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Abstract

In this note we devise and analyze a well-posed variational formulation

of the Neumann boundary value problem associated to the biharmonic op-

erator ∆2. An alternative formulation as a system of two Poisson problems

for the Laplace operator ∆ is also derived.

1 Introduction

Let D ⊂ R
d, d ≥ 2, be a bounded, connected, open set, with Lipschitz boundary

∂D; the unit outward normal vector on ∂D is indicated by n. We denote
by Hs(D), s ≥ 0, the usual Sobolev spaces of Hilbert type (i.e., when the
summability exponent p is equal to 2).

We want to analyze the Neumann boundary value problem for the bihar-
monic operator ∆2, namely, the problem associated to the differential boundary
operators (∆u)|∂D and (∇∆u · n)|∂D.

We are aware that this problem is not the most interesting from the physical
point of view, as the model which describes the equilibrium position of an elastic
thin plate, unconstrained on the boundary, involves other second order and third
order boundary operators, in which the Poisson ratio also has a role (see Courant
and Hilbert [3, p. 250] and more recently, e.g., Verchota [14], Provenzano [11];
the original physical model even dates back to Kirchhoff and Kelvin).

Let us also mention that, adopting another point of view in which the oper-
ator ∆2 is not decomposed as ∆∆ but by means of two different second order
operators, Pauly and Schomburg [9] (see also Pauly and Zulehner [10]) have
analyzed the biharmonic operator with second order and third order differential
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boundary conditions which are different from those of the Neumann problem
and are more possible to have a physical interpretation.

However, despite these remarks, we think that the Neumann problem for the
biharmonic operator has a nice and simple mathematical structure, similar to
that of other classical problems, and we find it interesting from the mathematical
point of view. Moreover, it is the limiting case, for the Poisson ratio going to 1,
of suitable physical models.

In the following “an inductive approach is favored, sometimes at the expense
of the conciseness which can be gained by a deductive, authoritarian mode of
presentation” (borrowed from Courant and Hilbert [4, p. vii]).

1.1 A preliminary comparison: the Neumann problems

for −∆ and for ∆2

As it is well-known, the Neumann boundary value problem for the Laplace
operator −∆

{

−∆ϕ = σ in D
(∇ϕ · n)|∂D = τ on ∂D

(1)

and what we call the Neumann boundary value problem for the biharmonic
operator ∆2







∆2u = f in D
(∆u)|∂D = g on ∂D
(∇∆u · n)|∂D = h on ∂D

(2)

have similarities and differences.

In particular, for both of them the solution is not unique: adding to ϕ a
constant and adding to u a harmonic function gives another solution. Moreover,
for both of them the data have to satisfy a compatibility condition: for the
operator −∆ we have, by integrating by parts,

∫

D

σ dx = −

∫

D

∆ϕdx = −

∫

∂D

∇ϕ · n dSx = −

∫

∂D

τ dSx ,

while for the operator ∆2 it holds

∫

D f η dx =
∫

D ∆2u η dx =
∫

∂D ∇∆u · n η dSx −
∫

∂D ∆u∇η · n dSx

+
∫

D ∆u∆η dx

=
∫

∂D
h η dSx −

∫

∂D
g∇η · n dSx

(3)

for any η such that ∆η = 0 in D.

A first difference concerns the type of the boundary conditions: the Neumann
boundary condition for the −∆ operator satisfies the so-called complementing
condition of Agmon, Douglis and Nirenberg [1], that in the present situation
simply says that the polynomial B1(t) = t is not divisible by t− i.
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This is not true for the Neumann boundary condition for the ∆2 operator:
the complementing condition would require that the polynomials B1(t) = 1+ t2

and B2(t) = t + t3 were linearly independent modulo (t − i)2, and it is well-
known that this is not the case. For the ease of the reader, let us readily show
this last statement: we have

B1(t)

(t− i)2
= 1+

2(1 + it)

(t− i)2
,

B2(t)

(t− i)2
= t+ 2i+

2(−t+ i)

(t− i)2
,

and the second remainder 2(−t+i) is proportional to the first remainder 2(1+it)
by a factor i.

