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We deal with a theoric question raised in connection with the application of a three-
critical points theorem, obtained by Ricceri, which has been already applied to obtain
multiplicity results for boundary value problems in several recent papers. In the set-
tings of the mentioned theorem, the typical assumption is that the following minimax
inequality sup;c; infrex (P (x) +A¥(x) + k(1)) < infrex sup; o, (P(x) + A¥(x) + h(A)) has
to be satisfied by some continuous and concave function 4 : I — R. When I = [0,+0c0[, we
have already proved, in a precedent paper, that the problem of finding such function 4 is
equivalent to looking for a linear one. Here, we consider the question for any interval I
and prove that the same conclusion holds. It is worth noticing that our main result im-
plicitly gives the most general conditions under which the minimax inequality occurs for
some linear function. We finally want to stress out that although we employ some ideas
similar to the ones developed for the case where I = [0,+0o0[, a key technical lemma needs
different methods to be proved, since the approach used for that particular case does not
work for upper-bounded intervals.

1. Introduction

Here and throughout the sequel, E is a real separable and reflexive Banach space, X is a
weakly closed unbounded subset of E, I < R an interval and @, ¥ are two (nonconstant)
sequentially weakly lower semicontinuous functionals on X such that

lim (D(x) +A¥(x)) = +o0 (1.1)
x€X, |Ix[|—+o0
forallA e1.

In these settings, Ricceri showed that if there exists a continuous concave function
h:I — R such that

sup inf (O (x) +A¥(x) + k(1)) < inf sup (O(x) + A¥(x) + h(A)), (1.2)
Ael xeX xeX el

then there is an open interval ] < I such that, for each A € J, the functional ® + A¥ has
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a local nonabsolute minimum in the relative weak topology of X [11, 12, 13]. Under
further assumptions, this fact leads to a three critical points theorem (see [13, Theorem
1] improving [12, Theorem 3.1]) which has been widely applied to get multiplicity results
for nonlinear boundary value problems [1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13].

A natural way to get (1.2) is by a linear function. In view of applications of [12, Theo-
rem 3.1], Ricceri gave useful conditions (see [12, Proposition 3.1]) under which (1.2),
with I = [0,+oo[, is satisfied by some linear function (see also [4]). In the same paper,
Remark 5.2, Ricceri asked if (1.2) could be satisfied by a suitable continuous concave
function also when this does not happen for linear ones. A complete and negative answer
was given in [7, Theorem 1] but when the interval I is [0,+oo].

It is still an open and nontrivial problem if the same conclusion would hold for any
interval I < R. In this paper, an answer to this question is given.

Before our main result is stated, some notations are needed to be fixed. Let « € R and
p €] —supy ¥, —infx W[, we set

a(p,a) = \{,,inf (D(x)+a(¥(x)+p)),
x€¥-1(]—o00,—p]) (1 3)
b(p.a)= _ inf (@) +a(¥(x)+p)). '
x€¥-1(]—p,too[)

Moreover we put a(p, — ) = infycy-1(—p) @(x) and b(p,+00) = +c0. As usual, by defini-
tion, we put inf & = +oo.

THEOREM 1.1. Let o = inf I and 3 = sup 1. Under the assumptions given above, the following
assertions are equivalent:
(i) for each p € R, one has

sup inf (O(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) =inf sup (DO(x)+A(¥(x)+p)); (1.4)

A€(a,B]NR xeX xeX Ae[a,fINR
(ii) for each p €] — supy ¥, —infx V[, one has

®(x) — min{a(p,a),b(p, )}

sup

x€¥-1(]-c0,~p[) p+¥(x)
(1.5)
- of ®(x) — min{a(p,a),b(p,p)} :
x€¥-1(]—p,+oo[) p+¥(x)
(iii) for every concave function h: I — R which is continuous in I \ {a}, one has
sup inf (®(x) +A¥(x) +h(1)) = inf sup (O(x) +A¥(x) +h(1)). (1.6)

Ael xeX xeX el

We want to stress out that the proof of Theorem 1.1 is not a straightforward conse-
quence of the ideas developed in [7]. In fact, the proof of [7, Lemma 3] does not work
when the interval I is upper-bounded. For this reason, different arguments are needed in
order to prove Lemma 2.4 which is a key technical preliminary result.
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2. Preliminary results

It is easily seen that a(p, -) is decreasingly monotone in R U {—oo} and b(p, -) is increas-
ingly monotone in R U {+00}.

