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PARTIAL REGULARITY AND HIGHER INTEGRABILITY

FOR A -QUASICONVEX VARIATIONAL PROBLEMS

ZHOULIN LI AND BOGDAN RAIT
,
Ă

Dedicated to Jan Kristensen on the occasion of his 60th birthday

Abstract. We prove that minimizers of variational problems

minimize E(v) =

ˆ

Ω

f(x, v(x)) dx for A v = 0,

are partially continuous provided that the integrands f are strongly A -quasiconvex in
a suitable sense. We consider p-growth problems with 1 < p < ∞, linear pde operators
A of constant rank, and Dirichlet boundary conditions, in the sense that admissible
fields are of the form v = v0 + ϕ, with A -free ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω). Our analysis also covers the
“potentials case”

minimize F(u) =

ˆ

Ω

f(x,Bu(x)) dx for u ∈ C
∞

c (Ω),

where B is a different linear pde operator of constant rank. We also prove appropriate
higher integrability of minimizers for both types of problems.
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1. Introduction

Let Ω ⊂ R
n be an open bounded set and 1 6 p <∞. Consider the problem to

minimize E(v,Ω) =
ˆ

Ω
f(x, v(x)) dx for v ∈ v0 +C∞

c,A (Ω),(PAΩ)

where v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) is A -free and C∞
c,A (Ω) = {ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω, V ) : A ϕ = 0}.
Here A is a homogeneous vectorial differential operator with constant coefficients, de-

fined on R
n from V to W , which are both finite dimensional inner product spaces. We

denote its characteristic polynomial by A (ξ) ∈ Lin(V,W ) for ξ ∈ Rn. For the precise
definitions, see Section 2.1

Functionals of this type have been studied extensively over the last several decades,
first in the prototypical case A = curl (which leads to functionals defined on Sobolev
spaces) and later in the case of general differential constraints, emanating from the study of
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compensated compactness [Tar78; Mur81]. The lower semicontinuity of these functionals
with respect to weak convergence is well understood both in the curl-free case [Mor52;
Dac82; AF84; FM93; AD92; KP94; Kri99; FMP98; KR10] as well as in the general A -
free case [Mur81; Dac06; FM99; FLM04; BDS15; ADR20; Arr21; GR22; KR22]. The
overarching theme in these works is that the lower semicontinuity of functionals in (PBΩ)
is equivalent to the so-called A -quasiconvexity condition introduced in [FM99].

All these results are subject to the so called constant rank condition on A , i.e.

rankA (ξ) = const. for ξ ∈ R
n \ {0}.(CR)

Except for notable examples [Mül99; LMM11; SW12], the lower semicontinuity problem
is widely open in the absence of the constant rank condition. We will make the same
assumption, together with the assumption that the wave cone of A [Tar78; Mur81] is
spanning, i.e.

span
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

kerA (ξ) = V.(SC)

This second assumption is mild (see Section 4.1 in [KR22]).
Under these assumptions, the regularity of minimizers is far from fully understood.

Our aim is to reach the high benchmark established in the case A = curl by works
such as [Eva86; AF87; AF89; GM86; Mar89; CFM98; GK19b]. These works use stronger
quasiconvexity conditions to infer partial regularity results, which is typical in the vectorial
calculus of variations even for strictly convex problems. Strong quasiconvexity also leads
to higher integrability of minimizers above the growth parameter, see [GG82] for a classic
reference. For more details see the comprehensive exposition in [Min06].

On the other hand, there are only a handful of contributions to regularity for the general
Problem (PAΩ) [Fra19; GK19a; Gme20; Gme21; CG22; BK22; Sch25], all of which impose
stringent restrictions on the setup.

Our main result establishes partial continuity and higher integrability of minimizers of
(PAΩ) under a suitable assumption of strong quasiconvexity on the integrand f :

Theorem A. Let A be a differential operator satisfying the (CR) and (SC) conditions and
let 1 < p < ∞. Suppose that f : Ω × V → R satisfies the growth, smoothness, and strong
A -quasiconvexity assumptions (H1), (H2), and (H3) below. Then for any generalized
minimizer v of (PAΩ), there exists an open subset Ω′ ⊂ Ω and a constant σ0 > 0 such

that L n(Ω \ Ω′) = 0 and v ∈ C0,α(Ω′) ∩ Lp+σ
loc (Ω) for any α ∈ (0, 1) and σ ∈ (0, σ0).

Here A is assumed to have homogeneous entries in the derivatives for simplicity of
exposition, but the same result holds for differential operators with homogeneous rows (see
[Rai24] and Remark 2.3). The case p = 1 can be addressed by a non-trivial upgrade of our
method, which will make the object of our future work.

Most of the earlier results concerning general differential operators that we mentioned
pertain to the related problem on potential operator level to

minimize F(u,Ω) =

ˆ

Ω
f(x,Bu(x)) dx for u ∈ u0 + C∞

c (Ω, U),(PBΩ)

where u0 ∈W k−1(Ω, U) is such that Bu ∈ Lp(Ω, V ); here k is the order of B.
We will show that establishing partial continuity of minimizers of (PAΩ) can be reduced

to proving partial continuity of minimizers Bu of (PBΩ) (see Remark 4.4). Here A and
B satisfy a homological relation described in Section 2.1 (see also [Rai19b; Rai24]). The
reduction of (PAΩ) to (PBΩ) in the context of regularity theory is likely new.

Earlier results pertaining to partial regularity of minimizers of (PBΩ) in [CG22; Fra19]
concern elliptic operators B of first order. Ellipticity is a restrictive assumption which
allows the use of strong harmonic analysis estimates. We prove partial continuity and
higher integrability of minimizers Bu of (PBΩ) for arbitrary constant rank operators:
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Theorem B. Let B be a differential operator satisfying (CR) and let 1 < p <∞. Suppose
that f : Ω×V → R satisfies the growth, smoothness, and strong quasiconvexity assumptions
(H1), (H2), and (H3)′ below. Then for any generalized minimizer Bu of (PBΩ), there
exists an open subset Ω′ ⊂ Ω satisfying L n(Ω \ Ω′) = 0 and a constant σ0 > 0 such that

Bu ∈ C0,α(Ω′)∩Lp+σ
loc (Ω) for any α ∈ (0, 1), σ ∈ (0, σ0). Moreover, for each ω ⋐ Ω, there

is a representative ũ ∈W k,p(Ω) such that Bu = Bũ in ω and ũ ∈ Ck,α(ω∩Ω′)∩W k,p+σ(ω).

Unlike for elliptic operators B, the potential u associated with a minimizer Bu can be
wildly irregular since non-elliptic operators B have large kernels. In fact, it was shown
in [CG22] that ellipticity is necessary for minimizers u of (PBΩ) to be partially Ck,α-
regular. This degeneracy also makes the proof of existence of generalized minimizers of
Problem (PBΩ) more involved, see the details in Section 4.2.

The natural coercivity given by the appropriate strong quasiconvexity assumption be-
comes insufficient to choose a good representative (Remark 3.2). This is also reflected in
the Caccioppolli inequality in Proposition 6.1 which we found insufficient for performing
an excess-decay estimate approach. Our main new idea is to look at a potential operator
C of B (Theorem 2.1) and to attempt to impose the condition C ∗u = 0 in (PBΩ). It
is unclear if this is possible in general open sets, so we only worked with local estimates,
see Section 5. One difficulty in proving these comes from the fact that the order of C is
in general larger than the order of B, so it was unclear what kind of Calderón–Zygmund
estimates to expect. The nonlinear estimate in (5.2) lead us to the improved Caccioppolli
inequality in Proposition 6.2, which is strong enough to enable us to prove both the higher
integrability in Section 6 and the partial regularity in Section 7.

Both our main results above also apply to local minimizers in the sense of [CG22; Fra19],
i.e. vector fields v ∈ Lp(Ω) such that A v = 0 which satisfy

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v(x)) dx 6

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v(x) + ϕ(x)) dx ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω) with A ϕ = 0.

For the B-gradients setting we consider v = Bu and ϕ = Bφ with φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω).

We remark that in contrast to Theorem A, in Theorem B, we require no spanning
cone condition. This is so since in the B-gradient framework, this condition is satisfied
automatically, see Lemma 2.4. We also clarify that in both Theorem A and B the notion
of generalized minimality is considered with respect to the natural sequential weakly Lp-
closure of the admissible classes. The details are provided in Section 4.

We now list our assumptions on integrands f : Ω× V → R:

(H1) |f(x, z)| 6 L(1 + |z|p) for any (x, z) ∈ Ω× V , where L > 0;

(H2) For any x ∈ Ω the function f(x, ·) is C2, and for any z ∈ V the functions f(·, z),
∂zf(·, z) and ∂2zf(·, z) are all continuous with

|∂zf(x, z)− ∂zf(y, z)| 6 L|x− y|(1 + |z|2) p−1
2

for any z ∈ V and any x, y ∈ Ω;

(H3) The function f is strongly A -quasiconvex in the following sense: there exists
ℓ > 0 such that for any z ∈ V , ϕ ∈ C∞

c (B1) with A ϕ = 0 and a.e. x0 ∈ Ω, we
have

 

B1

f(x0, z + ϕ) dx > f(x0, z) + ℓ

 

B1

(1 + |z|2 + |ϕ|2)
p−2
2 |ϕ|2 dx.

(H3)′ The function f is strongly quasiconvex with respect to B-gradients in the
following sense: there exists ℓ > 0 such that for any z ∈ V , φ ∈ C∞

c (B1) and a.e.
x0 ∈ Ω, we have
 

B1

f(x0, z + Bφ) dx > f(x0, z) + ℓ

 

B1

(1 + |z|2 + |Bφ|2)
p−2
2 |Bφ|2 dx.
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Notice that (H1) and (H3) together imply, by Lemma 2.3 in [KK16],

(1.1) |∂zf(x, z)| 6 CL(1 + |z|p−1) for any (x, z) ∈ Ω× V ,

an estimate which will be used frequently in the sequel.
It was observed in [CK17] that strong quasiconvexity at a point is sufficient for proving

coercivity for autonomous integrands. This interesting observation led us to realize that our
strong quasiconvexity assumptions ensure existence in the case of autonomous integrands:

Theorem C. Let f : V → R. Under the assumptions of Theorem A (resp. B), generalized
minimizers of Problem (PAΩ) (resp. (PBΩ)) exist.

The technical description of our notion of minimality can be found in Definition 4.1.
When applied to the case of exterior derivatives, this result is more general than Theo-
rem 5.1 in [BDS15] as far as both the coercivity condition and the regularity of the boundary
data are concerned. In fact, to the best of our knowledge, our results are the first partial
regularity results for minimizers of integral functionals defined on exact differential forms
[BDS15; BS16a; BS16b; Sil19]:

Theorem D. Let 1 < p <∞ and u0 ∈ Lp(Ω) with du0 ∈ Lp(Ω). Consider the problem to

minimize

ˆ

Ω
f(du(x)) dx for u ∈ u0 + C∞

c (Ω,Λk−1
R
n),(1.2)

where f : Λk
R
n → R satisfies the growth, smoothness, and strong quasiconvexity assump-

tions (H1), (H2), and (H3)′ with B = d. Then generalized minimizers du of (1.2) exist.
For any such minimizer, there exists an open subset Ω′ ⊂ Ω satisfying L n(Ω \Ω′) = 0 and

a constant σ0 > 0 such that du ∈ C0,α(Ω′) ∩ Lp+σ
loc (Ω) for any α ∈ (0, 1) and σ ∈ (0, σ0).

Moreover, for each ω ⋐ Ω, there is a representative ũ ∈ W 1,p(Ω) such that du = dũ in ω
and ũ ∈ C1,α(ω ∩ Ω′) ∩W 1,p+σ(ω).

Despite precise Hodge decompositions on domains in this case [ISS99; Sch06], we cannot
obtain the existence of a representative ũ such that dũ = du in Ω due to the low boundary
regularity of Ω (open set). This would be possible if Ω is assumed Lipschitz for instance.

