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A CAMPANATO REGULARITY THEORY FOR MULTI-VALUED

FUNCTIONS WITH APPLICATIONS TO MINIMAL SURFACE

REGULARITY THEORY

PAUL MINTER

Abstract. The regularity theory of the Campanato space L
(q,λ)
k (Ω) has been successfully

used to understand the regularity of solutions to certain geometric variational problems. Here
we extend this theory to multi-valued functions, adapting for the most part Campanato’s
original ideas in [Cam64]. We then give an application within the regularity theory of sta-
tionary integral varifolds. More precisely, we prove a regularity theorem for certain blow-up
classes of functions, which typically arise when studying blow-ups of sequences of stationary
integral varifolds converging to higher multiplicity planes or unions of half-planes. In such a
setting, based in part on ideas in [Wic14] and [BKW21], we are able to deduce a boundary
regularity theory for multi-valued harmonic functions, which is the first of its kind. In con-
junction with [Min21], the results here establish a regularity theorem for stable codimension
one integral varifolds near classical cones of density 5

2
.
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Multi-valued functions were first introduced by F. Almgren [AJ00] to study the branching
behaviour of area-minimising currents. In recent years multi-valued functions have success-
fully been used to describe the structure of large classes of stationary integral varifolds near
multiplicity two planes, and in particular near multiplicity two branch points (see [Wic08],
[Wic21], [BKW21]). In order to understand the structure of stationary integral varifolds close
to higher multiplicity planes or higher multiplicity non-flat cones (see [Min21]), we need to
develop suitable regularity results for special classes of multi-valued functions; for the applica-
tions we have in mind, such classes are known as a proper blow-up class (see [Wic14] for a key
example). The functions within a proper blow-up class are generated by taking scaling limits
of approximate graphical representations of sequences of certain stationary integral varifolds
converging to a fixed stationary cone. The functions within a given blow-up class are typically
multi-valued, in most cases of interest defined on either an open ball of half-ball in a plane,
and inherit certain integral estimates from the stationary assumption on the varifolds. When
it is possible to use these estimates to deduce C1,α regularity of the functions within a blow-
up class is a key problem in geometric measure theory, and is the motivation for our work
here. In conjunction with [Min21], this work establishes a C1,α regularity theory for stable
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2 MULTI-VALUED CAMPANATO SPACES

codimension one integral varifolds which are close to a stationary classical cone of density 5
2 ;

this is the first instance of a regularity theorem in a non-flat setting of higher multiplicity
when branch points may be present.

The present paper is divided into two parts. In Sections 1 and 2 we define Campanato spaces
for multi-valued functions, and develop a regularity theory for these multi-valued Campanato
spaces which mirrors that seen in Campanato’s original single-valued work [Cam64]; other
than some technical changes, Campanato’s main ideas extend readily to this setting. Such a
result we anticipate to have more applications than just to minimal surface regularity theory,
which is why we choose to present it separately; for our purposes the results serve as a black
box to apply to the minimal surface setting. We also give some adaptations of the Campanato
regularity theorem suited to the minimal surface setting. In Section 3 we then define the notion
of a proper blow-up class over a half-plane. Using the results from Section 2, and adapting
ideas in [Wic14] and [BKW21], we deduce that the functions within such a class are in fact
C1,α, with C1,α extensions up to the boundary of the half-plane, for some α > 0 depending
only on the class. We note that in particular, as the functions in these proper blow-up classes
are multi-valued C1,α harmonic in the interior, these results give the first instance of a C1,α

boundary regularity theory for multi-valued harmonic functions.

1. Preliminaries

The standard references for multi-valued functions are [AJ00], [DL10], and [DLS13]; the reader
wishing to attain a broader background on multi-valued functions is recommended to consult
these, as we shall only recall the notions we need.

For T ∈ R
m we write JT K to denote the Dirac mass centred at T . For Q ∈ {1, 2, . . . } we write

AQ(R
m) for the space of unordered Q-tuples, i.e.

AQ(R
m) :=

{
Q
∑

i=1

JTiK : Ti ∈ R
m for i = 1, . . . , Q

}

.

We equip AQ(R
m) with a metric G defined by

G

(
∑

i

JRiK ,
∑

i

JTiK

)

:= min
σ∈SQ

(
∑

i

|Ri − Tσ(i)|
2

)1/2

where SQ is the group of permutations of {1, . . . , Q}. It is easy to check that (AQ(R
m),G)

is a complete metric space. For T ∈ AQ(R
m) we also write |T | := G(T,QJ0K). We stress

that AQ(R
m) is not a vector space, as there is no natural notion of addition for unordered

Q-tuples.

In the same way as in [Cam64], we work in certain domains of Rn which obey a certain mass
condition:

Definition 1.1. Let A > 0. We say a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n is A-weighted if

Hn(Ω ∩Bρ(x)) ≥ Aρn
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for all x ∈ Ω and ρ ∈ (0,diam(Ω)], where Hn denotes the n-dimensional Hausdorff measure
and diam(Ω) := supx,y∈Ω |x− y| is the diameter of Ω.

An A-weighted domain always take up a fixed proportion of every ball centred at points on Ω.
Key examples of A-weighted domains (for some fixed A > 0) include the open ball B1(0) ⊂ R

n

and half-ball B1(0) ∩ {x1 > 0} ⊂ R
n. We note that A-weighted domains are referred to as

type (A) domains in [RSS13] and type (I) domains in [Cam64].

Fix Ω ⊂ R
n a domain. A Q-valued function is a function u : Ω → AQ(R

m); we write
u(x) =

∑

iJui(x)K for some ui(x) ∈ R
m which are unique up to permutations. In the case

m = 1, we can define single-valued functions ũi : Ω → R with ũ1 ≥ ũ2 ≥ · · · ≥ ũQ and
u(x) =

∑

iJũi(x)K for all x. Even thoughAQ(R
m) is not a vector space, we shall abuse notation

and write for a single-valued function f : Ω → R
m and Q-valued function g : Ω → AQ(R

m)
the function f + g to mean the Q-valued function given by x 7→

∑

iJf(x) + gi(x)K.

For α ∈ (0, 1], we define the space ofQ-valued α-Hölder continuous functions C0,α(Ω;AQ(R
m))

in the usual way for functions between metric spaces. Similarly we define C0,α(Ω;AQ(R
m))

to be those functions in C0,α(Ω;AQ(R
m)) which have α-Hölder continuous extensions to

Ω. For each p ∈ [1,∞) we define Lp(Ω;AQ(R
m)) for the Q-valued functions which have

‖u‖p := ‖G(u,QJ0K)‖Lp(Ω) < ∞.

Definition 1.2. We say that a Q-valued function u : Ω → AQ(R
m) is differentiable at x0 ∈ Ω

if there exist Q matrices Ai ∈ R
m×n, i = 1, . . . , Q, which satisfy

lim
h→0

G(u(x0 + h), L(h))

|h|
→ 0

where L(h) :=
∑

iJui(x0)+Ai(h)K; we then write Dui(x0) := Ai, and Du(x0) is the Q-valued
function given by

∑

iJAiK : R
n → AQ(R

m).

We can then define spaces such as Ck(Ω;AQ(R
m)), Ck,α(Ω;AQ(R

m)), k = 1, 2, . . . , in the
natural ways, and we denote the corresponding “norms” and “semi-norms” by |u|k,α;Ω, [u]k,α;Ω,
respectively. Note that as there is no vector space structure, these are not norms in the usual
sense, however we shall still refer to them as norms and semi-norms.

One result which we need later is the following version of the Lebesgue differentiation theorem
for multi-valued functions.

Theorem 1.1 (Multi-Valued Lebesgue Differentiation Theorem). Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a do-

main, q ∈ [1,∞), and u ∈ Lq(Ω;AQ(R
m)). Then for Hn-a.e. x0 ∈ Ω we have

lim
ρ→0

1

ωnρn

∫

Bρ(x0)
G(u(x), u(x0))

q dx = 0

where here ωn := Hn(B1(0)) is the volume of the n-dimensional unit ball in R
n.

Proof. From [AJ00] or [DL10, Theorem 2.1] we know that there exists N = N(m,Q) and a
bi-Lipschitz function ξ : AQ(R

m) → ξ(AQ(R
m)) ⊂ R

N such that Lip(ξ) ≤ 1 and Lip(ξ−1) ≤
C(m,Q). Now consider the function ũ := ξ ◦ u : Ω → R

N . Then since u ∈ Lq(Ω;AQ(R
m))
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and ξ is Lipschitz we see that ũ ∈ Lq
loc(Ω); indeed, fixing some p ∈ Ω we have for all x ∈ Ω,

|ũ(x)| ≤ |ũ(p)|+ G(u(x), u(p)) ≤ |ũ(p)|+ |u(x)|+ |u(p)|.

Hence applying the usual Lebesgue differentiation theorem to ũ we see that forHn-a.e. x0 ∈ Ω,

lim
ρ→0

1

ωnρn

∫

Bρ(x0)
|ũ(x)− ũ(x0)|

q dx = 0.

Hence for Hn-a.e. x0 ∈ Ω,

1

ωnρn

∫

Bρ(x0)
G(u(x), u(x0))

q =
1

ωnρn

∫

Bρ(x0)
G(ξ−1(ũ(x)), ξ−1(ũ(x0)))

q dx

≤
C(m,Q)q

ωnρn

∫

Bρ(x0)
|ũ(x)− ũ(x0)|

q dx

→ 0

and so we are done. �

Definition 1.3. We say that P : Rn → AQ(R
m) is a Q-valued polynomial if there exist Q

functions pi : R
n → R

m such that for each i = 1, . . . , Q and j = 1, . . . ,m, pji : Rn → R is a
polynomial function, and for all x ∈ R

n:

p(x) =
∑

i

Jpi(x)K.

We define the degree of p by deg(p) := maxi,j deg(p
j
i ).

For each k = 0, 1, . . . , we write Pk for the set of all Q-valued polynomials p : Rn → R
m with

deg(p) ≤ k.

Definition 1.4. Let q ∈ [1,∞), λ ∈ (0,∞), k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . }, and Ω ⊂ R
n be a domain.

We then define the Q-valued Campanato space Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)) to be the set of functions
u ∈ Lq(Ω;AQ(R

m)) which obey

|||u|||k,q,λ;Ω := sup
x0∈Ω

ρ∈(0,diam(Ω)]

[

ρ−λ inf
P∈Pk

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u(x), P (x))q dx

]1/q

< ∞.

Remark. We will always suppress the domain dependence on our norms and semi-norms when
the domain is clear from context, and again we still refer to them as norms and semi-norms
despite AQ(R

m) not being a vector space.

Of course |||u|||k,q,λ = 0 whenever u ∈ Pk, and so | · |k,q,λ is only a semi-norm. To make

Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)) into a norm we instead work with

‖u‖qk,q,λ := ‖u‖qq + |||u|||qk,q,λ.
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2. Multi-Valued Campanato Regularity Theory

The purpose of this section is to develop the regularity theory of the space Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)),
following the ideas seen in [Cam64]. At the end of this section we also provide extensions
relevant to geometric problems, such as the study of stationary integral varifolds. The main
general regularity result of this section is the following theorem:

Theorem 2.1 (Regularity of Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m))). Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex A-weighted

domain and u ∈ Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)). Suppose that λ obeys n+ ℓq < λ < n+ (ℓ+ 1)q for some

ℓ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k}. Then u ∈ Cℓ,α(Ω;AQ(R
m)) with the estimate

[u]ℓ,α ≤ C|||u|||ℓ,q,λ

where C = C(n,m, k, ℓ, q,Q,A, λ). Moreover Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)) is continuously isomorphic to

Lq,λ
ℓ (Ω;AQ(R

m)).

We fix u ∈ Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)) throughout. First note that for each x0 ∈ Ω and ρ ∈ (0,diam(Ω)],

we can find a Q-valued polynomial P̃ ∈ Pk such that

inf
P∈Pk

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P )q =

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P̃ )q.

Indeed, each P ∈ Pk is determined by polynomials pi,j : Rn → R, which are in turn determined

by coefficients a = (ai,jp )i,j,p where i = 1, . . . , Q, j = 1, . . . ,m, and p ∈ N
n is a multi-index

with |p| ≤ k. Then the function f : RM → R, M = M(n,m, k,Q), sending

f : ((ai,jp )i,j,p) 7−→

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P )q

where P is the polynomial generated by a = (ai,jp )i,j,p as above, is a continuous function.
Therefore to see the infimum is attained, we just need to show that f(a) → ∞ as |a| → ∞.
But the triangle inequality gives

f(a) :=

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P )q ≥

∣
∣‖u‖Lq(Ω∩Bρ(x0)) − ‖P‖Lq(Ω∩Bρ(x0))

∣
∣q

which clearly → ∞ as |a| → ∞. We write Px0,ρ := P̃ for a choice of Q-valued polynomial P̃
attaining the infimum.

We will write ai,jp (x0, ρ) := DpP i,j(x0, ρ) so that

P i,j
x0,ρ(x) =

∑

|p|≤k

ai,jp (x0, ρ)

p!
(x− x0)

p.

