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Abstract

For a given balanced distribution of heat sources and sinks, Q, we find an optimal conductivity

tensor field, Ĉ, minimizing the thermal compliance. We present Ĉ in a rather explicit form in term

of the datum. Our solution is in a cone of non-negative tensor valued finite Borel measures. We

present a series of examples with explicit solutions.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and an informal statement of results

The paper concerns the problem of optimum design of local, spatially varying, anisotropic thermal

properties of structural elements. The aim is to maximize the overall heat conductivity for given

thermal conditions. All the components of the conductivity tensor C are viewed as design variables,

while the trace of C is assumed as the unit cost. The optimal distribution of conductivity components

is induced by the given distribution of the heat sources within the design domain Ω and by the given

heat flux applied on its boundary. Since the heat sources are prescribed as measures, possibly singular

with respect to the Lebesgue measure, the optimal conductivity is expected to be a tensor valued

measure.

The objective function is the so-called thermal compliance. By performing minimization of the

objective function thus chosen, we come across the optimum design setting capable of shaping the best

material structure by cutting off the redundant part of Ω as well as delivering the optimal distribution

of the conductivity tensor field C in the remaining material part of the same domain. Our main result

is Theorem 3.1, which states that for a given distribution of heat sources Q, which is a slightly more

general object than a measure, there exists an optimal conductivity tensor Ĉ, explicitly given in terms
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of data. At each point of the support of measure Ĉ tensor A = dĈ

d|Ĉ| has rank one. Here, |Ĉ| denotes

the variation of Ĉ . As a byproduct we obtain an explicit form of the minimizer of energy E(Ĉ, ·)
associated with Ĉ, see (1.4).

The same objective function, as in the present paper, has been chosen in the books by [10] and

[1] where a similar problem has been dealt with, yet concerning the optimal layout of two given

(hence homogeneous) isotropic materials within the design domain, the cost being the volume of

one of the materials. In this setting, the correct formulation requires relaxation by homogenization.

The numerical algorithm to find the optimal conductivity can be directly constructed with using the

analytical formulae of the relaxation setting (as has already been done in [16]) or by utilizing some

material interpolation schemes, see [12] and [15].

In the present paper the problem of the optimum distribution of a heat conducting material is

considered, the cost being not the volume of a material (this volume is here unknown) but it is directly

expressed by the conductivity tensor, as the integral of its trace. Our problem now is not finding an

optimal layout of two distinct materials, but optimal distribution of nonhomogeneous and anisotropic

conductivity properties within the design domain, admitting cutting off its part. The latter cutting

off property is linked with admitting positive semi-definiteness of the conductivity tensor field to

be constructed. The problem thus formulated is the scalar counterpart of the free material design

problem (FMD) of creating elastic structures of minimal compliance, subject to a single load. The

FMD method has been proposed by Bendsøe et al, [2]; its development has been described in [19],

[11] and [4]. The mass optimization by Bouchitté and Buttazzo, [5], has delivered the mathematical

tools for the measure-theoretic setting of the FMD, cf. [4] and in particular [3]. Our advantage over

the papers mentioned above, which mainly deal with the vectorial problems, is relative simplicity. In

this way we may gain deeper insight into the problem.

1.2 Statement of the problem and the results

Throughout the paper we assume that Ω ⊂ R
N is a bounded, open set with a Lipschitz continuous

boundary. Let us note that we do not assume convexity of Ω, since due to results of [8] (which will be

discussed later) such hypothesis is not needed. We first present the classical setting of our problem.

Later we will relax it and we will show existence of solutions to the relaxed problem.

In the classical setting, for a given conductivity tensor A ∈ L∞(Ω, Sym+(RN )), heat sources Q̃
and the flux q at the boundary we consider a stationary heat conduction problem,

−divA∇u = Q̃, in Ω, (1.1)

(A∇u) · n̄ = q, on ∂Ω,

where n̄ is the outer normal to Ω.
Under natural assumptions on the data, which will be discussed later, the weak form of (1.1) is the

Euler-Lagrange equation of the following functional,

EA(u) =
1

2

∫

Ω
(A∇u,∇u) dx −

∫

Ω
Qudx for u ∈ D(RN ),

where

〈Q,u〉 :=
∫

Ω
Q̃(x)u(x) dx +

∫

∂Ω
q(x)γu(x) dHN−1(x)

and γu is the trace of u.
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Then, we define the thermal compliance by the following formula,

J := 〈Q, û〉 ≡
∫

Ω
Q̃(x)û(x) dx+

∫

∂Ω
q(x)γû(x) dHN−1(x),

where û is a solution to

min
u

EA(u) = EA(û) (1.2)

in a suitable function space containing D(RN ). We immediately notice that the Euler-Lagrange equa-

tion for EA, i.e. the weak form of (1.1), yields,

J = −2EA(û) = sup
u

(

2

∫

Ω
Qudx−

∫

Ω
A∇u · ∇u dx

)

.

The advantage of this definition of J is that it does not require existence of û. We may ask about

the dependence of thermal compliance on the conductivity tensor A, writing J = J(A), and we

can seek to find the optimal A among all nonnegative-definite-matrix-valued measures bounded by
∫

Ω trAdx ≤ Λ0 (note that trA is equivalent to the usual operator norm ‖A‖ when A is a nonnegative-

definite matrix). So, we consider:

Y = inf{J(A) : A ∈ L∞(Ω, Sym+(Rn)),

∫

Ω
trAdx ≤ Λ0}.

