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OBLIQUE DERIVATIVE PROBLEMS FOR ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS ON
CONICAL DOMAINS

MATTHEW R. I. SCHRECKER

ABSTRACT. We study the oblique derivative problem for uniformly elliptic equations on
cone domains. Under the assumption of axi-symmetry of the solution, we find sufficient
conditions on the angle of the oblique vector for Holder regularity of the gradient to hold
up to the vertex of the cone. The proof of regularity is based on the application of carefully
constructed barrier methods or via perturbative arguments. In the case that such regularity
does not hold, we give explicit counterexamples. We also give a counterexample to regularity
in the absence of axi-symmetry. Unlike in the equivalent two dimensional problem, the
gradient Holder regularity does not hold for all axi-symmetric solutions, but rather the
qualitative regularity properties depend on both the opening angle of the cone and the
angle of the oblique vector in the boundary condition.

1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to study the regularity up to the boundary for solutions of oblique
derivative problems for uniformly elliptic equations on domains with conical singularities.
As well as being of interest from the point of view of elliptic PDE theory, oblique derivative
problems on cone domains arise naturally in a range of important physical problems, such
as shock reflection problems in gas dynamics. The basic Holder regularity of solutions has
been known since the work of Miller [17], who initially derived suitable barrier functions on
cone domains. In general, on domains with cone singularities, one cannot expect that the
gradient of the solution will remain Hélder continuous up to the boundary of the domain,
but under a symmetry assumption on the solution (axi-symmetry), the situation becomes
more subtle. In fact, as we will show below, for these symmetric solutions, the gradient
Holder regularity (or lack of it) depends on a relationship between the opening angle of
the cone at its vertex and the angle of the oblique vector in the boundary condition. Such
a relationship is somewhat surprising given the theory for the equivalent two-dimensional
problem (where the cone is replaced by a wedge). For such problems, reflectional symmetry
of the solution is sufficient to guarantee the Holder regularity of the gradient up to the vertex
with no restriction on the angle of the oblique vector (beyond the necessity of obliqueness).
This regularity theory for symmetric solutions of oblique problems in two dimensions played
a crucial role in the recent resolution of the shock reflection problem for potential flow past a
wedge by Chen and Feldman [3], and so the results contained in this paper may be expected
to play a similarly important role in the three dimensional theory.

To fix ideas, we work with the equation

Lu = A90;;u + A'Qu+ A'u = f inQ, (11)
Mu:=p-Du+pBu=g on 092, ’
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where €2 C R" is a bounded, Lipschitz domain satisfying an exterior cone condition at every
point of its boundary, AY, A? A° : ) — R. We assume the existence of constants A\, A > 0
such that the principal coefficients A¥ satisfy the uniform ellipticity assumption

MNEP? < A9 (2)&€ < AJEJ? for all € € R™, & € Q. (1.2)

Further regularity assumptions on the coefficients will be stated below in Theorem 3.1. The
vector field (8 is assumed to be piecewise smooth on 0f2, inward pointing and oblique at all
of its points of continuity. Throughout this paper, we use the following sense of the term
obliqueness: a vector (3 is said to be oblique at a point xq € 9€ if there is an orthonormal
coordinate system (z’,x,) based at xg, a positive radius p > 0, and a Lipschitz function F’
such that
QN By(20) = {an > F(')|la] < p}

such that § is parallel to the x,, axis. Note that this definition may be weakened in certain
directions, see for example the book of Lieberman [15].

As the main issue that this paper will be concerned with is the regularity at cone points
of the boundary for solutions satisfying a rotational symmetry, we will assume for simplicity
of notation that €2 is the intersection of a ball of fixed radius R > 0 with a fixed cone C with
vertex at the origin and axis of symmetry the z,, axis. Following the terminology of Miller
[17], we define polar coordinates such that

r=lz|, rcosh =mx,,

and then let the open cone be
C={(r,0) € (0,00) x [0,6y)}
for some fixed 6y € (0, 7). Our domain is then
Q=CNBgr(0)={(r,0) € (0,R) x [0,6y)}.
In general, we will write
Qlp] =N B,0) for0<p<R.
We write I'cone and I'yay for the portions of 0€2 as follows:
Ceone ={0<r <R, 0=0y}, Tra={r=R,0€c]0,00)}.

Note that both portions are relatively open, so that 9Q = Icone U I

The assumption of axi-symmetry that we will make requires certain compatibility condi-
tions on the coefficients in order that the rotational solution can exist in the first place. For
given examples, this is typically easy to compute in cylindrical coordinates. The cylindrical
coordinates are the following:

Y1 = Tn, Y2 = |Zl§'/|, ¢ € Sn_2>

where ¢ is a standard coordinate system on S"72. Note then that (r,6) coincide with the
polar coordinates on the half space {(y1,42) |y2 > 0}: 7 = |(y1,92)| and

yp =rcosf, y;=rsinf.

Axi-symmetry of the solution means that v = wu(y) depends only on the axi-symmetric
coordinates (y1,y2), i.e. is independent of ¢, and we may therefore work equivalently on the
two-dimensional domain

w=w[R] ={y|r(y) € (0,R), 0(y) € [0,6y)}.
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We define three (relatively open) boundary portions for w:
Yeone = {7 € (0,R),0 = 0o}, Ysymm = {r € (0,R),0 =0}, ~yan={r=R,0€(0,6p)}.
In the y coordinates, we obtain the equation
a0 u+b'Ou+cu=f inw,
B-Du+pu=yg O Yeone U Yhalls (1.3)

Uyy = 0 oIl VYsymm

where the boundary operator 3, 8° (assumed axi-symmetric) is defined in the obvious way,

n—1 o n—1 o
all — Ann’ a12 — a21 _ § A ’ CL22 _ E AY 21’
-1 Y2 Y2

ij=1
1 n—1 n—1 oy n—1 . (14)
Pl=AT = () AT AT Y A e= A
Y2 3 e Ys — Y2

Uniform ellipticity of the coefficients a¥ is inherited from that of AY. Indeed, the assumption
that (1.1) admits a rotationally symmetric solution allows us to take the coefficients a* to
be independent of ¢ and the ellipticity is straightforward to check. A significant role in our
analysis will be played by the singular coefficient b?, arising from the use of symmetry to
reduce the problem to a two-dimensional one. In general, coefficients of the form b satisfying
only a bound |b*| < y_c; are not suitable for the application of the methods in this paper. For
the treatment of equations with coefficients of this degree of singularity for the Dirichlet
problem, see the work of Fichera [4], Lieberman [14], Michael [16] and the references therein.
That this coefficient arises from a symmetry reduction of dimension is crucial. We therefore
split the first order (singular) coefficient b% into two pieces:

n—1 n—1
p2l — ZAii B Z A Lilj P22 — b2 _ ﬁ (1.5)
yz ’ Yo .
i=1 ij=1 2

We see that only the principal part, b*!, depends on the principal coefficients of the equation
and that 0! and the remainder, b*2, satisfy the estimates

A b A — o\

0<(n—-2)2 <2 <(n-2)—, |P??< (ZA?) . (1.6)
Y2 Y2 Y2 pay

We also make the technical assumption, satisfied by many physically motivated problems,

that at the cone vertex, the constant coefficient operator Ly defined on €2 by

Ly = AY(0)9;; is invariant under rotations around the axis of symmetry. (1.7)

The oblique vector (3 is always taken to be inward pointing and (without loss of generality)
such that

lirré B = (cos(s),sin(s)) for some s € (—7 + 6y, by).
y&eone
Note that this limit only makes sense in the y coordinates as [ is generally discontinuous at
the origin when considered on I'cope (for example, the unit normal to I'cope)-

We are now in a position to state a rough version of our main theorem.
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Theorem 1.1. Suppose that the coefficients A, Al A° of (1.1) satisfy (1.7) and are Holder
continuous in €2, that 8 and B° are Holder continuous on each of the smooth portions of 05
with B uniformly oblique and inward pointing, and that the problem admits an axi-symmetric

solution u in the sense described above. Finally, suppose f and g are Holder continuous.
Then there ezists s; € (—%,0) such that if

-z
T T
s € ((—7T, —5) U (s1, 5)) N (=7 + 6y, 6p),
then the gradient of u satisfies an a priori Hélder estimate up to the vertex of the cone in
terms of the Héolder norms of the data and coefficients.