Note that the difference between the two Neumann problems still shows
up when considering the so-called Lopatinskĭı–Šapiro condition (see Wloka [15,
Sect. 11, Examples 11.2 and 11.8]); in fact, it is known that the complementing
condition and the Lopatinskĭı–Šapiro condition are equivalent (see, e.g., Negrón-
Marrero and Montes-Pizarro [8, Appendix A]).

Another difference seems to be related to well-posedness: in fact, the Neu-
mann boundary value problem associated to the −∆ operator is well-posed, in a
suitable space where uniqueness is recovered and for data which satisfy the nec-
essary compatibility condition. This well-known result is an easy consequence
of the Poincaré inequality and the Lax–Milgram theorem in H1

∗ (D) = {v ∈
H1(D) |

∫

D v dx = 0} (see, e.g., Girault and Raviart [6, Sect. 1.4], Valli [13,
Chap. 5]).

On the contrary, well-posedness for the Neumann boundary value problem
associated to the ∆2 operator seems to be questionable (see, e.g., what is explic-
itly reported in Verchota [14, p. 217 and Sect. 21], and in a more indirect way in
Renardy and Rogers [12, Sect. 9.4.2 and Example 9.30], Gazzola, Grunau and
Sweers [5, Sect. 2.3], Provenzano [11, p. 1006]). In addition to this, it can be
noted that Begehr [2] presents a long list of boundary value problems (twelve!)
for the biharmonic operator that are either well-posed or solvable under suitable
compatibility conditions, and in that list the Neumann problem is not included.

Going a little bit more in depth, in Renardy and Rogers [12], Gazzola,
Grunau and Sweers [5] and Provenzano [11] the comments about the fact that
the Neumann problem for the biharmonic operator ∆2 is possibly not well-posed
are related to the fact that the complementing condition is not satisfied (in par-
ticular, this condition is assumed in the existence and uniqueness Theorems 2.16
and 2.20 in [5]; there see also Remark 2.17). This seems to be meaningful, as in
Agmon, Douglis and Nirenberg [1, Sect. 10] it is explicitly proved that the com-
plementing condition is necessary for obtaining higher order a-priori estimates
in Hölder and Lp spaces (in this respect, see also Lions and Magenes [7, Chap.
2, Sect. 8.3 and Remark 9.8]).

However, rather surprisingly, it turns out that this condition is not necessary
for well-posedness in suitable Hilbert spaces, as this example shows.

3



Example. Consider the operator

∆2 −∆+ Id ,

with the boundary operators

(∆u)|∂D , (∇∆u · n)|∂D − (∇u · n)|∂D .

Since the complementing condition only depends on the principal parts of the
spatial and boundary operators, we are in the same situation of the Neumann
problem for the biharmonic operator; therefore the complementing condition is
not satisfied. However, the weak formulation of the problem (with vanishing
boundary data) reads

find u ∈ W :
∫

D ∆u∆v dx +
∫

D ∇u · ∇v dx+
∫

D u v dx

=
∫

D f v dx ∀ v ∈W ,
(4)

where W = {v ∈ H1(D) |∆v ∈ L2(D)}, which is a Hilbert space with respect
to the scalar product

(·, ·)W =

∫

D

∆u∆v dx+

∫

D

∇u · ∇v dx+

∫

D

u v dx

(clearly, the Laplace operator being intended in the usual weak sense). There-
fore for each f ∈ L2(D) the existence and uniqueness of the solution to (4)
follows directly from the Riesz representation theorem, and the stability esti-
mate ‖u‖W ≤ C‖f‖L2(D) also holds. �

Being now evident that the complementing condition is not necessary for
well-posedness in a suitable Hilbert space, in the next section we go to show
that indeed the Neumann boundary value problem for the biharmonic operator
is well-posed.

