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Abstract

We will prove multiplicity results for the mixed local-nonlocal elliptic equation of the form

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω;

(0.1)

where

(−∆)spu(x) = cn,s P.V.

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p−2(u(x)− u(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dy,

and −∆p is the usual p-Laplace operator. Under the assumptions that Ω is a bounded domain in R
n with regular

enough boundary, p > 1, n > p, s ∈ (0, 1), λ > 0 and r ∈ (p− 1, p∗− 1) where p∗ is the critical Sobolev exponent,
we will show there exist at least two weak solutions to our problem for 0 < γ < 1 and some certain values of λ.
Further, for every γ > 0, assuming strict convexity of Ω, for p = 2 and s ∈ (0, 1/2), we will show the existence of
at least two positive weak solutions to the problem, for small values of λ, extending the result of [28]. 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 deal with the multiplicity of weak solutions to the singular elliptic problems given by

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(1.1)
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where γ ∈ (0, 1), n > p > 1, s ∈ (0, 1), λ > 0, p < r+1 < p∗, Ω is bounded domain in R
n with C1 boundary; and

−∆u+ (−∆)su =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(1.2)

for γ ≥ 1. Of course, in the latter case, we need strict convexity and smooth boundary of Ω along with 0 < s < 1/2.
To this aim, we start with a brief background of the problems available in the literature.

Singular elliptic problems have been extensively studied for the past few decades, starting with the pioneering
work of Crandall-Rabinowitz-Tartar [20], who showed that the unperturbed case of (1.2) (and for local operator),
under Dirichlet boundary conditions given by

−∆u =
f

uγ
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω, u = 0 in ∂Ω,
(1.3)

admits a unique solution u ∈ C2(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) for any γ > 0 along with the fact that the solution behaves like a
distance function near the boundary provided f is Hölder Continuous. Interestingly enough, Lazer-Mckenna [37]
showed that the unique solution obtained by [20] is indeed in W 1,2

0 (Ω) if and only if 0 < γ < 3. They also showed
that the solution belongs to C1(Ω) provided 0 < γ < 1. This was followed for the perturbed singular case by the
work of Haitao [35], who studied the problem

−∆u =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω, u = 0 in ∂Ω,
(1.4)

and showed the existence of Λ > 0 such that there exists at least two solutions u, v ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) to problem (1.4)

for λ < Λ, no solution for λ > Λ and at least one solution for λ = Λ provided 0 < γ < 1 < r ≤ 2∗ − 1. The
generalization of these results for p-Laplacian was given by Giacomoni et al. [31], who showed the existence of at
least two solutions for 0 < γ < 1 and p−1 < r ≤ p∗−1. In the above-mentioned works on the perturbed problems,
the solution so obtained satisfied the boundary condition in the trace sense, and the restriction 0 < γ < 1 is due
to the use of variational methods which require the associated functional to be well-defined on W 1,p

0 (Ω).

Boccardo-Orsina [16] in a beautiful paper showed the followings regarding solutions of (1.3)






















u ∈W
1, nm(1+γ)

n−m(1−γ)

0 (Ω) if 0 < γ < 1 and f ∈ Lm(Ω) with m ∈
[

1, (2∗/(1− γ))
′)
,

u ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) if 0 < γ < 1 and f ∈ Lm(Ω) with m = (2∗/(1− γ))

′
,

u ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) if γ = 1 and f ∈ L1(Ω),

u
1+γ
2 ∈W 1,2

0 (Ω) if γ > 1 and f ∈ L1(Ω).

The boundary condition is now understood as such that u
1+γ
2 belongs to W 1,2

0 (Ω). This has been generalized
by Canino et al. [19] for the p-Laplacian where existence of a solution u ∈ W 1,p

loc (Ω) was shown for γ > 0 and

f ∈ L1(Ω) such that u
p−1+δ

p ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω). The perturbed problem (1.4) was studied by Arcoya-Boccardo [5] for

0 < γ < 1 using the variational method. Again for γ ≥ 1, Arcoya-Mérida [6] obtained the existence of at least

two solutions in W 1,2
loc (Ω) ∩ L

∞(Ω). Moreover, any solution u so obtained satisfies u
1+γ
2 ∈ W 1,2

0 (Ω). This was

generalized for the quasilinear case by Bal-Garain [9] for any
2n+ 2

n+ 2
< p < n.

For the nonlocal case of (1.3), we refer [10, 18], where the authors obtained, among other results, existence and
summability of weak solutions. For multiplicity results in nonlocal perturbed singular case, with γ < 1, one can
see [29] and the references therein. As for the mixed local-nonlocal problem, the literature is very little known.
Recently, in [7, 30], the authors have studied the singular problems associated with mixed operators given by

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
f

uγ
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω, u = 0 in R
n\Ω;

and obtained plenty of results regarding existence and other properties of solutions. In [28], the author has used
variational techniques and shown there exist at least two solutions to (1.2) for γ < 1. We will generalize this for
the quasilinear case (1.1). Further, we also aim to get multiplicity results similar to Arcoya-Mérida [6] in mixed
local nonlocal setting for (1.2).

In this article, we will extensively use the regularity results, maximum principles and other properties obtained
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in [11, 12, 13, 14, 24, 41]. We finish our literature survey by providing some references for parabolic problems
as [1, 8, 22]. Now that the history of the problem is clear, let us discuss the difficulties one encounters while
studying the problems (1.1) and (1.2) and the strategy we employ to circumvent those difficulties.

Goal of this paper: We intend to deduce the existence of two different weak solutions to (1.1), with 1 < p <∞
and for 0 < γ < 1. For γ ≥ 1, we continue to show the existence of at least two weak solutions of the semilinear
case of (1.1) given by (1.2).

Difficulties: To deal with the singular term, we follow the classical approach of obtaining solutions to a sequence
of approximated problems given by

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
λ

(u+ 1
k )

γ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω, u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(1.5)

where k ∈ N. Note that this problem is non-singular for any k ∈ N. We start by showing the existence of two
different solutions to (1.5) for each k ∈ N. For (1.1), we will use the variational technique (as γ < 1 allows us
so) and show that the functional corresponding to (1.5) satisfies the mountain pass geometry. We will obtain a
solution as the critical point of the functional which is different from the minimizer. This, along with a uniform
apriori bound in W 1,p

0 (Ω), will give our multiplicity result (of course, one needs to show the almost everywhere
convergence of the gradients of weak solutions (of (1.5)) to the gradient of their limit, to pass k → ∞ in (1.5)).

For (1.2), we obtain a uniform apriori estimate for the L∞ bound of the solutions of (1.5) (with p = 2) inde-
pendent of k and then use Leray-Schauder degree. We conclude by passing to the limit to obtain two distinct
solutions to our main problem. One of this study’s main challenges is finding the uniform a priori estimates
independent of k. For the Laplacian operator, one can use Kelvin transformation (see [6]) which fails for the
mixed local-nonlocal case. We overcome this difficulty by considering strict convexity of our domain. Once we
have a uniform neighbourhood of the boundary, the blow-up analysis of Gidas-Spruck [34] goes through. Here
we consider the fractional Laplace operator as a lower order term and approach by taking limit.
Another difficulty arises in constructing an appropriate subsolution to the approximated problem for the un-
perturbed case, which is handled by taking the first eigenfunction of Laplacian and using its regularity. It
is important to mention that we also prove existence result regarding (1.2) in Section 4, which represents the
boundary data of u. A result regarding nonexistence of solutions to (1.2) for large λ is also obtained.

Organization of the article

In Section 2, we will write notations and give definitions and embedding results regarding Sobolev spaces we
need. Appropriate notions of weak solutions for our problems will be defined, and the main results will be stated.
The next section will contain preliminaries required for (1.1), and the multiplicity result regarding this will be
proved in Section 3.

Section 4 contains an existence result to guarantee the boundary behaviour of solutions to (1.2). The next
section is devoted to the preliminaries of (1.2). One will get the existence of two different uniformly bounded (in
L∞) sequences of solutions to the approximated problems here, and these will be used in Section 5 to show the
multiplicity result. We will end our discussion with a related problem not involving perturbation following [6].

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 Ω be an open bounded domain in R
n with C1 or smooth boundary.

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

q − 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 space only, and integration on Ω × Ω or R
n × R

n will be denoted by a

double integral

¨

. Moreover, 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
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dimension n and sometimes on s too. C (or sometimes c) may vary from line to line or even in the same line.

• For a function h, we denote its positive and negative parts by h+ = max{h, 0}, h− = max{−h, 0} respectively.

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∞

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

c (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 an open connected subset of R
n with C1 boundary. 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+sq
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 [25, 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∞

c (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 [25, Section 2]. The spaces W 1,p(Ω) and W 1,p

0 (Ω) are also reflexive for p > 1.

The following result asserts that the classical Sobolev space is continuously embedded in the fractional Sobolev
space; see [25, 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 bounded domain in R
n with C0,1 boundary. Then ∃C = C(Ω, n, s) > 0 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 [17,
Lemma 2.1]. The fundamental difference of it compared to Lemma 2.3 is that the result holds for any bounded
domain (without any smoothness condition on 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. Then ∃C = C(n, s,Ω) > 0 such that

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+sq
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 [26, 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 exists 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 = Br̄, then we will get for all u ∈ W 1,q(Br̄),
 

Br̄

|u− (u)Br̄ |
q
dx ≤ cr̄q

 

Br̄

|∇u|qdx,

where c is a constant depending only on n, and (u)Br̄ denotes the average of u in Br̄, and Br̄ denotes a ball of
radius r̄ centered at x0 ∈ R

n.

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+sq
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, 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+sq
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+sq
dxdy

)1/q

,

which is equivalent to that of ‖u‖W s,q(Ω). 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+sq
dxdy <∞, for every K ⊂⊂ Ω

}

.

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

n− p
, then we get the following embedding

result for any bounded open subset Ω of class C1 in R
n, see for details [26, Chapter 5].

Theorem 2.7. Let n > p. Then, ∃C ≡ C(n,Ω) > 0, such that for all u ∈ C∞
c (Ω)

‖u‖p
Lp∗(Ω)

≤ C

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|pdx.

Moreover the inclusion map

W 1,p
0 (Ω) →֒ Lr(Ω)

is continuous for 1 ≤ r ≤ p∗ and the above embedding is compact except for r = p∗.

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

n− ps
. The following result

is a fractional version of the Sobolev inequality (Theorem 2.7) which also implies a continuous embedding of
W s,p

0 (Ω) in the critical Lebesgue space Lp∗

s (Ω). One can see the proof in [25].

Theorem 2.8. Let 0 < s < 1 be such that n > ps. Then, there exists a constant S(n, s) depending only on n
and s, such that for all u ∈ C∞

c (Ω)

‖u‖Lp∗s (Ω) ≤ S(n, s)

(
ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)1/p

.

We now recall the following algebraic inequality that can be found in [2, Lemma 2.22].

5



Lemma 2.9. 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| .

Next, we state the algebraic inequality from [21, Lemma 2.1].

Lemma 2.10. Let 1 < p <∞. Then for any a, b ∈ R
n, there exists a constant C ≡ C(p) > 0, such that

〈|a|p−2a− |b|p−2b , a− b〉 ≥ C
|a− b|2

(|a|+ |b|)2−p
.

2.3. Weak Solutions and Main Results

We are interested in multiplicity of weak solutions to the problem

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω;

(2.2)

where n > p > 1; λ > 0, 0 < γ < 1; r ∈ (p− 1, p∗ − 1).

Definition 2.11. A function u ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω) is said to be a weak solution to (2.2) if u > 0 in Ω such that for every

ω ⊂⊂ Ω, there exists a positive constant c(ω) with u ≥ c(ω) > 0 in ω and for all φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω), we have

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|p−2∇u · ∇φdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p−2(u(x) − u(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

= λ

ˆ

Ω

φ

uγ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

urφdx.

Further, consider the problem

−∆u+ (−∆)su =
λ

uγ
+ ur in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(2.3)

where λ, γ > 0, r > 1. We define the weak solution as:

Definition 2.12. A function u ∈ W 1,2
loc (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) (with some suitable power of u in W 1,2

0 (Ω)) such that
φ

uγ
∈ L1(Ω) for every φ ∈W 1,2

0 (ω) is said to be a weak solution of (2.3) if it satisfies
ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u(x) − u(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy = λ

ˆ

Ω

φ

uγ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

urφdx,

for all φ ∈W 1,2
0 (ω) and for every open subset ω of Ω, such that ω ⊂⊂ Ω.

