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CONJUGATE HARMONIC FUNCTIONS IN 3D WITH

RESPECT TO A UNITARY GRADIENT

PABLO PEDREGAL

Abstract. We propose to relax the classic Cauchy-Riemann equa-
tions for a mapping. We support the interest of such a proposal by
looking at one specific situation in 3D, and proving the existence
of pairs of harmonic conjugate functions with respect to a unitary
gradient as the title of this contribution conveys. We further inves-
tigate the relationship between boundary conditions for such pairs,
the importance of the unitary constraint, and the eventual link of
these ideas to Calderón’s problem in 3D.

1. Introduction

The matrix equation

(1.1) ∇u∇uT = det∇u2/N id,

for a mapping

u(x) : Ω ⊂ RN → RN , ∇u =





∇u1

...
∇uN



 , u = (u1, u2, . . . , uN),

is usually known as the Cauchy-Riemann equations for u, as it is an
appropriate generalization of the so well-known conditions for analytic
complex functions for the 2D case N = 2 (see, among many other
places, [1], [3], [4], [5]). id is the identity matrix of dimension N . It is
also very well-known that the differences between the cases N = 2 and
N ≥ 3 are in some sense dramatic. The first fundamental difference
is the celebrated Liouville theorem which ensures that the only such
mappings when N ≥ 3 are either constants or (restrictions of) Möbius
transformations (see above references).
The question we would like to raise is whether it would be interesting

to relax equation (1.1) to

(1.2) ∇u∇uT = D(det∇u2αi),

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 49J45, 30C65, 49J21, 35R30.
Key words and phrases. Integral constraint, conformal map, div-curl lemma,

inverse problem in conductivity.
1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.09034v1


2 PABLO PEDREGAL

for a family of exponents αi, i = 1, 2, . . . , N, such that

(1.3)
∑

i

αi = 1, αi ≥ 0,

and investigate classes of functions that comply with such a condition.
We are using the notation D(λi) to indicate a diagonal matrix with
elements λi in the diagonal. It is not easy at this point to asses if such
an endeavor would be worth pursuing, or for which sets of exponents
(1.3) would be feasible to study (1.2). To offer some support for it, we
would like to explore the particular case

N = 3, α1 = α2 = 1/2, α3 = 0,

so that equation (1.1) is replaced by

(1.4) ∇u∇uT =





det∇u 0 0
0 det∇u 0
0 0 1



 ,

which corresponds to (1.2) for the indicated set of exponents.
Let Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded, connected, Lipschitz domain, and take a

unitary gradient

|∇w(x)|2 = 1 a.e. x ∈ Ω,

for a Lipschitz function w. Notice that this condition implies that w is
basically a distance function. We use the standard wedge product for
3D vectors, determined through the identity

u · (v ∧w) = det(u,v,w), u,v,w ∈ R3.

Definition 1.1. Two harmonic functions u and v in Ω are said to be

conjugate of each other with respect to w, if

∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x), ∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧∇u(x),

for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Note that the particular choice w(x1, x2, x3) = x3 takes us back to
the classic 2D situation. It is elementary to argue that this definition
corresponds precisely to (1.4).
Our main result is the existence of non-trivial pairs of harmonic

functions in 3D for every unitary gradient.

Theorem 1.1. Under the conditions indicated for Ω and w, there are

always non-trivial pairs of harmonic functions (u, v) in Ω such that

(1.5) ∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x), ∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.
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From (1.5) or (1.4), we immediately see that {∇u(x),∇v(x),∇w(x)}
is a orthogonal basis of R3 for almost every x ∈ Ω, and moreover

|∇u(x)|2 = |∇v(x)|2 = det(∇u(x),∇v(x),∇w(x)).

Even more

∇w(x) =
1

|∇u(x)| |∇v(x)|
∇u(x) ∧ ∇v(x) a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Being u and v harmonic, the product in the denominator must vanish
in those places where w is not smooth.
More in general, we will also show the following.

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω and w be as before. Let γ(x) be a measurable

function such that

0 < C ≤ γ(x) ≤
1

C
in Ω.

There are non-trivial pairs of functions (u, v) in H1(Ω) such that

γ(x)∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧∇w(x),
1

γ(x)
∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.