2 The Neumann boundary value problem for

the biharmonic operator is well-posed

The fact that the Neumann boundary value problem for the biharmonic operator
has a solution can be formally shown in a quite simple way (at least for the case
g = 0 and h = 0). Set H = {η ∈ L2(D) |∆η = 0 in D}, which is a closed
subspace of L2(D). Suppose that f = ∆q with q ∈ H2

0 (D); it is easy to verify
that under this assumption the necessary condition f ∈ H⊥ is satisfied (here
orthogonality has to be intended in the L2(D)-sense; to check the result, just
integrate by parts twice in

∫

D f η dx =
∫

D ∆q η dx, where η ∈ H, and use the
boundary conditions q|∂D = 0 and (∇q·n)|∂D = 0). Being available this function
q one solves the Dirichlet boundary value problem for the biharmonic operator







∆2w = q in D
w|∂D = 0 on ∂D
(∇w · n)|∂D = 0 on ∂D

4



and takes u = ∆w. It readily follows ∆2u = ∆(∆2w) = ∆q = f , and (∆u)|∂D =
(∆2w)|∂D = q|∂D = 0, (∇∆u · n)|∂D = (∇∆2w · n)|∂D = (∇q · n)|∂D = 0.

Whether the assumption f = ∆q, q ∈ H2
0 (D), is equivalent to the necessary

condition f ∈ H⊥ will be addressed later (see Theorem 6).

2.1 A variational formulation and its analysis

We want to devise a suitable variational formulation and analyze it in a careful
and complete way. For carrying this approach at its end we will need to prove
some results that seem to be interesting by themselves (see Lemma 1, Lemma
3, Lemma 4 and Remark 5).

We assume f ∈ L2(D), g ∈ L2(∂D) and h ∈ L2(∂D) (weaker assumptions
on g and h could be done: see Theorem 2). By (formal) integration by parts we
trivially have

∫

D
f v dx =

∫

D
(∆2u) v dx = −

∫

D
∇∆u · ∇v dx +

∫

∂D
∇∆u · n v dSx

=
∫

D
∆u∆v dx−

∫

∂D
∆u∇v · n dSx +

∫

∂D
∇∆u · n v dSx

=
∫

D ∆u∆v dx−
∫

∂D g∇v · n dSx +
∫

∂D h v dSx .

(5)

Therefore the variational formulation we are looking for is at first identified with
the choices:

V = L2(∆;D) = {v ∈ L2(D) |∆v ∈ L2(D)}

B(w, v) =
∫

D
∆w∆v dx

F (v) =
∫

D
f v dx+

∫

∂D
g∇v · n dSx −

∫

∂D
h v dSx .

We recall that in the definition of V the Laplace operator is intended in the
standard weak sense: for v ∈ L1

loc(D) we say that a function q ∈ L1
loc(D) is the

weak Laplacian of v if
∫

D

q ϕ dx =

∫

D

v∆ϕdx ∀ ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (D) .

Thus it is easily seen that L2(∆;D) is a Hilbert space with respect to the natural
scalar product

∫

D(w v +∆w∆v) dx.

However, it is clear that with this choice of the variational space the problem
cannot be well-posed (uniqueness does not hold: adding to a solution a harmonic
function belonging to L2(D) gives another solution). Therefore the space V
should be replaced by a closed subspace of it which does not contain non-zero
harmonic functions. We define

V♯ = L2(∆;D) ∩H⊥ .

Note also that the definition of the linear operator F (·) is not completely
clear: having only assumed g ∈ L2(∂D) and h ∈ L2(∂D), the boundary integrals
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would require v|∂D ∈ L2(∂D) and (∇v · n)|∂D ∈ L2(∂D), and for a function v
belonging to L2(∆;D) this is not always the case. A suitable trace theory for
v|∂D and (∇v · n)|∂D is needed (see Lemma 4): but for the moment leave that
apart and proceed in a formal way.

In order to use the Lax–Milgram theorem we need a Poincaré-type inequality
like

‖v‖L2(D) ≤ C‖∆v‖L2(D)

for all v ∈ V♯. This inequality would follow, by a standard “reductio ad absur-
dum”, if the immersion L2(∆;D) →֒ L2(D) was compact; but this result is not
true (see, e.g., Valli [13, Exercise 6.11]). Then we could try to show that the
immersion of V♯ →֒ L2(D) is compact. This result is more elusive, and for the
moment we do not insist on it (but see Remark 5).

A different attempt can be done by changing the variational space. We
introduce

X = {ω = ∆r | r ∈ H4(D) ∩H2
0 (D)} .

We verify at once that X ⊂ H2(D); moreover, we have

Lemma 1 Assume that the boundary ∂D is smooth, say, of class C4. Then X
is closed in H2(D) with respect to the H2(D)-norm (thus X is a Hilbert space
with the H2(D)-scalar product).

