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THE DIRICHLET PROBLEM FOR SECOND-ORDER ELLIPTIC

EQUATIONS IN NON-DIVERGENCE FORM WITH CONTINUOUS

COEFFICIENTS: THE TWO-DIMENSIONAL CASE

HONGJIE DONG, DONG-HA KIM, AND SEICK KIM

Abstract. This paper investigates the Dirichlet problem for a non-divergence

form elliptic operator L in a bounded domain of R2. Assuming that the principal
coefficients satisfy the Dini mean oscillation condition, we establish the equiva-
lence between regular points for L and those for the Laplace operator. This result
bridges a gap in the authors’ recent work on higher-dimensional cases [8]. Further-
more, we construct the Green’s function for L in regular two-dimensional domains,
extending a result by Dong and Kim [6].

1. Introduction

This article extends our recent work [8] to the two-dimensional setting. In R2,
we consider the elliptic operator L given by

Lu =

2
∑

i, j=1

ai jDi ju +

2
∑

i=1

biDiu + cu.

We assume that the coefficient matrix A = (ai j) is symmetric, satisfies the uniform
ellipticity condition, and has Dini mean oscillation. Additionally, we assume that

the lower-order coefficients satisfy b = (b1, b2) ∈ L
p0

loc
(R2), c ∈ L

p0/2

loc
(R2), for some

p0 > 2, with c ≤ 0.
This paper focuses on the Dirichlet problem for the equation Lu = 0 in Ω ⊂ R2

with continuous boundary data u = ϕ on ∂Ω. The two-dimensional case was not
considered in [8], primarily due to the fundamentally different nature of the Green’s
function in two dimensions. Compared to the case d ≥ 3, the Green’s function in
R2 exhibits a logarithmic singularity at the pole, requiring a different approach (see
[5, 6]). Another key difference arises when comparing Green’s functions in two
and higher dimensions. Consider the Green’s function for the Laplace operator.

InRd for d ≥ 3, the Green’s function for the whole space provides a uniform upper
bound for the Green’s function in any bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd:

GΩ(x, y) ≤ GRd (x, y) =
1

d(d − 2)ωd

1

|x − y|d−2
.
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This function, GRd(x, y), is often referred to as the fundamental solution. In contrast,
no Green’s function exists for the entire space R2. The well-known function

−
1

2π
log |x − y|

is not actually the Green’s function for the Laplace operator inR2, as it changes sign
and fails to provide a uniform upper bound for the Green’s function in a domain
Ω ⊂ R2. This added complexity makes the analysis in the two-dimensional setting
significantly more delicate. On the other hand, since R2 can be identified with C,
many techniques from complex function theory, which are unavailable in higher
dimensions, can be employed to study the Dirichlet problem for Laplace equations
in R2. See, for instance, the excellent book by Garnett and Marshall [10].

A foundational result in two-dimensional potential theory for harmonic func-
tions is rooted in the Riemann mapping theorem: if Ω ⊂ R2 is the interior of a
closed Jordan curve Γ, then every boundary point of Ω is regular. Riemann ini-
tially believed that this result held for all simply connected domains. However,
his proof relied on the Dirichlet principle, which requires specific assumptions
about the boundary (e.g., that it is a Jordan curve). In 1900, Osgood provided a
more precise topological criterion for regularity. He showed that a boundary point
z0 ∈ ∂Ω is regular if it belongs to a connected component of R2 \Ω that contains
at least one other point distinct from z0. His proof relies on the construction of a
barrier function involving a branch of log(z − z0).

A major breakthrough came in 1924 when Wiener established a celebrated nec-
essary and sufficient condition for the regularity of a boundary point with respect
to the Laplace operator. This condition, now known as Wiener’s test, applies to
general domains inRn, including the two-dimensional case. The study of regular-
ity was further extended to more general elliptic equations. For divergence form
elliptic equations, Littman, Stampacchia, and Weinberger [19] made a fundamen-
tal contribution by demonstrating the equivalence of regular boundary points for
equations with bounded and measurable coefficients. A comprehensive treatment
of divergence form elliptic operators with possibly non-symmetric coefficients was
later given by Grüter and Widman [11].

However, the situation for non-divergence form equations is more delicate.
For non-divergence form elliptic equations, the equivalence of regular boundary
points with those of the Laplace equation has been established under progressively
weaker assumptions on the coefficients. Oleinik [22] first proved this equivalence
for C3,α coefficients, while Hervé [14] extended the result to Hölder continuous
coefficients (which she referred to as Lipschitz continuous). Later, Krylov [16] gen-
eralized the result to the case of Dini continuous coefficients. Miller [21] provided
a counterexample demonstrating that the equivalence of regular boundary points
can fail even when the coefficients are uniformly continuous (see also [2, 18]).
Bauman [3] extended Wiener’s result to elliptic operators in non-divergence form
with continuous coefficients, providing a Wiener-type criterion for the regularity
of boundary points. However, this work did not offer new insights into the align-
ment of regular points for the operator and the Laplacian. This highlights that, for
non-divergence form equations, some form of modulus of continuity assumption
on the coefficients is necessary to ensure equivalence.

We show that under the assumption that the coefficients of L satisfy Conditions
3.1 and 3.2, the regular points for L coincide with those for the Laplace operator,
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as established in Theorem 5.10. This result allows us to prove the unique solvabil-
ity of the Dirichlet problem with continuous boundary data in regular domains
(Theorem 5.11). Furthermore, we construct the Green’s function for L in regular
two-dimensional domains and establish pointwise bounds for it (Theorem 5.12).
This advancement is significant, as the existence of Green’s function and such es-
timates were previously available only for operators without lower-order terms in
C2,α domains. In C1,1 domains, prior results required the principal coefficients A
to satisfy an L2 Dini mean oscillation condition (see [6]), which is more restrictive
than the Dini mean oscillation condition considered here, originally introduced in
[9]. We also note that in higher dimensions, such a restrictive condition was not
required (see [15]), highlighting the additional technical challenges involved in the
two-dimensional case.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 3, we introduce key concepts and
construct Green’s functions for two-dimensional balls, along with useful estimates.
In Section 4, we define relative potential and capacity, establishing some of their
fundamental properties. This section corresponds to Section 5 of [8], but with
notable adaptations for the two-dimensional setting. Finally, in Section 5, we
establish the Wiener criterion (Theorem 5.1) and provide the proofs of our main
results.

2. Main results

The following theorems summarize our main results. While they are repeated
from the main text, we present them here for improved readability and conve-
nience.

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 5.10). Assume Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, and let Ω be a bounded
open domain in R2. A point x0 ∈ ∂Ω is a regular point for L if and only if x0 is a regular
point for the Laplace operator.

Theorem 2.2 (Theorem 5.11). Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Ω be a
bounded regular domain in R2. For f ∈ C(∂Ω), the Dirichlet problem,

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω,

has a unique solution u ∈W
2,p0/2

loc
(Ω) ∩ C(Ω).

Theorem 2.3 (Theorem 5.12). Under Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, let Ω ⊂ R2 be a bounded
regular domain contained in B. Then, there exists a Green’s function G(x, y) in Ω, which
satisfies the following pointwise bound:

0 ≤ G(x, y) ≤ C

{

1 + log

(

diamΩ

|x − y|

)}

, x , y ∈ Ω.

where C is a constant depending only on λ, Λ, p0, diamB.

