arXiv:1912.08997v2 [math.DG] 8 Mar 2022

MULTIPLICITY ONE AND STRICTLY STABLE ALLEN-CAHN MINIMAL HYPERSURFACES

MARCO A. M. GUARACO, FERNANDO C. MARQUES, ANDRE NEVES

Abstract. We show that strictly stable components of Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurfaces always occur with multiplicity one. We also establish the uniqueness of solutions converging to nondegenerate hypersurfaces with multiplicity one. Our results work in all dimensions and without variational assumptions on the Allen-Cahn solutions.

1. Introduction

Since Modica-Mortola ([33, 32]) and De Giorgi ([10]), the mathematical community has been aware of the strong connections between minimal hypersurfaces and functions u ∈ C^∞(M) satisfying the semilinear elliptic equation ε^2Δu − W^′(u) = 0. (1) Here ε > 0, (M^n, g) is a closed Riemannian manifold, Δ is the Laplace-Beltrami operator of M, u ∈ C^2(M) and W (t) = (1 − t^2)^2/4.

Eq. (1) is known as the (stationary) Allen-Cahn equation (see [7]) and its solutions are critical points of the energy

E_ε(u) = ∫ M ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε . (2) A special feature of solutions to Eq. (1) is that, under very general assumptions (see [22, 45, 19]), their nodal set {u = 0} converges in the Hausdorff distance to a minimal hypersurface Γ as ε → 0. When this happens we say that Γ is a limit interface. Moreover, the integrand of the energy converges, in the sense of measures, to a positive integer multiple of the area of Γ. We call this integer, which can be different on each component of Γ, the multiplicity of Γ as a limit interface. Interface foliation refers to the situation in which the multiplicity is strictly greater than one in some components.

In this work, we study the phenomenon of interface foliation for solutions of Eq. (1). Our interest in the subject comes from its connection with the multiplicity problem for min-max constructions of minimal hypersurfaces, which we briefly describe in the next subsection.

First, we prove the following local multiplicity one result for strictly stable minimal interfaces:

Theorem 1.1. Let U ⊂ M be an open set and Γ ⊂ U a closed embedded minimal hypersurface which is the limit interface of a sequence of solutions to Eq. (1) on U. If Γ is two-sided and strictly stable, then Γ has multiplicity one as a limit interface.

Since one-sided interfaces always occur with multiplicity at least two, lifting the sequence of solutions to their oriented double cover we obtain:

Corollary 1.2. There are no one-sided limit interfaces with strictly stable oriented double cover.

We emphasize that, contrary to what is usually assumed, Theorem 1.1 does not impose restrictions on the Morse index of the solutions or the dimension of the ambient manifold. 1

Theorem 1.1 is proven in Section 10. A key idea is the use of a sliding argument to show that the nodal set of {u_ε = 0} is contained in a tubular neighborhood of Γ of height O(ε). This implies that ε-blow-ups of u_ε converge to an entire solution in R^n whose nodal set is in between two parallel hyperplanes. By the work of Farina ([14], see also Section 9), this entire solution has to be the canonical one-dimensional model. This characterization then allows us to bound the energy of u_ε by the area of Γ. We note that the construction of the subsolution barriers for the sliding argument is possible only because we are assuming Γ is strictly stable. These subsolutions are analogue to constant mean curvature hypersurfaces foliating a tubular neighborhood of Γ and whose mean curvature vector point towards Γ. This argument is contained in Section 11.

We also obtain the following uniqueness result for multiplicity one solutions:

Theorem 1.3. Let u_k be a sequence of solutions to Eq. (1) with ε = ε_k → 0, whose nodal set {u_k = 0} converges in the Hausdorff distance to an embedded minimal hypersurface Γ. If Γ is nondegenerate and the convergence is with multiplicity one, then for k large enough, u_k is the one-sheet solution adapted to Γ constructed in [35].

These one-sheet solutions were constructed by Pacard ([35]) via a contraction argument on a space of functions having specific asymptotics. Our strategy to prove Theorem 1.3 is to show that every multiplicity one solution has the same asymptotics. This is done in Section 13. We work in Fermi coordinates over Γ, rather than with respect of {u = 0} as in [47, 9]. These coordinates have the advantage of being the ones used in [35]. We then use the estimates of Wang-Wei ([47]), together with the non-degeneracy assumption, to improve the estimates on the error terms and match the asymptotics of Pacard ([35]).

1.1. Multiplicity and min-max minimal hypersurfaces. The min-max approach for variational problems, also known as mountain-pass, was first devised by Birkhoff ([5]) in order to construct closed geodesics in Riemannian two-spheres. Almgren ([1]) developed the theory of varifolds in part to generalize Birkhoff’s ideas to higher dimensions. These efforts led to the work of J. Pitts ([38]), who exploited the regularity theory of Schoen-Simon-Yau ([41]) to show that, for 3 ≤ n ≤ 6, the varifold obtained through a one parameter min-max, has support on an embedded minimal hypersurface. Shortly after, Schoen-Simon ([40]) developed a regularity theory for stable varifolds in dimensions n ≥ 7. As a consequence, they extended Pitts’ result to all dimensions with the caveat that the minimal hypersurface is now embedded only outside of a set of dimension at most n − 8. Recently, the last two authors proposed a program to extend Almgren-Pitts’ ideas to higher parameter min-max families, with the goal of solving Yau’s conjecture ([49]) on existence of infinitely many immersed minimal hypersurfaces on arbitrary closed manifolds. In ([29]), they solved the conjecture for manifolds with positive Ricci curvature. By analogy with the min-max construction of the eigenvalues of the Laplacian, these methods led to the definition of a non-linear spectrum for the area functional. Together with Liokumovich ([24]), they showed this non-linear spectrum satisfies a Weyl law. Later, in joint work with Irie ([23]), they obtained the density of minimal hypersurfaces for generic metrics, and in joint work with Song ([31]), they showed the existence of an equidistributed family of minimal hypersurfaces for generic metrics. Both results based on the Weyl Law, solved Yau’s conjecture for generic metrics. Finally, the general case of Yau’s conjecture was later solved by Song ([42]). In this elegant work, Song localized the methods from [29] to prove the existence of infinitely many minimal hypersurfaces on a domain bounded by stable hypersurfaces.

All this progress, led the last two authors to propose a Morse-theoretic description of the set of minimal hypersurfaces for generic metrics (see [26, 27, 28, 34]). In this context, it was conjectured:

Morse Index Conjecture. For a generic metric g on M^n, 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, there exists a sequence {Σ_k} of smooth, embedded, two-sided, closed minimal hypersurfaces such that: index(Σ_k) = k and C^{−1}k^{1/n} ≤ area(Σ_k) ≤ Ck^{1/n} for some C > 0.

The proposed program to prove this conjecture was based on three main components: the use of min-max constructions over multiparameter sweepouts to obtain existence results, the characterization of the Morse index of min-max minimal hypersurfaces under the multiplicity one assumption, and a proof of the following multiplicity one conjecture:

Multiplicity One Conjecture. For generic metrics on M^n, 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, any component of a closed, minimal hypersurface obtained by min-max methods is two-sided and has multiplicity one.

In a novel work, X. Zhou ([50]) used a regularization of the area functional (developed by him and Zhu in [51]) to prove the Multiplicity One Conjecture. The characterization of the Morse index of min-max minimal hypersurfaces under the multiplicity one assumption was obtained by the last two authors in [30], completing the Morse-theoretic program they proposed for the area functional. Finally, Wang-Zhou ([48]) have recently showed the existence of non-generic metrics on S^n, 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, for which a two parameter min-max construction is necessarily attained with multiplicity.

1.2. Min-max Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurfaces. In his PhD thesis ([19]), the first author proposed a different technical framework for the min-max construction of minimal hypersurfaces. The basic idea is to first use min-max methods to construct solutions of the Allen-Cahn equation having good Morse theoretical properties. Once one constructs solutions, the problem of the convergence of the nodal set towards a minimal hypersurface can be studied separately. In [19], the regularity of the limit set is derived from the assumption of bounded Morse index of the solutions, building on the stable case previously handled by Tonegawa-Wickramasekera in [45]. In this way, the first author was able to obtain a new proof of Almgren-Pitts-Schoen-Simon’s Theorem. Later, these ideas were developed further by the first author together with Gaspar ([16]). In [16], an Allen-Cahn spectrum is defined which is analogous to the volume spectrum from [29] and [24]. It is also known that the index of the limit hypersurface is bounded by the index of the solutions. This was shown by Hiesmayr ([21]) for two-sided limits, and by Gaspar ([15]) in the general case. Later, together with Gaspar ([17]), the first author showed that after suitable modifications, the Allen-Cahn spectrum can replace the volume spectrum in the density ([23]) and equidistribution ([31]) arguments.

A stronger regularity theory for stable solutions was subsequently developed for dimension n = 3 by Chodosh-Mantoulidis ([9]). Their work is based on Ambrosio-Cabré’s characterization of entire stable solutions in R^3 ([3]), as well as on improvements of recent regularity estimates for the nodal set of solutions, obtained by Wang-Wei ([47]). Using these estimates they showed that, if multiplicity higher than one occurs, then the limit hypersurface admits a positive Jacobi vector field. In addition, in [9] they showed the Morse index is lower semicontinuous for multiplicity one solutions. This is the Allen-Cahn analogue of the Morse Index Conjecture for n = 3. When this regularity theory is applied to the min-max constructions of the first author and Gaspar ([16]), one obtains an Allen-Cahn analogue to the Multiplicity One Conjecture for n = 3.

Finally, we note that parallel ideas to [19] and [16], have been developed for dimension two by Mantoulidis ([25]), and in the codimension two setting by Stern ([43]) and Pigati-Stern ([37]). In [37] they prove the existence of codimension two integer rectifiable varifolds obtained as the limit interface of min-max critical points of a complex valued functional. As a result, they obtain a new proof of the existence of stationary integral (n − 2)-varifolds in an arbitrary closed Riemannian manifold. Although this result was already known to Almgren ([2]), the proof presented in [37] is considerably less technically involved, opening possibilities for new developments in the field.

1.3. Interface foliation on Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurfaces. Existence of solutions with nodal set near certain minimal hypersurfaces, has been proven for the multiplicity one case in [36, 35] and more recently in [8]. Interface foliation was studied in [13] for non-degenerate separating hypersurfaces Σ satisfying the second order condition |A|^2+ Ric(ν, ν) > 0, where A and ν are the second fundamental form and normal vector of the hypersurface. This inequality implies that the Jacobi operator of Σ is unstable. As mentioned in [12], this construction works also when Σ is non-separating, but in this case, the multiplicity of the interface must be even.

In [13], it is shown that for any hypersurface satisfying the condition above and any k ∈ N, there exists a sequence of ε → 0 and solutions of the Allen-Cahn, whose nodal set is k small graphs accumulating on Σ.

For convenience of the reader, we include a sketch of a different construction which works for some minimal hypersurfaces of S^n, RP^n and a torus. In these highly symmetric geometries, solutions exist for ε sufficiently small, rather than for only a subsequence going to zero.

Example 1. Let S^n = {‖x‖= 1 : x ∈ R^{n+1} }. Given τ ∈ (0, 1), we partition S^n into the sets D^+_τ = S^n ∩ {x_{n+1} ≥ τ}, A_τ = S^n ∩ {|x_{n+1}|≤ τ} and D^−_τ = S^n ∩ {x_{n+1} ≤ −τ}. Let Ω be any of these domains. We can minimize the energy E_ε on W^{1,2}_0 (Ω). This produces a solution with zero Dirichlet condition at ∂Ω. By comparing with a positive function, we can see that there exists ε_0 > 0, such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_0), there are non-zero minimizers in A_τ iff τ is far from zero, and in D^±_τ iff τ is far from one. These minimizers must have a sign, otherwise, due to the symmetry of W , |u| would also minimize, contradicting the maximum principle since |u|≥ 0 and 0 is also a solution. By [6] positive solutions are unique, so the positive minimizer must be rotationally symmetric. By continuity, for each ε ∈ (0, ε_0), there is a τ_0 such that the outer derivative of these solutions coincide on ∂(D^−_τ ∪ D^+_τ ) = ∂A_τ . If we choose the positive minimizer for A_{τ0} and the negative for D^±_{τ0} we obtain a solution with nodal set equal to two parallels equidistant from the equator. This implies a lower bound on the energy (see [16]). For some subsequence of ε → 0, the parallels either converge to the equator, or accumulate on two distant parallels. However, by the results of Hutchinson-Tonegawa ([22]) the energy must accumulate both near the zero level set and near a stationary varifold. Since two parallels are not stationary, convergence towards the equator is the only possibility.