We first prove a crucial integral estimate for comparing two Q-valued polynomials. Whilst the
estimate is similar to that seen in [Cam64, Lemma 2.I], we need to be more careful due to the
lack of any vector space structure. Indeed, when Q > 1, AQ(R

n×m) 6∼= AQ(R
n) × AQ(R

m),
since in the former space the (n × m)-tuples need to be close to one another for a given
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permutation, whilst in the later we are able to use different permutations. For us, this would
correspond to being able to permute the constants in the Q-valued polynomials independently
of the linear coefficients, which will not be allowed.

Lemma 2.1. Let q ∈ [1,∞) and E ⊂ Bρ(x0) be a measurable subset with Hn(E) ≥ Aρn for
some A > 0. Then for any pair of Q-valued polynomials F,G ∈ Pk, given by

F i,j(x) :=
∑

|p|≤k

ai,jp
p!

(x− x0)
p and Gi,j(x) :=

∑

|p|≤k

bi,jp
p!

(x− x0)
p

we have, defining aρ ∈ AQ(R
M ) and bρ ∈ AQ(R

M ), M = M(n,m, k), by aiρ := (ρ|p|ai,jp )j,p

and biρ := (ρ|p|bi,jp )j,p,

G(aρ, bρ)
q ≤

C1

ρn

∫

E
G(F (x), G(x))q dx

for some C1 = C1(n,m, k, q,Q,A), which is in particular independent of F,G,E.

Proof. First note that if we set F̃ (x) := F (x0 + ρx) and G̃(x) := F (x0 + ρx), then we see

F̃ i,j(x) =
∑

|p|≤k

(ρ|p|ai,jp )

p!
xp and G̃i,j(x) =

∑

|p|≤k

(ρ|p|bi,jp )

p!
xp

and so we see that it suffices to prove the case x0 = 0 and ρ = 1. So we restrict to this case.

So suppose we have two Q-valued polynomials F,G, and write

F =

Q
∑

i=1

JF iK and G =

Q
∑

i=1

JGiK

where F i = (F i,j)mj=1, G
i = (Gi,j)mj=1, and

F i,j(x) =
∑

|p|≤k

ai,jp xp and Gi,j(x) =
∑

|p|≤k

bi,jp xp.

Note that we have combined with the coefficients the p! factors for notational simplicity, and
these can simply be removed at the end. Define a, b ∈ AQ(R

M ), where M = M(n,m, k),

where ai = (ai,jp )j,p and bi = (bi,jp )j,p, i.e., a
i determines all the polynomials in F i, etc. Now

define:

αF,G := G(a, b) ≡ inf
σ





Q
∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

∑

|p|≤k

|ai,jp − bσ(i),jp |2





1/2

.

Let F denote all pairs (F,G) of Q-valued polynomials in Pk which have αF,G = 1. Let E be
the class of subsets E ⊂ B1(0) which have Hn(E) ≥ A. Then define:

γ := inf
(F,G)∈F

E∈E

∫

E
G(F,G)q .
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We claim that γ ≥ C for some constant C = C(n,m, k, q,Q,A). Indeed, fix (F,G) ∈ F , and
using the same notation as just defined, for each σ ∈ SQ, i = 1, . . . , Q, j = 1, . . . ,m, and
|p| ≤ k, set

cσi,j,p := ai,jp − bσ(i),jp and P σ
i,j(x) :=

∑

|p|≤k

cσi,j,px
p.

Then we have for each x ∈ B1(0),

G(F (x), G(x))2 := inf
σ

Q
∑

i=1

|F i(x)−Gi(x)|2 = inf
σ

Q
∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

|p|≤k

(ai,jp − bσ(i),jp )xp

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2

i.e.,

G(F (x), G(x))2 = inf
σ

∑

i,j

|P σ
i,j(x)|

2.

Now define for each σ ∈ SQ, Eσ ⊂ E to be the set of points x ∈ E for which this infimum
equals

∑

i,j |P
σ
i,j(x)|

2. Clearly E = ∪σEσ, and so we must be able to find σ′ ∈ SQ for which

Hn(Eσ′) ≥ A/|SQ| = A/(Q!). Now note that

∫

E
G(F,Q)q ≥

∫

Eσ′

G(F,G)q =

∫

Eσ′

∑

i,j

|P σ′

i,j |
2.

Now fix each σ ∈ SQ we have by definition of αF,G and since (F,G) ∈ F ,

Q
∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

∑

|p|≤k

|cσi,j,p|
2 ≥ α2

F,G = 1

and hence applying this with σ = σ′, we must be able to find some i′ ∈ {1, . . . , Q}, j′ ∈
{1, . . . ,m}, and |p′| ≤ k for which

|cσ
′

i′,j′,p′| ≥
1

mQN(n, k)
.

Now applying [Cam64, Lemma 2.I] with A/(Q!) in place of A, F in place of E, where F ⊂ Eσ′

has Hn(F ) = A/(Q!), p = p′, we have:

∫

Eσ′

∑

i,j

|P σ′

i,j |
q ≥

∫

F
|P σ′

i′,j′|
q ≥ C̃|Dp′P σ′

i′,j′(0)|
q = C̃|(pσ′ !) · cσ

′

i′,j′,p′|
q ≥ C∗

where C̃ = C̃(n, k, q,A/(Q!)) and C∗ = C∗(n,m, k, q,Q,A). Hence we see that

∫

E
G(F,Q)q ≥ C

and so as (F,G) ∈ F and E ∈ E were arbitrary, we see γ ≥ C∗, as desired.
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Now given any arbitrary pair of distinctQ-valued functions (F,G), note that (F/αF,G, G/αF,G) ∈
F , and so for any E ⊂ A with Hn(E) ≥ A we have

∫

E
G(F,G)q ≥ Cαq

F,G

which completes the proof. �

Remark. In particular we see from Lemma 2.1 that, if we write ai(r) := (ai,jp )j=1,...,m,|p|≤r and

bi(r) := (bi,jp )j=1,...,m,|p|≤r, then,

G(a(r), b(r))
q ≡ inf

σ





Q
∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

∑

|p|≤r

|ai,jp − bσ(i),jp |2





q/2

≤
C1

min{1, ρ}n+rq

∫

E
G(F,G)q dx.

Lemma 2.2. Let u ∈ Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)). Then for each x0 ∈ Ω, ρ ∈ (0,diam(Ω)], and
ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . }, we have for some C = C(q, λ),

∫

Ω∩B
2−ℓ−1ρ

(x0)
G(Px0,2−ℓρ, Px0,2−ℓ−1ρ)

q ≤ C2−ℓλρλ · |||u|||qk,q,λ.

Proof. We simply have by the triangle inequality for G,

∫

Ω∩B
2−ℓ−1ρ

(x0)
G(Px0,2−ℓρ, Px0,2−ℓ−1ρ)

q

≤ 2q
∫

Ω∩B
2−ℓρ

(x0)
G(Px0,2−ℓρ, u)

q + 2q
∫

Ω∩B
2−ℓ−1ρ

(x0)
G(Px0,2−ℓ−1ρ, u)

q

≤ 2q · (2−ℓρ)λ|||u|||qk,q,λ + 2q · (2−ℓ−1ρ)λ|||u|||qk,q,λ

=
[

2q + 2q−λ
]

· 2−ℓλρλ|||u|||qk,q,λ.

�

The next lemma will be the first step towards a Hölder estimate for the k’th order derivatives
and differentiability properties for lower order derivatives.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is an A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m)). Then for

each pair of points x0, y0 ∈ Ω with ρ := |x0 − y0| ≤
1
2diam(Ω), we have

G(ak(x0, 2ρ), ak(y0, 2ρ))
q ≤ C12

q+1+λ|||u|||qk,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−kq

where C1 is as in Lemma 2.1, and aik(x0, 2ρ) = (aip(x0, 2ρ))|p|=k, etc.
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Proof. Fix x0, y0 ∈ Ω as in the statement and set ρ := |x0 − y0|. Then by the triangle
inequality for G and simple inclusions we have

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(Px0,2ρ, Py0,2ρ)

q ≤ 2q
∫

Ω∩B2ρ(x0)
G(Px0,2ρ, u)

q + 2q
∫

Ω∩B2ρ(y0)
G(Py0,2ρ, u)

q]

≤ 2q · (2ρ)λ|||u|||qk,q,λ + 2q · (2ρ)λ|||u|||qk,q,λ

= 2q+λ+1|||u|||qk,q,λ · ρ
λ.

Moreover from Lemma 2.1, since Ω is A-weighted and because the k’th derivative of any
polynomial of degree k is constant (so in particular does not depend on the point we evaluate
at, as Lemma 2.1 requires both polynomials to be centred at the same point) we have

G(ak(x0, 2ρ), ak(y0, 2ρ))
q ≤

C1

ρn+kq

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(Px0,2ρ, Py0,2ρ)

q

since we can just look at the order k terms. Combining these inequalities we get the result. �

Lemma 2.4. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is an A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m)). Then

∃C = C(n,m, k, q, λ,Q,A) such that, for all x ∈ Ω, ρ ∈ (0,min{1,diam(Ω)}], i = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,
and r ≤ k we have

G(a(r)(x0, ρ), a(r)(x0, 2
−iρ)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

i−1∑

j=0

2
j
(

n+rq−λ
q

)

· ρ
λ−n−rq

q .

Proof. For any such x0, ρ, i, r, we have

G(a(r)(x0, ρ), a(r)(x0, 2
−iρ)) ≤

i−1∑

j=0

G(a(r)(x0, 2
−jρ), a(r)(x0, 2

−j−1ρ))

≤
i−1∑

j=0

(

C1

(2−j−1ρ)n+rq

∫

Ω∩B
2−j−1ρ

(x0)
G(Px0,2−jρ, Px0,2−j−1)q

)1/q

≤
i−1∑

j=0

(

C12
(j+1)(n+rq)ρ−n−rq · C · 2−jλρλ|||u|||qk,q,λ

)1/q

≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

i−1∑

j=0

2
j
(

n+rq−λ
q

)

· ρ
λ−n−rq

q

as desired, where the second inequality is from Lemma 2.1 and the third inequality is from
Lemma 2.2. �

Lemma 2.5. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is an A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m)), with

n + rq < λ ≤ n + (r + 1)q for some r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k}. Then for every |p| ≤ r, there exists a
function vp : Ω → AQ(R

m) such that for every x0 ∈ Ω and ρ ∈ (0,min{1,diam(Ω)}] we have

G(a(r)(x0, ρ), v(r)(x0)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−rq

q



10 MULTI-VALUED CAMPANATO SPACES

where C = C(n,m, k, q, λ,Q,A). In particular a(r)(·, ρ) → v(r)(·) uniformly as ρ → 0.

Proof. Fix x0, ρ, r as in the statement of the lemma. For i, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } sufficiently large
with j > i so that 2−iρ < 1, apply Lemma 2.4 with 2−iρ in place of ρ and j − i in place of i
to get

G(a(r)(x0, 2
−jρ), a(r)(x0, 2

−iρ)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

j−1
∑

h=i

2
h
(

n+rq−λ
q

)

· ρ
λ−n−rq

q .

Thus as λ > n + rq, we see that
∑∞

h=0 2
h
(

n+rq−λ
q

)

< ∞, and thus the above shows that

(a(r)(x0, 2
−jρ))j is a Cauchy sequence. Since (AQ(R

M ),G) is a metric space for every M ≥ 1,
this sequence therefore converges.

We claim that this limit is independent of the choice of ρ, and so only depends on x0. Indeed,
for any 0 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 ≤ diam(Ω) we have for all sufficiently large i, by Lemma 2.1,

G(a(r)(x0, 2
−iρ1), a(r)(x0, 2

−iρ2))
q

≤
C1

(2−iρ1)n+rq

∫

Ω∩B
2−iρ1

(x0)
G(Px0,2−iρ1 , Px0,2−iρ2)

q

≤
C1 · 2

i(n+rq) · 2q

ρn+rq
1

∫

Ω∩B2−iρ1
(x0)

G(Px0,2−iρ1 , u)
q +

C1 · 2
i(n+rq) · 2q

ρn+rq
1

∫

Ω∩B2−iρ2
(x0)

G(Px0,2−iρ2 , u)
q

≤ C1 · 2
q · |||u|||qk,q,λ · 2

i(n+rq)ρ−(n+rq)
(

(2−iρ1)
λ + (2−iρ2)

λ
)

= C|||u|||qk,q,λ2
−i(λ−n−rq) ·

(

ρλ1 + ρλ2
ρn+rq
1

)

and so we see that, as i → ∞ the right-hand side of this inequality → 0, showing that the
limit is independent of ρ.

