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THE HARDY POTENTIAL
AND EIGENVALUE PROBLEMS
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Abstract. We establish the existence of principal eigenfunctions for the Laplace operator
involving weighted Hardy potentials. We consider the Dirichlet and Neumann boundary
conditions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we investigate the following eigenvalue problem{
−∆u = λm(x)

|x|2 u in Ω,

B(u) = 0 on ∂Ω, u > 0 on Ω,
(1.1)

where Ω ⊂ RN , N ≥ 3, is a bounded domain with a smooth boundary ∂Ω and
B(u) = ∂u

∂ν (the Neumann boundary conditions) or B(u) = u (the Dirichlet boundary
conditions). We make the following assumption on the weight function m:

(M) m ∈ C(Ω̄),
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 dx < 0, m+ 6= 0, where m+(x) = max(m(x), 0).

According to this assumption, m(x) is positive on a proper subset of Ω.
In the case of the Dirichlet boundary conditions, we also consider the above prob-

lem assuming that m(x) ≥ 0 and 6= 0 on Ω̄. In this paper we are concerned with the
existence of the principal eigenvalues and corresponding eigenfunctions. Solutions
to this problem are sought in the Sobolev space H1(Ω) in the case of the Neumann
boundary conditions, while for the Dirichlet boundary conditions, in the space H1

◦ (Ω).
We recall that H1(Ω) and H1

◦ (Ω) are the Sobolev spaces equipped with norms

‖u‖2N =
∫
Ω

(
|∇u|2 + u2

)
dx and ‖u‖2D =

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx,
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respectively. We use the decomposition of the space H1(Ω)

H1(Ω) = V ⊕ R, V =
{
v ∈ H1(Ω);

∫
Ω

v(x) dx = 0
}
.

This decomposition yields the following equivalent norm on H1(Ω)

‖u‖2V = ‖|∇v|‖22 + t2, v ∈ V, t ∈ R.

Problem (1.1) is related to the Hardy inequality, which in the space H1
◦ (Ω) takes the

form

ΛN
∫
Ω

u2

|x|2
dx ≤

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx, ΛN =
(N − 2

2

)2

, N ≥ 3. (1.2)

It is known that ΛN is an optimal constant. Moreover, there is no nontrivial function
changing this inequality into equality [8]. Inequality (1.2) is no longer true in the
space H1(Ω). However, inequality (1.2) can be extended to the subspace V : there
exists a constant AN > 0 such that

AN

∫
Ω

v2

|x|2
dx ≤

∫
Ω

|∇v|2 dx (1.3)

for every v ∈ V . In this article we need the following extension of the Hardy inequality:
let 0 ∈ Ω̄, then for every δ > 0 there exists a constant A = A(δ,Ω) such that∫

Ω

u2

|x|2
dx ≤

( 1
ΛN

+ δ
)∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx+A

∫
Ω

u2 dx (1.4)

for every u ∈ H1(Ω) (see [10]).
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we consider the eigenvalue problem

with the Neumann boundary conditions. Section 3 is devoted the the eigenvalue
problem with the Dirichlet boundary conditions. In the final Section 4, we examine
the behaviour of eigenfunctions around a singular point 0. Section 5 is devoted to an
eigenvalue problem with multiple singularities of a Hardy type. The main results of
this paper are concerned with the Neumann problem and are presented in Sections
2, 4 and 5. As a byproduct of our approach to the Neumann problem, described n
Section 2, we formulate parallel results for the Dirichlet problem in Section 3. We
point out that Theorems 3.1 and 3.4 of Section 3 can also be deduced from a general
abstract result in paper [25].

In recent years, eigenvalue problems for the Laplacian or more generally for the
p-Laplacian, have attracted considerable interest. These problems have been investi-
gated under various boundary conditions: the Dirichlet, Neumann, Robin or Steklov
boundary conditions. We refer to papers [2, 5, 13, 18, 30] and [3], where further bib-
liographical references can be found. The common feature of these papers is the
fact that weight functions generate functionals which are completely continuous. The
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main point of this paper is to consider weights whose corresponding functionals are
only continuous.

We also mention papers [1,26] and [27] where the existence of principal eigenfunc-
tions has been investigated, however, for the Dirichlet problem and for the Hardy-
-Sobolev operators. Finally, the papers [25,28] and [29] deal with the weighted Hardy
potentials in the case of the Dirichlet boundary conditions. In particular, the ap-
proach in paper [25] is based on a very general concentration -compactness lemma.
By contrast in this paper we give an exact upper bound of the principal eigenvalue
which allows to prove the existence of a principal eigenfunction.

Throughout this paper, in a given Banach space we denote strong convergence
by “→” and weak convergence by “⇀”. The norms in the Lebesgue spaces Lp(Ω),
1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, are denoted by ‖ · ‖p.

2. THE NEUMANN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

In this section we consider the following eigenvalue problem{
−∆u = λm(x)

|x|2 u in Ω,
∂u
∂ν = 0 on ∂Ω.

(2.1)

Obviously λ = 0 is an eigenvalue and the corresponding eigenfunctions are constant
functions. We show the existence of a second principal eigenvalue which is positive.
This eigenvalue is given by

λN1 (m) = inf
{∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx; u ∈ H1(Ω),
∫
Ω

m(x)u2

|x|2
dx = 1

}
. (2.2)

Lemma 2.1. Suppose (M) holds. Then λN1 (m) > 0.

Proof. Arguing by contradiction, assume λN1 (m) = 0. Then there exists a sequence
{uk} ⊂ H1(Ω) such that

∫
Ω
|∇uk|2 dx → 0 as k → ∞ and

∫
Ω
m(x)u2

k

|x|2 dx = 1 for
every k. We now use the decomposition

uk = vk + tk, vk ∈ V, tk ∈ R.

It follows from (1.3) that vk → 0 in L2(Ω). We now show that the sequence {tk} is
bounded. In the contrary case we may assume that tk →∞. The case tk → −∞ can
be treated in a similar way. We have∫

Ω

m(x)u2
k

|x|2
dx = t2k

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

(
1 +

vk
tk

)2
dx =

= t2k

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

dx+
2
tk

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

vk dx+
1
t2k

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

v2
k dx

 .
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It is easy to see that the expression in brackets on the right-hand side tends to∫
Ω
m(x)
|x|2 dx as k →∞. Hence

lim
k→∞

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2
k dx→ −∞,

which is impossible. Therefore the sequence {uk} is bounded in H1(Ω). We may
assume that, up to a subsequence, uk ⇀ u in H1(Ω) and uk → u in L2(Ω). Using the
decomposition uk = vk + tk, we see that vk → 0 in H1(Ω) and tk → t. Hence uk → t
in H1(Ω). This yields ∫

Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2
k dx→ t2

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

dx ≤ 0.

