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CONVERGENCE OF INTERFACES IN BOUNDARY
REACTIONS

ADITYA KUMAR

ABSTRACT. In this paper we study the singular limit for critical points of
boundary reactions

(—A)%u: (u—u®) inUCR"

We show the existence of a (n — 1)-rectifiable energy concentration set. Fur-
thermore, we show that the limit of the energy measures can be associated to a
stationary, (n — 1)-rectifiable varifold supported in the concentration set. This
is analogous to a result of Hutchinson and Tonegawa for phase transitions.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Minimal surfaces and phase transitions. Minimal hypersurfaces are
the critical points of the area functional. The relationship between minimal
hypersurfaces and interfaces formed by double well phase transitions has been a
subject of many works over the past few decades [11, 12, 15, 19, 30, 34]. The
latter are the critical points of the Allen-Cahn energy functional

1 5 1
: /U Vul? + W () dr (1.1)
whose Euler-Lagrange equation is the elliptic Allen-Cahn equation
1 .
—Au, = —EW’(ug) in U (1.2)

here w is the density, U is a bounded domain, W : R — [0,00) is a double

well potential with two minima 1 and —1, which are the densities of the stable
phases. In this paper W(t) = 0= The potential term W penalizes densities
away from +1, and the Sobolev energy term, |Vu|?> penalizes oscillations, so a
critical point usually has two regions where u is 1 and —1 respectively with a
diffuse phase transition interface which can be seen as an e-neighbourhood of
uZ'(0)-the zero level set. As ¢ — 0, it was expected that the phase transition
interface will converge to a minimal hypersurface [16]. We describe some of the
results in this direction.

If u. are minimizers then as ¢ — 0, after passing to a subsequence, u. —

X4 — Xac. Here the boundary 0A = ¥ is an area minimizing hypersurface. This
1
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was shown in [20] by Modica and Mortola. Further, in [3], Caffarelli and Cordoba
proved uniform convergence of the level sets {|u.| < 0} to the minimal surface.

For critical points with bounded energy, but without any stability or minimiz-
ing condition, Hutchinson and Tonegawa [15] proved that as ¢ — 0 the energy
measures converge to a stationary integer rectifiable (n—1)-varifold, i.e a general-
ized minimal hypersurface. Later in [34], Tonegawa and Wickramesekara proved
that if {u.} are stable critical points, then this limiting varifold is a stable minimal
hypersurface.

This relationship between minimal surfaces and the Allen-Cahn equation has
been used in the last decade in several advances in the theory minimal surfaces.
We mention two: in [11], building on the works [15, 34] Guaraco gave a min-max
construction of minimal surfaces based on Allen-Cahn equation as an alternative
to the Almgren-Pitts theory [23]. Chodosh and Mantoulidis proved the multi-
plicity one conjecture for minimal surfaces in 3-manifolds in [4].

1.2. Boundary reactions and nonlocal phase transitions. A natural vari-
ant of energy (1.2) analysed by Alberti, Bouchitté and Seppecher in [1], and then
extensively studied by Cabré and Sola-Morales in [7], has the potential W placed
on the boundary of the euclidean half space, i.e. they consider the energy

1 1
E.(u) = —/ |Vul? dz + —/ W(u)dH" (1.3)
2 RO € Jomntt
The critical points of (1.3) satisfy the nonlinear Neumann problem
Au. =0 in R
o 1y s (14)
Gz = —W'(u.) on ORY

This equation appears in crystal dislocation [13, 32]. It also occurs in analysis of
vortices for soft thin films [17]. This problem also has a nonlocal formulation on
R"™ = JR/I*! as a fractional Allen-Cahn equation [6]

1
(=AY 2u, = —~W'(u.) in R" (1.5)
€
where
—A)V2y(z) = 2p.v./ 7u(x) —u(y) dy
(=4) (=) O
Seen this way, the problem appears when the effects of long-range interactions
in phase transitions are studied through a nonlocal energy [22, 25, 26, 27]. In en-
ergy functional (1.1) the H' Sobolev energy term [ |Vu|?dz = |[ul|?,: is replaced
2 ..
o for s € (0,1), giving the

by contribution from U in the nonlocal energy | ul
energy functional

lul

2 1
waw) T g/UW(“) dx
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and therefore the appropriate energy functional with H*, instead of H! energy

n (1.1), is
u(x) — u(y)l? 1 /
[u@) = v g+ L [ wiw) d 1.6
//Rd Ri\Uexpe |T — y[m e® Ju (u) (1.6)

Note that here the boundary value of u will be fixed in complement of U and
U¢ = R™"\U. The Euler-Lagrange equation is the fractional Allen-Cahn equation,
i.e, equation (1.2) with the laplacian —A replaced by the fractional laplacian
(—A)®, for s € (0,1)

The H? energy of u is

|

(—A)u, = —%W/(ue) U, se(0,1) (1.7)

with some boundary data in U¢. Thus one sees that the equation (1.5) is just the
s = 1/2 case in above, where

(—AYu(x) = cs pv. / u(z) — uly)

R |7 — y|nt2s

1.3. Minimal surfaces and boundary reactions. Given the geometric prop-
erties of the interface formed by the Allen-Cahn equation as highlighted above,
it is of interest to understand the limit interface formed for nonlocal phase tran-
sitions as € — 0. Here, there are two different outcomes depending on whether
s € (0,1/2) or s € [1/2,1). The dichotomy is primarily there because the char-
acteristic function of smooth sets are not in H® when s € [1/2,1). Whereas for
s € (0,1/2) this is not the case, so as ¢ — 0, the H® energy remains uniformly
bounded.