Even though the 2D case is something very well-established, we will
explore it with some care (Section 2) as a preliminary step, from a vari-
ational perspective by looking at a certain vector variational problem
to point the path for the generalization to the 3D case (Section 3), and
for some other situations examined in Sections 5 and 6.
More specifically, we will treat the following issues.

• Relationship between boundary conditions for u and v coming
from (1.5) (Section 4). This point will lead us to new types of
boundary conditions that have been introduced in [9].

• Changes for a non-unitary gradient (Section 5). Given that the
restriction of a gradient being unitary may seem a bit restrictive,
we explore what changes are introduced by being dispensed with
such a point-wise constraint.

• Potential relevance for Calderón’s problem in 3D (Section 6).
We believe that these ideas may have some significance for the
classic inverse problem in conductivity for the 3D situation. In
fact, we conjecture that the fundamental uniqueness result in
[2] for the 2D case will fail for N = 3.
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2. The classical, 2D case

The results in this section are classical. Our intention is to describe
a path that may possibly allow the extension to the 3D situation.
We would like to examine the vector, variational problem

(2.1)

Minimize in (u, v) ∈ H1(Ω;R2) :
1

2

∫

Ω

(|∇u(x)|2 + |∇v(x)|2) dx

subject to

(2.2)

∫

Ω

det(∇u(x),∇v(x)) dx = c( 6= 0), a constant.

Recall that

det(u,v) = −u ·Qv = Qu · v, u,v ∈ R2,Q =

(

0 −1
1 0

)

.

We are not especially interested in any particular value of the constant
c, as long as it is non-vanishing to discard trivial solutions. We claim
that there are always, for every non-vanishing constant c, minimizers of
this problem. Notice how the direct method stumbles with the fact that
the det function is quadratic in 2D, exactly as the coercivity growth
exponent given by the quadratic norm. Hence, despite the fact that
det is weakly continuous, one cannot, at first sight, deduce the weak
convergence

(2.3) det(∇uj,∇vj) ⇀ det(∇u,∇v) in L1(Ω)

only under

(uj, vj) ⇀ (u, v) in H1(Ω;R2).

Proposition 2.1. For every non-null constant c, there are minimizers

(uc, vc) ∈ H1(Ω;R2) for the variational problem (2.1)-(2.2).

Proof. Let (uj, vj) be a minimizing sequence. It is clear that we can
assume that it is a uniformly bounded sequence in H1(Ω;R2) by nor-
malizing their averages over Ω, and use the classic Poincaré-Wirtinger
inequality to control the norm of functions. We have not done so
explicitly in our variational problem for the sake of not introducing
purely circumstantial data. As indicated above, there is apparently no
way to ensure the weak convergence in (2.3) from a uniform bound in
H1(Ω;R2).
For each j, consider the (scalar) auxiliary variational principle

Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) :

∫

Ω

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 dx



CONJUGATE HARMONIC FUNCTIONS 5

subject to
∫

Ω

det(∇u(x),∇vj(x)) dx = c.

This time it is straightforward to conclude through the direct method
that there is a unique (except for an additive constant that is normalize
through the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality as remarked earlier) mini-
mizer Uj ∈ H1(Ω). Since uj is feasible for this auxiliary problem, we
will have

1

2

∫

Ω

|∇uj(x)|
2 dx ≥

1

2

∫

Ω

|∇Uj(x)|
2 dx,

and hence (Uj , vj) will also be minimizing for our initial vector problem.
On the other hand, by the optimality conditions that Uj should com-

ply with, we conclude that each Uj must be harmonic in Ω. Indeed,
if we introduce a multiplier λ to deal with the integral constraint, we
would have that

div(∇Uj + λQ∇vj) = 0 in Ω.

The divergence of the second term identically vanishes being a rotated
gradient in 2D. Thus we conclude the existence of a uniformly bounded
(in H1(Ω;R2)), minimizing sequence (Uj, vj) for our original vector
problem such that each Uj is harmonic in Ω. If (u, v) is a weak limit
for some subsequence, it is a classic property that

Uj → u, vj ⇀ v in H1(Ω),

the first strong convergence being a consequence of harmonicity. It is
then clear that

∫

Ω

det(∇Uj(x),∇vj(x)) dx →

∫

Ω

det(∇u(x),∇v(x)) dx,

and (u, v) becomes a true minimizer for our problem. �

Our next step is to explore optimality conditions for these minimizers
to conclude the following.