Our last main result concerns the partial continuity and higher integrability for func-
tionals defined on closed differential forms:

Theorem E. Let 1 < p <∞ and v0 ∈ Lp(Ω) satisfy dv0 = 0. Suppose that f : Λk
R
n → R

satisfies the growth, smoothness, and strong d-quasiconvexity assumptions (H1), (H2),
and (H3) for A = d. Then there exist generalized minimizers v of the problem to

minimize

ˆ

Ω
f(v(x)) dx for v ∈ v0 + C∞

c,d(Ω).

For any such minimizer v, there exists an open set Ω′ ⊂ Ω and a constant σ0 > 0 such
that L n(Ω \ Ω′) = 0 and v ∈ C0,α(Ω′) ∩ Lp+σ

loc (Ω) for any α ∈ (0, 1) and σ ∈ (0, σ0).

This result is an immediate application of Theorem A. Both Theorems D and E extend
to the case of vector valued differential forms. While there has been work on regularity
for functionals and nonlinear elliptic systems defined on exact or closed differential forms
[Uhl77; Ham92; BS13; LOP24], we believe that Theorems D and E are new. In fact, it
may well be that Theorem A is new for A = div, A : D ′(Rn,RN×n) → D ′(Rn,Rn).

Example 1.1. In the following, we list a few more examples of pde constraints A of constant
rank appearing in variational models for various applications. To the best of our knowledge,
the regularity results established in Theorem A are new for all the following examples:

(a) Divergence on symmetric matrices : A : D ′(Rn,Rn×n
sym ) → D ′(Rn,Rn) is the row-

wise divergence operator. Symmetric div-quasiconvex hulls were studied in con-
nection with elasticity theory in [CMO18; CMO20; BGS22].
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(b) The linearly relaxed Euler system, A : D ′(R1+d,R×R
d×S

d
0×R) → D ′(R1+d,R1+d),

AE(ρ,m,M, q) = (∂tm+ divM +Dq, ∂tρ+ divm),

which was used for selecting measure-valued solution of the isentropic Euler system
[Gal21; GW21; Gal23; GW23; GWW23], see also [DS09; SW12].

(c) Generalized Saint-Venant compatibility operators: The higher order operators de-
fined in Section 2.2, Equation (14) of [Rai+24] are used in inverse problems and
tensor tomography [Sha12; PSU14; PSU23].

(d) Higher order divergence: The operator A = divk = (Dk)∗, i.e. the adjoint of the

k-th order gradient gradient, A : D ′(Rn,Slink(Rn,RN )) → D ′(Rn,RN ). This is

an ubiquitous example since any operator of order k can be written as divk ◦T for
some linear map T . This operator has several invariance properties which were
used to prove very general statements, e.g. [Van08; Van13; Van22].

Our work is just an intersection node between two large networks of results in the calcu-
lus of variations: regularity theory and variational problems under linear pde constraints.
While no amount of citations would do justice to either field, we will nevertheless en-
deavor to point the reader in a few fascinating directions that are related to our theme.
We begin by mentioning regularity results for the widely studied curl-free case, which is
Problem (PAΩ) with A = curl or Problem (PBΩ) for B = D, with standard growth
conditions including linear growth [CN03; KT03; KM16; Li22; Li23] and (p, q)-growth
conditions [Mar89; FM97; ELM99; ELM04; BS20; Sch09; Sch14; CKN21; De 22; Irv23;
DS23]. Problems of the type (PAΩ) with the same Dirichlet boundary conditions were
considered recently in [RRT23; Rai+24], see also [GN04; PP04; CC15; DPR18; ST23;
RT22]. Contributions related to concentration phenomena in A -free sequences include
[FK10; KK16; DR16; DR17; Arr+19; GRS22; KR22; DT23; Arr+24; GRS24]. Symmet-
ric div-quasiconvex hulls of sets, with an outlook to geometrically linear elasticity, were
studied in [CMO18; CMO20; BGS22]. Interesting contributions to the study of the Eu-
ler equations in the A -free frameworks were made in [Chi+17; GW21; Gal23; GW23;
GWW23]. Homogenization results for A -quasiconvex integrals can be found in [BFL00;
MMS15; DF16a; DF16b; DF18; FFV21; DKP24]. Applications to image processing can be
found in [Pag+22; DFL23]. Results on lower semicontinuity and regularity of minimizers of
integrals defined on spaces of mixed smoothness can be found in [KSW17; Pro19; Pro23].
Other interesting contributions that do not fit in any of the above categories can be found
in [DF02; San04; Baí+13; Krä+17; Pro18; KV21; SW21; LSS23; Sch24].

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we collect preliminaries on differential
operators and function space inequalities, in Section 3 we prove coercivity for autonomous
integrands and lower semicontinuity for non-autonomous integrands, paving the way to the
existence proofs in Section 4, where we also prove Theorem C. In Section 5 we prove local
estimates for linear systems which are crucial for our main results. In Section 6 we prove
two Caccioppolli inequalities and show how they lead to higher integrability. Finally, in
Section 7 we prove the excess decay estimates that lead to partial regularity and complete
the proofs of Theorems A and B.

Acknowledgement. The authors thank Tatiana Toro for insightful discussions. B.R.
thanks SLMath and Tatiana Toro for the hospitality and financial support during a visit
when significant parts of the current research were conducted. Part of this paper is based
upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. DMS-1928930
and by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation under grant G-2021-16778, while Z.L. was in resi-
dence at the Simons Laufer Mathematical Sciences Institute (formerly MSRI) in Berkeley,
California, during the Spring 2024 semester.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Differential operators. We will work with differential operators

A =
∑

|α|=h

Aα∂
α, B =

∑

|β|=k

Bβ∂
β , C =

∑

|γ|=l

Cγ∂
γ ,

where Aα, Bβ, Cγ are matrix coefficients. The three operators will be assumed to satisfy
certain exact relations in Fourier variable that we now explain. To this end, we will use
the notation

A =
∑

|α|=h

Aαξ
α, B =

∑

|β|=k

Bβξ
β, C =

∑

|γ|=l

Cγξ
γ ,

for the characteristic (matrix) polynomials of respectively A , B, and C .
Recall that an operator B is said to be of constant rank if rankB(ξ) = const. for all

ξ ∈ R
n \ {0}. We will need the following result from [Rai19b]:

Theorem 2.1. Let B be an operator as above which is assumed to have constant rank.
Then there exists an operator C as above, also of constant rank, such that

imC (ξ) = kerB(ξ) for all ξ ∈ R
n \ {0}.(2.1)

Moreover, if Bβ ∈ Lin(U, V ), we can choose C such that Cγ ∈ Lin(U,U) and l > k.

The reason why we can define C on U as well is by construction and we can choose
l > k because we can simply replace C with ∆mC for large enough m. By duality and
iteration we can obtain the following:

Corollary 2.2. Let A be an operator as above which is assumed to have constant rank.
Then there exist operators B, C as above, also of constant rank, such that

imB(ξ) = kerA (ξ), imC (ξ) = kerB(ξ) for all ξ ∈ R
n \ {0}.(2.2)

Moreover, if Aα ∈ Lin(V,W ), we can choose B, C such that Bβ, Cγ ∈ Lin(V, V ) and
l > k > h.

Remark 2.3. It was observed in [Rai24] that A can have homogeneous rows (i.e. if we
write A (ξ) = (Aij(ξ)), then Aij is hi-homogeneous) and the conclusion of Corollary 2.2
remains identical. It can be showed that in these circumstances the conclusion of the main
result Theorem A remains the same. We do not include the details in the present work.

We also clarify that U, V, W above are finite dimensional inner product spaces. In
the case of Corollary 2.2, we have that U = V . With this assumption, we have that
in both Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.2, we have A (ξ) ∈ Lin(V,W ), B(ξ) ∈ Lin(U, V ),
C (ξ) ∈ Lin(U,U) for ξ ∈ R

n.
We will also use the notation Bu = T (Dku), for a linear map T ∈ Lin(SLink(Rn, U), V ),

which only amounts to collecting all the coefficients of B in a tensor. We also record that
B(ξ)u0 = T (u0 ⊗ ξ⊗k). With this notation we have the following observation:

Lemma 2.4. For any homogeneous linear differential operator B with constant coefficients
we have that

span
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

imB(ξ) = {Bu(x) : u ∈ C∞
c (Rn), x ∈ R

n} = imT.

Proof. First consider the case when B = Dk, so V = SLink(Rn, U) and T = 1. We then
have

span
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

U ⊗ ξ⊗k = {Dku(x) : u ∈ C∞
c (Rn), x ∈ R

n} = SLink(Rn, U),
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which settles this case. To prove the general case, apply T to the last equality to get

span
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

T (U ⊗ ξ⊗k) = {T (Dku(x)) : u ∈ C∞
c (Rn), x ∈ R

n} = T (SLink(Rn, U)),

which concludes the proof. �

Remark 2.5. The relevance of Lemma 2.4 is that in the B-gradient setting of Theorem B,
we can simply assume that f : Ω × imT → R. The spanning cone condition is satisfied
automatically. In fact, not even for the A -free setting, the spanning cone condition (SC)
is not at all restrictive, as can be seen from Lemma 4.2 in [KR22].

2.2. Function spaces. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be an open set. We define Lp

0,A (Ω) as the strong

Lp-closure of the set C∞
c,A (Ω) = {ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω, V ) : A ϕ = 0}. This is a Banach space, as

it is a closed subspace of Lp(Ω, V ). We also define XB,p
0 (Ω) as the Lp-closure of the set

BC∞
c (Ω, U) = {Bφ : φ ∈ C∞

c (Ω, U)}, which is also a Banach space.

Let m > 0 be an integer. We define Ẇm,p(Ω) as the closure of C∞
c (Ω) in the (semi-

)norm u 7→ ‖Dku‖Lp(Ω). Its dual space is Ẇ−m,p(Ω) = Ẇm,p(Ω)∗. If Ω is bounded, the full

Sobolev norm is an equivalent norm on Ẇm,p(Ω) by Poincaré’s inequality and therefore

Ẇ−m,p(Ω) coincides with the classic negative Sobolev space W−m,p(Ω). If Ω = R
n, we

have the simple Fourier description

‖f‖Ẇm,p(Rn) = ‖Dmf‖Lp(Rn) = ‖F−1(|ξ|mf̂)‖Lp(Rn),

which holds on C∞
c (Rn) and is extended by density to Ẇm,p(Rn). On the dual side we

have

‖f‖Ẇ−m,p(Rn) ∼n,p,m ‖F−1(|ξ|−mf̂)‖Lp(Rn),

which can be made precise, e.g. with the techniques from §5.2 in [Tri83]:

Theorem 2.6. Given any non-negative integer m ∈ N and any 1 < p < ∞, we have the
following estimate for (−m)-homogeneous multipliers:

‖F−1|ξ|−mϕ̂(ξ)‖Lp(Rn) ∼n,p,m ‖ϕ‖Ẇ−m,p(Rn), for any ϕ ∈ Ẇ−m,p(Rn).

Proof. Denote by F s
p,q (Ḟ s

p,q) the (homogeneous) Triebel-Lizorkin space with parameters s
and p, q. See §5.2 in [Tri83] for the precise definition. For any σ ∈ R, define the lifting

operator İσ by
İσϕ := F−1(|·|σϕ̂(·)), ϕ ∈ S ′(Rn),

where S ′(Rn) is the space of Schwartz distributions.
By Theorem 1 in §5.2.3 in [Tri83], the map

İ−m : Ḟ 0
p′,2(R

n) → Ḟm
p′,2(R

n)

is an isomorphism. By the duality of homogeneous Triebel-Lizorkin spaces (see §2.11.2 and
§5.2.5 in [Tri83]), we know that the following map

I−m = (I−m)∗ : Ḟ−m
p,2 (Rn) = (Ḟm

p′,2(R
n))∗ → (Ḟ 0

p′,2(R
n))∗ = Ḟ 0

p,2(R
n)

is also an isomorphism.
Theorem 1 in §5.2.3 in [Tri83] also tells

Ḟ 0
p,2(R

n) = Lp(Rn), Ḟm
p′,2(R

n) = Ẇm,p′(Rn),

where p′ = p/(p − 1) is the conjugate exponent of p.

