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A weak solution to a perturbed one-Laplace system by
p-Laplacian is continuously differentiable

Shuntaro Tsubouchi*

Abstract

In this paper we aim to show continuous differentiability of weak solutions to a one-Laplace
system perturbed by p-Laplacian with 1 < p < co. The main difficulty on this equation is that uniform
ellipticity breaks near a facet, the place where a gradient vanishes. We would like to prove that
derivatives of weak solutions are continuous even across the facets. This is possible by estimating
Hoélder continuity of Jacobian matrices multiplied with its modulus truncated near zero. To show
this estimate, we consider an approximated system, and use standard methods including De Giorgi’s
truncation and freezing coefficient arguments.
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1 Introduction
In this paper, we consider a very singular elliptic system given by
_bdiv (|Du|—‘w') _ div (|Du|P—2vM") —f forie{l,...,N}

in a fixed domain Q c R" with a Lipschitz boundary. Here b € (0, o), p € (1, o) are fixed constants, and

the dimensions n, N satisfyn > 2, N > 1. Foreachi € {1, ..., N}, the scalar functions u’ = u’(x1, ..., x,)
and f = fi(xy, ..., x,) are respectively unknown and given in Q. The vector Vu' = (dy,u’, ..., 8y, u') de-
notes the gradient of the scalar function u’ with 8y u’ = du' /0xafori€ {1,...,N},a€{l,...,n}. The
matrix Du = (0, u'); o = (Vu'); denotes the N X n Jacobian matrix of the mapping u = (u!, ..., u™). Also,

the divergence operator divX = Z;le ijXj is defined for an R"-valued vector field X = (X!, ..., X")
with X/ = X/ (xy,...,x,) for j € {1,...,n}. This elliptic system is denoted by

Ly, pt = —bdiv(wurlz)u) —div(|Du|P-2Du) —f inQ (1.1)

with f:= (f!,..., V), or more simply by —bAu — Apu = f. Here the divergence operators Ay and A,
often called one-Laplacian and p-Laplacian respectively, are given by

Ay = div (|Du|—‘Du), Apu = div (|Du|p_2Du).

In the case b = 0, the system (L.I]) becomes so called the p-Poisson system. For this problem, Holder
regularity of Du is well-established both in scalar and system cases [10], [191, [27], [33]], [36], [37]] (see
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also [[L1], 141, [15]], [16] for parabolic p-Laplace problems). In the limiting case p = 1, Holder continuity
of Du generally fails even if f is sufficiently smooth. In fact, even in the simplest case n = N =1, any
absolutely continuous non-decreasing function of one variable u = u(x) satisfies —Aju = 0. In particular,
even for the one-Lapalce equation, it seems impossible in general to show continuous differentiability
(C'-regularity) of weak solutions. This problem is substantially because ellipticity of one-Laplacian
degenerates in the direction of Du, which differs from p-Laplacian. Also, in the multi-dimensional case
n > 2, diffusivity of Aju is non-degenerate in directions that are orthogonal to Du. It should be mentioned
that this ellipticity becomes singular in a facet {Du = 0}, the place where a gradient vanishes. Since
one-Laplacian A; contains anisotropic diffusivity, consisting of degenerate and singular ellipticity, this
operator seems analytically difficult to handle in existing elliptic regularity theory.

Therefore, it is a non-trivial problem whether a solution to (I.I), which is a one-Laplace system
perturbed by p-Laplacian, is in C!. In the special case where a solution is both scalar-valued and convex,
Giga and the author answered this problem affirmatively in a paper [22]]. Most of the arguments therein,
based on convex analysis and a strong maximum principle, are rather elementary, although the strategy
may not work for the system case. After that work was completed, the author have found it possible
to show C!-regularity of weak solutions without convexity of solutions. Instead, we would like to use
standard methods in elliptic regularity theory, including a freezing coefficient argument and De Giorgi’s
truncation. This approach is valid even for the system problem, and the main purpose of this paper is to
establish C!-regularity results in the vectorial case N > 2.

It is worth mentioning that for the scalar case N = 1, C'-regularity results have been established in the
author’s recent work [33]], where a generalization of the operator A is also discussed. Although the basic
strategy in this paper are the same with [33]], some computations in this paper are rather simpler, since
the diffusion operator is assumed to have a symmetric structure, often called the Uhlenbeck structure. It
should be recalled that this structure will be often required when one considers everywhere regularity for
vector-valued problems. For this reason, we do not try to generalize A; in this system problem.

More generally, in this paper we would like to discuss an elliptic system

Lu:=-bAiu—-Lyu=f inQ, (1.2)

where £, generalizes A,,. The detailed conditions of £, are described later in Section [L.3]

1.1 Our strategy

We would like to briefly describe our strategy in this paper. It should be mentioned that even for the
system problem, the strategy itself is the same as the scalar case [33]. For simplicity, we consider the
model case (I2). Our result is

Theorem 1.1. Let p € (1, ), g € (n, ], and f € L9(Q; RN). Assume that u is a weak solution to the
system (L1). Then, u is continuously differentiable.

The main difficulty on showing C'-regularity is that the system (I.I)) becomes non-uniformly elliptic
near a facet. To explain this, we compute the Hessian matrix DéE (&) for & € RV™\ {0}, where
E(&) := b|&| +|€|P/p (¢ € RN™) denotes the energy density. As a result, this Nnx Nn real symmetric
matrix satisfies

(the largest eigenvalue of D2§E (&0))

ellipticity ratio of D%ZE =
(cllipieity eE(&0) (the lowest eigenvalue of D% E (&))

1+bs'-P
S [

= R(9)



for all &y € RV™ with |£&y| > 6 > 0 with § sufficiently close to 0. It should be mentioned that the bound
R(5) will blow up as 6 tends to 0. In other words, the system (L.I) becomes non-uniformly elliptic as
Du vanishes. In particular, it will be difficult to show Holder continuity of derivatives across a facet
of a solution to (LI). We would like to emphasize that our problem is substantially different from
either a non-standard growth problem or a (p, ¢)-growth problem, where ellipticity ratios will become
unbounded as a gradient blows up [29], [30]. To see our computation above, however, it will be possible
that a mapping G5 (Du) with

£
€]

is @-Holder continuous for some constant @ € (0, 1), which may depend on 6. This observation is
expectable because the mapping Gs(Du) is supported in a place {|Du| > 6}, where the problem (L))
becomes uniformly elliptic. Although this @ = () might degenerate as we let & — 0, we are able to
conclude that Du is also continuous. In fact, by the definition of G, it is easy to check that the mapping
Gs(Du) uniformly converges to Go(Du) = Du as 6 — 0. Thus, to prove C'-regularity of solutions, it
suffices to prove continuity of the mapping Gs(Du) for each fixed 6§ € (0, 1).

When we show Holder continuity of Gs(Du), one of the main difficulties is that the system (LI
becomes very singular near facets of solutions. In particular, it seems impossible to justify regularity on
second order Sobolev derivatives of solutions across the facets, based on difference quotient methods.
Therefore, we will have to relax the very singular operator L, ,, by regularized operators that are non-
degenerate and uniformly elliptic, so that higher regularity on Sobolev derivatives are guaranteed. For
the model case (II)), the approximation problem is given by

G6(&) = (|€]-6),= for& e RN, 5€(0,1) (1.3)

Du,
\Ver+|Dug|?

where f. convergences to f in a weak sense. The relaxed operator L » naturally appears when one
approximates the density E by

LE u, =—div )'[’/2_1
b,p”e€ "

—div((82+|Du8|2 Dug)zfg foreach e € (0,1), (1.4)

1 r/2
Eo(z) = b+ |22+ —(82+ |z|2) for & € (0, 1), z € RN,
p
Then, the system (.4)) is uniformly elliptic, in the sense that
P . 2 2 2\ I=P)/2 1- Nn
(ellipticity ratio of D E-(£o)) < C|1+ (s + &0 ) < C(l +e p) for all &g € R™™,

where the positive constant C depends only on b, and p. This ellipticity ratio appears to be dominated
by &2 +|&p|?, rather than by |£y|. In particular, to measure ellipticity ratios for (I4)), it is natural to
adapt V, := \/&2+|Du|* as another modulus. For this reason, we have to consider another mapping
Gs.e(Dug), where

95,5(5)3=(w/82+|§|2—5)+% foré e RV"  with0 <& <. (1.5)

Then, our problem is reduced to a priori Holder estimates of G5 o(Du.), where u, solves (L4) with
0<e<d/4and0 <6 < 1. To obtain these a priori estimates, we appeal to a freezing coefficient argument
and De Giorgi’s truncation. Roughly speaking, the former method can be applied when Du . does not
vanish in a suitable sense, and otherwise the latter is fully used. To judge whether Du . degenerates or
not, we will measure superlevel sets of V. It should be mentioned that distinguishing based on sizes of



superlevel sets is found in existing works on C'>@-regularity for p-Laplace problems both in elliptic and
parabolic cases (see e.g., [11, Chapter IX], [28]]).

Our method works in the system case, as long as the energy density FE is spherically symmetric. Here
we recall a well-known fact that when one considers everywhere regularity of a vector-valued solution,
a diffusion operator is often required to have a symmetric structure, called the Uhlenbeck structure. For
this reason, generalization of the one-Laplace operator A; is not discussed in this paper (see also [33]
§2.4] for detailed explanations). It should be emphasized that this restriction is not necessary in the scalar
case. In fact, generalization of A; is given in the author’s recent work [35]], which only focuses on the
scalar case, and deals with more general approximation arguments based on the convolution of standard
mollifiers.

1.2 Mathematical models and comparisons to related works on very degenerate problems

In Section we briefly describe mathematical models.
The equation (L)) is derived from a minimizing problem of a functional

F(u) ::/QE(Du)dx—/Q<f|u>dx with E(z) = b|§|+%|§|1’ for & € RN™

under a suitable boundary condition. Here (- | -) denotes the standard inner product in R". The density
E often appears in mathematical modeling of materials, including motion of Bingham fluids and growth
of crystal surface.

In a paper [32], Spohn gave a mathematical model of crystal surface growth under roughening
temperatures. From a thermodynamic viewpoint (see [23] and the references therein), the evolution of
a scalar-valued function & = h(x, t) denoting the height of crystal in a two-dimentional domain Q, is
modeled as

Oh+Au=0 with A=A,.

Here u is a scalar-valued function denoting a chemical potential, and considered to satisfy the Euler—
Lagrange equation

O
/12—6— with <I>(h):ﬂ1/|Vh|dx+,83/|Vh|3dx, B1, B3 > 0.
oh 1) Q

The energy functional @ is called a crystal surface energy, whose density is essentially the same as E
with p = 3. Finally, the resulting evolution equation for / is given by
kOyh=AL h  with &k !
= W1 = -—.
1 k ﬁ 1,3 3 ﬂ3

When h is stationary, then h must satisfy an equation Lig, 3h = f, where f = —ku is harmonic and
therefore smooth. Our Theorem [[.T]implies that a gradient V4 is continuous.

When p =2, the density E also appears when modeling motion of a material called Bingham fluid.
Mathematical formulations concerning Bingham fluids are found in Chapter VI]. In particular, when
the motion of fluids is sufficiently slow, the stationary flow model results in an elliptic system

oY

“— =1Ly j.2V) = =V with ¥(V) :=y1/|DV|dx+ﬁ/|DV|2dx.
sV U 2 Ju

Here the unknown R3-valued vector field V = V(x) denotes velocity of Bingham fluids in a domain
U c R? and satisfies an incompressible condition divV = 0. The other unknown scalar-valued function
7 =m(x) denotes the pressure. Bingham fluids contain two different aspects of elasticity and viscosity,
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and corresponding to these properties, the positive constants w and u, respectively appear in the energy
functional ¥. From Theorem [[L1 we conclude that if the pressure function r satisfies Vx € L9(U; R?)
for some g > 3, then the velocity field V is continuously differentiable. Also, when one considers a
stationary laminar Bingham flow in a cylindrical pipe U = Q x R ¢ R?, a scalar problem appears. To be
precise, we let V be of the form V = (0, 0, u(x;, x2)), where u is an unknown scalar function. Clearly this
flow V is incompressible. Under this setting, we have a resulting elliptic equation

7Tl

Luyjmou=f inQcR? with f=-—,

H2
where the pressure function 7 depends only on x3, and its derivative 7’ = —u», f must be constant. Also in
this laminar model, from our main result, it follows that the component u is continuously differentiable.

The density function E also appears in mathematical modeling of congested traffic dynamics [[7]].

There this model results in a minimizing problem

o eLP(Q;R"), } (1.6)

o-opteargmm{‘/QE(O')dx‘ —dive=finQ,o-v=00ndQ

In a paper [3], it is shown that the optimal traffic flow oy of the problem (L.€) is uniquely given by
VE*(Vv), where v solves an elliptic equation

—div(VE*(Vv)) = f € L4(Q) inQ (1.7)

under a Neumann boundary condition. Here
* 1 p'
E*(2) = = (|| - b)?
p

is the Legendre transform of £, and p’ := p/(p — 1) denotes the Holder conjugate of p € (1, o).

The problem whether the flow o = VE*(Vv) is continuous has been answered affirmatively under
the assumption ¢ € (n, oo]. There it is an interesting question whether vector filed Gp.5 (Vv) with § > 0
fixed, defined similarly to (I.3)), is continuous. We should note that the equation (L7) is also non-
uniformly elliptic around the set {|Vv| < b}, in the sense that the ellipticity ratio of V2E*(zq) will blow
up as |zg| — b+0. However, continuity of truncated vector fields Gp,s(Vu) with § > 0 is expectable,
since there holds

the largest ei lue of V2E*
(ellipticity ratio of V2E* (zo)) = \he largest eigenvalue o (20))

(the lowest eigenvalue of VZE*(zg))
<(p-1) (1+(5—b)-1)

for all zp € R" satistying |zo| > b+ when ¢ is sufficiently close to 0. This estimate suggests that for each
fixed 6 > 0, the truncated vector field G, s (Vv) should be Holder continuous. It should be noted that it
is possible to show Gp.s(Vv) uniformly converges to G, (Vv) as 6 — 0, and thus G, (Vv) will be also
continuous.

