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LIMITING KORN-MAXWELL-SOBOLEV INEQUALITIES

FOR GENERAL INCOMPATIBILITIES

FRANZ GMEINEDER, PETER LEWINTAN, AND JEAN VAN SCHAFTINGEN

Abstract. We give sharp conditions for the limiting Korn-Maxwell-Sobolev inequalities

‖P‖
Ẇ

k−1, n
n−1 (Rn)

≤ c
(

‖A [P ]‖
Ẇ

k−1, n
n−1 (Rn)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)

to hold for all P ∈ C∞

c
(Rn;V ), where A is a linear map between finite dimensional vector spaces

and B is a k-th order, linear and homogeneous constant-coefficient differential operator. By the ap-

pearance of the L1-norm of the differential expression BP on the right-hand side, such inequalities

generalise previously known estimates to the borderline case p = 1, and thereby answer an open

problem due toMüller, Neff and the second author (Calc. Var. PDE, 2021) in the affirmative.

1. Introduction

1.1. KMS-type inequalities. Korn-type inequalities are a central tool in (non-)linear elasticity or

fluid mechanics; see, e.g. [7, 14, 15]. In their easiest form, they allow to control the full gradient

of some u ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn) by its symmetric or trace-free symmetric parts, respectively: For each

n ∈ N and 1 < q < ∞, there exists a constant c = c(n, q) > 0 such that

‖Du‖Lq(Rn) ≤ c ‖symDu‖Lq(Rn) ,

‖Du‖Lq(Rn) ≤ c
∥∥symDu− 1

n
div(u)1n

∥∥
Lq(Rn)

(1.1)

hold for all u ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn), where 1n is the (n × n)-unit matrix. Inequalities of the form (1.1)

are non-trivial because the non-differential counterparts

‖P‖Lq(Rn) ≤ c ‖symP‖Lq(Rn) , ‖P‖Lq(Rn) ≤ c
∥∥symP − 1

n
tr(P )1n

∥∥
Lq(Rn) (1.2)

for general fields P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn×n) are trivially seen to be false; take, e.g., fields P with values

in the skew-symmetric matrices with zero trace. In view of the failure of (1.2), it is crucial for (1.1)

that we deal with gradients here. In this case, it is now well-known that inequalities (1.1) are a

consequence of Calderón-Zygmund estimates, and thus they are bound to only hold in the regime

1 < q < ∞.

We may rephrase this discussion by saying that despite the failure of (1.1) for general matrix

fields P , it does hold indeed for Curl-free matrix fields. One might thus hope to modify (1.2) in a

way such that (1.1) is retrieved for Curl-free fields, meaning that we ask for an inequality of the

form

‖P‖Lq(Rn) ≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖Lq(Rn) + ‖CurlP‖Lp(Rn)

)
, P ∈ C∞

c (Rn;Rn×n), (1.3)

where A [P ] = symP or A [P ] = symP − 1
n
tr(P )1n, respectively. Note that, if 1 ≤ p < n is

fixed, then scaling uniquely determines q as q = np
n−p

. For the choices of A displayed above and

depending on n and 1 ≤ p < n, inequality (1.3) has been established in [6, 8, 10, 13], and we refer

the reader to the subsequent section for a discussion of the underlying strategies of proof.

Numerous applications, e.g. from continuum mechanics (cf. [1, 2, 20, 22, 17]), require to go

beyond (1.3) in two different directions. First, one strives for more general part maps A than

the (trace-free) symmetric parts. Second, one aims for more general incompatibilities than given

by the curl of a matrix field. Such generalisations prove particularly relevant e.g. in the study

of tensor fields with conformally invariant dislocation energies [17] or the relaxed micromorphic

model [20]. In this vein, one aims for sharp conditions on the interplay between the part maps,
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GENERALISED L1-KMS INEQUALITIES 2

incompatibilities and integrabilities pwhich make inequalities (1.3) work. As we shall discuss now,

the only remaining case which could not be treated successfully so far is the case p = 1, and the

aim of the present paper is to close this gap.

1.2. Context and main results. Let 1 ≤ p < n. Based on our above discussion, the general form

of the requisite inequalities reads as

‖P‖Ẇk−1,q(Rn) ≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,q(Rn) + ‖BP‖Lp(Rn)

)
, P ∈ C∞

c (Rn;V ), (KMS)

where V, Ṽ ,W are finite dimensional vector spaces, A : V → Ṽ is a linear map and B is a linear,

homogeneous, k-th order constant coefficient differential operator on Rn from V to W . In the

sequel, we shall refer to (KMS) as Korn-Maxwell-Sobolev inequalities, and we recall that scaling

determines q = p∗ = np
n−p

as the Sobolev exponent of 1 ≤ p < n. In order to single out the

borderline case to be addressed in this paper, we briefly summarise the available results concerning

inequalities (KMS). Here we make use of the Fourier symbol terminology which, for the reader’s

convenience, is displayed in Section 2 below.

