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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 Au = 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 d{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 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) Au = 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) Au = (2 = log(u)) X {u>0}

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

Au= "2~ log(w)Xpusey.  (~1/3 <7< 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
Au = u® 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 2l Our main interest, however,
is in the regularity of the free boundary itself. Here it is helpful to consider (L.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 (I.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 [I3] are useful for obtaining Lipschitz regularity and then C'? 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 (I.2])), the solution u will no longer be semiconvex. Methods to obtain
directional monotonicity from the equation that d.u 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 C'# regularity of the free boundary. This technique has seen
renewed interest in recent years by utilizing the boundary Harnack inequality for inhomogeneous
equations [1L2L21.24]. 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 [I8]. More recently, the higher order boundary Harnack principle [12] has
proven quite adaptable for obstacle-type problems such as the thin obstacle problem [IT]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 C' 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# 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 C'# regularity,
see the discussion in Section Bl 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# free boundary is C°.

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

F(t) = /0 f(s)ds,

which is guaranteed to exist under Assumptions (A1,2) below for all f we consider.
For —1 <y <72 < land M > 0, we say that f € F = F(M,~1,72) 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
(1.3) SIS M for0<t<1.
(A3) the primitive F' satisfies
F'(t
(1.4) 1+’yl§tF((t))§1+’yz for0<t<1.

(A4) f satisfies the additional bound
(1.5) flat) > a2 £(1) whenever 0 < a < t < 1.

For the higher regularity results (Lipschitz free boundaries smooth), our approach also requires
the additional assumption
1
y1 > 3
The case of y; < —% 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

()
M=

In particular, (4) follows from this if v < Z—J_r2, which is weaker than the standing assumption that

v2 < 1. ’

To explain the nature of these assumptions, first recall that for homogeneous f(t) = ¢7 (the Alt-
Phillips problem, studied in [3]), the range v € (—1, 1) exhibits free boundary behavior. If v > 1,
the resulting equation instead satisfies a strong maximum principle and has no free boundary. The
range v < —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 h,(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 logt). 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) € C! 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) = ¢7 for v € (—1,1) as well as perturbations such as
f(t) =1t7(2 —logt)*!. We allow f(t) to oscillate between the sub and supercritical regions such as
f(t) = tosin(oe(2=logt)) 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,~1,72).

<7 for0<t<1.

1.2. Main results. The solutions of (L) we consider are minimizers of the functional
1
(1.6) J(w) = / §\Vw\2 + F(w) dx,
Q

over the class of functions

{fweW2Q):0<w<L,w—veWH(Q)}
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for some fixed v € WH2(€2); we call these H<j-minimizers. Any minimizer of J over competitors in
W12(Q) will be a H<j-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

(17) { W(t) = f(h(t)  int>0,

h(0) = h'(0) = 0.
In Section [2l we show that a minimizer u of (L.6]) will exhibit the same asymptotic growth as h from
a free boundary point, namely

ch(r) < sup u < Ch(r), V x € 0{u > 0}.
By (x)

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

(1.8) h(z e, —¢€) <u(z) <h(z-e,+e).

Our main results regarding the free boundary near these flat points are outlined below. In Section
B, 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<y-minimizer of (LG) in B, and fit 6 > 0. There exists € > 0
depending on 6,n, M, 1,72, such that if u satisfies (L8] then d,u > 0 in B/, whenever v-e, > 0.
In particular the free boundary 0{u > 0} N By 5 is a Lipschitz graph.

In Section ] to move from Lispchitz to C1# 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/ue,, where e is any unit vector and e, is a direction u is monotone from Theorem
[LIl This, together with appropriate change-of-variables arguments

Theorem 1.2. Assume v > —%. Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (L6) in By, and fix 0 < 8 < 1.
There exists € > 0 depending on ,n, M,~y1,7v2 such that if u satisfies (L8) then 0{u > 0} N By

is a CYP graph.

In Section B, we employ a variant of the partial hodograph transform to flatten the free boundary.
We then elaborate on how to use WP 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 v > —%. Let u be a H<y-minimizer of (L6l in By. There exists € > 0
depending on n, M, 1,72 such that if u satisfies (L) then O{u > 0} N By 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
a'™2F(t) < F(at) < a"™F(t)  fora<1.
a' T F(t) < F(at) < a"™2F(t)  fora > 1.

Proof. First let a < 1. By scaling and considering F, := F(tr)/F(r) we may assume t = 1 and
F(1) = 1. Consider G(t) := F(t) — t'*72. Then G(1) = 0 and G(0) > 0. If G obtains an interior
minimum at tp with G(tp) < 0, then

0=G'(to) = F'(to) — (1 +2)t",
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or

F'(to) = (1 +72)ty".
Since G(tp) <0, then F(tg) < t(1)+72, so that

(1+72) < toF'(to)/F(to)-

From assumption ([4]) we must have equality above so that G(t) > 0, and this gives the first
inequality. A similar argument shows

F(at) < a'*MF(t).
By reversing the roles of ¢, at we obtain the inequalities for a > 1. g

Here, we compile properties of the unique positive solution A to the ordinary differential equation

(7). While equation (7)) doesn’t admit a single solution, as h(t) = 0 is one solution and h(t —tg)

is another whenever h is a solution and ¢ 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 (LT).
Furthermore h satisfies the following properties. There exists a constant C1 such that

Ol (=) < p(t) < 0t for 0 <t <1

2 W)
<t < or 0<t<1
L=y = h(t) =~ 1—1 f
1 R (t 1
(2.1) P O e e for 0<t<1

L=y = ()~ 1=
KOt < h Y (Kh(t) <K't forall0< K <1.
KOt <h Y(Kh(t) < K9t for all K > 1.
Proof. We note that a solution h. to
y'=cy’
{ y(0) = 9/(0) = 0

1/(1-
o (t) = [9 M} M0 )

2 (1+7)
Thus, h,, < hy,, and h,, is a subsolution to (I7)) whereas h,, is a supersolution. Thus, by
the method of sub and supersolutions, there exists a positive solution h to (L) over the interval
0 <t < 1. We now show that there is a maximal such positive solution hn.x. Indeed, consider the

solution to

is given by

y(0) =¢, y'(0)=0.
which is bounded by below by h. Then as ¢ — 0 we obtain hy.x. Furthermore, any positive solution
is bounded from below by Amax(t — €). Then h = hyax is a unique positive solution. We note that
([L7) can be rewritten as solving

{ y" = Ch(y)

h(0) = 0.

The existence and uniqueness for ¢ > 1 is immediate since h is increasing and v2F is C! when F
is positive.

{ W (t) = \/2F (h(t))
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If we rescale with h,.(t) := h(rt)/h(r), then
h;(t) = 2F.(h:(1)),
with F.(t) := (r2/h?(r))F(th(r)). We remark that

B =3 h2(r)

and that F} also satisfies (I4). Also, h,.(1) = 1. From Proposition 2.1 we have F}(t) > t't72F.(1).
Consider now the function g(t) = t2/(!=72) and suppose that

W (r)
= > .
rh(r) 2Fr(1)_(1—|—e)1_72
Then
() = —241+2)/ (=) < FRE A/ 0=1) = B A)gt)+2)/2 < /2 G,

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

/
(2.2) UGy o) P
h(r) 1—
A similar argument with g(t) = t>(1=") as a supersolution gives
B (r) 2
2.3 F.(l)=r > .
23 T

Next, we consider th” /h’. We have

M f) _ f b hf(R) B
WU WKW Who 2F(h) R

Using (2.2), (23), and assumption (L4)) we conclude the estimate for th”/h.
Finally, just as in the proof for F' in Proposition 2.1l we obtain for A that

h(KCt) < Kh(t) < W(KCT ') for K <1
WK t) < Kh(t) < h(KC't)  for K > 1.

