =y

2.3. Weak Solutions

In this subsection, along with the next subsection, we will introduce notions of very weak solutions to our
problem and state the main results that we are going to prove. We begin with the definitions of weak solutions
for the nonsingular case. We first take f and g to be in L? spaces and then relax the condition. We also state
some important properties of the weak solutions that we need to use in the rest of the article. Further, we will
introduce suitable approximating problems and properties of their solutions.

Definition 2.12. Assume (f,uo) € L*(Q7) x L*(Q), then we say that u is an energy solution to problem
—Au+ (—A)Y’u= f(z,t) in Qp,
u=0 in (R™M\Q) x (0,7, (2.2)
u(z,0) = uo(x) in §;
if u € L*(0,T; Hy(2)) N C([0,T], L*(Q)),us € L*(0,T; H1(Q)), and for all ¢ € L*(0,T; H}(Q)) we have

/ (ug, & dt+/ /Qvu Vodrdt + — / /n/ ue, ) _“|Z’_))(|f(+2s) D) gyt = / | foduds

and u(-,t) — ug strongly in L*(Q), as t — 0.
We denote

E(ulw0).0(w0) i= 5 [ [ ()~ uly.0)(6(,1) ~ 6(0:1)) ¥ K (., t)dod

where K(z,y,t) = Following the way for fractional Laplacian in [29], we give the proof of existence

n+2s -’

for mixed local-nonlocal case for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 2.13. There exists a solution to problem (2.2) in the sense of Definition 2.12. Moreover, if f is also
a nonnegative function and ug > 0, then the solution is also nonnegative.

Proof. Let us denote C;°(Q x [0, T]) as the C*°(Q x [0, T]) functions that vanish in (R"\) x [0, 7] and in Q x {T'}.
Choosing ¢ € C2°(Q x [0,T1]), for u € L*(0,T; H}(2)), we define the operator

/ /Q—uébtdxdt—l—/ /Q Vu - ngd:z:dt+/ E(u(z, t), b(x, ))dt.

We now observe that u is an energy solution to (2.2) with f € L?*(Q7) € L*(0,T; H'(Q)) if and only if

T
LAW=A<ﬂ@ﬁ+AU@®M%®M,

where (f, ¢) denote the usual inner product of f and ¢ in L?*(Q) or the pairing of f and ¢ between H*(Q) and
H3(Q).
We also define the following inner product, for ¢, p € C3°(Q x [0,T7)

(0260 = 3060000000 O + [ [ V-V dnat+ [ eGote. 0,600 (23)

and denote by H*(Q x [0,T]) the Hilbert space built as the completion of CJ°(2 x [0,7T]) with the norm ||¢||.
induced by the inner product (2.3).

Now Ly is clearly a linear functional in H*(Q x [0,7]) and for any ¢ € L*(0,T; Hy(Q2)), by Hélder and Sobolev
inequalities, we have

|Lo()] < co (|\<P|\L2(0,T;L2(Q)) + lell 2o, H1(0)) + H<PHL2(0,T,H3(Q))) < ésllepll«



Therefore, Ly is a bounded linear functional in H*(2 x [0,T]), and hence by the Fréchet-Riesz Theorem, there
exists T¢ € H*(Q x [0,T]) such that

Ls(p) = (0, Td)s forall p € H*(Q x [0,T]).
It is trivial to show that 7 is a linear operator in H*(2 x [0,T]). Moreover

1 T T
Lo(@) =5 [ Fa0dat [ [ [voPduat+ [ (o). 0000 = o],
0 0
and consequently, (¢, T$). = ||¢||?. Then we get by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
IolZ < el Tl e, ldll < T

Therefore, this implies that 7 is injective and hence bijective on its range, and its inverse 7' has a norm less
than or equal to 1 and can be extended to the closure M of Range(T).

Now, on the other hand, we define

T
By, (@) = / uog(z,0)dx +/ / o fdxdt.
Q o Ja
Denoting ¢g := ¢(x,0), we get by Holder inequality
|Buo, s (#)| < lluollp2(qy 190l 20y + 1220, 22002 €l 200,722 (02)) < Cuo, sl
and thus,
| Buo, s (T19)| < || T710||, < clly].

Since B, ¢ and T~ both are linear, therefore their composition is also so, and by above line, By, 5 © T!
bounded too, therefore, by applying the Fréchet-Riesz Theorem again, there exists a unique © € M such that
Buo,t (T~ 1) = (1, u). for every 1p € M. We denote ¢ = T 1) and so

Buo,1(¢) = (T, u) = Ly(u)
that is,

/ /—u¢tda:dt+/ /Vu V¢>dxdt+/ E(u(z,t), p(x,t))dt = / /f¢dxdt+/ u(z, 0)¢(z, 0)dz,

where ¢ € L?(0,T; H3(Q))NL*(0,T; H} (Q)) = L*(0,T; HY(Q)) and ¢, € L*(0,T; H ()). Fmally, by a density
argument, one can conclude, integrating by parts, that « € L*(0,T; H}(Q)), us € L*(0,T; H~(Q)), and

/ /ut¢d:vdt+/ /Vu V(;dedt—i—/ E(u(z,t), d(x,t))dt = / /f(bdxdt

Since u € L*(0,T; Hy()), us € L*(0,T; H1(Q)) implies that u € C([0,T], L*(Q)) and so we have u(-,t) — ug
strongly in L*(Q2), as t — 0. Thus u(z,t) is an energy solution of (2.2).

Now we show that « > 0 provided that f and ug are nonnegative. We write u = uy—u_, where uy = max {u,0}xq
and u_ = max {—u,0}xq. We take ¢ = u—X(o,7),t > 0, as a test function. Since f >0, and ¢ > 0, we have

0< /OT [ sotaar = /j [ e 2.4

On the other hand, since u is 0 in (R™\2) x (0,7T"), we have that

L] w00) 00,0~ o0, 0ot
= / // (u(z,t) — u(y, 1) (u—(z,t) —u_(y,t)) K (x,y, t)dedydt
0 JR2n\(QexQe)

_/O /Q/Q(U(x,t)—U(y,t))(u(:zr,t)—u(y,t))K(:r,y,t)dIdydt+2/O /Q/gCu(x,t)u,(%t)K(;p,y7t)dyd$dt'

Moreover, (uy(x,t) — uy(y,t))(u—(x,t) —u_(y,t)) <0, and thus

/ // (x,t) —u(y,t)(u—(z,t) — u_(y,t)) K (z,y, t)dxdydt
QJo

_/0 /Q/Q(u,(x,t)_u,(y,t)ﬁK(x,y,t)dxdydtg 0.



Further, we have

/// (z,t)u_(z,t)K(x,y,t)dydzdt = /// “(z,t)K(z,y,t)dydxdt < 0.
aJaoe QJae

Therefore, we have shown that

T
/0 //Rzn (u(z,t) —uly, t))(@(z,t) — &y, 1)) K (z, y, t)dedydt < 0,

Similarly since Vuy - Vu_ = 0, we get

T L L
/ Vu - Vodrdt = / Vuy - Vu_dzdt — / |Vu_|*dzdt < 0.
0 Q 0 JQ 0 JQ

Now since ug > 0, so u—(-,0) = 0, and we get

T
/ (ug, pydt = / —u dxdt = // U,dad:r:—l/(u,(:zr,f)fdx.
0 0o Jo Q Ju(x,0) 2 Ja

Combining the above three inequalities, we get from (2.4) that

T T
O§/0 ) fodxdt = / (ug, @ dt—l—/ /QVU Vodzdt
(@,t) — uly, 1) (d(x, 1) — Py, 1)) 1 n
/ //]R?n |:1; — y|n+25 d.’L'dydt < _5 / (’U,_(,T,t))2d(b < 07

Q
and this gives that [[u_(-,%)||12(q) = 0 for each £ > 0. Therefore u_ = 0. So we conclude that u > 0. We observe
that this comparison result also guarantees the uniqueness of energy solution to (2.2). (|

Remark 2.14. Observing that (u(z,t) — u(y,t))((u(z,t) — k)+ — (u(y,t) — k)+) > 0, for each k, we can show
that for (f,uo) € L= (Qr) x L>(Q), the weak solution u € L*(Qr). The proof will follow exactly similar to that
of [32, Theorem 4.2.1].
Now we relax the spaces where f and ug lie. For the case of L' data, we consider the set
T:= {¢0:Qx[0,T] >R, st. —¢—Ad+ (—A)°¢ =y in Qp,
0 €C5°(Qr), ¢ € L(Q x (0,T)) mcgf(ﬂ < (0,1)),
where a, 8 € (0,1).
Definition 2.15. Let (f,uo) € L'(Qr) x L*(Q) be nonnegative functions. Then u € L*(Qr) is a very weak
solution to (2.2) if we have

J| wt-oi=n0+ -ar)dnat= | fodsde+ [ wow)o(w. s, voeT.
Qr Qr Q
The next existence result is following the lines of [29].

Theorem 2.16. For (f,ug) € L*(Qr) x L*(Q) being nonnegative, (2.2) has a unique nonnegative very weak
solution u in the sense of Definition 2.15.

Proof. Firstly, we observe that the existence of valid test functions is guaranteed by the result in [16], [21], [30]. We
will now obtain the solution as a limit of solutions to approximated problems. Let u,, € L*(0,T; H3(Q))NL>(Qr)
be the solution (exists by Theorem 2.13) to the approximated problem

(um)t — At + (=AU, = frn in Qp,

U (z,8) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,

U (2,0) = ugm (2) in
where f, = Tpn(f(,t)) and uom = Thn(uo(x)) are L™ functions. Using (T (um))X(0,+), for t > 0 (admissible by
[29, Proposition 3|) as a test function in the approximated problem, it holds that,

t
/Lk(um(a:,t))dx—l—/ /Vum~VTk(um)dxd9
) 0 Jo

€

l ' (Tk (um(xv 6‘)) — Tk (um(yv 9))) (um(xv 6‘) — um(yv 9)) 2 (2-5)
/ / dadydo

o — g

< kil ll1r) + Ca(k) ol 1 o + Ca(RI2,



where Li(p) = /p (Tk(§)) d€. Notice that
0

(T (tn (2, 0)) = T (i (y,0))) (i (2, 0) = (9. 0)) = (Th (uwm(,0)) = T (wm(y,6)))*
and so
Vi, - V() > |VTk () ?
and for p > 0 we have
Cr(k)p — Ca(k) < Li(p) < Ca(k)p + Ca(k)
and
Li(p) > C (Tx(p))*,

where C1, Cs, C3,Cy are constants depending only on k and independent of m. Therefore taking supremum over

€ (0,77 in (2.5), we get that {T)(u)},, is bounded in L™(0,T;L*(Q)) N L*(0,T; H5(Q)) N L*(0,T; Hy(2))
and {u,,}, is bounded in L>(0,7; L' (Q)) C L' (Qr).
Now since by comparison principle proved in Theorem 2.13, {u,,},, is increasing in m, we get the existence
of a measurable function u such that Tj(u) € L°°(0,T;L*(Q)) N L*(0,T; H5()) N L*(0,T; HY(Q)), tm T u
strongly in L'(Qr) and u,, T v a.e in Qp. As each u,, is an energy solution, therefore, u,, € C([0,T], L*(Q)) C
C([0,T], L*(2)) and at each time level ¢ € [0,T], we have u,,(-,t) € L*(Q2), this along with the monotonicity
of {tm}m in m allows us to define the pointwise limit (a.e.) u of {ty,}m in Q for each time ¢ € [0,7]. Also u
satisfies u(-,0) = uo(-) in L' sense. Again as each u,, = 0 in (R™\Q) x (0, T), therefore u also satisfies the same.
We now prove that u is a weak solution to (2.2) in the sense of Definition 2.15. Let ¢ € T, then as u,, is the
energy solution to the approximated problem, we have

// ((um)t — Aty + (_A)Sum) pdzdt = / Jfmodxdt.
Qr Qr

Using the fact that u,, — u strongly in L'(Q7) and w,,(x,0) = tmo(z) — ug(z) = u(z,0) in L*(Q), we have
// ((um)e = Aty + (—A)°uy,) pdadt = // U (—(@)r — AP + (—A)° ) dadt — / U (2, 0)d(x, 0)dx
Qr Qr Q

- //QT Upmpdadt — /Q U (z,0)¢(x,0)dx

— /QT u<pda:dt—/9u(x70)¢(x,0)d$
//QT ¢)e — A+ (—A)°¢) dwdt — / u(z,0)p(x,0)dx.

