
ON THE SINGULAR SET OF BV MINIMIZERS
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Abstract. We investigate regularity properties of minimizers for non-autonomous convex varia-
tional integrands F (x,Du) with linear growth, defined on bounded Lipschitz domains Ω ⊂ Rn.
Assuming appropriate ellipticity conditions and Hölder continuity of DzF (x, z) with respect to
the first variable, we establish higher integrability of the gradient of minimizers and provide
bounds on the Hausdorff dimension of the singular set of minimizers.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Convex variational integrals on BV. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open and bounded Lipschitz
domain. In this paper, we study the regularity properties of minimizers of non-autonomous convex
variational integrals of the form

F [u] = F [u; Ω] :=

ˆ

Ω

F (x,Du) dx , u ∈ W1,1
u0

(Ω;RN ),(1.1)

where W1,1
u0

(Ω;RN ) = u0 +W1,1
0 (Ω;RN ) for some Dirichlet boundary datum u0 ∈ W1,1(Ω;RN ).

Here we have F ∈ C(Ω̄× RN×n) with F (x, ·) ∈ C2(RN×n) for every x ∈ Ω and F is an integrand
of linear growth. This means that there are constants 0 < c0 ≤ c1 <∞ and c2 ≥ 0 such that

c0|z| − c2 ≤ F (x, z) ≤ c1(1 + |z|)(1.2)

for all z ∈ RN×n and all x ∈ Ω.

In order to obtain the existence of minimizers, it is necessary to relax the above functional
to the space of functions of bounded variation. This is necessary because bounded sequences
in W1,1(Ω;RN ) typically do not have weakly converging subsequences; rather, the gradients of
minimizing sequences may concentrate. More precisely, since any minimizing sequence (uj)j for (1.1)
is bounded in W1,1(Ω;RN ) due to the linear growth assumption (1.2), there is a subsequence (ujk)k
and a function u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) such that ujk → u in L1(Ω;RN ) and Dujk

∗
⇀ Du. Here, BV(Ω;RN )

is the set of all u ∈ L1(Ω;RN ) such that the distributional derivative Du can be represented by a
finite RN×n-valued Radon measure on Ω. However, there need not exist a subsequence of (uj)j
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converging (weakly) in W1,1(Ω;RN ).

In this situation, it is therefore natural to extend (1.1) to u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ). In doing so, we extend
by lower semicontinuity, for instance, using the Lebesgue-Serrin extensions (see, for example, [50])
and define:

(1.3) Fu0 [u; Ω] := inf

lim inf
j→∞

ˆ

Ω

F (x,Duj) dx :
(uj)j ⊂ W1,1

u0
(Ω;RN ),

uj → u in L1(Ω;RN )

 .

If F is convex with respect to the second variable, then the relaxed functional coincides with the
original functional F on W1,1

u0
(Ω;RN ). In addition, it is lower semicontinuous with respect to

convergence in L1(Ω;RN ). A generalized minimizer (or BV minimizer) is a function u ∈ BV(Ω;RN )

such that

(1.4) Fu0 [u; Ω] ≤ Fu0 [v; Ω] for all v ∈ BV(Ω;RN ).

We denote the set of generalized minimizers by GM(F ;u0). In this scenario, it is possible to represent
the relaxed functional (1.3) in terms of integrals. The origins of such integral representations can be
traced back to the works of Goffman & Serrin [35] and Reshetnyak [45], and even extend to
the more general quasiconvex context; see, for example, Ambrosio & Dal Maso [2], Fonseca &
Müller [24] and Kristensen & Rindler [40]. Based on these results, the integral representation
in our case reads as

Fu0
[u; Ω] =

ˆ

Ω

F (x,∇u) dx+

ˆ

Ω

F∞
(
x,

dDsu

d|Dsu|

)
d|Dsu|

+

ˆ
∂Ω

F∞(x, (u0 − u)⊗ ν∂Ω) dH n−1 , u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ).

(1.5)

Here, the terms u and u0 in the boundary integral are understood in the sence of traces, and the
distributional gradient Du is split into its parts according to the Lebesgue-Radon-Nikodým theorem
as follows:

Du = Dau+Dsu = ∇uL n +
dDsu

d|Dsu|
|Dsu|.

In order to grasp the behaviour of the integrands at infinity, which corresponds to Du becoming
singular with respect to L n, the last ingredient in (1.5) is given by the recession function

F∞(x, z) = lim sup
t→∞

F (x, tz)

t
, x ∈ Ω, z ∈ RN×n.

For more on the space BV(Ω;RN ) and the properties of BV-functions, we refer the reader to
Chapter 2.2. The existence of generalized minimizers of (1.1) in BV(Ω;RN ) is by now well-known,
see, for example, [49, Theorem 2.8] and essentially follows from an application of the direct method
of calculus of variations once the functional is relaxed in the sense of (1.3). However, we are
interested in the regularity properties of generalized minimizers, which we will treat in the next
section.

1.2. Context and main results. In the context of BV minimizers of (1.1) it is desirable to obtain
integrability and differentiability results that go beyond u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ). The regularity theory
for linear growth problems has been a very active field of research over the past decades, and we
single out two particular types of theorems obtained so far: one class are Sobolev regularity results,
stating that u ∈ W1,q

loc(Ω;RN ) for some q ≥ 1 holds for every generalized minimizer. The second
class of results is concerned with Hölder continuity of the gradients of minimizers.

So far, there is no available Sobolev regularity result for minimizers of non-autonomous convex
linear growth integrals. We give an affirmative answer to this open problem with our following
main result:

Theorem 1.1 (Sobolev regularity). Let F : Ω × RN×n → R with F ∈ C(Ω̄ × RN×n) and
F (x, ·) ∈ C2(RN×n) for every x ∈ Ω. Assume that F satisfies the following conditions:
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(H1) F has linear growth: There exist constants 0 < c0 ≤ c1 <∞ and c2 ≥ 0 with

c0|z| − c2 ≤ F (x, z) ≤ c1(1 + |z|)

for all z ∈ RN×n and x ∈ Ω.
(H2) There are λ > 0 and µ > 1 such that

⟨D2
zF (x, z)ξ, ξ⟩ ≥ λ

|ξ|2

(1 + |z|2)µ
2

, z, ξ ∈ RN×n, x ∈ Ω.

(H3) There is a constant C > 0 and a Hölder exponent α ∈ (0, 1) such that

|DzF (x0, z)−DzF (x, z)| ≤ C|x− x0|α, z ∈ RN×n, x0, x ∈ Ω.

Then, for 1 < µ < 1+ α
n , any generalized minimizer u ∈ GM(F ;u0) of (1.1) is of class W1,p

loc(Ω;RN )

for all 1 ≤ p < (3−µ)n
2n−α .

For autonomous integrands F : RN×n → R only depending on the gradient variable, Sobolev
regularity theorems of this kind are well-known and several other results for linear growth functionals
are available, see, for example, [6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 30, 33, 53].

The existing results usually rely on the assumption of µ-ellipticity, meaning the existence of
µ > 1 such that

λ
|ξ|2

(1 + |z|2)
µ
2

≤ ⟨D2
zF (x, z)ξ, ξ⟩ ≤ Λ

|ξ|2

(1 + |z|2)
1
2

, z, ξ ∈ RN×n, x ∈ Ω,(1.6)

for some constants 0 < λ ≤ Λ <∞. Integrands satisfying µ-ellipticity are a special case of the class
of (s, µ, q)-growth integrands introduced by Bildhauer, Fuchs & Mingione [13], see also [12].
Note that (µ = 1)-elliptic integrands cannot be of linear growth.

This assumption on the degenerate ellipticity allows to obtain a Sobolev regularity result (see
[7, 9, 10]) for autonomous linear growth integrands F : RN×n → R. More precisely, if F is µ-elliptic
with 1 < µ ≤ 3, then any bounded generalized minimizer belongs to W1,1

loc(Ω;RN ). If one drops the
boundedness assumption, the same result stays true in the range 1 < µ < 1 + 2

n . The main ideas
for these Sobolev regularity results go back to Bildhauer [9, 10] who proved the requisite gradient
integrability for one generalized minimizer. Due to the non-uniqueness of generalized minimizers
(which occurs because of the lack of strict convexity of the recession function F∞), a refinement due
to Beck & Schmidt [7] allows obtaining regularity for all generalized minimizers in the respective
ranges of µ.

A key observation is that the growth behavior of D2
zF (x, z) exhibits asymmetry, with different

rates from above and below. This feature is characteristic of linear growth integrands and structurally
parallels the class of (p, q)-growth integrands. These are functions satisfying the following conditions:
There exists constants such that c0, c1, c2 > 0 and 0 < λ ≤ Λ <∞:

c0|z|p − c2 ≤ F (x, z) ≤ c1(|z|q + 1),

λ(1 + |z|2)
p−2
2 |ξ|2 ≤ ⟨D2

zF (x, z)ξ, ξ⟩ ≤ Λ(1 + |z|2)
q−2
2 |ξ|2

for all z, ξ ∈ RN×n, x ∈ Ω and exponents 1 < p < q <∞. The ratio p
q encapsulates the asymmetry

in growth and is conceptually analogous to the ellipticity parameter µ. In both cases, there is a
discrepancy between the functionals natural space of definition and the larger space needed for
compactness arguments. For strictly convex (p, q)-growth integrands, compactness ensures the
existence of a unique minimizer in W1,p similar to how BV is the compactness space for linear
growth integrands. The main goal, however, is to establish W1,q

loc-regularity, as this is the natural
space for the functional. This parallels the challenge of proving W1,1

loc-regularity for linear growth
integrands.

Important regularity results for minimizers of (p, q)-growth functionals were established by
Esposito, Leonetti, and Mingione, see [20, 19, 21] in the autonomous case and [22] for the
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non-autonomous case. For non-autonomous, strictly convex functionals, they showed that W1,q
loc-

regularity holds when q
p < 1 + α

n , where α is the Hölder continuity exponent with respect to the
first variable. Their results are sharp, as demonstrated by counterexamples for q

p > 1 + α
n . They

also proved that minimizers of the relaxed functional in W1,p exhibit the W1,q
loc regularity. These

proofs employ similar fractional Sobolev estimates and use of finite differences. However, the linear
growth case poses additional challenges due to the potential non-uniqueness of BV minimizers.
This makes a more refined stabilization procedure necessary (see Chapter 3.1).

The bound 1 + α
n matches our upper bound for the ellipticity µ and shows that the presence

of an x-dependence creates a gap in the possible parameters p and q: For Lipschitz-continuous
dependence on x, the condition is q

p < 1 + 1
n , while in the autonomous case the bound q

p < 1 + 2
n is

sufficient for W1,q
loc-regularity. This is entirely analogous to the linear growth setting described in

Theorem 1.1 in comparison to the autonomous case as discussed above.

Furthermore, this line of research extends beyond (p, q)-growth functionals. Functionals of nearly
linear growth with similar conditions on the asymmetry in integrability exponents have been consid-
ered in the recent contributions by De Filippis & Mingione [16] and De Filippis & Piccinini [17].