THEOREM 2.1. Let o, € RU {—00,+00}, with a < 8, and p €] — supy ¥, —infx V[. The
following assertions are equivalent:

(i") one has
sup inf (O(x)+A(¥Y(x)+p)) =inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)); (2.1)
A€(a,B]NR x€X xeX Ae[a,fINR

(ii") one has

®(x) - min {a(p,), b(p, B)}
sup
x€¥-1(]=o0,p[) P+‘1’( )
(2.2)
o 9~ minfa(p.),bip, P}
< f
= er*ll(?—p,+w[) pt \Ij( )
Proof. First of all, we observe that
inf  sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)) =min{alp,a),b(p,p)}. (2.3)
xeX Aefa,fINR
(i")=(ii"). Since
Ml‘lm inf (O(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) = (2.4)
—+o00 xe€X
and the upper semicontinuity of the function
€ (o] 0 R — inf (O(x) +A(¥(x) +p)), (25)
xXe
there exists A € [a, B1 N R such that
sup inf (®(x) +A(¥(x) +p)) = inf (O(x) +A(¥(x) +p)). (2.6)
Le[mBINR x€X reX
Hence, by hypothesis (i) and (2.3), it follows that
;Iel)f; (@(x) +A(¥(x) +p)) = min {a(p,a),b(p,B)}. (2.7)
From (2.7), one has
sup ®(x) —min {a(p,a),b(p, )}
X€¥-1(]—c0,—p]) p+¥(x)
(2.8)

iy inf ®(x) — min {a(p,(x),b(p,/j)}.
XE\I’*I(],p,+oo[) P+\I](x)
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(ii")=("). Hypothesis (ii") implies that min{a(p,),b(p,)} € R. Moreover we have
that

®(x) —min{a(p,a),b(p,p)}

su < -—a, (2.9)
XE\I”I(]—poo,—p[) P +\P(X)
Olx) — mi
inf () — min {a(p. ). bpp)} (2.10)
xe¥-1(]—p,+o0[) p+¥(x)
In fact, when o = —oc0 (2.9) is true as strict inequality because of (ii"). So is (2.10)

when § = +oc0. In the other cases, if (2.9) were not true then there would exist X €
W1(] = o0, —p[) such that

O(x)+a(¥Y(X) +p) <min{alp,a),b(p,p)}, (2.11)
that is absurd. Inequality (2.10) can be proved in analogous way.
By (2.9) and (2.10), which we have seen to be satisfied as strict inequalities when «a =

—o0 or f3 = 400, we can choose = [, ] N R such that

®(x) — min{a(p,a),b(p, )}

sup

x€¥-1(]~c0,—p]) p+¥(x)
(2.12)
< < inf D(x) —mm{a(p,oc),b(p,ﬂ)}.
xe¥-1(]—p,+oo[) p+V¥(x)
Hence one has

inf (O(x) +A(¥(x) +p)) = min [a(p,),b(p, )} (2.13)

xXe
which, by (2.3), implies (i'). O

CoROLLARY 2.2. Let a,f € RU {—00,+00}, with a < 8. The following assertions are equiv-
alent:
(a) for every p € R, one has

sup inf (®(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) =inf sup (D(x)+A(¥(x)+p)); (2.14)
Ae[a,BlINR x€X xeX Ale[a,f]NR

(b) for every p €] —supy ¥, —infx VY[, one has

®(x) — min {a(p,a),b(p, )}
xevlil]l—poo,—pn p+¥(x)

< inf CD(x) _mln{a(p)a))b(P)ﬁ)}
x€¥-1(]—-p,+oo[) p+V¥(x)

(2.15)
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Proof. (a)=(b). It directly follows from Theorem 2.1.
(b)=(a). It is enough to show that if p € R\] — supy ¥, —infx ¥[, then

sup inf (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)) =inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)). (2.16)

A€[a,B]NR x€X xeX Ae[a,fINR

Assume that p € R is such that p < —sup, V. In this case, we have that

inf (@(x) +a(¥(x)+p)), acR,
inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)) = reX ]
xeX Ae[aflINR xg\;{ll(ip)(l)(x), o= —oo,

(2.17)

