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RIGIDITY RESULTS FOR A TRIPLE JUNCTION SOLUTION OF

ALLEN-CAHN SYSTEM

ZHIYUAN GENG

Abstract. For the two dimensional Allen-Cahn system with a triple-well potential, previous re-
sults established the existence of a minimizing solution u : R2

→ R
2 with a triple junction structure

at infinity. We show that along each of three sharp interfaces, u is asymptotically invariant in the
direction of the interface and can be well-approximated by the 1D heteroclinic connections between
two phases. Consequently, the diffuse interface is located in an O(1) neighborhood of the sharp
interface, and becomes nearly flat at infinity. This generalizes all the results for the triple junction
solution with symmetry hypotheses to the non-symmetric case. The proof relies on refined sharp
energy lower and upper bounds, alongside a precise estimate of the diffuse interface location.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we investigate the bounded entire solution of the system

(1.1) ∆u−Wu(u) = 0, u : R2 → R
2,

which is minimizing on compact sets the associated Allen-Cahn energy:

E(u,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dx.

Specifically for W we assume

(H1). W ∈ C2(R2; [0,+∞)), {z : W (z) = 0} = {a1, a2, a3}, Wu(u) · u > 0 if |u| > M and

c2|ξ2| ≥ ξTWuu(ai)ξ ≥ c1|ξ|2, i = 1, 2, 3.

for some positive constants c1 < c2 depending on W .
(H2). For i 6= j, i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, there exists a unique (up to translation) minimizing heteroclinic

connection Uij ∈ W 1,2(R,R2) that minimizes the one dimensional energy functional

J(U) :=

ˆ

R

(

1

2
|U ′|2 +W (U)

)

dη, lim
η→−∞

U(η) = ai, lim
η→+∞

U(η) = aj.

The connection Uij is non-degenerate in the sense that 0 is a simple eigenvalue of the
operator T : W 2,2(R,R2) → L2(R,R2):

(1.2) T ϕ := −ϕ′′ +Wuu(Uij)ϕ.

Let σij denote the minimal energy J(Uij). Assume

(1.3) σij ≡ σ, ∀i 6= j ∈ {1, 2, 3}.
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2 RIGIDITY OF TRIPLE JUNCTION

The minimizing solution we seek for is a diffuse analogue of the planar minimizing partition. Let
Ω (could be the whole R

2) denote a two dimensional domain. A partition P = {P1, P2, P3} of Ω is
called a locally minimizing partition of Ω, if for any compact set K ⊂ Ω,

E0({P1, P2, P3},K) ≤ E0({A1, A2, A3},K),

where E0(·) denotes the functional

(1.4) E0({D1,D2,D3},K) :=
∑

1≤i<j≤3

σH1(∂∗Di ∩ ∂∗Dj ∩K),

and A = {Ai}3i=1 is any 3–partition of Ω such that P (Ω \ K) = A (Ω \ K). Here ∂∗

refers to the reduced boundary of a set of finite perimeter. Analogously, for any function v ∈
BVloc(R

2, {a1, a2, a3}), we can define the energy functional

(1.5) E∗
0(v,K) := E0({v−1(ai)}3i=1,K).

v is called a minimizing partition map on Ω if v minimizes E∗
0(·,K) for any K ⋐ Ω.

In particular, when Ω = R
2, we consider the following minimizing 3-partition of R2,

P := {D1,D2,D3},

Di := {(r cos θ, r sin θ) : r ∈ (0,∞), θ ∈ (
2(i − 1)π

3
,
2iπ

3
)}, i = 1, 2, 3,

(1.6)

which is a partition of the plane into three sectors centered at the origin with opening angles of 2π
3 .

The sharp interface that separates these sub-domains is denoted by

∂P := ∂D1 ∪ ∂D2 ∪ ∂D3.

The triple junction map is defined by

(1.7) uP := a1χD1
+ a2χD2

+ a3χD3
,

where χΩ represents the characteristic function of domain Ω. The minimality of P and uP defined
above is related to the Steiner point of triangle in classical Euclidean geometry.

Here is our main result.

Theorem 1.1. Let u : R2 → R
2 be a minimizing entire solution of (1.1) with a triple junction

structure at infinity, i.e.

(1.8) u(Rz)
L1
loc−−→ uP as R → ∞.

For any i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, let eij denote the unit vector representing the direction of ∂Di ∩ ∂Dj and

e⊥ij as its orthogonal unit vector. Then there exists a constant hij , such that

(1.9) lim
x→+∞

‖u(xeij + ye⊥ij)− Uij(y − hij)‖C2,α(R;R2) = 0, ∀α ∈ (0, 1).

Furthermore, the following pointwise estimate holds:

(1.10) |u(z) − ai| ≤ Ce−k dist(z,∂P), for z ∈ Di,

where the positive constants C, k depend only on W and u.

Remark 1.1. We consider the case where all σij are equal for simplicity. The result can be extended
to the general σij case without significant technical difficulty.
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Remark 1.2. By [29, Proposition 4.3] and [21, Theorem 1.2], the condition (1.8) can be relaxed to
the following: there exists a point z ∈ R

2 such that

dist(u(z),Λ) > 0,

where Λ = U12(R) ∪ U23(R) ∪ U31(R) denotes the closure of three heteroclinic connections. This
remarkably weak condition is sufficient to establish (1.8).

In the scalar case of (1.1), where u : RN → R and W (u) has only two energy wells u = ±1, the
solutions are closely connected to the minimal surface theory, leading to the famous conjecture of De
Giorgi [11]. The conjecture proposes that in dimension N ≤ 8, any entire solution (not necessarily
minimizing) that is monotonic in one variable only depends on that variable, meaning that all level
sets are parallel hyperplanes orthogonal to the direction of monotonicity. There are many deep
results contributing to the understanding of De Giorgi’s conjecture and the relationship between
Allen-Cahn equation and minimal surfaces, see for example [6, 14, 22, 30, 36, 12, 13, 23, 26, 28]
and the expository papers [31, 10] for a detailed account.

In the vector-valued case, minimizing solutions are related to minimal partitions. The conver-
gence of the vector-valued Allen-Cahn system to a minimal partition problem can be established
by the Γ-convergence technique, see [7, 34, 16, 20] for further details. For the two dimensional
case, recent developments have provided significant insights into the geometric and analytic de-
scription of fine structures of the minimizing Allen-Cahn solutions. Bethuel [8] discovered a new
monotonicity formula and successfully generalized many results on the regularity of interfaces from
the scalar case to the vectorial case. Fusco [19] studied the connectivity of the diffuse interface and
showed the existence of a connected network with a well-defined structure that separates all phases.
Alikakos and Fusco [3] investigated two examples with carefully designed Dirichlet boundary data,
where a sharp lower bound for the energy minimizer could be derived, which in turn yielded precise
pointwise estimates.

As for the triple junction solution on R
2, the first existence result was due to Bronsard, Gui

and Schatzman [9], where an entire solution to (1.1) was constructed in the equivariant class of
the reflection group G corresponding to the symmetries of the equilateral triangle. The triple-
well potential is also assumed invariant under G. The solution is obtained as a minimizer in the
equivariant class u(gx) = gu(x), g ∈ G, hence is not necessarily stable under general perturbations.
The result was later extended to the three dimensional case by Gui and Schatzman [25]. More
recently, Fusco [18] established the result of [9] in the equivariant class of the rotation subgroup of
G only, thus eliminating the two reflections. For a more detailed discussion, we refer to the book
[4] and the references therein.

On bounded domains, several constructions of triple junction solutions without symmetry as-
sumptions have been established. For instance, Sternberg and Ziemer [35] constructed solutions
on clover-shaped domains in R

2 using Γ-convergence; while Flores, Padilla, and Tonegawa [15]
extended the construction to more general domains via a mountain pass argument. Regarding
entire solutions without symmetry assumptions, Schatzman [32] demonstrated the existence of a
2D solution connecting two heteroclinic connections for a double-well potential. Her result was
later revisited in [17, 27, 33].