Since Ẇ−m,p(Rn) is the dual space of Ẇm,p′(Rn) ≃ Ḟm
p′,2(R

n), we have that the negative

Sobolev space is isomorphic to Ḟ−m
p,2 (Rn). It follows from the above that the map

İ−m : Ẇ−m,p(Rn) → Lp(Rn)
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is an isomorphism, which implies the desired inequality. �

The following result was essentially proved in [Rai19b; GR22]. We sketch a proof for
the convenience of the reader.

Theorem 2.7 (Full space Hodge decomposition). Let 1 < p <∞.

(a) Let A , B,C be operators which satisfy the assumptions of Corollary 2.2. Then,
each v ∈ Lp(Rn, V ) can be decomposed as

v = Bu+ A
∗w

where u ∈ Ẇ k,p(Rn, U), w ∈ Ẇh,p(Rn,W ) are such that C ∗u = 0 and

‖Dku‖Lp(Rn) + ‖Dhw‖Lp(Rn) 6 C‖v‖Lp(Rn).

(b) Let B and C be operators that satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 2.1. We have
that each ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Rn, U) can be written as ϕ = ϕ̃+ψ, where C ∗ϕ̃ = 0, Bϕ̃ = Bϕ,

and ϕ̃ ∈ Ẇ k,p(Rn, U) with

‖Dkϕ̃‖Lp(Rn) 6 C‖Bϕ‖Lp(Rn).

Sketch. We know that for constant rank operators A we can write

ProjimA (ξ) = A (ξ)A †(ξ),

where A † ∈ C∞(Rn \ {0}) is (−h)-homogeneous, see [FM99; Rai19b]. Using this fact,
elementary linear algebra, and the exact relations (2.2) we can write

v̂ = B(ξ)B†(ξ)v̂ + A
∗(ξ)A ∗†(ξ)v̂,

so we can define
û = B

†(ξ)v̂, ŵ = A
∗(ξ)A ∗†(ξ)v̂.

The estimates follow from

D̂ku = B

(
ξ

|ξ

)
v̂ ⊗

(
ξ

|ξ|

)⊗k

and the analogous identity for w and the Hörmander–Mikhlin multiplier theorem. Finally,
since imB†(ξ) = imB∗(ξ), we also have that C ∗(ξ)û = 0, so C ∗u = 0, proving part (a).

Part (b) follows from part (a) by replacing A with C ∗ and B with B∗. �

2.3. Auxiliary results. We first recall some properties of the V -function defined as

Vp : X → X by Vp(z) := (1 + |z|2) p−2
4 z, where X is any finite dimensional inner-product

space. We may use V (z) for simplicity when the exponent p is clear from the context.

Lemma 2.8. For any z, w ∈ X, we have the following:

(a) |Vp(z)|2 ∼p (|z|2 + |z|p) ∼p max{|z|2, |z|p} if p > 2, and |Vp(z)|2 ∼p min{|z|2, |z|p}
if 1 < p < 2;

(b) |Vp(z + w)| .p |Vp(z) + Vp(w)|;
(c) |Vp(tz)| 6 max{t, t p2 }|Vp(z)| for any t > 0;
(d) |Vp(·)|2 satisfies Jensen’s inequality up to a constant:

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
 

ω
g dx

)∣∣∣∣
2

6 C(p)

 

ω
|Vp(g)|2 dx

for any bounded domain ω ⊂ R
n and any g ∈ Lp(ω) with some constant C(p) > 1.

Proof. Properties (a)-(c) can be easily proved in the case p > 2, and see Lemma 2.1 in
[CFM98] for 1 < p < 2.

The inequality in (d) holds true when p > 2 since |Vp(·)|2 ∼p |·|2 + |·|p and the latter is

convex. In the case 1 < p < 2, we take Ep(·) := (1 + |·|2) p
2 − 1 as the competitor, which is

convex as well. �
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For any z, w ∈ V and any x0 ∈ Ω, define the shifted integrand by

fw(x0, z) := f(x0, z + w)− f(x0, w) − ∂zf(x0, w) · z,

where the function f : Ω× V → R satisfies (H1)-(H2).

Lemma 2.9. Suppose that the integrand f : Ω × V → R satisfies (H1)-(H2). Given any
w ∈ V with |w| 6M for some m > 0, the following estimates hold true:

|fw(x0, z)| 6 C(n, p,dimV,M, f)|Vp(z)|2,(2.3)

|fw(x0, z) − fw(x0, y)| 6 C(n, p,dimV,M, f)(1 + |z|2 + |y|2)
p−2
2 |z + y||z − y|,(2.4)

ˆ

Br

fw(x0, z + ϕ) dx > C(p, ℓ,M)

ˆ

Br

|Vp(ϕ)|2 dx,(2.5)

for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Br) with A ϕ = 0. Moreover, if we consider the B-derivative of a map,

the inequality (2.5) holds true for any ϕ = Bφ with φ ∈W k,p
0 (Br).

Proof. Inequality (2.3) can be proved by considering the two cases |z| > 1 and |z| < 1
separately. In the first case, the Lipchitz continuity (1.1) of f(x0, ·) implies

|fw(x0, z)| =
∣∣∣∣
ˆ 1

0
∂zf(x0, w + tz) · z dt− ∂zf(x0, w) · z

∣∣∣∣

6

ˆ 1

0
C(2 + |w + tz|p−1 + |w|p−1) dt|z| 6 C|Vp(z)|2.

In the second one, by Taylor’s theorem we have

|fw(x0, z)| =
∣∣∣∣
ˆ 1

0
(1− t)∂2zf(x0, w + tz)[z, z] dt

∣∣∣∣ 6 C|z|2 6 C|Vp(z)|2.

To show (2.4), we need the estimate

|∂zfw(x0, z)| 6 C(1 + |z|2) p−2
2 |z|.

The latter can be proved as well by considering |z| > 1 and |z| < 1 separately. Then (2.4)
follows from this estimate and Lemma 2.11.

The strong A -quasiconvexity (H3) of f implies (2.5). Then use the Lipschitz continuity

of f(x0, ·) to extend it to ϕ = Bφ with φ ∈W k,p
0 (Br). �

We conclude this section with two auxiliary results that will be used later. The first one
is an iteration lemma used in the proof of the Caccioppolli-type inequality and is adapted
from Lemma 6.1 in [Giu03].

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that the function Φ: (0, R] → R+ is bounded, and Ψi : (0, R] →
R+, i = 1, . . . , k, are decreasing with Ψi(σt) 6 σ−βiΨ(t), β > 0, for any t ∈ (0, R] and any
σ ∈ (0, 1). If the following inequality

(2.6) Φ(r) 6 θΦ(s) +

k∑

i=1

Ψi(s− r) +B

holds true for any r, s ∈ (0, R] with r < s and some given θ ∈ (0, 1), B > 0, then there
exists C = C(θ, k, β, τ) > 0 for any τ ∈ (0, 1) such that Φ(τR) is controlled as follows:

Φ(τR) 6 C

(
k∑

i=1

Ψi(R) +B

)
.
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Proof. Take λ ∈ (0, 1) to be determined later, and set

r0 = τR, rj+1 − rj = (1− λ)λj(1− τ)R for j ∈ N.

Then we apply (2.6) to rj, rj + 1 iteratively with τ ′ := 1− τ and obtain

Φ(r0) 6 θΦ(r1) +

k∑

i=1

Ψi((1 − λ)τ ′R) +B

6 θ(θΦ(r2) +

k∑

i=1

Ψi((1− λ)λτ ′R) +B) +

k∑

i=1

Ψi((1 − λ)τ ′R) +B

6 . . . 6 θL+1Φ(rL+1) +
L∑

j=0

θj

(
k∑

i=1

Ψi((1− λ)λjτ ′R) +B

)
.

Since Ψi((1 − λ)λjτ ′R) 6 (τ ′)βi(1 − λ)−βiλ−βijΨi(R), under the condition θ < λβi, i =
1, . . . , k, the above inequality becomes

Φ(r0) 6 θL+1Φ(rL+1) + Ψ(R)
k∑

i=1

(τ ′)βi

(1− λ)βi




L∑

j=0

θj

λβij


+

1− θL+1

1− θ
B

6 θL+1Φ(rL+1) + Ψ(R)
k∑

i=1

(τ ′)βi

(1− λ)βi
1− (θλ−βi)L+1

1− θλ−βi
+

1− θL+1

1− θ
B.

The desired result can be obtained by taking L→ ∞. �

The second one is Lemma 8.3 in [Giu03], and we include it here for completeness:

Lemma 2.11. Suppose that X is a finite-dimensional vector space and z, w ∈ X with
z 6= w. Then for any −1 < q <∞ and s, γ > 0, there exists c = c(q, s, γ) > 1 such that

(2.7)
1

c1
(γ2 + |z|2 + |w|2) q

2 6

ˆ 1

0
(1− t)s(γ2 + |tz + (1− t)w|2) q

2 dt

6 c1(γ
2 + |z|2 + |w|2)

q
2 .

3. Coercivity and lower semicontinuity

We next prove that strong quasiconvexity implies coercivity for autonomous integrands,
under standard growth conditions.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that function f : V → R satisfies (H1) and (H3). Then there
exist constants ai ∈ R, i = 1, 2, 3, with a1 = a1(p, ℓ) > 0 and a2 = a2(n,dimV, p, f(0), L, ℓ)
and a3 = a3(n,dimV, p, L, ℓ) > 0 such that, for any bounded open set Ω ⊂ R

n and A -free
map v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ), the following holds:

(3.1)

 

Ω
f(v0 + ϕ) dx > a1

 

Ω
|ϕ|p dx+ a2 − a3

 

Ω
|v0|p dx

for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c,A (Ω, V ).

Proof. First, by (H3), the strong A -quasiconvexity of f , we have
ˆ

Ω
f(v0 + ϕ) dx =

ˆ

Ω
f(ϕ) dx+

ˆ

Ω
(f(v0 + ϕ)− f(ϕ)) dx(3.2)

>

ˆ

Ω
(ℓ|Vp(ϕ)|2 + f(0)) dx+

ˆ

Ω

ˆ 1

0
f ′(ϕ+ tv0) dt · v0 dx

=: I + II.
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The two terms I and II are estimated separately in the following. Since we know that
|z|p .p |Vp(z)|2 + 1 by (a), the first term can be bounded from below by

(3.3) I > C1

ˆ

Ω
|ϕ|p dx+ (f(0)− C ′

1)L
n(Ω),

where C1, C2 > 0 depending on p, ℓ.
To control the second term, the Lipschitz continuity of f in V (see (1.1)) is needed.

With this bound of f ′ and Young’s inequality, we have

|II| 6 CL

ˆ

Ω

ˆ 1

0
(1 + |ϕ+ tv0|p−1)|v0|dt dx

6 C

ˆ

Ω
(1 + |ϕ|p−1|v0|+ |v0|p) dx(3.4)

6 C2

ˆ

Ω
(1 + ε|ϕ|p + C(ε, p)|v0|p) dx,

where C2 = C2(n,dimV, p, L) > 0. Take ε to be small enough such that εC2 <
C1
2 , then it

follows from (3.2), (3.3) and (3.4) that
 

Ω
f(v0 + ϕ) dx > C1

 

Ω
|ϕ|p dx+ (f(0)− C ′

1)L
n(Ω)

− C2

(
ε

ˆ

Ω
|ϕ|p dx+ C(ε, p)

 

Ω
|v0|p dx+ L

n(Ω)

)

>
C1

2

 

Ω
|ϕ|p dx+ C3 − C2C(ε, p)

 

Ω
|v0|p dx.

