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THE FREE BOUNDARY FOR SEMILINEAR PROBLEMS

WITH HIGHLY OSCILLATING SINGULAR TERMS

MARK ALLEN, DENNIS KRIVENTSOV, AND HENRIK SHAHGHOLIAN

Abstract. We investigate general semilinear (obstacle-like) problems of the form ∆u = f(u),
where f(u) has a singularity/jump at {u = 0} giving rise to a free boundary. Unlike many works
on such equations where f is approximately homogeneous near u = 0, we work under assumptions
allowing for highly oscillatory behavior.

We establish the C∞ regularity of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} at flat points. Our approach
is to first establish that flat free boundaries are Lipschitz, using a comparison argument with the
Kelvin transform. For higher regularity, we study the highly degenerate PDE satisfied by ratios
of derivatives of u, using changes of variable and then the hodograph transform. Along the way,
we prove and make use of new Caffarelli-Peral type W 1,p estimates for such degenerate equations.
Much of our approach appears new even in the case of Alt-Phillips and classical obstacle problems.
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1. Introduction

In this paper, we consider one-phase semilinear (obstacle-like) problems of the form

(1.1) ∆u = f(u), u ≥ 0,

where f is subject to certain conditions, listed below in (A1–4) One variation of our problem is a
simple perturbation of the obstacle problem, such as the equation

(1.2) ∆u = (2− log(u))χ{u>0}

studied in [9] and [19]. A second example is variations of the Alt-Phillips problem [3] given by
equations like

∆u = uγ(2− log(u))χ{u>0}, (−1/3 < γ < 1).

Our analysis encompasses many modifications of these problems, even allowing f to fluctuate
between the sub- and supercritical ranges for the Alt-Phillips problem such as in

∆u = uα sin(log(2−log u)).
1
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For this kind of one-phase problem, obtaining optimal estimates on the growth of u away from
the free boundary {u > 0} is not difficult, and we do so in Section 2. Our main interest, however,
is in the regularity of the free boundary itself. Here it is helpful to consider (1.2), and observe that
at any free boundary point, the blow-up limits of solutions in the natural scaling for the equation
solve the classical obstacle problem (see [19]). As such, there are two kinds of free boundary points:
ones where the blow-up limit is a regular free boundary point for the obstacle problem (i.e. flat
points) and ones where it is a singular point. In this paper, our goal is to study the free boundary
near flat points, and show that it is locally a smooth hypersurface. For an equation like (1.2), this
turns out to be quite challenging, in part due to how different the PDE is from the one satisfied by
the blow-up limit (they do not even have the same natural scaling).

Since the seminal paper [6], many techniques have been developed to study both the initial free
boundary regularity as well as higher regularity for obstacle-type problems. Semiconvexity esti-
mates [13] are useful for obtaining Lipschitz regularity and then C1,β regularity of the free boundary.
In our situation when f is in the subcritical range of Alt-Phillips (or even a perturbation of the
obstacle problem such as (1.2)), the solution u will no longer be semiconvex. Methods to obtain
directional monotonicity from the equation that ∂eu satisfies (see [20]) are also unavailable due to
the possible singular behavior of f . Since [4] the boundary Harnack principle has been a power-
ful tool to move from Lipschitz to C1,β regularity of the free boundary. This technique has seen
renewed interest in recent years by utilizing the boundary Harnack inequality for inhomogeneous
equations [1, 2, 21,24]. Unfortunately, the boundary Harnack inequality corresponding to our situ-
ation may not hold. Typically, as time progresses, robust techniques are developed which apply to
more general problems. Here, with a variety of modern robust techniques appearing to not apply,
to prove that flat free boundaries are Lipschitz graphs we instead return to a more rigid comparison
technique using the Kelvin transform as introduced in [22].

Higher regularity of the free boundary for the obstacle problem was originally obtained with
the Legendre transform [18]. More recently, the higher order boundary Harnack principle [12] has
proven quite adaptable for obstacle-type problems such as the thin obstacle problem [11, 17, 21].
An alternative approach to obtaining the higher-order boundary Harnack principle arises from
acquiring Schauder estimates for a highly degenerate elliptic equation. This approach is discussed
in both [23] and [25], where C1 regularity of the boundary is assumed in both references. We utilize
this new technique to prove Cordes-Nirenberg estimates for the highly degenerate elliptic equation
to move from Lipschitz to C1,β regularity of the free boundary. In both [23,25] the Schauder theory
gives C∞ and real-analyticitly respectively. But again in our problem, the method as given in [23]
and [25] (in particular how the free boundary is flattened) fails to move beyond C1,β regularity,
see the discussion in Section 5. Instead, we more carefully flatten the free boundary by utilizing a
modified partial hodograph transform. We could then prove Schauder estimates as in [23,25] on the
nonlinear equation obtained in the hodograph variables, but opt instead to prove Caffarelli-Peral
estimates. These estimates are more easily obtained, and when applied in the hodograph variables
they show that a C1,β free boundary is C∞.

1.1. Assumptions on nonlinearity. Below are the assumptions we make regarding the nonlin-
earity f(t). Note that since our focus lies on the local behavior of solutions near u = 0, assumptions
pertaining to t→ ∞ are not relevant for questions regarding existence and boundedness. Define

F (t) =

ˆ t

0
f(s)ds,

which is guaranteed to exist under Assumptions (A1,2) below for all f we consider.
For −1 < γ1 < γ2 < 1 andM > 0, we say that f ∈ F = F(M,γ1, γ2) if the following assumptions

are satisfied:

(A1) f is continuous and nonnegative on (0, 1].
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(A2) f satisfies the bounds

(1.3)
1

M
tγ2 ≤ f(t) ≤Mtγ1 for 0 < t ≤ 1.

(A3) the primitive F satisfies

(1.4) 1 + γ1 ≤ t
F ′(t)

F (t)
≤ 1 + γ2 for 0 < t ≤ 1.

(A4) f satisfies the additional bound

(1.5) f(at) ≥ a(n+2)/(n−2)f(t) whenever 0 ≤ a < t < 1.

For the higher regularity results (Lipschitz free boundaries smooth), our approach also requires
the additional assumption

γ1 > −1

3
.

The case of γ1 ≤ −1
3 results in a linearized problem with a differently structured boundary condition,

and we leave this case as an intersting open problem.
The following easier-to-verify assumption on the derivative of f implies (A2–4) and already

accounts for most of the examples we have in mind: f is continuously differentiable on (0, 1] and

γ1 ≤ t
f ′(t)

f(t)
≤ γ2 for 0 < t ≤ 1.

In particular, (4) follows from this if γ2 ≤ n+2
n−2 , which is weaker than the standing assumption that

γ2 < 1.
To explain the nature of these assumptions, first recall that for homogeneous f(t) = tγ (the Alt-

Phillips problem, studied in [3]), the range γ ∈ (−1, 1) exhibits free boundary behavior. If γ ≥ 1,
the resulting equation instead satisfies a strong maximum principle and has no free boundary. The
range γ ≤ −1 has very different monotonicity properties and free boundary behavior, and we do
not consider it here (it has been studied recently in [10]). Our assumption (A2) asks that f remains
in the free boundary Alt-Phillips range without demanding any homogeneity of f at all.

This turns out to be not scale-invariant under the natural (implicit) scaling of the problem.
The purpose of assumption (A3) is to guarantee that solutions to the ODE h′′ = f(h), if rescaled
via hr(t) = h(rt)/h(r), continue to satisfy (A2) This allows for f to oscillate between different
homogeneities, but only in a controlled fashion (on a scale comparable to log t). The assumption
(A4) will be used to ensure that solutions interact favorably with their Kelvin transforms, and in
particular they satisfy a comparison-type property.

Some examples of f(t) satisfying our assumptions would be f(t) ≡ 1 or f(t) = c + g(t) ≥ 0
with g(t) ∈ C1 such as in the classical obstacle problem. We allow for singular and degenerate
perturbations of the classical obstacle problem such as f(t) = 2 − log(t) or f(t) = 1/(2 − log(t)).
We allow for Alt-Phillips equations f(t) = tγ for γ ∈ (−1, 1) as well as perturbations such as
f(t) = tγ(2− log t)±1. We allow f(t) to oscillate between the sub and supercritical regions such as

f(t) = tα sin(log(2−log t)) for numbers |a| small enough, as well as other functions oscillating at this
rate. To allowing oscillations, our methods do not utilize a particular blow-up limit of u, and hence
that of f , since in the rescaling we only obtain a function in the same class F(M,γ1, γ2).

1.2. Main results. The solutions of (1.1) we consider are minimizers of the functional

(1.6) J(w) :=

ˆ

Ω

1

2
|∇w|2 + F (w) dx,

over the class of functions

{w ∈W 1,2(Ω) : 0 ≤ w ≤ 1, w − v ∈W 1,2(Ω)}
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for some fixed v ∈W 1,2(Ω); we call these H≤1-minimizers. Any minimizer of J over competitors in
W 1,2(Ω) will be a H≤1-minimizer on a small enough neighborhood of a free boundary point. See
Definition 2.4 for further discussion.

Throughout the paper, we will refer to the unique positive solution h (see Proposition 2.2) of
the ordinary differential equation

(1.7)

{

h′′(t) = f(h(t)) in t > 0,

h(0) = h′(0) = 0.

In Section 2 we show that a minimizer u of (1.6) will exhibit the same asymptotic growth as h from
a free boundary point, namely

ch(r) ≤ sup
Br(x)

u ≤ Ch(r), ∀ x ∈ ∂{u > 0}.

We then examine flat points of the free boundary: ones where, after a possible rotation and trans-
lation,

(1.8) h(x · en − ǫ) ≤ u(x) ≤ h(x · en + ǫ).

Our main results regarding the free boundary near these flat points are outlined below. In Section
3, we utilize the Kelvin transform to demonstrate that flatness implies directional monotonicity and
Lipschitz regularity of the free boundary.

Theorem 1.1. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in B1, and fix δ > 0. There exists ǫ > 0
depending on δ, n,M, γ1, γ2, such that if u satisfies (1.8) then ∂νu ≥ 0 in B1/2 whenever ν · en ≥ δ.
In particular the free boundary ∂{u > 0} ∩B1/2 is a Lipschitz graph.

