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LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY VALUE PROBLEMS FOR ELLIPTIC

EQUATIONS WITH COMPLEX L* COEFFICIENTS SATISFYING THE SMALL
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CARLESON MEASURE NORM CONDITION

STEVE HOFMANN, SVITLANA MAYBORODA, AND MIHALIS MOURGOGLOU

AsstracT. We consider divergence form elliptic equatidns := V - (AVu) = 0 in the half space
R™M = {(x,t) € R" x (0,0)}, whose cofficient matrixA is complex elliptic, bounded and mea-
surable. In addition, we suppose thasatisfies some additional regularity in the direction trans
verse to the boundary, namely that the discrepahyt) — A(x,0) satisfies a Carleson measure
condition of Féferman-Kenig-Pipher type, with small Carleson norm. Undesé conditions, we
establish a full range of boundedness results for doublesargle layer potentials P, Hardy,
Sobolev, BMO and Hblder spaces. Furthermore, we proveabity of the Dirichlet problem for
L, with data inLP(R"), BMO(R"), andC*(R"), and solvability of the Neumann and Regularity prob-
lems, with data in the space$(R")/HP(R") and Lf(R”) /HYP(R") respectively, with the appropriate
restrictions on indices, assuming invertibility of layestentials in for thet-independent operator
Lo := =V - (A(-,0)V).
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2 STEVE HOFMANN, SVITLANA MAYBORODA, AND MIHALIS MOURGOGLOU

1. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENTS OF RESULTS

We consider boundary value problems for divergence foriptellequationd_u = 0, where

n+1 9 9

1.1 L=-V.(AVU) = — ~ A —].
(1.1) (AVU) i; i (A,, ax,-)
andA = A(xt) is an fi + 1) x (n + 1) matrix of complex-valued-* codficients, defined on
R™M™L = {(x,t) € R"x (0, o)} and satisfying the uniform ellipticity conditions

n+1
(1.2) AR < Re(AE &) = Re Y Aj(xE& and (Al < A,

ij=1
for somed > 0, A < o and for all¢ e C™!, x e R" andt > 0. The divergence form equation is
interpreted in the usual weak sense, i.e., we saylthat 0 in a domainQ if u € Wl’z(Q) and

loc
fAVu.Wzo

for all complex valuedt € C7'(Q).

The goal of this paper is two-fold. First, we develop a corhpresive theory of layer potentials
for elliptic operator with bounded measurable complexficcients satisfying the Small Carleson
Measure Condition. Secondly, we establish the well-posssitior the corresponding boundary
value problems assuming the well-posedness of the assddiaundary value problems for oper-
ators witht-independent cdgcients,A = A(x, 0), or, to be more precise, the invertibility of the
boundary layer potentials.

The aforementioned Small Carleson Measure Condition caetiged as follows. LeAl(x,t) =
A(x, 1) be a complexrf + 1) x (n + 1) codiicient matrix, satisfying the ellipticity conditiori(2),
and letA%(x, t) = A%(x) := A(x, 0). Set

(1.3) e(x 1) := sup{|Al(y, 9) - A%y, )| : (v S) € W(x 1)}

whereW(x, t) = A(x,t) x (t/2,3t/2) andA(x,t) = {y e R" : [x—y| < t}, and assume that= e(x, 1)
satisfies a Carleson measure condition

1
2
(1.4) sup iffez(x,t)det < €0,
cubeQcR" |Q| RS t

whereRg = Q x (0,£(Q)) is a Carleson box an(Q) is the side-length of the surface cue
We say thatl satisfies the Small Carleson Measure Conditiorgifabove is sfficiently small
(depending on parameters which will be specified with thessponding Theorems). At this point
we just mention that the conditiori.@) arises very naturally in this context, as the forthcoming
discussion of history of the problem and known counterexamwill reveal.

Let us start by introducing some notation. Recall that tlaesofLP spaces is naturally extended
to p < 1 by Hardy classeBslP(R"). Similarly, the scale of homogeneous Sobolev spa:féR”),
1 < p < o, extends tdHP(R"), the Sobolev-Hardy spaces of tempered distributions evffiost
order distributional derivatives are HP. As customary, we shall writelP(R") (resp.,H-P(R"))
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for all 0 < p < oo, with the understanding th&tP = LP (resp.,HLP = Llp) when 1< p < oo.
Furthermore, let us denote

BMOR"), if =0,
CYRM), if 0 <a<l1,

whereC®(R") are the homogeneous Holder spaces BMD is the space of functions of bounded
mean oscillation. Rigorous definitions and main propertiesll these function classes can be
found in Sectior? below.

Going further, giverxg € R", letTA(x) = {(x,t) € RT : |xo — X| < Bt} be the cone with vertex
Xo and aperturg > 0. Then the non-tangential maximal function for a functionR™! — C, is
defined by

(1.5) Ao(R") = {

Nu(xo) =  sup Ju(xt)l.
(x1)el*(x0)

We shall also use its modified version based orlthaverages,

2

NPu(xo) =  sup ff lu(y, s)Pdyds]| ,

(x)er’ (xo) Wixt)

where, as befora)/(x, t) = A(x,t) x (t/2,3t/2) andA(x,t) = {y € R" : [x—y| < t}. The superscript
B will be omitted when equal to 1 or not important in the context

Let us return now to elliptic operators defined in1)—(1.2). Throughout the papédr will be an
elliptic divergence form elliptic operator with boundedeasurable, complex-valued d¢beients.
We shall assume, in addition, that the solutionttio= 0 in R+ are locally Holder continuous in
the following sense. For any € V\/I%;g(RL‘*l) such thatLu = 0 in R™! and anyn + 1-dimensional
ball Bor(X) ¢ RT1, X € R™, R > 0 we have

1
2
— @o
(1.6) |u(Y)—u(Z)|§C(|Y—RZ|) ff w?| , forall Y,Ze Bg(X),
B2r(X)

for some constantsy > 0 andC > 0. In particular, one can show that Moser’s local boundesines
estimate holds {{io]):

1
P
(1.7) lu(y) < C ff uP| , forall YeBr(X), 0<p<oo.
B2r(X)

We shall refer to propertyl(6) by saying that the solutions (or, slightly abusing the featogy,
the operator) satisfy the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser (or/B@1) bounds. Respectively, the constants
C andayg in (1.6), (1.7) will be called the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser constantd of-inally, following
[AAAHK ], [HMiMo], we shall normally refer to the following collection of guiities: the dimen-
sion, the ellipticity, and the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser consseofL, L* as the'standard constants!

We note that the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser estimates are notssaddy satisfied for all elliptic
PDEs with complex cd#cients Fr, MNP, HMMc]. However, (L.6), (1.7) always hold when the
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codficients of the underlying equation are re@E[G, N, Mo], and the constants depend quantita-
tively only upon ellipticity and dimension. We also notettfh 6), (1.7) hold always ifn + 1 = 2
and, if the coéicients of the operator ateindependent, when the ambient dimension 1 = 3
(see PAAHK , Section 11]). Moreover,1(6) (which implies (L.7)) is stable under small complex
perturbations of the cdigcients in theL™ norm (see, e.g.di], Chapter VI, or A]). Resting on
this result, we demonstrate in Sectidthat, in addition, whenever operatomhich satisfiesX.4)
is such that_q with coeficientsA? = A(x, 0) verifies De@N/M and &g in (1.4) is small enough
depending on the dimension, the ellipticity, and the De @iblash-Moser constants af,, one
can conclude that the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser bounds hold_foFfhus, in particular, 1.6), (1.7)
hold automatically for operators satisfying the Small €soh Measure condition on d&eients
in dimensionn + 1 = 3, and for Small Carleson Measure perturbations of regdtilcodficients
in all dimensions.

Throughout the paper we assume that the operators tredisfg #ae De Giorgi-Nash estimates
(1.9).

Recall now the definitions of classical layer potentialsr E®atisfying (L.1) and (L.2), there
exist the fundamental solutiods I'* in R™?! associated with. andL* respectively, so that

Lyt T(Xt,y, ) =6y, and L;‘,’SF*(y, S X t) = L;’SF(X, t, Y, 9) = Sty

whered ) denotes the Dirac mass at the poirtt}f, andL* is the hermitian adjoint of.. One
can refer to HK] for their construction. We define the single layer potdrdiad the double layer
potential operators associated withrespectively, by

sH09= [Txty.0fG)dy ter
Rn
DH(9 = [ FTG.0XD f()dy. t+0
RI"I
whered,- is the adjoint exterior conormal derivative

n+1

) ) or*
BT (0, ) = = > Any (Y, O)a_y-(y’ 0, X, t)
i=1 )

= —€nhs1- A*(ya O)Vy,sr*()’a S X t) |S=0’
andA* is the hermitian adjoint of. Furthermore, let

(1.8) (50) 1= [ Lrxty0te)dy. 1<j<n
rn 0Yj
0
19) (50 (9 1= [ Srexty. 9o Oy,
and we set

n+l
(1.10) (8tV) := ((SD1) . (SiD2) ... (SiDns1) ). and (V) - = > (8iDj) .
=1



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 5

where f takes values it™*. Note that fort-independent operators, we have by translation invari-
ance int that(S¢Dns1) = — 9:St.

In the presence of non-tangential maximal function or Lifiizcspace estimates, one can define
the operatorsct, K- and.Sk o on the boundargR** = R" such that

(1.11) pHf 2% ( #2 +7<L) f, 8,Stg= (izl +7~(L) g Sth % Stioh,

in a suitable sense. For operators wtifimdependent cdicients, the construction okt, K as
above, and a description of the sense in which they exist, meafpund in HMiMo] (see also
[AAAHK , Lemma 4.28] for the discussion Itf). For elliptic operators treated in this paper, we
shall present the pertinent results, as well as the progaritiens of convergence to the boundary
and normal derivative, in Sectioh

The first main result of this work as follows.

Theorem 1.12. Let Al(x,t) = A(x,t) be a complexXn + 1) x (n + 1) cogficient matrix, satisfying
the ellipticity condition(1.2), and let £(x,t) = A%(X) := A(x,0). Denote L= L; = -V - A(x, 1)V
and Lo = -V - (A(-,0)V). Assume further that the operatog and its adjoint L, satisfy the De
Giorgi-Nash property(1.6) for someaq > 0. Then there existsy syficiently small, depending on
n, A, A, and the De GiorgNash bounds ofd, L, such that whenever cgieients of L satisfy1.4)
we have

(1.13) IN(VS F)lleemy < Ifllup@ny, P € (Po, 2+ &),
(1.14) INGD" Dllwemy S Iflly@n,  PE(L2+8),
(1.15) D" fll sy S Wl B € (0.a0).

1/2
1 .
(116)  sup (W [ fRQ Vot f|2tdxdt] <Ml B [0.a0)

cube @R
the following square function bounds hold

crr ([T,

! 2 dxdt
1.18) sup |—— V(S0 f(x )
( c)ube Qngn(|Q|1+2ﬂ/ﬂ ij;Q| ( t II) ( )| NS

and the following estimates on the boundary are valid

[l

L ) l<p<2+e,

A

dydt)p/

tn+1

tv(sk'v f()|

A

||f||Aﬂ(Rn) > ﬁ € [O’ G’O),

(1.19) IViS* fllweeny < Ifllke@ry, P € (Po, 2+ &),
(1.20) 1K fllp@ny < Ifllnegny, P € (Po,2 + &),
(1.21) 1KY gy S Ifllr@n.  Pe(L2+8),

(1.22) 1KY flla, e < Iflla,@m, @ € [0, o).
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The constants o< 1 ande > 0 above, and the implicit constants {.13—1.21) depend on
n, 4, A, and the De GiorgNash constants ofd,. L; only. Analogous statements hold for the adjoint
operator L.

WhenL is t-independent a special case &f1(7), the square function estimate

dydt
(1.23) [ oSt 1F S < 111
was proved for complex perturbations of real, symmetridfodent matrices inpAAAHK ], and in
general in R] (for an alternative proof, se€&H]). It underpins much of the (generalized) Calderon-
Zygmund theory leading tdl(13—(1.16) in that context. With 1.23 given, andstill restricted to
t-independent cggcients (1.13—(1.16), and (.19—(1.21) were proved in HMiMo]. The full
estimates on the square functioh,1(7)—(1.18), are unique to this papereven in the-independent
case, and in fact1(17) was used infiMiMo] to establish, e.g.,1(14).

The major goal of this paper is to develop a perturbation @ggr allowing one toféciently
employ the condition 1.4) to establish the full range of layer potential estimatesdperators
whose cofficientsdependon the transversal direction to the boundgrgis above.

Let us consider now the classical boundary value probleness&y that the Dirichlet problem
for L* is solvable inLP'(R"), 1 < p < 2 + &, (and write D)) holds) if for anyf € L (R") there
exists a solutiomu of

Lu=0. i Rn+1
(1.24) { U="5 N8

u(-,t) » fast - 0O,

such that
INL (Wl e RN = C.

The statementi(-,t) — f ast — 0 is interpreted in the sense of convergence (strongly)iron
compacta oRR".

Respectively, we say that the Dirichlet problem is solvabla,(R"), 0 < a < ag, and we write
that D), holds if for anyf € A,(R") there exists a solution of (1.24) satisfying

1/2

(1.25) sup lQll%lmffNu(x,t)Ftdxdt <C.
Ra

cubeQcR"

The statemeni(-,t) — f ast — 0is interpreted in the sense of convergence in the weakiaggo
of A,(R"), 0 < @ < ap, and as a pointwise limit when® a < ap.

1p. Auscher has pointed out to the first named author that, (#i#8) in place, the casgp = 2 of (1.17), in the
t-independent setting, follows readily from the functioealculus results offJAMc] (see also AAMc2]), which in
turn are proved via a refinement of the technology of the swiudf the Kato problem; in the present paper, we use the
technology of the Kato problem directly, to give a self-@néd proof.
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We say that the Neumann problem foiis solvable inHP(R"), po < p < 2 + &, and we write
that (N), holds, if for anyg € HP(R") there exists a solution of

Lu=0 i Rn+1
(1.26) u=5mne
dy,u=g onR",
satisfying
(1.27) IN(VU)llLp@ny < C.

Here the conormal derivative on the boundary is understodtld weak sense and also is a limit
of 9,,u(-, t) ast — 0 in the sense of distributions (see Secfidior details).

Finally, we say that the Regularity problem is solvabléHif(R") and we write thatR), holds,
if for any f € HLP(R") there exists a solution of (1.24) satisfying

(1.28) IN(VWllLpany < C.

In this casey(-,t) —» f ast - 0 n.t. a.e., an%z; Vyu(-,7)dr — V; f ast — 0, weakly inLP when
p>1.

One of the central methods of solution of the boundary vatoblpms is the method of layer po-
tentials. To be specific, observe that the solutions to Blei; Neumann, and Regularity problems
in RM*! can be obtained via representations

(1.29) u=D-(F3 +KY) T, for (D)y. (D),
(1.30) u=SH(=+KY) g for (N)p,
(1.31) u=SH(Shheo)  f, for (R)p,

respectively, provided that the corresponding layer g@knare bounded, that is1.(.3—(1.16)
and (1.19—(1.22 are satisfied, and that the boundary layer potentials &estihle in the underly-
ing function spaces.

Given 1< p’ < oo (resp. O< a < 1), we say that the Dirichlet problenDf, (resp., D)a,) is
solvable by the method of layer potentials if14) (resp. (.16) is satisfied and the operator

1 / / l . . .
(1.32) -3l + K- L S L, (resp.- 5! +%K": Ao = Aa),  is bounded and invertible.

Similarly, givenpg < p < co we say that the Neumann problei)(, is solvable by the method
of layer potentials if {.13 is satisfied and the operator

1 ~ . . .
(1.33) 5! +%":HP > HP, s bounded and invertible.

Finally, givenpg < p < co we say that the Regularity problem)g is solvable by the method of
layer potentials if {.13) is satisfied and the operator

(1.34) S{- li=o: HP — Hf, is bounded and invertible.

Analogous definitions apply ™1,
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We remark that, in principle, one could usdféeient layer potential representations than those
outlined above. For instance, the representation for theiso of the Regularity problem can serve
the Dirichlet problem, and vice versa, provided that theaulythg boundedness and invertibility
results for layer potentials are established. This has beecessfully used, e.g., illKMP2], and
can be employed in the present setting too. To keep the saterin the introduction reasonably
brief, for now we shall restrict ourselves to the repredsta above.

The second main result of this work is the following.

Theorem 1.35. Let Al(x,t) = A(x, t) be a complexn + 1) x (n + 1) cogficient matrix, satisfying
the ellipticity condition(1.2), with entries in °(R™1), and let A(x,t) = A%(X) := A(x,0). Set
Lo := =V - (A(,0)V), and assume thatoland its adjoint Ig satisfy the De Giorgi-Nash property
(1.16), and that the cogcients of L satisfy1.4). LetO<a<apand p < p<2+¢, po = r"ao
with £ > 0and0 < ag < 1 depending on the standard constants gfétain the same significance
as in Theoreni..12 Then invertibility of boundary layer potentials (ih.32—(1.34) for the operator
Lo, for a given pe (po, 2 + €) (or 0 < a < ayg), implies invertibility of the corresponding boundary
layer potentials for the operator L in the same function ggagrovided that the constasp

in (1.4) is syficiently small depending on the standard constantsgoémd implicit constants in
(1.32—1.34) only.

Respectively, with the same restrictionseoand p, if the boundary value probler(i3)y (resp.,
(D)a,): (N)p, and (R)p, are solvable for b by the method of layer potentials, then so are the
corresponding boundary problems for L.

Moreover the corresponding solutions are unique in the @t of Propositiorn8.19

We remark that, to prove solvability of a given boundary egtmoblem for the operatdr;, we
shall use our hypotheses concerning De Gjdigsh estimates for botby andLy.

Although the theorem is stated in the upper-half space, dngesarguments work identically
in the lower-half space. Moreover, by a standard pull-baakdformation, Theorerh.35can be
proved in unbounded Lipschitz graph domains. Our resultg lmegfurther extended to the setting
of star-like Lipschitz domains by the use of a partition oftyargument, as inNIMT], to reduce
to the case of a Lipschitz graph. We omit the detalils.

With a slight abuse of language, d{x, t) is as in (L.4) with appropriately smalkg we shall
say thatA! — AV satisfies a Carleson measure condition witfiskently small constant or tha!
is a small perturbation oA and we writeAq, A; satisfy (SCMC). In the case that the mode of
measuring the discrepanéy — A° is theL®-norm, i.e.||A? — A% ~ < &g, we will say thatAl is a
small L*-perturbation ofA°.

One should notice thail(4) is the Carleson measure condition for the discrepancyetdef-
ficient matrices introduced by Ferman, Kenig and PipheFKP]?, where it is treated only in the
case of matrices with re&l™ codficients (since their method relies on positivity and estevaitf
harmonic measure), with datalif for somep > 1. The goal is to extend the results F{P] and
[KP] as far as possible in the complex setting. A purefyversion of the results infAKP] and in
[KP] has recently been obtained for complex equations, and gemerally, for elliptic systems,

2We mention that in FFKP, it is not required tha®, bet-independent. In the setting of complex fogents, it is
still an open problem to treat the case tAgis t-dependent.
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by Auscher and Axelsson irAR\], assuming that\® = A%(x) is t-independent, and that one has
suficient smallness of the Carleson norm controlling the disamey. Our results may therefore be
viewed as.P and “endpoint” analogues of those @f4], and [AA2], using the techniques devel-
oped in AAAHK ]. We note that such endpoint bounds cannot be obtained ergknvithout the
De GiorgjNash hypothesis, by virtue of the examplesdiNP] and [Fr]. For more details of the
history of work in this area we refer the reader AAJAHK ].