Proposition 2.2. There are non-trivial pairs (u, v) of harmonic func-

tions in Ω such that

(2.4) ∇u(x) +Q∇v(x) = 0 in Ω.

Proof. Let (uc, vc) be a minimizer pair for each non-vanishing constant
c, as a result of the previous proposition. Since we are not particularly
interested in the specific value of the constant c (as long as it does not
vanish) as remarked earlier, and the family of minimizers (uc, vc) still
is so for a positive multiple of the L2-norm of the gradient, we should
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have that (u, v)(≡ (uc, vc)) must comply with optimality conditions for
the functional

∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 +

1

2
|∇v(x)|2 +∇u(x) ·Q∇v(x)

)

dx,

under no boundary condition around ∂Ω. Therefore, it holds that

div(∇u+Q∇v) = 0 in Ω, (∇u+Q∇v) · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

div(∇v −Q∇u) = 0 in Ω, (∇v −Q∇u) · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

where n is the outer, unit normal to ∂Ω. Of course, the differential
equations in Ω imply that both u and v are harmonic in Ω. But because
of the natural boundary conditions on the right-hand sides,
∫

Ω

(∇u(x)+Q∇v(x))·∇U(x) dx =

∫

Ω

(∇v(x)−Q∇u(x))·∇U(x) dx = 0

for every U ∈ H1(Ω). Or, alternatively, one performs variations in the
augmented functional above with arbitrary functions U in H1(Ω) for
both variables u and v. In particular,

∫

Ω

(∇u(x) +Q∇v(x)) · ∇u(x) dx = 0,

∫

Ω

(∇v(x)−Q∇u(x)) · ∇v(x) dx = 0,

and, after some elementary algebra, we arrive at
∫

Ω

1

2
|∇u(x) +Q∇v(x)|2 dx = 0.

�

Note that it would be hard to achieve the existence of non-trivial
pairs (u, v) of solutions to (2.4) by working directly with the functional

∫

Ω

|∇u(x) +Q∇v(x)|2 dx.

3. The 3D case

Suppose Ω ⊂ R3 is a model domain (like a ball, a cube, or a cylinder),
and w(x) is a given Lipschitz function with unitary gradient

(3.1) |∇w(x)|2 = 1 a.e. x ∈ Ω.

We would like to investigate the vector variational problem
(3.2)

Minimize in (u, v) ∈ H1(Ω;R2) :
1

2

∫

Ω

(|∇u(x)|2 + |∇v(x)|2) dx
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under the integral constraint

(3.3)

∫

Ω

∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)) dx = c( 6= 0), a constant.

Note that
det(∇u,∇v,∇w) = ∇u · (∇v ∧∇w).

We restate our main result.

Theorem 3.1. Let the function w(x) be given with the indicated prop-

erties above. There are non-trivial pairs of harmonic functions (u, v)
in Ω such that

(3.4) ∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x), ∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.

The proof of our theorem follows along the lines of the 2D case in
Section 2. At this point, the proof carefully treads over that path. We
distinguish two steps.
Step 1. Existence of minimizers for (3.2)-(3.3) (and a normalizing

condition on the average of functions over Ω which we omit). The proof
is exactly the same as with the 2D case. If (uj, vj) is a minimizing
sequence converging weakly in H1(Ω;R2) to (u, v), we focus on the
scalar variational problem

Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) :
1

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

under
∫

Ω

∇u(x) · (∇vj(x) ∧ ∇w(x)) dx = c.

As before, there is a minimizer Uj which must be harmonic because,
by the classical Piola identity,

div(∇vj ∧∇w) = 0 in Ω.

