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REGULARITY FOR ALMOST MINIMIZERS OF A ONE-PHASE

BERNOULLI-TYPE FUNCTIONAL IN CARNOT GROUPS OF STEP TWO

FAUSTO FERRARI, NICOLÒ FORCILLO, AND ENZO MARIA MERLINO

Abstract. We prove that nonnegative almost minimizers of the horizontal Bernoulli-type
functional

J(u,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 + χ{u>0}(x)
)
dx

are Lipschitz continuous with respect to the Carnot-Carathéodory distance.
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1. Introduction and main result

In this paper, we study the regularity of almost minimizers of Bernoulli-type energy func-
tionals in Carnot groups.

In the Euclidean setting, the regularity of minimizers for the classical one-phase Bernoulli
energy functional

(1.1) F (u,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(
|∇u(x)|2 + χ{u>0}(x)

)
dx

has been deeply studied since the pioneering work of Alt and Caffarelli, see [3]. We refer the
reader to [52] and the references therein for a comprehensive description of the subject.

More recently, the regularity of almost minimizers associated with Bernoulli-type functionals
was investigated as well. We recall that the notion of almost minimality is a relaxed notion
of minimality that arises from variational problems with constraints, such as problems with
prescribed volume or curvature and obstacle problems. Almgren introduced the notion of
almost minimizers in geometric measure theory [2]. In the nonparametric setting, this notion
was introduced by Anzellotti in [5]. Roughly speaking, almost minimizers may be considered
as local perturbations of minimizers, which have smaller contribution at small scales. Hence,
one may expect that similar regularity results for minimizers hold also for almost minimizers.
Nevertheless, the condition satisfied by almost minimizers does not allow to obtain an Euler-
Lagrange equation as in the case of minimizers.

Concerning Bernoulli-type functionals, in [16], David and Toro proved that almost minimizers
of (1.1) are locally Lipschitz continuous, which is the optimal regularity for minimizers. Results
about the free boundary regularity can be found in [15]. These works employ variational
techniques involving tools coming from potential theory and geometric measure theory. We
refer to [48] for a comprehensive overview on the topic. More recently, De Silva and Savin,
in [18], introduced a more direct approach to obtain Lipschitz regularity of almost minimizers
of (1.1) based on a dichotomy argument. Since their techniques involve, mainly, only metric
properties, we point out that they may be extended to different more general frameworks. In
this direction, see, for instance, [17] and [19], dedicated to the thin Bernoulli functional and a
one-phase problem driven by the p-Laplace operator respectively.

Free boundary problems arising from the minimization of Bernoulli-type functionals may be
formulated even in the noncommutative setting of Carnot groups. See, for instance, [20] for
the case of the Heisenberg group. Carnot groups are an intensively-studied noncommutative
structure playing a relevant role in many applications. For instance, they represent the tangent
model of a general sub-Riemannian manifold and are the natural framework to describe some
systems with nonholonomic constraints. On Carnot groups, there exists a comprehensive liter-
ature involving geometric measure theory [43, 28, 29], subelliptic partial differential equations
[9, 24, 25], and differential geometry [35, 36, 11]. Nevertheless, very little is known on Bernoulli
free boundary problems in this setting. For the one-phase case, in [23], only in the Heisenberg
group, the authors proved the existence of minimizers, which turn out to be intrinsic harmonic
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away from the free boundary and present linear growth close to the free boundary. Besides,
they proved some density estimates. Furthermore, we recall that, concerning the two-phase
case, classical tools seem to fail in this setting. For instance, as recently shown in [21, 22], an
intrinsic Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman monotonicity formula, written as the natural counterpart to
the classical Euclidean one, does not hold. In addition, the viscosity approach occurs some
difficulties due to the characteristic points. For instance, this is the case of the comparison
principle, see [20, Section 8]. Moreover, we point out that, for these functionals, the regularity
results do not follow from the classical theory in the calculus of variations, since the integrand
of the functional is discontinuous (in the classical case, the integrand is required to be, for
example, Lipschitz continuous, see e.g., [31, condition (8.48)] in the Euclidean context or, for
example, under stronger regularity assumption in [12, 45], in Carnot groups).

The setting in which we are working on may be summarized as follows. Let G be a Carnot
group of step two. Assume that Ω ⊂ G is a measurable domain. We define the following energy
functional

(1.2) J(u,Ω) :=

ˆ

Ω

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 + χ{u>0}(x)
)
dx,

where u belongs to the horizontal Sobolev space HW 1,2(Ω), u > 0 a.e. in Ω, ∇Gu is the so-called
horizontal gradient of u and dx denotes the Haar measure of the group. We refer to Section 2
for the main notation and definitions.