Proof. In fact, if ωk = ∆rk → ω in H2(D), we take the solution r ∈ H2
0 (D) of

the biharmonic problem ∆2r = ∆ω ∈ L2(D) with the homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions, namely, r|∂D = 0 and (∇r · n)|∂D = 0 (the existence and
uniqueness of this solution can be found in Gazzola, Grunau and Sweers [5,
Theor. 2.15]). From the regularity results for higher order elliptic equations we
obtain

‖rk − r‖H4(D) ≤ C‖∆ωk −∆ω‖L2(D)

(see Gazzola, Grunau and Sweers [5, Corollary 2.21]). Since ωk → ω in H2(D),
it follows rk → r in H4(D), and consequently ∆rk = ωk → ∆r in H2(D), thus
∆r = ω and X is closed. �

On the other hand, the estimate above also says that for each ω ∈ X it holds

‖ω‖H2(D) = ‖∆r‖H2(D) ≤ C‖r‖H4(D) ≤ C‖∆ω‖L2(D) ,

therefore the bilinear form B(υ, ω) =
∫

D
∆υ∆ω dx is coercive in X . Note

also that for ω ∈ X ⊂ H2(D) the trace values ω|∂D and (∇ω · n)|∂D have a

meaning in H3/2(∂D) and H1/2(∂D), respectively. Summarizing, by using the
Lax–Milgram theorem we have proved:

Theorem 2 Assume that D ⊂ R
n is a bounded, connected, open set, with

boundary ∂D ∈ C4, and that f ∈ L2(D), g ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and h ∈ H−3/2(∂D).
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Then there exists a unique solution of the variational problem

find u ∈ X
∫

D
∆u∆ω dx =

∫

D
f ω dx + 〈g,∇ω · n〉− 1

2

− 〈h, ω〉− 3

2

for all ω ∈ X .

(6)

Here 〈·, ·〉−s denotes the duality pairing between H−s(∂D) = (Hs(∂D))′ and
Hs(∂D), s > 0. Let us also remark that for ω = ∆r ∈ X we have

∫

D

ωη dx =

∫

D

∆r η dx =

∫

D

r∆η dx = 0

for each η ∈ H, the integration by parts being justified by a density argument
as r ∈ H2

0 (D). Therefore X ⊂ V♯.

2.2 Interpretation of the result

We have thus proved the existence and uniqueness of a weak solution u ∈ X ⊂
V♯ of a variational problem related to the same bilinear form and the same
linear functional which describe the Neumann boundary value problem for the
biharmonic operator. Moreover, the variational space X does not contain any
explicit constraint on the values on the boundary.

However, the proof that the solution we have found is the solution of the Neu-
mann boundary value problem for the biharmonic operator needs some work.

We start trying to determine which equation satisfies u when we use test
functions belonging to H2(D) (instead of X ; note that C∞

0 (D) is contained
in H2(D), while it is not contained in X). We can use the L2(D)-orthogonal
projection PH on H. Take q ∈ H2(D) and set π = q − PHq: clearly, ∆π = ∆q,
thus

∫

D
∆u∆q dx =

∫

D
∆u∆π dx. Moreover π ∈ H⊥, thus π ∈ V♯.

It is now useful the following lemma:

Lemma 3 Assume that D ⊂ R
n is a bounded, connected, open set, with ∂D ∈

C4. Then X = V♯, and the norms ‖ · ‖X and ‖ · ‖V♯
are equivalent.

Proof. Here above we have already seen that X ⊂ V♯. Let us prove the opposite
inclusion. Take ω ∈ V♯ and solve ∆2r = ∆ω ∈ L2(D) with r|∂D = 0 and
(∇r ·n)|∂D = 0 (namely, find a solution r ∈ H2

0 (D)). We have already seen that
this is possible and that, by the regularity results for the biharmonic operator
and provided that ∂D ∈ C4, we obtain a unique solution r ∈ H4(D) ∩H2

0 (D)
with the estimate ‖r‖H4(D) ≤ C‖∆ω‖L2(D). Thus we have (∆r − ω) ∈ H.
Moreover, for each η ∈ H,

∫

D

∆r η dx =

∫

D

r∆η dx = 0 ,

7



due to the boundary conditions r|∂D = 0 and (∇r · n)|∂D = 0; hence ∆r ∈ H⊥

and also (∆r−ω) ∈ H⊥. Having already seen (∆r−ω) ∈ H, we obtain ω = ∆r,
r ∈ H4(D) ∩H2

0 (D), therefore ω ∈ X .

