arXiv:2207.06143v1 [math.AP] 13 Jul 2022

A global second order Sobolev regularity for p-Laplacian type equations with variable coefficients in bounded domains

Qianyun Miao, Fa Peng, Yuan Zhou

Abstract. Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a bounded convex domain with n ≥ 2. Suppose that A is uniformly elliptic and belongs to W^{1,n} when n ≥ 3 or W^{1,q} for some q > 2 when n = 2. For 1 < p < ∞, we build up a global second order regularity estimate ‖D[|Du|^{p−2}Du]‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖D[| √ ADu|^{p−2}ADu]‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} for inhomogeneous p-Laplace type equation

−div ( ⟨ADu, Du⟩^{p−22} ADu ) = f in Ω with Dirichlet/Neumann 0-boundary.

Similar result was also built up for certain bounded Lipschitz domain whose boundary is weakly second order differentiable and satisfies some smallness assumptions.

1 Introduction

We first recall the L^2-integrability of second order derivatives (also called the Hessian or Calderon- Zygmund estimate) for the Poisson equation in bounded convex domains and its extension to divergence type elliptic equations; for example [2, 9, 18, 14, 20, 1] and references therein. For these and also their extension to more non-smooth domains we refer to for example [2, 9, 18, 14, 20, 1] and references therein. To be precise, let Ω ⊂ R^n with n ≥ 2 be any bounded convex domain. Given any f ∈ L^2(Ω), the uniqueness weak solution u to the Poission equation

Δu := −div(Du) = f in Ω

with Dirichlet 0-boundary u|_{∂Ω} = 0 satisfies

u ∈ W^{2,2}(Ω) and ‖D^2u‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} (1.1)

for some constant C depending on n. Note that (1.1) also holds whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) with ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0, and u is any weak solution to Δu = f in Ω with Neumann 0-boundary Du·ν|_{∂Ω} = 0. Here and below ν always denotes the outer normal direction of the boundary ∂Ω. Regards

The first author is supported by NSFC (No.12001041 & No.11871088 & No. 12171031) and Beijing Institute of Technology Research Fund Program for Young Scholars. The second author is supported by China Postdoctoral Science Foundation funded project (No. BX20220328). The third author is supported by NSFC (No. 11871088 & No.12025102) and by the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities.

1 of the Neumann 0-boundary, the condition ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 is necessary to the existence of weak solutions, and weak solutions are unique up to some additive constant.

Moreover, consider the inhomogeneous elliptic equation

L_Au := −div (ADu) = f in Ω, (1.2)

where and below we always suppose that A : Ω → R^{n×n} is a symmetric matrix-valued function satisfying the elliptic condition 1 L |ξ|^2 ≤ ⟨A(x)ξ, ξ⟩ ≤ L|ξ|^2 ∀x ∈ Ω, ∀ξ ∈ R^n (1.3) for some L > 1; for short we write A ∈ E_L(Ω) below. Under the integrability condition for the distributional derivative DA:

DA ∈ L^q(Ω, R^{n×n} ) for some q ≥ n when n ≥ 3 or q > n when n = 2, (1.4)

it was shown that (1.1) also holds, for some constant C depending on n, Ω, q, L and DA, whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) and u is a weak solution to (1.2) with Dirichlet 0-boundary, or whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) with ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 and u is a weak solution to (1.2) with Neumann 0-boundary ADu·ν|_{∂Ω} = 0.

Recently, Cianchi-Mazya [7] built up a nonlinear version of above Hessian or Calderon- Zygmund estimate for the inhomogeneous p-Laplace equation

Δ_pu := −div ( |Du|^{p−2}Du ) = f in Ω, (1.5)

where 1 < p < ∞. Indeed, they proved

|Du|^{p−2}Du ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) with the norm bound ‖D[|Du|^{p−2}Du]‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} (1.6)

for some constant C depending on n, p, Ω, whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) and u is a generalized solution to (1.5) with u|_{∂Ω} = 0 or whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) with ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 and u is a generalized solution to (1.5) with Du · ν|_{∂Ω} = 0. Recall that when p ≠ 2, Δ_pu = f is a quasilinear degenerate/singular elliptic equation. Note that when 1 < p < 2, since f ∈ L^2(Ω) implies f ∈ L^p(Ω), the generalized solutions coincides with weak solutions; when 2 < p < ∞, since f ∈ L^2(Ω) does not guarantee f ∈ L^p(Ω), one can not define weak solutions via integration by parts, the it is natural to work with generalized solutions; for more about generalized solutions see [6, 7]. These results were extended by [8, 4] to vector-valued case.

In this paper we consider the inhomogeneous p-Laplace type equation L_{A,p}u := −div ( ⟨ADu, Du⟩^{p−22} ADu ) = f in Ω, (1.7)

where the coefficient A ∈ E_L(Ω). Motivated by above Hessian or Calderon-Zygmund estimates and their nonlinear version, it is natural to ask, under the condition (1.4), whether some similar global second order regularity holds for generalized solutions to (1.7) with Dirichlet/Neumann 0-boundary.

The main purpose of this paper is to answer the above question as below.

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω be a bounded convex domain of R^n with n ≥ 2. Let 1 < p < ∞. Suppose that A ∈ E_L(Ω) for some L > 1 and satisfies (1.4).

If f ∈ L^2(Ω) and u is a generalized solution to (1.7) with u|_{∂Ω} = 0, or if f ∈ L^2(Ω) with ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 and u is a generalized solution to (1.7) with ADu · ν|_{∂Ω} = 0, then we have { | √ ADu|^{p−2}ADu ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) and |Du|^{p−2}Du ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) with norm bounds ‖D[| √ ADu|^{p−2}ADu]‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖D[|Du|^{p−2}Du]‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}, (1.8)

where C > 0 is a constant independent of u and f.

Moreover, beyond convex domains, Cianchi-Mazya [7] proved that the above estimate (1.6) holds for the equation (1.5) in bounded Lipschitz domain Ω provided that

the boundary ∂Ω ∈ W^2L^{n−1,∞} when n ≥ 3 and ∂Ω ∈ W^2L^{1,∞} log L when n = 2 (1.9)

and that the weak second fundamental form B on ∂Ω satisfies

lim_{r→0} Ψ_B(r) ≤ c for some suitable small constant c = c( Lip_Ω, d_Ω, n, p), (1.10)

where

Ψ_B(r) := sup_{x∈∂Ω} ‖B‖_Ln−1,∞_{(∂Ω∩Br (x))} if n ≥ 3, sup_{x∈∂Ω} ‖B‖_Ln−1,∞_{log L(∂Ω∩Br (x))} if n = 2. (1.11)

Here d_Ω is the diameter of Ω and Lip_Ω is the Lipschitz constant of Ω. Recall that Ω is a Lipschitz domain, if, in a neighborhood B(x, r)∩∂Ω of each boundary point x, Ω agrees with the subgraph Γ(ϕ) of a Lipschitz continuous function ϕ : R^{n−1} → R of (n − 1)-variables. We say ∂Ω satisfies (1.9) if each such ϕ is twice weakly differentiable, and that its second-order derivatives belong to either the weak Lebesgue space L^{n−1,∞} if n ≥ 3, or the weak Zygmund space L^{1,∞} log L if n = 2. The assumption (1.9) guarantee that the weak second fundamental form B on ∂Ω belongs to the same weak type spaces with respect to the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdroff measure H^{n−1} on ∂Ω, and hence guarantee lim_{r→0} Ψ_B(r) < ∞. But (1.9) cannot give the smallness of Ψ_B(r), that is, (1.10). As revealed by Cianchi-Mazya, to get (1.1) in the case p = 2 and also (1.6) for 1 < p < ∞ the smallness assumption (1.10) for lim_{r→0} Ψ_B(r) is necessary and optimal; (1.10) can not be weaken to lim_{r→0} Ψ_B(r) < ∞. For more details we refer to [7].

In this paper, we also show that the convexity assumption on Ω in Theorem 1.1 can be reduced to the smallness assumption (1.10) as in [7].

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of R^n with n ≥ 2 and satisfy (1.9). Let 1 < p < ∞. Suppose that A ∈ E_L(Ω) for some L > 1 and satisfies (1.4).

There exists a constant δ_∗ > 0 depending on n, L such that if lim_{r→0} Ψ_B(r) ≤ δ_∗, then (1.8) holds whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) and u is a generalized solution to (1.7) with u|_{∂Ω} = 0 or whenever f ∈ L^2(Ω) with ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 and u is a generalized solution to (1.7) with ADu · ν|_{∂Ω} = 0.

In the statements of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, the annoying dependence of constant C on the main parameters is unclear. Here we clarify them respectively.

Remark 1.3. (i) Regards of the constant C in Theorem 1.1, we consider two cases.

• In the case A ∈ Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) for some q > n ≥ 2, the constant C in Theorem 1.1 depends only on n, p, L, d_Ω = diam Ω, |Ω| and C_{ext,q}(Ω)‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)}. In the proof, we extend A ∈ Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) as ~A ∈ Ẇ^{1,q}(R^n ) so that ‖D ~A‖_Lq_{(R}n_) ≤ C_{ext,q}(Ω)‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)}, where C_{ext,q}(Ω) is the norm of the extension operator.

• In the case A ∈ W^{1,n}(Ω) with n ≥ 3, we know that lim_{r→0} Φ_{A,Ω}(r) = 0, where

Φ_{A,Ω}(r) := sup x∈Ω ‖DA‖_Ln_{(B(x,r)∩Ω)}. We extend A ∈ Ẇ^{1,n}(Ω) to ~A ∈ Ẇ^{1,n}(R^n ) so that

Φ_{~A,Ωt} (r) ≤ C_{ext,n}(Ω)Φ_{A,Ω}(C_{ext,n}(Ω)r) whenever 0 < t < r,

where C_{ext,n}(Ω) is a constant and Ω^t is the t-neighbourhood of Ω. To obtain (1.8) in Theorem 1.1, we require that Φ_{A,Ω}(C_{ext,n}(Ω)r_A) ≤ δ_♯/C_{ext,n}(Ω) for some sufficiently small δ_♯ > 0 depending on n, p, L and some r_A ∈ (0, 1). The constant C in Theorem 1.1 depends only on n, p, L r_A, Lip_Ω, d_Ω and |Ω|.

(ii) The constant C in Theorem 1.2 not only depends on parameters as stated in (i) above in a similar way, but also depends on some constant caused by the condition (1.10), that is, depends on 1/r_Ω, where r_Ω ∈ (0, 1) satisfies Ψ_B(r_Ω) ≤ δ_∗ and δ_∗ is given in (1.10).

To prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we consider some regularized equation of (1.7), that is, the equation L_{ϵ,A,p}u = −div ( (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} ADu ) = f in Ω with u|_{∂Ω} = 0 or ADu · ν|_{∂Ω} = 0, (1.12)

where ϵ ∈ (0, 1] and Ω, A, f satisfies

(S1) A ∈ E_L(R^n ) ∩ C^∞(R^n ), (S2) Ω is a bounded smooth domain, (S3) f ∈ C^∞_c (Ω) (and additionally, ∫ Ω f(x) dx = 0 in the case Neumann 0-boundary).

Note that, under assumptions (S1)-(S3), weak solutions to the regularized equation (1.12) with Dirichlet/Neumann 0-boundary are always smooth in Ω.

We establish the following global quantitative second order regularity for the regularized equation (1.12) in Theorems 1.4 and 1.5. From them, via an standard approximation argument we conclude Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 (including Remark 1.3) respectively; we refer to Section 7 for details.

Theorem 1.4. Let 1 < p < ∞, ϵ ∈ (0, 1], and Ω be a bounded convex domain. Suppose that Ω, A and f satisfy assumptions (S1)-(S3). Let u be any weak solution to (1.12).

(i) If ‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)} ≤ R_♯ for some q > n ≥ 2 and 0 < R_♯ < ∞, then

‖D[(Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} Du]‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖D[(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} ADu]‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} (1.13)

with the constant C depending only on n, p, q, L and R_♯.