Theorem 2.4 (Theorem 5.31). Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Ω be a
bounded regular domain in R2, and let f ∈ C(∂Ω). Consider the Dirichlet problem

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω,

where u ∈W
2,p0/2

loc
(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) is the solution.

(i) Suppose x0 ∈ ∂Ω is in a connected component of R2 \ Ω that contains at least one
other point distinct from x0. If f is Hölder continuous at x0, then u is also Hölder
continuous at x0, possibly with a different Hölder exponent.
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(ii) Suppose there exists a constant r0 > 0 such that every point x0 ∈ ∂Ω is in a connected
component ofR2 \Ω that contains a point at least r0 away from x0. If f ∈ Cβ(∂Ω) for

some β ∈ (0, 1), then u ∈ Cα(Ω) for some α ∈ (0, β).

3. Preliminary

We choose an open ball B = B2R(0) such that BR(0) ⋑ Ω, where Ω is a domain
under consideration. Throughout the paper, this ball B remains fixed. Also, we
adopt the standard summation convention over repeated indices.

Condition 3.1. The coefficients of L are measurable and defined in the whole
space R2. The principal coefficients matrix A = (ai j) is symmetric and satisfies the
ellipticity condition:

λ|ξ|2 ≤ A(x)ξ · ξ ≤ λ−1|ξ|2, ∀x ∈ R2, ∀ξ ∈ R2,

where λ ∈ (0, 1] is a constant. The lower order coefficients b = (b1, b2) and c belong

to L
p0/2

loc
(R2) and L

p0

loc
(R2) for some p0 > 2, and

‖b‖Lp0 (B) + ‖c‖Lp0/2(B) ≤ Λ,

where Λ = Λ(B) < ∞. Additionally, we assume that c ≤ 0.

Condition 3.2. The mean oscillation function ωA : R+ → R defined by

ωA(r) := sup
x∈B

?
B∩Br(x)

|A(y) − Āx,r| dy, where Āx,r :=

?
B∩Br(x)

A,

satisfies the Dini condition, i.e.,
∫ 1

0

ωA(t)

t
dt < +∞.

We begin by constructing the Green’s function for the operator L and establishing
its pointwise estimate in two-dimensional balls. Notably, the following theorem
applies to the Green’s function for all balls contained in B, including B itself.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Br = Br(x0) ⊂ B. Then,
there exists a Green’s function G(x, y) of L in Br and the Green’s function is unique in the
following sense: if v is the unique adjoint solution of the problem

L∗v = Di j(a
i jv) −Di(b

iv) + cv = f in Br, v = 0 on ∂Br, (3.4)

where f ∈ Lp(Br) with p > 1, then v is represented by

v(y) = −

∫

Br

G(x, y) f (x) dx.

The Green’s function G(x, y) satisfies the pointwise estimate:

0 ≤ G(x, y) ≤ C

(

1 + log
2r

|x − y|

)

, x , y ∈ Br, (3.5)

where C depends only on λ, Λ, p0, ωA, and diamB. Moreover, the function

G∗(x, y) := G(y, x)

is the Green’s function for the adjoint operator L∗.
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Proof. We adapt the proof of [8, Theorem 4.1]. In [6], Green’s functions for the
operator L0 := ai jDi j are constructed in C2,α domains, which in particular include

Br. To construct the Green’s function for the operator L = ai jDi j + biDi + c, we
consider the following problem for each y ∈ Br:

Lu = −biDiG0(·, y) − cG0(·, y) in Br, u = 0 on ∂Br, (3.6)

where G0(x, y) is the Green’s function for L0 in Br. We invert the sign of the Green’s
function G0 so that

L0G0( ·, y) = −δy in Br and G0( ·, y) = 0 on ∂Br.

This ensures that G0 is nonnegative.
Note that the Green’s function estimates from [6] yield

G0(x, y) ≤ C

(

1 + log
2r

|x − y|

)

≤ C

(

1 + log
diamB

|x − y|

)

, |DxG0(x, y)| ≤
C

|x − y|
, (3.7)

where C depends only on λ, ωA, and diamB. While [6] states that C also depends
on the domain (which, in our case, is Br), a scaling argument shows that this
dependence arises solely through diamB, which provides an upper bound for r.

Note that G( ·, y) ∈ Lp(Br) for all p < ∞ and DG( ·, y) ∈ Lp(Br) for all p < 2. Thus,
there exists p1 > 1, determined by p0, such that for each y ∈ Br, we have

‖biDiG0( ·, y)‖Lp1 (Br) + ‖cG0( ·, y)‖Lp1 (Br) ≤ C, (3.8)

where C depends only on λ, Λ, p0, ωA, and diamB. Therefore, by [17, Theorem
4.2], there exists a unique solution

u = uy ∈W2,p1 (Br) ∩W
1,p1

0
(Br)

to the problem (3.6). Applying the Sobolev embedding theorem and Lp estimates,
we deduce from (3.8) that

‖uy‖L∞(Br) ≤ ‖u
y‖W2,p1 (Br) ≤ C, (3.9)

where C depends only on λ, Λ, p0, ωA, and diamB. In particular, C is uniform for
all r and y. Now, we will demonstrate that

G(x, y) := G0(x, y) + uy(x)

serves as the Green’s function for L in Br. For any f ∈ C∞c (Br), let v ∈ Lp′
1 (Br) be the

solution of (3.4). By [7, Theorem 1.8], we find that v ∈ C(Br). Moreover, from the
definition of the solution to the problem (3.4), we have

∫

Br

f w =

∫

Br

vLw, ∀w ∈W2,p1 (Br) ∩W
1,p1

0
(Br). (3.10)

Since uy ∈W2,p1 (Br) ∩W
1,p1

0
(Br) is a solution of (3.6), it follows that

∫

Br

f uy =

∫

Br

vLuy = −

∫

Br

biDiG0( ·, y)v−

∫

Br

cG0( ·, y)v. (3.11)

On the other hand, taking w = Gǫ
0
( ·, y) in (3.10), where Gǫ

0
( ·, y) is the approximate

Green’s function of L0 in Br, i.e.,

L0Gǫ0( ·, y) = −
1

|Bǫ(y)|
1Bǫ(y) in Br, Gǫ0( ·, y) = 0 on ∂Br,
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as considered in [6] (with the sign inverted), we obtain

∫

Br

f Gǫ0( ·, y) =

∫

Br

vLGǫ0( ·, y)

= −

?
Bǫ(y)∩Br

v +

∫

Br

biDiG
ǫ
0( ·, y)v+

∫

Br

cGǫ0( ·, y)v. (3.12)

Next, we present a lemma analogous to [8, Lemma 4.8].

Lemma 3.13. There exists a sequence {ǫk} converging to zero such that

Gǫk
0

( ·, y)⇀ G0( ·, y) weakly in Lp(Br) for 1 < p < ∞,

DGǫk
0

( ·, y)⇀ DG0( ·, y) weakly in Lp(Br) for 1 < p < 2.

Proof. The first part follows from the following fact from [6]:

Gǫk
0

( ·, y)⇀ G0( ·, y) in the weak-⋆ topology of BMO(Br).

