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

RECTIFIABILITY, FINITE HAUSDORFF MEASURE, AND COMPACTNESS

FOR NON-MINIMIZING BERNOULLI FREE BOUNDARIES

DENNIS KRIVENTSOV AND GEORG S. WEISS

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

For such critical points u—which can be obtained as limits of classical solutions or limits of a
singular perturbation problem—it has been open since [24] whether the singular set can be large
and what equation the measure ∆u satisfies, except for the case of two dimensions. In the present
result we use recent techniques such as a frequency formula for the Bernoulli problem as well as the
celebrated Naber-Valtorta procedure to answer this more than 20 year old question in an affirmative
way:

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

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

1. Introduction

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

An elementary formulation of the problem is as follows: a nonnegative continuous function u
solves, on some domain Ω,











∆u = 0 on {u > 0} ∩ Ω,

u = 0 on ∂{u > 0} ∩ Ω,

uν = 1 on ∂{u > 0} ∩ Ω,

where ν is the inward unit normal to the (presumed sufficiently smooth) set {u > 0}. The problem,
given a fixed set {u > 0}, is overdetermined, but as {u > 0} is also free, there is hope of finding
solutions. Indeed, one common approach is to observe that, formally, critical points to the functional

(1.1) E(u) =

ˆ

Ω

(

|∇u|2 + χ{u>0}

)

are solutions to this free boundary problem. Then minimizers of (1.1) will be critical points, and
can easily be shown to exist (given some appropriate boundary conditions). A regularity theory for
minimizers is by now fairly well-developed following [1], and in particular implies that ∂{u > 0} is
given by a smooth hypersurface separating {u > 0} and the interior of {u = 0} [1, 14], except on a
set of high codimension (see [22, 1, 9, 13]).
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However, (1.1) is not convex, and it is easy to see that there are critical points which are not
minimizers (in any possible sense of the term). Actually, saddle points of the energy are more
relevant than minimizers in some physical applications such as water waves, and also are essential
to studying the time-dependent problem with its own applications.

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

In this paper we will be concerned with variational solutions of (1.1) (see Section 3.2). These
are, roughly, pairs of functions (u, χ) with u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ C2({u > 0} ∩ Ω) nonnegative, Lipschitz
continuous and harmonic when positive, while χ : Ω → {0, 1} generalizes the role played by the
characteristic function χ{u>0}. The pair must also be a critical point of (1.1) under domain, or
inner, variations. This is expressed by the identity

ˆ

(

(|∇u|2 + χ) div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= 0

for all vector fields ξ ∈ C∞
c (Ω;Rn). Notice that without χ, this is the traditional stationarity

condition for the Dirichlet energy under perturbations of the form ut = u ◦ φt, where φt is the
flow of ξ; it is straightforward to verify that every “classical” solution of the Bernoulli problem is
a variational solution with χ = χ{u>0}.

Variational solutions arise naturally from studying limits of more regular solutions, and were
examined by the second author in [24] in the context of singular perturbations of semilinear equa-
tions. One observation made there is that while inner-variation solutions are closed under taking
limits, they are closed only in a certain generalized sense. The limit χ of χ{uk>0}, which is part of
the energy (1.1), is a characteristic function of a set, but it need not be the positivity set of the
limiting function {u > 0}; instead, only the inclusion χ ≥ χ{u>0} holds, hence the relaxed definition
here.

The main result about variational solutions proved in [24] (stated here for elliptic rather than
parabolic equations) is roughly as follows:

Theorem 1.1 (Weiss [24]). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2θHn−1 Σ∗∗ + λ Σz,

where

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

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

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

lim
r→0

λ(Br(x))

rn−1
= 0

for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Note that the part 2θHn−1 Σ∗∗ of the measure is not zero in general even for limits of classical
solutions, and θ can be in (0, 1) (see Section 3.1 as well as [24, Introduction]). However, the result
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does not settle the question of whether λ may be nonzero, or at least whether it may be supported
on a large set. These questions are deeply related to the harmonic measure of the free boundary,
since for fixed X ∈ {u > 0}, the harmonic measure ωX of the set {u > 0} and ∆u are under mild
assumptions on the set {u > 0} locally mutually absolutely continuous in the connected component
containing X. So David Jerison and one of the authors were in 2000 able to apply the result [26]
on plane harmonic measures to obtain that the topological free boundary is a set of σ-finite length
and that in that case

∆u = H1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2θH1 Σ∗∗.

However, in dimension n ≥ 3, the question whether the singular set (or even the whole topological
free boundary) can be a large set and whether the measure λ 6= 0 has been completely open
since. Moreover, examples of extremely irregular harmonic measures in R

3 ([27]) even suggested
the contrary.

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

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

(i) Either u ≡ 0 or χ = χ{u>0}.

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

(iii)

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 Σ∗∗

for Hx(u; 0+) = limr→0 r
−2
ffl

∂Br(x)
u2 dHn−1 and some explicit normalizing constant α(n).

(iv) At Hn−1-a.e. point x ∈ ∂{u > 0} \ ∂∗{u > 0},
r
´

Br(x)

(

|∇u|2 + χ− 1
)

´

∂Br(x)
u2 dHn−1

→ 1,

and
r
´

Br(x)
|∇(u− α(n)|(y − x) · ν(x)|)|2
´

∂Br(x)
u2 dHn−1

→ 0

as r → 0, for some unit vector ν(x).

The first conclusion implies that variational solutions are closed under limits in the natural
sense, without tracking χ separately from χ{u>0}—except in one specific case, where the limit is
u ≡ 0 (and this cannot be improved, see the examples in [24]). The third conclusion shows that in
the sense of distributions, u satisfies the expected PDE, without the “anomalous” diffuse degenerate
measure λ.

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

Theorem 1.3. Let uk be a sequence of classical solutions of the Bernoulli problem on B1, with

sup
k

‖uk‖C0,1(B1) < ∞.

Then, along a subsequence, uk → u ∈ C0,1 locally uniformly, (u, χ{u>0}) is a variational solution,

and for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ Σ∗∗(u),

α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1.
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Moreover, either u ≡ 0 or χ{uk>0} → χ{u>0} in L1
loc(B1) and ∂{uk > 0} → ∂{u > 0} locally in B1

in Hausdorff topology as k → ∞. Most importantly, ∂{u > 0} is countably Hn−1-rectifiable, has
locally in B1 finite Hn−1-measure, and

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 Σ∗∗.

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

Theorem 1.4. Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of

(1.2) ∆uǫ = βǫ(uǫ) in B1,

where ǫ > 0, βǫ(s) = 1
ǫβ(

s
ǫ ) and β is a Lipschitz continuous function such that β > 0 in (0, 1),

β ≡ 0 outside (0, 1) and
´ 1
0 β(s) ds = 1

2 . Then each limit u as ǫ → 0 along a subsequence satisfies

the following: (u, χ{u>0}) is a variational solution, ∂{u > 0} is countably Hn−1-rectifiable, has

locally in B1 finite Hn−1-measure, and

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 Σ∗∗;

moreover, α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1 for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ Σ∗∗.

The proof of the Main Theorem 1.2 relies on a frequency formula on the set of free boundary
points of highest density

ΣH = {x ∈ ∂{u > 0} : lim
r→0

|Br ∩ {χ = 1}|
|Br|

= 1}

(see Lemma 4.1 and Proposition 3.5). The monotonicity of our frequency function is not a pertur-
bative phenomenon based on u being approximately harmonic near such points, but rather is exact
and incorporates the full nonlinear structure of the problem. Ideas concerning this frequency (but
not the monotonicity per se) already appear in [24], and the monotonicity and other properties are
established for related problems in [21].

One key difficulty with using this frequency is that rescalings of a variational solution u of the
form

ux,r(y) =
u(x+ ry)
√

ffl

∂Br
u2

,

are not variational solutions: the Bernoulli problem is invariant under one-homogeneous rescalings
but not these. As such, the only estimates available on them come from the monotonicity of the
frequency, and in particular these are not sufficient to ensure convergence to a limit strongly in
W 1,2 or (roughly equivalently) to deduce that the limit is a “variational solution” of the Laplace
equation. It is then unclear how to characterize the possible tangent objects at points in Σz.

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

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

The paper is organized as follows: Section 3.1 gives a number of elementary examples to better
explain the notion of variational solution and the set ΣH . In Section 3 we recall the notion of
variational solution and discuss their basic properties and the monotonicity of the local energy;
this follows [24] but in a simpler context. In Section 4, the frequency formula and its consequences
are developed. This section follows [21] for the most part, but again for a simpler problem. In
Section 5, we classify limits for approximately one-dimensional frequency blow-up sequences, which
play a key role in the rest of the arguments. Section 6 contains two major estimates: the frequency
drop dichotomy described above, and the L2-subspace approximation bound (which controls the size
and rectifiability properties of the large, i.e. at least approximately n− 1-dimensional, portions of
ΣH by drops in frequency). Then in Section 7, these are combined with covering arguments and the
Naber-Valtorta Reifenberg theorems to prove Theorem 1.2 (ii). The rest of the theorem is proved
in Section 8. Section 9 presents a simple example compactness theorem for limits of “classical”
solutions to the Bernoulli problem, making no attempt at maximal generality but already seemingly
obtaining a result quite different from what is available in the literature. Finally Section 10 shows
that the conclusions of Theorem 1.2 hold for limits of the related singular perturbation problem.

2. Notation

Throughout this work R
n will be equipped with the Euclidean inner product x·y and the induced

norm |x|. Due to the nature of the problem we will sometimes write x ∈ R
n as x = (x′, xn). Br(x)

will be the open n-dimensional ball of center x and radius r. Whenever the center is omitted it is
assumed to be 0. The function d(x,A) shall denote the Euclidean distance of the point x ∈ R

n to
the set A ⊂ R

n. Moreover, we will use the negative part of a function, u− := max(−u, 0).

When considering a set A, χA shall denote the characteristic function of A. Hk is the k-
dimensional Hausdorff measure and Ln the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure, where we denote
Ln(A) =: |A|.
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3. Preliminaries

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

• Given two values u(±1), there is always a minimizer to (1.1). The minimizer is either
the harmonic (linear) function u(t) = 1

2 [u(1)(1 + t) + u(−1)(1 − t)], or possibly u(t) =
(u(−1) − 1 − t)+ + (u(1) + t − 1)+ if u(1) + u(−1) ≤ 2. Which of these is the minimizer
depends on the parameters; for example, if u(1) = u(−1) = a, then the first is the only
minimizer when a > 1

2 , the second is the only minimizer when a < 1
2 , and they are both

minimizers if a = 1
2 . Note that the class of minimizers is compact, i.e. limits of minimizers

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

E((u + tη)+) = E(u) + o(t).

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

• We may instead consider inner-variation, domain-variation, or simply variational solutions,
which instead have that for any smooth vector field ξ ∈ C∞

c (Ω), if we consider the flow φt,
then

(3.3) E(u ◦ φt) = E(u) + o(t).

Here we will separately also assume that u is smooth when positive (which is not implied by
(3.3)). With this assumption, like the outer-variation property, it follows that u is harmonic
when positive. According to the shape of {u > 0}, there are two cases: either u is locally
u(t) = (t − x)+ or u(t) = (t − x)− as before, or u(t) = α|t − x| locally for some α > 0.
Unlike outer-variation solutions, these are closed under limits, but in exchange we are forced
to settle for a seemingly very weak “balancing” condition at “multiplicity 2 points” where
u(t) = α|t− x|.

• An entirely different framework exists based on the maximum principle, called viscosity
solutions. While we will revisit these in Section 8, for the moment it is easiest to state the
criterion for a one-dimensional u which is linear when positive to be a viscosity solution.
For x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, u must locally be either u(t) = (t − x)+ or u(t) = (t − x)−, or of the
form u(t) = α(t − x)+ + β(t − x)− with α, β ∈ (0, 1]. Viscosity solutions are also closed
under taking limits, but the “supersolution” property α, β ≤ 1 is much weaker than the
balancing condition of variational solutions, and in higher dimensions it becomes difficult to
say anything about general viscosity solutions at points in ∂{u > 0} with Lebesgue density
1 for {u > 0}.

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

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

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

(3.4)

ˆ

(

|∇u|2 div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= 0.

Any harmonic function, of course, satisfies this identity. Given a sign-changing harmonic
function v, though, so does u = |v|, as ∇u = ±∇v almost everywhere. This class of
solutions already shows that Theorem 7.2 implies strong nodal set estimates for harmonic
functions [16, 18], and gives examples where the degenerate singular set Σz is nonempty
(like u = |ℜ(z2)| on C = R

2). Such examples suggest that Σz should be of codimension
two, but we leave this point to future research.

• Given any harmonic function v and number a, u = |v| + a satisfies (3.4) (and many other
examples of this general type are possible). However, these are not variational solutions,
as they are not in C2({u > 0}). The assumption u ∈ C2({u > 0}) guarantees that u is
harmonic on {u > 0}, which otherwise does not follow from (3.4) alone; we do not attempt
to find the minimal assumptions required for this here.

