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MEAN OSCILLATION CONDITIONS FOR NONLINEAR EQUATION

AND REGULARITY RESULTS

PETER HÄSTÖ, MIKYOUNG LEE, AND JIHOON OK

Abstract. We consider general nonlinear elliptic equations of the form

divA(x,Du) = 0 in Ω,

where A : Ω × R
n → R

n satisfies a quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition, which is
equivalent to the point-wise uniform ellipticity of A. We establish sharp and compre-
hensive mean oscillation conditions on A(x, ξ) with respect to the x variable to obtain
C1- and W 1,s-regularity results. The results provide new conditions even in the standard
p-growth case with coefficient div(a(x)|Du|p−2Du) = 0. Also included are variable ex-
ponent growth with and without perturbation as well as borderline double-phase growth
and double-phase growth with a coefficient.

1. Introduction

We study regularity properties of weak solutions to the following nonlinear, non-
autonomous equation

(divA) divA(x,Du) = 0

in a domain Ω ⊂ R
n, n > 2, where the nonlinearity A : Ω × R

n → R
n satisfies the

quasi-istropic (p, q)-growth condition in Definition 1.1. In particular, we are interested in
sharp conditions on A of mean oscillation type that imply desired regularity of the weak
solution to (divA).

Let us start with reviewing relevant previous results. Regularity is well-known for
linear equations with coefficient, A(x, ξ) =M(x)ξ, i.e.

(∆2,M) div(M(x)Du) = 0 in Ω,

where the coefficient matrix M : Ω→ Mn satisfies L−1 6 M(x)e · e 6 L for some L > 1
and all x ∈ Ω and e ∈ ∂B1(0). We consider three implications in various settings:

ω(r) . rβ =⇒ u ∈ C1,α
loc (Ω),(⇒ C1,α)

lim
r→0+

ω(r) = 0 =⇒ u ∈ W 1,s
loc (Ω) ∀s > 1,(⇒W 1,s)

ˆ 1

0

ω(r)
dr

r
<∞ =⇒ u ∈ C1

loc(Ω),(⇒ C1)

where ω is chosen differently according to the setting. Note that (⇒W 1,s) includes the
result u ∈ C0,α for any α ∈ (0, 1) by the Sobolev embedding, as well as Calderón-Zygmund
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type gradient estimates for the corresponding nonhomogeneous equations, as stated in
Theorem 1.2. In the linear setting with ω equal to the point-wise continuity modulus

ωM(r) := sup
Br⊂Ω

sup
x,y∈Br

|M(x)−M(y)|

the implications (⇒ C1,α), (⇒W 1,s) and (⇒ C1) were proved by Caccioppoli/Schauder
[18, 53, 54], Agmon–Douglis–Nirenberg [4] and Hartman–Wintner [36], respectively.

More recently, Di Fazio [30] and Dong–Kim [31] showed, respectively, that (⇒W 1,s)
and (⇒ C1) remain true under the weaker assumption that ω is the modulus of mean
continuity

ω̄M(r) := sup
Br⊂Ω

 

Br

 

Br

|M(x)−M(y)| dx dy.

Note that the implication (⇒ C1,α) is trivial for ω̄M since this modulus has an upper
bound rβ if and only if ωM does, by the Campanato embedding. We refer to [5, 14, 32,
40, 45] for more related results and the sharpness of mean oscillation type conditions.
In short, mean oscillation type conditions are essentially the optimal ones in regularity
theory for partial differential equations.

Many of the above implications have been generalized to the p-Laplace equations with
coefficients of the form

(∆p,M) div
(
(M(x)Du ·Du) p−2

2 M(x)Du
)
= 0 in Ω, 1 < p <∞,

i.e. A(x, ξ) = (M(x)ξ · ξ) p−2
2 M(x)ξ. Manfredi first proved (⇒ C1,α) in [49]. Kuusi–

Mingione [43] established the implication (⇒ C1) with the point-wise continuity modu-
lus ω = ωM , whereas Kinnunen–Zhou [42] established the implication (⇒W 1,s) with the
mean continuity modulus ω = ω̄M . However, the implication (⇒ C1) with mean conti-
nuity modulus ω = ω̄M has remained open for the p-Laplacian, even for scalar weights
M(x) = a(x)In, where In is the identity matrix.

Research into equations with nonstandard growth conditions has exploded in the past
25 years. Nonstandard growth means that the growth of the equation strongly depends
on the x variable, so that the equation does not satisfy the stronger global version of
uniform ellipticity defined below. A model equation with nonstandard growth is the
p(x)-Laplace equation

(∆p(·)) div
(
|Du|p(x)−2Du

)
= 0 in Ω, 1 < p1 6 p(x) 6 p2.

Here, (⇒ C1,α) was first proved by Coscia–Mingione [22] and Acerbi–Mingione [1]. With
ω(r) = ωp(r) log

1
r
now including an extra logarithm, where ωp is the point-wise modulus

of continuity as before, the implications (⇒ W 1,s) and (⇒ C1) were proved in [2, 17] and
[51], respectively. However, to the best of our knowledge no results have been proved
under mean continuity conditions for the p(·)-Laplacian. Similarly, for the borderline
double phase problem

(∆bdp) div
(
|Du|p−2Du+ a(x) log(1 + |Du|)|Du|p−2Du

)
= 0 in Ω,

where 1 < p <∞ and 0 6 a(x) 6 L, regularity results have been obtained under point-
wise continuity assumptions [8, 9, 15] but no results are available when assuming only
mean continuity.

In recent years, C0,1- and C1-regularity results under Sobolev–Lorentz type conditions
have been developed. De Filippis and Mingione [25] proved that if M(x) = a(x)In and
a ∈ W 1,1(Ω) and |Da| is in the Lorentz space Ln,1(Ω), then the weak solution to (∆p,M)
is locally Lipschitz. In fact, they considered a more general class of nonuniformly elliptic
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Assumption type Conclusion (∆2,M ) (∆p,M) (∆p(·)) (∆bdp) (divA)

Point-wise
(⇒ C1,α) [18, 53, 54] [49] [1, 22] [9] [37, 38]
(⇒ W 1,s) [4] [42] [2, 17] [15] new
(⇒ C1) [36] [43] [51] [8] new

Mean
(⇒ W 1,s) [30] [42] new new new
(⇒ C1) [31]* new new new new

Lorenz ⇒ C1 [25] [25] [6] [7] new

Table 1. A summary of previous results for different equations, assump-
tions and conclusions. The asterisk is explained in Remark 1.4.

equations. Baroni and Coscia [6, 7, 8] have obtained C1-regularity results for the (∆bdp)
and (∆p(·)) under Lorenz-type assumptions on the coefficient and exponent. One of the
advantages of our general framework is that also assumptions of Sobolev–Lorentz type
are included as special cases of our Dini mean continuity condition, see Proposition 4.8.

The results mentioned so far are summarized in Table 1. In the table we see that results
with mean continuity assumptions are especially lacking, although also other categories
have gaps for more complicated types of examples. In particular, general equations of
type (divA) have almost no higher regularity results and neither do special cases not
mentioned in the table like variable exponent double phase energies (e.g., [50, 57]).

In this paper, we fill in the blanks in the table by proving results with mean continuity
assumptions for a general equation with the following fundamental growth and ellipticity
conditions on the nonlinearity A(x, ξ). For (aInc) and (aDec), see Definition 2.1.

Definition 1.1. Let 1 < p < q. We say that A : Ω × R
n → R

n with A(x, ·) ∈ C1(Rn \
{0},Rn) satisfies quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition if

(i) DξA(x, ξ) satisfies (aInc)p−2 and (aDec)q−2 with constant L > 1 ((p, q)-growth);
(ii) for every x ∈ Ω and e, ξ, ξ′ ∈ R

n with |e| = 1 and |ξ| = |ξ′| > 0,

|DξA(x, ξ
′)| 6 LDξA(x, ξ)e · e

for some L > 1 (quasi-isotropic ellipticity).

When A(x, ξ) = Dξf(x, ξ) for some f(x, ·) ∈ C1(Rn)∩C2(Rn \ {0}), the condition (ii)
is equivalent to the following point-wise uniform ellipticity condition:

R(x, t) := sup{eigenvalues of DξA(x, ξ) : |ξ| = t}
inf{eigenvalues of DξA(x, ξ) : |ξ| = t} 6 L for all x ∈ Ω and t > 0.

Note that the stronger global version of uniform ellipticity condition:

RΩ(t) :=
sup{eigenvalues of DξA(x, ξ) : x ∈ Ω, |ξ| = t}
inf{eigenvalues of DξA(x, ξ) : x ∈ Ω, |ξ| = t} 6 L for all t > 0

plays an important role in regularity theory of partial differential equations and the
calculus of variations. In particular, sharp C1,α-regularity under oscillation type condition
on A has been obtained in [37, 38]. We also refer to recent development in regularity
theory for nonuniformly elliptic equations by De Filippis and Mingione [25, 26, 27, 28].

Another important model equation is the double phase equation

div
(
|Du|p−2Du+ a(x)|Du|q−2Du

)
= 0 in Ω,
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where 1 < p 6 q < ∞ and 0 6 a(x) 6 L. For this equation, C1,α- and W 1,s-regularity
results have been established in [10, 20, 21, 24] by assuming point-wise continuity a ∈
C0,α(Ω) and the inequality q

p
6 1+ α

n
. Note that this energy is not included in the Table 1,

since there is no gap for mean continuity results due to the Campanato embedding, see
Example 4.3.

Now, we state our main results, Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, which provide sharp and com-
prehensive C1- and W 1,s-regularity results for (point-wise) uniformly elliptic equations.
Moreover, we will see in Section 4 that the theorems imply new results even in the special
cases of Table 1. Define

A(−1)(x, ξ) := |ξ|A(x, ξ).
The conditions on A in the following theorems are explained in Definitions 2.4 and 3.1.

We first have a Calderón–Zygmund type estimate for the following nonhomogeneous
version of (divA):

(divA;F ) divA(x,Du) = divA(x, F ) in Ω,

where the given function F ∈ L1(Ω) satisfies |A(−1)(·, F )| ∈ L1
loc(Ω). Note that (divA)

is the special case when F ≡ 0 so the following result implies in particular the W 1,s-
regularity for the equation (divA), i.e. (⇒W 1,s).

Theorem 1.2. Let A : Ω× R
n → R

n satisfy the quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition,
and let u ∈ W 1,1

loc (Ω) with |A(−1)(·, Du)| ∈ L1
loc(Ω) be a weak solution to (divA;F ). If

A(−1) satisfies (VMA1) and (SA1) and |A(−1)(·, F )| ∈ Lsloc(Ω) for some s > 1, then
|A(−1)(·, Du)| ∈ Lsloc(Ω). Moreover, for any Ω′ ⋐ Ω there exists a small R0 > 0 depending
on n, p, q, L, s, θ1,Ω

′ and Du such that
 

Br

|A(−1)(x,Du)|s dx 6 c

(
 

B2r

|A(−1)(x,Du)| dx
)s

+ c

 

B2r

|A(−1)(x, F )|s dx+ c

for some c = c(n, p, q, L, s) > 0, whenever r 6 R0 and B2r ⊂ Ω′.

Finally, we have the C1-result under Dini mean continuity assumption, which is the
most delicate part of the paper and its central contribution.

Theorem 1.3. Let A : Ω× R
n → R

n satisfy the quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition,
and let u ∈ W 1,1

loc (Ω) with |A(−1)(·, Du)| ∈ L1
loc(Ω) be a weak solution to (divA). If A(−1)

satisfies (DMA1)γ for some γ > 2, then Du is continuous in Ω.

Remark 1.4. The parameter γ in the previous theorem can be thought of as the power
of the mean, as in ωγ(r) = supBr⊂Ω(

ffl

Br

ffl

Br
|M(x)−M(y)|γ dx dy)1/γ. In the linear case,

Dong and Kim [31] were able to consider the case γ = 1, but we require the slightly
stronger assumption γ > 2. For this reason we included an asterisk in Table 1 to indicate
that our general result does not quite cover this one paper. See also Proposition 3.8.

Let us comment on the Dini mean oscillation version of (A1), (DMA1), and the vanish-
ing mean oscillation version of (A1), (VMA1). According to Definition 3.1 for G = A(−1)

we consider mean averages of the quantity

θ̃(x,Br) = sup
ξ∈D(Br)

|A(x, ξ)−ABr(ξ)|
|ABr(ξ)|+ ω(r)

.

The denominator depends on the choice of the ball Br, which make it difficult to find
the relation between fundamental point-wise (A1)-type conditions in Definition 2.4 and
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the mean oscillation type condition and proving properties of the function θγ defined in
Definition 3.1. We investigate the mean oscillation type conditions in Section 3.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 consists of two major steps. The first step is to obtain a com-
parison estimate in L1-space between the gradients of the weak solutions to the original
equation (divA) and its approximating autonomous equation in (divÃ) (see Section 5).
Note that the weak solution to (divÃ) has good C1,α-regularity estimates by Lemma 5.9.
We emphasize that the comparison estimate in Lemma 5.10 is sharper than the one we
obtained in [38]. Specially, the exponent of Θ in Lemma 5.10 is 2, whereas the approach
used in the proof of [38, Lemma 6.2] yields a smaller exponent. This sharp estimate
allows us to prove the C1-regularity under the (DMA1) condition. We also note that
the approximation deriving the equation (divÃ) is similar to the one in [38], but simpler
since we apply the splicing technique only for large values of |ξ| = t, rather than for both
large and small values . The second step is an iteration. We improve upon the iteration
argument in [43], leading to Lemma 7.3, which can be applied for both the Lipschitz
regularity and C1-regularity.

The proof of the Calderón–Zygmund estimate in Theorem 1.2 also involves two steps
(see Section 6). The first step is, once again, a comparison. Since we are dealing with
the non-homogeneous equation (divA;F ), a new comparison estimate for the gradients of

the weak solutions to (divA;F ) and (divÃ) is required, which is provided in Lemma 6.3.
The next step is to prove the W 1,s-estimate by estimating integrals of ϕ(x, |Du|) over
super-level sets. We follow the so-called maximal function free approach, introduced in
[3]. Note that in this process, we must essentially use the (A1) condition of A(−1).

2. Preliminaries and notation

Let Ω be a bounded domain in R
n with n > 2. We denote by Br(x0) the open ball with

center x0 ∈ R
n and radius r > 0. If the center is either clear or irrelevant, we simplify

notation to Br = Br(x0). For a set E ⊂ R
n, χE is the usual characteristic function

of E such that χE(x) = 1 if x ∈ E and χE(x) = 0 if x 6∈ E. We denote the Hölder
conjugate exponent of p ∈ [1,∞] by p′ = p

p−1
. A generic constant denoted by c > 0

without subscript may vary between appearances.
Let f, g : E → R be measurable in E ⊂ R

n. We denote the average of f over E with
0 < |E| <∞ by fE :=

ffl

E
f dx := 1

|E|
´

E
f dx. The notation f . g means that there exists

a constant C > 0 such that f(y) 6 Cg(y) all y ∈ E and f ≈ g means that f . g . f .
When E ⊂ R, we say that f is almost increasing on E with constant L > 1 if f(s) 6 Lf(t)
whenever s, t ∈ E with s 6 t. If we can choose L = 1, we say that f is increasing on E.
Almost decreasing and decreasing are defined similarly. Modulus of continuity refers to a
concave and increasing function ω : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) with ω(0) = limr→0+ ω(r) = 0.