Since
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2
k dx = 1 for each k, we have arrived at a contradiction. Hence

λN1 (m) > 0.

The assumption
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 dx < 0 is essential in this lemma. In fact, one can easily

check that λN1 (m) = 0 if
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 dx ≥ 0.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that (M) holds and that m(0) > 0. Then

0 < λN1 (m) ≤ ΛN
m(0)

. (2.3)

Proof. Given δ ∈ (0,m(0)), we choose r > 0 such thatm(x) ≥ m(0)−δ for x ∈ B(0, r).
Let u ∈ H1

◦ (B(0, r)) \ {0}. Then

λN1 (m) ≤

∫
B(0,r)

|∇u|2 dx∫
B(0,r)

m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx
≤

∫
B(0,r)

|∇u|2 dx

(m(0)− δ)
∫
B(0,r)

u2

|x|2 dx
.

Taking the infimum over H1
◦ (Ω) on the right-hand side, we get λN1 (m) ≤ ΛN

m(0)−δ .
Since δ > 0 is arbitrary, inequality (2.3) follows.

LetM = {u ∈ H1(Ω);
∫

Ω
u2 dx = 1}.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that (M) holds. If m(0) > 0 and

λN1 (m) <
ΛN
m(0)

, (2.4)

then there exists a minimizer for λN1 (m), which is positive on Ω \ {0}.

Proof. Let {uk} ⊂ M be a minimizing sequence for λN1 (m). Let uk = vk + tk with
vk ∈ V and tk ∈ R. It is clear that {vk} is bounded in H1(Ω). As in Lemma 2.1
we show that the sequence {tk} is bounded. Hence the sequence {uk} is bounded
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in H1(Ω). Therefore, up to a subsequence, uk ⇀ u in H1(Ω) and uk → u in L2(Ω).
By the P.L. Lions’ concentration – compactness principle [17] there exist constants
µ◦, ν◦ ∈ [0,∞) and nonnegative measures µ and ν such that

|∇uk|2 ⇀ µ ≥ |∇u|2 + µ◦δ0 (2.5)

and
u2
k

|x|2
⇀ ν =

u2

|x|2
+ ν◦δ0 (2.6)

in the sense of measures, where δ0 is the Dirac measure assigned to 0. The constants
µ◦ and ν◦ satisfy the inequality

ΛNν◦ ≤ µ◦. (2.7)

First we show that u 6≡ 0. Arguing by contradiction, assume u ≡ 0. Since {uk} ⊂ M
we deduce from (2.6) that ν◦m(0) = 1. Hence µ◦ ≥ ΛN

m(0) and by (2.5) we de-
duce λN1 (m) ≥ ΛN

m(0) , which is impossible. To complete the proof it suffices to show
that ν◦ = 0. Arguing by contradiction assume ν◦ > 0. We distinguish three cases:
(i)
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx = 0, (ii)
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx < 0 and (iii)
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx > 0. The case (i)
cannot occur, by the first part of the proof. In case (ii) we have

1 < 1−
∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx = ν◦m(0).

So by (2.7) we get µ◦ > ΛN
m(0) . Then (2.5) yields λN1 (m) > ΛN

m(0) , which is impossible.
Finally, in the case (iii) we have

1 =
∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx+m(0)ν◦ >
∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx and
1

m(0)

(
1−

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx

)
= ν◦.

Then from (2.5) and (2.7), we derive

λN1 (m) ≥
∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx+
ΛN
m(0)

(
1−

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx

)
≥

≥ λN1 (m)
∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx+
ΛN
m(0)

(
1−

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx

)
.

From this we deduce

λN1 (m)− ΛN
m(0)

≥
(
λN1 (m)− ΛN

m(0)

)∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx

implying that
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx ≥ 1. This contradiction completes the proof. Since |u| is
also a minimizer, we may assume that u ≥ 0. By the Harnack inequality, u > 0 on
Ω\{0} (see Theorem 8.20 in [14] or [23]). It follows from Proposition 4.2 in Section 4,
that limx→0 u(x) =∞.
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In Proposition 2.4, we give conditions on m guaranteeing the validity of inequality
(2.4). We introduce notation Ω+ = {x ∈ Ω; m(x) > 0}.

Proposition 2.4. Let m satisfy (M). Moreover assume that there exists B(xM , r) ⊂
Ω+ such that m(x) ≥ m(xM ) for all x ∈ B(xM , r), 0 6∈ B(xM , r) and that m(0) > 0.
If

m(0)
m(xM )

<
r2(N − 2)2

2(r + |xM |)2(N + 1)(N + 2)
, (2.8)

then λN1 (m) < ΛN
m(0) .

Proof. Let u ∈ H1
◦
(
B(xM , r)

)
\ {0}. Then∫

B(xM ,r)

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx ≥ m(xM )
∫

B(xM ,r)

u2

|x|2
dx ≥ m(xM )

(r + |xM |)2

∫
B(xM ,r)

u2 dx.

Hence ∫
B(xM ,r)

|∇u|2 dx∫
B(xM ,r)

m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx
≤

(r + |xM |)2
∫
B(xM ,r)

|∇u|2 dx
m(xM )

∫
B(xM ,r)

u2 dx
. (2.9)

Since H1
◦
(
B(xM , 0)

)
\ {0} ⊂ {u ∈ H1(Ω);

∫
Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx > 0}, we derive from (2.9)
that

λN1 (m) ≤ (r + |xM |)2

m(xM )
λD1 (B(xM , r)), (2.10)

where λD1 (B(xM , r)) denotes the first eigenvalue for “−∆” in B(xM , r) with the Dirich-
let boundary conditions. We now estimate λD1 := λD1

(
B(xM , r)

)
. We test λD1 with

v(x) = r − |x− xM | for x ∈ B(xM , r). We have

∫
B(xM ,r)

v2 dx =
∫

B(0,r)

(r − |x|)2 dx = ωN

r∫
0

(r − s)2sN−1 ds =
2ωNrN+2

N(N + 1)(N + 2)

and ∫
B(xM ,r)

|∇v|2 dx =
ωNr

N

N
.