When v is scalar-valued, continuity of G515 (Vv) with ¢ > 0 was first shown by Santambrogio—Vespri
in 2010 for the special case n =2 with b = 1. The proof therein is based on oscillation estimates
on the Dirichlet energy, which works under the condition n =2 only. Later in 2014, Colombo-Figalli
[9] established a more general proof that works for any dimension n > 2 and any density function E*, as
long as the zero-levelset of E* is sufficiently large enough to define a real-valued Minkowski gauge. This
Minkowski gauge becomes a basic modulus for judging uniform ellipticity of equations they treated. Here
we would like to note that their strategy will not work for our problem (I.1), since the density function E*



seems structurally different from E. In fact, in our problem, the zero-levelset of E is only a singleton, and
therefore it seems impossible to adapt the Minkowski gauge as a real-valued modulus. The recent work
by Bogelein—Duzaar—Giova—Passarelli di Napoli [4]] is motivated by extending these regularity results to
the vectorial case. There they considered an approximation problem of the form

—&Av,—div(DsE* (Dv.))=f inQ (1.8)

with b = 1. The paper [4] provides a priori Holder continuity of Gi,25(Dv,) for each fixed 6 € (0, 1),
whose estimate is independent of an approximation parameter € € (0, 1). It will be worth noting that the
modulus |Dv |, which measures ellipticity ratio of (L8], has a symmetric structure. This fact appears to
be fit to prove everywhere Holder continuity of Gi,25(Dv,) for the system case.

Although our proofs on a priori Holder estimates are inspired by [4, §4-7], there are mainly three
different points between our proofs and theirs. The first is how to approximate systems. To be precise,
our regularized problem (L4) is based on relaxing the principal part L, ,u itself. For this reason, we
should treat a different mapping G5, ., instead of Go5. Compared with ours, for their approximation
problems (L.8), the principal part itself is not changed at all, and thus it seems not necessary to introduce
another mapping than G,5. The second lies in structural differences between the densities £ and E*. In
particular, when showing a Campanato-type energy growth estimate, most of our computations given in
Section @ will differ from theirs given in [4] §4-5]. The third is that we have to control an approximation
parameter € by a truncation parameter ¢, and in fact, we will restrict € € (0, 6/4) when showing a priori
Holder continuity of G5, (Du,). This restriction will be necessary because we have to deal with two

different symmetric moduli |[Du | and V, = &2+ |Du|2.

1.3 Our generalized results and outlines of the paper

Throughout this paper, we let p € (1, o), and the p-Laplace-type operator £, is assumed to be of the
form
Lou= div(g;,(|Du|2)Du).

Here g, € C([0, o)) N Cfo’cﬁo((O, o)) is a non-negative function with By € (0, 1]. Moreover, there exist

constants 0 <y < T" < co such that there hold

g, ()| <Ta?/> ! forall o € (0, ), (1.9)
gy ()] <ToP?2 forall o € (0, ), (1.10)
y(o+1)P/?71 < g;,(0'+1')+20'min{g;;(0'+1'), 0} forallo € [0, ), 7€ (0,1). (1.11)

For Bo-Holder continuity of g;;, we assume that
|85 (1) — g3y (02)| S TuP™42Po |0y — a0 (1.12)
for all oy, o € [?/4, Tu?] with u € (0, ).

A typical example is
20-P/2

gp(o) = for o € [0, o). (1.13)

In fact, this g,, satisfies (L9—(LII) with y := min{1, p—1}, T :=max{l,|p—-2|/2}. Moreover, we
have
g, ()] < [oP>73 forall o € (0, )



with I := |(p —2)(p —4)|/4. From this estimate, it is easy to find a constant I' = T'(p) € (1, co) such that
(LI2) holds with By = 1. In this case, the operator £, becomes A,,. Thus, the system (L2 generalizes
(LID.

Our main result is the following Theorem [[.2] which clearly yields Theorem [[.T}

Theorem 1.2. Let p € (1, ), g € (n, ], and f € L9(Q;RN). Assume that u is a weak solution to (L2))
in a Lipschitz domain Q C R", where g, satisfies (LI)—(LL2). Then, for each fixed 6 € (0, 1) and x, € Q,
there exists an open ball B, (x.) € Q such that Go5(Du) € C*(Bp/2(x.); RN™). Here the exponent
a € (0, 1) and the radius po € (0, 1) depend at most on b, n, N, p, q, Bo, ¥, I, | fllLa (), |Dullrr (),
d, = dist(x,, 0Q), and 6. Moreover, we have

[G25(Du(x))| < o for all x € By (x.), (1.14)
2n/2+211+2’u0
1926 (Du(x1)) = G25(Du(x2))| < p—“|xl —x2|" forall x1,x2 € By a(x.), (1.15)
0

where the constant g € (0, o) depends at most on b, n, p, q, v, I, || fllLa (), |1DullLr (), and d.. In
particular, the Jacobian matrix Du is continuous in Q.

This paper is organized as follows.

Section 2l provides approximation problems for the system (L.2), which is based on the relaxation of
energy densities. After fixing some notations in Section 2] we give a variety of quantitative estimates
related to the relaxed densities in Section Next in Section 2.3] we will justify that solutions of
regularized problem, denoted by u,, converges to the original problem (L2). Our main theorems are
proved in Section[2.4] which presents a priori Holder estimates on Jacobian matrices Du . that are suitably
truncated near facets. There we state three basic a priori estimates on approximated solutions, consisting
of local Lipschitz bounds (Proposition 2.6]), a De Giorgi-type oscillation lemma (Proposition 2.7) and
Campanato-type growth estimates (Proposition [2.8). The proofs of Propositions are given later
in the remaining Sections BH3l From these estimates, we will deduce local a priori Holder estimates of
G26s. e(Du), which are independent of an approximation parameter & € (0, §/4) (Theorem [2.3). From
Proposition 2.4land Theorem we finally give the proof of Theorem

Sections BH3] are devoted to prove Propositions Among them, most of the proofs of Propo-
sitions are rather easier. For the reader’s convenience, we would like to provide a brief proof of
Proposition 2.6]in the appendix (Section[3)). For Proposition 2.7] we briefly describe sketches of the proof
in Section [3.2] after showing a basic weak formulation in Section[3.Jl We omit some standard arguments
in Section [3.2] concerning De Giorgi’s levelset lemmata, since they are already found in [4], §7] (see also
(33, §4.2]). Section Mlis focused on the proof of Proposition In Section 4]l we obtain a variety of
energy estimates from the weak formulation deduced in Section3.Jl Section establishes a freezing
coeflicient argument under a good condition telling that a derivative does not vanish. After providing two
basic lemmata on our shrinking arguments in Section4.3] we give the proof of Proposition [2.§]in Section
44

Finally, we would like to mention again that C'-regularity for the scalar case is treated in the author’s
recent work [35]]. There, approximation of the density function is discussed, which is based on the
convolution of Friedrichs’ mollifier and makes it successful to generalize one-Laplace operator. It should
be emphasized that this generalization may not work in the system case, when it comes to everywhere
continuous differentiability. This is essentially because the general singular operator discussed therein
will lack the Uhlenbeck structure, except the one-Laplacian (see [35 §2.4] for further explanations).
Also, compared with [33]], some of the computations in this paper becomes rather simpler, since we
consider a special case where the energy density is spherically symmetric. Some estimates in Section
are used without proofs and some proofs in Section [3.2] are omitted. The full computations and
proofs of them are given in [35] §2.1 & 4.2].



2 Approximation schemes

The aim of Section Plis to give approximation schemes for the problem (I.2). The basic idea is that the
energy density

E@©=326P) E€RM) with g(0)=2bVo+8,(0) (0<0 <o) 2.1)
is to be regularized by
Eo(@)= 38060 €€V with go(0) =240 g, (P 40) (0o <) (22)
for € € (0, 1) denoting the approximation parameter. Then, the relaxed operator £# will be given by

Du,
Ve2+|Dug|?

similarly to L, ,, given in (L4). In Section [2] we will show that this approximation scheme works and
deduce some basic estimates on relaxed mapping.

Lou, = —div(g’g(lDug|2)Du8) = _bdiv —div(g;,’g(lDug|2)Du8),

2.1 Notations

We first fix some notations throughout the paper.

We denote Zq := {0, 1,2, ... } by the set of all non-negative integers, and N := Z-( \ {0} by the set
of all natural numbers.

For given k € N, we denote (- | - )¢ by the standard inner product over the Euclidean space R¥. That
is, for k-dimensional vectors & = (&1, ...,&k), =1, ..., k) € RX, we define

k
€ |my = ) €m; €RE.

J=1

We denote |- | by the Euclidean norm,

ie., |El = VE|€) €0, ) for & € RK.

We also define a tensor product £ ® 7 as a k X k real matrix,

&M - SNk
e, &@n = (&n)jx = U
kM - ExMk

We denote idy by the k X k identity matrix. For a k X k real matrix A, we define the operator norm
IAll = sup{|Ax[x | x € RY, x[¢ < 1}.

We also introduce the positive semi-definite ordering on all real symmetric matrices. In other words,
for k x k real symmetric matrices A, B, we write A < B or B > A when the difference B — A is positive
semi-definite.

For notational simplicity, we often omit the script k denoting the dimension. In particular, we simply
denote the norms by |- | or || - ||, and the inner product by (- | -).



We often regard an N X n real matrix & = (£%)1<q<n. 1<i<n as an Nn-dimensional vector by ordering
&= (.f]l, ,ff’, el ,11, ,.f,’lv) € RN" Then, similarly to the above, for given N X n matrices & =
(&), n=(n.,), we are able to define the inner product (¢ | 7)n, € R, and a tensor product £ ® 77 as an
(Nn) X (Nn) real-valued matrix. We also note that under our setting, the norm |£| of a N X n real matrix
¢ is identified with the Frobenius norm of &.

For a scalar-valued function u = u(xy, ..., x,), the gradient of u is denoted by Vu := (dy,u), and
is often regarded as an n-dimensional row vector. For an R¥*-valued function u = (u', ..., u*) with
u' =u'(xy,...,xp) forie {1, ..., k}, the Jacobian matrix of u is denoted by Du = (Dlu D,,u) =
(Ox,u") . With D qu = (8x,u'); foreach @ € {1, ..., n}. These Du and D ,u are often considered as an
k X n-matrix and a k-dimentional column vector respectively.

For given numbers s € [1, o], k € N, d € N and a fixed domain U c R", we denote L*(U, R¥) and
Wk (U; RY) respectively by the Lebesgue space and the Sobolev space. To shorten the notations, we
often write LS (U) := L*(U;R) and W5$(U) := W*S(U; R).

Throughout this paper, we define

g1(0) =2b\o foro € [0, ).

Clearly, g; is in C ([0, 00)) N C3((0, o)) and satisfies

g} ()| < bo™'* forall o € (0, ), (2.3)

” b -3/2
gt (0)] < i for all o € (0, ), (2.4)
0<gj(c+7)+20min{g;(c+7),0} forall o € (0,00),7€(0,1). (2.5)

Also, by the growth estimate
|g{"(o-)| < %0'_5/2 for all o € (0, ),
it is easy to check that there holds
|1 (1) = 87 (02)| < 24 bp™|ory = | (2.6)

for all oy, o € [u?/4, Tu?] with p € (0, c0). It should be mentioned that unlike the assumption (L11),
the inequality (Z.3)) gives no quantitative monotonicity estimates for the one-Laplace operator A;.

We consider the relaxed function g, given by (2.2). This function can be decomposed by g, =
81,&+8&p, s With

gl,s(o-) =2b V52+0', gp,s(o-) = gp(82+0-)

for o € [0, ). Corresponding to them, for each s € {1, p }, we define

Ay, 5(&) =gl (|E[D)E  for é e RN"

as an N X n matrix, and

By, o (&) = gL (1EPP)idNn+28) (I€1)E@E  for & e RN

as an Nn X Nn matrix. Then, the summations

Ag(€) = Ay o(é)+A, (&) for RN (2.7)



and
Be(€) =B, o(£)+Bp o(£) for £ eRN" (2.8)

respectively denote the Jacobian matrices and the Hessian matrices of E . defined by (2.2). By direct
calculations, it is easy to check that A,, . (£) converges to A, () for each & € RN™, where

_ [ gpUEP)E (£20),
Ap(é:) ‘_{ P 0 (520)

Finally, we introduce a subdifferential set for the Euclid norm. We denote |- |(&y) € RV by the
subdifferential of the absolute value function |- |, at & € R™V". In other words, d|-|(&o) is the set of all
vectors £ € RN" that satisfies a subgradient inequality

(2.9)

|‘§:|Nn = |§0|Nn+<§|§_§0>Nn for aufERNn.

This set is explicitly given by

{ceRN"||21<1} (£ =0),
{&o/1é0l} (é0#0),

and this formulation is used when one gives the definitions of weak solutions.

ol-1(&) = { (2.10)

2.2 Quantitative estimates on relaxed mappings

In Section we would like to introduce quantitative estimates related to the mappings Gos. - and ge.
When deducing these estimates, we often use the assumption that the density function E is spherically
symmetric. As a related item, we refer the reader to [35] §2.1], which deals with the scalar case without
symmetry of E, and provides full computations of some estimates omitted in Section 2.2

In this paper, we often assume that

0<d6<1, and 0<s<§. (2.11)

It should be mentioned that the mapping Gs. .: RV"* — RN" given by (L3) makes sense as long as

0 < & < ¢ holds. In particular, under the setting (Z.IT)), the mappings Gs. =, Gas. - are well-defined.
Moreover, Lipschitz continuity of Gy, . follows from (Z.11).

Lemma 2.1. Let 6, € satisfy (2.11). Then the mapping G5, ¢ satisfies
926, 5 (€1) = G5, 6(£2)| < c4lé1 =& forall 21,z € RN (2.12)
with ¢; = 1+32/(3V7).

In the limiting case & = 0, Lipschitz continuity like (2.12)) is found in [4, Lemma 2.3]. Modifying the
arguments therein, we can easily prove Lemmal[2.1] the full proof of which is given in [35, Lemma 2.4].