• There are other solutions to (3.4) not of this type. For example, take u(z) = |ℜ(zα)|;
this is a variational solution for α = n

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

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

u(x) = max(− log(|x− e1|), 0) + max(− log(|x+ e1|), 0)

in the domain Ω = R
2 \

(

B1/2(e1) ∪B1/2(−e1)
)

.
• In [2], a family of periodic (classical) solutions in the plane is constructed, for which {u > 0}
consists of the complement of

⋃

j∈Z(je1 + K), where K is a closed convex set symmetric

about both axes and contained in {|x1| < 1
2}. All solutions of this type consist of a single

one-parameter family u = uα, where the parameter α ∈ (0, 1) is half the perimeter of K
(i.e. for each half-perimeter α ∈ (0, 1) there is a unique solution, while for α ≥ 1 there
are no solutions), and these solutions satisfy |∇u| < 1 on {u > 0} (see [20]). Fix a value
of α, and consider the blow-down limit uR = u(R·)/R, as R → ∞: it is straightforward
to check using Liouville’s theorem that uR → q|x2| for some q ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, q = α:
indeed, integrating ∆u over the region A = ([−1

2 ,
1
2 ]×[0, R])\K and applying the divergence
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theorem gives

0 =

ˆ

A
∆u =

ˆ

∂K∩{x2>0}
uν +

ˆ

[− 1

2
, 1
2
]×{R}

un → −α+ q.

In particular, this implies that the variational solutions α|x2| are for each α ∈ (0, 1) explicitly
obtainable as limits of entire classical solutions, and so the conclusion of Theorem 1.3 cannot
be improved to read α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+) = 1 instead. We note here that Traizet [20] proved
that periodic solutions of this type are in bijective correspondence with specific types of
minimal surfaces, and derived even stronger rigidity theorems based on this property.

3.2. Variational solutions. Given an open set Ω ⊆ R
n, we say that a pair of functions (u, χ)

with u : Ω → [0,∞) and χ : Ω → {0, 1} is a variational solution (with constant CV ) if the following
properties hold:

(1) u ∈ C0(Ω) ∩ C2({u > 0}) with |∇u| ≤ CV on Ω.
(2) χ is a Borel measurable function.
(3) χ{u>0} ≤ χ Ln-a.e. on Ω.

(4) For each vector field ξ ∈ C0,1
c (Ω;Rn),

(3.5)

ˆ

(

(|∇u|2 + χ) div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= 0.

Remark 3.1. (1) The assumption u ∈ C2({u > 0}) can definitely be reduced to some milder
assumption.

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

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

(3.6)

{

ux,r(y) = u(x+ry)
r ,

χx,r(y) = χ(x+ ry)

implies that (ux,r, χx,r) is a variational solution on B1 (with the same constant). We will refer to
such a change of variables as a one-homogeneous rescaling below.

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

Proof. Take ξ ∈ C∞
c ({u > 0};Rn). Then χ ≥ χ{u>0} = 1 a.e. on the support of ξ, so integrating

by parts gives
ˆ

(

|∇u|2 div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= 0.

As u ∈ C2(Ω ∩ {u > 0}), integration by parts yields that
´

ξ · ∇u∆u = 0, which in turn gives that

u is harmonic in {u > 0}∩{∇u 6= 0}. Hence ∆u = 0 on the closure {u > 0}∩{∇u 6= 0}, and so on
{u > 0}, using that u ∈ C2({u > 0}) by assumption. It then follows that the continuous function
u is subharmonic on Ω, for example by verifying it is subharmonic in the viscosity sense. �

Lemma 3.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and B2r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω. Then χ ∈ BV (Br(x)),
and

ˆ

Br(x)
|∇χ| ≤ Crn−1, where the constant C depends only on CV .
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Proof. We have the following elementary estimate on the Laplacian of u (recall that this is repre-
sented by a non-negative Borel measure): for a cutoff function η such that η ≡ 1 on B3r/2(x) and
η ≡ 0 outside of B2r(x),

∆u(B3r/2(x)) ≤
ˆ

η d∆u = −
ˆ

∇u · ∇η ≤ Crn−1.

Let φt be a standard mollifier, and ut = φt ∗ u. Then u is smooth, and we have that from (3.5),

lim
t

ˆ

(

|∇ut|2 div ξ − 2∇ut ·Dξ ∇ut
)

= lim
t→0+

ˆ

(

|∇u|2 div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= −
ˆ

χ div ξ

for every ξ ∈ C0,1
c (B3r/2(x);R

n). We can rewrite this using integration by parts:
ˆ

(

|∇ut|2 div ξ − 2∇ut ·Dξ ∇ut
)

=

ˆ

(

div(|∇ut|2ξ − 2∇ut · ξ ∇ut) + 2∇ut · ξ ∆ut
)

= 2

ˆ

∇ut · ξ ∆ut.

We know that |∇ut| ≤ CV , so
∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ

(

|∇ut|2 div ξ − 2∇ut · div ξ ∇ut
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C(CV ) sup |ξ|rn−1.

In particular,
∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ

χ div ξ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C(CV ) sup |ξ|rn−1,

which implies that χ ∈ BV (Br(x)) and also the estimate. �

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

Dx(u; r) =
1

rn

ˆ

Br(x)

(

|∇u|2 + χ
)

and

Hx(u; r) =
1

rn+1

ˆ

∂Br(x)
u2 dHn−1.

Define the monotonicity formula to be the difference,

Mx(u; r) = Dx(u; r)−Hx(u; r).

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

Both H and D are invariant under the one-homogeneous rescaling (3.6), in the sense that
H0(ux,r; t) = Hx(u; tr) (and similarly for D, and so the monotonicity formula M).

Proposition 3.4 ([22, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 4.1]). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on
Br(x). Then for s ∈ (0, r), Mx(s) is an absolutely continuous, nondecreasing function of r, with

d

dr
Mx(s) =

2

sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs(x)
(u(y) − (y − x) · ∇u(y))2 dHn−1(y)

for almost every s. The limit Mx(0+) = limr→0Mx(r) ∈ [−∞,∞) exists, and for each open
D ⊂⊂ R

n, (ux,r)r∈(0,δ(D)) is bounded in W 1,2(D) and each limit with respect to a subsequence is a
homogeneous function of degree 1.
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Proof. As some of the identities of the proof will be used later, we will give the proof of the
monotonicity.

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

We compute the derivatives (assuming, after a translation, that x = 0), by first using ξ(y) =
yη(|y|) in the definition of variational solution, where η ∈ C0,1([0, r)), η(r) = 0 is a cutoff function
to be selected below. This leads to

0 =

ˆ

(

(|∇u|2 + χ)(nη(|y|) + |y|η′(|y|))− 2∇u · [η(|y|)∇u +
y

|y|η
′(|y|)y · ∇u]

)

.

Select a sequence of ηk with ηk(t) = 1 for t ∈ [0, s], ηk(t) = 0 for t > s + 1/k, and ηk linear in
between. Then
ˆ

Bs

(n− 2)(|∇u|2 + χ) = k

ˆ s+1/k

s

ˆ

Sn−1

(

t(|∇u|2 + χ)− 2t(∇u · ω)2
)

dω tn−1dt+O(k−1),

and at every Lebesgue point of s 7→
´

∂Bs

(

|∇u|2 + χ− 2(∇u · y
|y|)

2
)

dHn−1(y) the integral on the

right passes to its limiting value, leading to

(3.7) (n− 2)

ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2 + n

ˆ

Bs

χ = s

ˆ

∂Bs

|∇u|2 + χ− 2(∇u · y

|y| )
2 dHn−1(y)

for almost every s. On the other hand, we have that
ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2 = lim
ε→0+

ˆ

Bs

∇u · ∇(u− ǫ)+ = lim
ε→0+

ˆ

∂Bs

(u− ǫ)+∇u · y

|y| dH
n−1(y)

using the dominated convergence theorem and integrating by parts (for a sequence of ε for which
∂{u > ǫ} is smooth). Passing to the limit leads to

(3.8)

ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2 =
ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y

|y| dH
n−1(y)

for almost every s. Plugging this into (3.7) then gives

(3.9) nD0(s) =
1

sn−1

ˆ

∂Bs

(

|∇u|2 + χ− 2(∇u · y
s
)2 + 2u∇u · y

s2

)

dHn−1(y)

Applying Fubini’s theorem in spherical coordinates to snD0(s), we see that D0 is absolutely
continuous. Differentiating D0(s) gives, at almost every s,

d

ds
D0(s) =

1

sn

ˆ

∂Bs

(

|∇u|2 + χ
)

dHn−1 − n

s
D0(s)

=
2

sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

(

(∇u · y)2 − u∇u · y
)

dHn−1(y)

by using (3.9).

Differentiating H0(s) gives

d

ds
H0(s) =

n− 1

s
H0(s)−

n+ 1

s
H0(s) +

2

sn+1

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y

|y|dH
n−1(y)

= −2

s
H0(s) +

2

sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · ydHn−1(y).
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Putting the two together leads to

d

ds
M0(s) =

2

sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

(u−∇u · y)2 dHn−1(y) ≥ 0.

�

Proposition 3.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and x ∈ Ω. Then Mx(u; 0+) = −∞ if
and only if u(x) > 0. If u(x) = 0, then we have

(3.10) Mx(u; 0+) = lim
r→0

|{x ∈ Br(x) : χ(x) = 1}|
rn

∈ [0, |B1|]

The limit on the right existing is part of the conclusion here. Moreover, the function x 7→ Mx(u; 0+)
is upper semicontinuous on Ω.

Proof. We assume x = 0. That M0(r) → −∞ if u(0) > 0 is clear: in this case, D0(r) remains
bounded while r2H0(r) → u2(0)|∂B1|, so −H0(r) → −∞. We will therefore assume u(0) = 0 and
show (3.10).

First, in this case M0(r) is bounded in terms of the Lipschitz constant CV of u: D0(r) ≤
|B1|(C2

V + 1), while H0(r) ≤ C2
V |∂B1|. In particular, M0(0+) is finite.

Consider ur(y) =
u(ry)

r , χr(y) = χ(ry); these functions also form a variational solution and in
particular ur is Lipschitz uniformly in r. For each sequence rk → 0, we can find a subsequence
(still denoted rk) along which urk → u0 locally uniformly and weakly in W 1,2

loc to some Lipschitz
function u0 : Rn → [0,∞). We can improve this convergence on A = {u0 > 0}: for each y ∈ A we
also have urk > 0 on some small ball Bε(y) ⊆ A for all k large enough, so from elliptic estimates
we have ∇urk(y) → ∇u0(y). In particular, we have that u0 is harmonic on A.

Take any η ∈ C∞
c with η ≥ 0, and a sequence ε → 0+ such that {u0 > ε} is smooth on a

neighborhood of supp η. Then
ˆ

|∇u0|2η = lim
ε→0+

∇u0 · ∇(u0 − ε)+η = − lim
ε→0+

ˆ

∇η · ∇u0(u0 − ε)+ = −
ˆ

u0∇η · ∇u0,

where the first and last steps used dominated convergence and the middle step that u0 is harmonic
on {u0 > ε} ⊆ A. The same computation is valid with urk in place of u0, and so we see that

ˆ

|∇u0|2η = −
ˆ

u0∇η · ∇u0 = lim
rk→0

−
ˆ

urk∇η · ∇urk = lim
rk→0

ˆ

|∇urk |2η.

This implies that urk → u0 strongly in W 1,2
loc as k → ∞.

Moreover, by Proposition 3.4, u0 is a one-homogeneous function, i.e. u0(sy) = su0(y).

From the strong convergence of urk in W 1,2(Bt), as well as uniform convergence on a neighbor-
hood of Bt, we have that

1

tn

ˆ

Bt

|∇u0|2 −
1

tn+1

ˆ

∂Bt

u20 dHn−1 = lim
rk→0

1

tn

ˆ

Bt

|∇urk |2 −
1

tn+1

ˆ

∂Bt

u2rk dH
n−1.

The left-hand side here is zero, using only that u0 is harmonic on A and one-homogeneous: indeed,
arguing as in (3.8) we have that

1

tn

ˆ

Bt

|∇u0|2 −
1

tn+1

ˆ

∂Bt

u20 dHn−1 =
1

tn+1

ˆ

∂Bt

(

u0∇u0 · y − u20
)

dHn−1 = 0.

It follows that

0 = lim
rk→0

1

tn

ˆ

Bt

|∇urk |2 −
1

tn+1

ˆ

∂Bt

u2rk dH
n−1 = lim

rk→0
M0(u; rk)−

|{x ∈ Brk(x) : χ(x) = 1}|
rnk

,
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so

M0(u; 0+) = lim
rk→0

|{x ∈ Brk(x) : χ(x) = 1}|
rnk

.

As this was true along every sequence, we obtain the conclusion.