In the present paper, we focus on some regularity properties of almost minimizers for J .

Definition 1.1. Let κ > 0 and β > 0, and Ω ⊆ G be an open set. We say that u ∈ HW 1,2(Ω) is
an almost minimizer of J in Ω, with constant κ and exponent β, if u > 0 Ln-almost everywhere
in Ω and

(1.3) J(u,B̺(x)) 6 (1 + κ̺β)J(v, B̺(x)),

for every metric ball B̺(x), of radius ̺ 6 0 and center x ∈ G, such that B̺(x) ⊂ Ω and for

every v ∈ HW 1,2(B̺(x)) such that u− v ∈ HW 1,2
0 (B̺(x)).

Our main result is the following one.

Theorem 1.2. Let u be an almost minimizer for J in B1 with constant κ and exponent β.
Then,

‖∇Gu‖L∞(B1/2)
6 C

(
‖∇Gu‖L2(B1)

+ 1
)

where C > 0 is a constant only depending on the homogeneous dimension Q, κ, and β.

In addition, u is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in a neighborhood of {u = 0}, namely if
u(0) = 0, then

|∇Gu| 6 C in Br0 ,

for some C > 0, only depending on Q, κ and β, and r0 ∈ (0, 1), depending on Q, κ, β and
‖∇Gu‖L2(B1).
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In particular, the main contribution of our paper concerns the Lipschitz intrinsic regularity of
almost minimizers. We remark that our result is also relevant for the case of minimizers (when
κ = 0), since it is new also in this direction. Our approach is a generalization of the method
introduced in [18]. Nevertheless, some tools in [18], mainly based on comparison arguments
with harmonic replacements, cannot be applied on Carnot groups. Indeed, if the step of the
group is strictly grater then one, the vector fields X1, . . . , Xm1 , generating the first layer of the
Lie algebra associated to G, have no trivial commutators, i.e.

[Xi, Xj] 6= 0 ⇔ XiXj 6= XjXi, for every i, j ∈ {1, . . . , m1}, if i 6= j.

Consequently, denoting by L = −
∑m1

j=1X
2
j the positive sub-Laplacian on G, it results

(1.4) XiL 6= LXi

for all i = 1, . . . , m1. The lack of commutativity, encoded in (1.4), implies that functions Xiu,
for i ∈ {1, . . . , m1}, are not G-harmonic even if u is. Therefore, the mean value characterization
of |∇Gu|

2 on which the argument proposed in [18] is based, is no longer applicable in our
case. To face this aspect, we apply the regularity estimates for subelliptic equations, proved
in [13], see also [44] in the case of the Heisenberg group. In addition, following the original
idea of Anzellotti in [5], we exploit well-known results concerning the Morrey-Campanato-
type estimates, developed in [40] in homogeneous spaces. Moreover, we employ some classical
tools coming from geometric analysis in Carnot groups, such as Poincaré and Sobolev-Poincaré
inequalities, see, for instance, [33,26,27,37,38]. Finally, it is worth recalling that our Lipschitz
intrinsic regularity result only implies Hölder continuous regularity from a Euclidean point of
view, since the Carnot-Charathéodory distance is not equivalent to the Euclidean one, see, e.g.,
[9, Proposition 5.15.1].

The classical motivations to study Bernoulli free boundary problems come from flows with
jets and cavities, see, for instance, [10, Section 1.1], heat flows [1], electrochemical machining
[34], combustion theory [7], electrical impedance tomography [6], and phase transitions, see,
e.g., [46, 47, 50].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall basic notions concerning Carnot
groups and some useful tools. Next, in Section 3, we deal with a dichotomy property, a key step
to prove our main result. Finally, Section 4 contains the proof of Theorem 1.2. We remind,
even if it is not explicitly stated, that all the constants appearing in the sequel may change
from line to line when they are universal, i.e. when they depend only on the group G.

2. Notation and preliminary results

2.1. Carnot Groups. A connected and simply connected Lie group (G, ◦) (in general non-
abelian) is said to be a Carnot group of step k if its Lie algebra g admits a k-step stratification,
i.e. there exist linear subspaces V1, . . . , Vk such that

(2.1) g = V1 ⊕ . . .⊕ Vk, [V1, Vi] = Vi+1, Vk 6= {0}, Vi = {0} if i > k,
4



where [V1, Vi] is the subspace of g generated by the commutators [X, Y ] withX ∈ V1 and Y ∈ Vi.
The first layer V1, the so-called horizontal layer, plays a key role in the theory since it generates
all the algebra g by commutation. We point out that a stratified Lie algebra can admit more
than one stratification. However, the stratification turns out to be unique up to isomorphisms,
thus, the related Carnot group structure is essentially unique (see [36, Proposition 1.17]). Note
that when k = 1 the group G is abelian, so we return to the Euclidean situation.