The requirement s € (—m + 6y, 60y) is equivalent to the choice of 5 as inward-pointing.
However, the restriction on s within this interval is necessary, due to the following theorem.

Theorem 1.2. Consider the oblique derivative problem for the Laplace equation on a cone:

{Au—O in €, (1.8)
B-Du=0 on e,
where = sin(s)0.+cos(8)0,,, , 1’ = |2’|, corresponds to a constant vector f = (cos(s), sin(s))
0N Yeones S € (—m + 6y, 6p).

(i) Suppose that 0y € (5, 7). There exists s € (=7 + 6y,0) depending on 0y such that
if either s € (—m + 6o, s50) or s € (5,6p), then there ewists a Holder continuous
axi-symmetric solution of (1.8) which is not C* up to the origin.

(ii) Suppose that 0y € (0,%). There ewists sg € (—5,0) depending on 0y such that if
s € (—%,50), then there exists a Hélder continuous azi-symmetric solution of (1.8)
which is not C* up to the origin.

As we will see in §6, these solutions are smooth away from the vertex; the loss of regularity
is due to the angle of the oblique vector at the vertex and the opening angle of the cone.

To provide some context for these results, we compare the situation to that for the two-
dimensional problem. In two dimensions, the equation is posed on the exterior of a wedge,

Q - {T € (O>R)a 9 € (—90,90)},

with (r,6) being polar coordinates on R?. The coefficients and data are taken to be Holder
continuous as in Theorem 1.1 above. The corresponding gradient regularity result for so-
lutions with reflectional symmetry (u(xi,z2) = u(xy, —z3)) is then that for all 8, € (0, ),
there exists a € (0,1) depending on 6y such that v € C* up the vertex, see [3, Chapter
4] or [15, Section 4.5]. The key point here is that gradient Holder regularity holds for all
uniformly oblique vectors (again, only in the case of symmetric solutions). This is a stark
contrast to the situation under consideration at present, where the regularity depends on a
relationship between the opening angle of the cone and the oblique vector.

Oblique derivative problems for elliptic equations arise naturally in a wide variety of
physical situations such as the theory of reflected shock waves in transonic flow and the
capillary problem. In the theory of transonic shocks, in certain circumstances, one can pose
the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions across the shock as an oblique derivative condition for a
potential function, for example in two dimensions by Canié¢, Keyfitz and Lieberman, 2].
Such a formulation of the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions is also used for the shock reflection
problem for potential flow, solved recently by Chen and Feldman [3] in two dimensions. The
capillary problem has also been studied widely, see for example the monograph of Finn, [5].
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Extensions of these results to three-dimensional domains require a more detailed under-
standing of the regularity of oblique derivative problems on domains such as cones. In
particular, the results in this paper are suitable for application to the three-dimensional
shock reflection problem from a cone. For this and other physical problems, the symmetry
conditions that we impose here to study the oblique derivative problem are very natural.
As mentioned above, if we do not have such symmetry assumptions, we cannot, in general,
expect the Holder regularity of the gradient. See Appendix A for a discussion of this and
the construction of a counterexample.

From the point of view of the analysis of oblique derivative problems for elliptic equations,
we mention in particular the early work of Fiorenza [6]. The theory of such problems was
taken up in a series of papers by Lieberman, of which the most significant for our purposes
here are [11, 12] which provide gradient Holder regularity under the stronger condition that
either the smooth portions of the boundary 02 meet along co-dimension 2 hypersurfaces or
that the vector field § is continuous (see also Lieberman’s monograph [15] which contains
many details of the theory of oblique problems in a variety of settings).

Concerning the Holder regularity of the solution u, for domains with conical singularities,
Miller [17] constructed a barrier function for such regularity theory for the Dirichlet prob-
lem. We mention also the early result of Nadirashvili [18] on smooth domains for the oblique
derivative problem and the more recent work of Nadirashvili and Kenig [9] for oblique de-
rivative problems on smooth domains with source terms f € LP. In general, we refer to [13]
for the Harnack inequality and pointwise estimates (including Holder estimates) of solutions
of such problems on Lipschitz (or less regular) domains. For Holder estimates for viscosity
solutions of fully non-linear Neumann problems, we refer to the paper of Barles and Da Lio,
[1]. The theory of elliptic equations with strongly singular lower order terms (such as the
Y, * term that we find here in the axi-symmetric coordinates) with Dirichlet data has been
studied by Fichera [4] from the point of view of degenerate equations and also by Lieberman
[14], generalising the earlier work of Michael [16].

A precise statement of Theorem 1.1 will be given below in §3 in two parts: Theorems 3.1
and 3.5. The first of these two results covers the case s € (0, 5) U (—m, —7), while the second
is for s € (s1,0]. These theorems give precise a priori Holder estimates for the gradient of the
solution u. We outline the strategy of proof for Theorem 3.1 as follows. As the intersection
of the boundaries of the ball and the cone is a smooth set of co-dimension 2 in R”, the
boundary regularity along this portion of the boundary fits into the framework of [12] (see
also [15] for an alternative exposition). We will therefore focus attention on the a priori
estimates locally around the vertex of the cone. We first construct the solutions to a pair of
auxiliary problems, one to handle the source term f and errors from the method of frozen
coefficients, and the other to reduce to a problem with homogeneous boundary condition.
Using Schauder type estimates for these auxiliary problems, we will then apply the barrier
method, relying on carefully constructed barrier functions and the comparison principle for
suitable problems solved by the derivatives of u, to show a growth condition on the gradient
of the solution u near the cone vertex. Finally, a standard scaling argument will convert
this growth into the desired Holder regularity. Theorem 3.5 is proven via a perturbative
argument around the case of a continuous boundary operator (the case s = 0).

In order to apply the barrier method to the derivatives of our solution u, we must find
good derivatives or derivative combinations to estimate. The availability and choice of a
good derivative in fact depends on the angle of 3. The reason for this is that when one
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derives an elliptic problem for the chosen derivative, the problem obtained (and, crucially,
its associated boundary conditions) must be such that the comparison principle applies in
order to make use of the barrier method. In particular, any zero order terms in the PDE or
the oblique operator must come equipped with a good sign condition.

The outline of the paper is as follows. First, in §2, we give definitions and basic results for
the (weighted) Holder spaces in which we will work. With these definitions, we will be able
to give more precise statements of the main theorem in the case that we have the positive
result (gradient Holder regularity up to the boundary). This is stated in Theorems 3.1 and
3.5, which are proved in §3. The proof relies on carefully constructed barrier functions, and
so in §4 we give the construction of these barriers and relevant estimates of their directional
derivatives that are used in the proof of the main result. The version of the comparison
principle that we use in the main proofs is then stated and proved in §5. In §6, we give the
construction of the counterexamples of Theorem 1.2. Finally, in Appendix A, we provide
the construction of solutions to the Neumann problem for the Laplacian which are Holder
continuous but not C! if we drop the assumption of axi-symmetry.

