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Abstract

We introduce a general approach to traces that we consider as linear con-
tinuous functionals on some function space X where we focus on the special
choices L∞(U) and W1,∞(U). This leads to an integral calculus for the com-
putation of the precise representative of an integrable function and of the
trace of a Sobolev or BV function. For integrable vector fields with distribu-
tional divergence being a measure, we also obtain Gauss-Green formulas on
arbitrary Borel sets. It turns out that a second boundary integral is needed in
general. The advantage of the integral calculus is that neither a normal field
nor a trace function on the boundary is needed. The Gauss-Green formulas
are also available for Sobolev and BV functions. Finally, for any open set
the existence of a weak solution of a boundary value problem containing the
p-Laplace operator is shown as application of the trace theory.

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Preliminaries about measures 11
2.1 Measures and integration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
2.2 Some weakly absolutely continuous measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

3 Theory of traces 30
3.1 General traces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
3.2 Traces of vector fields with divergence measure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
3.3 Representation of traces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
3.4 Proofs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

4 Divergence theorems 55
4.1 Divergence measure fields . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
4.2 Normal measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79
4.3 Sobolev functions and BV functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

1

ar
X

iv
:2

20
6.

07
94

1v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

A
P]

  1
 N

ov
 2

02
2



1 Introduction

The divergence theorem belongs to the most important tools in mathematical anal-
ysis and continuum physics and goes back to Gauss (1813), Ostrogradskii (1826),
and Green (1828) (cf. Stolze [45] for a brief history). It connects a volume integral
with an integral over the bounding surface. For a regular bounded open set Ω ⊂ Rn

and a regular vector field F : Ω→ Rn it says that

ˆ
Ω

divF dLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

F · νΩ dHn−1 (1.1)

where Ln is the Lebesgue measure, Hn−1 the (n−1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure,
and νΩ the outer unit normal to Ω. In physics it combines volume and surface
phenomena and is indispensable for fundamental balance and conservation laws. If
we apply (1.1) to a product fF with some regular f : Ω → R, then we obtain the
Gauss-Green formula, also called integration by parts formula,

ˆ
Ω

(
f divF + F ·Df

)
dLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

fF · νΩ dHn−1 . (1.2)

This formula is the basis for the definition of weak derivatives and, according to
Eberhard Zeidler, it is “the key to the modern theory of partial differential equations
and to modern calculus of variations” (cf. [53, p. 119]). It is of course desirable to
have such an essential formula available for a very large class of sets Ω and functions
f and F . But it turns out that the surface integral leads to crucial limitations. On
the one hand we need sets Ω having some normal field on its boundary and on the
other hand we need functions F , f on Ω that possess a pointwise trace function on
∂Ω. In practice we need a balance in regularity for these ingredients. This leads to
the typical cases where, roughly speaking, either F , f have to be smooth if Ω has
merely finite perimeter (that are the most general sets with some kind of normal field
on the boundary) or we can allow that fF has merely weak derivatives while Ω has
to have Lipschitz boundary. In continuum mechanics this situation prevents that we
can use (1.1) on sets Ω where concentrations occur on ∂Ω or on sets Ω not having
a normal field on ∂Ω. More precisely, we are unable to compute the flux through
the boundary ∂Ω for such sets. However, nature “knows” what happens or, with
the words of Albert Einstein (cf. [26]): “God does not care about our mathematical
difficulties; He integrates empirically.” Therefore the derivation of more general
versions of (1.2) is an important task. But, without intending completeness, let us
first sketch some developments going beyond smoothness.

We start with the simple observation that the regularity of the product fF is
essential for the availability of (1.2). This means that a weak regularity of one
factor requires a stronger regularity of the other factor. But also a bad boundary
∂Ω requires a more regular product fF than a good one and it turns out that a
Lipschitz boundary is apparently always a good boundary. Moreover, in cases where
Ω is not open, one needs some ambient open set U containing Ω such that f and F
with their derivatives can be reasonably defined on U .

In the theory of partial differential equations the Gauss-Green formula is closely
related to the treatment of boundary value problems where, during the last century,
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Sobolev functions f ∈ Wk,p(Ω) became more and more important. But these func-
tions are merely defined Ln-a.e. on Ω and their restriction to ∂Ω doesn’t make sense.
Thus the derivation of a trace operator T : Wk,p(Ω) → L1(∂Ω,Hn−1), that assigns
reasonable values on the boundary, is an essential requirement. Since Sobolev func-
tions are not just integrable but also have an integrable weak derivative, the limit
of averages near the boundary exists Hn−1-a.e. on ∂Ω and provides a trace operator
if e.g. Ω is a bounded open set with Lipschitz boundary. It turns out that this is
also true for BV functions f ∈ BV(Ω), that played an increasing role during the
last decades. This way one obtains (1.2) for Sobolev and BV functions f , for Lips-
chitz continuous vector fields F ∈ Lip(Ω), and for open bounded Ω with Lipschitz
boundary where the second term on the left hand side becomes

´
Ω
F dDf for BV

functions (cf. [34, p. 168]).
The balance in regularity for the product fF is nicely worked out by Ancelotti [3]

for bounded open Ω with Lipschitz boundary. He treats the pairing of certain
BV functions f with bounded vector fields F ∈ L∞(Ω) where the distributional
divergence divF either belongs to Lp(Ω) or it is just a Radon measure. In this
generality the product F ·Df in (1.2) has to be interpreted as a measure. Moreover
one cannot assign a pointwise trace function to F on ∂Ω, but merely the normal
component F · νΩ has a so-called normal trace Hn−1-a.e. on ∂Ω (cf. also Kawohl-
Schuricht [27, p. 540] for a variant that is relevant for the treatment of the 1-Laplace
operator).

The development of geometric measure theory lead to a different substantial
improvement, since it allowed the extension of (1.2) to the large class of Ω having
merely finite perimeter. Such sets have a measure theoretic outer unit normal νΩ

for Hn−1-a.e. point on the measure theoretic boundary ∂∗Ω (that is contained in
the topological boundary ∂Ω) and (1.2) becomes

ˆ
Ω

(
f divF + F ·Df

)
dLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

fF · νΩ dHn−1 . (1.3)

As price for the weak regularity of Ω one had to require initially fF ∈ Lipc(Rn,Rn),
i.e. Lipschitz continuous with compact support (cf. De Giorgi [19], Federer [22],
[23]). These results have then been extended to bounded vector fields of bounded
variation, i.e. belonging to BV(Ω,Rn) (cf. Vol’pert [46], [47]). Pairings of bounded
F where divF is a Radon measure with bounded BV functions f on sets of finite
perimeter are treated by Crasta-De Cicco [15], [16] and Crasta-De Cicco-Malusa
[17].

Later on it became more and more common to consider the left hand side in
(1.2) as linear functional in f or in F . This is an obvious idea if one has in mind the
capability of linear functionals in modern analysis (duality, weak derivatives etc.).
Let us now focus on the case where F is a general vector field with weak regularity
as needed in applications and let f play the role of a more regular test function, a
situation that is mostly met in the literature (it is a simple task to transfer the results
to the opposite case). It turned out that, with divF taken in the distributional sense
and with 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

DMp(U) = {F ∈ Lp(U,Rn) | divF is a Radon measure}
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is a reasonable space for the selection of the vector field F . Thus we consider the
left hand side in (1.2), adapted to such general F and for some Ω ⊂ U , as linear
functional

TF (f) =

ˆ
Ω

f d divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·Df dLn for f ∈ X (1.4)

where we basically find the following choices for X in the literature

X1 = Lip(U) , X2 = Liploc(U) , X3 = C1(U) , X4 = {f ∈ C(U) | Df ∈ Lp′(U)} .

All choices have in common that, for suitable Ω ⊂ U , we somehow have X ⊂ C(Ω).
Moreover it is an important observation that TF (f) in fact merely depends on the
values of f on ∂Ω (cf. Šilhavý [41, p. 22], [43, p. 448], Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12,
p. 254]). Therefore most investigations are devoted to the natural question for
which F the functional TF is related to a Radon measure on ∂Ω or on ∂∗Ω.

The strongest results are obtained for F ∈ DM∞(U) and for sets of finite perime-
ter Ω b U . Here we also use the measure theoretic interior int∗Ω (that differs from
Ω merely by an Ln-null set). For such F one generally has that divF is absolutely
continuous with respect to Hn−1 (cf. Šilhavý [41, p. 21], Chen-Torres [10, p. 250]).
This implies that TF is always a Radon measure on ∂∗Ω. If (divF )(∂∗Ω) = 0 and if
F is a precise representative such that Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ∂∗Ω is a Lebesgue point, then
one has the slightly modified version of (1.3) that

ˆ
int∗Ω

f d divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·Df dLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

fF · νΩ dHn−1 . (1.5)

(cf. Degiovanni [20, p. 212]). One also has (1.5) for continuous F (cf. Šilhavý [42,
p. 85], Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 284], Comi-Payne [13, p. 198]). Otherwise one
has to use some approximation to get a normal trace function tint ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1)
such that ˆ

int∗Ω

f d divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·Df dLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ftint dHn−1 (1.6)

(cf. Šhilhaý [41, p. 25] where (1.3) is applied to smooth approximations of F
and Chen-Torres [10, p. 252] where approximations of Ω are used to obtain tint

as weak∗ limit of Radon measures; cf. also Comi-Payne [13, p. 194, 200], Comi-
Torres [14], Šilhavý [44, p. 6]). Since F can have jumps across the boundary such
that (divF )(∂∗Ω) 6= 0, it is reasonable to apply the previous result to the measure
theoretic exterior ext∗Ω of Ω. This readily gives some text ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1), that
differs from tint in general, such that

ˆ
int∗Ω∪∂∗Ω

f d divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·Df dLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ftext dHn−1

(cf. Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 275, 281], Comi-Payne [13, p. 194, 200]). The
extension F̂ of F ∈ DM∞(U) with zero belongs to DM∞(Rn) if U is open and
bounded and satisfies Hn−1(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) = 0 (cf. Chen-Li-Torres [9, p. 242]; cf. also
Chen-Torres [10, p. 258], Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 288], Comi-Payne [13, p. 209]).
In this case one can readily get the previous results for Ω with finite perimeter that
do not need to be compactly contained in U by applying the previous results to F̂
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on some larger U (cf. Chen-Li-Torres [9, p. 248]). In applications to shock waves or
cracks it is also desirable to have a Gauss-Green formula with boundary integral on
the complete topological boundary, i.e. where the inner part of the boundary is also
taken into account. This can easily be derived from (1.6) by moving the part of the
first integral on the left hand side over ∂Ω∩int∗Ω to the right hand side. If Ω is open,
then solely the integral over Ω remains on the left hand side (cf. Chen-Li-Torres [9,
p. 248] and Remark 4.36 below). Let us also refer to Leonardi-Saracco [30] for some
special result in R2.

For general vector fields F ∈ DM1(U) and sets Ω b U with finite perimeter
we have (1.5) if (divF )(∂∗Ω) = 0 and if F is a precise representative such that
both Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ∂∗Ω is a Lebesgue point and F is Hn−1-integrable on ∂∗Ω (cf.
Degiovanni [20, p. 212]). We also have (1.5) if the vector field F is continuous (cf.
Šilhavý [42, p. 85], Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 284], Comi-Payne [13, p. 198]; cf.
also Chen-Comi-Torres [5, p. 131]). For general open and closed sets Ω there are
merely some approximation results as stated in Proposition 4.2 below (cf. Schuricht
[38, p. 534], Schuricht [39, p. 189], Šilhavý [43, p. 449], Chen-Comi-Torres [5, p. 117-
123]). It turns out, however, that even for Ω with finite perimeter, TF needs not to be
a Radon measure on the boundary of Ω (cf. Šilhavý [43, p. 449] for an example). In
the general case we find several sufficient conditions for TF to be a Radon measure
on the boundary (cf. Šilhavý [43, p. 449], Šilhavý [42, p. 84], Chen-Comi-Torres
[5, p. 127-129]). Conditions for the existence of an integrable density are given in
Šilhavý [41, p. 26]. Let us still mention that many results of Šilhavý are worked out
for the more general case where F ∈ DM(U) is a vector valued Radon measure such
that the distributional divergence is also a Radon measure. We do not treat this
generality in the present paper. But, due to the product rule that ϕF also belongs
to DM(U) for any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), it might be possibly to extend essential results to
that generality (cf. Šilhavý [43, p. 448]).

Let us come back to the linear functional TF and the underlying space X. As
already mentioned, in previous investigations X was somehow always contained in
C(Ω). Thus it was naturally to ask how far TF is continuous on C(Ω) and, if this
is the case, it is representable by a Radon measure on ∂Ω as an element of the dual
space. Since TF (f) merely depends on f|∂Ω, this seems to be an obvious strategy.
The drawback is that not all TF can be represented by a Radon measure on ∂Ω and
that there are rarely results beyond Ω with finite perimeter.

Therefore let us discuss a different choice forX. If one looks at the right hand side
in (1.4), the optimal pairing of F ∈ DM1(U) seems to be with f ∈ W1,∞(U). In this
case one trivially gets that TF is a continuous linear functional on X = W1,∞(U).
Therefore a representation of TF as dual element of W1,∞(U) is possible for all
F ∈ DM1(U) and all Borel sets Ω ⊂ U . But the question is how far this is
reasonable. The dual of W1,∞(U) can be identified with a product of dual spaces
L∞(U)∗ and it is known that L∞(U)∗ consists of L1(U) supplemented by certain
finitely additive measures. Since the integration theory for finitely additive measures
is commonly considered as not very powerful, one could hope that the functionals
TF are in fact related to measures with an L1-integrable density. Notice that, in the
simple case of a smooth F , we can trivially identify TF with (divF, F ) ∈ L1(U)n+1

as an element of the dual of W1,∞(U) (cf. (1.4)). But this is not what we want to
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get and it gives no improvement. We are rather looking for some representation on
or at least near the boundary of Ω. Therefore let us choose δ > 0, let χδ ∈ C1

c (U)
be supported on the δ-neighborhood (∂Ω)δ of ∂Ω and let χδ = 1 on (∂Ω) δ

2
. Then it

is a standard result that

TF (f) = TF (χδf) = TχδF (f) for all f .

This motivates to replace TF with the functional T δF = TχδF that merely considers
values of f near ∂Ω. This way we get that TF can be localized near ∂Ω and, similar
as above, we can identify T δF with (div (χδF ), χδF ) ∈ L1(U)n+1 as dual element of
W1,∞(U). But such a representation always depends on δ > 0 and it turns out
that we cannot remove that dependence in general with dual elements belonging to
L1(U).

Hence let us briefly overcome our preconception about finitely additive measures
and let us take a brief look at it. In continuum mechanics it is a simple observation
that contact interactions are naturally related to finite additivity (cf. Schuricht [38,
p. 512]). Even more, it seems that finite additivity is characterizing for short-range
phenomena (cf. Schuricht [39]). Let us illuminate this by a simple example. The
density of a set A ⊂ Rn at point x ∈ Rn is an important standard tool in geometric
measure theory and it is given by

densxA = lim
δ↓0

Ln(A ∩Bδ(x))

Ln(Bδ(x))

whenever the limit exists and where Bδ(x) is the open ball with radius δ > 0 centered
at x. Let us fix x and consider A→ densxA as set function. We readily see that it
is additive for disjoint sets. Now we fix some y 6= x and a sequence Bk = Bδk(y) of
open balls with δk ↑ |y − x|. Then

densxBk = 0 for all k, but densx

( ⋃
k∈N

Bk

)
=

1

2
,

which obviously prevents σ-additivity. We readily observe that we merely have
to know the intersection of A with an arbitrarily small neighborhood of x for the
determination of densxA. But notice that densx{x} = 0. Hence, roughly speaking,
densx lives near x but it is not supported at the point x. By a simple Hahn-Banach
argument densx can be extended, though not uniquely, to a finitely additive measure
on all Borel sets. It turns out that this example is typical for a certain class of finitely
additive measures µ. They can be characterized by the fact that there is a decreasing
sequence of sets Ak such that

Ln(Ak)→ 0 and |µ|(Ack) = 0 for all k ∈ N

where |µ| is the total variation of µ and Ack denotes the complement of Ak. But
how far can that be useful for traces of functions. First we readily observe some
similarity of traces to the measure densx so far that the computation of the trace
f̃(x) of e.g. a Sobolev function f requires the values of f merely in an arbitrarily
small neighborhood of x. For a more precise look we observe that one can define

6



an integral for the finitely additive measure densx similar to the usual integral for
σ-additive measures by, roughly speaking, just replacing “convergence a.e.” with
“convergence in measure” in the definition. Then, for any f ∈ L1(Ω) with Ω open
and for any Lebesgue point x ∈ Ω, we obtain that f is densx-integrable with

ˆ
Ω

f d densx = f(x) .

Moreover, let f ∈ W1,1(Ω) be a Sobolev function on some open Ω with Lipschitz
boundary and let densΩ

x be a measure similar to densx but, for x ∈ ∂Ω, giving the
density within Ω (cf. (2.11) below). Then, for a trace function f̃ ∈ L1(∂Ω,Hn−1) of
f , we have that

ˆ
Ω

f d densx = f̃(x) for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω

(cf. Proposition 2.15 below). Hence we can compute the trace f̃(x) by an integral
over Ω instead of the usual limit of mean values. But this means that integrals for
finitely additive measures not only provide an integral calculus for traces but also
for the precise representative of an L1-function. These observations suggest that
finitely additive measures are a very convenient and natural tool for the treatment
of traces.

In the present paper we thus develop a general theory of traces that relies on the
dual of L∞(U). More precisely, we understand traces as linear continuous functionals
and we focus on the special case of functionals on L∞(U) or W1,∞(U). This way
we derive Gauss-Green formulas for any F ∈ DM1(U) on any Borel set Ω ⊂ U .
In the most general case we get for each δ > 0 the existence of a scalar measure
λF ∈ L∞(U)∗ and a vector measure µF ∈ L∞(U,Rn)∗ such that

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ

ϕdλF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ

DϕdµF

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) (cf. Proposition 4.1). If the functional TF is finite in some
sense (cf. (4.5)), then we can remove the dependence on δ and we write

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλF + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

DϕdµF (1.7)

where ∼́
∂Ω

means that we have to integrate over any small neighborhood of ∂Ω. In
this case we typically have that the measures λF , µF are merely finitely additive.
This Gauss-Green formula precisely accounts for boundary points belonging to Ω,
which is important in the case of concentrations of divF on ∂Ω. This way we can
exactly treat any Borel set Ω with int Ω ⊂ Ω ⊂ Ω. We also show that the second
term on the right hand side cannot be neglected in general (e.g. if TF restricted
to ϕ ∈ C(Ω) doesn’t correspond to a Radon measure). If TF can be extended to a
linear continuous functional on L∞(U) (i.e. if TF is continuous with respect to the
L∞-norm), then we can choose µF = 0 (cf. Proposition 4.5). However the choice
of λF , µF is not unique in general. We provide examples where µF = 0 in (1.7) is
possible but, alternatively, also λF = 0 with some nontrivial µF can be chosen. If
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µF = 0 and Ω b U , then all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) belong to C(Ω) and we can identify λF
with a Radon measure supported on ∂Ω. This way we somehow recover previous
results. But notice that we typically have to integrate over Ω near ∂Ω and not over
∂Ω. This raises the question how far a Radon measure or a trace function on ∂Ω is
really needed.

Though the measures λF and µF are not unique in general, they have to be linear
in F as a whole and, of course, some explicite dependence of the “boundary integrals”
on F would be desirable. This turns out to be possible for Ω with finite perimeter if
we can choose µF = 0 and if F is appropriate (e.g. essentially bounded). However
we do not intend to get a Radon measure on the measure theoretic boundary in
this case. Therefore we replace the usually used pointwise normal field νΩ by some
finitely additive normal measure νΩ that might be constructed e.g. by means of the
signed distance function of ∂Ω. We provide several choices for νΩ, e.g. related to
an open Ω or to a closed Ω. If F is νΩ-integrable and satisfies some compatibility
condition (cf. (4.56)), then we have that

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dνΩ . (1.8)

If Ω is open, then νΩ only uses values of ϕF near ∂Ω inside Ω and if it is closed,
then only values outside of Ω are used. In (1.8) one can even include a certain
weight function χ for divF on ∂Ω (cf. (4.60)). Since νΩ belongs to L∞(U,Rn)∗,
all essentially bounded F ∈ DM∞(U) are trivially νΩ-integrable and they also
satisfy the additional compatibility condition. In addition, (1.8) is also applicable
to certain unbounded vector fields F . For normal measures based on the signed
distance function of ∂Ω we get even more structural information for the boundary
term. If e.g. Ω is open and satisfies some mild perimeter bound (cf. (4.49)), we can
use a suitable normal measure to derive the more explicite form

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densint
∂Ω

where νΩ is the normal field on Ω given by the gradient of the signed distance
function for ∂Ω and densint

∂Ω is, roughly speaking, a finitely additive extension of the
Radon measure Hn−1b∂∗Ω. This version of the Gauss-Green formula is quite close
to the usual form as integral on ∂∗Ω. The advantage here is that we do not need an
explicit trace function of F on ∂Ω, since the knowledge of F for Ln-a.e. point on
a neighborhood of ∂Ω is sufficient to compute the integral. Moreover, in contrast
to the measure theoretic boundary, the formula uses the topological boundary ∂Ω
that takes into account also inner parts of the boundary. This is desirable for the
treatment of cracks and shocks. Notice that in the case where Ω = U is open, the
functions inW1,∞(U) belong to C(Ω) but they do not need to be in C(Ω). Therefore
it is possible to change ϕ independently on both sides of some inner crack or shock
which allows a precise description of the situation on each side separately.

The results can be easily transferred to Gauss-Green formulas for Sobolev and
BV functions f with test functions ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn). For open Ω with Lipschitz
boundary we supplement the classical Gauss-Green formula (1.2) withˆ

Ω

(
f divϕ+ ϕ ·Df

)
dLn = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densint
∂Ω (1.9)
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where ν int is some normal measure and densint
∂Ω is a measure as above. Notice that,

similar as for vector fields, we do not need an explicit trace function for f on the
boundary. One could say that its computation is somehow incorporated into the
integral. As application of the trace theory we finally show for some boundary value
problem containing the p-Laplace operator that there exists a weak solution for any
bounded open set Ω.

Let us now briefly sketch how the paper is organized. In Section 2 we start with
some rough introduction to the integration theory for finitely additive measures,
since it is not so well known. For that we summarize material that is widely spread
around in the book of Bhaskara Rao & Bhaskara Rao [4] and that cannot be found
somewhere else in that compact form. But notice that this survey is far away from
providing all results of the integration theory that are needed for the subsequent
investigation. This material is supplemented by some typical examples and by some
new results that are used later. Let us still add some warning: We use the notion
measure for any finitely additive measure while σ-additivity is indicated by the notion
σ-measure. Moreover, we orient our terminology to that typically used in measure
theory and, that way, we substantially deviate from the terminology used in the
underlying book [4].

Section 3 presents a general approach to traces on arbitrary sets. In Section 3.1
we first define traces as certain linear continuous functionals. Then we provide a
simple but important class of trace functionals over L∞(U). They are needed for
later use, but initially they also serve for illustration. In Section 3.2 we show that TF
from (1.4) is a trace functional on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U) for any F ∈ DM1(U) and any
Borel set Ω ⊂ U . We also get an analogous result for Sobolev functions in W1,1(U)
and for BV functions in BV(U). Section 3.3 is devoted to the representation of
such traces by means of measures that are “living” near ∂Ω. Here we distinguish
three variants of generality called (G), (L), and (C). Theorem 3.14 and several
necessary and sufficient conditions for certain special cases are the basis for the
subsequent Gauss-Green formulas. Some examples illuminate the spirit behind the
three variants.

Section 4 presents several divergence theorems or, more generally, several Gauss-
Green formulas. In Section 4.1 we start with Theorem 4.1 that provides the Gauss-
Green formula for any F ∈ DM1(U) and any Borel set Ω ⊂ U and also covers some
special cases. Later other special cases are considered. Typical examples show the
variability and applicability of the results. The special case of normal measures is
considered in Section 4.2. The definition and construction of normal measures is
followed by some general integrability condition. This leads to Gauss-Green formu-
las where F and partially also the normal field νΩ are explicitly contained in the
boundary term and where, in addition, some weight on ∂Ω can be included. Sev-
eral examples illustrate the variety of applications. The relation of the new results
to previous results from the literature and some comprehensive discussion conclude
that section. In Section 4.3 we briefly transfer the former results for vector fields
to Sobolev and BV functions for completeness, but also for the convenience of the
reader, since it might be not completely straightforward to do that. In addition we
study a Sobolev function on a set Ω of finite perimeter where the trace functional
is not related to a Radon measure on ∂Ω. Here it turns out that both boundary
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integrals are needed for a general Gauss-Green formula and we explicitly compute
the related measures. We also show (1.9) for a bounded open Ω with Lipschitz
boundary. Finally, for any bounded open set Ω the existence of a weak solution for
a general boundary value problem is shown.

Summarizing we can say that finitely additive measures appear to be a natural
tool for short range phenomena like traces. Though the underlying integration the-
ory was already known for many decades, the bridge to a relevant application seemed
to be hidden. Therefore we hope that the new results can somewhat contribute to
wake up this “sleeping beauty”. The key observation for our investigation was to
consider the density densxA as a set function and to realize that the related integral
gives the precise representative Ln-a.e. The presented results can certainly be ex-
tended to localized spaces DMloc(U), BVloc(U) etc. by using compactly supported
test functions ϕ. But we refrain from formulating the results in that generality in
order to avoid unnecessary technicalities for this new approach. Notice that some
of the results can already be found in [35], [36], and [37]. Finally we wish to express
our deep gratitude to Eberhard Zeidler and Stuart Antman for their inestimable
support and the profound scientific stimulation to the second author.

Notation. For real numbers we use R = [−∞,+∞] and R≥0 = [0,∞). For
a ∈ Rn the p-norm is |a|p and |a| = |a|2. We denote by A an algebra of subsets
of a set U , by Aσ a σ-algebra on U , by B(U) the Borel subsets of U , and by
P(U) the power set of U . We write Ac for the complement of a set A and χA
for its characteristic function. For Ω ⊂ Rn we use int Ω, ext Ω, ∂Ω, and Ω for its
topological interior, exterior, boundary, and closure, respectively. The corresponding
measure theoretic quantities are denoted by int∗Ω, ext∗Ω, ∂∗Ω while ∂∗Ω stands
for the reduced boundary. The signed distance function distΩ : Rn → R for Ω
( 6= ∅,Rn) is given by distΩ(x) = ± infy∈∂Ω |x− y| if x 6∈∈Ω. Then we define the open
δ-neighborhood of Ω ⊂ Rn for all δ ∈ R by Ωδ = {x ∈ Rn | distΩ(x) < δ} and Ω b U
indicates that Ω is compactly contained in U . The open ball of radius r centered at
x is Br(x) and we set BA

r (x) := Br(x)∩A. By νΩ we denote either the usual outward
unit normal of Ω on the boundary or the normal field given by the gradient D distΩ.
The Lebesgue measure on Rn is Ln and the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure is Hk.
We write Per(Ω) for the perimeter of Ω. We typically use µ, λ for a (finitely additive)
measure and σ for a σ-additive measure. µ± stands for the positive or negative part,
|µ| = µ+ + µ− for the total variation, |µ|∗ for the associated outer measure, µp for
the pure part, µc for the σ-additive part, and µbA for the restriction to the set A.
By µ <<w λ (<<, ⊥, ⊥s) we indicate that µ is weakly absolutely continuous with
respect to λ (absolutely continuous, singular, strongly singular). ba(Ω,A), ca(Ω,A),
and pa(Ω,A) stands for the space of bounded measures on the algebra A of subsets
of Ω that are additive, countably additive, or pure. ba (Ω,A, λ) ⊂ ba(Ω,A) is the
subset of measures µ with µ <<w λ. The notion Radon measure is merely used for
σ-measures in the usual sense andM(Ω) stands for the set of Radon measures. For
the support of a σ-measure we write suppσ. By ba (Ω,A, λ)m andM(Ω)m we mean
vector-valued measures. Let Lp(Ω,A, µ) denote the space of p-integrable functions
on Ω with respect to µ and let Lp(Ω,A, µ) be the corresponding set of equivalence
classes. We write Lp(Ω, µ) for Lp(Ω,B(Ω), µ) and Lp(Ω) for Lp(Ω,B(Ω),Ln) and we
use p′ for the Hölder conjugate of p. Let C(Ω), C(Ω), and Cc(Ω) denote the spaces
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of continuous functions on Ω, with continuous extension on Ω, and with compact
support. With Ck(Ω), Ck(Ω), and Ck

c (Ω) we denote the corresponding spaces with
continuous derivatives up to order k. In particular C∞c (Ω) is the usual space of test
functions. Lip(Ω) denotes the Lipschitz continuous functions on Ω. W k,p(Ω) stands
for the Sobolev space of p-integrable functions with p-integrable weak derivatives
up to order k and BV (Ω) stands for the set of functions of bounded variation.
Wk,p(Ω) and BV(Ω) are the corresponding spaces of equivalence classes. Wk,p

0 (Ω) is
the completion of C∞c (Ω) within Wk,p(Ω). By C(Ω,Rm), Lp(Ω,Rm) etc. we mean
functions mapping into Rm. If f ∈ X according to the context, then ‖f‖means ‖f‖X
(several important norms used can be found at the beginning of Section 3.2). For
the precise representative of an Lp-function f we write f x. Let (f)x,r = −́

Br(x)
f dLn

where −́ is the mean value integral (formally −́
M
f dLn = 0 if Ln(M) = 0). We take

f|A for the restriction of f to A and supp f for the support of f . By ηε we mean the
symmetric standard mollifier supported on Bε(0).

2 Preliminaries about measures

2.1 Measures and integration

Let us first provide some material about (finitely additive) measures, as needed for
our analysis, that is mostly taken from Bhaskara Rao & Bhaskara Rao [4], Schönherr
[35], and Schönherr-Schuricht [36], [37] (notice that some terminology in [4] differs).

Let Ω be a set and let A be an algebra on Ω, i.e. a collection of subsets of Ω
containing ∅, Ω and being closed under complements and finite unions and intersec-
tions. At variance with common usage we call a set function µ : A → R a measure
on (Ω,A) if it is finitely additive, i.e.

µ

( m⋃
k=1

Ak

)
=

m∑
k=1

µ(Ak)

for all pairwise disjoint Ak ∈ A. We call µ a σ-measure on (Ω,A) if it is σ-additive,
i.e.

µ

( ∞⋃
k=1

Ak

)
=
∞∑
k=1

µ(Ak)

for any sequence {Ak} of pairwise disjoint Ak ⊂ A with
⋃∞
k=1Ak ∈ A (usually we

denote general measures by µ, λ and σ-measures by σ). Notice that a measure
cannot attain both values ±∞ and that always µ(∅) = 0 if µ is finite somewhere.
We say that µ is positive if µ(A) ≥ 0 for all A ∈ A. The positive and negative part
µ± : A → R≥0 of measure µ given by

µ±(A) := sup
{
± µ(B) | B ⊂ A, B ∈ A

}
and the total variation |µ| : A → R≥0 of µ

|µ| := µ+ + µ−

11



are positive measures (cf. [4, p. 53, 85]). A measure µ is pure if one has for any
σ-measure σ : A → R that

0 ≤ σ ≤ |µ| implies σ = 0

(cf. [4, p. 240]). Thus a (nontrivial) pure measure cannot be extended to a σ-measure
on A, but notice that a non σ-additive measure need not be pure. With µ also µ±

and |µ| are pure. The outer measure µ∗ : P(Ω) → [0,∞] of a positive measure µ
given by

µ∗(A) := inf
A⊂B
B∈A

µ(B)

is finitely subadditive but not necessarily σ-subadditive (cf. [4, p. 86]). A ⊂ Ω is a
null set if |µ|∗(A) = 0. A measure µ is bounded if

sup
A∈A
|µ(A)| <∞

and it is bounded above (below) if µ+ (µ−) is bounded. We have µ = µ+ − µ− if µ+

or µ− is bounded. Let us set

ba(Ω,A) := {µ : A → R | µ is a bounded measure} ,
pa(Ω,A) := {µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) | µ is pure} ,
ca(Ω,A) := {σ ∈ ba(Ω,A) | σ is σ-additive}

where ba(Ω,A) is a Banach space with ‖µ‖ := |µ|(Ω) (cf. [4, p. 44]). We call
µ ∈ ba(Ω,A)m also vector measure if m > 1. As total variation of µ ∈ ba(Ω,A)m

for A ∈ A we define

|µ|(A) := sup
{ k∑

j=1

|µ(Aj)|
∣∣∣ Aj ∈ A pairwise disjoint,

k⋃
j=1

Aj = A
}
. (2.1)

Then we have |µ| ∈ ba(Ω,A) (argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.6 in [2]) and for
m = 1 this coincides with the previous definition (cf. [4, p. 46]). Obviously |µ|(Ω)
is a norm on µ ∈ ba(Ω,A)m that we use as standard norm.

Measures µ, λ on (Ω,A) are called singular (µ⊥λ) if for all ε > 0 there is some
A ∈ A with

|µ|(A) < ε and |λ|(Ac) < ε

and they are called strongly singular (µ⊥sλ) if there is some A ∈ A with

|µ|(A) = 0 = |λ|(Ac) .

While strong singularity implies singularity, equivalence is met for σ-measures on a
σ-algebra (cf. [4, p. 165]). Singularity also means orthogonality, i.e. |µ| ∧ |λ| = 0,
on the lattice of measures (cf. [4, p. 52, 166]). For general measures µ we have

µ+⊥µ− if µ+ or µ− is bounded

(cf. [4, p. 53]). Moreover,

µc⊥µp if µc ∈ ca(Ω,A), µp ∈ pa(Ω,A)

(cf. [4, p. 240]). As a consequence of Riesz’s decomposition theorem for lattices we
have an important singular decomposition of bounded measures (cf. [4, p. 241]).
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Proposition 2.1. Let A be an algebra on Ω and let µ ∈ ba(Ω,A). Then there is a
unique decomposition

µ = µc + µp with µc ∈ ca(Ω,A) , µp ∈ pa(Ω,A)

where we call µc σ-additive part and µp pure part of µ.

Many examples of pure measures found in the literature are just measures on
Ω = N. Moreover they are either defined on a very small algebra or they rely
on some construction not allowing an explicit computation of the measure even on
simple sets (cf. [4, p. 246], [50, p. 57 ff.]). Let us provide some simple but typical
examples of pure measures.

Example 2.2. For Ω = N and the algebra A = {A ⊂ Ω | A or Ac finite} we readily
get a measure by

µ(A) :=

{
0 if A is finite,
1 if Ac is finite.

(cf. [4, Remark 4.1.5]). For σ ∈ ca(Ω,A) with 0 ≤ σ ≤ µ we have

0 ≤ σ(N) =
∑
k∈N

σ({k}) ≤
∑
k∈N

µ({k}) = 0

and, hence, µ is pure (cf. also [4, Example 10.4.1]). By µ(N) = 1 we also see that µ
is not σ-subadditive.

Example 2.3. Let Ω = (0, 1) and let A be the algebra generated by all intervals of
the form (a, b] ⊂ Ω. Then we get a pure measure by

µ(A) :=

{
1 if Bδ(0) ∩ A 6= ∅ for all δ > 0 ,
0 otherwise

(cf. [4, Example 10.4.4]).

Notice that contact interactions in continuum mechanics naturally lead to pure
measures having some similarity with that in the last example (cf. Schuricht [38]).
In geometric measure theory the density densxA of set A at point x is a well-known
important quantity. But it seems that it hasn’t been considered yet as a set function
(for fixed x). It turns out to be a typical example of pure measures.

Example 2.4. Let Ω := Rn, let A = B(Ω), and fix some x ∈ Ω. The density of
A ∈ B(Ω) at x is given by

densxA := lim
δ↓0

Ln(A ∩Bδ (x))

Ln(Bδ (x))

if the limit exists and, as set function, it is disjointly additive on these sets. Though
not uniquely, one can extend densx to a positive measure on B(Ω) such that for all
A ∈ B(Ω)

lim inf
δ↓0

Ln(A ∩Bδ (x))

Ln(Bδ (x))
≤ densxA ≤ lim sup

δ↓0

Ln(A ∩Bδ (x))

Ln(Bδ (x))
(2.2)
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(cf. Proposition 3.1 below with U = E = Ω, Γ = {x}, γ(δ) = Ln(Bδ (x)), f ≡ 1, and
ϕ = χA). We call densx density measure at x. For σ ∈ ca(Ω,A) with 0 ≤ σ ≤ densx
we get

0 ≤ σ
(
Rn \ {x}

)
= lim

δ↓0
σ
(
Bδ (x)c

)
≤ lim

δ↓0
densx

(
Bδ (x)c

)
= 0

and 0 ≤ σ({x}) ≤ densx({x}) = 0. Hence σ = 0 and densx is pure. Moreover
densx⊥Ln but not densx⊥sLn.

For measures λ, µ on algebra A, we call µ absolutely continuous with respect to
λ if for every ε > 0 there is some δ > 0 such that

|µ(A)| < ε if A ∈ A with |λ|(A) < δ

and we write µ << λ. We call µ weakly absolutely continuous with respect to λ in
the case where

µ(A) = 0 if A ∈ A with |λ|(A) = 0

and we write µ <<w λ. Clearly µ <<w λ if µ << λ and all notions coincide for
positive bounded σ-measures on a σ-algebra (cf. [4, p. 159 ff.]). For any measure λ
on (Ω,A) (λ not necessarily bounded) we introduce the set

ba (Ω,A, λ) :=
{
µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) | µ <<w λ

}
(which plays an important role in our analysis in the special case ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln)).
It turns out that the decomposition of µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) stated in Proposition 2.1 doesn’t
leave the set ba (Ω,A, λ) (cf. [37, Theorem 3.16] for the case λ ∈ ba(Ω,A)).

Proposition 2.5. Let A be an algebra on Ω, let λ be a positive measure on (Ω,A),
and let µ ∈ ba (Ω,A, λ) with (unique) decomposition µ = µc + µp into σ-additive
and pure part according to Proposition 2.1. Then

µc, µp ∈ ba (Ω,A, λ) .

The statement remains true for any (non-positive) λ ∈ ba(Ω,A). The next charac-
terization of pure measures in ba(Ω,Aσ, σ) with σ being a σ-measure adumbrates
their relation to traces (cf. [4, p. 244] and [50, p. 56]).

Proposition 2.6. Let Aσ be a σ-algebra on Ω and let σ ∈ ca(Ω,Aσ) be positive.
Then µ ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ) is pure if and only if there is a decreasing sequence {Ak} ⊂ Aσ
such that

σ(Ak)→ 0 and |µ|(Ack) = 0 for all k ∈ N .

Roughly speaking one ”feels” a pure measure µ ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ) in any small vicinity
of a σ-null set

⋂
k∈NAk. We call A ∈ A an aura of measure µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) if

|µ|(Ac) = 0 .

For a pure measure µ ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ) a decreasing sequence {Ak} of auras with
σ(Ak) → 0 is said to be an aura sequence for µ. Notice that the intersection of an
aura sequence might be empty. Hence the support as used for σ-measures on Ω with
a topological structure (that identifies a preferably small set where the complete
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mass of the measure concentrates, cf. [2, p. 30]) might be empty for a nontrivial
measure. In fact, for the pure measure densx from Example 2.4 the support would
be {x}, but

densx({x}) = 0 and densx(Bδ(x) \ {x}) = 1 for all δ > 0 .