We conclude this introduction with two further commentgsgiit should be noted that the basic
strategy of our perturbation argument owes much to thakBf]. Indeed, our representation for
the discrepancy between null solutiomgandu;, of Lo andL; respectively, is analogous to that
of [KPZ], and our tent space estimates in Sectipnwhich are really the key to our work, are a
variant of those proved irP2]. There is one important ffierence however: inP2], the authors
considered only the case of real fibg@ents, and in that case it was natural to work V\tigj, the
inverse ofL with Dirichlet boundary condition, whose kernel is the Gréenction. In that setting,
positivity, and properties of the Green function and of hamio measure could be exploited. In
our setting of complex cdicients, where these tools are not available, it seems hatureplace
L51 with L1, the global inverse df, whose kernel is the global fundamental solution, and tdkwor
with layer potential estimates in place of harmonic measlréhis setting, in order to prove our
main tent space estimates, we are led to prove certain sfiuaréion bounds in Sectio which
generalize the Kato problerdHLMcT].

Our second comment is as follows. Since our solvability ltssare of perturbation type, in
which the “unperturbed” operatdy is t-independent, it is of course of interest to know that there
is a rich class of operatorsy to which our Theorend.35 applies. A substantial class of such
operators is provided by the results 6JAHK ] and [HMiMo]. We note, furthermore, that for any
t-independent operatag with real, possibly non-symmetric, ciheients, there exists & p < 2+¢
such that thed)y and R),, are solvable, accompanied by the invertibility resultshiersingle layer
potential at the boundary (seedKMP], [HKMP2]).

AcknowledgementsS. Hofmann was supported by NSF grant DMS-1101244. SvitMag-
boroda was partially supported by the Alfred P. Sloan Fedlluw, the NSF CAREER Award
DMS 1056004, and the NSF Materials Research Science andéargig Center Seed Grant DMR
0819885. Mihalis Mourgoglou was supported by Fondationhdatatiques Jacques Hadamard.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we review some definitions and theorems goimethe function spaces we deal
with along with the results on layer potentials we will usetia sequel.

2.1. Notation. As is common practice we use the let@to denote a constant depending on the
“standard constants”, i.e., the ellipticity parameteimeahsion, and the De Giorfash constants,
that may vary from line to line, while whenever it is deemedessary, we indicate the dependence
by adding a subscript or a parenthesis with the parametelspeindence specified. For our conve-
nience we often writé < B or A > B instead of saying that there exists a positive constasuich
thatA < CBor A > CB. WhenA < B andA > B hold simultaneously we simply writd ~ B or
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A ~ Band we say thaA is comparable t® or A andB are comparable. In these cases, the implicit
constants are permitted to depend upon the “standard cisistaentioned above.

Throughout the paper we shall denote a point in the upperegiphalf-space by eithex € R
or (x, +t) € RM1, wherex € R", +t = x,,1 andt € (0, ). By )‘(—’J = dx; = dj we denote the partial
derivative with respect to thgth variable inRd whenj e {1,2,...,d}, and byV = (91,92, ...,0q)
the gradient operator. In the special caseRBf! for the n-dimensional gradient or divergence
we have the notational conventiéfy and diy or V and diy, while d; will be the ( + 1)-partial
derivative. Similarly, ifAis an @+ 1) x (n + 1) matrix we writeA; for the n x n sub-matrix with
entries &));,j = A, j, when 1< i, j < n. Finally, following [AA], we shall denot& 5 := (V}, d,,)",
whered,, is, as before, the conormal derivative to be interpretechénappropriate weak sense
below.

We normally denote byA and Q balls and cubes iiR", respectively, and by balls in R™.
Whitney cubes iR™?! or R™* are denoted byV.

If f eS andy € S, we let(f, ) denote the Hermitian duality pairing betweSrandS/, i.e.,
(f, ) = (f,9), where (, -) denotes the standaf) S’ duality pairing. We shall usé, -) to denote
this Hermitian duality pairing in bot®R" and inR™?, but the usage should be clear in context.

2.2. Function spaces.

2.2.1. Hardy and Hardy-Sobolev Spacelset us first give the definitions ¢iP atoms and molecules.

Definition 2.1. For -t < p < 1 andr such thatp < r and 1< r < o, a complex-valued function

a(x) is defined to be ag, r)-atom inR" if it is supported in a cub& c R" and satisfies:

11
TP,

(2.2) fa(x)dx: 0, and [[allr@n < Q|
RI’]

Definition 2.3. We say thatn € LY(R") n L%(R") is anHP-molecule adapted to a cul@c R", if
() We have the following cancellation and size conditions:

f m(x) dx = O, f M) dx < £(Q)"%).

RN 16Q

(i) There exists a constaat> 0 such that for everi > 4

2 —ek ok n(1-2)
IM()? dx < 27 (2¢(Q)) * ™.
2k+1Q\2kQ
Lemma 2.4 (Atomic decomposition)LetO < p<landrsuchthat p<randl <r < co. Then
f € HP(R") if and only if f € S’(R") and there exists a sequence(pfr)-atoms{a; J2pand a
sequence of complex numb«{ai@}‘j";1 with

D UIAIP < ClF IR pgeny

J
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for a positive constant C, such that, in the sense of tempdistdbutions,
(2.5) f=> 4
i

In particular,

1/p
I fllHp@ny =~ inf {[Z |/lj|p] : all decompositions of f as if2.5) }
i

Proof. For a proof see(;CRDF, p.283] or [t, p.106]. ]

The following lemma allows us to obtald? — HP boundedness of a sublinear operator, which
turns out to be a very useful criterion in the case of an irtlegperator whose kernel has pointwise
or L? bounds.

Lemma 2.6. (i) Let T be an B(R") — L2(R") bounded sublinear operator. If T maps afpy 2)-
atom to an H-molecule adapted to the cube Q which contains the suppdhieoatom, then T is
HP(R"™) — HP(R") bounded.

(i) A linear operator T extends to a bounded linear operatamm Hardy spaces F{R") with
p € (0,1] to some quasi-Banach spa¢eif and only if T maps allp, 2)-atoms into uniformly
bounded elements &

Proof. For a proof of(i) see for exampleTW], [CW] and [HMMc], while for (ii) see [fZ1] and
[YZ2]. m|

Definition 2.7. A distribution f is said to be in the Hardy-Sobolev spa¢&P(R"), for p € (525, 11,
if Vf e HP(R").

Let us state without proof a lemma which provides us with deraétive characterization of
HLP(R") which is very useful in the proof of Theorei35(see KoS]).

Lemma 2.8 ([KoS]). Let n > 1 and p € (&=,1]. Then a distribution fe S’(R") belongs to

ma
HLP(RM) if and only if is locally integrable and there is a functiored_P such that

(2.9) 1) = W < Ix=yI(@(¥) +9(¥)), xyeR"\E,
where E is a set of measure zero. Moreover, one has the eqooabf (quasi)norms
(2.10) 1 fll2p@ny ~ INFlGlLe®n),

where the infimum is taken over all admissible functions (Rif), and one identifies functions
differing only by a constant.

The following lemma is the extension of the usual Hardy-$®b@mbedding theorem in the
case of Hardy-Sobolev spaces (s8¢ p.136]).

Lemma 2.11. Assume that’s < p<landlet g := % be the Sobolev conjugate exponent, so
that p > 1. Then H-P(R") — LP'(R").
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2.2.2. Lipschitz and BMO Spaced.he quotient spaceBMO(R") andC“(R") of functions modulo
constants, equipped with the norms

Iflovorsy = sup f|f(x) ~ foldx

beQcR"

and
£ — F(y)l
Ifllgegm := sup ————22 O<a<l,
C*®) (x,y)eR!':LR” IX=¥
XY

become Banach spaces. Hdge= { f stands for the mean valyg|~ [ f, and|E| here represents

E E
the Lebesgue measure of the BeBy John-Nirenberg Theorem and§] the space\,(R") defined
by (1.5 is a Banach space with norm

1/2
1 1 2
2.12 Iflla,@m = su —ffx—f :
( ) Al cubeQFg)R” |Q|(’/n [Q 5 | ( ) Q|

Moreover,A,(R") can be viewed as the dual spaceHdf(R") for @ = n(1/p — 1) which will be
denoted by IP(R™)*. A BMO(R") function f is said to belong t& MO(R") if

f|f(x) - fo| > 0, as|Q - 0.
Q

It can be proved tha¥ MO(R") is the closure iIBMO(R") of the continuous functions that vanish
at infinity andH(R") = (VMO(RM)* (for details see$4d).

2.2.3. Tent SpacesGiven a measurable functidn: R”+1 — R, let us consider

1/q
dzdt dxdt
AN = [ [[ror tm] SN = supl = f IR
r'(x)

1/2

1 dxdt
N,f(X) = sup |f(zt), C,(f)(X) = su —fff,sz— ,

(X) (Zt)erli()x)l (z 1)l ()X Ul BTz X IF 91" =

B

whereB := {(x, 1) : dist(x, B%) > t}. Furthermore, denote

(2.13) fw(x, 1) :—[ ff 1y, s)zdyd% . (xt) eRML

W(x,t)
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W standing for Whitney cubes, and let the operators marked atitde stand for modifications of
Ag, N. and€q with fy in place off, that is,

/q 1/q
~ dzdt dxdt
A = [ J | Iz O tm] - SalN09 = supl = f [ it 9055 |

Nt = sup [fw(z ).
(zter(x)

For a Lebesgue measurable Eetve letM (E) denote the collection of measurable functions on
E. For 0< p, g < o we define the following tent spaces:

T = {TeMEN: AN e LPEY]. T9 = {f eME A € LR},
TS = {feMERIM):N(f) e LPRN}, TE ={f e MRT™): N(f) € LPR")},
T = {TeMERIY:Cu( e LO®D), T3, = {f e MERY™) : Culs(1) € LR,

where in the last definition, fof < M(RQ”), we set

s(f)(xt):= sup [f(y,9)l
(Y,9)eEW(x1)

(the notation “sup” is interpreted as the essential supremThe spacesy P(R™1),0< p,gq < o
were first introduced by Coifman, Meyer and Stein@MS]. The spaced{ (R}, TR (RT1) and

T‘gf(RTl) started appearing in the literature more recently, nyuaaising for elliptic PDEs with
non-smooth caécients.
We mention thatCMS], Theorem 3, Section @oc. cit. implies that

(2.14) AG(DllLe = 1€ flle, g< p< oo,

and hence, the corresponding normd fhand T can be defined witkiq in place ofAj andC in
place ofﬁq, respectively.

Remark2.15 In the caser = 0 we will simply writeC, TS, andT;" instead ofCo, T5% andT;“O.

Lemma2.16.If O<p<landa= n(l — 1), the pairing
< f, g>—>fff(x t)a(x, t)dxOlt

le

realizes T, as equivalent to the Banach space dual (§f TMoreover, for pe (1, ) the same
pairing realizes f as equivalent with the dual offTwherel/p+ 1/p’ =1
Proof. Forp € (0, 1], in one direction one can adjust the argument£iki, p.313], or Bt, p.162],

while for the other one can follomutatis mutandthe argument infiMMc, p.32]. The proof for
the case € (1, «) can be found inCMS, p.316]. O
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Definition 2.17. LetO< p< 1. A sz—atom is defined to be a functiane sz supported irB, for
some ballB, for which

1/2
dxdt
(2.18) [[raxor=E| <,
g
and
(2.19) lallya < IBi %, forevery 1< q< co.

Eemark2.20 In the definition above we can replace the l&lvith a cubeQ and the tent region
B with a Carleson boRg.

Every function inT? has an atomic decomposition (s€&MS], [HMMc]):
2

Lemma 2.21.1f 0 < p < 1, for every fe T} there exists a sequence of atofagj>1 ¢ TS and a
sequencéd}j>; ¢ Csuch that f= 3; 4;a; in T}, and

1/p
{Z u,-|p} < lfllrg = APl
j

Lemma 2.22.1f 0< p < cothenTy - T8 — TP andTy - TS — TP

This factorization-type lemma is valid in a much bigger gaifity, but we are restricting here to
the particular cases of use in the present manuscript.

Proof. The result is a direct consequence of the fact figt- TS = T, and Ty - TS = TP
due to [CV] and the fact that for every,g : R — R", (x,t) € R, we have (g)w(x.t) <
Ow(X t) SURyxy f- m|
2.3. Estimates for solutions and layer potentials.Recall that we say that = -V - (AV-) satisfies
the standard assumptions wh&is an i + 1) x (n+ 1) matrix of complex-valued ™ codficients,

defined orR™* that satisfies.2) and for every solution the De Giorgi-Nash estimaites) holds.
Let us start with

Proposition 2.23(Caccioppoli inequality) Let Q be a bounded open set &, L satisfy the
standard assumptions, u be a solution for L<n Let B c Q a fixed ball of radius R such that
2B c Q. Then

(2.24) ff IVu(Y)? dY < % ff lu(Y)|? d.
2B

B
We recall a real variable result proved iliMo, Lemma 2.2]:

Lemma 2.25. If w € L2
w e LPO DR+ and

(2.26) ||W|||_p(n+l)/n(Rg+1) < C(p,n) ||N(W)||LP(R") .

(R™M1) is such thatN'(w) € LP(R") for some0 < p < 2n/(n + 1) then
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If, in addition, w is a solution of Lwe 0in R for an elliptic operator L whose solution satisfies
the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser bound$.6)—1.7), then(2.26) is valid for any0 < p < co. If w = Vu,
n(2+¢)

where u is a null-solution of L, thef2.26) holds for p< =<5+ for somes > 0.

Let us demonstrate at this point that, given our hypothésiti  andL enjoy the De GiorgNash
property, so dd.; andL?, by virtue of the “SCMC” entailed byl(4) with &g small. Indeed, this
observation follows immediately from the following pair m#sults. The first is due to Auscher
[A] and says that the De Giorgi-Nash bounds are stable urfidgrerturbations of-independent
elliptic operators. The second says that SCMC implies sdisdrepancy of the cdigcients also in
the L™ sense and thus, stability of De Gigiidash bounds.

Lemma 2.27([A]). If L% is an elliptic operator with t-independent complex-valuéticogficients
satisfying the De Giorgi-Nash bounds, then any ellipticrapm L with cogficients given by a
syficiently small I°-perturbation of the cggcients of I° satisfies the De Giorgi-Nash bounds.

Proposition 2.28. Let At = A(x,t) be an(n + 1) x (n + 1) complex elliptic matrix with bounded
measurable cggcients such that A= A(x, 0) that satisfies the De Giorgi-Nash bounds. H#-AA°
satisfies the Carleson measure condit{@rd) with syficiently small constant, then'atisfies the
De Giorgi-Nash bounds as well.

Proof. Fix (x,t) € R™?, and set

R(x 1) = A(Xt)x(0,3t/2), W(x,t) = A(x t/8)x(7t/8,9t/8), Wi (x,t) = A(x t/8)x(7t/8,9t/8).

It is easy to see from the definitions thatyf §) € Wi(x, t), then &, t) € W(y, s). Consequently,
A1) — A(X O)] < €y, 5),  Y(Y, 5) € Wi(x. 1),

so that

1

1 0
(AT = A D) < g

f le(y, 91 dyds

W]_(X,t)

<t™" f f le(y, S)IZOIYTOIS < €o,

R(xt)
where the implicit constants are purely dimensional. Thus
(2.29) IA" — A% < Cneo,
and by Lemma.27, (1.6) holds forL; as well. ]

We now record some estimates which hold in the special casm e cofficients aret-
independent.

Lemma 2.30([AAAHK ], Proposition 2.1) Let L and L satisfy the standard assumptions and be
t-independent. Then there is a uniform constart 0 depending only on n and ellipticity, and for
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every pe [2,2 + €), a uniform constant gsuch that, for every cube Q R", and te R, if Lu = 0
in the box b := 4Q x (t - £(Q),t + £(Q)), then we have the following estimates

i 0 1/p ( 1 o )1/[)
(2.31) (IQIL'VU(X’t)l dx) <Cp |Q*|fj(;* [Vu(x, 7)[Pdxdr|

EY vax (e : )“"
(2.32) (IQIL'VU(X’t)l dx) <GCp OUARE fo lu(x, 7)|Pdxdr|

where Q := 2Qx(t—£(Q)/4, t+£(Q)/4) is an n+1 dimensional rectangle with diameter comparable
to that of Q, and @ := 3Q x (t — £(Q)/2,t + £(Q)/2) is a fattened version of Q

In the introduction we defined the fundamental solutionseiased with an elliptic operator. In
the case when the cfiigients of the underlying matrix atendependent,

In light of (1.6) and (L.7), for every integem > 0, we have the estimates
C

2.34 o) (x t,y,0) <

(2.34) (@)™ (xt,y,0)] < Ty

and ifag is the De Giorgi-Nash exponent ith.©),
(2.35) [(@)™C(x+ h,t,y,0) - (3)™ (. t,y, 0)|

[h|*
(It + |x — yfyrrm-t+ao”

whenever t| < max(x - Yi, t).

+ |@)"T(xty+h,0) - (3)"T(x t,y,0) < C

See PAAHK ] for a detailed discussion of these and related results.

Lemma 2.36. Let L and L satisfy the standard assumptions and be t-independentQLz a
cube inR", and let x be any fixed point in Q. Then fopkl and m> -1,

2 e

(2.37) f (2Q)" @)™ Yy T(x Y, 9| dy<Cm(26Q) ", VeeR,
2k+1Q\2kQ
and
2 n—
(2.38) f [t (@)™ Vy T Y, 9)| o dy < Ca(£(Q) ™2, t=~ Q).
2Q
If ag > Ois the Holder exponent i(l.6), k > 4 and m> 0O, then for any yy’ € Q we have
(2:39) [ ey 0-recty. o des oz (@) "
2k+1Q\2kQ

Furthermore, fix(xo, to) € R™! and suppose thaky — X < 2p, [tg — t| < 2p and that k> 2. Then,

(2.40) f
Kp<Ixo—-yl<2<+1p

2
Vyssasm(r(x, t,y,s) —I'(xo. to, Y, S))|S=O| dy < Cn 9—2kao (zkp)—n—Zm.
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Proof. See PAAHK , Lemma 2.8], PAAHK , Lemma 2.13] and4AAHK , (4.15)]. m]

Lemma 2.41([AAAHK ], Lemma 2.9 and Lemma 2.10puppose that lL* satisfy the standard
assumptions and be t-independent. LeR" — C™1. Then for every cube Q, for all integerskl
and m> -1, and for all te R, we have

(2.42) 17 (SLV) - (FLpaguax)liEzgy < Cm2 ™4 AQ) 2™ 212 s g )
Moreover, for each mx 0,
(2.43) [t™ 0 (StV) - fllL2@ny < Califll2

We note that by translation invariancetjiakingf = (0, ..., 0, f) to be a purely “vertical” vector,
we obtain from 2.43) that
(2.44) t™ 10 2S¢ fll 2geny < CnlIflla-
For the sake of notational convenience, we observe théP)(can be reformulated as

2m+2
t
2 —-nk 2
(245) ||9t(f 12k+1Q\2kQ)”L2(Q) < Cm2 n (Zkf(Q)) ”f“Lz(Zk*lQ\ZkQ)

whered; = t™19M™1(S,V). We now consider generic operataswhich satisfy .45 for some
integerm > 1.

