arXiv:2306.10131v1 [math.AP] 16 Jun 2023

Dedicated to David Jerison on the occasion of his 70th birthday.

RECTIFIABILITY, FINITE HAUSDORFF MEASURE, AND COMPACTNESS FOR NON-MINIMIZING BERNOULLI FREE BOUNDARIES

DENNIS KRIVENTSOV AND GEORG S. WEISS

Abstract. While there are numerous results on minimizers or stable solutions of the Bernoulli problem proving regularity of the free boundary and analyzing singularities, much less in known about critical points of the corresponding energy. Saddle points of the energy (or of closely related energies) and solutions of the corresponding time-dependent problem occur naturally in applied problems such as water waves and combustion theory.

For such critical points u—which can be obtained as limits of classical solutions or limits of a singular perturbation problem—it has been open since [23] whether the singular set can be large and what equation the measure Δu satisfies, except for the case of two dimensions. In the present result we use recent techniques such as a frequency formula for the Bernoulli problem as well as the celebrated Naber-Valtorta procedure to answer this more than 20 year old question in an affirmative way:

For a closed class we call variational solutions of the Bernoulli problem, we show that the topological free boundary ∂{u > 0} (including degenerate singular points x, at which u(x+r·)/r → 0 as r → 0) is countably H^{n−1} -rectifiable and has locally finite H^{n−1} -measure, and we identify the measure Δu completely. This gives a more precise characterization of the free boundary of u in arbitrary dimension than was previously available even in dimension two.

We also show that limits of (not necessarily minimizing) classical solutions as well as limits of critical points of a singularly perturbed energy are variational solutions, so that the result above applies directly to all of them.

1. Introduction

The one-phase Bernoulli problem is one the most studied in the free boundary literature. It has physical motivation from fluid dynamics and flame propagation, mathematical connections to minimal surfaces, optimization problems, and semilinear elliptic equations, and generally serves as an archetypal free boundary configuration.

An elementary formulation of the problem is as follows: a nonnegative continuous function u solves, on some domain Ω, Δu = 0 on {u > 0} ∩ Ω, u = 0 on ∂{u > 0} ∩ Ω, u_ν = 1 on ∂{u > 0} ∩ Ω, where ν is the inward unit normal to the (presumed sufficiently smooth) set {u > 0}. The problem, given a fixed set {u > 0}, is overdetermined, but as {u > 0} is also free, there is hope of finding solutions. Indeed, one common approach is to observe that, formally, critical points to the functional

(1.1) E(u) = � Ω ( |∇u|^2 + χ_{{u>0}} ) are solutions to this free boundary problem. Then minimizers of (1.1) will be critical points, and can easily be shown to exist (given some appropriate boundary conditions). A regularity theory for minimizers is by now fairly well-developed following [1], and in particular implies that ∂{u > 0} is given by a smooth hypersurface separating {u > 0} and the interior of {u = 0} [1, 14], except on a set of high codimension (see [22, 1, 9, 13]). 1

However, (1.1) is not convex, and it is easy to see that there are critical points which are not minimizers (in any possible sense of the term). Actually, saddle points of the energy are more relevant than minimizers in some physical applications such as water waves, and also are essential to studying the time-dependent problem with its own applications.

Although Alt and Caffarelli introduce the notion of weak solutions in [1] and derive a regularity theory for them, limits of classical solutions or of singular perturbations of the problem are in general not contained in that class of weak solutions. In that sense the class of weak solutions is too narrow. On the other hand, the class of viscosity solutions is closed under limits but extremely large, and our main result is likely false for general viscosity solutions (in light of the examples in [27]). In Section 3.1 we compare notions of solutions, including elementary examples.

In this paper we will be concerned with variational solutions of (1.1) (see Section 3.2). These are, roughly, pairs of functions (u, χ) with u ∈ C^0(Ω) ∩ C^2({u > 0} ∩ Ω) nonnegative, Lipschitz continuous and harmonic when positive, while χ : Ω → {0, 1} generalizes the role played by the characteristic function χ_{{u>0}}. The pair must also be a critical point of (1.1) under domain, or inner, variations. This is expressed by the identity � ( (|∇u|^2 + χ) div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = 0 for all vector fields ξ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω; R^n ). Notice that without χ, this is the traditional stationarity condition for the Dirichlet energy under perturbations of the form u_t = u ∘ ϕ_t, where ϕ_t is the flow of ξ; it is straightforward to verify that every “classical” solution of the Bernoulli problem is a variational solution with χ = χ_{{u>0}}.

Variational solutions arise naturally from studying limits of more regular solutions, and were examined by the second author in [23] in the context of singular perturbations of semilinear equations. One observation made there is that while inner-variation solutions are closed under taking limits, they are closed only in a certain generalized sense. The limit χ of χ_{{uk>0}}, which is part of the energy (1.1), is a characteristic function of a set, but it need not be the positivity set of the limiting function {u > 0}; instead, only the inclusion χ ≥ χ_{{u>0}} holds, hence the relaxed definition here.

The main result about variational solutions proved in [23] (stated here for elliptic rather than parabolic equations) is roughly as follows:

Theorem 1.1 (Weiss [23]). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then

Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2θH^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗} + λ Σ_z,

where

• the reduced boundary ∂^∗{u > 0} is open relative to the topological free boundary and locally given by the graph of a smooth function.

• Σ_{∗∗} consists of points x ∈ ∂{u > 0} for which u(y) = θ|(y − x)_n| + o(|y − x|) locally after rotation, for some θ(x) > 0; this set is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable.

• Σ_z is the set of degenerate free boundary points x, at which u(x + r·)/r → 0 as r → 0, and λ is a positive Borel measure with

lim_{r→0} λ(B_r(x)) r^{n−1} = 0 for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Note that the part 2θH^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗} of the measure is not zero in general even for limits of classical solutions, and θ can be in (0, 1) (see Section 3.1 as well as [23, Introduction]). However, the result does not settle the question of whether λ may be nonzero, or at least whether it may be supported on a large set. These questions are deeply related to the harmonic measure of the free boundary, since for fixed X ∈ {u > 0}, the harmonic measure ω^X and Δu are locally mutually absolutely continuous in the connected component containing X. So David Jerison and one of the authors were in 2000 able to apply the result [26] on plane harmonic measures to obtain that the topological free boundary is a set of σ-finite length and that in that case

Δu = H^1 ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2θH^1 Σ_{∗∗}.

However, in dimension n ≥ 3, the question whether the singular set (or even the whole topological free boundary) can be a large set and whether the measure λ ≠ 0 has been completely open since. Moreover, examples of extremely irregular harmonic measures in R^3 ([27]) even suggested the contrary.

In this paper we give a positive answer to the questions above. Our main theorem here is as follows:

Theorem 1.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on a domain Ω. Then:

(i) Either u ≡ 0 or χ = χ_{{u>0}}.

(ii) The whole topological free boundary ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable and has locally finite H^{n−1}-measure.

(iii) Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗} for H_x(u; 0+) = lim_{r→0} r^{−2} � ∂B_r (x) u 2 dH^{n−1} and some explicit normalizing constant α(n).

(iv) At H^{n−1}-a.e. point x ∈ ∂{u > 0} \ ∂^∗{u > 0}, r � B_r (x) ( |∇u|^2 + χ − 1 ) � ∂B_r (x) u 2 dH^{n−1} → 1, and r � B_r (x) |∇(u − α(n)|(y − x) · ν(x)|)| 2 � ∂B_r (x) u 2 dH^{n−1} → 0 as r → 0, for some unit vector ν(x).

The first conclusion implies that variational solutions are closed under limits in the natural sense, without tracking χ separately from χ_{{u>0}}—except in one specific case, where the limit is u ≡ 0 (and this cannot be improved, see the examples in [23]). The third conclusion shows that in the sense of distributions, u satisfies the expected PDE, without the “anomalous” diffuse degenerate measure λ.

As we show in Section 9 that each limit of classical solutions of the Bernoulli problem is a variational solution, we obtain as first application of the Main Theorem above the following (see Theorem 9.3).

Theorem 1.3. Let u_k be a sequence of classical solutions of the Bernoulli problem on B_1, with

sup_k ‖u_k‖_C0,1_{(B1)} < ∞.

Then, along a subsequence, u_k → u ∈ C^{0,1} locally uniformly, (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution, and for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ_{∗∗}(u), α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

Moreover, either u ≡ 0 or χ_{{uk>0}} → χ_{{u>0}} in L^1_{loc}(B_1) and ∂{u_k > 0} → ∂{u > 0} locally in B_1 in Hausdorff topology as k → ∞. Most importantly, ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable, has locally in B_1 finite H^{n−1}-measure, and Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗}.

Finally we show in Section 10 that each limit of the related singular perturbation problem for semilinear elliptic equations is a variational solution, so we obtain as second application of Theorem 1.2 above the following (see Theorem 10.1).

Theorem 1.4. Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of

(1.2) Δu_ϵ = β_ϵ(u_ϵ) in B_1,

where ϵ > 0, β_ϵ(s) =^1_ϵ β(^s_ϵ ) and β is a Lipschitz continuous function such that β > 0 in (0, 1), β ≡ 0 outside (0, 1) and

�_1 0 β(s) ds =^1_2 . Then each limit u as ϵ → 0 along a subsequence satisfies the following: (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution, ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable, has locally in B_1 finite H^{n−1}-measure, and Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗};

moreover, α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1 for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ_{∗∗}.

The proof of the Main Theorem 1.2 relies on a frequency formula on the set of free boundary points of highest density Σ^H = {x ∈ ∂{u > 0} : lim_{r→0} |B_r ∩ {χ = 1}| |B_r| = 1}

(see Lemma 4.1 and Proposition 3.5). The monotonicity of our frequency function is not a perturbative phenomenon based on u being approximately harmonic near such points, but rather is exact and incorporates the full nonlinear structure of the problem. Ideas concerning this frequency (but not the monotonicity per se) already appear in [23], and the monotonicity and other properties are established for related problems in [21].

One key difficulty with using this frequency is that rescalings of a variational solution u of the form u_{x,r}(y) = u(x + ry) √� ∂B_r u 2 , are not variational solutions: the Bernoulli problem is invariant under one-homogeneous rescalings but not these. As such, the only estimates available on them come from the monotonicity of the frequency, and in particular these are not sufficient to ensure convergence to a limit strongly in W^{1,2} or (roughly equivalently) to deduce that the limit is a “variational solution” of the Laplace equation. It is then unclear how to characterize the possible tangent objects at points in Σ_z.

The second main ingredient in this paper is a new, quantitative, method from geometric measure theory pioneered by Naber and Valtorta in [17] which allows obtaining considerable information about Σ^H by only looking at points and scales where u_{x,r} is “approximately one-dimensional,” in the sense that ∂_eu_{x,r} is small in n − 1 directions e. In this specific case, together with information derived from the quantitative monotonicity of the frequency, we are able to establish that u_{x,r} converges strongly in W^{1,2} to a specific one-dimensional profile of the form α(n)|y · ν| for some unit vector ν, which has frequency 1 (the minimum possible frequency in this context). This is enough to justify a dichotomy crucial to the Naber-Valtorta argument: at any scale, either all points in Σ^H already have frequency close to 1, or the frequency between scale r and εr decreases by a large amount outside of a set which is approximately n − 2 dimensional at most. The point is that if the frequency does not change much on an approximately n − 1-dimensional set, then we can show u_{x,r} is approximately one-dimensional and so is close to a well-behaved tangent object. Alongside other technical ingredients, this is the main idea of the proof of Theorem 1.2 (ii), while the others follow as corollaries after some further analysis.

In most previous works along these lines, such as for nodal sets of elliptic equations [18] or harmonic maps [17], the compactness argument required to prove the frequency drop dichotomy is elementary, while for us it poses a core challenge. In a recent related theorem about Q-valued harmonic functions [10], the authors also face concentration compactness difficulties when passing to “frequency limits.” However, the fact that Almgren’s frequency formula holds everywhere while ours holds only on the set of highest density already points to crucial differences between the two problems: the presence of the regular set in the Bernoulli problem makes for an (additional) source term in the equation which has no counterpart in the Q-valued harmonic function problem. Another difference is that in the Q-valued harmonic function problem, even continuity seems to pose a problem while continuity is in this paper on the Bernoulli problem part of the assumptions, motivated by the fact that limits of critical points of the singularly perturbed problem are (by a Bernstein property) locally Lipschitz continuous. Note, however, that uniform continuity of the scaled functions u_{x,r} is unknown. Incidentally, the question whether all domain variation solutions are Lipschitz continuous is an interesting question for future research (cf. Remark 3.1).

The paper is organized as follows: Section 3.1 gives a number of elementary examples to better explain the notion of variational solution and the set Σ^H . In Section 3 we recall the notion of variational solution and discuss their basic properties and the monotonicity of the local energy; this follows [23] but in a simpler context. In Section 4, the frequency formula and its consequences are developed. This section follows [21] for the most part, but again for a simpler problem. In Section 5, we classify limits for approximately one-dimensional frequency blow-up sequences, which play a key role in the rest of the arguments. Section 6 contains two major estimates: the frequency drop dichotomy described above, and the L^2-subspace approximation bound (which controls the size and rectifiability properties of the large, i.e. at least approximately n − 1-dimensional, portions of Σ^H by drops in frequency). Then in Section 7, these are combined with covering arguments and the Naber-Valtorta Reifenberg theorems to prove Theorem 1.2 (ii). The rest of the theorem is proved in Section 8. Section 9 presents a simple example compactness theorem for limits of “classical” solutions to the Bernoulli problem, making no attempt at maximal generality but already seemingly obtaining a result quite different from what is available in the literature. Finally Section 10 shows that the conclusions of Theorem 1.2 hold for limits of the related singular perturbation problem.

2. Notation

Throughout this work R^n will be equipped with the Euclidean inner product x·y and the induced norm |x|. Due to the nature of the problem we will sometimes write x ∈ R^n as x = (x^′, x_n). B_r(x) will be the open n-dimensional ball of center x and radius r. Whenever the center is omitted it is assumed to be 0. The function d(x, A) shall denote the Euclidean distance of the point x ∈ R^n to the set A ⊂ R^n . Moreover, we will use the negative part of a function, u_− := max(−u, 0).

When considering a set A, χ_A shall denote the characteristic function of A. H^k is the kdimensional Hausdorff measure and L^n the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure, where we denote L^n(A) =: |A|.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Examples. We would like here to provide some examples of solutions, in various generalized senses, to the Bernoulli problem. First, it may be useful to describe several possible notions of solution, alongside trivial one-dimensional examples which already demonstrate the differences between them (though they do not truly capture the much more delicate behavior of the free boundary in higher dimensions which makes the problem challenging). Below we examine possible solutions on an interval [−1, 1].

• Given two values u(±1), there is always a minimizer to (1.1). The minimizer is either the harmonic (linear) function u(t) =^1_2 [u(1)(1 + t) + u(−1)(1 − t)], or possibly u(t) = (u(−1) − 1 − t)_+ + (u(1) + t − 1)_+ if u(1) + u(−1) ≤ 2. Which of these is the minimizer depends on the parameters; for example, if u(1) = u(−1) = a, then the first is the only minimizer when a >^1_2 , the second is the only minimizer when a <^1_2 , and they are both minimizers if a =^1_2 . Note that the class of minimizers is compact, i.e. limits of minimizers are again minimizers.