Finally, we have

‖ω‖X = ‖ω‖H2(D) = ‖∆r‖H2(D) ≤ C‖r‖H4(D) ≤ C‖∆ω‖L2(D) ≤ C‖ω‖V♯
,

and also
‖ω‖2V♯

= ‖ω‖2L2(D) + ‖∆ω‖2L2(D) ≤ C‖ω‖2H2(D) .

which ends the proof. �

Thus we can proceed with the interpretation of the weak problem (6), as
now we know that π = (q − PHq) ∈ X = V♯. Note also that PHq ∈ H2(D),
as q ∈ H2(D) and π ∈ X ⊂ H2(D), thus (PHq)|∂D ∈ H3/2(∂D) and (∇PHq ·

n)|∂D ∈ H1/2(∂D). By inserting π in the variational problem (6) we easily find

∫

D
∆u∆q dx =

∫

D
∆u∆π dx =

∫

D
fπ dx+ 〈g,∇π · n〉− 1

2

− 〈h, π〉− 3

2

=
∫

D
fq dx + 〈g,∇q · n〉− 1

2

− 〈h, q〉− 3

2

−
∫

D
f PHq dx − 〈g,∇PHq · n〉− 1

2

+ 〈h, PHq〉− 3

2

.

Since a necessary condition for determining a solution of the Neumann problem
is

∫

D

f η dx+ 〈g,∇η · n〉− 1

2

− 〈h, η〉− 3

2

= 0 (7)

for each η ∈ H ∩ H2(D) (see (3) and take into account that now we are only
assuming g ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and h ∈ H−3/2(∂D)), we conclude that the solution
u ∈ X we have found solves (6) also for each q ∈ H2(D).

Before going on, let us clarify the meaning of the traces v|∂D and (∇v ·n)|∂D
for v ∈ L2(∆;D).

Lemma 4 Assume that D ⊂ R
n is a bounded, connected, open set, with bound-

ary ∂D ∈ C2. Then for any v ∈ L2(∆;D) one has v|∂D ∈ H−1/2(∂D),

(∇v · n)|∂D ∈ H−3/2(∂D). Moreover, the maps v → v|∂D and v 7→ (∇v · n)|∂D
are continuous from L2(∆;D) to H−1/2(∂D) and H−3/2(∂D), respectively.

Proof. This result is obtained by standard arguments, and we present the proof
for the ease of the reader (see also Lions and Magenes [7, Chap. 2, Theor. 6.5
and Sect. 9.8]). We define v|∂D ∈ H−1/2(∂D) by setting

〈v|∂D, ξ〉− 1

2

:=

∫

D

v∆Eξ dx−

∫

D

∆v Eξ dx ∀ ξ ∈ H1/2(∂D) ,

where Eξ ∈ H2(D) is any extension in D of ξ such that (∇Eξ · n)|∂D = ξ

on ∂D, Eξ|∂D = 0 on ∂D and the map ξ 7→ Eξ is continuous from H1/2(∂D)
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to H2(D) (for instance, the solution wξ of the biharmonic problem ∆2wξ = 0
with wξ|∂D = 0 and (∇wξ · n)|∂D = ξ). The definition does not depend on the

choice of the extension; in fact, if we take two extensions E
(1)
ξ and E

(2)
ξ , their

difference σξ belongs to H2
0 (D) and therefore

∫

D
v∆σξ dx =

∫

D
∆v σξ dx for

each v ∈ L2(∆;D). Note also that the map v 7→ v|∂D is clearly continuous from

L2(∆;D) to H−1/2(∂D).

With a similar argument, we define the first order trace (∇v · n)|∂D ∈

H−3/2(∂D) as

〈(∇v · n)|∂D, µ〉− 3

2

:=

∫

D

∆v Fµ dx−

∫

D

v∆Fµ dx ∀ µ ∈ H3/2(∂D) ,

where Fµ ∈ H2(D) is any (continuous) extension in D of µ such that Fµ|∂D = µ

and (∇Fµ · n)|∂D = 0 on ∂D. �

Now let us continue the interpretation of the weak problem (6). We know
that we can choose any test function q ∈ H2(D). Selecting q ∈ C∞

0 (D) in (6)
we first obtain ∆2u = f in D (in the sense of distributions).

