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A BOURGAIN-BREZIS-MIRONESCU -TYPE
CHARACTERIZATION FOR SOBOLEV DIFFERENTIAL
FORMS

ILMARI KANGASNIEMI

ABSTRACT. Given a bounded domain Q C R", a result by Bourgain,
Brezis, and Mironescu characterizes when a function f € LP(Q) is in
the Sobolev space W'?(Q) based on the limiting behavior of its Besov
seminorms. We prove a direct analogue of this result which characterizes
when a differential k-form w € LP(AFT*Q) has a weak exterior derivative
dw € LP(A*1T*Q), where the analogue of the Besov seminorm that our
result uses is based on integration over simplices.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let © be a bounded domain in R™, let p € (1,00), and let 8 € (0,1).
The Besov seminorm || f| g (q), also known as the Slobodeckij seminorm, is
p,p

defined for measurable functions f: Q@ — R by

P /() — F@)I”
(1.1) IIfIIBg’p(Q)—/Q/Q P—T da dy.

This seminorm leads to the definition of fractional Sobolev spaces W%P(Q),
also called Sobolev-Slobodeckij spaces, which are equipped with the norm
1oy + 11fll5e, (-

If one sets § = 1 in (LI, the resulting seminorm does not match the
Sobolev seminorm ||V f|| 1) for weakly differentiable functions f. How-
ever, this issue can be rectified with a suitable extra coefficient. Indeed, in
[4, Corollary 2|, Bourgain, Brezis, and Mironescu gave the following charac-
terization of Sobolev functions using the Besov seminorm.

Theorem 1.1 (Bourgain—Brezis—Mironescu). Let Q be a bounded smooth

domain in R", let p € (1,00), and let f € LP(Q)). Then f € WHP(Q) if and

only if limsupg_,;— (1 — ) || f]I%, @ finite. Moreover, if this is the case,
p,p

then we have
. D o p
61_1)1{17(1 —0) ||f||B3,p(Q) = C(n,p) ||Vf||Lp(Q) .
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Note that in the above form, the characterization is not true without any
regularity assumptions on the domain; see [6, Remark 5|, where a counterex-
ample is provided in a slit disk. However, with suitable adjustments to the
Besov seminorm, it is possible to eliminate this need for regularity assump-
tions; see the recent works by Drelichman and Duréan [12] and Mohanta [28§].
The characterization has spurred a significant amount of follow-up research,
especially in the recent few years; see e.g. [32] [30] 25 26| [7, BT, @, [8 [14].
Moreover, the characterization has also provided one of the multiple avail-
able approaches to studying first order Sobolev theory on metric measure
spaces; see e.g. [29, [10, 17, 24].

In this paper, we prove an analogue of Theorem [l for Sobolev dif-
ferential forms in R™. To this end, recall that if @ C R"™ is open and
k € {0,1,...,n— 1}, a locally integrable measurable differential k-form
w € LL (APT*Q) has a weak exterior derivative dw € L (AFH1T*Q) if

/w/\dn:(—l)k+1/dw/\n
Q Q

for every compactly supported smooth test form n € C’SO(/\"_k_lT*Q).
Forms w € LP(AFT*Q) with an LP-integrable weak exterior derivative dw €
LP(AFFIT*Q) then form a Sobolev space, denoted WaP(AFT*(Q).

In many applications of Sobolev differential forms, the spaces WP (AFT*Q)
are more useful than the spaces WIP(AFT*Q) of k-forms with coefficients
in W1P(Q). This is for instance since if w € C§(AFT*R™) is a smooth
compactly supported k-form, f € W1P(Q,R™) is Sobolev map with p >
k+ 1, and © C R" is a bounded domain, then the pull-back f*w is in
WP/ D (ART*Q) but is not necessarily in any space W,L9(AFT*Q). For
further exposition on the spaces WP (AFT*Q), we refer readers to e.g. |19} 20]

1.1. Analogue of LP-norms. If Q is convex and w € LP(A*T*Q), then
we can redefine w in a null-set to ensure that it is Borel measurable, and
afterwards define an integration function

L QY SR, I(xo,...,75) = / w,
A(z0,..,Tg)

where A(zg,...,x) is the oriented k-simplex with corners at z;. As we
verify in Section B], I, is well defined and finite-valued outside a null-set of
QF+1 T, is Borel measurable, and changing w in a null-set only changes I, in
a null-set. The definition of I, can then be extended to non-convex domains
Q by zero extending w outside €.

We then let M*(Q;R) denote the space of measurable real-valued k-
multifunctions on €2; that is, an element F € MF(Q;R) is a measurable
function F': Q! — R. We note that for w € LP(AFT*Q), the function I, is
a k-multifunction. We then proceed to define a LP-seminorm on M*(Q;R)
using the same philosophy as in Theorem [LIl Namely, if F € M*(Q;R) and
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if £ C () is measurable, we define

, (1 — 0)% |F(xo, ... ax)|P dao ... dzy,
(M)W%Wmﬁ?mém(

)TL+9P ’

—1- \xl—aonxQ—xo]w-\xk—xO]

It follows that [|-||;» k(g defines a [0, 0c]-valued seminorm on MF(Q;R).
We remark that the approach to using products of the standard Bourgain-
Brezis-Mironescu -kernel for higher order multifunctions is reminiscent of the
ideas employed in [I8, (29)], though with an extra limiting process.

We also define three other variants of this seminorm. The first variant
imposes a bound on the maximum allowed length of |x; — xg|. For this, if
E C ) is measurable, k € Z>(, and R > 0, we denote

B(E,k,R) = {(:E(],...,l‘k) e EFL. 'HllanL’E(] — x| < R}.
? B

Then, for F € M*(Q;R), we define that

= lim sup

/ (1 —0)'“\F(mo,...,xk)\pdxo...dxk
01— JB(ELR) (

|21 — 0| |22 — 20| - - - |k — wo|)" TP

The second variant is based on the approach to the characterization proposed
in [12], where the set of integration in (1)) is restricted to points (z,y) € Q2
with |z — y| < edist(z,09), where ¢ € (0,1) is a fixed constant. In our case,
for every ¢ > 0 and every measurable E C (), we define a set

E(k,c) .= {(zo,...,x) € EFFL. max, |zo — 21| < cdist(zo,0F)}.
We then obtain an alternate localized seminorm by
(1—6)*|F(xo,...,x) P dxg . ..dxy
n+60p°

<mewmamwéw(

91— |x1 — x| |22 — 0| - - - |2K — T0])

The final variant performs both localizations at the same time: if R > 0 and
¢ > 0, then we denote

(15) ||1 ||LpMkc (E|R)
k P
— F .. dxg...d
= limsup/ (1= 0)" | F(@o, ..., z) " do nfg )
0—1— JBEkR)NEKc) (|T1 — 20| |22 — 20| -+ -+ |T) — 20])" TP

For all of the seminorms defined above in (L2)-(L), we define coun-

terparts [roamey, [loramziry: [loeakemy, and [Jroasme g r), where the
lim sup in the definition is replaced with a liminf. For instance,

» . (1 —0)*|F(xg,...,x1) P dxg. .. duxy
(16) Flinaiey —llgiinf/%l( Y

|21 — @o| |22 — ol -+ [z — 20

Moreover, if F'' € M*(Q;R), we say that [ F|l o ase sy is obtained as a limit if
[Flze sk ey = |F |l 1o asv () and similarly for the other seminorms (L3)-(L3).
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We are now ready to state our first notable result, which relates the above
seminorms to the usual LP-norm of a differential form w € LP(AFT*Q).

Theorem 1.2. Let Q C R™ be open, let R > 0, ¢ > 0, p € [1,0), k €
{0,...,n}, and let w € LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by
setting w = 0 outside Q. Let |-, be one of the seminorms (L2)-(L5)
over , and let -], be the corresponding liminf -version. Moreover, if
[y = -l oars) o -llpx = Il Loarkeq), we additionally assume that §2
s bounded.

Then, there exists a constant K = K(p,k), independent of which one of
the seminorms (L2)-(L5) |-[[, , is, such that

[Iw]p,k = ||Iw||p,k = KH|W|S,pHLP(Q)’

where the norm |alg , for k-covectors o € Alty(V') on an n-dimensional
normed space V is defined by

lals, = (/ (v, v) | dHn_l(Ul)---dHn_l(Uk))
{lvi]=...=[vk|=1}

In particular, |1, ||, is obtained as a limit, and there exists a constant C' =

C(p,n, k) such that
CHwll oy < IMullp i < Cllwll oy -

We note that for 1-covectors o on R™, the norm |alg » given in Theorem
is a constant multiple of the usual Euclidean norm |a|. Indeed, if « is
nonzero, then one can write [alg, = |af - Ha]_la|gp, where the quantity

Ha]_l a!Sp is independent of o by the rotational symmetry of S*~1. For
k > 1, this argument is no longer available due to the existence of non-simple

k-covectors a € Alty (V') which cannot be written in the form o = oy A+ - - Ay,
with o; € V*.

