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Abstract

We consider the functional

F∞(u) =

∫

Ω
f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx u ∈ ϕ+W

1,∞
0 (Ω,R)

where Ω is an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω).
We do not assume neither convexity or continuity of the Lagrangian w.r.t.

the last variable. We prove that, under suitable assumptions, the lower semi-

continuous envelope of F∞ both in ϕ + W 1,∞(Ω) and in the larger space

ϕ +W 1,p(Ω) can be represented by means of the bipolar f∗∗ of f . In par-

ticular we can also exclude Lavrentiev Phenomenon between W 1,∞(Ω) and

W 1,1(Ω) for autonomous Lagrangians.

1 Introduction

We consider the functional

Fq(u) =

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx u ∈ ϕ+W
1,q
0 (Ω)

where 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, Ω is an open bounded subset of RN , ϕ ∈ W 1,q(Ω) and

f : Ω × R × RN is a suitable Borel function that is not necessarily assumed to

be convex in the last variable. Due to the lack of convexity of the Lagrangian,

the functional is not sequentially lower semicontinuous with respect to the weak
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topology in the case 1 ≤ q < ∞, resp weak∗ topology in the case q = ∞. We

address the problem of representing the sequential weak lower semicontinuous

envelope of Fq.

To be more precise, for every 1 ≤ p ≤ q, we define the functional

Fp(u) =

{

Fq(u) if u ∈ ϕ+W
1,q
0 (Ω)

+∞ if u ∈ ϕ+W
1,p
0 (Ω) \W 1,q

0 (Ω)

and we are interested in determining sufficient conditions for the following iden-

tity to hold

sc−(Fp)(u) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx ∀u ∈ ϕ+W
1,p
0 (Ω) (1)

where sc−(Fp)(u) denotes the greatest sequentially weak (weak∗ in the case of

p = ∞) lower semicontinuos functional, with respect to W 1,p(Ω), that is less

or equal to Fp and f ∗∗ is the convexified function of f w.r.t. the last variable.

In the literature this problem has been studied from two different points of view.

From one hand if f is not convex with respect to the last variable then Fq is

not weakly lower semicontinuous and it is interesting to consider sc−(Fq). On

the other hand, even in the case where f is convex w.r.t. the last variable, it is

important to represent sc−(Fp) for p < q. In this paper we put together the two

approach. Despite the fact that the identity in (1) seems very natural, we know that

it does not hold true, for the case p < q, even for ’very regular’ functionals. In fact

every functional exhibiting the so called Lavrentiev phenomenon (introduced for

the first time by Lavrentiev in [23]) cannot satisfy the identity (1). In the classic

example by Manià ([25]) it has been shown that

min
id+W

1,1
0

([0,1])

∫ 1

0

(x−u3(x))2|u′(x)|6 dx < inf
id+W

1,∞
0

([0,1])

∫ 1

0

(x−u3(x))2|u′(x)|6 dx

and we notice that, in this case, the Lagrangian is not only smooth in the three

variables, but it is also convex w.r.t. the derivative variable. Further examples in

which the minimum, or the infimum, in u ∈ ϕ +W
1,p
0 (Ω) is strictly less than the

minimum, or the infimum, in u ∈ ϕ+W
1,q
0 (Ω), with p < q, can be found for one-

dimensional case in [3], [24] and for multidimensional case in [32]. In the present

paper we focus our attention on the scalar multidimensional case but we have to

mention, for the sake of completeness, that there are examples also in the vectorial

case (see [4] for a wide list of examples). The problem of detecting conditions that
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prevent Lavrentiev phenomenon is important in particular for numerical approxi-

mations and engineering applications. The problem is well studied in dimension 1

with very weak hypotheses about the Lagrangian ([1], [27]). In higher dimension

usually Lagrangians are assumed convex ([7], [6], [8], [5]).

The approach to the Lavrentiev phenomenon as a problem of representation

of the relaxed functional has been considered for the first time, as far as we know,

in [15] where the authors introduced the notion of Lavrentiev gap at a fixed u ∈
ϕ+W

1,p
0 (Ω). Precisely they say that the Lavrentiev gap occurs at u, for convex La-

grangians, when the difference between sc−(Fp)(u) and
∫

Ω
f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

is strictly positive.

Starting from [21] and [26] the problem of integral representation for sc−(Fp)
was investigated by many authors ([10], [12], [11], [14], [24], [19] [9]). Many of

these papers are devoted to avoid the assumption of continuity of the Lagrangian

with respect to u and study the property of the functional sc−(Fp) over different

subsets of Ω. The main goal of our paper is to prove the validity of (1) in the

scalar multidimensional case without hypothesis of continuity with respect to ξ

for non autonomous Lagrangians in the case p = q = ∞ (cfr Teorem 9) and for

autonomous Lagrangians in the case p = 1, q = ∞ (cfr Theorem 30).

In section 2 we start considering Lagrangians depending by x and ∇u. We

take inspiration by the constructive method by Ekeland and Temam in [21] to find

for every u ∈ ϕ + W
1,∞
0 (Ω) a function v ∈ ϕ + W

1,∞
0 (Ω) sufficiently near to

u with F∞(v) sufficiently near to
∫

Ω
f ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx. We modified the proof

presented in [21, Proposition 3.2, page 330] to deal with the absence of continuity

of f w.r.t. ∇u. We notice, in particular, the fact that our construction uses the

Vitali covering Theorem. The main advantage of this argument is that it allows us

to construct an explicit sequence un converging to u in L∞(Ω) and such that the

value F∞(un) converges to
∫

Ω
f ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx. We deduce also a first relaxation

result and the validity of (1) in the case p = q = ∞.

In section 3 we still consider the case p = q = ∞ and we extend the results

of section 2 to the case of a general Lagrangian f(x, u, ξ) satisfying a suitable

set of assumption that we will denote by Hypothesis 7. In particular we use a

truncation method for f with respect to the variable ξ considering the auxiliary

function fK(x, u, ξ) equal to f(x, u, ξ) if ‖ξ‖ ≤ K and +∞ otherwise. It is inter-

esting to note that for fK it is possible to find a sequence un,K
∗
⇀ u such that

∫

Ω
fK(x, un,K(x),∇un,K(x))dx converges to

∫

Ω
f ∗∗
K (x, u(x),∇u(x))dx. Later

on, for f(x, u, ξ) we pass to the limit K → ∞ and it can happen, in general,

that it does not exist a sequence such that un
∗
⇀ u and F∞(un) converges to
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∫

Ω
f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx.