Having established higher integrability of the gradients of generalized minimizers, we turn to
Hölder continuity results. One of the main results serving as the starting point for our considerations
is the following partial regularity result which is due to Anzellotti & Giaquinta [4]:

Proposition 1.2. [4, Theorem 1.1, Corollary 1.1] Let F : Ω×RN×n → R be an integrand of linear
growth. Let F (x, ·) be convex for L n-a.e. x ∈ Ω. Then every generalized minimizer u ∈ GM(F ;u0)

of (1.1) is partially regular in the following sense: There is an open set Ω0 ⊂ Ω with L n(Ω\Ω0) = 0

such that u ∈ C1,α
loc (Ω0;RN ) for every α ∈ (0, 1). The set Ω0 is called the regular set of u.

Regularity results of this category are called partial regularity results (as opposed to full regularity)
because they do not establish regularity on the full set Ω but only on a subset Ω0 ⊂ Ω. Apart from
the linear growth setting with a convex integrand considered here, one can also consider quasiconvex
integrands F . These are functions F : Ω× RN×n → R satisfying

F (x0, z0) ≤
ˆ

(0,1)n

F (x0, z0 +Dφ) dx ∀φ ∈ W1,∞
0 ((0, 1)n;RN×n)

at every x0 ∈ Ω and z0 ∈ RN×n. Partial regularity for quasiconvex linear-growth integrands
was shown by Gmeineder & Kristensen [32]. On top of that, partial regularity results
are also available for functionals depending on the symmetric part of the gradient or for func-
tionals of non-standard growth, for example, (p, q)-growth or Orlicz growth; see upon others
[14, 30, 31, 34, 41, 48, 51]. In the scalar-valued case N = 1 or under strong structural assumptions
there are also gradient Hölder continuity results available on the full set Ω, see, for example, [8, 10]
and also the very recent contribution due to De Filippis, De Filippis & Piccinini [15].

In the situation of Proposition 1.2 we denote

Sing u := Ω\Ω0

the so-called singular set of u. It is known as a by-product from partial regularity proofs (see, for
example, [4, 32, 47]) that the singular set consists of the non-Lebesgue points of the derivative, i.e.

Sing u =

x ∈ Ω : lim sup
r↘0

 

Ω(x0,ρ)

|Du− (Du)Ω(x0,ρ)|dx > 0 or lim sup
r↘0

|(Du)Ω(x0,ρ)| = +∞

(1.7)

with the notation Ω(x0, ρ) := B(x0, ρ) ∩ Ω and the integral average (Du)Ω(x0,ρ) as defined later in
(2.1).

Although the singular set is L n-negligible, it could still be considerably large. An important
question in the context of partial regularity is whether it is possible to provide a bound on the
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Hausdorff dimension dimH (Sing u). Dimension reduction results for minimizers of variational
integrals have been obtained in the case of p-growth,

1

c
|z|p − d ≤ F (x, z) ≤ c(1 + |z|p)

for some constants c > 0, d ≥ 0. For p ≥ 2, if F is convex and DzF (x, z) is differentiable with
respect to the first variable and satisfies the growth condition

|DxDzF (x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |z|2)
p−1
2 ,

then dimH (Sing u) ≤ n− 2 (see, for example, [25] or [28, Chapter 9]). A dimension reduction even
in the case where F is non-differentiable with respect to x is provided by [42].

Other results in this direction include, for example, [38, 39]. A survey on different dimension
reduction results for the singular set can be found in [43, 44].

In view of partial regularity and dimension bounds, it is also the condition of µ-ellipticity (see
(1.6)) that leads to an improvement in comparison to L n(Ω\Ω0) = 0 (see Proposition 1.2). For
autonomous integrands, the dimension bound

dimH (Sing u) ≤ n− 1

is available in the range 1 < µ ≤ n
n−1 if n ≥ 3 and for 1 < µ < 2 if n = 2. This result is in principle

well-known, however, it is hard to find a proof in the literature. We will therefore include a sketch
of the proof in Section 5. Although partial regularity as recorded in Proposition 1.2 is available for
non-autonomous integrands, a dimension bound is not known in that case.

Our second main result provides such a Hausdorff dimension bound, thereby extending the
regularity theory for convex linear growth integrands to the non-autonomous case. It is a consequence
of the higher integrability established in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3 (Dimension bound). Let F be as in Theorem 1.1. If 1 < µ < 3n
3n−α , then

dimH (Sing u) ≤ n− α

2

holds for every generalized minimizer u ∈ GM(F ;u0) of (1.1).

Note in particular that the range for µ in Theorem 1.3 is more restrictive than in Theorem 1.1,
since 3n

3n−α < 1 + α
n .

1.3. Main ideas of the proofs. The proof of Theorem 1.1 relies on a vanishing viscosity ap-
proximation strategy. The relaxation of the original functional (1.1) to BV in the sense of (1.3)
and (1.5) leads to non-uniqueness of minimizers. This is due to the positive 1-homogeneity of the
recession function F∞ which results in a non-strictly convex term. Therefore, we start from a given
generalized minimizer u and construct a vanishing viscosity approximation sequence (uk)k with the
help of Ekeland’s variational principle. This variational principle is a common tool in regularity
results for linear growth functionals, see, for example, [7, 33]. By using this approximating sequence,
we avoid working directly with measures, which would appear as derivatives of BV functions.
Instead, we are able to work in Sobolev spaces.

Taking an Euler-Lagrange-type inequality for the approximating sequence as the starting point,
we then test with second order finite differences τs,−h(ρ

2τs,huk) in direction s ∈ {1, . . . , n} of
step width h. A major challenge is that we cannot differentiate the Euler-Lagrange equation
or the corresponding Euler-Lagrange-type inequality due to the low regularity of F in the first
variable. The ideas presented here are similar to the strategy in [42], where the corresponding
partial differential equations for non-autonomous p-growth functionals for p ≥ 2 are considered. The
observation is that we can interpret the assumption of Hölder continuity as some kind of fractional
differentiability. Employing an auxiliary V -function and using the regularity assumptions on the
integrand at hand, we obtain estimates on the decay of finite differences of the first derivatives as
a power of |h|. Thereby, we work within the scale of Nikolskǐı spaces. In a certain range of the
parameter µ, embedding results then lead to higher integrability for the derivatives Duk. These
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carry over to the limit due to the construction of the approximating sequence as mentioned above.

Thereafter, Theorem 1.3 is a consequence of higher fractional Sobolev regularity and the measure
density lemma. The fractional Sobolev regularity can be obtained from the same estimates on finite
differences established before in the proof of Theorem 1.1 and it gives an exact meaning to the idea
that the Hölder assumption implies fractional differentiability. On the other hand, the measure
density lemma provides an estimate on the set of non-Lebesgue points of functions in fractional
Sobolev spaces.

1.4. Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we will provide the preliminaries and background
material on functions of bounded variation and all relevant function spaces. We will also present the
important measure density lemma that eventually leads to a dimension reduction. In Section 3 we
will prove Theorem 1.1 by using the vanishing viscosity approximation. Section 4 is concerned with
an example showing that in one dimension for µ > 1 + α, no Sobolev regularity for all generalized
minimizers can be achieved. Thereby, it shows that the range for µ in Theorem 1.1 is essentially
sharp in one dimension. In Section 5 we extend this result to obtain fractional Sobolev regularity
which leads to a dimension reduction. Possible generalizations and extensions of our results are
discussed in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. General Notation. Throughout this paper, we assume Ω to be an open, bounded, and
Lipschitz domain in Rn. Given x0 ∈ Rn and r > 0, we denote by B(x0, r) = {x ∈ Rn : |x−x0| < r}
the open ball with radius r centered at x0 and define Ω(x0, r) := B(x0, r)∩Ω. The Euclidean inner
product on finite-dimensional real vector spaces is denoted by ⟨·, ·⟩. The n-dimensional Lebesgue
measure is denoted by L n and the (n− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure is denoted by H n−1.
Given two positive, real valued functions f, g we denote by f ≲ g that f ≤ Cg with a constant
C > 0.

If U ⊂ Rn is measurable with 0 < L n(U) <∞ and f ∈ L1(U ;RN ), we write as usual

(2.1) (f)U :=

 

U

f dx :=
1

L n(U)

ˆ

U

f dx .

For a given measurable map f : Ω → Rm, a unit vector es, s ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and a step width h ̸= 0,
we define the finite difference τs,hf(x) by

τs,hf(x) := f(x+ hes)− f(x)

for all x ∈ Ω with 0 < |h| < dist(x, ∂Ω). Moreover, for such x we denote the difference quotient

∆s,hf(x) :=
τs,hf(x)

h
.

Finally, for given a ∈ Rm, b ∈ Rn, we denote their dyadic product by a⊗ b := ab⊤.

2.2. Functions of bounded variation. We recall fundamental properties of functions of bounded
variation, with primary references being [3, 23]. A map u ∈ L1(Ω;RN ) is called a function of
bounded variation if the distributional derivative Du is a finite RN×n-valued Radon measure. The
space BV(Ω;RN ) of functions of bounded variation is a Banach space with the norm

∥u∥BV(Ω;RN ) := ∥u∥L1(Ω;RN ) + |Du|(Ω),

where |Du| is the total variation measure of Du. By the Radon-Nikodým theorem we can write
Du as the sum of a measure that is absolutely continuous with respect to L n and a part that is
singular. We denote the density of the absolutely continuous part by ∇u. For the singular part,
we use the fact that any Radon measure is absolutely continuous with respect to its own total
variation. Therefore, we can write

Dsu =
dDsu

d|Dsu|
|Dsu|,
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where as usual, dDsu
d|Dsu| denotes the density of Dsu with respect to |Dsu|.

In many applications within the calculus of variations, the topology induced by this norm is
overly restrictive. Consequently, alternative concepts of convergence in BV are crucial for addressing
variational problems with linear growth.

• Weak∗ convergence: A sequence (uk)k ⊂ BV(Ω;RN ) is said to converge weakly∗ in BV,
denoted by uk

∗
⇀ u, if uk → u in L1(Ω;RN ) and Duk

∗
⇀ Du as RN×n-valued Radon

measures.
• Strict convergence: A sequence (uk)k is said to converge strictly to u if, in addition to

weak∗ convergence, it holds that |Duk|(Ω) → |Du|(Ω).
• Area-strict convergence: A sequence (uk)k is said to converge area-strictly to u if in addition

to weak∗ convergence the strict convergence of (L n,Duk) to (L n,Du) as R1+N×n-valued
Radon measures holds. This is equivalent to√

1 + |Duk|2(Ω) →
√
1 + |Du|2(Ω)

where the application of a convex function to a measure is defined using the so-called
recession function. These functionals were first studied by Goffman & Serrin [35] (for
more details see, for example, [49, Chapter 2.1] or [3, Chapter 5]).

2.3. Application of Reshetnyak’s Theorem. In the context of linear growth functionals, it
is necessary to deal with functionals of measures. The key result concerning (semi-)continuity of
these functionals is due to Reshetnyak [45]. We present it here in the form of [7, Theorem 2.4].

Theorem 2.1 (Reshetnyak). Let (µk)k be a sequence of finite Rm-valued Radon measures on Ω

which converges weakly∗ to a finite Rm-valued Radon measure µ on Ω. Assume that all measures
µk and µ take values in some closed convex cone K in Rm.