In case of minimizers, Savin and Valdinoci [25] proved that as e — 0, after
passing to a subsequence, u. — x4 — xac. If s € (0,1/2), then the boundary
of the set A, 0A = ¥ is a minimizing H*-nonlocal minimal hypersurface, i.e.
boundaries of sets minimizing the H* energy. They were first studied by Caffarelli,
Roquejoffre and Savin in [5].

Interestingly if s € [1/2,1), the limit object is same as in the classical case,
i.e, the boundary of the set A, A = X is an area minimizing hypersurface.
Analogous to [3] in the local case, Savin and Valdinoci also prove in [26] the
uniform convergence of level sets of u. to the non-local (s < 1/2) or local minimal
surface (s > 1/2).

For critical points with bounded energy, but without the minimizing condition,
only the case with s € (0,1/2) is known. Millot, Sire and Wang [22] proved that
that the energies converge to a stationary H*® nonlocal minimal surface.
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One might hope that for s € [1/2,1), the energy measures of critical points
with bounded energy will converge as in the classical case [15] to a stationary
integer rectifiable (n — 1)-varifold. However a monotonicity formula for the non-
local energy (1.6) is known only for s € (0,1/2). See also the discussion in [8].
Still for s = 1/2 we are able to show the convergence to a stationary rectifiable
(n — 1) varifold. For this we view u. as a solution of the non-linear Neumann
problem (1.4) instead of viewing u. as solutions to (1.5). We state the result
below precisely for the half ball By = B;(0) N R*', and will later specify the
exact definition of admissible open sets in R’

Theorem 1.1. Let {u.} be critical points for the energy functional E. (1.3), in
By satisfying a uniform energy bound E.(u.) < E, < co. Then as € — 0, there
is a naturally associated stationary rectifiable (n—1)-varifold V', supported on the
energy concentration set 3 that forms on the boundary B N {x,.1 = 0}.

We also remark here that a major motivation for our work came from the
very interesting work of Figalli and Serra [10], in which they proved that every
bounded stable solution of the equation (1.5) in R? is one dimensional. Theorem
1.1 is the first step in the direction of applying the results of [10] to the study of
minimal hypersurfaces.

We plan to address the integrality of the limiting varifold and the counterpart
of [34] in this setting in future works.

1.4. Organization. In section 2, we establish two preliminary results. First, the
monotonicity formula for the energy functional (1.3); to the best of our knowledge
it was first given in [21]. Here we provide a proof based on the proof of [15] in
the classical case. The other result we prove is a technical convergence lemma
for solutions {u.} under a uniform gradient bound.

In section 3 we study the behavior of equation (1.4) in a domain U, in the small
energy regime. Here we first prove a clearing-out type result on the boundary.
Further, we establish an epsilon regularity result for our equation. The epsilon
regularity used in conjunction with the convergence lemma is a key tool for many
of our proofs.

In section 4, we use the results proved in the previous two sections to construct
the energy concentration set X, and prove that it has Hausdorff dimension (n—1).
Further we show that ¥ is the obstruction to lack of compactness of {u.} in H'.
This is characterised by a defect measure uy, supported in the concentration set.
We also show that pus, is absolutely continuous with respect to H" 1L X.

Finally in section 5, we briefly recall the formalism of varifolds and general-
ized varifolds. Then we show that the stress-energy tensors associated to u. are
naturally seen as generalized varifolds V. that converge as ¢ — 0 to a limiting
generalized varifold V. Further, there is a stationary rectifiable (n — 1)-varifold
Vs, that is supported on ¥ that is naturally associated to V.
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Notation of sets and boundaries.

e R" is identified with OR7T' = R™ x {0}.

e B,.(z) is the open ball in R"™! centered at . If the center is not specified
then it is the origin.

e Bf(x) = B.(x) NR™™ is a half ball with center x € R".

e D, (xz) = B,(x)"NR" is a disc on the boundary.

e Foraset U, UT=UNRI, 0TU =0UNR.

¢ U = {x €e UNR" : Bf(z) C U forsomer > 0}. For example
B (z) = D,.(x).

e An admissible open set U is a bounded open set in R’}fl such that U
is Lipschitz, 0°U is non empty and has a Lipschitz boundary, and 0U =
orU U U

Acknowledgement. The author is immensely grateful to his advisor Professor
Yannick Sire for his constant encouragement and invaluable guidance. He also
wishes to thank Junfu Yao, Yifu Zhou and Jonah Duncan for several helpful
discussions.

2. MONOTONICITY FORMULA AND CONVERGENCE LEMMA

In this section and the next we will be studying the e-perturbed version of the
following problem for f = —W".

{AuzO in B};

% = f(u) on Dp (2.1)

A simple proof for the regularity of solutions of this equation can be found in
[7](lemma 2.3). We state it here for convenience as we will be invoking it a few
times.

Theorem 2.1. (from [7]) Let R >0, a € (0,1) and u € L>(B4 N HY(B}) be a

weak solution of (2.1). If f € CY*, then u € 02"“(3;/4) and

) < O B[ fllones lull e, ) (2.2)
B

R

Lu—u?), thenu € C'OO(B;%/4 U Dpgya).

T e

e —

Corollary 2.1. When f(u)

2.1. Monotonicity formula. We now prove a monotonicity formula for the
associated energy and a convergence lemma that will be required in the proof of
the epsilon regularity result. A monotonicity formula in this setting was proved
in [21]. Here we give a proof following the allen-cahn case [15].

For any x € Dg and for 0 < r < R — |z|, we denote the scaled energy by

L(r2) = ——E.(u, B (2))

Tn—l
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Theorem 2.2. Let u. € C*(B} U Dg), satisfying |us| < 1, with e < R be a
solution of

Au, =0 in B}
Oue __ lwl f (23)
G = —W'(ue) on Dp

Then for any x € Dg, and for 0 < r; < ry < R —|z|, the scaled energy 1.(r, )
1s monotonically increasing in v and satisfies the following relation

T2 1
I.(ro,x) — I.(r,z) = / — (/5+B+( ) (y —z) - Vu\2d7{2) dr

rn
T M)z e
r D (x)

17’" €

Proof. Given any vector field X € C}(B};UDg) such that X" "5, = 0, we claim
that
1

2
B; 2 € Dpr

we multiply the equation (2.3) by Vu - X and integrate by parts.

