arXiv:2005.13657v1 [math.AP] 27 May 2020

GELFAND TYPE PROBLEMS INVOLVING THE 1–LAPLACIAN OPERATOR

A. MOLINO AND S. SEGURA DE LEÓN

Abstract. In this paper, the theory of Gelfand problems is adapted to the 1–Laplacian setting. Concretely, we deal with the following problem { −Δ_1u = λf(u) in Ω ;

u = 0 on ∂Ω ;

where Ω ⊂ R^N (N ≥ 1) is a domain, λ ≥ 0 and f : [0, +∞[→ ]0, +∞[ is any continuous increasing and unbounded function with f(0) > 0.

It is proved the existence of a threshold λ^∗ =^{h(Ω)}_{f (0)} (being h(Ω) the Cheeger constant of Ω) such that there exists no solution when λ > λ^∗ and the trivial function is always a solution when λ ≤ λ^∗. The radial case is analyzed in more detail showing the existence of multiple solutions (even singular) as well as the behaviour of solutions to problems involving the p–Laplacian as p tends to 1, which allows us to identify proper solutions through an extra condition.

1. Introduction

This paper is devoted to analyze Gelfand–type problems when the Laplacian operator is replaced with the 1–Laplacian. Regarding the domain Ω ⊂ R^N (N ≥ 1), it is a bounded open set having Lipschitz– continuous boundary. Our aim is twofold. On the one hand, we obtain solutions to this kind of problems and check that the main properties of Gelfand–problems driven by the p–Laplacian (with p > 1) still hold. We point out that assumptions of great generality on the function that appears on the right hand side are considered. On the other hand, we provide asymptotic information of Gelfand p–Laplacian problems as p goes to 1.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J75, 35J20, 35J92. Key words and phrases. nonlinear elliptic equations, 1–Laplacian operator, Gelfand problem.

Classical Gelfand problem means the existence and boundedness of positive solutions to the following semilinear elliptic equation (1) { −Δu = λe^u, in Ω, u = 0, on ∂Ω,

where λ > 0. This problem was introduced in the lecture notes [26] for its application to thermal self–ignition problems of a chemically active mixture of gases in a vessel (other applications can be found in [17, 31, 33]).

Many authors have analyzed this problem obtaining a threshold λ^∗ > 0 beyond which there is no solution and such that there exists a minimal solution w_λ for each λ ∈ [0, λ^∗[. Even more, the family {w_λ : 0 ≤ λ < λ^∗} is increasing in λ. It is worth mentioning that we mean minimal solution when it is the smallest of any other positive solution. The multiplicity of solutions in the radial case have also been studied jointly with the associated bifurcation diagram, which depends on the dimension N (see [30]).

In recent decades, the classical Gelfand problem has been extended in two main directions. On the one hand, the exponential function is replaced with convex positive functions, nondecreasing and superlinear at +∞ (like the power function f(u) = (1+u)^m, m > 1). In this general setting, we refer to the pioneering works [9, 20, 39] and the recent survey [10]. On the other hand, larger classes of operators are considered; we highlight the fractional Laplacian [43], the Laplacian with a quadratic gradient term [7, 40], the 1–homogeneous p–Laplacian [16] and the k– Hessian [28, 29].

However, the most studied problem is that driven by the p–Laplacian (p > 1) [14, 18, 24, 25, 45] which extends the previous problem (1) into a more general framework and reads as follows

(Q_λ) { −div ( |∇u|^{p−2}∇u ) = λf(u), in Ω, u = 0, on ∂Ω,

under the assumptions:

(H_p) f : [0, ∞[→ [0, ∞[ is an increasing C^1 function with lim_{s→∞} f(s)/s^{p−1} = ∞ and f(0) > 0

Recall that a (weak) solution to the problem is a function u ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω) satisfying ∫ Ω |∇u|^{p−2}∇u · ∇φ = ∫ Ω λ f(u)φ, for all φ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω).

Note that the solutions are also superharmonic functions. Therefore, by using the strong maximum principle (see for e.g. [41]), solutions to (Q_λ) are positive in Ω.

On the existence of solutions, it has been shown in ([14, Theorem 1.4]) the existence of a critical value λ^∗_p > 0 such that for each λ < λ^∗_p there exists, w_{λ(p)}, a minimal and regular solution. In addition, if λ > λ^∗_p then problem (Q_λ) admits no regular solution. It should be noted that by regular solution we mean that f(w_{λ(p)}) ∈ L^∞(Ω). It should be remembered that, due to regularity results, this implies that the solution belongs to C^{1,α}(Ω) (see for e.g. [35]).

Regarding the existence and boundedness of solutions to (Q_λ) for λ = λ^∗_p, called extremal solution and we will denote it by u^∗_p := lim_{λ→λ}∗_p w_{λ(p)}, there are only partial results. Specifically, for Ω = B_1(0) (the unit ball with center zero), it has been obtained that extremal solution u^∗_p is bounded if N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} ([12, Theorem 1.3]). We stress that, in general domains, the optimal dimension that guarantees the boundedness of u^∗_p remains unknown. Nevertheless, some interesting results in the original case p = 2 and f convex satisfying (H_p) should be mentioned. Indeed, the boundedness of extremal solutions for dimension N ≤ 3 is proved in [42], for N = 4 in [46] and, recently, in [13] is obtained for 5 ≤ N ≤ 9. Observe that this result is optimal since it is well known that for N ≥ 10, λ = 2(N − 2) and f(u) = e^u, there is the presence of the singular H^1_0 (B_1(0)) stable weak solution: u^∗ = −2 log |x|.

This paper is concerned to the limit problem (Q_λ) as p goes to 1, namely

(P_λ)

−div ( Du |Du| ) = λf(u), in Ω, u = 0, on ∂Ω.

Here Ω is an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary and λ is a positive parameter. As for nonlinearity f, it satisfies the following hypotheses (H) f : [0, ∞[→ [0, ∞[ is an increasing and continuous function with lim_{s→∞} f(s) = ∞ and f(0) > 0

Note that (H) conditions are more relaxed than (H_p) conditions for p– Laplacian problem (Q_λ).

Regarding the 1–Laplacian Δ_1 = div ( Du |Du| ) , it has been handled

in many articles in recent years. This singular operator has specific features starting from the definition of solution (following [4, 5, 22]). This notion of solution is introduced in Definition 2.1 below. One of the main interests for studying equations involving the 1–Laplacian operator comes from the variational approach to image restoration.

Our objective is to analyze problem (P_λ) checking if all the features of Gelfand type problems governed by the p–Laplacian operator still hold. Several aspects of this article are worth noting for their unexpected nature. Firstly, we are able to handle with a general continuous increasing function f without requiring any kind of convexity, growth assumption or smoothness. Taking any of such functions, we make an exhaustive study to the one–dimensional case (Theorem (3.1) and Proposition (3.2)). Further, for general domains and without restriction about dimension we show the existence of a critical parameter λ^∗ =^{h(Ω)}_{f (0)} (being h(Ω) the Cheeger constant of Ω) such that there are solutions when λ ≤ λ^∗ and nonexistence of solution whenever λ > λ^∗ (Theorem (4.3)). In addition, the minimal solutions correspond to the trivial ones.

Another unexpected aspect occurs in the radial setting (Section 5) and refers to the bifurcation diagram Figure 2. Being more precise, it is well known that for p–Laplacian Gelfand problems (Q_λ), in the unit ball with f(u) = e^u and dimensions p < N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} , there exists a critical value λ_p = p^{p−1}(N − p) for which the problem has countably many bounded radial solutions, see Figure 4 ([25, 29], see also [34]). In our setting, we also find a critical value λ =^{N−1}_{f (0)} for which our problem has a continuum of bounded solutions for every f satisfying (H) (Theorem 5.2). Nevertheless, just one of them is a limit of p–Laplacian type problems. Concretely, we obtain too many solutions and so we wonder which of those are limit of p–Laplacian problems. It turns out that we can identify those proper solutions through an extra condition (16) (Theorem 6.4). It seems that most of bounded solutions to p– problems tend to unbounded solutions, except for the minimal solutions that tend towards zero (Theorem 6.5). Thus, from the point of view of bifurcation diagrams, in the p–Laplace framework a curve is obtained that oscillates around λ_p, while in the limit case the diagram has an asymptote in the axis λ = 0. It is really unexpected that bifurcation diagrams corresponding to p–problems tend to a bifurcation diagram so close to zero. A further feature is that, for the 1–Laplacian, this diagram does not depend on the dimension N ≥ 2.

This paper is organized as follows: In section 2 we recall some properties of the space of functions of bounded variation as well as the concept of solution to problem (P_λ). In section 3 we deal with the one dimensional case. In section 4 we studied the case N ≥ 2, specifically the existence of a critical value λ^∗ as well as minimal solutions. Section 5 is devoted to analyze the radial case Ω = B_1(0) when N ≥ 2. Finally, in section 6 we discuss the p-Laplacian problem. We compare the results obtained with those of the p-Laplacian taking limits when p tends to 1. We end the section by giving estimates of the threshold λ^∗_p and its limit as p tends to 1 as well as the limit of minimal solutions to p–Laplacian problems when p goes to 1.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. Throughout this paper, the symbol H^{N−1}(E) stands for the (N − 1)–dimensional Hausdorff measure of a set E ⊂ R^N and |E| for its Lebesgue measure. Moreover, Ω ⊂ R^N denotes an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary. Thus, an outward normal unit vector ν(x) is defined for H^{N−1}–almost every x ∈ ∂Ω.

