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POSITIVE SOLUTIONS TO GENERAL SEMILINEAR

OVERDETERMINED BOUNDARY PROBLEMS

ALBERTO ENCISO, PABLO HIDALGO-PALENCIA, AND XAVIER ROS-OTON

Abstract. We establish the existence of positive solutions to a general class of overdeter-
mined semilinear elliptic boundary problems on suitable bounded open sets Ω ⊂ R

n. Specifi-
cally, for n ≤ 4 and under mild technical hypotheses on the coefficients and the nonlinearity,
we show that there exist open sets Ω ⊂ R

n with smooth boundary and of any prescribed
volume where the overdetermined problem admits a positive solution. The proof builds on
ideas of Alt and Caffarelli on variational problems for functions defined on a bounded region.
In our case, we need to consider functions defined on the whole R

n, so the key challenge is to
obtain uniform bounds for the minimizer and for the diameter of its support. Our methods
extend to higher dimensions, although in this case the free boundary ∂Ω could have a singular
set of codimension 5. The results are new even in the case of the Poisson equation −∆v = g(x)
with constant Neumann data.
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1. Introduction

The study of overdetermined boundary problems, that is, problems where one prescribes
both Dirichlet and Neumann data, has grown into a major field of research. Although this
topic had already been considered in Lord Rayleigh’s classic treatise [R], the breakthrough
result was Serrin’s symmetry result [Se]. Under mild technical hypotheses, he showed that if
a positive function satisfies a semilinear equation of the form

−∆v = f(v)

in a smooth bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n with the boundary conditions

v = 0 and |∇v| = c on ∂Ω

for some constant c, then Ω is a ball and v is radial.

There is a large body of literature generalizing Serrin’s result. As a sample of the avail-
able results, and without attempting to be comprehensive, let us mention the development of
alternative approaches to symmetry that rely on P -functions [GL, K] or Pohozaev-type inte-
gral identities [BNST, MP1, MP2], quantitative estimates for the stability of these symmetry
properties [ABR], and extensions to a variety of related contexts: different constant-coefficient
elliptic operators of variational form [CS]; degenerate elliptic equations such as the p-Laplace
equation [DPR]; exterior [AB, GS], unbounded [FV1] or non-smooth domains [FZ, P]; and
problems on the hyperbolic space and the hemisphere [KP]. The connection between overde-
termined problems on unbounded domains and constant mean curvature surfaces has been
studied in [Tr, DPW, RRS]. Nontrivial solutions have been shown to exist in a number of
interesting situations, for instance in the case of sign-changing solutions [Ru2], for periodic
unbounded domains [RSW, FMW1, FM2], and for problems that are either partially overde-
termined or degenerate [AG, FG, FGK, FV2], and have led to recent progress on various
questions in fluid mechanics [Ru, DEP1, EFR] and spectral geometry [FMW3, EFRS].

Even though these questions arise naturally in applied contexts [To, DEP1, EFR, Si, HH+],
the study of overdetermined problems for position-dependent equations has attracted compar-
atively little attention. In two remarkable papers, Pacard and Sicbaldi [PS] and Delay and
Sicbaldi [DS] proved the existence of smooth extremal domains with small volume for the first
eigenvalue of the Laplacian in any compact Riemannian manifold. These results were extended
in [DEP1, DEP2] to the case of fairly general overdetermined semilinear problems depending
on a free parameter λ. Roughly speaking, one can consider a nonlinear eigenvalue problem of
the form {

− div(A(x)∇v) = λf(x, v) in Ω ⊂ R
n,

v = 0 and |∇v|2 = c q(x) on ∂Ω.
(1.1)

Here q is a positive function, c is a free constant as above, A is a uniformly elliptic matrix-
valued function, and λ is an additional free constant. In all these results, the key idea is
to study the high-frequency regime λ ≫ 1. After a careful asymptotic analysis, and under
suitable technical assumptions, one can show that for all large enough λ, the overdetermined
problem (1.1) admits a positive solution on a family of smooth domains constructed as suitably

small perturbations of small balls, of radius of order λ−1/2 and centered at specific points
depending on f(·, 0). Thus these are perturbation results, asserting that, in local coordinates
adapted to the matrix A around a judiciously chosen point, one can perturb a positive radial
solution to the limiting problem to obtain a solution to (1.1). Similar results can be proven
for overdetermined nonlinear eigenvalue problems on compact manifolds.
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Our objective in this paper is to remove the additional freedom granted by the free param-
eter λ. That is, we aim to study the existence of positive solutions to fairly general classes
of semilinear overdetermined boundary value problems that do not necessarily have a free pa-
rameter, and to consider domains that are not necessarily deformations of small balls. Since
these conditions are crucially used in the aforementioned papers to frame the problem in the
context of perturbation theory, our results must therefore be based on an entirely different set
of ideas, coming from the theory of elliptic free boundary problems.

1.1. Main results. We will present our results for positive solutions to the model semilinear
problem {

− div(A(x)∇v) = f(x, v) in Ω ⊂ R
n,

v = 0 and ∇v A(x)∇vT = c q(x) on ∂Ω.
(1.2)

Note we are using the natural Neumann boundary condition for this equation, which reduces
to ∂νv = −

√
c q(x) when A is the identity matrix. One can also consider similar problems

on compact manifolds, but for concreteness we will relegate the discussion to Section 9 in the
main text. In (1.2), the functions A, f and q are fixed, while the constant c is not specified a
priori. We assume that these functions are admissible and x-periodic. Roughly speaking, this
means that f(x, v), A(x), and q(x) are sufficiently smooth and periodic in x, that f(x, v) is
nonnegative and grows at most linearly in v, that q(x) is positive, and that the matrix A(x) is
uniformly elliptic. Details given in Section 2.

To control the size of the (possibly disconnected) open set Ω, we will fix a constant m > 0
and restrict our attention to sets Ω ⊂ R

n such that

Volq(Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω
q(x) dx = m. (1.3)

Since q is both upper bounded and bounded away from zero, this quantity is always comparable
with the volume of Ω, and coincides with it in the classical case q ≡ 1.

Our main result can the be stated as follows. As we will discuss later in this section, the
result is new even for the Poisson equation −∆v = g(x) with constant Neumann data.

Theorem 1.1. Let n ≤ 4. For any constant m > 0 and any smooth, admissible, x-periodic
functions q, A and f , there exists a bounded open set Ω ⊂ R

n with smooth boundary, satisfying
the q-volume constraint (1.3), and a constant c > 0, for which the overdetermined boundary
value problem (1.2) admits a positive solution v ∈ C∞(Ω).

To prove Theorem 1.1, we follow a variational approach, motivated by the seminal work of
Alt and Caffarelli [AC]. To this end, let us define a function F : Rn × [0,+∞) → R by

F (x, u) :=

ˆ u

0
f(x, t) dt , (1.4)

so that f(x, u) = F ′(x, u). Here and in what follows, F ′(x, u) denotes the derivative of F (x, u)
with respect to the second variable, u. In view of the constraint (1.3), we aim to minimize the
energy F0(u), among the functions in the space

K≤m :=
{
u ∈ H1(Rn) : u ≥ 0, Volq({u > 0}) ≤ m

}
,

with the hope that the minimizer actually belongs to the smaller space

K=m :=
{
u ∈ K≤m : Volq({u > 0}) = m

}
.
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For D ⊂ R
n, we are denoting by

F0(u,D) :=

ˆ

D
∇u(x)A(x)∇u(x)Tdx− 2

ˆ

D
F (x, u(x)) dx (1.5)

the energy functional associated with Equation (1.2), and we use the shorthand notation
F0(u) := F0(u,R

n).

Setting Ω := {u > 0} and v := u|Ω, Theorem 1.1 is proven a consequence of the following
result on the existence and regularity of minimizers to the above variational problem. For the
definition of the Neumann boundary trace of u in the viscosity sense, we refer to Definition 7.8
in the main text.

Theorem 1.2. Let m > 0 and assume that F , A and q are admissible and x-periodic in
the sense of Definition 2.1. Then there exists a Lipschitz continuous minimizer u of F0 in
K≤m, which actually belongs to K=m. The set {u > 0} is open and bounded, and the following
equation is satisfied{

− div(A∇u) = F ′(x, u) in {u > 0},
∇uA∇uT = c q(x) on ∂{u > 0} in the viscosity sense

(1.6)

for some constant c > 0. Furthermore, the free boundary can be decomposed as a disjoint union

∂{u > 0} = Reg({u > 0}) ∪ Sing({u > 0}) ,
where:

(i) The regular part Reg({u > 0}) is a C1,α manifold of dimension n− 1 for some α > 0,
it is open within ∂{u > 0}, and on it the Neumann condition holds in the classical
sense: ∇uA∇uT = c q. If A, q and f are smooth, Reg({u > 0}) is smooth as well.

(ii) The singular part Sing({u > 0}) is a closed set within ∂{u > 0} of Hausdorff dimension
at most n − 5. Moreover, Sing({u > 0}) is empty if n ≤ 4, and consists at most of
countably many points if n = 5.

As is well known, determining the optimal dimension of the singular part of a free boundary
is a major open problem in the area, and at the moment n− 5 is the best known bound. We
refer to [V, Section 1.4] for an up to date discussion of the state of the art on the regularity of
free boundaries.

1.2. Some comments about the proof and connection with previous work. To prove
Theorem 1.2, we use ideas introduced by Alt and Caffarelli in [AC], and expanded on by many
authors. Velichkov’s recent book [V] provides an authoritative presentation of these methods,
with a number of extensions and refinements.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 involves two main differences with the existing literature. These
differences are both key for our objective of constructing smooth solutions to the overdeter-
mined problem (1.2) in low dimensions, and essential in that they present challenges that
cannot be overcome through straightforward modifications of previous results.

The first difference is that in [AC] and most of the works based on it such as [V], one
considers the minimization problem for functions defined on a fixed regular bounded open set
D ⊂ R

n, and impose some boundary conditions on ∂D. These conditions typically yields
uniform Poincaré inequalities on any Ω ⊂ D, as well as bounds for the solution u in terms of
the boundary values on D. And of course, every Ω ⊂ D is automatically bounded.

In contrast, our minimization problem is posed on the whole R
n. Proving that both the

minimizer u and the set {u > 0} are bounded when the ambient space is unbounded, as in
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our case, requires rather non-trivial arguments. In fact, a key step in our proof is to obtain
uniform estimates for ‖u‖L∞ and for the diameter of the set {u > 0} which one can effectively
control in terms of bounds for the functions A, f and q.

The second difference is related to the kind of functions f that we can consider1 in the right
hand side of (1.2). Indeed, there are several previous papers using a variational approach to
study problems for certain kind of functions f . Most of them only deal with some concrete
part of the minimization problem, like the analysis of the improvement of flatness performed
in [D].

To the best of our knowledge, there are only two cases in which the minimization problem
has been carried out completely. First, in [GuS], Gustafsson and Shahgholian consider the
minimization problem on R

n for the Poisson equation −∆v = h(x). A key difference here is
not only that the equation is linear, but also and most fundamentally the sign of h. Indeed,
these authors assume that h ≤ −c0 < 0 outside a fixed ball, which basically forces minimizers
to concentrate around the origin, which is crucially used to show that minimizers have compact
support. In fact, the key steps of their proof rely strongly on this choice of sign. In particular,
they extensively use comparisons with radially decreasing rearragements, which decrease their
energy because they concentrate the mass around the origin. These ideas cannot be adapted to
handle any class of functions h(x) ≥ 0, as we do in this paper. As is well known, overdetermined
problems with a nonnegative right hand side are classical in the literature, starting with Serrin’s
breakthrough paper [Se], but we shall see that handling this sign condition will require much
work.

The second case concerns the torsion problem, −∆u = 1, in which the right hand side has the
same sign as in our problem (1.2). In this case, Lederman [L] carried out the full minimization
program on the unbounded ambient space R

n \H, where H is a fixed “hole”. One then looks
for minimizers among function whose Dirichlet trace on ∂H is a fixed positive function. This
boundary condition forces solutions to concentrate around ∂H, which is the key observation
used to show the key property that that the support of minimizers is uniformly bounded.
As the right hand side is constant, this property then is used to equivalently formulate the
minimization problem on B\H for some fixed ball B, so one can effectively avoid working on
an unbounded space. This is certainly not the case when one considers more general functions
on the right hand side, as we do in this paper. Aguilera, Alt and Caffarelli [AAC] addressed a
problem closely related to Lederman’s using a penalized energy functional.

The admissibility and periodicity conditions we impose on the functions f , A and q are easy
to interpret in the context of the minimization program. First, we require that these functions
are smooth and positive (which, in the case of the matrix-valued function A, corresponds to
a uniform ellipticity condition). Then we assume that F grows at most quadratically in u
(which is optimal, as shown in Appendix A), and that it is sufficiently positive somewhere
so that nontrivial minimizers exist. Lastly, we assume that these functions are periodic in x.
This does not immediately imply that minimizers have uniformly bounded supports because
the background space is still all of Rn (it only does when the whole minimization program
is carried out on the compact quotient space (R/2πZ)n instead, as we do when we consider
overdetermined problem on compact manifolds in Section 9, and there the analysis is much
simpler). But periodicity is crucially used to establish the uniform estimates for u and its

1There are also differences in the kind of functions A and q one can consider, but we shall focus our discussion
of the role of f because the effect of f on the minimization problem is usually much more dramatic than that
of A and q.
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support and, in fact, in Appendix A we show that without periodicity in x, minimizers with
uniformly bounded supports do not necessarily exist.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we state the admissibility and periodicity as-
sumptions in our main theorems, introduce some notation, and prove some auxiliary estimates
that we will use throughout the paper. Then we move on to prove some basic properties of
minimizers in Section 3. In Section 4 we consider a penalized functional, which is subsequently
used to show that minimizers are Lipschitz continuous in Section 5. In Section 6 we obtain
bounds for the diameter of the support of minimizers. After analyzing the regularity of the
free boundary in Section 7, the proof of Theorem 1.2 is presented in Section 8. Section 9 is de-
voted to an analogue of our main results for overdetermined problems on compact manifolds.
To conclude, in Appendix A we show that, without the periodicity assumption, admissible
overdetermined problems do not generally have minimizers with uniformly bounded supports.

2. Assumptions and auxiliary results

Our goal in this section is to discuss the assumptions of the functions f , A and q that we
use, and to prove some basic estimates that will be used throughout the paper.

2.1. The admissibility and periodicity assumptions. Let us now state carefully the as-
sumptions we need in Theorem 1.2. As we anticipated in the Introduction, if these are relaxed,
several of our key estimates can fail, as we show in Appendix A.

Before stating the assumptions, let us introduce some notation that we will use throughout
the paper. We denote by C constants whose value may be different in every appearance. They
may depend on the dimension n, m and the parameters appearing in Definition 2.1 below.
We sometimes make dependencies explicit using brackets, e.g. C(n,M ′). In turn, X . Y is a
equivalent notation to X ≤ CY , and X .m Y means X ≤ C(m)Y . Similarly, X ≈ Y means
X . Y and Y . X.

Euclidean balls of radius r > 0 are denoted Br(x) if centered at x ∈ R
n, or simply Br if

centered at the origin. We also denote Bm the ball with volume m. The n − 1 dimensional
Hausdorff measure is denoted Hn−1. Averages will be denoted by the sign

ffl

. Also, 1E denotes
the indicator function of the set E ⊂ R

n and ∂ν denotes the outer normal derivative. We will
also denote by λ1 the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of different sets.

We will make frequent use of matrix notation when multiplying vectors (which will be
thought as row vectors) and matrices, mixing it with the notation x · y for the inner product
in R

n. In Sections 4 and 7, it will also appear ∇A · x, where A is a matrix: this is the matrix
whose entries are ∇aij · x, which amounts to taking the gradient componentwise. With some

abuse of notation, in this definition we denote by R
n2

the space of n× n matrices.

We are ready to state the admissibility and periodicity assumptions in Theorem 1.2. Here
we are introducing several constants that will appear later on in various steps of the proof.

Definition 2.1 (Admissibility and periodicity conditions). Consider the functions f, F : Rn×
R → R, A : Rn → R

n2

and q : Rn → R appearing in (1.2)-(1.3)-(1.5).

(i) These functions are admissible if:

(a) The functions f(x, u) and F (x, u), where F is defined as in (1.4), satisfy, for
(almost) every x ∈ R

n and u ≥ 0,

• F (x, u) is C1,1 in both variables, (HF1)

• F (x, 0) = 0 , (HF2)
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• F ′(x, u) = f(x, u) ≥ 0, (HF3)

• F (x, u) ≤ N + bu2, (HF4)

•
{
F ′(x, u) = f(x, u) ≤ N ′ +M ′u,

F ′′(x, u) = f ′(x, u) ≤ M2,
(HF5)

• There exists u0 ∈ K≤m such that F0(u0) < 0. (HF6)

Here 0 ≤ b < λ λ1(Bm)
2 and N,N ′,M ′,M2 ≥ 0 are constants. We note that (HF2)

is automatically satisfied because of (1.4), but it will useful to keep it in mind.

