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Abstract

In this paper, we establish a comparison principle in terms of Lorentz norms and point-

wise inequalities between a positive solution u to the Poisson equation with non-homogeneous

Neumann boundary conditions and a specific positive solution v to the Schwartz sym-

metrized problem, which is related to u through an additional boundary condition.
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1 Introduction

In the paper [20], Talenti proved a key result in the context of symmetrization techniques,
which are tools used to deduce information about a problem, through the study of a simplified

one. Given an open and bounded set Ω ⊂ R
n and a function f such that f ∈ L

2n
n+2 (Ω) if n > 2,

f ∈ Lp(Ω) for some p > 1 if n = 1, a comparison principle is established between the solutions
of the two following problems











−∆u = f in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,











−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯,

v = 0 on ∂Ω♯,

(1)

where Ω♯ denotes the ball, centered at the origin, with the same Lebesgue measure Ln as Ω and
f ♯ is the decreasing Schwarz rearrangement of f (see Section 2). Specifically, Talenti showed
that u♯ ≤ v holds Ln almost everywhere in Ω♯.
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Afterwards, many generalizations in different directions appeared in the literature. Under
Dirichlet boundary conditions, nonlinear elliptic operators are considered in [21], parabolic op-
erators in [3], anisotropic elliptic operators in [2] and higher order operators in [22, 6]. Different
boundary conditions were taken into account in [4], where the authors established a compar-
ison result between the Lorentz norms of the solutions of the elliptic problems, obtained by
replacing the Dirichlet conditions in (1) with a Robin one. In the planar case, if f ≡ 1 in Ω,
they are able to recover a point-wise inequality as the one proved by Talenti. The proof is based
on the isoperimetric inequality, rearrangement properties and a careful analysis of superlevel
sets of the solutions, which can touch the boundary in the case of Robin conditions. Further
extensions are possible. In [19], the anisotropic case is treated; in [5], the authors deal with
the p-Laplace operator; in [8], with the Hermite operator and in [1], with mixed Robin and
Dirichlet boundary conditions.

In the end, we mention some results concerning the Neumann boundary conditions. In [18],
the authors proved a point-wise comparison between the Schwarz rearrangements of positive
and negative parts of a solution of an elliptic problem with homogeneous Neumann condition
and the solutions of two symmetrized problems, both defined on a ball having half measure of
Ω, with Dirichlet boundary conditions, obtained by taking the Schwarz rearrangements of the
positive and negative parts of f . Comparisons with solutions to problems that are not obtained
by symmetrizing the original PDE are considered in [10, 11]. In [15], the author established a
comparison between the Lp norm of a solution of Poisson equations with homogeneous Neu-
mann boundary conditions and a solution of the problem with cap-symmetrized data when Ω is
a ball or a spherical shell. In [16], similar results are proved also for pure Robin condition and
mixed Robin and Neumann boundary conditions. Other kinds of rearrangements have been
investigated, for instance, in [14, 7]. Eventually, we mention the work [9], where comparison
principles for Neumann problems are established on Riemannian manifolds.

Using the methods presented in [4], we provide in this paper a comparison result in terms of
Lorentz norms (see Definition 2.2) and point-wise inequalities between a positive solution u to
the Poisson equation with non-homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions and a particular
positive solution v to the Schwartz symmetrized problem, which is linked to u through an
appropriate boundary condition.

For n ≥ 2, let Ω ⊂ R
n be an open, bounded and connected set with Lipschitz boundary. Given

f ∈ Lr(Ω) with r = max{2, 2−1n}, we consider the following problem


















−∆u = f in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= c on ∂Ω,

(2)

where ν denotes the outer unit normal to ∂Ω and c is a real constant. A function u ∈ W 1,2(Ω)
is a weak solution to (2) if

ˆ

Ω

∇u · ∇φ dx − c

ˆ

∂Ω

φ dHn−1 =

ˆ

Ω

fφ dx, ∀φ ∈ H1(Ω). (3)
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It is known [23, Proposition 7.7] that (2) admits weak solutions, all defined modulo constants,
if and only if the following compatibility condition is satisfied

c = − 1

Hn−1(∂Ω)

ˆ

Ω

f dx. (4)

A Lipschitz domain satisfies the exterior cone property [13, Theorem 1.2.2.2], then standard
results [12, Theorems 8.22, 8.27] imply that a solution u to (2) is bounded on Ω and locally
Holder continuous. Hence, it exists k0 ∈ R such that for k > k0, uk = u + k is a positive weak
solution to (2). We take into account the Schwartz symmetrized problem



















−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯,

∂v

∂ν
= c⋆ on ∂Ω♯,

(5)

By applying rearrangement properties (see Section 2), we deduce from the compatibility con-
dition in problems (2) and (5) that

c⋆ = − 1

Hn−1(∂Ω♯)

ˆ

Ω♯

f ♯ dx ≤ − 1

Hn−1(∂Ω♯)

ˆ

Ω

f dx =
Hn−1(∂Ω)

Hn−1(∂Ω♯)
c. (6)

From now on, we assume
ˆ

Ω

f dx > 0, (7)

which implies c, c∗ < 0. Moreover, the isoperimetric inequality ensures that c∗ ≤ c. A solution
to problem (5) is radial and non-increasing along the radius. A comparison principle can be
established between a positive weak solution u to (2) and the unique positive weak solution
v ∈ W 1,2(Ω♯) to problem (5) which satisfies one of the following equalities

c⋆

c

ˆ

∂Ω

u dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v dHn−1, (8)

c⋆

c

ˆ

∂Ω

u2 dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v2 dHn−1. (9)

For sign changing solutions, some counterexamples are possible (see Example 4 in Section 4).
We state our main results.