Next, we consider the mappings A, = Aj o+ A, o and B, =By .+ B, . defined by @ 7)-C.3),
and describe some basic results including monotonicity and growth estimates. For each s € {1, p }, the
eigenvalues of B (&) are given by either

(€)= gy (2 +1EP) or Aa(€) = gi(e2+IEP) +21¢ gy (62 +1EP).
Combining this with (L9)—-(L.1I) and 2.3)-(2.3), the mappings B, . and B, . respectively satisfy

y(e2+1E)P P Nidn, < By, o (€) <30(2 +|¢)P* lidy, forall € e RNV™, (2.13)
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and
0 < By (&) <b(e*+|6)7V?%idy, forall & e RN, (2.14)

where O denotes the zero matrix. In particular, by elementary computations as in Lemma 3], it is
easy to get

(p-1)/2 2
A(E) = A, ey s 4 CY(EHIGPHEP) TG -&P (<p<2), 55
(As(61) = As(é0) | € §0>>{ o)yl — ol Q<p<sy &9

and

C(p)T|& - &P (1<p<2),
eP 2 +1&|PT2+1E11P72) € - &l (2< p <o),

for all &y, & € RV™. We often consider a special case where a variable & € RV” may not vanish. On this
setting, it is possible to deduce continuity or monotonicity estimates other than 2.13)—(2.16). In fact,
following elementary computations given in 35, Lemmata 2.2-2.3], from (2.13), we are able to obtain a
growth estimate

|4y, s(61) = Ap s (£0)] < { C(pr( (2.16)

|Ap, £ (€1) = Ap, s (&) < C(p)Tmin{ €017 72, 1611772} 11 - & 2.17)
for all (&9, &1) € (RN xRN™)\ {(0, 0)} provided 1 < p < 2, and a monotonicity estimate
(Ap, (€)= Ap,s(é0) | €1~ é0) = C(p)ymax{|&olP 7, 1&11P 72 Hér —éol? (2.18)

for all &y, &1 € RV provided 2 < p < 0. It is worth mentioning that even for A, ., there holds a growth
estimate

|A1 & (&1) = A1 o (&0)| < 2bmin{|&|7", €117 HE - &o (2.19)

for all (&, &1) € RV xRN™)\ {(0, 0)} (see also [33, Lemma 2.1]). In fact, without loss of generality,
we may let |£1] > |&o|. By the triangle inequality, we compute

& & &b e +|E]P - Vel +|éo) )| <2 lE1=%0l
VE+IEP Ve +lal| (Ve +alP VE+lalP Ve +lal | Ve rlal

from which (2.19) follows. Here we have used one-Lipschitz continuity of the smooth function
Ve? +12(r € R). For monotonicity of Aj, ¢, from (Z.14) we obtain

(A1, 6(&1) = Ao (&0) |E1-&) >0 (2.20)

for all &y, & € RV™. When it comes to a monotonicity estimate that is independent of &, better estimates
than (2.20) seem to be no longer expectable, since ellipticity of Aju degenerates in the direction of Du.
In Lemma[2.2]below, we briefly deduce good estimates that will be used in Section 4.2
Lemma 2.2. Let positive constants & and & satisfy (211). Under the assumptions (L.9)—(LI2), the
mappings A and B . defined by (2. 2)—2.8) satisfy the following:
1. Let M € (6, 00) be a fixed constant. Then there exists constants Cy, C, € (0, o), depending at most
onb, p,vy, I, 6 and M, such that we have

(Ae(&1) = As(&o) | €1- &0y = Cilé =&l (2.21)

and
|Ae(£1) — Az (£0)| < Calér —&ol, (2.22)
for all &y, & € RN™ satisfying

6<|él <M, and |&] <M.
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2. Forall &y, & € RN" enjoying
5+%s|§o|55+ﬂ and |&1| <S+u with &< < oo, (2.23)

we have
B o (£0)(£1—&0) — (A (&1) — Ap(&0))| < C(b, p, Bo, T, §)uP > Fog — £o| P (2.24)

Estimates (Z.21)—(2.22) are easy to deduce from 2.I3)—-@2.20) and £ < 6§ < M. We would like to
show (2.24)), which plays an important role in our proof of regularity estimates. Although an estimate like
(@2.24) is shown in the author’s recent work [35, Lemmata 2.2 & 2.6], most of our computations herein
become rather direct and simple, since the density E . is assumed to be spherically symmetric.

Proof. Let positive constants &, & and vectors &, &1 € RV satisfy respectively (Z.I1) and @2.23). We set
& = E+1(£1— &) e RF for 1 € [0, 1]. To show (2.24), we claim that

1B, £ (£0)(E1 = &0) = (Ap, £ (£1) = Ap, £(£0))| < C(p, Bo)T P 2P0l — &o| P, (2.25)

and

1B1, 2 (£0) (é1— &0) — (A1, 6 (é1) — At 5 (&0))| < Chu™?|&1 = &l (2.26)

The desired estimate (2.24)) immediately follows from (2.23)—(2.26). Here it should be noted that the
inequality u~2|&) — &o|* < 417 Posl=P P=27Bo|£) — £)|*B0 holds by 0 < § < < o0 and |&] — &| < 4p.

We would like to give the proof of (2.23). We first consider the case |£ —&y| < u/2. Then, by the
triangle inequality, it is easy to check that

H 5u
5 <€l —rlg1—&ol < |&] < |€ol + 1161~ ol < —
for all 7 € [0, 1]. In particular, we have

1342

2
M . . 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 .
ISa, .:mm{g +|& 17, e+ |&ol }Smax{s +|& 17, e +|&ol }:.bts—z ,

where we have used € < ¢ < u to get the last inequality. Also, it is easy to compute

9
6 @& ~&o@éoll < (2r1éol + 12161~ éol 161~ ol < o161~ .

and

9
bi—ar =& = léol’| = (60 | €= 0y +17161 = &0’ < - 161 ol

for all £ € [0, 1], and ||&y ® &|| < |€0|> < (2u)?. Combining them with (II0), and (T.12), we are able to
check that the operator norm of

B, o (£1) = Bp, £ (£0) = 285 (82 + &) (& @ & — £0® )
+2[g) (&7 +1& %) — g5y (87 +£01*) | (é0® &0)
+ g, (&2 +&1%) — g, (&7 +1é0) |idwn

is bounded by CT'uP~27Po|&, — &|Po for some constant C = C(p, By) € (0, ). As a result, we obtain
1
|‘Bp,s(§0)(§1 _50) - (Ap,s(é:l) _Ap,s(§0))| = ‘A (Bp,s(é:O) _‘Bp,s(é:t)) : (é:l _é:O) dr
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1
<161 -l /O 1B .o (6) — By o (£0)]| i

< C(p, Bo)TuP 27Po|g - &| P,

In the remaining case |&; — &g| > u/2, it is easy to compute

1B, & (£0)(£1—&0) — (Ap, £ (£1) — Ap, £ (&0))|
21¢, — &\
< (|Bp, e (€0)|[1€1 = &0l +|(Ap, £ (£1) = Ap, £ (£0))]) - D

< C(p, Bo)T P27 Po|g) — &o|*Fo

by @.13), CI6)-CI7), @.23) and & < & < u. This completes the proof of (Z.23). By similar computa-
tions, we are able to conclude (2.26) from 2.4), (2.6, (2.14) and 2.19). m]

We conclude this section by mentioning that similar estimates hold for another mapping G, ¢ : RN
RN" defined by

Gp.o(€) = h, (7 +|£[)é for & eRN" (2.27)
with
20-(P+1)/2
hp(0) = =——— foro € [0, 00). (2.28)

It should be mentioned that this £, is the same as g, with g, given by (LI3). Hence, similarly to

@-13), we have

(Gp,o(E1) = Gp, o (&0) | E1—E0) > clér —&IPT! forall &, & e RV”

with ¢ = ¢(p) € (0, c0). Moreover, since the mapping G, . is bijective and enjoys G, -(0) =0 by the
definition, the inverse mapping Gl‘,1 . satisfies

|G, (&)]| < C(p)lg]'P forall £ e RV" (2.29)
with C = ¢! € (0, ). Also, similarly to (Z.I8)), it is possible to get

|G p, o (1) = G, (&0)| = C(pymax{|&[P~", 16|77 Hér — & (2.30)
for all &y, &, € RN". The estimates (2.29)—(2.30) will be used in Section F.11

2.3 Justifications of convergence of solutions

The aim of Section 23] is to give an approximating system for (I.2)), and justify convergence of weak
solutions. We only deal with the special case where the energy density E is spherically symmetric. In the
scalar case, more general approximation problems are discussed in [35] §2.4-2.5], including variational
inequality problems and generalization of the total variation energy.

Only in this section, we assume that the exponent ¢ satisfies

np

I’lp—l’l+p
l<g<o (p=n,

I<g<oo (n<p<o),

<g<oo (l<p<n),
(2.31)

so that we can use the compact embedding W7 (€; RV) < L7 (€; RV) (see e.g., [, Chapters 4 & 6]).
Under this setting, we give the definitions of a weak solution to the system (L.2)), and of the Dirichlet
boundary value problem

{Lu = f in Q 232)

U = uy on 0Q.
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Definition 2.3. Let the functions uy, € WP (Q;RN), f e L4(Q;RN) be given with p € (1, c0) and
g € [1, oo] satisfying (2.31). A function u € WP (Q; RN) is said to be a weak solution to (L2)) in Q when
there exists Z € L™ (Q; RN™) such that there hold

Z(x) € d|-|(Du(x)) fora.e xeQ, (2.33)

and

/(Z|D¢>dx+/<Ap(Du) |D¢>dx:/(f|¢>dx forazmew(}’P(Q;RN). (2.34)
Q Q Q

Here A, € C(R";RN™) and 8|-|(¢€) c RN™ (& € RN™) are given by (Z9—~ZI0). When a function
UE Uy + Wé P(Q;RN) is a weak solution to (L2) in Q, u is called a weak solution of the Dirichlet

problem (2.32).

It should be recalled that the problem (L.2)) is derived from a minimizing problem of the energy
functional

Fo(v) = /g(E(Dv)—(flv))dx forve wWhP(Q;RN) (2.35)

under a suitable boundary condition. We approximate this functional by
Fe(v) = /(ES(DV) —(fe|v))dx forveW'P(Q;RN), g€ (0,1). (2.36)
Q

Here the net { f; }o<s<1 C L9(Q; RYN) satisfies
fo—f in o-(Lq (Q:RM), L9 (Q; RN)). (2.37)

In other words, we only let f, € L9(Q; RY) weakly converge to f when ¢ is finite, and otherwise weak*
convergence is assumed. In particular, we may let || f¢|| 7.4 (@) be uniformly bounded with respect to £. In
Proposition 2.4] we justify convergence of minimizers of relaxed energy functionals.

Proposition 2.4 (A convergence result on approximation problems). Let p € (1, ), g € [1, o] sat-

isfy (2.31), and consider functionals Fo, F. (0 < & < 1) given by (2.33)-(236), where {f¢}o<e<1 C
L9(Q; RN) satisfies (Z.37). For a given function uy € WP (Q;RN), we define

Ug = arg min{v € u*+W8’p(Q; RY) | 3"5(\))} for each € € (0, 1). (2.38)

Then, there exists a unique function u € uy +W(;’p(£2; RNY such that ug — u in WHP(Q;RN) up to a
subsequence. Moreover, the limit function u is a weak solution of the Dirichlet boundary value problem

(232), and there holds
u=arg min{v € Uy + WP (@ RY) ‘ 3"0(v)}. (2.39)

Before showing Proposition 2.4] we note that (2.38)) is characterized by
/(Ag(pug) | Dg)dx = /(fg | ¢ydx forall ¢ € Wy P (4 RN). (2.40)
Q Q

In other words, for a function u . € u, + W(;’ P(Q;RN), u, verifies (Z38) if and only if u . satisfies (2.40).
In the limiting case € = 0, however, it is a non-trivial question whether a function u that verifies (2.39)
is a weak solution of (Z.32)), since the total variation energy is neither Gateaux differentiable nor Fréchet
differentiable. This is substantially due to non-smoothness of the absolute value function at the origin.
To overcome this problem, we appeal to an approximation method, and construct a vector field Z that

satisfies (2.33)-(2.34).
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Proof. We first mention that the right hand sides of 2.38)—-([2.39) are well-defined. In fact, to construct
minimizers by direct methods ([20, Chapter 8], [23] Chapter 4]), it suffices to prove boundedness and
coerciveness of the functional F, over the space uy + Wé’p (Q;RYM). To check boundedness, we let

gp(0) =0 without loss of generality. Then the growth estimate g, (") < C(p,T")o? 12 easily follows from
(T9). In particular, by the continuous embedding L9 (Q; RN) — W7 (Q; RY), we have

Fe(v) < Ko1+1DVIY, g + 1 fellzo o ¥l 1. o | 241)
forall £ € [0, 1) and v € WP (Q; RN). For a coercive estimate, we have
Fo ) 2 KilIDV o @ = Ko (14| fellLaey el + 1 1 g (2.42)

foralle € [0,1) and v € u*+W(;’p(Q; R™N). Here the constants K; € [0, 1) and K> € (1, o0) depend at
most on n, p, g, y and €, but are independent of £ € [0, 1). It is possible to deduce (2.42) by applying
the continuous embedding W' 7 (Q; RV) < L4 (Q; RV ) and the Poincaré inequality

IV —usllwirq) < C(n, p, Q)IIDv —Duy||1r(q) forallve u*+W$’p(Q; RM). (2.43)

The detailed computations to show (2.42) are substantially similar to [35] Propostion 2.11] (see also
§3]). Uniqueness of minimizers are guaranteed by strict convexity of E. and (2.43). Therefore, we are
able to define u and u . satisfying (2.38) and respectively.

We also mention that {Du, }o<e<1 € LP(Q;RN") is bounded, and so {u;} o<1 € WP (Q; RY) is
by 2.43). This is easy to deduce by applying @.41)—(2.42) to the inequality F.(v.) < F,(uy) following
from @2.38). Hence, by the weak compactness theorem, we may choose a sequence {&; };’;1 c (0, 1) such
that £; — 0 and

ug, = ug in WHP(Q;RV) (2.44)

J

for some function ug € ux + W(;’ P(Q; RN). Moreover, the condition (Z.31]) enables us to apply the compact
embedding, so that we may let
ug, —ug in LY (Q;RY) (2.45)

J

by taking a subsequence if necessary. We claim that
I(g)) = ‘/(Agj (Dug;) —Ag;(Dug) | Dug; — Dugydx — 0 as j — oo. (2.46)
Q

Before showing (2.46]), we mention that this result yields
Dug; — Dug in L7 (Q;RN"). (2.47)

In fact, when 1 < p < 2, we apply (2.13), (Z.20), and Holder’s inequality to obtain
P 2 2 2)\ P27 2\
IDus, = Dugll? ) < Q(gj+|z>ugj| +|Dug| ) |Dut, — Dug|>dx

2 2 2\P/? e
-sup(/(8j+|Dugj| +Duo| ) dx)
i \Ja

=C
SC/l_p/2-I(sj)p/2 —0 asj— oo,

15



Here it is noted that C is finite by (2.44). In the remaining case 2 < p < co, we simply use (2.13)) and
2.20) to get

I(g;)
_ P 7
1Due; =Duollpy q) < AC(p)

For the proof of (2.46)), we decompose I = I} — I with

— 0 asj— oo,

(e = [ (Ao, (Dus)) | Dy~ D) s, Do) = [ (A (Du) | Duy, = Duya.
Q Q
For Iy, we test ¢ := ug, —ug € W(;’p(Q; R™) into (2.40). Then, we obtain

Il(sj):/(fgj|ugj—u0>dx—>0 as j — oo
Q

by 237) and @.43). For I,, we note that for every £ € RN", A (&) converges to

_ | gUEPE (£20),
AO(é‘:) '_{ 0 (é::()),

ase — 0,

since A (€) = b(e*+ |§|2)_1/2§+g;) (2 +|£|%)¢€ satisfies A, (0) = 0. Also, for every & € (0, 1), it is easy
to check that

p-1

2

1A (Dug)| < b+r(32+ |Du0|2) < C(b, p. A)(1+|Dug|?™") ae. in Q.
Hence, by applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we have A.(Dug) — Ag(Dug) in
LP' (©;RN™). Tt should be recalled that the weak convergence Du, — Dug in LP (€;RN") is already
known by (Z.44). These convergence results imply />(gj) — 0 as j — co. Thus, the claim (2.46) is
verified.