At this point observe that this definition of the cost functional Y should be treated very carefully.

If we have a minimizing sequence {An}∞n=1, then even if at each x ∈ Ω the matrix A(x) is positive

definite, then any limit may be only semi-definite. In addition, we have no mechanism preventing any

concentration phenomena. These problems, and also the desire to reflect better real-life phenomena

lead us to recast our problem using the measure theoretic tools.

To this end, instead of a matrix valued function A, we consider a matrix-valued, bounded Radon

measure C supported in Ω. The polar decomposition of C reads

C = A|C|, (1.3)

with |C| being the total variation of the tensor measure C , and A being a measurable, matrix-valued

function A, such that ‖A(x)‖ = 1 for every x ∈ Ω. Moreover, we consider a measure Q, with a

natural constraint,
∫

Ω dQ = 0, which guarantees solvability of the Neumann problem. Then, the

energy functional E(C, u) replacing EA(u), takes the form

E(C, u) =
1

2
〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉 − 〈Q,u〉 ∀u ∈ D(RN ). (1.4)

A comment on solvability of (1.2) in this setting is in order. In the case |C| belongs to a class of

so-called multi-junction measures, Q is sufficiently regular and zero boundary data q are imposed, the

existence of a solution to the minimization problem (1.2) for E(C, u) in place of EA(u) was solved

in [20]. Extension of this result for non-zero q seems possible. Observe that for the problem we study,

one does not need to know û in advance. However, as a byproduct of our reasoning we obtain also

an existence result under much more general assumptions than these of [20] – see Proposition 3.3 in

Section 3.

We may define the relaxed thermal compliance functional as

J(C) = sup
u∈D(RN )

−2E(C, u). (1.5)
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The ultimate definition of the cost functional Y becomes then (for a fixed Λ0 > 0),

Y = inf
trC(Ω)≤Λ0

J(C). (1.6)

Our main result, Theorem 3.1, consists of proving the existence of an optimal C as well as the precise

description of the solution. We illustrate the construction process by a series of examples including

one based on Brothers’ benchmark (see Example 4.2) .

Let us comment briefly on the proof of Theorem 3.1. We use the minimax procedure (see Propo-

sition 2.1)) to show that

Y = sup
u∈D

inf
trC(Ω)≤Λ0

(2 〈Q,u〉 − 〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉) .

In principle, one always has supu infC E(C, u) ≤ infC supuE(C, u) by an elementary argument; the

point is that the equality holds. The dual problem is much easier to work with.

In our context, we consider Q to lie in a suitable subspace of (Lip0(Ω)/R)
∗ – the dual of Lipschitz

functions modulo constants. Due to results of [8] one can represent Q equivalently as −div p, where

p is a vector-valued measure with a certain regularity property: p is decomposed as p = σ|p|, where

σ(x) lies in a so called tangent space to the measure |p| for |p|-a.e. x. The so called Kantorovich norm

of Q is defined as

‖Q‖1 := sup{〈Q, v〉 : v ∈ Lip1(Ω)};
Combining the arguments of [8] with the minimax procedure allows us to construct an optimal

Lipschitz function û for which ‖Q‖1 is achieved and an optimal p̌ for which ‖Q‖1 = |p̌|(Ω). Then

we proceed to show that an optimal Ĉ can be constructed precisely: its support is contained in the set

{x : |∇û(x)| = ‖∇û‖∞} and it takes values proportional to ∇û⊗∇û. Interestingly, p̌ equals to the

heat flux corresponding to the optimal Ĉ. For the precise statements we refer to the Section 3.

Once we established existence of an optimal tensor-field Ĉ we address the question of solvability

of (1.2) for this specific choice of the conductivity tensor. This is related to our previous work [20].

The result is presented in Proposition 3.3.

The whole Section 4 is devoted to presenting examples.

Notation

We use the standard notation Sym+(RN ) for the space of symmetric N × N , nonnegative defined

matrices. Moreover, the following function spaces will be of constant use in this note:

• spaces of Lipschitz functions Lip1(Ω) = {f : Ω → R : |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |x− y|, ∀x, y ∈ Ω},

and Lip0(Ω) = Lip(Ω)/R;

• M(Ω,Rd) (resp. M+(Ω,Rd)) - the space of Rd-valued (resp. positive) Borel measures com-

pactly supported in Ω. We shall abbreviate the notation to M(Ω) when d = 1;

• Mb(Ω,R
d) - the space of Rd-valued bounded Radon measures compactly supported in Ω;

• Mb(Ω;Sym
+(RN )) - the cone of nonnegative defined, symmetric matrix-valued, bounded

Radon measures supported in Ω;

• MΛ0
(Ω) = {C ∈ Mb(Ω;Sym

+(RN )), trC(Ω) ≤ Λ0};
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• M0(Ω) - the space of signed Radon measures µ supported in Ω such that
∫

dν = 0. It is

endowed with the Kantorovich norm

‖ν‖1 := sup{〈ν, u〉 : u ∈ Lip1(Ω)};

• M0,1(Ω) - the completion of M0(Ω) in (Lip0(Ω)
∗, ‖ · ‖1).