Theorem 1.1. Let u be a positive solution to problem (2). If v is the positive solution to
problem (5) satisfying the equality (8), then

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

2n − 2
; (10)

If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (9), then

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

2n − 2
, (11)

‖u‖L2p,2(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L2p,2(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

3n − 4
. (12)
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Theorem 1.2. Let assume that f ≡ 1 in Ω. Let u be a positive solution to problem (2). If v

is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (8), it holds

u♯(x) ≤ v(x) ∀ x ∈ in Ω♯, for n = 2.

When n ≥ 3, we have

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

n − 2
.

If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (9), it holds

u♯(x) ≤ v(x) ∀ x ∈ in Ω♯, for n = 2

When n ≥ 3, we have

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) and ‖u‖L2p,2(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L2p,2(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

n − 2
.

In the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1, when the dimension is n = 2, we recover the L1 comparison
under both conditions (8) and (9), but the L2 comparison only under condition (9). A stronger
result occurs in the case f ≡ 1 in Ω. From Theorem 1.2, we get ‖u‖L1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L1(Ω♯) and
‖u‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L2(Ω♯) in any dimension. The former holds true under both conditions (8) and
(9), whereas the latter only under condition (9).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce definitions and some properties
of rearrangements. In Section 3, we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. In Section 4, we discuss some
generalizations and the optimality of our results, providing several examples.

2 Notations and Preliminaries

We review the definitions of decreasing and Schwartz rearrangements, using [17] as reference.

Definition 2.1. Let h : x ∈ Ω → [0, +∞) be a measurable function, then the decreasing
rearrangement h∗ of h is defined as

h∗(s) = inf{t ∈ R : |{x ∈ Ω : h(x) > t}| < s}, s ∈ [0, |Ω|].

Let Ω♯ be the ball centered at the origin and having the same measure as Ω. The Schwartz
rearrangement of h is defined as follows

h♯(x) = h∗(ωn|x|n), x ∈ Ω♯.

where ωn is the measure of the unit ball in R
n.

Remark 1. Given a measurable function h : Ω → R, we define the decreasing rearrangement
h⋆ of h to be the decreasing rearrangement of |h|, that is h⋆ := (|h|)⋆. In turn, we define the
Schwartz rearrangement h♯ of h to be the Schwartz rearrangement of |h|.
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The functions |h|, h∗ and h♯ are equi-distributed, that is

|{x ∈ Ω : |h(x)| > t}| = |{s ∈ (0, |Ω| : h∗(s) > t}| = |{x ∈ Ω♯ : h♯(x) > t}|, t ∈ R.

As a consequence, if h ∈ Lp(Ω), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, then h∗ ∈ Lp(0, |Ω|), h♯ ∈ Lp(Ω♯) and

||h||Lp(Ω) = ||h∗||Lp(0,|Ω|) = ||h♯||Lp(Ω♯).

We shall make use of the following fundamental inequality involving rearrangements, which is
the Hardy-Littlewood inequality. Given h ∈ Lp(Ω) and g ∈ Lq(Ω) such that 1

p
+ 1

q
= 1, then

ˆ

Ω

h(x)g(x)dx ≤
ˆ |Ω|

0

h∗(s)g∗(s)ds. (13)

The Hardy-Littlewood inequality is useful in evaluating the integral of a function h ∈ Lp(Ω),
1 ≤ p ≤ +∞ on the level sets of a measurable function u, which is a common task when
applying rearrangement theory to the study of partial differential equations. By choosing
g = χ{u>t} in (13), we get

ˆ

{u>t}
h(x)dx ≤

ˆ µ(t)

0

h∗(s)ds. (14)

If we take h = u ≥ 0 in (14), it follows

ˆ

{u>t}
u(x)dx =

ˆ µ(t)

0

u∗(s)ds. (15)

For U ⊂ Ω, we define
∂iU := ∂U ∩ Ω, ∂eU := ∂U ∩ ∂Ω.

Let u and v be solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively. For t ∈ R, we denote by

Ut = {x ∈ Ω : |u(x)| > t}, µ(t) = |Ut|.

Vt = {x ∈ Ω♯ : |v(x)| > t}, φ(t) = |Vt|.
Finally, we recall the definition of Lorentz space.

Definition 2.2. For 0 < p < ∞ and 0 < q ≤ ∞, the Lorentz space Lp,q(Ω) consists of all
measurable functions g in Ω such that it is finite the quantity

‖g‖Lp,q(Ω) =



























p
1

q

(

ˆ ∞

0

tq |{x ∈ Ω : |g(x)| > t}|
q
p

dt

t

) 1

q

0 < q < ∞,

sup
t>0

(tp |{x ∈ Ω : |g(x)| > t}|) q = ∞.

When p = q, the Lorentz space Lp,q(Ω) coincides with the Lp(Ω) space and ‖g‖Lp,p(Ω) =
‖g‖Lp(Ω).
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3 Proof of the main Theorems

Several lemmas are necessary to provide proofs of Theorems (1.1) and (1.2).