The desired inequality (3.1) then follows with a1 =
C1
2 , a2 = C3 and a3 = C2C(ε, p). �

Remark 3.2. Notice that for any g ∈ D ′(Ω, U) with Bg ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) and φ ∈ C∞
c (Ω, U),

the following coercivity inequality also holds true by the same argument:
 

Ω
f(B(g + φ)) dx > a1

 

Ω
|Bφ|p dx+ a2 − a3

 

Ω
|Bg|p dx.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that f : Ω×V → R is A -quasiconvex ( (H3) with ℓ = 0) and satisfies
(H1) for 1 < p < ∞. Then for any v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) and any C∞

c,A (Ω) ∋ vj ⇀ v in Lp(Ω)
we have that

lim inf
j→∞

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + vj) dx >

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + v) dx.

The reason why we isolate this result as a separate lemma is to highlight that it does not
follow from the main results of [FM99], which does not cover signed integrands explicitly.
The lemma also does not follow by an immediate application of the lower semicontinuity
results in [GR22] either, as those do not cover effects of concentration at the boundary.
The simple argument below shows that this is not an issue in the context of Dirichlet
boundary conditions.

Proof. Consider an open bounded set Ω′ ⋑ Ω. Extend v0, {vj} and v by 0 to Ω′ \ Ω and
denote the extension by v̄0, {v̄j} and v̄, respectively. Also let f̄(x, z) = χΩ(x)f(x, z). It

is easy to see that v̄j ⇀ v̄ in Lp(Ω′). Note that A (v̄0 + v̄j) = A v̄0 ∈ W−h,p
loc (Ω′), so

Theorem 5.6 in [KR20] applies in Ω′, giving

lim inf
j→∞

ˆ

Ω′

f̄(x, v̄0 + v̄j) dx >

ˆ

Ω′

f̄(x, v̄0 + v̄) dx.

The claim is then immediate. �
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4. Existence of generalized minimizers

We begin by defining our notion of generalized minimizers, which requires Lp
0,A (Ω) and

XB,p
0 (Ω), the two weakly closed Lp-based classes defined in Section 2.2.

Definition 4.1. Let v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) be such that A v0 = 0 (resp. u0 ∈ D ′(Ω, U) be such that
v0 = Bu0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V )). Let f : Ω × V → R be measurable. We say that v ∈ v0 + Lp

0,A (Ω)

(resp. v ∈ Bu0+X
B,p
0 (Ω)) is a generalized minimizer of Problem (PAΩ) (resp. (PBΩ))

if
ˆ

Ω
f(x, v(x)) dx 6

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0(x) + ϕ(x)) dx for all ϕ ∈ Lp

0,A (Ω) (resp. XB,p
0 (Ω)).

4.1. A -free setting. We begin by proving that A -quasiconvexity and coercivity imply
existence of minimizers of Problem (PAΩ) by the direct method.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that f : Ω × V → R is A -quasiconvex ( (H3) with ℓ = 0) and
satisfies (H1) for 1 < p < ∞. Assume in addition that there exists C > 0 such that for
any v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ), ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω, V ) with A v0 = 0 = A ϕ, we have that
 

Ω
f(x, v0 + ϕ) dx > C

(
 

Ω
|ϕ|p − 1−

 

Ω
|v0|p

)
.(4.1)

Then Problem (PAΩ) admits a generalized minimizer in the sense of Definition 4.1.

Proof. Let v0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) be A -free. We claim that

inf

{
ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + v) : v ∈ C∞

c,A (Ω)

}
= min

{
ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + v) : v ∈ Lp

0,A (Ω)

}
.

First, it is obvious that the inequality “>” holds. Second, we show that the minimization
problem on the right has a solution in Lp

0,A (Ω). To see this note that by (4.1), we can

find a minimizing sequence {vj} ⊂ Lp
0,A (Ω) which is bounded in Lp(Ω) by the assumed

coercivity (4.1). It follows by the A -quasiconvexity of f and Lemma 3.3 that

lim inf
j→∞

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + vj) dx >

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + ṽ) dx,

where ṽ is a weak limit point of {vj} and thus ṽ ∈ Lp
0,A (Ω) by Mazur’s Lemma. The map

ṽ is thus a minimizer of the problem on the right.
Let now φj ∈ C∞

c,A (Ω) be such that φj → ṽ in Lp(Ω, V ). The Lipschitz continuity of f

in (1.1) implies
ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + φj) dx→

ˆ

Ω
f(x, v0 + ṽ) dx,

which shows that {φj} is a minimizing sequence for the problem on the left, so the claimed
equality holds true. �

Proof of Theorem C, A -free setting.
Follows immediately from Proposition 4.2, Lemma 3.3, and Theorem 3.1. �

We proceed to show that any minimizer ṽ has a far better structure. In particular, the
following will be deduced in Proposition 4.3: as far as problem (PAΩ) is concerned, we
can assume without loss of generality that Ω is smooth and that the competitors have the
form v = φ+ Bu, where φ ∈ C∞(Ω̄) is A -free and u ∈ C∞

c (Ω, V ).

Proposition 4.3. Let ṽ be the minimizer described above and let ω ⋐ Ω. We have that

inf{E(v, ω) : v ∈ v0 + ṽ + C∞
c,A (ω, V )} = E(v0 + ṽ, ω),

i.e. that v0 + ṽ is a local minimizer of (PAΩ). Moreover, it is possible to write v0 + ṽ =
Bũ+ φ in ω, where
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(a) ũ ∈ Ẇ k,p(Rn, U) satisfies C ∗ũ = 0 in R
n,

(b) φ ∈ Lp(Rn, V ) satisfies B∗φ = 0 in R
n and A φ = 0 in ω̄.

In particular, φ ∈ C∞(ω̄, V ).

Proof. Take ρ ∈ C∞
c (Ω) be equal to 1 in an open neighborhood of ω̄ and perform the

Hodge decomposition of ρ(v0 + ṽ) as in Theorem 2.7(a):

ρ(v0 + ṽ) = Bũ+ φ,

where ũ ∈ Ẇ k,p(Rn) with C ∗u = 0 in R
n and φ = A ∗ψ for some ψ ∈ Ẇ h,p(Rn). Therefore

B∗φ = B∗A ∗ψ = 0 in R
n. Since

A (v0 + ṽ) = 0 in Ω and A Bũ = 0 in R
n,

we obtain A φ = 0 in ω̄.
The assertion concerning the smoothness (in fact, analyticity) of φ follows from the fact

that the system
A φ = 0, B

∗φ = 0

is elliptic. We verify the ellipticity explicitly here: let ξ 6= 0, so that kerA (ξ)∩kerB∗(ξ) =
imB(ξ) ∩ (imB(ξ))⊥ = {0}. �

Remark 4.4. In particular, we obtain that ũ ∈W k,p(ω) is C ∗-free and that

inf

{
ˆ

ω
f(x,Bu+ φ) : u ∈ ũ+ C∞

c (ω)

}
=

ˆ

ω
f(x,Bũ+ φ),

where φ ∈ C∞(ω̄, V ) is A -free and B∗-free in ω̄. This shows that the regularity claim of
Theorem A reduces to the regularity claim of Theorem B.

4.2. B-gradient setting. In this subsection, we first show the existence of a generalized
minimizer for (PBΩ) under quasiconvexity and coercivity assumptions.

Proposition 4.5. Suppose that f : Ω×V → R is quasiconvex for B-gradients ( (H3)′ with
ℓ = 0) and satisfies (H1) for 1 < p < ∞. Assume in addition that for any u0 ∈ D ′(Ω, U)
such that Bu0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) and φ ∈ C∞

c (Ω, U), we have that
 

Ω
f(x,B(u0 + φ)) > C

(
 

Ω
|Bφ|p − 1−

 

Ω
|Bu0|p

)
.

Then Problem (PBΩ) admits a generalized minimizer in the sense of Definition 4.1.

The proof is analogous to that of Proposition 4.2, establishing that

inf

{
ˆ

Ω
f(x,B(u0 + u)) : u ∈ C∞

c (Ω, U)

}
= min

{
ˆ

Ω
f(x,Bu0 + v) : v ∈ XB,p

0 (Ω)

}
.

We do not repeat the argument here.

Proof of Theorem C, B-gradient setting.
Follows immediately from Proposition 4.5, Lemma 3.3, and Remark 3.2. �

We will show in addition that any minimizer Bu0+ ṽ has a better structure. In Proposi-
tion 4.8 we will deduce that, as far as problem (PBΩ) is concerned, we can assume without
loss of generality that Ω is smooth and u0 ∈ W k,p(Ω, U), reducing our setup of Theorem
B to the one in [BDS15].

We begin by choosing a good representative ũ for ṽ = Bũ:

Proposition 4.6. Let 1 < p < ∞ and f satisfy the assumptions of Proposition 4.5. For
any u0 ∈ D ′(Ω, U) with Bu0 ∈ Lp(Ω, V ), there exists ũ0 ∈ D ′(Rn, U) such that

(a) Bũ0 is a generalized minimizer of (PBΩ),
(b) ũ0 − u0 ∈W k,p(Ω, U),
(c) C ∗(ũ0 − u0) = 0.
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Proof. Let u0 + ϕj with ϕj ∈ C∞
c (Ω, U) be a minimizing sequence. By the coercivity

assumption we have the Lp-boundedness of {Bϕj}. Next, project ϕj to the kernel of C ∗

as in Theorem 2.7(b) to get
ϕj = ϕ̃j + ψj ,

where C ∗ϕ̃j = 0, Bϕ̃j = Bϕj in R
n. The Sobolev estimate for ϕ̃j implies the boundedness

of {ϕ̃j} in W k,p(Ω, U). Then there exists π ∈ W k,p(Ω, U) with C ∗π = 0 such that, up to
a subsequence,

ϕ̃j ⇀ π in W k,p(Ω, U).

Write ũ0 = u0+π, and it is easy to see that B(u0+ϕj) = B(u0+ ϕ̄j)⇀ Bũ0 in Lp(Ω, V ).
By Lemma 3.3

lim inf
j→∞

ˆ

Ω
f(x,B(u0 + ϕ̃j)) >

ˆ

Ω
f(x,Bũ0).

Notice that the left-hand side converges to the infimum of (PBΩ) since Bϕ̃j = Bϕj , and

Bũ0 ∈ Bu0 +XB,p
0 (Ω), which indicates

ˆ

Ω
f(x,Bũ0) dx > lim inf

j→∞

ˆ

Ω
f(x,B(u0 + ϕ̃j)) dx,

and thus the equality holds. The claim follows. �

Lemma 4.7. We follow the notation in Proposition 4.6. Let ω ⋐ Ω, and then there holds

inf{F(u, ω) : u ∈ ũ0 + C∞
c (ω,U)} = F(ũ0, ω).

In other words, ũ0 is a local minimizer of (PBΩ).

In particular, to prove Theorem B it suffices to consider functionals defined on smooth
sets.

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Fix an arbitrary ϕ ∈ C∞
c (ω,U). Since u0 + π is a generalized mini-

mizer, and B(u0 + π + ϕ) ∈ Bu0 +XB,p
0 (Ω), we have

F(u0 + π,Ω) 6 F(u0 + π + ϕ,Ω),

which implies
ˆ

ω
f(x,B(u0 + π)) dx 6

ˆ

ω
f(x,B(u0 + π + ϕ)) dx

as desired. �

Finally, we show that on any subdomain ω ⋐ Ω, we can replace the minimizer with a
minimizer in the right Sobolev class, provided that we assume integrability of the lower
order derivatives of u0.

Proposition 4.8. We use the notation of Proposition 4.6 and denote u0+π by ũ0. Assume
that u0 ∈W k−1,p(Ω, U). For any ω ⋐ Ω, there exists uω ∈W k,p(Ω, U) such that

(a) Buω = Bũ0 in ω,
(b) C ∗uω = 0 in Ω,
(c) ‖uω‖W k,p(Ω) 6 c‖Bu0‖Lp(Ω) + ‖u0‖W k−1,p(Ω),

(d) uω is a minimizer of the problem

inf{F(u, ω) : u ∈ uω + C∞
c (ω)} = F(uω , ω).