(1) If f : K → [0,∞] is a lower semicontinuous, convex and 1-homogeneous function, thenˆ

Ω

f

(
dµ

d|µ|

)
d|µ| ≤ lim inf

k→∞

ˆ

Ω

f

(
dµk

d|µk|

)
d|µk| .

(2) If µk converges strictly to µ and f : K → [0,∞) is continuous and 1-homogeneous, thenˆ

Ω

f

(
dµ

d|µ|

)
d|µ| = lim

k→∞

ˆ

Ω

f

(
dµk

d|µk|

)
d|µk| .

To see that this theorem is applicable for the relaxed functional as in (1.5) in our case, one turns
to the so-called perspective integrand f : Ω× [0,∞)× RN×n → [−∞,∞] defined by

f(x, t, z) :=

{
tf
(
x, zt

)
, for t > 0,

f∞(x, z), for t = 0
,

which is well-defined, lower semicontinuous and 1-homogeneous if f is convex. Then we have for
v ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) with the decomposition Dv = ∇vL n + dDsv

d|Dsv| |D
sv|:

(2.2)
ˆ

Ω

f(∇v) dx+

ˆ

Ω

f∞
(

dDsv

d|Dsv|

)
d|Dsv| =

ˆ

Ω

f

(
x,

d(L n,Dv)

d|(L n,Dv)|

)
d|(L n,Dv)| .

The lower semicontinuity part may thus be applied to the functional on the left hand side for convex
f and a sequence (vk)k ⊂ BV(Ω;RN ) if Dvk

∗
⇀ Dv as Radon measures. The requirement of strict

convergence in Theorem 2.1, on the other hand, is equivalent to the area-strict convergence of the
approximating sequence (vk)k to v because the perspective integrand acts on (L n,Dv). For more
details, see, for example, [7, Remark 2.5].

In the construction of an approximating sequence below in Section 3, we will use the following
result due to Bildhauer. It allows us to approximate any u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) area-strictly by smooth
functions with arbitrarily prescribed traces. To this end, let Ω̃ ⋑ Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain
and extend the given boundary datum u0 ∈ W1,1(Ω;RN ) to a function ũ0 ∈ W1,1

0 (Ω̃;RN ). Then it
holds
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Lemma 2.2 ([10, Lemma B.2]). Given Ω̃ and ũ0 as above, let u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) and denote by ũ its
extension to Ω̃ by ũ0. There is a sequence (uk)k ⊂ u0 + C∞

c (Ω;RN ) such that ũk converges to ũ
area-strictly, where ũk denotes the extension of uk to Ω̃ by ũ0.

The area-strict convergence of this approximating sequence makes Theorem 2.1 applicable by
the above remarks.

2.4. Besov spaces and embeddings. In this section we review some important facts and results
about fractional spaces. Firstly, we recall that, given 1 ≤ p <∞ and 0 < α < 1, a measurable map
u : Ω → RN belongs to the fractional Sobolev space Wα,p(Ω;RN ) if and only if u ∈ Lp(Ω;RN ) and
the Gagliardo seminorm

[u]p
Wα,p(Ω;RN )

:=

¨

Ω×Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|p

|x− y|n+αp
d(x, y) <∞.

of u is finite. The norm on the fractional Sobolev space is given by

∥u∥Wα,p(Ω;RN ) := ∥u∥Lp(Ω;RN ) + [u]Wα,p(Ω;RN ).

The fractional Sobolev spaces arise as special cases of the more general Besov spaces which we will
recall next.

There are several equivalent ways to define Besov spaces. The most suitable for us is the following:
Let 0 < θ < 1 and 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and write Ωh := {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > h}.
We define for u ∈ L1

loc(Ω;RN ) the quantities

[u]Bθ
p,q(Ω;RN ) :=

n∑
s=1

 ∞̂

0

(
∥τs,hu∥Lp(Ωh;RN )

hθ

)q
dh

h

 1
q

, if 1 ≤ p, q <∞,

[u]Bθ
p,∞(Ω;RN ) := sup

h>0
max

s∈{1,...,n}

∥τs,hu∥Lp(Ωh;RN )

hθ
, if 1 ≤ p <∞, q = ∞.

The space of functions such that

∥u∥Bθ
p,q(Ω;RN ) := ∥u∥Lp(Ω;RN ) + [u]Bθ

p,q(Ω;RN ) <∞

is then called the (θ, p, q)-Besov space Bθ
p,q(Ω;RN ). Note that Bθ

p,p(Ω;RN ) ≃ Wθ,p(Ω;RN ) whenever
Ω is a smooth domain (see [52, Chapter 3.4.2]). We also call N θ,p := Bθ

p,∞ the (θ, p)-Nikolskǐı
space.

2.5. The space W−1,1(Ω;RN ). We are going to apply Ekeland’s variational principle (see below
in Lemma 3.1) in the negative Sobolev space W−1,1(Ω;RN ). In contrast to negative Sobolev spaces
W−k,p(Ω;RN ) for p > 1, this space can not be defined as the dual of a Sobolev space. Instead, it is
defined directly by use of distributions.

Definition 2.3. The space W−1,1(Ω;RN ) is defined as the set of all T ∈ D ′(Ω;RN ) such that there
are T0, T1, . . . , Tn ∈ L1(Ω;RN ) with

T = T0 +

n∑
j=1

∂jTj

in D ′(Ω;RN ). We endow W−1,1(Ω;RN ) with a norm via

∥T∥W−1,1(Ω;RN ) := inf


n∑

j=0

∥Tj∥L1(Ω;RN )


where the infimum ranges over all possible representations of T as above.

This definition gives rise to a Banach space, see [7, Chapter 2].



ON THE SINGULAR SET OF BV MINIMIZERS 9

Let us further remark that for a function w ∈ L1(Ω;RN ), we can estimate the W−1,1-norm of its
derivative and finite difference quotients. More precisely, for s ∈ {1, . . . , n} and h > 0 there holds

∥∂sw∥W−1,1(Ω;RN ) ≤ ∥w∥L1(Ω;RN ),

∥∆s,hw∥W−1,1(Ωh;RN ) ≤ ∥w∥L1(Ω;RN ).(2.3)

The first inequality follows immediately from the definition of the norm on W−1,1(Ω;RN ) while
for the second inequality we use the representation

∆s,hw(x) =
1

h

1ˆ

0

∂sw(x+ thes) · hdt = ∂s

1ˆ

0

w(x+ thes) dt

for w ∈ C1(Ω;RN ) which implies the claim in that case. By density the inequality follows for all
w ∈ L1(Ω;RN ).

This property illustrates the benefit of selecting the perturbations in Ekeland’s variational
principle to be in W−1,1(Ω;RN ). Given our focus on fractional difference quotients of the derivatives
of the functions in an approximating sequence, this approach enables us to estimate these fractional
derivatives by a prescribed uniform bound on the W1,1-norm of the sequence. Similarly, it enables
us to obtain estimates for second derivatives or second order difference quotients by

(2.4)
∥∥D2u

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN×n2 )

≲ ∥Du∥L1(Ω;RN×n) ≲ ∥u∥W1,1(Ω;RN ).

2.6. The measure density lemma. In obtaining a Hausdorff dimension bound for the singular
set we will work with the measure density lemma originally due to Giusti, see for example, [28,
Prop. 2.7]. For the sake of completeness we present the result here as it is given in [5, Chapter 1.4].

Lemma 2.4. Let Ω be an open set in Rn and let λ be a finite, non-negative and non-decreasing set
function on the family of open subsets of Ω which is countably super-additive, meaning that for any
family {Oi}i∈N of pairwise disjoint open subsets of Ω it holds that

λ

(⋃
i∈N

Oi

)
≥
∑
i∈N

λ(Oi).

Then, for every α ∈ (0, n) the sets

Eα := {x0 ∈ Ω : lim sup
ρ↘0

ρ−αλ (Ω(x0, ρ)) > 0}

satisfy dimH (Eα) ≤ α.

With the help of this lemma, it is easy to obtain the following dimension bounds on the set of
non-Lebesgue points of functions in fractional Sobolev spaces.

Proposition 2.5 ([42, Section 4], [5, Prop. 1.76]). Let f ∈ Wθ,p(Ω;RN ) for 0 < θ ≤ 1 and
1 ≤ p <∞ with θp < n. Moreover, let

Ω1 :=

x0 ∈ Ω : lim sup
ρ↘0

 

Ω(x0,ρ)

∣∣f(x)− (f)Ω(x0,ρ)

∣∣p dx > 0

 ,

Ω2 :=

{
x0 ∈ Ω : lim sup

ρ↘0

∣∣(f)Ω(x0,ρ)

∣∣ = ∞

}
.

Then we have
dimH (Ω1) ≤ n− θp and dimH (Ω2) ≤ n− θp.

In light of the characterization of the singular set of a minimizer given by (1.7), the primary
objective in the proof of Theorem 1.3 is therefore to demonstrate that generalized minimizers of
(1.1) belong to fractional Sobolev spaces.
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3. Improved Sobolev regularity - Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we will prove Theorem 1.1. The first step is to obtain a vanishing viscosity
approximating sequence for any given generalized minimizer. Here, it is not sufficient to take a
stabilized functional of the structure

Fk[u; Ω] :=

ˆ

Ω

(
F (x,Du) +

1

k2
|Du|2

)
dx

and to obtain estimates for the sequence (uk)k of unique minimizers of Fk[−; Ω]. This strategy,
which in the case of regularity for autonomous linear growth functionals, was used in the important
works of Bildhauer, see, for example, [9, 10], would only lead to estimates for one generalized
minimizer; namely the limit of the sequence (uk) in a suitable topology. However, due to the term
involving the recession function in (1.5), the functional at hand is no longer strictly convex, even
though the integrand F is. Therefore, generalized minimizers are not unique in general and it
is necessary to start with any given minimizer u and construct a corresponding approximating
sequence with desirable regularity and convergence properties. This leads to the use of Ekeland’s
variational principle, see Lemma 3.1.

Having constructed the approximating sequence (uk),we use the almost-minimality, given by
Ekeland’s variational principle, to obtain an Euler-Lagrange type inequality (Lemma 3.4). Testing
with second order finite differences of the functions uk itself, we are able to obtain fractional
estimates for the derivatives Duk. Here, other than in the case of a C2-dependence of F on the first
variable, we cannot differentiate the Euler-Lagrange equation of the system to obtain second order
estimates. This also necessitates using finite differences instead of difference quotients.

Using the regularity of F and a suitable auxiliary function, we end up with a Besov-Nikolskǐı type
estimate for the first derivatives. Embeddings into Lebesgue spaces then imply higher integrability
in a suitable range of the ellipticity parameter µ. Thereafter, the convergence properties of (uk),
given from Ekeland’s variational principle, make it possible to carry the integrability over to the
limit u.

As we mentioned above, we will use the Ekeland variational principle from [18]. We restate it
here for the convenience of the reader.

Lemma 3.1. Let (X, d) be a complete metric space and let F : X → R ∪ {+∞} be a lower
semicontinuous functional which is not identically +∞ and bounded from below. If for some ε > 0

and some u ∈ X there holds
F [u] ≤ inf

X
F + ε,

then there exists v ∈ X such that

F [v] ≤ F [u],

d(u, v) ≤
√
ε,

F [v] < F [w] +
√
εd(v, w) for all w ∈ X\{v}.