Lemma 2.46([AAAHK ], Lemma 3.5) (i) Suppose thaft;}ir is a family of operators satisfying
(2.49), for some ne 1, and for all t ~ £(Q). Suppose also thaup |16t]l>.» < C, and thatg;1 = 0
for all t € R (our hypotheses allow1 to be defined as an element ¢ ). Then for he L3(R"),

(2.47) lo:hi? < CE | |Vxh?.
RN RN
(ii) If, in addition, ||6;V«ll2—2 < C/t, then also
dxdt
(248) [[L,.. S <cnriz
RT*

As mentioned earlier, for theindependent operators the majority of the results on theded-
ness of the layer potentials as postulated in Theateiihas been established iHliMo]. (See
the introduction for a more detailed discussion). Here, @zall the boundary convergence results,
which will, in particular, clarify the definition of the opa!mrsV”S{-L o K, andK and specify the

meaning of {.11) in thet-independent case.

Lemma 2.49([HMiMo] (see also AAAHK ], Lemma 4.18 foip = 2)). Suppose that lL* satisfy
the standard assumptions and are t-independent and reft@rsignificance of constantg < 1
ande > 0 from Theoreni.12

There exist operatord™, K-, V“S{-L_O satisfying(1.19—(1.22) with the following properties

(i) 0, VSHf(.t) > (£31 +K) f,as t— 0, weakly in IP, for all f € LP, when p> 1and in
the sence of distributions when<pl, f € HP.
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(i) Duf — (¢%I +7() f,ast— 0, weakly in I’ when p> 1, f € LF, and in the weak*
topology ofA?, 0 < B < ayg, for f € AP,
(i) ViSuf — VS5; |t f,ast— 0, weakly in P, for all f € LP, when p> 1 and in the sence
of distributions When g1, feHP.
Moreover, there exists an operatdr, : LP — LP, 1 < p < 2+ g, such thatoSif —
(¢W11,n+1 + 71) f, as t— 0, weakly in [P.
3. THE FIRST MAIN ESTIMATE: SQUARE FUNCTION BOUNDS A LA THE KATO PROBLEM

In this section and the next, we prove a pair of “main estisiatieat are really the deep facts
underlying all of the results in this paper. The first isl#nsquare function bound, which may be
viewed as an extension of the solution of the Kato probléml[McT]. We also deducé.P and
endpoint versions, as a corollary of thié estimate. We recall that the “standard assumptions” are
listed in subsectio2.3.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that L and*Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and are t-independent. If
f e LR, C™1), then

(32) [ [ w5 fcnes dt) < Clfllany.

As a corollary of the previous lemma, we have

Corollary 3.3. Suppose that L and its adjoint* Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and have t-
independent cggcients. Then

dxdt
(3.4) Sgp@f f|tV(3tV) fF — < ||f||L°°(R”),

, dydt)\"? o
@s [ ff| L TEMIOF ) dxs 1. 25 p<e.

and

, dydt)\P? 0
(3.6) [ ffl ST ) ks iy L<p<es,

Analogous estimates hold in the the lower half spREe.

We give the proof of Lemma.1 now, and the proof of Corollar$.3at the end of this section.

Proof of Lemma&.1 We shall prove that
dxdt
(3.7) [, f 17 (S TP 28 < 1112,

provided that. and its adjoint_* satisfy the standard assumptions and Haivelependent cd-
cients. The analogous bound in the lower half-space holdedgame argument.
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As we pointed out in the introduction, the estimaed] for p = 2, that is, (.23, was proved in
[R], [GH]. It will be our starting point. Let us note that.@3 implies, in particular, the Carleson
measure estimate

dxdt
(3.8) sgp@ f f It(at)zstf(x)l2 —— < Ifllgny ,

by a classical argument off.
We begin with some preliminary reductions. Following thegdrof [AAAHK , Lemma 5.2],
we may integrate by parts in and then use Caccioppoli’s inequality in Whitney boxeseiduce

matters to proving
dxdt
[ f 0 (S9) TP 25 < 112y

We refer the reader toAJAAHK ] for the details. Futhermore, by translation invariance, iand
(1.23, we may replacev by V| := Vy, the n-dimensional “horizontal” gradient. Then, by the

adapted Hodge decomposition for thelimensional operatoL := —Z{jjzl DiAjDj, we may
reduce matters to proving that

2 dxdt
(3.9) K := f fR oS- AP 0 S5 < IR

whereA := (Ajj)1<i,j<n IS then x n “upper left block” of A; thusL = -V - A}V.. Observe that

B fme [0 (StV) - AfVF) (X)|2 t dxdt

= _%fme At (0t (StVy - AVIF) (9 0 (SiV - AV F) (9) 12 dxdit

- Cff @) Sy AP (9] £ dxdt + %K.
R

Hiding the small term on the left hand side of the inequdlitye see that it is now enough to
establish the bound(9), but withK replaced by

dxd
K _ff [t (00 (St9 - AnVnF)(X)I2 xa

We now write
(3.10) t*(3)°SiV) - A\VyF =
{0028tV - Ay = 2 ((0)°SeV) - A P} ViF + £2(00)2 (SiV) - Ay) PV F

= R(V)F) + & ((0)2StV) - AY) PV

3To do this rigorously, i.e., to ensure thatis finite, we would truncate thieintegral, resulting in controllable errors
when we integrate by parts; we omit the routine details.
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whereP; is a “nice” approximate identity given by convolution withsenooth, compactly sup-
ported, non-negative kernel with integral 1. In order toidymossible confusion, we note that the
t-derivatives are applied only t8;, but not toP;. The last term is the main term; we note that by
Carleson’s lemma, its contribution ko will be bounded, once we establish the Carleson measure
estimate

1 1@ dxdt
(3.11) Sup—= f 1t (0)*(StV) - A)YIP—— < C.
o IQlJo Jo t

We defer momentarily the proof of this bound, and considet flre “error” termR;, which we
rewrite as

R = {2 (3)28:9) - APy — 12 ((0)%StV) - A Pe) + 2 (00)%SeV) - Al = P) =t R+ R

Note thatR{1 = 0. Thus, by the case = 1 of LemmaZ2.41, the operatoR; satisfies (all of) the
hypotheses of Lemm2a46 whence it contributes a bounded square functio .to

Next, we consideR{’. Since the kernel aB; isT'(x,t,y,0), wherel'(x,t,y, s) = I'*(y, s X t) is
an adjoint solution iny(, s) away from the pole atqt), and is jointly translation invariant in the
argumentst( s), we have that

(312)  R/(VF) =t (((0)°SV) @@ - PIF)) = Sy (B- Vy(1 = POF) =t 11 + 12,

whered := (A1, .. Anetne1), @ndD = (Ans11, ... Anein). By (2.43), t3(8,)3(SiV) is bounded on
L2(R"), uniformly int. Moreover,

dxdt
ﬂ (1 - PYF(X)P—— < IIVFIi3,
RQ+1 t

by a standard argument using Plancherel's theorem. Thegahtribution ofl; is bounded. To
handlel,, we further decompose it as

2= — 238t (b- VF) + £ {33SiDP; - (93Sib) Pi} - V) F + 12 (97Sb) Py(V) F).

The first of these terms may be handled by2@), after using Caccioppoli’s inequality on Whitney
boxes to reduce the order offidirentiation by one; moreover, by Carleson’s lemma a&ng),(the
same strategy may be applied to the last term. The middle ikeohthe formé:(V,F), whereé;
satisfies the hypotheses of Lemihd6 and therefore its contribution is also bounded.

It remains to establish the Carleson measure estinfaid)( To this end, we invoke a key
fact in the proof of the Kato conjecture. BYAIHLMCcT], there exists, for eack), a mapping
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Fo =R" — C" such that
f ViFol? < CIQ
. fRn 2 Q|
il LiFolc<C
(3.13) o ”z(;l “
(i) sup [ f Zx 9P 2

0(Q) dXd'[
< Csupf fl{(x DEV)Fo(IP ——

for every function? : R — C", whereE; denotes the dyadic averaging operator, i.&(i,t) is
the minimal dyadic cube (with respect to the grid induceddycontainingx, with side length at

leastt, then
Eig(x) := f g.
Q(x.b)

HereV,Fq is the Jacobian matriX);(Fg);j)i<i,j<n, and the product

n
{EViFq = Z GiEDiFq
i=1
is a vector. Given the existence of a family of mappifggwith these properties, we see, as in
[AT, Chapter 3], that by (iii), applied withi(x, t) = T;A;, whereT; := t%(3;)4(S.V}), it is enough to
show that

fo - o/ TAN () (BVIFQ) (x)FO%OIt < CIQ.
But as in AT], we may exploit the idea ofJM] to write
(TADEVIFQ = {(THADE: - TiA} ViiF + TiA V) Fo
= (TLAD(E: - PYVIFQ + {(TeADPL - TeAy} ViiFq + TeA VY Fq
= RVIFq + RPVFo + AV Fo.
where as abovd?; is a nice approximate identify. By the case= 1 of Lemma2.36 and Cauchy-

Schwarz, we have tha@tA; € L*, so the contribution of the terﬁe{l) may be handled by a standard

orthogonality argument, giver8(L3(i). The operatorRt(z) is exactly the same as the operalyr
in (3.10 (up to a minus sign), and we have already shown that the laltieys a square function
bound. Finally, by definition of;, we have that

TiA V) Fo = t3(r)°SiL Fo.
By the casen = 0 of (2.44), and @.13(ii), we then obtain

Q) dxdt (Q) (Q)
f I(TtAnVnFQ) (><)|2 X f It ((00StLyFq) (WP tdxdt < {,(lgl)zfo tdt ~ |Ql,

as deS|red. O
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We conclude this section with the proof of corollary38.

Proof of Corollary3.3. Estimate 8.5 follows immediately from Lemm&.1 and the Carleson
measure estimate8(4). Indeed, the casp = 2 of (3.5 is equivalent to the upper half-space
version of @.2), by the elementary fact that vertical and conical squanetfans are equivalent in
L2. The case X p < o then follows by tent space interpolatioB1S] between the casp = 2,
and the cas@ = o, which is (3.4).

Thus, we have reduced matters to provi@gland @.6). We treat 8.4) first. The proof follows
a classical argument off. We split f = 3}° fx, wherefo = fliq, and fx 1= fly2g kg,
k> 1. By (3.7), we have

Q) dxdt
f [tV (StV) fo(X)? — % f 112 < 1QUITllLe ) -
0 Q 4Q

Now suppose that > 1. Sinceuy := (S5;V) fx solvesLug = 0 inR™?!\ (4Q x (-44(Q), 4£(Q)), by
Caccioppoli’'s inequality, we have that

Q) dth 2((Q)
fo Q|tV(StV) fi ()12 —— f f |(StV) fi(x) - cQ| dxdt,

where the constart, is at our disposal. We now choosg := (S;V) fk|t:O(XQ)' wherexq denotes
the center of). We observe that, by Cauchy-Schwarz,

I(SeV) f(9) - col”

< f [V s(C(x LY. §) = T(%Q. 0.y, 9)lsco|* dy f ME
2k+2Q\2k+1Q 2k+2Q\2k+1Q

< 2720 f 2 < 2720 f2,
2k+2Q\2k+1Q

where we have use@ .40 in the next to last inequality. Summing knpwe obtain 8.4).

Next, we prove §.6). By translation invariance if the case X p < o is already included in
the conclusion of Lemma.1l The case Xk p < 2 then follows by interpolation with the Hardy
space bound

1tVOiStFilry < 11l cen -

To prove the latter, by a standard argument, flises to assume thdt= a, anH* atom adapted to
a cubeQ, and to establish the “molecular bounds”:

(3.14) f f f |tV6tSta(y)|2 y —dx < 2—8k(2—'<5(Q))‘”, k=0,1,2,..,
Vi [X=yl<t

where, given a cub® c R", we setVy = Vo(Q) := 2Q, andVy = Vi(Q) := 2¢1Q\ 2¥Q,k > 1. To
prove @.14), we may suppose th&t> 4, since the desired bound for smiafollows trivially from
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the globall.? bound. To this end, we neeed only observe that

dydt
f f f Vo Saly)P g dx
Vie Syt t

2k—1€(Q) 2j[(Q) d dt
< f f IVorSa(y)*t didy + Z f ‘ f Vo Sa(y)l? ny_ Tdx
:Jo Vi J2 [X-yl<t t

>k 1-1(Q)
26(Q) 21714(Q) dvdt
< [ £, Casapradys Y [T gsaprtu
Vit J2eQ Tk IV J2720Q) Jixyi<at

< 2720k (27 Q)"
where in the preceding estimates we have used the follomgigdients: Fubini’'s Theorem in the
first inequality, to obtain the first integral, whe¥g is a “fattened” version o¥; Caccioppoli in
the second inequality, whe¥g™ is a further fattened version &; and, in the third inequality, that

l0:Seay)l s £(Q)0(t + ly — Xgl)~™?°, by the standard properties Bt atoms, and the “Calderon-
Zygmund estimate”4.35 with m = 1, wherexq denotes the center ). m|

4. THE SECOND MAIN ESTIMATE. TENT SPACE BOUNDS FOR VL1V

In this section we will prove our second set of “main estimatavhich are tent space bounds
for the operatoW L~ div, for t-independent.. The first result treats the cape= 2.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that L and*Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and are t-independeren Th
VL ldiv: T2 > T2, and

(4.2) VL divdll, < C I1llrz .

where C depends only upon dimension, ellipticity, the Dedidash constants, and the constant
in (1.23.

We defer momentarily the proof of the lemma.
Next, we state appropriate versions in the gasel. As above, and in the sequel, given a cube
Q c R", we set
Vi = Vi(Q) := 2¢1Q\ 2Q, k> 1.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose that L and*Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and are t-independent.
Suppose also that/fn + @g) < p < 1, and let a be a (vector-valued)fTatom, taking values in

c™1, adapted to a cube Q (i.e., to the Carleson bex:R Qx (0, £(Q))). ThenVL!div a satisfies
the “molecular size” estimates

(4.4) IN(VL™Y - @)llLneagy < CL(Q)" )

- - n(1-1
(4.5) IN(VLV - @)llpv@) < C27(2(Q)) (3 p), k=6,7,...,

wheree > 0 and C depend only upon dimension, ellipticity, p, the De @iNiash constants, and
the constant if{1.23.
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As a corollary of Lemmal.1 and Propositionrt.3, we have the following.

Proposition 4.6. Suppose that L and-Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and are t-independent.
Then there is a@ > 0 such that for i(n + ag) < p < 2+ &, we havevL tdiv: TS — T8, i.e., for
every® e TH(RT, C™Y),

4.7 VL div@lls < C llrp

wheree depends only upon dimension, ellipticity, the De Gjbtgsh constants, and the constant
in (1.23, and C depends upon these parameters and p.

Proof of Propositiord.6 (assuming Propositiod.3and Lemmat.1). The proofis completely stan-
dard except for the range2 p < 2 + . Let us suppose first that/'(n + ag) < p < 2. The case

p = 2is Lemmad.l Given the lemma, it therefore Sices, by tent space interpolation, to prove
the casen/(n + ap) < p < 1. To this end, we claim that it flices to replac® (in (4.7)) by an
atoma(x, t), i.e. to prove that there exists a uniform const@rguch that for ever;ff atom,

(4.8) IN(VL™IV - @)lLpoan < C.
Indeed, TS N T2 is dense ifT}; moreover, for everyp € TYNTZ, there is an atomic decomposition
@ = Y ay, with 3 |4 P ~ ||<I>||$p, which converges in botfi} and inT2 (see EMS, Theorem 1

2 —~,
and Proposition 5], and alséiMMc, Proposition 3.25].) SincELtdiv : T2 — T2 (by Lemma
4.1), we therefore obtain that, fab = ¥, Axac € TS N T2,

(4.9) N(VLVdive) < 3l (N(VL MV divay)

whence the claim follows.
Hence, we fix a cub® c R", and an atona, supported in the Carleson b&g = Q x (0, £(Q)).
We decompose thp-th power of the norm in4.8) as follows:

where \{ = 2¢1Q\ 2¥Q. The desired bound now follows immediately from Holdersguality and
(4.4-(4.5). This concludes the proof of Propositidr6in the range in the rang® (n+ag) < p < 2.
The proofinthe range 2 p < 2+¢is more delicate, and we defer it until the end of this sectian

Next, we give the

Proof of Lemmat.1 Let®d e TZ(R}*), taking values irt™!. We may assume thdt € C3(R}*1),

since this class of functions is denseTif. Our goal is to show thal(VL-V®) belongs toL2.
For (x,t) € R™!, setBy; := B((x,1),t/2) c R™?, and letAy; := A(X,t/2) = {y e R" : [x—y| < t/2}.
We setw := L1 div @, and define

(NVw)()” = sup lff [vwi2dyds
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We remark thaiN differs slightly fromN, but they are equivalent ibP norm, by the well known
fact that one may vary the aperture of the cones defiﬁr{gee FS)). Therefore we work withN
throughout this section. We claim that ittBaes to show that there is an expongnrt 2, depending
only upon dimension and ellipticity, for which we have theéntaise bound

(4.10) N(VW)(%) < (M(FA(@)D(3)"+ M((Vw)(-, 0))(X) ,

whereM denotes the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator. The désirebound for the first of
these terms follows immediately. To handle tifenorm of the second, lét e L?(R", C™1), so that

(4.11) KVw(-0).h)l = ‘ f fR o0k Wd%dt

oy 2 dxdt) 2
< 1@l ( f fR v (sty) h|ZT) < @iz lIhlz.

where in the last step we have usé&d/] for L*. Taking a supremum over all suthwith norm 1,
we obtain thai|M(Vw(-, 0))|l2 < ||d>||T22, thus establishing the claim. Let us digress momentarily

and note, for the sake of future reference, that the saméyaajument, but now with € L? (R"),
shows that, by3.6) and translation invariance inwe have

(4.12) 1(@wW)(, O)llLpny < CpllP@llrp l<p<eo.

We proceed now to the proof o4.(10). Fix (xo, to) € R+, setBy := By(Xo, to) := B((Xo, 0), 2+?tp)

R™ k=0,1,2.., and letAy := Ax(Xo, 1) := Bi(Xa, to) N (R" x {0}). We split
W= Zwk = Z L=t div ®y,
k=0 k=0
where
Qg = q)lBo R Oy = (D]'Bk\Bk-l , k>1.

We further subdivideDy = @ + @;, where®; = ®glit»t,/4, Which induces a corresponding
splitting wo = W), + w;. SinceVL 1 div : L3(R™1) — L?(R™!), we have that

1 dxdt
VW2 < — f f O < f f D0 )P < A (@)2(0).
JCJC 0 t8+1 Bon{t>to/4} BoN{t>to/4} t+t

Bxoto
uniformly intg, provided that we have definef, with respect to cones of ficiently large aperture
(as we may do: se€MS, Prop. 4, p. 309]). Thus, the contributionwgf gives the desired estimate.
To handlew;, we first note thatwy = 0in B ; = B((Xo, t0), 3to/4). Consequentlyywy satisfies
the Reverse Holder estimate

/9

2
fflvwwz < Canan ff Vwgl 4| q<2,

BXO’tO on,to
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whereﬁl'gxo,t0 = B((xo,t0), bto/8). We recall that for some > 0, depending only upon dimension

and ellipticity, VL™ div : LIR™?) — LIR™?), for all g € (2 — &, 2). We now fix such a, so that,
by the Reverse Holder estimate, we have

2/q 4t 2/q
@13 ff P < {il I |<1>g|Q] <(f £ 00 ax) aya
< ty AoJO Ix-yl<t

X0-to
4t q/2 2/q
- ) 2 dyd ) d < q 2/q )
: (JICX(J—XKBto (Jg f i<t By, DI dyd X] < (M (AA(D)Y) (x0))

Sinceq < 2, the contribution ofv also satisfies the desired bound.