Throughout the paper we shall also use the following notation: if Q ∈ M(Ω) and u ∈ D(Ω) or

u ∈Lip1(Ω) then 〈Q,u〉 denotes the standard action of Q on u. If Q ∈ M0,1(Ω) and p ∈ M(Ω,RN )
is such that div p+Q = 0, then for u ∈ Lip1(Ω) the notation 〈p,∇u〉 shall be understood in the sense

described by Proposition 2.3, i.e., the formula (2.2). The dot · denotes the scalar product of vectors in

R
N .

2 Auxiliary results

We draw upon two results, which are crucial for this paper, hence we state them fully. The first one is

a general version of a minimax theorem. The other one is the characterization of M0,1(Ω).

2.1 Minimax theorem

Proposition 2.1 (cf [21]). Let X be a compact convex subset of a topological vector space, let Y be

a convex set, and let L be a real function on the product set X × Y . Assume that

(i) ∀α ∈ R ∀u0 ∈ Y the set {µ ∈ X : L(µ, u0) ≥ α} is closed and convex;

(ii) ∀µ0 ∈ X, L(µ0, ·) is convex on Y ;

Then,

sup
µ∈X

inf
u∈Y

L(µ, u) = inf
u∈Y

sup
µ∈X

L(µ, u)

2.2 The characterization of M0,1(Ω)

Here we briefly present results of [8] which provide key tools for our reasoning. We start with a notion

of tangent space to a measure and tangent (vector) measure. The former definition has been discussed

in many contexts, see, e.g., [6, 7, 8].

Let K ⊂ R
N be a compact set. In this section we use the notation C∞(K). Since we assume the

boundary of Ω to be Lipschitz, it should be understood as the space of smooth functions restricted to

the set K (see [14] for detailed discussion of all possible definitions).

Let µ be a nonnegative Borel measure compactly supported in K . We set

N :=
{

ξ ∈ L∞
µ (K,RN ) : ∃{un}∞n=1, un ∈ C∞(K), un ⇒ 0, ∇un → ξ inσ(L∞

µ , L1
µ)
}

.

Here, by writing vn → ξ, in σ(L∞
µ , L1

µ) we mean convergence of vn in the weak∗ topology. The

orthogonal complement of N in L1
µ(K;RN ), defined as

N⊥ := {η ∈ L1
µ(K;RN ) :

∫

K

η · ξ dµ = 0 for all ξ ∈ N},

is a closed subspace of L1
µ(K;RN ). The tangent space Tµ to the measure µ is then defined by the

local characterization provided below.
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Proposition 2.2 (see [8] Prop. 3.2). There holds:

1. There exists a µ-measurable multifunction Tµ from K to the subspaces of RN such that

ξ ∈ N⊥ ⇐⇒ ξ(x) ∈ Tµ(x) µ− a.e.x ∈ R
N .

2. The linear operator u ∈ C1(K) 7→ Pµ(x)∇u(x) ∈ L∞
µ (K;RN ), where Pµ(x) denotes the or-

thogonal projection on Tµ(x) can be extended in a unique way as a linear, continuous operator

∇µ : Lip(K) → L∞
µ (K;RN ),

where Lip(K) is equipped with the uniform convergence on bounded subsets of Lip(K), and

L∞
µ (K;RN ) with the weak-∗ topology.

We can introduce the space of tangent vector measures:

MT (Ω,R
N ) := {λ = σµ : µ ∈ M+(Ω), σ(x) ∈ Tµ(x), µ− a.e.}. (2.1)

An important ingredient of our reasoning is the following characterization of a space M0,1(Ω).

Proposition 2.3 (see [8] Thm. 3.5 and 3.6). Let λ ∈ M(Ω,RN ), then −div λ ∈ M0,1(Ω) iff

λ ∈ MT (Ω,R
N ). In this case, writing λ = σµ as in (2.1), we have for every u ∈ Lip(Ω):

〈−div λ, u〉 =
∫

Ω
σ · ∇µu dµ =: 〈λ,∇u〉 . (2.2)

Moreover, the following equality holds between subsets of D′(Ω):

{Tν : ν ∈ M0,1(Ω)} = {−div λ : λ ∈ MT (Ω,R
N )}.

Furthermore, for any f ∈ M0,1(Ω), there exists λ ∈ MT (R
N ,RN ) such that

‖f‖1 = |λ|(Ω) = min
λ∈MT (Ω,RN )

{∫

d|λ| : − div λ = f

}

.

Remark 2.1. We stress that there are many ways to represent a measure as div σ, due to a non-trivial

kernel of the operator div .

3 Main results

Let Q ∈ M0,1(Ω) be fixed. We will denote

ΣQ = {p ∈ MT (Ω;R
N ) : div p+Q = 0}.

The thermal compliance functional J is defined by (1.5). Its optimal value Y (for a fixed Λ0 > 0)

is defined by (1.6). The two Propositions below, 3.1 and 3.2 give characterization of Y They provide

details which we use to construct the optimal tensor C – see Theorem 3.1.

Proposition 3.1. Assume Q ∈ M0,1(Ω), Λ0 > 0 is fixed, and Y is the optimal value defined by (1.6).

We have √
Y =

1√
Λ0

sup
u∈D(RN )∩Lip1(Ω)

〈Q,u〉 = 1√
Λ0

‖Q‖1. (3.1)

Moreover there exists a maximizer û ∈ Lip1(Ω).
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Proof. Due to relaxed definition of J(C), the value of Y takes the form of (1.6), i.e.,

Y = inf
C∈MΛ0

J(C) = inf
C∈MΛ0

sup
u∈D(RN )

(

2 〈Q,u〉 − 〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉
)

.

