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GREEN’S FUNCTIONS ON MINIMAL SUBMANIFOLDS

YIFAN GUO

ABSTRACT. We show that for the Green’s function on an area-minimizing boundary,
it is bounded below universally by the Euclidean Green’s function. We also obtain
asymptotics of the Green’s function near the pole and infinity. These are done by
proving a C convergence of the Green’s functions under the convergence of area-
minimizing boundaries. For converging multiplicity 1 stationary varifolds, we have L
convergence of the Green’s functions, but there are examples of stationary varifolds
on which the lower bounds and asymptotics may fail. An application of the lower
bound will be given in [9].

1. INTRODUCTION

We are interested in behaviors of Green’s functions on minimal submanifolds with
singularities. To be specific, we are concerned with universal lower bounds, asymptotics
near the pole and infinity as well as convergence of Green’s functions under the conver-
gence of minimal submanifolds. We will be focusing on minimal submanifolds which
are area-minimizing boundaries. Convergence is also true for stationary varifolds in LP
sense but we don’t have lower bounds and asymptotics. We will discuss such examples.

To start off, Littman, Stampacchia and Weinberger [11I] showed that the Green’s
function of a uniformly elliptic operator on R"™ is bounded below and above by c|z —
y|>~™ where ¢ depends only on the dimension and the ellipticity constant. Our first
result generalizes the bounds to the Green’s function of Laplacian on area-minimizing
boundaries.

Theorem 1.1. Let n > 3, ¥ be an area-minimizing boundary in R™*' and G(z,y) be
its Green’s function. Then there exists ¢ = c¢(n) > 0 so that for all x # y € spt X, we
have

c(n)|z — y[*" < G(z,y) < |z — y|*".

n(n — 2)wy,
If equality holds in the second inequality at x # y then X is a hyperplane.

This lower bound can have possible applications in the study of minimal hypersur-
faces. Ome such application is given in [9] in which positive Jacobi fields are bounded
below by some multiple of Green’s function at infinity and hence it decays no faster
than |z|>7".

It is a well-known result of Cheng, Li and Yau [3] that the Green’s function of
minimal submanifolds M™ C R™* are bounded above by mm —y|> ™ i.e. the
Fuclidean Green’s function. They proved this by comparing the heat kernels on minimal
submanifolds with the heat kernel on R” and integrating the time variable. One can also
directly compare the Green’s functions on minimal submanifolds and R™. Using this
method the upper bound of Green’s functions can be generalized to stationary varifolds.
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For completeness, we include the details of the proof in Section Bland discuss the rigidity
case when equality holds. This is used in showing the existence and uniqueness of a
global Green’s function on stationary varifolds cf. Theorem

Another property of Green’s function that we are interested in is the behavior near
the pole and infinity. We are able to show that the Green’s function is asymptotically
conical, i.e. they behave like the Green’s function on the tangent cone. More precisely,
we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1.2. Let n > 3, ¥ be an area-minimizing boundary in R™*' and G(z,y) be
its Green’s function. Then we have for any x € spt X%

1
n(n — 2)w,0(%, x)

lim G(a,y)|y —=[""* =
y—x

and 1
I "=
‘y|1i>nooG(33,y)’y n(n — 2)w,0(%, 00)

where O(X, ) is the density of ¥ at x and O(X,00) is the density at infinity.

We remark that this theorem does not depend on uniqueness of tangent cones type
results since the Green’s function on a minimal hypercone with the pole at the vertex
only depends on the density of the cone at origin c¢f. Lemma 51l The assumption on
Y being an area-minimizing boundary is to guarantee the C“ estimates and hence we
can talk about the values of Green’s function at any point in spt >. In general, the
Green’s function is only continuous near regular points cf. Example [[.1]

We are also interested in convergence of Green’s functions under the convergence of
minimal submanifolds. In fact, both Theorem [Tl and Theorem are consequences
of the following convergence theorem.

Theorem 1.3. Let M;, M be integral stationary varifolds satisfying (3), (4)) and (3)
and denote the corresponding Green’s functions by G;, G. Assume that M; — M as
varifolds, and reg M; > x; — xg € reg M. Then we have Gi(x;,-) — G(xg,-) in L1

n

on compact subsets for 1 < q < 5 in the sense of Definition [2.8. Moreover, the
convergence is smooth in a meighborhood of a reqular point of M.

If M;, M are the associated wvarifolds of area-minimizing boundaries ¥;,%, then
Gi(xi,-) = G(xg,-) in C* on compact subsets away from xg and xo can be taken

as any point in spt 2.

Finally, we want to point out that there are parallel results for Green’s functions
on complete noncompact manifolds with nonnegative Ricci curvature and Euclidean
volume growth. In particular, Li and Yau [I2] showed that the Green’s functions of such
manifolds are globally bounded below and above by d(z, )?~", where the constants only
depend on the dimension and the volume growth rate. Using the frequency functions,
Colding and Minicozzi [4] proved that the Green’s functions of such manifolds are
asymptotic to md(az,y)2_” at infinity where © is the volume ratio at infinity.
In [5], Ding showed that if a sequence of Ricci non-negative manifolds converge in
Gromov-Hausdorff topology to a limit space, then the corresponding Green’s functions
converge. This also gives another proof of the result of Colding and Minicozzi [4] and
is the same approach that we adopt here.
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The outline of the rest of the paper is as follows. In section 2l we give some back-
grounds on Sobolev spaces and Poisson equations on stationary varifolds. In section
Bl we discuss the existence and uniqueness as well as some basic properties of Green’s
function on stationary varifolds. In section [, we show that the Green’s functions con-
verge under convergence of stationary varifolds. In section Bl we prove the asymptotics
of Green’s function near the pole and at infinity. In section [6, we prove the lower
bounds on of Green’s functions area-minimizing boundaries. In section [1l we discuss
some examples of minimal submanifolds where the Green’s function has no lower bound
or asymptotics.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Varifolds and currents. We recall some basic concepts about varifolds and cur-
rents in geometric measure theory cf. [6] and [16] . Let U C R"** be open. We consider
an integral rectifiable n-varifold M in U with its weight measure pj; and density func-
tion ©(M,z). Let f € C1(U). We denote the Euclidean gradient of f at x by Df(z)
and for x € spt M so that T, M exists, we denote the projection of D f(z) onto T, M
by Vf(x). We say that M is stationary if for any X € C}(U;R"**) we have