By applying h~! to all expressions in both inequalities above, we obtain the final two inequalities
in (ZT). O
We state here a scaling result for F.

Proposition 2.3. Assume F € F(M,~1,72). Then the rescaling

Fi(t) = h;"(T)F(th(r))
satisfies F € F(M,~y1,72) for all 0 <r < 1.
Proof. Tt is easy to check that F.(t) satisfies (IL4)). Then from Proposition 2.I] we have
F (D)t < Fo(t) < Ep (1)t
Now F,.(1) = rh/(r)/h(r), so from Proposition 2:2] we have

2 t1+’72<F() 2
I—m I—m

t1+’71 .
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Finally, since f satisfies ((L3])

frt) — fth(r))
so that f, also satisfies (5. O

frlat) _ fath(r)) _ n+2)/n-2)

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

Definition 2.4. Let H<; = {u € W12(Q) : 0 < u < 1}. Given an F € F, we say that u is a
H<q-minimizer on Q if u € H<y, and for any v € H<; with u —v € W01’2(Q) we have J(u) < J(v)

(with J as in (L6).

Occasionally, we will utilize a rescaling such as wu,(z) := u(rz)/h(r). In those instances, the
rescaled function is a now a minimizer among functions w(z)h(r) < 1.

Any minimizer of J is a H<;-minimizer on a neighborhood of a point in d{u > 0} at which u is
continuous, and so our results will apply to it. We refer to the classic works [14] and [I5] 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 ¢ € H<1. Then there exists a H<qi-minimizer u with
u—¢ € W01’2, and there exists a constant B > 0 such that any H<i-minimizer will be in the class

CLA(Q).

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
W2 functions need not be regular, or even exist, as we made no assumptions on F' when ¢ ¢ (0, 1).

Proof. Let F be defined via

F(0) t<0
F(t)y={ F(t) 0<t<1
F) t>1,

and J the corresponding functional as in (LB). Take any function u € He<y with u — ¢ € VVO1 2(0Q).
Then we claim that u is a H<i-minimizer of J if and only if it is a minimizer of J (over arbitrary
functions v > 0 in WH2(Q) with v — ¢ € Wolz(Q)) Indeed, as J = J on Hcy, it is clear for all
such competitors in H<;. On the other hand, if u is a H<;-minimizer of J and v is a competitor in
Wol’z(Q), note that w = max{min{1,v},0} € H< is also a valid competitor and has F'(w) = F(v),
S0
Jw) = J(w) = J(w) > J(u).

It is clear from Assumption (A2) that F' € C%*(R), and it follows from the direct method that
J admits a minimizer u with u — ¢ € I/VO1 2(Q) (we omit the details here). Arguing as above,
u € Hep: if not, w = max{min{1,u},0} has J(w) > J(u), which leads to |Vu| = 0 a.e. over
{u < 0} U{u > 1}, a contradiction. This proves the existence claim. The C1# regularity follows
directly from [14], Theorem 3.1. O

We now bound the growth away from the free boundary 0{u > 0}.

Theorem 2.6. Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (L)) in By with F' € F, and assume xo € Bs;yNo{u >
0}. There exists C > 0 depending on M, 1,72 and |[ul|g1(p,) such that

sup u < Ch(r).
By (z0)
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Proof. Suppose by way of contradiction the result is not true. Notice that by the C'? regularity,
we need only prove the statement for  small. Then there exist

ur,  H<j-minimizers of (L8]

TR € B3/4 N a{Uk > O}

T — 0
such that

(2.4) Sy, = sup ug > khg(rg).
Brk(xk:)

Furthermore, since the conclusion is true for r > ry we may assume additionallyﬂ
S2Tk < S?"k
hi(2ri) = T(rg)’

so that

(2.5) Sor, < h}fk(f T’“))

S?"k é CSTk
We now rescale with
. ug(zk + 117)
Uy 1= ———— ",
Sy
noting that supyp, U = 1, it is bounded on By and that @y, is a H<j-minimizer on B, of (L6)
with
~ 2
Fk(w) S2 Fk(wS )

If ¢), is the unique point satisfying hy(ty) = Sy, > kh(ry), then ry/tp — 0. From Proposition 23]
we have that
o) = 5L
Fk w) = —&
th I (te)

In the limit we then have the following true in Bs

Fi(why(tr)) — 0 as k — oo.

up — up in H'

ur — ug uniformly
UuQ > 0

Aug = 0.

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

supug = 1,
0B,

but this will contradict the minimum principle. O
We now aim to prove a nondegeneracy growth condition from a free boundary point.

Lemma 2.7. Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (LG) on By and assume F € F. There exists € = €(M,~)
such that if u < e on 0B, then

u(z) =0 forx € By

IThis is achieved by selecting 7 as the maximum radius for which ([24]) is valid, ensuring that it also holds with
equality.
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Proof. Let W be a H<j-minimizer for (L6) with F(t) = %t'yﬂ and with @ = € on dB;. Since

v+ 1 > 1, the corresponding functional J is convex, so the H<j-minimizer @ is unique. From
symmetrization techniques, we have that w 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 % = 0 on By, or we may apply the nondegeneracy estimate from [3].

We will now show that if v is a minimizer of J, then v <. We note that since F<r , 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 > 7.
Let us define wy = min{u,u} and we = max{u,u}. Then
_ 1 1 _
ﬂm+ﬂm:/"?ww+§wmh4mn+mm
By
= =|Vul® + =|Vaul|* + F(u) + F(u)
{u>u} 2 2
+ —|Vul* + =|Vu|* + F(u) + F(u)
{u<a) 2 2

1 1 _
:/) L wsl + L [vun? + F(u) + F@)
{u>w} 2 2
1 , 1 ) —
+ —|Vw1|* + =|Vws|* + F(u) + F ()
{u<m} 2 2
1 , 1 ) —
= —|Vws|* + = |Vw |* + F(u) + F(q)
{u>m} 2 2
1 , 1 ) —
+ =|Vw|* + < |Vwe|” + F(wy) + F(ws)
(u<m} 2 2

1 1 —
Z/ §|Vw2|2—|—§|Vw1|2+F(U)+F(u) from (2.6])
{u>w}

1 1 _
—l—/ —|Vw1|2+—|Vw2|2+F(w1)+F(w2)
{u<a} 2 2

= J(w1) + J(ws).
Thus, w; is a H<j-minimizer of J and wy is a H<;-minimizer of J. Since the minimizer of J is

unique, we conclude that wy = .
We will now show that @ = 0 on By /5. Now /e is a H<i-minimizer with 1F. We will use

v(x) = 2207 (|| — 1/2)1/(1_7) as a barrier. Note that
Av(z) = 2[B(B+n —2) + |z]/(|z] - 1/2)]0".

As long as 22[B3(B +n — 2) + |z|/(Jz| —1/2)] < €"'M~!, then the argument above (showing that
u <) will also apply so that u < ve. This shows that @ =0 on By s. O

Theorem 2.8. (Optimal non-degeneracy) Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (L6l) on By and assume
F € F. There exists ¢ depending on M,~ such that if 0 € 0{u > 0}, then

supu > ch(r)  for allrT < 1/2.