Now define for each x0 ∈ Ω and |p| ≤ r,

vp(x0) := lim
i→∞

ap(x0, 2
−iρ)

for any choice of ρ ∈ (0,diam(Ω)]. Thus vp : Ω → AQ(R
m). But now note that for ρ < 1, by

Lemma 2.4 we have for every i sufficiently large and ρ < 1,

G(a(r)(x0, ρ), a(r)(x0, 2
−iρ)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λρ

λ−n−rq
q

which follows by bounding the convergent sum in j by a constant depending only on n, r, q, λ.
Thus taking i → ∞ we see

G(a(r)(x0, ρ), v(r)(x0)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−rq

q

and this is true independently of x0. In particular this shows that limρ→0 a(r)(·, ρ) = v(r)(·)
uniformly. �
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We now study the regularity properties of the functions vp. Ultimately we will show that
Dpu = vp, and thus properties for the vp will provide the necessary conclusions for u. The

first step is to show that the “top” vp, i.e. those with |p| = k, are α-Hölder continuous in Ω
for appropriate λ. Note that from Lemma 2.1, vp is independent of the choice of polynomials
Px0,ρ attaining the infimum.

Lemma 2.6. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m))

for some λ > n + kq. Then the function vk = (vp)|p|=k is Hölder continuous in Ω, with the
estimate

G(vk(x), vk(y)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ · |x− y|
λ−n−kq

q

for some C = C(n,m, k, q,Q, λ,A).

Proof. Suppose x, y ∈ Ω are such that ρ := |x− y| ≤ 1
2diam(Ω). Then,

G(vk(x), vk(y)) ≤ G(vk(x), ak(x, 2ρ)) + G(ak(x, 2ρ), ak(y, 2ρ)) + G(vk(y), ak(y, 2ρ))

≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ · (2ρ)
λ−n−kq

q + C̃|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−kq

q + C|||u|||k,q,λ · (2ρ)
λ−n−kq

q

= C|||u|||k,q,λ · |x− y|
λ−n−kq

q

where in the second inequality we have used Lemma 2.5 for the first and third terms, and
Lemma 2.3 for the second term (which is where we need the condition on ρ and the fact that
we can only deal with the |p| = k case).

If ρ > 1
2diam(Ω), then since diam(Ω) < ∞ and Ω is convex, the midpoint z := (x+ y)/2 lies

in Ω and obeys |x− z|, |z − y| < 1
2diam(Ω). Hence applying the above with x, z and z, y, we

get

G(vk(x), vk(y)) ≤ G(vk(x), vk(z)) + G(vk(z), vk(y))

≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

(

|x− z|
λ−n−kq

q + |z − y|
λ−n−kq

q

)

= C̃|||u|||k,q,λ|x− y|
λ−n−kq

q

for some C̃ independent of x, y. Hence we are done. �

Lemma 2.7. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m)),

where k ∈ {1, 2, . . . } and λ > n+kq. Then for any |p| ≤ k−1 the function vp is differentiable,
and moreover for each i ∈ {1, . . . , Q}, j ∈ {1, . . . , n},

Djv
i
p = vip+ej

where ej ∈ R
n denotes the j’th standard basis vector.

Proof. We work by downwards induction on |p|. Fix a multi-index p with |p| ≤ k − 1 and
x0 ∈ Ω. We know from Lemma 2.6 that vp, where |p| = k, is Hölder continuous on Ω, and so

in our induction we may assume without loss of generality that vp+ℓej is continuous on Ω for
ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , k − |p|.
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Set Li(ρ) := vip(x0) + ρvip+ej(x0): note this is a well-defined Q-valued (affine) function, since

we know that a(k)(·, ρ) converges to v(k) uniformly by Lemma 2.5, and so for each i we have

vi(k) = (vip)|p|≤k is a function Ω → R
N for some N = N(n,m, k), and so given an i we have

a well-defined way of choosing vip and vip+ej . We will show that L(ρ) provides the suitable
linear approximation to vp at x0 for the definition of differentiability.

Firstly, since the vi provide a natural ordering to the unordered tuples, for each x0, ρ we can
reorder a(x, ρ) to assume without loss of generality that

G(a(x, ρ), v(x))2 := inf
σ

∑

i

|vi(x)− aσ(i)(x, ρ)|2 =
∑

i

|vi(x)− ai(x, ρ)|2

i.e., the infimum is attained at σ = id.

Now note that for any σ1 ∈ SQ and any ρ with |ρ| sufficiently small:

ρ−1G(vp(x0 + ρej), L(ρ)) ≤ ρ−1G(vp(x0 + ρej), ap(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

+ ρ−1G(ap(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|), ap(x0, 2|ρ|) + ρv
σ1(·)
p+ej(x0))

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)

+ ρ−1G(ap(x0, 2|ρ|) + ρv
σ1(·)
p+ej

(x0), L(ρ))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

.

Let us look at each term individually. For (1) we simply have from Lemma 2.5, as |p| ≤ k−1,

(1) ≤ ρ−1G(v(k−1)(x0 + ρej), a(k−1)(x0 + ρej, 2|ρ|)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−(k−1+1)q

q

and so (1) → 0 as ρ → 0, since λ > n+ kq. For (2), note that for any σ ∈ SQ,

(2)2 ≤ ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣aσ(i)p (x0 + ρej, 2|ρ|) − aip(x0, 2|ρ|) − ρv

σ1(i)
p+ej

(x0)
∣
∣
∣

2

= ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣DpP

σ(i)
x0+ρej ,2|ρ|

(x)|x=x0+ρej −DpP i
x0,2|ρ|

(x)|x=x0 − ρv
σ1(i)
p+ej (x0)

∣
∣
∣

2
.

Now we can readily check that

DpP
σ(i)
x0+ρej ,2|ρ|

(x0 + ρej)−DpP
σ(i)
x0+ρej ,2|ρ|

(x0) = −

|k|−p
∑

ℓ=1

(−1)ℓ

ℓ!
a
σ(i)
p+ℓej

(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|)ρ
ℓ

and thus substituting this in and using the triangle inequality we get:

(2)2 ≤ 2ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣Dp[P

σ(i)
x0+ρej ,2|ρ|

− P i
x0,2|ρ|

]|x=x0

∣
∣
∣

2
+2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

v
σ1(i)
p+ej (x0) +

k−|p|
∑

ℓ=1

(−1)ℓ

ℓ!
a
σ(i)
p+ℓej

(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|)ρ
ℓ−1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2

.
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Now choose σ = σρ such that the first sum here equals G(DpPx0+ρej ,2|ρ|(x0),D
pPx0,2|ρ|(x0))

2.

Since |x0 + ρej − x0| = ρ, we can apply Lemma 2.1 and argue as in the proof of Lemma 2.3
to see that this first term → 0 as ρ → 0 (again using the fact that |p| ≤ k − 1 so that we can
absorb the ρ−2 factor and still get the decay). Moreover note that, since

DpP
σρ(i)
x0+ρej ,2|ρ|

(x0)−DpP i
x0,2|ρ|

(x0) = a
σρ(i)
p (x0+ρej, 2|ρ|)−aip(x0, 2|ρ|)+

k−|p|
∑

ℓ=1

(−1)ℓ

ℓ!
a
σρ(i)
p+ℓej

(x0+ρej , 2|ρ|)ρ
ℓ

we see that necessarily:

(⋆) |v
σρ(i)
p (x0 + ρej)− vip(x0)| → 0.

Hence we see that

(2)2 ≤ o(1) + 4
∑

i

∣
∣
∣v

σ1(i)
p+ej (x0)− a

σρ(i)
p+ej(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|)

∣
∣
∣

2

≤ o(1) + 8
∑

i

|v
σ1(i)
p+ej (x0)− v

σ1(i)
p+ej (x0 + ρej)|

2 + 8
∑

i

|v
σ1(i)
p+ej (x0 + ρej)− a

σρ(i)
p+ej(x0 + ρej , 2|ρ|)|

2

and so if we choose σ1 = σρ, we know that this → 0, since then by construction the second
sum equals G(vp+ej (x0+ ρej), ap+ej (x0+ ρej , 2|ρ|))

2 which → 0, and the first sum → 0 by the
assumed continuity of vp+ej . Note that σ1 was arbitrary, so we can choose it dependent on ρ.

Finally for (3) we have by any σ ∈ SQ,

(3)2 ≤ ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣aip(x0, 2|ρ|) + ρv

σ1(i)
p+ej (x0)− vσ(i)p (x0)− ρv

σ(i)
p+ej(x0)

∣
∣
∣

2

≤ 2ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣aip(x0, 2|ρ|) − vσ(i)p (x0)

∣
∣
∣

2
+ 2

∑

i

|v
σ1(i)
p+ej (x0)− v

σ(i)
p+ej(x0)|

2.(†)

In particular, we can re-run this argument to see that vp is continuous at x0 in the ej direction:
indeed, if instead we just had Li ≡ vip(x0), and considered G(vp(x0 + ρej), L), from the above
we would have shown that, for each j,

G(vp(x0 + ρej), L) ≤ o(1) +
∑

i

|aip(x0, 2|ρ|) − vσ(i)p (x0)|
2

and so just taking σ = id, we see this → 0. Similarly we can show vp is continuous at every
point.

So now choosing σ = σ1(= σρ) in (†), the second sum vanishes. So we have

(3)2 ≤ ρ−2
∑

i

∣
∣
∣aip(x0, 2|ρ|) − v

σρ(i)
p (x0)

∣
∣
∣

2
.

Now, for any sequence ρt → 0, we can find a subsequence ρt′ for such σρt′ ≡ σ′ is constant.

Hence since we know vp is continuous, from (⋆) we see that v
σ′(i)
p (x0) = vip(x0) for all i. In
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particular we get along this subsequence,

(3)2 ≤ ρ−2
t′

∑

i

|aip(x0, 2|ρt′ |)− vip(x0)|
2 ≤ ρ−2

t′ G(a(k−1)(x0, 2|ρt′ |), v(k−1)(x0))
2

which → 0 by Lemma 2.5. Thus we see that every sequence ρt → 0 has a further subsequence
(ρt′)t′ such that

ρ−1
t′ G(vp(x0 + ρt′ej), L(ρt′)) → 0

which, by elementary analysis, implies that we have limρ→0 ρ
−1G(vp(x0 + ρej), L(ρ)) = 0, i.e.

vp is differentiable at x0 with derivative given by Djv
i
p = vip+ej , as required. �

Combining everything so far, we have now shown:

Corollary 2.1. Suppose that Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ

k (Ω;AQ(R
m))

with λ > n + kq. Then v(0) ∈ Ck,α(Ω;AQ(R
m)), where α = λ−n−kq

q , and moreover for all

|p| ≤ k we have
Dpv(0) = vp

where v(0) = v(0,0,...,0).

Remark. If for each x0, ρ the polynomial Px0,ρ was of degree at most r < k, then we would
have ap(x0, ρ) ≡ 0 for all |p| > r, and so vp ≡ 0 for all |p| > r. In particular, Dr+1v(0) ≡ 0,
and so v(0) is a polynomial of degree at most r.

Remark. If λ > n+ (k + 1)q, then α > 1, and so Dkv(0) is Hölder continuous with exponent

> 1, implying that Dkv(0) ≡ constant. Hence in this case v(0) is a polynomial of degree at
most k.

Next we prove a special case of Theorem 2.1, which we will use to prove the general result.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose Ω is a convex A-weighted domain and u ∈ Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)). Suppose

that λ > n+ kq. Then u ∈ Ck,α(Ω;AQ(R
m)), with the estimate

[u]k,α ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

where C = C(n,m, k, q,Q,A, λ).

Proof. Fix x0 ∈ Ω and let ρ > 0. Then by the triangle inequality and integrating over
Ω ∩Bρ(x0), since Ω is A-weighted we get for some constant C = C(q),

G(a(0)(x, ρ), u(x0))
q ≤

C(q)

Aρn

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(Px0,ρ(x), a(0)(x0, ρ))

q dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

+
C(q)

Aρn

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(Px0,ρ(x), u(x))

q dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)

+
C(q)

Aρn

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u(x), u(x0))

q dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

.
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For (1) notice that for all ρ < 1,

G(Px0,ρ(x), a(0)(x0, ρ))
2 ≤

∑

i

|P i
x0,ρ(x)−ai(0)(x0, ρ)|

2 =
∑

i

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

|p|6=0

aip(x0, ρ)

p!
· (x− x0)

p

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2

≤ Kρ2

for some constant independent of ρ, since aip converge uniformly and so are bounded. Hence

we see that (1) → 0 as ρ → 0. For (2) simply notice that (2) ≤ C(q)
Aρn · ρλ · |||u|||qk,q,λ → 0 since

λ > n + kq. For the final term, for ρ sufficiently small we have Bρ(x0) ⊂ Ω, and so (3) → 0
follows for Hn-a.e. x ∈ Ω from the Lebesgue differentiation theorem, Theorem 1.1.

