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A Talenti comparison result for a class of Neumann
boundary value problems
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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 {2 C R" and a function f such that f € Lt (Q)ifn > 2,
f e Lr(Q) for some p > 1 if n = 1, a comparison principle is established between the solutions
of the two following problems

—Au=f in Q, —Av = f* in QF,

(1)
u=0 on 0, v=20 on O0F,

where QF denotes the ball, centered at the origin, with the same Lebesgue measure £" as € and
f*is the decreasing Schwarz rearrangement of f (see Section 2). Specifically, Talenti showed
that u* < v holds £" almost everywhere in QF.
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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 [1], 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 ,
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 [3], with the Hermite operator and in [I], 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
), 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 L” norm of a solution of Poisson equations with homogeneous Neu-
mann boundary conditions and a solution of the problem with cap-symmetrized data when €2 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 [1], 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 w through an
appropriate boundary condition.

For n > 2, let 2 C R™ be an open, bounded and connected set with Lipschitz boundary. Given
f € L™(Q) with » = max{2,27'n}, we consider the following problem

—Au=f 1in €,

(2)
Ju
- c on 0f),

where v denotes the outer unit normal to 92 and c is a real constant. A function u € WH?((2)
is a weak solution to (2) if

/Vu~V¢d:c—c/ <;5d”H"‘1:/f¢d:c, Vo € H'(Q). (3)
Q [2)9] Q
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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
1
c=—F——"= dz. 4
H1(00) /Qf @)
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 €2 and locally
Holder continuous. Hence, it exists ky € R such that for k& > kg, up, = u + k is a positive weak
solution to (2). We take into account the Schwartz symmetrized problem

—Av = f* in QF,
(5)
ov
i #
5 c on OO,

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

. 1 i B 1  HTH09)
© - CHL(00E) mf 4 < H=1(O0O8) /Qfdx N anl(am)c‘ (6)

From now on, we assume

/Qfda:>0, (7)

which implies ¢, ¢* < 0. Moreover, the isoperimetric inequality ensures that ¢* < ¢. 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 € WH2(QF) to problem (5) which satisfies one of the following equalities

C*

— [ wdH" = / vdH" (8)

¢ Joa ot

*

R B / V2 dH 9)
o0 o0t

c
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

n
lullzer) < [[vllpasy  forall 0 <p < o 5 (10)
If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (9), then
n
ulliraey < Wolzsaesy for all0 <p< 5" (1)
n
|l z2e22) < |Vl p2e2ey  for all 0 < p < a4 (12)
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Theorem 1.2. Let assume that f =1 in Q. Let u be a positive solution to problem (2). If v
is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (8), it holds

w(r) <wv(x) Vo inQf  forn=2.
When n > 3, we have
n
HuHLp,l(Q) < HU”Lp,1(m) fOT’ all 0 < p < m
If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (9), it holds
w(r) <wv(z) Voe inQ, forn=2
When n > 3, we have

n
||U||LP’1(Q) < ||U||LP’1(Qﬁ) and ||U||L2P’2(Q) < ||U||L2P72(m) Jorall 0 <p < n_9

In the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1, when the dimension is n = 2, we recover the L' comparison
under both conditions (8) and (9), but the L? comparison only under condition (9). A stronger
result occurs in the case f = 1 in . From Theorem 1.2, we get ||ul|z1q) < ||v|| 11 and
|l z2() < [|v|lr2(s) 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 : © € Q — [0,400) be a measurable function, then the decreasing
rearrangement h* of h is defined as

R*(s)=inf{t e R: |{zx € Q: h(z) > t}| < s}, se€]0,]Q].

Let ©F be the ball centered at the origin and having the same measure as 2. The Schwartz
rearrangement of h is defined as follows

R (x) = h* (wu|z]™), =€ Q.
where w,, is the measure of the unit ball in R™.