For the proof for the second part, refer to [8, Lemma 4.8]. �

Therefore, by taking the limit ǫk → 0 in (3.12), we obtain
∫

Br

f G0( ·, y) = −v(y)+

∫

Br

biDiG0( ·, y)v+

∫

Br

cG0( ·, y)v, (3.14)

where we utilized Lemma 3.13 and the fact that v ∈ C(B). By combining (3.11) and
(3.14), we deduce

∫

Br

f G( ·, y) =

∫

Br

f G0( ·, y) +

∫

Br

f uy = −v(y).

Therefore, we conclude that G(x, y) is the Green’s function for L in Br.
Combining (3.7) with the uniform bound of uy from (3.9), we obtain the point-

wise estimate (3.5). Moreover,

G∗(x, y) := G(y, x)

is the Green’s function for L∗ in Br. See [8, Theorem 4.1] for the details. �

We also obtain the lower bound for the Green’s function when x and y are
sufficiently far away from the boundary.

Theorem 3.15. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let B4r = B4r(x0) ⊂ B, and
let G(x, y) be the Green’s function for L in B4r. There exists a constant C0 > 1, depending
only on λ, Λ, ωA, and diamB, such that the following estimate holds:

1

C0
log

(

3r

|x − y|

)

≤ G(x, y) ≤ C0 log

(

3r

|x − y|

)

, x , y ∈ Br. (3.16)

Proof. The upper bound is already provided in (3.5) as |x − y| ≤ 2r. To establish
the lower bound, we fix x , y ∈ Br, and set ρ = |x − y|. We consider a collection of
balls B3 jρ(y) for i = 1, . . . ,N, such that B3Nρ(y) ⊂ B4r but B3N+1ρ(y) 1 B4r. Note that
the chosen integer N satisfies

N + 1 ≃ log

(

3r

|x − y|

)

. (3.17)
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We use the notation G3iρ for the Green’s function for L on B3iρ(y). Our first claim
is that there exist a positive constant C1 such that we have

C1 ≤ G3iρ(z, y), ∀z ∈ ∂B3i−1ρ(y), i = 1, 2, . . . ,N. (3.18)

Here, the constant C1 only depends on λ, Λ, ωA, and diamB.
Assume for now that the claim is proven. We rewrite G(x, y) as

G(x, y) =
(

G(x, y) − G3Nρ(x, y)
)

+

N−1
∑

i=1

(

G3i+1ρ(x, y) − G3iρ(x, y)
)

+ G3ρ(x, y). (3.19)

For i = 1, . . . ,N − 1 and for every z ∈ ∂B3iρ(y), we have

G3i+1ρ(z, y) − G3iρ(z, y) = G3i+1ρ(z, y) ≥ C1

since we assumed the claim.
Note that u := G3i+1ρ( ·, y)−G3iρ( ·, y) satisfies Lu = 0 in B3iρ(y). By the comparison

principle, we deduce that the previous inequality holds for all z ∈ B3iρ(y). In
particular, setting z = x gives

C1 ≤ G3i+1ρ(x, y)− G3iρ(x, y).

A similar argument yields

C1 ≤ G(x, y)− G3Mρ(x, y).

Therefore, using (3.17) and (3.19), we obtain

C2 log

(

3r

|x − y|

)

≤ C1(N + 1) ≤ G(x, y).

This establishes the lower bound in (3.16) as well.
It remains only to prove the claim (3.18). Since the general case follows similarly,

it suffices to consider i = 1. Consider the Green’s function G3ρ( ·, · ) for L on B3ρ(y),
and let z ∈ ∂Bρ(y). Choose a nonnegative function η ∈ C∞c (Bρ(z)) such that

η = 1 in B3ρ/4(z), ‖Dη‖L∞ ≤ 8/ρ, ‖D2η‖L∞ ≤ 16/ρ2.

We employ the Harnack’s inequality ([12, Theorem 4.3]) for nonnegative solu-
tions of the double divergence form equation

L∗u = Di j(a
i ju) −Di(b

iu) + cu = 0.

Using Hölder’s inequality and the facts that p0 > 2 and c ≤ 0, we obtain

1 = η(z) =

∫

B3ρ(y)

G3ρ(z, · )Lη ≤

∫

Bρ(z)\B3ρ/4(z)

G∗3ρ( ·, z)
(

ai jDi jη + biDiη
)

≤ C sup
Bρ\B3ρ/4

G∗3ρ( ·, z)
(

ρ−2 |Bρ| + ρ
−1 ‖b‖Lp0 (Bρ(z))|Bρ|

1−1/p0

)

≤ C sup
Bρ\B3ρ/4

G∗3ρ( ·, z).

Next, observe that any two points in Bρ(z) \ B3ρ/4(z) can be connected by a chain
of at most ⌈4π⌉ balls of radius ρ/4, all contained in B5ρ/4(z) \ Bρ/2(z).

Applying Harnack’s inequality iteratively to G∗
3ρ( ·, z) on each balls, we deduce

sup
Bρ(z)\B3ρ/4(z)

G∗3ρ( ·, z) ≤ CG∗3ρ(y, z) = CG3ρ(z, y).

Thus, we conclude that

G3ρ(z, y) ≥ C for all z ∈ ∂Bρ(y).
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Defining C1 as the constant in the above inequality completes the proof. �

Remark 3.20. From the proof of Theorem 3.15, it follows that

C1 log

(

5r

2|x − y|

)

≤ G(x, y) ≤ C2 log

(

4r

|x − y|

)

, x , y ∈ B3r/2,

where C1 and C2 are positive constants depending only on λ, Λ, ωA, and diamB.
We use this estimate in the proof of Theorem 5.1.

4. Relative Potential and Capacity

Throughout this section, we assume that

c ≡ 0.

We refer to [8, Section 3.3] for definitions of L-supersolution, L-subsolution, etc. We

use the notation H f and H f for the Perron upper and lower solutions, respectively,

to the Dirichlet problem:

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω.

When f is continuous, Wiener proved that for L = ∆,

H f = H f .

For a proof, see [13, Theorem 3.6.16], which also applies to general operators L as
shown below.

Lemma 4.1. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a bounded open set and f ∈ C(∂Ω). Then H f = H f .

Proof. Let pn be a sequence of polynomials such that pn → f uniformly on ∂Ω.

Consider a ball B containing Ω, and let G(x, y) be the Green’s function for L in B.
Noting that Lpn ∈ Lp(B) for some p > 1, define

vn(x) =

∫

B

G(x, y) |Lpn(y)| dy.

Clearly, vn is a continuous L-supersolution, and pn + vn is also a continuous L-
supersolution. Thus, u can be approximated uniformly on ∂Ω by the difference of
two continuous L-supersolutions. The remainder of the proof follows exactly as in
[13, Theorem 3.6.16]. �

Thus, for continuous f , we will use H f to denote the Perron solution.
We recall that a point x0 ∈ ∂Ω is called a regular point if for all f ∈ C(∂Ω), the

Perron solution H f satisfies

lim
x→x0, x∈Ω

H f (x) = f (x0).

It is well known that a point x0 is a regular point if and only if there exists a
barrier at x0. A function w is called a barrier (with respect to Ω) at x0 if

(i) w is an L-supersolution in Ω.
(ii) For any δ > 0, there exists ǫ > 0 such that w ≥ ǫ on ∂Ω \ Bδ(x0).

(iii) limx→x0, x∈Ωw(x) = 0.