�e case 1 < p < n. In this case, there is a vast literature on various constellations of A ,B

and p, see e.g. the references in [9, 17]. If 1 < p < n and B = Curl, (1.3) can be established by

performing a Helmholtz decomposition on P and subsequently estimating the divergence-free part

by use of the fractional integration theorem and the curl-free part by virtue of the usual Korn-type

inequalities, cf. [10, 13]. �is approach is difficult to be implemented in the case of general incom-

patibility operators B. Based on the so-called algebraic split approach, a complete characterisation

of the interplay between the part map A and the differential operator B in Korn-Maxwell-Sobolev

inequalities has been given in the precursor [9]. �e outcome is

(KMS) holds for 1 < p < n ⇐⇒
⋃

ξ 6=0

kerA ∩ kerB[ξ] = {0}, (1.4)

which extends and unifies several previous results, cf. [2, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22]. In Fourier analytic

terms, the right-hand side condition of (1.4) means that B behaves like an elliptic operator on

kerA (see Section 2.2 for this notion). Hence, (KMS) embodies two principles: First, applying (1.4)

to fields P ∈ C∞
c (Rn; kerA ), gives us the Sobolev-type inequality

‖P‖
Ẇ

k−1,
np

n−p (Rn)
≤ c ‖BP‖Lp(Rn) . (1.5)

Second, if k = 1 and B = Curl, the nullspace of B precisely consist of gradient fields. �us,

applying (KMS) to fields P = Du, we then retrieve the Korn-type inequality

‖Du‖
L

np
n−p (Rn)

≤ c ‖A [Du]‖
L

np
n−p (Rn)

. (1.6)

In this sense, (KMS) can be seen as a common gateway to both Korn and Sobolev inequalities.

�e case p = 1. On the contrary, only few results, namely [6, 8, 10, 13], address the borderline

case p = 1 (whereby q = 1∗ := n
n−1 ) and only in the particular situation of the differential operator

B = Curl being the matrix curl. Specifically, in this case the validity of (KMS) is equivalent to

• R-ellipticity of Au := A [Du] in n ≥ 3 dimensions (cf. [13, 10]),

• C-ellipticity of Au := A [Du] in n = 2 dimensions (cf. [10]).

In essence, the stronger condition of C-ellipticity compensates the weaker properties of the op-

erator Curl in two dimensions. �e methods of [13, 10], however, are very specific to the Curl-

operator, and do not allow for an ad-hoc generalisation to the case of general part maps A and

operators B. In particular, it is far from clear how they admit conclusive statements on the validity

of (KMS) when Curl is replaced by e.g. B = dev symCurl. Even for this operator, which takes a

prominent role in gradient plasticity with plastic spin or incompatible elasticity (cf. Müller et al.

[17]), inequalities (KMS) thus have remained an open problem.

In the borderline case p = 1, inequalities of the form (KMS) still imply Korn and Sobolev

inequalities (1.5), (1.6). Specifically, going to (1.5), it is clear that B must match the conditions

which make limiting Sobolev-type estimates work for p = 1 – at least, when acting on fields

P ∈ C∞
c (Rn; kerA ). �ese conditions, due to the third author [26] (also see Bourgain & Brezis

[3]), require B to behave like an elliptic and cancelling operator when restricted to fields P ∈
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C∞
c (Rn; kerA ). Note that, by the failure of Calderón-Zygmund estimates for p = 1 (cf. Orn-

stein [23]), (1.5) cannot be derived from the ellipticity assumption on the right-hand side of (1.4)

alone. �e sharp conditions for (KMS) to hold thus must incorporate an additional cancellation-

type condition. �e necessity of such an additional condition can directly be seen by the following

explicit

Example 1.1. In n = 3 dimensions consider the part map A = sym : R3×3 → R3×3
sym , X 7→

1
2 (X +X⊤) and the differential operator B : C∞

c (R3;R3×3) → C∞
c (R3;R3×3) given by BP :=

skewCurlP + trCurlP · 13. In the precursor [9] we have shown that for all P ∈ C∞
c (R3;R3×3)

and all 1 < p < 3 it holds

‖P‖Lp∗ (R3) ≤ c
(
‖symP‖Lp∗(R3) + ‖skewCurlP‖Lp(R3) + ‖tr CurlP‖Lp(R3)

)
. (1.7)

However, the following example shows that this estimate does not persist in the borderline case

p = 1. To this end, let us consider for ϕ ∈ C∞
c (R3) the matrix field

Pϕ =




0 −∂3ϕ ∂2ϕ

∂3ϕ 0 −∂1ϕ

−∂2ϕ ∂1ϕ 0


 . (1.8a)

�en we have

CurlPϕ = ∆ϕ · 13 −D∇ϕ ∈ R
3×3
sym, (1.8b)

so that

A [Pϕ] = 0 and BPϕ = 2∆ϕ · 13. (1.8c)

If (1.7) were correct in the borderline case p = 1 we would have

‖∇ϕ‖
L

3
2 (R3)

= c ‖Pϕ‖
L

3
2 (R3)

!
≤ c

(
‖A [Pϕ]‖

L
3
2 (R3)

+ ‖BPϕ‖L1(R3)

)
= c ‖∆ϕ‖L1(R3) ,

and this inequality is easily seen to be false by taking regularisations and smooth cut-offs of the

fundamental solution Φ(·) = 1
3ω3

1
|·| of the Laplacian (−∆); here, ω3 := L 3(B1(0)).

As our main result, to be stated as �eorem 3.1 in Section 3 below, the previous example can be

classified within the sharp conditions which make inequalities (KMS) work. Namely, we have that

(KMS) holds for p = 1 if and only if
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

kerA ∩ kerB[ξ] = {0} and
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

B[ξ](kerA ) = {0} (1.9)

�e second part of (1.9) is in general substantially weaker than the full cancellation condition⋂
ξ 6=0 B[ξ](V ) = {0}. Specifically, the operator dev symCurl serves as an example of an operator

which is not cancelling but satisfies (1.9) for basically all choices of part mapsA which are relevant

in applications; see Section 4 for this and more examples.