In section 4 we observe that under our hypotheses, the non occurrence of

Lavrentiev Phenomenon for the relaxed functional
∫

Ω
f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx im-

plies the non occurrence of Lavrentiev Phenomenon for the original functional.

In section 5 we firstly apply the general results of sections 3 and 4 to au-

tonomous Lagrangians. This is a case of great interest in many applications of

the Calculus of Variations and has the peculiarity that the assumptions in these

case appear more natural. We focus on this family of Lagrangians to apply a re-

cent result by Bousquet ([6]) which prove, in the case of autonomous, continuous

and convex Lagrangian, for every u ∈ ϕ + W
1,1
0 (Ω) the existence of a sequence

un ∈ ϕ + W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that un → u in W 1,1 and F∞(un) converges to F1(u).

This theorem allows us, under suitable hypothesis, to exclude the Lavrentiev phe-

nomenon for autonomous non convex Lagrangians and to prove the validity of the

(1) on the case where q = ∞ and p = 1. The validity of (1) with this special

choice of p and q implies that that the value of the functional

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

can be approximated evaluating

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

on a suitable sequence of Lipschitz functions. This fact has a great impact on nu-

merical estimates of the functional since the Finite Element Method, for example,

relies on the use of Lipschitz functions.

Future developments will be to find some general geometrical condition on

Lagrangian f to apply the result of ([6]) to f ∗∗ and try to extend the relaxation

results to the non autonomous cases. For the sake of completeness we cite an

interesting paper ([5]), which has to appear, about an approximation result similar

to ([6]) in the case of non autonomous Lagrangians continuous and convex.

2 An approximation result for Lagrangians depend-

ing only on x and ∇u

In this section we consider a Lagragian f̃(x, ξ) which satisfies following Hypothe-

ses.
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Hypothesis 1. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN , BK(0) ⊂ Rn

the open ball with center 0 and radius K > 0 and f̃ : Ω × BK(0) → R be a

function such that

a) f̃(x, ξ) : Ω×BK(0) → R coincides a.e. with a borelian function;

b) there exists a ∈ L1(Ω) such that 0 ≤ f̃(x, ξ) ≤ a(x) for every ξ ∈ BK(0) ;

c) for all δ > 0 then there exists T ⊂ Ω compact such that |Ω \ T | < δ

and f̃(x, ξ)|T×BK(0) is continuous with respect to x uniformly as ξ varies in

BK(0) .

Remark 2. We do not assume any continuity for f̃ with respect to ξ. This is

the main novelty with respect to [21], where the Lagrangian is assumed to be a

Caratheodory function, and to [26], where the Lagrangian is upper semicontinu-

ous with respect to ξ.

The next two lemmas state some properties directly implied by Hypothesis 1.

Lemma 3. Let f̃ : Ω × BK(0) → R satisfy Hypothesis 1 and let T ⊂ Ω be

a compact set such that Hypothesis 1 c) is satisfied. Then f̃(x, ξ) is uniformly

continuous as x varies in T uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0).

Proof. Given ε > 0 for every x ∈ T there exists a ηx such that

|f̃(x̃, ξ)− f(x, ξ)| < ε

for every x̃ ∈]x− ηx, x+ ηx[∩T and for every ξ ∈ BK(0) .

Since {]x − ηx, x+ ηx[∩T}x is an open covering of T , which is compact, we

can extract a finite subcovering and in particular there exists a η > 0 such that

|f̃(x1, ξ)− f̃(x2, ξ)| < ε

for every x1, x2 ∈ T such that |x1 − x2| < η and for every ξ ∈ BK(0).

Given a function f(x, u, ξ) we indicate with f ∗∗(x, u, ξ) the bipolar of f with

respect to ξ. Actually f ∗∗(x, u, ξ) is the biggest function lower semicontinuous

and convex with respect to ξ lower or equal than f(x, u, ξ) (cfr [21, Proposition

4.1, pag 18]).

In the next lemma we prove that Hypothesis 1 implies that f̃ ∗∗ is continuous

on T ×BK(0) for every T such that Hypothesis 1 c) holds and that f̃ ∗∗ is a Borel

function on Ω×BK(0).
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Lemma 4. If f̃ : Ω × BK(0) → R satisfies Hypothesis 1 then f̃ ∗∗ is continuous

on T × BK(0) for every T as in Hypothesis 1 c). Furthermore f̃ ∗∗ is a borelian

function on Ω× BK(0).

Proof. First of all we prove that f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ) is continuous w.r.t. x in T uniformly as

ξ varies in BK(0). We fix x0 ∈ T and for every ε > 0 there exists η > 0 such that

if x, x0 ∈ T and |x− x0| < η then

|f̃(x, ξ)− f̃(x0, ξ)| < ε ∀ξ ∈ BK(0)

and so we have

f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ)− ε ≤ f̃(x, ξ)− ε ≤ f̃(x0, ξ) .

Now f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ)− ε is convex in ξ and and so

f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ)− ε ≤ f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξ) .

By Lemma 3 f̃(·, ξ) is uniformly continuous in T uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0),
thus we can change the roles of x and x0 in the previous inequalities and we obtain

|f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ)− f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξ)| < ε ∀ξ ∈ BK(0) .

Since f̃ ∗∗(x, ·) is continuous in BK(0) for every x, for every sequence (xn, ξn) ∈
T ×BK(0) converging to (x0, ξ0) ∈ T ×BK(0) we have that

lim
n

|f̃ ∗∗(xn, ξn)− f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξ0)|

≤ lim
n

|f̃ ∗∗(xn, ξn)− f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξn)|+ lim
n

|f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξn)− f̃ ∗∗(x0, ξ0)| = 0

i.e. f̃ ∗∗ is continuous on T ×BK(0).
Now, recalling that

f ∗∗(x, ξ) = lim
n
(f|Tn×BK(0))

∗∗(x, ξ)

with |Ω \ Tn| → 0, the continuity of (f|Tn×BK(0))
∗∗ implies that f ∗∗ is borelian on

Ω× RN .

