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ABSTRACT. In this article, we investigate the existence and multiplicity of solutions to the Robin problem{
−∆u =λ f (u) in Ω,
∂u
∂ν

+γu = 0 on ∂Ω,

where Ω⊂ RN (N ≥ 1) is a smooth bounded domain, and λ,γ> 0. Our main assumption is that f : R→ R is a
locally Lipschitz function, possibly sign-changing, such that f (s) > 0 for every s ∈ (α,β), where 0 < α < β are
two zeros of f . Without any further conditions, we establish the existence of two nonnegative solutions whose
maximum lies in (α,β) for sufficiently large λ.

Moreover, we analyse the limiting behaviour of the solution set of this Robin problem, showing that it
degenerates into that of the associated Neumann problem as γ→ 0 and into that of the associated Dirichlet
problem as γ→∞.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We study the following Robin problem{
−∆u =λ f (u) in Ω,
∂u
∂ν

+γu = 0 on ∂Ω,
(Pλ,γ)

where Ω ⊂ RN (N ≥ 1) is a bounded domain with C2 boundary, ν(x) denotes the outward unit normal
vector to x ∈ ∂Ω, and λ,γ> 0 are two parameters. Here, f : R→R is a locally Lipschitz function that has
at least two positive zeros, 0 < α < β, such that f (s) > 0 for all s ∈ (α,β). We stress that no additional
assumptions are made on f ; in particular, f is allowed to change sign. Note that γ = 0 corresponds to
the Neumann boundary condition, while γ=∞ formally leads to the Dirichlet boundary condition.

Our main objective is to study the set of the nonnegative solutions to (Pλ,γ) whose maximum lies
between α and β, i.e., the solutions of (Pλ,γ) that belong to

Oαβ = {u ∈ C(Ω) : u ≥ 0 and α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β}.

In addition to existence and multiplicity, we also investigate the asymptotic behaviour of the solution
set of (Pλ,γ) as γ tends to 0 and to ∞. Specifically, we show that it converges to the solution set of the
corresponding Neumann problem as γ→ 0, and to that of the associated Dirichlet problem as γ→∞. For
this analysis, we demonstrate the following stability result: when γ→∞, solutions of (Pλ,γ) converge
strongly in C(Ω) to solutions of the Dirichlet problem (1.1). As far as we know, this type of convergence,
key in our study, has not been previously established in the literature.
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The existence of solutions belonging to Oαβ has been extensively studied when the boundary condi-
tions are Dirichlet. For the Dirichlet problem{

−∆u =λ f (u) in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω,

(1.1)

the strong maximum principle precludes the existence of a solution u ≥ 0 with ∥u∥C(Ω) =σ, where σ> 0
is such that f (σ)≤ 0. In particular, no nonnegative solution to (1.1) can have a maximum value of α or β.
In [22], assuming f (0)> 0, the author (inspired by [8]) showed that an area condition on f is sufficient to
ensure the existence of two positive solutions of (1.1) with C(Ω)-norm between α and β for any λ greater
than some λ> 0. Specifically, this area condition is given byˆ β

s
f (t) dt > 0 for all s ∈ [0,β). (1.2)

Years later, the condition f (0)> 0 was dropped in [13], where the authors showed that (1.2) is sufficient
to guarantee the existence of a positive solution to (1.1) belonging to Oαβ for large λ. Furthermore, the
authors of [13] and [14] independently proved that condition (1.2) is also necessary for the existence of
positive solutions to (1.1) in Oαβ. Consequently, if rα ∈ [α,β) is defined as

rα := inf
{

r ∈ (α,β) :
ˆ r

s
f (t) dt > 0 for all s ∈ [0, r)

}
,

then any positive solution u to (1.1) with ∥u∥C(Ω) ∈ (α,β) must verify ∥u∥C(Ω) ≥ rα (see [14]).
Since these pioneering works, such results have been extended to other operators, always assuming

Dirichlet boundary conditions. In general, the area condition (1.2) is assumed to establish the existence
(and sometimes the multiplicity) of solutions in Oαβ, whereas its necessity has been less explored. To
mention a few works, this has been done for local operators, including the p-Laplacian ([21, 25]), the
φ-Laplacian ([12]), the p(x)-Laplacian ([23]), the 1-Laplacian ([16]), and a Schrödinger type operator
([15]), as well as for nonlocal operators such as the fractional Laplacian ([10]), and a Kirchhoff operator
([4]).

Another extensively studied question is the asymptotic behaviour of solutions to (1.1) that belong to
Oαβ when λ diverges. Whenever (1.2) holds, it is well-known that the maximal solution uλ to (1.1) in
[0,β] exists for large λ, belongs to Oαβ, and converges uniformly to β in compact subsets of Ω (see [13]).
However, determining the behaviour of the second solution ũλ in Oαβ to (1.1) is significantly more chal-
lenging. As far as we know, such results are available only when f is nonnegative. In this case, ũλ
converges to α uniformly in compact subsets of Ω, provided that f is subcritical in a right neighbour-
hood of α (see [7]).

More properties of (1.1) have been explored, for instance, in [9], where several nonlinearities with an
infinite number of zeros are considered, leading in some cases to the existence of an infinite number of
bifurcation points. We also highlight [20], where the author studies the flat core solutions to (1.1) that
arise when f is not Lipschitz in β.

For the Robin problem (Pλ,γ), a natural first question is whether (1.2) is necessary and sufficient for
the existence of solutions in Oαβ. This question is not only interesting from a purely mathematical point
of view, but also for its applications in population dynamics (see [19] for further details). We show that
the answer to this question is negative: without imposing any assumptions on f , we prove that solutions
to (Pλ,γ) in Oαβ always exist for any γ> 0 whenever λ is large. To the best of our knowledge, for problems
with nonlinearities that have zeros, this is the first existence result of solutions in Oαβ where (1.2) is not
required.

Our first result is stated as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Let f : R→ R be a locally Lipschitz function such that f (s) > 0 when s ∈ (α,β), where
0 <α< β denote two consecutive zeros of f . Then, for every fixed γ> 0, there exists λmult(γ) > 0 such that
problem (Pλ,γ) has two solutions in Oαβ for every λ>λmult, one of them maximal in [0,β].

Furthermore, the maximal solution in [0,β], denoted by uλ, verifies that uλ→β in C(Ω) as λ→∞.
Finally, λmult(γ)→ 0 as γ→ 0.

Next, we show that there is some continuity between the results we obtain for (Pλ,γ) and the well-
known results for the Dirichlet problem (1.1). With this aim, whenever (1.2) holds, we define

λ∞ := inf
{
λ≥ 0 : (1.1) admits solution u ≥ 0 with α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β

}
. (1.3)
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Due to the results of [13], this infimum is both finite and positive. Recall that if (1.2) does not hold, then
the set over which the infimum is taken is empty ([13]).

As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, we obtain the following result. A key ingredient in the proof
is the strong convergence in C(Ω) of solutions of (Pλ,γ) to solutions of (1.1) as γ → ∞. To establish
this stability result (see Lemma 2.10), we employ a recent approach by [5] based on the Stampacchia
regularity method ([28]). To our knowledge, this is the first general result that connects Robin and
Dirichlet solutions through strong convergence in C(Ω).

Theorem 1.2. Let f : R→ R be a locally Lipschitz function such that f (s) > 0 when s ∈ (α,β), where
0<α<β denote two consecutive zeros of f . Then

λmin(γ) := inf
{
λ≥ 0 : (Pλ,γ) admits solution u ≥ 0 with α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β

}
is finite and positive for every γ> 0. Moreover, λmin(γ)→ 0 as γ→ 0 and

i) if (1.2) holds, then λmin(γ)→λ∞ as γ→∞, where λ∞ is defined in (1.3),
ii) if (1.2) does not hold, then λmin(γ)→∞ as γ→∞.