In Section 4 to move from Lispchitz to C1,β regularity of the free boundary, we use the tech-
nique in [23] and [25] to obtain Cordes-Nirenberg estimates on the equation satisfied by ratios of
derivatives ue/uen , where e is any unit vector and en is a direction u is monotone from Theorem
1.1. This, together with appropriate change-of-variables arguments

Theorem 1.2. Assume γ1 > −1
3 . Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in B1, and fix 0 < β < 1.

There exists ǫ > 0 depending on β, n,M, γ1, γ2 such that if u satisfies (1.8) then ∂{u > 0} ∩ B1/2

is a C1,β graph.

In Section 5, we employ a variant of the partial hodograph transform to flatten the free boundary.
We then elaborate on how to use W 1,p Caffarelli-Peral estimates to yield C∞ regularity of the free
boundary. In Section 6, we establish these Caffarelli-Peral estimates to achieve

Theorem 1.3. Assume γ1 > −1
3 . Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in B1. There exists ǫ > 0

depending on n,M, γ1, γ2 such that if u satisfies (1.8) then ∂{u > 0} ∩B1/2 is C∞.

2. Preliminaries

We list some additional consequences for f and F from our assumptions (A1–4).

Proposition 2.1. Let F ∈ F . For 0 < t, at < 1 we have

a1+γ2F (t) ≤ F (at) ≤ a1+γ1F (t) for a ≤ 1.

a1+γ1F (t) ≤ F (at) ≤ a1+γ2F (t) for a > 1.

Proof. First let a ≤ 1. By scaling and considering Fr := F (tr)/F (r) we may assume t = 1 and
F (1) = 1. Consider G(t) := F (t) − t1+γ2 . Then G(1) = 0 and G(0) ≥ 0. If G obtains an interior
minimum at t0 with G(t0) ≤ 0, then

0 = G′(t0) = F ′(t0)− (1 + γ2)t
γ2
0 ,
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or
F ′(t0) = (1 + γ2)t

γ2
0 .

Since G(t0) ≤ 0, then F (t0) ≤ t1+γ2
0 , so that

(1 + γ2) ≤ t0F
′(t0)/F (t0).

From assumption (1.4) we must have equality above so that G(t) ≥ 0, and this gives the first
inequality. A similar argument shows

F (at) ≤ a1+γ1F (t).

By reversing the roles of t, at we obtain the inequalities for a > 1. �

Here, we compile properties of the unique positive solution h to the ordinary differential equation
(1.7). While equation (1.7) doesn’t admit a single solution, as h(t) ≡ 0 is one solution and h(t− t0)
is another whenever h is a solution and t0 is positive, we prove here the existence of a unique
positive solution.

Proposition 2.2. Assume that F ∈ F . Then there exists a unique positive solution h to (1.7).
Furthermore h satisfies the following properties. There exists a constant C1 such that

C−1
1 t2/(1−γ2) ≤ h(t) ≤ C1t

2/(1−γ1) for 0 < t < 1

2

1− γ1
≤ t

h′(t)

h(t)
≤ 2

1− γ2
for 0 < t < 1

1 + γ1
1− γ1

≤ t
h′′(t)

h′(t)
≤ 1 + γ2

1− γ2
for 0 < t < 1

KC1t ≤ h−1(Kh(t)) ≤ KC−1

1 t for all 0 < K ≤ 1.

KC−1

1 t ≤ h−1(Kh(t)) ≤ KC1t for all K > 1.

(2.1)

Proof. We note that a solution hγ to
{

y′′ = cyγ

y(0) = y′(0) = 0

is given by

hγ(t) =

[

C

2

(1− γ)2

(1 + γ)

]1/(1−γ)

t2/(1−γ).

Thus, hγ2 ≤ hγ1 , and hγ2 is a subsolution to (1.7) whereas hγ1 is a supersolution. Thus, by
the method of sub and supersolutions, there exists a positive solution h to (1.7) over the interval
0 < t ≤ 1. We now show that there is a maximal such positive solution hmax. Indeed, consider the
solution to

{

y′′ = Ch(y)

y(0) = ǫ, y′(0) = 0.

which is bounded by below by h. Then as ǫ→ 0 we obtain hmax. Furthermore, any positive solution
is bounded from below by hmax(t− ǫ). Then h = hmax is a unique positive solution. We note that
(1.7) can be rewritten as solving

{

h′(t) =
√

2F (h(t))

h(0) = 0.

The existence and uniqueness for t > 1 is immediate since h is increasing and
√
2F is C1 when F

is positive.
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If we rescale with hr(t) := h(rt)/h(r), then

h′r(t) =
√

2Fr(hr(t)),

with Fr(t) := (r2/h2(r))F (th(r)). We remark that

Fr(1) =
r2

2

[h′(r)]2

h2(r)
,

and that Fr also satisfies (1.4). Also, hr(1) = 1. From Proposition 2.1 we have Fr(t) ≥ t1+γ2Fr(1).

Consider now the function g(t) = t2/(1−γ2), and suppose that

r
h′(r)

h(r)
=
√

2Fr(1) ≥ (1 + ǫ)
2

1− γ2
.

Then

g′(t) =
2

1− γ2
t(1+γ2)/(1−γ2) <

√

2Fr(1)t
(1+γ2)/(1−γ2) =

√

2Fr(1)g(t)
(1+γ2)/2 ≤

√

2Fr(g(t)).

Then g(t) is a subsolution and lies below the solution hr in a neighborhood of t = 1. However,
hr(1) = 1 = g(1), and this gives a contradiction. Then

(2.2) r
h′(r)

h(r)
=
√

2Fr(1) ≤
2

1− γ2
.

A similar argument with g(t) = t2/(1−γ1) as a supersolution gives

(2.3) Fr(1) = r
h′(r)

h(r)
≥ 2

1− γ1
.

Next, we consider th′′/h′. We have

t
h′′

h′
= t

f(h)

h′
= t

f(h)

h′
h′

h′
h

h
=
hf(h)

2F (h)
t
h′

h
.

Using (2.2), (2.3), and assumption (1.4) we conclude the estimate for th′′/h.
Finally, just as in the proof for F in Proposition 2.1, we obtain for h that

h(KC1t) ≤ Kh(t) ≤ h(KC−1

1 t) for K ≤ 1

h(KC−1

1 t) ≤ Kh(t) ≤ h(KC1t) for K > 1.

By applying h−1 to all expressions in both inequalities above, we obtain the final two inequalities
in (2.1). �

We state here a scaling result for F .

Proposition 2.3. Assume F ∈ F(M,γ1, γ2). Then the rescaling

Fr(t) :=
r2

h2(r)
F (th(r))

satisfies F ∈ F(M,γ1, γ2) for all 0 < r < 1.

Proof. It is easy to check that Fr(t) satisfies (1.4). Then from Proposition 2.1 we have

Fr(1)t
1+γ2 ≤ Fr(t) ≤ Fr(1)t

1+γ1 .

Now Fr(1) = rh′(r)/h(r), so from Proposition 2.2 we have

2

1− γ1
t1+γ2 ≤ Fr(t) ≤

2

1− γ2
t1+γ1 .
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Finally, since f satisfies (1.5)

fr(at)

fr(t)
=
f(ath(r))

f(th(r))
≥ a(n+2)/(n−2),

so that fr also satisfies (1.5). �

To avoid making global assumptions on f , we will work with the following weaker notion of
minimizer:

Definition 2.4. Let H≤1 = {u ∈ W 1,2(Ω) : 0 ≤ u ≤ 1}. Given an F ∈ F , we say that u is a

H≤1-minimizer on Ω if u ∈ H≤1, and for any v ∈ H≤1 with u− v ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) we have J(u) ≤ J(v)

(with J as in (1.6)).

Occasionally, we will utilize a rescaling such as ur(x) := u(rx)/h(r). In those instances, the
rescaled function is a now a minimizer among functions w(x)h(r) ≤ 1.

Any minimizer of J is a H≤1-minimizer on a neighborhood of a point in ∂{u > 0} at which u is
continuous, and so our results will apply to it. We refer to the classic works [14] and [15] on the
existence and basic regularity theory for minimizers in general, which is not our primary focus here.
However, we do note the following proposition, which will be useful for constructing comparison
functions:

Proposition 2.5. Assume F ∈ F , and fix a φ ∈ H≤1. Then there exists a H≤1-minimizer u with

u− φ ∈ W 1,2
0 , and there exists a constant β > 0 such that any H≤1-minimizer will be in the class

C1,β(Ω).

We provide only a sketch of the proof to show how to fit our assumptions into the standard
framework of the calculus of variations. It is not difficult to see that minimizers of J over arbitrary
W 1,2 functions need not be regular, or even exist, as we made no assumptions on F when t /∈ (0, 1).

Proof. Let F̃ be defined via

F̃ (t) =











F (0) t < 0

F (t) 0 ≤ t ≤ 1

F (1) t > 1,

and J̃ the corresponding functional as in (1.6). Take any function u ∈ H≤1 with u− φ ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω).

Then we claim that u is a H≤1-minimizer of J if and only if it is a minimizer of J̃ (over arbitrary

functions v ≥ 0 in W 1,2(Ω) with v − φ ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω)). Indeed, as J = J̃ on H≤1, it is clear for all

such competitors in H≤1. On the other hand, if u is a H≤1-minimizer of J and v is a competitor in

W 1,2
0 (Ω), note that w = max{min{1, v}, 0} ∈ H≤1 is also a valid competitor and has F̃ (w) = F̃ (v),

so
J̃(v) = J̃(w) = J(w) ≥ J(u).