The next Theorem is inspired by the analogous one in [21, Chapter X, Propo-

sition 3.2]. The main novelty here is that we do not assume continuity of the

Lagrangian with respect to the variable ξ. Af far as we know, this is the first case

in literature in which the identity (1) about integral representation of sc−(F∞) is

proved without assuming continuity with respect to ξ.
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Theorem 5. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN , K ∈ N and

f̃ : Ω×BK(0) → R satisfiy Hypothesis 1.

Then for every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) such that

‖∇u‖∞ < K

there exists a sequence vn ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇vn‖∞ < K , lim
n

‖vn − u‖∞ → 0

and

lim
n

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vn(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
→ 0 .

Furthermore

sc−(F∞)(u) =

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx

where with sc−(F∞) we denote the lower semicontinuous envelope of

F∞(u) =

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇u(x))dx

with respect to the weak∗ topology of W 1,∞(Ω).

Proof. Step 1. First of all we observe by Lemma 4 that f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ) coincides a.e.

with a borelian function on Ω× BK(0).
Step 2. For the first part is sufficient to show that for every ε > 0 there exists

vε ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) with ‖∇vε‖ < K such that

‖u− vε‖∞ < ε,
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
< ε .

Following the same approach as in [21] we start considering the case where u is

affine, i.e. ∇u = ξ and we construct a Lipschitz function sufficiently close to u,

preserving the boundary datum and such that its gradient is a.e. in a suitable set.

For every x ∈ Ω we can write f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ) as [18, Remark 3.27]

f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ) = inf

{

n+1
∑

i=1

αx
i f̃(x, ξ

x
i )
∣

∣

∣
αx
i ≥ 0, ξxi ∈ BK(0),

n+1
∑

i=1

αx
i = 1,

n+1
∑

i=1

αx
i ξ

x
i = ξ

}
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so that, for ε > 0, we can choose αx
i ≥ 0, ξxi ∈ BK(0) such that

∑n+1
i=1 αx

i = 1,
∑n+1

i=1 αx
i ξ

x
i = ξ and

n+1
∑

i=1

αx
i f̃(x, ξ

x
i )− f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ) <

ε

9|Ω|
.

We fix 0 < δ < ε such that for every ω ⊂ Ω with |ω| < δ then

∫

ω

a(x)dx <
ε

24

where a ∈ L1(Ω) satisfies Hypothesis 1 b).
Hypothesis 1 c) implies there exists T ⊂ Ω compact such that f̃ ∗∗

|T×BK(0)(·, ξ)

is uniformly continuous (since T is compact), f̃|T×BK(0)(x, ξ) is uniformly con-

tinuous with respect to x uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0) and |Ω \ T | < δ so

that
∫

Ω\T

a(x)dx <
ε

24
. (2)

Moreover for every x ∈ T there exists a neighbourhood of x, Ux ⊂ Ω, such that

∀y ∈ Ux ∩ T |f̃(y, ξ)− f̃(x, ξ)| ≤
ε

9|Ω|
∀ξ ∈ BK(0) (3)

and

∀y ∈ Ux ∩ T |f̃ ∗∗(y, ξ)− f̃ ∗∗(x, ξ)| ≤
ε

9|Ω|
.

In particular we have

∀y ∈ Ux ∩ T

∣

∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

αx
i f̃(y, ξ

x
i )− f̃ ∗∗(y, ξ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
ε

3|Ω|
. (4)

Now, for every x ∈ T , there exists a regular family of closed balls of center x and

radius r denoted as Br(x) ⊂ Ux, 0 < r < rx, that covers T in the sense of Vitali.

Then we can apply Vitali Covering theorem (cfr [30, Chapter IV, 3, page 109]) to

find a countable family of

ωj = Brj (xj) (5)

such that
∣

∣T \
⋃

j

ωj

∣

∣ = 0 , ωj1 ∩ ωj2 = ∅ j1 6= j2 .

8



We remark that in general

T (
⋃

j

ωj .

By [21, Chapter X, Theorem 1.2, pag. 300] we deduce that for every ωj and

0 < δj <
δ

2j

we can find n+ 1 subsets of ωj, ω
j
i and a locally Lipschitz function vj such that

∣

∣|ωj
i | − α

xj

i |ωj|
∣

∣ ≤ α
xj

i δj for 1 ≤ i ≤ n + 1 , (6)

∇vj = ξ
xj

i on ω
j
i ,

‖∇vj‖∞ < K on ωj ,

‖vj − u‖∞ ≤ δ on ωj ,

vj = u on ∂ωj .

In particular the first property implies

∣

∣|ωj| − |
⋃

i

ω
j
i |
∣

∣ ≤
∣

∣|ωj| −
∑

i

|ωj
i |
∣

∣ ≤
δ

2j
. (7)

We define the function

vε(x) :=







vj(x) if x ∈ ωj ,

u(x) if x ∈ Ω \
∞
⋃

j=1

ωj

and it easily turns out that vε ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω), ‖∇vε‖∞ < K and, since δ < ε,

‖vε − u‖∞ < ε .

Step 3. Our aim now is to evaluate

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
.

9



We start observing that

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
(8)

≤

∫

Ω\
∞⋃

j=1

ωj

|f̃(x,∇vε(x))− f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))|dx

+

∞
∑

j=1

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

Since |T \∪∞
j=1ωj| = 0, we can estimate the first term in the right hand side of (8)

using (2) and recalling that, by assumption b), f ∗∗ is non negative. We then obtain

∫

Ω\
∞⋃

j=1

ωj

|f̃(x,∇vε(x))− f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))|dx ≤

∫

Ω\T

a(x)dx <
ε

24
.

We consider now each term in the last sum of (8). We have that

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
(9)

≤
∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−
n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx
∣

∣

∣

+
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

and, recalling the definition of the functions vε and vj , we can estimate the right
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hand side in (9) as

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vj(x))dx−
n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx
∣

∣

∣
(10)

+
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

[

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

]

∣

∣

∣

+

∫

ωj\
⋃

i ω
j
i

f̃(x,∇vj(x))dx

+
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
.