• A second notion is that of a weak, distributional, or outer-variation solution. The exact meaning of this differs between authors in the higher-dimensional context (see, e.g., the weak solutions in [1]), but the basic premise is that it should satisfy, for any smooth compactly supported function η, E((u + tη)_+) = E(u) + o(t).

At x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, in one dimension it is easy to see that u(t) = (t − x)_+ or u(t) = (t − x)_− locally. The main problem with this property is that it is not closed under limits: the function |t| is not a weak solution in this sense, but is a limit of the functions (|t| − ε)_+ which are.

• We may instead consider inner-variation, domain-variation, or simply variational solutions, which instead have that for any smooth vector field ξ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω), if we consider the flow ϕ_t, then

(3.3) E(u ∘ ϕ_t) = E(u) + o(t).

Here we will separately also assume that u is smooth when positive (which is not implied by (3.3)). With this assumption, like the outer-variation property, it follows that u is harmonic when positive. According to the shape of {u > 0}, there are two cases: either u is locally u(t) = (t − x)_+ or u(t) = (t − x)_− as before, or u(t) = α|t − x| locally for some α > 0. Unlike outer-variation solutions, these are closed under limits, but in exchange we are forced to settle for a seemingly very weak “balancing” condition at “multiplicity 2 points” where u(t) = α|t − x|. • An entirely different framework exists based on the maximum principle, called viscosity solutions. While we will revisit these in Section 8, for the moment it is easiest to state the criterion for a one-dimensional u which is linear when positive to be a viscosity solution. For x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, u must locally be either u(t) = (t − x)_+ or u(t) = (t − x)_−, or of the form u(t) = α(t − x)_+ + β(t − x)_− with α, β ∈ (0, 1]. Viscosity solutions are also closed under taking limits, but the “supersolution” property α, β ≤ 1 is much weaker than the balancing condition of variational solutions, and in higher dimensions it becomes difficult to say anything about general viscosity solutions at points in ∂{u > 0} with Lebesgue density 1 for {u > 0}.

Notice that there is little difference between these notions at points where the Lebesgue density of {u > 0} is strictly less than 1. At points in Σ^H , however, the differences are considerable. Minimizers simply do not possess any such points, as was observed in [1]. This fact and the already mentioned example of two smooth interfaces approaching each other and touching in a limit, (|x_n| − ϵ)_+, suggest an analogy to multiplicity-2 points in minimal surfaces. Outer-variation solutions appear to exclude Σ^H -points entirely (this depends on the specific notion), leading to obvious instability under limits. In fact, as shown by the last example of this subsection, the “natural” condition that u_{±ν} = 1 on each side, i.e. u(t) = |t − x| locally, is not preserved when passing to limits. The variational solutions require a weaker balancing condition which is enough to obtain monotonicity of local energies similar to the minimizer case, and the purpose of this paper is to show that they are fairly regular and stable under limits in a strong sense. We conjecture that there are examples of viscosity solutions such that the topological free boundary is not a set of σ-finite H^{n−1}-measure.

Turning now to variational solutions (see the formal definition in Section 3.2 below), we present some simple examples to illustrate what kind of structure may be possible for Σ^H .

• If χ_{{u>0}} = 1 a.e., then so does χ, and the variational identity simplifies to the one for the Dirichlet energy alone:

(3.4) � ( |∇u|^2 div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = 0.

Any harmonic function, of course, satisfies this identity. Given a sign-changing harmonic function v, though, so does u = |v|, as ∇u = ±∇v almost everywhere. This class of solutions already shows that Theorem 7.2 implies strong nodal set estimates for harmonic functions [16, 18], and gives examples where the degenerate singular set Σ_z is nonempty (like u = |ℜ(z^2)| on C = R^2 ). Such examples suggest that Σ_z should be of codimension two, but we leave this point to future research.

• Given any harmonic function v and number a, u = |v| + a satisfies (3.4) (and many other examples of this general type are possible). However, these are not variational solutions, as they are not in C^2({u > 0}). The assumption u ∈ C^2({u > 0}) guarantees that u is harmonic on {u > 0}, which otherwise does not follow from (3.4) alone; we do not attempt to find the minimal assumptions required for this here.

• There are other solutions to (3.4) not of this type. For example, take u(z) = |ℜ(z^α)|;

this is a variational solution for α =^n_2 , n ∈ N with n ≥ 2 (n = 1 is excluded by the assumption that u must be Lipschitz). However, ℜz^α is harmonic only for n even; the odd n instead come from two-valued harmonic functions. The theory of multivalued harmonic functions is quite subtle and has received considerable attention recently (see [10] as well as the references therein). Indeed, our work was partly motivated by the approach in [10].

• Explicit examples including both regular and singular points include for example cusp singularities such as the two-dimensional example (see [1])

u(x) = max(− log(|x − e_1|, 0) + max(− log(|x + e_1|, 0)

in the domain Ω = R^2 \ ( B_{1/2}(e_1) ∪ B_{1/2}(−e_1) ) . • In [2], a family of periodic (classical) solutions in the plane is constructed, for which {u > 0} consists of the complement of ⋃ j∈Z(je_1 + K), where K is a closed convex set symmetric about both axes and contained in {|x_1| <^1_2 }. All solutions of this type consist of a single one-parameter family u = u_α, where the parameter α ∈ (0, 1) is half the perimeter of K (i.e. for each half-perimeter α ∈ (0, 1) there is a unique solution, while for α ≥ 1 there are no solutions), and these solutions satisfy |∇u| < 1 on {u > 0} (see [20]). Fix a value of α, and consider the blow-down limit u_R = u(R·)/R, as R → ∞: it is straightforward to check using Liouville’s theorem that u_R → q|x_2| for some q ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, q = α: indeed, integrating Δu over the region A = ([−^1_2 ,^1_2 ]×[0, R])\K and applying the divergence theorem gives 0 = � A Δu = � ∂K∩{x_2>0} u_ν + � [−^1_2 ,^1_2 ]×{R} u_n → −α + q. In particular, this implies that the variational solutions α|x_2| are for each α ∈ (0, 1) explicitly obtainable as limits of entire classical solutions, and so the conclusion of Theorem 1.3 cannot be improved to read α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) = 1 instead. We note here that Traizet [20] proved that periodic solutions of this type are in bijective correspondence with specific types of minimal surfaces, and derived even stronger rigidity theorems based on this property.

3.2. Variational solutions. Given an open set Ω ⊆ R^n , we say that a pair of functions (u, χ) with u : Ω → [0, ∞) and χ : Ω → {0, 1} is a variational solution (with constant C_V ) if the following properties hold:

(1) u ∈ C^0(Ω) ∩ C^2({u > 0}) with |∇u| ≤ C_V on Ω. (2) χ is a Borel measurable function. (3) χ_{{u>0}} ≤ χ L^n-a.e. on Ω.

(4) For each vector field ξ ∈ C^{0,1}_c (Ω; R^n ),

(3.5) � ( (|∇u|^2 + χ) div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = 0.

Remark 3.1. (1) The assumption u ∈ C^2({u > 0}) can definitely be reduced to some milder assumption.

(2) We conjecture that the Lipschitz assumption cannot be omitted, that is, there are examples of solutions of (3.5) which are not Lipschitz continuous.

Variational solutions have a simple scaling property: if (u, χ) is a variational solution on B_r(x), then setting

(3.6) { u_{x,r}(y) =^{u(x+ry)}_r , χ_{x,r}(y) = χ(x + ry) implies that (u_{x,r}, χ_{x,r}) is a variational solution on B_1 (with the same constant). We will refer to such a change of variables as a one-homogeneous rescaling below.

Proposition 3.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then u is subharmonic on Ω, and harmonic on {u > 0}.

Proof. Take ξ ∈ C^∞_c ({u > 0}; R^n ). Then χ ≥ χ_{{u>0}} = 1 a.e. on the support of ξ, so integrating by parts gives � ( |∇u|^2 div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = 0.

As u ∈ C^2(Ω ∩ {u > 0}), integration by parts yields that � ξ · ∇u Δu = 0, which in turn gives that u is harmonic in {u > 0} ∩ {∇u ≠ 0}. Hence Δu = 0 on the closure {u > 0} ∩ {∇u ≠ 0}, and so on {u > 0}, using that u ∈ C^2({u > 0}) by assumption. It then follows that the continuous function u is subharmonic on Ω, for example by verifying it is subharmonic in the viscosity sense. □

Lemma 3.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and B_{2r}(x) ⊂⊂ Ω. Then χ ∈ BV (B_r(x)), and � B_r(x) |∇χ| ≤ Cr^{n−1}, where the constant C depends only on C_V .

Proof. We have the following elementary estimate on the Laplacian of u (recall that this is represented by a non-negative Borel measure): for a cutoff function η such that η ≡ 1 on B_{3r/2}(x) and η ≡ 0 outside of B_{2r}(x), Δu(B_{3r/2}(x)) ≤ � η dΔu = − � ∇u · ∇η ≤ Cr^{n−1}. Let ϕ_t be a standard mollifier, and u_t = ϕ_t ∗ u. Then u is smooth, and we have that from (3.5),

lim_t � ( |∇u_t|^2 div ξ − 2∇u_t · Dξ ∇u_t ) = lim_{t→0+} � ( |∇u|^2 div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = − � χ div ξ

for every ξ ∈ C^{0,1}_c (B_{3r/2}(x); R^n ). We can rewrite this using integration by parts: � ( |∇u_t|^2 div ξ − 2∇u_t · Dξ ∇u_t ) = � ( div(|∇u_t|^2ξ − 2∇u_t · ξ ∇u_t) + 2∇u_t · ξ Δu_t )

= 2 � ∇u_t · ξ Δu_t. We know that |∇u_t| ≤ C_V , so | | � ( |∇u_t|^2 div ξ − 2∇u_t · div ξ ∇u_t ) | | ≤ C(C_V ) sup |ξ|r^{n−1}. In particular, | | | � χ div ξ | | | ≤ C(C^V ) sup |ξ|r^{n−1}, which implies that χ ∈ BV (B_r(x)) and also the estimate. □

3.3. The monotonicity formula. Given a variational solution on Ω with B_r(x) ⊆ Ω, we set

D_x(u; r) = 1 r^n � B_r (x) ( |∇u|^2 + χ )

and H_x(u; r) = 1 r^{n+1} � ∂B_r (x) u^2 dH^{n−1}. Define the monotonicity formula to be the difference,

M_x(u; r) = D_x(u; r) − H_x(u; r).

When there is no ambiguity we will drop the parameter u, using e.g. M_x(r) = M_x(u; r).

Both H and D are invariant under the one-homogeneous rescaling (3.6), in the sense that H_0(u_{x,r}; t) = H_x(u; tr) (and similarly for D, and so the monotonicity formula M).

Proposition 3.4 ([22, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.1]). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_r(x). Then for s ∈ (0, r), M_x(s) is an absolutely continuous, nondecreasing function of r, with d dr M_x(s) = 2 s^{n+2} � ∂B_s(x) (u(y) − (y − x) · ∇u(y))^2 dH^{n−1}(y) for almost every s. The limit M_x(0+) = lim_{r→0} M_x(r) ∈ [−∞, ∞) exists, and for each open D ⊂⊂ R^n , (u_{x,r})_{r∈(0,δ(D))} is bounded in W^{1,2}(D) and each limit with respect to a subsequence is a homogeneous function of degree 1.

Proof. As some of the identities of the proof will be used later, we will give the proof of the monotonicity.

It is straightforward to check that both of D_x, H_x are Lipschitz in s, using only that u is a Lipschitz function; in particular, they are absolutely continuous.

We compute the derivatives (assuming, after a translation, that x = 0), by first using ξ(y) = yη(|y|) in the definition of variational solution, where η ∈ C^{0,1}([0, r)), η(r) = 0 is a cutoff function to be selected below. This leads to 0 = � ( (|∇u|^2 + χ)(nη(|y|) + |y|η^′(|y|)) − 2∇u · [η(|y|)∇u + y |y| η^′(|y|)y · ∇u] ) . Select a sequence of η_k with η_k(t) = 1 for t ∈ [0, s], η_k(t) = 0 for t > s + 1/k, and η_k linear in between. Then � B_s (n − 2)(|∇u|^2 + χ) = k �_{s+1/k} s � S^{n−1} ( t(|∇u|^2 + χ) − 2t(∇u · ω)^2 ) dω t^{n−1}dt + O(k^{−1}), and at every Lebesgue point of s → � ∂B_s ( |∇u|^2 + χ − 2(∇u ·^y_{|y|} )^2 ) dH^{n−1}(y) the integral on the right passes to its limiting value, leading to

(3.7) (n − 2) � B_s |∇u|^2 + n � B_s χ = s � ∂B_s |∇u|^2 + χ − 2(∇u · y |y| )^2 dH^{n−1}(y)

for almost every s. On the other hand, we have that � B_s |∇u|^2 = lim_{ε→0+} � B_s ∇u · ∇(u − ϵ)_+ = lim_{ε→0+} � ∂B_s (u − ϵ)_+∇u · y |y| dH^{n−1}(y) using the dominated convergence theorem and integrating by parts (for a sequence of ε for which ∂{u > ϵ} is smooth). Passing to the limit leads to

(3.8) � B_s |∇u|^2 = � ∂B_s u∇u · y |y| dH^{n−1}(y) for almost every s. Plugging this into (3.7) then gives

(3.9) nD_0(s) = 1 s^{n−1} � ∂B_s ( |∇u|^2 + χ − 2(∇u · y s )^2 + 2u∇u · y s^2 ) dH^{n−1}(y) Applying Fubini’s theorem in spherical coordinates to s^nD_0(s), we see that D_0 is absolutely continuous. Differentiating D_0(s) gives, at almost every s, d ds D_0(s) = 1 s^n � ∂B_s ( |∇u|^2 + χ ) dH^{n−1} − n s D_0(s) = 2 s^{n+2} � ∂B_s ( (∇u · y)^2 − u∇u · y ) dH^{n−1}(y) by using (3.9).

Differentiating H_0(s) gives d ds H_0(s) = n − 1 s H_0(s) − n + 1 s H_0(s) + 2 s^{n+1} � ∂B_s u∇u · y |y| dH^{n−1}(y) = − 2 s H_0(s) + 2 s^{n+2} � ∂B_s u∇u · ydH^{n−1}(y).

Putting the two together leads to d ds M_0(s) = 2 s^{n+2} � ∂B_s (u − ∇u · y)^2 dH^{n−1}(y) ≥ 0. □ Proposition 3.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and x ∈ Ω. Then M_x(u; 0+) = −∞ if and only if u(x) > 0. If u(x) = 0, then we have

(3.10) M_x(u; 0+) = lim_{r→0} |{x ∈ B_r(x) : χ(x) = 1}| r^n ∈ [0, |B_1|] The limit on the right existing is part of the conclusion here. Moreover, the function x → M_x(u; 0+) is upper semicontinuous on Ω.

Proof. We assume x = 0. That M_0(r) → −∞ if u(0) > 0 is clear: in this case, D_0(r) remains bounded while r^2H_0(r) → u^2(0)|∂B_1|, so −H_0(r) → −∞. We will therefore assume u(0) = 0 and show (3.10).