(1) / diVM XduM =0

U
where divyr X = Y1 (De, X, e;) with €;, ¢ = 1,...,n being an orthonormal basis of
T,M.

Let w,, be the volume of the n-dimensional unit ball, Br(z) denote the open ball in
R™*¥ of radius R centered at z and Br = Bgr(0). By the monotonicity formula for
stationary varifolds, the function

B
(2) T st (Br) is non-decreasing
Wy r™

and hence the limit
O(M,z) = lim s (Br)

r—0  wpr™
exists.
The regular set of M is defined as

reg M = {x € spt M : 3r > 0, spt M N B,(z) is a C' manifold}

and the singular set is the complement: sing M = spt M \ reg M.
We say that a varifold M has multiplicity 1 if

(3) O(M,z) =1 VzeregM.
We will also make the following assumptions on stationary varifolds for later reference:

(4) pr(sing M) =0
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(5) IV > 0s.t. py(Bi(x)) <V Vo € spt M.

Finally, an n-rectifiable current 3 in R"*! is called an area-minimizing boundary if
Y is area-minimizing and X = 9[U] for some U C R"*! open. Note that the associated
varifold of an area-minimizing boundary always satisfies ([3)), [@]) and (&)).

2.2. Sobolev spaces on varifolds. In [I3] 4], Menne discussed Sobolev spaces on
general varifolds in a thorough way. We recall the definitions and properties of Sobolev
spaces on varifolds in our setting.

Definition 2.1. Let 1 < p < 0o, U C R"* be open and M be an integral stationary
varifold in U. We say that a function f € LP (U,unr) is in WLP(M) if there exists
F e LY (U, pua; R"F) so that for any € > 0 and K C U compact, there is g € Lip(U)

loc

so that
1f = 9l e pns) + 1F = Dgll Lok pupg) < €
The Sobolev norm is defined as

I fllwreary = 1l e png) + IE N Le @ ar)-

The Sobolev space with zero boundary value VVO1 P(M) is the closure of Lipschitz
functions with compact support under the norm || - ||y 1.0 (ar)-

Remark 2.2. If M satisfies @) and f € VV;)f(M), then F(z) = Vf(z) for ppy-a.e.
x € reg M where V f is the weak derivative of f on reg M. This can be seen by taking
K to be supported in a small neighborhood of a regular point in Definition 21l Hence
in the sequel we let V f denote the F' in Definition 211

The Sobolev functions on varifolds share the same properties as those on Eulidean
spaces. We summarize those which are useful in later applications.

Proposition 2.3 (Menne [I3] Remark 5.6). Let M be an integral stationary varifold
in U satisfying (4]) and f,g € Wllof(M) forp € [1,00]. Then
(i) For any q € [1,00], 1/p+1/¢ =1 and h € Wllo’cq(M), we have fh € Wllocl(M)
and V(fh) = fVh+hVf.
(ii) For any h € CY(R), Liph < oo, we have ho f € Wllof(M) and V(ho f) =
W(f(@)Vf(z).
(iii) We have {f¥,f7|f[} € Wl(M). If f € WyP(M), then {f*.f7.|f]} €
Wy (M),
(i) V(f+9)=Vf+Vy.

For Sobolev functions, we have the integration by parts formula.
Proposition 2.4 (Menne [I3] Remark 8.27). Let M be an integral stationary varifold
in U satisfying (), X € CHU;R"™*) and f € W,21(M). Then

loc

/Vf'Xd,uM:—/fdiVMXduM.
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Theorem 2.5 (Michael-Simon [15]). Let M be an integral stationary n-varifold in
Usatisfying {{f)) with n > 2. Then for any f € Wol’p(M) with 1 < p < n, we have

HfHL"p/("fp)(U“u,]u) S C(n)HVfHLP(U,/”\/[)’
We also have Rellich compactness for Sobolev spaces on stationary varifolds.

Theorem 2.6 (Menne [I4] Theorem 7.11, 7.21). Let U C R"** be open and M be an
integral stationary n-varifold in U with n > 2. Then for any 1 < p < n, bounded subsets
in Wllof(M) (resp. Wol’p(M)) have compact closure in L] (U, par) (resp. LU, par))
where 1 < g < %.

We would like to extend the Rellich compactness theorem above to a sequence of
converging multiplicity 1 stationary varifolds. First we need a way to identify the

converging varifolds.

Lemma 2.7. Let U C R™* be a bounded open set, M;, M be integral stationary
varifolds in U so that M satisfies (3) and (4) and M; — M as varifolds. We define
Ss = {x € U : d(z,sing M) < 0}. For any i € N, there exist §; > 0 and 0;-Gromov-
Hausdorff approrimations ¢; : spt M — spt M; so that 6; — 0 as i — oo and ¢; :
spt M \ S5 — spt M; \ Ss is a smooth diffeomorphism so that for any 6 > 0 fized,

(Zsi‘spt M\Ss —id ’spt M\Ss smoothly.

