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ABSTRACT. A Garding-type inequality is proved for a quadratic form
associated to A-quasiconvex functions. This quadratic form appears as
the relative entropy in the theory of conservation laws and it is related to
the Weierstrass excess function in the calculus of variations. The former
provides weak-strong uniqueness results, whereas the latter has been
used to provide sufficiency theorems for local minimisers. Using this
new Garding inequality we provide an extension of these results to PDE
constrained problems in dynamics and statics under A-quasiconvexity
assumptions. The application in statics improves existing results by
proving uniqueness of L? local minimisers in the classical A = curl case.

KEYWORDS: A-quasiconvexity, PDE constraints, Garding inequality,
conservation laws, relative entropy, Weierstrass problem, local minimis-
ers

MSC2010: 35L65, 35G05, 35Q74, 49K20

1. INTRODUCTION

In the setting of continuum mechanics and the theory of electromag-
netism, often problems are constrained by linear partial differential equa-
tions (PDEs), that is their solutions are constrained to lie in the kernel of a
certain differential operator .A. The prototypical example arises in elasticity.
In elastostatics, one is concerned with the minimisation of the functional

/ W (Vy) (L.1)
Q

and thus solutions U = Vy are constrained by the operator A = curl.
Similarly, in dynamics, the equations of elasticity can be written in the form
of the first-order system of conservation laws
O — divDW (F) = 0,
BtF — Vv = O,
curl I/ = 0.
Note that the last equation constrains solutions F' to be gradients and it is
satisfied as long as the initial data are curl-free. More generally, one may

consider problems constrained by other differential operators A, leading to
the study of minimisation problems of the form

W(U) = /W(U), AU =0 (1.2)
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and systems of conservation laws
U +divf(U)=0 (1.3)

with involutions A, i.e. with the property that AU(¢,-) = 0 whenever
AU(0,-) = 0. PDE constrained problems of the above form, and others,
have been studied extensively. Indeed, the theory of compensated compact-
ness developed by Murat and Tartar originated within this A-free context
(30, 59, 40].

In particular, they understood that quadratic forms that are convex in
certain directions associated to A4 are lower semicontinuous along A-free,
weakly converging sequences. This set of directions, A4, is referred to as
the wave cone of A, see Section 2] and contains the amplitudes along which
ellipticity is lost. For example, for vectorial problems and A = curl, the
wave cone consists of rank-one matrices and rank-one convexity becomes
the relevant convexity condition. Note that rank-one convexity for quadratic
forms is equivalent to the less transparent notion of quasiconvexity which is
itself equivalent to the weak lower semicontinuity of (L), see [10].

Indeed, for problems of the form (2], an appropriate extension of qua-
siconvexity, called A-quasiconvexity, was introduced by Dacorogna [9] and
shown to be equivalent to the weak lower semicontinuity of (L2]), in [9] [16].
More recently, and following the work in [14], a developing body of literature
has emerged on PDE constrained problems, including results on appropriate
modifications of BV spaces, lower semicontinuity, Young measures, Sobolev-
type inequalities, and others [2] 3], 4, 20, 28], B3] 34] [38].

In the context of dynamics, Dafermos in [I1] studied the system of con-
servation laws (L3]) endowed with involutions where A = > A,0, was
assumed to be a first order operator. He showed that if the involutions
are complete (see [13]) system (L3]) becomes hyperbolic and constructed a
first order potential operator B = ) B0, such that U = BW whenever
AU = 0. Through this potential B, he extracted a Poincaré type inequality
for A-free functions which played a decisive role in the proof of his main
tool: a Garding-type inequality for the quadratic form

nU|U) =n(U) =n(U) = Dp(U) - (U = U)

_ /1<1 0D (U 4 U - 0)) dU —T)- (U —T), (1)
0

associated to the A 4-convex entropy 7. Nevertheless, this Garding inequality
required that the weak solutions, assumed bounded and in the space BV,
satisfy an extra assumption of small local oscillations. Then, naturally, it
leads to stability and weak-strong uniqueness results for such entropic weak
solutions. In [24] and the case of elasticity, it was understood that the crucial
Garding inequality and the subsequent weak-strong uniqueness result can be
proved without the assumption of small oscillations, provided the entropy
instead satisfies the stronger condition of quasiconvexityLl.

1J. Kristensen and J. Campos Cordero [27] have obtained a similar Garding inequality
in the curl-free setting following a different approach.
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More generally, Garding inequalities have been very important, for ex-
ample, to establish existence, uniqueness and regularity for elliptic prob-
lems, see [II, 17, 19, 29| 31, B7]. Crucially, a Garding-type inequality for
the quadratic form in (I4]) also appeared in the resolution of the so-called
Weierstrass problem in the vectorial calculus of variations, i.e. the problem
of finding (quasiconvexity based) sufficient conditions for a map g to be a
strong (or LP) local minimiser of (III), see Section Bl This was indirectly
employed in the original proof of [2I] and more explicitly in the subsequent
proofs in [0 [7] which seek the positivity of

/ W(Vy+ V| V),

related to a Garding-type inequality for the quadratic form W(:|-). In
this context, this quadratic form is known as the Weierstrass excess or E-
function, see [7), 21] for functionals depending on lower order terms.

In the present work, we consider general constant coefficient, linear dif-
ferential operators A with constant rank and, for p > 2, prove the Garding
inequality, see Theorem 2]

/ WU +|0) = / (6 + [0F) = [13rz — 1012y —rys (L)
Q Q

for A-quasiconvex W, U € C%(Q), and ¢ € LP(Q), A-free and zero-average
on the unit torus . This is the content of Section [Bl where we also prove
Lemma[4] an extension of the Decomposition Lemma in [6], see also [26], in
the A-free setting.

Moreover, in Section Ml we employ the Garding inequality to prove sta-
bility and weak-strong uniqueness results for dissipative solutions of con-
servation laws with involutions under the assumption that the entropy is
A-quasiconvex. We note that no restrictions on the order of A are required
and as in [I1] weak solutions need only be bounded but with no additional
assumptions on the local oscillations. In Section [ we study a generalisation
of the Weierstrass theory in this LP, A-free setting, see Theorem [l which
comes naturally from the proof of Theorem 21 We note that our result en-
tails the uniqueness of local minimisers in a quantitative way. This adds
to the existing results in the case A = curl and bounded domains. Indeed,
in Corollary [, we prove this uniqueness result for A = curl, bounded do-
mains, and free boundary conditions, under the additional assumption of
quasiconvexity at the boundary as in [0l [7, 2I]. Section 2] collects all essen-
tial definitions and known results in the A-free setting that are used in the
following sections.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Constant Rank Linear Operators. For each d-multi index «, let
us consider a collection of linear operators A, € Lin(RY, RM). We define a
homogeneous k-th order linear operator A by

A= " Aad™p, ¢ : Q SR 5 RV, (2.1)
|o|=F
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where @ = (0,1)? is identified with the unit torus T?. We think of A as a
polynomial in @ and so we write its principal symbol as

A:R?— LinRY,RM), A6 = 2mi)* > A.L™
|a|=k

The wave cone associated with A is denoted by

Aa= U kerA(),

ccgd-1

and contains the amplitudes A € RY along which the system fails to be
elliptic where ellipticity means that ker A(§) = {0} for all £ # 0. Indeed,
A € Ay if and only if the operator Ry(v) := A(Mv) is not elliptic, where
v e C®(Q;R). Moreover, we assume throughout that the linear differential
operator A has the constant rank property, i.e. there exists r € N such that

rank A(€) = 7 for all £ € §971.

The constant rank assumption, first introduced in the context of compen-
sated compactness by Murat [30], ensures the smoothness of the projection
mapping

P: R\ {0} — Lin(RY,RY), ¢ Projieae),
and thus makes tools of pseudo-differential calculus available. Using some
of these tools together with a result of Decell [15], Raita in [33] gave a new
characterisation for constant rank operators:

Theorem 1. Let A be a linear homogeneous differential operator with con-
stant coefficients. Then A has constant rank if and only if there exists a
linear homogeneous differential operator B with constant coefficients such
that

imB(¢) = ker A(€) for all € € R\ {0}.
We write, for some B, € Lin(RM,, RM),

By = Z Bn,d%, ©:Q CRY - RM (2.2)

|af=l

We refer to the potential operator B simply as the potential of A al-
though no meaningful notion of uniqueness is known, see [22] for a discus-
sion. Lemma 3 in [33] implies also that the operator B has constant rank.

2.2. Sobolev estimates. Henceforth, for a function ¢ € LP(Q) we say that
“Av = 0 in )7 in the sense of distributions on the torus, i.e.

_/ Y- A9 =0 for all ¢ € C™(Q), (2.3)
Q

where C°°(Q) consists of smooth, Q-periodic functions and A* is the adjoint
operator. We call A-free any function satisfying (2.3]).

In this section, we present some fundamental estimates in Sobolev spaces
for a class of primitive functions which we refer to as Bf-primitives, con-
structed in [33]. These estimates are necessary to replace Poincaré-type
inequalities which we particularly require when introducing cut-offs. We
note that these estimates may fail for general primitives.
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Remark 1. Throughout, W"9(Q) denotes the closure of C°°(Q) in the W4
norm. The space W™hP(Q) is its dual and its norm is equivalent to

|7 _1[%”

Note that when [, QU= 0 this norm is equivalent to the norm

ue))
|77 %]
since the Fourier multipliers (1 + [£[?)~"/2 and |¢|~! are comparable for
¢ €74\ {0}.
Lemma 1. Let A and B as in Theorem [ Then for all A-free functions
P € LP(Q) with fQ Y =0, there exists p € W'P(Q) such that
(i) w="Bp ;
(i) elioa) < Cllvllw-in(
(i1i) [lellwerq) < ClliYllLe@):
(iv) H(PHWI—'L,;;(Q) < ClYllw-12(q) for alli=1,..,1.
We will call ¢ the B -primitive of 1.