It is clear from Assumption (A2) that F̃ ∈ C0,α(R), and it follows from the direct method that

J̃ admits a minimizer u with u − φ ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) (we omit the details here). Arguing as above,

u ∈ H≤1: if not, w = max{min{1, u}, 0} has J̃(w) ≥ J̃(u), which leads to |∇u| = 0 a.e. over
{u < 0} ∪ {u > 1}, a contradiction. This proves the existence claim. The C1,β regularity follows
directly from [14], Theorem 3.1. �

We now bound the growth away from the free boundary ∂{u > 0}.
Theorem 2.6. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in B1 with F ∈ F , and assume x0 ∈ B3/4∩∂{u >
0}. There exists C > 0 depending on M,γ1, γ2 and ‖u‖H1(B1) such that

sup
Br(x0)

u ≤ Ch(r).
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Proof. Suppose by way of contradiction the result is not true. Notice that by the C1,β regularity,
we need only prove the statement for r small. Then there exist











uk H≤1-minimizers of (1.6)

xk ∈ B3/4 ∩ ∂{uk > 0}
rk → 0

such that

(2.4) Srk := sup
Brk

(xk)
uk ≥ khk(rk).

Furthermore, since the conclusion is true for r > r0 we may assume additionally1

S2rk
hk(2rk)

≤ Srk
hk(rk)

,

so that

(2.5) S2rk ≤ hk(2rk)

hk(rk)
Srk ≤ CSrk .

We now rescale with

ũk :=
uk(xk + rkx)

Srk
,

noting that sup∂B1
ũk = 1, it is bounded on B2 and that ũk is a H≤1-minimizer on B1/rk of (1.6)

with

F̃k(w) =
r2

S2
rk

Fk(wSrk).

If tk is the unique point satisfying hk(tk) = Srk ≥ kh(rk), then rk/tk → 0. From Proposition 2.3
we have that

F̃k(w) =
r2k
t2k

t2k
h2k(tk)

Fk(whk(tk)) → 0 as k → ∞.

In the limit we then have the following true in B2



















uk ⇀ u0 in H1

uk → u0 uniformly

u0 ≥ 0

∆u0 = 0.

Moreover, from uniform convergence u0(0) = 0. However, we also have in the limit that

sup
∂B1

u0 = 1,

but this will contradict the minimum principle. �

We now aim to prove a nondegeneracy growth condition from a free boundary point.

Lemma 2.7. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) on B1 and assume F ∈ F . There exists ǫ = ǫ(M,γ)
such that if u ≤ ǫ on ∂B1, then

u(x) ≡ 0 for x ∈ B1/2.

1This is achieved by selecting rk as the maximum radius for which (2.4) is valid, ensuring that it also holds with
equality.
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Proof. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer for (1.6) with F (t) = M−1

γ+1 t
γ+1 and with u = ǫ on ∂B1. Since

γ + 1 ≥ 1, the corresponding functional J is convex, so the H≤1-minimizer u is unique. From
symmetrization techniques, we have that u is radially symmetric and increasing as a function of
the radius. We may apply the nondegeneracy estimate for supercritical Al-Phillips; however one
can show directly that u ≡ 0 on B1/2, or we may apply the nondegeneracy estimate from [3].

We will now show that if u is a minimizer of J , then u ≤ u. We note that since F
′ ≤ F ′, then

F (u)− F (u) ≥ F (u)− F (u)

whenever u ≥ u, so that

(2.6) F (u) + F (u) ≥ F (u) + F (u) whenever u ≥ u.

Let us define w1 = min{u, u} and w2 = max{u, u}. Then

J(u) + J(u) =

ˆ

B1

1

2
|∇u|2 + 1

2
|∇u|2 + F (u) + F (u)

=

ˆ

{u≥u}

1

2
|∇u|2 + 1

2
|∇u|2 + F (u) + F (u)

+

ˆ

{u<u}

1

2
|∇u|2 + 1

2
|∇u|2 + F (u) + F (u)

=

ˆ

{u≥u}

1

2
|∇w2|2 +

1

2
|∇w1|2 + F (u) + F (u)

+

ˆ

{u<u}

1

2
|∇w1|2 +

1

2
|∇w2|2 + F (u) + F (u)

=

ˆ

{u≥u}

1

2
|∇w2|2 +

1

2
|∇w1|2 + F (u) + F (u)

+

ˆ

{u<u}

1

2
|∇w1|2 +

1

2
|∇w2|2 + F (w1) + F (w2)

≥
ˆ

{u≥u}

1

2
|∇w2|2 +

1

2
|∇w1|2 + F (u) + F (u) from (2.6)

+

ˆ

{u<u}

1

2
|∇w1|2 +

1

2
|∇w2|2 + F (w1) + F (w2)

= J(w1) + J(w2).

Thus, w1 is a H≤1-minimizer of J and w2 is a H≤1-minimizer of J . Since the minimizer of J is
unique, we conclude that w2 ≡ u.

We will now show that u ≡ 0 on B1/2. Now u/ǫ is a H≤1-minimizer with ǫγ−1F . We will use

v(x) = 22/(1−γ)(|x| − 1/2)
2/(1−γ)
+ as a barrier. Note that

∆v(x) = 22[β(β + n− 2) + |x|/(|x| − 1/2)]vγ .

As long as 22[β(β + n− 2) + |x|/(|x| − 1/2)] ≤ ǫγ−1M−1, then the argument above (showing that
u ≤ u) will also apply so that u ≤ vǫ. This shows that u ≡ 0 on B1/2. �

Theorem 2.8. (Optimal non-degeneracy) Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) on B1 and assume
F ∈ F . There exists c depending on M,γ such that if 0 ∈ ∂{u > 0}, then

sup
Br

u ≥ ch(r) for all r ≤ 1/2.
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Proof. We choose ǫ from Lemma 2.7 for F ∈ F with C from Proposition 2.3. We then apply Lemma
2.7 to the rescaling

ur(x) :=
u(rx)

h(r)

to conclude that sup∂Br/2
≥ ǫ. �

3. Flat implies Lipschitz

We begin this section by giving the heuristic ideas behind combining the Kelvin transform and
the lattice principle for functionals to conclude monotonicity in a cone of directions. This method
was used in [22] and will work for functionals of the form

J(w) :=

ˆ

BR

1

2
|∇w|2 + F (w),

as long as F satisfies (A4) and is nondecreasing.
We use the Kelvin transformation on the ball B1(ten) with 0 < t ≤ 3/2 and denote

(3.1) x∗ =
x− ten
|x− ten|2

+ ten.

We will let 0 < h < t, and let R = 2 + 1/(t − h). Suppose that we have a H≤1-minimizer u in
BR(0) which satisfies u(x) ≥ |x− ten|2−nu(x∗) whenever x = (x′, xn) ∈ B1(ten) ∩ {xn = h}. From
Assumption (A4) we have f(an−2t) ≥ an+2f(t), so that

(3.2) a−2nF (an−2t)− F (t) ≥ a−2nF (an−2s)− F (s),

whenever 0 < a ≤ 1 and 0 < s ≤ t ≤ 1. If Ω = B1(ten) ∩ {xn ≤ h}, then |x− ten|2−nu(x∗) ≤ u(x)
on ∂Ω. We now show how the lattice principle will give the same inequality on all of Ω. If x ∈ Ω,
we define v(x) = |x− ten|2−nu(x∗) and note that v is a minimizer to

J̃(w) :=

ˆ

Ω

1

2
|∇w|2 + |x− ten|−2nF (|x− ten|n−2w),

among the class w(x)|x− ten|n−2 ≤ 1. We let w1 = min{v, u} and w2 = max{v, u}. Then

J(u) + J̃(v) = J(u) + J(v) +

ˆ

Ω
(|x− ten|−2nF (|x− ten|n−2v)− F (v)

=

ˆ

{u≥v}
|∇u|2 + F (u) +

ˆ

{u<v}
|∇u|2 + F (u)

+

ˆ

{u<v}
|∇v|2 + F (v) +

ˆ

{u≥v}
|∇v|2 + F (v)

+

ˆ

Ω
(|x− ten|−2nF (|x− ten|n−2v)− F (v)

= J(w2) + J(w1) +

ˆ

Ω
(|x− ten|−2nF (|x− ten|n−2v)− F (v)

≥ J(w2) + J(w1) +

ˆ

Ω
(|x− ten|−2nF (|x− ten|n−2w1)− F (w1)

= J(w2) + J̃(w1).

where the penultimate inequality is coming from (3.2). Since u and v are respective minimizers of J

and J̃ we conclude that w1 = v, so that v ≤ u in Ω. We then have that u(x∗) ≤ |x− ten|2−nu(x∗) ≤
u(x) for x ∈ Ω.
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We now explain how this inequality can give directional monotonicity. Given a point x ∈ B1/2,

a direction ν ∈ Sn−1 with ν · en > 0, and τ chosen small, we consider x + τν. By a translation,
we perform the Kelvin transform on the ball B1(ten + y′) for a y chosen such that (x+ τν)∗ = x.
By choosing the appropriate value of h, then necessarily x ∈ Ω, so that from the argument above
we conclude u(x + τν) ≥ u(x). This will give monotonicity of u in the ν direction. To apply this
method, one must consider a specific problem to determine which values of t, h, ν are admissible.
In our specific free boundary problem, we will consider the free boundary trapped in the strip
{|xn| < ǫ} for small ǫ over a large ball BR. By choosing ǫ small enough, we will be able to choose t
small which will allow us to reflect not only near the south pole (when t is close to 1) which will give
a small cone of monotonicity, but we will also be able to reflect near the equator (when t is close to
zero) and obtain a very large cone of monotonicity. As ǫ becomes smaller, the cone of monotonicity
increases, and we are able to conclude C1 regularity of the free boundary. The next two lemmas
carry out this argument. We begin by showing that in our situation |x − ten|2−nu(x∗) ≤ u(x) on
∂B1(ten) ∩ {xn = h}.
Lemma 3.1. Fix 0 < t0 < 3/2, and let x∗ be the reflected point via the Kelvin transform on the ball
B1(ten) as defined in (3.1). There exists l0 > 0 depending on n, t0,M, γ such that if 0 ≤ xn ≤ l0,
and t0 < t < 3/2, and if x = (x′, xn) ∈ B1(ten), then

(3.3) |x− ten|2−nh(x∗ · en) ≤ h(x · en).
Proof. We denote ρ = |x′|. When ρ2 = ρ21 := 1 − (t − xn)

2, so that x = (ρ1, h) ∈ ∂B1(ten), the
inequality (3.3) is trivially satisfied since x = x∗. Also, if ρ2 ≤ ρ20 = (t − xn)/t − (t − xn)

2, then
u(x∗) = 0 and (3.3) is trivially satisfied. Thus, we only need to check when ρ is in the interval
(ρ0, ρ1). Now xn is fixed, and so we need

G(ρ) := h(xn)|x− ten|n−2 − h(x∗ · en) ≥ 0.