Remark 1. Given a measurable function h : 2 — 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 |A|.
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The functions |h|, h* and h* are equi-distributed, that is
Hz e Q:|h(x)| >t} = |{s € (0,|Q] : h*(s) > t}| = [{x € Q* : h¥(z) > t}|, teR.
As a consequence, if h € LP(Q), 1 < p < oo, then h* € LP(0,|Q|), h* € LP(QF) and
1Al Loy = [1R*[|zoojen = 1A% o)

We shall make use of the following fundamental inequality involving rearrangements, which is
the Hardy-Littlewood inequality. Given h € LP(2) and g € L(Q2) such that i + é = 1, then

€]
/h(x)g(x)dxﬁ/ h*(s)g*(s)ds. (13)
Q 0

The Hardy-Littlewood inequality is useful in evaluating the integral of a function h € LP((),
1 < p < 400 on the level sets of a measurable function w, which is a common task when
applying rearrangement theory to the study of partial differential equations. By choosing

9 = X{u>t} 111 (13)7 we get
u(t)
/ h(x)dx g/ h*(s)ds. (14)
{u>t} 0

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

/{ m}u(x)dx - /O " u*(s)ds. (15)

oU :=0UNKQ, 0.U :=0UnNok.
Let w and v be solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively. For ¢t € R, we denote by

For U C (), we define

U={xeQ:|u(x)]>t}, nt)=IUl.

Vi={z e @ |u(x)] >t} o(t)=|Vil.
Finally, we recall the definition of Lorentz space.

Definition 2.2. For 0 < p < oo and 0 < ¢ < oo, the Lorentz space LP9(€)) consists of all
measurable functions g in €2 such that it is finite the quantity

1

0 a dt\«
zﬁ(/ waeQ:mwﬂ>ﬂﬂ;j 0<q<oo
gl Lrage) = 0

sup (1" |{x € 2 |g(a)] > 1}) g = .

When p = ¢, the Lorentz space LP9(€2) coincides with the LP(§2) space and ||g||irr) =
lgllze ().
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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 £(7) : [m0,+00) — R be a continuously differentiable function
satisfying, for some non negative constant C', the following differential inequality

¢'(r) <&(r)+C  forallT> 1> 0.

Then we have

(i)

£(r) < rw —C  forallt >,
0
(i)
¢(r) < 5(7—07)_7+C for all T > 7.
0

The following analysis of the superlevel sets of positive solutions to problems (2) and (5), which
may touch the boundary of € and () 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

oo o(t)
(1) :(ﬂww 1évdﬁwﬁ[: F*(s)ds (16)

C

and

C

2n—2 1 L B(t)
(1) S(ﬂﬂﬂ——AUd%W> s (17)

_2
where v, = n*wn ™.
Proof. Given t > 0 and h > 0, we choose the test function in (3)

0 if0<u<t,
oi(x) =4 h it u>1t+h,
u—t ift<u<t+h.

Then,

/ |Vul? do — ch/ dH™ ™ — c/ (u—t)dH" ' =
U\Ui4n 0eUsin 0eUt\O Uy,

/ flu—t)dz+h fdzx,
Ut\Ui4, Ugin
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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
/ g(x)dH ' = / |Vu|dH"™ — ¢ / dH" ' = | fdz,
U O; Ut 0 Uy Ut

|Vu| if z € 0;U;,

where

g(z) =
—c if x € 0,U;.

Using the isoperimetric inequality, we get that for a.e. t > 0
2n—2 2 2
) < (o) = ([ awe)
U,

1
< (o1 ) (o)
/ 1 n—1 M(t) * / 1 n—1
S /Ut fdx <_” (t) - z /ant " ) S /0 f (S) o <_” (t) - ¢ /ant " )

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

Remark 2. From now on, we denote by
vy, = inf v, u,, = inf u.
Qf Q

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

Uy < Uy (18)
Let us assume hypothesis (8), then
1 o L1 I
— U, H" 7 (0V) = — v(x)dH" " =— [ w(z)dH" < —u,H"(09) <0.
¢ " Joqt ¢ Joq ¢