Notice that we can define densx merely on Ω = Rn \ {x} which leads to a support
outside of Ω. Thus we have to realize that the usual support cannot localize where
a general measure “lives”. For Ω ⊂ M with a compact topological space M and
an algebra A containing all relatively open sets in Ω, we introduce the core of
µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) as the set

coreµ :=
{
x ∈M

∣∣ |µ|(U ∩ Ω) > 0 for all U ⊂M open with x ∈ U
}
.

Obviously coreµ ⊂ Ω, it is closed in M , and it need not be contained in Ω. For
µ 6= 0 one has coreµ 6= ∅ and

|µ|(U c ∩ Ω) = 0 for any open U ⊂M with coreµ ⊂ U (2.3)

(cf. Proposition 2.11 below). From core(densx) = {x} we readily see that a
nonempty core might be a null set. For Ω = Rn or Ω = N the core is not defined,
since Ω is not compact (with the usual topology). Notice that formally coreµ = ∅
for the non-zero measure µ from Example 2.2 and we would sloppily say that µ
“concentrates near∞”. We can describe such situations precisely by (tacitly) using
the compactifications

N := N ∪ {∞} and Rn := Rn ∪ {∞}

in the definition of core. This way we get coreµ = {∞} for µ from Example 2.2
and, e.g., for any µ 6= 0 on Rn with µ(A) = 0 for all bounded A ⊂ Rn (cf. also [4,
Example 10.4.1]). For Ω ∈ B(Rn) and µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) we have that

µ is pure if Ln(coreµ ∩ Ω) = 0 .

(cf. Proposition 2.12 below). It turns out that core and aura are reasonable tools
to describe where the measure is concentrated.

For a measure µ on (Ω,A), a sequence of functions fk : Ω → R converges in
measure to f : Ω→ R if

lim
k→∞
|µ|∗
{
x ∈ Ω

∣∣ |fk(x)− f(x)| > ε
}

= 0 for all ε > 0

and we write fk
µ−→ f . The limit is unique if we identify functions f, g : Ω→ R that

agree in measure (i.m.) on Ω in the sense that

|µ|∗
({
x ∈ Ω

∣∣ |f(x)− g(x)| > ε
})

= 0 for every ε > 0

(cf. [4, p. 88, 92]). The stronger condition that f and g agree almost everywhere
(a.e.) on Ω, i.e.

|µ|∗
({
x ∈ Ω

∣∣ |f(x)− g(x)| 6= 0
})

= 0 ,
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is sufficient but not necessary for f = g i.m. in general, however it is equivalent in
the case of a σ-measure µ on a σ-algebra A (cf. [4, Proposition 4.2.7]). For demon-
stration we consider the measure µ = dens 0 from Example 2.4 and the functions
fc(x) = c|x| on Rn with c ∈ R. Then fc = fd i.m. on Rn for all c, d ∈ R. But fc and
fd do not agree a.e. on Rn for c 6= d, since

|µ|∗
({
x
∣∣ |fc(x)− fd(x)| 6= 0

})
= µ

(
Rn \ {0}

)
= 1 .

For f, g : Ω→ R we say f ≤ g in measure (i.m.) on Ω if

|µ|∗
({
x ∈ Ω

∣∣ g(x)− f(x) < −ε
})

= 0 for every ε > 0

(or, equivalently, f ≤ g + h on Ω for some h with h = 0 i.m. on Ω, cf. [4, p. 88]).
The condition f ≤ g almost everywhere (a.e.) on Ω, i.e.

|µ|∗
({
x ∈ Ω

∣∣ g(x)− f(x) < 0
})

= 0 ,

is sufficient but not necessary for f ≤ g i.m. in general. Clearly f = g i.m. if f ≤ g
and g ≤ f i.m. on Ω (cf. [4, p. 88]).

We call h : Ω → R simple function related to measure µ on (Ω,A) if there are
finitely many ck ∈ R and Ak ∈ A such that

h =
m∑
k=1

ckχAk on Ω .

The simple function h is integrable (with respect to µ) if |µ|(Ak) < ∞ whenever
ck 6= 0 and we set ˆ

Ω

h dµ :=
m∑
k=1

ckµ(Ak)

(with the convention 0 · ±∞ = 0, cf. [4, p. 96 ff.]).
We say that f : Ω → R is measurable (with respect to µ) if there is a sequence

of simple functions hk : Ω→ R such that

hk
µ−→ f .

Then f is measurable if and only if for any ε > 0 there is a partition A0, . . . , Am of
Ω in A such that

µ(A0) < ε and |f(x)− f(x′)| < ε for all x, x′ ∈ Ak , k = 1, . . . ,m

(cf. [4, p. 101]).
We call f : Ω → R integrable (or µ-integrable) on Ω if there is a sequence of

integrable simple functions hk : Ω→ R such that

hk
µ−→ f and lim

k,l→∞

ˆ
Ω

|hk − hl| d|µ| = 0 .

In this case f is measurable and we define the integral of f on Ω asˆ
Ω

f dµ := lim
k→∞

ˆ
Ω

hk dµ
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while {hk} is called a determining sequence for it (cf. [4, p. 104]). The integral is
linear and integrability of f is equivalent to that of |f | (cf. [4, p. 113]). An integrable
f is also integrable with respect to |µ| and it is integrable on any A ∈ A. Integrable
functions f, g : Ω→ R agree i.m. on Ω if and only if

ˆ
A

f dµ =

ˆ
A

g dµ for all A ∈ A .

If f is integrable, then

λ(A) =

ˆ
A

f dµ for A ∈ A (2.4)

gives a measure λ ∈ ba(Ω,A) that is absolutely continuous with respect to µ. For
more basic properties we refer to [4, p. 105-107]. If fk, g : Ω→ R are integrable with

fk
µ−→: f and |fk| ≤ g i.m. on Ω ,

we have dominated convergence, i.e.

lim
k→∞

ˆ
Ω

fk dµ =

ˆ
Ω

f dµ

(cf. [4, p. 131]). For a vector measure µ = (µ1, . . . , µm) a scalar function f : Ω→ R
is said to be µ-integrable if f is µj-integrable for all j. A vector-valued function
F = (F1, . . . , Fj) : Ω→ Rm is said to be µ integrable if each Fj is µj-integrable and
we set ˆ

Ω

F dµ :=
m∑
j=1

ˆ
Ω

Fj dµj .

For the integral
´

Ω
f dµ it is sufficient to integrate on an aura A ⊂ Ω of µ, but it

is not enough to integrate on coreµ (if it is defined). For densx from Example 2.4,
e.g., we have for f continuous and δ > 0 that

ˆ
Bδ(x)

f d densx = f(x) but

ˆ
{x}

f d densx = 0

(where Bδ(x) is an aura and {x} the core of µ). In order to indicate a more precise
information about the domain of integration, we use the notation (if coreµ is defined)

∼
ˆ
C

f dµ :=

ˆ
U∩Ω

f dµ if coreµ ⊂ C ⊂ U , U open ,

which is well-defined by (2.3).
Notice that the usual notion of measurable functions, based on a σ-measure σ on

(Ω,Aσ) with σ-algebra Aσ, relies on convergence a.e. and it is weaker than the one
used here in general, but both agree if σ(Ω) < ∞. Nevertheless integrability and
the integral as introduced here always agree with the usual σ-variant, since usual
convergence in L1(Ω) implies convergence in measure due to Chebyshev’s inequality.

For a measure µ on (Ω,A) and 1 ≤ p <∞ we define

Lp(Ω,A, µ) :=
{
f : Ω→ R

∣∣ f measurable, |f |p integrable
}
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with

‖f‖p :=

( ˆ
Ω

|f |p d|µ|
) 1

p

and
L∞(Ω,A, µ) :=

{
f : Ω→ R

∣∣ f measurable, ‖f‖∞ <∞
}

where
‖f‖∞ := esssup

Ω
|f | := inf

N⊂Ω
|µ|∗(N)=0

sup
Ω\N
|f | .

For vector-valued functions F ∈ Lp(Ω,A, µ)m we replace |f | with the Euclidian
norm |F | in the previous definitions. The corresponding sets of equivalence classes
with respect to equality i.m., denoted by

Lp(Ω,A, µ) ,

are normed spaces but they are not complete in general (cf. [4, p. 125 ff.]).
With f ∈ Lp(Ω,A, µ) we get a measure fµ ∈ ba(Ω,A), fµ << µ by

(fµ)(A) =

ˆ
A

f dµ for all A ∈ A . (2.5)

For positive µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) the completion of Lp(Ω,A, µ) for p ∈ [1,∞] is

L p(Ω,A, µ) :=
{
λ ∈ ba(Ω,A)

∣∣ λ << µ , ‖λ‖p <∞
}

with

‖λ‖pp = lim
P∈P

∑
A∈P
µ(A)6=0

∣∣∣λ(A)

µ(A)

∣∣∣pµ(A) =

ˆ R
Ω

∣∣∣λ
µ

∣∣∣pµ (
1 ≤ p <∞

)
,

where
´ R

is the refinement integral (cf. [28], [4, p. 231]) and the limit is taken in
the sense of nets over the directed set P of all finite partitions P ⊂ A of Ω, and

‖λ‖∞ := sup

{∣∣∣λ(A)

µ(A)

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣ A ∈ A}
(use convention 0

0
= 0, cf. [4, p. 185]). Hölder’s inequality is satisfied in all spaces

for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ (cf. [4, p. 122]) and the integrable simple functions are dense in all
spaces for 1 ≤ p <∞ (cf. [4, p. 132]). We briefly write

Lp(Ω, µ) := Lp(Ω,B(Ω), µ) , Lp(Ω) := Lp(Ω,B(Ω),Ln) ,

for vector-valued functions we write

Lp(Ω,B(Ω), µ)m , Lp(Ω, µ)m , Lp(Ω,Rm) := Lp(Ω)m .

and we use and analogous notation for the Lp-spaces.
The dual of L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ) can be identified with ba(Ω,Aσ, σ) and plays an im-

portant role in our analysis (cf. [4, p. 139, 140] or also [50, p. 53], [49, p. 118]).
Let us formulate a vector-valued version as needed later. The more refined decom-
position, that makes precise how L1(Ω,Aσ, σ) as subspace of the dual has to be
supplemented, relies on Proposition 2.5.
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Proposition 2.7. Let σ be a positive σ-measure on (Ω,Aσ) with σ-algebra Aσ.
Then (

L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ)m
)∗

= ba(Ω,Aσ, σ)m

if we identify f ∗ ∈
(
L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ)m

)∗
and µ ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ)m by

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ for all ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ)m

where
‖f ∗‖ = ‖µ‖ = |µ|(Ω) (2.6)

and

|µ|(A) = sup
ϕ∈L∞(Ω,Aσ ,σ)m

‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
A

ϕdµ for all A ∈ Aσ . (2.7)

Moreover, a measure µ ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ)m can be decomposed uniquely with some pure
µp ∈ ba(Ω,Aσ, σ)m and some h ∈ L1(Ω,Aσ, σ)m such that

ˆ
Ω

f dµ =

ˆ
Ω

f · h dσ +

ˆ
Ω

f dµp for all f ∈ L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ)m

(i.e. µ = µσ + µp with µσ = hσ).

Notice that (2.7) readily follows from (2.1) for m = 1.

Proof. For all assertions despite (2.7) it is sufficient to consider the case m = 1. As
already mentioned, the characterization of the dual space in the scalar case follows
from [4, p. 139, 140]. The decomposition is taken from [37, Theorem 4.14] and relies
on Proposition 2.5.

It remains to show (2.7) for a vector measure µ = (µ1, . . . , µm) (cf. [2, p. 21] for
the case of a σ-measure). For that we fix ε > 0. First, by (2.1), there is a pairwise
disjoint decomposition A =

⋃k
j=1 Aj such that µ(Aj) 6= 0, Aj ∈ Aσ, and

|µ|(A)− ε ≤
k∑
j=1

|µ(Aj)| =
k∑
j=1

ˆ
Aj

aj dµ =

ˆ
A

ϕ̃ dµ ≤ sup
ϕ∈L∞(Ω,Aσ ,σ)m

‖ϕ‖L∞≤1

ˆ
A

ϕdµ

where aj =
µ(Aj)

|µ(Aj)| and ϕ̃ = aj on Aj. Second, there is some ϕ̃ ∈ L∞(Ω,Aσ, σ)m with

‖ϕ̃‖∞ ≤ 1 and there is a step function h =
∑k

j=1 ajχAj (Aj ∈ Aσ pairwise disjoint)
with |ϕ̃− h| < ε, |h| ≤ 1 on A such that

sup
ϕ∈L∞(Ω,Aσ ,σ)m

‖ϕ‖L∞≤1

ˆ
A

ϕdµ− ε ≤
ˆ
A

ϕ̃ dµ ≤
ˆ
A

h dµ+ cε

=
k∑
j=1

ˆ
Aj

aj dµ+ cε ≤
k∑
j=1

|µ(Aj)|+ cε

≤ |µ|(A) + cε

where c =
∑

l |µl|(A). Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, the assertion follows.
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Now we provide some examples for integration.

Example 2.8. With µ on (N,A) from Example 2.2 and functions on N taken as
sequences {an} ⊂ R, we have integrability if there is some c ∈ R with ak = c for
almost all k ∈ N and then ˆ

N
ak dµ = c

(cf. [4, p. 111]).

Example 2.9. The space `∞ := L∞(N,P(N), σ) with the counting measure σ is
just the set of bounded sequences {ak} ⊂ R. On the subspace `∞0 of convergent
sequences one has a linear continuous functional by

{ak} → lim
k
ak

which can be extended (not uniquely) on `∞ by Hahn-Banach. Hence there is some
µ ∈ ba(N,P(N), σ) such that all sequences of `∞ are integrable with respect to µ
and ˆ

N
ak dµ = lim

k
ak on `∞0

(cf. also [4, p. 39 ff.] and Banach limits in [49, p. 104]). Sequences {ak} that are
zero up to some al = 1 are simple functions on N and we get

µ({l}) =

ˆ
N
ak dµ = 0 for all l ∈ N .

Hence µ is pure by arguments as in Example 2.2.

Example 2.10. Obviously densx from Example 2.4 belongs to ba (Rn,B(Rn),Ln).
Hence all f ∈ L∞(Rn) are integrable with respect to densx for any x ∈ Rn. Propo-
sition 3.1 below implies that

f̄(x) :=

ˆ
Rn
f d densx = ∼

ˆ
{x}

f d densx

agrees with f(x) at Lebesgue points x of f , since there

f(x) = lim
δ↓0
−
ˆ
Bδ(x)

f dLn ,

while f̄(x) may depend on the special choice of the measure densx at other points.
This way we have an integral representation for some f̄ ∈ L∞(Rn) at all x ∈ Rn that
agrees Ln-a.e. with the precise representative of f (cf. also Remark 2.16 below).

Let us still justify the definition of core before we consider some facts about weakly
absolutely continuous measures.

Proposition 2.11. Let M be a compact topological space, let Ω ⊂ M , let A be an
algebra containing all relatively open sets in Ω, and let µ ∈ ba(Ω,A) with µ 6= 0.
Then coreµ 6= ∅ and

|µ|(U ∩ Ω) = |µ|(Ω) , |µ|(U c ∩ Ω) = 0

for any open U ⊂M with coreµ ⊂ U .
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Proof. Assume that coreµ = ∅. Then, by definition of core and by compactness
of M , there is a finite open covering {Uk}mk=1 of M with |µ|(Uk ∩ Ω) = 0 for all k.
Hence,

|µ|(Ω) ≤
m∑
k=1

|µ|
(
Uk ∩ Ω

)
= 0

in contradiction to µ 6= 0.
Now let U ⊂ M be open such that coreµ ⊂ U . Then, for any y ∈ U c, we find

some open neighborhood Uy with |µ|(Uy ∩ Ω) = 0 by definition of core. Since U c

is compact, the open covering {Uy}y∈Uc contains a finite covering {Uj}lj=1. Conse-
quently,

0 ≤ |µ|(U c ∩ Ω) ≤
l∑

j=1

|µ|(Uj ∩ Ω) = 0

and
|µ|(Ω) = |µ|(U ∩ Ω) + |µ|(U c ∩ Ω) = |µ|(U ∩ Ω) .

2.2 Some weakly absolutely continuous measures

The measures in ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln), that are weakly absolutely continuous with respect
to Ln and that coincide with the linear continuous functionals on L∞(Ω,B(Ω),Ln),
are of particular interest for our general treatment of traces. Therefore let us discuss
some special aspects. First we provide a very useful sufficient condition for such
measures to be pure.

Proposition 2.12. Let Ω ∈ B(Rn). Then µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) is pure if

Ln(coreµ ∩ Ω) = 0 .

Proof. We have that coreµ is closed in the compact topological space Rn and there is
a decreasing sequence Bk of open neighborhoods of coreµ such that coreµ =

⋂
k Bk.

Then
|µ|
(
Ω \Bk

)
= 0 for all k ∈ N

by Proposition 2.11. For a positive σ-measure σ with 0 ≤ σ ≤ |µ| we get

0 ≤ σ(Ω \Bk) ≤ |µ|(Ω \Bk) = 0 .

From Ln(coreµ ∩ Ω) = 0 we derive

0 ≤ σ(coreµ ∩ Ω) ≤ |µ|(coreµ ∩ Ω) = 0 .

Therefore

σ(Ω) = σ(coreµ ∩ Ω) + σ

(⋃
k

Ω \Bk

)
= lim

k→∞
σ
(
Ω \Bk

)
= 0

and, thus, σ = 0. Since σ was arbitrary, µ is pure.
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Now we show how any measure µ ∈ ba(Ω,B(Ω)) can be “restricted” to a Radon
measure supported on coreµ and how a σ-measure on some Γ ⊂ Ω can be extended
to a measure µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) with coreµ ⊂ Γ . For the proof of the second
statement we use the semi norm on L∞(Ω,Rm) given by

‖ϕ‖Γ := lim
δ↓0
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩Ω) = inf

δ>0
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩Ω) (2.8)

which is well-defined for Borel sets Γ and Ω with Γ ⊂ Ω (the limit exists and equals
the infimum, since the norm on the right hand side is increasing in δ).

Proposition 2.13. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Borel set.

(1) For µ ∈ ba(Ω,B(Ω))m there is a Radon measure σ ∈ ca(Ω,B(Ω))m supported
on coreµ such that

ˆ
coreµ

ϕdσ =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ

(
= ∼
ˆ

coreµ
ϕdµ

)
for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rm) .

(2) Let σ ∈ ca(Γ ,B(Γ ))m be a bounded vector-valued σ-measure on some Borel
set Γ ⊂ Ω such that

Ln(Bδ (x) ∩ Ω) > 0 for all x ∈ Γ , δ > 0 . (2.9)

Then there exists µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln)m with

coreµ ⊂ Γ and |µ|(Ω) = |σ|(Γ )

such thatˆ
Γ

ϕdσ =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ

(
= ∼
ˆ
Γ
ϕdµ

)
for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rm) .

If Ln(Γ ∩ Ω) = 0, then µ is pure.

Obviously (2.9) is satisfied if e.g. Γ ⊂ ∂∗Ω ∪ int∗Ω. The construction of measure µ
in (2) uses the Hahn-Banach theorem and is not unique. Before giving the proof we
consider some example as illustration.

Example 2.14. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Γ = {x} for some x ∈ Ω,
and let δx be the Dirac measure concentrated at x. By Proposition 2.13 there is
some pure µx ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) such that

ϕ(x) =

ˆ
{x}

ϕdδx = ∼
ˆ
{x}

ϕdµx for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω) . (2.10)

Obviously µx = densx would be a possible choice (cf. Example 2.10). Alternatively
we can consider some density densEx ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) of A ∈ B(Ω) at x with
respect to E ∈ B(Ω) by a construction in analogy to Example 2.4 such that

lim inf
δ↓0

Ln(A ∩BE
δ (x))

Ln(BE
δ (x))

≤ densEx (A) ≤ lim sup
δ↓0

Ln(A ∩BE
δ (x)

Ln(BE
δ (x))

(2.11)
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where BE
δ (x) = Bδ(x) ∩ E (Proposition 3.1 below ensures the existence of such

measures). We call densEx also a density measure at x with respect to E. In particular
we can choose µx = densEx for some open E having an outward cusp at x ∈ ∂E. Then
(2.10) remains true with µx = densEx (cf. Proposition 3.1). But, for ϕ = χE ∈ L∞(Ω)
we have that x is Lebesgue point and

0 = χE(x) = lim
δ↓0
−
ˆ
Bδ(x)

χE dLn = densx(E) = ∼
ˆ
{x}

χE d densx

6= 1 = lim
δ↓0
−
ˆ
E∩Bδ(x)

χE dLn = densEx (E) = ∼
ˆ
{x}

χE d densEx .

Hence a point evaluation ϕ̄ with densEx in analogy to Example 2.10 would not agree
with ϕ at Lebesgue points in general. This illustrates the variety of extensions µx
of δx provided by Proposition 2.13.

Proof of Proposition 2.13. For (1) it is sufficient to consider m = 1. We first notice
that ∣∣∣ˆ

Ω

ϕdµ
∣∣∣ ≤ |µ|(Ω) ‖ϕ‖C(Ω) for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω) .

Then ϕ →
´

Ω
ϕdµ is a linear continuous functional on C(Ω) and, by Riesz’ Repre-

sentation theorem, there is a Radon measure σ ∈ ca(Ω,B(Ω)) such that
ˆ

Ω

ϕdσ =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω) .

For any x ∈ Ω \ coreµ there is δ > 0 with Bδ(x) ∩ coreµ = ∅, since coreµ is closed.
Thus, ˆ

Ω

ϕdσ =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ = 0

for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω) compactly supported on Bδ(x). Hence supp σ ⊂ coreµ.
For (2) we use the semi norm from (2.8) and observe that

‖ϕ‖Γ = ‖ϕ|Γ‖C(Γ ) ≤ ‖ϕ‖L∞(Ω) for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rm) ,

since |ϕ(x)| ≤ ‖ϕ‖L∞(Ω∩Bδ(x)) for all x ∈ Γ and δ > 0 by (2.9). Thus∣∣∣ ˆ
Γ

ϕdσ
∣∣∣ ≤ |σ|(Γ ) ‖ϕ|Γ‖C(Γ ) = |σ|(Γ ) ‖ϕ‖Γ for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rm) . (2.12)

Hence g∗0 : C(Ω,Rm)→ R with 〈g∗0, ϕ〉 =
´
Γ
ϕdσ is a linear continuous functional on

a subspace of L∞(Ω,Rm). By the Hahn-Banach theorem there is a linear continuous
extension g∗ of g∗0 to all of L∞(Ω,Rm) preserving (2.12). Thus

|〈g∗, ϕ〉| ≤ |σ|(Γ )‖ϕ‖Γ ≤ |σ|(Γ )‖ϕ‖L∞(Ω) for all ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω,Rm) . (2.13)

By Proposition 2.7 there is µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln)m such that

〈g∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ for all ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω,Rm) .
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Consequently,
|µ|(Ω) = ‖g∗‖ ≤ |σ|(Γ ) .

Since every ϕ ∈ Cc(Γ ,Rm) can be extended to some ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rm) under preserva-
tion of the norm (cf. [51, Proposition 2.1]) and since σ is bounded,

|σ|(Γ ) = sup
ϕ∈Cc(Γ ,Rm)
‖ϕ‖C(Γ)≤1

ˆ
Γ

ϕdσ = sup
ϕ∈Cc(Γ ,Rm)
‖ϕ‖C(Γ)≤1

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ

≤ sup
ψ∈C(Ω,Rm)
‖ψ‖C(Ω)≤1

ˆ
Ω

ψ dµ = sup
ψ∈C(Ω,Rm)
‖ψ‖L∞(Ω)≤1

ˆ
Ω

ψ dµ ≤ |µ|(Ω) .

Therefore |σ|(Γ ) = |µ|(Ω). If δ > 0 and ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω,Rm) with ϕ = 0 on Γδ, then

〈g∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕdµ = 0

by (2.13). This implies coreµ ⊂ Γ . If Ln(Γ ∩ Ω) = 0, then µ is a pure measure by
Proposition 2.12.

For some measure µ ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln) with Ω ∈ B(Rn), all functions f ∈ L∞(Ω)
are integrable by Proposition 2.7 and, thus,

L∞(Ω,B(Ω),Ln) ⊂ L1(Ω,B(Ω), µ) .

By a more detailed analysis of the special case µ = densΩ
x (cf. (2.11)) we not only

show that the inclusion can be strict, but we also demonstrate how the integration
theory can be applied to an important prototype of pure measures. We say that
f ∈ L1

loc(Ω) has the approximate limit α at x ∈ Ω (with respect to Ω), denoted by

ap lim
y→x

f(y) = α ,

if for all ε > 0

lim
δ→0

Ln
(
Ω ∩Bδ(x) ∩ {|f − α| ≥ ε}

)
Ln(Ω ∩Bδ(x))

= 0 (2.14)

(cf. [21, p. 46]).

Proposition 2.15. Let Ω ∈ B(Rn), let f ∈ L1
loc(Ω), let x ∈ Ω be such that

Ln(Ω ∩Bδ(x)) > 0 for all δ > 0 ,

and let densΩ
x be a density measure at x with respect to Ω.

(1) If there is some δ̃ > 0 such that

−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

|f | dLn is bounded for all 0 < δ < δ̃ ,

then f is integrable with respect to densΩ
x andˆ

Ω

|f | d densΩ
x ≤ lim sup

δ→0
−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

|f | dLn .
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(2) If we have
ap lim
y→x

f(y) = α for some α ∈ R ,

then f = α i.m. and f is densΩ
x -integrable with

∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ
x = α .

(3) If there is α ∈ R with

lim
δ→0
−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

|f − α| dLn = 0 , (2.15)

then ap limy→x f(y) = α and f is densΩ
x -integrable with

α = ∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ
x = lim

δ→0
−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

f dLn . (2.16)

Remark 2.16. (1) Let us discuss the results for Ω open and x ∈ Ω. Notice first
that, in this case, the results are also true for any density measure densx according
to Example 2.4, since it agrees with some densΩ

x on Ω. We also observe that (2.15)
is valid with α = f(x) at any Lebesgue point x ∈ Ω of f by definition. This way
we see that any f ∈ L1

loc(Ω) is densΩ
x -integrable at least for Ln-a.e. x ∈ Ω (cf. [21,

p. 44]). Consequently, for fixed x ∈ Ω there is a large class of densΩ
x -integrable

functions beyond L∞(Ω). Notice that, conversely, densΩ
x -integrability of f does not

imply that x is a Lebesgue point of f or that f has an approximate limit x (take e.g.
f = χA for some A ⊂ B(Ω) such that liminf and limsup in (2.11) do not coincide).

(2) For Ω open the results also provide an integral representation for a slightly
modified precise representative of f by

f x(x) =

{
∼́{x} f d densΩ

x if the integral exists ,

0 otherwise .

The usually used precise representative, that equals

lim
δ→0
−
ˆ
Bδ(x)

f dLn

if the limit exists, obviously agrees with f x(x) at all x ∈ Ω where (2.15) is satisfied.
Thus it differs from f x(x) at most on an Ln-zero set (cf. [21, p. 46]). More precisely,
f ∈ L1

loc(Ω) might not be densΩ
x -integrable if merely limδ→0 −́Bδ(x)

f dLn exists, since

roughly speaking ∼́
{x} f

± d densΩ
x can be infinite for the positive and negative part

of f . If f is densΩ
x -integrable, the limit limδ→0 −́Bδ(x)

f dLn can exist but differ from

f x(x) (cf. Example 2.18 below). Moreover, f can be densΩ
x -integrable if the limit

limδ→0 −́Bδ(x)
f dLn does not exist, since , e.g., the inequalities in (3.5) can be strict.

In this last case the integral will depend on the special choice of densΩ
x .

For f in W 1,1(Ω) or BV (Ω) we readily obtain that it is integrable with respect to
densΩ

x for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ Ω and that f x agrees with the usual precise representative
Hn−1-a.e. on Ω (cf. [21, p. 160, 213]).
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(3) If Ω is open with Lipschitz boundary and if f is in W 1,1(Ω) or BV (Ω), then
the integral ∼́

{x} f d densΩ
x exists and agrees with the usual trace of f for Hn−1-a.e.

x ∈ ∂Ω (cf. [21, p. 133, 181]). Therefore, the precise representative f x also provides
an integral representation for the pointwise trace of f in this case.

(4) Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and let f ∈ W1,1(Ω,Rm). Then f is differentiable
Ln-a.e. and its derivative Df equals its weak derivative Ln-a.e. (cf. [21, p. 235]).
For x ∈ Ω where f is differentiable we have

ap lim
y→x

∣∣f(y)− f(x)−Df(x)(y − x)
∣∣

|y − x|
= 0

and, thus,

∼
ˆ
{x}

∣∣f(y)− f(x)−Df(x)(y − x)
∣∣

|y − x|
d densΩ

x = 0 .

Moreover, if h ∈ Rn with h 6= 0, then

lim
t→0

f(x+ th)− f(x)

t
= Df(x)h = ap lim

t→0

f(x+ th)− f(x)

t
.

With a density measure densR0 ∈ ba(R,B(R),L1) at t = 0 in R we obtain

Df(x)h = ∼
ˆ
{0}

f(x+ th)− f(x)

t
d densR0 for all h ∈ Rn , h 6= 0 ,

which is an integral representation of the directional derivatives for Ln-a.e. x ∈ Ω.

For f ∈ BV (Ω) we have an even stronger result saying that, on a jump set of f ,
the precise representative f x gives the mean value of the approximate limits from
both sides for Hn−1-a.e. x (cf. also [21, p. 213], [2, p. 175]).

Corollary 2.17. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open, let f ∈ BV (Ω), and let densΩ
x be any density

measure at x ∈ Ω with respect to Ω. Then

f x(x) = ∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ
x =

f i(x) + f s(x)

2
Hn−1-a.e. on Ω

where

f i(x) = ap lim inf
y→x

f(y) = sup

{
α
∣∣∣ lim
δ→0

Ln
(
Bδ(x) ∩ {f < α}

)
Ln(Bδ(x))

= 0

}
,

f s(x) = ap lim sup
y→x

f(y) = inf

{
α
∣∣∣ lim
δ→0

Ln
(
Bδ(x) ∩ {f > α}

)
Ln(Bδ(x))

= 0

}
are the lower and the upper approximate limit of f at x, respectively.

For Ω ∈ B(Rn) and x ∈ Ω such that Ln(Ω ∩Bδ(x)) > 0 for all δ > 0, we readily
get from (2.11) for all A ∈ B(Ω)

ˆ
Ω

χA d densx = densx(A) ≤ lim sup
δ→0

Ln
(
A ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

= lim sup
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

χA dLn

26



and an analogous relation with lim inf. This implies for simple functions h that

lim inf
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

h dLn ≤
ˆ

Ω

h d densx ≤ lim sup
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

h dLn . (2.17)

Now we can ask how far this remains true for densΩ
x -integrable f ∈ L1

loc(Ω). For any
f ∈ L∞(Ω) this follows from (3.5) below (take Γ = {x} and E = Ω). If f ∈ L1

loc(Ω)
satisfies (2.15), then (2.17) follows with equality. Let us provide an example that
this might fail if merely ap limy→x f(y) = α.

Example 2.18. Let Ω = B1(0) ⊂ R2. With polar coordinates (r, β) we set (radius
r > 0, angle β ∈ [0, 2π))

Ω′ =
{

(r, β)
∣∣ 0 < r < 1, 0 < β < r2

}
⊂ Ω .

Now we consider f ∈ L1(Ω) given by

f(x) =

{
1
|x| on Ω′ ,

0 otherwise .

Then, for 0 < δ < 1,

−
ˆ
Bδ(0)

f dL2 =
1

πδ2

ˆ δ

0

ˆ r2

0

1

r
dβ dr =

1

πδ2

ˆ δ

0

r dr =
1

2π

From (2.11) we obtain for x = 0

0 ≤ dens0(Ω′) ≤ lim sup
δ↓0

Ln(Ω′ ∩Bδ(0))

Ln(Bδ(0))
= 0 .

Since Ω′ ∩B 1
ε
(0) = {|f − 0| > ε} for ε > 0,

ap lim
y→0

f(y) = 0 . (2.18)

Consequently, by Proposition 2.15, f = 0 i.m. densΩ
0 and

0 = ∼
ˆ
{0}
f d densΩ

0 < lim inf
δ→0

−
ˆ
Bδ(0)

f dLn . (2.19)

For −f we get the opposite inequality with lim sup. Thus (2.17) is not valid with
±f instead of h. Since limδ→0 −́Bδ(0)

f dLn > 0 exists, f x(x) = 0 differs from the

usual precise representative. If we define f with 1
|x|2 instead of 1

|x| on Ω′, then we

still have (2.18) but

−
ˆ
Bδ(0)

f dLn =
1

2πδ

δ→0−→∞ ,

i.e. the equality in (2.19) remains the same while the lim inf becomes even infinite.
The example also shows that the boundedness of −́

Ω∩Bδ(0)
|f | dLn for small δ > 0 is

not sufficient for the second equality in (2.16).
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Proof of Proposition 2.15. We have that f ∈ L1(Ω ∩Bδ̄(x)) for some δ̄ > 0.
For (1) there is some c > 0 such that −́

BΩ
δ (x)
|f | dLn < c for all δ ∈ (0, δ̃). We

define for each k ∈ N

Ωk :=
{
y ∈ Ω

∣∣ |f(y)| < k
}
, Ω0

k := Ω \ Ωk ,

hk(x) :=

{ l
2k

on |f |−1
([

l
2k
, l+1

2k

))
∩ Ωk for all l ∈ N ,

0 on Ω0
k .

Obviously all hk are Borel measurable and, thus, they are simple functions related
to densΩ

x . Clearly, hk ≤ |f | on Ω for all k ∈ N. By |hk − |f | | < 1
2k

on Ωk we get{
y ∈ Ω

∣∣ |hk − |f | | > ε
}
⊂ Ω0

k if 1
2k
< ε .

Therefore
densΩ

x

{
|hk − |f | | > ε

}
≤ densΩ

x (Ω0
k) . (2.20)

Let us first assume that densΩ
x (Ω0

k) ≥ 2√
k
. Then we choose δk ∈ (0, δ̃) such that

lim sup
δ→0

Ln
(
Ω0
k ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

≤
Ln
(
Ω0
k ∩BΩ

δk
(x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δk

(x))
+

1√
k
.

Consequently,

−
ˆ
BΩ
δk

(x)

|f | dLn =
1

Ln(BΩ
δk

(x))

( ˆ
BΩ
δk

(x)∩Ωk

|f | dLn +

ˆ
BΩ
δk

(x)∩Ω0
k

|f | dLn
)

≥ k
Ln
(
Ω0
k ∩BΩ

δk
(x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δk

(x))
≥ k

(
lim sup
δ→0

Ln
(
Ω0
k ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

− 1√
k

)
(2.11)

≥ k
(

densΩ
x (Ω0

k)− 1√
k

)
≥
√
k .

But this is impossible for
√
k > c by the boundedness of the left hand side and,

therefore, densΩ
x (Ω0

k) <
2√
k

for such k. Using (2.20) we get

hk
densΩ

x−−−→ |f | .

With (2.11) we obtain for all A ∈ B(Ω)

ˆ
Ω

χA d densx = densx(A) ≤ lim sup
δ→0

Ln
(
A ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

= lim sup
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

χA dLn

and an analogous relation with lim inf. This implies for the simple functions hk that

lim inf
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

hk dLn ≤
ˆ

Ω

hk d densx ≤ lim sup
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

hk dLn .

Since 0 ≤ hk ≤ |f | on Ω, we obtain that

0 ≤
ˆ

Ω

hk d densx ≤ lim sup
δ→0

−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

|f | dLn < c . (2.21)
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By construction, the sequence {hk} of simple functions is increasing. Hence
ˆ

Ω

|hk − hl| d densx → 0 as k, l→∞ .

Consequently, |f | is densΩ
x -integrable with determining sequence {hk} and, hence,

also f is densΩ
x -integrable. Taking the limit k → ∞ in (2.21) we get the remaining

estimate.
For (2) we fix ε > 0 and set Ωε :=

{
y ∈ Ω

∣∣ |f − α| ≥ ε
}

. Then, by (2.11),

0 ≤ densΩ
x (Ωε) ≤ lim sup

δ→0

Ln
(
Ωε ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

= 0

where the last equality follows from ap limy→x f(y) = α. Thus, densΩ
x (Ωε) = 0 for

all ε > 0, which implies f = α i.m. on Ω. Hence the constant sequence {α}k is a
determining sequence for f . Therefore f is densΩ

x -integrable with

∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ
x =

ˆ
Ω

α d densΩ
x = α densΩ

x (Ω) = α .

For (3) we use Ωε as defined in the proof of (2) to get

0 ≤ lim sup
δ→0

Ln
(
Ωε ∩BΩ

δ (x)
)

Ln(BΩ
δ (x))

≤ lim sup
δ→0

1

εLn(BΩ
δ (x))

ˆ
Ωε∩BΩ

δ (x)

|f − α| dLn

≤ lim sup
δ→0

1

ε
−
ˆ
BΩ
δ (x)

|f − α| dLn = 0 .

Hence ap limy→x f(y) = α by the definition of Ωε. Thus (2) implies that f is densΩ
x -

integrable with ∼́
{x} f d densΩ

x = α. By (2.15),∣∣∣−ˆ
Ω∩Bδ(x)

α− f dLn
∣∣∣ ≤ −ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

|α− f | dLn δ→0−→ 0 .

Hence

α = lim
δ→0
−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

α dLn = lim
δ→0
−
ˆ

Ω∩Bδ(x)

f dLn

which verifies the assertion.

Proof of Corollary 2.17. We have

−∞ < f i(x) ≤ f s(x) <∞ for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ Ω (2.22)

(cf. [21, p. 211]). We use f̃(x) = 1
2
(f i(x) + f s(x)) and show the statement for x ∈ Ω

where (2.22) is satisfied. If the approximate limit of f at x exists, then

f i(x) = f s(x) = ap lim
y→x

f(y)

29



and f x(x) = f̃(x) by Proposition 2.15. Otherwise there are disjoint open half spaces
H± ⊂ Rn such that x ∈ ∂H± and

f i(x) = ap lim
y→x
y∈H−

f(y) , f s(x) = ap lim
y→x
y∈H+

f(y)

(cf. [21, p. 213] and notice that merely half balls B
H±
δ (x) enter the computation of

ap lim). By Ln(H+ ∩H−) = 0, the measures

densΩ∩H±
x := 2 densΩ

x bH±

are density measures at x with respect to H±. From Proposition 2.15 (2) with
Ω ∩H± instead of Ω we get

f i(x) = ∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ∩H−
x , f s(x) = ∼

ˆ
{x}

f d densΩ∩H+

x .

With
densΩ

x = 1
2

(
densΩ∩H−

x + densΩ∩H−
x

)
we get f x(x) = f̃(x) also in this case.

3 Theory of traces

For the treatment of partial differential equations, Sobolev and BV functions play
an essential role. Since they cannot be evaluated directly on the boundary, it is
common to consider a trace operator for sufficiently regular Ω. As typical example
available today we can take Ω ⊂ Rn open and bounded with Lipschitz boundary to
have a linear continuous operator

T :W1,1(Ω)→ L1(∂Ω,Hn−1)

such that for all f ∈ W1,1(Ω) and ϕ ∈ C1(Ω,Rn)

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ ·Df dLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕ · νΩ Tf dHn−1 (3.1)

(cf. [21, p. 133], [34, p. 168]). Here the surface integral on the right hand side is
related to the vector-valued Radon measure νΩ TfHn−1b∂Ω. This basically restricts
(3.1) to sets Ω of finite perimeter, since these are the sets having a suitable normal
field on their boundary. We will overcome that limitation by a much more general
approach.