In the following vanishing viscosity approximation we will stabilize the functional F [u] in a way
that makes the next two auxiliary lemmas applicable.

Lemma 3.2 ([33, Lemma 3.2], [7, Lemma 2.6] ). Let F : Ω × RN×n → R be a Carathéodory
function such that F (x, ·) is convex for almost all x ∈ Ω with

(3.1) c|z|p − θ ≤ F (x, z) ≤ Θ(1 + |z|p)

for some p > 1 and for all z ∈ RN×n with constants c, θ,Θ > 0. Given a boundary datum
u0 ∈ W1,p(Ω;RN ), the functional

F [u] :=


ˆ

Ω

F (x,Du(x)) dx , if u ∈ W1,p
u0

(Ω;RN ),

+∞, if u ∈ (W−1,1 \W1,p
u0

)(Ω;RN )
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is lower semicontinuous with respect to norm convergence on W−1,1(Ω;RN ).

Proof. The proof is similar to the one in [33, Lemma 3.2], but we will give it here for sake of
completeness. Let (uk)k ⊂ W−1,1(Ω;RN ) be a sequence with uk → u in W−1,1(Ω;RN ) for k → ∞.
If lim infk→∞ F [uk] = +∞ there is nothing to show. Therefore we may assume that there is a
subsequence (uk)k (not relabeled), such that

lim
k→∞

F [uk] = lim inf
k→∞

F [uk] <∞.

Due to (3.1) we deduce that Duk is uniformly bounded in Lp and by Poincaré’s inequality so is
uk, meaning we have a subsequence ukl

which converges weakly to some v ∈ W1,p(Ω;RN ). Due
to the continuity of the trace operator with respect to weak convergence in W1,p(Ω;RN ) we even
have v ∈ W1,p

u0
(Ω;RN ). Since Ω is Lipschitz we have ukl

→ v strongly in Lp(Ω;RN ) by the compact
embedding W1,p(Ω;RN ) ↪→↪→ Lp(Ω;RN ). We conclude u = v L n-a.e. because of the embeddings

Lp(Ω;RN ) ↪→ L1(Ω;RN ) ↪→ W−1,1(Ω;RN )

on bounded domains. Now using the growth bound in (3.1) and the convexity of F in the second
argument we can conclude by standard arguments, for example, [46, Theorem 2.6] that F is lower
semicontinuous with respect to norm convergence on W−1,1(Ω;RN ). □

The next lemma shows how a linear growth integrand can be modified in order to fit into the
framework of Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.3. Let F : Ω× RN×n → R be a function of linear growth in the sense of Assumption
(H1). Then for any Θ > 0 there exist constants C > 0 and ϑ > 0 such that

Θ|z|2 − ϑ ≤ F (x, z) + Θ|z|2 ≤ C(1 + |z|2)

for all z ∈ RN×n, x ∈ Ω.

Proof. By the linear growth hypothesis we have

Θ|z|2 − c2 ≤ c0|z| − c2 +Θ|z|2 ≤ F (x, z) + Θ|z|2 ≤ c1(1 + |z|) + Θ|z|2

which immediately gives the claim by distinguishing the cases |z| ≤ 1 and |z| > 1 on the right hand
side. □

3.1. Implementation of the Ekeland approximation. We closely follow the steps developed
in [7, Chapter 5.1] and [33, pp. 10-12] for the construction of a good approximating sequence.
Here, the use of Ekeland’s variational principle is necessary due to the possible non-uniqueness of
generalized minimizers. This phenomenon occurs because of the relaxation of the functional (see
(1.3)) even in the case where F (x, ·) is strictly convex for all x ∈ Ω. In constructing an approximating
sequence for a given generalized minimizer u, we have to use perturbations that are weak enough, so
that we can deal with them using the available a priori bounds (see also the comments in Section 2.5).

Let u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) be a generalized minimizer of F (cf. equation (1.4)). From the approximation
result Lemma 2.2 and from the Reshetnyak continuity theorem (cf. Theorem 2.1) we know that

inf
u0+W1,1

0 (Ω;RN )
F = min

BV(Ω;RN )
Fu0 .

We denote D := u0+W1,1
0 (Ω;RN ). Again by Lemma 2.2 we find a sequence (wk) ∈ D with wk → u

in L1(Ω;RN ) and (L n,Dwk) → (L n,Du) strictly as k → ∞. Since all wk are in W1,1(Ω;RN )

we obtain again by using the Reshetnyak continuity theorem that F (wk) → inf F [D ] as k → ∞.
Therefore (wk) is a minimizing sequence for F . Possibly passing to a non-relabeled subsequence
we may conclude that

F [wk] ≤ inf F [D ] +
1

8k2
(3.2)

for all k ∈ N. By the µ-ellipticity (and hence convexity) and the linear growth of F , we know that F is
Lipschitz with some constant L > 0. For the Dirichlet data, we find a sequence (u∂Ωk ) ⊂ W1,2(Ω;RN )

which satisfies ∥∥u∂Ωk − u0
∥∥
W1,1(Ω;RN )

≤ 1

8Lk2
(3.3)
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for all k ∈ N. We denote Dk := u∂Ωk +W1,2
0 (Ω;RN ) and find that, because of wk ∈ u0+W1,1

0 (Ω;RN )

there exists a sequence (vk) ⊂ Dk with∥∥(vk − u∂Ωk )− (wk − u0)
∥∥
W1,1(Ω;RN )

≤ 1

8Lk2

from which we infer

∥vk − wk∥W1,1(Ω;RN ) ≤
1

4Lk2
(3.4)

for all k ∈ N by the triangle inequality. For all ψ ∈ W1,2
0 (Ω;RN ) it holds

inf
u0+W1,2

0 (Ω;RN )
F ≤ F [u0 + ψ]

=

ˆ
Ω

[
F (x,D(u0 + ψ))− F (x,D(u∂Ωk + ψ))

]
dx

+

ˆ

Ω

F (x,D(u∂Ωk + ψ)) dx

≤ L

ˆ

Ω

|D(u0 − u∂Ωk )|dx+

ˆ

Ω

F (x,D(u∂Ωk + ψ)) dx (Lipschitz continuity of F )

≤ L
∥∥u∂Ωk − u0

∥∥
W1,1(Ω;RN )

+

ˆ

Ω

F (x,D(u∂Ωk + ψ)) dx

(3.3)
≤ 1

8k2
+

ˆ

Ω

F (x,D(u∂Ωk + ψ)) dx .

Taking the infimum over ψ ∈ W1,2
0 (Ω;RN ) and using the fact that u0 + W1,2

0 (Ω;RN ) is norm-dense
in D = u0 +W1,1

0 (Ω;RN ) gives

(3.5) inf
D=u0+W1,1

0 (Ω;RN )
F = inf

u0+W1,2
0 (Ω,RN )

F ≤ inf
Dk=u∂Ω

k +W1,2
0 (Ω;RN )

F +
1

8k2
.

Moreover, by using (3.4) and the Lipschitz bound on F we get

(3.6) F [vk]− F [wk] =

ˆ

Ω

[F (x,Dvk)− F (x,Dwk)] dx ≤ L

ˆ

Ω

|D(vk − wk)|dx ≤ 1

4k2
.

Furthermore by using (3.2), (3.5) and (3.6), we obtain

F [vk]
(3.6)
≤ F [wk] +

1

4k2

(3.2)
≤ inf F [D ] +

3

8k2

(3.5)
≤ inf F [Dk] +

1

2k2
(3.7)

for all k ∈ N.

Now we define integrands Fk, which are regularized versions of F . Let

(3.8)

Fk(x, z) := F (x, z) +
1

2k2Ak
(1 + |z|2),

where Ak := 1 +

ˆ

Ω

(1 + |Dvk|2) dx .

With these functions we can define

(3.9) Fk[w] :=


ˆ

Ω

Fk(x,Dw) dx , provided w ∈ Dk,

+∞, provided w ∈ W−1,1(Ω;RN )\Dk.

We aim to apply Lemma 3.2 for each k ∈ N and for p = 2. We note that the conditions specified in
Lemma 3.2 are met as a consequence of Lemma 3.3. Hence, all Fk are lower semicontinuous with
respect to norm convergence in W−1,1(Ω;RN ). Now we compute for vk ∈ Dk

Fk[vk] =

ˆ

Ω

[
F (x,Dvk) +

1

2k2Ak
(1 + |Dvk|2)

]
dx

(3.8)2
≤ F [vk] +

1

2k2
.(3.10)
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Then by (3.7), we further obtain

F [vk] +
1

2k2
≤ inf F [Dk] +

1

k2
.

Observe that by the definition (3.9) of Fk, we have inf F [Dk] ≤ inf Fk[W
−1,1(Ω;RN )]. By

combining all these ineequalities, we arrive at

Fk[vk]
(3.10)
≤ F [vk] +

1

2k2

(3.7)
≤ inf F [Dk] +

1

k2
≤ inf Fk[W

−1,1(Ω;RN )] +
1

k2
.(3.11)

This establishes that vk is an almost-minimizer of the functional Fk. We are now in place to apply
Ekeland’s variational principle (cf. Lemma 3.1) in the Banach space W−1,1(Ω;RN ) to obtain a
sequence (uk) ⊂ W−1,1(Ω;RN ) such that

∥uk − vk∥W−1,1(Ω;RN ) ≤
1

k
,

Fk[uk] ≤ Fk[w] +
1

k
∥w − uk∥W−1,1(Ω;RN ) ∀w ∈ W−1,1(Ω;RN ), k ∈ N.(3.12)

We apply the second part of (3.12) to w = vk to obtainˆ

Ω

|Duk|dx
(H1)
≤ 1

c0
(F [uk] + c2L

n(Ω)) ≤ 1

c0
(Fk[uk] + c2L

n(Ω))

(3.12)2
≤ 1

c0
(Fk[vk] +

1

k
∥vk − uk∥W−1,1(Ω,RN ) + c2L

n(Ω))

(3.12)1
≤ 1

c0

(
Fk[vk] +

1

k2
+ c2L

n(Ω)

)
(3.11)
≤ 1

c0

(
inf Fk[W

−1,1(Ω;RN )] +
2

k2
+ c2L

n(Ω)

)
≤ C,

where C > 0 is a finite constant independent of k ∈ N. To see this, we use that inf Fk[W
−1,1(Ω;RN )] <

∞ which follows from the fact that clearly inf Fk[Dk] <∞ and that Fk is non-increasing in k.

In particular we can deduce that (uk) is uniformly bounded in W1,1(Ω;RN ) because we have by
the Poincaré inequalityˆ

Ω

|uk|dx ≤
ˆ

Ω

(
|uk − u∂Ωk |+ |u∂Ωk |

)
dx ≤

ˆ

Ω

(
|Duk|+ |Du∂Ωk |

)
dx+

ˆ

Ω

|u∂Ωk |dx ≤ C

where the uniform boundedness of u∂Ωk in W1,1(Ω;RN ) follows from (3.3). Hence both |uk| and
|Duk| are uniformly L1-bounded and we have shown

(3.13) uk is uniformly bounded in W1,1(Ω;RN ).

The functions uk are not necessarily minimizers of the modified functional Fk, but they satisfy an
Euler-Lagrange type inequality.