T
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Proof. We choose € from LemmaR. T for F' € F with C from Proposition 2.3 We then apply Lemma
2.7 to the rescaling

to conclude that supyp 2 € 0

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) = /B %|Vw|2 b Fw),

as long as F satisfies (A4) and is nondecreasing.
We use the Kelvin transformation on the ball By(te,) with 0 < ¢ < 3/2 and denote

x — te,
3.1 = 1 te,.
( ) X |$ — t€n|2 + tey

We will let 0 < h < ¢, and let R = 2+ 1/(t — h). Suppose that we have a H<j-minimizer u in
Br(0) which satisfies u(z) > |z — te,|?> "u(z*) whenever = = (', z,) € Bi(te,) N {zx, = h}. From
Assumption (A4) we have f(a""2t) > a""2f(t), so that
(3.2) a""F(a"%) — F(t) > a 2" F(a" %s) — F(s),
whenever 0 < a <1land 0< s <t <1. If Q= By(te,) N{x, < h}, then |z — te,|> "u(z*) < u(x)
on 0F). We now show how the lattice principle will give the same inequality on all of Q. If z € Q,
we define v(z) = |z — te,|> "u(x*) and note that v is a minimizer to

~ 1

J(w) := / §]Vw]2 + |z — ten |2 F (|2 — te,|"2w),

Q

among the class w(z)|z — te,|" 2 < 1. We let wy = min{v,u} and ws = max{v,u}. Then

J(u) + J(v) = J(u) + J(v) + /Q(]a: —ten| " F(jx — ten|" %) — F(v)

:/ |Vu|2+F(u)+/ Vul? + F(u)
fuzv)

{u<v}

+/ |Vv|2—|-F(v)—|—/ |Vv|? + F(v)
{u<v} {u>v}
+ / (|z — te,| 2" F(|z — te,|" " %v) — F(v)
Q
= J(we) + J(wy1) + / (|z — te,| 2" F(|x — te,|" %v) — F(v)
Q

> J(w2) + J(wr) + /Q(]a: —ten| " F(|x — ten|"2wy) — F(w)

= J(wg) + J(wy).

where the penultimate inequality is coming from (3.2)). Since u and v are respective minimizers of J
and J we conclude that w; = v, so that v < u in Q. We then have that u(z*) < |z —te,[> "u(z*) <
u(x) for x € Q.
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We now explain how this inequality can give directional monotonicity. Given a point z € By s,
a direction v € S"~! with v - e, > 0, and 7 chosen small, we consider = + 7v. By a translation,
we perform the Kelvin transform on the ball By (te, + ') for a y chosen such that (x 4+ 7v)* = x.
By choosing the appropriate value of h, then necessarily x € €2, so that from the argument above
we conclude u(x 4+ 7v) > wu(z). This will give monotonicity of u in the v direction. To apply this
method, one must consider a specific problem to determine which values of ¢, h, v are admissible.
In our specific free boundary problem, we will consider the free boundary trapped in the strip
{|zn| < €} for small € over a large ball Br. By choosing € small enough, we will be able to choose t
small which will allow us to reflect not only near the south pole (when ¢ is close to 1) which will give
a small cone of monotonicity, but we will also be able to reflect near the equator (when ¢ is close to
zero) and obtain a very large cone of monotonicity. As e becomes smaller, the cone of monotonicity
increases, and we are able to conclude C' regularity of the free boundary. The next two lemmas
carry out this argument. We begin by showing that in our situation |z — te,|> "u(z*) < u(z) on
OB (ten,) N {zy, = h}.

Lemma 3.1. Fiz 0 < tg < 3/2, and let =* be the reflected point via the Kelvin transform on the ball
Bi(tey) as defined in B1). There exists lo > 0 depending on n,ty, M,~ such that if 0 < x,, < l,
and ty <t < 3/2, and if x = (2, x,) € Bi(tey), then

(3.3) |z — ten|> "h(z* - en) < h(x - ey).

Proof. We denote p = |2/|. When p? = p? := 1 — (t — z,,)?, so that = = (p1,h) € OB(tey), the
inequality (3.3)) is trivially satisfied since x = z*. Also, if p* < p2 = (t — z,,)/t — (t — 3,,)?, then
u(z*) = 0 and (B3)) is trivially satisfied. Thus, we only need to check when p is in the interval
(po, p1). Now z,, is fixed, and so we need

G(p) = h(zy,)|z —ten, "2 — h(z* - e,) > 0.

Since x, is fixed, the term |z — te,| only depends on |z/| = p, so for notational convenience we
define g(p) = |z — te,|. Suppose now that G'(p) = 0 so that

0=G"(p) = han)(n—2)g"*(n —2)g' = (2" - en)2(t — 20)g 9"
Using that ¢’ > 0 we have
h(xn)g™(n —2) = 2(t — xp)h (2% - €p).
If we now assume that at the same p, that G(p) < 0, then
(n = 2)g* (p)h(a* - en) > h(wn)g" (p)(n — 2) = 2(t — zx) W (2" - €n).
Using (2.1) we have
(0= 2 (p)h(a" - e) > T T0)

Taking x,, small enough (so that x* - e, is arbitrarily small), we obtain a contradiction. O

h(z* - ey).

Lemma 3.2. Fizn > 0, and let u be a H<1-minimizer of (LG) in Br(0) with R =2+2/n. There
exists € > 0 depending on n,n such that if h(z, —€) < u < h(z, +€) in Br(0), then d,u > 0 for
any x € By and v € 0By with e, - v > 2n.

Proof. We first let € < 1/16. By letting ¢ — 0, and by compactness and C*# convergence, we have
for small enough € that d,u(x) > 0 for e,,-v > 2n and x € BgjoN{x, > 1/8}. Since u(2’, z,) = 0 for
Ty < —¢, we also have d,u(z’, z,) > 0 if 2, < —e. We now consider the more difficult strip where
{|zn| < €}, and we will employ the ideas from Lemma[31l For our ball Bj(te,) we will assume that
t > 1. This now gives a fixed [y coming from Lemma [3I] and if necessary we will choose € even
smaller so that € < ly/4. Since we used a first derivative argument in Lemma Bl to prove (B.3]), we
will utilize C1# convergence (as € — 0) for z,, > lo/2. Then u(z’, z,) > [(2', 2,) — te, | 2u(z*) as
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long as t > n/4 and x,, = lp. Then from the argument explained at the beginning of this section,
we have that d,u(x) > 0 for x € By and v - e,, > 2. O

From Lemma and rescaling we obtain Theorem [I[.11

4. LIPSCHITZ IMPLIES CL8

In this section we obtain C'# regularity of the free boundary near flat points. It will be convenient
for the remainder of the paper to label R” = R"~! x R with (2/,2,) € R"~! x R. We refer to R"~!
as the thin space, and label B/ := B, N R"~!. From now on, we also assume that ~; > —%.

Based on the results of the previous section, throughout this section we make the following
assumption for the free boundary of the minimizer: 9{u > 0} is parametrized by z, = q(z’)
with (0,0) € 0{u > 0}. From the Lipschitz regularity in the previous section we may assume that
llgllcoa (By) < € and that dou(z’, z,) > 0 for any (2, x,) € By and any e € S"~! such that e-e,, > 7
for some small 1 > 0.

By writing u(2’, g(2', x,)) = x,, and differentiating in the z; direction, we have that

Ug;, (LZ',, g(‘r/7 xn)) + Uz, G, (xla xn) =0

so that
ug, (', 9(2', 70))
ug, (2, g(x’, )
If the quotient ug, /u,, is Holder continuous, then we may conclude that g, (z,0) is Holder contin-
uous, so that the free boundary d{u > 0} is C'#. Notice it is sufficient to show wu./u,, is Holder
continuous for any e with e - e, > 1 — § for some small J.