The latter result says that ∆u ∈ L2(∆;D), thus by Lemma 4 one has
(∆u)|∂D ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and (∇∆u · n)|∂D ∈ H−3/2(∂D) (which is coherent

with the assumptions g ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and h ∈ H−3/2(∂D)).

Take now q ∈ H2(D) and integrate by parts:
∫

D ∆u∆q dx = −
∫

D ∇∆u · ∇q dx + 〈∆u,∇q · n〉− 1

2

=
∫

D ∆2u q dx− 〈∇∆u · n, q〉− 3

2

+ 〈∆u,∇q · n〉− 1

2

.

Taking into account that ∆2u = f in D, from (6) it follows

−〈∇∆u · n− h, q〉− 3

2

+ 〈∆u − g,∇q · n〉− 1

2

∀ q ∈ H2(D) .

We must now select q ∈ H2(D) in a suitable way; precisely, it will be the solution
ρ ∈ H2(D) of the Dirichlet boundary value problem ∆2ρ = 0 in D with ρ|∂D =

p1, (∇ρ · n)|∂D = p2, with arbitrary p1 ∈ H3/2(∂D) and p2 ∈ H1/2(∂D). This
solution ρ exists and is unique (see Gazzola, Grunau and Sweers [5, Theorem
2.16]). Choosing p2 = 0 we obtain (∇∆u · n)|∂D = h in H−3/2(∂D); choosing

p1 = 0 it follows (∆u)|∂D = g in H−1/2(∂D).

In conclusion, in spite of the fact that the Neumann boundary value prob-
lem for the biharmonic operator does not satisfy the complementing condition, if
f ∈ L2(D), g ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and h ∈ H−3/2(∂D) we have proved that existence,
uniqueness and continuous dependence on the data hold for the weak formula-
tion (6), and we have also verified that, if the data satisfy the compatibuility
condition (7), the solution u of (6) is a (distributional) solution of (2).

Remark 5 Looking at the proof just presented, we see that, under the assump-
tion ∂D ∈ C4, we have also proved the continuous immersion

V♯ = L2(∆;D) ∩H⊥ →֒ H2(D) .
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In fact, we have shown V♯ = X, with equivalence of the norms, and X is a
closed subspace of H2(D). Therefore, by the Rellich theorem the immersion
L2(∆;D) ∩ H⊥ →֒ L2(D) is compact; let us note again that for L2(∆;D) or
L2(∆;D) ∩H this is not true (see Valli [13, Exercise 6.11]).

2.3 Reformulation as an elliptic system

With the aim of devising a formulation that is more suitable for finite element
numerical approximation, it can be interesting to rewrite the Neumann problem
for the biharmonic operator as a system of two second order equations. In this
way one can avoid the rather cumbersome need of higher order continuity of the
discrete functions across the common boundaries of the elements.

We need to assume that the boundary data are more regular, precisely, we
require g ∈ H1/2(∂D) and h ∈ H−1/2(∂D), and we start from the solution
u ∈ H2(D) of problem (6). As a first step we set σ = ∆u. From this we have
∆σ = f ∈ L2(D) in D and σ|∂D = g ∈ H1/2(∂D) on ∂D, so that σ ∈ H1(D);
we also have ∇σ · n = h on ∂D, as ∇σ ∈ H(div;D), thus its normal trace has
a meaning in H−1/2(∂D) (see, e.g., Girault and Raviart [6, Theor. 2.5]). Then
we extend g inside D by ψg ∈ H1(D), and finally we set λ = σ − ψg, which
belongs to H1

0 (D).

By integration by parts we obtain

0 =
∫

D σ τ dx−
∫

D ∆u τ dx

=
∫

D σ τ dx+
∫

D ∇u · ∇τ dx −
∫

∂D ∇u · n τ dSx

=
∫

D
λ τ dx+

∫

D
ψg τ dx+

∫

D
∇u · ∇τ dx ∀ τ ∈ H1

0 (D)

and

0 =
∫

D f v dx−
∫

D ∆σ v dx =
∫

D f v dx+
∫

D ∇σ · ∇v dx− 〈∇σ · n, v〉− 1

2

=
∫

D
f v dx+

∫

D
∇λ · ∇v dx+

∫

D
∇ψg · ∇v dx− 〈h, v〉− 1

2

∀ v ∈ H1(D) .