The upper semicontinuity of Mx(u; 0+) is a direct consequence of it being a monotone limit of
continuous functions. Indeed, let δ > 0 and K < +∞. Then Proposition 3.4 implies that

Mx(u; 0+) ≤ Mx(u; r) ≤ Mx0
(u; r) +

δ

2
≤

{

Mx0
(u; 0+) + δ, if Mx0

(u; 0+) > −∞,
−K, if Mx0

(u; 0+) = −∞,

if we choose for fixed x0 first r > 0 and then |x− x0| small enough. �

4. The frequency formula

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

Nx(u; r) =
Dx(u; r)− |B1|

Hx(u; r)

for any Br(x) ⊆ Ω for which the denominator is positive. As u is subharmonic (from Proposition
3.2), Hx(r) = 0 implies that u ≡ 0 on Br(x), so Dx(r),Mx(r) are both zero in this case. With this
in mind, we further define Nx(u; r) = −∞ when Hx(r) = 0.

Also helpful to simplify notation will be the volume difference

Vx(u; r) =

´

Br(x)
(1− χ)

Hx(u; r)
≥ 0.

With these definitions, we have

(4.11) Nx(u; r) + Vx(u; r) =
r
´

Br(x)
|∇u|2

´

∂Br
u2 dHn−1

,

the more familiar Almgren frequency of a harmonic function.

Lemma 4.1 (cf. [21, Theorem 7.1] which contains the frequency formula for a related problem).

Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and Br(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0} and that
Mx(u; t) ≥ |B1| for some t < r. Then on the interval (t, r)the frequency formula satisfies the bound
Nx(u; s) ≥ 1, is absolutely continuous as well as nondecreasing, and satisfies

d

ds
Nx(u; s) =

2

Hx(u; s)sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs(x)
(∇u · y − [Nx(u; s) + Vx(u; s)]u)

2 dHn−1(y)

+
2

s

[

V 2
x (u; s) + Vx(u; s)(Nx(u; s)− 1)

]

.(4.12)

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

(4.13)
d

dr
Nx(u; s) =

2

Hx(u; s)sn+2

ˆ

∂Bs(x)
(∇u · y −Nx(u; s)u)

2 dHn−1(y)+
2

s
Vx(u; s)(Nx(u; s)−1)

by directly multiplying through and using (3.8) and (4.11). This equivalent version is more helpful
when using the first term on the right, while (4.12) is more helpful when we focus on the V 2-term
or need more control on the coefficient relevant to the order of homogeneity of u.
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Proof. Without loss of generality take x = 0. First, by Proposition 3.4, M0(s) ≥ M0(t) ≥ |B1|,
so N0(s) ≥ 1 > −∞. That proposition also gives that N0(s) is absolutely continuous, and lets us
compute (using H = H0(u; s), H

′ = d
drH0(u; s)) and similarly for the other quantities):

N ′ =
D′

H
− H ′(D − |B1|)

H2

=
2

Hsn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

(

(∇u · y)2 − u∇u · y
)

dHn−1 − 2N

[

1

Hsn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1 − 1

s

]

.(4.14)

One of the terms with N can be rewritten with the help of (3.8), giving

−2N
1

Hsn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1 = − 2

Hsn+2

1

Hsn+1

(
ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1

)2

+ 2V
1

Hsn+1

ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2.

Grouping the first term of this with the first term on the right of (4.14),

2

Hsn+2

[

ˆ

∂Bs

(∇u · y)2 dHn−1 − 1

Hsn+1

(
ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1

)2
]

=
2

Hsn+2

[

ˆ

∂Bs

(

∇u · y − u
1

Hsn+1

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1

)2

dHn−1

]

=
2

Hsn+2

[
ˆ

∂Bs

(∇u · y − u[N + V ])2 dHn−1

]

.

The first step is a direct computation using the definition of H, while the second used (3.8) and
(4.11).

The remaining terms of (4.14) may be rearranged as follows:

− 2

Hsn+2

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · y dHn−1 + 2V
1

Hsn+1

ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2 + 2N

s

=
2

Hsn+1

ˆ

Bs

|∇u|2[V − 1] +
2N

s

=
2

s
[(N + V )(V − 1) +N ]

=
2

s
[V 2 + V (N − 1)],

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

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

Lemma 4.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and Br(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0},
Mx(u; r/2) ≥ |B1| and that Nx(u; r) ≤ N+ for some N+ > 1. Then there is a constant C =
C(N+, n) such that for any s ∈ [ r2 , r],

Hx(u; s) ≤ Hx(u; r) ≤ CHx(u; s).
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Proof. After scaling we may assume that x = 0 and r = 1. From the assumptions N0(s) ≥ 1, and
as V0(s) ≥ 0 we have N0(s) + V0(s) ≥ 1. From Proposition 3.4,

d

ds
H0(s) =

2

s

[

1

sn+1

ˆ

∂Bs

u∇u · ydHn−1(y)−H0(s)

]

=
2

s
H0(s)(N0(s) + V0(s)− 1) ≥ 0.

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

For the upper bound, we can argue directly using Lemma 4.1:
ˆ 1

1

2

2V 2
0 (s)

s
ds ≤

ˆ 1

1

2

d

ds
N0(s)ds = N0(1)−N0(

1

2
) ≤ N+ − 1,

so
ˆ 1

1

2

V0 ds ≤
√

ˆ 1

1

2

V 2
0 (s) ds ≤

√

ˆ 1

1

2

2V 2
0 (s)

s
ds ≤

√

N+ − 1.

Integrating the formula

d

ds
logH0(s) =

2

s
[N0(s) + V0(s)− 1] ≤ 4[N+ − 1 + V0(s)]

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

H0(1) ≤ H0(s)e
2(N+−1)+4

√
N+−1.

�

Lemma 4.4. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω, and Br(x) ⊆ Ω. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0},
that Mx(u; r/2) ≥ |B1| and that Nx(u; r) ≤ N+ for some N+ > 1. Then there is a constant
C = C(N+, n) such that

sup
s∈[ r

2
,r]
Vx(u; s) ≤ CVx(u; r).

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

V0(s) =
1

H0(s)

ˆ

Bs

(1− χ) ≤ 1

H0(s)

ˆ

B1

(1− χ) =
H0(1)

H0(s)
V0(1).

Applying Lemma 4.3 gives H0(1)
H0(s)

≤ C. �

Lemma 4.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Br(x) and t ∈ (0, r2 ]. Assume that x ∈ {u > 0},
that Mx(u; t) ≥ |B1|, Nx(u; r) − Nx(u; t) < δ, and Nx(u; r) < N+. Then there exists a constant
C = C(N+, n) such that

Vx(u; t) ≤ C
√
δ.

This lemma essentially asserts that for t ≤ r/2, we have Vx(t) bounded by a constant depending
only on n and N+, and moreover Vx(t) → 0 if Nx(u; 2t) − Nx(u; t) → 0 (uniformly over u with
bounded N+). In particular, this implies that at any point x where Nx(u, 0+) ≥ 1, we have
Vx(r) → 0.

Proof. By a straightforward scaling and translation, it suffices to show this with x = 0 and t = 1,
with r ≥ 2. We may, without loss of generality, replace r by 2, as the monotonicity of N0 from
Lemma 4.1 gives us N0(2) ≤ N0(r) < N+ and N0(2)−N0(1) ≤ N0(r)−N0(1) < δ.
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From (4.12), we have that
ˆ 2

1

2V 2
0 (s)

s
ds ≤ N0(2)−N0(1) < δ,

so there must be at least one s ∈ [1, 2] with V0(s) ≤
√
δ. Applying Lemma 4.4,

V0(1) ≤ C(N+)
√
δ.

�

Lemma 4.6. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Br(x) with x ∈ {u > 0}, Mx(u; r/4) ≥ |B1|
and Nx(u; r) ≤ N+. Then there exists a C = C(n) such that for any y ∈ Br/4(x) and s < 1

2r,

Ny(u; s) ≤ max{1, CNx(u; r)}
and

Hy(u;
5

8
r) ≤ CHx(u; r).

Proof. We show this with x = 0 and r = 1. First, from Lemma 4.3 we have that
ˆ

∂B1

u2 dHn−1 ≤ C(N+)

ˆ

∂Bs

u2 dHn−1

for s ∈ [14 , 1]. Integrating this gives
ˆ

∂B1

u2 dHn−1 ≤ C

ˆ

B3/8\B1/4

u2 ≤ C

ˆ

B3/8

u2.

For any subharmonic function v,

0 ≤ d

dt

1

tn

ˆ

Bt

v =
1

tn

ˆ

∂Bt

v dHn−1 − n

tn+1

ˆ

Bt

v,

and in particular this can be applied to translates of u2. Take any y ∈ B1/4; then
ˆ

B3/8

u2 ≤
ˆ

B5/8(y)
u2 ≤ C

ˆ

∂B5/8(y)
u2 dHn−1.

So this gives CHy(5/8) ≥ H0(1). On the other hand, we have the inequality Dy(5/8) ≤ (85 )
nD0(1)

directly from the definition, showing that

Ny(5/8) ≤ C N0(1).

Finally, observe that from Lemma 4.1 that if for any s we have Ny(s) > 1, it remains nonde-
creasing (and hence > 1 for all larger s), leading to Ny(s) ≤ Ny(5/8) ≤ C N0(1). �

5. Analysis of frequency blow-ups

Throughout this section we consider a sequence of variational solutions (uk, χk) on Ω, with

B2 ⊆ Ω, 0 ∈ {uk > 0}, M0(u; 1/2) ≥ |B1| and N0(uk; 2) ≤ N+ for some constant N+, and δk :=
N0(uk; 2)−N0(uk; 1/2) → 0. An example of such a sequence arises by considering blow-up sequences
u(rk·)
rk

of a given variational solution (u, χ) with N0(x; 0+) ≥ 1, but it will be useful to treat this

more general case for use in compactness arguments below.

Given such a sequence, we consider the renormalized sequence

vk(y) =
uk(y)

√

H0(uk; 1)
.
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The vk have the property that
´

∂B1
v2k = 1.

Lemma 5.1. A subsequence of the renormalized sequence vk converges weakly in W 1,2(B1) and
strongly in L2(B1) ∩ L2(∂B1) to a function v ∈ W 1,2(B1). This function v satisfies the following
properties:

(1) v ≥ 0 on B1

(2) v is subharmonic on B1

(3) On B1 \B1/2, v is homogeneous of order N∞ := limk→∞N0(uk; 1/2) ≥ 1

(4)
´

∂B1
v2 dHn−1 = 1.

Proof. We may choose a subsequence so that N0(uk; 1/2) converges to some N∞ ∈ [1, N+]. By
Lemma 4.5, we have that V0(uk; 1) → 0, so

ˆ

B1

|∇vk|2 =
´

B1
|∇uk|2

H0(uk; 1)
= N0(uk; 1) + V0(uk; 1) → N∞.

Along with the fact that
´

∂B1
v2k dHn−1 = 1, this means that the vk are uniformly bounded in

W 1,2(B1), and so we may find a subsequence which converges to some v ∈ W 1,2(B1) weakly in
W 1,2(B1) and strongly in L2(B1)∩L2(∂B1) by Rellich’s theorem as well as the compact embedding
on the boundary. Consequently (4) holds. As vk ≥ 0, it is clear that v ≥ 0.

Take any η ∈ C∞
c (B1) with η ≥ 0. Then

ˆ

∇v · ∇η = lim
k→∞

ˆ

∇vk · ∇η ≤ 0,

as the uk (and hence the vk) are subharmonic from Proposition 3.2. Therefore, v is also subhar-
monic.

Applying (4.13) to uk and integrating from 1/2 to 1 leads to
ˆ

B1\B1/2

1

H0(uk; |y|)
|∇uk(y) · y −N0(uk; |y|)uk(y)|2 dy ≤ Cδk → 0.

As N0(uk; |y|) → N∞ uniformly in |y|, while H0(uk; |y|) ≥ cH0(uk; 1) by Lemma 4.3,
ˆ

B1\B1/2

|∇vk(y) · y −N∞vk(y)|2 dy → 0.

The functional w 7→
´

B1\B1/2
|∇w(y) · y −N∞w(y)|2 is convex, and so lower semicontinuous under

weak convergence in W 1,2. This leads to
ˆ

B1\B1/2

|∇v(y) · y −N∞v(y)|2 dy ≤ lim
k→∞

ˆ

B1\B1/2

|∇vk(y) · y −N∞vk(y)|2 = 0,

and so ∇v(y) · y − N∞v(y) almost everywhere on B1 \ B1/2. This is equivalent to order N∞

homogeneity, i.e. v(y) = |y|N∞v(y/|y|) almost everywhere, where v(y/|y|) is the trace of v on
∂B1. �

In the above argument, it is important to note that it is not clear that vk → v strongly in
W 1,2(B1) (or the annular region B1 \ B1/2). The limit of

´

B1
|∇vk|2 is N∞, as we computed, but

it may be possible that this is strictly larger than
´

B1
|∇v|2. If v were harmonic,

´

B1
|∇v|2 =

N∞

´

∂B1
v2 dHn−1 would be elementary to verify from the homogeneity of v, but notice that we

have not passed any PDE for vk to the limit: this appears to also require an improvement of
convergence.
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Conjecture 5.2. The renormalized sequence vk → v strongly in W 1,2(B1 \B1/2).