We consider each term in the first sum of the right hand side of (10) and we obtain

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

(11)

≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )− f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ α
xj

i

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )− f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

Since f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i ) is constant, by the first property in (6), we can estimate the second

term in the right hand side as follows

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ α
xj

i δj|f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )| .

In order to evaluate the other two terms in (11) we notice that, by the definition of

ωj in (5) and the property (3)

∀x ∈ ωj ∩ T |f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )− f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )| ≤
ε

9|Ω|

11



and so
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i∩T

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ω
j
i∩T

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
ε|ωj

i |

9|Ω|
,

∣

∣

∣

∣

α
xj

i

∫

ωj∩T

f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj∩T

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
εα

xj

i |ωj|

9|Ω|
.

It follows that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤

ε|ωj
i |

9|Ω|
+

∫

ω
j
i \T

a(x) + α
xj

i δj |f̃(xj, ξ
xj

i )|+
εα

xj

i |ωj|

9|Ω|
+ α

xj

i

∫

ωj\T

a(x) .

Coming back to the sum on i in (10) and recalling the first property of (6) we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

[

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤

δj max
i

{

|f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )|

}

+
ε(2|ωj|)

9|Ω|
+

εδj

9|Ω|
+

∫

ωj\T

a(x) +

∫

⋃
i ω

j
i \T

a(x) . (12)

Since |f̃(x, ξ)| ≤ a(x) and f̃|T×BK(0)(x, ξ) is uniformly continuous in x uniformly

as ξ varies in BK(0), then f̃|T×BK(0)(x, ξ) is bounded. In fact fixed x then f̃(x, ξ)
is bounded for every ξ ∈ BK(0) and it exists a modulus of continuity such that

|f̃(x, ξ)− f̃(x, ξ)| ≤ γ(|x− x|)

for every x ∈ T and ξ ∈ BK(0). Thus there exists C > 0 which does not depend

by xj or ξ
xj

i such that

max
i

{

|f̃(xj , ξ
xj

i )|

}

≤ C .

Now we note that C depends only by the choose of the compact T . So we can

take δj sufficiently small such that

2ε|ωj|

9|Ω|
+ δjC +

εδj

9|Ω|
≤

ε|ωj|

3|Ω|
.

12



Now (12) becomes

∣

∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

[

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤

ε|ωj|

3|Ω|
+

∫

ωj\T

a(x) +

∫

⋃
i ω

j
i \T

a(x)

and we have completed the estimate of the first term in the right hand of (10).

Now we turn to evaluate the second term. By assumption b)

∫

ωj\
⋃

i ω
j
i

f̃(x,∇vj(x))dx ≤

∫

ωj\
⋃

i ω
j
i

a(x)dx

where we recall by (7) that

∣

∣|ωj| − |
⋃

i

ω
j
i |
∣

∣ ≤
δ

2j
.

We split the third term in the right hand side of (10)

∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj∩T

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj∩T

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
+

∫

ωj\T

a(x)dx .

By (4) we have

∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj∩T

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj∩T

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
≤

ε|ωj|

3|Ω|
.
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Considering together these tree evaluations we can rewrite (9) as

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−
n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx
∣

∣

∣

+
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

[

∫

ω
j
i

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx− α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx

]

∣

∣

∣

+

∫

ωj\
⋃

i ω
j
i

f̃(x,∇vj(x))dx

+
∣

∣

∣

n+1
∑

i=1

α
xj

i

∫

ωj

f̃(x, ξ
xj

i )dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
ε|ωj|

3|Ω|
+ 2

∫

ωj\T

a(x) +

∫

⋃
i ω

j
i \T

a(x) +

∫

ωj\
⋃

i ω
j
i

a(x)dx+
ε|ωj|

3|Ω|
.

We recall by (2)
∫

Ω\T

a(x)dx <
ε

24

and furthermore by (7)

∣

∣ ∪j (ω
j \ ∪iω

j
i )
∣

∣ =
∑

j

(|ωj| −
∑

i

|ωj
i |) ≤ δ

so that also in this case
∫

⋃
j(ω

j\
⋃

i ω
j
i )

a(x)dx <
ε

24
.

Since by definition ωj are mutually disjoints we can conclude recalling the esti-

14



mate (8) which become
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

≤

∫

Ω\T

a(x)dx+

∞
∑

j=1

∣

∣

∣

∫

ωj

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

ωj

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣

<
ε

24
+

2|Ω|ε

3|Ω|
+

ε

6
.

i.e.
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
< ε .

Step 4. Now we consider the case where u is piecewise affine, so that we

can split Ω, minus a negligible set N ′, in an union of disjoint Lipschitz open sets

{Ωd}d, with 1 ≤ d ≤ M , where u is affine. Thanks to the previous steps, for

every d ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, we can find a function vd such that

vd ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ωd) , ‖vd − u‖∞ < ε , ‖∇vd‖∞ < K

and
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ωd

f̃(x,∇vd(x))dx−

∫

Ωq

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
< ε

|Ωq|

|Ω|
.

So we define

vε(x) :=

{

vd(x) in Ωd

u(x) in N ′

and we have

vε ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) , ‖vε − u‖∞ < ε , ‖∇vε‖∞ < K

and
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
< ε .

Step 5. In the general case if u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) by [21, Chapter X, Proposition

2.9, page 317] then there exist a sequence of Lipschitz open sets Ωl ⊂ Ω and a

sequence ul ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that ul is piecewise affine over Ωl and

|Ω \ Ωl| → 0 , ‖∇ul‖∞ ≤ ‖∇u‖∞ + c(l) where c(l) → 0 ,

15



‖ul − u‖∞ → 0 , ∇ul → ∇u a.e. in Ω .

Since f̃ ∗∗(x, ·) is continuous for every x, then f̃ ∗∗(x,∇ul(x)) converges a.e. to

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x)). So, by assumption b) and Lebesgue dominated convergence The-

orem, we obtain

lim
l→+∞

∫

Ω

|f̃ ∗∗(x,∇ul(x))− f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))|dx = 0 .

So it exists ũ ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) and Ω̃ ⊆ Ω such that ũ is piecewise affine over Ω̃,

∫

Ω\Ω̃

a(x) <
ε

4
, ‖∇ũ‖∞ < K , ‖ũ− u‖∞ <

ε

2
,

and
∫

Ω

|f̃ ∗∗(x,∇ũ(x))− f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))|dx <
ε

4
.