The main results of this article are as follows;

Theorem 2.13. Let 0 < γ < 1 and Ω be a bounded domain with C1 boundary. Then there exists Λ > 0 such that
for all λ ∈ (0,Λ), the problem (2.2) admits at least two distinct weak solutions in the sense of Definition 2.11.

Theorem 2.14. Let Ω be a C1 bounded open set in R
n. Then ∃Λ > 0, such that ∀λ ∈ (0,Λ), the problem (2.3)

has a positive weak solution u ∈W 1,2
loc (Ω)∩L

∞(Ω) with u ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), if 0 < γ ≤ 1 and u

γ+1
2 ∈ W 1,2

0 (Ω), if γ > 1.

Theorem 2.15. Let Ω be a bounded strictly convex domain in R
n with smooth boundary, n > 2 and let s ∈

(0, 1/2). If γ > 0 and 2 < r + 1 < 2∗ holds, then there is Λ > 0 such that for every λ ∈ (0,Λ) the problem (2.3)
has two different strictly positive solutions u and v in W 1,2

loc (Ω)∩L
∞(Ω) in the sense of Definition 2.12 such that

uα, vα ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω), ∀α >

γ + 1

4
.
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Remark 2.16. Note that in the case 1 < γ < 3, we have
γ + 1

4
< 1 and thus we obtain that the solutions

are in W 1,2
0 (Ω) too, improving the result of Theorem 2.14. Furthermore, since

γ + 1

4
<
γ + 1

2
, the theorem also

improves the regularity in Theorem 2.14 for the case γ > 1.

Preliminaries for the proof of Theorem 2.13

Following the ideas and approximation techniques of [5], we will prove our first result Theorem 2.13 in this
section. We consider the space W 1,p

0 (Ω) with the norm

‖u‖W 1,p
0 (Ω) =

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u|pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)1/p

.

Let us denote the energy functional Iλ : W 1,p
0 (Ω) → R ∪ {±∞} corresponding to the problem (2.2) by

Iλ(u) =
1

p

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|pdx+
1

p

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy − λ

ˆ

Ω

(u+)
1−γ

1− γ
dx−

1

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

(

u+
)r+1

dx.

Note that Iλ is not differentiable. Therefore for ǫ > 0, we consider the following approximated problem

−∆pu+ (−∆)spu =
λ

(u+ + ǫ)γ
+ (u+)r in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(2.4)

for which the corresponding energy functional is given by

Iλ,ǫ(u) =
1

p

ˆ

Ω

|∇u|pdx+
1

p

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy −

λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

[
(

u+ + ǫ
)1−γ

− ǫ1−γ ]dx

−
1

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

(

u+
)r+1

dx.

One can easily verify that Iλ,ǫ ∈ C1(W 1,p
0 (Ω),R), Iλ,ǫ(0) = 0 and Iλ,ǫ(v) ≤ I0,ǫ(v) for all 0 ≤ v ∈ W 1,p

0 (Ω).

We refer [13, Proposition 5.1] for the existence of the first nonnegative eigenfunction e1 ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω)

corresponding to the first eigenvalue λ1 satisfying the equation

−∆pv + (−∆)spv = λ1|v|
p−2v in Ω, v = 0 in R

n\Ω.

Without loss of generality, let ‖e1‖W 1,p
0 (Ω) = 1. Now we show the functional Iλ,ǫ satisfies the Palais-Smale (PS)c

condition.

Proposition 2.17. Iλ,ǫ satisfies the (PS)c condition, for any c ∈ R, that is if {uk} ⊂ W 1,p
0 (Ω) is a sequence

which satisfies

Iλ,ǫ(uk) → c and I ′λ,ǫ(uk) → 0 (2.5)

as k → ∞, then {uk} admits a strongly convergent subsequence in W 1,p
0 (Ω).

Proof. We claim that if {uk} ⊂ W 1,p
0 (Ω) satisfies (2.5) then {uk} is bounded in W 1,p

0 (Ω). To show this, we
proceed as follows. As 0 < γ < 1, we have

(u+ + ǫ)1−γ − ǫ1−γ ≤ (u+)1−γ . (2.6)

Using Theorem 2.7 and (2.6), it holds

Iλ,ǫ(uk)−
1

r + 1
I ′λ,ǫ(uk)uk =

(

1

p
−

1

r + 1

)(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u|pdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)

−
λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

[
(

u+k + ǫ
)1−γ

− ǫ1−γ ]dx+
λ

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk dx

≥

(

1

p
−

1

r + 1

)

‖uk‖
p −

λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)1−γ

dx+
λ

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk dx

≥

(

1

p
−

1

r + 1

)

‖uk‖
p −

λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)1−γ

dx−
λC

ǫ(r + 1)
‖uk‖ ,

(2.7)
where C is a positive constant independent of k. Note that, for the last term, we have used the fact that if a ∈ R

is such that |a| < b then −b < −|a| < a < |a| < b holds. Here ‖ · ‖ denotes norm in W 1,p
0 (Ω).

Further using Theorem 2.7, we estimate the second term as
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ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)1−γ

dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

|uk|
1−γ

dx ≤

(

ˆ

Ω∩{|uk|≥1}

|uk|
1−γ

dx +

ˆ

Ω∩{|uk|<1}

|uk|
1−γ

dx

)

≤

(

ˆ

Ω∩{|uk|≥1}

|uk| dx+

ˆ

Ω∩{|uk|<1}

|uk|
1−γ

dx

)

≤ C
(

‖uk‖+ ‖uk‖
1−γ
)

.

(2.8)
where C is a positive constant independent of k. Then inserting (2.8) into (2.7), and as r + 1 > p, we get for
some positive constant C1 independent of k,

Iλ,ǫ(uk)−
1

r + 1
I ′λ,ǫ(uk)uk ≥ C1 ‖uk‖

p − C
(

‖uk‖+ ‖uk‖
1−γ
)

. (2.9)

As I ′λ,ǫ(uk) → 0, therefore for η > 0, there exists k large enough such that
∣

∣I ′λ,ǫ(uk)(v)
∣

∣ ≤ η‖v‖,

for all v ∈ W 1,p
0 (Ω). Now choosing η = 1 and v = uk, and using (2.5), it holds for large enough k,

∣

∣

∣

∣

Iλ,ǫ(uk)−
1

r + 1
I ′λ,ǫ(uk)uk

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ |Iλ,ǫ(uk)|+

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

r + 1
I ′λ,ǫ(uk)uk

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ c+ 1 + C ‖uk‖ . (2.10)

From (2.9) and (2.10), using Young’s inequality, our claim follows as p > 1 and 0 < γ < 1.

Since {uk} is bounded in the reflexive Banach space W 1,p
0 (Ω), there exists u0 ∈ W 1,p

0 (Ω) such that up to a
subsequence, uk ⇀ u0 weakly in W 1,p

0 (Ω), uk → u0 in Lq(Ω) for all q ∈ [1, p∗) and uk → u0 a.e. in Ω. We now
show uk → u0 strongly in W 1,p

0 (Ω) as k → ∞. Denoting

E(φ, ψ) :=

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|φ(x) − φ(y)|p−2(φ(x) − φ(y))(ψ(x) − ψ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy,

we have by (2.5) that

lim
k→∞

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
p−2∇uk · ∇u0 dx+ E(uk, u0)− λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

u0 dx−

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
u0 dx

)

= 0

and

lim
k→∞

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
p−2∇uk · ∇uk dx+ E(uk, uk)− λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk dx−

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
uk dx

)

= 0.

Now setting Uk(x, y) = uk(x) − uk(y), U0(x, y) = u0(x) − u0(y) and subtracting the above two, one obtains

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(|∇uk|
p−2∇uk − |∇u0|

p−2∇u0) · (∇uk −∇u0)dx

+ lim
k→∞

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(

|Uk(x, y)|
p−2

Uk(x, y)− |U0(x, y)|
p−2

U0(x, y)
)

(Uk(x, y)− U0(x, y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

= lim
k→∞

(

λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk dx+

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
uk dx − λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

u0 dx−

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
u0 dx

)

− lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(|∇u0|
p−2∇u0 · ∇uk − |∇u0|

p)dx− lim
k→∞

(E(u0, uk)− E (u0, u0)).

(2.11)

As {uk} is uniformly bounded is W s,p
0 (Ω) too, and uk → u0 a.e. in Ω, therefore uk ⇀ u0 in W s,p

0 (Ω) and we have

uk(x)− uk(y)

|x− y|
n+sp

p

⇀
u0(x)− u0(y)

|x− y|
n+sp

p

weakly in Lp(R2n). Now since

|u0(x) − u0(y)|
p−2 (u0(x) − u0(y))

|x− y|
n+sp

p′

∈ Lp′

(R2n),

one gets

lim
k→∞

(E (u0, uk)− E (u0, u0)) = 0. (2.12)

Similarly, uk ⇀ u0 in W 1,p
0 (Ω) implies ∇uk ⇀ ∇u0 in Lp(Ω) and as |∇u0|

p−2∇u0 ∈ Lp′

(Ω), therefore one can
obtain

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(|∇u0|
p−2∇u0 · ∇uk − |∇u0|

p)dx = 0. (2.13)
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Also, observe that |(u+k + ǫ)−γu0| ≤ ǫ−γu0 and u0 ∈ L1(Ω). Therefore by Lebesgue Dominated convergence
theorem, it holds

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

u0 dx =

ˆ

Ω

(

u+0 + ǫ
)−γ

u0 dx. (2.14)

Since uk → u0 pointwise a.e. in Ω and for any measurable subset E of Ω we have
ˆ

E

∣

∣

∣

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk

∣

∣

∣
dx ≤

ˆ

E

ǫ−γ |uk|dx ≤ ǫ−γ ‖uk‖Lp∗(Ω) |E|
p∗−1
p∗ ≤ C(ǫ)|E|

p∗−1
p∗ ,

so by Vitali convergence theorem, it follows that

lim
k→∞

λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k + ǫ
)−γ

uk dx = λ

ˆ

Ω

(

u+0 + c
)−γ

u0 dx. (2.15)

Similarly, since rp∗′ < p∗, we have
ˆ

E

∣

∣

(

u+k
)r
u0
∣

∣ dx ≤ ‖u0‖Lp∗(Ω)

(
ˆ

E

(

u+k
)rp∗′

dx

)
1

p∗′

≤ C3|E|α

and
ˆ

E

∣

∣

(

u+k
)r
uk
∣

∣ dx ≤ ‖uk‖Lp∗(Ω)

(
ˆ

E

(

u+k
)rp∗′

dx

)
1

p∗′

≤ C4|E|β ,

for some positive constants C3, C4, α and β independent of k. Therefore by Vitali convergence theorem,

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
u0 dx =

ˆ

Ω

(

u+0
)r
u0 dx, (2.16)

and

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(

u+k
)r
uk dx =

ˆ

Ω

(

u+0
)r
u0 dx. (2.17)

Employing (2.12)–(2.17) in (2.11), it now follows

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(|∇uk|
p−2∇uk − |∇u0|

p−2∇u0) · (∇uk −∇u0)dx

+ lim
k→∞

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(

|Uk(x, y)|
p−2

Uk(x, y)− |U0(x, y)|
p−2

U0(x, y)
)

(Uk(x, y)− U0(x, y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy = 0.

(2.18)

Lemma 2.10 implies that both the terms on the above are nonnegative and hence individually go to 0. Moreover,
by Hölder’s inequality and item (i) of Lemma 2.9, one gets that

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(

|Uk(x, y)|
p−2

Uk(x, y)− |U0(x, y)|
p−2

U0(x, y)
)

(Uk(x, y)− U0(x, y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

≥
(

‖uk‖
p−1
W s,p

0 (Ω) − ‖u0‖
p−1
W s,p

0 (Ω)

)(

‖uk‖W s,p
0 (Ω) − ‖u0‖W s,p

0 (Ω)

)

≥ C(p)
(

‖uk‖
p/2

W s,p
0 (Ω)

− ‖u0‖
p/2

W s,p
0 (Ω)

)2

≥ 0,

(2.19)

and similarly
ˆ

Ω

(|∇uk|
p−2∇uk − |∇u0|

p−2∇u0) · (∇uk −∇u0)dx ≥ C(p)

((
ˆ

Ω

|∇uk|
pdx

)1/2

−

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇u0|
pdx

)1/2)2

≥ 0.

Clubbing this with (2.19) and using (2.18), we obtain ‖uk‖W 1,p
0 (Ω) → ‖u0‖W 1,p

0 (Ω). This along with the weak

convergence uk ⇀ u0 in the uniformly convex Banach space W 1,p
0 (Ω) gives us uk → u0 strongly as k → ∞.

Next, we show Iλ,ǫ satisfies the Mountain Pass Geometry.