0= / AuVu - X dx (2.6)
Bj;
= — V[Vu-X]-Vudx+/ (Vu-X)%dH" (2.7)
BE Dg 81/
:—/ V[Vu~X]~Vud:c+/ (Vu~X)_W () dH" (2.8)
Bj Dg €
2
— |- / vV X g [ DX (VU V) da| + VW) |y gy
Bp 2 B} Dp €

Dpg

2
1
_ / <|V2u| divX — DX (Vu, Vu)) dr+- | W(udive- X dH"  (2.10)
Bj;

Let p be a smooth mollification of x5+, the characteristic function of the half
ball. Then we take X (y) = yp(ly|) = (y1p(1), -+, Ynr1p(r)). Then we have

i i Yily;
X;=0;p+ r]p’(r)

Plugging this into the equation we get
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r

/B+ <|Vu|2 [(n—1)p+rp)] d (y- VU>2> ot W (u)(np +rp") dH" =0

2 € Jpg
(2.11)
As p — X5+ and then dividing by ! we get
d 1 1 1 |14
———F.(u,B}) = / (y - Vu)> dH™ + — Wiu) dH" (2.12)
dr rn=1 1 Jor " Jp. ¢
Integrating from 7 to ro we get (2.4) O

The following corollary is an easy consequence of the monotonicity formula
(2.4) that will be used frequently.

Corollary 2.2. If I.(R,0) <, then for any x € Dgjs and for 0 <r < R — ||,
I.(r,x) <271y

Proof. We have
L(r,x) < I.(R — |x|,2)

< (R%m)n_lEe(u, By) (2.13)

R n—1
<[ — I(R,0) <2 1p - R/2
<(7m) HRO=T bl <w)

O
2.2. Convergence lemma. We now prove a convergence lemma that is central

to the proof of our epsilon regularity result. It also provides context for the
discussion in section 4.

Lemma 2.1. Let {u;}ien € C*(B1 U Dy) be solutions of

A i — O ) B+
P , "o (2.14)
oy :a(ui_ui) on Dy
satisfying
lug] < 1,|Vuy| <2 in Bf UD;y and|u] >1/2 on Dy (2.15)

Then there is a function u, such that as e; — 0, u; — u, i CL%(Bf U Dy), and

loc

(2.16)

Au, =0 in By
u, = 1 on D;
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Proof. Note that due to the uniform bound on gradient and wu;, there is a weak
limit w, of u; in H'(B;"). Since, u; are harmonic, so is u,, and thus u; — u
in C°(By). Further, note that using the uniform C° and C' estimates (2.15),
interpolation of Holder norms gives

u; — u,  in CP%(Bf U Dy) for every 0 < a < 1 (2.17)

loc

Combining the gradient bound with the boundary condition of equation (2.14),
we get either u, = 0 or |u,] = 1 on Dy, but since |u;| > 1/2 on Dy so u, # 0.
Further we just saw that w, is continuous up to the boundary, so u, = 1 or
uy, = —1. Without loss of generality we will assume that u, = 1 on D;. Now it
just remains to upgrade the convergence from Cﬁ;? to C’llof for points on D;. If

we show that

1 3
5_i (u; U; )

< C,
CY%e(Dy)y4)

then by (2.2), HU’CHCL“(BT/SUDl/s) < C, and we will have the desired convergence.

To prove the above, due to (2.15) and u, = 1 we have u; > 1/2 for ¢ large enough,
therefore it is enough to show that

1
—(1—w) <C, (2.18)
Ei C%2 (D1 y4)
That is, we need to show that
[T —w;(x)| + [us(@ +y) = ui()| < Cue; forevery x,y € Dy (2.19)

ly|®

In the rest of the proof we establish this. First note that the estimates in (2.15)
combined with the boundary condition (2.14) gives us the first term in (2.19)

0<1—u(x) < gai for all x € Dy (2.20)

Now fix a y € {D1/4\{0}}, then for v € B}, we write u;,(z) = u;(x +y) and
Giy(x) = wiy(x) — ui(x). To get the desired second term in (2.19) we need to
show that

|9iy| < C'a‘y‘aﬁi on Dyyy
For this, we will construct a function v; such that on
‘UZ'| < Céi and v; £ gi7y/|y|o¢ >0 on D1/4

First note that g;, solves,

Agiy :80 in B;F/2 .
uz(izz‘f‘l) % _I_ gi,y - Eifi,y on D1/2
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Here

1 1 6u,~7y

ui,y(l + ui,y) UZ(]_ + u,) ov

= (uz — ui,y) Dbty } aumj
witli gy (1 + ;) (1 4+ y) | Ov

Using (2.15), we estimate f;, on Dss.

fi,y == |:

| fiyl < ‘uly_uz‘l_f % 1/2<wu; <1on Dy
< fuiy — Ui|3—32 V| <2
< Culy|* by (2.17)
Therefore,
||fi,y||L°<>(D1/2) < Caly[® (2.22)

Further, again by (2.15), we have the following,
960l iy = Gy <2l [V <2 229
< ! ly|™ for some C! - |y| < 1/4 (2.24)

Now, we construct the function v; mentioned above. Consider the solution of the
following mixed boundary value problem on BIF/Q

AUZ' =0 in Bf_/2

v, =1 on 8*3{72

de; Ovi - i
Tau—i-vl—O 111D1/2

(2.25)