Lemma 3.4 (Approximate Euler-Lagrange). Let Fk and uk be defined as above. For all k ∈ N we
have

(3.14)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨DzFk(x,Duk),Dφ⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

k
∥φ∥W−1,1(Ω;RN )

for all φ ∈ W1,2
0 (Ω;RN ).

Proof. Fix k ∈ N and let φ ∈ W1,2
0 (Ω;RN ) be arbitrary. For every ε > 0, by uk ∈ Dk we have

uk ± εφ ∈ Dk. Using the second line of (3.12) we getˆ

Ω

(
Fk(x,Duk)− Fk(x,Duk ± εDφ)

)
dx = Fk[uk]− Fk[uk ± εφ] ≤ ε

k
∥φ∥W−1,1(Ω,RN ).

Dividing by ε > 0 and letting ε↘ 0 we arrive at the claim. □
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Remark 3.5. We briefly comment here on the advantages of this specific way of obtaining an
approximating sequence.

Firstly, the Euler-Lagrange-type inequality (3.14) can now be used to obtain estimates for
fractional difference quotients. This is due to the W−1,1-norm on the right hand side, which enables
us to use the uniform boundedness of the sequence (uk) in W1,1(Ω;RN ) and the remarks on the
norm of W−1,1(Ω;RN ) in Section 2.5 to control the right hand side of (3.14) uniformly in k upon
testing with second order finite differences of uk.

Secondly, by construction we have uk → u in W−1,1(Ω;RN ). From (3.13) we obtain a subsequence
of (uk)k converging weakly∗ in BV(Ω;RN ) and the convergence in W−1,1(Ω;RN ) identifies u as the
weak∗ limit. This entails especially the weak∗ convergence of Duk to Du as finite Radon measures.
This leads to the limit u inheriting suitable uniform estimates on the uk at the end of the proof of
Theorem 1.1. Since we started from an arbitrary generalized minimizer, we will thereby obtain a
result for every u ∈ GM(F ;u0).

3.2. Fractional estimates for the approximating sequence. We now proceed with the proof
of Theorem 1.1. Fix an arbitrary generalized minimizer u ∈ GM(F ;u0) and consider the sequence
(uk) just constructed, cf. (3.12). For every k ∈ N, the function uk satisfies the Euler-Lagrange type
inequality (3.14).

Given x0 ∈ Ω and radii 0 < r < R < dist(x0, ∂Ω), we select a cut-off function ρ ∈ C1
c(Ω; [0, 1])

such that 1B(x0,r) ≤ ρ ≤ 1B(x0,R).
Let Ω1 denote the connected component of Ω that contains x0; we can assume that Ω1 has

Lipschitz boundary. For 0 < |h| < dist(∂B(x0, R); ∂Ω1) and s ∈ {1, . . . , n}, define φ by

φ := τs,−h(ρ
2τs,h(uk)) ∈ W1,2

0 (Ω;RN ),

which will serve as a test function in the approximate Euler-Lagrange inequality (3.14). Since the
differential operator D and the translation operator τs,h commute, we can write

(3.15)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

〈
DzFk(x,Duk), τs,−h(D(ρ2τs,huk))

〉
dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

k

∥∥τs,−h(ρ
2τs,huk)

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN )

.

Using Ak from the definition in (3.8), we apply discrete integration by parts to (3.15) and use the
product rule to derive the following inequality:

I :=

ˆ

Ω

⟨τs,hDzFk(x,Duk), ρ
2τs,hDuk⟩dx

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨τs,hDzFk(x,Duk), 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ 1

k

∥∥τs,−h(ρ
2τs,huk)

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN )

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨DzFk(x+ hes,Duk(x+ hes))−DzFk(x,Duk(x+ hes)), 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨DzFk(x,Duk(x+ hes))−DzFk(x,Duk(x)), 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

k

∥∥τs,−h(ρ
2τs,huk)

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN )

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨DzF (x+ hes,Duk(x+ hes))−DzF (x,Duk(x+ hes)), 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨DzF (x,Duk(x+ hes))−DzF (x,Duk(x)), 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

Akk2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω

⟨τs,hDuk, 2ρDρ⊗ τs,huk⟩dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ 1

k

∥∥τs,−h(ρ
2τs,huk)

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN )
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=: II + III + IV +V .(3.16)

Now we will bound the terms individually from above:

• On II : Using the Hölder continuity of DzF (·, z) (see Condition (H3)), we obtain

II ≤ C|h|α
ˆ

Ω

|ρDρ⊗ τs,huk|dx ≤ C|h|α
ˆ

B(x0,R)

|Dρ⊗ τs,huk|dx.

Now by standard theory of difference quotients in W1,1(Ω;RN ) (see also [42, Lemma 2.2])
we obtain ˆ

B(x0,R)

|τs,huk|dx ≤ C|h|
ˆ

B(x0,R′)

|Duk|dx ≤ C|h|.

Therefore we have
II ≤ C|h|α+1.

• On III : Due to the convexity and the linear growth of F , the function F is Lipschitz
continuous with respect to the second variable for any fixed x0 ∈ Ω. Using (H3), we obtain
for any x ∈ Ω, z ∈ RN×n:

|DzF (x, z)| ≤ |DzF (x, z)−DzF (x0, z)|+ |DzF (x0, z)| ≤ Cdiam(Ω)α + C ≤ C̃.

Hence |DzF (x, z)| is uniformly bounded independent of x and z and we may estimate

|DzF (x,Duk(x+ hes))−DzF (x,Duk(x))| ≤M for some M > 0,

with M independent of x and k. Consequently, by standard estimates on difference quotients
for functions in W1,1, we obtain

III ≤ CM |h|
ˆ

B(x0,R)

|∆s,huk|dx ≤ CM |h|∥uk∥W1,1(Ω1,RN ).

Thus, we conclude
III ≤ CM |h|,

since uk is uniformly bounded in W1,1(Ω1;RN ).
• On IV : Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz and Young inequality, we find for δ > 0 sufficiently

small,

IV ≤ δ

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx+
C(δ)

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|Dρ⊗ τs,huk|2 dx

=
δ

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx+
C(δ, ρ)|h|2

Akk2

ˆ

B(x0,R)

|∆s,huk|2 dx

≤ δ

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx+
C(δ, ρ)|h|2

Akk2

ˆ

Ω1

|∂suk|2 dx .

Proceeding from here, we apply the definition of Fk and (3.12)2 with w = vk to derive
1

2k2Ak

ˆ

Ω1

|∂suk|2 dx ≤ 1

2k2Ak

ˆ

Ω1

(1 + |Duk|2) dx

≤ c(Ω1) (Fk[uk] + c2L
n(Ω))

(3.12)2
≤

(
Fk[vk] +

1

k
∥vk − uk∥W−1,1(Ω;RN ) + c2L

n(Ω)

)
(3.17)

≤ C(Ω) <∞

with the constant c2 ≥ 0 from the linear growth assumption (H1). Consequently, we obtain

IV ≤ δ

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx+ C(δ, ρ,Ω)|h|2 =: IV
(δ)
1 + IV

(δ)
2 .
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• On V : We estimate using standard difference quotient estimates, equations (2.3), (2.4), as
well as the definition of ρ and the uniform boundedness of uk in W1,1(Ω1;RN ):

V =
1

k

∥∥τs,−h(ρ
2τs,huk)

∥∥
W−1,1(Ω;RN )

=
|h|2

k

∥∥∆s,−h

(
ρ2∆s,huk

)∥∥
W−1,1(Ωh;RN )

≤ |h|2

k

∥∥ρ2∆s,huk
∥∥
L1(Ω;RN )

≤ C
|h|2

k
∥uk∥W1,1(Ω1;RN ) ≤ C

|h|2

k
.(3.18)

Now, we proceed to establish a lower bound for I . To achieve this, let µ be the ellipticity
exponent from the theorem. We derive estimates by leveraging the Hölder continuity of DzF (·, z)
and the definition of Fk:

I =

ˆ

Ω

⟨τs,hDzFk(x,Duk), ρ
2τs,hDuk⟩dx

=

ˆ

Ω

⟨DzFk(x+ hes,Duk(x+ hes))−DzFk(x,Duk(x+ hes)), ρ
2τs,hDuk⟩dx

+

ˆ

Ω

⟨DzFk(x,Duk(x+ hes))−DzFk(x,Duk(x)), ρ
2τs,hDuk⟩dx

≥ −C|h|α
ˆ

Ω

∣∣ρ2τs,hDuk∣∣dx+

ˆ

Ω

1ˆ

0

⟨D2
zF (x,Duk + tτs,hDuk)ρτs,hDuk, ρτs,hDuk⟩dtdx

+
1

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx =: I ′.

Using the uniform W1,1-boundedness of (uk), the term
´
Ω

|ρ2τs,hDuk|dx is uniformly bounded. By

making use of the µ-ellipticity for the second term, we conclude

I ′ ≥ −C|h|α +

ˆ

Ω

1ˆ

0

λ|ρτs,hDuk|2

(1 + |Duk + tτs,hDuk|2)µ/2
dtdx+

1

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx .(3.19)

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and any a, b ∈ RN×n, there exists a constant
C > 0, independent of t, a, and b, such that

(1 + |a+ tb|2)1/2 ≤ C(1 + |a|2 + |b|2)1/2.

Using this estimate, we proceed to further estimate (3.19) from below

I ′ ≥ −C|h|α + λ̃

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2

(1 + |Duk(x)|2 + |Duk(x+ hes)|2)µ/2
dx +

1

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx =: I ′′.

At this point we introduce the notation

Mh,s(x) := 1 + |Duk(x+ hes)|2 + |Duk(x)|2.(3.20)

For M ∈ N, we will work with the auxiliary function Vκ : RM → RM given by

Vκ(ξ) := (1 + |ξ|2)
1−κ
2 ξ, ξ ∈ RM .

We remark that the comparison estimate

|τs,hVκ(v(x))| ∼ (1 + |v(x+ hes)|2 + |v(x)|2)
1−κ
2 |τs,hv(x)|(3.21)

holds for any measurable map v and for 1 < κ < 2, where es ∈ Rn is a unit vector (see [33, Lemma
2.4]). We note that the parameter α in Lemma 2.4 of [33] corresponds to the parameter κ in our
current setup. This allows us to derive
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I ≥ I ′′ ≥ −C|h|α + c(λ̃)

ˆ

Ω

|ρτh,sVκ(Duk(x))|2

Mh,s(x)
2(1−κ)+µ

2

dx +
1

Akk2

ˆ

Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx =: I ′′1 + I ′′2 + I ′′3 .

The term I ′′1 = −C|h|α is moved from the lower bound for I onto the right-hand side. If δ < 1,
we can absorb IV

(δ)
1 into I ′′3 , leading to the inequality

c(λ̃)

ˆ
Ω

|ρτh,sVκ(Duk(x))|2

Mh,s(x)
2(1−κ)+µ

2

dx+
1− δ

Akk2

ˆ
Ω

|ρτs,hDuk|2 dx

≤ C

(
|h|1+α + |h|+ |h|2

k
+ |h|α

)
+ C(δ, p,Ω)|h|2.