Hence, it is clear that (2.16) holds when « € R. When o = —o0 we proceed by contradic-
tion. So we suppose that there exists y € R such that

sup inf (O(x)+A(¥Y(x)+p) <y< inf O. (2.18)
re[a,BINR x€X Yi(-p)
Then, there exist two sequences {1, }nen S R_, with lim, . A, = —00, and {x,} ey S X

such that, for every n € N, one has
inf (O(x) +4, (Y(x) +p)) = ©(xa) +4s (¥ (xa) +p)) <. (2.19)
Being ¥(x,) < —p, it results that
D(x,) <y. (2.20)

Taking into account the coerciveness of @, it follows that {x,} is bounded. By hypothesis
E is a reflexive Banach space and X is weakly closed then there exist x* € X and a sub-
sequence {x,, } weakly convergent to x*. By (2.19) and lim, .. A, = —co, it follows that
W (x*) = —p. This is absurd if p < —supy V. If p = —supy ¥, we exploit the sequentially
weakly lower semicontinuity and (2.20) to obtain the absurd ®(x*) < y < infy-1(_p) @. So
(2.16) holds.

By similar arguments, (2.16) can be proved when p > —infx V. g

CoroLLARY 2.3. Leta,f € RU {—00,+00}, with a < 5, and p € R. Assume that

sup inf (O(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) =inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)). (2.21)
Aela,B]NR xeX xeX Ae[a,fINR

Then, for every y,8 €la, B[ with y < 6, it results that

sup inf (®(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) =inf sup (P(x)+A(¥(x)+p)). (2.22)
Ae[y,0]NR xeX xeX Ae[y,0]nR
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Proof. Our end is to apply Corollary 2.2. So, supposing —supy ¥ < p < —infx ¥, we have
to prove that

®(x) — min {a(p,y),b(p,6)}
sup
xe¥1(]—c0,~p[) p+Y¥(x)

< f @) —minfa(p,y).b(p,d)}
xE‘P*l(]*P,+oo[) P+\P(x)

(2.23)

By hypothesis and Corollary 2.2, it follows that
sup ®(x) — min {a(p,a),b(p,B)}
x€¥-1(]-c0,—p[) p+¥(x)

- of D(x) — min{a(p,a),b(p,ﬂ)}.
xe¥-1(J-p,tool) p+¥(x)

(2.24)

Then (2.23) follows from min{a(p,y),b(p,8)} < min{a(p,«),b(p,f)}. O

LemMa 2.4. Let o, f € R, with a < 3, and suppose that

sup inf (O(x) +A(¥(x)+p)) = inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+p)), (2.25)
Ae[a,p] xeX xeX Aelap]

for every p € R. Consider a subdivision & = a; < oy < - - - a, = f of the interval [«, ] with
n = 3. Define the function h: [a, ] — R,

n—1

h(A) = z Xana ] (A) (pid +a;)  foreach A € [a, ], (2.26)

i=1

where {pi}1<k<n—1 is a nonincreasing finite sequence of real numbers and a;. = a; + (p; —
Pir1)ir1, for 1 <i<n—2, with a; € R arbitrarily chosen.
Then one has

sup inf (®(x) +A¥(x) +h(1)) = inf sup (P(x)+A¥(x)+h(AN)). (2.27)
A€[a,B] xEX xeX Ae[a,p]

Proof. The proof is similar to that of [7, Lemma 3]. So, here we omit some passages that
can be find in the cited article. The proof is divided into four steps. We prove only the
first step and refer to [7] for the others.

By Corollary 2.3, we have

sup inf (®(x) +A¥(x)+h(1)) = max inf sup (O(x)+A(¥(x)+pi)+ai).
Aela,p] x€X 1<i<n—1xeX A€[a;,aiv1]
(2.28)
For convenience, denote

filx,A) = O(x) + A (¥ (x) + pi) +ai, (2.29)

forl<i<n-1.
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The first step. We prove the thesis when infx ¥ < —p; <sup, ¥, forevery 1 <i<n— 1.

Put,forl <i<n-2,

8= inf fi(x,ais1).

x€¥-1(]-pi,—pix1])
In [7], it was proved that

inf sup (®O(x)+A¥(x)+h(1))
xeX Aela,f]

=min{ min §;, inf filx,a), inf f,,_l(x,ﬁ)}.