In order to apply the minimax argument presented in Proposition 2.1 let us introduce

L(C, u) = 〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉 − 2〈Q,u〉.

For all α ∈ R and u0 ∈ D(RN ) the set {C ∈ MΛ0
: L(C, u0) ≥ α} is closed and convex. For

all C0 ∈ MΛ0
, the function L(C0, ·) is convex on D(RN ). Moreover, D(RN ) is a convex set, while

MΛ0
is convex and compact in the topology of weak convergence. Application of Proposition 2.1

yields

Y = sup
u∈D(RN )

inf
C∈MΛ0

(

2 〈Q,u〉 − 〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉
)

= sup
u∈D(RN )

(

2 〈Q,u〉 − sup
C∈MΛ0

〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉
)

.

Let us concentrate on calculating supC∈MΛ0
〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉 for a fixed u ∈ D(RN ). We shall use

the notation introduced in (1.3). For a fixed u, for any C ∈ MΛ0
we have

〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉 =
∫

Ω
A∇u · ∇u d|C| ≤ ‖A∇u‖L2(|C|)‖∇u‖L2(|C|).

The equality holds if and only if A∇u = λ∇u for a non-negative number λ. If we recall that ‖A‖ = 1,

then we see that λ ∈ [0, 1]. Since Λ0 ≥ trC(Ω), we see that maximization of λ requires

λ =
1

|C|(Ω)



Λ0 −
∫

Ω

∑

λi 6=λ

λi d|C|



 . (3.2)

Hence, we will make λ maximal and equal to 1 when the other eigenvalues of A are zero. This means

that matrix A has the following form

A =
∇u

|∇u| ⊗
∇u

|∇u| .

As a result we showed that

sup
C∈MΛ0

〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉 ≤
∫

Ω
A∇u · ∇u dµ =

∫

Ω
|∇u|2 dµ

for a certain measure µ which remains unspecified, yet.

Taking into account the constraint (3.2), we observe that µ is a finite measure, i.e.

µ(Ω) =

∫

Ω
1 dµ =

∫

Ω
trAdµ = Λ0.

Observe also that we always have

∫

Ω
|∇u|2 dµ ≤ max

x∈Ω
|∇u(x)|2µ(Ω),
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with the equality attained only if |∇u(x)| = maxx∈Ω |∇u(x)| ≡ ‖∇u‖L∞ for µ-a.e. x ∈ Ω. There-

fore, for a fixed u ∈ D(RN ), the supremum

sup
C∈MΛ0

〈C,∇u⊗∇u〉

is achieved exactly when C is supported in the set {x : |∇u(x)| = ‖∇u‖∞} and has values propor-

tional to ∇u⊗∇u. Thus

Y = sup
u∈D(RN )

(

2 〈Q,u〉 − Λ0‖∇u‖2L∞

)

. (3.3)

Substituting a function tu with t ∈ R instead of u in (3.3), we find a maximum of a second degree

polynomial with respect to t, which leads to a conclusion that

Y = sup
u∈D(RN )

(

〈Q,u〉2
Λ0‖∇u‖2L∞

)

. (3.4)

As a consequence we see that it is sufficient to calculate the supremum in (3.4) over the space Lip1(Ω).
Moreover, the supremum in (3.3) is attained. Indeed, let us suppose that un ∈ D(RN ) is a maximizing

sequence and x0 ∈ Ω is fixed. Then, the sequence un − un(x0) is also maximizing and bounded in

C(Ω). Hence, ‖∇un‖ ≤ 1 and the Arzela-Ascoli Theorem imply that there is a uniformly convergent

subsequence unk
− unk

⇒ û. Moreover, û ∈ Lip1(Ω).

Proposition 3.2. Assume Q ∈ M0,1(Ω), Λ0 > 0 is fixed, and Y is the optimal value defined by (1.6).

We have √
Y =

1√
Λ0

inf
p∈ΣQ

|p|(Ω), (3.5)

and the minimizer p̌ ∈ MT (Ω,R
N ) exists.

Proof. By (3.4) we already know that

√
Y
√

Λ0 = ‖Q‖1.

According to Proposition 2.3 we note

‖Q‖1 = min
λ∈MT (Ω,RN )

{
∫

Ω̄
d|λ| : − div λ = Q

}

, (3.6)

so the claim follows. Also, the Proposition 2.3 yields the existence of p̌ ∈ MT (R
N ,RN ) minimizing

(3.6).

A description of the optimal tensor C is given by the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let us suppose that Q ∈ M0,1(Ω), and Λ0 > 0. Then,

1. A maximizer û in (3.1) and a minimizer p̌ in (3.5), with polar decomposition p̌ = σµ, µ = |p̌|,
are related by the following condition,

|p̌|(Ω) = 〈−div p̌, û〉 = 〈p̌,∇û〉 .

Moreover σ = ∇µû µ-a.e.

8



2. If we define Ĉ by the following formula

Ĉ =
Λ0

‖Q‖1
∇µû⊗∇µû µ, (3.7)

then Ĉ is a solution to (1.6), i.e. Y = J(Ĉ).