Now, using the results of the previous steps, we can find ṽ ∈ ũ +W
1,∞
0 (Ω̃) such

that

‖∇ṽ‖∞ < K , ‖ṽ − ũ‖∞ <
ε

2

and
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω̃

f̃(x,∇ṽ(x))− f̃ ∗∗(x,∇ũ(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
<

ε

4
.

So taking

vε(x) :=

{

ṽ(x) in Ω̃

ũ(x) in Ω \ Ω̃

then we have

vε ∈ u+W 1,∞(Ω) , ‖vε − u‖∞ < ε , ‖∇vε‖∞ < K

and
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vε(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
< ε .

Step 6. Now we want to prove the second part of the statement about the

integral representation of sc−(F∞). By previous steps for every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω)
there exists a sequence un ∈ u+W

1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇un‖∞ ≤ K, ‖un − u‖∞ → 0

16



and

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇un(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx .

Up to a subsequence, we can suppose that un
∗
⇀ u, i.e. un weakly∗ converges

to u in W 1,∞ and we know, by a generalization of Tonelli theorem about lower

semicontinuity of integral functionals with convex Lagrangian (cfr [21, Chapter

VIII, Theorem 2.1, page 243]), that

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx ≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vn(x))dx

for every vn ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω).

Thus we have that

inf

{

lim inf

∫

Ω

f̃(x,∇vn)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

vn
∗
⇀u, vn ∈ u+W

1,∞
0 (Ω)

}

=

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx .

i.e.

sc−(F∞)(u) =

∫

Ω

f̃ ∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx

where sc−(F∞) is the lower semicontinuous envelope respect to the weak∗ topol-

ogy of W 1,∞(Ω).

Remark 6. We want to discuss assumption c) of Hypothesis 1. First of all we

notice that assumption a) and Lusin’s Theorem would imply that for every ξ and

for every δ > 0 there exists Tξ ⊂ Ω compact such that |Ω\Tξ| < δ and f̃(·, ξ)|Tξ
is

continuous. In other words in our hypothesis c) we state a property that requires

that Lusin’s Theorem holds uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0).
In [21][Theorem 3.3, page 332], the authors assumed that f(x, ξ) is a func-

tion Carathéodory, then Scorza-Dragoni Theorem implies that our assumption c)
holds true.

Moreover we remark that the function f̃(x, ξ) := g(x)h(ξ), with g(x) ∈ L1(Ω)
and h(ξ) borelian and bounded on bounded sets, satisfies our assumption but are

not Carathéodory.

17



3 An approximation result for the general case

In this section we want to generalize the validity of the integral representation

formula (1) with p = q = ∞ proved in Theorem 5 to a general Lagrangian

f(x, u, ξ) : Ω× R× RN → R which satisfies following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 7. The function f(x, u, ξ) : Ω× R× RN → R satisfies

a) f(x, u, ξ) : Ω× R× RN → R is a borelian function;

b) for every bounded set of B ⊂ R × RN there exists a ∈ L1(Ω) such that

|f(x, u, ξ)| ≤ a(x) for all (u, ξ) ∈ B,

c) for every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω), for every B̃ ⊂ RN bounded set and for every

δ > 0 there exists T ⊂ Ω compact such that |Ω \ T | < δ and f(x, u(x), ξ)
is continuous with respect to x ∈ T uniformly as ξ varies in B̃,

d) for almost every x the function f(x, u, ξ) is continuous with respect to u

uniformly as ξ varies in bounded sets.

We introduce the following auxiliary functions that will be useful in the next

proposition and in the main theorem of this section. For every function f : Ω ×
R× RN → R and for every K in N we define fK as

fK(x, u, ξ) =

{

f(x, u, ξ) if ‖ξ‖ ≤ K ,

+∞ if ‖ξ‖ > K .
(13)

We remark that (fK)
∗∗(x, u, ξ) ≥ (f ∗∗)K(x, u, ξ) for every (x, u, ξ) ∈ R × RN

and in general the strict inequality may hold. Moreover it is straightforward that

(fK)
∗∗(x, u, ξ) ≥ (fK+1)

∗∗(x, u, ξ)

for every (x, u, ξ) ∈ Ω×R×RN and in particular (fK)
∗∗ is a monotone decreasing

sequence pointwise convergent to f ∗∗.

Proposition 8. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f :
Ω× R× RN → R satisfy Hypotheses 7.

For every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and for every K ∈ N such that

‖u‖∞ + ‖∇u‖∞ < K

18



there exists a sequence uK,n ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇uK,n‖∞ < K , uK,n
∗
⇀ u

and

lim
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0 .

Proof. By Hypothesis 7 b) we fix u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and we can choose K ∈ N and

aK ∈ L1(Ω) such that

‖u‖∞ + ‖∇u‖∞ < K (14)

and

|f(x, u(x), ξ)| ≤ aK(x)

for every ξ ∈ BK(0).
We define f̃K : Ω×BK → R as

f̃K(x, ξ) := f(x, u(x), ξ) + aK(x) .

We observe that f̃K satisfies Hypothesis 1, in fact

• f̃K(x, ξ) : Ω×BK → R is borelian,

• 0 ≤ f̃K(x, ξ) ≤ 2aK(x) for all (x, ξ) ∈ Ω× BK(0),

• for every δ > 0 then there exists a compact set T ⊂ Ω such that |Ω \T | < δ

and f̃K(x, ξ) is continuous with respect to x ∈ T uniformly as ξ varies in

BK(0) .

We can apply Theorem 5 to f̃K and thus for every n ∈ N we can find uK,n in

u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇uK,n‖∞ < K , ‖uK,n − u‖∞ <
1

n

and
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f̃K(x,∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

(f̃K)
∗∗(x,∇u(x))dx

∣

∣

∣
<

1

n
(15)

i.e.

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

∣

∣

∣
<

1

n
.
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Now, in order to prove our propositions, it is sufficient to show that

lim
n→+∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇uK,n(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
= 0 .