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

Gx; ($l7 g($l7 xn)) = -

Lemma 4.1. Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (L6). Then there exists a universal constant C' such
that for any (x',7,) € By 2,

(1) (@’ 20+ q(2) = h(zn)

(2)  tg, (2,20 +q(a")) ~ (wn)/fvn

(3)  IVu(@',zn +q(a))| < Ch(an)/zn
(4) [D*u(a’,zn +q(a")| < Chlzn) /2,
(5) )

V2@ + q(@))] <

Y

§|Q

Proof. The upper bound in (1) follows directly from optimal regularity. Using the directional
monotonicity of u we have that u(z', 2, + q(z')) > u(x) for all x € B, jo(2'). Then by the
nondegeneracy estimate we have

u($l’ Tn + Q(x/)) > sup 2> Ch($n/2) > Clh(xn)'
an/2(m,)

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

Vue — ueV
(41) ‘V— x xn+q ‘_ Ug,, V Ue - Ue V Uy,

xn Tn

C
< —.
T,
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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 B we choose
this particular method partly to elucidate why it does not extend beyond C¥.

We will show that w./u,, satisfies a degenerate elliptic equation. Subsequently, leveraging the
regularity theory for degenerate elliptic equations, we can establish the Holder continuity of u. /uy,, .

Lemma 4.2. Let u be a H<i-minimizer of (LG). Then

u

div <u§nv = > =0
Uy,
in the following weak sense
(4.2) / w2 (V< Vi) =0
B1 Ug,,

for every ¢ € CL(By).

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

U, "9 Uy U Ul "9
div<u2V e)z <u2 Zn 0 em”“)z g — (Ug, Uez; — UelUg, z,;)
Tn Tn D) xn Wex; elx,z;
U ox; n ox;
z i=1 Tn i=1
n

n

= Z (umnmiuemi + Uy, Uez;x; — Yex; Yapz; — ueuwniviwi)
i=1
= Uy, At — UAU, = Uy, [ () te — Uef (U)uy, = 0.

If @ C {u > 0}, then using ([@.1]) we have

/ uin (v e , Vip) = YUz, Ve — ue Vg, , ((z)),

where ¢ is the outward unit normal vector for 9. Since we assume d{u > 0} to be Lipschitz and
parametrized by ¢ € C%Y(B}) with |Vu(z', 2, + q(2'))| = h(zy)/zn and |D?*u(2’,z, + q(z'))| =
h(zy) /22, it follows that |Vu||D?u|(2, x,, + q(2')) < Ch?(zy,)/x3. Then with 1))

/Uinw Ue ,VW' < i;ﬂn) < CaBHAm),

Q Uz, Tn

If =3+4/(1 —~;) >0, so that 4 > —1/3, then (42]) holds. O
If x € {u > 0}, we define a(z) by

(4.3) Uy, (', 2 + q(2) = a(x) (zy,).

The primary focus of this section is to smoothen the boundary, which enables the treatment of the
quotient ue/u,, as it pertains to a degenerate variable coefficient problem. Given our assumption
that the free boundary is Lipschitz rather than C', 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 1] we
deduce that a(x) is bounded. Next, we demonstrate that osc a — 0 as |g|co1 — 0.

Lemma 4.3. Let u be a H<y-minimizer of (L6) in By and firt 0 < € < 1/4. There exists § > 0
such that if ||q]|co. ( 1/2) <4, then

osca(x) < e whenever x € ByN{x, > de}.
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Proof. Fix € > 0. We will utilize the directional monotonicity. Suppose by way of contradiction that
there exist H<j-minimizers wy, in By with ||gx[|coa(p;) < 1/k and points 2* k€ By n{a, > e/k}
with |ag(2%) — ap(y*)| > €. We rescale with

Ug(x) := %, ag(x) = ax(x/k), gk =2k g* = y*/k,

so that
(4.4) lax () — ar(5*)] > e

Then we obtain a subsequence of 4 converging in C LB on compact sets to a H <1-minimizer g
which is monotone in every direction v with v-e, > 0. Thus 4 is one-dimensional and consequently
a constant multiple of the limiting function hg. Now a; converges uniformly on By N {z,, > €} to

do which must also be constant. Now if 2¥ — 20 € 9By and §* — y° € 0B, then we obtain a
contradiction to (Z.4]). O

In both this and the following section, we will need Sobolev estimates for the weighted measure
a(zy,) dr with a(z,) = (k'(x,))?. Throughout the remainder of the paper, whenever we state that
a constant depends on a we mean that the constant depends on M, 7,7, where f € F(M,~y1,72).
After flattening the boundary, we will evenly reflect our functions, so that u(2’,z,) = u(z’, —x,).
For smooth functions we consider the weighted norm

1/p
(4.5) lllwro sy = (/Q a(xn><|u|P+|Du|p>) L () = (H(@)).

Following the standard notation in the literature, we denote H'P(a, () as the closure of C*
functions with the above norm. The space WP (a, Q) typically refers to the set of L10C functions
such that the function and weak derivative are bounded in the above norm. If 75 > 2, then
WhP(a, Q) € H"P(a, Q), so we will work in the space H"P(a, Q) which is complete. The following
inequality illustrates that if v9 < 2, the estimates in this section would be simpler. If v < 2
then H'?(a, Q) C L .(92). We Show later in Proposition {5 that H'P(«, Q) C Li. (Q) for p large
enough.

Proposition 4.4. Let v € Hé’z(oz,Bl), then for any 0 < 3 < min{1,2(1 —)/(1 + 71)}, there
exists a constant C' depending on ~y1,v2,73,n such tha

(4.6) /B Mvz <C [ az,)|Vv]?

1 |xn|%+l B

Proof. Let ¢ € C’& (B1), and extend it by zero outside By. For fix 2/ € R"~! we have

o= [ 4 [3000a] - [ [20-0] iias [ an.ci

Using that a(t) = [#/(¢)]? and (1)) we have
o/(t) ot a(t)

(e et = et

Then using Young’s inequality we obtain

1 1
[ ptenze [ e ase [ mheen e

Using that v3 < 1 we can absorb the second term on the right hand side to conlcude (4.6]). O

We also have the following inequality for p > 2.

20bserve that ~1,7v2 dependent come in indirectly by the definition of a(x,) in ([@3) and Proposition
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Proposition 4.5. Let v € Hol’p(a, Br). If p > 2(1+~v+2)/(1 —2), then there exists C depending
on v, R such that

(4.7) / WP < C |$n|2(1+72)/(1—“/2)|vv|p S/ oz |VlP.
Br Br

Br

Proof. Fix 2’ € R"~!. By density we need only prove the result for ¢ € C}(Br). We will integate
over BE, and the result will be the same for B;. We have

If p>2(1++)/(1 =), then we choose 7 so that p7 = 2(1 4+ v2)/(1 — ~2). Then 7 < 1, so that we
may integrate in r and then 2’ to obtain (A.7]). O

We also have the following weighted Sobolev inequality.

Proposition 4.6. Let v € HS’2(a,Bl). There exists C and p > 2 both depending on n,~1,y2 such
that]

[0l Lr(a,B1) < ClIVOIL2(0,B1)-

Proof. By density we need only prove the result for ¢ € C3(By). We will adapt the usual proof
of the Sobolev inequality in the subcritical case. For y € ' := {y € 0Bs : e, -y > 1/4}, we have
o(x 4+ 2y) =0, so that

2
(48) —c(n)d(z) = — /F o(x) do(y) = /F o+ 2y) — b(a) doly) = /F /0 (Vo +ty),y) dt do(y).