Hence we see that for Hn-a.e. x0 ∈ Hn, limρ→0 G(a(0)(x, ρ), u(x0))
q = 0 i.e., we have v(0) = u

Hn-a.e. in Ω. Since v(0) ∈ Ck,α(Ω;AQ(R
m)) from Corollary 2.1, this completes the proof. �

Finally, using Theorem 2.2 we are able to prove the full Campanato regularity theorem,
Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Clearly since we are taking an infimum over a larger set, Lq,λ
ℓ (Ω;AQ(R

m)) ⊂

Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)) and |||u|||k,q,λ ≤ |||u|||ℓ,q,λ. Now take u ∈ Lq,λ
k (Ω;AQ(R

m)), where λ, ℓ, k obey

the stated relations. Fix a multi-index p with ℓ < |p| ≤ k. Fixing ρ0, we get from the
argument in Lemma 2.4 that for any i ≥ 1 and x0 ∈ Ω, since n+ |p|q ≥ λ,

G(ap(x0, ρ0), ap(x0, 2
−iρ0)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λ

i−1∑

j=0

2
j
(

n+|p|q−λ
q

)

· ρ
λ−n−|p|q

q

0

= C|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−|p|q

q

0 ·
2
i
(

n+|p|q−λ
q

)

− 1

2
n+|p|q−λ

q − 1

≤ C̃|||u|||k,q,λ ·
(ρ0
2i

)λ−n−|p|q
q

where C̃ can depend on |p|, although this will not matter. Now for any ρ < ρ0 we can find

i ∈ {0, 1, . . . } with ρ/ρ0 ∈ [2−(i+1), 2−i), and so by the above inequality with this i we have

G(ap(x0, ρ0), ap(x0, 2
−iρ0)) ≤ C̃|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ

λ−n−|p|q
q .

Hence we have from Lemma 2.1 that, estimating as in the proof of Lemma 2.5,

G(ap(x0, ρ), ap(x0, 2
−iρ0))

q ≤
C1

ρn+|p|q

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(Px0,ρ, Px0,2−iρ0)

q ≤ C|||u|||qk,q,λ·

(
ρλ + (2−iρ0)

λ

ρn+|p|q

)

i.e.

G(ap(x0, ρ), ap(x0, 2
−iρ0)) ≤ C|||u|||k,q,λρ

λ−n−|p|q
q .

Combining the last inequalities we see that for any ρ ≤ ρ0,

|ap(x0, ρ)| ≤ C̄|||u|||k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−|p|q

q + |ap(x0, ρ0)|.
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Now applying Lemma 2.1 with F = Px0,ρ0 and G ≡ 0, we have

|ap(x0, ρ0)|
q ≤

C1

ρ
n+|p|q
0

∫

Ω∩Bρ0 (x0)
|Px0,ρ0 |

q

≤
C̃

ρ
n+|p|q
0

[
∫

Ω∩Bρ0 (x0)
G(Px0,ρ0 , u)

q +

∫

Ω
|u|q

]

≤
C̃

ρ
n+|p|q
0

[

|||u|||qk,q,λ · ρ
λ
0 + ‖u‖qLq(Ω)

]

= C̄‖u‖qk,q,λ

where C̄ depends on p and ρ0. Note that this is ‖u‖k,q,λ and not |||u|||k,q,λ. Hence we see that

for any ρ < 1, x0 ∈ Ω and |p| > ℓ, we have since λ < n+ |p|q,

|ap(x0, ρ0)| ≤ C‖u‖k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−|p|q

q .

Thus for all such ρ, x0, p we see

|ap(x0, ρ)| ≤ C‖u‖k,q,λ · ρ
λ−n−|p|q

q

and so, for any x0 ∈ Ω and ρ < 1,

inf
P∈Pℓ

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P )q ≤

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G



u,
∑

|p|≤ℓ

ap(x0, ρ)

p!
(x− x0)

p





q

≤ 2q
∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, Px0,ρ)

q + 2q
∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G



Px0,ρ,
∑

|p|≤ℓ

ap(x0, ρ)

p!
· (x− x0)

p





q

≤ 2q|||u|||qk,q,λ · ρ
λ + 2q

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)




∑

i

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ℓ<|p|≤k

ap(x0, ρ)

p!
· (x− x0)

p

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2



q/2

≤ 2q|||u|||qk,q,λ · ρ
λ + C‖u‖qk,q,λ · ρ

λ

≤ C̃‖u‖qk,q,λρ
λ.

Now when ρ ≥ 1, this bound is immediate because we know that

inf
P∈Pℓ

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u, P )q ≤

∫

Ω∩Bρ(x0)
G(u,QJ0K)q ≤ ‖u‖qq ≤ ‖u‖qk,q,λρ

λ.

So hence we see that
|||u|||qℓ,q,λ ≤ C‖u‖qk,q,λ

i.e. we see that u ∈ Lq,λ
ℓ (Ω;AQ(R

m)). Hence as λ > n+ ℓq we can apply Theorem 2.2 to get
the result. �
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2.1. Modifications relevant to minimal surface regularity theory. We now give two
additional lemmas which are relevant for the regularity theory of stationary integral varifolds,
which we shall be considering in Section 3. The reason behind needing these modifications is
that often we will have certain integral expressions over balls which decay with the radius at
a certain rate, but only for radii such that the ball does not intersect some bad set. One key
example is a boundary point, where we may only have estimates in the interior and so cannot
say anything about the boundary regularity unless we have some control of the integrals at
the boundary. Another key example for us is interior branch points of multi-valued harmonic
functions. Not having a uniform lower bound on the radii which we can apply the estimates
to means we cannot immediately deduce that the functions lie in a certain Campanato space,
and so cannot deduce any regularity near the bad set. However if the points on the bad set
also have certain integral expressions which decay, and there is a uniform lower bound on the
radii we can apply this to, we are able to deduce regularity up to the bad set so long as we
can compare the integral expressions as the good points to those at the bad points. This is
exactly the set up for the first case, Lemma 2.8, which we then use to prove a more general
version, where there are multiple “layers” of bad points: these can be thought of as “very
bad” points, “bad points”, and “good points”, and so forth.

Lemma 2.8. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex domain and u : Ω → AQ(R

m). Let Γ ⊂ Ω be a

closed subset and let Ω′ ⊂ Ω′′ ⊂ Ω be open such that Ω′ ⊂ Ω′′ and Ω′′ ⊂ Ω are compact. Suppose
also Ω′ is a convex A-weighted domain. Suppose that there are numbers k ∈ {0, 1, . . . },
q ∈ [1,∞), β1, β2, β ∈ (0,∞), µ ∈ (0, 1), and ǫ ∈ (0, 1/4) such that we have the following:

(I) For each x0 ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′, there exists Px0 ∈ Pk with supΩ |Px0 | ≤ β such that for all
0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ ǫ/2,

σ−n−kq

∫

Bσ(x0)∩Ω
G(u(x), Px0(x))

q dx ≤ β1

(
σ

ρ

)qµ

· ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(x0)∩Ω
G(u(x), Px0(x))

q dx;

(II) For each x0 ∈ Ω′′\Γ, there exists Px0 ∈ Pk such that for every y ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′ and every
0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 < 1

2 min{1/4,dist(x0,Γ)},

σ−n−kq

∫

Bσ(x0)∩Ω
G(u(x), Px0(x))

q dx ≤ β2

(
σ

ρ

)qµ

· ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(x0)∩Ω
G(u(x), Py(x))

q dx.

Then u ∈ Ck,λ(Ω′;AQ(R
m)) for some λ = λ(n,m, k, q,Q,A, β1, β2, ǫ, µ,dist(Ω

′,Ω′′))
with the estimate

‖u‖k,λ;Ω′ ≤ C

(

βq +

∫

Ω′′

|u|q
)1/q

where C = C(n,m, k, q,Q,A, β1, β2, ǫ,dist(Ω
′,Ω′′)).

Remark. Unlike in [Wic14, Lemma 4.3], in (II) we only require the integral on the right-hand
side to include those P ∈ Pk which are of the form P = Py for some y ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′. Whilst this
does not modify the proof, we need this weaker hypothesis later on to choose certain Γ.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary point z ∈ Ω′ and ρ ∈ (0, ǫ). Fix γ < 1
2 min{1/4,dist(Ω′,Ω′′)} to

be chosen later with the desired dependencies. Now if there is a point y ∈ Γ ∩ Bγρ(z), then
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we have y ∈ Ω′′ and so from property (II),

(γρ)−n−kq

∫

Bγρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q ≤ 2n+kq(γρ+ |z − y|)−n−kq

∫

Bγρ+|z−y|(y)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q

≤ 2n+kqβ1

(
γρ+ |z − y|

ρ− |z − y|

)qµ

· (ρ− |z − y|)−n−kq

∫

Bρ−|z−y|(y)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q

≤ 4n+kqβ1

(
2γ

1− γ

)qµ

· ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(y)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q.

So choosing γ̃ = γ̃(n, k, q, β1, µ) such that 4n+kqβ1

(
2γ̃
1−γ̃

)qµ
< 1

4 , we see that if γ = 1
2 min{γ̃, ǫ}

we have

(2.1) (γρ)−n−kq

∫

Bγρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q ≤
1

4
· ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(y)∩Ω
G(u, Py)

q

for any z ∈ Ω′ and ρ ∈ (0, ǫ), provided y ∈ Γ ∩Bγρ(z). If on the other hand Γ ∩Bγρ(z) = ∅,
then by (II) we have for any P ∈ Pk of the form P = Py for some y ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′ that, for any
σ ∈ (0, 1/2],

(2.2) (σγρ)−n−kq

∫

Bσγρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ β2σ
qµ · (γρ)−n−kq

∫

Bγρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, P )q .

Now fix any z ∈ Ω′\Γ with dist(z,Γ) ≤ γ. Let j∗ ∈ {1, 2, . . . } be minimal such that Γ ∩

Bγj∗+1(z) = ∅. Then we can apply (2.1) with ρ = γ, γ2, . . . , γj∗−1 to get that for each

j = 2, . . . , j∗ (if y∗ ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′ is chosen such that |z − y∗| = dist(z,Γ)),

(2.3) (γj)−n−kq

∫

B
γj

(z)∩Ω
G(u, Py∗)

q ≤
1

4
· (γj−1)−n−kq

∫

B
γj−1 (y)∩Ω

G(u, Py∗)
q

and applying (2.2) with ρ = γj∗ that, for each σ ∈ (0, 1/2] and P = Py for y ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′,

(2.4) (σγj∗+1)−n−kq

∫

B
σγj∗+1(z)∩Ω

G(u, Pz)
q ≤ β2σ

qµ · (γj∗+1)−n−kq

∫

B
γj∗+1 (z)∩Ω

G(u, P )q .

Set P∗ := Py∗ . Take σ = 1/2, P = P∗ in (2.4) and j = j∗ in (2.3) to get (after iterating (2.3)):

(
1

2
γj∗+1

)−n−kq ∫

B 1
2γj∗+1(z)∩Ω

G(P∗, Pz)
q

≤ 2q
(
1

2
γj∗+1

)−n−kq ∫

B 1
2γj∗+1(z)∩Ω

G(u, Pz)
q + 2q (γ/2)−n−kq · (γj∗)−n−kq

∫

B
γj∗

(z)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

≤ Cβ2(1/2)
qµ(γj∗+1)−n−kq

∫

B
γj∗+1 (z)∩Ω

G(u, P∗)
q + C · 4−(j∗−1) · γ−n−kq

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

≤ C4−(j∗−1)

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q
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where C = C(n, k, q, γ, µ, β2). In the last inequality we have again used (2.3). Now since these
are Q-valued polynomials of degree at most k, for each j = 1, 2, . . . , j∗ we have by substituting
x̃ = f(x) := 1

2γ
j∗+1−j(x− z) + z in the integral (and noting that by convexity of Ω we have

f(Ω) ⊂ Ω):

(γj)−n−kq

∫

B
γj

(z)∩Ω
G(P∗(x), Pz(x))

q dx

= (γj)−n−kq

∫

B 1
2 γj∗+1(z)∩Ω

G(P∗(f
−1(x̃)), Pz(f

−1(x̃)))q ·

(
1

2
γj∗+1−j

)−n

dx̃

≤ (γj)−n−kq ·

(
1

2
γj∗+1−j

)−n−kq ∫

B 1
2γj∗+1 (z)∩Ω

G(P∗(x̃), Pz(x̃))
q dx̃

≤ C4−(j∗−1)

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

≤ C4−j

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

for some C = C(n, k, q, β1, β2, µ, ǫ,dist(Ω
′,Ω′′)) independent of j, i.e. for each j = 1, 2, . . . , j∗

we have

(2.5) (γj)−n−kq

∫

B
γj

(z)∩Ω
G(P∗, Pz)

q ≤ C4−j

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q.

Using (2.5) with (2.3) we see that for each j = 1, . . . , j∗,

(2.6) (γj)−n−kq

∫

B
γj

(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ C4−(j−1)

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q.

Now let ρ ∈ (0, γ/2]. Then if we have ρ ≤ 1
2γ

j∗+1, then we can write ρ = σγj∗+1 for some
σ ∈ (0, 1/2], and then by (2.4) we have (choosing P = P∗ as estimating as in the derivation
of (2.5)):

ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ Cσqµ4−(j∗−1)

∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

≤ C(σγj∗)qµ
′
∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

where µ′ = min{µ, q−1 logγ(1/4)}: recall γ < 1/4 which ensures µ′ ∈ (0, 1); thus we get for
such ρ,

(2.7) ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ Cρqµ
∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q.
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On the other hand, if ρ ∈ (0, γ/2] has ρ > 1
2γ

j∗+1, then we can find j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , j∗} for which

γj+1 < 2ρ ≤ γj , and so by (2.6) we have

(2.8) ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ Cρqλ
∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q

where λ = logγ(1/4) ∈ (0, 1). Combining (2.7) and (2.8) we see that for any z ∈ Ω′\Γ with
dist(z,Γ) ≤ γ, we have for all ρ ∈ (0, γ/2], if µ̃ := min{λ, µ′},

(2.9) ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ Cρqµ̃
∫

Bγ(y)∩Ω
G(u, P∗)

q.