According to Theorem 1.1, for each λ > 0 fixed, there exists some γ̃(λ) > 0 small such that, for any
γ ∈ (0, γ̃), problem (Pλ,γ) has two solutions in Oαβ. To conclude our study, we analyse the behaviour of
this pair of solutions when γ tends to 0. As λ does not play any role, to better illustrate the ideas we fix
λ= 1, i.e., we consider problem {

−∆u = f (u) in Ω,
∂u
∂ν

+γu = 0 on ∂Ω.
(Pγ)

For small γ> 0, we denote by uγ and ũγ the two solutions of (Pγ) in Oαβ given by Theorem 1.1, where
uγ represents the maximal solution in [0,β]. As we show (see Lemma 2.10), their limits when γ→ 0 are
always solutions to the Neumann problem{

−∆u = f (u) in Ω,
∂u
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω,
(1.4)

with maximum belonging to the interval [α,β]. Note that any zero of f is a constant solution to (1.4); in
particular, both α and β are constant solutions. Our aim is to prove that uγ converges to β in C(Ω) and
ũγ converges to α in C(Ω) as γ→ 0. For uγ, this can be proven without additional assumptions, whereas
for ũγ, we have to assume the nonexistence of non-constant solutions to (1.4).

When f ≥ 0, any solution u to (1.4) must be constant due to the compatibility condition
´
Ω f (u)= 0.

However, when f changes sign, the nonexistence of non-constant solutions to (1.4) (also known as pat-
terns) is a challenging question that, so far, has only partial answers. Further insights on this issue can
be found in [11] or in [26], where, assuming the convexity of the domain, the nonexistence of positive
patterns to (1.4) is addressed. In [11], this is proven under the assumption that f (t)t−

N+2
N−2 is decreasing

for t > 0, while in [26] the same is established assuming that sup f ′ is smaller than a constant depending
on the domain.

Once the nonexistence of patterns of (1.4) is assumed, only two possible limits remain for ũγ: either
α or β. Our strategy is to prove that, for small γ> 0, the only solution of problem (Pγ) contained in a left
neighbourhood of β is uγ. To show this, we need to add some monotonicity to f near β; specifically, we
assume that there is some δ> 0 such that

f ′(s)≤ 0 in (β−δ,β). (1.5)

Now, we are ready to state our last result.

Theorem 1.3. Let f : R→ R be a locally Lipschitz function such that f (s) > 0 when s ∈ (α,β), where
0 < α < β denote two consecutive zeros of f . For small γ > 0, let uγ and ũγ be the two solutions to (Pγ)
given by Theorem 1.1, where uγ is maximal in [0,β]. Then,

uγ→β in C(Ω) as γ→ 0.

Furthermore, if (1.4) has no non-constant solutions with maximum in [α,β], and if (1.5) holds, then

ũγ→α in C(Ω) as γ→ 0.
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In Figure 1, we combine all our results to sketch the bifurcation diagram of (Pλ,γ) depending on
the shape of f . In a sense, Robin solutions act as an “interpolation” between Neumann and Dirichlet
solutions, when these exist. As γ→ 0, the solution set of (Pλ,γ) degenerates into that of the associated
Neumann problem. On the other hand, if a solution to (1.1) in Oαβ exists (i.e., if (1.2) holds), then as
γ→∞, the set of solutions to the Robin problem (Pλ,γ) approaches that of the Dirichlet problem (1.1).

α

β

λ

∥ · ∥C(Ω)

i) f ≥ 0

α

β

rα

λ

∥ · ∥C(Ω)

ii) f changes sign and
verifies (1.2)

α

β

λ

∥ · ∥C(Ω)

iii) f changes sign and does
not verify (1.2)

FIGURE 1. Sketch of the bifurcation diagram of problem (Pλ,γ) in λ, depicted in dif-
ferent shades of purple for various values of γ, according to Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2
and Theorem 1.3. The solution set of the associated Neumann problem is highlighted
in red, while, as long as it exists, the solution set of the Dirichlet problem (1.1) is shown
in blue.

The structure of the article is the following. In Section 2, we introduce the fundamental tools used
throughout this work, including some consequences of the strong maximum principle and a stability
lemma. Section 3 is devoted to the study of an auxiliary problem resulting from extending f by zero
outside [α,β]. Finally, in Section 4, we prove the main results stated in the introduction.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the article, we deal with classical solutions. For clarity, we give its definition.

Definition 2.1. A function u ∈ C2(Ω) is a subsolution (resp. a supersolution) to (Pλ,γ) if, pointwise, it
satisfies −∆u

(≥)≤ λ f (u) in Ω,
∂u
∂ν

+γu
(≥)≤ 0 on ∂Ω.

We say that u ∈ C2(Ω) is a solution to (Pλ,γ) if it is both a sub- and a supersolution.

Sometimes, because of the tools used, we need to consider weak solutions. However, in our setting,
classical and weak solutions coincide, as explained in Remark 2.3. In the following, we recall its defini-
tion.

Definition 2.2. A function u ∈ H1(Ω) is a weak subsolution (resp. a weak supersolution) to (Pλ,γ) if it
verifies ˆ

Ω
∇u∇ϕ+γ

ˆ
∂Ω

uϕ
(≥)≤ λ

ˆ
Ω

f (u)ϕ, ∀ϕ ∈ H1(Ω) with ϕ≥ 0.

In the same way, we say that u ∈ H1(Ω) is a weak solution to (Pλ,γ) ifˆ
Ω
∇u∇ϕ+γ

ˆ
∂Ω

uϕ=λ
ˆ
Ω

f (u)ϕ, ∀ϕ ∈ H1(Ω). (2.1)

Remark 2.3. Any bounded weak solution of (Pλ,γ) is actually a classical solution. Indeed, let u ∈ H1(Ω)∩
L∞(Ω) be a bounded weak solution of (Pλ,γ). Since the trace of u belongs to L∞(∂Ω), and both u and f (u)
are in L∞(Ω), it follows from [6, Theorem 2.1] that u ∈ C0,η(Ω) for any η ∈ (0,1). As f is locally Lipschitz,
then Schauder estimates (see [18, Theorem 6.1]) immediately imply that u ∈ C2,η(Ω).

In practice, we always deal with bounded solutions, where both concepts of solution can be used inter-
changeably. Specifically, the solutions we obtain are always nonnegative and less than β. Therefore, we
can assume without loss of generality that f is a globally Lipschitz function. This implies the existence
of some M > 0 such that

f (s)+Ms is increasing in R. (2.2)
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2.1. Consequences of the strong maximum principle. Here, we prove some results that can be
derived from the maximum principle. Although we believe that the following result is well-known, we
include its proof for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 2.4. Let γ≥ 0. Assume that f is a Lipschitz function. Let w ∈ C2(Ω) be a subsolution of (Pγ)
and let v ∈ C2(Ω) be a supersolution. If w ≤ v in Ω and w ̸≡ v, then w < v in Ω.

Proof. Let M > 0 be the positive constant defined in (2.2). Taking into account that w ≤ v in Ω, we can
say that

f (v)+Mv− f (w)−Mw ≥ 0 in Ω
In this way, v−w verifies the problem{

−∆(v−w)+M(v−w)≥ 0 inΩ,
∂(v−w)
∂ν

+γ(v−w)≥ 0 on ∂Ω.
(2.3)

By the strong maximum principle, v−w reaches its minimum in Ω at some point x0 ∈ ∂Ω. As w ≤ v in
Ω we have two possibilities: either (v−w)(x0)> 0 or (v−w)(x0)= 0. To finish the proof, we show that the
second case cannot happen. Suppose that (v−w)(x0) = 0. As w ̸≡ v, the Hopf Lemma ([18, Lemma 3.4])
implies that ∂(v−w)

∂ν
(x0)< 0. But this is a contradiction since we know from the boundary condition of (2.3)

that ∂(v−w)
∂ν

(x0)≥−γ(v−w)(x0)= 0. □

From Proposition 2.4, we can easily deduce the next result.

