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Global BMO-Sobolev Estimates for Second-Order Linear Elliptic

Equations on Lipschitz Domains

Hongjie Dong*, Dachun Yang and Sibei Yang

Abstract. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. In this article, we establish

first-order global regularity estimates in the scale of BMO spaces on Ω for weak solutions to the

second-order elliptic equation div(A∇u) = div, f in Ω. This is achieved under minimal regularity

assumptions onΩ and the coefficient matrix A, utilizing the pointwise multiplier characterization

of the BMO space onΩ. As an application, we also obtain global estimates of∇u in the Lebesgue

space L1(Ω) when f belongs to the Hardy space on Ω.

1 Introduction and main results

Let n ≥ 2 andΩ ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. In this article, we study the second-order

elliptic equation in divergence form

(1.1) div(A∇u) = div f in Ω,

with the Dirichlet, the Neumann, or the Robin boundary condition. With minimal regularity as-

sumptions on Ω and the coefficient matrix A (see Assumption (A&Ω) for the details), we derive

global estimates for ∇u in the scale of BMO spaces on Ω. As applications, we also establish the

global estimate for ∇u in the Lebesgue space L1(Ω) when f belongs to the Hardy space on Ω.

The global regularity estimates obtained in this article are natural extensions of the known global

Calderón–Zygmund type estimate

(1.2) ‖∇u‖Lp(Ω;Rn) ≤ C‖ f‖Lp(Ω;Rn),

with p ∈ (1,∞), where C is a positive constant independent of u and f . Our work extend this

estimate to the endpoint cases of p = ∞ and p = 1.

To state the main results of this article and related background, we first recall several necessary

concepts and notation. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a domain, and p ∈ [1,∞]. Recall that the Lebesgue

space Lp(Ω) is defined to be the set of all measurable functions f on Ω satisfying

(1.3) ‖ f ‖Lp(Ω) :=



[∫

Ω

| f (x)|p dx

] 1
p

< ∞, p ∈ [1,∞),

ess sup
x∈Ω

| f (x)| < ∞, p = ∞,
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where ess supx∈Ω| f (x)| denotes the essential supremum of | f | onΩ. Moreover, for any given m ∈ N,

let

(1.4) Lp(Ω;Rm) :=
{
f := ( f1, . . . , fm) : for any i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, fi ∈ Lp(Ω)

}

with

‖ f‖Lp(Ω;Rm) :=

m∑

i=1

‖ fi‖Lp(Ω).

Additionally, we denote by W1,p(Ω) the Sobolev space on Ω, equipped with the norm:

‖ f ‖W1,p(Ω) := ‖ f ‖Lp(Ω) + ‖∇ f ‖Lp(Ω;Rn),

where ∇ f := ( fx1
, . . . , fxn

) is the gradient of f and { fxi
}n
i=1

are the distributional derivatives of f .

Furthermore, W
1,p

0
(Ω) is defined to be the closure of C∞c (Ω) in W1,p(Ω), where C∞c (Ω) denotes the

set of all infinitely differentiable functions on Ω with compact support contained in Ω.

We assume that the matrix A := {ai, j}
n
i, j=1

is real-valued, bounded, and measurable and satisfies

the uniform ellipticity condition, that is, there exists a positive constant µ0 ∈ (0, 1] such that, for

any x ∈ Ω and ξ := (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ Rn,

(1.5) µ0|ξ|
2 ≤

n∑

i, j=1

ai, j(x)ξiξ j ≤ µ
−1
0 |ξ|

2.

Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, p ∈ [1,∞], and f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn). Denote by ∂Ω

the boundary of Ω and ν := (ν1, . . . , νn) the outward unit normal to ∂Ω. A function u is called a

weak solution of the Neumann problem

(1.6)



div(A∇u) = div f in Ω,
∂u

∂ν
= f · ν on ∂Ω

if u ∈ W1,p(Ω) and, for any ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn) (the set of all infinitely differentiable functions on Rn),

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx =

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx.(1.7)

Here and thereafter,
∂u

∂ν
:= (A∇u) · ν denotes the conormal derivative of u on ∂Ω. The Neumann

problem (1.6) is said to be uniquely solvable if, for any given f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn), there exists u ∈

W1,p(Ω), unique up to a constant, such that (1.7) holds. A function u is called a weak solution of

the Dirichlet problem

(1.8)

{
div(A∇u) = div f in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω

if u ∈ W
1,p

0
(Ω) and (1.7) holds for any ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω). The Dirichlet problem (1.8) is said to be

uniquely solvable if, for any given f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn), there exists a unique u ∈ W
1,p

0
(Ω) such that

(1.7) holds for any ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω).

The global regularity theory of (non-)linear elliptic equations (or systems) in non-smooth do-

mains is a central and compelling area of research in partial differential equations (see, for instance,

[9, 14, 17, 33, 43]). For the Dirichlet problem (1.8), the global Calderón–Zygmund type estimate

(1.2) was obtained in [15] for any p ∈ (1,∞) under the assumptions that A ∈ VMO(Rn;Rn2

)

(see, for instance, [42] for the definition of the VMO space) and ∂Ω ∈ C1,1, the latter of which

was then weakened to ∂Ω ∈ C1 in [3]. Additionally, for any given p ∈ (1,∞), the estimate (1.2)
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was established in [7, 9] for the Dirichlet problem (1.8), under the assumptions that A satisfies

the (δ,R)-BMO condition (see, for instance, [9] for the definition of the (δ,R)-BMO condition)

for sufficiently small δ ∈ (0,∞) and that Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain with small Lipschitz

constant or a bounded Reifenberg flat domain (see, for instance, [9, 8] for the definition of the

Reifenberg flat domain). For the Dirichlet problem (1.8) with partial small BMO coefficients, the

estimate (1.2) with any given p ∈ (1,∞) was systematically studied in [22, 34], under the as-

sumption that Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain with small Lipschitz constant. Meanwhile, for the

problem (1.8) in a general Lipschitz domain Ω, it was proved in [44] that, if A is symmetric and

A ∈ VMO(Rn;Rn2

), then (1.2) holds for any p ∈ (3
2
− ε, 3 + ε) when n ≥ 3 or p ∈ (4

3
− ε, 4 + ε)

when n = 2, where ε ∈ (0,∞) is a positive constant depending only on the Lipschitz constant of

Ω and n. The range of p obtained in [44] is sharp for general Lipschitz domains (see [44] for the

details). We also refer to [18, 19, 23] for more recent progress on the global regularity estimate of

the Dirichlet problem (1.8).

For the Neumann problem (1.6), the estimate (1.2) was proved in [3] for any p ∈ (1,∞), under

the assumptions that A ∈ VMO(Rn;Rn2

) and ∂Ω ∈ C1. Furthermore, for any given p ∈ (1,∞),

when A has small BMO coefficients and Ω is a bounded Reifenberg flat domain or A has partial

small BMO coefficients and Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain with small Lipschitz constant or

a bounded Reifenberg flat domain, the estimate (1.2) was established, respectively, in [8] and

[22, 20] for the Neumann problem (1.6). For the Neumann problem (1.6) on a general Lipschitz

domain, it was proved in [26] that, if A is symmetric and A ∈ VMO(Rn;Rn2

), then (1.2) holds for

any given p ∈ (3
2
− ε, 3 + ε) when n ≥ 3 or p ∈ (4

3
− ε, 4 + ε) when n = 2, where ε ∈ (0,∞) is a

positive constant depending only on the Lipschitz constant ofΩ and n. It is also worth pointing out

that the range of p such that (1.2) holds obtained in [26] is sharp for general Lipschitz domains.

We refer to [24, 19, 46] for more results on regularity estimates of the Neumann problem (1.6).

The global BMO estimate of the gradient for the weak solution to the Dirichlet problem (1.8)

was established in [1] under the assumptions that the matrix A satisfies a log-type BMO condition

and ∂Ω ∈ C1+α with some α ∈ (0,∞). We also point out that the local and the global BMO

estimates of the gradient to the weak solution of p-Laplace equations were studied in [16, 5].

Global C1 and weak-type (1, 1) estimates for the problem (1.6) or (1.8) were obtained in [18, 24,

36] under certain Dini continuity assumptions on the matrix A and the domain Ω.

In this paper, we demonstrate that, under minimal regularity assumptions on A and ∂Ω, the

global Calderón–Zygmund type estimate (1.2), with an appropriate modified version, remains

valid in the endpoint cases p = ∞ and p = 1 for both the Dirichlet problem (1.8) and the Neumann

problem (1.6),

To state the main results of this article, we begin by recalling several concepts on Campanato

type spaces and BMO type spaces on domains.

In the following, for any x ∈ Rn and r ∈ (0,∞), we define B(x, r) := {y ∈ Rn : |y − x| < r}. Let

Ω ⊂ Rn be a domain. Denote by L1
loc

(Ω) the set of all locally integrable functions on Ω.

Definition 1.1. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a domain, and p ∈ [1,∞), and let ω : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be

a continuous and non-decreasing function. The Campanato type space Lω(·),p(Ω) is defined to be

the set of all f ∈ L1
loc

(Ω) satisfying

‖ f ‖Lω(·),p(Ω) := sup
x∈Ω,r∈(0,diam (Ω))

1

ω(r)

[?
B(x,r)∩Ω

∣∣∣ f (y) − ( f )B(x,r)∩Ω

∣∣∣p dy

] 1
p

< ∞.

Here and thereafter, diam (Ω) := sup{|x − y| : x, y ∈ Ω} and, for any measurable set E ⊂ Ω with

|E| < ∞ and locally integrable (vector-valued) function g on Ω,

(g)E :=

?
E

g(y) dy :=
1

|E|

∫

E

g(y) dy.
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When p = 1, the space Lω(·),p(Ω) is simply denoted by Lω(·)(Ω). When ω ≡ 1, the space

Lω(·)(Ω) is the space of functions of bounded mean oscillation on Ω (see, for instance, [5, 37, 38]),

and is denoted by BMO(Ω).

We note that, under mild assumptions on ω and Ω, for any given p ∈ [1,∞), the spaces

Lω(·),p(Ω) and Lω(·)(Ω) are equivalent (see, for instance, [37, Theorem 3.1] or Lemma 2.1).