Q
Notice that in the second last line, in order to pass the limit, we have used the facts that ¢(x,0) € L*°(Q) and
© € C°(Qr). Also, since ¢ € L=(2 x (0,T)), and f,, — f in L*(Q7), we get

/ fmodzxdt — fodzxdt as m — oo.
QT QT

//QT ¢) — Ap+ (=A)°9) dxdt—/QT f¢dxdt+/ﬂuo(x)¢(x,0)d:1:,

and v is a weak solution to (2.2). For the uniqueness let w be a weak solution of (2.2) with (f,uo) = (0,0), i.e
—Aw+ (-A)’w=0 inQp,
w=0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,
w(z,0) =0 in €;
we want to prove that w = 0. For that we take F' € C5°(Qr), and let ¢ be the solution of the backward problem
—(@r)t — Adp + (-A)’pp = F  in Qp,
or(n,1) =0 in (R"™\Q) x (0,T],
or(z,T)=0 in Q.
Taking ¢p as a test function we deduce that for any F' € C§°(£2r),

T
/ / wkdxdt =0,
0o Ja

10
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that means, w = 0 in D' (Q7). O
Next, we state some important facts regarding the solution of (2.2).
Proposition 2.17. Let (f,wo) are non-negative functions such that (f,wg) € L (Qr) x L>(Q). Assume that
w be the weak solution to the problem
—Aw+ (-A)Y’w=f inQp,

w=20 in (RM\Q) x (0,7,

w(z,0) = wo(x) in Q;
then for all 0 < t; < T and for each w CC Q fized, there exists C := C (t1,n,s,w) > 0 such that

w(z,t) > C (t1,n,s,w) nw X [t1,T).

Proof. We will use the weak Harnack inequality as in [23]. First, we show the result for any arbitrary to < T.
As @ X [t1,t2] C Qr contains w X [t1, t2], so it is enough to show the result for @ x [t1, t3]. Now since & x [t1, t2] is
compact and hence every open cover admits a finite subcover, it suffices to show the positivity of w in a uniform

neighbourhood of any arbitrary point (#,%) € @ x [ty, ta].
As @ X [t1,t2] is compact, it has a finite and positive distance from the boundary of Qr; let us denote this by D.

D - 13
We choose 0 < r < min{;, 1}, and (xo, o) € Qr such that tg =t — ET2 and z¢g = Z. Now for this (xg,to), we

can choose 0 < R = D such that Br(xg) x (to — 2,9 + %) C Q, and then r satisfies < g Clearly, as f > 0,

w is a supersolution to the homogeneous problem. Now by using the facts that w > 0in Q x (0,7) and w =0
in (R™\Q) x (0,T), we get w > 0in R™ x (0,T). Then using [23, Theorem 2.8 and Corollary 2.9], and f > 0 a.e.
in Qr, we get the existence of a positive constant C' depending only on w, [t1,t2],n and s such that

0<C= ]6[ w(x, t)dzdt < essinfw,
-(2) v(3)
o . 3, T 3, ) o1 1
where V (5) = B (z) X (to—7 ’tO_ZT Jand V (5) = Br () X (to—|—1r Jto+717). As (t—Er t+— 6" r?) C
3
(to+ ZTQ’ to + r?), so the result follows.
D

Now, we will extend this up to 7. For this we denote Dy = dist{w,d0}. As T > 0, so 37 € (0,1] and 7 < 70

1
such that w x (T — 272, T)C Qp with T — ZfQ > t1. By the above argument for compact time intervals, we get
1
w(x,t) > C (t1,n,s,w) > 0in w X [t1, =37 7).
1
Therefore it just remains to show the positivity of w in w x (T' — 1772, T). For zj € w, Bg (x0) will form an open
cover of @, and by compactness, it will have a finite subcover. So it is enough to show the positivity of w in
1
By (xo) x (T — Zf2,T). Now as w is nonnegative in R™ x (0,7) and Bp,(z¢) x (T — 27, T) C Qr, so by [23,
Theorem 2.8 and Corollary 2.9], we have

0<C= ][ ][ (z,t)dzdt < essinf w,
T—272 Bi( B (IO)X(T——T2 T)
2

and hence we conclude. O

We will use the next parabolic Kato-type inequality to prove comparison results or a priori estimates.

Proposition 2.18. Let u € L*(0,T; H'(Q)) be a weak solution of
—Au+ (—A)°u=f in Qp, (2.6)
with f € L*(Qr) and let ® € C*(R) be a convex function such that ® is bounded. Then
(®(u)e = AP(u) + (=A)*®(u) < '(u) (ur — Au+ (=A)*u)
in the sense that for all 1 € C*(Qr) N C([0,T], L*(Q)), with the property that ¢ has spatial support compactly
contained in Q, and ¥ > 0 in Qr and Y(-,T) =0 and w( 0) =0, we have

//Q — A+ (=A)Y)dedt < //Q ) fipdadt.

11



Proof. Assume that u is smooth enough, otherwise one can use approximation argument. Since ® is convex so

O(u(z,t)) — @(u(y, 1)) < ' (u(=, 1)) (u(z,t) — uly, 1)),

(—A)S(fb(u(x,t))) — /n ((I)(U(ﬁ;f)_) ;|i(;i(ya t)))dy

R e
& (u(z,t))(—A) u(z,t).

Again, using the fact that the double derivative of a convex function is nonnegative, we get

—A(®(u)) = =P (u)Au — " (u) (gg) < =& (u)Auw.

=1

and we get

IN

Now if ¢ € C5° (Q2r), with ¢ > 0 in Qp, we have
// _ G+ (—A) ) dedt — // (@ (w)ur — A®(w)) + (—A) (B(u))) vz, )dwdt
Qr

//Q — Au+ (—A)°u)pdxdt = //Q ) fipdadt.

Since ¢ € C§° (Qr), with ¢ > 0 in Qp, can approximate the choice of test functions of our hypothesis, we get the
desired result. |

IN

Remark 2.19. We choose the regularization of |u| by
P (u) = (Jul*+ 62)% — e
for e € (0,1). It is then easy to verify that,
1. @ (u) — |u| uniformly as e — 0,
2. ®(u) is bounded uniformly with respect to e.

3. ®.(u) is conver.

So, using the above theorem we get

//QT — A+ (=AY Y)dzdt < //QT up — Au + (=A)°u)pdrdt = // u) fpdxdt.

Now letting e — 0, we get using (2.6)

// lu] (= — A + (=A)*¢Y) dedt < // sign(u) f1pdzdt.
QT QT
Adding // u(—r — Ay + (—A)°Y)dzdt to both side, we get

Qr

//QT ug (= — AY + (=A)%Y) dadt < //QT X uz0} fbddt.

Therefore
3u+

> Auy 4+ (—A)up < (% —Au+ (—A)Su) sign® u

ot
in the weak sense.

We now take v to be a positive continuous function over Q7 and proceed with the following comparison
principle.

Lemma 2.20. Let s € (0,1) and a > 0. Consider (f,ug) € L(Qr) x L>(Q) to be non-negative bounded
functions such that (f,ug) # (0,0). Assume that v1,vs are two non-negative functions with finite energy such

that vi,vy € L*((0,T); Hy (Q)) N L>=(Qr) with

(v1)e — Avg + (—A)%v; < 7(1)1 T {;)’y(z,t) in Qr,
vi(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7),
01 (2,0) < o(a) in O

12



and

f

('UQ)t — A'UQ —+ (—A)S'UQ Z m mn QT,
vo(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7),
02(2,0) > o () in ©;

where v € C(Q7) and is positive. Then, va > vy in Qrp.
Proof. Define u = v, — vg, then u € L*(0,T; Hy(R2)) N L>°(Q7). We show that «™ = 0. By hypotheses, we get

1 1
ur — Au+ (mAY’u < f - .
(v1 + a)’Y(ﬂC;t) (v + a)’Y(ﬂC;t)

1 B 1
(vy +a)7(r7t) (v + a)’Y(

Now since ) < 0in the set {u > 0}, then using Proposition 2.18 and Remark 2.19,

z,t)
it holds that

(ug)e = Aluy) + (=A)%(uy) < 0.
Again we notice that uy (z,0) < 0; therefore by comparison principle as of Theorem 2.13, we have uy = 0, and
then we conclude. O

Corollary 2.21. As a consequence of the previous comparison principle we get that for a > 0 and v fized, if
(f,uo) are non-negative functions with (f,ug) € L7(Qr) x L7(R), o > 2, then the problem

Vy — Av + (_A)S’U = W m QT,
v(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), (2.7)
v(z,0) = up(x) in Q;

has a unique energy solution v, € L*(0,T; Hy(S2)).
We note that for v being a constant, the existence of an energy solution can be shown using a monotonicity
argument by observing that v =0 is a subsolution and v, the unique solution to the problem

U — AU+ (—A)0 = aiv in Qr,
o(z,t) =0 in (R™M\Q) x (0,7,
o(x,0) = up(x) in §;
is a supersolution. Then Lemma 2.20 allows us to get the existence of a unique solution v to (2.7) such that

ve L*0,T; Hy(Q) and 0 < v < 0 in Q.
Now if v is not constant and belongs to C(Qr), we denote

v*= sup y(z,t) and v« = inf y(z,1),
(z,t)eQr (z,t)eQr

and observe that the unique nonnegative solutions to the problems

Uy — AT+ (—A)°D = f in Qrp,
o(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,
o(x,0) = up(x) in §;
and
v — Av+ (—A)°0 = a‘i in Qr,
o(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,
o(x,0) = up(x) in Q;
are sub and supersolution (respectively super and subsolution) of
5 — AT+ (—A)%5 = ﬁ in Qr,
o(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), (2.8)
o(x,0) = up(x) in §;

for a > 1 (respectively for a < 1). Then, by monotonicity argument and comparison principle similar to

13



Lemma 2.20, we get the existence of a unique nonnegative solution to (2.8), which will be a supersolution to
(2.7) with v = 0 being its subsolution. So (2.7) has a unigue nonnegative solution in this case too. We note that
these solutions also satisfy the comparison principle, in the sense that if a1 < aa, then we have v4, < Vg, .

We now list approximated problems for v being a constant. Firstly when (f,ug) € L>(Qr) x L*™(Q), we
consider the following problem for each k € N,

(ur)e — Aug + (—A) ug = % 6
kT
wp =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), (2.9)
ug(z,0) = uo(z) in Q.
We now take f and up may not be bounded and consider
(ur)e — Aug + (=4) ug = % in O,
ETE
up =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), (2.10)
ug(z,0) = uop(x) in ;

where fi.(z,t) = Ti(f(x,t)) and uor(x) = Ti(uo(x)).
To treat variable exponent, we take (f,uo) € L*(Qr) x L*(Q) and consider the following approximating problem.

fe(z,t)

(U]g)t — A’U,k + (—A) U = W in QT, 2 11
wp =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), (2.11)
ug(z,0) = uor(x) in Q.

We will prescribe conditions on f and ug later on. With these settings, we have the following existence result.

Theorem 2.22. For each of the above problems (2.9)—(2.11), there exists a unique nonnegative energy solution
uy for each k € N satisfying the followings:

(a) each uy, is bounded,

(b) the sequence {uy}y is increasing in k,

(c) for each ty > 0 and w CC Qp, AC(w, g, n,s) such that up > C(w, ty,n,s).