2. WEIGHTED HOLDER SPACES

Although we will ultimately end up with a C1* estimate on the solutions u of oblique de-
rivative problems, the estimates and proofs are most conveniently stated in certain weighted
Holder spaces.

Due to the lack of regularity of the domain at the vertex of the cone, we incorporate the
distance to the vertex in defining our Hélder spaces. For k € NU {0}, a € (0, 1], we define
the sup norm ||ul|o, standard Holder semi-norm [u], and norm ||u|y., of a function u : @ — R
to be

k
u\ry) —ulx :
oo =swplul, fiaa = sup PEIZHE o = 3 1Dl + [DFin
Q w;,féiy, 1 2 j=0

(2.1)
where DJu is the tensor of all j-th derivatives of w.
For z,x1,29 € 2, we define the distances d, = |z| and d,, »,, = min{d,,,d,,}. For a
function u : Q - R, k € NU {0}, « € (0,1] and 5 € R, we define weighted norms

k
HUnggz=:j{:sgg(dgmﬂj+@°Hlﬂu(xﬂ),

j=0"
k k
B max{k+a+3, ‘D U(l’l) - D U(ZL’Q)‘ 2.2
S b

B B B
lullae = lullipo + (oo
We denote by C’,gﬁ O)C(Q) the space of functions whose norm ||u||,(f ;Q is finite. When no confusion
can arise, we usually drop the subscript 2 from the definition of the norm, writing instead
||u||§f; etc. Note in particular that if u € 055}5“), then v € C**(Q). The norms || - ||1(f;w
and || - || ;(ffw for v C Ow are defined similarly (with weights to the vertex).

We will need the following lemmas concerning these weighted norms. Proofs may be found
in [15, Chapter 2J.
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Lemma 2.1. (i) Suppose a € (0,1], 8 > —a and By, B2, 81, 55 € R such that B = 1 + B2 =

Br+ By, Br, By > —a, B, By > 0. Then for anyu € C2), v e O, we have
(B
vl < [ul§2 oll§) + Il 2 (2.3)

(ii) Suppose that ki, ke € NU{0}, ay,as € (0,1], f1, B2 € R satisfy
ki +a; + B; >0, max{k; +a; + 3;} >0, forj=12.
Let 0 € (0,1). Then, for k € NU{0}, a € (0,1], 8 € R defined by
k+a=00Fk +a1)+(1=0)(ka+ ), B=00+(1—0)p,

there ezists a constant C' > 0 such that, for any u € C,ﬁﬁa,

lulli) < Clulld,)” (i)™ (2.4)

Finally, in the proofs of Lemmas 3.3 and Lemma 3.4 below, we will also need the following
norms, weighted by distance to a portion of the boundary. Let ¥ C 0f2 be closed and define
d> = dist(z,Y), d> . = min{d> ,d>}. We then define

T1,T2 1) T2

k

HUH Zsup dZ)max{j+60}|Dg ( )|)’
max{k+a D*u(zy) — D*u(z 2.5
W5 = sup (&3, yrtereron Doulnn) = Dutzs)ly (2.5
55175;269 |71 — 22
T1F#x2

Dy D Dy
ull{2% = [l + [l s,

3. MAIN ESTIMATES AND PROOF OF MAIN THEOREM

We break the proof of Theorem 1.1 into two parts. The first concerns the case in which
the oblique vector points into the first or third quadrant. In this case, we may apply the
barrier technique in order to conclude that the desired Holder regularity of the gradient
holds. This is the content of Theorem 3.1 below. The second part is to prove a perturbative
result for oblique vectors close to 0,, (0, in axi-symmetric coordinates). This is contained
in Theorem 3.5 below.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose u € 02(;1,50‘) is axi-symmetric and satisfies (1.1). Let the coefficients
of (1.1) satisfy

AT e NGy, ALA ey, (3.1)
and suppose moreover that 3 is axi-symmetric, uniformly oblique and inward pointing on
o0\ {0}, B° is axi-symmetric and, when considered in the y coordinates,

B, 50 S C£:J{a) (f)/cono U fyball)' (32)
Let my : [0,00) — [0,00) be a continuous, increasing function such that 17,(0) = 0 and
A (@) = AY@)| < mlle—al)  for anyw €, & € O (33
For compatibility at the intersection Icone N [pan, we assume either
|gb| + |BC| Z €>0 or ﬁb - ﬁc on FCone N Fball> (34)
b C
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where By, and B. are the limits of B on I'cone N T'pan from either side.
Finally, we assume that the data f, g are axi-symmetric and

f € C aaé ) g€ Ci_aa)(rcono U Fball)- (35)
We write, in y coordinates,
lin% B(y) = (cos(s),sin(s))  such that s € (—m + 0y, 6p). (3.6)
Y—

YE€Ycone
Suppose cos(s)sin(s) > 0. Then there exists a; = ay(6y, €, s) € (0,1) such that if o € (0, 1)
then - - o
lullsn ™ < C(Ifl6a™ + ||9||1aa + [fullo )

The constant C depends on the norms || A7), | AY|S Y, 1A 181 181G
as well as A, A\, n1, 0y, €, R, s and «.

Remark 3.2. The constant «; is defined in Lemma 4.1. As discussed in §2, this gives the
estimate on the CY® norm of u. We remind the reader that this class of vector fields j3
includes oblique vector fields that are discontinuous at the vertex of the cone such as the
unit normal vector field as, once we reduce to the axi-symmetric coordinates, this becomes
continuous (indeed, constant) on Yeone. We note in passing that the assumptions of this
theorem could be weakened in various directions. Firstly, the choice of boundary conditions
and data on 7, is unimportant for the regularity at the cone vertex, which is what we
are interested in here. These boundary conditions could of course be replaced with other
suitable conditions.

We begin with two auxiliary lemmas. In order to state these lemmas, we must first define

the notation we use for our frozen coefficients on the domain w. Let
2.1

by’ .
Lo=af0ij + 205, [o=(B1,0) = lim B(y), (3.7)
Yo y—0
YEYcone
where af = a"/(0) and by' = b*(0). Note that Ly corresponds to the operator Ly = A% (0)d;;
on Q asin (1.7).
In the following lemma, we recall the notation w[p] = wNB,(0) and define Yoymm[p], Yeone [P]
similarly for p € (0, R].

Lemma 3.3. Suppose go € C’f;a)(%one[Qp]) for some 0 < p < min{l, R/2}. Then there

exists V € C’é alw B satisfying

aéjaijv =0 m (A)[p],

Bo-DV =go 01 Yeonelp), (3.8)
Vi, =0 07 Ysymm )]
Moreover, for any 6 € (0,a], V satisfies the estimate
l1—a
VISsg < ongonlm,epp} (3.9)
Lemma 3.4. Suppose f € élaj . There exists W € 02 ) such that
LW = '
Wy, =0 0N Ysymm-
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Moreover, W satisfies DW (0) = 0 and, for any ¢ € (0,q], the estimates
IDW )| < Cllfllos Iyl [D*W ()] < Cllfillgs 1wl

Delaying the proofs of these lemmas temporarily, we now present the proof of Theorem
3.1. The basic strategy of the proof is the following: we first use Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 to
reduce the problem to a constant coefficient problem with no source term. We then derive
further problems solved by specific derivatives or derivative combinations of the solution and
apply the barrier method (using the barriers of §4) to get estimates of the form

|Du(y)| < Coly|®,

where Cj depends on the data. Finally, we apply a standard scaling argument and interpo-
lation to deduce from this the full Holder regularity.