Proof. Let p̌ be the optimal element provided by Proposition 3.2. By Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 for any

1-Lipschitz function u we have

〈Q, û〉 = ‖Q‖1 = |p̌|(Ω) ≥
∫

Ω
σ · ∇µu dµ = 〈p̌,∇u〉 .

Next, let û be a 1-Lipschitz function satisfying 〈∇û, p̌〉 = ‖Q‖1. Since

‖Q‖1 = 〈∇p̌, û〉 =
∫

Ω
∇µû · σ dµ ≤

∫

Ω
dµ = ‖Q‖1,

then optimality implies that ∇µû = σ (or equivalently, ∇µû · σ = 1) µ-a.e. and part 1. follows.

Now, we proceed to prove part 2. First note that tr Ĉ = Λ0

‖Q‖1 |p̌| and hence tr Ĉ(Ω) = Λ0, as

required. Moreover, the functional E(Ĉ, u) takes the form

E(Ĉ, u) = 2 〈Q,u〉 −
〈

Ĉ,∇u⊗∇u
〉

= 2 〈−div p̌, u〉 −
∫

Ω
∇u⊗∇u dĈ

= 2

∫

Ω
∇µu · σ dµ− Λ0

‖Q‖1

∫

Ω
(∇µu · σ)2 dµ

=

∫

Ω

(

2(∇µu · σ)− Λ0

‖Q‖1
(∇µu · σ)2

)

dµ

Since for all real x we have 2x− Λ0

‖Q‖1x
2 ≤ ‖Q‖1

Λ0
, then we deduce

E(Ĉ, u) ≤
∫

Ω

‖Q‖1
Λ0

dµ =
‖Q‖1
Λ0

∫

Ω
d|p̌| = ‖Q‖21

Λ0
(= Y ).

This already shows that supuE(Ĉ, u) ≤ Y . Now, we take t = ‖Q‖1
Λ0

, we see that u := tû, yields an

equality in the previous estimates, which means that Ĉ is optimal.

Remark 3.1. It is interesting to check if the optimal tensor measure Ĉ and measure µ satisfy the

assumptions of the theory developed in [20].

Once we found the optimal Ĉ , i.e. a solution to (1.6), we would like to solve the minimization

problem (1.2), i.e.

inf{E(Ĉ, u) : u ∈ D(RN )}. (3.8)

Here is our observation:

Proposition 3.3. Let us suppose that Q satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 and Ĉ is given by

formula (3.7). If û ∈ Lip1(Ω) is a maximizer of (3.1), then ũ := ‖Q‖1
Λ0

û is a solution to (3.8), i.e.

E(Ĉ, ũ) = inf{E(Ĉ, u) : u ∈ D(RN )}.
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Proof. The minimization of E(Ĉ, ·) is equivalent to maximization of −E(Ĉ, ·). We stick ũ into

E(Ĉ, ·),

−2E(Ĉ, ũ) =
‖Q‖1
Λ0

(

2

∫

Ω
σ · ∇µû dµ−

∫

Ω
(σ · ∇µû)

2 dµ

)

=
‖Q‖1
Λ0

(∫

Ω
[1− (1− σ · ∇µû)

2] dµ

)

≤ ‖Q‖1.

The equality above holds if and only if σ · ∇µû = 1 for µ-a.e. x ∈ Ω̄. This is exactly the case for our

choice of ũ.

A few comments are in order. We solved here problem (1.2) for an optimal Ĉ without knowing

that µ is a multijunction measure, which was the assumption underlying analysis of [20]. At the same

time we established a regularity result, i.e. ũ ∈ Lip1(Ω̄) ⊂ H1
µ. We do not have any analogue in [20].

Remark 3.2. It is also interesting to see the optimal heat flux for the optimal Ĉ. Namely, we may now

calculate p̃ = Ĉ∇µũ and we can see that p̃ = p̌. Indeed,

p̃ =
Λ0

‖Q‖1
〈∇µû⊗∇µû,∇µũ〉µ = ∇µûµ = p̌.

4 Examples

Here, we present a series of examples, which are illustrations of the main Theorem 3.1. We will

follow a uniform style of exposition, starting from the definition of Q and setting Λ0. We denote by

ei, i = 1, 2, the unit vectors of the coordinate axes. Then, we

(a) check that Q is an element of M0,1(Ω);
(b) find û yielding 〈Q, û〉 = ‖Q‖1, see (3.1);

(c) find p̌ ∈ ΣQ, which minimizes |p|(Ω) among elements of ΣQ, see (3.5);

(d) write out Ĉ , defined in (3.7), which minimizes J(C).
We would like to emphasize that in the characterization of M0,1(Ω̄) provided by Proposition 2.3

the convexity of Ω was not mentioned. Indeed, the authors of [8] remark that the geodesic distance

may be used. We will see the consequences in the example below.

Example 4.1. Let us take any Λ0 > 0 and set Ω = (−1, 1)2 \ {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : |x2| ≤ −1

2x1}. We

define Q = δA − δB , where A = (−1
2 ,

1
2), B = (−1

2 ,−1
2). Then,

(1)

û(x1, x2) =











√
2
2 (x2 − x1) (x1, x2) ∈ Ω, x2 > 0, and x2 > x1,√
2
2 (x2 + x1) (x1, x2) ∈ Ω, x2 < 0 and x2 < −x1,
0 otherwise;

(2)

p̌ = f1H1x[A, 0] + f2H1x[0, B];

where f1 =
√
2
2 (e2 − e1), f2 = −

√
2
2 (e2 + e1);

(3) and

Ĉ = Λ0

√
2

2
(f1 ⊗ f1H1x[A, 0] + f2 ⊗ f2H1x[0, B]).