Clearly v; < 1. However, v; > 0 as well because if not then the point of negative
minimum x € Dy, but then Hopf boundary point lemma at x gives Ei% +v; <0,
which contradicts the boundary condition on Dy. So |v;| < 1 and by lemma
6.26 in [14], we have

[Vu;| <C in B,
Here C' is a dimensional constant. Combining this with the boundary condition
on Dy, for v; we get

‘Ui| < C&fi on D1/4 (226)

Now we have all the required estimates. Fix a € (0,1), and recall that y €
Dq/,\{0} is fixed. Recall the definitions of C,, C/, and C,, from (2.22) and (2.23).
Now, consider the functions

wE, = Cyvi £ giy + £:Caly|®

Z7a7y
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We claim that w . satisfy

Z7a7y

Awr =0 in BT

La,y 1/2

w;y, > €iCalyl* >0 on 0+Bf/2 (2.27)
Ej awii,a, + :

wi(14u;)  Ov C wi,a,y >0 in D1/2

First one is clear from definition as both v; and g¢; , are harmonic and ¢;C,|y|* is
constant as y is fixed. For the second one we have

wz;l,:a,y = Cyvi =+ Giy T 52'Ca|y|a

> (Cy = |giyl) +Calyl® by (2.25) on 0" Bf),
> Cly[* >0 by (2.23)

For third one we first note that on D;/, we have

i 8vi+v'_@8w 1 _% €~%—|—’l}~ (228)
wi(u; +1)0v " 3 v uwi(u; +1) 3) "ov '
4e; Ov;
> -7 ;= 0 by (2.2 2.2
> B0~ 0 by (229 (2.29)

The inequality holds because the term in bracket is non-positive as 1/2 < u; <1
(2.15), and because % < 0 by (2.25) as v; > 0 on Dy 5. Hence, we have

&i 8wii7a,y + S € 0giy ' ' N
G tw) ov | Mer S i(ui(ui +1) o +9’vy) +&iCaly|” by (2.29)
=+ fiy +eCaly|* by (2.21) on Dy o

=& [Ca|y|a + fz’,y]
> & [Caly|® — Calyl®] by (2:22)
>0

Therefore w3, , satisfies (2.27). Observe that if w, , < 0, then there is a point

7,00,y 2,0,y

of negative minimum x € Dy, as wifa’y >0 on 8+Bf/2. By Hopf boundary point

lemma at w, this contradicts the boundary condition on D;/,. So, wifa’y > 0in

Bf/z and therefore we have

19i4(2)] < Cyui(@) + &iCaly|® for x € By,
<e&ily|*[CLC + C,]  for @ € Dyjy by (2.24) and (2.26)
Combining with estimates (2.20),(2.23), and (2.26), we get
1 1

€ €

ui(z +y) — ui(x)
[yl
This is the required estimate (2.18). O

8
< 3 + CC,, + C, for every z,y € Dy 4
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3. SMALL ENERGY REGIME

In this section we prove two results under a small energy assumption. The
first one is a clearing out result on the boundary. The second is the epsilon
regularity result. We emphasize that these are proved for u., with estimates that
are uniform in €. This is crucial for their application in the study of u. as ¢ — 0.

3.1. Clearing out on the boundary. This is an important consequence of the
monotonicity formula. It captures the intuition that if the energy is small enough
then u. stays close to the potential wells uniformly with respect to €.

Lemma 3.1. Let u. be a solution of (2.3) for R =1 such that |u.| < 1. There is
a constant n independent of € such that such that E.(u., B]") < n implies |u.| > %
on D1/2'

Proof. We first consider solution u for € = 1 and prove the claim by contradiction.

Then we will prove it for any € < 1 by rescaling. As |u| < 1, we have by (2.2)

that Huch,a(B+/ ) < Co. Let m = 2"~y such that E.(u., By) < n;. If the result
1/2

is not true then we can find a sequence of solutions u; = u., of decreasing energy
and points z; € Dy/p such that |u;(z;)| < 1/2 and Ey(u;, Bf") — 0. Due to the

uniform estimate we have uniform convergence of u; in Bf/z. As E;(u;, BYf) — 0,

u; — 1 on Dy, which contradicts |u;(x;)| < 1/2. This proves the case e = 1.
Now for any e < 1, for any solution u. and any point xy € D; /2, consider the
map = — o + ez sending By — B (). Then vz(x) = u.(zo + ex) satisfies (2.3)
for e = 1 and R = 1. Further note that F;(vs, B]") = I.(g,7¢) < 2" =, the
inequality is by (2.13). So we can apply the € = 1 result which gives |vz| > 1/2
on Dy, but this is same as |u.| > 1/2 on D%(xo) for any xg € D s. O

3.2. Epsilon regularity. We now prove the epsilon regularity result. It will
become clear soon that it should be thought of as stating that if the energy bound
is small enough, then the gradient of u. is bounded uniformly independent of ¢
up to the boundary.

Theorem 3.1. There exist constants ny and Cy independent of € such that for
£ < R, and u. € C*(Bj}, U D) satisfying |uc| <1 solving

Au, =0 in B}, (3.1)
Que — — 1\’ (u,) on Dg .
If we have I.(R,0) < g, then
W (u, C
sup |Vu.|* + sup 5(2 ) < R—gno (3.2)

+
B% D%
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Remark. We use an idea due to Schoen [28] in harmonic maps setting, also used
in similar geometric problems by several authors [6, 9, 21, 31, 35]. To obtain an
estimate independent of € we need a scale . for which the gradients are uniformly
bounded. Then the problem reduces to having a uniform bound on r.. In [28] this
1s done by using the mean value property to get a contradiction to the smallness of
enerqy. However, due to the boundary we may only use the mean value property
for |Vu.|* only for points sufficiently away from the boundary. In the other case,
we will rescale the problem to r.-scale and then use the convergence lemma 2.1
to get a contradiction to smallness of energy

Proof. 1t is sufficient to prove the result for R = 1. First observe that we have
W) 1 Wi(w? 1 |oul
g2 qu? g2 4u?| Ov
We may assume that I. <7, then by clearing out result (3.1), 1/2 < |u.| <1 on
D5 and therefore

2
<

2

W(u) 1 |Ou. Ou.