In particular since supΩ |P∗| ≤ β we have that

ρ−(n+q(k+µ̃))

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(u, Pz)

q ≤ C

(

βq +

∫

Ω′′

|u|q
)

where now C also depends on m,Q. For z ∈ Ω′\Γ with dist(z,Γ) > γ the same inequality
follows immediately from (II), for all ρ ∈ (0, γ/2]. If z ∈ Ω′ ∩ Γ, again the same inequality
follows from (I). In all of this modifications to µ̃, C, may need to be made but they have the

same dependencies. Hence we see that u ∈ Lq,λ̃
k (Ω′;AQ(R

m)) where λ̃ = n+ q(k + µ̃), and so

we can apply Theorem 2.1 to conclude that u ∈ Ck,λ̃(Ω′;AQ(R
m)), with the desired estimate.

�

The following more general version of Lemma 2.8 will be necessary when there are two different
types of “bad” points, which in our case will be boundary points and interior branch points
for multi-valued harmonic functions.

Lemma 2.9. Suppose Ω ⊂ R
n is a convex domain and we have (Qi)

N
i=1, (mi)

N
i=1 ⊂ Z≥1 and

ui : Ω → AQi(R
mi) for i = 1, . . . , N . Suppose we have Ω′ ⊂⊂ Ω′′ ⊂⊂ Ω, with Ω′ a convex

A-weighted domain. Suppose also that Γ ⊂ Ω is a closed, non-empty subset, and we have
Γ1, . . . ,ΓN ⊂ Ω\Γ such that Γi ⊂ Γ ∪ Γi. Suppose that there are numbers k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . },
q ∈ [1,∞), β, β0 ∈ (0,∞), (βi)

N
i=1, (β̃i)

N
i=1 ⊂ (0,∞)N , µ ∈ (0, 1), ǫ ∈ (0, 1/4) and subsets

P0,Pi,P ⊂ Pk with supΩ |P | ≤ β for all P ∈ P0, such that we have the following:

(I) For each x0 ∈ Γ ∩ Ω′′, there exists P 1
x0
, . . . , PN

x0
∈ P0 such that for all 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤

ǫ/2 we have:

σ−n−kq

∫

Bσx0∩Ω

N∑

i=1

G(ui, P
i
x0
)q ≤ β0

(
σ

ρ

)qµ

ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(x0)∩Ω

N∑

i=1

G(ui, P
i
x0
)q;

(II) For each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, we have for each x1 ∈ Ω′′ ∩ Γi\Γ there exists P i
x1

∈ Pi such

that for every P ∈ P0 and every 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ 1
2 min{1/4,dist(x1,Γ)} we have:

σ−n−kq

∫

Bσ(x1)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
x1
)q ≤ βi

(
σ

ρ

)qµ

ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(x1)∩Ω
G(ui, P )q;
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(III) For each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, we have for each x2 ∈ Ω′′\(Γ ∪ Γi) there exists P i
x2

∈ P such

that for every P ∈ P0 ∪Pi and every 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ 1
2 min{1/4,dist(x2,Γ ∪ Γi)} we

have:

σ−n−kq

∫

Bσ(x2)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
x2
)q ≤ β̃i

(
σ

ρ

)qµ

ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(x2)∩Ω
G(ui, P )q.

Then ui ∈ Ck,λ(Ω′;AQi(R
mi) for each i, with the estimate

‖ui‖k,λ;Ω′ ≤ C

(

βq +

∫

Ω′′

N∑

i=1

|ui|
q

)1/q

where λ,C both depend on n, (mi)i, k, q, (Qi)i, N,A, β0, (βi)i, (β̃i)i, ǫ,dist(Ω
′,Ω′′)), and λ can

also depend on µ.

Remark. The proof will follow in the same way as Lemma 2.8: essentially whenever a point
z ∈ Ω′\(Γ ∪ Γi) is either closer to Γ than Γi, or the distances have the same order, we can
complete the proof in a similar manner to Lemma 2.8 using (I) and (III). The only issue comes
when Γi is much closer in order to z than Γ, in which case we need to use (II) with (III).
Then we can use (I) and (II) in the same manner as Lemma 2.8 to complete the proof.

Remark. In our applications, we will have Ω = B1(0) ∩H ⊂ R
n, where H := {x1 > 0} is a

half-plane, and Ω′ = B1/8(0)∩H. Γ will be a subset of ∂H of a priori “bad” points, but which
we do have good integral estimates for uniformly lower bounded radii. The Γi will then be
the set of branch points of a multi-valued harmonic function: this will include some boundary
points which are branch points of an odd reflection of the function, which will exist so long as
we have C1 regularity on a neighbourhood of the boundary a priori. The condition on Γi is to
ensure that Γ∪Γi is a closed set for each i, and so if z ∈ Ω′\(Γ∪Γi), then dist(z,Γ∪Γi) > 0:
this prevents us having a point on ∂H in the complement of Γ ∪ Γi which is a limit point of
interior branch points.

Proof. Note first that for each z ∈ Γi\Γ we may repeat the argument seen in the proof of
Lemma 2.8 (with only minor modifications to deal with the new form of (I)) to find that we
can find µ̃ such that for all ρ > 0,

(2.10) ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
z)

q ≤ Cρqµ̃

(

βq +

∫

Ω′′

∑

i

|ui|
q

)

where µ̃, C have all the allowed dependencies.

Now fix i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Suppose z ∈ Ω′\(Γ ∪ Γi). Let γ < 1
2 min{1/4,dist(Ω′,Ω′′)} to be

chosen later and let ρ ∈ (0, ǫ). Note that if Bγρ(z) ∩ Γ 6= ∅, then in the same way as Lemma
2.8, choosing yΓ ∈ Γ with dist(z,Γ) = |z − yΓ|, we have for suitable γ,

(γρ)−n−kq

∫

Bγρ(z)∩Ω

∑

j

G(uj , P
j
yΓ)

q ≤
1

4
· ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(yΓ)∩Ω

∑

j

G(uj , P
j
yΓ)

q.
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However, when Bγρ(z) ∩ Γ = ∅, we cannot proceed as in the proof of Lemma 2.8, since we
could have Bγρ(z) ∩ Γi 6= ∅, and so (III) is not applicable in the form we want, i.e. with a
uniform lower bound on the radii we can apply it to.

Assume now dist(z,Γ) < γ: if this is not true then (i) if dist(z,Γi) < γ/4, we can follow the
proof of Lemma 2.8 just with Γi in place of Γ to get the result at z, or (ii) If dist(z,Γi) ≥
γ/4, then we can just apply (III) to get the result at z. So choose jΓ minimal such that

BγjΓ+1(z) ∩ Γ = ∅. Then in the same way as Lemma 2.8, for each j = 2, . . . , jΓ we have

(choosing yΓ as above and setting PΓ := PyΓ)

(2.11) (γj)−n−kq

∫

B
γj

(z)∩Ω

∑

ℓ

G(uℓ, P
ℓ
Γ)

q ≤
1

4
· (γj−1)−n−kq

∫

B
γj−1 (yΓ)∩Ω

∑

ℓ

G(uℓ, P
ℓ
Γ)

q.

Now, if dist(z,Γi) ≥ γjΓ+M , M ≥ 3 to be chosen (dependent only on the allowed parameters),
then we can still follow the proof of Lemma 2.8 to get the result (as we get the same estimates
on P z

i and P i
Γ, and we have a large enough region around z to apply (III)). So assume

dist(z,Γi) < γjΓ+M , and let y∗ ∈ Γi be such that |z − y∗| = dist(z,Γi); note that since
z 6∈ Γi ∪ Γ = Γ ∪ Γi, we have dist(z,Γi) > 0. So let j∗ ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } be minimal such that

BγjΓ+M+j∗+1(z) ∩ Γi = ∅.

We know that dist(yi,Γ) > γjΓ+1−γjΓ+M ≥ γjΓ+1(1−γ2), meaning that we can apply (II) for
all 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ 1

2γ
jΓ+1(1−γ2). Thus, since Bρ(z) ⊂ Bρ+γjΓ+M (y∗), for j = 2, . . . ,M+j∗−1,

we have from (II), in the same way as (2.1), for suitable γ,

(2.12) (γjΓ+j+1)−n−kq

∫

B
γjΓ+j+1(z)∩Ω

G(ui, P
i
y∗)

q ≤
1

4
· (γjΓ+j)−n−kq

∫

B
γjΓ+j (y∗)∩Ω

G(ui, P
i
y∗)

q.

Now since BγjΓ+M+j∗+1(z) ∩ Γi = ∅, we can apply (III) to get that, for any σ ∈ (0, 1/2],

(σγjΓ+M+j∗+1)−n−kq

∫

B
σγjΓ+M+j∗−1 (z)∩Ω

G(ui, P
i
z)

q ≤ β̃iσ
qµ(γjΓ+M+j∗+1)−n−kq

∫

B
γjΓ+M+1+j∗ (z)∩Ω

G(u, P )q .

Now following the proof of Lemma 2.8, we get that for each j = 2, . . . ,M + j∗ − 1,

(γjΓ+j+1)−n−kq

∫

B
γjΓ+j+1(z)∩Ω

G(ui, P
i
z)

q ≤ C4−j(γjΓ+2)−n−kq

∫

B
γjΓ+2(y∗)∩Ω

G(ui, P
i
y∗)

q.

Hence following the proof of Lemma 2.8 again, we see that for any ρ < 1
2γ

jΓ+M+j∗+1 we have
for some µ′ ∈ (0, 1),

ρ−n−kq

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
z)

q ≤ Cρqµ
′
· (γjΓ)−n−kq−qµ′

∫

B
γjΓ

(y∗)∩Ω
G(ui, P i

y∗)
q.
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Also, if γjΓ+j+1 < 2ρ ≤ γjΓ+j holds for some j = 3, . . . ,M + j∗ − 1, then again we have the
same inequality, e.g. if M = 4, we see that for any ρ < 1

2γ
jΓ+3 we have

ρ−n−kq−qµ′

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
z)

q ≤ C(γjΓ)−n−kq−qµ′

∫

B
γjΓ

(y∗)∩Ω
G(ui, P i

y∗)
q

from which the desired bound (for a suitable exponent) follows from (2.10).

Now suppose ρ ≥ 1
2γ

jΓ+3. Then we simply have from inclusions, since |z − y∗| ≤ γjΓ+4 < ρ,

ρ−n−kq−qµ′
∫

Bρ(z)
G(ui, P

i
y∗)

q ≤ 2n+kq+qµ′
(ρ+ |z − y∗|)

−n−kq−qµ′
∫

Bρ+|z−y∗|(y∗)∩Ω
G(ui, P

i
y∗)

q

which then applying (2.10) tells us that, for every ρ > 0,

ρ−n−kq−qµ′
inf

P∈Pk

∫

Bρ(z)
G(ui, P )q ≤ C

(

βq +

∫

Ω′′

∑

i

|ui|
q

)

and so since z ∈ Ω′\(Γ∪Γi) as arbitrary, and since this inequality has already been established

for z ∈ Ω′ ∩ (Γ ∪ Γi), we see that ui ∈ Lλ,q
k (Ω′;AQi(R

mi), as so applying Theorem 2.1 we are
done. �

3. Applications to Minimal Surface Theory

In this section we apply the results of Section 2 to classes of functions known as proper blow-up
classes; such classes arise naturally in the regularity theory of stationary integral varifolds.
For illustrations of this relation as it appears here, we recommend the reader to consult the
sources [Wic14], [BK17], [Min21], [BKW21]; in particular, the general ideas originated in
[Sim93] for the multiplicity one setting, and [Wic14] for the higher multiplicity setting.

Throughout this section we will just need the results of Section 2 when Ω = B1(0)∩H ⊂ R
n+k,

where H := {x1 > 0, xn+1 = · · · = xn+k = 0} ⊂ R
n is a half-plane. This situation arises

when considering blow-ups of sequences of stationary integral varifolds converging to either
a higher multiplicity stationary non-flat classical cone, or converge to a higher multiplicity
plane yet have smaller order excess relative to a sequence of classical cones (see [Min21] for
an explanation of this terminology, and the sources above).

Remark. In codimension > 1 it is not possible to guarantee that the blow-up functions
generated are C1,α, but only that they are generalised C1 regular (see [BKW21]). This is due
to the presence of stationary integral varifolds which are only Lipschitz regular. However, as
we shall see in this section, if they always are C1,α in the interior with suitable C1,α regularity
properties, we will be able to deduce C1,α boundary regularity.