(b) The function A(x) satisfies, for every x, ξ ∈ R
n,

• A ∈ C1,1(Rn), (HA1)

• A(x) is a symmetric matrix, (HA2)

• λ |ξ|2 ≤ ξA(x)ξT ≤ λ−1 |ξ|2 (HA3)

for some constant λ ∈ (0, 1).

(c) The function q(x) satisfies, for every x ∈ R
n,

• q ∈ C1,1(Rn), (Hq1)

• q ≤ q(x) ≤ q (Hq2)

for some positive constants q, q.

(ii) These functions are x-periodic if there is some T > 0 such that

F (x, u) = F (x+ Te, u), A(x+ Te) = A(x), q(x+ Te) = q(x) (HPer)

hold for every e ∈ Z
n.

With some abuse, we will also say that the functions f(x, v), A(x), q(x) appearing in (1.2) are
admissible and x-periodic when F (x, v) :=

´ v
0 f(x, t) dt, A(x) and q(x) (which are the functions

appearing in the variational formulation) are admissible and periodic in the above sense.

Remark 2.2. The hypothesis (HF6) is obviously satisfied for many reasonable functions F (x, u).
In fact, it is satisfied as soon as F is positive somewhere in the sense that F (x, u) ≥ c0u for all
x a small ball Bε, with c0, ε > 0. Indeed, we can take ϕ the first eigenfunction of the Laplacian
in the ball Bε, and compute, for τ > 0,

F0(τϕ) ≤ λ−1λ1(Bε) τ
2

ˆ

Bε

ϕ2 dx− 2c0τ

ˆ

Bε

ϕdx.

Therefore, by the positivity of ϕ, F0(τϕ) < 0 provided that τ is sufficiently small.

Remark 2.3. In Assumption (HPer), one could have considered periodicity conditions defined
by any other lattice on R

n. All the arguments in the paper work in this case too, but we have
stated the results only in terms of square lattices for concreteness.

Let us discuss these assumptions. First, in order not to worry about technicalities which are
not the focus of this work, we assume (HF1), (HA1) and (Hq1), where here and everywhere, ∇F
and F ′ respectively denote the derivatives of F with respect to the first and second variables.
The structural assumptions (HA2) and (HA3) are natural if we want to obtain an elliptic PDE
for our solutions, and (Hq2) is natural if one desires to obtain the overdetermined Neumann
boundary condition. Then, we also make the natural assumption that u only contributes to
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the energy on its support, which is (HF2). As explained in the Introduction, the sign condition
(HF3) is a key novelty, and will require much work. The Assumptions (HF4)–(HF6) and (HPer)
will arise naturally in certain estimates, so we will comment on them later.

2.2. An approximate mean value formula for inhomogeneous equations. Let us now
establish analogues of the Harnack inequality and the mean value formula for the equation
Lv = g. Here and in what follows, we will the notation

Lv := − div(A(x)∇v) (2.1)

for the elliptic operator in divergence form associated with the matrix-valued function A.

Lemma 2.4. Assume that A is admissible in the sense of Definition 2.1. Let r ∈ (0, 1) and
suppose that u ∈ H1(Br) satisfies u ≥ 0 on ∂Br. For any M ≥ 0, the following hold:

(i) If Lu ≤ M in Br, then

u(x) .n

 

∂Br

u dHn−1 +Mr2, x ∈ Br/2. (2.2)

(ii) If |Lu| ≤ M in Br, then

|∇u(0)| .n
1

r

 

∂Br

u dHn−1 +Mr. (2.3)

Proof. Let us prove this in an elementary way for the Laplacian, and then sketch the differences
to obtain the result for general L.

Proof for the Laplacian, A ≡ I. To show (2.2), note that v(x) := u(x) + M |x|2 /(2n) is
subharmonic in Br, i.e. −∆v ≤ 0 in Br. Therefore, by the maximum principle, v ≤ w in Br,
where w is the harmonic extension of v to Br, that is, w is the function satisfying ∆w = 0 in
Br, and coincides with v at ∂Br. By the Poisson formula,

w(x) = rn−2

 

∂Br

r2 − |x|2
|y − x|n

(
u(y) +M

|y|2
2n

)
dHn−1(y), x ∈ Br.

Therefore, if we take x ∈ Br/2, a simple triangle inequality (recalling also u ≥ 0 on ∂Br) shows

v(x) ≤ w(x) ≤ rn−2 r2

(r − r/2)n

(
 

∂Br

u dHn−1 +M
r2

2n

)
, (2.4)

from which (2.2) readily follows.

To obtain (2.3) as a consequence of (2.2), we can do the following. Define v̂(x) := u(x) +
|∇u(0)| x1 (where x = (x1, x2, . . . , xn) are just the coordinates of points in R

n), and note that
still |−∆v̂| ≤ M in Br. Applying (2.2) to v̂ (actually, to v̂ + |∇u(0)| r, which is non-negative
on ∂Br because so is u; but this extra term will cancel out momentarily), we obtain

u(x) + |∇u(0)| x1 .
 

∂Br

u dHn−1 +Mr2, x ∈ Br/2,

because of the cancellation
ffl

∂Br
x1 dHn−1(x) = 0. Then, note that u ≥ −Mr2/(2n) in Br:

if we define ŵ(x) := u(x) − M |x|2 /(2n), it is superharmonic (i.e. −∆ŵ ≥ 0) in Br, and
ŵ ≥ −Mr2/(2n) on ∂Br (because u ≥ 0 on ∂Br); whence we finish the minimum principle
for superharmonic functions. Therefore, by taking any x ∈ ∂Br/4 in the previous display, we
obtain (2.3).
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Proof for general L. To generalize the above proof to general L, the first modification is to use

v(x) := u(x) +Mφ(x) (and the same for ŵ just changing signs) and v̂(x) := u(x) + |∇u(0)| φ̂,
where φ and φ̂ solve




Lφ = −1 in Br

φ =
|x|2
2n

=
r2

2n
on ∂Br,

and

{
Lφ̂ = 0 in Br

φ̂ = x1 on ∂Br.

These are the natural analogues to v and v̂ in this more general context. By rescaling φ to
B1 by φr(x) := φ(rx), which satisfies Lrφr = r2 in B1 (where Ar(x) := A(rx), whence it has
the same ellipticity constant as A) and φr = r2/(2n) on ∂B1, the a priori bounds for elliptic
equations (e.g., [GT, Th. 3.7], where we use (HA1) and r ≤ 1 to have uniform bounds on the
moduli of continuity of the coefficients of Lr) yield ‖φ‖∞ . r2. This is used to deduce (2.2)
from the analogue estimate in our setting to (2.4), and to bound ŵ from below.

The second main point is to use a Poisson formula for w (which in this case, solves Lw = 0
in Br). It turns out that this can be done for fairly general operators, and for that, we may
use the L-harmonic measure. Indeed, given g ∈ C(∂Br), let us denote by ug the solution of
the problem Lug = 0 in Br, ug = g on ∂Br. Then, given x ∈ Br, the map g 7→ ug(x) is a
linear and bounded (by the maximum principle, and also positive) operator from C(∂Br) to R.
Therefore, by the Riesz Representation Theorem, it can be represented by a (positive) Radon
measure ωx

L, the so-called L-harmonic measure, or elliptic measure associated to L:

ug(x) =

ˆ

∂Br

g(y) dωx
L(y), g ∈ C(∂Br).

It is known that if A(x) ∈ Cα, then ωx
L is absolutely continuous with respect to Hn−1|∂Br

(at least in regular sets like the ball, see e.g. [MM])2. Therefore, we can represent w in the
proof above as

w(x) =

ˆ

∂Br

w(y) dωx
L(y) =

ˆ

∂Br

w(y)
dωx

L

dHn−1
(y) dHn−1(y).

Given this representation, to be able to draw the same conclusions as in the proof for the
Laplacian above, we just need to show that

dωx
L

dHn−1
(y) ≈ 1, x ∈ Br/2, y ∈ ∂Br. (2.5)

To prove this, fix x ∈ Br/2, y ∈ ∂Br, and ρ > 0 small, see Figure 1 for a sketch. Then, the
estimate from [CFMS, Lemma 2.2] yields

ωx
L(Bρ(y) ∩ ∂Br) ≈ ρn−2GL((1− ρ)y, x),

where GL(·, ·) is the Green’s function in Br for the operator L, i.e., the function satisfying
LGL(·, x) = δx in Br and GL(·, x) = 0 on ∂Br. Therefore, since near ∂Br, GL is L-harmonic,
and it vanishes identically at the boundary, Hopf’s lemma (for a reference under the only
assumption that A(x) ∈ L∞, see [S]) yields some linear growth, namely GL((1 − ρ)y, x) ≈ ρ
for ρ > 0 small enough. Putting all the above together, we obtain

dωx
L

dHn−1
(y) = lim

ρ→0

ωx
L(Bρ(y) ∩Br)

Hn−1(Bρ(y) ∩Br)
≈ lim

ρ→0

ρn−2GL((1− ρ)y, x)

ρn−1
≈ 1,

which finally shows (2.5).

2The Hölder continuity of the coefficients is necessary, because if we only let A(x) ∈ C(Br), then there are
counterexamples, as those in [CFK, MM].
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x

y
(1− ρ)y

Bρ(y)

BrBr/2

Figure 1. To compute the Poisson kernel at a point x ∈ Br/2, one may use
the Green’s function at points close to the boundary.

With these properties in hand, it is straightforward to follow the proof for the Laplacian,
extending the result to a general L as in (2.1) with A(x) ∈ Cα. The lemma then follows. �

3. Some basic properties of minimizers

Over the next sections we will establish the key intermediate results that we will need to
prove Theorem 1.2. For this purpose, let us fix some m > 0.

As is well known, instead of minimizing F0 over K=m, it is more convenient to minimize
it over the larger family K≤m, which is better behaved from the perspective of the calculus
of variations. However, an important first observation is that if one tries to apply the direct
method in the calculus of variations (as e.g. in [V, Prop 11.1]) to find a minimizer of F0 in
K≤m, one encounters a key difficulty: even with he admissibility and periodicity assumptions
in Definition 2.1, it may be the case that the mass of the minimizing sequences escapes to
infinity. At this stage, we still have no information about the shapes that minimize F0, so it
would be difficult to discard that the mass escapes to infinity.

We will control this difficulty a posteriori in Section 8, once we have gathered enough
information about possible minimizers. So for the moment, and until Section 8, we will work
a priori, under the assumption of the existence of a minimizer, and infer as much information
about it as possible. Therefore, until Section 8 we will make the following

Assumption. In Sections 3 to 7, we assume that:



m > 0,

F,A and q are admissible in the sense of Definition 2.1,

u is a minimizer of F0 in K≤m.

(H*)

We note that here we do not assume the periodicity condition in (HPer). We will use this
in Section 8, but for now it is not necessary.

A first property that a minimizer u must satisfy is the following. Recall that the operator L
was introduced in (2.1). Note that in this lemma we show that if

Ωu := {u > 0}
is an open set (which we have not proved yet), then the minimizer u does satisfy the PDE we
want:
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Lemma 3.1 (Euler–Lagrange (I)). Assume (H*). Then Lu ≤ F ′(x, u) in R
n, in the weak

sense. Furthermore, if Br(x0) ⊂ {u > 0} for certain x0 ∈ R
n and r > 0, then Lu = F ′(x, u)

in Br(x0).

Proof. Testing the minimizing property of u against vε := (u − εφ)+ for φ ∈ C∞
c (Rn), we

obtain (recalling that A is symmetric, elliptic, and uniformly bounded, see (HA3) and (HA2))

0 ≤ F0(vε)−F0(u) ≤
ˆ

{u>0}
∇(u− εφ)A∇(u − εφ)T dx−

ˆ

{u>0}
∇uA∇uT dx

− 2

ˆ

Rn

(
F (x, vε)− F (x, u)

)
dx

= −2ε

ˆ

Rn

∇uA∇φT dx+ 2

ˆ

Rn

F ′(x, u)(u− vε) dx+O(ε2)

≤ −2ε

ˆ

Rn

∇uA∇φT dx+ 2

ˆ

Rn

F ′(x, u) εφ dx +O(ε2).

The third step is simply a Taylor expansion using (HF5), and in the last step we used u−vε ≤ εφ
along with (HF3). Dividing by ε and letting ε → 0 gives the first part of the result.

Furthermore, if Br(x0) ⊂ {u > 0} and 0 ≤ φ ∈ C∞
c (Br(x0)), we have that u − εφ ∈ K≤m

for all ε ∈ R close enough to 0, so the above argument yields

0 ≤ F0(u− εφ)−F0(u) = −2ε

ˆ

Rn

∇uA∇φT dx+ 2ε

ˆ

Rn

F ′(x, u)φdx +O(ε2).

Therefore, Lu = F ′(x, u) in Br(x0), as claimed. �

Our next goal is to show that u is uniformly bounded (that is, ‖u‖L∞(Rn) < C for some C
depending only on the admissibility constants, see Definition 2.1).

Proposition 3.2 (Boundedness of minimizers). Assume (H*). Then u is uniformly bounded.

Proof. Let us first distinguish cases depending on the shape of the fundamental solutions.

Case 1: n ≥ 3. First, write f(x) := F ′(x, u(x))1B1/4
(x) (one should not mistake this function

for f(x, u) in (1.2)). By the linear bounds for F ′ in (HF3), (HF5), one easily estimates

‖f‖Lr(Rn) .r ‖u‖Lr(Rn) + 1, for any 1 ≤ r ≤ +∞. (3.1)

On the other hand, we denote

w(x) :=

ˆ

Rn

ΓL(x, y) f(y) dy and w−∆(x) :=

ˆ

Rn

Γ−∆(x, y) f(y) dy, x ∈ R
n,

where ΓL and Γ−∆ are, respectively, the fundamental solutions of the operators L and −∆ in
R
n (see [GT, (4.1)] for the Laplacian, and [LSW, Section 6] for general L satisfying (HA3)).

They satisfy Lw = f and −∆w−∆ = f a.e. in B1/4 (see [GT, Th. 9.9] for the Laplacian, or
Sections 6 and 7 in [LSW] for general operators). Moreover, the fact that ΓL ≈ Γ−∆ < 0 (by
[LSW, (7.9)] and [GT, (4.1)]) and f ≥ 0 (see (HF2) and (HF3)) yield w ≈ w−∆ pointwise, so

‖w‖Lr(B1/4)
≈r ‖w−∆‖Lr(B1/4)

, for any 1 ≤ r ≤ +∞. (3.2)

Furthermore, since Lw = f a.e. in B1/4, it holds L(u − w) ≤ 0 in B1/4 by Lemma 3.1.
Note also that w ≤ 0 (because we already argued that f ≥ 0 and ΓL < 0), so 0 ≤ u ≤ u− w.
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Therefore, applying Lemma 2.4 for radii between 1/8 and 1/4, and then averaging, we get

u(0) ≤ (u−w)(0).

 

B1/4\B1/8

(u−w) dx .

(
 

B1/4\B1/8

|u− w|2∗dx
)1/2∗

. ‖u‖L2∗ (Rn)+ ‖w‖L2∗(B1/4)
.

First, the Sobolev embedding implies that ‖u‖L2∗ (Rn) . ‖u‖H1(Rn). In turn, we can estimate

the second term as follows:

‖w‖L2∗(B1/4)
≈ ‖w−∆‖L2∗ (B1/4)

≤ ‖w−∆‖L2∗ (Rn) .
∥∥∇2w−∆

∥∥
L2∗ (Rn)

. ‖f‖L2∗ (Rn) . ‖u‖L2∗ (Rn) + 1 . ‖u‖L2(Rn) + 1.

Here, we have used (3.2), the Sobolev embedding twice (where 2∗ satisfies (2∗)
∗ = 2, and

2∗ ∈ (1, 2) because n > 2), the boundedness of the Riesz transforms in L2∗ because 2∗ > 1 (see
e.g. [GT, Theorem 9.9]), the estimate in (3.1), and lastly Hölder’s inequality (because 2∗ < 2)
along with the fact that |{u > 0}| ≤ Volq(Ωu)/q = m/q.

All the conclusions in last paragraph yield

u(0) . ‖u‖H1(Rn) + ‖u‖L2(Rn) + 1.

We note here that the constants involved in these estimates do not depended on the choice of
our balls to be centered at the origin, so we can obtain the same estimate centering the balls
at any x ∈ R

n. This implies that, in this case (n ≥ 3),

‖u‖L∞(Rn) . ‖u‖H1(Rn) + ‖u‖L2(Rn) + 1.

Case 2: n = 2. This case is slightly different because of the fundamental solution exhibiting a
logarithmic growth (see [GT, (4.1)]). Define w and w−∆ as above. Noting that ΓL < 0 in B1

(see [GT, (4.1)], and recalling ΓL ≈ Γ−∆) and f ≥ 0 (see (HF2) and (HF3)), we compute

u(0) ≤ (u− w)(0) .