2 du?| v v

Therefore to establish (3.2), it is enough estimate the gradient |Vu.| upto the
boundary, i.e. we need to show

sup [Vue| < Cy/1g (3.3)
B}
1

Consider the distance weighted gradient on Bf, F(s) = (5 — 8)|[Vue(z)|. Tt
2
attains its maximum for some s. € [0,1/2] and we have
1 1
max F'(s) = max (— - s) sup |Vu,| = (— — sa) sup | Vu,|
S S 2 E 2 Bi‘js
Let 2. be such that supz—|Vu.| = [Vuc(z.)| = e.. Note that due to the

definition of F(s), |z.| = s, so dist (z., 0" BY) = 3 — s.. We write
2

1
3~ Se =2p. and 1. = p.e.
Then we have max, F'(s) = 2p.e. = 2r.. Taking s = T gives
sup |Vu.| < 8r. (3.4)
B}

1

Therefore the gradient estimate would follow from a uniform bound on r.. We
collect another consequence of definition of F' that will be used later.

(% — 5:)
(% + 5.)

[Vu.|(x) < 2¢. < 2¢. forallz e B, (x.)N BT

1
2

(3.5)
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Let =7 be projection of z. on D;. Then denote by z. the height of z., i.e
z. = x. — T.. Depending on how the height of x. compares to it is distance from
the spherical boundary we get the above described two cases.

Case 1: 2’2 > i i.e., away from D,

The ball Bz (2.) C By, (T.) C By, then by mean value property for [Vu.|* we
have

L
B (w2)

Vu2dz < —— - Cng (3.6)

2
e; <
c 422

The second inequality follows from (2.13). Combining this with (3.4) gives the
desired estimate
sup |[Vu.| <8r. < 8-2z.e. < Cyno
By
1

Case 2: ;;5 < i i.e., close to Dy
Given (3.4), if r. < 1, then we are done. So we assume otherwise, i.e r. > 1 and
arrive at a contradiction. For this, we will consider the problem at the r.-scale.

Consider u,. solving (3.1) in the ball B} (Z.) C BY. Then for z € B;Z UD,_, with

2
€ = e, take vz(7) = u.(T. + x/e.). With this rescaling B (Z.) goes to B. As
r. > 1, all vz solve

A s = 1 B+
i n (.7
8_115 = _EW (’Ug) on D1

Further due to our assumptions, and (3.5) we have
|Vos(ye)| = 1,|Vos] < 2,]vel <1 in Bf UDjand |vz) >1/2 on D;  (3.8)
further using (2.13) we also get
E:(vz, By) < Ex(ve, B,,) = L(p.,7.) < 2" 'ng (3.9)

Here y. = e.(v. — T.), so |y:| = z.e.. Note that z. < Lp. is equivalent to
zee. < r./2 but we need y. € Bfr/2, indeed this is the case i.e. z.e. < 1/2 as if we
have z. > i then exactly like (3.6) we have
1

2 2

e; < 4—252'0770 <e.-Cno
this gives 1 < Cng which is false for ng small enough. Therefore, y. € Bf/z. To
simplify notation we write, v; = v, and y; = y.,.

We will show that as i — oo, we have v; — v, Co%(By" U D), then it will give
us

{Vvi(yi) — Vo, (y,) thus |V (y,)| =1 as [V (y;)| = 1 (3.10)

There is a 0 < 75 such that [Vo,| > 1/2 on B1(y)N Bf
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This gives us the following. The last inequality is due to the estimate (3.9).

n+1 B+
o IB g/ (Vo,|? de < liminf/ (V|2 dx < 2" g (3.11)
2 B1+ i—00 B1+

This leads to a contradiction for small enough 7. Therefore r. < 1 as desired.
We now just need to show that v; — v, in C’llo’f(BfUDl). Recall that &; = ;e.,.
We have two cases: As ¢; — 0 we also have £, — 0 Then because of the estimates
(3.8), we can apply lemma (2.1) to {v;}.This gives uniform C.% convergence v;
to v, up to the boundary as required. However, if as ¢; — 0, &; —» 0, that is

g = e.,g; > [ > 0. Then by (2.2) we have uniform C*7 estimate up to the

boundary, [|vi| 2., B ) < C,. By Holder interpolation, this gives uniform C%
loc 3/4

convergence v; to v, up to the boundary in this case as well. This finishes the

proof. O

With the monotonicity formula, convergence lemma and the epsilon regularity
result we can now study the behavior of u. and the associated energy as ¢ — 0.

4. THE ENERGY CONCENTRATION SET AND ITS PROPERTIES

In this section we introduce the concentration set of the energy and prove sev-
eral results about it using the tools developed in the last two sections. Through-
out this section, we will have the following assumptions unless otherwise stated.
{u;}ien € HY(U) are the critical points of E.,, satisfying

% = —eiiW’(ua) on U (4.1)

lui| <1, E.,(u;) < Ey

4.1. Limiting energy measure and its density. Consider the energy mea-
sures on U U 9°U,,

1 1

Because pu;(U U 0°U) < Ey, after passing to a subsequence there exists a Radon
measure p on U U Q°U, such that p; — pu. For any x € 0°U, and 0 < s < r <
dist(x,07U), using the monotonicity formula (2.4), with i T co gives

Cn(BE () < —u(B () <

Hence, the (n — 1) density of the measure p is well-defined and finite

Sn—l 7‘”_1

0" Yy, z) = lim u(By () (4.2)

rl0 w1l
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Here, w,,_; is the volume of (n — 1) dimensional unit ball. We will write w,,_; is
1 to simplify notation. We first observe that the density is zero for points in the
interior.