We will denote by W^{1,q}_0 (Ω) the usual Sobolev space, of measurable functions having weak gradient in L^q(Ω; R^N ) and zero trace on ∂Ω. Finally, if 1 ≤ p < N, we will denote by p^∗ = Np/(N − p) its Sobolev conjugate exponent.

2.2. Functions of bounded variation. The natural space to study problems involving the 1–Laplacian is the space of functions of bounded variation, defined as

BV (Ω) = { u ∈ L^1(Ω) : Du is a bounded Radon measure } where Du : Ω → R^N denotes the distributional gradient of u. In what follows, we denote the distributional gradient by ∇u if it belongs to L^1(Ω; R^N ). We recall that the space BV (Ω) with norm ‖u‖_{BV (Ω)} = ∫ Ω |Du| + ∫ Ω |u| is a Banach space which is non reflexive and non separable.

On the other hand, the notion of a trace on the boundary of functions belonging to Sobolev spaces can be extended to functions u ∈ BV (Ω), so that we may write u | |_{∂Ω}, through a bounded operator BV (Ω) → L1(∂Ω), which is also onto. As a consequence, an equivalent norm on BV (Ω) can be defined (see [3]): ‖u‖ = ∫ Ω |Du| + ∫ ∂Ω |u| dH^{N−1}. We will often use this norm in what follows.

We denote by J_u the set of all approximate jump points of u. For every x ∈ J_u there exist two real numbers u^+(x) > u^−(x) which are the one–sided limits of u at x.

In addition, the following continuous embeddings hold

BV (Ω) → L^m(Ω) , for every 1 ≤ m ≤ N N − 1 , which are compact for 1 ≤ m <^N_{N−1} . The continuous embedding BV (Ω) → L^{NN −1} (Ω) can be improved in the setting of Lorentz space: BV (Ω) → L^{NN −1 ,1}(Ω) (we refer to [2] for the embedding W^{1,1}(Ω) → L^{NN −1 ,1}(Ω), we remark that the extension to BV (Ω) is standard: see [47]). For a detailed account on Lorentz spaces, we refer to [27]. Besides this embedding, we will just need that L^{NN −1 ,1}(Ω) is a Banach space whose dual is the Marcinkiewicz (or weak Lebesgue) space L^{N,∞}(Ω). This is the space of all measurable functions u : Ω → R satisfying k^N |{|u| > k}| ≤ C for all k > 0 , where C is a constant independent of k. It is straightforward that L^N (Ω) ⊂ L^{N,∞}(Ω). The simplest instance of a function L^{N,∞}(Ω)\L^N (Ω) is defined by u(x) = 1 |x| . In this paper, we will use some functionals which are lower semicontinuous with respect to the L^1–convergence. Besides the BV–norm, we also apply the lower semicontinuity of the functional given by u → ∫ Ω φ |Du|, where φ is a nonnegative smooth function.

For further properties of functions of bounded variations, we refer to [3] (see also [23, 47]).

2.3. L^∞–divergence–measure vector fields. Following [4, 22], we define the concept of solution to problem (P_λ) through a vector field z which plays the role of^{Du}_{|Du|} . Since we need to give a meaning to the dot product of z and the gradient of a function of bounded variation as well as the weak trace on ∂Ω of the normal component of z, the Anzellotti theory is required. We remark that most of solutions we deal with are bounded, so that this theory applies. Nonetheless, we find some unbounded solutions which cannot be studied within Anzellotti’s theory. Therefore, we have to develop a slight extension of this theory, which we next introduce.

Consider the space X (Ω) = { z ∈ L^∞(Ω; R^N ) : div z ∈ L^{N,∞}(Ω) } . For z ∈ X (Ω) and u ∈ BV (Ω), we define (z, Du) : C^∞_c (Ω) → R a distribution by: (2) ⟨(z, Du), φ⟩ = − ∫ Ω u φ div z − ∫ Ω u z ∇φ, ∀ φ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω) . We point out that the first integral is well–defined since u ∈ BV (Ω) ⊂ L^{NN −1 ,1}(Ω) and div z ∈ L^{N,∞}(Ω). This distribution was introduced in [6] for some pairs (z, u) satisfying certain compatibility conditions. For instance, div z ∈ L^N (Ω) and u ∈ BV (Ω) or div z ∈ L^1(Ω) and u ∈ BV (Ω) ∩ L^∞(Ω). In such cases, it is proved that (z, Du) is a Radon measure with finite total variation. More precisely, it is seen that for every Borel B set with B ⊆ U ⊆ Ω (U open) it holds (3) | | | ∫ B (z, Du) | | | ≤ ∫ B |(z, Du)| ≤ ‖z‖_L∞_{(U)} ∫ B |Du| . Taking advantage of the cases already treated, first using truncations T_k(u) and then letting k go to ∞, this inequality can easily been extended to every u ∈ BV (Ω) and z ∈ X (Ω).

We recall the notion of weak trace on ∂Ω of the normal component of z, denoted by [z, ν], where ν stands for the outer normal unitary vector of ∂Ω. It is defined in [6] as an extension of the classical one, that is,

(4) [z, ν] = z · ν, for z ∈ C^1(Ω_δ; R^N ) ,

where Ω_δ = {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) < δ}, for some δ > 0 sufficiently small. It satisfies [z, ν] ∈ L^∞(∂Ω) and ‖ [z, ν] ‖_L∞_{(∂Ω)} ≤ ‖z‖_L∞_{(Ω;R}N_).

In [6] a Green formula involving the measure (z, Du) and the weak trace [z, ν] is established, namely: (5) ∫ Ω (z, Du) + ∫ Ω u div z = ∫ ∂Ω u [z, ν] dH^{N−1} for those pairs (z, u) considered in [6]. This formula also holds for z ∈ X (Ω) and u ∈ BV (Ω); to prove it, just use truncations again.

2.4. Definition of solution. Once we have the suitable theory of L^∞– divergence–measure vector fields, we are in a position to introduce the definition of solution to our problem.

Definition 2.1. A function u ∈ BV (Ω) is said to be a solution to problem (P_λ) if f(u) ∈ L^{N,∞}(Ω) and there exists a vector field z ∈ L^∞(Ω; R^N ) satisfying

(1) ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1 (2) −div z = λf(u) in D^′(Ω) (3) (z, Du) = |Du| as measures in Ω (4) [z, ν] ∈ sign (−u) H^{N−1}–a.e. on ∂Ω

We remark that since div z ∈ L^{N,∞}(Ω), it follows that the theory of the previous subsection applies. We point out that the unbounded radial solutions we find always satisfy f(u) =^{N−1}_{λ|x|} , so that f(u) ∈ L^{N,∞}(Ω).

Notice that, in definition 2.1, the fields z plays the role of Du |Du| owing

to ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1 and (z, Du) = |Du| hold.

We point out that, in general, the boundary condition does not hold in the sense of traces. Condition (4) is a weak form of the boundary condition.

3. Unidimensional case

In this section, we consider a bounded open set Ω ⊂ R. Then Ω can be expressed as a union of countably many pairwise disjoint open intervals, that is: Ω = ∪_{n∈I} ]a_n, b_n[ with ]a_n, b_n[ pairwise disjoint, here I denotes either the set of all positive integers N or {1, 2, . . . , k}. Moreover, we write L = max_{n∈I} (b_n − a_n), so that there is n ∈ I which attains this length: L = b_n − a_n (observe that it needs not be unique).

Therefore, problem (P_λ) becomes (6) { − (_{u′} |u^′| )_′ = λf(u) in Ω ;

u = 0 on ∂Ω .

To begin with a remark is in order. Every solution to problem (6) is constant on each interval ]a_n, b_n[. Indeed, assume to get a contradiction that a solution u is increasing on an interval ]α, β[⊂ Ω. Since the derivative u^′ is positive on this interval, we have zu^′ = u^′ and so z = 1 on ]α, β[. Hence, z^′ = 0 and the equation implies λf(u) = 0, which is not possible. A similar argument holds for a solution which is decreasing on an interval.

Theorem 3.1. Set λ^∗ =^2_{Lf (0)} .

(1) If λ > λ^∗, then problem (6) has no solution.

(2) If 0 < λ ≤ λ^∗, then the trivial solution is the minimal solution to problem (6).

Proof. (1) Assume that u is a solution to problem (6). Then u must be constant on each interval ]a_n, b_n[, say u(x) = A_n. Indeed, from equation (6) it follows that z^′(x) = −λf(A_n), so z(x) = −λf(A_n)x + C for some constant C. Having in mind the condition ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1, the steepest slope occurs when z(x) =^1_{bn−an} (−2x + a_n + b_n). Then λf(A_n) ≤^2_{bn−an} wherewith f(0) ≤ f(A_n) ≤ 2 (b_n − a_n)λ . Therefore, λ ≤^2_{(bn−an)f (0)} for all n ∈ N and so λ ≤^2_{Lf (0)} .

(2) It is straightforward that u = 0 is a solution with an associated function given by z(x) = λf(0)(−x +^{bn+an}_2 ) for x ∈]a_n, b_n[. □ Proposition 3.2.

(1) If 0 < λ < λ^∗, then there exist non trivial nonnegative solutions. (2) If λ = λ^∗, then every solution vanishes on each interval whose length is L.