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

Theorem 5.3. Write x = (x′, xn) ∈ R
n−1×R and set A = B1 \B1/2. Assume that n ≥ 2 and that

the normalized sequence (vk)k∈N defined above satisfies

n−1
∑

i=1

ˆ

A
|∂ivk|2 → 0 as k → ∞.

Then on A, v is independent of the first n − 1 coordinates, i.e. v(x) = h(xn), N∞ = 1, and
h(xn) = α(n)|xn|.

Note that the constant α(n) is explicit and fully determined by the normalization
ˆ

∂B1

v2 dHn−1 = 1.

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

Proof. That v is independent of the first n− 1 coordinates is immediate from the assumption. The
function h must be of the form h(xn) = β+(xn)

N∞

+ + β−(x−)
N∞

+ from the homogeneity of v, and at
least one of β± 6= 0.

We also recall that
ˆ

A
|∇v(y) · y −N∞v(y)|2 dy = 0 = lim

k→∞

ˆ

A
|∇vk(y) · y −N∞vk(y)|2 dy.

By expanding the square and using the weak convergence of vk → v in W 1,2, this leads to

lim
k→∞

ˆ

A
|∂nvk(y)yn|2 dy =

ˆ

A
|h′(yn)|2y2n dy.

In particular, take any U ⊂⊂ A \ {xn = 0}; we have shown that vk → v strongly in W 1,2(U) as
k → ∞, as weak convergence combined with convergence of the weighted L2-norm implies strong
convergence. Taking any ξ ∈ C0,1

c (U ;Rn), this implies that
ˆ

(

|∇v|2 div ξ − 2∇v ·Dξ∇v
)

= 0

by passing the domain variation formula for uk to the limit and using that V0(uk; 1) → 0. Due to
the one-dimensional structure of v, this may be rewritten (integrating by parts against constants
in the x′ variable) as

(5.15) 0 =

ˆ

(h′)2∂nξn = −
ˆ

2h′h′′ξn.

This implies that either β± = 0 or h′′ = 0 on each component of A \ {xn = 0}. On at least one of
the components, then, β± is nonzero and so we have shown that N∞ = 1.

Next, we claim that vk → v strongly on the whole set A′ = B7/8 \B5/8. Take any nonnegative
η ∈ C∞

c (A), and integrate by parts, using that we already know that v∆v = 0:
ˆ

|∇v|2η = −
ˆ

v∇η · ∇v −
ˆ

vη∆v = −
ˆ

v∇η · ∇v.
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Then this passes to the limit under weak convergence, so
ˆ

|∇v|2η = − lim
k→∞

ˆ

vk∇η · ∇vk = lim
k→∞

ˆ

|∇vk|2η,

where the last integration by parts used that ∆vk = 0 on {vk > 0}. As above, this gives strong
convergence locally in A′. As a consequence, (5.15) is valid for any ξ ∈ C1

c (A
′).

As n ≥ 2, we may find an x′ such that (x′, t) ∈ A′ for t ∈ (−t0, t0) for some small t0. Setting
ξn ≥ 0 to be supported near (x′, 0) and symmetric with respect to xn, (5.15) becomes

[β2
+ − β2

−]

ˆ

{xn=0}
ξn dHn−1 = 0,

so β+ = β−. �

6. Core estimates

For (u, χ) a variational solution on Ω, we define the set of highest density

ΣH = {x ∈ Ω : x ∈ {u > 0} and Mx(u; 0+) ≥ |B1|}.
In Lemma 8.1 we will show that every degenerate free boundary point is contained in ΣH .

Recall from Proposition 3.5 that |B1| is the largest possible value Mx(0+) may attain at x,
and from Lemma 4.1—using the monotonicity of Mx—that at any x ∈ ΣH the frequency function
Nx(r) is non-decreasing and satisfies Nx(u; 0+) ≥ 1.

It will also be useful to define

ΣH
r = {x ∈ Ω : Br(x) ⊂⊂ Ω, x ∈ {u > 0} and Mx(u; r) ≥ |B1|}.

The relationship between these is that for s < r, ΣH
s ∩Ωr ⊆ ΣH

r , where Ωr = {x ∈ Ω : Br(x) ⊂⊂ Ω}
is the set of points a distance more than r from the boundary of Ω. Similarly, ΣH ∩Ωr ⊆ ΣH

r , while
⋂

0<s<r Σ
H
s = ΣH ∩Ωr. The sets ΣH

r are relatively closed in Ωr, while ΣH is relatively closed in Ω.

6.1. L2-Subspace Approximation. Let µ be a finite Borel measure, and set

β2
µ(x, r) = inf

L

ˆ

Br(x)

d2(y, L)

r2
dµ

rn−1

to be the Jones number of µ, where the infimum is taken over all affine hyperplanes L ⊆ R
n.

Smallness of β measures how concentrated on a hyperplane µ is. The first of two estimates we
prove in this section is the following theorem, which controls this quantity by the drop in frequency
on the support of µ:

Theorem 6.1 (L2-Subspace Approximation). Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B8r(x) and µ
a finite (positive) Borel measure supported on ΣH

r . Assume that x ∈ ΣH
r and that Nx(u; 50r) ≤ N+.

Then there is a constant C = C(N+, n) such that

β2
µ(x, r) ≤

C

rn−1

ˆ

Br(x)
[Ny(u; 20r)−Ny(u; r)] dµ(y).

This theorem is perhaps best understood as an estimate on discrete measures: the left-hand
side is large if the measure’s support is in general position, i.e. at least one point is far from
any hyperplane. Then this estimate guarantees that, at least at one point y in the support,
Ny(2r) − Ny(r) has to be large. Indeed, if the frequency was almost constant at a collection of
points in general position, then u would have to be approximately homogeneous with respect to
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each one of them, and this is impossible for degrees of homogeneity other than 0. The proof is
based on a quantitative version of this argument.

Lemma 6.2. Let u be a Lipschitz function on R
n, and fix a point x ∈ B1\{0} and number N+ > 1.

Assume there are two constants N0, Nx ∈ [1, N+] and a number δ such that
ˆ

B10\B1

|∇u(y) · y −N0u(y)|2 dy ≤ δ

and also
ˆ

B10\B1

|∇u(x+ y) · y −Nxu(x+ y)|2 dy ≤ δ.

Then there is a constant C = C(N+, n) such that

(6.16) |N0 −Nx|2
ˆ

B10\B1

u2 ≤ Cδ

and

(6.17)

ˆ

B9\B2

|∇u(y) · x|2dy ≤ Cδ.

Proof. We may write x = y+ (x− y) for any y, to obtain that ∇u(y) · x = ∇u(y) · y+∇u(x+ (y−
x)) · (x− y). Integrating this,

‖∇u(y) · x− (N0 −Nx)u(y)‖L2(B9\B2,dy)

≤ ‖∇u(y) · y −N0u(y)‖L2(B9\B2,dy)

+ ‖∇u(x+ (y − x)) · (y − x)−Nxu(y)‖L2(B9\B2,dy) ≤ 2
√
δ.

In particular, this means that (6.16) implies (6.17).

For any y ∈ B8 \B3, the line segment y + tx, t ∈ [0, 1] is contained in B9 \B2. It follows that

u(y + x)eNx−N0 − u(y) =

ˆ 1

0

d

dt

(

e(Nx−N0)tu(y + tx)
)

dt

=

ˆ 1

0
e(Nx−N0)t[∇u(y + tx) · x− (N0 −Nx)u(y + tx)]dt.

We square and integrate in y over the annulus B8 \B3:
ˆ

B8\B3

|u(y + x)eNx−N0 − u(y)|2 dy

≤ C(N+)

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

B8\B3

|∇u(y + tx) · x− (N0 −Nx)u(y + tx)|2 dy dt

≤ C

ˆ

B9\B2

|∇u(y) · x− (N0 −Nx)u(y)|2 dy

≤ Cδ.(6.18)

In a somewhat similar fashion, consider the segment ty, with y ∈ ∂Bs and t ∈ [1, T ] such that
sT ≤ 10. In this case

T−N0u(Ty)− u(y) =

ˆ T

1

d

dt
t−N0u(ty) dt =

ˆ T

1
t−N0−1[∇u(ty) · (ty)−N0u(ty)] dt.
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Squaring and integrating this over the sphere ∂Bs,

(6.19)

ˆ

∂Bs

|T−N0u(Ty)− u(y)|2 dHn−1(y) ≤ C(N+)δ,

where the constant C(N+) depends on T and s but can be chosen uniformly in s ∈ [1, 10]. This
allows us to compare the integrals of u2 between spheres of different sizes:

ˆ

∂Bs

T−2N0u2(Ty) dHn−1(y) ≤ 2

ˆ

∂Bs

(

u2 + |T−N0u(Ty)− u(y)|2
)

dHn−1(y)

≤ C

ˆ

∂Bs

u2 dHn−1 + Cδ,

so
ˆ

∂BTs

u2 dHn−1 ≤ C

ˆ

∂Bs

u2 dHn−1 + Cδ.

Similarly
ˆ

∂Bs

u2 dHn−1 ≤ C

ˆ

∂BTs

u2 dHn−1 + Cδ,

and so averaging over annuli,

(6.20)
1

C

ˆ

B10\B1

u2 − δ ≤
ˆ

∂Bs

u2 dHn−1 ≤ C

ˆ

B10\B1

u2 +Cδ

for every s ∈ [1, 10].

We may instead simply integrate (6.19) over [3, 4] and choose T = 2, which leads to

(6.21)

ˆ

B4\B3

|2−N0u(2y)− u(y)|2 ≤ C(N+)δ.

An analogous computation centered around x gives

(6.22)

ˆ

B4\B3

|2−Nxu(x+ 2y)− u(x+ y)|2 ≤ Cδ

as well. On the other hand, from (6.18) we know that (setting A = eNx−N0 , which is bounded
above and below in terms of N+)

ˆ

B4\B3

|u(y)−Au(x+ y)|2 ≤ Cδ

and
ˆ

B4\B3

|u(2y)−Au(x+ 2y)|2 = 2−n

ˆ

B8\B6

|u(y)−Au(x+ y)|2 ≤ Cδ.

Using the triangle inequality (with all norms being L2(B4 \B3, dy)),

‖2−Nxu(2y)− 2−N0u(2y)‖ ≤ ‖2−N0u(2y) − u(y)‖+ ‖u(y)−Au(x+ y)‖
+ ‖Au(x+ y)−A2−Nxu(x+ 2y)‖+ ‖A2−Nxu(x+ 2y)− 2−Nxu(2y)‖
≤ C

√
δ,

where we used (6.21) and (6.22) to bound the first and third terms respectively. Rewriting,

|2−Nx − 2−N0 |2
ˆ

B8\B6

u2 ≤ Cδ.

As |2−Nx − 2−N0 | ≥ c(N+)|Nx −N0|, using (6.20) this implies that

|Nx −N0|2
ˆ

B10\B1

u2 ≤ Cδ,
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proving (6.16). �

Proof of Theorem 6.1. After a one-homogeneous rescaling, we may assume that r = 1 and x = 0.
Furthermore, we may as well assume that µ is supported on B1 and normalized so that µ(B1) = 1
(the conclusion is homogeneous in µ and both sides are integrated over B1).

We apply Lemma 4.6 to see that for any x ∈ ΣH
1 ∩ B̄1, Nx(20) ≤ CN+, and we also have that

1
CH0(50) ≤ Hx(s) ≤ CH0(50) from the second conclusion there (combined with Lemma 4.3 used
repeatedly).

Fix a point x0 ∈ ΣH
1 ∩ B̄1 such that

Nx0
(20) −Nx0

(1) = min
x∈ΣH

1
∩B̄1

(Nx(20)−Nx(1)) .

The quantity Nx(r) is continuous in x and ΣH
1 ∩ B̄1 is closed, so the minimum here is attained. We

also may as well assume that Nx0
(20)−Nx0

(1) ≤ δ for a small δ = δ(N+, n) (to be selected below):
if not, the right-hand side in the conclusion is bounded from below, the left-hand side is bounded
above by 1, and so the theorem is trivial.

At any x ∈ ΣH
1 ∩ B̄1, integrating (4.13) tells us that

ˆ 20

1

ˆ

∂Bs(x)

2

Hx(s)sn+2
|∇u(y) · (y − x)−Nx(s)u(y)|2 dHn−1(y) ≤ Nx(20) −Nx(1).