Corollary 2.5. Let γ> 0. Assume that f is a Lipschitz function such that f (σ)≤ 0 for some σ> 0. Then,
there is no nonnegative solution u ∈ C2(Ω) to (Pγ) such that ∥u∥C(Ω) =σ.

Proof. Suppose that there is some u ∈ C2(Ω) nonnegative solution of (Pγ) with ∥u∥C(Ω) =σ. As v ≡σ is a
strict supersolution of (Pγ), and as u ≤σ in Ω, using Proposition 2.4 we have that u <σ in Ω, but this is
a contradiction with ∥u∥C(Ω) =σ. □

Remark 2.6. The same result holds for the Dirichlet problem (1.1) (see, for instance, [1, Lemma 6.2]).

In the following, we prove a pair of results related to the Leray-Schauder degree. For a nice introduc-
tion to this topic, we refer the reader to [2, Chapter 4].

Let M > 0 be the one defined in (2.2). For any fixed λ,γ> 0, we define the operator K : C(Ω) → C2(Ω)
as K(w1)= w2 for any w1 ∈ C(Ω), where w2 ∈ C2(Ω) is the unique solution of{

−∆w2 +λMw2 =λ f (w1)+λMw1 inΩ,
∂w2
∂ν

+γw2 = 0 on ∂Ω.
(2.4)

This operator, which is well-defined, is compact in C(Ω). Observe that a function u ∈ C(Ω) is a solution
of (Pλ,γ) if and only if u is a fixed point of K , i.e., if K(u)= u.

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that f is a Lipschitz function such that f (α)= f (β)= 0, where 0<α<β. If

Oαβ := {u ∈ C(Ω) : u ≥ 0 and α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β},

then deg(I −K ,Oαβ,0) is well-defined and its value is 0.

Proof. For any µ ∈ [0,1], we define the operator Kµ : C(Ω) → C2(Ω) as Kµ(w1) = w2 for any w1 ∈ C(Ω),
where w2 ∈ C2(Ω) is the unique solution of{

−∆w2 +µλMw2 =µλ f (w1)+µλMw1 inΩ,
∂w2
∂ν

+γw2 = 0 on ∂Ω.

These operators are well-defined and compact in C(Ω). We point out that K0 is just the zero operator
and that K1 = K , where K is the operator defined in (2.4). Observe that a function u ∈ C(Ω) is a solution
of (Pµλ,γ) if and only if u is a fixed point of Kµ, i.e., if Kµ(u) = u. In particular, any solution of (Pλ,γ) is a
fixed point of K and vice versa.

Due to Corollary 2.5, given any µ ∈ [0,1] we can assure that Kµ(w) ̸= w for every w ∈ ∂Oαβ. There-
fore, the Leray-Schauder degree of these operators is well-defined in Oαβ and we can say that deg(I −
Kµ,Oαβ,0) is independent of µ ∈ [0,1]. As a consequence, we obtain that

deg(I −K ,Oαβ,0)= deg(I,Oαβ,0)= 0. □
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Lemma 2.8. Suppose that f is a Lipschitz function. Assume that w ∈ C2(Ω) is a strict subsolution of (Pγ)
and that v ∈ C2(Ω) is a strict supersolution. If

O1 := {u ∈ C(Ω) : w(x)< u(x)< v(x) in Ω},

then deg(I −K ,O1,0) is well-defined and its value is 1.

Proof. First, we claim that K maps O1 into O1. Indeed, let us take u1 ∈ O1 and denote u2 := K(u1). We
have that w(x) ≤ u1(x) ≤ v(x) in Ω and we want to show that w(x) < u2(x) < v(x) in Ω. We are proving
only the first inequality as the other one follows in a similar way. First, notice that

f (u1)+Mu1 − f (w)−Mw ≥ 0 in Ω

as a consequence of (2.2). Moreover, u2 ̸≡ w. Suppose instead that u2 ≡ w. In this case, f (u1)+Mu1 −
f (w)−Mw ≡ 0 and thus u1 ≡ u2 ≡ w. This implies that w is solution (Pγ), but this is a contradiction since
w is a strict subsolution.

Therefore, u2 −w verifies problem{
−∆(u2 −w)+M(u2 −w)≥ 0 inΩ,
∂(u2−w)

∂ν
+γ(u2 −w)≥ 0 on ∂Ω.

From now on, we can argue as in the proof of Proposition 2.4 to show that w(x) < u2(x) in Ω. As the
same reasoning can be applied to deduce that u2(x)< v(x) in Ω, we have obtain that u2 = K(u1) ∈O1.

Finally, as the set O1 is convex, given any ψ ∈ O1 we can assure that sK(w)+ (1− s)ψ ∈ O1 for any
w ∈ O1 and any s ∈ [0,1]. In particular, sK(w)+ (1− s)ψ ̸= w for any w ∈ ∂O1 and any s ∈ [0,1]. Thus, for
any s ∈ [0,1] the Leray-Schauder degree deg(I − [sK + (1− s)ψ],O1,0) is well-defined and independent of
s. Then, we have

deg(I −K ,O1,0)= deg(I −ψ,O1,0)= 1. □

2.2. A stability result. Several times, we need to pass to the limit in problems like (Pλ,γn ), where γn
can converge or diverge. Since we are only interested in nonnegative solutions whose maximum remains
below β, we can take advantage of the fact that these solutions are always bounded in C(Ω). While
proving that the limit satisfies either (Pλ,γ) (if γn converges) or (1.1) (if γn diverges) is straightforward,
showing the strong convergence in C(Ω) is a more delicate issue.

This last point is key for our study. Given a sequence of solutions to (Pλ,γn ) contained in Oαβ, the
convergence in C(Ω) ensures that the limit belongs to Oαβ. Then, by Corollary 2.5, one can conclude that
the limit is actually in Oαβ.

When γn converges, the convergence in C(Ω) follows from the fact that these solutions can be shown
to be uniformly bounded in C0,η(Ω) by applying [6, Theorem 2.1]. Instead, when γn diverges, we employ
a strategy introduced in [5], which is based on the Stampacchia regularity method ([28]). To this end,
we state the following lemma, whose proof can be found in [28, Lemma 4.1].

Lemma 2.9. Let k0 ≥ 0 and let Ψ : [k0,∞)→ [0,∞) be a nonincreasing function. If there exist c,a > 0 and
b > 1 such that

Ψ(h)≤ c
(h−k)a [Ψ(k)]b, ∀h > k > k0,

then
Ψ(k0 +d)= 0, for da := c2

ab
b−1 [Ψ(k0)]b−1.

Now, we are ready to prove the stability result.

Lemma 2.10. Assume that f : R→R is a Lipschitz function. Let un ∈ C2(Ω) be a solution of{
−∆un =λn f (un) in Ω,
∂un
∂ν

+γnun = 0 on ∂Ω,
(2.5)

where λn and γn are sequences of nonnegative numbers. Assume that λn → λ ∈ [0,∞) and that γn → γ ∈
[0,∞]. If un is bounded in C(Ω), then, up to a subsequence, un → u in C(Ω), where u ∈ C2(Ω) is

i) a solution of (Pλ,γ) if γ<∞,
ii) a solution of the Dirichlet problem (1.1) if γ=∞.
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Proof. First of all, we can take un as test function in the weak formulation of (2.5) (see (2.1)) to obtain
that ˆ

Ω
|∇un|2 +γn

ˆ
∂Ω

u2
n =λn

ˆ
Ω

f (un)un. (2.6)

As f (un)un is bounded in L∞(Ω), we get that
´
Ω |∇un|2 < C. Since un is also bounded in L∞(Ω), then

we have that un is bounded in H1(Ω). Therefore, un has a subsequence, still denoted by un, such that
un * u weakly in H1(Ω) to some u ∈ H1(Ω). It also holds that un → u in L1(Ω) and that un → u a.e. in
Ω.