3.1 General traces

Notice that the left hand side in (3.1) can be considered as linear continuous func-
tional f ∗ ∈ C1(Ω,Rn)∗ such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = 0 if ϕ|∂Ω = 0 . (3.2)
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In this light we introduce a more general notion of trace. Let U ⊂ Rn be a Borel
set, let Γ ⊂ U , and let X be a normed space of functions ϕ : U → Rm. A trace or
trace functional on Γ over X is some f ∗ ∈ X∗ such that for all ϕ ∈ X

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = 0 if ϕ|Γδ∩U = 0 for some δ > 0 . (3.3)

Clearly f ∗ in (3.2) is a trace on ∂Ω related to f . Since Γδ = (Γ )δ for all δ > 0, it is
sufficient to consider traces on closed Γ .

Let us motivate our approach by some traces over L∞(U) that in particular show
that (3.2) would be too restrictive for general traces we intend to study.

Proposition 3.1. Let U ⊂ Rn be a Borel set, let E ∈ B(U), let Γ ⊂ U be closed,
and let γ : (0,∞)→ (0,∞) be continuous such that

c := lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

dLn is finite. (3.4)

Then there exists a measure

µΓ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln) with coreµΓ ⊂ Γ , |µΓ |(U) ≤ c

such that f ∗Γ ∈ L∞(U)∗ related to fµΓ is a trace on Γ for all f ∈ L∞(U) and

lim inf
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn ≤ 〈f ∗Γ , ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ

≤ lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn (3.5)

for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U). If the limsup in (3.4) is a limit, then |µΓ |(U) = c. The mapping

T : L∞(U)→ L∞(U)∗ with Tf = f ∗Γ

is linear and continuous. For fixed f, ϕ ∈ L∞(U) there is a sequence δj ↓ 0 with

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ = lim
j→∞

1

γ(δj)

ˆ
Γδj∩E

ϕf dLn . (3.6)

For a nontrivial measure µΓ one obviously needs

ˆ
Γδ∩E

dLn = Ln(Γδ ∩ E) > 0 for all δ > 0 .

In applications we consider the special choices γ(δ) = δ and

γ(δ) = Ln(Γδ ∩ E)
(

thus
1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn = −
ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn
)

. (3.7)

Notice that |µΓ |(U) = 1 in case (3.7). In some examples the following approximation
result turns out to be helpful.
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Corollary 3.2. Let U ⊂ Rn, E ∈ B(U), Γ ⊂ U , γ ∈ C(R>0), and µΓ be as in
Proposition 3.1. Moreover let δ̃ > 0 and ϕk, ϕ ∈ L∞(U) be such that

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn = lim
k→∞

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕk dLn uniformly for δ ∈ (0, δ̃) , (3.8)

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕk dµΓ = lim
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕk dLn for all k ∈ N . (3.9)

Then

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdµΓ = lim
k→∞

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕk dµΓ .

Let us discuss the results before we provide the proofs. For E = U , Γ = {x} and
γ as in (3.7), the proposition provides a measure µx, that we call densx in accordance
with (2.2), and a trace f ∗x on {x} over L∞(U). We readily notice that f ∗x cannot
satisfy (3.2) with {x} instead of ∂Ω, since ϕ|{x} cannot be defined in a reasonable
way. However, the trace f ∗x provides an evaluation of f at x due to

f̄(x) := ∼
ˆ
{x}

f d densx = 〈f ∗x , 1〉 for all f ∈ L∞(Ω) .

By (3.5) this agrees with f(x) if x is Lebesgue point of f ∈ L∞(U) (let us mention
that this need not be the case for any extension µx of δx according to Proposi-
tion 2.13 as, e.g., in Example 2.14). The mapping f → f ∗x can be considered as a
trace operator on L∞(Ω) at x. If we fix f and vary x, then we have a pointwise
integral representation of f that agrees a.e. with its precise representative f x (cf.
Remark 2.16).

Let us discuss Proposition 3.1 with

U = E = (0, 1)2 ⊂ R2 , Γ = ∂U , γ(δ) = δ .

Then, for fixed f ∈ L∞(U), the measure f ∗∂U is a trace on ∂U . For g, ϕ ∈ L∞(U)
we obviously have∣∣∣∼ˆ

∂U

ϕ(f − g) dµΓ

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ‖L∞(U) ‖f − g‖L∞((∂U)δ) for all δ > 0 .

Therefore the trace g∗∂U = gµ∂U agrees with f ∗∂U for all functions g in the affine linear
subspace

Xf =
{
g ∈ L∞(U)

∣∣ ‖f − g‖∂U = 0
}

(cf. (2.8)). This somehow means that g ∈ Xf behaves as f arbitrarily close to ∂U
and f ∗∂U appears to be an appropriate tool to describe that behavior. If we restrict
our attention to ϕ ∈ C(U), then we can identify f ∗∂U with a σ-measure fσ∂U supported
on ∂U . By the application of (3.6) to smoothened versions of ϕ = χR with rectangles
R intersecting ∂U , we obtain that fσ∂U is (weakly) absolutely continuous with respect
to H1b∂U . Hence there is a density function fσ on ∂U such that fσ∂U = fσH1b∂U .
However, in the general case with ϕ ∈ L∞(U) we cannot find a function on ∂U
representing the measure f ∗∂U .
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We still consider

Ω = Ω0 ∪ Ω1 ⊂ R2 with Ωj = (j, j + 1)× (0, 1)

and f ∈ L∞(Ω) given by

f = 0 on Ω0 , f = 1 on Ω1

(which is merely a representative of an equivalence class). Obviously f ∈ BV(Ω).
For Γ = ∂Ω and γ(δ) = δ the proposition provides a measure µΓ and a trace f ∗Γ on
Γ such that

〈f ∗Γ , ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ for all ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω) .

In the light of usual traces we can try to assign a function fΓ on Γ to the trace f ∗Γ
by the requirement

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ =

ˆ
Γ

ϕfΓ dH1 (3.10)

for suitable ϕ that, however, have to be extendable up to Γ . For ϕ ∈ C(Ω) we get
from (3.5)

fΓ =

{
0 on ∂Ω0\ ∂Ω1 ,
1 on ∂Ω1\ ∂Ω0 ,
1
2 on ∂Ω0∩ ∂Ω1 .

But notice that fΓ cannot provide the precise behavior of f near ∂Ω0∩∂Ω1 while f ∗Γ
can give the full information by using ϕ ∈ C(Ω). In addition, f ∗Γ is not restricted to
ϕ that are extendable up to Γ . This property of general (finitely additive) measures
allows the construction of much more general Gauss-Green formulas than before.

Finally let us roughly sketch how we extend the Gauss-Green formula (3.1) to
general Borel sets Ω contained in some open set U ⊂ Rn. For f ∈ W1,1(U) the left
hand side can obviously be considered as functional f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn)∗. Based on
Proposition 2.7 it can be shown that f ∗ is related to measures

λf ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n and µf ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n×n

such that ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ ·Df dLn = 〈λf , ϕ〉+ 〈µf , Dϕ〉

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) where, in full generality, the core of λf and µf belongs to a
small neighborhood of ∂Ω. In ’better’ cases their core belongs to ∂Ω and we get

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ ·Df dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλf + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Dϕdµf .

In ’even better’ cases λf can be considered as Radon measure on ∂Ω and µf might
disappear. If Ω has some inner boundary, the measures ’know’ the function f on
both sides of it and λf cannot be a σ-measure as in the previous example surrounding
(3.10). In some cases, the measure µf disappears and we get more structure for the
other boundary term where, in particular, f enters explicitly. More precisely, in these
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cases there is a so-called normal measure ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n with core ν ⊂ ∂Ω,
an extension of the pointwise outer normal function, such that

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ ·Df dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) .

For some normal measures ν we even get that

ν = νΩ dens∂Ω

for the normal field νΩ = D
(

distΩ− distΩc
)

and some density measure dens∂Ω as in
Proposition 3.1.

Summarizing it turns out that the results derived below would not be possible in
that generality with a notion of trace relying merely on pointwise trace functions on
the boundary ∂Ω. We will develop our theory first for vector fields having divergence
measure. Then the results for Sobolev functions and BV functions are at least
partially direct consequences.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let X := L∞(U). Then

X0 :=
{
ϕ ∈ X

∣∣∣ lim
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn exists
}

is a linear subspace. g∗0 : X0 → R with

g∗0(ϕ) := lim
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn

is a continuous linear functional on X0 majorized by the positively homogeneous
and subadditive functional g̃ : L∞(U)→ R given by

g̃(ϕ) := lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn ≤ c‖ϕ‖L∞ .

The Hahn-Banach theorem provides an extension g∗ ∈ L∞(U)∗ of g∗0 that is also
majorized by g̃ on X. Hence ‖g∗‖ ≤ c and

lim inf
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn = − lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

−ϕdLn = −g̃(−ϕ)

≤ −〈g∗,−ϕ〉 = 〈g∗, ϕ〉

≤ g̃(ϕ) = lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn (3.11)

for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U). In the case where the limsup in (3.4) is a limit, we have for
ϕ ≡ 1 that ‖ϕ‖L∞ = 1 and 〈g∗, ϕ〉 = c by (3.11) and, thus, ‖g∗‖ = c. If ϕ|Γδ′ = 0
for some δ′ > 0, then obviously

0 = lim
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn = 〈g∗, ϕ〉 (3.12)
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and, hence, g∗ is a trace on Γ .
Let µΓ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln) be related to g∗ ∈ L∞(U)∗ as in Proposition 2.7. Then

〈g∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdµΓ for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U) ,

coreµΓ ⊂ Γ by (3.12), and |µΓ |(U) = ‖g∗‖.
For f ∈ L∞(U) we now consider f ∗Γ ∈ L∞(U)∗ related to fµΓ and we have

〈f ∗Γ , ϕ〉 = 〈g∗, ϕf〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U)

(cf. (2.4)). Obviously f ∗Γ is also a trace on Γ . From (3.11) we obtain (3.5). Clearly,
the mapping T is linear and, by ‖Tf‖ ≤ ‖f‖L∞|µΓ |(U), also continuous.

For the last statement we fix f, ϕ ∈ L∞(U) and set

βi := lim inf
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn , βs := lim sup
δ↓0

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn .

By (3.5) we have

βi ≤ β := ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕf dµΓ ≤ βs .

If β = βi or β = βs we use the definition of lim inf or lim sup, respectively, to get
the assertion. For β ∈ (βi, βs) we first observe that

δ → I(δ) :=
1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕf dLn

is continuous for δ > 0. Hence the mapping I attains the value γ on each interval
(0, δ̃) with δ̃ > 0. But this implies the statement.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. Let us fix ε > 0. By (3.8) there is some k0 such that for all
k > k0 and all δ ∈ (0, δ̃)

1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn − ε ≤ 1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕk dLn ≤
1

γ(δ)

ˆ
Γδ∩E

ϕdLn + ε .

Using the limit from (3.6) with f ≡ 1 and using (3.9) we obtain

∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdµΓ − ε ≤ ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕk dµΓ ≤ ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdµΓ + ε for all k > k0 .

Now the arbitrariness of ε > 0 implies the assertion.
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3.2 Traces of vector fields with divergence measure

In our further treatment we are interested in traces that describe the behavior near
the boundary ∂Ω for vector fields where the distributional divergence is a Radon
measure. As special cases we consider Sobolev functions and BV functions. In our
subsequent treatment we always assume that U ⊂ Rn is an open set.

Let us first recall some notation. For vector fields F = (F1, . . . , Fm) we use

Lp(U,Rm) := Lp(U)m , W1,p(U,Rm) :=W1,p(U)m

with the norms

‖F‖p = ‖F‖Lp :=
(ˆ

U

|F |p dLn
) 1
p

for 1 ≤ p <∞ ,

‖F‖W1,p :=
(
‖F‖pp + ‖DF‖pp

) 1
p for 1 ≤ p <∞ ,

‖F‖∞ = ‖F‖L∞ := esssup
U
|F | , (3.13)

‖F‖W1,∞ := max
{
‖F‖∞, ‖DF‖∞

}
(where | · | is the Euclidean norm and DF is interpreted as mn-vector). Moreover

‖f‖BV := ‖f‖1 + |Df |(U) for f ∈ BV(U) ,

‖µ‖ := |µ|(U) for µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m .

Proposition 2.7 tells us that ba (U,B(U),Ln)m is the dual of L∞(U,Rm).
We say that F ∈ L1

loc(U,Rn) has divergence measure if there is a signed Radon
measure on U denoted by divF such thatˆ

U

F ·DϕdLn = −
ˆ
U

ϕd divF for all ϕ ∈ C∞c (U) (3.14)

(i.e. the distributional divergence of F is a signed Radon measure). By approxima-
tion, (3.14) is even valid for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) having compact support in U (take
mollifications ϕn ∈ C∞c (U) of ϕ such that Dϕn → Dϕ a.e. on U and use domi-
nated convergence on the left hand side). The space of vector fields in Lp having
divergence measure is denoted by

DMp(U) :=
{
F ∈ Lp(U,Rn)

∣∣ |divF | (U) <∞
}
, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ ,

where the total variation |divF | (U) equals

|divF | (U) = sup
{ˆ

U

F ·DϕdLn
∣∣∣ ϕ ∈ C1

c (U), |ϕ| ≤ 1
}
.

We have that DMp(U) is a Banach space with the norm

‖F‖DMp := ‖F‖Lp + |divF | (U) .

For a Borel set Γ ⊂ U we use the semi norm on L∞(U,Rm) given by

‖ϕ‖Γ := lim
δ↓0
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)
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(cf. (2.8)). With the subspace

Z := {ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm) | ‖ϕ‖Γ = 0} (3.15)

we define the factor space

L∞Γ (U,Rm) := L∞(U,Rm)/Z . (3.16)

The equivalence class containing ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm) is denoted by

ϕoΓ := ϕ+ Z .

This way we can describe ϕ infinitesimally close to Γ , but not at Γ . If ϕ is continuous
on a neighborhood of Γ with a continuous extension up to Γ , we can identify ϕoΓ
with the restriction ϕ|Γ .

Now we are able to provide a large class of traces that will be the basis for
upcoming general Gauss-Green formulas.

Theorem 3.3. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let Ω ∈ B(U). Then there is
a linear continuous operator T : DM1(U)→W1,∞(U)∗ such that

〈TF , ϕ〉 = div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

Dϕ · F dLn (3.17)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) and TF is a trace on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U) for all F ∈ DM1(U).
Moreover

〈TF , ϕ〉 = 0 if ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩Ω = 0

for some δ > 0.

We call T trace operator. In Theorem 4.1 below we will exploit the structure of
W1,∞(U)∗ to get a general representation for these traces.

Remark 3.4. The functional T ∗ ∈ DM1(U)∗ given by

〈T ∗, F 〉 = divF (Ω)

is a trace on ∂Ω over DM1(U) as one can see similar to the proof of the theorem.
Thus we could take 〈T ∗, ϕF 〉 instead of 〈TF , ϕ〉 in (3.17). The advantage would be
to have merely one functional T ∗ for all F . However, the lack of knowledge about
the structure of DM1(U)∗ prevents a direct representation of traces that way in
general.

Corollary 3.5. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, Ω ∈ B(U), F ∈ DM1(U), and
let T be as in (3.17). If ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) with

ϕo∂Ω = 0 (i.e. ‖ϕ‖∂Ω = 0)

and
(Dϕ)o∂Ω = 0 or Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0 , (3.18)

then 〈TF , ϕ〉 = 0.
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Notice that (3.18) is satisfied if Ω is open or if Ln(∂Ω) = 0. For U = Ω open and
bounded the previous result is similar to Theorem 2.3 in Šilhavý [43] where the right
hand side in (3.17) is considered as functional over bounded ϕ ∈ Lip(Rn) and it is
shown that this functional agrees with a linear continuous functional on Lip(∂Ω).

Remark 3.6. Corollary 3.5 readily implies that the trace TF from Theorem 3.3 is
uniquely determined if it is known for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞

c ((∂Ω)δ) having compact support
in (∂Ω)δ for some δ > 0.

As simple consequence of Theorem 3.3 we get some analogous statement for
Sobolev functions and BV functions.

Proposition 3.7. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let Ω ∈ B(U). Then there
is a linear continuous operator T : BV(U)→W1,∞(U,Rn)∗ such that

〈Tf, ϕ〉 = div (fϕ)(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf (3.19)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) and Tf is a trace on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U,Rn) for all functions
f ∈ BV(U). If

ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩Ω = 0 for some δ > 0

or if
ϕo∂Ω = 0 and (3.18) is satisfied,

then we have 〈Tf, ϕ〉 = 0.

Remark 3.8. (1) For f ∈ BV(U) the distributional partial derivatives Dxkf are
signed Radon measures and the distributional gradient Df is the vector-valued
Radon measure

Df = (Dx1f, . . . , Dxnf) (3.20)

(cf. [2, p. 117]). Thus the most right integral in (3.19) has to be taken as

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf =
n∑
k=1

ˆ
Ω

ϕk dDxkf where ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) .

(2) Proposition 3.7 is obviously valid for all Sobolev functions f ∈ W1,1(U), since
they belong to BV(U) (cf. [21, p. 170]). For such f the measure Df equals Df(·)Ln
with the weak gradient Df(·) as density. Therefore

|Df |(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

|Df | dLn , ‖f‖BV = ‖f‖W1,1 ,

and in (3.19) we can replace

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf =

ˆ
Ω

ϕ ·Df dLn .

(3) Let U ⊂ Rn be open, bounded and let Ω ∈ B(U). We consider the space

X := {f ∈ W1,1(U) | Df ∈ DM1(U)} , ‖f‖X := ‖f‖L1 + ‖Df‖DM1 .

38



This means that ∆f in the sense of distributions is a Radon measure. Now we define
T : X →W1,∞(U,Rn)∗ by

〈Tf, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd∆f +

ˆ
Ω

Df ·DϕdLn .

Theorem 3.3 implies that Tf is a trace on ∂Ω and we readily conclude that T is
continuous. For Ω open with Lipschitz boundary and f smooth we obviously have

〈Tf, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕDf · νΩ dHn−1 .

Proof of Proposition 3.7. For f ∈ BV(U) we consider the vector fields

Fk = (F 1
k , . . . , F

n
k ) with F k

k = f, F j
k = 0 for k 6= j

where k = 1, . . . , n. Obviously Fk ∈ DM1(U) for all k and, with the notation from
(3.20),

‖Fk‖DM1 = ‖Fk‖L1 + | divFk|(U) = ‖f‖L1 + |Dxkf |(U)

≤ ‖f‖L1 + |Df |(U) = ‖f‖BV .

Hence, by Theorem 3.3, there are linear and continuous mappings

Tk : BV(U)→W1,∞(U,Rn)∗ (k = 1, . . . , n)

such that each Tkf is a trace on ∂Ω and such that

〈Tkf, ϕ〉 = div (ϕkFk)(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

ϕk dDxkf +

ˆ
Ω

fϕkxk dL
n

for all ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn). Summing over k we get the first statement
of the proposition for T =

∑
k Tk. The assertions related to 〈Tf, ϕ〉 = 0 follow

directly from Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. First we note that

ϕF ∈ DM1(U) for all F ∈ DM1(U), ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) (3.21)

and that, as measures,

div (ϕF ) = ϕ divF + F ·DϕLn (3.22)

(cf. Proposition 2.2 and the subsequent comment in [43]). For F ∈ DM1(U) we set

〈TF , ϕ〉 := div (ϕF )(Ω) for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) .

From (3.22) we get (3.17) and

| 〈TF , ϕ〉 | ≤ ‖ϕ‖∞ |divF | (U) + ‖Dϕ‖∞‖F‖1 ≤ ‖ϕ‖W1,∞‖ ‖F‖DM1 .
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Hence TF ∈ W1,∞(U)∗ with ‖TF‖ ≤ ‖F‖DM1 . Therefore T is a linear continuous
operator as stated.

We now consider ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) with

ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩Ω = 0 for some δ > 0 . (3.23)

Then
Dϕ = 0 Ln-a.e. on (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω (3.24)

(cf. [21, p. 130]). For δ′ = δ
3

we define χ ∈ W1,∞(Rn) by

χ(x) :=

{
1 for x ∈ Ω−2δ′ ,
0 for x 6∈ Ω−δ′ ,
1− 1

δ′ dist(Ω−2δ′ )
(x) otherwise .

(3.25)

Clearly,
0 ≤ χ ≤ 1 , χ = 1 on Ω−δ , suppχ ⊂ Ω−δ′ ⊂ U−δ′ ,

(1− χ)ϕ = 0 on Ω , ϕDχ = 0 on U ,

(1− χ)Dϕ = 0 Ln-a.e. on Ω .

Using (3.17) we obtain

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

(1− χ)ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

(1− χ)Dϕ · F dLn

+

ˆ
Ω

χϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

χDϕ · F dLn

=

ˆ
U

χϕd divF +

ˆ
U

(
χDϕ+ ϕDχ

)
· F dLn

=

ˆ
U

χϕd divF +

ˆ
U

F ·D(χϕ) dLn .

Obviously χϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) with compact support in U . The definition of divergence
measure in (3.14) and the subsequent comment imply

ˆ
U

χϕd divF +

ˆ
U

F ·D(χϕ) dLn = 0 .

Consequently 〈TF , ϕ〉 = 0 for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) satisfying (3.23). This shows the
last statement in the theorem and readily implies that TF is a trace on ∂Ω over
W1,∞(U).

Proof of Corollary 3.5. For δ > 0 we use χ = χδ as in (3.25) and we have

0 ≤ χδ ≤ 1 , χδ = 1 on Ω−δ , suppχδ ⊂ Ω− δ
3
⊂ U− δ

3
.

If ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), then χδϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), it has compact support on U , and it vanishes
outside Ω. Hence Dχδ = 0 Ln-a.e. on U \ (Ω \Ω−δ) (cf. [21, p. 130]). Therefore the
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definition of divergence measure in (3.14) and the subsequent comment give for all
δ > 0

0 =

ˆ
U

χδϕd divF +

ˆ
U

F ·D(χδϕ) dLn

=

ˆ
Ω

χδϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

χδF ·DϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕF ·Dχδ dLn .

Consequently

〈TF , ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)Dϕ · F dLn

+

ˆ
Ω

χδϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

χδDϕ · F dLn

=

ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)Dϕ · F dLn

−
ˆ

Ω

ϕF ·Dχδ dLn . (3.26)

Let now ϕo∂Ω = 0. Then ϕ(x) = 0 for x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ω by continuity of ϕ on U . For
x ∈ int Ω \ Ω−δ there is x′ ∈ ∂Ω such that

|x− x′| = dist∂Ω(x) ≤ δ

and, consequently,
B|x−x′|(x) ⊂ Ω .

For any δ′ > 0 we find x′′ ∈ (x′, x) (open segment connecting x, x′) with |ϕ(x′′)| < δ′

by ‖ϕ‖∂Ω = 0. Therefore

|ϕ(x)| ≤ |ϕ(x)− ϕ(x′′)|+ |ϕ(x′′)| ≤ δ‖Dϕ‖∞ + δ′ .

The arbitrariness of δ′ and x implies

|ϕ(x)| ≤ δ‖Dϕ‖∞ on Ω \ Ω−δ .

Using |Dχδ| ≤ 3
δ
Ln-a.e. on U and Dχδ = 0 Ln-a.e. on U \

(
Ω \ Ω−δ

)
we get

|ϕDχδ| ≤ 3‖Dϕ‖∞ Ln-a.e. on U .

Since Dχδ(x)→ 0 for all x ∈ U , dominated convergence gives
ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχδ dLn → 0 as δ → 0 .

From ϕo∂Ω = 0 we also obtain that∣∣(1− χδ(x))ϕ(x)
∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ|Ω\Ω−δ‖∞ δ→0−→ 0 for all x ∈ Ω

and, therefore, ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)ϕd divF → 0 as δ → 0 .
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Analogously, (Dϕ)o∂Ω = 0 implies
∣∣(1− χδ(x))Dϕ(x)

∣∣ δ→0−→ 0 for all x ∈ Ω. Thus

ˆ
Ω

(1− χδ)F ·DϕdLn → 0 as δ → 0 .

The last convergence is also obtained in the case where Ln(Ω\ int Ω) = 0, since then
χδ → 1 Ln-a.e. on Ω.

Now we can take the limit δ → 0 in (3.26) to get 〈TF , ϕ〉 = 0.

3.3 Representation of traces

For a powerful theory we now need suitable representations for the traces introduced
in the previous section. In general we are interested in traces over W1,∞(U,Rm)
which requires representations of functionals in W1,∞(U,Rm)∗. That we do not
interrupt the presentation of the subsequent essential results, we collect all proofs
in the next subsection.

Let us start with some preliminary considerations. First we consider the semi
norm ‖ϕ‖Γ and the related factor space L∞Γ (U,Rm) introduced in (3.16).

Lemma 3.9. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and let Γ ⊂ U be a Borel set. Then the subspace
Z = {ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm) | ‖ϕ‖Γ = 0} (cf. (3.15)) is closed and, for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm),

‖ϕ‖Γ = distZ ϕ := inf
ψ∈Z
‖ϕ− ψ‖L∞(U) , (3.27)

‖ϕ‖Γ = ‖ϕ+ ψ‖Γ if ψ ∈ Z . (3.28)

Moreover
L∞Γ (U,Rm) =

{
ϕoΓ

∣∣ ϕoΓ = ϕ+ Z, ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm)
}

is a Banach space with the norm ‖ϕoΓ‖ := ‖ϕ‖Γ and

L∞Γ (U,Rm)∗ ∼= {f ∗ ∈ L∞(U,Rm)∗ | 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = 0 for all ϕ ∈ Z}

as isometric isomorphism. For each f ∗Γ ∈ L∞Γ (U,Rm)∗ there is some vector-valued
measure µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m such that

〈f ∗Γ , ϕoΓ 〉 =

ˆ
U

ϕdµ for all ϕoΓ ∈ L∞Γ (U,Rm)

and ˆ
U

ϕdµ = 0 for all ϕ ∈ Z (i.e. ‖ϕ‖Γ = 0) .

If U is bounded, then coreµ ⊂ Γ .

For the characterization of W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ we identify W1,∞(U,Rm) with a sub-
space of a product space of the form{

(ϕ,Dϕ) ∈ X0 × L∞(U,Rmn)
∣∣ ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)

}
where X0 is a suitable Banach space (e.g. L∞(U,Rm) in the general case or C(Γ ,Rm)
if all ϕ are continuously extendable up to Γ ⊂ U).
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Lemma 3.10. Let X0 be a Banach space with ‖.‖X0 and let U ⊂ Rn be open. Then

X = X0 × L∞(U,Rmn) with ‖(ϕ,Φ)‖X = max
{
‖ϕ‖X0 , ‖Φ‖L∞

}
is a Banach space and X∗ is isometrically isomorphic to

X∗0 × ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn with ‖(f ∗, µ)‖ = ‖f ∗‖+ ‖µ‖

such that 〈
(f ∗, µ), (ϕ,Φ)

〉
= 〈f ∗, ϕ〉+

ˆ
U

Φ dµ (3.29)

for all (ϕ,Φ) ∈ X, (f ∗, µ) ∈ X∗ and ‖µ‖ = |µ|(U).

That we can use the lemma for the description of W1,∞(U,Rm)∗, we need an
injection from W1,∞(U,Rm) onto a subspace of X.

Proposition 3.11. Let X0 be a Banach space, let U ⊂ Rn be open, and assume
that there is a linear mapping ι0 :W1,∞(U,Rm)→ X0 such that

ι :W1,∞(U,Rm)→ X0 × L∞(U,Rmn) with ι(ϕ) = (ι0(ϕ), Dϕ)

has a continuous inverse ι−1 on its image ι
(
W1,∞(U,Rm)

)
equipped with

‖ι(ϕ)‖ = max
{
‖ι0(ϕ)‖X0 , ‖Dϕ‖∞

}
.

Then for each f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ there are f ∗0 ∈ X∗0 and µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn

such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = 〈f ∗0 , ι0(ϕ)〉+

ˆ
U

Dϕdµ

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm). Moreover

‖(f ∗0 , µ)‖ = ‖f ∗0‖+ ‖µ‖ = ‖f ∗ ◦ ι−1‖
≤ ‖ι−1‖‖f ∗‖ = ‖ι−1‖ sup

ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ‖W1,∞≤1

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 . (3.30)

Remark 3.12. The assumption for ι is satisfied if ι
(
W1,∞(U,Rm)

)
is closed and ι is

continuous and injective, since then ι−1 is continuous by the open mapping theorem.
Alternatively an estimate

‖ϕ‖W1,∞ ≤ c̃ ‖ι(ϕ)‖ for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)

with some c̃ ≥ 0 would be sufficient for existence and continuity of ι−1.

For X0 = L∞(U,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕ, the assumptions of Proposition 3.11 are
satisfied and we obtain a representation of W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ related to measures on U
without further specification of their core. At this point we have to realize that the
representation of f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ by means of measures is not unique in general
and that even traces on Γ ⊂ U overW1,∞(U,Rm) can be represented with measures
that are supported on all of U . Indeed, if we take the trace f ∗ = TF from (3.17),
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then the right hand side of (3.17) itself gives a representation of it related to the
measures

divF ∈M(U) and FLn ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

These measures might be provided by Proposition 3.11 for f ∗ if we consider divF
as extension to some element of ba (U,B(U),Ln) according to Proposition 2.13.
However, having in mind usual Gauss-Green formulas, we are rather interested in
representations of traces on Γ with measures having core on or at least near Γ .

For such a localization we use the tent function χΓ
δ : Rn → R of Γ and δ > 0

given by
χΓ
δ := χΓ δ

2

+ χΓδ\Γ δ
2

(
2− 2

δ
distΓ

)
(3.31)

which is 1 on Γ δ
2

and 0 outside Γδ (cf. Figure 1). Note that χΓ
δ ∈ W1,∞(U), since

it is Lipschitz continuous on Rn. Let us mention that other choices of χΓ
δ provide

the same results as long as χΓ
δ is Lipschitz continuous with support on Γδ and with

χΓ
δ = 1 on some neighborhood of Γ .

Γδ
2

δ
2 δδ

Figure 1: Tent function χΓ
δ of Γ and δ.

Proposition 3.13. Let U ⊂ Rn be open, let Γ ⊂ U be closed, let δ > 0, and let
f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ be a trace on Γ . Then there is some

f ∗δ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)∗ with 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =
〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉

=
〈
f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U

〉
(3.32)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) and

‖f ∗δ ‖ ≤ 2‖χΓ
δ ‖W1,∞(U,Rm)‖f ∗‖ .

Now we are able to represent any trace f ∗ on Γ overW1,∞(U,Rm) by a functional
f ∗δ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)∗. This certainly leads to sharper results for the core of the
related measures. But notice that f ∗δ really can depend on δ > 0 in general (cf.
Example 4.10 below). However if the f ∗δ are bounded in some sense, then f ∗ can be
represented by measures with core in Γ (cf. Proposition 3.15 below).

For a more precise analysis we apply Proposition 3.11 to f ∗δ of Proposition 3.13.
Here we use three choices of X0 with corresponding ι0 : W1,∞(U,Rm) → X0 that
turn out to be of particular relevance. We say that we have case (G), (L), or (C)
for Γ ⊂ U and δ > 0 if the assumption in Proposition 3.11 is satisfied with Γδ ∩ U
instead of U and with

(G) X0 = L∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕ,

(L) X0 = L∞Γ (Γδ ∩ U,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕoΓ ,

(C) X0 = C(Γ ,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕ|Γ where all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩U,Rm) are assumed
to be continuously extendable up to Γ .
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Obviously we always have the general case (G), since here ι is an isometry for
all δ > 0. The other cases, that we call Lebesgue case (L) and continuity case (C),
turn out to be a condition for the geometry of Γ ⊂ U related to δ. With Lemma 3.9
we readily get for bounded U that f ∗0 ∈ X∗0 from Proposition 3.11 corresponds to a
measure λ where

(G): coreλ ⊂ Γδ ∩ U , (L), (C): coreλ ⊂ Γ

and where λ is even a σ-measure on Γ in the strongest case (C). This shows us the
relevance of the different cases. Using these cases we now provide general represen-
tations of traces on Γ over W1,∞(U,Rm). In Section 4.1 we combine these results
with Theorem 3.3 to derive Gauss-Green formulas on arbitrary Borel sets Ω ⊂ U
for vector fields in DM1(U).

Theorem 3.14. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Γ ⊂ U be closed, and let
f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ be a trace on Γ . Then for each δ > 0 there are measures

λ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m and µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn (3.33)

with
coreλ, coreµ ⊂ Γδ ∩ U

such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γδ∩U

ϕdλ+

ˆ
Γδ∩U

Dϕdµ (3.34)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) and

‖(λ, µ)‖ = ‖λ‖+ ‖µ‖ = |λ|(Γδ ∩ U) + |µ|(Γδ ∩ U)

≤ c sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉

(3.35)

for a constant c ≥ 1. In the particular cases we have in addition

(G): equality in norm estimate (3.35) with c = 1,

(L): coreλ ⊂ Γ such that (3.34) can be written as

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ+

ˆ
Γδ∩U

Dϕdµ ,

(C): λ corresponds to a Radon measure σ with suppσ ⊂ Γ such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γ

ϕdσ +

ˆ
Γδ∩U

Dϕdµ .

In cases (L) and (C) we get from the proof that

c = ‖ι−1‖ (3.36)

in (3.35) for the related ι according to Proposition 3.11. Before we discuss cases (L)
and (C) in some more detail we consider important special cases of Theorem 3.14.
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In general the measures (λ, µ) = (λδ, µδ) on Γδ ∩ U related to f ∗ depend on δ.
But, if they are somehow bounded with respect to δ, they have a weak∗ cluster point
giving a representation of f ∗ independent of δ.

Proposition 3.15. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Γ ⊂ U be closed, and let
f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ be a trace on Γ . Then we can choose λ, µ in (3.34) independent
of δ such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ+ ∼
ˆ
Γ

Dϕdµ and coreλ, coreµ ⊂ Γ

if and only if
lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉
<∞ . (3.37)

If we have in addition case (C) for some δ > 0, then λ corresponds to a Radon
measure supported on Γ .

We call the trace f ∗ finite if (3.37) is satisfied. Notice that this condition gives some
uniform bound for (λ, µ) with respect to δ according to (3.35). In the light of usual
Gauss-Green formulas as in (3.1) it is also desirable to characterize the case where
the measure µ can disappear in (3.34).

Proposition 3.16. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Γ ⊂ U be closed, let
f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ be a trace on Γ .

(1) For δ > 0 we can choose µ = 0 in (3.34) such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γδ∩U

ϕdλ and coreλ ⊂ Γδ ∩ U

if and only if
sup

ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖L∞≤1

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 <∞ . (3.38)

If we have in addition case (L) or (C) for δ, then coreλ ⊂ Γ .

(2) We can choose µ = 0 in (3.34) such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ and coreλ ⊂ Γ

if and only if
lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖L∞≤1

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 <∞ . (3.39)

If we have in addition case (C) for some δ > 0, then measure λ corresponds to a
Radon measure supported on Γ in both cases.

Condition (3.38) somehow says that the trace f ∗ can be considered as a linear
continuous functional on L∞(Γδ ∩U,Rm). But notice that the possible choice µ = 0
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does not exclude other representations of f ∗ with µ 6= 0 (cf. Example 4.14 below).
The proof of (2) shows that (3.39) implies (3.37).

Let us come back to cases (L) and (C). Since they play an important role, we
will provide some conditions that help to identify them. We say that Γδ ∩ U is
bounded path connected with Γ if there is a maximal length ` > 0 such that for any
x ∈ Γδ ∩ U and any δ′ > 0 there are a point y ∈ Γδ′ ∩ U and a curve connecting x,
y inside Γδ ∩ U with length less than `.

Proposition 3.17. Let U ⊂ Rn be open, let Γ ⊂ U be closed, and let δ > 0.

(1) If we have case (L) or (C) for δ and if V is a component of Γδ ∩ U , then

Γδ′ ∩ V 6= ∅ for all δ′ > 0 .

(2) If Γδ ∩ U is bounded path connected with Γ , then we have case (L) for δ with
c = 1 + ` in (3.35).

(3) If any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) is continuously extendable up to Γ and if Γδ ∩ U is
bounded path connected with Γ , then we have case (C) for δ with c = 1 + ` in
(3.35).

These general assertions imply some important special cases.

Corollary 3.18. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let Γ ⊂ U be closed.

(1) If Γ = ∂U , then we have case (L) for any δ > 0 and c ≤ 1 + δ in (3.35).

(2) If Γ = ∂U and U has Lipschitz boundary, then we have case (C) for all δ > 0
and c ≤ 1 + δ in (3.35).

(3) If Γδ b U for δ > 0, then we have case (C) for δ and c ≤ 1 + δ in (3.35).

Let us illuminate the cases (G), (L), (C) by applying Proposition 3.17 and Corol-
lary 3.18 to some typical examples in R2.

Example 3.19. We consider U,Γ ⊂ R2 with

U :=
(
(0, 1) ∪ (1, 2)

)
× (0, 1) , Γ := {1} × (0, 1) .

Since Γδ ∩U has two components, some ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩U,Rm) that equals different
constants on each component cannot be extended continuously up to Γ . There-
fore we do not have (C) for any δ > 0. But we readily verify the assumption of
Proposition 3.17 (2) and, thus, we have (L) for all δ > 0.

Example 3.20. In R2 we take

U :=
∞⋃
k=1

Rk with Rk :=
(

1
2k+1

, 1
2k

)
× (0, 1) , Γ := {0} × (0, 1) .

Obviously we cannot continuously extend all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm) up to Γ and,
thus, we do not have (C) for any δ > 0.

For fixed δ > 0 we now choose some Rk′ ⊂ Γδ. This is obviously a component of
Γδ ∩ U and clearly Γδ′ ∩ Rk′ = ∅ for all sufficiently small δ′ > 0. Hence we do not
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have (L) for any δ > 0 by Proposition 3.17 (1). Therefore, for the treatment of a
trace on Γ we can merely use the general case (G) in Theorem 3.14.

While U has infinite perimeter, we get the same results for some U with finite
perimeter if we replace Rk and Γ with

R̃k :=
(

1
22k+1 ,

1
22k

)
×
(
0, 1

2k

)
and Γ̃ := {(0, 0)} .

Example 3.21. With Rk as in the previous example we now choose in R2

U = B2(0) , Ω =
∞⋃
k=1

Rk , Γ ⊂ ∂Ω closed .

In contrast to Γ ⊂ ∂U in Example 3.20, we now have Γ b U . This changes the
situation essentially and, by Corollary 3.18 (3), we have case (C) for all small δ > 0.

Example 3.22. In R2 we consider Γ := {0} × (0, 1) and

U :=
(
(0, 1)× (0, 1)

)
\
( ∞⋃
l=1

{
1
2l

}
×
(
0, 3

4

]
∪
{

1
2l+1

}
×
[

1
4
, 1
))

(cf. Figure 2).

Figure 2: The open set U .