First, in this case M_0(r) is bounded in terms of the Lipschitz constant C_V of u: D_0(r) ≤ |B_1|(C^2_V + 1), while H_0(r) ≤ C^2_V |∂B_1|. In particular, M_0(0+) is finite.

Consider u_r(y) =^{u(ry)}_r , χ_r(y) = χ(ry); these functions also form a variational solution and in particular u_r is Lipschitz uniformly in r. For each sequence r_k → 0, we can find a subsequence (still denoted r_k) along which u_{rk} → u_0 locally uniformly and weakly in W^{1,2}_{loc} to some Lipschitz function u_0 : R^n → [0, ∞). We can improve this convergence on A = {u_0 > 0}: for each y ∈ A we also have u_{rk} > 0 on some small ball B_ε(y) ⊆ A for all k large enough, so from elliptic estimates we have ∇u_{rk} (y) → ∇u_0(y). In particular, we have that u_0 is harmonic on A.

Take any η ∈ C^∞_c with η ≥ 0, and a sequence ε → 0+ such that {u_0 > ε} is smooth on a neighborhood of supp η. Then � |∇u_0|^2η = lim_{ε→0+} ∇u_0 · ∇(u_0 − ε)_+η = − lim_{ε→0+} � ∇η · ∇u_0(u_0 − ε)_+ = − � u_0∇η · ∇u_0, where the first and last steps used dominated convergence and the middle step that u_0 is harmonic on {u_0 > ε} ⊆ A. The same computation is valid with u_{rk} in place of u_0, and so we see that � |∇u_0|^2η = − � u_0∇η · ∇u_0 = lim_{rk→0} − � u_{rk} ∇η · ∇u_{rk} = lim_{rk→0} � |∇u_{rk} |^2η. This implies that u_{rk} → u_0 strongly in W^{1,2}_{loc} as k → ∞.

Moreover, by Proposition 3.4, u_0 is a one-homogeneous function, i.e. u_0(sy) = su_0(y). From the strong convergence of u_{rk} in W^{1,2}(B_t), as well as uniform convergence on a neighborhood of B_t, we have that 1 t^n � B_t |∇u_0|^2 − 1 t^{n+1} � ∂B_t u^2_0 dH^{n−1} = lim_{rk→0} 1 t^n � B_t |∇u_{rk} |^2 − 1 t^{n+1} � ∂B_t u^2_{rk} dH^{n−1}. The left-hand side here is zero, using only that u_0 is harmonic on A and one-homogeneous: indeed, arguing as in (3.8) we have that 1 t^n � B_t |∇u_0|^2 − 1 t^{n+1} � ∂B_t u^2_0 dH^{n−1} = 1 t^{n+1} � ∂B_t ( u_0∇u_0 · y − u^2_0 ) dH^{n−1} = 0. It follows that

0 = lim_{rk→0} 1 t^n � B_t |∇u_{rk} |^2 − 1 t^{n+1} � ∂B_t u^2_{rk} dH^{n−1} = lim_{rk→0} M_0(u; r_k) − |{x ∈ B_{rk} (x) : χ(x) = 1}| r^n_k , so M_0(u; 0+) = lim_{rk→0} |{x ∈ B_{rk} (x) : χ(x) = 1}| r^n_k . As this was true along every sequence, we obtain the conclusion.

Concerning the upper semicontinuity, let δ > 0 and K < +∞. Then Proposition 3.4 implies that

M_x(u; 0+) ≤ M_x(u; r) ≤ M_{x0} (u; r) + δ 2 ≤ { M_{x0} (u; 0+) + δ, if M_{x0} (u; 0+) > −∞, −K, if M_{x0} (u; 0+) = −∞,

if we choose for fixed x_0 first r > 0 and then |x − x_0| small enough. □

4. The frequency formula

Given a variational solution (u, χ) on Ω define the frequency formula to be

N_x(u; r) = D_x(u; r) − |B_1| H_x(u; r) for any B_r(x) ⊆ Ω for which the denominator is positive. As u is subharmonic (from Proposition 3.2), H_x(r) = 0 implies that u ≡ 0 on B_r(x), so D_x(r), M_x(r) are both zero in this case. With this in mind, we further define N_x(u; r) = −∞ when H_x(r) = 0.

Also helpful to simplify notation will be the volume difference

V_x(u; r) = � B_r (x) (1 − χ) H_x(u; r) ≥ 0. With these definitions, we have

(4.11) N_x(u; r) + V_x(u; r) = r � B_r (x) |∇u| 2 � ∂B_r u 2 dH^{n−1} , the more familiar Almgren frequency of a harmonic function.

Lemma 4.1 (cf. [21, Theorem 7.1] which contains the frequency formula for a related problem). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and B_r(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0} and that M_x(u; t) ≥ |B_1| for some t < r. Then on the interval (t, r)the frequency formula satisfies the bound N_x(u; s) ≥ 1, is absolutely continuous as well as nondecreasing, and satisfies d ds N_x(u; s) = 2 H_x(u; s)s^{n+2} � ∂B_s(x) (∇u · y − [N_x(u; s) + V_x(u; s)]u)^2 dH^{n−1}(y) + 2 s [ V^2_x (u; s) + V_x(u; s)(N_x(u; s) − 1) ] . (4.12)

Remark 4.2. It is possible to rewrite the formula (4.12) as

(4.13) d dr N_x(u; s) = 2 H_x(u; s)s^{n+2} � ∂B_s(x) (∇u · y − N_x(u; s)u)^2 dH^{n−1}(y)+ 2 s V_x(u; s)(N_x(u; s)−1)

by directly multiplying through and using (3.8) and (4.11). This equivalent version is more helpful when using the first term on the right, while (4.12) is more helpful when we focus on the V^2-term or need more control on the coefficient relevant to the order of homogeneity of u.

Proof. Without loss of generality take x = 0. First, by Proposition 3.4, M_0(s) ≥ M_0(t) ≥ |B_1|, so N_0(s) ≥ 1 > −∞. That proposition also gives that N_0(s) is absolutely continuous, and lets us compute (using H = H_0(u; s), H^′ =^d_{dr} H_0(u; s)) and similarly for the other quantities):

N^′ = D^′ H − H^′(D − |B_1|) H^2 = 2 Hs^{n+2} � ∂B_s ( (∇u · y)^2 − u∇u · y ) dH^{n−1} − 2N [ 1 Hs^{n+2} � ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} − 1 s ] . (4.14)

One of the terms with N can be rewritten with the help of (3.8), giving −2N 1 Hs^{n+2} � ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} = − 2 Hs^{n+2} 1 Hs^{n+1} (� ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} )_2

+ 2V 1 Hs^{n+1} � B_s |∇u|^2. Grouping the first term of this with the first term on the right of (4.14), 2 Hs^{n+2} [� ∂B_s (∇u · y)^2 dH^{n−1} − 1 Hs^{n+1} (� ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} )_2]

= 2 Hs^{n+2} [� ∂B_s ( ∇u · y − u 1 Hs^{n+1} � ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} )_2 dH^{n−1} ]

= 2 Hs^{n+2} [� ∂B_s (∇u · y − u[N + V ])^2 dH^{n−1} ] . The first step is a direct computation using the definition of H, while the second used (3.8) and (4.11).

The remaining terms of (4.14) may be rearranged as follows: − 2 Hs^{n+2} � ∂B_s u∇u · y dH^{n−1} + 2V 1 Hs^{n+1} � B_s |∇u|^2 + 2N s = 2 Hs^{n+1} � B_s |∇u|^2[V − 1] + 2N s = 2 s [(N + V )(V − 1) + N] = 2 s [V^2 + V (N − 1)],

where the first step used (3.8) and the second used (4.11). This gives the formula in (4.12).

Finally, to see that N is nondecreasing, observe that V ≥ 0, while as we previously observed N ≥ 1; this ensures that all terms in the expression for N^′ are nonnegative. □

Lemma 4.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and B_r(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0}, M_x(u; r/2) ≥ |B_1| and that N_x(u; r/2) ≤ N_x(u; r) ≤ N_+ for some N_+ > 1. Then there is a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that for any s ∈ [^r_2 , r], H_x(u; s) ≤ H_x(u; r) ≤ CH_x(u; s).

Proof. After scaling we may assume that x = 0 and r = 1. From the assumptions N_0(s) ≥ 1, and as V_0(s) ≥ 0 we have N_0(s) + V_0(s) ≥ 1. From Proposition 3.4, d ds H_0(s) = 2 s [ 1 s^{n+1} � ∂B_s u∇u · ydH^{n−1}(y) − H_0(s) ]

= 2 s H_0(s)(N_0(s) + V_0(s) − 1) ≥ 0.

The second line used (3.8) and (4.11). This gives the lower bound of our lemma.

For the upper bound, we can argue directly using Lemma 4.1: �_1 1 2 2V^2_0 (s) s ds ≤ �_1 1 2 d ds N_0(s)ds = N_0(1) − N_0( 1 2 ) ≤ N_+ − 1, so �_1 1 2 V_0 ds ≤ √�_1 1 2 V^2_0 (s) ds ≤

√�_1 1 2 2V^2_0 (s) s ds ≤ √ N_+ − 1.

Integrating the formula d ds log H_0(s) = 2 s [N_0(s) + V_0(s) − 1] ≤ 4[N_+ − 1 + V_0(s)]

over [s, 1] and using that s ≥^1_2 then leads to

H_0(1) ≤ H_0(s)e^{2(N+−1)+4} √_{N+−1} . □ Lemma 4.4. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and B_r(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0}, that M_x(u; r/2) ≥ |B_1| and that N_x(u; r/2) ≤ N_x(u; r) ≤ N_+ for some N_+ > 1. Then there is a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that sup s∈[^r_2 ,r] V_x(u; s) ≤ CV_x(u; r).

Proof. As usual, it suffices to consider x = 0 and r = 1. Note that directly from the definitions,

V_0(s) = 1 H_0(s) � B_s (1 − χ) ≤ 1 H_0(s) � B_1

(1 − χ) =

H_0(1) H_0(s)

V_0(1).

Applying Lemma 4.3 gives^{H0(1)}_{H0(s)} ≤ C. □

Lemma 4.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_r(x) and t ∈ (0,^r_2 ]. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0}, that M_x(u; t) ≥ |B_1|, and that N_x(u; t), N_x(u; r) − N_x(u; t) < δ, and N_x(u; r) < N_+. Then there exists a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that V_x(u; t) ≤ C √ δ. This lemma essentially asserts that for t ≤ r/2, we have V_x(t) bounded by a constant depending only on n and N_+, and moreover V_x(t) → 0 if N_x(u; 2t) − N_x(u; t) → 0 (uniformly over u with bounded N_+). In particular, this implies that at any point x where N_x(u, 0+) ≥ 1, we have V_x(r) → 0.

Proof. By a straightforward scaling and translation, it suffices to show this with x = 0 and t = 1, with r ≥ 2. We may, without loss of generality, replace r by 2, as the monotonicity of N_0 from Lemma 4.1 gives us N_0(2) ≤ N_0(r) < N_+ and N_0(2) − N_0(1) ≤ N_0(r) − N_0(1) < δ.

From (4.12), we have that �_2 1 2V^2_0 (s) s ds ≤ N_0(2) − N_0(1) < δ,

so there must be at least one s ∈ [1, 2] with V_0(s) ≤ √ δ. Applying Lemma 4.4, V_0(1) ≤ C(N_+) √ δ. □ Lemma 4.6. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_r(x) with x ∈ {u > 0}, M_x(u; r/4) ≥ |B_1| and N_x(u; r) ≤ N_+. Then there exists a C = C(n) such that for any y ∈ B_{r/4}(x) and s <^1_2 r, N_y(u; s) ≤ max{1, CN_x(u; r)} and H_y(u; 5 8 r) ≤ CH_x(u; r). Proof. We show this with x = 0 and r = 1. First, from Lemma 4.3 we have that � ∂B_1 u^2 dH^{n−1} ≤ C(N_+) � ∂B_s u^2 dH^{n−1} for s ∈ [^1_4 , 1]. Integrating this gives � ∂B_1 u^2 dH^{n−1} ≤ C � B_{3/8}\B_{1/4} u^2 ≤ C � B_{3/8} u^2.

For any subharmonic function v, 0 ≤ d dt 1 t^n � B_t v = 1 t^n � ∂B_t v dH^{n−1} − n t^{n+1} � B_t v, and in particular this can be applied to translates of u^2. Take any y ∈ B_{1/4}; then � B_{3/8} u^2 ≤ � B_{5/8}(y)

u^2 ≤ C � ∂B_{5/8} (y) u^2 dH^{n−1}. So this gives CH_y(5/8) ≥ H_0(1). On the other hand, we have the inequality D_y(5/8) ≤ (^8_5 )^nD_0(1) directly from the definition, showing that N_y(5/8) ≤ C N_0(1).

Finally, observe that from Lemma 4.1 that if for any s we have N_y(s) > 1, it remains nondecreasing (and hence > 1 for all larger s), leading to N_y(s) ≤ N_y(5/8) ≤ C N_0(1). □

5. Analysis of frequency blow-ups

Throughout this section we consider a sequence of variational solutions (u_k, χ_k) on Ω, with B_2 ⊆ Ω, 0 ∈ {u_k > 0}, M_0(u; 1/2) ≥ |B_1| and N_0(u_k; 1/2) ≤ N_0(u_k; 2) ≤ N_+ for some constant N_+, and δ_k := N_0(u_k; 2) − N_0(u_k; 1/2) → 0. An example of such a sequence arises by considering blow-up sequences^{u(rk·)}_{rk} of a given variational solution (u, χ) with N_0(x; 0+) ≥ 1, but it will be useful to treat this more general case for use in compactness arguments below.

Given such a sequence, we consider the renormalized sequence

v_k(y) = u_k(y) √ H_0(u_k; 1) .

The v_k have the property that � ∂B_1 v 2 k = 1.

Lemma 5.1. A subsequence of the renormalized sequence v_k converges weakly in W^{1,2}(B_1) and strongly in L^2(B_1) ∩ L^2(∂B_1) to a function v ∈ W^{1,2}(B_1). This function v satisfies the following properties:

(1) v ≥ 0 on B_1 (2) v is subharmonic on B_1 (3) On B_1 \ B_{1/2}, v is homogeneous of order N_∞ := lim_{k→∞} N_0(u_k; 1/2) ≥ 1 (4) � ∂B_1 v 2 dH^{n−1} = 1.

Proof. We may choose a subsequence so that N_0(u_k; 1/2) converges to some N_∞ ∈ [1, N_+]. By Lemma 4.5, we have that V_0(u_k; 1) → 0, so � B_1

|∇v_k|^2 = � B_1 |∇uk| 2 H_0(u_k; 1)

= N_0(u_k; 1) + V_0(u_k; 1) → N_∞.

Along with the fact that � ∂B_1 v 2 k dH^{n−1} = 1, this means that the v_k are uniformly bounded in W^{1,2}(B_1), and so we may find a subsequence which converges to some v ∈ W^{1,2}(B_1) weakly in W^{1,2}(B_1) and strongly in L^2(B_1) ∩ L^2(∂B_1) by Rellich’s theorem as well as the compact embedding on the boundary. Consequently (4) holds. As v_k ≥ 0, it is clear that v ≥ 0.