Using Holder’s inequality on the right side on the product space I" x (0,2), we have

~moo < ([ [ : s o) - (L] V(e + ty)Palen + ty,) d () )

We now square both sides of the above inequality and multiply both sides by a(xn)l/ 7 to obtain

1/2

2 2
oan) 1% (x o)/ - o x 2o(x o(y).
(@)16%(z) < Calwn) V1 [ " et drty) [ [ 1906+ t)Pate + ) de doty)

3Recall footnote
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Now since « is an increasing function, we have that a(z,) < a(z, + ty,) for y, > 0, so that

n + tyn 1/q
Vq// dt do(y // Atn £tn) 0 i)
$n+tyn $n+tyn
:// oz(:z:n—l—tyn)l/q_l dt do(y)
rJo
2
< [ [ att) et d doty
rJo

2
<C / / 20=2)/ 142010 gt do() by @)
I'Jo
< C(’I’L,’}Q’ q)

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

(@) u(@)] < Cla|Vul”  xa, |z["").
Applying Young’s convolution theorem, we conclude
la@n) (@) | ze < Clla(@n)|Vul?l|r |xs,lel ™" | 2o
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 \I < A < AI and let ¢ € L*(a, B,) for 0 < i < n and label G =
(g',...,g"). Let b € HY*(a, B,), then there exists a unique w with w — 1 € Hé’z(a, B,) such that

(4.9) /.a(xn)<AVw,Vv> :/ alz,)g% — (G, Vw).

for allv € Wol’z(oz,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

/ a(xy)(AVw, Vv) <0 forallv € H01’2(B1) with v > 0,
By

then there exists a constant C depending on dimension n, A\, A such that for0 <r < R<1

/T. afz,)|Vuw)? < ﬁ/&? oz )w?.

We now flatten the boundary. If d{u > 0} is parametrized by z, = ¢(2’), then we flatten
o{u > 0} by ®(2',z,) = (', 2, — q(x)) and let @1 = V('  x,,) = (2/, 2, + q(2')). We define

(4.10) we,y) = —=(U(', ) = ==, 9(a’) + 22).
We have that |det ¥| = 1. We then have that w satisfies

(4.11) div ((h'(:nn)a(:n))2aiij) =0,

where

aijzéij for 1 <4,j <n,
i

a"zamz—qxi for1 <1< mn,
"":1+\Vq]2.
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The matrix a*/ is uniformly elliptic and continuous. From Lemma E3 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 [@&9) in By with ¢' =0 for all i and A = I, then there exists a
C, B depending on o, n such that

(4.12) 1OvwllczeB, ) < Cllwllzz(a,b);

whenever v - e,, = 0. Furthermore, w,, (z',0) =0 and

(4.13) [wa, o1 (B, ) < Cllwllz2(a,51)-

Proof. We first utilize the fact that our weight « 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 x,, and
we consider the difference quotient

¢(x/ +e, xn) B ¢($/, .Z'n)

¢e,7‘($/7xn) = 3
T

for a smooth function ¢, then

Per (2!, 2p) = %/0 (Vo(x' +7,2,),€),

so that if r < 1 — h, then

/Br ()| ber (2, 2n)? S/B () <% /()T‘v¢(x/+t7xn)‘ dt>2

1 T
=[] Ve s i
TJo JB
— [ ate)Ivoa’ )P
B

Thus, by density of C* in H'?(«, By) we have that for small enough 7,
(4.14) / a(xn)wiT < / afx,)|Vwl|?.

T Bl
By linearity, we - is a solution to (4J9]). Applying the Caccioppoli inequality we have that

/ a(xn)\Vwe,T\z SC/ a(azn)]weﬂ2 < C/ a(xn)\Vw\Q < C/ a(xn)wz.
By Br, Brg Br,

Thus, we € H"*(a, B,,). By iterating this procedure we obtain DPu € H'?(a, By/3) as long as
the multi-index (3 is only in the first n — 1 coordinates. By utilizing the Sobolev inequality in
Proposition and the Caccioppoli inequality in Proposition 8] the standard Moser iteration
technique for subsolutions gives

IN

1

1/p
(4.15) lim ( /B a(mn)(D'Bw)p> <c [ a@)0fw)
3/4 7/8

pP—00

The standard proof shows that this implies
IDPw| e (By,,) < C a(z,)(DPw)?.
B/
Since DPw is bounded, we may repeatedly apply the wnweighted Sobolev embedding theorem

finitely many times on each n — 1 dimensional, so that for |z,| < 1/4

lwszn)lle2e sy, ) < lwllze s, o)-
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To obtain regularity of DPw as x,, changes as well as w,, , we now consider regularity in the x,,
direction. From (@I2) we have that (a(z,)ug,)e, = a(z,)Ay € COB(B'(-,z,)). Since w is even
and bounded (from ([£I5)), the weak formulation (@9]) implies that lim, g a(z,)w(z’, z,) = 0 for
H"1 almost every /. Then for 2’ € By 4

()0, (2 2) = ()0, (2 2) — 0 = /0 O (s, (@) dy

:/0 a(y)Apw(x',y) dy < C/O a(y)|]wHLoo(Bl/4).

Now
G at) = T (0(0)” = W (O (1) = 2/ TFHED) (A(D)) > 0.

Then we conclude
Tn

al@n)ws, (@', 2,)| < /0 )@, y)| dy < Cllwll s, ) /0 aly) dy

< Cllwl (s, /0 o(n) dy = Clw] 20,51 En (@),

so that

lwe (&, 20)| < Cxpl|w||L*(a, By).
This proves the Lipschitz estimate of w,, on the thin space; the estimate off the thin space follows
from interior regularity and scaling, and we have (4I3)). Finally, having shown w,, is Lipschitz,
(so in particular DPw,,, is Lipschitz), we conclude [EIZ). O

We now proceed to obtain Cordes-Nirenberg type estimates.

Lemma 4.10. Let u be a H<y-minimizer of (L), and let w be given as in [AI0), so that w(z,y) =
LZ“‘Ten(x’,q(:zt’) + xy,). For fized f <1 and r < 1/2, there exists a constant C () and € > 0 such that
if [lallcoa(m,) < € then

1

(4.16) Sp(z,w) = W/B ( )a(mn)(w —w,(z))? < Cla)r??,

for any x = (2/,0) € Bi/z and where

w. —; alzy)w an o = alx X
wr(m)‘m,B,«)/Br(m) @y and (o, Br) o= [ ot de

Proof. Fix 0 < 8 < 1. Suppose by way of contradiction that ([AI6) is not true. Then there exists a
sequence €; — 0, solutions wj, radii r; — 0 and points x; € B{ /2 (which we may assume by taking
a subsequence that x; — o) such that
Sy (x5, w;
(1) 7’](2]5 ]):Cj—>OO
"y
(2)  Syrp, (), w5) 2 2_2BkST,j (zj,wj) whenever 1 <k < j.

We now rescale with _
w(r;/2x + x;) — wrj/g(a:j)

wj(x) =
! Sy 2w, w5)

We will use &;(zy) := a(rjz,/2)/0(rj/2). From the Caccioppoli inequality we have that

[ aeawat<e [ sk
Bz Bs
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By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, taking a subsequence we obtain &; — &g in C'*([0,2]). We also have
a limiting function @y with the convergence in C? away from the thin space. From the Caccioppoli
inequality above @Vwrj — &gV in L3(By). If v € C}, then @VvAj — VagVo in L2.
Thus, wy is a solution to

/ Go () (Ao Vi, V) = 0,
By

for all smooth v € C3(By), and where Ay is the limiting coefficient matrix. Also, from the definition
of the rescaling we have that S1(0,1;) = 1. We now show that @; — @ in L?*(a, By), so that the
limiting function satisfies S1(0, @) = 1. From the weighted Poincare inequality in Proposition
we have

~ -2 1 aj . 9 ~ ~ 12
GaaP <o [ el < [ a@)va
BiN|zn|<t BiN|zn|<t Tn B3/2

< [ aalnt < [ sk <c
B> B

with the penultimate inequality coming from how j is chosen and the final inequality is due to how

w; is defined. Thus,
/ ]12)]-\2 < Ct1+73,
Bin{|zn|<t}

so w; cannot concentrate on the thin space, and so &;w; — qgwp in L?(a, By), and we conclude
S1(0,wg) = 1.