Lemma 3.1 (Gronwall). Let ξ(τ) : [τ0, +∞) → R be a continuously differentiable function
satisfying, for some non negative constant C, the following differential inequality

τξ′(τ) ≤ ξ(τ) + C for all τ ≥ τ0 > 0.

Then we have

(i)

ξ(τ) ≤ τ
ξ(τ0) + C

τ0

− C for all τ ≥ τ0,

(ii)

ξ′(τ) ≤ ξ(τ0) + C

τ0

for all τ ≥ τ0.

The following analysis of the superlevel sets of positive solutions to problems (2) and (5), which
may touch the boundary of Ω and Ω♯ respectively, is critical for the comparison results.

Lemma 3.2. Let u and v be positive solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively. For a.e.
t > 0, we have

γnφ(t)
2n−2

n =

(

−φ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eVt

dHn−1

)
ˆ φ(t)

0

f ∗(s)ds (16)

and

γnµ(t)
2n−2

n ≤
(

−µ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1

)
ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s) ds, (17)

where γn = n2ω
− 2

n
n .

Proof. Given t > 0 and h > 0, we choose the test function in (3)

ϕi
h(x) =































0 if 0 < u < t,

h if u > t + h,

u − t if t < u < t + h.

Then,
ˆ

Ut\Ut+h

|∇u|2 dx − ch

ˆ

∂eUt+h

dHn−1 − c

ˆ

∂eUt\∂eUt+h

(u − t) dHn−1 =

ˆ

Ut\Ut+h

f(u − t) dx + h

ˆ

Ut+h

f dx,
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dividing by h and letting h go to 0, an application of the coarea formula shows that for a.e.
t > 0

ˆ

∂Ut

g(x) dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂iUt

|∇u| dHn−1 − c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1 =

ˆ

Ut

f dx,

where

g(x) =











|∇u| if x ∈ ∂iUt,

−c if x ∈ ∂eUt.

Using the isoperimetric inequality, we get that for a.e. t > 0

γnµ(t)
2n−2

n ≤
(

Hn−1(Ut)
)2

=

(

ˆ

∂Ut

dHn−1

)2

≤
(

ˆ

∂Ut

|g| dHn−1

)(

ˆ

∂Ut

1

|g| dHn−1

)

≤
ˆ

Ut

f dx

(

−µ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1

)

≤
ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s) ds

(

−µ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1

)

For the function v, all the previous inequalities hold as equalities.

Remark 2. From now on, we denote by

vm = inf
Ω♯

v, um = inf
Ω

u.

Assuming hypothesis (7), whether any condition between (8) and (9) is in force, it holds

um ≤ vm, (18)

Let us assume hypothesis (8), then

1

c∗ vmHn−1(∂Ω♯) =
1

c∗

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v(x) dHn−1 =
1

c

ˆ

∂Ω

u(x) dHn−1 ≤ 1

c
umHn−1(∂Ω) ≤ 0.

From the compatibility conditions in problems (2) and (5), we get

c⋆

c
=

Hn−1(∂Ω)

Hn−1(∂Ω♯)

(
ˆ

Ω

f dx

)−1 ˆ

Ω

|f | dx

and (18) follows from the isoperimetric inequality. Assuming hypothesis (9), a similar argument
can be made. We also observe that

µ(t) ≤ φ(t) = |Ω| for all 0 ≤ t ≤ vm. (19)

As an important consequence of the reasoning above, inequality (19) holds strictly for some
0 ≤ t ≤ vm, unless Ω is a ball and f is a non negative function.
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We can estimate the boundary integral on the right-hand side of (16) and (17), using two
fundamental lemmas.

Lemma 3.3. Let u and v be positive solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively. For all
t ≥ vm we have

ˆ t

0

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1 dτ =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v(x) dHn−1, (20)

while
ˆ t

0

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1 dτ ≤
ˆ

∂Ω

u(x) dHn−1. (21)

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem, we have

ˆ +∞

0

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1 dτ =

ˆ

∂Ω

(
ˆ u(x)

0

dτ

)

dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω

u(x) dHn−1.

Analogously,

ˆ +∞

0

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1 dτ =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

(

ˆ vm

0

dτ

)

dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v(x) dHn−1.

A trivial inequality for t ≥ 0 is

ˆ t

0

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1 dτ ≤
ˆ +∞

0

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1 dτ,

while we observe that for t ≥ vm = min∂Ω♯ v then ∂Vt ∩ ∂Ω♯ = ∅ and

ˆ t

0

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1 dτ =

ˆ +∞

0

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1 dτ.

Lemma 3.4. Let u and v be positive solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively. For all
t ≥ vm we have

2

ˆ t

0

τ

(

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1

)

dτ =

ˆ

∂Ω

v2 dHn−1, (22)

while

2

ˆ t

0

τ

(

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1

)

dτ ≤
ˆ

∂Ω

u2 dHn−1. (23)

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem, we have

2

ˆ ∞

0

τ

(

ˆ

∂eUτ

dHn−1

)

dτ = 2

ˆ

∂Ω

(

ˆ u(x)

0

τ dτ

)

dHn−1

=

ˆ

∂Ω

u2(x) dHn−1.
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Analogously,

2

ˆ ∞

0

τ

ˆ

∂eVτ

dHn−1 dτ =

ˆ

∂Ω

v2(x) dHn−1.