Lemma 2.18. There exist R > 0, ρ > 0 and Λ > 0 depending on R such that inf
‖v‖≤R

Iλ,ǫ(v) < 0 and inf
‖v‖=R

Iλ,ǫ(v) ≥

ρ, for every ǫ > 0 and λ ∈ (0,Λ). Moreover there exists T > R such that Iλ,ǫ(Te1) < −1, for each ǫ > 0 and
λ ≤ Λ.

Proof. Fixing l = |Ω|

1

( p∗

r+1 )
′

and using Hölder’s inequality along with Theorem 2.7 we get that
ˆ

Ω

(

v+
)r+1

dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

|v|r+1dx ≤

(
ˆ

Ω

|v|p
∗

)
r+1
p∗

|Ω|
1/

(

p∗

r+1

)

′

≤ Cl‖v‖r+1, (2.20)
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for some positive constant C which does not depend on v. On the other hand, note that

lim
t→0

Iλ,ǫ(te1)

t
= −λ

ˆ

Ω

ǫ−γe1dx < 0,

and hence we can choose k ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small and set R := k

(

r + 1

pCl

)
1

r+1−p

such that

inf
‖v‖≤R

Iλ,ǫ(v) < 0.

Moreover, since R <

(

r + 1

pCl

)
1

r+1−p

, using (2.20) we obtain for ‖v‖ = R,

I0,ǫ(v) ≥
Rp

p
−
ClRr+1

r + 1
:= 2ρ (say) > 0. (2.21)

Define now

Λ :=
ρ

sup
‖v‖=R

(

1
1−γ

´

Ω |v|1−γdx
) ,

which is a positive constant and since ρ,R depends on k, r, p, |Ω|, C so does Λ. Therefore (2.6) gives

Iλ,ǫ(v) ≥
1

p

ˆ

Ω

|∇v|pdx+
1

p

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|v(x) − v(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy −

1

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

(

v+
)r+1

dx−
λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

(

v+
)1−γ

dx

= I0,ǫ(v)−
λ

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

(

v+
)1−γ

dx.

Hence by (2.21),

inf
‖v‖=R

Iλ,ǫ(v) ≥ inf
‖v‖=R

I0,ǫ(v) − λ sup
‖v‖=R

(

1

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

|v|1−γdx

)

≥ 2ρ− λ sup
‖v‖=R

(

1

1− γ

ˆ

Ω

|v|1−γdx

)

≥ ρ,

if λ ∈ (0,Λ). Finally, it is easy to observe that I0,ǫ (te1) → −∞ as t → +∞, and hence we can choose T > R
such that I0,ǫ (Te1) < −1. Hence

Iλ,ǫ(Te1) ≤ I0,ǫ(Te1) < −1,

which completes the proof.

Remark 2.19. As a consequence of Lemma 2.18, we have

inf
‖v‖=R

Iλ,ǫ(v) ≥ ρmax {Iλ,ǫ(Te1), Iλ,ǫ(0)} = 0.

Remark 2.20. Using Proposition 2.17 and Lemma 2.18, by Mountain Pass Theorem, we get for every λ ∈ (0,Λ),
there exists a wǫ ∈ W 1,p

0 (Ω) such that I ′λ,ǫ(wǫ) = 0 and

Iλ,ǫ(wǫ) = inf
γ∈Γ

max
t∈[0,1]

Iλ,ǫ(γ(t)) ≥ ρ > 0,

where Γ =
{

γ ∈ C([0, 1],W 1,p
0 (Ω)) : γ(0) = 0, γ(1) = Te1

}

. Using (2.6), (2.8) together with Vitali convergence

theorem, if uk ⇀ u0 weakly in W 1,p
0 (Ω), then we have

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

(uk + ǫ)
1−γ − ǫ1−γ

1− γ
dx =

ˆ

Ω

(u0 + ǫ)
1−γ − ǫ1−γ

1− γ
dx.

This along with (2.17) and the fact that the norm function is weakly lower semicontinuous, we have Iλ,ǫ is also
so. Moreover, from Lemma 2.18, as for every ǫ > 0 and λ ∈ (0,Λ) we have inf

‖v‖≤R
Iλ,ǫ(v) < 0, so there exists

nonzero vǫ ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω) such that ‖vǫ‖ ≤ R and

inf
‖v‖≤R

Iλ,ǫ(v) = Iλ,ǫ(vǫ) < 0 < ρ ≤ Iλ,ǫ(wǫ). (2.22)

Therefore, wǫ and vǫ are two different non trivial critical points of Iλ,ǫ, provided λ ∈ (0,Λ).

Remark 2.21. Testing (2.4), with min {wǫ, 0} and min {vǫ, 0}, and noting that λ(u++ǫ)−γ+(u+)r is nonnegative
in Ω, one can use the technique of [30, Lemma 3.1], to get the critical points wǫ and vǫ of Iλ,ǫ are nonnegative.

Our next lemma states that the critical points are uniformly bounded in W 1,p
0 (Ω).

Lemma 2.22. There exists M > 0, constant(independent of ǫ) such that ‖uǫ‖W 1,p
0 (Ω) ≤M where uǫ = wǫ or vǫ.
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Proof. Clearly, the result is trivial if uǫ = vǫ, so we deal with the case uǫ = wǫ. We define

A = max
t∈[0,1]

I0,ǫ(tT e1)

and use (2.22) to get

A ≥ max
t∈[0,1]

Iλ,ǫ(tT e1) ≥ inf
γ∈Γ

max
t∈[0,1]

Iλ,ǫ(γ(t)) = Iλ,ǫ(wǫ) ≥ ρ > 0 > Iλ,ǫ(vǫ).

Therefore

1

p

ˆ

Ω

|∇wǫ|
pdx+

1

p

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|wǫ(x)− wǫ(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy − λ

ˆ

Ω

(wǫ + ǫ)
1−γ − ǫ1−γ

1− γ
dx−

1

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

wr+1
ǫ dx ≤ A. (2.23)

We choose φ = −
wǫ

r + 1
as a test function and note that wǫ is a weak solution of (2.4). Therefore we have the

following

−
1

r + 1

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇wǫ|
pdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|wǫ(x)− wǫ(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)

+
λ

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

wǫ

(wǫ + ǫ)
γ dx+

1

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

wr+1
ǫ dx = 0. (2.24)

Adding (2.23) and (2.24) we get,
(

1

p
−

1

r + 1

)(
ˆ

Ω

|∇wǫ|
pdx +

1

p

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|wǫ(x)− wǫ(y)|p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)

≤ λ

ˆ

Ω

(wǫ + ǫ)1−γ − ǫ1−γ

1− γ
dx−

λ

r + 1

ˆ

Ω

wǫ

(wǫ + ǫ)
γ dx+A

≤ λ

ˆ

Ω

(wǫ + ǫ)
1−γ − ǫ1−γ

1− γ
dx+A ≤ C ‖wǫ‖

1−γ
+A,

for some positive constant C independent of ǫ. Note that we have deduced the last inequality by using (2.6),
Hölder’s inequality and Theorem 2.7. Now since r+1 > p and 0 < γ < 1, we conclude by using Young’s inequality
that the sequence {wǫ} is uniformly bounded in W 1,p

0 (Ω) with respect to ǫ.

Remark 2.23. In view of Remark 2.21 and Lemma 2.22, we can say that up to a subsequence wǫ ⇀ w0 and
vǫ ⇀ v0 weakly in W 1,p

0 (Ω) as ǫ→ 0, for some nonnegative w0, v0 ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω). For convenience, we denote by u0

either w0 or v0.

We now give the result regarding the convergence of gradients of uε to the gradient of u a.e. in Ω.

Lemma 2.24. Suppose u0 be as in Remark 2.23. Further assume that for each ω ⊂⊂ Ω, there exists a constant
c > 0, depending on ω such that for all ε, uε ≥ c(ω) in ω. Then up to a subsequence, ∇uε → ∇u pointwise
almost everywhere in Ω.

Proof. Let us take a compact K ⊂ Ω and consider a function φK ∈ C∞
c (Ω) such that suppφK = ω, 0 ≤ φK ≤ 1

in Ω and φK ≡ 1 in K. Now for µ > 0, we define the truncated function Tµ : R → R by

Tµ(t) =







t, if |t| ≤ µ,

µ
t

|t|
, if |t| > µ.

Now choose ψǫ = φKTµ ((uǫ − u0)) ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω) as a test function in (2.4), to get

I + J = R+ S,

where

I =

ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
p−2 ∇uǫ · ∇ψǫ dx, J =

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x)− uǫ(y)|p−2(uǫ(x)− uǫ(y))(ψǫ(x) − ψǫ(y))

|x− y|n+ps
dxdy

R =

ˆ

Ω

λψǫ

(uǫ + ǫ)
γ dx and S =

ˆ

Ω

(uǫ)
rψǫ dx.

As uǫ is uniformly bounded in W 1,p
0 (Ω), we estimate S by using Hölder and Sobolev inequality as

S ≤ µ

ˆ

Ω

(uǫ)
rdx ≤ µ

(
ˆ

Ω

uǫ dx

)r

≤ Cµ(‖uǫ‖Lp(Ω))
r ≤ Cµ(‖uǫ‖W 1,p

0 (Ω))
r ≤ Cµ,

for p− 1 < r < 1 (the case when 1 < p < 2). Now for 1 ≤ r < p∗ − 1 < p∗, one gets

S ≤ µ

ˆ

Ω

(uǫ)
rdx ≤ Cµ

(
ˆ

Ω

(uǫ)
p∗

dx

)r/p∗

≤ Cµ(‖uǫ‖W 1,p
0 (Ω))

r ≤ Cµ.
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Denoting by Aη(x, y) = |η(x) − η(y)|p−2(η(x) − η(y)) and dν =
1

|x− y|n+ps
dxdy, we can write J as:

J =

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

Auǫ(x, y)(ψǫ(x) − ψǫ(y))dν

=

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

φK(x)(Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y))(Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)))dν

+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y))Auǫ(x, y)(φK(x) − φK(y))dν

+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y))Au0(x, y)(φK (y)− φK(x))dν

+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

Au0(x, y)(φK (x)Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − φK(y)Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)))dν

:= J1 + J2 + J3 + J4.

We show

J1 =

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

φK(x)(Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y))(Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)))dν ≥ 0.

To this end, it is enough to prove that the integrand is nonnegative. We observe that R
n × R

n = ∪4
i=1Si, where

S1 = {(x, y) ∈ R
n × R

n : |(uǫ − u0)(x)| ≤ µ, |(uǫ − u0)(y)| ≤ µ} ,

S2 = {(x, y) ∈ R
n × R

n : |(uǫ − u0)(x)| ≤ µ < |(uǫ − u0)(y)|} ,

S3 = {(x, y) ∈ R
n × R

n : |(uǫ − u0)(y)| ≤ µ < |(uǫ − u0)(x)|}

and

S4 = {(x, y) ∈ R
n × R

n : |(uǫ − u0)(x)| > µ, |(uǫ − u0)(y)| > µ} .

Case 1. If x, y ∈ S1, then, Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) = (uǫ − u0)(x) and Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = (uǫ − u0)(y). Therefore by

Lemma 2.10, it easily follows that J1 ≥ 0.

Case 2. Let x, y ∈ S2. Then, |(uǫ − u0)(x)| ≤ µ < |(uǫ − u0)(y)| and we consider four cases.
Firstly when u0(x) ≥ uǫ(x) and u0(y) ≥ uǫ(y), we have u0(x)− uǫ(x) ≤ µ < u0(y)− uǫ(y). Therefore,

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = (uǫ − u0)(x) + µ ≥ 0.

Moreover, in this case, uǫ(x) − uǫ(y) > u0(x)− u0(y). Hence by monotonicity of t→ |t|p−2t it holds

Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y) ≥ 0

and hence we get J1 ≥ 0.
Second case occurs when u0(x) < uǫ(x) and u0(y) ≥ uǫ(y), and in this case, u0(x) − uǫ(x) < uǫ(x) − u0(x) ≤
µ < u0(y)− uǫ(y) and

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = (uǫ − u0)(x) + µ > 0,

and further, uǫ(x)− uǫ(y) > u0(x) − u0(y) implies Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y) ≥ 0 giving J1 ≥ 0.
For the third case u0(x) ≥ uǫ(x) and u0(y) < uǫ(y), one has uǫ(x)− u0(x) < u0(x)− uǫ(x) ≤ µ < uǫ(y)− u0(y).
Then

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = (uǫ − u0)(x) − µ ≤ 0,

and uǫ(x) − uǫ(y) < u0(x)− u0(y) implies Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y) ≤ 0 will give J1 ≥ 0.
Finally when u0(x) < uǫ(x) and u0(y) < uǫ(y), we have uǫ(x)− u0(x) ≤ µ < uǫ(y)− u0(y). Therefore

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = (uǫ − u0)(x) − µ ≤ 0,

and uǫ(x) − uǫ(y) ≤ u0(x)− u0(y) implies Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y) ≤ 0. Hence we get J1 ≥ 0.