1.2. The main result. We then recall the Alerander-Spanier differential
d: MF(Q;R) — MF1(Q;R) on multifunctions, which is defined for F' €
MF(Q;R) by

k
(17) (dF)($0, Tlye-- ,:Ek+1) = Z(—l)iF($0, LlyeoesLj—1yLjg1y--- ,:Ek+1)
i=0
It is useful to note that if w € LP(AFT*Q), then for almost all (zq, . .., Tx11) €
QF+2 we have that dl,(zg,...,zE+1) equals the integral of w over the bound-

ary OA(xg, ..., Tkt1)-
With this notation, we are ready to state our generalization of the Bourgain-
Brezis-Mironescu -theorem to differential forms.

Theorem 1.3. Let Q C R", R> 0, c € (0,1], p,€ (1,00), k € {0,...,n—1},
and let w € LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0
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outside €. Let |||, 1 be one of the seminorms (L2)-(L35) over Q, and let

[]p.k+1 be the corresponding liminf -version. Moreover, we assume that

(1) if [l k41 = -l Loarnsr (), then s open, bounded, and conves;
(2) if [l k41 = -l Lonrmriry, then S is open and conve;

(3) if [l k41 = Il Loarrtre(y, then Q is open and bounded.

(4) if [l k41 = -l o arstre(ymy, then €2 is open.

Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w € WEP(ART*Q);
(it) [|dLu ][, i1 < 005
(iii) [dI]p k41 < 00
Moreover, if w € WEP(ART*Q), then

[dLu]lp k1 = ALl i1 = KH’dw’S,pHLp(Q)

pk+

where K = K(p,n,k) and |"|g, are as in Theorem[L.2

Note that the case k& = 0 of this result matches the original charac-
terization of Bourgain, Brezis, and Mironescu that was stated in Theo-
rem [[J1 Indeed, a 0-form is a function f: & — R. For such a func-
tion f, we have If(x) = f(x), and thus dl¢(z,y) = f(y) — f(x). Hence,
”dIf”ile(Q) = limsup0—>1 ( ) HfHBe ()

We then comment on the dlscrepan(:1es between the assumptions in Theo-
rem [[.3]and the assumptions in usual Bourgain-Brezis-Mironescu -theorems.
We first note that for the case (), our proof requires convexity of €2, while
Theorem [L.1] is shown for non-convex domains. A typical level of generality
for more recent formulations of Theorem [[.1]is in domains allowing for ex-
tension of Sobolev maps. In our case, we are still able to give a result based
on the ||-||;» MH+1(@)-Seminorm in such a setting, but this result is less direct
than the ones given in Theorem [[3

For the statement, we say that a bounded domain Q@ C R™ is a (weak)
WP (ARFT*Q)-extension domain if for every w € WHP(AFT*Q), there exists
a Wext € WHP(AFT*R™) such that the restriction weyt | of Wext to Q is w. By
an argument based on reflection across the boundary, it follows that bounded
Lipschitz domains Q C R™ are WP (AFT*Q)-extension domains; see e.g. the
discussion in [20] p. 48].

Theorem 1.4. Let Q C R"™ be a bounded domain contained in an open ball
B C R", let p € (1,00), and let w € LP(AFT*Q) be a Borel measurable
differential k-form. Then the following results hold.
(i) If [d1o] o i1 () < 00, then we have w € WP(AFT*Q).
(i3) IfQ is a weak WEP(ART*Q)-extension domain andw € WEP(ART*Q),
then we have ||dLoe || popri1 () < 00, where wexy € WaP(AFT* B) is
a WeP-extension of w to B.
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The statement of Theorem [[.4l matches the characterization given in The-

orem [L3|()H(1i1)| if the seminorm [|d1y || 1» psx () defined using the zero exten-
sion of w agrees with the seminorm ||dl,,,| » Mk (g defined using a Wdp-

extension of w. This is true for functions f € WP(Q), since if (z,y) € Q2,
then di¢(x,y) = f(y) — f(x) depends only on the values of f on 2. However,
for higher order forms, a simplex with corners in £ can have its boundary
exit 2, and the question thus becomes more delicate.

Next, we note that when & = 0, the case (B matches the result shown by
Drelichman and Durén in [I2], with a miniscule improvement of also allowing
for ¢ € (0,1] instead of ¢ € (0,1). However, for the unbounded version of
this result shown in case @], there is a discrepancy between the version for
general k that we show and the version for k£ = 0 which follows from the
work of Mohanta [28]. This is because if £ = 0 and f € LP(Q), then by
the argument given in |28, Proposition 17|, one always has HdIfHLle,c(Q) =
dIz| MLe(Q|R)" However, for k > 0, this argument runs into issues, and
it is not clear whether one has ||dLo||pppsrt1.e) = ldlolloprrsrer) for

w € LP(AFT*Q).

1.3. Connections to Alexander-Spanier cohomology. While our main
objectives in this paper are limited to proving Theorems and [[.3] we end
the introduction with several more speculative comments and observations
that are not relevant to the proofs of these results, but serve to provide
context and further motivation for this direction of study.

Given a topological space X, a ring of coefficients K, and k € Z, the space
CQS(X ; K) of K-valued Alexander-Spanier k-cochains is the quotient of the
space of all k-multifunctions F: X*t! — K with an equivalence relation ~,
where F' ~ G if F|y = G|y for some neighborhood U € X**1 of the diagonal
Ap(X) = {(x,...,z) : 2 € X} C X*! The differential d from (L) then
descends to the quotient space, yielding the Alexander-Spanier complex

SO XGK) S Chs(XGK) S CRENXGR) S

The cohomology spaces kerd/imd of this complex form the Alexander-
Spanier cohomology of the space X; see e.g. [33] or [27] for details. Through
use of sheaf theory, it can be shown that Alexander-Spanier cohomology of-
ten coincides with other cohomology theories, such as the commonly used
singular cohomology, or in the case K = R, the de Rham cohomology of
differential forms; for details, see e.g. [5l Sections 1.7, T11.2].

Notably, there is a sense of similarity between the equivalence relation
~ used in the definition of Alexander-Spanier cohomology, and the equiva-
lence relation used to construct the associated normed space of one of the
seminorms ([2)-(L5). This similarity is most clear in the case k = 1; for
instance, by Remark 1] if © is a bounded domain, F,G € M'(;R) with
1Fl o ari() < 00 and |G|l fpp1 gy < 00, and Fly = G|y for some uniform

neighborhood U of the diagonal A1(Q) C Q2, then ||F — GHLle(Q) = 0.
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For k£ > 1, a simple rigorous observation like this becomes more elusive, but
since our results indicate that this does hold for k-multifunctions of the form
I, with w € LP(AFT*Q), there could potentially be a larger natural class of
measurable k-multifunctions where behavior of this type holds.

Based on this, we suspect that the study of seminorms similar to (.2])-(L3)
could lead to an LP-version of Alexander-Spanier cohomology that largely
parallels the LP-version of de Rham cohomology defined using I/Vli’f-spaces.
In particular, our results already show that such a theory is possible in
Euclidean domains by limiting oneself to k-multifunctions of the form I,
where w is a differential form. If the same can be achieved with a more
abstractly defined subclass that does not require an explicit reference to
differential forms, then there is potential to extend this theory to a wider
class of spaces than just Riemannian manifolds, such as metric measure
spaces.

Various LP-regular de Rham theories have seen several applications in
geometric analysis on Riemannian manifolds; see for instance [111 16}, 211, 22].
Existing work on LP-regular Alexander-Spanier cohomology, such as [2] and
[18], appears to be mainly focused on non-local theory at a fixed scale, instead
of the infinitesimal information carried by the seminorms ([2)-(LH). For
context, currently known constructions in the metric setting with connections
to differential forms include e.g. the theory of non-smooth differential analysis
on RCD-spaces [15] and the theory of metric currents [1].

Acknowledgments. The author thanks Josh Kline, Panu Lahti, Pekka
Pankka, and Nageswari Shanmugalingam for several useful discussions on
the topic.

2. PRELIMINARIES

We use C(ay,...,ar) to denote a positive constant that depends on the
parameters a;; the value of C' can change in each estimate even if the param-
eters remain the same. We also use the shorthand A <4, 4, A2 for A; <
C(ay,...,ax)As. For functions with multiple variables, we use Z; to denote
an omitted variable: for example F(x1,...,43,...,25) = F(x1,22, x4, T5).

We use B"(x,r) to denote an open ball in R™ centered at = € R" with
radius r. The unit ball has the abbreviation B" := B"(0,1). Moreover, if
E C R™ is a set, we use B"(FE,r) to denote the set of points z € R"™ with
dist(x, E') < e. We let m,, and ‘H" denote the n-dimensional Lebesgue and
Hausdorff measure, respectively. We use vol,, to denote the volume form in
R™. At times, we write dx instead of dm,,(z) for brevity, where x € R" is a
variable of integration; this notation is not to be confused with the exterior
derivative of a differential form, as here & cannot be interpreted as a 0-form
when n > 1.

2.1. LP and Sobolev differential forms. We begin by recalling the basics
of Sobolev differential forms, restricting ourselves to the Fuclidean setting.
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As stated in the introduction, for further information on the topic, we refer
the reader to e.g. [19] 20].