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

& HTH(ON) -

— = d d

¢ HT(00) (/Qf x) /Qm !
and (18) follows from the isoperimetric inequality. Assuming hypothesis (9), a similar argument
can be made. We also observe that

p(t) < o(t) = |9 for all 0 <t < vy,. (19)

As an important consequence of the reasoning above, inequality (19) holds strictly for some
0 <t < vy, unless €2 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.

t > v, we have

t
// dH" dT:/ v(x) dH T,
0 Jo.v: o0t
t
// d”H”ldfg/ u(z) dH" .
0 Ja.u, B)

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem, we have

+oo u(x)
/ / dH" dr = / ( / d7> dH" ! = / u(z) dH" .
0 0cUr oN 0 oN
+oo Um
/ / dH" tdr = / ( / dT) dH" ' = / v(x) dH" "
0 PAZ o0t 0 ot

A trivial inequality for ¢ > 0 is

t “+o00
/ / dH" tdr < / / dH" 1 dr,
0 JoUr 0 Uy

while we observe that for ¢t > v,, = mingg: v then AV, N 0N = ) and

t “+o00
/ / dH" Vdr = / / dH™t dr.
0 JOVr 0 0eVr

while

Analogously,

Lemma 3.4. Let u and v be positive solutions to problems (2) and (5) respectively.

t > v,, we have

¢
2/ T </ d?-l"1> dT:/ vEdHM
0 PRA a0
¢
2/ T (/ d?-l"1> dr §/ w2 dH
0 8.Uy a0

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem, we have

2/ T (/ d?-l"1> dr = 2/ (/ T dT) dH" !
0 deUs a0 \Jo

:/ w?(x) dH" .
B)

while

For all

(20)

(21)

O
For all

(22)

(23)
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2/ 7'/ dH" dT:/ v (z) dH" L.
0 O Vr o0N

Reasoning as above, we obtain the thesis. O

Analogously,

For simplicity, we set

%2/ wdH" ™, vfz/ vdH"
o0 o0t

72:/ u? dH 1, fygz/ v2dH L
a0 o0t

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

. Multiplying (17) by u(t ) nTQ, integrating from 0 to some 7 > v, and applying
Lemma 3.3, we deduce that

/OT’ynu(t)%dt < /OT Oty (/O““’ (9) ds) 0 %|CQI5 /O'Q F(s) ds

1 2n-2

where we have set § = . Using the monotonicity of u and applying a change of

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

/OT yn,u(t)% dt < /QI (/ F(s ) 71|CQ|5 Om f*(s)ds

Taking 7 — 400, it follows

/Omvnu(t)%dtg/m </ (s ) 1|CQ|5 Omf*(s)ds

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

[Toewa= [ ([ o) ao- T 0

400 1 400 1
/ upa(t)F dt < / (t)? dt,
0 0

Hence

which means
[ullrai) < ll0llLers.
We will now assume condition (9) and verify mequahtles (11) and (12).

5. Multiplying (17) by tu(t ) %, integrating from 0 to some 7 > v,, and
applying Lemma 3.4, we get

T T wu(t) ) Q]
% o ) * B 72|Q| *
/0 Yatp(t)r dt < /0 ' ()tp(t) < i f (S)d8> dt — —— /0 f(s)ds,
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1 2n — 2
where § = - — i
D

T L T w(t) 9 1 9]
[ttt < A-ﬂmf(o f@mﬁdmw—lgL s (24

0

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

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

l w
function F(¢) = / w’ </ f*(s)ds) dw, we obtain
0 0

- ) r Tt ) 2élﬂ\
) 47 [Canwiar < [FGoes [ i 22 [

0

Adopting the same notation of Lemma 3.1, we set

gmzﬂlm@m+ﬁxf%m%m%m

2’ .
e f*(s)ds and 19 = v,,. An application of Lemma 3.1 yields

C=-
2c Jo

m

Um €2
/ /%,u drdt ‘ ‘5 ) f*(s)ds).
0

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

F(u(r)) +/OT Yupt(t) 7t < L (/Om F(p(t))dt

me>+[¢mﬁﬂ=i<ﬂwﬂwmﬁ

Um

/vm/ nd(r)Fdr dt — |*|5 QIf*(s)czs) - (26)

Yol Qv Q0 1 .
F(9Q]) + | | — 51 / f*(s)ds.
0

2 20,,C*

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

FO) + [ 300} 2 P + [ an)?