Due to symmetry, the case for x, y ∈ S3 will follow similarly like Case 2.

Case 3. Let x, y ∈ S4. Then a case-by-case inspection clearly guarantees that

Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = 0,

if u0(x) < uǫ(x), u0(y) < uǫ(y) or if u0(x) ≥ uǫ(x), u0(y) ≥ uǫ(y).
Further u0(x) ≥ uǫ(x), u0(y) < uǫ(y) gives Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = −2µ < 0; and u0(x) < uǫ(x),
u0(y) ≥ uǫ(y) gives Tµ((uǫ − u0)(x)) − Tµ((uǫ − u0)(y)) = 2µ > 0. In each case, one can easily check the sign of
Auǫ(x, y)−Au0(x, y) and find that J1 ≥ 0.

Combining all the three cases, we conclude J1 ≥ 0. The rest of the proof follows from [30, Theorem A.1].
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We now establish that w0 6= v0 are weak solutions to (2.2).

Lemma 2.25. u0 ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω) is a weak solution to the problem (2.2).

Proof. We first observe that for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and t ≥ 0,

λ

(t+ ǫ)γ
+ tr ≥

λ

(t+ 1)γ
+ tr ≥ min

{

1,
λ

2γ

}

:= B (say).

Hence we can write at least for small ǫ,

−∆puǫ + (−∆)spuǫ =
λ

(uǫ + ǫ)
γ + urǫ ≥ B.

Now by [30, Lemma 3.1], we get the existence of a unique ζ ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) satisfying

−∆pζ + (−∆)spζ = B in Ω,

ζ > 0 in Ω, ζ = 0 in R
n\Ω;

such that for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω, ∃ c(ω) > 0 satisfying ζ ≥ c(ω) > 0 in ω. Now, for every φ ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω), it holds

ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
p−2∇uǫ · ∇φ+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)|
p−2

(uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)) (φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
=

ˆ

Ω

(

λ

(uǫ + ǫ)γ
+ urǫ

)

φdx

≥

ˆ

Ω

Bφdx =

ˆ

Ω

|∇ζ|p−2∇ζ · ∇φdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|ζ(x)− ζ(y)|p−2(ζ(x) − ζ(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy.

(2.25)
We now choose φ = (ζ − uǫ)

+ ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω) in (2.25), to get

ˆ

Ω

(|∇ζ|p−2∇ζ − |∇uǫ|
p−2∇uǫ) · ∇(ζ − uǫ)

+dx

+

¨

R2n

(|ζ(x) − ζ(y)|p−2
(ζ(x) − ζ(y)) − |uǫ(x)− uǫ(y)|

p−2
(uǫ(x)− uǫ(y)))((ζ − uǫ)

+(x)− (ζ − uǫ)
+(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

≤ 0.

Following the same arguments as in the proof of [38, Lemma 9], we have that the second nonlocal double integral
in the above inequality is nonnegative. Hence it holds

ˆ

Ω

(|∇ζ|p−2∇ζ − |∇uǫ|
p−2∇uǫ) · ∇(ζ − uǫ)

+dx ≤ 0.

Then using Lemma 2.10, one gets uǫ ≥ ζ in Ω. Hence there exists c(ω) > 0 such that for small ǫ, it holds

uǫ ≥ c(ω) > 0 in ω ⊂⊂ Ω.

This gives u0 ≥ c(ω) > 0 for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω, u0 > 0 in Ω and

0 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

λφ

(vǫ + ǫ)
γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ λc−γ ‖φ‖L∞(Ω) , for every φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω).

Hence by the dominated convergence theorem, we get for every φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω),

lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Ω

λ

(uǫ + ǫ)γ
φdx =

ˆ

Ω

λ

uγ0
φdx. (2.26)

As {uǫ} bounded in W 1,p
0 (Ω) implies {urǫ} is bounded in L(r+1)′(Ω) and uǫ → u0 a.e. in Ω, hence up to a

subsequence urǫ ⇀ ur0 in L(r+1)′(Ω) and it holds

lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Ω

urǫφdx =

ˆ

Ω

ur0φdx, ∀φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω). (2.27)

Now {uǫ} is bounded in W 1,p
0 (Ω), so by Lemma 2.4 we get

|uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)|
p−2

(uǫ(x) − uǫ(y))

|x− y|
n+sp

p′

⇀
|u0(x)− u0(y)|

p−2
(u0(x) − u0(y))

|x− y|
n+sp

p′

in Lp′

(R2n) and hence

lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)|
p−2

(uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)) (φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

=

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u0(x)− u0(y)|
p−2

(u0(x)− u0(y)) (φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy, ∀φ ∈ C∞

c (Ω).

(2.28)
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Further, using Lemma 2.24, one can get |∇uǫ|
p−2∇uǫ ⇀ |∇u0|

p−2∇u0 in Lp′

(Ω) and as ∇φ ∈ Lp(Ω), so it holds

lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
p−2∇uǫ · ∇φdx =

ˆ

Ω

|∇u0|
p−2∇u0 · ∇φdx. (2.29)

Using (2.26)–(2.29), we conclude
ˆ

Ω

|∇u0|
p−2∇u0 · ∇φdx +

¨

R2n

|u0(x)− u0(y)|
p−2

(u0(x)− u0(y)) (φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy =

ˆ

Ω

(

λ

uγ0
+ ur0

)

φdx,

∀φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω). This completes the proof.

Remark 2.26. Following the lines of [30, Lemma 5.1], it can be shown that any function in W 1,p
0 (Ω) can be

chosen as a test function for (2.2).

3. Proof of Theorem 2.13

Using Lemma 2.25 we already have w0 and v0 are two positive weak solutions of (2.2) for λ ∈ (0,Λ). It
suffices to show that w0 6= v0. Choosing φ = uǫ ∈W 1,p

0 (Ω) as a test function in (2.4) we get
ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy = λ

ˆ

Ω

uǫ
(uǫ + ǫ)

γ dx+

ˆ

Ω

ur+1
ǫ dx.

Since r + 1 < p∗s, using the compact embedding of Theorem 2.7, one obtains

lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Ω

ur+1
ǫ dx =

ˆ

Ω

ur+1
0 dx. (3.1)

Moreover, since 0 ≤
uǫ

(uǫ + ǫ)
γ ≤ u1−γ

ǫ , using (2.8) together with Vitali convergence theorem, it holds

λ lim
ǫ→0+

ˆ

Ω

uǫ
(uǫ + ǫ)

γ dx = λ

ˆ

Ω

u1−γ
0 dx.

Hence we reach at

lim
ǫ→0+

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x) − uǫ(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)

= λ

ˆ

Ω

u1−γ
0 dx+

ˆ

Ω

ur+1
0 dx. (3.2)

Using Remark 2.26 we can choose φ = u0 as a test function in (2.2) to deduce that
ˆ

Ω

|∇u0|
pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u0(x) − u0(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy = λ

ˆ

Ω

u1−γ
0 dx +

ˆ

Ω

ur+1
0 dx. (3.3)

Merging (3.2) and (3.3), we get

lim
ǫ→0+

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇uǫ|
pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|uǫ(x)− uǫ(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy

)

=

ˆ

Ω

|∇u0|
pdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

|u0(x) − u0(y)|
p

|x− y|n+sp
dxdy,

which implies the strong convergence of uǫ to u0 in W 1,p
0 (Ω). Now again by (2.8) and Vitali convergence theorem,

one can get

lim
ǫ→0

ˆ

Ω

[

(uǫ + ǫ)
1−γ − ǫ1−γ

]

dx =

ˆ

Ω

u1−γ
0 dx,

which together with (3.1) and the strong convergence of uǫ implies lim
ǫ→0

Iλ,ǫ(uǫ) = Iλ(u0). Hence, from (2.22) we

deduce w0 6= v0.

4. Proof of Theorem 2.14

We first include the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. For each γ > 0, there exists a positive constant T such that every z ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), z > 0 satisfying

ˆ

Ω

∇z · ∇φdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(z(x)− z(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤

ˆ

Ω

λ

zγ
φdx, ∀φ ∈ W 1,2

0 (Ω), φ > 0, (4.1)

belongs to L∞(Ω) with ‖z‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Tλ
1

γ+1 for all λ > 0.

Proof. If λ = 1, then for l ≥ 1 we choose φ = (z − l)+ as a test function to obtain
ˆ

Ω

|∇(z − l)+|2dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(z(x)− z(y))((z − l)+(x)− (z − l)+(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤

ˆ

{z>l}

(z − l)+

zγ
dx.

14



Note that the second term in the left-hand-side is nonnegative and hence we get
ˆ

Ω

|∇(z − l)+|2dx ≤

ˆ

{z>l}

(z − l)+dx.

One can now use Stampacchia’s method [40, Lemma 4.1] to deduce ‖z‖L∞(Ω) ≤ T for some constant T > 0.

For 0 < λ 6= 1, let 0 < w ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) satisfies (4.1). Taking z =

(

1

λ

)
1

γ+1

w ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), we get by (4.1), if φ > 0,

ˆ

Ω

∇z · ∇φdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(z(x)− z(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

=

(

1

λ

)
1

γ+1
(
ˆ

Ω

∇w · ∇φdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(w(x) − w(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

)

≤

(

1

λ

)
1

γ+1
ˆ

Ω

λ

wγ
φdx.

This implies
ˆ

Ω

∇z · ∇φdx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(z(x)− z(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤

ˆ

Ω

1

zγ
φdx, ∀φ ∈W 1,2

0 (Ω), φ > 0,

and hence ‖z‖L∞(Ω) ≤ T , which gives ‖w‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Tλ
1

γ+1 .

We will follow [15] and construct suitable sub and supersolutions to the approximated problem

−∆uk + (−∆)suk =
λ

(u+k + 1
k )

γ
+ (u+k )

r in Ω,

uk = 0 in R
n\Ω.

(4.2)

One can see [30, Lemma 3.2] to find a unique positive wk ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), for each k ∈ N, which is a weak solution to

−∆wk + (−∆)swk =
λ

(w+
k + 1

k )
γ

in Ω,

wk = 0 in R
n\Ω,

and satisfies for each ω ⊂⊂ Ω, wk ≥ c(ω) > 0 in ω, for some c ≡ c(ω). Also, {wk} is monotonically increasing in

k. As each wk is positive, so it solves −∆wk+(−∆)swk =
λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
in Ω, and

λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
≤

λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
+(wk)

r

implies that wk ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) is a subsolution to (4.2).

In order to construct a supersolution, we take zk,t ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) to be the unique positive weak solution of

−∆zk,t + (−∆)szk,t =
t

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ
in Ω.

By Lemma 4.1, we get the existence of M > 0 such that

‖zk,t‖L∞(Ω) ≤Mt
1

γ+1 .

Starting from here, one can follow [15, Theorem 2.1, Step 3] to find the existence of Λ > 0 such that for each
0 < λ < Λ, there exists T ≡ T (λ) > λ > 0; and zk,t is a supersolution to (4.2), ∀ t ≥ T (λ) for large enough k.

Now we show wk ≤ zk,t. Indeed

−∆(wk − zk,t) + (−∆)s(wk − zk,t) =
λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
−

t

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ
, in Ω.

Taking (wk − zk,t)
+ as a test function, we obtain

ˆ

Ω

|∇(wk − zk,t)
+|2dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

((wk − zk,t)(x) − (wk − zk,t)(y))((wk − zk,t)
+(x)− (wk − zk,t)

+(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

=

ˆ

Ω

[

λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
−

t

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ

]

(wk − zk,t)
+dx =

ˆ

Ω

[

λ

(wk + 1
k )

γ
−

λ

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ

]

(wk − zk,t)
+dx

+

ˆ

Ω

[

λ

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ
−

t

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ

]

(wk − zk,t)
+dx

= λ

ˆ

{wk≥zk,t}

[

1

(wk + 1
k )

γ
−

1

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ

]

(wk − zk,t)dx

+

ˆ

{wk≥zk,t}

1

(zk,t +
1
k )

γ
[λ− t] (wk − zk,t) dx.
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Note that, the second term on the left in the first line is nonnegative; in the last line, the first integral is negative

due to the monotonicity of v →
1

(

v + 1
k

)γ for v > 0 and the second integral is negative since t ≥ T (λ) > λ. This

readily gives wk ≤ zk,t.