Given an open set  C R™ and k € {0,...,n}, a differential k-form on 2
is a section w — AFT*Q of the k:th exterior bundle of Q. Since we are in the
Euclidean setting, any differential form w on € can be uniquely written as

w= wada:h N---Ndxg,,

where I = (I,...,I}) range over k-tuples of elements in {1,...,n} with
L <l <. <1, and wy: Q — R are real-valued functions. Recall that
differential k-forms have a point-wise norm, which in the Euclidean setting

can be stated as just
wel = /3 lor(@) P
for all x € Q.

We say that a differential form w is (Lebesgue) measurable if all the coeffi-
cient functions wy are (Lebesgue) measurable functions. Similarly we define
Borel, continuous, and C'-smooth differential forms w by requiring that all
wy are Borel, continuous, or C'-smooth, respectively. We denote the spaces
of continuous, and C'-smooth differential k-forms on Q by C(A*T*Q) and
CYAFT*Q), respectively. We also define compactly supported counterparts,
which we denote by Co(AFT*Q) and C}(AFT*Q), respectively.

Given p € [1,00], we let LP(A*T*Q) denote the space of equivalence classes
of measurable differential forms w such that |w| € LP(£2). As usual, we
consider two k-forms in LP(A*T*Q) equal if they agree outside a null-set of

Q, and equip the space LP(A*T*Q) with the norm [wll o) = lllwlllze)
We also use L (AFT*Q) to denote the space of measurable k-forms w with
lw| € LY ().

Moreover, as stated in the introduction, we use WEP(AFT*Q) to de-
note the space of w € LP(AFT*Q) which have a weak exterior derivative
dw € LP(NFTIT*Q). Here, the weak exterior derivative of a k-form w €
LL (A*T*Q) is a (k + 1)-form dw € LL (A*1T*Q) such that

loc
/dw/\n— — )k+1/w/\d77

for all test forms n € C§°(A""*~1T*Q). Note that a weak exterior derivative
dw is unique up to a null—set of . The spaces WP (AFT*Q) are equipped
with the norm [|wl|yy a.pq) = [[w]l Lr ) +[[dw]| o). We also let V[/I})’f(/\kT*Q)
be the space of all w € LY (APT*Q) with a weak exterior derivative dw €
LY (AFFIT*Q).

Similarly to the usual Sobolev spaces of functions, the spaces WP (AFT*Q)
are Banach spaces for p € [1,00]. Moreover, by a standard convolution ap-
proximation argument, C>(AFT*Q) is dense in WEP(ART*Q) for p € [1,00).
Note that O-forms are real-valued functions, and the space W4P(AOT*Q) is

loc



BBM AND SOBOLEV FORMS 9

in fact precisely the usual Sobolev space W1P(Q). However, for k > 1, the
coefficients wy of a form w € WoP(AFT*Q) need not be W1P-functions; a
standard example of this is that if f,g € LP(I) where I C R is a bounded
open interval, then the 1-form w = f(x)dz + g(y)dy is in WEP(AYT*I?) with
dw = 0, even though the functions (z,y) — f(z) and (z,y) — ¢g(y) are not
necessarily Sobolev-regular.

2.2. Integration of LP-forms. Suppose that 2 C R" is a convex domain.
Then every (k + 1)-tuple of points (xg,x1,...,2k), z; € €, defines a unique
oriented k-simplex in €2 with corners at x;. We denote this simplex by
A(xg,x1,...,x1). We also denote the family of all k-simplices in Q by S*(€).

Given (zg,z1,...,T) € Qk‘H, we have a standard affine map ¢z, »
from Ay to A(xg,x1,...,2k), where Ay is the reference k-simplex

k

Ak:{(817"'78k)GRk:Si20731+"'+Sk§1}-

The map @g,...z, is given by
Cao,an (81, - -5 8k) = 2o + s1(x1 — 20) + s2(x2 — x0) + -+ + sp(zr — 20).
We note that for any non-negative Borel function p on A(xg,...,zx), we
have
(2'1) / dek = / (p © 901307---,96k)"]30x0 ,,,,, @y, ‘ dmk?
A(ZBOP“PT]C) Ak

where the co-dimensional Jacobian |.J, v | for a given (zg,x1,...,x) €

,,,,, Tl
QFt1 is the constant function
<LE1 — T, T1 —a;0> <LE1 — X0, Tk —LEO>
(22) ’JSDacO ,,,,, zk‘ det
<£Ek—33‘0,33‘1 _‘/E0> <3§'k—$0,$k—$0>

We then recall the p-modulus of subfamilies of S¥(£2); for a more detailed
exposition on the p-modulus of surface families, we refer the reader to e.g.
the work of Fuglede [I3]. If S € S*(Q) is a family of k-simplices, we say that
a non-negative Borel function p :  — [0, 00] is admissible for S if

/ pdH* > 1 for every A € S.
A

We denote the set of admissible functions for S by adm(S). Then, given
p € [1,00), the p-modulus of S is defined by

Mod,(S) = inf { /Q ol p e adm(S)} .

The p-modulus Mod, defines an outer measure on S¥(Q2). We say that
S C S*(Q) is p-exceptional if Mod,(S) = 0.
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Now, suppose that w € LP(A*T*Q) is Borel, with p € [1,00). We define
the integral of w over a simplex A(zg, ..., z;) € S*¥(Q) by

(2.3) / 0= / o o,
A(wo,...,mk) Ak

where ¢y . w is the usual pull-back of the form w given by

I 1
(10;;0,...ka = Z](wl o pro,---xk)dgpmz,...mk ARERRA d(pmlf),...mk'

Then the integral in (2.3)) is well-defined and finite outside a p-exceptional
family of k-simplices in 2. Moreover, changing w in a null-set only changes
the value of the integral on a p-exceptional family of k-simplices. For details,
we refer e.g. to [23, Section 4.1|, or the corresponding results for functions
instead of k-forms given in [I3, Theorem 3]. Because every w € LP(AFT*Q)
has a Borel representative, we may use this method to define integrals over
simplices for LP-forms.

2.3. Other results. We also record the following simple fact about convex
domains that we use later in the article.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that Q@ C R™ is a bounded, convexr domain. Then for
every € > 0, the domain Q. = {x € Q : dist(x,00Q) > €} is a convex domain
that is compactly contained in 2.

Proof. The parts that ). is open and compactly contained in ) are clear.
Hence, the main property to verify is that . is convex, which will also
automatically show that €. is connected. Thus, suppose that x,y € €,
and suppose towards contradiction that there exists z € [z,y] such that
z ¢ Q. Then, since d(x,08) > ¢, d(y,0Q) > ¢, and d(z,00Q) < ¢ there exists
a w € I such that d(z,w) < min(d(z,09),d(y,00)). By the selection
criterion of w, we have x + w — z € Q and y + w — z € Q. But now w ¢ Q is
on the line segment [x +w — z,y +w — z| C €, which is a contradiction. [J

3. SIMPLICIAL INTEGRATION FUNCTION

Let © C R™ be open, and let w € LP(AFT*Q) for p € [1,00). By changing
w in a set of measure zero, we may assume that w is Borel. We extend w to
an element w € LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside Q. As stated in the
introduction, we then define a map I,: Q¥ — R by

(3.1) I,(xg,21,...,2k) :/ w.
A(zo,x1,..,Tk)

Note that for O-forms, i.e. functions f € LP(§2), the map I; is just the
evaluation map Ir(zo) = f(xo).

By the discussion in Section 2221 we have that the integral on the right
hand side of (B.I)) is finite outside a p-exceptional family of simplices, and
that changing w in a set of measure zero only changes the integral on a
p-exceptional family of simplices. Thus, in order for I, to be well-defined,
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we show that for every p-exceptional family of simplices, the corresponding
family of corners is a Lebesgue null-set of QFf!. This fact is somewhat
unsurprising, but nonetheless irritating to prove.

Lemma 3.1. Let Q C R" be a convex domain, let P C QFl and let
S = {A(zo,...,xx) : (zg,...,zx) € P}. If S is p-exceptional for some
p € [1,00), then P is a Lebesgue null-set.

Proof. By Fuglede’s characterization of p-exceptional families of measures,
see [13, Theorem 2|, there exists a Borel function p: Q@ — [0, 00] such that
o]l Lp(q) < o0, but

/ pdHF = o

A

for every A € S. By (2.I]), this implies that

(32) [ 00 )y i = 0
Ay

for every (zo,...x) € P.
Consider the function

Since p is Borel, the map ((xo,...Zk),Z) = a2, () is continuous, and
the map (zo,...xx) = |Jy,, ., | is continuous, we obtain that @, is Borel.
Thus, by Fubini’s theorem, the function

(3.3) (xoy...,zK) — R O, ((zo, - .. xk), ) dmy
k
is Borel. Now, we let P be the set of all (zg,...x;) € Q¥! such that (32)
applies, and note that P is Borel, since it is the pre-image of {oo} under the
Borel map given in ([B.3).
We then prove that P is a null-set, as since P C P, the claim then follows.
Suppose towards contradiction that m(k_l’_l)n(ﬁ)) > 0. Let

T:Q x (Rn)k — (Rn)k+1, F(xo,xl,...,xk) = (x(),xo +x1,...,20 —i—azk),

and note that T is continuous, 7' is measure-preserving, and QF+1 g con-
tained in the image of T. Thus, T~'P is a Borel set with positive measure.
For (x1,...,7;) € (R")*, we let

Exl,...,:c = (T_lp) N (Q X {(a;l, - ,xk)})

Then by Fubini’s theorem, E,, . is Borel for my,-a.e. (z1,...,21) €
(R™)*, and there exists a Borel set F' C (R™)*¥ with my,(F) > 0 such that
Ey, ..z, is Borel and my(Ey, . 5.) > 0 for every (z1,...,z3) € F.