Q)

Lr(Q)

Although (ii), (i7i) and (iv) follow from the construction in [33], a proof
is not explicitly given. Hence, for completeness, we provide a proof here.

Proof. We prove the result for ¢y € C°°(Q) and the general case follows
by approximation. Indeed, (i) is known from [33] Lemma 2], where the
primitive function ¢ € C°°(Q) is constructed as

p(r) = ) BNE(E)e’™,
£#0
and BT(-) is the pseudo?inverse of B(-) which is itself smooth whenever B is,
see [22]. This justifies our adopted terminology Bf-primitive.
For (ii), since Bf(+) is smooth and (—1)-homogeneous, the operator B (¢/|£])
is 0-homogeneous and smooth, and thus a Fourier multiplier, see [16] Propo-
sition 2.13]. Hence, by the Mikhlin multiplier theorem and Remark [I]

el = |7 [rBieae] |, < |7 (o)

For (iii), by applying the Poincaré inequality for all the derivatives of
¢, since fQ Vip = Vip(0) = 0, we have that |V "p||» < |[|[Vig]||rr for all
i=0,..,l and so [|o|yir < [[Vio| e Then, by differentiating ¢ we obtain

Vio(z) = Y B ()d(€)e?™ € €%,
§#£0

|, = 1#lw-rr@)

which is a 0-homogeneous multiplier of v, since B'(-) is (—/)-homogeneous.
Hence, by Mikhlin’s multiplier theorem, we find that

IV la(q) = [~ [Bu%m@] |, 5|7 2], = 1Bl
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For (iv), by working similarly to (iii) we prove that

1 ~
IVl % 7[00 |, ) = w1000
and since ||V 7|z < ||V e for i=1,..,l we conclude the proof. [

2.3. A-quasiconvexity. Here we recall the definition of A-quasiconvexity
and collect results that are used in the sequel. The following definition is
due to Fonseca and Miiller in [16].

Definition 1. A locally bounded, Borel function W : RN — R is A-
quasiconvex at A € RN if

/Q [W()\ +(x)) — W()\)]dx >0,
for all ¢ € C*(Q) such that Ay =0 and wi =0.

It is proved in [33] that the above definition can equivalently be expressed
over arbitrary domains and compactly supported test functions, i.e. it co-
incides with Dacorogna’s definition of A-B quasiconvexity [10] given below.

Definition 2. Let Q C R? be a non-empty open subset. A locally bounded,
Borel function W : RY = R is A-quasiconvex at A € RN if and only if

/Q WA+ Bp(z)) = W(N)]dz >0, for all ¢ € CZ().

Henceforth, we assume that W has p-growth, i.e. [W(z)| < ¢(1 + [z[P).
Then, by density, the above definitions can also be expressed with test func-
tions in LP(Q) and W/ P(€), respectively, where WP (Q) denotes the closure
of C2°(Q) in the W P-norm.

The results presented in this paper, require a strengthened version of the
quasiconvexity condition which we now introduce. Let p > 2 and for kK € N
define the auxiliary function V : R¥ — R as

Vi(z) = (|22 + |2]P)/?, 2z e RE. (2.4)

If there exists a constant ¢y > 0 such that
| WO Bota)) = WN)Jdo = o [ V(Be(w) P,
Q Q

for all ¢ € Wé’p (), we say that W is strongly A-quasiconvex at A € R,
Equivalently, W is strongly A-quasiconvex at A € RV if

/ WO+ () — WN)]dz > e / V() P,
Q Q

for all ¢ € LP(Q) with Ay = 0 and fQ 1 = 0. We say that W is (strongly)

A-quasiconvex, if it is (strongly) A-quasiconvex at A for all A € RV,

Note that A-quasiconvex functions are not in general continuous as, unlike
quasiconvex functions, they are not generally separately convex. However,
the condition spanA4 = RY recovers this loss of separate convexity and
then

[W(z1) —Wi(z)| <C(1+ |,2:1|p71 + |22|p71)|zl — 29|, for all 21,29 € RY,
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The proof can be found in [22] Lemma 4.4] and it is based on [23] Lemma
2.3].

We end this section with a remark on quadratic forms. It is well-known
that for these functions rank-one convexity implies quasiconvexity. Similarly,
it is not hard to verify that the same holds in the A-quasiconvex setting.

Lemma 2. Let M € RV*N be a symmetric matriz and define the function
F(&) = ME-¢, for all ¢ € RN . Then if f is conver on the wave cone Ay,
it is also A-quasiconvez.

The proof of Lemma 2] is almost identical to A = curl, see [10].

3. A GARDING-TYPE INEQUALITY FOR A-QUASICONVEX FUNCTIONS

3.1. Decomposition Lemma. The proof of our main result is based on
a decomposition lemma which splits a weakly converging sequence into an
A-free oscillating and concentrating part. This extends [0, Theorem 3.4] for
the operator B, rather than V, and finds its origins in the decomposition
results of Kristensen [26], and Fonseca and Miiller [I6]. The former of these
results is based on the Helmholtz Decomposition, a version of which in the
A-free setting can be found in [22]. Below, we instead use the construction
of Fonseca and Miiller [16, Lemma 2.14] but follow the structure of proof
found in [6] to help the reader understand the connection and differences
between the curl-free and A-free cases.

Below we present a crucial result of Fonseca and Miiller [16, Lemma 2.14]
in which the constant rank property is essential and cannot be avoided.

Lemma 3. Let A as in §211. For every 1 < p < 400, there exists a linear
and continuous projection operator P : LP(Q) — LP(Q) and C > 0 such that

A(Pv) =0, / Po=0 and [v—Polig < CllAvlw-tro).
Q

for all v € LP(Q) with va =0.

To reduce the number of indices in the proof of Lemma [l we assume that
the operator A has order 1 and its potential operator B has order [ > 1.
Nevertheless, the result holds in the general case where the operator A has
order £ > 1 and the proof remains essentially the same.

Lemma 4. Let 2 < p < +oo and (¢;); C WH(Q) such that Boj — By in
L*(Q). Let also (r;); C (0,1) such that (rjBy;); bounded in LP(Q). Then,
up to a subsequence, there evist sequences (fj); C WH3(Q) and (bj); C
Wh2(Q) such that

(1) Bf] — 0 and Bbj — 0y

(2) (IBfj|?); is equiintegrable;

(3) Bbj — 0 in measure;

(4) Byj = By + Bf; + Bb;.
In addition, for a further subsequence, (f;); and (b;); can be chosen so that

(1') r;Bf; — 0 and r;Bb; — 0 in LP(Q);

(2') (IriBf;jP); is equiintegrable;

(3') m;Bbj — 0 in measure.
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Proof. By extracting a subsequence, we may assume that By; X, (V2), and

riBy; X, (t4z)z- The latter notation means that the sequences generate the
respective Young measures and in particular that

G(Bypj) = (va, G) = o G(2) dvy(2) in LY(Q),

whenever (G(By;)) is equiintegrable, see [32], 35] for details on Young mea-
sures. We also observe that, by working with the sequence ¢; — ¢ instead
of ¢;, we assume that ¢ = 0. We split the proof into 4 steps.

Step 1. Truncation: Define, for k € N, the truncation operator 73 by

(Z) 27 ’Z‘ S k7
T =
¥ kz/|2l, |2 > k.

By standard arguments, e.g. [16, Lemma 2.15], we may find a subsequence

such that
tim [ Bei)P = [ (P .

lim /Q Tk (Bjy,) — Bej, |1 =0, (3.2)

k—o0

for 1 < g < 2. Letting vy, := (B, ), it then follows from B.1), (B:2)) that
(vg)r is 2-equiintegrable and generates (v,),. From [B.2]) and the continuity
of the operator A, it also follows that Avy — 0 in W~14(Q).

Step 2. Decomposition: Since vy € L%(Q), we can extend it periodically to
R? and then apply Lemma [ to infer that

Uk—/kaFk-i-Bk
Q

where F}, := P(vk - fQ vk>, By, == v, — fQ v — P(vk - fQ vk>.
Claim 1: B — 0 in measure.

By Lemma [3] we infer that

IBellLaQ) = llve — /ka - 7’<vk - /ka)HLq(Q) < C||Avg|lw-1.a(q)y — 0
for all 1 < ¢ < 2. Hence, By — 0 in L9(Q) and so in measure.
Claim 2: (|F|?)y is equiintegrable.

By Step 1, (vk — fQ vk)k is 2-equiintegrable, and hence for € > 0 and ¢ > 2
there exists a sequence (Wy) such that

og — /ka — Willzo) < £/C

and supy, |Wkl|re(@) < +oco. This is an equivalent characterisation of equi-
integrability, see [26]. Taking into account the properties of the projection
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P, we infer that
15 = POV gz = 1P (o = [ e =Wa)lle < Cllon— [ o= Wiz <=

Q Q
and
Sl;p IP(Wi)|lpa < Csup||Wk|lra < +o0.