Proof. By [16, Chapter 4 Theorem 7.5] we have spt M; — spt M locally in Hausdorff
distance. This implies that spt M; — spt M in Gromov-Hausdorff distance. Thus there
exists 0; — 0 and 9; Gromov-Hausdorff approximations ¢; : spt M — spt M;. Using
multiplicity 1 assumption and Allard regularity, we can take ¢; to be smooth on an
exhaustion of reg M which converges to the identity map in C* for any k. O

We introduce the notion of LP convergence of functions on a sequence of converging
stationary varifolds.

Definition 2.8 (Ding [5]). Let M;, M be integral stationary varifolds in U satisfying
@) and @) such that M; — M as varifolds. We say that functions f; € LP(U, ups,)
converge to f € LP(U,upr) in LP if for any € > 0, we can decompose f; = ¢; + h; so

that g; o ¢; — g in uniformly and limsup, . |7l £p () < €

Lemma 2.9 (Rellich compactness for converging varifolds). Let M;, M be integral
stationary varifolds in U so that M satisfies (3), {f) and (3) and M; — M as varifolds.
Suppose there is W C U open so that W is compact and sup; ”fi”Wl,p(Mi\_W) < C then
there exists a subsequence still denoted by f; and f € LYW, upr) so that f; — f in LY

np
f0r1§q<nTp.

Proof. Let 1 < ¢ < n”Tpp be fixed. Since sing M is closed, we can choose n € C°(U) be
such that 7 = 0 on sing M, 7 > 0 on W \ sing M, and sptn = W.

By Sard’s theorem, we choose ¢; — 0 so that M N 7~'(¢;) is smooth submanifold of
M and n~![e;, 00) N S, = 0.

Let E; = M.n"'[e;,00). Then E; is a smooth manifold with smooth boundary. By
Lemma 27 f; o ¢; is a WP function on E; that satisfies

| fi o dillwre(e,) < C.



6 YIFAN GUO

Let j be a fixed index. By Rellich compactness theorem for smooth manifolds with

smooth boundary, cf. [I], there is a subsequence still denoted by f; o ¢; converges

in LY(Ej,unm) to f € LI(E;, par). By diagonal method, there exist f € LI(W, uas)

and a subsequence f; o ¢; that converges to f in LY(Ej, ups) for any j. By Theorem
n

23] ”fi|’qu(W7M]\/Ii) < C for ¢ < ¢ < 5. Since {n~'[t,00)}s>0 is an exhaustion of

n
W\ sing M and pp (W) < oo by assumption (Bl), we have (W \ n71t, 00)) — 0 as
t — 0. Thus for any € > 0, as one takes j large and i > N(j)

-1 1—q/q’ a/d €
1 filaigs (B LaWipins,) < bag; (W \ 77 [€/2,00)) a/a ||fi||Lq/(W7HMZ—) <3

Applying Egorov theorem to f; o ¢;|g; we see that there is a subset of F; C Ej; so
that u(E; \ Fj) < € and f; o ¢; — f uniformly in Fj. Thus the decomposition f; =
filou(ry) + filar\gi(r;) satisfies Definition 228 This shows f; — f in L9. O

2.3. Poisson equations on stationary varifolds. We are going to discuss solutions
to the Poisson equations on stationary varifolds. Most of the results have the same
forms and follow from the same proofs as in the Euclidean space with some modi-
fications. We only indicate the necessary modifications and leave the details to the
readers.

Through out this section, U denotes an open set in R"** and M denotes an integral
stationary varifold in U. Let A denote the Laplace-Beltrami operator on reg M. We
say that function u € I/Vlif (M) solves the equation —Au = f on M if

(6) [ vu Vo = [ sodn vo e cz).

By Proposition 24 this can also be written as
[ utsiduas == [ fodun vo e cx).

We also say that —Awu < f on M if we have < sign in (@) for all nonnegative ¢ € C°(U).
For any v € WO1 2 (M), we define the energy as

1
BW) = / VulPduas + / Fudpng

Proposition 2.10 (Solution to the Dirichlet problem). Let M be an integral stationary
varifold in U satisfying (4)), (3). Then for any f € Lip(U) there exists a unique

u€ Wy(M) so that —Au= f on M and E(u) = min, 12, E(v).

Proof. The proof is to consider a minimizing sequence of the energy functional. We
need to use Theorem 2.5 and the assumption (Bl to show the energy is bounded below.
Using the compactness Theorem 2.9, we get a limit u. By lower semi-continuity of the
norm in the Hilbert space VVO1 ’2(M ), u is a minimizer and satisfies (@) by a variation
argument. Uniqueness follows from Theorem O

Let Jp : R — [0, 00) be defined as

 feeple? - )7 <1
Jolr) = { 0 |r]>1.
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We set J(z) = Jo(|z|) € C(B1) and Jc(z) = e " J(z/e). We choose ¢ so that

/ J(2)dH" () = 1.
BinR" x {0}

Lemma 2.11 (Weyl’s lemma). Let M be an integral stationary varifold in R"* sat-
isfying ), @) and v € L}, (M) satisfy

(7) / vAGdun =0 Yo € CO(RMY.

For 0 < e <1, we write

ve(x) = /Je(m —y)o(y)dun(y) Vo e RHE

Then we have
(i) ve € COO(R"M)
(ii) Dve(z) = [ DJe(x — y)o(y)dun (y)-
(i1i) As e —> 0, ve(z) = O(M,z)v(x) for pupr-a.e. x € reg M.
(iv) v € W) 2(M) is a solution to Av. = 0 in the sense of (@).

loc

(v) If v(z) — 0 as © — oo, then v = 0.