Example 2. The solutions constructed above are also even with respect to the antipodal map x → −x. In particular, they project well to RP^n giving solutions accumulating with multiplicity one on a copy of RP^{n−1} . We notice that Example 1 can be reproduced on a bumpy, rotationally and antipodally symmetric ellipsoid. In this case, projecting into the quotient gives a non-orientable strictly stable Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurface with unstable double cover.

Example 3. Let T^n = T^{n−1} ×S^1 be a rotationally symmetric torus having only two minimal leaves: T_1 = T^{n−1} ×{a}, which is unstable, and T_0 = T^{n−1} ×{b}, which is strictly stable. Theorem 1.1 shows that T_0 is not an Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurface. Under enough symmetries, the construction from Example 1 can be adapted to this case in order to show that, for every ε small enough, there is a solution with nodal set two normal graphs over T_1. Therefore, T_1 can be obtained as an Allen- Cahn minimal hypersurface with multiplicity two. If T_1 is non-degenerate case this last statement also follows from [13]. If the union T_0 ∪ T_1 is non-degenerate then it can also be obtained as a multiplicity one Allen-Cahn minimal hypersurface by [36]. We do not know whether T_0 ∪ T_1 could be obtained with T_0 having multiplicity 1 and T_0 having odd multiplicity strictly greater than 1.

2. Organization

Section 3 summarizes most of the notation used along the paper. Section 4 presents the fundamental estimates for the canonical solutions as well as its cutoffs. Section 5, discusses Fermi coordinates. Section 6 collects the fundamental injectivity results for the linearized equation. Section 7 describes elementary properties of subsolutions to the Allen-Cahn equation. Section 8 collects standard elliptic estimates suited to our notation. Section 9 describes known characterizations of entire solutions. Section 10 contains the proof of the multiplicity one in Theorem 1.1. Section 12 summarizes curvatures estimates for the multiplicity one case following [46] and [47]. Finally, Section 13 finishes the proof of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3.

Acknowledgements. We would like to thank the reviewers for their thoughtful questions and inputs towards improving our exposition.

3. Notation

We use the big O and little o notation with respect to the variable ε. Let Ω be an open region of a Riemannian manifold M and ε_k → 0, k ∈ N. From now on, we omit the reference to the index of the sequence and write ε = ε_k. In addition, when working with a sequence of functions f_{εk} , we also omit the reference to ε, setting f = f_{εk} .

Definition 3.1. Given a sequence of functions f : Ω → R, we say that

• f = O(1), if lim sup_{ε→0}‖f‖_L∞_{(Ω)}< ∞, • f = o(1), if lim_{ε→0}‖f‖_L∞_{(Ω)}= 0, • f = O(g), if |f|= O(1) × |g|, and • f = o(g), if |f|= o(1) × |g|. Additionally, we make the following convention: a function f ∈ C^∞(Ω) is said to be of class o(ε^N ) in Ω, if all of its derivatives and integrals on the set Ω, decay faster than polynomials on ε, i.e.

• f = o(ε^N ), if ‖∇^kf‖_Lp_{(Ω)}= o(ε^m), for any fixed values of k, m ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } and p ∈ [1, ∞].

Definition 3.2. Given an open region on Riemannian manifold (Ω, g), k ∈ N, α ∈ [0, 1) and ε > 0, we denote by C^{k,α}_ε (Ω) the Hölder space C^{k,α}(Ω) endowed with the (rescaled) norm of C^{k,α}(Ω, ε^{−2}g). In other words, given f ∈ C^{k,α}(Ω), we define

‖f‖_Ck,α_{ε (Ω)}= |f|_C0_{(Ω)}+ε|∇f|_C0_{(Ω)}+ · · · + ε^k|∇^kf|_C0_{(Ω)}+ε^{k+α}[|∇^kf|]_α,

where [f]_α := sup_{x,y∈Ω}^{|f(x)−f(y)|}

dist_Ω(x,y)^α .

We also use the following symbols:

o(ε^N ) (see Definition 3.1). C^{k,α}_ε (see Definition 3.2).

W denotes the canonical potential W (x) =^{(1−x2)2}_4 . Q(u) is the Allen-Cahn operator ε^2Δu − W^′(u). ψ denotes the one dimensional solution (see Eq. (3)) σ_0 is the energy constant

∫_1 −1 √ 2W (s)ds. σ_1 is the constant ∫ R ψ^′. σ_2 is the constant ∫ R(ψ^′)^2.

B_R(p) denotes the ball of radius R centered at p ∈ M. sgn denotes the sign function sgn : R → {−1, 0, 1}.

Γ(f) represents the normal graph of f over a two-sided hypersurface Γ. {|t|< h} denotes the tubular neighborhood of height h where t is the height of the Fermi coordinates over a hypersurface.

ω denotes a cutoff of the canonical solution ℓ_0 denotes the 1-D linearized operator ε^2∂^2_t − W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)). ℓ denotes the 1-D approximate linearized operator ε^2∂^2_t − W^{′′}(ω). L_0 denotes ε^2Δ − W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)).

L denotes the approximated linearized operator ε^2Δ^2 − W^{′′}(ω).

4. Properties of the canonical solution

We denote by ψ : R → (−1, 1) the one dimensional canonical solution, i.e. the unique entire solution to ψ^{′′} − W^′(ψ) = 0 ψ(0) = 0 ψ^′ > 0, where W (u) = (1 − u^2)^2/4. It is well known that ψ(t) = tanh(t/ √ 2). By direct differentiation one verifies that ψ − sgn decays exponentially at infinity together with all of its derivatives. More precisely, there are constants σ > 0 and c_k, for k ∈ N, such that |(ψ − sgn)(t)|≤ c_0e^{−σ|t|} and |(∂^kψ)(t)|≤ c_ke^{−σ|t|}. Often, we will work with the rescaled functions ψ(t/ε) that satisfies ε^2(ψ(t/ε))^{′′} − W^′(ψ(t/ε)) = 0 (3) and the estimates |ψ(t/ε) − sgn(t)| ≤ c_0e^{−σ|t|/ε} |(∂^kψ)(t/ε)| ≤ c_ke^{−σ|t|/ε}. (4) 4.1. A cutoff of the canonical solution. In later sections, we will use ψ as a model to construct approximate solutions adapted to small tubular neighborhoods of smooth hypersurfaces. For this purpose, we cutoff ψ(t/ε) on small regions of order greater than O(ε).

For every ε > 0, we define the cutoff ω : R → R as ω(t) = ψ(t/ε)χ + (1 − χ(t)) sgn(t) = ψ(t/ε) + (ψ(t/ε) − sgn(t))(χ(t) − 1) (5) where χ(t) = ρ(2ε^{−δ} |t|−1), with ρ : R → R a smooth bump function satisfying ρ ≥ 0, ρ(t) = 1 for t ≤ 0 and ρ(t) = 0 for t ≥ 1, and δ ∈ (0, 1).

It follows that χ(t) = { 1 for |t|≤ ε^δ /2 0 for |t|≥ ε^δ and all the derivatives of χ are supported on ε^δ/2 ≤ |t|≤ ε^δ and bounded by rational functions of ε. Namely, for all k ∈ N, we can assume that |∂^kχ|≤ c_kε^{−kδ} on [ε^δ/2, ε^δ ], (6) for some c_k ∈ R, and ∂^kχ = 0, otherwise.

The following are simple consequences of direct differentiation of Eq. (5), together with the estimates from Eq. (4) and Eq. (6).

Lemma 4.1.

(1) (ψ(t/ε) − sgn(t))(χ(t) − 1) = o(ε^N ).

(2) ε^k∂^kω(t) = (∂^kψ)(t/ε) + o(ε^N ), for k ≥ 0. (3) |ω(t) − sgn(t)|+|ε^k∂^kω(t)|= O(e^{−|t|/ε}). (4) | | ∫_R f(ω − sgn) | | + ε^k | | ∫_R f∂^kω | | = O(ε)‖f‖_{L∞(R)}. (5) If ‖f‖_L∞_{([−Rε}δ_{,Rε}δ_{])}= o(1), for some R > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1), then (4) improves to | | ∫_R f(ω − sgn) | | | + ε^k | | | ∫ R f∂^kω | | | = o(ε). (6) If f = |t|^p, then (4) improves to ∫ R|t|^p|ω − sgn|+ε^k ∫ R|t|^p|∂^kω|= O(ε^{1+p}), for all p, k ∈ N. (7) ∫ R ∂^kω∂^mω = { c_{k,m} · ε^{1−k−m} + o(ε^N ) if k and m have the same parity 0 otherwise where c_{k,m} ∈ R are universal constants and for k = m = 1, σ_2 = c_{1,1} > 0.

4.2. The linearized equation. We denote by ℓ_0 the linearized Allen-Cahn operator, i.e. ℓ_0(φ) = ε^2(φ)^{′′} − W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε))φ. Direct differentiation of Eq. (3), shows that ψ^′(t/ε) is a positive function on the kernel of ℓ_0, i.e. ℓ_0(ψ^′(t/ε)) = 0. It is a well known fact, that ker ℓ_0 is simple and there is a spectral gap for functions in (ker ℓ_0)^⊥. The following result is proven in [35] (see equation (3.15) after Lemma 3.6 in [35]).

Lemma 4.2. The function ψ^′(t/ε) generates ker ℓ_0. Moreover, there exists γ > 0 such that γ ∫ R ϕ^2 ≤ − ∫ R ϕℓ_0(ϕ), ∀ϕ ∈ (ker ℓ_0)^⊥, i.e. ∫ R ϕ(t)ψ^′(t/ε) = 0. The linearized equation also approximates well by means of the cut-off.

Definition 4.3. We define the approximate one dimensional operator as ℓ(φ) = ε^2φ^{′′} − W^{′′}(ω)φ.

Notice that ω(t)^m = ψ(t/ε)^m + o(ε^N ). Since W^{′′}(t) = 3t^2 − 1 is a polynomial, we obtain |ℓ(φ) − ℓ_0(φ)|= |W^{′′}(ψ(·/ε)) − W^{′′}(ω)||φ|= o(ε^N )‖φ‖_L∞ . Lemma 4.4. Let φ ∈ C^2(R). Then, γ 2 ∫ R φ^2 ≤ − ∫ R φℓ(φ) + O(ε) [ ∫ R φω^′ ]_2 + o(ε^N )‖φ‖^2_L∞_{(R)}.

Proof. Define φ^⊥ by the formula φ(t) = (∫ R φ(s)ψ^′(s/ε)ds ∫ R ψ^′(s/ε)^2ds ) ψ^′(t/ε) + φ^⊥(t) and notice that φ^⊥ ∈ (ker ℓ_0)^⊥.

Since ℓ_0(ψ^′(t/ε)) = 0 and ℓ_0 is self-adjoint, γ ∫ R (φ^⊥)^2 ≤ − ∫ R φ^⊥ℓ_0(φ^⊥) = − ∫ R φℓ_0(φ) = − ∫ R φℓ(φ) + o(ε^N )‖φ‖^2_L∞_{(R)}. Finally, since ∫ R ψ^′(t/ε)^2 = O(ε) we have, ∫ R |φ − φ^⊥|^2 = O(ε^{−1}) ( ∫ R φ(t)ψ^′(t/ε)dt )_2

= O(ε) ( ∫ R φ[ω^′ + o(ε^N )]dt )_2 . The result follows from combining both estimates and the properties of o(ε^N ) functions. □ 5. Fermi Coordinates Let Γ ⊂ M be a two-sided embedded hypersurface. We will often work using Fermi coordinates over Γ, i.e. given a choice of normal frame ∂ on Γ, the coordinates are given by the diffeomorphism F : Γ × (−τ, τ) → M, F(x, t) = Exp(x, t∂(x)), for some small τ > 0 fixed.

For the convenience of the reader, we summarize our notation and several well known facts about Fermi coordinates, in the list below.

• {|t|< s} = F(Γ × (−s, s)) denotes the tubular neighborhood of height s ∈ (0, τ). • From now on, given a function G : {|t|< s} → R we will abuse notation and also denote G ∘ F as G. • G^′(x, t) = (∂_tG)(x, t) denotes the normal derivate of G ∈ C^∞({|t|< τ}) at the point F(x, t). • Γ(f) = {F(x, f(x)) : x ∈ Γ} denotes the normal graph of f : Γ → (−τ, τ). • ∇_t is the gradient operator of Γ(t) with respect to the metric inherited from M. • Δ_t is the Laplace-Beltrami operator of Γ(t) with respect to the metric inherited from M. • H_t(x) = H(x, t) is the mean curvature of Γ(t) at the point F(x, t) (in the direction of ∂_t).

We abbreviate H = H(·, 0), H^′_0 = H^′(·, 0) and H^{′′}_0 = H^{′′}(·, 0).