This concludes the proof of Claim 2.
Claim 3: Fy, By — 0 in L?(Q).
Since Byj, has zero average, ([8.2) and Claim 2 imply that

Fy, — By, :vk—/vk—ngjk—Bk:vk—Bgojk—/(vk—Bgojk)—Bk%O
Q Q

in measure. In addition, by (BI)), v is bounded in L?(Q) and by the con-
tinuity of P, (Fg)x is also bounded in L?(Q) and Fy — Byj, — 0 in L*(Q).
This proves the claim for Fy, since By;, — 0 in L*(Q). For (Bg)y the claim
is immediate as it is bounded in L?(Q) and converges to 0 in measure.

Step 3. Concluding the L?-decomposition: Since F}, is A-free with zero av-

erage, from Lemma [0 (i), there exists a function f,, € W52(Q) such that
Fy, = Bfy. Set by, := ¢j, — fr. We thus conclude that

BkaB(pjk—Uk—i-/vk—i-Bk—)O
Q

in measure as, by Claim 1, By;, — v, — 0 in measure. Also, fQ v — 0 since
fQ Byj, =0 and @I) with ¢ =1, and By, — 0 by Claim 1. Thus,

Byj, = Bfi + Bby
satisfying (1)-(4).

Step 4. LP-decomposition: This follows the arguments in [6] but we include
it for completeness. Similarly to Step 1 we can extract a p-equiintegrable
subsequence (not relabelled) such that

fim [ B = [ (1no) (3.
and with v, = 7,(Byj, ), we infer that

i ok ()] = |75 & (75 Bepj ()| < |7, Bj, ()| = |7 (riBej(2))];

since r1(2) = Toi(rz), r5,k < k and k — 73(2) is non-decreasing in z.
Hence, the sequence (7;,vi)r is p-equiintegrable and bounded in LP(Q).
From the linearity and continuity of the projection P, we find that

P(rjkvk —/ ’I“jk’Uk> = TjkP<vk —/ vk> =71, I
Q Q

and so ||7j, Fill e (@) S |7, vkl e (@) which implies that the sequence (1, FJ.)x
is also bounded in LP(Q). Hence, we can proceed as in Steps 2 and 3
and deduce that Bfy, Bb, — 0 in LP(Q). Since ry; € (0,1), (3') is a
straightforward implication of (3). O
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Remark 2. We remark that the above decomposition applies to any A-free
and zero-average sequence (¢;); C L*(Q) with ¢; — ¢ in L?(Q). Indeed,
by Lemma [l (7), ¢; = Byj, 1 = By for some ¢}, ¢ € WHP(Q). In addition,
we can choose b; to be a Bf-primitive and hence to satisfy the bounds of
Lemma [l Note that f; is already chosen as a Bf-primitive.

Moreover, we note that the decomposition lemma can also be applied to
functions ¢; which are defined on an open, bounded domain © C R?. In
that case, in Step 3, we need to truncate the functions fi and so, after the
action of the operator B on the truncated functions, lower order terms will
appear. Nevertheless, the strong convergence of the sequence (f;); in wi-12
is enough to control the lower order terms and conclude the proof.

3.2. The Garding-type inequality. In this section, we prove the Garding-
type inequality in Theorem [2I We assume that p > 2 and for fixed K € R,
we collect all continuous functions U : @ — RY in the K-ball of LOO(Q)
with a uniform modulus of continuity w in the set

Ui =1{U € C(Q) : IUll=(q) < K, [U() = U(y)| < w(lz —yl), Yo,y € Q}.

Henceforth, we write C = C(K) for any constant uniform for all U € U
Additionally, we assume that W : RV — R satisfies the following:

H1) W e C*(RY);

H2) W is strongly A-quasiconvex;

H3) [W(2)] < c(1 + [2[P) and [DW (2)] < c(1 + |2P7);

H4) c(|z|P — 1) < W(z).

P

Remark 3. Recall that, as discussed in §2.3] if A4 spans RY, the growth
on DW in (H3) follows from (H1), (H2) and the growth of W.

Next, for U € Uy we define the function W (:|-) by
W (U(x) + 2|U(z)) = WU (z) + 2) = W(U(x)) — DW(U(x)) - 2

= /1(1 — 5)D*W(U(x) + s2)ds z - 2.
0

We note that this function is related to the relative entropy in the theory
of conservation laws and to the Weierstrass excess function in the calculus
of variations, see Sections [ and Bl We also define the auxiliary mapping
| lw-1.ce» : LP(Q) — R (though not a norm) by

1/2
s 2= (llBy—sagy + By 1) ™ (3.4)

Theorem 2. Assume that W satisfies (H1), (H2), (H3) and (H}). There
exist constants Co = Co(W, K) > 0, C1 = C1(W, K) > 0 such that for all
U € Uk and all A-free functions ¢ € LP(Q) with fQ 1 =0, it holds that

/W |m<%/w ) + @)\ T @)z + Co [l 1 0. (3.5)

The main component of the proof Theorem [2 is presented as Theorem
below which is of independent interest in Section
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Theorem 3. Assume that W satisfies (H1), (H2), (H3) and (H4). There
exists €9 > 0 and constants Cy = Co(W, K) > 0, C; = C1(W, K) > 0 such
that for all U € Uy and all A-free functions ¢ € LP(Q) with fQ =0 and

[ llw-10(Q) < €0, it holds that

V@) < Gy [ WO+ @10 @)+ Cul s

We immediately infer Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem[2. We claim that for all € > 0 and all A-free and zero-
average functions ¢ € LP(Q) with [[¢[[y-1»(@) > € it holds that

/Q V@) < Cole) /Q W + 6[0) + Cr Y121 0

where Cy and C; also depend on e. By Lemma[Il (i) we find ¢ € W'P(Q)
such that 1) = By and by the assumed coercivity of W, its smoothness and
the fact that U € Uk, we estimate by Young’s inequality

W(U +Be|U) = ¢ (=1 +|U + Bgl’) — C(W, K) — C(8)| DW (U)|* — 8| Be|”
> C|Byl? — C(W, K), (3.6)
for § small enough. Note that since [|Bep|ly-1.0(g) > ¢, it follows that

C(W K)

C(W. K) < 1BeIZ, 100

so that, integrating (B3.6]) over @ w1th |Q| = 1, we infer that
- - CW,K
¢ [ 1ol < [ Wi+ o) + CUEE)

Q Q

However, [, [V (Bp)* <1+ 2||Byl|%, and by virtue of the compact embed-
ding LP(Q) < W™1(Q),

e’ <|IBelfyy-1, < ClBALy,
ie. fQ [V (Bp)|? < C(e)||Belh,. In particular, [B.7) says that

1By g (B7)

_ _ C
) [ VB < [ WO+ BoAD) + S 1Bl 10
Q Q 2

which is the desired inequality. Combined with Theorem B and choosing
€ = g9, we conclude the proof of Theorem O

We next prove a series of results which lead to the proof of Theorem
Bl Lemma [ provides some properties of the relative function W (-|-) and
its proof can be found in the Appendix. Parts (a)-(c) are collected from

[6) [7, 21].
Lemma 5. Let f satisfy (H1), (H3), (H4). Then the following hold:
(a) There exists C = C(f, K) such that for all A € B(0, K)

[FO A+ 211A) = FOA+ 22[A)] < C(lar] + |z2] + [21P7 + [22[P7)]21 — 22,
In particular,
IFA+ 2N < CV(2)]%.
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(b) For every § > 0 there exists R = R(d, f, K) > 0 such that for all

A Ao € B(0, K) with |\ — \o| < R, it holds that
|FO1 + 2I0) = FOa + 2| A2)| < 8|V (2) 2.

(¢) There exist constants C = C(f,K), C = C(f,K) such that for all
A€ B(0,K)

FO+2IA) 2 Clef? = Ol
(d) If f is also strongly convex, i.e. D2f(\)z-z > v|z|%, then there exists
C = C(f,K) such that for all A € B(0, K)

FO+ 20 > OV ().

Next, we define the function W which plays a crucial role in our analysis.

It retains the key quasiconvexity property of W in B(0, K') and provides the
left hand side in the Garding inequality (3.5]) from Theorem

Lemma 6. There exists a constant co = co(W, K) such that
W(z) = W(2) = ol V(2)?
is p-coercive, i.e. W(z) = —1+ |z|P and satisfies the following:
(1) W is strongly A-quasiconvex with constant cy/2 at all X € B(0,K), i.e.
for any Q' C Q and all |\ < K,
WO+ Be) =W = P [ VBR, for al € WE(Q).
Q' Q'
(2) For all Q' C Q and \ € B(0, K) it holds that
D?*W(\)By - By > co/ Be|?  for all ¢ € WEP(Q).
Q' Q'
Equivalently, (1) and (2) can be stated over the torus @ and test functions
Y e LP(Q), A-free and zero-average.

Proof. The coercivity of W follows from that of W and the fact that |z|? <
1+ |2|P. For (1), let f(2) := |V (2)|? and note that by Lemmal[5] (a)

FO+Bp) = f(X) = Df(N) - Bp + f(A+Bp|X) < Df(A) - Bo + C|V (By) [
for all [A\| < K. Hence, for ¢ € Wé’p(Q’), noting that fQ/ By =0,

VOA+Bo)P = [V <O | V()P
Q' Q'
Using again that fQ’ By = 0, by the strong A-quasiconvexity of W,

WA+ Bp) = W) 2 e | V(B —eaC | [V (By)|*.
Q’ Q' Q'
Hence, choosing c2 < ¢¢/(2C'), we conclude the proof of (1).
For (2), fix A € RV, |A\| < K, and note that A-quasiconvexity says that

I1(0) < I(Byp) for all p € Wol’p(Q/), where

I(z) = | WA+2)—W(Q) - %O|V(z)|2.
o
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Hence, for all ¢ € Wé’p(Q'),
d? -
0< 3l (B0 = | DUWONBe - Bp — colBl
This concludes the proof of the lemma. ]
In the next proposition we prove a Garding-type inequality based on the
A g-convexity of W which is crucial for the contradiction argument of the
proof of Theorem [Bl The proof follows the arguments of [I1, Lemma 4.3]

and [I8]. Note that compared to [I1], since U € Uk, we do not need to
assume any smallness on the local oscillations.