Lsisn-2 " x€¥-1(]-c0,~p1]) X€¥ (] —py-1,+eo])

By induction on n € N, we first prove the following inequalities:

inf Ju1 (6, 01)

xe¥-1(]-00,~py-1])

> min{ inf fi(x,a1), min §; }

xe¥-1(]—o0,—p1]) 1<i<n-2

> inf (e 0-1).
xe‘l”l(]lfnoc,fpnfl])fn 106 0-1)

By definition of f; and g, it is easily seen that
fir(xais1) = fi(x, aiv1)

and,forl<k<n-1-1i,

filx, i) < firr (o, a0).
Let n = 3, one has
inf X,00) = inf X, 0
xe\w(]—oo,—pmﬁ( ) xE‘P*(]—w’—le)fl( 2)

inf Jil (x,ocz),&}

{xe‘l’ 1(]—c0,—p1])

f(x,ocl),(?l}.

xe¥- 1(1 ,—p1])

The last inequality follows from a(p;,a,) < a(p;,«;1). Moreover,

. f a).6 }
mln{xe\}’”(l]rloo,—pl])fl (x,01),61

< min{ inf fo(x,a1), inf fz(x,(xl)}

x€¥1(]-00,—pi]) x€¥-1(]-p1,—p2])

= inf fa(x,00).

x€¥-1(]-00,~p])

(2.30)

(2.31)

(2.32a)

(2.32b)

(2.33)

(2.34)

(2.35)

(2.36)
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Now suppose that (2.32a) and (2.32b) hold for n = k — 1. Let n = k.
We have

])fkfl (%, 1) = inf )fk—z(x) Ok-1)

in
x€¥1(]-00,—pi_y xe¥!(]-00,—pr-1]

= min {8;(,2, )fk72(xaak71)}

inf
x€V1(]—00,—pr]

< being a(pi—2, ak-1) < a(pr—2,ak—2), (2.37)

])fk—z (x,ock-z)}

min {8;(_2, inf
x€¥ (] —00,—pr—2

< min { inf fi(x,a1), min ) 8,} (by hypothesis).

x€¥-1(]—00,—p1]) 1<i<k—

Moreover,

inf )fk_l (x,01)

x€¥1(]—00,—pr-1]

> (by (2.34)) (2.38)

Sia () inf fio (o) }

> min{ )
x€¥Y-(]=pr-2,—pr-1])

inf
€Y (] =09,y ]
Inequality (2.32a) follows from (2.38), the inductive hypothesis and the fact that

in _1(xa1) = 8k_a. 2.39
xe‘%’-l(]*Pk—zrpkql)fk 1( 1) k2 ( )

We still proceed by induction to prove (2.27).
Let n = 3. Then, owing to (2.28), one has

sup inf (®(x) +A¥(x) +h(A))
Aela,p] xeX

= max{min{ inf fi(x,e), h (x,ocz)},

inf
x€¥~1(]-00,—p1]) xe¥~1(]-p1,+oo[)

min] nf e if pwa))] @ao)

x€¥1(]-00,—ps]) x€¥ 1 (]=pa,t+oo[)

= max{min{ inf fi(x,a1),61, inf fz(x,(xz)},

x€V-1(]-00,—p1]) x€¥-1(]—py,+oo[)

k€W (]=pa,tool)

min{ inf fr(x,a2) inf fr(x,a3) } }
x€V1(]—00,—ps])

By virtue of (2.32b) and having
inf fHlxw) < inf fa(x,a3), (2.41)

xe¥-1(]—pa,+oo]) xe¥-1(]—=pa,+oo])
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it is enough to show that

max { inf fa(x,a2), inf filx,a) }

P I S) x€¥1(=pa,too])
(2.42)

> min{ inf fi(x,a), inf fz(x,oc3),81}.

x€¥-1(]-00,—p1]) x€¥ 1 (]=p2,+eo])

We argue by contradiction. So suppose that (2.42) does not hold. Then one has

. E 2(X, ) <n]].]] {(;], ]'nf X, X }’ 2']3
xe¥ 1(]—00,—p2])f ( ) xe¥ 1(]_P2s 3[).)(2( 3) ( )
‘ ’ < . { ’ (S : —00,—p ’ }. 2.44
xe¥ 1(] pz,+°0[)f( ) x \I/,](] , 1])f( 1) ( )
If
xe¥ . p2,t00 ’ < - i 2 > > 2.45
l(] > Df ( ) xe¥ I(] myfpz])f (':C “2) ( )

then from (2.43) and (2.33) it results that b(p,, ;) < a(pa,az2) < b(p2, a3).
From b(p,,a;) < a(p,,az) it follows that