Hence

λD1 ≤

∫
B(xM ,r)

|∇v|2 dx∫
B(xM ,r)

v2 dx
=

(N + 1)(N + 2)
2r2

.

Combining this with (2.10) we derive

λN1 (m) ≤ (N + 1)(N + 2)(r + |xM |)2

2r2m(xM )
.

Therefore λN1 (m) < ΛN
m(0) if (2.8) holds.
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We now give another example of a weight function satisfying (2.4). LetM ∈ C(Ω̄)
satisfy the following conditions: M+ 6= 0, M(0) = 0,

∫
Ω
M(x)
|x|2 dx < 0 and M(x) > 0

for x ∈ B(0, r) \ {0}, where B(0, r) ⊂ Ω. We now check that mA(x) = M(x) + A,
with A > 0 small enough, satisfies (2.4). Indeed, let u ∈ H1

◦ (B(0, r)) \ {0}. We then
have ∫

B(0,r)
|∇u|2 dx∫

B(0,r)
M(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx+A
∫
B(0,r)

u2

|x|2 dx
≤

∫
B(0,r)

|∇u|2 dx∫
B(0,r)

M(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx
.

Since u ∈ {v ∈ H1(Ω);
∫

Ω
mA(x)
|x|2 v2 dx > 0}, we see that λN1 (mA) ≤ λD1 (M,B(0, r)),

where λD1 (M,B(0, r)) is the principal eigenvalue for the eigenvalue problem{
−∆u = λM(x)

|x|2 u in B(0, r),
∂u
∂ν = 0 on ∂B(0, r).

The existence of λD1 (M,B(0, r)) follows from Theorem 3.4 in Section 3. We choose
A > 0 small so that λD1 (M,B(0, r)) < ΛN

A and
∫

Ω
mA(x)
|x|2 dx < 0.

In the above examples the value of a weight function m at 0 is rather small. One
can construct a weight function with m(0) large. LetM be a function from the above
example. We put mB,A(x) = BM(x) + A. As in the above example we show that
λN1 (mB,A) ≤ 1

Bλ
D
1 (M,B(0, r)). Given A > 0 we choose B > 0 sufficiently large so

that 1
Bλ

D
1 (M,B(0, r)) < ΛN

A and
∫

Ω
mB,A(x)
|x|2 dx < 0. With this choice of A, condition

(2.4) is satisfied.
We now consider the case m(0) ≤ 0.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that (M) holds and that m(0) ≤ 0. Then there exists a
minimizer for λN1 (m).

Proof. Ifm(0) = 0, then the functional J(u) :=
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx is completely continuous
on H1(Ω). So the existence of a minimizer in this case is obvious. Therefore we
only consider the case m(0) < 0. Let {uk} ⊂ M be a minimizing sequence for
λN1 (m). By Lemma 2.1 the sequence {uk} is bounded in H1(Ω). By the P.L. Lions’
concentration-compactness principle [17] there exist nonnegative constants µ◦ and ν◦
such that the relations (2.5), (2.6) and (2.7) hold. Since m(0) < 0, u 6= 0. To show
that ν◦ = 0 we now distinguish cases (i), (ii) and (iii), as in the proof of Theorem 2.3.
Since m(0) < 0, the cases (i) and (ii) must be excluded. So it remains to consider
case (iii), that is,

∫
Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx > 0. By (2.6) we have
∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx > 1. Since∫
Ω
m(x)
|x|2 dx < 0, u cannot be a constant function. Hence

∫
Ω
|∇u|2 dx > 0. It then

follows from (2.5) that

λN1 (m) ≥
∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx+ µ◦ > λN1 (m)
∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2 dx > λN1 (m)

and we have arrived at a contradiction.
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If m(x) > 0 on Ω, then problem (2.1) does not have a positive solution for λ > 0,
that is, 0 is the only principal value. However, in this case we can define the second
eigenvalue, namely,

λN2 (m) = inf
u∈H1(Ω)\{0},

R
Ω
m(x)
|x|2

u dx=0

∫
Ω
|∇u|2 dx∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx
.

The existence of minimizers for λN2 (m) with m ≡ 1 on Ω has been investigated in
paper [11].

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that m ∈ C(Ω̄), m ≥ 0 and 6= 0 on Ω.

(i) If m(0) > 0 and λN2 (m) < ΛN
m(0) , then λN2 (m) has a minimizer.

(ii) If m(0) = 0, then λN2 (m) has a minimizer.

Obviously λN2 (m) > 0. The proofs of (i) and (ii) are similar to those of Theorem 2.3
and 2.5 and are omitted.

We now give an example of a nonnegative weight function satisfying m(0) > 0
and λN2 (m) < ΛN

m(0) . Let Ω = B(0, 1) and let M(|x|) be a continuous radial function
on B(0, 1) such that M(|x|) ≥ 0, 6= 0 on B(0, 1) and M(0) = 0. We are going to
find the range of A for which the perturbation mA(|x|) = M(|x|) + A, A > 0, of
M(|x|) satisfies condition (i) of Theorem 2.6. Towards this end, we observe that the
coordinate function xj satisfies

∫
B(0,1)

mA(x)
|x|2 xj dx = 0. Hence

λN2 (mA) ≤

∫
B(0,1)

|∇(xj)|2 dx∫
B(0,1)

M(|x|)
|x|2 x2

j dx+A
∫
B(0,1)

x2
j

|x|2 dx
=

=
ωN
N

1
N

∫
B(0,1)

M(|x|) dx+ A
N

∫
B(0,1)

dx
=

=
1∫ 1

0
M(r)rN−1 dx+ A

N

.