Passing to the limit as 7 — oo, we get

/OOO u(t)rdt < /OOO o(t)7 dt,

'BI'—‘
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and hence
[l @) < llvllzea@s)-

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

o0 1 e 1 n
rdt < to(t)rdt, V 0 .
| i< [Cowia voe (0.7

In (24), we take the limit as 7 — oo, and then we integrate by parts the first term on the
right-hand side to get

°° 1 °° w|QP [
| tnan< [ PGea =220 [ s

On the other hand

> A Bl [,
| totayan= [ Feowni =5 [T s

Hence, it is enough to show that
| oy < [ Feoa 27)
0 0

In order to prove inequality (27), we multiply (17) by tF(u(t))u(t)~ % . Since the function
F(E)f_%—rf2 is non decreasing in ¢ for 0 <

yields

47

[ ntF o < /OT—w = p( (/ (s ) (1) s

72n 2 Q‘
21€Y] .
F(Q)——— d
(o) 2= [ s
T2 @l
We now integrate by parts both sides of (28). After setting C' = —F(\Q\)Qi f*(s)ds
¢ 0

¢ w
and H({) = / w%F(w)/ f*(s)ds dw, we get
0

[ e+ e //fy dzdr+/H D)t +C.

Lemma 3.1 can be applied with &(7 / / Yo F' ))dz dr + / H(u(t))dt and 19 = v,

obtaining

/ " F(ut))dt + H(u(r))

Um(/vm/% dzdr+/ Hu ))dt+0>
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The above inequality holds as an equality whenever p is replaced by ¢. Since (19) is in force,
it holds

/0 T F i)+ H (u(r) < / W F(6(0)dt + H(é(r))

and for 7 — oo we get inequality (27) which concludes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2. First, we prove the point-wise comparison in dimension n = 2, assuming
condition (8). After multiplying by ¢ inequality (17), we integrate from 0 to 7 > v,, both sides.

Observing that now
w(t)

i [ (s)ds = p(t), (29)

we get

At < / —u'(t) dt — M for 7> vy
0 c
The equality holds whenever p is replaced by ¢
[T "M
47T7'—/ —¢'(t)dt — —  for 7 > vy,
0 c

Therefore, T T
/0 (—du(t)) > / (—d(t)) for 7> v,

which means

pu(r) < o(r) for 7 > vy,. (30)
We get the thesis recalling inequality (19). Now we consider n > 3. Inequality (17) becomes

n—2 / 1 n—
%u(t)7§<—u(t)—— [ an )
C Jo.u;

Let ¢ < 5. Multiplying (17) by ,u(t)%fnTﬁ, integrating from 0 to some 7 > v, and applying
Lemma 3.3, we deduce that

T T Q n
[ sttt ar < [ —putora - 22
0 0 ¢
1 n- . .. . .
where n = — — . Using the monotonicity of ;1 and applying a change of variables, we
obtain

T L €2 Qln
/ Ynt(t)adt < / w" dw — it .
0 H

(1) ¢

+o0 1 1€ Ol
/ Tnpt(t)a dt < / w" dw — M
0 0

Taking 7 — +00

C



3 PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREMS 13

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

400 Y] * 7
/ fynqﬁ(tﬁ dt = / w™ dw — it
0 0

C*

and the thesis follows. We will now assume condition (9) and prove the point-wise comparison
in dimension n = 2. We multiply by ¢ the inequality (17) and we integrate from 0 to 7 > wv,.
Since inequality (29) holds, we have