The precise construction of the barriers is delayed until §4, as the notation we will require
occurs most naturally in the proof of Theorem 3.1 below.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We begin by noting that by the results of [12], the desired estimates
hold locally in @ \ {0}. Indeed, the conditions (3.4) are precisely those required in [12,
Lemma 1.3]. It is therefore sufficient to show the estimate locally around the origin (the
vertex of the cone). By a standard partition of unity argument, we may assume that wu is
compactly supported near 0 on a ball B,(0) N@, 0 < p < min{1, R/2}. Moreover, without
loss of generality, we may assume u(0) = 0 (else consider u — u(0)) and that Du(0) = 0
also (else consider u — gé 99,). Thus also g(0) may be assumed to be zero. Note that such
adjustments to u (subtracting an affine function) do not change the regularity of the data f
and ¢ due to the assumptions made on the coefficients A%, A° and 3, 5°.
Step 1: We begin by freezing coefficients. Defining
L bt
fo = f - (CLU - af)])aiju - blﬁlu - (b2 - —)821,6 — Cu,
Y2
we note that on wlp], for any ¢ € (0, o],
11—« 11—« 471(0 —1l—« : 11—« —1
1 ollo ™ < £ los ™ +m (o) lullss "+ CLAYG ullze ™+ CUA s ™+ 140 ) lul 5",
(3.11)

where 7, (p) is the continuous, increasing function such that 7;(0) = 0 from the statement of
the theorem and we have used (2.3). Defining also

90 129—(5—50)'17“—50%
we have that

60 - Du = go O Ycones
where, for § € (0, a] to be chosen later,

—« 1—a) 1-a)
Go = llgollS 5. < Mgl + (0 ullSs ™~ + CIB, Blopllullse ™ + Cllull{5”, (3.12)

where 15(p) is continuous, increasing, 7:(0) = 0 (such an 7 exists by (3.6)) and we have
used Lemma 2.1(i). Taking now the function V' defined by Lemma 3.3 with boundary data
Jo, We obtain

Lo(u — V) f — b— = f1 in w,
ﬁOD(U_V) =0 OIl Yeone)
(u - V)yz =0 O Ysymm-
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Using the estimate of Lemma 3.3 and (3.11)—(3.12), we have (for 6 € (0,«) to be chosen
later)

Fo= A5 < COAIS gl A+ me)tmo)llullis ™+ fullSe ™ +ull 7).
(3.13)
where we have used that [Aij](()(; + (B, 50]05 < Cp>~ on B,(0). Note also that go(0) = 0, so
as DV is continuous up to the origin, we must have DV(O) 0.
Next we apply Lemma 3.4 with source term f; to obtain a function W satisfying

L()W = f1 in W,
Wy, =0 ON Ysymm,

and the estimates

[IDW (y)| < CFily|*,  |D*W(y)| < CRly|*".
Step 2: We now proceed to derive suitable problems for the derivatives of u and apply the
barrier method to obtain a growth rate estimate on |Du| near the vertex.
We write v = (14, 1) for the inward unit normal on Yeone and By = (81, 52), where S1, 5o
have the same sign (by the assumption made on s). Define

v =(u—V),, ve=(u—V),. (3.14)
Define coordinates (21, z2) such that 0., is parallel to Sy = (51, 82) and 0., is parallel to 7,

the tangent to Veone, SO
21 — 51 B2 n (3 15)
Z9 vy —I Y2 ) )

The reverse coordinate change is given by

(?/1) _ L <V1 B2 ) <2’1)
Yo v-Bo \2 —Bi) \=/)"

From here on, we write v - 5y = € > 0 by obliqueness (recall 8, v are both inward pointing).
Now by changing coordinates in the operator Ly, we find coefficients @ such that for any
Y:w— R,
A A

o Lj 11 722
@i, = aiiy,, and 2 <a < = (3.16)

We derive an oblique derivative condition for v; by computing on “yeene. Noting that (u —
V)12 = 0 00 Yeone, We calculate on “eone

1 1
0,01 = 2821 (nu=V). + Bo(u—V)s,) = g (u—V)2

11 1 a2 1y bt

= gﬁfl - ngﬁ(u = V)2 — Eﬁg(u =V,
L, 1luya® 1 v Biby!

=——f——5 = Ww—=V)ym +B(u—=V)y) + ——5—(@w—-V
Eallfl € Bs CLH( 1( ) 122 ﬁ2( ) 2 2) e all By Y ( )y1
1v vy a*2 1wy By b2t

=—snhi- g onlau+
€a Baa ea't By yo

where we have also used that on Yeone

(u - v>y2 = _@

5, (u—=V)y, as Bo- D(u—V) =0.
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Thus we obtain the boundary condition

121 a*? 11y 61 6271 1 2]
ﬁ ~11 DUl — Eﬁgi . all f1 (317)
Noting that vy, 81/, a'l, bo’ ,€ > 0, the zero order term in this boundary operator comes
equipped with a negative sign, which is necessary for the application of the comparison
principle.
As 0,, commutes with Ly and the Neumann condition on vsymm, we arrive at the following
problem for vy,

M1U1 = ﬁo DUl + —

LO(UI_Wyl) =0 in W,
('Ul - Wy1)y2 =0 Ol Ysymm (318)
Ml ('Ul - Wyl) - %;111 .fl y1 Ol Yeone-

Let v, be the Miller barrier function as in §4 and choose ay as in Lemma 4.1 so that for
a € (0,aq), we have the boundary inequality

Ml'Ua S _Cl|y|a_1 Ol Yeone-

Therefore, using the estimate of Lemma 3.4 for W, we may choose a constant C =0 (F 1+
Jull1), where Cy > 0 is independent of u and F}, such that & = Cv, satisfies

L(](TA) + (’Ul - Wyl)) <0 in W,
(0% (v1 = Wy))y =0 on Ysymm,
Ml(f) + ('Ul - Wyl)) S 0 OIl Ycone)
0% (v —Wy,) >0 Ol Vpall,

(3.19)

where we have used that

1v 1
S fi = MiW,,| < C(|fi] + | D*W| + £|DW|> < CFy[*™ on Yeone-

As D(u—V — W)(O) = 0, we also have the one-point Dirichlet condition v £ (v, —W,,)(0) =
0. Applying the first version of the comparison principle in Theorem 5.1, we obtain that
|vy — W,,| < |0], and hence, applying also the estimate for V,

[uy, ()] < C(Fr + Go + [lull) [y]™ (3.20)

Next, we make a similar argument for a second derivative direction w = vy +€vy, where ¢ > 0
is sufficiently small. First, we derive a PDE for w in the domain w: Define W = W, +eW,,.
Then

b21 B 2,1 B b2,1
0=Lo(w—W)—e2(u—-V—-W), =L(w-W) - 2 (w—-W)+ 2 (u—V—-W),,
y2 Y Y
hence
b21 B b21
Lo(w—W) = Z(w—W) == (u—V —W),,. (3.21)
Y3 Y3

Note that the zero order term on the left comes equipped with the correct sign for application
of the comparison principle as bg’l > (0. Moreover, by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 and (3.20), we
already have an estimate for the right hand side:

bl
|2 (u =V — Wy1\<c(F1+GO+||u||) o
yz Y5

[yl

(3.22)
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Next, we find an oblique derivative condition on 7., by using the PDE for u — V in z
coordinates and the boundary condition (u — V'), ., = 0 on Yeone:

8le = %82.1 ((Vl + 51/2)(“ - V)zl + (ﬁ2 - 5B1)(u - V)zz) = %(Vl + €V2>(u - V>2121

1y + evy 1 a*? 1y + evy b2
= ngl - E(Vl + 5’/2)@(“ — V)2 — —Ti(u — V),

((Vl + 61/2)( >2122 (52 - ‘gBl)( )2222)

1y + ey 1 vy +evy a®?

e g 1T € By — 2B, alt
lvy+ee By b
e al P—chys

:11/1+51/2f_1/1+61/2&_220 w+1V1+6V2 b1 @w
e atl Mt By —efat e all Bo—efy yp
where we have also used that w = —%(u — V)y 0N Yeone from the boundary condition.