Therefore λN2 (mA) < ΛN
A provided 1R 1

0 M(r)rN−1 dx+ A
N

< ΛN
A . If ΛN ≥ N , that is

N ≥ 8, then condition (i) of Theorem 2.6 holds for every A > 0. If ΛN < N , that is
N = 3, . . . , 7, then condition (i) of Theorem 2.6 holds for A < NΛN

N−ΛN

∫ 1

0
M(r)rN−1 dx.

3. EIGENVALUES WITH THE DIRICHLET BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

It is well-known that the minimization problem

ΛN = inf
u∈H1

◦(Ω)\{0}

∫
Ω
|∇u|2 dx∫

Ω
u2

|x|2 dx
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has no solution. On the other hand the weighted eigenvalue problem{
−∆u = λm(x)

|x|2 u in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,
(3.1)

under appropriate assumptions on a weight function m, has a principal eigenfunction.
Let us define

λD1 (m) = inf
u∈H1

◦(Ω)\{0}

∫
Ω
|∇u|2 dx∫

Ω
m(x)
|x|2 u

2 dx
,

where m ∈ C(Ω̄).

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that m ∈ C(Ω̄), m ≥ 0 and 6= 0 on Ω.

(i) If m(0) > 0 and

λD1 (m) <
ΛN
m(0)

, (3.2)

then a minimization problem for λD1 (m) has a solution.
(ii) If m(0) = 0, then the minimization problem for λD1 (m) has a solution.

The proof is similar to that of Theorem 2.3 and is omitted.
An example of a weight function satisfying (3.2) follows from Proposition 2.4:

assume additionally that B(xM , r) ⊂ Ω̄, 0 6∈ B(xM , r) and that m(x) ≥ m(xM ) > 0
for x ∈ B(xM , r) and m(0) > 0. If

m(0)
m(xM )

<
r2(N − 2)2

2(r + |xM |)2(N + 1)(N + 2)
,

then (3.2) holds.
As another example, we fix a function M ∈ C(Ω̄), M(x) ≥ 0 and 6= 0 on Ω and

M(0) = 0. We show that a small perturbation mA(x) = M(x) + A, A > 0, of M
produces a weight function satisfying (3.2). Indeed, let v ∈ H1

◦ (Ω). Then

λD1 (mA) ≤
∫

Ω
|∇v|2 dx∫

Ω
M(x)
|x|2 v

2 dx+A
∫

Ω
v2

|x|2 dx
≤
∫

Ω
|∇v|2 dx∫

Ω
M(x)
|x|2 v

2 dx
.

Taking the infimum over H1
◦ (Ω) we get λD1 (mA) ≤ λD1 (M). We now choose the largest

A◦ > 0 such that λD1 (M) ≤ ΛN
A◦

. Then mA satisfies (3.2) for A ∈ (0, A◦).
We point out here that in the papers [4] and [19] the following eigenvalue problem{

−∆u = λw(x)u in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω,

with the weight function w belonging to a Lorentz space, has been investigated. The
authors of these papers proved the existence of the principal eigenfunction for w
belonging the Lorentz space L(N2 ,q)(Ω) for some 1 < q <∞. This has been extended
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in the paper [4], by constructing a larger space of admissible weight functions. This
space, denoted by FN

2
, has been obtained as a completion of the space C∞◦ (Ω) with

respect to the norm ‖ · ‖(N2 ,∞) of the Lorentz space L(N2 ,∞)(Ω). This space has the

property L(N2 ,p)(Ω) ⊂ FN
2
⊂ L(N2 ,∞)(Ω) for every 1 < p < ∞. For more details we

refer to the paper [4]. The weight function m(x)
|x|2 from Theorem 3.1, in general, does

not belong to the space FN
2
. Another example of a weight function not belonging to

FN
2
can be found in [29] in the case of an eigenvalue problem on RN .

Remark 3.2. We always have λD1 (m) ≤ ΛN
m(0) (see Lemma 2.2). If m(x) ≤ m(0),

then λD1 (m) = ΛN
m(0) . This is an easy consequence of the Hardy inequality. In this

case λD1 (m) does not admit a minimizer. Indeed, assuming that u is a minimizer we
would get∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx ≤ λD1 (m)m(0)
∫
Ω

u2

|x|2
dx < λD1 (m)m(0)Λ−1

N

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx,

implying that λD1 (m) > ΛN
m(0) , which is impossible.

The above remark suggests that the weighted Hardy inequality can be improved.
For this we need the following improved Hardy inequality (see [8] Theorem 4.1): let
N ≥ 3, then for every u ∈ H1

◦ (Ω) we have

ΛN
∫
Ω

u2

|x|2
dx+H

(
ωN
|Ω|

) 2
N
∫
Ω

u2 dx ≤
∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx, (3.3)

where H is the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian “−∆” in the unit ball under the
Dirichlet boundary conditions with N = 2.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that m(x) ≤ m(0) for x ∈ Ω. Then∫
Ω

m(x)u2

|x|2
dx+m(0)

H

ΛN

(
ωN
|Ω|

) 2
N
∫
Ω

u2 dx ≤ 1
λD1 (m)

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx

for every u ∈ H1
◦ (Ω).

Proof. It follows from (3.3) that∫
Ω

m(x)u2

|x|2
dx+m(0)

H

ΛN

(
ωN
|Ω|

) 2
N
∫
Ω

u2 dx ≤

≤ m(0)

∫
Ω

u2

|x|2
dx+

H

ΛN

(
ωN
|Ω|

) 2
N
∫
Ω

u2 dx

 ≤
≤ m(0)

ΛN

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx.
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Since λD1 (m) = ΛN
m(0) , the result follows.

It is clear that the improved Hardy inequality in Proposition 3.3 yields∫
Ω

m(x)u2

|x|2
dx+

H

ΛN

(
ωN
|Ω|

) 2
N
∫
Ω

m(x)u2 dx ≤ 1
λD1 (m)

∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx.

For weights functions changing sign, we can formulate results parallel to Theo-
rems 2.3 and 2.5:

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that (M) holds.

(i) If λD1 (m) < ΛN
m(0) , (m(0) > 0), then there exists a minimizer for λD1 (m).

(ii) If m(0) ≤ 0, then there exists a minimizer for λD1 (m).

Remark 3.5. We mention here papers [21] and [22] dealing with eigenvalue problems
involving weighted Hardy potentials with the Dirichlet boundary conditions. In these
papers the following eigenvalue problem has been investigated{

−∆u− λη(x) u
|x|2 = µ u

|x|2 in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,
(3.4)

where η ∈ Cα(Ω̄), α ∈ (0, 1), η ≥ 0, η 6= 0 on Ω̄ and λ, µ ∈ R. The principal eigenvalue
µλ is defined by

µλ = inf
H1(Ω)\{0}

∫
Ω

(
|∇u|2 − λη(x) u2

|x|2
)
dx∫

Ω
u2

|x|2 dx
.