Obviously we cannot extend all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) up to Γ , since ϕ can oscillate
between the inner boundaries. Therefore we do not have (C) for any δ > 0. For
treating (L) we first observe that Γδ ∩ U is not bounded path connected with Γ
for any δ > 0. Thus we cannot use Proposition 3.17 and we have to check the
assumption for ι in Proposition 3.11 directly. For that we fix δ > 0. Then for each
k ∈ N there is some ϕk ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U) with

‖ϕk‖∞ = k , ‖Dϕk‖∞ = 1 , ϕkoΓ = 0

(roughly speaking, choose ϕk = k near {δ}×(0, 1), decrease ϕk to zero towards Γ by
respecting ‖Dϕk‖∞ = 1, and set ϕk = 0 in a small remaining neighborhood of Γ ).
Then

‖ϕk‖W1,∞ = k + 1 , ‖ι(ϕk)‖ = max
{
‖ϕkoΓ‖, ‖Dϕ‖∞

}
= 1 .

But this prevents continuity of ι−1 and, hence, we do not have (L) for any δ > 0.
If we take Γ ′ := {1}× (0, 1) instead of Γ , then Γ ′δ∩U is bounded path connected

with Γ ′ for δ < 1 while it is not for δ ≥ 1. Thus we get (L) for δ < 1 from
Proposition 3.17 while we do not have (L) for δ ≥ 1 by arguments as above. For
Γ ′′ = ∂U we have (L) for all δ > 0 by Corollary 3.18.
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3.4 Proofs

Now, the proofs of the previous results will be given.

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Since ‖·‖Γ is a semi norm, we readily get for ϕ, ψ ∈ L∞(U,Rm)∣∣‖ϕ‖Γ − ‖ψ‖Γ ∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ− ψ‖Γ ≤ ‖ϕ− ψ‖L∞ . (3.40)

Hence Z is a closed subspace. If ψ ∈ Z, then

‖ϕ‖Γ
(3.40)

≤ ‖ϕ+ ψ‖Γ ≤ ‖ϕ‖Γ + ‖ψ‖Γ = ‖ϕ‖Γ ,

which implies (3.28). For ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rm) we define

ϕδ :=

{
ϕ on U \ Γδ ,
0 on U ∩ Γδ

for all δ > 0 .

Obviously ϕδ ∈ Z for all δ and

distZ ϕ ≤ inf
δ>0
‖ϕ− ϕδ‖L∞(U) = lim

δ↓0
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U) = ‖ϕ‖Γ .

Assume that ‖ϕ‖Γ > distZ ϕ, then there is ψ ∈ Z with

‖ϕ− ψ‖L∞ < ‖ϕ‖Γ
(3.28)
= ‖ϕ− ψ‖Γ ≤ ‖ϕ− ψ‖L∞ ,

which is a contradiction. Hence ‖ϕ‖Γ = distZ ϕ. Therefore, by standard results,
L∞Γ (U,Rm) is a Banach space with ‖ϕoΓ‖ = ‖ϕ‖Γ and its dual space is isometrically
isomorphic to the stated set (cf. [48, p. 34, 99], [54, p. 185]).

Since L∞(U,Rm)∗ can be identified with ba (U,B(U),Ln)m, for f ∗Γ ∈ L∞Γ (U,Rm)∗

there is µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m such that

〈f ∗Γ , ϕoΓ 〉 =

ˆ
U

ϕdµ for all ϕoΓ ∈ L∞Γ (U)

while ˆ
U

ϕdµ = 0 for all ϕ ∈ Z . (3.41)

Let now U be bounded and assume that x ∈ coreµk \ Γ for some component µk
of µ. Then there is some δ > 0 and some open V ⊂ Rn \ Γ2δ containing x, such
that |µk|(V ∩ U) > 0. Hence we can find some ψ ∈ L∞(U,Rm) with ψ|Γδ = 0, with
ψj ≡ 0 for j 6= k, and with

´
U
ψ dµ > 0. But this contradicts (3.41), since ψ ∈ Z.

Therefore coreµ ⊂ Γ .

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Obviously X is a Banach space. Moreover ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn

with ‖µ‖ = |µ|(U) is the dual of L∞(U,Rmn) by Proposition 2.7. Then X∗ is the
dual of X with (3.29) by standard arguments. For the norm in X∗ we fix ε > 0.
Then there is (ϕε,Φε) ∈ X with

‖(ϕε,Φε)‖ ≤ 1 , ‖f ∗‖ ≤ 〈f ∗, ϕε〉+ ε , ‖µ‖ ≤ 〈µ,Φε〉+ ε .
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Hence, by (3.29),

‖(f ∗, µ)‖ ≤ ‖f ∗‖+ ‖µ‖ ≤ 〈(f ∗, µ), (ϕε,Φε)〉+ ε ≤ ‖(f ∗, µ)‖+ ε .

The arbitrariness of ε > 0 implies equality and completes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 3.11. We fix f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗. Since X̃ := ι
(
W1,∞(U,Rm)

)
is a linear subspace of X := X0×L∞(U,Rmn), we can use the Hahn-Banach theorem
to extend f ∗ ◦ ι−1 ∈ X̃∗ to some g∗ ∈ X∗ under preservation of norm. Then, by
Lemma 3.10, there are f ∗0 ∈ X∗0 and µ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =
〈
f ∗ ◦ ι−1, ι(ϕ)

〉
= 〈g∗, ι(ϕ)〉 = 〈f ∗0 , ι0(ϕ)〉+

ˆ
U

Dϕdµ

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm). Moreover

‖f ∗0‖+ ‖µ‖ = ‖(f ∗0 , µ)‖ = ‖g∗‖ = ‖f ∗ ◦ ι−1‖
≤ ‖f ∗‖ ‖ι−1‖ = ‖ι−1‖ sup

ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ‖W1,∞≤1

〈f ∗, ϕ〉

which verifies the final estimate.

Proof of Proposition 3.13. Let δ > 0 be fixed. For ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) we have

χΓ
δ ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) and (1− χΓ

δ )ϕ|Γ δ
2

= 0 .

Since f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ is a trace on Γ ,

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =
〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉

+
〈
f ∗, (1− χΓ

δ )ϕ
〉

=
〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉
. (3.42)

With
cδ := ‖χΓ

δ ‖W1,∞(U,Rm) = ‖χΓ
δ ‖W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) ≥ 1

and with the product rule for D(χΓ
δ ϕ) we get∥∥χΓ

δ ϕ
∥∥
W1,∞(U,Rm)

= ‖χΓ
δ ϕ‖W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

≤ max
{
‖χΓ

δ ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm),

‖χΓ
δ Dϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) + ‖ϕDχΓ

δ ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

}
≤ max

{
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm),

‖Dϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) + cδ‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

}
≤ 2cδ max

{
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm), ‖Dϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

}
= 2cδ‖ϕ‖W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) ≤ 2cδ ‖ϕ‖W1,∞(U,Rm)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm).
We now consider the subspace (that might be strict)

Xδ :=
{
ψ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)

∣∣ ψ = ϕ|Γδ∩U for some ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)
}
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and define a linear functional f ∗δ on Xδ by〈
f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U

〉
=
〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉

for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)

(notice that f ∗δ is well-defined this way). Since∣∣ 〈f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U〉 ∣∣ =
∣∣ 〈f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉 ∣∣ ≤ 2cδ‖f ∗‖‖ϕ‖W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) ,

we have that f ∗δ ∈ X∗δ and ‖f ∗δ ‖ ≤ 2cδ‖f ∗‖. By a norm preserving extension with
the Hahn-Banach theorem, we can identify f ∗δ with some f ∗δ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)∗.
Using (3.42) we obtain

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =
〈
f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U

〉
for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)

which verifies the assertion.

Proof of Theorem 3.14. For f ∗ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)∗ and δ > 0 we fix

f ∗δ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)∗

according to Proposition 3.13. Then we apply Proposition 3.11 with Γδ∩U instead of
U , with a suitable choice of X0, ι0, and with ‖(ϕ,Φ)‖X0×L∞ = max{‖ϕ‖X0 , ‖Φ‖∞}.

Let us first consider the general case (G) with

X0 = L∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕ.

Then
ι :W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)→ L∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)× L∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rmn)

with ι(ϕ) = (ϕ,Dϕ) is a linear and isometric mapping. Moreover, it is bijective onto
Y := ι

(
W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm)

)
. Hence there is a continuous inverse ι−1 on Y . With

X∗0 = ba (Γδ ∩ U,B(Γδ ∩ U),Ln)m

we obtain the existence of

λ ∈ ba (Γδ ∩ U,B(Γδ ∩ U),Ln)m , µ ∈ ba (Γδ ∩ U,B(Γδ ∩ U),Ln)mn (3.43)

such that the representation of 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 as in (3.34) is satisfied. The measures λ, µ
can be extended on U by zero to get (3.33) and, clearly,

coreλ, coreµ ⊂ Γδ ∩ U .

Using (3.30), (3.32), the isometry of ι, and that f ∗δ is a norm preserving extension
from the subspace Xδ to X0 (cf. the proof of Proposition 3.13), we finally have

‖λ‖+ ‖µ‖ = |λ|(U) + |µ|(U) = |λ|(Γδ ∩ U) + |µ|(Γδ ∩ U)

= ‖(λ, µ)‖ = ‖f ∗δ ◦ ι−1‖ = sup
ψ∈W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

‖ι(ψ)‖≤1

〈
f ∗δ ◦ ι−1, ι(ψ)

〉
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= sup
ψ∈W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)

‖ψ‖≤1

〈f ∗δ , ψ〉 = sup
ψ∈Xδ
‖ψ‖≤1

〈f ∗δ , ψ〉

= sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖≤1

〈
f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U

〉
= sup

ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉
.

This verifies the first assertion for case (G) (cf. also Adams [1, Theorem 3.8] for the
duals of Sobolev spaces).

For case (L) we choose X0 = L∞Γ (Γδ∩U,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕoΓ . Then we combine
Proposition 3.11 with Lemma 3.9 to get the existence of measures λ, µ as in (3.43)
with coreλ ⊂ Γ , coreµ ⊂ Γδ ∩ U , and such that the representation of 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 as in
the assertion is true. For (3.33) we extend the measures by zero. With c = ‖ι−1‖ ≥ 1
we get similar to the general case that

‖λ‖+ ‖µ‖ = ‖(λ, µ)‖ = ‖f ∗δ ◦ ι−1‖
≤ ‖ι−1‖ ‖f ∗δ ‖ = c sup

ψ∈W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm)
‖ψ‖≤1

〈f ∗δ , ψ〉

= c sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉
.

For case (C) we use X0 = C(Γ ,Rm) and ι0(ϕ) = ϕ|Γ and argue as in case (L).

Proof of Proposition 3.15. We first assume that f ∗ is finite, i.e. (3.37) is satisfied.
Then there are δk > 0 with δk → 0 and

sup
k∈N

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδk∩U

‖≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δk
ϕ
〉
<∞ . (3.44)

Theorem 3.14 provides measures

λk ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m , µk ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)mn

related to δk such that coreλk, coreµk ⊂ Γδk ∩ U and, for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm),

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γδk∩U

ϕdλk +

ˆ
Γδk∩U

Dϕdµk .

By (3.35) for case (G), where c is independent of δ, and by (3.44) there is some
c̃ > 0 with

‖(λk, µk)‖ = ‖λk‖+ ‖µk‖ ≤ c̃ for all k .

Therefore {(λk, µk)} is a bounded sequence in
(
L∞(U,Rm)×L∞(U,Rmn)

)∗
and, by

the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, there is a weak* cluster point (λ, µ) with

〈(λ, µ), (ϕ,Φ)〉 =

ˆ
U

ϕdλ+

ˆ
U

Φ dµ
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for all (ϕ,Φ) ∈ L∞(U,Rm) × L∞(U,Rmn). Hence there is a subnet of {(λk, µk)}
converging to (λ, µ). Thus, for any (ϕ,Φ) ∈ L∞(U,Rm)× L∞(U,Rmn) with

ϕ|Γδ = 0 , Φ|Γδ = 0 for some δ > 0

there is a subsequence
{

(λk′ , µk′)
}

such that〈
(λ, µ), (ϕ,Φ)

〉
= lim

k′→∞

〈
(λk′ , µk′), (ϕ,Φ)

〉
= lim

k′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕdλk′ +

ˆ
U

Φ dµk′ = 0 .

(recall that coreλk, coreµk ⊂ Γ δ
2

for k large). Consequently coreλ, coreµ ⊂ Γ and,

clearly, 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼́
Γ
ϕdλ+ ∼́

Γ
Dϕdµ.

For the reverse statement we consider λ, µ as in (3.33) with coreλ, coreµ ⊂ Γ
such that for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm)

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ+ ∼
ˆ
Γ

Dϕdµ .

Obviously
χΓ
δ ϕ = ϕ , D(χΓ

δ ϕ) = Dϕ on Γ δ
2
∩ U .

Thus, for any δ > 0 and any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) with ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖W1,∞ ≤ 1 we use that
λ, µ have core in Γ to get〈

f ∗, χΓ
δ ϕ
〉

= ∼
ˆ
Γ

χΓ
δ ϕdλ+ ∼

ˆ
Γ

D(χΓ
δ ϕ) dµ

=

ˆ
Γδ/2∩U

ϕdλ+

ˆ
Γδ/2∩U

Dϕdµ

≤ ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖∞‖λ‖+ ‖(Dϕ)|Γδ∩U‖∞‖µ‖
≤ ‖λ‖+ ‖µ‖ .

Since the right hand side does not depend on δ, we obtain (3.37).
If we have case (C) for δ > 0, then all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) can be considered as

continuous up to Γ and λ can be replaced by a Radon measure σ with the stated
properties according to Proposition 2.13.

Proof of Proposition 3.16. For (1) we fix δ > 0. First we assume that µ = 0 in
(3.34). Then

| 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 | =
∣∣∣ˆ

Γδ∩U
ϕdλ

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖∞‖λ‖
for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm), which verifies the statement. For the other direction we
assume (3.38). With f ∗δ from Proposition 3.13 we have

| 〈f ∗, ϕ〉 | =
∣∣ 〈f ∗δ , ϕ|Γδ∩U〉 ∣∣ ≤ c̃ ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖∞ .

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) and some constant c̃ > 0. Hence f ∗δ can be extended to
some g∗δ ∈ L∞(Γδ ∩ U)∗ by the Hahn-Banach theorem. Consequently there is some
measure λ ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)m with coreλ ∈ Γδ ∩ U such that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γδ∩U

ϕdλ for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) ,
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which gives the opposite statement. The remaining assertion follows directly from
Theorem 3.14.

For (2) we first assume that there is a measure λ with coreλ ⊂ Γ and

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) .

Then, using (3.32), we have for any δ > 0 and all ϕ that

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =
〈
f ∗, χΓ

δ ϕ
〉
≤ ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖∞‖λ‖ ≤ ‖ϕ|Γδ∩U‖W1,∞‖λ‖ .

This readily implies (3.39). For the reverse statement we choose δk ↓ 0 such that the
liminf in (3.39) is realized. By the first assertion there are λk with coreλk ⊂ Γδk ∩ U
and

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 =

ˆ
Γδk∩U

ϕdλk for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) .

Using (3.32) and the assumption we get for some c̃ > 0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδk∩U

‖W1,∞≤1

〈
f ∗, χΓ

δk
ϕ
〉
≤ sup

ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rm)
‖ϕ|Γδk∩U

‖L∞≤1

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 < c̃

for all k. Hence, by (3.35) with c = 1 for case (G), we get ‖λk‖ ≤ c̃. Now we can
argue as in the proof of Proposition 3.15 to get a weak∗ cluster point λ of {λk} with
coreλ ⊂ Γ and

〈f ∗, ϕ〉 = ∼
ˆ
Γ

ϕdλ for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rm) .

Notice that we cannot just apply Propositions 3.15 and assertion (1) simultane-
ously, since λ in (1) might differ from that in the previous proposition due to non-
uniqueness.

For case (C) we argue as in the proof of Proposition 3.15.

Proof of Proposition 3.17. For (1) we assume that there is a component V of Γδ ∩U
and some δ′ > 0 such that Γδ′ ∩ V = ∅. We consider ϕ0, ϕ1 ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U) with

ϕ0 = 0 on Γδ ∩ U , ϕ1 =
{

1 on V ,
0 otherwise .

Obviously ϕ0 6= ϕ1. But, for cases (L) and (C) with δ, we have ι0(ϕ0) = ι0(ϕ1) = 0
and Dϕ0 = Dϕ1 = 0. Hence ι(ϕ0) = ι(ϕ1) . Therefore ι is not injective. Thus both
(L) and (C) are not met, which verifies the assertion.

For (2) we notice that ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ∩U,Rm) is locally Lipschitz continuous with
Lipschitz constant ‖Dϕ‖∞. For ε > 0 there are x ∈ Γδ ∩U and δ′ ∈ (0, δ) such that

‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U) − ε ≤ |ϕ(x)| , ‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ′∩U) ≤ ‖ϕ‖Γ + ε .

Now we find y ∈ Γδ′ ∩ U that can be connected with x within Γδ ∩ U by a curve of
length less than `. Hence, by local Lipschitz continuity,

|ϕ(x)| ≤ |ϕ(y)|+ `‖Dϕ‖∞ .
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Consequently,
‖ϕ‖L∞(Γδ∩U) ≤ ‖ϕ‖Γ + `‖Dϕ‖∞ + 2ε .

Since ε > 0 is arbitrary and a · b ≤ |a|1|b|∞ for a, b ∈ R2, we get

‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ ‖ϕ‖Γ + `‖Dϕ‖∞ ≤ (1 + `) max
{
‖ϕ‖Γ , ‖Dϕ‖∞

}
.

Using that ι(ϕ) = (ϕoΓ , Dϕ) for case (L) and that the right hand side is larger than
‖Dϕ‖∞, we obtain

‖ϕ‖W1,∞ = max
{
‖ϕ‖∞, ‖Dϕ‖∞

}
≤ (1 + `) ‖ι(ϕ)‖ .

Therefore ι is injective and ι−1 is continuous on its image with ‖ι−1‖ ≤ 1 + `.
Observing (3.36) we get the assertion (cf. also Remark 3.12).

For (3) we argue basically as for (2). However we use ‖ϕ‖C(Γ ) instead of ‖ϕ‖Γ ,
ι(ϕ) = (ϕ|Γ , Dϕ), and we choose δ′ > 0 by continuity of ϕ such that

‖ϕ‖C(Γ ∪ (Γδ′∩U)) ≤ ‖ϕ‖C(Γ ) + ε .

Then we can proceed as above.

Proof of Corollary 3.18. For (1) we fix δ > 0, x ∈ (∂U)δ ∩ U , and δ′ > 0. Then
there is x′ ∈ ∂U with

|x− x′| = dist∂U x < δ .

Clearly, the open segment (x′, x) belongs to (∂U)δ ∩ U and there is y ∈ (x′, x) with
|y − x′| < min{δ, δ′}. Then the closed segment [y, x] connects x, y inside (∂U)δ ∩ U
and has length less than δ. Hence (∂U)δ ∩ U is bounded path connected with ∂U
and maximal length ` = δ. Thus we have case (L) for δ by Proposition 3.17 (2) and
c ≤ 1 + δ in (3.35).

For (2) we argue as in (1) and use that any ϕ ∈ W1,∞((∂U)δ ∩ U,Rm
)

can be
extended continuously up to ∂U .

For (3) we fix δ > 0 and observe that all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Γδ ∩ U,Rm) are continuous
on Γδ ⊂ U . For any x ∈ Γδ and any δ′ > 0 we clearly find y ∈ Γδ′ such that the line
segment [y, x] has length less than δ and belongs to Γδ. Hence Γδ ∩ U is bounded
path connected with Γ and we have case (C) for δ. For the estimate c ≤ 1 + δ we
can argue as in the proof of assertion (1).

4 Divergence theorems

We derive general divergence theorems for vector fields in DM1(U) by representing
corresponding traces with the results of the previous section. As long as nothing
else is mentioned the cases (L) and (C) are taken for Γ = ∂Ω.
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4.1 Divergence measure fields

For F ∈ DM1(U) and Ω ∈ B(U) we have that

〈TF , ϕ〉 = div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

FDϕdLn

is a trace on ∂Ω overW1,∞(U) according to Theorem 3.3. Then, with Theorem 3.14,
we obtain a general Gauss-Green formula forDM1-vector fields. Notice that we have
to choose m = 1 for the particular cases (L) and (C) in this section.

Theorem 4.1. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let δ > 0, and
assume that F ∈ DM1(U). Then there exist measures

λF ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln) and µF ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n

with coreλF , coreµF ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ U such that

〈TF , ϕ〉 = div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

ϕdλF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

DϕdµF (4.1)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) with T : DM1(U) → W1,∞(U)∗ from Theorem 3.3. In the
particular cases with Γ = ∂Ω we have in addition

(L): coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω and (4.1) becomes

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

DϕdµF .

(C): λF corresponds to a Radon measure σF with suppσF ⊂ ∂Ω such that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

DϕdµF .

We call (λF , µF ), that represents an element ofW1,∞(U)∗, normal trace of F on ∂Ω.
In contrast to usual Gauss-Green formulas, (4.1) contains a second boundary term
depending on Dϕ and both boundary terms depend on a whole neighborhood of the
boundary. It turns out that both extensions cannot be omitted in general. Exam-
ple 4.9 shows the necessity of the additional boundary term and from Example 4.10
we see that the dependence on δ is needed.

Proof. According to Theorem 3.3 we have that TF with

〈TF , ϕ〉 = div (ϕF )(Ω)

is a trace on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U). Then, for each δ > 0, there are measures λF and
µF as in Theorem 3.14 with Γ = ∂Ω.

For any Ω ⊂ Rn we define the (outward) unit normal field νΩ of Ω to be the
gradient of the signed distance function

νΩ := D
(

distΩ− distΩc
)
Ln-a.e. on Rn (4.2)
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(we avoid confusion with our previous notation νΩ by saying that νΩ is the usual
measure theoretic unit normal if we take it on some ∂∗Ω and otherwise it is the field
given above). Notice that

|νΩ| = 1 Ln-a.e. on int Ω ∪ ext Ω and (4.3)

νΩ = 0 Ln-a.e. on ∂Ω

(use that dist∂Ω is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant 1, that it is differen-
tiable Ln-a.e. on Rn with |D dist∂Ω(x)| = 1 at points of differentiability outside ∂Ω,
since obviously the directional derivative D dist∂Ω

(
x; y−x
|y−x|

)
= −1 if y is a projection

of x onto ∂Ω, and recall [21, p. 235, 130]; cf. also [5, p. 114]). The coarea formula
implies that Hn−1(∂Ωδ) <∞ for L1-a.e. Ωδ. Thus, by ∂∗Ωδ ⊂ ∂Ωδ (cf. [34, p. 50]),
such sets have finite perimeter and νΩ from (4.2) agrees with the measure theoretic
outward unit normal Hn−1-a.e. on ∂Ωδ (cf. [5, p. 115] for the last statement). These
properties certainly justify to speak about a normal field of Ω.

For Ω ⊂ U open or closed we easily get some characterization of the trace TF
by several limits using the normal field νΩ.

Proposition 4.2. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and assume that F ∈ DM1(U).
If Ω ⊂ U is open, then

div (ϕF )(Ω) = lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕF · νΩ dLn

= lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ δ

0

ˆ
∂Ω−τ

ϕF · νΩ dLn dτ

= ess lim
δ↓0

ˆ
∂∗Ω−δ

ϕF · νΩ dLn

and if Ω ⊂ U is closed, then

div (ϕF )(Ω) = lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ωc

ϕF · νΩ dLn

= lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ δ

0

ˆ
∂Ωτ

ϕF · νΩ dLn dτ

= ess lim
δ↓0

ˆ
∂∗Ωδ

ϕF · νΩ dLn

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) where ess lim denotes the limit up to an L1-negligible set.

The results are a simple evaluation of div (ϕδF )(Ω) for suitable ϕδ. The first two
equations for closed Ω can be found in Schuricht [38, p. 534] and [39, p. 189] (cf.
also Šilhavý [43, p. 449] for a more general version). The corresponding equations
for open Ω can be shown exactly the same way. The third equations can be found
in Chen-Comi-Torres [5, p. 117-123]. Here the approximating sets Ω−δ or Ωδ can
be replaced by approximating sets from inside or outside with smooth boundary by
using a standard smoothing argument (cf. [31, p. 129, 150]). The examples below
show that the limits on the right hand side need not to be related to a measure
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on ∂Ω in general. For Ω where Hn−1(∂Ωδ) is uniformly bounded near ∂Ω and for
suitable F , Proposition 4.30 below provides a “more classical” version without limit
on the right hand side and with some density measure near ∂Ω of the type given in
Proposition 3.1. Let us provide a short proof for the convenience of the reader.

Proof. Fix ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). First let Ω be open and consider χδ ∈ W1,∞(U) with

χδ := χΩc + 1
δ
χΩ\Ω−δ distΩ−δ for δ > 0 .

Obviously χδ = 1 on Ωc, χδ = 0 on Ω−δ, ‖1 − χδ‖∂Ω = 0, and Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0.
Then, by Corollary 3.5, by Dχδ = 1

δ
νΩ Ln-a.e. on suppDχδ, and by dominated

convergence,

div (ϕF )(Ω) = div (χδϕF )(Ω)

=

ˆ
Ω

χδϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

χδ ·DϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕF ·Dχδ dLn

= lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ
Ωδ

ϕF · νΩ dLn .

The second equation follows from the coarea formula. For the third equation we
first observe that Ω−δ ⊂ int∗(Ω−δ) ⊂ Ω−δ for δ > 0. Thus the sets int∗(Ω−δ) are
increasing as δ ↓ 0 and

⋃
δ>0 int∗(Ω−δ) = Ω. Since div (ϕF ) is a Radon measure

on U ,
div (ϕF )(Ω) = lim

δ↓0
div (ϕF )

(
int∗(Ω−δ)

)
.

Moreover we have that

div (ϕF )
(

int∗(Ω−δ)
)

=

ˆ
∂∗Ω−δ

ϕF · νΩ dLn for L1-a.e. δ > 0

with the measure theoretic normal νΩ on ∂∗Ω−τ (cf. [20, p. 212], [38, p. 534]). But,
for L1-a.e. τ > 0, we can replace it with νΩ from (4.2) by the arguments following
(4.3). This readily gives the third equation.

If Ω is closed we have Ω b U and it is sufficient to show the assertion for ϕc
having compact support in U . Since Ωc is open and since

0 = div (ϕcF )(U) = div (ϕcF )(Ω) + div (ϕcF )(Ωc)

by Corollary 3.5, we can apply the first assertion to Ωc to get the results for Ω.

We still provide some situation where the right hand side in Proposition 4.2 can
be represented by a Radon measure supported on ∂Ω and we give some relation to
continuum mechanics. For that we first recall a result from Schuricht [38, p. 537].

Proposition 4.3. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let F ∈ DM1(U). Then
there is some h ∈ L1

loc(U) with |F | ≤ h Ln-a.e. on U such that for any Ω b U with
finite perimeter and

´
∂∗Ω

h dHn−1 <∞ one has χΩF ∈ DM1(U). Moreover there is
some gΩ ∈ L∞(U, | divF |) with values in [0, 1] such that, for any B ∈ B(U),

div (ϕχΩF )(B) =

ˆ
B

gΩϕd divF +

ˆ
B

gΩF ·DϕdLn−
ˆ
∂∗Ω∩B

ϕF · νΩ dHn−1 (4.4)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) and gΩ(x) = densUx (Ω) whenever densUx (Ω) exists (cf. (2.11)).
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Remark 4.4. (1) For F and Ω as in Proposition 4.3, Theorem 3.3 gives

div (ϕχΩF )(U) = 0 for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) ,

since we can change ϕ outside Ω to have compact support in U . Then, using the
disjoint decomposition Rn = int∗Ω ∪ ∂∗Ω ∪ ext∗Ω, we directly get from (4.4) thatˆ

int∗Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
int∗Ω

F ·DϕdLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF · νΩ dHn−1 −
ˆ
∂∗Ω

gΩϕd divF .

For Ω = int∗Ω we thus have that div (ϕF )(Ω) is related to a Radon measure sup-
ported on ∂∗Ω. Notice that the result covers cases where divF doesn’t vanish on ∂Ω.
If F ∈ DM∞(U) this is true with gΩ = 1

2
, since divF <<w Hn−1 and gΩ = 1

2
for

Hn−1-a.e. point on ∂∗Ω, and the related Radon measure has an Hn−1-integrable
density on ∂∗Ω.

(2) The Gauss-Green formula plays also an important role for contact interactions
in continuum mechanics. Let U be related to a continuous body, let F and Ω = int∗Ω
be as in Proposition 4.3, and let B ⊂ (int∗Ω)c be a Borel set. Then we directly get

div (χΩF )(B) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

gΩ d divF −
ˆ
∂∗Ω

F · νΩ dHn−1.

This gives the action exerted from the subbody related to Ω to the subbody related
to B. Analogously as above, this covers cases where divF doesn’t vanish on ∂Ω
and we can specialize it for essentially bounded F (cf. Schuricht [38, p. 536], Chen-
Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 298-291], Chen-Comi-Torres [5, p. 157]).

Let us now characterize the special cases where µF = 0 is possible and where the
measures λF , µF can be chosen independent of δ in (4.1).

Proposition 4.5. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), and assume that
F ∈ DM1(U).

(1) In Theorem 4.1 we can choose λF , µF with coreλF , coreµF ⊂ ∂Ω, i.e. inde-
pendent of δ, if and only if

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

div (χ∂Ω
δ ϕF )(Ω) <∞ (4.5)

with χ∂Ω
δ as in (3.31). In this case (4.1) becomes

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλF + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

DϕdµF . (4.6)

(2) In Theorem 4.1 we can choose µF = 0 for δ > 0 if and only if

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖L∞≤1

div (ϕF )(Ω) <∞ . (4.7)

(3) In Theorem 4.1 we can take µF = 0 and λF with coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω if and only if

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖L∞≤1

div (ϕF )(Ω) <∞ . (4.8)
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Notice that (4.5) just means that the trace functional ϕ→ div (ϕF )(Ω) is finite.

Proof. Let TF be as in Theorem 4.1. Then (1) is a direct consequence of Proposi-
tion 3.15 and (2), (3) directly follow from Proposition 3.16.

We still provide some equivalent conditions.

Lemma 4.6. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), and assume that
F ∈ DM1(U). Then (4.5) is equivalent to each of the following two conditions:

(1)

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dLn <∞ , (4.9)

(2)

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

1

δ

ˆ
((∂Ω)δ\(∂Ω) δ

2
)∩Ω

ϕFDdist∂Ω dLn <∞ .

Moreover, int Ω = ∅ implies (4.5).

Proof. By (3.21) and (3.22) we have for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) that

div (χ∂Ω
δ ϕF ) = χ∂Ω

δ ϕ divF + χ∂Ω
δ FDϕLn + ϕFDχ∂Ω

δ Ln

as measures on U . Obviously∣∣χ∂Ω
δ ϕ divF

∣∣(Ω) and
∣∣χ∂Ω

δ FDϕLn
∣∣(Ω)

are uniformly bounded for δ > 0 and ‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞ ≤ 1. Since

(ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ Ln)(Ω) =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dLn ,

(4.5) is equivalent to (4.9). For the second condition we use that

Dχ∂Ω
δ = −2

δ
χ(∂Ω)δ\(∂Ω) δ

2

D dist∂Ω .

If int Ω = ∅, then Dχ∂Ω
δ = 0 for all x and this readily implies (4.9).

Let us still give some sufficient conditions that are useful for applications.

Proposition 4.7. Let U ⊂ Rn be an open and bounded set, let Ω ∈ B(U) with
Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0, and assume that F ∈ DM1(U). If

lim inf
δ↓0

ˆ
Ω

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dLn <∞ , (4.10)

then we can choose µF = 0 and λF with coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω in Theorem 4.1. We have
(4.10) if F is bounded and if there is some δ̃ > 0 such that

sup
δ∈(0,δ̃)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) <∞ . (4.11)
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If Ω has finite perimeter and if there are c > 0, r > 0 such that

Ln(Bδ(x) ∩ (Ω)c)

Ln(Bδ(x))
≥ c for all x ∈ ∂Ω , δ ∈ (0, r) , (4.12)

then (4.11) is satisfied.

Notice that ∂Ω−δ has finite perimeter for all δ > 0 (cf. [29, p. 2788]. However,
even if Ω has finite perimeter, the perimeters Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) might not be bounded
uniformly in δ (cf. [29, p. 2781]). The sufficient condition (4.12) is a uniform lower
bound for the density of the exterior of Ω at x ∈ ∂Ω. It in particular excludes points
x ∈ ∂Ω where this density vanishes (as, e.g., for x at an inward cusp of Ω or for
inner boundary points x ∈ int Ω). But (4.12) is obviously met if Ω has Lipschitz
boundary. In this case we can also continuously extend all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) up to ∂Ω
such that λF can be considered as Radon measure supported on ∂Ω. Let us still
refer to [43, p. 449] where it is shown that a condition similar to (4.10) allows the
representation of div (ϕF )(Ω) by a σ-measure on ∂Ω for open and bounded Ω and
ϕ that are Lipschitz continuous on Rn.

Proof. By (4.10) there is some c > 0 and a sequence δk ↓ 0 such that

ˆ
Ω

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δk

∣∣ dLn ≤ c for all k .

For the trace TF from Theorem 4.1 and for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) we can use dominated
convergence to get

〈TF , ϕ〉 = div (ϕF )(Ω) = lim
k→∞

div (χ∂Ω
δk
ϕF )(Ω)

= lim
k→∞

ˆ
Ω

χ∂Ω
δk
ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

χ∂Ω
δk
FDϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δk
dLn

≤ lim
k→∞

(
| divF |(∂Ω) + c

)
‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δk∩U‖∞ .

Hence the first statement follows from Proposition 4.5 (3). For bounded F the
coarea formula implies

ˆ
Ω

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dLn ≤ ‖F‖∞ ˆ
Ω

∣∣Dχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dLn = 2
δ
‖F‖∞

ˆ − δ
2

−δ
Hn−1(∂Ωτ ) dτ

which gives the second assertion. For the last statement, (4.12) just means that the
open set (Ω)c has (r, c)-uniform lower density on ∂Ω in the sense of Definition 4 in
[29]. Hence, by Theorems 3 and 4 in [29], there are constants c1, c2 > 0 such that
for all δ ∈ (0, r) and with Per denoting the perimeter

Hn−1(∂Ωδ) ≤ c1
Ln(Ω \ Ωδ)

δ
≤ c2 Per

(
(Ω)c

)
. (4.13)

Since Per
(
(Ω)c

)
= Per(Ω), we readily get (4.11).
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For Lipschitz continuous functions ϕ ∈ Lip(Γ) with Γ ⊂ Rn we use the norm

‖ϕ‖Lip(Γ) = ‖ϕ‖C(Γ) + Lip(ϕ)

where Lip(ϕ) is the Lipschitz constant of ϕ on Γ.

Proposition 4.8. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let F ∈ DM1(U).

(1) If Ω ∈ B(U) is such that any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) has a continuous extension onto Ω,
if Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0, and if there are c > 0 and δ̃ > 0 such that

‖ϕ|∂Ω‖Lip(∂Ω) ≤ c‖ϕ‖W1,∞((∂Ω)δ∩U) for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), δ ∈ (0, δ̃) , (4.14)

then (4.5) is satisfied.

(2) If Ω ⊂ U is open with Lipschitz boundary, then (4.5) is satisfied.

Notice that (4.14) is a condition for Ω that does not depend on F . It somehow says
that W1,∞-functions should be (globally) Lipschitz continuous near the boundary.
We postpone the quite technical proof to the end of this section and now provide
several examples illuminating the previous results. First we show by an example on
some open Ω ⊂ R2 with Lipschitz boundary and some unbounded F that µF = 0 in
(4.1) is not possible in general. This way we see that the new term is really needed
for a general Gauss-Green formula.

Example 4.9. Let U = B2(0) ⊂ R2, let Ω = (0, 1)2, and let F ∈ L1(U,R2) be given
by

F (x, y) :=
1

x2 + y2

(
−y
x

)
.

(cf. also [43, Example 2.5]). We clearly have divF = 0 on U \ {0} in the classical
sense and F · νBδ(0) = 0 on ∂Bδ(0) for δ > 0. Then, for all ϕ ∈ C1

c (U),
ˆ
U

FDϕdL2 = lim
δ↓0

ˆ
U\Bδ(0)

FDϕdL2

= − lim
δ↓0

( ˆ
U\Bδ(0)

ϕ divF dL2 +

ˆ
∂Bδ(0)

ϕF · νBδ(0) dH1
)

= 0 .

Therefore divF is the zero measure on U and, thus, F ∈ DM1(U). For small δ > 0
we have case (C) by Corollary 3.18 (3) and (4.5) is satisfied by Proposition 4.8 (2).
Hence, by Theorem 4.1, there are a Radon measure σF ∈ M(U) supported on ∂Ω
and a measure µF ∈ ba(U,B(U),L2)2 with core in ∂Ω such that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF +

ˆ
∂Ω

DϕdµF (4.15)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). For

ϕk := χ( 1
k
,∞)×R + χ(0, 1

k)×R
k dist{0}×R

we have
ϕk ∈ W1,∞(U) , Dϕk = χ(0, 1

k)×R
k
(

1
0

)
, 0 ≤ ϕk ≤ 1
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and, thus,∣∣ div (ϕkF )(Ω)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣ ˆ
Ω

FDϕk dL2 +

ˆ
Ω

ϕk d divF
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣ˆ
Ω

FDϕk dL2
∣∣∣

= −
ˆ

(0, 1
k)

ˆ
(0,1)

y

x2 + y2
dy dx

= −
ˆ

(0, 1
k)

[
1

2
ln(x2 + y2)

]1

y=0

dx

= −
ˆ

(0, 1
k)

1

2
ln

(
1

x2
+ 1

)
dx

≥ 1

2
ln(k2 + 1)

k→∞−−−→∞ .

Moreover ∣∣∣ ˆ
∂Ω

ϕk dσF

∣∣∣ ≤ |σF |(U)

for all k. Hence µF = 0 is impossible in (4.15).
In Example 4.17 below we consider the same vector field on a slightly modified

set Ω. There we construct for (4.15) possible Radon measures σF and pure measures
µF depending on some scalar parameter. This way we provide an uncountable family
of possibilities for σF and µF .

Next we provide an example with a constant vector field F and an open Ω ⊂ R2

having infinite perimeter where (4.5) fails. This means by Proposition 4.5 that the
dependence of the measures λF , µF on δ > 0 cannot be removed.

Example 4.10. Let U := B2(0) ⊂ R2, let

Ω :=
∞⋃
k=1

Rk with Rk :=
(

1
2k+1

, 1
2k

)
× (0, 1) ,

and take the constant vector field

F ∈ L1(U) with F =
(

1
0

)
.

(cf. also Example 3.20). Obviously divF = 0 on U and thus F ∈ DM1(U).
Let us show that (4.9) doesn’t hold. For δ > 0 we choose kδ ∈ N to be the largest

number such that

δ < 1
4

(
1
2k
− 1

2k+1

)
for all k ≤ kδ + 1 .

Then kδ →∞ for δ → 0. Moreover, for δ > 0 fixed, we set

R−k :=
(

1
2k+1

, 1
2k+1

+ δ
)
× (0, 1) , R+

k :=
(

1
2k
− δ, 1

2k

)
× (0, 1) .

Then we obviously find some

ϕδ ∈ W1,∞(U) with ‖ϕδ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞ ≤ 1
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such that

ϕδ(x, y) =

{
±1

2

(
1
2
− |y − 1

2
|
)

on R±k for k ≤ kδ ,
0 on Rk for k > kδ .

