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Abstract

We will prove several existence and regularity results for the mixed local-nonlocal parabolic equation of the form

ut −∆u+ (−∆)su =
f(x, t)

uγ(x,t)
in ΩT := Ω× (0, T ),

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(0.1)

where

(−∆)su = cn,s P.V.

ˆ

Rn

u(x, t)− u(y, t)

|x− y|n+2s
dy.

Under the assumptions that γ is a positive continuous function on ΩT and Ω is a bounded domain with Lipschitz
boundary in R

n, n > 2, s ∈ (0, 1), 0 < T < +∞, f ≥ 0, u0 ≥ 0, f and u0 belongs to suitable Lebesgue spaces.
Here cn,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:

ut −∆u+ (−∆)su =
f(x, t)

uγ(x,t)
in ΩT := Ω× (0, T ),

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(1.1)

where

(−∆)su := cn,s P.V.

ˆ

Rn

u(x, t)− u(y, t)

|x− y|n+2s
dy,
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γ is a positive continuous function on ΩT with Ω being a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary in R
n, n > 2,

s ∈ (0, 1) and 0 < T < +∞. Assuming that f ≥ 0 and u0 ≥ 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

−∆u =
f

uγ(x)
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in ∂Ω.

(1.2)

admits a unique solution u ∈ C2(Ω) ∩ C(Ω̄) for any γ > 0 constant along with the fact that the solution must
behave like a distance function near the boundary provided f is Hölder Continuous. Interestingly enough Lazer-
Mckenna [28] showed that the unique solution obtained by [15] is indeed in H1

0 (Ω) iff 0 < γ < 3. Boccardo-Orsina
[9] in a beautiful paper showed that the followings regarding solutions of (1.2)























u ∈ W
1, nr(1+γ)

n−r(1−γ)

0 (Ω) if 0 < γ < 1 and f ∈ Lr(Ω) with r ∈
[

1, (2∗/(1− γ))
′)
,

u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) if 0 < γ < 1 and f ∈ Lr(Ω) with r = (2∗/(1− γ))

′
,

u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) if γ = 1 and f ∈ L1(Ω),

u
1+γ
2 ∈ H1

0 (Ω) if γ > 1 and f ∈ L1(Ω),

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

(−∆)spu =
f

uγ(x)
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in ∂Ω.

was studied in [7] for p = 2 and γ(x) = γ ∈ R
+
∗ , the authors proved the existence and uniqueness of positive

solutions, according to the range of γ and summability of f . For the quasilinear case, we refer [13] for constant
γ > 0 and for variable singular exponent, the existence results have been obtained in [25]. As for the Mixed
local-nonlocal elliptic problem given by

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
f

uγ(x)
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in ∂Ω;

Arora [3] for p = 2 and γ(x) = γ ∈ 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 γ 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:

ut −∆pu =
f(x, t)

uγ
in ΩT ,

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω.

For such an equation with p ≥ 2, 0 ≤ f ∈ Lm (ΩT ) with m ≥ 1 and assuming that ∀ω ⊂⊂ Ω, ∃ dω > 0, such that
u0 ≥ dω, the authors [17] proved the existence of a solution u of the above problem such that







































u ∈ Lq0(0, T ;W 1,q0
0 (Ω)) if 0 < γ < 1 and f ∈ Lr(Ω) with r ∈

[

1,
p(n+ 2)

p(n+ 2)− n(1− γ)

)

and q0 =
m[n(p+ γ − 1) + p(γ + 1)]

n+ 2−m(1 − γ)
,

u ∈ Lp(0, T ;W 1,p
0 (Ω)) if 0 < γ ≤ 1 and f ∈ Lm0 (ΩT ) with m0 =

p(n+ 2)

p(n+ 2)− n(1− γ)
,

u ∈ Lp(0, T ;W 1,p
loc (Ω)), if γ > 1 and f ∈ L1(ΩT ).
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The Nonlocal case (s ∈ (0, 1)) for the parabolic problem was handled by [1] for γ > 0 constant to show existence
and uniqueness results along similar lines. If one restricts the range of γ 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 γ. 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 γ = 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.

• We will take n to be the space dimension and denote by z = (x, t) to be a point in R
n×(0, T ), where (0, T ) ⊂ R

for some 0 < T <∞.

• Let Ω be an open bounded domain in R
n with boundary ∂Ω and for 0 < T <∞, let ΩT := Ω× (0, T ).

• We denote the parabolic boundary ΓT by ΓT = (Ω× {t = 0}) ∪ (∂Ω× (0, T )).

• We define the set (ΩT )δ = {(x, t) ∈ ΩT : dist((x, t),ΓT ) < δ} for δ > 0 fixed.

• We shall alternately use ∂tg or
∂g

∂t
or gt to denote the time derivative (partial) of a function g.

• For r > 1, the Hölder conjugate exponent of r will be denoted by r′ =
r

r − 1
.

• The Lebesgue measure of a measurable subset S ⊂ R
n will be denoted by |S|.

• For any open subset Ω of Rn, K ⊂⊂ Ω will imply K is compactly contained in Ω.

•

ˆ

will denote integration concerning either space or time only, and integration on Ω× Ω or R
n × R

n will be

denoted by a double integral

¨

.

• We will use

˚

to denote integral over R
n × R

n × (0, T ).

• Average integral will be denoted by

 

.

• 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.

• 〈., .〉 will denote the usual inner product in some associated Hilbert space.

• For any function h, we denote the positive and negative parts of it by h+ = max{h, 0} and h− = max{−h, 0}
respectively.

• For k ∈ N, we denote Tk(σ) = max{−k,min{k, σ}}, for σ ∈ R.
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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 ⊂ R

n, the Lebesgue space Lp(E), 1 ≤ p < ∞, is defined to be the space of p-integrable
functions u : E → R with the finite norm

‖u‖Lp(E) =

(
ˆ

E

|u(x)|pdx

)1/p

.

By Lp
loc(E) we denote the space of locally p-integrable functions, which means, u ∈ Lp

loc(E) if and only if
u ∈ Lp(F ) for every F ⊂⊂ E. In the case 0 < p < 1, we denote by Lp(E) a set of measurable functions such

that

ˆ

E

|u(x)|pdx <∞.

Definition 2.1. The Sobolev space W 1,p(Ω), for 1 ≤ p <∞, is defined as the Banach space of locally integrable
weakly differentiable functions u : Ω → R equipped with the following norm

‖u‖W 1,p(Ω) = ‖u‖Lp(Ω) + ‖∇u‖Lp(Ω).

The space W 1,p
0 (Ω) is defined as the closure of the space C∞

0 (Ω), in the norm of the Sobolev space W 1,p(Ω),
where C∞

0 (Ω) is the set of all smooth functions whose supports are compactly contained in Ω.

Definition 2.2. Let 0 < s < 1 and Ω be a open connected subset of Rn. The fractional Sobolev space W s,q(Ω)
for any 1 ≤ q < +∞ is defined by

W s,q(Ω) =

{

u ∈ Lq(Ω) :
|u(x)− u(y)|

|x− y|
n
q
+s

∈ Lq(Ω× Ω)

}

,

and it is endowed with the norm

‖u‖W s,q(Ω) =

(
ˆ

Ω

|u(x)|qdx +

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy

)1/q

. (2.1)

It can be treated as an intermediate space between W 1,q(Ω) and Lq(Ω). For 0 < s ≤ s′ < 1, W s′,q(Ω) is
continuously embedded in W s,q(Ω), see [19, Proposition 2.1]. The fractional Sobolev space with zero boundary
values is defined by

W s,q
0 (Ω) = {u ∈ W s,q(Rn) : u = 0 in R

n\Ω} .

However W s,q
0 (Ω) can be treated as the closure of C∞

0 (Ω) in W s,q(Ω) with respect to the fractional Sobolev norm
defined in (2.1). Both W s,q(Ω) and W s,q

0 (Ω) are reflexive Banach spaces, for q > 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 Ω so that we can extend functions
from W 1,q(Ω) to W 1,q(Rn) and that the extension operator is bounded.

Lemma 2.3. Let Ω be a smooth bounded domain in R
n and 0 < s < 1. There exists a positive constant

C = C(Ω, n, s) such that

‖u‖W s,q(Ω) ≤ C‖u‖W 1,q(Ω),

for every u ∈ W 1,q(Ω).

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 Ω be a bounded domain in R
n and 0 < s < 1. There exists a positive constant C = C(n, s,Ω)

such that
ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x) − u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy ≤ C

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|qdx

for every u ∈ W 1,q
0 (Ω). Here, we consider the zero extension of u to the complement of Ω.

We now proceed with the basic Poincaré inequality, which can be found in [20, Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1].
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Lemma 2.5. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be a bounded domain with C1 boundary and q ≥ 1. Then there exist a positive constant

C > 0 depending only on n and Ω, such that
ˆ

Ω

|u|qdx ≤ C

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|qdx, ∀u ∈W 1,q
0 (Ω).

Specifically if we take Ω = Br, then we will get for all u ∈ W 1,q(Br),
 

Br

|u− (u)Br
|
q
dx ≤ crq

 

Br

|∇u|qdx,

where c is a constant depending only on n, and (u)Br
denotes the average of u in Br, and Br denotes a ball of

radius r centered at x0 ∈ R
n. Here,

 

denotes the average integration.

Using Lemma 2.4, and the above Poincaré inequality, we observe that the following norm on the spaceW 1,q
0 (Ω)

defined by

‖u‖W 1,q
0 (Ω) =

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u|qdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy

)
1
q

,

is equivalent to the norm

‖u‖W 1,q
0 (Ω) =

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u|qdx

)
1
q

.

The following is a version of fractional Poincaré.

Lemma 2.6. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be a bounded domain with C1 boundary and let s ∈ (0, 1) and q ≥ 1. If u ∈ W s,q

0 (Ω),
then

ˆ

Ω

|u|qdx ≤ c

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy,

holds with c ≡ c(n, s,Ω).

In view of Lemma 2.6, we observe that the Banach space W s,q
0 (Ω) can be endowed with the norm

‖u‖W s,q
0 (Ω) =

(
ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy

)
1
q

,

which is equivalent to that of ‖u‖W s,q(Ω). For q = 2, the space W s,2(Ω) enjoys certain special properties and we

denote W s,2(Ω) = Hs(Ω) and W s,2
0 (Ω) = Hs

0(Ω). Endowed with the inner product

〈u, v〉Hs
0 (Ω) =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy,

we note that (Hs
0 (Ω), ‖ · ‖Hs

0(Ω)) is a Hilbert space. Similar thing holds for the space W 1,2
0 (Ω) = H1

0 (Ω).

Definition 2.7. The space Xs
0(Ω) is defined as

Xs
0(Ω) = {f ∈ Hs(Rn) s.t. f = 0 a.e. in CΩ} ,

where CΩ = R
n\Ω, and is endowed with the norm

‖u‖Xs
0(Ω) =

(
ˆ

Q

|u(x)− u(y)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

)
1
2

,

where Q := R
2n\(CΩ× CΩ).

Moreover W−1,q′(Ω), W−s,q′(Ω) and X−s(Ω) are defined to be the dual spaces of W 1,q
0 (Ω), W s,q

0 (Ω) and

Xs
0(Ω) respectively, where q′ :=

q

q − 1
. Now, we define the local spaces as

W 1,q
loc (Ω) =

{

u : Ω → R : u ∈ Lq(K),

ˆ

K

|∇u|qdx <∞, for every K ⊂⊂ Ω

}

,

and

W s,q
loc (Ω) =

{

u : Ω → R : u ∈ Lq(K),

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdy <∞, for every K ⊂⊂ Ω

}

.

Now for n > 2, we define the critical Sobolev exponent as 2∗ =
2n

n− 2
, then we get the following embedding

result for any open subset Ω of Rn, see for details [20, Chapter 5],
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Theorem 2.8. Let n > 2. Then, there exists a constant C depending only on n and Ω, such that for all
u ∈ C∞

0 (Ω)

‖u‖2L2∗(Ω) ≤ C

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|2dx.

Similarly, for n > 2s, we define the fractional Sobolev critical exponent as 2∗s =
2n

n− 2s
. The following result is

a fractional version of the Sobolev inequality(Theorem 2.8) which also implies a continuous embedding of Hs
0(Ω)

in the critical Lebesgue space L2∗s (Ω). 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 ∈ C∞

0 (Ω)

‖u‖2
L2∗s (Ω)

≤ S(n, s)

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy.

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 < +∞ be a positive real number. Let j and m be non-negative
integers such that j < m. Furthermore, let 1 ≤ r ≤ +∞ be a positive extended real quantity, p ≥ 1 be real and
θ ∈ [0, 1] such that the relations

1

p
=
j

n
+ θ

(

1

r
−
m

n

)

+
1− θ

q
,

j

m
≤ θ ≤ 1

hold. Then,
∥

∥Dju
∥

∥

Lp(Rn)
≤ C ‖Dmu‖

θ
Lr(Rn) ‖u‖

1−θ
Lq(Rn)

for any u ∈ Lq(Rn) such that Dmu ∈ Lr(Rn). Here, the constant C > 0 depends on the parameters j,m, n, q, r, θ,
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(0, T ;W 1,q
0 (Ω)) =

{

u ∈ Lq(Ω× (0, T )), ‖u‖Lq(0,T ;W 1,q
0 (Ω)) <∞

}

,

Lq(0, T ;W s,q
0 (Ω)) =

{

u ∈ Lq(Ω× (0, T )), ‖u‖Lq(0,T ;W s,q
0 (Ω)) <∞

}

,

L2(0, T ;Xs
0(Ω)) =

{

u ∈ L2(Rn × (0, T )), ‖u‖L2(0,T ;Xs
0(Ω)) <∞

}

,

where

‖u‖Lq(0,T ;W 1,q
0 (Ω)) =

(

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|qdxdt

)
1
q

,

‖u‖Lq(0,T ;W s,q
0 (Ω)) =

(

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x, t)− u(y, t)|q

|x− y|n+qs
dxdydt

)
1
q

,

‖u‖L2(0,T ;Xs
0 (Ω)) =

(

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|u(x, t)− u(y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

)
1
2

,

with their dual spaces Lq′(0, T ;W−1,q′(Ω)), Lq′(0, T ;W−s,q′(Ω)) and L2(0, T ;X−s(Ω)) respectively. Again, the
local spaces are defined as

L2(0, T ;H1
loc(Ω)) =

{

u ∈ L2(K × (0, T )) :

ˆ T

0

ˆ

K

|∇u|qdxdt <∞, for every K ⊂⊂ Ω

}

,

and

L2(0, T ;Hs
loc(Ω)) =

{

u ∈ L2(K × (0, T )) :

ˆ T

0

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|u(x, t)− u(y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt <∞, for every K ⊂⊂ Ω

}

.