2m7? < / A Wtdt — 2 for 7> v,
0 2c

At the same time, equality holds true whenever p is replaced by ¢

! ge!
2rr? = / —¢'(t)tdt — 5 for 7 > vy,
0 ¢

Then,
/ t(—dpu(t)) > / t(—do(t)), for 7> v, (31)
0 0
An integration by parts gives
w(t) < (1), for > v, (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

n=2 ’ 1 n—
e < (—u W[ an ) .
C Jo.U,

Let ¢ < -%5. Multiplying (17) by tu(t)éfnT_Q, integrating from 0 to some 7 > v,, and applying
Lemma 3.4, we deduce that

T 1 T Q n
/ Yutp(t)a dt < / — ' ()t (t)"dt — m
0 0 2c

n—2

1
Here we have set n = — — . Since p(t) is a monotone non increasing function, we can
q

write

[ tuteyiae < [ —tutor aute - 2L (33)

gn+1

n+1

¢
Integrating by parts the last inequality and introducing the function G(¢) = / w' =
0

)

we obtain

)+ 7 [ st < [ G [ [ a2
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After setting
T T t
ér) = [ Gutenar+ [ [ unteyiar
0 0o Jo

Rl

¢= 2c

and 79 = v,,, Lemma 3.1 can be applied, yielding

Glu(r) + / nlt)idt < — ( / " Gty dt

(34)
v, t
" 1 Y2/2"
n adrdt — )
+ /O /O Tnpu(r) s dr 5
Arguing in the same way with equality (16), we can conclude that
T 1 1 Um,
R ( | ctow
0 m \ Jo
(35)

Um t 1 x Q n
+/ / Y (r)adr dt — M)
0 0 2c*

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

Q=

Gu(r)) + / n(t) < G + / (D)},

Passing to the limit as ¢ — oo we get
| i< [~ owta
0 0

[l ety < llvllzer -

and hence

In order to conclude the proof, we have to show that
/ tu(t)adt < / to(t)adt.
0 0

We consider the limit as 7 — oo in (33), and then we integrate by parts the first term on the
right-hand side to obtain

Yo|2]"

| tnter < [ cuenar- 250
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/0 ) Tnld(t) e

Therefore, it is enough to prove that

At the same time

Q=

V5 |27

= [ Gtotnar -2

/ Glu())dt < / Go(t))dt. (36)
To show inequality (36), we multiply the inequality (17) by tG(pu(t))pu(t) =" . Since the function
GO~ 7= (2" is non decreasing in £ for 0 < ¢ < "5, an integration from 0 to any 7 > vy,
yields
i _n-2
| wtGtutenie < [ -t T Guo) dut
0 0
(37)
2—n
Y2l
Q) ————.
a(on 2
Q5"
We now integrate by parts both sides of (37). After setting C' = —G(\Q\)% and
c
¢
J(0) = / wianQG(w) dw, we have
0
T/ G ()t + 7T (1 / / G dzdr+/ J(u())dt + C.
0 0

As above, we can apply Lemma 3.1 with

/ / G (p(2))dz dr + / J(p(t))dtdt,
0
and 79 = v,,, deducing that

/OT%G( (t))dt + J(u (/m/ TG dzerr/Ovm J(u(t))dt+0>_

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

/0 " Glut))dt + T (u(r)) < / GO0t + T((r))

and for 7 — 0o, we get inequality (36) which concludes the proof. O

4 Further remarks

The proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 can be generalized to the case of an open and bounded Lipschitz
set €0 which has a finite number £ > 1 of connected components €2;. Since (2 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 H" '-a.e on 99, the
equality between the normal derivative of a solution u and g(z) = Z?Zl ¢jXoq, (7). We assume
that the integral of the function f on (2; is positive for every j. If the compatibility condition
(4) is satisfied for every connected component €2;, 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

—Au=f 1in €,

(38)
% =g on 0f).
v

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

ZC—/ ud?—["lz/ vdH" (39)
082 o0t

=16

k *
< / WM = / v dH" (40)
=1 G Joq; o0t

J

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

n
”U”L%l(ﬁ) < ”UHLPJ(m) forall0 <p< m; (41)

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

n
fallzssiey < Nollposesy for all0 <p< o (42

ullz2r2@) < [Vl p2p2gsy  for all 0 < p < (43)

n
3n—4
Corollary 4.2. Let assume that f =1 in Q. Let u be a positive solution to problem (38). If
v 1s the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (39), it holds

i (r) <wv(x) Vo inQf  forn=2.