Proof. (1) Fix 0 < λ < λ^∗ and split the index set I = I_1 ∪ I_2, with I_1 ≠ ∅. Then consider u(x) = f^{−1} ( 2 (b_n − a_n)λ ) if x ∈]a_n, b_n[ and n ∈ I_1 ;

0 otherwise; and

z(x) = 1 b_n − a_n (−2x + a_n + b_n) if x ∈]a_n, b_n[ and n ∈ I_1 ;

λf(0) ( −x + b_n + a_n 2 ) otherwise.

It is easy to check that u is a solution to problem (6) with associated function z.

Therefore, each choice of I_1 generates a nontrivial solution.

(2) Consider an interval ]a_n, b_n[ such that b_n − a_n = L. Since the function z having the steepest slope is given by^1_{bn−an} (−2x + a_n + b_n), it follows that

λ^∗f(u) = −z^′ ≤ 2 b_n − a_n = 2 L = λ^∗f(0) .

Thus, f(u) ≤ f(0) and so u = 0 by the increasing hypothesis on f. □

Remark 3.3. Observe that, when I_1 is an infinite set and f(s) = e^s, the solution defined in the above Proposition is not bounded since u(x) = log (_2 (b_n−a_n)λ ) and b_n − a_n is arbitrarily small.

We next apply the previous results to the case Ω =] − 1, 1[.

Corollary 3.4. Let Ω =] − 1, 1[. Then λ^∗ =^1_{f (0)} and the solutions to problem (6) are the following

(1) (Minimal solutions) If 0 < λ ≤ λ^∗, the minimal solution is the trivial one.

(2) (Positive solutions) If 0 < λ < λ^∗, a second solution is given by

u(x) = f^{−1} ( 1 λ )

with associated function z(x) = −x.

This last result is shown in the following Figure 1. There, the continuum of solutions is illustrated for the Gelfand problem with the 1- Laplacian operator in the unit ball with dimension one.

‖u‖_∞ λ 0 λ^∗ N = 1

Figure 1

4. Existence and nonexistence of minimal solutions

Let N ≥ 2 and consider Ω ⊂ R^N a bounded open set having Lipschitz continuous boundary. In this section a critical value is found, λ^∗ > 0 such that a minimal solution to problem (P_λ) exists if λ ≤ λ^∗ and no solution exists if λ > λ^∗. This result is proved as a consequence of a criterion to show when the 1–Laplacian equation is solvable (see [37, Theorem 4.2]). In fact, it has the following straightforward consequence.

Proposition 4.1. Consider the problem (7) { −Δ_1u = μ in Ω ;

u = 0 on ∂Ω ;

with datum μ ∈ W^{−1,∞}(Ω).

(1) If ‖μ‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} < 1, then u ≡ 0 is a solution to problem (7). (2) If ‖μ‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} > 1, then there is not solution to problem (7).

A remind is in order: The space W^{−1,∞}(Ω) is the dual space of the Sobolev space W^{1,1}_0 (Ω) and its norm is given by (8) ‖μ‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} = sup { | ⟨μ, v⟩_W −1,∞_{(Ω),W} 1,1_{0 (Ω)} | | ∫ Ω |∇v| dx : v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω)\{0} } . Applying it to the constant function μ ≡ 1, this expression becomes

‖χ_Ω‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} = sup { | | ∫_Ω v dx| ∫ Ω |∇v| dx : v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω)\{0} }

= sup { ∫ Ω |v| dx ∫ Ω |∇v| dx : v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω)\{0} } . (9) On the other hand, following the arguments of [1, Corollary 3.4], it leads to (10)

‖χ_Ω‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} = sup { ∫ Ω |v| dx ∫ Ω |Dv| + ∫ ∂Ω |v| dH^{N−1} : v ∈ BV (Ω)\{0} } .

Our aim is to connect this expression with the Cheeger constant which plays the role of the first eigenvalue of the operator −Δ_1 (see [32]). Recall that Cheeger constant of a domain Ω is defined as

h(Ω) = inf { P (D) |D| } , where the infimum is taken over all nonempty sets of finite perimeter D ⊂ Ω, and P (D) stands for the perimeter of D. As pointed out in [32], this constant can be written as

h(Ω) = inf { ∫ Ω |Dv| + ∫ ∂Ω |v| dH^{N−1} ∫ Ω |v| dx : v ∈ BV (Ω)\{0} } . Going back to (10), it follows that h(Ω) = ‖χ_Ω ‖^{−1}_{W −1,∞(Ω)}. By the way, as a consequence of (9), it is straightforward that

h(Ω) = inf { ∫ Ω |∇v| dx ∫ Ω |v| dx : v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω)\{0} } . In terms of Cheeger constant, Proposition 4.1 can be written for a constant datum λ as follows.

Proposition 4.2. Consider the problem

(11) { −Δ_1u = λ in Ω ;

u = 0 on ∂Ω .

(1) If 0 < λ < h(Ω), then u ≡ 0 is a solution to problem (11). (2) If λ > h(Ω), then there is not solution to problem (11).

This result is the key to prove the following theorem on minimal solutions to problem (P_λ).

Theorem 4.3. Fix N ≥ 2 and let Ω ⊂ R^N be a bounded open set having Lipschitz continuous boundary. Set λ^∗ =^{h(Ω)}_{f (0)} , then

(1) If 0 < λ ≤ λ^∗, then u ≡ 0 is a solution to problem (P_λ). (2) If λ > λ^∗, then there is not solution to problem (P_λ).

Proof. (1) Consider 0 < λ < λ^∗. Applying Proposition 4.2 to λf(0), it yields that u ≡ 0 is a solution to problem (P_λ). In order to prove that u ≡ 0 is a solution for λ^∗ as well, observe that since it is a solution for any 0 < λ < λ^∗, there exist z_λ ∈ L^∞(Ω; R^N ) satisfying ‖z_λ‖_∞ ≤ 1 and −div z_λ = λf(0) in the sense of distributions. It follows from ‖z_λ‖_∞ ≤ 1 for all λ < λ^∗ that there exists a sequence (λ_n)_n and z_λ∗ ∈ L^∞(Ω; R^N ) such that λ_n → λ^∗ and

z_{λn} ⇀ z_λ∗ *–weakly in L^∞(Ω; R^N ) .

Obviously, ‖z_λ∗ ‖_∞ ≤ 1. Furthermore, since ∫ Ω z_{λn} · ∇v dx = λ_nf(0) ∫ Ω v dx holds for every v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω) and every n ∈ N, it follows that ∫ Ω z_λ∗ · ∇v dx = λ^∗f(0) ∫ Ω v dx holds for every v ∈ W^{1,1}_0 (Ω). Therefore, −div z_λ∗ = λ^∗f(0) holds in the sense of distributions and so u ≡ 0 is a solution to problem (P_λ) with λ = λ^∗.

(2) Take λ > λ^∗ and assume that problem (P_λ) has a solution u. Then λf(0) > h(Ω) and it follows that ‖λf(u)‖_W −1,∞_{(Ω)} > 1. Hence, Proposition 4.1 implies that there is not solution to problem (P_λ), which is a contradiction. □

Remark 4.4. It is worth highlighting that since u ≡ 0 is solution for λ^∗, then it is bounded without restriction on dimension N (Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.3). This is consistent with the results of ([12, Theorem 1.3]) in which the authors establish that the extremal solution to problem (Q_λ) is bounded if N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} , for every p > 1.

Remark 4.5. It is not surprising the trivial function is a minimal solution. After all, a minimal solution to p-Laplacian Gelfand problems is obtained as limit of the sequence recursively defined in W^{1,p}_0 (Ω) by

u_0 = 0 −Δ_pu_n = λf(u_{n−1}), n ≥ 1 . In our case, the unique solution to problem

−Δ_1u = λf(0)

is the trivial solution, wherewith the sequence previously considered also provides the minimal solution.

5. The radial case

This section is devoted to fully describe all the radial solutions to problem (P_λ) when the domain is the unit ball, Ω = B_1(0), of R^N , N ≥ 2. It will be shown the existence of bounded (regular) and unbounded (singular) solutions. Recall that the Cheeger constant of the unit ball is h(Ω) = N (see, for instance, [32]).

Next it is shown how the vector field z associated to a solution u must be. Assume that u is not constant in a radial zone, which we describe as {ρ_1 < |x| < ρ_2} with 0 ≤ ρ_1 < ρ_2 ≤ 1. Then u(x) = g(|x|) for certain nonconstant smooth function g and consequently z(x) =^{g′ (|x|) x}_{|g′ (|x|)| |x|} . The case g increasing in some interval is not possible since it implies z(x) =

x |x| , so that λf(u) = −div z(x) = −^{N−1}_{|x|} is negative; this fact contradicts the search for nonnegative solutions. Hence, g must be decreasing and so z(x) = −^x_{|x|} in the whole radial zone {ρ_1 < |x| < ρ_2}.

Assume now that u is constant in a radial zone of B_1(0) (either a smaller ball or a ring). Then −div z = λf(u) must be constant and so z = −Ax for some positive A. It is easy to find an estimate on A as a consequence of condition ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1. In the case that u be nontrivial and this zone reaches the boundary, the condition [z, ν] = −1 must be fulfilled; thus A = 1 and z = −x.

It is worth remarking that there is only one more setup, as shown in the next result.

Lemma 5.1. Let u be a solution to problem (P_λ) with associated vector field z. If u is constant in a radial zone and nonconstant in another, then there exists 0 < ρ < 1 such that u is constant in B_ρ(0) and non constant in B_1(0)\B_ρ(0). Furthermore,

z(x) = − x ρ , if |x| < ρ ; − x |x| , if ρ < |x| < 1 .