The main result of papers [21] and [22] asserts: if µλ < ΛN , then there exists a
minimizer for µλ which is a solution to problem (3.4) with µ = µλ. The condition
µλ < ΛN is satisfied for λ > λ∗ for some λ∗ > 0. Parallel results for eigenvalue
problems with Hardy potential involving the distance to the boundary can be found
in papers [6, 7, 20,24].

4. BEHAVIOUR AROUND A SINGULAR POINT

We commence with a higher integrability property of the principal eigenfunction for
the eigenvalue problem (2.1). In what follows we always assume that the principal
eigenfunction is chosen to be positive.

Lemma 4.1. Let λN1 (m) < ΛN
m(0) . Then the principal eigenfunction ϕ1 of (2.1)

belongs to L2∗(1+δ)(Ω) for some δ > 0.

Proof. We set λ = λN1 (m), u = ϕ1 and v = umin(u, L)p−2 = uup−2
L , where p > 2 and

L > 0. Testing equation (2.1) with v, we obtain∫
Ω

|∇u|2up−2
L dx+ (p− 2)

∫
Ω

∇u∇uLup−2
L dx = λ

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx. (4.1)
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We also have∫
Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx =

∫
Ω

|∇u|2up−2
L dx+

(p− 2)2

4

∫
Ω

|∇uL|2up−2
L dx+

+ (p− 2)
∫
Ω

∇u∇uLup−2
L dx =

=
∫
Ω

|∇u|2up−2
L dx+

p2 − 4
4

∫
Ω

|∇uL|2up−2
L dx.

Multiplying (4.1) by p+2
4 observing that p+2

4 > 1 we obtain∫
Ω

|∇u|2up−2
L dx+

p2 − 4
4

∫
Ω

∇u∇uLup−2
L dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)

4

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx. (4.2)

Hence ∫
Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)

4

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx. (4.3)

Since λm(0)
ΛN

< 1, we can choose ε1 > 0 so that λ
ΛN

(m(0) + ε1) < 1. By the continuity
of m there exists r1 > 0 such that m(x) ≤ m(0) + ε1 for x ∈ B(0, r1). Applying
inequality (1.4) with δ = ε we obtain

λ(p+ 2)
4

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)

4

∫
B(0,r1)

m(0) + ε1
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx+

+
λ(p+ 2)

4
‖m‖∞
r2
1

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx ≤

≤ λ(p+ 2)
4

(m(0) + ε1)
( 1

ΛN
+ ε
) ∫
B(0,r1)

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx+

+A(ε,Ω)
λ(p+ 2)

4
(m(0) + ε1)

∫
B(0,r1)

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2
dx+

+
λ(p+ 2)

4
‖m‖∞
r2
1

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx.

(4.4)

Here we have used the Hardy inequality in H1(Ω) (see (1.4)). We now put p = 2 + δ
and choose δ > 0 and ε > 0 so small that

λ
(

1+
δ

4

)
(m(0)+ ε1)

( 1
ΛN

+ ε
)

=
(

1+
δ

4

) λ

ΛN
(m(0)+ ε1)+λε

(
1+

δ

4

)
(m(0)+ ε1) < 1.

(4.5)
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Combining (4.3), (4.4) and (4.5), we get(
1− λ

(
1 +

δ

4
)
(m(0) + ε1)

( 1
ΛN

+ ε
)) ∫

B(0,r1)

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx ≤

≤ A(ε,Ω)
λ(p+ 2)

4
(m(0) + ε1)

∫
B(0,r1)

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2
dx+

λ(p+ 2)‖m‖∞
4r2

1

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx.

By the Sobolev inequality, we deduce that

S

(
1− λ

(
1 +

δ

4
)
(m(0) + ε1)

( 1
ΛN

+ ε
))( ∫

B(0,r1)

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2∗
dx

) 2
2∗

≤

≤ C(ε, ε1, δ, r1, ‖m‖∞)
∫
Ω

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2
dx,

where S denotes the best Sobolev constant for the embedding of H1(Ω) into L2∗(Ω).
Letting L → ∞, we deduce that u ∈ L2∗(1+ δ

2 )(B(0, r1)). So the assertion holds with
δ◦ = δ

2 .

Continuing with the above notations for λN1 (m) and u = ϕ1, we put u = |x|−sv,
with s > 0 to be chosen later. We have

div
(
|x|−2s∇v

)
= −λ|x|−sm(x)u

|x|2
+ u
(
−s2|x|−s−2 + sN |x|−s−2 − 2s|x|−s−2

)
.

We consider this identity in a small ball B(0, r). Since λN1 (m) < ΛN
m(0) , there

exists r > 0 small enough, such that λN1 (m) maxB(0,r)m(x) < ΛN . Let s =√
ΛN −

√
ΛN − λN1 (m)m̄r, where m̄r = maxB(0,r)m(x), then

−div
(
|x|−2s∇v

)
≤ 0 in B(0, r). (4.6)

On the other hand, if s =
√

ΛN −
√

ΛN − λN1 (m)mr, where mr = minB(0,r)m(x),
then

−div
(
|x|−2s∇v

)
≥ 0 in B(0, r). (4.7)

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that (M) holds and that λN1 < ΛN
m(0) and m(0) > 0. Then

there exists B(0, r) ⊂ Ω such that

M1|x|−
(√

ΛN−
√

ΛN−λN1 (m)mr

)
≤ ϕ1 ≤M2|x|−

(√
ΛN−
√

ΛN−λN1 (m)m̄r

)
(4.8)

for x ∈ B(0, r) and some constants M1 > 0 and M2 > 0.