1.3. Structure of the paper. Besides this introduction, the paper is organised as follows: In Sec-

tion 2 we fix notation and collect the requisite background terminology and facts on differential

operators as required in the sequel. We then state and prove our main �eorem 3.1 as well as vari-

ants for other function spaces, and discuss their relations to strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates in

Section 3. �e paper is then concluded in Section 4 by examples completing the picture of available

limiting KMS-inequalities. Whereas we focus on inequalities on full space, our results still allow

to provide an affirmative answer to the borderline case of the dev symCurl-operator le� open in

[17, �m. 3.5, Rem. 3.6] for globally vanishing traces – see Corollary 3.7 and Example 4.2.

2. Notation and preliminaries

2.1. General notation. We will denote by
〈
·, ·
〉
the inner product of a real finite dimensional

space. For a square matrix X ∈ Rn×n we consider the following algebraic parts: the transpose

X⊤, the trace trX :=
〈
X, 1n

〉
, the deviatoric or trace-free part devX := X − trX

n
1n, the

symmetric part symX := 1
2 (X +X⊤) and the skew-symmetric part skewX := 1

2 (X −X⊤).

Recall that the matrix Curl is the row-by-row application of the vectorial curl, and therefore

(CurlP )ijk = ∂iPkj − ∂jPki for (m × n)-valued maps P . In order to study generalised incom-

patibilities we recall some general terminology for vectorial differential operators.
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2.2. Differential operators. Given n, ℓ ∈ N and a finite dimensional real vector spaceV , consider

a homogeneous, linear, constant coefficient differential operator A of order ℓ on Rn from V to

another finite dimensional vector space W . �is means that we have a representation

Av :=
∑

|α|=ℓ

Aα∂
αv, v : Rn → V, (2.1a)

with linear maps Aα : V → W and multi-indices α ∈ Nn
0 , |α| = ℓ. �e corresponding symbol map

reads

A[ξ] : V → W, A[ξ]v :=
∑

|α|=ℓ

ξαAαv, ξ ∈ R
n,v ∈ V, (2.1b)

where ξα := ξα1

1 · · · ξαn
n for α = (α1 · · · αn)

⊤ ∈ Nn
0 . �e operator A is then called

• (R-)elliptic if for every ξ ∈ Rn\{0} the associated symbol map A[ξ] is injective, i.e.,

kerR A[ξ] = {0} for all ξ ∈ R
n\{0}. (2.2)

• C-elliptic if for every ξ ∈ Cn \ {0} the complex symbol map A[ξ] : V + iV → W + iW is

injective.

• cancelling if
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

A[ξ](V ) = {0}. (2.3)

We now gather some basic examples; more elaborate ones, which also show the interplay between

the above notions and the dimension n ∈ N can be found in Section 4:

Classical C-elliptic first order differential operators are the gradient, the deviatoric gradient and

the symmetric gradient. �e deviatoric symmetric gradient is precisely C-elliptic in dimensions

n ≥ 3 and in n = 2 dimensions only R-elliptic, cf. [5, §2.2]. �e curl or the divergence operator

are not elliptic.

�e classical curl and the generalised curl in dimensions n ≥ 3 are cancelling operators. �e

generalised curl in 2 dimensions corresponds to the divergence and is not cancelling. �e diver-

gence is also not cancelling in any dimension. �e corresponding matrix differential operators

(which act row-wise) possess the same properties, i.e., the matrix Curl is cancelling.

It is precisely the additional cancellation property which is required in limiting Sobolev-type

inequalities on full space, and which we recall for the reader’s convenience:

Lemma 2.1 ([26, �m. 1.3]). Let A be an operator of the form (2.1). �en one has the estimate

∥∥Dℓ−1u
∥∥
L

n
n−1 (Rn)

≤ c ‖Au‖L1(Rn) , u ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ), (2.4)

if and only if A is elliptic and cancelling.

Compared with ellipticity and cancellation, the notion of C-ellipticity usually appears when

aiming for sharp conditions for boundary estimates [5, 12] rather than for estimates on full space.

However, since an operator is C-elliptic if and only if its nullspace in the space of distributions

D ′(Rn;V ) is finite-dimensional, it is usually easier to decide whether an operator is C-elliptic

than elliptic and cancelling. �e following observation connects C-ellipticity and ellipticity and

cancellation in all dimensions:

Lemma 2.2 ([11, 12]). �eC-ellipticity of an operator of the form (2.1) implies both its ellipticity and

cancellation. For n = 2 also the converse implication holds true for first order operators.

Furthermore, the differential operator A of the form (2.1) is called cocancelling if

⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

kerA[ξ] = {0}. (2.5)

�e classical example of a cocancelling operator is the divergence, see [26]. It is precisely the

cocancelling operators, which appear in strong Bourgain-Brezis-type estimates:
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Lemma 2.3 ([3], [26, �m. 9.2]). Let n ≥ 2 and A be an ℓ-th order, homogeneous, linear, constant

coefficient, cocancelling differential operator on Rn from V to W . �en there exists a constant c =

c(A) > 0 such that we have

‖f‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤ c
(
‖Af‖Ẇ−1−ℓ,1∗ (Rn) + ‖f‖L1(Rn)

)
for all f ∈ C∞

c (Rn;V ). (2.6)

3. Limiting L1
-KMS ineqalities

3.1. �e main result and its proof. We now come to our main result. For the following, let

V, Ṽ ,W be finite dimensional real inner product spaces. We then have

�eorem 3.1 (Limiting L1-KMS-inequalities). Let n ≥ 2 and k ∈ N. Moreover, let A : V → Ṽ be

a linear map and B be a k-th order, linear, homogeneous, constant coefficient differential operator on

Rn from V to W . �en the following are equivalent:

(a) �ere exists a constant c = c(A ,B) > 0 such that the inequality

‖P‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) + ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)
(3.1)

holds for all P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ).