Remark. We do not discuss the case when Ω = B1(0) ⊂ R
n, which arises in the study of interior

branch point singularities and sequences of stationary integral varifolds converging to a higher
multiplicity plane. The reason for this is that the blow-up class takes a different form, and the
interior regularity is not known. In some cases this difficulty has been bypassed: the interested
reader should consult [Wic14], [BKW21], and [Wic21]. In our setting we are assuming suitable
interior regularity properties, which will be true when working inductively on the multiplicity,
provided we understand the regularity of the varifolds near lower multiplicity planes.
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3.1. Initial Properties of Multi-Valued Harmonic Functions. We first need to define
a stronger notion of a multi-valued harmonic function; for the basic notions and properties
of two-valued harmonic functions, which we mimic, see [SW16]. Fix U ⊂ R

n open and a
u : U → Aq(R

k) a q-valued C1 function.

Definition 3.1. The branch set of u, denoted Bu, is the set of points x ∈ U such that there
is no ρ > 0 with the property that on Bρ(x) ∩ U we have u|Bρ(x) =

∑q
i=1JuiK, for some

single-valued C1 functions ui : Bρ(x) ∩ U → R.

Definition 3.2. We say u is harmonic if for each x ∈ U\Bu, there is a ρ > 0 with the
property that u|Bρ(x) =

∑q
i=1JuiK, where each ui : Bρ(x) → R

k is a single-valued C1 harmonic
function.

Definition 3.3. We shall say a q-valued function u : Ω → Aq(R
k) is a good q-valued harmonic

function if u ∈ C1,1/q(Ω;Aq(R
k)) and if Bu denotes the branch set of u, then dimH(Bu) ≤ n−2

and moreover at every branch point x ∈ Bu we have for every 0 < σ ≤ ρ < dist(x, ∂Ω),

σ−n

∫

Bσ(x)
|us|

2 ≤

(
σ

ρ

)2(1+1/q)

ρ−n

∫

Bρ(x)
|us|

2

where us := u− ua is the symmetric part of u and ua := q−1
∑q

i=1 ui its average-part.

Remark. In the case q = 2 we already know from [SW16] that any two-valued C1,α harmonic
function, α ∈ (0, 1), is a good two-valued harmonic function in the above sense. For q ≥ 3 it
is natural to conjecture that the same claim holds, and indeed the fact of whether q-valued
C1,α harmonic functions are always good in the above sense is a direction of work we intend
to pursue.

Remark. If u is a good q-valued harmonic function, then since dimH(Bu) ≤ n − 2 we auto-
matically have that ua is a smooth single-valued harmonic function on Ω.

Lemma 3.1 (Unique Continuation for Good q-Valued Harmonic Functions). Suppose U ⊂ R
n

is open and that u1, u2 ∈ C1,α(U ;Aq(R
k)) are good q-valued harmonic functions. Then if

u1, u2 agree on an open subset of U , then we must have u1 ≡ u2 on U .

Proof. By definition of a good multi-valued harmonic function, we know that B := Bu1 ∪Bu2

has dimH(B) ≤ n− 2 and is closed in U . In particular U\B is open and connected, and thus
is path connected. It suffices to show that u1 ≡ u2 on U\B, since both are continuous and

U\B = U . So suppose there is some x ∈ U\B for which u1(x) 6= u2(x). We can find a path
γ : [0, 1] → U\B connecting a point x0 to x, where x0 lies in the open set on which u1 ≡ u2;
clearly we can choose x0 ∈ U\B. Moreover since the image of γ is compact and thus closed,
we can find some r > 0 for which Br(γ([0, 1])) ⊂ U\B. Restricting to Br(γ([0, 1]), we can
thus reduce to the case where on U we have Bu1 ∪ Bu2 = ∅.

So therefore without loss of generality we can assume u1, u2 : U → Aq(R
k) have u1 ≡ u2 on

some open set, and Bu1 ,Bu2 = ∅. But now the result follows immediately from the unique
continuation principle of single-valued harmonic functions. �

Finally we will also need the following classification of C1 homogeneous of degree one q-
valued harmonic functions. This is known in the case q = 2 from [SW16], and it is natural to
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conjecture it holds for all q; as mentioned above, we intend to pursue these questions in aa
later work. For now, it will be an assumption we make.

Classification Hypothesis. Every q-valued symmetric harmonic function u : RN\{0} →
Aq(R

k) which is C1 and homogeneous of degree one is necessarily linear.

Note that there is no assumption that the q-valued harmonic function is good in the above
sense. We do however remark that we can prove this under an inductive-like assumption, and
in particular can prove this in the case q = 3, using a rectifiability result in [KW13].

Lemma 3.2. Fix q ∈ {3, 4, . . . }. Suppose we know that for Q = 2, 3, . . . , q−1, every Q-valued
harmonic ũ function on an open set in R

n has that Bu is countably (n − 2)-rectifiable. Then
every q-valued symmetric harmonic function u : Rn → Aq(R

k) which is C1 on R
n\{0} and

homogeneous of degree one is necessarily linear.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that k = 1 just by working with the
components, as that is enough to prove the result here. Set K̃u := {x ∈ R

n : u(x) =

qJ0K and Du(x) = qJ0K} ⊂ Ku. On R
n\K̃u it can be seen that we can locally decompose u,

i.e., in some neighbourhood of each point x ∈ R
n\K̃u, into two multi-valued harmonic func-

tions, both with < q values. In particular, away from K̃u the set of points where u does not
decompose into a sum of harmonic functions is by assumption (n−2)-rectifiable. In particular
it has vanishing 2-capacity, and so for each ǫ > 0 we may find a cut-off function ηǫ ∈ C1

c (R
n)

such that ηǫ ≡ 1 on an ǫ-neighbourhood of the multiplicity < q branch set, 0 ≤ ηǫ ≤ 1, ηǫ → 0
Hn-a.e. as ǫ → 0, and

∫

Rn |Dηǫ|
2 ≤ ǫ2.

Now following the proof of [SW16, Lemma 2.5], for any δ > 0 choose a smooth function
γδ : R → R which is an odd function, is convex for t ≥ 0, has γδ ≡ 0 on some neighbourhood
of 0, and γ′δ ≡ 1 for all t ≥ δ. Then notice that, if we write fδ := γδ(Djui), then fδ has the

property that it has compact support on Sn−1\K̃u. In particular, by the same argument as
in [SW16, Lemma 2.5] we have:

∫

Sn−1

ηǫ · |∇Sn−1γδ(Djui)|
2 ≤ −

∫

Sn−1

ηǫ · [∆Sn−1(Djui)] γδ(Djui) + o(1) = o(1)

where here o(1) means a term which → 0 as ǫ → 0, and the last equality comes from the fact
that Du is homogeneous of degree one. Thus taking ǫ → 0, followed by δ → 0, we see for each
i, j, that Djui is constant, and thus u is linear. �

Remark. In our desired application, we will only have a C1 multi-valued harmonic function –
we will not know whether it is a good multi-valued harmonic function or not, and we won’t
have any more regularity information.

3.2. Proper Blow-Up Classes. Throughout this section we fix N ∈ {1, 2, . . . , } and integers
(qi)

N
i=1 ⊂ {1, 2, . . . }. Recall that Ω = B1(0) ∩H.

Definition 3.4. Fix integers q1, . . . , qN ∈ {1, 2, . . . }, and write q = (q1, . . . , qN ). We say that
Bq(Ω) is a proper (half-plane) blow-up class if it obeys the following properties:

(B1) Each element v = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ Bq(Ω) has vi ∈ L2(Ω;Aqi(R
k)) ∩W 1,2

loc (Ω;Aqi(R
k))

for each i = 1, . . . , N ;
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(B2) (Interior Regularity). If v ∈ Bq(Ω) then vi : Ω → Aqi(R
k) is a good qi-valued harmonic

function for each i = 1, . . . , N ;

(B3) (Boundary Estimates). If v ∈ Bq(Ω) and z ∈ B1(0) ∩ ∂H, then for each ρ ∈ (0, 38(1−
|z|)] we have:

∫

Bρ/2(z)∩Ω

N∑

i=1

|vi(x)− κi(z)|2

|x− z|n+3/2
dx ≤ Cρ−n−3/2

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω

N∑

i=1

|vi(x)− κi(z)|2 dx

where κ : B1(0) ∩ ∂H :→ (Rk)N is is a smooth, single-valued function, which obeys:

sup
B5/16(0)∩∂H

|κ|2 ≤ C

∫

B1/2(0)∩Ω

∑

i

|vi|2

where C = C(Bq(Ω));

(B4) (Hardt–Simon Inequality). For v ∈ Bq(Ω) and z ∈ B1(0)∩ ∂H, for each ρ ∈ (0, 38(1−
|z|)] we have:

∫

Bρ/2(z)∩Ω

N∑

i=1

R2−n
z

∣
∣
∣
∣

∂

∂Rz

(
vi − via(z)

Rz

)∣
∣
∣
∣

2

≤ Cρ−n−2

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω

N∑

i=1

|vi − ℓvi,z|
2

where Rz(x) := |x− z| and ℓvi,z(x) := via(z) + (x− z) ·Dvia(z) is the first-order linear

approximation to the average-part via at z;

(B5) (Closure Properties). If v ∈ Bq(Ω), then:

(B5I) vz,σ(·) := ‖v(z+σ(·))‖−1
L2(Ω)

v(z+σ(·)) ∈ Bq(Ω) for each z ∈ B1(0)∩∂H and each

σ ∈ (0, 38(1− |z|)], whenever v 6≡ 0 in Bσ(z) ∩Ω;

(B5II) ‖v−ℓv‖
−1
L2(Ω)

(v−ℓv) ∈ Bq(Ω) whenever v−ℓv 6≡ 0 in Ω, where ℓv = (ℓv1,0, . . . , ℓvN ,0);

(B6) (Compactness Property). If (vm)m ⊂ Bq(Ω), then there is a subsequence (m′) ⊂ (m)

and a function v ∈ Bq(Ω) such that vm′ → v strongly in L2
loc(B1(0) ∩H) and weakly

in W 1,2
loc (Ω);

(B7) (ǫ-Regularity Property). There exists α = α(Bq(Ω)) and c = c(Bq(Ω)) such that the
following is true: if σ ∈ (0, 1], then there exists ǫ = ǫ(Bq(Ω), σ) such that whenever

v ∈ Bq(Ω) has va(0) = 0, Dva(0) = 0, ‖v‖L2(Ω) = 1, and v∗i : H → Aqi(R
k) is such

that for each i, (v∗i )a =≡ 0, vi∗ is a union of qi half-planes with boundaries meeting
along ∂H, and

∫

B1(0)∩H
|v∗|2 ≥ c, then if:

∫

Ω
G(v, v∗)2 < ǫ

then v|Bσ(0)∩Ω ∈ C1,α(Bσ(0) ∩H).
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Remark. We expect such a class of functions to arise when performing either (i) a coarse
blow-up procedure relative to a non-flat stationary classical cone, or (ii) a fine blow-up pro-
cedure, relative to a higher multiplicity non-flat classical cone (see [Min21]). In each case,
the multiplicity on each half-hyperplane will be strictly smaller than the multiplicity at the
origin of the cone, so one would expect an inductive approach to give rise to the above prop-
erties of Bq(Ω), as long as we have first understood the structure of the relevant varifolds
near hyperplanes of strictly smaller multiplicity. In this setting, we have therefore inductively
assumed we understand the interior regularity, and so the boundary regularity becomes the
main problem. Slight modifications need to be made for the fine blow-up process however –
see Section 3.4.

It is also possible that such classes of functions will arise when studying the boundary regu-
larity of certain classes of stationary integral varifolds, and so the results of this section may
have applications there.

We will prove the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. For each q = (q1, . . . , qN ) as above, we have that Bq(Ω) ⊂ C1,µ(B1/8(0) ∩

H) for some µ = µ(Bq(Ω)). Moreover for each v ∈ Bq(Ω) we have ‖v‖1,µ;B1/8(0)∩H
≤

C
∫

B1/2(0)∩H
|v|2.

Remark. With this regularity at the boundary, as the symmetric part vis of each component
has zero boundary values, we are able to perform an odd reflection across the boundary. This
gives rise to a C1,µ qi-valued harmonic function on all of Rn. Therefore if we know that the
interior branch set of such functions is countably (n−2)-rectifiable (which we do in the qi = 2
case, see [SW16], [KW13]) we can then deduce that the boundary branch set is in fact also
countably (n− 2)-rectifiable.

The proof will consist of three parts. Firstly we are able to use (B3) with Lemma 2.9 to
deduce initial C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩ H) regularity; the exponent λ = n + 3/2 present in (B3) is

however not enough to push this to C1 regularity. We will be able to use the larger exponent
present in the Hardt–Simon inequality, (B4), to push this regularity to C1,α. Indeed, we will
first classify the homogeneous degree one elements of Bq(Ω) by showing that they are indeed

C1(B1(0) ∩H), which is a sufficiently high regularity to perform a reflection across ∂H and
apply our Classification Hypothesis. Once we have achieved this classification we will be able
to combine it with (B4) in order to deduce that there is sufficiently high decay in the integral
estimates to apply Lemma 2.9 in order to deduce the desired regularity.