Setting mi = dim(Vi) and hi = m1 + · · · + mi, with h0 = 0, for i = 1, . . . , k (so that
hk = n = dim g = dimG), we choose a basis e1, . . . , en of g adapted to the stratification, that
is such that

ehj−1+1, . . . , ehj
is a basis of Vj for each j = 1, . . . , k.

Let X = {X1, . . . , Xn} be the family of left-invariant vector fields such that Xi(e) = ei,
i = 1, . . . , n, where e is the identity of (G, ◦). Thanks to (2.1), the subfamily {X1, . . . , Xm1}
generates by commutations all the other vector fields, we will refer to X1, . . . , Xm1 as generating
vector fields of (G, ◦).

The map X 7→ X(e), associating a left-invariant vector field X to its value in e, defines
an isomorphism from g to TGe (in turn identified with Rn). We systematically use these
identifications. Furthermore, by the assumption that G is simply connected, the exponential
map is a global real-analytic diffeomorphism from g onto G (see, e.g., [51,14]), so each x ∈ G can
be written in a unique way as x = exp(x1X1+ · · ·+xnXn). Using these exponential coordinates,
we identify x with the n-tuple (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn andG with (Rn, ∗) where the explicit expression
of the group operation ∗ is determined by the Campbell-Hausdorff formula (see, for example,
[9, 25]). In these coordinates, e = (0, . . . , 0) and (x1, . . . , xn)

−1 = (−x1, . . . ,−xn), and the
adjoint operator in L2(G) of Xj , X

∗
j , for j = 1, . . . , n, turns out to be −Xj (see, for instance,[29,

Proposition 2.2]). Moreover, if x ∈ G and i = 1, . . . , k, we set x(i) := (xhi−1+1, . . . , xhi
) ∈ Rmi ,

so that we can also identify x with [x(1), . . . , x(k)] ∈ Rm1 × . . .× Rmk = Rn.

Two important families of automorphism of G are the so-called intrinsic translations and
dilations. For any x ∈ G, the (left) translation τx : G → G is defined as

z 7→ τxz := x ◦ z.

For any λ > 0 we call dilation, associated with λ the linear automorphism of g such that

δλ(v) = λiv, if v ∈ Vi, for i = 1, . . . , k.

Through the exponential map, one can transfer the notion of dilation on the group G. We
denote again by δλ the map

exp ◦ δλ ◦ exp
−1 : G → G.

Using the identification given by exponential coordinates, one can read the map δλ : G → G as

(2.2) δλ(x1, . . . , xn) = (λα1x1, . . . , λ
αnxn),

where αi ∈ N is called homogeneity of the variable xi in G (see [25, Chapter 1]) and is defined
as

αj = i whenever hi−1 + 1 6 j 6 hi,
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hence 1 = α1 = . . . = αm < αm+1 = 2 6 . . . 6 αn = k.

From Definition (2.2), one can easily verify the following properties of intrinsic dilations.

Lemma 2.1. For all λ, µ > 0, one has:

(1) δ1 = idG;

(2) δ−1
λ = δλ−1;

(3) δλ ◦ δµ = δλµ;

(4) for every p, p′ ∈ G, it holds δλ(p) · δλ(p
′) = δλ(p · p

′).

By left translation, the horizontal layer determines a subbundle of the tangent bundle TG
over G. This subbundle, spanned by the family of vector fields X = (X1, . . . , Xm1), plays a
crucial role in the theory and is called the horizontal bundle HG. The fibers of HG are

HGx = span {X1(x), . . . , Xm1(x)}, x ∈ G.

A sub-Riemannian structure is induced on G by endowing each fiber of HG with a scalar
product 〈·, ·〉x, that makes the basis X1(x), . . . , Xm1(x) orthonormal, and the related norm | · |x.
These are defined as follows: if v =

∑m1

i=1 viXi(x) = (v1, . . . , vm1) and w =
∑m1

i=1wiXi(x) =
(w1, . . . , wm1) are in HGx, then 〈v, w〉x :=

∑m1

j=1 vjwj and |v|2x := 〈v, v〉x.

The sections of HG are called horizontal sections, and for any x ∈ G, a vector of HGx is a
horizontal vector, while a vector in TGx that is not horizontal is called a vertical vector. Each
horizontal section is identified by its canonical coordinates with respect to this moving frame
X1, . . . , Xm1 . In this way, a horizontal section ϕ is represented with a function ϕ : G → Rm1 .
To simplify the notation, when dealing with two horizontal sections φ and ψ, we drop the index
x in the scalar product and norm.