We recall that, by (14) and (15), there exists K̃ in N such that

‖uK,n‖∞ < K̃

and so

(uK,n(·),∇uK,n(·)) ∈ [−K̃, K̃]× BK(0) a.e. in Ω .

We recall that Hypothesis 7 d) implies that f(x, u, ξ) is uniformly continuous on

u in [−K̃, K̃] uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0) for almost every x and we observe

that, from this fact and the uniform convergence of uK,n to u in Ω, it follows

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))− f(x, u(x),∇uK,n(x)) → 0

for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

By Hypotheses 7 b) there exists aK̃ ∈ L1(Ω) that

|f(x, u, ξ)| ≤ aK̃(x)

in Ω× [−K̃, K̃]× BK(0) and so by Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem

lim
n→+∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇uK,n(x))dx
∣

∣

∣
= 0 .

Therefore, passing to a suitable subsequence, we get the conclusion.

Now we are ready to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 9. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f : Ω ×
R× RN → R satisfy Hypotheses 7.

For every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) exists a sequence un ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

lim
n→∞

‖un − u‖∞ = 0

and

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f(x, un(x),∇un(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .
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Furthermore

sc−(F∞)(u) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

where with sc−(F∞) we denote the lower semicontinuous envelope of

F∞(u) =

∫

Ω

f(x, u,∇u(x))dx

with respect to the weak∗ topology of W 1,∞(Ω).

Proof. For every K in N we consider the function fK(x, u, ξ) defined in (13) and

its lower semi-continuous convex envelope w.r.t. ξ that, as usual, we denote by

(fK)
∗∗(x, u, ξ). We remark that

(fK)
∗∗(x, u, ξ) ≥ (fK+1)

∗∗(x, u, ξ)

for every (u, ξ) ∈ R× RN and in particular (fK)
∗∗ is a monotone decreasing se-

quence pointwise convergent to f ∗∗.

Fixed u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) we have (fK)
∗∗(·, u(·),∇u(·)) is a decreasing sequence

pointwise a.e. convergent to f ∗∗(·, u(·),∇u(·)).
Let K such that

‖u‖∞ + ‖∇u‖∞ < K .

By Hypothesis 7 b), there exists aK ∈ L1(Ω) such that for every K ≥ K and for

a.e. x ∈ Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x)) ≤ (fK)(x, u(x),∇u(x)) = f(x, u(x),∇u(x)) ≤ aK(x) .

Monotone convergence theorem implies that

lim
K→+∞

∫

Ω

aK(x)− (fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

=

∫

Ω

aK(x)− f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

and also

lim
K→+∞

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

By Proposition 8, for every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and for every K ∈ N such that

‖u‖∞ + ‖∇u‖∞ < K
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there exists a sequence uK,n ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇uK,n‖ < K , uK,n
∗
⇀ u

and

lim
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

∣

∣

∣
= 0 .

Taking the double limit

lim
K→+∞

(

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f(x, uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx

)

=

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

This implies the existence of a sequence un in u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

lim
n→∞

‖un − u‖∞ = 0 ,

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f(x, un(x),∇un(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Furthermore for every K

inf

{

lim inf

∫

Ω

f(x, un,∇un)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

un
∗
⇀u, ‖∇un‖∞ < K

}

≤

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx . (16)

Since (fK)
∗∗(x, u, ξ) is convex and l.s.c. with respect to ξ we have (for example

by [21, Chapter VIII, Theorem 2.1, page 243]) that the functional
∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

is sequentially lower semicontinous with respect to the weak topology of W 1,1(Ω).
So a fortiori

inf

{

lim inf

∫

Ω

f(x, un,∇un)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

un
∗
⇀u, ‖∇un‖∞ < K

}

≥

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx (17)
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and then (16) and (17) imply that the equality holds

inf

{

lim inf

∫

Ω

f(x, un,∇un)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

un
∗
⇀u, ‖∇un‖∞ < K

}

=

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Finally we have that, for K → +∞,

inf

{

lim inf

∫

Ω

f(x, un,∇un)dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

un
∗
⇀u

}

=

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

i.e.

sc−(F∞(u)) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Remark 10. We notice that Hypothesis 7 d) on the continuity of the lagrangian

w.r.t. u is strongly used in the proof of our result. The same assumption is also

present in previous papers [21] and [26].

Remark 11. We point out the fact that, as a corollary, we can replace Hypotheses

7 c) and d) with the more restrictive request that for every bounded set B̃ ⊂ RN

and for every δ > 0 there exists a compact set T ⊂ Ω such that |Ω \ T | < δ and

f(x, u, ξ) is continuous with respect to (x, u) ∈ T ×R uniformly as ξ varies in B̃.

Remark 12. Proposition 8 can be seen as a generalization of Theorem 3.7 in [21,

Chapter X], at least for the case of Lipschitz functions. In particular we underline

that in [21] the authors assume that the lagrangian is a Carathéodory function,

continuous w.r.t. (u, ξ).

Remark 13. In [26] is presented a relaxation result under the assumption that

f(x, u, ξ) is continuous on u uniformly as ξ varies in a bounded set of RN and f

is also assumed to be upper semicontinuous with respect to ξ. Thus f(x, u, ξ) is

upper semicontinuous with respect to (u, ξ). In the next examples we show that

our Hypotheses 7 c) and d) are neither more general nor more restrictive than the

one presented in [26].
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Example 14. We consider the set Ω :=]− π
2
, π
2
[ and the function f :]− π

2
, π
2
[×R →

R defined by

f(x, ξ) :=

{

0 if ξ > tan(x)

1 if ξ ≤ tan(x) .

It is easy to check that f(x, ξ) is upper semicontinuous on Ω × R. On the other

hand, given M ∈ R and δ < 2 arctanM , we have that, for every T ⊂] − π
2
, π
2
[

such that |] − π
2
, π
2
[\T | < δ, there exists x̄ ∈ T such that f is not continuous at

(x̄, tan x̄). This shows that the assumptions in [26] do not imply our hypotheses.

Example 15. On the other side if f(x, u, ξ) := g(x, u)h(ξ) with

g(x, u) := ‖x‖+ |u|

and

h(ξ) :=

{

1 if ξ ∈ Q

−1 if ξ ∈ R \Q

then f(x, u, ξ) satisfies general hypotheses but it is not upper semicontinuous with

respect to ξ.