Proof. (i) and (ii) Since sup,, |D*J.(z — y)v(y)| < C(n,k,e€)|v(y)| for k > 0, by dom-
inated convergence we have D*v.(z) = [ DFJ.(z — y)v(y)dum(y) for any k. Thus
ve(x) € C®(R"FF).

(ili) Let zo € reg M and p > 0 be such that spt M N B,(zg) C reg M. We pull back
ve and v to R™ via a local chart on spt M N B,(xo) C reg M. Since we have uniform
control on the local chart, we have v, — ©v in L'(B,(z0)) by modifying the standard
mollifier theory cf. [7, Lemma 7.2]. Thus v.(z) — (M, z)v(x) for pp-a.e. z € reg M.

(iv) Let ¢ € C°(R™*) be arbitrary. Since v, € C®(R™*), we have v, € W,22(M).

loc
Then using (ii), Proposition 2.4] Fubini’s Theorem, and definition of v, we have

[ Veo)- Vowdun(e) = [[ T = po@dn ) - Vow)du @
= / Vde(z —y) - Vé(@)dpn (z)o(y)dpn (y)

/ AJe(x — y)p(x)dpnr (x)v(y)dpns (y)

/ AJ.(x — y)o(y)dun () d(@)dpn (x)

We see that v, € VVllocz( ) is a solution to Av, = 0.

(v) We have for any 0 > 0, there exists R > 2 so that for any |z| > R, |v(z)| < 4.
Then for 0 < € < 1, |z| > 2R we have

joe(x)] < / T — y)dpaa(y) < 66 g (Be(x)) < waV
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where in the last inequality we use the monotonicity (2)) and the assumption (&). We
apply Theorem 2.13] to v, to see that v. = 0. On the other hand, since v. — ©uv for
un-a.e. x € reg M by (iii), we have v = 0. O

Lemma 2.12 (Cacciopolli inequality). Let M be an integral stationary varifold in U.
Let u € Wllof(M) solve —Au = f in M for f € L*(U, upr). Then for any R > 0 such
that Bap(x) CC U, we have

1
/ \Vul*duy < C —2/ w?dpnr + RQ/ FPdpnr
Br(x) R Bar(x) Bar()

where C is an absolute constant.

Proof. We take ¢ = 1?u in (@) with ¢ € C2°(Bag(7)), 0 <1 <1 and ¢ =1 on Bg(z).
The conclusion follows from Holder’s inequality. O

Next, we need the a priori estimate for subsolutions to Poisson equations. This also
gives a weak maximum principle for subharmonic functions.

Theorem 2.13 (A priori estimate). Let M be an integral stationary varifold in U
satisfying (#). Let u € WYA(M) satisfy —Au < f for f € LI(U, upr) with ¢ > n/2.
We define supgy; u as the minimal | such that w —1 € W01’2(M). Then there exists
C =C(n,q, M) such that

sup u < supu’ + C|f || Lo pp)-

spt M oM
Proof. This theorem follows from the same argument as [7, Theorem 8.15 and 8.16].
In applying the argument, we are able to take the test functions due to Proposition

We also need to replace the Euclidean Sobolev inequality by the Michael-Simon
Sobolev inequality Theorem O

For general stationary varifolds, there is no universal Poincaré inequality and hence
Harnack inequality may not be true cf. Example [[.Il However, for area-minimizing
boundaries, Bombieri and Giusti [2] showed that Poincaré inequality holds and hence
we have the following Harnack inequality and C'“ estimates.

Theorem 2.14 (Bombieri-Giusti [2]). Let ¥ be an area-minimizing boundary in R™+!
and u be a solution to —Au = f on XLBpg with f € LY(Bg, pux) for ¢ >n/2 and u > 0.
Then there exists B = (n) € (0,1), C = C(n,q) so that

. 9_n
supu < C(inf u+ R™ « HfHLq(BR,uz))-
Bgr Bgr
Moreover, u is C* for a = a(n,q) € (0,1) and for any Q@ CC Bpg open, there exists
C =0C(n,q,d(Q2,0BR)) such that

lullca@) < Cllullz2(Brus) + 1l La(Br us))-
Here we take the o semi-norm using the extrinsic Fuclidean distance.

Proof. In [2], Bombieri and Giusti proved the Harnack inequality for the f = 0 case.
One can modify the proof following [7, Theorem 8.17 and Theorem 8.18] to show the
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Harnack inequality we have here. The necessary modifications are to use the Michael-
Simon Sobolev inequality and the Neumann type Sobolev inequality as well as the
abstract John-Nirenberg inequality developed in [2]. The C* estimates follows from
the same proof as in [7, Theorem 8.24] once we have the Harnack inequality. O

3. EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF GREEN’S FUNCTION

For the sake of completeness, we prove the existence and uniqueness of Green’s
function on stationary varifolds. The proof is the same as in Euclidean space except we
need to show a uniform upper bound on Dirichlet Green’s function. The key ingredient
is the following lemma. We define the function T' : R"** x R*"** — [0, oc] as

o y) = n(n —12)wn

This is the Green’s function when restricted to R x {0} C R"+*.

|z —y[*"

Lemma 3.1. Let M be a stationary varifold. Then for oll x,y € reg M we have

L (@ —y)*tP

AT (yy) = ———"—-—7—

L'(7,y) o 5 — g2
where (x — y)* is the projection of x —y to Ty M.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we take y = 0 and denote r = |z|. Let {e;}!' ; be an
orthonormal frame of T, M. Then Dr = r~'z and Vr = r~'2 . Hence using the mean
curvature is 0, we have

n
—nr~! 4 Zr‘l@L,Deiei) — |Vr|?
i=1

=nr—t —|Vr|%

Then

AP =2 — n)r' " (Ar 4+ (1 — n)r Y Vr|?)
(2 —n)nr (1 — |Vr|?)