Proof. The existence, uniqueness and nonnegativity of uy’s follow from the comparison principle in Lemma 2.20
and Corollary 2.21. Since f and wug are nonnegative, therefore 0 < f, < fr41 and 0 < wor < ug(r41) for each
k and then using the similar technique as that of Lemma 2.20, we obtain that the sequence {uy}, is increasing

in k. Therefore u > uy for all k. Now for f € L>(Qr) we have ! = < fand for f ¢ L*(Qr) we have

(ur +1)
(JIW < fi and hence % € L*(Qr). Therefore uy € L*(2r) and by Proposition 2.17, we
ul ’ U1l 5

obtain that for all w CC Q and for all ¢y > 0, uy(z,t) > C (w,to,n, s) in w X [tg,T). Thus for all kK > 1, we have

ug(z,t) > C (w,to,n,s) in w X [to,T). Also, we observe that for each k, % < max{lvk'y*}fk, where

Uk % T,

v* = sup ~(x,t). Therefore each uj is bounded. O
(z,t)eQr

Remark 2.23. As each u, € C([0,T],L*(Q)) < C([0,T],L*(Q)), therefore at each time level t € [0,T], we
have uy(-,t) € L*(Q), this along with the monotonicity of {uy}r in k allows us to define the pointwise limit
(a.e.) u of {urtr in Q at each time t € [0,T]. Also u satisfies u(-,0) = ug(-) in L' sense. Again as each
up = 0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), therefore u also satisfies the same. Further we have u > wy for each k and hence
u(z,t) > C(w,tg,n,8) inw X [ty,T) for each w CC Q and ty > 0.

To treat the singular case, we define next as:

Definition 2.24. Let (f,uo) € L' (Qr) x L*(Q) be a pair of non-negative functions and v > 0 is a constant. We
say that u is a very weak solution to the problem

up — Au+ (—A)u = % in Qr,
u=0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7), (2.12)

u(z,0) = up(x) in Q;

14



if u € LY(Qr) satisfying u = O in (R"\Q) (0,T7), Vw CC Q and Yty > 0, e = ¢(w,tg,n,s) > 0 such that
u(z,t) > ¢ >0, inw X [tg, T), = ug(-), and for all p € C3° (1), we have

// —pr — Ap + (—A)°p) dedt = // f—wd:rdt.
Qr Qr W

Definition 2.25. Let (f,ug) be a pair of non-negative functions with ug € L*(Q), f € L*(Qr) and v € C(Qr)
be a positive function. Then we say that u, such that u = 0 in (R"\Q) x (0,T), is a very weak solution to the
problem

—Au+ (-A)'u = i_(i;g in Qr,
u=0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7T), (2.13)
u(z,0) = ug(x), in §;
if u € LY(Qr) and Yw CC Q and Vto > 0, d¢ = c¢(w,to,n,s) > 0 such that u(z,t) > ¢ > 0, in w X [to,T),
u(-,0) = ug(), and for all p € C§° (1), we have

// —pr — Ap + (—A)%p) dedt = // f‘Pt dxdt.
Qr (@)
2.4. Main Results

First, we consider v to be a constant and then take it as a positive continuous function. In this section, we
state our main results depending on v and the regularity of initial conditions.

2.4.1. Existence for bounded data for v being a constant
In the case of bounded data, we will have the next existence result.

Theorem 2.26. Let (f,ug) € L™ (Qr) x L(Q) be a pair of non-negative functions and v > 0. Then (2.12)

has a bounded very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that T e L*(0,T; HY(Q)) and
u € C([0,T), L*(Q)). Moreover if v < 1 or Supp(f) CC Qr, then u € L*(0,T; H3(2)).

2.4.2. Existence for general data for ~ being a constant

In this subsection, we will consider general data. According to the regularity of initial conditions, we will
consider two cases as ug € L7T(Q) and ug € L*(Q2). Let us state the following existence results.
Theorem 2.27. Let (f,ug) € L' (1) x LYTH(Q) be a pair of non-negative functions and v > 0. Then (2.12)
has a very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that T e L*(0,T; H}(Q)) and u €

1
L?(0,T;L°(Q)), where o = L_F;) and o > 2 if v > 1.
n

Theorem 2.28. Let (f,ug) € L*(Qr) x L*(Q) be a pair of non-negative functions and v > 0. Then (2.12) has a
very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that Tk(u)VTH € L*(0,T; HY(Q)) for all k > 0.

2.4.3. Improved results for v being a constant

We now break v in three parts namely 0 < v <1, v =1 and v > 1. We improve our results to find solutions
in better spaces. For this, we take ug € L™ F12(Q). The case v = 1 will be same as that of Theorem 2.27.
For v > 1, we cannot find solutions in L?(0,T; Hy(R)). In fact if we look for L?(0,T; H'()) estimates, we will
only get them in L?(to, T; H..()) for each ty > 0. We state our next result for v > 1 as follows:
Theorem 2.29. Lety > 1. Assume that (f,uo) € L' (Qr) x L) be a pair of non-negative functions. Then
(2.12) has a very weak positive solution w in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that W e L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) and
u € L2(to, T; Hi () N L>(0,T; L*™(Q)) for each to > 0.

Now we consider the case 0 < v < 1, and state our results as follows:
Theorem 2.30. Let 0 <~ < 1. Assume that up € L*(Q) with ug >0 and f > 0 is such that
i) fe LA (O,T;L(%),(Q)), or

;- m PP 2(n+2)
it) f e L™ (Qp) with m := T2 (=)

Then (2.12) has a very weak solution u € L*(0,T; Hy(2)) N L>(0,T; L*()) in the sense of Definition 2.24.
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Remark 2.31. Asy <1, so

( 2* >’ 2n e 2
= m _—,
1—7 n—(1—-7)(n-2) v+1
and the two spaces L1 (O,T;L(lgw),(ﬂ)) and L™ (Qr) are not comparable. Also the case v = 1 cannot be

and

2
considered here since in the proof of Theorem 2.30, we will use Hdolder inequality with exponents )
2
— . Ify— 1, thenm — 1 and
1—7 I y+1

2* 1\’
and <1 > both tend to 1, so that f will belong to L* (Qr).
-

Now for m < m, we no longer find solutions in L?(0,T; Hy(2)) but in a larger space depending on m.

Theorem 2.32. Let 0 < v < 1. Assume that 0 < f € L™ (Qr), with 1 < m < m, and that ug € L*(Q) be
nonnegative. Then the problem (2.12) admits a very weak solution u € LI(0,T; Wy %(Q)) N L>=(0,T; L**(Q)),
with

m(y+1)(n+2)

n+2-—m(l—7)

(j:

Moreover u € L7 (Qr), where
_m(y+ D +2)
- n—2(m-—1)

Remark 2.33. Observe that we can get rid of the fact that u € L1(0,T;W5v%(Q)) with sy < s as is done
in [1, Theorem 11]. For our case, due to the presence of the leading Laplacian operator, we will get u €

LU0, T; WH(Q)).

Remark 2.34. Clearly § > m(y+1) > 1 and o > m(y+1) > 1. Also m < m is equivalent to ¢ < 2 which implies
L?(0,T; Hy () € LU0, T; Wy %(Q)). In Theorem 2.32 the case v = 1 is not allowed since it yields § = 2m > 2
which contradicts q§ < 2.

2.4.4. Further summability for v being a constant

Here we state two results regarding the optimal summability of our solutions in terms of summability of the
initial data f € L"(0,T; LY(§2)). For the L°-boundedness, we take ug € L*°(2), and 1/r and 1/q are in the
Aronson-Serrin domain, see [2, 29]. We now state the corresponding theorem as:

Theorem 2.35. Assume that f € L"(0,T; LY(Q)) with r,q satisfying

Ly
r  2q ’

and suppose that ug € L°°(Q2). Then there exists a positive constant ¢ such that the unique finite energy solution
of (2.10) satisfies
Huk(fﬂat)HLoo(szT) <c

and the solution u obtained as the limit of uy, satisfies, u € L*°(Q7). Moreover for v < 1, u € L*(0,T; H}(Q)).

Outside the Aronsom-Serrin zone, the solutions are not expected to be bounded. We divide the region by the

1 1 2
straight line — = n 57 5 in two parts. Further, we take ug = 0. The following summability results we
n—2q n-—
will get for this case.

Theorem 2.36. Assume uo(z) =0 and f € L" (0,T; LY(Q)), with r > 1,q > 1 satisfy
1<l
r o 2q

Further, assume that for v < 1,

1 n o1 2 25\’
) if = < - — , th > , and
Z)Zfr n—2q n-—2 na (1—7) an

1 2
i) if — > ————th —_—
i1) Zfr e D" enr > T
Then there exists a positive constant ¢ such that the sequence of finite energy solutions of (2.10) satisfies
<g¢

n 1

||uk||L°°(O,T;L2U(Q)) + HukHLza(o,T;N*a)
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where

-2 1 1 1 2
dn-DO+) 1 m 1 2
2(n —2q) r n—2q n-—2
0-:
grn(y +1) Ll 1 2
2(nr 4+ 2q — 2qr) rn—-2q n-—-2

Further, the solution u obtained as the limit of uy, satisfies, w € L>(0,T; L**()) N L*?(0,T; L* 7 (Q)).

Remark 2.37. In Theorem 2.36, we observe that the conditions needed for v < 1 are obvious, as Theorem 2.30

2 2¢ 1\ .
implies that if r = T and q = (1 , then by Sobolev embedding, u € L*(0,T;L* (Q)) which matches

with Theorem 2.36 as we get 0 = 1 in this case.

Remark 2.38. We note that, for v > 1, the singularity allows us to get better summability results as we can
go up tor =1 and ¢ = 1, which is not allowed for the nonsingular case (see [10, 29]), whereas for v < 1, the
singularity gives us better summability for the spatial exponent q only.

2.4.5. Existence results for v being a function
We now consider v to be a positive continuous function on Q7. We will mainly see the behaviour of v near the

parabolic boundary, and accordingly, we will state two existence results. We recall the strip around the parabolic
boundary given by ()5 = {(z,t) € Qp : dist((x,t),I'r) < 6} for & > 0, where I'r = (2 x {t = 0})U(I2 % (0,T)).

Theorem 2.39. Let 36 > 0 such that y(x,t) < 1 in (Qr)s. Also let ug € L*(Q) with ug > 0 and f > 0 satisfies
i) feL? (o,T;L(f—i‘z)(Q)), or

. 7 Ly 2(n+2
it) f € L™ (Qp) with T := ﬁ

Then (2.13) has a very weak solution w € L*(0,T; Hj()) N L>(0,T; L*(Q)) in the sense of Definition 2.25.

2n 2(n+2)
n+2 n+4 -
comparable. Also for the constant case (Theorem 2.30) we got larger possible spaces LAt (O, T; L(lzj) (Q)) and

Remark 2.40. Since

=7 < 2, so the two spaces L* (O,T;L(f_&)(ﬂ)) and L™ (Qr) are not

L™ (1) for the belonging of initial data f, which gives us broader results, this is the cause of considering the
constant and nonconstant cases separately.

Theorem 2.41. Assume that for some v* > 1 and some § > 0, we have ||V| p(Qr)s) < 7" Assume that
ug € LV Q) with up > 0 and f >0 is such that

« n(v*4+1)
i) ferr ! (o,T;L(—n12~* )(Q)>, or

By . . (n+2)(v +1)
1) fe L (Qp) with 7 := ———F————=.
) () n+2(v* +1)
Then (2.13) admits a very weak nonnegative solution w in the sense of Definition 2.25 such that u calliS

L2(0,T; HY(Q)) and u € L*(to, T; HL () N L0, T; L' (Q)) for each ty > 0.

n(y*+1)  (n+2)(*+1)
<

] n+ 2y* n+2(y*+1)

and L" (Qr) are not comparable. Also, for the constant case (Theorem 2.29), we got the largest possible space

LY(Qr) for the belonging of initial data f.

m n(y*+1)
Remark 2.42. Since =7 < ~*+1, so the two spaces L7 1 (0,T; L( T )(Q))

3. Proof of main results

Proof of Theorem 2.26

We consider the approximated problems (2.9) in this case and show that {u;}, is bounded in L (7). Note
that the existence and other properties of {uy} follow by Theorem 2.22. We define wy, = H (uy) = uZH, and
note that as ux € L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) is bounded, so uZH € L*(0,T; H}(Q)). Then, using Kato inequality as in
Proposition 2.18, we get

(wi), — Awg + (—=A)*wyp < H' (ug) ((ur), — Aug + (=A)°ux) < (y+1)f  in weak sense.
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Now let ¢ be the unique solution to the problem
—Ad+ (A9 =(y+1)f in Qrp,
9=0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,
Wz, 0) = H(up(x)) in Q.