By using that Hx(s) ≤ CH0(50) ≤ CHx0
(10) and 0 ≤ Nx(s)−Nx(1) ≤ Nx(20) −Nx(1),

ˆ

B20(x)\B1(x)
|∇u(y) · (y − x)−Nx(1)u(y)|2 ≤ CHx0

(10)[Nx(20) −Nx(1)].

We insert this bound at x and x0 into Lemma 6.2, so that (6.17) gives

(6.23)

ˆ

B18(x0)\B4(x0)
|∇u(y) · (x− x0)|2 dy ≤ CHx0

(10)[Nx(20) −Nx(1)].

Note how we used that Nx0
(20) −Nx0

(1) ≤ Nx(20)−Nx(1) here.

Given an affine hyperplane L = {(y − y0) · ν = 0}, the definition of β = βµ(x, r) tells us that

β2 ≤
ˆ

B1

|(y − y0) · ν|2 dµ(y).

We plug into this formula ν = ∇u(z)
|∇u(z)| for an arbitrary point z ∈ {u > 0} and y0 = x0 (the point

selected above):

β2|∇u(z)|2 ≤
ˆ

B1

|∇u(z) · (y − x0)|2 dµ(y).

Now we integrate over A = (B10(x0) \B4(x0)) ∩ {u > 0} in the z variable and interchange the
order of integration, to get

β2

ˆ

A
|∇u(z)|2 dz ≤

ˆ

B1

ˆ

A
|∇u(z) · (y − x0)|2 dz dµ(y).

From (6.23), then,

β2

ˆ

A
|∇u(z)|2 dz ≤ CHx0

(10)

ˆ

B1

[Ny(20) −Ny(1)] dµ(y).

All that remains, then, is to show that

1

Hx0
(10)

ˆ

A
|∇u(z)|2 dz ≥ c > 0.
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It is helpful here to use the monotonicity of Nx0
(s):

Nx0
(5) ≤ Nx0

(10) =⇒ Nx0
(5) + Vx0

(5) ≤ Nx0
(10) + Vx0

(10) + C
√
δ,

where we used Lemma 4.5 and δ ≥ Nx0
(20)−Nx0

(1) to bound the V terms. This can be rewritten
as

ˆ

B5(x0)
|∇u|2 ≤ 1

2n
Hx0

(5)

Hx0
(10)

ˆ

B10(x0)
|∇u|2 + C

√
δHx0

(5).

From Lemma 4.3, Hx0
(5) ≤ Hx0

(10), so
ˆ

B5(x0)
|∇u|2 ≤ 1

2n

ˆ

B10(x0)
|∇u|2 + C

√
δHx0

(10),

implying that
ˆ

A
|∇u|2 ≥

ˆ

B10(x0)\B5(x0)
|∇u|2 ≥ (1− 1

2n
)

ˆ

B10(x0)
|∇u|2 − C

√
δHx0

(10).

As Nx0
(10) ≥ 1, Nx0

(10) + Vx0
(10) ≥ 1− C

√
δ, and so

ˆ

B10(x0)
|∇u|2 ≥ cHx0

(10)(1 − C
√
δ).

We arrive at
ˆ

A
|∇u|2 ≥ cHx0

(10)(1 − C
√
δ) ≥ cHx0

(10)

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

6.2. Frequency Drop Dichotomy.

Theorem 6.3. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B50r(x), and fix δ > 0, N+ > 0 and t ∈ [0, r].
Then there is an ε = ε(N+, δ, n) ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds: set

Nmax = max
y∈Br(x)∩ΣH

t

Ny(u; 20r) ≤ N+.

Then either Nmax < 1 + δ, or the set

E = {y ∈ Br(x) ∩ ΣH
t : Nmax −Ny(u; r) < ε}

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

Proof. After a rescaling and translation, it is enough to consider r = 1 and x = 0. We assume that
neither alternative holds for a sequence (uk, χk) of variational solutions and numbers εk → 0, and
arrive at a contradiction. We may assume that the numbers Nmax

k → N̄ ≥ 1+ δ. Applying Lemma

4.6 and Lemma 4.3, for any y ∈ B1 ∩ ΣH
1 (uk) and s ∈ [1, 20], we have 1

CH0(uk; 50) ≤ Hy(uk; s) ≤
CH0(uk; 50).

For each k, the set Ek = {y ∈ B̄1 ∩ΣH
1 (uk) : N

max
k −Ny(uk; 1) < εk} fails to be contained in a

δ-neighborhood of any n− 2-dimensional affine subspace. We may inductively select points in Ek

as follows: select two points ak0 , a
k
1 ∈ Ek which are a distance of at least δ apart (if impossible, then

Ek ⊆ Bδ(a0)). Then find ak2 ∈ Ek a distance at least δ from ak0 + span{ak1 − ak0}, and so on until
an−1. Let us, for each k, select an orthonormal basis eki for Rn so that ek1 is parallel to ak1 − ak0 , e

k
2

is in the span of ak1 − ak0 and ak2 − ak0, and so on. It is straightforward to check that each eki can be
expressed as a linear combination of the aki − ak0 with coefficients of absolute value ≤ 1

δ ; we then,

for each k, perform an isometry so that eki = ei are all the same (all quantities are invariant under
isometries); here (ei)

n
i=1 is the standard basis of Rn.
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At each of these points, we have that Naki
(uk; 20)−Naki

(uk; 1) < εk. Integrating (4.13) and also

using that |N̄ −Naki
(uk; 20)| ≤ εk + ok(1),

1

Hak
0
(uk; 18)

ˆ

B20(aki )\B1(aki )
|∇uk(y) · y − N̄u(y)|2 = ok(1).

Now apply Lemma 6.2 n− 1 times, centered at ak0 and using aki as the second point, to get that

1

Hak
0
(uk; 18)

ˆ

B18(ak0 )\B4(ak0 )
|∇uk(y) · (aki − ak0)|2 = ok(1).

From the choice of basis for Rn, this implies that

n−1
∑

i=1

1

Hak
0
(uk; 18)

ˆ

B18(ak0 )\B4(ak0 )
|∂iuk(y)|2 = ok(1).

Consider the sequence of renormalized solutions vk(y) =
uk(a

k
0
+18y)

√

H
ak
0

(uk;18)
. These satisfy the hy-

potheses of Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 5.3, so in particular

lim
k→∞

Nak
0
(uk; 9) = 1.

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

7. The Naber-Valtorta procedure

Given a variational solution on B25r(x) with Br(x)∩ΣH
t 6= ∅ and t ∈ [0, r], define Nmax

t (x, r) =

max{Nx(u; 20r) : x ∈ ΣH
t ∩Br(x)}.

Lemma 7.1. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B25r(x), with Br(x) ∩ ΣH
t 6= ∅ for some

t ∈ [0, r]. Then there is a δ = δ(n) and C∗ = C∗(n) such that if Nmax

t (x, r) < 1 + δ, we have:

(1) For each s ∈ [t, r], every countable collection of disjoint balls Bs(xi) with xi ∈ ΣH
t ∩Br(x)

consists of at most C∗
rn−1

sn−1 balls.

(2) For each s ∈ [t, r], the volume of the s-neighborhood of ΣH
t ∩Br(x), Bs(Σ

H
t ∩Br(x)), is at

most C∗sr
n−1.

(3) If t = 0, then Hn−1(ΣH ∩Br(x)) ≤ C∗r
n−1 and ΣH ∩Br is countably Hn−1-rectifiable.

Proof. We rescale as usual so that x = 0 and r = 1. When proving the first two conclusions, we
may as well assume that s < s0(n) << 1, for otherwise they follow trivially by choosing C(n) large
enough. We will prove (1) in the following way: we show that if it holds for some s∗ and every
s ≥ s∗, then it also holds (with the same constant C∗, which will be chosen below) for s = 1

20s∗.
Then by induction, this implies (1) for every s ≥ t.

Take U = {Bs(xi)} a disjoint collection of balls with xi ∈ ΣH
t ∩B1, and let µ =

∑

i s
n−1δxi be

an associated discrete measure. Then from Theorem 6.1,

β2
µ(y, ρ) ≤

C

ρn−1

ˆ

Bρ(y)
[Nz(20ρ) −Nz(ρ)] dµ(z)

for every t ≤ ρ ≤ 1 and y ∈ ΣH
t ∩B1. On the other hand, if ρ < s, we instead have

(7.24) βµ(y, ρ) = 0,
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as at most one of the xi can be contained in Bρ(y) (the distance between any two of them is at
least 2s by assumption), and so taking any n − 1-dimensional affine hyperplane passing through
that xi in the definition of βµ(y, ρ) makes it vanish.

Using the elementary inequality βµ(y, aρ) ≤ C(n)βµ(y, ρ) for a ∈ [ 1
20 , 1],

ˆ 1

0
β2
µ(y, ρ)

dρ

ρ
≤ C

∞
∑

k=0

β2
µ(y, 20

−k)

≤ C

K
∑

k=0

20k(n−1)

ˆ

B
20−k (y)

[Nz(20 · 20−k)−Nz(20
−k)] dµ(z)

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

We integrate this with respect to y with respect to the measure µ, starting by estimating the
integrals on the right with Fubini’s theorem:

ˆ ˆ

B
20−k (y)

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dµ(z)dµ(y)

=

ˆ ˆ

χB
20−k (y)(z) dµ(y)[Nz(20

1−k)−Nz(20
−k)] dµ(z)

≤ sup
y∈B1

µ(B20−k(y))

ˆ

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dµ(z).

Our hypothesis that (1) holds with s ≥ s∗ can be applied to the scaled variational solution u(y+20−k ·)
20−k

and the collection of balls {B20ks(20
k(xi − y)) : xi ∈ B20−k(y)}, as long as k ≥ 1; this tells us that

there are at most C∗(20
ks)1−n of the points xi in B20−k(y), for any y ∈ B1. This leads to a simple

estimate

(7.25) µ(B20−k(y)) ≤ C∗(20
ks)1−nsn−1 ≤ C∗20

k(1−n) for k ≥ 1.

When k = 0, a similar estimate still holds, with a larger constant, by covering B1 ∩ ΣH
t by C(n)

balls B1/20(yi) centered at points in B1∩ΣH
t , and on each of those balls applying (7.25). This gives

(7.26) µ(B1(y)) ≤ µ(B1) ≤ C(n)C∗.

It follows that

20k(n−1)

ˆ ˆ

B
20−k (y)

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dµ(z)dµ(y) ≤ CC∗

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dµ(z).

Summing this up,

ˆ

B1

ˆ 1

0
β2
µ(y, ρ)

dρ

ρ
dµ(y) ≤ CC∗

K
∑

k=0

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dµ(z)

= CC∗

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20) −Nz(20
−K)] dµ(z)

≤ CC∗

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20) − 1] dµ(z)

≤ CC2
∗δ,

where the last step used our hypothesis that Nz(20) ≤ 1 + δ for z ∈ ΣH
t ∩ B1 and (7.26). Given

any Bσ(p) with σ ∈ [s, 1] which has µ(Bσ(p)) > 0, we may also perform the same estimate to the
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rescaled variational solution u(p+σ·)
σ and the balls Bs/σ((xi − p)/σ), which leads to

ˆ

Bσ(p)

ˆ σ

0
β2
µ(y, ρ)

dρ

ρ
dµ(y) ≤ CC2

∗δσ
n−1

after scaling back. Note that the same estimate is still valid for σ < s, due to (7.24). We now
choose C∗ = D(n) of the discrete Reifenberg theorem [17][Theorem 3.4] and we choose δ small
enough to obtain from [17][Theorem 3.4] that

#(U) ≤ C∗(s∗/20)
1−n,

completing our inductive step.

The conclusion (2), with a larger constant, is immediate from (1) by using a Vitali cover. The
Hausdorff measure estimate in (3) follows from (2) applied with t = 0, which gives the Minkowski
content bound |Bs(B1 ∩ ΣH)| ≤ C∗s.

To see the rectifiability part of (3), let ν = Hn−1 (ΣH ∩B1). Applying the Hausdorff measure
bound tells us that on any ball Bσ(p) with σ ≤ 1,

ν(Bσ(p)) ≤ C∗σ
n−1.

For any y ∈ ΣH ∩B1 and ρ ≤ 1, applying Theorem 6.1 leads to

β2
ν(y, ρ) ≤

C

ρn−1

ˆ

Bρ(y)
[Nz(20ρ) −Nz(ρ)] dν(z).

Estimating similarly to µ above,
ˆ

B1

ˆ 1

0
β2
ν(y, ρ)

dρ

ρ
dν(y) ≤ C

∞
∑

k=0

sup
y∈B2

ν(B20−k(y))

20k(n−1)

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20
1−k)−Nz(20

−k)] dν(z)

≤ CC∗

ˆ

B1

[Nz(20) −Nz(0+)] dν(z)

≤ CC2
∗δ.