Proposition 4.1. If z € U then ©" ' (u,x) = 0.

Proof. First note that the uniform energy bound and |u;| < 1, gives us a weak
limit u, € HY(U) for {u;}. After passing to a subsequence |Vu;|? — |Vu,|?
pointwise almost everywhere so by Fatou’s lemma we have,

/|Vu*|2dx§ 'lim/ |V, |* do
U 11— 00 U

We now show that this is actually an inequality for proper subsets of U. First we
see that u, is not just a weak H' and pointwise limit, but in fact, u, is harmonic in

U and u; — u, in C72.(U) as u; are harmonic in U and satisfy |u;| < 1. Therefore,

for a z € U, let r < dist(z,R™). Then on the ball B,(z), the C}., convergence
gives equality in Fatou’s lemma

/ V|2 dz = lim / Vs da (4.3)
By () 170 J B, (x)
and since p;(B,(x)) = fBr(x) |Vu;|? dr we have
p(B) = [ [u s (14)
B, (z)
Therefore, we have
1
n—1 1 2
0" (u,x) = lim T /Br(x) |Vu,|” dx

< Chiq 1iII(1) r?  since u, is harmonic and |u,| < 1
T—r

=0

O

Now we consider ©"!(u, ) for points on the boundary, x € 9°U. As density
is upper semicontinous we have for each ¢ and small enough r > 0 a closed subset

Sip = {2 € U 7' " pi( B (x)) = mo} (4.5)

Here 7y is the epsilon regularity threshold from Theorem 3.2. From mono-
tonicity we have 3;; C Y, for s < r. After a diagonal argument we can pass
to a subsequence such that(without relabeling) ¥, ,-» converges in a hausdorff
distance sense to ,-x. Note that for & < [, X9t C Xo-x, and we set X = NgDp-x.
By construction ¥ is the concentration set of the energy, i.e set of all points where
the density is not zero, hence above the epsilon regularity threshold 79, namely

Y ={recdU:0" (uz)>n} (4.6)
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We now show that the concentration set 3 is a (n — 1) dimensional object in
R" = gR"*!

Lemma 4.1. For ¥ defined in (4.6) H" () < oo.

Proof. Let K be any compact subset of U Ud°U. Let dx = dist(K,07U). Then,
for any 0 < r < dg, we can take a finite subcover of ¥ N K, { B (1)} such that
{B:;/2(xk)} are disjoint, 7, < r, and x € X. Then by (4.6) and monotonicity
formula we have for large enough i

1 C
<—— u(Bf <z

o (4.7)
Summing over k gives us
1
> ot < —CLEy
A To
Therefore, for all compact sets K we have H" 1{(X N K) < n%CnEo, hence

Cy
Hn_l(Z) < —Fy < oo
Mo
U

4.2. Structure of limiting measure. We now prove that the potential vanishes
in the limit. This will allow us to clearly describe the relationship between limit
measure 4 and the limiting function w,.

Proposition 4.2. Let {u;}ien satisfy the conditions in (4.1), then as Radon
measures on 0°U,

W) jagm g
€
Proof. Recall that the set X is closed. So for any « ¢ ¥ and r < dist(z, X U0 U)
we have by (4.5) and (4.6), for all i large enough , 7'~ u; (B, (z)) < ny. Hence,

epsilon regularity (3.2) gives

lT/V(ul) < ga- in D, 4(x)

i 7’2 !
and therefore
W (u;
/ ﬂ dH" < Cr" 2z, =0 ase L0
D,jy(z)  Ei

In view of this we consider a countable covering of 0°U\X: for every k € N, there
are only finitely many points {z;}, such that D; = Dy-r(x; ) is disjoint with all
balls until the (k—1) step, and 4-27% < dist(z, SUOTU). Take D}, = U;D; 1 (note
that this is a finite union). By construction we have

[ Dw =o"v\x

keN
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and also that
1
lim —W(u;)dH" =0 for all Dy

Note that H" (X)) < oo therefore H"(X) = 0 and we have
1 1
lim —W(u;) dH" = lim — W (u;) dH"

1—00 oU E; 1—00 8OU\E E;

= lim Z / —W (u;) M
=0 by Dominated Convergence Theorem

O

We can now give a complete description of the limiting measure p and it’s
relationship with ¥ and wu,. As Radon measures on U U 0°U, we have j; — p.
However as the potential vanishes in the limit, we get

1
§|Vui\2 dr — p
Now, as we saw in the proof of lemma 4.1, by Fatou’s lemma
1 1
/ ~|Vu,|*dz < lim/ ~|Vu,|? dz (4.8)
U 2 1—00 U 2

For sets in the interior the equality holds, but in general it does not hold. We
first prove a lemma describing the limit function u, on the boundary.

Proposition 4.3. Ase; — 0, we have u; — u, in CL*(UUPU\Y), fora € (0,1).

loc
Further, u, =1 or —1 on each connected component of °U\X.

Proof. The proof in the interior was subsumed in proof for proposition 4.1. There-
fore let z € 9°U\X. Let r = 1 min(dist(z, ¥), dist(z,07U)). Then on B, (z), for
i large enough all {u;} satisfy I. (r,z) < no. Therefore by epsilon regularity
(3.2) and clearing out (3.1) applied in B, (x), the functions {u;} satisfy all hy-
pothesis of the convergence lemma 2.1 in B+/4( x), and we obtain u; — wu, in

CL(UUPU\Y) and u, = +1. O

loc

The following corollary says that the equality in (4.8) holds for a subset V' of
U if it does not touch X.