(
 

B1/4\B1/8

|u− w|2 dx

)1/2

. ‖u‖L2(Rn) + ‖w‖L2(B1/4)
. (3.3)

Now, an easy computation recalling ΓL ≈ Γ−∆ yields, for z ∈ B1/4,

w(z) ≈ w−∆(z) =
1

2π

ˆ

B1/4

log |z − y| f(y) dy =
1

2π

ˆ

B1/4

|log |z − y|| |f(y)| dy

.
1

2π

(
ˆ

B1/2(z)
|log |z − y||2 dy

)1/2(
ˆ

B1/4

(1 + u(y))2 dy

)1/2

. ‖u‖L2(Rn) + 1,

where in the second-to-last estimate we have used Cauchy-Schwarz and (HF5). Since the
constants are uniform and again do not depend on our balls being centered at the origin, back
in (3.3), we obtain

‖u‖L∞(Rn) . ‖u‖L2(Rn) + 1,

and the proposition follows. �

Combining Proposition 3.2 and (HF5), we infer that

M1 := sup
x∈Rn

∣∣F ′(x, u(x))
∣∣ ≤ N ′ +M ′ ‖u‖L∞(Rn) < +∞ (3.4)

is also uniformly controlled by the constants in Definition 2.1.
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Corollary 3.3. Assume (H*). Then, with M1 defined in (3.4), it holds

Lu ≤ M1 in R
n.

Moreover, u has a representative defined pointwise by

u(y) = lim
ρ→0

 

Dρ(y)
u(x) dx, y ∈ R

n, (3.5)

where the sets Dρ(y) satisfy BcDρ(y) ⊂ Dρ(y) ⊂ BCDρ(y) for cD, CD > 0 only depending on n
and λ.

Proof. The first assertion follows from Lemma 3.1 and the definition of M1. For the second,
note that, fixed y ∈ R

n, if we find the solution to Lφ = −1 in B1(y) with φ = 1/(2n) on ∂B1(y)

(similarly as in Lemma 2.4, so that φ(x) = |x− y|2 /(2n) for L = −∆), then x 7→ u(x) +M1φ
and x 7→ M1φ are both L-subharmonic functions. Therefore, they can be defined at y with
limits of mean values as in (3.5) (for general L, see [C, p.9], relying on the pointwise equivalence
of any fundamental solution to that of the Laplacian, proved in [LSW] and [BH, Section 6]).
Subtracting both formulas, we obtain (3.5) at y, as desired. �

Remark 3.4. When L = −∆, one can also take Dρ(y) = ∂Br(y) and integrate with respect to
dHn−1 instead of dx, thereby recovering the classical mean value formulas.

The following result (and the generalization which we will prove in Lemma 5.1) will be key
in many arguments: we will compare u with the function solving the exact PDE that u should
solve in Ωu (given by Lemma 3.1). It is a natural analogue in our setting of various lemmas
on harmonic extensions that can be found in the literature (e.g., [AC, Lemma 3.2] and [V,
Lemma 3.8]).

Lemma 3.5. Assume (H*). Fix a small enough ball Br(x0) and define h as the solution of
Lh = F ′(x, u) in Br(x0), and h = u in Br(x0)

c. If Volq({h > 0}) ≤ m, then u ≡ h.

Proof. We may assume x0 = 0. By Lemma 3.1, L(u− h) ≥ 0 in Br. And clearly u− h = 0 on
∂Br. Therefore, the maximum principle implies that u− h ≤ 0 in Br, i.e., h ≥ u (≥ 0). Then,
our assumptions imply that h ∈ K≤m, so since u is a minimizer we infer F0(u) ≤ F0(h). With
some simple computations using the definition of h (recall also (HA2) and (HA3)), this means

0 ≥ F0(u)−F0(h)

=

ˆ

Br

∇(u− h)A∇(u − h)T dx− 2

ˆ

Br

∇hA∇(h − u)T dx− 2

ˆ

Br

(
F (x, u)− F (x, h)

)
dx

≥ λ

ˆ

Br

|∇(u− h)|2 dx− 2

ˆ

Br

(
F (x, u) − F (x, h) − F ′(x, u)(u − h)

)
dx =: I + II.

The first term is obviously nonnegative. For the second, note that, using (HF5) and Poincaré,

II ≥ −2M2

ˆ

Br

|u− h|2 dx ≥ −CM2 r
2

ˆ

Br

|∇(u− h)|2 dx.

Thus, if r is small enough (so that CM2r
2 ≤ λ/2, say), we can absorb this contribution and

get 0 ≥ λ
2

´

Br
|∇(u− h)|2 dx from the first display, which shows that u ≡ h. �

Now we observe that the (very natural) assumption (HF6) ensures that u ≡ 0 is not a
minimizer. With this, we can prove the following:

Lemma 3.6 (Saturation of the measure). Assume (H*). Then Volq(Ωu) = m, i.e., u ∈ K=m.
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Proof. With the results already obtained, the proof follows as in [V, Prop. 11.1, step 4].
Assume, for the sake of a contradiction, that Volq(Ωu) < m. Then, using (Hq2), find r > 0
with Volq(Ωu) + Volq(Br(x)) ≤ m for any x ∈ R

n.

Let us show that Ωu is closed. Indeed, let xj ∈ Ωu converge to x0. Then, for j large,
xj ∈ Br(x0). Now, Lemma 3.5 implies that u ≡ h (its F ′-harmonic extension) in Br(x0).
Concretely, (HF3) implies that u is L-superharmonic (i.e. Lu ≥ 0) in Br(x0). Thus, the strong
minimum principle (and u(xj) > 0) implies that u > 0 in Br(x0). Concretely u(x0) > 0.

Next, we show that Ωu is open, too. Pick x0 ∈ Ωu, i.e., u(x0) > 0. Then, by (3.5),
´

BCDr(x0)
u dx > 0 if r > 0 is small, whence

ffl

∂Br(x0)
u dHn−1 > 0 for (a possibly different)

small enough r > 0. That means that u does not vanish identically on ∂Br(x0). Hence, the
F ′-harmonic extension h of u in Br(x0), which again coincides with u in Br(x0) by Lemma 3.5,
does not vanish in Br(x0) by the strong minimum principle for L-superharmonic functions (as
in the last paragraph). This shows that Br(x0) ⊂ Ωu.

Therefore, Ωu is both open and closed, so either u ≡ 0 or Ωu = R
n. Both give the desired

contradiction because of (HF6) and Volq(Ωu) ≤ m, respectively. �

4. Asymptotic minimality at small scales for a penalized energy

To follow the original blueprint of [AC], and ultimately obtain the overdetermined boundary
condition, it will be convenient to use the energy functional

FΛ(v) := F0(v) + ΛVolq({v > 0})
instead of F0, for some Λ > 0. This corresponds to considering a Lagrange multiplier Λ
for our constrained minimization problem. The basic idea in this section is to show that our
minimizer u of F0 under the constraint (1.3) is, in a way, “almost” an unconstrained minimizer
of FΛ for some Λ > 0. This introduces some more difficulties, which were already addressed
in [V] in a simpler context.

Our goal here is to adapt those results to our setting. For this, we can mostly follow [V,
Section 11], and only few things need to be modified. There is one substantial difference,
though: we have not managed to extend [V, Subsection 11.3] to our setting: in the presence
of F (x, u), with the positive derivative (HF3), it is not clear to us how to establish the key
Almgren-like monotonicity formulas as in [V, Lemma 11.7] and Caccioppoli inequalities as in
the proof of [V, Proposition 11.4]. The way we circumvent this difficulty is by not showing
in this section that Λ > 0 (we only obtain Λ ≥ 0). We will be able to fix this issue in later
sections.

The first result we will establish is the following. Note that the first variation of FΛ is

δFΛ(u)[ξ] := δF0(u)[ξ] + Λ

ˆ

Ωu

div(qξ) dx,

where ξ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn) and

δF0(u)[ξ] :=

ˆ

Rn

(
− 2∇u∇ξ A∇uT +∇uA∇uT div ξ +∇u (∇A · ξ)∇uT

− 2∇F (x, u) · ξ − 2F (x, u) div ξ
)
dx. (4.1)

Lemma 4.1. Assume (H*). Then, there exists Λ ≥ 0 such that u is stationary for FΛ, i.e.

δFΛ(u)[ξ] = 0 ∀ ξ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn). (4.2)
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Proof. First, let us deduce the expression (4.1) for the first variation of F0. We use the
perturbations ut := u ◦ Φt(x), where Φt(x) := Ψt(x)

−1 and Ψt(x) := (I + tξ)(x) for some ξ ∈
C∞
c (Rn;Rn). Note that, using the chain rule and a well-known expansion of the determinant

around the identity,

∇Ψt(x) = I + t∇ξ(x), ∇Φt(Ψt(x)) = I − t∇ξ(x) + o(t), det∇Ψt(x) = 1+ t div ξ(x) + o(t).

With this, the change of variables y = Ψt(x) (equiv. x = Φt(y)), and some Taylor expansions
using (HA1) to neglect lower order terms, we get
ˆ

Rn

∇ut(x)A(x)∇ut(x)
Tdx=

ˆ

Rn

∇u(y)∇Φt(Ψt(y))A(Ψt(y))
(
∇u(y)∇Φt(Ψt(y))

)T|det∇Ψt(y)| dy

=

ˆ

Rn

∇u(y)
(
I − t∇ξ(y) + o(t)

)(
A(y) + t∇A(y) · ξ(y) + o(t)

)

·
(
I − t∇ξ(y) + o(t)

)T
∇u(y)T

(
1 + t div ξ(x) + o(t)

)
dy

=

ˆ

Rn

∇uA∇uT dy + t

ˆ

Rn

(
− 2∇u∇ξ A∇uT +∇uA∇uT div ξ +∇u(∇A · ξ)∇uT

)
dy + o(t),

Similarly, using (HF1) to neglect lower order terms
ˆ

Rn

F (x, ut(x)) dx =

ˆ

Rn

F (Ψt(y), u(y)) |det∇Ψt(y)| dy

=

ˆ

Rn

(
F (y, u(y)) +∇F (y, u(y)) · tξ(y) + o(t)

)(
1 + t div ξ + o(t)

)
dy

=

ˆ

Rn

F (y, u(y)) dy + t

ˆ

Rn

(
∇F (y, u(y)) · ξ(y) + F (y, u(y)) div ξ

)
dy + o(t),

Lastly, using (Hq1) to neglect lower order terms,

Volq(Ωut) =

ˆ

Rn

q(x)1Ωu(Φt(x)) dx =

ˆ

Rn

q(Ψt(y))1Ωu(y) |det∇Ψt(y)| dy

=

ˆ

Ωu

(
q(y) + t∇q(y) · ξ(y) + o(t)

)(
1 + t div ξ(y) + o(t)

)
dy

= Volq(Ωu) + t

ˆ

Ωu

div(qξ) dy + o(t).

All these give our desired formulas in the statement, like (4.1). We are left to show (4.2).
One can essentially argue as in [V, Section 11.2]. First, note that there is a vector field
ξ ∈ C∞

c (Rn;Rn) for which
´

Ωu
div(qξ) dx = 1 (indeed, one may simply multiply by q−1 the

vector field given by [V, Lemma 11.3]). And this allows us to invoke [V, Prop. 11.2] (because
its proof does not rely on the explicit form of F0 or Volq) to obtain (4.2). �

Let us now show that the assumption that u is a critical point for FΛ implies that u is
almost a minimizer of FΛ at small scales. The following lemma will be the last time that we
will use (HF4) explicitly, until Section 8.

Lemma 4.2. Assume (H*). Let B be a ball such that 0 < |Ωu ∩B| < |B|. Then, for every
ε > 0, there exists r > 0 such that for any Br(x0) ⊂ B we have

FΛ+ε(u) ≤ FΛ+ε(v) for every v ∈ H1(Rn) such that

{
v − u ∈ H1

0 (Br(x0)),

Volq(Ωu) ≤ Volq(Ωv).
(4.3)
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FΛ−ε(u) ≤ FΛ−ε(v) for every v ∈ H1(Rn) such that

{
v − u ∈ H1

0 (Br(x0)),

Volq(Ωu) ≥ Volq(Ωv).
(4.4)

Proof. This is an the analogue of [V, Prop. 11.10]. The proof, given in [V, Sections 11.4 and
11.5], is very robust, so most of it works for fairly general energy functionals. However, there
are a couple of arguments that do not work directly in our setting because of the presence of
F,A and q. We will next discuss the modifications that are needed:

(i) First, at the beginning of the proof of [V, Lemma 11.9], it is deduced that F0(uj , B) ≤
C implies that uj are uniformly bounded in H1(B) (we are adopting the notation in
[V] here). Since uj are constructed as minimizers of the problem [V, (11.18)], posed
in the bounded domain B, the property above follows by standard arguments using
the direct method of Calculus of Variations. In any case, let us make the details
more explicit, re-using some computations from Step 1 in Section 8, where we obtain
minimizers to a more difficult problem, because it is not posed in a bounded domain.

Note that Volq(Ωuj ) = mj for some sequence mj → m. Indeed, since Volq(B) >
m, for j large enough we have Volq(B

mj ) < Volq(B) and we can prove a Poincaré

inequality for uj as in (8.1), with constant λ1(B
m̃j )−1, where, following (6.1), we

denote m̃j := mj/q. And we can continue the proof of Step 1 in Section 8 noting that

λ− 2b

λ1(Bm̃j )
= λ− 2b

λ1(Bm̃)

λ1(B
m̃)

λ1(Bm̃j )
≥ c > 0

for some uniform constant c, as soon as we choose j large enough, because 2b/λ1(B
m̃) <

λ by (HF4), and λ1(B
m̃j ) −→ λ1(B

m̃) because mj → m. This allows us to re-run the
proof in Step 1 of Section 8 for the problem [V, (11.18)] and deduce the existence of
uj, and get a uniform bound for ‖∇uj‖L2(B) as in (8.3), using the uniform constant c

in the previous display. With that, since uj − u ∈ H1
0 (B) for every j, we obtain

‖uj‖L2(B) ≤ ‖uj − u‖L2(B) + ‖u‖2 .B ‖∇(uj − u)‖2 + ‖u‖2 ≤ ‖∇uj‖2 + ‖∇u‖2 + ‖u‖2 ,

by using Poincaré in B. Since this bound does not depend on j, this finally shows
that uj are uniformly bounded in H1(B), after passing to a subsequence.

(ii) In the middle of the proof of property (iii) in [V, Lemma 11.9], it is asserted that the
weak convergence of uj to u∞ in H1(B) implies F0(u∞, B) ≤ lim infj→+∞F0(uj, B).
In our setting, there appears a new problematic term to handle: we need to show

ˆ

B
∇u∞A∇uT∞ dx ≤ lim inf

j→+∞

ˆ

B
∇uj A∇uTj dx. (4.5)

But it is not hard to see that this estimate holds. Indeed, one can compute

ˆ

B

(
∇uj A∇uTj −∇u∞A∇uT∞

)
dx

=

ˆ

B
∇(uj − u∞)A∇(uj − u∞)T dx+ 2

ˆ

B
∇(uj − u∞)A∇uT∞ dx,

and the first term is non-negative by ellipticity (HA3), whereas the second converges
to 0 as j → +∞ because ∇uj ⇀ ∇u∞ in L2(B) (just test against A∇uT∞ ∈ L2(B)
because u∞ ∈ H1(Br) and A is bounded, see (HA3)).



OVERDETERMINED BOUNDARY PROBLEMS IN LARGE DOMAINS 17

(iii) Next, in the proof of property (iv) in [V, Lemma 11.9], we should use q dx instead of the
Lebesgue measure. The proof can be readily adapted because, by (Hq2), convergence
in L2(dx) is obviously equivalent to convergence in L2(q dx):

ˆ

Rn

|fj − f |2 dx −→
j→∞

0 ⇐⇒
ˆ

Rn

|fj − f |2 q dx −→
j→∞

0. (4.6)

The case of weak convergence is analogous.

(iv) Finally, in Step 1 in the proof of [V, Prop. 11.16], the author uses F0(vj , B) ≥ 0, which
is not true for us because of the presence of F . To fix this, we note that actually it
suffices that F0(u,B) − F0(vj , B) is bounded above uniformly on j, which does hold
in our setting. Indeed, by Poincaré (because u− vj ∈ H1

0 (Br))
ˆ

Br

(F (x, u)− F (x, vj))dx .M1

ˆ

Br

|u− vj| dx

.r

(
ˆ

Br

|∇(u− vj)|2 dx
)1/2

. ‖∇u‖L2(Br)
+ ‖∇vj‖L2(Br)

.

And using this, we conclude

F0(u,B)−F0(vj , B) ≤ C(u)− ‖∇vj‖2L2(Br)
+ C ‖∇vj‖L2(Br)

≤ C(u) + C.

With these modifications, the proofs in [V, Sections 11.4 and 11.5] carry over to the present
setting. �

For future reference, let us record here the following immediate consequence of Lemma 4.2:

Corollary 4.3. Assume (H*). For every ε > 0 there exists r0 > 0 such that, for every
0 < r ≤ r0,

FΛ(u) ≤ FΛ(v) + ε |Br| for every v ∈ H1(Rn) such that v − u ∈ H1
0 (Br(x0)). (4.7)

Proof. It follows directly from Lemma 4.2 and the fact that FΛ+ε(w) = FΛ(w)+ε |{w > 0}|. �

5. Lipschitz continuity and non-degeneracy

Using that our constrained minimizer u is “almost” a minimizer of some energy FΛ by (4.7),
our goal in this section is to show that u is Lipschitz and non-degenerate, which will be the
key properties in the forthcoming analysis. To do so, we will extend the basic strategy used
in [AC] and [V, Sections 3 and 4].