10



Proof. Since 〈Q,u〉 = u(A) − u(B), we deduce that Q ∈M0,1(Ω̄). Now, Ω is not convex and the

geodesic distance is defined as the infimum of lengths of curves joining A and B. Suppose that γ is a

Lipschitz path connecting A and B and u is any element of Lip(Ω̄), B = γ(1), A = γ(0). Then,

〈Q,u〉 = u(B)−u(A) = u(γ(1))−u(0)+u(0)−u(γ(0)) ≤ dist (A, 0)+ dist (B, 0) =
√
2, (4.1)

because Ω is star-like with respect to 0 and we can see that dist (A, 0) =
√
2
2 = dist (B, 0). We can

easily check that the function defined in part (1) above turns inequality in (4.1) into equality. Hence,

‖Q‖1 =
√
2.

We will use Theorem 3.1, part 1. to find the optimal p̌, which must satisfy,

|p̌|(Ω̄)| = 〈p̌,∇µû〉 = 〈−div p̌, û〉 ,

where p̌ = σµ, σ(x) ∈ Tµ(x) and |σ(x)| = 1 for µ-a.e. x ∈ Ω̄. Now, we are looking for a Lipschitz

curve of length
√
2 and tangent to ∇û, which would be a support of µ. The easiest choice is the sum

of intervals [A, (0, 0)] ∪ [(0, 0), B]. Then, it is easy to see that p̌ defined in part (2) has the desired

properties, in particular −div p̌ = Q.

Now, (3.7) implies that (3) follows immediately.

Example 4.2. (Brothers’ benchmark)

Let Ω = B(0, 1) ⊂ R
2, Λ0 is any positive number and

Q = g(x1, x2)H1x∂B(0, 1),

where g(x1, x2) = −4x1x2. Then,

û(x1, x2) =















−x2, x1 ≥ |x2|,
−x1, x2 ≥ |x1|,
x2, −x1 > |x2|,
x1, −x2 > |x1|.

(4.2)

and p̌ = σµ where

σ(x1, x2) =











−sgn (x1)e2. |x1| ≥
√
2
2 ,

−sgn (x2)e1, |x2| ≥
√
2
2 ,

0, |x1|, |x2| <
√
2
2 ,

(4.3)

and µ = ρL2xΩ, where

ρ(x1, x2) =











4|x1|, |x1| ≥
√
2
2 ,

4|x2|, |x2| ≥
√
2
2 ,

0 |x1|, |x2|, <
√
2
2 .

(4.4)

Finally Ĉ is given by (4.8).

Proof. We first notice that Q ∈ M0,1(Ω̄). However, we proceed in a different way than we did in the

proof of Theorem 3.1. We first construct the optimal p̌, then we will look for û.
We recall that p ∈ ΣQ if and only if Q + div p = 0. If p = σµ, where µ is a positive Radon

measure and σ ∈ L∞
µ (Ω̄;RN ), then the distributional definition of div p is

〈div p, ϕ〉 = 〈div (σµ), ϕ〉 = −
∫

Ω̄
∇ϕ · σ dµ.

11



In case p ∈ MT (Ω̄), then the above definition may be extended to ϕ ∈ Lip(Ω̄):

〈div (σµ), ϕ〉 = −
∫

Ω̄
∇µϕ · σ dµ.

This means that in our case, σµ ∈ ΣQ if and only if

0 = 〈Q,u〉+ 〈div p, u〉 =
∫

∂B(0,1)
g(x1, x2)u dH1 −

∫

B(0,1)
σ · ∇µu dµ.

We have just stated that div (σµ) = −Q. We may read the above identity in a different way by using

the theory of traces of measures, see [9] and [20] in the context of the present paper. Namely, we may

write,

ΣQ = {p ∈ M(Ω;RN ) : div p = 0 in Ω, p · ν = g(x1, x2) on ∂Ω},
where p · ν denotes the trace of the normal component of measure p on ∂Ω. If we pick a candidate for

an optimal solution, we should check that indeed it belongs to MT (Ω;R
N ).

It is well-known, see [17], that the minimization problem

min{
∫

Ω
d|p| : p ∈ M(Ω;RN ) : div p = 0 in Ω, p · ν = h(x1, x2) on ∂B(0, 1)} (4.5)

is equivalent to

min{
∫

d|Du| : u ∈ BV (Ω), γu = f}, (4.6)

where D denotes the distributional derivative od u. Here, h = ∂f
∂τ

and τ a tangent vector, ν the outer

normal are such that (ν, τ) is positively oriented. In the present case

f(x1, x2) = x22 − x21. (4.7)

Since f in (4.6) is continuous, we deduce from [22] that there is a unique solution to (4.6). More-

over, if v is a solution to (4.6), then after writing p̌ = ∇v⊥, where ⊥ denotes the rotation by −π
2 , we

obtain a solution to (4.5), see [17, Theorem 2.1].

The solution to (4.6) (with f given by (4.7)) is well-known (it is the Brothers’ example). It is

given by the following formula, see [18],

v(x1, x2) =











1− 2x21 |x1| ≥
√
2
2 ,

2x22 − 1 |x2| ≥
√
2
2 ,

0 |x1|, |x2| <
√
2
2 .

