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Abstract

We provide quantitative inner and outer bounds for the symmetric quasiconvex hull Qe(U) on
linear strains generated by three-well sets U in R2×2

sym. In our study, we consider all possible
compatible configurations for three wells and prove that if there exist two matrices in U that
are rank-one compatible then Qe(U) coincides with its symmetric lamination convex hull Le(U).
We complete this result by providing an explicit characterization of Le(U) in terms of the wells
in U . Finally, we discuss the optimality of our outer bound and its relationship with quadratic
polyconvex functions.

1 Introduction

In this work, we are concerned with variational problems of the form

min
y=y0 on ∂Ω

I(y), where I(y) =

∫
Ω
f(∇y(x))dx, (1)

the function y : Ω ⊂ Rn → Rn, and f : Rn×n → R is continuous, bounded from below, and satisfies
mild growth conditions (see, e.g. section 9 in [10]). For integral functionals like (1), other properties
of f besides continuity and coercivity are needed to assure the sequential weak lower semicontinuity
(swlsc) of I, i.e., the weak convergence of minimizing sequences to minimizers, see for example
theorems 1.13 and 1.15 in [10] pp. 15 and 17, and section 3 in [3]. The appropriate additional
condition is some kind of convexity of f . In the 1950s, Morrey, see theorems 2.1 and 2.2 in [16] pp.
5 and 8, respectively, introduced quasiconvexity as the necessary and sufficient condition for swlsc
(see also theorem 3.4 and remark 3.3 in [3]). A locally Borel-measurable function f is quasiconvex
if for every M ∈ Rn×n and each smooth function φ : Ω→ R compactly supported in Ω,

f(M) ≤ 1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
f(M +∇φ) dx.

In materials science, energy models like (1) arise in the study of martensitic phase transforma-
tions. Such models satisfy frame indifference and multi-well structure assumptions. By multi-well
structure, we mean that f ≥ 0 everywhere but f = 0 only on a prescribed set K. The connected
components of K are the energy wells that represent the material’s different phases. In most cases,
these energy densities are not quasiconvex under reasonable conditions, see [2] p. 401, and [13] p. 1.
Thus, minimizing sequences may develop oscillations on their gradient, and only weak convergence
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is to be expected. In these models, oscillations correspond to the microstructures observed in real
materials, see [1] p. 14. There are three types of sets K relevant to models of martensitic materials,
depending on f ’s symmetry. First, f has no symmetry and K ⊂ Rn×n is a set of matrices. Second,
f is left-invariant by orthogonal matrices, i.e., f(OM) = f(M) for every M ∈ Rn×n and O ∈ SO(n).
In this case, K = {SO(n)M1, ..., SO(n)Mk}, where SO(n)M = {QM | Q ∈ SO(n)} is the elastic
well associated with the symmetric positive-defined matrix M . Third, f is invariant under the
addition of skew-symmetric matrices. In this case, K = {M1 ⊕ Rn×nskew, ...,Mk ⊕ Rn×nskew} is a set of
linearized elastic wells or linear strains, where M ⊕Rn×nskew := {M +W | W ∈ Rn×nskew} is the linearized
elastic well of M . We also say that M represents the well M ⊕Rn×nskew. Elements in K can be used to
construct minimizing sequences in terms of sequential lamination provided they are compatible, see
for example [13] pp. 219 – 220 and theorem 3 in [2] pp. 25 – 26. As in [7] p. 846, we say that two
matrices M1, M2 ∈ Rn×n, are compatible if they are rank-one connected, i.e., Rank(M1 −M2) ≤ 1.
In the opposite case they are called incompatible. Two elastic wells SO(n)M1 and SO(n)M2, are
compatible if there exists Q1, Q2 ∈ SO(n) such that Q1M1 and Q2M2 are rank-one connected. They
are called incompatible otherwise. The corresponding notion of compatibility in linear elasticity is
that: two linear strains M1⊕Rn×nsym and M2⊕Rn×nsym are compatible if there exists a skew symmetric
matrix W such that Rank(M1 −M2 +W ) ≤ 1. In the particular case where M2 = 0, we simply say
that M1 is compatible or incompatible if detM1 ≤ 0 of detM1 > 0, respectively. As before, they are
called incompatible otherwise. Moreover, we say that two matrices M1,M2 ∈ R2×2

sym which represent
linear strains are rank-one compatible if det(M1 −M2) = 0. Moreover, if M1 and M2 represent two
compatible linear strains, then M1 −M2 +W = a⊗ n for some W ∈ R2×2

skew, a ∈ R2, and n ∈ S1.
If two matrices, elastic wells or linear strains, are compatible, layering structures can be con-

structed and nontrivial oscillating minimizing sequences emerge in suitable spaces, see for example
proposition 2 in [1] p. 23, and section 3 in [7] pp. 855 to 868. Young measures are an effective
tool to capture the nonlinear functional’s asymptotic behavior along an oscillating sequence. While
the weak limit carries information on average values in an oscillating sequence, the Young measure
contains information on “where” these oscillations occur. If the energy achieves its minimum, the
minimizing sequence does not oscillate, and the corresponding Young measure is trivial; namely,
it is a Dirac mass for almost every point in the domain. For one-well and two-incompatible-wells
problems, Kinderleherer [12] (pp. 15 and 16) showed that the Young measure limit of gradients
(case of elastic wells above) is trivial and furthermore constant in the domain. The case for two
linear strains was studied by Kohn in [13]. Bhattacharya et al. [7], studied the problem of which
measures arise as Young measures limits of gradients, linear strains, and matrices. In the case of k
pairwise incompatible elastic wells or linear strains in two dimensions (see also Lemma 3 in [22], p.
408), they show that the corresponding Young measures’ limits are trivial. The situation changes
as soon as we consider four matrices in two space dimensions, see remark 6 in [24] pp. 194 and 195,
three elastic wells, or three linear strains in three dimensions. The authors in [7] showed that in the
later three cases there exist nontrivial Young measures in the limit under the assumption of pairwise
incompatibility. They called this phenomenon “mutual compatibility”, see [7] p. 849.

Depending on the space dimension and the number of compatible –or incompatible– pairs among
the matrices, wells, or linear strains in K, we may have the existence of nontrivial Young measures
in the limit. A closely related problem is to identify the set of values taken by the (constant)
weak limits of minimizing sequences. This set is known as the quasiconvex hull Q(K) of K. If the
corresponding Young measures are trivial, then Q(K) = K. As stated before, that is the case for
any number of pairwise incompatible linear strains in two dimensions. If there exists a nontrivial
Young measure in the limit, as in the above examples, we have that K is strictly contained in Q(K).
In the fully pairwise compatible case, Bhattacharya [4] p. 231 –see also Lemma 4 in [17] p.46 –
proved that the quasiconvex and convex hulls are equal for any number linear strains in K.

Quasiconvex hulls are generically very difficult (if not impossible) to compute for a particular
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choice of U . Explicit examples of quasiconvex functions [10, 20] and quasiconvex hulls [5, 7, 6, 25] are
scarce and most of the nontrivial examples are not known explicitly. One approach to this problem
is to compute the quasiconvex envelope of the energy density and to study its zero energy level set.
This is a difficult problem, and solutions are only known in few cases, for example see theorems 3.4
and 3.5 in [13] pp 204 and 205. There is also extensive literature on the exploration of upper and
lower bounds for the quasiconvex envelope of a function, see for example [11, 15, 18].

An alternative approach is to consider quasiconvex hulls’ inner and outer bounds, such as the
polyconvex, rank-one, and lamination convex hulls. Following [10] pp. 156 and 157, we introduce
some standard notions from semi-convex analysis. We say that a function f : Rn×n → R is polyconvex
if there exists a convex function G : Rmn → R, such that f(M) = G◦T (M), where T : Rn×n → Rmn

is given by
T (M) = (M,adj2(M), adj3(M), · · · ,detM), (2)

adjk(M) stands for the k × k matrix of sub-determinants of M , mn = C(2n, n) − 1, and C(2n, n)
is the binomial coefficient between 2n and n. The function f : Rn×n → R is rank-one convex if for
every M1,M2 ∈ Rn×n such that Rank (M1 −M2) ≤ 1, and every λ ∈ [0, 1],

f(λM1 + (1− λ)M2) ≤ λf(M1) + (1− λ)f(M2).

It can be proved that if f is convex, it is polyconvex, if f is polyconvex, it is quasiconvex, and if f
is quasiconvex, it is rank-one convex, but the reverse implications are false in general, see sections
5.3.2 to 5.3.9 in [10] and [21].

For any compact set K ⊂ Rn×n, its semi-convex hulls are defined by means of cosets, more
precisely

S(K) =

{
A ∈ Rn×n | f(A) ≤ sup

B∈K
f(B), for every semi-convex f

}
.

It is clear that R(K) ⊂ Q(K) ⊂ P (K) ⊂ C(K) where these sets correspond to the rank-one,
quasiconvex, polyconvex and convex hulls, respectively. These inclusions may not be proper, see for
example Theorems 7.7 and 7.28 in [10].

In the geometrically linear regime, the relevant quantities [13] are given by the displacement
u(x) = y(x)− x and the linear strain

e(∇u) :=
∇u+ (∇u)T

2
.

In this framework, the energy density becomes invariant under the addition of skew-symmetric
matrices in its argument, i.e., f(M) = f(M + S) for every S ∈ Rn×nskew, and it vanishes on the
set of linearized elastic wells represented by U = {U1, U2, · · ·Uk} ∈ Rn×nsym . We use the notation

K = U ⊕ Rn×nskew to indicate that the symmetric part of every element in K belongs to U . Also,
similar ideas about semi-convexity are available. Following Boussaid et. al [8] (section 2, pp 423
to 427), we say that a function f : Rn×nsym → R is symmetric semi-convex if f(e(·)) : Rn×n → R is

semi-convex. It is straightforward to see that f : Rn×nsym → R is symmetric quasiconvex if and only if

for every U ∈ Rn×nsym

f(U) ≤ inf

{
1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
f(U + e(Dφ))dx

∣∣∣∣φ ∈ C∞0 (Ω,Rn)

}
,

and it is symmetric rank-one convex if and only if for every U1 and U2 compatible symmetric matrices
and λ ∈ [0, 1],

f(λU1 + (1− λ)U2) ≤ λf(U1) + (1− λ)f(U2).