Corollary 4.4. Let V be an admissible open set in U such that V N'Y = ¢, then

1 1
/—|Vu*|2d:£: lim / ~|Vu,|? dx
v 2 i—oo [y, 2

Proof. We first assume that V' is a ball centered at x and split the proof into two
cases.
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Case 1: Let V' = B,(x) C U. In this case the conclusion was already established
in (4.3) while proving lemma 4.1.

/ |vu*\2dx:hm/ |Vu,|? da
By (x) 1= J B, ()

Case 2: When V = Bf(z). Due to the assumption VNY = ¢, 2 € °U\Z
and as X is closed, there is a half ball B} (z) disjoint from 3, such that we have

uniform C*(B],(x)) convergence u; to u, by (4.3) hence

/ |Vu,|* dov = lim |Vu;|? dx
B}, (x)
r/4

1—00 B:r/4(93)

as desired, in this case as well. Together, these two cases imply the result for
every admissible open set V' by a covering argument similar to the one used in
proof of Theorem 4.2 O

The above two results show us that the obstruction to equality in (4.8) is the set
3. That is the lack of compactness in H!(U), i.e inequality in (4.8) is due to the
fact that when the energy of {u;} is high, then the tendency of |u;| to converge to
1, as g; | 0, leads to loss of energy in the singular limit. This energy loss however
is captured in the energy concentration set ¥. Indeed we may rewrite (4.8) as,

1 1
i\Vui|2dx4,u: §\Vui|2dx+ug (4.9)

where psy; is the defect measure that arises if there is a failure of strong convergence
in H'(U) as explained above. The following result gives a complete description

of J%5 >

Theorem 4.1. The measure puy, has the following properties.

(1) It is supported in the energy concentration set 3.
(2) O Yug, ) = 0", x) for H* ! a.e. on 2.
(3) Further writing 6(x) = O" ' (ux, x), we have

My = 9?‘[”_1 LY
with ng < 0(z) < C < oo, for H" ' a.e. z €.

Proof. Let x € U UJ°U\X. Then there is a ball(or half ball for boundary point)
B, containing x, and disjoint from ¥, by corollary 4.4,

(B, = / V| de

and therefore by (4.9), us(B,) = 0, for all such z, therefore spt(us) C 3. This
proves part (1).
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Next, as u, € H'(U) and note that U C R™"! therefore by equation (3.3.38)
in [36], the (n — 1)-density of u, is H"" ! a.e. 0 i.e we have

. 1
lim
r—0 rn—2

/ |Vu.|*de =0 H" 'a.e.
By (z)

In particular this implies part (2) i.e
0" Nus,r) = 0" (u,x) H" 'ae v €N

For part (3), recall that by definition 1y < ©" *(u, x) for all x on . The upper
bound follows from monotoncity formula. Combined with part (2), this gives

n < OL N pu,x) < C H" 'ae v €Y

Therefore is absolute continous with respect to H" 'L Y and by Radon-Nikodyn
Theorem we get part (3), i.e ux =0 H" 'L 2. O

5. THE LIMITING VARIFOLD

5.1. Rectifiable varifolds. We define rectifiable varifolds and some notions re-
lated to them that we require in this paper. For a thorough treatment of rectifi-
able varifolds we refer the reader to chapter 4 in [29].

Definition 5.1. A set ¥ C R™"! is k-rectifiable if and only if ¥ C U°,%;, where
HE(3g) = 0 and for i > 1, each X; is an embedded k-dimensional C'! submanifold
in Rn+1

Remark. An important property of k-rectifiable sets that we will be using is the
existence of (approzimate) tangent space T,Y for H* a.e point x € X.

We denote by Gry 41 the k- grassmann manifold that contains unoriented
k planes in R"™! and identify each subspace will the (symmetric) matrix of
orthogonal projection on it. Then a k- varifold in U € R"*! is a Radon measure
on U x Gy py1. For our purpose we are interested in the smaller class of rectifiable
varifolds, namely

Definition 5.2. Let ¥ be a k-rectifiable set in an open set U C R"*! and a
positive Borel function 6 : 3 — R. Then V = V(3,0) is a k-rectifiable varifold,
with multiplicity function 6, given by

V0.5 = [0S ds for any f € CGrunn)

by

Further, if the multiplicity function § € N\{0}, H* a.e. on X, then V is called
integral or integer rectifiable.

Definition 5.3. For any k-rectifiable varifold V' (3, ), the associated mass mea-
sure 1y is a Radon measure given by,

py(A) = / 0dH*  for any H" measurable set A
ANS
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and the mass of V' is

M) = (R = [ gant
b
Note that this is just the k-area functional. We denote by ®4V the pushforward
of V by a diffeomorphism .

Given any vector field X € C}(U,R""!), denote by {®;} the one-parameter
family of diffeomorphisms generated by it. We can now define the first variation
of V.

Definition 5.4. Let V(X,0) be a rectifiable k- varifold and X € C}(U, R™™),
then the first variation of V' is

(6V, X) :% _OM((Qt)#V) = /E Odivs X dH* (5.1)

The varifold is said to be stationary if (§V, X) = 0 for all X.

Remark. Note that the stationarity condition just states that V (X, 0) is a critical
point of the k-area functional under pushforwards by diffeomorphisms. Therefore,
it 1is reasonable to think of stationary rectifiable varifolds as a weak notion of
minimal surfaces.