As f and ug are bounded, so by Remark 2.14, ¢ € L*(Qr) and by comparison principle wy < 9 for all k. Hence,
7+ < 9 and the claim foll
u] " < 4 and the claim follows.

Now since uy, € L>(Q7)NL2(0,T; HL(€2)) and nonnegative, then for any e > 0 and 8 > 0, ((ug(z,t) + )’ —<%) €
L?(0,T; Hy(£2)). So choosing 0 < & < 1/k, for t € (0,T], we take ((ux(z,6) + )" —")x(0,+) as a test function in
(2.9), and it holds that

/t/ (ur); (ug +¢€))? —€7) dxdf + /t/ Vug -V ((ur + )7 =€) dedf
0 JQ 0 JQ
L (e, 0) — un(y, 0) ((us(2,0) + )7 — (ur(y,0) +¢)7)
Iy

|z — gyt
< / f(z,0)dzde.
Q¢

Now letting € — 0, by Fatou’s lemma, we get for all t < T

dxdydf

741—1 u) (z, t)dac—i—/ /Vuk Vu dzdf
A / W 0.6) = L) (0 (06) — ) )
|z — gyt
< [ fasao+ =5 [ " @ < 17 lemiam ]+ — ol [y 9
Since we know Vuy, - V;k =yu) |Vuk|2, and by Lemma 2.11
(0 (2,0) =) (0.0)) (1e(2.0) = (3. 0)) = C) (e (@.0) =, (3.0))

y+1

we get taking supremum over ¢ € (0,7] in (3.1), that the sequence {u?}k is bounded in L>°(0,7T, L*(Q2)) N
L2(0,T: X3(9) 0 L0, T3 HA(Q)) = L™(0,T, L2(Q)) N L2(0, T HY(%).

Now by Theorem 2.22 and Remark 2.23, as the sequence {uj}, is increasing in k, so the pointwise limit u
+1

of {uy}r exists; and satisfies u(-,0) = wuo(-) and u = 0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7). Also since {uk2 }k is bounded

~F1

in L*(0,T; Hy(R)), therefore ukT+1 — ™7 in L*(0,T; H}(€)). Again by Beppo Levi theorem u, — w in
L*(Qr). Using Fatou’s Lemma, we have T e L>(0,T; L*(2)) N L>®(Qr). Also, by Remark 2.23 we get
u(z,t) > C(w,tp,n,s) in w x [tg,T) for any w CC 2 and ¢ty > 0. Using this positivity, it is then easy to show
that u is a very weak solution in the sense of Definition 2.24 and is shown in detail in the proof of Theorem 2.27.
In order to show that u € C([0,T], L*()), we fix k > | and hence u; > u; and note that the function @ =
(ug + %) — (w + %) € L*(0,T; H'(Q)) satisfies the equation

f(x,1) f(x,1)

—Ad+ (=A)Yq = - , in Qp,
. . ( ) (uk + %)V (ul + %)V
U = E - 7, in (Rn\ﬂ) X (O,T),
1 1
ﬂ(xv()):E_ja in Q,
Now as ( ! = = ! T ) < 0 in the set {@ > 0}, using Proposition 2.18 and Remark 2.19, it holds that
(up + %) (w+ 7)Y

(U4)e — Alty) + (=A)%(a4) < 0.

Again we notice that @, € L*(0,T; Hj(Q)), has finite energy and . (,0) = 0, therefore by comparison principle,

1 1 1 1
it holds that @4 = 0, and then we have (ug + E) < (u + ) for k > I. Therefore we get 0 < uy —u; < T

for k > . This implies that the sequence {uy}, is Cauchy in C([0, 7], L*(Q2)) and hence u € C([0,T], L*(2)).
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We now consider that v < 1, then using urx(o,+) as a test function in (2.9), we get that

1 ug(z,0) — uk(y 9))2
= / uj(x, t)d + / [Vug|*dzdf + = / / e dxdydd
2 Ja Q |x — y|nt2s

§/ fu,lcf’yd:rdG—l— —/ ud(z)da.

o 2 /o

Since {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L* (1), and v < 1, so // fu};'yd:rdG < COllfllze(@s), and then we
Q4

conclude that {uy}, is bounded in the space L*(0,T; Hy(€2)) N LOO(Qf). We note that the same conclusion holds
if Supp(f) CC Qr taking into consideration that uy > u; > C in Supp(f) for each k.

Proof of Theorem 2.27

We consider here the approximating problem (2.10) and refer Theorem 2.22 for properties of ui. As fi and
gy, are bounded and nonnegative, therefore u;, € L*(0,T; H}(Q)) is bounded and nonnegative, so we can choose
the same test function ((ur(z,0) +¢€)” —&”)x(0,1),0 < € < 1/k, in (2.10) also, and let € — 0 to get

7—11-1 ult(x, t)dac-i—/ /Vuk Vuydedd
/ / (2,0) = ul(y,0)) (ug(,0) _”k(y’e))dxdycw
|$ _ y|n+2s
f d:cd9+— gt (@)de < | £ + 7 ol
5 3 L(Qr) o 1 OllLy+1(Q) -

Lﬂ
Similarly like the proof of Theorem 2.26, it holds that {qu }k is bounded in L>(0, T; L*(Q)) N L*(0, T; H} ().
Now as {uy}, is increasing in k, we get by Fatou’s Lemma and Beppo Levi’s Lemma, that the pointwise limit
(as mentioned in Remark 2.23) u satisfies T e L>=(0,T; L*(2)) N L*(0,T; H}(Q)) and ug 1 u strongly in

~ 1 2*(1 ~
L*(Qr). Since u'r € L*(0,T; H}(Q)) and n( +;) = ( 2+ 7), embedding result on u'r implies u €
" —
L? (O T; L% M))(Q)). Also, we have u(z,t) > C(w,to,n,s) in w X [to,T) for any w CC Q and ¢ty > 0. We

show that u is a very weak solution to (2.12) in the sense of Definition 2.24. Let us take arbitrary ¢ € C3°(Qr),

we then have ;
s . k
//QT((Uk)t — Aug + (—A) ug)o dedt = //QT 7(1% n %)7 odxdt.

Now ¢ € C5°(Qr) implies ¢, Ag and (—A)*4 all are bounded. Then as uj, — u strongly in L' (Q7), we have
// uk — Auyg + ( )Suk)gb dxdt
Qr

://QT up(—(9); — Ap + (—A)*¢)dadt — //QT )t — Ap + (—A)°¢)dadt.

Now since for all w CC Q and for all ¢y > 0, ug(z,t) > C (w,to,n,s) in w X [to, T'), we get the positivity of {uy}r
as ug(x,t) > C in Supp ¢ for all kK > 1. Hence, we can use the dominated convergence theorem to obtain

//QT wki#¢d:vdt — //QT u—]iy(bdxdt as k — oo.
s _ [ L
//QT (ug — Au + (—A)’°u)p dadt = //QT u7¢dxdt.
Proof of Theorem 2.28

Here we consider (2.10) but with suffix m € N as

Thus

(Um)t — At + (=A) Uy, = % in Qr :=Qx(0,7),

U = 0 " ®M\Q) X (0,7),
U (2,0) = ugm () in Q.
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The properties of wu,,’s follow from Theorem 2.22. As u,, € L*(0,T;H;(Q)) is nonnegative and Ty (w,,) is
bounded, so using ((Tx (um) +€)” —€7) x(0,¢) as a test function in (3.2), we get

/ /(um)t ((Tk(um)—i—a)v—ﬂ)dwdﬁ—i—/ /Vuk-V((Tk(um)—i—a)V—sW) dxdf

0 Ja 0 Ja

L[ )l O 0 = D ) iyt < ] g1,
Qr

|z —y|nt2

We have chosen 0 < ¢ < 1/k arbitrarily in above. Now letting ¢ — 0, by Fatou’s lemma, we get for all t < T
t

/ Ly, (um(x t)) dx +/ /Q Vi, - VT (u,)dzdd
/ / (U (2,0)) — TIZ (um(y,0))) (um(z,0) — um(y79))d:vdyd6‘

|z —y|" 2

< HfHLl(szT + C3(k) [luoll 1 o) + Ca(R)|,
p
where Ly (p) =/ (T (€))” d€. Notice that
0

(T} (um(x,0)) = Ty (um(y,0))) (um(, 0) — um(y, 0))
> (T} (um(x, 0)) = Ty (um(y, 0))) (Tk (um (x, 0)) = Tk (um(y,0)))
and so
Vg - VI () 2 YT ()| VT ()
and for p > 0, trivial calculation yields that

Ci(k)p — Ca(k) < Li(p) < Ca(k)p+ Ca(k) and L (p) > C (Ti(p))""",
where C1,Cs, Cs,Cy, C are positive constants depending only on k. Therefore {(Tk (um))%l} is bounded in

L*(0,T; L*(2)) N L*(0,T; Hy(2)) and {un,},, is bounded in L>(0,7T; L*(12)).

Now as {un,},, is increasing in m, by Fatou’s Lemma and Beppo Levi’s theorem, the pointwise limit u of {um, }m
(as mentioned in Remark 2.23) satisfies (Tk(u))WTH € L>=(0,T; L*()) N L*(0,T; Hy(Q)), um T u strongly in
L*(Qr). Also u(-,0) = ug(-) in L* sense and u is 0 outside . Then u can be shown to be a very weak solution
of (2.12) in the sense of Definition 2.24, and the proof is same as that of Theorem 2.27.

Remark 3.1. In view of Theorem 2.26, if we consider the approximating problem

fk(;v, t)

(uk)t — Auy, + (—A)Suk = T m QT7

k
up =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7,
ug(x,0) = uog(x) n €

for v <1, then for each k, uy exists and i, € L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) N C([0,T], L*(2)). Also, each uy, is unique (see
Remark 3.3). Further, the sequence {uy} satisfy the followings:
(a) each uy, is bounded and nonnegative,
(b) the sequence {ug}y is increasing in k (can be shown similarly like Lemma 2.20),
(c) for each ty > 0 and w CC Qp, AC(w, to,n,s) such that up > C(w, ty,n,s).
Ji((ug +2)7 —€7)
Uy
the same procedure as that of Theorem 2.27 to get that the pointwise limit u of {uy}r is a very weak solution of
(2.12) and satisfies the corresponding properties of Theorem 2.27. Now let k > 1 be fized, then ui > w; and

x,t x,t — .

(uk_ul)t_A(uk_ul)+(_A) (uk_ul) fk(’y ) fl(’y ) ka ’Yfl ZTLQT.

Up, Uy Up,
Hence using ((ux —u; +¢)" —€7) X(0,4), 0 <& << 1 as a test function in the above inequality and letting ¢ — 0
it holds that

1

v+1Ja

Now as by Dominated Convergence Theorem, fy 1 f strongly in L*(Qr) and o, 1 ug strongly in LYTH(Q) if
ug € L7TH(Q), we get that the sequence {uy}, is a Cauchy sequence in the space C([0,T]; L""(Q)) and hence in
C([0,T]; L*(Q)). Therefore this approzimation allows us to have u € C([0,T], L*(2)).

Now for v < 1, we have (u +¢)? —¢” < u], and hence

< fx. Therefore we can follow

(ug (2, t) — wr(z, ) de < /Q (fx — f1) dzdf + # ., (uor(z) — ugi ()" (x)da.
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Note that the same approzimation technique will not work for v > 1, as in that case we will have u,*> €

L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) which may not give us ux € L*(0,T; Hy(2)) and the monotonicity of {ux}r cannot be proven in
sitmilar way like Lemma 2.20. However, we will take approzimations as (2.10) for convenience even for v < 1.