Furthermore, for a bounded open set Ω of Rn, if, in a neighborhood of each point of ∂Ω, ∂Ω

agrees with the subgraph of a function ψ of (n − 1) variables that belongs to the function space X,

then we write ∂Ω ∈ X. Similarly, the notation ∂Ω ∈ W1X means that such function ψ is weakly

differentiable and its weak derivatives belong to the space X.

Definition 1.2. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain.

(i) Let f ∈ L1
loc

(Rn). Then, f is said to belong to the space BMO(Rn) if

‖ f ‖BMO(Rn) := sup
B⊂Rn

?
B

| f (x) − ( f )B| dx < ∞,

where the supremum is taken over all balls B ⊂ Rn.

(ii) The “restricted type” BMO space BMOr(Ω) on Ω is defined by setting

BMOr(Ω) :=
{
f ∈ L1

loc(Ω) : there exists F ∈ BMO(Rn) such that F|Ω = f
}
.

For any f ∈ BMOr(Ω), define

‖ f ‖BMOr(Ω) := inf
{
‖F‖BMO(Rn) : F ∈ BMO(Rn) and F|Ω = f

}

and

‖ f ‖BMOr,+(Ω) := ‖ f ‖BMOr(Ω) + ‖ f ‖L2(Ω).

For any given m ∈ N, the space BMOr(Ω;Rm) is defined via replacing Lp(Ω) in (1.3) by the

aforementioned BMOr(Ω) in the definition of Lp(Ω;Rm) in (1.4).

It is worth mentioning that the spaces BMO(Ω) and BMOr(Ω) are suitable replacements for the

Lebesgue space L∞(Ω) when studying the boundedness of certain operators or the well-posedness

problems of certain partial differential equations (see, for instance, [1, 4, 11, 27, 28, 45]).

Remark 1.3. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of Rn.

(i) When p = 2, by the Lax–Milgram theorem (see, for instance, [41, Section 1.3.1, Lemma

3.1]), we know that the Neumann problem (1.6) and the Dirichlet problem (1.8) are uniquely

solvable and the estimate (1.2) holds. Meanwhile, for the Dirichlet problem (1.8), from the

divergence theorem, it follows that, for any f0 ∈ R
n and ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω),

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx =

∫

Ω

[ f (x) − f0] · ∇ϕ(x) dx.(1.9)

Thus, for any given p ∈ (1,∞), if (1.2) holds for the Dirichlet problem (1.8), then the

estimate (1.2) also holds for the problem (1.8) with f replaced by f − f0.

When p ∈ (1,∞) and p , 2, the Neumann problem (1.6) and the Dirichlet problem (1.8)

may not be uniquely solvable (see, for instance, [9, p. 1285]). Some extra conditions on

both the domain Ω and the matrix A are necessary to guarantee the unique solvability of

the Neumann problem (1.6) and the Dirichlet problem (1.8) when p , 2 (see, for instance,

[8, 9, 17, 22, 26, 44]).
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(ii) By Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, we conclude that BMOr(Ω) ⊂ Lp(Ω) for any p ∈ (1,∞) as sets.

Moreover, it is easy to find that L∞(Ω) ⊂ BMOr(Ω). Thus, when f ∈ BMOr(Ω), the weak

solution of the Neumann problem (1.6) or the Dirichlet problem (1.8) uniquely exists in

W1,2(Ω) or W
1,2
0

(Ω).

To state the main result of this article, we also need an assumption on the matrix A and the

domain Ω as follows.

Assumption (A&Ω). Assume that there exist a constant R0 ∈ (0,∞) and a function σ : [0,∞)→

[0,∞) such that the matrix A := {ai, j}
n
i, j=1

and the domain Ω satisfy the following conditions:

(a)
n∑

i, j=1

sup
x∈Ω, r∈(0,R0)

1

σ(r)

?
B(x,r)∩Ω

∣∣∣∣∣∣ai, j(y) −

?
B(x,r)∩Ω

ai, j(z) dz

∣∣∣∣∣∣ dy < ∞,

where the function σ satisfies

(i) limr→0+ σ(r) ln(1
r
) = 0, where r → 0+ means that r ∈ (0,R0) and r → 0;

(ii) for any s, r ∈ (0,R0), if C−1
1

s < r < C1s, then C−1
2
σ(s) ≤ σ(r) ≤ C2σ(s), where C1

and C2 are positive constants independent of s and r;

(iii) there exists a positive constant C such that, for any s, r ∈ (0,R0) satisfying s ≤ r,

σ(s) ≤ Cσ(r).

(b) ∂Ω ∈ W1Lσ(·) with σ being the same as in (a).

Remark 1.4. In this remark, we show that starting from a modulus of continuity σ, which only

satisfies (i) and is bounded on (0,R0], we can construct another modulus of continuity σ̃ ≥ σ,

which satisfies all conditions (i)-(iii). Without loss of generality, by considering sup0≤s≤r σ(s)

instead of σ(r) we may assume that σ is nondecreasing. Now we define σ̃(r) := supr≤s≤R0
rσ(s)/s

for r ∈ (0, 1). Then using the factor that r ln(1/r) is an increasing function on (0, r0) for small r0,

it is easily seen that σ̃ satisfies (i). Since σ is nondecreasing, for any r1, r2 ∈ (0,R0) satisfying

r1 < r2, we have

σ̃(r1) = sup
r1≤s≤R0

r1σ(s)/s ≤ max{ sup
r1≤s≤r2

r1σ(s)/s, sup
r2≤s≤R0

r1σ(s)/s}

≤ max{ sup
r1≤s≤r2

r1σ(r2)/s, sup
r2≤s≤R0

r2σ(s)/s} ≤ σ̃(r2).

Thus, σ̃ also satisfies (iii). Finally, the above inequality together with the fact that σ̃(r)/r is non-

increasing implies (ii).

Now we state the main results of this article.

Theorem 1.5. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that A and Ω

satisfy Assumption (A&Ω). Let u ∈ W1,2(Ω) be the weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6)

or the Dirichlet problem (1.8) with f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn). Then ∇u ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn) and there exists

a positive constant C independent of u and f such that

(1.10) ‖∇u‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) ≤ C ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) .

Remark 1.6. (i) From the proof of Theorem 1.5, we deduce that, for the Dirichlet problem

(1.8), the estimate (1.10) can be reinforced to

(1.11) ‖∇u‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) ≤ C‖ f‖BMOr(Ω;Rn).
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However, the estimate (1.11) may not hold for the Neumann problem (1.6) even when both

Ω and A are smooth. For example, let B0 := B(0, 1) be a ball of R2, where 0 denotes the

origin of R2. For any (x1, x2) ∈ B0, let

A(x1, x2) :=



1

1 + x2
1

0

0
1

1 + x2
2


and f (x1, x2) := (1, 1).

Then u(x1, x2) := (x1 + x2) + (x3
1
+ x3

2
)/3 is a weak solution of the Neumann problem (1.6)

with Ω := B0. Obviously, in this case, the coefficient matrix A and the domain B0 satisfy

Assumption (A&Ω), ‖∇u‖BMOr(B0;R2) > 0, and ‖ f‖BMOr(B0;R2) = 0. Thus, the estimate (1.11)

fails in this case.

(ii) By [1, Remark 5.3] and [5, Theorem 2.2], we find that Assumption (A&Ω) on the matrix A

and the domain Ω in Theorem 1.5 is sharp to guarantee that the estimate (1.10) holds.

(iii) Recall that the global estimate (1.10) was established in [1, Theorem 2.2] for the Dirichlet

problem (1.8) under the assumption that A satisfies Assumption (A&Ω)(a) and the domain

Ω is bounded and satisfies ∂Ω ∈ C1+α with some α ∈ (0,∞). It is easy to find that, if the

bounded domain Ω satisfies ∂Ω ∈ C1+α with some α ∈ (0,∞), then Ω satisfies Assumption

(A&Ω)(b). Thus, Theorem 1.5 improves [1, Theorem 2.2] by weakening the assumption on

the domain Ω.

Moreover, the assertion of Theorem 1.5 in the case of the Neumann problem (1.6) is new

even when the domain Ω satisfies ∂Ω ∈ C1+α with some α ∈ (0,∞).

We prove Theorem 1.5 by establishing mean oscillation-type estimates for ∇u and utilizing the

equivalent characterization of the space BMOr(Ω) (see Lemma 2.2) and the pointwise multiplier

characterization of the space BMO(Ω) (see, for instance, [31, 38, 39, 40] or Lemma 2.4). To

derive the mean oscillation estimate of ∇u in the interior of Ω (see Proposition 5.4), Assumption

(A&Ω)(a) for the matrix A is required.

The main part of the proof of Theorem 1.5 is to establish the mean oscillation estimate of ∇u

near the boundary of Ω (see Theorems 5.1 and 5.3). To achieve this, we employ a flattening

technique and the pointwise multiplier characterization of the space BMO(Ω). In this part, both

Assumption (A&Ω)(a) on the matrix A and Assumption (A&Ω)(b) on the domain Ω are used.

Next, we recall the definitions of the Hardy space H1(Rn) and the “supported type” Hardy space

H1
z (Ω).

Definition 1.7. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of Rn, and let φ ∈ C∞c (Rn) be

non-negative and
∫
Rn φ(x) dx = 1. For any t ∈ (0,∞) and x ∈ Rn, define φt(x) := t−nφ(x/t). A

function f ∈ L1(Rn) is said to be in the Hardy space H1(Rn) ifM( f ) := supt∈(0,∞) |φt ∗ f | ∈ L1(Rn).

Let

‖ f ‖H1(Rn) := ‖M( f )‖L1(Rn) .

The “supported type” Hardy space H1
z (Ω) is defined by setting

H1
z (Ω) :=

{
f ∈ H1(Rn) : supp ( f ) ⊂ Ω

}
,

where Ω denote the closure of Ω in Rn. Moreover, for any f ∈ H1
z (Ω), let ‖ f ‖H1

z (Ω) := ‖ f ‖H1(Rn).