Take any η ∈ C^∞_c (B_1) with η ≥ 0. Then � ∇v · ∇η = lim_{k→∞} � ∇v_k · ∇η ≤ 0, as the u_k (and hence the v_k) are subharmonic from Proposition 3.2. Therefore, v is also subharmonic.

Applying (4.13) to u_k and integrating from 1/2 to 1 leads to � B_1\B_{1/2} 1 H_0(u_k; |y|) |∇u_k(y) · y − N_0(u_k; |y|)u_k(y)|^2 dy ≤ Cδ_k → 0. As N_0(u_k; |y|) → N_∞ uniformly in |y|, while H_0(u_k; |y|) ≥ cH_0(u_k; 1) by Lemma 4.3, � B_1\B_{1/2} |∇v_k(y) · y − N_∞v_k(y)|^2 dy → 0. The functional w → � B_1\B_{1/2} |∇w(y) · y − N∞w(y)| 2 is convex, and so lower semicontinuous under weak convergence in W^{1,2}. This leads to � B_1\B_{1/2} |∇v(y) · y − N_∞v(y)|^2 dy ≤ lim_{k→∞} � B_1\B_{1/2} |∇v_k(y) · y − N_∞v_k(y)|^2 = 0, and so ∇v(y) · y − N_∞v(y) almost everywhere on B_1 \ B_{1/2}. This is equivalent to order N_∞ homogeneity, i.e. v(y) = |y|^{N∞} v(y/|y|) almost everywhere, where v(y/|y|) is the trace of v on ∂B_1. □

In the above argument, it is important to note that it is not clear that v_k → v strongly in W^{1,2}(B_1) (or the annular region B_1 \ B_{1/2}). The limit of � B_1 |∇vk| 2 is N_∞, as we computed, but it may be possible that this is strictly larger than � B_1 |∇v| 2. If v were harmonic, � B_1 |∇v| 2 = N_∞ � ∂B_1 v 2 dH^{n−1} would be elementary to verify from the homogeneity of v, but notice that we have not passed any PDE for v_k to the limit: this appears to also require an improvement of convergence.

Conjecture 5.2. The renormalized sequence v_k → v strongly in W^{1,2}(B_1 \ B_{1/2}).

Fortunately we do not need to solve this highly nontrivial concentration-compactness conjecture in full strength. Instead, we only consider the case when the blow-up is one-dimensional.

Theorem 5.3. Write x = (x^′, x_n) ∈ R^{n−1} × R and set A = B_1 \ B_{1/2}. Assume that n ≥ 2 and that the normalized sequence (v_k)_{k∈N} defined above satisfies n−1∑ i=1 � A |∂_iv_k|^2 → 0 as k → ∞. Then on A, v is independent of the first n − 1 coordinates, i.e. v(x) = h(x_n), N_∞ = 1, and h(x_n) = α(n)|x_n|. Note that the constant α(n) is explicit and fully determined by the normalization � ∂B_1 v^2 dH^{n−1} = 1.

This theorem is still valid when n = 1 (as can be seen by simply classifying all variational solutions), but the proof below uses that A is connected.

Proof. That v is independent of the first n − 1 coordinates is immediate from the assumption. The function h must be of the form h(x_n) = β_+(x_n)^{N∞}_+ + β_−(x_−)^{N∞}_+ from the homogeneity of v, and at least one of β_± ≠ 0.

We also recall that � A |∇v(y) · y − N_∞v(y)|^2 dy = 0 = lim_{k→∞} � A |∇v_k(y) · y − N_∞v_k(y)|^2 dy. By expanding the square and using the weak convergence of v_k → v in W^{1,2}, this leads to lim_{k→∞} � A |∂_nv_k(y)y_n|^2 dy = � A |h^′(y_n)|^2y^2_n dy.

In particular, take any U ⊂⊂ A \ {x_n = 0}; we have shown that v_k → v strongly in W^{1,2}(U) as k → ∞, as weak convergence combined with convergence of the weighted L^2-norm implies strong convergence. Taking any ξ ∈ C^{0,1}_c (U; R^n ), this implies that � ( |∇v|^2 div ξ − 2∇v · Dξ∇v ) = 0 by passing the domain variation formula for u_k to the limit and using that V_0(u_k; 1) → 0. Due to the one-dimensional structure of v, this may be rewritten (integrating by parts against constants in the x^′ variable) as

(5.15) 0 = � (h^′)^2∂_nξ_n = − � 2h^′h^{′′}ξ_n. This implies that either β_± = 0 or h^{′′} = 0 on each component of A \ {x_n = 0}. On at least one of the components, then, β_± is nonzero and so we have shown that N_∞ = 1.

Next, we claim that v_k → v strongly on the whole set A^′ = B_{7/8} \ B_{5/8}. Take any nonnegative η ∈ C^∞_c (A), and integrate by parts, using that we already know that vΔv = 0: � |∇v|^2η = − � v∇η · ∇v − � vηΔv = − � v∇η · ∇v.

Then this passes to the limit under weak convergence, so � |∇v|^2η = − lim_{k→∞} � v_k∇η · ∇v_k = lim_{k→∞} � |∇v_k|^2η, where the last integration by parts used that Δv_k = 0 on {v_k > 0}. As above, this gives strong convergence locally in A^′. As a consequence, (5.15) is valid for any ξ ∈ C^1_c (A^′).

As n ≥ 2, we may find an x^′ such that (x^′, t) ∈ A^′ for t ∈ (−t_0, t_0) for some small t_0. Setting ξ_n ≥ 0 to be supported near (x^′, 0) and symmetric with respect to x_n, (5.15) becomes

[β^2_+ − β^2_−] � {x_n=0} ξ_n dH^{n−1} = 0, so β_+ = β_−. □

6. Core estimates

For (u, χ) a variational solution on Ω, we define the set of highest density Σ^H = {x ∈ Ω : x ∈ {u > 0} and M_x(u; 0+) ≥ |B_1|}.

In Lemma 8.1 we will show that every degenerate free boundary point is contained in Σ^H .

Recall from Proposition 3.5 that |B_1| is the largest possible value M_x(0+) may attain at x, and from Lemma 4.1—using the monotonicity of M_x—that at any x ∈ Σ^H the frequency function N_x(r) is non-decreasing and satisfies N_x(u; 0+) ≥ 1.

It will also be useful to define Σ^H_r = {x ∈ Ω : B_r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω, x ∈ {u > 0} and M_x(u; r) ≥ |B_1|}. The relationship between these is that for s < r, Σ^H_s ∩Ω_r ⊆ Σ^H_r , where Ω_r = {x ∈ Ω : B_r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω} is the set of points a distance more than r from the boundary of Ω. Similarly, Σ^H ∩ Ω_r ⊆ Σ^H_r , while ⋂ 0<s<r Σ H s = Σ^H ∩ Ω_r. The sets Σ^H_r are relatively closed in Ω_r, while Σ^H is relatively closed in Ω.

6.1. L^2-Subspace Approximation. Let μ be a finite Borel measure, and set

β^2_μ(x, r) = inf_L � B_r (x) d^2(y, L) r^2 dμ r^{n−1} to be the Jones number of μ, where the infimum is taken over all affine hyperplanes L ⊆ R^n . Smallness of β measures how concentrated on a hyperplane μ is. The first of two estimates we prove in this section is the following theorem, which controls this quantity by the drop in frequency on the support of μ:

Theorem 6.1 (L^2-Subspace Approximation). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_{8r}(x) and μ a finite (positive) Borel measure supported on Σ^H_r . Assume that x ∈ Σ^H_r and that N_x(u; 50r) ≤ N_+. Then there is a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that β^2_μ(x, r) ≤ C r^{n−1} � B_r (x) [N_y(u; 20r) − N_y(u; r)] dμ(y). This theorem is perhaps best understood as an estimate on discrete measures: the left-hand side is large if the measure’s support is in general position, i.e. at least one point is far from any hyperplane. Then this estimate guarantees that, at least at one point y in the support, N_y(2r) − N_y(r) has to be large. Indeed, if the frequency was almost constant at a collection of points in general position, then u would have to be approximately homogeneous with respect to each one of them, and this is impossible for degrees of homogeneity other than 0. The proof is based on a quantitative version of this argument.

Lemma 6.2. Let u be a Lipschitz function on R^n , and fix a point x ∈ B_1 \{0} and number N_+ > 1. Assume there are two constants N_0, N_x ∈ [1, N_+] and a number δ such that � B_{10}\B_1 |∇u(y) · y − N_0u(y)|^2 dy ≤ δ and also �

B_{10} \B_1 |∇u(x + y) · y − N_xu(x + y)|^2 dy ≤ δ. Then there is a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that (6.16) |N_0 − N_x|^2 � B_{10}\B_1 u^2 ≤ Cδ and (6.17) � B_9\B_2 |∇u(y) · x|^2dy ≤ Cδ.

Proof. We may write x = y + (x − y) for any y, to obtain that ∇u(y) · x = ∇u(y) · y + ∇u(x + (y − x)) · (x − y). Integrating this, ‖∇u(y) · x − (N_0 − N_x)u(y)‖_L2_{(B9\B2,dy)} ≤ ‖∇u(y) · y − N_0u(y)‖_L2_{(B9\B2,dy)} + ‖∇u(x + (y − x)) · (y − x) − N_xu(y)‖_L2_{(B9\B2,dy)} ≤ 2 √ δ. In particular, this means that (6.16) implies (6.17).

For any y ∈ B_8 \ B_3, the line segment y + tx, t ∈ [0, 1] is contained in B_9 \ B_2. It follows that u(y + x)e^{Nx−N0} − u(y) = �_1 0 d dt ( e^{(Nx−N0)t}u(y + tx) ) dt = �_1 0 e^{(Nx−N0)t}[∇u(y + tx) · x − (N_0 − N_x)u(y + tx)]dt. We square and integrate in y over the annulus B_8 \ B_3: � B_8\B_3 |u(y + x)e^{Nx−N0} − u(y)|^2 dy ≤ C(N_+)

�_1 0 � B_8\B_3 |∇u(y + tx) · x − (N_0 − N_x)u(y + tx)|^2 dy dt ≤ C � B_9\B_2 |∇u(y) · x − (N_0 − N_x)u(y)|^2 dy ≤ Cδ. (6.18)

In a somewhat similar fashion, consider the segment ty, with y ∈ ∂B_s and t ∈ [1, T ] such that sT ≤ 10. In this case T^{−N0} u(T y) − u(y) = �_T 1 d dt t^{−N0} u(ty) dt = �_T 1 t^{−N0−1}[∇u(ty) · (ty) − N_0u(ty)] dt.

Squaring and integrating this over the sphere ∂B_s, (6.19) � ∂B_s |T^{−N0} u(T y) − u(y)|^2 dH^{n−1}(y) ≤ C(N_+)δ, where the constant C(N_+) depends on T and s but can be chosen uniformly in s ∈ [1, 10]. This allows us to compare the integrals of u^2 between spheres of different sizes: � ∂B_s T^{−2N0} u^2(T y) dH^{n−1}(y) ≤ 2 � ∂B_s ( u^2 + |T^{−N0} u(T y) − u(y)|^2 ) dH^{n−1}(y) ≤ C � ∂B_s u^2 dH^{n−1} + Cδ, so � ∂B_{T s} u^2 dH^{n−1} ≤ C � ∂B_s u^2 dH^{n−1} + Cδ. Similarly � ∂B_s u^2 dH^{n−1} ≤ C � ∂B_{T s} u^2 dH^{n−1} + Cδ, and so averaging over annuli, (6.20) 1 C � B_{10} \B_1 u^2 − δ ≤ � ∂B_s u^2 dH^{n−1} ≤ C � B_{10}\B_1

u^2 + Cδ for every s ∈ [1, 10].

We may instead simply integrate (6.19) over [3, 4] and choose T = 2, which leads to (6.21) � B_4\B_3 |2^{−N0} u(2y) − u(y)|^2 ≤ C(N_+)δ. An analogous computation centered around x gives (6.22) � B_4\B_3 |2^{−Nx} u(x + 2y) − u(x + y)|^2 ≤ Cδ as well. On the other hand, from (6.18) we know that (setting A = e^{Nx−N0} , which is bounded above and below in terms of N_+) � B_4\B_3 |u(y) − Au(x + y)|^2 ≤ Cδ and �

B_4\B_3 |u(2y) − Au(x + 2y)|^2 = 2^{−n} � B_8\B_6 |u(y) − Au(x + y)|^2 ≤ Cδ. Using the triangle inequality (with all norms being L^2(B_4 \ B_3, dy)), ‖2^{−Nx} u(2y) − 2^{−N0} u(2y)‖ ≤ ‖2^{−N0} u(2y) − u(y)‖ + ‖u(y) − Au(x + y)‖ + ‖Au(x + y) − A2^{−Nx} u(x + 2y)‖ + ‖A2^{−Nx} u(x + 2y) − 2^{−Nx} u(2y)‖ ≤ C √ δ, where we used (6.21) and (6.22) to bound the first and third terms respectively. Rewriting, |2^{−Nx} − 2^{−N0} |^2 � B_8\B_6 u^2 ≤ Cδ. As |2^{−Nx} − 2^{−N0} | ≥ c(N_+)|N_x − N_0|, using (6.20) this implies that |N_x − N_0|^2 � B_{10}\B_1 u^2 ≤ Cδ, proving (6.16). □

Proof of Theorem 6.1. After a one-homogeneous rescaling, we may assume that r = 1 and x = 0. Furthermore, we may as well assume that μ is supported on B_1 and normalized so that μ(B_1) = 1 (the conclusion is homogeneous in μ and both sides are integrated over B_1).

We apply Lemma 4.6 to see that for any x ∈ Σ^H_1 ∩ B̄_1, N_x(20) ≤ CN_+, and we also have that 1 C H_0(50) ≤ H_x(s) ≤ CH_0(50) from the second conclusion there (combined with Lemma 4.3 used repeatedly).

Fix a point x_0 ∈ Σ^H_1 ∩ B̄_1 such that N_{x0} (20) − N_{x0} (1) = min_{x∈ΣH}

1 ∩B̄_1

(N_x(20) − N_x(1)) .

The quantity N_x(r) is continuous in x and Σ^H_1 ∩ B̄_1 is closed, so the minimum here is attained. We also may as well assume that N_{x0} (20) − N_{x0} (1) ≤ δ for a small δ = δ(N_+, n) (to be selected below): if not, the right-hand side in the conclusion is bounded from below, the left-hand side is bounded above by 1, and so the theorem is trivial.

At any x ∈ Σ^H_1 ∩ B̄_1, integrating (4.13) tells us that

�_{20} 1 � ∂B_s(x) 2 H_x(s)s^{n+2} |∇u(y) · (y − x) − N_x(s)u(y)|^2 dH^{n−1}(y) ≤ N_x(20) − N_x(1). By using that H_x(s) ≤ CH_0(50) ≤ CH_{x0} (10) and 0 ≤ N_x(s) − N_x(1) ≤ N_x(20) − N_x(1), � B_{20}(x)\B_1 (x)

|∇u(y) · (y − x) − N_x(1)u(y)|^2 ≤ CH_{x0} (10)[N_x(20) − N_x(1)].