We fix an element (z1,...,z;) € F. Since P contains a simplex of the form
A(zo,xo + x1,...,20 + k), we must have that A(0,z1,...,zx) has positive
k-dimensional measure. Thus, there exists a unique (n — k)-dimensional
vector space perpendicular to A(0,x1,...,2x), which we denote V. Since

k
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My (Ey,,..z,) > 0, our third use of Fubini’s theorem so far yields a Borel
set W C V1 with H*¥(W) > 0 such that (z + V)N E,, ...« is Borel and
H" F(x+ V)N Eyy . z,) > 0 for every x € W.

Now, we fix any g € W, and let

C=A0,z1,...,25) + ((x0o + V)N Ey,...2,),

noting that C' is a measurable set. By definition of F,, . ., , we observe that
(r,x+x1,...,24+xK) € P for every € E,,... a.- Thus, since P c QF1 and
Q is convex, we have C' C Q. Moreover, for H" *-a.e. z € (xo+V)NEqg, .20
we have by Hélder’s inequality that

1 p
pPaHr > — </ ,od’Hk> = 0.
/m—l—A(O,ml,...,mk) [(HE(A)P=L \ A

Now, since (xg+ V)N Ey, . s, is perpendicular to A(0, z1, ..., z), and since
H"K((x + V)N Ey,.. z,) > 0, the fourth and final use of Fubini’s theorem
in this proof yields

,,,,,

This is a contradiction with ||p[| sy < co. Hence, m 41y, (P) > 0 is false,
and the proof is thus complete. O

Thus, together with the discussion of Section 2.2] Lemma BTl with = R"
immediately yields the following corollary.

Corollary 3.2. Let Q@ C R™ be an open set, let p € [1,00), and let w €
LP(A*T*Q) be Borel, where we extend w to all of R™ by zero extension.
Then I, is well-defined and finite for a.e. (xq,...,x;) € Q¥ Moreover,
changing w in a set of measure zero only changes 1, in a set of measure zero.

We also show that I, is measurable.

Lemma 3.3. Let Q C R™ be an open set, let p € [1,00), and let w €
LP(AFT*Q) be Borel, where we extend w to all of R™ by zero extension.
Then I,,: Qt1 — R is Borel.

Proof. Consider the function p: (R?)**! x A, — R defined by

p(IEQ, s T,y y) VOlk = (‘P;o,...,ka)w
where ¢z, 2.0 Ap = A(zo,...,x1) is as in Section Then p is Borel
since w is Borel and (zo, ..., Zk, y) — @, 2, (y) is smooth. Moreover,

[w(x()u"'axk) = / Q0207___,ka = / p(‘r()a"kauy) dmk(y)
Ag Ag

By Corollary B2l y — p(zog,...,zk,y) is integrable for a.e. (zg,...,zx) €
OF+1 where we may assume that the exceptional set is Borel by enlarging
it. Thus, the fact that I, is Borel measurable follows from a technical fact
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that is typically wrapped into the statement of Fubini’s theorem; for a precise
statement of the result we use, see e.g. [3, Corollary 3.4.6]. U

In conclusion, by Corollary B.2land Lemma3.3] we now have for every open
Q C R™ alinear map LP(AFT*Q) — M*(Q,R") defined by w + I, where w
is a chosen Borel representative of its LP-class that has been extended outside
Q) as zero. Moreover, the choice of Borel representative w only affects the
values of I, in a null-set of QF+1,

4. LP-NORMS OF INTEGRATION FUNCTIONS

Let © C R™ be open. As stated in the introduction, we let M*(Q;R)
denote the vector space of measurable functions F': Q*f! — R. The elements
of M*(Q;R) are called measurable (real-valued) k-multifunctions on Q. In
particular, a measurable function f: {2 — R is a measurable 0-multifunction
on (.

We then fix additional notation related to related to the four seminorms
on M*(Q;R) that were defined in ([2)-(L5). As stated in the introduction,
given £ C 2, R > 0, and ¢ > 0, we denote

B(E, k,R) = {(zo,...,xx) € E*¥ :Vie {1,...,k},z; € B"(x0, R)}.
and

E(k,c) := {(xo,...,:nk) e EFL. max |xg — x| < cdist(:no,aE)} .
Then, for every one of the seminorms ([.2))-(L5), we define a version for fixed
6 € (0,1). In particular, if F € M*(Q;R), we denote

_/ (1—0)k]F(a;0,...,xk)\p da:o...dxk
— o )TL—I-@p?

I p a0
’ (lz1 — @0l |w2 — 2o - - - |24 — 0|

1N a1 = / (=) |Flao,...,an)l" duo...da :
, BEkR) (|1 — 2o| |22 — mo| - - - |2h — 0|)" P
Pl — / (1= 0/ [F(ao.... 20)|" do ..z
B B(ke) (|21 — o] |x2 — 20| -+ - |3, — wo|)" T
T2 o = / (1 —0)* |F(xq,...,z1)|" dxg...dzy ‘
“(EIR, B(Ek,RNE(ke) (|21 — 0| |22 — 0| - - - |28, — )" TP

Since t — tP is continuous in [0, o0}, it follows that
I E(| o st () = imsup || F'l| o pre g,y » and
0—1—
[Flreae(ey = li€n_1>}13f 1F o a0 -

It is clear that every [|-[|7, Mk () 1S @ [0, 0o]-valued seminorm on M*(Q;R),

E70)
as they are just weighted LP-seminorms. Thus, since lim sup is subadditive
and commutes with multiplication by non-negative constants, |||, ME(E) 18
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also a [0, oo]-valued seminorm on M*(Q;R). We also recall that we say that
| F[l Lo age () 18 obtained as a limit if

[Floae ey = 1Fll poner sy = Jim 1Fl o are (2,0 -

Moreover, mutatis mutandis, the aforementioned facts for [|F'[|;» k(g also
apply to all of the other seminorms defined in (L2)-(L5]), as well as their
respective lim inf-counterparts.

Clearly, we have for all 8 € (0,1) that

Lo arve iy < -lonrreire) < I-llLeare(sg) - and
-l e arremme) < 1lleaeso) < -l Lo a0 -
Thus, the above inequalities also pass to the respective limsup and lim inf

-versions. We also point out that if E is bounded, then for all 8 € (0, 1), we
have

(4.1) 1F | Lo arr(2,0) = [1Fll Lo art (| (diam B),0) - and
(4.2) IFl Lo nare(z,0) = 1Nl Lo ark e (2 (diam B).6) -

Remark 4.1. Let Q C R™ be open, let R > 0, and let F € M'(Q;R) with
IFll Lo arr(oyry < 00- We claim that if F vanishes in a uniform neighborhood
B(£2,1,7) of the diagonal A1(Q) C Q2 where r > 0, then IFl o arr (ym) = 0-
Note that if 2 is bounded, this implies a similar result for ||F,, 1 (q) by
setting R = diam (2.

Indeed, since |F|[1opp1r) < o0, there exists a 6y € (0,1) for which
IE] o arr () ry09) < 00- 1t follows that

P RHpéo P
/B(Q Ly | F@ vl dedy < T IF Lo @iman) <o

Now, if (z,y) ¢ B(w,1,r), then |z —y| > r. Thus, using the fact that F
vanishes in B(w, 1,r), we obtain that

|F|[2 < limsup—/ |F(z,y)|" dzdy
LP MY (Q|R) 01— rnp+o B(Q,1,R)

1-9  Rvvlo
min(1,rmP+l) 1 — 6, HFHLle(Q‘R’OO)

< lim sup =0,

0—1—

completing the proof of our claim.
As stated in the introduction, a similar argument for F € M*(Q;R) with
k > 1 becomes more complicated. The reason is that in the complement
of B(Q,k,r), one only has an estimate of the form |rg — z;| > r for one
coordinate i at a time. After such an estimate, one does have an extra
(1 —6)-term compared to the amount of |z¢g — x;|-terms, but one would have
to rule out an unexpectedly fast-growing singularity caused by the other
|xg — x;|-terms, possibly using an extra assumption on F. For integration
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functions I, of LP-integrable k-forms, such an argument is possible; this is
shown in Lemma [£.4]

4.1. The first two cases of Theorem Our main objective in this
section is to prove Theorem We begin by proving the part of the result
for |[[| o asr(qyr)- By (@), the part of the result for [-[| 5 (q) Will follow
suit.

We start with the following version of the upper bound, which will be
used in the main proof to enable approximation arguments and dominated
convergence use.