We now recall the following algebraic inequality that can be found in [1, Lemma 2.22].
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Lemma 2.11. i) Let α > 0. For every x, y ≥ 0 one has

(x− y)(xα − yα) ≥
4α

(α+ 1)2

(

x
α+1
2 − y

α+1
2

)2

.

ii) Let 0 < α ≤ 1. For every x, y ≥ 0 with x 6= y one has

x− y

xα − yα
≤

1

α
(x1−α + y1−α).

iii) Let α ≥ 1. Then there exists a constant Cα depending only on α such that

|x+ y|α−1|x− y| ≤ Cα |xα − yα| .

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 u0 to be in L2 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, u0) ∈ L2(ΩT )× L2(Ω), then we say that u is an energy solution to problem










ut −∆u+ (−∆)su = f(x, t) in ΩT ,

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(2.2)

if u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)), ut ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)), and for all φ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) we have
ˆ T

0

〈ut, φ〉 dt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt +
1

2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(φ(x, t) − φ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fφdxdt

and u(·, t) → u0 strongly in L2(Ω), as t→ 0.

We denote

E(u(x, t), φ(x, t)) :=
1

2

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(φ(x, t) − φ(y, t)) ×K(x, y, t)dxdy,

where K(x, y, t) =
1

|x− y|
n+2s . Following the way for fractional Laplacian in [29], we give the proof of existence

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 u0 ≥ 0, then the solution is also nonnegative.

Proof. Let us denote C∞
∗ (Ω× [0, T ]) as the C∞(Ω× [0, T ]) functions that vanish in (Rn\Ω)× [0, T ] and in Ω×{T }.

Choosing φ ∈ C∞
∗ (Ω× [0, T ]), for u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)), we define the operator

Lφ(u) :=

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

−uφtdxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt +

ˆ T

0

E(u(x, t), φ(x, t))dt.

We now observe that u is an energy solution to (2.2) with f ∈ L2(ΩT ) ⊂ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)) if and only if

Lφ(u) =

ˆ T

0

〈f, φ〉dt+

ˆ

Ω

u(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx,

where 〈f, φ〉 denote the usual inner product of f and φ in L2(Ω) or the pairing of f and φ between H−1(Ω) and
H1

0 (Ω).
We also define the following inner product, for φ, ϕ ∈ C∞

∗ (Ω× [0, T ])

〈ϕ, φ〉∗ =
1

2
〈ϕ(x, 0), φ(x, 0)〉L2(Ω) +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇φ · ∇ϕ dxdt+

ˆ T

0

E(ϕ(x, t), φ(x, t))dt, (2.3)

and denote by H∗(Ω × [0, T ]) the Hilbert space built as the completion of C∞
∗ (Ω × [0, T ]) with the norm ‖φ‖∗

induced by the inner product (2.3).
Now Lφ is clearly a linear functional in H∗(Ω× [0, T ]) and for any ϕ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)), by Hölder and Sobolev
inequalities, we have

|Lφ(ϕ)| ≤ cφ

(

‖ϕ‖L2(0,T ;L2(Ω)) + ‖ϕ‖L2(0,T,H1
0 (Ω)) + ‖ϕ‖L2(0,T,Hs

0(Ω))

)

≤ c̃φ‖ϕ‖∗.
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Therefore, Lφ is a bounded linear functional in H∗(Ω × [0, T ]), and hence by the Fréchet-Riesz Theorem, there
exists T φ ∈ H∗(Ω× [0, T ]) such that

Lφ(ϕ) = 〈ϕ, T φ〉∗ for all ϕ ∈ H∗(Ω× [0, T ]).

It is trivial to show that T is a linear operator in H∗(Ω× [0, T ]). Moreover

Lφ(φ) =
1

2

ˆ

Ω

φ2(x, 0)dx +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇φ|2dxdt +

ˆ T

0

E(φ(x, t), φ(x, t))dt = ‖φ‖2∗,

and consequently, 〈φ, T φ〉∗ = ‖φ‖2∗. Then we get by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

‖φ‖2∗ ≤ ‖φ‖∗‖T φ‖∗, i.e., ‖φ‖∗ ≤ ‖T φ‖∗.

Therefore, this implies that T is injective and hence bijective on its range, and its inverse T −1 has a norm less
than or equal to 1 and can be extended to the closureM of Range(T ).

Now, on the other hand, we define

Bu0,f(φ) :=

ˆ

Ω

u0φ(x, 0)dx +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

φfdxdt.

Denoting φ0 := φ(x, 0), we get by Hölder inequality

|Bu0,f (φ)| ≤ ‖u0‖L2(Ω) ‖φ0‖L2(Ω) + ‖f‖L2(0,T ;L2(Ω))‖φ‖L2(0,T ;L2(Ω)) ≤ cu0,f‖φ‖∗,

and thus,
∣

∣Bu0,f(T
−1ψ)

∣

∣ ≤ c
∥

∥T −1ψ
∥

∥

∗
≤ c‖ψ‖∗.

Since Bu0,f and T −1 both are linear, therefore their composition is also so, and by above line, Bu0,f ◦ T −1 is
bounded too, therefore, by applying the Fréchet-Riesz Theorem again, there exists a unique u ∈ M such that
Bu0,f (T

−1ψ) = 〈ψ, u〉∗ for every ψ ∈M . We denote φ = T −1ψ and so

Bu0,f (φ) = 〈T φ, u〉∗ = Lφ(u)

that is,
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

−uφtdxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt +

ˆ T

0

E(u(x, t), φ(x, t))dt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fφdxdt+

ˆ

Ω

u(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx,

where φ ∈ L2(0, T ;Hs
0(Ω))∩L

2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) ≡ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and φt ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)). Finally, by a density
argument, one can conclude, integrating by parts, that u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)), ut ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)), and
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

utφdxdt +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt +

ˆ T

0

E(u(x, t), φ(x, t))dt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fφdxdt.

Since u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), ut ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)) implies that u ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)) and so we have u(·, t) → u0

strongly in L2(Ω), as t→ 0. Thus u(x, t) is an energy solution of (2.2).

Now we show that u ≥ 0 provided that f and u0 are nonnegative. We write u = u+−u−, where u+ = max {u, 0}χΩ

and u− = max {−u, 0}χΩ. We take φ = u−χ(0,t̃), t̃ > 0, as a test function. Since f ≥ 0, and φ ≥ 0, we have

0 ≤

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fφdxdt =

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

fu−dxdt. (2.4)

On the other hand, since u is 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ), we have that
ˆ T

0

¨

R2n

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(φ(x, t) − φ(y, t))K(x, y, t)dxdydt

=

ˆ t̃

0

¨

R2n\(Ωc×Ωc)

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(u−(x, t) − u−(y, t))K(x, y, t)dxdydt

=

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(u−(x, t)− u−(y, t))K(x, y, t)dxdydt + 2

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ωc

u(x, t)u−(x, t)K(x, y, t)dydxdt.

Moreover, (u+(x, t) − u+(y, t))(u−(x, t)− u−(y, t)) ≤ 0, and thus

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(u−(x, t)− u−(y, t))K(x, y, t)dxdydt

≤ −

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

(u−(x, t)− u−(y, t))
2K(x, y, t)dxdydt ≤ 0.
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Further, we have
ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ωc

u(x, t)u−(x, t)K(x, y, t)dydxdt = −

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ωc

u2−(x, t)K(x, y, t)dydxdt ≤ 0.

Therefore, we have shown that
ˆ T

0

¨

R2n

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(φ(x, t) − φ(y, t))K(x, y, t)dxdydt ≤ 0,

Similarly since ∇u+ · ∇u− = 0, we get
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt =

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u+ · ∇u−dxdt −

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u−|
2dxdt ≤ 0.

Now since u0 ≥ 0, so u−(·, 0) ≡ 0, and we get
ˆ T

0

〈ut, φ〉 dt =

ˆ t̃

0

ˆ

Ω

∂u

∂t
u−dxdt =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ u(x,t̃)

u(x,0)

σ−dσdx = −
1

2

ˆ

Ω

(u−(x, t̃))
2dx.

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

0 ≤

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fφdxdt =

ˆ T

0

〈ut, φ〉 dt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt

+
1

2

ˆ T

0

¨

R2n

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(φ(x, t) − φ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ −

1

2

ˆ

Ω

(u−(x, t̃))
2dx ≤ 0,

and this gives that ||u−(·, t̃)||L2(Ω) = 0 for each t̃ > 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(x, t) − u(y, t))((u(x, t) − k)+ − (u(y, t) − k)+) ≥ 0, for each k, we can show
that for (f, u0) ∈ L∞(ΩT )×L∞(Ω), the weak solution u ∈ L∞(ΩT ). The proof will follow exactly similar to that
of [32, Theorem 4.2.1].

Now we relax the spaces where f and u0 lie. For the case of L1 data, we consider the set

T := {φ : Ω× [0, T ] → R, s.t. − φt −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ = ϕ in ΩT ,

ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), φ ∈ L∞(Ω× (0, T )) ∩ Cα,β

loc (Ω× (0, T )),
φ(x, 0) ∈ L∞(Ω), φ = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ], φ(x, T ) = 0 in Ω},

where α, β ∈ (0, 1).

Definition 2.15. Let (f, u0) ∈ L1(ΩT ) × L1(Ω) be nonnegative functions. Then u ∈ L1(ΩT ) is a very weak
solution to (2.2) if we have

¨

ΩT

u (−φt −∆φ + (−∆)sφ) dxdt =

¨

ΩT

fφdxdt+

ˆ

Ω

u0(x)φ(x, 0)dx, ∀φ ∈ T .

The next existence result is following the lines of [29].

Theorem 2.16. For (f, u0) ∈ L1(ΩT ) × L1(Ω) 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 um ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω))∩L
∞(ΩT )

be the solution (exists by Theorem 2.13) to the approximated problem










(um)t −∆um + (−∆)sum = fm in ΩT ,

um(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

um(x, 0) = u0m(x) in Ω;

where fm = Tm(f(x, t)) and u0m = Tm(u0(x)) are L∞ functions. Using (Tk(um))χ(0,t), for t > 0 (admissible by
[29, Proposition 3]) as a test function in the approximated problem, it holds that,

ˆ

Ω

Lk(um(x, t))dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇um · ∇Tk(um)dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(Tk (um(x, θ)) − Tk (um(y, θ))) (um(x, θ)− um(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤ k‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + C3(k) ‖u0‖L1(Ω) + C4(k)|Ω|,

(2.5)
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where Lk(ρ) =

ˆ ρ

0

(Tk(ξ)) dξ. Notice that

(Tk (um(x, θ)) − Tk (um(y, θ))) (um(x, θ) − um(y, θ)) ≥ (Tk (um(x, θ)) − Tk (um(y, θ)))
2

and so

∇um · ∇Tk(um) ≥ |∇Tk(um)|2

and for ρ > 0 we have

C1(k)ρ− C2(k) ≤ Lk(ρ) ≤ C3(k)ρ+ C4(k)

and

Lk(ρ) ≥ C (Tk(ρ))
2
,

where C1, C2, C3, C4 are constants depending only on k and independent of m. Therefore taking supremum over
t ∈ (0, T ] in (2.5), we get that {Tk(um)}m is bounded in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;Hs

0(Ω)) ∩ L
2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω))
and {um}m is bounded in L∞(0, T ;L1(Ω)) ⊂ L1(ΩT ).

Now since by comparison principle proved in Theorem 2.13, {um}m is increasing in m, we get the existence
of a measurable function u such that Tk(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;Hs

0(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), um ↑ u

strongly in L1(ΩT ) and um ↑ u a.e in ΩT . As each um is an energy solution, therefore, um ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)) ⊂
C([0, T ], L1(Ω)) and at each time level t ∈ [0, T ], we have um(·, t) ∈ L1(Ω), this along with the monotonicity
of {um}m in m allows us to define the pointwise limit (a.e.) u of {um}m in Ω for each time t ∈ [0, T ]. Also u
satisfies u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 sense. Again as each um = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (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 φ ∈ T , then as um is the
energy solution to the approximated problem, we have

¨

ΩT

((um)t −∆um + (−∆)sum)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

fmφdxdt.

Using the fact that um → u strongly in L1(ΩT ) and um(x, 0) = um0(x) → u0(x) = u(x, 0) in L1(Ω), we have
¨

ΩT

((um)t −∆um + (−∆)sum)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

um (−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ) dxdt−

ˆ

Ω

um(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx

=

¨

ΩT

umϕdxdt −

ˆ

Ω

um(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx

→

¨

ΩT

uϕdxdt−

ˆ

Ω

u(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx

=

¨

ΩT

u (−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ) dxdt−

ˆ

Ω

u(x, 0)φ(x, 0)dx.

Notice that in the second last line, in order to pass the limit, we have used the facts that φ(x, 0) ∈ L∞(Ω) and
ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (ΩT ). Also, since φ ∈ L∞(Ω× (0, T )), and fm → f in L1(ΩT ), we get
¨

ΩT

fmφdxdt →

¨

ΩT

fφdxdt as m→ ∞.

Thus
¨

ΩT

u (−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ) dxdt =

¨

ΩT

fφdxdt+

ˆ

Ω

u0(x)φ(x, 0)dx,

and u is a weak solution to (2.2). For the uniqueness let w be a weak solution of (2.2) with (f, u0) = (0, 0), i.e.










wt −∆w + (−∆)sw = 0 in ΩT ,

w = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

w(x, 0) = 0 in Ω;

we want to prove that w ≡ 0. For that we take F ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), and let φF be the solution of the backward problem











−(φF )t −∆φF + (−∆)sφF = F in ΩT ,

φF (x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ],

φF (x, T ) = 0 in Ω.

Taking φF as a test function we deduce that for any F ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ),

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

wFdxdt = 0,
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that means, w = 0 in D′(ΩT ).

Next, we state some important facts regarding the solution of (2.2).