Recently, Alikakos and the author [5], and Sandier and Sternberg [29], independently established
the existence of an entire minimizing solution, characterized by a triple junction structure at infinity
without imposing symmetry assumptions. Using distinct methods, both studies obtained compa-
rable results saying that along a subsequence Rk → ∞, the rescaled function uRk

(z) := u(Rkz)
converges in L1

loc(R
2) to a triple junction map uP of the form (1.7). Following these two works, the

author [21] showed the uniqueness of the blow-down limit uP , thus establishing that u(Rz) → uP
in L1

loc as R → ∞. These results will be discussed in more detail later in Section 2.
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A noteworthy byproduct of [29] is the first vectorial analogue of the De Giorgi’s conjecture
for 2D minimizing Allen-Cahn solutions of two phases. It states that if the blow-down limit of
u consists of only two phases a1 and a2, separated by a straight line, then u must be invariant
along the direction of this line. This result follows from sharp energy lower and upper bounds,
which force the directional derivative of u along the interface to be negligible, thereby ensuring the
flatness of the interface. However, the same argument does not apply to the triple junction solution
due to the lack of a sharp lower bound. The current paper addresses this challenge. Theorem
1.1 establishes that the diffuse interface defined in (3.18) forms a strip of width O(1), which is
asymptotically flat at infinity, and that u is nearly an one-dimensional solution along the interface.
This result generalizes the complete results of [9] to the non-symmetric setting, as well as confirms
a De Giorgi-type conjecture for Allen Cahn solutions with triple phases.

We now outline some key steps in the proof of Theorem 1.1. We start with the minimizing entire
solution constructed in [29] and [5], which satisfies condition (1.8) for the partition P defined in
(1.6). Moreover, as shown in [21], the intersection of the diffuse interface Γδ := {z : min

i=1,2,3
|u(z) −

ai| ≥ δ} with BR is contained in an O(Rβ) neighborhood of the sharp interface ∂P, for some
β ∈ (12 , 1). Outside this O(Rβ) neighborhood, the distance of u(z) to ai is controlled by the
estimate

|u(z) − ai| ≤ Ce−k(dist(z,∂P)−CRβ), z ∈ BR ∩Di ∩ {dist(z, ∂P) > CRβ}.
This exponential decay implies that on any large circle ∂BR, the restriction u|∂BR

approaches
three phases respectively. Thus there must be at least three phase transitions along ∂BR, which
contribute a minimal energy of 3σ in the tangential direction. Integrating with the radius R yields
the sharp energy bound

(1.11) 3σR − C ≤
ˆ

BR

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≤ 3σR + C,

as established in Lemma 3.3. From this energy bound, one can update the power β, which measures
the closeness of Γδ to ∂P, to 1

2 .
Since the tangential deformation and the potential take most of the energy, the radial deformation

is relatively small:
ˆ

R2

|∂ru|2 dxdy < ∞.

Assume the a1-a3 interface lies along the positive x-axis. Through technical arguments, it follows
that

(1.12)

ˆ

{x>0}
|∂xu|2 dxdy < ∞.

For most x > 0, the vertical slice lx := {(x, y) : y ∈ R} connects a3 to a1 from (x,−∞) to (x,∞),
with an energy close to σ. By [32], this implies that u|lx is close to the heteroclinic connection U31

in the H1 norm. Let h(x) denotes the optimal translation of U31 such that the L2 distance between
u(x, ·) and U31(· − h(x)) is minimized. As shown in [32], h(x) is a C2 function of x provided u(x, ·)
stays sufficiently close to U31. A direct calculation yields

|h′(x)| ∼ C

ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂xu(x, y)|2 dy,

which together with (1.12) implies that h(x) converges to some finite value h31 as x → ∞. Con-
sequently, u(x, ·) converges to U31(· − h31) in L2. This L2 convergence can be upgraded to C2,α

convergence by standard Schauder estimates, thus proving (1.9). Furthermore, this result indicates
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that the diffuse interface locates within an O(1) neighborhood of ∂P. From this, the pointwise
estimate (1.10) follows from the comparison principle in elliptic theory.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review fundamental estimates for the
minimizing solution of (1.1) from [3, 4] and summarize results in [29, 5, 21] on the existence of
an entire triple junction solution. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is presented in Section 3. We begin
by proving (1.11) and refining the localization of the diffuse interface, then derive the horizontal
deformation estimate (1.12), and finally conclude the proof by analyzing the optimal translation
function h(x).

2. Preliminaries

Throughout the paper we denote by z = (x, y) a two dimensional point and by Br(z) the two
dimensional disk centered at the point z with radius r. In addition, we let Br denote the disk
centered at the origin. Moreover, without specific explanation, C denotes a constant that depends
on the potential W and on the solution u. C may have distinct values in various estimates. We
first recall the following basic results (without proofs) which play a crucial part in our analysis.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 2.1 in [3]). The hypotheses on W imply the existence of δW > 0, and constants
c, C > 0 such that

|u− ai| = δ

⇒ 1

2
cδ2 ≤ W (u) ≤ 1

2
Cδ2, ∀δ < δW , i = 1, 2, 3.

Moreover if min
1≤i≤N

|u− ai| ≥ δ for some δ < δW , then W (u) ≥ 1
2cδ

2.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemma 2.3 in [3]). Take i 6= j ∈ {1, ..., N}, δ < δW and s+ > s− be two real numbers.
Let v : (s−, s+) → R

2 be a smooth map that minimizes the energy functional

J(s−,s+)(v) :=

ˆ s+

s−

(

1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)

dx

subject to the boundary condition

|v(s−)− ai| = |v(s+)− aj| = δ.

Then

J(s−,s+)(v) ≥ σij − Cδ2,

where C is the constant in Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 2.3 (Variational maximum principle, [2]). There exists a positive constant r0 = r0(W )
such that for any u ∈ W 1,2(Ω,R2) ∩ L∞(Ω,R2) being a minimizer of E(·,Ω), if u satisfies

|u(x)− ai| ≤ r on ∂Ω, for some r < r0, i ∈ {1, 2, 3},
then

|u(x) − ai| ≤ r ∀x ∈ Ω.

Suppose u is a bounded minimizing solution of (1.1). Schauder estimates imply that there exists
a constant M such that

(2.13) ‖u‖C2,α(R2,R2) ≤ M, ∀α ∈ (0, 1).

To characterize the blowdown limits of u, we invoke the following compactness result.
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Proposition 2.4 (Proposition 3.1 in [29]). Let u : R2 → R
2 be a minimizing solution of (1.1)

and {rj} → ∞ be any sequence. Then there exists a subsequence {rjk} and a function u0 ∈
BVloc(R

2, {ai}Ni=1) such that the blowdowns {urjk (z) = u(rjkz)} satisfy

urjk → u0 in L1
loc(R

2,R2).

Here u0 is a minimizing partition map on R
2 in the sense that

E∗
0(u0,K) ≤ E∗

0(v,K)

for every compact set K and every v ∈ BVloc(R
2, {ai}3i=1) such that v = u0 on R

2 \K. Along the
same subsequence, the following energy estimate holds

(2.14) Erik
(urjk ,K) → E∗

0(u0,K), ∀K ⋐ R
2,

where ER denotes the rescaled energy

ER(v,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(

1

2R
|∇u|2 +RW (u)

)

dz.

Note that the energy convergence result (2.14) is not explicitly stated in [29, Proposition 3.1],
but can be derived from the Γ–convergence result in Baldo [7] that holds also without the mass
constraint (see Gazoulis [20]).

By a “clearing-out” argument, the L1
loc convergence can be improved to uniform convergence

outside the support of ∇u0.

Proposition 2.5 (Proposition 4.2 in [29]). Let {urj} be a sequence of blowdowns of the minimizing

solution u that converges in L1
loc to u0 ∈ BVloc(R

2, {ai}N1 ). Then {urj} converges to u0 uniformly
outside the support of ∇u0.

The uniform convergence result above can also be derived from the the vector version of the
Caffarelli–Córdoba density estimate [1], see for example [4, Proposition 5.3].

Moreover, utilizing a Pohozaev identity and estimates of energy lower and upper bounds, [29]
establishes an asympototic monotonicity formula and an energy equipartition result, which further
implies the homogeneity of the blowdown limit u0. Related results are summarized below.