Notice that

ϕδ(x, 0) = ϕδ(x, 1) = 0 , ϕδ(x, 1
2
) = ±1

4
, |Dϕδ(x, y)| = 1

2
on R±k for k ≤ kδ ,

FDχ∂Ω
δ = 0 on

(
(∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω

)
\
(
R−k ∪R

+
k )
)
.

Hence

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕδFDχ∂Ω
δ dL2 =

kδ∑
k=1

ˆ
R−k ∪R

+
k

ϕδFDχ∂Ω
δ dL2

≥
kδ∑
k=1

2

ˆ 1−δ

δ

1
2

(
1
2
− |y − 1

2
|
)
dy

= 2kδ

ˆ 1
2

δ

y dy = kδ
(

1
4
− δ2

) δ→0−→∞ .

But this means that (4.9) is not satisfied.
For δ ∈

(
0, 1

2

)
and Γ = ∂Ω we have case (C) by Corollary 3.18 (3) and (4.1)

becomes

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

DϕdµF .

(notice that this doesn’t contradict Example 3.20 where U and Γ are different).
Let us provide possible choices of σF and µF . For δ > 0 we first fix some mδ ∈ N

such that
1

2mδ

− 1

2mδ + 1
< δ .

Then we get for every ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

div (ϕF )(Ω) =
∞∑
k=1

div (ϕF )(Rk) =
∞∑
k=1

ˆ
Rk

ϕ divF + FDϕdL2

=

mδ∑
k=1

ˆ
∂Rk

ϕFνRk dH1 +
∞∑

k=mδ+1

ˆ
Rk

FDϕdL2

where we have used the classical Gauss-Green formula for k ≤ mδ. Hence we can
choose

σδF =

mδ∑
k=1

FνRkH1b∂Rk , µδF =
∞∑

k=mδ+1

FL2bRk .

Notice that Rk ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ U for k ≥ mδ + 1 and that the measures µδF are even
σ-measures. Let us also mention that we cannot sum over all k ∈ N for σF , since
this would not give a bounded measure. The dependence of the measures on δ comes
through mδ. But, for fixed δ > 0, we also have some freedom to choose mδ ∈ N.
Therefore the choice of σF and µF is not unique even for given δ. Since the measures
σδF , µδF given above are restricted to Ω, the situation would not change if we take
U = Ω instead of U = B2(0).
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We now give an example where we can choose µF = 0 but λF cannot be taken
as σ-measure.

Example 4.11. We set

Ω1 := (0, 1)× (0, 1) , Ω2 := (1, 2)× (0, 1)

and consider
U = Ω = Ω1 ∪ Ω2

with the discontinuous vector field

F =
(

1
0

)
on Ω1 , F =

(
−1
0

)
on Ω2 .

We readily verify (4.11) and, hence, we can choose µF = 0 and λF with coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω
in Theorem 4.1. Since ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) cannot be extended continuously up to ∂Ω in
general, we do not have case (C) and we cannot expect that λF is in fact a Radon
measure on ∂Ω. But notice that we have case (L) by Corollary 3.18 (1).

Though the classical Gauss-Green formula is not applicable on Ω, we can use it
on Ωj, since ϕ|Ωj is continuously extendable to a Lipschitz function ϕj on Ωj for all

ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Therefore, with σjF = FνΩjH1b∂Ωj,

div (ϕF )(Ωj) =

ˆ
∂Ωj

ϕjFν
Ωj dH1 =

ˆ
∂Ωj

ϕj dσ
j
F for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) .

But, due to ϕ without continuous extension up to ∂Ω, we cannot just sum up the σjF
for Ω. However we can apply Proposition 2.13 (2) to Ωj and obtain pure measures

λjF ∈ ba(Ωj,B(Ωj),L2) with coreλjF = ∂Ωj

such that

div (ϕF )(Ωj) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ωj

ϕ|Ωj dλ
j
F for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) .

We can consider the λjF as measures on Ω by extending them with zero. Then Ωj is
an aura of λjF and we readily obtain for λF = λ1

F + λ2
F that

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλF for ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) .

We can interpret the situation along the common boundary of the Ωj so, that one
part of λF takes care for ϕ|Ω1 and the other part takes care for ϕ|Ω2 . This nicely
shows the relevance of the aura. In the case of a crack along the inner boundary
we would be able to describe the situation on each side of the crack separately by
choosing suitable functions ϕ.

Notice that the usual Gauss-Green formula using int∗Ω and ∂∗Ω (cf. [21, p. 209])
is substantially different, since here the interior part of ∂Ω belongs to int∗Ω and ϕ
has to be continuous on int∗Ω.

In the next example we consider some vector field F where divF has some point
concentration on ∂Ω. We demonstrate the difference between an open Ω and its
closure and we discuss some lower dimensional Ω.
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Example 4.12. We consider the vector field, that is a classical example in the
literature,

F (x) :=
x

2π|x|2
on U = B2(0) ⊂ R2

and we discuss the Gauss-Green formula for several Ω. Clearly F ∈ L1(U) and we
easily compute that divF = 0 on U \ {0} in the classical sense. Moreover, with the
usual Gauss-Green formula we get for ϕ ∈ C1

c (U)ˆ
U

FDϕdL2 = lim
δ↓0

ˆ
U\Bδ(0)

FDϕdL2

= − lim
δ↓0

( ˆ
U\Bδ(0)

ϕ divF dL2 +

ˆ
∂Bδ(0)

ϕF · νBδ(0) dH1
)

= − lim
δ↓0

1

2πδ

ˆ
∂Bδ(0)

ϕdH1 = −ϕ(0) .

Hence, by (3.14), divF = δ0 as measure (Dirac measure concentrated at the origin)
and F ∈ DM1(U).

First we consider
Ω := B1(0) ∩ Cα ⊂ R2

where Cα is an open cone with vertex at the origin and opening angle α ∈ (0, 2π).
Let us check condition (4.10). There we have to integrate over the support of χ∂Ω

δ .
For the integral over the curved part near ∂B1(0) we use the coarea formula to get
a bound for small δ > 0 by

ˆ
(∂B1(0))δ∩B1(0)

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dL2 =
2

2πδ

ˆ 1− δ
2

1−δ

2πr

r
dr = 1 .

For ∂Cα we assume that it contains the positive x1-axis. Then, for small δ > 0,

Ω ∩Qδ 6= ∅ for Qδ = ( δ
2
, 1)× ( δ

2
, δ) .

Using the symmetry, we can estimateˆ
Ω

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dL2 ≤ 1 + 2

ˆ
Qδ

(x1, x2)

2π(x2
1 + x2

2)
·
(
0, 2

δ

)
dL2

= 1 +
2

δπ

ˆ δ

δ
2

ˆ 1

δ
2

x2

x2
1 + x2

2

dx1dx2

≤ 1 +
2

δπ

δ

2

ˆ 1

δ
2

δ

x2
1 + δ2

4

dx1

= 1 +
2

π

[
arctan

2x1

δ

]1

δ/2

= 1 +
2

π

(
arctan

2

δ
− arctan 1

)
.

Hence (4.10) is satisfied. Therefore we can choose µF = 0 and λF with coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω
in Theorem 4.1. Moreover we have case (C) by Corollary 3.18. Thus (4.1) becomes

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF (4.16)
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for a Radon measure σF supported on ∂Ω.
For the open set Ω we now consider ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) supported outside Br(0) for

small r > 0. Then the usual Gauss-Green formula gives

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFνΩ dH1 =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF .

Since W1,∞(U) is dense in C(U), we obtain

σF = FνΩH1b∂Ω on ∂Ω \ {0} .

From (4.16) we get with ϕ = 1 on U

0 = divF (Ω) = σF ({0}) +

ˆ
∂B1(0)∩∂Ω

FνΩ dH1 = σF ({0}) +
α

2π
.

Hence
σF ({0}) = − α

2π

and, therefore,
σF = FνΩH1b∂Ω− α

2π
δ0 . (4.17)

For Ω instead of Ω we can argue the same way. Then the concentration at the
origin is contained. This leads to (4.16) with Ω and some measure σF that is given
by

σF = FνΩH1b∂Ω + 2π−α
2π

δ0 .

Notice that

σF ({0}) = lim
r→0

ˆ
∂Br(0)∩Ω

FνBr(0)c dH1

but

σF ({0}) = lim
r→0

ˆ
∂Br(0)∩Ωc

FνBr(0) dH1 .

This allows the interpretation that σF is a trace from inside, i.e. it can be computed
from F restricted to the interior of Ω and this way disregards the concentration of
divF on the boundary, while σF is a trace from outside, i.e. it can be computed
from F restricted to the exterior of Ω and includes the concentration of divF at the
origin. However we have that σF ({0}) and σF ({0}) depend on the opening angle α
and, in (4.16), they merely contribute a part of the concentration of divF .

We can also treat any Borel set Ω̃ with

Ω ⊂ Ω̃ ⊂ Ω .

Then we readily get for the associated measure σ̃F that

σ̃F =

{
σf if 0 6∈ Ω̃ ,

σF if 0 ∈ Ω̃ .

This exact treatment of concentrations on the boundary allows in applications
e.g. a very precise description how a point load at a body is balanced by its parts
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(cf. [32], [38, Example 2]). Moreover it shows that a dependence of such a concen-
tration on a normal at x = 0 doesn’t make sense. Notice that point concentrations
can also occur at a cuspidal corner and need not be proportional to the opening
angle α in general (cf. [33]).

As limit case α = 0 we still consider

Ω = (0, 1)× {0} .

Then we have for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF = 0 , div (ϕF )(Ω) = ϕ(0) .

Hence we readily get with the zero measure σ0

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσ0 and div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdδ0 .

This agrees with σF and σF from above if we take as outer “unit” normal of Ω the
sum of the upward and the downward normal, i.e.

νΩ =
(

0
1

)
+
(

0
−1

)
=
(

0
0

)
.

Obviously we can also treat Ω = {0} that way.

In the light of Ω̃ in the previous example let us provide a further simple exam-
ple demonstrating how the Gauss-Green formula exactly takes care for the points
belonging to Ω.

Example 4.13. For U = B2(0) ⊂ R2 we consider F ∈ DM1(U) given by

F =

{
(2, 0) on (0, 1)2 ,
(1, 0) otherwise .

The first component of F is a BV function and we readily get

divF = H1b{0} × (0, 1)−H1b{1} × (0, 1)

(cf. [21, p. 169]). Let Ω be a Borel set satisfying

(0, 1)2 ⊂ Ω ⊂ [0, 1]2 .

By Corollary 3.18 and Proposition 4.7 we have case (C) for small δ > 0 and we can
choose (4.1) in the form

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσF for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

with a Radon measure σF supported on ∂Ω. For the determination of σF we consider
rectangles R ⊂ U intersecting ∂Ω. Then we approximate χR by

χδR := χR + χRδ\R(1− 1
δ

distR) ∈ W1,∞(U) for small δ > 0
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and use div (χδR) = χδR divF + F ·DχδR. This way we get with

ΓΩ := ∂Ω ∩ Ω , Fint := (2, 0) , Fext := (1, 0) ,

that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω\ΓΩ

ϕFint · νΩ dH1 +

ˆ
ΓΩ

ϕ(Fint − Fext) · νΩ dH1

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U).

In Example 4.10 we have already seen that the choice of λF and µF in (4.1) is not
unique in general. For a simple case we now demonstrate that the usual boundary
integral

´
∂Ω
ϕF · ν dHn−1 in the Gauss-Green formula can be completely replaced

with
´
∂Ω
DϕdµF for some suitable µF .

Example 4.14. For U = Ω = (−1, 1)2 ⊂ R2 and the vector field

F (x, y) =
( |x|

0

)
on Ω

we have classically
ˆ

Ω

FDϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ divF dLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ dH1 (4.18)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω). For a transformation of the right hand side we first consider
ϕ ∈ C1(Ω) and use integration by parts piecewise on ∂Ω to get

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ dH1 =

ˆ 1

−1

ϕ(1, y)− ϕ(−1, y) dy

= −
ˆ 1

−1

yϕy(1, y)− yϕy(−1, y) dy +
[
yϕ(1, y)− yϕ(−1, y)

]1
−1

= −
ˆ 1

−1

yϕy(1, y)− yϕy(−1, y) dy

+

ˆ 1

−1

ϕx(x, 1) + ϕx(x,−1) dx

=

ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕdH1 (4.19)

where

G(x, y) =

{
(0,−xy) for |x| > |y| ,
(|y|, 0) for |x| < |y| .

For some general ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω) we choose smooth ϕk ∈ C∞(Ω) approximating ϕ
within W1,1(Ω) and µ∂Ω be the measure from Proposition 3.1 related to E = Ω
and γ(δ) = δ. Piecewise continuity of the integrand up to the boundary, the coarea
formula, and (3.6) imply

ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕk dH1 = lim
δ↓0

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

GDϕk dL2 = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕk dµ∂Ω for all k .
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One readily checks for small δ > 0 that (4.19) is also valid with Ω−δ instead of Ω.
Moreover we extend νΩ onto Ω by setting νΩ = νΩ−δ on ∂Ω−δ. Then the coarea
formula yields

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕkF · νΩ dL2 =
1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

GDϕk dL2 for all k .

By the uniform convergence ϕk → ϕ, the limit k → ∞ on the left hand side is
uniform in δ. With Dϕk → Dϕ in L1(Ω) we therefore get that the limit

lim
k→∞

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

GDϕk dL2 =
1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

GDϕdL2

is also uniform in δ. Using Corollary 3.2 we get

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ dH1 = lim
k→∞

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕkF · νΩ dH1 = lim
k→∞

ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕk dH1

= lim
k→∞

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕk dµ∂Ω = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕdµ∂Ω .

Thus we end up with

ˆ
Ω

FDϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕ divF dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

GDϕdµ∂Ω (4.20)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω). From (4.19) we see that we can replace µ∂Ω with H1b∂Ω for
ϕ ∈ C1(Ω). But notice that µ∂Ω is pure by Proposition 2.12 and that we cannot
take a σ-measure in (4.20) in general. Finally it is a simple observation by taking
ϕ = 1 on Ω that a Gauss-Green formula like (4.20) is only possible if (divF )(Ω) = 0
(the example shows that divF = 0 is not necessary).

Let us still give some more general example in R3 for a Gauss-Green formula of
the form (4.20). We refrain from looking for the most general version, since we just
want to provide the essential idea for a class of vector fields satisfying divF = 0.

Example 4.15. Let U ⊂ R3 be open and bounded, let Ω b U be open and connected
with smooth boundary, and let F ∈ C1(U,R3) be a bounded vector field such that

F = curlG where G ∈ C2(U,R3) .

Obviously divF = 0 and, thus, F ∈ DM1(U). By the smooth boundary we have
(4.11). Hence, by Proposition 4.7, we can choose µF = 0 and λF with coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω
in Theorem 4.1 while the usual Gauss-Green formula gives

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdL3 =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ dH2 (4.21)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(U). Now we find two disjoint smooth manifolds Γj ⊂ ∂Ω with smooth
boundary such that ∂Ω = Γ 1∪Γ 2 (since ∂Ω is locally the graph of a smooth function,
we can intersect ∂Ω transversally with a small circular cylinder to get the desired
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decomposition with a ’big’ and a ’small’ manifold). By the classical Stoke’s theorem
and a coherent orientation of the boundaries ∂Γj by some tangent field tj we have

ˆ
Γj

curl (ϕG) · νΩ dH2 =

ˆ
∂Γj

ϕG · tj dH1

for all ϕ ∈ C1(U). From

curl (ϕG) = ϕ curlG+Dϕ×G

we obtain some kind of integration by parts on the manifolds Γj
ˆ
Γj

(
ϕ curlG

)
· νΩ dH2 +

ˆ
Γj

(
Dϕ×G

)
· νΩ dH2 =

ˆ
∂Γj

ϕG · tj dH1 .

If we sum up the integrals on Γ1 and Γ2, the boundary terms cancel out by t1 = −t2.
Moreover, (

Dϕ×G
)
· νΩ =

(
G× νΩ

)
·Dϕ .

Thus, (4.21) becomes

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

(
G× νΩ

)
·DϕdH2

for all ϕ ∈ C1(U). For ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) we consider µ∂Ω from Proposition 3.1 with
E = Ω and γ(δ) = δ. By arguments as in Example 4.14 we can apply Corollary 3.2
to get

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

(
G× νΩ

)
·Dϕdµ∂Ω

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U).

In contrast to Example 4.10 we now consider a constant vector field F and a
similar open set Ω ⊂ R2 having infinite perimeter but such that (4.5) is satisfied.
This tells us that the choice of the measures λF , µF independent of δ > 0 is not
restricted to Ω with finite perimeter.

Example 4.16. In R2 we consider the open set

U = Ω :=
∞⋃
k=1

Rk with Rk :=
(

1
k
, 1
k

+ 1
k2

)
×
(
0, 1

k

)
and the constant vector field

F ∈ L1(U) with F =
(

1
0

)
.

Since 1
k

+ 1
k2 <

1
k−1

, the Rk are pairwise disjoint. Clearly F ∈ DM1(U) and Ω has
infinite perimeter. In order to verify (4.9) we first study the supremum in (4.9) over

Mδ :=
{
ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

∣∣ ‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩Ω‖W1,∞ ≤ 1}
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merely on some fixed Rk for some given δ > 0. The coarea formula gives that

ˆ
(∂Rk)δ∩Rk

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dL2 =

ˆ δ

δ
2

ˆ
∂((Rk)−τ )

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dH1 dτ (4.22)

where the inner integral on the right hand side vanishes if (Rk)−τ is empty. For
“relevant” τ that inner integral has to be taken on the boundary of a (translated)
rectangle of the form

R := (−a, a)× (0, b) with 0 < a < 1
2k2 , 0 < b < 1

k
. (4.23)

The integral vanishes on the short sides of R by FDχ∂Ω
δ = 0 and one has

FDχ∂Ω
δ = ±2

δ
on Γ± := {±a} × (0, b) .

For an estimate of the supremum in (4.9) we consider W1,∞-functions ϕ on a small
neighborhood of ∂R with ‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ 1 and ‖Dϕ‖∞ ≤ 1. Using ϕ±(y) := ϕ(±a, y) we
want to maximize ˆ b

0

ϕ+ − ϕ− dy (4.24)

for such ϕ (cf. Figure 3). Thus we have to look for ϕ with ϕ+ ≥ ϕ− such that

ϕ
+

−ϕ

b

1

Figure 3: The figure shows the graph of ϕ+ and ϕ− where the dashed graph is a
translation of ϕ−.

the area between the graphs of ϕ± becomes maximal. Since an additive constant
for ϕ doesn’t change the integral, we can assume that the maximum of ϕ+ on [0, b]
equals 1. Hence, by ‖Dϕ‖∞ ≤ 1 and the size of R, we always have ϕ ≥ −1, i.e. we
do not have to take care explicitely for that constraint. Let us now briefly assume
that ϕ+(0), ϕ+(b) are fixed. For such ϕ+ we denote the smallest y ∈ [0, b] with
ϕ+(y) = 1 by y1 and the largest by y2. In order to maximize the integral for such
ϕ+, we use

ϕ+(y) = ϕ+(0) +

ˆ y

0

ϕ′+(τ) dτ

to see that ϕ′+ has to equal 1 on [0, y1]. Analogously ϕ′+ has to equal −1 on [y2, b]
and, clearly, ϕ+ = 1 on [y1, y2]. The same way we get that the optimal ϕ− with
fixed values on the boundary first has to decay with slope −1 and then it grows with
slope 1, where we have used that always ϕ− ≥ −1 (cf. Figure 3). If ϕ+ equals 1 on
a nontrivial interval, then we can enlarge the integral in (4.24) by a translation of ϕ
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such that ϕ+ = 1 merely at a single point ỹ ∈ [0, b]. Moreover, for a maximal value
in (4.24) the ϕ should have maximal slope on the short sides of R such that

ϕ−(0) = ϕ+(0)− 2a , ϕ−(b) = ϕ+(b)− 2a .

Now it is sufficient to look for an optimal ϕ in this subclass of admissible ϕ. Clearly
the “shape” of the optimal ϕ± is not influenced if we add 2a to ϕ− for a moment
(cf. dashed graph in Figure 3) such that the graphs of ϕ± form a rectangle with
sides having length

√
2ỹ and

√
2(b − ỹ). Hence the sum is independent of ỹ and

always equals
√

2b. Therefore the area of the rectangle between the graphs becomes
maximal if it is a square. Consequently there is some ϕ that maximizes (4.24) under
the considered constraint and it satisfies (with the actual not shifted graph of ϕ−)

ϕ+

(
b
2

)
= 1 , ϕ+(0) = ϕ+(b) = 1− b

2
,

ϕ−(0) = ϕ−(b) = 1− b
2
− 2a , ϕ−

(
b
2

)
= 1− b− 2a .

Therefore ˆ b

0

ϕ+ − ϕ− dy =
(√2b

2

)2

+ 2ab =
b2

2
+ 2ab

for the maximal ϕ. Since (Rk)−τ ⊂ Rk is a nonempty rectangle for τ < 1
2k2 , we can

use the bounds from (4.23) to get

sup
ϕ∈Mδ

ˆ
∂((Rk)−τ )

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dH1 ≤ sup

ϕ∈Mδ

ˆ
∂Rk

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dH1 =

1

δk2
+

2

δk3

for τ ∈
[
δ
2
, δ
]
∩
(
0, 1

2k2

)
. Since the left hand side vanishes if (Rk)−τ = ∅, the estimate

is even true for a.e. τ ∈
[
δ
2
, δ
]
. Though a “good” ϕ ∈Mδ for the supremum in (4.9)

might not be optimal for each ∂((Rk)−τ ), from (4.22) we get at least the estimate

sup
ϕ∈Mδ

ˆ
(∂Rk)δ∩Rk

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dLn ≤ 1

2k2
+

1

k3
for all k ∈ N , δ > 0 .

Hence

sup
ϕ∈Mδ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕFDχ∂Ω
δ dLn ≤

∞∑
k=1

( 1

2k2
+

1

k3

)
<∞ for all δ > 0 .

But this implies (4.9). Thus, according to Proposition 4.5 and Lemma 4.6, we can
choose λF , µF in (4.1) independent of δ with core in ∂Ω.

Assume that µF = 0. Then we can consider functions ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω) that vanish
outside some fixed Rk. These ϕ are continuously extendable onto Rk. From the
usual Gauss-Green formula on Rk we obtain that the restriction of λF on Rk is
related to the Radon measure

σk = FνRkb∂Rk where |λF |(Rk) = |σk|(∂Rk) = 2
k

(cf. Proposition 2.13). But this is a contradiction, since |λF |(Ω) wouldn’t be finite.
Therefore µF 6= 0. Let us briefly sketch how the measures λF and µF can be chosen.
We fix some k̃ ∈ N and set

Ω1 :=
k̃⋃
k=1

Rk , Ω2 :=
∞⋃

k=k̃+1

Rk .
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Obviously Ω1 is an open set with Lipschitz boundary and we can choose λF corre-
sponding to the Radon measure σF on ∂Ω1 from the boundary integral in the usual
Gauss-Green formula on Ω1 (cf. also Example 4.10). For µF we first argue similar
to Example 4.14 on some fixed Rk to get for ϕ ∈ C1(Rk)

ˆ
∂Rk

ϕF · νRk dH1 =

ˆ 1
k

0

ϕ( 1
k

+ 1
k2 , y)− ϕ( 1

k
, y) dy

=

ˆ 1
k

0

y
(
ϕy(

1
k
, y)− ϕy( 1

k
+ 1

k2 , y)
)
dy

+ 1
k

(
ϕ( 1

k
+ 1

k2 ,
1
k
)− ϕ( 1

k
, 1
k
)
)

=

ˆ 1
k

0

y
(
ϕy(

1
k
, y)− ϕy( 1

k
+ 1

k2 , y)
)
dy

+ 1
k

ˆ 1
k

+ 1
k2

1
k

ϕx(x,
1
k
) dx

=

ˆ
∂Rk

GDϕdH1

with a suitable vector field G on Rk. The measure

GH1b∂Rk has total variation 1
k2 + 1

k3

and we can construct µF on Rk similar to Example 4.14. Summing up over k > k̃
we finally get µF on Ω2.

Let us come back to Example 4.9. We construct an uncountable family of mea-
sures (λρF , µ

ρ
F ) satisfying (4.1) where even λF = 0 is possible.

Example 4.17. Let U = B2(0) as in Example 4.9, but for technical simplicity we
now consider the cone

Ω := (0,∞)2 ∩B1(0) ⊂ R2 .

For the vector field

F (x, y) :=
1

2π(x2 + y2)

(
−y
x

)
we already now that F ∈ DM1(U) with divF = 0 and that µF 6= 0 is impossible
in (4.1). Moreover we have (4.5) and case (C) for small δ > 0. For any ρ ∈ (0, 1]
we now construct Radon measures σρF supported on ∂Ω and µρF in ba(U,B(U),L2)2

with core in ∂Ω such that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσρF + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

DϕdµρF for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) .

Notice that the measures µρF are pure by Proposition 2.12.
For fixed ρ ∈ (0, 1] we now set

Ωδ :=
(
Ω \Bδ(0)

)
∩Bρ(0), Ω̃ := Ω \Bρ(0) for δ ∈ (0, ρ) .
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Obviously F is tangential to circles around the origin. Then, with the classical
Gauss-Green theorem, we get for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

div (ϕF )(Ωδ ∪ Ω̃) =

ˆ
∂Ωδ

ϕFνΩδ dH1 +

ˆ
∂Ω̃

ϕFνΩ̃ dH1

= Iδ +

ˆ
∂Ω̃

ϕdσ̃F
δ→0−→ div (ϕF )(Ω)

with the Radon measure

σ̃F = − 1

2πx
H1b

(
[ρ, 1]× {0}

)
+

1

2πy
H1b

(
{0} × [ρ, 1]

)
and

Iδ =
1

2π

( ˆ ρ

δ

ϕ(0, 0)− ϕ(x, 0)

x
dx+

ˆ ρ

δ

ϕ(0, y)− ϕ(0, 0)

y
dy

)
(4.25)

where ϕ(0, 0) is included additionally. We use the Lipschitz continuous function

ψ(x, y) := ϕ(0, y)− ϕ(x, y) satisfying |ψ(x, y)| ≤ x ‖Dϕ‖∞

to treat the first integral in Iδ. Though the limit of the integral for δ → 0 exists
by dominated convergence, the limit of the measures 1

x
L1b [δ, ρ] for δ → 0 does not

give a finite measure. Hence the limit of Iδ cannot contribute to σF . We therefore
use integration by parts to get a contribution to µF . The difficulty that Dϕ might
not exist on ∂Ωδ is circumvented by fattening up the boundary. Clearly, ψ(·, y) is
absolutely continuous for all y. Since Dϕ exists L2-a.e., the fundamental theorem
of calculus implies

ψ(x, y) lnx
∣∣∣ρ
x=δ

=

ˆ ρ

δ

(
ψx(x, y) lnx+ ψ(x, y)

1

x

)
dx for a.e. y (4.26)

(cf. [52, p. 1019], [21, p. 164, 235]). Notice that

|ψ(x, y) lnx| ≤ x| lnx| ‖Dϕ‖∞
x→0−→ 0 ,

∣∣∣ψ(x, y)

x

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖Dϕ‖∞ .
Using dominated convergence and ψx = −ϕx, we can take the limit δ → 0 in (4.26).
Then we integrate over [0, τ ] with respect to y and divide everything by τ to get

1

τ

ˆ τ

0

ψ(ρ, y) ln ρ dy =

ˆ
[0,ρ]×[0,τ ]

Dϕdµ′F,τ +
1

τ

ˆ τ

0

ˆ ρ

0

ψ(x, y)
1

x
dxdy (4.27)

with the vector measures

µ′F,τ = − 1
τ

(
lnx
0

)
L2b
(
[0, ρ]× [0, τ ]

)
∈ ba(U,B(U),L2)2 .

Obviously

|µ′F,τ |(U) ≤
ˆ 1

0

| lnx| dx = 1 for all τ > 0 , coreµ′F,τ ⊂ [0, ρ]× [0, τ ] .
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Hence, by the Alaoglu theorem, the measures
{
µ′
F, 1
k

}
k

have a weak∗ cluster point

µ′F ∈ ba(U,B(U),L2) with coreµ′F ⊂ ∂Ω ∩Bρ(0) .

In (4.27) the limit for τ → 0 exists for the most left and the most right integral by

continuity of ψ (notice that ψ(x,y)
x

is bounded and continuous on (0, ρ] × [0, τ̃ ] for

some τ̃ > 0 and that 1
τ

´ τ
0
ψ(x,y)
x

dy → ψ(x,0)
x

as τ → 0 for all x ∈ (0, ρ)). Hence we
can take the limit τ → 0 in (4.27) and, with the definition of ψ, we obtain

(
ϕ(0, 0)− ϕ(ρ, 0)

)
ln ρ = ∼

ˆ
[0,ρ]×{0}

Dϕdµ′F +

ˆ ρ

0

ϕ(0, 0)− ϕ(x, 0)

x
dx (4.28)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Analogous arguments for the second integral in (4.25) give a
weak∗ cluster point µ′′F of the vector measures

µ′′F,τ = 1
τ

(
0

ln y

)
L2b
(
[0, τ ]× [0, ρ]

)
∈ ba(U,B(U),L2)2

with coreµ′′F ⊂ ∂Ω∩Bρ(0). Now we use (4.28) and the analogous equation with µ′′F
to replace the two integrals in (4.25). Then, with

µρF := − 1
2π

(µ′F + µ′′F ) , σρF := σ̃F + ln ρ
2π

(
δ(0,ρ) − δ(ρ,0)

)
,

we finally obtain

div (ϕF )(Ω) = lim
δ→0

Iδ +

ˆ
∂Ω̃

ϕdσ̃F

=

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσρF + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩Bρ(0)

DϕdµρF (4.29)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) and all ρ ∈ (0, 1] where

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσρF =

ˆ
∂Ω\Bρ(0)

ϕFνΩ dH1 +
ln ρ

2π

(
ϕ(0, ρ)− ϕ(ρ, 0)

)
.

Notice that this covers the special case σ1
F = 0 for ρ = 1. For ϕ ∈ C1(U) we can

argue by continuity to get

∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩Bρ(0)

DϕdµρF =
1

2π

(ˆ ρ

0

ϕx(x, 0) lnx dx−
ˆ ρ

0

ϕy(0, y) ln y dy
)
.

Moreover, from (4.29) with ϕ = 1 on U , we get the Gaussian formula

0 =

ˆ
Ω

divF dLn =

ˆ
∂Ω\Bρ(0)

ϕFνΩ dH1

for any ρ ∈ (0, 1]. For ρ = 1 this includes the exotic special case

0 =

ˆ
Ω

divF dLn =

ˆ
∅
ϕFνΩ dH1 .
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Let us finally provide an explicit computation for (4.29) with the simple function
ϕ(x, y) = x as demonstration. Using polar coordinates for the first volume integral
we readily get

− 1

2π
=

ˆ
Ω

FDϕdL2 = div (ϕF )(Ω)

= −
ˆ 1

ρ

ϕ(x, 0)

2πx
dx− ln ρ

2π
ϕ(ρ, 0) +

ˆ ρ

0

ϕx(x, 0) lnx

2π
dx

= −1− ρ
2π
− ρ ln ρ

2π
+
ρ ln ρ− ρ

2π
= − 1

2π

for all ρ ∈ (0, 1).

Proof of Proposition 4.8. For (1) let ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) and δ ∈ (0, δ̃) such that (4.14)
is satisfied. Hence ϕ|∂Ω is Lipschitz continuous on ∂Ω and there is a Lipschitz
continuous extension ϕ̃ onto Rn with

‖ϕ̃‖Lip(U) ≤ ‖ϕ|∂Ω‖Lip(∂Ω)

(cf. [43, p. 452]). By ϕ̃ = ϕ on ∂Ω, Corollary 3.5 implies

div (ϕF )(Ω) = div (ϕ̃F )(Ω) .

Therefore, by (3.17) and (3.32) we get

div (χ∂Ω
δ ϕF )(Ω) = div (ϕF )(Ω) = div (ϕ̃F )(Ω)

≤ ‖F‖DM1(U)‖ϕ̃‖W 1,∞(U)

≤ ‖F‖DM1(U)‖ϕ̃‖Lip(U) ≤ ‖F‖DM1(U)‖ϕ|∂Ω‖Lip(∂Ω)

≤ c‖F‖DM1(U)‖ϕ‖W1,∞((∂Ω)δ∩U) .

But this readily implies (4.5).
For (2) we verify the assumptions of (1). Obviously Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0 and

all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) have a continuous extension onto Ω. By definition of Lipschitz
boundary we can cover ∂Ω by finitely many open cylinders Cj with j = 1, . . . ,m
such that for Lipschitz continuous functions γj : Rn−1 → R and suitable rj, hj > 0
up to translation and rotation

Cj = {(x′, t) | |x′| < rj, |t| < hj} , |γj(x′)| < hj
3
,

Ω ∩ Cj = {(x′, t) | |x′| < rj, γj(x
′) < t}

where (x′, t) ∈ Rn−1 × R (cf. [21, p. 127, 177]). By compactness of ∂Ω we can find

some ρ > 0 such that ρ <
hj
3

for all j and such that for all x ∈ ∂Ω there is jx with

Bρ(x) ⊂ Cjx , jx ∈ {1, . . . ,m} .

Moreover we can assume that |x−y| > ρ if x, y belong to different components of Ω.
Since all Cj are bounded, there is some c0 > 0 such that

diam(Cj) < c0ρ for all j (4.30)
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where diam(Cj) denotes the diameter.
Let us now fix δ ∈ (0, ρ) and ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Then

L = ‖ϕ‖W1,∞((∂Ω)δ∩U)

is a bound for ϕ on (∂Ω)δ ∩ U and it is a Lipschitz constant of ϕ on segments
[x, y] ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ U . First we assume that x, y ∈ ∂Ω such that y ∈ Bρ(x). Then

[x, y] belongs to Cjx .

We can move the points of the segment [x, y] parallel to the axis of the cylinder Cjx
to get a polygonal curve P ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω connecting finitely many points

x = x0, x1, . . . , xk = y ∈ (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω

(cf. Figure 4). There is a constant c1 > 0 depending merely on the largest Lipschitz

xCj

ΩP

y
x

Figure 4: The figure shows the boundary ∂Ω (solid curve), its neighborhood (∂Ω)δ
(dashed curves), the segment [x, y] in Cjx , and the polygonal curve P in Ω.

constant of the γj such that

length(P ) ≤ c1|x− y| .

Hence

|ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)| ≤
k∑
j=1

|ϕ(xj−1)− ϕ(xj)| ≤ L

k∑
j=1

|xj−1 − xj| ≤ c1L|x− y| .

Let now x, y ∈ ∂Ω be such that y 6∈ Bρ(x) but that x, y belong to the same compo-
nent of Ω. By the convexity of the Cj there are at most m points x0 = x, x1, . . . , xl =
y ∈ ∂Ω such that the closed segments

[xi−1, xi] belong to some Cj .

As above we can construct polygonal curves Pi ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩Ω connecting xi−1 and xi
within (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω to get

|ϕ(xi−1)− ϕ(xi)| ≤ c1L|xi−1 − xi| .

Using that y 6∈ Bρ(x) we get

|ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)| ≤
l∑

i=1

|ϕ(xi−1)− ϕ(xi)|
l≤m
≤ mc1L|xi−1 − xi|
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(4.30)

≤ mc1Lc0ρ ≤ c0c1mL|x− y| .

Finally let x, y ∈ ∂Ω belong to different components of Ω. Then |x− y| > ρ and

|ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)| ≤ |ϕ(x)|+ |ϕ(y)| ≤ 2L ≤ 2L
ρ
|x− y| .

Summarizing all cases we use c = 1 + max{1, 2
ρ
, c0c1m} to get

‖ϕ|∂Ω‖Lip(∂Ω) = ‖ϕ|∂Ω‖C(∂Ω) + Lip(ϕ|∂Ω) ≤ cL = c‖ϕ‖W1,∞((∂Ω)δ∩U) .

Since c is independent of δ ∈ (0, ρ) and ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), the assumption of (1) is
verified.

4.2 Normal measures

The linearity of the trace operator T from Proposition 3.3 hints at a linear depen-
dence of the measures λF and µF on F . Moreover, the usual Gauss-Green formula
for smooth F and regular Ω given by

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ dHn−1

indicates some dependence of the boundary term on the outer unit normal field νΩ.
Therefore we are interested in more structural information about λF and µF . Here
it turns out that the usage of a pointwise normal field νΩ on the boundary ∂Ω is
too restrictive even if it exists (in particular if divF has concentrations there) and
that a pointwise trace function F on the boundary might not exist. Therefore we
are looking for measures ν that extend the notion of pointwise normal fields. As a
first idea we could consider some extension ν ∈ ba (Ω,B(Ω),Ln)n of the Radon mea-
sure νΩHn−1b∂∗Ω according to Proposition 2.13 for suitable sets of finite perimeter.
However, by the variety of extensions, we wouldn’t get enough information about
ν for a general Gauss-Green formula. If divF has concentrations on ∂Ω, we have
e.g. to take care for parts of the boundary belonging to Ω by controlling the aura
of a corresponding ν. Thus we need a more careful construction of such measures
than just any extension. Therefore we provide a general approach that even allows
some weight on ∂Ω. This way we finally obtain a more precise representation of the
boundary term in the general Gauss-Green formula (4.1) for a large class of cases.

For U ⊂ Rn open, bounded and Ω ∈ B(U), a measurable function χ : U → [0, 1]
is said to be a good approximation for χΩ if there are χk ∈ W 1,∞(U) such that

(1) χk : U → [0, 1] is compactly supported on U for all k ∈ N,

(2) lim
k→∞

χk = χ Hn−1-a.e. on U ,

(3) χk = 1 on Ω− 1
k
, χk = 0 on U \ Ω 1

k
for all k,

(4) lim inf
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(U) <∞ .

We call {χk} an approximating sequence for χ. Obviously

χ = 1 on int Ω and χ = 0 on ext Ω .
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Notice that the χk cannot be taken as equivalence classes in W1,∞(U) and that Ω
need not to be compactly contained in U for a good approximation. It might be
an option for the treatment of bounded vector fields F to consider also χk that
merely belong to BV(U) (recall that χkF ∈ DM∞(U) in this case; cf. [5, p. 97]).
However there was no need for that extension in the present treatment. Now we see
that, despite degenerate cases, Ω allowing a good approximation have to have finite
perimeter in U .

Proposition 4.18. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded and let Ω ∈ B(U). If there is
a good approximation χ for χΩ with ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0, then Ω has finite perimeter
in U .

Note that Ln(∂Ω ∩ U) = 0 implies ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0.

Proof. Let χ be a good approximation for χΩ with corresponding approximating
sequence {χk} ⊂ W 1,∞(U). Since Ω is bounded and every Hn−1-null set is Ln-null
set,

χk
L1

−→ χΩ .

By the lower semicontinuity of the total variation of BV functions,

|DχΩ|(U) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1 <∞ .

Hence χΩ ∈ BV (U) and the assertion follows.

Let us now demonstrate that good approximations provide measures.