We introduce fundamental conditions on the energy function ϕ : Ω× [0,∞]→ [0,∞).
We refer to [34, Chapter 2] for the following definitions and properties. We start with
regularity with respect to the second variable, which are supposed to hold for all x ∈ Ω
and a constant L > 1 independent of x.

Definition 2.1. Let ϕ : Ω× [0,∞]→ [0,∞) and γ ∈ R. We say that ϕ satisfies

(aInc)γ if t 7→ t−γϕ(x, t) is almost increasing on (0,∞) with constant L;

(Inc)γ if t 7→ t−γϕ(x, t) is increasing on (0,∞);

(aDec)γ if t 7→ t−γϕ(x, t) is almost decreasing on (0,∞) with constant L;
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(Dec)γ if t 7→ t−γϕ(x, t) is decreasing on (0,∞);

(A0) L−1 6 ϕ(x, 1) 6 L.

We say that ϕ satisfies (aInc) or (aDec) if it satisfies (aInc)γ or (aDec)γ, respectively, for
some γ > 1.

Furthermore, for a vector-valued function G : Ω × R
M → R

N , we say that G satisfies
(aInc)γ or (aDec)γ if ϕ(x, t) := |G(x, te)| satisfies (aInc)γ or (aDec)γ, respectively, with
the constant L uniformly in e ∈ R

M with |e| = 1.

For p, q > 0, the conditions (aInc)p or (aDec)q on ϕ with constant L > 1 are equivalent
to the following inequalities

ϕ(x, λt) 6 Lλpϕ(x, t) or ϕ(x,Λt) 6 LΛqϕ(x, t), respectively,

for all (x, t) ∈ Ω × [0,∞) and 0 6 λ 6 1 6 Λ. Additionally, (aInc) or (aDec) are
equivalent to ∇2-condition or ∆2-condition, respectively. Although the definition of (A0)
presented above slightly differs from that in [34], the two definitions coincide when ϕ
satisfies (aDec). In the case ϕ(x, ·) ∈ C1((0,∞)), the conditions (Inc)p and (Dec)q for
0 < p 6 q are equivalent to

p 6
tϕ′(x, t)

ϕ(x, t)
6 q for all t ∈ (0,∞).

Let us consider increasing functions ϕ, ψ : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) such that ϕ satisfies (aInc)1
and (aDec)q for some q > 1, and ψ satisfies (aDec)1. Then there exist a convex function

ϕ̃ and a concave function ψ̃ such that ϕ ≈ ϕ̃ and ψ ≈ ψ̃ from [34, Lemma 2.2.1]. In turn,

Jensen’s inequality for ϕ̃ and ψ̃ yields that

ϕ

(
 

Ω

|f | dx
)

.

 

Ω

ϕ(|f |) dx and

 

Ω

ψ(|f |) dx . ψ

(
 

Ω

|f | dx
)

for every f ∈ L1(Ω). Here, the implicit constants depend on L from (aInc)1 and (aDec)q
or (aDec)1, based on the constants arising from the equivalence relation.

We define classes of Φ-functions and generalized Orlicz spaces, following [34]. Our
primary focus is on convex functions relevant to minimization problems and associated
PDEs; however, the class Φw(Ω) is quite useful for approximating functionals.

Definition 2.2. Let ϕ : Ω × [0,∞] → [0,∞). Assume x 7→ ϕ(x, |f(x)|) is measurable
for every measurable function f on Ω, t 7→ ϕ(x, t) is increasing for every x ∈ Ω, and
ϕ(x, 0) = limt→0+ ϕ(x, t) = 0 and limt→∞ ϕ(x, t) =∞ for every x ∈ Ω. Then ϕ is said to
be

(1) a Φ-function, denoted ϕ ∈ Φw(Ω), if it satisfies (aInc)1;
(2) a convex Φ-function, denoted ϕ ∈ Φc(Ω), if t 7→ ϕ(x, t) is left-continuous and

convex for every x ∈ Ω.

The subsets of Φw(Ω) and Φc(Ω) consisting of functions without dependence on the first
variable (i.e., ϕ(x, t) = ϕ(t)) are denoted by Φw and Φc, respectively.

Since convexity implies (Inc)1, we see that Φc(Ω) ⊂ Φw(Ω). Let us now consider
ϕ ∈ Φw(Ω). We define the (left-continuous) inverse function of ϕ with respect to t by

ϕ−1(x, t) := inf{τ > 0 : ϕ(x, τ) > t}.
6



If ϕ is strictly increasing and continuous in t, then ϕ−1 is the usual inverse function. We
also define the conjugate function of ϕ by

ϕ∗(x, t) := sup
s>0

(st− ϕ(x, s)).

From this definition, it follows that Young’s inequality

ts 6 ϕ(x, t) + ϕ∗(x, s)

holds for all s, t > 0. If ϕ satisfies (aInc)p or (aDec)q for some p, q > 1, then ϕ∗ satisfies
(aDec)p′ or (aInc)q′, respectively [34, Proposition 2.4.9]. For simplicity, we write

ϕ+
Br
(t) := sup

x∈Br∩Ω
ϕ(x, t) and ϕ−

Br
(t) := inf

x∈Br∩Ω
ϕ(x, t).

If ϕ ∈ Φc(Ω), then (ϕ∗)∗ = ϕ [29, Theorem 2.2.6] and that there exists an increasing
and right-continuous function ϕ′ : Ω× [0,∞)→ [0,∞), the so-called (right-)derivative of
ϕ, such that

ϕ(x, t) =

ˆ t

0

ϕ′(x, s) ds.

We recall some results related to this ϕ′.

Proposition 2.3 (Proposition 3.6, [37]). Let γ > 0 and ϕ ∈ Φc(Ω).

(1) If ϕ′ satisfies (Inc)γ, (Dec)γ, (aInc)γ or (aDec)γ, then ϕ satisfies (Inc)γ+1, (Dec)γ+1,
(aInc)γ+1 or (aDec)γ+1, respectively, with the same constant L > 1.

(2) If ϕ satisfies (aDec)γ, then (2γ+1L)−1tϕ′(x, t) 6 ϕ(x, t) 6 tϕ′(x, t).
(3) If ϕ′ satisfies (A0) and (aDec)γ with constant L > 1, then ϕ also satisfies (A0),

with constant depending on L and γ.
(4) ϕ∗(x, ϕ′(x, t)) 6 tϕ′(x, t).

For ϕ ∈ Φw(Ω), the generalized Orlicz space (also known as the Musielak–Orlicz space)
is defined by

Lϕ(Ω) :=
{
f ∈ L1

loc(Ω) : ‖f‖Lϕ(Ω) <∞
}
,

with the (Luxemburg) norm

‖f‖Lϕ(Ω) := inf

{
λ > 0 : ̺Lϕ(Ω)

(f
λ

)
6 1

}
, where ̺Lϕ(Ω)(f) :=

ˆ

Ω

ϕ(x, |f |) dx.

We denote by W 1,ϕ(Ω) the set of functions f ∈ W 1,1
loc (Ω) with ‖f‖W 1,ϕ(Ω) := ‖f‖Lϕ(Ω) +∥∥|Df |

∥∥
Lϕ(Ω)

< ∞. If ϕ satisfies (aDec), then we note that f ∈ Lϕ(Ω) if and only

if ̺Lϕ(Ω)(f) < ∞. The spaces Lϕ(Ω) and W 1,ϕ(Ω) are reflexive Banach spaces when

ϕ satisfies (A0), (aInc) and (aDec). We denote by W 1,ϕ
0 (Ω) the closure of C∞

0 (Ω) in
W 1,ϕ(Ω). For more information on generalized Orlicz and Orlicz–Sobolev spaces, we
refer to the monographs [19, 34] and also [29, Chapter 2].

In recent years, we have studied regularity theory for the general equations (divA) with
quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition [35, 37, 38, 39, 41]. In these papers, regularity
conditions for the growth function ϕ ∈ Φw(Ω) or a relevant function with respect to the
space variable x is given in terms of point-wise oscillation. This is in contrast to (p, q)-
growth approach, where usually the one assumes that q

p
is small, e.g. [12], although see

also [23]. Let us recall these assumptions and the regularity results in [39]. We have made
a slight alteration in that ω(r)|ξ| previously lacked the |ξ|; this does not affect which G
satisfy the condition, but it does impact the functions ω and ω̃, see Example 4.1.
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Definition 2.4. Let G : Ω × R
M → R

N with M,N ∈ N, r ∈ (0, 1], and ω, ω̃ : [0, 1] →
[0, L] with L > 0. Consider the claim

|G(x, ξ)−G(y, ξ)| 6 ω̃(r)
(
|G(y, ξ)|+ ω(r)|ξ|

)
when |G(y, ξ)| ∈ [0, |Br|−1]

for all x, y ∈ Br, B2r ⊂ Ω and ξ ∈ R
M . We say that G satisfies

(A1) if the claim holds with ω = ω̃ ≡ L;
(SA1) if there exists a modulus of continuity ω such that the claim holds with ω̃ ≡ L;
(VA1) if there exists a modulus of continuity ω = ω̃ such that the claim holds;

(wVA1) if, for every ε > 0, G satisfies (VA1) with the range condition replaced by
|G(y, ξ)|1+ε ∈ [0, |Br|−1], with moduli of continuity ωε := ω = ω̃ depending on ε,
but with a common L independent of ε.

We also use the definition for ϕ : Ω× [0,∞)→ [0,∞) by interpreting ϕ(x, ξ) = ϕ(x, |ξ|).
We refer to Section 8 of [39] for examples of functions satisfying these conditions. With

these point-wise assumptions, we proved maximal regularity results in [37, 38, 39].

Theorem 2.5 (Theorem 1.2, [39]). Let A satisfy the quasi-isotropic (p,q)-growth condi-
tion and let u ∈ W 1,1

loc (Ω) with |A(−1)(·, Du)| ∈ L1
loc(Ω) be a local weak solution to (divA).

(1) If A(−1) satisfies (A1), then u ∈ C0,α
loc (Ω) for some α ∈ (0, 1) depending on n, p, q

and L.
(2) If A(−1) satisfies (wVA1), then u ∈ C0,α

loc (Ω) for every α ∈ (0, 1).
(3) If A(−1) satisfies (wVA1) with Hölder-continuous ωε for every ε > 0, then u ∈

C1,α
loc (Ω) for some α ∈ (0, 1) depending on n, p, q and L.

3. Mean oscillation conditions

We introduce the mean oscillation variants of the (A1)-condition, specifically, the van-
ishing mean-A1 condition (VMA1) and the Dini mean-A1 condition (DMA1).

Definition 3.1. Let G : Ω×R
M → R

N with M,N ∈ N, r ∈ (0, 1], ω : [0, 1]→ [0, 1], and

θ̃(x,Br) := sup
ξ∈D(Br)

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)|
|GBr(ξ)|+ ω(r)|ξ| for x ∈ Br,

where D(Br) := {ξ ∈ R
M : |GBr(ξ)| 6 |Br|−1}. For γ > 1, we consider

θγ(r) :=

(
sup
B2r⊂Ω

 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx

) 1
γ

.

We say that G satisfies:

(VMA1) if there exists a nondecreasing ω such that lim
r→0+

[θ1(r) + ω(r)] = 0.

(DMA1)γ if there exists a nondecreasing ω such that

ˆ 1

0

[θγ(r) + ω(r)]
dr

r
<∞.

We refer to Section 4 for several examples of energies satisfying these conditions. There
we show that all the cases from Table 1 are included as special cases. By Hölder’s
inequality, the (DMA1)γ is monotone in γ. Furthermore, if the case γ =∞ is understood
as a supremum, then θ∞ is closely related to the quantity in the point-wise conditions of
Definition 2.4.

Remark 3.2. In Definition 3.1, we consider the γ-mean of θ̃ for some γ > 1. Proposi-
tion 3.8 implies that if we assume that θ is nondecreasing, then it suffices to consider the
case γ = 1.
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Remark 3.3. Similarly to the vanishing condition (VA1), we can also consider weak ver-
sions (wDMA1) and (wVMA1) of (DMA1) and (VMA1). However, we are not aware
of any examples where these conditions would be needed. Thus we will for the sake of
simplicity not consider them in what follows. Furthermore, we could define a point-wise
condition (DA1) of Dini-type, but this is already obsolete since we directly handle the
more general condition (DMA1).

We show that the (DMA1)1 condition also implies the continuity of G(x, ξ) in the x
variable and the (SA1) condition. For this we need Spanne’s result relating modulus of
mean continuity with modulus of continuity:

Lemma 3.4 (Corollary 1 with its remark, [55]). Assume that f ∈ L1(Ω) satisfies the
Dini mean continuity condition

ˆ 1

0

ω̄f(r)
dr

r
<∞ where ω̄f(r) := sup

Br⊂Ω

 

Br

|f(x)− (f)Br | dx.

Then f is continuous with modulus ωf(r) = c
´ r

0
ω̄f(s)

ds
s
for some c > 0.

From this lemma we can get an intuition of how the point-wise and mean moduli are
related. First, if ω̄f(r) . rβ, then also ωf(r) . rβ, so there is no difference between the
cases here. However, if ω̄f(r) = (log 1

r
)−α, α > 1, then ωf(r) ≈ (log 1

r
)1−α, so there is

a loss of a logarithm between the cases. In particular, if α ∈ (1, 2], then the point-wise
modulus ωf does not satisfy the Dini condition even though the mean oscillation modulus
ω̄f does.

Proposition 3.5. Let G : Ω × R
M → R

N with M,N ∈ N satisfy (A0), (aInc)p and
(aDec)q for some 1 6 p 6 q, as well as (DMA1)1.

(1) For each ξ ∈ R
M , G(·, ξ) is continuous.

(2) G satisfies (SA1) with the same modulus of continuity ω and the relevant constant
L > 1 depending on n, p, q, L, and θ1.

Proof. Note that G+
U(ξ) := supx∈U |G(x, ξ)| is finite by (A0) and (aDec)q.

(1) Fix ξ ∈ R
M \ {0}. Then there exists r0 > 0 such that G+

Ω(ξ) 6 |Br0|−1. For r ∈
(0, r0], from the definition of θ̃ in Definition 3.1, |G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)| 6 (G+

Ω(ξ)+ |ξ|)θ̃(x,Br)
for every x ∈ Br and B2r ⊂ Ω. Hence

sup
B2r⊂Ω

 

Br

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)| dx 6 (G+
Ω(ξ) + |ξ|) sup

B2r⊂Ω

 

Br

θ̃(x,Br) dx

= (G+
Ω(ξ) + |ξ|)θ1(r).

Therefore, by Lemma 3.4, the (DMA1)1 condition yields the continuity of G(·, ξ).
(2) Fix B2r ⊂ Ω with small r > 0 to be determined later. Consider y ∈ Br and ξ ∈ R

n

with G+
Br
(ξ) 6 |Br|−1. Then for any ball Bρ ⊂ Br, since |GBρ(ξ)| 6 G+

Br
(ξ) 6 |Br|−1 6

|Bρ|−1, it follows from Definition 3.1 that

|G(x, ξ)−GBρ(ξ)| 6 (|GBρ(ξ)|+ ω(ρ)|ξ|)θ̃(x,Bρ) . (G+
Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|)θ̃(x,Bρ)

for any x ∈ Bρ. Hence by Definition 3.1,

sup
Bρ⊂Br

 

Bρ

|G(x, ξ)−GBρ(ξ)| dx .
(
G+
Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|

)
θ1(ρ).
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Therefore, in view of Lemma 3.4, the (DMA1)1 condition yields that

|G(x, ξ)−G(z, ξ)| 6 c1
(
G+
Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|

)ˆ r

0

θ1(ρ)
dρ

ρ
, for any x, z ∈ Br

for some constant c1 > 0 depending on p, q, L and θ1. Choose r ∈ (0, r1], where r1 is
determined by

´ r1
0
θ(ρ)dρ

ρ
= 1

2c1
. Then

G+
Br
(ξ)−G−

Br
(ξ) 6 sup

x,z∈Br

|G(x, ξ)−G(z, ξ)| 6 1
2
(G+

Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|),

which implies that

G+
Br
(ξ) 6 2G−

Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|.

