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Natural second order regularity for systems in
the case 1 < p ≤ 2 using the G-approximation

Luigi C. Berselli and Michael Růžička

Abstract In this paper we study nonlinear problems with an operator depending

only on the symmetric gradient. We consider the class of operators, derived from a

potential, having (?, X)-structure for some 1 < ? ≤ 2 and some X ≥ 0. We apply

the so called �-approximation method to approximate the operator by another one

with linear growth. This allows us to prove “natural” second order regularity (up to

the boundary) in the case of homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. We focus

on the steady (elliptic) case. However, corresponding results are stated also in the

time-dependent (parabolic) case.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the boundary value problem associated to nonlinear elliptic

systems

− div S(Du) = f in Ω,

u = 0 on mΩ ,
(1)

where the operator S depends on the symmetric gradient Du and has (?, X)-structure

(cf. Definition 3). Here Ω ⊂ R3 is a sufficiently smooth and bounded domain. The

paradigmatic example for the operator in (1) is given by

S(Du) := (X + |Du|)?−2Du, with X ≥ 0, 1 < ? < ∞ . (2)
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Thus, problem (1) is a generalization to systems of the classical ?-Laplace problem

for scalars Δ?D := div(|∇D |?−2∇D), which corresponds to the case X = 0. While

the existence of weak solutions is a rather standard result –based on the theory of

monotone operators– the regularity of solutions is more complicated and has been

addressed for the case 1 < ? ≤ 2 by Seregin and Shilkin [22] (in the case of a

flat boundary) and by the authors of the present paper in [9] (in a general smooth

domain). The proof is obtained by a classical strategy: the use of difference quotients

to estimate partial derivatives in the tangential directions and ellipticity to recover

normal derivatives. The main difficulties are those of justifying the calculations to

make the argument rigorous. This has been done by means of: a) smoothing with

the addition of an extra Laplace term −YΔuY; b) proving for the solution uY (of the

approximate problem) estimates independent of Y > 0, to justify the limit as Y → 0.

This approach cannot be used in the case ? > 2, since the calculations –despite

being formally very similar– are not justified. In fact, the added Laplacian term

immediately implies estimates in !2(Ω) for second order partial derivatives of uY ,

but this is still not enough to give proper meaning to all of the integrals appearing in

the derivation of the various estimates.

To overcome this technical problem –very recently– we developed in [11] a theory

based on the (multiple) approximation of the operator S, which allows to treat the

case ? > 2, for all arbitrarily large ?. The theory of the multiple-approximation can

also be applied in the case 1 < ? ≤ 2 (in fact a single approximation is enough in

this case), providing an alternative proof for the results from [22, 9].

In this paper we consider the case 1 < ? ≤ 2 and we explain the modifications

and simplifications of the theory with a “single” �-approximation. Even if the results

we prove are not completely original, we believe it is important to explain them with

great detail. This will be particularly interesting for students or younger researchers,

since the developed method, which is highly flexible, can be adapted to several other

problems. Even if we skip some details (which would make the presentation too

long) we try to keep the presentation as much as possible self contained. We refer

with detailed citations to [8, 9, 10, 11] for all missing technical details. We present a

detailed presentation only in the elliptic case. Nevertheless, the method can be also

applied to parabolic problems with minor modifications, to recover in a different way

results similar to those proved in [10] (see Section 6).

The main goal of this paper is to show how to prove a result of “natural” second-

order regularity for weak solutions. This corresponds to proving –under possibly

minimal assumptions on the data– that weak solutions (and not solutions with addi-

tional unproved properties) satisfy the following inequality

∫

Ω

(X + |Du|)?−2 |∇Du|2 3x ≤ � , (3)

which can be equivalently rewritten as ∇F(Du) ∈ !2(Ω), where

F(Du) := (X + |Du|)
?−2

2 |Du| . (4)
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The regularity coming from inequality (3) is called natural since if one restricts to the

periodic-case (and integration by parts can be done freely without boundary terms)

this is formally obtained by multiplying the system in (1) by −Δu and performing

straightforward integration by parts.

Remark 1. In the literature the name natural is used to distinguish such regularity

results from so-called “optimal” second-order regularity (for which there exists also

an intense research activity, see [1, 3, 12, 13]), which proves ∇S ∈ !2(Ω), i.e.,

∫

Ω

��∇
(
(X + |Du|)?−2Du

) ��2 3x ≤ � .

The two notions of regularity are rather different in the spirit: the optimal regularity

is linked with nonlinear versions of the singular integral theory, while the natural

regularity is based on energy methods. It involves quasi-norms (cf. Barrett and

Liu [2]), which are, among others, of crucial relevance for the numerical analysis

of the problem, in particular, to prove optimal convergence rates for Finite Element

discretizations.

In Section 2 we will give definitions of the missing notions and formulate general

assumptions on the operator S, covering the example (2) in the case ? ∈ (1, 2] and

X ∈ [0,∞). Based on that we consider the following notion of solution:

Definition 1 (Regular solution). Let the operator S in (1) have (?, X)-structure for

some ? ∈ (1,∞) and X ∈ [0,∞). We say that u is a regular solution to (1) if

u ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) satisfies for all w ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω)

∫

Ω

S(Du) · Dw 3x =

∫

Ω

f · w 3x ,

and fulfils

F(Du) ∈ ,1,2 (Ω) .

The main result we will prove with full details is the following:

Theorem 1. Let the operator S in (1), derived from a potential *, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ [0,∞). Let Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded domain

with �2,1 boundary. Assume that f ∈ !?
′ (Ω). Then, the system (1) has a unique

regular solution with norms estimated only in terms of the characteristics of S, X, Ω,

and ‖f‖?′ .

The counterpart in the parabolic case (cf. Theorem 2) will be presented, without

a detailed proof, in the final section. Moreover, for all results we will study only

the non-degenerate case X > 0. The degenerate case can be handled by a limiting

argument, provided that the estimates do not degenerate as X → 0, exactly as in [9,

Sec. 3.2]. The proof of such estimates require some changes with respect to the

ones obtained in [11] (for ? > 2) and in [10] (for ? < 2, but with a different
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approximation) related to the initial condition. Such estimates are available in our

setting (cf. Proposition 6, Proposition 9, Proposition 15). In fact, the limiting process

X → 0 depends only on the regularity available and is independent of the method

used to prove it, hence there is nothing to change with respect to the already available

proof in [9].

Plan of the paper: In Section 2 we recall the main facts about N-functions and the

�-approximation. Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to the proof of the existence and

regularity for the solutions of the approximated problem. Especially Section 4 is

crucial for the estimates independent of �. Section 5 explains the limiting process to

come-back from the �-approximate system to the original one. Finally, in Section 6

the corresponding results in the parabolic setting are presented.

2 On the G-approximation of an operator and its properties

In this section we introduce the notation and the crucial properties of #-functions,

which will be used to prove the relevant properties of �-approximated operators. We

summarize and recall the main results already proved with full details in [11, 17],

i.e., proofs of all statements in this section can be found in these references.

2.1 Notation

We use 2, � to denote generic constants, which may change from line to line, but

are not depending on the crucial quantities. Moreover, we write 5 ∼ 6 if and only if

there exists constants 2, � > 0 such that 2 5 ≤ 6 ≤ � 5 .

We use the customary Lebesgue spaces (!? (Ω), ‖ . ‖ ?), ? ∈ [1,∞], and Sobolev

spaces (, :,? (Ω), ‖ . ‖:,?), ? ∈ [1,∞], : ∈ N. We do not distinguish between scalar,

vector-valued or tensor-valued function spaces; however, we denote scalar functions

by roman letters, vector-valued functions by small boldfaced letters and tensor-

valued functions by capital boldfaced letters. We denote by |" | the 3-dimensional

Lebesgue measure of a measurable set " . As usual the gradient of a vector field

v : Ω ⊂ R3 → R
3 is denoted as ∇v = (m8E 9)8, 9=1,2,3 = (m8v)8=1,2,3, while its

symmetric part is denoted as Dv := 1
2

(
∇v + ∇v⊤

)
. The derivative of functions

defined on tensors, i.e.,* : R3×3 → R, is denoted as m* = (m8 9*)8, 9=1,2,3 where m8 9
are the partial derivatives with respect to the canonical basis of R3×3.

2.2 N-functions

A function i : R≥0 → R≥0 is called an N-function if i is continuous, convex, strictly

positive for C > 0, and satisfies1

1 In the following we use the convention that
i′ (0)

0
:= 0.
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lim
C→0+

i(C)
C

= 0 , lim
C→∞

i(C)
C

= ∞ .

If i additionally belongs to�1(R≥0) ∩�2 (R>0) and satisfies i′′(C) > 0 for all C > 0,

we call i a regular N-function. In the rest of the paper we restrict ourselves to this

case and note that for a regular N-function we have i(0) = i′(0) = 0. Moreover, i′

is increasing and limC→∞ i′(C) = ∞. For details we refer to [16, 18, 20, 21]. For a

regular N-function i we define the complementary function i∗ via

i∗ (C) :=

C∫

0

(i′)−1(B) 3B .

One easily sees that i∗ is a regular N-function, too.