Like the spaces BMO(Ω) and BMOr(Ω), the Hardy space H1(Rn) or H1
z (Ω) is respectively a

suitable replacement of the Lebesgue space L1(Rn) or L1(Ω) (see, for instance, [10, 11, 12, 28, 45]).

As an application of Theorem 1.5 and using the fact that BMOr(Ω) is the dual space of the

Hardy space H1
z (Ω) (see, for instance, Lemma 2.3), we obtain the following global regularity

estimate in L1(Ω;Rn) for the problems (1.6) and (1.8).
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Corollary 1.8. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that A and

Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω). Then the Neumann problem (1.6) or the Dirichlet problem (1.8)

with f ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn) is uniquely solvable and the weak solution u belongs to W1,1(Ω) or W

1,1
0

(Ω),

respectively. Moreover, there exists a positive constant C independent of u and f such that

‖∇u‖L1(Ω;Rn) ≤ C‖ f‖H1
z (Ω;Rn).

Recall that the global estimate (1.2) for the problem (1.6) or (1.8) in the scale of Lebesgue

spaces Lp(Ω) with any given p ∈ (1,∞) holds under some mild assumptions on A and Ω. More-

over, global C1 and weak-type (1, 1) estimates for the problem (1.6) or (1.8) were obtained in

[18, 24] under the Dini mean oscillation condition on A and the C1,Dini condition on Ω, which are

somewhat stronger than those assumptions on A and Ω in Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.8. Thus,

the endpoint type global estimates given in Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.8 can be seen as an in-

termediate case between the global estimate (1.2) in the scale of Lebesgue spaces Lp(Ω) with any

given p ∈ (1,∞) and the global C1 estimate for the problem (1.6) or (1.8).

Our last result is regarding the Robin problem. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz

domain, and dσ be the surface measure on ∂Ω. Assume that β is a measurable function on ∂Ω

satisfying that

(1.12) 0 ≤ β ∈ L∞(∂Ω) and β ≥ c0 on E0 ⊂ ∂Ω,

where c0 ∈ (0,∞) is a given constant and the measurable set E0 satisfies σ(E0) > 0. Let p ∈ [1,∞]

and f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn). A function u is called a weak solution of the Robin problem

(1.13)



div(A∇u) = div f in Ω,
∂u

∂ν
+ βu = f · ν on ∂Ω

if u ∈ W1,p(Ω) and, for any ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn),

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx +

∫

∂Ω

β(x)u(x)ϕ(x) dσ(x) =

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx.(1.14)

The Robin problem (1.13) is said to be uniquely solvable if, for any given f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn), there

exists a unique u ∈ W1,p(Ω) such that (1.14) holds. It is known that, when p = 2, the Robin

problem (1.13) is uniquely solvable (see Remark 6.1).

Applying Theorem 1.5 and a perturbation method, we obtain the following global regularity

estimate for the Robin problem (1.13) in both BMOr(Ω;Rn) and L1(Ω;Rn).

Theorem 1.9. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and β satisfies (1.12). Assume

that A and Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω).

(i) Let u ∈ W1,2(Ω) be the weak solution to the Robin problem (1.13) with f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn).

Then ∇u ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn) and there exists a positive constant C independent of both u and

f such that

‖∇u‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) ≤ C ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) .

(ii) The Robin problem (1.13) with f ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn) is uniquely solvable and the weak solution

u ∈ W1,1(Ω). Furthermore, there exists a positive constant C independent of u and f such

that

‖∇u‖L1(Ω;Rn) ≤ C‖ f‖H1
z (Ω;Rn).
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Remark 1.10. We point out that Theorems 1.5 and 1.9 and Corollary 1.8 also hold for elliptic

systems satisfying the strong ellipticity condition (see, for instance, [25, (1.2)]). This is because

the proofs of these results only use the W1,p estimates for elliptic equations, which is also available

for the corresponding elliptic systems (see, for instance, [21, 20, 25]). We omit the details in this

article.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present some basic

properties of the space Lσ(·),p(Ω), an equivalent characterization of the space BMOr(Ω), and the

pointwise multiplier characterization of the space BMO(Ω). In Section 3, some estimates for local

solutions to the second-order elliptic equation (1.1) are given. In Section 4, we establish the mean

oscillation-type decay estimate of the gradient of solutions to the problem (1.6) or (1.8) near the

boundary of Ω. Finally, the proofs of Theorems 1.5 and 1.9 are given, respectively, in Sections 5

and 6.

We finish this section by making some conventions on notation. Throughout the article, we

always denote by C or c a positive constant, which may vary from line to line. We also use C(α,β,...)

or c(α,β,...) to denote a positive constant depending on the indicated parameters α, β, . . . . The symbol

f . g means that f ≤ Cg. If f . g and g . f , then we write f ∼ g. For each ball B := B(xB, rB)

in Rn, with xB ∈ R
n and rB ∈ (0,∞), and α ∈ (0,∞), let αB := B(xB, αrB). For any given normed

spaces X and Y with the corresponding norms ‖ · ‖X and ‖ · ‖Y, the symbol X ֒→ Y means that, for

any f ∈ X, f ∈ Y and ‖ f ‖Y ≤ C‖ f ‖X with the positive constant C independent of f . For any given

n × n matrix T, denote by Tt its transpose matrix, by T−1 its inverse matrix (if the inverse matrix

of T exists), and by detT the determinant of T. Furthermore, for any q ∈ [1,∞], we denote by q′

its conjugate exponent, that is, 1/q + 1/q′ = 1. Finally, for any measurable set E ⊂ Rn and any

(vector-valued or matrix-valued) function f ∈ L1(E), we denote the integral
∫

E
| f (x)| dx simply by∫

E
| f | dx.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall some basic properties of the space Lσ(·),p(Ω), an equivalent characteri-

zation of the space BMOr(Ω), and the pointwise multiplier characterization of the space BMO(Ω).

For the space Lσ(·),p(Ω), we have the following result; see [37, Theorem 3.1].

Lemma 2.1. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and p ∈ [1,∞). Assume that

the function σ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) satisfies (ii) and (iii) of Assumption (A&Ω)(a). Then the spaces

Lσ(·)(Ω) = Lσ(·),p(Ω) with equivalent semi-norms.

Furthermore, we have the following equivalence of the spaces BMO(Ω) and BMOr(Ω).

Lemma 2.2. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then the spaces BMO(Ω) =

BMOr(Ω) with equivalent semi-norms.

Proof. By Jones’s extension theorem on the BMO space (see [32, Theorem 1]), we know that the

spaces

(2.1) B̃MO(Ω) = BMOr(Ω)

with equivalent semi-norms. Here and thereafter, the space B̃MO(Ω) is defined to be the set of all

functions f ∈ L1
loc

(Ω) satisfying

‖ f ‖B̃MO(Ω) := sup
B⊂Ω

?
B

| f (x) − ( f )B| dx < ∞,

where the supremum is taken over all balls B ⊂ Ω.
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From the definitions of BMO(Ω) and B̃MO(Ω), we deduce that

BMO(Ω) ֒→ B̃MO(Ω),

which, combined with (2.1), further implies that BMO(Ω) ֒→ BMOr(Ω).

Thus, to finish the proof of the present lemma, it suffices to show that BMOr(Ω) ⊂ BMO(Ω)

and, for any f ∈ BMOr(Ω),

(2.2) ‖ f ‖BMO(Ω) . ‖ f ‖BMOr(Ω).

Let f ∈ BMOr(Ω). Then there exists f̃ ∈ BMO(Rn) such that f̃ |Ω = f and ‖ f̃ ‖BMO(Rn) ∼

‖ f ‖BMOr(Ω).

Now, we prove that f ∈ BMO(Ω) and (2.2) holds. Let B := B(x0, r0) ⊂ Rn with x0 ∈ Ω and

r0 ∈ (0, diam (Ω)). By the geometrical property of Lipschitz domains (see, for instance, [33, p. 4]),

we have |B ∩Ω| ∼ |B|, which further implies that

?
B∩Ω

| f (y) − ( f )B∩Ω| dy .

?
B

∣∣∣∣ f̃ (y) −
(

f̃
)

B∩Ω

∣∣∣∣ dy(2.3)

.

?
B

∣∣∣∣ f̃ (y) −
(

f̃
)

B

∣∣∣∣ dy +

?
B∩Ω

∣∣∣∣ f̃ (y) −
(

f̃
)

B

∣∣∣∣ dy

.

?
B

∣∣∣∣ f̃ (y) −
(

f̃
)

B

∣∣∣∣ dy .
∥∥∥∥ f̃

∥∥∥∥
BMO(Rn)

∼ ‖ f ‖BMOr(Ω).

Therefore, from (2.3), it follows that f ∈ BMO(Ω) and (2.2) holds. This finishes the proof of

Lemma 2.2. �

Using [13, Theorem A.8] on the atomic characterization of the Hardy space H1
z (Ω), similarly to

the proof of [10, Theorem 2.1] (see also [37, Theorem 4.2]), we obtain the following dual results

between H1
z (Ω) and BMOr(Ω); we omit its proof.

Lemma 2.3. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then the dual space of H1
z (Ω)

is BMOr(Ω).

Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Denote by M(BMO(Ω)) the space of pointwise

multipliers of BMO(Ω), namely the space of all functions g such that f g ∈ BMO(Ω) for any

f ∈ BMO(Ω), endowed with the norm

‖g‖M(BMO(Ω)) := sup{‖ f g‖BMO(Ω) : f ∈ BMO(Ω), ‖ f ‖BMO(Ω) ≤ 1}.

Then the following equivalent characterization for M(BMO(Ω)) is well known (see, for instance,

[31, 38, 39]).

Lemma 2.4. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then

M(BMO(Ω)) = L∞(Ω) ∩ Lσ0(·)(Ω),

where, for any r ∈ (0, diam (Ω)), σ0(r) := (1 + | ln r|)−1.

3 Local solution estimates

In this section, we establish several estimates for local solutions to second-order elliptic equa-

tions (1.1) in the domain Ω.
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Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and the matrix A be the same as in (1.5).

A function u ∈ W
1,2
loc

(Ω) is called a local weak solution to the equation (1.1) if, for any domain O

satisfying O ⊂ Ω and any ϕ ∈ C∞c (O),

(3.1)

∫

O

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx =

∫

O

f (x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx

holds.