The following result establishes that being a regular point is a local property:

Lemma 4.2. A point x0 ∈ ∂Ω is a regular point with respect to Ω if and only if x0 is a
regular point with respect to Br(x0) ∩Ω for some r > 0.
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Proof. Suppose x0 is regular with respect to Ω, so that there exists a barrier w at x0

with respect to Ω. Then, the restriction of w to Br(x0) ∩Ω is clearly a barrier at x0

with respect to Br(x0) ∩Ω.
Conversely, suppose there exists a barrier w at x0 with respect to Br(x0) ∩ Ω.

Since w is lower semicontinuous, it is positive on ∂Br/2(x0) ∩Ω. Define

m := min
∂Br/2∩Ω

w > 0.

We now define a function w̃ by

w̃ :=















min(w,m) in Br/2(x0) ∩Ω,

m in Ω \ Br/2(x0).

Then w̃ is a barrier at x0 with respect to Ω. �

In [8], we fixed a large ballB and for a set E ⋐ B, we introduced ûE, the capacitary
potential of E. In particular, ûE vanishes on ∂B. In the current two-dimensional
setting, it is convenient to consider a capacitary potential of E relative toD, where
D ⊂ B is not fixed. In our main application, D will also be a ball. We denote by
GD(x, y) the Green’s function for L inD.

Definition 4.3. For E ⋐ D, we define

uE,D(x) := inf
{

v(x) : v ∈ S+(D), v ≥ 0 inD, v ≥ 1 in E
}

, x ∈ D.

The lower semicontinuous regularization ûE,D, defined by

ûE,D(x) = sup
r>0

(

inf
D∩Br(x)

uE,D

)

,

is called the capacitary potential of E relative toD.

Lemma 4.4. The followings are true:

(a) 0 ≤ ûE,D ≤ uE,D ≤ 1.
(b) uE,D = 1 in E and ûE,D = 1 in int(E).
(c) ûE,D is a potential in D. That is, it is a nonnegative L-supersolution in D, which

finite at every point inD, and vanishes continuously on ∂D.

(d) uE,D = ûE,D inD \ E and LuE,D = LûE,D = 0 inD \ E.
(e) If x0 ∈ ∂E, we have

lim inf
x→x0

ûE,D(x) = lim inf
x→x0, x∈D\E

ûE,D(x).

(f) ûE1,D ≤ ûE2,D whenever E1 ⊂ E2 ⊂ D.
(g) ûE,D1

≤ ûE,D2
whenever E ⊂ D1 ⊂ D2.

Proof. For (a)–(e), refer to the proof of [8, Lemma 5.6]. Properties (f) and (g) follow
directly from Definition 4.3 by the comparison principle. �

The following lemma gives a convenient characterization of a regular point in
terms of relative capacitary potentials.

Lemma 4.5. Let Ω ⋐ B and let x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Denote

Br = Br(x0), Er = Br \Ω.

Then, x0 is regular if and only if
ûEr,B4r

(x0) = 1
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for every r satisfying 0 < r < r0 := 1
4 dist(x0, ∂B).

Proof. (Necessity) Suppose that ûEr,B4r
(x0) < 1 for some r ∈ (0, r0). Define the

function
f (x) = (1 − |x − x0|/r)+ .

Let u be the lower Perron solution to the Dirichlet problem

Lu = 0 in Ω ∩ B4r, u = f on ∂(Ω ∩ B4r).

By Definition 4.3 and Lemma 4.4(d), we have

u ≤ uEr,B4r
= ûEr,B4r

in Ω ∩ B4r.

This contradicts the regularity at x0, since

lim inf
x→x0, x∈Ω∩B4r

u(x) ≤ lim inf
x→x0

ûEr,B4r
(x) = ûEr,B4r

(x0) < 1 = f (x0),

where we applied Lemma 4.4(e) and the fact that

lim inf
x→x0

ûEr,B4r
(x) = ûEr,B4r

(x0),

which is due to u is an L-supersolution in B4r (see [8, Lemma 3.21(c)]). Thus, by
Lemma 4.2, the point x0 is not regular.

(Sufficiency) Suppose that ûEr,B4r
(x0) = 1 for every r ∈ (0, r0). Observe that

1 = ûEr,B4r
(x0) ≤ ûEr,B(x0) ≤ 1,

which implies that ûEr,B(x0) = 1 for all r ∈ (0, r0).
Let f be a continuous function on ∂Ω. Then, for every ǫ > 0, there exists r ∈ (0, r0)

such that | f (x) − f (x0)| < ǫ for all x ∈ ∂Ω satisfying |x − x0| < 2r. Choose On the
other hand, since

LûEr,B = 0 in B \ B3r/2,

the strong maximum principle implies the existence of δ ∈ (0, 1) such that

sup
∂B2r

ûEr,B = 1 − δ.

Define M := sup∂Ω | f − f (x0)| and consider the function

v := f (x0) + ǫ +
M

δ
(1 − ûEr,B).

Note that v ≥ f (x0) + ǫ ≥ f on ∂Ω ∩ B2r(x0), and v ≥ f (x0) +M ≥ f on ∂Ω \ B2r(x0),
since the maximum principle ensures that ûEr,B ≤ 1 − δ in B \ B2r(x0). Thus, we

conclude that v ≥ f on ∂Ω. Let H f be the upper Perron solution of the problem

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω.

It is clear that H f ≤ v in Ω. Thus, we obtain

lim sup
x→x0, x∈Ω

H f (x) ≤ lim sup
x→x0, x∈Ω

v(x) = f (x0) + ǫ +
M

δ
(1 − lim inf

x→x0

ûEr,B(x)) = f (x0) + ǫ,

where we used Lemma 4.4(e). Similarly, consider

v := f (x0) − ǫ +
M

δ
(ûEr,B − 1).

Observing that v ≤ f on ∂Ω, we obtain

lim inf
x→x0, x∈Ω

H f (x) ≥ lim inf
x→x0, x∈Ω

v(x) = f (x0) − ǫ +
M

δ
(lim inf

x→x0

ûEr,B(x) − 1) = f (x0) − ǫ.
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Since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary, we conclude that x0 is a regular point. �

Theorem 4.6. Let K be a compact subset ofD. There exists a Borel measure µK,D, called
the capacitary measure of K relative toD, which is supported in ∂K and satisfies

ûK,D(x) =

∫

K

GD(x, y) dµK,D(y), ∀x ∈ D.

Proof. Refer to the proof of [8, Theorem 5.14]. �

Definition 4.7. Let K be a compact subset ofD. The capacity of K relative toD is
defined as

cap(K,D) = µK,D(K).

Lemma 4.8. Let K be a compact subset ofD and letMK,D be the set of all Borel measures

ν supported in K satisfying
∫

K
GD(x, y) dν(y) ≤ 1 for every x ∈ D. Then

ûK,D(x) = sup
ν∈MK,D

∫

K

GD(x, y) dν(y).

Proof. Refer to the proof of [8, Lemma 5.22]. �

We primarily consider the case whereD = B4r(x0) ⊂ B and K ⊂ Br(x0).

Lemma 4.9. Let B4r = B4r(x0) ⊂ B. For any compact set K ⊂ Br and any point
xo ∈ ∂B3r/2, we have

1

C0 log 6
ûK,B4r

(xo) ≤ cap(K,B4r) ≤
C0

log(6/5)
ûK,B4r

(xo),

where C0 is the constant from Theorem 3.15.