We would like to prove that the limit u is a weak solution of the problem (2.32)). First, by (2.47) and
[6, Theorem 4.9], we may let

Dug, — Duy ae. inQ, (2.48)

and
|[Dug;| <v ae. inQ, (2.49)

by taking a subsequence if necessary. Here a non-negative function v € L” () is independent of the
subscript j € N. Then,
Ap, s, (Dug,) — Ap(Dug) in LP'(Q; RN™) (2.50)

follows from (2.48)—[2.49). To verify this, we should note that by (2.16), the mapping A, . locally
uniformly converges to A, in RN". Combining with (2.48), we can check A, ., (Du,,;) — A,(Duo) a.e.
in Q. Also, by (I.9) and (2.49), we get

p-1

p/2-1 ,
|Ap,8j (DMSj)l < F(8§+|D”sj|2) |D”sj| < F(l +V2) TeLr ()

a.e. in Q. Thus, (2.50) can be deduced by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. Secondly, since
the mapping Z; := Ay, ¢, (Du,;) satisfies [|Z;||L~(q) < 1, up to a subsequence, we may let

Z; =7 in L°(Q;RN") (2.51)
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for some Z € L®(Q; RN™) [6, Corollary 3.30]. This limit clearly satisfies || Z|| (q) < 1. Therefore, to
check (2.33), it suffices to prove
Dug

Z= ae.inD = {x € Q| Dug(x) #0}.
| Dug|

This claim is easy to deduce by (2.48)). In fact, yields Z; — Dug/|Duo| a.e. in D, and hence we
are able to conclude Z; BN Dug/|Dug| in L*(D; RV™) by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem.
Finally, using (2.37) and 2.50)—@2.51)), we are able to deduce (2.34) by letting ¢ = ¢; and j — co in the
weak formulation (Z.40).

We mention that ug, a weak solution of (2.32)), coincides with u satisfying (2.39). In fact, for arbitrary
¢ € Wé’p(Q; R™M), we have

|D(u+¢)| = |Du|+{(Z | D¢) a.e. inQ,
since Z satisfies (2.33). Similarly, we can easily get
gp(ID(u+9)|?) = g,(IDul*) +{(A,(Du) | D$) ae.inQ.

By testing ¢ € Wé’p (Q; RN) into (Z34), we can easily notice Fo (1) < Fo(u+¢) forall ¢ € Wé’p (Q; RN).
In other words, the limit function ug € uy + Wé’p (Q; RN) satisfies (239). We recall that a function
verifying (2.39) uniquely exists, and thus u# = uy. This completes the proof. O

2.4 Holder continuity estimates

In Section 2.4] we would like to prove our main theorem (Theorem [[.2)) by an approximation argument.
In Proposition 2.4] we have already justified that a weak solution to (I.2)) can be approximated by a weak
solution to

- div(g4(IDu)Du ) = fe. (2.52)

under a suitable Dirichlet boundary value condition. We should note that the function u. defined by
2.398) solves ([2.532)) in the distributional sense, under a boundary condition u, = u, on Q. Since we
have already justified convergence for approximated solutions u . in Proposition 2.4} it suffices to obtain a
priori regularity estimates on weak solutions to a regularized system (2.52)). The key estimates are given
by Theorem where the continuity estimates are independent of the approximation parameter &, so
that the Arzela—Ascoli theorem can be applied.

Theorem 2.5 (A priori Holder estimates on truncated Jacobian matrices). Let positive numbers o, €
satisfy (2.11), and u. be a weak solution to a regularized system (2.32)) in Q with

[Dugllpr <L, (2.53)
and

| fellra) < F (2.54)

for some constants F, L € (0, 00). Then, for each fixed x. € Q, there exist a sufficiently small open ball
B, (x.) € Qand an exponent a € (0, 1), depending at mostonb,n, N, p,q,y,I', F, L, d, = dist(x., 0Q),
and 0, such that Gy5 - (Dug) is in C*(Bp,/2(X0); RN™). Moreover, there exists a constant i € (0, o),
depending at most on b, n, N, p, q, v, I, F, L, and d., such that

sup [Gas, = (Dug)| < po, (2.55)

Bp() ()
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and
on /242 a+2

1926, & (Dt (x1)) = 25, & (D g (x2))] < p—a“(’m —x|® (2.56)
0

for all x1, x2 € B, j2(x,).

To prove Theorem we use three basic propositions, whose proofs are given later in Sections
BHAl Here it is noted that when stating Propositions 2.6-2.8] we have to use another modulus V :=
Ve2+|Dug|?, instead of |[Du,|, since we have relaxed the principal divergence operator £ itself. Along
with this, we have already introduced another truncation mapping 9,5 , instead of Gy;.

The first proposition states local a priori Lipschitz bounds for regularized solutions.

Proposition 2.6 (Local Lipschitz bounds). Let € € (0, 1) and u, be a weak solution to a regularized
system (2.52)) in Q. Fix an open ball B,,(xo) € Q with p € (0, 1]. Then, there exists a constant C € (0, co)
depending at most on b, n, p, q, y, and I, such that

1/(p-1) ”Va”LP(Bp(xo))
esssup Vo < C|1+|| fell,/, _
Bop(xo) S o) T (1-6)p]

forall 6 € (0, 1). Here the exponent d € [n/p, o) depends at most on n, p, and q.

These estimates can be deduced by carefully choosing test functions whose supports are separated
from facets of approximated solutions. Also, it should be emphasized that local Lipschitz bounds in
Proposition 2.6l are expectable, since the density E . has a p-Laplace-type structure when it is sufficiently
far from the origin. Lipschitz estimates from a viewpoint of asymptotic bahaviour of density functions
are found in the existing literature [3]] (see also [8]] as a classical work). For the reader’s convenience, we
would like to provide the proof of Proposition 2.6]in the appendix (Section [3)).

Hereinafter we assume local uniform boundedness of V., which is guaranteed by Proposition In
particular, a scalar function |Gs, ¢(Du)| is uniformly bounded in each fixed subdomain of Q. For an
open ball B, (xo) € £ and positive numbers y € (0, o), v € (0, 1), we introduce a superlevel set

Sp,,u,v(XO) = {X € Bp(XO) | Ve—06> (1 _V),u}-

The second and third propositions (Propositions2.7H2.8]) are useful for estimating oscillation of G55, (Duy).
Our analysis herein depends on whether V. vanishes near a point xq or not, which is judged by measuring
the size of the superlevel set S, ,, , (xo). Before stating Propositions 2. 7H2.8] we introduce a constant

B < (0, 1) by

,312{ ljg (n<q <),
Bo (g =),

where S, € (0, 1) is an arbitrary number. The exponent 3 appears when one considers regularity of
solutions to the Poisson system —Av = f with f in L9. In fact, from the classical Schauder theory, it is
well-known that this weak solution v admits local C'-#-regularity.

Propositions 2.7H2.8 below will be shown in Sections BH4l

Proposition 2.7 (An oscillation lemma). Let u, be a weak solution to a regularized system (2.32)) in Q.
Assume that positive numbers 6, €, u, F, M satisfy (211), (2.34) and

ess sup|95,g(Dug)| SUu<pu+6<M (2.57)
Bp(x())

for some open ball B, (xo) € Qwith p € (0, 1]. Assume that there holds

|Sp/2,,u,v(x0)| < (1 - V)pr/2(x0)| (2-58)
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for some constant v € (0, 1). Then, we have either
W< CupP, (2.59)

or

ess sup|95,g(Dug)| < Ku. (2.60)
By 4 (x0)

Here the constants Cy € (0, ) and k € (277, 1) depend at most on b, n, N, p, q, v, T, F, M, & and v.

Proposition 2.8 (Campanato-type growth estimates). Let u. be a weak solution to a regularized system
(2.32) in Q. Assume that positive numbers 6, €, u, F, M satisfy (2.11), (2.34),

esssupVe < u+06 <M (2.61)
Bp(x())

for some open ball B,(xo) € Q, and
0<o<pu. (2.62)

Then, there exist numbers v € (0, 1/4), py € (0, 1), depending at most on b, n, N, p, q, v, I, F, M, and
0, such that the following statement holds true. If there hold 0 < p < p4 and

|Sp,;1,v(x0)| > (1 _V)pr(XO)l’ (2.63)
then the limit
[26,6(x0) = 1im (G2, o (Dtt)) . - € RN (2.64)
exists. Moreover, there hold
ITas, & (x0)| < p, (2.65)
and
2 r 2
f |926,8(Dus) _F2§,s(x0)| dx < (/_)) /12 for allr € (0’ P] (266)
Br(x())

Remark 2.9. Let § and ¢ satisfy 0 < & < 8. Then, for & € RN, G5 . (£)| < p holds if and only if &

satisfies v/&2+|&|? < u+0. In particular, the conditions (2.37) and (Z.61)) are equivalent. Also, it should
be noted that the mapping G, - satisfies

1926, ()] < (|95.2(6)| = 6), <96.(&)| forall € e RN, (2.67)
which is used in the proof of Theorem 2.3
By applying Propositions [2.6H2.8] we would like to prove Theorem

Proof. For each fixed x, € Q, we first choose
11
R := min 73 dist (x,, 0Q) ; > 0,

so that Byg(x.) € Q holds. By Proposition we may take a finite constant ug € (0, o), depending at
moston b, n, N, p,q,v,I, F,and R, such that

ess sup Vg < pp. (2.68)
BRr(x.)

We set M := 1+ uyg, so that ugp+06 < M clearly holds.
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We choose and fix the numbers v € (0, 1/4), p, € (0, 1) as in Proposition which depend at
most on b, n, N, p, q, v, I', F, M, and 6. Corresponding to this v, we choose finite constants
k€ (27, 1), Cy € [1, o) as in Proposition 2771 We define the desired Holder exponent « € (0, 8/2) by
a = —logk/log4, so that the identity 4~% = « holds. We also put the radius pg such that

R
0<po< min{ > p*} <1 and Cupl <&Ppd, (2.69)
which depends at moston b, n, p, g, v, I, F, L, M, and 6. We define non-negative decreasing sequences

{pi )i, {ux )5, by setting py == 47%po, py = k¥ po for k e N. By 278 < k=477 < 1 and (2.69), it is
easy to check that

VOl <27 ka0 < K o = i, (2.70)
and
— Pk ¢
pp =4 “k/l():(—) Lo (2.71)
Lo

for every k € Zsy.
We claim that for every xo € By, (x.), the limit

5,6 (x0) = rlig(l)(925,g(Dug)) eR”

X0,T
exists, and this limit satisfies

r

2a
) pi  forall r € (0, po]. (2.72)
PO

2
f |926,8(Dua)_r26,8(x0)| dx S4'2(”1(
B;-(xo)
In the proof of (Z.72)), we introduce a set

N:= {k EZZO | |Spk/2,;1k,v(x0)| > (1 _V)|Bpk/2(x0)|},

and define k, € Zs( to be the minimum number of N when it is non-empty. We consider the three possible
cases: N # 0 and py, > 6; N # 0 and py, <6;and N = (. Before dealing with each case, we mention that
if N # 0, then it is possible to apply Proposition Z7Z1with (p, 1) = (px, px) for k € {0, 1, ..., ke —1}, by
the definition of k. With (2.70) in mind, we are able to obtain

ess sup|95,g(Vu8)| <ur forevery ke {0, 1,..., ky}. (2.73)

Bpk (XO)

In the first case, the conditions k, € N and u, > & enable us to apply Proposition 2.8] for the open
ball By, /2(xo) with pt = g, . In particular, the limit "5, (xo) exists and this limit satisfies

P26, 6 (x0)| < ik, - (2.74)
and
2 2r \# Pk
f |925,8(Du8) —Fzé,g(xo)| dx < (—) ,ui forall r € (0, —*], (2.75)
By (x0) Pk, * 2

When 0 < r < pg, /2, we use @71), @73), and a < B to get

) 2 2a Ok 2a r 2a
f |926,8(Dus)_r26,s(x0)| dx < (_) (_*) ’u(2)24a( ) ,U(z)
B, (x0) pk* PO
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When py, /2 < r < py, there corresponds a unique integer k € {0, ..., k. } such that pg41 <7 < pi. By

Q3)-2.74), we compute

f; ( )|926,5(Dus) _F25,8(x0)|2dx < Z(CSS Sup|95,S(Dus)|2+|r26,s(~x0)|2)
r (X0

Bpk (xo0)
0 2 4r 2
<4 < 4(—") i < 4(—) 2.
Lo Po
In the second case, we recall (2.67) in Remark to notice 9r5, - (Dug) =0 ae. in By, (xp).
Combining with (273)), we can easily check

ess sup|925,g(Dug)| < uy forevery k € Zs, (2.76)
Bpk (XO)

which clearly yields I'»5, 2 (x0) = 0. For every r € (0, po], there corresponds a unique integer k € Zx
such that pg41 <r < pg. By 2.76) and k = 4~%, we have

2 2
f 1526, + (Dit) ~ T2, o (x0)| dx = f 152, (Duts)[*dr
B, (xq) B, (x0)

4—2ak

2
<ess sup|Gos, o (Dug)|” < py = Ho

Bpk (x0)

p 2 p 2a
<|4-[— 2:16“(—) z.
()] =)

In the remaining case N = 0), it is clear that there holds |E,, /2 4, v | < (1 =V)|B,, j2(x0)| for every

k € Zs. Applying (2.70) and Proposition 2. 7lwith (p, u) = (px, px) (k € Z ) repeatedly, we can easily
check that

ess sup|95,g(Dug)| < ui forevery k € Zsy.