Thus u ∈ H1(D) ∩H⊥ and λ ∈ H1
0 (D) are a solution to the system

∫

D λ τ dx+
∫

D ∇u · ∇τ dx = −
∫

D ψg τ dx ∀ τ ∈ H1
0 (D)

∫

D
∇λ · ∇v dx

= −
∫

D f v dx −
∫

D ∇ψg · ∇v dx+ 〈h, v〉− 1

2

∀ v ∈ H1(D) ∩H⊥ .

(8)

We want to show that uniqueness holds for this system. Assume that its right
hand sides vanish; then taking τ = λ and v = u we find

∫

D
∇λ · ∇u dx = 0,

therefore
∫

D λ2 dx = 0 and λ = 0 in D. We are thus left with
∫

D ∇u ·∇τ dx = 0

for all τ ∈ H1
0 (D), which says ∆u = 0 in D. Hence u ∈ H, and from u ∈ H⊥

we conclude u = 0.

Thus the solution u of problem (6), together with λ = ∆u−ψg, is a solution
of problem (8): since the solution of this last problem is unique, by solving (8)
we find the solution u of (6).
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However, system (8) is not yet satisfactory from the point of view of numer-
ical approximation, as the space H1(D) ∩H⊥ has the orthogonality constraint,
which is not easy to be handled with finite elements.

Thus we modify the previous procedure. Start as before from the solution
u ∈ H2(D) of problem (6), and construct the harmonic function ηu ∈ H2(D)
solution of

{

∆ηu = 0 in D
ηu|∂D = u|∂D on ∂D .

Thus s = u − ηu is another solution of the Neumann problem for the operator
∆2, and moreover s|∂D = 0 on ∂D. From now on we proceed as before: we
define σ = ∆s, λ = σ−ψg (so that, in particular, (∇σ ·n)|∂D = h and λ|∂D = 0
on ∂D) and obtain the system

∫

D λ τ dx+
∫

D ∇s · ∇τ dx = −
∫

D ψg τ dx ∀ τ ∈ H1
0 (D)

∫

D
∇λ · ∇v dx

= −
∫

D f v dx−
∫

D ∇ψg · ∇v dx+ 〈h, v〉− 1

2

∀ v ∈ H1(D) .

Since s ∈ H1
0 (D), we are even led to conclude that s and λ ∈ H1

0 (D) are
solutions of

∫

D λ τ dx+
∫

D ∇s · ∇τ dx = −
∫

D ψg τ dx ∀ τ ∈ H1
0 (D)

∫

D
∇λ · ∇v dx

= −
∫

D
f v dx−

∫

D
∇ψg · ∇v dx ∀ v ∈ H1

0 (D) .

(9)

(which is a triangular system!).

The solution (s, λ) of this problem is unique: taking τ = λ and v = s it
follows

∫

D
∇s · ∇λdx = 0, then

∫

D
λ2 dx = 0 and λ = 0 in D. Moreover, taking

τ = s (that is now possible, as s ∈ H1
0 (D)) we find ∇s = 0 in D and, from the

homogeneous boundary condition, s = 0 in D.

As before, the conclusion is that, if we find the solution (s, λ) of (9), we
have also found a solution s of the Neumann boundary value problem for the
∆2 operator. This solution s is the only one that satisfies s|∂D = 0 on ∂D (but

no longer we have s ∈ H⊥). In other word, we have selected a different solution
of the Neumann problem.

If you are worried by the fact that the boundary datum h does not appear
in (9), consider that we still have available the compatibility condition (7). A
direct computation shows that for each η ∈ H2(D) ∩H the solution s satisfies

∫

D

f η dx =

∫

D

η∆2s dx = 〈∇∆s · n, η〉− 3

2

− 〈∆s,∇η · n〉− 1

2

.