(b) B is reduced elliptic and reduced cancelling (relative to A ), meaning that
⋃

ξ∈Rn\{0}

kerA ∩ kerB[ξ] = {0} and
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

B[ξ](kerA ) = {0}. (3.2)

Before we come to the proof of �eorem 3.1, some comments are in order:

Remark 3.2. We do not impose the stronger condition that B is cancelling on the whole V , i.e.,⋂
ξ∈Rn\{0} B[ξ](V ) = {0}. �e la�er implies reduced cancellation. Indeed, for all V1 ⊆ V we have

always

B[ξ](V1) ⊆ B[ξ](V ).

Remark 3.3. For B = Curl and n ≥ 3 the condition (3.2)2 is trivially satisfied since curl possesses

the cancellation property. On the other hand, in two dimensions the conditions (3.2) are equivalent

to B being reduced C-elliptic (relative to A ), see [12]. �us, for the particular choice B = Curlwe

recover the results from the precursor [10]; for detailed discussion see Section 4.1.

By Lemma 2.2 we directly obtain the following consequence of �eorem 3.1:

Corollary 3.4. If a first order, linear, homogeneous differential operator B from V to W is reduced

C-elliptic (relative to A ), meaning that

B : C∞
c (Rn; kerA ) → C∞

c (Rn;W ) is C-elliptic,

then the estimate (3.1) holds true.

Proof of �eorem 3.1. We start with the direction ‘(b) ⇒ (a)’, and hence let P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ) be

given. As in [9], we perform an algebraic split of the vector field P . More precisely, we denote by

ΠkerA and Π(kerA )⊥ the orthogonal projections onto kerA and (kerA )⊥, respectively. Given

α ∈ Nn
0 with |α| = k − 1, we then write

∂αP = ΠkerA [∂αP ] + Π(kerA )⊥ [∂
αP ] (3.3)

and treat both parts separately. Firstly, sinceA |ker(A )⊥ is injective, we have the pointwise estimate

|∂αΠ(kerA )⊥P (x)| = |Π(kerA )⊥∂
αP (x)|

≤ c |A [Π(kerA )⊥∂
αP (x)]| = c |A [∂αP (x)]|

(3.4)

for all x ∈ Rn, where c = c(A ) > 0 is a constant. Secondly, the reduced ellipticity from (3.2)1
yields that B : C∞

c (Rn; kerA ) → C∞
c (Rn;W ) is elliptic, and this implies that there exists a

constant c > 0 such that

‖P̃‖L1∗ (Rn) ≤ c ‖BP̃‖Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn) for all P̃ ∈ C∞
c (Rn; kerA ). (3.5)

Now let α ∈ Nn
0 be such that |α| = k − 1. We then record that

‖∂αΠkerA [P ]‖L1∗ (Rn) = ‖ΠkerA [∂αP ]‖L1∗ (Rn)



GENERALISED L1-KMS INEQUALITIES 6

(3.5)

≤ c ‖B(ΠkerA [∂αP ])‖Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn)

(3.3)
= c

∥∥B(∂αP − Π(kerA )⊥ [∂
αP ])

∥∥
Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn)

≤ c ‖∂α
BP‖Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn) + c

∥∥BΠ(kerA )⊥ [∂
αP ]

∥∥
Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn)

≤ c ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) + c
∥∥BΠ(kerA )⊥ [∂

αP ]
∥∥
Ẇ−k,1∗ (Rn)

≤ c ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) + c
∥∥Π(kerA )⊥ [∂

αP ]
∥∥
L1∗ (Rn)

(3.4)

≤ c ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) + c ‖A [∂αP ]‖L1∗ (Rn)

≤ c ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) + c ‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) . (3.6)

We recall from (3.2)1 that B : C∞
c (Rn; kerA ) → C∞

c (Rn;W ) is elliptic. Hence, by [26, Prop. 4.2]

there exists ℓ ∈ N and a finite-dimensional vector space F and an ℓ-th order, homogeneous, linear,

constant coefficient differential operator L : C∞
c (Rn;W ) → C∞

c (Rn;F ) such that

ker(L[ξ]) = B[ξ](kerA ) for all ξ ∈ R
n\{0}. (3.7a)

In particular, this implies that

LBΠkerA P = 0. (3.7b)

Moreover, by our assumption (3.2) of B being reduced cancelling relative to A , we have that B :

C∞
c (Rn; kerA ) → C∞

c (Rn;W ) is cancelling, so
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

B[ξ](kerA ) = {0}. (3.8)

Recalling (3.7a), we thus obtain
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

ker(L[ξ]) = {0}, (3.9)

meaning that L : C∞
c (Rn;W ) → C∞

c (Rn;F ) is cocancelling. For P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ) we have

BP ∈ C∞
c (Rn;W ), and an application of the cocancelling operator L gives us:

‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn)

Lem. 2.3
≤ c

(
‖LBP‖Ẇ−1−ℓ,1∗ (Rn) + ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)

(3.7b)
= c

(∥∥LBΠ(kerA )⊥P
∥∥
Ẇ−1−ℓ,1∗ (Rn)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)

≤ c
(∥∥BΠ(kerA )⊥P

∥∥
Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)

B k-th ord.
≤ c

(∥∥Π(kerA )⊥P
∥∥
Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)

(3.4)

≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) + ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)
. (3.10)

Gathering estimates, we finally arrive at

‖P‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤ ‖ΠkerA [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) +
∥∥Π(kerA )⊥ [P ]

∥∥
Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn)

(3.4)

≤ ‖ΠkerA [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) + c ‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn)

(3.6), (3.10)

≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) + ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)
.