Let us start by a crucial extension of Lemma 3.5:

Lemma 5.1. Assume (H*). Fix ε > 0 and a small enough ball Br(x0) as in Lemma 4.2.
Define h as the only solution of the equation Lh = F ′(x, u) in Br(x0) with h = u in Br(x0)

c.
Then h ≥ u in Br(x0) and

ˆ

Br(x0)
|∇(u− h)|2 dx ≤ 2 q

Λ+ ε

λ
|{u = 0} ∩Br(x0)| . (5.1)

Proof. We may assume x0 = 0, and write Λ′ := Λ + ε. By Lemma 3.1, L(u − h) ≤ 0 in Br;
and clearly u − h = 0 on ∂Br. Therefore, the maximum principle implies that h ≥ u. Then,
by (4.3), FΛ′(u) ≤ FΛ′(h). This implies, just as in the proof of Lemma 3.5,

0 ≥ λ

ˆ

Br

|∇(u− h)|2 dx− 2

ˆ

Br

(
F (x, u) − F (x, h) − F ′(x, u)(u − h)

)
dx−Λ′Volq({u = 0}∩Br)
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≥ λ

ˆ

Br

|∇(u− h)|2 dx− λ

2

ˆ

Br

|∇(u− h)|2 dx− Λ′ q |{u = 0} ∩Br| ,

where we have used (HF5) and Poincaré to hide (for r small enough) the second term. The
lemma follows. �

As a consequence, we can show some thickness of Rn \ Ωu, where we recall the notation
Ωu := {u > 0}:
Lemma 5.2. Assume (H*). If x0 ∈ ∂Ωu, then |{u = 0} ∩Br(x0)| > 0 for every r > 0.

Proof. Fix x0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Suppose, on the contrary, that |{u = 0} ∩Br(x0)| = 0 for some r > 0.
Then (possibly using a smaller r), by (5.1), ∇u ≡ ∇h a.e. in Br(x0). Since u = h on ∂Br(x0),
that translates into u = h a.e. in Br. Therefore Lu = F ′(x, u) ≥ 0 in the weak sense in Br(x0)
(using (HF3)), whence by elliptic regularity (e.g. Theorems 8.8 and 9.19 from [GT], recalling
(HA1), (HF1) and (3.4)) u is actually C2 in Br/2(x0), and hence L-superharmonic in a classical
sense. On the other hand, since x0 ∈ ∂Ωu, u is not constantly zero in Br/2(x0). Thus, by the
classical strong minimum principle for L-superharmonic functions, u > 0 in Br/2(x0). But this
clearly contradicts x0 ∈ ∂Ωu. �

After these preliminaries, we are ready to proceed to prove the optimal regularity of u.

Proposition 5.3 (Lipschitz continuity). Assume (H*). Then Ωu is open and

L := ‖∇u‖L∞(Rn) < +∞.

Proof. We can mostly follow [AC, Th. 3.2] or [V, Section 3.1]. Fix ε > 0 small, and set
Λ′ := Λ + ε to use (4.3).

First, given x0 ∈ R
n and small r > 0, let h be as in Lemma 5.1. Since h ≥ u and it is

L-superharmonic in Br(x0) by (HF3), we may follow the proof of [V, Lemma 3.7] to obtain

|{u = 0 ∩Br(x0)|
(
1

r

 

∂Br(x0)
u dHn−1

)2

.

ˆ

Br(x0)
|∇(u− h)|2 dx.

Dominating the right hand side with (5.1), and cancelling terms (recall Lemma 5.2), we obtain
 

∂Br(x0)
u dHn−1 ≤ C(n, λ, q)

√
Λ′ r ∀x0 ∈ ∂Ωu, r small enough. (5.2)

Recalling (3.5), this implies that u ≡ 0 on ∂Ωu just letting r → 0. Hence Ωu is open.

It only remains to adapt [V, Lemma 3.5]. Fix x ∈ Ωu sufficiently close to ∂Ωu, and find
x0 ∈ ∂Ωu its closest point on the boundary. Set r := |x− x0|, so r > 0 because Ωu is open.
Then, by Lemma 3.1, Lu = F ′(x, u) in Br(x), whence |Lu| ≤ M1 in Br(x) (using also (HF3)
and Corollary 3.3). This allows us to use Lemma 2.4 to get

|∇u(x)| . 1

r
‖u‖L∞(∂Br/2(x))

+ r, (5.3)

Now, for any fixed y ∈ ∂Br/2(x), again using Lemma 2.4 and also (5.2), we obtain

u(y) .

 

Br/4(y)
u dz + r2 .

 

B2r(x0)
u dz + r2 .

√
Λ′ r + r2, (5.4)

which back in (5.3) finally yields |∇u(x)| ≤ C if x is sufficiently close to ∂Ωu (i.e. when r is
small). Outside of a neighborhood of ∂Ωu, standard regularity for elliptic PDE yields that u
is actually C2 there, which is sufficient to finish the proof. �
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Recalling Lemma 3.1, we immediately obtain the following:

Corollary 5.4 (Euler–Lagrange (II)). Assume (H*). Then Lu = F ′(x, u) in Ωu.

As a consequence of the Lipschitz estimate at the boundary (Proposition 5.3) and the exact
equation that u solves in Ωu (Corollary 5.4), we can now ensure that Λ 6= 0 using only
elementary PDE techniques. It should be emphasized that, up to this moment, we never
needed the strict inequality Λ > 0 in our proofs.

Proposition 5.5 (Positivity of Lagrange multiplier). Assume (H*), and let Λ ≥ 0 be the
number obtained in Lemma 4.1. Then actually Λ > 0.

Proof. Let us assume, on the contrary, that Λ = 0. Then, the estimates (5.3) and (5.4) that
we obtained in the proof of Proposition 5.3 self-improve to |∇u(x)| ≤ Cr = C dist(x, ∂Ωu)
for x close to ∂Ωu, simply using Λ = Λ + ε = ε and letting ε → 0. On the other hand, by
elliptic regularity, we may suppose that u is (qualitatively) regular in Ωu, at least C2 (one
may use Theorems 8.8 and 9.19 from [GT] taking (HF1) and (HA1) into account). Therefore,
∇u is a continuous function in Ωu, which converges to 0 as we approach the boundary; so we
can extend it by 0 in a continuous way. This means that, defining ∇u := 0 on ∂Ωu, we have
u ∈ C1(Ωu).

Now pick any x ∈ Ωu and denote B := Bdist(x,∂Ωu)(x). Clearly B ⊂ Ωu, so Corollary 5.4
and F ′ ≥ 0 (see (HF3)) imply that u is L-superharmonic in B. Therefore, if x0 ∈ ∂Ωu is the
closest point on the boundary to x, the classical strong minimum principle for L-superharmonic
functions implies that u(x0) = 0 < u(y) for every y ∈ ∂(12B). Moreover, recall that we already

discussed in the previous paragraph that u ∈ C2(B) ∩ C1(B). All these allow us to apply
the classical Hopf’s lemma in B (because ∂B is smooth) from [Ev, p.330] to deduce that
∂νu(x0) < 0, which contradicts the fact that ∇u = 0 on ∂Ω. �

Let us finish the section with a classical non-degeneracy estimate, which shows that around
any point of the free boundary ∂Ωu, u must exhibit some linear growth. The proof uses ideas
of David–Toro (see e.g. [V, Lemma 4.5]):

Proposition 5.6 (Non-degeneracy). Assume (H*). Then there exist small enough κ0, r0 > 0
such that, for any x0 ∈ R

n and 0 < r < r0, it holds
 

∂Br(x0)
u dHn−1 ≤ κ0 r =⇒ u ≡ 0 in Br/8(x0).

Proof. First, using h from Lemma 5.1 (adapted to Br(x0)), Lemma 2.4 (because Lh ≤ M1)
implies, for any y ∈ Br/2(x0),

u(y) ≤ h(y) ≤ C

 

∂Br(x0)
hdHn−1 + Cr2 = C

 

∂Br(x0)
u dHn−1 + Cr2 ≤ C(κ0 + r0)r =: κ1r.

Then, consider the cut-off function

φ ∈ C∞
c (Br(x0)), 0 ≤ φ ≤ 1, φ ≡ 1 on Br/2(x0), |∇φ| ≤ 3r−1.

Defining the competitor v := (u − κ1rφ)+, the computation above implies that v ≡ 0 in
Br/2(x0). Therefore, noting that v ≤ u, we get

Volq(Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)) + Volq(Ωv ∩Br(x0))

= Volq(Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)) + Volq(Ωv ∩Br(x0) \Br/2(x0)) ≤ Volq(Ωu ∩Br(x0)).
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This, the optimality condition (4.4) (since Λ > 0, we can use ε := Λ/2 > 0), and the fact that
|F ′| ≤ M1 (from (3.4) and (HF3)), yield

Λ

2
q
∣∣Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)

∣∣ ≤ Λ

2
Volq(Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)) ≤

Λ

2
Volq(Ωu ∩Br(x0))−

Λ

2
Volq(Ωv ∩Br(x0))

≤
ˆ

Br(x0)
∇v A∇vT dx−

ˆ

Br(x0)
∇uA∇uT dx− 2

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
F (x, v) − F (x, u)

)
dx

≤
ˆ

Br(x0)
∇(u− κ1rφ)A∇(u− κ1rφ)

T dx−
ˆ

Br(x0)
∇uA∇uT dx+ 2M1 |Br| ‖u− v‖∞

≤ 2κ1r ‖A‖∞
ˆ

Br(x0)
|∇u| |∇φ| dx+ κ21r

2 ‖A‖∞
ˆ

Br(x0)
|∇φ|2 dx+ 2M1 |Br| κ1r

≤ (6κ1λ
−1L+ 9κ21λ

−1 + 2M1κ1r0) |Br| ,

which implies that

∣∣Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)
∣∣ ≤ κ2 |Br| , where κ2 := 2κ1

6λ−1L+ 9κ1λ
−1 + 2M1r0

Λq
.

To finish the proof, we may just follow the remaining part of [V, Lemma 4.5] after choosing
κ0 and r0 small enough. Let us include the details for completeness. Using the estimates
already obtained, we compute

ˆ

Br/2(x0)
u dx ≤ ‖u‖L∞(Br/2(x0))

∣∣Ωu ∩Br/2(x0)
∣∣ ≤ κ1κ2r |Br| .

Now, given any y0 ∈ Br/8(x0), it clearly holds Br/4(y0) ⊂ Br/2(x0). This, and an easy
integration in polar coordinates, allow us to find some ρ = ρ(y0) ∈ [r/8, r/4] for which

ˆ

∂Bρ(y0)
u dHn−1 ≤

 r/4

r/8

ˆ

∂Bs(y0)
u dHn−1 ds ≤ 1

r/8

ˆ

Br/2(x0)
u dx ≤ 8κ1κ2 |Br| ,

which trivially implies that (recalling that ρ ≥ r/8 and that n ≥ 1)
 

Bρ(y0)
u dHn−1 ≤ κ3 ρ, where κ3 := 8n+1κ1κ2.

Recalling the definitions of κ1 and κ2, we can choose κ0 and r0 small enough (depending on
n, λ,Λ, L,M1 and q) so that κ3 ≤ κ0. And this means that the property in the assumption of
the proposition translates to smaller scales.

Let us iterate this. Indeed, fix y0 ∈ Br/8(x0). Starting at y0, ρ0 := ρ ∈ [r/8, r/4] from last
paragraph, use the method above (iteratively) to find a sequence of ρj (for j ≥ 1) satisfying

ρj
8

≤ ρj+1 ≤
ρj
4
, and

 

∂Bρj (y0)
u dHn−1 ≤ κ0ρj, for every j ≥ 0.

Since u is Lipschitz (Proposition 5.3) and ρj → 0, we finally obtain the desired result:

0 ≤ u(y0) = lim
j→+∞

 

∂Bρj (y0)
u dHn−1 ≤ lim

j→+∞
κ0ρj = 0, y0 ∈ Br/8(x0).

The proposition then follows. �
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6. Compact support of minimizers

The volume of the support of the minimizer u is obviously bounded because u ∈ K≤m, so

|{u > 0}| ≤ m/q =: m̃ . (6.1)

But it is not clear a priori whether the support Ωu = {u > 0} is bounded itself. In this section,
we prove that this is actually the case: Ωu is always bounded. Moreover, we provide uniform
bounds for the number and diameter of its connected components. The fact that the support
of the minimizers is not bounded a priori is one of the main differences of our work with respect
to [AC] and most of the subsequent works on this topic.

We start by partitioning Ωu into a family of enlarged connected components, by which one
means a union of connected components which are close to each other. More precisely, let us
make the following definition, where “c.c.” is short for “connected component”:

Definition 6.1. Given a connected component V of Ωu, we define the enlarged connected
component to which it belongs as

ECC(V ) :=
⋃




∃ r ≥ 0 and Vj (0 ≤ j ≤ r) c.c.’s of Ωu,

U c.c. of Ωu : such that V =: V0, V1, . . . , Vr−1, Vr := U, and

dist(Vj , Vj+1) ≤ 1/4 for every 0 ≤ j ≤ r − 1





.

Let us now show that Ωu is bounded:

Proposition 6.2 (Boundedness of supports). Assume (H*). Then Ωu is a bounded set. In
fact, Ωu has at most N enlarged connected components, each of them having diameter bounded
above by D, where N,D > 0 are uniform constants.

Proof. This follows from the non-degeneracy estimate from Proposition 5.6 and |Ωu| ≤ m̃
(recall (6.1)). To spell out the details, let us fix a connected component V of Ωu. Denote J :={
j ∈ Z

n : ECC(V )∩(j+[0, 1)n) 6= Ø
}
. Then, for a given j ∈ J , find xj ∈ ECC(V )∩(j+[0, 1)n).

We claim (and will prove later) that there exists some uniform ρ > 0, and some point zj
such that Bρ(zj) ⊂ Ωu ∩B1/8(xj). Assuming this claim for the moment, we compute

m̃ ≥ |Ωu| ≥
∣∣∣∣
⋃

j∈J

Bρ(zj)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ C(n)
∑

j∈J

|Bρ(zj)| = C(n)ρn |J | ,

where the third inequality follows simply by bounded overlap of the Bρ(zj), because each of
them lives in B1/8(xj), which are themselves balls with bounded overlap because xj ∈ j+[0, 1)n.
This computation shows that |J | < +∞, and actually provides a uniform bound. Since⋃

j∈J (j+ [0, 1]n) is connected by the definition of ECC(V ), and since it contains ECC(V ), we

conclude that diam(ECC(V )) is uniformly bounded.

Moreover, given any xj ∈ ECC(V )∩(j+[0, 1)n) for j ∈ J , we have found zj such that Bρ(zj) ⊂
Ωu ∩ B1/8(xj). Clearly, by definition of ECC(V ), we have Bρ(zj) ⊂ ECC(V ). Therefore,
|ECC(V )| & ρn. Since the enlarged connected components are disjoint, this implies that the
amount of them is . m̃/ρn.

Therefore, to finish the proof of the proposition, it only remains to prove the claim. First,
note that there exists a uniform 0 < ρ < 1/40 such that for any y ∈ ∂Ωu, there exists z ∈ Ωu

with Bρ(z) ⊂ Ωu ∩ B1/20(y) (this is the so-called “Corkscrew condition”, see Figure 2). This
was already spotted in [AC, Lemma 3.7]: for r small, by non-degeneracy (see Proposition 5.6)
‖u‖L∞(Br(y))

> κ0r, so there exists z ∈ Br(y) with u(z) ≥ κ0r, and then by Lipschitz continuity



22 A. ENCISO, P. HIDALGO-PALENCIA, AND X. ROS-OTON

(see Proposition 5.3) we have u ≥ κ0r/2 in Bκ0r/(2L)(z). Thus, writing ρ := κ0r/(2L), we have
Bρ(z) ⊂ Ωu ∩B1/20(y) (because we can always take r, ρ < 1/40).

Then, fix j ∈ J , and ρ > 0 as in last paragraph. If Bρ(xj) ⊂ Ωu, we can simply take
zj := xj and finish. Otherwise, there exists yj ∈ Bρ(xj) ∩ ∂Ωu. Applying the method in the
previous paragraph, we find zj such that Bρ(zj) ⊂ Ωu ∩ B1/20(yj) ⊂ Ωu ∩B1/8(xj), where the
last inclusion holds because |yj − xj| < ρ < 1/40. This finishes the proof of the claim, and
therefore of the proposition. �

Note that this proposition does not provide a uniform bound for the diameter of Ωu. In
fact, without the periodicity assumption (HPer), which we will not use until Section 8, uniform
bounds do not exist in general, as discussed in Appendix A.