Since xn is fixed, the term |x − ten| only depends on |x′| = ρ, so for notational convenience we
define g(ρ) = |x− ten|. Suppose now that G′(ρ) = 0 so that

0 = G′(ρ) = h(xn)(n− 2)gn−3(n− 2)g′ − h′(x∗ · en)2(t− xn)g
−3g′.

Using that g′ > 0 we have

h(xn)g
n(n− 2) = 2(t− xn)h

′(x∗ · en).
If we now assume that at the same ρ, that G(ρ) < 0, then

(n− 2)g2(ρ)h(x∗ · en) > h(xn)g
n(ρ)(n − 2) = 2(t− xn)h

′(x∗ · en).
Using (2.1) we have

(n− 2)g2(ρ)h(x∗ · en) ≥
C(t0 − xn)

x∗ · en
h(x∗ · en).

Taking xn small enough (so that x∗ · en is arbitrarily small), we obtain a contradiction. �

Lemma 3.2. Fix η > 0, and let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in BR(0) with R = 2+2/η. There
exists ǫ0 > 0 depending on η, n such that if h(xn − ǫ) ≤ u ≤ h(xn + ǫ) in BR(0), then ∂νu ≥ 0 for
any x ∈ B1 and ν ∈ ∂B1 with en · ν ≥ 2η.

Proof. We first let ǫ < η/16. By letting ǫ→ 0, and by compactness and C1,β convergence, we have
for small enough ǫ that ∂νu(x) ≥ 0 for en ·ν ≥ 2η and x ∈ BR/2∩{xn ≥ η/8}. Since u(x′, xn) = 0 for
xn ≤ −ǫ, we also have ∂νu(x

′, xn) ≥ 0 if xn ≤ −ǫ. We now consider the more difficult strip where
{|xn| < ǫ}, and we will employ the ideas from Lemma 3.1. For our ball B1(ten) we will assume that
t ≥ η. This now gives a fixed l0 coming from Lemma 3.1, and if necessary we will choose ǫ even
smaller so that ǫ < l0/4. Since we used a first derivative argument in Lemma 3.1 to prove (3.3), we
will utilize C1,β convergence (as ǫ→ 0) for xn ≥ l0/2. Then u(x

′, xn) ≥ |(x′, xn)− ten|n−2u(x∗) as
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long as t ≥ η/4 and xn = l0. Then from the argument explained at the beginning of this section,
we have that ∂νu(x) ≥ 0 for x ∈ B1 and ν · en ≥ 2η. �

From Lemma 3.2 and rescaling we obtain Theorem 1.1.

4. Lipschitz implies C1,β

In this section we obtain C1,β regularity of the free boundary near flat points. It will be convenient
for the remainder of the paper to label Rn = Rn−1 ×R with (x′, xn) ∈ Rn−1×R. We refer to Rn−1

as the thin space, and label B′
r := Br ∩ Rn−1. From now on, we also assume that γ1 > −1

3 .
Based on the results of the previous section, throughout this section we make the following

assumption for the free boundary of the minimizer: ∂{u > 0} is parametrized by xn = q(x′)
with (0, 0) ∈ ∂{u > 0}. From the Lipschitz regularity in the previous section we may assume that
‖q‖C0,1(B1) ≤ ǫ and that ∂eu(x

′, xn) ≥ 0 for any (x′, xn) ∈ B1 and any e ∈ Sn−1 such that e ·en ≥ η
for some small η > 0.

By writing u(x′, g(x′, xn)) = xn and differentiating in the xi direction, we have that

uxi(x
′, g(x′, xn)) + uxngxi(x

′, xn) = 0

so that

gxi(x
′, g(x′, xn)) = − uxi(x

′, g(x′, xn))

uxn(x
′, g(x′, xn))

.

If the quotient uxi/uxn is Hölder continuous, then we may conclude that gxi(x, 0) is Hölder contin-
uous, so that the free boundary ∂{u > 0} is C1,β. Notice it is sufficient to show ue/uxn is Hölder
continuous for any e with e · en ≥ 1− δ for some small δ.

Utilizing the Lipschitz nature of the free boundary, we state here improved growth rates from
the free boundary.

Lemma 4.1. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6). Then there exists a universal constant C such
that for any (x′, xn) ∈ B1/2,

(1) u(x′, xn + q(x′)) ≈ h(xn)

(2) uxn(x
′, xn + q(x′)) ≈ h(xn)/xn

(3) |∇u(x′, xn + q(x′))| ≤ Ch(xn)/xn

(4) |D2u(x′, xn + q(x′))| ≤ Ch(xn)/x
2
n

(5)
∣

∣∇ue
uy

(x′, xn + q(x′))
∣

∣ ≤ C

xn
.

Proof. The upper bound in (1) follows directly from optimal regularity. Using the directional
monotonicity of u we have that u(x′, xn + q(x′)) ≥ u(x) for all x ∈ Bxn/2(x

′). Then by the
nondegeneracy estimate we have

u(x′, xn + q(x′)) ≥ sup
Bxn/2(x′)

≥ ch(xn/2) ≥ c1h(xn).

This gives the lower bound in (1).
Estimates (2)−(4) then follow from rescaling and interior estimates. To obtain (5) we differentiate

and utilize (2) − (4) to get

(4.1)
∣

∣∇ ue
uxn

(x′, xn + q(x′))
∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

uxn∇ue − ue∇uxn

u2xn

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

xn
.

�



SEMILINEAR OBSTACLE PROBLEM 13

In the introduction, we noted the unavailability of the boundary Harnack principle in our prob-
lem, due to its singular nature. Instead, we opt to flatten the boundary and examine the resulting
degenerate elliptic equation, following the approach outlined in [23,25]. While we could potentially
employ the Hodograph transform to flatten the free boundary, as discussed in Section 5, we choose
this particular method partly to elucidate why it does not extend beyond C1,β.

We will show that ue/uxn satisfies a degenerate elliptic equation. Subsequently, leveraging the
regularity theory for degenerate elliptic equations, we can establish the Hölder continuity of ue/uxn .

Lemma 4.2. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6). Then

div

(

u2xn
∇ ue
uxn

)

= 0

in the following weak sense

(4.2)

ˆ

B1

u2xn
〈∇ ue

uxn

,∇ψ〉 = 0

for every ψ ∈ C1
0 (B1).

Proof. Since u ∈ C∞ in {u > 0}, if u(x) > 0 we may directly compute

div

(

u2xn
∇ ue
uxn

)

=
n
∑

i=1

∂

∂xi

(

u2xn

uxnuexi − ueuxnxi

u2xn

)

=
n
∑

i=1

∂

∂xi
(uxnuexi − ueuxnxi)

=
n
∑

i=1

(uxnxiuexi + uxnuexixi − uexiuxnxi − ueuxnxixi)

= uxn∆ue − ue∆uxn = uxnf
′(u)ue − uef

′(u)uxn = 0.

If Ω ⊂ {u > 0}, then using (4.1) we have
ˆ

Ω
u2xn

〈∇ ue
uxn

,∇ψ〉 =
ˆ

∂Ω
ψ〈uxn∇ue − ue∇uxn , ζ(x)〉,

where ζ is the outward unit normal vector for ∂Ω. Since we assume ∂{u > 0} to be Lipschitz and
parametrized by q ∈ C0,1(B′

1) with |∇u(x′, xn + q(x′))| ≈ h(xn)/xn and |D2u(x′, xn + q(x′))| ≈
h(xn)/x

2
n, it follows that |∇u||D2u|(x′, xn + q(x′)) ≤ Ch2(xn)/x

3
n. Then with (2.1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ

Ω
u2xn

〈∇ ue
uxn

,∇ψ〉
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ h2(xn)

x3n
≤ Cx−3+4/(1−γ1)

n .

If −3 + 4/(1 − γ1) > 0, so that γ1 > −1/3, then (4.2) holds. �

If x ∈ {u > 0}, we define a(x) by

(4.3) uxn(x
′, xn + q(x′)) = a(x)h′(xn).

The primary focus of this section is to smoothen the boundary, which enables the treatment of the
quotient ue/uxn as it pertains to a degenerate variable coefficient problem. Given our assumption
that the free boundary is Lipschitz rather than C1, continuity in the coefficients is not known
or assumed. However, in proximity to the free boundary, these coefficients may display slight
oscillations. Consequently, we will utilize Cordes-Nirenberg type estimates. From Lemma 4.1, we
deduce that a(x) is bounded. Next, we demonstrate that osc a→ 0 as |q|C0,1 → 0.

Lemma 4.3. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6) in B1 and fix 0 < ǫ < 1/4. There exists δ > 0
such that if ‖q‖C0,1(B′

1/2) ≤ δ, then

osc a(x) ≤ ǫ whenever x ∈ Bδ ∩ {xn ≥ δǫ}.
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Proof. Fix ǫ > 0. We will utilize the directional monotonicity. Suppose by way of contradiction that
there exist H≤1-minimizers uk in B1 with ‖qk‖C0,1(B′

1
) ≤ 1/k and points zk, yk ∈ B1/k ∩{xn ≥ ǫ/k}

with |ak(zk)− ak(y
k)| ≥ ǫ. We rescale with

ũk(x) :=
uk(x/k)

hk(1/k)
, ãk(x) := ak(x/k), z̃k := zk/k ỹk := yk/k,

so that

(4.4) |ãk(z̃k)− ãk(ỹ
k)| ≥ ǫ.