Proposition 1. For every § > 0, there exists a constant ¢; = c1(W, K, 0)
such that for allU € Uk and ¢ € leP(Q)

/D2 )Bg B > co(1 - 6 /\Bwlz—qZ/ Vi),

Proof. Fix § > 0 and pick a finite cover {Q;} C Q, Q; = Q;(z;,7;), such
that

\D2W (U (z)) — D*W (U(x3))| < cod(1 — 6)%

Note that since U € Uy are bounded with a uniform modulus of continuity,
and W € C%(RY) the cover can be chosen uniformly for any U € Ug.

Next, choose a partition of unity {p;} subordinate to the cover {Q;} such
that p; € C°(Q;) and >, p? = 1. Given p € WHP(Q),

/ D*W(U(z))By - By = Z/ (2:))Bp - By
+3° [ o [DPW(O@) - DO )] Be- Be
i Qi
so that, by the choice of the cover, and for all U € Uy,

/D2 z))Bp - Bw>z o D*W (U (2:))(piBBe) - (piB)

— cod(1 —6)? /Q |Byl|?. (3.8)

Note that p;By = B(pip) — 2221 BJ-L[Vjpi, V!=iy], where B]L are given by

the Leibniz rule. However, p;p € Wé’p (Q;) and |U(x;)| < K so that by
Lemma [0l

DWW (T (2:))B(prg) - Blpio) = co / BolP.  (39)
Qi Qi

Moreover, note that

l l
1" BEV 00, V9, < Clsup [Vipillo) 3 /Q VI (3.10)
J j=1 i

J=1
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Then,
/QP?DZW(U(OGZ-))B@-B¢= g D*W (U (x:))B(pi) - B(pi)
l l ' '
+ [ DW(O() (Z 90 V1)) - (3 BHVpi V')
Qi j=1 j=1

!
2 D2W (U (2:))B(pi) - (Z BY [V p,, v’*jgo]) — [+ 11+ I11.
i j=1

By (39) and (BI0), we find that
I>co/ \B(ps)|?, II> CZ/ (Vi p)2

where C' = C(W, K). For term 111, Young’s inequality and (3I0) say that

l
—I11 < 005/ !B(piso)!2+02/ VIl
Qi j=1 Qi

where C' = C(W, K, §). Putting these together we deduce that

/Q P2 D*W (U (2;))By - By > co(1 — 6 / 1B(pi)| CZ/ VT2,

(3.11)
for all U € Uy . Applying Young’s inequality again

Blpio)? > (1—6 21By|? — Vi,
/Qil(pso)|>(1 )/p|so| /| ’

where C' only depends on the cover. Now (311 reads as,

[
/ P2 DWW (U(2:))Bip - By > co(1— 6)? /Q RlBel2 = C(6)Y /Q TP,
i j=1"7Qi

i

After summing up, ([B.8) results in

[
/ D2 (T ())Be - By > coll — 6 / Bol2—C(5)Y /Q Vg2,
=1

This concludes the proof. ]

We next prove a central proposition which is an equivalent characterisa-
tion of A-quasiconvexity in B(0, K). It can be seen as a limiting version of
a Garding inequality which replaces the A-quasiconvexity condition in the
proof of Theorem Bl Its proof follows [6] [7] and relies on an observation in
[41] that smooth extremals are spatially local minimisers.

Proposition 2. Let (Uy), C Uk, (hi)r C WP (Q), (ax)r C R such that
° a;lV(Vl_ihk) — 0 strongly in L*(Q) for all i=1,..,1,
o (a?V(Bhk))k is bounded in L?(Q).
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Then,

hmmf—ak / |V (Bhy(x))|?dx < hmlnfak / W (U (x)4+Bhy(x)|Ug () dz:
Q

k—00 k— o0

Proof. Observe that by Lemma[l (b), letting 6 = ¢o/4 we find R = R(co, W, K)
such that for all U € Uk and whenever |z — xo| < R

W (U (@) + 210 (@) = W (U (o) + 2|0 ()| < IV (=)

Indeed, since U € U, this follows by the assumed growth on W, (H3). In
particular, for = € Q(zo, R), let z = Byp(x) where ¢ € Wol’p(Q(xo,R)) and
integrate to find that

[ WO+ BAT@) 2 [ WO+ Bolla) - LIV (B
(z0,R) (z0,R)

c
SO [ s (312)
Q(zo,R)

by the strong .A:quasiconvexity of W in B(0, K), see Lemma[6, and the fact
that fQ(mo,R) DW (U (xg)) - By = 0. Next, note that since (a,;l‘/(Bhk))k is
bounded in L?(Q) we may assume that (up to a subsequence)

*

a*|V(Bh)PLTLQ 2, in M(Q) = (C@))"

Since p is a positive measure, there can be at most a countable number of
hyperplanes parallel to the coordinate axes which admit non-null u-measure.
Hence, we can extract a finite cover of ) by cubes Q(z;, r;) with the property
that r; < R, so that [B12) applies and that

w(@QNaQ(xj,r;)) = 0. (3.13)
Next, consider cut-off functions p; € C2°(Q(z;,7;)) such that for A € (0,1)

]]'Q(xj7)‘r]) =Py < ]lQ (xj,ri) HV p]HLoo(Q (1 _ )\)z’

for i=1,..,l. Let ¢ = pjhy, € Wé’p(Q(xj,rj)) in (8I2) to find that
I ~ _
D WBERP < [ WO+ BlehlO)
Q(zj,r5) Q(wj,r5)
where Uy, € Ug. Thus, by Lemma [ (a) and for C = C(W, K),

“© VP + 2 [
Q(w5,Ar;) Q(z5,r)\Q(z5,Ar5)

< / W(Oy + Bha|Th) + / W (O + B(p;hi)|U)
Q(xjv)‘rj) Q(xjvrj)\Q(xijrj)

|V (B(pjhw))I?

< / W (T + Bhy|Ty) + C IV (B(psh))[>.
Q(zj5,Mry) Qx,r)\Q(x5,Ar5)
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Since the second term on the left-hand side is positive, we infer that

Is ~ _
2 VWP [ WO+ Bl
Q(xj,Ar5) Q(xj,A15)

+C / V (Bhy)|?
Q(ﬂﬁjvrj)\Q(xjv/\m)

as pj € [0,1]. Summing over j, we deduce that

V(BRP - @ / IV (Bhe)P
/ Z Q5,7 )\Q(xj,Ar5)

/W Uk+8hk|Uk Z/ W(Uk+8hk|Uk)

Q(x,m)\Q(zj,Ar5)
( Vl zhk >

- ()l

+CZ/ V (Bhy)[?

Q(xj,rj \Q(:v],)\rj

so that by Lemma [ (a),

C ~ = _
ZO/Q\V(Bhk)\Zg/ W (U + Bhy|Uy,)

+cz/ V (Bhy)[?

Q(xj,rj \Q(:v],)\rj

| (%)

Next, multiply by a;2 and take the limit £ — oo to obtain

hmmf—ak / \V (Bhy)|? < hmlnfak / W (Uy, + Bhy|Us)

k—o0
1—i 2
v (Y P
(1=A)

+ C'lim sup Z

k—oo /Q(:vjﬂ’j)\Q(%Mj)

l
ai [V (Bhe)? + 0%
i=1

< liminfa, / W(Uk + Bhk|Uk)
Q

k—00

+ O3 (@0 (@) \ Q) ).

since a; 'V(V='hy) — 0 in L*(Q) and a,*|V(Bhy)|?L1L Q Ao in M(Q).
Take the limit A — 1 to complete the proof after noting ([B.I3)). O

We may now prove Theorem Note that all primitive functions con-
structed in the proof are Bf-primitives and satisfy the bounds of Lemma
[ Otherwise, the loss of control of the full Sobolev norm, prevents the
application of Proposition

Proof of Theorem[3. We show the following: there exists eg > 0 such that
for all ¢ € LP(Q), A-free and zero-average, and U € Uk, [[¢|lw-1»(q) < €0
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implies that

/W U+ By|U) + / |ViZip? > 0, (3.14)

where ¢ is the Bf-primitive of 1) whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma
M Then, since f(z) = |V (z)|? is strongly convex, Lemma 5] (d) says that for
C=C(p,K)

2 o
c/@mmn gcQ/Qf<U+BsolU>

/WU+B@]U Z/\Vv“

This concludes the proof of Theorem Bl since by Lemma [ (iv),

!
Z/Q |V(Vl_290)|2 = HSDHIQ/VI—M(Q) + ||80||Wz 1p(Q) < C”BSDHW L(2p)
i=1

We proceed to prove ([BI4) by contradiction. Suppose (B.I4) is false.
Then, there exist (Uy)r C Uy and pairs (Y, or) € LP(Q) x WHP(Q) with

||7/)kHWflyp(Q) — 0, Uk AU in L>(Q)
such that

/W Uy, + Bog|Uy) + Z/ |Viipn|? < 0, (3.15)

where ¢y, is the Bi-primitive of . Note that [ollyi-10 S [[¢kllw-15 — 0
by Lemmal[l (iv), and Uy — U in C°(Q) by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem with
U € Uk . We split the proof into 5 steps.