7. The free boundary

In Section 5, we showed the Lipschitz continuity and the non-degeneracy estimates for
our minimizer u, and also that it behaves almost like a minimizer of FΛ for some Λ > 0
(more precisely, it is a critical point and it satisfies some “asymptotic minimality” as in (4.7)).
Therefore, we are in the position to mostly follow the classical blueprint of [AC] or [V, Sections
6–10] to show the regularity of the free boundary ∂Ωu, along with estimating the size of its
singular set. The arguments will be of local nature, so Hypothesis (HPer) will not be needed.

7.1. Analysis of blow-up limits. In this subsection, we will construct appropriate blow-up
limits at free boundary points, and will prove that they are 1-homogeneous. We will need
to introduce some changes in the classical strategy to deal with the terms introduced by F ;
for instance, we will need to introduce a modified version of Weiss formula for it to become
(almost) monotone in our setting. We will show that F basically disappears when blowing up
around free boundary points, which will morally take us back to the classical setting.

In this subsection, we will fix a free boundary point. Translating the origin, we can take this
point as 0 ∈ ∂Ωu without any loss of generality, which makes the notation less cumbersome.

{u > 0}

Bρ(z)
z

y
Br(y)

B1/20(y)

Figure 2. Given any free boundary point y ∈ ∂{u > 0} there is always an
interior ball Bρ(z) ⊂ Ωu ∩B1(y), with ρ > 0 uniform.



OVERDETERMINED BOUNDARY PROBLEMS IN LARGE DOMAINS 23

With this in mind, we define, for r > 0,

ur(x) :=
u(rx)

r
, Fr(x, u) := F (rx, ru), F0(x, u) := 0,

where the last definition is coherent because F (·, 0) ≡ 0, see (HF2). Similarly,

Ar(x) := A(rx), A0(x) := A(0), qr(x) := q(rx), q0(x) := q(0).

With all these in mind, we set, for r ≥ 0 and D ⊂ R
n,

FΛ,r(v,D) :=

ˆ

D
∇v Ar ∇vT dx− 2

ˆ

D
Fr(x, v) dx + ΛVolqr(Ωv ∩D),

and we will omit D when D = R
n. Here and in what follows, Ωv := {v > 0}. Thus,

FΛ,0(v,D) :=

ˆ

D
∇v(x)A(0)∇v(x)T dx+ Λq(0) |Ωv ∩D| .

Since u(0) = 0 because 0 ∈ ∂Ωu, we note that the rescalings of the minimizer u yield, for r > 0,

‖∇ur‖∞ = ‖∇u‖∞ = L, whence ur(x) = ur(x)− ur(0) ≤ L |x| , x ∈ R
n. (7.1)

We start with the following auxiliary results:

Lemma 7.1. Assume (H*) and 0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Fix R > 0. Then, as r → 0, Fr(·, ur(·)) = O(r),
|Ar −A0| = O(r), and |qr − q0| = O(r). Concretely, Fr(·, ur(·)) → 0, Ar → A0 and qr → q0
in L∞(BR), as r → 0.

Proof. Using (HF2), (HF3), (3.4) and Proposition 5.3, we get, for x ∈ BR,
∣∣Fr(x, urj (x))

∣∣ = |F (rx, u(rx))− F (rx, 0)| ≤ M1 |u(rx)− u(0)| ≤ M1LrR −→
r→0

0.

And then, using (HA1), we compute |Ar(x)−A0(x)| = |A(rx)−A(0)| ≤ ‖∇A‖∞ rR → 0 as
r → 0. And similarly for q, this time using (Hq1). �

Lemma 7.2 (Convergence to blow-ups). Assume (H*) and 0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Fix R > 0. Let rj → 0.
Then, up to taking a subsequence, there exists u0 ∈ H1(BR) such that, for every 0 < r < R,

(i) urj → u0 in H1(Br) and uniformly, as j → +∞,

(ii) 1Ωurj
→ 1Ωu0

in L1(Br) and pointwise a.e., as j → +∞.

Proof. Fix 0 < r < R as in the statement.

Step 1: Weak convergence. First note that (7.1) easily yields that te sequence {urj}j is

uniformly bounded in H1(BR). Therefore, by standard compactness results, there exists
u0 ∈ H1(BR) such that (up to taking a subsequence) as j → ∞, we have urj −→ u0 both in

L2(BR) and uniformly in BR (by Arzelà–Ascoli, because of the uniform Lipschitz constant in
(7.1)), and ∇urj ⇀ ∇u0 in L2(BR). Clearly, that implies

‖∇u0‖L2(Br)
≤ lim inf

j→+∞

∥∥∇urj
∥∥
L2(Br)

. (7.2)

Also, similarly as in (4.5),
ˆ

Br

∇u0 A0 ∇uT0 dx ≤ lim inf
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇urj A0 ∇uTrj dx. (7.3)
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Moreover, by the uniform pointwise convergence uj → u0, if x ∈ Ωu0
(that is, u0(x) > 0),

necessarily urj (x) > 0 for sufficiently large j. This means

1Ωu0
≤ lim inf

j→+∞
1Ωurj

, so by Fatou Volq(Ωu0
∩Br) ≤ lim inf

j→+∞
Volq(Ωurj

∩Br). (7.4)

Therefore, to obtain the desired convergences, it suffices to obtain

‖∇u0‖L2(Br)
≥ lim inf

j→+∞

∥∥∇urj
∥∥
L2(Br)

and Volq(Ωu0
∩Br) ≥ lim inf

j→+∞
Volq(Ωurj

∩Br). (7.5)

Indeed, the second condition and (7.4), along with (Hq2), will imply the convergence in (ii)
similarly as in (4.6). Moreover, for simplicity in the notation, we may just assume that the
lim inf are actually lim by passing to a further subsequence.

Step 2: Rescaling the energy. We will prove (7.5) using variational methods. Indeed, the key
fact is that minimization properties of u with respect to FΛ translate directly into minimization
properties of urj with respect to FΛ,rj : an easy change of variables shows that for any ρ > 0

we have FΛ,rj(urj , Bρ) = r−n
j FΛ(u,Brjρ). Therefore, if we fix ε > 0, rescaling (4.7) for j ≫ 1

(so that Rrj ≤ r0) yields

FΛ,rj (urj , BR) ≤ FΛ,rj(v,BR) + C(q,R, n) ε, ∀ v ∈ H1(Rn) with v − urj ∈ H1
0 (BR). (7.6)

To be able to use (7.6) and still obtain convergences inBr as in (7.5), we define the competitor

ũrj := η urj + (1− η)u0,

where η is a cut-off function satisfying

η ∈ C∞(BR), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η ≡ 0 in Br, η = 1 on ∂BR,

so that ũrj ≡ u0 in Br and ũrj −urj ∈ H1
0 (BR). Therefore, using (7.6) with v = ũrj , we obtain

FΛ,rj(urj , Br) ≤ FΛ,rj(u0, Br) + Cε+
(
FΛ,rj (ũrj , BR \Br)−FΛ,rj(urj , BR \Br)

)
. (7.7)

Our goal now is to disregard the last term and take limits.

Step 3: Terms with F vanish in the limit. Before that, let us show that, after taking limits,
all the terms with F disappear. Indeed, if x ∈ BR, (7.1) yields∣∣Frj (x, ũrj (x))

∣∣+
∣∣Frj (x, urj (x))

∣∣ .M1

∣∣rjũrj (x)
∣∣+
∣∣rjurj(x)

∣∣ ≤ rj(2LR + |u0(x)|).
Therefore, the fact that u0 ∈ L2(BR) and the Dominated Convergence Theorem imply that

lim
j→∞

ˆ

BR\Br

(
Frj (x, ũrj )− Frj (x, urj )

)
dx = 0. (7.8)

In fact, similar computations yield

lim
j→∞

ˆ

Br

Frj (x, urj ) dx = 0, and lim
j→∞

ˆ

Br

Frj (x, u0) dx = 0. (7.9)

With this in mind, our new goal is to show that for every ε > 0 it holds

LHS := lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇urj A0 ∇uTrj dx+ ΛVolq0(Ωurj
∩Br)

≤
ˆ

Br

∇u0A0 ∇uT0 dx+ ΛVolq0(Ωu0
∩Br) +Cε =: RHS. (7.10)
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Indeed, assuming this momentarily, we can let ε → 0. Then, noting that every term is non-
negative (recall (HA3) and (Hq2)) and that (7.3) and (7.4) hold, we obtain

lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇urj A0 ∇uTrj dx =

ˆ

Br

∇u0 A0∇uT0 dx, and lim
j→+∞

Volq0(Ωurj
∩Br) = Volq0(Ωu0

∩Br).

Which clearly implies (7.5) because

0 ≤ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

(∣∣∇urj
∣∣2 − |∇u0|2

)
dx = lim

j→+∞

ˆ

Br

(
∇urj∇uTrj −∇u0∇uT0

)
dx

= lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇(urj − u0)∇(urj − u0)
T dx+ 2 lim

j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇(urj − u0)∇uT0

= lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇(urj − u0)∇(urj − u0)
T dx ≤ λ−1

ˆ

Br

∇(urj − u0)A0 ∇(urj − u0)
T dx = 0,

where we have used (7.2) and the weak convergence ∇urj ⇀ ∇u0 in L2(Br).

Step 4: Analysis of the error terms. Starting from LHS in (7.10), approximating A0 by Arj

and q0 by qrj , then applying the inequality (7.7) noting that the terms with F disappear by
(7.8) and (7.9), and finally reintroducing A0 and q0 by approximation from Arj and qrj , we
can compute

LHS ≤ RHS + Errors A+ Errors q

+ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

(
∇ũrj Arj ∇ũTrj −∇urj Arj ∇uTrj

)
dx (7.11)

+ Λ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

qrj

(
1Ωũrj

− 1Ωurj

)
dx.

Since
∣∣Arj (x)−A0(x)

∣∣ = |A(rjx)−A(0)| ≤ rj r ‖∇A‖∞ for x ∈ Br by (HA1), we can bound
the errors in the approximations between Arj and A0 as follows:

|Errors A| =
∣∣∣∣ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

∇urj (Arj −A0)∇urj dx+

ˆ

Br

∇u0 (Arj −A0)∇u0 dx

∣∣∣∣

≤ lim
j→+∞

rj r ‖∇A‖∞
(∥∥∇urj

∥∥
L2(Br)

+ ‖∇u0‖L2(Br)

)
= 0.

We have used that urj have a uniform bound in H1(BR), and u0 ∈ H1(BR). Similarly, using
(Hq1),

|Errors q| = Λ

∣∣∣∣ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

Br

(qrj − q0)1Ωurj
dx+

ˆ

Br

(qrj − q0)1Ωu0
dx

∣∣∣∣
≤ 2Λ lim

j→+∞
rjr ‖∇q‖∞ |Br| = 0.

Therefore, to obtain (7.10) from (7.11), we are left with the last two terms in (7.11). Re-
calling the definition of ũrj , we easily see that ∇ũrj = (urj − u0)∇η + η∇urj + (1 − η)∇u0.
Thus, expanding the products in the second-to-last term in (7.11), and neglecting the terms
that converge to zero because urj → u0 in L2(Br) (for that, note that η is smooth, Arj is

uniformly bounded, u0 ∈ H1(Br) and urj have a uniform bound in H1(Br)), we obtain

lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

(
∇ũrj Arj ∇ũTrj −∇urj Arj ∇uTrj

)
dx
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= lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

(
(η2 − 1)∇urj Arj ∇uTrj + 2η(1 − η)∇urj Arj ∇uT0

+ (1− η)2∇u0 Arj ∇uT0

)
dx

= lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

(1− η2)
(
∇u0 Arj ∇uT0 −∇urj Arj ∇uTrj

)
dx

≤ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br∩{η=0}

(
∇u0Arj ∇uT0 −∇urj Arj ∇uTrj

)
dx

+ lim
j→+∞

ˆ

{η>0}
∇u0 Arj ∇uT0 dx

≤ λ−1

ˆ

{η>0}
|∇u0|2 dx.

In the second equality we have used the weak convergence ∇urj ⇀ ∇u0 in L2(Br); in the next
inequality we have used ellipticity of Arj (HA3) to disregard the term with urj in the region
where η > 0; and in the last estimate we have argued as in (7.3), and used the boundedness of
Arj (HA3).

In turn, the last term in (7.11) is easier to deal with:

lim
j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br

qrj
(
1Ωũrj

− 1Ωurj

)
dx = lim

j→+∞

ˆ

BR\Br∩{η=0}
qrj
(
1Ωu0

− 1Ωurj

)
dx

+

ˆ

{η>0}
qrj
(
1Ωũrj

− 1Ωurj

)
dx ≤ 2 q |{η > 0}| ,

simply because the first term in the second expression is non-positive by (7.4).

Step 4: Conclusion of the proof. Plugging these estimates into (7.11) yields

LHS ≤ RHS + λ−1

ˆ

{η>0}
|∇u0|2 dx+ 2 q |{η > 0}| .

Now, since η is arbitrary, this yields (7.10), hence finishing the proof. �

Let us state a few interesting consequences of the convergence result we have just established:

Corollary 7.3. Assume (H*) and 0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Then, for any R > 0, if u0 is a blow-up limit as
in Lemma 7.2, then:

(i) u0 is stationary for FΛ,0, i.e. δFΛ,0(u0)[ξ] = 0 for every ξ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn),

(ii) Furthermore, u0 is a local minimizer of FΛ,0 in BR, that is, for every v ∈ H1(BR) so
that u0 − v ∈ H1

0 (BR) we have FΛ,0(u0) ≤ FΛ,0(v).

Proof. Let us prove the stationary condition first. Recall that FΛ,0(u) =
´

Rn ∇uA0∇uT dx+
ΛVolq0(Ωu), where we note that Volq0(Ωu) is just q(0) |Ωu|. Using the expressions obtained in
Lemma 4.1, noting that A0 and q0 are constant functions, we obtain that for ξ ∈ C∞

c (Rn;Rn),

δFΛ,0(u)[ξ] =

ˆ

Rn

(
− 2∇uDξ A(0)∇uT +∇uA(0)∇uT div ξ

)
dx+ Λq(0)

ˆ

Ωu

div ξ dx.

Now, recall that in Lemma 4.1 we obtained that δFΛ(u)[ξ] = 0 for every ξ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn).

Rescaling that, we obtain δFΛ,rj (urj )[ξ] = 0 for every ξ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn) (δFΛ,rj has an explicit

expression as in Lemma 4.1, but with Arj , Frj and qrj replacing A,F and q). Now, using all the
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convergences in Lemmas 7.1 and 7.2, we can take limits in each term of the explicit expression
of δFΛ,rj (urj )[ξ] = 0 to obtain δFΛ,0(u0)[ξ] = 0, for each ξ ∈ C∞

c (Rn;Rn).

To prove the local minimality of u0, we can now use Lemmas 7.1 and 7.2 and simply follow
the proof in the second half of [V, Lemma 6.3]: everything now works directly in our setting. �

Our next objective is to show that blow-ups are 1-homogeneous. For this, we will follow the
approach in [V, Section 9], which depends on the Weiss monotonicity formula. In this kind of
free boundary problems, the Weiss function is typically monotone in r (see e.g. [V, Prop. 9.9]).
Nevertheless, in our setting, the presence of F (x, u) and the coefficients A(x) make it more
difficult to prove this monotonicity, and in fact we will actually only prove that the derivative
of the Weiss function is bounded below (but possibly negative). Fortunately, we will show this
suffices to show that blow-up limits are 1-homogeneous.

Lemma 7.4. Assume (H*) and 0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Then any blow-up limit u0 obtained as in Lemma 7.2
is 1-homogeneous.

Proof. As commented before, we will rely on a Weiss monotonicity formula. However, the fact
that our blow-up limits u0 are minimizers of energies with A(0) instead of the identity, would
make us need to adapt the monotonicity formula to these constant matrices. Instead of that,
we prefer to change coordinates from the beginning, to find the Laplacian in the limit.

Step 1: A convenient change of variables. The fact that A(0) is symmetric and elliptic (see

(HA2) and (HA3)) allows us to find a (unique) symmetric matrix
√

A(0) which is still elliptic
and bounded (as in (HA3)), which constants depending on λ.

With that in mind, define û0(x) := u0(x
√

A(0)). Then, Corollary 7.3 implies that û0 is a
local minimizer of the energy

F̂Λ,0(v,D) :=

ˆ

D
|∇v|2 dx+Λq(0) |Ωv ∩D| , D ⊂ R

n.

Indeed, let R > 0 and v̂ ∈ H1(Rn) with v̂ − û0 ∈ H1
0 (BR). Then, if we define v(x) :=

v̂(x
√

A(0)
−1

) (so that v̂(x) = v(x
√

A(0))), we have v − u0 ∈ H1
0 (Bλ−1/2R) by ellipticity of

A(0). Therefore, by Corollary 7.3, FΛ,0(u0, Bλ−1/2R) ≤ FΛ,0(v,Bλ−1/2R), that is,
ˆ

Rn

∇u0A(0)∇uT0 dx+ Λq(0) |Ωu0
∩Bλ1/2R| ≤

ˆ

Rn

∇v A(0)∇vT dx+ Λq(0) |Ωv ∩Bλ1/2R| ,

and the change of variables x = y
√
A(0) yields (after canceling out the constant Jacobian)

ˆ

Rn

∇û0 ∇ûT0 dy + Λq(0) |Ωû0
∩BR| ≤

ˆ

Rn

∇v̂∇v̂T dx+ Λq(0) |Ωv ∩BR| ,

i.e. F̂Λ,0(û0, BR) ≤ F̂Λ,0(v̂, BR).