• J = Δ_0 + H^′_0 is the Jacobi operator of the hypersurface Γ, i.e. the second derivative of the area element in the direction of ∂_t.

• The ambient Laplace-Beltrami operator decomposes through the well-known formula Δ_g = Δ_t + ∂^2_t − H_t∂_t.

• Given a coordinate system ∂_i on Γ we have (Δ_tv)(x) = a_{ij} (x, t)(∂_{ij} v)(x, t)+b_i(x, t)(∂_iv)(x, t) and (∇_tv)(x) = c_i(x, t)(∂_iv)(x, t), for a_{ij} , b_i and c_i, smooth functions on Γ(−τ, τ).

We record now the following estimates Lemma 5.1. Let G ∈ C^{0,α}({|t|< τ}), then we have the following: (1) ‖G(·, t)‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}= O(‖G‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|<τ })}), for all |t|≤ τ. (2) ‖G(x, t + ξ(x))‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|<τ /2})}= O(‖G‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|<τ })}), for any ‖ξ‖_C1_{ε (Γ)}= O(ε). (3) ‖ ∫ R G(·, t)g(t)dt‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)} = O( ∫ R‖G(·, t)‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}|g(t)|dt), for any g with supp g ⊂ [−τ, τ]. (4) ‖^1_t (ε^2Δ_tv − ε^2Δ_0v)‖_C0,α_{ε (Ω)} = O(‖v‖_C2,α_{ε (Ω)}), for any v ∈ C^{2,α}({|t|< τ}) and Ω ⊂ {|t|< τ}. (5) ‖^1_t (ε^2|∇_tv|^2−ε^2|∇_0v|^2)‖_C0,α_{ε (Ω)} = O(‖v‖^2_{C1,αε (Ω)}), for any v ∈ C^{2,α}({|t|< τ}) and Ω ⊂ {|t|< τ}. Proof. (1), (3) and the formula [G(x, t + ξ(x))]_{0,α} = O([G]_{0,α}(1 + |∇ξ|^α)) (from which (2) follows) can be derived directly from the definitions of the Hölder norms. For (4), notice that in coordinates we have expressions of the form ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)v(x, t) = ε^2[A_{ij} (x, t)(∂_{ij} v)(x, t) + B_i(x, t)(∂_iv)(x, t)] × t and ε^2(|∇_tv(·, t)|^2−|∇_0v(·, t)|^2) = ε^2C_{ij}(x, t) × ∂_iv(x, t) × ∂_j v(x, t) × t, where A_{ij} (x, t) =

∫_1 0 a^′_{ij} (x, ts)ds, B_{ij}(x, t) = ∫_1 0 b^′_i(x, ts)ds and C_{ij}(x, t) = ∫_1 0 c^′_i(x, ts)ds are depending only on the metric and Γ. □ 5.1. CMC near non-degenerate minimal hypersurfaces. When the Jacobi operator of Γ is invertible, a standard application of the Inverse Function Theorem gives the existence of positive constants τ = τ(M, Γ) and C = C(M, Γ, τ), such that for all H ∈ (−τ, τ):

• There is a unique hypersurface Γ_H , which is a normal graph over Γ and has constant mean curvature equal to H.

• The graph Γ_H varies smoothly with respect to H. • The distance function dist(·, Γ_H ) is smooth on {|t|< τ}.

• The map F_0 given in Fermi coordinates with respect to Γ_H is a diffeomorphism to N_H (τ) = F_0(Γ_H × (−τ, τ)). • C^{−1}‖G ∘ F_0‖_Ck_{(ΓH ×(−τ,τ ))}≤ ‖G‖_Ck_{(N0(τ ))}≤ C‖G ∘ F_0‖_Ck_{(ΓH ×(−τ,τ ))}, for k = 1, 2, 3.

6. Injectivity results 6.1. The case of a cylinder. Let (Γ, h) be a closed (n − 1)-dimensional Riemannian manifold. The Laplace-Beltrami operator of the cylinder Γ × R = {(x, t) : x ∈ Γ, t ∈ R}, endowed with the product metric, decomposes as Δ_{Γ×R} = Δ_0 + ∂^2_t .

In this context, the function ψ(t/ε), satisfies ε^2Δ_{Γ×R}(ψ(t/ε)) − W^′(ψ(t/ε)) = 0 and its linearized operator at ψ(t/ε) is given by L_0 = ε^2Δ_{Γ×R} − W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)).

By differentiating the equation for ψ(t/ε) with respect to the normal direction, we see that L_0(ψ^′(t/ε)) = 0, i.e. ψ^′(t/ε) ∈ Ker(L_0). In fact, Lemma 3.7 from [35], implies Ker(L_0) = span⟨ψ^′(t/ε)⟩.

We say that a function f ∈ C^{2,α}(Γ × R) on the cylinder is orthogonal to the kernel of L_0 (or orthogonal to ψ^′(t/ε)), if ∫ R f(x, t)ψ^′(t/ε)dt = 0, ∀x ∈ Γ. (7) Direct computation shows that functions orthogonal to the kernel form an invariant subspace of L_0. The invertibility properties of L_0 on this subspace are summarized in the following statement, which combines Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 from [35].

Proposition 6.1. Let (Γ, h) be a closed (n − 1)-dimensional Riemannian manifold. There are positive constants C and ε_0, such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0)

(1) If v ∈ C^{2,α}_ε (Γ × R) satisfies Eq. (7) then, ‖v‖_C2,α_{ε (Γ×R)}≤ C‖L_0v‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ×R)}. (2) If f ∈ C^{0,α}_ε (Γ × R) satisfies Eq. (7), then there exists a unique v ∈ C^{2,α}_ε (Γ × R) satisfying Eq. (7) such that L_0v = f.

The following result, which is proved in Proposition 3.3 of [35], regards the coercive operator that approximates L_0 = ε^2Δ − W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)) at infinity. In fact, notice that W^{′′}(ψ(t)) → 2 as t → ∞. Proposition 6.2. For any ε > 0, the operator L_∞ = ε^2Δ_g −2 is an isomorphism L_∞ : C^{2,α}(M) → C^{0,α}(M) with inverse bounded with respect to the rescaled norms, i.e. ‖f‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(‖L_∞f‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}). 7. Elementary properties of solutions and subsolutions The existence of positive solutions for the problem with Dirichlet boundary data (8) { −Δu + W^′(u) = 0 on Ω u = 0 on ∂Ω,

depends on the region being large enough, in the sense that the first eigenvalue for the Laplacian has to be small. The following of proposition follows from the results in [4] (see also Proposition 2.4 from [16]).

Proposition 7.1. Let Ω ⊂ M be a bounded open region with Lipschitz boundary and first eigenvalue λ_1 = λ_1(Ω). There exists a unique positive solution of Eq. (8) if and only if λ_1 < −W^{′′}(0). Moreover, u and −u are the unique global minima of the energy E_1 in H^1_0 (Ω).

Proof. We summarize the ideas of the proof. For one direction, note that if the constant function 0 is a strictly unstable critical point for E_1, then there must be a non-zero minimizer. The instability is precisely, E^{′′}(0)(ϕ, ϕ) < 0 which implies λ_1 ≤ ∫ |∇ϕ|^2/ ∫ ϕ^2 < −W^{′′}(0). For the other direction, assume that u > 0 is a solution. Then λ_1 ∫ u^2 ≤ ∫ |∇u|^2= ∫ u^2(−W^′(u)/u). Since −W^′(u)/u is monotone decreasing in [0, 1] and W^′(0) = 0, it follows that λ_1 ≤ −W^{′′}(0). The uniqueness of the positive solution follows from [4]. □

The following is just Serrin’s maximum principle (see [20]).

Proposition 7.2. Let u be a supersolution of Eq. (1) in Ω and v be a subsolution of Eq. (1) in Ω, i.e. Δu − W^′(u) ≤ 0, and Δv − W^′(v) ≥ 0. If u ≥ v in Ω, then either u = v or u > v in Ω.

In our context, this proposition can be applied together with the following standard lemma.

Lemma 7.3. Let u be a positive subsolution of Eq. (1) on Ω. Then, for all θ ∈ (0, 1], the function θu is also subsolution. Similarly, if u is a positive supersolution, then for all θ ∈ [1, +∞), the function θu is also a supersolution.

Proof. Assume that u is a positive subsolution. Let θ ∈ (0, 1) and x such that u(x) > 0. Then Δ(θu(x)) ≥ θW^′(u(x)) = θu(x) W^′(u(x)) u(x) ≥ W^′(θu(x)), where the inequality comes from the monotonicity of W^′(t)/t = t^2 − 1. The proofs for the supersolution case is analogous. □

Using this fact we obtain the following useful result.

Corollary 7.4. Let Ω ⊂ M be a bounded open region with smooth boundary. Let u and v be solutions to Eq. (1) in Ω. If u is continuous and positive on Ω and v has Dirichlet boundary data equal to 0, then u > v.

Proof. Since Ω is compact there is α > 0 such that u ≥ α everywhere. In particular, for small values of θ > 0 one must have θv < u on Ω. This inequality also holds for θ = 1. If not, by continuously making θ → 1 from below, one would find a first point of contact of the graphs of θv and u. Since, by Lemma 7.3, θv is a subsolution for θ ∈ [0, 1], this would contradict the maximum principle, i.e. Proposition 7.2. □ 8. Standard elliptic estimates

In this section, we summarize the elliptic estimates we will use in the proofs contained in the next sections. In what follows, Ω ⊂ M denotes a Lipschitz open region of a fixed closed Riemannian manifold and L_εv, a linear elliptic operator of the form L_εv = ε^2Δ_gv − c(x)v. (9) Theorem 8.1 (Estimates for weak solutions). There exists ε_0 = ε_0(M) > 0, such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0) the following holds.

Assume f ∈ L^∞(Ω) and ‖c‖_L∞_{(Ω)}≤ K, for some K > 0. If v ∈ W^{1,2}(Ω) is a weak solution of L_εv = f, we have for any Ω^′ ⊂⊂ Ω the estimate ‖v‖_C0,α_{ε (Ω′)} ≤ C(ε^{−n/2}‖v‖_L2_{(Ω)}+‖f‖_L∞_{(Ω)}) ≤ C(ε^{−n/2}‖v‖_L∞_{(Ω)}+‖f‖_L∞_{(Ω)}), where C = C(M, K, ε^{−1}d^′, Vol(Ω)) > 0, α = α(M, ε^{−1}d^′) and d^′ = dist(Ω^′, ∂Ω).

Theorem 8.2 (Schauder estimates). Given v ∈ C^{2,α}(Ω) and Ω^′ ⊂⊂ Ω we have the estimate ‖v‖_C2,α_{ε (Ω′)}≤ C(|v|_C0_{(Ω)}+‖L_εv‖_C0,α_{ε (Ω)}), where C = C(M, ‖c‖_C0,α_{ε (Ω)}, α, ε^{−1}d^′) > 0 and d^′ = dist(Ω^′, ∂Ω).

Lemma 8.3 (Exponential decay lemma). Let Σ ⊂ M be a two-sided embedded hypersurface. Assume that Fermi coordinates around Σ are defined up to height ρ > 0. Let −ρ < t_0 ≤ T_0 < ρ and L_ε = ε^2Δ − c(x), with min_{{t0≤t≤T0}} c ≥ c_0 > 0.

There are positive constants σ and ε_0 (depending only on M, Σ and c_0), such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0) and d ∈ [0,^{T0−t0}_2 ], if v ∈ C^{2,α}({t_0 ≤ |t|≤ T_0}) satisfies L_εv ≥ −a, with a ≥ 0, then (10) max_{{t0 +d≤|t|≤T0−d}} v ≤ 2‖v‖_L∞_{(M)}e^{−σd/ε} + a c_0 . Proof. First, we deal with the case a = 0. Let h(t) = ‖v‖_L∞_{(M)}(e^{−σ(t−t0 )/ε} + e^{σ(t−T0 )/ε}), where σ > 0 will be chosen later. Then ε^2Δh ≤ [σ^2 + ε(‖H_t‖_L∞_{({|t|≤ρ}}+1)]h. Assume that v − h attains a positive maximum at (x^′, t^′). Since v−h < 0 in {t = t_0}∪{t = T_0}, this must be an interior point, i.e. (x^′, t^′) ∈ {0 < t < ρ}. Therefore, at (x^′, t^′), 0 ≥ ε^2Δ(v − h) ≥ [c_0 − σ^2 − ε(‖H_t‖_L∞_{({|t|≤ρ}}+1)](v − h). Since we are assuming (v − h)(x^′, t^′) > 0, we obtain a contradiction as long as 0 < ε < ε_0 = (c_0/2)(‖H_t‖_L∞_{({|t|≤ρ}}+1)^{−1} and σ = √ c_0

2 . In conclusion, with these choices of ε and σ we have v(x, t) ≤ ‖v‖_L∞_{(M)}(e^{−σ(t−t0 )/ε} + e^{σ(t−T0 )/ε}) on {t_0 ≤ |t|≤ T_0} which implies Eq. (10) when a = 0. To obtain the case a > 0, we set ṽ = v −^a_{c0} . Then, L_εṽ ≥ 0 and Eq. (10) follows from applying the case a = 0 to ṽ. □ We can use Lemma 8.3 together with the following lemma, to obtain estimates on solutions to Eq. (1) far from their nodal set. This is the content of Corollary 8.5.