One now can define g(v) =
λ

(

v + 1
k

)γ +vp+kγ+1λγv, v ∈ [0,∞) and note that g is increasing. Further, observing

that for any two functions φ, ψ ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω), the integral

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

((φ − ψ)(x) − (φ− ψ)(y))((φ − ψ)+(x)− (φ − ψ)+(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

is nonnegative, one can use the classical subsolution-supersolution technique (see [26, Chapter 9]) to get the
existence of uk ∈W 1,2

0 (Ω), which is a solution of (4.2) and satisfies

wk ≤ uk ≤ zk,t ≤Mt
1

γ+1 . (4.3)

Again the positivity of the increasing sequence {wk} inside compactly contained subsets of Ω gaurantees that for
every ω ⊂⊂ Ω there exists cω > 0 (independent of k ) such that

uk ≥ wk ≥ w1 ≥ cω > 0, in ω, for every k ∈ N. (4.4)

For 0 < γ ≤ 1, we can now choose uk as a test function in (4.2) and use (4.3) to get {uk} is bounded in W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Then ∃u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) such that up to a subsequence uk ⇀ u in W 1,2

0 (Ω) and a.e. to u ≥ w1 > 0 in Ω.
Furthermore we have, for φ in W 1,2

0 (ω),

0 ≤
λφ

(

uk +
1
k

)γ ≤
λ|φ|

(cω)
γ and urkφ ≤

(

Mt
1

γ+1

)r

|φ|.

Therefore, by the Dominated convergence theorem, one has

lim
k→∞

ˆ

Ω

λφ
(

uk +
1
k

)γ = λ

ˆ

Ω

φ

uγ
and lim

k→∞

ˆ

Ω

urkφdx =

ˆ

Ω

urφdx.

This along with uk ⇀ u in W 1,2
0 (Ω) assures that u is a weak solution to (2.3) for the case 0 < γ ≤ 1.

For γ > 1, as uk is bounded, one can choose uγk as a test function in (4.2) to get {u
γ+1
2

k } is bounded in W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Indeed, we get by using (4.3)
ˆ

Ω

∇uk · ∇u
γ
k dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(uk(x) − uk(y))(u
γ
k(x) − uγk(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy = λ

ˆ

Ω

uγk
(uk + 1

k )
γ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

uγ+r dx ≤ C. (4.5)

Here we can use item (i) of Lemma 2.9 to get

4γ

(γ + 1)2

ˆ

Ω

|∇u
γ+1
2

k |2dx+
4γ

(γ + 1)2

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u
γ+1
2

k (x)− u
γ+1
2

k (y))2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤ C.

The above readily implies {u
γ+1
2

k } is bounded in W 1,2
0 (Ω). Since γ > 1, and Ω is bounded, and {uk}k is uniformly

bounded in Lγ+1(Ω), we deduce that {uk}k is uniformly bounded in L2(Ω), in particular in L2(K), for every
subset K compactly contained in Ω. Further, as K×K ⊂ Ω×Ω ⊂ R

2n and all the integrals in the left-hand-side
of (4.5) are positive, hence we have,

ˆ

K

ˆ

K

(uk(x) − uk(y))(u
γ
k(x)− uγk(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤ C and

ˆ

K

uγ−1
k |∇uk|

2dx ≤ C,

for every K ⊂⊂ Ω. We now apply the item (iii) of Lemma 2.9, to get
ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|uk(x) − uk(y)|
2 |uk(x) + uk(y)|

γ−1

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤ C.

Using the positivity of uk in K for all k (see (4.4)), one now gets
ˆ

K

ˆ

K

|uk(x)− uk(y)|
2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy ≤

21−γCγ

cγ−1
K

and

ˆ

K

|∇uk|
2dxdy ≤

Cγ

cγ−1
K

. (4.6)

Hence {uk}k is uniformly bounded in W 1,2
loc (Ω). So uk ⇀ u in W 1,2

loc (Ω). One can now follow [30, Theorem 2.13],
[18, Theorem 3.6] and the same argument of the case 0 < γ ≤ 1 to deduce that u is a weak solution of (2.3).

Remark 4.2. The cases 0 < r < 1 and r = 1 are same as [15], we refer to Theorem 2.4 and Remark 2.5 therein.

Remark 4.3. Theorem 2.14 does not require the conditions s ∈ (0, 1/2), n > 2, r < 2∗ − 1 and smoothness of
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the boundary of Ω or convexity of the domain. This result also interprets the fact u = 0 in R
n\Ω in the sense

that some powers of u is in W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Remark 4.4. We remark that there exists a positive number Λ independent of k such that (2.3) has no solution
if λ ≥ Λ. Let ω ⊂⊂ Ω and eω1 be the first (positive) eigenfunction (see [13, Proposition 5.1]) of

−∆eω1 + (−∆)seω1 = λω1 e
ω
1 in ω,

eω1 > 0 in ω,

eω1 = 0 in R
n\ω.

Clearly in Ω we have −∆eω1 + (−∆)seω1 ≤ λω1 e
ω
1 . Now if there exists a solution to (2.3), for every λ > 0, we use

eω1 as a test function in (2.3) to obtain

λ

ˆ

Ω

eω1
uγ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

ureω1 dx ≤ λω1

ˆ

Ω

ueω1 dx.

One can now use Young’s inequality to get

λ

ˆ

Ω

eω1
uγ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

ureω1 dx ≤
1

2

ˆ

Ω

ureω1 dx+ C1(λ1)
r′
ˆ

Ω

eω1 dx,

that is
ˆ

Ω

[

λ

uγ
+

1

2
ur − C1(λ

ω
1 )

r′
]

eω1 dx ≤ 0.

Since the real function
λ

tγ
+

1

2
tr −C1(λ

ω
1 )

r′ , t > 0, is greater than C2λ
r

r+γ −C1(λ
ω
1 )

r′ , for some C2 > 0, the last

inequality implies that
ˆ

Ω

[

C2λ
r

r+γ − C1 (λ
ω
1 )

r′
]

eω1 ≤ 0,

which is impossible for λ large enough. This contradiction proves the nonexistence for large λ.

Preliminaries for the proof of Theorem 2.15

We have considered Ω to be a bounded strictly convex domain with smooth boundary, 1 < r < 2∗−1 =
n+ 2

n− 2
and s ∈ (0, 1/2). As before, for k ∈ N we take the approximated problems

−∆u+ (−∆)su = λfk(u) + g(u) in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
n\Ω,

(4.7)

where fk and g are the continuous functions given by

fk(t) =
1

(t+ 1
k )

γ
, g(t) = tr, 1 < r < 2∗ − 1; for t ≥ 0.

Clearly, being continuously differentiable, fk and g are locally Liptchitz and they satisfy the following properties:

g(0) = 0, lim
t→0+

g(t)

t
= 0 and lim

t→0+

fk(t)

t
= +∞, (4.8)

lim
t→+∞

g(t)

tr
= 1 > 0, lim

t→+∞

fk(t)

tr
= 0, uniformly in k, (4.9)

λfk(t) + g(t)

tσ
is nonincreasing for t ≥ 0, with σ =

n+ 2

n− 2
. (4.10)

Further, for the non-perturbed case, we consider wk,λ ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω), for each k ∈ N, to be the unique

positive weak solution (see [30, Lemaa 3.2]) to

−∆w + (−∆)sw =
λ

(w + 1
k )

γ
in Ω,

w > 0 in Ω,

w = 0 in R
n\Ω.

(4.11)

The sequence {wk,λ} is monotonically increasing with respect to k and for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω, there exists a constant
c ≡ c(ω) > 0, independent of k such that

wk,λ ≥ c(ω) > 0. (4.12)

17



Note that, each wk,λ satisfies hypothesis of Lemma 4.1.

Remark 4.5. We make an important remark that if λ = 0 and k ∈ N, then the problem (4.7) does not depend
on k and every solution of it satisfies

‖u‖L∞(Ω) > δ0 for some δ0 > 0.

Indeed, by (4.8), we can select δ0 > 0 such that g(t) < λ1t for all t ∈ [0, δ0], where λ1 is the first eigenvalue and
let e1 be the first positive eigenfunction (see [13, Proposition 5.1]) corresponding to the equation

−∆v + (−∆)sv = λ1v in Ω, v = 0 in R
n\Ω.

Now taking e1 as test function in (4.7) with λ = 0, we get
ˆ

Ω

(λ1u− g(u)) e1 = 0.

and consequently, ‖u‖L∞(Ω) > δ0.

Remark 4.6. Every weak W 1,2
0 (Ω) solution of (4.7) and (4.11) are indeed classical C2 solution thus validating

our calculations. We use the so-called bootstrap argument to show that u (weak solution of (4.7)) is Hölder
continuous on Ω. Set κr = (n+ 2)/(n− 2) and note that κ > 1.

As u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω), by Sobolev embedding u ∈ L2∗(Ω). Further one can see [4, Chapter 1, Section 2] and get that

as |λfk(t) + g(t)| ≤ ak + |t|r, for some ak > 0, the Nemitski operator corresponding to λfk + g is continuous
from Lα(Ω) to Lβ(Ω), where r = α/β. Using this with α = 2∗ we infer that λfk(u) + g(u) ∈ Lβ(Ω) with

β =
2∗

r
=

2κn

(n+ 2)
. From here, one can use [41, Theorem 1.4] to get u ∈W 2,β(Ω). If 2β > n then u ∈ C0,η(Ω).

Otherwise, we can repeat the above steps:
(i) by Sobolev embedding theorem one has that u ∈ Lq′(Ω), with

q′ =
nβ

n− 2β
> κ

2n

n− 2
;

(ii) it follows that λfk(u) + g(u) ∈ Lβ′

(Ω) with β′ = q′/r > κβ;

(iii) another use of [41, Theorem 1.4] gives u ∈W 2,β′

(Ω).

In any case, after a finite number of times, one finds that u ∈ W 2,q(Ω) with 2q > n. Then the Sobolev embedding
theorem yields W 2,q(Ω) ⊂ C0,η(Ω) with some η < 1.

At this point we can apply [12, Theorem 2.8]. Indeed, letting h(x) = λfk(u(x)) + g(u(x)), u is a weak solution of
−∆u+ (−∆)su = h with h ∈ C0,η(Ω) for some η < 1. Hence u ∈ C2,η(Ω) and is a classical solution of (4.7).

For a solution of (4.11), one does not need this bootstrap argument as
λ

(t+ 1
k )

γ
≤ λkγ , for t ≥ 0 and hence

wk,λ ∈ W 2,q(Ω) for all 1 < q <∞, so is Hölder and [12, Theorem 2.8] can be applied directly.

If we take weak solutions belonging to C(Ω) of (4.7) and (4.11), then we can skip the W 2,q estimate of [41].
Indeed, in this case g(u) is bounded (with fk(u) is always bounded) and one can apply [24, Theorem 4] to get
u,wk,λ ∈ C0,α(Rn) for all α ∈ (0, 1) and in particular u,wk,λ ∈ C0,α(Ω). As fk and g are locally Lipschitz, so
this gives λfk(u) + g(u) ∈ C0,α(Ω) and we can directly use [12, Theorem 2.8].

Remark 4.7. We denote by Cm
0 (Ω) to be the space of m times differentiable functions vanishing in R

n\Ω. Let
wk,λ 6= v ∈ C2

0 (Ω) be a supersolution of (4.11). Then choosing (wk,λ − v)+ as a test function, we get
ˆ

Ω

|∇(wk,λ − v)+|2dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

((wk,λ − v)(x) − (wk,λ − v)(y))((wk,λ − v)+(x)− (wk,λ − v)+(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

≤

ˆ

Ω

[

λ

(wk,λ + 1
k )

γ
−

λ

(v + 1
k )

γ

]

(wk,λ − v)+dx.

Noting that the second integral on the left is nonnegative and the integral on the right is negative on the set
{wk,λ > v}, we get

ˆ

Ω

|∇(wk,λ − v)+|2dx = 0.

This along with the continuity of wk,λ and v, we get wk,λ ≤ v in Ω. Now let z = v − wk,λ, then if M is the
Lipschitz constant of fk in [min

Ω̄
wk,λ,max

Ω̄
v], we have

−∆z(x) + (−∆)sz(x) + λMz(x) ≥ λfk(v(x)) − λfk(zk,λ(x)) + λMz(x) ≥ 0 pointwise in Ω.
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We now apply strong maximum principle [11, Theorem 1.3] (this theorem can be easily generalized for the operator
−∆+ (−∆)s + L, where L is a positive number), to get v > wk,λ in Ω. One now can proceed as [12, Theorem
2.9] and use the classical Hopf Lemma for −∆+ L, L is positive, to conclude

∂v

∂η
<
∂wk,λ

∂η
on ∂Ω,

where η is the outward unit normal to the boundary ∂Ω. The same conclusion holds for a subsolution. In particular
0 is a subsolution to (4.11), and any solution to (4.7) satisfies

λ

(u + 1
k )

γ
+ ur ≥

λ

(u+ 1
k )

γ
,

and hence is a supersolution to (4.11). Therefore it holds

0 < wk,λ < u and
∂u

∂η
<
∂wk,λ

∂η
< 0 on ∂Ω.