Assume that B ⊂ Ω is a ball and u is a local weak solution to the equation (1.1). Then we

consider a weak solution v ∈ W1,2(B) to the Dirichlet problem

(3.2)

{
div(A∇v) = 0 in B,

v = u on ∂B,

where the matrix A is the same as in the problem (1.6). We also point out that, as usual, the

boundary condition in (3.2) is understood in the sense that u − v ∈ W
1,2
0

(B).

For the Dirichlet problem (3.2), we have the following estimate.

Lemma 3.1. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and B ⊂ Ω be a ball. Assume

that u is a local weak solution to the equation (1.1) and v is a weak solution to the problem (3.2).

Then there exists a positive constant C, independent of u, v, f , and B, such that, for any f0 ∈ R
n,?

B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx ≤ C

?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f 0

∣∣∣2 dx.

Proof. Recall that v is a weak solution to the Dirichlet problem (3.2). Choosing u− v ∈ W
1,2
0

(B) as

a test function in (3.1) and using the uniform ellipticity condition (1.5), we have, for any f 0 ∈ R
n,?

B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx ≤ µ−1
0

?
B

A(x)∇(u − v)(x) · ∇(u − v)(x) dx

= µ−1
0

?
B

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇(u − v)(x) dx

= µ−1
0

?
B

[
f (x) − f0

]
· ∇(u − v)(x) dx,

which, combined with Young’s inequality, further implies that, for any given δ ∈ (0, 1),

(3.3)

?
B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx ≤ δ

?
B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx +C(δ)

?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx.

Taking δ := 1
2

in (3.3), we then find that, for any given f0 ∈ R
n,?

B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx .

?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx.

This finishes the proof of Lemma 3.1. �

We also have the following mean oscillation estimate for local solutions of (1.1).

Proposition 3.2. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and δ ∈ (0, 1). Assume

that u is a local weak solution to the equation (1.1), where A is a constant matrix and satisfies

the uniform ellipticity condition (1.5). Then there exist positive constants C depending only on n

and µ0, but independent of δ, and C(n,µ0,δ), depending only on n, µ0, and δ, such that, for any ball

B ⊂ Ω and f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
δB

|∇u(x) − (∇u)δB|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤ Cδ

[?
B

|∇u(x) − (∇u)B|
2 dx

] 1
2

(3.4)

+C(n,µ0,δ)

[?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f 0

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

.
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Proof. Fix a ball B ⊂ Ω. Let v be a weak solution to the Dirichlet problem (3.2). From [29,

Lemma 3.10], it follows that

[?
δB

|∇v(x) − (∇v)δB|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤ Cδ

[?
B

|∇v(x) − (∇v)B|
2 dx

] 1
2

,

where C is a positive constant independent of δ, B, and v. By this and Lemma 3.1, we conclude

that, for any f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
δB

|∇u(x) − (∇u)δB|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤

[?
δB

|∇u(x) − (∇v)δB|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤

[?
δB

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx

] 1
2

+

[?
δB

|∇v(x) − (∇v)δB|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤ Cδ−n/2

[?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

+Cδ

[?
B

|∇v(x) − (∇v)B|
2 dx

] 1
2

≤ Cδ−n/2

[?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

+Cδ

[?
B

|∇u(x) − (∇u)B|
2 dx

] 1
2

+Cδ

[?
B

|∇u(x) − ∇v(x)|2 dx

] 1
2

≤ Cδ

[?
B

|∇u(x) − (∇u)B|
2 dx

] 1
2

+Cδ−n/2

[?
B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

.

Thus, (3.4) holds. This finishes the proof of Proposition 3.2. �

4 Mean oscillation-type decay estimates near the boundary

In this section, we establish mean oscillation-type decay estimates of the gradient of the solution

to the problem (1.6) or (1.8) near the boundary of Ω. To achieve this, we need to prove a Gehring

type estimate for the gradient of solutions to the problem (1.6) or (1.8) near the boundary of Ω and

to use a flattening technique and the pointwise multiplier characterization of the space BMO(Ω).

4.1 A Gehring type estimate near the boundary

In this subsection, we give a Gehring type estimate for the gradient of solutions to the problem

(1.6) or (1.8) near the boundary of Ω and the mean oscillation-type decay estimate for the gradient

of the solution to the problem (1.6) or (1.8) in the interior of Ω.

The following Proposition 4.1 is known to the expert. However, we give its proof in this sub-

section for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 4.1. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that u is a

weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6) with f ∈ L2(Ω;Rn). Then there exists a constant

q0 ∈ (2,∞), depending on n, µ0, A, and Ω, such that, for any given q ∈ (2, q0), any ball B :=

B(x0, r0) ⊂ Rn with x0 ∈ Ω and r0 ∈ (0, diam (Ω)), and any f0 ∈ R
n,

(4.1)

?
B

|∇u(x)|q dx ≤ C

[(?
2B

|∇u(x)| dx

)q

+

?
2B

| f (x) − f0|
q dx

]

when 2B ⊂ Ω, and

(4.2)

?
B∩Ω

|∇u(x)|q dx ≤ C

[(?
2B∩Ω

|∇u(x)| dx

)q

+

?
2B∩Ω

| f (x)|q dx

]
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when 2B∩∂Ω , ∅, where C is a positive constant depending only on n, µ0, and Ω, but independent

of B, u, and f .

Proof. Let B := B(x0, r0) be the same as the present proposition and η ∈ C∞c (Rn) satisfy that

0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η ≡ 1 on B, supp (η) ⊂ 3
2

B, and |∇η| . r−1
0

. We first assume that 2B ⊂ Ω. In this case,

taking η2[u − (u)2B] as a test function, we obtain that, for any f 0 ∈ R
n,

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇
(
η2 [u − (u)2B]

)
(x) dx =

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇
(
η2 [u − (u)2B]

)
(x) dx

=

∫

Ω

[ f (x) − f0] · ∇
(
η2 [u − (u)2B]

)
(x) dx,

which further implies that
∫

Ω

[
η(x)

]2
A(x)∇u(x) · ∇u(x) dx = −

∫

Ω

2η(x) [u(x) − (u)2B] A(x)∇u(x) · ∇η(x) dx

+

∫

Ω

[
η(x)

]2 [ f (x) − f0] · ∇u(x) dx

+

∫

Ω

2η(x) [u(x) − (u)2B] [ f (x) − f 0] · ∇η(x) dx.

From this, the uniform ellipticity condition (1.5), and Young’s inequality, it follows that, for any

given ε ∈ (0, 1),?
2B

|∇u(x)|2[η(x)]2 dx ≤ µ−1
0

?
2B

[η(x)]2A(x)∇u(x) · ∇u(x) dx(4.3)

≤ ε

?
2B

|∇u(x)|2[η(x)]2 dx +C(ε)

?
2B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f 0

∣∣∣2 [η(x)]2 dx

+C(ε)r
−2
0

?
2B

|u(x) − (u)2B|
2 dx.

Take ε := 1/2 in (4.3). Then, by (4.3), the assumption that η ≡ 1 on B, and the Sobolev–Poincaré

inequality (see, for instance, [6, Theorem 1.1]), we further deduce that

[?
B

|∇u(x)|2 dx

] 1
2

.

[?
2B

|∇u(x)|
2n

n+2 dx

] n+2
2n

+

[?
2B

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

.(4.4)

Using (4.4) and a version of Gehring’s lemma as in [30], we conclude that there exists an exponent

q0 ∈ (2,∞) such that, for any given q ∈ (2, q0), the estimate (4.1) holds.

Next, assume that 2B ∩ ∂Ω , ∅. In this case, taking η2[u − (u)2B∩Ω] as a test function, we then

have
∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇
(
η2 [u − (u)2B∩Ω]

)
(x) dx =

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇
(
η2 [u − (u)2B∩Ω]

)
(x) dx.(4.5)

Using (4.5) and repeating the proof of (4.4), we conclude that (4.2) also holds in this case. This

finishes the proof of Proposition 4.1. �

Proposition 4.2. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that u is the

weak solution to the Dirichlet problem (1.8) with f ∈ L2(Ω;Rn). Then there exists a constant

q0 ∈ (2,∞), depending on n, µ0, A, and Ω, such that, for any given q ∈ (2, q0), any ball B :=

B(x0, r0) ⊂ Rn with x0 ∈ Ω and r0 ∈ (0, diam (Ω)), and any f0 ∈ R
n,

(4.6)

?
B∩Ω

|∇u(x)|q dx ≤ C

[(?
2B∩Ω

|∇u(x)| dx

)q

+

?
2B∩Ω

∣∣∣ f (x) − f0

∣∣∣q dx

]
,

where C is a positive constant depending only on n, µ0, and Ω, but independent of B, u, and f .
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Proof. Since u is the weak solution of the Dirichlet problem (1.8), it follows that, for any ϕ ∈

C∞c (Ω) and any f0 ∈ R
n, (1.9) holds. Using (1.9), similarly to the proof of Proposition 4.1, we

obtain (4.6); we omit the details. �

We also have the following interior mean oscillation-type decay estimate for the weak solution

to the problems (1.6) and (1.8).

Proposition 4.3. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that the matrix

A and the function σ satisfy Assumption (A&Ω)(a). Assume further that θ ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ L2(Ω;Rn),

and u ∈ W1,2(Ω) is the weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6) or the Dirichlet problem (1.8).

Then there exists a constant q ∈ (2,∞) such that, for any ball B := B(x, r) satisfying 2B ⊂ Ω and

r ∈ (0,R0) with R0 ∈ (0,∞) being the same as in Assumption (A&Ω)(a) and for any f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
θB

|∇u(y) − (∇u)θB|
2 dy

] 1
2

(4.7)

≤ C(n,µ0,θ)σ(r)

?
2B

|∇u(y)| dy +C(n,µ0,θ,R0)

[?
2B

∣∣∣ f (y) − f0

∣∣∣q dy

] 1
q

+Cθ

[?
2B

|∇u(y) − (∇u)2B|
2 dy

] 1
2

,

where C(n,µ0,θ) is a positive constant depending on n, µ0, and θ, C(n,µ0,θ,R0) is a positive constant

depending on n, µ0, θ, and R0, and C is a positive constant independent of u, f , B, and θ.