Proposition 2.17. Let (f, w0) are non-negative functions such that (f, w0) ∈ L∞(ΩT )× L∞(Ω). Assume that
w be the weak solution to the problem











wt −∆w + (−∆)sw = f in ΩT ,

w = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

w(x, 0) = w0(x) in Ω;

then for all 0 < t1 < T and for each ω ⊂⊂ Ω fixed, there exists C := C (t1, n, s, ω) > 0 such that

w(x, t) ≥ C (t1, n, s, ω) in ω × [t1, T ).

Proof. We will use the weak Harnack inequality as in [23]. First, we show the result for any arbitrary t2 < T .
As ω̄× [t1, t2] ⊂ ΩT contains ω× [t1, t2], so it is enough to show the result for ω̄× [t1, t2]. Now since ω̄× [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 (x̃, t̃) ∈ ω̄ × [t1, t2].
As ω̄× [t1, t2] is compact, it has a finite and positive distance from the boundary of ΩT ; let us denote this by D.

We choose 0 < r < min{
D

2
, 1}, and (x0, t0) ∈ ΩT such that t0 = t̃−

13

16
r2 and x0 = x̃. Now for this (x0, t0), we

can choose 0 < R = D such that BR(x0)× (t0 − r2, t0 + r2) ⊂ ΩT , and then r satisfies r <
R

2
. Clearly, as f ≥ 0,

w is a supersolution to the homogeneous problem. Now by using the facts that w ≥ 0 in Ω × (0, T ) and w = 0
in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ), we get w ≥ 0 in R

n × (0, T ). Then using [23, Theorem 2.8 and Corollary 2.9], and f > 0 a.e.
in ΩT , we get the existence of a positive constant C depending only on ω, [t1, t2], n and s such that

0 < C = −−

¨

V −( r
2 )
w(x, t)dxdt ≤ ess inf

V +( r
2 )
w,

where V −
(r

2

)

= B r
2 (x0)×(t0−r

2, t0−
3

4
r2) and V +

(r

2

)

= B r
2 (x0)×(t0+

3

4
r2, t0+r

2). As (t̃−
1

16
r2, t̃+

1

16
r2) ⊂

(t0 +
3

4
r2, t0 + r2), so the result follows.

Now, we will extend this up to T . For this we denote D0 = dist{ω, ∂Ω}. As T > 0, so ∃r̃ ∈ (0, 1] and r̃ <
D0

2

such that ω × (T − 2r̃2, T ) ⊂ ΩT with T −
1

4
r̃2 > t1. By the above argument for compact time intervals, we get

w(x, t) ≥ C (t1, n, s, ω) > 0 in ω × [t1, T −
1

4
r̃2].

Therefore it just remains to show the positivity of w in ω × (T −
1

4
r̃2, T ). For x0 ∈ ω̄, B r̃

2
(x0) will form an open

cover of ω̄, and by compactness, it will have a finite subcover. So it is enough to show the positivity of w in

B r̃
2
(x0) × (T −

1

4
r̃2, T ). Now as w is nonnegative in R

n × (0, T ) and BD0(x0) × (T − 2r̃2, T ) ⊂ ΩT , so by [23,

Theorem 2.8 and Corollary 2.9], we have

0 < C =

 T− 7
8 r̃

2

T−2r̃2

 

B r̃
2
(x0)

w(x, t)dxdt ≤ ess inf
B r̃

2
(x0)×(T− 1

4 r̃
2,T )

w,

and hence we conclude.

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

Proposition 2.18. Let u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) be a weak solution of

ut −∆u+ (−∆)su = f in ΩT , (2.6)

with f ∈ L1(ΩT ) and let Φ ∈ C2(R) be a convex function such that Φ′ is bounded. Then

(Φ(u))t −∆Φ(u) + (−∆)sΦ(u) ≤ Φ′(u) (ut −∆u+ (−∆)su)

in the sense that for all ψ ∈ C2(ΩT ) ∩ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)), with the property that ψ has spatial support compactly
contained in Ω, and ψ ≥ 0 in ΩT and ψ(·, T ) = 0 and ψ(·, 0) = 0, we have

¨

ΩT

Φ(u) (−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ) dxdt ≤

¨

ΩT

Φ′(u)fψdxdt.
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Proof. Assume that u is smooth enough, otherwise one can use approximation argument. Since Φ is convex so

Φ(u(x, t))− Φ(u(y, t)) ≤ Φ′(u(x, t))(u(x, t) − u(y, t)),

and we get

(−∆)s(Φ(u(x, t))) =

ˆ

Rn

(Φ(u(x, t))− Φ(u(y, t)))

|x− y|n+2s
dy

≤

ˆ

Rn

Φ′(u(x, t))
(u(x, t) − u(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dy

= Φ′(u(x, t))(−∆)su(x, t).

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

−∆(Φ(u)) = −Φ′(u)∆u − Φ′′(u)

n
∑

i=1

(

∂u

∂xi

)2

≤ −Φ′(u)∆u.

Now if ψ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), with ψ ≥ 0 in ΩT , we have

¨

ΩT

Φ(u) (−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ) dxdt =

¨

ΩT

(Φ′(u)ut −∆(Φ(u)) + (−∆)s(Φ(u)))ψ(x, t)dxdt

≤

¨

ΩT

Φ′(u)(ut −∆u+ (−∆)su)ψdxdt =

¨

ΩT

Φ′(u)fψdxdt.

Since ψ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), with ψ ≥ 0 in ΩT , can approximate the choice of test functions of our hypothesis, we get the

desired result.

Remark 2.19. We choose the regularization of |u| by

Φǫ(u) =
(

|u|2 + ǫ2
)

1
2 − ǫ.

for ǫ ∈ (0, 1). It is then easy to verify that,

1. Φǫ(u) → |u| uniformly as ǫ→ 0,

2. Φ′
ǫ(u) is bounded uniformly with respect to ǫ.

3. Φǫ(u) is convex.

So, using the above theorem we get
¨

ΩT

Φǫ(u) (−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ) dxdt ≤

¨

ΩT

Φ′
ǫ(u)(ut −∆u+ (−∆)su)ψdxdt =

¨

ΩT

Φ′
ǫ(u)fψdxdt.

Now letting ǫ→ 0, we get using (2.6)
¨

ΩT

|u| (−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ) dxdt ≤

¨

ΩT

sign(u)fψdxdt.

Adding

¨

ΩT

u(−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ)dxdt to both side, we get

¨

ΩT

u+ (−ψt −∆ψ + (−∆)sψ) dxdt ≤

¨

ΩT

χ{u≥0}fψdxdt.

Therefore
∂u+
∂t

−∆u+ + (−∆)su+ ≤

(

∂u

∂t
−∆u+ (−∆)su

)

sign+ u

in the weak sense.

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

Lemma 2.20. Let s ∈ (0, 1) and a ≥ 0. Consider (f, u0) ∈ L∞(ΩT ) × L∞(Ω) to be non-negative bounded
functions such that (f, u0) 6= (0, 0). Assume that v1, v2 are two non-negative functions with finite energy such
that v1, v2 ∈ L2((0, T );H1

0 (Ω)) ∩ L
∞(ΩT ) with















(v1)t −∆v1 + (−∆)sv1 ≤
f

(v1 + a)γ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

v1(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v1(x, 0) ≤ u0(x) in Ω;
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and














(v2)t −∆v2 + (−∆)sv2 ≥
f

(v2 + a)γ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

v2(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v2(x, 0) ≥ u0(x) in Ω;

where γ ∈ C(ΩT ) and is positive. Then, v2 ≥ v1 in ΩT .

Proof. Define u = v1 − v2, then u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ L

∞(ΩT ). We show that u+ = 0. By hypotheses, we get

ut −∆u+ (−∆)su ≤ f

(

1

(v1 + a)
γ(x,t)

−
1

(v2 + a)
γ(x,t)

)

.

Now since

(

1

(v1 + a)γ(x,t)
−

1

(v2 + a)γ(x,t)

)

≤ 0 in the set {u ≥ 0}, then using Proposition 2.18 and Remark 2.19,

it holds that

(u+)t −∆(u+) + (−∆)s(u+) ≤ 0.

Again we notice that u+(x, 0) ≤ 0; therefore by comparison principle as of Theorem 2.13, we have u+ ≡ 0, and
then we conclude.

Corollary 2.21. As a consequence of the previous comparison principle we get that for a > 0 and γ fixed, if
(f, u0) are non-negative functions with (f, u0) ∈ Lσ(ΩT )× Lσ(Ω), σ ≥ 2, then the problem















vt −∆v + (−∆)sv =
f

(v + a)γ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

v(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(2.7)

has a unique energy solution va ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)).

We note that for γ 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 v̄, the unique solution to the problem















v̄t −∆v̄ + (−∆)sv̄ =
f

aγ
in ΩT ,

v̄(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v̄(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

is a supersolution. Then Lemma 2.20 allows us to get the existence of a unique solution v to (2.7) such that
v ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) and 0 ≤ v ≤ v̄ in ΩT .
Now if γ is not constant and belongs to C(ΩT ), we denote

γ∗ = sup
(x,t)∈ΩT

γ(x, t) and γ∗ = inf
(x,t)∈ΩT

γ(x, t),

and observe that the unique nonnegative solutions to the problems














v̄t −∆v̄ + (−∆)sv̄ =
f

aγ∗
in ΩT ,

v̄(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v̄(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

and














v̄t −∆v̄ + (−∆)sv̄ =
f

aγ∗

in ΩT ,

v̄(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v̄(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

are sub and supersolution (respectively super and subsolution) of














v̄t −∆v̄ + (−∆)sv̄ =
f

aγ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

v̄(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v̄(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(2.8)

for a ≥ 1 (respectively for a < 1). Then, by monotonicity argument and comparison principle similar to
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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 unique nonnegative solution in this case too. We note that
these solutions also satisfy the comparison principle, in the sense that if a1 < a2, then we have va2 ≤ va1 .

We now list approximated problems for γ being a constant. Firstly when (f, u0) ∈ L∞(ΩT ) × L∞(Ω), we
consider the following problem for each k ∈ N,



















(uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk =
f(x, t)

(uk +
1
k )

γ
in ΩT ,

uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

uk(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω.

(2.9)

We now take f and u0 may not be bounded and consider


















(uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk =
fk(x, t)

(uk +
1
k )

γ
in ΩT ,

uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

uk(x, 0) = u0k(x) in Ω;

(2.10)

where fk(x, t) = Tk(f(x, t)) and u0k(x) = Tk(u0(x)).
To treat variable exponent, we take (f, u0) ∈ L1(ΩT )×L

1(Ω) and consider the following approximating problem.


















(uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk =
fk(x, t)

(uk +
1
k )

γ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

uk(x, 0) = u0k(x) in Ω.

(2.11)

We will prescribe conditions on f and u0 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
uk for each k ∈ N satisfying the followings:
(a) each uk is bounded,
(b) the sequence {uk}k is increasing in k,
(c) for each t0 > 0 and ω ⊂⊂ ΩT , ∃C(ω, t0, n, s) such that uk ≥ C(ω, t0, n, s).

Proof. The existence, uniqueness and nonnegativity of uk’s follow from the comparison principle in Lemma 2.20
and Corollary 2.21. Since f and u0 are nonnegative, therefore 0 ≤ fk ≤ fk+1 and 0 ≤ u0k ≤ u0(k+1) for each
k and then using the similar technique as that of Lemma 2.20, we obtain that the sequence {uk}k is increasing

in k. Therefore uk ≥ u1 for all k. Now for f ∈ L∞(ΩT ) we have
f

(u1 + 1)γ
≤ f and for f /∈ L∞(ΩT ) we have

f1
(u1 + 1)γ(x,t)

≤ f1 and hence
f1

(u1 + 1)γ(x,t)
∈ L∞(ΩT ). Therefore u1 ∈ L∞(ΩT ) and by Proposition 2.17, we

obtain that for all ω ⊂⊂ Ω and for all t0 > 0, u1(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ). Thus for all k ≥ 1, we have

uk(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ). Also, we observe that for each k,
fk

(uk +
1
k )

γ(x,t)
≤ max{1, kγ

∗

}fk, where

γ∗ = sup
(x,t)∈ΩT

γ(x, t). Therefore each uk is bounded.

Remark 2.23. As each uk ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)) ⊂ C([0, T ], L1(Ω)), therefore at each time level t ∈ [0, T ], we
have uk(·, t) ∈ L1(Ω), this along with the monotonicity of {uk}k in k allows us to define the pointwise limit
(a.e.) u of {uk}k in Ω at each time t ∈ [0, T ]. Also u satisfies u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 sense. Again as each
uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ), therefore u also satisfies the same. Further we have u ≥ uk for each k and hence
u(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ) for each ω ⊂⊂ Ω and t0 > 0.

To treat the singular case, we define next as:

Definition 2.24. Let (f, u0) ∈ L1 (ΩT )×L
1(Ω) be a pair of non-negative functions and γ > 0 is a constant. We

say that u is a very weak solution to the problem














ut −∆u+ (−∆)su =
f(x, t)

uγ
in ΩT ,

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x) in Ω;

(2.12)
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if u ∈ L1(ΩT ) satisfying u ≡ 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ), ∀ω ⊂⊂ Ω and ∀t0 > 0, ∃c ≡ c(ω, t0, n, s) > 0 such that
u(x, t) ≥ c > 0, in ω × [t0, T ), u(·, 0) = u0(·), and for all ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (ΩT ), we have
¨

ΩT

u (−ϕt −∆ϕ+ (−∆)sϕ) dxdt =

¨

ΩT

fϕ

uγ
dxdt.

Definition 2.25. Let (f, u0) be a pair of non-negative functions with u0 ∈ L1(Ω), f ∈ L1(ΩT ) and γ ∈ C(ΩT )
be a positive function. Then we say that u, such that u ≡ 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ), is a very weak solution to the
problem















ut −∆u+ (−∆)su =
f(x, t)

uγ(x,t)
in ΩT ,

u = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x), in Ω;

(2.13)

if u ∈ L1(ΩT ) and ∀ω ⊂⊂ Ω and ∀t0 > 0, ∃c ≡ c(ω, t0, n, s) > 0 such that u(x, t) ≥ c > 0, in ω × [t0, T ),
u(·, 0) = u0(·), and for all ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (ΩT ), we have
¨

ΩT

u (−ϕt −∆ϕ+ (−∆)sϕ) dxdt =

¨

ΩT

fϕ

uγ(x,t)
dxdt.