Lemma 4.2. Let Q C R™ be an open set, let w € LP(AFT*Q), and let R > 0.
Then there exists a constant C' = C(n,p, k) such that for every 6 € (0,1),

(4.3) Ml sty < OB el oy -
In particular,
oMl 2o aeviry < Cllwll Lo -
Proof. Recall that I, is defined by extending w to all of R™ by setting w =0
outside 2. With Holder’s inequality and the definition of I, we obtain

p
||Iw||LpMk(Q|R70)

<! — dsdxg . ..dxy.
Spik 0 k
i /Aka(Q,k,R) (Jo1 —wo| -+ - |z — w0 )" FP0

We then note that |w,(v1,...,v%)| < |we||v1] - |vg|. Applying this, we have

del‘o PN d:ltk

/ (1— 9)k|w%0 ,,,,, xk(s)(xl —Zo, ..., T — To)|P
A xB(Q,k,R) (lz1 — wo| - - - |z, — wo|)+Po

< / (1 - H)k’w@:vo ,,,,, CL‘k(s) ’p
= Japxm@kr) (|21 — w0 - - |2 — @o[)n P10

dsdxg . ..dxp.

We then denote y; = z; — g, @ € {1,...,k}. Note that in our domain of
integration, we have y; € B"(0, R) for all ¢. Thus, by a change of variables,
we get

p
""" dsdxg...dxy
/Ak «B,kR) (|71 — @o| -+ - [ — a0])n~P(=0) 0

(1-— e)k ’wl'0+81y1+"'+5kyk ’p

<
/Ak xQx [B"(0,R)]* (’yly o ‘yk’)n—p(l_e)

dsdxody; . . . dyg.

We then use the Fubini-Tonelli theorem to compute the dxp-integral first.
Due to the fact that w has been zero extended outside €2, we obtain the
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estimate

/ (1 B e)k ’wl‘0+51y1+...+5kyk ’p

AR xQx[B™(0,R)]* (y1| - lyg])—ra=0)
< (1= 0l

= JauxEr ok (vl lye)n ==

Then, by using polar coordinates on the variables y;, we conclude that

/ (1 =) lwlfp 0
ApxBr,R) (1] - Jye])nP0=0)

dsdxody; . . . dyx

dsdy ... dyx

dsdy; ... dyg
R k

= (&) (176 [T ) el
0

n—1/gn—1\\*
. mk(Ak) (H 1(S 1)) Rkp(l—@) ||w||p ( )
- Lr(Q2)?

k

p
completing the proof of ([@3). The claimed bound on [[Ly| ek g then
follows by letting & — 17 in the right hand side of (&3]). O

Next, we record a simple technical lemma about limits that nevertheless
is used sufficiently many times to warrant a standalone statement.

Lemma 4.3. Let Q C R™ be a bounded domain, let w € LP(NFT*Q), and let
R > 0. Suppose that a sequence of k-forms w; converges to w in LP(AFT*QY).
Moreover, suppose that for every 6 € (0,1), |||, is a seminorm on M*(;R)
with |lg < (Il Lok ygy- 2f limg - HIWJ'HQ exists for every 6 € (0,1),
then limg_,1- |1, exists, and moreover

i Ml = Jim, Jim [IL [l

Proof. We compute using Lemma and our assumptions on ||-||, that

H|Iw||6 - HIWJ‘H9| < wa - I%He = HIw—wy‘He

<N s | poars iy < €0 k) max(RF, 1) [l — wjll (o -

Hence, we have lim;_, HIWJ‘H(; = ||Iu]|g uniformly in #. Thus, the claim
follows by using the Moore-Osgood theorem of interchanging limits. O

Following this, we show that for w € LP(A*T*Q), the definition of the
seminorm HIwHLpMk(Q) only depends on tuples (xq, ..., x;) where the points
are sufficiently close to each other.

Lemma 4.4. Let Q C R™ be a bounded domain, let R > 0, and let w €
LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside Q.
Then, for

(4.4) gg=e VIO,
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we have
(4.5) i (Ll oyms) = ol assoiney ) = O

Proof. We first show that we may assume that w € Co(A*T*Q). Indeed, since
Co(AFT*Q) is dense in LP(AFT*Q), we can take an approximating sequence
wj € Co(AFT*Q) of w. For F € M*(Q;R), we denote

||F||p ||F||LpMk Q\RO ||F||ipMk(Q‘R€979)

/ (1—0)'“]F(x0,...,xk)\p
Bk, R\B(Q,k,Reo) (|21 — 0| - - g — wo|)" TP

0 dxk

Then ||-||, is a seminorm on M*(Q; R) with ||-||, < Il o arw )0y Thus, by
Lemma 3] and the assumption that (Z3]) holds for w;, we have

lim [jw|, = lim 0 =0,
0—1— J—00

implying that (Z35]) holds for w.
Thus, we assume w € Co(AFT*Q). We note that by the Fubini-Tonelli
theorem, we have

/ (1—6)"L(xo, ..., x)
B(Q,k,R)\B(Q,k,Req) (|21 — 0| |22 — 0| - -+ |2) — Z0])

. p
/ / (1 ) ’Iw(xof"’xkn)_’i_ 7 dxy . ..dzdxg.
”(xo, \(B" SC(),REe (]xo—xl“xo—xk\) y4

We fix zg € 2, and similarly as in the proof of Lemma 2] we make changes
of variables y; = x; — xg for i € {1,...,k} to obtain

(4.6) / (1—0)k][w(a:0,...,xk)\p
(B" (20, R))F\(B" (w0, Req))* (|T0 — @1] -+ [0 — w ) +P?

/ (1—0)"

(B (0,R))k\ (B (0,De0))k (Y1) -+ - yw] ) +PE

dxg...dxy

n+6p

da;l dxk

p
dy1 .. dyk

‘/A Wro4-s1y1++5Ys (yb cee 7yk) ds
k

/ (1-6)"
(B7(0,R))\ (B (0,Deg))k (Y]« kal)"‘p“‘@)

‘/ Wro+ 4t (yl >d$
A, ro+S1Y1 SkYk |y1| kal

We then observe that limg_,;- g(l 1. Thus, using the fact that w €
Co(AFT*Q) implies [wl[ 00 (gny < 00, We obtain for every zy € Q and i €

dy1 e dyk
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{1,...,k} that
b
(B" (w0, R))e—1 J (B (20, R)\B" (0,De) (|y1] -+ - |yi])—P1=0)
p ~
/ Wro+s1y1+-+Skyk (ﬂ, ey £> ds dyzdyl e dyl e dyk
Ay 1] |l
R
< C'(n7 k,p) ”w”iw(R") R(k—l)p(l—ﬁ) </ (1 _ H)Tp(l—e)—l d7’>

RE@

- » kp(1-6) (1 _ p(1-0) N
= C(n,k,p) ”W”Loo(Rn)Rp <1 “o ) 0—1— 0

Thus, we have

(1 — H)k ’Iw(xo, N ,xk)]p da;l . dxk
)TH-GP

(4.7)  lim
017 J (B (20, R)M\ B (w0 Rep)) (|21 — ol -+ [k — @0

=0
for all 2y € €2, and the convergence is uniform with respect to zy. In addition
to this, we note that since w € Co(AFT*Q), the integral in (A7) vanishes
when z is outside the compact set B"(sptw, R). Thus, the claimed (LX)
follows. O

We are ready to prove the first part of Theorem

Proposition 4.5. Let Q C R™ be open, let R > 0, and let w € LP(AFT*Q),
where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside 0. Then there
exists a constant K = K (p, k) such that

Lol oarriry = Mool poasr ry = Kllwls pll 1o

where the norm |alg , for k-covectors oo € Alty(V') on an n-dimensional
normed space V' is defined by

RSB

lals, = / (v, op) [P dHY(01) . . dHP ()
: {for|=-.=foel=1}

In particular, ||IwHLpMk(QIR) 15 obtained as a limit, and there exists a constant

C = C(p,n, k) such that
ct ||W||LP(Q) < ||Iw||LpMk(Q\R) <C ||W||LP(Q) .

Proof. We start as in Lemma 4, by showing that we may assume that
w € Co(AF). Indeed, suppose the result has been shown for such w. Since
Co(AFT*Q) is dense in LP(AFT*Q), we can take an approximating sequence
wj € Co(AFT*Q) of w. By our assumption that the theorem statement holds
for w;, we have that Hij HLPM’C(Q\R) is obtained as a limit for every j. Thus,
we can use Lemma B3 with |||y = [|[| park om0y to obtain that

9211%1 1ol o rrrir.0) = }Eglo HijHLpMk(mR) - jEIEOK”WﬂS,pHLP(Q)-
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On the other hand, since |-[g,, is comparable with the Grassmann norm ||
due to both being norms on a finite-dimensional vector space, we have

el pll o) = Nonlspllzo@y] < [[1wls, = lwnls || o)

’S,p HLP(Q) < C(p,n, k) [jw— wn”LP(Q) m 0.

< lw —wn

Thus, we also have lim; o |||wjls  llr@@) = [llwls,llzr(), completing the
reduction to the continuous compactly supported case.