Proof. Let A0 := (A)B. Since u is the weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6) or the Dirichlet

problem (1.8), it follows that

(4.8) div(A0∇u) = div((A0 − A)∇u + f ) in Ω.

Then, by (4.8) and (3.4), there exist a positive constant C, independent of θ, B, u, and f , and a

positive constant C(n,µ0,θ), depending only on n, µ0, and θ, such that, for any f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
θB

|∇u(y) − (∇u)θB|
2 dy

] 1
2

≤ Cθ

[?
B

|∇u(y) − (∇u)B|
2 dy

] 1
2

(4.9)

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
B

|A0∇u(y) − A(y)∇u(y)|2 dy

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
B

∣∣∣ f (y) − f0

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

.

Moreover, from (4.1), Assumption (A&Ω)(a), Lemma 2.1, and Hölder’s inequality, we deduce that

there exist constants q ∈ (2,∞) and C ∈ (0,∞) such that

[?
B

|A0∇u(y) − A(y)∇u(y)|2 dy

] 1
2

≤

[?
B

|A0 − A(y)|2(
q
2 )′ dy

] 1

2(
q
2

)′
[?

B

|∇u(y)|q dy

] 1
q

≤ Cσ(r)



?
2B

|∇u(y)| dy +

[?
2B

∣∣∣ f (y) − f 0

∣∣∣q dy

] 1
q

 ,

which, together with (4.9) and Assumption (A&Ω)(a), further implies that (4.7) holds. This fin-

ishes the proof of Proposition 4.3. �
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4.2 Change of coordinates

In this subsection, we recall some necessary results on the change of coordinates for Lipschitz

domains (see, for instance, [5, Section 4.2], [7, Section 5.1], and [22, p. 50]).

Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. By the definition of Lipschitz domains,

there exists a constant R1 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on Ω, such that, for any x ∈ ∂Ω and r ∈ (0,R1],

B(x, r)∩ ∂Ω is a part of some Lipschitz graph. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the

origin 0 ∈ ∂Ω and there exists a Lipschitz map ψ : Rn−1 → R such that

(4.10) ∂Ω ∩ B(0,R1) =
{
(x′, ψ(x′)) ∈ Rn : (x′, 0) ∈ B(0,R1)

}

and

Ω ∩ B(0,R1) =
{
(x′, xn) ∈ B(0,R1) : xn > ψ(x′)

}
.

Then the map Ψ : Ω ∩ B(0,R1) → B+(0,R1) is defined by setting, for any x := (x′, xn) ∈

Ω ∩ B(0,R1),

Ψ(x) := (x′, xn − ψ(x′)).

Here and thereafter, B+(0,R1) := {y := (y′, yn) ∈ B(0,R1) : yn > 0}. It is easy to see that

Ψ (∂Ω ∩ B(0,R1)) ⊂
{
(y′, yn) ∈ Rn : yn = 0

}

and Ψ(0) = 0. The function Ψ : Ω ∩ B(0,R1) → Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)) is invertible, with a Lipschitz

continuous inverse

Ψ−1 : Ψ
(
Ω ∩ B(0,R1)

)
→ Ω ∩ B(0,R1).

Furthermore, the map J : Ω ∩ B(0,R1)→ Rn×n is defined by setting, for any x ∈ Ω ∩ B(0,R1),

(4.11) J(x) := ∇Ψ(x).

Thus, for any x := (x′, xn) ∈ Ω ∩ B(0,R1),

J(x) =

(
In−1 0

−∇ψ(x′) 1

)
=



1 0 0 · · · 0

0 1 0 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 1 0

−ψx1
(x′) −ψx2

(x′) · · · −ψxn−1
(x′) 1



.

Here and thereafter, In−1 denotes the (n − 1) × (n − 1) unit matrix. Next we define the map

J−1 : Ψ
(
Ω ∩ B(0,R1)

)
→ Rn×n

by setting, for any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)),

J−1(y) := ∇(Ψ−1(y)).

Therefore, for any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)), J−1(y) = (∇Ψ)−1(Ψ−1(y)).

Remark 4.4. By the definitions of J and J−1, we have

(i) For any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)), J−1(y)J(Ψ−1(y)) = In, where In denotes the n × n unit matrix.

(ii) For any x ∈ Ω ∩ B(0,R1), det J(x) = 1 and, for any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)), det J−1(y) = 1.

(iii) |Ψ(E)| = |E| for any measurable set E ⊂ Ω∩B(0,R1), and |Ψ−1(E)| = |E| for any measurable

set E ⊂ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)).
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Furthermore, since bothΨ andΨ−1 are Lipschitz continuous, it follows that there exist constants

(4.12) 0 < λ ≤ 1 ≤ Λ

such that, for any r ∈ (0,R1],

(4.13) B+(0, λr) ⊂ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0, r)) ⊂ B+(0,Λr)

and, for any r ∈ (0,∞) satisfying B+(0, r) ⊂ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)),

(4.14) Ω ∩ B
(
0,Λ−1r

)
⊂ Ψ−1(B(0, r)) ⊂ Ω ∩ B

(
0, λ−1r

)
.

For any given (vector-valued or matrix-valued) function f on Ω ∩ B(0,R1), define the function

f̃ on Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)) by setting, for any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)),

(4.15) f̃ (y) := f
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
.

If f is differentiable, then, for any y ∈ Ψ(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)),

∇y f̃ (y) = ∇x f
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
J−1(y)

and, for any x ∈ Ω ∩ B(0,R1),

∇x f (x) = ∇y f̃ (Ψ(x)) J(x),

where ∇x and ∇y, respectively, denote the gradient with respect to the variables x and y. By the

boundedness of J, we conclude that, if y = Ψ(x), then

|∇x f (x)| ∼
∣∣∣∣∇y f̃ (y)

∣∣∣∣

with the positive equivalence constants depending only on the Lipschitz constants of Ψ and Ψ−1.

Furthermore, recall that the function u is called a weak solution to the Neumann problem

(4.16)



div(A∇u) = div f in Ω ∩ B(0,R1),
∂u

∂ν
= f · ν on ∂Ω ∩ B(0,R1)

if ∫

Ω∩B(0,R1)

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx =

∫

Ω∩B(0,R1)

f (x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx

holds for any ϕ ∈ C∞(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)) with ϕ = 0 on Ω ∩ ∂B(0,R1).

Now, we show that, if u is a weak solution of (4.16), then the function ũ, defined via replacing

f by u in (4.15), is a weak solution of a similar Neumann problem. Indeed, since det J−1 = 1, it

follows that, for any ϕ ∈ C∞(Ω ∩ B(0,R1)) with ϕ = 0 on Ω ∩ ∂B(0,R1),

∫

Ω∩B(0,R1)

A(x)∇xu(x) · ∇xϕ(x) dx(4.17)

=

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

A
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
∇xu

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
· ∇xϕ

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
det J−1(y) dy

=

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

A
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
∇yũ(y)J

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
· ∇yϕ̃(y)J

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
dy

=

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

J
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
A

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
Jt

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
∇yũ(y) · ∇yϕ̃(y) dy,
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where ϕ̃ is defined by replacing f with ϕ in (4.15). Similarly to (4.17), we also obtain

∫

Ω∩B(0,R1)

f (x) · ∇xϕ(x) dx =

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

f̃ (y)Jt
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
· ∇yϕ̃(y) dy,

where f̃ is defined by replacing f with f in (4.15), which, combined with (4.17), further implies

that

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

J
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
A

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
Jt

(
Ψ−1(y)

)
∇yũ(y) · ∇yϕ̃(y) dy(4.18)

=

∫

Ψ(Ω∩B(0,R1))

f̃ (y)Jt
(
Ψ−1(y)

)
· ∇yϕ̃(y) dy.

Therefore, by (4.18), we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Let R1 ∈ (0,∞) be the same as in (4.10) and let u be a weak solution of (4.16). Then

ũ is a weak solution of the Neumann problem



divy

(
A

J̃
∇yũ

)
= div

(
f̃ J̃t

)
in B+(0, λR1),

∂ũ

∂ν
= f̃ J̃t · ν on {yn = 0} ∩ B(0, λR1),

where, for any y ∈ B+(0, λR1), A
J̃
(y) := J(Ψ−1(y))A(Ψ−1(y))Jt(Ψ−1(y)) and J̃t(y) := Jt(Ψ−1(y)).

For any given s ∈ (0, λR1), define the matrix Js ∈ R
n×n by setting

(4.19) Js := (J)Ω∩B(0,s).

Based on (4.13) and (4.14), we choose the constant Λ in (4.12) large enough such that JsB(0, s) ⊂

B(0,ΛR1) for any given s ∈ (0, λR1). For any constant-valued matrix T ∈ Rn×n, let

HT := {x ∈ Rn : (Tx)n > 0}.

For any given function u on Ω, define u : HJs
∩ B(0, λ

Λ
R1) → R by setting, for any z ∈ HJs

∩

B(0, λ
Λ

R1),

(4.20) u(z) := ũ (Jsz) .

Therefore, for any z ∈ HJs
∩ B(0, λ

Λ
R1),

∇zu(z) = ∇yũ (Jsz) Js.

By the definitions of J and Js, for any given z := (z′, zn) ∈ Rn,

(Jsz)n ≥ 0 if and only if zn ≥ (∇ψ)Ω∩B(0,s) · z
′.

Furthermore, for any vector-valued (or matrix-valued) function f on Ω ∩ B(0,R1), define the

function f : HJs
∩ B(0, λ

Λ
R1)→ Rn by setting, for any z ∈ HJs

∩ B(0, λ
Λ

R1),

(4.21) f (z) := f̃ (Jsz) .

Then, as in Lemma 4.5, we obtain the following result.
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Lemma 4.6. Let R1 ∈ (0,∞) be the same as in (4.10) and u be a weak solution of (4.16). Then u,

defined as in (4.20), is a weak solution of the Neumann problem

(4.22)



divz

(
A

J−1
s J
∇zu

)
= div

(
f Jt

(
J−1

s

)t
)

in HJs
∩ B

(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
,

∂u

∂ν
= f Jt

(
J−1

s

)t
· ν on {(Jsz)n = 0} ∩ B

(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
,

where, for any z ∈ HJs
∩ B(0, λ

Λ
R1), J(z) is defined as in (4.21) with J in place of f and A

J−1
s J

(z) :=

J−1
s J(z)A(z)Jt(z)(J−1

s )t.