(ii) There exists a constant δ_♯ > 0 depending on n, p, L, d_Ω, Lip_Ω such that if Φ_{A,Ω}(r_♯) ≤ δ_♯ for some r_♯ > 0, then (1.13) holds with the constant depending only on n, p, L and r_♯.

Theorem 1.5. Let 1 < p < ∞ and ϵ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that Ω, A and f satisfy (S1)-(S3). Let u be a weak solution to (1.12).

(i) There exists a constant δ_∗ > 0 depending only on n, p, L, Lip_Ω, d_Ω such that if Ψ_B(r_∗) ≤ δ_∗ for some 0 < r_∗ < 1, and if ‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)} ≤ R_♯ for some q > n and 0 < R_♯ < ∞, then (1.13) holds with the constant C depending only on n, p, L and R_♯ and r_∗ .

(ii) There exist a constant δ_∗ > 0 depending only on n, p, L, Lip_Ω, d_Ω, r_Ω, and another constant δ_♯ > 0 depending only on n, p, L, Lip_Ω, d_Ω, such that if Ψ_B(r_∗) ≤ δ_∗ for some 0 < r_∗ < 1 and if Φ_{A,Ω}(r_♯) ≤ δ_♯ for some r_♯ > 0, then (1.13) holds with the constant C depending only on n, p, L, r_∗ and r_♯.

We prove Theorem 1.4 and 1.5 in Section 2 with the aid of key Lemma 2.1, Lemma 2.2, Lemma 2.3, Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6, whose proofs are postponed to Section 3, Section 4, Section 5 and Section 6 correspondingly.

The main novelty is that, instead of Euclidean gradient D, we consider the intrinsic (Riemannian) gradient √ AD, which allows us to combine the approach of Cianchi-Mazya for the equation Δ_pu = f and also the classical approach to Calderon-Zygmund estimates for the equation L_Au = f. Moreover, we use different analytic properties of the boundary of domains when dealing with Dirichlet 0-boundary and Neumann 0-boundary; see key Lemma 2.1.

2 Proofs of Theorems 1.4&1.5

Let 1 < p < ∞ and ϵ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that Ω, A and f satisfy (S1)-(S3). Let u be a weak solution to (1.12). We are going to prove (1.13) and then Theorems 1.4&1.5. For simplicity of notation, we always write V_{A,ϵ}(Du) = (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} ADu and U_{A,ϵ}(Du) = (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} | √ AD^2u √ A|. and also V_ϵ(Du) = (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} Du and U_ϵ(Du) = (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} |D^2u|.

Then (1.13) reads as

‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV_ϵ(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}. (2.1)

Note that |DV_ϵ(Du)| ≤ C(n, p)U_ϵ(Du) ≤ C(n, p, L)U_{A,ϵ}(Du), we only need to show

‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}. (2.2)

We proceed as below to prove (2.2). Firstly, we establish the following fundamental inequality.

Lemma 2.1. One has

f^2 = (L_{ϵ,A,p}u)^2 ≥ 1 2 min{1, (p − 1)^2}[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 − C|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 + I (2.3)

where I = div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] } , (2.4) or I = div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } . (2.5)

Here C > 1 is a constant depending on n, p, L.

We introduce different I as in (2.4) and (2.5) and, later in Lemma 2.3, will use them for Dirichlet and Neumann 0-boundary respectively. This is crucial and also necessary for us to get Theorem 1.4& 1.5 (and hence Theorem 1.1& 1.2) under the merely regularity assumption DA ∈ L^q(Ω) as in (S2). See Remark 2.4(i) for detailed reasons.

We prove (2.3) with I given by (2.5) and^1_2 replaced by^3_4 via considering the intrinsic (Riemannian) gradient D_Au = √ ADu and borrowing some ideas from Mazya-Cianchi [7, Lemma ], see Lemma 3.1 for the details. The additional term C|DA|^2V_{A,ϵ}(Du)^2 in (2.3) appears in a natural way. One may use a similar argument to prove (2.3) with I given by (2.4). But instead, we bound the difference between (2.4) and (2.5) by δU_{A,ϵ}(Du)^2 + 1 δ C|DA|^2V_{A,ϵ}(Du)^2 for any δ > 0,

see Lemma 3.2 for details. This allows us to get (2.3) with I given by (2.4).

In the special case A = I_n, our proof does give

[div((|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} Du)]^2 ≥ min{1, (p − 1)^2}(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2u|^2 − I,

where I = div { (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[ΔuDu − D^2uDu] } , no matter which is given by (2.4) or (2.5); see Remark 3.6. This inequality with the coefficient min{1, (p − 1)^2} replaced by some κ > 0 was first proved by Mazya-Cianchi [?]. When 1 < p < 2, our argument gets a clear coefficient (p − 1)^2 and also simplifies their original argument technically; see Remark 3.6 for more details. Moreover, the key inequality (3.4) used by [7] and also here can be proved in a simple way; see Remark 3.5 and Lemma 3.3.

Multiplying both sides of (2.3) by some test functions and integrating, we could conclude the following Lemma. Note that the boundary term K(ϕ) as in (2.7) below and the boundary term K(ϕ) as in (2.8) below come, respectively, from (2.4) and from (2.5).

Lemma 2.2. For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ), one has

‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}

≤ C‖ϕf‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_2‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + K(ϕ) (2.6) where K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x), (2.7) or K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x). (2.8) Here C, C_1 and C_2 are positive constants depending only on n, p, L.

Thanks to Lemma 2.2, to get (2.1) we only need to bound the last three terms in the right hand side of (2.6), that is, C_1‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}, C_2‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}, and K(ϕ). The boundary term K(ϕ) is bounded as in Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.3. (i) If Ω is bounded smooth convex domain, then K(ϕ) ≤ 0 whenever ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ).

(ii) If Ω is bounded smooth domain, then

K(ϕ) ≤ C_∗Ψ_B(r)[‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}]

whenever ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (B(z, r)) with z ∈ Ω and 0 < r < 1. Here C_∗ > 0 is a constant depending only on n, L. See Section 5 for the proof of Lemma 2.3. Here are some necessary remarks for the proof.

Remark 2.4. (i) When u has Dirichlet 0-boundary, to get some suitable estimate of K(ϕ) as above, we have to use K(ϕ) as given in (2.7), which comes from (2.4). Otherwise, if we use the K(ϕ) as given in (2.8), then DA|_{∂Ω} will appear in the upper bound of K(ϕ). However, no assumption is made on DA|_{∂Ω} in this paper; DA ∈ L^q(Ω) as in (S2) does not give any information of DA|_{∂Ω}.

Similarly, when u has Neumann 0-boundary, to get some suitable estimate of K(ϕ) as above, we also have to use K(ϕ) as given in (2.8), which comes from (2.5).

(ii) Besides (i), the proof of Lemma 2.3 (i) relies on the convex geometry; the proof of Lemma 2.3 (ii) relies on trace formula by Cianchi-Mazya [7]. Some careful calculation/obervation are also necessary.

Concerning the term C‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2 (Ω)}, we use the Gargliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality to get the following upper bound via the L^q-norm of DA with q > n ≥ 2, and also local L^n-norm of DA with n ≥ 3; for the proof see Section 6. Lemma 2.5. (i) Given q > n, for any 0 < η < 1 we have ‖DA||V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ η‖DA‖^2_Lq_{(Ω)}‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C η ‖DA‖^2_Lq_{(Ω)}‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}.

(ii) Given any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (B(z, r)) for some z ∈ Ω and 0 < r < 1, we have ‖|DA|ϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C_♯‖DA‖^2_Ln_{(Ω∩B(z,r))}‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_3‖DA‖^2_Ln_{(Ω∩B(z,r))} [ ‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} ] .

Towards the term C‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2(Ω)}, similarly to Lemma 2.5, one has the following.

Lemma 2.6. For any η > 0 we have

‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ η‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}.

Observe that the L^1-norm of V_{A,ϵ}(Du) or ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du) appears in Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.5. To handle them, we need the following L^1-estimate by [6]:

‖(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} |Du|‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L1_{(Ω)}. (2.9)

As a consequence we have

Corollary 2.7. We have ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L1(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_{L2(Ω)}.

Now, with Lemma 2.2-Lemma 2.5 and Corollary 2.7 in hand, we conclude (2.1) as below. If Ω is convex, Lemma 2.3 (i) gives K(ϕ) ≤ 0.

(i) Case DA ∈ L^q(Ω) with q > n, we choose a test function ϕ with ϕ = 1 in Ω so that C‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2 (Ω)} = 0. Then (2.1) from Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.5 (i) with sufficiently small η > 0 so that the coefficient η‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)} is small. This give Theorem 1.4(i).

(ii) Case DA ∈ L^n(Ω) with n ≥ 3, we find small 0 ≤ r_♯ ≤ 1 so that the coefficient C_♯‖DA‖^2_{Ln (Ω∩B(z,r))} appeared in Lemma 2.4(ii) is small. Then cover Ω by a family of balls B_k with radius r_♯/4 ≤ r_k < r_♯, and denote by {ϕ_k} be an associated unity of partition. Apply (2.6) to such such ϕ_k, and use Lemma 2.4(ii) to bound ‖|DA|ϕ_kV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2 (Ω)}. Summation over all ϕ_k and using lemma 2.5 we get the desired upper bound as in Theorem 1.4(ii). See Section 7 for details.

For general domain Ω, we use Lemma 2.3 (ii) to bound K(ϕ). We find 0 < r_∗ ≤ 1 so that the coefficient C_∗Ψ_B(r) appeared in Lemma 2.3 is sufficiently small. Then cover Ω by a family of balls B_k with radius r_∗/4 ≤ r_k < r_∗, and denote by {ψ_k} be an associated unity of partition. Apply (2.6) to such such ψ_k, and apply Lemma 2.5(ii) to bound ‖|DA|ψ_kV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2 (Ω)}. Summation over all ψ_k we obtain L^2-norm of DV_{A,ϵ}(Du) is bounded by the summation of the L^2-norm of f ,|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du) and V_{A,ϵ}(Du), see Lemma 2.8 below.

(iii) Case DA ∈ L^q(Ω) with q > n, then (2.1) follows from this and Lemma 2.3 (ii), Lemma 2.5 and Corollary 2.7. This gives Theorem 1.5(i).

(iv) Case DA ∈ L^n(Ω) with n ≥ 3, we need to localized Lemma 2.8 via a unit of partition as in the proof of Theorem 1.4 (ii). Then using the argument therein we derive (2.1). This gives Theorem 1.5(ii). See Section 2.2 for details.

2.1 Proof of Theorem 1.4 Suppose that Ω is convex. By Lemma 2.2(i), we have K(ϕ) ≤ 0. Thus (2.6) gives

‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ϕU_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖ϕf‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_2‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} (2.10)

Proof of Theorem 1.4 (i). Choose ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ) such that ϕ = 1 in Ω. Then Dϕ = 0 in Ω and hence (2.10) reads as

‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} (2.11)

By Lemma 2.5 (i) and choosing η sufficiently small such that C_1η‖DA‖^2_Lq ≤^1_4 , we obtain C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖DA‖^2_Lq ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}. Thanks to this and ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L1(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} given in Corollary 2.7, from (2.11) we conclude 3 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)},

that is, (2.1) holds.