Lemma 8.4. There exists ε_0 ∈ (0, inj(M)) and ν > 0, such that if u is a solution of Eq. (1) for ε ∈ (0, ε_0) that does not vanish on B(p, ε) ⊂ M, then |u(p)|≥ ν.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume u > 0 on B(p, ε). Let u_ε be the only positive solution to Eq. (1) with zero Dirichlet boundary condition on B(p, ε), which exists by Proposition 7.1 (after rescaling if necessary). Note that, by Corollary 7.4, we have u(p) ≥ u_ε(p). In addition, εrescalings of u_ε(p) around the point p converge to ũ, the unique positive solution to Eq. (8) on B(0, 1) ⊂ R^n . Therefore, lim inf_{ε→0} u(p) ≥ ũ(0) > 0. This proves the statement. □

Corollary 8.5. Fix k ≥ 0 and let Σ and ρ be as in Lemma 8.3. There is an integer m_k, such that for every 0 < r + ε < R < ρ and u satisfying Eq. (1) with nodal set {u = 0} ⊂ {|t|< r} we have ‖sgn(u) − u‖_Ck,α_{ε (M\{|t|<R})}= O(ε^{−mk} e^{−(R−r)/ε}). Proof. On M \ {u = 0} we can rewrite Eq. (1) as ε^2Δv − cv = 0, where v = 1 − u and c = |u|^2+|u|. From Lemma 8.4, it follows that |u|≥ ν on M \ {|t|< r + ε}. Therefore, c is uniformly bounded from below in this region. By Lemma 8.3, and since 0 ≤ 1 − u = v ≤ 1, there exists C > 0 such that sup ∂{|t|<R} |v| ≤ Ce^{−(R−r)/ε}, for all R ∈ (r +ε, ρ). By the maximum principle, ‖v‖_L∞_{(M\{|t|<R})}≤ sup_{∂{|t|<R}}|v|. It follows from The-

orem 8.1 that ‖v‖_C2,α_{ε (M\{|t|<R})}= O(ε^{−n/2}e^{−(R−r)/ε}). The estimate for C^{k,α}_ε follows from iteratively applying Schauder estimates to derivatives of v. □

9. Characterizations of entire one dimensional solutions

Definition 9.1. An entire solution u of Eq. (1) in R^n is said to be one dimensional if there are p, v ∈ R^n , with |v|≤ 1, such that u(x) = ψ(ε^{−1}(x − p) · v).

A one dimensional solution has parallel planar level sets, with its profile in the orthogonal direction to these planes being a translation of ψ(t/ε). Characterizing such solutions is the first step in order to obtain curvature estimates for the level set of general solutions. In the late 70s, De Giorgi conjectured that entire monotone bounded solutions in R^n of Eq. (1) should be one dimensional, at least for n ≤ 8. This is now known to be true for n = 2, 3 (see [18] and [3], respectively) and false for n ≥ 9 (see [11]). In dimensions 4 ≤ n ≤ 8, it is known under the additional hypothesis of Savin’s Theorem (see [39, 46]) which is an analogue of Bernstein’s Theorem. At the present time, entire stable solutions of the Allen-Cahn are known to be one-dimensional only when n = 3 and they have finite multiplicity at infinity ([3]).

In this section, we summarize two characterizations of one dimensional solutions. First, they are the only entire solutions with multiplicity one at infinity (see [46], and Theorem 9.2). Second, they are the only entire solutions having its nodal set enclosed in between two parallel planes (see [14] and Theorem 9.3).

For solutions with multiplicity one at infinity, we have the following theorem (see Theorem 12.2, for a local version).

Theorem 9.2 (K. Wang, [46]). There is τ_0 ∈ R, such that if u is an entire solution to Eq. (1), with ε = 1, in R^{n+1} , then lim_{R→∞} R^{−n} ∫ B_R |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ≤ (1 + τ_0)ω_nσ_0,

implies that u is one dimensional.

For solutions with nodal set contained between two parallel planes we use the following version of Gibbons conjecture due to Farina ([14]).

Theorem 9.3. Let u : R^n → R be a solution to Δu − W^′(u) = 0. Assume the nodal set {u = 0} is contained in a slab {x ∈ R^n : |⟨x, v⟩|≤ K}, for some K ≥ 0 and some direction v ∈ S^{n−1}. Then, u is one dimensional, i.e u(x) = ±ψ((x − dv) · v), for some |d|≤ K.

Actually, Farina proved Theorem 9.3 under the additional assumption that the sets Ω_+ = {u > 0} and Ω_− = {u < 0} are both unbounded in the direction orthogonal to the hyperplanes (see Theorem 2.1 of [14]). In Lemma 9.4 below, we show that this hypothesis is not necessary. Note that this represents a breaking point in the analogy between solutions of Eq. (1) and minimal hypersurfaces, as there are examples of rotationally symmetric three dimensional catenoids contained in a slab of R^4 with finite height (see Section 2 of [44]).

Lemma 9.4. Let u : R^N → R be a solution to Δu − W^′(u) = 0. Assume the nodal set {u = 0} is contained in a slab {x ∈ R^n : |⟨x, v⟩|≤ K}, for some K ≥ 0 and some direction v ∈ S^{N−1}. Then, Ω_± are both unbounded on the direction of v.

Sketch of the proof. Without loss of generality assume v = e_n. Denote the coordinate functions of R^n = R^{n−1} × R by (x, y). Let (x_n, y_n) ∈ {u = 0} be a sequence such that y_n → y_0 = sup_{{u=0}} y. Define u_n(x, y) = u(x − x_n, y) then u_n → ũ smoothly on compacts sets. Moreover, the limit ũ is an entire solution with nodal set enclosed by two horizontal planes and such that the nodal set attains its maximum height at (0, y_0) ∈ {ũ = 0}. At this step, we use a sliding argument together with the maximum principle to show that ũ is itself a one dimensional solution, concluding that the sets

{ũ > 0} and {ũ < 0} are both unbounded. Finally, note that outside of the region enclosed by the horizontal planes the signs of ũ, u_n and u are the same. □

10. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Theorem 1.1 is derived in several steps. First, once appropriate barriers have been constructed, a sliding argument shows that the distance from the nodal set {u = 0} to the limit interface Γ is of order O(ε). This implies that the nodal set of ε-blow-ups of u near Γ, is bounded between two horizontal planes in R^n . From the characterization of Theorem 9.3, they converge to an entire one-dimensional solution. Finally, we obtain the desired energy estimates combining the analysis near Γ with Lemma 8.3.

The following result, whose proof we delay to the next section, summarizes the existence of the barriers necessary for the sliding argument. We emphasize that it is crucial that Γ is strictly stable. In this case there is a tubular neighborhood of Γ which is foliated by strictly mean-convex constant mean curvature leaves (except the central leaf which is Γ itself). It is because of the strict mean-convexity, that each leaf gives rise to a barrier with the right sign.

Lemma 10.1. There exist C > 0, ε_0 > 0 and r_0 > 0, depending only on Γ and U, such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε_0], there is a continuous family of functions v_H ∈ C^{2,α}(M), depending on the parameter H ∈ (Cε, H_{max}] such that:

(1) ε^2Δv_H − W^′(v_H ) > 0, (2) {v_H = 0} ⊂ {H − Cε < |t|< H + Cε}, and (3) v_H < sgn −^1_C ε^2 in {t = r_0}.

Assuming Lemma 10.1 we are now ready to prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let u = u_ε be the sequence of solutions to Eq. (1) whose nodal set {u = 0} converges towards Γ in the Hausdorff distance as ε → 0. Therefore, for ε > 0 sufficiently small, we have {u = 0} ⊂ {|t|≤ r_0/3}. Working with −u instead of u and making ε smaller if necessary, we can also assume that u > 1/2 in {r_0/3 ≤ t ≤ 3r_0} and |u|> 1/2 in {−3r_0 < t < −r_0/3}. Note that we are making no assumptions on the sign of u for negative values of t. By Lemma 8.3, these bounds are improved to u − 1 = O(ε^N ) in {r_0/2 < t < 2r_0} and u − sgn(u) = O(ε^N ) in {−2r_0 < t < −r_0/2}. Let v_H be the family constructed in Lemma 10.1. The estimates on u from the last paragraph, together with the hypothesis on v_H (i.e. (3) Lemma 10.1), imply that u > v_H in {|t|= r_0}, for all H ∈ (Cε, H_{max}]. Moreover, for ε sufficiently small, {u = 0} is contained in the negative region of v_{Hmax} . In fact, note that H_{max} is fixed, so by (2) Lemma 10.1, the nodal set of v_H is far from Γ, while {u = 0} is converging to Γ in the Hausdorff distance. For all H ∈ (Cε, H_{max}] the function v_H is a subsolution to Eq. (1), so, from Corollary 7.4, we conclude u > v_{Hmax} . By the maximum principle, this inequality must hold for all H ∈ (Cε, H_{max}]. Therefore, {u = 0} ⊂ {t < 2Cε}. Repeating the argument for negative values of t and working with −u if necessary, we conclude that {u = 0} ⊂ {|t|< 2Cε}. Blowing up u in Fermi coordinates over Γ, produces entire solutions of Δu − W^′(u) = 0 in R^n , with nodal set between two parallel planes. Theorem 9.3 implies that these have to be one dimensional solutions with horizontal level sets. It follows that for any R > 0,

lim_{ε→0} ∫ {|t|<εR} ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε ≤ σ_0|Γ|. Moreover, from the local converge in {|t|< r} together with the exponential decay Lemma 8.3, it follows that for R > 0 large enough we have |sgn(t) − u(x, t)|≤ Ce^{−σt/ε} on {εR < |t|< ε^{δ⋆} } and u = o(ε^N ) in M \ {|t|< ε^{δ⋆} }. This implies ∫ {εR<|t|<ε^{δ⋆} } ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε = O(|Γ|×e^{−2R}) and ∫ M\{|t|>ε^{δ⋆} } ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε = o(ε^N ).

Combining all the estimates, and since R > 0 can be choosen arbitrarily large, we conclude that

lim_{ε→0} ∫ M ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε ≤ σ_0|Γ|. □

11. Proof of Lemma 10.1 In this section we use a cut-off of ψ(t/ε) which is 0 for large values of |t|. To be precise, fix values 0 < r < R to be chosen later, and denote by χ : R → R a smooth function with χ ≡ 1 for |t|≤ r, χ ≡ 0 for |t|≥ R and such that χ is strictly monotone on r ≤ |t|≤ R.

Definition 11.1. Let ω : R → R be given by ω(t) = ψ(t/ε)χ(t). Since Γ is strictly stable it has a local neihgborhood which is foliated by mean-convex constant mean curvature graphs. We now construct barriers adapted to these hypersurfaces. Let Σ_{H0} ⊂ M denote a two-sided, connected, closed, embedded hypersurface with constant mean curvature H_0 > 0. Keeping this in mind, we work in Fermi coordinates (x, t) with respect to the normal vector field ν over Σ_{H0} , which is opposite to ⃗H(Σ_{H0} ). Therefore, we have H_0 = −⟨ ⃗H(Σ_{H0} ), ν⟩ > 0. We also assume R in Definition 11.1 has been chosen smaller than the maximum height of the Fermi coordinates. This allows us to think of ω as a function on M, by means of ω(x, t) = ω(t).

Notation. Given |c|< R, we denote by {t = c} the points of M which have height exactly c in Fermi coordinates around Σ_{H0} . Similarly, {a < t < b} denotes the union of all the {t = c} with c ∈ (a, b). Let Q(v) = ε^2Δv − W^′(v). A short computation shows its linearization around ω is given by

Q(ω + ϕ) = Q(ω) + L_ω(ϕ) + ϕ^2(ϕ − 3ω) (11)

where L_ω = ε^2Δ − W^{′′}(ω). Our goal is to find σ > 0 and ϕ : M → R satisfying

Q(ω + ϕ) = εH_0σ + O(ε^2)

in a region of the form {|t|≤ r} and such that ω + ϕ is smaller than sgn on the boundary {|t|= r}.