Step 1: Let oy, = HngkHLz ﬂk = HngkHLp . We show that ay, B — 0,

as k — oo and ,

sup ﬁ— = A < 0. (3.16)
k Ozk

To show that ay, OB — 0, recall that, by Lemma [0 (a), W is p-coercive
and, as in the proof of Theorem [2] with W instead of W, we may estimate

W(ﬁk + B(pk’(?k) > —C(W, K) + C’B(pk‘p,

which, combined with (BI3]), states that (Beyg)x is bounded in LP(Q). By
Proposition Bl with a = 1 and hy = ¢, since

ap 'V(VIT ) = VIV ) — 0in LA(Q), Vi=1,..,1
and (a;, 'V (Bhy)), = (V(Bgy))s, is bounded in L?(Q), we find that

hmmf—/ |V (Byy)|? <hm1nf/ W (U, + Be|Uy) <

k—00

by BIH). In partlcular up to a subsequence, ay, ﬁk — 0. Regarding the
bound on 3} /a2, Lemma5 (c) and the coercivity of W imply that

W(Uk + Bng|Uk) > d|Bng|p — C|Bg0k|2, (3.17)
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for constants d, ¢ > 0 uniform for U € Uy. Dividing by a%, we infer that
5k
%

by (BI5) which concludes Step 1. Note that (B8.15]) implies that oy # 0.

c<Ock / W Uk—i-B(pk’Uk)

Step 2: Following [6], [7, 21], we decompose the normalised sequence

Wi 1= a,;lgok.
Moreover, [|Bwg|2q) = 1, fQ Bwp = 0, A(Bwg) = 0 and we can find
w € WHP(Q) such that Bwy — Bw in L?*(Q). Setting
893

=g € (0,1],
we also infer that (ngBwy)x is bounded in LP(Q) with ||nxBwg|/» = 1. We
may thus apply Lemma @ to find B'-primitives f, by € W2(Q) such that

(a) Bwk = Bw + Bfk + Bbk;

(b) Bfk — 0, Bbi, — 0 in L2(Q), and nkak — 0, nk‘Bbk — 0 in LP(Q);
(¢) Bby — 0 and nxBby, — 0 in measure;
(d) (IBfxl?), and (|niBfi[P), are equiintegrable.
Write

g (2) = a2 |W (T + apBun|Oy) — WOk + axBu|Ty)| - (3.18)

and note that, since apwy = ¢y,

/ng(.%')-i-()é]; W(Uk—i—akak]Uk Z/ ’Vl Zwk’2

—a;, (/ W (U, + Bop|Uy) + /yvl Yon y2> < 0.

The idea in the proof of [6] is to ShOW that quasiconvexity forces the contribu-
tion of the concentrating part oy fQ Uk + akak\Uk) to be nonnegative
and thus the contribution of the oscillating part fQ g must be negative by
[B2). Step 4, shows that the latter bounds a Young measure version of the
second variation which is hence itself negative. This contradicts Proposition
@ in Step 5, noting that this is the only point where Proposition [ is used.

Step 3: In this step we show that the contribution of the concentrating part
must be nonnegative in the limit due to A-quasiconvexity. In particular, we
prove that

k—00

lim inf oy / W (U, + a,Bby|Uy,) > 0, (3.19)
Q

as a consequence of Proposition 2l Combined with (3.2)) and the fact that
Vi=iwy, — V= for all i=1,..,l strongly in L?(Q), this says that

l
a E / \Vl_iwIQ—l—liminf/ gr(x) <O0. (3.20)
2 = JQ k—o0 Q
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To prove ([BI9), simply apply Proposition 2] with a; = oy and hy = agby
after noting that

o _ B
"= i = A
O
where, by Step 1, A = BZ / a% is bounded. Thus, again due to the control of

the full Sobolev norm of the Bf-primitives by, Lemma [ we infer that
ai [V (V') P = [V 0P+ Al VP = 0 in LYQ),

for i=1,..,I. Also, (a;2|V(Bhk)|2)k = <|Bbk|2 + A|77k5bk|p)k is bounded in
L'(Q). So, Proposition @ says that

k—o00

0 < liminf < / a; 2|V (g Bby)|? < lim inf alzz/ W (U, 4 . Bby |Uy).
4 Q k—ro00 Q

Step 4: Next, consider the A-p-Young measure generated by the sequence
Bwy, say v = (vz)zeq, and recall that Uy — U in C%(Q). In this Step we
show that

%/Q@m,D?W(U(x))z-@ gliminf/ng(x). (3.21)

k—o00

In particular, in conjunction with ([3.20]), we infer that

l
%Z/ 1|V | + (v, D°W (U (2))z - 2) < 0. (3.22)
i=17Q

In Step 5 we show how ([B:22]) leads to a contradiction.
To show ([B.21]) we first prove the equiintegrability of (g )s; in (BI8). By
Lemma [l (a) and a constant C' = C'(W, K), Young’s inequality gives
gk < C(|Bwy| + [Bby| + o 2| Buwy P! + ol =2 |Bby [P~ 1) | Buwy, — Bby|
< CO(|Buy|* + [Bbg[*) + C(6)|1B(w + fi) |
+Co(aly Bl + o 2[Bbg[P) + C(8)ad 2 [B(w + fi)I?,

recalling that, by Lemma dl Bwy — Bby = B(w + fi). However, by the
same lemma, (Bwy), and (Bbg)x are bounded in L2(Q), and (|B(w + fi)[*)x
is equiintegrable. Similarly, ai_Q = Anl, where, by Step 1, A = 8} /a3 is
bounded. Thus (aii2|8wk|p)k and (aii2|8bk|p)k are bounded in L'(Q) and
(ozz72|B(w + f&)|P)x is equiintegrable. Hence, given a set A C Q

91| < 6C + C () /A B(w + fo)l? + C(6) /A o2 B(w + fi)l?

and so (gr)x is also equiintegrable. Then, for £ > 0 fixed, we can find m,
such that

/ lgr| < &, for all m > m,.
{|Bwy|>m}U{|Bby|>m}

This indeed follows from the fact that Bb, — 0 in measure and that

{z € Q : |Bwg(z)| > R}| =0,

lim sup
R—oo
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where the last relation comes from Chebyshev’s inequality. Hence,

/ gr > —€ +/ gk, for all m > me. (3.23)
Q {IBwg|<m}n{|Bby|<m}

By choosing m. larger if necessary, we also assume that
‘/ Ve, D*W(U)z - 2 lRN\B(Qm)(z»‘ < g, for all m > m, (3.24)
Q

where 14 denotes the indicator function of a set A C RY. Note that ([3.24))
indeed holds true since fQ<Vx, |2|?) < oo and

1 /Q (v, DXV (D)2 - anN\Bm,m)(z»\ < C(W.K) /Q s 1P L o ()]

— (W, K) /Q [ |212) — (Ve €12 L0, ()]

so ([3:24) follows by monotone and dominated convergence. In particular,
324)) says that for all m > m,

/ (ve, DWW (0)2 - 2) < / (00 D*W (D)2 - 2L pomy (2)) +. (3.25)
Q Q

However, 1p(,m) is lower semicontinuous as the indicator function of the
open ball B(0,m). Thus, for all z € @ the function

2= DZW(U)Z : Z]lB(O,m)(z)

is lower semicontinuous and, since (Bwy)y generates (v;)zcq, we infer that

k—o0

/ Ve, D*W(U)z - 2L p(,m)(2)) < liminf / D*W (U)Buwy, - Buwy,
Q {|Bwg|<m}

= lim inf/ D?W (U,)Bwy, - Bwy.  (3.26)
{|Bwy|<m}

k—o0

Indeed, the equality in ([3.26]) follows from the fact that

/ DQW(ﬁk)Bwk . Bwk = / DQW((_])Bwk . Bwk
{|Bwg|<m} {|Bwy|<m}

+ / |:D2W(ﬁk) — DZW(ﬁ)] Bwy, - Bwy,
{|Bwy|<m}
and that U, — U in C°(Q). Combining 3.26]) with (328, for m > m.,

/<VI,D2W(U)Z-Z> §liminf/ D>*W (Uy)Bwy, - Bwy +¢. (3.27)
Q {|Bw|<m}

k—00

To conclude the proof, we next claim that

1 -
—liminf/ D*W (Uy)Bwy, - Bwy, = lim Gk
2 {IBuy| <m}

ko0 k=00 J{|Buy,|<m}n{|Bby|<m}
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Before proving ([3.28]), note that by (827) and 3:23]), it results in

1 -
9 / (Ve DQW(U)Z cz) < liminf/ gL + %

Taking ¢ — 0 we conclude ([B.2I)) and Step 4. We are left to prove (3.28).
Recall that

g = o’ [W(Uk + apBuwi|Uy) — W(Uy + Oékaka)}

1
:/ (1 — 8) [DQW(Uk + sakak)Bwk - Bw, — DZW(ﬁk + SOékak)Bbk . Bbk] .
0
For convenience, let us write
A ={z € Q: |Bwg(z)| <m} and By :={x € Q : |Bbi(z)| < m}.
Then, noting that fol(l —s)ds=1/2

1
Ta,nBL9k = La,ns, / (1—s) [DZW(Uk + sapBwy) — DQW(Uk)] Bwy, - Bwy, ds
0
1 - 1 -
+ Lo, 5 D*W () Buy - Buog = 14,5 D*W (Uy) Buy - By (1~ 15,)

1
— ]lAkﬂBk / (1 — S)DQW(Uk + Sakak)Bbk - Bby ds
0

= If + 5+ I§ + 1},
We immediately infer that

1 -
/ I§ = —/ DZW(Uk)Bwk . Bwk
Q 2 J{iBuwy|<m}

and in order to conclude to (3.:28]) we show that

lim [ If = lim [ I¥=lim [ I} =0.