Thus we arrive at the problem satisfied by w:

Lo(w = W) = B (w = W) = - (u =V = W),, nw,

w—W =u, -V, —W, ON Yeymm, (3.23)
MQ('LU W) = 11/1:1—1?/2‘/: M2W Ol Yeones
where M5 is the operator acting on functions v by
v + vy a%? 1 n+evy B bg’l
M. D _— -D —
2 =Fo- Dg+ P2 —ep an’ v att By —ef o

Taking ¢ > 0 sufficiently small so that vy + ey > 0 (recall as v is inward pointing, v; =
sinfy > 0) and sgn(fs — f1) = sgn(f2) (recall By # 0 by assumption), we have that the
zero order term in M; has a negative coefficient. If € > 0 is sufficiently small, we also have
the estimate of Lemma 4.1 for the Miller barrier. Therefore we may take v = Cv, with
C =0y (F1 +Go+ ||u||1) with Cy > 0. Using the positivity of v,, we have

P21 !

Lot — 0—217 < —Cc*0—2\y\°‘,

Y3 Y3

where ¢, > 0is as in (4.2) and b7' > 0. Thus from (3.22), for C, sufficiently large, we have

Lot (w — W) — by2 (6= (w — T77)) < 0.

Similarly, on Ysymm, we use the Neumann condition w,,, V,,, W, = 0 to make the estimate
T)j:('w_W) >0 - ‘uyl _V;/l _Wyl‘ 207

where we have used the already obtained estimate |u,, (y)] < C(Fy + Go+ ||ull1)|y|* and the
estimates on DV, DW.
We therefore apply the second form of the comparison principle in Theorem 5.1 to v £+
(w — W). This gives
|y, + ey, | < C(F A+ Go+ [|ull) y|*
and hence also
|Du| < C(Fy + Go + [Jully) |y|*.
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Step 3: We now conclude via a standard scaling argument. For the convenience of the
reader, we include the argument here. As will become clear, such an argument could be
performed either on w or on the original domain €2. For ease of notation, we continue to
work on w.

As we have assumed without loss of generality that u(0) = 0, we have obtained the
inequality

lu(y)| < Coly|**, (3.24)

where Cy = C'(Fy + Go + [Jul)1).

Let y € W[R/2] (without loss of generality, we suppose here R > 1), y # 0, and recall the
notation d, = |y|. Then at least one of the following is true:

(i) de( ) C w,
(i) vy e Bd 4, () for some § € Yeone,
(iii) y € Bd?;( ) for some ¥ € Ysymm-
E)

We focus on case (ii) here, as cases (i) and (iii) may be treated similarly (for case (iii) we

return to 2 and note that ysymm lies in the interior of €2). We therefore assume we have a
point § € Yeone such that d = d; € (0,1) and derive an estimate on B(9).
~ 2
Define new coordinates z = “=. Rescaling w N B,;(9) for r € (0,1] gives us the new
domain

7.
wy =

BT(O) N {ZQ < tan 9021} if 90 < (O, g),
B.(0) N {z > tanbyz } if 6y € (5, ).

On w{, we define a new unknown

u(§ + dz)
cf”o‘ ’

v(z) =
Then from the inequality (3.24), we have the estimate
||v||07w§; = ||u||0,mBj(g)d_1_a < CGy.
Defining also
f2)=d'=f(§+dz), §(z) =dg(y + d2),
one easily sees that v satisfies the equation
{aij&-jv +db'dw + d?cv = f  in W,

K R 3.25
B-Dv+ % =g on W cone = wi N {22 = tan bz }, ( )

where the coefficients a@, b, ¢, 8, 3° are all evaluated at y(z) = § + dz. It is then straight-
forward to obtain the estimates

A 1— ~
1l et < CUFNGae s 1l 0s . < Cllglint.:

Thus the standard elliptic regularity theory for oblique problems on smooth domains, e.g. in
8, Theorem 6.30] (note that db’ is a bounded, regular coefficient on wY), gives the estimate

HU||2,a,w1/ < C(HUHOwy + ||f“0awy + Hg“lawl Cone) < C(CO + HfHOaw + ||gH1a%onC)'
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It is simple to check the equivalence

(=1-q)

~ ||U||2 awﬂBd/z(y)

||’U||27a’w:19/2

and so we use this estimate and similar estimates for interior balls (including balls centred

0N Yeymm as discussed above) to cover the domain and apply (3.12)-(3.13) to arrive (via an
argument such as that of [8, Theorem 4.8]) at the estimate

lullSa <C(F1+Go+||f!|(1 “ 4 lg)1$.)
10c —1
<O(IFN8 ™ + gl + n(o)llullsa =+l + lullo),

where 1(p) = n1(p) + n2(p) + p*~°. Choosing § > 0 such that § < o and § < (1 + )7, we
use the interpolation estimate for Weighted Holder spaces, (2.4), to observe that

lull 52 < C(llullSy ™) (lullo) ™

for some 6 € (0,1). Thus, by Young s inequality, for any € > 0, we have

— 1a la —Q
52 < IS + o)+ )llullsa ™ + gl + fulo).

Taking now p, e > 0 sufficiently small so that C(n(p) +¢) < 3, we conclude the proof. [

(3.26)

Proof of Lemma 3.3. We find V by applying [12, Theorem 1.4] to the following problem on
all of w:

aéj@-jV =0 in W,
BO -DV + BOV = g Ol Yeone ) ball, (327)
‘/;/2 =0 Ol Ysymm;

where g and By are Hélder continuous extensions of gy and [y to all of Yeone U Ypan such
that || g||1 s =<C| g()H ) and By remains uniformly oblique with a similar estimate. 30 is a

smooth scalar function such that 3° <0, 8°# 0, and 3° = 0 on Yeone|[p]. Then Theorem 1.4
of [12] gives the estimate

1—a),0w
VIS < Clalis” < Cligolly,

where the Holder spaces with weight up to the boundary were defined in (2.5). To remove
the dependence on the full boundary dw in the norm on the left, we use standard regularity
theory away from the vertex and observe that the arguments of [12] apply equally when we
only weight the Holder spaces with distance to the vertex (as the source term in the PDE
of (3.27) is zero, and hence is not singular along dw). This gives us the desired estimate,

1— a —«
VIS < Cllgoll 5
]

Proof of Lemma 3.4. We define W by solving a further auxiliary problem. We begin by
observing that, by construction and assumption (1.7) on A7(0), Ly extends to the (axi-
symmetric) operator Ly on €2 defined by

Low = A7(0)9;w for w: Q — R.