Proof. Let G(x, y) be the Green’s function for L in B4r. Applying Theorem 4.6 and
Theorem 3.15, we obtain

ûK,B4r
(xo) ≤ C0

∫

K

log

(

3r

|xo − y|

)

dµK,B4r
(y) ≤ C0(log 6) cap(K,B4r),

ûK,B4r
(xo) ≥

1

C0

∫

K

log

(

3r

|xo − y|

)

dµK,B4r
(y) ≥

log(6/5)

C0
cap(K,B4r).

The desired conclusion follows immediately from these estimates. �

Theorem 4.10. Let B4r = B4r(x0) ⊂ B. Let K ⊂ Br be a compact set. Denote by
cap∆(K,B4r) the capacity of K relative to B4r associated with the Laplace operator. There
exists a constant C > 0, depending only on λ, Λ, ωA, and diamB, such that

C−1 cap∆(K,B4r) ≤ cap(K,B4r) ≤ C cap∆(K,B4r).

Proof. The proof follows the approach of [8, Theorem 5.24], but with the Green’s
function bounds from Theorem 3.15 in place of those used there. �

Proposition 4.11 (Capacity of a ball). Let B4r = B4r(x0) ⊂ B. There exist positive
constants C1 and C2 such that for every ball Bs(y0) ⊂ Br, we have

C1

log(3r/s)
≤ cap

(

Bs(y0),B4r

)

≤
C2

log(3r/s)
. (4.12)
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Proof. Let G(x, y) be the Green’s function for L in B4r. Define M and m as

M := sup {G(x, y0) : x ∈ ∂Bs(y0)},

m := inf {G(x, y0) : x ∈ ∂Bs(y0)}.

Next, we define two functions v and w by

v(x) = min
(

1

m
G(x, y0), 1

)

, w(x) = min
(

1

M
G(x, y0), 1

)

.

Note that v is nonnegative and satisfies v = 1 on ∂Bs(y0). Since v is an L-

supersolution in B4r, the strong minimum principle implies that v ≥ 1 in Bs(y0).
Consequently, we obtain

ûBs(y0),B4r
≤ v ≤

1

m
G( ·, y0) in B4r. (4.13)

On the other hand, since G( ·, y0) ≤ M on ∂Bs(y0) and G( ·, y0) = 0 on ∂B4r, the

maximum principle implies that G( ·, y0) ≤M in B4r \ Bs(y0). Thus, we obtain

w =
1

M
G( ·, y0) ≤ 1 in B4r \ Bs(y0). (4.14)

Therefore, by the comparison principle (see Lemma 4.4), we obtain

w ≤ uBt(y0),B4r
in B4r \ Bs(y0).

Moreover, it follows directly from Definition 4.3 that

w ≤ uBs(y0),B4r
in Bs(y0).

Consequently, we conclude that (see [8, Lemma 5.4(c)])

w ≤ ûBs(y0),B4r
in B4r.

In particular, from (4.14), we obtain

1

M
G( ·, y0) ≤ ûBs(y0),B4r

in B4r \ Bs(y0). (4.15)

By choosing x = xo ∈ ∂B3r/2(y0) in (4.13) and (4.15), and applying the Green’s
function estimates from Theorem 3.15, we obtain

log 2

C2
0

log(3r/s)
≤

1

M
G(xo, y0) ≤ ûBs(y0),B4r

(xo) ≤
1

m
G(xo, y0) ≤

C2
0 log 2

log(3r/s)
. (4.16)

Finally, combining (4.16) with Lemma 4.9, we obtain (4.12). �

5. Wiener test and applications

The following theorem establishes the Wiener criterion for a regular point.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold with c ≡ 0. Let Ω ⋐ B be a
domain, and consider a point x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Define r0 =

1
8 dist(x0, ∂B). Then, x0 is a regular

point if and only if
∞
∑

k=0

cap
(

B2−kr0
(x0) \Ω,B22−kr0

(x0)
)

= ∞.
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Proof. We introduce the following notation:

Br = Br(x0), Er = Br \Ω, ur = uEr,B4r
, µr = µEr,B4r

.

Additionally, we use the notation Gr(x, y) for the Green’s function for L on Br.

(Necessity) We will show that x0 is not a regular point if

∞
∑

k=0

cap
(

E2−kr0
,B22−kr0

)

< ∞. (5.2)

By Theorem 4.6, we have

ûr(x) =

∫

Er

G4r(x, y) dµr(y). (5.3)

For 0 < ρ < r, it follows that
∫

Eρ

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) ≤

∫

Er

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) = ûr(x0) ≤ 1.

Applying the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

lim
ρ→0

∫

Eρ

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) =

∫

{x0}

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) ≤ 1.

Since G4r(x0, x0) = ∞, we must have µr({x0}) = 0. Consequently, we obtain
∫

{x0}

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) = 0. (5.4)

Next, we partition Er into annular regions and use the Green’s function estimates
from Theorem 3.15. From (5.3) and (5.4), we derive

ûr(x0) =

∞
∑

k=0

∫

E
2−kr
\E

2−k−1r

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y) +

∫

{x0}

G4r(x0, y) dµr(y)

.

∞
∑

k=0

log
(

3r

2−k−1r

)

µr(E2−kr \ E2−k−1r) ≃

∞
∑

k=0

(k + 1)µr(E2−kr \ E2−k−1r).

By an elementary computation, we observe that

N
∑

k=0

(k + 1)µr(E2−kr \ E2−k−1r) =

N
∑

k=0

µr(E2−kr \ E2−N−1r).

Consequently, we obtain

ûr(x0) . lim
N→∞

N
∑

k=0

(k + 1)µr(E2−kr \ E2−k−1r) . lim
N→∞

N
∑

k=0

µr(E2−kr \ E2−N−1r).

Since the measures are non-negative and increasing, we conclude

ûr(x0) . lim
N→∞

N
∑

k=0

µr(E2−kr) =

∞
∑

k=0

µr(E2−kr). (5.5)

We will show that there exists a constant C such that

µr(Et) ≤ Cµt(Et) = C cap(Et,B4t), ∀t ∈ (0, r]. (5.6)
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Assuming (5.6) holds and setting r = 2−nr0 in (5.5), we obtain

û2−nr0
(x0) .

∞
∑

k=0

cap(E2−k−nr0
,B22−k−nr0

) =

∞
∑

k=n

cap(E2−kr0
,B22−kr0

).

By hypothesis (5.2), this sum converges to zero as n → ∞. Choose n sufficiently
large so that û2−nr0

(x0) < 1. Lemma 4.5 implies that x0 is not a regular point.
It remains to prove (5.6). For 0 < t ≤ r, define the measure ν by

ν(E) = µr(Et ∩ E).

Clearly, ν is supported in Et. Furthermore, for every x ∈ B4t, we have
∫

Et

G4t(x, y) dν(y) =

∫

Et

G4t(x, y) dµr(y) ≤

∫

Et

G4r(x, y) dµr(y)

≤

∫

Er

G4r(x, y) dµr(y) ≤ 1.

Here, we used the fact that G4r(x, y) ≥ G4t(x, y) for all x, y ∈ B4t. By applying
Lemma 4.8, we deduce that

∫

Et

G4t(x, y) dµr(y) =

∫

Et

G4t(x, y) dν(y) ≤ ût(x) =

∫

Et

G4t(x, y) dµt(y), ∀x ∈ B4t.