Proposition 2.6 (Lemma 3,4, Lemma 3.5 & Theorem 3.6 in [29]). Let u : R2 → R
2 be a mini-

mizing solution of (1.1) and u0 be a blowdown limit guaranteed by Proposition 2.4. Then u0 is a
homogeneous map, i.e.

u0(z) = u0(
z

|z| ), ∀z ∈ R
2.

The following energy limits hold:

(2.15) lim
R→∞

1

R

ˆ

BR

W (u) dz = lim
R→∞

1

R

ˆ

BR

1

2
|∇u|2 dz = lim

R→∞
1

R

ˆ

BR

1

2
|∂Tu|2 dz =

1

2
E∗

0(u0, B1),

where ∂T means the tangential derivative on ∂BR. Moreover, for every positive λ1 < λ2 it holds
that

lim
R→∞

1

R

ˆ

Bλ2R
\Bλ1R

|∂ru|2 dz = 0,

lim
R→∞

1

R

ˆ

Bλ2R
\Bλ1R

∣

∣

∣

∣

W (u)− 1

2
|∇u|2

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz = 0,

where ∂ru = ∇u · x
|x| represents the radial derivative of u.

Proposition 2.4 and 2.6 together imply the following theorem.
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Theorem 2.7 (Theorem 1.1 in [29]). There exists a minimizing entire solution u : R2 → R
2 to

(1.1) such that for any compact set K ⊂ R
2,

(2.16) lim
R→∞

(

inf
θ
‖uR(z)− uP(Gθz)‖L1(K;R2)

)

where uR = u(Rz) is the blowdown of u, uP is the triple junction map defined in (1.7) and Gθ

denotes the rotation through an angle θ about the origin.

Equivalently, this theorem tells that along any sequence Ri → ∞, there is a subsequence, still
denoted by {Ri}, such that uRi

converges in L1
loc to a triple junction map which may depend on

the sequence. A comparable result has been obtained in [5] by N. Alikakos and the author around
the same time with a different method.

Finally, we mention the following uniqueness result of the blow-down limit which is proved by
the author in [21], thereby eliminating the possible rotation Gθ in (2.16).

Theorem 2.8. For the entire solution u in Theorem 2.7, there exists a unique triple junction map
uP , such that

(2.17) lim
R→∞

‖uR − uP‖L1
loc

(R2) = 0.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Throughout this section, u : R2 → R
2 denotes a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying Theorem

2.7 and 2.8. The minimizing partition P and its associated triple junction map uP are given by (1.6)
and (1.7) respectively. To prove Theorem 1.1, we focus on the interface ∂D1∩∂D3 = {(x, 0) : x > 0}.
The proof is identical for the other two interfaces. In this setting, we pick

e13 := (1, 0) is the directional unit vector of the interface, e⊥13 := (0, 1).

By the hypothesis (H2), there exists a unique (up to a translation) minimizing heteroclinic connec-
tion U31, such that U31(−∞) = a3, U31(+∞) = a1. For convenience, in the rest of the paper we
drop the subscript and simply write

U = U31.

Define the diffuse interface of u as

(3.18) Γδ := {z ∈ R
2 : min

i=1,2,3
|u(z)− ai| ≥ δ}, δ > 0.

3.1. Localization of the diffuse interface. From Theorem 2.8, we know u can be approximated
by uP at large scales. Next we invoke a more quantified version of this approximation from [21],
which states that the diffuse interface is located in a small neighborhood of ∂P.

Proposition 3.1. There exist R0, C, α ∈ (0, 1), K, k depending on W and u, such that for every
R > R0, the following hold:

(1) There are points OR ∈ BR, D
1
R,D

2
R,D

3
R ∈ ∂BR such that the line segments ORD

1
R, ORD

2
R,

ORD
3
R form a 2π

3 angle pairwisely, and the following energy estimate holds:

(3.19)
∣

∣E(u,BR)− σH1(TR)
∣

∣ ≤ CRα,

where TR denotes ORD
1
R ∪ORD

2
R ∪ORD

3
R.

(2) The diffuse interface locates in an O(R
α+1

2 ) neighborhood of TR, i.e.

(3.20) Γδ ∩BR ⊂ {z ∈ BR : dist(z, TR) ≤ CR
α+1

2 }.
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Moreover,

(3.21) min
i=1,2,3

|u(z) − ai| ≤ Ke−k(dist(z,TR)−CR
α+1
2 )+ , ∀z ∈ B 3

4
R,

where (a)+ = max{a, 0}.
(3) Let ORD

1
R be the approximated a1-a3 interface at the scale R, and let θR denote the angle

between ORD
1
R and the direction e13. Then

(3.22) |θR − θ2R| ≤ CR
α−1

2 .

Proof. All the proofs can be found in [21], and we therefore omit the details here. Specifically,
(1) follows directly from Section 4, Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 5.3 in [21], while (2) and (3)
correspond to Proposition 6.1 and Lemma 8.1, respectively. �

Now we are in the position to derive the pointwise estimate of the distance of u(z) to energy
wells away from the a1-a3 sharp interface {(x, 0) : x > 0}.

Lemma 3.2. There exist β ∈ (12 , 1) and positive constants R0, C,K, k only depending on W and
u, such that for any x ≥ R0,

|u(x, y)− a1| ≤ Ke−k(y−Cxβ), y ≥ Cxβ,(3.23)

|u(x, y)− a3| ≤ Ke−k(|y|−Cxβ), y ≤ −Cxβ,(3.24)

|∇u(x, y)| ≤ Ke−k(y−Cxβ), |y| ≥ Cxβ.(3.25)

Proof. Let β = 1+α
2 , where α is the parameter in Proposition 3.1. We first show that for sufficiently

large R,

(3.26) D1
R ∈ {(x, y) : |y| ≤ C0R

β}.
for C0 = C0(W,u) independent of R.

From (3.22), we have

|θR| = |θR − θ∞|

≤
∞
∑

n=0

|θ2nR − θ2n+1R|

≤ C(

∞
∑

n=0

2n(β−1))Rβ−1 = C1R
β−1.

(3.27)

Furthermore, let C2 denote the constant C in (3.20). Set

C0 := 100max{C1, C2}.
We show that this choice of C0 is sufficient to validate (3.26). Assume by contradiction there exists

a sequence Ri → ∞, such that D1
Ri

= (xi, yi) satisfies |yi| > C0R
β
i . Since |θRi

| ≤ C1Ri
β−1, by an

elementary geometry argument we obtain

dist((0, 0), li) >
C0

2
Rβ

i ,

where li represents the straight line passing by D1
Ri

and ORi
. Therefore,

ri := dist(ORi
, (0, 0)) >

C0

2
Rβ

i ≥ 50C2R
β
i .
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We focus on the ball Bri . From (3.20) we have

(3.28) Γδ ∩Bri ⊂ Γδ ∩BRi
⊂ {z : dist(z, TRi

) ≤ C2R
β
i },

which implies the Γδ ∩Bri is contained within an ri
50 -neighborhood of a triod (i.e. TRi

) centered on
∂Bri . Outside this neighborhood, u(z) remains close to one of the energy wells ai. It is clear that
there exists a positive constant c > 0 such that

‖uri − uP‖L1(B1) > c, ∀i.
As ri → ∞, this yields a contradiction with (2.17), thereby proving (3.26).

Define
C := 100(C0 + C2).

We fix a sufficiently large x such that Cxβ < 1
2x. If Cxβ < y < x, then z = (x, y) ∈ B2x. By (3.26)

and (3.27) we have

dist(z, T4x) ≥ C2(4x)
β ,

which with (3.21) shows that (3.23) holds for Cxβ < y < x.
For the case y > x, we proceed similarly, only replacing B4x with B4y, to obtain

|u(x, y) − a1| ≤ Ke−k(dist((x,y),T4y)−Cyβ).

When x, and thus y, is chosen sufficiently large, we have dist((x, y), T4y) − Cyβ > 1
3(y − Cxβ).

Therefore, by updating k to k
3 , we can verify (3.23) for the case y > x.

(3.24) can be proven in exactly the same manner as (3.23), while (3.25) follows directly from the
standard elliptic regularity theory. This completes the proof. �

For r1 < r2, θ1 < θ, we define the angular section

A(r1, r2; θ1, θ2) := {z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) : r ∈ (r1, r2), θ ∈ (θ1, θ2)}.
Next we prove the following sharp energy lower and upper bounds on BR.