We now define a smooth vector field 3 such that 8 = e, on B r/2(0) N OS2 and 3 is uniformly
oblique on all of 92 and axi-symmetric (here e, is the standard Cartesian unit vector in the
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,, direction). Choose a smooth function 5% < 0 on Byg(0) such that 3° = 0 on Bpj, and
B #£ 0. We then define W as the solution to the problem
{ZOW = f1 in Q,

- - 3.28
B-DW —B°W =0 on 0. ( )

Such a solution exists by [11, Corollary 3.3] as the oblique vector 3 is continuous and the
zero order term in the boundary condition is negative. Moreover, that same theorem gives
the estimate

11—«
IWIS50 %% < Cl A,

where we recall the notation for Holder spaces weighted by distance to the boundary as in
(2.5). As in the previous proof, we note that the methods of [11] (see especially Lemmas
2.1-2.2 and also the proof of [12, Lemma 1.2]) improve this estimate to

IWIS50® < Al - (3.29)

It only remains to show that W, in the y coordinates, satisfies also the Neumann condition
Wy, = 0 on Ysymm and deduce the growth conditions on DWW, D?W. From the uniqueness
part of [11, Theorem 3.2], as the operator Ly is invariant under axial rotations by (1.7)
and the data and boundary condition are both axi-symmetric, W is also axi-symmetric, so
we may return to w and deduce W,, = 0 on Ygymm. Finally, combining the two boundary
conditions at the origin, we deduce that DW(O) = 0, and therefore obtain the growth rates

|DW| < C||f1||8gg)|y|a, |D*W| < C’||fl||0(m ly|*~! from (3.29) (where we have recalled that
W1a < C||W||§:51_a) for the former estimate). O

The next theorem covers the remaining part of Theorem 1.1: the case s € (s1,0]. As
stated in the introduction, the theorem is a perturbative result around the case s = 0, where
the boundary operator is continuous.

Theorem 3.5. Let 0y € (0,7) and u € Cé;l_a) be an axi-symmetric solution of (1.1).
We assume (3.1)—(3.5) hold. Then there exists cy = (b, €, A/X) € (0,1) such that if

a € (0,a), then there exists sy = s1(6o, a, A/X) € (0,5) such that if

Bo = Zl/% B(y) = (cos(s),sin(s))  such that s € (—s1,51), (3.30)
YE€Vcone
then
lullsa <awwa+mW?Hw)

The constant C' depends on the norms || A7 [, 14760, Ao ™ 8IS a2 cner 1811502
as well as A, X\, n1, 0y, €, R, s1 and «.

If [61,05) C (0,7), then oy may be uniform with respect to Oy € [0y, 65| and then sy and C
may also be taken uniform with respect to 6y and o € (0, ayp) .

Proof. We perturb around the case of a continuous oblique vector, s = 0 by recalling the
results of Lieberman [11, Proposition 3.1] (alternatively see [15, Section 4.1]). In particular,
by working on the symmetry domain w, we may define a new boundary vector

B=p8— (0, sin(s)),
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so that w satisfies

a0;;u + b'0u+ cu = f in w,
B -Du+ =g — Sin(s)0y,u 0N Yeone U Yhalls (3.31)
Uy, =0 on VYsymm-

From [11, Proposition 3.1] (applying the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.4 above
to weight only by distance to the vertex, not all of dw), we then have the estimate

—1—« 11—« —« . —«
lullSao® < IS + gl + [ sin(s)yull S+ flullo), (3.32)

where C' > 0 depends on the Holder norms of the coefficients and the ellipticity. Thus if
s € (—s1,$1) and s is sufficiently small, then we make the further estimate

. — 1—-a) 11—«
Clsin(s)u I < Corull 57 < F s~

for s; sufficiently small and conclude the claimed estimate by absorbing this term onto the
left in (3.32) and returning to the original domain €.

To show that the estimates may be taken to be locally uniform with respect to 6y, a
careful inspection of the proofs of [11, Lemma 2.1, Proposition 3.1] (see also [15, Section
4.5]) shows that the dependence of ag and the constant C' > 0 on 6y comes solely from the
estimates of the Miller barrier, as in §4 and Lemma 4.1 below. However, it is clear from the
construction in [17] (compare [15, Chapter 3] and also Remark 4.2 below) that the barrier
function v, and the constant «g(6y) depend continuously on 6y. Thus, given [0y, 6,] C (0, 7),
we may take a,, < ming,ep, 9,]{0(fo)} and use a single barrier v, with o < a, to show that
the constants are all locally uniform with respect to #y. The uniform dependence of s; on
a < a, then follows directly from the proof above as the constant C' > 0 may now be taken
to be uniform. O

4. BARRIER FUNCTIONS FOR OBLIQUE PROBLEMS ON CONES

A vital tool in the proof of Theorem 3.1 is the Miller barrier. We recall from [17] (see also
[15, Chapter 3]) that for each a € (0,1) and A > X > 0, there exists a function F,(#) such
that

Vo = 1%F,(0)
satisfies, for all constant coefficient operators of the form Af)j with ellipticity A and upper
bound A,
AYv, < 0in Q,
and that, moreover, I’ (0) = 0, so that v, is a well-defined axi-symmetric function on 2. By
construction (see [15, Lemmas 3.5-3.8]), the limits
lim F,(0)=1, lim F.(6) =0 (4.1)

a—0+ a—0+
hold uniformly for 6 € (0, 7). For each 6y € (0, ), there exists an ag(fy) € (0, 1] such that
for each o € (0,p), c. < Fo(f) < 1 for all 6 € [0,6y] and some ¢, > 0 (depending on «).
In addition, F/ (0) < 0 on (0,6y]. For o € (0, ), we refer to the function v, as the Miller
barrier and note that, by construction,

eyl < va < y|* (4.2)

To use the Miller barrier in proving Theorem 3.1, we need to investigate its behaviour under
certain oblique boundary operators. Converting to axi-symmetric coordinates, we first need
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some notation. Let Sy = (f1, 52) be a constant, inward pointing, oblique vector and suppose
that Af)j is a constant matrix of ellipticity A and upper bound A. Define coordinates (21, z2)
on w as in (3.15) such that 9,, = 95, 9,, = 9,, where 7 = v is the unit tangent t0 Yeone
and v is the inward unit normal. In these coordinates, following (3.16), the elliptic operator
takes the form

2,1

Af)j Opie; ¥ = a" Oz + ;—8y2¢ for axi-symmetric functions 1,
2

where the constant coefficients a* satisfy the ellipticity
A A
Sala® <L e=fv>0
With this notation, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let By = (01, 52) be a constant, inward pointing, oblique vector on Yeone Such
that By, B2 # 0 have the same sign, 6y € (0,7). Suppose that the constant coefficients a%
are derived from a constant matriz Af)j of ellipticity X\ and upper bound A as above. Then
there exists oy € (0, ] such that for all a € (0, ), there exists ¢i(a) > 0 so that the Miller
barrier v, satisfies

121 a?? 1 51 b271

. 0 a—1

Mivy == By - Dvg + — 5 T Dv, — ————v4 < —1|y|*"" 0N Yeones
2 2

and also, for e > 0 sufficiently small (depending on 6y, By, P2, o, A, X),

= ‘ = a > 1Y
Ba — b att e all Ba — b Y2

Mov,, := By - Dv, +

a—1
|“7% M Yeone-

Proof. Note first that
(Va)y, = ar® L cosOF,(0) — r* ' sin0F(0), (va)y, = ar® 'sin0F,(0) + r* " cos OF.(6).

Then, noting v = (sin 6y, — cos 6p),

C~L22 1 121 Bl bg’l
Ml'Ua:ﬁQ'D'Ua B—E’T D —Eﬁggva
a—1 : n d22
=r (FQ(QO) (aﬁl cos by + afysin by + — 3, =i (g cos By — awy sin 90))
, ) " d22
E!(60)( — By sinby + B2 cos by — il (vasin by + vy cosby))
2
1w By byt
- )
e all By sin By ol 0)>
e v @ , 18, 65"
=r (FQ(QO)( —afy- 17— O‘Eﬁ) — Bo - VFQ(QO) - EEﬁFa(Qo))

By taking o > 0 sufficiently small, we recall the uniform limits as @ — 0, F,,(6p) — 1 and
F!(6y) — 0. Thus we obtain the claimed inequality by observing that % > 0.
Finally, a similar calculation shows that

Mgva S —Cl’f’a_l

provided first € > 0 is sufficiently small and then o > 0 is sufficiently small. O
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Remark 4.2. It follows from the construction of the Miller barrier as described above
(and given in [15, Chapter 3]) that the dependence of g on 6 is monotone, and that also
v, depends continuously on «, 6y in the admissible range. Therefore, given a fixed range
6y € [01, 6], one may fix a single oy and use a single barrier v, for the whole interval of 6,
thereby making the constants c,, ¢; uniform.