This implies the desired (SA1)-inequality, when G+
Br
(ξ) 6 |Br|−1.

Suppose then that G−
Br
(ξ) 6 |Br|−1 and let s ∈ (0, 1] be the largest number with

G+
Br
(sξ) 6 |Br|−1. The case s = 1 was handled above. If s < 1, then G+

Br
(sξ) = |Br|−1

and it follows from the earlier case that

|Br|−1 = G+
Br
(sξ) 6 2G−

Br
(sξ) + ω(r)|sξ|.

Since r 6 1, it follows from (A0) that |ξ| & 1. Then (A0) and ω(r) 6 1 yield ω(r)|sξ| .
G−
Br
(sξ). Using also (aDec)q, we find that

|Br|−1 6 2G−
Br
(sξ) + ω(r)|sξ| 6 cG−

Br
(sξ) 6 c2s

pG−
Br
(ξ) 6 c2s

p|Br|−1.

Hence s > c
1/p
2 . Returning to the earlier case, we then conclude that

G+
Br
(ξ) 6 Ls−qG+

Br
(sξ) 6 Ls−q(2G−

Br
(sξ) + ω(r)|sξ|) 6 2Lc

−q/p
2 (G−

Br
(ξ) + ω(r)|ξ|),

which implies that (SA1)-inequality with the correct assumption G−
Br
(ξ) 6 |Br|−1 for

r ∈ (0, r1]. When r ∈ (r1, 1], we obtain the conclusion using a chain of a fixed number
⌈ 1
r1
⌉ of balls of radius r1 and the above argument. �

The function θ in the above definition is not assumed to be increasing. This makes
it harder to estimate geometric series based on θ, but the next lemma shows that it is
possible.

Lemma 3.6. Let G : Ω×RM → R
N satisfy (A0), (aInc)p and (aDec)q for some 1 6 p 6 q

and (DMA1)γ for some γ > 1. There exists δ1 = δ1(n, p, q, θγ) ∈ (0, 1) such that for every
δ ∈ (0, δ1) and r ∈ (0, 1) with |B2r| 6 1,

∞∑

k=0

θγ(δ
kr) 6

c

δ
2n
γ
+1 log(δ−1)

ˆ r

0

θγ(ρ)
dρ

ρ

for some c = c(n, p, q, γ, θγ) > 0.

Proof. Let r̃ := δkr with k > 1 and ρ ∈ (δr̃, r̃). Fix B2r ⊂ Ω. Since G is satisfies (SA1)
by Proposition 3.5(2),

|G(x, ξ)| . G−
B3r̃/2

(ξ) + ω(r̃)

for any x, y ∈ B3r̃/2 and ξ ∈ R
M with G−

B3r̃/2
(ξ) 6 |Br̃|−1. Fix ξ ∈ R

M such that

|GBr̃
(ξ)| 6 |Br̃|−1. Then the preceding inequality yields for any Bρ(z) ⊂ B3r̃/2 with

z ∈ Br̃ that

(3.7) |GBρ(z)(ξ)| 6 L̃(|GBr̃
(ξ)|+ ω(r̃)),
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for some L̃ > 1 depending on n, p, q and θ1. Therefore, since ω(r) 6 1,

|GBρ(z)(ξ)| 6 L̃ (|GBr̃
(ξ)|+ ω(r̃)) 6 (L̃+ 1)|Br̃|−1 6 |Bρ|−1

provided that ρ 6 m̃in{(L̃+ 1)−1/n, 1/2} r. Thus D(Br̃) ⊂ D(Bρ(z)) for z ∈ Br̃.

Denote Hξ(x) :=
G(x,ξ)

|GBr̃
(ξ)|+ω(r)|ξ| . We connect the integrals of Hξ in the two balls by a

chain argument. We cover Br̃ with c(n)δ
−n balls Bi of radius ρ

2
, whose centers are in Br̃,

with the property that every x, y ∈ Br̃ with |x− y| 6 ρ
4
belong to some ball in the cover.

For x ∈ Bi and y ∈ Bj with i 6= j and |x− y| > ρ
4
we use the estimate

|Hξ(x)−Hξ(y)| 6 |Hξ(x)− (Hξ)Bρ/2(x0)|+
m∑

k=0

|(Hξ)Bρ/2(xk−1) − (Hξ)Bρ/2(xk)|

+ |(Hξ)Bρ/2(xm) −H(y)|
where x0 = x, xm = y and xk ∈ [x, y] := {tx + (1 − t)y : t ∈ [0, 1]} for k = 1, . . . , m− 1
satisfy ρ

4
< |xm − xm−1| 6 ρ

2
for k = 1, 2, . . . , m. Note that m 6 13δ−1. Using D(Br̃) ⊂

D(Bρ(xk)) and Hölder’s inequality in the second step, we have
 

Bi

 

Bj

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

|Hξ(x)−Hξ(y)|γ dy dx

6

 

Bi

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

|Hξ(x)− (Hξ)Bρ/2(x0)|γ dx+
 

Bj

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

|(Hξ)Bρ/2(xm0 )
−Hξ(y)|γ dy

+

m∑

k=1

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

|(Hξ)Bρ/2(xk−1) − (Hξ)Bρ/2(xk)|γ

.

m∑

k=0

 

Bρ(xk)

 

Bρ(xk)

sup
ξ∈D(Bρ(xk))

|Hξ(x)−Hξ(y)|γ dy dx.

We can connect integals over θ̃ and Hξ. We estimate
 

Br̃

θ̃(x,Br̃)
γ dx ≈

 

Br̃

 

Br̃

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

|Hξ(x)−Hξ(y)|γ dy dx

and, using also (3.7), we see that
 

Bρ(xk)

 

Bρ(xk)

sup
ξ∈D(Bρ(xk))

|Hξ(x)−Hξ(y)|γ dy dx .

 

Bρ(xk)

θ̃(x,Bρ(xk))
γ dx.

Combining these with the estimate from the previous paragraph and m . 1
δ
, we find that

 

Br̃

θ̃(x,Br̃)
γ dx .

m∑

k=0

 

Bρ(xk)

θ̃(x,Bρ(xk))
γ dx . (δ−1θγ(ρ))

γ.

Using this estimate for the second inequality, we conclude that
 

Br̃

 

Br̃

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

( |G(x, ξ)−G(y, ξ)|
|GBr̃

(ξ)|+ ω(r̃)|ξ|

)γ
dy dx

. δ−2n
∑

i,j

 

Bi

 

Bj

sup
ξ∈D(Br̃)

( |G(x, ξ)−G(y, ξ)|
|GBr̃

(ξ)|+ ω(r̃)|ξ|

)γ
dy dx . δ−2n−γθγ(ρ)

γ .
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We have shown that θγ(r̃) . δ−(2n/γ+1)θγ(ρ) for ρ ∈ (δr̃,
√
δr̃) with r̃ = δkr and δ 6

min{(L̃+ 1)−1/n, 1/2}2 =: δ1. Thus we calculate
ˆ δkr

δk+1r

θγ(ρ)
dρ

ρ
& δ

2n
γ
+1θγ(δ

kr)

ˆ

√
δδkr

δk+1r

dρ

ρ
≈ δ

2n
γ
+1 log(δ−1)θγ(δ

kr).

Adding the inequalities over k yields the claim. �

We derive some properties of the supremal counterpart θ∗γ of θγ.

Proposition 3.8. Let G : Ω × R
M → R

N satisfy (A0), (aInc)p and (aDec)q for some
1 6 p 6 q as well as (SA1). With θγ from Definition 3.1 for non-decreasing ω and γ > 1
we define θ∗γ(r) := supρ∈(0,r] θγ(ρ). Then θ∗γ 6 Lγθ

∗
1 for some Lγ > 0 depending on n, p,

q and γ. We also note two consequences of this.

(1) If

ˆ 1

0

θ∗1(ρ)
dρ

ρ
<∞, then (DMA1)γ holds for any γ > 1.

(2) If G satisfies (SA1) and (VMA1), then lim
r→0

θ∗γ(r) = 0 for any γ > 1.

Proof. We follow ideas from the proof of the John–Nirenberg inequality. In Definition 3.1,
the supremum is taken over balls, so we apply the Vitali covering lemma instead of the
Calderón–Zygmund decomposition. Fix r ∈ (0, 1] and abbreviate θ∗ := θ∗1(r). If follows
from the definition of θ∗ that

(3.9)

 

Bρ(y)

θ̃(x,Bρ(y)) dx 6 θ∗ for all B2ρ(y) ⊂ Ω with ρ ∈ (0, r].

Let δ ∈ (0, 1
10
) be a small constant to be determined later, and βn > 1 be a constant

depending only n such that |Bρ| 6 βn|Br ∩Bρ(y)| for any y ∈ Br and ρ ∈ (0, 2r]. Denote

E(t, U) := {x ∈ U ∩Br : θ̃(x, U) > t}.
We first estimate the measure of the set E(βnδ

−nθ∗, Br). Observe that for every y ∈ Br

and ρ ∈ (δr, r],
 

Br∩Bρ(y)

θ̃(x,Br) dx < βnδ
−n

 

Br

θ̃(x,Br) dx 6 βnδ
−nθ∗,

and that for almost every y ∈ E(βnδ−nθ∗, Br)

lim
ρ→0+

 

Br∩Bρ(y)

θ̃(x,Br) dx > βnδ
−nθ∗.

Then by the continuity of the integral with respect to ρ, for almost every y ∈ E(βnδ−nθ∗, Br)
one can find ρy ∈ (0, δr] such that
 

Br∩Bρy (y)

θ̃(x,Br) dx = βnδ
−nθ∗ and

 

Br∩Bρ(y)

θ̃(x,Br) dx < βnδ
−nθ∗ ∀ρ ∈ (ρy, r].

Therefore, by the Vitali covering lemma, there exist y1j ∈ E(βnδ−nθ∗, Br) and ρ
1
j ∈ (0, δr]

for j = 1, 2, . . . such that the balls B1
j := Bρ1j

(y1j ) are mutually disjoint,

∞⋃

j=1

5B1
j ⊃ E(βnδ

−nθ∗, Br) \ N 0,

where 5B1
j := B5ρ1j

(y1j ) and N 0 is some measure zero set,
 

Br∩B1
j

θ̃(x,Br) dx = βnδ
−nθ∗ and

 

Br∩5B1
j

θ̃(x,Br) dx < βnδ
−nθ∗;
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the earlier setup is applicable, since 5ρ1j 6 5δr 6 r. The equation in above together with
(3.9) implies

∞∑

j=1

|B1
j ∩ Br| =

δn

βnθ∗

∞∑

j=1

ˆ

Br∩B1
j

θ̃(x,Br) dx 6
δn

βnθ∗

ˆ

Br

θ̃(x,Br) dx 6
δn

βn
|Br|,

so that

|E(βnδ−nθ∗, Br)| 6
∞∑

j=1

|5B1
j ∩ Br| 6 5n

∞∑

j=1

|B1
j | 6 βn5

n
∞∑

j=1

|B1
j ∩ Br| 6 (5δ)n|Br|.

We can use the same procedure in the ball 5B1
j to conclude that

|E(βnδ−nθ∗, 5B1
j )| 6

∞∑

l=1

|5B1
j,l ∩ B1

j | 6 (5δ)n|5B1
j | = (52δ)n|B1

j |,

where B1
j,l, l ∈ N, are mutually disjoint balls whose five-fold dilates cover B1

j . This holds

in every B1
j , so we estimate

∞∑

j=1

|E(βnδ−nθ∗, 5B1
j )| 6

∞∑

j=1

∞∑

l=1

|5B1
j,l ∩ B1

j | 6 (52δ)nβn

∞∑

j=1

|B1
j |

6 (5δ)nβn

∞∑

j=1

|5B1
j ∩Br| 6 (5δ)2nβn|Br|.

Denote by (B2
j ) the sequence of balls whose five-fold dilates cover the first generation

balls B1
j . Repeating this process, for each k ∈ N, we get a sequence of balls (Bk

j ) in B2r

such that
⋃∞
j=1 5B

k
j ⊃ E(βnδ

−nθ∗, Br) \ N k for some measure zero set N k,

(3.10)

 

5Bk−1

j̃
∩5Bk

j

θ̃(x, 5Bk−1
j̃

) dx < βnδ
−nθ∗,

where j̃ is such that Bk−1
j̃

is the predecessor of Bk
j , and

(3.11)
∞∑

j=1

|E(βnδ−nθ∗, 5Bk
j )| 6 (5δ)(k+1)nβkn|Br|.

We also note that the condition δ < 1
10

implies Bk
j ⊂ B2r for any k and j. We impose on

δ the condition (5δ)nβn < 1.
Note that, by the same argument as in the beginning of the proof of Lemma 3.6, we

see from the (SA1) condition of G that |GBr(ξ)| + ω(r) ≈ |GBρ(y)(ξ)| + ω(r) for every
Bρ(y) ⊂ B3r/2 and ξ ∈ D(Bρ(y)), and thatD(Br) ⊂ D(Bρ(y)) for any Bρ(y) ⊂ B3r/2 with

y ∈ Br and ρ ∈ (0, δr] by choosing sufficiently small δ, see the proof of the previous lemma.
Now, fix k ∈ N. Let Bk := 5Bk

jk
, Bl := 5Bl

jl
be its predecessor at level l = 1, 2, . . . , k− 1,

ρl is the radius of Bl, and B0 = Br. Note that |Bl| 6 βn|Bl ∩ Bl−1|. Then for x ∈ Bk,

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)| 6 |G(x, ξ)−GBk∩Bk−1(ξ)|+ |GBk∩Bk−1(ξ)−GBk−1∩Bk−2(ξ)|
+ · · ·+ |GB2∩B1(ξ)−GB1∩Br

(ξ)|+ |GB1∩Br
(ξ)−GBr(ξ)|

6 |G(x, ξ)−GBk(ξ)|+
k∑

l=1

(
|GBk∩Bl−1(ξ)−GBl(ξ)|+ |GBl∩Bl−1(ξ)−GBl−1(ξ)|

)
.
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Since ω is non-decreasing, we have |GBr(ξ)| + ω(r) & |GBρ(y)(ξ)| + ω(ρ) from before.
Hence, using the above observations, (3.9) and (3.10),

θ̃(x,Br) = sup
ξ∈D(Br)

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)|
|GBr(ξ)|+ ω(r)|ξ|

. θ̃(x,Bk) +

k∑

j=1

(
βn

 

Bj

θ̃(x,Bj) dx+

 

Bj∩Bj−1

θ̃(x,Bj−1) dx

)

. θ̃(x,Bk) + kβn(δ
−n + 1)θ∗.

Let α1 > 1 denote the implicit constant in the above estimate. Then it follows that
E(2δ−nβnα1(k + 1)θ∗, Br) ∩ Bk ⊂ E(2βnδ

−nθ∗, Bk) for each ball Bk = 5Bk
j , j ∈ N.

Therefore, by the covering property and (3.11), we obtain

|E(2βnδ−nα1(k + 1)θ∗, Br)| 6
∞∑

j=1

|E(2βnδ−nθ∗, 5Bk
j )| 6 (5δ)(k+1)nβkn|Br|.