Furthermore, û0 is a stationary point for F̂Λ,0. Take ξ̂ ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn), and define ξ(x) :=√

A(0) ξ̂(x
√

A(0)
−1

) ∈ C∞
c (Rn;Rn) (so that ξ̂(x) =

√
A(0)

−1
ξ(x
√

A(0))). A change of vari-
ables and Corollary 7.3 show that indeed

δF̂Λ,0(û0)[ξ̂] =

ˆ

Rn

(
− 2∇û(y)Dξ̂(y)∇û(y)T dy +∇û(y)∇û(y)T div ξ̂(y)

)
dy

+ Λq(0)

ˆ

Rn

1Ωû
(y) div ξ̂(y) dy = |det(A(0))|−1/2 δFΛ,0(u0)[ξ] = 0. (7.12)
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What we use in the change of variable is that

∇û(y) = ∇u(y
√
A(0))

√
A(0), 1Ωû

(y) = 1Ωu(y
√

A(0)),

Dξ̂(y) =
√

A(0)
−1

(Dξ)(y
√

A(0))
√

A(0), div ξ̂(y) = (div ξ)(y
√

A(0)).

To carry out the whole blow-up procedure later, we set

û(x) := u(x
√

A(0)), Â(x) :=
√
A(0)

−1
A(x

√
A(0))

√
A(0)

−1
,

F̂(x, u) := F (x
√

A(0), u), q̂(x) := q(x
√

A(0)).

Then, Lemma 4.1 and a change of coordinates show that û is stationary for

F̂Λ(v) :=

ˆ

Rn

∇v Â∇vTdx− 2

ˆ

Rn

F̂ (x, v(x)) dx +ΛVolq̂(Ωv).

The change of variables is similar to the one in (7.12), taking also into account that

∇F̂ (y, u) = (∇F )(y
√

A(0), u)
√

A(0), ∇q̂(y) = (∇q)(y
√

A(0))
√

A(0).

Finally, in a similar way, from Corollary 5.4 we infer that − div(Â∇û) = F̂ ′(x, û(x)) in Ωû.

Step 2: Equipartition of the energy. Define a modified Weiss function as

WΛ(v) :=

ˆ

B1

|∇v|2 dx−
ˆ

∂B1

v2 dHn−1 + Λq(0) |Ωv ∩B1| .

Let ẑr(x) := |x| ûr(x/ |x|) be the 1-homogeneous extension of ûr from ∂B1 to B1. Our goal in
this step is to show that there exists C > 0, uniform on (H*), such that it holds

WΛ(ẑr)−WΛ(ûr) ≥
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

|x · ∇ûr − ûr|2 dHn−1 −Cr. (7.13)

For this purpose, we follow [V, Lemma 9.8], substantially extending it to introduce A(x), q(x)

and F (x, u). First, testing the stationarity of û with respect to F̂Λ (see Lemma 4.1) against
the same vector field ξε as in [V], and letting ε → 0, we obtain

0 = −2

ˆ

Br

∇û Â∇ûT dx+ n

ˆ

Br

∇û Â∇ûT dx+

ˆ

Br

∇û (∇Â · x)∇ûT dx

− 2

ˆ

Br

∇F̂ (x, û) · x dx− 2n

ˆ

Br

F̂ (x, û) dx+ Λ

ˆ

Br

1Ωû
∇q̂ · x dx+ nΛ

ˆ

Br

1Ωû
q̂ dx

+ 2r

ˆ

∂Br

(∇û xT)(∇û Â xT) dHn−1 − r

ˆ

∂Br

∇û Â∇ûT dHn−1 (7.14)

+ 2r

ˆ

∂Br

F̂ (x, û) dx− Λ r

ˆ

∂Br

1Ωû
q̂ dHn−1.

Also, the fact that div(Â∇û) = F̂ ′(x, û) in Ωû (see Step 1) yields

ˆ

Br

∇û Â∇ûT dx =

ˆ

Br

div(û Â∇û) dx−
ˆ

Br

û div(Â∇û) dx

=

ˆ

∂Br

û∇û Â
xT

|x| dH
n−1 + 2

ˆ

Br

û F̂ ′(x, û) dx.
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Inserting this computation into the first term of (7.14), then rescaling everything to B1, we
obtain

0 = 2

ˆ

B1

∇ûr F̂
′
r(x, ûr) dx+ n

ˆ

B1

∇ûr Âr ∇ûTr dx+

ˆ

B1

∇ûr (∇Âr · x)∇ûTr dx

− 2

ˆ

B1

∇F̂r(x, ûr) · x dx− 2n

ˆ

B1

F̂r(x, ûr) dx+ Λ

ˆ

B1

1Ωûr
∇q̂r · x dx+ nΛ

ˆ

B1

1Ωûr
q̂r dx

− 2

ˆ

∂B1

ûr ∇ûr Âr x
T dHn−1 + 2

ˆ

∂B1

(∇ûr x
T) (∇ûr Âr x

T) dHn−1 (7.15)

−
ˆ

∂B1

∇ûr Âr ∇ûTr dHn−1 + 2

ˆ

∂B1

F̂r(x, ûr) dx− Λ

ˆ

∂B1

1Ωûr
q̂r dHn−1.

With this, we find

WΛ(ẑr)−WΛ(ûr) =

ˆ

B1

|∇ẑr|2 dx+ Λ q(0) |Ωẑr ∩B1| −
ˆ

B1

|∇ûr|2 dx− Λ q(0) |Ωûr
∩B1|

=
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

(
|∇ûr|2 − |∇ûr · x|2

)
dHn−1 +

1

n

ˆ

∂B1

û2r dHn−1

+
Λ

n
q(0)Hn−1(Ωûr

∩ ∂B1)−
ˆ

B1

|∇ûr|2 dx− Λ q(0) |Ωûr
∩B1|

=
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

|∇ûr · x− ûr|2 dHn−1 +
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

(
|∇ûr|2 − 2 |∇ûr · x|2

)
dHn−1

+
2

n

ˆ

∂B1

ûr∇ûr · x dHn−1 +
Λ

n
q(0)Hn−1(Ωûr ∩ ∂B1) (7.16)

−
ˆ

B1

|∇ûr|2 dx− Λ q(0) |Ωûr
∩B1|

=
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

|∇ûr · x− ûr|2 dHn−1 +

10∑

j=1

Errorj.

Here we have used: in the first step, the fact that ûr ≡ ẑr on ∂B1; in the second step, explicit
expressions for the terms involving ẑr by integrations in polar coordinates (just as in [V, (9.5)]);

in the third step, we have simply inserted and removed 1
n

´

∂B1
|∇ûr · x− ûr|2 dHn−1. In the

last step, we have introduced all the terms in (7.15) (divided by n), and rearranged everything
into the following error terms:

Error1 :=
1

n

ˆ

∂B1

(
|∇ûr|2 −∇ûr Âr ∇ûTr

)
dHn−1,

Error2 :=
−2

n

ˆ

∂B1

(
|∇ûr · x|2 − (∇ûr x

T) (∇ûr Âr x
T)
)
dHn−1,

Error3 :=
2

n

ˆ

∂B1

(
ûr∇ûr · x− ûr ∇ûr Âr x

T
)
dHn−1,

Error4 :=
Λ

n

(
q(0)Hn−1(Ωûr ∩B1)−

ˆ

∂B1

1Ωûr
q̂r dHn−1

)
,

Error5 := −
ˆ

B1

(
|∇ûr|2 −∇ûr Âr ∇ûTr

)
dx, Error6 :=−Λ

(
q(0) |Ωûr ∩B1| −

ˆ

B1

1Ωûr
q̂r dx

)
,
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Error7 :=
1

n

ˆ

B1

∇ûr (∇Âr · x)∇ûTr dx, Error8 := − 2

n

ˆ

B1

∇F̂r(x, ûr) · x dx,

Error9 := −2

ˆ

B1

F̂r(x, ûr) dx, Error10 :=
Λ

n

ˆ

B1

1Ωûr
∇q̂r · x dx.

It is now easy to see that |Errorj | = O(r) for every 1 ≤ j ≤ 10, using the estimates in (7.1)

and Lemma 7.1 (which clearly also hold for Â, F̂ and q̂ because there has only been a linear

change of variables by the matrix
√

A(0), which is elliptic and bounded (HA3)). Moreover, ûr
are uniformly bounded in H1(B1) and L∞ by (7.1). More precisely,

|Error1| , |Error2| , |Error3| , |Error5| . ‖I − Âr‖∞ L2 = O(r),

|Error4| , |Error6| . ‖q(0) − q̂r‖∞ = O(r),

|Error7| . r ‖∇Â‖∞ L2 = O(r), |Error8| . r ‖∇F̂‖∞ = O(r),

|Error9| .
ˆ

B1

u(rx) dx = O(r), |Error10| . r ‖∇q̂‖∞ = O(r).

Inserting all these estimates back in (7.16) yields (7.13), as claimed.

Step 3: Blow-up procedure. Take any sequence urj (with rj → 0) converging to a blow-up limit

v := u0 as in Lemma 7.2. This convergence takes place in H1(B1), where we are assuming
that R > 1 in Lemma 7.2 for the ease of notation.

It is clear that if we define û(x) := u(x
√

A(0)) and denote its rescalings ûr, and if we take

v̂(x) := u0(x
√

A(0)) = û0(x) as in Step 1, the same convergences take place (because we have
only made a linear change of variables).

We claim that

ℓ := lim
r→0

WΛ(ûr) ∈ R (7.17)

exists. Indeed, WΛ(ûr) ≥ −
´

∂B1
ûr(x)

2 dHn−1 & −L2 by (7.1). Here, note that [V, Lemmas

9.1 and 9.2] show that WΛ(ûr) is continuous and a.e. differentiable. Moreover, [V, Lemma 9.2]
also gives an expression for its derivative, in terms of ẑr from Step 2, namely

∂

∂r
WΛ(ûr) =

n

r

(
WΛ(ẑr)−WΛ(ûr)

)
+

1

r

ˆ

∂B1

|x · ∇ûr − ûr|2 dHn−1, (7.18)

so that using (7.13) we obtain

∂

∂r
WΛ(ûr) ≥ −C.

It is elementary that a continuous and a.e. differentiable function which is bounded below
in (0, 1) and whose derivative is also bounded below in (0, 1), like WΛ(ûr), indeed has a finite
limit at 0. (Roughly speaking, if the limit did not exist, the function should oscillate “infinitely
rapidly”, which is prevented the lower bound on the derivative.) Thus we obtain (7.17), as
claimed.

From the existence of the limit of WΛ(ûr) at r = 0, the 1-homogeneity of blow-up limits is
standard (see e.g. [V, Lemma 9.10]). Indeed, we have the rescaling property

lim
j→∞

WΛ(ûsrj ) = WΛ(v̂s), for every s ∈ (0, 1) (7.19)



OVERDETERMINED BOUNDARY PROBLEMS IN LARGE DOMAINS 31

because, as ûrj → v̂ in H1(B1),

ˆ

B1

∣∣∇ûsrj(x)
∣∣2 dx =

ˆ

B1

∣∣∣∣∇
(
ûrj(sx)

s

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx −→
j→∞

ˆ

B1

∣∣∣∣∇
(
v̂(sx)

s

)∣∣∣∣
2

dx =

ˆ

B1

|∇v̂s|2 dx.

The terms leading to
´

∂B1
v̂2s dHn−1 and |Ωv̂s ∩B1| can be handled similarly, using the different

modes of convergence in Lemma 7.2.

Then, (7.17) and (7.19) yield

∂

∂s
WΛ(v̂s) = 0, s ∈ (0, 1).

Inserting this back in our formula (7.18) for the derivative of WΛ, and noting that, as discussed

in Step 1, v̂ is a minimizer of F̂Λ,0 (which coincides with WΛ up to the term supported on
∂B1), we infer that

ˆ

∂B1

|x · ∇v̂s − v̂s|2 dHn−1 = 0, s ∈ (0, 1).

It is well known that this implies the 1-homogeneity of v̂ (see e.g. [V, Lemma 9.3]), which
clearly implies the 1-homogeneity of v := u0. �

7.2. Overdetermined boundary condition. To establish the Neumann boundary condition
on ∂Ωu, we need to work a bit more with blow-ups. First, we prove an easy auxiliary lemma,
which again shows F essentially disappears after the blow-up.

Lemma 7.5 (PDE for blow-up limits). Assume (H*). Let u0 be a blow-up limit for u at
0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Then Ωu0

is open and − div(A0∇u0) = 0 in Ωu0
.

Proof. Since urj are Lipschitz with constant L (Proposition 5.3), by Arzelà-Ascoli and the
uniform convergence in Lemma 7.2, u0 is Lipschitz, too. Concretely, continuity implies that
Ωu0

is open. In turn, the PDE follows as in Corollary 5.4 from the fact that u0 is a local
minimizer of FΛ,0 in B1 (see Corollary 7.3). �

Next, we prove a couple of auxiliary lemmas that will help us classify the blow-up limits.

Lemma 7.6 (Non-degeneracy of blow-up limits). Assume (H*). Let u0 be a blow-up limit for
u at 0 ∈ ∂Ωu. Then u0 6≡ 0.

Proof. Since 0 ∈ ∂Ωu, the non-degeneracy property (Proposition 5.6) implies, for r small
enough, say 0 < r < r0, that

ffl

∂Br
u dHn−1 ≥ κ0r. It is easy to see, using a change of variables,

that this implies (if rj is small enough) that
ffl

∂Br
urj dHn−1 ≥ κ0r for r ∈ (0, 1). (Note that

the constant does not change after the rescaling). Using also (7.1), we can estimate

L |Ωurj
∩B1| ≥

ˆ

B1

urj dx =

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

∂Br

urj dHn−1 dr &

ˆ 1

0
κ0r

n dr & κ0,

so |Ωurj
∩ B1| & 1 uniformly on j. By the convergence of indicator functions in Lemma 7.2,

we obtain |Ωu0
∩B1| & 1. The result follows. �

Lemma 7.7 (Upper densities). Assume (H*). Then lim
r→0

|Ωu ∩Br(x0)|
|Br|

< 1 for any x0 ∈ ∂Ωu.



32 A. ENCISO, P. HIDALGO-PALENCIA, AND X. ROS-OTON

Proof. Using the function h from Lemma 5.1, which is L-superharmonic (because F ′ ≥ 0, see
(HF3)), we can compute, for small r,

h(x) &

 

∂Br(x0)
hdHn−1 ≥ κ0r, x ∈ Br/2(x0).

Here we have used Lemma 2.4 (applied to the function −h(x) + ‖u‖∞, which is non-negative
and L-subharmonic) and Proposition 5.6. This estimate and (5.1) allow us to follow the proof
of [V, Lemma 5.1]. Indeed, since by (7.1) it holds u ≤ Lεr in Bεr(x0), we can compute (using
ε small enough so that εL ≪ κ0)

|Bεr| .
1

r

ˆ

Bεr(x0)
(h− u) dx ≤ 1

r

ˆ

Br(x0)
(h− u) dx

. |Br|1/2
(
ˆ

Br(x0)
|∇(h− u)|2 dx

)1/2

. |Br|1/2
(
λ−1qΛ |{u = 0} ∩Br(x0)|

)1/2
,

where we have used Poincaré’s inequality and Lemma 5.1. The result then follows. �

We are ready to finish, obtaining the overdetermined condition as a consequence of a clas-
sification of the possible blow-up limits. In general, it will only hold in the viscosity sense:

Definition 7.8 (Viscosity sense). Given B : Rn → R, we say that ∇u(x)A(x)∇u(x)T ≤ B(x)
in the viscosity sense at x0 ∈ ∂Ωu if whenever ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn) touches u from below at x0 (i.e.
ϕ(x0) = u(x0) and ϕ ≤ u in a neighborhood of x0), we have ∇ϕ(x0)A(x0)∇ϕ(x0)

T ≤ B(x0).
In turn, ∇u(x)A(x)∇u(x)T ≥ B(x) is defined similarly. Thus, one says ∇u(x)A(x)∇u(x)T =
B(x) in the viscosity sense at a point x0 ∈ ∂Ωu when both conditions hold.

Proposition 7.9 (Overdetermined boundary condition). Assume (H*). Then

∇u(x)A(x)∇u(x)T = Λ q(x)

in the viscosity sense for all x ∈ ∂Ωu.

Proof. With the auxiliary results we have established, the proof parallels [V, Prop. 9.18]. Let
us see the differences. To classify blow-up limits in our context, it is more convenient to run
the proof in different coordinates, so that in the limit we encounter the Laplacian (instead of
the constant coefficient PDE in Lemma 7.5).

Step 1: Upper bound. Assume that 0 ∈ ∂Ωu (as discussed along this section, we can do this
without loss of generality). As in the proof of Lemma 7.4, define

û(x) := u(x
√

A(0)), û0(x) := u0(x
√

A(0)),

so that the rescalings ûrj converge to û0. It is easy to see that −∆û0 = 0 in Ωû0
(changing

variables in Lemma 7.5, or directly because û0 is a local minimizer of F̂Λ,0, see Step 1 of
Lemma 7.4).