By, (x0)
In particular, (2.76) clearly follows from this and (2.67)). Thus, the proof of (2.72)) can be accomplished,
similarly to the second case. In any possible cases, we conclude that I'5_ . (x0) exists and satisfies (2.72),
as well as

IT2s, « (x0)| < po  for all xg € B, (x.), (2.77)

which immediately follows from (2.68]).
From (2.72) and @.77)), we would like to show

22 a+2+n/2

ITas, & (x1) —Tas, o (x2)] < (p—(,,uo) |xp —x2|® (2.78)
0

for all x1, x2 € By, /2(x.). We prove (Z.78) by dividing into the two possible cases. When r := [x| — x| <
Po/2, we set a point x3 := (x1+x2)/2 € By (x.). By B, /2(x3) C B, (x;) C By /2(xj) C By, (x.) for each
je{l,2}, we use (Z.72) to obtain

M2, & (x1) =T, s(xz)|2

2
=f P25, 6 (x1) =Tas, £ (x2)| dx
B, 2(x3)
2 2
<2 f |S26, £ (D) =T, o (x1)] dx+f 926, & (Dus) =Tas, & (x2)| dx
Br/Q(X3) Br/2(x3)
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2 2
S2n+1 (f ( |925,8(Du8)_r26,8(x1)| dx+f |926,8(DM8)_F25,8(X2)| dx)
B, X])

B, (-XZ)
2a 2a+42+n/2  \2
r 2
0

which yields 2.78)). In the remaining case |x; — x| > po/2, we simply use 2.77)) to get

2%x1 — x|
P26, 6 (x1) =Tag, 6 (x2)| < 20 <2- ————

0
Py
which completes the proof of (Z.78). Finally, since the mapping I';5, . is a Lebesgue representative of
G2s. e (Dug) € LP(Q; RN™), the claims (Z33)—~@2.36) immediately follow from 2.77)-(2.73). O

We would like to conclude Section by giving the proof of our main Theorem [L21

Proof. Letu e WhP(Q; RN) be a weak solution to (IL2). We choose and fix {fs}o<s<1 C L7(Q;RN™)
enjoying ([2.37)), and for each fixed € € (0, 1), we define the functional F. by (2.36). We set a function

Uy = arg min{v € u+W(;’p(Q; RM) ‘ 3"5(1/)} for every € € (0, 1),

which is a unique solution of the Dirichlet problem

LPu, = f, in Q
{ ug = u on 0Q.
By Proposition 2.4] there exists a decreasing sequence {; };‘; , €(0,1) such thate; — O and u.; — u in
WP (Q;RN). In particular, we may let (Z.48)) hold by taking a subsequence if necessary. Also, we may
choose finite constants L > ||[Dug||pr (@) and F > || f¢||La () that satisfy (2.53)-(2.54).

Fix x, € Q and ¢ € (0, 1) arbitrarily. Then Theorem enables us to apply the Arzela—Ascoli
theorem to the net {G25, - (Dug) Yo<s<s/a € C¥(Bpy2(X4); RN™) . In particular, by taking a subsequence
if necessary, we are able to conclude that Ga5, ¢, (Due;) € C¥(Bpy/2(xs); RN™) uniformly converges to a
continuous mapping v25 € C (B /2(x+); RN™). On the other hand, by we have already known that
925,;(Dug;) = G25(Du) a.e. in Q. Hence, it follows that vo5 = G25(Du) a.e. in By (x.). Moreover,

from (2.33)—(2.36)), we conclude that G,5(Du) satisfies (LI4)—(13).
We have already proved Gs(Du) € C°(Q; RN") for each fixed § € (0, 1), from which we show
continuity of Du. By the definition of G5, we can easily check that

sup |G, (Du) — Gs,(Du)| < |61 — 62| forall 61,6 € (0, 1).
Q
In particular, the net {Gs(Du)}o<s<1 € C°(Q;RN™) uniformly converges to a continuous mapping

vo € C%(Q; RN™). On the other hand, it is clear that G5(Du) — Du a.e. in Q. Thus, we realize vo = Du
a.e. in Q, and this completes the proof. O

3 Weak formulations

3.1 A basic weak formulation

We note that for each fixed € € (0, 1), the regularized system (2.52)) is uniformly elliptic. To be precise,
by direct computations, we can easily check that the relaxed density E.(£) = g.(|¢]?) admits a constant
C; € (y, o), depending on &, such that

p/2-1 p/2-1
y(32+ |g|2) idyn < Bo(€) = D2Eo(£) < cg(s% |g|2) idy, forallé eRN"  (3.1)
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Hence, it is not restrictive to let u . € Wlt’cw(Q; RM)Nn Wé ’02(9; R™M) (see also Remark [5.3]in Section [3)).
In particular, for each fixed B, (xo) € €2, we are able to deduce

/ (Ao (Du) | D) dx = / (ol 9)d 3.2)
Bp(x()) Bp(x())

forall ¢ € Wé ! (By(x0); RN™). Also, differentiating (2.52)) by x,, and integrating by parts, we can deduce
an weak formulation

/ (Do(Au(Duy)) | Do) dx = - / (fu | Do) dx 3.3)
Bp(x()) Bp(x())

for all ¢ € W&’Z(Bp(xo); RM), @ €{1,...,n}. Following [4, Lemma 4.1] (see also [35, Lemma 3.5]),
we would like to give a basic weak formulation that is fully used in our computations.

Lemma 3.1. Let u, be a weak solution to the regularized system (2.32)) with 0 < & < 1. Assume that

a non-decreasing and non-negative function ¥ € WIL’CW([O, o)) is differentiable except at finitely many

points. For any non-negative function € C! (By(xp)), we set

5= / (Co(Dug) Vs | VOO Vo)V dr,
Bp(x())

JZ = <es(Dus)VVs | VV€>§¢,(V8)V€ dx,
Bp(x())

I o= VP2 D2 2w (V. dx,
Bp(XO)

Jy o= fePw (Vo) VE P L dx,
Bp(XO)

Js = felP/ (Vo)VEP ¢ dx,
Bp(x())

J6 = |f€||V§|¢(V8)V€dxa
Bp(x())

with

N
Co(Dug) = g4 (|1Dug|)idy +2g7(1Dug?) > Vul @ Vul,.
i=1

Then we have |
2N +Jr+yJs < —(ndy+Js) +2Js. 3.4)
Y

Before the proof, we mention that the matrix-valued functions C.(Du ) satisfy

Y2 72id, < Cp(Duy) < (bV;‘ +3rv§"2)idn a.e. inQ, (3.5)
which follows from (I.I0)-(I.11) and @.4)—(2.3).
Proof. For notational simplicity we write B := B,(xp). For a fixed index « € {1,...,n}, we test

¢ =0y (Vg)Dqug € Wé’Z(B; R™) into (3.3). Summing over @ € {1, ..., n}, we have

Jo+J1+J>

N n
= — _ ’ _ iq2 i
= /Bw(VsﬂfleusV{)dx /Bé’tﬁ (Ve){fe | DugVVe)dx /Bé"lﬁ(Va)§ § JeO uedx

i=1 a=1
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= —(J7+Jg +J9)
with
Jo 2:,/[g:9(|Du8|2)|D2M5|2+ gg(|Dus| )|V|D s|2| Ly (Ve)dx.
B

To estimate J,, we recall |V|Dug|2|2 < 4|D*u,|*|Du|?, which follows from the Cauchy—Schwarz in-
equality. By this and (I.I1)), we are able to deduce

2 -2 2
g, o (IDus*)|D%usl* + gp c(IDueP)|VIDu | = yVE|D?u,|
a.e. in Q. Similarly, we use (2.3) to get
2
g1 o (IDug )| D?us >+ g1 ' (IDusP)|V|Dus PPl 20

a.e. in Q. These inequalities imply Jy > yJ3. Clearly, |J7| < Jg holds. To compute Jg, Jg, we recall (3.3).
Then by Young’s inequality we can compute

. , 1 o 1o
sl <3 [veriovepew o= [1RPVIT 0 (Vo < Sae 5
B Y JB 2 2y
and
ol < Vi / ol 0w (Vi) | D] dx

2/Vp 1| u«9| §W(Ve)dx+—/|fg| l//(Vs)Vz pgdx

=X+,
273y

from which (3.4) immediately follows. m|

3.2 De Giorgi’s truncation and Caccioppoli-type estimates

In the resulting weak formulation (3.4), we may discard two non-negative integrals J, J3. Then, (3.4)
implies that the scalar function V. is a subsolution to an elliptic problem. By appealing to convex
composition of V., we would like to prove that another scalar function U, . defined by

e = (Ve=0)2 € L2 (Q)NW.2(Q) (3.6)

loc

is also a subsolution to a certain uniformly elliptic problem. This is possible since this function is
supported in a place {V, > ¢ }, where the system (2.32) becomes uniformly elliptic. Thus, as in Lemma
B2lbelow, we are able to obtain Caccioppoli-type estimates for Us, .

Lemma 3.2. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.22) with 0 < & < 1. Assume that positive numbers 6, u, M,
and an open ball B, (xo) satisfy (2.57). Then, the scalar function U . defined by (3.0) satisfies

o

fulPcdrs /B I )

/ (As,e(Dug)VUs . | V) dx < Cy
B, (x0)
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for all non-negative function { € C/ (By(x0)), where As o(Dug) is an nXn matrix-valued function
satisfying

Y:id, < As, ¢ (Dug) <Tuid, a.e. in By(xp). (3.8)
The constants Cy € (0, 00) and 0 <y, < T, < oo depend at most on b, n, p, y, I, M, and 6. In particular,
we have

[ vnWse-batacsc| [ iPwse-iiees [ (nprel  69)
B, (x0) B, (x0) A, p(x0)

for all k € (0, c0) and for any non-negarive function n € Ccl(Bp(xo)). Here Ai, ,(x0) == {x € B,(x) |
Us. £ (x) > k}, and the constant C € (0, o) depends on ., I, and Cy.

Proof. We choose (t) = (t—6)4 for t € [0, o), so that (V) = |G, e (Dug)| holds. From (3.4), we

will deduce (3.7). To compute J;, we note that ¢ (V,) vanishes when V. < §, and that the identity
VUs, s =2¢(V;)VV, holds. From these we obtain

J = / (VoCo(Dup)y (Vo) WV, | VZ) dr = / (As.o(Du)VUs o | V¢)dr
B, (xq) p(x())

with
- Vgeé’g(Dug) (if Vg > 5)’
As,e(Dug) = { id,, (otherwise).

By (B.3)), the coefficient matrix A, . (Du.) satisfies (3.8) with
y.=min{1,y6"""}, T.=max{1,b+3rM""'}.

By discarding positive integrals J;, J3, we compute

1 gy (Ve)Ve +" (Vo) V2
A T i Ldve+ / oIV EW (Ve Vi dr
2y B, (x0) Vf
M
<— | P ReM + M é’dwa/ TARZ
2y JB,(x0) 6P -, (x0)

from which (3.7) immediately follows.

The estimate (3.9) is easy to deduce by choosing ¢ := 7% (Us, . — k)4 € Wé’z(Bp (x0)) into (3.7), and
making standard absorbing arguments (see [35, Lemma 3.15] for detailed computations). We should
mention that this test function ¢ is admissible by approximation, since it is compactly supported in
Bp (x0). O

The Caccioppoli-type inequality (3.9) implies that the scalar function Us_ . is in a certain De Giorgi
class. From this fact, we can conclude two oscillation lemmata for the scalar function Us_, = |Gs. o (Vue)|?

(Lemmata 3.3H3.4).

Lemma 3.3. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.32). Assume that positive numbers 6, u, F, M, and an open
ball B, (xo) satisfy (2.54) and (Z37). Then there exists a number v € (0, 1), depending at most on b, n,
N, p,q, v I, F, M, and 6, such that if there holds

(x € Bya(xo) | Us.o () > (1-0)u2}|
1B, (x0)] =V G-10)

for some 0 € (0, 1), then we have either

B 0
7 <p_ or ess supUgg_(l——)yz.
6 B/4(x0) 2
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Lemma 3.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition[2.7] for every iy € N, we have either

5 Zi*pﬁ |{x S Bp/z(xo) | Ué,g(x) > (1 _2_i*v)ﬂ2}| CT
P, < :
V |Bpy2(x0)| VVix

Here the constant C; € (0, o) depends at moston b, n, N, p, q, v, I', F, M, and 6.

We omit the proofs of Lemmata[3.3H3.4l because they can be deduced by routine calculations given
in Chapter 10, §4-5]. For detailed computations, see [4, §7] or [33] §4]. By Lemmata3.3H3.4] we
are able to find the desired constants Cy € (1, c0) and k € (275, 1) in Proposition 2.7} To be precise, we
choose a sufficiently large number i, =i, (Cs, v, V) € N such that

C;

<9 and 0<2 x*D o1 _272,
V.

Then, by applying Lemmata 3.3H3.4 with 6 = 27 v, we can easily check that the constants C, = 6! =
2ixy~1 € (1, ), k := V1 =2-(ix+1) € (278 1) satisfy Proposition 2.7] (see also [4] Proposition 3.5], [35]
Proposition 3.3]).

4 Campanato-type decay estimates

Section [ provides the proof of Proposition 2.8l The basic idea is that the measure assumption (2.63)
implies that the scalar function V. will not degenerate near the point x if the ratio v is sufficiently close
to 0. With this in mind, we appeal to freezing coeflicient arguments and shrinking methods to obtain
Campanato-type integral growth estimates (2.66). To prove this, however, we also have to check that
an average (Du.)y,, » never degenerates even when the radius r tends to 0. To overcome this problem,
we will provide a variety of energy estimates from the assumptions (2.62) and 2.63). Most of our
computations concerning energy estimates differ from [4], §4-5], since the density function we discuss is
structurally different from theirs.
In Section ], we consider an L?-mean oscillation given by

D(xq, r) = f |Du8 - (Dug)x(,,r|2dx for r € (0, p]
Br(x())

in an open ball B,,(xp) € Q. To estimate ®, we often use a well-known fact that there holds

f |v_(v)xo,r|2dx: min f |V_§|2dx 4.1)
By (x0) &RV J B, (x0)
for every v € L>(B,(x0); RN™). Also, we recall the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality [12, Chapter IX,
Theorem 10.1]:
n+2
f V[ dx < C(n)r2(f N dx) 4.2)
By (xo) By (xo)

for all v € Wl iz (B, (x0); RN™) satisfying

f vdx =0,
B; (-XO)

which is used in Sections |4.1H4.2)
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4.1 Energy estimates

First in Section .1l we go back to the weak formulation (3.4)), and deduce some energy estimates under
suitable assumptions as in Proposition Here we would like to show local LZ-bounds for the Jacobian
matrices of G, »(Du) = V2" ' Du,, where the mapping Gp, & is defined by (2.27).

Lemma 4.1. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.22) in Q. Assume that positive numbers S, u, F, M, and an

open ball B,,(xo) € Q satisfy (2.54), 2.61)(2.62) and 0 < p < 1. Then, for all v € (0, 1) and 7 € (0, 1),
the following estimates ({.3)—(.4) hold:

2 c 2 -~ o
D[G, .(Dus) dxs—[—+Fp q]uf’. 4.3)
£ Pl ufar= S
1 C v sz_%n
2 2
—_— D|G, :(Dug)|| dx < — + ur. 4.4)
|Bzp(x0)| sm,y,v(xo)| [Gp.o(Duo] ™| (1-1)%p? v ]

Here the constants C € (0, o) given in (L3)—(£4) depend at most on b, n, p, q, y, I, and 6.

Following computations given in [35] Lemma 3.9] for the scalar problems, we provide the proof of
Lemmald.]]