Proof of Theorem 1.4(ii). Since DA ∈ L^n(Ω), then there exists r_♯ > 0 depends on n and A such that C_1C_♯‖DA‖^2_Ln_{(Ω∩B(x,r♯))} ≤ 1 4 , ∀x ∈ Ω, where C_♯ is as in Lemma 2.5 (ii). By this inequality and Lemma 2.5 (ii), for any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (B(x, r_♯)), one has C_1‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 4 ‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_3 4C_♯ [‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}]. (2.12)

Inserting this inequality into (2.10) yields 3 4 ‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ϕU_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}

≤ C‖ϕf‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + [ C_2 +

C_3 4C_♯ ] ‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}. (2.13)

Next let {B_{rk} }_{1≤k≤N} be a covering of Ω by balls B_{rk} , with r_♯/4 ≤ r_k ≤ r_♯, such that either B_{rk} is center on ∂Ω, or B_{rk} ⋐ Ω. Note that the covering can be chosen in the way that the multiplicity N of overlapping among the balls B_{rk} depends only on n. Let {ϕ_k}_{k∈N} be a family of functions such that ϕ_k ∈ C^∞_c (B_{rk} ) and |∇ϕ_k| ≤ C_4(r_♯)^{−1}, and that {ϕ^2_k}_{1≤k≤N} is a partition of unity associated with the covering {B_{rk} }_{k∈N} . Thus ∑ k∈N ϕ^2_k = 1 in Ω. By applying inequality (2.13) with ϕ = ϕ_k for each k, and summing the resulting inequalities, one obtains 3 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}

≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + NC^2_4 [ C_2 +

C_3 4C_♯ ] 1 r^2_♯

‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}. (2.14)

Choose η small enough so that

NC^2_4 [ C_2 +

C_3 4C_♯ ] 1 r^2_♯ η ≤ 1 4 . According to Lemma 2.6, we have 1 2 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}. (2.15)

By ‖V_ϵ(AD)‖^2_{L1 (Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_{L2(Ω)}, we obtain the desired (2.1).

2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.5 Lemma 2.8. 3 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}. (2.16)

Proof. Applying Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3(ii), we have ‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ϕU_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖ϕf‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + [C_2 + C_∗Ψ_B(r)]‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_∗Ψ_B(r)‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} (2.17) Next let {B_{rk} }_{1≤k≤N} be a covering of Ω by balls B_{rk} , with r_∗/4 ≤ r_k ≤ r_∗, such that either B_{rk} is center on ∂Ω, or B_{rk} ⋐ Ω. Note that the covering can be chosen in the way that the multiplicity N of overlapping among the balls B_{rk} depends only on n. Let {ψ_k}_{k∈N} be a family of functions such that ψ_k ∈ C^∞_c (B_{rk} ) and |Dψ_k| ≤ C_4(r_∗)^{−1}, and that {ψ^2_k}_{1≤k≤N} is a partition of unity associated with the covering {B_{rk} }_{k∈N} . By applying inequality (2.13) with ϕ = ψ_k for each k, and summing the resulting inequalities, one obtains

‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + NC^2_4 [C_2 + C_∗Ψ_B(r_∗)] 1 r^2_∗

‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_∗Ψ_B(r_∗)‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}

Choose η > 0 small enough such that { NC^2_4 [C_2 + C_∗Ψ_B(r_∗)] 1 r^2_∗

+ C_∗Ψ_B(r_∗) } η ≤ 1 4 . Applying Lemma 2.6 we have 3 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖U_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} By Corollary 2.7 we further have (2.17) as desired.

Proof of Theorem 1.5(i). Since (2.16) is similar to (2.11), by exactly the same argument as the proof of Theorem 1.4 (i), we obtain Theorem 1.5(i).

Proof of Theorem 1.5(ii). It suffices to show that C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 2 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖f‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} (2.18)

To this end, let {B_{rk} }_{1≤k≤N} be a covering of Ω as in the proof of Theorem 1.4 (ii) and correspondingly {ϕ_k}_{k∈N} be therein. Write C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} = ∑ k C_1‖|DA|ϕ_kV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}.

Note that C_1‖|DA|ϕ_kV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_{L2 (Ω)} is bounded by (2.12) with ϕ = ϕ_k. Thus C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 4 ∑ k ‖ϕ_kDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} +

C_3 4C_♯ [ ∑ k ‖|Dϕ_k|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C ∑ k ‖ϕ_kV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} ]

≤ 1 4 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} +

C_3 4C_♯ [NC2_4 r^2_♯

‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} ] . (2.19)

Choose η small enough so that C_3 4C_♯ NC^2_4 r^2_♯ η ≤ 1 4 . Applying Lemma 2.6, we have C_1‖|DA|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 2 ‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}.

By ‖V_ϵ(AD)‖^2_{L1 (Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖^2_{L2(Ω)}, one has (2.18) as desired.

3 Proof of key Lemma 2.1

In this section, we always let 1 < p < ∞ and ϵ ∈ (0, 1], and suppose that Ω is a smooth domain and A ∈ E_L(Ω) ∩ C^∞(Ω). To get Lemma 2.1, it is suffices to prove the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.1. For any u ∈ C^3(Ω), we have (L_{ϵ,A,p}u)^2 ≥ 3 4 min{1, (p − 1)^2}[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 − C|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 + div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } in Ω, (3.1)

where C > 1 is a constant depending on n, p, L.

Lemma 3.2. For any u ∈ C^3(Ω) and any η ∈ (0, 1), we have | |div {(|√ADu|_2 + ϵ)_{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu]} − div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr (AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] }| | ≤ η[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 + C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 in Ω, (3.2)

where C > 1 is a constant depending on n, p, L.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. The inequality (2.3) with I given by (2.5) follows from (3.1). Moreover the inequality (2.3) with I given by (2.4) follows from (3.1) and (3.2) with η =^1_4 min{1, (p−1)^2}.

To prove Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.3. For any symmetric n × n matrix M and any vector ξ ∈ R^n with |ξ| ≤ 1, we have |M|^2 ≥ 2|Mξ|^2 − |Mξ · ξ|^2. (3.3) Proof. If |ξ| = 1, then ξ = Oe_n for some orthogonal matrix O. Write O^T MO = (m_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤n}. We have

|M|^2 = |O^T MO|^2 = ∑ 1≤i,j≤n m^2_{ij} ≥ n∑ i=1 m^2_{in} + n∑ i=1 m^2_{ni} − m^2_{nn}. Then (3.3) follows from m_{nn} = O^T MOe_n · e_n = MOe_n · Oe_n = Mξ · ξ, and_n ∑ i=1 m^2_{ni} = n∑ i=1 m^2_{in} = |O^T MOe_n|^2 = |Mξ|^2, where we note O^T MOe_n = (m_{in})_{1≤i≤n} and use symmetry.

Below assume |ξ| < 1. If |ξ| = 0 and (3.3) holds trivially. It 0 < |ξ| < 1, applying (3.3) to ξ/|ξ|, we have |M|^2 ≥ 2 |Mξ|^2 |ξ|^2 − |Mξ · ξ|^2 |ξ|^4 = |Mξ|^2 |ξ|^2 + |Mξ|^2|ξ|^2 − |Mξ · ξ|^2 |ξ|^4 . Since the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives |Mξ|^2|ξ|^2 ≥ |Mξ · ξ|^2, by |ξ| < 1 and |ξ| + 1/|ξ| ≥ 2 we have |M|^2 ≥ |Mξ|^2 |ξ|^2 + |Mξ|^2|ξ|^2 − |Mξ · ξ|^2 ≥ 2|Mξ|^2 − |Mξ · ξ|^2.

Remark 3.4. After diagonalizing M, the inequality (3.3) reads as (_n ∑ i=1 ξ^2_i λ_i

)_2 − 2 n∑ i=1 ξ^2_i λ^2_i + n∑ i=1 λ^2_i ≥ 0, ∀ξ ∈ R^n with |ξ| ≤ 1, (3.4)

which was proved by [7, Lemma 3.2] and used to prove Lemma 3.1 with A = I_n. Above we give

a much simpler proof to (3.4).

Lemma 3.5. Assume that M is an n × n symmetric matrix with^1_L ≤ Mξ · ξ ≤ L for all ξ ∈ R^n

with |ξ| = 1. Then^{1√}_L ≤ √ Mξ · ξ ≤ √ L for all ξ ∈ R^n with |ξ| = 1. Moreover, for any n × n

matrix H, we have 1 √ L |H| ≤ | √ MH| ≤ √ L|H| and 1 √ L |H| ≤ |H √ M| ≤ √ L|H|. (3.5) Proof of Lemma 3.5. We can find an orthogonal matrix O such that O^T MO = diag{λ_1, · · · , λ_n}

with^1_L ≤ λ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ λ_n ≤ L and O^T √ MO = diag{ √ λ_1, · · · , √ λ_n} with^{1√}_L ≤ λ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ λ_n ≤ √ L. Thus^{1√}_L ≤ √ Mξ · ξ ≤ √ L for all ξ ∈ R^n with |ξ| = 1.

Given any matrix H, we have | √ MH|^2 = |O^T √ MOO^T H|^2 = |diag ( λ_1, · · · , λ_n ) O^T H|, and hence 1 L |H|^2 ≤ λ_1|O^T H|^2 ≤ | √ MH|^2 ≤ λ_n|O^T H|^2 ≤ L|H|^2. The same result holds for |H √ M|^2.

Below we prove Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. For simple, we write

Π := [L_{ϵ,A,p}u]^2 − div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } , and then, (3.1) is equivalent to Π ≥ 3 4 min{1, (p − 1)^2}(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2 − C(n, p, L)|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. (3.6) We prove (3.6) as below. For vectors a, b ∈ R^n , we use ⟨a, b⟩ = a · b to denote the usual inner

product. We always use Einstein summation convention, that is, a_ib_i = a^ib_i = ∑_n i=1 a_ib_i. For

short, we always write Dv = (∂_iv)_{1≤i≤n} = (v_i)_{1≤i≤n}; write

D_Av := √ ADu, D^2_Av := √ AD^2v √ A; (3.7)

also write ξ · Dv = ξ_i∂_iv, ⟨(DA)ξ, ξ⟩ = ξ^T (DA)ξ = (a^{ij}_k ξ_iξ_j)_{1≤k≤n}.

Firstly, a direct calculation yields L_{ϵ,A,p}u = div ( (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} ADu )

= (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−22} div (ADu) + (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−42} ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu ⟩ , and hence

[L_{ϵ,A,p}u]^2 = (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)]^2

+ 2(p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−3}div (ADu) ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu ⟩

+ (p − 2)^2(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4} ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu ⟩_2

. (3.8)

We also observe that div { (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } = (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}div [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] + 2(p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−3}div (ADu) ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu ⟩

− 2(p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−3} ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , (ADu · D)ADu ⟩ . (3.9)

Write div [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] = [div (ADu)]^2 + (ADu · D)div (ADu) − (ADu · D)div (ADu) − ( ∂_i(a^{js}u_s) ) · ( ∂_j (a^{ik}u_k) ) = [div (ADu)]^2 − ( ∂_i(a^{js}u_s) ) · ( ∂_j (a^{ik}u_k) ) . (3.10)

Since − ( ∂_i(a^{js}u_s) ) · ( ∂_j (a^{ik}u_k) ) = −a^{js}_i u_sa^{ik}_j u_k − 2a^{js}u_{is}a^{ik}_j u_k − a^{ik}u_{jk}a^{js}u_{is}, and u_{jk}a^{js}u_{is}a^{ik} = tr (AD^2uAD^2u) = tr ( √ AD^2uAD^2u √ A) = tr ( √ AD^2u √ A)^2 = tr (D^2_Au)^2 = |D^2_Au|^2,

we have div [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] = [div (ADu)]^2 − |D^2_Au|^2 − a^{js}_i u_sa^{ik}_j u_k − 2a^{js}u_{is}a^{ik}_j u_k. (3.11)

From (3.8), (3.9) and (3.11), we deduce that

Π = (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2

+ 2(p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−3} ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , (ADu · D)ADu ⟩

+ (p − 2)^2(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−4} ⟨ D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu ⟩_2

+ (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}[a^{js}_i u_sa^{ik}_j u_k + 2a^{js}u_{is}a^{ik}_j u_k] =: Π_1 + Π_2 + Π_3 + Π_4. (3.12)

Next we bound Π_2, Π_3 and Π_4 as below. To bound Π_2, write D |D_Au|^2 2 = 1 2 D⟨ADu, Du⟩ = D^2uADu + 1 2 (Du)^T (DA)Du. (3.13) Then ⟨D |D_Au|^2 2 , ADu⟩ = ⟨D^2uADu, ADu⟩ + 1 2 ⟨(Du)^T (DA)Du, ADu⟩ = (D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au + 1 2 (Du)^T [(ADu · D)A]Du, that is, ⟨ D | √ ADu|^2 2 , ADu ⟩_2