Next, we considew = }°; Wk. SinceLw = 0 in By, following [KP], by Caccioppoli’s in-
equality and the Moser type bountl.?) (recall that we assume De GiofiyashiMoser estimates,
by hypothesis), we have that,

2
(4.14) ff IVW? < % ff IW — Cyo ol

Bxoto Bxoto

2 2

1 _ _ 1 _
< & ff IW(y, S) — W(y, O)ldyds| + % ff [W(y, 0) — Cx,.t,ldyd

Bxoto Bxoto

2 2
< (JC sup |0sW(y, s)ldy| + (JC |V, wi(y, O)|dy) =1+,
[Xo—Yyl<5tg/8 s<13tp/8 [Xo—Yl<5to/8

where as abovéxo,t0 := B((Xo, to), 5to/8); in the last line, we have used Poincaré’s inequality to
obtain termil (with Cy, := Fromyicsiofe M-
We treat terni| first. Observe that

2
(4.15) 1< (M(Vw(., 0))(x0))2 + ( J|C IVWo(Y, 0)|dy) =1 +11",
Xo

—YI<5to/8

where we have crudely dominatitwi, |V, wo| by the norms of their respective full gradients. The
term 11’ is of the form that we seek im(10. We handlell” by a similar duality argument, but



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 27

now withh € L*({|xg — y| < 5tp/8}). We then have that, byMS, Theorem 1, p. 313],

ol o). dxdt
IL;QH otV (St V) n Tt

< 3" fR n A(@0)(¥) C(tV (St V) h) () dx

to" KVwo, | = t5"

< f A®)X) dX [lleo < M (A2()) (%) [l
[Xo—X|<8to

where in the next-to-last step we have used Corol@aB/for L*, and the fact that the compact

support ofdg contrains in turn the support oo (®p). Taking a supremum over all subhwith L

norm 1, we have thal” < M (Ax(P)) (x0)?, so that the desired bound holds for this term also.
It remains to treat terrhin (4.14). We write

(4.16)  O5(Y.9) = (AsT(Y. ) — (OsW) (. 0)) + (BsW) (v, 0) =: R(y. S) + (3W) (¥.0).

Notice that(dsw) (y, 0) contributes td an expression that satisfies the same bourldl as(4.15),
which we have already handled. Recalling that }),° ; wk, we have a corresponding splitting
R = 221 Rk, and we treat each term in the latter sum separately. We fan@me 2< p < 2+¢,
with & depending only on dimension and ellipticity, and épr= p/(p — 1), that

Rty 91 = | [[ Tual0se:50 - 0a)(5.0.x.) - @1 e

1/q

1/p
< (fka\Bkl |Vx,t(asr(y’ S, X t) — (0sD)(y, 0, X, t))|p dxdt) (f Dk (x, 1)|9 dxdt)

1/q
< 27K [ ff |d(x, )4 dxdt]
Bk

by the estimate of N. MeyetsCaccioppoli’s inequality, and2(34), sincely — Xo| < tp ands < 2to.
But now, following the computations irt(13 above, we find that for sone< 2,

(417) RO < YIRS 5 )L 274 (M (AAD) (o)™ 5 (M (A(@)%) (x0)) 7
k=1 k=1

uniformly in (y, s) as above, which yields the desired boundlfor m|

With the lemma in hand, we present the

“We note that the estimate of Meyers continues to hold for ¢exngodficients: it is simply a consequence of the
self-improvement of the reverse Holder inequalities far gradient that one obtains from the inequalities of Caugmb
and Sobolev.
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Proof of Proposition4.3. We fix a cubeQ c R", and an atom adapted @ (more precisely, to its
Carleson b0>RQ3. We first observe thati(4) is an immediate consequence of Lem#ng and the
definition of aT; atom @.18):

(4.18) [ Ry < a2, < Qi
64Q ’

We turn now to the “far-away” estimaté.g). To lighten the exposition, as before, we shall work
with a variant of the non-tangential maximal functish ForF € L2 (R7*1), we set

loc
N 2 _ 2
(N(F)()" := §3§J§f IF(y, 9°dyds:

Here,B; := Bys := B((X,6),6/2). We fixk > 6, letx € Vj := 2<1Q\ 2XQ, and forBs = By, as
above, we write

(4.19) JCJC|VL‘1V-a|2dyds: ff|Vy,sffVuF(y,s,z,t)-a(zt)dzdfdyds
By Ro

Bs

We note that, sincex € Vi, we have thawv := L1V - ais a solution ofLw = 0 in B =
B((x, 6), 36/4). For the sake of notational convenience, werset£(Q), and we split

1/2 1/2
N(F) < sup [ffm?] + sup [ffFF] =: Ny(F) + No(F).
§>243¢ §<2K=3¢ B,

Bs

Consider firsiNy, i.e., the case that > 2-3r. In this case, by Caccioppoli’s inequality in thies
integral, followed by Cauchy-Schwarz, Caccioppoli, aneldkomic estimate in thet integral, we
have that4.19) is bounded by a constant times

(24r)2 ff | f f VZtF(y,s,Lt)-a(z,t)dzdfdyds (whereB; := B((x, 8), 56/8))

B, Ro

s f| [[Iro.szo-reszof | fRQ a2 |dyds
6 (R

< 2-200k(gkp)-2np ff Ialzgts 9-2a0k(Qkp)-2nnpn(i-2/p)
Rq

where in the last pair of estimates, we have use@5 and .18, and the fact tha[ﬁQ| ~
Since this bound holds uniformly fér> 2<-3r, we find that

(4.20) f (Nl(VL‘lv : a))2 < 2-K(200+n) n(1-2/p) _ p-2ek (zkr)”(l—Z/P) ’
Vi

with € := a9+ n—n/p > 0, sincep > n/(n + ap).



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 29

Next, we consideN, i.e., the case that < 2¢3r. Recall thaw = L1V - a. Forx € Vj, we
have thallw = 0 in Bs = Bys. Following [KP], by Caccioppoli’'s inequality and the Moser type
bound (L.7), we have that,

2
, |1
(4.21) VWi~ < 5 W — Cysl
Bs gé
2 2

1 1
5 ff w(y, s) —w(y, 0) dyds + 5 f Iw(y, 0) — Cys| dyd
Bs

By

A

2 2
s(f sup [dsw(y, s)ldy| + (JE IVHW(y,O)Idy) =1+,
Ix-y|<56/8 s<135/8 [x-y|<55/8

where as aboveB; := B((x, 5), 55/8); in the last line, we have used Poincaré’s inequalityltain

termll (with Cys = J|Cx_y|<55/8 W).

We first consider the contribution of termFors < 6 < 2<3r, and for|x — y| < § < 23r, with
X € Vy, by Caccioppoli's inequality we have that

2
panty. 9 < | [[ vartns 29 a2z
Ro

sr‘zﬁfo

oor(y. s zt) - T(y. s 2, 0))|2 dzdt f j;o |a* dzdt

< 2—2aok(2kr)—2nrnff |a|2didt << 27200k gkpy-2npnpni-2/p)
Rq

where we have use@ 35 and €.18. Since this inequality holds uniformly for the rangeyos
under consideration, we obtain the same bound for temmiformly ins < 2¢=3r. Integrating over
Vk, we obtain precisely the same estimate agli(), as desired.

Finally, we consider ternl, which for|x — y| < 6 < 273r, with x € V, satisfies

I 172 <M (12k+2Q\2k—2Q|V||W|) (X) :

Therefore, taking a supremum oveg 2<3r, and integrating ovevy, we find that the contribution
of Il is controlled by

2
| M (g zv) < | IV, 0)dly
Vi 2k+2Q\2k—2Q

B ‘L‘l«-ZQ\zk—ZQ

2
[[ 7yare0.2 - az g dzaf ay
Ro
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A f [ [9(r.0.29 - 1.0.20.0)) dzde f a2 24
2k+2Q\2k—2Q

< 2—20/ok(2kr)—n pN(1-2/p) _ 9-2¢k (Zk )n(l—Z/p)

>

as in @.20), where in the last three lines we have used Cauchy-SchvmarZaccioppoli, £.40),
and @.18). i

We now state a corollary of the estimates that we have provéalrs

Corollary 4.22. Suppose, as in Propositiofh.3 and Proposition4.6, that L and L* satisfy the
standard assumptions, are t-independent and thatdtisfies the ¥ square function boungL.23).
Suppose first that/iin + ag) < p < 1. Let a be aC™!-valued 15 atom adapted to Q. Then

(4.23) (VLY - &) (, O)lpieaqy < C Q")

(4.24) 1(VL2V - @) (- O)llLoquiqy < C27 (2'<£(Q))”(%‘%) , k=6,7,...
Moreover, for everyb e Tp(]Rn+l c™1), and p as indicated, we have

(4.25) fR (VL™  div ) (y. )P dy < C||<1>||Tp, n/(n+ag) < p<2,
(4.26) (V)L div @) (-,0)||Hp(Rn) < Cl®llyp, n/(n+ag)<ps<l,
(4.27) [|(N- AVL" div @) (.,0)||Hp(Rn) < Cli®llrp, n/(n+ag) <p<1,

The constant C in each of these estimates has the same daperadethe constant if.7).

Sketch of proofit is enough to work witha and ® compactly supported i1, as the class of
such functions is dense Tff (and the compact support property is preserved in@éJ] atomic
decomposition). For sucaand®, the “boundary traces” ovL 1 diva, VL div® make sense
(e.g., via Lemma2.30), and inherit fromAN (VL1 div a), K/(VL‘ldiVCD) the claimed bounds in
(4.23-(4.25. To be more precise, Lemnta30trivially implies its LP analogue, forp < 2, by
Holder’s inequality on one side and reverse Holder egigsian the gradient of the solution on the
other. This, in turn, directly entails bounds on the bougdegice in terms of the corresponding
non-tangential maximal function ibP, p < 2, and, respectively4(23-(4.25. To prove ¢.26)-
(4.27), it is enough to decompose into sz atoms, and to observe that b¥.23-(4.24), for a
T} atoma, the functionsm := (V)L diva) (-, 0), andmg := (N- AVL 2 diva) (-, 0), areHP(R")
molecules (up to a uniform multiplicative constant), simaeh has mean value zero (as may be
seen by integrating by parts). m|

It remains to complete the proof of Propositidre. We shall require the following variant of
Gehring’s lemma as proved in Iwanidg. [
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Lemma 4.28. Suppose thad < g,h € LS(R"), with 1 < s < o0, and that for all cubes @ R",

e (fef e palf]

Then, there exists  p(n, p, Cp, C1) > s such that
(4.30) f g°<C hP.
n Rn

Proof of Propositior4.6in the case < p < 2+ . As above, we setv := L™t divd. By (4.10),
we may reduce matters to proving BAR") bound for ¥w)(:, 0). We claim that the conditions of
the lemma are verified, with

(4.31) s=2, g:= |VW(,0), andh := C(®) + (M (Ax(D)")Y9 + |(8:w)(x, 0)],

for someq < 2. Given the claim, we observe tht|, < ||CD||T2p, by (4.12 and [CMS, Theorem 3],
since 2< p < oo. The conclusion of Propositiof 6then follows in the present case.

We now proceed to establish the claim. We fix a c@be R", and we splitb = &g + 3,7, Dy,
where®q := @1g,,, and whereby = ®lg, ;. .1, K 2 1. Letwo + 3wy be the corresponding
splitting of w, and sew := ., Wi. Of course, this is essentially equivalent to our splittofgv
in the proof of Lemmat.1 Our goal is to prove the bound

+f sup [9:W(x, t)|dx.
3

(4.32) ( Jg |Vw(-,o)|2)l/2 < J€Q|Vw(.,0)| + ( Jg IC(CD)IZ) 0 o)

Let us take the latter estimate for granted momentarily, strmlv that it implies 4.29), for the
particularg andh defined in £.31). We observe that we need only treat the last term, as thesothe
are of the desired form. We note that this last term is esagnthe same as (the square root of)
terml in (4.14), so that, exactly as im(16-(4.17), we have that

1/2

sup [3W(x t) < inf (M (AAD)?) (2)"% + (8 W)(x, O)|
t<£(Q) 2Q

< Inf (M (A(®)%) @)™ + [(9w) (0 ) + I(@wo) (. O)
(here, we are using the non-centered maximal function). fifbieand second of these terms con-

tribute the desired bound as per the definitiomahe contribution of the third is controlled by the
stronger estimate

1/2
(4.33) ( JgQ (Vo) 0)|2)

1/2 12
= (Jng(VL_l dIV (I)Q)(X, 0)|2) < (% fj};@ |(I)(X, t)|2@) < Izg(gc(q)) ’

by (4.25 and the definition ofg (and where we are using a non-centered versiar) ozathering
our estimates, we see thdt$2 implies @.29 with s,g,has in @.31).
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Therefore, it remains only to establish 2. To this end, we observe that, by.83,

1/2 1/2 1/2
(Jg |(VW)(x,0)|2dx) s(f) |(VW)(x,0)|2dx) +(J€ |C(<I>)|2) |

Since the last term is an appropriate bound, we need onljidemthew term. By construction
LW = 0in Qag = 4Q x (-4((Q),4((Q)). Thus, by £.32 (with p = 2), and (..7), and then
following an argument of{P], we have

1/2 1 Q)
—_— 2 - —_~ _
(ng(VW)(x, 0)| dx) < o) JL;,Q JL:[(Q) [W(X, t) — coldtdx

1 @ Lo
o) JQQ JZ(Q) W(x, t) — W(x, 0)| dtdx + e) Jg o [W(x, 0) — cql dx

SJC sup |0¢W(x, t)|dx+JC [V w(X, 0)|dx+JC [V wo(x, 0) dx,
3Q [tI<f(Q) 3Q 3Q

where in the last step, having chosen the constgrappropriately, we have used Poincaré’s in-
equality, and then spli = w—wjp. Crudely dominating the tangential gradient by the fulldieat,
and once again applying .33, we obtain £.32. m|

We conclude this section with two remarks.

Remark4.34 Having completed the proof of Propositign6, we note that4.25 may now be
extended to the rangg(n+ ag) < p< 2+ &.

Remark4.35 The upper boung < 2 + ¢ in Proposition4.6 is optimal in the following sense.
Observe that by Remark 34 and duality (and interchanging the roleslondL*), we have the
square function bound

, dydt\P/2
@ss) [ (], f| L PEMIOPRS) <Gl 2-a<pew.
RN X-y|<t

where 2— g is dual to 2+ . Let us now specialize to the case that thiedependent cd&cients
of L are real symmetric. Then witl(x, t) := (S;V) f(x), with f € LP, by [DJK], we have that

f|u(x,0)|pst*(u)psf s@P< [11P,  2-e1<p<w,
RN RN

whereS(u) := A(tVu) denotes the conical square function, and the last stepd§)( But this says
that (StV)|t=0 : LP — LP, by definition ofu. Now further specialize to the “block” case (i.e., the

case thal\p, 1 = 0= Ajn1,1 < j < n), so thatS; = %e‘t‘/"_”Lil/z, wherel := = X1'_; A 1y

is the n-dimensional operator formed from the “upper lefit’ n block of the coéficient matrix
A. Thus, V)|, = L; 7V, which is the adjoint of the.-adapted Riesz transform. By the
examples of Kenig (which may be found iAT]), givene; > 0, there is arL with real symmetric

codficients, for which the adjoint Riesz transform is not bounded.P with p = 2 — &;.
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5. THE THIRD MAIN ESTIMATE. TENT SPACE BOUNDS FOR VL_l%

Let us now turn to the third main estimate, which will be thescof our approach to the Dirichlet
problem.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that L and*Lsatisfy the standard assumptions and are t-independent.
Then

(5.2) VL TP S5 T8, 1<p<2+e,

for somee > 0O, depending on the standard constants only. Here the opetatb% is to be
interpreted via

dxd
(5.3) (L‘l%‘I’) (y,9) := fjl;ﬂ*l I(y, s X, t) P(x, t) %t (v, e R,

Proof. The argument follows the general lines of the proof of Lemfiria Let ® € 'Tf(RQ*l). By
density, it is again siicient to work with® e C3(R!) and we let := L™110.

Next, fix (xo,to) € RM! and split® = Oy + @f + X2, Pk according to dyadic annuli of
B((x%o, 0), 4tp) (this is the same notation as in the proof of Lenvrh in particular,®;, is supported
in a Whitney cube andy is supported in a Carleson region below it), and, respdyfive =
Wy + Wy + W = W[+ W + 37 W

First of all, by Sobolev embeddingL ™! : L

2(n+1) (n+1)
ff ALVARES e ( f f |/t 75 ) :
Bon{t>tp/4}

Bxato

2(n+ 1)

(R™1) - L2(R™1) and hence,

Now we use the fact thaky is supported in a Whitney region arounxp,(to), so that in particular
t =~ tp within the region of integration, and Holder inequalityliound the expression above by

f f ) t)|2— < T () (%02
Bon{t>ty/4}

uniformly in tp. (See Sectio.2.3for notation).
Turning tow,/, we observe thar.‘l(@g/t) is a solution inB((Xo, to), 3to/4), and hence, by Cac-
cioppoli inequality,

64) ff PGP < o ol |G

B to Bxoto
2
., dyd
jf F(X9 t, y’ S)(DO (y9 S) y T
Bon(t<to/4} S

S tﬂ+3 fL
. ., dydg?
(YBonit<to/a T (6 T+, )y (V> PG w (Y- S)TT

s (g3 ff

%oto

Bxoto
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1 dydd® ~
7 /] vt 92 <G,

(again, see Lemmé 1and Sectior2.2.3for notation). Here, in the fourth inequality we exploited
the separation betwedsy, ;, and the support dfg,nt<to/aT(% ; -, 2w as well as pointwise esti-
mates or". It is tacitly assumed throughout the argument that avagadenoted by the subscript
W is performed on Whitney cub&¥/(x, t) of diameterct, with ¢ small enough to not obscure such
a separation.

It remains to address. Similarly to (4.14), we have

<

2 2

_ 1 _ _ 1 _
f VW% < & ff [W(y, s) — W(y, 0)ldyds| + % ff [W(y, 0) — Cyq.t,ldyd

B
*olo Broio Broro

13t/8 2
s( JC f |aT\TV(y’T)|dey) + ( f IV w(y, 0)|dY)
IXo-Yl<5to/8 JO IXo—Y|<5to/8

13to/8 2
< ( f £ iy - ocit. ) drdy)
[Xo—Yl<5tg/8 0

2
+ (JC |VW(y,0)|dy) =12+ 112,
[Xo—YyI<5to/8

with a suitably chose@y, 1, to ensure Poincaré inequality. Note a slightlffelient separation into
| andll compared to4.14). Just as in4.15),

2

Il < M(Vw(-, 0))(%) +JC IVWo(y, 0) dy =: 11" + 11"
[Xo—Yl<5to/8

Let us start with1”. Leth e LP (R", C"™1), so that

(YW, 0). bl = (VL™ (@/1)(.,0). o] = ‘ f fR 000 (SER)y B8

S 1@l ST V)hllzp < I1@lip Iy

T
where in the last step we have usédl¢) for L* and its companion fo5;V in place of Dy
(proved in thet-independent case irHMiMo]). One can note thatl(14) provides an estimate
in T2, not TS, but since 8- V)h is a solution inR"*1, the corresponding norms are equivalent

by Moser bounds. Taking a supremum overtale LP (R", C™1) with norm 1, we obtain that
IM(VW(-, 0))llLr < ||(D||-Flp-

To handlell””, take nowh € L*({|Xo — Y| < 5to/8}). Then

ty" KVwo, )| = t5"

ooy - dxdt] .
ff Do(x. 1) - (SE' V) h(x) —| < t"IDoll (St V)hil
RTl t 1 o0



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 35

wherer is taken so that X r < p. Note thaﬂld)ollﬂ = [[A(Pow)llLr = AL(Dow)lILr (B(xo,10t), dUE
to the support ofby. Hence, employing bounds o8 V)h once again, we have

" < (M((AL@W) )Y, 1<r<p,

which will end up in the same contribution HS.
Finally, let us turn td. We have foitxg — y| < 5t9/8, 0< 7 < 13tp/8,

|a‘rw(ya T) - 6TW(y, O)l < Z |51Wk(y, T) - a‘er(y’ 0)|
k=1

(o)

dxdt

(0:T(y. 7. x.1) = (B:I)(¥, 0. X, 1)) - Dy(x, t) ——

(o8]

dxdt
<>, sup (A7) - (@D)Y:0,- 1)), (6D ff |[Orw(x. 1) ——
k=1 (XDEBK\By-1 Bic\Br_1

N kao axat
Z 2kt0)n ffl;k\Bk . | Drew(x t)| < €1 (®)(%o0).