We insert this bound at x and x_0 into Lemma 6.2, so that (6.17) gives (6.23) � B_{18}(x_0)\B_4 (x_0)

|∇u(y) · (x − x_0)|^2 dy ≤ CH_{x0} (10)[N_x(20) − N_x(1)].

Note how we used that N_{x0} (20) − N_{x0} (1) ≤ N_x(20) − N_x(1) here.

Given an affine hyperplane L = {(y − y_0) · ν = 0}, the definition of β = β_μ(x, r) tells us that β^2 ≤ � B_1 |(y − y_0) · ν|^2 dμ(y). We plug into this formula ν =^{∇u(z)}_{|∇u(z)|} for an arbitrary point z ∈ {u > 0} and y_0 = x_0 (the point selected above): β^2|∇u(z)|^2 ≤ � B_1 |∇u(z) · (y − x_0)|^2 dμ(y). Now we integrate over A = (B_{10}(x_0) \ B_4(x_0)) ∩ {u > 0} in the z variable and interchange the order of integration, to get β^2 � A |∇u(z)|^2 dz ≤ � B_1 � A |∇u(z) · (y − x_0)|^2 dz dμ(y). From (6.23), then, β^2 � A |∇u(z)|^2 dz ≤ CH_{x0} (10) � B_1

[N_y(20) − N_y(1)] dμ(y).

All that remains, then, is to show that 1 H_{x0} (10) � A |∇u(z)|^2 dz ≥ c > 0.

It is helpful here to use the monotonicity of N_{x0} (s):

N_{x0} (5) ≤ N_{x0} (10) =⇒ N_{x0} (5) + V_{x0} (5) ≤ N_{x0} (10) + V_{x0} (10) + C √ δ, where we used Lemma 4.5 and δ ≥ N_{x0} (20) − N_{x0} (1) to bound the V terms. This can be rewritten as �

B_5(x_0) |∇u|^2 ≤ 1 2^n

H_{x0} (5) H_{x0} (10) � B_{10}(x_0) |∇u|^2 + C √ δH_{x0} (5).

From Lemma 4.3, H_{x0} (5) ≤ H_{x0} (10), so � B_5(x_0) |∇u|^2 ≤ 1 2^n � B_{10}(x_0) |∇u|^2 + C √ δH_{x0} (10),

implying that � A |∇u|^2 ≥ � B_{10}(x_0)\B_5(x_0) |∇u|^2 ≥ (1 − 1 2^n ) � B_{10}(x_0) |∇u|^2 − C √ δH_{x0} (10).

As N_{x0} (10) ≥ 1, N_{x0} (10) + V_{x0} (10) ≥ 1 − C √ δ, and so � B_{10}(x_0)

|∇u|^2 ≥ cH_{x0} (10)(1 − C √ δ). We arrive at � A |∇u|^2 ≥ cH_{x0} (10)(1 − C √ δ) ≥ cH_{x0} (10)

which concludes the proof provided that δ has been chosen small enough. □

6.2. Frequency Drop Dichotomy.

Theorem 6.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_{50r}(x), and fix δ > 0, N_+ > 0 and t ∈ [0, r]. Then there is an ε = ε(N_+, δ, n) ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds: set

N^{max} = max y∈B̄_r (x)∩Σ^H_t N_y(u; 20r) ≤ N_+.

Then either N^{max} < 1 + δ, or the set

E = {y ∈ B_r(x) ∩ Σ^H_t : N^{max} − N_y(u; r) < ε}

is contained in a δr-neighborhood of an n − 2-dimensional affine subspace L ⊆ R^n .

Proof. After a rescaling and translation, it is enough to consider r = 1 and x = 0. We assume that neither alternative holds for a sequence (u_k, χ_k) of variational solutions and numbers ε_k → 0, and arrive at a contradiction. We may assume that the numbers N^{max}_k → N̄ ≥ 1 + δ. Applying Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.3, for any y ∈ B_1 ∩ Σ^H_1 (u_k) and s ∈ [1, 20], we have^1_C H_0(u_k; 50) ≤ H_y(u_k; s) ≤ CH_0(u_k; 50).

For each k, the set E_k = {y ∈ B̄_1 ∩ Σ^H_1 (u_k) : N^{max}_k − N_y(u_k; 1) < ε_k} fails to be contained in a δ-neighborhood of any n − 2-dimensional affine subspace. We may inductively select points in E_k as follows: select two points a^k_0 , a^k_1 ∈ E_k which are a distance of at least δ apart (if impossible, then E_k ⊆ B_δ(a_0)). Then find a^k_2 ∈ E_k a distance at least δ from a^k_0 + span{a^k_1 − a^k_0 }, and so on until a_{n−1}. Let us, for each k, select an orthonormal basis e^k_i for R^n so that e^k_1 is parallel to a^k_1 − a^k_0 , e^k_2 is in the span of a^k_1 − a^k_0 and a^k_2 − a^k_0, and so on. It is straightforward to check that each e^k_i can be expressed as a linear combination of the a^k_i − a^k_0 with coefficients of absolute value ≤^1_δ ; we then, for each k, perform an isometry so that e^k_i = e_i are all the same (all quantities are invariant under isometries); here (e_i)^n_{i=1} is the standard basis of R^n .

At each of these points, we have that N_ak_i (u_k; 20) − N_ak_i (u_k; 1) < ε_k. Integrating (4.13) and also using that |N̄ − N_ak_i (u_k; 20)| ≤ ε_k + o_k(1), 1 H_ak_0 (u_k; 18) � B_{20}(a^k_i )\B_1 (a^k_i ) |∇u_k(y) · y − N̄u(y)|^2 = o_k(1). Now apply Lemma 6.2 n − 1 times, centered at a^k_0 and using a^k_i as the second point, to get that 1 H_ak_0 (u_k; 18) � B_{18} (a^k_0 )\B_4(a^k_0 )

|∇u_k(y) · (a^k_i − a^k_0 )|^2 = o_k(1).

From the choice of basis for R^n , this implies that n−1∑ i=1 1 H_ak_0 (u_k; 18) � B_{18}(a^k_0 )\B_4(a^k_0 )

|∂_iu_k(y)|^2 = o_k(1).

Consider the sequence of renormalized solutions v_k(y) =^{uk(ak0 +18y)√}_{Hak} 0 (u_k;18) . These satisfy the hy-

potheses of Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 5.3, so in particular lim_{k→∞} N_ak_0 (u_k; 9) = 1.

However by construction this limit also equals N̄ ≥ 1 + δ, which is a contradiction. □

7. The Naber-Valtorta procedure

Given a variational solution on B_{25r}(x) with B_r(x)∩Σ^H_t ≠ ∅ and t ∈ [0, r], define N^{max}_t (x, r) = max{N_x(u; 20r) : x ∈ Σ^H_t ∩ B_r(x)}.

Lemma 7.1. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_{25r}(x), with B_r(x) ∩ Σ^H_t ≠ ∅ for some t ∈ [0, r]. Then there is a δ = δ(n) and C_∗ = C_∗(n) such that if N^{max}_t (x, r) < 1 + δ, we have:

(1) For each s ∈ [t, r], every countable collection of disjoint balls B_s(x_i) with x_i ∈ Σ^H_t ∩ B_r(x) contains at most C_∗^{rn−1}_{sn−1} balls.

(2) For each s ∈ [t, r], the volume of the s-neighborhood of Σ^H_t ∩ B_r(x), B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_r(x)), is at most C_∗sr^{n−1}.

(3) If t = 0, then H^{n−1}(Σ^H ∩ B_r(x)) ≤ C_∗r^{n−1} and Σ^H ∩ B_r is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable.

Proof. We rescale as usual so that x = 0 and r = 1. When proving the first two conclusions, we may as well assume that s < s_0(n) << 1, for otherwise they follow trivially by choosing C(n) large enough. We will prove (1) in the following way: we show that if it holds for some s_∗ and every s ≥ s_∗, then it also holds (with the same constant C_∗, which will be chosen below) for s =^1_{20} s_∗. Then by induction, this implies (1) for every s ≥ t.

Take U = {B_s(x_i)} a disjoint collection of balls with x_i ∈ Σ^H_t ∩ B_1, and let μ = ∑ i s^{n−1}δ_{xi} be an associated discrete measure. Then from Theorem 6.1, β^2_μ(y, ρ) ≤ C ρ^{n−1} � B_ρ(y) [N_z(20ρ) − N_z(ρ)] dμ(z)

for every t ≤ ρ ≤ 1 and y ∈ Σ^H_t ∩ B_1. On the other hand, if ρ < s, we instead have (7.24) β_μ(y, ρ) = 0, as at most one of the x_i can be contained in B_ρ(y) (the distance between any two of them is at least 2s by assumption), and so taking any n − 1-dimensional affine hyperplane passing through that x_i in the definition of β_μ(y, ρ) makes it vanish.

Using the elementary inequality β_μ(y, aρ) ≤ C(n)β_μ(y, ρ) for a ∈ [^1_{20} , 1],

�_1 0 β^2_μ(y, ρ) dρ ρ ≤ C ∞∑ k=0 β^2_μ(y, 20^{−k})

≤ C K∑ k=0 20^{k(n−1)} � B_{20−k} (y)

[N_z(20 · 20^{−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z)

where K is the integer with 20^{−K−1} < s ≤ 20^{−K} .

We integrate this with respect to y with respect to the measure μ, starting by estimating the integrals on the right with Fubini’s theorem: � � B_{20−k} (y)

[N_z(20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z)dμ(y) = � � χ_{B20−k (y)}(z) dμ(y)[N_z (20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z)

≤ sup_{y∈B1} μ(B_{20}−k (y)) � [N_z(20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z).

Our hypothesis that (1) holds with s ≥ s_∗ can be applied to the scaled variational solution^{u(y+20−k ·)}_{20−k} and the collection of balls {B_{20}k_s(20^k(x_i − y)) : x_i ∈ B_{20}−k_{(y)}}, as long as k ≥ 1; this tells us that there are at most C_∗(20^ks)^{1−n} of the points x_i in B_{20}−k (y), for any y ∈ B_1. This leads to a simple estimate (7.25) μ(B_{20}−k (y)) ≤ C_∗(20^ks)^{1−n}s^{n−1} ≤ C_∗20^{k(1−n)} for k ≥ 1. When k = 0, a similar estimate still holds, with a larger constant, by covering B_1 ∩ Σ^H_t by C(n) balls B_{1/20}(y_i) centered at points in B_1 ∩ Σ^H_t , and on each of those balls applying (7.25). This gives (7.26) μ(B_1(y)) ≤ μ(B_1) ≤ C(n)C_∗. It follows that

20^{k(n−1)} � � B_{20−k} (y)

[N_z (20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z)dμ(y) ≤ CC_∗ � B_1

[N_z(20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z).

Summing this up, � B_1

�_1 0 β^2_μ(y, ρ) dρ ρ dμ(y) ≤ CC_∗ K∑ k=0 � B_1

[N_z (20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dμ(z) = CC_∗ � B_1

[N_z(20) − N_z(20^{−K} )] dμ(z) ≤ CC_∗ � B_1

[N_z(20) − 1] dμ(z) ≤ CC^2_∗ δ, where the last step used our hypothesis that N_z(20) ≤ 1 + δ for z ∈ Σ^H_t ∩ B_1 and (7.26). Given any B_σ(p) with σ ∈ [s, 1] which has μ(B_σ(p)) > 0, we may also perform the same estimate to the rescaled variational solution^{u(p+σ·)}_σ and the balls B_{s/σ}((x_i − p)/σ), which leads to � B_σ (p)

�_σ 0 β^2_μ(y, ρ) dρ ρ dμ(y) ≤ CC^2_∗ δσ^{n−1} after scaling back. Note that the same estimate is still valid for σ < s, due to (7.24). We now choose C_∗ = D(n) of the discrete Reifenberg theorem [17][Theorem 3.4] and we choose δ small enough to obtain from [17][Theorem 3.4] that #(U) ≤ C_∗(s_∗/20)^{1−n}, completing our inductive step.

The conclusion (2), with a larger constant, is immediate from (1) by using a Vitali cover. The Hausdorff measure estimate in (3) follows from (2) applied with t = 0, which gives the Minkowski content bound |B_s(B_1 ∩ Σ^H )| ≤ C_∗s.

To see the rectifiability part of (3), let ν = H^{n−1} (Σ^H ∩ B_1). Applying the Hausdorff measure bound tells us that on any ball B_σ(p) with σ ≤ 1, ν(B_σ(p)) ≤ C_∗σ^{n−1}. For any y ∈ Σ^H ∩ B_1 and ρ ≤ 1, applying Theorem 6.1 leads to β^2_ν (y, ρ) ≤ C ρ^{n−1} � B_ρ(y) [N_z(20ρ) − N_z(ρ)] dν(z). Estimating similarly to μ above, � B_1

�_1 0 β^2_ν (y, ρ) dρ ρ dν(y) ≤ C ∞∑ k=0 sup_{y∈B2} ν(B_{20}−k (y)) 20^{k(n−1)} � B_1

[N_z(20^{1−k}) − N_z(20^{−k})] dν(z) ≤ CC_∗ � B_1

[N_z(20) − N_z(0+)] dν(z) ≤ CC^2_∗ δ. Applying to rescalings of u, � B_σ (p)

�_σ 0 β^2_ν (y, ρ) dρ ρ dν(y) ≤ CC^2_∗ δσ^{n−1}, so as long as δ is chosen small enough we may apply the rectifiable Reifenberg theorem [17][Theorem 3.3] to conclude. □

It is also possible to show a packing estimate similarly to [17], but we avoid the added technicality.

We are now in a position to prove the main theorem of this and the previous section. Theorem 7.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B_1, with 0 ∈ Σ^H_t for some t ∈ [0, 1] and N_0(u; 1) ≤ N_+. Then there is a constant C = C(N_+, n) such that the following holds:

(1) For every s ≥ t, |B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_{1/100}(x))| ≤ Cs.

(2) If t = 0, then H^{n−1}(Σ^H ∩ B_{1/100}(x)) ≤ C and Σ^H ∩ B_{1/100} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable. (3) N_x(u; 0+) = 1 at H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ^H .

Proof. By Lemma 4.6, N^{max}_t (0, 1/50) ≤ CN_+.

We will proceed by building, inductively, a sequence of coverings of Σ^H_t by balls. We start with the ball B_r(x) = B_{1/50} (with x ∈ Σ^H_t and r ≥ t), and check the value of N^{max}_t (x, r). If this quantity is less than 1 + δ_1 (with δ_1 fixed and smaller than the constant δ in Lemma 7.1), we call this a terminal ball, add it to a collection W^T , and do not subdivide it any further. If not, we apply Theorem 6.3 with δ_2 ≤ min{δ_1,^1_{20} } to be selected below, to see that

E = {y ∈ B_r(x) ∩ Σ^H_t : N^{max}_t (x, r) − N_y(r) < ε} ⊆ B_{δ2r}(V ),

where V is an n − 2-dimensional affine subspace.