We now prove the uniform apriori estimate regarding solutions of (4.7).

Lemma 4.8. For every λ > 0, there exists M > 0, independent of k, such that every positive u ∈ C(Rn),
satisfying (4.7), also satisfies ‖u‖L∞(Ω) < M .

Remark 4.9. As our domain is strictly convex with smooth boundary, we will use the classical moving plane
argument. We take ζ to be a unit vector in R

n and let Tα denote the hyperplane ζ · x = α. For α = α̃ large,
T is disjoint from Ω. Now we start moving the plane continuously toward Ω, preserving the same normal, i.e.,
decrease α, until it begins to intersect Ω. From that moment on, at every stage the plane Tα will cut off from Ω
an open cap Σ(α), the part of Ω which is on the same side of Tα as Tα̃. Let Σ′(α) be the reflection of Σ(α) in
the plane Tα. Hence at the beginning, Σ′(α) will lie in Ω and as α decreases, the reflected cap Σ′(α) will remain
in Ω, at least until one of the following occurs:
(i) Σ′(α) becomes internally tangent to ∂Ω at some point P not on Tα or
(ii) Tα reaches a position where it is orthogonal to the boundary of Ω at some point Q.
Following the notations of [32], we denote by Tα1 : ζ · x = α1 the plane Tα when it first reaches one of these
positions and we call Σ(α1) = Σζ the maximal cap associated with ζ. Note that its reflection Σ′

ζ in Tα1 lies in
Ω. By [32], the existence of such maximal caps is always guaranteed.

Proof. Let λ > 0 be fixed. We will prove the result in two steps. First we will show the existence of an open set
ω0 ⊂⊂ Ω such that

u(x) ≤ max
ω̄0

u, ∀x ∈ Ω\ω0; (4.13)

and in the second step, we will find a positive constant Mω0 such that

max
ω̄0

u ≤Mω0 (4.14)

for every positive solution u of (4.7).

Step 1: Fix x ∈ ∂Ω. Let η(x) be the outward unit normal vector at x to ∂Ω and let Tx be the tangent hyperplane
at x to Ω. As Ω is strictly convex with smooth boundary, therefore this hyperplane is a supporting hyperplane (in
fact unique supporting hyperplane at x) and divides the space R

n into two disjoint half-spaces with Ω belonging
to one of them. Further, Ω intersects Tx only at x. Hence we can consider another hyperplane T which is parallel
to Tx and cuts off Ω in such a way that if one reflects Σx (the region of Ω which is between both hyperplanes)
with respect to T , then Σ′

x (the reflection) is inside Ω.

By strict convexity of Ω, we can choose tx and εx, two positive numbers such that if y ∈ ∂Ω ∩ B̄(x, εx) then,
y − tη(x) ∈ Ω ∩ Σx for all t ∈ (0, tx]. In spirit of [6], we define the sets

Vx = {y − sη(x) : y ∈ ∂Ω ∩B(x, εx), 0 ≤ t < tx} ⊂ Ω and
Wx = {y − txη(x) : y ∈ ∂Ω ∩ B̄(x, εx)} ⊂ Ω ∩Σx.

One can easily check that Vx is open in Ω (in subspace topology) and Wx is compact in Ω. Consequently
δx = dist (Wx, ∂Ω) > 0. Now by the compactness of ∂Ω, one can extract a finite subcover from the covering
∪x∈∂ΩVx, that is, there exists x1, x2, . . . , xk ∈ ∂Ω such that ∂Ω ⊂ ∪k

i=1Vi, where we denote Vi = Vxi with
ti = txi , εi = εxi , Wi =Wxi , δi = δxi and Σi = Σxi .
As Vi is open in Ω containing ∂Ω ∩ B(xi, εi) (set t = 0), the set V := ∪k

i=1Vi is an open neighborhood of
∂Ω in Ω. Therefore, dist(∂Ω,Ω\V ) = d > 0. Indeed if there exists {vk} ⊂ ∂Ω and {zk} ⊂ Ω\V such that
d (vk, zk) → 0, then up to a subsequence vk → v ∈ ∂Ω (Bolzano-Weirestrass) and zk → v ∈ ∂Ω contradicting
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that V is a neighborhood of ∂Ω. Taking r = min{d, δ1, . . . , δk} > 0 and we consider the open set ω0 := {y ∈ Ω :

dist(y, ∂Ω) >
r

2
}. Clearly Ω\ω0 ⊂ V and Wi ⊂ ω0 for all i = 1, . . . , k.

Now let u is a positive solution of (4.7). Take x ∈ Ω\ω0 ⊂ V . So ∃ i ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that x ∈ Vi, i.e. there
exists t ∈ (0, ti) and yi ∈ ∂Ω ∩B(xi, εi) such that x = yi − tη(xi).

Since λfk + g is locally Lipschitz, at this point, one can use [14, Theorem 1.1]. Indeed, one can take the unit
vector η(xi) instead of (1, 0, . . . , 0) and end up with the same result, but only up to the maximal cap, which
is easy to deduce for a convex nonsymmetric domain if one follows the proof of [14]. In particular if one takes
inf
x∈Ω

x1 = a, sup
x∈Ω

x1 = b, {x ∈ R
n;x1 = λ1} to be the hyperplane corresponding to the maximal cap in −x1

direction and {x ∈ R
n;x1 = λ2} to be the hyperplane corresponding to the maximal cap in x1 direction, then

Lemma 2.8 of [14] can be deduced for λ ∈ (a, λ1)∪ (λ2, b). Further, choosing l = b+λ−λ1 and η = λ2 +
λ− λ1
n0

,

for some n0 ≥ 2 large enough, such that η > λ2, Lemma 2.9 can also be proved. Then one can follow the proof
of Theorem 1.1 and show that λ = λ1, i.e. obtaining the monotonicity up to maximal cap. Thus we deduce

u(x) = u(yi − tη(xi)) ≤ u(yi − tiη(xi)),

with yi − tiη(xi) ∈ Wi ⊂ ω0 which gives (4.13).

Step 2: Once (4.13) is proved, we now show (4.14) in spirit of [34, Theorem 1.1]. We can treat the nonlocal part
as a perturbation term and follow the blow up analysis.

We argue by contradiction. If possible, let there exist a sequence {uk} of positive solutions of (4.7)k,λ and a
sequence of points Pk ∈ ω̄0 ⊂ Ω (as continuous functions on compact sets achieve maximum) such that

Mk = uk(Pk) = max{uk(x) : x ∈ ω̄0} → +∞ as k → +∞.

By Bolzano-Weirestrass theorem, up to a subsequence, we can assume that Pk → P ∈ ω̄0 as k → +∞. Let
2d = dist(ω0, ∂Ω) and let ω0,d be the set: ω0,d = {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ω0) ≤ d}. We take {µk} to be a sequence of

positive numbers such that µ
2

r−1

k Mk = 1. Clearly Mk → +∞ implies µk → 0 as k → +∞. Now choose R̃ > 0
arbitrary and fix after choice. By convergence of {µk} we can select k0 such that BR̃+1(0) ⊂ B d

µk

(0) for all

k ≥ k0. We now define the scaled function

vk(y) = µ
2

r−1

k uk(Pk + µky), ∀y ∈ B d
µk

(0).

By boundary estimate in Step 1, v satisfies

sup{vk(y) : y ∈ B d
µk

(0)} = vk(0) = 1.

Further calculation yields that

−∆vk(y) + µ2−2s
k (−∆)svk(y) = µ

2r
r−1

k

(

λfk(uk(Pk + µky)) + (µ
−2
r−1

k vk(y))
r

)

, y ∈ BR̃+1(0),

vk(0) = 1.

Now by Remark 4.7, every solution of (4.7) is a supersolution of (4.11) and we have uk ≥ wk,λ, therefore it holds

λfk(uk(Pk + µky)) ≤
λ

(wk,λ(Pk + µky))γ
.

Since Pk + µky ∈ ω̄0,d ⊂ Ω for all y ∈ BR̄+1(0), by (4.12), ∃C(ω0) > 0 such that

µ
2r

r−1

k

(

λfk(uk(Pk + µky)) + (µ
−2
r−1

k vk(y))
r

)

≤ C(ω0), y ∈ BR̃+1(0), ∀k ≥ k0.

Therefore each vk satisfies

−∆vk + µ2−2s
k (−∆)svk = hk, y ∈ BR̃+1(0), and vk(0) = 1,

with ‖hk‖L∞(BR̃+1(0))
≤ C for all k, where C is independent of k.

Without loss of generality, we can assume µk < 1, and at this point, we can use the local Hölder bound estimates
of [24]. In fact, it can be easily checked that the conditions (1.5)−(1.7) of [24, Theorem 3, Theorem 5] are satisfied

and the boundary data gk(·) = µ
2

r−1

k uk(Pk +µk·) satisfies the required condition. Further, a delicate observation
of their proof indicates that the constants (which dominate the corresponding seminorms) are linearly dependent
on ‖hk‖Ln (or ‖hk‖Ld , d > n) and ‖vk‖L2. As ‖hk‖L∞ ≤ C and ‖vk‖L∞ ≤ 1, therefore we get {vk} is bounded in
C1,β(BR̃(0)) for some β ∈ (0, 1). Now compact embedding of C1,β(BR̃(0)) in C1,α(BR̃(0)) for 0 < α < β implies
there exists a subsequence of {vk} which converges in C1,α (BR̃(0)) to some v.
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Now, we estimate by using uniform bound of Hölder seminorm of vk in BR̃+1/2(0) for every β ∈ (0, 1) [24,

Theorem 3]. As s ∈ (0, 1/2), we choose β such that β > 2s and get

|(−∆)svk(x)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

cn,s

ˆ

Rn

vk(x) − vk(y)

|x− y|n+2s
dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ cn,s

ˆ

B1/2(x)

|vk(x)− vk(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy + cn,s

ˆ

Rn\B1/2(x)

|vk(x)− vk(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy

≤ cn,s

ˆ

B1/2(x)

[vk]0,β,BR̃+1/2(0)

|x− y|n+2s−β
dy + 2cn,s‖vk‖∞

ˆ

Rn\B1/2(x)

1

|x− y|n+2s
dy ≤ C,

(4.15)
for all x ∈ BR̃(0) and for all k. Further, t→ tr is locally Lipschitz for t > 0 so for all k, as ‖vk‖∞ ≤ 1 it holds

|(vk(x))
r − (v(x))r | ≤M |vk(x) − v(x)|. (4.16)

Also

λfk(uk(Pk + µky)) ≤ C(ω0). (4.17)

As vk satisfies

−∆vk(y) + µ2−2s
k (−∆)svk(y) = µ

2r
r−1

k

(

λfk(uk(Pk + µky)) + (µ
−2
r−1

k vk(y))
r

)

, y ∈ BR̃(0), vk(0) = 1; (4.18)

and vk → v in C1,α(BR̃(0)), so vk → v uniformly and by (4.15), (4.16) and (4.17), we get taking limit in (4.18),

−∆v = vr in BR̃(0), v(0) = 1.

Now, taking larger and larger balls, we obtain a Cantor diagonal subsequence, which converges to v ∈ C1,α(Rn)
on all compact subsets of Rn and v satisfies

−∆v = vr in R
n, v(0) = 1,

with 1 < r <
n+ 2

n− 2
. By [33, Theorem 1.1] this a contradiction proving Step 2 and thus the lemma concludes.

Before proceeding, we prove [27, Theorem 2.2] for our context. Let Cm
0 (Ω) be the space of m times differen-

tiable functions vanishing in R
n\Ω. Let us define the set

P =
{

u ∈ C1
0 (Ω) : u(x) ≥ 0 in Ω

}

.

Clearly, the interior of P is

P
∼ =

{

u ∈ C1(Ω) : u > 0 in Ω and
∂u

∂η
(x) < 0 for all x ∈ ∂Ω

}

,

where η is the unit outward normal to ∂Ω.