3



Characterization of symmetric polyconvexity for any dimension is rather challenging. Boussaid et. al
[8] gave an explicit characterization of symmetric polyconvex functions in the cases of two and three
dimensions. In the two-dimensional case, they proved that f : R2×2

sym → R is symmetric polyconvex

if and only if there exists g : R2×2
sym × R → R convex, non-increasing on its second argument, and

such that f(·) = g(·, det(·)).
Also, the symmetric semi-convex hull, see [26] p. 567, for a compact set U ∈ Rn×nsym is defined in

terms of the cosets,

Se(U) =

{
A ∈ Rn×n | f(A) ≤ sup

B∈U
f(B), f symmetric semi-convex

}
, (3)

where S must be replaced by R,Q and P for the symmetric rank-one, quasiconvex and polyconvex
hull of the set U . As in the nonlinear case, to determine the symmetric quasiconvex hull of a compact
set U is a challenging task. An inner approximation for the symmetric quasiconvex hull is given by
Le(U), the symmetric lamination convex hull of U , see [26]. This set is defined as the intersection
of the symmetric lamination hulls of all ranks, namely

Le(U) =

∞⋃
i=0

Le,i(U),

where Le,0(U) = U , and

Le,i+1(U) = {λA+ (1− λ)B ∈ Rn×nsym |λ ∈ [0, 1] and A,B ∈ Le,i(U) are compatible}.

It is also known, see for example [26] p. 562, that for any compact set U ⊂ Rn×nsym ,

U ⊂ Le(U) ⊂ Re(U) ⊂ Qe(U) ⊂ P e(U) ⊂ C(U). (4)

In this paper, we aim to understand the effect of partial pairwise compatibility among the
elements of U on the algebraic restrictions on the possible values of effective linear strains. We
consider sets U of three linearized elastic wells in two dimensions, where the wells are not fully
compatible nor incompatible. Our goal is to characterize –or bound– the symmetric quasiconvex
hull Qe(U) of U .

Smyshlyaev and Willis [19] studied the relaxation of the three-well energy in linear elasticity
where the elastic wells share the same elastic modulus. In particular, they showed that the minimiz-
ing measure may be chosen as the sum of no more than three Dirac masses. In [18], Schlömerkempe
et. al. considered an analogous three-well setting in the three dimensional linear elasticity for a
particular set of wells. Here, we do not consider any restriction on the wells to get general inner
and outer bounds on Qe(U). For the interior bound, we characterize Le(U) explicitly, while for the
outer bound, we estimate the zero level set of a suitable quadratic function’s polyconvex envelope.
In some cases we are able to show that our bounds are optimal.

In the rest of the paper we will follow standard notation. For every matrix M ∈ R2×2, e(M) and
w(M) denote the symmetric and skew-symmetric part of M respectively. Also for every a, b ∈ R2,
the tensor product a⊗ b ∈ R2×2 is defined as (a⊗ b)ij = aibj and its symmetric part is denoted by

a � b. The 2 × 2 identity matrix is denoted by Id, and the bilinear form 〈· , ·〉 : R2×2 × R2×2 → R
stands for the Frobenius inner product i.e 〈A ,B〉 7→ Tr(AT B), also ‖ · ‖ denotes the Frobenius
norm. Since the space of skew-symmetric matrices has dimension one, we will use the following
representation,

w(M) = wMR, where R =

(
0 −1
1 0

)
and wM =

1

2
〈M ,R〉 . (5)
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Along this work and for the sake of brevity, we shall say wells when we actually mean linearized
elastic wells. Moreover, we refer to the elements of U as wells or as the representative of wells
equally.

2 Main results

In this paper, we are interested in the quasiconvex hull Qe(U) of the set of three elastic wells
U = {U1, U2, U3} ⊂ R2×2

sym.

Theorem 2.1. Let U ⊂ R2×2
sym represents a three-well set such that Aff(U) has codimension one. If

there exist at least two different matrices in U that represent two rank-one compatible wells, then

Qe(U) = Le(U).

This result can be described in terms of the compatibility between the wells. Independently of
the existence of a rank-one compatibility, Bhattacharya [4] p. 231 –also see [17] p. 46– proved that
Qe(U) = Le(U) = C(U) if the wells are all pairwise compatible. On the other hand, Bhattacharya
et. al. [7] (theorem 2.3 pp. 854) showed that if the wells are pairwise incompatible, then Qe(U) =
Le(U) = U and no microstructure can be formed. The novelty of theorem 2.1 is to consider the
intermediate cases when only one or two pairs of matrices in U are compatible, and one of these
compatibility relation is a rank-one compatibility.

In the following result, we give an explicit characterization of the symmetric lamination convex
hull when at least two wells in U are incompatible. Notice that –see proposition 4.1 below– two
wells U1 and U2 are compatible if and only if det(U1 − U2) ≤ 0, and they are incompatible if
det(U1−U2) > 0. Conditions det(U1−U2) = 0 and U1 6= U2 are equivalent to rank-one compatibility
between U1 and U2.

Proposition 2.1. Let U = {U1, U2, U3} be such that Aff(U) has codimension one.

(a) If det(U1 − U2) > 0, det(U1 − U3) > 0 and det(U2 − U3) ≤ 0, then

Le(U) = {U1} ∪ C({U2, U3}).

(b) If det(U1 − U2) ≤ 0, det(U1 − U3) ≤ 0 and det(U2 − U3) > 0, then

Le(U) = C({U0, U1, U2}) ∪ C({U0, U1, U3}),

where U0 ∈ C(U) is uniquely characterized by det(U0 − U3) = det(U0 − U2) = 0.

Our final result is about the symmetric quasiconvex hull when there exist one incompatible and
one compatible pairs of wells in U , and there are no rank-one compatibilities among its elements.
With this result, we cover all possibilities for three wells in two dimensions. theorem 2.2 does not
give a complete characterization of Qe(U), but it provides explicit quantitative outer bounds.

Theorem 2.2. Let U = {U1, U2, U3} represent a three-well set and assume that Aff(U) has codi-
mension one. Also, assume that (a) det(U1 − U2) > 0, det(U1 − U3) > 0, and det(U2 − U3) < 0, or
(b) det(U1 − U2) < 0, det(U1 − U3) < 0, and det(U2 − U3) > 0, then

Qe(U) ⊂ {U ∈ C(U) | 0 ≤ ~(U − U0)}  C(U),

where U0 ∈ C(U) is uniquely characterized by det(U0 − U2) = det(U0 − U3) = 0, ~ : R2×2
sym → R is

given by
~(V ) = 〈C , V − V2〉 detV1 − 〈C , V1 − V2〉detV,
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and

C =
(V2 − V1) 〈V3 − V1 , V3 − V2〉+ (V3 − V1) 〈V2 − V1 , V2 − V3〉√

‖V2 − V1‖2‖V3 − V1‖2 − 〈V2 − V1 , V3 − V1〉
.

The outer bound of theorem 2.2 is not necessarily optimal. Nonetheless, we show that the outer
bound in theorem 2.2 coincides with the quadratic polyconvex hull of U at the end of this paper. A
similar bound is given by Tang & Zhang [23] (theorem 1, p. 1266) for the case of a three-dimensional
three-well problem at an exposed incompatible edge of C(U). In [23], Tang & Zhang also proved
that one can chip a wedge-like slice off C(U) at the exposed incompatible edge without touching
Qe(U). This later estimate is independent on the diameter of the set U , but it is neither explicit
nor optimal. In [18], the authors estimate by numerical approximation the quasiconvex hull for
special combinations of three wells in three dimensional linear elasticity that come from the cubic-
to-monoclinic martensitic phase transformations model. The estimated configurations are analogous
to our two-dimensional results in theorem 2.2 and theorem 2.1. For comparison, see cases 3 and 4
and figures 5 to 7 in [18] and fig. 1 below.

An important ingredient in our proofs is the geometric characterization of the subset of com-
patible linear strains with the null matrix. By the isomorphism between R3 and R2×2

sym (see eq. (6)
below), this set can be identified with the exterior of a solid cone C0, whose vertex is the null matrix,
and its axis is {t Id | t ∈ R}. Moreover, the set ∂C0 consists of rank-one symmetric matrices. The set
of compatible linear strains with respect to a given matrix U ∈ R2×2

sym can be obtained by translation
of C0, namely CU = U + C0, (see Lemma 4.2 and Figure 2).

Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 can be geometrically interpreted by identifying R2×2
sym with R3 via the linear

isomorphism

M =

(
x z
z y

)
7→ M̃ =

 x
y

z
√

2

 . (6)

If U = {U1, U2, U3} ⊂ R2×2
sym satisfies that Aff(U) has codimension one, then Aff({Ũ1, Ũ2, Ũ3})

defines a plane in R3. Let U0 ∈ C(U) as in lemma 4.5, then the intersection between CU0 and Aff(U)
determines the set of incompatible wells with U0 in Aff(U). Moreover, Aff(U) ∩ ∂CU0 consists of
matrices U such that U and U0 represent rank-one compatible wells, and due to the isomorphism
(6), this set is identified with a pair of lines in R3. Thus we shall say that Aff(U) ∩ ∂CU0 is
a pair of rank-one lines, see fig. 1. Additionally, if we assume that U meets the conditions in
Proposition 2.1, then the lamination convex hull is explicitly known and can be represented in the
plane Aff({Ũ1, Ũ2, Ũ3}). Figures 1.(a) and 1.(c) display two configurations with two incompatibility
relations between U ’s wells. Due to Proposition 2.1, the lamination convex hull equals the union
between {U1} and the segment joining U2 and U3. In the configuration presented in figure 1.(a),
the outer bound given by theorem 2.2 is the union of {U1} with the region bounded by the curve
Γ = {U ∈ C(U) | ~(U−U0) = 0} and the segment joining U2 and U3. Additionally, the configuration
shown in fig. 1.(c) has a rank-one compatibility, and the set Qe(U) equals Le(U) by Theorem 2.1.

We present fig. 1.(b) and fig. 1.(d) to display the analogous configurations when only one pair of
wells in U is incompatible. In the configuration presented in fig. 1.(b), Le(U) is the wedge-like region
bounded by the polygon with vertices U1, U2, U0 and U3 by proposition 2.1, and the well U0 ∈ C(U)
is rank-one compatible with U2 and U3 simultaneously. theorem 2.2’s outer bound correspond to
the region bounded by the curve Γ and the two segments joining U1 with U2 and U3, respectively.
The configuration presented in fig. 1.(d) has a rank-one compatible pair, so Qe(U) equals Le(U) due
to theorem 2.1, and both sets equal the blue flag-like region.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In section 3, we briefly describe the ideas for the
proofs and give some further comments. In section 4, we introduce the notion of incompatible
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Γ
U0

U2

U3

U1

(a)

Γ

U0

U2
U3

U1

(b)

U0

U3

U2

U1

(c) (d)

U0

U2

U3

U1

Figure 1 Four different three-well configurations related theorem 2.1 and theorem 2.2. Black and
red dots represent the wells and U0, respectively. Solid lines represent compatibility between wells
and dashed lines incompatibility. The gray planar cone represents Aff(U) ∩ CU0 , namely the set of
incompatible matrices with U0 in Aff(U). Gray lines are the rank-one lines across U0. In figure
(a) and (b), the blue regions are the outer bounds of Qe(U) in theorem 2.2. Figures (c) and (d)
represent two admissible configurations in theorem 2.1, and blue regions are Qe(U) = Le(U).

cone and study some of its properties. The proof of proposition 2.1 is presented in section 5. In
section 6, we present the symmetric polyconvex conjugate and symmetric biconjugate functions,
and provide its application to our particular setting in section 7. The proofs of Theorems 2.1 and
2.2 are presented section 8. Finally, in section 9 we discuss the optimality of the outer bounds in
theorem 2.2 with respect to symmetric quadratic polyconvex functions.