Lemma 3.3. There are constants R1, C, depending on W, u only, such that for R > R1,

(3.29) 3σR − C ≤ E(u,BR) ≤ 3σR + C.

Proof. Let R1 := 10R0, where R0 is the constant in Lemma 3.2. For any R > R1, by the exponential
decay results stated in Lemma (3.2), which also hold for the interfaces ∂D1 ∩ ∂D2 and ∂D2 ∩ ∂D3,
we have

(3.30) max
{

|u(r,
√
3r)− a1|, |u(r,−

√
3r)− a3|, |u(−2r,0) − a2|

}

≤ Ke−k(
√
3r−Crβ), r ∈ [R0, R].

This, together with Lemma 2.2, implies

E(u,BR \BR0
)

≥
ˆ R

R0

ˆ

∂Br

(

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)

dH1 dr

≥3σ(R −R0)−
ˆ R

R0

3Ce−2k(
√
3r−Crβ) dr

≥3σR − C(W,u),

(3.31)

which proves the lower bound in (3.29).
Now we fix two small constants δ and ε depending on W and u. The energy limit (2.15) and

Fubini’s Theorem imply that for suitably large R, one can always find a R̄ ∈ (R, 2R) such that

3σ − ε ≤
ˆ

∂BR̄

(

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)

dH1 ≤ 3σ + ε.
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Then we invoke the arguments from [21, Section 4] to obtain the following nice behavior of u on
∂BR̄, when δ and ε are chosen suitably small.

(1) There are three arcs I1, I2, I3 ⊂ ∂BR̄ such that

z ∈ Ii ⇒ |u(z)− ai| ≤ δ, i = 1, 2, 3.

(2) There are three arcs I12, I23, I13 denoting transitional arcs between I ′is, such that

C1 ≤ H1(Iij) ≤
C2

δ2
, ∀i 6= j.

⋃

i 6=j

Iij = ∂BR̄ \ (
⋃

i

Ii).

Here C1, C2 are constants that only depends on W .

Now we construct an energy competitor V (z) on ∂BR̄. For z ∈ ∂BR̄−1, we define

v1(z) =

{

ai, z ∈ R̄−1
R̄

Ii, i = 1, 2, 3

smooth connection of ai to aj, z ∈ R̄−1
R̄

Iij .

On the closed annulus {R̄ − 1 ≤ |z| ≤ R̄}, we set

v(z) =











u(z), |z| = R̄,

v1(z), |z| = R̄− 1,

linear interpolation, |z| ∈ (R̄ − 1, R̄).

We split the energy of v on the annulus into four parts:

E(v,BR̄ \BR̄−1)

=

3
∑

j=1

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈Ij}

ˆ R̄

R̄−1

1

2
|∂rv|2 rdrdθ

+

3
∑

j=1

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈Ij}

ˆ R̄

R̄−1

1

2
|∂T v|2 rdrdθ

+

3
∑

j=1

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈Ij}

ˆ R̄

R̄−1
W (v) rdrdθ

+

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈I12∪I23∪I13}

ˆ R̄

R̄−1

(

1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)

rdrdθ

=:E1 + E2 + E3 + E4.

For E4, since the length of Iij is O(1) and |∇u| and W (u) are uniformly bounded, immediately one
gets

E4 ≤ C(W, δ).
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For quantities E1, E2, E3, we estimate using Lemma 2.1:

E1 ≤
∑

j

ˆ R̄

R̄−1

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈Ij}

1

2
|u(R̄, θ)− aj|2r drdθ

≤
∑

j

ˆ

Ij

|u− aj |2 dH1

≤
∑

j

ˆ

Ij

CW (u) dH1 ≤ C.

E2 ≤
ˆ

∂BR̄

1

2
|∂Tu|2 dH1 ≤ 4σ.

E3 ≤
3
∑

j=1

ˆ

{θ:R̄eiθ∈Ij}

ˆ R̄

R̄−1
C|u− aj |2 drdθ ≤ C.

Combining all the estimates above implies

ˆ

BR̄\BR̄−1

(

1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)

≤ C, for some C = C(W ).

Here we can choose δ such that Lemma 2.1 is applicable.
Then we follow the same construction of the energy competitor in [5, Appendix A] to complete

the construction of v(z) inside BR̄−1, which satisfies

ˆ

BR̄−1

(

1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)

dz ≤ 3σ(R̄ − 1) + C(W ).

We explain the rough idea: First we pick three midpoints of three transition layers, I12, I23, I13,
denoted by A12, A23, A13 respectively. For the approximated interface OAij, we define the function
v(z) = Uij(dist(z,OAij)) within the annulus sector A(R0, R̄−2; θ(Aij)− π

6 , θij+
π
6 ), where dist(·, ·)

represents the signed distance. Most of the energy will be concentrated in these three annulus
sectors, which adds up to 3σ(R̄ − R0) − C. For the remaining regions of BR̄−1, we interpolate
linearly, and the residual energy can be shown to be bound by a constant C. For the detailed
proof, we refer interested readers to [5, Appendix A].

Therefore, we combine the estimates and the minimality of u to get

E(u,BR̄) ≤ E(v,BR̄) ≤ 3σR̄ + C.

Recall that R̄ ∈ (R, 2R). We utilize (3.30) again to bound the energy from below on the annulus
BR̄ \BR:

ˆ

BR̄\BR

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≥ 3(R̄ −R)− C.

Combining the two inequalities above we obtain the upper bound in (3.29), which completes the
proof.

�
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Remark 3.1. A direct consequence of Lemma 3.3 is

(3.32)

ˆ

R2

|∂ru|2 dz ≤ C.

This follows from the fact that only tangential deformation is considered when estimating the lower
bound in (3.31).

Lemma 3.4. For suitably small δ, there exist R0, C1 and C2, depending on W , u and δ, such that
for R > R0, there exists an angle θR ∈ (−C1R

β−1, C1R
β−1) that satisfies

(3.33)
(

Γδ ∩ A
(

R, 9R;−π

3
,
π

3

))

⊂ A
(

R, 9R; θR − C2R
− 1

2 , θR + C2R
− 1

2

)

Moreover, there exist K, k depending on W and u, such that

|u(z)− a1| ≤ Ke−kr(θ−θR−C2R
−

1
2 ), z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ∈ A

(

2R, 8R; θR + C2R
− 1

2 ,
π

2

)

,(3.34)

|u(z)− a3| ≤ Ke−kr(θR−C2R
−

1
2 −θ), z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ∈ A

(

2R, 8R;−π

2
, θR − C2R

− 1

2

)

.(3.35)

Proof. For sufficiently large R, using Fubini Theorem, (2.15) and Proposition 3.1, we follow the
same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.3 to derive the existence of R1 ∈ (12R,R), R2 ∈ (9R, 10R)
that satisfies the following properties:

(1) 3σ − ε < 1
Ri

´

∂BRi

(

1
2 |∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)

< 3σ + ε, for i = 1, 2, ε ≪ 1.

(2) There are θ1, θ2 ∈ (−CRβ−1, CRβ−1) such that

|u(z) − a1| ≤
1

2
δ, for z = (Ri cos θ,Ri sin θ), θ ∈ (θi +

C

Ri
,
π

3
), i = 1, 2,(3.36)

|u(z) − a3| ≤
1

2
δ, for z = (Ri cos θ,Ri sin θ), θ ∈ (−π

3
, θi −

C

Ri
), i = 1, 2.(3.37)

The inequalities above basically indicate that on ∂BRi
∩{θ ∈ (−π

3 ,
π
3 )}, u(z) will be uniformly close

to a1 or a3 outside a transition layer of size O(1).
Next we claim that there exists a constant C3 = C3(W,u) such that

|θ1 − θ2| ≤ C3R
− 1

2 .