This finishes the proof. ]

6. THE PROOF OF THEOREM 1.12

In the present section we prove Theorérfi2and establish some accompanying results extend-
ing our Main Estimates from Sectiof@s5 to the case of cdicients depending on the transversal
directiont. We shall often writd_; in place ofL, to underline the dierence withL.

Let us start stating the following auxiliary Lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Assume that operator & L; = —V - AV satisfies the conditions on Theoréni2
Then for everyb € C3’(R}™) the quantity[VL™'®li+», p € (po, 2 + &), is finite.

We postpone the proof of the Lemma to the end of this Sectionnéw, let us proceed with the
perturbation results.

Lemma 6.2. Let L = L be an elliptic operator satisfying assumptions of Theoteh® Then
(6.3) Viitdiv: TS > TR, n/(n+ag) <p<2+e.

Moreover, for everyb e T)(R1¥,C™1), and p as indicated, we have

(6.4) f | (VL7 dive) (v.0) dy < Cllolf,.  n/(n+ao)<p<2+e.

(6.5) | (VL1" div @) (-,0)||Hp(Rn) < Cll®llyp, n/(n+ag)<ps<l,

(6.6) |(N- AVL;* div @) ()l gogeny < Cli®llrp.  n/(N+a0) <p<1.



36 STEVE HOFMANN, SVITLANA MAYBORODA, AND MIHALIS MOURGOGLOU

Proof. By density, it is stficient to estimat@LIl divd for ® € Cg"(RTl). Let us recall that for
such® the quantitWVLIl div Ollzp is finite by Lemma&6.1 Furthermore,

(6.7) Lot — L1t = LotLalit - Lotlolyt = Lyt(Ls — Lo)Lit = Lyt div(A® — AlyvL L
Hence, by Propositiod.6 and Lemm&.22,
(6.8) VLTV - Dllgo < IN(V(LTE = LoYV - ©)lle + IN(VLGLV - D)]lip

< IN(VLGIV - (AL = AOYVLIIV - @f|p + ||VL51V||T§ﬁOpO||q>||T;

< VLG Vikrp_ro (A" = AOVLLV - Dlirp + IVLG Vikyp_o 1Pl

< £0llVLg Vilgp_, 7o IVLT'V - @llzp + VLG Vilrp_ 7o [Pllre.
Now, assuming thatg is suficiently small compared tO/ﬂLVLalVHTp_)fp, the estimateq.8) im-

P72
plies
VL'V - @llze < [l

as desired.

A very similar argument, now using(3), in combination with the results of Corolla#y22and
Remark4.34allows us to make sense of boundary trace§qu1V -®ford e sz and to establish
an analogue of4.25 (the latter in the extended rangé&(n + ag) < p < 2 + &) for the operatoL_;:

VLMV - @, O)llpn) < IIV(Ly* = LoV - D), O)lle@ny + VLGV - ©(-, O)llLpcen)
< VL'V - (A" = A)VLI'V - O, O)llLogan) + Cll@llrp
< &llVL'V - Dllgp + lIQllrp < lIPlire.
And (6.5—(6.6) are proved similarly, invoking4(26), (4.27). m|
Essentially the same argument applies to show
Lemma 6.9. Let L = L be an elliptic operator satisfying assumptions of Theoteh2 Then
(6.10) VL TP TR, 1<p<2+e

Proof. Once again, by density, it is §icient to estimat&/L; 11 for @ € C(R*?), and due to
Lemma6.1the quantitWVLIl%CI)pr is finite for suchd. Just as in the proof of Lemnta2,

(6.11) VL @l < IN(V(L! = LD 30l + IN(VL ED)e
< eollVLg Vilep_ 7o VLT 1 @llzp + IVLg" flier_ 7o | Pllzs.
Assuming thatsg is suficiently small compared tO/mVLalVHTp_)fp, this furnishes the desired
2 (e8]

result. O

We now turn to the proof of Theorefinl12
Proof of Theorem..12
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Step I. Proof of (1.13. For any elliptic operatoL (not necessarily-independent) we can define
the single layer potential acting @§°’ functions as follows. For everf € CT(R"), ¥ € Cg"(RTl)
let

(6.12) (VSLE, W)y := (f,tro(L*) L div¥),

where tr denotes the trace operator. For any elliptic opetat

(6.13) V(L) L div : L2(R™Y) - L2R™Y),

i.e., L) div: L2R™1Y) > WE2(R™1), so that by the trace theorem,
tro(L*) "1 div : L2(R™1) > HY2RM).

This justifies 6.12).
It follows from our definition 6.12 and €.7) that for everyf € C3'(R"), ¥ € Cg“(Rﬂ*l) the
identity

(6.14) (VSSf — VSLf, W) = (f,tro((L) ™t - (L) H divy)
= (f,tro((Ly) " div(A; — A)V(LY) ™Y div ) = (VS T, (AT — A)V(L:) L divy)
= (VL div(A; - Ag)VS™f,P),
is valid. It follows that for everyf € C3*(R")
(6.15) VSLHf — VS = VLT div(As — Ag)VSHof  ace. inRTL.

Having 6.19 at hand, we simply invokel(13 for thet-independent operatdr, (established
in [HMiMo]), Lemma2.22 and Lemmaé5.2, to obtain

(6.16) VS5 f ~ VS fllp = [VLy div(AL ~ A)VS“flizy < eollfllwe,  Po<pP<2+e,
for every f € C3'(R") and then for allf € HP by density. This entailsi(13) for L = L;.

Step Il. Proof of (1.16—1.18. The estimatesl(16—(1.18) are essentially the dual versions of
the bounds foW AL~V (recall the notation from Sectidh 1), restricted to the boundary. There is
no need to distinguishg andL;. Indeed, for 1< p< 2+ &,

7Sty = swp[[ [ 9Ty 0 ) dyBET dhat
Q€T [|D]|=1 o n

= sup | (VL7'V-®)(x 0)f(x) dx < [I®llrell e
DTS, |l@|=1 VR"

using @.25, Remark4.34, (6.4). The same duality argument gives 18 and (L.16) as a conse-
qguence of 4.26), (6.5) and @.27), (6.6), respectively.

Step lll. Proof of (1.14) and (1.15. Let us start with{.14) and, respectively, ¥ p < 2+¢. Inthe
t-independent cade = Ly the bound {.14) was proved inlfHMiMo]. We note that for any operator,
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t-independent or not, the double layer potential is the dUaL,QLi‘l%, properly interpreted on the
boundary. Indeed, fob € C3 (R

(6.17) ff D () DX 1) t)— ff(y)I\T Al(y.0)(VL;*E0) (v, 0)dy.

This duality (or considerations similar to Corolla#y22) can be used to defing,, Lal%QD on
the boundary and to justify that

18y, Lo 1Pl < [Pl
In fact, more generally, by the duality with thellliMo] estimates foS-oV, we get
VL $0(. O)liee < 1 @llz.
Now we can write
(6.18) V(L - Lghio = vigtdiv(A - Ag)VL O,

where formula itself makes sense for @l e Cg"(Rﬂ*l) and then we can take restriction to the
boundary on the right-hand side and obtain

IV(LT" - LgH)3®(. Ollire < @l

using Lemma5.9, Lemma2.22 Corollary4. 22, and Remarld.34 This entails the desired estimate
onVL> 11@( 0) and hence, by duality, oﬁtlf in (1.14).

To be precise, the duality con5|derat|ons above yield edgnce of the estlmates f@pﬁ L 11
on the boundary and the estlma‘l)g CLF > TDE’). We, instead, depart frorﬂl?t LP > Toﬂ and
aim atZ){' 1L Tg . However, recalling that the double layer is a solution asidt®ons satisfy
Moser estimates, we can repIaEeby N, to remove or implement the extra averaging encoding
the diference betweeﬁg andTg in the present context for free.

Let us turn to {.15) . Applying Meyers’ characterizatior2(12) to R™! and restricting t@"*?,

we see that it is dficient to prove that for everyn(+ 1)-dimensional cubé = Q x [to, to + 1(Q)],
to > 0, there exists a constagtsuch that

1/2
(6.19) W[f 1DsF(y) - c||2dyds] < Cll Fllayqen) -

Recall the following result.

Lemma 6.20. Let D be a bounded domainitf', whose boundary is locally the graph of a Lipschitz
function. Then every & Lloc(D) such thatVudist(, dD) € W-P(D) satisfies the following type of
Poincaré inequality. There exists a constagtauch that

(6.21) [lu = upllLr) < ClIVudist(, dD)lILr(p).

wheredist(x, dD) is the distance from x D to the boundary of D and C is a constant depending
on the character of D and not depending on its size.
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The proof of the lemma can be found iBY], [HuS. The authors prove the result in con-
siderably more general domains and for more general powelstance to the boundary. The
dependence of the consta@ton particular features of the domain is not formally statetlib
evident from the proof inHlug]. For a collection of cube€ would be a universal constant.

Then, returning to .19, we see that wheri(l) > dist(l,R" x {0}), we may replacd by a
Carleson boXRg := Q x (0, £(Q)) of comparable side length, and then apply Lenth#to obtain
a bound in terms ofl( 16). If, on the other hand, if(l) < dist(l, R"x{0}), we may then usel(6) to

reduce to the previous case. It is useful to note [iihat |Q|%1 when calculating the normalization.

Step IV. Proof of (1.19—1.22. The proof is postponed until Sectidih See Propositio.21
This finishes the proof of Theorein12 modulo Lemma’.2, Proposition7.21, and the proof of
Lemma6.1 O

Proof of Lemma&.1 We proceed in several steps. First, let us fix a small0 and definey to
be a cube iR" centered at 0 with the side-lengtliel Let A, be the elliptic matrix such that

Ar(x.1), if (X1) € Rye = Qe X ((-1/€,—€) U (€, 1/¢)),

Adx 1) = {Ao(x, t), otherwise

For convenience, we shall split the complemenRgt as
R, =R URY, R =Quex[-ee, RS =R"™\(Quex(-1/e 1/e)).

~The first order of business is to establish the desired esdifoal. in place ofL;. Note that
IN(1g,, VL ®)|Lr is automatically finite by definition dRy,. and the general fact that

2(n+1)

VL;l S LTS (Rn+1) N Lz(Rn+1)

for all elliptic operators. The underlying estimates, oficse, depend oa However, knowing the
fact of finiteness we can now run a familiar perturbation pthae to obtain uniform im bounds.
Specifically, by 6.7) applied toL. in place ofLs, the fact thatA. — Ag is supported irRy/, and
Proposition4.6

IVLZ 0 - VG ®llse < 80||VL61V||T2p_>ﬂao||1R1/EVL;1<I>||.?£ < €olllr,, VL' Dlizp.
Hence||VL @]l is finite and

VL@ - VLG ®llze < €0l VL Dl

Hiding the small term, we have

(6.22) IVL: ' ®lize < VLG ®@llz» < Co,  N/(N+a0) < p<2+5,

with constaniCy independent oé.
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Now let us estimate the fierence betweeh, andL;. Fory,S n, Rsuch thate < n < S <
R/2 < 1/e and[y] < R« 1/¢, we have

(6.23) JC IVLIID(y, ) — VL o(y, 9)2dyds
W(y.9

2
= £ s [[[ . TuTat st - AT L ot dwel] dyds
RN+1

W(.9)

2
= [7os [[[ ToTate s 01 (A - ATy L M0 cwel] dyds
RN+1 €

W(y.9)
+ 36[|Vy,5ff 1Vw,r(F1(y,S,W, r —T1(V, 8 w,r))x
Rn+

W(.9)

X Tge (W, r)(AL = AW, 1)V L 0(w, r)dwd|1 dyds

iz f‘ffw VwT1(y, s w, r)lRm (w, r)(A! — A)(w, rVw,L ‘1<I>(w r)del'rdde

W(.9)
1 ~ ~
e ][] T s - Tu S wn)x

WG9
2
X Tgge (W, T)(AL = AYW, 1)V LZ20(w, r)dwdri dyds=: 1 + 11,

where, as usuallyV(¥, 9 is a slightly enlarged version (¥, 3 (in the present context, one can
take, for instance, ey - neighborhood oW(¥y, 5) for some smalt).
Let us start by estimating .

To this end, we show tha¥V (I'1(y, s,w,r) —T'1(¥, S w, r))lef (w,r)isin sz, as a function ofv, r

for any fixed ¢, s) € W(y, 8 andp’ < 2 suficiently close to 2. Slightly abusing the notation, we
keep writingr inside the norm. Then

[V s ) -, 8

< Z [rV@Tiy, s ) - T35, ‘))1Sj(Ql/EX(—l/E,l/e))“sz’ ,
i1

where, as usualy5(Q/ x(=1/€, 1/€)), j > 1, are dyadic annuli around the €@t/ X (-1/€, 1/¢).
Using the definition of the tent spaces via the square funatie observe that the last expression
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above is equal to

Z [ A(rV(Ta(y. 8.+, ) = T2 & - ) s;Quex(-1/e1/))|| o (€21Q1)
i1

< Z(zj/e)ﬁ_i ”ﬂZ(rV(Fl(ya S -, ) - Fl(y’ §, * '))1Sj (Ql/EX(O,l/E)))”LZ(Czj Qu/e)
=1

- [N > dwdr 12
<) (@/ev IrV(Ta(y, sw,r) — (%, & w, )2 ——
=1 Sj(Q1/ex(0,1/¢))

1/2
< Z(Z’/e) v Uf ICa(y, s w,r) -1V, S w, r)Izdwdr) :
i Sj(Qu/ex(0.1/¢€))

Here, as usuall{éj is a slightly enlarged version &;. Note that by choosing suitable constants

we can make sure théj has roughly the same separation frav(y, %) asS;. It follows from the
calculation above andb (22 that

1/2

112 < C‘I’Z(zl/e)p/‘?‘z ff f IC1(y. s w,r) - T1 (%, & w, r)[* dyds dwd
Sj(Qu/ex(0.1/¢€))

W(3.3)
1/2
C—ZZ(ZJ/G)F'/_T?( ) ff JC IC1(y, s, w, r)]? dydsdwdf
n 4 21/e Si(Quex(01/e)  Ja
c2IW(7.9)

where we used Holder continuity Bf(y, s, w, r) as a solution iny, s) andc2)W(¥, §) is a concentric

dialate of W(¥, §) with c chosen so that2/W(¥, 8 andS; i(Que X (-1/€,1/€)) are separated by a
strip of width 2 /e. Then the expression above is bounded by

Co n_n1( R n:l ROy o 0w R* _n .01+
21 /e)v 2 2( . ) 2167 < Cop— Y (277 TP < Cp—e 7 0,
nZ( ) 5ie) @1 ¢,7;< ) -

Turning tol, we note that fop’ < 2

Q=

-1
2

o g |, <10u

ATV, s ) ger )

L2(2Qu/e)

n 12 - 1/2
P ( f f PV (y, s W )P drdw) s ( f f IVTa(y, s w. r)lzdrdW)
Que Qu/e

1,

n_n 2 1/2 n_n n
<e 2ty (ff |rl(y, SW, r)|2 dl'dW) <€ % E_F(n)_i"'%.
R 2059 1(Ys S) — (W, 1)
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Combining the estimates above with.Z2), we conclude that for everp > 2 close to 2 and
X € Qry2

—~ R* _n 0140
(6.24) NMRZ(vLT 0 - VLZI0)(X) < Co (Te pth-ltao o

Nl
+
NIS
|
U\l:
~—~
=
N
|
NIS
|
NI
S —

which in turn shows that

1

—_ Ra/o D i n- i.n_ n
(6.25)  N™RZHVLIT®)(X) < C@(—e pHltao | 3435 ()-8 2)+N’7 R2(yL1)(x),
n

where
1/2

RRZ(U)(x) 1= f u(y, 9Pdydg
. §)EF(X)ﬁ B(X,R/Z)
n<8

with a suitably chosen aperture of the underlying conesea@dr; <R« 1/e.
Taking the norm of both sides 06 25) in LP(Qg/2), with p > 2 close to 2, one has

1/
(6.26) ( fQ |K/”’R/2(VL11®)(X)|pdx) i

Rxo+n/p

1/p
_n . n n_n n ~ p
scq,( e IR0 L RV (o) z—%) ( f |N’7’R/2(VLE‘1<I>)(X)| dx)
Qr/2

Rxo+n/p lyn.n  n_1
< q)( Al 1+(to+Rn/p€2+2 "(n)"272 + 1],

~

by (6.22. Taking the limit first ag — 0 and then ag — 0, R — oo, we deduce that
(6.27) IN(VLT*®)lle < Ca,

for p > 2 close to 2, as desired.
Let us now treat the case pf< 1. We shall prove thatVI'i(y, s, -, -)1RQ+1\R1/6 € T3, whenever
(v, s) € W(V, §). First of all,

f IVL1(y, s, w, r)[2rdwdr

sup
QI(Qsx1/e |Q|1+— .
RQ R1/6

< sup Q f f IV(T1(y, S W, 1) = T1(Y, S, Cg, 0))/>dwdr,
QI(Q)s1/e |Q|1+—

wherecq denotes the center of the cuQe Note that we consider at the momént 1(Q) < 1/e (in
fact, Q : 1(Q) < c/e for suitably smalic). Then for everyy, s) € W(y, 5 subject to the conditions
€ < n <S<R/2<«x 1/eand]y] < R < 1/¢, the expressiomy(y, s w,r) — I'i(y, s, cg,0) as
a function ofw, r is a solution in ac/e-neighborhood of R, denoted byU¢/(2Rg). Here, by
2Rq we denote a subregion &1 concentric withR(Q) and twice as large. Thus, first applying



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 43

Caccioppoli inequality in Ry and then exploring Holder continuity of solutionsUly(2Rg), we
deduce that the last expression above is bounded by

1
sup (Q)~
QI(Qs1/e |Q 5

f f IC1(y, S W, r) — T4 (Y, S Co, 0)/>dwdr

< su ( 1(Q)
Q: I(Q)<1/s 1(Q)2 \dist{(y, s), 2Rq}

29
) dist{(y, 9), 2Ro} ™! f IC1(y, s w, r)[*dwadr.
Ucdist(y.s.2Rg) (2RQ)
Thus, using pointwise estimates on solutions, the exmesgiove can further be estimated by

( 1(Q)
Q: I(Q)<1/e 1(Q)2 \dist{(y, 5), 2Rq}

2o
) dist{(y, s), 2Rg} 2"

< (1/6)200—20 dist{(y, 9), ZRQ}—Z(n—l)—Zao < €2a+2(n—1).