From now on, we divide the proof into two parts.

Case γn →γ<∞:
Here, we can easily pass to the limit in the weak formulation of (2.5) to show that u is a weak (and

then a classical) solution of (Pλ,γ).
To show the convergence of a subsequence of un to u in C(Ω), we take advantage of the fact that

−γnun is bounded in L∞(∂Ω). Then, applying [6, Theorem 2.1], we deduce that the sequence un is
bounded in C0,η(Ω) for any η ∈ (0,1). Consequently, Arzelà-Ascoli Theorem ensures the existence of a
subsequence of un that converges to u in C(Ω).

Case γn →∞:
Dropping a nonnegative term in (2.6) and using that f (un)un is bounded in L∞(Ω), we deduce that

γn

ˆ
∂Ω

u2
n < C.

As γn →∞, we obtain that
´
∂Ω u2

n → 0. Therefore, un → 0 in L2(∂Ω) and, as the trace embedding H1(Ω) ,→
L2(∂Ω) is compact, then the trace of u is 0 and thus u ∈ H1

0(Ω). From the weak formulation of (2.5), we
have that ˆ

Ω
∇un∇ϕ=λn

ˆ
Ω

f (un)ϕ, ∀ϕ ∈ H1
0(Ω).

Now we can easily pass to the limit to obtain that u is a weak (and then a classical) solution of the
Dirichlet problem (1.1).

It remains for us to show that, up to a subsequence, un converges in C(Ω) to u. Since we make use
of the Sobolev embeddings, we present the proof only for the case N ≥ 3; the case N = 2 can be treated
similarly, while for N = 1 the result follows directly from Morrey’s Theorem. We can assume that there
is some γ0 > 0 such that γn ≥ γ0 for every n ∈N. Recall that, in H1(Ω), the norm defined by

∥v∥H1(Ω) :=
(ˆ
Ω
|∇v|2 +γ0

ˆ
∂Ω

v2
) 1

2
, v ∈ H1(Ω),

is equivalent to the usual norm and, consequently, the classical embeddings for H1(Ω) remain valid with
this norm. In particular, recall that the embeddings H1(Ω) ,→ Lp(Ω) and H1(Ω) ,→ Lq(∂Ω) are continuous
for any p ∈ [

1, 2N
N−2

]
and q ∈

[
1, 2(N−1)

N−2

]
(see [24, Chapter 2]).

In what follows, we adapt an idea of [5], which is based on the Stampacchia regularity method. For
any k > 0, we define the function Gk(s) := max{min{s+ k,0}, s− k}. From this point on, we fix k > 0 and
n ∈N. Taking Gk(un −u) ∈ H1(Ω) as test function in the problem satisfied by un (i.e., in (2.5)), we obtain

ˆ
Ω
∇un∇Gk(un −u)+

ˆ
∂Ω
γnunGk(un −u)=

ˆ
Ω
λn f (un)Gk(un −u). (2.7)

Now, we multiply the equation in (1.1) by Gk(un − u) and, since u ∈ H2(Ω) (in fact, u ∈ C2(Ω)), we can
apply the divergence theorem to obtain

ˆ
Ω
∇u∇Gk(un −u)−

ˆ
∂Ω

∂u
∂ν

Gk(un −u)=
ˆ
Ω
λ f (u)Gk(un −u). (2.8)

Subtracting both (2.7) and (2.8) we arrive at
ˆ
Ω
|∇Gk(un −u)|2 +

ˆ
∂Ω
γnunGk(un −u)=

ˆ
Ω

(λn f (un)−λ f (u))Gk(un −u)−
ˆ
∂Ω

∂u
∂ν

Gk(un −u). (2.9)
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With respect to the left-hand side of (2.9), as u ≡ 0 in ∂Ω and sGk(s) ≥ Gk(s)2 for all s ∈ R, we easily
deduce thatˆ

Ω
|∇Gk(un −u)|2 +

ˆ
∂Ω
γnunGk(un −u)=

ˆ
Ω
|∇Gk(un −u)|2 +

ˆ
∂Ω
γn(un −u)Gk(un −u)

≥
ˆ
Ω
|∇Gk(un −u)|2 +

ˆ
∂Ω
γ0Gk(un −u)2

= ∥Gk(un −u)∥2
H1(Ω).

(2.10)

To simplify the computations related to the right-hand side of (2.9), we introduce some notation. Let

An(k) := {x ∈Ω : |un(x)−u(x)| > k}, Bn(k) := {x ∈ ∂Ω : |un(x)−u(x)| > k}.

Since no ambiguity can arise, we use the same symbol | · | to denote both the N-dimensional Lebesgue
measure (for subsets of Ω) and the (N −1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure (for subsets of ∂Ω). We also
set q := 2(N−1)

N−2 .
Regarding the third integral in (2.9), since the term λn f (un)−λ f (u) is bounded in L∞(Ω), say by C1 >

0, we can apply Hölder’s inequality, the continuous embedding H1(Ω) ,→ Lq(Ω) and Young’s inequality
to deduceˆ

Ω
(λn f (un)−λ f (u))Gk(un −u)≤ C1

ˆ
Ω
|Gk(un −u)| = C1

ˆ
An(k)

|Gk(un −u)|

≤ C1|An(k)|
1
q′ ∥Gk(un −u)∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C2|An(k)|

1
q′ ∥Gk(un −u)∥H1(Ω)

≤ 1
4
∥Gk(un −u)∥2

H1(Ω) +C3|An(k)|
2
q′ ,

(2.11)

for some constants C2,C3 > 0. A similar argument applies to the last integral in (2.9), since ∂u
∂ν

∈ L∞(∂Ω),
although in this case we rely on the continuous embedding H1(Ω) ,→ Lq(∂Ω). Reasoning as before, we
obtain for some constant C4 > 0 that

−
ˆ
∂Ω

∂u
∂ν

Gk(un −u)≤ 1
4
∥Gk(un −u)∥2

H1(Ω) +C4|Bn(k)|
2
q′ . (2.12)

Returning to the equality (2.9), we can now combine (2.10), (2.11) and (2.12) to obtain that

∥Gk(un −u)∥2
H1(Ω) ≤ 2C3|An(k)|

2
q′ +2C4|Bn(k)|

2
q′ ≤ C5

(
|An(k)|

2
q′ +|Bn(k)|

2
q′

)
, (2.13)

where C5 > 0. Using the Sobolev embeddings H1(Ω) ,→ Lq(Ω) and H1(Ω) ,→ Lq(∂Ω), we can find some
C6 > 0 such that

∥Gk(un −u)∥2
H1(Ω) ≥ C6

(
∥Gk(un −u)∥2

Lq(Ω) +∥Gk(un −u)∥2
Lq(∂Ω)

)
. (2.14)

Observe that, if we take h > k > 0, then An(h) ⊆ An(k) and Bn(h) ⊆ Bn(k). Taking into account that
|Gk(s)| ≥ h−k for any s ∈R such that |s| ≥ h, we deduce that

∥Gk(un −u)∥2
Lq(Ω) =

(ˆ
An(k)

|Gk(un −u)|q
) 2

q ≥ (h−k)2|An(h)| 2
q ,

∥Gk(un −u)∥2
Lq(∂Ω) =

(ˆ
Bn(k)

|Gk(un −u)|q
) 2

q ≥ (h−k)2|Bn(h)| 2
q .