Proof. Assume that there exist ϵ > 0 and ϵ < ρ < 1 satisfying

(1) u is not constant if ρ − ϵ < |x| < ρ (2) u is constant if ρ < |x| < ρ + ϵ.

Then (1) z(x) = −^x_{|x|} if ρ − ϵ < |x| < ρ (2) z(x) = −Ax if ρ < |x| < ρ + ϵ. We deduce that A =^1_ρ to keep z continuous, avoiding singular measures of div z. Hence, for ρ < |x| < ρ + ϵ, we have |z(x)| =^{|x|}_ρ > 1, which contradicts the condition ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1. Therefore, the only possible setup is that stated in this Lemma. □

Theorem 5.2. Let N ≥ 2 and set λ^∗ =^N_{f (0)} and λ =^{N−1}_{f (0)} . Then,

(1) For every 0 < λ < λ^∗ there exists a constant nontrivial solution to problem (P_λ).

(2) For every 0 < λ ≤ λ there exists an unbounded solution to problem (P_λ).

(3) For every 0 < λ ≤ λ there exist infinitely many bounded solutions to problem (P_λ). More precisely, for each value α ∈ ]f^{−1}(^N_λ ), +∞[, we can find a solution satisfying ‖u‖_∞ = α.

(4) If λ > λ, then every solution to problem (P_λ) is constant.

Moreover, only the solutions corresponding to λ = λ satisfy the Dirichlet condition in the sense of traces.

Proof. (1) Fix 0 < λ < λ^∗. Observe that if u is a constant nontrivial solution, then z = −x wherewith −div z = N. It follows from N = λf(u) that u(x) = f^{−1} ( N λ ) . Notice that for λ = λ^∗, it follows that u(x) = f^{−1} (f(0)) recovering the minimal solution.

(2) Fix 0 < λ ≤ λ and let u be a non constant solution. Assume that there is not radial zone where u is constant. Then z(x) = −^x_{|x|} and λf(u) = −div z(x) =^{N−1}_{|x|} . Therefore, u(x) = f^{−1} (_{N−1} λ|x| ) . It is obvious that u is an unbounded solution.

(3) Fix 0 < λ ≤ λ and assume that u is a solution which is constant in a radial zone and nonconstant in another. By Lemma 5.1, there exists 0 < ρ < 1 such that

z(x) = − x ρ , if |x| < ρ ; − x |x| , if ρ < |x| < 1 . It is now straightforward from this expression that

u(x) = f^{−1} ( N λρ ) , if |x| < ρ ; f^{−1} ( N − 1 λ|x| ) , if ρ < |x| < 1 . Observe that u is a bounded solution satisfying ‖u‖_∞ = f^{−1} ( N λρ ) . Since 0 < ρ < 1, it follows that ‖u‖_∞ can take every value of the interval ] f^{−1} ( N λ ) , +∞ [ . Notice that u is a discontinuous solution.

(4) Let 0 < λ < λ^∗. By Lemma 5.1, if there exists a non constant solution to problem (P_λ), then there exists ϵ > 0 such that z(x) = −^x_{|x|} if 1 − ϵ < |x| < 1. It yields u(x) = f^{−1} (_{N−1} λ|x| ) if 1 − ϵ < |x| < 1. Thus, N−1 λ|x| = f(u(x)) ≥ f(0) for all 1 − ϵ < |x| < 1, from where N−1 λ ≥ f(0) follows. Therefore, λ ≤^{N−1}_{f (0)} = λ.

To check the last claim of Theorem 5.2, note that u(x) = 0 for |x| = 1 implies f^{−1} (_{N−1} λ ) = 0 and as a consequence λ = λ. □

The different types of bounded solutions established in Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 5.2 can be seen in the following Figure 2. Note that the blue-colored zone corresponds to the discontinuous solutions with 0 < λ ≤ λ, of type (3) of the previous theorem. When λ = λ =^{N−1}_{f (0)} , the Dirichlet condition in the sense of traces holds: u(x) = 0 for |x| = 1. We will prove in Section 6 that the red-colored continuum corresponds to solutions which are limit of solutions to the corresponding Gelfand problems driven by the p–Laplacian.

‖u‖_∞ λ 0 λ^∗λ N ≥ 2 Figure 2

Remark 5.3. When f is a bounded function some changes are necessary. One important feature is that no unbounded solution can be found. Consider that the image of f is the interval [f(0), A[. Then Theorem 5.2 becomes

(1) For every^N_A < λ < λ^∗ there exists a constant nontrivial solution to problem (P_λ).

(2) For every^{N−1}_A < λ ≤ λ there exist infinitely many bounded solutions to problem (P_λ). More precisely, for each value α ∈ ]f^{−1}(^N_λ ), +∞[, we can find a solution satisfying ‖u‖_∞ = α.

(3) If λ > λ, then every solution to problem (P_λ) is constant.

6. Connection with Gelfand type problems involving the p–Laplacian operator

In this section we are showing when the Gelfand problem for the 1–Laplacian can be seen as the limit of Gelfand problems for the p– Laplacian as p goes to 1. Thus, in what follows, we assume (H_p) for all p close enough to 1. We analyze the general case and two aspects of the convergence of radial solutions.

We begin by introducing some notation. Let p > 1. We will write (λ, u) ∈ G_p if λ > 0 and u ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω) is a solution to problem (Q_λ).

We will write (λ, u) ∈ G if λ > 0 and u ∈ BV (Ω) and there exist sequences (p_n)_n, (λ_n)_n and (u_n)_n satisfying

(1) p_n → 1 (2) λ_n → λ (3) u_n(x) → u(x) a.e. in Ω (4) (λ_n, u_n) ∈ G_{pn} for all n ∈ N

Next result shows that (λ, u) ∈ G implies that u is a solution to problem (P_λ).

Proposition 6.1. Let (λ_p, u_p) ∈ G_p and assume that there exists g ∈ L^1(Ω) satisfying f(u_p)u_p ≤ g for all p > 1. If λ_p → λ, then (up to subsequences)

(1) u_p → u strongly in L^1(Ω) (2) f(u_p)u_p → f(u)u strongly in L^1(Ω) (3) f(u_p) → f(u) strongly in L^1(Ω) (4) F (u_p) → F (u) strongly in L^1(Ω) (5) Function u is a solution to problem (P_λ) (6) ∫ Ω φ|Du| = lim inf_{p→1} ∫ Ω φ|∇u|^pdx for all nonnegative φ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω).

Proof. Only the case N ≥ 2 will be proved, the case N = 1 can be handled with minor modifications. We only sketch the proof since it is well–known (see [5]). Observe that, taking u_p as test function in the p–problem (Q_λ), the boundedness of the family ( f(u_p)u_p ) p implies that ∫ Ω |∇u_p|^pdx ≤ λ_p ∫ Ω g dx ≤ C for some positive constant C which does not depend on p. Having in mind that u_p | |_{∂Ω} = 0 and applying Young’s inequality, we deduce that (u_p)_p is bounded in BV (Ω). Hence, up to a subsequence, [3, Theorem 3.49] yields

• u_p → u strongly in L^r(Ω) for all 1 ≤ r <^N_{N−1} • u_p(x) → u(x) a.e. in Ω Moreover, as a consequence of our assumption f(u_p)u_p ≤ g, we also obtain

• f(u_p)u_p → f(u)u strongly in L^1(Ω). Noting that f(u_p) = f(u_p)χ_{{up≤1}}+f(u_p)χ_{{up>1}} ≤ f(1)+f(u_p)u_pχ_{{up>1}} ≤ f(1)+g , a further consequence is

• f(u_p) → f(u) strongly in L^1(Ω). Yet another consequence is

• F (u_p) → F (u) strongly in L^1(Ω) which follows from the monotonicity of f, in fact: F (s) = ∫_s 0 f(σ) dσ ≤ f(s)s for all s ≥ 0 .

On the other hand, we may apply the procedure of [36, Theorem 3.5] to obtain a bounded vector field z such that ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1 and • |∇u_p|^{p−2}∇u_p ⇀ z weakly in L^s(Ω) for all 1 ≤ s < ∞ The above convergences are enough to pass to the limit in the p–problems and get −div z = λf(u) in D^′(Ω).

In order to check that (z, Du) = |Du| as measures, fix φ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω) such that φ ≥ 0 and take φu_p as test function in (Q_λ). Then ∫ Ω φ|∇u_p|^pdx = − ∫ Ω u_p|∇u_p|^{p−2}∇u_p · ∇φ dx + λ_p ∫ Ω f(u_p)u_pφ dx and, by Young’s inequality, ∫ Ω φ|∇u_p| dx ≤ 1 p ∫ Ω φ|∇u_p|^pdx + p − 1 p ∫ Ω φ dx = − 1 p ∫ Ω u_p|∇u_p|^{p−2}∇u_p · ∇φ dx + λ_p p ∫ Ω f(u_p)u_pφ dx + p − 1 p ∫ Ω φ dx . Owing to the lower semicontinuity on the left hand side and the convergences we have already proven on the right hand side, we may pass to the limit and obtain ∫ Ω φ|Du| ≤ lim inf_{p→1} ∫ Ω φ|∇u_p|^pdx = − ∫ Ω uz · ∇φ dx + λ ∫ Ω f(u)uφ dx = − ∫ Ω uz · ∇φ dx − ∫ Ω u φ div z dx = ∫ Ω φ(z, Du) . Since ∫ Ω φ(z, Du) ≤ ∫ Ω φ|Du| always holds, due to ‖z‖_∞ ≤ 1, we deduce that the above inequalities become identities. Therefore, ∫ Ω φ|Du| = ∫ Ω φ(z, Du) and ∫ Ω φ|Du| = lim inf_{p→1} ∫ Ω φ|∇u_p|^pdx hold for every φ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω).