Then we obtain a subsequence of ũk converging in C1,β on compact sets to a H≤1-minimizer ũ0
which is monotone in every direction ν with ν ·en ≥ 0. Thus ũ0 is one-dimensional and consequently
a constant multiple of the limiting function h̃0. Now ãk converges uniformly on B1 ∩ {xn ≥ ǫ} to
ã0 which must also be constant. Now if z̃k → z0 ∈ ∂B1 and ỹk → y0 ∈ ∂B1, then we obtain a
contradiction to (4.4). �

In both this and the following section, we will need Sobolev estimates for the weighted measure
α(xn) dx with α(xn) = (h′(xn))

2. Throughout the remainder of the paper, whenever we state that
a constant depends on α we mean that the constant depends on M,γ1, γ2 where f ∈ F(M,γ1, γ2).
After flattening the boundary, we will evenly reflect our functions, so that u(x′, xn) = u(x′,−xn).
For smooth functions we consider the weighted norm

(4.5) ‖u‖W 1,p(α,Ω) :=

(
ˆ

Ω
α(xn)(|u|P + |Du|p)

)1/p

,
(

α(xn) = (h′(xn))
2
)

.

Following the standard notation in the literature, we denote H1,p(α,Ω) as the closure of C∞

functions with the above norm. The space W 1,p(α,Ω) typically refers to the set of L1
loc functions

such that the function and weak derivative are bounded in the above norm. If γ2 > 2, then
W 1,p(α,Ω) ( H1,p(α,Ω), so we will work in the space H1,p(α,Ω) which is complete. The following
inequality illustrates that if γ2 ≤ 2, the estimates in this section would be simpler. If γ2 ≤ 2,
then H1,2(α,Ω) ⊂ L1

loc(Ω). We show later in Proposition 4.5 that H1,p(α,Ω) ⊂ L1
loc(Ω) for p large

enough.

Proposition 4.4. Let v ∈ H1,2
0 (α,B1), then for any 0 < γ3 ≤ min{1, 2(1 − γ1)/(1 + γ1)}, there

exists a constant C depending on γ1, γ2, γ3, n such that2

(4.6)

ˆ

B1

α(xn)

|xn|γ3+1
v2 ≤ C

ˆ

B1

α(xn)|∇v|2.

Proof. Let φ ∈ C1
0 (B1), and extend it by zero outside B1. For fix x

′ ∈ Rn−1 we have

0 =

ˆ 1

−1

d

dt

[

α(t)

|t|γ3 φ
2(x′, t)

]

dt =

ˆ 1

−1

[

α′(t)

|t|γ3 − γ3
α(t)

|t|γ3+1

]

φ2(x′, t) dt+

ˆ 1

−1

α(t)

|t|γ3 2φ(x
′, t)φxn(x

′, t) dt.

Using that α(t) = [h′(t)]2 and (2.1) we have

α′(t)

|t|γ3 − γ3
α(t)

|t|γ3+1
≥ c

α(t)

|t|γ3+1
.

Then using Young’s inequality we obtain
ˆ 1

−1

α(t)

|t|γ3+1
φ2(x′, t) ≤ C

ˆ 1

−1
α(t)φ2xn

(x′, t) dt+ ǫ

ˆ 1

−1

α(t)

|t|2γ3 φ
2(x′, t) dt.

Using that γ3 ≤ 1 we can absorb the second term on the right hand side to conlcude (4.6). �

We also have the following inequality for p ≥ 2.

2Observe that γ1, γ2 dependent come in indirectly by the definition of α(xn) in (4.5) and Proposition 2.2.
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Proposition 4.5. Let v ∈ H1,p
0 (α,BR). If p > 2(1+ γ+2)/(1− γ2), then there exists C depending

on γ,R such that

(4.7)

ˆ

BR

vp ≤ C

ˆ

BR

|xn|2(1+γ2)/(1−γ2)|∇v|p ≤
ˆ

BR

α(xn)|∇v|p.

Proof. Fix x′ ∈ Rn−1. By density we need only prove the result for φ ∈ C1
0 (BR). We will integate

over B+
R , and the result will be the same for B−

R . We have

φp(x′, r) =

(
ˆ R

r
φxn(x

′, x) ds

)p

=

(
ˆ R

r
s−τφxn(x

′, s)sτ ds

)p

≤
(
ˆ R

r
s−τp/(p−1)

)p−1(ˆ R

r
sτpφpxn

(x′, s)

)

≤ Crp(1−τ)

(
ˆ R

r
sτpφpxn

(x′, s) ds

)

≤ Crp(1−τ)

(
ˆ R

0
sτpφpxn

(x′, s) ds

)

If p > 2(1 + γ)/(1 − γ), then we choose τ so that pτ = 2(1 + γ2)/(1 − γ2). Then τ < 1, so that we
may integrate in r and then x′ to obtain (4.7). �

We also have the following weighted Sobolev inequality.

Proposition 4.6. Let v ∈ H1,2
0 (α,B1). There exists C and p > 2 both depending on n, γ1, γ2 such

that3

‖v‖Lp(α,B1) ≤ C‖∇v‖L2(α,B1).

Proof. By density we need only prove the result for φ ∈ C1
0 (B1). We will adapt the usual proof

of the Sobolev inequality in the subcritical case. For y ∈ Γ := {y ∈ ∂B2 : en · y > 1/4}, we have
φ(x+ 2y) = 0, so that

(4.8) −c(n)φ(x) = −
ˆ

Γ
φ(x) dσ(y) =

ˆ

Γ
φ(x+2y)−φ(x) dσ(y) =

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
〈∇φ(x+ ty), y〉 dt dσ(y).

Using Hölder’s inequality on the right side on the product space Γ× (0, 2), we have

−c(n)φ(x) ≤
(
ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0

1

α(xn + tyn)
dt dσ(y)

)1/2(ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
|∇φ(x+ ty)|2α(xn + tyn) dt dσ(y)

)1/2

.

We now square both sides of the above inequality and multiply both sides by α(xn)
1/q to obtain

α(xn)
1/qφ2(x) ≤ Cα(xn)

1/q

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0

1

α(xn + tyn)
dt dσ(y)

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
|∇φ(x+ ty)|2α(xn + tyn) dt dσ(y).

3Recall footnote 2
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Now since α is an increasing function, we have that α(xn) ≤ α(xn + tyn) for yn ≥ 0, so that

α(xn)
1/q

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0

1

α(xn + tyn)
dt dσ(y) ≤

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0

α(xn + tyn)
1/q

α(xn + tyn)
dt dσ(y)

=

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
α(xn + tyn)

1/q−1 dt dσ(y)

≤
ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
α(tyn)

1/q−1 dt dσ(y)

≤ C

ˆ

Γ

ˆ 2

0
t2(1−γ2)/(1+γ2)(1−1/q) dt dσ(y) by (2.1)

≤ C(n, γ2, q)

as long as q > 1 is chosen close enough to 1. Then continuing with the usual proof of the Sobolev
inequality in the subcritical case, we have

α(xn)
1/q|u(x)|2 ≤ C(α|∇u|2 ∗ χB2

|x|1−n).

Applying Young’s convolution theorem, we conclude

‖α(xn)1/q|u(x)|2‖Lq ≤ C‖α(xn)|∇u|2‖L1‖χB2
|x|1−n‖Lq .

By taking the square root of both sides we obtain the result with p = 2q.
�

In the Hilbert space setting, the following result is immediate.

Lemma 4.7. Assume that λI ≤ A ≤ ΛI and let gi ∈ L2(α,Br) for 0 ≤ i ≤ n and label G =

(g1, . . . , gn). Let ψ ∈ H1,2(α,Br), then there exists a unique w with w− ψ ∈ H1,2
0 (α,Br) such that

(4.9)

ˆ

Br

α(xn)〈A∇w,∇v〉 =
ˆ

Br

α(xn)g
0v − 〈G,∇w〉.

for all v ∈W 1,2
0 (α,Br).

Finally, we state the Caccioppoli inequality which is obtained with the usual proof.

Proposition 4.8. If w is a subsolution in the sense that
ˆ

B1

α(xn)〈A∇w,∇v〉 ≤ 0 for all v ∈ H1,2
0 (B1) with v ≥ 0,

then there exists a constant C depending on dimension n, λ,Λ such that for 0 < r < R ≤ 1
ˆ

Br

α(xn)|∇w|2 ≤ C

(R − r)2

ˆ

BR

α(xn)w
2.

We now flatten the boundary. If ∂{u > 0} is parametrized by xn = q(x′), then we flatten
∂{u > 0} by Φ(x′, xn) = (x′, xn − q(x)) and let Φ−1 = Ψ(x′, xn) = (x′, xn + q(x′)). We define

(4.10) w(x, y) =
ue
uxn

(Ψ(x′, xn)) =
ue
uxn

(x′, q(x′) + xn).

We have that |detΨ| = 1. We then have that w satisfies

(4.11) div
(

(h′(xn)a(x))
2aij∇w

)

= 0,

where
aij = δij for 1 ≤ i, j < n,

ain = ani = −qxi for 1 ≤ 1 < n,

ann = 1 + |∇q|2.
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The matrix aij is uniformly elliptic and continuous. From Lemma 4.3 we have that a(x) is almost
constant and uniformly bounded from above and away from zero.

We will need estimates on the limiting solution.

Lemma 4.9. If w is a solution to (4.9) in B1 with gi ≡ 0 for all i and A ≡ I, then there exists a
C, β depending on α, n such that

(4.12) ‖∂νw‖C2,β (B1/2)
≤ C‖w‖L2(α,B1),

whenever ν · en = 0. Furthermore, wxn(x
′, 0) = 0 and

(4.13) ‖wxn‖C0,1(B1/2)
≤ C‖w‖L2(α,B1).

Proof. We first utilize the fact that our weight α is independent of the first n−1 variables, to show
derivatives in the first n− 1 variables are also solutions. If e is a unit vector orthogonal to xn, and
we consider the difference quotient

φe,τ (x
′, xn) :=

φ(x′ + e, xn)− φ(x′, xn)

τ
,

for a smooth function φ, then

φe,τ (x
′, xn) =

1

τ

ˆ τ

0
〈∇φ(x′ + τ, xn), e〉,

so that if r < 1− h, then
ˆ

Br

α(xn)|φe,τ (x′, xn)|2 ≤
ˆ

Br

α(xn)

(

1

τ

ˆ τ

0
|∇φ(x′ + t, xn)| dt

)2

≤ 1

τ

ˆ τ

0

ˆ

B1

α(xn)|∇φ(x′, xn)|2 dt

=

ˆ

B1

α(xn)|∇φ(x′, xn)|2.