Thus, we may assume w € Co(AFT*Q) N LP(AFT*Q). By Lemma B4 and

the Fubini-Tonelli theorem, we have

hm

(4.8) hm

[ HLpMk(mRe): e HLPMk(Q\Re@ 0)

1—0)*|I )P
= lim / / ( 0)" 1L (o, ’xkn)_l_e dzy . ..dxrdzo
=1 Ja Jakn(Bn (zo,Rep))k (|21 — @o| - Tk — 0])"
if the latter limit exists. We then fix zg € 2. Noting that limgy_,;- €9 = 0,

we suppose that 6 is close enough to one that B"(0, Reg) C €. Similarly as
in ([4.6]), we get via a change of variables y; = z; — xo that

1—60)F |1, (xo,... P
/ ( ) ‘ (1’0, 7xkn)_l_0 dxl...da:k
QFA(B (w0, Reg))* (|1 — @o| -+« [z — w0 )" P
_/ (1—0)"
B (0,R29))+ ([y1] -+~ [y )P0
Y1
Weots sy ds| dyi...dyg.
/Ak DT <Iy1| ka|>

We can then again apply polar coordinates to y; to obtain

/ (1—6)"
B (0,R=0))* (Y1 -+ - [yx])—P(1=0)

Y1
Warods s | —, . ds| dyi...d
‘/ o +"<|y1| ka|> Yt G
(Sn=1)k J[0,Req]*
P
/A Waot-s1rvi+-+sprpon (Vs -+, V) ds| dry...drgdvy ... dog,
k

where the wv;-integrals are respect to spherical volume. Now, since w €
Co(AFT*R™), its coefficients are uniformly continuous, and thus

lim / Waots1rivi+tsprvn (Vs - -+ V) ds = Mg (Ag)wg, (V1. .., Vk)
max(|r;[)—=0 J A,
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uniformly with respect to z¢ and (vy,...,vx). Because of this and the pre-
viously used fact that
fico 1 1
lim (1- 9)7"’(1_0)_1 dr = lim —(ng)p(l_‘g) = -,
01— Jo 91— P P
we obtain
1—0)k
lim ( ) =)
0=1= Jipr(0,Re)k (2]« ly)* P
P
Y1 Yk
w sy | — ..., — | ds| dyi...d
(4.9) /A A <\y1\ mr) e

= / pFmE (Ag) (W (1, -+ o) [P duy . dog
(Sn—1)k

—k
= p (A |2, -

where the convergence is uniform with respect to xg.
In conclusion, we have

(1 B e)k |Iw($07 cee 7$k)|p
)n+9p

(4.10)  lim

dxi...dzy
=1~ Jokn(Bn (z0,Req))* (|71 — Tol - - - |T% — 0]

—k
=p  my (k) w5,

for all zg € 2, and this convergence is uniform in xg. Moreover, similarly to
the end of the proof of Lemma [£4] both w,, and the integrals on the left
hand side of (£I0) vanish when z( is outside the compact set B" (sptw, R).
Thus, we obtain that

1 —0)*|L,(zo, . .. P
lim // (L= 0)" [ Ly(zo, ’$k73Jr€ dzy . ..dxrdzo
=1 Ja Jokn(Bn (zo,Reo))* (|21 — ol -+ - [T) — 20])"
:p‘kmi(Ak)/Q]w\gp vol, .

By combining this with (£.8]), we conclude that

_k
Vllpoaray = 2 (AR [l Loy

and that || L, || 1» prx(q) is obtained as a limit. Since |wlg,, and |w| are uniformly
comparable, the claimed two-sided estimate also follows immediately. O

We immediately obtain the following case of Theorem as a corollary.

Corollary 4.6. Let Q C R"™ be open and bounded, and let w € LP(AFT*Q),
where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside Q. Then

L] rrare@) = Mol oark ) = KH|W|§,pHLp(Q),
where K = K(p, k) and |-|g,, are as in Proposition [{.5|

Proof. Due to ([{1), the claim follows from Proposition L5l with R = diam .
(]
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4.2. The last two cases of Theorem Two cases of Theorem
remain. Our strategy is again to resolve the case ||| jppsr.c(qyr), and then

apply ([@2) to obtain the result for ||-||, MEe(©)- Before we start proving the
cases, we require the following lemma.

Lemma 4.7. Let Q C R” be open, let R > 0, and let w € LP(A*T*Q), where
we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside Q. Suppose that sptw
18 a compact subset of Q. Then for every open V C  with sptw C V, we
have

Lol Lo s (viry = ol ponrnviry = Holl Lo gy -

Proof. Note that the claim is trivial if V' = R", since then also Q@ = R". Let
r = dist(sptw, R™ \ V). Since V' is open, we have r > 0. It is clear that

Lol ponreviry < Mool Lo nreoir) »
so in order to prove the claim, we need to show that

Lol otk viry 2 ol oareoir) -
Since || Lol 1o ask (o r) 18 obtained as a limit due to Proposition .5, we obtain
the estimate

H[wHipMk(mR) - [[w]ipMk(wR)

o . . p . . p
= inf [ Lo [0 0oy r0) — B Hellzon e v )

1 —0)F|Ly(zo, ... P
< lim sup/ (L= 0)" | Ly(zo, ’:Ekn)Jre dzg ... dxy.
0—1- JBQER\BVER) (|21 — 0| - -+ [2) — 20])"
We then apply Lemma 4] to conclude that
1—0)%|1,(zo, . .. P
(4.11) limsup/ (1 = 0)" [ (o, ’xkn)J_e dxg . ..dxy
0—1- JBOQER\B(V.ER) (|21 — 0]+ [m) — 20])" "
1—0)k|1,(x0,... P
= limsup/ ( )" (o, Jkn)le dxg . ..dxy.
91— JBQkRep)\B(Vk,R) (|T1 — 20| |2) — T0|)" 7P

Now, noting that limy_,;- g9 = 0, suppose that 6 is close enough to 1
that Reg < r/2, and let (zo,...,zx) € B(Q,k,Rep) \ B(V, k, R). Since
B(Q, k, Reg)NVF+1 = B(V, k, Rey) C B(V, k, R), we must have (g, ..., x5) ¢
V*+1 Hence, there exists an index 4 such that dist(z;,sptw) > 7. Moreover,
since (zg, ..., zx) € B(2, k, Reg), we have |x; — x| < Rep < r/2, from which
it follows that dist(zg,sptw) > r/2 > Rey.

Thus, w is identically zero in the ball B"(zq, Reg) which contains all of
the points z;,j € {0,...,k}. This in turn implies that I,(zo,...,25) = 0.
Thus, the integrands on the right hand side of (4.I1)) are identically zero for
0 close enough to 1, which completes the proof of the claimed || 1,7, ME(Q) T

[Iw]ipMk(v) é 0 \:‘

We then prove the next case of Theorem
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Proposition 4.8. Let Q@ C R™ be open, let R > 0, let ¢ > 0, and let
w € LP(A*T*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside
Q. Then

Lol omreqiry = Holl Loarkeoir) = Kllwls pl| 1oy
where K = K(p, k) and |-|g,, are as in Proposition[{.5|
Proof. By Proposition E1 it suffices to show that
Lol rrareeiry = Mol Loncury = Holl Lok o) -
We first show that we may yet again assume that w € Co(A*T*w). Indeed,
given a sequence of w; € Co(AFT*Q) that converges to w in LP(AFT*Q), if

the statement of the theorem applies to w;, then we can apply Lemma [£.3]
twice, once with ||| 1» psk.c(qpr) and once wWith ||| p k(o) gy, to conclude that

hm ([ Lo, ”LpMkc(mRe) = ll>n010611m [ ”LpMkc(Q\Re)

]113.1091_1}{1 HIw HLpMk(mR,e) = HIwHLpMk(Q\R)-

Thus, we proceed to assume that w € Co(A*T*w). Since we trivially have
|| L, HLpMk c@r) < [Hollporsrir). it suffices to show that [Lu]psprkeir) =
Lol Lo a0y )

For every § > 0, we define

Qs = {z € Q: dist(z,00) > 0},
where we interpret Q5 = Q if 9Q = 0 (i.e. if & = R™). Then, since w €
Co(AFT*w), we may fix 6 > 0 to be such that sptw C Q5. By Lemma &7,
we thus have

ol Loarr oy = Holrrars s r)-
In particular, the claim follows if [1o]ppprkeiour) > ol o ark 4 R)-

For this, note that if (zo,...,zx) € B(Qs,k, R) \ (B(Q,k, R) N Q(k,c)) =
B(Qs,k, R) \ Q(k,c), then there exists an index i € {1,...,k} such that
|z; — x| > cdist(zg, 0) > ¢d. Hence, we conclude that if 6 is close enough
to 1 that Reg < cd, then B(Qs,k, R) \ Q(k,c) C B(Q,k,R) \ B(Q, k, Rey).
Thus, by Lemma [£.4] we have

(1 — )k ’I (xo,... ,mk)]p

lim dxg...dzxp = 0.
61 JB(0; k R\ (|21 — o] - |21, — o)
Consequently, we have
P
Lol ionmoy1m)
1—0)F |1, (x,. .. P
= liminf/ (L= 0)" | (zo, ’xkn)lg 0...dxL
0—=1= JB(Qs,k,R)NQ(k,c) (|21 — 0| - - - |2 — 20|)" P
< [LJ}

= w LpMk,C(Q‘R)?
completing the proof. O
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The last case of Theorem is then an immediate corollary.