Lemma 4.10. Suppose u and ū are the solution and super-solution to (4.7) in C2
0 (Ω) and ū − u ∈ P. If u 6= ū,

then ū− u is not in ∂P, where ∂P is the boundary of P.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that ū − u ∈ ∂P. Hence, we have ū(x) ≥ u(x) for all x ∈ Ω. Setting z = ū − u,
if M is the Lipschitz constant of λfk + g in [min

Ω̄
u,max

Ω̄
ū], we have

−∆z(x) + (−∆)sz(x) +Mz(x) ≥ λfk(ū(x)) + g(ū(x)) − λfk(u(x)) − g(u(x)) +Mz(x) ≥ 0, pointwise in Ω.

Proceeding now as Remark 4.7, we arrive at ū− u ∈ P
∼, which contradicts our assumption as P

∼ ∩ ∂P = ∅.

Lemma 4.11. Let I ⊂ R be an interval and Σ ⊂ I ×C2
0 (Ω) be a connected set of solutions to (4.7). Consider a

continuous map U : I → C2
0 (Ω) such that U(λ) is a super-solution of (4.7)λ for every λ ∈ I, but not a solution.

If u0 ≤ U(λ0) in Ω but u0 6= U(λ0) for some (λ0, u0) ∈ Σ then u < U(λ) in Ω for all (λ, u) ∈ Σ.

Proof. Consider the continuous map T : I × C1
0 (Ω) → C1

0 (Ω) given by T (λ, u) = U(λ) − u. By continuity of T
it holds T (Σ) is connected in C2

0 (Ω). Now by Lemma 4.10, T (Σ) completely lies in P
∼ or completely outside P.

Since T (λ0, u0) ∈ P
∼, we conclude T (Σ) ⊂ P

∼ and, therefore, u < U(λ) for all (λ, u) ∈ Σ.

We now show the inverse of −∆+(−∆)s is a compact operator. For convenience, we write L = −∆+(−∆)s.
As for any w ∈ L2(Ω), the Dirichlet problem

Lu = w in Ω, u = 0 in R
n\Ω;

has a unique weak solution (see [11, 12]) satisfying ||u||W 1,2
0 (Ω) ≤ c||w||L2(Ω), where c > 0 is a constant independent

of w; and by regularity up to the boundary we have (see for example [12, 24, 41]) u ∈ C(Ω) for all w ∈ C(Ω),
therefore the map K = L−1 is well defined from C(Ω) to C(Ω).
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Lemma 4.12. The operator L−1 i.e. K : C(Ω) → C(Ω) is compact.

Proof. Step 1: First we show for any w ∈ L∞(Ω), the L∞ norm of K(w) = u is linearly dominated by
||w||L∞(Ω). Following [36, Theorem B.2], we define A(k) := {x ∈ Ω; |u(x)| ≥ k} for any k > 0. Choosing

φk := (sgnu)(|u| − k)+ ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) as a test function, we get

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φk dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u(x)− u(y))(φk(x)− φk(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy =

ˆ

Ω

wφk dx.

It is easy to observe that the nonlocal integral is nonnegative and hence the continuity of the mapping W 1,2
0 (Ω) →֒

Ll(Ω) for some 2 < l ≤ 2∗ gives
ˆ

Ω

|∇φk|
2dx =

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φk dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

wφk dx ≤ ‖w‖L∞(Ω)

ˆ

A(k)

φk dx

≤ C0‖w‖L∞(Ω)|A(k)|
l−1
l

(
ˆ

Ω

|∇φk|
2 dx

)
1
2

,

where C0 is the Sobolev constant. Hence, we have
ˆ

Ω

|∇φk|
2dx ≤ C‖w‖2L∞(Ω)|A(k)|

2(l−1)
l .

Now choose h > k. Clearly A(h) ⊂ A(k). Using this fact and the above inequality, we estimate as

(h− k)2|A(h)|
2
l ≤

(

ˆ

A(h)

(|u(x)| − k)ldx

)
2
l

≤

(

ˆ

A(k)

(|u(x)| − k)ldx

)
2
l

≤ C0

ˆ

Ω

|∇φk|
2 dx ≤ C‖w‖2L∞(Ω)|A(k)|

2(l−1)
l .

Therefore, we have |A(h)| ≤ C
‖w‖lL∞(Ω)

(h− k)l
|A(k)|l−1, for all h > k > 0. Thus using [36, Lemma B.1] we obtain

|A(d)| = 0, where dl = c‖w‖lL∞(Ω), for a constant c depending on l,Ω, C0 only. Therefore ‖u‖L∞(Ω) ≤ c‖w‖L∞(Ω).

Step 2: Now let {wk} be a bounded sequence in C(Ω). By [41, Theorem 1.4], we then have for each uk = K(wk),

‖uk‖W 2,p(Ω) ≤ C(n, s, p)(‖uk‖Lp(Ω) + ‖wk‖Lp(Ω)) ≤ C(‖uk‖L∞(Ω) + ‖wk‖L∞(Ω)) ≤ C‖wk‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C,

for all 1 < p < ∞ and some constant C ≡ C(n, p, s,Ω) independent of k. Note that we have used the result of
Step 1 in the second last inequality. Now by compact embedding of W 2,p(Ω) in C1,α(Ω), for p > n we get {uk}
has a convergent subsequence in C(Ω), concluding our proof.

With these preliminary results, we now show (4.7)k has at least two distinct solutions for all λ ∈ (0,Λ), Λ to
be determined later. We only restrict our case to γ ≥ 1, as one can find multiplicity result for γ < 1 in [28].

Lemma 4.13. Let γ ≥ 1. Then there exists k̄ ∈ N and λ > 0 such that for any k ≥ k̄, problem (4.7) admits at
least two distinct solutions uk, vk ∈W 1,2

0 (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω), provided 0 < λ < Λ.

Proof. We prove the result in several steps.
Step 1: (Existence of a super-solution which is not a solution) Taking T and δ0 to be same as Lemma 4.1 and

Remark 4.5, we fix δ1 := (2r − 1)
1

1−r T
γ+1
1−r , and take δ2 ∈ (0,min{δ0, δ1}) to define:

Λ := max
0≤t≤δ2

q(t), where q(t) =
1

2

(

(

t

T

)γ+1

− tγ+r

)

.

Fix any λ0 ∈ (0,Λ). As the function q is strictly positive in (0, δ2] (and so Λ > 0), by the IVP of continuous
functions, there exists δ ∈ (0, δ2] such that λ0 = q(δ). Moreover δ ≤ δ2 < δ1 implies

r − 1

γ + 1
δr+γ < (r − 1)δr+γ < λ0. (4.19)

Setting λ∗ := (δ/T )γ+1 we have

λ∗ > λ0 +
(

T (λ∗)
1

γ+1

)r (

T (λ∗)
1

γ+1

)γ

,

and this allows us to choose k0 ∈ N such that

λ∗ ≥ λ+
(

T (λ∗)
1

γ+1

)r
(

T (λ∗)
1

γ+1 +
1

k

)γ

, ∀k ≥ k0, ∀λ ∈ [0, λ0] .
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Now let wk,λ∗ ∈ C2
0 (Ω) (see Remark 4.6) be solution to (4.11) with λ = λ∗. By Lemma 4.1, wk,λ∗ satisfies

‖wk,λ∗‖L∞(Ω) ≤ T (λ∗)
1

γ+1 = δ. Therefore,

λ∗ ≥ λ+ ‖wk,λ∗‖r∞

(

‖wk,λ∗‖∞ +
1

k

)γ

≥ λ+ (wk,λ∗)r
(

wk,λ∗ +
1

k

)γ

from which it holds

−∆wk,λ∗ + (−∆)swk,λ∗ =
λ∗

(wk,λ∗ + 1
k )

γ
≥

λ

(wk,λ∗ + 1
k )

γ
+ (wk,λ∗ )

r
, ∀k ≥ k0, ∀λ ∈ [0, λ0] ,

thereby implying wk,λ∗ ∈ C2
0 (Ω) is a supersolution (and not a solution) to (4.7) for all k ≥ k0 and all λ ∈ [0, λ0]

with ‖wk,λ∗‖L∞(Ω) ≤ δ.

Step 2: (Existence of a unique solution with a particular small norm) The function (r − 1)tr
(

t+
1

k

)γ+1

is

convex, increasing, starts from 0 and hence intersects any straight line (not passing through origin) with positive
slope at a unique point. So ∃!Mk =Mk(λ) > 0, increasing with respect to the parameter λ, such that

(r − 1)M r
k

(

Mk +
1

k

)γ+1

= λ

(

Mk(γ + 1) +
1

k

)

and (r − 1)tr
(

t+
1

k

)γ+1

< λ

(

t(γ + 1) +
1

k

)

, ∀t ∈ [0,Mk).

Using this, one can derive (as the derivative is negative) that
λfk(t) + g(t)

t
is decreasing in [0,Mk) and thus, by

[13, Theorem 4.3], there exists at most one solution uk to (4.7) with ‖uk‖∞ < Mk. Now by (4.19), ∃ǫ > 0 such

that
(r − 1)

γ + 1
(δ + ǫ)r+γ < λ0. This implies ∃k1 ∈ N such that λk :=

(r − 1)(δ + ǫ)r
(

(δ + ǫ) + 1
k

)γ+1

(δ + ǫ)(γ + 1) + 1
k

< λ0 for all

k ≥ k1. By monotonicity of Mk with respect to λ, we conclude Mk(λ0) ≥Mk(λk) = δ + ǫ, ∀k ≥ k1.

Step 3: (Nonexistence of solution for large λ) By (4.8), lim
t→0+

λ1t− g(t)

f1(t)
= 0, while by (4.9), lim

t→+∞

λ1t− g(t)

f1(t)
=

−∞, where λ1 is the first eigenvalue corresponding to −∆+ (−∆)s. We fix Λ̄ := max
t>0

λ1t− g(t)

f1(t)
> 0. Let ∃ a

positive solution u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) to (4.7) for λ > Λ̄. Taking e1 > 0 (the first eigenvector) as test function, we get

ˆ

Ω

(λ1u− λfk(u)− g(u))e1 = 0.

As f1(t) ≤ fk(t) for all t > 0, from this last inequality we deduce

λ < max
t>0

λ1t− g(t)

fk(t)
≤ Λ̄,

leading to a contradiction, and the step is proved.

Step 4: (Existence of two distinct solutions) By Remark 4.6, it is enough to show existence of solutions in C(Ω).
We fix k ≥ max {k0, k1} = k̄, where k0 and k1 are given by Step 1 and Step 2, respectively. Next we define the
operator Kλ : C(Ω) −→ C(Ω) by

Kλ(u) = [−∆+ (−∆)s]−1 (λfk(u) + g(u)) , u ∈ C(Ω), u ≥ 0 in Ω.

From Lemma 4.12, we have Kλ is a compact operator for every λ. Further, solutions of (4.7) are fixed points of
Kλ. As by Step 3, (4.7) does not admit any solution for λ > Λ̄, so for 0 ≤ λ < Λ̄, choose Rk (that depends on k)
such that every solution u of (4.7)k satisfies ‖u‖∞ < Rk (indeed the same process of Lemma 4.8 can be followed
to get this). Consider the positive cone of C(Ω) given by

C =
{

u ∈ C(Ω) : u ≥ 0 in Ω
}

, R := Rk,

And define the compact map K0 : C → C by K0(u) = [−∆+(−∆)s]−1ur. Note that, we can consider the Leray-
Schauder topological degree of I −K0, i.e. d(I −K0, BR, 0). Further, since δ < δ0 (δ is such that λ0 = q(δ), by
step 1), by Remark 4.5, the problem (4.7)λ=0 has no solution on the boundary of the ball Bδ. Consequently, one
can also consider the Leray-Schauder topological degree d (I −K0, Bδ, 0). Applying [23, Proposition 2.1], we get
d(I −K0, BR, 0) = 0 and d(I −K0, Bδ, 0) = 1. Now setting X = C(Ω), a = 0, b = Λ̄, U = BR, U1 = Bδ, T (λ, u) =
Kλ(u) in [3, Theorem 4.4.2] we get the existence of a continuum (connected and closed) Sk ⊂ Σk = {(λ, uk) ∈
[0,+∞)× C(Ω) : uk is solution of (4.7)} such that

(0, 0) ∈ Sk and Sk ∩
(

{0} × (C(Ω)\Bδ)
)

6= ∅, ∀k ∈ N. (4.20)

At this point, we define the continuous map U : [0, λ0] −→ C2
0 (Ω) by U(λ) = wk,λ∗ , for every λ ∈ [0, λ0], then by
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Step 1, U(λ) is a positive supersolution and not a solution to (4.7) for all λ ∈ [0, λ0]. Since Ω satisfies the interior
sphere condition, we apply Lemma 4.11 to deduce that every pair (λ, uk) belonging to the connected component of
Sk∩

(

([0, λ0]× C(Ω)
)

which emanates from (0, 0) lies pointwise below the branch {(λ, U(λ)) : 0 ≤ λ ≤ λ0} at least

until it crosses λ = λ0. In particular, there exists uk in the slice Sλ0

k =
{

u ∈ C(Ω) : (λ0, u) ∈ Sk

}

and satisfies
0 < uk < wk,λ∗ . Recalling that ‖wk,λ∗‖ ≤ δ, we have ‖uk‖∞ ≤ ‖wk,λ∗‖ ≤ δ. By Step 2, it is clear that uk is the
unique solution of (4.7) with norm less than or equal to δ + ǫ. Again by (4.20) Sk ∩

(

{0} × (C(Ω)\Bδ+ε)
)

6= ∅

and so we conclude also the existence of vk (solution to (4.7)) in Sλ0

k with ‖vk‖∞ ≥ δ+ ǫ. Clearly, uk and vk are
different. Hence, we have found the existence of two distinct solutions for λ = λ0 and since λ0 < Λ̄ is arbitrary,
we have the required result.