Since uj is feasible for this last problem, it turns out that (Uj , vj) is
also minimizing for the initial variational problem, and hence uniformly
bounded in H1(Ω;R2). If the pair (u, v) is a weak limit of some suitable
subsequence, since each Uj is harmonic, then

(3.5) Uj → u, vj ⇀ v in H1(Ω),

(u, v) becomes feasible because
∫

Ω

∇Uj(x) · (∇vj(x) ∧ ∇w(x)) dx →

∫

Ω

∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x)) dx

under (3.5) and the uniform convergence of the gradient of w, and
hence a minimizer for our problem.
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Step 2. We explore optimality. Arguing as in the 2D case, we can
conclude that the minimizer found in Step 1, ought to comply with
optimality conditions for the augmented functional

∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 + |∇v(x)|2 −∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)

)

dx,

under no boundary restriction around ∂Ω whatsoever. Therefore, we
must have

∫

Ω

(∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)) · ∇U(x) dx = 0,

∫

Ω

(∇v(x)−∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)) · ∇U(x) dx = 0,

for every U ∈ H1(Ω). In particular
∫

Ω

(∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x)) · ∇u(x) dx = 0,

∫

Ω

(∇v(x)−∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)) · ∇v(x) dx = 0.

From these two identities, we conclude that
∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 + |∇v(x)|2 −∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)

)

dx = 0.

Taking advantage of the fact that ∇w is a unitary gradient, we can
rewrite the previous equality in the form
(3.6)
∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)|2 +

1

2
(∇v(x) · ∇w(x))2

)

dx = 0.

Recall that
|v ∧w|2 + (v ·w)2 = |v|2 |w|2,

for three dimensional vectors v,w ∈ R3. From (3.6), we conclude that

(3.7) ∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧∇w(x), ∇v(x) · ∇w(x) = 0

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. Based on (3.7), we compute

∇w(x) ∧∇u(x) = ∇w(x) ∧ (∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)),

and taking into account the formula

(3.8) w ∧ (v ∧ u) = w · uv− v · uw

again valid for arbitrary vectors u,v,w ∈ R3, we arrive at

∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧ ∇u(x) for a.e. x ∈ Ω,

thanks to the second part of (3.7), and (3.1).
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4. Boundary conditions and uniqueness of representation

Just as in the 2D case, where the central vector equation

∇u(x) +Q∇v(x) = 0

expressing the intimate link between u and v, can be exploited to find
one of the two from the other, one can try the same strategy in the 3D
case.

Proposition 4.1. Let Ω ⊂ R3 be as before, and let v(x) be harmonic

in Ω. Then the unique solution u of the scalar variational problem

Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) :

∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 +∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x))

)

dx

is the conjugate harmonic function to v with respect to w.

If we formally define the unit tangent vector field to ∂Ω given by

(4.1) t(x) =
1

φ(x)
∇w(x) ∧ n(x), φ(x) = |∇w(x) ∧ n(x)|,

then we can also find u from v by formally looking at the alternative
variational problem

Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) :

∫

Ω

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 dx+

∫

∂Ω

u(x)∇v(x)·t(x)φ(x) dS(x).

In fact, the boundary condition coming from optimality for the varia-
tional problem in Proposition 4.1 amounts to

(∇u+∇v ∧∇w) · n = 0 on ∂Ω.

Yet, apparently, it is not possible to interpret the isolated condition

(4.2) (∇v ∧∇w) · n = 0 on ∂Ω

with a proper precise meaning for the function v, beyond formally
saying that the tangential derivative of v along the tangent vector field
t in (4.1) should vanish. This step looks important when exploring the
possibilities of using this approach to tackle Calderón’s problem in 3D.
As a matter of fact, such boundary conditions have been introduced and
explored in [9] precisely motivated by the standard inverse conductivity
problem in 3D. Roughly speaking, the subspace of functions of H1(Ω)
for which (4.2) is valid is

Hw = H1

0 (Ω) + Lw, Lw = {φ(w) ∈ H1(Ω)}.

Note that, in cases of interest,

H1

0 (Ω) ( Hw ( H1(Ω),
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and so, variational problems posed on these subspaces lead to boundary
conditions properly between Dirichlet and Neumann (in a very different
way compared to mixed problems). All of these issues are investigated
in detail in [9].
It is interesting to notice how functions v in the subspace Lw are

such that

∇v ∧ ∇w = 0 in Ω.

This is related to the fact that pairs of conjugate harmonic functions
with respect to w can never be functions of w itself. This is clearly
seen in constraint (3.3), or in the variational problem in Proposition
4.1. Other than this comment, pairs of conjugate harmonic functions in
3D with respect to a given unitary gradient |∇w|2 = 1 are determined
in a unique way except for arbitrary additive constants.