The Δ2-condition plays an important role in Orlicz spaces. A non-decreasing

function i : R≥0 → R≥0 is said to satisfy the Δ2-condition (in short i ∈ Δ2), if for

some constant  ≥ 2 it holds

i(2C) ≤  i(C) ∀ C ≥ 0 .

The Δ2-constant (the smallest of such  ≥ 2) of i is denoted by Δ2 (i).
It has been recently recognized that a fundamental role in regularity theory of

problem similar to (1) is played by the notion of balanced N-function (cf. [21, 12, 11]).

A regular N-function i is called balanced if there exist constants W1 ∈ (0, 1] and

W2 ≥ 1 such that there holds

W1 i
′(C) ≤ C i′′(C) ≤ W2 i

′(C) ∀ C > 0 .

The pair (W1, W2) is called characteristics of the balanced N-function i. The property

of being balanced transmits to i∗, whose characteristics is (W−1
2
, W−1

1
). Note that for

a balanced N-function i we have the equivalences

i(C) ∼ i′(C) C ∼ i′′(C) C2 ∀ C > 0

with constants of equivalence depending only on the characteristics of i. In view of

this, it is convenient to introduce the particular notation 0i : R≥0 → R≥0, defined

for regular N-functions i via

0i (C) :=
i′(C)
C

.

Another important tool are shifted N-functions {i0}0≥0, defined for C ≥ 0, by

i0 (C) :=

C∫

0

i′0 (B) 3B with i′0 (C) := i′(0 + C) C

0 + C .
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For an N–function i ∈ Δ2 there holds for all P,Q ∈ R=×= and all C ≥ 0 that

i |P |
(
|P − Q|

)
∼ i |Q |

(
|P − Q|

)
with constants of equivalence depending only on

Δ2 (i′). The most relevant property for us is a change of shift.

Lemma 1 (Change of shift). Let i be an N–function such that i and i∗ satisfy the

Δ2–condition. Then, for all X ∈ (0, 1) there exists 2Y = 2Y (Δ2 (i′)) such that for all

P,Q ∈ R=×=, and all C ≥ 0 there holds

i |P | (C) ≤ 2Y i |Q | (C) + Y i |P |
(
|P − Q|

)
,

(
i |P |

)∗ (C) ≤ 2Y
(
i |Q |

)∗(C) + Y i |P |
(
|P − Q|

)
.

Proof. These inequalities are proved in [21, Lemma 5.15, Lemma 5.18].

Finally, we introduce for ? ∈ (1,∞) and X ∈ [0,∞) the functionl?, X : R≥0→R≥0

via

l?, X (C) :=

C∫

0

(X + B)?−2B 3B ∀ C ≥ 0 .

Remark 2. The function l?, X (C) is precisely the N-function associated with the

canonical example for the operator S in (2). If ? and X are fixed (and to avoid

confusion with shifted functions) we simply write l(C) := l?, X (C).

Clearly, l is a regular N-function for all ? ∈ (1,∞) and X ∈ [0,∞). More precisely,

for ? ≤ 2 we have:

Lemma 2. For any ? ∈ (1, 2] and for any X ∈ [0,∞) there holds

l(C) ≤ (l) ′(C) C ≤ 2?+1l(C) ∀ C ≥ 0 ,

(? − 1) (l) ′(C) ≤ (l) ′′(C) C ≤ (l) ′(C) ∀ C > 0 .
(5)

In particular, the function l is a balanced N-function with characteristics (? − 1, 1)
and Δ2-constant depending only on ?. Moreover, also l∗ is a balanced N-function

with characteristics (1, (? − 1)−1) and Δ2-constant depending only on ?.

For the shifts of l and its complementary function l∗ there hold for all 0 ≥ 0 the

equivalences l0 (C) ∼ (X + 0 + C)?−2C2 and (l0)∗(C) ∼
(
(X + 0)?−1 + C

) ?′−2
C2.

2.3 Nonlinear operators with ( p, %)-structure

In this section we collect the main properties of nonlinear operators derived from a

potential and of operators having (?, X)-structure.

Definition 2 (Operator derived from a potential). We say that an operator

S : R3×3 → R3×3
sym is derived from a potential* : R≥0 → R≥0, and write S = m*, if

S(0) = 0 and for all P ∈ R3×3 \ {0} there holds
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S(P) = m* (|Psym|) = *
′(|Psym |)
|Psym | Psym = 0* (|Psym |) Psym

for some* ∈ �1 (R≥0) ∩ �2 (R>0) satisfying* (0) = * ′(0) = 0.

Definition 3 (Operator with a i-structure). Let the operator S : R3×3 → R3×3
sym,

belonging to �0 (R3×3;R3×3
sym) ∩ �1(R3×3 \ {0};R3×3

sym), satisfy S(P) = S
(
Psym

)
and

S(0) = 0. We say that S has i-structure if there exist a regular N-function i and

constants W3 ∈ (0, 1], W4 > 1 such that the inequalities

3∑

8, 9 ,:,;=1

m:;(8 9 (P)&8 9&:; ≥ W3 0i (|Psym |) |Psym |2 ,

��m:;(8 9 (P)
�� ≤ W4 0i (|Psym |) ,

are satisfied for all P,Q ∈ R3×3 with Psym ≠ 0 and all 8, 9 , :, ; = 1, 2, 3. The

constants W3, W4, and Δ2 (i) are called the characteristics of S and will be denoted

by (W3, W4,Δ2 (i)).
If i = l?, X with ? ∈ (1,∞) and X ∈ [0,∞) we say that S has (?, X)-structure

and call (W3, W4, ?) its characteristics.

Closely related to an operator with i-structure is the function Fi : R3×3 → R3×3
sym

defined via

Fi (P) :=

√
i′(|Psym |) |Psym |

|Psym | Psym =

√
0i (|Psym |) Psym , (6)

where the first representation holds only for Psym ≠ 0. In the special case of an

operator S with (?, X)-structure we have (recall that l = l?, X)

F(P) := Fl (P) =
√
0l ( |Psym |) Psym =

(
X + |Psym |

) ?−2
2 Psym ,

which is consistent with the notation used in the previous literature, cf. (4).

If i is a balanced N-function with characteristics (W1, W2), then S = mi is an

operator with i-structure and with characteristics depending only on W1 and W2. The

following result will be crucial for our investigations (cf. [21, Section 6]).

Proposition 1. Let i be a balanced N-function with characteristics (W1, W2). Let S

have i-structure with characteristics (W3, W4,Δ2 (i)) and let Fi be defined in (6).

Then, we have for all P,Q ∈ R3×3 that

(
S(P) − S(Q)

)
· (P − Q) ∼ 0i (|Psym | + |Psym − Qsym |) |Psym − Qsym |2

∼ |Fi (P) − Fi (Q) |2 ,
|S(P) − S(Q) | ∼ 0i (|Psym | + |Psym − Qsym |) |Psym − Qsym | ,

where the constants of equivalence depend only on W1, W2, W3, and W4.
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In addition, the following result will be used to handle operators derived from a

potential.

Proposition 2. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential *, have

i-structure, with characteristics (W3, W4,Δ2 (i)). If i is a balanced N-function with

characteristics (W1, W2), then* is a balanced N-function satisfying for all C > 0

W3

W2

i′′(C) ≤ * ′′(C) ≤ W4

W1

i′′(C) .

The characteristics of* is equal to
( W3

W4

W2
1

W2
,
W4

W3

W2
2

W1

)
.

The significance of this proposition is that a general operator S derived from a

potential* with (?, X)-structure, can be simply handled as the explicit example (2).

2.4 Approximation of a nonlinear operator

We now define the �-approximation of a function and of an operator, and prove

the relevant properties needed in the sequel. This approximation was introduced

in [17] for ? > 2, and generalized in the recent paper [11] to a so called (�, @)-
approximation, for some @ ≥ 2, which allows for a unified approach for all ? ∈
(1,∞). The purpose of the �-approximation of a function is to have quadratic

behaviour near infinity (cf. [17, Lemma 2.22]) and consequently, one can take

advantage of the standard Hilbertian theory.

Definition 4 (�-approximation of a scalar real function). Given a function

* ∈ �1 (R≥0) ∩ �2(R>0) satisfying * (0) = * ′(0) = 0, we define for � ≥ 1

the �-approximation*� ∈ �1 (R≥0) ∩ �2(R>0) via

*�(C) :=

{
* (C) C ≤ � ,

U2 C
2 + U1 C + U0 C > � .

To ensure continuity up to second order derivatives, the constants U8 = U8 (*),
8 = 0, 1, 2, are given via

U2 =
1

2
* ′′(�) ,

U1 = * ′(�) − * ′′(�) � ,

U0 = * (�) −* ′(�) � + 1

2
* ′′(�) �2 .

Remark 3. If i is a regular N-function, the definition of i�, together with the prop-

erties of i, imply that there exists a constant 2(�, i) such that for all C ≥ 0 there

holds
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0i� (C) = (i�) ′(C)
C

≤ 2(�, i) .

More precise (explicit) upper and lower bounds are given in (8) if i = l.

We have the following relevant result (cf. [11, Lemma 2.42]) linking balanced

functions with their �-approximations.

Lemma 3. Let i be a balanced N-function with characteristics (W1, W2). Then, for

all � ≥ 1, it holds that i� is also balanced with characteristics
(
W1, W2

)
.