= [(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au]^2 + 1 4 [(Du)^T [(ADu · D)A]Du]^2 + [(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au](Du)^T [(ADu · D)A]Du. Multiplying both side by (p − 2)^2 and using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we obtain

(p − 2)^2 ⟨ D | √ ADu|^2 2 , ADu ⟩_2

≥ (p − 2)^2[(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au]^2 − η|D^2_Au|^2|D_Au|^4 − C η |DA|^2|D_Au|^4|Du|^2. (3.14) Multiplying both side by (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}, we obtain

Π_2 ≥ (p − 2)^2(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}[(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au]^2 − ηΠ_1 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. (3.15) To bound Π_3, by (3.13) and (ADu · D)ADu = AD^2uADu + [(ADu · D)A]Du, we have ⟨ D | √ ADu|^2 2 , (ADu · D)ADu ⟩

= ⟨ D^2uADu + 1 2 (Du)^T (DA)Du, AD^2uADu + [(ADu · D)A]Du ⟩ = ⟨D^2uADu, AD^2uADu⟩ + ⟨D^2uADu, [(ADu · D)A]Du⟩

+ 1 2 ⟨(Du)^T (DA)Du, AD^2uADu⟩ + 1 2 ⟨(Du)^T (DA)Du, [(ADu · D)A]Du⟩. By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality one gets

2(p − 2) ⟨ D | √ ADu|^2 2 , (ADu · D)ADu ⟩

≥ 2(p − 2)|D_A2uD_Au|^2 − η|D^2_Au|^2|D_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2|D_Au|^2|Du|^2. (3.16) Multiplying both side by (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−3} we obtain

Π_3 ≥ (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−3}|D^2_AuD_Au|^2 − ηΠ_1 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. (3.17) For Π_4, we observe that a^{js}_i u_sa^{ik}_j u_k ≥ −|DA|^2|Du|^2. By Lemma 3.5 and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, one also has 2a^{js}u_{is}a^{ik}_j u_k ≥ −|AD^2u||DA||Du| ≥ −L|D^2_Au||DA||Du| ≥ −η|D^2_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2|Du|^2. Thus Π_4 ≥ −ηΠ_1 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. From the lower bound of Π_2, Π_3 and Π_4, noting (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|Du|^2 ≤ L^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2, we attain

Π ≥ (1 − 3η)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2 + 2(p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−3}|D^2_AuD_Au|^2

+ (p − 2)^2(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}|(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. (3.18) If p ≥ 2, taking η =^1_{16} in (3.18), noting that the second and third terms in the right hand side of (3.18) are nonnegative, we have (3.6).

Below we assume that 1 < p < 2. Then 1−p(2−p) = (p−1)^2 > 0 and hence, 1 > p(2−p) > 0. We split the coefficient (1 − 3η) of (|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2 in the right hand side of (3.18) as

(1 − 3η) = [1 − p(2 − p) − 3η] + p(2 − p) ≥ 3 4 (p − 1)^2 + p(2 − p) (3.19)

where we choose η =^1_{16} (p − 1)^2. Then Π ≥ 3 4 (p − 1)^2(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 + (2 − p)(|D_Au|^2 + ε)^{p−2} { p|D^2_Au|^2 − 2 |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ + (2 − p)

|(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^2 } . (3.20)

Applying (3.3) to D^2_Au and D_Au/ √ |D_Au|^2 + ϵ, and multiplying both side p, one has p|D^2_Au|^2 ≥ 2p |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ − p |(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^2 = 2 |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ + [ (2p − 2) |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ − p |(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^2 ] . (3.21)

Since Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 ≥ |(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ , we obtain p|D^2_Au|^2 ≥ 2 |D^2_AuD_Au|^2 |D_Au|^2 + ϵ − (2 − p) |(D_Au)^T D^2_AuD_Au|^2 (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^2

. (3.22)

This inequality shows us the third term in the right hand side of (3.20) is nonnegative. Hence, (3.6) follows from (3.20).

Remark 3.6. In the case A = I_n, we can take η = 0 in the above proof to get

Π = [div(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} Du]^2 − div(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[ΔuDu − D^2uDu] ≥ min{1, (p − 1)^2}(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2u|^2. (3.23)

Indeed, when A = I_n, (3.12) becomes

Π = (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [ |D^2u|^2 + 2(p − 2) |D^2uDu|^2 |Du|^2 + ϵ + (p − 2)^2 |(Du)^T D^2uDu|^2 (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^2 ] . (3.24)

If p ≥ 2, one has Π ≥ (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2u|^2. If 1 < p < 2, by splitting the coefficient 1 of |D^2u|^2 as (p − 1)^2 + p(2 − p) we have

Π = (p − 1)^2(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2u|^2

+ (2 − p)(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[p|D^2u|^2 − 2 |D^2uDu|^2 |Du|^2 + ϵ + (2 − p) |(Du)^T D^2uDu|^2 (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^2 ]. Applying Lemma 3.3 to D^2u and Du/ √ |Du|^2 + ϵ, by an argument same as (3.22) we obtain

p|D^2u|^2 ≥ 2 |D^2uDu|^2 |Du|^2 + ϵ − (2 − p) |(Du)^T D^2uDu|^2 (|Du|^2 + ϵ)^2 . Hence Π ≥ (p − 1)^2(|Du|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2u|^2 as desired.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. A direct calculation gives div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } − div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] }

= (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} × div { [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] − [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] } + D(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} · { [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] − [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] } =: J_1 + J_2.

It then suffices to prove that, for i = 2, J_i ≥ −η[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 A direct calculation also yields [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] − [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] = (divA · Du)ADu − [(ADu · D)A]Du, (3.25) where divA · Du = a^{jk}_j u_k. Since

D(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} = (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}[2D^2uADu + (Du)^T (DA)Du], by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemma 3.5 one has J_2 = (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}[2D^2uADu + (Du)^T (DA)Du] · {(divA · Du)ADu − [(ADu · D)A]Du} = (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−4}{2(divA · Du)(ADu)^T D^2uADu − 2D^2uADu · [(ADu · D)A]Du + (divA · Du)(Du)^T (DA)Du · ADu − (Du)^T (DA)Du · [(ADu · D)A]Du} ≥ η(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|Du|^2 ≥ −η[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2, for any η ∈ (0, 1). Moreover, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, one has div[(divA · Du)ADu − [(ADu · D)A]Du] = ⟨D^2u(divA), ADu⟩ + (divA · Du)^2 + (divA · Du)tr(AD^2u) − a^{jk}_i u_ka^{il}_j u_l − a^{jk}u_{ki}a^{il}_j u_l − a^{jk}u_ka^{il}_j u_{li} ≥ −η|D^2_Au|^2 − C η |DA|^2| √ ADu|^2. Thus J_1 ≥ −η[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 − C η |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 as desired.

4 Proof of key Lemma 2.2

In this section we prove Lemma 2.2. We always let 1 < p < ∞ and ϵ ∈ (0, 1] and suppose that Ω, f and A satisfy assumptions (S1)-(S3). Let u be a weak solution to (1.12) with Dirichlet/Neumann 0-boundary.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Recall that (2.3) gives 1 2 min{1, (p − 1)^2}[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 ≤ f^2 + C|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 − I.

Since DV_{A,ϵ}(Du) = (p − 2)(|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−42} [D^2uADu ⊗ ADu + 1 2 (Du)^T (DA)Du ⊗ ADu] + (|D_Au|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} [(DA)Du + AD^2u], by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality one has |DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 ≤ L[1 + |p − 2|]|U_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 + C|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2. We then get [U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 + |DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 ≤ Cf^2 + C|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 − CI. Multiplying both sides by ϕ^2 for any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ), and integrating over Ω, we get ∫ Ω ϕ^2|DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2dx + ∫ Ω ϕ^2|U_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2dx ≤ C ∫ Ω ϕ^2f^2dx + C ∫ Ω ϕ^2|DA|^2|V_ϵ(ADu|^2dx + ~K(ϕ), (4.1)

where if I is given by (2.4), then ~K(ϕ) = −C ∫ Ω ϕ^2div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] } dx, (4.2)

and if I is given by (2.5), then ~K(ϕ) = −C ∫ Ω ϕ^2div { (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] } dx. (4.3)

Regards of ~K(ϕ) as in (4.2), we use the divergence theorem for (4.2) to get ~K(ϕ) = 2C ∫ Ω ϕDϕ(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu]dx − C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [ tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu ] · νdH^{n−1}(x).

Owing to Young’s inequality, one has 2C ∫ Ω ϕDϕ(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu]dx ≤ C ∫ Ω |ϕDϕ|(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|AD^2u| |ADu|dx ≤ 1 4 ∫ Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|D^2_Au|^2dx + C ∫ Ω |Dϕ|^2|ADu|^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}dx = 1 4 ∫ Ω ϕ^2[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 dx + C ∫ Ω |Dϕ|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 dx. We therefore obtain (2.6) with K(ϕ) given by (2.7).

With regard to ~K(ϕ) as in (4.3), we use the divergence theorem for (4.3) to get

~K(ϕ) = 2C ∫ Ω ϕDϕ(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu]dx − C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2} [ div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu ] · νdH^{n−1}(x). Owing to Young’s inequality, one has 2C ∫ Ω ϕDϕ(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu]dx ≤ C ∫ Ω |ϕDϕ|(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|∇(ADu)| |ADu|dx ≤ 1 4 ∫ Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}|AD^2u|^2dx + C ∫ Ω ( |Dϕ|^2|ADu|^2 + |ϕ|^2|DA|^2|Du|^2 ) (| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}dx ≤ 1 4 ∫ Ω ϕ^2[U_{A,ϵ}(Du)]^2 dx + C ∫ Ω |Dϕ|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 dx + C ∫ Ω |ϕ|^2|DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2 dx. (4.4) We therefore obtain (2.6) with K(ϕ) given by (2.8).

5 Proof of key Lemma 2.3

Given any bounded smooth domain Ω ⊂ R^n , recall that ν denotes the unit outer normal vector of the boundary ∂Ω. Below we write T (∂Ω) the tangential space of ∂Ω, and let {τ_1, · · · , τ_{n−1}} be an normalized orthogonal basis of T (∂Ω) so that {τ_1, · · · , τ_{n−1}, ν} has the same orientation as {e_1, · · · , e_n}. We use div_T and ∇_T to denote the divergence and the gradient operator on ∂Ω. We also recall that B is the second fundamental form of ∂Ω, which is given by B(ξ, η) = − ∂ν ∂ξ · η = − n−1∑ k=1 (ξ · τ_k) ∂ν ∂τ_k · η = − n−1∑ i,k=1 ( ∂ν ∂τ_k · τ_i)(ξ · τ_k)(η · τ_i), ∀ξ, η ∈ T (∂Ω), where^∂_{∂ξ} denote the derivative along the direction ξ. We use |B| to denote the norm of B, that is, |B| = sup_{|ξ|,|η|≤1} B(ξ, η). The trace of B is given by

trB = n−1∑ i=1 B(τ_i, τ_i) = − n−1∑ i=1 ∂ν ∂τ_i · τ_i. To prove Lemma 2.3, we need a series of lemmas. Firstly, we need the following result to bound the term in K(ϕ) as in (2.7). The proof of Lemma 5.1 is postponed to Section 5.1. Lemma 5.1. Assume that u ∈ C^2(Ω) and u = 0 on ∂Ω. We have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ C|B||ADu|^2 on ∂Ω (5.1) with the constant C depending on L; moreover if Ω is convex, we have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ 0 on ∂Ω. (5.2) We also need the following result to bound the term in K(ϕ) as in (2.8). The proof of Lemma 5.1 is postponed to Section 5.1.