Thus, by density of C∞ in H1,2(α,B1) we have that for small enough τ ,

(4.14)

ˆ

Br

α(xn)w
2
e,τ ≤

ˆ

B1

α(xn)|∇w|2.

By linearity, we,τ is a solution to (4.9). Applying the Caccioppoli inequality we have that
ˆ

Br1

α(xn)|∇we,τ |2 ≤ C

ˆ

Br2

α(xn)|we,τ |2 ≤ C

ˆ

Br3

α(xn)|∇w|2 ≤ C

ˆ

Br4

α(xn)w
2.

Thus, we ∈ H1,2(α,Br1). By iterating this procedure we obtain Dβu ∈ H1,2(α,B1/2) as long as
the multi-index β is only in the first n − 1 coordinates. By utilizing the Sobolev inequality in
Proposition 4.6 and the Caccioppoli inequality in Proposition 4.8, the standard Moser iteration
technique for subsolutions gives

(4.15) lim
p→∞

(

ˆ

B3/4

α(xn)(D
βw)p

)1/p

≤ C

ˆ

B7/8

α(xn)(D
βw)2.

The standard proof shows that this implies

‖Dβw‖L∞(B3/4) ≤ C

ˆ

B7/8

α(xn)(D
βw)2.

Since Dβw is bounded, we may repeatedly apply the unweighted Sobolev embedding theorem
finitely many times on each n− 1 dimensional, so that for |xn| ≤ 1/4

‖w(·, xn)‖C2,β(B′

1/4
) ≤ ‖w‖L∞(B1/2).
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To obtain regularity of Dβw as xn changes as well as wxn , we now consider regularity in the xn
direction. From (4.12) we have that (α(xn)uxn)xn = α(xn)∆x′ ∈ C0,β(B′(·, xn)). Since w is even
and bounded (from (4.15)), the weak formulation (4.9) implies that limxn→0 α(xn)w(x

′, xn) = 0 for
Hn−1 almost every x′. Then for x′ ∈ B1/4

α(xn)wxn(x
′, xn) = α(xn)wxn(x

′, xn)− 0 =

ˆ xn

0
∂xn(α(y)wxn(x

′, y)) dy

=

ˆ xn

0
α(y)∆x′w(x′, y) dy ≤ C

ˆ xn

0
α(y)‖w‖L∞(B1/4).

Now
d

dt
α(t) =

d

dt
(h′(t))2 = 2h′(t)h′′(t) = 2

√

2F (h(t))f(h(t)) ≥ 0.

Then we conclude

|α(xn)wxn(x
′, xn)| ≤

ˆ xn

0
α(y)|∆x′w(x′, y)| dy ≤ C‖w‖L∞(B1/2)

ˆ xn

0
α(y) dy

≤ C‖w‖L∞(B1/2)

ˆ xn

0
α(xn) dy = C‖w‖L2(α,B1)xnα(xn),

so that
|wxn(x

′, xn)| ≤ Cxn‖w‖L2(α,B1).

This proves the Lipschitz estimate of wxn on the thin space; the estimate off the thin space follows
from interior regularity and scaling, and we have (4.13). Finally, having shown wxn is Lipschitz,
(so in particular Dβwxn is Lipschitz), we conclude (4.12). �

We now proceed to obtain Cordes-Nirenberg type estimates.

Lemma 4.10. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6), and let w be given as in (4.10), so that w(x, y) =
ue
uxn

(x′, q(x′) + xn). For fixed β < 1 and r < 1/2, there exists a constant C(β) and ǫ > 0 such that

if ‖q‖C0,1(B1) ≤ ǫ then

(4.16) Sr(x,w) :=
1

µ(α,Br)

ˆ

Br(x)
α(xn)(w − wr(x))

2 ≤ C(α)r2β ,

for any x = (x′, 0) ∈ B′
1/2 and where

wr(x) =
1

µ(α,Br)

ˆ

Br(x)
α(xn)w and µ(α,Br) :=

ˆ

BR

α(xn) dx.

Proof. Fix 0 < β < 1. Suppose by way of contradiction that (4.16) is not true. Then there exists a
sequence ǫj → 0, solutions wj , radii rj → 0 and points xj ∈ B′

1/2 (which we may assume by taking

a subsequence that xj → x0) such that

(1)
Srj (xj , wj)

r2βj
= Cj → ∞

(2) S2−krj(xj , wj) ≥ 2−2βkSrj(xj , wj) whenever 1 ≤ k ≤ j.

We now rescale with

w̃j(x) :=
w(rj/2x+ xj)− wrj/2(xj)

√

Srj/2(xj , wj)
.

We will use α̃j(xn) := αj(rjxn/2)/αj(rj/2). From the Caccioppoli inequality we have that
ˆ

B3/2

α̃j(xn)|∇w̃j |2 ≤ C

ˆ

B2

α̃j(xn)|w̃j |2.
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By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, taking a subsequence we obtain α̃j → α̃0 in C1([0, 2]). We also have
a limiting function w̃0 with the convergence in C2 away from the thin space. From the Caccioppoli
inequality above

√

α̃j∇w̃rj ⇀
√
α̃0∇w̃0 in L2(B1). If v ∈ C1

0 , then
√

α̃j∇vAj → √
α̃0∇v in L2.

Thus, w0 is a solution to
ˆ

B1

α̃0(xn)〈A0∇w̃0,∇v〉 = 0,

for all smooth v ∈ C1
0 (B1), and where A0 is the limiting coefficient matrix. Also, from the definition

of the rescaling we have that S1(0, w̃j) = 1. We now show that w̃j → w̃0 in L2(α,B1), so that the
limiting function satisfies S1(0, w̃0) = 1. From the weighted Poincare inequality in Proposition 4.5
we have

ˆ

B1∩|xn|≤t
α̃j(xn)|w̃j |2 ≤ t1+γ3

ˆ

B1∩|xn|≤t

α̃j

x1+γ3
n

|w̃j |2 ≤
ˆ

B3/2

α̃j(xn)|∇w̃j |2

≤
ˆ

B2

α̃j(xn)|w̃j |2 ≤
ˆ

B1

α̃j(xn)|w̃j |2 ≤ C,

with the penultimate inequality coming from how j is chosen and the final inequality is due to how
w̃j is defined. Thus,

ˆ

B1∩{|xn|≤t}
|w̃j |2 ≤ Ct1+γ3 ,

so w̃j cannot concentrate on the thin space, and so α̃jw̃j → α̃0w̃0 in L2(α,B1), and we conclude
S1(0, w̃0) = 1.

Now from 4.3 we have that A0 is a constant multiple of the identity for |xn| ≥ ǫ, but ǫ can be taken
to be arbitrarly small. Thus the limiting function w̃0 is an even weak solution to div(α̃0∇w̃0) = 0.
From the Lipschitz regularity of w̃0 from Lemma 4.9, we have

(4.17) S2−k(0, w̃0) ≤ C12
−2kS1(0, w̃) for k ≥ 1.

From our assumption (2) we have

(4.18) S2−k(0, w̃j) ≥ C22
−2kβS1(0, w̃j) for 1 ≤ k ≤ j.

From the L2 convergence we have for a fixed k that S2−k(0, w̃j) → S2−k(0, w̃0). Then for a fixed k
large enough we obtain a contradiction between (4.17) and (4.18).

�

We conclude this section by stating a theorem whose proof is standard and hence left to readers.

Theorem 4.11. Let u be a H≤1-minimizer of (1.6), and let w be given as in (4.10), so that
w(x, y) = ue

uxn
(x′, q(x′) + xn). For fixed β < 1 and r < 1/2, there exists a constant C(β) and ǫ > 0

such that if ‖q‖C0,1(B1) ≤ ǫ then w ∈ C0,β(B1/2).

From Theorem 4.11 and the discussion at the beginning of this section, we obtain Theorem 1.2.

5. Hodograph Transform

From the results of the previous section, we consider a H≤1-minimizer u of (1.6) on Br that is
monotone in the en direction and has ∂{u > 0} a C1,α hypersurface containing 0 and with inward
unit normal en at 0. To obtain higher regularity we perform a modified hodograph transform with
respect to h by defining, for y = (y′, yn) ∈ B+

s = {(y′, yn) ∈ Bs : yn > 0}, the quantity v(y) to be
the unique number such that

(5.1) u(y′, v(y′, yn)) = h(yn).

The mapping y 7→ (y′, v(y′, yn)) is a homeomorphism from B+
s to U ∩{u > 0}, where U a neighbor-

hood of 0, and extends continuously up to the boundary, mapping {yn = 0} to the free boundary
∂{u > 0}.
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As u and h are C2 functions away from ∂{u > 0}, v is C2 away from {yn = 0}. We can therefore
repeatedly differentiate the equation to get the relations

unvn = h′(yn)

ui + unvi = 0

unnv
2
n + unvnn = h′′(yn)

uinvn + unnvivn + unvin = 0

uii + 2univi + unnv
2
i + unvii = 0.

Here and below, u and its derivatives are always evaluated at (y′, v(y)), v and its derivatives
are evaluated at y ∈ Bs, and i is any number 1, . . . , n− 1 corresponding to a tangential direction.
Summing the fifth equation over i, adding a multiple of the third equation, and making substitutions
for the mixed and lower-order derivatives of u, we obtain

∆u = [1 +
∑

i

v2i ]unn +
∑

i

[2vin
h′vi
v2n

− vii
h′

vn
] = f(h).

It is helpful to multiply this whole expression by h′, and then eliminate the unn factor. After
combining terms, this leads to the following second-order PDE for v:

(5.2)

[

1 +
∑

i

v2i

]

[

h′′h′

v2n
− vnn

(h′)2

v3n

]

+
∑

i

[

2vin
(h′)2vi
v2n

− vii
(h′)2

vn

]

= h′f(h).