Now from .3l we have that Ay is a constant multiple of the identity for |x,| > €, but € can be taken
to be arbitrarly small. Thus the limiting function wq is an even weak solution to div(dgVwg) = 0.
From the Lipschitz regularity of wg from Lemma L9 we have

(4.17) Syi(0,100) < C1272¢81(0,w)  for k > 1.
From our assumption (2) we have
(4.18) Sy (0,;) > C2272%88,(0,w;) for 1 < k < j.

From the L? convergence we have for a fixed k that Sy (0,%;) — Sy—x(0, ). Then for a fixed k
large enough we obtain a contradiction between ([@I7) and (AIS]).
O

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<i-minimizer of (L6), and let w be given as in ([EI0), so that
w(z,y) = (2", q(2") + zn). For fized B <1 and r < 1/2, there exists a constant C(B) and € > 0
such that if ||| coa(p,) < € then w € C%P(By ).

From Theorem E.1T] and the discussion at the beginning of this section, we obtain Theorem

5. HODOGRAPH TRANSFORM

From the results of the previous section, we consider a H<j-minimizer u of (I.G) on B, that is
monotone in the e, direction and has d{u > 0} a C%* hypersurface containing 0 and with inward
unit normal e, at 0. To obtain higher regularity we perform a modified hodograph transform with
respect to h by defining, for y = (v, y,) € Bf = {(¥/,yn) € Bs : yn > 0}, the quantity v(y) to be
the unique number such that

(5.1) wy', vy yn)) = h(yn)-
The mapping y — (v, v(y’,yn)) is a homeomorphism from B to UN{u > 0}, where U a neighbor-

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

!

UpUp = N (yn)
u; + upv; =0

2 "
UnnVy, + UnUnp = h (yn)
UinUn + UpnUiUn + UpVin = 0

2

Uiq + 2um~vi + UpnU; + Unp Vi = 0.

Here and below, u and its derivatives are always evaluated at (y’,v(y)), v and its derivatives
are evaluated at y € By, and 7 is any number 1,...,n — 1 corresponding to a tangential direction.
Summing the fifth equation over ¢, adding a multiple of the third equation, and making substitutions
for the mixed and lower-order derivatives of u, we obtain

2 h/’UZ' h,

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

| [ ) O )

n n

(5.2)

%

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

h//h/ ., (h/)2 _ [(h/)2]
,U% nn U% 21}% n»

and so

AN 2 2
R LA K PR R N

Substituting into (5.2]), we get
S (h')? Z (h')?v; (n')?
[(1 + ' v; ) ]n + ‘ [Uin U?L — Vi4 " ] = h’f(h)

The remaining term can be rewritten as a tangential derivative:

' (h/)2?)i B ”(h/)2 o (h/)2?)i '
in D) Vi4 = [ ]17
Vg, Un Un

as h' = 1/(yy) has h} = 0. This leads to

2 /2?}72 ,
(1+Zvi2)(57)2] % [EE] —wpm,

_ Z Vin (h/)jvz

(5.3)

We rewrite this as

Zak yn,V’u) - Q(yn)

where a key point is that ¢(y,) = h’f(h) is independent of y;, for ¢ # n.
Set w = v;: this satisfies (in the weak sense, using that v € C?) the PDE

Zak (gn, V0)uy] =0,
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as ¢; = 0 for ¢ # n. The matrix H ]k can be computed directly,

o o
e Yo 8 B
Pn p%

HF(t,p) = (n)*| : ; ; : :
0 0 pin P;gl

e A (R PN

and observe that this is symmetric and of the form (h’')24(Vwv). We claim that A is uniformly
elliptic on B, as long as s is chosen sufficiently small.
Indeed, recall that

From Lemma [](1), we have that
C™ (v(y) —o(y',0)) < uly',v(y)) = h(ya) =< Ch(v(y) — v(y',0)),
and combining with Proposition leads to
O o(y)—v(y', 0)] < h~HO™ h(v(y)—v(y',0))) < yn < h™H(Ch(v(y)—v(y', 0))) < Cufo(y)—v(y',0)].
But then from Lemma [£1](2),

h(v(y) —v(y',0)) h(yn)
¢ v(y) —v(y',0) =¢ Yn

un(y', v(y)) <

)

SO
— ynh/(yn) —1
on(y) > CT1E—22 > C
W= )
from Proposition again. Similarly,
v (y) < C.

On the other hand, from Theorem [A.11] we have that = — Z:l((fc)) is continuous on {u > 0} N B,
and coincides with the i derivative of a level set of u viewed as a graph over R"~!. In particular,
v;(0) = ;‘;((%)) =0, and so |v;] <& < 1 on By for s chosen small enough.

It follows that all the diagonal entries of A are in [C~!, C] with C' depending only on the M in
the hypotheses on f, while the off-diagonal entries are bounded by dC' for any § > 0. Choosing s
(and so d) small enough, A is uniformly elliptic on B}. We have established:

Proposition 5.1. Let v : Bf — R be as defined above, and w = v;. Then there exists an s' > 0
small such that for any ¢ € C°(BY),

/ (' (yn))* A(V0) Ve - Vp = 0,
and moreover \I < A(Vv) < Al for some 0 < A < A < oo 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 By through even reflection, such that v(y’, —y,) =

0(Y's Yn)-

Proposition 5.2. Proposition [51] is valid for any ¢ € C°(Bs) as well, under the same assump-
tions.
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Proof. From above, we have that C~! < v, < C and |v;] < C§ on B, so v is a bilipchitz map

from B onto its image, and w is a C! function on BJ. Take any ¢ € C°(B;), and consider

(5.4)

R (yn))2AVw - V¢ = lim B (yn))2AVw - Vg = — lim R ()20 AVwW - e,
/Bﬁ( () tNO Bjmyn>t( W) N0 Biﬂ{yn:t}( “)

where the last expression is obtained by using integration by parts and Proposition 5.1l Now using
the expressions for the derivatives v, and v; and B](2,4) we have

|D?uly’, v(w))] _ C c

Vuw(y)| < C < < —,
VeI O ) S o))
which gives the following estimate for the integrand in (5.4])
1(1\)2 1(1\)\2 ’ C s $2/(1+7) — L3
(W (0)26ATw - ea] < OO (P Vuly )] < (1) < O™ = e .
For v < —% this expression tends to 0 uniformly, implying
| myrave- ve o
B
The integral on the other half-ball similarly vanishes. O

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(-,z,) € C*(B) for each x,,, with

sup 3 10| < C(k),

Bs o<k

where the sum is over all multiindeces o in the first n — 1 variables only, i.e. o € Zgal x {0}. In
particular, the level set 0{u > 0} is C*° on a neighborhood of 0.

Proof. First, we observe that Vv is continuous at 0. Indeed, we have already seen that v; is a
continuous function from Theorem 1Tl As for v, this follows directly from Lemma [£.3] and the
fact that 9{u > 0} is C'. In particular, this implies that y — A(Vv(y)) is continuous at 0.