Proof. We first compute
2 ’ 123 2
ID[Gp.e(Dug)||” < |1, (VZ)D*us+2h)(V2)Dug ® D*usDu|
2(p-1 2 2(p-3 2
<2v; P D2 | +2(p - )2V | D2u | | D |
< c*lr,\/ﬁ(p_l)|D2u$|2 a.e. in Q,

where ¢, := 2(p*—2p+2) > 0. With this in mind, we apply LemmaB.Tlwith ¢/ (¢) := tPy (¢) for t € [0, c0).
Here the function ¢ will later be chosen as either

U =1, (4.5)

or
g(1) = (t-6-k); (4.6)

for some constant k > 0. We choose a cutoff function n € C! (B, (xp)) such that

2
=1 B d |Vp|<

and set ¢ := n%. Then, the weak formulation (3.4)) becomes

in Bp (XO),

vLi+L,
1=Y/BV?”_I)IDzuglznﬁ(Va)nzdx
+ / (Co(D o) VVe | V)0 (Vo) Vo dx
B
<4 /B (€ (D2)VVa | ) (Vi) Vorpd

1 _
. /B L PVEP (1 (V) + Ve’ (Vi) I dx
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4 /B oIV (Vo)n d
= R1 +R2+R3.

For Ry, we use the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality

(Ce(De)VVe | V)| S V(€e(De)VVe | VVe) - V(€e(D ) Vi | Vi),
which is possible by (3.3). Hence, by Young’s inequality, we have

2
Ve (Ve)®

R, <L,+4 [ (Co(Dun)Vy|V
< Lavd [ (€0 (Du) Ty | Ty o

For R3, we apply Young’s inequality to get

Ve (Ve)?

VP2 dx.
'(Ve)

R3<2/|f,s| W (VeVP 2dx+2/|v pYetVe)®

Therefore, by (3.3)), we obtain

L < y/IVnI [ZV” 2+4(bv +30VP” 2)]—V;‘f((“//:))2dx

_ _ 2 2”¢(Vs)+Vg¢ (Vs)
+y(2+y)/3|fg| n dx.

yr?

Here we note that the assumptions (Z.61)—(2.62) yield V, < 6 +u < 2u a.e. in B, and p! = p/=2P - 1?7 <
8172P 11?P for every I € (0, 2p). Hence it follows that

VI (Ve)?
pU(Ve) + Ve (V)
(1+6"P)u?P g (V,)?
pU(Ve) + Vel (V)

Ve (Ve)?
v’ (Ve)

|2vE +a(bv; +3rv27)| < Cb, )| Ve 4V,

< C(b,T)

a.e. in B, and

ny(Ve)+Ve'(Ve)
yr?

=n(p+1)Vah (Vo) + Vo' (Ve)
<An(p+1)3*"P) 2P [J (Vo) + Vel (Vo) |

a.e. in B. As a result, we obtain

/B|D [Gp,s(vus)] |27721ﬁ(vs)dx < Cle

2 > J(Ve)?
<Cu [ /B e e / oPr2 [0 (Vo) + Vel (V)] dx @.7)

with C = C(b,n, p,y,T, 8) € (0, ). We will deduce E3)-E.4) from @.7) by choosing ¢ as 3] or
@a).
Let ¢ satisfy (@3). Then by (.7) and Holder’s inequality, we have

R e
B‘rp(xO)
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1
<C(bym, p,y.T, 5)#21’[; / VP dr+ / Ifglznzdx]
B B

_2n
<C(b,n,p,q,7.T, 6)/12”[ s+ Fp q]pr(x0)|-

1
(1-1)2p
Next, we let i satisfy #.6) with

k= (1-2v)u > % > 0.

Then, from 2.68), it follows that (V. —8 — k), < u—k =2vu a.e. in B. Hence, it is easy to check that

‘ﬁ(vs)2 _ (Ve—0- k)-?- < (2V/1)3 8V3/12
Y (Vo) + Vel (V) p(Ve—=6-k),+2V, = 0+2(6+k) '
G(Ve)+Veh (Vo) < 3Vo(Ve—6-k)y < 3-2u-2vu = 12w,

a.e. in B. Over S¢p v (x0), we have Vo =6 —k > (1—=v)u—k =vu > 0, and hence (V) > (vi)2.
Combining these results with (4.7]), we are able to compute

Vz,uz/ |D[Gp,g(Vug)]|2dx
S‘rp,p,v(x())
< /B PID[G .o (Vi) |3 (V) dx

gc,ﬂp[sw / VP dr + 12v,2 / Ifg|2n2dX]
B B

1% N sz
(I-1)%p?

< Cy2 2P+

for some constant C = C(b, n, p,q,y,T’,6) € (0, ). Recalling |B;,(xo)| = 7"*|B,(x0)|, we conclude

@3)-E4). O

Lemma 4.2. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.32) in Q. Assume that positive numbers 6, €, u, F, M, and

an open ball B,,(xo) € Q satisfy (211, (2.54), (2.61)—2.62) and 0 < p < 1. If (Z.63) is satisfied for some
v € (0, 1/4), then for all T € (0, 1), we have

D(xp, Tp) < 4.8)

C. 2 2/n F2
M v + 28,
™ |[(1-1)2 v

where the constant C+ € (0, o) depends at most on b, n, p, q, v, I, and 6.

For completeness, we provide the proof of Lemma.2] which can be accomplished similarly to 33}
Lemma 3.10] for the scalar case.

Proof. To prove (d.8)), we consider integrals I, IT given by

1
1= —/ \Du, —£2dx,
|BTp(x0)| BTp(XO)\Sp,y,v(xO)
and

II:

1
- —/ |Du,— €l d,
|BTp(x0)| By (x0)NSp, i, v (x0)
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where £ == G,! (G, e(Dug))xy.rp) € RN". For I, we use (Z63) to get

B S v
< 1B (x0) \ Sp, 1, v (x0)| €ss sup (V£+|‘§:|)2 S

C(p)vp?
| B, (x0)| B, (x0) "

The last inequality is easy to check by Z.61)-(2.62). In fact, we have
G p. e (Dug)| = VE ' |Dusl < VP < (5+p)P < 2u)P  ae. in B,(x).

Then, recalling (2.29)), we obtain

€] < C(P)|Gp. e (O] = CPI(Gp. e (Due))sy.p|” < C(p)ess sup|G . (Dug)|'"” < Clp)p,

B, (x0)
and hence it is possible to estimate I as above. Before computing II, we recall (Z.11)) and the definition

of Sy, 4, v (x0). Then, we are able to compute

%+ |Dug|>e+|Dug|>Ve20+(1-v)u ae. inS, , ,(xo). 4.9)
In particular, there holds
|Dug| > %u a.e. inS, , v (x0)
by 0 < v < 1/4. With this in mind, we apply to obtain
C(p)

a MZ(p_l) |BTP(x0)| BTp(XO)mSp,y,v(XO)

C(p) (Tp)Z(fB ( )|D[Gp,g(Dug)]

|GP,S(DM8) _Gp,8(§)|2dx
n+2

on n
s dx) = @) oy,

- MZ(P_I) MZ(P_I)

Here we have applied @.2) to the function G, »(Dus) — G, ¢(¢). The integral III can be decomposed
by III = III; +I1I, with

2n
ID[Gp, o (Dug)]|™ dx,

1
II1, = —/
|B‘rp(x0)| Brp (x0)\Sp, 11, v (x0)

and |
m, = ——— ID[Gp,s(Du,)]

2n
"2 dx.
| B‘rp (x0)| Szp, v (X0)

To control these integrals, we apply Lemma[.1l For III;, we use Holder’s inequality and (&.3)) to obtain

L, < [' p(XO)\Sp’”’V(XON] f ID[G . e (Dug)|[* dx
|Bo (x0)] By (x0)
VZ/nﬂZp 1 on
<C(b,n,p,q,y,T,6 +F2p |,
(b.n.p.q, 7.1, 6)— [(1—7)2,02 P

where we should note | B,,(x0) \ Sy, 4, (x0)| < v|B,(x0)| by (2.63). Similarly for III,, we can compute

)" <

ID[Gp, o (Du,)] [ dx

[|Sm,,,,v(xo>|r/" 1
|B‘rp (x0)] |B‘rp (x0)] Sep, v (X0)
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<C(b,n,p,q,v,T,0)

w2 % N sz_%n
™ | (1-1)2p2 y '

by Holder’s inequality and (.4). Finally, we use (4.1)) to obtain

(D(XO,TP)Sf |Du,—&*dx =1+11
B‘rp(xO)
C 2 C(n,
- (p)vu N (n, p) (Tp)2(1111+2/n+1111+2/n)
n P2 1 2

2 2/ 1+2/
Cu V+v+v "T2+1+VJr nT2F2p2'3
" (1-1)2

with C € (0, o0) depending at most on b, n, p, ¢, ¥, I, and §. ByO<7t<1,0<v<1/4andn > 2, we
are able to find a constant Cy = C+(b, n, p, ¢, y, T, §) € (0, c0) such that (4.8)) holds. i

4.2 Higher integrability estimates and freezing coefficient arguments

In Section we appeal to freezing coeflicient methods when an average (Du.)y,,, does not vanish.
We introduce a harmonic mapping v near xp, and obtain an error estimate for a comparison function
Ug—Ve.

When computing errors from a comparison function, we have to deduce higher integrability estimates
on |Dug— (Dug)x,, p|, which can be justified by applying so called Gehring’s lemma.

Lemma 4.3 (Gehring’s Lemma). Let B = Bg(xg) C R" be an open ball, and non-negative function g, h
satisfy g € LS(B), h € L¥(B) with 1 < s < § < co. Suppose that there holds

S
fo vl ol £, e
By (z0) Boy (20) Boy (20)

for all B»,(z0) € B. Here C € (0, ) is a constant independent of zo € B and r > 0. Then there exists
a sufficiently small positive number ¢ = ¢(b, s, §, n) such that g € ng(B) with o9 = s(1+¢) € (s, §).

Moreover, for each o € (s, 0y), we have
1/s /o
Fr) Fo) |
BRr(xq) BRg (x0)

1/o
f g%dx <C
BRr/2(x0)

where the constant C € (0, o0) depends at most on o, n, s, § and C.

The proof of Gehring’s lemma is found in [38, Theorem 3.3], which is based on ball decompositions
[38, Lemma 3.1] and generally works for a metric space with a doubling measure (see also §6.4]).
By applying Lemmal£3] we prove Lemma[£.4]

Lemma 4.4 (Higher integrability lemma). Let u. be a weak solution to (2.32). Assume that positive

numbers 8, &, u, M, F and an open ball B,,(xo) € Q satisfy 2.11), (2.34) and 2.61)~2.62). Fix a matrix
£ eRN™ with
5+%s|§|55+u. (4.10)

Then, there exists a constant ¥ = 9(b,n, N, p, q, v, ', M, 6) such that

1
0<ﬁ§min{§,ﬂ,,80}<l, 4.11)
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and

1+9
f |Du, - &P dx < C f |Dug— &7 dx|  +F>1+) B0+ | (4.12)
B2 (x0) By (x0)

Here the constant C € (0, co0) depends at most on b,n, N, p,q,y,I', M, 6.

Proof. 1t suffices to prove

na2
f Dy~ dx < (f \Du, ¢ dx) +f pfuldx @.13)
By 12(z0) By (z0) By (z0)

for any B, (z9) C B := B,(xg), where C= C‘(b, n, p,v,I, M, o) € (0, o) is a constant. In fact, this result
enables us to apply Lemma [£3] with (s, §) = (1+2/n, g(n+2)/2n), g := |Du —flﬁ € L*(B), h =
|pfg|% € L%(B), we are able to find a small exponent @ = & (n, g, C,) > 0 and a constant C =
C(n,q, 9, C.) € (0, ) such that there hold (4.11)) and

1+9
f |Du — €| dx +f lpfel? ) dx|.
Bp(x()) Bp(x())

We note that # < g from @IT) yields 2(1+%) < ¢, and therefore |pf=|*(!*?) is integrable in B, (xo).
Moreover, by Holder’s inequality, we have

f |Du, - &P dx < C
By 2 (x0)

f lpfe PP dx < C(n, 9)F21+9) p2B0+8)
Bp(x())

from which (4.12) easily follows.
To prove (@.13), for each fixed ball B, (zg) C B, we set a function w, € W (B, (z9); R) by

Wa(x) = Ma(x) - (ug)zo,r =& (X—ZO) for x € Br(ZO)-

Clearly Dw . = Du. — & holds. We choose a cutoft function 1 € C.(B,(zp)) satisfying
4 .
n=1 onB,;(z), and 0<p<1, [Vp|<- inB,(z),
r

and test ¢ := n’w, € W(;’ : (B,(x0); RY) into (32). Then we have

o=/ 4D~ ()| Doy / pRane
:/ U2<A8(DM8)—A8(§)|DMg—f>dX
B (z0)

2 / N(Ae(Dug) — Au(®) [ we@Vnydr— [ 1Pfe | we)dr
B, (z0)

B, (ZO)

= Ji+J+1s.

Here it should be mentioned that since there clearly hold 6 < |¢] < M, and |Du.| < M a.e. in B, we
are able to apply 2.21I) and (2.22)) in Lemma[.2]to J; and J, respectively. Then, by applying Young’s
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inequality to J, and J3, and making a standard absorbing argument (see [35, Lemma 3.7] for detailed
computations), we are able to obtain

f |Dwg|2dxs2"f 1D (o) 2 dx
B, 2(z0) B, (z0)
2
n
f (IVn|2+—2)|wg|2dX+r2f nzlfslde]
B, (z0) r B, (z0)

el f Ipfglzdx]
B, (z0) B, (z0)

n+2 2
2n_ E 2 12
(f |Dwg|n+zdx) +(f B dx)
By (z0) By (z0)

for some constant C € (0, o) depending on n, Cy, and C,. Here we have applied @2)) to the function
w ¢ to obtain the last inequality. Recalling Dw . = Du. — £, we finally conclude that (d.13)) holds for any
open ball B, (z9) C B. O

<C

<C

)
<C

From Lemma[4.4] we would like to deduce a comparison estimate in Lemma [4.3]

Lemma 4.5. Let u. be a weak solution to (2.32). Assume that positive numbers 6, &, u, M, F, and an

open ball B,,(x) € Q satisfy 2.11), 2.34), 2.61)—2.62), and
5+% <|(Dug)xyp| <5411, (4.14)

Consider the Dirichlet boundary value problem

{—div(Bg((Dug)xo,p)Dvs) = 0 in Byp(xo), (4.15)

Ve = Uug on 0B,,(xp).

Then, there exists a unique function v € u, + WS’Z(Q; RN) that solves (@.13). Moreover, we have

2

D (xo,
f \Du,—Dv.|>dx < C [M] q>(x0,p)+(F2+F2“+">)p2ﬁ , (4.16)

B2 (x0) H

and
2 2
f |Dve = (D) xy, 2p| dx < c#f |Dve = (Dve)x,,p| dx 4.17)
BTp(XO) Bp/2(x0)

for all T € (0,1/2]. Here the exponent © is given by Lemma and the constants C € (0, o) in
. 16)—(.17) depends at most on b, n, N, p, q,y, I, M, and 6.