2.4. Main Results

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

2.4.1. Existence for bounded data for γ being a constant

In the case of bounded data, we will have the next existence result.

Theorem 2.26. Let (f, u0) ∈ L∞ (ΩT ) × L∞(Ω) be a pair of non-negative functions and γ > 0. Then (2.12)

has a bounded very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that u
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and
u ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)). Moreover if γ ≤ 1 or Supp(f) ⊂⊂ ΩT , then u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)).

2.4.2. Existence for general data for γ being a constant

In this subsection, we will consider general data. According to the regularity of initial conditions, we will
consider two cases as u0 ∈ Lγ+1(Ω) and u0 ∈ L1(Ω). Let us state the following existence results.

Theorem 2.27. Let (f, u0) ∈ L1 (ΩT ) × Lγ+1(Ω) be a pair of non-negative functions and γ > 0. Then (2.12)

has a very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that u
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) and u ∈

L2 (0, T ;Lσ(Ω)), where σ =
n(1 + γ)

n− 2
and σ ≥ 2 if γ ≥ 1.

Theorem 2.28. Let (f, u0) ∈ L1(ΩT )×L1(Ω) be a pair of non-negative functions and γ > 0. Then (2.12) has a

very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that Tk(u)
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) for all k > 0.

2.4.3. Improved results for γ being a constant

We now break γ in three parts namely 0 < γ < 1, γ = 1 and γ > 1. We improve our results to find solutions
in better spaces. For this, we take u0 ∈ Lmax(γ+1,2)(Ω). The case γ = 1 will be same as that of Theorem 2.27.
For γ > 1, we cannot find solutions in L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)). In fact if we look for L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) estimates, we will
only get them in L2(t0, T ;H

1
loc(Ω)) for each t0 > 0. We state our next result for γ > 1 as follows:

Theorem 2.29. Let γ > 1. Assume that (f, u0) ∈ L1 (ΩT )×Lγ+1(Ω) be a pair of non-negative functions. Then

(2.12) has a very weak positive solution u in the sense of Definition 2.24 such that u
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) and
u ∈ L2(t0, T ;H

1
loc(Ω)) ∩ L

∞(0, T ;L1+γ(Ω)) for each t0 > 0.

Now we consider the case 0 < γ < 1, and state our results as follows:

Theorem 2.30. Let 0 < γ < 1. Assume that u0 ∈ L2(Ω) with u0 ≥ 0 and f ≥ 0 is such that

i) f ∈ L
2

γ+1

(

0, T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)
)

, or

ii) f ∈ Lm̄ (ΩT ) with m̄ :=
2(n+ 2)

2(n+ 2)− n(1− γ)
.

Then (2.12) has a very weak solution u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ L

∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) in the sense of Definition 2.24.
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Remark 2.31. As γ < 1, so
(

2∗

1− γ

)′

=
2n

2n− (1− γ)(n− 2)
< m̄ <

2

γ + 1
,

and the two spaces L
2

γ+1

(

0, T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)
)

and Lm̄ (ΩT ) are not comparable. Also the case γ = 1 cannot be

considered here since in the proof of Theorem 2.30, we will use Hölder inequality with exponents
2

γ + 1
and

2

1− γ
. If γ → 1, then m̄→ 1 and

2

γ + 1
and

(

2∗

1− γ

)′

both tend to 1, so that f will belong to L1 (ΩT ).

Now for m < m̄, we no longer find solutions in L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) but in a larger space depending on m.

Theorem 2.32. Let 0 < γ < 1. Assume that 0 ≤ f ∈ Lm (ΩT ), with 1 ≤ m < m̄, and that u0 ∈ L2(Ω) be
nonnegative. Then the problem (2.12) admits a very weak solution u ∈ Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄

0 (Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;L1+γ(Ω)),
with

q̄ =
m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n+ 2−m(1− γ)
.

Moreover u ∈ Lσ (ΩT ), where

σ =
m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n− 2(m− 1)
.

Remark 2.33. Observe that we can get rid of the fact that u ∈ Lq̄(0, T ;W s1,q̄
0 (Ω)) with s1 < s as is done

in [1, Theorem 11]. For our case, due to the presence of the leading Laplacian operator, we will get u ∈
Lq̄(0, T ;W s,q̄

0 (Ω)).

Remark 2.34. Clearly q̄ ≥ m(γ+1) > 1 and σ ≥ m(γ+1) > 1. Also m < m̄ is equivalent to q̄ < 2 which implies
L2
(

0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)

)

⊂ Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄
0 (Ω)). In Theorem 2.32 the case γ = 1 is not allowed since it yields q̄ = 2m ≥ 2

which contradicts q̄ < 2.

2.4.4. Further summability for γ being a constant

Here we state two results regarding the optimal summability of our solutions in terms of summability of the
initial data f ∈ Lr(0, T ;Lq(Ω)). For the L∞-boundedness, we take u0 ∈ L∞(Ω), 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 ∈ Lr(0, T ;Lq(Ω)) with r, q satisfying

1

r
+

n

2q
< 1,

and suppose that u0 ∈ L∞(Ω). Then there exists a positive constant c such that the unique finite energy solution
of (2.10) satisfies

‖uk(x, t)‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ c,

and the solution u obtained as the limit of uk satisfies, u ∈ L∞(ΩT ). Moreover for γ ≤ 1, u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)).

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

straight line
1

r
=

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
in two parts. Further, we take u0 ≡ 0. The following summability results we

will get for this case.

Theorem 2.36. Assume u0(x) ≡ 0 and f ∈ Lr (0, T ;Lq(Ω)), with r > 1, q > 1 satisfy

1 <
1

r
+

n

2q
.

Further, assume that for γ < 1,

i) if
1

r
<

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
, then q >

(

2∗

1− γ

)′

, and

ii) if
1

r
≥

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
, then r >

2

1 + γ
.

Then there exists a positive constant c such that the sequence of finite energy solutions of (2.10) satisfies

‖uk‖L∞(0,T ;L2σ(Ω)) + ‖uk‖L2σ(0,T ;L2∗σ) ≤ c,
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where

σ =















q(n− 2)(γ + 1)

2(n− 2q)
if

1

r
<

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
,

qrn(γ + 1)

2(nr + 2q − 2qr)
if

1

r
≥

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
.

Further, the solution u obtained as the limit of uk satisfies, u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2σ(Ω)) ∩ L2σ(0, T ;L2∗σ(Ω)).

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

implies that if r =
2

1 + γ
and q =

(

2∗

1− γ

)′

, then by Sobolev embedding, u ∈ L2(0, T ;L2∗(Ω)) which matches

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

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

2.4.5. Existence results for γ being a function

We now consider γ to be a positive continuous function on ΩT . We will mainly see the behaviour of γ near the
parabolic boundary, and accordingly, we will state two existence results. We recall the strip around the parabolic
boundary given by (ΩT )δ = {(x, t) ∈ ΩT : dist((x, t),ΓT ) < δ} for δ > 0, where ΓT = (Ω×{t = 0})∪(∂Ω×(0, T )).

Theorem 2.39. Let ∃δ > 0 such that γ(x, t) ≤ 1 in (ΩT )δ. Also let u0 ∈ L2(Ω) with u0 ≥ 0 and f ≥ 0 satisfies

i) f ∈ L2
(

0, T ;L(
2n

n+2)(Ω)
)

, or

ii) f ∈ Lr̄ (ΩT ) with r̄ :=
2(n+ 2)

n+ 4
.

Then (2.13) has a very weak solution u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ L

∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) in the sense of Definition 2.25.

Remark 2.40. Since
2n

n+ 2
<

2(n+ 2)

n+ 4
= r̄ < 2, so the two spaces L2

(

0, T ;L(
2n

n+2 )(Ω)
)

and Lr̄ (ΩT ) are not

comparable. Also for the constant case (Theorem 2.30) we got larger possible spaces L
2

γ+1

(

0, T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)
)

and

Lm̄ (ΩT ) 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 γ∗ > 1 and some δ > 0, we have ‖γ‖L∞((ΩT )δ) < γ∗. Assume that

u0 ∈ Lγ∗+1(Ω) with u0 ≥ 0 and f ≥ 0 is such that

i) f ∈ Lγ∗+1

(

0, T ;L

(

n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗

)

(Ω)

)

, or

ii) f ∈ Lr̃ (ΩT ) with r̃ :=
(n+ 2)(γ∗ + 1)

n+ 2(γ∗ + 1)
.

Then (2.13) admits a very weak nonnegative solution u in the sense of Definition 2.25 such that u
γ∗+1

2 ∈
L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) and u ∈ L2(t0, T ;H
1
loc(Ω)) ∩ L

∞(0, T ;L1+γ∗

(Ω)) for each t0 > 0.

Remark 2.42. Since
n(γ∗ + 1)

n+ 2γ∗
<

(n+ 2)(γ∗ + 1)

n+ 2(γ∗ + 1)
= r̃ < γ∗+1, so the two spaces Lγ∗+1

(

0, T ;L

(

n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗

)

(Ω)

)

and Lr̃ (ΩT ) are not comparable. Also, for the constant case (Theorem 2.29), we got the largest possible space
L1(ΩT ) for the belonging of initial data f .

3. Proof of main results

Proof of Theorem 2.26

We consider the approximated problems (2.9) in this case and show that {uk}k is bounded in L∞ (ΩT ). Note

that the existence and other properties of {uk}k follow by Theorem 2.22. We define wk = H (uk) = uγ+1
k , and

note that as uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) is bounded, so uγ+1

k ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)). Then, using Kato inequality as in

Proposition 2.18, we get

(wk)t −∆wk + (−∆)swk ≤ H ′(uk) ((uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk) ≤ (γ + 1)f in weak sense.
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Now let ϑ be the unique solution to the problem










ϑt −∆ϑ+ (−∆)sϑ = (γ + 1)f in ΩT ,

ϑ = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

ϑ(x, 0) = H(u0(x)) in Ω.

As f and u0 are bounded, so by Remark 2.14, ϑ ∈ L∞(ΩT ) and by comparison principle wk ≤ ϑ for all k. Hence,
uγ+1
k ≤ ϑ and the claim follows.

Now since uk ∈ L∞(ΩT )∩L
2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and nonnegative, then for any ε > 0 and θ > 0, ((uk(x, t) + ε)
θ
−εθ) ∈

L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)). So choosing 0 < ε < 1/k, for t ∈ (0, T ], we take ((uk(x, θ) + ε)

γ
− εγ)χ(0,t) as a test function in

(2.9), and it holds that
ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

(uk)t ((uk + ε))γ − εγ) dxdθ +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇ ((uk + ε)γ − εγ) dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ))((uk(x, θ) + ε)γ − (uk(y, θ) + ε)
γ
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

¨

Ωt

f(x, θ)dxdθ.

Now letting ε→ 0, by Fatou’s lemma, we get for all t ≤ T

1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
k (x, t)dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
γ
kdxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uγk(x, θ) − uγk(y, θ)) (uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

¨

Ωt

fdxdθ +
1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
0 (x)dx ≤ ‖f‖L∞(ΩT )|ΩT |+

1

γ + 1
‖u0‖

γ+1
L∞(Ω)|Ω|.

(3.1)

Since we know ∇uk · ∇u
γ
k = γuγ−1

k |∇uk|
2, and by Lemma 2.11

(uγk(x, θ) − uγk(y, θ)) (uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ)) ≥ C(γ)
(

u
γ+1
2

k (x, θ) − u
γ+1
2

k (y, θ)
)2

,

we get taking supremum over t ∈ (0, T ] in (3.1), that the sequence
{

u
γ+1
2

k

}

k
is bounded in L∞(0, T, L2(Ω)) ∩

L2(0, T ;Xs
0(Ω)) ∩ L

2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) ≡ L∞(0, T, L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)).

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

of {uk}k exists; and satisfies u(·, 0) = u0(·) and u = 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ). Also since
{

u
γ+1
2

k

}

k
is bounded

in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), therefore u

γ+1
2

k ⇀ u
γ+1
2 in L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)). Again by Beppo Levi theorem uk → u in

L1(ΩT ). Using Fatou’s Lemma, we have u
γ+1
2 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L∞(ΩT ). Also, by Remark 2.23 we get

u(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ) for any ω ⊂⊂ Ω and t0 > 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 ], L2(Ω)), we fix k ≥ l and hence uk ≥ ul and note that the function ũ =

(uk +
1

k
)− (ul +

1

l
) ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) satisfies the equation


























ũt −∆ũ + (−∆)sũ =
f(x, t)

(uk +
1
k )

γ
−

f(x, t)

(ul +
1
l )

γ
, in ΩT ,

ũ =
1

k
−

1

l
, in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

ũ(x, 0) =
1

k
−

1

l
, in Ω;

Now as

(

f

(uk +
1
k )

γ
−

f

(ul +
1
l )

γ

)

≤ 0 in the set {ũ ≥ 0}, using Proposition 2.18 and Remark 2.19, it holds that

(ũ+)t −∆(ũ+) + (−∆)s(ũ+) ≤ 0.

Again we notice that ũ+ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)), has finite energy and ũ+(x, 0) = 0, therefore by comparison principle,

it holds that ũ+ ≡ 0, and then we have (uk +
1

k
) ≤ (ul +

1

l
) for k ≥ l. Therefore we get 0 ≤ uk − ul ≤

1

l
−

1

k
,

for k ≥ l. This implies that the sequence {uk}k is Cauchy in C([0, T ], L2(Ω)) and hence u ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)).
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We now consider that γ ≤ 1, then using ukχ(0,t) as a test function in (2.9), we get that

1

2

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, t)dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdθ +

1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, θ)− uk(y, θ))
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

¨

Ωt

fu1−γ
k dxdθ +

1

2

ˆ

Ω

u20(x)dx.

Since {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L∞ (ΩT ), and γ ≤ 1, so

¨

Ωt

fu1−γ
k dxdθ ≤ C‖f‖L∞(ΩT ), and then we

conclude that {uk}k is bounded in the space L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω))∩L

∞(ΩT ). We note that the same conclusion holds
if Supp(f) ⊂⊂ ΩT taking into consideration that uk ≥ u1 ≥ 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 uk. As fk and
u0k are bounded and nonnegative, therefore uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) is bounded and nonnegative, so we can choose
the same test function ((uk(x, θ) + ε)γ − εγ)χ(0,t), 0 < ε < 1/k, in (2.10) also, and let ε→ 0 to get

1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
k (x, t)dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
γ
kdxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uγk(x, θ) − uγk(y, θ)) (uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

¨

Ωt

fkdxdθ +
1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
0k (x)dx ≤ ‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +

1

γ + 1
‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω) .