Now considerQ such that(Q) > c/e. Similarly to abovel'1(y, s, w, r), as a function ofy, r), is
a solution inUé = U¢e(RoN R ) Thus, we can use Caccioppoli inequality in a decompasitio

of Rg N R}/. into cubes of S|ze/e Then

sup f IVL1(y, s, W, r)[2rdwdr
Q:(Q)z1/e |Q|1+—
RQ l/e
< sup f IC1(y. s w, r)Pdwdr
Q:(Q)z1/e |Q|1+—
c/e
< sup Q) € I(y, ) — (w, )2 Ddwdr

l+—
Q=1 |Ql 1/e<ly.9-(wn)i<(Q)

< sup I(Q)zn (1)) 20-DB+ny Q)L
QI(Qz1/e QYT

for anyB > 0, since-2(n — 1) — 8 + n < 0. Taking nows > 0O suficiently small, we observe that
the latter expression is bounded by

|(Q)?HA—n-2a < 22420
QIQz1/e (1/e)™F

It remains to estimate

= f IVLa1(y, s, w, r)Izrdwdr<sgpmm{€’l(Q)} f f IVL1(y, s, w, r)Pdwdr.
RCI

20
|QI1+%
RoNRY), 1e

Q |Q|1+
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Consider first the case whéf@Q) < ci for some smalt > 0. Then the corresponding part of the
supremum above is bounded by

min{e, [(Q)}

Q) Q% ffIV(Fl(y,s,W, r) - T1(y, S Cg, 0))>dwdr
. Cn RQ

minfe, 1(Q)} 1 f 2
< su - T1(y, s, w,r) —I'1(Y, S, Co, 0)|“dwdr
el [QFE QP ) 108w =Tl 6o, 0)

minie, 1(Q)} QI (I(Q))Z"O . 2w
S oie QE QP \ JE 2 5 we DFdwer

a(Ra)

min{e, 1(Q)} (l(Q))za0 “2(-1) _ _2a0-2a (,\-2(-1)-2a0
T Qi< Q=+t ) =€ ) ‘

It remains to analyze the case wHé®@) > cr. We have

min{e, 1(Q)}
Qe QLT

f IVL1(y, s, w, r)*dwdr
RoNRY),

min{e, | 1
< sup {+§)}—2 f f IC1(y, s W, r)[>dwdr
QIQ>cy  |QMF 7

UW(RQng.je)
< min{e, 1(Q)} in_z(”_l)nKQ)”S sup minje,1(Q)} 1 SEU—ZQ—Zml‘
QIQ>e  [QME  n? Qi@ Q% pat

Therefore, by .23, for everyn/(n+ ap) < p< 1 andx € Qg2

(628) N”'R(VLI]'(D _ VL;1d>)(X) < Cq> (En—l+a + 0@ (n)—n+1—ao + 61/277 —a—n+1/2) ,

wheren andR such that < n < R/2 < 1/e.
Having this at hand, the argument analogoust@4)— (6.27) shows that

(6.29) IN(VLI ®)lILe < Co,

forn/(n+ap) < p < 1. By interpolation with §.27), we deduce@.29 for all n/(n+ag) < p < 2+e.
This finishes the proof of Lemma L m|

7. EXISTENCE AND INVERTIBILITY OF LAYER POTENTIALS ON THE BOUNDARY

7.1. Normal and tangential traces on the boundary. Given a divergence form operattr =
—div(AV) defined inR"*!, we shall say that a solutiomof the equatioriLu = 0 has a variational
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co-normal in the sense of tempered distributions if therans € S'(R") such that for every
® e S(R™1), we have

(7.1) ff AVU- VO = (f, ),
RTl

wheregp := @(-, 0) (observe thap € S(R").) We then seb,  u := f.
To formulate the following convergence results, recalt thause the usual conventiohld = LP
andHP = L whenp > 1.

Lemma 7.2. Let L = —div(AV) be an elliptic operator (not necessarily t-independentjd sup-
pose that ue W-2(RT+1) is a weak solution of Lu= 0, which satisfies\(Vu) € LP(R") with
n/in+1l)<p< 2+s Then

(i) there exists g H-P(R™) such that u— g n.t. a.e., with

(7.3) lufy,t) —g(X)| < tK/(Vu)(x), for every(y,t) € I'(x), xe R",
and
(7.4) lallee < IN(VWIIe,  n/(n+1)< p<2+e;
(ii) for the limiting function g fron{i), one has
2t —_—
(7.5) su%f Vyu(-, 7) dr S IN(VU)lILegny,
>0 t/2 LP(RM)
and
2t
(7.6) JE Vju(,7)dr —» Vg ast— 0,
t/2

weakly in [P when p> 1.
Furthermore,
(i) there exists € HP(R") such that f= d,,u in the variational sense, i.e.,

f f AX)VU(X)VD(X) dX = f(x)go(x) dx,
le
for ® e S(R™1) andg := ®|—g, and
(7.7) 10y UllpEny < CIN(VWlIegny, N/(N+1) < p<2+e;

(iv) for the limiting function f from(iii), one haso,, u(-,t) — f, ast — 0, in the sense of
tempered distributions.

We remark that the proof of (iii), (iv) below is presentednpairily to treat the casp < 1. For
the casep > 1 one can directly adopt a construction AAHK ] (or make obvious modifications
in the argument below).

A statement analogous to Lemimi& holds in the lower half space.
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Proof. Step I. The proof of (i). N

The existence of a limiting functiog satisfying|u(y, t) — g(X)| < tN(Vu)(x), for every §,t)
I'(x), x € R", follows verbatim an analogous argument i€P] pp. 461-462]. Moreover, irK[P]
the authors show that for anye R",

19(X) — g(y)| < CIN(VU)(X), forevery ye A(xt).

Just as inKP], this yieldsg € LE(R”) wheneverK/(Vu) € LP, p> 1, with the desired estimate on
||g||-L5. Moreover, the inequality above immediately implies tratdny x,y € R",

19(x) — gy)| < CIx = Yl (N(VU)(X) + N (Vu)(y)).
Hence, by Lemma&.8, g € HLP(R"), when N(Vu) € LP, (F”ll] with the desired estimate on
|{e][ERR

Step Il. The proof of (ii). Letp > 1.
The fact that {.5) is valid follows directly from the definition of the non-tgential maximal
function. Turning to 7.6), let us denote

2t
Une(X, 1) 1= f U 7) dr,
t

/2

and takey € S(R",C"). Then (with the integrals interpreted &s S pairings)

(7:8) | oaelc - T10000009 dq = | | Taaloc 0= 609N civ 09 0
— i/p R o \UP
< t(fRn |N(Vu)(x)|pdx) ul;nldiv“ w(X)|P dx) .

(7.9) f (VjUave(X, t) — V”g(x))aﬁ(x) dx 2% 0, forany ¢ eSER"C",
Rn

This directly implies

which justifies convergence weakly ir?.

Step lll. The proof of (iii).
By hypothesis and Lemn25 Vu e L' (R??), with r := p(n + 1)/n > 1. We may then define
a linear functionalA = A, € S'(R™?) by

(7.10) (A, D) := f L 1AVu%, ® € SR™Y).

Giveng € S(RM), we say thatd € S(R™1) is an extension op if ®(-,0) = ¢. We now define a
linear functionalf € S'(R") by

(f,p) :=(A, D),
where® is any extension op. Since this extension need not be unique, we must verify fthat
well defined. To this end, fix € S(R"), and letdq, &> € S(R™1) be any two extensions gf Then
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¥ = &y — D, € S(R™Y), with (-, 0) = 0. Then(A, ¥) = 0, by definition of a weak solution. Thus,
the linear functionalf is well defined, and thereforehas a variational co-normal .

Settingf =: 9,,u, we now proceed to prové (7). We fix ¢ € C'(R"), with 0 < ¢, fgo =1, and
suppf) c A(0,1) := {xe R": |x < 1}. Denote

(7.12) My f = sup|(f = @)l
t>0

whereg(x) := t™"p(x/t). Then

[IfllHp@n) < ClIMg fllLp@ny,
as usually, wittHP = LP whenp > 1. Hence, it sffices to show that
(7.12) IMg @y, WliLo@ny < CIN(VW)ILony .

for 9,,u defined as above. We claim that

(7.13) Mo (3, 1)) < C (M (N(Vu))n/(ml))(ml)/n .

for everyx € R", whereM denotes the usual Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator. igkihe claim
for granted momentarily, we see that

— p(n+1)/n —
(7.14) f Mg (9y,U)° dX < f (M(N(VU))n/(n+l)) dx< | N(VUPdx,
RN RN RN

as desired, sincp(n+ 1)/n > 1.

It therefore remains only to establisii.{3. To this end, we fixx € R" andt > 0, setB :=
B(x,t) := {Y e R™! : |Y — x| < t}, and define a smooth cuffojg € Cg'(2B), with ng = 1 on B,
0 <np <1, and|Vyg| < 1/t. Then

Dyi(y, 8) == n8(Y, 9) pr(x - Y)
is an extension api(x - -), with @y € C7(2B), which satisfies
0< Dy st IVy@ye(Y) s ™1
We then have

(7.15) (1 * 30,) () = K0y,0 (X~ ) = ’ [[.Avwos dv‘

— n/(n+1) (n2yn
<l f L vudy < t1 ( f (M(VulLze)(y)) dy)
n+1n2B A(x,Ct)

where in the last step we have us@d@) with p = n/(n+ 1) andC is chosen sfliciently large, so
that we have

(7.16) N(IVullzs) < IaxcyN(IVullzs),
with A(x,Ct) := {y e R" : |[x—y| < Ct}. Hence,

>

. /(e (n+1)/n
(7.17) 0,0 0015 1 Il o o)™ Ya)
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and taking the supremum over 0, we obtain 7.13).

Step IV. The proof of (iv).
By the same method as above (see formula@ and related discussion), the variational normal
derivative ofu, 9,,u(:, t), is well-defined for any > 0 in the sense of

(7.18) (OyU(-, 1), B) ::f fwAvU%, ® e SR™Y),
RM Jt

where® e S(R™?) is any extension of = ®(-,t) € S(R"). The result does not depend on a
particular choice of extension. Thus, it is enough to préna for anyy € S(R") and® e S(R™1)
such thatp = @(-,0)

ff ) A(X t+ 9Vu(x, t + VD(X, s)dxi ff . A(X, S)VU(X, S)VD(X, s)dxds
R7* R7*

However,

(7.19) ff AX,t+ 9Vu(x t + S)VD(X, s) dxds
RTI

:f fwA(x, s)Vu(x, S)VO(x, s) dxds
RN Jt

" f n ft " A 9VU(x ITIBX 5= = B(x ) dxds=: I + 11,

By Lemma2.25we haveVu e Lp(n%l)(Rﬂ*l) and hence, by dominated convergenideconverges
to 0 andl; converges to

f f A(X, 9VU(X, S)VD(X, s)dxds
RTl
as desired. m]

Remark7.2Q A careful look at the proof reveals that the property= 0 has not been used in Steps
I, Il of the argument. Hence, the statements (i)—(ii) apphanyu V\/éf(RTl) with N (Vu) € LP,
nfin+1l)<p<2+e.

7.2. Layer potentials at the boundary.
Proposition 7.21. Retain the assumptions of Theorém?2 Let p < p<2+¢eand0 < a < ao.
There exist bounded operatafé'i : HP — HP, ki : A, — A, (resp., K% : LP — LP when
p>1), andSLj leo: HP — HLP, j =0, 1, such that for every & HP

() oz, S'-Jf = (£31 + %Y)f for every fe HP and
(7.22) &, ST = (+—| + KU,

wherea+ and gy, = denote the co-normal derivatives &% x {s = 0} andR" x {s = t},

respectlvely, both interpreted in the variational senshe Tonvergence is in the sense of
tempered distributions.
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(i)
(7.23) Shf 2% sHof nt ae.
In addition,
2t " _
(7.24) % ft/ 2 VS5 fdr 25 viSH o f

in the sense of tempered distributions. When h we have

1 2t L
(7.25) su4 —f VS fdr < IfllLecn),
t£0 t t/2 LP(RM)
and the convergence {{7.24) holds weakly in P.
(iii)
(7.26) g 2% (+—| +%M)g

for every ge C3°(R"), in the sense of tempered distributions. When pwe have
L*
(7.27) Sum@thHLp’(Rn) < ||f|||_p’(Rn),
t#0
and the convergence {{7.26) is in LP on compacta ifR". When0 < « < ay,
L*
(7.28) S%ﬁ|ﬂtjg||Aw(R") < flla, @)
t#

and the convergence {{7.26) holds in the weak* topology a,,.
Moreover, ifeo is syficiently small, then invertibility ofr 31 + K1, £31 + Kb, or St o in @
given function space for s 0 implies their invertibility, in the same function space, fo= 1. The
precise statement is as follows.

(iv) If there exists pe (po,2 + &) such thau‘StL‘J l=o: HP*(R") — HLP-(R") is invertible andsg
is syficiently small, depending on the standard constants and @ndinm of the inverse of
S |0, thenSH ig: HP-(R") — H-P-(R) is invertible as well.

(V) If there exists pe (1,2 + €) such tha&%l + KL LP- - LP is invertible (equivalently,
T3l + Ko : LP — LP:, is invertible) andeg is syficiently small, depending on the
standard constants and on the norms of the inverses, ﬂ?m #L o LP- S LP- and
T3l + Kb o LP - LP are invertible as well.

(vi) If there exists p € (po,1] such thati%l + KL : HP - HP is invertible (and hence,
T3l + Ko 1 A, > A, @ = n(1/p. — 1), is invertible) andeg is syficiently small,
depending on the standard constants and on the norms of vkeses, the&%l + KL
HP — HP andF31 + K1 : A, — A,, are invertible as well.

A couple of comments are in order here. First, the boundagetof the double layer potential is
an adjoint operator to the boundary trace of the normal devi of the smgle layer. To be precise,

it follows directly from the definitions that for independent operatciDt _adj(a Sho)(-, -t),
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adj denoting the Hermitian adjoint aR", andKlo = adj(%"“0). This explains the nature of the
statements in (v), (vi). For nonindependent operators the situation is more complicatexwilV
discuss it in the course of the proof.

Secondly, we mention that, by extrapolation, given our loeamess results, invertibility of
i%l + KL i HP - HP fora givenp. € (po,2 + €), implies invertibility in HP for p in a small
neighborhood of., and analogous statements holdix%1 + Kt andStLj lt=0-

Proof. Step I: the normal derivative of the single layer potential at tharimtary.

The existence of the limit in (i) in the appropriate sense magping properties of the emerging
boundary operators follow directly from Lemnia2. Respectively, we can defirfett : HP — HP
such that’ijAlS'-lf = (%I + 7~<'-1)f and the desired limiting properties will hold. The same can b
done in the lower-half space. It only remains to justify tint the diference between the operators
emerging in the upper and the lower-half space is indeeddénatity. To this end, it is enough to
show that

(7.29) a;AlsLlf = a;AlsLlf =f, foreveryf e CY(R").

It is convenient to postpone the argument until the end optbef of the Proposition (see Step V).

Now we turn to the question of preservation of the inveritipiby the corresponding operators,
that is, to the corresponding parts of (v) and (vi). Follogvthe arguments as in Lemmniaz, ((iii)
and (iv),loc. cit.), we can prove that

(7.30) 18y, S"f — 3y, S fllke < ol flln-

Let us track the details. Recall the argument and notati@teyb |1l in the proof of Lemmd&.2, in
particular, the definitions af; and®y;. With the same definitions, we have

(7.31) [(1 # @y ST = 1y SO)) ()] = KBy S = By S, r(x = )

- ‘ f ml(Al(y, YVSLLF(y) — Ag(y)VSE () VDrr(y, 9 dy d%

<

[ a0 90755 16) - TS 1) T dyd%

+

[, au09 - Aot TSE 1) TB9 dyd{
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By (6.15 (with the roles ofLg andL; interchanged) the last expression 3Q) is equal to

’ f Lﬂﬂ Auly, S)(VL{,1 div(AL — Ag)VSL F)(y, 9VDi(y, 9 dy ds{

+

[Leut5:9 - potsyvs )T ey

st fL VLG div(Ag — A VST (Y. )l dyds
M1in2B

-n-1 _ Lo
et [ 0.9 - ATSE o avas

n/(n+1) dy)(n+1)/n

<t (fR (N(VLG" div(Ar - AQVS™ FlLzg)(y)

(n+1)/n

s (fR (N0(As - AT fnaa)) ™)

—n-1 -~ 14 L n/(n+1) (n+1)/n
st e (N(VLG" div(AL — A VS f|)(y)) dy
X-y|<Ct

_ (n+1)/n
T oot ™! ( f (Mavste )" dy)
Ix-y|<Ct

Combining this with the considerations in{1)—(7.14) and invoking (.13 and @.7), we conclude
(7.30.

Having (7.30 at hand, the method of continuity shows that if there exsts (n/(n+ o), 2+ ¢)
such thate31 + K0 : HP- — HP: is invertible, thent31 + K : HP — HP- is invertible as well,
provided thateo is suficiently small depending on the standard constants on the norm of the
inverse oft 31 + %to.

Step II: the tangential derivative of the single layer potentiahatlboundary.
As above, (ii) follows directly from Lemma.2, and hence we only have to establish the preser-
vation of invertibility, that is, (iv). We have to show that

(7.32) VSt =0 f = VSt k=0 Flle < ol Fllne,

forany f € HP, pgp < p < 2+ ¢ and then apply the method of continuity. However, Byl
VSt o f = VSt k=0 fllne < VS = VS fligo.

which gives .32 by virtue of 6.16).

Step lll: the double layer potential at the boundary.
Step lll(a): uniform estimates on slices. Letbe as in Theorem.12
First of all, by (1.14),

(7.33) s%m@t“ flly @y < Iflp@En. 1<p<2+e,
>
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for everyf € LP. An analogous estimate holds Ay, (R"):

(7.34) sgmﬂk* flla,@ < Iflla,@y, 0<a<ao
>

Fora > O this is simply a consequence df.15), using the definition of\, spaces. It remains to
treat the case MO (a = 0). For future reference though we addréss A,, 0 < a < ay, in the
argument below.

To start, we observe that for afye BMO(R") the double layer potentia@} f is well-defined
in R1*! and satisfies1(16). In particular,DF f € W-2(RT*1) and hence, by De Giorgi-Nash-Moser
estimates.6)—(1.7), for every fixedt > 0 the functionD} f € LI%C(R”), 0 < p < . We also note
thatD} 1 is well-defined and equal to zero for any 0, in the sense BMO(R"). Indeed, for any
7> 0, andf,¢ € CF(R")

(7.35) (D f,0) = (1,05, 85p) = ~(1,5;,8"¢),
where
(7.36) SLT(y) = f FL(y. 8. % ) o(X) dx

Rn

The conormal derivative of--"f is, as usual, defined in the weak sense, Vid)( taken in the
upper half space when we wrigg, and in the lower half-space when we writg,. The fact that

8jASL’T¢ = —8;ASL’T¢ is justified by the observation th@éﬂp is a solution fors # 7, T # 0 and
thus, for anyF € C3(R" x (=|71/2, |r]/2) such thaF|Rn = f we have

(.0}, S o) + (1,8, S""p)

> Yya

) ffR VysF (¥ 9 AlY. 9557(y) dyds+ f fR VysF 0L 9 AlY. 9SE7¢(y) dyds

- [ TF05 A 9557ty dyds= o
For future reference we record that, duei®(), (7.35, we have
(7.37) s%maVASL%ouLp(Rn) S llellee@ny, 1< p<2+e,

and the duality 7.35 extends tof € LP and¢ € LP. Using the weak definition of conormal
derivative, one can easily see trf@; d,,S-Tadx = 0, for anyr > 0 and for anyHP-atoma. This

implies thatD} 1 = 0 for anyt > 0, in the sense ok, (R"), as desired.
Now let us fixf € A,(R") and someHP-atoma, suppa c Q, @ = n(1/p — 1). Denotefsq =

ﬁlQ f, f - f4Q =fo+ Zﬁiz fx, wherefy = (f - f4Q)l4Q andfy = (f - f4Q)12k+1Q\2kQ. Then

1/2
(Dr fo, @ < llfollzagllalizag) < 1(Q)~ ( JEQIf - f4Q|2dx) < MIflla, -
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On the other hand, denoting by the center ofQ and using the vanishing moment conditionapf
we have

(7.38) (D fy,a) = f (DF () - DF f(xq)) a(x) dx
Q
1/2

< 27keo)(Q) ff DY P dx|
2k‘1Q><(t—2k‘1|(Q),t+2k‘1|(Q))

where we used the fact thét is supported away from¥2'Q, and henceZ)tL 1 fc is a solution in
2<1Q x (t — 2“U(Q), t + 2¢11(Q)). Now we can use uniform ihestimates for the double layer
potential inL? to show that the expression above is controlled by

1/2

(7.39)  CIQ) 2 0@(Q) P lifllzen < 27D (2(Q) ™ ff 1f = fagPdx
2k+1Q\2kQ

Now, using the usual telescoping argument, we conclude that
(7.40) (Dt f,a)] = (D (f - fag), & < IIflla,,

for anyHP atoma, which yields 7.34) for 0 < a < ayp.