Since the second term on the left hand side is finite and we may assume without loss of generality
that |h| < 1, we can divide by |h|α to obtainˆ

Ω

|ρτh,sVκ(Duk(x))|2

|h|αMh,s(x)
2(1−κ)+µ

2

dx ≤ C <∞,

where C does not depend on k. Therefore, we have arrived at

sup
k∈N

ˆ

Ω

∣∣∣∣ρτs,hVκ(Duk(x))|h|α2

∣∣∣∣2 1

(1 + |Duk(x+ hes)|2 + |Duk(x)|2)
2(1−κ)+µ

2

dx <∞.(3.22)

Now, to establish higher integrability of the gradients Duk, we proceed by utilizing (3.21) and
obtainˆ

Ω

ρ
|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|

|h|α2
dx =

ˆ

Ω

ρ
|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|

|h|α2
M

−µ+2(1−κ)
4

h,s M
µ+2(1−κ)

4

h,s dx

≤1

2

ˆ

Ω

ρ2
|τs,hVκ(Duk)|2

|h|α
1

Mh,s(x)
µ+2(1−κ)

2

dx+
1

2

ˆ

Ω

Mh,s(x)
µ+2(1−κ)

2 dx .(3.23)

The first term in the last line is bounded by (3.22), and the second term is uniformly bounded if
µ+ 2(1− κ) ≤ 1 because the sequence (uk)k is uniformly bounded in W1,1(Ω;RN ). This condition
translates to µ+1

2 ≤ κ. Note that all this is valid under the constraint 1 < κ < 2, where the lower
bound is automatically satisfied due to µ > 1, and the upper bound requires µ < 3. Summarizing,
we have:

sup
k∈N

ˆ

Ω

ρ
|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|

|h|α2
dx <∞,

which, due to the arbitrariness of ρ and the direction s, implies that the sequence (Vκ(Duk))k is
uniformly bounded in the Besov space B

α/2
1,∞(K;RN ) for any relatively compact Lipschitz subset

K ⋐ Ω. According to function space theory (see, for example, [1, Theorem 7.34] in conjunc-
tion with embeddings of weak Lp-spaces), this implies that (Vκ(Duk))k is uniformly bounded in
L

2n
2n−α−δ′(K;RN ) for any 0 < δ′ < 2n

2n−α . Furthermore, by [33, Lemma 2.4] with p being 2n
2n−α − δ′

in our case, we conclude that for any relatively compact Lipschitz set K ⋐ Ω, there exists a constant
C(α, δ′, κ,K) such that

sup
k∈N

ˆ

K

|Duk|(2−κ)( 2n
2n−α−δ′) dx = C(α, δ′, κ,K) <∞.

We now choose κ and δ′ in a suitable way. Notice that the condition

(2− κ)
2n

2n− α
> 1 ⇔ κ < 1 +

α

2n

should be satisfied to achieve higher integrability. Considering the lower bound for κ derived earlier,
we arrive at the condition

µ+ 1

2
< 1 +

α

2n
⇔ µ < 1 +

α

n
.

Therefore, for µ < 1 + α
n , we can choose a κ that satisfies both bounds.
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Having chosen such a κ, we then select δ′ > 0 small enough so that

(2− κ)

(
2n

2n− α
− δ′

)
> 1.

This way we have deduced the uniform bound

sup
k∈N

ˆ

K

|Duk|p dx <∞(3.24)

on any relatively compact Lipschitz set K ⋐ Ω for the exponent

p := (2− κ)

(
2n

2n− α
− δ′

)
> 1.

Since we can let δ′ → 0 and optimize κ within the given bounds, it follows that the sequence (Duk)k
is bounded in Lq(K;RN×n) for every q < (3−µ)n

2n−α .
By the weak∗ convergence of Duk to Du, we may now apply the lower semicontinuity part of

Reshetnyak’s theorem (Theorem 2.1) for the convex function g(z) = |z|q as explained in (2.2) to
obtain: ˆ

K

|∇u|q dx+

ˆ

K

g∞
(

dDsu

d|Dsu|

)
d|Dsu| ≤ lim inf

k→∞

ˆ

K

|Duk|q dx <∞.

Since q > 1 we have g∞(z) ≡ +∞, and this implies that Dsu vanishes in K. By arbitrariness of
K ⋐ Ω we even have Dsu = 0 in Ω and ∇u = Du. Henceˆ

K

|Du|q dx <∞,

which implies Du ∈ Lq
loc(Ω;RN×n) for all q < (3−µ)n

2n−α . By Poincaré’s inequality we infer u ∈
W1,q

loc(Ω;RN ) for the same range of q. The proof is complete. □

Alternatively, in the very last step we could argue that for n ≥ 2 we have BV(Ω;RN ) ↪→
L

n
n−1 (Ω;RN ), and note that (3−µ)n

2n−α < n
n−1 for all admissible µ.

4. Lack of regularity in one dimension for µ > 1 + α

In this section, we provide a one-dimensional example, demonstrating that the range for the
ellipticity parameter µ in Theorem 1.1 is essentially sharp, reflecting the lack of regularity for higher
ellipticity parameters in this setting. To that end, we show that for n = N = 1, whenever µ > α+1,
there is a generalized minimizer to a linear growth functional of the form considered in Theorem
1.1, which is of class BV \W1,1

loc(I,R). Our construction is strongly inspired by previous and by now
classical examples involving slightly different functionals, see [37, p. 132], [27, Example 3.1] and
[36, Example 5.2].

For this, we consider weighted integrands of the form

(4.1) F [u; I] :=

bˆ

a

f(u′(x))w(x)dx

on the interval I = (a, b) for f ∈ C2(R) strictly convex and of linear growth, and for w ∈ C([a, b])

bounded below by some m > 0. We seek to minimize the functional over Dirichlet classes

D := {u ∈ W1,1(a, b) : u(a) = y1, u(b) = y2},

where due to continuity of Sobolev functions in one dimension the Dirichlet boundary condition is
to be understood in the sense of a pointwise evaluation at the boundary points.

Example 4.1. Let µ ∈ (1, 2), α ∈ (0, 1) with µ > α+1. Consider the integrand F : [−1, 1]×R → R
given by F (x, z) = w(x)f(z), where

w(x) = 1 + |x|α
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and

f(z) =

{
µ−1
2µ z2, |z| ≤ 1

|z| − 1
µ(2−µ) |z|

2−µ + µ−1
2(2−µ) , |z| > 1.

Then there is a M̃ > 0, such that for M > M̃ every minimum of the functional (4.1) in the Dirichlet
class

D := {u ∈ W1,1(−1, 1) : u(−1) = 0, u(1) = J},
has a jump at x = 0, i.e. is not in W1,1

loc(−1, 1).

This shows that the range µ < 1 + α of Theorem 1.1 is essentially sharp, since the integrand
satisfies all hypotheses of the Theorem except the range for µ.

To prove the example we give a more abstract result on how to construct minimizers with jumps
in one dimension.

Proposition 4.2. Let f additionally satisfy the following conditions:

(1) min f(R) = 0 = f(0).
(2) limt→+∞ f(t)/t = 1 and limt→−∞ f(t)/t = −1, or equivalently f ′(R) = (−1, 1).
(3) y1 = 0, y2 =M > 0.

Assume in addition that w(x) = m for exactly one point c ∈ (a, b). Let
bˆ

a

g

(
m

w(t)

)
dt =:M0,

where g := (f ′)−1 : (−1, 1) → R. If M > M0, we have that any minimum has a jump at c of size at
least M −M0.

Proof. If M > M0, let u ∈ BV(a, b) be a generalized minimizer of (4.1), which exists by the
standard direct method. Specifically, u is a minimizer of the relaxed functional, where ũ denotes
the prescribed boundary values.

F [u] :=

bˆ

a

f(∇u(x))w(x)dx+

bˆ

a

f∞
(

dDsu

d |Dsu|

)
w d |Dsu|+

ˆ
∂(a,b)

f∞(u− ũ)w dH 0.

The recession function in this context is given by:

f∞(z) = lim sup
t→∞

f(tz)

t
= lim sup

t→∞
z
f(tz)

tz
= |z|

where the final equality follows from the second assumption on f in the Proposition 4.2. Therefore
we have

F [u] =

bˆ

a

f(∇u(x))w(x)dx+

bˆ

a

wd|Dsu|+ w(a)|u(a)|+ w(b)|u(b)−M |.

We now show that u attains its boundary values. For this purpose, consider the competitor

v =

{
u− u(a), on [a, c)

u− u(b) +M, on [c, b],

for which we obtain by minimality of u

F [u] ≤ F [v] =

bˆ

a

f(∇u(x))w(x)dx+

ˆ

(a,b)\{c}

wd|Dsu|+ w(c)|u(c+)− u(b) +M − u(c−) + u(a)|

≤
bˆ

a

f(∇u(x))w(x)dx+

bˆ

a

wd|Dsu|+ w(a)|u(a)|+ w(b)|u(b)−M | = F [u],
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where we used the triangle inequality in the last line as well as 0 < w(c) < w(a) and 0 < w(c) < w(b).
The second inequality therefore has to be an equality which can only hold if

(w(a)− w(c))|u(a)| = (w(b)− w(c))|u(b)− J | = 0,

implying u(b) =M and u(a) = 0 by w−1({m}) = c.

Next we show that Dsu must concentrate at c. Suppose not; then let v ∈ BV(a, b) be such that

Dv = ∇uL 1 +

(
b́

a

dDsu

)
δc with v(a) = 0. Such a function exists by integrating ∇u and adding

a jump of appropriate size at c. We then have by construction v(b) = u(b) = M and hence v is
admissible. We calculate

F [v] =

bˆ

a

f(∇u)wdx+ w(c)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
bˆ

a

dDsu

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
bˆ

a

f(∇u)wdx+

bˆ

a

wd|Dsu| = F [u],

where we used the definition of c as the unique minimum point for w and the triangle inequality for
the total variation measure. By minimality of u we have equality which is only attained (again by
definition of c) if supp(Dsu) ⊂ w−1(m) = {c}. This means that it suffices to minimize over maps
v ∈ BV(a, b) such that

v = v0 + kχ[c,b]

with k ∈ R, v0 ∈ W1,1 with v0(a) = 0. This is due to the fact that the Cantor part of the derivative
cannot concentrate in one single point. Therefore, only a jump can occur. In this case, the jump

height k is determined by M =
b́

a

v′0(t)dt+ k, so that

F [v] =

bˆ

a

f(v′0(t))w(t)dt+ w(c)|k|

We claim that k ≥M −M0 > 0. To that end, depending on whether k > 0 or k ≤ 0, we have

F [v] =

bˆ

a

f(v′0(t))w(t)∓mv′0(t)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
J [v0]

±mM.

It therefore suffices to find an extremal of J in {v0 ∈ W1,1(a, b) : v0(a) = 0}. The Euler-Lagrange
equation is (f ′(v′0(t))w(t)∓m)

′
= 0, hence

f ′(v′0(t))w(t)∓m = C

for some constant C with C ∈ (−2m, 0) if k > 0 and C ∈ (0, 2m) if k ≤ 0. This range for C can be
checked by plugging in t = c and using f ′(R) = (−1, 1). We can solve this to obtain

v0(x) =

xˆ

a

g

(
C ±m

w(t)

)
dt.