Concerning the homogeneity of the function l for 1 < ? ≤ 2 (similar results could

be deduced also in the case ? > 2) we have the following result:

Lemma 4. Let 1 < ? ≤ 2 and X ∈ [0,∞). The functions l(C) and l�(C), for any

� ≥ 1, are balanced functions with characteristics (? − 1, 1). Moreover, it holds for

all _, C ≥ 0 that

l(_ C) ≤ max{_, _2}l(C) and l�(_ C) ≤ max{_, _2}l�(C) . (7)

Proof. The assertion on the characteristics for both functions follows directly from

Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 (which shows that they are unchanged by the �- approxima-

tion). The estimates in (7) are proved by observing that if i is a regular N-function

with characteristics (W1, W2), then it follows for all C > 0 that

3

3C
log(i′(C)) = i′′(C)

i′(C) ≤ W2
1

C
,

which implies, by integration with respect to C over (B, _B), with _ > 1 and B > 0,

and using the exponential function, that

i′(_ B)
i′(B) ≤ _W2 .

A further integration with respect to B over (0, C), C > 0, proves

i(_ C) ≤ _W2+1i(C) ∀ C > 0 .

The case C = 0 is trivial and in the case 0 ≤ _ ≤ 1 and C ≥ 0 the proof ends by

observing that i
(
(1 − _) 0 + _ C

)
≤ _i(C), by the convexity of i.

Next, we define the �-approximation of an operator derived from a potential.

Definition 5 (�-approximation of an operator derived from a potential). Let the

operator S = m* be derived from the potential*. Then, we define for given � ≥ 1

the �-approximation S� := m*� as the operator derived from the potential*�, i.e.,

S� satisfies S�(0) = 0 and for all P ∈ R3×3 \ {0} there holds

S�(P) := m*�(|Psym |) = (*�) ′(|Psym |)
|Psym | Psym = 0*� (|Psym |) Psym .
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The properties of the operator S in Proposition 1 are inherited by the operator S�.

More precisely, we have (cf. [11, Prop. 2.47]):

Proposition 3. Let i be a balanced N-function with characteristics (W1, W2). Let the

operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have i-structure with characteristics

(W3, W4,Δ2 (i)). For � ≥ 1 let i� and S� be the �-approximation of i and S,

respectively. Then, we have for all P,Q ∈ R3×3 that

(S�(P) − S�(Q)) · (P − Q) ∼ 0i� (|Psym | + |Psym − Qsym |) |Psym − Qsym |2 ,
∼ |Fi� (P) − Fi� (Q) |2,

|S�(P) − S�(Q) | ∼ 0i� (|Psym | + |Psym − Qsym |) |Psym − Qsym |

with constants of equivalence depending only on W1, W2, W3, and W4.

Remark 4. For the limiting process, it is of fundamental relevance that in Proposi-

tion 3 the constants do not depend on � ≥ 1. The details of the proof can be found

in [11, Sec. 2].

Equivalent expressions for ∇F(Du) (based on Proposition 3) play a crucial role

in the proof of regularity of weak solutions. To this end, we define, for a sufficiently

smooth operator S : R3×3 → R3×3
sym, the functions P�8 : R3×3 → R, 8 = 1, 2, 3, via

P
�
8 (P) := m8S

�(P) · m8P =

3∑

9 ,:,;,<=1

m 9 :(
�
;<(P) m8% 9 : m8%;< ,

and emphasize that there is no summation over the index 8.

The above mentioned properties of balanced functions allow us to deal with the

problem associated with S = m* with (?, X)-structure using the quantities related

with l and not with * itself, greatly simplifying both the presentation and the

estimates, cf. Proposition 2. For this reason, we also introduce the following notation,

consistent with (4):

F�(P) := Fl� (P) and 0�(C) := 0l� (C) .

Using this notation we have the following result (cf. [11, Prop. 2.49], [9,

Prop. 2.4]):

Proposition 4. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1,∞) and X ∈ [0,∞), with characteristics (W3, W4, ?). If for

a vector field v : Ω ⊂ R3 → R
3 there holds F�(Dv) ∈ ,1,2 (Ω), then we have for

8 = 1, 2, 3 and a.e. in Ω the following equivalences

|m8F�(Dv) |2 ∼ 0�(|Dv|) |m8Dv|2

∼ P�8 (Dv) ,
|m8S�(Dv) |2 ∼ 0�(|Dv|) P�8 (Dv) ,

where the constants of equivalence depend only on W3, W4, and ?.
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In view of this proposition it is important to have upper and lower bounds for 0�

in order to control various quantities related to F�, in terms of F. Crucial in this

respect is the following result (cf. [11, Lem. 2.69]):

Lemma 5. For ? ∈ (1, 2], X > 0, and � ≥ 1 the function 0�(C) is non-increasing

and for all C ≥ 0 there holds

(? − 1) 0(C) ≤ 0�(C) ≤ X?−2 ,

(? − 1) (X + �)?−2 ≤ 0�(C) .
(8)

Proof. The statement is clear for C ≤ � using 0�(C) = 0(C) = (X + C)?−2, 0 ≤ X,

C ≤ �, and ? ≤ 2. For C ≥ � we have 0�(C) = l′′(�) + l′ (�)−l′′ (�) �
C

. Thus,

we get that 0�(�) = (X + �)?−2, limC→∞ 0�(C) = (X + �)?−3
(
X + (? − 1)�

)
and

(0�) ′(C) = − l′ (�)−l′′ (�) �
C2

≤ 0 in view of (5), and ? ≤ 2. This yields

(X + �)?−2 ≥ 0�(C) ≥ (X + �)?−3((? − 1)� + X) ≥ (? − 1) (X + �)?−2 ,

which implies the assertions using X?−2 ≥ (X + �)?−2 and (X + �)?−2 ≥ (X + C)?−2

in view of C ≥ �, and ? ≤ 2.

In the sequel we will use frequently the following consequences (cf. [11, Cor. 2.71]):

Corollary 1. Let the operator S, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-structure

for some ? ∈ (1, 2] and X > 0, with characteristics (W3, W4, ?). Then, there holds for

all C ≥ 0 that

(? − 1)
2

(X + �)?−2C2 ≤ l�(C) ,

(? − 1) l(C) ≤ l�(C) ≤ X?−2

2
C2 ,

(l�)∗(C) ≤ (? − 1) (Δ2 (l∗))" l∗ (C) ,

where " ∈ N0 is chosen such that (?−1)−1 ≤ 2" . Moreover, for all P ∈ R3×3 there

holds

|F�(P) |2 ∼ l�(|Psym |) ,

2 |F(P) |2 ≤ |F�(P)|2 ,
|S�(P) | ≤ 2 X?−2 |Psym |

with constants 2 depending only on W3, W4, and ?.

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4 there exists 2(?, W8) > 0 such

that

2(?, W8) |∇F(Dv) |2 ≤ |∇F�(Dv) |2.
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Proof. This follows immediately from Proposition 4, Lemma 5 and [9, Prop. 2.4].

3 On the existence and uniqueness of regular solutions for the

approximate problem

In this section we introduce the approximate problem and prove existence, unique-

ness, and regularity of its solutions. In fact, to prove Theorem 1 we use an approx-

imate problem, obtained by replacing the operator S = m* with (?, X)-structure by

S� = m*� which has (2, X) structure, i.e., we study

− div S�(Du�) = f in Ω ,

u� = 0 on mΩ .
(9)

This system can be treated by standard techniques typical for linear equations. This

procedure yields various estimates independent of � ≥ 1 for the solution u�, which

will enable us to pass to the limit � → ∞, and to show that the limit u = lim�→∞ u�

will be a regular solution of the original problem (1).

The first standard result concerns the existence and uniqueness of weak solutions

for (9).

Proposition 5. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2] and X ∈ (0,∞). Assume that f ∈ !?′ (Ω). Let S� be as

in Definition 5. Then, the approximate problem (9) possesses a unique weak solution,

i.e., u� ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) with F�(Du�) ∈ !2(Ω) satisfies for all w ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω)
∫

Ω

S�(Du�) · Dw 3x =

∫

Ω

f · w 3x . (10)

This solution satisfies the estimate

‖F�(Du�)‖2
2 + (? − 1) (X + �)?−2‖Du�‖2

2

+ (? − 1)
(
‖F(Du�)‖2

2 + ‖Du�‖??
)
≤ �

∫

Ω

l∗ (|f |) 3x
(11)

with � depending only on the characteristics of S and Ω.

Remark 5. The energy-type estimate (11), which is obtained by testing with u�,

implies that: (i) u� ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) with norms depending on �; (ii) u� ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) with

norms bounded uniformly with respect to � ≥ 1.

Proof (of Proposition 5). The proof is based on a classical Faedo-Galerkin approx-

imation of (9). The existence of Galerkin solutions u�
:
, for : ∈ N, follows by a

standard argument based on Brouwer fixed point theorem. Passing to the limit as
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: → ∞ (for � fixed) can be done within the standard theory of monotone operators

(Minty-Browder theory). Since this is a fully standard argument, we just derive the

a priori estimates necessary for this procedure.