Before starting the proof, we first make the following observation: there exists ǫ = ǫ(Bq(Ω)) ∈
(0, 1) such that if v ∈ Bq(Ω) has va(0) = 0 and Dva(0) = 0, then

(3.1) ǫ

∫

Ω
|v|2 <

∫

Ω\B1/2(0)
|v|2.

Indeed if this were not true, for each ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , we could find vℓ ∈ Bq(Ω) with (vℓ)a(0) = 0

and D(vℓ)a(0) = 0 for which 1
ℓ

∫

Ω |vℓ|
2 >

∫

Ω\B1/2
|vℓ|

2. Setting wℓ := vℓ/‖vℓ‖L2(Ω) (note

wℓ ∈ Bq(Ω) by (B5II), since (vℓ)a(0) = 0 and D(vℓ)a(0) = 0), we can then use (B6) to pass to

a subsequence such that wℓ → w ∈ Bq(Ω), where the convergence is strong in L2
loc(B1(0)∩H).

In particular since ‖wℓ‖L2(Ω) = 1 we have
∫

B1/2∩H
|wℓ|

2 > 1− 1/ℓ, and thus
∫

B1/2∩H
|w|2 = 1.



28 MULTI-VALUED CAMPANATO SPACES

But then we also see that
∫

K |w|2 = 0 for each compact K ⊂ Ω\B1/2(0), and so w ≡ 0
on Ω\B1/2(0). But then from (B2), by the unique continuation property of good Q-valued
harmonic functions (Lemma 3.1), since the 0 function is a good Q-valued harmonic function
for each i, we would therefore have that w ≡ 0 on Ω, which contradicts

∫

B1/2∩H
|w|2 = 1,

proving (3.1).

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Fix q = (q1, . . . , qN ) throughout this section.

Lemma 3.3 (Initial Boundary Regularity Estimate). There exists α = α(Bq(Ω)) for which

Bq(Ω) ⊂ C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩H), and moreover for each v ∈ Bq(Ω) we have

‖v‖2
0,α;B1/8(0)∩H

≤ C

∫

B1/2(0)∩H
|v|2

where C = C(Bq(Ω)) and |v|2 =
∑N

i=1 |v
i|2.

Proof. From (B3) we get that, for each z ∈ B1/8(0) ∩ ∂H and any 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ 1/32, if we

set vi(z) := qiJκ
i(z)K:

σ−n−3/2

∫

Bσ(z)∩Ω

∑

i

G(vi, vi(z))2 ≤ Cρ−n−3/2

∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω

∑

i

G(vi, vi(z))2.

Set Γ := B1/8(0) ∩ ∂H and Γi := Bvi , the branch set of vi. Fix z ∈ B1/8(0) ∩ H. Then if

z ∈ Γi, since for any Q-valued function w we have |w|2 = |ws|
2 + Q|wa|

2, and since for any
good Q-valued function we know wa is harmonic, we thus get for all 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 < 1

2dist(z,Γ)
that for any constant b ∈ R:

σ−n

∫

Bσ(z)∩Ω
G(w,wa(z))

2 = σ−n

∫

Bσ(z)
|w − wa(z)|

2

= σ−n

∫

Bσ(z)
Q|wa − wa(z)|

2 + |ws|
2

≤ C

(
σ

ρ

)2 ∫

Bρ(z)
Q|wa − b|2 +

(
σ

ρ

)2(1+1/q) ∫

Bρ(z)
|ws|

2

= C

(
σ

ρ

)2 ∫

Bρ(z)∩Ω
G(w, b)2.

Moreover if z ∈ B1/8(0) ∩ H\(Γi ∪ Γ), then on some open set disjoint from Γ ∪ Γi we can

express vi as q single-valued harmonic functions, for which a similar result holds. Thus we
see that we can apply Lemma 2.9, along with the assumed bounds on the boundary values
from (B3), to get vi ∈ C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩H,Aqi(R)) for each i, and

‖v‖2
0,α;B1/8(0)∩H

≤ C

∫

B1/2(0)∩H
|v|2

as desired. �
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Remark. From Lemma 3.3 we see that the average-part of each vi is a C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩H) ∩

C2,α(B1/8(0) ∩ H) harmonic function, which from (B3) has smooth boundary data. As a
consequence of classical elliptic boundary regularity results (see [GT15] or [Mor66]) we have
that via ∈ C1,α(B1/8(0) ∩H) for each i.

Lemma 3.4 (Classification of Homogeneous Degree One Elements). Suppose that v ∈ Bq(Ω)

is homogeneous of degree one on Ω\B1/4, i.e.
∂v
∂R = 0, where R = |x|. Then v is a linear

function on Ω, and moreover the symmetric part via takes the form x 7→
∑q

j=1Ja
i
jx

1K for each

i, where aij ∈ R
k have the property that

∑

j a
i
j = 0.

Proof. The proof will combine the argument of [Wic14, Proposition 4.2] and its adaptation
in [BKW21], with a reflection principle in order to reduce the proof to the classification
hypothesis.

Fix v ∈ Bq(Ω) which is homogeneous of degree one on Ω\B1/4(0). First, note that the

homogeneous degree one extension of vi to all of Ω is also a good qi-valued harmonic function:
hence by the unique continuation property, we have that v is homogeneous of degree one on
all of B1 ∩ H. From the above remark, we know that for each i via is a C1,α(B1/8(0) ∩ H)

homogeneous degree one harmonic function. In particular, Dvia is homogeneous of degree zero
and in C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩H), and so is constant along rays and continuous at the origin, which

implies Dvia must be constant. Hence via is linear for each i. So if v ≡ va, we are done.

So suppose v 6≡ va. Applying (B5II), since we know ℓiv = via, we may reduce to the setting
where va ≡ 0 and ‖v‖L2(Ω) = 1. In particular from (B3) we must have vi|B1(0)∩∂H ≡ qiJ0K.

Also since v ∈ C0,α(B1/8(0) ∩ H) from Lemma 3.3 and v is homogeneous of degree one, we

see that by extending v to all of H by a homogeneous degree one extension, we can assume
without loss of generality that v ∈ C0,α(H), and vi is a good qi-valued harmonic function on
H.

Now define for each i:

Ti(v) := {z ∈ H : vi(z + x) = vi(x) for all x ∈ H}

i.e., Ti(v) is the set of points in H for which vi is translation invariant. Since vi|∂H = qJ0K, we
must have Ti(v) ⊂ ∂H if vi 6≡ 0; by assumption this is true for some i. Since v is homogeneous
of degree one and continuous onH, it is straightforward to check that Ti(v) must be a subspace
of ∂H whenever vi 6≡ 0, and so in particular in this case dim(Ti(v)) ≤ n− 1.

Set di(v) := dim(Ti(v)), with d(v) = (di(v))i. For d = (d1, . . . , dN ), write Hd for the set of
v ∈ Bq(Ω) for which di(v) = di for each i. First note that if di(v) ≥ n − 2 for some i, then
vi is translation invariant along a subspace of ∂H of dimension at least n− 2, meaning that
it is independent of at least (n − 2)-coordinates. Therefore in suitable coordinates we can
write vi(x1, . . . , xn) = ṽ(x1, x2), where ṽ is a good qi-valued symmetric harmonic function on
H2 := {(x1, x2) ∈ R

2 : x1 > 0} which is C0,α on H2. Moreover from the definition of a good
q-valued harmonic we know dimH(Bvi) ≤ n − 2, which implies Bṽ ∩H2 = ∅, since otherwise
from the homogeneity and translation invariance we would have dimH(Bvi) ≥ n−1. But then
we would be able to write, on all of H since it is simply connected, ṽ =

∑qi
j=1JφjK, where

each φj : H → R is a smooth harmonic function. Then since φj |∂H2 = 0 for each i, again

by the boundary regularity theory of harmonic functions, this would imply φj ∈ C∞(H2),
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implying as before that Dφj is constant and so φj is linear for each j. The zero boundary
values then imply that we must have φj(x

1, x2) = ajx
1 for some constant aj ∈ R, i.e. we have

vi =
∑qi

j=1Jajx
1K, and so in particular di(v) = n − 1 (provided vi 6≡ 0). Thus we see that if

di(v) ≥ n− 2 for each i, then v ∈ H(n−1,n−1,...,n−1) and v takes the form as claimed.

Now suppose that there is some d 6= (n− 1, n− 1, . . . , n− 1) for which Hd 6= ∅. Without loss
of generality we can choose d such that among all such d′ 6= (n − 1, n − 1, . . . , n − 1) with
Hd′ 6= ∅, we have

∑

i di maximal. We will derive a contradiction from this, meaning that the
only Hd which is non-empty is H(n−1,n−1,...,n−1), which proves the result.

For such a d let v ∈ Hd. By the above we know that we can find some i∗ with di∗(v) < n−2. Let
K be any compact subset of H\Ti∗(v). We claim that there exists ǫ = ǫ(v,K,Bq(Ω)) ∈ (0, 1)

such that at each z ∈ K ∩ ∂H for which v is not C1,α on any neighbourhood of z in H
(here α is as in (B7), so is independent of v,K), and for each ρ ∈ (0, ǫ], we have the reverse
Hardt–Simon inequality :

(3.2)

∫

H∩Bρ(z)

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂(vi/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

≥ ǫρ−n−2

∫

H∩Bρ(z)

∑

i

|vi|2.

We shall prove this by contradiction. Clearly if v ≡ 0 on H ∩Bρ(z), then there is nothing to
prove, so suppose v 6≡ 0 on any such H ∩ Bρ(z). If this were false, then we could find points
z, (zℓ)ℓ in K ∩ ∂H, (ǫℓ)ℓ, and radii (ρℓ)ℓ with zℓ → z, ǫℓ ↓ 0, ρℓ ↓ 0, with v 6≡ 0 in Bρℓ(zℓ) for

each ℓ, v not C1,α on Bρℓ(zℓ) ∩H, and

∫

H∩Bρℓ
(zℓ)

∑

i

R2−n
zℓ

(
∂(vi/Rzℓ)

∂Rzℓ

)2

< ǫℓρ
−n−2
ℓ

∫

H∩Bρℓ
(zℓ)

∑

i

|vi|2.

For each ℓ set wℓ(·) := ‖v(zℓ+ρℓ(·))‖
−1
L2(Ω)

v(zℓ+ρℓ(·)). We know from (B5I) that wℓ ∈ Bq(Ω)

for each ℓ. Thus by (B6) we can pass to a subsequence to ensure that wℓ → w∗ ∈ Bq(Ω),

where the convergence is strongly in L2
loc(B1(0) ∩ H) and weakly in W 1,2

loc (Ω). In particular
the above inequality gives for each ℓ,

∫

Ω

∑

i

R2−n

(
∂(wi

ℓ/R)

∂R

)2

< ǫℓ.

It follows from this and the local weak convergence in W 1,2 that w∗ is homogeneous of degree
one on each set of the form {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) ≥ ǫ}, for ǫ > 0, and thus w∗ is homogeneous
of degree one on Ω. Moreover from Lemma 3.3 we know w∗ is continuous on B1(0) ∩H, and
so we see that w∗ has a continuous homogeneous degree one extension to all of H, which
from the unique continuation property Lemma 3.1 and (B2) we know is a good multi-valued
harmonic function in H.

We now claim that w∗ 6≡ 0. To see this, for any Q-valued C1,α function f defined on any
interval I = [a, b] ⊂ R we have (see e.g. [DL10, Equation (1.2)]):

G(f(a), f(b)) ≤

∫ b

a
|Df |.
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Now fix ω ∈ Sn−1 ∩H and s, r ∈ (1/4, 1) with s < r. Applying this inequality with f(t) :=
wi
ℓ(tω)/t and I = [s, r] for each i, we get

G
(
r−1wℓ(rω), s

−1wℓ(sω)
)
≤

∫ r

s

∣
∣
∣
∣

∂(wℓ(Rω)/R)

∂R

∣
∣
∣
∣
dR ≤

∫ 1

1/4

∣
∣
∣
∣

∂(wℓ(Rω)/R)

∂R

∣
∣
∣
∣
dR

which implies that

|wℓ(rω)|
2 ≤ c

(

|wℓ(sω)|
2 +

∫ 1

1/4

[
∂(wℓ(Rω)/R)

∂R

]2
)

where c = c(n), as r, s ≥ 1/4. Integrating this now over ω ∈ Sn−1 ∩H we get

∫

Sn−1∩H
|wℓ(rω)|

2 dω ≤ c

(
∫

Sn−1∩H
|wℓ(sω)|

2 dω +

∫

Ω\B1/4(0)

[
∂(wℓ/R)

∂R

]2
)

.