Reasoning as above, we obtain the thesis.

For simplicity, we set

γ1 =

ˆ

∂Ω

u dHn−1, γ⋆
1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v dHn−1,

γ2 =

ˆ

∂Ω

u2 dHn−1, γ⋆
2 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v2 dHn−1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We start by proving inequality (10), assuming condition (8). Let 0 <

p ≤ n
2n−2

. Multiplying (17) by µ(t)
1

p
− 2n−2

n , integrating from 0 to some τ ≥ vm and applying
Lemma 3.3, we deduce that

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t)µ(t)δ

(

ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s) ds

)

dt − γ1|Ω|δ
c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s) ds,

where we have set δ =
1

p
− 2n − 2

n
. Using the monotonicity of µ and applying a change of

variables [17][Theorem 6.14, Proposition 15.2], we get
ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ |Ω|

µ(τ)

wδ

(
ˆ w

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dw − γ1|Ω|δ
c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s) ds.

Taking τ → +∞, it follows
ˆ +∞

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ |Ω|

0

wδ

(

ˆ w

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dw − γ1|Ω|δ
c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s) ds.

Arguing in the same way with the equality (16), we have
ˆ +∞

0

γnφ(t)
1

p dt =

ˆ |Ω|

0

wδ

(
ˆ w

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dw − γ⋆
1 |Ω|δ
c⋆

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s) ds.

Hence
ˆ +∞

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ +∞

0

γnφ(t)
1

p dt,

which means
‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯).

We will now assume condition (9) and verify inequalities (11) and (12).

Let 0 < p ≤ n
2n−2

. Multiplying (17) by tµ(t)
1

p
− 2n−2

n , integrating from 0 to some τ ≥ vm and
applying Lemma 3.4, we get

ˆ τ

0

γntµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t)tµ(t)δ

(
ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dt − γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds,
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where δ =
1

p
− 2n − 2

n
. Since µ(t) is a monotone non increasing function, we have

ˆ τ

0

γntµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−tµ(t)δ

(
ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dµ(t) − γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds. (24)

Therefore, it is possible to integrate by parts both sides of the last inequality. Introducing the

function F (ℓ) =

ˆ ℓ

0

wδ

(

ˆ w

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dw, we obtain

τF (µ(τ)) + τ

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

F (µ(t))dt +

ˆ τ

0

ˆ t

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dr dt − γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds.

Adopting the same notation of Lemma 3.1, we set

ξ(τ) =

ˆ τ

0

F (µ(t))dt +

ˆ τ

0

(
ˆ t

0

γnµ(r)
1

p dr

)

dt,

C = −γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds and τ0 = vm. An application of Lemma 3.1 yields

F (µ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

p dt ≤ 1

vm





ˆ vm

0

F (µ(t))dt

+

ˆ vm

0

ˆ t

0

γnµ(r)
1

p dr dt − γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds



.

(25)

Arguing in the same way with the equality (16), we have

F (φ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnφ(t)
1

p dt =
1

vm





ˆ vm

0

F (φ(t))dt

+

ˆ vm

0

ˆ t

0

γnφ(r)
1

p dr dt − γ∗
2 |Ω|δ
2c∗

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds



 =

F (|Ω|) +
γn|Ω| 1

p vm

2
− γ∗

2 |Ω|δ
2vmc∗

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds.

(26)

Recalling inequality (19) and using the monotonicity property of function F , a comparison
between the right-hand sides in (25) and in (26) can be established, yielding

F (φ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnφ(t)
1

p ≥ F (µ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

p .

Passing to the limit as τ → ∞, we get
ˆ ∞

0

µ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

φ(t)
1

p dt,
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and hence
‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯).

Finally, we prove inequality (12). It can be rewritten as follow
ˆ ∞

0

tµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

tφ(t)
1

p dt, ∀ p ∈
(

0,
n

3n − 4

]

.

In (24), we take the limit as τ → ∞, and then we integrate by parts the first term on the
right-hand side to get

ˆ ∞

0

γntµ(t)
1

p dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

F (µ(t))dt − γ2|Ω|δ
2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds.

On the other hand
ˆ ∞

0

γntφ(t)
1

p dt =

ˆ ∞

0

F (φ(t))dt − γ∗
2 |Ω|δ
2c∗

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds.

Hence, it is enough to show that
ˆ ∞

0

F (µ(t))dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

F (φ(t))dt. (27)

In order to prove inequality (27), we multiply (17) by tF (µ(t))µ(t)− 2n−2

n . Since the function

F (ℓ)ℓ− 2n−2

n is non decreasing in ℓ for 0 < p ≤ n
3n−4

, an integration from 0 to any τ ≥ vm yields

ˆ τ

0

γntF (µ(t))dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−tµ− 2n−2

n F (µ(t))

(

ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s)ds

)

dµ(t)

−F (|Ω|)γ2|Ω|− 2n−2

n

2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds.