Applying to rescalings of u,
ˆ

Bσ(p)

ˆ σ

0
β2
ν(y, ρ)

dρ

ρ
dν(y) ≤ CC2

∗δσ
n−1,

so as long as δ is chosen small enough we may apply the rectifiable Reifenberg theorem [17][Theorem
3.3] to conclude. �

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

We are now in a position to prove the main theorem of this and the previous section.

Theorem 7.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on B1, with 0 ∈ ΣH
t for some t ∈ [0, 1] and

N0(u; 1) ≤ N+. Then there is a constant C = C(N+, n) such that the following holds:

(1) For every s ≥ t, |Bs(Σ
H
t ∩B1/100(x))| ≤ Cs.

(2) If t = 0, then Hn−1(ΣH ∩B1/100(x)) ≤ C and ΣH ∩B1/100 is countably Hn−1-rectifiable.

(3) Nx(u; 0+) = 1 at Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ΣH .

Proof. By Lemma 4.6, Nmax
t (0, 1/50) ≤ CN+.

We will proceed by building, inductively, a sequence of coverings of ΣH
t by balls. We start with

the ball Br(x) = B1/50 (with x ∈ ΣH
t and r ≥ t), and check the value of Nmax

t (x, r). If this quantity
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is less than 1 + δ1 (with δ1 fixed and smaller than the constant δ in Lemma 7.1), we call this a
terminal ball, add it to a collection W T , and do not subdivide it any further. If not, we apply
Theorem 6.3 with δ2 ≤ min{δ1, 1

20} to be selected below, to see that

E = {y ∈ Br(x) ∩ΣH
t : Nmax

t (x, r)−Ny(r) < ε} ⊆ Bδ2r(V ),

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

We cover Br(x) ∩ ΣH
t by a large number of balls Bδ2r(xi), with xi ∈ Br(x) ∩ ΣH

t and the balls
having finite overlap. On these, there are two possibilities for the behavior of Nmax

t (xi, δ2r). If
Bδ2r(xi) is disjoint from E, then for every y ∈ Bδ2r(xi) ∩ ΣH

t ,

Ny(20 δ2r) ≤ Ny(r) ≤ Nmax
t (x, r)− ε,

so Nmax
t (xi, δ2r) ≤ Nmax

t (x, r)− ε; we say these balls are ones with large frequency drop. The other
possibility is that Bδ2r(xi) intersects E, in which case we only know Nmax

t (xi, δ2r) ≤ Nmax
t (x, r);

these balls have small frequency drop.

Starting with B1/50 and assuming that B1/50 is not terminal, we apply this procedure to get a

collection U1 of balls, and then apply it to all the balls in U1 to get a collection U2, and so on. Each
of these collections Uk has only balls of radius rk = δk2

1
50 and finite overlap, and we continue on until

rk+1 < s, so we end up with a finite number of balls for each s. Setting K := inf{k ≥ 1 : rk ≥ s},
we obtain rK ∈ [s, s/δ2] as the radius of the final generation of non-terminal balls. The collection
of terminal balls may have balls of varying radii, each greater than or equal to s.

Let us estimate the q-dimensional size of the balls in Uk. In each generation, a ball is subdivided
into at most CLδ

−n
2 balls, of which at most CSδ

2−n
2 can have small frequency drop, due to the

fact that E ⊂ Bδ2r(V ); importantly, CS , CL depend only on n (and not on δ2, or ε(δ2)). If we
track each ball’s ancestry, we see that it could not have had large frequency drop more than
D := D(n,N+, δ2) := ⌈CN+/ε⌉ times: otherwise that would contradict that Nxi(t) ≥ 1 (indeed,
one of its ancestors would have been terminal). So the total number of balls in generation Uk is
bounded by

#(Uk) ≤ [CSδ
−n
2 ]D[CLδ

2−n
2 ]k ≤ C(CS ,D, δ2)C

k
Lδ

(2−n)k
2 ≤ C(n,N+, δ2)r

2−n−τ
k ,

where we choose any τ ∈ (0, 1) and then δ2 small enough in terms of τ and n only so that CL < δ−τ
2 .

Therefore,

(7.27)
∑

Brk
(xi)∈Uk

rqk = rqk #(Uk) ≤ Crq+2−n−τ
k .

Let us define the collection W s :=
⋃

k≥1 U
k of all balls in all generations having radii ≥ s as

well as the subcollection W T of all terminal balls in W s. Provided that q > n − 2 + τ , we obtain
that

(7.28)
∑

Bri(x)∈W
s

rqi ≤ C
∞
∑

k=0

δ
(q+2−n−τ)k
2 ≤ C.

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

Bs(Σ
H
t ∩B1/100(x)) ⊆

⋃

BrK
(xi)∈UK

B2rK (xi) ∪
⋃

Bri (x)∈W
T

Bs(Σ
H
t ∩Bri(x)).
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Estimating the volumes, the first union has, using (7.27) with q = n,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

⋃

BrK
(xi)∈UK

B2rK (xi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Cr2−τ
K ≤ Cs2−τ ,

while the second, using Lemma 7.1 as well as (7.27) with q = n− 1, satisfies
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

⋃

Bri (x)∈W
T

Bs(Σ
H
t ∩Bri(x))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

Bri(x)∈W
T

|Bs(Σ
H
t ∩Bri(x))| ≤ Cs

∑

Bri(x)∈W
T

rn−1
i ≤ Cs.

This establishes (1).

For (2), the Hausdorff measure estimate follows immediately from (1) using that ΣH ⊆ ΣH
t .

If we denote by A the portion of ΣH which is not contained in the union of the terminal balls,
we have shown that in fact Hn−2+τ (A) ≤ C, so Hn−1(A) = 0. The rest of ΣH is contained in
a countable union of countably Hn−1-rectifiable sets by Lemma 7.1 applied to each terminal ball,
and so is countably Hn−1-rectifiable.

Finally, for (3) observe that on ΣH ∩ Bri(xi), where Bri(xi) is a terminal ball, we have by
construction that Nmax

0 (xi, ri) ≤ 1 + δ1, and so Nx(u; 0+) ≤ 1 + δ1 on Bri(xi). This is true on all
terminal balls, which cover ΣH \ A, so Nx(u; 0+) ≤ 1 + δ1 for Hn−1-a.e. point in ΣH . This is true
for every δ1 small, so as countable unions of Hn−1-null sets are Hn−1-null sets, (3) follows. �

8. A complete identification of the measure ∆u of variational solutions

Theorem 7.2 allows us to completely identify ∆u of variational solutions; more precisely (see
Theorem 8.7),

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 ΣH .

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

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

8.1. Analysis of regular points. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. By the upper semi-
continuity of x 7→ Mx(u; 0+) (see Proposition 3.5), the set ΣH is relatively closed, so Ω \ ΣH is
an open set. In this section we recall some results on Ω \ ΣH , and in particular on the portion of
the free boundary ∂{u > 0} contained in it (this is exactly the portion of the free boundary with
density Mx(0+) < |B1|). These mostly follow existing literature, such as [5, 6, 7, 11].

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

ˆ

χ div ξ = 0

for all ξ ∈ C∞
c ({u = 0}◦,Rn), which implies that χ is constant on each connected component. If

χ = 0 in a component, we have the “natural” behavior Mx(u; 0+) ≡ 0 there (by Proposition 3.5),
while if χ = 1, we have the “pathological” case of Mx(u; 0+) ≡ |B1| instead. The latter is certainly
possible: (u, χ) = (0, 1) is a variational solution. However, x 7→ Mx(u; 0+) is upper semicontinuous
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(see Proposition 3.5), so at any x ∈ ∂ ({u = 0}◦) at the boundary of any such pathological connected
component, we would also have Mx(u; 0+) = |B1|, and so x ∈ ΣH . In Section 8.2, we will show
this is actually impossible, and so χ = 0 on {u = 0}◦ unless u ≡ 0. In this section we simply note
that on a connected open set with ΣH = ∅, unless u ≡ 0 we have that Mx(u; 0+) < |B1|.

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

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

It is easy to see that even when n = 1, the function x+ + 1
2x− is a viscosity solution but not a

variational solution (for any χ), whereas 2|xn| is a variational solution but not a viscosity solution.
However, outside the set ΣH variational solutions are viscosity solutions (this will be shown below
in Lemma 8.3), and on this set viscosity solutions admit a partial regularity theorem (see Corollary
8.4).

Lemma 8.1. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution in Ω, and B2r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω. Then if u(x) = 0,

Mx(u; 0+) ∈ {0} ∪ [|B1|/2, |B1|],
with Mx(u; 0+) = 0 only if x is in the interior of {u = 0}. Moreover, if x ∈ ∂{u > 0} and the
blow-up sequence u(x+ r·)/r → 0 as r → 0, then Mx(u; 0+) = |B1|.

Proof. Assume that x = 0. Let us use the same notation as the proof of Proposition 3.5, with
blow-ups of u along a subsequence converging to a homogeneous function u0 of degree 1. We first
show that M0(u; 0+) = 0 may only happen if u0 ≡ 0 (along each convergent subsequence), and
M(u; 0+) ≥ |B1|/2 otherwise.

Indeed, if u0 is nonzero, then its trace on ∂B1 is a solution to

−∆Sn−1u0 = (n− 1)u0 on {u0 > 0}.
In other words, it is a first eigenfunction of the set {u0 > 0} ∩ ∂B1 with eigenvalue n − 1. An
inequality of Sperner [19] guarantees that any such set must have volume greater than or equal to
that of a spherical cap with the same eigenvalue, which in this case is a half-sphere with volume
|∂B1|/2. As u0 is 1-homogeneous, we see that |{u0 > 0} ∩B1| ≥ |B1|/2, and so

|B1|/2 ≤ |{u0 > 0} ∩B1| ≤ lim inf
k→∞

|{urk > 0}|
rnk

≤ lim
k→∞

|{χk = 1}|
rnk

= M0(u; 0+).

The function x 7→ Mx(u; 0+) is upper semicontinuous on Ω (see Proposition 3.5). Therefore
{x : Mx(u; 0+) ≤ 0} = {x : Mx(u; 0+) < |B1|/4} is relatively open. Recall that Mx(u; 0+) = −∞
if and only if u(x) > 0, and so this set is the union of {u > 0} and {x : Mx(u; 0+) = 0}. Take a
point x with Mx(u; 0+) = 0, and assume that My(u; 0+) ≤ 0 for y ∈ Bδ(x) for a small δ. Then at
every point y ∈ Bδ(x) we must either have My(u; 0+) = 0 and hence

lim
s→0

|{χ = 1} ∩Bs(y)|
sn

= 0,

or u(y) > 0 and so

lim
s→0

|{χ = 1} ∩Bs(y)|
sn

= |B1|.
This, however, implies that the essential boundary of {χ = 1} is empty inBδ(x), and so by a theorem
of Federer we must have either χ ≡ 1 on Bδ(x) or χ ≡ 0 on Bδ(x), Lebesgue a.e. (indeed, [12][4.5.11]
implies {χ = 1} is a set of finite perimeter; [12][4.5.6(1)] implies its Gauss-Green boundary measure
is trivial, being supported on the essential boundary; the relative isoperimetric inequality [12][4.5.3]
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then gives the claim). The former is impossible, since at least one point, x, has density zero: this
means χ = 0 on a set of positive Lebesgue measure. The latter means that My(u; 0+) = 0 and
u(y) = 0 for Lebesgue a.e. y ∈ Bδ(x), and so by continuity u = 0 on all of Bδ(x).

The last statement follows from the fact that u(x + r·)/r → 0 as r → 0 implies the limit of
χ(x + r·) as r → 0 must be a constant function. As by the already proved part of the lemma,
Mx(u; 0+) 6= 0, it follows that Mx(u; 0+) = 1. �

Lemma 8.2. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on a connected open set Ω, and assume ΣH = ∅.
Then either u ≡ 0 or χ = χ{u>0} a.e., so the set {u > 0} has locally finite perimeter. Moreover,

Hn−1(∂{u > 0} ∩Br(x)) ≤ C(CV )r
n−1

for any B2r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω.

Proof. As discussed at the start of this section, we have that χ = χ{u>0} on Ω \ ∂{u > 0}, and on
∂{u > 0} we have Mx(0+) ∈ [|B1|/2, |B1|). In particular, on ∂{u > 0} the Lebesgue density of
{χ = 1} lies in [1/2, 1), and so ∂{u > 0} is contained in the essential boundary ∂e{χ = 1}. From
Lemma 3.3, this implies that

Hn−1(∂{u > 0} ∩Br(x)) ≤ Hn−1(∂e{χ = 1} ∩Br(x)) =

ˆ

Br(x)
|∇χ| ≤ C(CV )r

n−1

for any B2r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω (using Federer’s theorem [12][4.5.6(1)]). This implies that |∂{u > 0}| = 0,
χ = χ{u>0} a.e., and that {u > 0} has finite perimeter. �

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

Proof. Let φ ≤ u (φ+ ≥ u) on Br(x), φ(x) = u(x) = 0, and x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, and assume without loss
of generality that if the first inequality holds then |∇φ(x)| 6= 0. The fact that x ∈ ∂{u > 0} implies
that Mx(u; 0+) ≥ |B1|/2 by Lemma 8.1, while as ΣH = ∅ we have Mx(u; 0+) < |B1| (recall that
ΣH is exactly the portion of ∂{u > 0} with Mx(u; 0+) = |B1|).