Taking x on ∂B3t/2 in the inequality above and using Remark 3.20, we obtain (5.6).
This completes the proof for necessity.

(Sufficiency) We state the following lemma, which is similar to [8, Lemma 6.8].
However, the proof is adjusted to the two-dimensional setting.

Lemma 5.7. There exist a constant γ > 0 such that for all t ∈ (0, r), we have

sup
Ω∩Bt(x0)

(1 − ûr) ≤ exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap(E2−kr,B22−kr)



















.

Proof. To investigate the local behavior of ûr, we construct a sequence of auxiliary
functions {vi} as follows. We begin by defining

v0 := ur and m0 := inf
Br

v̂0 = inf
Br

ûr.

Then, for i = 1, 2, . . ., we define

vi := mi−1 + (1 −mi−1)u2−ir and mi := inf
B

2−ir

v̂i = mi−1 + (1 −mi−1)û2−ir.

Using Theorem 4.6, for all x ∈ B2−ir, we have

û2−ir(x) ≥

(

inf
y∈B

2−ir

G22−ir(x, y)

)

cap(E2−ir,B22−ir) ≥ γ cap(E2−ir,B22−ir),

where γ = log(3/2)/C0 > 0 by Theorem 3.15. We observe that

1 − v̂i = (1 −mi−1) (1 − û2−ir) .

Taking the supremum over B2−ir and using the inequality 1 − y ≤ e−y, we obtain

1 −mi ≤ (1 −mi−1)(1 − γ cap(E2−ir,B21−ir)) ≤ (1 −mi−1) exp
{

−γ cap(E2−ir,B22−ir)
}

.
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By iterating, we deduce that

sup
B

2−ir

(1 − v̂i) = 1 −mi ≤ exp















−γ
i

∑

k=0

cap(E2−kr,B22−kr)















. (5.8)

We will now show that

v̂ j ≤ ûr in B22− jr, j = 1, 2, . . . . (5.9)

Assuming (5.9) for now, let n = ⌊log2(r/t)⌋ so that 2−n−1r < t ≤ 2−nr. Then, it
follows from (5.8) and (5.9) that

sup
Ω∩Bt

(1 − ûr) ≤ sup
B2−nr

(1 − v̂n) ≤ exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap(E2−kr,B22−kr)



















.

To prove (5.9), it is sufficient to show that v̂i ≥ v̂i+1 in B21−ir, for i = 0, 1, 2, . . .,
since v̂0 = ûr. We note that vi+1 is characterized as follows:

vi+1(x) = inf
w∈Fi+1

w(x), x ∈ B21−ir,

where Fi+1 = {w ∈ S
+(B21−ir) : w ≥ mi in B21−ir, w ≥ 1 in E2−i−1r}.

It then follows that v̂i+1 satisfies Lv̂i+1 = 0 in B21−ir \ E2−i−1r (see Lemma 4.4(d)).
Moreover, for w ∈ Fi+1, we make the following observations:

(i) For x ∈ ∂E2−i−1r, we have

lim sup
B2−ir\E2−i−1r ∋y→x

v̂i+1(y) ≤ 1 ≤ w(x) ≤ lim inf
B

2−ir
\E

2−i−1r
∋y→x

w(y).

(ii) Suppose x ∈ ∂B21−ir. Since û2−i−1r vanishes on ∂B21−ir, it follows from the
identity v̂i+1 −mi = (1 −mi)û2−i−1r that

lim sup
B21−ir\E2−i−1r ∋y→x

v̂i+1(y) = mi ≤ lim inf
B21−ir\E2−i−1r ∋y→x

w(y).

Thus, the comparison principle implies that v̂i+1 ≤ w in B21−ir \ E2−i−1r. Since it is
clear that v̂i+1 ≤ w on E2−i−1r, we have v̂i+1 ≤ w in B21−ir. By taking the infimum over
w ∈Fi+1 and applying lower semicontinuous regularization, we obtain

v̂i+1 ≤ v̂i in B21−ir.

Therefore, (5.9) is proven, and the proof of the lemma is complete. �

Lemma 5.7 establishes that lim infx→x0
ûr(x) = 1 for all sufficiently small r > 0.

Consequently, by Lemma 4.5, x0 is a regular point.
This concludes the proof for necessity. The proof is now complete. �

The following theorems are immediate consequences of the Wiener’s test.

Theorem 5.10. Assume Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, and let Ω be a bounded open domain in
R2. A point x0 ∈ ∂Ω is a regular point for L if and only if x0 is a regular point for the
Laplace operator.

Proof. Refer to the proof of [8, Theorem 6.14]. �

A domain Ω is called a regular domain if every point on its boundary ∂Ω is a
regular point with respect to the Laplace operator.
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Theorem 5.11. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Ω be a bounded regular
domain in R2. For f ∈ C(∂Ω), the Dirichlet problem,

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω,

has a unique solution u ∈W
2,p0/2

loc
(Ω) ∩ C(Ω).

Proof. Refer to the proof of [8, Theorem 6.16]. �

We construct the Green’s function for L in any regular two-dimensional domain.

Theorem 5.12. Under Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, let Ω ⊂ R2 be a bounded regular domain
contained in B. Then, there exists a Green’s function G(x, y) in Ω, which satisfies the
following pointwise bound:

0 ≤ G(x, y) ≤ C

{

1 + log

(

diamΩ

|x − y|

)}

, x , y ∈ Ω.

where C is a constant depending only on d, λ, Λ, p0, diamB.

Proof. We choose Br = Br(x0) ⊂ B such that Ω ⊂ Br and 2r = diamΩ. Following
the same proof as in [8, Theorem 7.3] and utilizing Theorem 3.3, we construct the
Green’s function in Ω. This yields the desired upper bound as well. �

For additional comments on the Green’s function, see Remark 5.34. The follow-
ing lemma provides a quantitative estimate for the oscillation of a solution to the
Dirichlet problem in terms of the capacity at a point x0 ∈ ∂Ω.

Lemma 5.13. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold with c ≡ 0. For f ∈ C(∂Ω), let u
be the Perron solution to the Dirichlet problem

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω.

For a point x0 ∈ ∂Ω, set Br = Br(x0). Then, for all t ∈ (0, r), the following estimate holds:

osc
Ω∩Bt

u ≤ osc
∂Ω∩B4r

f + 2

(

sup
∂Ω

| f |

)

exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap
(

B2−kr \Ω,B22−kr

)



















. (5.14)

Proof. We recall from [8] that lower Perron solution H f is defined by

H f (x) = sup
w∈L f

w(x),

where

L f =















w : w is an L-subsolution in Ω, lim sup
y→x, y∈Ω

w(y) ≤ f (x), ∀x ∈ ∂Ω















.

Define the function v by

v :=













sup
∂Ω

f − sup
∂Ω∩B4r

f













(1 − ûEr,B4r
) + sup

∂Ω∩B4r

f .