When n > 3, we have
lullraey < llollzpaesy forall 0<p< ——.
If v is the positive solution to problem (5) satisfying the equality (40), it holds
w(r) <wv(z) Voe inQ, forn=2
When n > 3, we have

n
[ullzoa@) < [[vllpeaey  and  |ullpzz) < [Jvflpere@s)  for all 0 <p < 9
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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 L? norm, even in dimension 2.

Example 1. Let Q C R? be the union of two disjoint balls By and By of radius 1 and 1 > ¢ > 0.
Let u,v > 0 be the unique solution to the problems

—Au=f in €, —Av = f* in QF,

ou 1 € ov V2

-z _ - 0 __ V2 # 44
By o XoB1 — 5Xop; 0N 292 By 1 (14+¢€) on 00, (44)
U = XoB, on 08, v =1 on 0OF,

2
where f = xp, + €xp,- Then
™

1
[elza) = 0Z2s) = 75 (4 +n2) = 5 me(47 +1og(16)) + ofe)

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

2 C*
S— | wraH! >/ vPdH"
i=1 % Joq, o0
Moreover )
U, = 1 u|32:1(1—r).

Since QF is a ball of radius v/2, f#(r) =1for 0 <r < 1and fi(r) = e for 1 <r < /2, we get

2

c1— 7 for 0 <r <1,

ey +czlnr — irQ for 1 < r < /2.
The solution v is C' and by imposing the continuity of v’, v and the second boundary condition

in (44), we obtain
1

1 1 3 1
C3:§<6—1), 02:§+€+§<1_€)1n\/§7 01:Z<1+6>+§<1_6)1n\/§'

By means of a first order expansion, we get

61

HUH%Q(Q) = @W+0(€)a ||U||%2(m) =

™

8 (49 — 31og(2)) + 3—127re(47 + log(16)) + o(e).

In conclusion

s 1
ullZ2) — 0117208 = E(Zl +In2) — §W6(47 + log(16)) + o(e).
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Next, we set the previous example in dimension 3. It shows that the L' comparison (41)
becomes false in dimension greater than 2, if the function f is not identically 1 in 2.

Example 2. Let Q C R3 be the union of two disjoint balls By and By of radius 1 and € > 0.
Let u,v > 0 be the unique solutions to the problems

ou 1 € ov 1+e€

- _ - — = — o0t

o 3)@31 3)@32 on 082, By 34 on , (45)
U= XoB, on 010, v= 21%\/% on 00!,

where f = xp, +€xn,. Then

oy = ol = o - 8V, _ 20, _ 28V
He) O™ "9 " 9 " 45 45

TE.

Proof. The solutions v and v are positive for the maximum principle. A straightforward cal-

culation shows that condition (39) is satisfied. Moreover

7—1r?
6 Y

€
Up, = U|By = 6(1 - T2)'

Since QF is a ball of radius v/2, f#(r) =1for 0 <r < 1 and f#(r) = e for 1 <r < /2, we get
cl—% for 0 <r <1,

02+c73—§r2 for 1 < r < /2.
The solution v is C' and by imposing the continuity of v’, v and the second boundary condition
in (44), we obtain

1—e¢ (14 T7e) 1 1 e Te
C3 = 3 ) Co = Cl__+

Y — _ = —
6+/2 2 632 2 632

Evaluating the L'-norms, we get

64  4r 4 84 1 74
1 = — — 1 = —— 4 - .
Jullz ) 457T - 45 & vl (%) 307T + 9 Tan <30 " 45 ‘

In conclusion

oo~ olla = o7 3,27 28V
L@ Lhen = g 9 45 45

TE.
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With the following example, we show that even under condition (40) and dimension 2, an L?
comparison for p > 2 is not satisfied if p is large enough.