Proof. Consider a cut-off ρ ∈ C∞
c (Ω) such that ρ = 1 in ω. We now apply Theorem 2.7(b)

to decompose ρũ0 as follows:
ρũ0 = uω + ψ,

where uω ∈ Ẇ k,p(Rn, U) such that C ∗uω = 0 and Buω = B(ρũ0) ∈ Lp(Rn). The third
assertion follows from the estimate of Theorem 2.7(b) and the product rule. The last claim
follows from Buω = Bũ0 in ω and Lemma 4.7. �
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In particular, the conclusion of this subsection is that we can assume that Ω is smooth,
u0 ∈W k,p(Ω, U), and that minimizers are C ∗-free in the statement of Theorem B.

5. Local linear estimates

5.1. Local Korn-type inequality. We will establish some linear estimates for the min-
imizers of Problem (PBΩ) which are a generalization of Lemma 2.10 in [Rai19a]. Below,
B and C are as in Theorem 2.1 so k, l are the orders of B, C respectively.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that Ω ⊂ R
n is a bounded open set, and v ∈ D ′(Ω) satisfies

Bv ∈ Lp
loc(Ω) and C

∗v ∈ Ẇ−q,p
loc (Ω)

for some 1 < p < ∞; let q = l − k. Then we have v ∈ W k,p
loc (Ω), and for any open subsets

ω ⋐ Ω′ ⋐ Ω, there holds

(5.1) ‖Dkv‖Lp(ω) 6 C(‖Bv‖Lp(Ω′) + ‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′) + ‖v‖W k−1,p(Ω′))

with C = C(n, p,B,C , ω,Ω′) > 0. In particular, if C ∗v = 0 in Ω, for any ball BR =
B(x0, R) ⋐ Ω and any τ ∈ (0, 1), we have

ˆ

BτR

|Dkv|p dx 6 C

(
ˆ

BR

|Bv|p dx+
k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

|Div|p
Rp(k−i)

dx

)

ˆ

BτR

|Vp(Dkv)|2 dx 6 C

(
ˆ

BR

|Vp(Bv)|2 dx+

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Div

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

)(5.2)

with C = C(n, p,B, τ) > 0.

Proof. Take any subsets ω and Ω′ as in the assumption, and a cut-off function ρ ∈ C∞
c (Ω′)

with
0 6 ρ 6 1, ρ ≡ 1 in ω.

Define w := ρv and an operator P := (DqB,C ∗) as in Subsection 5.2.
Given any multi-index α with |α| = k + q − 1 = l − 1, we have

∂̂αw(ξ) = (−i)k+q−1ξαŵ(ξ)

= (−i)k+q−1ξαP
†(ξ)P(ξ)ŵ(ξ)

= i ξα|ξ|−(k+q)
P

†

(
ξ

|ξ|

)
P̂w(ξ)

=: m(ξ)P̂w(ξ),

where P†(ξ) is the left-inverse of P(ξ), and the multiplier m(ξ) is smooth away from
the origin and (−1)-homogeneous. Let K := F−1m, which is (1 − n)-homogeneous and
integrable. Then the partial derivative ∂α(ρw) can be expressed as follows:

∂αw = ∂α(ρv) = K ∗ (P(ρv)) = K ∗ (ρPv) +

k+q∑

j=1

K ∗ (bj [Djρ,Dk+q−jv]),

where {bj [·, ·]}k+q
j=1 are bilinear forms with constant coefficients. Notice that Djρ ≡ 0 on ω,

and thus
sing spt(bj [D

jρ,Dk+q−jv]) ⊂ R
n \ ω,

and we have that the terms in the sum are smooth on ω. To control the first term, notice
that for any ϕ ∈ C∞

c (ω) there holds

〈K ∗ (ρPv), ϕ〉 =
〈
Pv, ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ)

〉

= (−1)q
〈
Bv, (div)q(ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ))

〉
+
〈
C

∗v, ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ)
〉
,
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where K ′(·) = K(−·) is the dual convolution kernel of K. The second term can be easily
controlled as follows

〈
C

∗v, ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ)
〉
6 ‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′)‖ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ)‖Ẇ q,p′ (Ω′)

6 C‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′)‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖W q,p′ (Ω′).

By Lemma 7.12 in [GT01], we have

‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Lp′ (Ω′) 6 C(n)L n(Ω′)
1
n ‖ϕ‖Lp′ (Ω′),

and the estimate of the higher-order terms requires Theorem 2.6:
q∑

i=1

‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Ẇ i,p′ (Ω′) 6

q∑

i=1

‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Ẇ i,p′ (Rn) 6 C

q∑

i=1

‖ϕ‖Ẇ i−1,p′ (Ω′).

This implies

‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖W q,p′ (Ω′) 6 C‖ϕ‖W q−1,p′ (Ω′),

and to obtain ∂αv ∈W
−(q−1),p
loc (Ω), we need to estimate the Lp′-norm of (div)q(ρ(K ′ ∗ϕ)).

This term expands as

(div)q(ρ(K ′ ∗ ϕ)) =
q∑

i=0

ci[D
iρ,Dq−i(K ′ ∗ ϕ)],

where {ci[· , ·]}qi=0 are bilinear forms with constant coefficients. The terms with i < q can
be estimated as follows∥∥∥∥∥

q−1∑

i=0

ci[D
iρ,Dq−i(K ′ ∗ ϕ)]

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp′(Ω′)

6 C

q−1∑

i=0

sup|Diρ|‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Ẇ q−i,p′(Rn)

6 C

q−1∑

i=0

‖ϕ‖Ẇ q−i−1,p′ (Rn) = C‖ϕ‖W q−1,p′ (ω),

where the fourth line follows from Theorem 2.6. When i = q, we apply Lemma 7.12 in
[GT01] to estimate the corresponding term

〈
Bv, (Dqρ)K ′ ∗ ϕ

〉
6 ‖Bv‖Lp(Ω′) ‖(Dqρ)K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Lp′ (Ω′)

6 ‖Bv‖Lp(Ω′) sup|Dqρ|‖K ′ ∗ ϕ‖Lp′ (Ω′)

6 C(n)L n(Ω′)
1
n ‖Bv‖Lp(Ω′) ‖ϕ‖Lp′ (ω).

From the above, we know that Dk+q−1v ∈W
−(q−1),p
loc (Ω). Then with a procedure similar

to the one above and P replaced by Dk+q−i, we can show inductively that Dk+q−i−1v ∈
W

−(q−i−1),p
loc (Ω) for i = 1, . . . , q − 1. Furthermore, with P replaced by Di+1, we can show

Div ∈ W i,p
loc(Ω) for i = k − 1, . . . , 0 with only applying Lemma 7.12 in [GT01] in the last

step.

Having established that v ∈W k,p
loc (Ω), we are now in the position to show the inequality

(5.1). Take ρ as above and a multi-index α with |α| = k, and define again w = ρv. Then
we have

∂̂αw(ξ) = mα(ξ)P̂w(ξ),

where mα is a (−q)-homogeneous multiplier. Then by Theorem 2.6 we have the following
global estimate on R

n:

‖∂αw‖Lp(Rn) 6 C‖I−q
Pw‖Lp(Rn) 6 C‖Pw‖Ẇ−q,p(Rn)

6 C(‖Bw‖Lp(Rn) + ‖C ∗w‖Ẇ−q,p(Rn)).
(5.3)
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Since ‖∂αv‖Lp(ω) 6 ‖∂αw‖Lp(Rn), it is sufficient to estimate the right-hand side of the
above inequality.

It is easy to see that

‖Bw‖Lp(Rn) = ‖B(ρv)‖Lp(Rn) 6 ‖Bv‖Lp(Ω′) + C‖v‖W k−1,p(Ω′).

The other term can be controlled by

‖C ∗w‖Ẇ−q,p(Rn) 6 ‖ρC ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′) +

l∑

i=1

‖di[Diρ,Dl−iv]‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′),

where {di[·, ·]}li=1 are bilinear forms with constant coefficients. We test these terms with
any ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω′) separately:

〈ρC ∗v, ϕ〉 = 〈C ∗v, ρϕ〉 6 ‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′)‖ρϕ‖Ẇ q,p′ (Ω′)

6 C‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′)‖ϕ‖W q,p′ (Ω′) 6 C‖C ∗v‖Ẇ−q,p(Ω′)‖ϕ‖Ẇ q,p′ (Ω′),

where the last inequality follows from Poincaré’s inequality;
〈
ci[D

iρ,Dl−iv], ϕ
〉
=
〈
Dl−iv, c′i[D

iρ, ϕ]
〉

= (−1)l−i−ti
〈
Dtiv, (div)l−i−tic′i[D

iρ, ϕ]
〉

6 C‖Dtiv‖Lp(Ω′)‖ϕ‖W q,p′ (Ω′)

6 C‖Dtiv‖Lp(Ω′)‖ϕ‖Ẇ q,p′ (Ω′),

where {c′i[·, ·]}li=1 are also bilinear forms with constant coefficients and ti := min{l−i, k−1}.
This proves (5.1), which immediately implies the Lp-inequality in (5.2).

To prove the second estimate in (5.2), we argue as follows. It suffices to prove that

ˆ

ω
|Vp(Dkv)|2 dx 6 C

(
ˆ

Ω′

|Vp(Bv)|2 dx+
k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Ω′

|Vp(Div)|2 dx
)

provided that C ∗v = 0, and the inequality on the concentric balls BτR and BR can be done
via scaling from Bτ and B1. We note that t 7→ (1 + t2)(p−2)/2t2 is a Young function which
satisfies both the ∆2 and ∇2 conditions [RR02], so we can use the extrapolation inequality
from Lemma 2.2 in [CG22]: it suffices to verify this inequality in weighted Lebesgue spaces
with respect to Muckenhoupt weights µ ∈ Ap for a certain p ∈ (1,∞):

ˆ

ω
|Dkv|pµ dx 6 C

(
ˆ

Ω′

|Bv|pµ dx+

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Ω′

|Div|pµ dx
)
.

This inequality follows along the same lines as the proof of (5.1) (when µ = 1): the
boundedness in (5.3) follows since Calderón–Zygmund operators are bounded on Lp(dµ);
the duality argument rests on the following Fourier characterization of W a,p(dµ):

‖u‖(Ẇ a,p(dµ))∗ ∼ ‖F−1(|ξ|aû)‖Lp′ (dµ),

with p′ = p/(p − 1). This is clear for a = 0 (duality of Lebesgue space with respect to
arbitrary measures), follows by boundedness of Calderón–Zygmund operators for a > 0,
and by duality for a < 0. The proof is complete. �

5.2. Estimates for linear systems. We investigate the regularity of the linear system

B
∗(ABh) = 0, C

∗h = 0.

The following estimate is in a similar spirit to those for linear elliptic systems (see, for
example, [Gia83] Chapter III) while also requiring the Korn-type inequality (5.2) since we
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are dealing with constant rank operators instead of elliptic. We will use this in Section 7,
where the main partial regularity claim is proved.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose that B and C are as above, and Ω ⊂ R
n is an open set. If

h ∈ D ′(Ω) satisfies the following

(5.4) B
∗(ABh) = 0, C

∗h = 0

in Ω, where A : V × V → R is a symmetric linear operator with constant coefficients and
satisfies

A[z, z] > λ|z|2, |A[z, w]| 6 Λ|z||w|, for any z, w ∈ V

with 0 < λ 6 Λ <∞. Then we have h ∈ C∞(Ω) and the following estimate

(5.5) r sup
Br

|Dk+1h| 6 C

 

B2r

|Dkh− b|dx

for any constant tensor field b and any ball Br with B2r ⋐ Ω and 0 < r < 1, where
C = C(n,dimV, Λλ ) > 0.

Proof. With out loss of generality, we can assume A = I, since the general case can be

done by replacing B with A
1
2B. We consider the operator P := (DqB,C ∗). It is easy to

see that P is an elliptic operator of order l, and from (5.4) we know that h satisfies

(5.6) P
∗
Ph = 0 in Ω

in the sense of distribution. The operator P∗P is elliptic, and thus we have the smoothness
of h in Ω.