Clearly, v is an L-subsolution in B4r.
For any w ∈ F , we verify that w ≤ v on ∂(Ω ∩ B4r) as follows:

(i) Boundary on ∂Ω ∩ B4r: Since w ∈ L f , we have

lim sup
Ω∩B4r∋y→x

w(y) ≤ sup
∂Ω∩B4r

f ≤ v(x) for x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ B4r.
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(ii) Boundary on Ω ∩ ∂B4r: By the maximum principle, it follows that

lim sup
Ω∩B4r∋y→x

w(y) ≤ sup
Ω

w ≤ sup
∂Ω

f = v(x) for x ∈ Ω ∩ ∂B4r.

By the comparison principle, we conclude that w ≤ v in Ω ∩ B4r. Taking the
supremum over L f , we obtain

H f ≤ v in Ω ∩ B4r.

Taking the supremum over Ω ∩ Bt in this inequality and applying Lemma 5.7, we
get

sup
Ω∩Bt

H f ≤ sup
∂Ω∩B4r

f +













sup
∂Ω

f − sup
∂Ω∩B4r

f













exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap(B2−kr \Ω,B22−kr)



















. (5.15)

Using H f = −H− f , we also obtain

inf
Ω∩Bt

H f ≥ inf
∂Ω∩B4r

f +

(

inf
∂Ω

f − inf
∂Ω∩B4r

f

)

exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap(B2−kr \Ω,B22−kr)



















. (5.16)

Finally, combining (5.15) and (5.16) yields the desired bound (5.14). �

The following proposition establishes Hölder continuity estimates for solutions
to the Dirichlet problem at a boundary point x0 when the boundary data is Hölder
continuous at x0 and a certain capacity condition is satisfied. It also provides
global Hölder continuity estimates under a stronger assumption on the capacity.
The proof uses an argument originally due to Maz’ya [20].

Proposition 5.17. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let f ∈ C(∂Ω), let u be the
Perron solution to the Dirichlet problem

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω.

If x0 ∈ ∂Ω satisfies the capacity condition

lim inf
tց0

cap
(

Bt(x0) \Ω, B4t(x0)
)

> 0, (5.18)

and if f is Hölder continuous at x0, then u is also Hölder continuous at x0 (possibly with
a different Hölder exponent). Furthermore, if there exist constants ε0, r0 > 0 such that

cap
(

Bt(x0) \Ω,B4t(x0)
)

≥ ε0, ∀t ∈ (0, r0), (5.19)

for all x0 ∈ ∂Ω, and if f ∈ Cβ(∂Ω) for some β ∈ (0, 1), then u ∈ Cα(Ω) for some α ∈ (0, β).

Proof. The assumption (5.18) implies that there exist constants ε0, r0 > 0 such that
(5.19) holds. By Lemma 5.13 and (5.19), we obtain

osc
Ω∩Bt(x0)

u ≤ osc
∂Ω∩B4r(x0)

f + 2

(

sup
∂Ω

| f |

)

exp



















−γ

⌊log2(r/t)⌋
∑

k=0

cap
(

B2−kr(x0) \Ω,B22−kr(x0)
)



















≤ osc
Ω∩B4r(x0)

f + C sup
∂Ω

| f |
(

t

r

)µ

, 0 < t < r < r0,

where µ = γε0/ log 2 > 0.
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Suppose f is β-Hölder continuous at x0. By taking r = tµ/(β+µ), we conclude that

u is Hölder continuous at x0 with exponent α0 =
βµ
β+µ .

If (5.19) holds uniformly for all x0 ∈ ∂Ω, then the preceding argument yields

osc
Ω∩Bt(x0)

u ≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω) tα0 , ∀x0 ∈ ∂Ω. (5.20)

Initially, (5.20) holds for 0 < t < r0; however, by allowing C to depend on r0, we

extend its validity to all 0 < r < diamΩ. Furthermore, since u ∈ W
2,p0/2

loc
(Ω), it

follows that u is locally Hölder continuous in Ωwith exponent 2 − 4/p0. Define

α = min(α0, 2 − 4/p0).

For B2r ⊂ Ω, applying standard Lp estimates, the Sobolev embedding theorem,
interpolation inequalities, and the maximum principle, we obtain

rα[u]Cα(Br) ≤ r2−4/p0 [u]C2−4/p0 (Br)
≤ C‖u‖L∞(B2r) ≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω). (5.21)

The global Hölder estimates follow by combining (5.20) and (5.21) as follows.
Let x, y ∈ Ω and denote d(x) = dist(x, ∂Ω). Let x0 ∈ ∂Ω be such that d(x) = |x − x0|.
Temporarily assuming c ≡ 0, we may, without loss of generality, set u(x0) = 0 by
replacing u with u − u(x0) and f with f − f (x0). Note that

‖ f − f (x0)‖Cβ(∂Ω) ≤ 2‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω).

We consider two cases:

Case 1: d(x) > 2|x − y|.

Applying the interior estimate (5.21) in Br(x) with r = 1
2 d(x) gives

|u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|α
≤ Cr−α‖u‖L∞(B2r(x)). (5.22)

By (5.20) and recalling that α ≤ α0, we obtain

r−α‖u‖L∞(B2r(x)) ≤ r−α osc
B4r(x0)

u ≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω).

Combining this with (5.22), we obtain

|u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|α
≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω).

Case 2: d(x) ≤ 2|x − y|.

Setting r = |x − y|, note that x, y ∈ B3r(x0). By (5.20), we obtain

|u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|α
≤ r−α osc

Ω∩B3r(x0)
u ≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω).

Therefore, considering both cases and talking the limits on ∂Ω, we obtain

[u]Cα(Ω) ≤ C‖ f ‖Cβ(∂Ω).

Now, we consider the general case when c . 0. Let v = ζu, where ζ is as defined
in [8, Proposition 3.3]. Note that v satisfies (see [8, (3.10) – (3.11)])

ai jDi jv + (bi + 2ai jD jζ/ζ)Div = 0 in Ω, v = f/ζ on ∂Ω.

Using the preceding argument and the properties of ζ, we conclude that

u = v/ζ ∈ Cα(Ω). �
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We present examples that satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 5.17. The following
lemma will be useful for this purpose.

Lemma 5.23. Let B8r(x0) ⊂ B, and let K be a compact subset of Br(x0). Then,

1

C
cap∆(K,B4r(x0)) ≤ cap∆(K,B8r(x0)) ≤ C cap∆(K,B4r(x0)),

where C > 0 is a constant independent of r.

Proof. Denote Br = Br(x0). By Theorems 3.15 and 4.6, it suffices to show the
following (cf. Lemma 4.9):

sup
∂B2r

ûK,B4r
≤ sup
∂B2r

ûK,B8r
≤ 2 sup

∂B2r

ûK,B4r
. (5.24)

The first inequality in (5.24) follows directly from Definition 4.3. Define

M := sup
∂B4r

ûK,B8r
.

By the comparison principle, we obtain (by comparing on ∂B4r and ∂K)

ûK,B8r
≤ (1 −M)ûK,B4r

+M in B4r \ K. (5.25)

Define

v(x) :=
1

log 4
log

(

8r

|x − x0|

)

.

Note that ∆v = 0 in B8r \ B2r, with v = 0 on ∂B8r and v = 1 on ∂B2r. Applying the
comparison principle, we obtain

ûK,B8r
≤













sup
∂B2r

ûK,B8r













v(x) on B8r \ B2r.