Now multiply both sides by rn−1 and integrate over r ∈ (1/2, 1), and then multiply the
resulting inequality by sn−1 and integrate over s ∈ (1/4, 1/2) (this ensures s < r holds) to get

∫

Ω\B1/2(0)
|wℓ|

2 ≤ c

(
∫

Ω∩B1/2(0)\B1/4(0)
|wℓ|

2 +

∫

Ω\B1/4(0)
R2−n

[
∂(wℓ/R)

∂R

]2
)

(again, using the fact that R ∈ (1/4, 1) in the last integral). Then by (3.1) we get, for all ℓ,

ǫ ≤ c

(
∫

Ω∩B1/2(0)\B1/4(0)
|wℓ|

2 + ǫℓ

)

for some ǫ independent of ℓ. Thus from the strong L2 convergence in B1/2(0)∩H , we see that

ǫ ≤ c
∫

Ω\B1/4(0)
|w∗|

2, and so we must have w∗ 6≡ 0.

From the definition of wℓ is straightforward to see that for each i we have Ti(v) ⊂ Ti(w∗). We

now claim that z ∈ Ti(w∗) for each i. Indeed for each ℓ and i write wi
ℓ =

∑

jJf
i,j
ℓ K, where the

f i,j
ℓ are single-valued functions on Ω with f i,qi

ℓ ≤ f i,qi−1
ℓ ≤ f i,1

ℓ for all ℓ and i (this is the case
when k = 1: otherwise we just work component-wise). For notational simplicity we shall just

fix i, j and write f i,j
ℓ ≡ fℓ. Then by homogeneity, for each y ∈ H and σ > 0 we have:

σ−n

∫

Bσ(y)∩H
fℓ(x+ z) dx = δ−1

ℓ σ−n

∫

Bσ(y)∩H
vij(zℓ + ρℓ(x+ z)) dx

= (1 + ρℓ)δ
−1
ℓ σ−n

∫

Bσ(y)∩H
vij(zℓ + (1 + ρℓ)

−1ρℓ(z − zℓ) + (1 + ρℓ)
−1ρℓx) dx

= (1 + ρℓ)
n+1δ−1

ℓ σ−n

∫

B(1+ρℓ)
−1σ((1+ρℓ)−1(z−zℓ+y))∩H

vij(zℓ + ρℓx) dx

= (1 + ρℓ) ·
[
(1 + ρℓ)

−1σ
]−n

∫

B(1+ρℓ)
−1σ((1+ρℓ)−1(z−zℓ+y))∩H

fℓ(x) dx
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where we have written δℓ := ‖vzℓ,ρℓ‖L2(Ω) for notational simplicity.

Now letting ℓ → ∞, using the strong convergence in L2
loc(H), and then letting σ ↓ 0 we can

apply the Lebesgue differentiation theorem for single-valued functions to get that for Hn-a.e.
y ∈ H we have w∗(y + z) = w∗(y). Then from the continuity of w∗ provided by Lemma 3.3
we get that this is true for every y ∈ H, and so as i, j were arbitrary, z ∈ Ti(w∗) for each i.

In particular we see that z ∈ Ti∗(w∗), and so di∗(w∗) > di∗(v). Thus we have
∑

i di(w∗) >
∑

i di(v), with w∗ 6≡ 0, and so recalling that d we chosen to be maximal with Hd 6= ∅ and d 6=
(n−1, n−1, . . . , n−1), the only way we can avoid a contradiction is if w∗ ∈ H(n−1,n−1,...,n−1),
i.e. graph(w∗) is a union of half-hyperplanes meeting along a common boundary of ∂H. But
then since w∗ 6≡ 0 and (w∗)a ≡ 0, there must be some i with wi

∗ consisting of at least two
distinct half-hyperplanes. Thus we can apply (B7) to see that for all ℓ sufficiently large,
we must have that wℓ is C1,α on B1(0) ∩ H, i.e. v is C1,α on Bρℓ(zℓ) ∩ H, which gives a
contradiction. So (3.2) must hold.

Combining (3.2) with (B4) we see that for any z ∈ K ∩ ∂H at which v is not C1,α on any
neighbourhood of z in H, and each ρ ∈ (0, ǫ] we have

∫

Bρ(z)∩H

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂(vi/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

≥
ǫ

C

∫

Bρ/2(z)∩H

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂(vi/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

.

Set θ := ǫ/C, which depends only on v,K,Bq(Ω). Iterating this inequality for a fixed z with

2−ℓρ in place of ρ, for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , and then interpolating between these geometric scales in
the usual way (see the proof of Lemma 2.8) we see that for any z ∈ K ∩ ∂H at which v is
not C1,α on a neighbourhood of z in H, and any 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ ǫ/2, there are constants
β = β(v,K,Bq(Ω)) ∈ (0,∞) and µ = µ(v,K,Bq(Ω)) ∈ (0, 1) independent of z for which

∫

Bσ(z)∩H

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂(vi/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

≤ β

(
σ

ρ

)2µ ∫

Bρ(z)∩H

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂(vi/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

.

Combining this with (B4) and (3.2) we see that for every such z ∈ K ∩ ∂H at which v is not
C1,α on a neighbourhood of z in H, we have for every 0 < σ ≤ ρ/2 ≤ ǫ/4:

σ−n−2

∫

Bσ(z)∩H

∑

i

|vi|2 ≤ C

(
σ

ρ

)2µ

ρ−n−2

∫

Bρ(z)∩H

∑

i

|vi|2

for some C = C(v,K,Bq(Ω)) ∈ (0,∞) independent of z.

Now set Γ to be the set of z ∈ K ∩ ∂H at which v is not C1,α in a neighbourhood of z in H;
we know this is a closed subset of H by definition. Now, at z ∈ K ∩ ∂H at which v is C1,α in
a neighbourhood of z in H, since v|∂H ≡ 0, we are able to apply an odd reflection across ∂H
to get a C1,α multi-valued harmonic function on an open ball (see below for a more precise
argument of this). In particular, the branch set of this reflection must also have a closed,
codimension at most two branch set. So define Γi to be the union of the interior branch set
(in H) of vi, along with any branch points on ∂H which occur in such a reflection process at
points on the boundary when v is C1,α on a neighbourhood of H. It is simple to then check
that Γi ⊂ Γ ∪ Γi, as away from ∂H the interior branch set is closed, and so if the closure of
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Γi includes a point on ∂H, either this is in Γ or if not then it must be a “boundary branch
point” in the above sense, as the branch set of the reflection is still closed and coincides with
the interior branch set on H. We can therefore apply Lemma 2.9 to this setting (remember
that those points in ∂H\(Γ ∪ Γi) have the usual harmonic function decomposition locally),
for convex A-weighted K, to get that v is C1,α̃ on K for some α̃ = α̃(v,K,Bq(Ω)). So in

particular, since K was arbitrary, we are able to deduce that v ∈ C1(H\Ti∗(v)); we aren’t

able to deduce C1,α′
regularity for some fixed α′ since we could have α̃ → 0 for different K.

Now consider vi∗ : this is translation invariant along Ti∗(v), and so after we quotient out by
this subspace and rotate appropriately, we see that vi∗ is determined entirely by a good qi∗-
valued harmonic function f defined on HN := {(x1, . . . , xN ) :∈ R

N : x1 > 0} ⊂ R
N for some

N ≥ 3 (N := n− di∗(v)). We then know that f is C1(HN\{0}), and has f |∂HN
= qi∗J0K.

We now define the odd reflection F : RN → Aqi∗ (R
k) of f by

F (x) :=

{

f(x1, x2, . . . , xN ) if x1 ≥ 0;

−f(−x1, x2, . . . , xN ) if x1 < 0.

Now since we know that f is C1(H\{0}), we see that F ∈ C1(RN\{0}). Moreover F is a
qi∗-valued harmonic function: this is clear away from {x1 = 0}, and on {x1 = 0} if we have
any point away from KF := {x : F i(x) = F j(x) and DF i(x) = DF j(x) for some i 6= j},
then locally about this point f will be given by qi∗ single-valued harmonic functions on a
neighbourhood of this point in HN , and so the usual reflection principle for single-valued
harmonic functions tells us that F is given by qi∗ single-valued harmonic functions on a
neighbourhood.

Thus F is a homogeneous degree one C1 qi∗-harmonic function on R
N\{0}. Note that we

do not know whether F is a good qi∗harmonic function, as we do not know anything about
the size of the branch set on {x1 = 0}. But then from the Classification Hypothesis, we can
conclude that F must be linear. However since F |{x1=0} = qi∗J0K, we must have that F takes

the form x 7→
∑

jJajx
1K for some ai, which in turn implies that vi∗(x) =

∑

jJajx
1K. But then

this would mean that di∗(v) = n− 1, providing the contradiction. �

Remark. It is worth noting that the crucial difference between the multi-valued case and the
single-valued case is the ability to reflect. The reflection principle for single-valued harmonic
functions requires no assumption on the boundary regularity of the derivative, whilst in the
multi-valued setting we first need to establish C1 regularity at the boundary before we can
reflect to get a C1 function on the whole plane.

With the characterisation provided by Lemma 3.4, we can now prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We will prove another reverse Hardt–Simon inequality, similar to that
seen in the proof of Lemma 3.4.

We claim that there is ǫ = ǫ(Bq(Ω)) such that the following holds: if v ∈ Bq(Ω) is such

that v is not C1,α on a neighbourhood of 0 in H, where α is as in (B7), then we have for all



34 MULTI-VALUED CAMPANATO SPACES

ρ ∈ (0, 1/32]:

∫

Ω∩Bρ(z)

∑

i

R2−n
z

(
∂((vi − vi(z))/Rz)

∂Rz

)2

≥ ǫρ−n−2

∫

Ω∩Bρ(z)

∑

i

|vi − ℓvi,z|
2.

Indeed, setting w := ‖v(z+ρ(·))‖−1
L2(Ω)

v(z+ρ(·)) and then w̃ := ‖w− ℓw‖
−1
L2(Ω)

(w− ℓw), which

both belong to Bq(Ω) by (B5I) and (B5II) respectively, it suffices to consider the case ρ = 1,
z = 0, and v ∈ Bq(Ω) with va(0) = 0, Dva(0) = 0, i.e. it suffices to prove for any such v,

∫

Ω

∑

i

R2−n

(
∂(vi/R)

∂R

)2

≥ ǫ

∫

Ω

∑

i

|vi|2.

Indeed if this was not true, we could find sequences (vℓ)ℓ of such v with

∫

Ω

∑

i

R2−n

(
∂(viℓ/R)

∂R

)2

<
1

ℓ

∫

Ω

∑

i

|viℓ|
2.

Setting wℓ := ‖vℓ‖
−1
L2(Ω)

vℓ, as wℓ ∈ Bq(Ω) by (B5II), we may pass to a subsequence by (B6)

to find a limit wℓ → w∗ ∈ Bq(Ω), which arguing in exactly the same way as Lemma 3.4, must
be homogeneous of degree one, and so by Lemma 3.4 must be linear. Moreover in the same
way as Lemma 3.4, using (3.1) we may prove that w∗ 6≡ 0. However as (w∗)a(0) = 0 and
D(w∗)a(0) = 0, we must have that (w∗)a ≡ 0, and so w∗ 6≡ 0 implies that we can apply (B7)
to get that the wℓ must be C1,α on a neighbourhood of 0 for all ℓ sufficiently large, providing
the contradiction.

Having established this reverse Hardt–Simon inequality, we may proceed in exactly the same
way as Lemma 3.4, using Lemma 2.9 to deduce the desired regularity, thus completing the
proof. �

3.4. Modifications to Fine Blow-Up Classes. We wish to now make some remarks rel-
evant to the setting in [Min21]. When performing a fine blow-up procedure, the class of
functions which arise are determined by numerous multiplicity parameters, but also a close-
ness constant, M > 1 (see [Min21, Section 8]). Ideally we would like the class of fine blow-up
functions to be a proper blow-up class, however this is no longer true because the class is
not closed under the closure operations (B5): indeed, the closeness parameter can change.
Crucially, it turns out that instead of remaining in the same class, the operations in (B5), in
particular rescaling, instead cause the function to lie in another fine blow-up class, of a fixed
larger closeness parameter. As all other properties other than (B5) can still be established,
we can still use the same proof as in Section 3.3 to conclude the desired regularity. Thus we
make the following notion and observation:

Definition 3.5. Fix integers q1, . . . , qN ∈ {1, 2, . . . , } and write q = (q1, . . . , qN ). We say that
(BF

q;M (Ω))M∈(0,∞) is a proper (fine) blow-up family if for each M ∈ (0,∞), BF
q;M (Ω) obeys

properties (B1), (B2), (B3), (B4), (B6), (B7) of a proper blow-up class with constants C,α
independent of M , and there is a fixed constant M0 = M0 > 1 independent of M such that if
v ∈ BF

q;M (Ω) and v∗ is one of the functions as in (B5) generated from v, then v∗ ∈ BF
q;M0M

(Ω).
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Then following the proof in Section 3.3, we still have:

Theorem 3.2. For each q = (q1, . . . , qN ), M ∈ (0,∞), we have that BF
q;M (Ω) ⊂ C1,µ(B1/8(0)∩

H), for some µ ∈ (0, 1) independent of M , and moreover given appropriate regularity theorems
on multi-valued harmonic functions, the boundary branch set is countably (n− 2)-rectifiable.
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