(2.15)

Joining (2.13), (2.14) and (2.15), we obtain

C6(h−k)2
(
|An(h)| 2

q +|Bn(h)| 2
q
)
≤ C5

(
|An(k)|

2
q′ +|Bn(k)|

2
q′

)
. (2.16)

Recall that for any s, t ≥ 0 and p > 0, the following inequality holds: min{1,2p−1}(sp + tp) ≤ (s+ t)p ≤
max{1,2p−1}(sp + tp). Applying this algebraic inequality to (2.16), we deduce for some C7 > 0 that

|An(h)|+ |Bn(h)| ≤ C7

(h−k)q (|An(k)|+ |Bn(k)|)
q
q′ . (2.17)

Let ε > 0 fixed. We consider the function Ψn : [0,∞) → [0,∞) defined as Ψn(k) := |An(k)| + |Bn(k)|
for any k ≥ 0. As Ψn is nonincreasing, due to relation (2.17) we can apply Lemma 2.9 with k0 = ε,
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a = q = 2(N−1)
N−2 > 0, c = C7 > 0 and b = q

q′ = N
N−2 > 1 to obtain, for every n ∈N, that

Ψn(ε+dn)= |An(ε+dn)|+ |Bn(ε+dn)| = 0, with da
n = c2

ab
b−1 (|An(ε)|+ |Bn(ε)|)b−1 . (2.18)

Notice that, by the definition of An(k) and Bn(k), for every n ∈N we have

ε|An(ε)| ≤
ˆ

An(ε)
|un −u| ≤ ∥un −u∥L1(Ω) and ε|Bn(ε)| ≤

ˆ
Bn(ε)

|un −u| ≤ ∥un −u∥L1(∂Ω).

Since un converges strongly to u in L1(Ω) and in L1(∂Ω), we can find n0 ∈N (depending on ε) such that
dn < ε for all n ≥ n0. As Ψn is nonincreasing, from (2.18) we deduce that |An(2ε)|+ |Bn(2ε)| = 0 for every
n ≥ n0 or, equivalently, that

∥un −u∥C(Ω) ≤ 2ε, ∀n ≥ n0.

Then, we can conclude that un converges strongly in C(Ω) to u, where u is the solution that we have
found for (1.1). □

Remark 2.11. In Lemma 2.10 above, we have assumed that f : R→ R is Lipschitz continuous for sim-
plicity, in order to ensure the equivalence between classical and bounded weak solutions. However, the
same statement remains valid in the setting of bounded weak solutions under the weaker assumption
that f is merely continuous.

Remark 2.12. Up to our knowledge, the result concerning the case γn →∞ is completely new in the
literature. Only in the particular case N = 3, this result can also be deduced from [3], where the authors
establish uniform W1,p-estimates for un using quite different techniques.

3. AN AUXILIARY PROBLEM

Throughout this section, we assume that f : R→R is a locally Lipschitz function with two consecutive
zeros, 0<α<β, such that f (s)> 0 when s ∈ (α,β). Here, we truncate f to define the continuous function

f̃ (s)=
{

f (s) if s ∈ (α,β),
0 if s ̸∈ (α,β),

and we study some properties of the solutions to problem{
−∆u =λ f̃ (u) inΩ,
∂u
∂ν

+γu = 0 on ∂Ω.
(3.1)

For any fixed γ > 0, our aim is to prove that the maximal solution uλ to (3.1) in the interval [0,β]
converges uniformly in Ω to β as λ diverges. Therefore, for large values of λ, uλ will be also a solution
of (Pλ,γ).

We start proving the existence of uλ for large λ using variational methods. We also prove that uλ is
an increasing sequence in λ, in the sense that uλ(x) is an increasing sequence of real numbers for every
x ∈Ω.

Lemma 3.1. Let γ> 0 be fixed. Then, there exists some λ(γ)> 0 such that a positive maximal solution uλ
to (3.1) in the interval [0,β] exists for any λ>λ. Furthermore, uλ(x) is increasing in λ for any x ∈Ω.

Proof. We point out that every nontrivial solution of (3.1) is positive and has its maximum in the interval
(α,β) due to Proposition 2.4 and Corollary 2.5. In addition, solutions of (3.1) correspond to critical points
of the energy functional

Ĩλ,γ(u)= 1
2

ˆ
Ω
|∇u|2 + γ

2

ˆ
∂Ω

u2 −λ
ˆ
Ω

F̃(u), ∀u ∈ H1(Ω),

where F̃(s) = ´ s
0 f̃ (t) dt. Since F̃ is continuous and bounded, the functional Ĩγ is coercive and weakly

lower semicontinuous. Therefore, we can deduce that Ĩγ has a global minimum. Now, we prove that this
minimum is not reached at the trivial function for large λ. Indeed, taking into account that F̃(β) > 0,
one has

Ĩλ,γ(β)= γβ
2|∂Ω|

2
−λ|Ω|F̃(β) := C1γ−C2λ,

where C1,C2 > 0, so one can take

λ> C1γ

C2
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and then for every λ>λ one has Ĩλ,γ(β)< 0= Ĩλ,γ(0).
Then, we have proved the existence of a positive solution to (3.1) with maximum in (α,β). As β is

always a supersolution of (3.1), the existence of a maximal solution uλ of (3.1) in the interval [0,β] can
be deduced using a standard iterative scheme starting from β.

The fact that uλ is increasing in λ can be easily deduced since f̃ ≥ 0. Indeed, given λ1 < λ2, one has
that uλ1 is a strict subsolution of (3.1) with λ = λ2, so the maximality of uλ2 and Proposition 2.4 imply
that uλ1 (x)< uλ2 (x) for any x ∈Ω. □

As mentioned earlier, our aim is to show that uλ → β uniformly in Ω when λ → ∞. We begin by
proving this result when Ω is a ball BR(0) of radius R > 0.

Lemma 3.2. For any ε ∈ (0,β), there exists some λ(ε) such that the Dirichlet problem
−∆w =λ f̃ (w) in BR(0),
w =β−ε on ∂BR(0),
w(x) ∈ (β−ε,β) for any x ∈ BR(0),

(3.2)

has a radial solution wλ ∈ C2(Ω) for any λ>λ. Moreover, w′
λ
(R)→−∞ as λ→∞.

Remark 3.3. This result immediately implies that uλ → β uniformly in BR(0) when λ→∞, where uλ
denotes the solution to (3.1) with Ω = BR(0) given by Lemma 3.1. Indeed, given any ε ∈ (0,β), we can
take λ large so that w′

λ
(R) < −γ(β− ε). This ensures that w′

λ
(R)+γwλ(R) < 0, and thus wλ is a strict

subsolution of (3.1). By Proposition 2.4, it then follows that wλ < uλ in BR(0) for sufficiently large λ.

Proof. Let ε ∈ (0,β). We define g(s) := f̃ (s+β− ε) for any s ∈ R. Observe that if vλ is a solution of the
Dirichlet problem 

−∆v =λg(v) in BR(0),
v = 0 on ∂BR(0),
v(x) ∈ (0,ε) for any x ∈ BR(0),

(3.3)

then wλ := vλ+β−ε is a solution of (3.2) with the same derivative on the boundary. Therefore, for our
purposes, it suffices to study problem (3.3).

The existence of a solution of (3.3) for large λ is standard. Indeed, as g(s) ≥ 0 for any s ∈ R and
g(ε) = 0, one can use, for instance, [7, Theorem 3], to obtain the existence of some λ > 0 for which a
maximal solution vλ to (3.3) exists for any λ > λ. Moreover, [7, Theorem 3] also guarantees that vλ is
an increasing sequence in BR(Ω) that converges uniformly in compact subsets of BR(Ω) to ε. Using the
results of [17], we can also ensure that vλ is radially symmetric and radially decreasing, so we can write
vλ(r), where r = |x|.