We claim this can be rewritten in divergence form. To see this, first observe that

h′′h′

v2n
− vnn

(h′)2

v3n
= [

(h′)2

2v2n
]n,

and so

[1 +
∑

i

v2i ][
h′′h′

v2n
− vnn

(h′)2

v3n
] = [(1 +

∑

i

v2i )
(h′)2

2v2n
]n −

∑

i

vin
(h′)2vi
v2n

.

Substituting into (5.2), we get

[(1 +
∑

i

v2i )
(h′)2

2v2n
]n +

∑

i

[vin
(h′)2vi
v2n

− vii
(h′)2

vn
] = h′f(h).

The remaining term can be rewritten as a tangential derivative:

vin
(h′)2vi
v2n

− vii
(h′)2

vn
= −[

(h′)2vi
vn

]i,

as h′ = h′(yn) has h
′
i = 0. This leads to

(5.3)

[

(1 +
∑

i

v2i )
(h′)2

2v2n

]

n

−
∑

i

[

(h′)2vi
vn

]

i

= h′f(h).

We rewrite this as
∑

k

∂kH
k(yn,∇v) = q(yn),

where a key point is that q(yn) = h′f(h) is independent of yi, for i 6= n.
Set w = vi: this satisfies (in the weak sense, using that v ∈ C2) the PDE

∑

k,j

∂k[H
k
j (yn,∇v)wj ] = 0,
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as qi = 0 for i 6= n. The matrix Hk
j can be computed directly,

Hk
j (t, p) = (h′)2

















1
pn

0 · · · 0 − p1
p2n

0 1
pn

· · · 0 − p2
p2n

...
...

...
...

0 0 · · · 1
pn

−pn−1

p2n
− p1

p2n
− p2

p2n
· · · −pn−1

p2n

1
p3n
(1 +

∑

i p
2
i ),

















,

and observe that this is symmetric and of the form (h′)2A(∇v). We claim that A is uniformly
elliptic on B+

s , as long as s is chosen sufficiently small.
Indeed, recall that

vn =
h′

un
vi =

ui
un
.

From Lemma 4.1(1), we have that

C−1h(v(y) − v(y′, 0)) ≤ u(y′, v(y)) = h(yn) =≤ Ch(v(y)− v(y′, 0)),

and combining with Proposition 2.2 leads to

C−1
∗ [v(y)−v(y′, 0)] ≤ h−1(C−1h(v(y)−v(y′, 0))) ≤ yn ≤ h−1(Ch(v(y)−v(y′, 0))) ≤ C∗[v(y)−v(y′, 0)].
But then from Lemma 4.1(2),

un(y
′, v(y)) ≤ C

h(v(y) − v(y′, 0))

v(y)− v(y′, 0)
≤ C

h(yn)

yn
,

so

vn(y) ≥ C−1 ynh
′(yn)

h(yn)
≥ C−1

from Proposition 2.2 again. Similarly,

vn(y) ≤ C.

On the other hand, from Theorem 4.11, we have that x 7→ ui(x)
un(x)

is continuous on {u > 0} ∩Br,

and coincides with the i derivative of a level set of u viewed as a graph over Rn−1. In particular,

vi(0) =
ui(0)
un(0)

= 0, and so |vi| ≤ δ ≪ 1 on B+
s for s chosen small enough.

It follows that all the diagonal entries of A are in [C−1, C] with C depending only on the M in
the hypotheses on f , while the off-diagonal entries are bounded by δC for any δ > 0. Choosing s
(and so δ) small enough, A is uniformly elliptic on B+

s . We have established:

Proposition 5.1. Let v : B̄+
s → R be as defined above, and w = vi. Then there exists an s′ > 0

small such that for any φ ∈ C∞
c (B+

s ),
ˆ

(h′(yn))
2A(∇v)∇w · ∇φ = 0,

and moreover λI ≤ A(∇v) ≤ ΛI for some 0 < λ ≤ Λ <∞ depending only on n and M .

To utilize this, we also need a boundary condition on w, that surprisingly is of a simple Neumann
type. Extend the function v (and w, A) to all of Bs through even reflection, such that v(y′,−yn) =
v(y′, yn).

Proposition 5.2. Proposition 5.1 is valid for any φ ∈ C∞
c (Bs) as well, under the same assump-

tions.
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Proof. From above, we have that C−1 ≤ vn ≤ C and |vi| ≤ Cδ on B+
s , so v is a bilipchitz map

from B̄+
s onto its image, and w is a C1 function on B+

s . Take any φ ∈ C∞
c (Bs), and consider

(5.4)
ˆ

B+
s

(h′(yn))
2A∇w · ∇φ = lim

tց0

ˆ

B+
s ∩yn>t

(h′(yn))
2A∇w · ∇φ = − lim

tց0

ˆ

B+
s ∩{yn=t}

(h′(t))2φA∇w · en,

where the last expression is obtained by using integration by parts and Proposition 5.1. Now using
the expressions for the derivatives vin and vii and 4.1(2,4) we have

|∇w(y)| ≤ C
|D2u(y′, v(y))|
un(y′, v(y))

≤ C

v(y)− v(y′, 0)
≤ C

yn
,

which gives the following estimate for the integrand in (5.4)

|(h′(t))2φA∇w · en| ≤ C(h′(t))2|∇w(y′, t)| ≤ C

t3
h2(t) ≤ C

t2/(1+γ)

t3
= Ct

− 1+3γ
1+γ .

For γ < −1
3 this expression tends to 0 uniformly, implying

ˆ

B+
s

(h′(yn))
2A∇w · ∇φ = 0.

The integral on the other half-ball similarly vanishes. �

We are now in a position to prove the following regularity theorem:

Theorem 5.3. Let v be as in Proposition 5.1. Then for each k ∈ N, there is an s = s(k) > 0 such
that v(·, xn) ∈ Ck(B′

s) for each xn, with

sup
Bs

∑

|α|≤k

|∂αv| ≤ C(k),

where the sum is over all multiindeces α in the first n − 1 variables only, i.e. α ∈ Zn−1
≥0 × {0}. In

particular, the level set ∂{u > 0} is C∞ on a neighborhood of 0.

Proof. First, we observe that ∇v is continuous at 0. Indeed, we have already seen that vi is a
continuous function from Theorem 4.11. As for vn, this follows directly from Lemma 4.3 and the
fact that ∂{u > 0} is C1. In particular, this implies that y 7→ A(∇v(y)) is continuous at 0.

We will prove, by induction on k, the following estimate: for all 2 < p < ∞, there is a constant
Cp,k and a number s = s(p, k) such that

∑

|α|=k

‖∂α∇v‖Lp(Bs) ≤ Cp,k.

The conclusion then follows from Sobolev embeddings and the observation that v|yn=0 is precisely
∂{u > 0} parametrized as a graph over Rn−1.

The case of k = 0 has already been established, so consider some k ≥ 1. Fix i ≤ n− 1, and set
w = vi, which we know satisfies

div
[

(h′(yn))
2A(∇v)∇w

]

= 0

in the weak sense. Now take a multiindex |α| = k − 1 containing only tangential derivatives, and
differentiate the equation:

div
[

(h′(yn))
2A(∇v)∇∂αw

]

= −div



(h′(yn))
2

∑

β1+β2=α,|β1|>0

∂β1 [A(∇v)]∂β2w



 .
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The quantity ∂β1 [A(∇v)] can be expressed (if ∂β1 = ∂i∂β3) as

∂β1 [A(∇v)] = ∂β3

∑

j≤n

[Aj(∇v)vij].

The function p 7→ A(p) is analytic, and so all the derivatives(DmA)(∇v) are bounded over Bs. By
applying this computation repeatedly, we see that ∂β1 [A(∇v)] is a sum of products of derivatives
of v, multiplied by one derivative in the tensor (DmA)(∇v), with the following properties: at most
|β1| factors are present, and each factor has at most one derivative of v is in a direction other than
in the multiindex β1. In particular, we can bound

|∂β1 [A(∇v)]| ≤ C(|β1|)
∑

ζ1+...+ζm=β1,|ζj |≥1

m
∏

j=1

|∂ζj∇v|.

Fix p > 2, and estimate

‖∂β1 [A(∇v)]∂β2w‖Lp(Bs) ≤ ‖∂β1 [A(∇v)]‖L2p(Bs)‖∂β2w‖L2p(Bs)

≤ C2p,k−2‖∂β1 [A(∇v)]‖L2p(Bs)

≤ C
∑

ζ1+...+ζm=β1,|ζj|≥1

∏

‖∂ζj∇v‖L2mp

≤ C

m
∏

j=1

C2mp,|ζj |

≤ C

from our inductive hypothesis used repeatedly, so long as s ≤ s(2kp, k − 2). We have shown that

div
[

(h′(yn))
2A(∇v)∇∂αw

]

= div G

with ‖G‖Lp(Bs) ≤ C. Applying Theorem 6.1 and using that A is continuous at 0, this gives (with
possibly smaller s) that

‖∇∂αw‖Lp(Bs/2) ≤ C‖G‖Lp(Bs) ≤ C.

This is true for any tangential multiindex α with |α| ≤ k − 1 and any i = 1, . . . , n − 1, so for any
α′ = α+ ei

‖∇∂α′

v‖Lp(Bs/2) ≤ C.

Summing over α′ completes the inductive step. �

6. W 1,p estimates

In this section we show how the technique of Caffarelli-Peral [8] can be adapted to give C∞

regularity of the free boundary. We will adapt the presentation given in [5] which accommodates a
nonhomogeneous equation. The estimates needed are

• Suitable W 1,p estimates for an approximating equation
• Hardy-Littlewood maximal function bounds in a measure space with a doubling measure.

We consider even solutions w ∈ H1,2(α,Ω) over a bounded domain U to

(6.1)

ˆ

Ω
〈α(xn)A(x′, xn)∇w,∇v〉 = −

ˆ

Ω
α(xn)〈G,∇v〉,

for all v ∈ H1,2
0 (α,Ω). We will assume that A is uniformly elliptic. In this section we will follow

the presentation in [5] to prove
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Theorem 6.1. Let G ∈ Lp for some 1 < p < ∞, and let w be a solution to (6.1). There exists
δ > 0 depending on p, α such that if ‖A − Id‖ ≤ δ, then for any compact V ⋐ Ω, there exists a
constant C depending on V,Ω, n, α, p such that

‖∇w‖Lp(α,V ) ≤ C(‖w‖H1,2(α,Ω) + ‖G‖Lp(α,Ω)).