We cover B_r(x) ∩ Σ^H_t by a large number of balls B_{δ2r}(x_i), with x_i ∈ B_r(x) ∩ Σ^H_t and the balls having finite overlap. On these, there are two possibilities for the behavior of N^{max}_t (x_i, δ_2r). If B_{δ2r}(x_i) is disjoint from E, then for every y ∈ B_{δ2r}(x_i) ∩ Σ^H_t ,

N_y(20 δ_2r) ≤ N_y(r) ≤ N^{max}_t (x, r) − ε,

so N^{max}_t (x_i, δ_2r) ≤ N^{max}_t (x, r) − ε; we say these balls are ones with large frequency drop. The other possibility is that B_{δ2r}(x_i) intersects E, in which case we only know N^{max}_t (x_i, δ_2r) ≤ N^{max}_t (x, r); these balls have small frequency drop.

Starting with B_{1/50} and assuming that B_{1/50} is not terminal, we apply this procedure to get a collection U^1 of balls, and then apply it to all the balls in U^1 to get a collection U^2, and so on. Each of these collections U^k has only balls of radius r_k = δ^k_2^1_{50} and finite overlap, and we continue on until r_{k+1} < s, so we end up with a finite number of balls for each s. Setting K := inf{k ≥ 1 : r_k ≥ s}, we obtain r_K ∈ [s, s/δ_2] as the radius of the final generation of non-terminal balls. The collection of terminal balls may have balls of varying radii, each greater than or equal to s.

Let us estimate the q-dimensional size of the balls in U^k. In each generation, a ball is subdivided into at most C_Lδ^{−n}_2 balls, of which at most C_S δ^{2−n}_2 can have small frequency drop, due to the fact that E ⊂ B_{δ2r}(V ); importantly, C_S , C_L depend only on n (and not on δ_2, or ε(δ_2)). If we track each ball’s ancestry, we see that it could not have had large frequency drop more than D := D(n, N_+, δ_2) := ⌈CN_+/ε⌉ times: otherwise that would contradict that N_{xi} (t) ≥ 1 (indeed, one of its ancestors would have been terminal). So the total number of balls in generation U^k is bounded by

#(U^k) ≤ [C_S δ^{−n}_2 ]^D[C_Lδ^{2−n}_2 ]^k ≤ C(C_S , D, δ_2)C^k_Lδ^{(2−n)k}_2 ≤ C(n, N_+, δ_2)r^{2−n−τ}_k ,

where we choose any τ ∈ (0, 1) and then δ_2 small enough in terms of τ and n only so that C_L < δ^{−τ}_2 . Therefore,

(7.27) ∑ B_{rk} (x_i)∈U^k r^q_k = r^q_k #(U^k) ≤ Cr^{q+2−n−τ}_k .

Let us define the collection W^s := ⋃ k≥1 U^k of all balls in all generations having radii ≥ s as well as the subcollection W^T of all terminal balls in W^s. Provided that q > n − 2 + τ, we obtain that

(7.28) ∑ B_{ri} (x)∈W^s r^q_i ≤ C ∞∑ k=0 δ^{(q+2−n−τ )k} 2 ≤ C.

We are now ready to prove the theorem. For (1), note that

B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_{1/100}(x)) ⊆ ⋃ B_{rK} (x_i)∈U^K B_{2rK} (x_i) ∪ ⋃ B_{ri} (x)∈W^T B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_{ri} (x)).

Estimating the volumes, the first union has, using (7.27) with q = n, | | | ⋃ B_{rK} (x_i)∈U^K B_{2rK} (x_i) | | | ≤ Cr^{2−τ}K ≤ Cs^{2−τ} , while the second, using Lemma 7.1 as well as (7.27) with q = n − 1, satisfies | | | | ⋃ B_{ri} (x)∈W^T B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_{ri} (x)) | | | | ≤ ∑ B_{ri} (x)∈W^T |B_s(Σ^H_t ∩ B_{ri} (x))| ≤ Cs ∑ B_{ri} (x)∈W^T r^{n−1}_i ≤ Cs. This establishes (1).

For (2), the Hausdorff measure estimate follows immediately from (1) using that Σ^H ⊆ Σ^H_t . If we denote by A the portion of Σ^H which is not contained in the union of the terminal balls, we have shown that in fact H^{n−2+τ} (A) ≤ C, so H^{n−1}(A) = 0. The rest of Σ^H is contained in a countable union of countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable sets by Lemma 7.1 applied to each terminal ball, and so is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable.

Finally, for (3) observe that on Σ^H ∩ B_{ri} (x_i), where B_{ri} (x_i) is a terminal ball, we have by construction that N^{max}_0 (x_i, r_i) ≤ 1 + δ_1, and so N_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1 + δ_1 on B_{ri} (x_i). This is true on all terminal balls, which cover Σ^H \ A, so N_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1 + δ_1 for H^{n−1}-a.e. point in Σ^H . This is true for every δ_1 small, so as countable unions of H^{n−1}-null sets are H^{n−1}-null sets, (3) follows. □

8. A complete identification of the measure Δu of variational solutions

Theorem 7.2 allows us to completely identify Δu of variational solutions; more precisely (see Theorem 8.7), Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ^H .

In later sections we will in turn apply this result to any limit of classical solutions of the Bernoulli problem (see Section 9) and any limit of the related singular perturbation problem (see Section 10). In particular, the full topological free boundary of any of those limits is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable and has locally finite H^{n−1}-measure. This result also gives information about the harmonic measure of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} (see Remark 10.2).

In preparation of Theorem 8.7 we need some analysis of the regular free boundary (Section 8.1), some analysis of singular points (Section 8.2) as well as an identification of the limit χ (Section 8.3).

8.1. Analysis of regular points. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. By the upper semicontinuity of x → M_x(u; 0+) (see Proposition 3.5), the set Σ^H is relatively closed, so Ω \ Σ^H is an open set. In this section we recall some results on Ω \ Σ^H , and in particular on the portion of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} contained in it (this is exactly the portion of the free boundary with density M_x(0+) < |B_1|). These mostly follow existing literature, such as [5, 6, 7, 11].

To begin with, observe that in the interior of {u = 0}, χ must be locally constant. Indeed, (3.5) gives �

χ div ξ = 0

for all ξ ∈ C^∞_c ({u = 0}^∘, R^n ), which implies that χ is constant on each connected component. If χ = 0 in a component, we have the “natural” behavior M_x(u; 0+) ≡ 0 there (by Proposition 3.5), while if χ = 1, we have the “pathological” case of M_x(u; 0+) ≡ |B_1| instead. The latter is certainly possible: (u, χ) = (0, 1) is a variational solution. However, x → M_x(u; 0+) is upper semicontinuous

(see Proposition 3.5), so at any x ∈ ∂ ({u = 0}^∘) at the boundary of any such pathological connected component, we would also have M_x(u; 0+) = |B_1|, and so x ∈ Σ^H . In Section 8.2, we will show this is actually impossible, and so χ = 0 on {u = 0}^∘ unless u ≡ 0. In this section we simply note that on a connected open set with Σ^H = ∅, unless u ≡ 0 we have that M_x(u; 0+) < |B_1|.

It will be helpful to have the following notion of viscosity solution of our problem.

Definition 8.1 (Viscosity Solution). Let u be a continuous function u : Ω → [0, ∞) which is harmonic in {u > 0}. Then u is a viscosity solution if any smooth function ϕ satisfying ϕ ≤ u (ϕ_+ ≥ u) in B_r(x) ⊆ Ω, ϕ(x) = 0 and x ∈ ∂{u > 0} also satisfies |∇u| ≤ 1 (|∇u| ≥ 1).

It is easy to see that even when n = 1, the function x_+ +^1_2 x_− is a viscosity solution but not a variational solution (for any χ), whereas 2|x_n| is a variational solution but not a viscosity solution. However, the notions do coincide outside the set Σ^H .

Lemma 8.1. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution in Ω, and B_{2r}(x) ⊂⊂ Ω. Then if u(x) = 0, M_x(u; 0+) ∈ {0} ∪ [|B_1|/2, |B_1|], with M_x(u; 0+) = 0 only if x is in the interior of {u = 0}. Moreover, if x ∈ ∂{u > 0} and the blow-up sequence u(x + r·)/r → 0 as r → 0, then M_x(u; 0+) = |B_1|.

Proof. Assume that x = 0. Let us use the same notation as the proof of Proposition 3.5, with blow-ups of u along a subsequence converging to a homogeneous function u_0 of degree 1. We first show that M_0(u; 0+) = 0 may only happen if u_0 ≡ 0 (along each convergent subsequence), and M(u; 0+) ≥ |B_1|/2 otherwise.

Indeed, if u_0 is nonzero, then its trace on ∂B_1 is a solution to

−Δ_Sn−1 u_0 = (n − 1)u_0 on {u_0 > 0}.

In other words, it is a first eigenfunction of the set {u_0 > 0} ∩ ∂B_1 with eigenvalue n − 1. An inequality of Sperner [19] guarantees that any such set must have volume greater than or equal to that of a spherical cap with the same eigenvalue, which in this case is a half-sphere with volume |∂B_1|/2. As u_0 is 1-homogeneous, we see that |{u_0 > 0} ∩ B_1| ≥ |B_1|/2, and so |B_1|/2 ≤ |{u_0 > 0} ∩ B_1| ≤ lim inf_{k→∞} |{u_{rk} > 0}| r^n_k ≤ lim_{k→∞} |{χ_k = 1}| r^n_k = M_0(u; 0+).

The function x → M_x(u; 0+) is upper semicontinuous on Ω (see Proposition 3.5). Therefore {x : M_x(u; 0+) ≤ 0} = {x : M_x(u; 0+) < |B_1|/4} is relatively open. Take a point x with M_x(u; 0+) = 0, and assume that M_x(u; 0+) ≤ 0 on B_δ(x) for a small δ. Then at every point y ∈ B_δ(x) we must either have M_y(u; 0+) = 0 and hence

lim_{s→0} |{χ = 1} ∩ B_s(y)| s^n = 0,

or u(y) > 0 and so

lim_{s→0} |{χ = 1} ∩ B_s(y)| s^n = |B_1|. This, however, implies that the essential boundary of {χ = 1} is empty in B_δ(x), and so by a theorem of Federer we must have either χ ≡ 1 on B_δ(x) or χ ≡ 0 on B_δ(x), Lebesgue a.e. (indeed, [12][4.5.11] implies {χ = 1} is a set of finite perimeter; [12][4.5.6(1)] implies its Gauss-Green boundary measure is trivial, being supported on the essential boundary; the relative isoperimetric inequality [12][4.5.3] then gives the claim). The former is impossible, since at least one point, x, has density zero: this means χ = 0 on a set of positive Lebesgue measure. The latter means that M_y(u; 0+) = 0 and u(y) = 0 for Lebesgue a.e. y ∈ B_δ(x), and so by continuity u = 0 on all of B_δ(x).

The last statement follows from the fact that u(x + r·)/r → 0 as r → 0 implies the limit of χ(x + r·) as r → 0 must be a constant function. As by the already proved part of the lemma, M_x(u; 0+) ≠ 0, it follows that M_x(u; 0+) = 1. □

Lemma 8.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on a connected open set Ω, and assume Σ^H = ∅. Then either u ≡ 0 or χ = χ_{{u>0}} a.e., so the set {u > 0} has locally finite perimeter. Moreover, H^{n−1}(∂{u > 0} ∩ B_r(x)) ≤ C(C_V )r^{n−1} for any B_{2r}(x) ⊂⊂ Ω.

Proof. As discussed at the start of this section, we have that χ = χ_{{u>0}} on Ω \ ∂{u > 0}, and on ∂{u > 0} we have M_x(0+) ∈ [|B_1|/2, |B_1|). In particular, on ∂{u > 0} the Lebesgue density of {χ = 1} lies in [1/2, 1), and so ∂{u > 0} is contained in the essential boundary ∂^e{χ = 1}. From Lemma 3.3, this implies that H^{n−1}(∂{u > 0} ∩ B_r(x)) ≤ H^{n−1}(∂^e{χ = 1} ∩ B_r(x)) = � B_r (x) |∇χ| ≤ C(C_V )r^{n−1} for any B_{2r}(x) ⊂⊂ Ω (using Federer’s theorem [12][4.5.6(1)]). This implies that |∂{u > 0}| = 0, χ = χ_{{u>0}} a.e., and that {u > 0} has finite perimeter. □

Lemma 8.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and assume Σ^H = ∅. Then u is a viscosity solution on Ω.

Proof. Let ϕ ≤ u (ϕ_+ ≥ u) on B_r(x), ϕ(x) = u(x) = 0, and x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, and assume without loss of generality that if the first inequality holds then |∇ϕ(x)| ≠ 0. The fact that x ∈ ∂{u > 0} implies that M_x(u; 0+) ≥ |B_1|/2 by Lemma 8.1, while as Σ^H = ∅ we have M_x(u; 0+) < |B_1| (recall that Σ^H is exactly the portion of ∂{u > 0} with M_x(u; 0+) = |B_1|).

Then as in the proof of Proposition 3.5, along a sequence s_k we have that

u_k(y) = u(x + s_ky) s_k → u_0(y)

locally uniformly and strongly in W^{1,2}, where u_0 is a 1-homogeneous function which is harmonic on {u_0 > 0}. By Lemma 3.3, if χ_k(y) = χ(x + s_ky), then ‖χ_k‖_{BV (B1)} ≤ C, and so up to a subsequence χ_k → χ_0 ∈ BV in L^1_{loc} and a.e.. We may use the W^{1,2} strong convergence to also pass the variational identity (3.5) to the limit in the following sense: for every ξ ∈ C^{0,1}_c (R^n ; R^n ), � ( |∇u_0|^2 div ξ − 2∇u_0 · Dξ∇u_0 ) = − � χ_0 div ξ.

We also know that χ_{{u0>0}} ≤ lim inf_{k→∞} χ_{{uk>0}} ≤ χ_0 a.e., using only that χ_{{u>0}} ≤ χ and pointwise convergence.

On the other hand, clearly lim s_k→0+ ϕ(x + s_ky) s_k = ∇ϕ(x) · y, and so, by homogeneity of u_0, ∇ϕ(x)·y ≤ u_0(y) ((∇ϕ(x)·y)_+ ≥ u_0(y)). Choose coordinates so that ∇ϕ(x) · y = βy_n, β ≥ 0. These inequalities imply that u has the form u(y) = α_+(y_n)_+ + α_−(y_n)_− for two numbers α_+, α_−, with β ≤ α_+ (a_+ ≤ β). Indeed, the trace u|_{∂B1} is a first eigenfunction of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on each connected component of the domain ∂B_1 ∩ {u > 0} with eigenvalue n − 1, from a standard separation of variables argument. From Sperner’s inequality [19], each component must have volume at least |B_1|/2, with equality if and only if it is a half-sphere. If a component U of {u > 0} is contained in half-sphere (so when β(y_n)_+ ≥ u_0, for example), this implies that {u > 0} is that half-sphere and u has the form α(y_n)_+ on U (the explicit first eigenfunction of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on it). If, on the other hand, a component U of {u > 0} contains a half-sphere (so when βy_n ≤ u_0 with β > 0), one possibility is that there is also a second connected component U^′ contained in the complementary half-sphere; then it follows that both are half-spheres and u has the required form from our previous analysis. On the other hand, if U = {u > 0} is the only connected component, it is easy to see from the domain monotonicity of the first eigenvalue and the fact that U is open that U is a half-sphere as well.