(2 — n)nr " zt)2.

]
Theorem 3.2 (Dirichlet Green’s function). Let n > 3 and M be an integral stationary
varifold in R"** satisfying {)) and (3). Let R > 0 be fived. We write Q2 = M_Bg.
(i) There exists a unique function Gg : regQ X reg Q — [0, 00| satisfying: for any
x €regQ, r >0 we have

(8) Gr(z,) € WEA(QLB,(2)°) NWIP(Q) pe[l,—)

n—1
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and AyGr(z,y) = —0:(y) in the sense that for any ¢ € CX°(Bg),

(9) /Q V,Grlx.y) - Véu)du(y) = (x).

Moreover, the function Ggr has the following properties.
(ii) For any x € reg (), we have

Gr(z,y) = mr(m,y)(l +0(1)) asy — .
(iii) For any xz,y € reg )
1
(10) Gr(z,y) < mr(%y)-

Proof. (i) Let x € reg M and p > 0 be small so that spt M N B3,(x) C reg MNBg. Let g
be the Dirichlet Green’s function of the smooth manifold with boundary spt M N Bs,(x).
The existence of such function is standard e.g. one can repeat the argument in [8]
Theorem 1.1]. Since M has multiplicity ©(M, ) near x, we have gy = O(M,z) lg
satisfies

Ago=— 0, MLBs,(x)
{ go =0 on 9Bs,(x).
Let x € C°(Byy(x)) be such that x =1 on B,(x) and 0 < x < 1. We define
(11) Go = X9o-
By the construction in [8], we know that Gy € C*°(spt Mﬂng(:E)\{x})ﬂWOl’p(M\_ng(x))
for p € [1,-2=). By Proposition 2I0] let h € W01’2(Q) be the solution to

' n—1

(12) Ah =—goAx —2Vgy - Vx.

We define G = G+ h. Since h € Wol’2(Q), we have G € W2(Q\ B,(z))N Wol’p(Q) for
any 7 > 0 and p € [1, ) which is (§). () and ([I2) show that G = G¢ + h satisfies
@.

In order to show that G > 0, we first show that the function G constructed above
satisfies (ii). By Theorem 2I3] h is uniformly bounded near x. Since g = ©(M, x)go
is the Dirichlet Green’s function on the “multiplicity 1”7 manifold spt M N Bs,(z), g(y)
is asymptotic to I'(z,y) as y — x. This proves (ii) for the constructed G.

Applying Theorem 23] to supyp, () G — G on Q\ By(x) for 7 small enough and
letting » — 0, we have info G(z,-) > 0. This finishes the existence part.

For uniqueness, suppose G1, G are 2 functions satisfying (8) and [@)). Fix = € reg ().
By @), Gi(z,-) — Ga(z,-) is harmonic near . Since x € reg M, by elliptic regularity
Gi(z,-) — Go(z,-) is smooth in B,(z) for r small . Thus G1(z, ) — Ga(x,-) € Wol’z(Q).
Since G1(z,-) — Ga(x, ) is harmonic, by Theorem 213 we have G1(x,-) — Ga(x,-) = 0.

The uniqueness also proves (ii).

(iii) By (ii), for any = € reg (2, there exists an increasing positive function r(e) satis-
fying lim¢_,o r(¢) = 0 so that for ¢ > 0 small enough, we have Gr(z,y) < mfg,x(y)
in B, (v) where

Teo(y) =D(x,y) + ez —y[>
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In view of LemmalB.1] we have AT'. , < 0. By Theorem[2TI3] we have Gr(z,y) < T .(y)

in Q\ B, (r). Letting ¢ — 0, we get (I0). O

Theorem 3.3. Let n > 3 and M be an integral stationary varifold in R™* satisfying
{4) and (3).
(i) There exists a unique function G : reg M x reg M — [0, 00] satisfying: for any
xereg M, r >0 we have

(13) Glr.) € Wigd (MoB,(2)) N Wigh (M) p € [L ——),
(14) G(z,y) >0 asy— oo,

and A,G(z,y) = —6, in the sense that for any ¢ € C°(R"HF)
(15) [ 9uG0) - Vo) = ola).

Moreover, the function G has the following properties.
(i) For any x,y € reg M
1
16 G < _——T .
(16) (@) < 5y
If equality holds at x,y € reg M, x # y, theny € T, M and T, M is a multiplicity
O©(M, z) plane contained in M.
(i1i) G(x,y) = G(y,x) for all x,y € reg M.
(iv) Let u € VVllof(M) be a solution to

{—Au =f M

u—0 |z|] = o0

where f € L®(R™*) and spt f is compact. Then

u(z) = /G(:v,y)f(y)duM(y)
for upr-a.e. x € reg M.