�is gives us the desired estimate (3.1).

For the converse implication ‘(a) ⇒ (b)’ we have to show that the restricted operator B :

C∞
c (Rn; kerA ) → C∞

c (Rn;W ) is elliptic and cancelling. An application of (3.1) to maps P ∈

C∞
c (Rn; kerA ) gives us

‖P‖Ẇk−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤ c ‖BP‖L1(Rn) , (3.11)

so that the requisite ellipticity and cancellation, and thus (b), follow from [26, �m. 1.3]. �is

completes the proof. �

We briefly pause to comment on the particular strategy in the above proof:
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Remark 3.5. Note that it is the estimate (3.10) where we need the additional condition of reduced

cancellation in the borderline case p = 1, since for 1 < p < n we have ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,p∗ (Rn) ≤

c ‖BP‖Lp(Rn) by the classical Sobolev embedding. Moreover, if we assumed B to be elliptic and

cancelling (and not only relative toA in the sense of (3.2)), then estimate (3.10) would immediately

simplify to ‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤ c ‖BP‖L1(Rn).

In the sole presence of (3.2), a suitably modified argument still does not seem good enough to

avoid strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates: If one replaces the first estimate in (3.10) for a first order

differential operator B by

‖BP‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) ≤
∥∥BΠ(kerA )⊥P

∥∥
Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn)

+ ‖BΠkerA P‖Ẇ−1,1∗ (Rn) , (3.12)

then the first term on the right-hand side can be bounded against c ‖A [P ]‖L1∗ (Rn). If we then

directly work from the Sobolev estimate (2.4), the second term on the right-hand side of (3.12) is

bounded by c ‖BΠkerA P‖L1(Rn). In order to re-introduce ‖BP‖L1(Rn) in view of (3.1), we have to

control ‖BΠ(kerA )⊥P‖L1(Rn) in terms of ‖A [P ]‖L1∗ (Rn) and ‖BP‖L1(Rn) exclusively. �is how-

ever seems difficult, if not impossible, as the full L1-norm of BΠ(kerA )⊥P does not give us enough

flexibility to get back to the L1∗ -norm ofA [P ]. Based on strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates though,

estimate (3.10) shows that the critical lower order terms can be handled when being measured in

negative Sobolev norms. In this sense, the use of strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates gives us the

requisite flexibility to re-introduce the lower order term A [P ].

As a direct consequence of �eorem 3.1 and its proof, one obtains the following variant for

partially cancelling operators in the sense of [26, §7.1]:

Corollary 3.6. Under the conditions of �eorem 3.1 let B be reduced elliptic relative to A and T :

W → W̃ be linear. �en (3.1) holds true for all P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ) such that T (BP ) = 0 if and only if

⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0}

B[ξ](kerA ) ∩ kerT = {0}. (3.13)

Finally, following [17], �eorem 3.1 can be reformulated in generalised Sobolev spaces:

Corollary 3.7. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be open and bounded, and suppose that A and B are as in �eorem

3.1(b). If we defineWA ,B,1∗,1
0 (Ω) to be the closure of C∞

c (Ω;V ) with respect to the norm

‖P‖W A ,B,1∗,1(Ω) := ‖A [P ]‖Wk−1,1∗ (Ω) + ‖BP‖L1(Ω) ,

then we have that WA ,B,1∗,1
0 (Ω) →֒ W k−1,1∗(Ω;V ).

Proof. Extending P ∈ C∞
c (Ω;V ) by zero to the entire Rn, �eorem 3.1 gives us the requisite

inequality for the extended maps. �e claimed embedding then directly follows from the definition

ofWA ,B,1∗,1
0 (Ω) as a closure. �

3.2. Other space scales and connections to strong Bourgain-Brezis-type estimates. As dis-

cussed in Remark 3.5, the strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates are crucial in the proof of �eorem

3.1. If we aim for KMS-type inequalities involving different space scales, so e.g. fractional Sobolev

spaces, it is not known at present whether such strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates hold in the req-

uisite form; also see the discussion in [26, §9]. Here one has the following result, which works

subject to the (full) cancellation assumption on B:

Corollary 3.8. In the situation of �eorem 3.1, let B be a constant rank operator which is reduced

elliptic relative to A and (fully) cancelling. In particular, B satisfies
⋂

ξ 6=0 B[ξ](V ) = {0}. Let

0 < s < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ be such that 1
p
− s

n
= 1 − 1

n
. �en for any 1 < q < ∞ there exists a

constant c = c(A ,B, s, q) > 0 such that we have

∥∥Dk−1P
∥∥
Ḃs

p,q(R
n)

≤ c
( ∥∥Dk−1

A [P ]
∥∥
Ḃs

p,q(R
n)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)
, (3.14)

∥∥Dk−1P
∥∥
Ḟs

p,q(R
n)

≤ c
(∥∥Dk−1

A [P ]
∥∥
Ḟs

p,q(R
n)

+ ‖BP‖L1(Rn)

)
, (3.15)

for all P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;V ).
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Proof. We only give the modifications in the proof of �eorem 3.1, and focus on (3.14). We keep

everything unchanged until (3.4), but now estimate (3.6) is replaced by

‖∂αΠkerA [P ]‖Ḃs
p,q(R

n) ≤ c
(
‖BP‖Ḃs−1

p,q (Rn) +
∥∥Dk−1

A [P ]
∥∥
Ḃs

p,q(R
n)

)
.