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

Z HaaVU”LP(BS) < Cpk-
la|=k

The conclusion then follows from Sobolev embeddings and the observation that vy, —g is precisely
O{u > 0} parametrized as a graph over R" !,

The case of £ = 0 has already been established, so consider some k > 1. Fix i <n — 1, and set
w = v;, which we know satisfies

div [(W (yn))*A(Vv)Vw] =0

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

div [(h'(yn))QA(Vv)Vaaw] = —div | (h'(yn))? Z IPLA(V0)]9%2w
B1+B2=a,|1|>0
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The quantity 0°*[A(Vv)] can be expressed (if 9%t = §'9%) as
07 [A(VY)] = 0% ) T[A;(Vo)vig).
j<n

The function p — A(p) is analytic, and so all the derivatives(D™A)(Vv) are bounded over B,. By
applying this computation repeatedly, we see that 9 [A(Vwv)] is a sum of products of derivatives
of v, multiplied by one derivative in the tensor (D" A)(Vv), with the following properties: at most
|81 factors are present, and each factor has at most one derivative of v is in a direction other than
in the multiindex 5. In particular, we can bound

m

07 [A(V0)]] < C(11]) > [T18%vol.

G+ Hlm=p01,|¢|>1 =1
Fix p > 2, and estimate
107 [A(V0)]0% wl| o,y < 107 [AV )] 20 (8,) 107 0]| 20 (5,
< Cop g2 0" [A(VO)] [l L2r (3,

<C 9%Vl
> 1

<C H C2mp,\<j|

Jj=1
<C

from our inductive hypothesis used repeatedly, so long as s < s(2kp, k — 2). We have shown that
div [(7'(yn))*A(VV)VO*w] = div G

with [|G||r»(p,) < C. Applying Theorem and using that A is continuous at 0, this gives (with
possibly smaller s) that

VO w| o (B, ) < ClGllLr(5,) < C-
This is true for any tangential multiindex a with |a| < k —1 and any i = 1,...,n — 1, so for any
o =a+e;

”vaalvHLP(Bs/z) <C.

Summing over o completes the inductive step. O

6. WLP ESTIMATES

In this section we show how the technique of Caffarelli-Peral [§] 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

e Suitable WP estimates for an approximating equation
e Hardy-Littlewood maximal function bounds in a measure space with a doubling measure.

We consider even solutions w € H'?(a, Q) over a bounded domain U to
(6.1) /(a(xn)A(x/,:En)Vw, Vo) = —/ a(zy ) (G, V),
Q Q

for all v € Hé’z(oz, ). 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 < oo, and let w be a solution to (6.I). There exists
d > 0 depending on p,« such that if ||A — Id|| < 6, then for any compact V' € S, there exists a
constant C depending on V,Q,n,a,p such that

IVl oo,y < CUlwll gz + |GllLr@.)-
For notational convenience, let us define du = a(z;,)dx.

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

1 / 2 1 / 2 2 2
6.2 —_ Vuw|?du < 1, —_ Glodp < €, A—1I|p~ <€
O2 By ST w81 Ja, € A=
then
1
6.3 —/ w—v]?+|V(w—20)?d §C'62,
(6.3) (B0 B4| =+ V( )|° du

where v 1s the weak solution to
/ (Vo,Vo)du =0  for all ¢ € H}(a, By).
By
Proof. Let w solve
/ (AVw,Vo)du =0,
By

with @ — w € H}(a, By). Then

1 b= w)? W —w W — w
(B /94\V(w Fldin <225 /B4<AV( ), V( ) du
== ; : W — W € 1 W — w 2
=25 B4G V( ) dpp <2 B /B4|V( )2 dp.

Now let v solve
| o0 =0,
By
with v — @ € H} (o, By). Then

- b — o) dp = ! w—v W — v = 1 DV — v
s 9o dn= s [ 9 0. V@ ) du= s [ 9 (-0 dy
——1 - w, V(w — v n)e ! W —v)[?
= 50 /B4<(I AVE, V(@ — ) dp < Cln)e s /B V(@ — ) dy.

From the triangle inequality we obtain (6.3]) for the gradient term. The bound for the function
term follows from (47) with p = 2. O

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

1
Mag)(x) = su —/ du.
(Mg)(x) SUP B e lg| dp

Since p 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

u(((Mg) >t < 5 [ ol d
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and the LP estimate
| iMorausc, [ 1ol du
where the constants Cy and C, only depend on the doubling constant for .

Lemma 6.4. There is a constant Ny so that for any n > 0 there exists a small
epsilon > 0, and if w is a weak solution of (6.1 in Q D Bg with

(6.4) Bin{z e Q: M(|Vw]*(z)) <1} n{z e Q: M(|G*)(z) <} #0
and ||[A — I|| < €2, then

p({z € Q: M(IVwl?)(z) > NP} N Bi) < nu(Bu).
Proof. From (6.4)), there exists a point 2° € By satisfying

1 1
6.5 —/ Vuwl|? d <1, —/ GP?du<ée  forallr>0.
(6.5) 1w(Br) J B, @)na [Vl dy #(Br) J B, (z0)n0 G di

Since B4(0) C Bs(z), we have

L 2 N(BE’("TO)) 1 2 n,a)e
#(Ba) /134‘G‘ = 1(By)  p(Bs(x0)) /Bs(:c())‘G‘ dp < C(n, a)e”.

Similarly,
1

Vuwl? du < C(n, ).
T Jp, 70 < )

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

V0] F o0 (y) < NG
with Ny depending on n and . We now claim
(6.6) {z: M(|Vw|?) > N}y N By C {2 : M(|Vw|*xB,) > N2} N By,
where le = max 4N§, C with C only depending on n, «. To show this, suppose that
at e {z: M(|Vw|*xp,) > NZ} N By.
For r < 2, B,.(x!) C Bs, so that
1 / 2 2 / 2 2 2
— Vw|® dp £ —————= V(w —v)|" 4+ |Vo|* du < 4Ny
0B @) oo WS BN Sy YOIV °
Now for r > 2, 2° € B,.(x!) C By, (2°) so by (65)
1 / 2 (1(Bar (2°)) 1 / 2
_— Vwl|® dup < Vuw|® du < C.
BB @) Joo S B @) 1B @) S
then the above two inequalities show that
2t e {z: M(|Vw|*) < N}} N By,
and our claim in (G.6]) is shown. By (6.6), the weak 1-1 estimate in Theorem [6.3], and inequality

([63) we have
p({z : M(IVwl?)(z) > N7} 0 B1) < p({z : M(IV(w — vxp,)(2)(x) > N§} N By)

C 9 c ,
— V(w — dp < —e* = By).

N

0

We now wish to apply Lemma [6.4] to balls of various radii and translations off the thin space
{z, =0}.
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Lemma 6.5. Assume that w is a weak solution of (1) in Q D Be,(2°). If
p({z € @: M(|Vwl?)(z) > Ni} 0 By (")) = (B (2°),

then

B, (z%) c {z € Q: M(|Vw|*)(z) > 1} U {z € Q: M(|G)?)(z) > €*}.
Proof. If 20 is centered on the thin space, then the Lemma follows directly from rescaling. Suppose
now that B,(z%) C Ba,(z') with 2! centered on the thin space. Suppose now

z? e Bp, (@yN{r€Q: M(|Vw?(z)) <1} n{z € Q: M(G*)(z) < €}
Since the Lemma holds for By, (z'), we have
p({z € Q: M(|Vul?)(z) > Ni} N B, ("))

C u({z € Q: M(IVw[?)(x) > NT} N Bo(a1)) < nu(Ba) < Cnu(Bi(2?)).

If By, (2°) N {z, = 0} = 0, then the proof of Lemma [6.4] goes through exactly as before for the

rescaled function since the approximating a-harmonic function has interior C! 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 (G1)) in a domain Q D Bg. Assume that
{o € Q1 M(Vw)(@) > N2} < nu(By).
Let k € N and set ny = C1n. Then
p({z € Q: M(|Vwl?)(2) > NT¥)

k
i k—1
<Y minl{z € Bi: M(GP) > ENFS ) 4 afu({x € B - M(Vul) > 1})
i=1
Proof. We proceed by induction. For the base case kK = 1 we consider
Sy := {x € By : M(|Vw|?)(z) > N}},
Sy :={x € By : M(|G*)(z) > &} U {z € By : M(|Vw|?) > 1}.
From assumption we have 1(S1) < nu(Bi). From Lemmal6.5lwe have that whenever pu(S1NB,(x)) >

nu(By(x)) with 0 < r < 1, then
BT($) N B; C Ss.