For notational convenience, let us define dµ = α(xn)dx.

Lemma 6.2. For any ǫ > 0 small, there exists a constant C(n) only depending on dimension n,
and not on α, such that for any weak solution w of (6.1) in B4 satisfying

(6.2)
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇w|2dµ ≤ 1,
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|G|2dµ ≤ ǫ2, ‖A− I‖L∞ ≤ ǫ2

then

(6.3)
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|w − v|2 + |∇(w − v)|2 dµ ≤ Cǫ2,

where v is the weak solution to
ˆ

B4

〈∇v,∇φ〉dµ = 0 for all φ ∈ H1
0 (α,B4).

Proof. Let w̃ solve
ˆ

B4

〈A∇w̃,∇φ〉dµ = 0,

with w̃ − w ∈ H1
0 (α,B4). Then

1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇(w̃ − w)2|dµ ≤ 2
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

〈A∇(w̃ − w),∇(w̃ − w)〉 dµ

= −2
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

G · ∇(w̃ − w) dµ ≤ 2ǫ
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇(w̃ − w)|2 dµ.

Now let v solve
ˆ

B4

〈∇v,∇φ〉dµ = 0,

with v − w̃ ∈ H1
0 (α,B4). Then

1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇(w̃ − v)|2 dµ =
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

〈∇(w̃ − v),∇(w̃ − v)〉 dµ =
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

〈∇w̃,∇(w̃ − v)〉 dµ

=
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

〈(I −A)∇w̃,∇(w̃ − v)〉 dµ ≤ C(n)ǫ2
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇(w̃ − v)|2 dµ.

From the triangle inequality we obtain (6.3) for the gradient term. The bound for the function
term follows from (4.7) with p = 2. �

We now state some essential tools for the Caffarelli-Peral method. The maximal function is
defined as

(Mg)(x) = sup
r>0

1

µ(Br)

ˆ

Br(x)
|g| dµ.

Since µ is a doubling measure, we have the Vitali covering lemma, from which we obtain maximal
function theorems. (see Theorem 2.2 in [16]).

Theorem 6.3. For all t > 0 we have the weak 1-1 estimate

µ({(Mg) > t}) ≤ C1

t

ˆ

Rn

|g| dµ
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and the Lp estimate
ˆ

Rn

|(Mg)|pdµ ≤ Cp

ˆ

Rn

|g|p dµ
where the constants C1 and Cp only depend on the doubling constant for µ.

Lemma 6.4. There is a constant N1 so that for any η > 0 there exists a small
epsilon > 0, and if w is a weak solution of (6.1) in Ω ⊃ B6 with

(6.4) B1 ∩ {x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2(x)) ≤ 1} ∩ {x ∈ Ω : M(|G|2)(x) ≤ ǫ2} 6= ∅
and ‖A− I‖ ≤ ǫ2, then

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 } ∩B1) < ηµ(B1).

Proof. From (6.4), there exists a point x0 ∈ B1 satisfying

(6.5)
1

µ(Br)

ˆ

Br(x0)∩Ω
|∇w|2 dµ ≤ 1,

1

µ(Br)

ˆ

Br(x0)∩Ω
|G|2 dµ ≤ ǫ2 for all r > 0.

Since B4(0) ⊂ B5(x
0), we have

1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|G|2 dµ ≤ µ(B5(x
0))

µ(B4)

1

µ(B5(x0))

ˆ

B5(x0)
|G|2 dµ ≤ C(n, α)ǫ2.

Similarly,
1

µ(B4)

ˆ

B4

|∇w|2 dµ ≤ C(n, α).

Dividing u and G by C(n, α), we can apply Lemma 6.2 to the α-harmonic replacement v. From
Lemma 4.9 we have

‖∇v‖2L∞(B3)
≤ N2

0

with N0 depending on n and α. We now claim

(6.6) {x : M(|∇w|2) > N2
1 } ∩B1 ⊂ {x : M(|∇w|2χB4

) > N2
0 } ∩B1,

where N2
1 = max 4N2

0 , C with C only depending on n, α. To show this, suppose that

x1 ∈ {x : M(|∇w|2χB4
) > N2

0 } ∩B1.

For r ≤ 2, Br(x
1) ⊂ B3, so that

1

µ(Br(x1))

ˆ

Br(x1)
|∇w|2 dµ ≤ 2

µ(Br(x1))

ˆ

Br(x1)
|∇(w − v)|2 + |∇v|2 dµ ≤ 4N2

0 .

Now for r > 2, x0 ∈ Br(x
1) ⊂ B2r(x

0) so by (6.5)

1

µ(Br(x1))

ˆ

Br∩Ω
|∇w|2 dµ ≤ µ(B2r(x

0))

µ(Br(x1))

1

µ(B2r(x0))

ˆ

B2r(x0)∩Ω
|∇w|2 dµ ≤ C.

then the above two inequalities show that

x1 ∈ {x : M(|∇w|2) ≤ N2
1 } ∩B1,

and our claim in (6.6) is shown. By (6.6), the weak 1-1 estimate in Theorem 6.3, and inequality
(6.3) we have

µ({x : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 } ∩B1) ≤ µ({x : M(|∇(w − v|2χB4

)(x)(x) > N2
0 } ∩B1)

≤ C

N2
0

ˆ

B4

|∇(w − v)|2 dµ ≤ C

N2
0

ǫ2 = ηµ(B1).

�

We now wish to apply Lemma 6.4 to balls of various radii and translations off the thin space
{xn = 0}.
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Lemma 6.5. Assume that w is a weak solution of (6.1) in Ω ⊃ B6r(x
0). If

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 } ∩Br(x

0)) ≥ ηµ(Br(x
0),

then
Br(x

0) ⊂ {x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > 1} ∪ {x ∈ Ω : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2}.
Proof. If x0 is centered on the thin space, then the Lemma follows directly from rescaling. Suppose
now that Br(x

0) ⊂ B2r(x
1) with x1 centered on the thin space. Suppose now

x2 ∈ BBr(x0) ∩ {x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2(x)) ≤ 1} ∩ {x ∈ Ω : M(|G|2)(x) ≤ ǫ2}.
Since the Lemma holds for B2r(x

1), we have

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 } ∩Br(x

0))

⊂ µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 } ∩B2r(x

1)) ≤ ηµ(B2) ≤ Cηµ(B1(x
0)).

If B2r(x
0) ∩ {xn = 0} = ∅, then the proof of Lemma 6.4 goes through exactly as before for the

rescaled function since the approximating α-harmonic function has interior C1,1 estimates from
interior regularity. Then rescaling backwards we obtain the Lemma for all balls. �

Using induction we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 6.6. Suppose that w is a weak solution to (6.1) in a domain Ω ⊃ B6. Assume that

|{x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 }| < ηµ(B1).

Let k ∈ N and set η1 = C1η. Then

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2k
1 )

≤
k
∑

i=1

ηi1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2) > ǫ2N
2(k−i)
1 }) + ηk1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2) > 1})

Proof. We proceed by induction. For the base case k = 1 we consider

S1 := {x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 },

S2 := {x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2} ∪ {x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2) > 1}.
From assumption we have µ(S1) < ηµ(B1). From Lemma 6.5 we have that whenever µ(S1∩Br(x)) ≥
ηµ(Br(x)) with 0 < r < 1, then

Br(x) ∩B1 ⊂ S2.

From the Vitali covering lemma (see [16]) we have

|S1| ≤ C1η|S2|,
with the constant only depending on the doubling constant of α. We now assume that the conclusion
is valid for some k > 1. Let w1 = w/N1 and G1 = G/N1. Then with w1 as a weak solution we
obtain

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w1)|2)(x) > N2
1 }) < ηµ(B1).

Then by the induction assumption, we have

µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N
2(k+1)
1 }) = µ({x ∈ Ω : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2k

1 })

≤
k
∑

i=1

ηi1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N
2(k−i)
1 }) + ηk1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w1|2)(x) > 1})

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N
2(k+1−i)
1 }) + ηk+1

1 µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > 1}),
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and the conclusion is proven. �

We now prove Theorem 6.1.

Proof. By multiplying our solution w by a small constant, we can assume ‖G‖Lp(B6) is small and
that

µ(x ∈ B6 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2
1 ∩B1) < ηµ(B1).

Since G ∈ Lp(B6) we have from the strong p-p estimates in Theorem 6.3 that M(|G|2) ∈ Lp/2(B6).
We now use a standard tool from measure theory (see Lemma 7.3 in [7]) to see there is a constant
C depending on α, ǫ, p,N1 such that

∞
∑

k=0

Npk
1 µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N2k

1 }) ≤ C‖M(|G|2)‖p/2
Lp/2(B6)

.

Using the strong p-p estimates on the right hand side above as well as the smallness condition on
‖g‖Lp we have

∞
∑

k=0

Npk
1 µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N2k

1 }) ≤ 1.

We now utilize p > 2 in the following computation.
∞
∑

k=0

Npk
1 µ(x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > N2k

1 )

≤
∞
∑

k=1

Npk
1

( k
∑

i=1

ηi1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N
2(k−i)
1 })

+ ηk1µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > 1})
)

=

∞
∑

i=1

(Np
1 η1)

i

( ∞
∑

k=i

N
p(k−i)
1 µ({x ∈ B1 : M(|G|2)(x) > ǫ2N

2(k−i)
1 })

)

+

∞
∑

k=1

(Np
1 η1)

kµ({x ∈ B1 : M(|∇w|2)(x) > 1})

≤ C

∞
∑

k=1

(Np
1 η

k
1 )

< +∞.

Thus using Lemma 7.3 in [7] we have that M(|∇w|2) ∈ Lp/2(B6). Therefore, ∇w ∈ Lp(B6). �
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