(28)

We now integrate by parts both sides of (28). After setting C = −F (|Ω|)γ2|Ω|− 2n−2

n

2c

ˆ |Ω|

0

f ∗(s)ds

and H(ℓ) =

ˆ ℓ

0

w− 2n−2

n F (w)

ˆ w

0

f ∗(s)ds dw, we get

τ

ˆ τ

0

γnF (µ(t))dt + τH(µ(τ)) ≤
ˆ τ

0

ˆ r

0

γnF (µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ τ

0

H(µ(t))dt + C.

Lemma 3.1 can be applied with ξ(τ) =

ˆ τ

0

ˆ r

0

γnF (µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ τ

0

H(µ(t))dt and τ0 = vm,

obtaining
ˆ τ

0

γnF (µ(t))dt + H(µ(τ))

≤ 1

vm

(
ˆ vm

0

ˆ r

0

γnF (µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ vm

0

H(µ(t))dt + C

)

.
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The above inequality holds as an equality whenever µ is replaced by φ. Since (19) is in force,
it holds

ˆ τ

0

γnF (µ(t))dt + H(µ(τ)) ≤
ˆ τ

0

γnF (φ(t))dt + H(φ(τ))

and for τ → ∞ we get inequality (27) which concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. First, we prove the point-wise comparison in dimension n = 2, assuming
condition (8). After multiplying by t inequality (17), we integrate from 0 to τ ≥ vm both sides.
Observing that now

ˆ µ(t)

0

f ∗(s)ds = µ(t), (29)

we get

4πτ ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t) dt − γ1

c
for τ ≥ vm.

The equality holds whenever µ is replaced by φ

4πτ =

ˆ τ

0

−φ′(t) dt − γ⋆
1

c⋆
for τ ≥ vm.

Therefore,
ˆ τ

0

(−dµ(t)) ≥
ˆ τ

0

(−dφ(t)) for τ ≥ vm,

which means
µ(τ) ≤ φ(τ) for τ ≥ vm. (30)

We get the thesis recalling inequality (19). Now we consider n ≥ 3. Inequality (17) becomes

γnµ(t)
n−2

n ≤
(

−µ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1

)

.

Let q ≤ n
n−2

. Multiplying (17) by µ(t)
1

q
− n−2

n , integrating from 0 to some τ ≥ vm and applying
Lemma 3.3, we deduce that

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t)µ(t)ηdt − γ1|Ω|η
c

,

where η =
1

q
− n − 2

n
. Using the monotonicity of µ and applying a change of variables, we

obtain
ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ |Ω|

µ(τ)

wn dw − γ1|Ω|η
c

.

Taking τ → +∞
ˆ +∞

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ |Ω|

0

wn dw − γ1|Ω|η
c

.
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Arguing in the same way with (16), we get

ˆ +∞

0

γnφ(t)
1

q dt =

ˆ |Ω|

0

wn dw − γ⋆
1 |Ω|η
c⋆

and the thesis follows. We will now assume condition (9) and prove the point-wise comparison
in dimension n = 2. We multiply by t the inequality (17) and we integrate from 0 to τ ≥ vm.
Since inequality (29) holds, we have

2πτ 2 ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t)t dt − γ2

2c
for τ ≥ vm.

At the same time, equality holds true whenever µ is replaced by φ

2πτ 2 =

ˆ τ

0

−φ′(t)t dt − γ∗
2

2c∗ for τ ≥ vm.

Then,
ˆ τ

0

t (−dµ(t)) ≥
ˆ τ

0

t (−dφ(t)), for τ ≥ vm. (31)

An integration by parts gives

µ(τ) ≤ φ(τ), for τ ≥ vm. (32)

Since (18) is in force, inequality (32) follows for t ≥ 0 and the claim is proved. We consider
n ≥ 3. Inequality (17) reads as follows

γnµ(t)
n−2

n ≤
(

−µ′(t) − 1

c

ˆ

∂eUt

dHn−1

)

.

Let q ≤ n
n−2

. Multiplying (17) by tµ(t)
1

q
− n−2

n , integrating from 0 to some τ ≥ vm and applying
Lemma 3.4, we deduce that

ˆ τ

0

γntµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−µ′(t)tµ(t)ηdt − γ2|Ω|η
2c

.

Here we have set η =
1

q
− n − 2

n
. Since µ(t) is a monotone non increasing function, we can

write
ˆ τ

0

γntµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−tµ(t)η dµ(t) − γ2|Ω|η
2c

. (33)

Integrating by parts the last inequality and introducing the function G(ℓ) =

ˆ ℓ

0

wη =
ℓη+1

η + 1
,

we obtain

τG(µ(τ)) + τ

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

G(µ(t))dt +

ˆ τ

0

ˆ t

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dr dt − γ2|Ω|η
2c

.



3 PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREMS 14

After setting

ξ(τ) =

ˆ τ

0

G(µ(t))dt +

ˆ τ

0

ˆ t

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dr dt,

C = −γ2|Ω|η
2c

and τ0 = vm, Lemma 3.1 can be applied, yielding

G(µ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

q dt ≤ 1

vm





ˆ vm

0

G(µ(t))dt

+

ˆ vm

0

ˆ t

0

γnµ(r)
1

q dr dt − γ2|Ω|η
2c



.

(34)

Arguing in the same way with equality (16), we can conclude that

G(φ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnφ(t)
1

q dt =
1

vm





ˆ vm

0

G(φ(t))dt

+

ˆ vm

0

ˆ t

0

γnφ(r)
1

q dr dt − γ∗
2 |Ω|η
2c∗



.