Further, this approximation technique will not work for ug € Ll(Q), as in that case, we need to take test functions

like (T (up —w) +€)" —€7) X(0,0) and will end up with / Ly, (ug(x,t) — wi(z,t)) do in the left which will not
Q

give us anything desired.

Proof of Theorem 2.29

We consider the approximated problems (2.10) here and refer Theorem 2.22. Since each uy, € L?(0,T; H}(9))
is bounded and > 1 so we can use u, X (o,¢) as a test function in (2.10), to get that, for all t < T,

1 t
—_— 1ﬂ'Irl z,t)dx +/ Vuy, - Vu dxdf
v+1 ¢ (@) 0 Ja F

/ / (uf(@,0) = (v, 0)) (ur(@,0) = wr(y,0)) o g

|z —y|nt2e

//Q fdxd9+—/ug,j1

< fllevery + —— ST

[uoll i1 (o -

ot
Using item (i) of Lemma 2.11 and taking supremum over 0 < t < T, we get that {u;2

in L>(0, 75 L*(Q)) N L*(0,T; Hy(2)) and {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L>(0,T; L7 ().

We now show that {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L*(to, T; H,.(Q)) N L*(to, T; H},(2)) for each to > 0. Since
v > 1, and Qr is bounded, and {u;}, is uniformly bounded in L>(0,T; L **(Q)), we deduce that {uy}, is
uniformly bounded in L?(0,T; L*(Q)) = L*(Qr), in particular in L*(K x (to,T)), for every subset K compactly
contained in 2 and for each ty > 0. Further, as K x K C 2 x Q C @ and all the integrals in the left-hand-side
of (3.3) are positive, hence we have,

/ / / ug(x, 1) — un(y, t)) (u(z, 1) — uj(y, ))da:dydt<2”f” ! T
o= gl o

}k is uniformly bounded

2
v+ 1 [u 0||Lw+1(gz) )

T
1 1
y—1 2
U Vug|“dzdt < — + —— |luol| 7~ ,
[ ] v et < = (Wl + = ool )

for every K CC 2 and for each ¢y > 0.

and

We now apply the item (4i7) of Lemma 2.11, to get
~1
ug(z,t) — uk(y, ug(z,t) + ur(y, t)]”
/ / / | (v, ) |ux (2, 1) (4, 1)l dxdydt < 2C, (HfHLl(QT) + ||u0||L’Y+1(Q)) .
to

o =g

Using the positivity of ug in w x [tg,T) for all k, we get

ug(z,t) — uk(y,t 22_70
/ / / | D gy < 22 (s + ol ) (3.4)

to |.’II - y| (K to)

and
) 1 1
[V Pdudyar < 17z + 5 Mol ) - (3.5)
(K to)

Hence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L*(to, T; Hy.(Q)) N L2 (to, T Hlloc(Q)) = L%(to, T; H. .(Q)) for each ty > 0.

Since we have {U;TH} is uniformly bounded in L*(0,T; Hg(Q2)) C L? (Q), this implies that the increasing
sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L' (7). Then, there exists a measurable function u such that uj — u
a.e. in Qp and by Beppo Levi’s theorem uy — u in L*(Q7). Since up = 0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T), extending u
by zero outside of © we conclude that up — u a.e. in R"™ x (0,7) with u = 0 in (R™\Q) x (0,7). Now we
use Fatou’s lemma in (3.3)-(3.5), to obtain for each to > 0, u € L*(to, T; H..(2)) N L>(0,T; L7T(Q)) and
ur e L*(0,T; Hy(Q)). As ug(x,0) = ugx(x) for each k, so u(z,0) = ug(z) in L' sense (see Remark 2.23). The
rest of the proof will follow similarly as that of Theorem 2.27.
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Proof of Theorem 2.30
Here also, we consider the approximating problems (2.10). Since uj, € L*(0,T; H}(12)), we take uk(z, t)x (0,7 (t)
as a test function in (2.10), to have

2
t)
sup /uk(x T dx+2/ /|Vuk|2d:vdt+/ / el TI— |Zi(23i, 2 dxdydt

0<7<T

< 2/ fuy Vdadt + |luol| 2 -
Qr

(3.6)

Case 1: f € L7171 (O,T;L(%)/(Q))

For this case, since f € L (O,T; (&) (Q)), we apply the Holder inequality two times, first for the space

integral and then for the time integral, to obtain

1 1—vy

T * ’ 7*/ - 2%
/ fuy Vdadt < /( |f(w,t)|(3~)dx>(12w)( fun (2, 8)) dw) it
Qr 0 Q Q
T
= [y g T
14y 1n
2 T 2
< (/ 117y dt) (/ |uk|iz*<mdt>
(Q) 0

We now apply the Sobolev embedding as of Theorem 2.8 in the last term on the right-hand-side to get

1—v
T
Y Ydedt < 3 .\ / Vuy |2 dxdt
[ seiasa < ceyE Wt ) [y o

Since v < 1, so we use Young’s inequality to deduce from (3.6) that

2
up (2, 1) — ug(y, 1))’
sup /uk x,T)dz +/ / |Vuk|2dxdt—|—/ / 5 —dvdydt < C,
0<r<T |~”U — y|t3s

where C' is a positive constant independent of k.

Case 2: f e L™(Qr)

For this case, we notice that as f € L" (Q7), we can apply the Holder inequality in the first term on the
right-hand-side in (3.6) with exponents m and m’, to get

2
t
sup /uk(:ﬂ T)d:v—i—/ /|Vu;€| dwdt—i—/ / sz, ) - uk(2y, ) dxdydt
0<r<T /o N Ix— y[n e

(3.7)
<l oy | [], 1l o] ™+ ol
T
_,_2(n+2) . .. . . . n n
We observe that (1 —«)m’ = ———= and hence using the Holder inequality with the exponents and B
n n—

and by Sobolev embedding (Theorem 2.8), we reach that

2(n+2)
// |lug| ™™ dxdt = // |ug|? |uk|"d:17dt
QT QT

2
n 2
< [ st as] ol oy
o Le i
< C(n){sup |uk(x,t)|2dx} / |Vu|?dzdt.
0<t<T JQ o Ja

So using (3.7) and convexity argument, we get

n+2
n+t2 —m nm’ "j{z
/I (n)2 ((2|f|m<m>) P )T (o) )
QT QT
n+2 11—y

= —— < 1, we use the Young inequality to obtain

nm 2
// |uk
Qr

Since
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where C' is a positive constant independent of k. Therefore, by (3.7) we deduce that the sequence {u},
is uniformly bounded in the space L*(0,7;X5(2)) N L?(0,T; HY()) N L>(0,T; L*(Q)) = L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) N
L>=(0,T; L*(Q)).

Now the rest of the proof follows similarly as that of Theorem 2.27. However, for the sake of completeness, we
include it here in a bit different way.

Since the sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space L*(0,T; Hj(2)), there exist a sub-
sequence of {u},, still indexed by k, and a measurable function u € L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) such that uy — u weakly
in L2(0,T; H}(Q)) and uj, — u strongly in L? (Q7) and a.e. in Q x (0,7). In addition, since uy = u = 0 on
CQ x (0,T), extending u = 0 outside ), we obtain u; — u for a.e. (x,t) € R" x (0,7). Again since {uy} is
increasing in k, and ug(x,0) = uox (), so we have u(x,0) = up(x) in L* sense (Remark 2.23). Also, by Fatou’s
Lemma, we get that « € L°°(0,T; L*(Q)). Hence it follows that

1uxw—ﬁ§¢xﬁ<xﬂ gg>&emwaﬂv
[z —y| > o=yl

We take an arbitrary test function ¢ € C5° () in (2.10) to get

ﬁﬂ M%Mﬁ+/é/mFA@Mﬁ

Q
uk Z, t - uk(yv )) ((ﬂ(.f,t) B @(yvt)) — fk7¢ x
=18 fo— 4 e = [ Gy

Since ¢ € C5°(Q2r), therefore ¢; and V¢ both are in L?(27) and since strong convergence implies weak conver-

gence too, so it is clear that
T T
lim / / upPrdrdt = / / u@idxdt
k—roo Q Q

and by weak convergence in L2(07 T; HO( ), we get

/OT /QM(_Agb)da:dt = / / Vuy, - Vodzdt )
— /0 /QVu-Vquxdt:/o /Qu(—A¢)d:vdt, as k — oo.

We now define

ug(x,t t z,t ,
Fk(xayvt) = ( ) nfz(sy ) and F(Iayvt) = Lﬁ)
|z —y| = lz—y| 2
Then as Fj, — F a.e. in Q x (0,T) and {uy},, is uniformly bounded in L? (0, T; X;5(12)), by weak convergence we
reach that
k=00 T |z — |"+25
T I:v —y[nre

for all ¢ € C3°(2r). Now since for all w CC Q and for all ¢y > 0, we have ug(x,t) > C (w,to,n,s) in w X [to,T),
so we reach that ug(x,t) > C in Supp ¢ (as support of ¢ is compact in Q) for all k¥ > 1. Using this fact, we
then have

fre llell Lo )| f] 1
< c L (Qr).
o T

So, by the dominated convergence theorem, we get

lim // It = // 2 gat.
k—o0 Qr (uk + E) Qr uY

Finally, we pass to the limit as kK — oo to get

// :Ctgotactdxdt—/ / (z,t)Ad(z, t)dzdt
Qr Q

lﬂT () =8 NP0 0) = 60 g ] L)

|z — y|t2s ar uw(z,t)

0<

for all ¢ € C5°(Qr). Therefore, u is a weak solution to (2.12).
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Proof of Theorem 2.32
As up(> 0) € L=(Qp) N L2(0,T; HH(Q)), so ((ux(z,t) +¢)? — %) € L2(0,T; HL(2)), for any £,0 > 0. So
choosing v < 6 < 1,0 < & < 1/k, we take the test function ((uy(z,t) +¢)? — £")x(0,(t) in (2.10), to get for each

T<T
/ / (ur), ((uk +e))? — &) dudt +/ / Vug -V ((ug, + €)% — €%) dadt
0 Q
/ / — ug(y, 1)) (un (2, t) +€)° — (un(y, t) + a)e)dmydt

|z — gyt

0—~ "
< /QT fz,t) (ug(z,t) + )" 7 dadt.