5. The non-unitary situation

These are three explicit examples, valid if the domain Ω is taken to
be the unit ball B of R3,

w(x1, x2, x3) =
√

x2
1
+ x2

2
+ (x3 + 2)2,

w(x1, x2, x3) =
√

x2
1 + (x3 + 2)2,

w(x1, x2, x3) = x3 + 2.

Taking supremum or infimum on functions of this nature, more explicit
examples can be written. However, the unitary condition on a gradient
looks like a somewhat tedious constraint to deal with. What is lost in
our main result Theorem 1.1 if we simply consider a function w with
no condition on the size of its gradient?
If we insist in keeping essentially the same two main steps of the proof

of Theorem 3.1, we loose the harmonicity of one of the two functions,
but the other remains harmonic.

Theorem 5.1. Let w(x) : Ω ⊂ R3 → R3 be a Lipschitz function with

0 < C ≤ |∇w(x)|2 ≤
1

C
in Ω, C > 0.

Then there is a harmonic function u, and a solution v of the equation

div(|∇w(x)|2∇v) = 0 in Ω,

such that

∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧∇w(x), |∇w(x)|2∇v(x) = ∇w(x) ∧ ∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.
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As claimed, the proof follows line by line that of Theorem 3.1 under
suitable, minor changes. We explore the vector variational problem
(5.1)

Minimize in (u, v) ∈ H1(Ω;R2) :
1

2

∫

Ω

(|∇u(x)|2+|∇w(x)|2 |∇v(x)|2) dx

under the integral constraint

(5.2)

∫

Ω

∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)) dx = c( 6= 0), a constant.

Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 3.1 runs exactly in the same way to con-
clude the existence of minimizers (u, v) for this constrained variational
problem. Note that it looks like a fundamental assumption to rely on
the harmonicity of Uj for a uniformly bounded, minimizing sequence
(Uj, vj). Moving to Step 2, we conclude that such minimizers should
comply with optimality conditions for the augmented functional
∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 + |∇w(x)|2 |∇v(x)|2 −∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x)

)

dx,

namely,
∫

Ω

(∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)) · ∇U(x) dx = 0,

∫

Ω

(

|∇w(x)|2∇v(x)−∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)
)

· ∇U(x) dx = 0,

for every U ∈ H1(Ω). In particular
∫

Ω

(∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x)) · ∇u(x) dx = 0,

∫

Ω

(

|∇w(x)|2∇v(x)−∇w(x) ∧∇u(x)
)

· ∇v(x) dx = 0.

From these two identities, we conclude that
∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)|2 + |∇w(x)|2 |∇v(x)|2 −∇u(x) · (∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x)

)

dx = 0.

The integral on the left-hand side can be rewritten in the form
∫

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u(x)−∇v(x) ∧∇w(x)|2 +

1

2
(∇v(x) · ∇w(x))2

)

dx = 0,

in such a way that

∇u(x) = ∇v(x) ∧ ∇w(x), ∇v(x) · ∇w(x) = 0,

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. By utilizing (3.8), we find

∇w(x) ∧∇u(x) = |∇w(x)|2∇v(x).
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Note that in this case

det(∇u(x),∇v(x),∇w(x)) = |∇u(x)|2 = |∇v(x)|2 |∇w(x)|2.

6. A broader context

The analysis in Sections 2 and 3 can be generalized without much
effort to a more general setting closer to the classical inverse problem
in conductivity. Suppose the conductivity coefficient γ is measurable
and

(6.1) 0 < C ≤ γ(x) ≤
1

C
in Ω, for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Proposition 6.1. There are non-trivial pairs (u, v) of functions in

H1(Ω) such that

γ(x)∇u(x) +Q∇v(x) = 0 in Ω.

As it is standard, one readily sees that u and v are solutions of the
respective conductivity equations

div(γ∇u) = 0, div

(

1

γ
∇v

)

= 0

in Ω, and there is an intimate connection between boundary values of
both around ∂Ω.