O(x) —al(pr,a)

< —ap. 2.46
x€¥1(J-pteo])  po+¥(x) ’ (2.46)

Consequently, from a(p,,a,) < b(p2,a3) and condition (ii") of Theorem 2.1 it follows that

® - >
sp 2 alprar) (2.47)
ve¥ 1(J—wo—py)) P2+ Y(x)

This is absurd. In fact it implies that a(p;,a;) = infy-1(_,,) @ which contradicts (2.43)
because §; < infy-1(_p,) D +a,.

If

inf X,00) < inf X,00), 2.48
i plra) s inf (e (2.49)

then, by (2.44), (2.32a), and (2.33), it follows that a(ps,a2) < b(pa,a2) < a(pa,ay). Fur-
thermore, since (2.42) does not hold, it also results that b(p,,az) < b(p2,a3). Conse-
quently b(p,,a2) < min{a(p,,a1),b(p2,a3)}. This implies that

®(x) — min{a(py,a1),b(p2,a3)} o

inf 2.49
x€¥-1(]—pa,+o0]) p2+¥(x) ( )
Hence, by (ii") of Theorem 2.1, it results that
a(pr,az) = min{a(py,a1),b(p2,a3)}. (2.50)

Then, being a(p,,az) < a(ps,a1), it follows that b(p,,a3) < a(pz, o).
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Now, fix € > 0 such that
a(pr,a2) <b(pr,a2) +€ < b(pa,a3). (2.51)
Then, one has

wp 2= Clpm)re) (2.52)

xEW1(]—c0,—psl) p2+¥(x)

We exploit condition (ii") of Theorem 2.1 to obtain

O(x) — b(py,a3)

> —ay. 2.53
xe‘I’*l(l]Ilpz,-%—oo[) p2+Y¥(x) * ( )

From the previous inequality it follows the absurd b(p,,a2) = b(p2,a3) > b(pa, ) + €.
This completes the proof for n = 3.
Suppose that (2.27) hold for n = k — 1, then one has

sup inf (®(x) +A¥(x) +h(A))
Ae(a,p] x€X

= max 3 min inf x,a1), min 0, inf _o (%, o },
SL {xe\yﬂ(]""’fpl])fl( ) 1<i<k-2 lxe\}'*'(]*pk—lﬁoo[)fk 2 (% 1)

fk—l(x)“k)}}'

min inf -1 (x,06-1), inf
{xe‘l’*l(]*wﬁpk—l])f ( 1)XE‘P’1(]*P1<—1,+°°[)

(2.54)
So the conclusion follows since it results that
max inf -1 (x,06-1), inf 2 (%, o }
{xe\wu—w,—pk,l])f (o) reri(ep 2(60-1)
(2.55)
> min inf x,a1), min 0, inf (% }
{xe‘lj’l(]—w,—pl])fl( ) l<i<k-2 ZXE‘P’l(]—pk,l,+oo[)fk 1 (% 0k)

Except for obvious changes, (2.55) can be proved by same arguments used for (2.42). O

LEmMA 2.5. Let o, € R, with a <3, and g : [a, 5] — R be a concave function such that
max{|gj(a)l,1g (B)|} # +oo. There exists a nonincreasing sequence of functions {g,}nen
pointwise convergent to g on [a, 3] such that, for every n € N, g, is formally defined as the
function h in Theorem 2.1.

For the proof, refer to the proof of [7, Lemma 4].

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Proof. (i)« (ii). It follows from Corollary 2.3.
(i)= (iii). Except for obvious changes, the proof is analogous to that of its counterpart
in [7, Theorem 1].
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(iii)=(i). It immediately follows from the fact that

sup inf (O(x) +A¥(x)+h(1)) = sup (D(x)+A¥(x)+h(1)),

Ael xeX Aefa,BINR
(3.1)
inf sup (®(x) +A¥(x) +h(1)) = inf sup (D(x)+A¥(x)+h(1)),
xeX el xeX Ae[a,fINR
when h is linear. O
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