5. COMPARISON PRINCIPLE

In the proof of Theorem 3.1, we made use of two versions of the comparison principle. We
state and prove both of them together here.

Theorem 5.1. Let Ly and [y be the operator and boundary vector as in (3.7) and let a € R,
b > 0 be given. Suppose that uw € C*(w) N CHw \ {0}) N C(w) satisfies either

'Lou <0 m w,
Uy, =0 0N Ysymm;
Bo-Du+ar-Du—L2u<0 o Yeone: (5.1)
u>0 0N Ypall,
(u=0 at {0},
or
Lou+ é(y)u <0 in w,
u>0 0N Ysymm U Yball, (5.2)

B0~Du+dT~Du—y—iUS0 0N Yeones

where also ¢y(y) < 0 in w.
Then inf u = 0.

Proof. First suppose that u satisfies problem (5.1). We begin by returning to the domain €2
by rotating around the y;-axis. By (1.7), the function u then satisfies the uniformly elliptic
equation obtained from (1.1) by freezing the principal coefficients at 0 and setting the lower
order terms to be zero. By the strong maximum principle, v cannot attain a minimum in
Q2 unless it is constant. However, no negative constant will satisfy the oblique condition
ON Yeone a8 b < 0. Returning to the original domain, this implies that u does not attain a
negative minimum in w U Ysymm-

Clearly v cannot attain a negative minimum on either 7, or at 0 by the Dirichlet condi-
tions imposed there.

Finally, we check that uw does not attain a negative minimum on eon.. If u attains a
negative minimum at y* € “Yeone, then 7 - Du(y*) = 0, 5y - Du(y*) > 0 (as [y is inward
pointing). So

_ b b
Bo - Duly®) + at - Du(y") — EU(@/*) > —EU(y*) > 0,
2 2
contradicting the boundary condition.

In the second case, (5.2), we observe first that on the set where u < 0, the partial differen-
tial inequality may be strengthened to the strict inequality Lou < 0. Hence, returning to the
domain 2, we have that u satisfies this strict inequality for the uniformly elliptic operator
Lo, hence cannot attain a negative minimum in the interior of the set QN {u < 0}. Moreover,
by the boundary condition on 7symm U Yba, % cannot attain a negative minimum on those
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portions of the boundary either. Finally, we follow the argument above to conclude that u
cannot attain a negative minimum on “eope. O

6. COUNTEREXAMPLES AND PROOF OF THEOREM 1.2

We work on a domain 2, a cone with boundary I'cone. For simplicity, we work in R?® and
suppose that the axis of the cone is in the x3 direction. In standard spherical coordinates
(r,0,¢), we have that

Q={(r0,0)|r>0,0<0<b, ¢ecl02r)}

where 0y € (0, 7). In this notation, the cylindrical symmetry coordinates for axi-symmetric
functions correspond to y; = rcosf, ys = rsinf. We denote by P, the Legendre polynomial
of degree a.

Theorem 6.1. Consider the oblique derivative problem with azi-symmetric oblique vector

{Au:() in €,

6.1
BDU:O on 1—‘conm ( )

where, in the (cylindrical) symmetry coordinates (y1,y2), S = (cos(s),sin(s)), s € (—m +
6o, 0o).

(1) Suppose Oy € (5, 7). Then there exists sy € (—7 + 6p,0) such that if either
s € (—m+0y,5) or s€E (g,@o),

then there exists « = (B, s) € (0,1) such that
u(r, 0) = r*P,(cos @)

is an azi-symmetric solution of (6.1) that lies in C%*\ C%“T¢ for any e > 0.
(2) Suppose 0y € (0,5). Then there exists so € (—5,0) such that if s € (=3, s0), then
there exists a = a(by, s) € (0,1) such that

u(r,0) = 1Py (cos )
is an azi-symmetric solution of (6.1) that lies in C%*\ C%*T< for any e > 0.

We note that in case (2), the obtained solution is strictly positive away from the origin.
Numerics suggest that this is also the case for the solutions obtained for case (1).

Proof. We begin by seeking a separable, axi-symmetric solution of the Laplace equation,
that is, a solution of the form
u(r,0,¢) = R(r)O(0).
By standard ODE arguments, we then arrive at the function
Ua (1,0, ) := 1Py (cos ),

where P, is the Legendre polynomial of degree a. This function is easily seen to satisfy the
PDE of (6.1) (see Appendix A below for more details on the derivation). To give a solution
in full space, u, must also satisfy the symmetry requirement that ©’(0) = 0. This is easy to
verify as

©'(0) = lim ( — sin QP'a(cosé’)) = lim (— m(a + D (2Pa(2) — Pa+1(z))> —0,

0—0+ z—1— 1— 22
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where we have applied the identity of [19, (14.10.4)] for the derivative and [19, (14.8.1)] for
the limit.

We therefore search for a solving the oblique derivative condition. To that end, we move
into the cylindrical coordinates y = (y1,y2) and apply again the identity of [19, (14.10.4)],

2Po(2) — Poy1(2)

P (2) = (a+ D

to check

(Ua)y, =" ((2a 4 1) cos 0P, (cos 0) — (o + 1)P o1 (cos b)),
and
cos? 0 cos

—,)P 1)—P :
i 9) a(cost) + (a+ )sin6 at1(cos0))

(Ua)y =7 (sinf(a — (a + 1)
As both of these derivatives separate, we define their angular components
Ui(0, ) = (2a+ 1) cos 0P, (cos0) — (a + 1)P11(cos ),
cos

0
H)Pa(cos 0)+ (a+1) -

Solving the oblique condition is therefore equivalent to finding « such that
B(by, a, s) := cos(s)Uy(6y, ) + sin(s)Us(6p, ) = 0.

cos?
Us(0, ) = sinf(a — (a+1)— Pai1(cosf).
sin

From the identities Py(2) =1, P1(2) = 2z, Pa(2) = # for all z € [—1, 1], one easily checks
that, for all 0 € (0,7),
lim Uy(0,a) = lim Us(6,a) =0,

a—0+ a—0+
and also
hm Ui(0,) =1, lim Uy(#,a) = 0.
a—1— a—1—
Thus
B(60,0,s) =0, B(by,1,s)=cos(s), forallf,e (0,).
Proof of (1

Case 1: s E)( T+ 60p,0). Then we have that B(fy,1,s) = cos(s) > 0. We prove that there
exists so(0p) € (=7 + 6p,0) such that for s € (—7 + 6y, s9) we have that
0B
da
Assuming the existence of such an sy, we clearly obtain for all s € (—m + 6y, s0) an a =

a(by, s) € (0,1) such that B(fy, «,s) =0 as claimed in the theorem.
We begin by computing the derivatives of Uy, Uy with respect to a.

(0o, a, S)‘a:O < 0.