As the reader might notice, the derivation of this estimate only requires the reduced ellipticity of

B relative to A . Since B has constant rank, [24, Rem. 1] provides us with a linear, homogeneous,

constant-coefficient differential operator L fromW to a finite dimensional euclidean space F such

that we have

ker(L[ξ]) = B[ξ](V ) for all ξ ∈ R
n \ {0}. (3.16)

By the full cancellation condition on B, we then conclude from (3.16) that L is (fully) cocancelling,

so
⋂

ξ∈Rn\{0} ker(L[ξ]) = {0}. �erefore, [26, Prop. 8.8] gives us the estimate

‖BP‖Ḃs−1
p,q (Rn) ≤ c ‖BP‖L1(Rn) (3.17)

as a substitute for (3.10). To arrive at (3.14), we then may conclude the proof of (3.14) as above

for �eorem 3.1. Inequality (3.15) is then established analogously, now resorting to [26, Prop. 8.7]

instead of [26, Prop. 8.8]. �e proof is complete. �

As is the case for �eorem 3.1, Corollary 3.8 lets us retrieve and extend several results from

[10, 13]; see Section 4.6 for a discussion. We now briefly compare the underlying assumptions of

�eorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.8:

Remark 3.9 (On the constant rank hypothesis). In�eorem 3.1, we do not requireB to have constant

rank, and mere injectivity of B[ξ] : kerA → W for all ξ ∈ Rn \ {0} is sufficient. In view of the

proof, this is so because we only need the operator L to satisfy (3.7a). Since B is assumed elliptic

as an operator on the kerA -valued maps, the existence of such an operator directly comes out as

a consequence of [26, Prop. 4.2]. In the framework of Corollary 3.8, the present lack of the strong

Bourgain-Brezis estimates for fractional norms forces us to work with fully cancelling operators.

However, thenwe cannot resort to [26, Prop. 4.2] in order to obtain the requisite operatorL because

B is not necessarily elliptic onC∞
c (Rn;V ). �e assumption ofB having (global) constant rank then

still lets us apply [24, Rem. 1] and thereby conclude Corollary 3.8. In applications, however, the

constant rank hypothesis is satisfied by most of the relevant operators, and specifically lets us

retrieve known critical KMS-inequalities in Besov and Triebel-Lizorkin spaces, cf. [13, §2.2].

Comparing the proofs of�eorem 3.1 andCorollary 3.8 then leads to the following larger picture:

If a space supports a suitable version of strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates, then the corresponding

limiting L1-KMS-inequalities hold subject to reduced ellipticity and cancellation. If only variants

of estimates (3.17) instead of strong Bourgain-Brezis estimates are available, then constant rank,

reduced ellipticity and full cancellation are required. �is leads to a variety of inequalities which

we do not record here explicitly; yet, it is not clear to us how to avoid strong Bourgain-Brezis

estimates in order to give fully analogous proofs in both scenarios.

4. Examples

In this section, we present several examples of operators which illustrate the strength of �e-

orem 3.1 in the physically relevant cases n ∈ {2, 3}. �is lets us retrieve several previously es-

tablished results in a unified manner, but also yields novel inequalities which could not be treated

by the available methods so far. Specifically, this concerns the operators (dev) symCurl from the

introduction, for which we answer a borderline case having been le� open by Müller et al. [17,

Rem. 3.6]; cf. Section 4.2 below. Our general findings are concisely summarised in Figure 1.

4.1. Previously known KMS-inequalities as special cases. If V = Ṽ = Rn×n and B = Curl,

validity of the KMS-inequality

‖P‖
L

n
n−1 (Rn)

≤ c
(
‖A [P ]‖

L
n

n−1 (Rn)
+ ‖CurlP‖L1(Rn)

)
, P ∈ C∞

c (Rn;Rn×n)

is known to be equivalent to (i) Au := A [Du] being an elliptic operator [10, 13] if n ≥ 3 and (ii)

Au := A [Du] being a C-elliptic operator [10] if n = 2. �is now is a consequence of �eorem

3.1: Since kerB[ξ] = Rn ⊗ ξ, the reduced ellipticity relative to A is equivalent to A [v ⊗ ξ] = 0
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implying v = 0 whenever ξ ∈ Rn \ {0}, and this is nothing but the ellipticity of Au := A [Du].

In the situation of (i), Curl is cancelling, and so this case directly follows from�eorem 3.1. In the

situation of (ii), i.e. in two dimensions, the Curl is not cancelling. However, by Lemma 2.2 we see

that this first order differential operator is reduced C-elliptic relative to A and as before conclude

the C-ellipticity of Au := A [Du].

4.2. Inequalities involving (dev) symCurl. In this section, we present two important instances

of operators which are of particular relevance in applications, yet could not be treated by the avail-

able methods so far. �ese operators are given by the symmetrised curl and the deviatoric sym-

metrised curl, which already have been addressed in the introduction. �e requisite sharp limiting

estimates, which are new in this context, are now a direct consequence of �eorem 3.1.