Lemma 5.2. Assume that u ∈ C^2(Ω) and ADu · ν = 0 on ∂Ω. We have −[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν ≤ |B||ADu|^2 on ∂Ω; moreover, if Ω is convex, we have −[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν ≤ 0 on ∂Ω. The following trace inequality was built up by Cianchi-Mazya [7] and will be used to prove Lemma 2.3 (ii).

Lemma 5.3. For any x ∈ ∂Ω and 0 < r < 1, when n ≥ 3, one has ∫ ∂Ω∩B_r (x) v^2|B|dH^{n−1}(y) ≤ CΨ_B(r) ∫ Ω∩B_r (x) |∇v|^2dy. (5.3) Now we are ready to prove Lemma 2.3.

Proof of Lemma 2.3 (i). If ϕ is supported in Ω, then K(ϕ) = 0. Assume that the support of ϕ has non empty intersection with ∂Ω. Since Ω is convex, when u = 0 on ∂Ω, applying Lemma 5.1, we have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ 0. Hence, for the K(ϕ) given by (2.7), we have K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x) ≤ 0.

When ADu · ν = 0 on ∂Ω, in view of Lemma 5.2 we know −[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν ≤ 0. Hence, for the K(ϕ) given by (2.8), we have K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x) ≤ 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.3 (ii). When u = 0 on ∂Ω, taking advantage of Lemma 5.1, we have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ |B||ADu|^2. Hence, for the K(ϕ) given by (2.7), we have K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x) ≤ C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2|B|dH^{n−1}(x). When ADu · ν = 0 on ∂Ω, applying Lemma 5.2, one has −[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν ≤ |B||ADu|^2. Hence, for the K(ϕ) given by (2.8), we have K(ϕ) = −C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2(| √ ADu|^2 + ϵ)^{p−2}[div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · νdH^{n−1}(x) ≤ C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2|B|dH^{n−1}(x). Finally, in light of Lemma 5.3 and letting v = ϕV_ϵ(ADu), in both cases we have |K(ϕ)| ≤ C ∫ ∂Ω ϕ^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2|B|dH^{n−1}(x) ≤ CΨ_B(r)‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + CΨ_B(r)‖|Dϕ|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}.

5.1 Proofs of Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 5.1 To see Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 5.1, we need the following Lemma; and for its proof we refer to for example [9, 3,1,1,6]. Here we omit the details. Lemma 5.4. Assume that u ∈ C^2(Ω). Then [div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν = div_T (ADu · ν(ADu)_T ) − (trB)(ADu · ν)^2 − B((ADu)_T , (ADu)_T ) − 2(ADu)_T · ∇_T (ADu · ν) on ∂Ω. (5.4)

Above and below, we write (ADu)_ν = ν · (ADu) and (ADu)_T = ADu − (ADu)_ν ν. Using identity (5.4) we prove Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2 as below. Proof of Lemma 5.2. Since ADu · ν = 0 on ∂Ω, we have ∇_T (ADu · ν) = 0 and hence, div_T (ADu · ν(ADu)_T ) = 0 on ∂Ω.

We therefore obtain −[div(ADu)ADu − ((ADu · D)ADu)] · ν = B((ADu)_T , (ADu)_T ) on ∂Ω. Thus −[div(ADu)ADu − ((ADu · D)ADu)] · ν ≤ |B||ADu|^2 on ∂Ω. If Ω is convex, we have −B ≥ 0, and hence −[div(ADu)ADu − ((ADu · D)ADu)] · ν ≤ 0 on ∂Ω.

To prove Lemma 5.1 we need the following auxiliary lemma. Lemma 5.5. Under the Dirichlet boundary condition u = 0 on ∂Ω, we have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν = [ A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) + B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} ) ](∂u ∂ν )_2

, on ∂Ω, (5.5) where and below we always set A_{ν,ν} := ⟨Aν, ν⟩, A_{T,ν} := Aν − (A_{ν,ν} )ν, A_{T,T} = (⟨Aτ_i, τ_j ⟩)_{1≤i,j≤n−1}. Proof. Recall that (3.25) gives [tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν = [div (ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν − {[(divA) · Du]ADu − [(ADu · D)A]Du} · ν. (5.6) It then suffices to prove that [div(ADu)ADu − (ADu · D)ADu] · ν = − [A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) + B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} )] (∂u ∂ν )_2

+ n−1∑ k=1 { A_{ν,ν} ( ∂A ∂τ_k ν · τ_k ) − ( ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν ) τ_k · A_{T,ν} }(∂u ∂ν )_2 , (5.7) and {[(divA) · Du]ADu − [(ADu · D)A]Du} · ν

= n−1∑ k=1 { A_{ν,ν} ( ∂A ∂τ_k ν · τ_k ) − (A_{T,ν} · τ_k) ( ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν )}(∂u ∂ν )_2

. (5.8)

We show (5.7) by considering all terms in its right side in order. Note that u = 0 on ∂Ω, which implies that ∇_T u = 0, we have Du|_{∂Ω} =^{∂u}_{∂ν} ν, (ADu)_ν = ⟨ADu, ν⟩ = ⟨Aν, Du⟩ = A_{ν,T} · ∇_T u + A_{ν,ν} ∂u ∂ν = A_{ν,ν} ∂u ∂ν (5.9) and (ADu)_T = ADu − (ADu)_ν ν = A_{T,T} · ∇_T u + A_{T,ν} ∂u ∂ν = A_{T,ν} ∂u ∂ν . Thus,

div_T (ADu · ν(ADu)_T ) = div_T ( A_{ν,ν} ( ∂u ∂ν )_2 A_{T,ν} )

= A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2 div_T A_{T,ν} + A_{T,ν} · ∇_T ( A_{ν,ν} ( ∂u ∂ν )_2) ,

−(trB)(ADu · ν)^2 = −A^2_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2 trB, −B((ADu)_T , (ADu)_T ) = − (∂u ∂ν )_2 B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} ), and moreover, −2(ADu)_T · ∇_T (ADu · ν) = −2 (∂u ∂ν A_{T,ν} ) · ∇_T ( A_{ν,ν} ∂u ∂ν )

= −2A_{T,ν} · ∇_T ( A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2) + 2A_{T,ν} · A_{ν,ν} ( ∂u ∂ν ) ∇_T (∂u ∂ν )

= −2A_{T,ν} · ∇_T ( A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2) + A_{T,ν} · A_{ν,ν} ∇_T ((∂u ∂ν )_2)

= −A_{T,ν} · ∇_T ( A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2) − (∂u ∂ν )_2 A_{T,ν} · ∇_T A_{ν,ν} . Combining them together, we obtain div(ADu)ADu · ν − ((ADu · D)ADu) · ν = (∂u ∂ν )_2 [−A^2_{ν,ν} tr(B) − B(A_{T,ν}, A_{T,ν} ) + A_{ν,ν} div_T A_{T,ν} − A_{T,ν} · ∇_T A_{ν,ν} ]. (5.10) Note that by A_{T,ν} = Aν − A_{ν,ν} · ν, we have A_{ν,ν} div_T (A_{T,ν} ) = A_{ν,ν} n−1∑ k=1 ( ∂ ∂τ_k A_{T,ν} ) · τ_k

= A_{ν,ν} n−1∑ k=1 ( ∂ ∂τ_k {Aν − A_{ν,ν} · ν} ) · τ_k

= A_{ν,ν} [^{n−1}∑ k=1 ( A ∂ν ∂τ_k · τ_k + ∂A ∂τ_k ν · τ_k − A_{ν,ν} ∂ν ∂τ_k · τ_k )]

= A_{ν,ν} [ A_{ν,ν} trB + n−1∑ i,k=1 ∂ν ∂τ_k (A_{T,T} )_{i,k} · τ_i + n−1∑ k=1 ∂A ∂τ_k ν · τ_k ]

= A^2_{ν,ν} trB − A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) + A_{ν,ν} n−1∑ k=1 ∂A ∂τ_k ν · τ_k. (5.11)

On the other hand, By A_{ν,ν} = ν · Aν, we also have ∂ ∂τ_k A_{ν,ν} = 2A ∂ν ∂τ_k · ν + ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν = 2 ∂ν ∂τ_k · Aν + ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν. Since^{∂ν}_{∂τk} · ν = 0 and A_{T,ν} = Aν − A_{ν,ν} · ν we have ∂ ∂τ_k A_{ν,ν} = 2 ∂ν ∂τ_k · A_{T,ν} + ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν, (5.12)

which directly yields −A_{T,ν} · ∇_T A_{ν,ν} = − n−1∑ k=1 (A_{T,ν} · τ_k) ∂A_{ν,ν} ∂τ_k = 2B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} ) − n−1∑ k=1 ( ∂A ∂τ_k ν · ν ) (A_{T,ν} · τ_k). (5.13)

Plugging the above identity and (5.11) into (5.10), we get the desired identity (5.7). Finally, by D_T u = 0 on ∂Ω we have

(divA) · Du = (divA) · ν ∂u ∂ν = [⟨∂A ∂ν ν, ν ⟩ + n−1∑ k=1 ⟨ ∂A ∂τ_k ν, τ_k ⟩]∂u ∂ν on ∂Ω. By ADu · ν = A_{ν,ν}^{∂u}_{∂ν} on ∂Ω, we obtain [(divA) · Du]ADu · ν = [⟨∂A ∂ν ν, ν ⟩ + n−1∑ k=1 ⟨ ∂A ∂τ_k ν, τ_k ⟩] A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2

on ∂Ω. (5.14)

Moreover, by D_T u = 0 on ∂Ω, we have (ADu · D)A = A_{ν,ν} ∂u ∂ν ∂A ∂ν + n−1∑ k=1 ∂u ∂ν (A_{T,ν} · τ_k) ∂A ∂τ_k on ∂Ω,

[(ADu · D)A]Du = A_{ν,ν} ( ∂u ∂ν )_2 ∂A ∂ν ν + n−1∑ k=1 (∂u ∂ν )_2 (A_{T,ν} · τ_k) ∂A ∂τ_k ν, and [(ADu · D)A]Du · ν = A_{ν,ν} (∂u ∂ν )_2⟨∂A ∂ν ν, ν ⟩ + n−1∑ k=1 (∂u ∂ν )_2 (A_{T,ν} · τ_k) ⟨ ∂A ∂τ_k ν, ν ⟩ . From the above identity and (5.14) we conclude (5.8).

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 5.1. Proof of Lemma 5.1. Recall that −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν = [A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) + B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} )] (∂u ∂ν )_2

, (5.15) We obviously have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ C|B||ADu|^2 for some constant C depending on L, that is, (5.2) holds.

Moreover, if Ω is convex, we know that −B ≥ 0, and hence B(A_{T,ν} , A_{T,ν} ) ≤ 0. Since B_{n−1} := (−B(τ_i, τ_j))_{1≤i,j≤n−1} ≥ 0, writing B := diag {B_{n−1}, 0}, we also have B ≥ 0. Since A ≥ 0, we have A_{ν,ν} ≥ 0 and √ AB √ A ≥ 0, and hence tr( √ AB √ A) ≥ 0. Note that

tr(B_{n−1}A_{T,T} ) = tr(BA) = tr( √ AB √ A) and that A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) = A_{ν,ν} tr(B_{n−1}A_{T,T} ), we conclude that A_{ν,ν} tr(BA_{T,T} ) ≤ 0. Thus by (5.15) we have −[tr(AD^2u)ADu − AD^2uADu] · ν ≤ 0, that is, (5.1) holds.