First, we rewrite Eq. (11) as

Q(ω + ϕ) − εH_0σ = εH_0(ψ^′(t/ε)χ − σ) + L_ω(ϕ) + E_1 + E_2 + E_3 + E_4 (12) where E_1 =ϕ^2(ϕ − 3ω) E_2 = − ε^2tω^′

∫_1 0 ⟨∂_s ⃗H(x, ts), ∂(x, ts)⟩ds E_3 =2εψ^′(t/ε)χ^′ + [ε^2H_0ψ(t/ε)χ^′ + ε^2ψ(t/ε)χ^{′′}] E_4 =W^′(ψ(t/ε))χ − W^′(ω). Estimating these error terms will simplify the notation later.

Remark 1. Clearly, |E_1|= O(|ϕ|^2). Next, we have |E_2|= O(ε^2). This bound follows since the function (t/ε)ψ^′(t/ε) has bounded C^{k,α}_ε (M)-norm. For E_3, the first term is o(ε^N ) since ψ^′(t/ε) decays exponentially fast on supp χ^′ = {r ≤ |t|≤ R}. The remaining terms are O(ε^2). Therefore, |E_3|= O(ε^2). Lastly, E_4 = 0 in {|t|≤ r}, since in this region we have χ ≡ 1 and ω ≡ ψ(t/ε).

Using the estimates from the remark and defining f = εH_0(ψ^′(t/ε)χ − σ), on the region on {|t|< r} we can rewrite Eq. (12) as Q(ω + ϕ) = εH_0σ + f + L_ω(ϕ) + O(|ϕ|^2+ε^2).

(13) Choosing σ and ϕ. First, we pick σ so that f ⊥ ψ^′(t/ε)χ, i.e. σ = ∫ (ψ^′(t/ε)χ)^2 ∫ ψ^′(t/ε)χ . (14)

Next, let v_1 ∈ C^{2,α}_ε (M) be the unique solution to L_∞v_1 = −f. We define ϕ_1 = v^⊥_1 , i.e.

ϕ_1 = v_1 − ( ∫ v_1ψ^′(s/ε)χds ∫ (ψ^′(s/ε)χ)^2ds ) ψ^′(t/ε)χ. (15)

Denote g = f + L_ωϕ_1 and let 0 < r̃ < r. We define ϕ_2 = v_2χ (16)

where v_2 ∈ C^{2,α}_ε (Σ_{H0} × R) is the unique solution to L_0v_2 = −(gχ̃)^⊥_0 = −gχ̃ + (_{∫ gχ̃ψ′(s/ε)ds} ∫ ψ^′(s/ε)^2ds ) ψ^′(t/ε) with χ̃ ≡ 1 for |t|< r̃ and χ̃ ≡ 0 for |t|> r. Using Fermi coordinates, we ought to interpret ϕ_2 as belonging to C^{2,α}_ε (M).

Finally, from these explicit formulas, it follows that ϕ = ϕ_1 + ϕ_2 depends continuously on H_0.

Estimates. From Proposition 6.1, Proposition 6.2, Eq. (14), Eq. (15), Eq. (16) and since ‖f‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε), we immediately have ‖ϕ_1‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖ϕ_2‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖v_1‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖v_2‖_C2,α_{ε (ΣH0 ×R)}= O(ε).

(17)

Our next goal is to estimate the term f + L_ωϕ in Eq. (13). First, we rewrite it as f + L_ωϕ = (L_ω − L_0)ϕ_2 + (gχ̃ + L_0ϕ_2) + g(1 − χ̃).

Estimates for g follow from the expression:

g =L_ωϕ_1 + f =L_ωϕ_1 − L_∞v_1 =ε^2Δ(ϕ_1 − v_1) − W^{′′}(ω)ϕ_1 + 2v_1 =v_1(2 − W^{′′}(ω)) − [ε^2Δ − W^{′′}(ω)]v^T_1 =3v_1(1 − ω^2) + [ε^2Δ_t + ε^2∂^2_t + ε^2H_t∂_t − W^{′′}(ω)]v^T_1

=3v_1(1 − ω^2) + ∫ (ε^2Δ_tv_1)ψ^′χ ∫ (ψ^′χ)^2 ψ^′χ + ∫ v_1ψ^′χ ∫ (ψ^′χ)^2

(ε^2∂^2_t + ε^2H_t∂_t − W^{′′}(ω))ψ^′χ.

=3v_1(1 − ω^2) + ∫ (ε^2Δ_tv_1)ψ^′χ ∫ (ψ^′χ)^2 ψ^′χ+ + ∫ v_1ψ^′χ ∫ (ψ^′χ)^2

[εH_tψ^{′′}χ + ε^2H_tψ^′χ^′ + χ(W^{′′}(ψ) − W^{′′}(ω))ψ^′ + 2εψ^{′′}χ^′ + ε^2ψ^′χ^{′′}].

(18)

Claim 1. There exists C > 0, independent of ε, such that ‖gχ̃‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|>s})}≤ Cεe^{−|s|/ε} for all |s|≤ R. Proof. The bounds follow from ‖v_1‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε) and the fact that 1 − |ψ(t)| and all of its derivatives decay exponentially, i.e. there exists C > 0, such that ‖1 − |ψ(t/ε)|‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|>s})}+‖(∂^k_t ψ)(t/ε)|‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|>s})}≤ Ce^{−|s|/ε} (19) for all k = 1, 2, 3. These are applied to the expansion of gχ̃ given by Eq. (18). Note that in supp χ̃, we have ρ ≡ χ ≡ 1. So ω = ψ(t/ε) in this region. The first term is 3v_1(1 − ψ(t/ε)^2)χ̃. The C^{0,α}_ε -norm of the integrals is bounded by ‖v_1‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε), using item (3) from Lemma 5.1. □ Claim 2. There exist C > 0, independent of ε, such that ‖ϕ_2‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|≥s})}≤ Cεe^{−|s|/ε} for all |s|≤ R. Proof. There exists a constant s_0 > 0 such that W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)) ≥ 1 for all t ≥ s_0ε. In addition, from Claim 1 we have ‖L_0v_2‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|>s})}= ‖gχ̃^⊥‖_C0,α_{ε ({|t|>s})}≤ Cεe^{−|s|/ε}. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 8.3 to both v_2 and −v_2, with L_ε = L_0, c_0 = 1, a = Cεe^{−|s|/ε} and Ω = {|t|> εs_0}, to get ‖v_2‖_L∞_{({|t|>s})}≤ Cεe^{−|s|/ε} for all s > εs_0, where we redefine C if necessary. By Schauder estimates, the same bound holds for the C^{2,α}_ε -norm of v_2. This implies the claim since ϕ_2 = v_2χ. □ Claim 3. ‖(L_ω − L_0)ϕ_2‖_L∞_{(M)}= O(ε^2).

Proof. Rewrite the expression as (L_ω −L_0)ϕ_2 = ε^2(Δ_t −Δ_0)ϕ_2 +ε^2H_tϕ^′_2 +(W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε))−W^{′′}(ω))ϕ_2. We estimate each term separately. From the proof of item (4) in Lemma 5.1 and Claim 2 |ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ϕ_2|=O(|t∂_{ij} ϕ_2|+|t∂_iϕ_2|) = O(ε × |t/ε|×(εe^{−|t|/ε})) = O(ε^2). Next |ε^2H_tϕ^′_2|= O(ε‖ϕ_2‖_C1_{ε (M)}) = O(ε^2). Finally, supp[W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)) − W^{′′}(ω)] ⊂ {|t|> r}. From Claim 2 in this region |ϕ_2|= O(εe^{−r/ε}) = o(ε^N ). Therefore |(W^{′′}(ψ(t/ε)) − W^{′′}(ω))ϕ_2|= o(ε^N ). □

Claim 4. ‖gχ̃ + L_0ϕ_2‖_L∞_{(M)}= O(ε^2) Proof. Consider the expansion gχ̃ + L_0ϕ_2 = gχ̃ + L_0(v_2χ) = gχ̃ + (L_0v_2)χ + ε^2(2v^′_2χ^′ + v_2χ^{′′}) = gχ̃ − (gχ̃)^⊥_0 χ + ε^2(2v^′_2χ^′ + v_2χ^{′′}) = gχ̃(1 − χ) + (gχ̃)^T_0 χ + ε^2(2v^′_2χ^′ + v_2χ^{′′}).

The first term vanishes since χ̃(1 − χ) ≡ 0. For the last term, we have |ε^2(2v^′_2χ^′ + v_2χ^{′′})|= O(ε‖ϕ_2‖_C1_{ε (M)}+ε^2‖ϕ_2‖_L∞_{(M)}) = O(ε^2). For the second term, we first need to estimate ∫ χ̃ψ^′(t/ε)L_ω ϕ_1 = ∫ χ̃ψ^′(t/ε)(ε^2Δ_t + ε^2∂_t + ε^2H_t∂_t − W^{′′}(ω))ϕ_1 = ∫ χ̃ψ^′(t/ε)ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ϕ_1 + ε^2Δ_0 ∫ ϕ_1χψ^′(t/ε) + ∫ (ε^2Δ_0ϕ_1)(χ̃ − χ)ψ^′(t/ε) + ∫ ε^2H_t(∂_tϕ_1)χ̃ψ^′(t/ε) + ∫ ψ^′(t/ε)χ̃(ε^2∂^2_t − W^{′′}(ω))ϕ_1.

By the proof of item (4) from Lemma 5.1, the first term is bounded by ε‖ϕ_1‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} ∫ |t/εψ^′(t/ε)|= O(ε^3). The second term is zero by the definition of ϕ_1. The third term is o(ε^N ) since ε^2Δ_0ϕ_1 is bounded, ψ^′(t/ε) decays exponentially and supp(χ̃ − χ) is far from the origin. The fourth term is bounded by O(ε‖ϕ_1‖_C1,α_{ε (M)} ∫ ψ^′(t/ε)) = O(ε^3). Since ω = ψ(t/ε) in supp χ̃, the last term is ∫ ψ^′(t/ε)χ̃ℓ_0ϕ_1. Integrating by parts, using ℓ_0ψ(t/ε) = 0 and arguing as we did for the third term, we see this term is also o(ε^N ). In other words ∫ χ̃ψ^′(t/ε)L_ω ϕ_1 = O(ε^3).

Finally, we have ∫ gχ̃ψ^′(t/ε) = ∫ (L_ωϕ_1 + f)χ̃ψ^′(t/ε) = ∫ (L_ωϕ_1)χ̃ψ^′(t/ε) + ∫ fχψ^′(t/ε) + ∫ f(χ̃ − χ)ψ^′(t/ε) = ∫ (L_ωϕ_1)χ̃ψ^′(t/ε) + o(ε^N )

= O(ε^3)

where the second term on the second line is zero by the definition of σ and the third term is o(ε^N ) arguing similarly as the previous estimate. This implies ‖(gχ̃)^T_0 ‖_L∞_{(Σ×R)}= O(ε^2) from which the claim follows. □ Claim 5. g(1 − χ̃) = O(ε^N ) in {|t|< r}.

Proof. Remember supp(1 − χ̃) = {t ≤ −r̃} ∪ {r̃ ≤ t}. So from Eq. (18), and as in Claim 1, we can write g(1 − χ̃) = 3v_1(1 − ω^2)(1 − χ̃) + o(ε^N ). By construction, 1 − |ω|= 1 − |ψ(t/ε)|= o(ε^N ) on {r̃ ≤ |t|≤ r}. Since v_1 is bounded, this implies g(1 − χ̃) = o(ε^N ) in {|t|≤ r}. □ Summarizing, we have shown that f + L_ωϕ = O(ε^2) on {|t|< r}. Substituting into Eq. (13), and since the convergence of lim_{ε→0} σ = σ_0 = ∫ ψ^′(t) ∫ ψ^′(t)^2 > 0 is exponentially fast, we see that, for our

choices of σ and ϕ, Q(ω + ϕ) = εH_0σ_0 + O(ε^2) on {|t|< r}.

This already gives us ranges for H_0 and ε, where Q(ω + ϕ) > 0. However, in order to control the boundary conditions for our barrier argument, we need slightly more room in our inequality. Claim 6. There exist C > 0, λ > 0 and ε_0 > 0, such that (20) Q(ω + ϕ) − ε^2λ > 0 on {|t|< r} for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0] and H_0 ∈ [Cε, H_{max}].