Similarly like the proof of Theorem 2.26, it holds that
{

u
γ+1
2

k

}

k
is bounded in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω))∩L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)).

Now as {uk}k 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 u
γ+1
2 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and uk ↑ u strongly in

L1(ΩT ). Since u
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and
n(1 + γ)

n− 2
=

2∗(1 + γ)

2
, embedding result on u

γ+1
2 implies u ∈

L2
(

0, T ;L(
n(1+γ)
n−2 )(Ω)

)

. Also, we have u(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ) for any ω ⊂⊂ Ω and t0 > 0. We

show that u is a very weak solution to (2.12) in the sense of Definition 2.24. Let us take arbitrary φ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ),

we then have
¨

ΩT

((uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

fk

(uk +
1
k )

γ
φdxdt.

Now φ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ) implies φt,∆φ and (−∆)sφ all are bounded. Then as uk → u strongly in L1 (ΩT ), we have

¨

ΩT

((uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk)φdxdt

=

¨

ΩT

uk(−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ)dxdt →

¨

ΩT

u(−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ)dxdt.

Now since for all ω ⊂⊂ Ω and for all t0 > 0, uk(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω× [t0, T ), we get the positivity of {uk}k
as uk(x, t) ≥ C in Supp φ for all k ≥ 1. Hence, we can use the dominated convergence theorem to obtain

¨

ΩT

fk

(uk +
1
k )

γ
φdxdt →

¨

ΩT

f

uγ
φdxdt as k → ∞.

Thus
¨

ΩT

(ut −∆u + (−∆)su)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

f

uγ
φdxdt.

Proof of Theorem 2.28

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


















(um)t −∆um + (−∆)sum =
fm(x, t)

(um + 1
m )γ

in ΩT := Ω× (0, T ),

um = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

um(x, 0) = u0m(x) in Ω.

(3.2)
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The properties of um’s follow from Theorem 2.22. As um ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) is nonnegative and Tk(um) is

bounded, so using ((Tk (um) + ε)γ − εγ)χ(0,t) as a test function in (3.2), we get
ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

(um)t ((Tk(um) + ε)γ − εγ) dxdθ +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇ ((Tk(um) + ε)γ − εγ) dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, θ)− uk(y, θ))((Tk(um(x, θ)) + ε)γ − (Tk(um(y, θ)) + ε)
γ
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ ≤

¨

ΩT

f(x, θ)dxdθ.

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

Ω

Lk (um(x, t)) dx+

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇um · ∇T γ
k (um)dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(T γ
k (um(x, θ)) − T γ

k (um(y, θ))) (um(x, θ) − um(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤ ‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + C3(k) ‖u0‖L1(Ω) + C4(k)|Ω|,

where Lk(ρ) =

ˆ ρ

0

(Tk(ξ))
γ dξ. Notice that

(T γ
k (um(x, θ)) − T γ

k (um(y, θ))) (um(x, θ) − um(y, θ))

≥ (T γ
k (um(x, θ)) − T γ

k (um(y, θ))) (Tk (um(x, θ)) − Tk (um(y, θ)))

and so

∇um · ∇T γ
k (um) ≥ γT γ−1

k (um)|∇Tk(um)|2

and for ρ > 0, trivial calculation yields that

C1(k)ρ− C2(k) ≤ Lk(ρ) ≤ C3(k)ρ+ C4(k) and Lk(ρ) ≥ C (Tk(ρ))
γ+1

,

where C1, C2, C3, C4, C are positive constants depending only on k. Therefore
{

(Tk (um))
γ+1
2

}

m
is bounded in

L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) and {um}m is bounded in L∞(0, T ;L1(Ω)).

Now as {um}m 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))
γ+1
2 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)), um ↑ u strongly in
L1(ΩT ). Also u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 sense and u is 0 outside Ω. 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














(uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk =
fk(x, t)

uγk
in ΩT ,

uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

uk(x, 0) = u0k(x) in Ω;

for γ ≤ 1, then for each k, uk exists and uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)). Also, each uk is unique (see

Remark 3.3). Further, the sequence {uk}k satisfy the followings:
(a) each uk is bounded and nonnegative,
(b) the sequence {uk}k is increasing in k (can be shown similarly like Lemma 2.20),
(c) for each t0 > 0 and ω ⊂⊂ ΩT , ∃C(ω, t0, n, s) such that uk ≥ C(ω, t0, n, s).

Now for γ ≤ 1, we have (uk + ε)γ − εγ ≤ uγk, and hence
fk((uk + ε)γ − εγ)

uγk
≤ fk. Therefore we can follow

the same procedure as that of Theorem 2.27 to get that the pointwise limit u of {uk}k is a very weak solution of
(2.12) and satisfies the corresponding properties of Theorem 2.27. Now let k ≥ l be fixed, then uk ≥ ul and

(uk − ul)t −∆(uk − ul) + (−∆)s (uk − ul) =
fk(x, t)

uγk
−
fl(x, t)

uγl
≤
fk − fl
uγk

in ΩT .

Hence using ((uk − ul + ε)γ − εγ)χ(0,t), 0 < ε << 1 as a test function in the above inequality and letting ε → 0
it holds that

1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

(uk(x, t)− ul(x, t))
γ+1

dx ≤

¨

Ωt

(fk − fl) dxdθ +
1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

(u0k(x)− u0l(x))
γ+1

(x)dx.

Now as by Dominated Convergence Theorem, fk ↑ f strongly in L1(ΩT ) and u0k ↑ u0 strongly in Lγ+1(Ω) if
u0 ∈ Lγ+1(Ω), we get that the sequence {uk}k is a Cauchy sequence in the space C([0, T ];Lγ+1(Ω)) and hence in
C([0, T ];L1(Ω)). Therefore this approximation allows us to have u ∈ C([0, T ], L1(Ω)).
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Note that the same approximation technique will not work for γ > 1, as in that case we will have u
γ+1
2

k ∈
L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) which may not give us uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) and the monotonicity of {uk}k cannot be proven in

similar way like Lemma 2.20. However, we will take approximations as (2.10) for convenience even for γ ≤ 1.

Further, this approximation technique will not work for u0 ∈ L1(Ω), as in that case, we need to take test functions

like ((Tm (uk − ul) + ε)
γ
− εγ)χ(0,t) and will end up with

ˆ

Ω

Lm (uk(x, t)− ul(x, t)) dx in the left which will not

give us anything desired.

Proof of Theorem 2.29

We consider the approximated problems (2.10) here and refer Theorem 2.22. Since each uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω))

is bounded and γ > 1 so we can use uγkχ(0,t) as a test function in (2.10), to get that, for all t ≤ T ,

1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
k (x, t)dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
γ
kdxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uγk(x, θ) − uγk(y, θ)) (uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

¨

Ωt

fdxdθ +
1

γ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ+1
0k (x)dx

≤ ‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +
1

γ + 1
‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω) .

(3.3)

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

u
γ+1
2

k

}

k
is uniformly bounded

in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) and {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ+1(Ω)).

We now show that {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2(t0, T ;H
s
loc(Ω)) ∩ L

2(t0, T ;H
1
loc(Ω)) for each t0 > 0. Since

γ > 1, and ΩT is bounded, and {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ+1(Ω)), we deduce that {uk}k is
uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;L2(Ω)) = L2(ΩT ), in particular in L2(K × (t0, T )), for every subset K compactly
contained in Ω and for each t0 > 0. Further, as K ×K ⊂ Ω× Ω ⊂ Q and all the integrals in the left-hand-side
of (3.3) are positive, hence we have,

ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)) (u
γ
k(x, t) − uγk(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ 2‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +

2

γ + 1
‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω) ,

and
ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

uγ−1
k |∇uk|

2dxdt ≤
1

γ

(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +
1

γ + 1
‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω)

)

,

for every K ⊂⊂ Ω and for each t0 > 0.

We now apply the item (iii) of Lemma 2.11, to get
ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|uk(x, t) − uk(y, t)|
2
|uk(x, t) + uk(y, t)|

γ−1

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ 2Cγ

(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω)

)

.

Using the positivity of uk in ω × [t0, T ) for all k, we get
ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|uk(x, t) − uk(y, t)|
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤

22−γCγ

cγ−1
(K,t0)

(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω)

)

, (3.4)

and
ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

|∇uk|
2dxdydt ≤

1

γcγ−1
(K,t0)

(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +
1

γ + 1
‖u0‖Lγ+1(Ω)

)

. (3.5)

Hence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2(t0, T ;H
s
loc(Ω))∩L

2(t0, T ;H
1
loc(Ω)) ≡ L2(t0, T ;H

1
loc(Ω)) for each t0 > 0.

Since we have
{

u
γ+1
2

k

}

is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ⊂ L2 (ΩT ), this implies that the increasing

sequence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L1 (ΩT ). Then, there exists a measurable function u such that uk → u
a.e. in ΩT and by Beppo Levi’s theorem uk → u in L1(ΩT ). Since uk = 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ), extending u
by zero outside of Ω we conclude that uk → u a.e. in R

n × (0, T ) with u = 0 in (Rn\Ω) × (0, T ). Now we
use Fatou’s lemma in (3.3)–(3.5), to obtain for each t0 > 0, u ∈ L2(t0, T ;H

1
loc(Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;Lγ+1(Ω)) and

u
γ+1
2 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)). As uk(x, 0) = u0k(x) for each k, so u(x, 0) = u0(x) in L1 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 uk ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), we take uk(x, t)χ(0,τ)(t)

as a test function in (2.10), to have

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx + 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤ 2

¨

ΩT

fu1−γ
k dxdt + ‖u0‖L2(Ω) .

(3.6)

Case 1: f ∈ L
2

γ+1

(

0, T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)
)

For this case, since f ∈ L
2

γ+1

(

0, T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)
)

, we apply the Hölder inequality two times, first for the space

integral and then for the time integral, to obtain
¨

ΩT

fu1−γ
k dxdt ≤

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

|f(x, t)|(
2∗

1−γ )
′

dx

)
1

( 2∗
1−γ )

′

(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2∗
dx

)
1−γ
2∗

dt

=

ˆ T

0

‖f‖
L(

2∗
1−γ )

′

(Ω)
‖uk‖

1−γ

L2∗ (Ω)
dt

≤

(

ˆ T

0

‖f‖
2

1+γ

L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)

dt

)
1+γ
2
(

ˆ T

0

‖uk‖
2
L2∗(Ω) dt

)
1−γ
2

.

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

¨

ΩT

fu1−γ
k dxdt ≤ (C(n))

1−γ
2 ‖f‖

L
2

γ+1

(

0,T ;L(
2∗

1−γ )
′

(Ω)

)

[

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt

]
1−γ
2

.

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

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ C,

where C is a positive constant independent of k.

Case 2: f ∈ Lm̄(ΩT )
For this case, we notice that as f ∈ Lm̄ (ΩT ), we can apply the Hölder inequality in the first term on the
right-hand-side in (3.6) with exponents m̄ and m̄′, to get

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx +

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)|
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤ 2‖f‖Lm̄(ΩT )

[
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(1−γ)m̄′

dxdt

]
1

m̄′

+ ‖u0‖L2(Ω) .

(3.7)

We observe that (1 − γ)m̄′ =
2(n+ 2)

n
and hence using the Hölder inequality with the exponents

n

n− 2
and

n

2
and by Sobolev embedding (Theorem 2.8), we reach that

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2 |uk|

4
n dxdt

≤

ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2
dx

]
2
n

‖uk‖
2
L2∗ (Ω) dt

≤ C(n)

[

sup
0≤t≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2 dx

]
2
n
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt.

So using (3.7) and convexity argument, we get
¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

(

2‖f‖Lm̄(ΩT )

)
n+2
n

(
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(1−γ)m̄′

)
n+2
nm̄′

+
(

‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)
n+2
n

)

.

Since
n+ 2

nm̄′
=

1− γ

2
< 1, we use the Young inequality to obtain

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C,
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where C is a positive constant independent of k. Therefore, by (3.7) we deduce that the sequence {uk}k
is uniformly bounded in the space L2(0, T ;Xs

0(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ≡ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) ∩
L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)).

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 {uk}k is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), there exist a sub-

sequence of {uk}k, still indexed by k, and a measurable function u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) such that uk ⇀ u weakly

in L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) and uk → u strongly in L2 (ΩT ) and a.e. in Ω × (0, T ). In addition, since uk = u = 0 on

CΩ × (0, T ), extending u ≡ 0 outside Ω, we obtain uk → u for a.e. (x, t) ∈ R
n × (0, T ). Again since {uk} is

increasing in k, and uk(x, 0) = u0k(x), so we have u(x, 0) = u0(x) in L1 sense (Remark 2.23). Also, by Fatou’s
Lemma, we get that u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)). Hence it follows that

uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)

|x− y|
n+2s

2

→
u(x, t)− u(y, t)

|x− y|
n+2s

2

a.e. in Q× (0, T ).

We take an arbitrary test function ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ) in (2.10) to get

−

¨

ΩT

ukϕtdxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uk(−∆φ)dxdt

+
1

2

¨

QT

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)) (ϕ(x, t) − ϕ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt =

¨

ΩT

fkϕ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ dxdt.

Since ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), therefore ϕt and ∇ϕ both are in L2(ΩT ) and since strong convergence implies weak conver-

gence too, so it is clear that

lim
k→∞

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

ukφtdxdt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uφtdxdt

and by weak convergence in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), we get

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uk(−∆φ)dxdt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇φdxdt

→

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdxdt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

u(−∆φ)dxdt, as k → ∞.

We now define

Fk(x, y, t) =
uk(x, t) − uk(y, t)

|x− y|
n+2s

2

and F (x, y, t) =
u(x, t)− u(y, t)

|x− y|
n+2s

2

.