(35)

Recalling inequality (19) and using the monotonicity property of function G, a comparison
between the right-hand sides in (34) and in (35) can be established, yielding

G(µ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnµ(t)
1

q ≤ G(φ(τ)) +

ˆ τ

0

γnφ(t)
1

q .

Passing to the limit as t → ∞ we get

ˆ ∞

0

µ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

φ(t)
1

q dt

and hence
‖u‖Lq,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lq,1(Ω♯).

In order to conclude the proof, we have to show that

ˆ ∞

0

tµ(t)
1

q dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

tφ(t)
1

q dt.

We consider the limit as τ → ∞ in (33), and then we integrate by parts the first term on the
right-hand side to obtain

ˆ ∞

0

γntµ(t)
1

q ≤
ˆ ∞

0

G(µ(t))dt − γ2|Ω|η
2c

.
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At the same time
ˆ ∞

0

γntφ(t)
1

q =

ˆ ∞

0

G(φ(t))dt − γ∗
2 |Ω|η
2c∗ .

Therefore, it is enough to prove that

ˆ ∞

0

G(µ(t))dt ≤
ˆ ∞

0

G(φ(t))dt. (36)

To show inequality (36), we multiply the inequality (17) by tG(µ(t))µ(t)− n−2

n . Since the function

G(ℓ)ℓ− n−2

n = ℓη+2/n is non decreasing in ℓ for 0 < q ≤ n
n−2

, an integration from 0 to any τ ≥ vm

yields
ˆ τ

0

γntG(µ(t))dt ≤
ˆ τ

0

−tµ− n−2

n G(µ(t)) dµ(t)

−G(|Ω|)γ2|Ω|− 2−n
n

2c
.

(37)

We now integrate by parts both sides of (37). After setting C = −G(|Ω|)γ2|Ω|− 2−n
n

2c
and

J(ℓ) =

ˆ ℓ

0

w− n−2

n G(w) dw, we have

τ

ˆ τ

0

γnG(µ(t))dt + τJ(µ(τ)) ≤
ˆ τ

0

ˆ r

0

γnG(µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ τ

0

J(µ(t))dt + C.

As above, we can apply Lemma 3.1 with

ξ(τ) =

ˆ τ

0

ˆ r

0

γnG(µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ τ

0

J(µ(t))dtdt,

and τ0 = vm, deducing that

ˆ τ

0

γnG(µ(t))dt + J(µ(τ)) ≤ 1

vm

(

ˆ vm

0

ˆ r

0

γnG(µ(z))dz dr +

ˆ vm

0

J(µ(t))dt + C

)

.

The previous inequality holds as an equality whenever µ is replaced by φ. Recalling inequality
(19), it holds

ˆ τ

0

γnG(µ(t))dt + J(µ(τ)) ≤
ˆ τ

0

γnG(φ(t))dt + J(φ(τ))

and for τ → ∞, we get inequality (36) which concludes the proof.

4 Further remarks

The proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 can be generalized to the case of an open and bounded Lipschitz
set Ω which has a finite number k ≥ 1 of connected components Ωj . Since Ω is a Lipschitz
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set, the boundaries of its connected components must be disjoint. We generalize the boundary
condition in problem (2) with a piecewise constant one, by imposing Hn−1-a.e on ∂Ω, the
equality between the normal derivative of a solution u and g(x) =

∑k
j=1 cjχ∂Ωj

(x). We assume
that the integral of the function f on Ωj is positive for every j. If the compatibility condition
(4) is satisfied for every connected component Ωj , then the results of Theorems 1.2, 1.1 can be
recovered. We establish a comparison between a positive solution u to the following problem



















−∆u = f in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= g on ∂Ω.

(38)

and the positive solution v to the Schwartz symmetrized problem, having the same form of
problem (5), which satisfies one of the following equalities

k
∑

j=1

c∗

cj

ˆ

∂Ωj

u dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v dHn−1, (39)

k
∑

j=1

c∗

cj

ˆ

∂Ωj

u2 dHn−1 =

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v2 dHn−1. (40)

Corollary 4.1. Let u be a positive solution to problem (38). If v is the positive solution to
problem (5) satisfying the equality (39), then

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

2n − 2
; (41)

If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (40), then

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

2n − 2
, (42)

‖u‖L2p,2(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L2p,2(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

3n − 4
. (43)

Corollary 4.2. Let assume that f ≡ 1 in Ω. Let u be a positive solution to problem (38). If
v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (39), it holds

u♯(x) ≤ v(x) ∀ x ∈ in Ω♯, for n = 2.

When n ≥ 3, we have

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

n − 2
.

If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (40), it holds

u♯(x) ≤ v(x) ∀ x ∈ in Ω♯, for n = 2

When n ≥ 3, we have

‖u‖Lp,1(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖Lp,1(Ω♯) and ‖u‖L2p,2(Ω) ≤ ‖v‖L2p,2(Ω♯) for all 0 < p ≤ n

n − 2
.
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In the end, we provide five examples. The first shows that under condition (39), we can’t
recover the comparison (43) in L2 norm, even in dimension 2.

Example 1. Let Ω ⊂ R
2 be the union of two disjoint balls B1 and B2 of radius 1 and 1 > ǫ > 0.