6 Proofs of key Lemmas 2.5 & 2.6

Recall the following Garliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality Lemma 6.1. For any 1 ≤ s <^{n+2}_{n−2} and θ =^{2n}_{n+2}^{s−1}_s , or s =^{n+2}_{n−2} with n ≥ 3 and θ = 1, we have

‖v − v_Ω‖^2_Ls_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖Dv‖^{2θ}_L2_{(Ω)}‖v‖^{2(1−θ)}_{L1(Ω)} ∀v ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω), where v_Ω =^1_{|Ω|} ∫ Ω vdx, and C > 0 is a constant depends on s, n and Lip_Ω.

proof of Lemma 2.5. (i) Let s =^{2q}_{q−2} , that is, q =^{2s}_{s−2} . Note that q > n ≥ 2 implies that 2 < s =^{2q}_{q−2} <^{2n}_{n−2} . By the Hölder inequality, one has ∫ Ω |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2dx ≤ ( ∫ Ω∩B(x,r) |DA|^{2ss−2} ) s−2_s ( ∫ Ω |V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^sdx )_{2/s}

= ‖DA‖^2_Lq_{(Ω∩B(x,r))}‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_Ls_{(Ω)}. Write θ =^{2n}_{n+2}^{s−1}_s and note 0 < θ < 1. By the Garliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality we have ‖V_{A,ϵ}(ADu) − [V_{A,ϵ}(ADu)]_Ω‖^2_Ls_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖DV_{A,ϵ}(ADu)‖^{2θ}_L2_{(Ω)}‖V_{A,ϵ}(ADu)‖^{2(1−θ)}_{L1 (Ω)} .

Applying Young’s inequality, for any η ∈ (0, 1) we have ‖V_{A,ϵ}(ADu) − [V_{A,ϵ}(ADu)]_Ω‖^2_Ls_{(Ω)} ≤ η‖DV_{A,ϵ}(ADu)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C η ‖V_{A,ϵ}(ADu)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}. Thus ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_Ls_{(Ω)} ≤ η‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C η ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)}.

(ii) For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (B(z, r)), by the Hölder inequality, we have ∫ Ω |DA|^2|V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|^2ϕ^2dx ≤ ‖DA‖^2_Ln_{(Ω∩B(z,r))}‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L 2n_{n−2 (Ω)}. Recall the Sobolev imbedding gives ‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du) − [ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)]_Ω‖_L 2n_{n−2 (Ω)} ≤ C‖D[ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)]‖_L2_{(Ω)}, we have ‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L 2n_{n−2 (Ω)} ≤ C‖D[ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)]‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖ϕDV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + C‖|Dϕ||V_{A,ϵ}(Du)|‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ϕV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖^2_L1_{(Ω)} . Below we prove Lemma 2.6.

Proof of Lemma 2.6. Applying Lemma 6.1 for v = V_{A,ϵ}(Du) with s = 2 and θ =^n_{n+1} , in light of Young’s inequality we obtain ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du) − [V_{A,ϵ}(Du)]_Ω‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ η‖DV_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} + C η ‖V_{A,ϵ}(Du)‖_L1_{(Ω)} for any η ∈ (0, 1). This then gives the desired inequality.

7 Proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

To prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 we need the following auxiliary lemmas.

The first is the following extension lemma, whose proof is given in appendix, where we adapt some arguments of Sobolev extension operator by Jones and also [12].

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain. Let A ∈ E_L(Ω) satisfy (1.4). There exists a family {A^ϵ}_{ϵ∈(0,1]} ⊂ E_L(R^n ) ∩ C^∞(R^n ) such that

(i) if DA ∈ L^q(Ω) with q > n ≥ 2, we have A^ϵ → A ∈ W^{1,q}(Ω) and ‖DA^ϵ‖_Lq_{(R}n_) ≤ C‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)} for some constant C depending n, q and Ω.

(ii) if DA ∈ L^n(Ω) with n ≥ 2, we have A^ϵ → A ∈ W^{1,n}(Ω), ‖DA^ϵ‖_Ln_{(R}n_) < C‖DA‖_Ln_{(Ω)} and Φ_Aϵ_{,Ω}t (r) := sup x∈Ω_t ‖DA^ϵ‖_Ln_{(B(x,r)∩Ω}t_) ≤ CΦ_A(Cr), ∀0 < t, ϵ < r < diam Ω for some constant C depending on n and Ω. Here and below Ω^t := {x ∈ R^n , dist (x, Ω) < t}.

Next we recall the following two approximation results of domains; see for example [7].

Lemma 7.2. Given any bounded convex domain Ω in R^n , there is a sequence {Ω_k} of smooth bounded convex domains in R^n such that

Ω ⋐ Ω_k, lim_{k→∞} |Ω_k \ Ω| = 0 and lim_{k→∞} d_H (Ω_k, Ω) = 0. (7.1)

Lemma 7.3. Given any Lipschitz domain Ω satisfying (1.9), there is a sequence {Ω_k} of smooth domains in R^n such that

Ω ⋐ Ω_k, lim_{k→∞} |Ω_k \ Ω| = 0 and lim_{k→∞} d_H (Ω_k, Ω) = 0, Φ_{Ωk} (r) ≤ CΦ_Ω(Cr), (7.2)

where C is a constant depending only in n and Ω.

Moreover the following two approximation solutions to certain equations are needed. Recall that notions V_{A,ϵ}(Du) and V_ϵ(Du) in Section 2, we write V_A(Du) = V_{A,0}(Du) and V (Du) = V_0(Du).

Lemma 7.4. Let Ω_∞ = Ω and {Ω_k}_{k∈N} be as Lemma 7.2, or be as in Lemma 7.3. Let g ∈ C^∞_c (Ω), A ∈ C^∞(R^n ) ∩ E_L(R^n ) and ϵ ∈ (0, 1]. For k ∈ N ∪ {∞}, denote by v_k ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω_k) the weak solution to L_{A,ϵ,p}v_k = g in Ω_k with Dirichlet 0-boundary or Neumann 0-boundary. Then V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) → V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_∞) and V_ϵ(Dv_k) → V_ϵ(Dv_∞) in Ω_∞ as N ∋ k → ∞.

Lemma 7.5. Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a bounded Lipschitz domain, g ∈ C^∞_c (Ω) and {A^ϵ}_{ϵ∈[0,1]} ∈ E_L(Ω) with A^ϵ → A^0 in as ϵ → 0. For ϵ ∈ [0, 1], denote by v_ϵ ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω) be a weak solution to L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}v_ϵ = g in Ω with Dirichlet 0-boundary or with Neumann 0-boundary. Then V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ) → V_A0 (Dv_0) and V_ϵ(Dv_ϵ) → V (Dv_0) almost everywhere in Ω as 0 < ϵ → 0.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We only consider the case Dirichlet 0-boundary; the case Neumann 0- boundary follows exactly the same argument. Let Ω be a bounded convex domain, A ∈ E_L(Ω) satisfying (1.4), and f ∈ L^2(Ω). Let u ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω) be the unique generalized solution to L_{A,p}u = f in Ω with Dirichlet 0-boundary. We prove (1.8) as below. Note that (1.8) reads as

V_A(Du), V (Du) ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) with ‖DV_A(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV (Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} (7.3)

We choose {f^ℓ}_{ℓ∈N} ⊂ C^∞_c (Ω) so that ‖f^ℓ‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 2‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)} for all ℓ and ‖f^ℓ − f‖_L2_{(Ω)} → 0 as ℓ → ∞. Let {A^ϵ}_{ϵ∈(0,1]} be as in Lemma 7.1 and {Ω_k}_{k∈N} be as in Lemma 7.4. Given any ℓ ∈ N, ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and k ∈ N, let u_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)} be the smooth solution to the problem

L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}u_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)} = f^ℓ in Ω_k; u_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)} = 0 on ∂Ω_k. (7.4)

Observe that by Lemma 7.1 and Lemma 7.4, we have

(i) If DA ∈ L^q(Ω) for some q > n ≥ 2, writing R_♯ = C_{ext,q}(Ω)‖A‖_Lq_{(Ω)}, we have ‖DA^ϵ‖_Lq_{(Ωk )} ≤ R_♯ for all k.

(ii) If DA ∈ L^n(Ω) with n ≥ 3, let δ_♯ be as in Theorem 1.4 (ii). Then Φ_{A,Ω}(r_A) < δ_♯/C_{ext,n}(Ω) for some r_A > 0. Let r_♯ = r_A/C_{ext,n}(Ω). Then Φ_Aϵ_{,Ωk} (r_♯) < δ_♯ whenever ϵ < r_♯ and k large such that d_H (Ω_k, Ω) ≤ r_♯.

Thanks to this, for all ℓ ∈ N, for all sufficiently small ϵ > 0 and all sufficiently large k, we apply Theorem 1.4 to u_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)} so to obtain

‖DV_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)})‖_L2_{(Ωk )} + ‖DV_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)})‖_L2_{(Ωk)} ≤ C_⋆‖f^ℓ‖_L2_{(Ωk )} ≤ 2C_⋆‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}. (7.5)

where the constant C_⋆ is as determined by Theorem 1.4, in particular, independent of ϵ, ℓ, k. From this, we conclude the desired result (7.3) by sending k → ∞, ϵ → 0, and ℓ → ∞ in order. The details are given as below.

Send k → ∞. Fix any ℓ ∈ N and any sufficiently small ϵ > 0, from (7.5) one deduces that V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω), both of which are uniform in all sufficiently large k. By the compactness of Sobolev space, we know that V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) converges to some function G ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) converges to ~G in L^2(Ω) and weakly in W^{1,2}(Ω), and ‖DG‖_L2_{(Ω)}+‖D ~G‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ lim inf_{k→∞} [‖DV_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)})‖_L2_{(Ω)}+‖DV_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)})‖_L2_{(Ω)}] ≤ 2C_⋆‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}.

On the other hand, denote by u_{(ℓ,ϵ)} ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω) the weak solution to the equation L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}u_{(ℓ,ϵ)} = f^ℓ in Ω Dirichlet 0-boundary. By Lemma 7.4 one has V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) → V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) almost verywhere in Ω as k → ∞, and also V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ,k)}) → V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) almost everywhere in Ω as k → ∞. Thus G = V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) and ~G = V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω), and hence and

‖DV_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV (Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 2C_⋆‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}. (7.6)

Send ϵ → ∞. Given any sufficiently large ℓ, denote by u_{(ℓ)} ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω) the unique weak solution to the equation L_{A,p}u_{(ℓ)} = f^ℓ in Ω with Dirichlet 0-boundary. By Lemma 7.5, V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) → V_A(Du_{(ℓ)}) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) → V (Du_{(ℓ)}) almost everywhere as ϵ → 0 (up to some subsequence) Thanks to this, (7.6) and the compactness of Sobolev space W^{1,2}(Ω), we know that V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) converges to some function V_A(Du_{(ℓ)}) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)}) converges to V (Du_{(ℓ)}) in L^2(Ω) and weakly in W^{1,2}(Ω), and

‖DV_A(Du_{(ℓ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ lim inf_{ϵ→0} [‖DV_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV (Du_{(ℓ,ϵ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)}] ≤ 2C_⋆‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}. (7.7)

Send ℓ → ∞. Sending ℓ → ∞, by [6], we have u_{(ℓ)} → u in W^{1,p}(Ω). This yields that V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ)}) → V_A(Du) almost everywhere as ϵ → 0 (up to some subsequence) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ)}) → V (Du) almost everywhere as ℓ → 0. By this, (7.7) and the compactness of Sobolev space, V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Du_{(ℓ)}) converges to some function V_A(Du) and V_ϵ(Du_{(ℓ)}) converges to V (Du) in L^2(Ω) and weakly in W^{1,2}(Ω), and

‖DV_A(Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV (Du)‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ lim inf ℓ→∞ [‖DV_A(Du_{(ℓ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖DV (Du_{(ℓ)})‖_L2_{(Ω)}] ≤ 2C_⋆‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}

as desired.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Given any Ω satisfying (1.9), let Ω_k be as in Lemma 7.3. Let δ_∗ be as in Theorem 1.6 and C_∗ be as in Lemma 7.3. If Ψ_Ω(C_∗r_∗) ≤ δ_∗/C_∗, then Ψ_{Ωk} (r_∗) ≤ δ_∗. Following the procedure for the proof of Theorem 1.1 we will get Theorem 1.2. We omit the details.