Then as Fk → F a.e. in Q× (0, T ) and {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2 (0, T ;Xs
0(Ω)), by weak convergence we

reach that

lim
k→∞

¨

QT

(uk(x, t) − uk(y, t)) (ϕ(x, t) − ϕ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

=

¨

QT

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(ϕ(x, t) − ϕ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt,

for all ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ). Now since for all ω ⊂⊂ Ω and for all t0 > 0, we have uk(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ),

so we reach that uk(x, t) ≥ C in Suppφ (as support of φ is compact in ΩT ) for all k ≥ 1. Using this fact, we
then have

0 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

fkϕ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
‖ϕ‖L∞(ΩT )|f |

Cγ
∈ L1 (ΩT ) .

So, by the dominated convergence theorem, we get

lim
k→∞

¨

ΩT

fkϕ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ dxdt =

¨

ΩT

fϕ

uγ
dxdt.

Finally, we pass to the limit as k → ∞ to get

−

¨

ΩT

u(x, t)ϕt(x, t)dxdt −

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

u(x, t)∆φ(x, t)dxdt

+
1

2

¨

QT

(u(x, t)− u(y, t))(ϕ(x, t) − ϕ(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt =

¨

ΩT

f(x, t)ϕ(x, t)

uγ(x, t)
dxdt,

for all φ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ). Therefore, u is a weak solution to (2.12).
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Proof of Theorem 2.32

As uk(≥ 0) ∈ L∞(ΩT ) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), so ((uk(x, t) + ε)θ − εθ) ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)), for any ε, θ > 0. So

choosing γ ≤ θ < 1, 0 < ε < 1/k, we take the test function ((uk(x, t) + ε)θ − εθ)χ(0,τ)(t) in (2.10), to get for each
τ ≤ T

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

(uk)t
(

(uk + ε))θ − εθ
)

dxdt+

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇
(

(uk + ε)θ − εθ
)

dxdt

+
1

2

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t) − uk(y, t))((uk(x, t) + ε)θ − (uk(y, t) + ε)
θ
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤

¨

ΩT

f(x, t) (uk(x, t) + ε)
θ−γ

dxdt.

Letting ε→ 0, integrating the first term, and taking the supremum over τ ∈ [0, T ], we get

2

θ + 1
sup

0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
θ+1

dx+ 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
θ
kdxdt

+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))
(

uθk(x, t)− uθk(y, t)
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ 2

¨

ΩT

fuθ−γ
k dxdt+

2

θ + 1
‖u0‖L2(Ω) .

(3.8)

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

θ + 1

2θ
sup

0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
θ+1 dx+

(θ + 1)2

2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uθ−1
k |∇uk|

2dxdt

+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|u
θ+1
2

k (x, t) − u
θ+1
2

k (y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤

2

θ

(
¨

ΩT

fuθ−γ
k dxdt + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)

.

In the previous inequality, we have used the fact that θ + 1 < 2, now we observe that the term
θ + 1

2θ
> 1 in the

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

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
θ+1

dx+
(θ + 1)2

4

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

uθ−1
k |∇uk|

2dxdt

+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|u
θ+1
2

k (x, t) − u
θ+1
2

k (y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤

2

θ

(
¨

ΩT

fuθ−γ
k dxdt + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)

.

(3.9)

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

n− 2
and

n

2
we get

¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2 θ+1

2 |uk|
4
n

θ+1
2 dxdt

≤

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2∗ θ+1

2 dx

)
n−2
n
(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
θ+1

dx

)
2
n

dt

=

ˆ T

0

∥

∥

∥u
θ+1
2

k

∥

∥

∥

2

L2∗(Ω)

(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
θ+1

dx

)
2
n

dt.

We now take the supremum over t ∈ [0, T ], and apply the Sobolev embedding as that of Theorem 2.8, to get that
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)

(

sup
0≤t≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
θ+1

dx

)
2
n
¨

ΩT

|∇u
θ+1
2

k |2dxdt.

Using (3.9) and convexity argument, we now get
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)

(

2

θ

)
n+2
n
(
¨

ΩT

fuθ−γ
k dxdt + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)
n+2
n

≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

2

θ

)
n+2
n

(

(
¨

ΩT

fuθ−γ
k dxdt

)
n+2
n

+ ‖u0‖
(n+2)

n

L2(Ω)

)

.

(3.10)

Case 1: m = 1

Now for the case m = 1, we take θ = γ in the (3.10). So we obtain
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(γ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

2

γ

)
n+2
n
(

‖f‖
n+2
n

L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖
(n+2)

n

L2(Ω)

)

. (3.11)
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Also, by (3.9) we easily have

‖uk‖L∞(0,T ;Lγ+1(Ω)) ≤
2

γ

[

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

]

. (3.12)

Case 2: m > 1

For m > 1, we take γ < θ < 1. Using (3.10) and applying Hölder inequality with exponent m and m′, we have
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C1‖f‖
n+2
n

Lm(ΩT )

[
¨

ΩT

|uk|
m′(θ−γ)dxdt

]
n+2
nm′

+ C1 ‖u0‖
(n+2)

n

L2(Ω) ,

where C1 = C(n)2
2
n

(

2

θ

)
n+2
n

. We now choose γ < θ < 1 to be such that

(θ + 1)(n+ 2)

n
= m′(θ − γ), i.e. θ =

(n+ 2)(m− 1) + nmγ

n− 2(m− 1)
.

We note that the condition θ < 1 is equivalent to m < m̄; while γ < θ is always fulfilled. Since
n+ 2

nm′
< 1,

applying Young’s inequality with ε > 0, we get
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C1‖f‖
n+2
n

Lm(ΩT )

(

ε

¨

ΩT

|uk|
(θ+1)(n+2)

n dxdt+ C(ε)

)

+ C1 ‖u0‖
(n+2)

n

L2(Ω) .

We choose ε small enough such that εC1‖f‖
n+2
n

Lm(ΩT ) =
1

2
and using the fact that

σ :=
m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n− 2(m− 1)
=

(θ + 1)(n+ 2)

n
= m′(θ − γ),

we get
¨

ΩT

|uk|
σ dxdt ≤ C, (3.13)

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

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

uθ+1
k (x, τ)dx ≤

2

θ

(

‖f‖Lm(ΩT ) ‖uk‖
σ
m′

Lσ(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)

.

Since γ < θ and by (3.13) we conclude that the sequence {uk} is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ+1(Ω)), 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

is 1 ≤ m < m̄, the sequence {uk} is uniformly bounded in Lσ(ΩT ), σ :=
m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n− 2(m− 1)
.

Now from (3.9), again using Hölder inequality, we estimate as
¨

ΩT

|∇u
θ+1
2

k |2dxdt ≤
2

θ

(

‖f‖Lm(ΩT ) ‖uk‖
σ
m′

Lσ(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

)

≤ C, (3.14)

where C > 0 is a constant independent of k. Let 1 < q̄ < 2 will be specified later. By Hölder inequality, we have

¨

ΩT

|∇uk|
q̄dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|∇uk|
q̄uθ−1

k

uθ−1
k

dxdt ≤

(
¨

ΩT

|∇uk|
2uθ−1

k dxdt

)
q̄
2

×





¨

ΩT

uθ−1
k

u
2(θ−1)
2−q̄

k

dxdt





2−q̄
2

(3.14)

≤ C

(
¨

ΩT

u
q̄(1−θ)
2−q̄

k dxdt

)
2−q̄
2

.

(3.15)
We now choose q̄ to be such that

q̄(1− θ)

2− q̄
= σ =

m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n− 2(m− 1)
i.e. q̄ =

m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n+ 2−m(1− γ)
.

We note that q̄ < 2 is equivalent to m < m̄; while q̄ > 1 is always fulfilled. Then we get by embedding results

and using (3.13) and (3.15)
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)− uk(y, t)|
q̄

|x− y|n+q̄s
dydxdt ≤ C(n, s)

¨

ΩT

|∇uk|
q̄dxdt ≤ C2

(
¨

ΩT

uσk (x, t)dxdt

)
2−q̄
2

≤ C3,

where C3 is a positive constant independent of k. Thus, {uk}k is uniformly bounded in Lq̄(0, T ;W s,q̄
0 (Ω)) ∩

Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄
0 (Ω)) ≡ Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄

0 (Ω)).
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Since the sequence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄
0 (Ω)), there exist a

subsequence of {uk}k still indexed by k and a measurable function u ∈ Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄
0 (Ω)) such that uk ⇀ u

weakly in Lq̄(0, T ;W 1,q̄
0 (Ω)). Also by Fatou’s lemma, we will get u ∈ L∞(0, T ;Lγ+1(Ω)) and u ∈ Lσ(ΩT ), with

σ :=
m(γ + 1)(n+ 2)

n− 2(m− 1)
. As before, using the monotonicity of the sequence {uk}, we get using Beppo Levi’s

theorem that uk → u strongly in L1(ΩT ) and uk → u a.e in R
n × (0, T ). By Remark 2.23, this pointwise limit

will satisfy u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 sense. Then, the rest of the proof will follow from the proof of Theorem 2.27.

Remark 3.2. We observe that the sequence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in Lr(Ω) for every 1 ≤ r ≤ σ, then
following the same lines of the previous proof, we can show that the sequence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in

Lq(0, T ;W s,q
0 (Ω)) ∩ Lq(0, T ;W 1,q

0 (Ω)) ≡ Lq(0, T ;W 1,q
0 (Ω)) for all 1 < q ≤ q̄ where 1 ≤ m < m̄.

Proof of Theorem 2.35

Let us introduce the following notations: for any measurable function v we define

Am(v) = {(x, t) ∈ ΩT : v(x, t) > m} , and for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), At
m(v) = {x ∈ Ω : 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
uk in Ω× (0, τ), for a positive (small) τ (to be specified later), and then to iterate such an estimate. We consider
the approximated problem (2.10) and take (uk −m)+χ(0,t) ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)), for m > 0, t ∈ (0, τ), τ < T , as a
test function to obtain

ˆ

Ω

ϕm (uk(x, t)) dx+

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇(uk −m)+dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ)) ((uk −m)+(x, θ)− (uk −m)+(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ

≤

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

fk(uk −m)+

(uk +
1
k )

γ
dxdθ +

ˆ

Ω

ϕm (uk(x, 0)) dx,

(3.16)

where ϕm(ρ) =

ˆ ρ

0

(σ−m)+dσ =
(ρ−m)2+

2
. We choose am > 0 large enough such thatm > max{‖u0‖L∞(Ω) , 1},

in order to neglect the last term above. Noting that ∇uk · ∇(uk −m)+ = |∇(uk −m)+|
2, and

(uk(x, θ) − uk(y, θ)) ((uk −m)+(x, θ) − (uk −m)+(y, θ)) ≥ ((uk −m)+(x, θ)− (uk −m)+(y, θ))
2
,

we take supremum over t ∈ (0, τ ] in (3.16), to get

‖(uk −m)+‖
2
L∞(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖(uk −m)+‖

2
L2(0,τ ;Xs

0(Ω)) + ‖(uk −m)+‖
2
L2(0,τ ;H1

0(Ω))

≤

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)+dxdt.
(3.17)

Note that, in order to deal with the singularity, we have used the fact that m ≥ 1 and hence uk > 1 in At
m,k,

here the subscript k in At
m,k denotes that we are considering the function uk. Now the term of the right-hand

side above can be estimated as follows,
ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)+dxdt ≤

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)2+dxdt+

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

fdxdt. (3.18)

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

r̄ = 2r′, q̄ = 2q′, η =
2η1
n
, r̂ = r̄(1 + η), q̂ = q̄(1 + η),

where η1 = 1 −
1

r
−

n

2q
. Note that η1 ∈ (0, 1) as 0 <

1

r
+

n

2q
< 1. Further, simple calculation yields that

1

r̂
+
n

2q̂
=
n

4
. Now, applying Hölder inequality repeatedly, we estimate the first term as

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)2+dxdt ≤

ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

|f(x, t)|qdx

)
1
q
(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)2q
′

+ dx

)
1
q′

dt

≤





ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

|f(x, t)|qdx

)
r
q

dt





1
r







ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)2q
′

+ dx

)
r′

q′

dt







1
r′

.
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As again by Hölder inequality with exponent (1 + η), we have






ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)2q
′

+ dx

)
r′

q′

dt







1
r′

≤







ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)
2q′(1+η)
+ dx

)
r′

q′(1+η)

|At
m,k|

r′η

q′(1+η) dt







1
r′

=







ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)q̂+dx

)
2r′

q̂

|At
m,k|

2r′η
q̂ dt







1
r′

≤





ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)q̂+dx

)
r̂
q̂

dt





1
r′(1+η)

(
ˆ τ

0

|At
m,k|

r̂
q̂

)
η

r′(1+η)

,

therefore
ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)2+dxdt ≤ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))‖(uk −m)+‖
2
Lr̂(0,τ ;Lq̂(Ω))µk(m)

2η
r̂ ,

where µk(m) =

ˆ τ

0

∣

∣At
m,k

∣

∣

r̂
q̂ dt. We now use Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (Theorem 2.10) for (uk−m)+ to get

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

f(uk −m)2+dxdt ≤ c‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))µk(m)
2η
r̂

(
ˆ τ

0

‖(uk −m)+‖
(1−θ)r̂
L2(Ω) ‖∇(uk −m)+‖

r̂θ
L2(Ω) dt

)
2
r̂

≤ c‖f‖µk(m)
2η
r̂

[

‖(uk −m)+‖
2
L∞(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖(uk −m)+‖

2
L2(0,τ ;H1

0(Ω))

]

.

(3.19)
where r̂θ = 2, and c is a constant independent of the choice of k and m. Note that we have used the fact that
any function in H1

0 (Ω) can be considered as a function in H1(Rn). Also, we applied Young’s inequality with

exponents
r̂

2
and its conjugate.

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

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

At
m,k

fdxdt ≤

ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

|f(x, t)|qdx

)
1
q

|At
m,k|

1
q′ dt

≤





ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

|f(x, t)|qdx

)
r
q

dt





1
r
(
ˆ τ

0

|At
m,k|

r′

q′ dt

)
1
r′

≤ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))µk(m)
2(1+η)

r̂ .