3 Ideas of proofs and further comments

In this paper, we construct quasiconvex hulls’ inner and outer bound to Qe(U). The inner bound
is the symmetric lamination convex hull Le(U) that we derive explicitly in proposition 2.1. For the
outer bound, let P e(U) be the symmetric polyconvex hull of U . If f is a non-negative symmetric
polyconvex function such that U belongs to Ker f := {M ∈ R2×2

sym | f(M) = 0}, then Qe(U) ⊂
P e(U) ⊂ Ker f ∩ C(U). The later inclusion is clear from the characterization of P e(U) in terms of
cosets, i.e., eq. (3). We do not need to construct the polyconvex function f explicitly, but only its
kernel. Finally, we construct the required matrix C in terms of the elements in U. With this matrix
C, Ker fpp equals the optimal outer bound when only quadratic polyconvex functions are used to
bound Qe(U).

There are not many examples of polyconvex functions, and we need them to vanish on U .
Therefore, we construct the parametric family as follows. First, we consider a function of the form

fC(M) = χB̄(e(M)) (|det e(M)|+ | 〈C ,M〉 |) , B̄ = R2×2
sym \ Le(U),

7



where detC < 0, and χB̄ : R2×2
sym → {0, 1} is the indicator function of the set B̄. Notice that by

construction, the functions fC vanish on Le(U) (hence on U), and they are quadratic outside this set.
Second, we compute the symmetric polyconvex envelope of fC through its symmetric polyconvex
biconjugate function fPPC . Then, we estimate Ker fPPC in lemma 7.2.

In our results, we describe the geometry of the laminar convex and quasiconvex hulls in terms of
the matrix U0. This matrix is defined as the intersection of two rank-one lines passing through two
wells in U (see fig. 1). These lines exist since the cone C0 centered at any element of U intersects the
plane defined by Aff(U). If we denote the normal matrix to Aff(U) by Q, we show that the later
condition is equivalent to detQ < 0 (see remark 4.2). This is related to the condition detC < 0
in the construction of fC . Therefore, in our arguments, the geometric relationship between the
incompatible cone and Aff(U) is important.

In the last section, we show that the outer bound in theorem 2.2 is optimal for quadratic symmet-
ric polyconvex functions. Indeed, we notice that this bound depends on the quadratic polyconvex
function ~, and the proof of the optimality for quadratic polyconvex functions heavily depends on
the recent characterization of symmetric polyconvex functions in two dimensions given by Boussaid
et. al [8] (proposition 4.5 p.435), and it can not be extended beyond quadratic polyconvexity without
an analogous result for non-quadratic functions. We believe that better estimates can be obtained
by considering extensions of the form

fC(M) = χB̄(e(M)) (|det e(M)|q + | 〈C ,M〉 |p) ,

for some positive exponents p and q. The computation in these cases become cumbersome, and we
do not pursue them further in this paper. Another consequence of the optimality in the outer bound
for quadratic functions is that, if the outer bounds of Qe(U) in theorem 2.2 are not sharp, then the
quasiconvex envelope of an energy density f (as in eq. (1)), is not quadratic.

Regarding possible extensions of the presented results, we study a generalization of theorem 2.1
to four and more co-planar wells in two dimensions in [9]. In particular, we are interested in the
sufficient conditions on rank-one compatible pairs to show that Qe(U) = Le(U).

Finally, we make a few comments on the possible extension of our results to the three-dimensional
case. The first step is to identify the corresponding geometry. We need to generalize the definition
of the cone C0 and the normal Q to Aff(U). To generalize the cone C0, we notice that two matrices
M1 and M2 in R3×3

sym represent compatible linear strains if the eigenvalues of M1−M2 are of the form
λ1 < λ2 = 0 < λ3. Now, the cone’s boundary is a “surface” that represents the rank-one compatible
directions. Therefore, by the isomorphism between R3×3

sym and R6, this boundary should be an object

of four dimensions in R6. Consequently, the tangent space to the cone’s boundary is of dimension
four, and we conjecture that we need at most five wells to set up the analogous geometry. The
challenge, in this case, is to define the analogous to Q and the generalization of condition detQ < 0
that identifies the intersection of the incompatible cone and the affine space. In some cases, we
believe that it is possible that for a particular set of wells in three dimensions, the cone geometry
reduces to its two-dimensional counterpart, and we recover results similar to the ones presented in
this paper. As a piece of evidence in this direction, we recall the results in [18] quoted before.

4 On the geometry of the incompatible cone

We begin with an equivalence result on compatibility.

Proposition 4.1. Let M1,M2 ∈ R2×2. The following statements are equivalent:

(a) There exist v ∈ R2, a ∈ S1 and W ∈ R2×2
skew such that M1 −M2 +W = a⊥ ⊗ v.
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(b) There exist v ∈ R2 and a ∈ S1 such that e(M1) = e(M2) + v � a⊥.

(c) There exists a ∈ S1 such that 〈e(M1)− e(M2) , a⊗ a〉 = 0.

(d) det(e(M1)− e(M2)) ≤ 0.

Proof. That (a) implies (b) follows directly from the symmetric parts of the equation in the statement
(a). Since a⊥ is orthogonal to a, we easily conclude that (b) implies (c). To show that (c) implies
(d), we proceed by contradiction and assume det(e(M1)− e(M2)) > 0, meanwhile (c) holds. Then it
follows that a 7→ (e(M1)− e(M2))a · a is either a positive or negative defined quadratic form. Thus,
the unique solution to (e(M1)− e(M2))a · a = 0 is a = 0, a contradiction to a ∈ S1 by hypothesis.

Now, we show that (d) implies (a). Since detM = det(e(M)) + det(w(M)) for every M ∈ R2×2

and (d) is assumed, we obtain

det(M1 −M2 + µR) = det(e(M1)− e(M2)) +

(
1

2
〈M1 −M2 , R〉+ µ

)2

.

Thus, the equation det(M1 −M2 + µR) = 0 is satisfied by some µ∗ ∈ R. So, the statement (a)
follows, and the proof is finished. �

The following lemma states that if M ∈ R2×2
sym has non-positive determinant, then it is the

symmetric part of a tensor product, this result is used in the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.1. Let Q ∈ R2×2
sym be such that its determinant is non-positive. There exist a, n ∈ S1 and

ν ∈ R such that Q = νa � n and detQ = −ν2(a · n⊥)2/4. Moreover, v+ = a + n, and v− = a − n
are eigenvectors of Q with eigenvalues λ+ = ν[a · e+ 1]/2, and λ− = ν[a · e− 1]/2, respectively.

Proof. The existence of a, n ∈ S1, and ν ∈ R such that Q = νa � n follows by setting M1 = Q,
M2 = 0 into the equivalence between (b) and (d) in proposition 4.1. The statement concerning the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors follows by a direct computation

Qv± =
ν

2
(a⊗ n+ n⊗ a)(a± n) =

ν

2
[(a · n)(a± n) + (n± a)] =

ν

2
[a · n± 1](a± n).

Thus, detQ = λ+λ− = −ν2[1− (a · n)2]/4 = −ν2
(
a · n⊥

)2
/4. �

The next lemma characterizes the set of symmetric incompatible matrices as elements in a solid
cone. In particular, the set of symmetric matrices that are rank-one compatible is identified with
the boundary of this cone.

Lemma 4.2. Let M ∈ R2×2
sym, then detM = 0 if and only if | 〈M , Id〉 | = ‖M‖. Moreover, detM < 0

if and only if | 〈M , Id〉 | < ‖M‖.

Proof. Let M ∈ R2×2
sym be given by

M =

(
M11 M12

M12 M22

)
with M11,M12,M22 ∈ R, and consider the square of its Frobenius norm

‖M‖2 = M2
11 +M2

22 + 2M2
12 = (M11 +M22)2 + 2(M2

12 −M11M22).

Hence, ‖M‖2 = 〈M , Id〉2 − 2 detM , and the proof follows. �
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Because of proposition 4.1 and lemma 4.2, the set of incompatible linear strains with U ∈ R2×2
sym

is given by the interior of the cone

CU :=
{
V ∈ R2×2

sym such that ‖V − U‖ < | 〈V − U , Id〉 |
}
,

=

{
V ∈ R2×2

sym such that
1√
2
<

∣∣∣∣〈 V − U
‖V − U‖ ,

1√
2

Id

〉∣∣∣∣}
Let e1, e2, and e3 stand for the canonical vectors in R3. Then e1 ⊗ e1 and e2 ⊗ e2 belong to ∂C0,
and the cone’s aperture angle, 2θ, is π/2 since e1 ⊗ e1, e2 ⊗ e2 and Id are coplanar, see fig. 2.

Remark 4.1. Let S : R2×2 → R2×2 stand for the linear map M 7→ RMRT , with R as in (5).
The function S maps the symmetric (skew-symmetric) subspace into itself. Moreover, a simple
calculation shows that adj(M) = SM for every M ∈ R2×2, and we get the following identities:

(a) 2 detM = 〈SM ,M〉 .
(b) detM = det e(M) + detw(M) = det e(M) + w2

M .

(c) det(N +M) = detM + detM + 〈SM ,N〉 , N ∈ R2×2.

(d) If M = ξa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + ηn⊥ ⊗ n⊥ for some a, n ∈ S1 and ξ, η ∈ R, then detM = ξη|a× n|2.

y

z

U

CU

x

Figure 2 The incompatible cone C represented in R3 by the isomorphism (6)

The next lemma describes a coordinate system defined by the intersection between the boundary
of the incompatible cone and Aff(U). This system of coordinates is convenient and simplifies many
of the computations in our proofs.

Lemma 4.3. Let V,Q ∈ R2×2
sym such that detQ < 0 and denote by ΠQ(V ) the affine set of codimension

one that contains V and is normal to Q, namely

ΠQ(V ) = {U ∈ R2×2
sym | 〈Q ,U − V 〉 = 0}.