By Proposition 3.5, we must have that both u_0 and χ_0 vanish on a set of positive Lebesgue measure, and that χ_0 = 1 on a set of positive measure. In particular, this means at least one of α_± must be 0, and we see that in both cases it must be α_− which is 0.

We can now directly compute � ( |∇u|^2 div ξ − 2∇u · Dξ∇u ) = α^2_+ � {y_n>0} ( div ξ − 2 ∂ξ_n ∂x_n )

= −α^2_+ � {y_n>0} ∂ξ_n ∂x_n = α^2_+ � {y_n=0} ξ_n dH^{n−1}. This completely determines χ_0, as, first, it implies that ∇χ_0 is supported on {y_n = 0}, and hence χ_0 is constant on the two half-spaces. But then

α^2_+ � {y_n=0} ξ_n dH^{n−1} = − � χ_0 div ξ = � {y_n=0} [ χ_0|_{{yn>0}} − χ_0|_{{yn<0}} ] ξ_n dH^{n−1}, from which we see that α^2_+ = χ_0|_{{yn>0}} − χ_0|_{{yn<0}}. As χ_0 ∈ {0, 1} a.e., the only possibilities are

1. α_+ = 1, χ_0|_{{yn>0}} = 1, χ_0|_{{yn<0}} = 0, 2. α_+ = 0, χ_0|_{{yn>0}} = 1, χ_0|_{{yn>0}} = 1, 3. α_+ = 0, χ_0|_{{yn>0}} = 0, χ_0|_{{yn>0}} = 0.

The second case is, in fact, impossible, as we know that χ_0 = 0 on a set of positive measure, and likewise the third case is impossible as χ_0 = 1 on a set of positive measure. We conclude that a_+ = 1, and so β ≤ 1 (β ≥ 1); this implies the conclusion. □

Corollary 8.4. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on a connected open set Ω, and assume Σ^H = ∅. Then the reduced boundary ∂^∗{u > 0} is relatively open in ∂{u > 0} and is locally given by graphs of analytic functions along which |∇u| = 1 from the {u > 0} side. The rest of the boundary ∂{u > 0} \ ∂^∗{u > 0} has Hausdorff dimension at most n − 3. The Laplacian of u satisfies Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} in the sense of distributions.

Proof. First note that by [11, Theorem 1.1], ϵ̄-flatness the free boundary of a viscosity solution v in B_1 in the sense (x_n − ϵ̄)^+ ≤ v(x) ≤ (x_n + ϵ̄)^+ implies the free boundary to be C^{1,α} in B_{1/2}. Suppose now that H^s((∂{u > 0}\∂^∗{u > 0})∩D) > 0 for some s > n−3. Next we observe that by the assumption Σ^H = ∅ as well as Lemma 8.1, a limit of the blow-up family u(x+r·)/r as a sequence → 0 at free boundary points x cannot be 0. Then by the dimension reduction procedure in the proof of [25, Theorem 4.5]—replacing minimizers by viscosity and variational solutions, the monotonicity formula by Proposition 3.4, the flatness class F by the flatness in the above sense, and using this class of solutions is closed—we obtain a 1-homogeneous viscosity solution ū in dimension k < 3 such that H^{s−(n−3)}((∂{ū > 0} \ ∂^∗{ū > 0}) ∩ D) > 0.

After rotation ū(x) = α(x_n)_+ + β(x_n)_−. Now, by the assumption Σ^H = ∅ and by the upper semicontinuity Proposition 3.5, lim sup r→0 |B_r(x) ∩ {χ = 1}|/|B_r| ≤ θ < 1 for x ∈ ∂{u > 0} ∩ D, where D is the connected component of Ω. By lower semicontinuity of the characteristic function χ_{{t>0}} it follows that either α = 0 or β = 0. But then [11, Theorem 1.1] implies that ∂{ū > 0} \ ∂^∗{ū > 0} = ∅, a contradiction. □

8.2. Analysis of singular points. The analysis of regular points did not require Theorem 7.2. However, without that theorem we are faced with serious challenges in the presence of singular points: the set Σ^H , and hence the support of Δu, might be large and have rather arbitrary structure. Theorem 7.2 rules out the most problematic anomalies and allows a much finer characterization of Δu and χ. Let α(n) = 1 √� ∂B_1 |xn| 2 dH^{n−1} be an explicit dimensional constant, which has the useful normalization property H_0(α(n)|x_n|; r) ≡ 1. It is the same constant as in Theorem 5.3.

Lemma 8.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ^H ,

(1) the renormalized functions v_{x,r}(y) = u(x + ry) r √ H_x(u; r) → α(n)|y_n| strongly in W^{1,2}_{loc} (R^n ).

(2) the Lebesgue density of {u > 0} at x exists and is 1:

lim_{r→0} |B_r(x) ∩ {u > 0}| |B_r| = 1.

Note that the density of {χ = 1} must be 1 at every point in Σ^H from the definition of Σ^H and Proposition 3.5. The second part of this lemma is making a stronger and nontrivial assertion, and will be used to rule out Σ^H being located along the boundary of a “pathological” component of {u = 0} where χ = 1; this will be made rigorous below.

Proof. From Theorem 7.2, at H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ^H , we have that N_x(u; 0+) = 1 and Σ^H admits an approximate tangent, i.e. the measures ν_{x,r}(E) = H^{n−1}(E ∩ Σ^H ∩ B_r(x)) r^{n−1} converge in the weak-∗ sense to H^{n−1} L for some hyperplane L ⊆ R^n (passing through the origin). We show that at any such x, both (1) and (2) hold. Without loss of generality translate so x = 0. By the continuity of y → N_y(u; r) for each small and positive r, we may assume that for each positive η, that there is a δ such that N_y(u; r) ≤ 1 + η for y ∈ B_δ ∩ Σ^H and r < δ.

Given any sequence r_k → 0, consider the renormalized sequence

v_k(y) = v_{0,rk} (y) = u(r_ky) r_k √ H_0(u; r_k) .

From Lemma 5.1, v_k ⇀ v ∈ W^{1,2}(B_R) weakly, strongly in L^2(B_R), and a.e. as k → ∞ for each R > 0 (passing if necessary to a subsequence). It follows that χ_{{v>0}} ≤ lim inf_{k→∞} χ_{{vk >0}} a.e., and so by Fatou’s lemma |{v > 0} ∩ B_1| |B_1| ≤ lim inf k→∞ |{v_k > 0} ∩ B_1| |B_1| = lim inf k→∞ |{u > 0} ∩ B_r| |B_r| . As |y_n| > 0 Lebesgue a.e., (2) will follow directly from (1).

Due to the existence of an approximate tangent for ν, for any B_τ (y) with y ∈ L we have that lim inf k→∞ ν_{0,rk} (B_τ (y)) ≥ H^{n−1}(B_τ (y) ∩ L) ≥ c(n)τ^{n−1}. In particular, for k large B_{τ rk} (r_ky) ∩ Σ^H is nonempty. Select coordinates so that L = {y_n = 0}, and use y = e_i/10, i ≤ n − 1 to obtain points y_{i,k} ∈ Σ^H ∩ B_{1/40rk} (r_ke_i). Using Lemma 4.3 and 4.6, we know that^1_C H_0(u; r_k) ≤ H_{yi,k} (u; Rr_k) ≤ CH_0(u; r_k) for every R ∈ [1/40, 40] and for some C = C(n) independent of r_k and y_{i,k}. Then from (4.13), �_{4rk} r_k/4 � ∂B_s(y_{i,k}) 1 H_0(u; r_k)r^{n+2}_k |∇u(y) · y − N_{yi,k} (u; sr_k)u(y)|^2 dH^{n−1}ds ≤ C[N_{yi,k} (u; 4r_k) − N_{yi,k} (u; r_k/4)] ≤ Cη, using N_{yi,k} ∈ [1, 1 + η] for k large. Using N_{yi,k} ∈ [1, 1 + η] once more, � B_4(y_{i,k} /r_k)\B_{1/4} (y_{i,k}/r_k ) |∇v_k(y) · y − v_k(y)|^2 dy ≤ Cη. The same estimate is true at 0: � B_4\B_{1/4} |∇v_k(y) · y − v_k(y)|^2 dy ≤ Cη. Applying Lemma 6.2 for each i, we obtain that � B_2\B_{1/2} |∇v_k(y) · y_{i,k} r_k |^2 ≤ Cη, which implies that �

B_2\B_{12} |∂_iv_k|^2 ≤ Cη due to how y_{i,k} were chosen. As η was arbitrary, lim_{k→∞} � B_2\B_{12}

|∂_iv_k|^2 = 0.

We can therefore apply Theorem 5.3 to conclude that v(y) = α(n)|y_n| on B_1 \ B_{1/2}. A rescaled version of the same argument shows that in fact v(y) = α(n)|y_n| on any annulus B_R \ B_{R/2}, and so on all of R^n . This implies that v_k → v strongly in W^{1,2}(B_R): for any η ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ), � |∇v|^2η = −2 � v∇η · ∇v = lim_{k→∞} −2 � v_k∇η · ∇v_k = lim_{k→∞} � η|∇v_k|^2, where the first and last terms used that v, v_k are harmonic when positive.

As the limit α(n)|y_n| is independent of subsequence, we conclude that (1) holds. □

8.3. Identification of the limit χ.

Theorem 8.6. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, where Ω is open and connected. Then either u ≡ 0 or χ = χ_{{u>0}} almost everywhere.

Proof. From Lemma 8.2 and 7.2, we have that |∂{u > 0}| = 0, while by definition on {u > 0} we have χ(x) = 1 = χ_{{u>0}}(x) a.e.; therefore it suffices to show that χ = 0 a.e. on the interior {u = 0}^∘.

Take a nonempty connected component U of {u = 0}^∘ on which χ = 1 (recalling that χ is locally constant on {u = 0}^∘). Clearly ∂U ∩ Ω ⊆ ∂{u > 0}, and for x ∈ ∂U we must have M_x(0+) ≥ lim sup_{y→x} M_y(0+) = 1, using Proposition 3.5 and the upper semicontinuity of x → M_x(0+) (see Proposition 3.5). In particular, ∂U ∩ Ω ⊆ Σ^H . Applying Theorem 7.2, ∂U ∩ Ω has locally finite Hausdorff measure, and so U has locally finite perimeter.

Assume that U ≠ Ω: then there is an smooth connected open set Ω^′ ⊂⊂ Ω such that |U ∩Ω^′| > 0, |Ω^′ \ U| > 0. By the relative isoperimetric inequality, then, H^{n−1}(∂^∗U ∩ Ω^′) > 0, where ∂^∗U is the reduced boundary. At each point x ∈ ∂^∗U, U has Lebesgue density^1_2 , so {u > 0} ⊆ Ω \ U can have Lebesgue density at most^1_2 . On the other hand, by Lemma 8.5 we have that the Lebesgue density of {u > 0} at H^{n−1}-a.e. point in Σ^H , which contains ∂^∗U ⊆ ∂U, is 1. This is a contradiction. □

For x ∈ Σ^H , we have from Lemma 4.3 that H_x(u; r) is nondecreasing, so the limit H_x(u; 0+) ∈ [0, ∞) exists. It is clear that in fact H_x(u; 0+) ≤ C^2_V |∂B_1|, from the assumed Lipschitz bound on u. 8.4. Identification of the measure Δu.

Theorem 8.7. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}- rectifiable, has locally finite H^{n−1}-measure, and Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ^H .

Proof. The measure Δu is supported on ∂{u > 0}, and applying Corollary 8.4 to u on the open set Ω \ Σ^H gives Δu (Ω \ Σ^H ) = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0}.

We also have the estimate from Lemma 3.3 Δu(B_r(x)) ≤ C(C_V )r^{n−1} for any B_{2r}(x) ⊂⊂ Ω, which implies that H^{n−1}((∂{u > 0}\Σ^H )∩Ω^′) = H^{n−1}(∂^∗{u > 0}∩Ω^′) < ∞ for any Ω^′ ⊂⊂ Ω. On the other hand, by Theorem 7.2, H^{n−1}(Σ^H ∩ Ω^′) < ∞, so H^{n−1}(Ω^′ ∩ ∂{u > 0}) < ∞. Also we have that Σ^H , and so all of ∂{u > 0}, is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable.

By [12][3.2.19] and the Radon-Nikodym theorem, if we take the density

θ(x) = lim sup_{r→0}

Δu(B_r(x)) ω_{n−1}r^{n−1} ≤ C(C_v) where ω_{n−1} is the volume of the unit ball in R^{n−1} , then Δu = θH^{n−1} ∂{u > 0}. Therefore it suffices to show that for H^{n−1}-a.e. point x ∈ Σ^H , we have θ(x) = 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+).

Applying Lemma 8.5, for H^{n−1}-a.e. point x ∈ Σ^H we have that v_{x,r}(y) =^{u(x+ry)}_r√_{Hx(u;r)} → v(y) = α(n)|y_n| in W^{1,2}_{loc} (R^n ), for some choice of coordinates on R^n . Then

Δu(B_r(x)) r^{n−1} √ H_x(u; r) = Δv_{x,r}(B_1) → Δv(B_1) = 2α(n)H^{n−1}(B_1 ∩ {y_n = 0}) = 2α(n)ω_{n−1}

as r → 0, using that Δv(∂B_1) = 0 and the fact that Δv_{x,r} ⇀ Δv in the weak-∗ sense as measures as r → 0, and computing the Laplacian explicitly in the last step. Multiplying both sides by √ H_x(u; 0+) ≥ 0 leads to

θ(x) = lim sup_{r→0}

Δu(B_r(x)) ω_{n−1}r^{n−1} = 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+),

completing the proof. □ Remark 8.8. Along ∂^∗{u > 0}, an elementary computation shows that α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) =^1_2 , so the conclusion of Theorem 8.7 could be rewritten as Δu = 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} ∂{u > 0}. Proof of the Main Theorem 1.2: (i) follows from Theorem 8.6. (ii) has been shown in Theorem 8.7.

(iii) follows from a combination of Theorem 8.7 and Lemma 8.5.

(iv) follows from Lemma 8.5 and Theorem 7.2. □

9. Application to a compactness result for classical solutions

In this section we present a simple example of how to use the theory developed to study limiting behavior of related problems.

Definition 9.1. Given an open set Ω, we say a Lipschitz continuous function u : Ω → [0, R) is a classical solution if u is harmonic on {u > 0}, the set ∂{u > 0} is locally given as a graph of a smooth function, and —provided that ν_x is a unit normal vector to ∂{u > 0} at x such that u(x + tν) > 0 for t ∈ (0, t_0)— lim_{t→0+}^{u(x+tν)−u(x)}_t = 1.

Note that if u is a classical solution, then (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution; (3.5) can be verified through integration by parts.

Proposition 9.1. Let u be a classical solution on B_1, and assume that u(0) = 0. Then for r ∈ (0, 1), sup_{Br} |∇u| ≤ 1 + ω(r) for some continuous nondecreasing function ω : [0, 1) → R with ω(0+) = 0, depending only on n.

The proof of this may be found in [1][Theorem 6.3].

Lemma 9.2. Let (u, χ_{{u>0}}) be a variational solution on B_r(x) with x ∈ ∂{u > 0}. Then |{u > 0} ∩ B_r(x)| ≥ cr^n, where c = c(n, C_V ) > 0.