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

uk(y) =
u(x+ sky)

sk
→ u0(y)

locally uniformly and strongly in W 1,2, where u0 is a 1-homogeneous function which is harmonic
on {u0 > 0}. By Lemma 3.3, if χk(y) = χ(x + sky), then ‖χk‖BV (B1) ≤ C, and so up to a

subsequence χk → χ0 ∈ BV in L1
loc and a.e.. We may use the W 1,2 strong convergence to also pass

the variational identity (3.5) to the limit in the following sense: for every ξ ∈ C0,1
c (Rn;Rn),

ˆ

(

|∇u0|2 div ξ − 2∇u0 ·Dξ∇u0
)

= −
ˆ

χ0 div ξ.

We also know that χ{u0>0} ≤ lim infk→∞ χ{uk>0} ≤ χ0 a.e., using only that χ{u>0} ≤ χ and
pointwise convergence.

On the other hand, clearly

lim
sk→0+

φ(x+ sky)

sk
= ∇φ(x) · y,

and so, by homogeneity of u0, ∇φ(x) ·y ≤ u0(y) ((∇φ(x) ·y)+ ≥ u0(y)). Choose coordinates so that
∇φ(x) · y = βyn, β ≥ 0. These inequalities imply that u has the form u(y) = α+(yn)+ + α−(yn)−
for two numbers α+, α−, with β ≤ α+ (a+ ≤ β). Indeed, the trace u|∂B1

is a first eigenfunction
of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on each connected component of the domain ∂B1 ∩ {u > 0} with
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eigenvalue n−1, from a standard separation of variables argument. From Sperner’s inequality [19],
each component must have volume at least |B1|/2, with equality if and only if it is a half-sphere.
If a component U of {u > 0} is contained in half-sphere (so when β(yn)+ ≥ u0, for example),
this implies that {u > 0} is that half-sphere and u has the form α(yn)+ on U (the explicit first
eigenfunction of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on it). If, on the other hand, a component U of
{u > 0} contains a half-sphere (so when βyn ≤ u0 with β > 0), one possibility is that there is also
a second connected component U ′ contained in the complementary half-sphere; then it follows that
both are half-spheres and u has the required form from our previous analysis. On the other hand,
if U = {u > 0} is the only connected component, it is easy to see from the domain monotonicity of
the first eigenvalue and the fact that U is open that U is a half-sphere as well.

By Proposition 3.5, we must have that both u0 and χ0 vanish on a set of positive Lebesgue
measure, and that χ0 = 1 on a set of positive measure. In particular, this means at least one of α±

must be 0, and we see that in both cases it must be α− which is 0.

We can now directly compute
ˆ

(

|∇u|2 div ξ − 2∇u ·Dξ∇u
)

= α2
+

ˆ

{yn>0}

(

div ξ − 2
∂ξn
∂xn

)

= −α2
+

ˆ

{yn>0}

∂ξn
∂xn

= α2
+

ˆ

{yn=0}
ξn dHn−1.

This completely determines χ0, as, first, it implies that ∇χ0 is supported on {yn = 0}, and hence
χ0 is constant on the two half-spaces. But then

α2
+

ˆ

{yn=0}
ξn dHn−1 = −

ˆ

χ0 div ξ =

ˆ

{yn=0}

[

χ0|{yn>0} − χ0|{yn<0}

]

ξn dHn−1,

from which we see that α2
+ = χ0|{yn>0} − χ0|{yn<0}. As χ0 ∈ {0, 1} a.e., the only possibilities are

1. α+ = 1, χ0|{yn>0} = 1, χ0|{yn<0} = 0,

2. α+ = 0, χ0|{yn>0} = 1, χ0|{yn>0} = 1,

3. α+ = 0, χ0|{yn>0} = 0, χ0|{yn>0} = 0.

The second case is, in fact, impossible, as we know that χ0 = 0 on a set of positive measure, and
likewise the third case is impossible as χ0 = 1 on a set of positive measure. We conclude that
a+ = 1, and so β ≤ 1 (β ≥ 1); this implies the conclusion. �

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

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}
in the sense of distributions.

Proof. First note that by [11, Theorem 1.1], ǭ-flatness the free boundary of a viscosity solution v
in B1 in the sense

(xn − ǭ)+ ≤ v(x) ≤ (xn + ǭ)+

implies the free boundary to be C1,α in B1/2. Suppose now that Hs((∂{u > 0}\∂∗{u > 0})∩D) > 0

for some s > n−3. Next we observe that by the assumption ΣH = ∅ as well as Lemma 8.1, a limit of
the blow-up family u(x+r·)/r as a sequence→ 0 at free boundary points x cannot be 0. Then by the
dimension reduction procedure in the proof of [23, Theorem 4.5]—replacing minimizers by viscosity
and variational solutions, the monotonicity formula by Proposition 3.4, the flatness class F by the
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flatness in the above sense, and using this class of solutions is closed—we obtain a 1-homogeneous
viscosity solution ū in dimension k < 3 such that Hs−(n−3)((∂{ū > 0} \ ∂∗{ū > 0}) ∩ D) > 0.
After rotation ū(x) = α(xn)+ + β(xn)−. Now, by the assumption ΣH = ∅ and by the upper
semicontinuity Proposition 3.5,

lim sup
r→0

|Br(x) ∩ {χ = 1}|/|Br| ≤ θ < 1 for x ∈ ∂{u > 0} ∩D,

where D is the connected component of Ω. By lower semicontinuity of the characteristic function
χ{t>0} it follows that either α = 0 or β = 0. But then [11, Theorem 1.1] implies that ∂{ū >
0} \ ∂∗{ū > 0} = ∅, a contradiction. �

8.2. Analysis of singular points. The analysis of regular points did not require Theorem 7.2.
However, without that theorem we are faced with serious challenges in the presence of singular
points: the set ΣH , and hence the support of ∆u, might be large and have rather arbitrary structure.
Theorem 7.2 rules out the most problematic anomalies and allows a much finer characterization of
∆u and χ.

Let

α(n) =
1

√

´

∂B1
|xn|2 dHn−1

be an explicit dimensional constant, which has the useful normalization property

H0(α(n)|xn|; r) ≡ 1.

It is the same constant as in Theorem 5.3.

Lemma 8.5. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ΣH ,

(1) the renormalized functions

vx,r(y) =
u(x+ ry)

r
√

Hx(u; r)
→ α(n)|yn|

strongly in W 1,2
loc (R

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

lim
r→0

|Br(x) ∩ {u > 0}|
|Br|

= 1.

Note that the density of {χ = 1} must be 1 at every point in ΣH from the definition of ΣH

and Proposition 3.5. The second part of this lemma is making a stronger and nontrivial assertion,
and will be used to rule out ΣH being located along the boundary of a “pathological” component
of {u = 0} where χ = 1; this will be made rigorous below.

Proof. From Theorem 7.2, at Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ΣH , we have that Nx(u; 0+) = 1 and ΣH admits an
approximate tangent, i.e. the measures

νx,r(E) =
Hn−1(E ∩ ΣH ∩Br(x))

rn−1

converge in the weak-∗ sense to Hn−1 L for some hyperplane L ⊆ R
n (passing through the origin).

We show that at any such x, both (1) and (2) hold. Without loss of generality translate so x = 0.
By the continuity of y 7→ Ny(u; r) for each small and positive r, we may assume that for each
positive η, that there is a δ such that Ny(u; r) ≤ 1 + η for y ∈ Bδ ∩ ΣH and r < δ.
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Given any sequence rk → 0, consider the renormalized sequence

vk(y) = v0,rk(y) =
u(rky)

rk
√

H0(u; rk)
.

From Lemma 5.1, vk ⇀ v ∈ W 1,2(BR) weakly, strongly in L2(BR), and a.e. as k → ∞ for each
R > 0 (passing if necessary to a subsequence). It follows that χ{v>0} ≤ lim infk→∞ χ{vk>0} a.e.,
and so by Fatou’s lemma

|{v > 0} ∩B1|
|B1|

≤ lim inf
k→∞

|{vk > 0} ∩B1|
|B1|

= lim inf
k→∞

|{u > 0} ∩Brk |
|Brk |

.

As |yn| > 0 Lebesgue a.e., (2) will follow directly from (1).

Due to the existence of an approximate tangent for ν, for any Bτ (y) with y ∈ L we have that

lim inf
k→∞

ν0,rk(Bτ (y)) ≥ Hn−1(Bτ (y) ∩ L) ≥ c(n)τn−1.

In particular, for k large Bτrk(rky) ∩ ΣH is nonempty. Select coordinates so that L = {yn = 0},
and use y = ei/10, i ≤ n − 1 to obtain points yi,k ∈ ΣH ∩ B1/40rk(rkei). Using Lemma 4.3 and

4.6, we know that 1
CH0(u; rk) ≤ Hyi,k(u;Rrk) ≤ CH0(u; rk) for every R ∈ [1/40, 40] and for some

C = C(n) independent of rk and yi,k. Then from (4.13),
ˆ 4rk

rk/4

ˆ

∂Bs(yi,k)

1

H0(u; rk)r
n+2
k

|∇u(y) · y −Nyi,k(u; srk)u(y)|2 dHn−1ds

≤ C[Nyi,k(u; 4rk)−Nyi,k(u; rk/4)]

≤ Cη,

using Nyi,k ∈ [1, 1 + η] for k large. Using Nyi,k ∈ [1, 1 + η] once more,
ˆ

B4(yi,k/rk)\B1/4(yi,k/rk)
|∇vk(y) · y − vk(y)|2 dy ≤ Cη.

The same estimate is true at 0:
ˆ

B4\B1/4

|∇vk(y) · y − vk(y)|2 dy ≤ Cη.

Applying Lemma 6.2 for each i, we obtain that
ˆ

B2\B1/2

|∇vk(y) ·
yi,k
rk

|2 ≤ Cη,

which implies that
ˆ

B2\B 1
2

|∂ivk|2 ≤ Cη

due to how yi,k were chosen. As η was arbitrary,

lim
k→∞

ˆ

B2\B 1
2

|∂ivk|2 = 0.

We can therefore apply Theorem 5.3 to conclude that v(y) = α(n)|yn| on B1 \B1/2. A rescaled

version of the same argument shows that in fact v(y) = α(n)|yn| on any annulus BR \ BR/2, and
so on all of Rn. By the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 5.3, this implies that vk → v
strongly in W 1,2(BR): for any η ∈ C∞

c (Rn),
ˆ

|∇v|2η = −2

ˆ

v∇η · ∇v = lim
k→∞

−2

ˆ

vk∇η · ∇vk = lim
k→∞

ˆ

η|∇vk|2,
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where the first and last terms used that v, vk are harmonic when positive.

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

8.3. Identification of the limit χ.

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

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

Take a nonempty connected component U of {u = 0}◦ on which χ = 1 (recalling that χ is locally
constant on {u = 0}◦). Clearly ∂U ∩ Ω ⊆ ∂{u > 0}, and for x ∈ ∂U we must have Mx(0+) ≥
lim supy→xMy(0+) = 1, using Proposition 3.5 and the upper semicontinuity of x 7→ Mx(0+) (see

Proposition 3.5). In particular, ∂U ∩ Ω ⊆ ΣH . Applying Theorem 7.2, ∂U ∩ Ω has locally finite
Hausdorff measure, and so U has locally finite perimeter.

Assume that U 6= Ω: then there is an smooth connected open set Ω′ ⊂⊂ Ω such that |U∩Ω′| > 0,
|Ω′ \ U | > 0. By the relative isoperimetric inequality, then, Hn−1(∂∗U ∩Ω′) > 0, where ∂∗U is the
reduced boundary. At each point x ∈ ∂∗U , U has Lebesgue density 1

2 , so {u > 0} ⊆ Ω \U can have

Lebesgue density at most 1
2 . On the other hand, by Lemma 8.5 we have that the Lebesgue density

of {u > 0} at Hn−1-a.e. point in ΣH , which contains ∂∗U ⊆ ∂U , is 1. This is a contradiction. �

For x ∈ ΣH , we have from Lemma 4.3 that Hx(u; r) is nondecreasing, so the limit Hx(u; 0+) ∈
[0,∞) exists. It is clear that in fact Hx(u; 0+) ≤ C2

V |∂B1|, from the assumed Lipschitz bound on
u.

8.4. Identification of the measure ∆u.

Theorem 8.7. Let (u, χ) be a variational solution on Ω. Then ∂{u > 0} is countably Hn−1-
rectifiable, has locally finite Hn−1-measure, and

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 ΣH .