Let A0 ∈ R
n×n be a constant-valued matrix satisfying the uniform ellipticity condition (1.5).

Assume that s ∈ (0,R1), F ∈ L2(B(0,R1);Rn), and w is a weak solution of the Neumann problem

(4.23)



divz (A0∇zw) = div (F) in HJs
∩ B

(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
,

∂w

∂ν
= F · ν on {(Jsz)n = 0} ∩ B

(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
.

Then, by an argument similar to that used in the proof of [24, Proposition 3.2] and a change of

variables, we obtain the following lemma for the Neumann problem (4.23); we omit its proof.

Lemma 4.7. Let R1 ∈ (0,∞) be the same as in (4.10) and w be a weak solution of (4.23). Then,

for any given s ∈ (0, λR1), any r ∈ (0, λR1/Λ), δ ∈ (0, 1), and F0 ∈ R
n,

[?
B(0,δr)∩HJs

∣∣∣∇w(z) − (∇w)Dδr

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

≤ Cδ

[?
B(0,r)∩HJs

∣∣∣∇w(z) − (∇w)Dr

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,δ)

[?
B(0,r)∩HJs

|F(z) − F0|
2 dz

] 1
2

,

where Dr := B(0, r) ∩ HJs
, (∇w)Dr

:= ((wz1
)Dr
, . . . , (wzn

)Dr
), C is a positive constant independent

of δ, s, r, w, and F, and C(n,µ0,δ) is a positive constant depending only on δ, µ0, and n.

Let A0 ∈ R
n×n, s ∈ (0,R1), and F ∈ L2(B(0,R1);Rn) be the same as in (4.23). Assume that v is

a weak solution of the Dirichlet problem

(4.24)


divz (A0∇zv) = div (F) in HJs

∩ B
(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
,

v = 0 on {(Jsz)n = 0} ∩ B
(
0, λ
Λ

R1

)
.

By applying an argument similar to that used in the proof of [18, Lemma 2.8] and a change of

variables, we also obtain the following lemma for the Dirichlet problem (4.24); we omit its proof.

Lemma 4.8. Let R1 ∈ (0,∞) be the same as in (4.10) and let v be a weak solution of the Dirichlet

problem (4.24). Then, for any given s ∈ (0, λR1), any r ∈ (0, λR1/Λ), δ ∈ (0, 1), and F0 ∈ R
n,

[?
δB(0,r)∩HJs

|∇v(z) − VδrJs|
2 dz

] 1
2

≤ Cδ

[?
B(0,r)∩HJs

|∇v(z) − VrJs|
2 dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,δ)

[?
B(0,r)∩HJs

|F(z) − F0|
2 dz

] 1
2

,

where Vr := (0, . . . , 0, (vzn
)Dr

) with Dr := B(0, r) ∩ HJs
, Js is the same as in (4.19), C is a positive

constant independent of δ, s, r, v, and F, and C(n,µ0,δ) is a positive constant depending only on δ,

µ0, and n.
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4.3 Decay estimate near the boundary

In this subsection, we prove the mean oscillation-type decay estimate of the gradient of the

solution to the problem (1.6) or (1.8) near the boundary of Ω, which plays a key role in the proof

of Theorem 1.5.

Theorem 4.9. Let n ≥ 2, Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of Rn, and x ∈ ∂Ω, and let R2 :=

min{R0,R1}, where R0 is the same as in Assumption (A&Ω) and R1 the same as in (4.10). Assume

that the matrix A and the domain Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω). Assume further that θ ∈ (0, 1),

f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn), and u is the weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6). Then there exist

constants C ∈ (0,∞) and q ∈ (2,∞), independent of θ, such that, for any given s ∈ (0,R2],

[?
Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(4.25)

≤ Cθ

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B(x,s)

|∇u(y)| dy

+C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

| f (y)|q dy

] 1
q

+C(n,µ0,θ)‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn),

where (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s) := ((ux1
)Ω∩B(x,s), . . . , (uxn

)Ω∩B(x,r)), the function σ is the same as in Assumption

(A&Ω), and C(n,µ0,θ) is a positive constant depending on n, µ0, and θ.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x := 0 and, for simplicity, we denote

the ball B(0, r) by Br throughout this proof. Assume that q ∈ (2, q0), where q0 is the exponent

appearing in Proposition 4.1. Let ψ be the same as in (4.10) and σ the same as in Assumption

(A&Ω). By the assumption that Ω satisfies Assumption (A&Ω), we see that ψ ∈ W1Lσ(·), which,

combined with Lemma 2.1, implies that there exists a positive constant C such that

(4.26) sup
r∈(0,R0)

1

σ(r)

[?
Ω∩Br

|J(x) − (J)Ω∩Br
|2(

q

2
)′ dx

] 1

2(
q
2

)′

≤ C,

where J is the same as in (4.11).

Let θ ∈ (0, 1) and s ∈ (0,R2]. From (4.22), we deduce that u, defined as in (4.20), is a weak

solution of the Neumann problem

(4.27)



divz (A0∇zu) = div
(
A0∇zu − A

J−1
s J
∇zu + f

)
in HJs

∩ B λ
Λ

R2
,

∂u

∂ν
= f · ν on {(Jsz)n = 0} ∩ B λ

Λ
R2
,

where A0 := (A)Ω∩Bs
and f := f Jt(J−1

s )t. Let Ds := HJs
∩ Bs, θDs := HJs

∩ Bθs, and Js be the

same as in (4.19). Then, by (4.22), (4.23), and Lemma 4.7, we conclude that there exists a positive

constant C independent of θ such that, for any f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)θDs

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

(4.28)

≤ Cθ

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)Ds

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣ f (z) − f0

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣A0∇u(z) − A
J−1

s J
(z)∇u(z)

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

,
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where (∇u)Ds
:= ((uz1

)Ds
, . . . , (uzn

)Ds
) and C(n,µ0,θ) is a positive constant depending only on n, µ0,

and θ.

Fix r such that Λ
λ

r = θs. From (4.13) and (4.12), it follows that

J−1
s Ψ(Ω ∩ Br) ⊂ J−1

s B+Λr = HJs
∩ BΛr ⊂ HJs

∩ BΛ
λ

r = HJs
∩ Bθs = θDs,

which, together with the fact that det (∇Ψ−1(J)s) = det (∇Ψ−1) det (Js) = 1, a change of variables,

and (4.28), further implies that

[?
Ω∩Br

∣∣∣∇u(x) − (∇u)Ω∩Br

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

(4.29)

≤ 2

[?
Ω∩Br

∣∣∣∇u(x) − (∇u)θDs

∣∣∣2 dx

] 1
2

= 2

[?
(Js)−1Ψ(Ω∩Br)

∣∣∣∣∇u
(
Ψ−1 (Jsz)

)
− (∇u)θDs

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ 2

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)θDs

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

+ 2

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∣∇u(z) − ∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ 2

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∣∇u(z) − ∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

+Cθ

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)Ds

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣ f (z) − f0

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣A0∇u(z) − A
J−1

s J
(z)∇u(z)

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

.

Next, we estimate each term on the right-hand side of (4.29). Observe that

(4.30) ∇zu(z) = (∇xu)
(
Ψ−1 (Jsz)

)
J−1 (Jsz) Js,

J−1 (Jsz) J
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
= In,

and

(4.31) Ψ−1(JsDs) = Ψ
−1 (

Js

(
HJs
∩ Bs

))
= Ψ−1 (

B+s
)
⊂ Ω ∩ B s

λ
⊂ Ω ∩ BΛ

λ
s.

These, combined with (4.2), (4.26), Hölder’s inequality, and the facts that Js and J−1 are bounded,

further imply that there exists a positive constant C such that

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∣∇u(z) − ∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

(4.32)

≤ C

[?
θDs

∣∣∣∣J
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
− Js

∣∣∣∣
2 ∣∣∣∣∇u

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ C

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣J
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
− Js

∣∣∣∣
2(

q

2
)′

dz

] 1

2(
q
2

)′
[?

Ds

∣∣∣∣∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
q

dz

] 1
q

≤ Cσ(s)



?
Ω∩BΛ

λ
s

|∇u(z)|q dx



1
q

≤ Cσ(s)

?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

|∇u(x)| dx +Cσ(s)



?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

| f (x)|q dx



1
q

.
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Similarly, there exists a positive constant C such that

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)Ds

∣∣∣2 dz

] 1
2

(4.33)

≤ 2

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣∣∇u(z) − (∇u)Ω∩BΛ
λ

s

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ 2

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣∇u(z) − ∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

+ 2

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣∣∇u
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
− (∇u)Ω∩BΛ

λ
s

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ C



?
Ω∩BΛ

λ
s

∣∣∣∣∣∇u(x) − (∇u)Ω∩BΛ
λ

s

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dx



1
2

+Cσ(s)



?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

| f (x)|q dx



1
q

+Cσ(s)

?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

|∇u(x)| dx.

By the definition of f in (4.27), (4.26), Assumption (A&Ω)(a), the boundedness of J, J−1, and Js,

and Lemma 2.4, we obtain that

inf
f 0∈R

n

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣ f (z) − f0

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

.

∥∥∥∥ f Jt

∥∥∥∥
BMO(DR2

;Rn)
.

∥∥∥∥ f
∥∥∥∥

BMO(DR2
;Rn)
. ‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn) .(4.34)

Furthermore, observe that, for any n × n matrix D,E,F,H,

FEFt −HDHt = F(E − D)Ft + (F −H)DFt +HD(Ft −Ht).

From this, (4.2), (4.30), (4.31), Lemma 2.1, Hölder’s inequality, and Assumption (A&Ω)(a), we

deduce that there exists a positive constant C such that

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣A0∇u(z) − A
J−1

s J
∇u(z)

∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

(4.35)

=

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣∣
(
A0 − J−1

s J
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
A

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
Jt

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

) (
J−1

s

)t
)
∇u(z)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dz

] 1
2

≤ C

[?
Ds

|∇u(z)|q dz

] 1
q

×

[?
Ds

∣∣∣∣JsA0Jt
s − J

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
A

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
Jt

(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2(

q

2
)′

dz

] 1

2(
q
2

)′

≤ C

[?
Ds

|∇u(z)|q dz

] 1
q
[?