Then, there exist two nonparallel vectors a, n ∈ S1, such that

ΠQ(V ) = {V + ξ a⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + η n⊥ ⊗ n⊥ | (ξ, η) ∈ R2}. (7)

Moreover, U ∈ ΠQ(V ) and V represent compatible linear strains if and only if U −V = ξ a⊥⊗ a⊥+
η n⊥ ⊗ n⊥ with ξ η ≤ 0.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, there exist a, n ∈ S1, and ν ∈ R \ {0} such that Q = νa � n. The vectors
a and n are linearly independent since detQ < 0. Moreover, by proposition 4.1 (b) and (c), and
the symmetric role between vectors a and n, we have that a⊥ ⊗ a⊥ and n⊥ ⊗ n⊥ are two linearly
independent rank-one matrices such that〈

Q , a⊥ ⊗ a⊥
〉

=
〈
Q ,n⊥ ⊗ n⊥

〉
= 0.
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Hence, {a⊥⊗ a⊥, n⊥⊗ n⊥} is a basis for the two-dimensional subspace ΠQ(V )− V and (7) follows.
Now, let W ∈ ΠQ(V ) and (ξ, η) ∈ R2 such that W − V = ξ a⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + η n⊥ ⊗ n⊥. Thus det(W −
V ) = ξη|a × n|2, and the second part of the statement follows straight forward from item (d) in
proposition 4.1. �

Remark 4.2. It is well known, see [7, 10] pages p.191 and p.825 respectively, that if f : Rm×m → R
is quadratic and f(a⊗n) ≥ 0 for every a, n ∈ Rm then f is rank-one convex. Thus, − det(·) : R2×2

sym →
R is a symmetric rank-one convex function because item (a) in remark 4.1 implies that it is quadratic
and the equivalence between items (b) and (d) in proposition 4.1 implies that −det(e(a ⊗ n)) ≥ 0
for every a, n ∈ R2.

Lemma 4.4. Let U, V,W ∈ R2×2
sym such that V,W are compatible and U is incompatible with both of

them. Then U is incompatible with any point in C({U, V,W}) \ {U}.

Proof. Let M ∈ C({U, V,W}) \ {U}. Then, M = λ1U + λ2V + λ3W for some λ1 ∈ [0, 1) and
λ2, λ3 ∈ [0, 1], such that λ1 + λ2 + λ3 = 1. Since λ1 6= 1, we have that λ2 + λ3 > 0 and

M − U = (λ2 + λ3) (s(V − U) + (1− s)(W − U)) ,

where s = λ2/(λ2 + λ3), and (1 − s) = λ3/(λ2 + λ3). Hence, det(M − U) = (λ2 + λ3)2 det(s(V −
U) + (1 − s)(W − U)). Now, since V − U and W − U are compatible, and −det(e(·)) is rank-one
convex, we have that

det(s(V − U) + (1− s)(W − U)) ≥ sdet(V − U) + (1− s) det(W − U) > 0.

Therefore, U and M are incompatible and the proof is complete. �

In Proposition 2.1 and Theorem 2.2, we consider two possible configurations of wells depending
on the number of compatible pairs among its elements. We use the following definition to keep our
presentation compact.

Definition 4.1. Let U represent a three-well set such that Aff(U) has codimension one. We say
that U is type one if up to a relabeling U = {U1, U2, U3}, where

det(U1 − U2) > 0, det(U1 − U3) > 0, and det(U2 − U3) ≤ 0, (8)

and U is type two if up to a relabeling U = {U1, U2, U3}, where

det(U1 − U2) ≤ 0, det(U1 − U3) ≤ 0, and det(U2 − U3) > 0. (9)

Remark 4.3. We claim that if U is either type one or type two and Q is normal to Aff(U), then
detQ < 0. We argue by contradiction. Indeed, if detQ ≥ 0, then Aff(U) ∩ CU1 = {U1} and U1 is
compatible with U2 and U3, see paragraph after lemma 4.2. We conclude that U is pairwise compatible
by arguing the same for the two remaining wells, but this is a contradiction to eq. (8) and eq. (9).

In the following lemma, we apply the coordinate system in lemma 4.3 to the geometry of our
three-well problem.

Lemma 4.5. Let U ⊂ R2×2
sym represent a three-well set where U is either type one or type two. Then,

there exist U2, U3 ∈ U and U0 ∈ C(U) such that det(U2 − U0) = det(U3 − U0) = 0.
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Proof. First, by remark 4.3, detQ < 0, and by lemma 4.1, there exist a, n ∈ S1 linearly independent
vectors such that Q = νa� n for some ν ∈ R \ {0}. Hence, by Lemma 4.3,

U2 = U1 + ξ2a
⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + η2n

⊥ ⊗ n⊥, and U3 = U1 + ξ3a
⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + η3n

⊥ ⊗ n⊥, (10)

for some (ξ2, η2), (ξ3, η3) ∈ R2. We notice that (ξ2, η2) and (ξ3, η3) belong to the same quadrant
in the R2. Otherwise, all elements in U are either compatible or incompatible and this contradicts
either eq. (8) or eq. (9).

Second, we claim that

U0 = U1 + αa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + βn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, with

{
α = arg min{|ξ| | ξ ∈ {ξ2, ξ3}},
β = arg min{|η| | η ∈ {η2, η3}},

is the desired matrix. Indeed, without loss of generality we assume U is type one. Then, either
α = ξ3 or β = η3, but not both. Otherwise, by Remark 4.1 (d) and eq. (10), we get det(U3 − U2) =
(ξ3 − ξ2)(η3 − η2)|a × n|2 ≥ 0, a contradiction with U being of type one. Hence, det(U3 − U0) =
(ξ3 − α)(η3 − β)|a× n|2 = 0, and by an analogous argument, we also have det(U2 − U0) = 0. Now,
since U1 is incompatible with both U2 and U3 (namely, ξ2η2 > 0 and ξ3η3 > 0), and (ξ2, η2) and
(ξ3, η3) belong to the same quadrant, we have that det(U1 − U0) = αβ|a× n|2 ≥ 0. We let

λ1 =
(α− ξ2)(β − η3)− (α− ξ3)(β − η2)

ξ2η3 − ξ3η2
, λ2 =

(α− ξ3)β − (β−η3)α

ξ2η3 − ξ3η2
, and λ3 =

(β − η2)α− (α− ξ2)β

ξ2η3 − ξ3η2
.

By a straight forward computation, we get that U0 = λ1U1 + λ2U2 + λ3U3 with λ1, λ2, λ3 ∈ (0, 1),
and λ1 + λ2 + λ3 = 1. Hence, U0 ∈ C(U) as claimed. The case where U is type two can be treated
analogously, and the result follows. �

Corollary 4.0.1. Let U ⊂ R2×2
sym represent a three-well set where U is either type one or type two.

Then, there exist U0 ∈ C(U), a, n ∈ S1, and ξ, η, γ, ζ ∈ R such that

U1 = U0 + ξa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + ηn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, U2 = U0 + γa⊥ ⊗ a⊥, and U3 = U0 + ζn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, (11)

where {
η > 0 ≥ ζ, ξ > 0 ≥ γ or ζ ≥ 0 > η, γ ≥ 0 > ξ if U is type one,

η ≥ 0 > ζ, γ > 0 ≥ ξ or ζ > 0 ≥ η, ξ ≥ 0 > γ if U is type two.
(12)

Proof. By lemma 4.5, there exists U0 ∈ C(U) that is rank-one compatible with U2 and U3. From,
remark 4.3, the normal Q to Aff(U) is such that detQ < 0. Then, (11) follows from lemma 4.1,
lemma 4.3, and that ΠQ(U0) = Aff(U) has codimension one.

Next, we prove eq. (12). Without loss of generality we assume that U is of type two. Hence,
det(U2 − U3) > 0, and det(Uj − U1) ≤ 0 for j = 0, 2, 3. Therefore, by (11) and remark 4.1 item (d),
we get

−γ ζ > 0, ξ η ≤ 0, (ξ − γ)η ≤ 0, and (η − ζ)ξ ≤ 0.

Now, the conditions in (12) follows since U0 ∈ C(U). The case where U is type one can be proved
by a similar argument. �

5 The symmetric lamination convex hull of U
In this section, we determine the symmetric lamination convex hull when U is either type one or type
two, i.e. there is one out of the three wells in U that is compatible with one of the two remaining
wells and incompatible with the other.
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U1,3

U1,2

U

V3

V1,3

V2

V1,2
U0

U2
U3

U1

Figure 3 Auxiliary wells used in the proof of proposition 2.1. This figure shows a three-well set with
strict inequalities in item (b). The incompatible cone of U0 restricted to Aff(U) is represented by
the shaded region.

Proof. of proposition 2.1: We prove the item (a). By hypothesis, U2 is compatible with U3, and
U1 is incompatible with both of them. Then, Le,1(U) = {U1} ∪ C({U2, U3}). By lemma 4.4 there
is not U ∈ C(U) compatible with U1. Therefore, no laminate of degree two is admissible and
Le,2(U) = Le,1(U). By the same argument, Le,n(U) = Le,1(U) for every n ≥ 1, and item (a) follows
from the definition of Le(U).

Now, we prove the item (b). In this case U is of type two. Then, lemma 4.5 implies the existence
of U0 ∈ C(U) such that

det(U2 − U0) = det(U3 − U0) = 0,

and we assume that the wells in U are given by eq. (11) in corollary 4.0.1. Now, by the compatibility
relations, U ’s first symmetric lamination is Le,1(U) = C({U1, U2})∪C({U1, U3}). For the laminations
of degree greater than one, first, we assume that det(U1−U2) < 0 and det(U1−U3) < 0 and consider
the continuous function

t 7→ det(tU1 + (1− t)U3 − U0) = t2 det(U1 − U3) + t 〈S(U3 − U1) , U3 − U0〉 .

By remark 4.1, eq. (11), and (12) (b) for the type two case, we have that

〈S(U3 − U1) , U3 − U0〉 = −ξζ|n× a|2 > 0.

Thus, there exists t0 > 0 such that U1,3 = t0U1 + (1− t0)U3 ∈ C({U1, U3}) and det(U1,3 − U0) = 0
since det(U1 − U3) < 0. Analogously, there exists U1,2 ∈ C({U1, U2}) such that det(U1,2 − U0) = 0.
Now, we define two triangular regions with vertices K2 = {U1, U2, U1,3} and K3 = {U1, U3, U1,2}
(see fig. 3), and divide the proof in three steps:

(i) We claim that C(K2), C(K3) ⊂ Le,2(U). Indeed, if we assume that M belongs to the relative
boundary of C(K2), then either M ∈ C({U1, U2}) or M ∈ C({U2, U1,3})∪C({U1, U1,3}). Since
U1,3 ∈ Le,1(U) and C({U1, U2}) ⊂ Le,1(U) then M ∈ Le,2(U). Now, we assume that M belongs
to the relative interior of C(K2). By construction (see lemma 4.2), any two matrices on the
line ` joining U2 and U1,3, or on any other parallel line, are rank-one compatible. Then, there
exists a line `M parallel to ` passing through M , such that `M intersects C({U1, U2}) and
C({U1, U1,3}) at some points V and W respectively. Thus, M ∈ C({V,W}), det(V −W ) = 0,
and V,W ∈ Le,1(U). Hence, M ∈ Le,2(U). By a similar argument C(K3) ⊂ Le,2(U) and the
claim follows.