By using u�
:

as test function in the Galerkin approximation for u�
:

we get

2 ‖F�(Du�: )‖
2
2 ≤ 2Y

∫

Ω

(l�)∗(|f |) 3x + Y
∫

Ω

l�(|u�: |) 3x

≤ 2Y

∫

Ω

(l�)∗(|f |) 3x + Y �
∫

Ω

l�(|Du�: |) 3x ,

where we used in the first line Proposition 3 with Q = 0 together with Young in-

equality, and in the second line
∫

Ω

l�(|u�: |) 3x ≤ �%
∫

Ω

l�(|∇u�: |) 3x ≤ �%� 
∫

Ω

l�(|Du�: |) 3x ,

which follows from modular versions of Poincaré and Korn inequalities in Orlicz

spaces, see [5, 11, 23]. Moreover, we absorb the last term on the right-hand side

of the previous estimate using
∫
Ω
l�(|Du�

:
|) 3x ∼ ‖F�(Du�

:
)‖2

2
in view of Corol-

lary 1. Note that all constants are independent of � ≥ 1, and depend only on the

characteristics of S and on Ω. Moreover, from Corollary 1, it also follows that

∫

Ω

(l�)∗ (|f |) 3x ≤ 2(?)
∫

Ω

l∗ (|f |) 3x ≤ � (?)
(
X? +

∫

Ω

|f |?′ 3x
)
, (12)

where the last estimate shows that the right-hand side in (11) is finite. Hence, after

the limiting procedure : → ∞ we arrive at

‖F�(Du�)‖2

2 ≤ �
∫

Ω

l∗ (|f |) 3x (13)

for some� independent of � and X. Uniqueness follows from the strict monotonicity

of S� (cf. Proposition 3). By using the estimates in Corollary 1 and the definition of

F� we derive from (13) the various terms in the estimate (11), which ends the proof.

3.1 Description and properties of the boundary

We assume that the boundary mΩ is of class �2,1, that is for each point % ∈ mΩ there

are local coordinates such that in these coordinates we have % = 0 and mΩ is locally

described by a �2,1-function, i.e., there exist '%, '
′
%
∈ (0,∞), A% ∈ (0, 1) and a

�2,1-function 6% : �2
'%

(0) → �1
'′
%

(0) such that

(b1) x ∈ mΩ ∩ (�2
'%

(0) × �1
'′
%

(0)) ⇐⇒ G3 = 6% (G1, G2) ,
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(b2) Ω% := {(G′, G3)
�� G′ = (G1, G2) ∈ �2

'%
(0), 6% (G′) < G3 < 6% (G′) + '′

%
} ⊂ Ω,

(b3) ∇6% (0) = 0, and ∀ G′ = (G1, G2)⊤ ∈ �2
'%

(0) |∇6% (G′) | < A% ,

where �:A (0) denotes the :-dimensional open ball with center 0 and radius A > 0.

We also define, for 0 < _ < 1, the open sets _Ω% ⊂ Ω% as

_Ω% := {(G′, G3)
�� G′ = (G1, G2)⊤ ∈ �2

_'%
(0), 6% (G′) < G3 < 6% (G′) + _'′

%} .

To localize near mΩ∩ mΩ%, for % ∈ mΩ, we fix smooth functions b% : R3 → R such

that

(ℓ1) j 1
2
Ω%

(x) ≤ b% (x) ≤ j 3
4
Ω%

(x) ,

where j�(x) is the indicator function of the measurable set �. For the remaining

interior estimate we localize by a smooth function 0 ≤ b0 ≤ 1 with spt b0 ⊂ Ω0,

where Ω0 ⊂ Ω is an appropriate open set such that dist(mΩ0, mΩ) > 0. Since

the boundary mΩ is compact, we can use an appropriate finite sub-covering which,

together with the interior estimate, yields the global estimate.

Let us introduce the tangential derivatives near the boundary. To simplify the

notation we fix % ∈ mΩ, ℎ ∈ (0, '%

16
), and simply write b := b%, 6 := 6%. We

use the standard notation x = (G′, G3)⊤ and denote by e8 , 8 = 1, 2, 3 the canonical

orthonormal basis in R3. In the following lower-case Greek letters take values 1, 2.

For a function 5 with spt 5 ⊂ spt b we define for U = 1, 2 tangential translations:

5g (G′, G3) = 5gU (G′, G3) := 5
(
G′ + ℎ eU, G3 + 6(G′ + ℎ eU) − 6(G′)

)
,

tangential differences Δ+ 5 := 5g − 5 , and tangential difference quotients 3+ 5 :=

ℎ−1Δ+ 5 . For simplicity we denote ∇6 := (m16, m26, 0)⊤ and use the operations

(·)g , (·)−g , Δ+ (·), Δ+ (·), 3+(·) and 3− (·) also for vector-valued and tensor-valued

functions, intended as acting component-wise.

We will use the following properties of the difference quotients, all proved in [4].

Let v ∈ ,1,1 (Ω) be such that spt v ⊂ spt b. Then

∇3±v = 3±∇v + (m3v)g ⊗ 3±∇6 ,

D3±v = 3±Dv + (m3v)g
B
⊗ 3±∇6 ,

div 3±v = 3±divv + (m3v)±g3±∇6 ,
∇v±g = (∇v)±g + (m3v)±g3±∇6 ,

(14)

where (v⊗w)8 9 := E8F 9 , 8, 9 = 1, 2, 3, and v
B
⊗w := 1

2

(
v⊗w+ (v⊗w)⊤

)
. Moreover,

we have also the following properties: If spt 6 ⊂ spt b, then there holds

(3−6)g = −3+6 , (3+6)−g = −3−6 , 3−6g = −3+6 ,

and if spt 6 ∪ spt 5 ⊂ spt b, then we have

3± ( 5 6) = 5±g 3
±6 + (3± 5 ) 6 .
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As for the classical difference quotients, !@-uniform bounds (with respect to ℎ > 0)

for 3+ 5 imply that mg 5 belongs to !@ (spt b).
Lemma 6. If 5 ∈ ,1,1 (Ω), then we have for U = 1, 2

3+ 5 → mg 5 = mgU 5 := mU 5 + mU6 m3 5 as ℎ → 0 , (15)

almost everywhere in spt b, (cf. [17]). If we define, for 0 < ℎ < '%

Ω%,ℎ =
{
x ∈ Ω%

�� G′ ∈ �2
'%−ℎ (0)

}
,

and, if 5 ∈ ,1,@

loc
(R3), for 1 ≤ @ < ∞, then

∫

Ω%,ℎ

|3+ 5 |@ 3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω%

|mg 5 |@ 3x .

Moreover, if 3+ 5 ∈ !@ (Ω%,ℎ0
), 1 < @ < ∞, and if

∃ 21 > 0 :

∫

Ω%,ℎ0

|3+ 5 |@ 3x ≤ 21 ∀ ℎ0 ∈ (0, '%) and ∀ ℎ ∈ (0, ℎ0) ,

then mg 5 ∈ !@ (Ω%) and ∫

Ω%

|mg 5 |@ 3x ≤ 21 .

The following variants of formula of integration by parts will often be used.

Lemma 7. Let spt 6 ∪ spt 5 ⊂ spt b = spt b% and 0 < ℎ <
'%

16
. Then

∫

Ω

5 6−g 3x =

∫

Ω

5g6 3x .

Consequently,
∫

Ω

5 3+6 3x =
∫

Ω

(3− 5 )6 3x . Moreover, if in addition 5 and 6 are

smooth enough and at least one vanishes on mΩ, then

∫

Ω

5 mg6 3x = −
∫

Ω

(mg 5 )6 3x .

3.2 Regularity results with possible dependencies on G

We start proving spatial regularity for the approximate problem. The estimates, which

will be proved for first order derivatives of ∇u� and F�(Du�) in this first step, are

uniform with respect to � ≥ 1:

(i) in the interior of Ω;
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(ii) for tangential derivatives near the boundary.

On the contrary, the estimates depend on � in the normal direction near the boundary

mΩ. Nevertheless, this allows later on to use the equations point-wise and to prove

(in a different way) estimates independent of � ≥ 1 even near the boundary, allowing

then to pass to the limit with � → ∞.

By using the translation method we obtain the following results, which will be

proved below.

Proposition 6. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ (0,∞), with characteristics (W3, W4, ?). Let

Ω ⊂ R3 be a boundeddomain with�2,1 boundary and assume that f ∈ !?′ (Ω). Then,

the unique weak solution u� ∈ ,1,2

0
(Ω) of the approximate problem (9) satisfies

∫

Ω

b2
0 |∇F�(Du�) |2 + l�

(
b2

0 |∇2u� |
)
+ (X + �)?−2b2

0 |∇2u� |2 3x ≤ 20 ,

∫

Ω

b2
% |mgF�(Du�) |2 + l�

(
b2
% |mg∇u�|

)
+ (X + �)?−2b2

% |mg∇u�|2 3x ≤ 2% ,

(16)

where 20 = 20 (X, ‖f‖?′ , ‖b0‖1,∞, W3, W4, ?), while the constant related to the neigh-

borhood of % is such that 2% = 2% (X, ‖f‖?′ , ‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , W3, W4, ?). Here,

b0(x) is a cut-off function with support in the interior of Ω and, for arbitrary

% ∈ mΩ, the tangential derivative is defined locally in Ω% by (15).