Take a ball Br with B2r ⋐ Ω, and a k-homogeneous polynomial P such that

(DiP )2r = (Dih)2r, i = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1, and DkP = b,

where b is any vector as in (5.5). The function h − P satisfies the first system in (5.4)
as well, and we test it with −∂s(ρ2k∂s(h − P )), where s ∈ {1, . . . , n} and ρ ∈ C∞

c (B2r)
satisfies

0 6 ρ 6 1, ρ ≡ 1 in Br, and |Diρ| 6 Cr−i, i = 1, . . . , k.

This test function gives

ˆ

Ω
[ρk∂sB(h− P ), ρk∂sB(h− P )] dx 6

ˆ

Ω
[ρk∂sB(h− P ),

k∑

i=1

Ri] dx,

where Ri is a linear combination of products of the i-th order derivatives of ρk and the
(k− i)-th order derivatives of ∂s(h−P ). Thus, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have
ˆ

B2r

[ρk∂sB(h− P ), ρk∂sB(h− P )] dx

6
1

2

ˆ

B2r

[ρk∂sB(h− P ), ρk∂sB(h− P )] dx+ C
k∑

i=1

1

r2i

ˆ

B2r

|∂sDk−i(h− P )|2 dx

which furthermore implies, with Poincaré’s inequality and the choice of P ,
ˆ

Br

|∂sBh|2 dx 6

ˆ

B2r

[ρk∂sB(h− P ), ρk∂sB(h− P )] dx 6
C

r2

ˆ

B2r

|Dk(h− P )|2 dx.

Then we can conclude that
ˆ

Br

|DBh|2 dx 6
C

r2

ˆ

B2r

|Dkh− b|2 dx.
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It is actually possible to estimate Dk+1h: Apply Proposition 5.1 to ∂s(h−P ), s = 1, . . . , n,
and then we obtain

ˆ

B r
2

|Dk+1h|2 dx 6 C

(
ˆ

Br

|DBh|2 dx+
k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Br

|DiD(h− P )|2
r2(k−i)

dx

)

6
C

r2

ˆ

B2r

|Dkh− b|2 dx,

where the second line is obtained with Poincaré’s inequality.
Notice that ∂sh, s = 1, . . . , n, also solves the first system in (5.4), and with an argument

similar to the one above we obtain
ˆ

B2σ2r

|Dk+2h|2 dx 6
C(σ)

r4

ˆ

B2r

|Dkh− b|2 dx

for any σ ∈ (0, 1). Take d ∈ N such that 2d > n, and then σ ∈ (0, 1) with σd+1 > 1
2 .

Morrey’s inequality then implies the following estimate

rn sup
Br

|Dk+1h|2 6 C
d∑

i=0

ˆ

Br

r2i|Dk+i+1h|2 dx 6
C

r2

ˆ

B2r

|Dkh− b|2 dx.

The desired estimate (5.5) can be further concluded as in Corollary 7.1 and Theorem 7.3
in [Giu03]. �

6. Higher integrability

The purpose of this section is to establish higher integrability for generalized minimizers
of (PAΩ) and (PBΩ). We follow the commonly used strategy for proving higher integra-
bility ([Gia83], Chapter V), which involves first showing a Caccioppolli-type inequality and
then the application of Poincaré’s inequality and Gehring’s lemma. However, the Korn-
type inequality (5.1) is required since the constant operator B is here in the place of the
gradient operator.

6.1. Caccioppolli-type inequalities. We prove a Caccioppolli-type inequality, which
applies to non-autonomous integrands and arbitrary constant rank operators.

Proposition 6.1. Suppose that the integrand f satisfies assumptions(H1)-(H3) and that
u ∈W k−1,p(Ω, U) such that Bu ∈ Lp(Ω, V ) is a generalized minimizer of (PBΩ), and the
map a : Ω → V is such that Ba is constant and |Ba| 6 M for some M > 0. Then for
any τ ∈ (0, 1) there exists a constant C = C(n,dimV,B,M, p, L, ℓ, τ) > 0 such that the
following estimate holds true for any ball B(x0, R)(=: BR) ⋐ Ω:

(6.1)

ˆ

BτR

|Vp(B(u− a))|2 dx 6 C
k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+ CR

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

〈
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

〉p−1 |Di(u− a)|
Rk−i

dx+ CR

ˆ

BR

〈B(u− a)〉p−1 |B(u− a)|dx.

Proof. Fix a ball BR ⋐ Ω and r, s > 0 such that R
2 < r < s < R. Take a cut off function

ρ ∈ C∞
c (Bs) with

0 6 ρ 6 1, ρ ≡ 1 in Br, |Diρ| 6 ci(s− r)−i, i = 1, . . . , k.

Suppose that the map a : Ω → V is as in the assumption.
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Then define f̃(z) := f(x0,Ba + z) − f(x0,Ba) − fz(x0,Ba) · z, ũ := u − a, ϕ := ρũ,
and ψ := (1 − ρ)ũ = ũ − ϕ. From the strong quasiconvexity of f and the estimate (2.5),
we have

ˆ

Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx 6

ˆ

Bs

|Vp(Bϕ)|2 dx

.M,p,ℓ

ˆ

Bs

(f(x0,B(ϕ+ a))− f(x0,Ba)− fz(x0,Ba) · Bϕ) dx

=

ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bϕ) dx =

ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bũ− Bψ) dx

=

ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bũ) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f̃(Bũ− Bψ)− f̃(Bũ)) dx.

The definition of f̃ and the minimality of u then imply
ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bũ) dx =

ˆ

Bs

f(x,Bu) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f̃(Bũ)− f(x,Bu)) dx

6

ˆ

Bs

f(x,Bu− Bϕ) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f̃(Bũ)− f(x,Bu)) dx.

The first term in the second line is further controlled as follows:
ˆ

Bs

f(x,Bu− Bϕ) dx =

ˆ

Bs

f(x,Bψ + Ba) dx

=

ˆ

Bs

f(x0,Bψ + Ba) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f(x,Bψ + Ba)− f(x0,Bψ + Ba)) dx

=

ˆ

Bs

(f̃(Bψ) + f(x0,Ba) + fz(x0,Ba) · Bψ) dx

+

ˆ

Bs

(f(x,Bψ + Ba)− f(x0,Bψ + Ba)) dx.

Combining the three estimates above, we obtain
ˆ

Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx 6 C

ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bϕ) dx

6 C

(
ˆ

Bs

f̃(Bψ) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f(x,Bψ + Ba)− f(x0,Bψ + Ba)) dx(6.2)

+

ˆ

Bs

(f(x0,Bu)− f(x,Bu)) dx+

ˆ

Bs

(f̃(Bũ− Bψ)− f̃(Bũ)) dx

)

=: I + II + III + IV.

By (2.3) we know

I 6 C

ˆ

Bs\Br

|Vp(Bψ)|2 dx

6 C

ˆ

Bs\Br

|Vp(Bũ|2 dx+ C

k∑

i=1

ˆ

Bs

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Dk−iũ)

(s− r)i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx.

(6.3)

The terms II and III can be controlled with the continuity of ∂zf in x as assumed in
(H2):

II + III = −
ˆ

Bs

ˆ 1

0
(∂zf(x,Bu− tBϕ)− ∂zf(x0,Bu− tBϕ)) · Bϕdt
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6 C

ˆ

Bs

ˆ 1

0
|x− x0|(1 + |Bu− tBϕ|2) p−1

2 |Bϕ|dx(6.4)

6 Cs

ˆ

Bs

(1 + |Bũ|2 + |Bϕ|2)
p−1
2 |Bϕ|dx

6 Cs

ˆ

Bs

〈Bũ〉p−1 |Bũ|dx+ Cs

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Bs

〈
Diũ

(s− r)k−i

〉p−1 |Diũ|
(s− r)k−i

dx.

Notice that the integrand in IV vanishes on Br, and by (2.4) we have

IV 6 C

ˆ

Bs\Br

(1 + |Bψ|2 + |Bũ|2) p−2
2 (|Bψ|+ |Bũ|)|Bψ|dx

6 C

ˆ

Bs\Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx+ C
k∑

i=1

ˆ

Bs

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Dk−iũ

(s− r)i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx.

(6.5)

Then (6.2)-(6.5) together imply

ˆ

Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx 6 C

ˆ

Bs\Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx+ C
k∑

i=1

ˆ

Bs

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Dk−iũ

(s− r)i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+ Cs

(
ˆ

Bs

〈Bũ〉p−1 |Bũ|dx+

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Bs

〈
Diũ

(s− r)k−i

〉p−1 |Diũ|
(s − r)k−i

dx

)
,

and we add C
´

Br
|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx to both sides to get

ˆ

Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx 6
C

C + 1

ˆ

Bs

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx+
C

C + 1

k∑

i=1

ˆ

Bs

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Dk−iũ

(s − r)i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+
C

C + 1
s

(
ˆ

Bs

〈Bũ〉p−1 |Bũ|dx+

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

Bs

〈
Diũ

(s− r)k−i

〉p−1 |Diũ|
(s − r)k−i

dx

)
.

The desired inequality (6.1) follows from Lemma 2.10 with

Φ(r) =

ˆ

Br

|Vp(Bũ)|2 dx,

Ψi(t) =

ˆ

BR

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Dk−iũ

(s − r)i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx+R

ˆ

Bs

〈
Diũ

(s− r)k−i

〉p−1 |Diũ|
(s− r)k−i

dx,

B = CR

ˆ

BR

〈Bũ〉p−1 |Bũ|dx,

which concludes the proof. �

We have the following improved Caccioppolli-type inequality for good minimizers u of
(PBΩ), which follows from Proposition 6.1 and inequality (5.2).

Proposition 6.2. Let an integrand f satisfy (H1)-(H3) and u ∈WB,p(Ω, U) be such that
Bu is a generalized minimizer of (PBΩ) satisfying C ∗u = 0. Take a map a : Ω → V with
Ba being constant and |Ba| 6M for some M > 0. Then for any τ ∈ (0, 1) there exists a
constant cM,τ = c(n,dimV,B,M, p, L, ℓ, τ) > 0 such that the following estimate holds true
for any ball B(x0, R)(=: BR) ⋐ Ω:

(6.6)

ˆ

BτR

|Vp(Dk(u− a))|2 dx 6 cM,τ

(
k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx
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+R

k−1∑

i=0

ˆ

BR

〈
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

〉p−1 |Di(u− a)|
Rk−i

dx+R

ˆ

BR

〈B(u− a)〉p−1 |B(u− a)|dx
)
.

Remark 6.3. Notice that Proposition 6.1 and 6.2 also hold true for (good) minimizers of
(PAΩ), which follows from Remark 4.4. The extra function φ can be considered as part of
the x-dependence.

6.2. Higher integrability for minimizers. The Caccioppolli-type inequality (6.6) im-
plies higher integrability of minimizers of our variational problems (PBΩ) and (PAΩ).
The proof in the case 1 < p < 2 requires the following Poincaré inequality with respect
to V . It will also be combined with the Caccioppolli inequality (6.6) in the excess decay
estimate in Subsection 7.2 and can be shown by modifying Theorem 2.4 in [CFM98].

Theorem 6.4. If 1 < p < 2, there exist α ∈ (2p , 2) and σ > 0 such that any map

u ∈W 1,p(B3R, V ) satisfies

k−1∑

i=0

(
 

BR

∣∣∣∣V
(
Diu− (Diu)R

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2(1+σ)

dx

)1/(2(1+σ))

6 C

(
 

B3R

|V (Dku)|α dx
)1/α

with C = C(n, p, k,N) > 0.

The higher integrability result states as follows:

Proposition 6.5. Let an integrand f satisfy (H1)-(H3) and that u ∈ W k,p(Ω, U) be a
generalized minimizer of (PBΩ) satisfying C ∗u = 0. Then there exists σ0 > 0 depending

on n, p and c0,1/2 in (6.6) such that Dku ∈ Lp+σ
loc (Ω) for any σ ∈ (0, σ0).

Proof. It is sufficient to derive a weak reverse Hölder inequality, and then the desired
integrability result follows from the generalized Gehring lemma (see, for example, §V.1 in
[Gia83]).