Recall that ag, — 0 and Uy, — U in C°(Q). Thus, for I} and since we are in
the set Ay, we find that

‘DQW((_Jk + saBwy,) — DQW(Uk)‘ <CW,K)apm?® =0, k— oc.
Thus, |, 0 1 f — 0 by dominated convergence. As for I¥, again since D2W is
continuous and [|U || 1 (q) < K, we get that

1I5| < C(W, K)m? (1 = Lygpe<my) = C(W, K)m*1{ 55, |5m}-

Hence, fQ Iéf — 0 as Bb; — 0 in measure. Lastly, for L’f, as we are in By,
and s € (0,1), we get that Uy, + sapBby, — U uniformly as k — oo and thus

[I¥| < C(W, K)m|Bbi| — 0 in measure.

In particular, restricting to By, fQ 1 ff — 0 by dominated convergence. This
concludes the proof of Step 4.

Step 5: We show how ([8.22]) leads to a contradiction. By Lemma [G (2)
f(z,2) == D*W(U(x))z- 2
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is A-quasiconvex for each z € Q. Since (Bwy)i generates the A-2-Young
measure (Vg)zeq and f(z,z) grows quadratically in z, Jensen’s inequality
for A-quasiconvex functions [I6, Theorem 4.1.] says that for a.e. = € @

D?W (U(x))Bw - Bw = f(x, (vg,id)) < (vg, f(z,-)) = (v, D*W (U (2))z - 2).

Adding ¢ 22:1 |V=%w|? on both sides and integrating over @, we infer that

clz/ IV w|? + /D2 ))Bw - Bw

<e Z/ V= w|? + (v, D*W (U (x))z - 2) <0,
i=1"@

by [B22). However, by Proposition [ since w € WHP(Q), we know that

012/\Vl |2 4 /02 ))Bu - Bw>_/yr5

and, hence, Bw = 0 and w = F~1(BI(:)) x Bw = 0. We may thus apply
Proposition Blwith a;, = a3 and hi, = apwy. Recall that ai_z = Any, where,
by Step 1, A = 87 /a3 is bounded. Thus,
@ * |V (V' wg) [P = [V w4 Al VP — 0 in LY(Q),
for i=1,.,l. Also, a;?|V(apBuwy)> = |Bwi|* + AlnpBwg|P is bounded in
LY(Q). So, recalling that ajwy = ¢, Proposition B says that
o

O<Z—hmlnf—/\8 Kl?

<hm1nf—/ IBuy|? + 2| Buy?

k—o0

< liminf o) / W(ﬁk + aBuwy|Uy)
Q

k—o0
= lim inf W (Uy, + By |Uy) Hlag]? <0,
lkrgg; ay / k + Bopr|Ug) Z/ |V ™ wy |
by BI8). But ¢g > 0, concluding the proof of Theorem [3 O

4. AN APPLICATION IN DYNAMICS: LOCAL STABILITY AND WEAK-STRONG
UNIQUENESS

In this section, we study local stability and weak-strong uniqueness prop-
erties for general systems of conservation laws (4]l possessing involutions
(#3) and an A-quasiconvex entropy. In particular, for 77 > 0 and Q =
(0,1)4, we examine the system

QU (t,z) + div, f(U(t,z)) =0, (t,z) € (0,T) x Q

U@0,z) =U%%), zeQ (4.1)
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for the unknown @Q-periodic function U : (0,7) x Q — R with

/ U(t,z)dr =0, forall 0 <t <T. (4.2)
Q

In [@I), the flux function f = (fia)(a)eryxa : RN — RN is a given
locally Lipschitz mapping. We say that system (4.I]) possesses an involution
if there exists a linear differential operator A with the property that

AU =0 = AU(t,-) =0 foralltec (0,T). (4.3)

Typical examples include the equations of elasticity and electromagnetism,
see [12]. Indeed, the equations of motion of a hyperelastic body in the
absence of external forces take the form yy = divDW (Vy) where W denotes
the stored energy function. Upon the change of variables v = y; and F' = Vy,
we obtain the system

O — div, DW(F) = 0,
o F — Vv =0,
curl FF = 0.
The second equation shows that A = curl is an involution. Similarly, in
linear elasticity, the equations take the form
Ou — div,CE =0,
OE —E(u) =0,

curlcurl £ = 0,

where 2€(u) = Vu + (Vu)T and A = curl curl is an involution whose kernel
consists of symmetric gradients. Also, note that a natural assumption on the
quadratic form C'E : F is convexity on the wave cone of the operator curl curl
which, by Lemmal[2 is equivalent to curl curl-quasiconvexity. Moreover, the
equations of electromagnetism in the absence of charges and currents become

OB + curlE = 0,
0¢D — curlH = 0,
divB =divD =0,

where B is the magnetic induction, D is the electric displacement, and FE,
H are, respectively, the electric and magnetic fields. Typically, Maxwell’s
equations are assumed linear, however, there are relevant nonlinear theories,
see [8], [36], [12], with the so-called Maxwell’s equations in the Born-Infeld
medium being the most known. The reader is referred to [5] for a mathe-
matical treatment.

Note that in continuum mechanics, systems like (@), are typically sup-
plemented with an inequality of the form

on + diveq <0, (4.4)

known as the Clausius-Duhem inequality, expressing the second law of ther-
modynamics in this context. Mathematically, n : RV — R is referred to as
an entropy and ¢ : RY — R? as an entropy flux and are assumed to satisfy

a(JQ _ ﬁafja
ou; ~ ou; ou; |

(4.5)
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In particular,
9*n  0Ofja B 9*n  Ofja (4.6)
oULOU; 0U; — 0U;0U; U, )
and thus Lipschitz solutions to (1)) satisfy (£4) as an equality.

Entropies in physical systems are often convex which, combined with
([#4), renders the system symmetrisable upon the change of variables U —
Dn(U) and hence locally well posed, see [12]. At the same time, inequality
([#4) restricts admissible solutions and may rule out unphysical solutions.

On the other hand, it is also known that convexity of the entropy may
be ruled out as a consequence of physical invariance. This is precisely the
case in nonlinear elasticity due to frame-indifference [12], and in electromag-
netism due to Lorentz invariance [36]. However, the presence of involutions
may compensate this loss of convexity, but only in the directions where the
operator A has elliptic behaviour. Essentially, the “bad” behaviour is ex-
pected to occur in the directions of the wave cone A 4, and convexity along
these directions, i.e. A4-convexity, may be enough to partially recover re-
sults ensured by convexity.

Indeed, Dafermos in [I1I] examined such systems endowed with a A4-
convex entropy and, under additional assumptions on the involutions A,
recovered hyperbolicity. Moreover, he showed that local stability and weak-
strong uniqueness results can also be recovered within a class of BV weak
solutions, if they satisfy an assumption of small local oscillations, required
to prove a Garding-type inequality for A 4-convex functions. In this section,
we show that in fact this assumption is redundant when the entropy is A-
quasiconvex. In this sense, A-quasiconvexity captures the structure of these
systems and arises as a natural convexity condition.

We note that Maxwell’s equations do not generally fall under this setting.
For vector fields B, D : R? — R3, the wave cone of A = div is the entire
space RS and thus A-quasiconvexity and A 4-convexity reduce to convexity.
However, when B, D : R? — R3, the wave cone is strictly smaller than RS.
Still, it is a matter of tedious computations to show that the entropy at least
for the Born-Infeld medium is not even A 4-convex and thus, unlike polycon-
vex elasticity, not convex in the null-Lagrangians of A = div. Nevertheless,
similar to polyconvex elasticity, the system can be extended to an enlarged
system that admits a convex entropy, see [12 [36].

In the sequel, we assume that an entropy-entropy flux pair exists satisfying
[#3) and that 7 satisfies the assumptions (H1)-(H4). Moreover, as in [11],
we assume that weak solutions are bounded. We refer the reader to Remark
[ following the proof for a discussion on these assumptions.

Definition 3. Let U € L*((0,T) x Q). We say that the function U is a

dissipative weak solution to [@I)) with initial data U if
JRREE [ [ v [ Jouti-fa@) =0 @)
for any ¢ € CH([0,T),CH(Q)) and i=1,..,N, and the dissipation inequality

fromons [ fonzo s
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holds for any nonnegative test function 6 € CL([0,T)).
Recall that Lipschitz solutions U € W°°([0,T] x Q) satisfy (ZS8) as an

equality, that is
/QH(O)n(UO) + /oT/Qé n(U) = 0. (4.9)

Moreover, note that if fQ UY = 0 then also fQ U(t,-) =0 for a.e. t € (0,7).
This follows by testing (7)) with ¢(t,x) = 6(t) where 6 localises at a fixed
time, as in (£I2)). The main theorem of this section now follows, cf. [II,
Theorem 4.1].

Theorem 4. Let U € Wh°([0,T] x Q) and U € L*((0,T) x Q) be, respec-
tively, a strong and a dissipative weak solution of (1] emanating from the
zero-average initial data U°, U € L>(Q). Assume that U and U satisfy the
PDE constraint AU = AU = 0, and that the entropy n satisfies (H1)-(H/).
Then, there exist constants Cy, Cy > 0 such that for almost all t € (0,T")

v ~owar <o [ et oo
Q

where V is the auziliary function defined in (2Z4).