Proof. (i) We first show the existence. Let = € reg M be fixed. By Theorem [B.2] for
each R > 0, there exists Dirichlet Green’s function G on MLBg(x) and Gr = Go+hg
where Gy is as in ([0J) and hp is as in (I2)). By Theorem B2 hr(y) < O(M,z) 'T'(z,y)
for [z —y| > 2p. Let i € N be fixed. By Theorem 2.I3| ||hg|r=(B,=) < C(n,i).
By Lemma 212 we have |[hr|lw12(m By2) < C(n,4). By Theorem and weak
compactness of the Hilbert spaces WH2(M_B;(z)) and taking diagonal subsequence,
there exists R; — oo and h € VV;E(M), so that hp, — h in L?*(B;(z)) and weakly
in W2(B;(z)) for every i € N. Since both Gy and h satisfy ([3)), we see that G
satisfies ([I3]). By weak convergence, h satisfies the equation ([I2)). Since G = Gy + h,
we know that G satisfies the equation AG = —¢ in the sense of (I3]). By equation (I2])
and elliptic estimates, hg, — h smoothly near a regular point. Hence in view of (@),
Gpr — G almost everywhere. Since G satisfies (I0)) for each R, we see that G satisfies

(I6) and hence (I4).
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For uniqueness, suppose G1, G5 are 2 functions satisfying (I3]), (I4]) and ([I&). Fix
x € reg M. (IB) shows that Gi(z, ) — Ga(z,-) is harmonic. Since = € reg M, elliptic
regularity shows that Gp(z,-) — Ga(x,-) is smooth in B,(z) for r small. Hence (I3)
implies G — G2 € Wllof(M) Applying Theorem 213 to Gi(x,-) — Ga(x,-) on Br(x)
and let R — oo, we get G(z,-) — Ga(x,-) = 0 using (I4).

(ii) Since G = lim;_,o, Gr; and each G, satisfies ([0}, we see that G satisfies (0]

Now suppose there are x # y € reg M so that the equality in (IG) holds. We set

1
w(z) = mf(x,z) — G(z, 2).

Then we have w > 0 and w(y) = 0. By Lemma 3.1l we have Aw < 0 in Br(z) \ B,(z)
for p < |z —y| < R. Since y is a regular point, we apply the classical strong maximum

principle of superharmonic functions to get w = 0 in a neighborhood W of y in reg M.
By Lemma B1]

1 J@—2)*P 1 .
wn@(M,x) ‘x _ Z‘n+2 A@(M,.Z’) (337 Z) G($, Z) 0 inW.

Thus (z—2)* = 0 for all z € W. Integrating this equation implies that W is open in the
n-dimensional cone C(W) = {z+r(z—z) : z € W,r € Ry}. Since W is minimal, C (W)
is also minimal and W C C (W) Nreg M. By analyticity of minimal submanifolds, we
have C(W) C spt M. Since C(W) is a cone with its vertex at x € reg M, we must
have C(W) is flat. Thus C(W) C T, M. By analyticity again, T, M C spt M. Since
G(z,z) = mf(:n, z) for all z € T, M Nreg M, we have T,, M is a multiplicity © (M, z)
plane contained in M.

(iii) Let ¢, € C°(R™). Let R be large such that spt¢ Usptt C Br. We write

Q) = M_Bpg. For any x € reg (), we have

/ G, y)dut (y) < C(n) / ey " dprs () < C(n) / e~y "dprs(y) < Cln, M, R)
Q Q B

2R ()

where we use (ii) in the first inequality and Exercise 4.5 of [16] in the last inequality.
Then we have

//B ., G(z,y)dun (x)dun (y) < C(n, M, R)ur(Br) < oo.

Thus for any f € L*°(Bg, i), fBR G(z,y)f(z)dun (z) € LY(Q). Taking X = ¢D1p —
D¢ in (), using ([I5)) and Fubini’s theorem, we get

/ A(y)b(y)dpanr () = / Ap()(x)dpas (z)
_ / Ag(x) / G, ) AN () dpns () dpan ()
—— [ 26w [ Gl Ao@dune)dun)



GREEN’S FUNCTIONS ON MINIMAL SUBMANIFOLDS 13

We denote v(z) = ¢(z) + [ G(y, x)A¢(y)dun (y). Then v(z) € L}, (M). Since ¢ has
compact support and by (ii)
[ Gtrnastiduntn| < ClAolpla? " forle] > 28,

we have |v(z)] < Clz|>~™ for |z| > 2R. Hence by Lemma ZII we have v(z) =
z) + [ Gy, 2)A¢(y)dun (y) = 0 for pp-ae. x € reg M.
Now, (I&]) and Proposition 2.4 imply

/G Y, ©)Ad(y)dpn (y /G:v Y)Ad(y)dpn (y) for pa-a.e. x € reg M.

Applying Lemma 2 ITto G(x,-) — G(+,x), we have G(z,y) = G(y,x) for pup-a.e. x,y €
reg M. Since G is smooth on reg M, we have G(z,y) = G(y,x) for all z,y € reg M.
(iv) Let ¢ € C°(R™**). By Fubini’s Theorem, (iv), @) and that —Au = f, we have

/A¢ /ny ) dpins (v)dpin ()
- / f(w) / G, y) Ab(@)dpar (x)djunt (1)

/f y)dp (y)
— [ Bota)ute)di o)

Applying Lemma 21T to v(z) = w(z) — [ G(z,y)f(y)dpm(y), we obtain for pps-a.e.
x eregM

/Gwy y)dpnr (y)-
O

To end this section, we record for later reference, a simple lemma on the Green’s
function of the union of 2 stationary varifolds.