In particular, by taking supremum over ∂B4r in the above, we obtain

M ≤
1

2
sup
∂B2r

ûK,B8r
. (5.26)

Taking supremum over ∂B2r in (5.25) and using (5.26), we deduce

sup
∂B2r

ûK,B8r
≤ sup
∂B2r

ûK,B4r
+

1

2
sup
∂B2r

ûK,B8r
,

which proves the second inequality of (5.24). �

Definition 5.27. A subset I ⊂ R2 is called a line segment if it can be expressed as

I = {x : x = x0 + te, 0 ≤ t ≤ ℓ}

for some point x0 ∈ R
2, a unit vector e ∈ R2 with |e| = 1, and a positive scalar ℓ > 0.

We say that the exterior line segment condition holds at x0 ∈ ∂Ω if there exists a
line segment I ∈ R2 \Ω that starts at x0, i.e., there exists

I = {x : x = x0 + te, 0 ≤ t ≤ ℓ} with I ⊂ R2 \Ω.

Furthermore, we say thatΩ satisfies the uniform exterior line segment condition if
there exists a uniform constant r0 > 0 such that the exterior line segment condition
holds at every boundary point x0 ∈ ∂Ωwith a line segment of length ℓ ≥ r0.

Proposition 5.28. Suppose the exterior line segment condition holds at x0 ∈ ∂Ω, then
(5.18) holds. IfΩ satisfies the uniform exterior line segment condition, the (5.19) holds.
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Proof. For compact subsets Ei and K of B, the following properties hold (see [11]):

(a) cap∆(E1,B) ≤ cap∆(E2,B) if E1 ⊂ E2.

(b) cap∆(
⋃N

i=1 Ei,B) ≤
∑N

i=1 cap(Ei,B).
(c) cap∆(K,B) = cap∆(∂K,B).

Let I be a line segment of length r contained in Br(x0) ⊂ R2, and let I1, I2, I3 be
line segments congruent to I that form the sides of an equilateral triangle T inside
Br = Br(x0). Let D be the closed disk inscribed in T. By Lemma 4.11, we obtain

c ≤ cap∆(D,B4r) ≤ cap∆(T,B4r) = cap∆(∂T,B4r) ≤

3
∑

i=1

cap∆(Ii,B4r), (5.29)

where c > 0 is a constant independent of r.
Next, for any y0 ∈ Br(x0), observe that

B4r(x0) ⊂ B6r(y0) ⊂ B8r(x0).

Thus, applying Lemma 5.23 along with Lemmas 4.4 and 4.9, we obtain that for any

compact set K ⊂ Br(x0),

cap∆(K,B4r(x0)) . cap∆(K,B6r(y0)) . cap∆(K,B8r(x0)) . cap∆(K,B4r(x0)).

This, together with Lemma 5.23, implies that

cap∆(K,B4r(x0)) ≃ cap∆(K,B6r(y0)) ≃ cap∆(K,B4r(y0)). (5.30)

By the translation and rotation invariance of the Laplace operator, we conclude
that

cap∆(I,B4r) ≃ cap∆(Ii,B4r), i = 1, 2, 3.

Applying (5.29), we conclude that cap(I,B4r) ≥ C for some constant C > 0 indepen-
dent of r. This completes the proof. �

Modifying a result from classical potential theory (see [1, Theorem 5.5.9]), we
can significantly generalize the (uniform) exterior line segment condition in Propo-
sition 5.28 and obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 5.31. Assume that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Ω be a bounded regular
domain in R2, and let f ∈ C(∂Ω). Consider the Dirichlet problem

Lu = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω,

where u ∈W
2,p0/2

loc
(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) is the solution.

(i) Suppose x0 ∈ ∂Ω is in a connected component of R2 \ Ω that contains at least one
other point distinct from x0. If f is Hölder continuous at x0, then u is also Hölder
continuous at x0, possibly with a different Hölder exponent.

(ii) Suppose there exists a constant r0 > 0 such that every point x0 ∈ ∂Ω belongs to a
connected component of R2 \ Ω that contains a point at least r0 away from x0. If

f ∈ Cβ(∂Ω) for some β ∈ (0, 1), then u ∈ Cα(Ω) for some α ∈ (0, β).

Proof. Let x1 , x0 be a point in R2 \Ω. Let I be the line segment connecting x0 and
x1, and let E ⊂ R2 \Ω be a compact, connected set containing both x0 and x1. We
will show that

cap∆(I,B) ≤ cap∆(E,B),

where B = B4r(x0) with r ≥ |x0 − x1|. Then, the theorem follows from Propositions
5.17 and 5.28.
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Without loss of generality, assume x0 = 0 and that x1 lies on the nonnegative

x-axis in the xy-coordinate system, with 0 < |x1| ≤
1
4 and B = B1(0). Let f be the

circular projection map of R2 onto the nonnegative x-axis, defined by

f (r cosθ, r sinθ) = (r, 0), where r ∈ [0,∞), θ ∈ [0, 2π).

Clearly, f is a contraction, i.e.,

| f (x) − f (y)| ≤ |x − y|.

We closely follow the proof of [1, Theorem 5.5.9]. Let G(x, y) denote the Green’s
function in B = B1(0), given by

G(x, y) = −
1

2π
log|y − x| +

1

2π
log(|x| |y− x∗|), where x∗ =

x

|x|2
.

To proceed, it suffices to show that

G( f (x), f (y)) ≥ G(x, y), x , y ∈ B. (5.32)

If this holds, the proof follows the same structure as [1, Theorem 5.5.9], with the
same arguments applying but with G(x, y) in place of |x − y|2−d throughout.

By the rotational invariance of the Green’s function, we have G(0, y) = G(0, f (y)),
so (5.32) is clear when x = 0 (or y = 0 by symmetry). Moreover, by rotational
invariance, we may assume in (5.32) that x lies on the positive x-axis, so that
f (x) = x. Since

G(x, y) = −
1

2π
log

(

|y − x|

|y − x∗|

)

+
1

2π
log|x|,

it suffices to show that if x ∈ B1(0) lies on the positive x-axis and ŷ is the circular
projection of y ∈ B1(0) \ {0} onto the positive x-axis, then

|y − x|

|y − x∗|
≥
|ŷ − x|

|ŷ − x∗|
. (5.33)

Since x and x∗ = x/|x|2 lie on the positive x-axis, (5.33) follows from elementary
plane geometry. This completes the proof. �

Remark 5.34. Theorem 5.31 implies that if x0 ∈ ∂Ω lies in a connected component
of R2 \ Ω that contains at least one other point distinct from x0, then the Green’s
function GΩ( ·, y) is Hölder continuous at x0. In particular, if there exists a constant
r0 > 0 such that every point x0 ∈ ∂Ω belongs to a connected component of R2 \Ω

that contains a point at least r0 away from x0, then G( ·, y) is Hölder continuous in

Ω \ Br(y) for any r > 0. Moreover, in this setting, we have the estimate

G(x, y) ≤ C

(

1 ∧
d(x)

|x − y|

)α {

1 + log

(

diamΩ

|x − y|

)}

,

for some α > 0. See the proof of [4, Theorem 5.2] for reference. Furthermore, [6,
Theorem 1.1] and the proof of Theorem 5.12 imply that G( ·, y) is locally BMO.
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[11] Grüter, Michael; Widman, Kjell-Ove. The Green function for uniformly elliptic equations. Manuscripta
Math. 37 (1982), no. 3, 303–342.
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