From the Vitali covering lemma (see [16]) we have
1S1] < Cinl S,

with the constant only depending on the doubling constant of a. We now assume that the conclusion
is valid for some k > 1. Let w; = w/N; and G; = G/N;j. Then with wy as a weak solution we
obtain

p({z € Q: M(IVwr)P)(z) > NT}) < nu(Bi).

Then by the induction assumption, we have

p{z € @ M(IVu?)(@) > NP*VY) = u({z € Q: M(Vul)(z) > NP+

k
<> niu{x € By : M(IGP)(z) > EN;* 7)) + nfu({e € By : M([Vwr ) () > 1})
=1
k+1
<> niu{r € By : M(IGP)(z) > ENMT)) 4 (e € By s M(IVwl?)(x) > 1)),
=1
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and the conclusion is proven. O
We now prove Theorem

Proof. By multiplying our solution w by a small constant, we can assume [|G||1»(gs) is small and
that

(€ Bg : M([Vw|*)(z) > N{ N B1) < np(B).
Since G € LP(Bg) we have from the strong p-p estimates in Theorem 6.3 that M(|G|?) € LP/?(Bg).
We now use a standard tool from measure theory (see Lemma 7.3 in [7]) to see there is a constant
C' depending on «, €, p, N1 such that

> NP ul{z € Bi: M(GP)(2) > ENPFY) < CIMAGP)IE, 5,
k=0

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

> NMEu({z € Bi: M(GP)(x) > €Ny < 1
k=0
We now utilize p > 2 in the following computation.

> NP (e € Byt M([Vw|?)(2) > NiF)

k=0
ZNpk<Z771,U (e € B, : M(IGP)(@) > EN2ED))
k=1 =1

Culfe € By M(Vuf2)(@) > 1}))
:Z% (ZNP p({z € By : <|G|2><x>>e2Nf<’f‘“}>)

+ > (NPm)*u({x € By - M(|[Vwl?)(z) > 1})
k=1

<C Z(Ni" )
k=1
< H-00.
Thus using Lemma 7.3 in [7] we have that M(|Vw|?) € LP/?(Bg). Therefore, Vw € LP(Bg). O

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This project was initiated while the authors stayed at Institute Mittag Leffler (Sweden), during
the program Geometric aspects of nonlinear PDE. The authors wish to thank Georg Weiss for
helpful conversations on this topic. H. Shahgholian was supported by Swedish research Council.
D. Kriventsov was supported by NSF DMS grant 2247096.

DECLARATIONS

Data availability statement: All data needed are contained in the manuscript.

Funding and/or Conflicts of interests/Competing interests: The authors declare that there
are no financial, competing or conflict of interests.



28

MARK ALLEN, DENNIS KRIVENTSOV, AND HENRIK SHAHGHOLIAN

REFERENCES

[1] Mark Allen, Dennis Kriventsov, and Henrik Shahgholian. The inhomogeneous boundary Harnack principle for

fully nonlinear and p-Laplace equations. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire, 40(1):133-156, 2023.

[2] Mark Allen and Henrik Shahgholian. A new boundary Harnack principle (equations with right hand side). Arch.

Ration. Mech. Anal., 234(3):1413-1444, 2019.

[3] Hans W. Alt and Daniel Phillips. A free boundary problem for semilinear elliptic equations. J. Reine Angew.

Math., 368:63-107, 1986.

[4] Toannis Athanasopoulos and Luis A. Caffarelli. A theorem of real analysis and its application to free boundary

problems. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 38(5):499-502, 1985.

[5] Sun-Sig Byun. Elliptic equations with BMO coefficients in Lipschitz domains. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.,

357(3):1025-1046, 2005.

[6] Luis A. Caffarelli. The regularity of free boundaries in higher dimensions. Acta Math., 139(3-4):155-184, 1977.
[7] Luis A. Caffarelli and Xavier Cabré. Fully nonlinear elliptic equations, volume 43 of American Mathematical

Society Colloguium Publications. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1995.

[8] Luis A. Caffarelli and I. Peral. On WP estimates for elliptic equations in divergence form. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math., 51(1):1-21, 1998.

[9] Olivaine S. de Queiroz and Henrik Shahgholian. A free boundary problem with log-term singularity. Interfaces

Free Bound., 19(3):351-369, 2017.

[10] D. De Silva and O. Savin. The Alt-Phillips functional for negative powers. Bull. Lond. Math. Soc., 55(6):2749—

2777, 2023.

[11] Daniela De Silva and Ovidiu Savin. C*° regularity of certain thin free boundaries. Indiana Univ. Math. J.,

64(5):1575-1608, 2015.

[12] Daniela De Silva and Ovidiu Savin. A note on higher regularity boundary Harnack inequality. Discrete Contin.

Dyn. Syst., 35(12):6155-6163, 2015.

| Alessio Figalli. Free boundary regularity in obstacle problems, 2018.
4] Mariano Giaquinta and Enrico Giusti. Differentiability of minima of nondifferentiable functionals. Invent. Math.,

72(2):285-298, 1983.

[15] Enrico Giusti. Direct methods in the calculus of variations. World Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., River Edge,

NJ, 2003.

[16] Juha Heinonen. Lectures on analysis on metric spaces. Universitext. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2001.
[17] Yash Jhaveri and Robin Neumayer. Higher regularity of the free boundary in the obstacle problem for the

fractional Laplacian. Adv. Math., 311:748-795, 2017.

[18] David Kinderlehrer and Louis Nirenberg. Regularity in free boundary problems. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa

CL Sci. (4), 4(2):373-391, 1977.

[19] Dennis Kriventsov and Henrik Shahgholian. Optimal regularity for a two-phase obstacle-like problem with log-

arithmic singularity. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 46(10):1831-1850, 2021.

[20] Arshak Petrosyan, Henrik Shahgholian, and Nina Uraltseva. Regularity of free boundaries in obstacle-type prob-

lems, volume 136 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2012.

[21] Xavier Ros-Oton and Clara Torres-Latorre. New boundary Harnack inequalities with right hand side. J. Differ-

ential Equations, 288:204-249, 2021.

[22] Henrik Shahgholian and Georg S. Weiss. Aleksandrov and Kelvin reflection and the regularity of free boundaries.

In Free boundary problems, volume 154 of Internat. Ser. Numer. Math., pages 391-401. Birkh&user, Basel, 2007.

[23] Yannick Sire, Susanna Terracini, and Stefano Vita. Liouville type theorems and regularity of solutions to degen-

erate or singular problems part I: even solutions. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 46(2):310-361, 2021.

[24] Clara Torres-Latorre. Parabolic boundary harnack inequalities with right-hand side, 2023.
[25] Chilin Zhang. On higher order boundary harnack and analyticity of free boundaries, 2023.

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY, PROVO, UT 84602, US
Email address: allen@mathematics.byu.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, RUTGERS UNIVERSITY, PISCATAWAY, NJ
Email address: dnk34@math.rutgers.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, KTH ROYAL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, STOCKHOLM, SWEDEN
Email address: henriksh@kth.se



	1. Introduction
	1.1. Assumptions on nonlinearity
	1.2. Main results

	2. Preliminaries
	3. Flat implies Lipschitz
	4. Lipschitz implies C1,
	5. Hodograph Transform
	6. W1,p estimates
	Acknowledgements
	Declarations
	References