Before showing Lemma[4.3] we mention that our analysis on perturbation arguments is based on the
assumption (.I4). It is easy to estimate |(Du8) o, p| by above. In fact, by (2.61I) we have

|(Du8)xo,p|sf |Du8|dxﬁf Vedx <6+ pu.
Bp(XO) Bp(x())

To estimate the value |(Du5)XO, p| by below, however, we have to make careful computations, which
are based on the measure assumption (2.63) and energy estimates as in Section f.Jl The condition
|(Du8)xO,p| > &+ u/4 is to be justified later in Sections [4.3H4.41
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Proof. We set & := (Dug)x,,p € RN". By @II), (2.62) and @.I4), it is easy to check 6/4 < u/4 <
VeX+ €2 <6+ (6+u) <6+ M. Hence, the matrix B, (&) admits a constant m € (0, 1), depending at
most on b, p, vy, I', M, and &, such that there holds midy, < B.(Du,g) < m~Ydy,. In particular, the
matrix B . (&) satisfies the Legendre condition, and hence unique existence of the Dirichlet problem
follows from [21] Theorem 3.39]. Moreover, since the coefficient matrix B . (&) is constant and satisfies
the Legendre-Hadamard condition, it is easy to find a constant C = C(n, N, m) € (0, co) such that (£17)
holds (see e.g., [2, Lemma 2.17], [21] Proposition 5.8]).

To prove @.I6), we first check lou? %idn, < B, (&) for some constant Iy = [o(p) € (0, 1). This can
be easily deduced by p/4 < /&2 +|€]2 <5+ (5+u) < 5u. Since v satisfies a weak formulation

/Ba%g(g)mg | Dgydx =0 forall g € Wy >(B;RN),
where we write B := B, »(xo) for notational simplicity, combining with (32), we have
[ @o@Du.-Dv.) Do)
= [[(Bo&)(Dus =)~ (A-(Du) = A.(6) | Do) e [ (fu |0y

for all ¢ € W&’Z(B; R™M). The assumptions (Z.61)—-(2.62) and (@.I14) enable us to use (2.24) in Lemma
As a result, we are able to find a constant C € (0, o0), depending at most on b, p, 8o, ¥, [, M, and ¢,
such that

/B (Bo(&)(Dus—Dvy) | DY) dx < Cub 2 /B Dy — &) D] dx+ /B fellldx

for all ¢ € W(;’Z(B; RM). Testing ¢ == u,—v, € WS’Z(B; R™) into this weak formulation and using the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we compute

low”_z/lDus—Dvglzdx
B
1/2 1/2
< Cup_2_'80(/|Dug—§|2(l+'80) dx) (/|Dug—Dvg|2dx)
B B

12
+C(n,q)FpB+%(/|Du8—Dvg|2dx) .
B

Here we have also applied the Poincaré inequality to the function u. —v. € Wé’Z(B; RM). Thus, we
obtain

f |Duz—Dv.|*dx < C
B

L a9
uho J g

for some constant C € (0, ) depending at most on b, n, N, p, q, Bo, v, I, M, and 6. Since & clearly

satisfies (@.I0Q)), we are able to apply Lemma.3l Also, by Z.61)—(2.62) and @11, it is easy to check
that 2(1+9) < 2(1+fp) and

|[Dug—&[ <2(0+p) <4u  ae. in By(xp).
With these results in mind, we use Holder’s inequality and (4.12) to obtain

L9
f |Du, —Dv.|*dx < c[c(:w ) f |Du — &0 dy 4 4 22-P) (2,28
B B
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D (xp, p)1*? FRO+D) n2B(1+9)

202-p) 2 28
+u Fp
’u2ﬂ ﬂQﬂ

<C

for some C € (0, ). Here it is mentioned that 0 < p < 1 and 6 < u < M hold by 2.6I)-2.62), and
therefore (.16)) is verified. O

4.3 Key lemmata in shrinking methods

In Section 43l we provide two lemmata on shrinking methods. To prove these, we use results from
Sections

The first lemma (Lemma[4.6) states that an average (Dug)x,,p € RN does not vanish under suitable
settings. This result makes sure that our freezing coefficient argument given in Section .2 will work.

Lemma 4.6. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.22) in Q. Assume that positive numbers 6, &, u, F, M, and

an open ball B, (xo) € Q satisfy (2L1), (2.54), and (2.61)—(2.62). Then, for each fixed 6 € (0, 1/16),
there exist numbers v € (0, 1/4), p € (0, 1), depending at most on b, n, N, p, q, v, I, F, M, 6, and 6,
such that the following statement is valid. If both 0 < p < p and (2.63) hold, then we have

[(Dug)xy,pl = 6+%, (4.18)

and
D (xo, p) < Op. (4.19)

Although the proof of Lemma is inspired by [4] Lemma 5.5], it should be emphasized that on
our regularized problem (2.32)), we have to deal with two different moduli |Du| and V. = /&2 +|Du|?,
which is substantially different from [4]]. Therefore, as mentioned in Section[L.2] in the proof of Lemma
we have to carefully utilize (Z.I1), so that & can be suitably dominated by §. Also, it should be
mentioned that our proof is substantially the same with [35, Lemma 3.12], although there are some
differences on ranges of € or 6.

Proof. We will later choose constants 7 € (0, 1), v € (0, 1/4), p € (0, 1). By (@.I)), we have
2
‘D(XO,P) Sf |Du€_(Du8)x0,Tp| dx:Jl+J2
Bp(x())

with
Ji

1 / 2
—_— Dug—(Dug)y,. dx,
|Bo (x0)] B.,p(xo)| ¢ .7l
1 2
J = — Dug—(Dug)y,. dx.
| By (x0)] Bp(xo)\BTp(x0)| ¢ .|

For J;, we apply Lemmal4.2]to obtain

+—p

V2/n FZ 2
(1-7)2 v

Ji=7"®(xp, Tp) < Cﬂf[

withC; =Ci(b,n, N, p,y,I', M, 6) € (0, ). For J,, we use Z.6I)—-2.62) to get [Du | <V, < §+u <2u
a.e. in B,(xo), and hence |(Du)y,, p| < 2u. These inequalities yield
2. |Bp(x0) \ BTp(XO)l _

< — 2 1_ n < 2 1_
Jo <8u 1B, (x0)] Bu (1-7") < 8nu~(1-1),

35



where we have used 1 — 7" = (1 +7+---+7""!)(1 =7) < n(1—1). Hence, we obtain

V2/n

(1-1)2

Liagpe. o
+—p7 | +8n(1—1)u".
%

®(xo, p) < cﬂﬂ[

We first fix

0 6
7:=1-—¢€(0,1), sothatthere holds 8n(l-71)=—.
24n 3

Next we choose v € (0, 1/4) sufficiently small that it satisfies

, {(9(1—1)2)”/2 1—4@}
Yy < min s 5

3Cs 11
so that we have y
CTV n 0 1-11v
<-, and Vo< :
(1-7)2 73 4
Corresponding to this v, we choose and fix sufficiently small p € (0, 1) satisfying
. v6
P

S AT o
3CT(1 +F2)

which yields C+F2p?# /v < 6/3. Our settings of 7, v, p clearly yield @19).
To prove (.18, we recall (4.9) and use (2.63)), Then we obtain

S X
f |Dug|dxz—| puv( 0)|‘ essinf |[Du|
Bp(xO) |Bp(x0)| Sp,y,v(x())

> 0.

z(l—v)-[u—v)m%é

On the other hand, by the triangle inequality, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and (.19)), it is easy to get

f Dus|dx—|(Duts)s. | f [|Dug|—|<Dug>xo,p|]dx‘
Bp(x()) Bp(x())

sf |Du8—(Du8)xO,p|dx
Bp(x())

<A D(x0, p) < Vopu.

Again by the triangle inequality, we obtain

f |Du|dx|—
Bp(x())

> ((1—V)2—\/5)ﬂ+%(1—v)5.

|(Dus)xo,p| 2

f |Du8|dx_|(Dus)xo,p|
Bp(x())

By (2.62) and our choice of v, we can check that

((l—v)z—\/@),u+%(1—v)6—(6+%) (%—2v+v2—\/5),u—(l+§v)6

4 4

v

1-11
( 1 V—‘/@),uzo,

which completes the proof of (.18). i
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The second lemma (Lemma4.7) is a result from perturbation arguments given in Section

Lemma 4.7. Let u, be a weak solution to (2.22) in Q. Assume that positive numbers 6, &, u, F, M, and

an open ball B, (xo) satisfy (2.L1), (2.54), (2.61)-2.62), and 0 < p < 1. Let O be the constant in Lemma
If @14) and
®(xo, p) <7 42 (4.20)

hold for some T € (0, 1/2), then we have

p*

@ (x0, Tp) < Co| T2 D(x0, p) + ~ w. 4.21)

-
Here the constant C, depends at most on b, n, N, p, q, Bo, v, I, F, M, and 6.

Proof. Letvg € ug+ WS’Z(BP/Z(xO); R™) be the unique solution of (#I3). We use @) to get

2
D(xg, Tp) < f |Dua - (Dva)xo,-rp| dx
B‘rp(xO)

2 2
< > "f |Du8—Dv8|2dx+2f |Dv8—(Dvg)xO,Tp| dx,
(27) B, (x0) B+ (x0)

where we have used |B,/2(x0)| = (27) ™" - |B7,(x0)|. For the second average integral, .I) and @.I7)
yield

2
f |Dv8_(Dv8)x0,Tp| dx<C
B‘rp(xO)

Tzf |Du8—Dv8|2dx+7'2<D(x0, 0)
B2 (x0)

withC=C(n, N, p,q,y,T, M, 5) € (0, ). By 2.62)), (.16 and [@.20)), we are able to compute

D(xp, ) <C

1
=4 Du-Dv. P0G, p)
T J B, (xo)

e {[‘D(xoz, p)
u

24 @ (x0, p) . F2 4 p201+9)

™ ™

PP+ 72D (xo, P)}

2B 2
< C|*®(xp, p) + (F2+F2(1+'9)) . (ﬁ)
™ \¢

2B
= C*(b’ n, N, P9, ﬂ()a Y, IF, M, 6) [72(1)()(0, P) + p_nﬂz]a
T
which completes the proof. O

4.4 Proof of Proposition2.§]

We would like to prove Proposition by shrinking arguments. A key point of the proof, which is
inspired by [4, Proposition 3.4], is to justify that an average (Du.)y,., € RV" never vanishes even when
r tends to 0, so that Lemma [4.7] can be applied. To verify this, we make careful computations, found in
the proof of Lemma (4.6

Proof. We set a constant ¢ as in Lemmal[.4l We will determine a sufficiently small constant 7 € (0, 1/2),
and corresponding to this 7, we will put the desired constants py € (0, 1) and v € (0, 1/4).
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We first assume that

n+2

1 1
0<71< maX{TB, Tl_ﬁ} < T3 and therefore 6 =17 € (O, 1_6) 4.22)

Throughout the proof, we let v € (0, 1/6) and p € (0, 1) be sufficiently small constants satisfying Lemma
.6 with 6 defined by @.22). We also assume that py is so small that there holds

0<pe<p<l. (4.23)

Assume that the open ball B, (xo) satisfies 0 < p < py, and (2.63)) holds for the constant v € (0, 1/6). We
set a non-negative decreasing sequence {px};., by px = 78p. We will choose suitable 7 and p, such
that there hold

k-1
1 1 :
(Dus)y o |z64]=== S 27 |u>s+2 (4.24)
05 Pk 2 8 4
7=0
and ,
@ (x0, px) < TPRTT 12, (4.25)

for all k € Z(, which will be proved by mathematical induction. For k =0, 1, we apply Lemma [4.6] to
deduce (@ I18)—@.19) with 6 = % . In particular, we have

®(xo, p) <742, (4.26)

and hence (@.23)) is obvious when k = 0. From (.I8)), we have already known that (.24} holds for k = 0.
Also, [.I8) and (4.26)) enable us to apply Lemmal4.7lto obtain
2B

P
q)(XOa pl) < C* T2(D(x0’ p) + T_nﬂ2

2B
n+ C*
<C B 121 ﬁz,uz+ #ﬂz,
T

where C, € (0, o) is a constant as in Lemma[4.7] depending at most on b, n, N, p, g, Bo, v, I, F, M, and
6. Now we assume that 7 and p, satisfy

1

C.721P < > (4.27)
and .
C.p? < Er’”z/”%, (4.28)

so that (@.23)) holds for k = 1. In particular, by @.I1)), @.22)), @.26) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,
we obtain

|(Dua)x0,p1 - (Dug)xo,p0| < f |Dua - (Dug)xo,po|d‘x
Bpl (XO)
12

2 _n
f |Dus_(Dus)xo,po| dx =7 2®(xp, p)1/2
Bpl (x0)

IA

n+2_n
2

ST 2pu<TUS S

0| —
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Combining this result with (@.I8)), we use the triangle inequality to get

AN
|(Dug)x0’pl | = |(Du8)x0»100| - |(Dua)x0,p] - (Dua)xo,pol > (6+ E) — g,
which means that (4.24) holds true for k& :21. Next, we assume that the claims (4.24)-#.23)) are valid
for an integer k > 1. Then ®(xg, px) < % u? clearly holds. Combining this result with the induction
hypothesis @.24)), we have clarified that the solution u satisfies assumptions of Lemma4.7]in a smaller

ball B, (x0) € B, (x0). By Lemmald.7] (4.27), and the induction hypothesis (.23), we compute

2B

P
D (x0, prs1) < Co|T°@(x0, prc) + Tin'uZ

, . CpP
< C,720-8) .TZB(k+1)T%’u2+ *li* 'T2,8k’u2
T

n+2
< 72B(k+1) 25 ’uz,

which means that (£.23)) holds true for k + 1. Also, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the induction
hypothesis (4.25]), we have

|(Dus)xo,pk+1 - (Dus)xo,pk| < f |Dus - (Dus)xo,pk|dx

Bppyy (¥0)
12

2 _
< f |Dus— (Dug)sy,pp [ dx|  =7"20(x0, pr)'"?
Bpk+| (x0)
1

M §2_k§ﬂ

2
< PR

_n
2

Here we have also used (£.22). Therefore, by the induction hypothesis (#.24) and the triangle inequality,
we get

|(D”8)xo,pk+1 2 |(D”8)xo,pk | - |(Du8)xo,,0k+1 - (DMS)Xo,pk|
k=1
1 1 : 1
>+ z—= > 27 |\u—=-27u,
20+ |5-5 2,2 -5 2
j=0
which implies that (4.24) is valid for k£ + 1. This completes the proof of (4.24)—(4.25).

We define
W25, & (x0,7) 1=f
B, (xo)

for r € (0, p], and we set a sequence of vectors {I'x };7 ) C RN by

2
925,8(Du8)_(925,8(DM8))XO’,, dx

I'y = (925, E(DMS))xo,pk

Let ¢+ > 0 be the constant satisfying (ZI2). For each k € Z-(, we apply @I), @II) and E23)-@.26)
to get

for k € Z>y.