Lemma 3.4. Let My, My be integral stationary varifolds satisfying (3), {{]) and (3)
and G1,Gy be the corresponding Green’s function. Then the Green’s function G on
M = My 4+ Ms as a varifold is

Gl(x7y) $7y€regM1\SptM2

G(z,y) = { Ga(z,y) z,y € reg My \ spt My

0 x € reg My \ spt Ma,y € reg My \ spt My
Proof. The function G defined as in the Lemma satisfies (I3)) (I4]) and (I5). Thus by
uniqueness of Green’s function Theorem [B3] this is the Green’s function on M. O

4. CONVERGENCE OF GREEN’S FUNCTION

In this section, we prove convergence of Green’s function under convergence of min-
imal submanifolds.
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Theorem 4.1. Let M;, M be integral stationary varifolds satisfying (3), (4)) and (3)
and denote the corresponding Green’s functions by G;, G. Assume that M; — M as
varifolds, and reg M; > x; — x¢ € reg M. Then we have Gi(x;,-) — G(xg,-) in L7
on compact subsets for 1 < q < "5 in the sense of Definition [2.8 Moreover, the
convergence is smooth in a neighborhood of a reqular point of M.

If M;, M are the associated wvarifolds of area-minimizing boundaries ¥;,%, then
Gi(xi,-) = G(xg,-) in C* on compact subsets away from xg and xo can be taken

as any point in spt 2.

Proof. Since M; — M as multiplicity 1 varifolds and reg M; > z; — x¢ € reg M, by
Allard’s regularity, there exists p > 0 so that spt M; N Bs,(x;) — spt M N Bs,(xo)
smoothly. We choose x € C2°(Ba,(z0)) such that 0 < x <1 and x =1 on B,(zo).
By uniqueness of Green’s function Theorem B3] we can decompose G;(z;, ) = Go i+
h; where Go; = xg; with g; the Dirichlet Green’s function on spt M; N Bs,(z;) and h;
satisfies
Ahi = —giAx —2Vg; - Vx M;
{O < hi(z) <T(z,z;) |z — x| > 2p.

By smooth convergence of M; near x, we have Go; — Gp smoothly on compact sets
away from z¢ and strongly in L? for 1 < ¢ < %5 where Gy = xg and g is the
Dirichlet Green’s function of spt M N Bs,(xp). On the other hand, let R > 0 be
fixed. By Theorem RT3l we have [|h;||ro(By(z;)) < C(n, R) and by Lemma 212 we
have [[hillw12(v, Br(z)) < C(n, R). By Rellich compactness Lemma 2.9} there is a
subsequence {i;} so that h;;, — he strongly in L? on Bg(wg) for any R > 0 and

1 < ¢ < 5. Hence ho € L (pr) satisfies for any ¢ € C2°(R"F)

loc

/ hoo Agdpn = — / P(gAX +2Vg - Vx)dpns-

Since each h; satisfies an elliptic equation, h;; converges to ho, smoothly near a regular
point by elliptic estimates. Thus 0 < ho(z) < T'(z,x0) for |z — x| > 2p. Let G be
the Green’s function on M and define h = G(xg,-) — Go € VVllocz(M) Then h satisfies
equation (I2) and decay (I4]). Defining v(x) = h(z) — hoo(z) we see that v satisfies the
condition for Lemma B.TT] (v). Hence v = 0 i.e. hoo = h. Thus G, (z;;,-) = Goi; + hy;
converges to G(zg,-) = Go + h in L? and smoothly near regular points.

By the same argument as above, for any subsequence of h; there is a further sub-
sequence that converge to some h' and Gg + h’ is the Green’s function on M. Thus
Gi(x;,-) — G(zg, ) without taking subsequences.

If M;, M are area-minimizing boundary, then we have [|h;||ce(By(2,)) < C(n, R) by
Theorem 2.14] and Arzela-Ascoli implies that h; converge to h subsequentially in C'®.
The conclusion follows from the fact that Gp; converge to Gy smoothly away from
xZQ. ]

5. ASYMPTOTICS FOR GREEN’S FUNCTION ON AREA-MINIMIZING BOUNDARIES

In this section, we are going to derive the asymptotics of Green’s function on area-
minimizing boundaries.
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Lemma 5.1. Let C' be an integral stationary varifold satisfying {4]) (3) which is also
a cone. Then the Green’s function on C' has a canonical extension to 0 given by

1
GOy = e

Proof. We show that —AG(0,-) = Jp. Consider the polar coordinate x = rw on C
where r = |z| and w = a7 We have Ag = 6%25 +n10 L AL where L =C N S™ is

‘2—71

r Or
the link of the cone. Thus we have

2—n n —1 8(10 n—1
/ Ap = / / 87‘2 B + Am@)(rw) dwdr
op
_ 2—n_ n—1-7% -n
_/L/O r 8T’(T ar)de“+/0 r /LALgpdwdr
R 2—n
—// ar—r"_la—(pdrdw
or
=(n —2) // a(pdrdw

=(2 = n)[Llp(0)
The conclusion follows form |L| = n@(C, 0). O

Theorem 5.2. Let n > 3, ¥ be an area-minimizing boundary in R"*' and G(z,y) be
its Green’s function. Then for any x € spt > , we have
1

n(n — 2)w,0(%, x)

lim G(z,y)ly —|"~* =
Yy—x

and )
lim G —z|" 2% = .
\y|1i>n (@, )ly — 2l n(n — 2)w,O(%, co)
Proof. Let y; € ¥ be such that y; — x. We set \; = |y;—x|. Consider ¥; = \;(X—x) and

Yi = éz:g. Let G; be the Green’s function of ¥;. Then G;(0, ;) = G(x,y;)|y; — =" 2.

Since ¥J; are area-minimizing boundary and \; — 0, there exist a subsequence {i'}, an
oriented boundary area-minimizing cone C and y € spt C'N S™ so that ¥y — C and
Ui — y. By Theorem [ and Lemma 5.1l we have G;(0,3;) — G(0,y) =
This yield the first limit.