Proof. Let U and U as in the statement and test the equations [{L7) with
the function ¢(t,x) = 0(t)Dn(U(t,z)), where § € C1([0,T)). Note that this
is an appropriate test function by density. Subtracting the equations for U
from the equations for U, we infer that

| 00 D@ @3 - 78 + / | o) w; -0
/ /9{6 Dpn(U) (fra(U) = fra(U)) + 0:Din(U) (U; = Uj)},

where 0., 0; and D; stand for the operators 8 , E and 8 respectively.
By (&G), we observe that 9,D;n(U) = —0,Dj, and thus

/0 Dn(U°) (U? UJ‘?)+/OT/Q@'D]'77(U)(UJ‘—U]')
// 0. Dn(0)] fralU1T) = R,

where fio(U|U) = fra(U) = fra(U) = D; fra(U) (U;j—Uj) is the relative flux.
This complies with the notation in the previous section as U = U + (U —U).

Next, by (48)), [@9) and (@I0), we get that

//en UlU) /e n(U°0% > —R, (4.11)

where the relative entropy is given by

(4.10)

nU|U) =nU) = n(U) = Din(U)(U; - Tj).
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Indeed, (£I1)) follows by (£8]) and (€3] since

/ /en e /a (U T°)
:/ /én(U)Jr/e(o)n( / /0?7 /9( )n(0°)

-l [0 2m@) @~ = [ 00 D@ @3 - 7).

We next follow a standard argument to localise in time by letting (6., )men C
C2°(]0,T)) be a bounded sequence approximating the function

1, 7€ [0,1)
O(r)=q (t—7)/e+1, TE€E]t+e) (4.12)
0, TE[t+¢€T)

such that (6,,)p, is nonincreasing and O (7) — O(7) for all T # t,t+¢. Note
that 6, <0 and so testing (£II)) with 6,, we find that

T . — —
/ / 00 () [ 0(U (7, 2)[T (. 2)) dadr < R + / (U ()| T () de.
0 Q

Q
) (4.13)
Since U € L*®((0,T)XQ), fra is locally Lipschitz and 9, Dyn(U) is bounded,
we compute from (LI0) that

T
| sc/ / 6|U — 0P
0 Q

As U is bounded, taking the limit m — oo in (£I3]) by dominated conver-
gence, gives

1 t+e _ t+e _ _
—/ /n(UyU)gc/ /\U—U\2+/ n(U°0°).
€ J¢ Q 0 Q Q

Then, sending ¢ — 0, we get that for almost all ¢t € (0,7,

/Qn(U\U) gC/Ot/Q]U—UP—i—/Qn(UO]UO).

Note that the relative entropy is quadratic on bounded functions and thus,
by Theorem 2] we deduce that for almost all ¢ € (0,7") and up to a suitable
constant

/|VU U|2<//|U U? + /|V — U+ U = U1

(4.14)
where || - |lyy-1.2p is the auxiliary mapping defined in ([34). In order to
apply Gronwall’s inequality and conclude the proof, it remains to estimate
the last term on the right-hand side of (£I4]). Similarly to Dafermos in [I1],
for r € {2,p}, we infer that since L"(Q) embeds into W~=57(Q)

t
lU(t,) =T ) w1 SN0 = TOzr +/O 10:{U (s, ) = U(s, ) }Hlw-1.rds.



A-QUASICONVEXITY, GARDING INEQUALITIES AND APPLICATIONS 27

By taking into account (£J]) we deduce the bound
Hat{U(S’ ) - U(S’ ')}HW—L’"(Q) < ||8afia(U) - &szia(U)HW_l”"(Q)
< COllfiaU) = fiaU)llLr (@)
< CHU(S7 ) - U(S7 )HLT(Q)a (415)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that f is locally Lipschitz and
U is bounded. Finally, by Holder’s inequality, we infer that

t
WU(t) = Ot Wyre S U0 — B + T /0 1U(s,) — T(s, ) ds.

Returning to (£I4]) and applying the above bound for » = 2 and r = p we
arrive at

/Q\wU—U)Ps/Ot/Qrvw—z‘f)m/Qrva—UO)P.

An application of Grénwall’s inequality completes the proof. O

Remark 4. Note that the L bounds on weak solutions are needed in the
estimate (AI5]). Otherwise, mild growth assumptions on the flux suffice to
consider merely LP weak solutions. Moreover, we note that the assumed
growths on 1 do not e.g. directly apply to elasticity where n(v, F') = %\0\2 +
W(F). However, as |v]? is convex, it is immediate to deduce the result

assuming (H1)-(H4) on W [24].

Remark 5. (LP bounds and elliptic estimates) We propose a general
structure that allows us to recover elliptic estimates, similar to those in [24],
for merely LP solutions of system (@I]). To be more precise, instead of the
PDE constraint (43]) we assume that

0C(U(t,z)) 4+ Bg(U(t,z)) =0, (4.16)

where B is a potential operator of A, g : RY — R¥ is globally Lipschitz and
C : RN — RY such that (C(U)), € {0,U;} for i = 1,.., N. In particular, the
non-zero rows of C'(U) constitute the constrained components of U.

In this setting the involutions (£.3]) are embodied in (£16]) which may thus
serve as an alternative formulation. The latter equation may seem restrictive
but it is satisfied in the equations of elasticity and electromagnetism for
(B, A) = (V,curl) and (B,.A) = (curl, div) respectively.

Suppose in addition that B is first-order and elliptic which is true in elas-
ticity but not in Maxwell’s equations. Note that the estimates of Lemma
[ are now a consequence of ellipticity and in particular of the fact that
B*(£)B(€) is invertible for all ¢ € RY\ {0}. We claim that these assump-
tions suffice to bound the term ||U — UH%/V—L(?’P) and replace estimate (.15
without any L°° assumptions.

Below, we sketch the proof of this claim for the simpler case p = 2 and
C = id although the general case follows similarly. For zero-average U €
L>(0,T; L*(Q)) and W € L*(0,T; W2(Q)) a primitive of U, equation
(#I6) implies that

/OT/QQ(W_W)B*wt_/OT/QQ(g(U)—g(U))B*wZO’
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for all ¢ € C°([0,T);C*(Q)). Now, by testing the above equation with
1 = Bh where, for ¢ € C°([0,T); C*>°(Q)) with zero average, h is the unique
solution of the elliptic system

—B*Bh = ¢, / h=0,
Q

we infer that

/oT /Q(W ~Who - /OT/Q (9(U) = g(U)) 6 =0. (4.17)

Note that we have moved the time derivative on (W — W). This is in-
deed possible since by ([@I0) and the fact that g is globally Lipschitz,
Uy € L0, T; HY(Q)). In particular, BW; € L*(0,T; H-(Q)) and by
ellipticity of B, we infer that W, € L>(0,T;L?*(Q)). We may now test
([@IT) with the function ¢ = W — W, while localising in time, to get that
by Young’s inequality and the Lipschitz condition on g,

t t
/yw—v‘vﬁg/ ywO—W012+/ / ]U—U!2+/ / W, te(0,T).
Q Q 0 JQ 0 JQ

Then, the above estimate inserted in ([@.I4]) and Gronwall’s inequality allows
us to complete the proof. In the case p > 2, one may follow a strategy as in
[24] where the Sobolev inequalities arise from the ellipticity of B. Moreover,
when C(U) # U, additional structure in the PDE is required to conclude
the relative entropy argument as in the case of elasticity.

5. AN APPLICATION IN STATICS: SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR LOCAL
MINIMISERS

In this section, we study functionals of the form

WU = /Q WU (2))da, (5.1)

for U € L% (Q) where

Q) == {UGLP(Q) : AUzO,/QUzo}.

Motivated by recent developments in the vectorial Weierstrass problem [G,
[7, 21], we provide an appropriate generalisation for functionals of the form
(51) and differential operators other than curl, that is we establish sufficient
conditions for local minimisers in the strong W~!? topology based on .A-
quasiconvexity assumptions. We remark that the presented result entails a
quantitative version of uniqueness for these minimisers, see also Corollary
[0, which had not been previously observed. The proof comes as a direct
consequence of Theorem [Blwhich formed the basis for the Garding inequality
and its proof has been largely motivated by these recent developments on
the Weierstrass problem.

In particular, we show the following theorem. We note that the natural
space of variations for W is given by

{wec<Q>:Aw=o,/Q¢=o}.
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However, under the growth assumptions (H3), one may equivalently consider
the closure of variations in L given by the space L’ (Q).

Theorem 5. Assume that W € C%(RY) satisfies (H3), (H{) and let U €
LP(Q) N C(Q) such that the following conditions hold:

e U is a weak solution of the Euler-Lagrange equations, B*DW (U) =
0, i.e.

/DWU W(z)dz = 0,

for all ¢ € LY (Q
e the second varmtzon is strongly positive at U, i.e.

| DPWO@)a) v > ¢ [ o)l
Q Q

for all ¢ € Lﬁ(Q);
o W is strongly A-quasiconvex at U(xq) for all xg € Q, i.e.

/ [(W(U(xo) + () = W(U(x0))] dz > Co/ V(¢ (x))|*da,
Q Q
for all ¢ € L&(Q)

Then, there exists eg > 0 and C' > 0 such that
W= W01 = € [ [V(U(@) - U(@)Pds.
Q

for all U € LY(Q) with [|U = Ullw-10g) < 0.