(3.20)

Denoting

|||(uk −m)+|||
2 = ‖(uk −m)+‖

2
L∞(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖(uk −m)+‖

2
L2(0,τ ;H1

0 (Ω)),

and using (3.19), (3.20), we get from (3.17),

|||(uk −m)+|||
2 ≤ c‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))

[

µk(m)
2η
r̂ |||(uk −m)+|||

2 + µk(m)
2(1+η)

r̂

]

,

where c is a constant which does not depend on k and m. Note that µk(m) ≤ τ |Ω|
r̂
q̂ , for all k ∈ N and m, so that

we can fix τ , independent of uk and m, suitable small in such a way that cµk(m)
2η
r̂ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) =

1

2
and use

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

‖(uk −m)+‖
2
Lr̂(0,τ ;Lq̂(Ω)) ≤ c|||(uk −m)+|||

2 ≤ c‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))µk(m)
2(1+η)

r̂ . (3.21)

Consider l > m > max{‖u0‖L∞(Ω) , 1} := m0. Then At
l,k ⊂ At

m,k, and using (3.21), we get

(l −m)µk(l)
1
r̂ =

(
ˆ τ

0

(

(l −m)q̂
∣

∣At
l,k

∣

∣

)
r̂
q̂ dt

)
1
r̂

≤





ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
l,k

(uk −m)q̂+dx

)
r̂
q̂

dt





1
r̂

≤





ˆ τ

0

(

ˆ

At
m,k

(uk −m)q̂+dx

)
r̂
q̂

dt





1
r̂

≤ cµk(m)
1+η
r̂ .
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Therefore for all l > m > m0, we have

µk(l) ≤
c

(l −m)r̂
µk(m)1+η,

where c is a constant independent of k. Now applying [27, Lemma B.1], we conclude that µk(m0 + dk) = 0,

where dk = c[µk(m0)]
η2r̂(1+η)/η. As for each k, dk ≤ c

(

T |Ω|
r̂
q̂

)η

, we get

‖uk‖L∞(Ω×[0,τ ]) ≤ d.

We can iterate this procedure in the sets Ω× [τ, 2τ ], · · · ,Ω× [jτ, T ], where T − jτ 6 τ to conclude that

‖uk‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ C uniformly in k ∈ N.

Now, since the sequence {uk}k is increasing in k, we have ‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C. Further, if γ ≤ 1, testing (2.10) with

the function uk we can deduce u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)) (see Theorem 2.26).

Proof of Theorem 2.36

For γ ≥ 1, we choose δ >
1 + γ

2
and for γ < 1, we choose δ > 1, and take u2δ−1

k χ(0,t), 0 < t ≤ T as test

function in (2.10), with u0 ≡ 0. We note that, such a test function is admissible as uk ∈ L∞(ΩT ). We get ∀t ≤ T,

1

2δ

ˆ

Ω

u2δk (x, t)dx +

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
2δ−1
k dxdθ

+
1

2

ˆ t

0

ˆ

Q

(

u2δ−1
k (x, θ) − u2δ−1

k (y, θ)
)

(uk(x, θ)− uk(y, θ))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydθ ≤

¨

Ωt

fu2δ−1−γ
k dxdθ.

Taking supremum over t ∈ (0, T ] and using item (i) of Lemma 2.11, by Hölder and Sobolev inequalities, we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

ˆ

Ω

u2δk (x, t)dx +
2(2δ − 1)

δ
λ

ˆ T

0

∥

∥uδk
∥

∥

2

L2∗ (Ω)
dt+

(2δ − 1)

δ
λs

ˆ T

0

∥

∥uδk
∥

∥

2

L2∗s (Ω)
dt

≤ 2δ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))





ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

u
(2δ−1−γ)q′

k dx

]
r′

q′

dt





1
r′

.

(3.22)

Note that
2δ − 1

δ
> 1, so we can ignore the constants in left. Denoting by A =

(

ˆ T

0

‖uk‖
(2δ−1−γ)r′

L(2δ−1−γ)q′ (Ω)
dt

)
1
r′

,

we get from (3.22),

sup
t∈[0,T ]

ˆ

Ω

u2δk dx ≤ 2δ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) A, (3.23)

and
ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

u
2∗sδ
k dx

]
2
2∗s

dt ≤ c

ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

u2
∗δ

k dx

]
2
2∗

dt ≤
c

λ
2δ ‖f‖Lr(0,T ;Lq(Ω))A. (3.24)

Case 1: 1 < q <
nr

n+ 2(r − 1)
i.e.

1

r
<

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2

Since, 1 < q <
nr

n+ 2(r − 1)
implies q < r and

r′

q′
<

2

2∗
, we apply Hölder inequality with exponent

2q′

2∗r′
to get

A ≤ T
1
r′

− 2∗

2q′

[

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u
(2δ−1−γ)q′

k dx

)
2
2∗

dt

]
2∗

2q′

. (3.25)

Thus from (3.24), it follows

ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

u2
∗δ

k dx

]
2
2∗

dt ≤ 2δcA ≤ 2δc

[

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u
(2δ−1−γ)q′

k dx

)
2
2∗

dt

]
2∗

2q′

.

We now choose 2∗δ = (2δ − 1− γ)q′, that is, δ =
1

2
·
q(n− 2)(γ + 1)

(n− 2q)
. Note that if γ ≥ 1, then δ >

γ + 1

2
if and

only if q > 1, and for γ < 1, δ > 1 if and only if q >

(

2∗

1− γ

)′

. Moreover, since q <
n

2
it follows that

2∗

2q′
< 1.
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Thus we get
ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u2
∗δ

k dx

)
2
2∗

dt =

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u
(2δ−1−γ)q′

k dx

)
2
2∗

dt ≤ c, (3.26)

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

‖uk‖L∞(0,T ;L2σ(Ω)) + ‖uk‖L2σ(0,T ;L2∗σ(Ω)) ≤ c, with σ =
q(n− 2)(γ + 1)

2(n− 2q)
>
q

2
.

Case 2:
nr

n+ 2(r − 1)
≤ q <

n

2
r′ i.e.

1

r
≥

n

n− 2

1

q
−

2

n− 2
and

1

r
+

n

2q
> 1

In this case we choose δ =
1

2

qrn(γ + 1)

nr − 2q(r − 1)
. Note that for γ ≥ 1, δ >

1 + γ

2
, if and only if

1

r
+
n

2q
< 1+

n

2
which

is always satisfied and for γ < 1, δ > 1 if and only if q >
2nr

nr(γ + 1) + 4(r − 1)
which is satisfied if r >

2

γ + 1
. Now

by interpolation, we get that
1

(2δ − 1− γ)q′
=

1− θ

2δ
+

θ

2∗δ
, where θ =

nq(r − 1)

nr(q − 1) + 2q(r − 1)
∈ (0, 1]. Therefore

ˆ T

0

‖uk‖
r′(2δ−1−γ)

L(2δ−1−γ)q′ (Ω)
dt ≤ c ‖uk‖

2δµ1

L∞(0,T ;L2δ(Ω))

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u2
∗δ

k dx

)
2
2∗

µ2

dt,

where µ1 =
(1− θ)r′(2δ − 1− γ)

2δ
and µ2 =

θr′(2δ − 1− γ)

2δ
. Since µ2 ≤ 1, we have that

ˆ T

0

‖uk‖
r′(2δ−1−γ)

L(2δ−1−γ)q′ (Ω)
dt ≤ c ‖uk‖

2δµ1

L∞(0,T ;L2δ(Ω))

(

ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

u2
∗δ

k dx

]
2
2∗

dt

)µ2

,

and since µ1 + µ2 < r′, using (3.23) and (3.24), we can conclude the following which will give our final result
ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

u
(2δ−1−δ)q′

k dx

)
r′

q′

dt ≤ c.

Proof of Theorem 2.39

Consider the approximated problem (2.11) and corresponding properties of {uk}k, Theorem 2.22. We denote
(ωT̃ )δ = ΩT \(ΩT )δ, then uk(x) ≥ C((ωT̃ )δ, n, s) > 0 in (ωT̃ )δ for all k. Choosing ukχ(0,τ)(t) as test function in
(2.11), we obtain

1

2

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx +

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt+

1

2

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤

¨

ΩT

fkuk
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+

1

2

ˆ

Ω

u20(x)dx.

Now taking supremum over τ ∈ (0, T ], we get

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx + 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

(uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤ 2

¨

ΩT

fkuk
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+ ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

= 2

¨

(ΩT )δ

fkuk
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+ 2

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fkuk
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+ ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

≤ 2

¨

(ΩT )δ

fu
1−γ(x,t)
k dxdt+ 2

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fuk

C
γ(x,t)
(ωT̃ )δ

dxdt+ ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

≤ 2

¨

(ΩT )δ∩{uk≤1}

fu
1−γ(x,t)
k dxdt+ 2

¨

(ΩT )δ∩{uk≥1}

fu
1−γ(x,t)
k dxdt

+2

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fuk

C
γ(x,t)
(ωT̃ )δ

dxdt + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)

≤ ‖u0‖L2(Ω) + 2‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + 2

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)
¨

ΩT

fukdxdt.

(3.27)
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Case 1: f ∈ L2
(

0, T ;L(
2n

n+2 )(Ω)
)

We note that (2∗)′ =
2n

n+ 2
, then by using Hölder’s and Sobolev’s inequalities, we have

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fukdxdt ≤ C

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

|f(x, t)|(2
∗)′dx

)
1

(2∗)′
(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2∗
dx

)
1
2∗

dt

≤ C

ˆ T

0

‖f‖L(2∗)′ (Ω)

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2
dx

)
1
2

dt

≤ C

(

ˆ T

0

‖f‖2
L(2∗)′(Ω)

dt

)
1
2
(

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2 dxdt

)
1
2

.

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

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

u2k(x, τ)dx + ‖uk‖
2
L2(0,T ;H1

0 (Ω)) ≤ ‖u0‖L2(Ω) + 2‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + C

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)

.

Therefore the sequence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩ L

∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)).

Case 2: f ∈ Lr̄ (ΩT )

For this case, we apply Hölder inequality with exponents r̄ and r̄′ to get
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fukdxdt ≤ C‖f‖Lr̄(ΩT )

[
¨

ΩT

|uk|
r̄′dxdt

]
1
r̄′

. (3.28)

We observe that r̄′ =
2(n+ 2)

n
and hence using the Hölder inequality with exponents

n

n− 2
and

n

2
and by

Sobolev embedding (Theorem 2.8), we can write
¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2 |uk|

4
n dxdt ≤

ˆ T

0

[
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2
dx

]
2
n

‖uk‖
2
L2∗(Ω) dt

≤ C(n)

[

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
2
dx

]
2
n
ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
2dxdt.

(3.29)

So using (3.28) in (3.27), we get from (3.29) by convexity argument
¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

(

C1C‖f‖Lr̄(ΩT )

)
n+2
n

(
¨

ΩT

|uk|
r̄′
)

n+2
nr̄′

+ C
n+2
n

2

)

,

where C1 = 2

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)

and C2 = ‖u0‖L2(Ω) + 2‖f‖L1(ΩT ). Now since
n+ 2

nr̄′
=

1

2
, we use Young’s

inequality to obtain
¨

ΩT

|uk|
r̄′
dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C,

where C is a positive constant independent of k. Therefore, by (3.27) and (3.28) we deduce that {uk}k is
uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) ∩ L
∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)).

Since {uk}k is uniformly bounded in the reflexive Banach space L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)), there exist a subsequence

of {uk}k, still indexed by k, and a measurable function u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) such that uk ⇀ u weakly in

L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)). Also, since {uk} is increasing in k, it holds by Beppo Levi’s theorem that uk → u strongly in

L1 (ΩT ) and hence a.e. in ΩT . Applying Fatou’s Lemma, we get u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)). This pointwise limit is
actually defined for each t ∈ [0, T ) and satisfies u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 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 φ ∈ C∞

0 (ΩT ), we have
¨

ΩT

((uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

fkφ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt.

Since φ ∈ C∞
0 (ΩT ), therefore φt,∆φ and (−∆)sφ all are bounded. As uk → u strongly in L1 (ΩT ), we have

¨

ΩT

((uk)t −∆uk + (−∆)suk)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

uk(−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ)dxdt

→

¨

ΩT

u(−(φ)t −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ)dxdt.
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Now since for all ω ⊂⊂ Ω and for all t0 > 0, uk(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s) in ω × [t0, T ), we reach that uk(x, t) ≥ C in
Suppφ (say ω × [t1, t2]) for all k ≥ 1. Therefore

0 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

fkφ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖φC
−γ(x,t)
ω,t1,t2 ‖L∞(ΩT )f.

Hence by the dominated convergence theorem
¨

ΩT

fkφ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt →

¨

ΩT

fφ

uγ(x,t)
dxdt as k → ∞.

Thus, we get the following and conclude
¨

ΩT

(ut −∆u+ (−∆)su)φdxdt =

¨

ΩT

fφ

uγ(x,t)
dxdt.

Proof of Theorem 2.41

Consider uk to be the unique nonnegative solution to (2.11). Since γ∗ > 1, so we can use uγ
∗

k χ(0,τ)(t) as a
test function in (2.11) to get for all τ ≤ T ,

1

γ∗ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ
∗+1

k (x, τ)dx +

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
γ∗

k dxdt

+
1

2

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

Q

(uγ
∗

k (x, t)− uγ
∗

k (y, t)) (uk(x, t)− uk(y, t))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤

¨

ΩT

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt +

1

γ∗ + 1

ˆ

Ω

uγ
∗+1

0 (x)dx.

Now taking supremum over τ ∈ (0, T ] and using item i) of Lemma 2.11, we get

(γ∗ + 1)

2γ∗
sup

0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
γ∗+1

dx+
(γ∗ + 1)2

2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uγ
∗−1

k |∇uk|
2dxdt

+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|u
γ∗+1

2

k (x, t)− u
γ∗+1

2

k (y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt

≤
(γ∗ + 1)2

2γ∗

(

¨

ΩT

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+ ‖u0‖Lγ∗+1(Ω)

)

.

We note that 1 <
γ∗ + 1

γ∗
< 2 and hence it follows

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
γ∗+1

dx+ 4

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt

+2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Q

|u
γ∗+1

2

k (x, t)− u
γ∗+1

2

k (y, t)|2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdydt ≤ 4γ∗

(

¨

ΩT

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+ ‖u0‖Lγ∗+1(Ω)

)

.