5.2. Generalized Varifolds. In several geometric problems involving energy
concentration, the stress energy tensors associated to the problem are not var-
ifolds and therefore, it is necessary to consider a larger space than the space
of varifolds to deal with such problems. For this purpose, Ambrosio and Soner
introduced the notion of generalized varifold in [2] in their study of parabolic
ginzburg-landau equations. Precisely, instead of looking at Radon measures in
U x G7gpy1, they take Radon measures in U x Ay 11, where Ay 41 compared
to Gy nt1 is a slightly larger subset of symmetric matrices, namely

Apnpr ={A € Symy i |tr(A) =k, —(n+ 1) [,y1 < A< L}

Generalized varifolds enjoy similar compactness properties as varifolds and
therefore one obtains that a limiting generalized varifold on energy concentration.
Since introduction, they have been used in several works like [18, 21] and recently
in the work of Pigati and Stern [24] on minmax construction of codimension-2
integer rectifiable stationary varifolds.

Definition 5.5. A generalized k-varifold in U € R""! is a nonnegative Radon
measure V in U X Ay 41.

The notions of mass measure, first variation, stationarity and density extend
in a straightforward manner from varifolds to generalized varifolds. We refer to
section 3 in [2] for details.
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5.3. The associated generalized varifolds. We now see that the stress energy
tensors associated to any wu., satisfying (4.1) are (n — 1)-generalized varifolds.
Note that we will just write A,,_; to denote A,_;,4+1 The stress energy tensor
corresponding to u, is

V.= %\VUEFT:E (5.2)
where T, is given by
B {[Inﬂ — 20, @ v] if [Vue(2)| # 0, here v.(z) = L2
0 if [Vue(z) =0
Observe that
tr(T,) =n —1and — |v|* < (T,(v),v) <|v]* for any v
therefore T, € A,,_; whenever |Vu.| # 0 and we have the following definition.

(5.3)

Definition 5.6. Let u. satisfy (4.1). Then, there is an associated (n — 1) gener-
alized varifold given by

Vo, f) = /V #O%Wueff(Tx)dx for all f € CO(A, 1) (5.4)

There is also the related notion of convergece.

Definition 5.7. We say that a sequence of generalized varifolds {V;} converges
to a generalized varifold V' if {V;} converge as Radon measures in U x A,_; to

V.

5.4. Rectifiablity of the limiting varifold. We will prove that there is a
(classical) varifold with mass measure uy supported on 3, and that it is stationary
and rectifiable. Let V. be the generalized varifold associated to u. by (5.4). We
will show that by Theorem 4.1, V. — V =V, + V5, and the mass measure of V5 is
ps. Further as a consequence of Proposition 4.2 we will show that V' is stationary.
We are also able to show that V, and V5 are stationary. As we already established
a lower and upper bounds on density () for H" ! a.e. z € 3 (Theorem 4.1(3)),
we will invoke a result in [2] to conclud that Vy is actually a stationary, rectifiable,
(n — 1)-varifold and in particular ¥ is a (n — 1)-rectifiable set.

Theorem 5.1. Let u; satisfy (4.1) and V; be the generalized varifolds associated
to it. Then as i — oo, we have the following,
(1) After passing to a subsequence, V; =V =V, + Vs, here V, is the gener-
alized varifold associated to u,, and Vy is a generalized varifold supported
on ¥ X A,_1 with mass measure iy .
(2) V, V. and Vs, are stationary generalized varifolds.
(3) And further Vs can also be associated to a stationary, rectifiable varifold,

with density 0(x) and supported on a (n — 1) rectifiable set X3, i.e Vs =
V(Z,0).
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Proof. We first compute the first variation of dV;. For any vector field X €
CHU U d°U) with X,,,1 = 0, the first variation is
(0V;, X) :/(Vi,DX)d:c
U

1
= / —|Vu; | (T, DX) dx
U2

1
— / 5\Vui|2diVX — 2D X (Vu;, Vu;) dx by equation (5.3)
U

— _Vz(ui)dianX dH" by equation (2.5)
oOU i

W (u;
< sup |[divga X| - Wiu)
U U Ei

< Cxe; by Theorem 4.2

dH" asW >0

As py,(U) < Ejy, after passing to a subsequence there is a generalized varifold V
such that V; — V. In particular we have

(V. X) = lim (3V}, X) (5.5)
=0 (5.6)

Hence, V' is stationary. Further note that,

{0V, X) = lim (Vz, DX)dzx

1
= lim — 5 \Vu;|* (11 — 20 ® v, DX) dx
U

1
= lim — 5 |Vu2|2d1VX —2DX(Vu;, Vu;) dx

Note that by (4.9) we get

1—00

lim |Vu,|2d1vX dx = / |V, > divX do + / dive X dus,
U >

and because u; — u, weakly in H'(U) we get

lim [ DX (Vu;, Vu;) dx—/DX Vi, Vu,) dx

1—00 U
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Combining these we resume the calculation

1
0V, X) = 5/ \Vu*|2diVde—2DX<VU*,VU*)dx+/dngXd,ug

U b

1

25/ |Vu*|2<]n+1—2V*®V*,DX> dl"l‘/leEXdlUZ

U )
1

U b

- /U SIVuA(TL, DX) di + /E 6(z)dive X dH" by Theorem 4.1(3)
= (0V,, X) + (0V5, X)
Combined with equation (5.6), we get
(0Vs, X) = —(6V,, X)

We now show that Vs is stationary. By the above, it is equivalent to showing
that (§V,, X) = 0.

(0Vg, X) = —(0V4, X)

2
_ _/ (‘Vg*‘ divX — DX(Vu*,Vu*)) da
U

= —/ (Vu, - X>8u* dH"™ by 2nd term in equation (2.7)
oU v

= —/ V(£1) - X@u* dH" Proposition 4.3 and H"(X) =0
AOU\Z v

=0

Hence, Vi is stationary. We already have lower density bound H"~! a.e. on
¥ for the mass measure uy, then by [Theorem 3.8(c)] in [2], V& is a stationary,
(n—1) rectifiable varifold with mass measure py, supported on ¥ . In particular,
the set 3 is (n — 1) rectifiable. O
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