Let u, v ≥ 0 be the unique solution to the problems



































−∆u = f in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= −1

2
χ∂B1

− ǫ

2
χ∂B2

on ∂Ω,

u = χ∂B1
on ∂Ω,







































−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯,

∂v

∂ν
= −

√
2

4
(1 + ǫ) on ∂Ω♯,

v = 1+ǫ
2

on ∂Ω♯,

(44)

where f = χB1
+ ǫχB2

. Then

‖u‖2
L2(Ω) − ‖v‖2

L2(Ω♯) =
π

16
(4 + ln 2) − 1

32
πǫ(47 + log(16)) + o(ǫ)

Proof. The solutions u and v are positive for the maximum principle. A straightforward cal-
culation shows that condition (39) is satisfied but

2
∑

j=1

c∗

cj

ˆ

∂Ωj

u2 dHn−1 >

ˆ

∂Ω♯

v2 dHn−1.

Moreover

u|B1
=

5 − r2

4
, u|B2

=
ǫ

4
(1 − r2).

Since Ω♯ is a ball of radius
√

2, f ♯(r) = 1 for 0 ≤ r < 1 and f ♯(r) = ǫ for 1 < r <
√

2, we get

v =











c1 − r2

4
for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,

c2 + c3 ln r − ǫ
4
r2 for 1 < r ≤

√
2.

The solution v is C1 and by imposing the continuity of v′, v and the second boundary condition
in (44), we obtain

c3 =
1

2
(ǫ − 1), c2 =

1

2
+ ǫ +

1

2
(1 − ǫ) ln

√
2, c1 =

3

4
(1 + ǫ) +

1

2
(1 − ǫ) ln

√
2.

By means of a first order expansion, we get

‖u‖2
L2(Ω) =

61

48
π + o(ǫ), ‖v‖2

L2(Ω♯) =
π

48
(49 − 3 log(2)) +

1

32
πǫ(47 + log(16)) + o(ǫ).

In conclusion

‖u‖2
L2(Ω) − ‖v‖2

L2(Ω♯) =
π

16
(4 + ln 2) − 1

32
πǫ(47 + log(16)) + o(ǫ).
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Next, we set the previous example in dimension 3. It shows that the L1 comparison (41)
becomes false in dimension greater than 2, if the function f is not identically 1 in Ω.

Example 2. Let Ω ⊂ R
3 be the union of two disjoint balls B1 and B2 of radius 1 and ǫ > 0.

Let u, v ≥ 0 be the unique solutions to the problems



































−∆u = f in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= −1

3
χ∂B1

− ǫ

3
χ∂B2

on ∂Ω,

u = χ∂B1
on ∂Ω,







































−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯,

∂v

∂ν
= −1 + ǫ

3 3
√

4
on ∂Ω♯,

v = 1+ǫ
2 3

√
2

on ∂Ω♯,

(45)

where f = χB1
+ ǫχB2

. Then

‖u‖L1(Ω) − ‖v‖L1(Ω♯) =
14π

9
− 8 3

√
4

9
π − 2π

45
ǫ − 28 3

√
4

45
πǫ.

Proof. The solutions u and v are positive for the maximum principle. A straightforward cal-
culation shows that condition (39) is satisfied. Moreover

u|B1
=

7 − r2

6
, u|B2

=
ǫ

6
(1 − r2).

Since Ω♯ is a ball of radius 3
√

2, f ♯(r) = 1 for 0 ≤ r < 1 and f ♯(r) = ǫ for 1 < r < 3
√

2, we get

v =











c1 − r2

6
for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,

c2 + c3

r
− ǫ

6
r2 for 1 < r ≤ 3

√
2.

The solution v is C1 and by imposing the continuity of v′, v and the second boundary condition
in (44), we obtain

c3 =
1 − ǫ

3
, c2 =

(1 + 7ǫ)

6 3
√

2
, c1 =

1

2
+

1

6 3
√

2
− ǫ

2
+

7ǫ

6 3
√

2
.

Evaluating the L1-norms, we get

‖u‖L1(Ω) =
64

45
π +

4π

45
ǫ, ‖v‖L1(Ω♯) = − 4

30
π +

8 3
√

4

9
π + 4π

(

1

30
+

7 3
√

4

45

)

ǫ.

In conclusion

‖u‖L1(Ω) − ‖v‖L1(Ω♯) =
14π

9
− 8 3

√
4

9
π − 2π

45
ǫ − 28 3

√
4

45
πǫ.
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With the following example, we show that even under condition (40) and dimension 2, an Lp

comparison for p > 2 is not satisfied if p is large enough.

Example 3. Let Ω ⊂ R
2 be the union of two disjoint balls B1 and B2 of radius 1 and ǫ > 0.

Let u, v ≥ 0 be the unique solutions to the problems



































−∆u = f in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= −1

2
χ∂B1

− ǫ

2
χ∂B2

on ∂Ω,

u = χ∂B1
on ∂Ω,







































−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯,

∂v

∂ν
= −

√
2

4
(1 + ǫ) on ∂Ω♯,

v =
√

1+ǫ
2

on ∂Ω♯,

(46)

where f = χB1
+ ǫχB2

. Then

‖u‖6
L6(Ω) − ‖v‖6

L6(Ω♯) ≈ 2.494 − 11.134ǫ + o(ǫ)

Proof. The solutions u and v are positive for the maximum principle. A straightforward cal-
culation shows that condition (40) is satisfied. We have

u|B1
=

5 − r2

4
, u|B2

=
ǫ

4
(1 − r2),

Ω♯ is a ball of radius
√

2, f ♯(r) = 1 for 0 ≤ r < 1 and f ♯(r) = ǫ for 1 < r <
√

2 and

v =











c1 − r2

4
for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,

c2 + c3 ln r − ǫ
4
r2 for 1 < r ≤

√
2.