5. Proof of Theorem 2.15

Step 1: We will deal with the first nonnegative eigenfunction φ1 (corresponding to the eigenvalue λ̃1) of the
Laplace operator. As Ω has smooth boundary, so φ1 is smooth up to the boundary. We extend φ1 ≡ 0 outside
Ω. Since φ1 ∈ C∞(Ω) i.e. in particular continuously differentiable in Ω, therefore φ1 is Lipschitz in Ω. Moreover

φ1 ≡ 0 in R
n\Ω implies φ1 ∈ C0,1(Rn). We now show that −∆z(x) + (−∆)sz(x) ≤

C0

(w(x))
2γ

(γ+1)

M , where

z(x) = (w(x))
2

(γ+1) −
1

k
, w(x) =

(

C0φ1(x) +
1

k
(γ+1)

2

)

(> 0),

M > 0 is a constant independent of x and C0 is a constant to be determined later. For x ∈ Ω estimating the
Laplacian, we get

−∆z(x) =
C0

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

{

2C0(γ − 1)

(γ + 1)2
|∇φ1|

2 +
2λ̃1φ1(x)

γ + 1
w(x)

}

. (5.1)

Further, for x ∈ Ω, we estimate the fractional Laplacian as

(−∆)sz(x) = cn,s

ˆ

Rn

w(x)2/(γ+1) − w(y)2/(γ+1)

|x− y|n+2s
dy

=
cn,s

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

ˆ

Rn

w(x)2 − w(x)2γ/(γ+1)w(y)2/(γ+1)

|x− y|n+2s
dy

≤
cn,s

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

ˆ

Rn

|w(x)2 − w(y)2|

|x− y|n+2s
dy

≤
2cn,s‖w‖∞
w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

ˆ

Rn

|w(x) − w(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy ≤

2C0cn,s(C0‖φ1‖∞ + 1)

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

ˆ

Rn

|φ1(x)− φ1(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy.

Now by Lipschitz continuity of φ1 and using s ∈ (0, 1/2), we get

(−∆)sz(x) ≤
2C0cn,s(C0‖φ1‖∞ + 1)

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

[

ˆ

B1(x)

|φ1(x) − φ1(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy +

ˆ

Rn\B1(x)

|φ1(x)− φ1(y)|

|x− y|n+2s
dy

]

≤
2C0cn,s(C0‖φ1‖∞ + 1)

w(x)2γ/(γ+1)

[

ˆ

B1(x)

[φ1]C0,1(Rn)

|x− y|n+2s−1
dy + 2‖φ1‖∞

ˆ

Rn\B1(x)

1

|x− y|n+2s
dy

]

.

(5.2)

We conclude our claim by clubbing (5.1) and (5.2) and using the boundedness of φ1,∇φ1.

Step 2: Fix λ0 ∈ (0,Λ) (see Step 1 of Lemma 4.13). We already have by Lemma 4.13, the existence of two
different sequence of solutions for (4.7). It suffices to show that they converge to two different solutions of (2.3).

By Step 1, we can choose C0 (depending on λ0) so small that −∆z + (−∆)sz ≤
λ0

(z + 1
k )

γ
. Therefore z is a

subsolution to (4.11) for λ = λ0. Moreover, since
λ0

(t+ 1
k )

γ
≤

λ0

(t+ 1
k )

γ
+ tr for any t ≥ 0, each solution u of

(4.7)λ0 is a supersolution of (4.11)λ0 . By Remark 4.7 we have z ≤ wk,λ0 ≤ u. In particular, the sequences uk
and vk obtained in Lemma 4.13 satisfy:

(

C0φ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)2/(γ+1)

−
1

k
≤ wk,λ0 ≤ uk ≤ δ,

(

C0φ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)2/(γ+1)

−
1

k
≤ wk,λ0 ≤ vk, ‖vk‖∞ ≥ δ + ε > δ.

(5.3)
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We write zk = uk or vk and note that zk ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω). Then by (5.3) and Lemma 4.8, we have

(

Cφ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)2/(γ+1)

−
1

k
≤ wk,λ0 ≤ zk ≤M, (5.4)

where M is a positive constant independent of k. Further, by (4.12), for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω there exists c(ω) (recall
that λ0 is fixed) such that zk(x) ≥ c(ω) > 0, for every x ∈ ω, for every k ∈ N. One can now follow Theorem 2.14
and show zk is bounded in W 1,2

loc (Ω), and the pointwise (a.e.) limit u (of {uk}) and v (of {vk}) are solutions to
(2.3). As ‖uk‖∞ ≤ δ and ‖vk‖∞ ≥ δ + ǫ > δ we deduce that u and v are different.

Step 3: Fixing α >
γ + 1

4
and θ = 2α− 1 >

γ − 1

2
, we take φ =

(

zk +
1

k

)θ

−

(

1

k

)θ

as a test function in (4.7)λ0

to obtain
ˆ

Ω

∇zk · ∇

(

zk +
1

k

)θ

dx+

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(zk(x) − zk(y))
(

(zk(x) +
1
k )

θ − (zk(y) +
1
k )

θ
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

= λ0

ˆ

Ω

(zk +
1
k )

θ − ( 1k )
θ

(zk +
1
k )

γ
dx+

ˆ

Ω

(

(

zk +
1

k

)θ

−

(

1

k

)θ
)

zrk dx.

(5.5)

Now using item (i) of Lemma 2.9, we get

4θ

(θ + 1)2

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

((

(zk(x) +
1
k )

θ+1
2 − ( 1k )

θ
)

−
(

(zk(y) +
1
k )

θ+1
2 )− ( 1k )

θ
))2

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy

≤

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(zk(x) − zk(y))
(

(zk(x) +
1
k )

θ − (zk(y) +
1
k )

θ
)

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy.

(5.6)

By (5.6), the nonlocal integral of (5.5) is nonengative. Therefore we get (also note Lemma 2.4)

4θ

(θ + 1)2

ˆ

Ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇

((

zk +
1

k

)α

−

(

1

k

)α)∣
∣

∣

∣

2

= θ

ˆ

Ω

(

zk +
1

k

)θ−1

|∇zk|
2
dx

≤ λ0

ˆ

Ω

(

zk +
1
k

)θ
−
(

1
k

)θ

(

zk +
1
k

)γ dx+

ˆ

Ω

(

(

zk +
1

k

)θ

−

(

1

k

)θ
)

zrk dx

≤ λ0

ˆ

Ω

(

zk +
1

k

)θ−γ

dx+

ˆ

Ω

(

zk +
1

k

)θ

zrk dx

≤ λ0

ˆ

Ω

(

zk +
1

k

)θ−γ

dx+

ˆ

Ω

(zk + 1)
θ
zrk dx.

By (5.4), this implies

{(

zk +
1

k

)α

−

(

1

k

)α}

is bounded in W 1,2
0 (Ω) for θ ≥ γ. While for θ < γ, we observe

(

zk +
1

k

)θ−γ

≤

(

C0φ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)

2(θ−γ)
1+γ

≤ (C0φ1)
2(θ−γ)
1+γ .

Since θ >
γ − 1

2
, hence

ˆ

Ω

φ
2(θ−γ)
1+γ

1 dx < +∞ (see [39]). Therefore

{(

zk +
1

k

)α

−

(

1

k

)α}

is bounded in W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Consequently, a subsequence of

{(

zk +
1

k

)α

−

(

1

k

)α}

is weakly convergent in W 1,2
0 (Ω). Finally by pointwise

convergence of {zk}, we have the weak limit is uα or vα and hence uα, vα ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Remark 5.1. As mentioned before, for γ < 3, the above theorem shows that the solutions are in W 1,2
0 (Ω) and,

in particular, belong to W 1,q
0 (Ω) for every q < 2. Indeed if γ ≥ 3, one can get that the solutions of (2.3) still

belong to W 1,q
0 (Ω) for some q < 2, we refer [6, Remark 1] for this.

A related problem

In spirit of [6, Theorem 3], we mention that the same result can be obtained for mixed operators. We briefly
outline the result and the proof. Consider the problem

−∆u+ (−∆)su =
f

uγ
in Ω,

u > 0 in Ω, u = 0 in R
n\Ω;

(5.7)
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where f ∈ Lm(Ω),m > 1. By a solution of (5.7), we mean a function u ∈ W 1,2
loc (Ω) such that u > cω > 0 (where

cω is a constant), in ω for every ω ⊂⊂ Ω, and satisfies
ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φdx +

ˆ

Rn

ˆ

Rn

(u(x)− u(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))

|x− y|n+2s
dxdy =

ˆ

Ω

fφ

uγ
dx ∀φ ∈ C1

c (Ω),

The following result slightly improves the case γ > 1, see [30, Theorem 2.15] for p = 2.

Theorem 5.2. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be open, bounded with C1 boundary and ∃ f0 > 0, a constant such that f ≥ f0 > 0 a.e.

in Ω. If 1 < γ <
3m− 1

m+ 1
, then ∃u ∈W 1,2

loc (Ω) satisfying (5.7) with uα ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω), ∀α ∈

(

(m+ 1)(γ + 1)

4m
,
γ + 1

2

]

.

Remark 5.3. Clearly if 1 < γ <
3m− 1

m+ 1
, we have

(m+ 1)(γ + 1)

4m
< 1 <

γ + 1

2
and α = 1 can be chosen

in the previous theorem to obtain u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω). Therefore the hypothesis on f allows us to obtain a solution

u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) for all m > 1 and 1 < γ <

3m− 1

m+ 1
, earlier which was restricted for γ ≤ 1 only.

Proof. We outline the idea of the proof only. Let uk be the unique positive weak solution to the approximating
problem (see [30, Lemma 3.2])

−∆uk + (−∆)suk =
fk

(uk +
1
k )

γ
in Ω,

uk > 0 in Ω, uk = 0 in R
n\Ω;

(5.8)

where fk(x) = min{f(x), k}. As in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 2.15, one can get that the function zk(x) =
(

C0φ1(x) +
1

k
(γ+1)

2

)
2

(γ+1)

−
1

k
, is a subsolution to (5.8) (as f ≥ f0 a.e. in Ω) for sufficiently small C0 ≡ C0(f0, γ).

Thus by Remark 4.7,

uk ≥

(

C0φ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)2/(γ+1)

−
1

k
. (5.9)

Fixing α >
(m+ 1)(γ + 1)

4m
and θ = 2α− 1 >

(m+ 1)γ + 1−m

2m
, one can take φ =

(

uk +
1

k

)θ

−

(

1

k

)θ

as a test

function in (5.8) to obtain similarly like Theorem 2.15,

θ

ˆ

Ω

(

uk +
1

k

)θ−1

|∇uk|
2
dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

fk

(

uk +
1
k

)θ
−
(

1
k

)θ

(

uk +
1
k

)γ dx,

and hence, by Hölder inequality,

4θ

(θ + 1)2

ˆ

Ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇

((

uk +
1

k

)α

−

(

1

k

)α)∣
∣

∣

∣

2

dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

fk

(

uk +
1

k

)θ−γ

dx ≤ ‖f‖Lm

(

ˆ

Ω

(

uk +
1

k

)m′(θ−γ)
)1/m′

dx.

As α ≤
γ + 1

2
, so θ− γ ≤ 0. Further θ >

(m+ 1)γ + 1−m

2m
and Ω satisfies interior sphere condition, so by (5.9),

(

zk(x) +
1

k

)m′(θ−γ)

≤

(

C0φ1 +
1

k(γ+1)/2

)

2m′(θ−γ)
1+γ

≤ (C0φ1)
2m′(θ−γ)

1+γ ∈ L1(Ω).

The rest of the proof follows similarly like Theorem 2.15.
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