It remains for us to show that v′
λ
(R)→−∞ as λ→∞. The Pohozaev identity for radial solutions gives

us the relation (
(v′λ(R)

)2 = 2R−Nλ

ˆ R

0
rN−1

(
NG(vλ(r))− N −2

2
vλ(r)g(vλ(r))

)
dr, (3.4)

where G(s)= ´ s
0 g(t) dt. As v′

λ
(R)< 0 thanks to Hopf ’s Lemma, to our aim it suffices to show the existence

of some C > 0 such that
ˆ R

0
rN−1

(
NG(vλ(r))− N −2

2
vλ(r)g(vλ(r))

)
dr > C (3.5)

for every λ greater than some value.
To simplify computations, we define the function h(s) := NG(s)− N−2

2 sg(s) for all s ∈ [0,ε]. Observe
that h(ε) = NG(ε) > 0 and, as h is continuous, we can find some δ ∈ (0,ε) such that h(s) > C1 > 0 for
any s ∈ [ε−δ,ε]. Furthermore, h, that can be negative, is bounded, so there is some C2 > 0 such that
h(s)>−C2 for all s ∈ [0,ε].

On the other hand, since vλ converges uniformly to ε in compact subsets of BR(0), for each n ∈N we
can find λn > 0 large such that vλ(r) ∈ [ε−δ,ε] for every 0≤ r ≤ R− R

n and for every λ>λn. Then, for any
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λ>λn we obtain that
ˆ R

0
rN−1h(vλ(r)) dr =

ˆ R− R
n

0
rN−1h(vλ(r)) dr+

ˆ R

R− R
n

rN−1h(vλ(r)) dr

≥ C1

ˆ R− R
n

0
rN−1 dr−C2

ˆ R

R− R
n

rN−1 dr

= 1
N

C1

(
R− R

n

)N
− 1

N
C2

(
RN −

(
R− R

n

)N
)

.

(3.6)

Since this last quantity converges to 1
N C1RN > 0 when n →∞, one can take n0 large to obtain from (3.6)

that (3.5) holds for any λ > λn0 . Therefore, from (3.4) we deduce that v′
λ
(R) ≤ −

p
2R−NC

p
λ for any

λ>λn0 and, consequently, we can conclude that v′
λ
(R)→−∞ as λ→∞. □

Now, we return to consider a general bounded domain Ω with C2 boundary. The next result provides
the convergence in C(Ω) of uλ to β. The proof, which uses an original approach, is based on geometrical
arguments.

Proposition 3.4. Let γ > 0 be fixed. Then, the sequence of solutions uλ to (3.1) given by Lemma 3.1
converges uniformly in Ω to β.

Proof. When N = 1, this result follows directly from Lemma 3.2. Therefore, in the following, we assume
N ≥ 2. We also point out that uλ is an increasing sequence of continuous functions in a compact domain,
so due to Dini’s Theorem it suffices to prove that uλ→β pointwise in Ω.

In Ω, the pointwise convergence of uλ to β is a consequence of the well-known behaviour of the
solutions to the Dirichlet problem {

−∆w =λ f̃ (w) inΩ,
w = 0 on ∂Ω.

(3.7)

To be concrete, in [7, Theorem 3], it is proved that a positive solution wλ to (3.7) with maximum in
(α,β) exists for large λ and that wλ→β uniformly in compact subsets of Ω. As wλ is a strict subsolution
of (3.1), then wλ < uλ thanks to Proposition 2.4 and thus uλ also converges to β uniformly in compact
subsets of Ω. In particular, uλ(x) converges to β for any x ∈Ω.

It remains for us to show that uλ → β pointwise in ∂Ω. This will be done by constructing, for each
small ε> 0 and each point y0 of the boundary, a subsolution of (3.1) for sufficiently large λ that takes the
value β−ε in y0. Here, we will make use of Lemma 3.2.

With this aim, we fix y0 ∈ ∂Ω and ε > 0 small. As ∂Ω satisfies the interior ball condition, there is
some x0 ∈Ω and some R1 > 0 such that BR1 (x0) ⊂Ω and ∂BR1 (x0)∩∂Ω= {y0}. For any x ∈ RN , we define
r(x)= |x− x0|. Observe that, for any y ∈ ∂Ω, we have that

∂r
∂ν

(y)=∇r(y) ·ν(y)= y− x0

|y− x0|
·ν(y),

where, we recall, ν(y) denotes the outward normal unit vector to ∂Ω at y. As BR1 (x0) is tangent to ∂Ω at
y0, the outward normal vectors to both surfaces at y0 must be equal. Then, we obtain

∂r
∂ν

(y0)= 1.

As ν(y) is a continuous function (due to the smoothness of ∂Ω), we can find R2 > R1 such that
∂r
∂ν

(y)≥ 1
2

, ∀y ∈Γ1 := BR2 (x0)∩∂Ω. (3.8)

Now, we construct the subsolution in the following way. Using Lemma 3.2 with BR(0) replaced by
BR1 (x0), we can find some λ1(ε, y0)> 0 such that a radial solution wλ(r) to (3.2) defined in BR1 (x0) exists
for every λ>λ1 (recall r(x)= |x− x0|). Furthermore, it holds that limλ→∞ w′

λ
(R1)=−∞. When N = 2, we

extend this function to the whole space RN as

w̃λ(r)=


wλ(r) if 0≤ r < R1,
β−ε+ (

log r− logR1
)
R1w′

λ
(R1) if R1 ≤ r < R2,

β−ε+ (
logR2 − logR1

)
R1w′

λ
(R1) if r ≥ R2,



12 J. CARMONA TAPIA, A. J. MARTÍNEZ APARICIO, AND P. J. MARTÍNEZ-APARICIO

and, when N ≥ 3, as

w̃λ(r)=


wλ(r) if 0≤ r < R1,
β−ε+ (

r2−N −R2−N
1

)
RN−1

1 (2−N)−1w′
λ
(R1) if R1 ≤ r < R2,

β−ε+ (
R2−N

2 −R2−N
1

)
RN−1

1 (2−N)−1w′
λ
(R1) if r ≥ R2.

Since limλ→∞ w′
λ
(R1)=−∞, we can take λ2 >λ1 such that w̃λ(R2)< 0 for any λ>λ2.

We observe that w̃λ(r) is continuous, radially decreasing for 0 ≤ r ≤ R2, and identically equal to a
negative constant for r > R2, provided that λ > λ2. Moreover, w̃λ(r) is harmonic when R1 < r < R2.
We claim that w̃λ is a weak subsolution of (3.1) for sufficiently large λ. Then, we have to show that
w̃λ ∈ H1(Ω) verifies ˆ

Ω
∇w̃λ∇ϕ+γ

ˆ
∂Ω

w̃λϕ≤λ
ˆ
Ω

f̃ (w̃λ)ϕ, ∀ϕ ∈ H1(Ω) with ϕ≥ 0

when λ is large. From now on, we fix ϕ ∈ H1(Ω) with ϕ ≥ 0. To ease the notation, we set Γ2 = (Ω\
BR2 (x0))∩∂Ω and Γ3 = ∂BR2 (x0)∩Ω (see Figure 2).

R1
R2

x0
y0

Ω

Γ1

Γ2

Γ3

FIGURE 2. Sketch of the different sets that appear in the proof of Proposition 3.4.