The solution v is C1 and by imposing the continuity of v′, v and the second boundary condition
in (46), we obtain

c3 =
1

2
(ǫ − 1), c2 =

√

1 + ǫ

2
+

ǫ

2
+

1

2
(1 − ǫ) ln

√
2, c1 =

√

1 + ǫ

2
+

1

4
(1 + ǫ) +

1

2
(1 − ǫ) ln

√
2.

By means of a first order expansion, we get

‖u‖6
L6(Ω) ≈ 6.765 + o(ǫ), ‖v‖6

L6(Ω♯) ≈ 4.271 + 11.134ǫ + o(ǫ).

In conclusion

‖u‖6
L6(Ω) − ‖v‖6

L6(Ω♯) ≈ 2.494 − 11.134ǫ + o(ǫ).

Finally, a slightly modified version of an example from [18] is taken into consideration. This
allows us to prove that, when c < 0, the comparison result (10) no longer holds if u and v fulfill
condition (8) but are not both positive.
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Example 4. For a, ǫ ∈ R
+, let ua,ǫ, va,ǫ be the unique solutions to the problems















































−∆u = f in Ωa,ǫ,

∂u

∂ν
= −ǫ on ∂Ωa,ǫ,

ˆ

∂Ωa,ǫ

u = 0,















































−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯
a,ǫ,

∂v

∂ν
= c∗ on ∂Ω♯

a,ǫ,

ˆ

∂Ω♯
a,ǫ

v = 0,

where f(x, y) = −(sgn(y) + sgn(x)) and Ωa,ǫ =
(

−2ǫ − 1
2a

, 1
2a

)

×
(

−2ǫ − a
2
, a

2

)

. Then, it exists

a0 > 0 such that ‖ua,ǫ‖L1(Ωa,ǫ) > ‖va,ǫ‖L1(Ω♯
a,ǫ) for a > a0 and ǫ < a−1

0 .

Proof. The solution ua,ǫ can be written as ua,ǫ = za,ǫ + k(a, ǫ), where za,ǫ = 1
2
y2 sgn(y) −

(

ǫ + a
2

)

y + 1
2
x2 sgn(x) −

(

ǫ + 1
2a

)

x. Since

ˆ

∂Ωa,ǫ

za,ǫ dH1 ≥ 0,

then k(a, ǫ) ≤ 0. For x, y ∈ Ω such that x, y ≥ 0, we have

1

2
y2 sgn(y) −

(

ǫ +
a

2

)

y ≤ 0,

1

2
x2 sgn(x) −

(

ǫ +
1

2a

)

x ≤ 0.

Therefore

‖ua,ǫ‖L1(Ω) ≥ 1

2a

ˆ a/2

0

[(

ǫ +
a

2

)

y − 1

2
y2 sgn(y)

]

dy =
a2

48
+

aǫ

16
>

a2

48
.

We consider the solution w to the problem










−∆w = 2 in U,

w = 0 on ∂U,

where U is the ball centered at the origin with radius 4. It exists a1 > 0 such that |Ω♯
a,ǫ| < 4

for a > a1 and ǫ < a−1
1 , then Ω♯

a,ǫ ⊂ U and applying the maximum principle, we get w ≥ va,ǫ

in Ω♯
a,ǫ, which implies ‖w‖L1(U) ≥ ‖va,ǫ‖L1(Ω♯

a,ǫ).

As we can see, the conditions (8) and (9) become meaningless when
ˆ

Ω

f dx = 0.

On the other hand, the comparisons proved before are not generally verified if we take into
account the solutions whose traces’ mean value equals 0. To this aim, we consider the example
given in [18].
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Example 5. For a ∈ R
+, let ua, va be the unique solutions to the problems















































−∆u = f in Ωa,

∂u

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ωa,

ˆ

∂Ωa

u = 0,















































−∆v = f ♯ in Ω♯
a,

∂v

∂ν
= − 1

4
√

π
on ∂Ω♯

a,

ˆ

∂Ω♯
a

v = 0,

where f(x, y) = − sgn(y) and Ωa =
(

− 1
2a

, 1
2a

)

×
(

−a
2
, a

2

)

. Then, it exists a0 > 0 such that

‖ua‖L1(Ω) > ‖va‖L1(Ω♯) for a > a0.

Proof. The solution ua is the function ua = 1
2
y2 sgn(y) − 1

2
ay. Evaluating its L1 norm, we get

‖ua‖L1(Ω) =
2

a

ˆ 0

− a
2

(

−1

2
y2 − 1

2
ay

)

dy =
a2

12
.

We observe that the symmetrized problem do not depend on the parameter a, because |Ω|
a = 1

and f(x, y) = sgn(y) is equal to ±1 on sets of measure 1
2

for every a > 0. Therefore, va = v

and ‖v‖L1(Ω♯) is a positive constant.
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