Thus, after computing ∇v⊥, we want to write p̌ in the following form p̌ = σµ, where |σ| = 1 for

µ-a.e. x ∈ Ω. We find σ(x1, x2) according to (4.3) and µ = ρL2xΩ, where ρ is given by (4.4).

Now, we have to find a maximizer û of 〈Q,u〉. We keep in mind that û is such that |p̌|(Ω) =
〈p̌,∇û〉. We notice that (4.3) yields that the scalar product of vectors σ and ∇µû is equal to

σ(x1, x2) · ∇µû(x1, x2) =











σ2
∂û
∂x2

|x1| ≥
√
2
2 ,

σ1
∂û
∂x1

|x2| ≥
√
2
2 ,

0 |x1|, |x2| <
√
2
2 .
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We see that p̌ is an element of MT (Ω) and due to the absolute continuity of |p̌| we obtain,

‖p̌‖ =

∫

B(0,1)
(|σ1|χ{|x1|≥

√
2

2
} + |σ2|χ{|x2|≥

√
2

2
}) dµ =

∫

B(0,1)
σ · ∇µû dµ = 〈p̌,∇û〉 .

In particular, |p̌|((−
√
2
2 ,

√
2
2 )2) = 0 and ‖p̌‖ = 8

3

√
2, hence ‖Q‖1 = ‖p̌‖ = 8

3

√
2.

However, the equality above is possible if and only if ∂û
∂x2

= −sgn (x2) for |x2| ≥
√
2
2 and

∂û
∂x1

= −sgn (x1) for |x1| ≥
√
2
2 . We determine in a similar way the values of û in the rest of Ω. The

only restriction is that function û is in Lip1(Ω̄). In particular, we may set û as in (4.2). Then, one can

check that 〈Q, û〉 = ‖p̌‖ that confirms that the duality gap between problems (3.1) and (3.6) vanishes

Finally, we have to define the optimal Ĉ. Due to formula (3.7), we obtain,

Â =











e2 ⊗ e2 |x1| ≥
√
2
2 ,

e1 ⊗ e1 |x2| ≥
√
2
2 ,

0 |x1|, |x2| <
√
2
2

and

Ĉ =
3
√
2

16
Λ0Â ρL2xΩ. (4.8)

In the next example we have the source Q supported on a set of finite one-dimensional Hausdorff

measure.

Example 4.3. Let us fix any Λ0 > 0 and suppose that Ω = (−1, 1)2, D± = {(x,±x) : x ∈ (−1, 1)}
and

Q = H1xD+ −H1xD−.

Then,

û(x1, x2) =
1

2
(|x1 + x2| − |x1 − x2|),

p̌ =
√
2 sgn (x1)e2L2xC, where C = {(x1, x2) : |x2| ≤ |x1|},

Ĉ =
Λ0

2
e2 ⊗ e2L2xC.

Proof. If u ∈ Lip1(Ω), then

〈Q,u〉 =
√
2

∫ 1

−1
(u(x, x) − u(x,−x)) dx ≤ 2

√
2

∫ 1

−1
|x| dx = 2

√
2.

We notice that the equality above is achieved for û(x1, x2) = 1
2(|x1 + x2| − |x1 − x2|). Hence,

‖Q‖1 = 2
√
2.

We wish to determine p̌, we will use Theorem 3.1, part 1. for this purpose, i.e. our choice of p̌
should be such that |p̌|(Ω) = 〈p̌,∇û〉, where

∇û =















e2 x1 + x2 > 0, x1 − x2 > 0,
e1 x1 + x2 > 0, x1 − x2 < 0,
−e2 x1 + x2 < 0, x1 − x2 < 0,
−e1 x1 + x2 < 0, x1 − x2 > 0.
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We also want that Q be represented as Q = −div p̌, i.e.

0 = 〈Q, û〉+ 〈div p̌, û〉 =
∫

D+

û dH1 −
∫

D−

û dH1 −
∫

Ω̄
σ · ∇µû dµ.

Since |∇û| = 1 L2-a.e. in Ω we have a choice of the support of the measure µ. We take C as defined

above, however, we could also consider C1 = {(x1, x2) ∈ Ω : |x2| ≥ |x1|}.
On the set C the vector field σ must be equal to ∇û. We pick a simple choice for µ = kL2xC. If

we take into account the form of ν, the normal vector to ∂C, then by the Gauss formula we see that

|p̌|(Ω) =

∫

Ω̄
σ · ∇µû dµ =

∫

C
k dx1dx2

=

∫

D+∪D−

kσ · νû dH1 = k

√
2

2
‖Q‖1.

Since ‖p̌‖ = ‖Q‖1, we deduce that k =
√
2. Thus, p̌ =

√
2sgn (x1)e2L2xC, as desired. Finally, we

find Ĉ = Λ0

2 e2 ⊗ e2L2xC.

Remark 4.1. During the presentation of the above Example, we noticed that we could choose C1
instead of C. In this way we would obtain a different solution to the minimization problem. As a

result, we see that there is no unique solution to (1.6).

Example 4.4. Let us take any Λ0 > 0 and suppose that

S = {(x, y) = R(cos θ, sin θ) : θ ∈ (θ0, θ1)},

where θ0, θ1 ∈ (0, 2π), R > 0 and Ω is any open, bounded set containing conv ({(0, 0)} ∪ S). We set

Q =
1

H1(S)
H1xS − δ0.