Of course, w̃λ ∈ H1(Ω). On the one hand, as w̃λ ∈ H2 (
BR2 (x0)∩Ω)

because limr→R−
1

w̃′
λ
(r) is equal to

limr→R+
1

w̃′
λ
(r), and as −∆w̃λ ≤λ f̃ (w̃λ) a.e. in BR2 (x0)∩Ω, we can integrate by parts to obtain

ˆ
BR2 (x0)∩Ω

∇w̃λ∇ϕ−
ˆ
Γ1

∂w̃λ

∂ν
ϕ−
ˆ
Γ3

w̃′
λ(R−

2 )ϕ≤λ
ˆ

BR2 (x0)∩Ω
f̃ (w̃λ)ϕ, (3.9)

where w̃′
λ
(R−

2 ) := limr→R−
2

w̃′
λ
(r). On the other hand, we obviously have w̃λ ∈ H2 (

Ω\ BR2 (x0)
)

and −∆w̃λ =
0≤λ f̃ (w̃λ) in Ω\ BR2 (x0), so integration by parts yieldsˆ

Ω\BR2 (x0)
∇w̃λ∇ϕ−

ˆ
Γ2

∂w̃λ

∂ν
ϕ+
ˆ
Γ3

w̃′
λ(R+

2 )ϕ≤λ
ˆ
Ω\BR2 (x0)

f̃ (w̃λ)ϕ, (3.10)

where, as before, w̃′
λ
(R+

2 ) := limr→R+
2

w̃′
λ
(r). Taking into account that w̃′

λ
(R−

2 ) = (R1/R2)N−1w′
λ
(R1) < 0 =

w̃′
λ
(R+

2 ), we can sum both (3.9) and (3.10) to obtain, after dropping the nonnegative term related to Γ3,
that ˆ

Ω
∇w̃λ∇ϕ−

ˆ
Γ1

∂w̃λ

∂ν
ϕ−
ˆ
Γ2

∂w̃λ

∂ν
ϕ≤λ

ˆ
Ω

f̃ (w̃λ)ϕ. (3.11)

Now, we focus our attention on the boundary terms. When y ∈ Γ1, we have that r(y) ∈ [R1,R2). Here,
we stress that w̃λ(y)≤β−ε and that w′

λ
(r(y))≤ (R1/R2)N−1w′

λ
(R1)< 0. Using (3.8), we obtain

∂w̃λ

∂ν
(y)+γw̃λ(y)≤ ∂w̃λ

∂ν
(y)+γ(β−ε)= w̃′

λ(r(y))
∂r
∂ν

(y)+γ(β−ε)

≤ 1
2

w̃′
λ(r(y))+γ(β−ε)≤ 1

2
(R1/R2)N−1w′

λ(R1)+γ(β−ε).

Since limλ→∞ w′
λ
(R1)=−∞, we can find λ3 >λ2 such that, for any λ>λ3, it holds

∂w̃λ

∂ν
(y)+γw̃λ(y)< 0 for all y ∈Γ1. (3.12)
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Besides, when y ∈ Γ2 we have that r(y) > R2, so w̃λ is negative on this set and its normal derivative is
zero. Therefore, we obtain

∂w̃λ

∂ν
(y)+γw̃λ(y)= γw̃λ(y)< 0 for all y ∈Γ2. (3.13)

Joining (3.11), (3.12) and (3.13), we deduce that w̃λ is a weak subsolution of (3.1) provided λ>λ2. As
uλ is the maximal solution of (3.1) in the interval [0,β], we have that w̃λ(x) ≤ uλ(x) for all x ∈Ω and all
λ> λ3(ε, y0). In particular, w̃λ(y0)= β−ε≤ uλ(y0). Since ε is arbitrary, we can affirm that uλ(y0)→ β as
λ→∞ and this concludes the proof. □

In the following, we aim to study problem (3.1) for a fixed λ > 0 to determine whether a solution
to (3.1) exists when γ is small and, if so, to study the limit of such solutions as γ→ 0. Since λ does not
play a significant role here, we consider instead problem{

−∆u = f̃ (u) inΩ,
∂u
∂ν

+γu = 0 on ∂Ω.
(3.14)

Proposition 3.5. There is some constant γ> 0 such that, for any 0< γ< γ, problem (3.14) has a positive
maximal solution in the interval [0,β]. Moreover, uγ→β uniformly in Ω when γ→ 0.

Proof. The existence of some γ > 0 for which a nontrivial solution to (3.14) exists for any γ < γ can
be proved using variational methods in the same way as in Lemma 3.1. Due to Proposition 2.4 and
Corollary 2.5, this solution is positive and has its maximum in (α,β). As β is always a supersolution
of (3.14), for any γ< γ the maximal solution uγ to (3.14) in the interval [0,β] exists.

Now, observe that uγ(x) is a decreasing function in γ for any x ∈Ω. Indeed, let 0 < γ1 < γ2 < γ. Then
uγ2 is a strict subsolution to (Pγ) with γ = γ1. Taking into account that uγ1 is the maximal solution
of (Pγ) with γ= γ1 and using Proposition 2.4, we easily deduce that uγ2 < uγ1 in Ω.

Therefore, we can define u(x)= limγ→0 uγ(x). As uγ is bounded in C(Ω) by β, Lemma 2.10 implies that
uγ→ u strongly in C(Ω) and that u ∈ C2(Ω) is a solution of the Neumann problem{

−∆u = f̃ (u) inΩ,
∂u
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω.
(3.15)

Since ∥uγ∥C(Ω) ∈ (α,β) for every 0 < γ< γ, then ∥u∥C(Ω) ∈ [α,β], but notice that ∥u∥C(Ω) ̸=α due to the
monotonicity of uγ. We stress that any solution to this Neumann problem must satisfy the compatibility
condition ˆ

Ω
f̃ (u)= 0.

This condition is obtained by just taking the constant function 1 as test function in the weak formulation
of (3.15). As f̃ ≥ 0 and u is continuous, then {u(x) : x ∈Ω} is a connected set that must be contained in
some connected component of {s ≥ 0 : f (s) = 0}. As ∥u∥C(Ω) ∈ (α,β] and f (s) > 0 when s ∈ (α,β), then
∥u∥C(Ω) =β and we can conclude that u ≡β in Ω. □

4. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we prove the results stated in the introduction. To show Theorem 1.1, the strategy is
to consider the truncated problem (3.1) and use the uniform convergence of its solutions to β. Then, for
sufficiently large λ, these solutions also solve (Pλ,γ).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Consider γ > 0 fixed. Let vλ,γ be the solution to (3.1) given by Lemma 3.1 for λ
greater than a constant. By Proposition 3.4, we know that vλ,γ → β in C(Ω) as λ→∞, so there is some
λ> 0 such that, for any λ>λ, it holds vλ,γ(x) ∈ (α,β) for all x ∈Ω. For later purposes, we take λ minimal,
i.e., we take

λ(γ)= inf
{
λ> 0 : vλ,γ(x) ∈ [α,β) for all x ∈Ω

}
.

We point out that, since vλ,γ is increasing and less than β, the set over which we take the infimum is an
interval. In fact, this set is closed due to Lemma 2.10.

As f̃ (s) = f (s) when s ∈ (α,β), we obtain that vλ,γ is also a solution of (Pλ,γ) for any λ ≥ λ. We stress
that vλ,γ is also the maximal solution of (Pλ,γ) in [0,β] when λ≥ λ. To avoid mixing concepts, we denote
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by uλ,γ the maximal solutions of (Pλ,γ) in [0,β] whenever they exist. Of course, we have that uλ,γ ≡ vλ,γ

for all λ≥λ.
Next, we want to show the multiplicity of nonnegative solutions for λ> λ. Then, following the same

notation as in the statement of Theorem 1.1, we can simply take λmult(γ) as λ(γ). Here, the key is
that, since u

λ,γ(x) ∈ [α,β) for any x ∈Ω and f (s) > 0 when s ∈ (α,β), we can ensure that u
λ,γ is a strict

subsolution of (Pλ,γ) for any λ>λ.
From now on, we fix λ> λ and we consider the operator K : C(Ω) → C2(Ω) defined in (2.4). We recall

that any fixed point of K is a solution of (Pλ,γ) and vice versa. On the one hand, Lemma 2.7 ensures that
deg(I −K ,Oαβ,0)= 0. On the other hand, defining

O1 =
{
u ∈ C(Ω) : u

λ,γ(x)< u(x)<β in Ω
}

,

and applying Lemma 2.8, we obtain that deg(I−K ,O1,0)= 1. As O1 ⊂Oαβ, the additivity property of the
Leray-Schauder degree implies that

deg
(
I −K ,Oαβ \O1,0

)
=−1. (4.1)

Since uλ,γ always belongs to O1 because of its maximality, thanks to (4.1) we can conclude that a
second solution ũλ,γ to (Pλ,γ) in Oαβ exists whenever λ>λ.