The boundary condition follows by applying the usual method. □

Remark 6.2. It is straightforward that Proposition 6.1 holds if λ_p → λ and (‖u_p‖_∞)_p is bounded. As a consequence of assertion (1) of Proposition 6.1, we then obtain that u ∈ L^∞(Ω) and ‖u‖_∞ ≤ lim inf_{p→1} ‖u_p‖_∞.

6.1. A necessary condition to obtain the solution as a limit of p- Laplacian type solutions. From now on, we will focus on the case N ≥ 2 and Ω = B_1(0), the unit ball, and radial solutions will be analyzed. However, we are include N = 1 in Theorem 6.4. Observe that regular solutions are radially decreasing (see [21]). In this framework, solutions to (Q_λ) for p > 1 must satisfy the following quasilinear elliptic equation:

(12) r^{1−N} ( r^{N−1}|v^′|^{p−2}v^′ )_′ + λf(v) = 0, r in (0, 1),

v > 0, r in (0, 1),

v(1) = 0, being v(r) = u(|x|). We point out that v ∈ C([0, 1]) is a solution of (12) if and only if v is a solution of the integral equation

(13) v(r) =

∫_1 r [ λ t^{N−1} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}f(v(s))ds ]^1_{p−1} dt which satisfies v^′(r) < 0 in (0, 1) and v^′(0) = 0. Observe that ‖v‖_∞ = v(0) := α > 0.

To solve problem (12), the following system must be analyzed

(14) |v^′|^{p−2}v^′ = w, w^′ = − N − 1 r w − λf(v) v(0) = α, w(0) = 0, where α > 0 is chosen in such a way we get v(1) = 0. It is then convenient to consider an energy functional:

(15) E(v, w) = 1 p^′ |w|^{p′} + λF (v), whose derivative along trajectories is given by d dr E(v, w) = − N − 1 r |w|^{p′} = − N − 1 r |v^′|^p. Proposition 6.3. Let (v, w, λ) = (v_p, w_p, λ_p) be a solution to (14), and assume that λ_p → λ_1 and (‖v_p‖_∞)_p is bounded.

Then, up to a subsequence, the following properties hold.

(1) (v_p)_p converges strongly in L^s((0, 1); r^{N−1}dr) to v_1, for every 1 ≤ s < ∞. (2) (w_p)_p converges weakly in L^s((0, 1); r^{N−1}dr) to w_1, for every 1 ≤ s < ∞. Furthermore, w_1 ∈ L^∞(0, 1) with ‖w_1‖_∞ ≤ 1.

(3) (f(v_p)v_p)_p converges strongly in L^s((0, 1); r^{N−1}dr) to f(v_1)v_1, for every 1 ≤ s < ∞.

(4) (f(v_p))_p converges strongly in L^s((0, 1); r^{N−1}dr) to f(v_1), for every 1 ≤ s < ∞.

(5) (F (v_p))_p converges strongly in L^s((0, 1); r^{N−1}dr) to F (v_1), for every 1 ≤ s < ∞.

(6) v_1 ∈ BV (σ, 1) for every σ > 0.

(7) w_1 is Lipschitz–continuous in (σ, 1) for every σ > 0. (8) −w^′_1 −^{N−1}_t w_1 = λ_1f(v_1) in the sense of distributions. (9) |v^′_1| = (w_1, v^′_1) as measures. (10) The identity

(16) λ_1 dF (v_1) dr = − N − 1 r | | | | dv_1 dr | | | | holds in the sense of distributions.

Proof. The proof is similar (but easier) to the proof of [44, Proposition 16], so that we do not provide all details. The idea for seeing (1)–(5) is to apply Proposition 6.1 in a radially symmetric setting and pass to polar coordinates.

Proof of 6).

In Proposition 6.1 we have got the estimate ∫ B_1(0) |∇up(x)| p dx ≤ C, with C non depending on p. Fixed σ > 0, this estimate also holds over

B_1(0)\B_σ (0) .

Then Young’s inequality implies ∫ B_1(0)\B_σ (0) |∇u_p(x)| dx ≤ 1 p ∫ B_1 (0)\B_σ (0) |∇u_p(x)|^p dx + p − 1 p | |B_1(0) | | ≤ C + |B_1(0)|. Thus the lower semicontinuity of the total variation yields ∫ B_1 (0)\B_σ (0) |Du_1| ≤ lim inf_{p→∞} ∫ B_1 (0)\B_σ (0) |∇u_p| dx ≤ C + |B_1(0)| . Passing to polar coordinates, it leads to σ^{N−1} ∫_1 σ |v^′_1| ≤ ∫_1 σ r^{N−1}|v^′_1| ≤ C^′ , wherewith v_1 is a function of bounded variation in (σ, 1).

Proof of 7) and 8).

To show that equality 8) holds in the sense of distributions, we choose a test ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (0, 1), fix 0 < a < b < 1 in such a way that supp ψ ⊂ (a, b) and consider φ defined as

(17) φ(x) = { ψ(|x|)^1_{|x|N −1} x ≠ 0 ; 0 x = 0 .

Having in mind the identity −div z = λf(u), we obtain λ ∫ B(0,1) f(u(x))φ(x) dx = ∫ B(0,1) z(x) · ∇φ(x) dx = ∫ B(0,1) w_1(|x|)ψ^′(|x|) dx |x|^{N−1} − ∫ B(0,1) N − 1 |x| w_1(|x|)ψ(|x|) dx |x|^{N−1} .

Passing to polar coordinates and simplifying, this identity becomes

λ ∫_1 0 f(v_1(r))ψ(r) dr = ∫_1 0 w_1(r)ψ^′(r) dr − ∫_1 0 N − 1 r w_1(r)ψ(r) dr . That is, the distributional derivative de w_1 satisfies

w^′_1 = −λf(v_1) − N − 1 r w_1 .

As a direct consequence w^′_1 ∈ L^∞(σ, 1) for all σ > 0 and so condition 7) also holds.

Proof of 9).

Before checking assertion 9), observe that v_1 is a function of bounded variation and w_1 satisfies that its derivative is bounded in each interval (σ, 1). Thus, the one–dimensional pairing (w_1, v^′_1) has sense there.

To see 9), consider ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (0, 1) and define φ ∈ C^∞_0 (B_1(0)) as above. It follows from the identity |Du| = (z, Du) as measures that ∫ B(0,1) φ|Du| = ∫ B(0,1) φ(z, Du) = − ∫ B(0,1) u φ div z dx − ∫ B(0,1) u z · ∇φ dx .

Performing the same manipulations as above, we obtain ∫_1 0 ψ|v^′_1| = λ ∫_1 0 v_1(t)ψ(r)f(v_1(r)) dr +

∫_1 0 v_1(r)ψ(r)w_1 (r) ( N − 1 r ) dr − ∫_1 0 v_1(r)w_1(r)ψ^′(r) dr = − ∫_1 0 v_1(r)ψ(r)w^′_1 (r) dt −

∫_1 0 v_1(r)w_1(r)ψ^′(r) dr = ∫_1 0 ψ(w_1, v^′_1) ,

as desired.

Proof of 10).

Consider a nonnegative ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (0, 1) and define now φ ∈ C^∞_0 (B_1(0)) by φ(x) = { ψ(|x|)^{N−1}_{|x|N} x ≠ 0 ; 0 x = 0 .

Recall that we have proved ∫ B(0,1) φ|Du| = lim inf_{p→1} ∫ B(0,1) φ|∇u(x)|^pdx . Considering a further subsequence, if necessary, and passing to polar coordinates, we deduce ∫_1 0 N − 1 r ψ(r)|v^′_1| = lim_{p→1}

∫_1 0 N − 1 r ψ(r)|v^′_p|^pdr . Now, note that on the right hand side, we have got the derivative of the functional E = E_p defined in (15). Thus ∫_1 0 N − 1 r ψ(r)|v^′_p|^pdr = ∫_1 0 ψ(r) ( − dE_p dr ) dr = ∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)E_p dr = 1 p^′ ∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)|w_p(r)|^{p′} dr + λ_p ∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)F (v_p (r)) dr .

Hence,

(18)

∫_1 0 N − 1 r ψ(r)|v^′_1| = lim_{p→1} 1 p^′ ∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)|w_p (r)|^{p′} dr+lim_{p→1} λ_p ∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)F (v_p(r)) dr . To compute the first integral on the right hand side, recall again that we have seen the existence of a constant C > 0 satisfying ∫ B(0,1) |∇u_p|^pdx ≤ C , for all p > 1 . Performing our usual manipulations, we achieve a uniform bound for the family

∫_1 0 r^{N−1}|w_p(r)|^{p′} dr . As a consequence, if 0 < a < b < 1 satisfy supp (ψ) ⊂ (a, b), then the family ∫_b a |w_p(r)|^{p′} dr is also uniformly estimated, owing to the inequality a^{N−1} ∫_b a |w_p(r)|^{p′} dr ≤ ∫_b a r^{N−1}|w_p(r)|^{p′} dr . Therefore, there is certain C_1 > 0 such that ∫_1 0 |ψ^′(r)||w_p (r)|^{p′} dr ≤ C_1 , for all p > 1 . Then, we arrive at

lim_{p→1} 1 p^′ ∫_1 0 |ψ^′(r)||w_p(r)|^{p′} dr ≤ lim_{p→1} p − 1 p C_1 = 0 .