4 Lavrentiev Phenomenon

In this section we apply the results of previous sections to show that whenever the

Lavrentiev phenomenon does not occur for the functional
∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

then it does not occur also for the functional
∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx.

Theorem 16. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN , let f : Ω× R×
RN → R satisfy Hypotheses 7, ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and 1 ≤ p < +∞.

If

inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

(18)
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then

inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Proof. The properties of f and f ∗∗ imply that, for every ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω),

inf
ϕ+W

1,q
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx ≤ inf
ϕ+W

1,q
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx (19)

for every 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞. We have also that

inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx ≤ inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

and, using both hypothesis (18) and (19) we get

inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx ≤ inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Furthermore Theorem 9 states that

inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

and so

inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx ≤ inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx

≤ inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(x, u(x),∇u(x))dx .

(20)

It follows that all the inequalities in (20) are equalities, proving the thesis.

5 Approximation results for the autonomous case

Now we focus on autonomous Lagrangians, in order to apply some recent results

about this case. As far as we know, also in the autonomous case our results were

never proved before without assuming the continuity of Lagrangian respect to

ξ. So we prefer report explicitly them also for Lagrangians which satisfy the

following hypotheses which imply Hypothesis 7 and that are quit natural.
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Hypothesis 17. The function f : R× RN → R satisfies

i) f(u, ξ) : R× RN → R is borelian,

ii) f(u, ξ) is continuous with respect to u uniformly as ξ varies on each bounded

set of RN ,

iii) f(u, ·) is bounded on bounded sets of RN for every u ∈ R.

Now we show that Hypotheses 17 imply Hypotheses 7.

Lemma 18. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f : R ×
RN → R satisfy Hypothesis 17. Then f satisfies Hypotheses 7.

Proof. Hypotheses 7 a) and d) are immediately verified and to prove b) we can

observe, arguing as in Lemma 3, that f(u, ξ) is uniformly continuous with respect

to u in bounded sets of R uniformly as ξ varies in bounded sets of RN .

Thus for every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and BK(0) ⊂ RN there exists a non decreasing

modulus of continuity ω(·) such that

|f(u(x), ξ)− f(u(y), ξ)| ≤ ω(|u(x)− u(y)|) ≤ ω(M |x− y|)

for every ξ in BK(0). So f(u(x), ξ) is uniformly continuous for a.e. x ∈ Ω
uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0).
Finally to prove the validity of Hypothesis 7 c) it is sufficient to show that f

is bounded on bounded sets. Given (u, ξ) ∈ [−M,M ] × BK(0), the function

f(u, ξ) is uniformly continuous with respect to u ∈ [−M,M ] uniformly as ξ

varies on BK(0). Furthermore for every u ∈ R then f(u, ·) is bounded on BK(0)
by Hypothesis 17.

So there exists a finite set {ui|i = 1, . . . , N} ⊂ [−M,M ] such that

|f(u, ξ)| ≤ 1 + max
1≤i≤N

{

|f(ui, ξ)|
}

≤ 1 + max
1≤i≤N

{

sup
ξ∈BK(0)

{

|f(ui, ξ)|
}

}

∈ R

for every u ∈ [−M,M ] and for every ξ ∈ BK(0).

We are ready to state the results in the autonomous case.
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Proposition 19. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f :
R× RN → R satisfy Hypothesis 17.

For every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and for every K ∈ N such that

‖u‖∞ + ‖∇u‖∞ < K

there exists a sequence uK,n ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

‖∇uK,n‖∞ < K , uK,n
∗
⇀ u in W 1,∞(Ω)

and

lim
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

f(uK,n(x),∇uK,n(x))dx−

∫

Ω

(fK)
∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0 .

Proof. In view of Lemma 18 it is a immediate consequence of Proposition 8.

Theorem 20. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f : R ×
RN → R satisfies Hypotheses 17.

For every u ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) exists a sequence un ∈ u+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

lim
n→∞

‖un − u‖∞ = 0

and

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f(un(x),∇un(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Furthermore

sc−(F∞)(u) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx

where with sc−(F∞) we denote the lower semicontinuous envelope of

F∞(u) =

∫

Ω

f(u(x),∇u(x))dx

with respect to the weak∗ topology of W 1,∞(Ω).

Proof. As for the previous Proposition we have only to notice that it is an imme-

diate application of Theorem 9.
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Remark 21. The assumption that f is bounded on bounded sets in particular

implies that, for every K > 0, (fK)
∗∗ is bounded from below.

Remark 22. We notice that in our setting it could happen that f ∗∗ ≡ −∞. In this

case Theorem 20 implies that there exists a sequence in un ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) such that

un converges to ū in L∞ and

lim
n→∞

∫

Ω

f(un(x),∇un(x))dx = −∞ .

Remark 23. If f(x, u, ξ) := g(x, u)+h(u, ξ) where g is Carathedory and h satis-

fies Hypotheses 17 then f(x, u, ξ) satisfies Hypotheses 7 but does not necessarily

satisfy hypotheses assumed on [21] or on [26].

Now we can apply the previous results about Lavrentiev Phenomenon for the au-

tonomous case.

Theorem 24. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN , let f : R×RN →
R satisfy Hypotheses 17, ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω) and 1 ≤ p < ∞.

If

inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

then

inf
ϕ+W

1,p
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Proof. In view of Lemma 18 it is a immediate consequence of Theorem 16.

Now we recall a recent result by Pierre Bousquet ([6, Theorem 1.1]) and then

we will use it to prove Theorem 30.

Theorem 25. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN andϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω).
Assume g : R × RN → R+ continuous in both variable and convex with respect

to the last variable. For every u ∈ W 1,1
ϕ (Ω) there exists a sequence (un)n ∈

W 1,∞
ϕ (Ω) such that un strongly converges to u in W 1,1(Ω) and

∫

Ω

g(un(x),∇un(x))dx →

∫

Ω

g(u(x),∇u(x))dx .
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Theorem 26. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN . Let ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω)
and assume f : R×RN → R+ satisfies Hypotheses 17 and f ∗∗ continuous in both

variable, then

inf
u∈ϕ+W

1,1
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
u∈ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Proof. We can apply Theorem 25 to f ∗∗ and so we note that

inf
u∈ϕ+W

1,1
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx = inf
u∈ϕ+W

1,∞
0

(Ω)

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Now the assumptions of Theorem 24 are satisfied.