(ii) Now, we claim that C(K2) ∪ C(K3) = Le,2(U). By contradiction, we assume there exists
U ∈ Le,2(U) \ (C(K2) ∪ C(K3)) (see fig. 3). The intersection between ∂CU and the relative
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boundary of C(U) yields the existence of V2, V3 ∈ C({U2, U3}), V1,2 ∈ C({U1, U2}), and V1,3 ∈
C({U1, U3}) such that det(V2 − U) = det(V1,2 − U) = 0 and det(V3 − U) = det(V1,3 − U) = 0.
Therefore, each matrix in the set U that is compatible with U belongs to either the set
C1 = C({U, V1,3, U1, V1,2}) or the set C2 = C({U, V2, V3}). Now, since U ∈ Le,2(U), there exist
two compatible matrices V,W ∈ Le,1(U) such that U = λV + (1 − λ)W for some λ ∈ (0, 1).
Notice that C1 and C2 are convex sets and C1 ∩ C2 = {U}, so V and W cannot belong both
to C1 or C2 simultaneously. The contradiction follows from the fact C2 ∩Le,1(U) = ∅ since U2

and U3 are incompatible.

(iii) We claim that Le,2(U) = Le,3(U). The proof follows by a contradiction argument similar to the
one used before. Indeed, if there exists U ∈ Le,3(U) \Le,2(U), then U is a convex combination
of two compatible matrices V,W ∈ Le,2(U). Since C1 ∩ C2 = {U}, V and W cannot belong
both to C1 or C2. Again the contradiction emerged from the fact that C2∩Le,2(U) = ∅. Hence,
Le,3(U) ⊂ Le,2(U). The reverse inclusion follows from the definition of Le,3(U).

Second, we assume that there is only one rank-one compatibility among the elements of U and
without loss of generality, let det(U1 − U2) < 0 and det(U1 − U3) = 0. In this case, we define
K2 = C({U1, U0, U2}) and K3 = C({U1, U3}). Repeating the argument in step (i), we easily get
that K2 ⊂ Le,2(U). Moreover, by definition K3 ⊂ Le,1(U) ⊂ Le,2(U), we obtain the claim in step
(i). The steps (ii) and (iii) are exactly the same.

Third, we assume that there are two rank-one compatible pairs in U , so without loss of generality,
det(U2−U1) = det(U3−U1) = 0. For this case, we choose K2 = C({U1, U2}) and K3 = C({U1, U3}).
Under these assumptions, K1 ∪ K2 = C(K1) ∪ C(K2) = Le,1(U). Hence, by step (ii), Le,1(U) =
Le,2(U).

Finally, due to Le,3(U) = Le,2(U) we get that Le,n(U) = Le,2(U) for every n ≥ 2 in all cases, and
item (b) follows from the definition of Le(U). �

6 Results about polyconvex conjugate and biconjugate functions

In this section we presents a method to construct non-negative polyconvex functions through the
polyconvex conjugate and biconjugate functions fp(ξ∗) : Rmn → R ∪ {±∞} and fpp(ξ) : Rn×n →
R ∪ {±∞} of a given function f : Rn×n → R, respectively. These functions are defined as

fp(ξ∗) := sup{(T (η), ξ∗)− f(η) | η ∈ Rn×n}, and fpp(ξ) := (fp)∗(T (ξ)),

where T : Rn×n → Rmn is given by (2), and (fp)∗ : Rmn → R ∪ {±∞} is the dual convex of fp,
which is given by (fp)∗(η) := sup{(η, ξ∗) − fp(ξ∗) | ξ∗ ∈ Rmn}. The following theorem was proved
by Kohn & Strang [14] (lemma 3.4 p, 133) also, see theorem 6.6 [10] p.268.

Theorem 6.1. Let f : Rn×n → R and fpp(M) := (fp)∗ ◦ T (M). If g : Rn×n → R is a polyconvex
function such that f(ξ) ≥ g(ξ) for every ξ ∈ Rn×n, then fpp = Pf , the polyconvex envelope of f .

In the two-dimensional framework, f : R2×2 → R and, the above expressions become

fp(M∗, δ∗) = sup
M∈R2×2

〈M∗ ,M〉+ δ∗ detM − f(M), with M∗ ∈ R2×2 and δ∗ ∈ R, (13)

and fpp(M) = (fp)∗(M,detM), where

(fp)∗(M,λ) = sup
δ∗∈R

M∗∈R2×2

(〈M ,M∗〉+ δ∗λ− fp(M∗, δ∗)) , for M ∈ R2×2 and λ ∈ R.
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In the proof of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, we strongly use the existence of the matrix U0 given in
Lemma 4.5. By the self-similarity of the incompatible cone and Lemma 4.3, we set U0 as the center
of coordinates. The following lemma allow us to do that.

Proposition 6.1. Let f : R2×2 → R and g(M) = f(M −M0), then gpp(M) = fpp(M −M0).

Proof. From relation (13),

gp(M∗, δ∗) = sup
M∈R2×2

(〈M∗ ,M〉+ δ∗ detM − f(M −M0))

= sup
M̄∈R2×2

(〈
M∗ , M̄ +M0

〉
+ δ∗ det(M̄ +M0)− f(M̄)

)
.

The last expression for gp(M∗, δ∗) is easily simplified by Remark 4.1 (c). Hence

gp(M∗, δ∗) = 〈M∗ ,M0〉+ δ∗ detM0 + fp(M∗ + δ∗SM0, δ
∗).

Moreover,

(gp)∗(M, δ) = sup
M∗∈R2×2

δ∗∈R

{〈M −M0 ,M
∗〉+ δ∗(δ − detM0)− fp(M∗ + δ∗SM0, δ

∗)} ,

= sup
M̄∈R2×2

δ∗∈R

{〈
M −M0 , M̄

〉
+ δ∗(δ − detM0 − 〈M −M0 ,SM0〉)− fp(M̄, δ∗)

}
.

Thus, (gp)∗(M, δ) = (fp)∗(M −M0, δ − detM0 − 〈M −M0 ,SM0〉). Finally, the affirmation follows
from gpp(M) = (gp)∗(M, detM), and 〈M −M0 ,SM0〉 = −2 detM0 + 〈SM0 ,M〉. �

The next proposition determines the polyconvex conjugate function of f : R2×2 → R when it
depends on the symmetric part of the argument.

Proposition 6.2. Let f : R2×2 → R be such that f(M) = f(e(M)) for every M ∈ R2×2
sym. Then, the

polyconvex conjugate function of f is given by

fp(M∗, δ∗) =



∞, if δ∗ > 0 or δ∗ = 0, wM∗ 6= 0,

−w
2
M∗

δ∗
+ sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(e(M∗), δ∗, U), if δ∗ < 0,

sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(e(M∗), 0, U), if δ∗ = wM∗ = 0,

(14)

where wM ∈ R satisfies w(M) = wMR and

L(V, δ, U) := 〈V ,U〉+ δ detU − f(U). (15)

Proof. From (13) and Remark 4.1 (b), we get

fp(M∗, δ∗) = sup
M∈R2×2

[〈M∗ ,M〉+ δ∗ detM − f (e(M))]

= sup
M∈R2×2

[
2wMwM∗ + δ∗w2

M + 〈e(M∗) , e(M)〉+ δ∗ det e(M)− f (e(M))
]
.

Since wM and e(M) are independent, we conclude that

fp(M∗, δ∗) = sup
w∈R

(
2wwM∗ + δ∗w2

)
+ sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(e(M∗), δ∗, U). (16)
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It is not difficult to see that fp(M∗, δ∗) =∞ if either δ∗ > 0 or δ∗ = 0, and wM∗ 6= 0. Moreover, if
δ∗ < 0, the supremum in the first term on the right-hand side of (16) is attained at w = −wM∗/δ∗.
Thus

fp(M∗, δ∗) = −w
2
M∗

δ∗
+ sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(e(M∗), δ∗, U).

Finally, the third condition in (14) follows directly from (16), and this finishes the proof. �

The following proposition characterizes the polyconvex biconjugate function of symmetric func-
tion, that is of the form f(M) = f(e(M)).

Proposition 6.3. Let f : R2×2 → R. If f(M) = f(e(M)) for every M ∈ R2×2, then fpp(M) =
fpp(e(M)) and

fpp(M) = sup
V ∈R2×2

sym,δ
∗≤0

{
〈e(M) , V 〉+ δ∗ det e(M)− sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U)

}
.

Proof. Since f(M) = f(e(M)), fp(M∗, δ∗) is given by (14). Hence,

(fp)∗(M, δ) = max{g1(M), g2(M, δ)}

where

g1(M) = sup
V ∈R2×2

sym

{
〈e(M) , V 〉 − sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, 0, U)

}
, and

g2(M, δ) = sup
w∈R,δ∗<0

V ∈R2×2
sym

{
〈e(M) , V 〉+ 2wMw +

w2

δ∗
+ δδ∗ − sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U)

}
,

with L(V, δ∗, U) as in (15). Now, the function

w 7→ 〈e(M) , V 〉+ 2wMw +
w2

δ∗
+ δδ∗ − sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U)

is concave in w for every δ∗ < 0. Thus,

2wMw +
w2

δ∗
+ 〈e(M) , V 〉+ δδ∗ − sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U) ≤

〈e(M) , V 〉+ (δ − w2
M )δ∗ − sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U),

with equality at w = −δ∗wM . Therefore,

(fp)∗(M, δ) = sup
V ∈R2×2

sym,δ
∗≤0

{
〈e(M) , V 〉+ (δ − w2

M )δ∗ − sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(V, δ∗, U)

}
.

Next, we notice that w2
M = detw(M). Thus, since fpp(M) = (fp)∗(e(M), det e(M)), by re-

mark 4.1 (b) we obtain

fpp(M) = sup
V ∈R2×2

sym,δ
∗≤0

{
〈e(M) , V 〉+ δ∗ det e(M)− sup

U∈R2×2
sym

L(V, δ∗, U)

}
.

Hence, fpp(M) = fpp(e(M)) as claimed. �
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7 The polyconvex conjugate and biconjugate functions of fC

In this section we specialize our results to a particular function fC that we use in our proofs. Let
f : R2×2 → R be such that

fC(M) = χB̄(e(M)) (|det e(M)|+ |〈C ,M〉|) , (17)

where C ∈ R2×2
sym with negative determinant, and

χB̄(U) =

{
1 if U ∈ R2×2

sym \ Le(U)

0 otherwise.

The following lemmas will be used to determine the polyconvex conjugate and biconjugate func-
tions of fC given as in eq. (17). Notice that fC , restricted to Aff(U), vanishes on Le(U). From now
on, we denote by V any three-well set where Aff(V) is a two-dimensional subspace, and by U any
three-well set where Aff(U) has codimension one.

Lemma 7.1. Let V = {V1, V2, V3} ⊂ R2×2
sym such that det(V2) = det(V3) = 0, and Aff(V) ⊂ R2×2

sym is
a two-dimensional subspace. Also, assume that either V is type one, or V is type two and 0 ∈ C(V).
Additionally, let f be defined as in eq. (17) for a fix C ∈ R2×2

sym with negative determinant, and
L(V, δ, U) be defined as in eq. (15). Then

sup
U∈R2×2

sym

L(V, δ∗, U) =

∞ if (V, δ∗) ∈ N c,

max
U∈V∪{0}

(k 〈C ,U〉+ δ∗ detU) if (V, δ∗) ∈ N , (18)

where N and N c are subsets of R2×2
sym × (−∞, 0] given by

N = {(kC, δ∗) | −1 < k < 1, −1 ≤ δ∗ ≤ 0} and N c =
(
R2×2
sym × (−∞, 0]

)
\ N .