(3.30)

Denoting (ωT̃ )δ = ΩT \(ΩT )δ, we have uk(x, t) ≥ C((ωT̃ )δ, n, s) > 0 in (ωT̃ )δ for all k. We estimate like
Theorem 2.39 as

¨

ΩT

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt =

¨

(ΩT )δ

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt+

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fku
γ∗

k
(

uk +
1
k

)γ(x,t)
dxdt

≤

¨

(ΩT )δ

fu
γ∗−γ(x,t)
k dxdt+

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fuγ
∗

k

C
γ(x,t)
(ωT̃ )δ

dxdt

≤

¨

(ΩT )δ∩{uk≤1}

fu
γ∗−γ(x,t)
k dxdt+

¨

(ΩT )δ∩{uk≥1}

fu
γ∗−γ(x,t)
k dxdt

+

¨

(ωT̃ )δ

fuγ
∗

k

C
γ(x,t)
(ωT̃ )δ

dxdt

≤ ‖f‖L1(ΩT ) +

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)
¨

ΩT

fuγ
∗

k dxdt.
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Using the above in (3.30) we get

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
γ∗+1

dx+ 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt

≤ 4γ∗
(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)
¨

ΩT

fuγ
∗

k dxdt + 4γ∗
(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖Lγ∗+1(Ω)

)

.

(3.31)

For convenience we take C1 = 4γ∗
(

1 +
∥

∥

∥C
−γ(·)
(ωT̃ )δ

∥

∥

∥

L∞(ΩT )

)

and C2 = 4γ∗
(

‖f‖L1(ΩT ) + ‖u0‖Lγ∗+1(Ω)

)

.

Case 1: f ∈ Lγ∗+1

(

0, T ;L

(

n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗

)

(Ω)

)

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

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fuγ
∗

k dxdt =

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

f

(

u
γ∗+1

2

k

)
2γ∗

γ∗+1

dxdt

≤ C

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

|f(x, t)|
n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗ dx

)
n+2γ∗

n(γ∗+1)
(
ˆ

Ω

|u
γ∗+1

2

k (x, t)|2
∗

dx

)

(n−2)γ∗

n(γ∗+1)

dt

≤ C

ˆ T

0

‖f(·, t)‖
L

n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗ (Ω)

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dx

)
γ∗

γ∗+1

dt

≤ C

(

ˆ T

0

‖f(·, t)‖γ
∗+1

L
n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗ (Ω)

dt

)
1

γ∗+1

×

(

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt

)
γ∗

γ∗+1

.

Now since
γ∗

γ∗ + 1
< 1, so using Young’s inequality in the above estimate, we get from (3.31) that

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
γ∗+1

dx+ 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt

≤ C ‖f‖
Lγ∗+1

(

0,T ;L
n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗ (Ω)

) ×

(

ε

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt+ C(ε)

)

+ C2.

Choosing ε small enough such that εC ‖f‖
Lγ∗+1

(

0,T ;L
n(γ∗+1)
n+2γ∗ (Ω)

) = 1, we get

sup
0≤τ≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, τ)|
γ∗+1

dx+

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt ≤ C,

which implies that the sequence

{

u
γ∗+1

2

k

}

k

is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω))∩L

∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) and {uk}k

is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ∗+1(Ω)).

Case 2: f ∈ Lr̃ (ΩT )
For this case, we apply Hölder inequality with exponents r̃ and r̃′ to get

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

fuγ
∗

k dxdt ≤ C‖f‖Lr̃(ΩT )

[
¨

ΩT

|uk|
γ∗r̃′dxdt

]
1
r̃′

. (3.32)

We note that γ∗r̃′ =
(n+ 2)(γ∗ + 1)

n
. Again, we use the same technique as that of Theorem 2.30, Theorem 2.32

and Theorem 2.39. Using the Hölder inequality with exponent
n

n− 2
and

n

2
we get

¨

ΩT

|uk|
(γ∗+1)(n+2)

n dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
2 γ∗+1

2 |uk|
4
n

γ∗+1
2 dxdt

≤

ˆ T

0

(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
2∗ γ∗+1

2 dx

)
n−2
n
(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
γ∗+1

dx

)
2
n

dt

=

ˆ T

0

‖u
γ∗+1

2

k ‖2L2∗(Ω)

(
ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
γ∗+1

dx

)
2
n

dt.
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Now taking supremum over t ∈ [0, T ] and applying the Sobolev embedding as that of Theorem 2.8, we can write
¨

ΩT

|uk|
(γ∗+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)

(

sup
0≤t≤T

ˆ

Ω

|uk(x, t)|
γ∗+1

dx

)
2
n
(
¨

ΩT

|∇u
γ∗+1

2

k |2dxdt

)

.

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

ΩT

|uk|
(γ∗+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C(n)

(

C1

¨

ΩT

fuγ
∗

k dxdt+ C2

)
n+2
n

≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

(

C1

¨

ΩT

fuγ
∗

k dxdt

)
n+2
n

+ C
n+2
n

2

)

≤ C(n)2
2
n

(

(

C1C‖f‖Lr̃(ΩT )

)
n+2
n

(
¨

ΩT

|uk|
γ∗r̃′dxdt

)
n+2
nr̃′

+ C
n+2
n

2

)

.

Now as
n+ 2

nr̃′
=

γ∗

γ∗ + 1
< 1, therefore using Young’s inequality we get

¨

ΩT

|uk|
γ∗r̃′

dxdt =

¨

ΩT

|uk|
(γ∗+1)(n+2)

n dxdt ≤ C,

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

that the sequence

{

u
γ∗+1

2

k

}

k

is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) ∩L

∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) and {uk}k is uniformly

bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ∗+1(Ω)). We now show {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2(t0, T ;H
1
loc(Ω)) for each t0 > 0.

Since γ∗ > 1, and ΩT is bounded and {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ∗+1(Ω)), we thus have {uk}k
is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;L2(Ω)) = L2(ΩT ), in particular in L2(K × (t0, T )), for every K ⊂⊂ Ω and for

each t0 > 0. Again as

{

u
γ∗+1

2

k

}

k

is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)), so we have by nonnegativity of uk

ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

uγ
∗−1

k |∇uk|
2dxdt ≤

ˆ T

0

ˆ

Ω

uγ
∗−1

k |∇uk|
2dxdt ≤

4C

(γ∗ + 1)2
,

for every K ⊂⊂ Ω and for each t0 > 0. Using the positivity of uk in ω × [t0, T ) for all k, we conclude
ˆ T

t0

ˆ

K

|∇uk|
2dxdydt ≤

C

γ∗cγ
∗−1

(K,t0)

.

Since {uk}k is increasing in k and is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Lγ∗+1(Ω)), we get by Beppo Levi’s Lemma

uk ↑ u strongly in Lγ∗+1 (ΩT ) and hence in L1(ΩT ), where u is the pointwise limit of uk (possibly infinite). Then

employing Fatou’s lemma we will get u
γ∗+1

2 ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) and u ∈ L2(t0, T ;H

1
loc(Ω)) for

each t0 > 0. Remark 2.23 implies that u satisfies u(·, 0) = u0(·) in L1 sense. Also, we have u(x, t) ≥ C (ω, t0, n, s)
in ω × [t0, T ) for all ω ⊂⊂ Ω and for each t0 > 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 ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0(Ω)), 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 ≥ uk for all k. Then v ≥ u. To
prove the inverse inequality, let φ = v− u, then φ ≥ 0 and φ ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0(Ω)) and hence we can use both φ+ or
φ− as test functions. Also, we note that φ solves the problem















φt −∆φ+ (−∆)sφ = f

(

1

vγ(x,t)
−

1

uγ(x,t)

)

in ΩT ,

φ(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

φ(x, 0) = 0 in Ω.

Since f

(

1

vγ(x,t)
−

1

uγ(x,t)

)

≤ 0 in ΩT , by comparison principle, we get φ ≤ 0 in ΩT . Thus φ = 0 i.e. u = v.

Remark 3.4. As we can notice, in each of the existence results, we have u ∈ L2(t0, T ;W
1,1
loc (Ω)) for each t0 > 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.

33



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 → ∞, for the particular case where f depends only on x and that f > 0 with f ∈ Lq(Ω) and q
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







−∆w + (−∆)sw =
f

wγ
in Ω,

w = 0 in (Rn\Ω).
(4.1)

We define the weak solution to the above problem as:

Definition 4.1. Suppose that f ∈ L1(Ω) is a nonnegative function and γ > 0. We say that w is a very weak
solution to problem (4.1) if w ∈ L1(Ω) satisfies the boundary conditions and ∀ω ⊂⊂ Ω, ∃cω > 0 such that
w(x) ≥ cω > 0, a.e. in ω, and for all ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (Ω), we have
ˆ

Ω

w(−∆ϕ + (−∆)sϕ)dx =

ˆ

Ω

fϕ

wγ
dx.

Theorem 4.2. Let f ∈ L1(Ω) be a non-negative function. Then for all γ > 0, the problem (4.1) has a nonnegative

very weak solution w such that w
γ+1
2 ∈ H1

0 (Ω) in the sense of Definition 4.1.

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


















−∆wk + (−∆)swk =
fk

(wk + 1
k )

γ
in Ω,

wk > 0 in Ω,

wk = 0 in (Rn\Ω);

(4.2)

with fk := min(k, f). We note that the existence of wk 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 {wk}k is increasing in k. By the Harnack inequality,
see [22, Theorem 8.3], it holds that for any set ω ⊂⊂ Ω, for all k we have, wk(x) ≥ w1(x) ≥ c(ω, n, s) in ω. Also,
the details of existence, uniqueness, positivity and monotonicity of wk’s can be found in [26, Lemma 3.2].

Now taking ((wk + ε)γ − εγ), 0 < ε < 1/k, as a test function in (4.2) and letting ε→ 0, it follows that
ˆ

Ω

∇wk · ∇wγ
k +

1

2

¨

R2n

(wk(x) − wk(y)) (w
γ
k (x)− wγ

k (y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤

ˆ

Ω

f(x)dx.

By Lemma 2.11, we have

(wk(x)− wk(y)) (w
γ
k (x)− wγ

k (y)) ≥ C
(

w
γ+1
2

k (x)− w
γ+1
2

k (y)
)2

,

and on the other hand

∇wk · ∇wγ
k = γwγ−1

k |∇wk|
2,

we deduce that the sequence
{

w
γ+1
2

k

}

k
is bounded in the reflexive Banach space Xs

0(Ω) ∩ H
1
0 (Ω). Now by the

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

wk ↑ w a.e. in R
n, w

γ+1
2

k ⇀ w
γ+1
2 weakly in Xs

0(Ω)∩H
1
0 (Ω). Clearly w ≥ c(ω) for any set ω ⊂⊂ Ω. Then, letting

k → ∞ 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
γ+1
2 ∈ H1

0 (Ω). We refer [26, Theorem 2.16] for the boundedness of w.
One can find conditions when w ∈ H1

0 (Ω) 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 u0.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that f ∈ Lq(Ω) is a non-negative function depending only on x, and q is such that
solution to the problem (4.1) is in H1

0 (Ω) and is unique. Let u be a finite energy solution to problem (2.12) with
0 ≤ u0 ≤ w, where w is the solution to (4.1). Then u(·, t) → w as t→ ∞, in Lσ(Ω), where σ < 2∗.

Proof. We divide the proof into two cases according to the value of the initial condition u0.

The first case u0 = 0: In this case using the comparison principle as in Lemma 2.20, we get that u ≤ w in
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Ω × (0, T ) for all T > 0. Hence, u is globally defined. We now show that u(x, ·) is increasing in t. Since u has
finite energy, we fix t1 > 0 and define v(x, t) = u(x, t1 + t), then v satisfies the problem















vt −∆v + (−∆)sv =
f(x)

vγ(x, t)
in ΩT ,

v(x, t) = 0 in (Rn\Ω)× (0, T ),

v(x, 0) = u (x, t1) in Ω.

Now as u (x, t1) ≥ u0 ≡ 0 in Ω, using the comparison principle as in Lemma 2.20 again, we have u ≤ v in
ΩT . Therefore for all t1 > 0, we have u(x, t) ≤ u (x, t1 + t) for all x ∈ R

n. Therefore u(·, t) is increasing in t.
Since u ≤ w, so there exists a measurable function û(·) = lim sup

t→∞
u(·, t). By dominated convergence theorem,

u(·, t) → û(·) as t → ∞ in Lσ(Ω) for σ < 2∗. Also, we have û ≤ w. It is now sufficient to show that û is a very
weak solution to problem (4.1).
Let ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (Ω), then using ϕ as a test function in (2.12) and integrating in Ω× (k, k + 1), we get
ˆ

Ω

(u(x, k + 1)− u(x, k))ϕ(x)dx +

ˆ k+1

k

ˆ

Ω

u(x, t)(−∆ϕ+ (−∆)sϕ)dxdt =

ˆ k+1

k

ˆ

Ω

f(x)

uγ(x, t)
ϕ(x)dxdt.

Now clearly we have
ˆ

Ω

(u(x, k + 1)− u(x, k))|ϕ(x)|dx → 0 as k → ∞.

On the other hand, in the set Ω× (k, k + 1) using the monotonicity of u in the variable t, we have

f(x)

uγ(x, k + 1)
|ϕ(x)| ≤

f(x)

uγ(x, t)
|ϕ(x)| ≤

f(x)

uγ(x, k)
|ϕ(x)|, ∀t ∈ (k, k + 1),

u(x, k) |−∆ϕ| ≤ u(x, t) |−∆ϕ| ≤ u(x, k + 1) |−∆ϕ| , ∀t ∈ (k, k + 1),

and

u(x, k) |(−∆)sϕ| ≤ u(x, t) |(−∆)sϕ| ≤ u(x, k + 1) |(−∆)sϕ| , ∀t ∈ (k, k + 1).

Then, since φ,∆φ, (−∆)sφ are bounded, so by the dominated convergence theorem, we will get that, as k → ∞,
ˆ k+1

k

ˆ

Ω

u(x, t)(−∆ϕ + (−∆)sϕ)dxdt →

ˆ

Ω

û(x)(−∆ϕ + (−∆)sϕ)dx,

and
ˆ k+1

k

ˆ

Ω

f(x)

uγ(x, t)
ϕ(x)dxdt →

ˆ

Ω

f(x)

ûγ(x)
ϕ(x)dx.

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

The second case 0 < u0 ≤ w: Let us denote by û a finite energy solution to problem (2.12) in this case. Then
by the comparison principle in Lemma 2.20, we deduce that u ≤ û ≤ w, where u is the weak solution to problem
(2.12) with u0 = 0. Hence by the convergence result of the first case, we get that û(·, t) → w, as t→ ∞, strongly
in Lσ(Ω) for all σ < 2∗.
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