Inserting this result in (7) and recalling that (∆s)|∂D = g on ∂D it follows

〈∇∆s · n, η〉− 3

2

= 〈h, η〉− 3

2

.
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Taking ξ ∈ H3/2(∂D) and finding the solution ηξ ∈ H2(D) ∩H of
{

∆ηξ = 0 in D
ηξ|∂D = ξ on ∂D ,

we conclude that 〈∇∆s·n−h, ξ〉− 3

2

= 0 for each ξ ∈ H3/2(∂D), thus ∇∆s·n = h

on ∂D (as elements of H−3/2(∂D)).

In conclusion, the variational formulation (9) is the best suited for finite ele-
ment numerical approximation: it consists in two homogeneous Dirichlet bound-
ary value problems for the Laplace operator, to be solved in cascade.

2.4 An additional result: well-posedness of an overdeter-

mined Poisson problem

The procedures we employed in the preceding sections are essentially the same
that lead to the following basic existence theorem for an overdetermined Poisson
problem. Let us mention that we were not previously aware of this result, but
by a search on Google we have found a quite similar proof in

“https://mathoverflow.net/questions/316421/overdetermined-poisson-equation”,

where a simple note by Mateusz Kwaśnicki was posted in 2018.

Theorem 6 Assume that D ⊂ R
n is a bounded, connected, open set, with a

boundary ∂D ∈ C2 and that p ∈ L2(D). The overdetermined Poisson boundary
value problem







∆U = p in D
U|∂D = 0 on ∂D
(∇U · n)|∂D = 0 on ∂D

(10)

has a (unique) solution U ∈ H2
0 (D) if and only if p ∈ H⊥.

Proof. We have already seen that p = ∆U belongs to H⊥ if U ∈ H2
0 (D).

Vice versa, take p ∈ H⊥ and consider the variational problem:

find W ∈ H2
0 (D) :

∫

D
∆W ∆µ dx =

∫

D
p∆µ dx

for all µ ∈ H2
0 (D) .

(11)

By the regularity results for elliptic problems we have ‖µ‖H2(D) ≤ C‖∆µ‖L2(D)

for each µ ∈ H2(D) ∩H1
0 (D). Therefore a first consequence is that uniqueness

holds for problem (10); moreover, the bilinear form at the left hand side of
problem (11) is coercive in H2(D), hence we have a unique solutionW ∈ H2

0 (D)
by the Lax–Milgram theorem. We thus have (∆W−p) ∈ H. On the other hand,
fromW ∈ H2

0 (D) we have ∆W ∈ H⊥, therefore (∆W −p) ∈ H⊥. In conclusion,
∆W = p in D, hence W is a solution of problem (10). �

In a similar way, we also have
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Theorem 7 Assume that D ⊂ R
n is a bounded, connected, open set, with a

boundary ∂D ∈ C4 and that p ∈ L2(D). The overdetermined fourth order
boundary value problem















∆2V = p in D
V|∂D = 0 on ∂D
(∆V )|∂D = 0 on ∂D
(∇∆V · n)|∂D = 0 on ∂D

(12)

has a (unique) solution V ∈ H4(D) ∩H1
0 (D) if and only if p ∈ H⊥.

Proof. Since ∆V ∈ H2
0 (D), we have as before p = ∆(∆V ) ∈ H⊥.

Vice versa, for p ∈ H⊥ take the solution U ∈ H2
0 (D) of problem (10). Then

consider the solution V ∈ H1
0 (D) of the problem

{

∆V = U in D
V|∂D = 0 on ∂D .

Since ∂D ∈ C4 by the elliptic regularity results it follows V ∈ H4(D) ∩H1
0 (D),

and it is readily shown that V is a solution to (12).

Concerning uniqueness, setting p = 0 in (12) by integration by parts we have

0 =

∫

D

V ∆2V dx =

∫

D

∆V ∆V dx ,

thus ∆V = 0 in D and from the boundary condition V|∂D = 0 on ∂D it follows
V = 0 in D. �

Note added in proof. After having completed this work, we got to know
that the use of the space X = ∆[H4(D)∩H2

0 (D)] had been already proposed by
Provenzano [11] for studying an eigenvalue problem for the biharmonic operator
with the Neumann boundary conditions. It seems rather clear that a suitable
rephrasing of the results there obtained would have led to an existence and
uniqueness theorem similar to the one presented here.
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