Proof. We observe that Aff(V) = ΠQ(0), for some Q ∈ R2×2
sym with negative determinant since there

are a compatible and an incompatible pair of wells in Aff(V) (see remark 4.3). We divide the proof
into two parts corresponding to the following claims. First, we claim that

sup
U∈R2×2

sym\Le(V)

L(V, δ∗, U) =

{
0 if (V, δ∗) ∈ N ,
∞ otherwise.

(19)

Second, we claim that if (V, δ∗) ∈ N , then

sup
U∈Le(V)

L(kC, δ∗, U) =

max
U∈V

(k 〈C ,U〉+ δ∗ detU) if U is type one,

max
U∈V∪{0}

(k 〈C ,U〉+ δ∗ detU) if U is type two.
(20)

Assuming the claims, we finish the proof. Let L := sup{L(V, δ∗, U) |U ∈ R2×2
sym} for each (V, δ∗) ∈

R2×2
sym× (−∞, 0] = N ∪N c. Hence, if (V, δ∗) ∈ N c, then L =∞ by eq. (19), and if (V, δ∗) ∈ N , then

L = max
{

sup{L(V, δ∗, U) |U ∈ Le(V)}, sup{L(V, δ∗, U) |U ∈ R2×2
sym \ Le(V)}

}
.

Therefore, the second part of eq. (18) is a consequence of eq. (19) and eq. (20), and the results
follows.
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Next, we divide the proof of the claims in two steps:
Step 1: We will prove eq. (19). Since U /∈ Le(V), then

L(e(M∗), δ∗, U) = min{(δ∗ − 1) detU, (δ∗ + 1) detU}+ min{〈e(M∗)− C ,U〉 , 〈e(M∗) + C ,U〉}.

We notice that

N c = {(V, δ∗) ∈ R2×2
sym × (−∞, 0] | δ∗ < −1 or V ∦ C or V = kC, |k| > 1}.

Now, we inspect each option for (V, δ∗) ∈ N c.

(i) Assume that δ∗ < −1. Since (δ∗ − 1), (δ∗ + 1) < 0, we choose U(t) = tŪ for a fix Ū ∈
R2×2
sym \ Le(V) with det Ū < 0, and t ∈ R. We find

L(e(M∗), δ∗, U(t)) = t2(δ∗ − 1) det Ū + tmin{
〈
e(M∗)− C , Ū

〉
,
〈
e(M∗) + C , Ū

〉
}.

By letting t→∞ the claim follows.

(ii) Now, we assume e(M∗) and C linearly independent. Thus, there exists V ∈ R2×2
sym with

〈V ,C〉 = 0 such that e(M∗) = αV +kC for some α, k ∈ R. Thus, V ∈ ΠC(0). Due to detC < 0
and Lemma 4.5, the boundary of ΠC(0) ∩ C0 consist of two nonparallel rank-one lines, say
`1 = {tu1 ⊗ u1|t ∈ R} and `2 = {tu2 ⊗ u2|t ∈ R} for some u1, u2 ∈ S1. Therefore, we choose
Ū ∈ {u1⊗u1, −u1⊗u1, u2⊗u2, −u2⊗u2} such that α

〈
V , Ū

〉
> 0. By construction, det Ū = 0

and
〈
C , Ū

〉
= 0, hence L(e(M∗), δ∗, tŪ) = tα

〈
V , Ū

〉
and by letting t→∞ we get the result.

(iii) If e(M∗) = kC with |k| > 1, then we choose Ū ∈ C0 \ ΠC(0) such that k
〈
C , Ū

〉
> 0 and

det Ū = 0. Hence, L(e(M∗), δ∗, tŪ) = min{t(k − 1)
〈
C , Ū

〉
, t(k + 1)

〈
C , Ū

〉
}. Clearly, (k −

1)
〈
C , Ū

〉
> 0, and (k + 1)

〈
C , Ū

〉
> 0, so by letting t→∞ the result follows.

From the last three steps, we conclude that sup{L(V, δ∗, U) |U ∈ R2×2
sym\Le(V)} =∞, if (V, δ∗) ∈ N c.

Now, we assume (V, δ∗) ∈ N , and we prove that sup{L(e(M∗), δ∗, U) |U ∈ R2×2
sym \ Le(V)} = 0.

Indeed, we have that

L(kC, δ∗, U) = min{(δ∗ − 1) detU, (δ∗ + 1) detU}+ min{(k − 1) 〈C ,U〉 , (k + 1) 〈C ,U〉} ≤ 0. (21)

The last inequality follows since both terms on the right hand side of (21) are non-positive. Thus if
Ū ∈ C0 \ΠQ(0) is fixed, then we get

L(kC, δ∗, tŪ) = min{t(k − 1)
〈
C , Ū

〉
, t(k + 1)

〈
C , Ū

〉
} → 0, as t→ 0.

Therefore, the affirmation follows and the claim (i.e. eq. (19)) is proved.

Step 2: Now, we consider the optimization of L on U ∈ Le(V) (i.e. eq. (20)). By lemma 4.5,
for every U ∈ Le(V) ⊂ ΠQ(0) there exist ξ, η ∈ R such that U = ξa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + ηn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, and

L(kC, δ∗, U) = k 〈C ,U〉+ δ∗ detU = ξη δ∗|n× a|2 + ξCa⊥ · a⊥ + ηCn⊥ · n⊥. (22)

The level sets of (22) as function of ξ and η are hyperbolae (or straight lines). Hence, the supremum
of L(kC, δ∗, U) in Le(V) is attained at some point Ū on the relative boundary of Le(V), denoted by
∂ri L

e(V). By Proposition 2.1, ∂ri L
e(V) depends on the type of V, namely

∂ri L
e(V) =

{
Le(V) if V is type one,

C({V1, V2}) ∪ C({V2, 0}) ∪ C({0, V3}) ∪ C({V3, V1}) if V is type two.
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First, we assume that V is type two. If Ū ∈ C({V2, 0})∪C({0, V3}), then det Ū = 0 and the equation
(22) becomes linear. Hence, the maximum of L(kC, δ∗, U) in C({V2, 0})∪C({0, V3}) is attained at
either 0, V2 or V3. Now, if U ∈ C({V1, V2}), then U = [λξ+ (1−λ)γ]a⊥⊗ a⊥+ληn⊥⊗n⊥ for some
λ ∈ [0, 1] due to corollary 4.0.1. So, eq. (22) becomes a polynomial of degree two in λ. It is readily
seen that

d2L(kC, δ∗, U(λ))

dλ2
= 2δ∗η(ξ − γ)|n× a|2 ≥ 0.

Thus, either L(kC, δ∗, U(λ)) is linear in λ if ξ = γ or it is quadratic in λ with a minimum if ξ 6= γ.
Therefore, the maximum value of L(kC, δ∗, U) on C({V1, V2}) is always attained at the extremal
points {V1, V2}. With a similar argument, the supremum of L(kC, δ∗, U) on C({V1, V3}) is attained
on either V1 or V3. Therefore, we conclude that the supremum of L(kC, δ∗, U) in Le(V) is attained
at some matrix Ū ∈ {0, V1, V2, V3} as claimed.

Second, we assume that V is of type one. In this case, the maximum value of L(kC, δ∗, U) is
attained either in V1 or in C({V2, V3}). If the second option happens, d2L/dλ2 = −2δ∗γζ|n×a|2 ≥ 0,
and by an analogous argument, the result follows straight forward.

Therefore, the supremum of L(kC, δ∗, U) in Le(V) is attained at some matrix Ū ∈ {V1, V2, V3}
and eq. (20) follows. Now the proof is completed. �

The last result of this section contains explicit bounds for Ker fpp ⊂ R2×2, the zero-level set of
the polyconvex biconjugate function of f : R2×2 → R. From now on, if g : R2×2 → R is any function
of the form g(M) = g(e(M)) for every M ∈ R2×2

sym, we denote the zero-level set of g|R2×2
sym

as

Kers g := {V ∈ R2×2
sym | g(V ) = 0}.

In this type of functions it readily follows that Ker g = {M ∈ R2×2 | e(M) ∈ Kers g}. In particular,
if we study Ker fpp, we can focus on Kers f

pp and no information is lost.

Lemma 7.2. Let V = {V1, V2, V3} ⊂ R2×2
sym be either type one or two such that Aff(V) ⊂ R2×2

sym is a

two-dimensional subspace with detV2 = detV3 = 0. Let C ∈ R2×2
sym with negative determinant and

define f(M) as in eq. (17). We have that:

1. If C is normal to Aff(V), then fpp(M) ≥ 0 for every M ∈ R2×2, and

Ker fpp =
{
M ∈ R2×2

∣∣ e(M) ∈ Aff(V), detV1 ≤ det e(M)
}
. (23)

2. If 0 ∈ C(V), C satisfy 〈C , V1〉 ≤ 0 < 〈C , V3〉 = 〈C , V2〉, and

(i) V is type one, then

Ker fpp ⊂ {M ∈ R2×2| 〈C , e(M)− V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤〈C , e(M)− V1〉 ,
0 ≤ det e(M) and 0 ≤ ~(M)},

(ii) V is type two, then

Ker fpp ⊂ {M ∈ R2×2| 〈C , e(M)− V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤〈C , e(M)− V1〉 ,
detV1 ≤ det e(M) and 0 ≤ ~(M)}.

where
~(M) = 〈C , e(M)− V2〉 detV1 − 〈C , V1 − V2〉 det e(M).

Moreover, fpp is a non negative real-valued function and V ⊂ Kers f
pp.
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Proof. From proposition 6.3 and lemma 7.1 we have that

fpp(M) = sup
(k,δ∗)∈E

(
k 〈e(M) , C〉+ δ∗ det e(M)− max

U∈V∪{0}
(k 〈C ,U〉+ δ∗ detU)

)
, (24)

where E := [−1, 1]× [−1, 0]. Our goal is to estimate outer bounds on Kers f
pp.

First, we assume that C is normal to Aff(V). Under these assumptions and since 0 ∈ Aff(V),
eq. (24) becomes

fpp(V ) = sup
(k,δ∗)∈E

(k 〈V ,C〉+ δ∗ (detV − detV1)).

By computing the supremum, we get

fpp(V ) = | 〈V ,C〉 |+ max{0,detV1 − detV }. (25)

The first term on the right hand side of (25) penalizes the distance to the plane Aff(V), meanwhile
the second term is an in-plane condition. Moreover, fpp is non negative and

Kers f
pp =

{
V ∈ R2×2

sym

∣∣V ∈ Aff(V), detV1 ≤ detV
}
,

as claimed in eq. (23).

Second, we assume 〈C , V1〉 ≤ 0 < 〈C , V2〉 = 〈C , V3〉. A simple computation lead us to

k 〈C , V2〉 > δ∗ detV1 + k 〈C , V1〉 , for
detV1

〈C , V2 − V1〉
δ∗ ≤ k ≤ 1.