Proof. The lower bound follows from Proposition 2.2 in [12]. To apply it, we need
inequality (4.7). To obtain the upper bound, we follow the ideas from paper [15].
Let 0 < r < ρ and B(0, ρ) ⊂ Ω. We recall that u = ϕ1 = |x|−sv. We use as a test
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function in (4.6) the function φ = η2vv
2(t−1)
l = η2vmin(v, l)2(t−1), where l, t > 1 and

η is a C1-function such that η = 1 on B(0, r), η = 0 on Ω \ B(0, ρ) and |∇η| ≤ 4
ρ−r

on Ω. Upon a substitution in (4.6) we obtain∫
Ω

|x|−2s
(
2ηvv2(t−1)

l ∇η∇v + η2v
2(t−1)
l |∇v|2 + 2(t− 1)η2v

2(t−1)
l |∇vl|2

)
dx ≤ 0, (4.9)

where s =
√

ΛN −
√

ΛN − λN1 (m)m̄r. For every ε > 0 there exists C(ε) > 0 such that

2
∫
Ω

|x|−2sηvv
2(t−1)
l ∇η∇v dx ≤ ε

∫
Ω

|x|−2sη2v
2(t−1)
l |∇v|2 dx+

+ C(ε)
∫
Ω

|x|−2s|∇η|2v2v
2(t−1)
l dx.

Taking ε = 1
2 , we derive from (4.9) that∫

Ω

|x|−2s
(
η2v

2(t−1)
l |∇v|2 + 2(t− 1)η2v

2(t−1)
l |∇vl|2

)
dx ≤

≤ C
∫
Ω

|x|−2s|∇η|2v2v
2(t−1)
l dx.

(4.10)

In the next step, we use the Caffarelli-Kohn-Nirenberg inequality [9](∫
Ω

|x|−bp|w|p dx
) 2
p

≤ Ca,b
∫
Ω

|x|−2a|∇w|2 dx (4.11)

for every w ∈ H1
◦
(
Ω, |x|−2a dx

)
, where −∞ < a < N−2

2 , a ≤ b ≤ a+1, p = 2N
N−2+2(b−a)

and Ca,b > 0 is a positive constant depending on a and b. We choose

a = b =
√

ΛN −
√

ΛN − λN1 (m)m̄r <
N − 2

2
.

In this case we have p = 2∗. We then deduce from (4.10) and (4.11) with w = ηvv
(t−1)
l

that(∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|ηvv(t−1)
l |2

∗
dx

) 2
2∗

≤ Ca,b
∫
Ω

|x|−2s|∇
(
ηvv

(t−1)
l

)
|2 dx ≤

≤ 2Ca,b
∫
Ω

|x|−2s
(
|∇η|2v2v

2(t−1)
l +

+ η2v
2(t−1)
l |∇v|2 + (t− 1)2η2v

2(t−1)
l |∇vl|2

)
dx ≤

≤ Ct
∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|∇η|2v2v
2(t−1)
l dx.

(4.12)
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We now observe that∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|η|2
∗
v2v2∗t−2

l dx ≤
∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|ηvv(t−1)
l |2

∗
dx.

Indeed, to show this we have to check that v2v2∗t−2
l ≤ v

2∗(t−1)
l v2∗ on Ω. This can

be shown by considering the cases vl = l and vl = v. Using this inequality we can
rewrite (4.12) as

(∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|η|2
∗
v2v2∗t−2

l dx

) 2
2∗

≤ Ct
∫
Ω

|x|−2∗s|∇η|2v2v
2(t−1)
l dx.

Due to the properties of the function η, the above inequality becomes

( ∫
B(0,r)

|x|−2∗sv2v2∗t−2
l dx

) 2
2∗

≤ Ct

(ρ− r)2

∫
B(0,ρ)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2(t−1)
l dx. (4.13)

To proceed further we observe that the integral on the right hand side of (4.13) is
finite. This follows from the fact that v = |x|sϕ1, so v has no singularity at 0 and
moreover 2∗s − 2s < 2. We now choose N

N−2 < t∗ < (1 + δ◦) N
N−2 and define the

sequence tj = t∗
(

2∗

2

)j , j = 0, 1, . . .. Letting t = tj in (4.13) we obtain

( ∫
B(0,r)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2tj+1−2
l dx

) 1
2tj+1

≤
(

Ctj
(ρ− r)2

) 1
2tj
( ∫
B(0,ρ)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2tj−2
l dx

) 1
2tj

.

We put rj = ρ◦(1 + ρj◦), j = 0, 1, . . . with ρ◦ > 0 so small that B(0, 2ρ◦) ⊂ Ω.
Substituting in the above inequality ρ = rj and r = rj+1 we obtain

( ∫
B(0,rj+1)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2tj+1−2
l dx

) 1
2tj+1≤

( Ctj

(ρ◦ − ρ2
◦)2ρ2j

◦

) 1
2tj
( ∫
B(0,rj)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2tj−2
l dx

) 1
2tj
.

(4.14)
Iterating gives

( ∫
B(0,rj+1)

|x|−2∗sv2v
2tj+1−2
l dx

) 1
2tj+1

≤

≤
(

C

ρ◦ − ρ2
◦

)P∞
j=0

1
tj

ρ
−

P∞
j=0

1
tj

◦

∞∏
j=0

t
1

2tj
j

( ∫
B(0,r◦)

|x|−2∗sv2v2t∗−2
l dx

) 1
2t∗

.

(4.15)
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We now notice that the infinite sums and the infinite product in the above inequality
are finite. Since 2∗ < 2t∗ < (1 + δ◦)2∗ we deduce∫

B(0,r◦)

|x|−2∗sv2v2t∗−2
l dx ≤

∫
B(0,r◦)

|x|(2t
∗−2∗)s|u|2t

∗
dx ≤

≤ d(2t∗−2∗)s

∫
Ω

|u|2t
∗
dx <∞,

(4.16)

where d = diam Ω. We now deduce from (4.15) and (4.16) that

‖vl‖L2tj+1 (B(0,ρ◦))
≤ ‖vl‖L2tj+1 (B(0,rj+1)) ≤

≤ d
2∗s

2tj+1

( ∫
B(0,rj+1)

|x|−2∗sv2v
tj+1−2
l dx

) 1
2tj+1

≤ C,

where C > 0 is a constant independent of l and j. Letting tj → ∞, we get
‖vl‖

L∞
(
B(0,ρ◦)

) ≤ C. Finally, if l → ∞ we obtain ‖v‖
L∞
(
B(0,ρ◦)

) ≤ C. Since

v = |x|sϕ1 the result follows.

If m(0) ≤ 0, then the principal eigenfunction has no singularity at 0.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose that (M) holds.