Ds

∣∣∣∣J
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)
− Js

∣∣∣∣
2(

q

2
)′

dz

] 1

2(
q
2

)′

+C

[?
Ds

|∇u(z)|q dz

] 1
q
[?

Ds

∣∣∣∣A0 − A
(
Ψ−1(Jsz)

)∣∣∣∣
2(

q

2
)′

dz

] 1

2(
q
2

)′

≤ Cσ(s)



?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

|∇u(x)| dx +



?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

| f (x)|q dx



1
q


.
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Combining (4.29), (4.32), (4.33), (4.34), and (4.35), we conclude that there exists a positive con-

stant C independent of θ such that



?
Ω∩B λ

Λ
θs

∣∣∣∣∣∇u(x) − (∇u)Ω∩BΛ
λ
θs

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dx



1
2

(4.36)

≤ C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

|∇u(x)| dx +C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)



?
Ω∩B

2Λ
λ

s

| f (x)|q dx



1
q

+C(n,µ0,θ)‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn) +Cθ



?
Ω∩BΛ

λ
s

∣∣∣∣∣∇u(x) − (∇u)Ω∩BΛ
λ

s

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dx



1
2

.

Therefore, the estimate (4.25) follows from (4.36) by redefining the parameter θ. This finishes the

proof of Theorem 4.9. �

Using the interior estimate (3.4), Proposition 4.2, Lemma 4.8, and an argument similar to that

used in the proof of Theorem 4.9, we obtain the following decay estimate at the boundary for the

gradient of the solution u to the Dirichlet problem (1.8); we omit its proof.

Theorem 4.10. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of Rn. Assume that 0 ∈ ∂Ω. Let

R2 := min{R0,R1}, where R0 is the same as in Assumption (A&Ω) and R1 the same as in (4.10).

Assume that the matrix A and the domain Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω), and local coordinates in

Ω ∩ B(0,R1) are the same as in Subsection 4.2. Assume further that θ ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn),

and u is the weak solution to the Dirichlet problem (1.8). Then there exist constants C ∈ (0,∞)

and q ∈ (2,∞), independent of θ, such that, for any given s ∈ (0,R2] and any f0 ∈ R
n,

[?
Ω∩B(0,θs)

|∇u(y) − Uθs|
2 dy

] 1
2

≤ Cθ

[?
Ω∩B(0,s)

|∇u(y) − Us|
2 dy

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B(0,s)

|∇u(y)| dy

+C(n,µ0,θ,R2)

[?
Ω∩B(0,s)

| f (y) − f0|
q dy

] 1
q

,

where Us := (0, . . . , 0, (uxn
)Ω∩B(0,s)), the function σ is the same as in Assumption (A&Ω), C(n,µ0,θ) is

a positive constant depending only on n, µ0, and θ, and C(n,µ0,θ,R2) is a positive constant depending

only on n, µ0, θ, and R2.

5 Proofs of Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.8

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.8 by using Theorems 4.9 and 4.10,

Proposition 4.3, and Lemma 2.2.

Theorem 5.1. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that the matrix A

and the domain Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω), f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn), and u is the weak solution to the

Neumann problem (1.6). Then there exists a constant R3 ∈ (0, 1), depending on n, µ0, the function

σ as in Assumption (A&Ω), and diam (Ω), such that, for any x ∈ ∂Ω and R ∈ (0,R3],

(5.1) sup
s∈(0,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

≤ C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn),

where C is a positive constant independent of f , u, and x.
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To show Theorem 5.1, we need the following well-known lemma (see, for instance, [5, Lemma

5.2]).

Lemma 5.2. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that q ∈ [1,∞),

f ∈ Lq(Ω), and R ∈ (0, diam (Ω)] be a given constant. Then there exists a positive constant C,

depending only on n, q, and the Lipschitz constant of Ω, such that, for any x ∈ Ω and r ∈ (0,R],

?
Ω∩B(x,r)

| f (y)| dy ≤ C ln

(
R

r

)
sup
ρ∈(r,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣ f (y) − ( f )Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣q dy

] 1
q

+C(| f |)Ω∩B(x,R).

Now, we prove Theorem 5.1 by using Proposition 4.1, Theorem 4.9, and Lemma 5.2.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let x ∈ ∂Ω and θ ∈ (0, 1) be determined later. Assume that R2 ∈ (0,∞) is

the same as in Theorem 4.9. By Theorem 4.9, there exists a positive constant C3, independent of

x, u, f , and θ, such that, for any s ∈ (0,R2],

[?
Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(5.2)

≤ C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B(x,s)

|∇u(y)| dy +C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

| f (y)|q dy

] 1
q

+C(n,µ0,θ)‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn) +C3θ

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

,

where C(n,µ0,θ) is a positive constant depending on n, µ0, and θ and q ∈ (2,∞) is the same as in

Theorem 4.9.

Take θ ∈ (0, 1) such that

C3θ ≤ 1/2.(5.3)

From Lemma 2.1, it follows that, for any s ∈ (0,R2],

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

| f (y)|q dy

] 1
q

≤

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣ f (y) − ( f )Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣q dy

] 1
q

+

?
Ω∩B(x,s)

| f (y)| dy(5.4)

. ‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn) +

?
Ω∩B(x,s)

| f (y)| dy.

Moreover, by Lemma 5.2, there exists a positive constant C4 such that, for any given g ∈ L2(Ω),

any R ∈ (0,min{R2, diam (Ω), 1}], and s ∈ (0,R),

?
Ω∩B(x,s)

|g(y)| dy ≤ C4 ln

(
1

s

)
sup
ρ∈(s,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣g(y) − (g)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C4(|g|)Ω∩B(x,R),

which, combined with (5.2) and (5.4), further implies that, for any R ∈ (0,min{R2, diam (Ω), 1}]

and s ∈ (0,R),

[?
Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(5.5)

≤ C4C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s) ln

(
1

s

)
sup
ρ∈(s,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C4C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B(x,R)

|∇u(y)| dy +C(n,µ0,θ)‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn)
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+C4C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s) ln

(
1

s

)
sup
ρ∈(s,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣ f (y) − ( f )Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s)

?
Ω∩B(x,R)

| f (y)| dy +C3θ

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

.

From (i) of Assumption (A&Ω)(a), we deduce that there exists a positive constant R̃ ∈ (0, 1),

depending on n, µ0, θ, and the function σ, such that

sup
s∈(0,R̃)

C4C(n,µ0,θ)σ(s) ln

(
1

s

)
≤

1

4
.(5.6)

Let R3 := min{R2, R̃, diam (Ω)}. By (5.3), (5.5), (5.6), and Lemma 2.2, for any given R ∈ (0,R3]

and s ∈ (0,R),

[?
Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,θs)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

≤
3

4
sup
ρ∈(s,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C

?
Ω∩B(x,R)

|∇u(y)| dy +C

?
Ω∩B(x,R)

| f (y)| dy +C‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn)

≤
3

4
sup
ρ∈(s,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C

?
Ω∩B(x,R)

|∇u(y)| dy +C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn),

which, together with Hölder’s inequality and Remark 1.3(i), further implies that, for any given

ε ∈ (0, θR/2),

sup
s∈(ε, θR

2
)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(5.7)

≤
3

4
sup

ρ∈( εθ ,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).

Moreover, from Remark 1.3(i), it follows that

sup
s∈( θR

2
,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(5.8)

≤ C sup
s∈( θR

2
,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

|∇u(y)|2 dy

] 1
2

≤ C

[?
Ω∩B(x,R)

|∇u(y)|2 dy

] 1
2

≤ C‖ f‖L2(Ω;Rn).

Then, by (5.7) and (5.8), for any given ε ∈ (0, θR/2),

sup
s∈(ε,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

≤
3

4
sup

ρ∈( ε
θ
,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,ρ)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn),
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which further implies that, for any given ε ∈ (0, θR/2),

sup
s∈(ε,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

. ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).(5.9)

Then letting ε → 0 in (5.9), we conclude that (5.1) holds. This finishes the proof of Theorem

5.1. �

Applying Theorem 4.10 and an argument similar to that used in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we

obtain the following estimate for the Dirichlet problem (1.8); we omit its proof.

Theorem 5.3. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that the matrix A

and the domain Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω), f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn), and u is the weak solution to the

Dirichlet problem (1.8). Then there exists a constant R4 ∈ (0, 1), depending on n, µ0, the function

σ in Assumption (A&Ω), and diam (Ω), such that, for any x ∈ ∂Ω and R ∈ (0,R4],

sup
s∈(0,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

≤ C‖ f‖BMOr(Ω;Rn),

where C is a positive constant independent of f , u, and x.

Applying Proposition 4.3, Lemma 5.2, and an argument similar to that used in the proof of

Theorem 5.1, we obtain the following proposition; we omit the proof.

Proposition 5.4. Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Assume that the matrix

A and the domain Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω), f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn), and u is the weak solution to

the Neumann problem (1.6) or the Dirichlet problem (1.8). Then there exist positive constants δ0,

R5 ∈ (0, 1), depending on n, µ0, the function σ in Assumption (A&Ω), and diam (Ω), such that, for

any given R ∈ (0,R5] and any x ∈ Ω and r ∈ (0,R) satisfying B(x, 2r) ⊂ Ω,

[?
B(x,δ0r)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)B(x,δ0r)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

(5.10)

≤
1

2
sup

s∈(0,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) < ∞,

where C is a positive constant independent of f , u, and x.

Now, we show Theorem 1.5 by using Lemma 2.3, Theorems 5.1 and 5.3, and Proposition 5.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We only give the proof of (1.10) in the case of the Neumann problem be-

cause the proof in the case of the Dirichlet problem is similar. Let f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn), u be the

weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6), and R := min{R3,R5}, where R3 is the same as in

Theorem 5.1 and R5 the same as in Proposition 5.4. Without loss of generality, we may assume

that
∫
Ω

u dx = 0. Take c0 ∈ (0, δ0/16), where δ0 is the same as in Proposition 5.4.