Corollary 4.9. Let Q0 C R"™ be open and bounded, let ¢ > 0, and let w €
LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™) by setting w = 0 outside Q.
Then

Lol oareq) = Holl Loarree) = Klllwls pl| 1o o)
where K = K(p, k) and |-|g, are as in Proposition [{.5|

Proof. The claim is equivalent to Proposition [£.8 with R = diam {2, due to

E2). O

By combining Propositions and [L.8 with Corollaries and 9 the
proof of Theorem is hence complete.

5. WEAK DERIVATIVES

Let Q be an open set in R™. As stated in the introduction, the Alexander-
Spanier differential d: M*(Q;R) — MF*T1(Q;R) on measurable k-multi-
functions is defined by

k

(dF)(.Z’o,xl, ce ,a;kH) = Z(—l)iF(azo,xl, e ,Lfi, ce ,ka)
=0
for F € M*(Q;R). It is clear from the definition that dF': Q2 — R is

measurable if F': Q¥t! - R is measurable, and that the map d is linear. It
is also well known that this map satisfies

(5.1) d(dF) =0  forall F € M*(Q;R),k € Z>o.

We begin our work towards Theorem by noting the following fact for
smooth differential forms.

Lemma 5.1. Let Q C R™ be open, and let w € C®°(AFT*Q). Then for all
(z0, ..., The1) € Q2 such that A(xo, ..., xp41) C Q, the Alexander-Spanier
differential of I, satisfies

de($0, e ,:Ek+1) = Idw(l‘o, e ,ﬂj‘k+1).
In particular, if Q is convez, then this holds for all (xg, ..., T541) € QFF2.
Proof. The boundary of a simplex A(zg,...,TEe1) is given by the simplicial

k-chain )2 (—=1)*A(zo, ... %, ..., xk+1). Thus, we have by Stokes’ theorem
that

Idw($07"'7$k+l):/ dw:/ w
A(20,Tr41) OA(x0,.. T 41)

o0

= (—1)i/ w=dly(zg,...,Tkt1)
i=0 A((Eo,...fi,...,wk+1)

O
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A smooth approximation argument then yields the following corollary; see
also e.g. [23] Corollary 7.1]|.

Lemma 5.2. Let Q C R" be open, and let w € WIP(AKT*Q). Then for a.e.
(zo, ..., Tpr1) € Q2 such that A(xo, . .., 2541) C Q, the Alevander-Spanier
differential of I, satisfies

de(a;O, v ,xk+1) = [dw(x(), e ,xk+1).

In particular, if Q is convex, then this holds for a.e. (zo, ..., Tpe1) € QFF2,

Proof. The set C®°(AFT*Q) is dense in WoP(AFT*Q). Thus, we may select
a sequence of smooth forms w; € C®(AFT*Q) such that ||w — ijLp(Q) — 0
and |dw — dw|| o) — 0 as j — oo. It follows from the so-called Fuglede

lemma, see [13, Theorem 3 (f)| and also e.g. |23 Lemma 4.1|, that by re-
placing w; with a subsequence, we may assume that

/ wj — w
A(zo,...,Tk) o0 J Ao, k)

outside a p-exceptional family of simplices A(zy, ..., x). The corresponding
family P  QF*! of exceptional (k + 1)-tuples of points is thus a Lebesgue
null-set by Lemma 3.1l

We then observe that the family P’ C Q2 corresponding to simplices
with a face in P is also a Lebesgue null-set: indeed, this follows since P’ is
a finite union of coordinate-permuted versions of 2 x P. We conclude that

dly,; (w0, Ty1) — dl,(xo, .. Try1)

for all (zg, ...,z 1) outside P’.

Finally, a second use of the Fuglede lemma for dw; along with another use
of Lemma [3.1] shows that, after replacing w; with a further subsequence, we
have

Liw; (0, -y T1) — Law(Tos - - - Thy1)
n—oo

outside a Lebesgue null-set Q@ C QFT2. The claim follows since for all
(z0,...,7he1) € Q2 such that A(zg,...,7p11) C Q, we have Ly, = dl,
for all § by Lemma G511 O

We also need the following LP-estimate for dI,, when w is a convolution.
The proof is along the same lines as most standard convolution estimates for
LP-norms.

Lemma 5.3. Let w € LP(AFT*R™), let R > 0, and let n € C§(R™,[0,00))
be a mollifying kernel, where |1l 1(gny =1 and sptn C B"(0,¢) for a given
e > 0. Consider the convolved differential form nxw € C®(AFT*R™) defined
by

(n*w)y = /n N(Y)ws—y dy = /n n(z — y)wy dy.
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Then for all measurable sets E1, Fo C R™ with B"(Ey,e) C Eo, and for every
6 € (0,1), we have

Hdln*wHLpMk+1(E1|R,9) < HdeHLPMkH(EQ\R,G)'

Proof. We may assume that w is Borel, as changing w in a null-set does not
effect the convolution. Observe that for all (2o, ...,zx) € (R™)¥! we have

/A / Wao+s1(z1—a0)++sk(zp—z0)— ($1 — X0y T — $0)| dyds
k n

< my(Ap) |21 — o] - - [a1 — ol [0l poo mny 10175y < 00

This allows us to use Fubini’s theorem, which yields for a.e. (zg,...,x) €
(R™)*+1 that

I (20, - Tpp1) = / </ n(y)w.—y dy>
A(x07"'7xk+1) "

= /A / n(y)wxo+s1(x1—xo)+~~-+sk(xk—xo)—y(x1 — L0y Tk LZ'()) dyds
k n

=/ W) L@ — 45 — y) dy.

Thus, by the definition of the Alexander-Spanier differential, we have for a.e.
(o, ..., Tke1) € (Rn)k+2 that

dln*w($07 cee ,ﬂj‘k+1) = / U(y)dfw(xo Yooy Tht1 — y) dy

Now, by using Holder’s inequality, we estimate
|dIT]*w(x07 s 7$k+1)|p

p—1 1
/ 5 () - 0P )AL (20— s s Thss — y) dy

p

< HnHLl(Rn /Rn n(y) ldL(xo =y, .., o1 — )P dy
for a.e. (zg,...,2541) € (R")**2. Since 7/l 1 @ny = 1, we can thus use
Fubini-Tonelli to conclude that

”d‘[n*w |’§pMk+1(E1 |R,0)

< / / n(y)(1 — B+
B(E,k+1,R) JR"

|de(x0_y7“‘7$k‘+l_y)|p dydﬂj
(|Jzr — @o| - - - |1 — o) HoP 0

N /R N N rgs (- )i 0) B

< H77||L1(Rn) HdeHiPM’ﬂ“(EzIRﬂ) ’

.. d$k+1
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completing the proof. O
We are then ready to prove the first case of Theorem [[L3] namely case (2I).

Proposition 5.4. Let Q C R™ be open and conver, R > 0, p,€ (1,0), k €
{0,...,n — 1}, and let w € LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™)
by setting w = 0 outside 2. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w € WEP(ART*Q);
(1) [|dL || Lo pprsr(ory < 005
(ZZZ) [d[w]LPMk+1(Q|R) < 0.
Moreover, if w € WEP(AFT*Q), then

[dlw]LPMkH(mR) = ||de||LpMk+1(Q|R) = KH|dw|S,pHLP(Q)’
where K = K(p,n,k) and |'|g, are as in Theorem L2

Proof. 1t is clear that implies We then prove that implies
along with the additional claims at the end of the theorem. For this, suppose
that w € WEP(AFT*Q). Then by Lemma 52, we have dI, = I, a.e. on

OF*2 and by Proposition E5], we have
il oarriry = Hawll Lo arkarmy = K (s p, B [ldwls ol o g

thus proving the claim in this case.

It remains to prove that implies Thus, let w € LP(AFT*Q) with
[d1] Lrps+1(q) < 00, With the objective to show that w € WeP(ART*Q). For
this, let € > 0, and let Q. = {z € Q : dist(z,0) > €}. By Lemma 2] €.
is a convex subdomain of Q with B™(Q.,e) C Q.

We zero extend w outside Q so that w € LP(AFT*R™), and select smooth
approximations w; = n; * w of w, where the sequence of mollifying kernels
n; € C§°(R™,[0,00]) is chosen so that sptn; C B™(0,¢) for all j € Zsp. In
particular, by component-wise application of standard properties of convolu-
tion approximations, w; are smooth k-forms with lim; . [|w; — w/|,, Ry =
0.