Letting ¢ — 0, integrating the first term, and taking the supremum over 7 € [0, 7], we get

9 T
—— sup lug (2, 7)|" T da + 2/ Vuy - Vul ddt
0+ 1o<r<r /0 0o Ja

t) — Jt t) —ul(y,t
/ / e (2, (. 1)) (uk(ac )~y ))dxdydt§2/ fu Tdxdt + —— 2 ||U0HL2 @ -

| |n+25 Qp 9

Since all terms on the left are positive, taking supremum was allowed. Then by item i) of Lemma 2.11, we get

0+1 0+1)2 [T
+ sup / lug (z, )| da + O+ 1" / / ul Vg | dzdt
20 0<7<T 2 0 Jo

(3.8)

041

g (@, 8) —u” (0 2 o
/ / k |x_y|ni2s drdydt < 5 //QTfuk Ydadt + |[uo| L2q ) -

0+1
In the previous inequality, we have used the fact that 8 + 1 < 2, now we observe that the term % > 1 in the

1)2 (7
+1) / /uzfl|Vuk|2dxdt
0o Jo

0ir (3.9)

g (@) = . (g, 0 2 o—
o < G (e )

n n
and — we get
2 2

left-hand-side can be dropped. So we get

6
sup / lug (2, 7)|" T da + (
0<7<T

Again, using the same tool like Theorem 2.30 and the Hélder inequality with exponent

(0+1)(n+2)
// |lug)]— dxdt // |uk| |uk|" = drdt
Qr
/ (/ |uk(x,t)|2*9§1dx) (/ |ug(z, 0+1d:v> dt
2
9+1 n
[l m(/iwl“ o)

We now take the supremum over ¢ € [0, T/, and apply the Sobolev embeddlng as that of Theorem 2.8, to get that

(0+1)(n+2) 9+1 o+1
lug] ™ dzdt < C(n) | sup lug (z,t)] |Vu, > |*dadt.
Qr 0<t<T JQ Qr

Using (3.9) and convexity argument, we now get

O+ D) (n+2)
lug|] ™ ™ dadt
Qrp

IN

n

C(n) (%) ) (/ fug” 7dﬂcdeF||U(J||L2<sz> n
cont (2) 7 (( [ siana) +||uo||2’?z§>>-

Now for the case m = 1, we take 6 =« in the (3.10). So we obtain

(+1D(n+2) 2 (2 =2 n+2 (n+2)
//Q lug| 7 dadt < C(n)2n <;) (||f||L7f(QT)—|—|u0||L2?Q)), (3.11)
T
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IN

Case 1: m =1



Also, by (3.9) we easily have

171y + ol 2y | - (3.12)

=N

HukHLOO(O,T;L’Y+1(Q)) <
Case 2: m > 1

For m > 1, we take v < 6 < 1. Using (3.10) and applying Holder inequality with exponent m and m’, we have
n+2

e ey "(6— nm/ (n+2)
//Q | dadt < G| f e [//Q Jug|™ ¢ ’Y)dxdt] + O Juol 127 -
’ T

n+2

2 n
where C7 = C(n)2% <§) . We now choose v < 6 < 1 to be such that

0+ 1)(n—|—2) _ (n+2)(m—1)+nmy
n w0 =), i 0= n—2(m-—1) '

2
We note that the condition 8 < 1 is equivalent to m < m; while v < 0 is always fulfilled. Since nt y
nm
applying Young’s inequality with € > 0, we get

(0+1)(n+2) nt2 (6+1)(n+2) (n+2)
//Q lug| = dxdt < OleHL?n(QT) (E//Q |ug] n dxdt + O(E)) + C4 HUOHL??Q) .
T T

n+2 1
We choose ¢ small enough such that EOleHL:ln(QT) =3 and using the fact that

my+1)n+2) @+1)n+2)

7= n—2(m—1) - n =m'(0-1),

//Q lug|” dzdt < C, (3.13)

where C' is a positive constant independent of k. Now in (3.9) we use Holder inequality, to get

2
sup /Q Z+1(x T)dr < = (||f||Lm(QT) HulgHLg(QT) + [Juol 2 Q))

0<7<T
Since v < # and by (3.13) we conclude that the sequence {u} is uniformly bounded in L>(0,7; LYT1(Q)), the

same thing holds for the case m = 1 by (3.12). Finally, by (3.11) and (3.13) we conclude that in both cases, that
m(y+1)(n+2)

we get

is 1 < m < 7, the sequence {uy} is uniformly bounded in L (Qr), 0 :=

n—2(m—1)
Now from (3.9), again using Holder inequality, we estimate as
041 2 =,
//Q V™ Pdadt < 5 (1@ el ¥y + ol oy ) < C. (3.14)
T
where C' > 0 is a constant independent of k. Let 1 < § < 2 will be specified later. By Hélder inequality, we have
2-q
V|
// Vg |Tdwdt = // | “’“' Vol * ) g < (// |V 2! 1d:cdt> // == i dede
QT QT QT QT 'LL
(3 14) LIS =
<// dxdt) .
Qr
(3.15)
We now choose g to be such that
q(1—29) L m(y+1)(n+2) (o 5o m(y+1)(n+2)
2—-q n-2m-1) "q_n+2—m(1—7)'

We note that ¢ < 2 is equivalent to m < m; while ¢ > 1 is always fulfilled. Then we get by embedding results
and using (3.13) and (3.15)

/ / / e, £) uljr(y’ l dydzdt < C(n, s)// |Vug|Tdzdt < Cy (// u‘,i(x,t)d:vdt) < (s,
|z — y[ntas Qr Qr

where C3 is a positive constant independent of k. Thus, {ux}, is uniformly bounded in L‘j(O,T;WOS"q(Q)) N
L7(0,T; Wy (€)) = L0, T5 Wy *(42)).
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Since the sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space L9(0,T’; Wy9()), there exist a
subsequence of {uy}, still indexed by k and a measurable function u € L7(0,T; W, %(Q2)) such that u; — u
weakly in L7(0,T; Wy %(Q)). Also by Fatou’s lemma, we will get v € L(0,T; LY*1(Q)) and u € L?(r), with
1 2
o= % As before, using the monotonicity of the sequence {uy}, we get using Beppo Levi’s
n—2(m—
theorem that u, — u strongly in L'(Q7) and ux — u a.e in R™ x (0,T). By Remark 2.23, this pointwise limit
will satisfy u(-,0) = uo(-) in L' sense. Then, the rest of the proof will follow from the proof of Theorem 2.27.

Remark 3.2. We observe that the sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L"(Q2) for every 1 < r < o, then
following the same lines of the previous proof, we can show that the sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in
L9(0, T; W3 9(Q)) N L0, T; Wy U(Q)) = LI(0, T; Wy U(Q)) for all 1 < ¢ < § where 1 < m < 7n.

Proof of Theorem 2.35
Let us introduce the following notations: for any measurable function v we define
A (v) = {(x,t) € Q7 :v(x,t) > m}, and for ae. t € (0,T), Al (v)={x € Q:v(x,t)>m}.
We use the idea of the classical proof by D.G. Aronson and J. Serrin, which is to prove a uniform L bound for
ug in Q x (0, 7), for a positive (small) 7 (to be specified later), and then to iterate such an estimate. We consider
the approximated problem (2.10) and take (ux —m)4X(0,¢) € L*(0,T; HY(Q)), for m > 0,t € (0,7),7 < T, as a
test function to obtain

t
/ ©m (uk(x,t)) de + / Vg - V(ug —m)dzdd
Q 0 Jo

0 T =
’ 7]0]9(”]9 )+ X Up(T X
g/o R d9+/ﬂgom< o(,0)) da,

P _ 2
where o, (p) = / (c—m)4do = % We choose am > 0 large enough such that m > max{||uo|| ;= (q), 1}
0

in order to neglect the last term above. Noting that Vuy - V(u, —m); = |V (u, —m)4|?, and

(ur(w,0) = ur(y, 0)) (ur —m)+ (@, 0) = (ux —m)+(y,0)) > ((ux = m)+(w,0) = (wx = m)+(y,0))*,
we take supremum over ¢ € (0, 7] in (3.16), to get

[ (ur = 1)1 1200 (0,522(y) + (s = M) ll72(0,1, xg(a) + I (uk m)+|\i2(o,T;Hg(Q))

/ / f(ug — m)ydxdt. (3.17)
At

m,k
Note that, in order to deal with the singularity, we have used the fact that m > 1 and hence u; > 1 in Am k>

here the subscript & in Am7 . denotes that we are considering the function ug. Now the term of the right-hand
side above can be estimated as follows,

/ / f(uk—m)erxdtS/ / f(uk—m)idxdt—l—/ / fdxdt. (3.18)
o JAL , 0 JAL 0 JAar,

k
We now study each member present in the right-hand side of (3.18). We first define the followings,

m . .
f=2r’7f¥=2q'ﬂ7=%7T=T(1+n)7q=Q(1+n)a

1 1
where 71 =1 — — — 22 Note that 7; € (0,1) as 0 < — + 22 < 1. Further, simple calculation yields that
r q r q
1
- + 22 = % Now, applying Holder inequality repeatedly, we estimate the first term as
q
1 a
T q , q’
/ / fuk, —m)idzdt < / / |f(x,t)|%dx / (up — m)i_q de | dt
At o \Jar,, L
. 1 ’ %
- z o . , = =
< / / |f(z, t)|%dz | dt / / (up —m)2Tdx | dt
0 ALk 0 At

Jk
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As again by Hélder inequality with exponent (1 + 7), we have

/ o =
- , L/ " T 20/ (1 a’ (1+n) 'y ’
/ / (ug — m)iq dr | dt < / / (up —m)3! ) gy |AL, |7+ dt
0 Ak 0 ALk
1
2’ &
T . q e
-1/ ( T m)idx> AL at
0 AL
N 1
- 5 r/(1+n) n
R 2\ 7aFm
< / (/ (ug —m)idm) dt (/ |AL kel > ,
0 AL
therefore
2
/ /At (u, = m)dadt < || f||Lro.r:na)ll(ws = m) 11700 r.pagay s (m) T,
m,k
where p(m / |Afn k‘ 7 dt. We now use Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (Theorem 2.10) for (ux —m)4 to get

2

0)7
/ / flupg —m)idzdt < c||fllnr(o.1na () (m (/ [ (ur — +H(Ll2(Q IV (ug )+HL2 () dt)

el m) * [|<uk SR [ m>+||i2<o,ﬂH01<m>]

IN

(3.19)
where 760 = 2, and c is a constant independent of the choice of £ and m. Note that we have used the fact that
any function in HJ(Q2) can be considered as a function in H*(R™). Also, we applied Young’s inequality with

P
exponents 3 and its conjugate.

On the other hand, the second term on the right-hand side in (3.18) can be estimated by Holder inequality as

1

/ [ gawae <[] s |Afnk|q‘l'dt
ALk 0 ALk )
; 3 (3.20)
<[/ S o) (/ |Afnk|th)
0 A:n,k
2(1+4n)
< N fllero,rspayype(m) 7

Denoting
I (ur — m)+|||2 = || (ur — m)+|\%w(o,r;L2(sz)) + || (ur — m)+||%2(0,T;Hg(sz))a
and using (3.19), (3.20), we get from (3.17),

2(1+n)

21
11 Cur = m) 1 [11* < ellflleromszacy |rw(m) 7 | (ur = m)|I* + e (m) =7 |
where ¢ is a constant which does not depend on k and m. Note that pg(m) < 7|9Q| 2, for all k € N and m, so that

we can fix 7, independent of u; and m, suitable small in such a way that cuk(m)%n | fllLr0,m;0000)) = 3 and use

again the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (see (3.19)), to deduce that

2 2(14m)
[ (ur = 1m) 155 0. agayy < €lll(un —m)+]|* < el fllro,mimaypn(m) 7 (3.21)

Consider | > m > max{||uo| ;o (q), 1} := mo. Then A, C AL, and using (3.21), we get

L 7 7

- m)ﬂk(l)% - (/OT (G m)? ’Afk’)g dt> ? /OT </A§ k(uk - m)icﬂ) é dt
/OT </A s = mﬁd"”) dt| < cp(m)

m,k

IN

Sl

IN
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Therefore for all [ > m > myg, we have

D) £ st (),

where ¢ is a constant independent of k. Now applying [27, Lemma B.1|, we conclude that p(mo + di) = 0,
7 2\
where dj, = ¢[ur(mo)]"2" M/ As for each k, di < ¢ (T|Q|5) , we get

k]| e @ po.rp) < -
We can iterate this procedure in the sets Q x [7,27],--- ,Q x [j7,T], where T — j7 < 7 to conclude that
HukHLoo(QT) < C uniformly in k € N.

Now, since the sequence {ug} is increasing in k, we have ||ul[p~q) < C. Further, if v < 1, testing (2.10) with
the function uy, we can deduce u € L*(0,T; Hy(R)) (see Theorem 2.26).