(i) If m(0) < 0, then φ1 ∈ Lp(Ω) ∩ Lp(Ω, dx|x|2 ) for every p ≥ 2.
(ii) If m(0) = 0, then φ1 ∈ Lp(Ω) for every p ≥ 2.

Proof. If p = 2 (i) and (ii) are obvious. So we assume that p > 2.
(i) We use again as a test function v = umin(u, L)p−2 = uup−2

L . We have∫
Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx+

λ(p+ 2)
4

∫
Ω

m−(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)

4

∫
Ω

m+(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx.

Since m(0) < 0, we can find r, κ > 0 such that m(x) ≤ −κ for x ∈ B(0, r). We then
have∫

Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx+

λ(p+ 2)κ
4

∫
B(0,r)

u2up−2
L

|x|2
dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)‖m‖∞

4r2

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx.

We now apply the Sobolev inequality to obtain

S

(∫
Ω

|uu
p
2−1

L |2
∗
dx

) 2
2∗

+
λ(p+ 2)κ

4

∫
B(0,r)

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2
|x|2

dx ≤

≤
(
λ(p+ 2)‖m‖∞

4r2
+ 1
)∫

Ω

(
uu

p
2−1

L

)2
dx.
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Letting p = 2∗ and L → ∞ we see that u ∈ L2∗
(N−2)

2 (Ω) ∩ L2∗
(N−2)

2 (Ω, dx|x|2 ). We
complete the proof by iterating the above procedure.
(ii) We start again with the inequality∫

Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx ≤ λ(p+ 2)

4

∫
Ω

m(x)
|x|2

u2up−2
L dx. (4.17)

Given ε > 0, there exists r > 0 such that m(x) ≤ ε for x ∈ B(0, r). We then derive
from (4.17) that∫

Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx ≤ λε(p+ 2)

4

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L

|x|2
dx+

λ‖m‖∞(p+ 2)
4r2

∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx.

Applying the Hardy inequality in H1(Ω) (see (1.4)) we get for every δ > 0∫
Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx ≤ λε(p+ 2)

4
( 1

ΛN
+ δ
) ∫

Ω

|∇
(
uu

p
2−1

L

)
|2 dx+

+
(
A(δ,Ω) +

λ‖m‖∞(p+ 2)
4r2

)∫
Ω

u2up−2
L dx.

We now choose ε > 0 so that

λε(p+ 2)
4

( 1
ΛN

+ δ
)
< 1.

As in part (ii) we apply the Sobolev inequality, let p = 2∗ and L→∞. To complete
the proof we iterate this procedure.

The results of this section can be extended to the principal eigenfunction with the
Dirichlet boundary conditions (3.1).

5. EXTENSION – MULTIPLE SINGULARITIES CASE

Singular eigenvalue problems discussed in Sections 2 and 3 can be extended to to
eigenvalue problems with weights having multiple singular points. We restrict our-
selves to the following Neumann problem{

−∆u = λ
∑l
j=1

m(x)
|x−xj |2u in Ω,

∂u
∂ν = 0 on ∂Ω, u > 0 on Ω,

(5.1)

where x1, . . . , xl are distinct points in Ω and l ≥ 2. It is assumed that m ∈ C(Ω̄),
m+(x) 6= 0 and that

(N)
∫

Ω

∑l
j=1

m(x)
|x−xj |2 dx < 0.
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We now define

λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) = inf
{∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx; u ∈ H1(Ω),
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx = 1
}
.

Repeating the proof of Lemma 2.1 one can show that λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) > 0.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that (N) holds and that m(xj) > 0 for j = 1, . . . , l. If

λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) <
ΛN

maxjm(xj)
, (5.2)

then λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) admits a minimizer, which is the principal eigenfunction for
problem (5.1).

Proof. Let {uk} be a minimizing sequence for λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl). It is easy to show
that {uk} is bounded in H1(Ω). By the P.L. Lions’ concentration-compactness prin-
ciple there exist nonnegative constants νj , µj , j = 1, . . . , l, and nonnegative measures
µ and ν such that

|∇uk|2 dx ⇀ µ ≥ |∇u|2 dx+
l∑

j=1

µjδxj (5.3)

and

u2
k

l∑
j=1

1
|x− xj |2

dx ⇀ ν = u2
l∑

j=1

1
|x− xj |2

dx+
l∑

j=1

νjδxj (5.4)

in the sense of measures, where δxj are the Dirac measures assigned to xj . Moreover,
we have

ΛNνj ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . , l.

First, we show that u 6= 0. In the contrary case, we have by (5.4)

1 =
l∑

j=1

m(xj)νj .

Hence by (5.3) we deduce

λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) ≥
l∑

j=1

µj ≥ ΛN
l∑

j=1

νj ≥
ΛN

maxjm(xj)

l∑
j=1

m(xj)νj =
ΛN

maxjm(xj)
,

which is a contradiction. In the final step of the proof we show that νj = 0 for
j = 1, . . . , l. Arguing by contradiction, assume that νj◦ > 0 for some j◦. We now
distinguish three cases:

(i)
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx = 0, (ii)
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx < 0 and
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(iii)
∫

Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx > 0.

By the first part of the proof, we exclude case (i). If (ii) occurs then

1 <
l∑

j=1

m(xj)νj ≤ max
j
m(xj)

l∑
j=1

νj ≤ maxjm(xj)
ΛN

l∑
j=1

µj .

Then by (5.3) we obtain

λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) ≥
l∑

j=1

µj ≥ ΛN
maxjm(xj)

,

which is impossible. In the case (iii) we have

1−
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx =
l∑

j=1

m(xj)νj ≤ max
j
m(xj)

l∑
j=1

νj ≤

≤ maxjm(xi)
ΛN

l∑
j=1

µj .

This yields

λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl) ≥
∫
Ω

|∇u|2 dx+
ΛN

maxjm(xj)

(
1−

∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx

)
≥

≥ λ̃N1 (m,x1, . . . , xl)
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx+

+
ΛN

maxjm(xj)

(
1−

∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx

)
.

This equivalent to

λ̃N1 −
ΛN

maxjm(xj)
≥
(
λ̃N1 −

ΛN
maxjm(xj)

)∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx

implying that ∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx ≥ 1.