We fix an index j. By Proposition .5 we have that ||dijLp(Qs) Snpk
L, |0 Lo ar+1 (0. r)- However, since €. is convex, the values of Iy, in Q¢
do not depend on how dw; is defined outside )., and thus we in fact have
Lo, |0 Lo a1 (9o r) = Hdw; L ast1(0. r)- Moreover, since wj are smooth,
we have by Lemma [B.1] that dl,; = Ig,; in all of R". Lastly, by Lemma
B.3 and the condition sptn; C B"(0,¢), we know that [dl,]repkt1(0.r) <
[d1] Lr pw+1(q)r)- By chaining all of the above deductions together, we hence
have the uniform upper bound

lldw;ll 1o (o) < dLw] Lo are+1(ayr) < 00

for all indices j.

Since p > 1, LP(AFFIT*Q,) is reflexive, and thus balls in it are weakly
compact by the by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem. Thus, by passing to a subse-
quence of wj;, we may assume that there exists a 7 € LP(AF1T*Q,) such that
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dwj — 7 weakly in LP(AFHIT*Q.). However, now if n € C§°(A"F~1T*Q,)
is a smooth test form, we can use the smoothness of w; to conclude that

/5 (T An— (=1 A dn) ‘
(7 = dwj) Am = (1)} (w = ;) Adn)
J \

< \ [ awsna- [ TAn' 1 ooy oy 10 = 51 -

Since dw; — 7 weakly in LP(AF1T*Q,) and wj — w strongly in LP(AFT*R™),
the right hand side of the above estimate tends to zero as j — co. Thus, 7
is a weak exterior derivative of w in ., and hence w € WEP(ART*Q,).

We then apply the case that was proven at the beginning of the proof to
obtain

(5.2)  Ndwll o) Sk [dlo]rraror) < [dlo]rare@iry < 00,

where we again leverage the convexity of (). to avoid having to switch to a
zero extension of w in the first estimate. Finally we note that Q = J,. e
by openness of 2. Thus, w € VVli’f(/\kT*Q), and by applying monotone
convergence on (5.2), we conclude that [[dw|| 1» 0y Snkep [d1o]rearn@ir) < 00,
completing the proof.

As before, due to (&), case [l is an immediate corollary of Proposition

B4 with R = diam Q.

Corollary 5.5. Let Q C R™ be a bounded, convex domain, p,€ (1,00), k €
{0,...,n — 1}, and let w € LP(AFT*QY), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™)
by setting w = 0 outside 2. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w € WEP(ART*Q);
(it) ALl Lo prrsr () < 005
(iii) [d_[w]LpMk+1(Q) < 00.
Moreover, if w € WEP(ART*Q), then

[AL] o a0y = ALl popgesr @) = Klldwls p o
where K = K(p,n,k) and |-|g, are as in Theorem L2

We then prove the parts of Theorem [[.3] with non-convex 2. We again
start with the unbounded version.

Proposition 5.6. Let Q C R™ be open, R > 0, c € (0,1], p,e (1,00), k €
{0,...,n — 1}, and let w € LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™)
by setting w = 0 outside 2. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w € WEP(ART*Q);
(i) [|d L] Lo ppwsreqoqr) < 005
(iii) [d]w]LpMkﬂ»l,c(Q‘R) < 0.
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Moreover, if w € WEP(AFT*Q), then

[dL] o pr+reqair) = 1ALl Lo prisieor) = KH]dw]&pHLp(Q),
where K = K(p,n,k) and Hs,p are as in Theorem [L.2.

Proof. We again trivially have that implies We start by showing that

[(iiD)] implies[({)] Thus, suppose that w € LP(AFT*Q) with [dLo] Lo arrt1eir) <
0. Let x € 2, and let B be a ball of the form

4’272
Note that since ¢ > 0, we have r € (0,1]. Thus, B is a neighborhood of z,
and B C €.

We first claim that B**?2 c B(Q,k + 1,R) N Q(k + 1,¢). For this, let
(zg,...,Tpe1) € BF2. For every i € {1,...,k + 1}, we have

1
B =B"(z,r), where 0 <r < min <C R> dist(zx, 09Q).

|xg — x| < |zo — 2| + |z — ;| < min <R, g dist(x,@Q)) .
In particular, B¥+*? ¢ B(Q, k + 1, R). In addition to this, we have
1
dist(xg, 0Q) > dist(z, 9Q) — |z — zo| > 3 dist(z, 09Q).

Thus, |xg — x;| < edist(zg,d) for all i € {1,...,k}, completing the proof
that B¥2 Cc B(Q,k+ 1, R) N Q(k +1,¢).
Now, we have

||de||LpMk+1(B) < ||de||LpMk+1vc(Q|R) < 0.

Thus, by Corollary and the convexity of B, we have w € WP(AFT*B,).
Since the sets B as above form an open cover of €, it follows that w €
Wil (AFT*Q).

Moreover, the sets B form a Vitali covering of {2, and we may thus use the
Vitali covering theorem to select a countable pairwise disjoint subcollection
B; that covers € up to a nullset. By Proposition [5.4] we conclude that

||dw||§,p(g) = Z ||dw||€,p(3i) Sp,mk Z[Idw]lszkﬂ(Bi)

Now, since liminf is superadditive, and since the balls B; are disjoint, we
have

Z[Idw]iPMkJrl(Bi) = 1?2&1}{’ Z HIdeipMkH(Bi’g)
7

i
/ (1 _0)k|Idw($07"'7$k+l)|p
U, B2 (|1 — o] -+ |wpgr — o)™

= liminf dzg...dxg11.
6—1—

Now, since all B; are convex subsets of 2, Lemma applies on |J, Bf+2.

By combining this with the fact that B;Hz CB(QE+1,R)NQk+1,¢) for
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all ¢, we obtain

(1 — H)k |Id/.d(x07 ce 7xk+1)|p
Ui B2 (

lim inf dzg . ..dxge1

6—1- |21 — @0 -+ - |Thgr — o)™ TP
1—0)*|dI P
= lim inf/ ( )" ldL (o, ’xk—j}r‘@p dzg . ..dxg1
0—=1= Jy, B2 (|x1 — 20| - - - |Th41 — To0])

< [d[w]ipMk+1(Q‘R) < 0.

Thus, we have |dw|?, () < 00, completing the proof that implies

It remains to prove that implies along with the other claims at
the end of the statement. Thus, suppose that w € WP(AFT*Q). Let
(xoy ... xpr1) € Qc, k). By the definition of Q(c, k), all the coordinates z;
are contained in B" (z, cdist(zg, 02)). Since B"(xq, cdist(xg, 9f2)) is convex,
it follows that A(zo, ..., zg+1) C B™(xo, cdist(zg, 2)). Moreover, since ¢ <
1, we have B"(x¢, cdist(xg,0Q)) C Q, and therefore A(zo, ..., zg41) C .

Thus, Lemma applies in all of Q(c, k). We hence have dI,, = I, a.e.
in Q(c, k), and thus also a.e. in B(Q, k + 1, R) N (¢, k). Now, it remains to
apply Proposition .8 with which we obtain

ldLoll ponrsreqmy = Masllponserreqiry = Kllldwls pl 1oy < oo

The same application of Lemma and Proposition 8] also yields

[ALs] poarrreqir) = Hawl oarre(airy = Kllldwls p | 1o o
completing the proof. O

We again get the last case of Theorem [[.3] as a trivial consequence of the
previous proposition with R = diam Q2 and (4.2)).

Proposition 5.7. Let Q C R™ be open and bounded, ¢ € (0,1], p, € (1,00),
ke {0,...,n—1}, and let w € LP(AFT*Q), where we extend w to LP(AFT*R™)
by setting w = 0 outside 2. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w € WEP(ART*Q);
(1) N dLu|| o prrsre(q) < 005
(iii) [de]LpMk+1,c(Q) < o0.
Moreover, if w € WEP(AFT*Q), then

[d]w]LpMk+1,c(Q) == ||de||LpMk+1,C(Q) = K” |dw|§,p”LP(Q)’
where K = K(p,n,k) and |-|g, are as in Theorem L2

Thus, by combining Propositions [5.4] and with Corollaries and [5.7]
the proof of Theorem [I.3] is complete.

It remains to prove Theorem [[.4] which is a relatively straightforward
corollary of the results shown so far. We first recall the statement for con-
venience of the reader.



30 ILMARI KANGASNIEMI

Theorem 1.4. Let ) C R"™ be a bounded domain contained in an open ball
B C R", let p € (1,00), and let w € LP(AFT*Q) be a Borel measurable
differential k-form. Then the following results hold.

(i) If [d1o] o 1 () < 00, then we have w € WEP(AFT*Q).

(i3) IfQ is a weak WEP(ART*Q)-extension domain andw € WEP(ART*Q),
then we have ||dLoe || popri+1(q) < 00, where wexy € WaP(AFT* B) is
a W%P-extension of w to B.

Proof. For if [dL] 1o are+1(q) 18 finite, then we have

[d]w]LpMk+1,c(Q) < [d]w]LpMkH(Q) < 00.

Thus, the claim follows immediately from Theorem [I.3l1 For let w €
WEP(AFT*Q), and let wey, € WEP(ART*B) be a W%P-extension of w. Since
B is convex, we may thus use Theorem and [[.3] to obtain that

Lo | Lo nrwt1 () S N Wiserell poprisr(my Sponk lldwextll Loy < 00,
completing the proof of O
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