Proof of Theorem 2.36

1
For v > 1, we choose § > alt] and for v < 1, we choose 6 > 1, and take ui‘sflx(oﬂg),@ <t < T as test

function in (2.10), with ug = 0. We note that, such a test function is admissible as uy, € L (Qr). We get Vt < T,

25/ xtdw—i—/ /Vu;C Vui‘; Ldzde

// (u’ (@,0) = u " (y,0)) (un(z,6) — ur(y. 6))

| |n+25

drdydf < / fud? 1 deds.
Q

Taking supremum over ¢ € (0, 7] and using item (i) of Lemma 2.11, by Hoélder and Sobolev inequalities, we have

2(26 — 1 T 26 — 1 T
sup /Q u (z,t)dx + ( - ))\/0 Hui”ig*(ﬂ)dt-i-( - >)\S/O HuiHQL2;(Q)dt

t€[0,T]
% (3.22)

r

T _/
25—1—
<261 f1l e 0,1y Lo () /0 {/Q ;C e d:z:] dt

1 .
> 1, so we can ignore the constants in left. Denoting by A = (/ k]| 2051 . dt) ;

i\‘ -

2
Note that 0

5} L(25-1-7)d' (Q)

we get from (3.22),

sup [ Bde < 28] F1 0,y A (3.23)
tefo, 7]/
and
T = T =
2%5 25 2% § 2 C
u, de|  dt<c uj °dx | dt < 20 (| fll rgo. 1 na(a)) A (3.24)
0 Q 0 Q A o
nr 1 n 1 2
C It1<g< ——— ie. - < - —
ase 7 n+2(r—1) be g n—2q n-—2
. nr r! 2 2q’
Since, 1 < ¢ < ————— = implies ¢ < 7 and — < —, we apply Holder inequality with exponent to get
n+2(r—1) q 2* 2%

o*

. T , = 2q7
A<TV 27 [/ (/ uP0=1ma d:c) dt] . (3.25)
0 Q

T o T o 24
/ {/ ui*‘sdac] dt < 26cA < 26¢ / (/ (20=1=7)q dx) dt .
0 Q 0 Q

Thus from (3.24), it follows

1 -2 1 1
We now choose 26 = (26 — 1 — ~)¢/, that is, § = 3 q(n(—)(;)—i—) Note that if v > 1, then 6 > vt if and
n—zq
* ! *
only if ¢ > 1, and for v < 1, § > 1 if and only if g > <1 > . Moreover, since q < g it follows that 5 < 1.
- q
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Thus we get

N \E
/ </ up 5dx) dt = / </ uf&_l_wq dx) dt <c, (3.26)
0 Q 0 Q

and therefore from (3.23), (3.25) and (3.26), it follows

: gn—2)(v+1) ¢
[l o 0,720 () + ||“k||L2a(o,T;L2*U(Q)) < ¢ witho = 2(n — 29) Z g
nr n 1 n 1 2 1 n
C 2 ——— < —r’ ie. > - — d-+—>1
ase n+2(r—1)_q<2 e r n—2gq n—2an r+2q>
. 1 gmn(y+1) 14+~ . 1 n n .
In this case we choose § = ————————. Note that for v > 1, > , if and only if — + — < 1+ — which
2nr —2q(r —1) r o 2q 2
2 2
is always satisfied and for v < 1, § > 1 if and only if ¢ > o . 1)7:7:40 =) which is satisfied if r > ﬁ Now
. . 1 1-6 0 ng(r — 1)
by interpolation, we get that @ -1-7)7 BY; + o5 where 0 = = 1) 1 2q0 = 1) € (0,1]. Therefore
"(26-1—) T s, \ T
[l gy < ey [ ([ o)
1—6)r'(26 —1— 0r'(26 — 1 —
where 11, = ( )r (2(? 7) and po = W Since pe < 1, we have that

2 2]
"(26—1—7) T s 17
|| H [(26—1— 'y)q )dt < CHukHLoo 0,T;L25(£2)) 0 o Uy, dx dt ,

and since 1 + po < ', using (3.23) and (3.24), we can conclude the following which will give our final result

I~

T , ra
/ (/ u,(f‘;flf&)q dx) dt < ec.
0 Q
Proof of Theorem 2.39

Consider the approximated problem (2.11) and corresponding properties of {u}x, Theorem 2.22. We denote
(wi)s = Qr\(Qr)s, then ug(x) > C((wi)s,n,8) > 0 in (wz)s for all k. Choosing urx (o, (t) as test function in

(2.11), we obtain
1 t) — °
/uk(x T)dx—i—/ |Vug2dadt + = / / ur (2, uljr(zy’ 2) dxdydt
2 Q |z —y[t2e

1
// fkuk —————pydadt + —/ ud(z)dw.
or (ug + 1 (up + 1)7@D 2 Ja

Now taking supremum over 7 € (O, T], we get

T T 2
t) — t
sup /ui(x,7)dx+2/ /|Vuk|2d:vdt+/ / (ux(2, ) :igﬁ’ ) dxdydt
0<r<T JQ 0o Ja 0o JQ |z —yl
fkuk
< 2//Q — @D ———— o dadt + [[uol 2 (o)

T ’U/]g'i‘
fk up, fru
_ // 7@”)(1 xdt + 2 ﬁdﬂ@dt‘f‘ ||“0||L2 ()
@) (Uk+ 1)) wp)s (up+ )7
< 2// 1 V@) gy dt+2// f el dwdt‘f‘ ||U0HL2 Q) (3.27)
(27)s (wz)s C UJrf 5

< 2// fu,ifﬁ(z’t)d:vdt +2 // u,lcf'Y(x’t)dxdt
QT)sﬁ{uk<1} (Qr)sN{ur>1}

+2 dxdt + HuOHLg
) ( t)
wT 5
dxdt.
LOO(QT)) / ka .

wrf—v&

WT)S

< ooy + 20 lcom +2 (14 €5
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Case 1: fc L? (O,T;L(%)(QD

2
We note that (2%) = —n, then by using Holder’s and Sobolev’s inequalities, we have

n—+2

T T =y X e
/ fupdzdt < c/ < \f(z, t)|(2)dx) < lur(z,1)]? da:) dt
0 Q Q

< c/ T (/ Vunl? d:v) i

2 T , 3
< O(/ ||f||L(2*)/(Q)dt> (/ V| dxdt) .
0 0 Q

In the above, we use Young’s inequality, and then from (3.27) we get that

Loo(QT)) '

sup / W (2, 7)1z + [k 0,y ) < 190l 20y + 21l 2cry +C (1 +lecs
o<r<TJQ

Therefore the sequence {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L?(0,T; Hy(Q2)) N L>(0,T; L*()).
Case 2: fe L™ (Qr)

For this case, we apply Hoélder inequality with exponents 7 and 7 to get
1

/ /fukd:cdt<C||f||Lr . [// | d:cdt] . (3.28)

2 2
We observe that ¥ = M

and hence using the Hélder inequality with exponents n 5 and g and by
n

n
Sobolev embedding (Theorem 2.8), we can write

4 T z
// - // lug|? [ug| ™ dedt < / { |up(z, t)|2dx} |72+
Qr Qr 0 (3.29)
< [ sup /|uk z,7)|? d:b] l/ /|Vuk|2dacdt.
0<r<T o Ja
So using (3.28) in (3.27), we get from (3.29) by convexity argument
ni2 AN
J[ b5 e < ezt (€1 Ian) T ([ ) ).

QT QT
. n -+ 2 1 ,
where C1y =21+ HO(WT)J () and Cy = [luoll 2y + 2[|fl|22(27)- Now since —= = 3 Weuse Young’s

inequality to obtain

7 2(n+2)
|lug|" dxdt = |ug
QT QT

where C' is a positive constant independent of k. Therefore, by (3.27) and (3.28) we deduce that {uy}, is
uniformly bounded in L?(0,T; H3(2)) N L>°(0,T; L*()).

Since {ux}, is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space L?(0,T; Hg(f2)), there exist a subsequence
of {uy},, still indexed by k, and a measurable function u € L?(0,T;H}(Q)) such that u; — u weakly in
L*(0,T; Hy(Q)). Also, since {uy} is increasing in &, it holds by Beppo Levi’s theorem that uy — u strongly in
L (7) and hence a.e. in Qp. Applying Fatou’s Lemma, we get u € L>(0,T; L*(Q2)). This pointwise limit is
actually defined for each ¢ € [0,7') and satisfies u(-,0) = ug(-) in L' sense (see Remark 2.23). We show that this
u is a very weak solution to (2.13) in the sense of Definition 2.25. Choosing arbitrary ¢ € C5°(§2r), we have

// ((ur), — Aug + (=A) up)p drdt = // Jie s dadt.
Qr uk—|—1 K

Since ¢ € C5°(Qr), therefore ¢y, Ap and (—A)*¢ all are bounded. As uy — u strongly in L' (Q7), we have
I ), = s+ -ayuodsie =[] w-0) - 20+ (-ayo)dud
QT QT

R //QT )i — A+ (—A)*$)dadt.
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Now since for all w CC Q and for all tg > 0, ug(z,t) > C (w,to,n, s) in w X [tg, T), we reach that ug(z,t) > C in
Supp ¢ (say w X [t1,t2]) for all &k > 1. Therefore

fro

R
(ur +3)" o
Hence by the dominated convergence theorem

//QT #dmt S //Q qucﬁt)

Thus, we get the following and conclude

// (ug — Au+ (—A)°u)p dadt = // Io dxdt.
Qr Qr u'y(m,t)
Proof of Theorem 2.41

Consider uy to be the unique nonnegative solution to (2.11). Since v* > 1, so we can use uz*x(oyf)(t) as a
test function in (2.11) to get for all 7 < T,

1 / A1 /T/ «
u x,T)dx + Vuyg - Vu] ddt
v 41 ) F (@) 0o Ja ¥

+% /T/ (uz* (x,t) — UZ(% t) (ug(z,t) — uk(y’t))d;pdydt

|z —y|"t2e

1 *
// fkuk — G dwdt—l—*—/ ug T (x)da.
or (up+ £)"" 7 +1Jo

Now taking supremum over 7 € (0,7] and using item 4) of Lemma 2.11, we get

1 1)2
(72—'; ) sup lug(z, )" T da + L o + / / V| 2dedt
o<r<TJo Q
M| AR
|U;C (z,1) (v, t)?
|n+25 dxdydt

(v +1)? // mﬂ
=Ty 7d:ﬂdt + ol = '
2% Qr (Uk—i— %)v(m,t) I HLW +1(0)

< 2 and hence it follows

sup / g (z, 7)Y ! d:v—|—4/ / |Vuk |2d:vdt
0<r<T

) —u.? (y, +
9 |uk (2, nk2s (y ol dzxdydt < 4~* fkuk St dzdt + |uoll e+ | -
+ —y[nt +1 (up + 1)7@D @
QT uk

Denoting (W:F)J = QT\(QT)(;, we have up(z,t) > C((wg)s,n,s) > O in (wg)s for all k. We estimate like
Theorem 2.39 as

0<

t
< H(bOwZﬁz | Lo (1) f-

dzxdt as k — oco.