Example 3. Let Q C R? be the union of two disjoint balls By and By of radius 1 and € > 0.
Let u,v > 0 be the unique solutions to the problems

—Au=f in €, —Av = f* in QF,

ou 1 € ov V2

— == — = — =1 QO 46
o o XoB1 ~ 5XoB, O o9, £y 1 (1+¢€) on 90, (46)
U = XoB; on 0, v = % on 0N,

where f = xp, +€xn,. Then
[ullSoi) — 10500 A 2.494 — 11.134€ + oe)

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

5—r? €

R um =0,

4
Q) is a ball of radius /2, f#(r) =1for 0 <r < 1 and f(r) =efor 1 <r < /2 and

2

c1— 7 for 0 <r <1,

U|B1 =

ey +czlnr — irQ for 1 < r < /2.
The solution v is C* and by imposing the continuity of v’, v and the second boundary condition

in (46), we obtain

1+e € 1
5 +§+§(1—e)ln\/§, c =

1 1 1
+€+—(1+6)+§(1—e)1n\/§.

1
03:§<6—1>, Co = 5 1

By means of a first order expansion, we get
[ul| oy = 6.765 + o(€),  [[vllZs(qs) = 4.271 + 11.134¢€ + o(e).
In conclusion
[ullfeq) = lvllGss ~ 2.494 — 11.134€ + ofe).
O

Finally, a slightly modified version of an example from [13] is taken into consideration. This
allows us to prove that, when ¢ < 0, the comparison result (10) no longer holds if u and v fulfill
condition (8) but are not both positive.



4 FURTHER REMARKS 20

Example 4. For a,e € R, let ug e, v, be the unique solutions to the problems

— AU = f Zn Qa7€, —/ S’U — fﬁ Zn 9275’
ou ov

2 Z o O
ey € on 0Q.e, 5 € on o8,

/ u =0, / v =0,
a.c 09

where f(x,y) = —(sgn(y) + sgn(z)) and Q. = (—26 — =, i) X (—26 -3, %) Then, it exists
1

ag > 0 such that [[ua,c||rr(0,.) > [[Vaell 1z ) for a > ag and € <ag™.

Proof. The solution u,. can be written as u,. = 2, + k(a,€), where 2z, = %yQ sgn(y) —
(e + %) y + 2% sgn(x) — (6 + i) x. Since

/ Zae dH! >0,
.

then k(a,e) < 0. For z,y € Q such that x,y > 0, we have

1, () <+a> <0
—y“sen(y) — e+ =
2?/ gnly 5 Y=y

le sgn(z) — <e + i) x <0.
2 2a
Therefore
1o a 1, a>  ae  ad?
luallzre = 5 i [(H 5) =5y sgn(y)] dy =12+ 16 > 15
We consider the solution w to the problem
—Aw =2 inU,

w =70 on OU,

where U is the ball centered at the origin with radius 4. It exists a; > 0 such that |Qﬁe| <4
for @ > a; and € < a;', then Qﬁw C U and applying the maximum principle, we get w > v,
in QF ., which implies |lw||z1@) > ||va,6||L1(Qﬁe)' O

a,e?

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

/Qfdajzo.

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 u,, v, be the unique solutions to the problems
_Au — f m Qa’ —A'U = fTi mn Q?I,

ou ov 1
— = — = o0f
ov 0 on O, ov 4/ on O

/ u = 0, / V= 0’
04 o0k,

). Then, it exists ag > 0 such that

g’ =
N
N———
X
VS
SIS
N

where f(z,y) = —sgn(y) and Q, = (__ 1
|all 1) > I|vallL1(qsy for a > aq.
Proof. The solution u, is the function u, = %yz sgn(y) — %ay. Evaluating its L! norm, we get

2 (7 1, 1 a?
o == [ (=59~ 50v) dy = 55

(STIS)

We observe that the symmetrized problem do not depend on the parameter a, because |Q), = 1
and f(z,y) = sgn(y) is equal to =1 on sets of measure 1 for every a > 0. Therefore, v, = v
and [|v|| 11 (qs is a positive constant. O
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