Step lli(b): convergence.

The next order of business is to show that for dnyg C7'(R") the sequenc®} f converges
ast — 0 in the sense of distributions. Giver.83), this will entail that there exists a boundary
operator, to be denoted3| + K, which is bounded inL”" and such that for every € LP we
have

(7.41) DE - (=31 +KY)f weakly inLP'.

Sincel = Lg (thet-independent case) has been treatedHikliMo], here we writel; in place
of L although the same argument applie$.¢o

To this end, take any, ¢ € C3’(R") and let us show tha(tZ)';if,¢> is Cauchy. In fact, we shall
prove a slightly stronger statement, the bound,:l?ng1 o) — (Z):,l f, ) in terms of|l¢|| 1gn), thus
establishing convergence ﬁtj;lf on compacta oR".
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Take any 0< 7’ < 7, and write forf, o € C3’(R") andF € Cg"(R”*l) such thatF _ f,

L L T T
(7.42) (DM -D . )= f fR AL (VST - VST ¢ly) VysF (. 9) dyds

- f fR A fR VT8 % 7) - T S % 7)p() dXTy oF (3, 9 dyds

S CH"DHLI(Rn) Xegtjppr))go ff]R;n+1 |Vy,s(rL1(y, S’ Xa T) - rLl(ya Sa X; T,))| |Vy,sF (y’ S)| dyds

< Crllgllagny Sup f fR - Vys(TL, (Y, S %, 7) = T, (v, s, %, 7)| dyds
XesSuppy "1asuppl

Now let By, := B((x, 7),cr), and letSi(Bx ;) be the dyadic annuli aroun8y ;. The constant is
such that ¢, 7’') € %BX,T. For a given seE we denote byJ,(E) anc’r-neighborhood ok, where
the constant’ is chosen (and fixed throughout the argument) to preservabdeliseparation. For
instance, for alk > 2 we have digtUx,(Sk(Bx+)), 2¢2Bx} ~ 2%r. Then for every fixe € suppy

f f 1V e(TLy (¥, 8 %, 7) — T, (v, 8 % )| dyds
R™1nsuppF

= ff |Vy,s(rL1(y, S X T) - rLl(ya S X, T’))| dyds
2By -NsuppF

" 2 f f |Vys(TLy (¥ § %, 7) = T, (y, 8 %, 7))| dyds=: 1 +11.
k>2: Sy(Byr)nsuppF0 ¥~ Sk(Bxr)

Now,

1/2
Z nil 2
s (ZkT) 2 (ﬂ |Vy,S(FL1(y, S X T) - 1—‘Ll(y’ SXT ))| dyd%
k>2: S(By.)NSUPPF£0 Sk(Bx.r)

1/2
< Z (%) 1 [ff ICL (. s % 7) —TL (.S X, T’)|2 dyd%
Uk, (Sk(Bx.r))

k>2: Sk(Bx.r)NsuppF 0
/2

1
< Z (2¢7)"2 ~1-a0)p _ ¢/ jao ff ff ICL(y.s 2 r)|2 dzdr dyd
Usz(Sk(BX,T)) k-2

k>2: Sk(Bx.r)NsuppF#0
n+l n+l
< (zk_[_)%—l—(tolq_ _ Tllao(zk_[_)%—(n—l)
k>2: Si(Bxr)NSuppF 0
< It — 7/|%0(2%) 17 < Celr — 7/,

k>2: Sk (Bx.r)NsSuppF+0
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where we used Caccioppoli inequalityyiysin the second inequality, Holder continuity of solutions
in X, 7 in the third one, and pointwise bounds on the fundamentatisal for the fourth inequality.
As for I, for anyr’ < 7 we have

ff |Vy,SFL1(ya S X, T’)| dde
2By -NsuppF
< f f [Vy.sTL, (Y. s % 7)| dyds
2B, .+ N2By -NsuppkF

- > f f |VyslL,(y. s % 7)| dyds
k>2: Sy(By +)N2Bx - NsuppF £+ Sk(Bxr)N2BxNsuppF

Here the implicit constanty in the definition ofBy - = B((x, 7’), cot’) is chosen so thatB, - is
separated fronfr. In particular, it is normally smaller than the constann the definition ofBy
above. Hence, the first integral is necessarily zero, eveh4f r. Then the expression above is
further controlled by

1/2
Dl 2
2z ( ff |Vy. oLy (v. S %, 7)) dyd%
k=2: S(By ./ )N2By . NSUPPF 20 Sk(Bx.r)N2Bx - NsuppF

1/2
< 3 (2r) 1 [ I rL@.s x0)f dyd
Usz/ (Sk(BX,T/ )ﬁZBx,rﬁSUppF)

k>2: S(By ./ )N2By - NSUppF+0

< Z X < Cs.
k>2: Si(By 7/ )N2By -NsuppF+0

Note that this computation automatically covers both irdegarising froml, takingz = 7t to
handle the first one.
All'in all, this line of reasoning shows that

L L 1
(7.43) (D:Hf - DI, )| < Crllgllan (I = 71 +7),

and thus, the convergence in the sense of dlstrlbutlonsshnid .4)) is valid, for some operator

%1, which is bounded inP’. Moreover, .43 shows thatD; bt converges to its boundary data
sternly inL? on compacta oR".

Let us now establish weak* convergenceAn, 0 < a < ag. To this end, takef € A,,
0 < a < ap and anHP-atoma, p = n/(a + n). Fixe > 0 and letky € N be a large number to
be chosen depending enLet f — fyoq = fi, + Xy, T Wherefi, = (f = fo0)Log and fi =
(f = faoQ)lkqiok1g, kK > ko + 1. By weakt? convergence proved above there exists o 1 .ak,.,
such that

(7.44) (D - D, )| <& forall 7.7 <o
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On the other hand, for @ 7,7/ < 1(Q)

> . i 1/2
(7.45) ) [@Of - D | S 1Q7 ) ( f D - D 1fk|2dx)
k=ko+1 k=ko+1

1/2

<@ Y 2kl ff iinRax
Kot 2-2Qx(~211(Q).21(Q)

SIQ™ D) 24 @IQ) ™z < IIflla, Y. k24,

k=ko+1 k=ko+1

Now we chooseé = ky(e, f) so that the expression on the right-hand side above isatatrby
¢ and this finishes the proof of the weak-* convergencé in Moreover, by the same reasoning
as above one can conclude that the boundary opetétardefined a priori inLP', is well-defined

and bounded in\,, for 0 < a < ag, with D; Uit converging tok1 f for every f € A, in the weak*
sense.

In fact, one can say more than that.
Step IV: Let us demonstrate thatt: = adj(‘}~<L1) or rather (before the justification of the jump
formulas) thatDs* _,. =adj(@;, S,

Following (7.42—(7.43 one can demonstrate that for every € C3’(R") (andF € Cg"(R”*l) -
an extension of) andr < 0, T > 0 such that < |r| < diam (supgd~) there holds

(7.46) [@;,, St (1) = 8, Ste(r), Y] 5 Cprp .

Herea;AlsLl’Tgo(-, r anda;A18L1¢(., r),r < 0, are the conormal derivatives &t x {t = r}, in the
sense of {.1). In particular,

(7.47) lim|(@;,, SUg(.1) = 3;, Stg, D] = 0
as per (iv) of Lemm&.2, and
(7.48)

(1) - 0;, ST, )] =

I'—)

The latter can be shown foIIowmg the lines of the proof @f4(), as soon as we confirm
that VS'+7¢p e L2(R™?), uniformly in 7 > 0. However by ellipticity,L7* : (W-2(R™1)* —
W2(R™1) and hence, by trace theorems, ot ;! : (WR2(R™1)* - Hl/z(R”) where tg is the

trace on the hyperplank” x {t = 7}, and the |mpI|C|t estimates are uniform in By duality,
analogously to&.12), for everyp € C3’(R") and¥ € Cg“(RD*l) we have

(VS'g”ap, YY) = ff 1Vy, "1 To(y) P(y, s) dyds= (e, try o(L*)~ ld|v‘1’>
RN

Due to the considerations above this extends t&¢adl L2(R™1) with the uniform int estimates.
Hence VST e L2(R™1) for everyyp e Cg’(R") with the estimates uniform in. At this point we
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can indeed invoke the argument akin to that@#{). Using the definition of weak derivative, we
have to estimate, for anf; ¢ € C3* and anyF, Fe Cg°(R”+1) with F|]Rn = |5|Rn = f the diference

f f AX, T + S)VS 2 T(x, 1 + SVF(X, S)dxds— f f A(X, S)VS“T (%, VF(x, s)dxds
RE+1 RE+1

Since all extensions give equal integrals, we téksuch thatF(x,s) = F(x,r + s). Then the
absolute value of the flerence above is bounded by

f f A(X, VS T(x, YVF(x, 9)d xdf{ < CrlrM2IVS gl 2ggny,
(%9eR™1: r<s<0 -

which, in view of the uniform bounds deLl’T¢|lL2(RQ+1), justifies 7.48).

Now, combining 7.46)—(7.48), and taking the limit inr and then irr, we conclude that in fact,
for everyp € C3(R") the quantityagAlsLl’Tap converges tQ?;AlsL1<p in the sense of distributions
(and weakly inLP, 1 < p < 2 + &). Comparing this to4.35 and invoking the results of Step I,
we see that the boundary operator identified7{) is a Hermitian adjoint orR" of the normal
derivative of the single layer on the boundary. That is, forfap € C3(R") we have

Lt .
(7.49) (D8], foo) = (LO5,S"0),

L*
and hencepDg*

— i(AF L ihp
o adj(OVAlS 1) as an operator ihP .

Now, one has to show that for anfy € A, anda-an HP atom we have<1)';i

f,a> =
s=0*
<f 8% St a>. This follows essentially the arguments in.44—(7.45 and (7.389—(7.40. With

> Y VYA
the same notation fofi, and fy, k > ko, we have

<Z)I§ o fko, a> = <ka, 8fASL1 a> s

simply because both botfy, anda belong toL2. Furthermore, we claim that for amy> 0 there
existskg = ko(a, f, €) such that

2, (o8
k=ko+1

fk, a> <é&.
s=0*

Note that the supports a@f and f, k > kg, are disjoint, and hencé)';i o fi is a solution across
S= I+

the corresponding part of the boundary. Thus, arguing ag.B8(7.40, we can establish the
same estimates as in.45 for

fbw=jXD§
s=0* Q

in terms ofe provided thakg is suficiently large and finish the proof of (49.

This justifies the desired duality relations for the tracéhefdouble layer and normal derivative
of the single layer potential on the boundary and thus verjfimp formula for the double layer
potential inL?" and inA, (assuming 7.29 which we establish below in Step V).

(DS

fi(X) - D5
s=0*

o k)] A dx
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We have concluded the proof of the entire statement (iii) rédwer one establishes the validity
of the invertibility claimed in (v), (vi) for the operatok1, also by duality.
It only remains to establish the jump formulas.

Step V: jump relations.

We only have to verify .29. We adopt the general line of reasoning frofAHK ], although
the fact thatA; depends om brings up some changes.

We aim to show that for al € Cg"(R”*l) we have

(7.50) ff AVU* V¥ dxdt+ ff AVU V¥ dxdt= f¥dx
RT—l Rﬂﬂ RN

whereu* = St*f, t € Ry. Letuf (1) = (L71(F,))(. 1), t € Ry, §,(009) := T()@y(9), (v, 9) € R™Y,
whereg, is, as usual, the kernel of a smooth approximate identityoeinicular,fgo,, = 1 and
¢y € Cg'(=n,m). Finally, letU, = u;lRTl + U, 1pna. Then

ff AV} V¥ dxdt+ ff AVU, V¥ dxdt
RT—l RE+1
=ff Avunvqldxdtsz f,,\ydxdt—>f ¥ dx,
R+1 Rn+1 Y

asn — 0. So far this is the same set up asA®AHK ]. Now we have to prove that the left-hand
side of the expression above converges to the left-hando$i@50 asn — 0. To this end, fix
somes > n and split

00 0
(7.51) ff AV(u; - u") V¥ dxdt = ff +ff = sy + gy
RTI 5 n 0 n

Let us start with5,,. Given thats > 7, one can estimate tHe? norm of

(u -y = [ fR VT .00~ T(x £y 9) T)ey(9 dyds

using Caccioppoli inequality, Holder continuity of sahrts, and pointwise estimates on the fun-
damental solution, as well as the fact thfats compactly supported. All in all, we will have
ls;, < Crwsn™. Hence, for a fixed > 0, the integral s, converges to zero as— 0.

Turning toll,, we observe that byl(13

(7.52) suplI(Vu )w(, llizgny s sup (VS Hw(, Yllzgny $ 1 llzgny.

O<t<oo O<t<oo

where (), as before, denotds-averaging over Whitney ballg (14). Since¥ e Cg"(RTl), (7.52
and Dominated Convergence Theorem entail

)
ff AVU" V¥ dxdt— 0, ass — 0.
RNJO

On the other hand,
(7.53) VU lL2mety = VLT (Fop)llzgnsy < SUPIVS™T fll2(gnesy < C,
T
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with the constants independentofsee the discussion following @48 for the last estimate). Then,
using once again the Dominated Convergence Theorem,

5
supf f AVu, V¥ dxdt— 0, asé — 0.
n>0 JR"JO

Thus, sup.glls; — 0asé — 0. This finishes the argument of.9. By density, we get the
required jump relations for the normal derivative of theggglayer inHP, pp < p < 2+ &, and, by
duality, for the double layer ih? when 1< p < 2+ g and inA,, 0 < a < ap. m|

At this point Propositiory.21established.19—(1.22) and thus we finished the proof of Theo-
rem1.12 Moreover, combining Proposition21with Theoreml.12and employing the represen-
tation formulas {.29-(1.31), we have proved Theorefn35 with the exception of the uniqueness
statement. We turn to the latter.

8. UNIQUENESS

Le us start with some additional properties of fundamerghiteons which will be useful in the
proof of uniqueness.

Lemma 8.1. Let L be an elliptic operator falling under the scope of Theod..12 Then for any
1 < p < 2+ ¢ the fundamental solution oflsatisfies

1/p
(8.2) ( fR VA (% t,z 0)P dz) <Ct"@YP - forall (x,t) € R,

Proof. Fix (x,t) € R™! and a cond’y; with a vertex at X, t/2) of aperture 1. Let us further denote
by Ay, the matrix equal ta\; onT'x; andAy; in R\ Iy, and byLy, the corresponding operator.
SinceAy), is t-independent near the boundarg,4) follows for the fundamental solution df;,

from the “flat” version of the Caccioppoli inequality (seeposition 2.1 in PAAHK]):

(9]

1/p
* p kyyn/p
©.3) ( [ 1warxt. 20 dz) <32 (Jg

1/p
IV oq(%, 1,2 0)P dZ)
K(A(xD)

1/2
< ) @yt ff IV a(% .2 97 dzd
k=0

Sk(A(X)x(—2kt,2kt)

< Z(Zkt)—n(l—l/ p) < -y p),
k=1

whereSy(A(x, t)) as usual, denote dyadic annuli around the héX t) c R".
Now take somef € LP and observe tha)f[;{n V. I*(xt,20)f(zdz = (SL’iV“)f(x) and further-
more, following our usual perturbation considerations, @€fg., 6.14), we have

(SCVF = (S + (Lo dliv(A; - A5 V(SHV)F(- 1),
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and in view of the computation ir8(3), it remains to analyze the second term above. However,
* \— H * * L3
(L) Hdiv(A; — Aj) V(S V) F(X. 1)
%k * * L*
= f fR yaloa06 YL (AT~ AG(Y. 9Ty S5 V) F(y) dyds

for (x,t) € RT*L. Hence, given the support @ — Ay, the fact thatA; — A;,| < |A; — Ajl, and
(1.17), we only have to prove that

(84) XR"*l\FMVFSJ_(X’ t,-, ) € foe,, 1< pP< 2+ &,

uniformly in (x,t) € RT! with the normCt"(=1/p),

Throughout this argument it will be convenient to use cydiredrather than balls in the definition
of the non-tangential maximal function, and as usual, warasshat the aperture is small enough
(but fixed) to ensure proper separation. In particular, wealways assume that for any, )
R™1\ Ty the corresponding cylindeZy s := A(y,c9 x (s— cs s+ ¢ and its slightly fattened
versionﬁy,s = A(Y,c19) X (S— 1S, S+ C1S), ¢ > C, have a distance fronx(t) equivalent to
I(y, s) — (x,1)|. Let us now separate several cases.

If (y, §) € RT\ Ty is such thaC, s N Tx; # 0 (so that, in particular, for aliz 7) € C, s we have
(x,1) = (z 7)| = |x— 2 ~ T = s> t) we have by Caccioppoli inequality

1/2
(8.5) JC IVTh,(%,t, 2 7)* dzdr
Cys
1/2
1 . _ _
<3| ff rotctzopdza| <100 - 09 = (x-yi 0™
Cys

If, on the other handy(s) € R\ Ty, is such thaffy,s N Tyt = 0 we adopt the argument from
[KP], p. 494, to write

1/2

(8.6) JC IVTh,(%,t, 2 7)* dzdr

Cys
1
S —_
S

Cys

f

Cys

o6 t.z7) - f Fga(%t,w, 0)dwf dze
A(y,c19)

5,6t 2.7) - Thy(x bz 0)| dzdr
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< If

Cys

I,(%1,2.0) - [ga06 t,w, 0)dw| dzcr
A(y,c19)

< sup VI oq(X t,z,0)|dz:: I +11,

zeA(y,C19), 7<(1+cC1)S

0 Tpq(X 1, z,r)| + f

A(y,€19)

using Caccioppoli inequality and local Moser estimatessfautions for the first bound above and
Poincaré inequality for the third one. The second telimjs bounded by the Hardy-Littleweeod
maximal function and hence we can involé&3] to deduce the desired bound.

Turning tol, we observe that for ali(7) € R\ Ty the integrand satisfids [5,(xtz7)=0,
with Lg acting inz 7 variables. In particular, this is valid fare A(y, ¢1S), T < (1 + c1)s (with (y, )
chosen so tha('fy,sm 'yt = 0) and their neighborhood of radiggx, t) — (z 7)| > |[X—2 +t (modulo
the points near the boundary Bf; which would fall under the scope of the same argument as in
(8.9)).