Let ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn) touch u from below at 0. Then, ϕ̂(x) := ϕ(x
√

A(0)) touches û from

below at 0. If we rescale ϕ̂rj (x) := r−1
j ϕ̂(rjx), it is clear that ϕ̂rj −→ ϕ̂0 uniformly in B1, as

j → ∞, perhaps up to a subsequence, because ϕ̂ is smooth. The smoothness of ϕ̂ implies that
ϕ̂0(x) = ∇ϕ̂(0) · x. Without loss of generality, using a rotation we may write ϕ̂0(x) = B xn for

B := |∇ϕ̂(0)|. Moreover, we can assume that B > 0, for otherwise |∇ϕ(0)| ≤
√
Λ is trivially

satisfied. Since û0 ≥ ϕ̂0 because ϕ̂ touches û from below, this implies that û0 > 0 in {xn > 0}.
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Thus û0 is a 1-homogeneous (see Lemma 7.4) harmonic function in {xn > 0} ⊂ {û0 > 0}.
Therefore, by [V, Lemma 9.16],

either û0(x) = αx+n , or û0(x) = αx+n + βx−n , for some α, β > 0.

But the latter possibility contradicts Lemma 7.7, so û0(x) = αx+n for some α > 0. Hence testing

the stationarity of û0 for F̂Λ,0 (see Step 1 in Lemma 7.4) against ξ(x) := (0, . . . , 0, ξn(x)), we
find:

0 = δF̂Λ,0(û0)[ξ] =

ˆ

Rn
+

(
−2α2∂xnξn + α2 div ξ + Λq(0) div ξ

)
dx =

ˆ

Rn
+

(−α2 + Λq(0))∂xnξn dx.

Since ξ is arbitrary, this yields α =
√

Λq(0).

Thus we have shown that

û0(x) =
√

Λq(0)

( ∇ϕ̂(0)

|∇ϕ̂(0)| · x
)

+

,

which implies that

u0(x) =

√
Λq(0)

(∇ϕ(0)A(0)∇ϕ(0)T)1/2
(∇ϕ(0) · x)+.

Note that since u0 ≥ ϕ0 and u0(0) = 0 = ϕ0(0), we have

|∇ϕ(0)| = |∇ϕ0(0)| ≤ |∇u0(0)| =
√

Λq(0)
|∇ϕ(0)|

(∇ϕ(0)A(0)∇ϕ(0)T)1/2
,

which finally gives ∇ϕ(0)A(0)∇ϕ(0)T ≤ Λq(0).

Step 2: Lower bound. Similarly, let ϕ ∈ C∞(Rn) touch u from above at 0 ∈ ∂Ωu, and change
coordinates again so that ϕ̂ touches û from above at 0. Doing again the blow-up procedure,
we obtain blow-up limits û0 and ϕ̂0. By Lemma 7.6, û0 6≡ 0, whence B := |∇ϕ̂(0)| > 0
because ϕ̂ touches û from above. Therefore, since û0 ≤ ϕ̂0, it holds {û0 > 0} ⊂ {ϕ̂0 > 0} ⊂
{x ∈ R

n : ∇ϕ(0) · x > 0}, where we note that the last set is simply a (possibly rotated)
half-space. Thus, since û0 is 1-homogeneous and harmonic, [V, Lemma 9.15] implies that

û0(x) = α
( ∇ϕ̂(0)

|∇ϕ̂(0)| · x
)
+
for some α > 0. Arguing as in Step 1, we obtain α =

√
Λq(0), and

later ∇ϕ(0)A(0)∇ϕ(0)T ≥ Λ q(0). �

7.3. Decomposition and properties of the free boundary. As is customary in elliptic
free boundary problems, the boundary ∂Ωu will consist of a part which is regular, and a singular
part that is small in some sense (in our setting, in the sense of Hausdorff dimension).

To make this precise, we will only need minor modifications to the classical approach, as
presented in [V, Sections 6–10]. This is because the improvement of flatness for rather general
PDE (the essential step when showing regularity of the free boundary) was already developed
by De Silva, Ferrari and Salsa in [DFS], extending the strategy of De Silva in [D].

We start by the definition of the regular and singular parts of the boundary. We have to
make a modification: as already seen in Proposition 7.9, we expect the blow-ups limits after the
change of variables to have the shape û0(x) = (x · ν̂)+ for some unit vector ν̂ ∈ ∂B1. Therefore,

before the change of variables, these blow-up limits should be u0(x) = û0(x
√

A(0)
−1

) =

(x ·
√

A(0)
−1

ν̂)+ =: (x · ν)+, where now |ν| ∈ [λ1/2, λ−1/2] by (HA3). Since the distortion
is always uniformly controlled (depending on the constant λ), the subsequent arguments will
work without major modifications.
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Definition 7.10 (Regular and singular parts of the boundary). We define the regular part of
the boundary, Reg(∂Ωu), as the set of points x0 ∈ ∂Ωu such that there exists some blow-up
limit u0 at x0 taking the form

u0(x) = hν,x0
(x) :=

√
Λq(x0) ((x− x0) · ν)+

for some vector ν ∈ R
n with |ν| ∈ [λ1/2, λ−1/2]. The singular part of the boundary is

Sing(∂Ωu) := ∂Ωu \ Reg(∂Ωu).

The smoothness of the regular part is proven using robust techniques (see e.g. [V, Corollary
8.2]) that need essentially no modifications in our setting:

Proposition 7.11 (Regularity of Reg(∂Ωu)). Assume (H*). Then, there exists r0 > 0 so
that, for every x0 ∈ Reg(∂Ωu), ∂Ωu ∩ Br0(x0) is a C1,α regular manifold, for some α > 0.
Furthermore, if F,A and q are smooth, so is ∂Ωu in a (possibly smaller) ball around x0.

Proof. Up to a translation and dilation (with constants depending on Λ and q, q), we may
assume x0 = 0 and u0(x) = (x · ν)+ for some ν ∈ Bλ−1/2 \ Bλ1/2 . Then, given δ > 0, by
Lemma 7.2, it holds ‖urj − u0‖L∞(B1) < δ for j large enough, from where it easily follows that
{urj = 0} ∩B1 ⊂ {x · ν ≤ δ} ∩B1.

To obtain, {x · ν ≤ −δ} ∩ B1 ⊂ {urj = 0} ∩ B1, we first use [V, Lemma 6.5] to obtain

that Ωurj
→ Ωu0

= {x · ν ≥ 0} locally Hausdorff in B2. This can be applied here because

of the convergence in Lemma 7.2, the Lipschitz continuity in Proposition 5.3, and the non-
degeneracy in Proposition 5.6 and Lemma 7.6. Then, pick x ∈ {x ·ν ≤ −δ}∩B1, which implies

that dist(x,Ωu0
) ≥ δ |ν| ≥ δλ1/2. Combining this with the fact that, for j large enough,

dist(Ωurj
,Ωu0

) ≤ δλ1/2/2 by the Hausdorff convergence, we trivially have dist(x,Ωurj
) ≥

δλ1/2/2, whence urj(x) = 0.

Overall, we have obtained that, for any δ > 0, if we consider j ≫ 1,

{x · ν ≤ −δ} ∩B1 ⊂ {urj = 0} ∩B1 ⊂ {x · ν ≤ δ} ∩B1.

A simple rescaling yields

{x · ν ≤ −δrj} ∩Brj ⊂ {u = 0} ∩Brj ⊂ {x · ν ≤ δrj} ∩Brj .

Hence, denoting ν̂ := ν/ |ν| ∈ ∂B1, and recalling that |ν| ∈ [λ1/2, λ−1/2], this yields

{x · ν̂ ≤ −δλ−1/2rj} ∩Brj ⊂ {u = 0} ∩Brj ⊂ {x · ν̂ ≤ δλ−1/2rj} ∩Brj .

Since Lu = F ′(x, u(x)) ∈ L∞(Ωu ∩ B1) (because it is controlled by M1) and we have

also shown the overdetermined boundary condition |∇u
√
A|2 = Λq in a viscosity sense in

Lemma 7.9, applying [DFS, Th. 1.4], we obtain the desired C1,α regularity in Brj/2 for j ≫ 1.

More precisely, one should divide by Λq(x) to obtain the equations




− div

(
A(x)

Λq(x)
∇u(x)

)
=

F ′(x, u(x))

Λq(x)
− ∇u(x)A(x)∇q(x)T

Λq(x)2
in Ωu ∩B1,

∇u(x)
A(x)

Λq(x)
∇u(x)T = 1 on ∂Ωu ∩B1,

where the right-hand-side of the first equation is uniformly bounded by (HF3), (3.4), (Hq1),
(Hq2), (HA3) and Proposition 5.3; and where the coefficients A(x)/(Λq(x)) are Lipschitz,
symmetric, elliptic and bounded because of (HA1), (HA2), (HA3), (Hq1) and (Hq2). [DFS,
Theorem 1.4] applies directly to this problem.
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Lastly, let us derive higher regularity of Reg(∂Ωu) whenever F,A and q are smooth. We
would like to simply invoke the classical Kinderlehrer–Nirenberg self-improvement result [KN,
Theorem 2], but that requires u ∈ C2(Ωu∩Br) for some small r, and we have not yet established
that. Therefore, we prefer to follow another approach.

Start by using elliptic regularity to derive that u ∈ C1,α(Ωu∩Br0/2) (see e.g. [GT, Corollary
8.36]). This allows us to follow the first part of the proof of [LZ, Theorem 1.31] to show that
u ∈ C2,α̃(Ωu ∩ Br) and ∂Ωu ∩ Br ∈ C2,α̃ for some α̃ > 0, if r > 0 is small enough. Indeed,
adapting the proof of [LZ, Theorem 1.31] to our setting is possible because it is essentially a
repeated application of [LZ, Theorem 1.24], which is very versatile and adapts to our PDE,
as explained in [LZ, Remark 1.30]. Note also that the oblique derivative condition over the
boundary in [LZ, Theorem 1.24] is just our overdetermined boundary condition.

Now that ∂Ωu ∩ Br is C2,α̃, classical elliptic regularity yields u ∈ C2,α̃(Ωu ∩ Br/2) (see e.g.
[GT, Theorem 6.19]). And then we can invoke [KN, Theorem 2] to infer that ∂Ωu is actually
smooth in a neighborhood of the origin, hence finishing the proof. (Alternatively, one could
have continued adapting the proof in [LZ, Theorem 1.31] by iterating [LZ, Theorem 1.29],
which is again possible in our setting thanks to [LZ, Remark 1.30]). �

We are now ready to derive the classical bounds for the Hausdorff dimension of the singular
set of the free boundary:

Proposition 7.12 (Dimension of the singular set). Assume (H*). Then there exists n∗ ∈
{5, 6, 7} such that

• if n < n∗, then Sing(∂Ωu) is empty,
• if n = n∗, then Sing(∂Ωu) is a locally finite set,
• if n > n∗, then dimH(Sing(∂Ωu)) ≤ n− n∗.

Proof. The result will follows from the abstract result in [V, Prop. 10.13] after we verify that
the hypotheses of that result hold in our setting.

The non-degeneracy was shown in Proposition 5.6. Then, we proved the convergence of
blow-ups in Lemma 7.2. Moreover, the homogeneity and minimality of blow-up limits (with
respect to FΛ,0, exactly the same energy functional as in [V] because F terms disappeared in
the limit) was obtained in Lemmas 7.2 and 7.4. Lastly, we have verified the uniform ε-regularity
property in the proof of Proposition 7.11.

The definition of the uniform ε-regularity property must be modified slightly with respect
to that in [V]: the shape of our blow-up limits is given by hν,x0

(x) =
√

Λq(x0)((x−x0) ·ν)+ for
ν ∈ Bλ1/2,λ−1/2 ; whereas in [V], the vector should lie exactly on ∂B1, and q(x0) is not present.

In any case, since these modifications are uniformly controlled (with constants depending on
λ, q and q), the program in [V, Prop. 10.13] carries over to the present case almost verbatim.
Indeed, our new definition of uniform ε-regularity is sufficient to run the proof of [V, Lemma
10.7], which is the main ingredient that needs to be adapted in [V, Prop. 10.13] to work in
our setting.

Also, the fact that [V, Prop. 10.13] is only stated for bounded sets is not a problem, since
we could just truncate to Bj and then consider the union with j ∈ N. Recall that we showed
that Ωu is bounded in Proposition 6.2. �



36 A. ENCISO, P. HIDALGO-PALENCIA, AND X. ROS-OTON

8. Proof of Theorem 1.2

We are now ready to prove our main result, Theorem 1.2. Fix m > 0 and admissible
F (x, u), A(x) and q(x), satisfying the periodicity hypothesis (HPer) (see Definition 2.1).

Let us fix some R ≫ 1 to be determined later. Now take a cutoff ϕR ∈ C∞
c (Rn) satisfying

0 ≤ ϕR ≤ 1 in R
n, ϕR ≡ 1 in BR, ϕR ≡ 0 in R

n \B2R.

We then define the smoothly truncated energy

F0,R(v,D) :=

ˆ

D
|∇v|2 dx− 2

ˆ

D
FR(x, v) dx, D ⊂ R

n,

with FR(x, v) := F (x, v)ϕR(x). As usual, we will omitD whenD = R
n. Since ϕR only depends

on x, is bounded between 0 and 1, and is smooth, it is clear that FR is admissible3, and in fact
fulfills (HF4) and (HF5) with the same constants as F . In what follows, we shall make sure
that no constant depends on R, but only on the constants appearing in the admissibility of F
(equivalently, FR), A and q, and of course m and n.

Step 1. Existence of minimizers of F0,R in K≤m. First let us note that Faber-Krahn’s inequality
provides a Poincaré inequality in K≤m. Indeed, given any u ∈ K≤m, the symmetrization u∗ of

u satisfies u∗ ∈ H1
0 (B

m̃) (see (6.1)), so that we obtain
ˆ

Rn

u2 dx =

ˆ

Bm̃

(u∗)2 dx ≤ λ1(B
m̃)−1

ˆ

Bm̃

|∇u∗|2 dx ≤ λ1(B
m̃)−1

ˆ

Rn

|∇u|2 dx. (8.1)

Having obtained this Poincaré inequality, the existence of minimizers of F0,R in K≤m follows
from standard arguments. First, the fact that u ∈ K≤m (and (6.1)), (HF2), (HF4), (HA3),
and (8.1) imply

F0,R(u) ≥ λ

ˆ

Rn

|∇u|2 dx − 2N |{u > 0}| − 2b

ˆ

Rn

u2 dx

≥
(
λ− 2b

λ1(Bm)

)
ˆ

Rn

|∇u|2 dx − 2N
m

q
, (8.2)

so that the smallness of b in (HF4) gives F0,R(u) ≥ −2Nm/q for every u ∈ K≤m. That is,
F0,R is bounded below uniformly, with constants independent of R.

This allows us to take a minimizing sequence uj ∈ K≤m (i.e. F0,R(uj) −→ infK≤m
F0,R as

j → +∞). Concretely, testing with the constant zero function, we obtain that F0,R(uj) ≤ 1
for every j (up to taking a subsequence). This and (8.2) ensure that as long as b < λλ1(B

m)/2
we have the uniform bound

ˆ

Rn

|∇uj|2 dx ≤
(
1 + 2N

m

q

)(
λ− 2b

λ1(Bm)

)−1

. (8.3)

Thus, by the Poincaré inequality in (8.1), uj are also bounded in L2(Rn), with uniform
constants. Therefore, by the Banach–Alaoglu compactness theorem, there exists u0 ∈ H1(Rn)
such that uj ⇀ u0 in H1(Rn) (up to a subsequence). Therefore, by the Rellich–Kondrachov
theorem in the bounded set B2R, we get (up to a subsequence) uj → u0 in L2(B2R), so (up
to a further subsequence) we can also get pointwise a.e. convergence uj → u0 in B2R. This
convergence, along with the smoothness of FR (recall (HF1)) and the fact that suppFR ⊂ B2R,

3To verify (HF6) with FR, note the following: since (HF6) holds for F , by density, there exists u0 ∈ C∞
c (Rn)

with F0(u0) < 0. Then, taking R large enough so that suppu0 ⊂ BR/10, (HF6) is satisfied with FR.
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lower semi-continuity of weak convergence (recall (HA1)) and the Dominated Convergence
Theorem, imply

F0,R(u0) =

ˆ

Rn

|∇u0|2 dx− 2

ˆ

B2R

FR(x, u0) dx

≤ lim inf
j→+∞

ˆ

Rn

|∇uj |2 dx− lim
j→+∞

2

ˆ

B2R

FR(x, uj) dx = lim inf
j→+∞

F0,R(uj), (8.4)

whence u0 minimizes F0,R. Moreover, by Mazur’s theorem on weak convergences and convexity,
u0 ≥ 0 in R

n.