Finally, when 2βnδ
−nα1(k + 1)θ∗ 6 t < 2βnδ

−nα1(k + 2)θ∗ for some k ∈ N, we find that
∣∣{x ∈ Br : θ̃(x,Br) > t

}∣∣ = |E(t, Br)| 6 (5δ)n(k+1)βkn|Br|

6 (5δ)n exp
(
− δn

6βnα1
ln
( 1

(5δ)nβn

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:α2

t

θ∗

)
|Br|.

As in the John–Nirenberg inequality, this implies that
 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx =

1

|Br|

ˆ ∞

0

γtγ−1|{x ∈ Br : θ̃(x,Br) > t}| dt

6 γ(5δ)n
ˆ ∞

0

tγ−1 exp
(
−α2

θ∗
t
)
dt = γ(5δ)nΓ(γ)

(
θ∗

α2

)γ
,

where Γ is the gamma function. Thus θγ 6 Lγθ
∗
1. Claims (1) and (2) follow directly from

this inequality. �

4. Examples

In this section we consider what the Dini mean oscillation condition (DMA1)γ and the
vanishing mean oscillation condition (VMA1) means for specific model energies. The first
example shows how they are related to (VA1).

Example 4.1 (Point-wise conditions). Let G : Ω × R
M → R

N satisfy (VA1) with ω̃ =
ω = ωV . Fix a ball B2r ⊂ Ω and ξ ∈ R

M with |GBr(ξ)| 6 |Br|−1. Choosing y ∈ Br such
that GBr(ξ) = G(y, ξ), we see from (VA1) that

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)| 6 ωV (r)
(
|GBr(ξ)|+ ωV (r)|ξ|

)

for every x ∈ Br. Thus

θ̃(x,Br) = sup
ξ∈D(Br)

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)|
|GBr(ξ)|+ ωV (r)|ξ|

6 ωV (r),

so that θγ(r) 6 c ωV (r) for every γ > 1 and so G satisfies (VMA1).

Moreover, if ωV satisfies the Dini condition:
´ 1

0
ωV (r)

dr
r
<∞, thenG satisfies (DMA1)γ

for any γ > 1. In particular, if G satisfies (VA1) with ω(r) = ω̃(r) = rα for some α > 0,
which yields the C1,α-regularity (Theorem 2.5), then G satisfies (DMA1)γ for any γ > 1.
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If we consider the old version of (VA1) without the |ξ| as described before Definition 2.4,
then we can obtain similar conclusions based on the estimate

|G(x, ξ)−GBr(ξ)| 6 ωV (r)
(
|GBr(ξ)|+ ωV (r)

)
6 c ωV (r)

1
p′
(
|GBr(ξ)|+ ωV (r)

1
p′ |ξ|

)
,

provided G satisfies (aInc)p with p > 1 (the inequality is proved like Proposition 3.6, [38],
so we omit the details). Again, we find that G satisfies (VMA1) but now the modulus

of continuity is ωV (r)
1/p′. The corresponding Dini condition is

´ 1

0
ωV (r)

1/p′ dr
r
<∞. This

means that the old version does not give as precise control of the decay, which is the
reason for the change to the new version of (VA1).

We next look at several special cases of the nonlinearity A(x, ξ) in (divA) to see what
the DMO condition entails. We will use the BMO-seminorm

‖f‖BMO,r := sup
0<ρ6r

sup
Bρ⊂Rn

 

Bρ

|f(x)− (f)Bρ| dx.

With the second supremum, this seminorm is increasing in r, so it corresponds to θ∗

in Proposition 3.8; we could also consider a version where the supremum is taken only
over balls of radius r. We say that f satisfies VMO (vanishing mean oscillation) if

‖f‖BMO,r → 0 when r → 0, and DMO (Dini mean oscillation) if

ˆ 1

0

‖f‖BMO,r
dr

r
<∞.

Example 4.2 (Orlicz with coefficient). Let ϕ ∈ Φw and a : Ω→ [L−1, L] for some L > 1.
Define

A(x, ξ) = Dξ[a(x)ϕ(|ξ|)] = a(x)
ϕ′(|ξ|)
|ξ| ξ.

Since (A(−1))Br(ξ) = (a)Brϕ
′(|ξ|)ξ and a > L−1,

θ̃(x,Br) 6
|A(−1)(x, ξ)− (A(−1))Br(ξ)|

|(A(−1))Br(ξ)|
6 L|a(x)− (a)Br |, ξ ∈ R

n,

and, for any γ > 1,
 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx .

 

Br

|a(x)− (a)Br |γ dx . ‖a‖γBMO,r.

Therefore, θγ(r) . ‖a‖γBMO,r and so A(−1) satisfies (DMA1)γ for any γ > 1 or (VMA1) if
a satisfies DMO or VMO, respectively.

We next consider double phase energies. In the following example, the mean continuity
does not give us anything new compared to the point-wise continuity modulus.

Example 4.3 (Double phase). Let ϕ(x, t) = tp + a(x)tq, where 1 < p 6 q and a : Ω →
[0, L], and define

A(x, ξ) := Dξ

[
ϕ(x, |ξ|)

]
= p|ξ|p−2ξ + qa(x)|ξ|q−2ξ.

Then for ε > 0,

θ̃ε(x,Br) := sup
ξ∈Dε(Br)

|A(−1)(x, ξ)− (A(−1))Br(ξ)|
|(A(−1))Br(ξ)|

6 sup
ξ∈Dε(Br)

q|a(x)− (a)Br | |ξ|q
p|ξ|p

. |a(x)− (a)Br |r−
n(q−p)
p(1+ε) ,
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where Dε(Br) := {ξ ∈ R
n : |(A(−1))Br(ξ)|1+ε 6 |Br|−1} ⊂ {ξ ∈ R

n : |ξ|p(1+ε) 6 |Br|−1}.
Hence

 

Br

θ̃ε(x,Br)
γ dx . r−

γn(q−p)
p(1+ε)

 

Br

|a(x)− (a)Br |γ dx .
(
r−

n(q−p)
p(1+ε) ‖a‖BMO,r

)γ
.

Now in order for this to be useful, we need that ‖a‖BMO,r . r
n(q−p)
p(1+ε) for some ε > 0.

But then a must be n(q−p)
p(1+ε)

-Hölder continuous by the Campanato-embedding, so a has

point-wise continuity modulus and the mean continuity becomes irrelevant.

In the next example, we exchange the coefficients 1 and a(x) of |ξ|p and |ξ|q in the
double phase problem. The end result has standard q-growth, but illustrates the role of
ω in Definition 3.1 which is related to small values of |ξ|.
Example 4.4. Let ϕ(x, t) = a(x)tp + tq, where 1 < p 6 q and a : Ω→ [0, L], and define

A(x, ξ) := Dξ

[
ϕ(x, |ξ|)

]
= pa(x)|ξ|p−2ξ + q|ξ|q−2ξ.

Then we calculate, for ξ ∈ R
n,

|A(x, ξ)− ABr(ξ)|
|ABr(ξ)|+ ω(r)

=
p|a(x)− (a)Br | |ξ|p−1

p(a)Br |ξ|p−1 + q|ξ|q−1 + ω(r)

≈ |a(x)− (a)Br |min

{
1

(a)Br

, |ξ|p−q, |ξ|
p−1

ω(r)

}
.

Since tp−q is decreasing and tp−1

ω(r)
is increasing in t, the largest value of min{tp−q, tp−1

ω(r)
}

occurs when tq−1 = ω(r) and equals ω(r)(p−q)/(q−1). Thus

(
 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx

)1/γ

. ω(r)
p−q
q−1

(
 

Br

|a(x)− (a)Br |γ dx
)1/γ

≈ ω(r)
p−q
q−1‖a‖BMO,r.

Thus θγ(r) + ω(r) . ω(r)
p−q
q−1 ‖a‖BMO,r + ω(r) 6 ‖a‖

q−1
2q−p−1

BMO,r , where the last estimate is

obtained by the minimizing choice of ω(r). Therefore, A(−1) is (DMA1)γ for any γ > 1 if
the coefficient a is q−1

2q−p−1
-DMO.

Next, we consider nontrivial examples whose mean oscillation conditions are weaker
than the corresponding point-wise ones. For f : Ω → R, we say that f is log-VMO or
log-DMO if

lim
r→0+

‖f‖BMO,r log
1
r
= 0 or

ˆ 1

0

‖f‖BMO,r log(
1
r
)
dr

r
<∞,

respectively. If ‖f‖BMO,r is replaced by the point-wise continuity modulus ωf , then we get
the stronger vanishing log-Hölder continuity and the log-Dini continuity. By Lemma 3.4,
the log-DMO condition implies the log-Hölder continuity ωf(r) . (log 1

r
)−1. However,

the log-VMO does not imply the log-Hölder continuity.

Example 4.5 (Borderline double phase). Let ϕ(x, t) = tp + a(x) log(1 + t)tp, where
1 < p <∞ and a : Ω→ [0, L], and define

A(x, ξ) := Dξ

[
ϕ(x, |ξ|)

]
=

{
p + a(x)

(
p log(1 + |ξ|) + |ξ|

1 + |ξ|

)}
|ξ|p−2ξ.

16



For any ξ ∈ D(Br), since |ξ|p 6 |Br|−1,

|A(x, ξ)− ABr(ξ)|
|ABr(ξ)|

=
|a(x)− (a)Br |{p log(1 + |ξ|) + |ξ|

1+|ξ|}
p+ (a)Br{p log(1 + |ξ|) + |ξ|

1+|ξ|}
. |a(x)− (a)Br | log(e + |ξ|) . |a(x)− (a)Br | log 1

r
.

This implies, for γ > 1, that
 

Br

θ̃(r)γ dx .
(
‖a‖BMO,r log

1
r

)γ
.

Therefore, A(−1) satisfies (DMA1)γ for any γ > 1 or (VMA1) if a is log-DMO or log-VMO,
respectively.

The Dini mean oscillation condition is inspired by the coefficient case. Consequently,
it is more difficult to obtain results when the variability is not in a coefficient, as the next
result illustrates.

Proposition 4.6 (Variable exponent). Let ϕ(x, t) := 1
p(x)

tp(x), where p : Ω → [p−, p+]

with 1 < p− 6 p+, and define

A(x, ξ) := Dξ

[
ϕ(x, |ξ|)

]
= |ξ|p(x)−2ξ.

If p is log-VMO, then A(−1) satisfies Definition 3.1 for any γ > 1 with θ(r) = ‖p‖BMO,r log
1
r

and ω(r) = rp
−−1.

Proof. Let r ∈ (0, 1]. Note that D(Br) = {ξ ∈ R
n : |ξ|p(x) 6 |Br|−1} ⊂ {ξ ∈ R

n : |ξ| ∈
[0, r−n]}. If |ξ| ∈ [0, r2],

|A(−1)(x, ξ)− A(−1)
Br

(ξ)|
|A(−1)

Br
(ξ)|+ ω(r) |ξ|

=
|A(x, ξ)−ABr(ξ)|
|ABr(ξ)|+ rp−−1

6 2rp
−−1.

If |ξ| = 1, |A(x, ξ)−ABr(ξ)| = 0 and our estimate will be trivial. Suppose |ξ| ∈ [r2, r−n]\
{1} and define

p̄ := log|ξ|

 

Br

|ξ|p(y) dy ∈ [p−Br
, p+Br

].

From |ξ|p(x)−p(y) 6 max{r−n |p(x)−p(y)|, r−2 |p(x)−p(y)|} = r−n |p(x)−p(y)| it follows that

|ξ|p(x)−p̄ =
 

Br

|ξ|p(x)−p(y) dy 6

 

Br

r−n |p(x)−p(y)| dy =

 

Br

exp(n |p(x)− p(y)| log 1
r
) dy.

An analogous argument gives a lower bound with integrand exp(−n |p(x) − p(y)| log 1
r
).

Furthermore, 1− e−s 6 es − 1 when s > 0. Thus we obtain that

|A(x, ξ)− ABr(ξ)|
|ABr(ξ)|+ rp−−1

6
||ξ|p(x)−1 − |ξ|p̄−1|

|ξ|p̄−1
= ||ξ|p(x)−p̄ − 1|

6

 

Br

[
exp(n |p(x)− p(y)| log 1

r
)− 1

]
dy.

Combining the above results and Hölder’s inequality, we have shown that
 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx .

 

Br

 

Br

[
exp(n |p(x)− p(y)| log 1

r
)− 1

]γ
dy dx+ rγ(p

−−1).
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By differentiation it follows that eab − 1 6 aeb when b > 0 and a ∈ [0, 1 − ln b
b
]. In

particular, this holds for all a ∈ [0, 1− 1
e
]. It follows that

 

Br

 

Br

[
exp(n |p(x)− p(y)| log 1

r
)− 1

]γ
dy dx

6 (cnnγ ‖p‖BMOr log
1
r
)γ
 

Br

 

Br

exp

( |p(x)− p(y)|
cn‖p‖BMO,r

)
dy dx

. (cnnγ ‖p‖BMOr log
1
r
)γ
 

Br

exp

( |p(x)− pBr |
cn‖p‖BMO,r

)
dx,

where cn > 1 is the constant from the John–Nirenberg lemma depending on n and r > 0
is so small that cnnγ log 1

r
‖p‖BMO,r 6 1 − 1

e
by the log-VMO assumption. The John–

Nirenberg lemma ensures that the integral on the right-hand side is finite. Thus we have
shown that (

 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx

) 1
γ

. log 1
r
‖p‖BMO,r + rp

−−1

for all sufficiently small r. For r > r1, the estimate still holds since θ̃ is bounded by the

constant crp
−−p+

1 . �

The definition of log-DMO and log-VMO combined with the previous result gives the
following example.

Example 4.7 (Variable exponent). In the setting of Proposition 4.6, A(−1) satisfies
(DMA1)γ for any γ > 1 or (VMA1) if p is log-DMO or log-VMO, respectively.

Finally, we show that also the Lorentz-type restriction is a special case of our condition.
Interestingly, this proof does not holds if we include the supremum with respect to the
radius in the definition of θγ , i.e. use θ

∗
γ from Proposition 3.8. This shows the importance

of having the optimization in our condition. We define the non-increasing rearrangement
f ∗
Ω by

f ∗
E(t) := inf{s > 0 | µE(s) 6 t} where µE(s) :=

∣∣{x ∈ E
∣∣ |f(x)| > s

}∣∣.

Note that f ∗
E is a kind of inverse of the distribution function µE. The definition directly

implies that (|f |γ)∗Ω = (f ∗
Ω)

γ . The Lorentz space Ln,1(Ω) is defined by the condition
´∞
0
t1/nf ∗

Ω(t)
dt
t
<∞.

Proposition 4.8 (Orlicz with Lorentz coefficient). Let A(x, ξ) = a(x)ψ
′(|ξ|)
|ξ| ξ, where a :

Ω → [L−1, L] with L > 1. If a ∈ W 1,1(Ω) with |Da| ∈ Ln,1(Ω), then A(−1) satisfies
(DMA1)γ for any γ > 1.