By using Proposition 6 and the ellipticity of S� we can write, for a.e. x ∈ Ω, the

missing partial derivatives in the normal direction (which is locally e3 after a rotation

of coordinates) in terms of the tangential ones. By employing the previous results we

obtain estimates also for the partial derivatives in the e3-direction, but with a critical

dependence on the approximation parameter �.

Proposition 7. Under the assumptions of Proposition 6there exists a constant�1 > 0

such that, provided in the local description of the boundary there holds A% < �1 in

(13), where b% (x) is a cut-off function with support in Ω%, there holds

∫

Ω

b2
% |m3F

�(Du�) |2 + l�
(
b2
% |m3Du�|

)
3x ≤ �� ,

where �� = ��(X, ‖f‖?′ , ‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , W3, W4, ?, �).

Before starting the proof of these two propositions, we generalize [8, Lemma 3.11],

originally proved for i = l (with 1 < ? ≤ 2) to i = l�. The main properties used

are: convexity of l�, that (l�) ′′ is non-increasing, and the equivalence properties

from Lemma 3.

Lemma 8. Let ? ∈ (1, 2] and X ≥ 0. Then, for b and 6 as above and for any

v ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) we have



Natural second order regularity using the �-approximation 17

∫

Ω

l�
(
b |∇3+v|

)
+ l�

(
b |3+∇v|

)
3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω

b2
��3+F�(Dv)

��2 3x

+ 2(‖b‖1,∞, ‖6‖�1,1 )
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�
(
|∇v|

)
3x

with constants not depending on X and �.

Proof. The proof is carried out by adapting that of [8, Lem. 3.11]. First, we use the

following identity

b ∇3+v = ∇(b 3+v) − ∇b ⊗ 3+v ,

and consequently we get, by using (7), that

∫

Ω

l�(b |∇3+v|) 3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω

l�(|D(b 3+v)|) 3x + 2(‖6‖�0,1 , ‖b‖1,∞)
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|∇v|) 3x ,

where we also used Korn’s inequality for N-functions (cf. [14, Thm. 6.10]), with a

constant independent of � ≥ 1, and the following inequality (cf. [11, Sec. 3.2])

∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|3±v|) 3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|∇v|) 3x . (17)

Using the identities

D(b 3+v) = b D(3+v) + ∇b
B
⊗ 3+v = b 3+Dv + (m3v)g

B
⊗ 3+∇6 + ∇b

B
⊗ 3+v ,

the properties of l�, b, 6, and (17), we obtain

∫

Ω

l�(b |∇3+v|) 3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω

l�(b |3+Dv|) 3x

+ 2(‖b‖1,∞, ‖6‖�1,1)
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|∇v|) 3x .

(18)

We focus on the first term on the right-hand side of (18). Using a change of shift as

in Lemma 1 yields

l�(b |3+Dv|) ≤ 2
(
l�|Dv |+ |Δ+Dv | (b |3

+Dv|) + l�(|Dv| + |Δ+Dv|)
)
. (19)

By the fact that l� is balanced with characteristics depending only on ?

(cf. Lemma 2, Lemma 3) we get

l�|Dv |+ |Δ+Dv | (b |3
+Dv|) ∼ (l�|Dv |+ |Δ+Dv |)

′(b |3+Dv|) b |3+Dv|

=
(l�) ′(|Dv| + |Δ+Dv| + b |3+Dv|)

|Dv| + |Δ+Dv| + b |3+Dv| b2 |3+Dv|2

= 0�(|Dv| + |Δ+Dv| + b |3+Dv|) b2 |3+Dv|2.
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Next, since 0� is non-increasing for ? ∈ (1, 2] (see Lemma 5) we get

l�|Dv |+ |Δ+Dv | (b |3
+Dv|) ≤ 0�(|Dv| + |Δ+Dv|) b2 |3+Dv|2

∼ b2 |3+F�(Dv)|2 .

Inserting this into (19) we obtain from (18) that

∫

Ω

l�(b |∇3+v|) 3x

≤ 2
∫

Ω

b2
��3+F�(Dv)

��2 3x + 2(‖b‖1,∞, ‖6‖�1,1)
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|∇v|) 3x .

(20)

Next, we observe that (14) and (7) yield

∫

Ω

l�(b |3+∇v|) 3x ≤
∫

Ω

l�(b |∇3+v|) 3x +
∫

Ω

l�(b |m3v| |3+∇6 |) 3x

≤
∫

Ω

l�(b |∇3+v|) 3x + 2(‖b‖∞, ‖6‖�1,1)
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�(|∇v|) 3x .

This shows that also the term
∫
Ω
l�(b |3+∇v|) 3x can be estimated by the right-hand

side of (20), ending the proof.

We can now proceed with the proof of regularity in the tangential directions and in

the interior.

Proof (of Proposition 6). We obtain estimates for tangential derivatives by consid-

ering limits of increments in the tangential directions cf. [8, 11]. Fix % ∈ mΩ and

use in Ω%
w = 3−(b23+(u� | 1

2
Ω%

)) ,

where b := b%, 6 := 6%, and ℎ ∈ (0, '%

16
), as a test function in the weak formula-

tion (10) of Problem (9). This yields
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∫

Ω

b23+S�(Du�) · 3+Du� 3x

= −
∫

Ω

S�(Du�) ·
(
b23+m3u� − (b−g3−b + b3−b)m3u

�
) B
⊗ 3−∇6 3x

−
∫

Ω

S�(Du�) · b2(m3u�)g
B
⊗ 3−3+∇6 − S�(Du�) · 3−

(
2b∇b

B
⊗ 3+u�

)
3x

+
∫

Ω

S�((Du�)g) ·
(
2bm3b3

+u� + b23+m3u
�
) B
⊗ 3+∇6 3x

+
∫

Ω

f · 3− (b23+u�) 3x =:

8∑

9=1

� 9 .

(21)

The properties of S�, Proposition 3, and Lemma 8 imply the following estimate

∫

Ω

b2
��3+F�(Du�)

��2 + l�
(
b |3+∇u�|

)
3x

≤ 2

∫

Ω

b23+S�(Du�) · 3+Du� 3x + 2(‖b‖1,∞, ‖6‖�1,1)
∫

Ω∩spt b

l�
(
|∇u� |

)
3x .

The terms �1–�7 in (21) are estimated exactly as in [8, (3.17)–(3.22)], while �8 is

estimated as the term �15 in [8, (4.20)]. Thus, we get, by using also Corollary 1,

∫

Ω

(X + �)?−2b2
��3+∇u�

��2+b2
��3+F�(Du�)

��2+l�(b |3+∇u� |)

≤ 2(‖f‖?′ , ‖b‖2,∞, ‖6‖�2,1 , X) .

This proves the second estimate in (16) by Lemma 6, since the constant on the

right-hand side does not depend on ℎ > 0.

The first estimate in (16) is proved in the same way with many simplifications,

since in the interior one can consider directly standard translations in all the coordi-

nate directions.

For the proof of Proposition 7, the following observation will be crucial.

Remark 6. The obtained estimate (16)1, Proposition 4, and Lemma 5 imply that

u� ∈ ,2,2

loc
(Ω) (with estimates depending on �) and that the system (9) is well-

defined point-wise a.e. in Ω.

Proof (of Proposition 7). To estimate the derivatives in the e3-direction we use equa-

tion (9) point-wise a.e. inΩ, which is justified by Remark 6. Denoting, forU, W = 1, 2,

�UW := mW3(
�
U3
(Du�), bW := m3�W3u�, and2 fU := 5U + m33(

�
U3
(Du�)m3�33u� +

2 Recall that we use the summation convention over repeated Greek lower-case letters from 1 to 2.
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mWf(
�
U3
(Du�)m3�Wfu� + ∑3

:,;=1 m:;(
�
UV

(Du�)mV�:;u�, we can re-write the first

two equations in (9) as follows:

−2�UWbW = fU a.e. in Ω .

We employ this equality separately on eachΩ% in order to use the notion of tangential

derivative. By straightforward manipulations (cf. [8, Sections 3.2 and 4.2]) we get

a.e. in Ω%

0�(|Du� |) |b |

≤ 2
(
|f | + |f |‖∇6‖∞ + 0�(|Du� |)

(
|mg∇u� | + ‖∇6‖∞ |∇2u� |

) )
.