Theorem 4.19. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), and let χ be
a good approximation for χΩ with approximating sequence {χk}. Then there is an
associated measure ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n such that

core ν ⊂ ∂Ω , |ν|(U) = ‖ν‖ ≤ lim inf
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(U) ,

|ν|(B) ≤ lim sup
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(B) for all B ∈ B(U) , (4.31)

A =
⋃
k≥k0

supp (Dχk) (4.32)

is an aura of ν for each k0 ∈ N, and for any ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rn) there is a subsequence
{χk′} with

lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕ ·Dχk′ dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdν . (4.33)

Moreover, ν is a trace on ∂Ω over L∞(U,Rn). If ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0, then

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdν =

ˆ
∂∗Ω∩U

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1 for all ϕ ∈ Cc(U,Rn) (4.34)

and
|ν|(B) ≥

(
Hn−1b(∂∗Ω ∩ U)

)
(B) for all open B ⊂ U . (4.35)
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If U = Ω with Lipschitz boundary, then

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdν =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1 for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rn) (4.36)

and we have (4.35) with ∂Ω instead of ∂∗Ω ∩ U for all relatively open B ⊂ Ω.

We call ν (outward) normal measure of Ω. The proof shows that ν is a weak∗

cluster point of the measures −DχkLn and, thus, it might be not unique in general.
However it is uniquely determined by the subsequences entering (4.33). Below we
provide examples showing that, for given Ω, there are different normal measures
due to different auras. In particular we consider normal measures with aura being
completely inside or completely outside Ω where, in both cases, the vectors ν(B)
are directed outward for small balls B intersecting the boundary ∂Ω. But notice
that we always have the same right hand side in (4.34) for continuous ϕ. If Ω has
Lipschitz boundary, then ∂∗Ω = ∂Ω (cf. [34, p. 50]). The inequality in (4.35) can
be strict as e.g. in the simple case of an open ball Ω = B b U and ν = νint from
Example 4.21 below where |ν|(B) = Hn−1(∂Ω) > (Hn−1b∂Ω)(B) = 0.

Proof. Since χ is a good approximation, the measures νk := −DχkLn with norm
‖νk‖ = ‖Dχk‖L1(U) have a subsequence νk′ that is bounded in L∞(U,Rn)∗ and
satisfies

lim
k′→∞

‖Dχk′‖L1(U) = lim inf
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(U) .

This subsequence has a weak∗ cluster point in L∞(U,Rn)∗ that we can identify with
some

ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n where |ν|(U) = ‖ν‖ ≤ lim inf
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(U) .

Consequently we have (4.33) where the subsequence {χk′}might depend on ϕ. Hence´
U
ϕdν = 0 for all ϕ vanishing on (∂Ω)δ with some δ > 0. Thus core ν ⊂ ∂Ω and ν

is a trace on ∂Ω over L∞(U,Rn). Taking ϕ vanishing on U \A, we readily get from
(4.33) that A is an aura of ν. For B ∈ B(U) and ε > 0 there is some ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rn)
with ‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ 1 and a subsequence χk′ such that

|ν|(B)− ε ≤ ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

χBϕdν = lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

χBϕ ·Dχk′ dLn

≤ lim sup
k′→∞

ˆ
B

|Dχk′| dLn ≤ lim sup
k→∞

‖Dχk‖L1(B)

(cf. (2.7)).
Let now ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0. Then χk → χΩ in L1(U) and Ω has finite perimeter

in U by Proposition 4.18. For ϕ ∈ C∞c (U,Rn) the definition of weak derivatives
gives ˆ

U

ϕ ·Dχk dLn = −
ˆ
U

χk divϕdLn . (4.37)

By dominated convergence and the divergence theorem

lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

χk divϕdLn =

ˆ
Ω

divϕdLn =

ˆ
∂∗Ω∩U

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1 (4.38)
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(cf. [34, p.141] and notice that ϕ is Lipschitz continuous due to its compact support).
Using (4.33) for the left hand side in (4.37), we obtain

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdν =

ˆ
∂∗Ω∩U

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1

for all ϕ ∈ C∞c (U,Rn). By uniform approximation we get this identity even for all
ϕ ∈ Cc(U,Rn).

Now let B ⊂ U be open and recall that

DχΩ = νΩHn−1b(∂∗Ω ∩ U) , |DχΩ| = Hn−1b(∂∗Ω ∩ U)

(cf. [21, p. 169, 205]). Then, with (2.7),

|ν|(B) = sup
ϕ∈L∞(U,Rn)
‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
B

ϕdν

≥ sup
ϕ∈C1

c (B,Rn)
‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
B

ϕdν = sup
ϕ∈C1

c (B,Rn)
‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
U

ϕdν

(4.34)
= sup

ϕ∈C1
c (B,Rn)

‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
∂∗Ω∩U

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1

= sup
ϕ∈C1

c (B,Rn)
‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
U

ϕdDχΩ = sup
ϕ∈C1

c (B,Rn)
‖ϕ‖∞≤1

ˆ
B

χΩ divϕdLn

= |DχΩ|(B) =
(
Hn−1b(∂∗Ω ∩ U)

)
(B) .

(cf. also [21, p. 169] for the second last line).
If U = Ω with Lipschitz boundary, then ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0 and we argue similar

as above. For (4.36) we consider

ϕ ∈ C∞(Ω,Rn) ∩ C1(Ω,Rn) .

Then we get (4.37), since χk has compact support in Ω, and in (4.38) we use the
divergence theorem from [34, p. 168] to get

ˆ
Ω

divϕdLn =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕ · νΩ dHn−1

(notice that ϕ is locally Lipschitz continuous on Ω). For the adaption of (4.35) we
extend ν by zero on Rn, we argue as above for arbitrary open B ⊂ Rn with some
enlarged U , and we use that ∂∗Ω = ∂Ω (cf. [34, p. 50]).

Proposition 4.20. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U) be a set of finite
perimeter, and let χ be a good approximation for χΩ with approximating sequence
χk and associated normal measure ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n. Then for every B ∈ B(U)
with finite perimeter there exists an L1-null set N ⊂ R and some δ̃ > 0 such that
for all δ ∈ (0, δ̃) \N
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ν(B) = − lim
k→∞

ˆ
B

Dχk dLn

= −
ˆ
U∩Ω∩∂∗(B∩Ωδ)

χνB∩Ωδ dHn−1 with Ωδ = Ωδ \ Ω−δ

=

ˆ
∂∗B∩∂Ω∩U

−χνB dHn−1 + lim
δ↓0
δ /∈N

ˆ
(int∗B)∩∂∗Ω−δ∩U

νΩ−δ dHn−1 . (4.39)

The representation of ν(B) is illustrated in Figure 5 for two simple cases. For B1

the first integral vanishes and, thus, ν(B) is directed as νΩ on ∂Ω ∩B1 with length
Hn−1(∂Ω ∩ B1). For B2 we distinguish two cases. If χ = 0 on ∂Ω, then we have a
similar situation as for B1 and −νB in the figure does not apply. If χ = 1 on ∂Ω,
then ν(B) = 0, since the two contributions in (4.39) cancel out each other. Below
we discuss this situation in more detail for several examples.

Ω

B2

{δ

νΩ−δ

−νBB1

{δ

νΩ−δ

Figure 5: Contributions to ν(B) for two versions of B

Proof. Since ν <<w Ln and since B differs from int∗B only by an Ln-null set (cf. [21,
p. 222]), we have ν(B) = ν(int∗B). Thus we can essentially work with B̃ := int∗B,
but in integrals with Ln-measure we can replace it with the original B. We proceed
analogously with Ω̃δ := int∗Ω

δ. Clearly ∂∗B = ∂∗B̃. By int∗(B ∩ Ωδ) = B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ (cf.
[34, p. 50]), we also have ∂∗(B ∩Ωδ) = ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ). The coarea formula implies that
Ωδ and thus also Ω̃δ has finite perimeter for a.e. δ > 0. Therefore B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ has finite
perimeter too (cf. [31, p. 130]). Notice that Ω̃δ might not be a subset of U and,
though we have assumed B ⊂ U , also B̃ might not be a subset of U . But B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ

has finite perimeter in U .
We now consider the approximating sequence χk ∈ W 1,∞(U) for χ and we choose

some ϕ ∈ C1(U,Rn). Then χkϕ is Lipschitz continuous with compact support on
U , since it is locally Lipschitz continuous. Hence, using

U ∩ ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ ∩ U) = U ∩ ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ)

and a general version of the Gauss-Green formula, we obtain
ˆ
B∩Ωδ

ϕ ·Dχk dLn = −
ˆ
B∩Ωδ

χk divϕdLn

+

ˆ
U∩∂∗(B̃∩Ω̃δ)

χkϕ · νB̃∩Ω̃δ dHn−1
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(cf. [34, p. 51, 141] and [24, 4.5.6]). Since χk → χ Hn−1-a.e. on U , by dominated
convergence

lim
k→∞

ˆ
B∩Ωδ

ϕ ·Dχk dLn = −
ˆ
B∩Ωδ

χ divϕdLn

+

ˆ
U∩∂∗(B̃∩Ω̃δ)

χϕ · νB̃∩Ω̃δ dHn−1

for all ϕ ∈ C(U,Rn). Let us choose ϕ to equal a constant vector a ∈ Rn on U . By
core ν ⊂ ∂Ω and by (4.33), where we do not need a subsequence due to the previous
equation,

lim
k→∞

ˆ
B∩Ωδ

a ·Dχk dLn = lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

χB∩Ωδ a ·Dχk dLn

= −a ·∼
ˆ
∂Ω

χB∩Ωδ dν = −a · ν(B ∩ Ωδ)

= −a · ν(B) for all a ∈ Rn .

The arbitrariness of a ∈ Rn implies

ν(B) = − lim
k→∞

ˆ
B∩Ωδ

Dχk dLn = −
ˆ
U∩∂∗(B̃∩Ω̃δ)

χνB̃∩Ω̃δ dHn−1 (4.40)

for a.e. δ > 0. By suppχk ⊂ (∂Ω) 1
k

we can omit Ωδ in the first integral and

by suppχ ⊂ Ω we can restrict the second integral to Ω. Moreover the previous
arguments show that (4.40) is also valid with B, Ωδ instead of B̃, Ω̃δ.

Since B̃ and Ω̃δ agree with their measure theoretic interior,

(B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ) ∪ (∂∗B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) ⊂ ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ)

⊂ (B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ) ∪ (∂∗B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) ∪ (∂∗B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ)

(cf. [34, p. 52]). By Ln(∂∗B̃) = 0, the coarea formula implies

Hn−1(∂∗B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ) = 0 for a.e. δ > 0 .

Therefore ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) differs from (B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ)∪ (∂∗B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) only by an Hn−1-null set.
Furthermore

νB̃∩Ω̃δ = νB̃ on ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) ∩ (∂∗B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) for all δ > 0 ,

since there (with densx from Example 2.4)

densx(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) = densx B̃ = 1
2

and, by B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ ⊂ B̃, both sets have to generate the same half-space determining
their normal (cf. [2, p. 157/158]). Analogously we get

νB̃∩Ω̃δ = νΩ̃δ on ∂∗(B̃ ∩ Ω̃δ) ∩ (B̃ ∩ ∂∗Ω̃δ) for all δ > 0 .
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Using that the reduced boundary agrees Hn−1-a.e. with the measure theoretic one,
that ∂∗B = ∂∗B̃, and that ∂∗Ω

δ = ∂∗Ω̃
δ, we obtain from (4.40) that

ν(B) = −
ˆ
∂∗B∩Ω̃δ∩U

χνB dHn−1 −
ˆ
B̃∩∂∗Ωδ∩U

χνΩδ dHn−1 (4.41)

for all δ > 0 despite an L1-null set N . Since

A→
ˆ
∂∗B∩A∩U

χνB dHn−1

is a σ-measure on ∂∗B ∩ U and
⋂
δ>0 Ω̃δ = ∂Ω,

lim
δ↓0
δ /∈N

ˆ
∂∗B∩Ω̃δ∩U

χνB dHn−1 =

ˆ
∂∗B∩∂Ω∩U

χνB dHn−1 .

For the second integral in (4.41) we use

suppχ ∩ ∂∗Ωδ = ∂∗Ω−δ , χ = 1 on int Ω , νΩδ = −νΩ−δ on ∂∗Ω−δ .

Finally we use that ∂∗Ω
δ = ∂∗(Ωδ \ Ω−δ) to get the assertion.

Let us now provide some important normal measures ν of Ω. Some of the mea-
sures use the distance function dist∂Ω for the approximating sequence χk and require
some boundedness ofHn−1(∂Ωδ) for δ near zero. Notice that for any open bounded Ω

Per(Ωδ) ≤ Hn−1(∂Ωδ) <∞ for all δ 6= 0

(cf. [29, Theorem 3]), but there are open bounded sets Ω of finite perimeter where
Hn−1(∂Ωδ) scales as δ−s for s ∈ (0, 1) (cf. [29, Theorem 1]). The other examples
are applicable to sets of finite perimeter Ω b U and use mollifications of χΩ for the
approximating sequence χk.

As preparation let Ω b U have finite perimeter and we consider

ψk := χΩ ∗ η 1
k

(4.42)

with the standard mollifier ηε supported on Bε(0). Then, for large k,

ψk ∈ C∞c (U, [0, 1]) , ψk = 1 on Ω− 1
k
, ψk = 0 on U \ Ω 1

k
,

ψk → 1
2
χ∂∗Ω + χint∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. on U (4.43)

(cf. [2, p. 164, 173, 175]). From [2, p. 41, 118] we obtain for large k

Dψk(x) =
(
DχΩ ∗ η 1

k

)
(x) :=

ˆ
U

η 1
k
(x− y) dDχΩ(y) for x ∈ Ω .

Then one has the weak∗ limits

DψkLn
∗
⇀ DχΩ and |Dψk|Ln

∗
⇀ |DχΩ| (4.44)
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in the sense of Radon measures. For any Borel set B ⊂ U and k large, we can use
suppDψk ⊂ Ω 1

k
b U and ∂∗Ω ⊂ ∂Ω to get

‖Dψk‖L1(B) =

ˆ
Ω1/k∩B

|Dψk| dLn ≤ |DχΩ|(Ω 2
k
∩B 1

k
) = Hn−1(∂∗Ω ∩B 1

k
) (4.45)

(cf. [2, p. 42], [34, p. 50, 138] or also [31, p. 49, 129]). If |DχΩ|(∂B) = 0, then

lim
k→∞
|Dψk|(B) = |DχΩ|(B) (4.46)

(cf. [21, p. 54]). Obviously ψk ∈ W 1,∞(U) and also the truncations

χ̃int
k := (2ψk − 1)+ , χ̃ext

k := −(2ψk − 1)− + 1 .

belong to W 1,∞(U) with

Dχ̃int
k =

{
2Dψk Ln-a.e. on {ψk > 1

2} ,
0 Ln-a.e. on {ψk ≤ 1

2}

and Dχ̃ext
k analogously (cf. [21, p. 130]). Since Ω and int∗Ω differ merely by an

Ln-negligible set (cf. [21, p. 222]), we can use (3.1) with ϕ ∈ C1
c (U) to get

lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

ϕDχ̃int
k dLn = − lim

k→∞

ˆ
U

χ̃int
k divϕdLn = −

ˆ
U

χint∗Ω divϕdLn

= −
ˆ
U

χΩ divϕdLn =

ˆ
U

ϕdDχΩ

and analogously for χint
k . Since C1

c (U) is dense in Cc(U), we have

Dχ̃int
k Ln

∗
⇀ DχΩ and Dχ̃ext

k Ln
∗
⇀ DχΩ .

From (4.45) we get for any Borel set B ⊂ U

‖Dχ̃int
k ‖L1(B) =

ˆ
B∩{ψk> 1

2
}

2|Dψk| dLn ≤ 2

ˆ
B

|Dψk| dLn ≤ 2Hn−1(∂∗Ω∩B 1
k
) (4.47)

and analogously
‖Dχ̃ext

k ‖L1(B) ≤ 2Hn−1(∂∗Ω ∩B 1
k
) . (4.48)

Let us now introduce some special examples of normal measures. These can
be basically applied to the same set Ω. However they differ in the point how the
boundary is taken into account or in the underlying construction.

Example 4.21. (Interior Normal Measures) Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded,
and let Ω ∈ B(U). We call a normal measure interior normal measure of Ω if the
related good approximation χ has the form

χ = χint Ω or χ = χint∗Ω .
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For a first case we assume that Ω b U , that there is a sequence δk ↓ 0 with

lim
k→∞
−
ˆ

(0,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) dδ <∞ , (4.49)

and we consider

χint
k := χΩ−δk

+ χ(int Ω\Ω−δk )

dist∂Ω

δk
∈ W 1,∞(U) . (4.50)

We can suppose that δk ≤ 1
k

and we obviously have that

χint
k → χint Ω pointwise on U .

By the coarea formula (cf. [21, p.117]),

‖Dχint
k ‖L1(U) =

ˆ
(0,δk)

ˆ
∂Ω−δ

|Dχint
k | dHn−1 dδ

=

ˆ
(0,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ)

δk
dδ

= −
ˆ

(0,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) dδ

(notice that |D dist∂Ω(x)| = 1 Ln-a.e. outside ∂Ω, cf. (4.3)) Hence we obtain a good
approximation for χΩ and a related interior normal measure by

χint := χint Ω and ν int ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Notice that any A = (∂Ω)δk ∩ int Ω is an aura of ν int by (4.32).
As alternative approximating sequence for χint Ω we set δ′k := δk

2
and take

χintc
k := χΩ−2δ′

k

+ χ(Ω−δ′
k
\Ω−2δ′

k
)

dist∂(Ω−δ′
k

)

δ′k
∈ W 1,∞(U)

with 0 < δk ≤ 1
k

as far as

lim
k→∞
−
ˆ

(δ′k,2δ
′
k)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) dδ <∞

(“intc” indicates compact support of Dχintc
k on int Ω). In this case we can drop the

requirement Ω b U and obtain a second interior normal measure related to the good
approximation χint Ω of χΩ by

χintc := χint Ω and ν intc ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Though the measure ν intc slightly differs from ν int, this is not relevant for the values
of the corresponding integrals entering the considered Gauss-Green formulas.

For a second case we assume that Ω b U has finite perimeter and we consider

χ̃int
k := (2ψk − 1)+
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with the mollification ψk from (4.42). Then, by (4.43),

χ̃int
k → χint∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. on U .

Obviously χ̃int
k ∈ W 1,∞(U) and, by (4.47),

‖Dχ̃int
k ‖L1(U) =

ˆ
{ψk> 1

2
}

2|Dψk| dLn ≤ 2Hn−1(∂∗Ω) . (4.51)

This way we get a good approximation for χΩ and a related interior normal measure
by

χ̃int := χint∗Ω and ν̃ int ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Example 4.22. (Exterior Normal Measures) Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded,
and let Ω ∈ B(U). We call a normal measure exterior normal measure of Ω if the
related good approximation χ has the form

χ = χΩ or χ = χ∂∗Ω∪int∗Ω .

First we assume that Ω b U , that there is a sequence δk ↓ 0 with

lim
k→∞
−
ˆ

(0,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ωδ) dδ <∞ , (4.52)

and we consider

χext
k = χΩ + χ(Ωδk\Ω)

dist∂(Ωδk )

δk
∈ W 1,∞(U) .

We again suppose that δk ≤ 1
k

and we have that

χext
k → χΩ pointwise on U .

As above,

‖Dχext
k ‖L1(U) = −

ˆ
(0,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ωδ) dδ .

Therefore we obtain a good approximation for χΩ and a related exterior normal
measure by

χext := χΩ and νext ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Now any A = (∂Ω)δk ∩ ext Ω is an aura of νext by (4.32). Similar as in the previous
example we can construct some alternative exterior normal measure νextc related to
an approximating sequence {χextc

k } for χext = χΩ where χextc
k = 1 on Ωδk .

For a second example we assume that Ω b U has finite perimeter and we consider

χ̃ext
k := −(2ψk − 1)− + 1

with ψk from (4.42). Then, by (4.43),

χ̃ext
k → χ∂∗Ω∪int∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. on U .

Clearly χ̃ext
k ∈ W 1,∞(U) and, by (4.48),

‖Dχ̃ext
k ‖L1(U) ≤ 2Hn−1(∂∗Ω) .

Hence we get a good approximation for χΩ and a related exterior normal measure
by

χ̃ext := χ∂∗Ω∪int∗Ω and ν̃ext ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .
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Example 4.23. (Symmetric Normal Measures) Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded,
and let Ω ∈ B(U). We call a normal measure symmetric normal measure of Ω if the
related good approximation χ has the form

χ =
1

2
χ∂Ω + χint Ω or χ =

1

2
χ∂∗Ω + χint∗Ω .

Let us first assume that Ω b U , that there is a sequence δk ↓ 0 with

lim
k→∞
−
ˆ

(−δk,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ωδ) dδ <∞ , (4.53)

and let us take

χsym
k = χΩ−δk

+ χ(Ωδk\Ω−δk )

dist∂(Ωδk )

2δk
∈ W 1,∞(U) .

We can suppose that δk ≤ 1
k
, we readily get

χsym
k → 1

2
χ∂Ω + χint Ω pointwise on U ,

and, as before,

‖Dχsym
k ‖L1(U) = −

ˆ
(−δk,δk)

Hn−1(∂Ωδ) dδ .

Thus we receive a good approximation for χΩ and a related symmetric normal mea-
sure by

χsym := 1
2
χ∂Ω + χint Ω and νsym ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Obviously each A = (∂Ω)δk is an aura of νsym by (4.32). We can interpret the
factor 1

2
in this way that one half of the source in a boundary point is considered to

flow outward while the other half flows inward.
Now we assume that Ω b U is a set of finite perimeter and consider

χ̃sym
k := ψk

with ψk as in (4.42). Then, by (4.43),

χ̃sym
k → 1

2
χ∂∗Ω + χint∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. on U .

With (4.45) for B = U we see that we obtain a good approximation for χΩ and a
related symmetric normal measure by

χ̃sym := 1
2
χ∂∗Ω + χint∗Ω and ν̃sym ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n .

Theorem 4.19 and (4.45) imply that

|ν̃sym|(U) ≤ Hn−1(∂∗Ω)

and, by (4.35), one has equality if ‖χ̃sym − χΩ‖L1(U) = 0.
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Remark 4.24. (1) While the normal measures based on a distance function can
be easily represented by means of a normal field and a scalar density measure (cf.
Proposition 4.30 below), the normal measures based on mollifications have the ad-
vantage that they are available for all sets of finite perimeter. Instead of the distance
function one can also construct normal measures based on other Lipschitz continuous
functions vanishing on the boundary ∂Ω (cf. [43, p. 449]).

(2) We have that (4.49), (4.52) and (4.53) are satisfied if Ω has finite perimeter
and if it satisfies (4.12) (cf. (4.13) and [29]). This is in particular the case if Ω has
Lipschitz boundary (cf. also the arguments following Proposition 4.7).

Clearly, F ∈ L∞(Ω,Rn) is ν-integrable for any normal measure ν. Let us analyze
how far also unbounded vector fields are integrable.

Proposition 4.25. Let U ⊂ Rn be open, bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let F ∈ L1(Ω,Rn),
let ν be a normal measure related to a good approximation χ for χΩ and with ap-
proximating sequence {χk} satisfying |Dχk| ≤ γk Ln-a.e. on Ω for some γ > 0, and
let A ⊂ U be an aura of ν as in (4.32). If there is some δ̃ > 0 such that

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩A

|F | dLn is uniformly bounded for 0 < δ < δ̃ , (4.54)

then ϕF is ν-integrable on U for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U). If, in addition,

lim
k→∞

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩A∩{|F |≥k}

|F | dLn = 0 uniformly for δ ∈ (0, δ̃) , (4.55)

then for each ϕ ∈ L∞(U) there is a subsequence {χk′} such that

lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχk′ dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν . (4.56)

Example 4.26 below shows that (4.54) is not sufficient for (4.55) and that (4.55)
excludes certain concentrations on the boundary ∂Ω.

Proof. We argue similar to the proof of Proposition 2.15 and use

F = (F 1, . . . , F n) , ν = (ν1, . . . , νn) .

By assumption there is some c > 0 such that 1
δ

´
(∂A)δ∩A

|F | dLn ≤ c for all δ ∈ (0, δ̃).

For each k ∈ N and j = 1, . . . , n we set

Ajk :=
{
y ∈ A

∣∣ |F j(y)| < k
}
, Aj,0k := A \ Ajk ,

hjk(x) :=

{ l
2k

on |F j |−1
([

l
2k
, l+1

2k

))
∩Ajk for all l ∈ N ,

0 on Aj,0k .

Then all hjk are simple functions related to νj and hjk ≤ |F j| on A for all j and all
k ∈ N. Using |hjk − |F j| | < 1

2k
on Ajk we get{

y ∈ A
∣∣ |hjk − |F j| | > ε

}
⊂ Aj,0k if 1

2k
< ε .
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Therefore, for any ε > 0 and all j,

lim sup
k→∞

|νj|
{
|hjk − |F

j| | > ε
}
≤ lim sup

k→∞
|νj|(Aj,0k ) . (4.57)

For fixed j, k there is ϕ̃ ∈ L∞(U,Rn) with ‖ϕ̃‖∞ ≤ 1 and ϕ̃ = 0 on Ajk such that

1
2
|νj|(Aj,0k ) ≤

ˆ
Aj,0k

ϕ̃ dν .

(cf. (2.7)). By (4.33) there is a subsequence {χl′} with

ˆ
Aj,0k

ϕ̃ dν = − lim
l′→∞

ˆ
Aj,0k

ϕ̃ ·Dχl′ dLn ≤ lim inf
l′→∞

ˆ
Aj,0k

|Dχl′ | dLn .

Setting δl′ := 2
l′

we have |Dχl′ | ≤ γl′ = 2γ
δl′

. Thus, for l′ large,

c ≥ 1

δl′

ˆ
(∂Ω)δl′

∩A
|F j| dLn

=
1

δl′

( ˆ
(∂Ω)δl′

∩Ajk

|F j| dLn +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δl′

∩Aj,0k

|F j| dLn
)

≥ k

2γ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δl′

∩Aj,0k

|Dχl′ | dLn =
k

2γ

ˆ
Aj,0k

|Dχl′ | dLn

(recall that Dχl′ = 0 Ln-a.e. outside (∂Ω)δl′ , cf. [21, p. 130]). Taking the limit
l′ →∞ and using the previous estimates, we obtain

4cγ

k
≥ |νj|(Aj,0k ) for all j and all k ∈ N .

Thus |νj|(Aj,0k )→ 0 as k →∞ and, using (4.57), we get

hjk
νj−→ |F j| .

For the measure hjk|νj| there is some ϕ̃ ∈ L∞(U) with ‖ϕ̃‖∞ ≤ 1 such that

ˆ
A

hjk d|ν
j| ≤
ˆ
A

ϕ̃hjk dν
j + 1

(cf. (2.7)) and we use ϕk ∈ L∞(U,Rn) with

ϕk =

{ (
0, . . . , 0, ϕ̃hjk, 0 . . . , 0

)
on A ,

0 on U \A .

By (4.33) there is some m ∈ N (related to ϕk) such that, with δm = 2
m

, |Dχm| ≤ γm,

and |ϕk| ≤ hjk ≤ |F |,ˆ
A

hjk d|ν
j| ≤

ˆ
A

ϕ̃hjk dν
j + 1
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=

ˆ
U

ϕk dν + 1 ≤
∣∣∣ˆ

U

ϕk ·Dχm dLn
∣∣∣+ 2

≤
ˆ
U

|ϕk| |Dχm| dLn + 2 ≤ γm

ˆ
(∂Ω)δm∩A

|ϕk| dLn + 2

≤ 2γ

δm

ˆ
(∂Ω)δm∩A

|F | dLn + 2 ≤ 2γc+ 2

(notice that suppDχm ⊂ (∂Ω)δm). Therefore the integrals on the left hand side are
uniformly bounded. Since, by construction, the sequence {hjk}k of simple functions
is increasing, ˆ

A

|hjk − h
j
l | d|ν

j| → 0 as k, l→∞ .

Consequently, |F j| is νj-integrable with determining sequence {hjk}k and, hence, also
F j is νj-integrable. But this means that F is ν-integrable.

For ϕ ∈ L∞(U) we have that it is ν-integrable, which includes that it is also
ν-measurable. Thus also ϕF is ν-measurable (cf. [4, p 102]). From |ϕF | ≤ |F |
Ln-a.e., we get that also ν-a.e. (since ν is weakly absolutely continuous with respect
to Ln) and, consequently, we have the estimate also i.m. ν. But this implies that
ϕF is ν-integrable too (cf. [4, p. 113].

For the second assertion we consider on U

F j
k (x) :=

{
F j(x) if |F j(y)| < k ,

0 otherwise .
(4.58)

Then we get as in the first part that F j
k

νj→ F j for each j. For ϕ ∈ L∞(U) we have
that ϕF is ν-integrable and, as above, |ϕF j

k | ≤ |ϕF j| i.m. ν. Thus, dominated
convergence gives with Fk := (F 1

k , . . . , F
n
k )

lim
k→∞

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν .

Hence, for given ε > 0, there is some k0 ∈ N such that∣∣∣∼ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν
∣∣∣ ≤ ε for all k > k0 . (4.59)

Since |F | ≤
√
n|F |∞, we have for subsets of U that

Ũk :=
{
|F |∞ ≥ k

}
⊂
{
|F | ≥ k

√
n
}
⊂ Uk :=

{
|F | ≥ k

}
.

Then, by construction, Fk = F on U \ Ũk. We now choose some l0 ∈ N with

supp (Dχl) ⊂ A and 1
l
< δ̃ for all l ≥ l0

(cf. (4.32)). By supp (Dχl) ⊂ (∂Ω) 1
l

and |Dχl| ≤ γl we get with some possibly
larger k0 ∈ N,∣∣∣ ˆ

U

ϕ(Fk − F ) ·Dχl dLn
∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ‖∞γl

ˆ
(∂Ω)1/l∩A

|Fk − F | dLn
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= ‖ϕ‖∞γl
ˆ

(∂Ω)1/l∩A∩Ũk
|Fk − F | dLn

|Fk|≤|F |
≤ 2‖ϕ‖∞γl

ˆ
(∂Ω)1/l∩A∩Uk

|F | dLn

(4.55)
< ε

for all k > k0 and l > l0. Hence
ˆ
U

ϕFk ·Dχl dLn − ε ≤
ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχl dLn ≤
ˆ
U

ϕFk ·Dχl dLn + ε .

Let us now fix k > k0. Then, by (4.33) and ϕFk ∈ L∞(U,Rn), there is a subsequence
{χl′} with

lim
l′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕFk ·Dχl′ dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν .

Therefore,

−∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν − ε ≤ lim inf
l′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχl′ dLn ≤ −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν + ε .

By (4.59)

−∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν − 2ε ≤ lim inf
l′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχl′ dLn ≤ −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν + 2ε .

We obviously get the same estimate with limsup. Then the arbitrariness of ε > 0
gives the assertion.

Though the measure of the set where an integrable function is large has to be
small, the next example shows that (4.54) is not sufficient for (4.55) and (4.56).

Example 4.26. Let U = Ω = (0, 2)2 ⊂ R2 and let F = (0, f) with

f(x, y) :=

{ 1
y for 1 < x < 1 + y , y < 1

2

0 otherwise .

Since ˆ 2

0

f(x, y) dx =

ˆ 1+y

1

1
y
dx = 1 for all y ∈ (0, 1) ,

Fubini’s theorem implies F ∈ L1(Ω) and (4.54) with A = Ω. Moreover, for k ∈ N
and 0 < δ < 1

k
,

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω∩{|F |≥k}

|F | dL2 =
1

δ

ˆ δ

0

ˆ 1+y

1

f(x, y) dxdy = 1

and, thus, (4.55) is not satisfied. To check (4.56) we consider an approximating se-
quence Fk = (F1k, F2k) of F as in (4.58). Obviously Fk = 0 on a small neighborhood
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of ∂Ω. Then, for any normal measure ν and any ϕ ∈ L∞(Ω), we can use core ν = ∂Ω
and dominated convergence to get

0 = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕFk dν → ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν = 0 .

But taking e.g. χk from (4.50) with δk = 1
k
, that is related to the interior normal

measure ν int, we readily obtain

lim
k→∞

ˆ
Ω

F ·Dχk dL2 = lim
k→∞

k

ˆ 1
k

0

ˆ 1+y

1

f(x, y) dxdy = 1 .

Hence (4.56) is not satisfied for ϕ ≡ 1.

Now we show how normal measures can be used for Gauss-Green formulas where
we even allow some weight on the boundary ∂Ω.

Theorem 4.27. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let ν be a normal
measure of Ω related to a good approximation χ for χΩ with approximating sequence
{χk}, let F ∈ DM1(U) be ν-integrable such that (4.56) is satisfied, and let χk → χ
divF -a.e. on ∂Ω. Then we have for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) that

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν . (4.60)

Proof. Let ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Then ϕF ∈ DM1(U) with

div (ϕF ) = ϕ divF + F ·DϕLn (4.61)

as measures on U (cf. [43, p. 448]). By the assumption and by χk → χ Hn−1-a.e.
on U , we get χk → χ div (ϕF )-a.e. on ∂Ω. By χk → χ = 1 everywhere on int Ω and
by χ = 0 on ext Ω, dominated convergence givesˆ

∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) =

ˆ
U

χd div (ϕF ) = lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

χk d div (ϕF ) .

Since χk ∈ W 1,∞(U) is compactly supported on U , the definition of divergence
measure (cf. (3.14)) and (4.56) with χk′ related to ϕ imply

lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

χk′ d div (ϕF ) = − lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχk′ dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν

which implies (4.60).

Remark 4.28. (1) For χ = χΩ the left hand side in (4.60) becomes div (ϕF )(Ω)
and, in this case, we can choose

λF = Fν , µF = 0

in Theorem 4.1 (cf. also Proposition 4.5). Notice that we can ensure ν-integrability
of F by (4.54) and, due to

ˆ
Ω

∣∣FDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dLn ≤ 2

δ

ˆ
Ωδ

|F | dLn ,
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(4.54) also implies (4.10). Thus, for χ = χΩ, we get µF = 0 and coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω from
(4.54) already through Propositions 4.7 without using (4.56). However we do not
obtain this way that λF = Fν with some normal measure ν.

(2) For any good approximations χ1, χ2 for χΩ and associated normal measures
ν1, ν2 where χj,k → χj divF -a.e. on ∂Ω, Theorem 4.27 implies

ˆ
∂Ω

(χ1 − χ2) d div (ϕF ) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF d(ν1 − ν2)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). By (4.61) we can interchange ν1 and ν2 in (4.60) as long as
χ1 = χ2 Ln-a.e. and divF -a.e. on ∂Ω. This in particular implies that ∼́

∂Ω
ϕF dν

is independent of the choice of the good approximation χ and the corresponding
normal measure ν if | divF |(∂Ω) = Ln(∂Ω) = 0.

(3) Since χ = 1 on int Ω and

(
χ divϕF

)
(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) ,

we readily see from (4.60) that ϕ →
(
χ divϕF

)
(Ω) is a trace on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U)

under the assumptions of Theorem 4.27.

For F ∈ DM∞(U) we trivially have that F is ν-integrable for any normal mea-
sure ν and, due to (4.33) in Theorem 4.19, we always have (4.56) without the as-
sumptions of Proposition 4.25. Since divF <<w Hn−1 in this case (cf. [41, p. 21]),
we also have χk → χ divF -a.e. on ∂Ω by the definition of a good approximation.
Thus Theorem 4.27 and Theorem 4.19 directly imply the next special case.

Corollary 4.29. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let ν be a normal
measure of Ω related to a good approximation χ for χΩ, and let F ∈ DM∞(U).
Then F is ν-integrable, it satisfies (4.56), and we have (4.60) for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U).
If F is even continuous and ‖χ− χΩ‖L1(U) = 0, then we have

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω∩U

ϕF · νΩ dHn−1

for all ϕ ∈ C1
c (U).

Let us mention that it would be possible in this case to consider ν as trace on ∂Ω
over DM∞(U). This way one wouldn’t need a trace overW1,∞(U) for each single F .
However both strategies give essentially the same result. For the representation of
such a trace one can use that DM∞(U) ⊂ L∞(U)n and that ϕF ∈ DM∞(U) for
ϕ ∈ BV(U) ∩ L∞(U) and F ∈ DM∞(U) (cf. [11, p.1014] and [35, p. 65]). Now we
derive a more explicit structure for the special normal measures

νint , νintc , νext , and νsym

where we use the normal field introduced in (4.2).
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Proposition 4.30. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let ν∗ be a
normal measure where ∗ stands for int, intc, ext, or sym and let χ∗, χ∗k, and δk be
related to ν∗ as in the corresponding examples above. Then there is some measure
dens∗∂Ω ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln) such that

ν∗ = νΩ dens∗∂Ω (4.62)

and for any ϕ ∈ L∞(U) there is a subsequence χ∗k′ with
ˆ
U

ϕd dens∗∂Ω = lim
k′→∞

1

δk′

ˆ
(∂Ω)δk′

ϕψ∗ dLn (4.63)

where

ψint := χint Ω , ψ
intc := ψintc

k = 2χint Ω\(Ω−δk/2)c , ψ
ext := χext Ω , ψ

sym := 1
2
.

If, in addition, F ∈ DM1(U) is ν∗-integrable such that (4.56) is satisfied and that
χ∗k → χ∗ divF -a.e. on ∂Ω, then we have for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U)

div (ϕF )(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densint
∂Ω ,

div (ϕF )(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densintc
∂Ω ,

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densext
∂Ω ,

1
2

div (ϕF )(∂Ω) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d denssym
∂Ω .

Notice that the measures dens∗∂Ω are measures of the type as constructed in Propo-
sition 3.1. In the case ν int we have to take γ(δ) = δ and E = int Ω there. However,
here we cannot just apply Proposition 3.1, since we have to select that weak∗ cluster
point of the measures 1

δk
χ(∂Ω)δk∩ int ΩLn that is related to ν int. In the proof we see

that the subsequence χ∗k′ in (4.63) is the same as that for ϕνΩ in (4.33). We refer to
the arguments following (4.2) for the properties of the normal field νΩ. Notice that
the previous proposition is applicable to all F ∈ DM∞(U), since (4.56) is always
satisfied in this case (cf. (4.33) in Theorem 4.19 or Corollary 4.29).

The explicit occurrence of the normal field νΩ in the Gauss-Green formulas above
is due to the fact that, for these normal measures, the normalized gradient of the
associated Dχk equals the gradient of the distance function on the support of Dχk
and, so far, it is independent of k near ∂Ω. However, this is not met for the normal
measures based on mollification. Therfore we cannot go beyond (4.60) in those cases
in general. Let us also refer to the fact that the Radon-Nikodym theorem is only
available “up to a small error ε > 0” for normal measures ν that are typically pure
(cf. [4, p. 191]).

Proof. Let us first consider ν int with χk = χint
k , δk as in (4.49) and (4.50). Then

Dχk =

{
− 1
δk
νΩ Ln-a.e. on int Ω \ Ω−δk ,

0 otherwise .
(4.64)
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Obviously

ϕ→
ˆ
U

ϕνΩ dν int for ϕ ∈ L∞(U)

belongs to L∞(U)∗ and can be identified with some measure

densint
∂Ω ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)

(cf. [4, p. 106]). Then

ˆ
U

ϕd densint
∂Ω =

ˆ
U

ϕνΩ dν int for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U) .

For Φ ∈ L∞(U)n there is a pointwise unique orthogonal decomposition Ln-a.e. such
that

Φ = (Φ · νΩ) νΩ + Φ⊥ where Φ⊥ · νΩ = 0 .