Proof. The measure ∆u is supported on ∂{u > 0}, and applying Corollary 8.4 to u on the open set
Ω \ ΣH gives

∆u (Ω \ΣH) = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}.
We also have the estimate from Lemma 3.3

∆u(Br(x)) ≤ C(CV )r
n−1

for any B2r(x) ⊂⊂ Ω, which implies that Hn−1((∂{u > 0}\ΣH)∩Ω′) = Hn−1(∂∗{u > 0}∩Ω′) < ∞
for any Ω′ ⊂⊂ Ω. On the other hand, by Theorem 7.2, Hn−1(ΣH ∩ Ω′) < ∞, so Hn−1(Ω′ ∩ ∂{u >
0}) < ∞. Also we have that ΣH , and so all of ∂{u > 0}, is countably Hn−1-rectifiable.

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

θ(x) = lim sup
r→0

∆u(Br(x))

ωn−1rn−1
≤ C(Cv)

where ωn−1 is the volume of the unit ball in R
n−1, then

∆u = θHn−1 ∂{u > 0}.
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Therefore it suffices to show that for Hn−1-a.e. point x ∈ ΣH , we have

θ(x) = 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+).

Applying Lemma 8.5, for Hn−1-a.e. point x ∈ ΣH we have that vx,r(y) =
u(x+ry)

r
√

Hx(u;r)
→ v(y) =

α(n)|yn| in W 1,2
loc (R

n), for some choice of coordinates on R
n. Then

∆u(Br(x))

rn−1
√

Hx(u; r)
= ∆vx,r(B1) → ∆v(B1) = 2α(n)Hn−1(B1 ∩ {yn = 0}) = 2α(n)ωn−1

as r → 0, using that ∆v(∂B1) = 0 and the fact that ∆vx,r ⇀ ∆v in the weak-∗ sense as measures
as r → 0, and computing the Laplacian explicitly in the last step. Multiplying both sides by
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≥ 0 leads to

θ(x) = lim sup
r→0

∆u(Br(x))

ωn−1rn−1
= 2α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+),

completing the proof. �

Remark 8.8. Along ∂∗{u > 0}, an elementary computation shows that α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) = 1
2 , so

the conclusion of Theorem 8.7 could be rewritten as

∆u = 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 ∂{u > 0}.

Proof of the Main Theorem 1.2: (i) follows from Theorem 8.6.
(ii) has been shown in Theorem 8.7.
(iii) follows from a combination of Theorem 8.7 and Lemma 8.5.
(iv) follows from Lemma 8.5 and Theorem 7.2. �

9. Application to a compactness result for classical solutions

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

Definition 9.1. Given an open set Ω, we say a Lipschitz continuous function u : Ω → [0,R) is
a classical solution if u is harmonic on {u > 0}, the set ∂{u > 0} is locally given as a graph of
a smooth function, and —provided that νx is a unit normal vector to ∂{u > 0} at x such that

u(x+ tν) > 0 for t ∈ (0, t0)— limt→0+
u(x+tν)−u(x)

t = 1.

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

Proposition 9.1. Let u be a classical solution on B1, and assume that u(0) = 0. Then for
r ∈ (0, 1),

sup
Br

|∇u| ≤ 1 + ω(r)

for some continuous nondecreasing function ω : [0, 1) → R with ω(0+) = 0, depending only on n.

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

Lemma 9.2. Let (u, χ{u>0}) be a variational solution on Br(x) with x ∈ ∂{u > 0}. Then

|{u > 0} ∩Br(x)| ≥ crn,

where c = c(n,CV ) > 0.
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Proof. We show this with x = 0 and r = 1. By Lemma 8.1, we have that M0(0+) ≥ |B1|/2, so
|B1|
2

≤ M0(0+) ≤ M0(1) ≤
ˆ

B1

(

|∇u|2 + χ{u>0}

)

≤ (1 + C2
V )|{u > 0} ∩B1|.

�

The following theorem proves Theorem 1.3.

Theorem 9.3. Let uk be a sequence of classical solutions on B1, with

sup
k

‖∇uk‖C0,1(B1) < ∞.

Then along a subsequence, uk → u ∈ C0,1 locally uniformly, (u, χ{u>0}) is a variational solution,

and for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ΣH(u),

α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

Moreover, either u ≡ 0 or χ{uk>0} → χ{u>0} in L1
loc(B1) and ∂{uk > 0} → ∂{u > 0} locally in B1

in Hausdorff topology. Most importantly, ∂{u > 0} is countably Hn−1-rectifiable, has locally in B1

finite Hn−1-measure, and

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 ΣH .

The hypothesis is satisfied, for example, for every sequence uk of classical solutions on B1+δ

with uk(0) = 0.

Proof. Take a subsequence along which uk → u locally uniformly and weakly in W 1,2, and so
∆uk → ∆u in the sense of distributions as k → ∞. The limit u must be Lipschitz continuous and
harmonic where positive. It is then straightforward to check that uk → u strongly in W 1,2

loc (B1) as
k → ∞:

ˆ

η|∇u|2 = −2

ˆ

u∇u · ∇η = lim
k→∞

−2

ˆ

uk∇uk · ∇η = lim

ˆ

η|∇uk|2

for any η ∈ C∞
c (B1). Using Lemma 3.3, we have that χ{uk>0} → χ in L1

loc(B1) as k → ∞ and a.e.
along a further subsequence, with χ ∈ {0, 1} almost everywhere. We may then pass (3.5) to the
limit, showing that (u, χ) is a variational solution.

By Theorem 8.6, (u, χ{u>0}) is also a variational solution, and unless u ≡ 0, χ{uk>0} → χ{u>0}

locally in L1. Moreover, for each x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, we have that x = limk→∞ xk for some xk ∈
∂{uk > 0}. Indeed, were this not true, for some δ we would either have uk = 0 on Bδ(x), in which
case u = 0 on Bδ(x) and x /∈ ∂{u > 0}, or uk > 0 on Bδ(x), in which case supBδ/2(x)

uk → 0 by

Harnack inequality and again x /∈ ∂{u > 0}. It remains to show that for any x = lim xk ∈ B1 with
xk ∈ ∂{uk > 0}, we have that x ∈ ∂{u > 0}. By uniform convergence of uk, u(x) = 0. On the other
hand, if x ∈ {u = 0}◦, then there is a ball Bδ(x) with u = 0 on it, and so from the L1-convergence of
χ{uk>0} we have |Bδ(x)∩{uk > 0}| → 0. For any η and large k, then, |Bδ/2(xk)∩{uk > 0}| < ηδn.
But from Lemma 9.2 (and Proposition 9.1) we have that |Bδ/2(xk) ∩ {uk > 0}| > c(n)δn, which is
a contradiction for sufficiently small η.

Take an x ∈ ΣH at which u(x+ry)

r
√

Hx(u;r)
→ α(n)|yn| as r → 0 (this happens at a.e. x ∈ ΣH by

Lemma 8.5). Applying Proposition 9.1 on Bδ(xk) for xk → x with uk(xk) = 0 and taking limits,
we have that for all δ small,

sup
Bδ(x)

|∇u| ≤ 1 + ω(δ).
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Then

lim sup
r→0

∥

∥

∥

∥

u(x+ r·)
r

∥

∥

∥

∥

C0,1(B1)

≤ 1,

so α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

The last statements follow from Theorem 8.7. �

Remark 9.4. An analogous compactness theorem can be proved for limits of arbitrary variational
solution uk (uniformly bounded in C0,1), except for the conclusion α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1. If the uk
are also viscosity solutions, then α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1 can be recovered using Lemma 8.5: at almost

every point x ∈ ΣH where α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) > 0, we have that u(x+ ry)/r → α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)|yn|
strongly in W 1,2 and locally uniformly. It follows that the limit function α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+)|yn| is
also a viscosity solution, and one can check this is only true if α(n)

√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1.

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

10. Application to a singular perturbation problem

Consider the singular perturbation problem

(10.29) ∆uǫ = βǫ(uǫ) in Ω,

where Ω is a bounded domain in Rn, ǫ > 0 and βǫ(s) =
1
ǫβ(

s
ǫ ). Here β is a Lipschitz continuous

function such that β > 0 in (0, 1), β ≡ 0 outside (0, 1) and
´ 1
0 β(s) ds = 1

2 . Note that we do not
assume that uǫ is a minimizer or a stable solution.

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

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

(10.30)
∆u = 0 in Ω \ ∂{u > 0},
u = 0, (u+ν )

2 − (u−ν )
2 = 1 on ∂{u > 0}.

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

However, uniformly bounded solutions may converge to limits exhibiting degenerate singular
free boundary points (see [25]).

In [24] the second author showed that, in a special case of the time-dependent problem treated
therein,

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2θ(x)Hn−1 Σ∗∗ + λ,

where λ is a measure supported on the degenerate singular set. However, the question whether
λ is nonzero and whether its support can be a large set has been an open problem since [24],
except for the case of two dimensions where David Jerison and the second author applied (see
[24, Introduction]) a result by Tom Wolff on the harmonic measure [26] to show that, under mild
assumptions to the set {u > 0}, λ is zero and the topological free boundary is contained in a set
of σ-finite length. In higher dimensions, the issue has been a challenge in view of examples of
extremely irregular harmonic measures such as [27, Example 3].
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Here we show the following, proving Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 10.1. Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B1. Then
each limit u as ǫ → 0 along a subsequence satisfies the following: (u, χ{u>0}) is a variational

solution, ∂{u > 0} is countably Hn−1-rectifiable, has locally in B1 finite Hn−1-measure, and

∆u = Hn−1 ∂∗{u > 0}+ 2α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+)Hn−1 ΣH ;

moreover, α(n)
√

Hx(u; 0+) ≤ 1 for Hn−1-a.e. x ∈ ΣH.

Remark 10.2. It follows that the harmonic measure of the set {u > 0} is supported on a countably
Hn−1-rectifiable set of locally finite Hn−1-measure. Under additional mild assumptions to the set
{u > 0} which ensure that a boundary Harnack inequality holds, this harmonic measure and the
Laplacian measure ∆u are comparable, ruling out even more pathological behaviors observed for
harmonic measure. For example, [27] constructs domains Ω with harmonic measure not absolutely
continuous with respect to Hn−1 Ω, while [28] does so even for domains with rectifiable boundaries
with locally finite Hn−1 measure.

The remark remains true for all variational solutions, including the limits of classical solutions
of the Bernoulli problem in Section 9.

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

Lemma 10.3 ([8]). Let (wǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a family of solutions to ∆wǫ = βǫ(wǫ) in a domain Ω ⊂ R
n

such that ||wǫ||L∞(Ω) ≤ C for some constant C. Let K ⊂ Ω be a compact set and let τ > 0 be such

that Bτ (x
0) ⊂ Ω for every x0 ∈ K. Then there exists a constant L = L(τ, C), such that

|∇wǫ(x)| ≤ L for x ∈ K.

Lemma 10.4 (see for example [25, Proposition 4.3]). Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family
of solutions of (10.29) on B1. There exist a sequence (uǫi)i∈N and a locally in B1 Lipschitz contin-
uous function u such that
1) uǫi → u locally uniformly in B1,

2) uǫi → u in W 1,2
loc (B1),

3) u is harmonic in B1 \ ∂{u > 0},
4) ∆uǫi → µ as measures on B1 as i → ∞; here µ is a locally finite non-negative measure supported
on the free boundary ∂{u > 0}.Therefore

∆u = µ in B1.

Let Bǫ(z) =
´ z
0 βǫ(s) ds and χǫ(x) = 2Bǫ(uǫ(x)). It follows that 0 ≤ χǫ(x) ≤ 1, and the uniform

Lipschitz estimate for uǫ implies the relative compactness of χǫ in L1
loc(B1):

Lemma 10.5 ([25, Proposition 4.4]). Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of

(10.29) on B1. Then (χǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) is precompact in L1(D) for each D ⊂⊂ B1.

Thus we may assume that χǫi(x) → χ(x) locally in L1 as i → ∞.

Lemma 10.6 ([25, Proposition 4.5]). Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of
(10.29) on B1 and let χ be the limit chosen above. Then χ(x) ∈ {0, 1} for a.e. x ∈ B1.

Lemma 10.7 ([25, Lemma 6.1]). Let w be a solution of

∆w = βǫ(w) in Ω ⊂ R
n and let χǫ(x) = 2Bǫ(w(x)).



38 DENNIS KRIVENTSOV AND GEORG S. WEISS

Then
ˆ

Ω

(

|∇w|2 divφ− 2∇wDφ∇w + χǫ div φ
)

dx = 0

for φ ∈ C1
c (Ω;R

n).

Theorem 10.8. Let (uǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a uniformly bounded family of solutions of (10.29) on B1, and
let u be the limit chosen above. Then (u, χ{u>0}) is a variational solution in B1.

Proof. By the strong convergence Lemma 10.4, (u, χ) is a variational solution in B1. But then the
result follows from Theorem 8.6. �
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