Proof. There exists C > 0, such that the right hand side of Q(ω + ϕ) − ε^{H0σ}_2 = ε^{H0σ}_2 + O(ε^2), is strictly positive as long as Cε ≤ H_0 ≤ H_{max} and ε is small enough. If we denote λ =^{σC}_2 , then ε^2λ ≤ ε^{H0σ}_2 and the inequality follows. □ Finally, we are ready to estimate the boundary conditions. To simplify the notation, let v = ω+ϕ and c = ε^2λ. Note that Q(v)−c = ε^2Δv−(W^′(v)+c) > 0. The idea is similar to that of Corollary 8.5. On one hand, because of Eq. (20), v = ω + ϕ accumulates near v_− and v_+, where v_− < v_0 < v_+ are the roots of the polynomial W^′(v) + c = (v − v_−)(v − v_0)(v − v_+). On the other hand, these roots are distanced from −1 and 1 by a fixed amount. In fact, a simple computation shows that if c > 0 is small enough there exists k > 0, independent of c, such that:

(21) v_− < −1 − kc 0 < v_0 < kc 0 < v_+ < 1 − kc. Claim 7. v < sgn −kε^2λ + o(ε^N ) on {r/3 < |t|< r/2}, for all H_0 ∈ [Cε, H_{max}]. Proof. By construction, v = ω + ϕ = ψ(t/ε) + O(ε) in {|t|< r}. In particular, v = 1 + O(ε) in {r/4 < t < r}. Together with Eq. (21) this implies v − v_0 > 1 − kc + O(ε) = 1 + O(ε) and v − v_− > [1 + O(ε)] + [1 + kc] = 2 + O(ε), since kc = O(ε^2). Therefore, εΔ(v − v_+) − c_+(v − v_+) ≥ 0 on {r/4 < t < r} where c_+ =^{W ′(v)+c}_{v−v+} = (v − v_−)(v − v_0) = 2 + O(ε) > 1, if ε is small enough. Lemma 8.3 then implies v − v_+ < o(ε^N ) in {r/3 < t < r/2}.

Similarly, v = −1 + O(ε) in {−r < t < −r/4}. Together with Eq. (21) this implies v − v_0 < −1 + O(ε) and v − v_+ < −1 + O(ε). Therefore, εΔ(v − v_−) − c_−(v − v_−) ≥ 0 on {r/4 < t < r} where c_− =^{W ′(v)+c}_{v−v−} = (v − v_+)(v − v_0) = 1 + O(ε) > 1/2, if ε is small enough. Lemma 8.3 then implies v − v_− < o(ε^N ) in {−r/2 < t < r/3}. □ Combining both inequalities with Eq. (21) finishes the proof of Lemma 10.1.

12. Curvature Estimates for multiplicity one solutions In this section, we present the following curvature estimates Lemma 12.1. Let Γ ⊂ M be a non-degenerate minimal hypersurface, which is also the limit interface for a sequence of solutions to Eq. (1) with multiplicity one. Then, for ε = ε(Γ, M) small enough, the nodal set of the solutions is a normal graph Γ(f), with ‖f‖_C2_{(Γ)}+ε^α‖f‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}= O(ε) for some α ∈ (0, 1).

As in [25, 9] these estimates are derived from the work of Wang and Wang-Wei, combined with a standard point-picking and blow-up argument.

In the computations below, we rely on the following two theorems which were proven for the case of R^n in [46] and [47], respectively. The proof for general ambient manifolds with bounded curvature tensor, follows the same strategy with minor modifications.

Theorem 12.2 (K. Wang, see [46]). Let M be a closed Riemannian manifold and R_0 ∈ (0, inj(M)). There are positive numbers ε_0, τ_0, α_0 ∈ (0, 1), r_0 ∈ (0, R_0) and K_0, such that the following holds. If u is a solution of Eq. (1) on B_{R0} (p) ⊂ M, with ε < ε_0, p ∈ M, u(p) = 0, and R^{−n}_0 ∫ B_{R0} ε |∇u|^2 2 + W (u) ε ≤ (1 + τ_0)ω_nσ_0,

then there exists a hyperplane π ⊂ T_pM, such that {u = 0} ∩ exp_p(B_{r0,π}(0) × [−r_0, r_0]) is a normal graph (with respect to Fermi coordinates on π) over the ball B_{r0,π}(0) ⊂ π. Moreover, the C^{1,α0} (B_{r0,π}(0)) norm of this graph is bounded by K_0.

Theorem 12.3 (Wang-Wei, see Section 15 of [47]). Let M be a closed Riemannian manifold. Let u_i : B_R(p_i) → R be a sequence of solutions to Eq. (1) with ε = ε_i → 0. Assume that i) {u_i = 0} is, in exponential coordinates, a normal graph over a hyperplane π_i ⊂ T_{pi} B_R, with Lipschitz constant uniformly bounded on i and converging to a smooth hypersurface as i → 0. ii) For any q_i ∈ {u_i = 0} the blow-ups ũ_i(x) = u_i ∘ exp_{qi} (εx) converge to a one dimensional solution in R^{n+1} , and iii) The second fundamental form of {u_i = 0} is bounded uniformly on i.

Then, on a smaller ball B_r ⊂ B_R, the mean curvature of {u_i = 0} satisfies |H|_C0_{(πi)}+ε^α|H|_C0,α_{(πi)}= O(ε). Moreover, the C^{2,α} norm of {u_i = 0} a graph over π is bounded.

Proof of Lemma 12.1.

Claim 1. For ε small enough, the nodal set {u = 0} is an embedded hypersurface and the second fundamental form of u near {u = 0} is of order o(ε^{−1}).

By the monotonicity formula, ε-rescalings of multiplicity one solutions centered at the nodal set, have multiplicity one at infinity and therefore are one dimensional by Theorem 9.2. This implies |∇u|≠ 0 on the nodal set, if ε is small enough. The estimate on the second fundamental form follows from the smoothness of the convergence of the rescalings to the 1-D solution, which has planar level sets.

Claim 2. For ε small enough, the nodal set is a normal graph Γ(f) = {u = 0} for some f ∈ C^∞(Γ). Moreover, the Lipschitz norm of f is uniform on ε.

For each p ∈ {u = 0}, Theorem 12.2 implies that {u = 0} is a graph over some hyperplane π ∈ T_pM, with uniform C^{1,α} bounds on a ball of fixed radius. If there is a sequence of p and π, converging to a hyperplane orthogonal to Γ, then the C^{1,α} bound would imply there is concentration of energy far from Γ, which we are assuming does not happen. It follows that, for ε small, each component of {u = 0} is a normal graph over Γ with Lipschitz norm uniform with respect to ε. By the mu

Claim 3. The second fundamental form of Γ(f) is O(1).

Let p ∈ {u = 0} be the point where the norm of the second fundamental form of the nodal set attains its maximum, which we denote by λ. From Claim 1, we have ελ → 0. To argue by contradiction, assume lim sup λ = ∞. Then, for any R > 0 and ε small enough, the rescalings v(x) := u ∘ exp_p(x/λ) are solutions to (ελ)^2Δv − W^′(v) = 0 in B_{R/ε}(0) ⊂ T_pM with respect to the metric g_λ = λ^{−2} exp^∗_p(g). Since (T_pM, g_λ) converges to R^n in compact sets around the origin, it follows from the monotonicity formula and the multiplicity one assumption, that the limit varifold is a hyperplane. Restricting to B_1(0), we obtain a list of solutions, with nodal set converging to a hyperplane in the Hausdorff distance. Moreover, by Claim 2, the nodal set is also a uniformly bounded Lipschitz graph with second fundamental form bounded from above by 1. We can now apply Theorem 12.3, which implies that the C^{2,α} norm of this graph is universally bounded and therefore it must converge in C^{2,α′} to the hyperplane, for 0 < α^′ < α and after passing to a subsequence if necessary. This contradicts that the norm of the second fundamental form at the origin is exactly 1. Therefore, it must be that λ = O(1).

Claim 4. ‖f‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}+ε^α‖f‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}= O(ε).

Finally, we can apply Theorem 12.3 to our original sequence of solutions and conclude that its mean curvature satisfies |H|_C0_{(Γ)}+ε^α|H|_C0,α_{(Γ)}= O(ε) and |f|_C2,α_{(Γ)} is bounded, where π is a plane in T_pΓ. Note that since {u = 0} → Γ in Hausdorff, by compactness we must have |f|_C2,α′_{(Γ)}→ 0, for 0 < α^′ < α. Finally, we use that Γ is non-degenerate. Since the Jacobi operator of Γ is invertible, by the Inverse Function Theorem, the map H : U ⊂ C^{2,α′} (Γ) → C^{0,α′} (Γ) has a continuous inverse on some small open set U around the constant zero function. Therefore, when |f|_{C2,α}′_{(Γ)} is small enough, we have

|f|_C2_{(Γ)}+ε^α|f|_{C2,α}′_{(Γ)}= O(|H|_C0_{(Γ)}+ε^α|H|_C0,α_{(Γ)}) = O(ε). □ 13. Proof of Theorem 1.3

Let u be a solution of Eq. (1) converging to a non-degenerate minimal hypersurface Γ with multiplicity one. From Section 12 we know that for ε sufficiently small, Γ(f) = {u = 0} with ‖f‖_C2_{(Γ)}+ε^α‖f‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}= O(ε).

Definition 13.1. Given ξ ∈ C(Γ) with |ξ|= o(1), we denote ω_ξ(x, t) = ω(x, t − ξ(x)). Similarly, ω^′_ξ(x, t) = ω^′(t − ξ(x)), ω^{′′}_ξ (x, t) = ω^{′′}(t − ξ(x)) and so on.

Remark 2. Together with Theorem 9.2, the estimates above imply that the rescaling of both functions converges to the same one dimensional solution. More precisely, for any fixed R > 0 ‖u − ω_f ‖_C2_{ε ({|t|<εR})}= o(1). We begin this section by looking for a perturbation of f of the form ξ = f + h, and such that the error ϕ = u − ω_ξ is orthogonal to the approximate kernel ω^′_ξ in the following sense:

Definition 13.2. A smooth function ϕ : M → R is said to be orthogonal to the approximate kernel ω^′_ξ if for all x ∈ Γ, ∫ R ϕ(x, t)ω^′_ξ(t)dt = 0. (22)

Remark 3. As in [47] and [9], Eq. (22) allows for the following procedure. First, L^2 estimates for ϕ are obtained from Lemma 4.4 and Eq. (22). Then, these are improved to estimates of the C^{2,α}_ε -norm, using Theorem 8.1, Theorem 8.2 and the C^{0,α}_ε norm of ε^2Δϕ − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ.

In this section, we carry out an argument following the lines described in Remark 3.

Proposition 13.3. There exists ξ ∈ C^∞(Γ) such that the error ϕ = u − ω_ξ is orthogonal to the approximate kernel ω^′_ξ. In addition, ‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= o(1) and ‖∇^k_0 ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}= O(ε + ε^{1−k}‖ϕ‖_Ck,α_{ε (M)}), for k = 0, 1, 2 and α as in Lemma 12.1.

Proof of Proposition 13.3. Let U = {h ∈ C(Γ) : |h|< τ/2} and F be the map F : U → C(Γ), given by F (h)(x) : = ε ∫ R [u(x, t) − ω_{f+h}(x, t)]ω^′_{f+h}(x, t)dt. From Remark 2 and Lemma 4.1-(6) we obtain Claim 1. F (0) = o(ε).

Similarly, we can estimate |DF (h)| from below when ‖h‖_{C(Γ)} is small. Denote by B(f, r) ⊂ C(Γ), the ball of radius r > 0 centered at f ∈ C(Γ), with respect to the supremum norm. Let r = o(ε) and h ∈ B(0, r).

Claim 2. For ε small enough, DF (h)(v) = cv, ∀v ∈ C(Γ), where c = c(h) ≥ σ_2/2. In particular, B(F (0),^c_2 r) ⊂ F (B(0, r)).

Indeed, from Lemma 4.1 (6) and (7) we get DF (h)(v) = d ds F (h + sv)|_{s=0} = v · ε [ ∫ R (ω^′_{f+h})^2 − ∫ R [u − ω_{f+h}]ω^{′′}_{f+h} ]

= v · [σ_1 + o(ε^N ) + o(1)], which implies the claim for ε small enough.

Claim 3. There exists h ∈ C^∞(Γ), satisfying ‖h‖_{C(Γ)}= o(ε) and F (h) ≡ 0.

To see this, choose r = o(ε) such that F (0) = o(r), e.g. r = √ εF (0). Since F (0) = o(ε), the last claim implies 0 ∈ B(F (0),^c_2 r), for ε sufficiently small. Therefore, 0 ∈ F (B(0, r)).

Claim 4. Let ξ = f + h, where h is as in the previous claim. Then, |∇^k_0ξ|= o(ε^{1−k}), for k = 1, 2, 3. In particular, ‖ϕ‖_Ck_{ε (M)}= o(1), for k = 1, 2, 3.