The second limit follows from the same argument with blowing up replaced by blow-
ing down. We omit the details. O

1
n(n—2)wnO(C,0)"

6. LOWER BOUNDS OF GREEN’S FUNCTIONS ON AREA-MINIMIZING BOUNDARIES

In this section, we prove the following lower bounds of Green’s functions on area-
minimizing boundaries. We also discuss slightly the upper bound in this case.

Theorem 6.1. Let n > 3, ¥ be an area-minimizing boundary in R"*' and G(z,y) be
its Green’s function. Then there exists ¢ = ¢(n) > 0 so that for all x # y € spt X, we
have

c(n)le -y~ < G(a,y) <
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If equality holds in the second inequality at x # y then X is a hyperplane.

Proof. Suppose no such ¢(n) > 0 exists. Then for each ¢ € N, there exist an area-
minimizing boundary ¥; and z;,y; € sptY; so that Gy(w;,y;) < i '|o; — y|>". We
consider 3; = Ai(2; — x;) where \; = |z; — y;|. Then the Green’s function of PP
satisfies G;(0, ;) < i~ where ; = ‘Zz:z‘ Since {%;} is a sequence of area-minimizing
boundary, there exists a subsequence of i, some area-minimizing boundary ¥ and y €
¥ N S™ so that ¥; — ¥ and §; — y. By Theorem EIl, we have G;(0,-) — G(0,-) in
C*(K) for any K C ¥\ {0}. In particular, G;(0,%;) — G(0,y). Since G;(0,7;) < i~ ',
we have G(0,y) = 0. However, by Harnack inequality Theorem T4l this implies
G(0,-) =0 on X\ {0}, a contradiction.

The upper bound follows from (I6) of Theorem and the C® continuity of Green’s
function.

To show the rigidity of the upper bound, we again consider the function w(z) =
mlaz — 2> — G(w,2). This function is superharmonic by Lemma Bl By
Theorem 2.14] we have w = 0. Then by Theorem [5.2] we have ©(X,00) = 1 and ¥ is
R™. ]

7. EXAMPLES AND REMARKS

In this section, we discuss some examples of Green’s functions on minimal subman-
ifolds to see that the conditions in our main theorems are necessary.

7.1. Green’s functions are only continuous on the regular part in general.
In our existence and uniqueness theorem for Green’s functions i.e. Theorem and
Theorem B3] the Green’s function are defined purely on reg M (hence almost every-
where by assumption (). The following example shows that the Green’s function is
in general not continuous at singular points.

Example 7.1. Let P; U P, be unions of 2 distinct n-planes through 0 in R™** for
some k > 1. Since P; U P, is a minimal cone, we can apply Lemma [5.1] to see that
mm%" is the natural extension of Green’s function on P; U P, to 0. This is
not continuous as we fix y away from P; N P, and vary x near 0 since by Lemma 3.4]

1

G(z,y) = n(n — 2)wy,
0 otherwise.

lz—y|*™"  zye P \Porz,yc P\ P

For area minimizing boundaries, such singularities are ruled out by the Harnack in-
equality 214l The lack of Harnack inequality in high codimension also lead to the
failure of lower bound at infinity c.f. Remark [7.41

7.2. Convergence of Green’s function fails under convergence with high mul-
tiplicity. In Theorem 1] we require M to have multiplicity 1 in order to get the
convergence of Green’s functions. In the following example, the Green’s functions do
not converge under the simplest convergence with high multiplicity without singularity
forming.
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Example 7.2. Let M, be the union of 2 parallel planes {x,,+1 = 0} U{z,+1 = €} in
R™*! for € € (0,1). Then as € — 0, we haveM, — M where M is the plane {z,+1 = 0}
with multiplicity 2. By Lemma [B.4] the Green’s function on M, is

1
Ge(z,y) = { n(n—2)wy
0 otherwise.

"T - y’2—n T,y € {xn-i-l = 0} or x,y € {xn—i-l = 6}

In view of Lemma 5.1l the Green’s function on M is
1
2n(n — 2)wy,

Therefore, GG, does not converge to G.

G(z,y) = |z —y>

7.3. Lower bounds only hold for codimension 1 area minimizers. The lower
bounds for Green’s function in Theorem are restricted to area-minimizing bound-
aries which are codimension 1 multiplicity 1 area minimizers. We show by the following
example that lower bounds for Green’s function is not true for high codimension area
minimizers.

Example 7.3. Let ¥ be the Lawlor’s neck constructed in [I0]. For our purpose, we
only need to know that ¥ is a connected smooth special Lagrangian submanifold in
R?" and in particular an area-minimizing n-dimensional submanifold. The tangent
cone at infinity of ¥ is the union of two n-planes P; U P> which intersects only at 0.
By Lemma B3], the Green’s function G4, on P; U P, satisfies

(17) Goo(z,y)=0forz € P\ Poand y € P, \ Py.

In fact, this shows that G5 does not have a lower bound as in Theorem [6.1] but we
would like to have an example that is more nontrivial. We fix a pair of x,y € P U P
as in (IT). Let G be the Green’s function on ¥. Since R%E — PLUP, for R; — oo, we

choose z;,y; € R%_E be such that z; — = and y; — y. Then by Theorem Il we have
R?_zG(Rixi,Riyi) = Gi(zi,y;) = Goo(z,y) = 0. Thus the lower bound in Theorem
does not hold for X.

Remark 7.4. The failure of the lower bounds in Theorem in high codimension
is due to the lack of Harnack inequality. When the Harnack inequality is true for all
rescaling limits of a submanifold and the limits are multiplicity 1, the same argument
as in Theorem works and we should have a lower bound for the Green’s function
where the constant depends on the submanifold.
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