Lastly, to see that Volq(Ωu0
) ≤ m, it suffices (by the Monotone Convergence Theorem)

to check that Volq(Ωu0
∩ Br) ≤ m for every r > 0. Given one such r > 0, using standard

compactness results as above we obtain that uj → u0 a.e. in Br (up to a subsequence). This
clearly implies that 1{u0>0}(x) ≤ lim infj→+∞ 1{uj>0}(x) a.e. in Br. Integrating, this yields

Volq(Ωu0
∩ Br) ≤ m because uj ∈ K≤m. This finishes the proof that u0 ∈ K≤m, so u0 is a

minimizer of F0,R in K≤m.

Step 2. Properties of the minimizer of F0,R. The fact that u0 has the properties listed in
the conclusions of Theorem 1.2 is a consequence of all the previous sections, because (H*) is
because (using u0, FR and F0,R in place of u, F and F0) with constants that do not depend on
R, as discussed right before Step 1.

Indeed, in Lemma 3.6 we proved that u0 ∈ K=m, in Proposition 5.3 we showed that u0 is
Lipschitz and {u0 > 0} is open, and in Proposition 6.2 we obtained that {u0 > 0} is also
bounded. We also proved the equations (1.6) in Corollary 5.4 (in the first equation we have
FR on the right-hand-side instead of F ) and Proposition 7.9. And lastly, the properties of the
regular and singular parts of the boundary follow from Propositions 7.11 and 7.12.

To finish, we need to show that u0 solves the equation (1.6) with F in the right-hand-side
instead of FR, and also that the support of u0 is uniformly bounded. We shall next show that
this follows using the periodicity assumption (HPer).

Step 3. Boundedness of supports, and transference to the original F . Recall that we showed
in Proposition 6.2 that Ωu0

has a finite number N ′ ≤ N of enlarged connected components
(see Definition 6.1), and each of these enlarged connected components has diameter controlled
by D. The important point here is that N and D only depend on m,n and the admissibility
constants of FR, A and q. And since the admissibility constants of FR and F are the same, N
and D are independent of R.

Now label all the enlarged connected components of Ωu0
as ECC(V1), . . . ,ECC(VN ′). Using

the x-periodicity of F , A and q, we will translate them towards the origin, without increasing
the energy or changing the q-volume of the support. Writing T for the length of the period
in (HPer), we may assume that D ≥ 10T . Concretely, given Wj := ECC(Vj), consider a
translation of Wj by a whole number of periods in each direction (say by the vector Tvj with

vj ∈ Z
n) so that W̃j := Wj−Tvj ⊂ (2Dj, 0, . . . , 0)+[0, 2D]n (we can do this because D ≥ 10T ,

see Figure 3). This way, it is clear that W̃j ⊂ [0, 2DN ′]n ⊂ BR if we choose R large enough.

After translating, we have a function ũ0 ∈ H1(Rn) which satisfies ũ0(x) := u0(x + Tvj)

on each set W̃j. The point is that F0,R(ũ0, W̃j) ≤ F0,R(u0,Wj). To see this, note that, of
course, the Dirichlet energies are the same because A is periodic; for the other terms, using
the periodicity of F ,
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2D 2D 2D

BR

Figure 3. Example of how one can move connected components of Ωu to
fixed cubes of length K in a region around the origin, under the periodicity
assumption (HPer).

ˆ

W̃j

FR(x, ũ0(x)) dx =

ˆ

Wj

FR(x− Tvj, u0(x)) dx =

ˆ

Wj

F (x− Tvj, u0(x))ϕR(x− Tvj) dx

=

ˆ

Wj

F (x, u0(x))ϕR(x− Tvj) dx ≥
ˆ

Wj

F (x, u0(x))ϕR(x) dx.

In the last step we have used the fact that F ≥ 0 (see (HF2) and (HF3)) and ϕR(x− Tvj) =

1 ≥ ϕR(x) for x ∈ Wj (indeed, in such case, x−Tvj ∈ W̃j ⊂ BR). The analysis of the q-volume
is analogous, because q is periodic.

Therefore, after translating (one by one) all the N ′ enlarged connected components of Ωu0
,

we infer that Ωũ0
⊂ BR if R is large enough. Moreover, recalling that u0 is a minimizer of

F0,R, so is ũ0. With large R, we have that FR ≡ F in Ωũ0
, whence ũ0 actually solves the PDE

in (1.6) with F (because it solves it with FR, as we discussed in Step 2). Therefore, u := ũ0
has all the properties listed in Theorem 1.2, and the theorem follows.

9. Overdetermined problems on manifolds

We shall next sketch why the approach developed in this paper works equally well for
semilinear equations on compact manifolds, with only minor modifications.

Throughout this section, let M be a compact connected manifold of class C∞, endowed with
a smooth Riemannian metric g. We consider the following analog of (1.2):

{
−∆gv = f(x, v) in Ω ⊂ M,

v = 0 and |∇gu|2g = c q(x) on ∂Ω.
(9.1)
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Here ∆g and∇g respectively denote the Laplace–Beltrami operator and the covariant derivative
on the Riemannian manifold (M,g). To control the size of Ω, we will impose the condition

Volq,g(Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω
q dµg = m, (9.2)

where dµg denotes the Riemannian measure.

Our main result for this overdetermined problem is the following. Here the definition of
“admissible” is essentially as in the case of overdetermined problems on R

n, with some slight
modifications in the constants involved that we will address later.

Theorem 9.1. Let M be a smooth, compact and connected Riemannian manifold of dimension
n ≤ 4. For any constant 0 < m < Volq,g(M) and for any pair of smooth admissible functions q :
M → (0,∞) and f : M × [0,∞) → R, there exists an open set Ω ⊂ M with smooth boundary
satisfying the q-volume constraint (9.2) and a constant c > 0 for which the overdetermined
boundary value problem (9.1) admits a positive solution v ∈ C∞(Ω).

As before, this result follows from analogous result about minimizers of the functional

F0(u) :=

ˆ

M
|∇gu|2g dµg − 2

ˆ

M
F (x, u) dµg

on the space
K≤m :=

{
u ∈ H1(M) : u ≥ 0, Volq,q({u > 0}) ≤ m

}
.

We still use the notation F (x, v) :=
´ t
0 f(x, t) dt. Specifically, we prove the following result:

Theorem 9.2. Let M be a smooth, compact and connected Riemannian manifold of dimension
n. Let 0 < m < Volq,g(M) and assume that F (x, u) and q(x) are admissible. Then there exists
a Lipschitz continuous minimizer u of F0 in K≤m, which actually belongs to K=m. Moreover,
{u > 0} is open and

{
−∆gu = f(x, u) in {u > 0},
|∇gu|2g = c q on ∂{u > 0} in the viscosity sense

for some constant c > 0. Furthermore, the free boundary can be decomposed as a disjoint union

∂{u > 0} = Reg({u > 0}) ∪ Sing({u > 0}),
where:

(i) Reg({u > 0}) is a C1,α submanifold of dimension n− 1 for some α > 0, open within
∂{u > 0}, and |∇gu|2g = c q holds pointwise on this set. If f and q are smooth,
Reg({u > 0}) is smooth as well.

(ii) Sing({u > 0}) is a closed set within ∂{u > 0} of Hausdorff dimension at most n− 5.
Moreover Sing({u > 0}) is empty if n ≤ 4, and consists at most of a countable set of
points if n = 5.

Let us now sketch the few modifications that are needed to establish this result.

First, note that the results in Sections 2, 3, 5 and 7, except for Proposition 3.2, are all of
local nature. As the manifold is compact, we can cover it with finitely many charts of (for
instance) local normal coordinates. In each chart, which covers a small enough geodesic ball,
Equation (9.1) reads as

−
∑

i,j

∂xi(
√

|g|gij∂xju) =
√

|g| f(x, v) ,
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and the Riemannian measure is dµg =
√

|g| dx. Here gij is the inverse matrix of the Riemann-
ian metric, and |g| denotes the determinant of the metric, in these coordinates. So locally,

this equation fits within the framework of (1.2) with the admissible matrix Aij :=
√
|g|gij .

Therefore, all the results of local nature still hold in manifolds, on small enough geodesic balls.

It is also not hard to check that, although the arguments in Section 6 are not of local
nature, they also hold on a compact manifold. Similarly, the proofs in Section 4 carry over
verbatim to compact manifolds, essentially because they only use general ideas of the calculus
of variations. The only point which we want to comment on is the assumption that the exterior
of B is connected in Lemma 4.2, as can be seen in [V, Prop. 11.10]: it is not hard to see that
manifolds do not introduce any complications here because, just as in the case of R

n, the
complement of a small enough ball in a manifold is always connected (it is diffeomorphic to M
minus a point).

Regarding Proposition 3.2, one should simply work in small balls. We can actually provide
an alternative proof that shows boundedness in any small ball, which by compactness of M
gives the result we want. Let us sketch the argument, again considering balls B that are smaller
than the injectivity radius. Then, we can work in local coordinates, considering an admissible
coefficient matrix A(x). Since we know u ∈ H1(M), necessarily u ∈ L2(B). As in (3.1), we infer
f(x) := F ′(x, u(x)) ∈ L2(B). If we define w−∆(x) :=

´

B Γ−∆(x, y)f(y) dy, we obtain (if n ≥ 3;

otherwise we can simply follow Case 2 in Proposition 3.2) w−∆ ∈ L2∗(B) by [GT, Lemma
7.12]. By the comparability of fundamental solutions discussed in Proposition 3.2, it also
holds w(x) :=

´

B ΓL(x, y)f(y) dy ∈ L2∗(B). And then, using Lemma 2.4 as in Proposition 3.2

(which is local, so it works here too) we infer u ∈ L2∗(B). Repeating this self-improvement
process we will eventually reach sufficiently large exponents to use [GT, Lemma 7.12] to obtain
w−∆ ∈ L∞(B), which implies u ∈ L∞(B) as before. This completes the proof because, as
mentioned above, M is covered by finitely many balls of this kind.

Lastly, to adapt Section 8, we first note that we do not need to introduce the truncation
function ϕR to ensure that no mass is lost in the limit in (8.4): this follows because, as M is
compact, one can simply use Rellich–Kondrachov on the whole manifold. Therefore, we may
work directly with F the whole time, and Step 3 is not needed.

The only change is in the derivation of (8.1). Instead of using symmetrization, on the
compact Riemannian manifold, we need to use the existence of sets which minimize the first
eigenvalue λ1 among those which are quasi-open and have prescribed volume m, which is
ensured by [LS, Th. 1.1] (their proof works without any modification with our modified volume
Volq,g under the hypotheses (Hq1) and (Hq2)). To put it differently, for each m ∈ (0,Volq,g(M))

there exists some λ̃(m) > 0 such that

ˆ

D
|∇gw|2g dµg ≥ λ̃(m)

ˆ

D
w2 dµg

for any quasi-open set D with Volq,g(D) = m and any w ∈ H1
0 (D).

With this in hand, since for any u ∈ H1 and we have that {u > 0} is quasi-open (more
precisely, there is a representative in the equivalence class of u in H1 for which this holds, by
[HKM, Th. 4.4]), we may apply [LS, Th. 1.1] to derive (8.1). In the subsequent arguments,
the only change we need on the admissibility assumptions is that the constant b in (HF4)

must be smaller than λ̃(m)/2 times the ellipticity constant of the coefficient matrix induced by
the metric g in the normal coordinates, as explained above. The other arguments carry over
directly, completing the proof of Theorem 9.2.
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Appendix A. Non-periodic admissible nonlinearities do not have minimizers

with uniformly bounded supports

In this Appendix, we show that some key estimates can fail when the admissibility and
periodicity conditions do not hold.

Concerning admissibility, the following elementary calculation shows that quadratic growth
of F on u, as in (HF4), is indeed the threshold to be able to find minimizers of F0. A minor
variation of this argument applies to the case F (x, u) = cup for any p > 2 and any c > 0. So
from this point of view, (HF4) is sharp.

Proposition A.1. Let F (x, u) := bu2 with some constant b > λ1(B
m)/2. Suppose that A := I

and q := 1. Then
inf

ϕ∈K≤m

F0(ϕ) = −∞.

Proof. Let ϕ1 ∈ H1
0 (B

m) ⊂ H1(Rn) the first Dirichlet eigenfunction of the Laplacian in the
ball Bm. Then, it is easy to compute that F0(ϕ1) = (λ1(B

m)− 2b)
´

Bm ϕ2
1 dx < 0. Therefore,

for any τ > 0,
F0(τϕ1) = τ2F0(ϕ1),

which tends to −∞ as τ → +∞. �

The following proposition, which is less elementary, shows that if F is not periodic, there is
no hope for minimizers to have uniformly bounded supports:

Proposition A.2. There are admissible A,F, q, and m > 0, for which diam(Ωu) is arbitrarily
large. More specifically, diam(Ωu) cannot be controlled uniformly with respect to m,n and the
admissibility constants of A,F, q.

Proof. Let us set A := I and q := 1, and assume F is only non-zero in two balls Bm(x1), B
m(x2),

which are separated by a distance R ≫ 1 still unspecified. Concretely, set F (x, u) := ϕ(x)u
for

ϕ(x) :=





φ(x− x1) for x ∈ Bm(x1),

φ(x− x2) for x ∈ Bm(x2),

0 elsewhere,

where





φ ∈ C∞
c (Bm), radially decreasing,

φ ≡ 1 in Bm/2,

0 < φ < 1 in Bm \Bm/2.

The reader should actually think that φ is very close to 0 in Bm \Bm/2.
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x1

Bm/2(x1)

Bm(x1)
BC(x1)

Ba(x1)

R

BC(x2) Bm(x2)

Bm/2(x2)

Bm–a(x2)

x2

Figure 4. We can force Ωu to accumulate in two regions which are far apart.

Step 1: Ωu consists of one or two separated balls. Let us consider the associated minimizer u
of F0. Given any connected component V of Ωu intersecting Bm(x1), if we define JV :=

{
j ∈

Z
n : V ∩ (j+[0, 1)n) 6= Ø

}
, following the proof of Proposition 6.2 we obtain |JV | ≤ C for some

uniform C. Therefore, the connectedness of V implies that diam(V ) ≤ C, i.e. V ⊂ BC(x1).

Of course, the same happens with any other connected component of Ωu intersecting Bm(x1),
and with those intersecting Bm(x2). It is also easy to check that every connected component
of Ωu must intersect Bm(x1) or B

m(x2), because otherwise it would only increase F0(u) (since
F is supported in Bm(x1) ∪ Bm(x2)), and u is a minimizer of F0. Therefore, we have shown
that Ωu ⊂ BC(x1) ∪ BC(x2). Thus, if we choose R ≫ C, these two balls are disjoint and the
support of u is separated clearly in two parts. By an easy symmetrization argument inside
each of these two balls (recall that φ is radially decreasing), we deduce that (see Figure 4)

Ωu = Ba(x1) ∪Bm−a(x2) for some 0 ≤ a ≤ m.

Our goal is to show that it must be 0 < a < m, so that diam(Ωu) ≥ R, whence the arbitrariness
of R would give the result.

Step 2: Energy if there is only one ball. For the sake of contradiction, let us suppose that
a = 0. For simplicity of the notation along this step, set x2 = 0. By Corollary 5.4, −∆u = φ
in Bm. And the maximum principle informs us that u ≤ w, where −∆w = 1 in Bm and
{w > 0} = Bm. Therefore, testing the equation of u against u itself, we obtain

F0(u) = −
ˆ

Bm

φudx ≥ −
ˆ

Bm

φw dx = −
ˆ

Bm/2

w dx−
ˆ

Bm\Bm/2

φw dx.

Since the last term can be made arbitrarily small using appropriate choices of φ, let us focus

on the first one. In fact, it is easy to check that w(x) = − |x|2

2n + ρ2

2n , where ρ > 0 is defined so

that |Bρ| = |Bm|. Similarly, find r > 0 so that |Br| =
∣∣Bm/2

∣∣. Then, by an easy integration,
ˆ

Bm/2

w dx = −Hn−1(∂B1)

2n

rn+2

n+ 2
+

ρ

2n

m

2
.

Step 3: A better candidate. On the other hand, if we concentrate the mass around both x1
and x2, we can obtain smaller energies. Indeed, take v ∈ H1(Rn) satisfying ∆v = −1 in

Bm/2(x1)∪Bm/2(x2), with {v > 0} = Bm/2(x1)∪Bm/2(x2). Then, by a similar calculation as
above,

F0(v) = 2

(
−Hn−1(∂B1)

2n

rn+2

n+ 2
+

r

2n

m

2

)
.
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Noting that ρ = 21/nr and that m ≈ rn, it is easy to check that if r is large enough
(equivalently, if m is large enough) it holds

F0(v) = −Hn−1(∂B1)

2n(n+ 2)
2rn+2 +

m

4n
2r < −Hn−1(∂B1)

2n(n+ 2)
rn+2 +

m

4n
21/nr =

ˆ

Bm/2

w dx.

Since these estimates are independent on the choice of φ and we can make this choice so that
F0(u) is as close to

´

Bm/2 w dx as we wish, we obtain the desired contradiction because for
these φ, we have F0(v) < F0(u). �
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08007 Barcelona, Spain & Centre de Recerca Matemàtica, Barcelona, Spain
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