Now that we have guaranteed the existence of h with ‖h‖_{C(Γ)}= o(ε), its smoothness follows from applying the Implicit Function Theorem and the nondegeneracy of DF (h) to the function F̃ : Γ×(−ε, ε) → R given by F̃ (x, h) := F (h)(x). Then, the estimate |∇k_0ξ|= o(ε1−k), for k = 1, 2, 3, follows by recursively differentiating F (h)(x) = 0 with respect to ∇^k_0 and estimating the norm of the result, each time using Lemma 4.1.

Finally, we have to argue for ‖ϕ‖_Ck_{ε (M)}= o(1). From Corollary 8.5, for every ρ > 0 we can choose R = O(ε) such that ‖ϕ‖_Ck_{ε (M\{|t|<R})}< ρ, for ε small enough. In exponential coordinates on points of {|t|< R}, the function ω_ξ rescales as ψ(t − ξ̃(x)), where ξ̃(x) = ξ(εx)/ε. From the previous estimate it follows that ∇^k_0ξ̃ = o(1), for k = 1, 2, 3. This implies ψ(t − ξ̃(x)) converges to the canonical solution in all C^k norms. The same is true for u from Remark 2 and putting both estimates together we conclude that for any ρ > 0, there is an ε_0 > 0 such that ‖ϕ‖_Ck_{ε (M)}≤ ρ for k = 1, 2, 3 and ε ∈ (0, ε_0).

Claim 5. ‖∇^k_0 h‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}= O(ε^{1−k})‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}, for k = 1, 2 and α ∈ [0, 1).

The estimates ‖∇^k_0h‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}= O(ε^{1−k})‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} are obtained recursively by differentiating 0 = u(x, f(x)) = ω_{f+h}(−h(x)) + ϕ(x, f(x)). □ Directly from the definition of ϕ and Eq. (1), using the notation for Fermi coordinates from Section 5 we can write the following equation for ϕ and ξ

ε^2Δ_0ϕ + ℓ_0(ϕ) + E_1 = ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ

= ϕ^2(2ω_ξ + u) + ε^2J[ξ]ω^′_ξ + E_2

(23)

where

• ℓ_0(ϕ) = ε^2ϕ^{′′} − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ,

• J[ξ] = Δ_0ξ − H^′_0ξ is the Jacobi operator of Γ,

• E_1 = −ε^2H_tϕ^′ + ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ϕ,

• E_2 = ε^2ω^{′′′}_ξ |∇_tξ|^2+ε^2[(Δ_0 − Δ_t)ξ]ω^′_ξ + ε^2H^′_0(t − ξ)ω^′_ξ + ε^2Rt^2ω^′_ξ and • R = R(x, t) = ∫_1 0 H^{′′}(x, t · s)(s − 1)ds. Remark 4. Although this equation involves both ϕ and ξ, it follows from Proposition 13.3 that the right hand side of all the estimates can be presented in terms of norms of ϕ. This is what we do in the rest of this section.

First, we compute the estimates for J[ξ].

Proposition 13.4. ‖εJ[ξ]‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^3 + ε‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)})

Proof. We project onto Γ by integrating against ω^′_ξ along every vertical direction.

For the first term, notice that from Eq. (7) we have the expression, ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2(Δ_0ϕ)ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ C^{0,α}_ε (Γ) = ‖ ‖ − 2ε^2∇_0ξ ∫ R (∇_0ϕ)ω^{′′}_ξ − ε^2|∇_0ξ|^2 ∫ R ϕω^{′′′}_ξ + ε^2Δ_0ξ ∫ R ϕω^{′′}_ξ ‖ ‖ C^{0,α}_ε (Γ) = O(‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+ε‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)})‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}. For the second term, by the formula in the introduction, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ℓ(ϕ)ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R [ℓ_0(ϕ) + o(ε^N )]ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = o(ε^N ).

Next, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2H_tϕ^′ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = O(ε^2)‖H^t‖^{C1}ε^{(M)}‖ϕ^′‖^{C1}ε^{(M)}= O(ε‖ϕ‖^{C2}ε^{(M)})

Now, from the Fermi Coordinates section, we know that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R [ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ϕ(·, t)]ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = O(1) ∫ R ‖ε^2(Δ_{t+ξ} − Δ_0)ϕ(·, t + ξ)‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}|ω^′| = O(1)‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} ∫ R (|t|+ε)|ω^′| = O(ε)‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}.

Since ‖u‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖ω_ξ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(1), we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ϕ^2(2ω_ξ + u)ω^′_ξ ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = O(‖ϕ‖^2C^1_ε )

Similarly, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2J[ξ](ω^′_ξ )^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = (εσ^2 + o(ε^N ))‖J[ξ]‖C^{0,α}_ε (Γ)

It remains to estimate the error E_2, First, since ω^{′′′} is an odd function ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2|∇_tξ|^2ω^{′′′}_ξ ‖ ‖ C^{0,α}_ε (Γ) = ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2(|∇_tξ|^2−|∇_0ξ|^2)ω^{′′′}_ξ ‖ ‖ C^{0,α}_ε (Γ) = ∫ R ε^2‖|∇_{t+ξ} ξ|^2−|∇_0ξ|^2‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}|ω^{′′′}| = ε^2‖∇_0ξ‖^2_C0,α_{ε (Γ)} ∫ R (|t|+ε)|ω^{′′′}| = O(ε)‖∇_0ξ‖^2_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}

Next, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R (ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ξ)(ω^′_ξ )^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = O(1) ∫ R ‖ε^2(Δ_{t+ξ} − Δ_0)ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}(ω^′_ξ)^2

= O(‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}+‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}) ∫ R (|t|+ε) × (εω^′_ξ )^2 = O(ε^2)(‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}+‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}).

Since t(ω^′)^2 is an odd function, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2H^′_0(t − ξ)(ω^′_ξ)^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = ‖ ‖ ‖ε^2H^′0 ∫ R t(ω^′)^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = 0.

Finally, since ‖t + ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(|t|+‖ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}) = O(|t|+ε), we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R ε^2Rt^2(ω^′_ξ)^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,αε (Γ)} = O(ε^2)‖R‖C^{0,α}_ε (M) ∫ R (|t|^2+ε^2)(ω^′)^2

= O(ε^2) ∫ R (|t/ε|^2+1)(εω^′)^2

= O(ε^3).

Combining all the estimates, we obtain ‖εJ[ξ]‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)} = O(‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)})(ε^2 + ε‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)})

+ O(‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)})(ε^2 + ε‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)})

+ O(ε^3 + ε‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)})

(24)

Finally, substituting ‖∇^k_0 ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)}= O(ε + ε^{1−k}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}) into Eq. (24) we get ‖εJ[ξ]‖_C0,α_{ε (Γ)} = O(ε^3 + ε‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}). □ Now we compute estimates for the value of the approximated linearized operator at ϕ.

Proposition 13.5. ‖ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)}). Proof. Remember ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω)ϕ = ϕ^2(2ω_ξ + u) + εJ[ξ]ω̇_ξ + E_2 (25) where

• J[ξ] = Δ_0ξ − H^′_0ξ is the Jacobi operator of Γ • E_2 = W^′(ω_ξ)|∇_tξ|^2+ε^2[(Δ_t − Δ_0)ξ + H^′_0(t − ξ) + t^2R]ω^′_ξ and • R = R(x, t) = ∫_1 0 H^{′′}(x, ts)(s − 1)ds. We estimate each term of ‖E_2‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} separately ‖W^′(ω_ξ)|∇_tξ|^2‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(‖∇_0ξ‖^2_C0,α_{ε (M)}) = O(ε + ‖ϕ‖_C1_{ε (M)})^2 = O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}).

‖ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ξω^′_ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+ε^2‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)})‖tω^′_ξ(x, t)‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+ε^2‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)})‖(t/ε)εω^′_ξ (x, t)‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2‖∇^2_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+ε^2‖∇_0ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}) = O(ε^2)(ε + ε^{−1}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}) = O(ε^3 + ε‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}).

‖ε^2H^′_0(t − ξ)ω^′_ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2)‖H^′_0‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}‖(t − ξ)ω^′_ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^2).

‖ε^2t^2Rω^′_ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2)‖R‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}‖t^2ω^′_ξ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^3).

Collecting all these estimates with the ones for J[ξ] from the last section, we conclude ‖ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω)ϕ‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = ‖ϕ^2‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+‖εJ[ξ]‖_C0,α_{ε (M)}+‖E_1‖_C0,α_{ε (M)} = O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}) □ The following three lemmas estimate the L^∞ norm of ϕ.

Lemma 13.6 (L^∞-norm estimate far from Γ). There exist positive constants σ, R_0 such that, for all R ≥ R_0, ‖ϕ‖_L∞_{(M\{|t|<εR})}= O(e^{−σR}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}). Proof. Since |ξ|= O(ε), there are positive constants R_0 and ε_0, such that W^{′′}(ω_ξ) > 1 on M \ {|t|< εR/2} for ε ∈ (0, ε_0). In particular, we can apply Lemma 8.3 with ‖ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)}), ρ = τ − εR, Ω = M \ {|t|< εR/2}, c = W^{′′}(ω_ξ), c_0 = 1 and a = O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)}). In this way |ϕ(p)|= O(‖ϕ‖_L∞_{(∂{|t|<εR}}× max{e^{−σ dist(p,∂{|t|<εR/2})/ε}, e^{−σ(τ /ε−R/2)} } + ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}).

Finally, when p = (x, t) ∈ M \ {|t|< εR} we obtain the desired estimate. □ Lemma 13.7 (L^2-norm estimate near Γ). For any fixed R > 0, we have ε^{−n/2} sup_{p∈MεR}‖ϕ‖_L2_{(B(p,εL))}= O ( ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+e^{−σR}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} ) . Proof. We start by computing the equation satisfied by the L^2-norm along vertical directions of Γ, i.e. V (x) = ∫ J |ϕ(x, t)|^2dt = ‖ϕ(x, ·)‖^2_{L2 (J)}, where J = [−2Rε, 2Rε]. From the equation satisfied by ϕ, derived above, we get ε^2 2 Δ_0V = ∫ J ϕ(ε^2Δ_0ϕ) + ∫ J ε^2|∇_0ϕ|^2 ≥ − ∫ J ϕℓ(ϕ) + ∫ J ϕ(E_2 − E_1) + O(ϕ^3) + ε^2J[ξ]ω^′_ξϕ ≥ − ∫ J ϕℓ(ϕ) − γ 4 ∫ J ϕ^2 + 4 γ ∫ J E^2_1 + E^2 + ε^4(J[ξ]ω^′_ξ )^2.

Define ϕ̃ = ϕρ, where supp ρ ⊂ [−τ, τ] and ρ ≡ 1 on [−τ/2, τ/2]. Notice we have ∫ R ϕ̃ω′ = ∫ R ϕω^′ = 0. Therefore, by the Lemma in the cutoff section we have − ∫ J ϕℓ(ϕ) = − ∫ J ϕ̃ℓ(ϕ̃) = − ∫ R ϕ̃ℓ(ϕ̃) + ∫ |t|≥εR ϕ̃ℓ(ϕ̃) ≥ γ 2 ∫ R ϕ̃^2 + o(ε^N ) − ‖ϕ‖_{C2ε (M)} ∫ |t|≥ε2R |ϕ|ρ ≥ γ 2 V_0 + o(ε^N ) − ‖ϕ‖^2_C2_{ε (M)} ∫ |t|≥ε2R ce^{−σt/ε}dt ≥ γ 2 V_0 + O(εe^{−σ2R}‖ϕ‖^2_C2_{ε (M)}) + o(ε^N ).

From the estimates we computed before we have |E_2|+|ε^2J[ξ]ω^′_ξ|= |E_2|+|εJ[ξ]|= O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}), while, for |E_1|, since H = 0, we have |E_1|= O(|ε^2H_tϕ^′|+|ε^2(Δ_t − Δ_0)ϕ|) = O(‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}) × |t|, Since |J|= 2εR, for any fixed R it follows ∫_{ε2R} −ε2R |E_1|^2+|E_2|^2+|ε^2J[ξ]ω^′|^2= O(ε^5 + ε‖ϕ‖^4_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^3‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}).

Combining all the estimates the inequality for V_0 reads,

ε^2 2 Δ_0V − γ 4 V_0 ≥ O(ε^5 + ε‖ϕ‖^4_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^3‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+εe^{−σ2R}‖ϕ‖^2_C2_{ε (M)}).