In the case where p > 2, we have

〈z〉p−1 |z| . |z|+ |z|p . 1 + |z|p . 1 + |z|p

for any vector z. In addition, the estimate (a) in Lemma 2.8 implies that

|z|p . |Vp(z)|2 . 1 + |z|p.
Fix an arbitrary ball BR ⋐ Ω with R 6 1 and take a (k − 1)-polynomial a such that

(Dia)BR
= (Diu)BR

, i = 0, . . . , k − 1.

Then from (6.6) with τ = 1
2 we obtain

 

BR/2

|Dku|p dx 6 C

(
k−1∑

i=0

 

BR

|Di(u− a)|p
Rp(k−i)

dx+R

 

BR

|B(u− a)|p dx+ 1

)

6 C

((
 

BR

|Dku|p∗ dx
) p

p∗

+R

 

BR

|B(u− a)|p dx+ 1

)
,

where the second line follows from the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality and p∗ = np
n+p . Take

R ≪ 1 such that CR < 1. Then this weak reverse Hölder inequality together with the
generalized Gehring lemma ([Gia83], Chapter V, Proposition 1.1) implies the local higher
integrability of Dku.

When 1 < p < 2, we show a weak reverse Hölder inequality with respect to Vp(z) instead.
Notice that

〈z〉p−1 |z| . |z|+ |z|p . 1 + |Vp(z)|2.
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Fix an arbitrary ball BR with B3R ⋐ Ω and R 6 1, take a (k − 1)-polynomial a as above
and let τ = 1

2 . Then (6.6) implies

 

BR/2

|Vp(Dku)|2 dx 6 C

(
k−1∑

i=0

 

BR

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+

k−1∑

i=0

 

BR

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣Vp
(
Di(u− a)

Rk−i

)∣∣∣∣
2
)
dx+R

 

BR

(1 + |Vp(B(u− a))|2) dx
)

6 C

((
 

B3R

|Vp(Dku)|β dx
) 2

β

+R

 

BR

|Vp(Dku)|2 dx+ 1

)
,

where the third line follows from Theorem 6.4 and β ∈ (2p , 2). Taking R ≪ 1 such that

CR < 1 and applying the generalized Gehring lemma again, we obtain the local higher
integrability of Vp(D

ku), and thus of Dku. �

7. Partial regularity

To prove Theorem B, it is enough to prove the corresponding excess decay estimate
(Propositions 7.1 and 7.2). These imply the claimed partial Hölder regularity using a
routine argument, which can be found in [Gia83], Chapter IV. We consider the super-
quadratic case p > 2 and sub-quadratic one p < 2 separately, and base our proofs on
[Eva86] and [CFM98].

Proof of Theorem B. Follows from Propositions 7.1 or 7.2 (depending on p), Proposi-
tion 6.5 (for higher integrability), and Proposition 4.8 (to verify that minimizers can be
assumed C ∗-free). �

Proof of Theorem A assuming Theorem B. Follows from Remarks 4.4 and 6.3. �

To finish the paper, it remains to prove Propositions 7.1 and 7.2.

7.1. Super-quadratic case. Let α ∈ (0, 1). We consider the following excess functional:

(7.1) E (u, x0, R) := R2α +

 

BR(x0)
|Vp(Dku− (Dku)x0,R)|2 dx.

Proposition 7.1. Suppose that the integrand f satisfies (H1)-(H3) with p > 2, and that
u ∈ W k,p(Ω) is such that Bu a generalized minimizer of (PBΩ) with C ∗u = 0. For any
given M > 0, α ∈ (0, 1) and τ ∈ (0, 14), there exists ε > 0 such that the following holds
true: for any ball B(x0, R)(=: BR) ⋐ Ω, the conditions

|(Dku)R| < M, E (u, x0, R) < ε

implies
E (τR) 6 C0τ

2α
E (R)

for some C0 = C0(n, p,B,dimV,L, ℓ,M) > 0, where E is defined as in (7.1).

Proof. The proposition is proved by contradiction and the proof is divided into four steps.
Step 1. Contradiction assumption. Suppose that the proposition is not true for a
certain τ ∈ (0, 14 ). Then there exists a sequence of balls {B(xm, rm)}m∈N with B(xm, rm) ⋐
Ω such that

|(Dku)xm,rm | < M, E (u, xm, rm) = λ2m
m→∞−→ 0,(7.2)

E (u, xm, τrm) > C0τ
2α

E (u, xm, rm),(7.3)

where the constant C0 is to be determined. Without loss of generality, we can assume
rm → 0.
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Define the following map on B1 = B(0, 1) for each m ∈ N:

vm(y) :=
1

λmrkm
(u(xm + rmy)− rkmam(y)),

where the map am on B1 is a k-polynomial such that
ˆ

B(xm,rm)
Di(u− am) dx = 0, 0 6 i 6 k − 1, Dkam = (Dku)xm,rm := Am.

Notice that C ∗u = 0 implies C ∗am = 0. Then we have, by direct calculation and (7.3),

Dkvm =
1

λm
(Dku(xm + rmy)−Am), C

∗vm = 0,(7.4)

(Divm)1 = 0, 0 6 i 6 k,

r2αm +

 

B1

(1 + λ2m|Dkvm|2) p−2
2 λ2m|Dkvm|2 dy = E (u, xm, rm) = λ2m,(7.5)

(τrm)2α +

 

Bτ

|V (λm(Dkvm − (Dkvm)τ ))|2 dx > C0λ
2
mτ

2α.(7.6)

In addition, (7.5) implies
ffl

B1
|Dkvm|2 dy 6 1. Using the choice of am and Poincaré’s

inequality, we know

‖vm‖W k,2(B1) 6 C‖Dkvm‖L2(B1) 6 C.

Step 2. Blow up. Now we know that {vm} is uniformly bounded in W k,2(B1) with
C ∗vm = 0, then up to a subsequence there exists a map v ∈W k,2(B1) such that

{
vm ⇀ v in W k,2(B1),

C
∗v = 0 in D

′(B1).

In particular, we have the strong convergence vm → v in W k−1,2(B1). Notice that {Am} is
a bounded sequence, so without loss of generality, we can assume that Am → A0 for some

A0 ∈ R
Nk×n with |A0| 6M . Then it is easy to see

|(Bvm)1| = |(T (Dkvm))1| = |T ((Dkvm)1)| 6 C(B,M),

and |(Bv)1| = lim
m→∞

|(Bvm)1| 6 C(B,M),

where T : R
Nk×n → V is a linear operator with T (Dku) = Bu.

Step 3. The harmonicity of v. This step is to show that v solves the following system
on B1 in a weak sense:

B
∗(∂2zf(x0, T (A0))Bv) = 0.

Given any suitable test map ψ ∈ C∞
c (B1), we test the Euler-Lagrange system satisfied by

u on B(xm, rm) with ψm(·) := ψ((· − xm)/rm):

0 =

 

B(xm,rm)
∂zf(x,Bu) · Bψm dx =

 

B1

∂zf(xm + rmy, λmBvm + T (Am)) · Bψ dy

=

 

B1

(∂zf(xm + rmy, λmBvm + T (Am))− ∂zf(xm + rmy, T (Am))) · Bψ dy(7.7)

+

 

B1

(∂zf(xm + rmy, T (Am))− ∂zf(xm, T (Am))) · Bψ dy :=

 

B1

I dy +

 

B1

II dy.

Notice that
 

B1

II dy 6 rmL(1 + |T (Am)|2)
p−1
2 6 C(p, L,M)rm



REGULARITY FOR A -QUASICONVEX INTEGRALS 25

by the Lipchitz continuity of ∂zf(·, z) as in (H2). Since rm 6 λ
1
α
m, we have

(7.8) lim
m→∞

1

λm

 

B1

II dy = 0.

To analyze the other term, we split B1 into

E+
m := {y ∈ B1 : λm|Bvm| > 1},

E−
m := {y ∈ B1 : λm|Bvm| < 1}.

The measure of E+
m is controlled with (7.5):

|E+
m| 6

ˆ

E+
m

λ2m|Bvm|2 dy 6 C

ˆ

E+
m

λ2m|Dkvm|2 dy 6 Cλ2m.

It also indicates that |E+
m| → 0 as m→ ∞. Thus, with the growth rate of ∂zf we have

1

λm

ˆ

E+
m

I dy 6
C

λm

ˆ

E+
m

(1 + |λmBvm|p−1) dy

6
C

λm

(
|E+

m|+
(
ˆ

E+
m

λpm|Dkvm|p dy
) p−1

p

|E+
m|

1
p

)
(7.9)

(7.5)
6 Cλm

m→∞−→ 0.

Notice that λmBvm → 0 a.e. in B1 up to a subsequence and 1E−

m
→ 1 in L2(B1). Then

considering the boundedness of the arguments and the regularity of f in (H2), we use the
dominated convergence theorem to obtain

(7.10)
1

λm

ˆ

E−

m

I dy =

ˆ

E−

m

ˆ 1

0
∂2zf(xm + rmy, T (Am) + tλmBvm) dt[Bvm,Bψ] dy

=

ˆ

E−

m

ˆ 1

0
(∂2zf(xm + rmy, T (Am) + tλmBvm)− ∂2zf(x0, T (A0))) dt[Bvm,Bψ] dy

+

ˆ

E−

m

∂2zf(x0, T (A0))[Bvm,Bψ] dy
m→∞−→

ˆ

B1

∂2zf(x0, T (A0))[Bv,Bψ] dy

With (7.7)-(7.10) we can conclude the following equality
 

B1

∂2zf(x0, T (A0))[Bv,Bψ] dx = 0,

which indicates that v solves the following system

(7.11)

{
B

∗(∂2zf(x0, T (A0))Bv) = 0

C
∗v = 0

on the ball B1.

Step 4. Excess decay estimate. From Theorem 5.2, we know that v ∈ C∞(B1) and
satisfies the following inequality

(7.12) sup
B 1

2

|Dk+1v| 6 C

(
 

B1

|Dkv − b|2 dx
)1

2

with some constant C > 0 and any constant vector b. For the given τ ∈ (0, 14 ), take
k-polynomials {bm} such that

ˆ

B2τ

Di(vm − bm) dx = 0, 0 6 i 6 k − 1,(7.13)
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and Dkbm = (Dkvm)2τ .(7.14)

By the convergence vm ⇀ v in W k,2(B1), we have bm converges to some b pointwise with
ˆ

B2τ

Di(v − b) dx = 0, 0 6 i 6 k − 1,(7.15)

and Dkb = (Dkv)2τ .(7.16)

With (7.12), we can control the mean oscillation of Dkv on B2τ as follows:
 

B2τ

|Dkv − (Dkv)2τ |2 dx 6 16τ2 sup
B2τ

|Dk+1v|2

6 Cτ2
 

B1

|Dkv − (Dkv)1|2 dx(7.17)

6 Cτ2 lim inf
m→∞

 

B1

|Dkvm − (Dkvm)1|2 dx 6 Cτ2,

where the third line is by the lower semicontinuity of the integral
´

|·|2 and the weak

convergence Dkvm ⇀ Dkv on B1.
On the other hand, the strong convergence Divm → Div in L2(B1), 0 6 i 6 k − 1,

implies

lim
m→∞

 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|2
τ2(k−i)

dx =

 

B2τ

|Di(v − b)|2
τ2(k−i)

dx

6 ... 6 C

 

B2τ

|Dkv − (Dkv)2τ |2 dx 6 Cτ2,

(7.18)

where the third line follows from Poincaré’s inequality and (7.17).
To obtain a contradiction in the case p > 2, we need to show

(7.19) lim
m→∞

λp−2
m

ˆ

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|p dx = 0, 0 6 i 6 k − 1.

It is not necessary when p = 2. Take p∗ as follows

p∗ :=





np

n− p
, 2 < p < n,

r > p, p > n,

with a fixed r > n, and then θ ∈ (0, 1) such that

1

p
=

θ

p∗
+

1− θ

2
.