7.1 Proofs of Lemmas 7.4 and 7.5

Proof of Lemma 7.4. Case Dirichlet 0-boundary. It suffices to prove v_k → v_∞ in C^{1,α}(Ω_∞) as ϵ → 0. Firstly, we show that, for k ∈ N, ∫ Ω_k | √ A^ϵDv_k|^p dx ≤ C(n, p, L, Ω_1) ∫ Ω (|g|^{p′} + 1) dx. (7.8)

Indeed, since v_k ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω_k) is a weak solution to L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}v_k = g in Ω_k we obtain ∫ Ω_k ( √ A)^{−1}V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) · √ ADv_k dx = ∫ Ω_k V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) · Dv_ϵ dx = ∫ Ω_k gv_k dx = ∫ Ω_∞

gv_k dx. (7.9)

Observe that | √ A^ϵDv_k|^p ≤ ( √ A)^{−1}V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) · √ ADv_k + C(p)ϵ^{p2} ∀ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Thanks to this, applying Young’s inequality with η ∈ (0, 1) we have ∫ Ω_k | √ A^ϵDv_k|^p dx ≤ 4 η ∫ Ω |g|^{p′} dx + η ∫ Ω_k

|v_k|^p dx + C(p, Ω_1). (7.10)

Since v_k ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω_1), where v_k is extended to the Lipchitz domain Ω_1 by setting v_k = 0 on Ω_1 \ Ω_k, by Poincaré’s inequality we have ∫ Ω_k |v_k|^p dx = ∫ Ω_1 |v_k|^p dx ≤ C(n, p, Ω_1) ∫ Ω_1 |Dv_k|^p dx = C(n, p, Ω_1) ∫ Ω_k

|Dv_k|^p dx. (7.11)

Since^1_L ≤ √ A^ϵ ≤ L, choosing η smooth enough so that C(n, p, Ω_1)η ∫ Ω_k |Dv_k|^p dx ≤ 1 2 ∫ Ω_k | √ A^ϵDv_k|^p dx. From this and (7.10) we conclude (7.8).

On the other hand, it is well-known that, there exists α > 0 such that, for any smooth subdomain U ⋐ Ω_∞, v_k ∈ C^{1,α}(U) uniformly in all k ∈ N. Moreover, observe that Ω_k satisfies the uniform regular condition uniformly in k, that is, |B(x, r) \ Ω| ≥ c|B(x, r)| ∀x ∈ ∂Ω_k, ∀k ∈ N for some constant c > 0. There exists some β > 0 such that v_k ∈ C^{0,β}(Ω_k) with the norm sup_{k∈N} ‖v_k‖_C0,β_{(Ωk )} < ∞; see [13, 14, 24]. Since v_k|_{∂Ωk} = 0 and d_H (Ω, Ω_k) → 0 we know that v_k|_{∂Ω} → 0 uniformly as N ∋ k → ∞. Thus We can find a function v ∈ C^{0,β}(Ω_∞)∩C^{1,α}(Ω_∞) such that v_k → v in C^{0,β}(Ω) and Dv_k → Dv in C^{0,α}(Ω_∞) as N ∋ k → ∞ (up to some subsequence). Consequently, one has v_∞|_{∂Ω} = 0 and v ∈ C^{0,β}(Ω), and moreover,^1_{rn} ∫ B(x,r)∩Ω |v| dx = 0 as r → 0 for all x ∈ ∂Ω. By [21] and v ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω_∞) one conclude v ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω).

Next, as k → ∞, since Dv_k → Dv in C^{0,α}(Ω_∞), we have V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) → V_{A,ϵ}(Dv) in C^{0,α}(Ω_∞). Thus for any ϕ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω_∞), it follows that ∫ Ω_∞ V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω_∞ V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · Dϕ dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω_k V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · Dϕ dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω_k gϕ dx = ∫ Ω_∞ gϕ dx. Observe that (7.8) implies that V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) ∈ L^{p′} (Ω_∞) uniformly in k ∈ N. By a density argument one has ∫ Ω_∞ V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = ∫ Ω_∞

gϕ dx for all ϕ ∈ W^{1,p′}_0 (Ω_∞),

that is, L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}v = g in Ω_∞ in weak sense. By the uniqueness of solutions to the equation L_Aϵ_{,ϵ,p}v = g in Ω_∞ with Dirichlet 0-boundary, we have v = v_∞ as desired.

Case Neumann 0-boundary. In this case we may assume in addition that ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0. It

suffices to prove v_k → v_∞ in C^{1,α}(Ω_∞) as ϵ → 0. Firstly we show that (7.8) also holds with some constant C independent of k. The proof is much similar to the case Dirichlet 0-boundary. We sketch it. First, since v_k ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω) is a weak solution to L_{A,ϵ,p}v_k = g in Ω_k with Neumann 0-boundary, one also has (7.9), and then gets (7.10). Thanks to the assumption ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0

in this case, we could apply the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality to get (7.11) with the constant uniformly in k, where note that ∂Ω_k are uniform Lipschitz and has uniform bounded diameters. We then choose small η to get the desired result.

Next, it is well-known that, there exists α > 0 such that, for any smooth subdomain U ⋐ Ω_∞, v_k ∈ C^{1,α}(U ) uniformly in all k ∈ N. Noting the assumption ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0 in this case, we can

find a function v ∈ C^{1,α}(Ω_∞) such that v_k → v and Dv_k → Dv in C^{0,α}(Ω_∞) as N ∋ k → ∞ (up to some subsequence). In particular, V_{A,ϵ}(Dv_k) → V_{A,ϵ}(Dv) in C^0(Ω_∞) as k → ∞. In particular V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) → V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) in C^{0,α}(Ω_∞).

Moreover, given any ϕ ∈ W^{1,∞}(Ω_∞) we extend it to be a function ~ϕ ∈ W^{1,∞}(R^n ). Let U_m ⋐ U_{m+1} ⋐ Ω_∞ with d_H (Ω_∞, U_m) → 0 as m → ∞. One has ∫ Ω_∞ V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = lim_{m→∞} ∫ U_m V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = lim_{m→∞} lim_{k→∞} ∫ U_m V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = lim_{m→∞} lim_{k→∞}[ ∫ Ω_k V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · D ~ϕdx − ∫ Ω_k\U_m V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · D ~ϕ dx]. Observe that ∫ Ω_k V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · D ~ϕdx = ∫ Ω_k g ~ϕdx = ∫ Ω_∞ gϕ dx. Since ‖ √ ADv_k‖_Lp_{(Ωk )} ≤ C‖g‖^{p′/p}_{Lp′(Ω∞)} for all k ∈ N, one has | | ∫ Ω_k\U_m V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k) · Dϕdx | | ≤ ‖Dϕ‖_L∞_{(R}n_)‖VAϵ,ϵ(Dvk)‖_L1_{(Ωk\Um)}

≤ ‖Dϕ‖_L∞_{(R}n_)‖V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_k)‖_{Lp}′_{(Ωk)}|Ω_k \ U_m|^{1/p} → 0 We therefore get ∫ Ω_∞ V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv) · Dϕ dx = ∫ Ω_∞ gϕ dx. Since W^{1,∞}(Ω_∞) is dense in W^{1,p′} (Ω_∞), and V_{A.ϵ}(Dv_k) ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω_∞) uniformly in k, we know that this holds for all ϕ ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω). Thus v is a weak solution to L_{A,ϵ,p}v = g in Ω_∞ with Neumann 0-boundary.

To see get v = v_∞, it then suffices to show that ∫ Ω_∞ v∞ dx = 0. To see this, write ∫ Ω_∞

v_∞ dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω_∞

v_k dx = lim_{k→∞} [ ∫ Ω_k

v_k dx + ∫ Ω_k\Ω_∞ v_k dx ]

By ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0 and the Hölder inequality, one has | | ∫ Ω_∞ v_∞ dx | | = lim_{k→∞} | | ∫ Ω_k\Ω_∞ v_k dx | | ≤ lim inf k→∞ ‖v_k‖_Lp_{(Ωk)}|Ω_k \ Ω_∞|^{1/p′} . By ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0 again and the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality, one has ‖v_k‖_Lp_{(Ωk )} ≤ C‖Dv_k‖_Lp_{(Ωk)} ≤ C‖g‖^{p′/p}_{Lp′ (Ω∞)}. Since |Ω_k \ Ω_∞| → 0 as N ∋ k → ∞, we have ∫ Ω_k vk dx = 0 as desired.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. It suffices to prove √ A^ϵDv_ϵ → √ ADv_0 in L^p(Ω) as ϵ → 0.

In the case Dirichlet 0-boundary, similarly to the proof of Lemma 7.4, for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1) one has ∫ Ω | √ A^ϵDv_ϵ|^p dx ≤ C(n, p, L, Ω) ∫ Ω (|g|^{p′} + 1) dx. (7.12)

Since v_ϵ − v_0 ∈ W^{1,p}_0 (Ω), one has ∫ Ω V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv^ϵ) · (Dv_ϵ − Dv_0) dx = ∫ Ω g(v^ϵ − v_0) dx, (7.13)

and using v_ϵ − v_0 to replace v_0 one also has ∫ Ω V_A0_{,0}(Dv_0) · (Dv_ϵ − Dv_0) dx = ∫ Ω g(v^ϵ − v_0) dx. (7.14)

In the case Neumann 0-boundary, we may further assume that ∫ Ω v_ϵ dx = 0 for ϵ ∈ [0, 1].

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 7.4, one also has (7.12), and then (7.13) and (7.14).

From (7.13) and (7.14), it follows that ∫ Ω ( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ)·( √ A^ϵDv_ϵ− √ A^ϵDv_0) dx = ∫ Ω ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0 (Dv_0)·( √ A^0Dv_ϵ− √ A^0Dv_0) dx, and hence ∫ Ω ( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ) · ( √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ A^0Dv_0) dx = ∫ Ω ( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ) · ( √ A^ϵDv_0 − √ A^0Dv_0) dx + ∫ Ω ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0 (Dv_0) · ( √ A^0Dv_ϵ − √ A^0Dv_0) dx.

Moreover, adding both sides with − ∫ Ω ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0)( √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ A^0Dv_0) dx

we further have I = ∫ Ω [( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ) − ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0)] · ( √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ A^0Dv_0) dx = ∫ Ω ( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ) · ( √ A^ϵDv_0 − √ A^0Dv_0) dx + ∫ Ω [( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,0}(Dv_0) − ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0)] · (√ A^0Dv_ϵ − √ A^0Dv_0 ) dx + ∫ Ω ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0) · ( √ A^0Dv_ϵ − √ A^ϵDv_ϵ) dx = J_1 + J_2 + J_3. (7.15)

Now we show that I → 0 as ϵ → 0. Indeed, by the Hölder inequality and (7.12), |J_1| ≤ ‖( √ A^ϵ)^{−1}V_Aϵ_{,ϵ}(Dv_ϵ)‖_Lp′_{(Ω)}‖( √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ A^0)Dv_0‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ C[1 + ‖g‖^{p′ /p}_{Lp′ (Ω)}]‖( √ A^ϵ − √ A^0)Dv_0‖_Lp_{(Ω)}.

Thanks to A^ϵ → A^0 almost everywhere and A^ϵ ∈ E_L(Ω), this yields that J_3 → 0 as ϵ → 0.

By the Hölder inequality and (7.12), one has |J_2| ≤C‖g‖^{p′/p}_{Lp′ (Ω)}‖( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,0}(Dv_0) − ( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0)‖_{Lp}′_{(Ω)}. (7.16)

Observing |( √ A^0)^{−1}V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0)|^{p′} ≤ | √ A^0Dv_0|^p + 1 (7.17)

and V_A0_{,ϵ}(Dv_0) → V_A0_{,0}(Dv_0) almost everywhere, thanks to (7.12) we have J_2 → 0 as ϵ → 0. By the Hölder inequality again, one has

|J_3| = ∫ Ω [| √ A^0Dv_0|^2 + ϵ]^{p−22} [( √ A^0 − √ A^ϵ) √ A^0Dv_0] · Dv_ϵ dx ≤ ‖| √ A^0Dv_0|^2 + ϵ]^{p−22} [( √ A^0 − √ A^ϵ) √ A^0Dv_0‖_Lp′_{(Ω)}‖Dv_ϵ‖_Lp_{(Ω)}.