Proof of the Claim: We argue by contradiction. Assume that θ1 − θ2 > C3R
− 1

2 for some
C3 = C3(W,u) to be determined. We can take R large enough to guarantee that

(θ1 −
C

R1
)− (θ2 +

C

R2
) >

C3

2
R− 1

2 ,

where the constant C appears in (3.36) and (3.37). Then for θ ∈ (θ2 +
C
R2

, θ1 − C
R1

), we have

(3.38) |u(R1, θ)− a3| ≤ δ, |u(R2, θ)− a1| ≤ δ.
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Now we calculate the energy on the annulus A(R1, R2; 0, 2π). Let ϕ ∈ (0, π2 ) be an angle whose
value will be specified later, we compute

E(u,A(R1, R2; 0, 2π))

≥
ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

∂Br

(

1

2
|∂Tu|2 + sin2 ϕW (u)

)

dH1 dr +

ˆ θ1− C
R1

θ2+
C
R2

ˆ R2

R1

(

1

2
|∂ru|2 + cos2 ϕW (u)

)

r dr dθ

≥
ˆ R2

R1

sinϕ(3σ − Ce−kr) dr +
C3

2
R− 1

2 · (cosϕ(σ − Cδ2)) · (1
2
R)

≥
[

3 sinϕ(R2 −R1) + cosϕ
C3R

1

2

8

]

σ − C4(W ).

(3.39)

Since the estimate above applies to any ϕ, we take ϕ = arctan 3(R2−R1)
C3
8
R

1
2

to obtain

E(u,A(R1, R2; 0, 2π))

≥
(

9(R2 −R1)
2 +

C2
3R

64

)

1

2

σ − C4

≥
(

3(R2 −R1) +
1

2

C2
3R

64 · 3(R2 −R1)

)

σ − C4

≥3(R2 −R1)σ +
C2
3

3840
σ − C4.

(3.40)

Applying (3.29) to R1 and R2 implies that

(3.41) E(u,A(R1, R2; 0, 2π)) ≤ 3(R2 −R1)σ + C5

Now we can take C3(W,u) large enough such that

C2
3σ

3840
− C4 > 2C5,

which yields a contradiction. This completes the proof of the claim.
We set

θR :=
θ1 + θ2

2
.

We further show that there exists a constant C2(W,u) such that one can find θ̃1 ∈ (θR, θR+C2R
− 1

2 )

and θ̃3 ∈ (θR − C2R
− 1

2 , θR) that satisfy

|u(r, θ̃1)− a1| ≤ δ, ∀r ∈ (R1, R2),

|u(r, θ̃3)− a3| ≤ δ, ∀r ∈ (R1, R2).
(3.42)

The proof is based on the same idea as the proof of the claim. If for all θ ∈ (θR, θR + C2R
− 1

2 ),
there exists at least one point r(θ) ∈ (R1, R2) such that |u(r(θ), θ)− a1| > δ, then for such θ, there
will be some non trivial energy generated along the radial segment {reiθ : r ∈ [R1, R2]}. This is
due to the boundary constraint (3.36). Using similar estimates as (3.39) and (3.40), which split
the energy into tangential and radial parts, we can obtain

ˆ

A(R1,R2;0,2π)

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≥ 3σ(R2 −R1) +K1C
2
2δ

2 −K2,
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where K1,K2 depend on W,u. Taking C2 sufficiently large yields a contradiction with (3.41). The

existence of θ̃3 follows by the same argument.
Using (3.23), (3.36) and (3.42), we find

|u(z)− a1| ≤ δ, ∀z ∈ ∂A(R1, R2; θ̃1,
π

3
).

Invoking the variational maximum principle in [2], we obtain

|u(z) − a1| ≤ δ, ∀z ∈ A(R1, R2; θ̃1,
π

3
).

Similarly,

|u(z)− a3| ≤ δ, ∀z ∈ A(R1, R2;−
π

3
, θ̃3).

Since θ̃1, θ̃3 are in the C2R
− 1

2 neighborhood of θR, (3.33) follows immediately. The exponential
decay in (3.34) and (3.35) follows from standard estimates using the comparison principle in elliptic
theory, see [4, Lemma 4.5 & Proposition 5.2] for detailed arguments. The proof of Lemma 3.4 is
complete.

�

Given R large, applying (3.33) to radius R and 2R implies
(

Γδ ∩ A(2R, 9R;−π

3
,
π

3
)
)

⊂
[

A
(

2R, 9R; θR − C2R
− 1

2 , θR + C2R
− 1

2

)

∩ A
(

2R, 9R; θ2R − C2(2R)−
1

2 , θ2R + C2(2R)−
1

2

)

]

.

Consequently, we get the similar estimate of the closeness for θR13 at comparable scalings as in
(3.22), but with the improved power,

|θR − θ2R| ≤ CR− 1

2 .

We argue as in (3.27) to get

|θR| ≤ CR− 1

2 .

Furthermore, following the proof of Lemma 3.2, we can refine the power β in (3.23)–(3.25) to 1
2 .

Specifically, we have

|u(x, y)− a1| ≤ Ke−k(y−Cx
1
2 ), y ≥ Cx

1

2 ,(3.43)

|u(x, y)− a3| ≤ Ke−k(|y|−Cx
1
2 ), y ≤ −Cx

1

2 ,(3.44)

|∇u(x, y)| ≤ Ke−k(y−Cx
1
2 ), |y| ≥ Cx

1

2 ,(3.45)

when x > R0(W,u). In short, Lemma 3.4 together with the analysis above indicate that the
parameters (α, β) in Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.2 can be strengthened to (0, 12 ).

Considering a ray from the origin {reiθ : r ∈ (0,∞), θ = θ0}, we obtain the following direct
consequence of the exponential decay estimates (3.43) and (3.44), which apply to all three sharp
interfaces.

Lemma 3.5. If θ /∈ {0, 2π3 , 4π3 }, then there exist K, k and R0 such that

|u(r, θ) − ai| ≤ Ke−k(r−R0), ∀r ≥ R0,

where ai is the phase associated with θ, that is, {reiθ : r ∈ (0,∞), θ fixed} ∈ Di.
Moreover, if θ belongs to a compact set K ⊂

(

[0, 2π) \ {0, 2π3 , 4π3 }
)

, then the constants K, k,R0

can be chosen uniformly with respect to K.
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The proof is omitted here, as it follows immediately from (3.43)–(3.45).

3.2. Small horizontal deformation. Let R
2
x+ denote the half plane {(x, y) : x > 0}. We will

derive the key estimate that
´

R
2
x+

|∂xu|2 dz is finite.

For R sufficiently large, define an equilateral triangle SR by

∂SR ={(x, y) : x = R, y ∈ [−
√
3R,

√
3R]}

⋃

{(x, y) : y =

√
3

3
(x+ 2R), x ∈ [−2R,R]}

⋃

{(x, y) : y =
−
√
3

3
(x+ 2R), x ∈ [−2R,R]}.

(3.46)

SR is centered at the origin with a side length of 2
√
3R. We further define

S13
R := {z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ∈ SR : θ ∈ (−π

3
,
π

3
)},

S12
R := {z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ∈ SR : θ ∈ (

π

3
, π)},

S23
R := {z = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ∈ SR : θ ∈ (π,

5π

3
)},

which form a 3-partition of SR such that Sij
R is symmetric with respect to the ai-aj interface. We

now carry out some energy estimates on SR.

S12
R

S13
R

S23
R

(R,
√
3R)

(−2R, 0)

(R,−
√
3R)

Figure 1. Definition of SR and Sij
R . Red : a1, green: a2, blue: a3.

Lemma 3.6. The following estimate holds:

(3.47) lim
R→∞

1

R
E(u, SR) = 3σ.
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Proof. Firstly, since BR ⊂ SR,

(3.48) lim
R→∞

1

R
E(u, SR) ≥ lim

R→∞
1

R
E(u,BR) = 3σ.

For the inequality in the other direction, we consider a slightly larger ball BR1
where

R1(R) :=
√

R2 + C2R ∼ R+
C2

2
.

Here C is the constant in (3.43)–(3.45). By (2.15), we have

lim
R→∞

1

R
E(u,BR1

) = lim
R→∞

R1

R
· 3σ = 3σ.

From definition,

SR \BR1
=
⋃

i<j

(Sij
R \BR1

),

S13
R \BR1

= {(x, y) : x ∈ [
R1

2
, R), |y| ∈ [

√

R2
1 − x2,

√
3x)}.