Proof. We follow the argument in [43, Section 2.3]. We consider γ > n′; the case γ 6 n′

follows from this by Hölder’s inequality. For B2r ⊂ Ω and γ̃ := γn
n+γ
∈ (1, n), by the

Sobolev–Poincaré inequality,

(
 

Br

|a− (a)Br |γ dx
) 1

γ

6 cr

(
 

Br

|Da|γ̃ dx
) 1

γ̃

6 cr

(
 |Br |

0

(|Da|γ̃)∗Br
(t) dt

) 1
γ̃

6 cr

(
 |Br |

0

(|Da|γ̃)∗Ω(t) dt
) 1

γ̃
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where we used that f ∗
U2

6 f ∗
U1

if U2 ⊂ U1. Note that the right hand side is independent
of the center of Br. Taking supremum over Br ⊂ Ω and changing variables τ = |Br| =
|B1|rn, we find that

ˆ 1

0

θγ(r)
dr

r
6 c

ˆ 1

0

(
 |Br|

0

(|Da|γ̃)∗Ω(t) dt
) 1

γ̃

dr 6 c

ˆ ∞

0

τ
1
n
−1

(
 τ

0

(|Da|γ̃)∗Ω(t) dt
) 1

γ̃

dτ.

We recall a Hardy-type inequality for the quasinorm case β < 1 (see [56, Theorem 3]
with p = q and w(τ) = v(τ) = τα−1):

ˆ ∞

0

τα−1

(
 τ

0

f(t) dt

)β
dτ 6 c(α, β)

ˆ ∞

0

tα−1f(t)β dt, 0 < α < β < 1,

where f is a non-negative, non-increasing function. Using this inequality with β = 1
γ̃
∈

( 1
n
, 1) and α = 1

n
, we obtain

ˆ 1

0

θγ(r)
dr

r
.

ˆ ∞

0

t
1
n
−1(|Da|γ̃)∗Ω(t)

1
γ̃ dt =

ˆ ∞

0

t
1
n (|Da|)∗Ω(t)

dt

t
<∞,

by (|f |γ)∗Ω = (f ∗
Ω)

γ and the definition of the Lorentz space. �

We can combine the previous two propositions to cover the variable exponent with
coefficient and regularity given by Lorentz spaces as considered by Baroni [6].

Example 4.9 (Variable exponent with Lorentz conditions). Let A(x, ξ) = a(x)
p(x)
|ξ|p(x),

where a : Ω → [L−1, L] with L > 1. If a, p ∈ W 1,1(Ω) with |Da|, |Dp| ∈ Ln,1(Ω) and
‖Dp‖Ln,1(Br) log

1
r
6 c, then we can show that A(−1) satisfies (DMA1)γ for any γ > 1.

To reach this conclusion, we estimate |ABr(ξ)| > L−1|ξ|p̄−1 and
∣∣a(x)|ξ|p(x)−1 − a(y)|ξ|p(y)−1

∣∣ 6 L
∣∣|ξ|p(x)−1 − |ξ|p(y)−1

∣∣+ |a(x)− a(y)| |ξ|p(y)−1.

Since Ln,1(Ω) →֒ L∞
loc(Ω), p is log-Hölder continuous and so |ξ|p(y)−p̄ 6 c [6, (1.10)]. Then

we handle |a(x) − a(y)| in the second term as in Proposition 4.8 using |Da| ∈ Ln,1(Ω).
For the first term we arrive as in Proposition 4.6 at an estimate

log 1
r

 

Br

|p(x)− (p)Br | dx,

from which the integral is estimated as in Proposition 4.8. The details are left to the
interested reader.

5. Comparison estimates

In this section, we always assume that A : Ω × R
n → R

n satisfies the quasi-isotropic
(p, q)-growth condition in Definition 1.1.

5.1. Growth functions and approximating energies. We start with recalling the
properties of a so-called growth function ϕ of A.

Proposition 5.1 (Proposition 3.3, [38]). There exists ϕ ∈ Φc(Ω) with ϕ
′(x, ·) ∈ C([0,∞))

such that ϕ′ is (A0), (Inc)p−1 and (Dec)q1−1 for some q1 > q and that

(5.2) L̄−1
(
|A(x, ξ)|+ |ξ||DξA(x, ξ)|

)
6 ϕ′(x, |ξ|) 6 L̄ |ξ|DξA(x, ξ)e · e

for every x ∈ Ω and ξ, e ∈ R
n with ξ 6= 0 and |e| = 1. Here, q1 and L̄ > 1 depend on n,

p, q and L. We call this ϕ the growth function of A.
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By the monotonicity of the (aDec)-condition, we can replace our original q by q1 from
the proposition above and assume without loss of generality that q1 = q.

From growth and ellipticity inequalities of growth functions in Proposition 5.1, a stan-
dard calculation yields the following monotonicity and coercivity/growth properties:

(
A(x, ξ1)− A(x, ξ2)

)
· (ξ1 − ξ2) &

ϕ′(|ξ1|+ |ξ2|)
|ξ1|+ |ξ2|

|ξ1 − ξ2|2

and
c−1
∗ ϕ(x, |ξ|) 6 ξ ·A(x, ξ) 6 |ξ||A(x, ξ)| 6 c∗ϕ(x, |ξ|)

for some c∗ = c∗(n, p, q, L) > 1. In particular, this implies that the function space
associated with the local weak solutions to (divA) is the Sobolev space W 1,ϕ

loc (Ω), and
that ϕ satisfies (A1) or (SA1) if and only if A(−1) does.

We state the higher integrability result for the weak solutions to (divA;F ) which re-
quires the (A1) condition of A(−1). The homogeneous case, when F ≡ 0, can be found in
[39, Theorem 4.1]; see also [37, Lemma 4.7] and references therein. Essentially the same
argument can be applied to the nonhomogeneous case, so it is not repeated here.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that A(−1) satisfies (A1). Let u ∈ W 1,ϕ
loc (Ω) be a weak solution to

(divA;F ) with ϕ(·, |F |) ∈ Lsloc(Ω) for some s > 1. There exists σ = σ(n, p, q, L, s) > 0
such that ϕ(·, |Du|) ∈ L1+σ

loc (Ω) and
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ dx 6 c

{
ϕ−
B2r

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx
)1+σ

+

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)1+σ dx+ 1

}

for some c = c(n, p, q, L, s) > 1, whenever B2r ⋐ Ω and ̺Lϕ(B2r)(|Du|) 6 1.

We establish an approximating autonomous problem for (divA). Denote the averages
of A(·, ξ), ϕ(·, t) and ϕ′(·, t) over Br ⊂ Ω by ABr , ϕBr and ϕ′

Br
, and set

(5.4) t0 := 2(ϕBr)
−1(c∗|Br|−1),

where c∗ > 1 is as above, and

ψ′(t) :=

{
ϕ′
Br
(t) if t 6 t0,

ϕ′
Br
(t0) (

t
t0
)p−1 if t0 < t.

Note that ϕ′
Br

is the same as the derivative of ϕBr and ψ′ is continuous since ϕ′ satisfies
(Inc)p−1 and (Dec)q−1. We consider

ψ(t) :=

ˆ t

0

ψ′(s) ds.

We see that ψ = ϕBr in [0, t0] and, since ϕ
′
Br

satisfies (Inc)p−1, ψ 6 ϕBr in [t0,∞). Fix
η ∈ C∞

0 (R) with η > 0, supp η ⊂ (0, 1) and ‖η‖1 = 1. We define

ϕ̃(t) :=

ˆ ∞

0

ψ(s)ηrt(s− t) ds where ηr(t) :=
1
r
η( t

r
).

The construction of ϕ̃ is analogous to the one in [37, Section 5] with t1 = 0 and t2 = t0,
except that here we use the average ϕBr instead of the function at the center-point,
ϕ(x0, ·). Therefore, we have the following analogue of Proposition 5.10 in [37].

Proposition 5.5. Suppose that A(−1) satisfies (A1). The following hold with c > 1
depending only on n, p, q and L:

(1) ψ(t) 6 ϕ̃(t) 6 (1 + cr)ψ(t) 6 cψ(t) for all t > 0.
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(2) ϕ̃ ∈ C1([0,∞)) ∩ C2((0,∞)) satisfies (A0), (Inc)p and (Dec)q while ϕ̃′ satisfies
(A0), (Inc)p−1 and (Dec)q−1.

(3) ϕ̃(t) 6 c(ϕ(x, t) + 1) for all (x, t) ∈ Br × [0,∞).
(4) Let

ζ̃(x, t) :=

{
ϕ(x, ϕ̃−1(1))t, 0 6 t < 1,

ϕ(x, ϕ̃−1(t)), t > 1,

and ζ(x, t) := ζ̃(x, t)1+σ̃ for σ̃ > 0. Then ζ ∈ Φw(Br) satisfies (A0), (aInc)1+σ̃
and (aDec)q(1+σ̃)/p with relevant constants depending on n, p, q, L and σ̃.

Proof. The proofs of (1) – (3) can be obtained from [37, Proposition 5.10] when we replace
ϕ′(x0, t) by ϕ

′
Br
(t).

Let us prove (4) by following the proof of [37, Proposition 5.12]. Note that ζ ∈ Φw(Br)

is clear once we show (aInc)1. As ϕ and ϕ̃ satisfy (A0), so does ζ̃ and thus ζ̃(x, t) ≈ t for

t ∈ [0, 1). Now we prove that ζ̃ satisfies (aInc)1 and (aDec)q/p, hence ζ satisfies (aInc)1+σ̃
and (aDec)q(1+σ̃)/p. For t ∈ [1, ϕ̃(t0)], since ϕ

−
Br
(ϕ̃−1(t)) . ϕBr(t0) . |Br|−1, the (A1)

condition of ϕ yields ϕ(x, ϕ̃−1(t)) ≈ ϕBr(ϕ̃
−1(t)) = ψ(ϕ̃−1(t)) ≈ t. Therefore ζ̃(x, t) ≈ t

in [0, ϕ̃(t0)]. For t ∈ [ϕ̃(t0),∞), setting s := ϕ̃−1(t),

ζ̃(x, t)

t
=
ϕ(x, ϕ̃−1(t))

t
≈ ϕ(x, s)

ψ(s)
=

tp−1
0

ϕ′
Br
(t0)

ϕ(x, s)

sp

and, similarly,

ζ̃(x, t)

tq/p
≈
(

tp−1
0

ϕ′
Br
(t0)

)q/p
ϕ(x, s)

sq
.

Therefore, (aInc)p and (aDec)q of ϕ imply (aInc)1 and (aDec)q/p of ζ̃ . Finally, we show
that ζ satisfies (A1). Let Bρ ⊂ Br, and assume that ζ−Bρ

(t) 6 |Bρ|−1. Then

ζ̃−Bρ
(t) = ϕ−

Bρ
(ϕ̃−1(t)) 6 |Bρ|−1/(1+σ̃) 6 |Bρ|−1.

Therefore, (A1) of ϕ implies that

ζ+Bρ
(t) = [ϕ+

Bρ
(ϕ̃−1(t))]1+σ̃ . [ϕ−

Bρ
(ϕ̃−1(t))]1+σ̃ = ζ−Bρ

(t)

and so ζ satisfies (A1). �

From the nonlinearity A, we define an autonomous function Ã : Rn → R
n as

Ã(ξ) := η1(|ξ|)ABr(ξ) + η2(|ξ|)
ϕ′
Br
(t0)

tp−1
0

|ξ|p−2ξ,

where η1 ∈ C∞([0,∞)) is such that 0 6 η 6 1, η ≡ 1 on [0, t0], η ≡ 0 on [2t0,∞),
−2/t0 6 η′1 6 0, and η2 ∈ C∞([0,∞)) is such that 0 6 η2 6 1, η2 ≡ 0 on [0, t0/2], η2 ≡ 1
on [t0,∞) and 0 6 η′2 6 4/t0. Then by the same computations as in [39, Lemma 5.2]
with t1 = 0, t2 = t0 and replacing η2 and η3 by the functions η1 and η2 defined above, we
can show that ϕ̃ defined above is a growth function of Ã, i.e.

(5.6) L̃−1(|Ã(ξ)|+ |ξ||DÃ(ξ)|) 6 ϕ̃′(|ξ|) 6 L̃ |ξ|DÃ(ξ)e · e

for some L̃ > 1 and every ξ, e ∈ R
n with ξ 6= 0 and |e| = 1.
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5.2. Approximation and comparison estimates. Let u ∈ W 1,ϕ
loc (Ω) be a local weak

solution to (divA). Fix Ω′ ⋐ Ω. Then, by Lemma 5.3, ϕ(·, |Du|) ∈ L1+σ(Ω′). Assume
that r satisfies

(5.7) r ∈ (0, 1
2
] and |B2r| 6 2−

2(1+σ)
σ

(
ˆ

Ω′

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ dx+ 1

)− 2+σ
σ

6
1

2
.

By Hölder’s inequality this gives

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ
2 dx 6 |B2r|

σ
2(1+σ)

(
ˆ

Ω′

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ dx
) 2+σ

2(1+σ)

6
1

2

so that

̺Lϕ(B2r)(|Du|) 6
ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ
2 dx+ |Br| 6 1.

We fix B2r ⋐ Ω′, and let ũ ∈ u+W 1,ϕ̃
0 (Br) be the unique weak solution to

(divÃ) divÃ(Dũ) = 0

in Br ⊂ Ω. The solutions u and ũ of (divA) and (divÃ) satisfy the following estimates.

Lemma 5.8. Suppose that A(−1) satisfies (A1) and r satisfies (5.7) and let σ > 0 be from
Lemma 5.3. There exists C0 > 1 depending only on n, p, q and L such that

(1)

ˆ

Br

ϕ̃(|Dũ|) dx 6 C0

ˆ

Br

ϕ̃(|Du|) dx,

(2)

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ dx
) 1

1+σ

6 C0ϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx
)
+ C0,

(3)

 

Br

|Dũ| dx 6 C0

 

B2r

|Du| dx+ C0,

(4) if ̺Lϕ1+σ̃ (Br)
(|Du|) 6M0 <∞ for σ̃ > 0, then

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dũ|)1+σ̃ dx 6 C0

(
M

q
p
−1

0 + 1
)( 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ dx+ 1

)
,

where the constant C0 depends also on σ̃.

Proof. Testing (divÃ) by ũ − u ∈ W 1,ϕ̃
0 (B2r) and using that ϕ̃ ≈ |Ã(−1)| by (5.6) and

Young’s inequality, we obtain (1). Note that this part does not require (A1).
Let t1 :=

ffl

B2r
|Du| dx. Since ̺Lϕ(B2r)(|Du|) 6 1 by the choice of r, we conclude from

Jensen’s inequality and (A1) of ϕ that

t1 . (ϕ−
B2r

)−1

(
 

B2r

ϕ−
B2r

(|Du|) dx
)
. ϕ−1

Br

(
|B2r|−1

)
. t0.

Hence, by the definition of ψ and Proposition 5.5(1), ϕ−
B2r

(t1) 6 ϕBr(t1) ≈ ψ(t1) ≈ ϕ̃(t1).

Then, (2) follows from Lemma 5.3, when F ≡ 0, and the fact that ϕ−
B2r

(t1) . ϕ̃(t1).
Moreover, using the two estimates we have shown and Proposition 5.5(3), we also obtain

ϕ̃

(
 

Br

|Dũ| dx
)

.

 

Br

ϕ̃(|Du|) dx .

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1 . ϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx+ 1

)
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which implies (3). Finally, (4) follows the Calderón–Zygmund estimate in [38, Lemma 4.15]
with ϕ and θ replaced by ϕ̃ and ζ given in Proposition 5.5(4):

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dũ|)1+σ̃ dx .