For any i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1}, by Hölder’s inequality and the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality
we have

λp−2
m

 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|p dx

6 λp−2
m

(
 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|2 dx
) p(1−θ)

2
(
 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|p∗ dx
) pθ

p∗

6 C(τ)λp−2
m

(
 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|2 dx
) p(1−θ)

2
(
 

B2τ

|Dk(vm − bm)|p dx
)θ

.

Notice that the first term (
ffl

B2τ
|Di(vm − bm)|2 dx)p(1−θ)/2 is dominated by C(τ) + o(1) as

m→ ∞. The second one can be controlled by (7.5) as follows
 

B2τ

|Dk(vm − bm)|p dx 6 C(τ)

 

B1

|Dkvm − (Dkvm)1|p dx 6 C(τ)λ2−p
m .
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Thus, we have

λp−2
m

 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|p dx 6 C(τ)λ(p−2)(1−θ)
m → 0 as m→ ∞.

The choice of bm and the fact (Bvm)1 = 0 imply

λm|Dkbm| = λm|(Dkvm)2τ | = λm|(Dkvm)2τ − (Dkvm)1|

6
λm

(2τ)n

(
 

B1

|Dkvm − (Dkvm)1|2 dx
) 1

2

6

√
ε

(2τ)n
< 1

when ε < (2τ)2n. It is then easy to see that

λm(Bvm(y)− Bbm(y)) = Bu(xm + rmy)− T (Am)− λm(Bvm)2τ

with |T (Am)+λm(Bvm)2τ | 6 C(B,M). Then (b) and (d) in Lemma 2.8, and Proposition
6.2 imply
 

Bτ

|V (λm(Dkvm − (Dkvm)τ ))|2 dx 6 C

 

Bτ

|V (λm(Dk(vm − bm)))|2 dx

6 C

k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

i(vm − bm)

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+ Cτrm

k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

〈
λmD

i(vm − bm)

(2τ)k−i

〉p−1 ∣∣∣∣
λmD

i(vm − bm)

(2τ)k−i

∣∣∣∣ dx

+ Cτrm

 

2τ
〈λmB(vm − bm)〉p−1 |λmB(vm − bm)|dx =: I + II + III.

With (a) in Lemma 2.8, (7.18) and (7.19) we know

I 6 C

 

B2τ

(
λ2m

|Di(vm − bm)|2
(2τ)2(k−i)

+ λpm
|Di(vm − bm)|p

(2τ)p(k−i)

)
dx

6 Cλ2mτ
2 + λ2mo(1), as m→ ∞.

The estimates of II is similar:

II 6 Cτrm

k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

(
λm

|Di(vm − bm)|
(2τ)(k−i)

+ λpm
|Di(vm − bm)|p

(2τ)p(k−i)

)
dx

6 Cτrm

k−1∑

i=0

(
λm

(
 

B2τ

|Di(vm − bm)|2
(2τ)2(k−i)

dx

)1
2

+ λ2mo(1)

)

6 Cτrm(λmτ + λ2mo(1)), as m → ∞.

Finally, control III with (7.5) similarly:

III 6 Cτrm(λm(2τ)−
n
2 + λ2m(2τ)−n).

Notice that rm 6 λ
1/α
m by (7.2), then we have

 

Bτ

|V (λm(Dkvm − (Dkvm)τ ))|2 dx

6 Cλ2m(τ2 + o(1) + τ2λ
1
α
−1

m + τλ
1
α
mo(1) + τλ

1
α
−1

m (2τ)−
n
2 + τλ

1
α
m(2τ)n) 6 C1λ

2
mτ

2α

if ε(> λ2m) is taken to be small enough and m large enough. The above inequality contra-
dicts (7.6) if C0 > C1 + 1. The proof of the proposition is now complete. �
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7.2. Sub-quadratic case. The proof in the sub-quadratic set-up (1 < p < 2) is similar
to that in the super-quadratic one. As mentioned above, it is sufficient to show the excess
decay estimate as in Proposition 7.1, where the excess E is defined as in (7.1). We omit
some details and only mention the difference here.

Proposition 7.2. Suppose that the integrand f satisfies (H1)-(H3) with p ∈ (1, 2), and
that u ∈ W k,p(Ω) is such that Bu is a generalized minimizer of (PBΩ) with C ∗u = 0.
For any given M > 0, α ∈ (0, 1) and τ ∈ (0, 1

12), there exists ε > 0 such that the following
holds true: for any ball B(x0, R)(=: BR) ⋐ Ω, the conditions

(7.20) |(Dku)R| < M, E (u, x0, R) < ε

implies

(7.21) E (τR) 6 C0τ
2
E (R)

for some C0 = C0(n, p,B,dimV,L, ℓ,M) > 0.

Proof. The proof is done by contradiction as well. We assume that the proposition does
not hold for a certain τ ∈ (0, 1

12 ) and take a sequence of balls {B(xm, rm)}m∈N with
B(xm, rm) ⋐ Ω such that

|(Dku)xm,rm | < M, E (u, xm, rm) = λ2m
m→∞−→ 0,(7.22)

E (u, xm, τrm) > C0τ
2α

E (u, xm, rm),(7.23)

where the constant C0 is to be determined. Without loss of generality, we can assume
rm → 0. Then define {am} and {vm} as in Proposition 7.1, and the counterparts of
(7.4)-(7.6) hold true:

Dkvm =
1

λm
(Dku(xm + rmy)−Am), C

∗vm = 0,(7.24)

(Divm)1 = 0, 0 6 i 6 k,

r2αm +

 

B1

|V (λmD
kvm)|2 dy = E (u, xm, rm) = λ2m,(7.25)

(τrm)2α +

 

Bτ

|V (λm(Dkvm − (Dkvm)τ ))|2 dx > C0λ
2
mτ

2α.(7.26)

Moreover, from (7.25) and (a) in Lemma 2.8 we have
ffl

B1
|Dkvm|p dy 6 C(p), and then

Poincaré’s inequality implies the boundedness of {vm} in W k,p(B1).
Similarly, there exists a subsequence (not relabeled) such that





vm ⇀ v in W k,p(B1),

vm → v in W k−1,p(B1),

C
∗v = 0 in D

′(B1),

and Am → A0 for some A0 ∈ R
Nk×n with |A0| 6 M . With the same argument, we can

deduce that v solves the following system

(7.27)

{
B

∗(∂2zf(x0, T (A0))Bv) = 0

C
∗v = 0

on B1, which implies

(7.28) sup
B 1

2

|Dk+1v| 6 C

(
 

B1

|Dkv − b|p dx
) 1

p
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with some constant C > 0 and any constant vector b. Take {bm} as in the proof of
Proposition 7.1, and the sequence converges to some k-polynomial b that satisfies (7.15)
and (7.16).

The L2-oscillation of Dkv on B2τ can be then controlled as follows:
 

B2τ

|Dkv − (Dkv)2τ |2 dx 6 16τ2 sup
B2τ

|Dk+1v|2

6 Cτ2
(
 

B1

|Dkv − (Dkv)1|p dx
) 2

p

(7.29)

6 Cτ2
(
lim inf
m→∞

 

B1

|Dkvm − (Dkvm)1|p dx
) 2

p

6 Cτ2.

Now we estimate the integral term in E (u, xm, rm) with the Caccioppolli-type inequality
(6.6). Notice that

λm(Bvm(y)− Bbm(y)) = Bu(xm + rmy)− T (Am)− λm(Bvm)2τ ,

with |T (Am) + λm(Bvm)2τ | 6 C(B,M),

as in Proposition 7.1. Then apply this inequality to u on B2τrm and rescale it to B2τ to
get
 

Bτ

|V (λmD
kvm − λm(Dkvm)τ )|2 dx 6 C

 

Bτ

|V (λmD
k(vm − bm))|2 dx

6 C

(
k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

i(vm − bm)

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

+ 2τrm

k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

〈
λmD

i(vm − bm)

(2τ)k−i

〉p−1
λm|Di(vm − bm)|

(2τ)k−i
dx

+2τrm

 

B2τ

〈λmB(vm − bm)〉p−1 λm|B(vm − bm)|dx
)

=: I + II + III.

Since 1 < p < 2, the term II can be estimated as follows:

II 6 Cτλmrm

k−1∑

i=0

 

B2τ

( |Di(vm − bm)|
(2τ)k−i

+
|Di(vm − bm)|p

(2τ)p(k−i)

)
dx

6 Cτλmrm

 

B2τ

(|Dk(vm − bm)|+ |Dk(vm − bm)|p) dx(7.30)

= Cτλmrm

 

B2τ

(|Dkvm − (Dkvm)2τ |+ |Dkvm − (Dkvm)2τ |p) dx

6 Cτ1−2nλmrm

((
 

B1

|Dkvm|p dx
) 1

p

+

 

B1

|Dkvm|p dx
)

6 Cτ1−2nλmrm,

where the second line follows from Poincaré’s inequality and the last estimate from the
uniform boundedness of {vm} in W k,p(B1). It is also easy to see that

(7.31) III 6 Cτ1−2nλmrm

((
 

B1

|Dkvm|p dx
) 1

p

+

 

B1

|Dkvm|p dx
)

6 Cτ1−2nλmrm.

To estimate I, we control each term (i = 0, . . . , k − 1) with (b) in Lemma 2.8

 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

iṽm
(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx 6 C

(
 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

i(ṽm − ṽ)

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx
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,
Ă

+

 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

iṽ

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx

)
:= I1 + I2,

where ṽm = vm − bm and ṽ = v − b. It is easy to see ṽm ⇀ ṽ in W k,p(B1). The estimate
(7.29), and the counterparts of (7.15) and (7.16), together with (a) in Lemma 2.8 imply

(7.32) I2 6 Cλ2m

 

B2τ

|Diṽ|2
(2τ)2(k−i)

dx 6 Cλ2m

 

B2τ

|V (Dkv − (Dkv)2τ )|2 dx 6 Cλ2mτ
2.

Take θ ∈ (0, 1) such that
1

2
= θ +

1− θ

2(1 + σ)
,

where σ is as in Theorem 6.4. Then with Hölder’s inequality we have

I1 6 C

(
 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

i(ṽm − ṽ)

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣ dx
)2θ

(
 

B2τ

∣∣∣∣V
(
λmD

i(ṽm − ṽ)

(2τ)k−i

)∣∣∣∣
2(1+σ)

dx

) 1−θ
1+σ

=: E2θ
1 ·E1−θ

2 .

Apply (a) in Lemma 2.8 again to obtain

E1 6 Cλm

 

B2τ

|Di(ṽm − ṽ)|
(2τ)k−i

dx = λmτ
−k · o(1)

as m→ ∞. The term E2 can be controlled with Theorem 6.4:

E2 6 C

 

B6τ

|V (λmD
k(ṽm − ṽ)|2 dx

6 C

 

B6τ

(|V (λmD
kvm|2 + |V (λmD

k(bm − b))|2 + |V (λmD
kv|2) dx

6 C

(
τ−n

 

B1

|V (λmD
kvm)|2 dx+ λ2m

 

B6τ

|Dk(bm − b)|2 dx+ λ2m

 

B6τ

|Dkv|2 dx
)

6 Cλ2m(τ−n + o(1)) + Cλ2m

 

B6τ

|Dkv|2 dx.

With (7.28) it is easy to obtain
 

B6τ

|Dkv|2 dx 6 2

 

B6τ

|Dkv − (Dkv) 1
2
|2 dx+ 2|(Dkv) 1

2
|2

6 C

(
 

B1

|Dkv|p dx
) 2

p

6 C,

which helps us conclude

(7.33) I1 6 λ2mτ
−k(τ−n + 1) · o(1)

as m→ ∞. Combining (7.30)-(7.33) and rm < λ
1
α
m, we have

(7.34)

 

Bτ

|V (λmD
kvm − (Dkvm)τ )|2 dx

6 Cλ2m(τ1−2nλ
1
α
−1

m + τ−k(τ−n + 1) · o(1)) 6 C1λ
2
mτ

2α

when ε(> λ2m) is taken to be small enough and m is large enough. This contradicts (7.26)
if we take C0 > C1 + 1. The proof of the proposition is now complete. �
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