2
W25, (X0, Pk) Sf 926, 5 (Duts) = G2, & (Dt g) xy )| dx
Bpk (x0)

< 2 ®(x0. pr)
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2Bk 2 o %TZ,Bk+2(n+2) ﬂ2.

Sc%r T9 u <c

Here we let 7 satisfy
1

\/ECT

T<

(4.29)

to get
W25, (x0, pi) < 7212228k 2 for all k € Zs. (4.30)

By (@.30) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

L Sf |925,8(DM8) _Fk|dx
By

1/2
2 _
s(f 626, (D)~ Ty dx) 2 (s i)
By

< Tn/2+l T’Bkﬂ

for all k € Z¢. In particular, for all k, [ € Zy with k < [, we have

-1 I-1
|Fl_rk| < eri_H _Fil < ZTn/2+1T’Bi,ll

i=k i=

[} Bk
< Tn/2+1ﬂZT,Bi — /21 T
i=k
The setting @#.22) clearly yields 77 < 1/2. Hence, we have
Tk =Ty < 20 2Bk for all k,1 € Zso with k < [, 4.31)

which implies that {I'x }}°_, is a Cauchy sequence in RN". Therefore the limit

[o = lim [, € RV"

k—o00
exists. Moreover, by letting [ — oo in (Z.31)), we have
Tk = Too| < 272118k for every k € Zs.

Combining this result with (4.30)), we obtain

2 2
f 926, 6 (Dug) —Too| dx < 2f [|925,8(Du8) —Tk| +ITk _rw|2] dx
Bpk (x0) Bpk (x0)

< 2(72n+2 128K 2 4 42 2Bk 'uz)
< 10720-8) L pn2B (kD) 2
< T”+2'8(k+1),u2. (4.32)

Here we have used 721~ < 1/10, which immediately follows from @22). For each r € (0, p], there
corresponds a unique k € Zxq such that pg41 < r < pr. Then by [@.32), we have

2 - 2
f 925, 5 (Dus) ~Too| dx < 7 ”f 926, & (Dus) —Too| " dx
B, (xp) Bpk (x0)
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2
< Bl 2 o (5) 12 (4.33)
o

for all r € (0, p]. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we also have

(20,0 D), =T < (G200 D) -Tuf an
By (x0)

5 1/2 ’ B
< (f |925,8(Du8)_roo| dx) < (_) M.
Br(-xo) p

FQ&,S(XO) = }!il)Ig)(Sst(Dus))xO’r = FOOa

for all r € (0, p]. This result yields

and hence the desired estimate (2.66)) clearly follows from @.33)). It is noted that (2.61)) and (2.67)) imply
|925, S(Dug)| < uae. in B,(x¢), and therefore is obvious.

Finally, we mention that we may choose a sufficiently small constant 7 = 7(Cy, 8) € (0, 1/2) verifying
@.22), @.27), and @.29). Corresponding to this 7, we take sufficient small numbers v € (0, 1/6), p €
(0, 1) as in Lemma 7] depending at most on b, n, N, p, g, y, I, F, M, 6, and 6 = % Then, we are
able to determine a sufficiently small radius p, = p«(Cs, B, p) € (0, 1) verifying (4.23) and @.28]), and
this completes the proof. O

S Appendix: Local Lipschitz bounds

In Section[3] we would like to provide the proof of Proposition for the reader’s convenience.
Before showing Proposition we recall two basic lemmata (see Lemma 4.3] and [26, Chapter
2, Lemma 4.7] for the proofs).

Lemma 5.1. Assume that a non-negative bounded function H: [0, 1] — (0, co) admits constants 6 €
[0, 1) and a, A, B € (0, ) such that

H(t) <0H(s)+ +B

A
(s—0)@

holds whenever 0 <t < s < 1. Then we have

A
H(l) SC(CL’, 9)[W+B]
JoranyO<t<s<1.

Lemma 5.2. Assume that a sequence {a,,}, _, C (0, o) satisfies

ame1 < CB™al*s
forallm € Zso. Here C, ¢ € (0, ) and B € (1, o) are constants. If ag satisfies

ap < C—l/s‘B—l/gz,

then a,, — 0 as m — oo.
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The proof of Proposition is based on De Giorgi’s truncation. More sophisticated computations
than ours concerning local Lipschitz bounds by De Giorgi’s truncation are given in [3, Theorem 1.13],
where external force terms are assumed to be less regular than LY (n < g < o). Compared with [3]], our
proof of Proposition is rather elementary, since we only deal with the case where the external force
term f, is in a Lebesgue space L? with g € (n, co]. To control f, by the L9-norm, we appeal to standard
absorbing arguments as in [24] Theorem 4.1, Method 1] (see also [34}, §4.3] for scalar problems).

Proof. For notational simplicity, we write B, := B, (xo) for r € (0, p], and B := B, (xp). We fix a constant
k=1+ ||f8||1L/q(5;)1) > 1, and define a superlevel set
Al r)={xeB, |(Vo(x)-k)! > 1}
for [ € (0, o) and r € (0, p]. Then, by (3.3) and k > 1, there holds
yWP%id, < Co(Dug) <TVP%d, ae. in A0, p) (5.1)

with T == b +3T.
We first claim that there holds

/|V(nWl)|2dx§C(b, n, p, 7y, F)[/|Vn|2ledx+/ fk(W,2+1PW,+12P)dx] (5.2)
B B A(l,p)

for all [ € (kP, co) and for any non-negative function 7 € C g (B). Here the non-negative functions W; and
fx are respectively given by W; := (Vo —k)} —1),, and

|fel? 2(p-]
fi= S a0 eL7?(B), sothat fiVe "™V = folxac0.p)

holds a.e. in B. To prove (5.2), we apply Lemma BTl with ¢ (o) == ((o—k)} 1), and ¢ = n?, so that
W; =¢(V,) holds. Under this setting, we discard a non-negative term J3, and carefully compute the other
integrals. To compute J;, we may use (3.I)), since W; vanishes outside the set A(/, p). When estimating

J4, J5, J6, We use
Ve k k .
=1+ <l+——<2 ae. inA(l,p),
T R e TV n Al p)

and
VP <P L (Vo= k)P +kP) <2P (Wi+1) ae. in A(l, p),

which are easy to deduce by [/ > k”. Here we also note that the identity W;+[ = (V. — k)P holds a.e. in
A(l, p). Combining these, we can compute

Py /B IV PVE (Ve = 107 g dr
1
<2 < 201+~ (] + ) 4210

<4f / nWVE VY,V dx
B

1 1%
+— n/ kalVgnzdx+p/ fe (Ve —k)PVE —2_dx
A(l,p) A(l,p)

Y

+4 / ol VnIWiVands
A(l,p)

Ve—k
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<2 [PV PV V= 07 a0
B

+C(b,n,p,y,F)[/ W,2|vn|2dx+/ fk(W,2+zw,+12)dx]
B A

(L,p)

by Young’s inequality. By an absorbing argument, we obtain
[rpwwPar=p [ POV, =02,
B B
<p? [PV PVE (Vo= 07 g,
B

SC(b,n,p,y,F)[/ W,2|vn|2dx+/ fk(W,2+zw,+12)dx]
B A

(L,p)

from which (3.2) immediately follows.
Next, we would like to find a constant Cy = Cs(b, n, N, p, q,v,T) € (0, ) and an exponent ¢ =
s(n, g) € (0, 2/n] such that

I r I s
/ W2dx < C —+— _ (/ ledx) (5.3)
Al ! (r=72 (-D2{{d-D%>\Jaa,n

holds for arbitrary numbers [, [, r, 7, p enjoying 0 < # <r < p < p and 0 < [y := kP + Ca||Wgr ||Lz(3ﬁ) <

I <[ < co. As a preliminary for proving (33), we would like to verify that

/ (mWy)?dx < C||A(L 7)€ / W5|Vn|2dx+l2|A<l,r)|“9] (5.4)
A(l,r) A(l,r)

holds for all r € (0, ], I € [, ), and for any non-negative function € C}(B,) with 0 <75 < 1. Here
the constants C € (0, o0) in (53.3)—(3.4) depend at most on b, n, p, g, y and I'. To deduce (3.4}, we should
mention that || fx || q/2() < 1 is clear by the definitions of k and fi. For simplicity, we consider the case

n > 3, where we can use the Sobolev embedding Wé’2(Br) s L% (B,) with 2* =2n/(n—2). Combining
with Holder’s inequality and Young’s inequality, by (3.2) we get

/ nsz(le'f'lWl-}-lz)dx < (0-+C(n)|A(l’ r)lz/n—Z/q)/
A(l,r)

A(l,r
+12(C(n)

(o

)lV(TIWl)lzdx
|A(, )|/ 4| A1, r)|1‘2/4)

for any o > 0. By the definition of A(/, r) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we can easily check

I AL
A(l,r)| < Wip dx < —————||W, -
A< g [ W des BRI i,

Hence, it follows that

2
Wie ll 28,
[—kP

|A(L r)| < (
Thus, we can choose and fix sufficiently small o € (0, 1) and suitably large Cy € (0, o0), both of which

depend at moston b, n, p, g,y and I, so that an absorbing argument can be made. Moreover, by our choice
of Cy, we may let |[A(l, )| < 1. As a result, we are able to conclude (3.4) with ¢ :=2/n—2/q € (0,2/n)
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when n > 3. In the remaining case n =2, we fix a sufficiently large constant « € (2, o), and use the Sobolev
embedding W(;’Z(Br) — L*(B,). By similar computations, we can find a constant C,, depending at
moston b, n, p, q,y, I and «, such that (3.4) holds for some exponent ¢ = ¢(n, ¢, k) € (0, 1-2/g). Now
we would like to prove (33). Let [, [ and r, 7, p satisfy respectively lp <[ <[ <ocoand 0 < 7# <r < p < p.
Corresponding to the radii r, 7, we fix a non-negative function € C!(B,) such that

2

r—r

n=1 onB; and |Vp|< in B,.

Since W; > [ —1 holds a.e. in A([, p), it is easy to check that

. / W7 dx.
(I=0)? Jad.p)

Also, the inclusion A ([, #) c A(l, r) and the inequality W; < W yield

/ W?dxg/ W} dx.
Al ! A7)

From these inequalities and (5.4)), we can easily conclude (3.3).
From (3.3), we would like to complete the proof of Proposition We fix arbitrary 6 € (0, 1),
0 € (0, p]. For each m € Z~q, we set

A p)| <

b= lo+Lo(1-27),  po = [0427"(1=0)1p, @ = Wy, 205, -

where the constant Lg € (0, o) is to be chosen later. Then, by (3.3)), we get
2m+1 2g(m+1) é
pom+l < [-So(+g)m l+g
(1-0)r ] L " —er m

am+1 < C[

for every m € Z, where C € (0, o) depends at most on b, n, p, g, y and I'. We set L by
' ¢ /s g
Lo = ColWirllp2(s, with Co = a=0p 2<%,

so that we obtain

- /¢ e
= 0 I+¢ -1/
a0 = 1Will 2, < Wi ll 2, < l(l_ & A 2]

By Lemmal[3.2] we have a,, — 0 as m — oo. In particular, it follows that

2 —
[ o
A(l()+L0, Gﬁ)

which implies |[Wir ||L=(B,;) < (Ca+Co)[|[Wir ||Lz(Bﬁ). As a consequence, we obtain

Wier ll 22 (8,) .
IWer =30 < C(byn, p, g7, D—————L forall 6. (0, 1), p € (0, p]
[(1-6)p]”
. 1/2 1/2 [ .
with d = 2/(ps) € [n/p. ). BY |Wirll 2, < [Wer Y, L I}/2 (5, and Young’s inequality, we

get
Wir |l (s

1
||Wk17 ”LOO(B()F’;) < EHWkl’”L“’(B‘;) +C(ba n,p,q,7y, F) [(1 —H)ﬁ]pd
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for all 8 € (0, 1), p € (0, p]. By applying Lemma [5.1] with H(s) := ||[Wy»r | (B,,)- As a result, we are
able to deduce
IWee ll1 (s

W for all@E(O, 1)

”Wkp ”L°°(B(9p) < C(ba n,p,q,v, F)

By the definition of Wy, we get

1 IWerll} /2,
ess sup V. < k+ess sup (Wep + k)P <2k+C(b,n, p, q, 7, [,
Bop Bop [(l_e)p]
1/(p-1
By k=1+ ||f8||L/q(fB) ) and Wirll L1 gy < ||Vg||i1,(B), we complete the proof. o

Remark 5.3 (Higher regularity of regularized solutions). In this paper, we have often used u. €
W]L’C‘”(Q; RM)n W]%CZ(Q; RM). Following [10], [18] and Chapter 8], we briefly describe how to
improve this regularity (see also [26, Chapters 4-5]). There it is noted that it is not restrictive to let
fe € L°(Q;RN), or even f, € C*(Q;RY), since our approximation arguments work as long as (2.37)
holds.

First, appealing to a standard difference quotient method as in [I8, Theorem 2] or [23] §8.2], we are

able to get
/ VI D, dx < Cle. w. | fello@) <o forevery w € Q. (5-3)
w

which is possible by (3.I). Secondly, we appeal to the Uhlenbeck structure to prove Du . € Ly (L RNM),
We test
¢ =n*VLDau. with neCl(B,(xp), 0<l<co

into the weak formulation (3.3) for each @ € {1, ..., n}. We should note that when [ = 0 this test function
is admissible by (3.3)), and all of the computations in Lemma 3.1l make sense. By (3.4) and standard
computations given in [10, §3], §8.3], we can improve local integrability of V., and in particular
we may test the same ¢ with larger / > 0. By Moser’s iteration arguments, we are able to conclude
Ve € Ly (Q), and hence Du € L}, (£; RN™) follows. Finally, u, € W]%CZ(Q; RM) is clear by (5.3) and
Dug € LY (Q:RN™).

These computations above are substantially dependent on an approximation parameter € € (0, 1).
When it comes to local uniform L*-bounds of Du, the strategy based on Moser’s iteration may not
work, since the test function ¢ may intersect with the facet of u .. In contrast, for the scalar problem, local
uniform L®-bounds of gradients Vu, = (dx,ue, ..., Oy, us) for weak solutions to (2.52)) is successfully
deduced by Moser’s iteration [34, §4.2]. The strategy therein is to choose test functions far from facets,
by truncating the term dy u, in a place {|0y u.| < k} for some k > 1. This modification forces us to
adapt another modulus that is different from V, = /&2 +|Du|? and that may lack spherical symmetry.
For this reason, it appears that the proof of a priori Lipschitz bounds based on Moser’s iteration works
only in the scalar problem. In the proof of Proposition we have appealed to De Giorgi’s truncation,
since we do not have to choose another non-symmetric modulus.
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