Since for fixed x, the right hand side is increasing in C, we obtain

v0(b) ≤
bˆ

a

g

(
m

w(t)

)
dt =M0.

This implies that k =M −
b́

a

v′0(t)dt ≥M −M0 > 0.

We have hence shown that a jump of size k ≥M −M0 > 0 at c = w−1(m) occurs, if the right hand
side boundary value M is bigger than M0.

□
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Figure 1. Numerical simulation of Example 4.1 with parameters µ = 1.4, α = 0.25
and M = 20.

Proof of Example 4.1. We have

f ′(z) =

{
µ−1
µ z |z| ≤ 1
z
|z| −

z
µ|z|µ |z| > 1

and

g(z) = (f ′)−1(z) =


µ

µ−1z |z| ≤ 1−µ
µ

−(µ(z + 1))
1

1−µ −1 < z < 1−µ
µ

(µ(1− z))
1

1−µ 1 > z > µ−1
µ .

Since we have m := min[−1,1] w = 1 and µ−1
µ < 1

2 , we obtain taking advantage of 1
2 <

1
1+|x|α ≤ 1

on (−1, 1), that

M0 =

1ˆ

−1

(
µ

(
1− 1

1 + |z|α

)) 1
1−µ

dz

= 2µ
1

1−µ

1ˆ

0

(
tα

1 + tα

) 1
1−µ

dt .

This integral is finite if and only if
α

1− µ
> −1,

which is equivalent to µ > α+ 1. We also note that

f ′′(z) =

{
µ−1
µ |z| ≤ 1

µ−1
µ |z|−µ |z| > 1,

so f ∈ C2(R) is strictly convex and µ-elliptic.
Furthermore, f ′ is bounded, implying that f is of linear growth. The weight w, on the other hand,

is continuous and bounded from below by m = 1. The function f achieves its global minimum at
z = 0, and satisfies lim

t→∞
f ′(t) = 1 and lim

t→−∞
f ′(t) = −1. Consequently, Proposition 4.2 is applicable.

The preceding calculations demonstrate that for µ > α+ 1, there exists a BV-minimizer that does
not belong to W1,1

loc , since the necessary integral M0 is finite, thereby confirming the existence of M̃
as claimed.

□



22 L. FUSSANGEL, B. PRIYASAD, AND P. STEPHAN

Note that all assumptions of Theorem 1.1 are fulfilled by F from the example. The linear growth
and µ-ellipticity are immediate from the calculations, while the boundedness of f ′(z) implies the
Hölder continuity condition (H3), since w(x) is obviously α-Hölder continuous.

5. Dimension bound - Proof of Theorem 1.3

The estimates achieved in the proof of Theorem 1.1 lead to higher differentiability, which can be
seen by the minimizers u belonging to fractional Sobolev spaces. By the measure density lemma we
can transform this fractional differentiability into a dimension bound for the set of non-Lebesgue
points of the derivative Du of a generalized minimizer u. In view of the partial regularity results
(see the representation (1.7)) this is equivalent to a dimension bound for the singular set.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We go back to the uniform estimate (3.22) established in the proof of
Theorem 1.1 for the larger regime 1 < µ < 1 + α

n . Similarly as in (3.23) above, we use Young’s
inequality to estimate on a relatively compact Lipschitz subset K ⋐ Ω:ˆ

K

|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|
|h|α2 Mh,s(x)

1−κ
2

dx =

ˆ

K

|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|
|h|α2 Mh,s(x)

1−κ
2

M
−µ/4
h,s (x)M

µ/4
h,s (x) dx

≤ 1

2

ˆ

K

|τs,hVκ(Duk(x))|2

|h|α
1

Mh,s(x)
µ+2(1−κ)

2

dx+
1

2

ˆ

K

Mh,s(x)
µ/2 dx .(5.1)

Here, the first term is uniformly bounded by (3.22), and the second term is uniformly bounded if
and only if µ < (3−µ)n

2n−α , as seen in Theorem 1.1. This is equivalent to µ < 3n
3n−α .

For this range of µ, according to (3.21), inequality (5.1) is equivalent to

sup
k∈N

ˆ

K

|τs,hDuk(x)|
|h|α2

<∞

which implies that the sequence (Duk)k is uniformly bounded in the Nikolskǐı space N α
2 ,1(K;RN ).

By definition, this space coincides with the Besov space B
α/2
1,∞(K;RN ), which, by standard interpo-

lation theory, is continuously embedded into Bθ
1,1(K;RN ) for all θ < α

2 (see, for example, [52, 2.3.2,
Prop. 2]). Bθ

1,1(K;RN ), in turn, is isomorphic to Wθ,1(K;RN ), implying that (Duk) is uniformly
bounded in the fractional Sobolev spaces Wθ,1(K;RN ) for all θ < α

2 .

By the compact embedding Wθ,1(K;RN ) ↪→↪→ L1(K;RN ) we infer the existence of a subsequence
of (Duk)k converging strongly in L1(K;RN ) and pointwise a.e. to some limit v. By the weak∗-
convergence of (Duk)k to Du we obtain Du = v a.e. in K, and hence by Fatou’s lemmaˆ

K

|τs,hDu|
|h|α2

dx ≤ lim inf
k→∞

ˆ

K

|τs,hDuk|
|h|α2

dx ≤ sup
k∈N

sup
0<|h|<min{1,δ̃}

ˆ

K

|τs,hDuk|
|h|α2

dx <∞,

where δ̃ is chosen such that x+ δ̃es ∈ Ω for all x ∈ K, s ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Taking the supremum over
all h in a suitable range and all s ∈ {1, . . . , n} on the left hand side yields Du ∈ Wθ,1(K;RN ) for
all θ < α

2 following the same reasoning as for Duk.
Since we can exhaust Ω by countably many relatively compact subsets K, we therefore have by

Theorem 2.5
dimH (Sing(u)) ≤ n− α

2
.

This concludes the proof. □

As noted before, the Sobolev regularity result holds in the broader range 1 < µ < 1+ α
n . However,

to achieve the necessary smoothness required for dimension reduction, the ellipticity parameter µ
must be selected based on the precise value of the maximal integrability. At this stage in the proof
of Theorem 1.3, the more restrictive condition 1 < µ < 3n

3n−α becomes essential.

As alluded to in the introduction, a better dimension bound is available in the case of autonomous
µ-elliptic linear growth integrands. Since it is hard to find a proof in the literature, we provide a
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sketch here. The underlying ideas are, in principle, not novel and can be partially found in the
literature; see, for instance, Beck & Schmidt [7] and Gmeineder [29, 30].

Theorem 5.1 (The autonomous case). Let F : RN×n → R be a linear growth integrand which is
µ-elliptic for 1 < µ ≤ n

n−1 if n ≥ 3 or for 1 < µ < 2 if n = 2. Then every generalized minimizer
u ∈ BV(Ω;RN ) to the variational principle

F [u; Ω] =

ˆ

Ω

F (Du) dx , u ∈ W1,1
u0

(Ω;RN )

satisfies
dimH (Sing u) ≤ n− 1.

Note that, as a consequence of Proposition 1.2, every generalized minimizer is partially C1,α-
regular.

Sketch of proof. As a first step, we need to establish that for the vanishing viscosity approximating
sequence (uk)k, constructed with the help of Ekeland’s variational principle, we have the following
uniform bound

(5.2)
ˆ

U

|D2uk|2

(1 + |Duk|2)µ/2
dx ≤ C(U, µ) <∞

for every Lipschitz subset U ⋐ Ω. This is a consequence of the approximate Euler-Lagrange
inequality satisfied by the sequence (uk)k. The reasoning follows similarly to the proof of Theorem
1.1. For the autonomous case, the argument is essentially contained in [7, Lemmas 5.1, 5.2],

if one exchanges the ellipticity exponent 3 used by the authors in [7] by µ in our case and the
integrability p of uk by 2. Having established this, we proceed as follows:

by Young’s inequality, we have for any U ⋐ Ω

(5.3)
ˆ

U

|D2uk|dx ≤ C

ˆ

U

|D2uk|2

(1 + |Duk|2)µ/2
dx+

ˆ

U

(1 + |Duk|2)µ/2 dx .

In order to find out when the right-hand side is uniformly bounded in k, we employ the auxiliary
function

Ṽµ(ξ) := (1 + |ξ|2)
2−µ
4 .

A straightforward application of the chain rule yields the estimate∣∣∣∂kṼµ(Dw)∣∣∣2 ≤ C(µ)(1 + |Dw|2)−µ/2|∂kDw|2, k = 1, . . . , n,

from which the uniform bound recorded in (5.2) implies the uniform boundedness of Ṽµ(Duk) in
W1,2

loc(Ω;RN ). By the Sobolev embedding theorem, this further implies the uniform boundedness of

(Ṽµ(Duk)) in L
2n

n−2

loc for n ≥ 3 or in BMOloc for n = 2. By the definition of the auxiliary function
Ṽµ, this leads to the bound: ˆ

U

|Duk|
(2−µ)n
n−2 dx ≤ C(U) <∞

for n ≥ 3, where the exponent satisfies (2−µ)n
n−2 > 1 due to the condition µ ≤ n

n−1 < 1 + 2
n .

Referring back to (5.3), we deduce for n ≥ 3 that the right-hand side is uniformly bounded if
and only if

µ ≤ (2− µ)n

n− 2
⇔ µ ≤ n

n− 1
.

For n = 2, we utilize the embedding BMOloc ↪→ Lq
loc for every 1 ≤ q <∞. Consequently, Ṽµ(Duk) is

uniformly bounded in Lq
loc for every 1 ≤ q <∞. The right-hand side of (5.3) is therefore uniformly

bounded if and only if

µ ≤ 2− µ

2
q ⇔ µ ≤ 2q

2 + q
.

By letting q ↗ ∞ we obtain the range 1 < µ < 2 for n = 2.
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Independently of the dimension, we conclude as follows: From the uniform bound in (5.3),
it follows that (Duk)k is uniformly bounded in W1,1

loc(Ω;RN ), and hence converges weakly∗ to
some v ∈ BVloc(Ω;RN ). By the convergence properties of (uk)k we have v = Du a.e. in Ω, and
Du ∈ BVloc(Ω;RN ). Subsequently, the measure density lemma, in conjunction with the Poincaré
inequality for BV, namely 

B(x0,r)

|Du− (Du)B(x0,r)|dx ≤ |D2u|(B(x0, r))

L n(B(x0, r))
n−1
n

can be applied in the following way: if a point belongs to the singular set Sing u, taking the limit
superior for r ↘ 0 in the above inequality, the left hand side stays positive. Then the measure
density lemma (Lemma 2.4) applied to the set function O 7→ |D2u|(O) implies

dimH (Sing u) ≤ n− 1

upon noting that L n(B(x0, r))
n−1
n ∼ rn−1. □

6. Possible extensions

Let us briefly comment on possible extensions or improvements of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. First,
as mentioned in the introduction, an a priori L∞-assumption usually allows to obtain Sobolev
regularity results in a larger range of µ. More specifically, it would be interesting to show Sobolev
regularity for all bounded minimizers to µ-elliptic non-autonomous linear growth functionals for
µ ≤ 3. This would match the ellipticity bounds for the autonomous case and it is the best range of
µ one can hope fore. This is due to a counterexample by Bildhauer [10, Chapter 4.4], based on
ideas by Giaquinta, Modica & Souček [26, 27], showing that for µ > 3, Sobolev regularity for
all bounded generalized minimizers can not be achieved.