Note that we can deduce from this inequality information about b̃W := m2
33

u�W , because

|b | ≥ 2|b̃| − |mg∇u� | − ‖∇6‖∞ |∇2u� |. Adding on both sides, for U = 1, 2 and

8, : = 1, 2, 3 the term

0�(|Du� |)
(
|mUm8D�: | + |m2

33D
�
3 |
)
,

we finally arrive, a.e. in Ω% at the inequality

0�(|Du� |) |∇2u� |

≤ 2
(
|f | + |f |‖∇6‖∞ + 0�(|Du� |)

(
|mg∇u� | + ‖∇6‖∞ |∇2u� |

) )
,

where, due to the results proved in Section 2, the constant 2 only depends on the

characteristics of S. Next, we can choose the open sets Ω% in such a way that

‖∇6% (G′)‖∞,Ω%
is small enough, so that we can absorb the last term from the right-

hand side, which yields

0�(|Du� |) |∇2u� | ≤ 2
(
|f | + 0�(|Du� |) |mg∇u� |

)
a.e. in Ω% ,

where again the constant 2 only depends on the characteristics of S. Dividing both

sides by the quantity
√
0�(|Du� |) ≠ 0 (which is non zero by the fact that X > 0 and

the properties of l�) and raising the result to the power 2 we get a.e. in Ω%

0�(|Du� |) |∇2u� |2 ≤ 2
|f |2

0�(|Du� |)
+ 2 0�(|Du� |) |mg∇u�|2 . (22)

Note that both sides are finite a.e. and, for the moment, we know that the left-hand

side belongs at least to !1
;>2

(Ω%).
Concerning the first term on the right-hand side, we note that Lemma 5 and the

definition of 0� imply

1

0�(C)
≤ 1

(? − 1)
1

0(C) =
1

(? − 1)
1

(X + C)?−2
.

Using this estimate and Hölder inequality we get, with a constant 2 independent

on �,
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∫

Ω

|f |2
0�(|Du� |) 3x ≤ 2(?)‖f‖2

?′ ‖X + |Du� |‖2−?
?

≤ 2
(
‖f‖?

′

?′ + X
? + ‖F(Du�)‖2

2

)
.

(23)

For the second term on the right-hand side of (22) we use that, in view of Lemma 5,

there holds:
∫

Ω

b2
%0

�(|Du� |) |mg∇u�|2 3x ≤ X?−2

∫

Ω

b2
% |mg∇u� |2 3x

=
X?−2

(X + �)?−2
(X + �)?−2

∫

Ω

b2
% |mg∇u� |2 3x

≤
(
1 + �

X

)2−?
2% ,

where the final estimate follows from the the already proved results on tangential

derivatives in Proposition 6.

Hence, multiplying (22) by b2
%

and integrating over the proper sub-domain

Ω%,Y :=
{
x ∈ Ω%

�� 6% + Y < G3 < 6% + '′
%, for 0 < Y < '′

%

}
,

we get, also using (11) and (12),

∫

Ω%,Y

b2
%0

�(|Du� |) |∇2u� |2 3x

≤ 2

∫

Ω%,Y

|f |2
0�(|Du� |) 3x + 2

∫

Ω%,Y

b2
%0

�(|Du� |) |mg∇u� |2 3x

≤ 2

∫

Ω

|f |2
0�(|Du� |)

3x + 2
∫

Ω

b2
%0

�(|Du� |) |mg∇u� |2 3x

≤ �
(
X? + ‖f‖?

′

?′ + (1 + �X−1)2−? ) .

Since this estimate is independent of Y > 0, the above inequality shows, by monotone

convergence, that also
∫
Ω
b2
%
0�(|Du� |) |∇2u� |2 3x ≤ � (‖f‖?′ , X, X−1, �), ending the

proof.

Remark 7. The reader should notice that the dependence on � is mainly due to the

fact that we have a stress tensor depending on the symmetric gradient. To use Korn

inequality in Lemma 8 we have to pay the price of estimates depending on �. In

the case of a stress tensor depending on the full gradient, this step can be skipped

(see the results in [7] where the considered problem has an additional term with

2-structure and the �-approximation is not needed).

By collecting the results of the Propositions 6 and 7 we get the following result.
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Proposition 8. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ (0,∞). Let Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded domain with

�2,1 boundary and let f ∈ !?′ (Ω). Then, the unique weak solution u� ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) of

problem (9) satisfies ∫

Ω

|∇F�(Du�) |2 3x ≤ 2(�, X−1) ,

where 2 depends also on the characteristics of S, X, ‖f‖?′ , |Ω|, and the �2,1-

norms of the local description of mΩ. In particular, the above estimate implies that

u� ∈ ,2,2 (Ω).

Proof. The proof is simply obtained by observing that Ω is a compact set. After

having fixed all Ω% small enough (depending on %) to perform the calculations

leading to Proposition 7, we can extract a finite covering of setsΩ% and consequently

prove the uniform nature of estimates in terms of % ∈ mΩ. To show that u� ∈ ,2,2 (Ω)
we use Proposition 4 and Lemma 5.

4 Estimates uniform with respect to G for the solutions of the

approximate problem

We now sketch the proof of the estimate of ∇F�(Du�), which is independent

of �. Moreover, we also improve the X-dependence of the estimates. We adapt to

the �-approximation the same procedure already used in [9], obtaining the steady

counterpart to the case 1 < ? ≤ 2 of the results proved in [11, Sec. 3].

Proposition 9. Let the same hypotheses as in Theorem 1 be satisfied with X > 0 and

let the local description 6% of the boundary and the localization function b% satisfy

(11)– (13) and (ℓ1) (cf. Section 3.1). Then, there exists a constant �2 > 0 such

that the regular solution u� ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) ∩,2,2 (Ω) of the approximate problem (9)

satisfies for every % ∈ mΩ
∫

Ω

b2
% |m3F

�(Du�) |2 3x ≤ � ,

provided A% < �2 in (13), with � depending on the characteristics of S, X, ‖f‖?′ ,
‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , and �2.

Proof. We will not give the full proof of this result, since it is very similar to that of

[9, Prop. 3.2]. For the reader’s convenience we just explain the main steps.

Fix an arbitrary point % ∈ mΩ and a local description 6 = 6% of the boundary

and the localization function b = b% as before. Proposition 4 yields that there exists

a constant �0, depending only on the characteristics of S such that

1

�0

|m3F�(Du�) |2 ≤ P�3 (Du�) a.e. in Ω .
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We now work directly with P�
3
(Du�) to deduce estimates for |m3F�(Du�) |2. Note

that, since u� is a regular solution of (9), all calculations are justified. Thus, using

the definition of P�
3
(Du�) and the symmetries of S� and Du�, we obtain

1

�0

∫

Ω

b2 |m3F�(Du�) |2 3x (24)

≤
∫

Ω

b2m3S
�
UV (Du�) m3�UVu� 3x +

∫

Ω

b2m3S
�
3U (Du�) mU�33u� 3x

+
∫

Ω

3∑

9=1

b2m3S
�
93 (Du�) m2

3D
#
9 3x

=: J1 + J2 + J3 .

The most critical term is J1 which is estimated, for any _ > 0, as follows

|J1 | ≤ _
∫

Ω

b2 |m3F
�(Du�) |2 3x + 2_−1

(
1 + ‖∇6‖2

∞
) 2∑

V=1

∫

Ω

b2 |mVF�(Du�) |2 3x

+
∫

Ω

b2 |m3S
�(Du�) | |∇26 | |Du� | 3x +

����
∫

Ω

b2m3S�UV (Du�) mUmgVD�3 3x

���� .

In the last but one term we multiply and divide by
√
0�(|Du� |), use Proposition

4, Young inequality, and 0�(|Du� |) |Du� |2 ∼ |F�(|Du� |) |2 (cf. Proposition 3),

yielding that it is estimated by

_

∫

Ω

b2 |m3F
�(Du�) |2 3x + 2_−1 ‖∇26‖2

∞

∫

Ω

|F�(Du�) |2 3x .

To handle the last term in the above estimate of J1 we perform a crucial partial

integration. This avoids to have terms with the quantity m3S
�(Du�) which cannot

be estimated in terms of tangential derivatives. Let us explain the main idea beyond

this step. Observe that, by neglecting the localization b, integration by parts gives

∫

Ω

m3S�UV (Du�) mUmgVD�3 3x =

∫

Ω

mUS�UV (Du�) m3mgVD
�
3 3x

=

∫

Ω

mUS�UV (Du�) mgV�33u� 3x .

We next multiply and divide the integrand on the right-hand side by
√
0�(|Du� |),

use Proposition 4, Young inequality, and the definition of the tangential derivatives,

yielding that
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���
∫

Ω

mUS�UV (Du�) mgV�33u� 3x

���

≤ 2

2∑

U=1

∫

Ω

|mUF�(Du�) |2 3x + 2
2∑

V=1

∫

Ω

|mgVF�(Du�) |2 3x

≤ 2

2∑

U=1

∫

Ω

|mgUF�(Du�) |2 3x + 2 ‖∇6‖2
∞

∫

Ω

|m3F�(Du�) |2 3x .

The presence of the localization leads to several additional lower order terms, which

all can be easily handled as in [9]. To treat J2 we multiply and divide by
√
0# (|Du� |),

use Proposition 4 and Young inequality, to show that, for any given _ > 0, it holds

|J2 | ≤ _
C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2 |m3F�(Du�) |2 3x + 2_−1

2∑

V=1

C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2 |mVF�(Du�) |2 3x ,

for some constant 2_−1 depending on _−1. To handle the term J3 we use the equation

(9). All terms are handled exactly as in [9, Prop. 3.2], and thus, we skip the details

here. All together we arrive at the following estimate

|J1 | + |J2 | + |J3 | ≤
(
_ + 2_−1 ‖∇6‖2

∞
) ∫

Ω

b2 |m3F
�(Du�) |2 3x

+ 2_−1

2∑

V=1

∫

Ω

b2 |mgVF�(Du�) |2 3x

+ 2_−1

(
1 + ‖∇b‖2

∞
)∫

Ω

|F�(|Du� |) |2 3x + 2_−1

∫

Ω

|f |2
0�(|Du� |)

3x .