Proof. The proof is formally the same as that in Section 2. The starting
point is the modified functional

1

2

∫

Ω

(

γ(x)|∇u(x)|2 +
1

γ(x)
|∇v(x)|2

)

dx

under exactly the same integral constraint (2.2). The proof proceeds
in the same terms as in Section 2. The only point that deserves an
important comment relates to the strong convergence ∇Uj → ∇u in
L2(Ω) that must be deduced from the information

∇Uj ⇀ ∇u in L2(Ω), div(γ∇Uj) = 0 in Ω.

Recall that in the case γ ≡ 1, that fact was achieved by exploiting
the harmonicity of the modified first component uj 7→ Uj of a mini-
mizing sequence of pairs (uj, vj). In this more general framework, we
invoke the classical div-curl lemma ([6], [7], [11]). Indeed, as a result
of this fundamental principle and the above differential equation that
Uj complies with, one can conclude that

(6.2)

∫

Ω

γ(x)∇Uj(x) · ∇Uj(x) dx →

∫

Ω

γ(x)∇u(x) · ∇u(x) dx.
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The strict convexity of the quadratic functional

U ∈ H1(Ω) 7→

∫

Ω

γ(x)|∇U(x)|2 dx

together with the weak convergence

∇Uj ⇀ ∇u in L2(Ω)

and the convergence of the integrals in (6.2) imply the desired strong
convergence

(6.3) ∇Uj → ∇u in L2(Ω).

This is something well-established. Though it will most likely be writ-
ten in several places, one can check the version in Theorem 3.16 in [8]
for a similar result in a more general setting. Once the strong conver-
gence in (6.3) is shown, the rest of the proof follows line by line the
previous one with the corresponding changes. �

The extension to the 3D situation, after the remark in the preceding
proof, is now straightforward with the obvious changes. Suppose Ω ⊂
R3 is a domain as in Section 3. Let γ verify (6.1), and let w(x) be a
Lipschitz function with a unitary gradient |∇w(x)|2 = 1 for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Theorem 6.2. There are non-trivial pairs of functions (u, v) in H1(Ω)
such that

(6.4) γ(x)∇u(x) = ∇v(x)∧∇w(x),
1

γ(x)
∇v(x) = ∇w(x)∧∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.

The point we would like to stress is that given a solution u of the
conductivity equation

div(γ∇u) = 0 in Ω,

there are infinitely-many v′s, one for each feasible w, for which vector
equation (6.4) is valid.
These ideas are reminiscent of the classical Calderón’s inverse con-

ductivity problem. Let Ω be a bounded, simply-connected domain in
RN , N = 2, 3. Given a valid conductivity coefficient γ as in (6.1), we
define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator

Λγ : H1/2(Ω) 7→ H−1/2(Ω)

determined by putting

Λγ(u
◦) = v◦, v◦ =

∂u

∂n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂Ω

,
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where u ∈ H1(Ω) is the unique solution of the problem

div(γ∇u) = 0 in Ω, u = u◦ on ∂Ω.

In [2], it was shown that for N = 2, the map γ 7→ Λγ is one-to-one. It
has been conjectured that this is not so for higher dimension (see [10]
for a recent account). It is somewhat natural to support this conjecture
from our point of view here since the presence of the undetermined unit
gradient |∇w(x)|2 = 1 might be somehow responsible for the lack of
uniqueness of the operator Λ with respect to the conductivity coefficient
it comes from. A fundamental issue in this area is the regularity where
conductivity coefficients are searched for since uniqueness results or
counterexamples may dramatically depend on such regularity assumed
on classes of conductivity coefficients (check again [10]).
In the same vein as Theorem 6.2, exploiting the use of the conduc-

tivity coefficient γ and the norm of the gradient |∇w|, one can easily
show the following variant of Theorem 5.1.

Corollary 6.3. Let w(x) : Ω ⊂ R3 → R3 be a Lipschitz function with

0 < C ≤ |∇w(x)|2 ≤
1

C
in Ω, C > 0.

Then there are two solutions u, v ∈ H1(Ω) of the conductivity equation

div(|∇w(x)|∇U) = 0 in Ω, U = u, v,

such that

|∇w(x)|∇u(x) = ∇v(x)∧∇w(x), |∇w(x)|∇v(x) = ∇w(x)∧∇u(x)

a. e. x in Ω.
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