In particular, a point (x, y) ∈ S13
R \BR1

satisfies

|y| ≥ CR
1

2 ≥ Cx
1

2 .

Utilizing estimates (3.43)–(3.45), we compute

1

R
E(u, S13

R \BR1
)

≤ 2

R

[

ˆ R

R1/2

(

ˆ

√
3x

√
R2

1
−x2

Ce−2k(y−Cx
1
2 ) dy

)

dx

]

≤C

R

ˆ R

R1/2
e−2k(

√
R2

1
−x2−Cx

1
2 ) dx

≤C

R
.

The same estimates also hold for S23
R and S12

R . Therefore,

lim
R→∞

1

R
E(u, SR)

≤ lim
R→∞

(

ˆ

SR\BR1

+

ˆ

BR1

)

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz

≤ lim
R→∞

(

3C

R
+ 3σ

)

= 3σ.

(3.49)

(3.48) and (3.49) together imply (3.47), which completes the proof. �

Lemma 3.7. There exists a constant C = C(W,u) such that for R sufficiently large, there is a

R̃ ∈ (R, 2R) satisfying

(3.50) 3σR̃ − C ≤
ˆ

S
R̃

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≤ 3σR̃ + C.
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Proof. The lower bound follows immediately by the same arguments as in (3.30) and (3.31). We
are only left to prove the upper bound.

Fix a small constant ε ≪ 1, whose value will depend on the constant δ introduced later. By
Lemma (3.6) and Fubini’s Theorem, for sufficiently large R, there exists a R̃ ∈ (R, 2R) satisfying

(3.51)

ˆ

∂S
R̃

(

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)

dH1 ≤ 3σ + ε.

We first observe that substituting r = R̃ in (3.30) and Lemma 2.2 together yield
ˆ

{∂S
R̃
\∂S13

R̃
}

(

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)

dH1 ≥ 2σ − Ce−kR̃ ≥ 2σ − ε,

when R̃ is large enough. Combining this with (3.51), we obtain

(3.52)

ˆ

√
3R̃

−
√
3R̃

(

1

2
|∂yu(R̃, y)|2 +W (u(R̃, y))

)

dy ≤ σ + 2ε.

This further implies that there is a yR̃ satisfying |yR̃| ≤ CR̃
1

2 and

|u(R̃, y)− a1| ≤ δ, y ∈ (yR̃ + C(W, δ),
√
3R̃),

|u(R̃, y)− a3| ≤ δ, y ∈ (−
√
3R̃, yR̃ − C(W, δ)),

(3.53)

where δ ≪ 1 is a fixed small constant depending only on W . Once δ is fixed, the value of ε can be
adjusted to ensure the existence of yR̃.

Next we construct an energy competitor v on SR̃ such that v = u on ∂SR̃ and v satisfies the
energy upper bound in (3.50). Then the upper bound for u follows from minimality.

Fix a large enough r0 such that x > 2Cx
1

2 when x > r0, where C is the constant in estimates
(3.43) and (3.44). Additionally, assume R̃ is much larger than r0. For the region S13

R̃
\S13

r0 , we first

define v(x, y) on the boundary:

(3.54) v(x, y) =































a1, on {x ∈ [r0, R̃− 1], y =
√
3x},

a3, on {x ∈ [r0, R̃− 1], y = −
√
3x},

(R̃− x)a1 + (x− (R̃− 1))u(R̃,
√
3R̃), on {x ∈ (R̃− 1, R̃), y =

√
3x},

(R̃− x)a3 + (x− (R̃− 1))u(R̃,−
√
3R̃), on {x ∈ (R̃− 1, R̃), y = −

√
3x},

u(x, y), on {x = R̃, y ∈ [−
√
3R̃,

√
3R̃]}.

Let l13 denote the line segment connecting (r0, 0) and (R̃ − 1, yR̃). The slope of l13 is O(R̃− 1

2 ).
We define
(3.55)

v(x, y) =



















































U13(dist((x, y), l13)), on S1 := {x ∈ [r0, R̃− 1], y ∈ [−x, x]},

vertical linear interpolation between
{y = x} and {y =

√
3x}, on S2 := {x ∈ [r0, R̃− 1], y ∈ (x,

√
3x)},

vertical linear interpolation between
{y = −

√
3x} and {y = −x}, on S3 := {x ∈ [r0, R̃− 1], y ∈ (−

√
3x,−x)},

horizontal linear interpolation
between boundary data, on S4 := {x ∈ (R̃− 1, R̃), y ∈ (−

√
3x,

√
3x)}.
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We compute the energy in S1–S4.

E(v, S1) ≤ σ

√

(R̃ − 1− r0)2 + C2R̃ ≤ σ(R̃ − r0 + C).

E(v, S2 ∪ S3) ≤ 2

ˆ R̃−1

r0

ˆ

√
3x

x
Ce−ky dydx ≤ C(W,u).

E(v, S4) ≤
ˆ

S4

1

2
|∂xu|2 dz +

ˆ

S4

1

2
|∂yu|2 dz +

ˆ

S4

W (u) dz

For fixed y, by definition we have

ˆ R̃

R̃−1
|∂xv(x, y)|2 dx = |v(R̃, y)− v(R̃ − 1, y)|2.

Therefore,
ˆ

S4

1

2
|∂xv|2 dz

≤1

2

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

−
√
3(R̃−1)

|v(R̃, y)− v(R̃ − 1, y)|2 dy + C

≤C +

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

y
R̃
+C

(

|v(R̃ − 1, y)− a1|2 + |u(R̃, y)− a1|2
)

dy

+

ˆ y
R̃
−C

−
√
3(R̃−1)

(

|v(R̃ − 1, y)− a3|2 + |u(R̃, y)− a3|2
)

dy

≤C + C

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

−
√
3(R̃−1)

(

W (v(R̃− 1, y)) +W (u(R̃, y))
)

dy ≤ C

where we have used (3.53) to get the second inequality. Similarly,
ˆ

S4

W (v) dz

≤C + C

ˆ R̃

R̃−1

(

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

y
R̃
+C

|v(x, y) − a1|2dy +

ˆ y
R̃
−C

−
√
3(R̃−1)

|v(x, y) − a3|2 dy
)

dx

≤C + C

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

−
√
3(R̃−1)

(

W (v(R̃− 1, y)) +W (v(R̃, y))
)

dy ≤ C

Moreover, we have
ˆ

S4

1

2
|∂yv|2 dz

≤C + C

ˆ

√
3(R̃−1)

−
√
3(R̃−1)

(

|∂yv(R̃− 1, y)|2 + |∂yv(R̃, y)|2
)

dy ≤ C

Adding up all estimates above implies

(3.56) E(v, S13
R̃

\ S13
r0 ) ≤ σR̃+ C

The same estimate also holds for S12
R̃

\ S12
r0 and S23

R̃
\ S23

r0 .
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Within the triangle Sr0 , the previous construction ensures that v|∂Sr0
is Lipschitz. Hence one

can extend v to the interior of Sr0 such that

(3.57) E(v, Sr0) ≤ C.

Combining (3.56) and (3.57) we get

E(v, SR̃) ≤ 3σR̃ +C.

This completes the proof of Lemma 3.7.
�

Our next lemma asserts that the horizontal deformation of u on R
2
x+ is bounded and small.

Lemma 3.8. There is a constant C = C(W,u) such that

(3.58)

ˆ

R
2
x+

|∂xu|2 dxdy ≤ C.

Proof. In the following, we will use the universal constants K, k, and R0, which depend only on W
and u. When the constants differ across various estimates, they can be adjusted as needed without
compromising the validity of the estimates.

For each x, define the vertical line

lx := {(x, y) : y ∈ (−∞,∞)}.
By the localization of the diffuse interface, outside the finite disk BR0

, the diffuse interface Γδ is
located in a small neighborhood of the limit interface ∂P, where

∂P = {(x, 0) : x > 0} ∪ {(x,−
√
3x) : x < 0} ∪ {(x,

√
3x) : x < 0}.

The size of the neighborhood is measured by O(R
1

2 ), i.e.

dist(Γδ ∩ ∂BR, ∂P ∩ ∂BR) ≤ C(W, δ, u)R
1

2 , ∀R ≥ R0.