 

Br

ζ̃(x, ϕ̃(|Dũ|))1+σ̃ dx+ 1

.
(
M

q
p
−1

0 + 1
)( 

Br

ζ̃(x, ϕ̃(|Du|))1+σ̃ dx+ 1

)

.
(
M

q
p
−1

0 + 1
)( 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ dx+ 1

)
. �

The next result is a supremum estimate and an excess decay estimate for the derivative
Dũ of the solution to (divÃ) in L1-space, which can essentially be found in [47] (see also
[48]). Although the paper [47] proved the excess decay estimate in Lϕ̃-space, a minor
modification yields the desired estimate in L1-space. More details of the proof of the
lemma are provided in Appendix A.

Lemma 5.9. Let Ã : Rn → R
n satisfy the quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition and

ϕ̃ ∈ C1([0,∞))∩C2((0,∞)) be its growth function satisfying (5.6). Let ũ ∈ W 1,ϕ̃(Br) be

a weak solution to (divÃ). There exist α ∈ (0, 1) and C1 > 1 depending on n, p, q and L̃
such that, for any Bν(y) ⊂ Bρ(y) ⊂ Br,

‖Dũ‖L∞(Bρ/2(y)) 6 C1

 

Bρ(y)

|Dũ| dx,

and
 

Bν(y)

|Dũ− (Dũ)Bρ̃(y)| dx 6 osc
Bν(y)

Dũ 6 C1

(ν
ρ

)α  

Bρ(y)

|Dũ− (Dũ)Bρ(y)| dx.

Now we derive comparison estimates between the gradients of u and ũ, in terms of
the mean oscillation conditions in Definition 3.1. The following first one corresponds to
Lemma 3.1 in [6]. Note that the resulting estimates are almost the same. However, the
proof of next lemma requires more delicate analysis since we consider general structure.
A similar inequality was proved in [37, Lemma 6.2], but with the much worse power ωp/q,
even though there ω was a point-wise modulus of continuity, not mean continuity like
here.

Lemma 5.10. In the setting of Lemma 5.8 with ̺
Lϕγ/(γ−2)

(Br)
(|Du|) 6 1 for some γ > 2,

 

Br

ϕ̃′(|Du|+ |Dũ|)
|Du|+ |Dũ| |Du−Dũ|

2 dx 6 cΘ(r)2
(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|) γ
γ−2 dx+ 1

)γ−2
γ

for some c = c(n, p, q, L, γ, C∗
γ) > 1, where Θ(r) := ω(r) + θγ(r) + rα1 with α1 =

4n
γ(γ−2)

.

Proof. Denote Ψ := ϕ̃′(|Du|+|Dũ|)
|Du|+|Dũ| |Du−Dũ|2. By the monotonicity of Ã and testing with

u− ũ ∈ W 1,ϕ
0 (Br) ⊂W 1,ϕ̃

0 (Br) in the weak formulations of (divA) and (divÃ), we have
 

Br

Ψ dx 6 c0

 

Br

(
Ã(Du)− Ã(Dũ)

)
· (Du−Dũ) dx

= c0

 

Br

(
Ã(Du)−A(x,Du)

)
· (Du−Dũ) dx

6 c0

 

Br

∣∣A(x,Du)− Ã(Du)
∣∣ |Du−Dũ|

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:∆

dx.
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In the set E := {x ∈ Br : |A(−1)
Br

(Du(x))| 6 |Br|−1}, since ϕBr(|Du|) 6 c∗|A(−1)
Br

(Du)| 6
c∗|Br|−1, it follows from (5.4) that |Du| 6 t0

2
and so Ã(Du) = ABr(Du). Hence by the

definition of θ̃ (Definition 3.1 with G = A(−1)) and the fact ϕBr(|Du|) ≈ ψ(|Du|) 6
ϕ̃(|Du|) from Proposition 5.5(1), we conclude that

|Ã(Du)−A(x,Du)| 6 θ̃(x,Br)(|ABr(Du)|+ ω(r))

. θ̃(x,Br)ϕ̃(|Du|+ |Dũ|)
1
2

[
ϕ̃′(|Du|+ |Dũ|)
|Du|+ |Dũ|

] 1
2

+ θ̃(x,Br)ω(r).

It then follows from the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality and θ̃(x,Br)ω(r) 6 θ̃(x,Br)
2+ω(r)2

that

∆χE 6 c θ̃(x,Br)
2ϕ̃(|Du|+ |Dũ|) + 1

2c0
Ψ+

(
θ̃(x,Br)

2 + ω(r)2
)
|Du−Dũ|.

Integrating the previous inequality over Br, we obtain that
 

Br

∆χE dx 6

 

Br

[
θ̃(x,Br)

2 + ω(r)2
]
ϕ̃(|Du|+ |Dũ|+ 1) dx+

1

2c0

 

Br

Ψ dx.

The first integral is estimated using Hölder’s inequality, the definition of θγ , Proposi-
tion 5.5(3) and Lemma 5.8(4) with ̺

Lϕγ/(γ−2)
(Br)

(|Du|) 6 1:

 

Br

[
θ̃(x,Br)

2 + ω(r)2
]
ϕ̃(|Du|+ |Dũ|+ 1) dx

6

{(
 

Br

θ̃(x,Br)
γ dx

) 2
γ

+ ω(r)2
}(

 

Br

ϕ̃(|Du|+ |Dũ|+ 1)
γ

γ−2 dx

)γ−2
γ

6 c
(
θγ(r)

2 + ω(r)2
)(  

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|) γ
γ−2 dx+ 1

)γ−2
γ

.

Hence we obtain that

 

Br

∆χE dx 6 c
(
θγ(r)

2 + ω(r)2
)( 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|) γ
γ−2 dx+ 1

)γ−2
γ

+
1

2c0

 

Br

Ψ dx.

In the set Br \ E, ϕBr(|Du|) & |Br|−1. This implies ϕ−
Br
(|Du|) & |Br|−1 since if

ϕ−
Br
(|Du|) 6 |Br|−1, by (A1) of ϕ, |Br|−1 . ϕBr(|Du|) . ϕ−

Br
(|Du|) + 1 . ϕ−

Br
(|Du|). In

the last estimate we used the fact that 1 . |Du| . ϕ−
Br
(|Du|) in Br \ E. Furthermore,

by Proposition 5.5(1)&(3) and (A0),

ϕ̃′(|Du|) ≈ ϕ̃(|Du|)
|Du| .

ϕ(x, |Du|) + 1

|Du| ≈ ϕ′(x, |Du|).

Using the growth conditions (5.2) and (5.6), the above inequalities and Young’s inequality
twice, we conclude that

∆χBr\E .
[
|Br|ϕ−(|Du|)

]σ̃
ϕ′(x, |Du|)(|Du|+ |Dũ|)

. rnσ̃
(
ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ + ϕ(x, |Du|)σ̃ϕ(x, |Dũ|)

)

. rnσ̃
(
ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ + ϕ(x, |Dũ|)1+σ̃

)
,
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where σ̃ := 2
γ−2

. From Lemma 5.8(4) with ̺
Lϕγ/(γ−2)

(Br)
(|Du|) 6 1 it follows that

 

Br

∆χBr\E dx . rnσ̃
(
 

Br

[
ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ + ϕ(x, |Dũ|)1+σ̃

]
dx

) 1
1+σ̃

+ σ̃
1+σ̃

. rn(σ̃−
σ̃

1+σ̃
)

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ̃ dx+ 1

) 1
1+σ̃

.

Since 1+ σ̃ = γ
γ−2

, we obtain the desired inequality by combining the estimates in E and

Br \ E and absorbing the integral over Ψ into the left-hand side. �

Applying the same approach as in [37, Corollary 6.3], we obtain the following rough
comparison estimates from the previous lemma with an unwanted exponent 1

q
on Θ.

Lemma 5.11. In the setting of Lemma 5.10, we further assume that

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|) γ
γ−2 dx

) γ−2
γ

6 C∗
γ ϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx+ 1

)
,

for some C∗
γ > 0. Then there exists C2 = C2(n, p, q, L, γ, C

∗
γ) > 1 such that

 

Br

|Du−Dũ| dx 6 ϕ̃−1

(
 

Br

ϕ̃(|Du−Dũ|) dx
)

6 C2Θ(r)
1
q

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx+ 1

)
.

The next result is a sharper version of the previous lemma with better exponent of
Θ. This is analogous to Lemma 3.5 in [6], but much simpler since we consider a single
homogeneous equation.

Lemma 5.12. In the setting of Lemma 5.11, there exists C3 = C3(n, p, q, L, γ, C
∗
γ) > 1

such that if
λ

Λ
6 inf

Bρ

|Dũ| and

 

B2r

|Du| dx 6 λ

for some λ,Λ > 1 and Bρ ⊂ Br, then
 

Bρ

|Du−Dũ| dx 6 C3Λ
q−1
(r
ρ

)n
Θ(r)λ.

Proof. By the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality,
 

Bρ

|Du−Dũ| dx 6 Θ(r)

 

Bρ

(|Du|+ |Dũ|) dx+ 1

Θ(r)

 

Bρ

|Du−Dũ|2
|Du|+ |Dũ| dx.

By Lemma 5.8(3), the first integral on the right-hand side is bounded by c( r
ρ
)nλ. For

the second integral, we use that ϕ̃′ is increasing and satisfies (Dec)q−1 and that λ
Λ

6
|Dũ|+ |Du| in Bρ, to estimate by Lemma 5.10 and the assumption of Lemma 5.11 that

(ρ
r

)n  

Bρ

|Du−Dũ|2
|Du|+ |Dũ| dx 6

1

ϕ̃′(λ/Λ)

 

Br

ϕ̃′(|Du|+ |Dũ|)
|Du|+ |Dũ| |Du−Dũ|

2 dx

. Λq−1Θ(r)2
1

ϕ̃′(λ)
ϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx
)

≈ Λq−1Θ(r)2λ. �
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6. Calderón–Zygmund estimates

In this section, we prove the Calderón–Zygmund estimates of Theorem 1.2. We assume
throughout that A : Ω× R

n → R
n satisfies the quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition in

Definition 1.1. Let u ∈ W 1,ϕ
loc (Ω) be a weak solution to (divA;F ). We start with deriving

comparison estimates. Note that by Lemma 5.3, ϕ(·, |Du|) ∈ L1+σ
loc (Ω). Fix B2r ⊂ Ω′ ⋐ Ω

and let ur ∈ u+W 1,ϕ
0 (B2r) be the unique weak solution to (divA) in B2r. Then we have

the following energy and higher integrability estimates for Dur.

Lemma 6.1. In the setting of Proposition 5.1,
ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx 6 c

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx.

Suppose also that A(−1) satisfies (A1). Then there exist C4 > 1 and σ1 ∈ (0, σ) depending
on n, p, q and L such that

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|)1+σ1 dx 6 C4

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ1 dx+ 1

)
.

Proof. The proofs of the estimates are quite standard; hence we only briefly sketch them.
By testing (divA) with u − ur ∈ W 1,ϕ

0 (B2r) and using the coercivity property of growth
functions and Young’s inequality we obtain the first claim. We next prove the second
estimate. From Lemma 5.3,

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur|)1+σ dx 6 c

{(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx
)1+σ

+ 1

}
.

Using a similar approach as in the proof of Lemma 5.3 (see, e.g., [16, Lemma 3.5]), we
also find the following higher integrability on the boundary:
 

Br(y)∩B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|)1+σ1 dx

6 c

{(
 

B2r(y)∩B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx
)1+σ1

+

 

B2r(y)∩B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ1 dx+ 1

}
,

where y ∈ ∂B2r. The standard covering argument with the previous estimates implies
the second claim. �

Now, suppose that r > 0 satisfies the following stronger version of (5.7):

(6.2) r 6
1

2
and |B2r| 6

{
4

1+σ1
σ1 C4

(
ˆ

Ω′

ϕ(x, |Du|)1+σ1 dx+ 1

) 2+σ1
σ1

}−1

6
1

4C4

.

Analogously as (5.7), this and Lemma 6.1 imply that

̺Lϕ(B2r)(|Du|) 6 1 and

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|)1+
σ1
2 dx 6

1

2
.

Moreover, Lemma 5.8(2) for ur and σ1 ∈ (0, σ) imply that
(
 

Br

ϕ(x,Dur)
1+

σ1
2 dx

) 1
1+σ1/2

6 cϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Dur| dx+ 1

)

for some c > 0 depending on n, p, q and L. Therefore, ur satisfies the inequalities required
in Lemma 5.11 with γ = 2 + 4

σ1
. Let ũr ∈ ur +W 1,ϕ̃

0 (Br) be the unique weak solution to
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(divÃ) where Ã and ϕ̃ are defined in Section 5.2. Then Lemma 5.11 gives the following
comparison estimates:

Lemma 6.3. In the setting of Lemma 5.8,
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dũr|) dx 6 c

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

)
,

and, for any ε ∈ (0, 1),
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du−Dũr|) dx 6 c(ε+Θ(r)α2)

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+1

)
+ε−

p+1
p

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |) dx

for some c > 0 and α2 ∈ (0, 1) depending on n, p, q and L.

Proof. We first obtain a comparison estimate between Du and Dur. We take u − ur ∈
W 1,ϕ

0 (B2r) as a test function in the weak formulations of (divA;F ) and (divA) to discover
that

 

B2r

(A(x,Du)− A(x,Dur)) · (Du−Dur) dx =

 

B2r

A(x, F ) · (Du−Dur) dx.

By [37, Proposition 3.8(3)], the monotonicity and coercivity properties of growth func-
tions, the equation above, and Lemma 6.1, we see that

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du−Dur|) dx

. ε

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) + ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx+ ε−1

 

B2r

ϕ′(x, |Du|+ |Dur|)
|Du|+ |Dur|

|Du−Dur|2 dx

. ε

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ ε−1

 

B2r

ϕ′(x, |F |)|Du−Dur| dx.

Then, using Young’s inequality we have

(6.4)

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du−Dur|) dx . ε

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ ε−
p+1
p

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)dx.

Let τ > 0 be the solution of τ
1+σ1/2

+q(1−τ) = 1. By Hölder inequality with exponents
1+σ1/2

τ
and 1

q(1−τ) applied to ϕ = ϕτϕ1−τ , we derive that

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|) dx

6

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|)1+
σ1
2 dx

) τ
1+σ1/2

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|)
1
q dx

)q(1−τ)
.

By Lemma 5.8(4) and Lemma 5.3 for ur with σ = σ1 we have

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|)1+
σ1
2 dx

) 1
1+σ1/2

.

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur|)1+
σ1
2 dx

) 1
1+σ1/2

+ 1

.

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx+ 1.
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Moreover, from by Jensen’s inequality, Lemma 5.11 for u with γ = 2+ 4
σ1

and (A1) with

the fact that
ffl

B2r
|Dur| dx . (ϕ−

B2r
)−1(|B2r|−1), we obtain that

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|)
1
q dx

)q
6

(
 

Br

ϕ+
Br
(|Dur −Dũr|)

1
q dx

)q

. ϕ+
Br

(
 

Br

|Dur −Dũr| dx
)

. Θ(r)
p
qϕ+

Br

(
 

B2r

|Dur| dx+ 1

)

. Θ(r)
p
qϕ−

B2r

(
 

B2r

|Dur| dx+ 1

)
. Θ(r)

p
q

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx+ 1

)
.

Combining the previous three estimates yields
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Dur −Dũr|) dx . Θ(r)(1−τ)
p
q

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Dur|) dx+ 1

)
.

We obtain the desired estimates from this, (6.4) and Lemma 6.1. �

Now, we are ready to prove the Calderón–Zygmund estimate.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Since we have obtained the relevant comparison estimates, we can
prove the theorem by using the well-known argument mentioned in Section 1. Therefore,
we will provide a sketch of the proof and refer to, for instance, our recent paper [44] for
details. We first observe that by Proposition 3.8,

lim
r→0+

θγ(r) = 0 for γ = 2 + 4
σ1
.