On the other hand since νj◦ > 0 we have

1 =
∫
Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx+
l∑

j=1

νj(xj)m(xj) >
∫

Ω

l∑
j=1

m(x)
|x− xj |2

u2 dx

and we have arrived at a contradiction.
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We point out that the principal eigenfunction from Theorem 5.1 satisfies around
each singular point xj an estimate of type (4.8).

We close this paper with the following remark concerning simplicity of the principal
eigenvalues: all principal eigenvalues constructed in this article are simple. This can
be proved using the arguments of Proposition 2.3 and 2.4 from [18].

REFERENCES

[1] Adimurthi, K. Sandeep, Existence and non-existence of the first eigenvalue of the per-
turberd Hardy-Sobolev operator, Proc. Royal. Soc. Edinburgh 132 A (2002), 1021–143.

[2] W. Allegretto, Y.X. Huang, A Picone’s identity for the p-Laplacian and applications,
Nonlinear Analysis TMA 32 (1998) 7, 819–830.

[3] A. Anane, O. Chakrone, B. Karim, A. Zerouali, Eigencurves for Steklov problem, Elec-
tronic J. Diff. Equations 75 (2009), 1–9.

[4] T.V. Anoop, M. Lucia, M. Ramaswamy, Eigenvalue problems with weights in Lorentz
spaces, Calc. Var. 36 (2009), 355–376.

[5] P.A. Binding, Y.X. Huang, Existence and nonexistence of positive eigenfunctions for
the p-Laplacian, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 123 (1995) 6, 1833–1838.

[6] H. Brezis, M. Marcus, Hardy’s inequality revisited, Ann. Sc. Norm. Sup. Pisa 25 (1997),
217–237.

[7] H. Brezis, M. Marcus, I. Shafrir, Extremal functions for Hardy inequalities with weight,
J. Funct. Anal. 171 (2000), 177–191.

[8] H. Brezis, J.L. Vázquez, Blow-up solutions of some nonlinear elliptic problems, Rev.
Mat. UCM (1)(2) (1997), 433–469.

[9] L. Caffarelli, R. Kohn, L. Nirenberg, First order interpolation inequalities with weights,
Compositio Math. 53 (1984), 259–275.

[10] J. Chabrowski, On the nonlinear Neumann problem involving the critical Sobolev expo-
nent and Hardy potential, Rev. Mat. Complut. 17 (2004) 1, 195–227.

[11] J. Chabrowski, I. Peral, B. Ruf, On an eigenvalue problem involving the Hardy potential,
Commun. Contemp. Maths, to appear.

[12] J. Chen, Exact behavior of positive solutions for semilinear elliptic equations with Hardy
term, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 132 (2004), 3225–3229.

[13] M. Cuesta, H.R. Quoirim, A weighted eigenvalue problem for the p-Laplacian plus a
potential, NoDEA published on line 2009.

[14] D. Gilbarg, N.S. Trudinger, Elliptic partial differential equations of second order, 2nd
ed., Springer-Verlag, 1983.

[15] Pigong Han, Asymptotic behavior of solutions to semilinear elliptic equations with Hardy
potential, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 135 (2007), 365–372.

[16] B. Kawohl, M. Lucia, S. Prashanth, Simplicity of the principal eigenvalue for indefinite
quasilinear problems, Advances in Diff. Equations 12 (2007) 4, 407–434.



The Hardy potential and eigenvalue problems 193

[17] P.L. Lions, The concentration-compactness principle in the calculus of variations. The
limit case, Revista Math. Iberoamericana 1 (1985) 1–2, 145–201 and 45–120.

[18] M. Lucia, On the uniqueness and simplicity of the principal eigenvalue, Rend. Accad.
Naz. Sci. XL Mem. Mat. Appl. 16 (2005), 132–142.

[19] M. Lucia, M. Ramaswamy, Global bifurcation for semilinear elliptic problems, [in:] M.
Chipot, C.S. Lin, D.H. Tsai (eds) Recent Advances in Nonlinear Analysis, World Sci-
entific (2008), 197–216.

[20] M. Marcus, I. Shafrir, An eigenvalue problem related to Hardy’s Lp inequality, Ann. Sc.
Norm. Pisa 29 (2000), 581–604.

[21] A. Poliakovsky, On minimization problems which approximate Hardy Lp inequality,
Nonlinear Analysis 54 (2003) 7, 1221–1240.

[22] A. Poliakovsky, I. Shafir, Uniqueness of positive solutions for singular problems involving
the p-Laplacian, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 133 (2005) 9, 2549–2557.

[23] J. Serrin, Local behavior of solutions of quasilinear equations, Acta Math. 111 (1964),
247–302.

[24] I. Shafrir, Asymptotic behaviour of minimizing sequences for Hardy Inequality, Comm.
Contemp. Math. 2 (2000), 151–189.

[25] D. Smets, A concentration – compactness lemma with application to singular eigenvalue
problems, J. Funct. Anal. 167 (1999) 2, 463–480.

[26] K. Sreenadh, On the eigenvalue problem for the Hardy-Sobolev operator with indefinite
weights, Electronic J. Diff. Equations 33 (2002), 1–12.

[27] K. Sreenadh, On the second eigenvalue for the Hardy-Sobolev operator, Electronic
J. Diff. Equations 12 (2004), 1–9.

[28] A. Szulkin, M. Willem, Eigenvalue problems with indefinite weight, Studia Math. 35
(1999) 2, 191–201.

[29] A. Tertikas, Critical phenomena in linear elliptic problems, J. Funct. Anal. 154 (1998),
42–66.

[30] O. Torné, Steklov problem with an indefinite weight for the p-Laplacian, Electronic
J. Diff. Equations 87 (2005), 1–8.

[31] J.L. Vazquez, E. Zuazua, The Hardy inequality and the asymptotic behaviour of the heat
equation with an inverse square potential, J. Funct. Anal. 173 (2000), 103–153.

[32] N. Visciglia, A note about the generalized Hardy-Sobolev inequaliy with potential in
Lp,d(RN ), Calc. Var. 24 (2005), 167–184.



194 Jan Chabrowski

Jan Chabrowski
jhc@maths.uq.edu.au

University of Queensland
Department of Mathematics
St. Lucia 4072, Qld, Australia

Received: May 11, 2010.
Revised: June 24, 2010.
Accepted: July 14, 2010.