It remains for us to show that λ(γ) (and then λmult(γ)) converges to 0 as γ→ 0. The proof is complete
if we prove that, for any λ> 0, there exists some γ̃> 0 small such that λ(γ)≤λ for any γ< γ̃.

With this aim, we fix λ > 0. Now, we use Proposition 3.5 to ensure the existence of some γ̃ > 0
depending on λ such that, for any γ< γ̃, a maximal solution vλ,γ to (3.14) (with f̃ replaced by λ f̃ ) exists
verifying vλ,γ(x) ∈ [α,β) for all x ∈ Ω. Due to the definition of λ(γ), we conclude that λ(γ) ≤ λ for all
γ< γ̃. □

Remark 4.1. If f (0) ≥ 0, then any nonnegative (and nontrivial) solution to the Robin problem (Pλ,γ) is
actually positive in Ω. This follows from Proposition 2.4, since in this case the constant zero function is
a subsolution.

Now, we can easily prove Theorem 1.2 taking into account the well-known results of existence and
nonexistence of solution for the Dirichlet problem (1.1).

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let γ> 0 be fixed. Consider the set

Aγ :=
{
λ≥ 0 : (Pλ,γ) admits solution u ≥ 0 with α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β

}
.

Thanks to Theorem 1.1, we have that Aγ ̸= ;. By Lemma 2.10 and Corollary 2.5, we can also ensure
that this set is closed. Then, we can define

λmin(γ)=min Aγ.

Since 0 ∉ Aγ, then λmin(γ) > 0. By definition, we have that λmin(γ) ≤ λmult(γ), where λmult(γ) > 0 is the
one given in Theorem 1.1. Since λmult(γ) → 0 as γ→ 0, we immediately obtain that λmin(γ) → 0 when
γ→ 0.

Finally, we study the behaviour of λmin(γ) as γ goes to ∞.
On the one hand, if (1.2) does not hold, then λmin(γ) cannot have any accumulation point at infinity.

The reason is that, if some accumulation point λ exists, one could apply Lemma 2.10 to find a solution to
the Dirichlet problem (1.1) belonging to Oαβ for this λ, but this is a contradiction with [13, Theorem 1].
Therefore, we deduce that λmin(γ)→∞ as γ→∞.

On the other hand, if (1.2) holds, then

λ∞ :=min
{
λ≥ 0 : (1.1) admits solution u ≥ 0 with α< ∥u∥C(Ω) <β

}
is finite and positive by [13, Theorem 1]. Let wλ∞ be a nonnegative solution of (1.1) for λ = λ∞ with
maximum between α and β. Thanks to the Hopf ’s Lemma, wλ∞ is a subsolution of (Pλ∞,γ) for any γ> 0
and, as β is always a supersolution, we deduce that λmin(γ) ≤ λ∞ for all γ > 0. Due to the definition of
λ∞ (and thanks to Lemma 2.10), the only possible accumulation point of λmin(γ) at infinity is λ∞. Then,
we can conclude that λmin(γ)→λ∞ as γ→∞. □
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Remark 4.2. In general, we are not able to show that problem (Pλ,γ) has two solutions in Oαβ for any
λ>λmin. However, when f ≥ 0, this can be easily proved following the same reasoning as in Theorem 1.1.
Specifically, one must take into account that the maximal solution to (Pλmin,γ) is a strict subsolution
of (Pλ,γ) for any λ>λmin.

Even more, when f ≥ 0 one can follow [9, Theorem 1.1] to show that, for any fixed γ > 0, there is an
unbounded continuum of solutions

Σ⊂ {(λ,u) ∈R+
0 ×Oαβ : u solves (Pλ,γ)}

with ⊂-shape such that λmin = min(ProjλΣ) and that, for every λ > λmin, the set ({λ}×Oαβ)∩Σ has at
least two elements.

To conclude this section, we prove Theorem 1.3, which provides some information about the behaviour
of the two solutions found in Theorem 1.1 when γ approaches zero and λ remains fixed.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. By Theorem 1.1, we know that λmult(γ) → 0 when γ→ 0. Consequently, we can
find γ̃ > 0 such that λmult(γ) < 1 for all γ < γ̃. Then, for γ < γ̃, problem (Pγ) has two solutions in Oαβ,
which we denote by uγ and ũγ, where uγ is the maximal solution in [0,β].

Arguing as in Proposition 3.5, we can prove that uγ(x) is a nonincreasing function in γ for any x ∈Ω
and that uγ→β in C(Ω) when γ→ 0.

On the other hand, Lemma 2.10 implies that ũγ → ũ in C(Ω), where ũ denotes a solution for the
Neumann problem (1.4). Notice that ∥ũ∥C(Ω) ∈ [α,β]. Since we are assuming that (1.4) has no non-
constant solutions with maximum in [α,β], it follows that either ũ ≡α or ũ ≡β. Our aim is to prove that
only the first case can happen. To do that, we follow the ideas of [13]. The strategy is to show that (Pγ)
admits at most one solution in a left neighbourhood of β when γ is small enough.

First, we prove that any solution u to (Pγ) contained in (β−δ,β) is stable, where δ is given by (1.5).
Recall that a solution u to (Pγ) is stable if the first eigenvalue µ1(γ, f ′(u)) of the problem{

−∆v− f ′(u)v =µv inΩ,
∂v
∂ν

+γv = 0 on ∂Ω,

is positive, i.e., if µ1(γ, f ′(u))> 0. This eigenvalue is given by

µ1(γ, f ′(u))= inf
ϕ∈H1(Ω),∥ϕ∥L2(Ω)=1

(ˆ
Ω
∇ϕ2 +γ

ˆ
∂Ω

|ϕ|2 −
ˆ
Ω

f ′(u)ϕ2
)
.

If u is such that u(x) ∈ (β−δ,β) for every x ∈Ω, then hypothesis (1.5) implies that f ′(u)≤ 0 in Ω. In this
way, we deduce that µ1(γ, f ′(u)) ≥ µ1(γ,0) > 0, where we have taken into account that µ1(γ,0) is just the
first eigenvalue of the Robin Laplacian, which is positive. Therefore, u is stable.

Let γ0 > 0 be such that uγ0 (x) ∈ (β−δ,β) for all x ∈Ω. We claim that (Pγ) has at most one solution
contained in the set

O1 = {u ∈ C(Ω) : uγ0 (x)< u(x)<β in Ω}

when γ< γ0. In fact, for any γ< γ0 function uγ0 is a strict subsolution of (Pγ) and β is a strict superso-
lution, so Lemma 2.8 implies that

deg(I −K ,O1,0)= 1,

where K is defined in (2.4) (with λ= 1).
Since any solution to (Pγ) contained in (β−δ,β) is stable, then any such solution has index 1. This

is because any stable solution is an isolated fixed point of K , which implies that its index is 1 (see [27]).
Together with the the additivity of the topological degree, this allows us to deduce that there is only one
solution to (Pγ) contained in O1.

As uγ ∈ O1 for every γ < γ0, the sequence ũγ cannot converge to β in C(Ω). Therefore, we conclude
that ũ →α in C(Ω). □
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