Thanks to the exponential decay of the distance of u(x, y) to ai away from the diffuse interface,
it follows that for any x > 0, u(x, y) converges to a1(a3) exponentially as y goes to +∞(−∞). And
|∇u| converges exponentially to 0 as |y| goes to +∞. Therefore,

ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂xu(x, y)|2 dy < ∞, ∀x > 0.

Consequently, to prove (3.58), it suffices to show

(3.59)

ˆ

{x>R0}
|∂xu|2 dxdy < ∞,

for a constant R0 such that (3.43)–(3.45) hold for x > R0 and Lemma (3.7) applies for R > R0.
Applying (3.43) and (3.44) to x = R0 implies that

|u(R0, y)− a1| ≤ Ke−k(y−CR
1
2
0
), y ≥ CR

1

2

0 ,

|u(R0, y)− a3| ≤ Ke−k(|y|−CR
1
2
0
), y ≤ −CR

1

2

0 .

Furthermore, since {(x, 0) : x < 0} is the bisector of D2, by Lemma 3.5 we have

|u(x, 0) − a2| ≤ Ke−k(|x|−R0), x < −R0.

For any r < −2R0, we consider the line segment {(x, y) : x ∈ [r,R0], y =
√
3
3 (x − r)}, which

will be exponentially close to a2 and a1 at two endpoints, due to the estimates above. Therefore,
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Lemma 2.2 implies that the 1D energy on this line segment is bounded from below by σ−Ce−k|r|.
We have for any R > R0,

ˆ R0

−2R

ˆ

√

3

3
(x+2R)

0

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dydx

≥1

2

ˆ −2R0

−2R
(σ − Ce−k|r|) dr ≥ σR− C.

(3.60)

Similarly,

(3.61)

ˆ R0

−2R

ˆ 0

−
√

3

3
(x+2R)

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dydx ≥ σR− C.

For any R > R0, by Lemma 3.7 there exists a R̃ ∈ (R, 2R) such that

(3.62) E(u, SR̃) ≤ 3σR̃ + C.

This, together with (3.60) and (3.61) applying to R̃, yields that

(3.63) E(u, SR̃ ∩ {x > R0}) ≤ σR̃+ C.

Note that for any x ∈ (R0, R̃), the vertical line lx intersects ∂SR̃ at two points, (x,
√
3
3 (x+ 2R̃))

and (x,−
√
3
3 (x+ 2R̃)). (3.43) and (3.44) imply that

|u(x,
√
3

3
(x+ 2R̃))− a1| ≤ Ke−kR̃, |u(x, −

√
3

3
(x+ 2R̃))− a3| ≤ Ke−kR̃,

which leads to
ˆ

√

3

3
(x+2R̃)

−
√

3

3
(x+2R̃)

(

1

2
|∂yu(x, y)|2 +W (u(x, y))

)

dy ≥ σ − Ce−2kR̃

thanks to Lemma 2.2. From (3.63) we have
ˆ

S
R̃
∩{x>R0}

1

2
|∂xu|2 dz

≤(σR̃ + C)−
ˆ

S
R̃
∩{x>R0}

(

1

2
|∂yu|2 +W (u)

)

dz

≤(σR̃ + C)− (R̃−R0)(σ −Ce−2kR̃) ≤ C,

(3.64)

where the last constant C depends only on W and u. The final step is to use (3.45) to get

lim
R̃→∞

ˆ R̃

R0

ˆ

|y|>
√

3

3
(x+2R̃)

|∂xu|2 dydx = 0.

Combining this and (3.64) gives
ˆ

R0<|x|<R̃
|∂xu|2 dz ≤ C,

where C is independent of R̃. Now (3.59) follows immediately by letting R̃ → ∞. The proof is
complete. �
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Corollary 3.9. There exists a constant C = C(W,u) such that

(3.65)

ˆ

{0<x<R}

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≤ σR +C, ∀R > 0.

Proof. Let R0 = R0(W,u) be the same constant as in (3.59). By Lemma 3.5 we know that u(x, y)
will exponentially converge to a1(a3) as y goes to ∞(−∞) uniformly for x ∈ [0, R0]. Therefore,

(3.66)

ˆ

{0<x<R0}

(

1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)

dz ≤ C.

Now (3.65) follows directly from (3.66), (3.63) and the pointwise estimates (3.43)–(3.45). �

3.3. Approximation by the heteroclinic connection. Lemma 3.4 implies that the diffuse

interface Γδ is confined within an O(R
1

2 ) neighborhood of the limiting interface. We now argue

that O(R
1

2 ) can be improved to O(1) and conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.
Define the following notations:

• Denote by ‖v‖s the Hs(R) norm of a function v : R → R
2 for s ≥ 0, In particular, ‖v‖0

denotes the L2 norm.

• U := {U(· −m) : m ∈ R} is the set of translations of the connection U = U31.

• S := {v ∈ H1
loc(R,R

2) :
´

R

(

1
2 |v′|2 +W (v)

)

dx < ∞, lim
x→−∞

v(x) = a3, lim
x→∞

v(x) = a1}.

• J(v) :=
´

R

(

1
2 |v′|2 +W (v)

)

dx, ∀v ∈ S.

• ds(v,U) := inf{‖v − w‖s, w ∈ U}.
We rely on the following results of [32] saying that if the one dimensional energy of v(x) is close

to σ, then v(x) can be well approximated by a translation of U .

Proposition 3.10. Suppose (H1), (H2) hold. There exist positive constants ε and α such that the
following hold:

(1) ([32, Lemma 2.1]) For s = 0, 1, if ds(v,U) ≤ ε, then there is a unique hs(v) such that

ds(v,U) = ‖v − U(· − hs(v))‖s.
Moreover, hs is a function of class C3−s of v for s = 0, 1.

(2) ([32, Lemma 4.5]) If d1(v,U) ≤ ε, then

(3.67) J(v)− σ ≥ α‖v − U(· − h0(v))‖21 ≥ αd1(v,U)2.

(3) ([32, Corollary 4.6]) If d1(v,U) > ε, then J(v) > αε2.

In the rest of this paper we fix the constants ε and α, as defined in Proposition 3.10. Moreover,
we may assume ε ≪ 1, since α in (3.67) is independent of d1(v,U). Define the set

(3.68) B := {x > 0 : d1(u(x, ·)) ≥ ε}.
From Corollary 3.9 and (3.67), it follows that

(3.69) |B| ≤ C

αε2
= C(W,u).
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Proposition 3.10 implies that for any x ∈ R
+ \ B, i.e., outside a set of finite measure, the slicing

function u(x, ·) can be approximated closely in ‖·‖s norm by a translated connnection U(·−hs(x)),
where hs(x) is a C2 function of x on R

+ \ B, for s = 0 or 1.
We further recall the following identities for the 2D Allen-Cahn system, which will play a crucial

role in our analysis.

Proposition 3.11 (Lemma 8.2 in [32]). The following identities hold for u:
ˆ ∞

−∞

[

1

2
(|∂yu|2 − |∂xu|2) +W (u(x, y))

]

dy ≡ σ, ∀x ∈ R
+,(3.70)

ˆ ∞

−∞
(∂xu∂yu) dy ≡ 0, ∀x ∈ R

+.(3.71)

Proof. The above identities were first derived in [32], and later extended to a more general setting
in [24]. See also [4, Section 3.4] for a more detailed discussion. Here we present a proof for
completeness.

Define

G(x) :=

ˆ ∞

−∞

[

1

2
(|∂yu|2 − |∂xu|2) +W (u(x, y))

]

dy, x > 0.

Thanks to the exponential decay estimates (3.43)–(3.45) as |y| → ∞, we have

dG(x)

dx
=

ˆ ∞

−∞

(

∂yu∂
2
xyu− ∂xu∂

2
xxu+Wu(u)∂xu

)

dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞

(

∂yu∂
2
xyu+ ∂xu∂

2
yyu
)

dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂y(∂xu∂yu) dy = 0.

Here we have utilized the equation ∆u = Wu(u) and (3.45). Thus G(x) ≡ C1 for all x > 0. From
(3.65), we deduce

σR+ C ≥ C1R.