Sincely is t-independent, derivatives inare also solutions, and we can apply Moser local
bounds. Then for ange A(y, c19), 7 < (1 + ¢1)s, we have

1/2
(8.7) |o.Ty(xt, u)| < ff 19, (x, t,w, 1) 2 dwdlr
B((z7).cl(xt)—(z7))
1/2
<lxt) - @7 ff T, (%, t, w, 1)[* dwdr
B((z7).c'l(xt)-(z7)))
S - " s (x-24+1™"
The LP(R™ norm inz of the right-hand sides oB(5) and B8.7) gives a bound by "-1/P) as

desired. Moreover, ify( s) € R™1, the exact same argument as &6}—(8.7) also gives the same
bound. This finishes the proof 08.¢) and thus, of .2). m|

Lemma 8.8. Let L be an elliptic operator falling under the scope of Thend..12 Then for any
1 < p < 2 + ¢ the fundamental solution of‘lsatisfies

(89) XRn+1\r>gtVr*(X, t, N ) € TEE)(RE-HL), 1< p< 2+ &,

uniformly in xt € R with the norm Ct"1~Y/P). HereT; is a cone with vertex atx,t/2) of
aperture 1.

Proof. Since by 8.4) the desired estimate3.©Q) is valid for I'g; defined in the preceding Lemma,
it is suficient to estimate the fierence. To underline dependencelef on x,t we shall write
explicitly x,t as super-indices for the corresponding matrices and apsrat
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Pairingy g, V(T3 = Toe)(X. 1, -, -) with @ € CF(RT*Y) such that|®|l-
that it is suficient to obtain the estimate on the absolute value of

/ = 1 we observe
TP (RT—l)

* *Xt d
©10) ([]  raoon e 9%eutri - 1500 mz 909 B |
= {((LesH™ = (L)) div (g ?)(y 7) |
1 FIALa s A P lyny=(x)

by Ct-" 1P|y 3y (here the division b signifies the division of> = (y, s) by its vertical
1 +
variables). To this end, we write

(8.11) L) Hdiv =L tdiv = (Lt div(A; - ALy tdiv.

This makes sense acting on amf/function, in particular, in our case. Hence, the right-hait®
of (8.10 is equal to

(8.12) (((L*xt “Ldiv(A] - *)i,t)V(LD_l div) ()(Rnu\m%)(y, T))

(y.1)=(x)

Now observe that by constructiol( — A} = xamar, (A — Ass') and hence, by§(4), the
absolute value of the expression 112 is bounded by

(8.13) ctn@-1/p

. ®
(AL = AL div (nenyr, = )| )
( Xt S) Tf (RT—l)

We are slightly abusing the notation here writingnder the norm: it is understood that the norm

corresponds to the integration ynir. Recall now that by Lemma.22we haveT 3 -sz' — 'Tf/.
Hence, the expression iB.(L3 is, in turn, bounded by

(8.14) ctn-/p

i @
TV(Ll) 1d|V (XR””\FME)

T p’ (Rm—l) )

Finally, by duality with 6.3), the latter does not exce€t"(1-1/P)||@||~ as desired. O

TP le)’

To guarantee uniqueness in Hardy spaces for the regulaitylgm, we shall impose some
additional regularity at the boundary for the solutions wfedliptic operator at hand. To this end,
recall that an elliptic operator satisfies the Holder aauity condition at the boundary (or the De
Giorgi-Nash estimates at the boundary) if there exists atemitg > 0 such that for every solution
to Lu = 0 in Ryg = 2Q x (0, 2£(Q)), with u(x,0) = 0 in 2Q in the weak sense and,t) € Ro, we
have

1/2

1
(8.15) lu(x, t)| < C(t/R)™® Rodl f uf?
RZQ

This condition will allow us to use suitable pointwise esites for the Green function associated
with Lo in order to obtain uniqueness.
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For operators with complex cfiiients, it is not clear whether interior Holder regularify6)
implies boundary Holder regularity8(15. However, it is known that operators with complex
codficients that are small® perturbations of real cdigcients, do enjoy bothl(6) and .15 (see
[AD).

Let us state the following auxiliary lemma, whose proof carfdund in KK].

Lemma 8.16([KK]). Let L be an elliptic operator such that the solutions to L aridsatisfy both
the interior De Giorgi-Nash-Moser bound4.6)—(1.7) and the condition of Holder continuity at
the boundary(8.15. Let G(X,Y) be the Green function of L iR (see[HK] for the detailed
definition). Then for all XY € RQ”, with X # Y, we have

(8.17) IGO,Y) < IX = Y)F,
(8.18) IG(X, Y)I < min{s(X), X = Y} min{s(Y), |X — Y[}®|X — Y|}~"=2%0,

whered(X) is the distance of X to the boundary adglis the minimum of Holder exponents(in6)
and(8.15.

Proposition 8.19. Let L be an elliptic operator falling under the scope of Trerosl1.12, 1.35and
retain the significance ofgpe, ag from Theoremni.12 Then the following is true:

(i) Assume tha(R), is solvable for som& < p<2+e¢. Ifu e VVI%)’CZ(RQ”) is a solution of
the Dirichlet problem(D), with zero boundary data in the sense thatl= 0, N.(u) €
LP(RM), and -,t) — 0as t— 0 strongly in P on compact subsets &f', then u= 0.

(i) Assume tha(D) is solvable for somé < p < 2+ &. If u € WEX(RT) is a solution of
the Regularity problentR),, 1 < p < 2+ ¢ and p< n, with zero boundary data, that is,
Lu =0, N(Vu) € LP(R"), and -, t) — O as t— 0n.t., then u= 0 (modulo constants).

(ii-a) Assume that8.15 is valid for L. Then the following is true. If @ WE(R1) is a solution
of the Regularity probleniR)p, po < p < 2 + &, with zero boundary data, that is, Lt 0,
N(VU) € LP(R"), and W-,t) - 0as t— 0 n.t., then u= 0 (modulo constants). Hereyp
and e depend on the corresponding parameter in the statementedréml.12and also
on the boundary regularity exponent frd@15).

(i) Assume that Si—o : HP — H1P and%l + KL : HP — HP are both invertible for some

Po < P < 2+ ¢ and that the solutions to the regularity probleiR), are unique (e.g.,
the conditions ofii) or (ii-a) are satisfied). Then the solution to the Neumann problem

is unique. Specifically, if e V\/If)f(RTl) is a solution of the Neumann problefi),

Po < P < 2+ &, with zero boundary data, that is, L& 0, N(Vu) € LP(RM), andd,u = 0
(with the normal derivative interpreted via Lemma&), then u= 0 (modulo constants).

Let us point out that fot-indepependent operators uniqueness of solution®) vas demon-
strated in HMiMo]. However, at the moment we do not see how to extend the widgrirgument
to the current setting of operators satisfying the small€san measure condition. Uniqueness of
(D)ae, a > 0, again fort-independent operators and under the assumption of ihiliytiof layer
potentials, was shown ifBM].

Proof of Propositior8.19. Step I: Proof of (i), the set-up.
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Let us start with the definition of the Green function. Firstenthat by Lemma3.1 for every
fixed (x,t) € RT! we haveVI™*(xt, -, 0) € LP(R"), with the normCt~"/?', By our assumptions the
regularity problem is solvable, and hence, there existdudisp to the following R), problem:

LWX,t = 0, In RQ-HL,
(8.20) Wyi(-, S) = I'*(xt,-,0) n.t. ass — 0O,

IN (VW lle < 7P
Now define

G(Xt,Yy,s) =T*(XtY,s) —Wxt(y,9), (X1),(.9 € Rﬂ*l.

Then, in particular, fory(, s) € R such thats < t/4 + |x — y|/2 (that is, all ¢, s) which stay away
from I'y; together with their Whitney cubes) we have
(8.21)  IG(Xt.Y. 91 5 CS(NMrapyr, VI" (%t DY) + Nlegpesyr, Wha) 1) . Y € R

This inequality follows (much as Lemnya2, (7.3)) from carefully tracking the argument iKP],
pp. 461-462. Furthermore, then

(8.22) IG(% 1, ", Shxyern: [x-yl>2s-t/2llLp(rn)

< CSIN (gt VT (6t -, ) + Nigoey, VW) llogeny < Cst™?

due to LemmaB.8and @.20).
Assume thati e W-2(R™) is a solution ofL*u = 0 in RT*L. Fix a pointX = (x.t) € RT*,
Then for everyy € Cg"(RTl) such tha = 1 in a neighborhood ok we have

u(x t) = u(x, t)e(xt) = f fR " AVG(X, Y) V (ug) (Y)dY =

f f AVG(X, Y) Vu(Y)s(Y)dY + f f AVG(X, Y) u(Y)Va(Y)dY
RTl RT—l

- f f GOX, Y) AVU(Y)Va(Y)dY + f f AVG(X, Y) u(Y)Va(Y)dY
Tl RTl
(8.23) =1 +1l,

whereG is the Green function defined as above. Now chopseC7’(-2,2) such thaty = 1 in
(-L1)withO<n <1, and set

#(y, 9) = (1 - n(s/€)) n(s/(10Q)) n(Ix - yI/p),

wheree < t/8 andp > 8t. Then the domain of integration dfandll in (8.23 is contained in the
union of

(1) Q1 C Azy(X) X {€ < S < 2€}, With [[V@llLo(y) S €2
(2) Q21 C Agy(X) X {10Q < s < 20Qp}, With [|Vel|Le(a,y) S o7

(3) Q22 € (A2p(X) \ Ay(X) X {0 < 5 < 200}, With [[Ve|lL=(0,0) S o~



LAYER POTENTIALS AND BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 65

We shall denot&, := Qp1 N Qy2, and splitl = Ig, + g, andll = Ilg, + Il1g, according to the
domains of integration.

Step Il: the proof of (i).
Applying Caccioppoli inequality, we have

o+ 1oy 5 ¢ ]| GOCT-Iutor9 Wt 9 257 s

As before, ()w stands for the averaging over Whitney cub2sl{). Note that bothG andu are
solutions in thece-neighborhood of the domain of integration and tHifsaverages denoted by the
subscriptW can be substituted by aryP average as convenient using Moser estimates. Using this
observation andg(22), one can see that the latter expression is bounded by

C sup 1Y 9 (N rgonpy, VI (Xt D)) + N gnar, TWat) () dy

€/8<s<8¢ J Ac,

) 1/p’
< sup U ju(y. s)I° dy) U
€/8<s<8e \JAc, Ac

0

1/p
— % = p
(N Oz T 0665 D) + Nlgonr, T ) dy)

) 1y
<Ct sup U u(y, 9)IP dy] :
€/8<s<8e \J Ac,

The latter vanishes as— 0 since by assumptionsconverges to zero strongly ItP’ on compact
subsets oR". Going further,

oy + 11, < f G w9 w9 X< 2 f G Ly, 9l uty, 91 DS
o

: S
5 ff 5 GOxt,y. 9 Iuy. 9 LS
p (Y,9)€Qy: s<t/4+|x-y|/2 S
: dyds
"o ﬂ Q IG(X. 1.y, )l u(y. )| gy =11+ .
P (,9)€Q0: S>t/4+|x-yl/2 S

HereQ, denotes a slight enlargement @p obtained by including in the set the Whitney cubes
of all points of Q, and then fattening those Whitney cubes by a small fixed fasftdheir size.
Properly adjusting the constants, we make sure that thendistfrom Whitney cubes centered at
points ofQ;, to (x, t) is still comparable tg.

The region of integration inJ; is chosen to allow one to employ.@2. By Lemma?2.25

ue L= (R”*l) and henceljul| p(nﬂ)(g) — 0 asp — ~. Hence,J; — 0 asp — o if we show

that
1 dvd 1/q
= (ff - IG(x.t,y, 9 y_s) <c,
p (y,9)€Qp: s<t/4+|x-y|/2 I~
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with g being a dual exponent ¢8| that is,q = p(”+p1) Note that 1< g < p. Using Holder

inequality to pass from the to LP norm iny and then 8.22), we indeed have

1/q Cp 1/q
(ff IG(x, t,y, 9)° dyds) < l(f (St—n/p’)qpn(l—q/p) d_s) <CtmP,
(v,9)€Qy: s<t/A+|x-y|/2 P \Jo «

as desired.

The argument fol, is essentially the same once we observe that the region egfration in
Jo is included inAc, x (Cyp, Cyp) staying at a distance proportional gdrom (x,t). Moreover,
every point .s) € Ac, x (Cyp, Cop) belongs to every cone iR7* with a vertex at, 0) such that
z € Ac,\Ac,, truncated at a heigl@sp (with a proper choice of constants and the aperture), and we
can make sure that every such truncated cone stays at acgigtaoportional te from (x, t). Then,
once again invoking the argument i8H], pp. 461-462, we have for al.5) € Ac, x (C1p, Cop)

IG(X.t.Y. 91 < S(N(VI* (X, 1, ))(@) + N(YWx)(2) $ ™" + SN (VWit)(2),

foranyz € Ac,, \ Ac,,. Here, the second estimate uses Caccioppoli inequalitypantdwise
estimates on the fundamental solution. Hence, we can staivbyh@.20

sup  lIG(%t, -, 9llLe(ac,) < pFVP 4 ot P
C1p<s<Cop

and with this at hand the same argument aslfapplies.
All'in all, taking first the limit ase — 0 and therp — oo, we conclude that = 0 in RTl.

Step Il : the proof of (ii).
We shall use the set-up of Step I, with the Green function ddfimsing the solvability of the
Dirichlet problem. Indeed|['(x.t,-,0)ll » < t*P and thus, by assumptions, there there exists a
solution to the following D) problem:
L*Wx’t = O, |n RQ_HL,

(8.24) Wyt(- §) = [(xt,-,0) ass — 0 strongly inL”P on compacta ifR",
[IN (Wy Il o S -/,

Now define

(8.25) G(xt,y,9) :=T(XtY,S) —wWxi(y,9), (X1),(y,s € Rﬂ*l.

Then, exactly as above,

1 dyds
(8.26) lg, +1lg, < —f~ IG(x, t,y, 9)lu(y, 9| e
€ (o1 S

1/p
sE f IG(Xty,S)IsN(VU)(y) Ss sup ( f IG(x,t,y,S)lp'dy) ,
€ (03] ACp

€/8<s<8¢

using the fact thati is a solution to R), with zero boundary data and Lemnia2. Since by
assumptionsvy; converges strongly in” (Ac,) to its boundary data and the same can be directly
checked fol" (using, e.g., interior Holder regularity of solutionshetGreen function converges
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to zero strongly iri_p/(ACp), and hence, the right-hand side of the expression aboviehemas
e— 0.

As for Q,, we recall that by Lemma.25||wx,t|||_q(RT1) < Ct™P*l q = p'(n+1)/n and therefore,
for a fixed , t) we have||wx,t|||_q@2) — 0, asp — oo. Moreover, by pointwise estimates on the
fundamental solutiofiC(x, t, -, )y eayng,) < Cp"P*1, Hence, for a fixedx| t)

”G(X’ t’ " )”Lq(52) - 0’ asp - OO, q = p,(n + 1)/n9

provided thatp < n. Note that the dual exponeqgt = % so that 1< g < p. Combing these
considerations, we have
1 dyds
(8.27) lg, +1lg, < —f~ IG(x 1, Y, S)lu(y, S)Iy—
P Qo S

1 . dyds\Y
< ZIGOCL - Nl os q 2
~ p ” (X’ LI )”Lq(QZ) (Ijg:iz |u(y’ S)l g—q/ )

e
< p—l+1/q ||G(X, t’ . )HLq(ﬁZ) (‘fA‘ |N(Vu)|q dy]
Cp
, _ 1/p
< p HODIATRIG(x -l gy U NP dy)
Acp

_ 1/p
Cp

which by the aforementioned considerations vanishgs-aseo if p < n, as desired.

Step IV: the proof of (ii-a).

If the solutions satisfy the condition of Holder continuét the boundaryg.15), the argument is
considerably simpler and does not require the conditienfdl< n. To be precise, it is valid for all
Po < p < 2+ & where howevepy < 1 ande > 0 depend, in addition, on the exponent of boundary
Holder regularity (denoted hyg in (8.15). Throughout this argument we denote dyminimum
of the exponents of the interior and boundary Holder ratgyla

Under the assumption of De Giorgi-Nash-Moser estimatdsedidundary§.15 we can directly
use the Green function constructed ], [KK] (see Lemma.16). It is straightforward to check
that for such a Green functioB.@3 is justified. Let us start witlp > 1. Then we have once again

% f fgz(m)w(y, 9 (Uw(Y, 9 dyds

<
However, given that now is a solution to R), with zero boundary data, we can use Lemnb6
to majorize the integral above by

IQZ+IIQZ <

teo

C " f~ %0 p1=N=200 A/(VU) dyds< 12020 VPIN(VU)lle — 0, asp — .
Qo
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At the same time, for the same Green function constructedif],[[KK],

mﬁmms—f @O Dty 9 Wy, 9 222

Lt
fg s t1"200 Ay (V) dyds < Cip€ €IN(VU)|lLe — 0, ase — 0.
1

Now, as above, taking first the limit as— 0 and therp — oo, we conclude that = 0 in R*1.

As for the case < 1, we recall that by Lemma.25we have||Vul| .« < Cwith q = w > 1.
Moreover, sincau has non-tangential trace zero at the boundafy,s) = fOSaTu(y, 7)dr a.e. in
R™ML, This is, in fact, a part of the proof of (3). Then

1 _— dyds
IQZ + ”QZ ~ T f~ |G(X’t’y’ S)l |u(y9 S)l yT
< ta0p~N-2a0 f ™ Ju(y, s)l > < toopnao f f |0-u(y, 7)| dydr
ACpX(OCp)

1/q
< topl=n/p-ao ( ff 8- u(y, 7)|% dydr) ,
Acp X(O,Cp)

vanishes ap — oo provided that - n/p — @ > 0. On the other hand,

1 - ds
o, + 1o, < _f By, S Iu(y, 91 D&
€ Q1

< €0 1poorl-n-2a0 f f 6. u(y, 7)| dydr.
Ach(O,CE)
Now recall that we have

&
( f f |0-u(y, 7)
Ach(O,CE)
and simultaneously,

%
( f f 18- u(y, 7)|P dydr) < €P ( f
Acyx(0,Ce) Ac,

0

p(nn+ 1)
<C,

1
IN(@-u(y, 7))IP dydr) <P

Then the usual interpolation inequalities (which in thisecaonsist of an application of the Holder's

inequality to|d.ulP) yield
Py 1o
(ﬂ" |mwm%m)sar
Ach(O CE)

forany 0< 6 < 1 and- - 1p9 + o4y Choosingp, = 1 (note thatp < 1 < p(”+1) so thatpy =

is a valid choice) we compute that= (n + 1)(1 - p) and, respectivelyi=f = “Lp)(l‘p) All in
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all, we have
1-(n+1)(1-p)

ff 0-u(y, 7)|dydr < Ce™ P .
Ach(O,CE)
Returning to the estimates on, + 11q,, we then have

—1 -(+)(A-p) 5 _ A
IQl + ”91 < Ewo = tl n-ao _ €0 n/p+ntl n (20,

which vanishes as — 0 provided thah(1/p - 1) < ao.

Step V: the proof of (iii).
Suppose thatV(Vu) € LP, po < p < 2 + ¢, and thatd,u = 0, interpreted in the weak sense of

Lemma7.2. Note that Lemm&.2 also yields existence af € H-P such thau(x, t) =9, Up, N.t..
By the uniqueness of solutions tB){r established in Step 1V,

u(-,t) = S(S; =0 Uo)-
Thus, by Propositior7.21
0=9,u= (%| + 7?) (St_l lt=o Uo).

By hypothesis%l + K HP - HP andS; |i—o: HP — HP are bijective, so thaip = 0 in the sense
of HLP. Employing again the uniqueness of solutionsRi established in Step IV, we conclude
thatu = 0, modulo constants, and thus)ge is uniquely solvable.

o
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