From Hölder’s inequality, Remark 1.3, and the definition of ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn), we deduce that

sup
x∈Ω

sup
r∈[c0R,diam (Ω))

[?
Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣2 dy

]1/2

(5.11)

.

[∫

Ω

|∇u(y)|2 dy

]1/2

. ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).
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Now, assume that x ∈ Ω and r ∈ (0, c0R). If B(x, 2
δ0

r) ∩ ∂Ω , ∅, then there exists x0 ∈ ∂Ω such

that B(x, r) ⊂ B(x0,
8
δ0

r). By the assumptions c0 <
δ0

16
and r ∈ (0, c0R), we have 8

δ0
r < R

2
. Then,

from (5.1), it follows that, when B(x, 2
δ0

r) ∩ ∂Ω , ∅,

[?
Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣2 dy

]1/2

(5.12)

.


?
Ω∩B(x0 ,

8
δ0

r)

∣∣∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x0 ,
8
δ0

r)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dy



1/2

. ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).

On the other hand, if B(x, 2
δ0

r) ⊂ Ω, then, by (5.10),

[?
B(x,r)

|∇u(y) − (∇u)B(x,r)|
2 dy

]1/2

≤
1

2
sup

s∈(0,R)

[?
Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,s)

∣∣∣2 dy

] 1
2

+C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) < ∞,

which, combined with (5.11) and (5.12), further implies that there exists a positive constant C

independent of u and f such that

sup
x∈Ω

sup
r∈(0,diam (Ω))

[?
Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣2 dy

]1/2

≤
1

2
sup
x∈Ω

sup
r∈(0,diam (Ω))

[?
Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣∇u(y) − (∇u)Ω∩B(x,r)

∣∣∣2 dy

]1/2

+C‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) < ∞.

From this and Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, we deduce that ∇u ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn) and (1.10) holds. This

finishes the proof of Theorem 1.5. �

Proof of Corollary 1.8. Here we only give the proof in the case of the Neumann problem because

the proof in the case of the Dirichlet problem is similar.

We first assume that f ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn) ∩ L2(Ω;Rn). Let u ∈ W1,2(Ω) be the weak solution to the

Neumann problem (1.6). Without loss of generality, we may assume that
∫
Ω

u dx = 0. Let v be

the weak solution to the Neumann problem (1.6) with the coefficient matrix At and the right-hand

side g ∈ L∞(Ω;Rn). Here At denotes the transpose of the matrix A. Then

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇v(x) dx =

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇v(x) dx(5.13)

=

∫

Ω

At(x)∇v(x) · ∇u(x) dx =

∫

Ω

g(x) · ∇u(x) dx.

Notice that the matrix A satisfies Assumption (A&Ω) if and only if At satisfies the same Assump-

tion (A&Ω). Therefore, by Theorem 1.5 and the obvious fact that L∞(Ω) ֒→ BMOr(Ω), we have

‖∇v‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) . ‖g‖L∞(Ω;Rn),

which, together with (5.13) and Lemma 2.3, further implies that

‖∇u‖L1(Ω;Rn) = sup
‖g‖L∞(Ω;Rn)≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω

g(x) · ∇u(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣ = sup
‖g‖L∞(Ω;Rn)≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇v(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣(5.14)

. sup
‖g‖L∞(Ω;Rn)≤1

‖ f‖H1
z (Ω;Rn)‖∇v‖BMOr(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖H1

z (Ω;Rn).
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This estimate, combined with the assumption
∫
Ω

u dx = 0 and the Sobolev–Poincaré inequality,

yields that u ∈ W1,1(Ω).

Now, assume that f ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn). Since H1

z (Ω) ∩ L2(Ω) is dense in H1
z (Ω) (see, for instance,

[45, p. 109, Lemma]), it follows that there exists a sequence { fm}
∞
m=1
⊂ H1

z (Ω;Rn) ∩ L2(Ω;Rn)

such that

(5.15) lim
m→∞

‖ fm − f‖H1
z (Ω;Rn) = 0.

For any m ∈ N, let um ∈ W1,2(Ω) be the weak solution of the Neumann problem (1.6) with the

right-hand side fm. Assume also that, for any m ∈ N,
∫
Ω

um dx = 0. By this, (5.14), and (5.15), we

see that {um}
∞
m=1

is a Cauchy sequence in W1,1(Ω). Therefore, there exist a function u ∈ W1,1(Ω)

and a subsequence of {um}
∞
m=1

, still denoted by {um}
∞
m=1

, such that um → u in W1,1(Ω) as m → ∞.

From this, (5.15), and the fact that H1
z (Ω) ֒→ L1(Ω), we further deduce that, for any ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn),

∫

Ω

A(x)∇u(x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx =

∫

Ω

f (x) · ∇ϕ(x) dx,

which implies that u ∈ W1,1(Ω) is a weak solution of the Neumann problem (1.6) with f ∈

H1
z (Ω;Rn). By this and [2, Theorem 1.2], we conclude that the Neumann problem (1.6) with

f ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn) is uniquely solvable. Furthermore, from (5.14), (5.15), and limm→∞ ‖∇um −

∇u‖L1(Ω;Rn) = 0, it follows that ‖∇u‖L1(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖H1
z (Ω;Rn). This finishes the proof of the corol-

lary. �

6 Proof of Theorem 1.9

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.9 by using Theorem 1.5 and a perturbation method. We

begin with recalling the unique solvability of the Robin problem (1.13) when p = 2.

Remark 6.1. Similarly to Remark 1.3, by the Lax–Milgram theorem and the Friedrichs inequality

(see, for instance, [41, Section 1.1.8, Theorem 1.9] and [35, Theorem 6.1]), we conclude that,

when p = 2, the Robin problem (1.13) with f ∈ L2(Ω;Rn) is uniquely solvable and the weak

solution u satisfies

‖u‖W1,2(Ω) . ‖ f‖L2(Ω;Rn)

with the implicit positive constant independent of u and f (see, for instance, [47, Remark 1.2]).

Lemma 6.2. Let n ≥ 2, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain, and β be the same as in (1.12).

Assume that A and Ω satisfy Assumption (A&Ω). Let p ∈ (1,∞). Then the Robin problem (1.13)

with f ∈ Lp(Ω;Rn) is uniquely solvable and the weak solution u satisfies

(6.1) ‖u‖W1,p(Ω) ≤ C‖ f‖Lp(Ω;Rn),

where C is a positive constant independent of u and f .

The proof of Lemma 6.2 is similar to that of [25, Theorem 2.6]; we omit the details.

Now, we show Theorem 1.9 by using Lemma 6.2 and Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. We first prove (i). Let f ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn) and u be the weak solution to the

Robin problem (1.13). By the fact that BMOr(Ω) ⊂ Lp(Ω) with p ∈ (n,∞), Lemmas 2.1, 2.2, and

6.2, and the Sobolev inequality, we have u ∈ L∞(Ω) and

‖u‖L∞(Ω) . ‖u‖W1,p(Ω) . ‖ f‖Lp(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f − ( f )Ω‖Lp(Ω;Rn) + ‖ f‖L1(Ω;Rn)(6.2)

. ‖ f‖BMO(Ω;Rn) + ‖ f‖L2(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).
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Let v be a weak solution of the Neumann problem



div(A∇v) = div f in Ω,
∂v

∂ν
= f · ν on ∂Ω

and w := u − v. Then w is a weak solution of the Neumann problem

(6.3)



div(A∇w) = 0 in Ω,
∂w

∂ν
= −βu on ∂Ω.

It is worth pointing out that the condition
∫
∂Ω
βu dσ(x) = 0 is necessary for the solvability of

the Neumann problem (6.3), and
∫
∂Ω
βu dσ(x) = 0 follows from (1.14). From Theorem 1.5, we

deduce that

‖∇v‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).(6.4)

Now let u1 be the weak solution of the Neumann problem (1.6) with the coefficient matrix At and

the right-hand side f 1 ∈ H1
z (Ω;Rn) ∩ L2(Ω;Rn), satisfying

∫
Ω

u1 dx = 0. By the Sobolev trace

theorem (see [41, Section 2.4.2, Theorem 4.2]) and Corollary 1.8, we get

‖u1‖L1(∂Ω) . ‖u1‖W1,1(Ω) . ‖∇u1‖L1(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f1‖H1
z (Ω;Rn).(6.5)

Moreover, we have

∫

Ω

f1(x) · ∇w(x) dx =

∫

Ω

At(x)∇u1(x) · ∇w(x) dx = −

∫

∂Ω

β(x)u(x)u1(x) dσ(x),

which, together with Lemma 2.3, (6.2), and (6.5), further implies that

‖∇w‖BMOr(Ω;Rn) ∼ sup
‖ f1‖H1

z (Ω;Rn)
≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω

f1(x) · ∇w(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣(6.6)

∼ sup
‖ f1‖H1

z (Ω;Rn)
≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

∂Ω

β(x)u(x)u1(x) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣

. sup
‖ f1‖H1

z (Ω;Rn)
≤1

‖u‖L∞(Ω)‖u1‖L1(∂Ω)

. sup
‖ f1‖H1

z (Ω;Rn)
≤1

‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn)‖ f1‖H1
z (Ω;Rn) ≤ ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).

Similarly, we also have

‖∇w‖L2(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn).

From this, (6.6), (6.4), and the fact that ∇u = ∇v + ∇w, it follows that ∇u ∈ BMOr(Ω;Rn) and

‖∇u‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn) . ‖ f‖BMOr,+(Ω;Rn). This finishes the proof of (i). The proof of (ii) is similar to that

of Corollary 1.8 and we omit the details here. This finishes the proof of Theorem 1.9. �
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Šárka Nečasová and a contribution by Christian G. Simader, Springer Monographs in Math-

ematics, Springer, Heidelberg, 2012.

[42] D. Sarason, Functions of vanishing mean oscillation, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 207 (1975),

391–405.

[43] Z. Shen, Periodic Homogenization of Elliptic Systems, Operator Theory: Advances and

Applications 269, Advances in Partial Differential Equations (Basel), Birkhäuser/Springer,
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