Letting R → ∞ yields C1 ≤ σ. On the other hand, since u(x, ·) connects a3 to a1 for every x, and
σ is the minimal energy for such a connection, we also have

C1R ≥ σR −
ˆ

{x>0}
|∂xu|2 dz ≥ σR− C,

Sending R → ∞ implies C1 ≥ σ. Therefore, C1 = σ and identity (3.70) is proved.
For identity (3.71), we define

H(x) :=

ˆ ∞

−∞
(∂xu∂yu) dy, x > 0.

We compute

dH(x)

dx
=

ˆ ∞

−∞
(∂2

xxu∂yu+ ∂xu∂
2
xyu) dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞
(−∂2

yyu∂yu−Wu(u)∂yu+ ∂x(u)∂
2
xyu) dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞
−∂y(

1

2
|∂yu|2 −

1

2
|∂xu|2 +W (u)) dy = 0,
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where we use |∇u(x, y)| → 0 and W (u(x, y)) → 0 as |y| → ∞ in the last step. Thus H(x) ≡ C2 for
all x > 0.

For any τ > 0, (3.58) and (3.65) implies that there is a xτ > 0 such that
ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂xu(xτ , y)|2 dy < τ2,

ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂yu(xτ , y)|2 dy < 2σ.

which further gives

|C2| = |H(xτ )| ≤
(
ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂xu|2 dy

)
1

2
(
ˆ ∞

−∞
|∂yu|2 dy

)
1

2

≤
√
2στ.

Since τ can be arbitrarily small, C2 = 0. This proves (3.71). �

From Proposition 3.10, there exists a function h0(x) ∈ C2(R+ \ B,R) such that

d0(u(x, ·),U) = ‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h0(x))‖0, x ∈ R
+ \ B.

For simplicity in the following analysis, we will omit the subscript and denote it as h(x). We have
the following identities.

(3.72)

ˆ ∞

−∞
(u(x, y)− U(y − h(x))) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy = 0, x ∈ R

+ \ B,

(3.73) h′(x) =

´∞
−∞ ∂xu(x, y) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy

´∞
−∞

[

|U ′(y − h(x))|2 + U ′′(y − h(x))(u(x, y) − U(y − h(x)))
]

dy
.

Identity (3.72) follows directly from

d

dδ
‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x) + δ)‖20 = 0, at δ = 0.

since U(y − h(x)) minimizes the L2 distance to u(x, y). And (3.73) follows from differentiating
(3.72) with respect to x.

For the numerator of (3.73), we use (3.71) to deduce
∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xu(x, y) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xu(x, y) · (U ′(y − h(x)) − ∂yu(x, y)) dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤‖∂xu(x, ·)‖0 · ‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x))‖1

≤1

2
‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 +

1

2
‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x))‖21.

(3.74)

In particular, for x ∈ R \ B, we deduce from (3.67) and (3.70) that
∣

∣

∣

∣

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xu(x, y) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤1

2
‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 +

1

2α
(J(u(x, ·)) − σ)

=
α+ 1

2α
‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20

(3.75)

We establish the following lemma.

Lemma 3.12. lim
x→∞

d0(u(x, ·),U) = 0.
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Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose there exist ε0 > 0 and a sequence xn → ∞ such that
d0(u(xn, ·),U) ≥ ε0 for each n. Without loss of generality, we may assume ε0 < ε.

When d0(u(x, ·),U) > ε0
10 , Proposition 3.10 implies that J(u(x, ·)) > σ + α(ε0α )2, and therefore

the set {x : d0(u(x, ·),U) > ε0
10} has finite measure. For a sufficiently large R, we can always find

xR > R such that

d0(u(xR, ·),U) ≤
ε0
10

.

We define

x̄R := inf{x : x > xR, d0(u(xR, ·) = ε0},
where the existence of x̄R > xR is guaranteed by the fact that xn → ∞. For any x ∈ (xR, x̄R), we
have

d

dx
|d0(u(x, ·),U)|2

=
d

dx

ˆ ∞

−∞
|u(x, y)− U(y − h(x))|2 dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞

(

∂xu(x, y)− U ′(y − h(x))∂xh(x)
)

· (u(x, y) − U(y − h(x))) dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xu(x, y) · (u(x, y)− U(y − h(x))) dy

≤1

2

[

‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 + |d0(u(x, ·),U)|2
]

(3.76)

where we utilize (3.72) from the third line to the fourth line. Moreover, if x ∈ R \ B,

d0(u(x, ·),U)2 ≤ 1

α
‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20

thanks to (3.67). Next we compute

99ε20
100

=

ˆ x̄R

xR

(

d

dx
|d0(u(x, ·),U)|2

)

dx

≤
ˆ

(xR,x̄R)\B

α+ 1

2α
‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 dx+

ˆ

(xR,x̄R)∩B

1

2

(

‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 + d0(u(x, ·),U)2
)

dx

≤C

ˆ x̄R

xR

‖∂xu‖20 dx+ ε20|(xR, x̄R) ∩ B|

(3.77)

Since both
´

x>0 |∂xu|2 dz and |B| are bounded, the last line in (3.77) tends to 0 as R → ∞, which
yields a contradiction. The proof is complete. �

From Lemma 3.12 and Proposition 3.10, there exists R0 > 0 such that h(x) is a well-defined C3

function on (R0,∞) and satisfies (3.72), (3.73) and d0(u(x, ·),U) < ε.
When x > R0, we can estimate the denominator in (3.73) by

ˆ ∞

−∞

[

|U ′(y − h(x))|2 + U ′′(y − h(x))(u(x, y) − U(y − h(x)))
]

dy

≥‖U ′‖20 − ε‖U ′′‖0

≥1

2
‖U ′‖20 ≥ C,

(3.78)

where we use the fact that ‖U ′′‖0 is uniformly bounded. By taking ε ≪ 1, we can ensure that
ε‖U ′′‖0 ≤ 1

2‖U ′‖20.
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Combining (3.73), (3.74), (3.75) and (3.78), we obtain

(3.79) |h′(x)| ≤
{

C‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20, x ∈ R \ B,
C
[

‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 + ‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x))‖21
]

, x ∈ B.
where the constant C only depends on W .

We have the following result on the convergence of h(x).

Lemma 3.13. There exists a constant h0 such that lim
x→+∞

h(x) = h0.

Proof. It suffices to show that
ˆ ∞

R0

|h′(x)| dx < ∞.

Using (3.79), (3.70), (3.58) and (3.69), we deduce that
ˆ ∞

R0

|h′(x)| dx

≤C

ˆ ∞

R0

‖∂xu(x, ·)‖20 dx+

ˆ

B
‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x))‖21 dx

≤C

ˆ

{x>R0}
|∂xu|2 dx+ C

ˆ

B

(

‖∂yu(x, ·)‖20 + ‖U ′‖20 + ‖u(x, ·) − U(· − h(x))‖20
)

dx

≤C

(

ˆ

{x>R0}
|∂xu|2 dx+

ˆ

B
J(u(x, ·)) dx + ‖U ′‖20 + ε|B|

)

≤C

(

ˆ

{x>R0}
|∂xu|2 dx+

ˆ

B
|∂xu|2 dx+ σ|B|+ ‖U ′‖20 + ε|B|

)

≤C(W,u).

The proof is complete. �

Lemma 3.12 and Lemma 3.13 together imply that

lim
x→+∞

‖u(x, ·) − U(y − h0)‖20 = 0.

Since u(x, ·) − U(y − h0) are uniformly bounded in C2,α(R,R2) for any α ∈ (0, 1) due to (2.13),
the L2 convergence above implies convergence in C2,α(R,R2), which establishes (1.9) for the a1-a3
interface. The same arguments also hold for the other two sharp interfaces.

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.1, it remains to prove that the solution u satisfies the
pointwise estimate (1.10). To establish this we first observe that (1.9) implies the diffused interface
defined in (3.18) must be contained in an R0-neighborhood of the sharp interface ∂P. Particularly,
we have

max
x∈B(y, 1

2
dist(x,∂P))

(

min
i

|u(x)− ai|
)

< δ,

for all y satisfying dist(y, ∂P) > 2R0. Equation (1.10) then follows from the comparison principle
for elliptic equations. This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.
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