From the maximum principle we have ‖ϕ(x, ·)‖^2_L2_{(−ε2R,ε2R)}= O(ε^5 + ε‖ϕ‖^4_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^3‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+εe^{−σ2R}‖ϕ‖^2_C2_{ε (M)}). Finally, notice that since R > 0 is fixed, for p = (x, t) with t = O(ε) we have ‖ϕ‖^2_L2_{(B(p,εR))} = O(ε^{n−1}) × ‖ϕ(x, ·)‖^2_L2_{(−ε2R,ε2R)} = O(ε^{4+n} + ε^n‖ϕ‖^4_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^{2+n}‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+ε^ne^{−σ2R}‖ϕ‖^2_C2_{ε (M)}), from which the estimate follows. □

Lemma 13.8 (L^∞-estimate near Γ). For any fixed R > 0 and, we have sup p∈M_{εR} ‖ϕ‖_R∞_{(B(p,εR/2))}= O ( ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+e^{−σR}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} ) . Proof. The proof is an immediate consequence of Theorem 8.1 and the estimates for ‖ϕ‖_R2_{(B(p,εR))} and ‖ε^2Δ_gϕ − W^{′′}(ω_ξ)ϕ‖_L∞_{(M)}. □

Finally, we obtain the main technical result of this section.

Corollary 13.9. ‖ξ‖_C2_{(Γ)}+ε^α‖ξ‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}+‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)}= O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)}).

Proof. Combining both estimates we have the existence of R_0, such that for any fixed R > R_0, we have ‖ϕ‖_L∞_{(M)}= O ( ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_C2,α_{ε (M)}+e^{−σR}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} ) . Moreover, by the estimates from Proposition 13.5 and Theorem 8.2, we are able to bound the C^{2,α}_ε (M)-norm of ϕ. We conclude by choosing R big enough, which allow us to absorb the term e^{−σR}‖ϕ‖_C2,α_{ε (M)} on the lefthand side. This proves the bound for ϕ. From Proposition 13.4 and the invertibility of J it follows that ‖ξ‖_C2_{(Γ)}+ε^α‖ξ‖_C2,α_{(Γ)}= O(ε^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2_{C2,αε (M)}). □

The estimates obtained for the perturbation ξ and the error ϕ are in Fermi coordinates with respect to Γ, and have the same order of homogeneity, with respect to ε, as in [35]. The only concern is that the error term is presented in a different format. More precisely, we have found ϕ so that ∫ R ϕ(x, t)ω^′(t − ξ(x))dt = 0. Denote by D_ξ a diffeomorphism which in Fermi coordinates corresponds to D_ξ(x, t) = (x, t + ξ(x)) for (x, t) ∈ {|t|< τ/2} and that interpolates smoothly to the identity in M \ {|t|< τ} as |t|→ τ. Let v = ϕ ∘ D_ξ. Then, ∫ R vω^′ = 0. If we define v^♯ = [χ_1v]^⊥_0 = χ_1v − ∫ (χ_1v)ψ^′ (s/ε)ds ∫ ψ^′(s/ε)^2ds ψ ′(t/ε) and v^♭ = v − χ_4v^♯ we get functions analogue to those in [35], where χ_i, for i are defined in Section 3.5.1 of [35]. Pacard obtained his solutions by means of a contraction mapping argument, which implies the uniqueness of solutions with these asymptotics. This is explained in the paragraph after the proof of Lemma 3.9 from [35] (see also Remark 5 below). This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.3

Remark 5. In Lemma 3.9 from [35], the bound for the auxiliary function v^♭ is given in terms of a norm which is penalized near the hypersurface (see Remark 3.2 from [35] for the definition). More precisely, the lemma requires the bound ‖χ_5v^♭‖_C2,α_ε (M) = O(ε^4). Using that ∫ vω^′ = 0, and substituting the definitions of v, [·]^⊥_0 and ω^′ into the formula of v^♭, we get

v^♭ = v(1 − χ_4χ_1) + χ_4 ψ^′(t/ε) ∫ ψ^′(s/ε)^2ds × ∫ v[(χ_1 − χ)ψ^′(s/ε) + ε(ψ(s/ε) − sgn)χ^′]ds. Note that χ_5(1 − χ_4χ_1) = 0, so in order to estimate χ_5v^♭ we only need to worry about the second term. On one hand, the derivatives of both χ_4^{ψ′(t/ε)∫}_{ψ′(s/ε)2ds} and v, are bounded by polynomials on ε^{−1}. On the other hand, the functions (χ_1 − χ)ψ^′(s/ε) and ε(ψ(s/ε) − sgn)χ^′ are both o(ε^N ), this follows from Eq. (4) since the supports of χ_1 − χ and χ^′ are far from the hypersurface. Combining both facts, we see that the norms of χ_5v^♭ decay exponentially on ε.

References

[1] F. Almgren, The theory of varifolds, Mimeographed notes, (1965).

[2] F. J. Almgren, The homotopy groups of the integral cycle groups, Topology, 1 (1962), pp. 257–299. [3] L. Ambrosio and X. Cabré, Entire solutions of semilinear elliptic equations in R^3 and a conjecture of De Giorgi, Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 13 (2000), pp. 725–739.

[4] M. T. Barlow, R. F. Bass, and C. Gui, The Liouville property and a conjecture of De Giorgi, Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 53 (2000), pp. 1007–1038.

[5] G. D. Birkhoff, Dynamical systems with two degrees of freedom, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 3 (1917), p. 314.

[6] H. Brezis and L. Oswald, Remarks on sublinear elliptic equations, Nonlinear Analysis: Theory, Methods & Applications, 10 (1986), pp. 55–64.

[7] J. Cahn and S. Allen, A microscopic theory for domain wall motion and its experimental verification in Fe-Al alloy domain growth kinetics, Le Journal de Physique Colloques, 38 (1977), pp. C7–51.

[8] R. Caju and P. Gaspar, Solutions of the Allen-Cahn equation on closed manifolds in the presence of symmetry, arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.05938, (2019).

[9] O. Chodosh and C. Mantoulidis, Minimal surfaces and the Allen-Cahn equation on 3-manifolds: index, multiplicity, and curvature estimates, arXiv preprint arXiv:1803.02716, (2018).

[10] E. De Giorgi, Convergence problems for functionals and operators, Ennio De Giorgi, (1979), p. 487. [11] M. Del Pino, M. Kowalczyk, and J. Wei, On De Giorgi conjecture in dimension n ≥ 9, arXiv preprint arXiv:0806.3141, (2008).

[12] , Entire solutions of the Allen-Cahn equation and complete embedded minimal surfaces of finite total curvature in R^3 , arXiv preprint arXiv:0902.2047, (2009).

[13] M. Del Pino, M. Kowalczyk, J. Wei, and J. Yang, Interface foliation near minimal submanifolds in Riemannian manifolds with positive ricci curvature, Geometric and functional analysis, 20 (2010), pp. 918–957.

[14] A. Farina, Symmetry for solutions of semilinear elliptic equations in R^n and related conjectures, Atti-accademia nazionale dei lincei rendiconti lincei classe di scienze fisiche matemaiche e naturali Serie 9 Matematica e Applicazioni, 10 (1999), pp. 255–266.

[15] P. Gaspar, The second inner variation of energy and the Morse index of limit interfaces, The Journal of Geometric Analysis, (2017), pp. 1–17.

[16] P. Gaspar and M. A. Guaraco, The Allen-Cahn equation on closed manifolds, Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations, 57 (2018), p. 101.

[17] , The Weyl law for the phase transition spectrum and density of limit interfaces, Geometric and Functional Analysis, 29 (2019), pp. 382–410.

[18] N. Ghoussoub and C. Gui, On a conjecture of De Giorgi and some related problems, Mathematische Annalen, 311 (1998), pp. 481–491.

[19] M. A. Guaraco et al., Min–max for phase transitions and the existence of embedded minimal hypersurfaces, Journal of Differential Geometry, 108 (2018), pp. 91–133.

[20] Q. Han and F. Lin, Elliptic partial differential equations, vol. 1, American Mathematical Soc., 2011. [21] F. Hiesmayr, Spectrum and index of two-sided allen–cahn minimal hypersurfaces, Communications in Partial Differential Equations, 43 (2018), pp. 1541–1565.

[22] J. E. Hutchinson and Y. Tonegawa, Convergence of phase interfaces in the van der Waals-Cahn-Hilliard theory, Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations, 10 (2000), pp. 49–84.

[23] K. Irie, F. C. Marques, and A. Neves, Density of minimal hypersurfaces for generic metrics, Annals of Mathematics, 187 (2018), pp. 963–972.

[24] Y. Liokumovich, F. C. Marques, and A. Neves, Weyl law for the volume spectrum, Annals of Mathematics, 187 (2018), pp. 933–961.

[25] C. Mantoulidis, Allen-Cahn min-max on surfaces, arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.05946, (2017). [26] F. C. Marques, Minimal surfaces: variational theory and applications, Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians?Seoul 2014 Vol. 1, (2014), p. 283?310.

[27] F. C. Marques and A. Neves, Morse index and multiplicity of min-max minimal hypersurfaces, Cambridge Journal of Mathematics, 4 (2016), pp. 463–511.

[28] , Topology of the space of cycles and existence of minimal varieties, Surveys in differential geometry, 21 (2016), pp. 165–177.

[29] , Existence of infinitely many minimal hypersurfaces in positive ricci curvature, Inventiones mathematicae, 209 (2017), pp. 577–616.

[30] , Morse index of multiplicity one min-max minimal hypersurfaces, arXiv preprint arXiv:1803.04273, (2018).

[31] F. C. Marques, A. Neves, and A. Song, Equidistribution of minimal hypersurfaces for generic metrics, Inventiones mathematicae, (2017), pp. 1–23.

[32] L. Modica and S. Mortola, Il limite nella γ-convergenza di una famiglia di funzionali ellittici, (Italian) Boll.

Un. Mat. Ital. A (5), 14 (1977), pp. 526–529.

[33] , Un esempio di γ-convergenza, Boll. Un. Mat. Ital. B, 14 (1977), pp. 285–299. [34] A. Neves, New applications of min-max theory, arXiv preprint arXiv:1409.7537, (2014). [35] F. Pacard, The role of minimal surfaces in the study of the Allen-Cahn equation, Geometric Analysis: Partial Differential Equations and Surfaces: UIMP-RSME Santaló Summer School Geometric Analysis, June 28-July 2, 2010, University of Granada, Granada, Spain, 570 (2012), p. 137.

[36] F. Pacard and M. Ritoré, From constant mean curvature hypersurfaces to the gradient theory of phase transitions, Journal of Differential Geometry, 64 (2003), pp. 359–423.

[37] A. Pigati and D. Stern, Minimal submanifolds from the Abelian higgs model, arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.13726, (2019).

[38] J. T. Pitts, Existence and regularity of minimal surfaces on Riemannian manifolds, no. 27 in Mathematical Notes, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1981.

[39] O. Savin, Phase transitions, minimal surfaces and a conjecture of De Giorgi, Current developments in mathematics, (2009), pp. 59–113.

[40] R. Schoen and L. Simon, Regularity of stable minimal hypersurfaces, Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 34 (1981), pp. 741–797.

[41] R. Schoen, L. Simon, and S.-T. Yau, Curvature estimates for minimal hypersurfaces, Acta Mathematica, 134 (1975), pp. 275–288.

[42] A. Song, Existence of infinitely many minimal hypersurfaces in closed manifolds, arXiv preprint arXiv:1806.08816, (2018).

[43] D. Stern, Existence and limiting behavior of min-max solutions of the Ginzburg–Landau equations on compact manifolds, To appear in J. Differential Geom.

[44] L.-F. Tam and D. Zhou, Stability properties for the higher dimensional catenoid in R^{n+1} , Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 137 (2009), pp. 3451–3461.

[45] Y. Tonegawa and N. Wickramasekera, Stable phase interfaces in the van der Waals–Cahn–Hilliard theory, Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik (Crelles Journal), 2012 (2012), pp. 191–210.

[46] K. Wang, A new proof of Savin’s theorem on Allen–Cahn equations, Journal of the European Mathematical Society, 19 (2017), pp. 2997–3051.

[47] K. Wang and J. Wei, Finite Morse index implies finite ends, Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 72 (2019), pp. 1044–1119.

[48] Z. Wang and X. Zhou, Min-max minimal hypersurfaces with higher multiplicity, arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.06154, (2022).

[49] S.-T. Yau, Problem section in “Seminar on differential geometry”, Ann. Math. Study, 102 (1982), pp. 669–706. [50] X. Zhou, On the multiplicity one conjecture in min-max theory, arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.01173, (2019). [51] X. Zhou and J. J. Zhu, Existence of hypersurfaces with prescribed mean curvature i-generic min-max, arXiv preprint arXiv:1808.03527, (2018).

André Neves - The University of Chicago Email address: aneves@uchicago.edu

Fernando Codá Marques - Princeton University Email address: coda@math.princeton.edu

Marco Guaraco - Imperial College London Email address: guaraco@imperial.ac.uk