In three dimensions the classical curl builds on the classical cross product, so that the matrix

Curl of a (3 × 3)-matrix field is in turn a (3 × 3)-matrix field. From the symbolic point of view

the matrix Curl is seen here as a multiplication with the following special skew-symmetric matrix

from the right

Anti(−ξ) :=




0 ξ3 −ξ2
−ξ3 0 ξ1
ξ2 −ξ1 0


 , for ξ ∈ R

3. (4.1)

Similar constructions are applicable in all dimensions n ≥ 2 but the generalised matrix Curl is in

general not a square matrix field, see e.g. [16].

Example 4.1 (Symmetrised matrix curl). �e matrix differential operator B̂ = symCurl, acting

row-wisely on R3×3-valued fields, is cancelling. To see this, we consider for ξ ∈ R3 \ {0} and

P ∈ R3×3, the corresponding symbol map

B̂[ξ]P = sym(P Anti ξ) =
1

2
P Anti ξ −

1

2
(Anti ξ)P⊤. (4.2)

Let E ∈
⋂

ξ∈R3\{0} B̂[ξ](R
3×3), so that E ∈ R3×3

sym . For an arbitrary z ∈ R3\{0}, consider ξ = z.

�en we have for all P ∈ R3×3:

z⊤(B̂[z]P )z =
1

2
z⊤P (Anti z) z︸ ︷︷ ︸

=z×z

−
1

2
z⊤(Anti z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=−(z×z)⊤

P⊤z = 0

and, in particular, z⊤Ez = 0 for all z ∈ R3. Since moreoverE is symmetric, we conclude thatE =

0, and this means that symCurl is cancelling. We include the la�er argument for the convenience

of the reader: Indeed, for all w, z ∈ R3 we have

0 = (w + z)⊤E(w + z) = w⊤
Ew + z⊤Ew + w⊤

Ez + z⊤Ez

= z⊤Ew︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈R

+ w⊤
Ez

E∈R
3×3
sym

= 2w⊤
Ez,

and by arbitrariness of w and z we deduce that E = 0.

�e following example also gives a positive answer to a borderline case le� open in [17], which

in fact requires the sharp conditions from �eorem 3.1(b). Different from the operator symCurl

as considered in Example 4.1, the operator dev symCurl is not cancelling. Still, it proves to be

reduced cancelling with respect to certain part maps A :

Example 4.2 (Deviatoric symmetrised matrix curl). First we show that the differential operator

B = dev symCurl is not cancelling. To this end, we consider the action of its corresponding

symbol map:

B[ξ]P = dev sym(P Anti ξ)

= 1
2P Anti ξ − 1

2 (Anti ξ)P
⊤ + 1

3

〈
skewP,Anti ξ

〉
13.

(4.3)

We now establish that Q ∈
⋂

ξ∈R3\{0} B[ξ](R
3×3) for every symmetric, trace-free matrix Q ∈

R3×3. First, we have in view of (4.1) for every ξ, ζ ∈ R3,

Anti(ζ)Anti(ξ) = ξ ⊗ ζ −
〈
ξ, η

〉
13.
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A

B
Id dev sym dev sym skew+ tr skew tr

Id X X X X X X X

dev X X   X X  

sym X X X X
 

X
  

dev sym X X   
 

X
  

skew+ tr
X

X

X

X
     

skew        

tr        

Figure 1. Overview of what type of KMS-inequalities apply, here X marks

reducedC-ellipticity so that all KMS-inequalities are valid with this combination

of A and B = B[Curl], in a bisected cell the upper part refers to the validity

of L1-KMS inequalities and the lower part to the validity of Lp-KMS (p > 1)

inequalities, whereby  denotes non-validity.

�is is Lagrange’s triple product expansion ξ × (ζ × v) =
〈
ξ, v

〉
ζ −

〈
ξ, ζ

〉
v. Hence we have for

every Q̃ ∈ R
3×3

(Anti(Q̃ξ)− Q̃Anti(ξ))Anti(ξ) = ξ ⊗ (Q̃ξ)−
〈
ξ, Q̃ ξ

〉
13 − Q̃ξ ⊗ ξ + |ξ|2Q̃,

so that if Q̃ = Q is symmetric and trace-free, we have

dev sym
(
Anti(ξ)(Anti(Qξ)−Anti(ξ)Q)

)
= |ξ|2Q,

and thus Q ∈ B[ξ](R3×3).

�erefore,
⋂

ξ∈R3\{0} B[ξ](R
3×3) is non-trivial, meaning that dev symCurl is not cancelling.

But, as we have seen in [9, Sec. 4.1.3], the operator B = dev symCurl is reduced C-elliptic relative

to A = sym. �us, by our Corollary 3.4 it holds

‖P‖L1∗ (R3) ≤ c
(
‖symP‖L1∗ (R3) + ‖dev symCurlP‖L1(R3)

)
(4.4)

for all P ∈ C∞
c (R3;R3×3). Based on Corollary 3.7, we thus obtain the missing borderline case

from [17, �m. 3.5, Rem. 3.6] for globally vanishing traces:

‖P‖L1∗ (Ω) ≤ c
(
‖symP‖L1∗ (Ω) + ‖dev symCurlP‖L1(Ω)

)

for all P ∈ W sym,dev symCurl,1∗,1
0 (Ω).