Going back to (18), we conclude that ∫_1 0 N − 1 r ψ(r)|v^′_1| = lim_{p→1} λ_p

∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)F (v_p(r)) dt = λ_1

∫_1 0 ψ^′(r)F (v_1(r)) dr . Therefore, identity (10) is proved. □

Observe that it follows from conditions (6)–(9) of Proposition 6.3 that the limit (v, w, λ) = (v_1, w_1, λ_1) is a solution to the limit system v^′ |v^′| = w, w^′ = − N − 1 r w − λf(v) v(0) = α, w(0) = 0, where α = lim_{p→1} α_p. Moreover, the extra condition (16) holds. Thus, defining u(x) = v(|x|) and z(x) = w(|x|)^x_{|x|} , we deduce that u is a radial solution to (P_λ) satisfying (16). Therefore, if (λ, u) ∈ G, then (16) holds. So this condition becomes the key to discerning if a solution to problem (P_λ) comes from solutions to p-problems.

Theorem 6.4. Assume that N ≥ 1. Radial solutions to problem (P_λ) which satisfy (16) are continuous.

As a consequence, for every 0 < λ < λ^∗ there exist exactly two bounded solutions, namely:

(1) The trivial solution u(x) = 0. (2) The constant solution u(x) = f^{−1} ( N λ )

Furthermore, assuming that N ≥ 2, the unbounded solution u(x) = f^{−1} ( N − 1 λ|x| ) , which exists for every 0 < λ ≤ λ, also satisfies condition (16).

Proof. The one–dimensional case is just Corollary 3.4 since any constant solution satisfies condition (16). So, henceforth we consider N ≥ 2.

Fixed λ, assume that u(x) = v(|x|) is a discontinuous solution to problem (P_λ). We are checking that it does not satisfy condition (16) in the discontinuity set {|x| = ρ}, with 0 < ρ < 1. In this set, condition (16) reads as λ ( F (v^+(ρ)) − F (v^−(ρ)) ) = − N − 1 ρ | v^+(ρ) − v^−(ρ) |

= N − 1 ρ ( v^+(ρ) − v^−(ρ) ) (19)

since v is decreasing.

On account of Theorem 5.2, v is given by

v(r) = f^{−1} ( N λρ ) if r < ρ ;

f^{−1} ( N − 1 λr ) if ρ < r < 1 . Hence, we have v^+(ρ) = f^{−1} (_N λρ ) and v^−(ρ) = f^{−1} (_{N−1} λρ ) . Applying the mean value theorem to F in the interval [v^−(ρ), v^+(ρ)], we find ξ ∈]v^−(ρ), v^+(ρ)[ such that

F (v^+(ρ)) − F (v^−(ρ)) = f(ξ) ( v^+(ρ) − v^−(ρ) ) . Thus, N − 1 λρ < f(ξ) < N λρ and so identity (19) does not hold. □

6.2. Asymptotics for the critical value λ^∗_p and minimal solutions w_{λ(p)} on the unit ball as p approaches 1. In this subsection we compare the critical value λ^∗ and trivial minimal solutions obtained by the 1–Laplacian problem in the radial case with the limit to the p– Laplacian results. Specifically, for Ω = B_1(0) and N ≥ 1 we will show that the critical value λ^∗_p to problem (Q_λ) converges to λ^∗ =^N_{f (0)} when p tends to 1, which is exactly the critical value obtained for problem (P_λ) (Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 5.2). Furthermore, w_{λ(p)}, minimal solutions of problem (Q_λ) tend to trivial solutions. We recall that these trivial solutions correspond to minimal solutions of problem (P_λ) established in Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.3, so that the limit of minimal solutions is also a minimal solution. Nevertheless, we are not be able to see that extremal solutions tend to the trivial solution; we only succeed in some specific cases, namely: f(u) = e^u and f(u) = (1 + u)^m, when m > e^{−1}.

We start by considering the initial value problem (12):

(20) r^{1−N} ( r^{N−1}|u^′|^{p−2}u^′ )_′ + λf(u) = 0, r in (0, 1),

u > 0, r in (0, 1),

u(0) = α > 0, u^′(0) = 0.

Then, there exists a unique solution (λ, u) for every α = ‖u‖_∞ > 0 and λ can be parameterized in the following way:

(21) λ(α) = α^{p−1} (∫_1 0 ( t^{1−N} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}f(u(s))ds )^1_{p−1} dt )1−p . Moreover, the associated bifurcation diagram is a continuum of solutions (λ, u) ∈ [0, ∞[×C([0, 1]), which depends on the dimension N.

In particular, if we take f(u) = e^u, the graph of the continuum of solutions is classified into three groups: (1) N ≤ p, (2) p < N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} and (3) N ≥^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} (see [29]). Letting p go to 1, only the first two cases can be considered. Regarding the first case (N ≤ p), there are exactly two solutions for each λ ∈ (0, λ^∗_p) and one solution for λ = λ^∗_p. This behavior of the solutions is reflected in Figure 3 (see below). It is noteworthy to compare it with Figure 1 which corresponds to de limit case N = p = 1. On the other hand, if we take into account the second case ( p < N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} ), there is a continuum of solutions which oscillates around the line λ_{(p)} = p^{p−1}(N − p) with the amplitude of oscillations tending to zero, as ‖u‖_∞ → ∞ as can be seen in Figure 4 below. Observe that the bound λ_{(p)} plays a leading role in this second case (for which the problem has infinitely many nontrivial solutions). Something similar happens in the limit case for p = 1 (Figure 2). Observe that λ_{(p)} → N − 1 when p → 1. It should be noted that for the problem (P_λ) there are infinitely many nontrivial solutions with Dirichlet conditions on the boundary (in the sense of the traces) as long as λ =^{N−1}_{f (0)} (Theorem 5.2).

‖u‖_∞ λ 0 λ^∗_{(p)} N ≤ p Figure 3 ‖u‖_∞ λ 0 λ^∗_{(p)} λ_{(p)} p < N <^{3p+p2}_{p−1} Figure 4

The bifurcation diagrams above shows different features in each case depending on dimension N. However, regarding minimal solutions (represented in the previous diagrams in blue) we will show below that they tend to trivial solutions. We stress that this fact occurs regardless of the dimension N and for any nonlinearity f satisfying hypotheses (H_p).

Theorem 6.5. Fix N ≥ 1, let p > 1 be small enough and denote by {w_{λ(p)}}_{λ∈[0,λ}∗_{p]} the increasing branch of positive minimal solutions to problem

(22) { −Δ_pu = λf(u), in B_1(0), u = 0, on ∂B_1(0),

where λ^∗_p is the critical value such there is no bounded solutions for λ > λ^∗_p, and f satisfies (H_p). Then,

(1) λ^∗_p → N f(0)

, as p → 1.

(2) ‖w_{λ̃(p)}‖_∞ → 0, as p → 1 and for every λ̃ ∈ [0,^N_{f (0)} [.

Proof. Firstly, we note that, fixed N ≥ 1, there exists 0 < δ(N) < 1 such that N <^{p2 +3p}_{p−1} for every p ∈ (1, 1+δ(N)). This ensures the existence of minimal solutions, w_{λ(p)}, up to the critical value λ = λ^∗_p ([12, Theorem 1.3]). So from now on we assume that 1 < p < 1 + δ(N).

Proof of (1): To begin with, observe that by (21) we obtain λ^∗_p ≥ λ(α) = α^{p−1} (∫_1 0 ( t^{1−N} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}f(u(s))ds )^1_{p−1} dt )1−p

≥ α^{p−1} (∫_1 0 ( t^{1−N} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}f(α)ds )^1_{p−1} dt )1−p

= N ( p − 1 p )_{1−p} α^{p−1} f(α) . Since this inequality holds for all positive α, we obtain

(23) λ^∗_p ≥ N ( p p − 1 )_{p−1} max α∈[0,∞[ α^{p−1} f(α) . Denote by F_p(α) :=^{αp−1}_{f (α)} . Obviously, F_p ∈ C^1 is nonnegative with F_p(0) = 0 and F_p(α) → 0 when α → ∞ (since f^{1/p−1}(s) is superlinear). Then, F_p has its maximum in some α_p ∈]0, ∞[ (i.e., F_p(α_p) = max_{α∈[0,∞[} F_p(α)). Moreover, F^′(α_p) = 0 implies

(24) α_pf^′(α_p) f(α_p) = p − 1

Now, we claim the sequence {α_p}_p is bounded. Looking for a contradiction, we assume that there exists a (not relabeled) subsequence α_p → ∞ as p → 1, and we now show that this fact is in contradiction with (24). First, observe that

(25) lim_{s→∞} inf sf^′(s) f(s) = γ > 0

otherwise there exists s_0 > 0 such that sf^′(s) f(s) < ε, for all s ≥ s_0, holds for every 0 < ε < min{p − 1, γ}. This implies that f(s) s^ε is decreasing for s ≥ s_0 since ( f(s) s^ε )_′ = f^′(s)s^ε − f(s)εs^{ε−1} s^{2ε} = f(s) s^{ε+1} ( sf^′(s) f(s) − ε ) < 0, for all s ≥ s_0. The fact that function s → f(s) s^ε is decreasing for s ≥ s_0 is in contradiction with the fact that f^{1/p−1} is superlinear (because ε < p − 1). Then, if α_p → ∞ as p → 1 and by using (25) and (24) we obtain the following contradiction

0 < γ = lim_{s→∞} inf sf^′(s) f(s) ≤ lim_{p→1} α_pf^′(α_p) f(α_p) = lim_{p→1}(p − 1) = 0.