*+1
We note that 1 < plis

(3.30)

o -
// f’““k m)dxdt = // %dwdt—i—// %d:@dt
QT u + Qr)s (Uk-f—l)’y ’ WT)J( ]16)7
'Y
< // D g dt+// (’“t) wdt
Qr)s (wi)s C’V v
S ﬂ fu]c*f'}’(xyt)dxdt_i_// fuk 'Y(It dxdt
QT)gﬁ{uk<1} (QT)gﬂ{ukzl}
——F _dxdt
//wT)g C'y(act
<

£l ) + <1+HO(WT_)5 meﬂ) /QT ) dadt.
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Using the above in (3.30) we get

1 ’ Pt
sup lug(z, )" T dx + 2/ / |V, = |*dzdt
o<r<rJo 0o Ja

(3.31)
< 4v* (1 + HC

Mriany) [ 10 e 07 (U + Bl o)

7()

(wp)s

For convenience we take C; = 4~* (1 + HC

LOO(QT)) and Cy = 47* (||f||L1(QT) + HU’O”L’Y*+1(Q))'

. n(*+1)
Case 1: fe L7 ™! O,T;L( e )(Q)

In this case using Holder inequality first in the space variable and then by Sobolev inequality and another
application of Holder inequality (in time variable) we get

T * 41 +1 *+*
/ / fuz dzdt / / < ) dxdt
0 Q

(n=2)7*
n n('v +1) n(yF+1)
< C/ ( |, )| dx) (/ |uk (@) dw) dt
Q
< C/ 1 (s | LICLEEN (/ |Vuk |2dx) dt
)
- e
T FFH T VI
< 0(/ LGOI S dt) (/ Va7 |2dxdt> .
0 L nt27v" (Q) 0

Now since

T < 1, so using Young’s inequality in the above estimate, we get from (3.31) that

"1 g L
sup /|u;€(9c,7')|V dx+2/ /|Vuk2 |*dxdt
0<r<T Jo 0o Ja

T pARE]
</l ey % a/ /|Vuk2 Pdadt + C(e) | + Cs.
Lv*+1(o,T;L ntoy (Q)) o Ja

Choosing ¢ small enough such that eC | f|| ( nr* 41) ) =1, we get
Ly +1lo

v+

T3 2 (Q)

*11 T 41
sup [ fup(z,7)|” T da +/ / |Vu, 2 [2dzdt < C,
0 Q

0<r<T JQ
-~
which implies that the sequence {u,: 2 } is uniformly bounded in L*(0,T; Hg(Q2))NL>(0,T; L*(Q)) and {ux},
k
is uniformly bounded in L>(0,T; LY +1(Q)).
Case 2: f€ L™ (Qr)
For this case, we apply Hoélder inequality with exponents 7 and # to get

.
7

/ /fuz dzdt < Ol socom) [// 7 d:vdt} . (3.32)

(n+2)(v" +1)
n
and Theorem 2.39. Using the Holder inequality with exponent

We note that v*# = . Again, we use the same technique as that of Theorem 2.30, Theorem 2.32

n n
and — we get
-2 2
O 4D (n+2)
|ug] " dxdt = |uk| |uk|" © ddt
QT QT
n—2 2
* v 41 n * n
/ ([ ot ) ([ 1oster* o) " a
0 Q Q

T ¥ 41 * %
+1
/0 g, 2 |2 @ (/Q lug(z,t)|” d;v> dt.
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Now taking supremum over ¢ € [0, 7] and applying the Sobolev embedding as that of Theorem 2.8, we can write

2
CAESHICES )] " o
Ug B dzdt < C(n sup uk x,t) T Vu, 2 |*dzdt) .
k
Qr 0<t<T Qr

Using (3.31) and (3.32), from the above inequality we get by convexity argument

G Dt . =
// lug| ™ dzdt < n) (Cl// ful dwdt—i—Cg)
QT QT
n+2
* n nt2
< C(n)2% (01 / ful dxdt) +C,"
Qr
n+2
2 nt2 ! il n+2
< C(n)2» ((Clcﬂfllv’(sm) " (//Q |uk]” dwdt) +Cyn )
T
2 *
Now as 2 —i: S— < 1, therefore using Young’s inequality we get
nr’ ¥+ 1

g [CAESIEER )
// [ davdt = // g drdt < C,
QT QT

where C' is a positive constant independent of k. The above boundedness along with (3.31) and (3.32) gives
Y41

that the sequence {uk 2 } is uniformly bounded in L*(0,T; Hj(2)) N L>(0,T; L*(Q)) and {uy},, is uniformly
k

bounded in L*(0,T; L7 T1(Q2)). We now show {uy},, is uniformly bounded in L?(t, T; H..(Q)) for each to > 0.
Since v* > 1, and Qr is bounded and {uy}, is uniformly bounded in L*(0, T} L7 +HQ)), we thus have {ur}y,
is uniformly bounded in L?(0,T; L*(Q)) = L*(Qr), in particular in L*(K x (to,T)), for every K CC € and for

AT+
each to > 0. Again as qu, * is uniformly bounded in L*(0,T; Hg(Q2)), so we have by nonnegativity of uy

o T ‘1 4C
/ / b |Vuk|2d:cdt§/ /ug Vg *dedt < ———,
to 0 Ja (v +1)

for every K CC € and for each to > 0. Using the positivity of uy in w x [tg, T') for all k, we conclude

r C
/ / Vu[*dedydt < ——=—-.
to K ’Y ’Y

(K, to)

Since {uy}, is increasing in k and is uniformly bounded in L*(0,T; L” “1(Q)), we get by Beppo Levi’s Lemma
ug 1 u strongly in L7 1 (Qr) and hence in L' (Q7), where u is the pointwise limit of uy, (possibly infinite). Then
employing Fatou’s lemma we will get W e L>=(0,T; L*(Q)) N L*(0,T; Hy(Q)) and u € L*(to, T; H},.(Q)) for
each tg > 0. Remark 2.23 implies that u satisfies u(-,0) = uo(-) in L' sense. Also, we have u(x,t) > C (w, to,n, s)
inw x [tg,T) for all w CC Q and for each ¢ty > 0. This u will be a very weak solution to (2.13) in the sense of
Definition 2.25, and the proof follows exactly similar to Theorem 2.39.

Remark 3.3. In the above existence results, the cases where u € L*(0,T; H}(Q)), we can show that the weak
solution u is unique, if it has finite energy. For this we assume that v is another finite energy solution to (2.12) or
(2.13). Then, by the construction of u in each existence result, we get v is a supersolution to all the approximating
problems. Hence by the comparison principle in Lemma 2.20, we deduce that v > uy for all k. Then v > u. To
prove the inverse inequality, let ¢ = v —u, then ¢ > 0 and ¢ € L*(0,T; H}(Q)) and hence we can use both ¢ or
¢_ as test functions. Also, we note that ¢ solves the problem

1 .
o — A+ (—A)°¢ = f(m(mt _W> in S,
¢(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q2) x (0,7),
o(x,0) =0 in Q.
1 1
Since f (—t) i t)) <0 in Qp, by comparison principle, we get ¢ <0 in Q. Thus ¢ =0 i.e. u=wv.
(z wY (@,

Remark 3.4. As we can notice, in each of the existence results, we have u € L*(ty, T} VVlicl( )) for each to >0
and this gives that our definition of a weak solution is well motivated in the sense that we have derived them

integrating by parts twice upon multiplying by a test function.
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4. Asymptotic behaviour

This section is devoted to the study of the asymptotic behaviour of finite energy solution to the problem
(2.12), as t — oo, for the particular case where f depends only on z and that f > 0 with f € LI(Q) and ¢
will be specified later. We first state the following existence and uniqueness result to the corresponding mixed
local-nonlocal elliptic problem, which can be done as a direct application of Theorem 2.27. Consider the problem

—Aw+ (—A)’w = pel Q, (4.1)
w=0 in (R™\).
We define the weak solution to the above problem as:

Definition 4.1. Suppose that f € L'(Q) is a nonnegative function and v > 0. We say that w is a very weak
solution to problem (4.1) if w € LY(Q) satisfies the boundary conditions and Yw CC Q, Jc, > 0 such that
w(z) > ¢, >0, a.e inw, and for all ¢ € Cy°(Y), we have

Aw(—A¢+(—A)S¢)dx=A%dx.

Theorem 4.2. Let f € L'(Q) be a non-negative function. Then for ally > 0, the problem (4.1) has a nonnegative
very weak solution w such that w'r € H3(Q) in the sense of Definition 4.1.

Proof. Let wy, be the unique positive bounded solution to the approximating problem

Tk .
—Awy, + (A ’w, = ——— Q,
eSSy 4.2
wg > 0 in Q, (4.2)
wy =0 in (R™\Q);
with fr := min(k, f). We note that the existence of wy, follows using a simple monotonicity argument. More

precisely, one can prove a similar version of existence results and comparison principle as of Theorem 2.13 for
the elliptic case also, and using that, one can find the elliptic version of Lemma 2.20 and Corollary 2.21. Again,
by the comparison principle, we deduce that the sequence {wy}, is increasing in k. By the Harnack inequality,
see [22, Theorem 8.3], it holds that for any set w CC Q, for all k we have, wg(z) > wi(x) > c(w,n, s) in w. Also,
the details of existence, uniqueness, positivity and monotonicity of wg’s can be found in [26, Lemma 3.2].

Now taking ((wx +¢€)” —€7),0 < e < 1/k, as a test function in (4.2) and letting € — 0, it follows that
1 _ 2l —_ Y
Q R2n Q

|z — gyt

By Lemma 2.11, we have

LES 1 LES 1 2
(wi (@) = wi(y)) (W] () = 0] W) = C (w,* (@) = w,” ()
and on the other hand
Vwy, - Vw] = yw) ™ Vay|?,
Lﬂ

we deduce that the sequence {wk2 }k is bounded in the reflexive Banach space X3(Q) N Hg (). Now by the

monotonicity of {wy},, using Beppo-Levi’s theorem, we get the existence of a measurable function w such that
a1

wg Twae inR", w, > — w'r weakly in X3(Q) N Hj(Q). Clearly w > ¢(w) for any set w CC . Then, letting
k — oo in the approximating problems and using the dominated convergence theorem, we can show that w is a
very weak solution to problem (4.1) with w'r € H} (). We refer [26, Theorem 2.16] for the boundedness of w.
One can find conditions when w € H(f2) in [26]. Further, [26, Corollary 5.2] gives such solution is unique. [

We now write the asymptotic behaviour of solutions to problem (2.12) under suitable conditions on f and wy.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that f € LI(Q) is a non-negative function depending only on x, and q is such that
solution to the problem (4.1) is in Hy(Q) and is unique. Let u be a finite energy solution to problem (2.12) with
0 < ug < w, where w is the solution to (4.1). Then u(-,t) = w as t = oo, in L7(N), where o < 2.

Proof. We divide the proof into two cases according to the value of the initial condition ug.

The first case vy = 0: In this case using the comparison principle as in Lemma 2.20, we get that v < w in
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Q x (0,T) for all T > 0. Hence, u is globally defined. We now show that u(z,-) is increasing in ¢t. Since u has
finite energy, we fix t; > 0 and define v(z,t) = u(xz,t; + ¢), then v satisfies the problem

—Av+ (—A)°v = v’{((j)t) in Qr,
v(z,t) =0 in (R™\Q) x (0,T),

v(z,0) = u(z,t1) in Q.
Now as u(z,t1) > up = 0 in 2, using the comparison principle as in Lemma 2.20 again, we have v < v in

Qp. Therefore for all t; > 0, we have u(z,t) < u(x,t; +1t) for all z € R"™. Therefore u(-,¢) is increasing in ¢.
Since u < w, so there exists a measurable function 4(-) = limsup u(-,t). By dominated convergence theorem,
t—o0

u(-,t) = a(-) as t = oo in L7(Q) for o < 2*. Also, we have & < w. It is now sufficient to show that @ is a very
weak solution to problem (4.1).
Let ¢ € C5°(£2), then using ¢ as a test function in (2.12) and integrating in  x (k,k + 1), we get

/Q( u(z,k+1) —u(x, k)) d:c—i—/kH/ u(z, t)(—Ap + (—A)°p)dzdt = /k+1 ) o(x)dzdt.

Now clearly we have

/Q(u(x,k +1) —u(z, k))|p(z)|dx — 0 as k — oc.

On the other hand, in the set Q x (k,k 4 1) using the monotonicity of w in the variable ¢, we have
f(x) f(z) f(z)
< <
Rl < ZEks e < 22

lp(x)], Vte(kk+1),

and
U(x,k)l(— el < ulz, ) [(=A)°¢| <u(z,k+1)[(-A)°¢|, Ve (kk+1).

Then, since ¢, A¢p, (—A)°¢ are bounded, so by the dominated convergence theorem, we will get that, as k — oo,

k+1
/ / u(z, t)(—Ap 4+ (—A)’p)dzdt — /Qﬁ(:z:)(—A(p + (—A)°p)du,

k+1 f(CL')
/ u’Y @ t o(x)dzdt — /Q @) o(x)dx

Hence, @ is a very weak solution to problem (4.1). By the uniqueness we then get 4 = w.

and

The second case 0 < ug < w: Let us denote by 4 a finite energy solution to problem (2.12) in this case. Then
by the comparison principle in Lemma 2.20, we deduce that v < 4 < w, where u is the weak solution to problem
(2.12) with ug = 0. Hence by the convergence result of the first case, we get that a(-,t) — w, as t — oo, strongly
in L7(Q) for all o < 2*. O
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