By (7.12) and (7.17), noting A^ϵ, A ∈ E_L(R^n ) and A^ϵ → A a. e. we know that J_3 → 0 as ϵ → 0 as desired.

On the other hand, recall that

(|ξ|^2 + |η|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} |ξ − η|^2 ≤ C(p)[(|ξ|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} ξ − (|η|^2 + ϵ)^{p−22} η] · (ξ − η) ∀ξ, η ∈ R^n .

Applying this to ξ = √ A^ϵDv_ϵ and η = √ ADv we have ∫ Ω ( | √ A^ϵDv_ϵ|^2 + | √ ADv|^2 + ϵ ) p−2_2 | √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ ADv|^2 dx ≤ I → 0. If p ≥ 2, this obviously yields ‖ √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ ADv‖_Lp_{(Ω)} → 0. If 1 < p < 2, by Holder’s inequality, ∫ Ω | √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ ADv|^p dx ≤ (∫ Ω ( | √ A^ϵDv_ϵ|^2 + | √ ADv|^2 + ϵ ) p−2_2 | √ A^ϵ∇u_ϵ − √ ADv|^2 dx )^p_2 (∫ Ω (| √ A^ϵDv_ϵ|^2 + | √ ADv|^2 + ϵ)^{p2} dx ) 2−p_2 , (7.18)

which converges to 0 as ϵ → 0.

By this, noting A^ϵ, A ∈ E_L(R^n ) and A^ϵ → A a. e.,write |Dv_ϵ − Dv| ≤ L| √ A^ϵDv_ϵ − √ ADv| + L|( √ A^ϵ − √ A)Dv|, one has ‖Dv_ϵ − Dv‖_Lp_{(Ω)} → 0.

Appendix A Proof of Lemma 7.1

To prove lemma 7.1, given any bounded uniform domain Ω, below we briefly recall the construction of extension operator Λ : Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) → Ẇ^{1,q}(R^n ) by Jones [11] (see also [12]). For 1 ≤ q < ∞, denote by Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) the homogeneous Sobolev space in any domain Ω ⊂ R^n , that is, the collection of all function v ∈ L^q_{loc} (Ω) with its distributional derivative Dv ∈ L^q(Ω).

Recall that Ω is an ϵ_0-uniform domain for some ϵ_0 > 0 if for any x, y ∈ Ω one can find a rectifiable curve γ : [0, T ] → Ω joining x, y so that T = ℓ(γ) ≤^1_{ϵ0} |x − y| and dist (γ(t), ∂Ω) ≥ ϵ_0 min{t, T − t} ∀t ∈ [0, T ], where C is a constant. Note that |∂Ω| = 0. It is well-known that Lipschitz domains are always ϵ_0-uniform domains, where ϵ_0 depends on Lipschitz constant of Ω. In the case Ω is convex, ϵ_0 depends on diam Ω and |Ω|.

Denote by W_1 = {S_j } the Whitney decomposition of Ω and W_2 = {Q_j} as the Whitney decomposition of (Ω)^∁ as [12, Section 2]. Set also W_3 = {Q ∈ W_2, ℓ(Q) ≤^{ϵ0}_{16n} diam Ω} as [12, Section 2]. By Jones and also [12], any cube Q ∈ W_3 has a reflection cube Q^∗ ∈ W_1 such that ℓ(Q) ≤ ℓ(Q^∗) ≤ 4ℓ(Q) and hence dist (Q^∗, Q) ≤ Cℓ(Q) for some constant C ≥ 1 depending only on ϵ_0 and n. For any Q ∈ W_2 \ W_3 we just write Q^∗ = Ω.

Let {φ_Q}_{Q∈W2} be a partition of unit associate to W_2 so that suppφ_Q ⊂^{17}_{16} Q. The extension operator is then defined by

Λv(x) =

∑ Q∈W_2 ( – ∫ Q^∗ v dz)φ_Q ∀x ∈ (Ω)^∁ lim inf r→0 – ∫ B(x,r)∩Ω v dz ∀x ∈ ∂Ω v(x) ∀x ∈ Ω Such extension operator is a slight modification of that in [12] and also [11].

By some slight modification of the argument by Jones [11] (see also [12]), for 1 ≤ q < ∞ one has that Λ : Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) → Ẇ^{1,q}(Ω) is a linear bounded extension operator, that is, for any v ∈ W^{1,q}(Ω) we have Λv ∈ Ẇ^{1,q}(R^n ) so that Λv|_Ω = v and ‖DΛv‖_Lq_{(R}n_) ≤ C‖Dv‖_Lq_{(Ω)} for some C depending on n, ϵ_0 and q.

Moreover, by some slight modification of arguments in [12], for any x ∈ Ω and r ≤^{ϵ0}_{16n} diam Ω, one has ‖DΛv‖_Ln_{(B(x,r))} ≤ C‖Dv‖_Ln_{(Ω∩B(x̄,Cr))} . Indeed, the choice of r implies that B(x, r) ∩ Q = ∅ for any Q ∈ W_2 \ W_3 and hence one only need to bound H_{1,1} in [12, P.1422] and H_{1,2} = 0 and H_2 = 0 in [12, P.1422]. Thus ‖DΛv‖_Ln_{(B(x,r)\Ω)} ≤ C‖Dv‖_Ln_{(Ω∩B(x̄,Cr))}. Moreover, for any x /∈ Ω, denote by x̄ ∈ ∂Ω is the nearest point of x. If dist (x, ∂Ω) < r < diam Ω, one has ‖DΛv‖_Lq_{(B(x,r))} ≤ ‖DΛv‖_Lq_{(B(x̄,2r))} ≤ C‖Dv‖_Lq_{(Ω∩B(x̄,Cr))}. Proof of Lemma 7.1. Let A = (a_{ij} ) ∈ E_L(Ω) with DA ∈ L^q(Ω) with q ≥ n. Write ~A = (Λa_{ij} ). By the boundedness of Λ, we have ‖D ~A‖_Lq_{(R}n_) < C‖DA‖_Lq_{(Ω)}. Noting ⟨ ~A(x)ξ, ξ⟩ = ∑ Q∈W_2 ( – ∫ Q^∗ ⟨A(z)ξ, ξ⟩ dz)φ_Q(x)

we know that ~A ∈ E_L(R^n ). Moreover in the case ‖DA‖_Ln_{(Ω)} < ∞, we have Φ_{~A}(Ω_η, r) ≤ CΦ_A(Ω, Cr) whenever x ∈ Ω_η and 0 < η < r < diam Ω.

For ϵ > 0, A^ϵ = ~A ∗ η_ϵ, where η_ϵ is the standard smooth mollifier. Since ⟨ ~A ∗ η(x)ξ, ξ⟩ = ⟨ ~Aξ, ξ⟩ ∗ η(x), we know that A^ϵ ∈ E_L(R^n ). Moreover, in the case ‖DA‖_Ln_{(Ω)} < ∞, we have ‖ ~A ∗ η_ϵ‖_Ln_{(B(x,r))} ≤ ‖ ~A‖_Ln_{(B(x,r+ϵ))}. For any x ∈ Ω_η and 0 < ϵ ≤ η < r < diam Ω, we know that Φ_Aϵ (Ω_η, r) ≤ Φ_{~A}(Ω_{ϵ+η}, r + ϵ). and hence Φ_Aϵ (Ω_η, r) ≤ CΦ_A(Ω, Cr) as desired.

References

[1] V. Adolfsson, L^2-integrability of second-order derivatives for Poisson’s equation in nonsmooth domains. Math. Scand. 70 (1992), 146-160.

[2] S. Agmon, A. Douglis and L. Nirenberg, Estimates near the boundary for solutions of elliptic partial differential equations satisfying general boundary conditions. I. Commun. Pure Appl. Math. 12 (1959), 623–727.

[3] S. Bernstein, Sur la nature analytique des solutions des équations aux dérivées partielles du second ordre. Math. Ann. 59 (1904), 20–76.

[4] A. K. Balci, A. Cianchi, L. Diening and V. Maz’ya, A pointwise differential inequality and second-order regularity for nonlinear elliptic systems, Mathematische Annalen (2021).

[5] A. Cianchi and V. G. Maz’ya, Global Lipschitz regularity for a class of quasilinear elliptic equations. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 36 (2011), no. 1, 100–133.

[6] A. Cianchi and V. G. Maz’ya, Quasilinear elliptic problems with general growth and merely integrable, or measure, data. Nonlinear Anal. 164 (2017), 189–215.

[7] A. Cianchi and V. G. Maz’ya, Second-order two-sided estimates in nonlinear elliptic problems. Arch. Rational Mech. Anal 229 (2018), 569-599.

[8] A. Cianchi and V. G. Maz’ya, Optimal Second-order regularity for the p-Laplace system. J.

Math. Pures Appl. 132 (2019), 41-78.

[9] P. Grisvard, Elliptic problems in nonsmooth domains. Pitman, Boston, (1985). [10] L. Hörmander, Linear Partial Differential Operators. Springer, Berlin, (1963). [11] P. W. Jones, Quasiconformal mappings and extendability of functions in Sobolev spaces.

Acta Math. 147 (2018), 71-88.

[12] P. Koskela, Y. Zhang and Y. Zhou, Morrey-Sobolev extension domains. J. Geom. Anal. 27 (2017), 1413-1434.

[13] O. A. Ladyzenskaya and N. N. Ural’ceva, Quasilinear elliptic equations and variational problems with many indepedent variables. Usp.Mat.Nauk.16(1961),19-92(Russian);English translation in Russian Math.Surveys 16(1961),17-91.

[14] O. A. Ladyzenskaya and N. N. Ural’ceva, Linear and quasilinear elliptic equations. Academic Press, New York, (1968).

[15] Lieberman, G. M., The natural generalization of the natural conditions of Ladyzenskaya and Ural’ceva for elliptic equations. Commun. Partial. Differ. Equ. 16 (1991), 311–361.

[16] V. G. Maz’ya, The negative spectrum of the higher-dimensional Schrödinger operator. Dokl.

Akad. Nauk SSSR 144 (1962)(Russian), 721-722. English translation: Sov. Math. Dokl. 3 (1962) [17] V. G. Maz’ya, On the theory of the higher-dimensional Schrödinger operator. Izv. Akad.

Nauk SSSR Ser. Mat. 28 (1964)(Russian), 1145–1172.

[18] L. Hörmander, Linear Partial Differential Operators. Springer, Berlin, (1963). [19] R. A. Horn and Ch. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis. Cambridge University Press (1985). [20] V. G. Maz’ya and T. O. Shaposhnikova, Theory of Sobolev Multipliers. With Applications to Differential and Integral Operators. Springer, Berlin, (2009).

[21] D. Swanson and W. P. Ziemer, Sobolev functions whose inner trace at the boundary is zero.

Ark. Mat., 37 (1999), 373-380.

[22] J. Schauder, Sur les équations linéaires du type elliptique a coefficients continuous. C. R.

Acad. Sci. Paris 199 (1934), 1366–1368.

[23] G. Talenti, Nonlinear elliptic equations, rearrangements of functions and Orlicz spaces.

Ann. Math. Pura Appl. 120 (1979), 159-184.

[24] N. S. Trudinger, On harnack type inequalities and their application to quasilinear elliptic equations. Comm. Pure. Appl. Math. 20 (1967), 721-747.

Fa Peng, Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, P. R. China E-mail : fapeng@amss.ac.cn

Qianyun Miao, School of Mathematics and Statistics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100081, P. R. China.

E-mail : qianyunm@bit.edu.cn

Yuan Zhou School of Mathematical Sciences, Beijing Normal University, Haidian District Xinejikou Waidajie No.19, Beijing 100875, P. R. China E-mail : yuan.zhou@bnu.edu.cn