Proof. The main ingredient in the proof is Theorem [l combined with the
simple observation that if U solves the Euler-Lagrange system, then

[ W@ ui0) = [ WO +0) - W) = WO +0) - WO,
Q Q

for any ¢ € L¥(Q). Note that the relative energy W (:|-) is precisely the
so-called Weierstrass excess or E-function for the functional W. Thus, given
U as in the statement, let U € L% (Q) and set v = U — U € L(Q). We
prove that there exists g > 0 and C' > 0 such that

/W(U+¢|U>zc/ V()P
Q Q

whenever |9y -15(@) < €0. This is precisely the statement of Theorem
without the penalty term Hwa/V,L(M). One may now proceed in the exact
same way as in the proof of Theorem [, without the penalty term, noting
that this is only required in Step 5 where Proposition [l is applied.

In the present case, we claim that the strong positivity of the second
variation of W at U implies the strong positivity of the second variation of
W at U which replaces the need for Proposition [ in Step 5. Indeed, below

we show that
/DZ Oy w>/ 6 (5:2)

which assumes the role of Proposition [l in our setting. To prove (B.2),
note that W is defined in Lemma B as W(A\) = W(X) — ¢2|V(A\)[> where
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ca = co(W, K) can be chosen even smaller if necessary. For |A\| < K and
z € RN, we compute that |[D? (|V/(A)[?) z-2| < C(p, K)|z|*. and we may thus
choose ¢; = c3(p, K) small enough so that for |Ul|z~ < K and ¢ € L (Q),
(B2) holds. This completes the proof. O

Remark 6. Note that in the case A = curl, Theorem ] reduces to a state-
ment about LP local minimisers, thus recovering partially the result in [6].
In fact this is a statement about LP local minimisers for any operator A
that admits an elliptic, first-order potential B. Indeed, ellipticity is required
to control the LP norm of the primitive by the W ~1? norm of the function
without reverting to properties of the potential operator as in Lemma [Tl

We also remark that extending the presented result to the case of a
bounded domain 2 is nontrivial as, working on the torus, allows for Fourier
Analysis tools that are otherwise not available. However, for A = curl, the
above result can be extended in a straightforward way for pure displace-
ment boundary conditions. In fact, with slight modifications one may treat
problems with mixed boundary conditions, whereby a part of the boundary
remains free. Then, one needs to append the sufficient conditions of The-
orem [0l with quasiconvexity at the boundary, see [6] as well as [7 21] for
L™ local minimisers. Below we show that this is indeed true in the form of
a corollary that extends existing results to include a quantitative estimate
of uniqueness. The case of functionals depending on lower order terms and
L local minimisers lies outside the scope of the present work. We refer the
reader to [0 [7, 2I] for discussions on quasiconvexity at the boundary. Note
that a notion of A-quasiconvexity at the boundary for p-homogeneous func-
tions was defined in [25] in the context of lower semicontinuity for signed
integrands.

For the following corollary, let Q € R? a bounded domain with C' bound-
ary 0f) such that

oN=IpnNnIy

where I'p is a relatively open subset of 92 and I'y = 92 \E, where I'p is
the relative interior of I'p. We consider the minimization problem

W) = [ W(Ty(e) do
for y € Wyl(;p 1 (£2) where for a generic function g we write
Wb ={ye W(Q) : y=gonTp},
in the sense of trace. We thus interpret I'p as the Dirichlet part of the
boundary, and I'yy as the Neumann boundary. Moreover, for a unit vector
n, we define the half ball

Bg::{xeRd : |x|<1,x-n<0}.

Corollary 1. Assume that W € C?*(R™ 9) satisfies (H3), (H4) and let
gect()n Wylo’f’D(Q) such that the following conditions hold:
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e y is a weak solution of the Fuler-Lagrange equations, divDW (Vy) =
0, i.e.

| DW (Vi) Vieta)dz =0,

for all p € C1(Q) N W&%(Q);

e the second variation is strongly positive at 3, i.e.

/ DXW(Vi(2)) V() - Vo(z)de > ¢ / V() 2,
Q Q

for all p € C1(Q) N W&%(Q);
o W is strongly quasiconvex at Vi(xzo) for all zg € Q, i.e.

[ W (T5(a0) + Viola)) = W(T(ao))] do > o [ [V(Tile)) P
B B

for all p € Wol’p(B), where B denotes the unit ball in R?;
o W is strongly quasiconvexr at Vy(xg) for all xg € Ty, i.e. denoting
by n(xzg) the outward pointing unit normal at xy € 'y,

/_ W(Vy(xo) + Vo(2)|Vy(xo))dz > Co/ IV (Ve(x))*dz,
n(wo) Br (o)

for all p € Wl’p(B;(mO)) such that ¢ =0 on BN B .

Then, there exists eg > 0 and C' > 0 such that
Wil = Wil = € [ [V(Vala) - V(o) P,

for ally € WylfD(Q) with ||y — Jllr @) < €o-

Proof. The proof that (H3), (H4), the strong positivity of the second varia-
tion and the quasiconvexity conditions imply that

/Q W (V3§ + V| V) > 0, (5.3)

is given in [0, [7]. Note that the proof relies on proving Proposition [2] also
for points on I'y and appropriate test functions, using the quasiconvexity at
the boundary. This is the content of [7, Proposition 4.6] where, due to the
presence of lower order terms, L°° assumptions are needed which are not
required here. Proposition 2] replaces the quasiconvexity conditions for the
rest of the proof which thus remains the same. Then, the satisfaction of the
Euler-Lagrange equations implies that (B.3]) gives the minimality of .
Thus, in order to obtain the lower bound and the quantitative estimate
of uniqueness, we prove (B3] for the function W of Lemma [ in place of
W. In particular, we need to find a constant cy = co(W, ||g]|c1) such that
W satisfies (H3), (H4), the strong positivity of the second variation, as well
as the quasiconvexity conditions. That ¢z can be chosen so that (H3), (H4)
and the strong quasiconvexity holds is the content of Lemma [fl That the
second variation is strongly positive is part of the proof of Theorem [2 and
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we are thus left to infer the quasiconvexity at the boundary. Denoting by

f(A) = |V(N)]?, we compute

/ (Vi) + Vel Vi) = / W(Vg(zo) + Vel V(o))

n(zq) Bn(xo)

—c | [(Vy(zo) + Ve(2)|Vi(z0)) = (co — 2C) [ V(Ve)l,
Br(a0) Br(wo)

by the strong quasiconvexity at the boundary and Lemma [ (a). We may

thus choose ¢z small enough depending on C = C(W,||y||c1) and ¢y to

complete the proof. O
APPENDIX: PROOF OF LEMMA

Proof. For (a), note that if |z1] + |2z2] < 1, we find that

1
IFO 4+ 21]A) — FO + 2|0 S/o HD2f()\—|—sz1) —D2f()\+sz2)] z1-22|

1 1
+/ ‘DQf()\ + 82’1)21 : (21 - 22)| +/ |D2f()\ + 822)22 : (2’1 — 22)‘
0 0
< C(lz1]lz1 — 22| + |21 — 22]|21|[22] + |22]|21 — 22])

where C' = C(f,K). Since, for |z1| + |22] < 1, it holds that |z1]|z2] <
|21] + |22|, we find that for all |\| < K,

[fA+21|A) = FA+ 22| )] < Clz1] + |22])] 21 = 22].
On the other hand, if |21| + |22| > 1, we compute that for |\ < K
[fA 4+ 21|A) = fFA+ 22N < [f(A+21) = F(A+ 22) + [Df(A) - (21 — 22)]
< CE) L+ [z 7+ 227721 — 22
< C(K) (2] + |z + 21 P + |27 21 — 2,

since |z1| + |z2| > 1. This completes the proof of (a).
Concerning (b), we follow the same strategy. If [z] <1,

1
[f(A1 4 2[A1) = Q2 + 2[A2)] < /0 |D?f(M + s2) — D> f(Xa + s2)| |2* ds

< C(f, K) [M = ol |21,
hence, given § > 0 we may choose R < §/C(f, K). Similarly, for |z| > 1,
[f A+ 2[A) = FRe + 2[A)] < [f (M +2) = Fhe + 2)[ +[F (M) = f(A2)
+[Df(A) = Df(A2)] |z]
<O+ 2]+ 2771 [ = X
< O(f, K)M = X[V (2)]%.

Hence, R as above suffices to complete the proof of (b).
Regarding (c), we follow [2I]. For any |z| < 1, we find C = C(f,K) > 0
such that

FA+2z|A) = /01(1 —8)D*f(A\+s2)dsz -z > —C|z|* > |2|P — (C +1)|2]>.
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On the other hand, if |z| > 1, by coercivity, we get
FOA20) = dil2P = da(f, K) = ds(f, K)|2| > di]2[P — (d2 + d)|2[?,

concluding the proof of (c).
For the proof of (d), note that by Young’s inequality

FA+2|A) Z 2l = C(f, K) = CO)[IDF N = delzf” = ¢z = C(f, K, 6),
for 6 small enough. Hence, if [z|P > 2C(f, K.0)/¢+ 1 := RP, we deduce that

c c
FO+ 20 2 S > SV () P,

as |z| > 1. On the other hand, for |z| < R, by strong convexity,

1
FON+ z|N) :/0 (1—t)D*f(\+s2)z - zds

1 5 R 22_1 5, R? b o = 9
> Z’Y\Z’ TRz 2 Z’Y\Z’ + @’Y‘Z’ > V(z)|".
Combining the two cases, we infer the result. O
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