% =2cos 0P, (cosby) — Pyi1(cosby)
+ (200 4+ 1) c080p0, P (cos Oy) — (o + 1)04Pas1(cosby),
oU. , cos? 6, cos 0,
8—042 = sin 90(1 g QS)P (cosby) + o 92 Pai1(cosby)
cos® 0 cos 0
+sinfy (o — (a+1) i 92)8 P,(cosby) + (a+ 1) o esaaPaH(cos ).
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From [20, (4.18)], we have the identity

OPyi1(2) 0P, () OPo_1(2)
(a+ 1)7 — (2a+1)z % +a o —Par1(2) +22P,(2) — Po_1(2). (6.2)
Thus
% }azo =2cos 0Py (cosby) — Py(cos by)

+ 08 0g0, P (cos b) ‘a:O — 0aPor1(cosby)]
=P_1(cosby) =1,

where we have used in the last line that P_;(z) =1 for all z.

a=0

Similarly,
oU, ) cos? 6, cos 6,
%}azo = sin 90(1 T HO)PO(COS o) —I— 0 P1(cosby)
_cos 20, cos 90
) ——0,P (cosé’o)} + S, —0, Pa+1(cosé’0)} o
= sinfy + C?SZO (= Py(cos ) 4 2 cos §gPo(cos by) — P_y(cos b))
S1n Gy
= sin 6y + SHO(COSQO —-1)= ﬂ
sin 6, sin 6y
Hence we find
0B . 1 — coséb
8—04(90’ a, S>‘a:0 = cos(s) + SIH(S)W =: V(bp, s). (6.3)

One sees easily that for each fixed 0y € (3,m), V' is a strictly increasing function of s on
(—m 4 6p,0) such that V(0y, —m + 6y) = —1 and V(6y,0) = 1. We choose s4(f) to be the

solution of V (6, so(fy)) = 0 on this interval, so that for all s € (—m + 6, so),
0B
%(00, a, 8)‘0420 = V(e(], S) < O,

as required.
Case 2: s € (5,0p). In this case, we check from the above identities that B(6p,0,s) = 0,
B(6,1,s) = cos(s) < 0 and, from the formula (6.3), find also

oB T T
o (90,0& S)} —0 V(90,8> >0 for all 90 c (E,T{'), S € (5,90),

so that again there exists o = a(fy,s) € (0,1) such that B(fy,«,s) = 0, concluding the
proof.

Proof of (2).

This proceeds in much the same manner as the above. It suffices to consider first that

B(6y,0,s5) =0, B(fy,1,s)=cos(s) >0 for s e (—g,()),

and again observe that the derivative

0B T T s
o — (o, ,—5)\0;0 =V(0y,—=) <0 forallf € (0, 5),

2
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where V' (6, —%) < 0 follows directly from (6.3). By continuity of V' with respect to s, we
therefore obtain for each 6y € (0, %), an so(fy) € (—7%,0) such that for all s € (—7,s0),
V (0o, so) < 0, and conclude as before. O

APPENDIX A. A COUNTEREXAMPLE TO REGULARITY IN THE ABSENCE OF
AXI-SYMMETRY

Finally, we show that if the assumption of axi-symmetry is dropped, then the Holder
regularity may fail at the vertex. Such a result appears to be well-known among experts (see
e.g. [10]), but we have been unable to find a rigorous proof of this fact. We take 2 and its
boundary as in the previous section, with 6, € (0,7), and we again work with the Laplace
equation

Au =0 1in €,
this time with the Neumann boundary condition,
ou
ov
As we are no longer looking solely at axi-symmetric solutions, we write out more carefully
the separation of variables. In spherical coordinates, the Laplacian takes the following form:

1
2

=0on 'ne.

Op(sin O0pu) + ;62 u

r2sin26 ¢

1
Au = 2 _
U O (r<o,u) + o

ind
We make a separation of variables ansatz:
u(r, 8, ) = R(r)0(0)2(p).
Then we obtain, after multiplying through by r2sin?#0/(RO®),
sin? 0 sin

2 . / 1 " o
7 O (r*R'(r)) + F&@(SIH@@ 0)) + ECI) (p) = 0.

Hence ®~1®"(¢p) is a constant. For periodic solutions, we need
(I)_I(I)//((p) — _m2’
where m € Z (without loss of generality, m > 0). This gives us the obvious solution

O(p) = Csin(my) + D cos(myp).

We therefore have axi-symmetry in the case m = 0 (solution independent of ¢) and do not
have axi-symmetry in the case m > 0. Substituting back in, we arrive at
.92 .
sin” 6 sin 6
7 O (r*R'(r)) + ?09(sin 00'(0)) —m? =0,
which is, after further separation of variables,

1 o, m?
o egﬁg(sm 00'(0)) — ——

1 2 ! .
FO (PR () =\

Solving for R, we obtain
R(r)=1r% X=ala+1).
We are interested in solutions which are bounded at the vertex, hence we take o > 0, so

A > 0 also. We must therefore study the following equation:

m2

——)0 =0.

1 . ,
Siﬁﬁg(sm 00'(0)) + (a(a +1)— Gz g
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Defining z = cos 6, we let w(z) = O(f) and arrive at the associated Legendre equation:

d o dw m? _
S(=H5 + (ala+ 1) = 25w =0 (a1

The solutions to equation (A.1) are the associated Legendre polynomials P (z), well-defined
for z € (—1,1) (i.e. cos@ € (—1,1), which is the range we need).

For our purposes, it is sufficient to consider only the case m = 1, i.e. the first case without
axi-symmetry. We then obtain solutions of Legendre’s equation PL(z) where a > 0. To solve
the Neumann boundary condition, we look for a > 0 satisfying

(PLY(cos ) = 0.
If there exists a unique « € (0, 1) for each 6y € (0, 7) satisfying this equation, then
u(r, 0, p) = r*PL(cos 0)(C'sin ¢ + D cos @)

is a C% solution that is not C%**€ up to the origin (provided at least one of C' and D is
non-zero). Such a solution is known in, for example, [10, p.47]. However, no analytic proof
is given there, only a numerical plot. In the following, we therefore give a rigorous proof of
the existence of such an a.

We begin by recalling from [19, (14.10.4)] that

—aPl . (cosby) + (oo + 1)P}(cos by)

(PL)Y(cos ) = — =: W (b, ).
sin” 6,
Moreover, from the recursive identity P (z) = —(1 — 22)2 C2) (e.g. [19, (14.6.1)]), we have
Pi(2) =0, Pi(e) = —(1-2%)% Pi(e) = —32(1-2)%.

Thus, evaluating W at o = 0,1, we find

3cos0p(1 — cos?0y)z — 2cosfy(1 — cos20,)2  cosh
W (00,0) = 0, (1) = 2o tbl iﬁ% o ”:m$<o

We now differentiate with respect to a to show that %—KZ la=o0 > 0, thus allowing us to conclude.
We begin by noting the following recurrence identity for derivatives of associated Legendre
polynomials with respect to degree at integer order from [21, (2.9)]: for n,m € Z,

2 3 0P oPy (2) Py (2) g m
(1—27)2 %0 }a:n—(n—m)z e }a:n (n+m) e }a:n_l =P (z)—-P . (A.2)
Applying this identity with m = n = 0, we have
ow P! (cos 6
8—04‘ 0= cose0290< — P}(cos ) + cos BP§(cos fy) + cos 90% }a:())
6
= cosecf (ZOIT 90 (cosfg — 1) — Pi(cos ) + cos P (cos 0))
m bty
0
— cosec?6, (Zi: 90 (cosfy — 1) 4 sin 90)
0
= cosec6 (LOSHO) > 0.

sin 6y

Thus, for each 6y € (0,7), W(a,8y) has a root with respect to « in the interval (0,1), and
hence the Neumann problem for the Laplace equation admits a solution which is Hoélder
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continuous but not Lipschitz up to the vertex.
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