Let δ ∈ (0, 1) be a small constant to be determined later, and B2r ⊂ Ω′ ⋐ Ω, where

r > 0 is a small number which satisfies (6.2) and Θ(r)α2 6 ε := δ
p

2p+1
p with notation from

Lemma 6.3. Set

(6.5) λ0 :=

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |) dx+ 1

and for ρ ∈ (0, 2r] and λ > 0

E(λ, ρ) = E(λ,Bρ) := {x ∈ Bρ : ϕ(x, |Du|) > λ}.
By the Vitali covering lemma, for a given λ > αλ0, where α := ( 20

τ2−τ1 )
n, and 1 6

τ1 < τ2 6 2, there exists a disjoint family of balls {Bρi(y
i)}∞i=1 with yi ∈ E(λ, τ1r) and

ρi ∈ (0, (τ2−τ1)r
10

) such that

E(λ, τ1r) ⊂
∞⋃

i=1

B5ρi(y
i),

 

Bρi (y
i)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

 

Bρi (y
i)

ϕ(x, |F |) dx = λ,

and, for any ρ ∈ (ρi, (τ2 − τ1)r],
 

Bρ(yi)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

 

Bρ(yi)

ϕ(x, |F |) dx < λ.

Note that the previous inequality can be applied when ρ = 10ρi and that the penultimate
display yields
(6.6)
λ

2

∣∣Bρi(y
i)
∣∣ 6

ˆ

Bρi (y
i)∩{ϕ(x,|Du|)>λ

4}
ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

ˆ

Bρi(y
i)∩{ϕ(x,|F |)> δλ

4 }
ϕ(x, |F |) dx.
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We use a two-step approximation approach in order to be able to apply our earlier
results. For each i, we consider the unique solution hir ∈ u +W 1,ϕ

0 (B10ρi(y
i)) to (divA)

in B10ρi(y
i) and the unique weak solution ũir ∈ hir +W 1,ϕ̃

0 (B5ρi(y
i)) to (divÃ) in B5ρi(y

i).
Then by Lemma 6.3 and Θ(r)α2 6 ε, we have

(6.7)

 

B5ρi
(yi)

ϕ(x, |Du−Dũir|) dx . ελ.

Moreover, by Lemma 5.8(3), Jensen’s inequality, Lemma 6.1 and ̺Lϕ(B2r)(|Du|) 6 1 we
conclude that

ϕ−
B10ρi

(yi)

(
 

B5ρi
(yi)

|Dũir| dx
)

. ϕ−
B10ρi

(yi)

(
 

B10ρi
(yi)

|Dhir| dx+ 1

)

.

 

B10ρi
(yi)

ϕ(x, |Dhir|) dx+ 1 . |B10ρi |−1.

Hence by Lemma 5.9, (A1) and Jensen’s inequality, we have

ϕ
(
y, ‖Dũir‖L∞(B5ρi

(yi))

)
6 cϕ

(
y,

 

B10ρi
(yi)

|Dũir| dx
)

6 cϕ−
B5ρi

(yi)

(
 

B10ρi
(yi)

|Dũir| dx+ 1

)
6 c

 

B10ρi
(yi)

ϕ(x, |Dũir|) dx+ 1 6 c0λ

for some constant c0 > 1.
Set K := 2qc0 and let y ∈ B5ρi(y

i) with ϕ(y, |Du|) > Kλ. Then

ϕ(y, |Dũir|) 6 c0λ = 2−qKλ < 2−qϕ(y, |Du|) 6 ϕ(y, 1
2
|Du|).

Therefore |Dũir| 6 1
2
|Du| so that |Du| 6 2 |Du−Dũir|, which implies that

ϕ(y, |Du|) 6 2qϕ(y, |Du−Dũir|).
By (6.6) and (6.7), we then derive that

ˆ

B5ρi
(yi)∩E(Kλ,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx

6 2q
ˆ

B5ρi
(yi)

ϕ(x, |Du−Dũir|) dx 6 cελ
∣∣Bρi(y

i)
∣∣

6 cε

(
ˆ

Bρi(y
i)∩{ϕ(x,|Du|)>λ

4}
ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

ˆ

Bρi(y
i)∩{ϕ(x,|F |)> δλ

4 }
ϕ(x, |F |) dx

)
.

Note that the balls Bρi(y
i) are mutually disjoint and

E(Kλ, τ1r) ⊂ E(λ, τ1r) ⊂
∞⋃

i=1

B5ρi(y
i) ⊂ Bτ2r.

Thus
ˆ

E(Kλ,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx 6

∞∑

i=1

ˆ

B5ρi
(yi)∩E(Kλ,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx

6 cε

(
ˆ

Bτ2r∩{ϕ(x,|Du|)>λ
4}
ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

ˆ

Bτ2r∩{ϕ(x,|F |)> δλ
4 }

ϕ(x, |F |) dx
)

for some constant c > 0.
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We next apply a truncation argument to complete the proof. For k > λ, let us define
ϕk(x, |Du|) := min {ϕ(x, |Du|), k} , and consider the super-level set of ϕk

Ek(λ, ρ) := {y ∈ Bρ : ϕk(y, |Du|) > λ} for λ, ρ > 0.

Note that Ek(λ, ρ) = E(λ, ρ) if λ 6 k and Ek(λ, ρ) = ∅ if λ > k. Hence we can continue
the earlier estimate for any λ > αλ0,

ˆ

Ek(Kλ,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx 6 cε

(
ˆ

Ek(λ
4
,τ2r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

δ

ˆ

Bτ2r∩{ϕ(x,|F |)> δλ
4 }

ϕ(x, |F |) dx
)
.

Then we multiply both sides by λs−2, s ∈ (1,∞), and integrate with respect to λ over
(αλ0,∞) to discover that

I0 :=

ˆ ∞

αλ0

λs−2

ˆ

Ek(Kλ,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dxdλ

6 cε

(
ˆ ∞

αλ0

λs−2

ˆ

Ek(λ
4
,τ2r)

ϕ(x, |Du|) dxdλ

+

ˆ ∞

αλ0

λs−2

ˆ

Bτ2r∩{ϕ(x,|F |)
δ

>λ
4}
ϕ(x, |F |)

δ
dxdλ

)

=: cε(I1 + I2).

By Fubini’s theorem, we then derive that

I0 =
1

s− 1

ˆ

Ek(Kαλ0,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|)
[(ϕk(x, |Du|)

K

)s−1

− (αλ0)
s−1

]
dx,

I1 =

ˆ

Ek(αλ0
4
,τ2r)

ϕ(x, |Du|)
(
ˆ 4ϕk(x,|Du|)

αλ0

λs−2 dλ

)
dx

6
4s−1

s− 1

ˆ

Br2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx,

and, similarly,

I2 6
4s−1

s− 1

ˆ

Bτ2r

[
ϕ(x, |F |)

δ

]s
dx.

With these expressions for I0, I1, I2, we continue our earlier estimate as
ˆ

Bτ1r

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx

6

ˆ

Ek(Kαλ0,τ1r)

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx+ (Kαλ0)
s−1

ˆ

Bτ1r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx

6 c1ε

ˆ

Bτ2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx+ c(αλ0)
s−1

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx

+ cε

ˆ

B2r

[
ϕ(x, |F |)

δ

]s
dx
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for some c1 = c1(n, p, q, L, L1) > 0. At this stage, we fix ε ∈ (0, 1) such that c1ε 6 1
2
,

which also determines δ and r. From the definition of α we finally have
ˆ

Br1r

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx 6
1

2

ˆ

Br2r

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx

+
cλs−1

0

(τ2 − τ1)n(s−1)

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ c

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)s dx.

Then a standard iteration argument for 1 6 τ1 < τ2 6 2 yields
ˆ

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx 6 cλs−1
0

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ c

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)s dx.

Therefore, from Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem, Hölder’s inequality and Young’s
inequality together with the definition of λ0 in (6.5), we derive that

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)s dx = lim
k→∞

 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)ϕk(x, |Du|)s−1 dx

6 cλs−1
0

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ c

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)s dx

6 c

(
 

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx
)s

+ c

 

B2r

ϕ(x, |F |)s dx+ c,

which together with the growth condition of growth functions implies the desired esti-
mates. �

7. Continuity of the derivative

We next prove Theorem 1.3. In this section we always suppose that A : Ω × R
n →

R
n satisfies the quasi-isotropic (p, q)-growth condition and A(−1) satisfies the (DMA1)γ

condition for some γ > 2. Then A(−1) also satisfies the (VMA1) condition and, by
Proposition 3.5, the (SA1) condition, and hence the (A1) condition, with relevant constant
L depending on n, p, q, L, L1 and θγ . By Theorem 1.2 with F ≡ 0, ϕ(·, |Du|) ∈ Lsloc(Ω)
for any s > 1. Moreover, for Ω′ ⋐ Ω there exists R1 > 0 depending on n, p, q, L, γ, θγ ,
Du and Ω′ and such that for any B2r ⊂ Ω′ with r 6 R1, the condition (5.7) holds,

̺
Lϕγ/(γ−2)

(B2r)
(|Du|) =

ˆ

B2r

ϕ(x, |Du|) γ
γ−2 dx 6 1,

and, by Theorem 1.2 with F ≡ 0, s = γ
γ−2

and scaled balls,

(
 

Br

ϕ(x, |Du|)
γ

γ−2 dx

) γ−2
γ

6 c

(
 

B3r/2

ϕ(x, |Du|) dx+ 1

)
6 C∗

γ ϕ̃

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx+ 1

)
,

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5.8(2), with scaled balls, and the constant
C∗
γ > 0 depends on n, p, q, L and γ. Therefore, we obtain the necessary inequalities in

the assumptions to apply Lemmas 5.11 and 5.12.
Let u ∈ W 1,ϕ

loc (Ω) be a weak solution to (divA). Fix B2r(x0) ⊂ Ω′ with r 6 R1. For
δ ∈ (0, 1

4
) to be determined later and k ∈ N ∪ {0}, set

Θk := Θ(δkr), Bk := Bδkr(x0), and Ek :=

 

Bk

|Du− (Du)Bk
| dx,
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where Θ is defined in Lemma 5.10. Suppose that

δ 6 δ1,

where δ1 is given in Lemma 3.6. Then this lemma implies that

∞∑

k=0

Θk =
∞∑

k=0

Θ(δkr) 6
c

δ2n/γ+1 log δ−1

ˆ r

0

Θ(ρ)
dρ

ρ
<∞.

For each k ∈ N, we construct a function ϕ̃ in the ball Bk as in Section 5 and let ũk ∈
u+W 1,ϕ̃

0 (Bk) be the weak solution to (divÃ) in Bk. We will use the named contants C0,
C1, C2 and C3 from Lemmas 5.8, 5.9, 5.11 and 5.12. The following results hold assuming
only the inequalities from these four results.

Let us first record an estimate for Ek+1 with k > j. We integrate the inequality

|Du− (Du)Bk+1
| 6 |Du−Dũj|+ |Dũj − (Dũj)Bk+1

|+ |(Dũj)Bk+1
− (Du)Bk+1

|
over Bk+1, then use Lemma 5.9 with (B̺, Bρ) ← (Bk+1, Bk) and choose δ small so that
C1δ

α 6 1
32
, to conclude that

Ek+1 6

 

Bk+1

|Dũj − (Dũj)Bk+1
| dx+ 2

 

Bk+1

|Du−Dũj| dx

6 C1δ
α

 

Bk

|Dũj − (Dũj)Bk
| dx+ 2δ−n

 

Bk

|Du−Dũj| dx

6 2C1δ
α

 

Bk

|Dũj − (Du)Bk
| dx+ 2δ−n

 

Bk

|Du−Dũj| dx

6 1
16
Ek + 4δ−n

 

Bk

|Du−Dũj| dx.

(7.1)

Lemma 7.2. In the setting fixed in the beginning of the section, let δ ∈ (0, δ1], ε ∈ (0, 1
4
)

and k ∈ N satisfy

max{C2δ
−nΘ

1/q
k , 32C0C1δ

α} 6 ε,

where α ∈ (0, 1) is from Lemma 5.9. If
 

2Bk

|Du| dx 6 λ and

 

2Bk+1

|Du| dx > ελ,

for some λ > 1, then

Ek+2 6
1
16
Ek+1 + 4qC3ε

−(q−1)δ−2nΘkλ.

Proof. We use the second inequality in the assumption and Lemma 5.11 in Bk to conclude
that

ελ 6

 

2Bk+1

|Du−Dũk| dx+
 

2Bk+1

|Dũk| dx 6 21−nC2δ
−nΘ

1/q
k λ+

 

2Bk+1

|Dũk| dx.

By the assumption C2δ
−nΘ

1/q
k 6 ε, the first term on the right is at most ελ

2
and can be

absorbed into the left-hand side. By Lemma 5.9 with (Bρ, Br)← (2Bk+1, Bk), we have

inf
2Bk+1

|Dũk| >
 

2Bk+1

|Dũk| dx− osc
2Bk+1

|Dũk| >
ελ

2
− 21+αC1δ

α

 

Bk

|Dũk| dx >
ελ

4
,
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where in the last step we used Lemma 5.8(3) with ũ = ũk and the assumption 32C0C1δ
α 6

ε. Therefore, applying Lemma 5.12 with (ũ, C̃, Br, Bρ)← (ũk,
4
ε
, Bk, Bk+1), we estimate

 

Bk+1

|Du−Dũk| dx 6 C3(
4
ε
)q−1δ−nΘkλ.

Note that C1δ
α 6 1

32
follows from our assumption so we can use (7.1) with (k, j) ←

(k + 1, k) and the previous estimate to conclude that

Ek+2 6
1
16
Ek+1 + 4δ−n

 

Bk+1

|Du−Dũk| dx 6 1
16
Ek+1 + 4qC3ε

−(q−1)δ−2nΘkλ. �

Lemma 7.3. In the setting fixed in the section, let δ ∈ (0, δ1], ε0 := 2−n−2, ε ∈ (0, ε0]
and j ∈ N satisfy the conditions

max{64C2δ
−2n sup

k>j
Θ

1/q
k , 32C0C1δ

α} 6 ε0ε and

∞∑

k=j

Θk 6
δ3nε0ε

q

8 · 4qC3
.

For m > j + 1, we assume that

(7.4)
1

δnε
Ej +

 

2Bj

|Du| dx 6 2ε0λ

and

(7.5)

 

2Bk

|Du| dx > ελ for every k ∈ {j + 1, . . . , m− 1} when m > j + 2,

for some λ > 1. Then

Em 6
δnε0ε

2
λ,

 

Bm+1

|Du− (Du)Bj
| dx 6 3ε0ελ and

 

2Bm

|Du| dx 6 λ.

Proof. We first note that (7.1) with k = j, (7.4) and Lemma 5.11 in Bj imply that

Ej+1 6
1
16
Ej + 4δ−n

 

Bj

|Du−Dũj| dx 6
δnε0ε

8
λ+ 4C2δ

−nΘ
1/q
j

(
 

2Bj

|Du| dx+ 1

)
.

By assumption 4C2δ
−nΘ

1/q
j 6 1

16
δnε0ε and

ffl

2Bj
|Du| dx+1 6 3

2
λ so that Ej+1 6

1
4
δnε0ελ.

Moreover, by the assumption (7.4),
 

2Bj+1

|Du| dx 6

 

2Bj+1

|Du− (Du)Bj
| dx+ |(Du)Bj

| 6 (2δ)−nEj + 2n
 

2Bj

|Du| dx

6 2n · 2ε0λ 6 λ.