Hence, we have checked that the sequence {α_p}_p is bounded. Thus, taking limits in F_p(α) ≤ F_p(α_p) when p → 1, we obtain that F_1(α) ≤ F_1(α) for all α ≥ 0, being

F_1(α) = { 0, if α = 0, 1 f (α) , if α > 0. Therefore, F_1(α) = sup_{α≥0} F_1(α) =^1_{f (0)} . As a consequence,

lim_{p→1} max α∈[0,∞[ α^{p−1} f(α) = lim_{p→1} F_p(α_p) = F_1(α) = 1 f(0) . Thus, by (23), we obtain the following lower bound

(26) λ^∗_p ≥ N ( p p − 1 )_{p−1} F_p(α_p) → N f(0) , p → 1. On the other hand, in order to establish an upper bound to λ^∗_p, we take into account the following inequality from the proof of [14, Theorem 1.4] (27) λ^∗_p ≤ max { λ_{1(p)}, λ_{1(p)}F_p(α_p) } , where λ_{1(p)} is the principal eigenvalue of the p–Laplacian in Ω = B_1(0). We next prove that it actually holds λ^∗_p ≤ λ_{1(p)}F_p(α_p) .

To this end, we fix p, denote by w_{λ(p)} the minimal solution to (22) and take K > F_p(α_p)^{1/(1−p)}, so it follows that u_{λ(p)} := Kw_{λ(p)} is solution to

(28) { −Δ_pu_{λ(p)} = λ K^{p−1}f̃(u_{λ(p)}), in B_1(0), u_{λ(p)} = 0, on ∂B_1(0), where f̃(s) = f (_s K ) . Note that f̃ is also under the hypotheses of (H_p).

It follows, by the change of variable α = Kt, that

F̃_p(α_p) := max_{α∈[0,∞[} α^{p−1} f̃(α) = max_{t∈[0,∞[} (tK)^{p−1} f(t) = K^{p−1}F_p(α_p).

Finally, using inequality (27) in (28) and the last equality, we get

λ^∗_p K^{p−1} ≤ max { λ_{1(p)}, λ_{1(p)}F̃_p(α_p) } = max { λ_{1(p)}, λ_{1(p)}K^{p−1}F_p(α_p) }

and then,

λ^∗_p ≤ max { λ_{1(p)} K^{p−1} , λ_{1(p)} F_p(α_p) } .

Taking into account that it holds for any K > F_p(α_p)^{1/(1−p)}, we establish the following upper bound of λ^∗_p

(29) λ^∗_p ≤ λ_{1(p)} F_p(α_p) → N f(0) , p → 1.

Where we have used that λ_{1(p)} → h(B_1(0)) = N when p → 1, being h(B_1(0)) the Cheeger constant for the unit ball ([32]).

Proof of (2): Fix 0 < λ̃ <^N_{f (0)} . Due to the previous lower bound (26), there exists p_0 > 1 small enough such that λ̃ < λ^∗_p for every p ∈]1, p_0[. This ensures the existence of minimal solutions, w_{λ̃(p)}, to (22) with λ = λ̃ and 1 < p < p_0.

We argue by contradiction and suppose there exists a sequence {p_n} ⊂ ]1, p_0], with p_n → 1, such that ‖w_{λ̃(pn)}‖_∞ → β ∈]0, ∞] when n → ∞. Now, we fix κ > 0 satisfying

(30) κ < min { β, f^{−1} ( N/λ̃ )}

Since the branch of minimal solutions to (22) is positive and increasing with respect to λ, there exists a sequence {λ_n}_n with 0 < λ_n ≤ λ̃ such that

(31) ‖w_{λn(pn)}‖_∞ = κ, for every n ≥ n_0.

On the other hand, by (13) we get ‖w_{λn(pn)}‖_∞ = ∫_1 0 [ λ_n t^{N−1} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}f(w_{λn(pn)}(s))ds ]^1_{pn−1} dt

≤ f ( ‖w_{λn (pn)}‖_∞ ) 1_{pn−1} ∫^1 0 [ λ_n t^{N−1} ∫_t 0 s^{N−1}ds ]^1_{pn−1} dt

= ( λ_nf ( ‖w_{λn(pn)}‖_∞ ) N ) 1_{pn−1} p_n − 1 p_n .

Replacing this inequality by (31) and taking in account (30) and that λ_n ≤ λ̃, it follows that κ < ( λ_n λ̃ ) 1_{pn−1} p_n − 1 p_n → 0, as p_n → 1,

which is a contradiction since we had fixed κ > 0. □

Note that inequalities (26) and (29) provide us with λ^∗_p estimates for specific nonlinearities. In particular, in the following corollary we provide such estimates for the typical exponential and potential types nonlinearities.

Corollary 6.6. Let p > 1 and N ≥ 1. Consider λ^∗_p(f) the critical value to problem (22) for f(u) = e^u or f(u) = (1 + u)^m with m > p − 1 . Then, the following estimates holds (1)

N (p e )_{p−1} ≤ λ^∗_p(e^u) ≤ N ( p e )_{p−1} Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) Γ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p )

(2) Np^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m ≤ λ^∗_p((1 + u)^m)

≤ Np^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) Γ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p )

where Γ(z) = ∫_∞ 0 t^{z−1}e^{−t}dt is the Gamma function.

Proof. In [8] the authors give the estimate from above for the first eigenvalue of the p–Laplacian operator on the unit ball:

λ_{1(p)} ≤ N ( p p − 1 )_{p−1} Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) Γ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) .

In order to prove (1), it is enough to observe that

F_p(α_p) = max_{α∈[0,∞[} α^{p−1} e^α = ( p − 1 e )_{p−1} ,

where replacing in (26) and (29) we get the desired inequalities. Analogously, to prove (2) we use that

F_p(α_p) = max_{α∈[0,∞[} α^{p−1} (1 + α)^m = (p − 1)^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m .

□

In the following result we establish that, for certain reaction terms f(u), extremal solutions u^∗_p to (22) tend to zero.

Proposition 6.7. Let Ω = B_1(0) (N ≥ 1) and let u^∗_p be the solution to (22) with λ = λ^∗_p for f(u) = e^u or for f(u) = (1 + u)^m with m > e^{−1}. Then, ‖u^∗_p‖_∞ → 0 when p → 1.

Proof. In case f(u) = e^u, by Corollary 6.6, λ^∗_p(e^u) ≤ N (_p e )_{p−1} G(p, N) where G(p, N) :=^Γ(^{p+1+ N (p−1)p} )

Γ(p+1)Γ(2+^{N (p−1)}_p ) . Observe that for N ≥ 1 we obtain

G(1, N) = 1. Moreover, we recall that Γ^′(z) = Γ(z)ψ(z) where ψ(z) = ∫_∞ 0 (_{e−t} t −^{e−zt}_{1−e−t} ) dt is the Digamma function which satisfies ψ(2) =

1 − γ being γ the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Then, we get that ∂G(p, N) ∂p = Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) ψ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) ( 1 +^N_{p2} ) Γ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p )

Γ(p + 1)^2 Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p

)_2

− Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) Γ(p + 1)ψ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p )

Γ(p + 1)^2 Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p

)_2

− Γ ( p + 1 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) Γ(p + 1)Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p ) ψ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p )_N p^2

Γ(p + 1)^2 Γ ( 2 +^{N(p−1)}_p

)_2 .

As a consequence, lim p→1^+ ∂G(p, N) ∂p = (1 − γ)(1 + N) − (1 − γ) − (1 − γ)N = 0

where have we used that Γ(2) = 1. Therefore

lim p→1^+ ∂ ∂p (( p e )_{p−1} G(p, N) ) = lim_{p→1+} [( p e )_{p−1} ( log p − 1 p ) G(p, N) + ( p e )_{p−1} ∂G(p, N) ∂p ] = −1.

In conclusion, the function p → (_p e )_{p−1} G(p, N) is decreasing and less than 1 in a neighborhood of p = 1. Thus, there is δ > 0 such that λ^∗_p(e^u) ≤ N ( p e )_{p−1} G(p, N) < N, 1 < p < 1 + δ. Therefore, if we take as λ̃ = λ^∗_p into the proof of (2) from Theorem 6.5 and argue like there, then we will prove that ‖w_λ∗_p ‖_∞ = ‖u^∗_p‖_∞ → 0 as p → 1. Similarly, taking f(u) = (1 + u)^m, by Corollary 6.6,

λ^∗_p((1 + u)^m) ≤ N p^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m G(p, N).

Note that in this case lim p→1^+ ∂ ∂p ( p^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m G(p, N) ) = lim p→1^+ p^{p−1}(m − p + 1)^{m−p+1} m^m [( log p m − p + 1 − 1 p ) G(p, N) + ∂G(p, N) ∂p ]

= − log m − 1 < 0,

since m > e^{−1}. Thus,

λ^∗_p((1 + u)^m) < N, 1 < p < 1 + δ.

for some δ > 0. Finally, reasoning as before, we arrive at the desired result. □

Remark 6.8. Note that, when proving that the extremal solution u^∗_p tends to zero, in our method it is essential that λ^∗_p <^N_{f (0)} for p small enough close to 1. Unfortunately this method is not general. For instance, if we choose f(u) = 1 + u^2, then it is not possible to show that λ^∗_p < N since now our upper bound (29) is increasing near p = 1.