Then

û(x1, x2) =
√

x21 + x22=: r,

p̌ =
1

(θ1 − θ0)r
erL2xK,

where

K = {(x1, x2) = r(cos θ, sin θ) : θ ∈ [θ0, θ1], r ∈ [0, R]}

and

Ĉ =
Λ0

H1(S)r
er ⊗ erL2xK.

Proof. In the present case, for u ∈ Lip1(Ω), we have

〈Q,u〉 = 1

H1(S)

∫

S

(u(r, θ) − u(0)) dH1 ≤ 1

R(θ1 − θ0)

∫

S

√

x21 + x22 dH1 = R.

The value of the RHS above is achieved when û(x1, x2) =
√

x21 + x22, so we have

‖Q‖1 = R.
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Now, we are looking for an optimal p̌ = σµ. Since ∇û = er , where er(θ) = (cos θ, sin θ), then we

take σ = er, so that we have

〈p̌,∇û〉 = |p̌|(Ω).
We expect that

µ = λ(r)L2xK,

where λ ∈ C1([0, R]). Above all we need p̌ ∈ ΣQ,

|p̌|(Ω) = 〈p̌,∇û〉 = 1

H1(S)

∫

S

û dH1, (4.9)

i.e.

div p̌ = 0 in K.

Since div p̌ = 1
r

∂
∂r

(rλ(r))), we deduce that λ = k
r
, where k ∈ R. Then, (4.9) takes the form

∫

K

k

r
dx1 dx2 =

∫ θ1

θ0

∫ R

0
k drdθ = kH1(S) = ‖Q‖1.

Thus, k = ‖Q‖1/H1(S) = (θ1 − θ0)
−1 and p̌ has the form we claimed. The choice of Ĉ follows

from (3.7) and the elements we have.

Remark 4.2. The same methods works in a bit more general setting, when S = {(x, y) = r(θ)er :
θ ∈ [θ0, θ1]}, where r ∈ C1[θ0, θ1] is positive. We could consider Q given by

Q = gH1xS − aδ0,

where g = er · ν and ν is the outer normal to K at S. Set K is defined as above and a =
∫

S
g dH1.

Now, we consider Q concentrated on a disconnected one-dimensional set.

Example 4.5. Let Λ0 > 0. We define I = {0} × [−1, 1] and

Q = H1x(I + g)−H1x(I − g),

where g = (1, 1). We may assume that Ω is any bounded open set with smooth boundary containing

the support of Q. Then

û(x1, x2) =

√
2

2
(x1 + x2).

p̌ = gL2xC ≡
√
2

2
(e1 + e2)µ, where C = conv (suppQ), µ =

√
2L2xC

and

Ĉ =
Λ0

8
g ⊗ gL2xC.

Proof. We notice that if u ∈ Lip(Ω), then we have,

〈Q,u〉 =
∫ 1

−1
(u(1, y + 1)− u(−1, y − 1)) dy ≤

∫ 1

−1
|(2, 2)| dy = 4

√
2.
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The inequality becomes equality for û(x1, x2) =
√
2
2 g · (x1, x2) ≡

√
2
2 (x1 + x2). Indeed,

〈Q, û〉 =
√
2

2

∫ 1

−1
((2 + y)− (y − 2)) dy = 4

√
2.

We see that ∇û =
√
2
2 g. Now, we look for p̌ ∈ ΣQ such that 〈p̌,∇û〉 = |p̌|(Ω). We set

p̌ = λgL2xC,

where λ > 0 and C = conv (suppQ). We see that

〈p̌,∇û〉 =
√
2λL2(C) = 4

√
2λ.

As a result λ = 1. The choice of Ĉ follows from (3.7) and the elements we have.
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George.I.N.Rozvany, Tomasz Lewiński (Eds.) , Topology Optimization in Structural and Contin-

uum Mechanics. CISM International Centre for Mechanical Sciences 549. Courses and Lectures.

Springer, Wien, Heidelberg, New York, Dordrecht, London, CISM, Udine 2014.

[12] A.Donoso and O. Sigmund, Topology optimization of multiple physics problems modelled by

Poisson’s equation, Lat. Am. J. Solids Struct., 1 (2004) 169-184.

[13] I. Ekeland, R. Témam, Convex analysis and variational problems. Classics in Applied Mathe-

matics, 28. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, PA, 1999.

[14] L. Frerick, L. Loosveldt, J. Wengenroth, Continuously Differentiable Functions on Compact

Sets. Results Math. 75, 177 (2020).

[15] A. Gersborg-Hansen, M. P. Bendsøe, O. Sigmund, Topology optimization of heat conduction

problems using the finite volume method, Struct. Multidisc. Optim. 31 (2006) 251–259.

[16] J.Goodman, R.V.Kohn, L. Reyna, Numerical study of a relaxed variational problem from optimal

design, Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg. 57 (1986), no. 1, 107-127.

[17] W. Górny, P. Rybka, A.Sabra, Special cases of the planar least gradient problem, Nonlinear

Analysis, 151 (2017), 66-95.

[18] J.M. Mazón, J.D. Rossi, S. Segura de León, Functions of least gradient and 1-harmonic func-

tions, Indiana Univ. Math. J., 63 (4) (2014) 1067–1084.
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