This observation implies that

max
i=0, 1, 2, 3

{δ∗ detVi + k 〈C , Vi〉} =

k 〈C , V2〉 , if
detV1

〈C , V2 − V1〉
δ∗ ≤ k ≤ 1,

δ∗ detV1 + k 〈C , V1〉 , otherwise.
(26)

Now, we define the sets D = {(k, δ∗) ∈ E : δ∗ detV1/ 〈C , V2 − V1〉 ≤ k ≤ 1} , and its complement

E \ D =

{
(k, δ∗) ∈ E

∣∣∣∣−1 ≤ k ≤ min

{
1,
−δ∗ detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉

}
, −1 ≤ δ∗ ≤ 0

}
,

relative to E , see Figure 4. Let χD : E → {0, 1} and χE\D : E → {0, 1} be the characteristic functions
of D and E \ D, respectively. From eq. (24) and eq. (26), we get

fpp(V ) = sup{f̄1(V, k, δ∗) + f̄2(V, k, δ∗) | (k, δ∗) ∈ E},

where {
f̄1(V, k, δ∗) = χD (k 〈C , V − V2〉+ δ∗ detV ) ,

f̄2(V, k, δ∗) = χE\D (k 〈C , V − V1〉+ δ∗(detV − detV1)) .

Now, D and E \ D are disjoint sets, hence

fpp(V ) = max{f1(V ), f2(V )}, where


f1(V ) = sup

(k,δ∗)∈D
f̄1(V, k, δ∗),

f2(V ) = sup
(k,δ∗)∈E\D

f̄2(V, k, δ∗).

Notice that f̄1 is linear in (k, δ∗). Thus, its supremum in D is attained on ∂D for each V ∈ R2×2
sym.

Analogously, the supremum of f̄2 in E \ D is attained on ∂(E \ D). The common boundary between
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Figure 4 Two possible subdivisions of the set E when V is of type two. Left and right images
correspond to the cases 〈C , V2 − V1〉 > −detV1 and 〈C , V2 − V1〉 < −detV1, respectively.

D and E \ D depends on detV1, particularly on its sign (see Figure 4). Therefore, the computation
of f1 and f2 also depends on V1. Moreover, since 0 ∈ C(V) and detV2 = detV3 = 0, corollary 4.0.1
implies that detV1 is positive or negative if V is of type one or two, respectively.

Now, we assume V is type two. Thus, detV1 ≤ 0 and we divide the computation of f1 into four
cases:

(a) Assume 0 < 〈C , V − V2〉 and 0 < detV , then the supremum is attained at (k, δ∗) = (1, 0),
and f1(V ) = 〈C , V − V2〉 > 0.

(b) Assume 0 < 〈C , V − V2〉 and detV ≤ 0. If detV1 < 0, then f̄1’s supremum is attained
at (k, δ∗) = (1,max {−1,−〈C , V1 − V2〉 / detV1}), and if detV1 = 0 then f̄1’s supremum is
attained at (k, δ∗) = (1,−1). In either case,

f1(V ) = 〈C , V − V2〉 −
1

max
{

1, detV1
〈C ,V1−V2〉

} detV > 0.

(c) Assume 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 and detV ≤ 0. In this case, the supremum of f̄1 is attained on the
line segment {(

− detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗, δ∗

)
∈ E

∣∣∣∣ δ∗ ∈ [−1, 0]

}
,

and the function f̄1 evaluated at this segment is

f̄1

(
V,− detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗, δ∗

)
= − ~(V )

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗,

where ~(V ) = 〈C , V − V2〉detV1 − 〈C , V1 − V2〉detV . The last equation is linear in δ∗ and
increasing or decreasing depending on the sign of ~(V )/ 〈C , V1 − V2〉. Hence, if ~(V ) is non
negative, f1(V ) = 0, meanwhile for ~(V ) < 0,

f1(V ) = min

{
1,

detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉

}
〈C , V − V2〉 −

1

max
{

1, detV1
〈C ,V1−V2〉

} detV.

Inserting the definition of ~(V ) in the last equation we get

f1(V ) =
~(V )

p
> 0, where p =

{
detV1, if 1 ≤ detV1/ 〈C , V1 − V2〉 ,
〈C , V1 − V2〉 , otherwise.

(d) Let 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 and 0 < detV . Then, the supremum of f1 is attained at (k, δ∗) = (0, 0)
and f1(V ) = 0. In this case, we also have that ~(V ) > 0.
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Summarizing the above cases, we conclude that

Kers f1 = {V ∈ R2×2
sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 and either detV ≤ 0 ≤ ~(V ), or 0 < detV },

and we easily conclude

Kers f1 ⊂ {V ∈ R2×2
sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ ~(V )}. (27)

Next, we compute f2. Again, we also have four possible further cases:

(a) If 〈C , V − V1〉 < 0 and 0 ≤ detV − detV1, then the supremum of f2 is attained at (k, δ∗) =
(−1, 0) and f2(V ) = −〈C , V − V1〉 > 0.

(b) If 〈C , V − V1〉 ≤ 0 and detV −detV1 < 0, then the supremum is attained at (k, δ∗) = (−1,−1)
and f2(V ) = −〈C , V − V1〉 − detV + detV1 > 0.

(c) If 0 < 〈C , V − V1〉 and detV − detV1 < 0, then the supremum of f2 is attained at (k, δ∗) =
(min {1,detV1/ 〈C , V1 − V2〉} ,−1) and

f2(V ) = min

{
1,

detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉

}
〈C , V − V1〉 − detV + detV1 > 0.

(d) If 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 and 0 ≤ detV − detV1, then the supremum is attained at a point on the
segment {( −detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗, δ∗

)
∈ E

∣∣∣∣ δ∗ ∈ [−1, 0]

}
,

and

f̄2

(
V,

−detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗, δ∗

)
=

−~(V )

〈C , V1 − V2〉
δ∗.

By linearity in k, if −~(V )/ 〈C , V1 − V2〉 ≥ 0, then f2(V ) = 0. Meanwhile, for ~(V ) < 0,

f2(V ) = min

{
1,

detV1

〈C , V1 − V2〉

}
〈C , V − V1〉 −

1

max
{

1, detV1
〈C ,V1−V2〉

}(detV − detV1).

From the definition of ~(V ), we get

f2(M) =
~(V )

p
> 0, where p =

{
detV1, if 1 ≤ detV1/ 〈C , V1 − V2〉 ,
〈C , V1 − V2〉 , otherwise.

Hence, from the above four cases, we conclude that

Kers f2 = {V ∈ R2×2
sym | 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 , detV1 ≤ detV, 0 ≤ ~(V )}. (28)

Now, from the above analysis, we conclude that fppC is nonnegative and Kers f
pp = Kers f1 ∩

Kers f2. Hence, by (27) and (28), we get

Kers f
pp ⊂ {V ∈ R2×2

sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 , detV1 ≤ detV, 0 ≤ ~(V )}, (29)

that is item (ii). A similar relation is obtained when V is type one. Under this assumption, we can
assume detV1 > 0 and the functions f1 and f2 can be computed analogously. The main observation
is that D and E \D are different due to the sign of detV1, see fig. 5. In fact, f1 and f2 are real-valued
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Figure 5 Two possible subdivisions of the set E when V is of type one. Left and right images
correspond to the cases 〈C , V2 − V1〉 < detV1 and 〈C , V2 − V1〉 > detV1, respectively.

functions, such that

f1 ≥ 0, and Kers f1 = {V ∈ R2×2
sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0,≤ detV, 0 ≤ ~(V )},

meanwhile,
f2 ≥ 0, and Kers f2 ⊂ {V ∈ R2×2

sym | 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 , 0 ≤ ~(V )}.
The latter equations imply that fpp is such that fpp ≥ 0 and

Kers f
pp ⊂ {V ∈ R2×2

sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 , 0 ≤ detV, 0 ≤ ~(V )}. (30)

That is item (i), and the proof is complete.
�

8 Proofs of main results

This section concerns the proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2.

8.1 Proof of theorem 2.1.

Proof. We consider three cases:

(a) If all the wells in U are pairwise compatible Bhattacharya [4] p. 231, proved that Qe(U) =
Le(U) = C(U), and there is nothing to prove.

(b) We assume that U is type two. Then, there exist a rank-one compatible pair of wells. Without
loss of generality, we assume that

det(U1 − U2) = 0,det(U1 − U3) ≤ 0, and det(U2 − U3) > 0.

Hence, by lemma 4.5, there exists U0 ∈ C(U) such that det(U2 − U0) = det(U3 − U0) = 0.
Moreover, U0 ∈ C({U1, U2}) and det(U1−U0) = 0. In this case, the translated set V = U −U0

satisfies that Aff(V) ⊂ R2×2
sym is a two-dimensional subspace, where det(Vi) = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3.

Hence, by the first part of lemma 7.2 (namely eq. (23)), we conclude that if f is given as in
eq. (17), then fpp is a non negative polyconvex function such that V ⊂ Kers f

pp. Therefore,
by (4),

Le(V) ⊂ Qe(V) ⊂ Kers f
pp ∩ C(V) =

{
V ∈ R2×2

sym

∣∣V ∈ C(V), 0 ≤ detV
}

= C(V) ∩ C0,

where the notation C0 stands for the closure of the incompatible cone at 0. Now, by propo-
sition 2.1, we have that Le(V) = C({0, V2}) ∪ C({0, V1, V3}) = C(V) ∩ C0, and the proof
follows.
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(c) We assume that there is only one compatible (in fact rank-one compatible) pair in U . In this
case, U is of type one. Without loss of generality, we have that

det(U2 − U1) > 0, det(U3 − U1) > 0 and det(U3 − U2) = 0. (31)

Now we claim that there exists U0 /∈ C(U) such that

det(U0 − U1) = det(U0 − U2) = det(U0 − U3) = 0. (32)

This claim follows by noticing that

t 7→ det(tU3 + (1− t)U2 − U1) = det(U2 − U1) + t 〈S(U3 − U2) , U2 − U1〉

is linear in t and 〈S(U3 − U2) , U2 − U1〉 6= 0, since Aff(U) is of codimension one. Thus, there
exists t0 ∈ R such that (32) holds. Moreover, t0 /∈ [0, 1], and U0 = t0U3 + (1 − t0)U2 /∈ C(U)
by (31), see fig. 1.(d). Proceeding as before, we define V = {V1, V2, V3} = U − U0 where
Vi = Ui − U0 and detVi = 0 for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Hence, by eq. (23) and the first part of
lemma 7.2, we conclude that if f is given as in eq. (17), then fpp is a non negative polyconvex
function such that V ⊂ Kers f

pp, and

Le(V) ⊂ Qe(V) ⊂ Kers f
pp ∩ C(V) ⊂ C(V) ∩ C0,

but C(V) ∩ C0 = {V3} ∪ C({V1, V2}) = Le(V) by proposition 2.1.(a), and the result follows.