Remark 27. In general, under Hypothesis 17, the function (u, ξ) → f ∗∗(u, ξ)
could be not continuous (cfr [26, Example 3.9]). In [26, Corollary 3.12] the

authors proved that if

i) f(u, ξ) is continuous in u uniformly with respect to ξ ∈ RN

or

ii) f(u, ξ) ≥ λ1‖ξ‖
α + λ2 with α > 1, λ1 > 0 and λ2 ∈ R

then f ∗∗(u, ξ) is continuous in both variables.

In the next lemma we prove that Hypothesis 17 implies that (fK)
∗∗ is contin-

uous on R×BK(0) for every K ∈ N and that f ∗∗ is a Borel function on R×RN .

Lemma 28. If f : R×Rn → R satisfies Hypothesis 17 then (fK)
∗∗ is continuous

on R × BK(0) for every K ∈ N. Furthermore f ∗∗ is a borelian function on

R× RN .

Proof. First of all we prove that (fK)
∗∗(u, ξ) is continuous w.r.t. u uniformly as ξ

varies in BK(0). We fix u0 ∈ R and Hypothesis 17, ii) guarantees that for every

ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that if |u− u0| < δ then

|f(u, ξ)− f(u0, ξ)| < ε ∀ξ ∈ BK(0)

and so we have

(fK)
∗∗(u, ξ)− ε ≤ f(u, ξ)− ε ≤ f(u0, ξ) .
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Now (fK)
∗∗(u, ξ)− ε is convex in ξ and and so

(fK)
∗∗(u, ξ)− ε ≤ (fK)

∗∗(u0, ξ) .

Since f(·, ξ) is uniformly continuous in [−M,M ] uniformly as ξ varies in BK(0),
thus we can change the roles of u and u0 in the previous inequalities and we obtain

|(fK)
∗∗(u, ξ)− (fK)

∗∗(u0, ξ)| < ε ∀ξ ∈ BK(0) .

Since (fK)
∗∗(u, ·) is continuous in BK(0) for every u, for every sequence (un, ξn) ∈

R× BK(0) converging to (u0, ξ0) ∈ R× BK(0) such that

lim
n

|(fK)
∗∗(un, ξn)− (fK)

∗∗(u0, ξ0)|

≤ lim
n

|(fK)
∗∗(un, ξn)− (fK)

∗∗(u0, ξn)|

+ lim
n

|(fK)
∗∗(u0, ξn)− (fK)

∗∗(u0, ξ0)|

=0

i.e. (fK)
∗∗ is continuous on R× BK(0).

Now, recalling that

f ∗∗(u, ξ) = inf
K
(fK)

∗∗(u, ξ) = lim
K

(fK)
∗∗(u, ξ),

the continuity of (fK)
∗∗ implies that f ∗∗ is borelian on R× RN .

Corollary 29. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN and let f :
R×RN → R satisfies Hypothesis 17. If for every K > 0 there exist K ′ ≥ K such

that

(fK ′)∗∗|R×BK
= (f ∗∗)|R×BK

then f ∗∗ is continuous in both variables.

Proof. By Lemma 28 we know that (fK ′)∗∗|R×BK
is continuous in both variables.

Thus every restriction of f ∗∗ is continuous and so f ∗∗ is globally continuous in

both variables.

Now we state a relaxation result that holds under the assumption of uniform

superlinearity of the Lagrangian.
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Theorem 30. Let Ω be an open bounded Lipschitz subset of RN . Let ϕ ∈ W 1,∞(Ω)
and assume f : R× RN → R+ satisfies Hypothesis 17, be uniformly superlinear,

i.e. there exist a superlinear function θ : Rn → R such that

f(u, ξ) ≥ θ(ξ) ∀u ∈ R

and f ∗∗ be continuous in both variables.

Then for every u ∈ ϕ +W
1,1
0 (Ω)

sc−(F1)(u) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx

where sc−(F1) is the lower semicontinuous envelope of

F1(u) =

{

∫

Ω
f(u(x),∇u(x))dx if u ∈ ϕ+W

1,∞
0 (Ω)

+∞ if u ∈ ϕ+W
1,1
0 (Ω) \W 1,∞

0 (Ω)

with respect to the weak topology of W 1,1(Ω).

Proof. By theorem 25 for every u ∈ ϕ+W
1,1
0 (Ω) there exists a sequence (uk)k ⊂

ϕ+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

uk → u strongly in W 1,1(Ω)

and

lim
k

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(uk(x),∇uk(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

By Theorem 20, for every uk there exist a sequence (u
(n)
k )n ⊂ ϕ+W

1,∞
0 (Ω) such

that

u
(n)
k → uk in L∞(Ω)

and

lim
n

∫

Ω

f(u
(n)
k (x),∇u

(n)
k (x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(uk(x),∇uk(x))dx .

Thus there exists a sequence un ∈ ϕ+W
1,∞
0 (Ω) such that

un →L1 u

and

lim
n

∫

Ω

f(un(x),∇un(x))dx =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .
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Since f(u, ξ) is uniformly superlinear there exists θ superlinear such that

sup
n

∫

Ω

θ(∇un(x))dx ≤ sup
n

∫

Ω

f(un(x),∇un(x))dx < +∞

thus, unless considering a subsequence, ∇un converges weakly in L1 to some

v ∈ L1. It is easy to see (using the integration by parts) that actually v = ∇u.

So we have

un ⇀W 1,1 u .

Since by [21, Chapter VIII, Theorem 2.1, page 243]

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx ≤

∫

Ω

f(vn(x),∇vn(x))dx

for every vn ⇀W 1,1 u then

sc−(F1)(u) =

∫

Ω

f ∗∗(u(x),∇u(x))dx .

Remark 31. An interesting question regards which conditions guarantee the con-

tinuity of f ∗∗ in both variables. A first result in this direction will be present in a

forthcoming paper, in collaboration with Paulin Huguet.

Remark 32. In general the result of Theorem 30 for non autonomous Lagrangians

is false and it is possible to find controexamples in [5].
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