Then ∼́
∂Ω

Φ⊥ dν int = 0 by (4.33) and (4.64). Thus, for all Φ ∈ L∞(U)n,

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Φ dν int = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

(Φ · νΩ) νΩ dν int = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Φ · νΩ d densint
∂Ω .

Consequently,
ν int = νΩ densint

∂Ω .

For ϕ ∈ L∞(U) we use (4.64) and (4.33) with ϕνΩ and the corresponding subse-
quence χk′ to get

ˆ
U

ϕd densint
∂Ω = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕνΩ dν int = − lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

ϕνΩ ·Dχk′ dLn

= lim
k′→∞

1

δk′

ˆ
(∂Ω)δk′

ϕχint Ω dLn .

For the other cases we argue analogously.
Let now F ∈ DM1(U) be ν∗-integrable such that (4.56) is satisfied. Then the

stated Gauss-Green formulas follow directly from Proposition 4.27 and (4.62) with
the related χ∗.

The next example shows how the different cases in the previous proposition work.

Example 4.31. Let U = B3(0) ⊂ R2, let Ω = Ω1 ∪ Ω2 with

Ω1 = (0, 1)2 , Ω2 = (1, 2)× (0, 1) ,

and consider

F (x, y) =


(1, 0) on Ω1 ,
(2, 0) for x > 1 ,
(0, 0) otherwise.

For χk related to νext and δ > 0 small we obviously have that

Dχk = 0 on (1− δ, 1 + δ)× (0, 1) .
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Then, by Proposition 4.30 with ϕ ≡ 1, by (4.56), and for δ > 0 small, we readily get

divF (Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F · νΩ d densint
∂Ω = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

F dνint

= (Fνint)
(
{x ∈ (0, δ)}

)
+ (Fνint)

(
{x ∈ (1− δ, 1 + δ)}

)
+

(Fνint)
(
{x ∈ (2− δ, 2)}

)
= −1 + (1− 2) + 2 = 0 .

divF (Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F · νΩ d densext
∂Ω = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

F dνext

= (Fνext)
(
{x ∈ (−δ, 0)}

)
+ (Fνext)

(
{x ∈ (1− δ, 1 + δ)}

)
+

(Fνext)
(
{x ∈ (2, 2 + δ)}

)
= 0 + 0 + 2 = 2 .

1
2

divF (∂Ω) + divF (int Ω)

= ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F · νΩ d denssym
∂Ω = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

F dνsym

= (Fνsym)
(
{x ∈ (−δ, δ)}

)
+ (Fνsym)

(
{x ∈ (1− δ, 1 + δ)}

)
+

(Fνsym)
(
{x ∈ (2− δ, 2 + δ)}

)
= −1

2
+ (1

2
− 1) + 2 = 1 .

Let us now consider the application to unbounded vector fields.

Example 4.32. Let U = B2(0) ⊂ R2, let Ω = (0, 1)2, and take F = (F 1, F 2) given
by

F (x) :=
x

2π|x|2
with divF = δ0

(cf. Example 4.12). We consider the normal measure ν = ν int = (ν1, ν2) and,
according to Proposition 4.30, we have

ν = νΩ densint
∂Ω . (4.65)

A simple computation shows that

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

|F | dLn δ→0−→ ∞ .

Hence we cannot use Proposition 4.25 to get ν-integrability. Therefore let us use a
more direct argument. We divide Ω by its diagonals into four triangles

Ω∗0 , Ω∗1 , Ω0∗ , Ω1∗

where e.g. Ω∗0 is the triangle with a side on the line {x2 = 0}. Clearly F is bounded
and, thus, ν-integrable on Ω∗1 ∪ Ω1∗. Using (4.33) we readily get

ˆ
Ω∗1∪Ω1∗

F dν =
1

4
.
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On Ω∗0 we obviously have νΩ = (0,−1). Hence, by (4.65), ν1 is the zero measure
on Ω∗0. Therefore F 1 is ν1-integrable on Ω∗0 and the integral vanishes. Now we
consider F 2 with respect to ν2 and set for ε > 0

Mε := |ν2|
{
x ∈ Ω∗0

∣∣ |F 2| > ε
}
.

Using that F 2 is continuous and vanishes for x2 = 0, we have for any κ > 0

Mε ∩ {|x| ≥ κ} ∩ {x2 = 0}δ = ∅

for some small δ > 0. Since {x2 = 0}δ is an aura of densint
∂Ω,

|ν2|
(
Mε ∩ {|x| ≥ κ}

)
= 0 for all κ > 0 .

Consequently, using (4.63),

|ν2|
{
x ∈ Ω∗0

∣∣ |F 2| > ε
}

= |ν2|
{
x ∈ Ω∗0

∣∣ |F 2| > ε , |x| < κ
}

≤ |ν2|
{
x ∈ Ω∗0

∣∣ |x| < κ
}

(4.65)

≤ κ for all κ > 0 .

Therefore
|ν2|
{
x ∈ Ω∗0

∣∣ |F 2| > ε
}

= 0 .

This means that F 2 agrees i.m. ν2 with the zero function on Ω∗0. Therefore F 2 is
ν2-integrable on Ω∗0 with vanishing integral. Summarizing we getˆ

Ω∗0

F dν = 0 and, analogously,

ˆ
Ω0∗

F dν = 0 .

Hence, though (4.54) is not satisfied, F is ν-integrable on Ω with

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F dν = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω\B1(0)

F dν =
1

4
.

Let us now check (4.56) directly for ϕ ≡ 1. With χint
k from (4.50) we haveˆ

Ω∗0

F ·Dχint
k dLn =

ˆ
(∂Ω)1/k∩Ω∗0

kF 2 dLn

=
k

2π

ˆ 1
k

0

ˆ 1−x2

x2

x2

x2
1 + x2

2

dx1dx2

=
k

2π

ˆ 1
k

0

x2

[
1
x2

arctan x1

x2

]1−x2

x1=x2
dx2

=
1

2π
−
ˆ

(0, 1
k

)

(
arctan 1−x2

x2
− π

4

)
dx2

k→∞−→ 1

2π

(π
2
− π

4

)
=

1

8
.

By analogous arguments on the other triangles we end up withˆ
Ω

F ·Dχint
k dLn k→∞−→ 0 6= −1

4
= −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F dν .
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Thus (4.56) is violated and obviously

(divF )(Ω) = δ0(Ω) = 0 6= ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

F dν .

Therefore (4.60) doesn’t hold and we see that this condition is essential in Theo-
rem 4.27. From Example 4.12 we know that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

FνΩ dH1 − 1

4
ϕ(0)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Since the measure Fν is absolutely continuous with respect
to ν, we in fact cannot expect (4.60) with a normal measure as in (4.65) in the case
of a concentration at the origin (cf. [4, p. 106]).

Let us still provide an unbounded vector field where Theorem 4.27 is applicable.

Example 4.33. For U = B2(0) ⊂ R3 and Ω = (0, 1)3 we consider as in the previous
example

F (x) :=
x

2π|x|2
.

Then

s→
ˆ

(0,1)2

|F (x1, x2, s)| dH2(x1, x2)

is continuous and bounded. Thus (4.54) is satisfied and F is integrable with respect
to any normal measure ν satisfying the assumption of Proposition 4.25 (which is the
case for the normal measures constructed above by means of a distance function).
For such a normal measure ν with aura in Ω we get for large l ∈ N
ˆ

(∂Ω)δ∩Ω∩{|F |≥l}
|F | dLn ≤

ˆ
B1/(2πl)(0)∩(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

|F | dLn

≤ 3

4

ˆ δ

0

ˆ
B1/(2πl)(0)∩{x3=0}

1

2π
√
x2

1 + x2
2

dH2(x1, x2) dx3

≤ 3

4

ˆ δ

0

ˆ 1
2πl

0

2πr

2πr
drdx3 =

3δ

8πl
.

Therefore,
1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω∩{|F |≥l}

|F | dLn ≤ 3

8πl
for all δ > 0

which implies (4.55). Thus Proposition 4.30 implies e.g. for ν = ν int that

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densint
∂Ω

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U).
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Now let us consider the important case of bounded vector fields F ∈ DM∞(U)
on sets Ω ⊂ U with finite perimeter in some more detail. Here we use normal
measures that are based on mollifications, in particular that from Examples 4.21
and 4.22. Though some of the assertions in the next proposition are already known
from the literature (cf. [9], [10], [12], [13], [14], [41] and the remarks below), we
include them not only for completeness but also to show their relation to the new
results. In the proof we essentially use arguments that are based on the theory
developed here. Recall that, in addition to the subsequent results, Proposition 4.30
is applicable to Ω if Hn−1(Ωδ) is bounded for |δ| small.

Proposition 4.34. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ⊂ U have finite perime-
ter, let F ∈ DM∞(U), and let ν̃ int, ν̃ext be the normal measures from Examples 4.21
and 4.22.

(1) If Ω b U , then there are normal trace functions f int, f ext ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1)
with ‖f int‖∞, ‖f ext‖∞ ≤ ‖F‖∂Ω such that

div (ϕF )(int∗Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν̃ int =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf int dHn−1 , (4.66)

div (ϕF )(∂∗Ω ∪ int∗Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν̃ext =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf ext dHn−1 (4.67)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) (cf. (2.8) for ‖ · ‖∂Ω). If Ω is open we also have

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf int dHn−1 −
ˆ

int∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕd divF (4.68)

and if Ω is closed

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf ext dHn−1 +

ˆ
ext∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕd divF (4.69)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U).

(2) Let Ω ⊂ U be open with Hn−1(∂Ω∩ int∗Ω) <∞. Then F̂ ∈ DM∞(Rn) for the
extension F̂ of F with zero outside of Ω. There is also some normal measure
ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n such that (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω is an aura for all δ > 0 and

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν (4.70)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). Moreover there is f ∈ L∞(∂Ω\ext∗Ω,Hn−1) satisfying
‖f‖∞ ≤ c‖F‖∂Ω for some c > 0 depending merely on Ω such that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕf dHn−1 (4.71)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn) and

fHn−1b(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) = − divF b(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) . (4.72)

If F̂ is continuous on a neighborhood of Ω, then (divF )(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) = 0 and

div (ϕF )(int∗Ω) = div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF · νΩ dHn−1 (4.73)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn).
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Remark 4.35. (1) The measures f intHn−1b∂∗Ω and f extHn−1b∂∗Ω are the Radon
measures related to F ν̃ int and F ν̃ext, respectively, according to Proposition 2.13.
Notice that we can only replace ν̃ int and ν̃ext with a Radon measure in (4.66) and
(4.67), respectively, if F is continuous (cf. Proposition 2.13). With the approximat-
ing sequences χ̃int

k , χ̃ext
k corresponding to ν̃ int, ν̃ext, respectively, we have that

− F ·Dχ̃int
k Ln

∗
⇀ f intHn−1b∂∗Ω and − F ·Dχ̃ext

k Ln
∗
⇀ f extHn−1b∂∗Ω (4.74)

as weak∗ limits for Radon measures. This way we basically recover several results
from the literature about inner and outer traces on sets of finite perimeter (cf. e.g.
Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 275, 281], Chen-Comi-Torres [5, p. 106], Comi-Payne
[13, p. 194, 200]). Though the sequences in (4.74) slightly differ from the sequences

−2χΩF ·DψkLn and − 2χU\ΩF ·DψkLn ,

that are usually used in the literature (up to sign), the weak∗ limit is always the
same, since in each case (4.66) and (4.67) have to be valid for a set of ϕ that is dense
in Cc(U). This in particular means that
ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf int dHn−1 = − lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχ̃int
k dLn = − lim

k→∞

ˆ
U

2ϕχΩF ·Dψk dLn (4.75)

for all ϕ ∈ Cc(U) and analogously for the other case.
(2) The proof of Proposition 4.34 readily shows that the first assertion is also

true for ν̃sym with

1
2

div (ϕF )(∂∗Ω) + div (ϕF )(int∗Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν̃sym =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf sym dHn−1

for some f sym ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1) with ‖f sym‖∞ ≤ ‖F‖∂Ω. Moreover, a check of the
relevant proofs also shows that we can replace the requirement Ω b U in Propo-
sition 4.34 (1) with the restriction to functions ϕ ∈ W1,∞

c (U) that have compact
support in U . In this case a further restriction to ϕ with

ϕ = 0 on U \ (∂Ω)δ for some δ > 0

is sufficient for the treatment of a Gauss-Green formula (cf. Remark 3.6). This way
we recover the results from Comi-Payne [13, p. 203].

(3) The proof shows that (4.71) and (4.72) with some f ∈ L1(∂Ω\ext∗Ω,Hn−1)
are already true without the Hn−1-bound as long as the extension of F with zero
has divergence measure.

Remark 4.36. Let U ⊂ Rn be an open bounded set, let Ω ⊂ U be open with finite
perimeter such that also int∗Ω ⊂ U , let F ∈ DM1(U), and let σint

F be a Radon
measure on ∂∗Ω with σint

F <<w Hn−1 such that

div (ϕF )(int∗Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕdσint
F (4.76)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) ∩ C(U) (cf. (4.66)). With the disjoint decomposition

int∗Ω = Ω ∪ (int∗Ω ∩ ∂Ω) (4.77)
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and since Ω and int∗Ω merely differ by an Ln-null set (cf. [21, p. 222]), we easily
obtain that

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF

=

ˆ
int∗Ω

F ·DϕdLn +

ˆ
int∗Ω

ϕd divF −
ˆ

int∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕd divF

=

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕdσint
F −

ˆ
int∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕd divF .

Since ∂∗Ω ⊂ ∂Ω, we use the Radon measure

σF := σint
F − divF b(int∗Ω ∩ ∂Ω) (4.78)

to get

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕdσF (4.79)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) ∩ C(U). For F ∈ DM∞(Ω) an Hn−1-integrable density f of
σF is available by the Radon-Nikodym theorem if Hn−1 is σ-finite on ∂Ω\ ext∗Ω (cf.
[2, p. 14]). This is obviously the case if Hn−1(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) <∞ and leads to (4.71)
with an essentially bounded density.

This shows that we can easily transform (4.76) to a Gauss-Green formula where
the full topological boundary is incorporated into the boundary term, which is fa-
vorable in the case of cracks along some inner boundary. Notice, however, that the
form with a normal measure as e.g. in (4.66) or in (4.60) contains F explicitly in the
boundary term and doesn’t require a normal trace function f on ∂Ω. Moreover the
larger class of functionsW1,∞(U) for ϕ, that do not have to be continuous up to ∂Ω,
allows more flexibility for the investigation near ∂Ω (cf. the discussion surrounding
(3.10)). In Example 4.13 this allows e.g., in contrast to (4.79), to describe the be-
havior on both sides of the inner boundary ∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω by the normal components
of F , which is of course helpful for the description of cracks.

In the special situation where Ω is open and bounded and where the vector field
F ∈ DM∞(Ω) is such that F̂ ∈ DM(Rn) for its extension F̂ with zero, we can
choose some open bounded Û ⊂ Rn with Ω b Û . Applying Proposition 4.34 (1) to
F̂ we obtain (4.66) and, by the previous arguments, we get (4.79). Using also the
second assertion of Proposition 4.34, we basically recover the Gauss-Green formulas
stated by Chen-Li-Torres [9, p. 248]. Let us still mention that a vector field F ∈
DM∞(Ω) can be extended by zero as required above if Ω is a bounded open set of
finite perimeter satisfying Hn−1(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) <∞ (cf. [9, p. 242]).

The previous remark and the definition of divergence measure in (3.14) lead to
a simple extension criterion for open Ω with finite perimeter and bounded vector
fields F (cf. also [5, p. 104], [13], [9]).

Proposition 4.37. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open bounded set with finite perimeter and
let F ∈ DM∞(Ω). Then the extension F̂ of F by zero belongs to DM∞(Rn) if and
only if there is a Radon measure σF supported on ∂Ω \ ext∗Ω such thatˆ

Ω

F ·DϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF =

ˆ
∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕdσF (4.80)
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for all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn).

This basically means that the extension of F by zero has also divergence measure if
and only if there is a Gauss-Green formula where the boundary term is related to a
Radon measure.

Proof. First, let F has an extension F̂ as assumed. Then we can argue as in Re-
mark 4.36 to get (4.80). If otherwise (4.80) is satisfied, then we have for the extension
F̂ and for

σ̂ := (divF )bΩ− σF
that ˆ

Rn
F̂ ·DϕdLn = −

ˆ
Rn
ϕdσ̂

for all C1
c (Rn). Thus F̂ ∈ DM∞(Rn).

Remark 4.38. Let us discuss the general case where U ⊂ Rn is open and bounded,
Ω ∈ B(U), and F ∈ DM∞(U). Then we always have

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

ϕdλF +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

DϕdµF (4.81)

for any δ > 0 and all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) by (4.1). If Ω = U then we have case (L) with
coreλF ⊂ ∂Ω and we can remove δ in the first integral and if Ω b U then we have
case (C) and can identify λF with a σ-measure on ∂Ω (cf. Corollary 3.18). If merely
Ω ∈ B(U) with Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0 but in addition

sup
0<δ<δ̃

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) <∞ for some δ̃ > 0 , (4.82)

then we have

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλF (4.83)

(cf. Proposition 4.7). Notice that (4.82) is valid for a large class of sets of finite
perimeter and, if Ω b U , it allows the application of the normal measures ν int, νext,
and νsym that are constructed by means of a distance function. This leads to Gauss-
Green formulas containing F and the normal field νΩ explicitly in the boundary term
(cf. Proposition 4.30 and the subsequent discussion). If (4.82) is not available, then
we can apply the normal measures ν̃ int, ν̃sym, and ν̃ext, that are based on mollified
functions, to any set of finite perimeter Ω b U . Then the right hand side in (4.83) has
the form ∼́

∂Ω
ϕF dν with ν being one of those normal measures. But here we cannot

explicitly incorporate a normal field (cf. Theorem 4.27 and Corollary 4.29). We
have to realize that (4.82), though it excludes some “exotic” sets of finite perimeter,
leads to more structural information about λF in the boundary term.

Notice that, even if merely Ω ⊂ U , it is possible in the general variants (4.81)
and (4.83) to account precisely for the boundary points belonging to Ω, which is
relevant if parts of the boundary belong to the support of divF . If we want to have
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more structural information in a Gauss-Green formula “up to the boundary”, i.e. if
we e.g. have Ω = U , then merely the normal measure ν intc is available. It gives

div (ϕF )(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν intc = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densintc
∂Ω

for some density measure densintc
∂Ω of the type as in Proposition 3.1. The missing

condition Ω b U is compensated by a compact support of the χintc
k of the approxi-

mating sequence. However, a uniform bound on Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) for small δ > 0 similar
to (4.82), that excludes certain sets of finite perimeter, is needed. But notice that
the bound implies that the extension F̂ of any F ∈ DM∞(Ω) by zero has divergence
measure on Rn (cf. [9, p. 7, 11]). Consequently the problem is equivalent to that
for F̂ with Ω b Û for some open Û .

Proof of Proposition 4.34. For (1) we start with the case of the interior normal
measure ν̃ int and use

χ := χ̃int = χint∗Ω and χk := χ̃int
k

(cf. Example 4.21). The first equation in (4.66) follows from Corollary 4.29 with

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) = div (ϕF )(int∗Ω) .

Obviously F ν̃ int ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n and ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) is continuous on Ω. Then,
by Proposition 2.13, there is some related Radon measure σ̃int

F . Since χk ∈ W1,∞(U)
has compact support, the definition of divergence measure for χkF gives

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχk dLn = −
ˆ
U

χkϕd divF −
ˆ
U

χkF ·DϕdLn

for all ϕ ∈ C1(U). By χk → χint∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. and divF <<w Hn−1 (cf. [41, p.21]),

lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχk dLn = −
ˆ

int∗Ω

ϕd divF −
ˆ

int∗Ω

F ·DϕdLn .

Hence, we do not need a subsequence in (4.33) and get

lim
k→∞

ˆ
U

ϕF ·Dχk dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF dν̃ int = −
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσ̃int
F .

Since C1
c (U) is dense in Cc(U) we have −F ·DχkLn

∗
⇀ σ̃int

F as weak∗ limit of Radon
measures. With the first equation in (4.66) and the results in [13, p. 194, 200] we get

the second equation in (4.75). For ψk from (4.42) we also have 2χΩcDψkLn
∗
⇀ DχΩ

by [13, p. 189] and |Dψk|Ln
∗
⇀ |DχΩ| by (4.44). Recall also (4.43). Then, for given

ε > 0 and any open B b U with |DχΩ|(∂B) = 0, there is some ϕε ∈ Cc(B) with
‖ϕε‖∞ ≤ 1 such that, with arguments similar as in Comi-Payne [13, p. 196],

|σ̃int
F |(B)− ε ≤

ˆ
∂Ω∩B

ϕε dσ̃
int
F = − lim

k→∞

ˆ
U∩B

ϕεF ·Dχk dLn
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= − lim
k→∞

2

ˆ
U∩B∩Ω

ϕεF ·Dψk dLn

≤ 2‖F‖L∞(B) lim
k→∞

ˆ
U∩B∩Ω

|Dψk| dLn

= 2‖F‖L∞(B) lim
k→∞

( ˆ
U∩B
|Dψk| dLn −

ˆ
U∩B∩Ωc

|Dψk| dLn
)

≤ 2‖F‖L∞(B) lim
k→∞

( ˆ
U∩B
|Dψk| dLn −

∣∣∣ ˆ
U∩B

χΩcDψk dLn
∣∣∣)

= 2‖F‖L∞(B)

(
(|DχΩ|(B)− 1

2
|DχΩ(B)|

)
= 2‖F‖L∞(B)(Hn−1b∂∗Ω)(B)

(
1− 1

2
|DχΩ(B)|
|DχΩ|(B)

)
(4.84)

(for |DχΩ|(B) 6= 0 in the last line). By the arbitrariness of ε > 0 we can remove it.
Then

|σ̃int
F |(B) ≤ 2‖F‖L∞(B)(Hn−1b∂∗Ω)(B) .

Since Hn−1b∂∗Ω is a Radon measure, we conclude that

supp σ̃int
F ⊂ ∂∗Ω and σ̃int

F <<w Hn−1b∂∗Ω .

Thus, the Radon-Nikodym theorem implies that σ̃int
F has an integrable density f int.

For fixed x ∈ ∂∗Ω and balls Br(x) we have that |DχΩ|(∂Br(x)) = 0 for L1-a.e. r > 0
and, thus, (4.84) is valid for such B = Br(x). Then, by the definition of the reduced
boundary, the fraction in (4.84) tends to 1 as r ↓ 0 (cf. [2, p. 154]). Hence, by
Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem,

f int ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1b∂∗Ω) with ‖f int‖∞ ≤ ‖F‖∂Ω (4.85)

and, consequently, ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσ̃int
F =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕdσ̃int
F =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕf int dHn−1

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U). This verifies the first case. We can argue analogously in the
second case by using that χ = χ∂∗Ω∩int∗Ω implies

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (ϕF ) + div (ϕF )(int Ω) = div (ϕF )(∂∗Ω ∩ int∗Ω)

and that χk := χ̃ext
k → χ∂∗Ω∩int∗Ω Hn−1-a.e. on U . If Ω is open we argue as in

Remark 4.36 to get (4.68). If Ω is closed we start with (4.67), we use

Ω = int∗Ω ∪ ∂∗Ω ∪ (ext∗Ω ∩ ∂Ω) ,

and we argue analogously to get (4.69).
For (2) we first observe that one always has the disjoint decomposition

Rn = int∗Ω ∪ ∂∗Ω ∪ ext∗Ω .

With ∂∗Ω ⊂ ∂Ω we get

∂∗Ω ∪ (int∗Ω ∩ ∂Ω) = ∂Ω\ext∗Ω (4.86)
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(cf. [34, p. 49, 50]). Since Ln(Ω) > 0 and Hn−1(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) < ∞ we can apply
Chen-Li-Torres [9, Theorem 3.1] to get sets Ωk b Ω with finite perimeter such that

sup
k∈N
Hn−1(∂∗Ωk) <∞ and ∂Ωk ⊂ (∂Ω) 1

2k
for all k ∈ N

where the set inclusion is not explicitly stated there but it follows from the proof
(cf. also [13, p. 208]). Then we define

χk := χΩk ∗ ηδk with some δk ∈
(
0, 1

2k

)
where ηε is the standard mollifier supported on Bε(0) (cf. also (4.42)). Obviously
we have suppχk ⊂ (∂Ω) 1

k
and, by Ωk b Ω, we can choose δk > 0 so small that even

suppχk b Ω. Moreover χk ∈ W 1,∞(U) with

χk → 1 on Ω , χk → 0 otherwise.

Since |DχΩk |(∂U) = 0, we can apply (4.46) to Ωk. Therefore we can assume δk > 0
to be so small that

|Dχk|(U) =

ˆ
U

|Dχk| dLn ≤ |DχΩk |(U) + 1 = Hn−1(∂∗Ωk) + 1 .

Consequently, we have that {χk} is an approximating sequence for the good approx-
imation χ = χint Ω of χΩ and each (∂Ω) 1

k
∩ Ω is an aura of the associated normal

measure ν (cf. Theorem 4.19). Then (4.70) follows from Theorem 4.27 and Corol-
lary 4.29.

By Hn−1(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) < ∞ we have F̂ ∈ DM∞(Rn) for the extension F̂ of F
with zero (cf. [9, p. 11]). Let us choose some open bounded Û ⊂ Rn such that
Ω b Û . Then we can apply assertion (1) to get (4.66) for F̂ and all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn).
According to Remark 4.36 this can be transformed to (4.79) and, by divF = div (F̂ )
on Ω, we get

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕdσF

for some Radon measure σF supported on ∂Ω \ ext∗Ω. The assumptions and (4.86)
imply that Hn−1(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) <∞. Therefore σF has an Hn−1-integrable density f
by the Radon-Nikodym theorem and we obtain (4.71) (cf. the arguments following
(4.79)). Then (4.72) follows from (4.78). In order to show that f is essentially
bounded we argue as in Chen-Li-Torres [9, p. 18] but without smooth approximation
of F . We fix some Br(x) with x ∈ ∂Ω \ ext∗Ω and r > 0. Moreover we observe that
the sets Ωk b Ω from above can be chosen such that they have smooth boundary,
and can therefore assumed to be open, and that

|DχΩk |(Br(x)) = (Hn−1b∂∗Ωk)(Br(x)) ≤ cHn−1
(
(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) ∩Br(x)

)
for some c > 0 depending merely on dimension n (cf. [9, p. 237, (5.8)]) and also
[13, p. 208]). Now, for some ϕ ∈ C1(Rn) with ‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ 1 and supported on Br(x),
we use dominated convergence, Ωk = int∗Ωk, and assertion (1) for Ωk with density
functions fk to getˆ

∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕf dHn−1 = div (ϕF )(Ω)
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=

ˆ
Ω

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ω

F ·DϕdLn

= lim
k→∞

(ˆ
Ωk

ϕd divF +

ˆ
Ωk

F ·DϕdLn
)

= lim
k→∞

ˆ
∂∗Ωk

ϕfk dHn−1

≤ lim
k→∞
‖F‖L∞((∂Ω)1/k)

ˆ
∂∗Ωk

ϕdHn−1

≤ ‖F‖∂Ω lim
k→∞

(Hn−1b∂∗Ωk)(Br(x))

≤ c‖F‖∂ΩHn−1
(
(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) ∩Br(x)

)
.

Hence, by Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem, ‖f‖∂Ω ≤ c‖F‖∂Ω.
If F is continuous, we use χint Ω = χΩ to get (4.34) with the normal measure ν

derived above (that we assume to be extended with zero on Rn). Then (4.70) and
(4.34) with the vector function ϕF give the second equality in (4.73). Since we also
have (4.71), the measure fHn−1b(∂Ω \ ext∗Ω) has to vanish outside ∂∗Ω. By (4.86)
this means that (divF )(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) = 0 (cf. also [13, p. 198]). Using (4.77) we get
the first equality in (4.73).

Next we consider an example with high oscillations that is occasionally discussed
in the literature (cf. Chen-Torres-Ziemer [12, p. 258], Comi-Payne [13, p. 216]).

Example 4.39. Let Ω = {y < x} ∩ {|x|+ |y| ≤ 1} ⊂ R2 and F : R2 → R2 given by

F (x, y) =
(

sin
(

1
x−y

)
, sin

(
1

x−y

) )
for x 6= y .

Obviously divF = 0 on Ω and, thus, F ∈ DM∞(Ω). From Proposition 4.30 we get

div (ϕF )(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕF · νΩ d densint
∂Ω (4.87)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω). We can divide Ω by its diagonals into two large triangles Ωl
j

and two small triangles Ωs
j (j = 1, 2). Then we have

F · νΩ = 0 on the Ωl
j and F · νΩ = ±2 sin

(
1

x−y

)
on the Ωs

j .

Therefore we can disregard the large sides in (4.87) and the integral vanishes for
constant ϕ. Moreover, using (4.63), the σ-measure σF associated to F · νΩ densint

∂Ω

according to Proposition 2.13 is suported on ∂Ω and we have

σF = 0 on ∂Ω ∩ ∂Ωl
j and σF = ±2 sin

(
1

x−y

)
H1 on ∂Ω ∩ ∂Ωs

j (j = 1, 2) .

Hence

div (ϕF )(Ω) = 2

ˆ
∂Ω∩∂Ωs1

ϕ sin
(

1
x−y

)
dH1 − 2

ˆ
∂Ω∩∂Ωs2

ϕ sin
(

1
x−y

)
dH1 (4.88)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(Ω). Analogously we can argue for Ω with densext
∂Ω . This in particular

implies that divF b{x = y} = 0. Notice that the problem can be treated analogously
for other Ω touching the set {x = y}.
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4.3 Sobolev functions and BV functions

In this section we show that the previous results are applicable to Sobolev functions
and BV functions. Recall that, for f ∈ BV(U) and Ω ∈ B(U),

ϕ→ div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf

is a trace on ∂Ω over W1,∞(U,Rn) according to Proposition 3.7. As direct conse-
quence of Theorem 4.1 we provide a general Gauss-Green formula for BV functions
by arguing as in the proof of Proposition 3.7. Notice that we have to take m = n
for the particular cases (L) and (C) in this section.

Theorem 4.40. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let δ > 0, and let
f ∈ BV(U). Then there exist measures

λf ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n and µf ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n×n

with coreλf , coreµf ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ U such that

〈Tf, ϕ〉 = div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

ϕdλf +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

Dϕdµf (4.89)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) with T : BV(U)→W1,∞(U,Rn)∗ from Proposition 3.7. In
the particular cases with Γ = ∂Ω we have in addition

(L): coreλf ⊂ ∂Ω and (4.89) becomes

div (ϕf)(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλf +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

Dϕdµf .

(C): λf corresponds to a Radon measure σf with suppσf ⊂ ∂Ω such that

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσf +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

Dϕdµf .

We call (λf , µf ), representing an element ofW1,∞(U,Rn)∗, normal trace of f on ∂Ω.
Notice that Dϕdµf in (4.89) has to be taken as scalar product of matrices. Since
W1,1(U) ⊂ BV(U), the result covers these Sobolev functions (cf. also Remark 3.8).

Proof. For vector fields Fk ∈ DM1(U) related to f ∈ BV(U) as in the proof of
Proposition 3.7, we can apply Theorem 4.1 to get measures λFk ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)

and µFk ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n with coreλFk , coreµFk ⊂ (∂Ω)δ ∩ U such that for all
functions ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn)(

Dxk(ϕ
kf)
)
(Ω) =

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

ϕk dλFk +

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩U

Dϕk dµFk

with the scalar measure

Dxk(ϕ
kf) = fDxkϕ

kLn + ϕkDxkf

(cf. Remark 3.8 and [2, p.118]). The sum over k gives the first statement and the
particular cases follow directly from these in Theorem 4.1.
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As in Proposition 4.5 we can characterize the cases where µf = 0 is possible and
where the measures λf , µf can be chosen independent of δ.

Proposition 4.41. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), and assume
that f ∈ BV(U).

(1) In Theorem 4.40 we can choose λf , µf with coreλf , coreµf ⊂ ∂Ω, i.e. inde-
pendent of δ, if and only if

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rn)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

div (χ∂Ω
δ ϕf)(Ω) <∞ (4.90)

with χ∂Ω
δ as in (3.31). In this case (4.89) becomes

div (ϕf)(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdλf + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Dϕdµf . (4.91)

(2) In Theorem 4.40 we can choose µf = 0 for δ > 0 if and only if

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rn)
‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖L∞≤1

div (ϕf)(Ω) <∞ . (4.92)

(3) In Theorem 4.40 we can choose µf = 0 and λf with coreλf ⊂ ∂Ω if and only
if

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rn)
‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖L∞≤1

div (ϕf)(Ω) <∞ .

Proof. We use the notation of the proof of Theorem 4.40. We have for all k that

χ∂Ω
δ ϕkFk = χ∂Ω

δ ϕf if ϕj = 0 for all j 6= k .

Hence (4.90) is equivalent to (4.5) for all Fk and, by Proposition 4.5, this is equivalent
to coreλFk , coreµFk ⊂ ∂Ω for all k. But this gives (1). Analogously we derive (2)
and (3) from Proposition 4.5.

Arguing as in the previous proof we can transfer Lemma 4.6, Proposition 4.7,
and Proposition 4.8 to BV functions. Let us briefly rephrase these results for com-
pleteness and for the convenience of the reader.

Lemma 4.42. Condition (4.90) in Proposition 4.41 is equivalent to each of the
following two conditions

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rn)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩Ω

ϕfDχ∂Ω
δ dLn <∞ ,

lim inf
δ↓0

sup
ϕ∈W1,∞(U,Rn)

‖ϕ|(∂Ω)δ∩U‖W1,∞≤1

1

δ

ˆ
((∂Ω)δ\(∂Ω) δ

2
)∩Ω

ϕfD dist∂Ω dLn <∞ .

Moreover, int Ω = ∅ implies (4.90).
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Proposition 4.43. Let U ⊂ Rn be an open and bounded set, let Ω ∈ B(U) satisfy
Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0, and assume that f ∈ BV(U). If

lim inf
δ↓0

ˆ
Ω

∣∣fDχ∂Ω
δ

∣∣ dLn <∞ , (4.93)

then we can take µf = 0 and λf with coreλf ⊂ ∂Ω in Theorem 4.40. We have (4.93)
if f is bounded and if there is some δ̃ > 0 such that

sup
δ∈(0,δ̃)

Hn−1(∂Ω−δ) <∞ . (4.94)

If Ω has finite perimeter, then (4.12) for some c, r > 0 ensures (4.94).

Proposition 4.44. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, and let f ∈ BV(U).

(1) If Ω ∈ B(U) is such that any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U) has a continuous extension onto Ω,
if Ln(Ω \ int Ω) = 0, and if there are c > 0 and δ̃ > 0 such that

‖ϕ|∂Ω‖Lip(∂Ω) ≤ c‖ϕ‖W1,∞((∂Ω)δ∩U) for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U), δ ∈ (0, δ̃) , (4.95)

then (4.90) is satisfied.

(2) If Ω is open with Lipschitz boundary, then (4.90) is satisfied.

Notice that we do not have to consider ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) in the previous proposition.
Simple examples of Gauss-Green formulas for Sobolev functions going beyond

the classical ones can be obtained from Example 4.10 or 4.11 if we take the first
component of the vector field F as function f ∈ W1,1(U). Let us now provide a
Sobolev function on a set Ω ⊂ R2 of finite perimeter where the precise representative
is not H1-integrable on ∂Ω. This certainly prevents a usual Gauss-Green formula.
By the derivation of measures λf and µf for (4.89) we demonstrate how more general
Gauss-Green formulas can be obtained.

Example 4.45. Using the unit square

Ω̃ := {(x, y) ∈ R2 | x, y ∈ (0, 1)} ,

xk := 1
k
, yk :=

(
1
k

)5
4 , segments Γk := {xk} × [0, yk] ,

and the closed convex sets

Ω̃k := conv{Γ2k,Γ2k+1} ,

we define the open sets

U := Ω := Ω̃ \
∞⋃
k=1

Ω̃k . (4.96)

Since
∑

k yk is finite, Ω has finite perimeter. Let us consider f ∈ W1,1(Ω) with

f(x, y) :=
1

|(x, y)|
1
4∞
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where | · |∞ is the ∞-norm (one even has f ∈ W1,p(Ω) for 1 ≤ p < 8
5
). Clearly

ˆ
∂Ω

|f | dH1 ≥
ˆ
⋃
k Γk

|f | dH1 =
∑
k

(
1
k

)5
4k

1
4 =

∑
k

1
k

and, thus, f 6∈ L1(∂Ω,H1). Therefore we do not have a Gauss-Green formula in the
classical sense.

Nevertheless we can apply Theorem 4.40 and (4.89) is valid. Let us first realize
that for any two points in Ω̄ there is a connecting curve in Ω with length less than
three times its distance. Therefore any ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2) is Lipschitz continuous on
Ω and, thus, continuously extendable onto Ω̄. Moreover we readily verify (4.14) for
any δ̃ > 0. This implies (4.90) by Proposition 4.44. Since (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω is bounded
path connected with ∂Ω for any δ > 0, we have case (C) by Proposition 3.17.
Consequently there is a vector-valued Radon measure σf supported on ∂Ω and a
measure µf ∈ ba(Ω,B(Ω),L2)2×2 with coreµf ⊂ ∂Ω such that

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσf + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Dϕdµf

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2) (identified with their extension onto Ω̄).
Let us analyze how σf and µf , that are not unique, could look like. First we

restrict our attention to smooth ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ C1(R2,R2) such that we can also
consider µf as Radon measures (cf. Proposition 2.13). Notice that Ω̃k has Lipschitz
boundary and we decompose

∂Ω̃k = Γ2k ∪ Γ2k+1 ∪ Γ0
k ∪ Γ1

k

where Γ0
k is the part on the x-axis and Γ1

k is the opposite part. Then, taking div (ϕf)
as a measure, we get

div (ϕf)(Ω) = div (ϕf)(Ω̃)−
∞∑
k=1

div (ϕf)(Ω̃k) (4.97)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(R2,R2). Obviously f ∈ L1(∂Ω̃,H1) and, by the usual Gauss-Green
formula,

div (ϕf)(Ω̃) =

ˆ
∂Ω̃

fϕ · νΩ̃ dH1 . (4.98)

Moreover

div (ϕf)(Ω̃k) =

ˆ
∂Ω̃k

fϕ · νΩ̃k dH1

=

ˆ
Γ2k+1

fϕ1 dH1 −
ˆ

Γ2k

fϕ1 dH1 +

ˆ
Γ0
k∪Γ1

k

fϕ · νΩ̃k dH1 . (4.99)

If we plug (4.98) and (4.99) into (4.97), the integrals on Γ0
k will be canceled out.

Thus the integral in (4.98) has to be evaluated merely on Γ̃ := ∂Ω̃\
(⋃

k Γ0
k

)
. Hence

the Radon measure
σ0
f := fνΩ̃H1bΓ̃
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can be taken as part of σf . The integral on Γ1
k in (4.99) is related to the Radon

measure
σk1
f := fνΩ̃kH1bΓ1

k .