Now we first choose _ > 0 smaller than (4�0)−1 and then we choose the covering

of the boundary mΩ such that 2_−1 ‖∇6‖2
∞ ≤ (4�0)−1, in order to absorb in the

left-hand side of (24) the term involving m3F�(Du�). By using the estimate (23)

already proved for the term with the external force, we get

∫

Ω

b2 |m3F
�(Du�) |2 3x ≤ 2

2∑

V=1

∫

Ω

b2 |mgVF�(Du�) |2 3x

+ 2
∫

Ω

|F�(Du�) |2 3x + 2
(
X? + ‖f‖?

′

?′
)

with constants depending only on the characteristics of S, ‖6‖�2,1 , and ‖b‖1,∞. The

uniform estimates (11), (16) for the right-hand side allows us to end the proof of

Proposition 9.
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Proposition 10. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ (0,∞). Let Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded domain with

�2,1 boundary and let f ∈ !?′ (Ω). Then, the unique weak solution u� ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) of

the problem (9) satisfies

∫

Ω

|∇F(Du�) |2 + |∇F�(Du�) |2 3x ≤ � ,

where� depends on the characteristics of S, X, ‖f‖?′ , |Ω|, and the�2,1-norms of the

local description of mΩ. In particular, the above estimate implies that u� is uniformly

bounded with respect to � ≥ 1 in,
2,

3?
?+1 (Ω).

Proof. The assertion follows in the same way as in the proof of Proposition 8. The

estimate for ∇F(Du�) in !2 (Ω) follows from Corollary 2. It implies in turn that u�

is bounded uniformly with respect to � ≥ 1 in,
2,

3?
?+1 (Ω) by using [6, Lem. 4.5].

5 Passing to the limit

The final step concerns passing to the limit � → ∞. The unique solution of (1) will

be obtained as

u := lim
�→∞

u�

with the limit taken in appropriate function spaces.

Remark 8. It will be needed to extract several sub-sequences, but we still write simply

� → ∞ to avoid using too heavy notation.

By uniform –with respect to �– estimates in ,1,2 (Ω) in Proposition 10 it directly

follows that F�(Du�) has a weak limit which we denote as F̂ ∈ ,1,2 (Ω). Moreover,

Proposition 10 also yields that ‖∇2u�‖3?/(?+1) ≤ �, with a constant independent

of �. Hence, the compact Sobolev embedding,
2,

3?
?+1 (Ω) ↩→↩→ ,1,1 (Ω) implies the

strong convergence of gradients in !1 (Ω). This also implies that Du�(x) → Du(x)
for almost every x ∈ Ω.

Combining these two facts with lim�→∞ F�(P) = F(P), which is valid uniformly

with respect to any compact set in R3×3, and the lower semi-continuity of the norm

it follows that

lim
�→∞

F�(Du�) = F(Du) weakly in,1,2 (Ω) and a.e. in Ω ,

and also
∫

Ω

|∇F(Du) |2 3x ≤ � .
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Observe that F̂ = F(Du) since weak limit in Lebesgue spaces and the a.e. limit

coincide.

It remains to be proved that u is the unique solution of (1). From the construction

of S� it follows S�(P) → S(P), uniformly with respect to any compact set in R3×3.

This fact, coupled with the almost everywhere convergence of Du�, implies that

lim
�→∞

S�(Du�(x)) = S(Du(x)) 0.4. x ∈ Ω ,

which is nevertheless not enough to infer directly that

lim
�→∞

∫

Ω

S�(Du�) · Dw 3x =

∫

Ω

S(Du) · Dw 3x ∀w ∈ �∞
0 (Ω) ,

and to pass to the limit in the weak formulation. To this end we need -for instance-

additionally an uniform bound on S�(Du�) in !@ (Ω), for some @ > 1. This would

imply that S�(Du�) ⇀ Ŝ in !@ (Ω), and that the limit can be identified as Ŝ = S(Du),
again by the identification of weak and almost everywhere limits in the Lebesgue

spaces.

Observe that from the definition of S� we have (cf. Proposition 3 and Lemma 5)

for ? ∈ (1, 2] that

|S�(Du�) | ≤ 2 X?−2 |Du� | .

On the other hand, the estimate F(Du�) ∈ ,1,2 (Ω), which is uniform with respect

to �, implies by the Sobolev embedding,1,2 (Ω) ↩→ !6(Ω) that ‖F(Du�)‖6 ≤ �.

Using the properties of F, it follows for ? ∈ (1, 2] that (cf. Proposition 3 and

Lemma 5)

‖Du�‖3? ≤ � .

Hence we get that S�(Du�) is bounded uniformly in !3? (Ω) for 1 < ? ≤ 2. This

finally allows us to pass to the limit in the weak formulation, showing that u solves (1).

Thus, we proved Theorem 1.

6 On the time-dependent problem

In this section we state the natural regularity results in the time-dependent case. These

results can be proved by adapting the method used in the steady situation. Thus, we

just give the statements of the needed results and explain necessary changes.

Remark 9. Results from this section are partially contained in [10], where they are

proved with a different approximation method and under more restrictive assump-

tions on the data, which however yield also regularity in time, i.e., it is proved there

that in addition m
mC

F(Du) ∈ !2 (Ω) holds. Here, we are keeping the minimal assump-

tions to prove the natural regularity with respect to the spatial variables. However,

additional assumptions on the data would allow to fully recover all the regularity

results from [10]. The result presented in this section is the (? ≤ 2)-counterpart

of [11, Thm. 3.4].
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We now show how the initial boundary value problem

mu

mC
− div S(Du) = f in � ×Ω ,

u = 0 on � × mΩ ,
u(0) = u0 in Ω ,

(25)

where � = (0, )), for some ) > 0, can be handled by adapting the tools used in the

steady case. First we introduce the notion of a regular solution.

Definition 6 (Regular solution). Let the operator S = m* in (25), derived from the

potential*, have (?, X)-structure for some ? ∈ (1,∞), and X ∈ [0,∞). Let Ω ⊂ R3

be a bounded domain with �2,1 boundary, and let � = (0, )), ) ∈ (0,∞), be a finite

time interval. Then, we say that u is a regular solution of (25) if u ∈ !? (�;,1, ?

0
(Ω))

satisfies for all k ∈ �∞
0
(0, )) and all w ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω)

)∫

0

( mu(C)
mC

,w
)
k(C) + (S(Du(C)),Dw) k(C) 3C =

)∫

0

(f (C),w) k(C) 3C ,

and fulfils

u ∈ !∞ (�;,1, ?

0
(Ω)) ∩,1,2 (�; !2 (Ω)) ,

F(Du) ∈ !∞ (�; !2 (Ω)) ∩ !2(�;,1,2 (Ω)) .

To formulate clearly the dependence on the data in the various estimates we introduce

the quantity

| | |u0, f | | |2 :=

∫

Ω

|u0 |2 + |Du0 (x) |? 3x +
)∫

0

∫

Ω

|f (C, x) |?′ + |f (C, x) |2 3x 3C .

As in the steady case we replace the operator S in (25) by S� as in Definition 5.

The next step is the construction of a “strong solution”. This is done by means of

a Galerkin approximation of the �-approximation of problem (25), using a priori

estimates obtained by formally testing with u� and mu�

mC
. In fact, we proceed as in

the proof of Proposition 5 and [11, Prop. 3.7], and use also Corollary 1. However, in

contrast to the case ? > 2 in [11, Prop. 3.7] we also need to approximate the initial

condition u0 to obtain a priori estimates independent of X−1. In fact, if we would

not do so we have to handle the term l�(|Du0 |) which results from testing with
mu�

mC
. This could be done by using Corollary 1 yielding l�(|Du0 |) ≤ 2 X?−2 |Du0 |2,

which produces an undesired X−1 dependence. We avoid this by approximating u0 in

,
1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2(Ω) by an u�

0
∈ ,1,∞

0
(Ω) satisfying

‖Du�0 ‖∞ ≤ � . (26)
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This could be done by using the “convolution-translation”method, which finds its in-

troduction probably in the work of Puel and Roptin [19] and was re-discovered many

times for different applications to partial differential equations or simply by appealing

to standard properties of Sobolev functions and mollification. In fact, from the proof

of [15, Thm. 5.5.2] and standard transformation and covering arguments it follows

that for u0 ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2 (Ω) there exists a sequence (w=) ⊂ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2(Ω)

and =0 ∈ N such that supp w= ⊂ Ω 1
=

:= {x ∈ Ω
�� dist(x, mΩ) < 1

=
}, = ≥ =0,

‖Dw=‖? ≤ 2 ‖Du0‖? , ‖w=‖2 ≤ 2 ‖u0‖2, = ≥ =0, and w= → u0 in,
1, ?

0
(Ω)∩!2(Ω).

Thus, we can mollify with a standard mollification kernel d, which yields (for

0 < Y= < 1/2=) a sequence v= := dY= ∗ w= belonging to �∞
0
(Ω) and converging to

u0 in,
1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2(Ω). We can choose Y= such that it is a decreasing null sequence.