Using also the previous estimate for Ej+1, we further obtain that
 

Bj+2

|Du− (Du)Bj
| dx 6

 

Bj+2

|Du− (Du)Bj+1
| dx+ |(Du)Bj+1

− (Du)Bj
|

6 δ−n(Ej+1 + Ej) 6 (1
4
+ 2)ε0λ 6 3ε0λ.

Thus we have proved all the claims in the case m = j + 1.
We prove the claim by induction when m > j+2; specifically, we assume that the claim

holds up to m − 1 and show it for m. By the induction assumption
ffl

2Bk
|Du| dx 6 λ

when k 6 m− 1. The assumption (7.5) gives
ffl

2Bk+1
|Du| dx > ελ for k ∈ {j, . . . , m− 2}.

Thus we can use Lemma 7.2 to conclude that

2Ek+2 − Ek+1 6 c′Θkλ
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for k ∈ {j, . . . , m− 2} and c′ := 2 · 4qC3ε
−(q−1)δ−2n. Therefore

(7.6)
m∑

k=j+1

Ek =
m−2∑

k=j

(2Ek+2 −Ek+1) + 2Ej+1 − Em 6 c′λ
m−2∑

k=j

Θk + 2Ej+1 6
1

2
δnε0ελ

since
∑∞

k=j Θk 6
δnε0ε
4c′

by assumption and Ej+1 6
δnε0ε

4
λ as shown above. In particular,

the first claim Em 6 1
2
δnε0ελ is proved. We write

Du− (Du)Bj
= [Du− (Du)Bm] + [(Du)Bm − (Du)Bm−1] + · · ·+ [(Du)Bj+1

− (Du)Bj
].

Integrating this over Bm+1 and using (7.4) and (7.6) to estimate Ek, we observe that
 

Bm+1

|Du− (Du)Bj
| dx 6

m∑

k=j

 

Bk+1

|Du− (Du)Bk
| dx 6 δ−n

m∑

k=j

Ek 6 3ε0ελ.

This proves the second claim. Similarly, we prove the inequality
ffl

2Bm
|Du−(Du)Bj

| dx 6

(2δ)−n
∑m−1

k=j Ek 6
3ε0ε
2n
λ. Using this and the estimate

ffl

2Bj
|Du| dx 6 3

2
ε0λ = 3 · 2−n−3λ,

we obtain
 

2Bm

|Du| dx 6

 

2Bm

|Du− (Du)Bj
| dx+ 2n

 

2Bj

|Du| dx 6
3ε0ε

2n
λ+

1

8
λ 6 λ.

This concludes the proof of the third claim in the induction step, so the claim holds for
any number of steps. �

Proposition 7.7. In the setting fixed in the beginning of the section, the gradient Du is
locally essentially bounded. Moreover,

‖Du‖L∞(Br) 6 c

(
 

B2r

|Du| dx+ 1

)

for some c = c(n, p, q, γ, L, L1, Lγ, θγ) > 1 and any B2r ⊂ Ω′ with r ∈ (0, R1].

Proof. Let ε := ε0 = 2−n−2 and choose δ := min{δ1, ( ε20
32C0C1

)1/α}. Let j0 satisfy the

conditions of Lemma 7.3 with j = j0; such j0 exists since the series
∑

Θk is convergent.
Now we fix a Lebesgue point x0 ∈ Br of Du and consider balls Bk := Bδkr(x0), k ∈ N.

For k > j0, we define

Fk :=
1

δnε0
Ek +

 

2Bk

|Du| dx and λ := 1
2ε0
Fj0 + 1.

Since λ 6 Fj0 . δ−j0
ffl

B2r
|Du| dx and both δ and j0 depend only on the parameters and

can be included in the constant c, we complete the proof by showing that |Du(x0)| 6 λ.
Since x0 is a Lebesgue point,

|Du(x0)| 6 lim inf
k→∞

 

2Bk

|Du| dx.

The claim follows if Fk 6 2ε0λ for infinitely many k. If this is not the case we let j > j0
be the largest index with Fj 6 2ε0λ; note that such index exists as Fj0 6 2ε0λ by the
choice of λ. Then Fk > 2ε0λ for every k > j. Now Lemma 7.3 with m = j + 1 implies
that Ej+1 6

1
2
δnε20λ. Therefore,
 

2Bj+1

|Du| dx = Fj+1 − δ−nε−1
0 Ej+1 > 2ε0λ− 1

2
ε0λ > ε0λ.
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From this we conclude that (7.5) is satisfied for m = j + 2, which by the lemma in turn
implies that Ej+2 6

1
2
δnε20λ. This in turn implies Ej+3 6

1
2
δnε0λ, and so on. Thus (7.5)

holds for every k > j and so Lemma 7.3 implies that
ffl

2Bm
|Du| dx 6 λ for every m > j,

so that |Du(x0)| 6 λ. �

Now, we are ready to prove the continuity of the derivative Du.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We continue in the setting fixed in the beginning of the section and
note that Proposition 7.7 implies that Du is bounded in Ω′. Let λ := ε−1

0 ‖Du‖L∞(Ω′)+1.

For ε ∈ (0, ε0], choose δ := min{δ1, ( ε0ε
32C0C1

)1/α} and then j0 so large that the conditions
of Lemma 7.3 are satisfied when j = j0. We observe that Ej0 6 λ by the definition of λ
and Ek+1 6

1
16
Ek +

1
8
δnε0ελ for any k > j0 (see beginning of the proof of Lemma 5.11).

Thus we may assume by increasing j0 if necessary that Ej 6 δnε0ελ for all j > j0. Then
assumption (7.4) of Lemma 7.3 holds for any j > j0.

Fix Ω′′ ⋐ Ω′ and assume by increasing j0 if necessary that 2Bj0(x) ⊂ Ω′ for every
x ∈ Ω′′. Consider Lebesgue points x, y ∈ Ω′′ of Du so close to one another that |Bj(x) \
Bj(y)| 6 ε|Bj| for some j > j0. Suppose that

∣∣(Du)Bj
− (Du)Bm+1

∣∣ 6 (6 + 2n+1)ελ

for all m > j + 2 (this is proved below). Then

|Du(x)−Du(y)| 6 lim
m→∞

∣∣(Du)Bj(x) − (Du)Bm+1(x)

∣∣+ lim
m→∞

∣∣(Du)Bj(y) − (Du)Bm+1(y)

∣∣

+
∣∣(Du)Bj(x) − (Du)Bj(y)

∣∣

6 (6 + 2n+1)ελ+ 2 |Bj(x) \Bj(y)| |Bj|−1‖Du‖L∞(Ω′) 6 2n+2ελ.

This implies the uniform continuity of Du in Ω′′.
It remains to prove the inequality

∣∣(Du)Bj
− (Du)Bm+1

∣∣ 6 (6 + 2n+1)ελ. Let us set

K :=
{
k ∈ N : Fk < 2ελ

}
,

where Fk is defined in the proof of Proposition 7.7. If K ∩ [j + 1, m− 1] = ∅, then
 

2Bk

|Du| dx = Fk − δ−nε−1
0 Ek > 2ελ− ελ > ελ for all j + 1 6 k 6 m− 1.

Therefore, the second assumption (7.5) of Lemma 7.3 holds and so, from the second
estimate in Lemma 7.3, the desired inequality follows. Otherwise, let j′ = max(K ∩
[j + 1, m − 1]) and m′ = min(K ∩ [j + 1, m − 1]). Then applying Lemma 7.3 when
m = m′ − 1 > j, we conclude that

|(Du)Bj
− (Du)Bm′ | 6 3ε0ελ,

which together with the fact that m′ ∈ K implies

|(Du)Bj
| 6 |(Du)Bj

− (Du)Bm′ |+ |(Du)Bm′ | 6 3ε0ελ+ Fm′ 6 (3 + 2n)ελ.

Similarly, applying the second estimate in Lemma 7.3 when j = j′, we also obtain
|(Du)Bj′

−(Du)Bm| 6 ε0ελ and so |(Du)Bm| 6 (3+2n)ελ. Therefore, |(Du)Bj
−(Du)Bm| 6

|(Du)Bj
|+ |(Du)Bm| 6 (6 + 2n+1)ελ, as claimed. �
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Appendix A. Excess decay estimates for autonomous equations

We provide more details of the proof of Lemma 5.9.

Sketch of the proof of Lemma 5.9. Without loss of generality we may assume that 1 <
p 6 2 6 q and, by a smoothing argument, ϕ̃ ∈ C2((0,∞)) so that

(A.1) p 6
tϕ̃′′(t)

ϕ̃′(t)
+ 1 6 q, for all t > 0.

We further consider the weak solutions uε ∈ W 1,ϕε(Br), ε ∈ (0, 1), to the approximate
non-degenerate equations

(A.2) divAε(Duε) = 0 in Br, and uε = ũ on ∂Br,

where

Aε(ξ) := Ã
(

ε
ε+|ξ|ξ

) |ξ|
ε+ |ξ| and ϕε(t) =

ˆ t

0

ϕ′
ε(s) ds with ϕ′

ε(t) :=
ϕ̃′(ε+ t)

ε+ t
t.

Note that ϕε is a growth function of Aε which satisfies the inequality (A.1). Following
the argument in the proof of [52, Lemma 4.3] with modification for the elliptic setting,
one can show that Duε converges to Dũ in Lϕ̃(Br). Therefore, it is enough to derive the
desired estimates for the equation (A.2) with the constant C1 independent of ε ∈ (0, 1).

We revisit the proofs of [47, Lemma 5.1] and [46, Lemma 1]. By setting g(t) := ϕ′
ε(t)

and F (t) := t−1g(t) = t−1ϕ′
ε(t), we observe from properties of growth functions and (A.1)

that all the assumptions in [46, Lemma 1] hold, except for F (t) > ε̃; in [47, Lemma 5.1],
all assumption hold except for g(t) > ε̃t. We point out that these two missing assumptions
are equivalent and are only used in the step proving the twice differentiability of the weak
solution uε to (A.2). See [46, p. 1205], specifically just below their equation (1.7), for
the comment on the assumption F (t) > ε̃ in their equation (1.3b). In particular, the
quantity ε̃ > 0 is not used in the regularity estimate.

Since the equation (A.2) is non-degenerate and uniformly elliptic, we deduce from,
e.g., [47, Theorem 1.7] that the gradient of its weak solution is locally bounded. We also
refer to [11, 13, 25] for local Lipschitz regularity for very general non-uniformly elliptic
problems. Once we know the local boundedness of the gradient of the weak solution uε,
we do not need to consider large values of t, hence the above assumption can be replaced
by ϕ′

ε(t) = g(t) > ε̃t for t ∈ [0,M ], where M is any positive number and ε̃ depends on
M . Note that this holds as follows:

ϕ′
ε(t) =

ϕ′
0(ε+ t)

ε+ t
t >

ϕ′
0(ε)

ε+M
t for t ∈ [0,M ].

Therefore, the problem (A.2) satisfies all conditions in [47, Lemma 5.1] and [46, Lemma 1].
We follow the proof of [47, Lemma 5.1]. Fix Bρ(y) ⊂ Br and Bν = Bν(y) with 0 < ν 6 ρ.
Then we first have that

sup
Bρ/2

ϕε(|Duε|) 6 c

 

B3ρ/2

ϕε(|Duε|) dx 6 cϕε

(
 

Bρ

|Duε| dx
)
,

Note that the second inequality is a reverse Hölder type inequality like the first inequality
in Lemma 5.8, and the case ε = 0 can be obtained as ε→ 0+. This implies the first claim
of the lemma.
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We next prove the excess decay estimate. For simplicity, we write w := uε, ε > 0,
Diw := dw

dxi
, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, and set

M(ν) := max
16i6n

(
sup
Bν

|Diw|
)

and I(ν) :=

 

Bν

|Dw − (Dw)Bν | dx, ν ∈ (0, ρ].

Then, as in the proof [46, Lemma 1], there exist µ, η ∈ (0, 1) depending only on n, p, q

and L̃ such that if

(A.3) |{Diw < M(ν)
2
} ∩Bν | 6 µ|Bν | for some i = 1, 2, . . . , n

or

(A.4) |{Diw > −M(ν)
2
} ∩ Bν | 6 µ|Bν | for some i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

then

|Dw| > 3
8
M(ν) in Bν/2,

while if neither (A.3) nor (A.4) holds, then

M(ν
2
) 6 ηM(ν) in Bν/2.

Denote νj := 2−jρ for j ∈ N ∪ {0}. We first assume that either (A.3) or (A.4) holds

for ν = νj with some j. Then DAε(Dw)
ϕ′′
ε (M(νj))

is uniformly elliptic in Bνj/2 such that L̃|ξ|2 >

( DAε(Dw)
ϕ′′
ε (M(νj))

ξ) · ξ > L̃−1(3
8
)q−2|ξ|2. By differentiation of (A.2), hi := Diw − (Diw)Bνj

is a

weak solution to

div

(
DAε(Dw)

ϕ′′
ε(M(νj))

Dhk

)
= 0 in Bνj/2

for every i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Therefore by a standard oscillation decay estimate from De
Girorgi’s theorem for linear elliptic equations (see, for instance, [33, Theorem 2.4]), there
exists α1 ∈ (0, 1) such that, for every ν ∈ (0,

νj
4
),

I(ν) 6 sup
16i6n

(
osc
Bν

hi

)
6 c
( ν
νj

)α1

sup
16i6n

(
osc
Bνj/4

hi

)
6 c
( ν
νj

)α1

sup
16i6n

(
sup
Bνj/4

|hi|
)

6 c
( ν
νj

)α1

sup
16i6n

 

Bνj/2

|hi| dx 6 c
( ν
νj

)α1

I(νj).
(A.5)

Let j1 > j0, where j0 ∈ N is so large so that 2C1η
j0−1 6 1

2
, and suppose that neither

(A.3) nor (A.4) holds for any νj with j = 0, 1, . . . , j1. In the case |(Dw)Bρ| 6 2M(νj0),
using M(

νj
2
) 6 ηM(νj) and the already proved first inequality of the lemma, we then

have

M(νj0) 6 ηj0−1M(ρ
2
) 6 C1η

j0−1(|Dw|)Bρ 6 C1η
j0−1

(
I(ρ) + |(Dw)Bρ|

)

6 C1η
j0−1(I(ρ) + 2M(νj0)).

Since 2C1η
j0−1 6 1

2
, this yields that M(νj0) 6

1
2
I(ρ). Therefore, for every j = j0 +1, j0+

2, . . . , j1,

I(νj) 6 2M(νj) 6 2ηj−j0M(νj0) 6
1

ηj0
ηjI(ρ),

which implies that there exists α2 ∈ (0, 1) and c > 0 such that

(A.6) I(ν) 6 c

(
ν

ρ

)α2

I(ρ) for every ν ∈ (2−j1ρ, ρ).
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Next we consider the case |(Dw)Bρ| > 2M(νj0). Then, since |Dw−(Dw)Bρ| > |(Dw)Bρ|−
|Dw| >M(νj0) in Bνj0

, we obtain for j = j0 + 1, . . . , j1 that

I(νj) 6 2M(νj) 6 2ηj−j0M(νj0) 6 2ηj−j0
 

Bνj0

|Dw − (Dw)Bρ| dx 6
21+nj0

ηj0
ηjI(ρ),

which again implies (A.6).
Combining (A.5) and (A.6), we obtain the second inequality from the claim of the

lemma for w = uε with α = min{α1, α2}. Finally passing ε → 0+ implies the second
claim for ũ. �
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