Since the sum over k ∈ N is also a Radon measure, we can take it with the opposite
sign also as part of σf . It remains to consider the integrals on Γk in (4.99). Here
we have to realize that the sum of the Radon measures fH1bΓk is not bounded
(cf. above) and, thus, not a Radon measure. Therefore we have to transform these
integrals on Γk in a suitable way (it would be sufficient to take finitely many of these
measures with the correct sign as part of σf and to transform merely the rest, which
would lead to measures µf that differ from that derived below). With

g(x, y) := x−
1
4y , G0(x, y) :=

(
0 −x− 1

4y
0 0

)
,

integration by parts givesˆ
Γk

fϕ1 dH1 =

ˆ yk

0

gy(xk, y)ϕ1(xk, y) dy

= −
ˆ yk

0

g(xk, y)ϕ1,y(xk, y) dy +
[
g(xk, y)ϕ1(xk, y)

]yk
0

= −x−
1
4

k

ˆ yk

0

yϕ1,y(xk, y) dy + g(xk, yk)ϕ1(xk, yk)

=

ˆ yk

0

G0(xk, y) : Dϕ(xk, y) dy + 1
k
ϕ1(xk, yk)

=

ˆ
Γk

G0 : DϕdH1 + 1
k
ϕ1(xk, yk) (4.100)

(here : denotes the scalar product of matrices). Now, taken with the correct sign,
the measures G0H1bΓk with total variation∣∣G0H1bΓk

∣∣(Γk) =

ˆ yk

0

x
− 1

4
k y dy = 1

2

(
1
k

) 9
4

could contribute to µf and the Dirac measures 1
k
δ(xk,yk) might contribute to σf .

While the sum of the G0H1bΓk gives a finite measure, the sum of the Dirac measures
is not finite and needs some further transformation. We therefore consider (cf.
(4.99)) ˆ

Γ2k

fϕ1 dH1 −
ˆ

Γ2k+1

fϕ1 dH1

=

ˆ
Γ2k

G0 : DϕdH1 −
ˆ

Γ2k+1

G0 : DϕdH1

+ 1
2k
ϕ1(x2k, y2k)− 1

2k+1
ϕ1(x2k+1, y2k+1) .

Using 1
k

= 1
k+1

+ 1
k(k+1)

and

vk :=
(
4
xk,

4
yk)∣∣(4xk, 4yk)∣∣ with (

4
xk,

4
yk) := (x2k, y2k)− (x2k+1, y2k+1)
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we get

1
2k
ϕ1(x2k, y2k)− 1

2k+1
ϕ1(x2k+1, y2k+1)

= 1
2k+1

(
ϕ1(x2k, y2k)− ϕ1(x2k+1, y2k+1)

)
+ 1

2k(2k+1)
ϕ1(x2k, y2k)

= 1
2k+1

ˆ 1

0

Dϕ1(x2k+1 + t
4
xk, y2k+1 + t

4
yk) · (

4
xk,

4
yk) dt

+ 1
2k(2k+1)

ϕ1(x2k, y2k)

= 1
2k+1

ˆ
Γ1
k

vk ·Dϕ1 dH1 + 1
2k(2k+1)

ϕ1(x2k, y2k) .

Here the sum of the Dirac measures 1
2k(2k+1)

δ(x2k,y2k) is finite and, thus, it can con-

tribute to σf . The measures G1
kH1bΓ1

k with

G1
k(x, y) := 1

2k+1

(
vk,1 vk,2
0 0

)
have total variation

1
2k+1
H1(Γ1

k) ≤ 1
2k+1

(
2
2k
− 2

2k+1

)
= 1

k(2k+1)2 .

Thus the sum of these measures is finite and can contribute to µf . Summarizing we
obtain (4.89) for ϕ ∈ C1(R2,R2) with Radon measures

σf := σ0
f −

∞∑
k=1

(
fνΩ̃kH1bΓ1

k + 1
2k(2k+1)

δ(x2k,y2k)

)

µf :=
∞∑
k=1

G0H1bΓ2k −G0H1bΓ2k+1 +G1
kH1bΓ1

k .

Let us now consider the extension of µf to ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2). Since an extension
by Hahn-Banach will not be unique in general, we have to argue more carefully.
Instead of an approximation by smooth functions as in Example 4.14 we want to
present a more direct argument. First we consider Γk with odd index k and set

Γkt :=
{

(xk + t, y)
∣∣ y ∈ [0, yk]

}
, t ∈ R .

Since f , ϕ are continuous on a neighborhood of Γk intersected with Ω and since
ϕ(xk + t, ·) is absolutely continuous on Γkt for almost all small t > 0, we argue
similar as for (4.100) to get

ˆ
Γk

fϕ1 dH1 = lim
t↓0

1

t

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Γkτ

fϕ1 dH1 dτ

= lim
t↓0

1

t

ˆ t

0

( ˆ
Γkτ

G0 : DϕdH1 +
yk

(xk + τ)
1
4

ϕ1(xk + τ, yk)
)
dτ

= lim
t↓0

1

t

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Γkτ

G0 : DϕdH1 dτ + 1
k
ϕ1(xk, yk) .
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Obviously

Φ→ lim
t↓0

1

t

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Γkτ

Φ : G0 dH1 dτ

is a linear continuous functional on L∞(Ω,R2×2) depending on values of Φ near Γk.
Hence there are matrix-valued measures µ0

k ∈ ba(Ω,B(Ω),L2)2×2 with core Γk such
that

∼
ˆ

Γk

Φ dµ0
k = lim

t↓0

1

t

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Γkτ

G0 : Φ dH1 dτ

for all Φ ∈ L∞(Ω,R2×2). By the special form of G0 the only non-vanishing com-
ponent of the measure µ0

k is (µ0
k)12. More precisely, with µΓk from Proposition 3.1

where E = Ω and γ(δ) = δ, we obtain from (3.5) that (µ0
k)12 =

(
− x− 1

4y
)
µΓk , i.e. a

kind of weighted density measure. Clearly,
ˆ

Γk

fϕ1 dH1 = ∼
ˆ

Γk

Dϕ1 dµ
0
k + 1

k
ϕ1(xk, yk)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2) and odd k. Analogously we get measures µ0
k for even k.

Since the µ0
k have the same total variation as the G0H1bΓk, their sum is again a

measure and we can replace the Radon measures G0H1bΓk with the µ0
k to han-

dle ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2). By analogous arguments we can construct measures µ1
k ∈

ba(Ω,B(Ω),L2)2×2 with core Γ1
k that can replace the Radon measures G1

kH1bΓ1
k.

This way we can finally replace the former µf with

µf :=
∞∑
k=1

µ0
2k+1 − µ0

2k − µ1
k

to get a Gauss-Green formula (4.89) for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,R2).
Notice that we didn’t use for the derivation of the Gauss-Green formula that

(4.90) is satisfied. Since σf and µf do not depend on δ, we could thus also apply
Proposition 4.41 after this derivation to get (4.90). Recall that the choice of σf and
µf is not unique, since an alternative version with merely terms for k > k0 in µf is
possible for any k0 ∈ N.

Let us now discuss normal measures for Sobolev and BV functions. We start
with a scalar variant of Proposition 4.25.

Proposition 4.46. Let U ⊂ Rn be open, bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let f ∈ L1(Ω), let
ν be a normal measure related to a good approximation χ for χΩ and with approxi-
mating sequence {χk} satisfying |Dχk| ≤ γk Ln-a.e. on Ω for some γ > 0, and let
A ⊂ U be an aura of ν as in (4.32). If there is some δ̃ > 0 such that

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩A

|f | dLn is uniformly bounded for 0 < δ < δ̃ , (4.101)

then ϕf is ν-integrable on U for all ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rn). If, in addition,

lim
k→∞

1

δ

ˆ
(∂Ω)δ∩A∩{|f |≥k}

|f | dLn = 0 uniformly for δ ∈ (0, δ̃) , (4.102)
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then for each ϕ ∈ L∞(U,Rn) there is a subsequence {χk′} such that

lim
k′→∞

ˆ
U

fϕ ·Dχk′ dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν . (4.103)

For the proof we apply Proposition 4.25 to vector fields Fk as in the proof of The-
orem 4.40. Analogously we obtain the subsequent results from Theorem 4.27 and
Proposition 4.30.

Theorem 4.47. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let ν be a normal
measure of Ω related to a good approximation χ for χΩ with approximating sequence
{χk}, let f ∈ BV(U) be ν-integrable such that (4.103) is satisfied, and let χk → χ
Df -a.e. on ∂Ω. Then we have for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) that

ˆ
∂Ω

χd div (fϕ) + div (fϕ)(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν . (4.104)

If f ∈ BV(U)∩L∞(U), then f is ν-integrable, satisfies (4.103), and we have (4.104)
for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn).

Proposition 4.48. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ∈ B(U), let ν∗ be a
normal measure where ∗ stands for int, intc, ext, or sym, let χ∗, χ∗k, and δk be
related to ν∗ as in the corresponding examples above, let dens∗∂Ω ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)
be the related measure as in Proposition 4.30, and let νΩ be the normal field from
(4.2). If f ∈ BV(U) is ν∗-integrable such that (4.103) is satisfied and that χ∗k → χ∗

Df -a.e. on ∂Ω, then we have for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn)

div (fϕ)(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densint
∂Ω ,

div (fϕ)(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densintc
∂Ω ,

div (fϕ)(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densext
∂Ω ,

1
2

div (fϕ)(∂Ω) + div (fϕ)(int Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d denssym
∂Ω .

For bounded functions on sets of finite perimeter we can transfer Proposition 4.34
(cf. also [9, p. 25] and use [2, p. 171, 177] for (4.111)).

Proposition 4.49. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω ⊂ U have finite perime-
ter, let f ∈ BV(U) ∩ L∞(U), and let ν̃ int, ν̃ext be the normal measures from Exam-
ples 4.21 and 4.22.

(1) If Ω b U , then there are vector-valued functions F int, F ext ∈ L∞(∂∗Ω,Hn−1)n

with ‖F int‖∞, ‖F ext‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∂Ω such that

div (ϕf)(int∗Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν̃ int =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF int dHn−1 , (4.105)
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div (ϕf)(∂∗Ω ∪ int∗Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν̃ext =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF ext dHn−1 (4.106)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn) (cf. (2.8) for ‖ · ‖∂Ω). If Ω is open we also have

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF int dHn−1 −
ˆ

int∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕdDf (4.107)

and if Ω is closed

div (ϕF )(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

ϕF ext dHn−1 +

ˆ
ext∗Ω∩∂Ω

ϕdDf (4.108)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn).

(2) Let Ω ⊂ U be open with Hn−1(∂Ω∩ int∗Ω) <∞. Then f̂ ∈ BV(Rn)∩L∞(Rn)
for the extension f̂ of f with zero outside Ω. There is also some normal
measure ν ∈ ba (U,B(U),Ln)n such that (∂Ω)δ ∩ Ω is an aura for all δ > 0
and

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν (4.109)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(U,Rn). Moreover there is F ∈ L∞
(
∂Ω \ ext∗Ω,Hn−1

)n
with

‖F‖∞ ≤ c‖f‖∂Ω for some c > 0 depending merely on Ω such that

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω\ext∗Ω

ϕF dHn−1 (4.110)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn,Rn) where

FHn−1b(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) = −Dfb(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) .

FHn−1b(∂∗Ω) = fνΩHn−1b(∂∗Ω) with

f(x) = lim
r↓0
−
ˆ
Br(x)∩Ω

f dLn Hn−1-a.e. on ∂∗Ω. (4.111)

If f̂ is continuous on a neighborhood of Ω, then (Df)(∂Ω ∩ int∗Ω) = 0 and

div (ϕf)(int∗Ω) = div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂∗Ω

fϕ · νΩ dHn−1 (4.112)

for all ϕ ∈ C1(Rn,Rn).

Let us now consider the case where U = Ω ⊂ Rn has Lipschitz boundary and let
f ∈ BV(Ω). By Corollary 3.18 we have case (C) for Γ = ∂Ω and all δ > 0 and by
Proposition 4.44 we have (4.90). Hence Theorem 4.40 implies

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

ϕdσf + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

Dϕdµf for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) (4.113)

where σf is a Radon measure supported on ∂Ω and coreµf ⊂ ∂Ω. With the precise
representative f x according to Remark 2.16, we get from the literature that

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

f x ϕ · ν dHn−1 for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) (4.114)
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(cf. [34, p. 168], [21, p. 177]). This implies (4.92) for all δ > 0 and we can choose
µf = 0 in (4.113) by Proposition 4.41. In this case we have

σf = f xνHn−1b∂Ω

since all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rn) can be uniformly approximated by functions inW1,∞(Ω,Rn).
Notice that this version of the Gauss-Green formula with a σ-measure σf supported
on the boundary of Ω requires a pointwise trace function f x on ∂Ω. Let us now
provide an alternative version where only the values of f on Ω are used. For that
we verify (4.104) with χ = χint Ω and ν = ν int.

Theorem 4.50. Let U = Ω ⊂ Rn be open and bounded with Lipschitz boundary, let
f ∈ BV(Ω), let ν int be the interior normal measure from Example 4.21, let densint

∂Ω

be the measure according to Proposition 4.30, and let νΩ be the normal field as in
(4.2). Then f is ν int-integrable and

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf

= ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densint
∂Ω (4.115)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn).

ByW1,1(Ω) ⊂ BV(Ω) we have that (4.115) is also valid for all Sobolev functions f
(cf. Remark 3.8). For the proof we do not directly apply Theorem 4.47 that is based
on the technical condition (4.103). We rather show the assertion directly by using
an approximating sequence of f . Nevertheless, for the approximating sequence χint

k

of χint Ω related to ν int according to Example 4.21, we readily get (4.103) at the end
of the proof. Notice that we can use χint

k from (4.50), since Ω = int Ω and, thus,
div (ϕf)(Ω) = 0 if merely ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω (cf. Proposition 3.7). Alternatively we can
use χintc

k from Example 4.21 that might give a slightly different normal measure ν intc,
but the related integral in (4.115) would give the same values (roughly speaking,
the integral performs a slightly different averaging near ∂Ω that doesn’t change the
result for functions entering (4.115); cf. also Remark 4.28 (2)). In the proof we
use arguments that are similar to those in the usual proof about traces (cf. [21,
p. 177-181]), however we have to work them out in much more detail. But, before
proving the theorem, let us still formulate a simple consequence.

Corollary 4.51. Let U ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let Ω b U be open with Lipschitz
boundary, let f ∈ BV(U), let νext be the exterior normal measure from Example 4.22,
let densint

∂Ω be as in Proposition 4.30, and let the normal field νΩ be as in (4.2). Then
f is νext-integrable and

div (ϕf)(Ω) =

ˆ
Ω

f divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDf

= ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dνext = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ · νΩ d densext
∂Ω (4.116)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn).
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For the use of νext the function f has to be given in a small neighborhood of Ω. The
results in (4.115) and (4.116) will differ if |Df |(∂Ω) 6= 0. But we have |Df |(∂Ω) = 0
for Sobolev functions and, thus, both formulas give the same in that case.

Proof. Let Ω0 be open with Lipschitz boundary such that Ω b Ω0 b U . We change
f to be zero on U \Ω0 and still have f ∈ BV(U) (cf. [21, p. 183]). Moreover we can
assume that U has Lipschitz boundary. From (4.115) we get

div (ϕf)(U) = 0 , div (ϕf)(U \ Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int
Ωc

where ν int
Ωc is the interior normal measure of Ωc. By construction we readily see that

ν int
Ωc = −νext. Consequently

div (ϕf)(Ω) = div (ϕf)(U)− div (ϕf)(U \ Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dνext

which gives the first assertion. For the second one we use that densext
∂Ω = densint

∂(Ωc)

by (4.63) and that νΩ = −νΩc by (4.2).

Proof of Theorem 4.50. Let us fix some ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) and recall Example 4.21.
Since Ω has Lipschitz boundary, we have (4.49) for any sequence δm ≤ 1

m
. For the

approximating sequence χm = χint
m of χint Ω according to (4.50), we set ψm := 1−χm.

Notice that ψmϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) for all m. Since Ω = int Ω and since ψm equals 1
on ∂Ω, we get from Proposition 3.7 for all g ∈ BV(Ω) and all m ∈ N

div (ϕg)(Ω) = div (ψmϕg)(Ω)

=

ˆ
Ω

g div (ψmϕ) dLn +

ˆ
Ω

ψmϕdDg

=

ˆ
Ω

gψm divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

gϕDψm dLn +

ˆ
Ω

ψmϕdDg . (4.117)

The first and the last integral in (4.117) tend to zero for m→∞ and, thus,

lim
m→∞

ˆ
Ω

gϕ ·Dψm dLn = div (ϕg)(Ω) . (4.118)

Choose now an approximating sequence fk ∈ BV(Ω) ∩ C∞(Ω) for f ∈ BV(Ω) with

fk → f in L1(Ω) , |Dfk|(Ω)→ |Df |(Ω) , Dfk ⇀ Df (4.119)

where the last convergence denotes the weak∗ convergence in the sense of Radon
measures with (Dfk)(B) =

´
B
Dfk dLn for B ∈ B(Ω) (cf. [21, p. 54, 172, 175]).

Then

lim
k→∞

div (ϕfk)(Ω) = lim
k→∞

ˆ
Ω

fk divϕdLn +

ˆ
Ω

ϕdDfk

= div (ϕf)(Ω) .
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By Lemma 4.52 and Lemma 4.53 below we have that f is ν int-integrable, that

lim
k→∞

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fkϕdν
int = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int , (4.120)

and that

lim
m→∞

ˆ
Ω

fkϕ ·Dψm dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fkϕdν
int for all k ∈ N (4.121)

(notice that Proposition 4.25 implies (4.121) merely for a subsequence of {ψm} that
depends on fk). From (4.118) for g = fk and from (4.121) we get

div (ϕfk)(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fkϕdν
int for all k ∈ N .

Consequently∣∣∣ div (ϕf)(Ω)−∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣ div (ϕf)(Ω)− div (ϕfk)(Ω)

∣∣+
∣∣∣∼ˆ

∂Ω

fkϕdν
int −∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int
∣∣∣ .

Since the right hand side tends to zero as k →∞, we get

div (ϕf)(Ω) = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int

which verifies the first equality in (4.115). From (4.118) we get

lim
m→∞

ˆ
Ω

fϕ ·Dψm dLn = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int .

Thus we can apply Proposition 4.48 to get the second equality in (4.115).

Lemma 4.52. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and bounded with Lipschitz boundary and let
g ∈ BV(Ω) ∩ C∞(Ω). Moreover let ν int be the interior normal measure of Ω with
approximating sequence χint

m according to (4.50). Then

lim
m→∞

ˆ
Ω

gϕ ·Dχint
m dLn = −∼

ˆ
∂Ω

gϕ dν int (4.122)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn).

Proof. For x ∈ Rn we use the notation

x = (x1, . . . , xn) = (x′, xn) ∈ Rn with x′ = (x1, . . . , xn−1) ∈ Rn−1 .

Since Ω has Lipschitz boundary, for each x ∈ ∂Ω there is a cylinder

C(x, r, h) := {(y′, yn) | |y′ − x′| < r , |yn − xn| < 2h}

and a Lipschitz continuous function γ on Br(x
′) ⊂ Rn−1 such that after a suitable

rotation of the coordinate system |γ(y′)− xn| < h on Br(x
′) and

Ω ∩ C(x, r, h) = {y ∈ Rn | |y′ − x′| < r , γ(y′) < yn < xn + 2h} .

120



Since ∂Ω can be covered by finitely many such cylinders, it is sufficient to show
(4.122) only for the case where the integrals are restricted to a cylinder C :=
C(x̄, r, h) and to work in the related coordinate system. The general case then fol-
lows by a straightforward argument with a partition of unity subordinate to finitely
many such cylinders.

Let us fix some ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) and a cylinder C = C(x̄, r, h) with x̄ ∈ ∂Ω and
let us define

Ct,s := {x ∈ C | γ(x′) + t < xn < γ(x′) + s} for 0 ≤ t < s < h ,

gt(x) := g(x′, γ(x′) + t) , g̃t(x) := g(x′, xn + t) for t > 0 .

g̃t is a shift of g with g̃t ∈ C∞(Ω ∩ C), while gt is constant in the last coordinate
and not necessarily smooth. Moreover we briefly write χm = χint

m and let δm > 0
be related to it according to (4.50). Since ∂Ω is Lipschitz, there is some c̃ > 0 such
that

(suppDχm) ∩ C = Ωδm ∩ C ⊂ C0,βm for βm := c̃δm . (4.123)

(a) For 0 < s < t < h we now have

|gt(x)− gs(x)| ≤
ˆ t

s

∣∣∣ ∂g
∂xn

(x′, γ(x′) + τ)
∣∣∣ dτ

≤
ˆ t

s

|Dg(x′, γ(x′) + τ)| dτ .

By the coarea formula,

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − gs| dHn−1 =

ˆ
Cs,t
|Dg| dLn ≤

ˆ
C0,t

|Dg| dLn . (4.124)

The right hand side tends to zero as t→ 0 and, thus, there is some g0 with

lim
t→0

gt = g0 in L1(∂Ω ∩ C,Hn−1) . (4.125)

We can extend g0 on C such that g0(x) = g0(x′, γ(x′)). By (4.124) and the integra-
bility of |Dg|, for any ε > 0 there is some δ > 0 such that

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − gs| dHn−1 < ε whenever |t− s| < δ (4.126)

(cf. [52, p. 1016]). Below we show for t > 0 that

lim
m→∞

ˆ
Ω∩C

g̃tϕ ·Dχm dLn = −
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕ · νΩ dHn−1 , (4.127)

∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕdν int =

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕ · νΩ dHn−1 , (4.128)

lim
t→0

ˆ
Ω∩C

g̃tϕ ·Dχm dLn =

ˆ
Ω∩C

gϕ ·Dχm dLn uniformly for m ∈ N , (4.129)
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lim
t→0

∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕdν int = ∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gϕ dν int . (4.130)

Consequently, for ε > 0 there is some t0 > 0 and some m0 ∈ N such that∣∣∣ ˆ
Ω

gϕ ·Dχm dLn + ∼
ˆ
∂Ω

gϕ dν int
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣ ˆ

Ω

gϕ ·Dχm dLn −
ˆ

Ω∩C
g̃t0ϕ ·Dχm dLn

∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣ˆ

Ω∩C
g̃t0ϕ ·Dχm dLn +

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gt0ϕ · νΩ dHn−1
∣∣∣

+
∣∣∣∼ˆ

∂Ω∩C
gϕ dν int −∼

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gt0ϕdν int
∣∣∣

≤ 3ε for all m > m0 .

But this implies the assertion (4.122) and it remains to show (4.127)-(4.130).
(b) Let us show (4.127). We have that g̃t, χm ∈ W1,∞(Ω) and that Ω ∩ C has

Lipschitz boundary. Thus, integration by parts gives for t > 0

−
ˆ

Ω∩C
g̃tϕ ·Dχm dLn

=

ˆ
Ω∩C

g̃tϕ ·D(1− χm) dLn

= −
ˆ

Ω∩C
(1− χm) div (g̃tϕ) dLn

+

ˆ
∂(Ω∩C)

(1− χm) g̃tϕ · νΩ∩C dHn−1

m→∞−→
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

g̃tϕ · νΩ dHn−1 =

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕ · νΩ dHn−1 .

But this is (4.127).
(c) For (4.128) we observe that gt ∈ L∞(Ω). Then, by Theorem 4.19, there is a

subsequence {χm′} with

lim
m′→∞

ˆ
Ω∩C

gtϕ ·Dχm′ dLn = −∼
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

gtϕdν int .

With (4.127) we get (4.128).
(d) Let us verify (4.129). For ε > 0 we choose δ > 0 as in (4.126) and obtain for

all m ∈ Nˆ
Ω∩C
|g̃t − g|ϕ ·Dχm dLn

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞
δm

ˆ
C0,βm

|gt − g| dLn

=
‖ϕ‖∞
δm

ˆ βm

0

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gs+t − gs| dHn−1 ds

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞βmε
δm

= ‖ϕ‖∞ c̃ ε for all 0 < t < δ, m ∈ N .
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This gives (4.129).

(e) As preparation for the proof of (4.130) we first show that gt
νint

−→ g. Let us

fix some ε > 0 and notice that gt
Hn−1

−→ g0 on ∂Ω by (4.125). Therefore

Hn−1(Bt)
t→0−→ 0 where Bt :=

{
x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |gt − g0| > ε
}
. (4.131)

Obviously,

Bt,s :=
{
x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |gt − gs| > 2ε
}

⊂
{
x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |gt − g0|+ |gs − g0| > 2ε
}
⊂ Bt ∪Bs .

For δ > 0 and
B̃t :=

{
x ∈ Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |gt − g| > 2ε
}
,

we have that

Ln(B̃t ∩ C0,δ) =

ˆ δ

0

Hn−1(Bt,s) ds ≤
ˆ δ

0

Hn−1(Bt) +Hn−1(Bs) ds

By Theorem 4.19,

|ν int|(B̃t) ≤ lim sup
m→∞

‖Dχm‖L1(B̃t) = lim sup
m→∞

ˆ
B̃t
|Dχm| dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

1
δm

ˆ
B̃t∩C0,βm

dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

1
δm

ˆ βm

0

Hn−1(Bt) +Hn−1(Bs) ds

≤ lim sup
m→∞

2βm
δm

sup
s∈(0,t)

Hn−1(Bs) (use βm < t for m large)

= 2c̃ sup
s∈(0,t)

Hn−1(Bs)

By (4.131) the right hand side tends to zero as t→ 0. Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, we

obtain gt
νint

−→ g. For ϕgt we have

B̃t
ϕ :=

{
x ∈ Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |ϕgt − ϕg| > ε
}
⊂
{
x ∈ Ω ∩ C

∣∣ ‖ϕ‖∞|gt − g| > ε
}
.

Hence, |ν int|(B̃t) → 0 for all ε > 0 implies that |ν int|(B̃t
ϕ) → 0 for all ε > 0. Thus

we also have ϕgt
νint

−→ ϕg.
(f) We now proof (4.130). Let us fix some ε > 0. For fixed s, t we consider

the measure ν := ‖ϕ‖∞|gt − gs|ν int. By (2.7) there is some ϕ̃ ∈ L∞(Ω,Rn) with
‖ϕ̃‖∞ ≤ 1 and by Theorem 4.19 there is some subsequence χm′ such that

ˆ
Ω∩C
‖ϕ‖∞|gt − gs| d|ν int| − ε

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞
ˆ

Ω∩C
|gt − gs|ϕ̃ dν int
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= lim
m′→∞

‖ϕ‖∞
ˆ

Ω∩C
|gt − gs|ϕ̃ ·Dχm′ dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

‖ϕ‖∞
δm

ˆ
Ωδm∩C

|gt − gs| dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

‖ϕ‖∞
δm

ˆ
C0,βm

|gt − gs| dLn

= lim sup
m→∞

βm‖ϕ‖∞
δm

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − gs| dHn−1

= c̃‖ϕ‖∞
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − gs| dHn−1 .

Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, the estimate is also true without ε. By (4.125), the right
hand side tends to zero if t, s→ 0. Hence ϕg is ν int-integrable and we have (4.130)
(cf. [4, p. 114]).

Lemma 4.53. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, let
f ∈ BV(Ω) and let fk ∈ BV(Ω) ∩ C∞(Ω) be an approximating sequence satisfying
(4.119). Moreover let ν int be the interior normal measure from Example 4.21. Then
f is ν int-integrable and

lim
k→∞

∼
ˆ
∂Ω

fkϕdν
int = ∼

ˆ
∂Ω

fϕ dν int (4.132)

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn).

Proof. We use the notation from the proof of Lemma 4.52 and, as there, it is suf-
ficient to show (4.132) for the case where the integrals are restricted to an open
cylinder C := C(x̄, r, h) for some x̄ ∈ ∂Ω and to work in the related coordinate
system. Let us also fix some ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn).

(a) We start with some preliminaries. For g ∈ BV(Ω) and t, τ > 0 we set

gx(t) := gt(x) = g(x′, γ(x′) + t) , g(t,τ)(x) :=
1

τ

ˆ t+τ

t

gs(x) ds .

Then there is some Γ ⊂ ∂Ω ∩ C with Hn−1
(
(∂Ω ∩ C) \ Γ

)
= 0 such that

gx ∈ BV
(
(0, h)

)
for all x ∈ Γ

(cf. [21, p. 217, 220]). These gx agree L1-a.e. with their right continuous represen-
tative. Thus we can identify g with a representative where

all gx with x ∈ Γ are continuous from the right

(cf. [2, p. 136]). With the distributional derivative Dgx, that is a Radon measure
on (0, h), we then have

gx(s) = gx(t) +Dgx
(
(t, s]

)
for all t < s , x ∈ Γ
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(cf. [2, p. 136, 139]). Since |Dgx|
(
(t, s]

)
is the total variation of gx on (t, s],

|gx(s)− gx(t)| ≤ |Dgx|
(
(t, s]

)
for all x ∈ Γ . (4.133)

The distributional derivative Dng with respect to xn is a Radon measure on Ω∩C,
since we have for all 0 ≤ t < s

|Dng|(Ct,s) = sup
{ˆ

Ct,s
g
∂ψ

∂xn
dLn

∣∣∣ ψ ∈ C1
c (Ct,s) , ‖ψ‖∞ ≤ 1

}
≤ sup

{ˆ
Ct,s

g divϕdLn
∣∣∣ ϕ ∈ C1

c (Ct,s,Rn) , ‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ 1
}

= |Dg|(Ct,s) (4.134)

(cf. [2, p. 194, 195] and take ϕ = (0, . . . , 0, ψ) to see the inequality). Therefore

|Dng|(Ct,s) =

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|Dgx|
(
(t, s)

)
dHn−1 <∞ for all 0 ≤ t < s (4.135)

(cf. [2, p. 195], [21, p. 220]). Since |Dg| is a Radon measure on the open set Ω∩C,

lim
t→0
|Dg|(C0,t) = 0 . (4.136)

Using (4.133)-(4.134), we get for t, τ > 0 small,

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − g(t,τ)| dHn−1 =

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

∣∣∣1
τ

ˆ t+τ

t

gt − gs ds
∣∣∣ dHn−1

≤ 1

τ

ˆ t+τ

t

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|gt − gs| dHn−1 ds

≤ 1

τ

ˆ t+τ

t

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|Dgx|
(
(t, s+ τ)

)
dHn−1 ds

=
1

τ

ˆ t+τ

t

|Dng|(Ct,s+τ ) ds

≤ |Dng|(Ct,t+2τ ) ≤ |Dg|(C0,t+2τ ) . (4.137)

(b) We fix some ε̃ > 0 and show that there is some t0 > 0 and some k0 ∈ N such
that ˆ

∂Ω∩C
|f tk − f t| dHn−1 ≤ ε̃ for all k > k0 , 0 < t < t0 . (4.138)

By (4.136) we can choose some t0 > 0 such that

|Df |(C0,3t0) <
ε̃

4
.

Since
lim sup
k→∞

|Dfk|(C0,3t0) ≤ |Df |(C0,3t0)

(cf. [34, p. 93]), there is some k0 ∈ N with

|Dfk|(C0,3t0) ≤ |Df |(C0,3t0) +
ε̃

4
for all k > k0 .
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Let us fix some τ < t0. Then, by fk → f in L1(Ω), we can assume that k0 is so large
that

1

τ

ˆ
C0,2t0

|fk − f | dLn <
ε̃

4
for all k > k0 .

Consequently, using (4.137), we obtain for 0 < t < t0 and k > k0

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|f tk − f t| dHn−1

≤
ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|f tk − f
(t,τ)
k | dHn−1 +

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|f (t,τ)
k − f (t,τ)| dHn−1

+

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|f (t,τ) − f t| dHn−1

≤ |Dfk|(C0,t+2τ ) + |Df |(C0,t+2τ )

+

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

∣∣∣1
τ

ˆ t+τ

t

f sk − f s ds
∣∣∣ dHn−1

≤ |Dfk|(C0,3t0) + |Df |(C0,3t0) +
1

τ

ˆ
Ct,t+τ

|fk − f | dLn

≤ 2|Df |(C0,3t0) +
ε̃

4
+

1

τ

ˆ
C0,2t0

|fk − f | dLn ≤ ε̃

which verifies (4.138).
(c) We show that ϕfk

ν→ ϕf . For ε > 0 we define

Bk :=
{
x ∈ Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |fk − f | > ε
}
,

Bt
k :=

{
x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ C

∣∣ |f tk − f t| > ε
}
.

Let us also fix some ε̃ > 0 and let t0 > 0 and k0 ∈ N be related to ε̃ according to
(4.138). The Chebyshev inequality and (4.138) imply

Hn−1(Bt
k) ≤

1

ε

ˆ
Btk

|f tk − f t| dHn−1 ≤ ε̃

ε
for all k > k0 , 0 < t < t0 .

With (4.31), (4.123), and βm → 0, we get

|ν int|(Bk) ≤ lim sup
m→∞

‖Dχm‖L1(Bk) = lim sup
m→∞

ˆ
Bk

|Dχm| dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

1
δm

ˆ
Bk∩C0,βm

dLn

≤ lim sup
m→∞

1
δm

ˆ βm

0

Hn−1(Bt
k) dt

≤ lim sup
m→∞

ε̃βm
εδm

=
c̃ε̃

ε
for all k > k0 .

Therefore |ν int|(Bk) → 0 for all ε > 0 and, hence, fk
νint

−→ f . For ϕfk
νint

−→ ϕf we
argue as in part (e) of the proof of Lemma 4.52.

126



(d) Let us finally show the assertion (4.132). For that we fix ε > 0 and let t0 > 0,
k0 ∈ N be related to ε̃ > 0 as in (4.138). By (2.7) there is some ϕ̃ ∈ L∞(Ω,Rn) with
‖ϕ̃‖∞ ≤ 1 and by Theorem 4.19 there is a subsequence {χm′} such that for k, l > k0ˆ

Ω∩C
‖ϕ‖∞|fk − fl| d|ν int| − ε

≤
ˆ

Ω∩C
‖ϕ‖∞|fk − fl| ϕ̃ dν int

= ‖ϕ‖∞ lim
m′→∞

ˆ
Ω∩C
|fk − fl| ϕ̃ ·Dχm′ dLn

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞ lim sup
m→∞

1

δm

ˆ
C0,βm

|fk − fl| dLn

= ‖ϕ‖∞ lim sup
m→∞

1

δm

ˆ βm

0

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

|f tk − f tl | dHn−1 dt

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞ lim sup
m→∞

1

δm

ˆ βm

0

ˆ
∂Ω∩C

(
|f tk − f t|+ |f t − f tl |

)
dHn−1 dt

≤ ‖ϕ‖∞ lim sup
m→∞

1

δm

ˆ βm

0

2ε̃ ds (since t < t0 for m large)

= 2c̃ε̃‖ϕ‖∞ .

This is true without ε > 0, since it is arbitrary. Since ε̃ > 0 is arbitrary, the left
hand side tends to zero as k, l → ∞. Therefore ϕf is ν int-integrable and (4.132)
follows (cf. [4, p. 114]).

As application of the introduced theory we finally consider a general boundary
value problem for the p-Laplace operator. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open bounded set and
let 1 < p < ∞. The trace operator T : W1,1(Ω) → W1,∞(Ω)∗ from Proposition 3.7
(with U = Ω) is also a linear continuous operator on W1,p(Ω) by the continuous
embedding W1,p(U)) ↪→ W1,1(U). For given g ∈ Lp′(Ω) and fb ∈ W1,p(Ω) we call
f ∈ W1,p(Ω) weak solution of the boundary value problem

− div
(
|Df |p−2Df

)
= g on Ω , f = fb on ∂Ω (4.139)

if we have thatˆ
Ω

|Df |p−2DfDϕ− gϕ dLn = 0 for all ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω) and

〈T (f − fb), ϕ〉 = 0 for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn) . (4.140)

We show that this problem has always a solution without any regularity assumption
on the boundary ∂Ω. Before let us discuss the boundary condition (4.140) for Ω
having Lipschitz boundary. From (4.114) we get

〈T (f − fb), ϕ〉 = div ((f − fb)ϕ)(Ω) =

ˆ
∂Ω

(f x − f x
b )ϕ · ν dHn−1 = 0

for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn). By approximation, the most right equality is even valid
for all ϕ ∈ C(Ω,Rn). Hence (f x − f x

b )νHn−1b∂Ω has to be the zero measure. Con-
sequently

f x = f x
b Hn−1-a.e. on ∂Ω ,
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which is the usual pointwise boundary condition. Let us still point out that the
trace Tf is uniquely defined though its representation according to Theorem 4.40 is
not.

Theorem 4.54. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, let 1 < p < ∞, let g ∈ Lp′(Ω)
(where 1

p
+ 1

p′
= 1), let fb ∈ W1,p(Ω), and let T be the trace operator from Proposi-

tion 3.7. Then there is a weak solution f ∈ W1,p(Ω) of the boundary value problem
(4.139).

Notice that we obviously have that

Tf = 0 for all f ∈ C∞c (Ω) .

Thus, by the continuity of T on W1,p(Ω),

W1,p
0 (Ω) ⊂ {f ∈ W1,p(Ω) | Tf = 0} . (4.141)

The drawback of the set on the right hand side is that the Poicaré inequality might
not be true for all functions. But it turns out to be sufficient for the theorem to
study a variational problem on fb +W1,p

0 (Ω).

Proof of Theorem 4.54. We consider the minimization problem

E(f) :=

ˆ
Ω

|Df |p − fg dLn → Min! , f ∈ W1,p(Ω)

subject to
M :=

{
f ∈ W1,p(Ω)

∣∣ f = fb + f0 , f0 ∈ W1,p
0 (Ω)

}
.

Let fk ∈ W1,p(Ω) be a minimizing sequence fk ∈ W1,p(Ω). Then, by the Poincaré
inequality, there is some c > 0 such that

‖fk‖Lp ≤ ‖fk − fb‖Lp + ‖fb‖Lp
≤ c‖Dfk −Dfb‖Lp + ‖fb‖Lp
≤ c‖Dfk‖Lp + c‖Dfb‖Lp + ‖fb‖Lp

Consequently, for some c̃ > 0,

E(fk) ≥ ‖Dfk‖pLp − ‖g‖Lp′‖fk‖Lp
≥ ‖Dfk‖pLp − c̃

(
‖Dfk‖Lp + ‖Dfb‖Lp + ‖fb‖Lp

)
= ‖Dfk‖Lp

(
‖Dfk‖p−1

Lp − c̃
)
− c̃
(
‖Dfb‖Lp + ‖fb‖Lp

)
Combining both estimates we get that the fk must be bounded in W1,p(Ω). Thus
there is a weakly convergent subsequence, denoted the same way, with fk ⇀: f .
Since M is a closed affine subspace of W1,p(Ω), it is also weakly closed. Therefore
f ∈ M . As convex and continuous function, E is weakly lower semicontinuous (cf.
[18, p. 49 or 74]). This implies that f solves the minimization problem. Obviously,
f = fb + f0 for some f0 ∈ W1,p

0 (Ω). Hence

〈T (f − fb), ϕ〉 = 〈Tf0, ϕ〉 = 0 for all ϕ ∈ W1,∞(Ω,Rn)
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and, thus, f satisfies the boundary condition.
Now we decompose E = E1 −E2 in the obvious way where E1 is convex and E2

is linear and continuous. Clearly,

E ′2(f, ϕ) =

ˆ
Ω

gϕ dLn for all ϕ ∈ W1,p
0 (Ω) .

Moreover E1 is Gâteaux differentiable on M with

E ′1(f, ϕ) =

ˆ
Ω

|Df |p−2DfDϕdLn for all ϕ ∈ W1,p
0 (Ω)

(cf. [18, p. 89]). Since f minimizes E on M ,

E ′(f, ϕ) =

ˆ
Ω

|Df |p−2DfDϕ− gϕ dLn = 0 for all ϕ ∈ W1,p
0 (Ω) .

Consequently, f is a weak solution of (4.139) and the proof is complete.
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