Ackonwledgement

The authors wish to thank Prof. J. Carmona for valuable comments concerning this paper.

The first author is partially supported by PGC2018-096422-B-I00 (MCIU/AEI/FEDER, UE) and by Junta de Andalucía FQM-116 (Spain). The second author is supported by the Spanish Ministerio de Ciencia, Innovación y Universidades and FEDER, under project PGC2018–094775– B–I00.

References

[1] B. Abdellaoui, A. Dall’Aglio, S. Segura de León, “Multiplicity of solutions to elliptic problems involving the 1-Laplacian with a critical gradient term”, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 17, no. 2, 333–353 (2017).

[2] A. Alvino, “A limit case of the Sobolev inequality in Lorentz spaces”, Rend.

Accad. Sci. Fis. Mat. Napoli (4) 44 (1977), 105–112.

[3] L. Ambrosio; N. Fusco and D. Pallara, Functions of bounded variation and free discontinuity problems, Oxford Mathematical Monographs. The Clarendon Press, Oxford University Press, New York, 2000.

[4] F. Andreu, C. Ballester, V. Caselles and J.M. Mazón, “Minimizing total variation flow”, C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math. 331 (2000), no. 11, 867–872.

[5] F. Andreu, C. Ballester, V. Caselles and J. M. Mazón, “The Dirichlet problem for the total variation flow”, J. Funct. Anal., 180, 347–403 (2001).

[6] G. Anzellotti, “Pairings Between Measures and Bounded Functions and Compensated Compactness”, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl., 135 no. 1, 293–318 (1983).

[7] D. Arcoya, J. Carmona and P.J. Martínez–Aparicio, “Gelfand type quasilinear elliptic problems with quadratic gradient terms”, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 31, no. 2, 249–265 (2014).

[8] J. Benedikt and P. Drábek, “Asymptotics for the principal eigenvalue of the p– Laplacian on the ball as p approaches 1”, Nonlinear Analysis 93, 23–29 (2013).

[9] H. Brezis and J.L. Vázquez, “Blow–up solutions of some nonlinear elliptic problems”, Univ. Complut. Madrid 10, no. 2, 443–469 (1997).

[10] X. Cabré, Boundedness of Stable Solutions to Semilinear Elliptic Equations: A Survey. Advanced Nonlinear Studies 17(2), 355–368 (2018) [11] X. Cabré, A. Capella, “Regularity of radial minimizers and extremal solutions of semilinear elliptic equations”, J. Funct. Anal. 238, 709–733 (2006).

[12] X. Cabré, A. Capella and M. Sanchón, “Regularity of radial minimizers of reaction equations involving the p–Laplacian”, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 34, no. 4, 475–494 (2009).

[13] X. Cabré, A. Figalli, X. Ros-Oton, and J. Serra, “Stable solutions to semilinear elliptic equations are smooth up to dimension 9”, preprint arXiv:1907.09403.

[14] X. Cabré and M. Sanchón, “Semi-stable and extremal solutions of reaction equations involving the p–Laplacian”, Comm. Pure Appl. Anal. 6, 43–67 (2007).

[15] X. Cabré, M. Sanchón, “Geometric-type Sobolev inequalities and applications to the regularity of minimizers”, J. Funct. Anal. 264, 303–325 (2013).

[16] J. Carmona, A. Molino and J. D. Rossi, “The Gelfand problem for the 1– homogeneous p–Laplacian”, Adv. Nonlinear Anal. 8, 545–558 (2019).

[17] S. Chandrasekhar, An introduction to the study of stellar structure Dover Publications, Inc., New York, N. Y. 1957.

[18] Ph. Clément, D. G. de Figueiredo and E. Mitidieri, “Quasilinear elliptic equations with critical exponents”, Topol. Methods Nonlinear Anal. 7, no. 1, 133–170 (1996).

[19] M.G. Crandall and P.H. Rabinowitz, “Bifurcation, perturbation of simple eigenvalues and linearized stability”, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 52, 161–180 (1973).

[20] M.G. Crandall and P.H. Rabinowitz, “Some continuation and variational methods for positive solutions of nonlinear elliptic eigenvalue problems”, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 58, no. 3, 207–218 (1975).

[21] L. Damascelli and B. Sciunzi, “Regularity, monotonicity and symmetry of positive solutions of m–Laplace equations”, J. Differential Equations 206, 483–515 (2004).

[22] F. Demengel, “On some nonlinear partial differential equations involving the 1– Laplacian and critical Sobolev exponent”, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var. 4 (1999), 667–686.

[23] L.C. Evans and R.F. Gariepy, Measure theory and fine properties of functions, Revised edition. Textbooks in Mathematics. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 2015 [24] J. García–Azorero and I. Peral, “On an Emden-Fowler type equation”, Nonlinear Anal. 18, 1085–1097 (1992).

[25] J. García–Azorero, I. Peral and J.P. Puel, “Quasilinear problems with exponential growth in the reaction term”, Nonlinear Anal. 22, 481–498 (1994).

[26] I. M. Gel’fand, “Some problems in the theory of quasilinear equations”. Amer.

Math. Soc. Transl. (2) 29 295–381 (1963).

[27] R. Hunt, “On L(p, q) spaces”, Enseignement Math. (2) 12 (1966), 249–276. [28] J. Jacobsen, “Global bifurcation problems associated with K-Hessian operators”.

Topol. Methods Nonlinear Anal. 14, no. 1, 81–130 (1999).

[29] J. Jacobsen and K. Schmitt, “The Liouville–Bratu–Gelfand problem for radial operators”. J. Differential Equations 184 no. 1, 283–298 (2002).

[30] D.D. Joseph and T.S. Lundgren, “Quasilinear Dirichlet problems driven by positive sources”, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 49, 241–269 (1972/73).

[31] D. Joseph, E.M. Sparrow, “Nonlinear diffusion induced by nonlinear sources”, Quart. Appl. Math. 28, 327–342 (1970).

[32] B. Kawohl, V. Fridman, “Isoperimetric estimates for the first eigenvalue of the p–Laplace operator and the Cheeger constant”, Comment. Math. Univ. Carolin. 44, no. 4, 659–667 (2003).

[33] H.B. Keller, D.S. Cohen, “Some positone problems suggested by nonlinear heat generation”, J. Math. Mech. 16, 1361–1376 (1967).

[34] P. Korman, “Infinitely many solutions for three classes of self-similar equations with p-Laplace operator: Gelfand, Joseph-Lundgren and MEMS problems”, Proceedings of the Royal Society of Edinburgh, Sect. A 148, no. 2, 341–356 (2018).

[35] G.M. Lieberman, “Boundary regularity for solutions of degenerate elliptic equations”, Nonlinear Analysis, 11, 1203–1219 (1988).

[36] A. Mercaldo, J.D. Rossi, S. Segura de León, and C. Trombetti, “Behaviour of p -Laplacian problems with Neumann boundary conditions when p goes to 1”, Comm. Pure Appl. Anal. 12, no. 1, 253–267 (2013).

[37] A. Mercaldo, S. Segura de León and C. Trombetti, “On the behaviour of the solutions to p–Laplacian equations as p goes to 1” Publ. Mat. 52, no. 2, 377–411 (2008) [38] A. Mercaldo, S. Segura de León and C. Trombetti, “On the solutions to 1– Laplacian equation with L^1 data” J. Funct. Anal. 256, no. 8, 2387–2416 (2009).

[39] F. Mignot and J.–P. Puel, “Sur une classe de problèmes non linéaires avec non linéairité positive, croissante, convexe”, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 5, no. 8, 791–836 (1980).

[40] A. Molino, “Gelfand type problem for singular quadratic quasilinear equations”, NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl. 23, no. 5, Art. 56, 23–56 (2016).

[41] M. Montenegro, “Strong maximum principles for supersolutions of quasilinear elliptic equations”, Nonlinear Analysis, 37, 431–448 (1999).

[42] G. Nedev, “Regularity of the extremal solution of semilinear elliptic equations”, C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math. 330, 997–1002 (2000).

[43] X. Ros-Oton, “Regularity for the fractional Gelfand problem up to dimension 7”, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 419, no. 1, 10–19 (2014).

[44] J.C. Sabina de Lis and S. Segura de León, “The limit as p → 1 of the higher eigenvalues of the p-Laplacian operator −Δ_p” To appear in Indiana Univ. Math. J. [45] M. Sanchón, “Boundedness of the extremal solution of some p-Laplacian problems”, Nonlinear Anal. 67, no. 1, 281–294 (2007).

[46] S. Villegas, “Boundedness of extremal solutions in dimension 4”, Advances in Mathematics 235, 126–133 (2013).

[47] W.P. Ziemer, Weakly differentiable functions, Springer, Berlin, 1989.

Alexis Molino Departamento de Matemáticas. Universidad de Almería, Ctra. de Sacramento sn. 04120. La Cañada de San Urbano. Almería, Spain

E-mail address: amolino@ual.es

Sergio Segura de León Departament d’Anàlisi Matemàtica, Universitat de València, Dr. Moliner 50, 46100 Burjassot, Valencia, Spain

E-mail address: sergio.segura@uv.es.