Concerning the dimension reduction, it would be interesting to investigate the gap in the di-
mension bound that our results show in comparison to the autonomus case. For α ↗ 1, we are
able to arrive at

(
n− 1

2

)
as a bound for the dimension of the singular set, but not at (n− 1) as in

the autonomus case, see Theorem 5.1. It is presently not clear to us if this gap is natural, seeing
as a gap in the admissible ellipticity ranges between Lipschitz continuous non-autonomous and
autonomous integrands does actually occur (see the case of (p, q)-growth in Chapter 1.2 and [22]).
This leaves open interesting questions for future investigations - either to look into closing this gap
or to find examples of integrands that confirm the existence of this jump.

Another possible generalization would be to handle fully non-autonomous integrals of linear
growth. By that, we mean integrands F : Ω × RN × RN×n → R with linear growth in the third
variable. The corresponding functionals are of the form

F [u; Ω] :=

ˆ

Ω

F (x, u,Du) dx , u : Ω → RN .

Similar to the case of non-autonomous integrands as treated by us, one has to work with a suitably
relaxed functional defined on BV(Ω;RN ). However, there is presently no regularity theory available
for these functionals, neither Sobolev nor (partial) Hölder regularity are known. One particular
problem in obtaining estimates like the ones derived in this article is the fact that the approximate
Euler-Lagrange inequality takes a more complicated form. This is because the Euler-Lagrange
equation for a generalized minimizer also contains a derivative with respect to the second variable.
In view of this, there is little hope to obtain regularity results for fully non-autonomous linear
growth functionals with the methods presented here. Nonetheless, it would be interesting to explore
these functionals in terms of regularity.

References

[1] Adams, R. A., and Fournier, J. J. F. Sobolev Spaces. Elsevier, June 2003.
[2] Ambrosio, L., and Dal Maso, G. On the Relaxation in BV(Ω,Rm) of Quasi-convex Integrals. J. Funct. Anal.

109 (1992), 76–97.



ON THE SINGULAR SET OF BV MINIMIZERS 25

[3] Ambrosio, L., Fusco, N., and Pallara, D. Functions of Bounded Variation and Free Discontinuity Problems.
Oxford mathematical monographs. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 2000.

[4] Anzellotti, G., and Giaquinta, M. Convex functionals and partial regularity. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal.
102, 3 (1988), 243–272.

[5] Beck, L. Elliptic Regularity Theory : A First Course. Lecture Notes of the Unione Matematica Italiana 19.
Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2016.

[6] Beck, L., Bulíček, M., and Gmeineder, F. On a Neumann problem for variational functionals of linear
growth. Annali della Scuola normale superiore di Pisa, Classe di scienze (2020), 695–737.

[7] Beck, L., and Schmidt, T. On the Dirichlet problem for variational integrals in BV. Journal für die reine
und angewandte Mathematik 2013, 674 (2013), 113–194.

[8] Beck, L., and Schmidt, T. Interior gradient regularity for BV minimizers of singular variational problems.
Nonlinear Analysis: Theory, Methods & Applications 120 (2015), 86–106.

[9] Bildhauer, M. A Priori Gradient Estimates for Bounded Generalized Solutions of a Class of Variational
Problems with Linear Growth. J. Convex Anal. 9 (2002), 117–137.

[10] Bildhauer, M. Convex Variational Problems - Linear, Nearly Linear and Anisotropic Growth Conditions.
No. 1818 in Lecture Notes in Math. Springer Verlage, 2003.

[11] Bildhauer, M. Two dimensional variational problems with linear growth. Manuscripta Mathematica 110, 3
(2003), 325–342.

[12] Bildhauer, M., and Fuchs, M. Partial regularity for variational integrals with (s, µ, q) -growth. Calc. Var.
Partial Differential Equations 13, 4 (2001), 537–560.

[13] Bildhauer, M., Fuchs, M., and Mingione, G. A Priori Gradient Bounds and Local C1,α-Estimates for
(Double) Obstacle Problems under Non-Standard Growth Conditions. Z. Anal. Anwend. 20 (2001), 959–985.

[14] Bärlin, M., and Keßler, K. Partial Regularity for A-quasiconvex Functionals, 2022. ArXiv preprint.
arXiv:2203.00153.

[15] De Filippis, C., De Filippis, F., and Piccinini, M. Bounded minimizers of double phase problems at nearly
linear growth, 2024. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2411.14325.

[16] De Filippis, C., and Mingione, G. Regularity for double phase problems at nearly linear growth. Arch.
Ration. Mech. Anal. 247, 5 (2023), Paper No. 85, 50.

[17] De Filippis, F., and Piccinini, M. Regularity for multi-phase problems at nearly linear growth. Journal of
Differential Equations 410 (Nov. 2024), 832–868.

[18] Ekeland, I. On the variational principle. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 47, 2 (1974),
324–353.

[19] Esposito, L., Leonetti, F., and Mingione, G. Higher integrability for minimizers of integral functionals
with (p, q) growth. Journal of Differential Equations 157, 2 (1999), 414–438.

[20] Esposito, L., Leonetti, F., and Mingione, G. Regularity for minimizers of functionals with p-q growth.
Nonlinear Differential Equations and Applications NoDEA 6, 2 (1999), 133–148.

[21] Esposito, L., Leonetti, F., and Mingione, G. Regularity results for minimizers of irregular integrals with
(p,q) growth. Forum Mathematicum 14, 2 (2002), 245–272.

[22] Esposito, L., Leonetti, F., and Mingione, G. Sharp regularity for functionals with (p, q) growth. Journal
of Differential Equations 204, 1 (2004), 5–55.

[23] Evans, L. C., and Gariepy, R. F. Measure Theory and Fine Properties of Functions. CRC Press, Dec. 1991.
[24] Fonseca, I., and Müller, S. Relaxation of Quasiconvex Functionals in BV(Ω,Rp) for Integrand f(x, u,∇u).

Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 123 (1993), 1–49.
[25] Giaquinta, M., and Modica, G. Almost-everywhere regularity for solutions of nonlinear elliptic systems.

Manuscripta Math. 28 (1979), 109–158.
[26] Giaquinta, M., Modica, G., and Souček, J. Functionals with linear growth in the calculus of variations. I.

Commentat. Math. Univ. Carol. 20 (1979), 143–156.
[27] Giaquinta, M., Modica, G., and Souček, J. Functionals with linear growth in the calculus of variations. II.

Commentat. Math. Univ. Carol. 20 (1979), 157–172.
[28] Giusti, E. Direct methods in the calculus of variations. World Scientific Pub. Co., Singapore, Reprint 2005.
[29] Gmeineder, F. On the singular set of generalised minima in BV. Tech. Rep. OxPDE-16/03, Oxford Centre for

Nonlinear PDE, 2016.
[30] Gmeineder, F. The Regularity of Minima for the Dirichlet Problem on BD. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 237, 3

(2020), 1099–1171.
[31] Gmeineder, F. Partial regularity for symmetric quasiconvex functionals on BD. J. Math. Pures Appl. 145

(2021), 83–129.
[32] Gmeineder, F., and Kristensen, J. Partial Regularity for BV Minimizers. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 232, 3

(2019), 1429–1473.
[33] Gmeineder, F., and Kristensen, J. Sobolev regularity for convex functionals on BD. Calc. Var. Partial

Differential Equations 58, 2 (2019), 1–29.
[34] Gmeineder, F., and Kristensen, J. Quasiconvex functionals of (p, q)-growth and the partial regularity of

relaxed minimizers. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 248, 5 (2024), Paper No. 80, 125.
[35] Goffman, C., and Serrin, J. Sublinear functions of measures and variational integrals. Duke Math J. 31

(1964), 159–178.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00153
https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.14325


26 L. FUSSANGEL, B. PRIYASAD, AND P. STEPHAN

[36] Hakkarainen, H., Kinnunen, J., and Lahti, P. Regularity of minimizers of the area functional in metric
spaces. Advances in Calculus of Variations 8, 1 (2015), 55–68.

[37] Kaiser, P. A problem of slow growth in the Calculus of Variations. Atti Sem. Mat. Fis. Univ. Modena 24, 2
(1975), 236–246.

[38] Kristensen, J., and Mingione, G. The Singular Set of Minima of Integral Functionals. Arch. Ration. Mech.
Anal. 180 (2006), 331–398.

[39] Kristensen, J., and Mingione, G. The Singular Set of Lipschitzian Minima of Multiple Integrals. Arch.
Ration. Mech. Anal. 184, 2 (2007), 341–369.

[40] Kristensen, J., and Rindler, F. Relaxation of signed integral functionals on BV. Calc. Var. 37 (2010),
29–62.

[41] Li, Z. Partial regularity for ω-minimizers of quasiconvex functionals. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations
61, 5 (2022).

[42] Mingione, G. The singular set of solutions to non-differentiable elliptic systems. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal.
166, 4 (2003), 287–301.

[43] Mingione, G. Regularity of minima: An invitation to the dark side of the calculus of variations. Applications
of Mathematics 51 (Apr. 2006), 355–426.

[44] Mingione, G. Singularities of minima: a walk on the wild side of the Calculus of Variations. J. Global Optim.
40, 1-3 (2008), 209–223.

[45] Reshetnyak, Y. G. Weak convergence of completely additive vector functions on a set. Siberian Mathematical
Journal 9, 6 (1968).

[46] Rindler, F. Calculus of Variations, 1st ed. 2018. ed. Universitext. Springer Nature, Cham, 2018.
[47] Schmidt, T. A Simple Partial Regularity Proof for Minimizers of Variational Integrals. Nonlinear Differential

Equations Appl. 16, 1 (2009), 109–129.
[48] Schmidt, T. Partial Regularity for Degenerate Variational Problems and Image Restoration Models in BV.

Indiana Univ. Math. J. 63, 1 (2014), 213–279.
[49] Schmidt, T. BV Minimizers of Variational Integrals: Existence, Uniqueness, Regularity. Habilitationsschrift

(postdoctoral thesis), 2015.
[50] Serrin, J. A new definition fo the integral for nonparametric problems in the calculus of variations. Acta Math.

102 (1959), 23–32.
[51] Stephan, P. Partial regularity for A-quasiconvex functionals with Orlicz growth, 2024. ArXiv preprint.

arXiv:2412.09478.
[52] Triebel, H. Theory of Function Spaces. Modern Birkhäuser Classics. Springer Basel, Basel, 1983.
[53] Wozniak, P. Sobolev regularity for linear growth functionals acting on C-elliptic operators. Q.J. Math 74, 1

(08 2022), 273–299.

Fachbereich Mathematik und Statistik, Universität Konstanz, Universitätsstraße 10, 78464 Kon-
stanz, Germany

Email address: lukas.fussangel@uni-konstanz.de

Email address: priyasad@uni-konstanz.de

Email address: paul.stephan@uni-konstanz.de

https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.09478

	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Improved Sobolev regularity - Proof of Theorem 1.1
	4. Lack of regularity in one dimension for >1+
	5. Dimension bound - Proof of Theorem 1.3
	6. Possible extensions
	References