4.3. A non-reducedC-elliptic, yet reduced cancelling operator. With V = Ṽ = R
3×3,W =

R2 consider A = dev and B̃ given by

B̃P :=

(
divDiv P − ∂3divP

3

∂3divP
3

)
, (4.5)

where P 3 is either the third column or the third row of P . On kerA -valued maps this reduces

to the elliptic and cancelling but not C-elliptic second order differential operator B2,3 from the

counterexample 3.4 in [11], and by our �eorem 3.1 we obtain:

‖P‖Ẇ1,1∗ (R3) ≤ c (‖devP‖Ẇ1,1∗ (R3) + ‖B̃P‖L1(R3)). (4.6)

In a similar way, we can construct examples build upon the operators Ak,n from the counterexam-

ple 3.4 in [11].
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4.4. Filling up Figure 1. �e examples section in [9, Sec. 4] already provides a good overview of

reduced (C-)ellipticity of specific constellations for Curl-based operators, to complete Figure 1 we

only need to address the following constellations:

ForA ∈ {sym, dev sym} andB = skew+ tr recall from [9, Sec. 4] thatB[Curl] is not reduced

C-elliptic. On the other hand,B[Curl] is reducedR-elliptic so that theLp-KMS inequality holds for

p > 1 with this combination. We have already seen in Example 1.1 above that the corresponding

inequality does not persist in the borderline case p = 1. Let us give the algebraic argument here.

To this end we show, that B[Curl] is not reduced cancelling relative to A . Indeed, the action of

the corresponding symbol map on skew-symmetric matrices gives us:

skew(Anti aAnti ξ) + tr(Anti aAnti ξ) · 13 =
1

2
Anti(a× ξ)− 2

〈
a, ξ

〉
13. (4.7)

Hence,
⋂

ξ∈R3\{0}

B[Curl][ξ](R3×3
skew) ⊇ R · 13 (4.8)

meaning that B[Curl] is not reduced cancelling relative to A ∈ {sym, dev sym}.

4.5. Remaining cases. For A = skew+ tr and B ∈ {Id, dev} recall again from [9, §4] that

B[Curl] is not reduced C-elliptic. But B[Curl] is reduced R-elliptic and the Lp-KMS inequality

holds for p > 1 with this combination. Since Curl is a cancelling operator, this inequality also

persists in the borderline case p = 1 for B = Id. We show that the differential operator B̃ =

devCurl is also cancelling. For the corresponding symbol map we obtain

B̃[ξ]P = dev(P Anti ξ) = P Anti ξ +
1

3

〈
skewP,Anti ξ

〉
13. (4.9)

Let E ∈
⋂

ξ∈R3\{0} B̃[ξ](R
3×3), then trE = 0, i.e., E ∈ sl(3). For all w, z ∈ R3\{0} with w ⊥ z

consider ξ = z. �en we have for all P ∈ R3×3:

w⊤(B̃[z]P )z = w⊤P (Anti z) z︸ ︷︷ ︸
=z×z

+
1

3

〈
skewP,Anti z

〉〈
w, z

〉
= 0

and in particular w⊤
Ez = 0 for allw, z ∈ R3 withw ⊥ z, so thatE has a diagonal structure. Since

moreover E is trace-free, there exist α, β ∈ R such that E = diag(α, β,−α− β). We conclude:

0 =
(
1 −1 0

)
E



1

1

0


 = α− β and 0 =

(
0 1 −1

)
E



0

1

1


 = α+ 2β

so that α = β = 0, i.e., E = 0, meaning that devCurl is cancelling and by our �eorem 3.1 we

obtain the optimal L1-KMS inequality for all P ∈ C∞
c (R3;R3×3):

‖P‖L1∗ (R3) ≤ c
(
‖skewP‖L1∗ (R3) + ‖trP‖L1∗ (R3) + ‖devCurlP‖L1(R3)

)
. (4.10)

4.6. Inequalities involvingdev-Div. Let us also address shortly the optimal dev-Div-inequalities.

In [9, Sec. 4.2] we have already seen that in all dimensions the matrix divergence operator is re-

ducedC-elliptic relative to the deviatoric part map, thus, by our Corollary 3.4 we obtain the optimal

estimate

‖P‖L1∗ (Rn) ≤ c
(
‖devP‖L1∗ (Rn) + ‖DivP‖L1(Rn)

)
(4.11)

for all P ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn×n).

4.7. Kröner’s incompatibility operator inc . As an example for higher order differential op-

erators we consider inc -based differential operators of the form B = B[inc ], where inc =

Curl ◦Curl⊤ denotes Kröner’s incompatibility tensor. We have shown in [9] that the only non-

trivial constellation in which this type of operators could turn out to be reduced elliptic is for

choosing A = dev. Moreover, for B ∈ {Id, dev, sym, dev sym} the corresponding operators are

even reduced C-elliptic, see [9]. �us, the generalised L1-KMS-inequalities hold for these combi-

nations, and, e.g., we have

‖P‖Ẇ1,1∗ (R3) ≤ c (‖devP‖Ẇ1,1∗ (R3) + ‖dev sym incP‖L1(R3)). (4.12)



GENERALISED L1-KMS INEQUALITIES 12

Recall that for B ∈ {skew+ tr, tr} the corresponding operator is R-elliptic, so that the optimal

KMS-inequalities hold in the cases p > 1, see [9]. However, these inequalities do not persist in the

borderline case p = 1. Indeed, we have

tr inc (ζ · 13) = 2∆ζ · 13 and skew inc (ζ · 13) ≡ 0,

and the required reduced cancellation property is not fulfilled since the Laplacian is not cancelling.
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