�

Remark 8.1. In the proof of theorem 2.2 we are interested in Ker fpp∩C(V). Under the assumptions
of lemma 7.2 item 2, we claim that the conditions V ∈ C(V) and 0 ≤ ~(V ) are equivalent to
θ1 detV1 ≤ detV for some θ1 ∈ [0, 1]. Assume the claim for a moment. We notice that the latter
equation imply that if V is of type one or type two, then 0 < detV1 and 0 ≤ detV , or detV1 < 0
and detV1 < detV , respectively. Hence, from (30) and (29), we get

Ker fpp ∩ C(V) ⊂ {M ∈ C(V)| 〈C , e(M)− V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 〈C , e(M)− V1〉 , 0 ≤ ~(M)},

for both cases. Now, we prove the claim. By assumption 〈C , V1 − V2〉 6= 0, thus from 0 ≤ ~(V ) we
get that

〈C , V − V2〉
〈C , V1 − V2〉

detV1 ≤ detV, (33)

Now, since V ∈ C(V), then V = θ1V1 +θ2V2 +θ3V3 for some θ1, θ2, θ3 ∈ [0, 1] such that θ1 +θ2 +θ3 =
1. Thus, 〈C , V − V2〉 = 〈C , θ1V1 − (1− θ2 − θ3)V2〉 = θ1 〈C , V1 − V2〉 due to 〈C , V2〉 = 〈C , V3〉.
Hence, eq. (33) implies one side of the claim, and θ1 is the volume fraction of V1. The reverse
implication follows simple algebraic manipulations.

8.2 Proof of theorem 2.2.

Proof. We notice that under the assumptions of theorem 2.2, lemma 4.5 guarantees the existence
of U0 ∈ C(U) such that det(U2 − U0) = det(U3 − U0) = 0 and det(U1 − U0) 6= 0. Moreover, the
translated set V = {V1, V2, V3} := U − U0 satisfies that 0 ∈ C(V), det(V2) = det(V3) = 0, and
Aff(V) is a two dimensional subspace. Hence, by lemma 7.2, we obtain explicit bound on Qe(U) by
intersecting C(U) with Kers f

pp for admissible matrices C. Then by proposition 6.1 and eq. (4),

Qe(U) ⊂ (Kers f
pp + U0) ∩ C(U), (34)
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where Kers f
pp+U0 stands for the translated set {U0+V |V ∈ Kers f

pp}. By remark 4.3, if Q ∈ R2×2
sym

is orthogonal to Aff(V), then detQ < 0, and due to corollary 4.0.1,

V1 = ξa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + ηn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, V2 = γa⊥ ⊗ a⊥, and V3 = ζn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, (35)

for some linearly independent a, n ∈ S1 and constants ξ, η, γ, ζ ∈ R that satisfy (12).
Next, in order to apply lemma 7.2, we construct a proper matrix C. To this end, we denote by

Ṽ the R3 representation of V ∈ R2×2
sym under the isomorphism (6), and let

C̃0 = Q̃× (Ṽ2 − Ṽ3) where Q̃ =
(Ṽ2 − Ṽ1)× (Ṽ3 − Ṽ1)

‖(Ṽ2 − Ṽ1)× (Ṽ3 − Ṽ1)‖
.

By construction, the matrix C0 belongs to the affine space Aff(V), and it is perpendicular to V3−V2.
After some direct algebraic manipulations, we get

C̃0 =
(Ṽ2 − Ṽ1)

〈
Ṽ3 − Ṽ1 , Ṽ3 − Ṽ2

〉
+ (Ṽ3 − Ṽ1)

〈
Ṽ2 − Ṽ1 , Ṽ2 − Ṽ3

〉
|P | , (36)

where

P 2 := ‖(Ṽ2 − Ṽ1)× (Ṽ3 − Ṽ1)‖2 = ‖Ṽ2 − Ṽ1‖2‖Ṽ3 − Ṽ1)‖2 −
〈
Ṽ2 − Ṽ1 , Ṽ3 − Ṽ1

〉2
.

Notice that, since the isomorphism (6) preserves the inner product, we can drop the tildes out in
eq. (36) to get the corresponding expression in R2×2

sym. In terms of the coordinates given by (35), we
get that

P 2 = (ηγ + ξζ − γζ)2(1− (a · n)4),

and

C0 = −
([(

ζ − γ(a · n)2
)
a⊥ ⊗ a⊥ +

(
γ − ζ(a · n)2

)
n⊥ ⊗ n⊥

]√
1− (a · n)4

)
sign(ηγ + ξζ − γζ).

By eq. (12) and corollary 4.0.1, we get

sign(ηγ + ξζ − γζ) =

{
−1 U is type one,

1 U is type two.

Thus,

detC0 =
γζ(1 + (a · n)2)2 − (γ + ζ)2(a · n)2

1 + (a · n)2
.

First, we assume U is type two. Then, V is also type two, and we let

C =
1√

1− (a · n)4
C0.

In this case, detC < 0, and ΠC ∩ Aff(V) is a line, parallel to V2 − V3. Moreover, by an explicit
computation and (12), we get

〈C , V2〉 = 〈C , V3〉 = −ζγ > 0 ≥ −(ξζ + ηγ) = 〈C , V1〉 .

Therefore, the set V and the matrix C meet necessary conditions to apply lemma 7.2 part (ii) and
remark 8.1. Thus, we have

Kers f
pp = {V ∈ R2×2

sym | 〈C , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 〈C , V − V1〉 , 0 ≤ ~(V )}.
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In view of eq. (34), we are interested in the set Kers f
pp ∩ C(V). We notice that, the sets {V ∈

Aff(V) | 〈C , V − V2〉 = 0} and {V ∈ Aff(V) | 〈C , V − V3〉 = 0} are supporting lines of C(V) on V2

and V1 respectively. Hence,

Qe(V) ⊂ Kers f
pp ∩ C(V) = {V ∈ C(V) | 0 ≤ ~(V )}, (37)

with
~(V ) = 〈C , V − V2〉 detV1 − 〈C , V1 − V2〉detV. (38)

Now, theorem 2.2 for U of type two follows from the assignment Vi = Ui + U0 and V = U + U0.

Second, we assume U is type one. Then, V is also type one. If we let Q ∈ R2×2
sym be the orthogonal

direction to Aff(V), then we define C(t) ∈ R2×2
sym for each t ∈ (−π, π] as

C(t) = Q cos t+ C sin t,

where C is chosen as before in terms of C0. In this case, we can readily see that

〈C(t) , V2〉 = 〈C(t) , V3〉 = ζγ sin t, and 〈C(t) , V1〉 = (ξζ + ηγ) sin t.

Thus, due to the continuity of t 7→ detC(t) and remark 4.3, there exists t0 > 0 small enough such
that detC(t0) < 0 and 〈C(t0) , V1〉 ≤ 0 < 〈C(t0) , V3〉 = 〈C(t0) , V2〉. Hence, by lemma 7.2 (i) and
remark 8.1, we have that

Kers f
pp = {V ∈ R2×2

sym | 〈C(t0) , V − V2〉 ≤ 0 ≤ 〈C(t0) , V − V1〉 , 0 ≤ κ(V )},

where κ(V ) = 〈C(t0) , V − V2〉detV1 − 〈C(t0) , V1 − V2〉 detV. By a similar argument as before, we
conclude that

Qe(V) ⊂ Kers f
pp ∩ C(V) = {V ∈ C(V) | 0 ≤ κ(V )}.

Next, since V ∈ C(V), it follows that κ(V ) = sin t0 ~(V ) where ~ is defined by eq. (38). Thus, we
conclude that

Qe(V) ⊂ {V ∈ C(V) | 0 ≤ ~(V )}, (39)

and theorem 2.2 follows from eq. (34). Therefore, we finish the proof of our theorem. �

Remark 8.2. The component-wise representation of eq. (37) and eq. (39) is straight forward. Indeed,
if V ∈ Aff(V), then V = xa⊥⊗ a⊥+ yn⊥⊗n⊥ for some real x, y, and ~(V ) = |n× a|2h(x, y), where

h(x, y) = xy(ηγ + (ξ − γ)ζ)− ξη(γy + (x− γ)ζ).

Therefore, eq. (37) is rewritten as

Qe(V) ⊂
{
V ∈ C(V) |V = xa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + yn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, 0 ≤ h(x, y)

}
.

Meanwhile, eq. (39) is rewritten as

Qe(V) ⊂
{
V ∈ C(V) |U = xa⊥ ⊗ a⊥ + yn⊥ ⊗ n⊥, h(x, y) ≤ 0

}
.
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9 Optimality of the bound for Qe(U) by symmetric quadratic poly-
convex functions

As a final remark, we comment briefly about the optimality of the bounds in theorem 2.2. By the
characterization of symmetric quadratic polyconvex functions given by Boussaid et. al [8] (proposi-
tion 4.5 in page 435), we can prove that our outer bound for Qe(U) is optimal when we restrict the
analysis to quadratic functions.

Let ν be a homogeneous Young measure limit of linear strains supported on V = U − U0, i.e.
ν = θ1δV1 + θ2δV2 + θ3δV3 with barycenter V = θ1V1 + θ2V2 + θ3V3. Since quasiconvex functions
preserves Jensen’s inequality almost everywhere in Ω, see for example lemma 1.1 in [7] p. 850, we
have that

f

(∫
R2×2
sym

Adν(A)

)
≤
∫
R2×2
sym

f(A)d ν(A).

Now, by proposition 4.5 in [8], f : R2×2
sym → R is symmetric quadratic polyconvex if and only if it has

the form f(·) = g(·) − α det(·) for some convex function g : R2×2
sym → R and α > 0. Therefore f is

also symmetric quasiconvex. Hence,

g(V )− α det(V ) ≤
3∑
i=1

θig(Vi)− α
3∑
i=1

θi det(Vi).

Since, under the assumptions of theorem 2.2 and the definition of U0, θ2 detV2 = θ3 detV3 = 0.
Therefore,

det(V )− θ1 det(V1) ≥ sup

{
1

α

(
g(V )−

3∑
i=1

θig(Vi)

) ∣∣∣∣∣ g is convex, α > 0

}
, (40)

for every V ∈ Qe(V). The supremum in the right hand side of eq. (40) is attained by the convex
function g = 0. Hence, det(V ) − θ1 det(V1) ≥ 0 and by remark 8.1, we recover V ∈ C(V) and
0 ≤ ~(V ). Therefore, we obtain an outer bound for Qe(V) given by{

V = θ1V1 + θ2V2 + θ3V3

∣∣∣∣∣ det(V ) ≥ θ1 det(V1), (θ1, θ2, θ3) ∈ [0, 1]3,

3∑
i=1

θi = 1

}
(41)

The bound in eq. (41) is equivalent to the outer in theorem 2.2.
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[21] V. Šverák. Rank-one convexity does not imply quasiconvexity. Proceedings of the Royal Society
of Edinburgh Section A: Mathematics, 120(1-2):185–189, 1992. 3
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