Moreover, Hölder inequality yields

‖Dv=‖∞ = ‖dY= ∗ Dw=‖∞

≤ 1

Y
3/?
=

‖d‖?′ ‖Dw=‖? ≤ 2

Y
3/?
=

‖d‖?′ ‖Du0‖? =: �= ր ∞ .

For � ∈ [�=, �=+1), = ≥ =0, we set u�
0

:= v=, which satisfies (26) and converges to

u0 in,
1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2 (Ω).

Now we can formulate the result showing the existence of a “strong solution”.

Proposition 11. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2] and X ∈ [0,∞). Assume that u0 ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2(Ω)

and f ∈ !?′ (� ×Ω). Let S� be as in Definition 5, and let u�
0

be as constructed above,

satisfying (26). Then, for all � ≥ �=0
the approximate problem

mu�

mC
− div S�(Du�) = f in � ×Ω ,

u� = 0 on � × mΩ ,
u�(0) = u�0 in Ω ,

(27)

possesses a unique strong solution u�, i.e., u� ∈ ,1,2 (�; !2(Ω)) with F�(Du�) ∈
!∞ (�; !2 (Ω)), which satisfies for all k ∈ �∞

0
(0, )) and all w ∈ ,1,2

0
(Ω)

)∫

0

( mu�(C)
mC

,w
)
k(C) + (S�(Du�(C)),Dw) k(C) 3C =

)∫

0

(f (C),w) k(C) 3C .

In addition, the solution u� satisfies the estimate
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esssup
C ∈�

(
‖u�(C)‖2

2 + ‖F�(Du�(C))‖2
2 + (X + �)?−2‖∇u�(C)‖2

2 + ‖F(Du�(C))‖2
2

)

+
)∫

0




mu�(B)
mC





2

2
3B ≤ �

(
X? + || |u0, f | | |2

)
,

with � depending only on the characteristics of S, and Ω.

Proof. We do not give the full proof, which is a combination of Proposition 5 and

[11, Prop. 3.7]. It differs from [11, Prop. 3.7] mainly in the approximation of the

initial condition. Thus, we just derive the a priori estimates.

Formally taking u� as test function in (25) we directly get

1

2
‖u�(C)‖2

2 +
C∫

0

∫

Ω

l�(|Du�(B) |) 3x3B ≤ 1

2
‖u�0 ‖2

2 + �
C∫

0

∫

Ω

l∗ (|f (B) |) 3x3B ,

where the external force is treated (for a.e. C ∈ �) as in the proof of Proposition 5

(note that for this estimate the special choice of u�
0

is not essential).

The second estimate is obtained by testing (25) by the time derivative of u�. In

this way we get

C∫

0




mu�(B)
mC





2

2
3B +

∫

Ω

l�(|Du�(C) |) 3x ≤ 2

∫

Ω

l�(|Du�0 |) 3x + 2
C∫

0

‖f (B)‖2
2 3B .

The problem is that l� has a quadratic growth, while Du0 belongs to !? (Ω). To

resolve this we take advantage of the special approximation u�
0

. In view of (26) and

the definition of l� we get

l�(|Du�0 (x) |) = l(|Du�0 (x) |) for a.e. x ∈ Ω .

Consequently, testing (27) with u� and mu�

mC
results in

1

2
‖u�(C)‖2

2 +
∫

Ω

l�(|Du�(C) |) 3x +
C∫

0

∫

Ω

l�(|Du�(B) |) 3x +
C∫

0




mu�(B)
mC





2

2
3B

≤ 1

2
‖u�0 ‖

2
2 +

∫

Ω

l(|Du�0 |) 3x + �
C∫

0

∫

Ω

l∗ (|f (B) |) 3x3B + �
C∫

0

‖f (B)‖2
2 3B .

The assertion follows, using the estimates from Corollary 1, the properties of the

approximation u�
0

, estimate (12), and the definition of | | |u0, f | | |.

By using the same tools employed in Section 3 one can prove the regularity in

the interior and for tangential derivatives (with estimates independent of �). Also

regularity in normal direction follows analogously, but the estimates depend on �.
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More precisely, by adapting the translation method used in the proof of Proposition 6,

the result below can be proved.

Proposition 12. Let the operator S = m*, derived from the potential*, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ (0,∞), with characteristics (W3, W4, ?). Let

Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded domain with �2,1 boundary, let u0 ∈ ,1, ?

0
(Ω) ∩ !2(Ω) and

f ∈ !?′ (�×Ω). Then, the unique strong solution u� of the approximate problem (27)

satisfies for a.e. C ∈ �

C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2
0 |∇F�(Du�)|2 + l�

(
b2

0 |∇2u�|
)
+ (X + �)?−2b2

0 |∇2u�|2 3x 3B ≤ 20 ,

C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2
% |mgF�(Du�) |2 + l�

(
b2
% |mg∇u�|

)
+ (X + �)?−2b2

% |mg∇u� |2 3x 3B ≤ 2% ,

where 20 = 20(X, | | |u0, f | | |, ‖b0‖1,∞, W3, W4, ?), while the constant related to the

neighborhood of % is such that 2% = 2% (X, | | |u0, f | | |, ‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , W3, W4, ?).

By using Proposition 12 and ellipticity of S� we can write, for a.e. (C, x) ∈ � ×Ω, the

missing partial derivatives in the normal direction (which is locally e3 after a rotation

of coordinates) in terms of the tangential ones, obtaining the following result.

Proposition 13. Under the assumptions of Proposition 12 there exists a constant

�1 > 0 such that, provided in the local description of the boundary there holds

A% < �1 in (13), where b% (x) is a cut-off function with support in Ω%, then

C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2
% |m3F�(Du�) |2 + l�

(
b2
% |m3Du�|

)
3x 3B ≤ �� ,

where �� = ��(X, | | |u0, f | | |, ‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , W3, W4, ?, l, �).

Next, we improve the estimate in the normal direction in the sense that we will

show that they are bounded uniformly with respect to the parameter � ≥ �=0
. At

this stage the time-derivative is treated as an !2-term on the right-hand side, while

an !?
′
-estimate would be needed to estimate it properly. This can be overcome by

appropriate integration by parts. This step involves multiplying the equations by

b2
%
m2

33
u� and integrating by parts over the whole domain. To this end, the following

technical result is used to justify the treatment of the time derivative.

Lemma 9. Let mΩ ∈ �2,1 and let v ∈ !2(�;,2,2 (Ω) ∩,1,2
0

(Ω)) ∩,1,2 (�; !2 (Ω)).
Then, for all C ∈ [0, )] it holds

−
C∫

0

∫

Ω

mv

mC
m2

33v 3x 3C =
1

2
‖m3v(C)‖2

2 −
1

2
‖m3v(0)‖2

2 .
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Note that this result requires that u0 ∈ ,1,2
0

(Ω) and starting from this point we need

further regularity of the initial condition. With Lemma 9 one can prove the following

result:

Proposition 14. Let the same hypotheses as in Proposition 12 be satisfied and as-

sume also u0 ∈ ,
1,2
0

(Ω). Let the local description 6% of the boundary and the

localization function b% satisfy (11) − (13) and (ℓ1) (cf. Section 3.1). Then, there

exists a constant �2 > 0 such that the unique strong solution u� of the approximate

problem (27) satisfies for every % ∈ mΩ and a.e. C ∈ �
C∫

0

∫

Ω

b2
% |m3F

�(Du�) |2 3x 3B ≤ � ,

provided A% < �2 in (13), with � depending on the characteristics of S, X, | | |u0, f | | |,
‖Du0‖2, ‖b% ‖1,∞, ‖6% ‖�2,1 , and �2.

From Proposition 11 and Proposition 14 we deduce in the same way as in the proof

of Proposition 10:

Proposition 15. Under the assumption of Proposition 14 the unique strong solution

u� of the approximate problem (27) satisfies

esssup
C ∈�

(
‖u�(C)‖2

2 + ‖F(Du�(C))‖2
2

)
+

)∫

0

∫

Ω

|∇F(Du�) (B) |2 +
���mu�(B)

mC

���
2

2
3x 3B ≤ �

with � depending on the characteristics of S, X, | | |u0, f | | |, ‖Du0‖2, and the �2,1-

norms of the local description of mΩ. In particular, u� is uniformly bounded with

respect to � ≥ 1 in !? (�;,2,
3?
?+1 (Ω)).

Finally, passing to the limit as � → ∞ can be performed in a way similar to that

used in the steady case: Observe that the bound on the time derivative allows us to

use the Aubin-Lions lemma to infer the (space-time) convergence

Du� → Du a.e. in � ×Ω, and strongly in !2(� ×Ω).

The rest of the argument requires minor changes to prove finally the following result:

Theorem 2. Let the operator S in (25), derived from a potential *, have (?, X)-
structure for some ? ∈ (1, 2], and X ∈ (0,∞). Let Ω ⊂ R3 be a bounded domain

with �2,1 boundary. Assume that u0 ∈ ,
1,2
0

(Ω) and f ∈ !?
′ (� × Ω). Then, the

system (25) has a unique regular solution with norms estimated only in terms of the

characteristics of S, X, Ω, ‖u0‖1,2, and ‖f‖?′ .
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