Proof. We show this with x = 0 and r = 1. By Lemma 8.1, we have that M_0(0+) ≥ |B_1|/2, so |B_1| 2 ≤ M_0(0+) ≤ M_0(1) ≤ � B_1 ( |∇u|^2 + χ_{{u>0}} ) ≤ (1 + C^2_V )|{u > 0} ∩ B_1|. □

The following theorem proves Theorem 1.3.

Theorem 9.3. Let u_k be a sequence of classical solutions on B_1, with

sup_k ‖∇u_k‖_C0,1_{(B1)} < ∞.

Then along a subsequence, u_k → u ∈ C^{0,1} locally uniformly, (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution, and for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ^H (u), α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

Moreover, either u ≡ 0 or χ_{{uk>0}} → χ_{{u>0}} in L^1_{loc}(B_1) and ∂{u_k > 0} → ∂{u > 0} locally in B_1 in Hausdorff topology. Most importantly, ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable, has locally in B_1 finite H^{n−1}-measure, and Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ^H .

The hypothesis is satisfied, for example, for every sequence u_k of classical solutions on B_{1+δ} with u_k(0) = 0.

Proof. Take a subsequence along which u_k → u locally uniformly and weakly in W^{1,2}, and so Δu_k → Δu in the sense of distributions as k → ∞. The limit u must be Lipschitz continuous and harmonic where positive. It is then straightforward to check that u_k → u strongly in W^{1,2}_{loc} (B_1) as k → ∞: � η|∇u|^2 = −2 � u∇u · ∇η = lim_{k→∞} −2 � u_k∇u_k · ∇η = lim � η|∇u_k|^2 for any η ∈ C^∞_c (B_1). Using Lemma 3.3, we have that χ_{{uk>0}} → χ in L^1_{loc}(B_1) as k → ∞ and a.e. along a further subsequence, with χ ∈ {0, 1} almost everywhere. We may then pass (3.5) to the limit, showing that (u, χ) is a variational solution.

By Theorem 8.6, (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is also a variational solution. Applying Proposition 9.1 on B_δ(x_k) and taking limits, we have that for all δ small,

sup_B δ (x) |∇u_k| ≤ 1 + ω(δ). Taking an x ∈ Σ^H at which^{u(x+ry)}_r√_{Hx(u;r)} → α(n)|y_n| as r → 0 (this happens at a.e. x ∈ Σ^H by Lemma 8.5), we see that

lim sup r→0 ‖ ‖ ‖ u(x + r·) r ‖ ‖ ‖_{C0,1(B1)} ≤ 1, so α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

We have already shown that unless u ≡ 0, χ_{{uk>0}} → χ_{{u>0}} locally in L^1. Moreover, for each x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, we have that x = lim_{k→∞} x_k for some x_k ∈ ∂{u_k > 0}. Indeed, were this not true, for some δ we would either have u_k = 0 on B_δ(x), in which case u = 0 on B_δ(x) and x /∈ ∂{u > 0}, or u_k > 0 on B_δ(x), in which case sup_{Bδ/2(x)} u_k → 0 by Harnack inequality and again x /∈ ∂{u > 0}. It remains to show that for any x = lim x_k ∈ B_1 with x_k ∈ ∂{u_k > 0}, we have that x ∈ ∂{u > 0}. By uniform convergence of u_k, u(x) = 0. On the other hand, if x ∈ {u = 0}^∘, then there is a ball B_δ(x) with u = 0 on it, and so from the L^1-convergence of χ_{{uk>0}} we have |B_δ(x) ∩ {u_k > 0}| → 0. For any η and large k, then, |B_{δ/2}(x_k) ∩ {u_k > 0}| < ηδ^n. But from Lemma 9.2 (and Proposition 9.1) we have that |B_{δ/2}(x_k) ∩ {u_k > 0}| > c(n)δ^n, which is a contradiction for sufficiently small η.

The last statements follow from Theorem 8.7. □

Remark 9.4. An analogous compactness theorem can be proved for limits of arbitrary variational solution u_k (uniformly bounded in C^{0,1}), except for the conclusion α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1. If the u_k are also viscosity solutions, then α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1 can be recovered using Lemma 8.5: at almost every point x ∈ Σ^H where α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) > 0, we have that u(x + ry)/r → α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)|y_n| strongly in W^{1,2} and locally uniformly. It follows that the limit function α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)|y_n| is also a viscosity solution, and one can check this is only true if α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

As the properties of being a viscosity or variational solution are preserved under limits, and viscosity solutions satisfy a Bernstein-type gradient bound (see [5]), this is a useful class of solutions to consider.

10. Application to a singular perturbation problem

Consider the singular perturbation problem

(10.29) Δu_ϵ = β_ϵ(u_ϵ) in Ω,

where Ω is a bounded domain in R^n , ϵ > 0 and β_ϵ(s) =^1_ϵ β(^s_ϵ ). Here β is a Lipschitz continuous function such that β > 0 in (0, 1), β ≡ 0 outside (0, 1) and

�_1 0 β(s) ds =^1_2 . Note that we do not assume that u_ϵ is a minimizer or a stable solution.

The problem arises in the mathematical analysis of equidiffusional flames (see [3], [4]), in which case ϵ is proportional to the inverse of the activation energy.

Formally, as ϵ → 0, the solutions u_ϵ converge to a solution u of the free boundary problem

(10.30) Δu = 0 in Ω \ ∂{u > 0}, u = 0, (u^+_ν )^2 − (u^−_ν )^2 = 1 on ∂{u > 0}.

Luis Caffarelli established a locally uniform Lipschitz estimate for bounded solutions u_ϵ (see [8]). In [15], C. Lederman and N. Wolanski proved that u is a viscosity solution of (10.30). They also proved that u satisfies the free boundary condition in a pointwise sense at non-degenerate free boundary points at which there is an inward unit normal of {u > 0} in the measure-theoretic sense.

However, uniformly bounded solutions may converge to limits exhibiting degenerate singular free boundary points (see [24]).

In [23] the second author showed that, in a special case of the time-dependent problem treated therein, Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2θ(x)H^{n−1} Σ_{∗∗} + λ, where λ is a measure supported on the degenerate singular set. However, the question whether λ is nonzero and whether its support can be a large set has been an open problem since [23], except for the case of two dimensions where David Jerison and the second author applied (see [23, Introduction]) a result by Tom Wolff on the harmonic measure [26] to show that in that case λ is zero and the topological free boundary is contained in a set of σ-finite length. In higher dimensions, the issue has been a challenge in view of examples of extremely irregular harmonic measures such as [27, Example 3].

Here we show the following, proving Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 10.1. Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B_1. Then each limit u as ϵ → 0 along a subsequence satisfies the following: (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution, ∂{u > 0} is countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable, has locally in B_1 finite H^{n−1}-measure, and Δu = H^{n−1} ∂^∗{u > 0} + 2α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+)H^{n−1} Σ^H ;

moreover, α(n) √ H_x(u; 0+) ≤ 1 for H^{n−1}-a.e. x ∈ Σ^H .

Remark 10.2. The problem is deeply related to the harmonic measure of the free boundary. Interpreted as a result on the harmonic measure, our result says that this harmonic measure lives on a countably H^{n−1}-rectifiable set of locally finite H^{n−1}-measure. Thus the exotic counter-examples of [27] cannot occur for limits of the singular perturbation problem.

The same is of course true for all variational solutions, including the limits of classical solutions of the Bernoulli problem in Section 9.

In order to apply the main theorem of our paper, it is sufficient to show that each limit is a variational solution. To this end, we cite several known results:

Lemma 10.3 ([8]). Let (w_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a family of solutions to Δw_ϵ = β_ϵ(w_ϵ) in a domain Ω ⊂ R^n such that ||w_ϵ||_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C for some constant C. Let K ⊂ Ω be a compact set and let τ > 0 be such that B_τ (x^0) ⊂ Ω for every x^0 ∈ K. Then there exists a constant L = L(τ, C), such that |∇w_ϵ(x)| ≤ L for x ∈ K. Lemma 10.4 (see for example [24, Proposition 4.3]). Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B_1. There exist a sequence (u_{ϵi} )_{i∈N} and a locally in B_1 Lipschitz continuous function u such that 1) u_{ϵi} → u locally uniformly in B_1, 2) u_{ϵi} → u in W^{1,2}_{loc} (B_1), 3) u is harmonic in B_1 \ ∂{u > 0}, 4) Δu_{ϵi} → μ as measures on B_1 as i → ∞; here μ is a locally finite non-negative measure supported on the free boundary ∂{u > 0}.Therefore Δu = μ in B_1.

Let B_ϵ(z) =

�_z 0 β_ϵ(s) ds and χ_ϵ(x) = 2B_ϵ(u_ϵ(x)). It follows that 0 ≤ χ_ϵ(x) ≤ 1, and the uniform Lipschitz estimate for u_ϵ implies the relative compactness of χ_ϵ in L^1_{loc}(B_1):

Lemma 10.5 ([24, Proposition 4.4]). Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B_1. Then (χ_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} is precompact in L^1(D) for each D ⊂⊂ B_1.

Thus we may assume that χ_{ϵi} (x) → χ(x) locally in L^1 as i → ∞.

Lemma 10.6 ([24, Proposition 4.5]). Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B_1 and let χ be the limit chosen above. Then χ(x) ∈ {0, 1} for a.e. x ∈ B_1.

Lemma 10.7 ([24, Lemma 6.1]). Let w be a solution of Δw = β_ϵ(w) in Ω ⊂ R^n and let χ_ϵ(x) = 2B_ϵ(w(x)).

Then � Ω ( |∇w|^2 div ϕ − 2∇wDϕ∇w + χ_ϵ div ϕ ) dx = 0 for ϕ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^n ).

Theorem 10.8. Let (u_ϵ)_{ϵ∈(0,1)} be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B_1, and let u be the limit chosen above. Then (u, χ_{{u>0}}) is a variational solution in B_1.

Proof. By the strong convergence Lemma 10.4, (u, χ) is a variational solution in B_1. But then the result follows from Theorem 8.6. □

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Jonas Hirsch for helpful discussions, and the Mittag-Leffler Institute for its hospitality during the program “Geometric Aspects of Nonlinear Partial Differential Equations.”

References

[1] H. W. Alt and L. A. Caffarelli. Existence and regularity for a minimum problem with free boundary. J. Reine Angew. Math., 325:105–144, 1981.

[2] G. R. Baker, P. G. Saffman, and J. S. Sheffield. Structure of a linear array of hollow vortices of finite cross-section.

Journal of Fluid Mechanics, 74(3):469–476, 1976.

[3] H. Berestycki, L. A. Caffarelli, and L. Nirenberg. Uniform estimates for regularization of free boundary problems.

In Analysis and partial differential equations, volume 122 of Lecture Notes in Pure and Appl. Math., pages 567– 619. Dekker, New York, 1990.

[4] J. D. Buckmaster and G. S. S. Ludford. Theory of laminar flames, volume 2 of Electronic & Electrical Engineering Research Studies: Pattern Recognition & Image Processing Series. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge-New York, 1982.

[5] Luis Caffarelli and Sandro Salsa. A geometric approach to free boundary problems, volume 68 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2005.

[6] Luis A. Caffarelli. A Harnack inequality approach to the regularity of free boundaries. I. Lipschitz free boundaries are C^{1,α}. Rev. Mat. Iberoamericana, 3(2):139–162, 1987.

[7] Luis A. Caffarelli. A Harnack inequality approach to the regularity of free boundaries. II. Flat free boundaries are Lipschitz. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 42(1):55–78, 1989.

[8] Luis A. Caffarelli. Uniform Lipschitz regularity of a singular perturbation problem. Differential Integral Equations, 8(7):1585–1590, 1995.

[9] Luis A. Caffarelli, David Jerison, and Carlos E. Kenig. Global energy minimizers for free boundary problems and full regularity in three dimensions. In Noncompact problems at the intersection of geometry, analysis, and topology, volume 350 of Contemp. Math., pages 83–97. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2004.

[10] Camillo De Lellis, Andrea Marchese, Emanuele Spadaro, and Daniele Valtorta. Rectifiability and upper Minkowski bounds for singularities of harmonic Q-valued maps. Comment. Math. Helv., 93(4):737–779, 2018.

[11] D. De Silva. Free boundary regularity for a problem with right hand side. Interfaces Free Bound., 13(2):223–238, 2011.

[12] Herbert Federer. Geometric measure theory. Die Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften, Band 153.

Springer-Verlag New York, Inc., New York, 1969.

[13] David Jerison and Ovidiu Savin. Some remarks on stability of cones for the one-phase free boundary problem.

Geom. Funct. Anal., 25(4):1240–1257, 2015.

[14] D. Kinderlehrer, L. Nirenberg, and J. Spruck. Regularity in elliptic free boundary problems. J. Analyse Math., 34:86–119 (1979), 1978.

[15] Claudia Lederman and Noemi Wolanski. Viscosity solutions and regularity of the free boundary for the limit of an elliptic two phase singular perturbation problem. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 27(2):253–288 (1999), 1998.

[16] Fang-Hua Lin. Nodal sets of solutions of elliptic and parabolic equations. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 44(3):287– 308, 1991.

[17] Aaron Naber and Daniele Valtorta. Rectifiable-Reifenberg and the regularity of stationary and minimizing harmonic maps. Ann. of Math. (2), 185(1):131–227, 2017.

[18] Aaron Naber and Daniele Valtorta. Volume estimates on the critical sets of solutions to elliptic PDEs. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 70(10):1835–1897, 2017.

[19] Emanuel Sperner, Jr. Zur Symmetrisierung von Funktionen auf Sphären. Math. Z., 134:317–327, 1973. [20] Martin Traizet. Classification of the solutions to an overdetermined elliptic problem in the plane. Geometric and Functional Analysis, 24:690–720, 01 2013.

[21] Eugen Varvaruca and Georg S. Weiss. A geometric approach to generalized Stokes conjectures. Acta Math., 206(2):363–403, 2011.

[22] Georg S. Weiss. Partial regularity for weak solutions of an elliptic free boundary problem. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 23(3-4):439–455, 1998.

[23] Georg S. Weiss. A singular limit arising in combustion theory: fine properties of the free boundary. Calc. Var.

Partial Differential Equations, 17(3):311–340, 2003.

[24] Georg S. Weiss and Guanghui Zhang. Existence of a degenerate singularity in the high activation energy limit of a reaction-diffusion equation. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 35(1):185–199, 2010.

[25] Georg Sebastian Weiss. Partial regularity for a minimum problem with free boundary. J. Geom. Anal., 9(2):317– 326, 1999.

[26] Thomas H. Wolff. Plane harmonic measures live on sets of σ-finite length. Ark. Mat., 31(1):137–172, 1993. [27] Thomas H. Wolff. Counterexamples with harmonic gradients in R^3. In Essays on Fourier analysis in honor of Elias M. Stein (Princeton, NJ, 1991), volume 42 of Princeton Math. Ser., pages 321–384. Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, NJ, 1995.

(Dennis Kriventsov) Rutgers University, Piscataway, NJ

Email address: dnk34@math.rutgers.edu

(Georg S. Weiss) Faculty of Mathematics, University of Duisburg-Essen, Germany

Email address: georg.weiss@uni-due.de