We collect some properties of the group operation and canonical vector fields, see [9].

Proposition 2.2. The group operation has the form

x ◦ y = x+ y +Q(x, y), for all x, y ∈ G,

where Q = (Q1, . . . ,Qn) : G×G → G and every Qi, i = 1, . . . , n, is a homogeneous polynomial
of degree αi with respect to the intrinsic dilations of G, that is,

Qi(δλ(x), δλ(y)) = λαiQi(x, y) for all x, y ∈ G and λ > 0.

Moreover, for all x, y ∈ G, we have :

(i) Q is antisymmetric, namely,

Qi(x, y) = −Qi(−y,−x), for i = 1, . . . , n;

(ii)

Q1(x, y) = . . . = Qm1(x, y) = 0,
6



Qi(x, 0) = Qi(0, y) = 0 and Qi(x, x) = Qi(x,−x) = 0, for m1 < i 6 n,

Qi(x, y) = Qi(x1, , xhj−1, y1, . . . , yhj−1), if 1 < j 6 k and i 6 hj ;

(iii)

Qi(x, y) =
∑

k,h

Ri
h,k(x, y)(xkyh − xhyk),

where the functions Ri
h,k are homogeneous polynomials of degree αi−αk−αh with respect

to the intrinsic dilations and the sum is extended to all h and k such that αh+αk 6 αi.

The following result is contained in [29, Proposition 2.2].

Proposition 2.3. The vector fields Xj have polynomial coefficients and are of the form

Xj(x) = ∂j +

n∑

i>hl

qi,j(x)∂i, j = 1, . . . , n and j 6 hl,

where qi,j(x) =
∂Qi

∂yj
(x, y)|y=0 and the Qi’s are those ones defined in Proposition 2.2 for hl−1 <

j 6 hl and 1 6 l 6 k. So, if hl−1 < j 6 hl, then qi,j(x) = qi,j(x1, . . . , xhl−1
) and qi,j(0) = 0.

2.2. Intrinsic distance and gauge pseudo-distance. An absolutely continuous curve
γ : [0, T ] → G is called sub-unitary with respect to X1, . . . , Xm1 if it is a horizontal curve,
that is, if there exist real measurable functions c1, . . . , cm1 : [0, T ] → R such that

γ̇(s) =

m1∑

j=1

cj(s)Xj(γ(s)) for L1-a.e. s ∈ [0, T ],

with
∑m1

j=1 cj(s)
2 6 1 for L1-a.e. s ∈ [0, T ].

Definition 2.4 (Carnot-Carathéodory distance). Let G be a Carnot group. For p, q ∈ G, we
define their Carnot-Carathéodory distance dc(p, q) as

dc(p, q) := inf{T > 0 : there exists a sub-unitary curve γ with γ(0) = p, γ(T ) = q}.

We remark that this distance is well defined: the set of sub-unitary curves connecting p and q
is nonempty by Chow’s theorem [9, Theorem 19.1.3], since by (2.1), the rank of the Lie algebra
generated by X1, . . . , Xm1 is n. The Carnot-Carathéodory distance dc induces on G the same
topology as the standard Euclidean one. We shall denote by Br(p) the open ball, centered in
p and of radius r > 0, associated with dc. For the sake of simplicity, if p = e, we will use the
notation Br(e) = Br.

The distance dc is equivalent to a more explicit pseudo-distance, called the gauge pseudo-
distance, defined as follows. Let || · || denote the Euclidean distance to the origin in the Lie
algebra g. For u = u1 + · · ·+ uk ∈ g, with ui ∈ Vi, one defines

(2.3) |u|g :=

(
k∑

i=1

||ui||
2k!/i

) 1
2k!

.
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The nonisotropic gauge in G is

|p|G := | exp−1 p|g, p ∈ G,

see [24] and [25]. Since the exponential map exp : g → G is a C∞-diffeomorphism (actually,
analytic), the map p → |p|G is C∞(G \ {e}). Notice that, from (2.3) and (2.2), we have, for
any λ > 0 and p ∈ G,

(2.4) |δλ(p)|G = λ|p|G.

The gauge pseudo-distance in G is defined by

(2.5) d(p, q) := |p−1 ◦ q|G, p, q ∈ G.

The function d has all the properties of a distance, except the triangle inequality, which is
satisfied with a universal constant, usually different from one, on the right-hand side, see
[25, 9]. Since the dilations are group automorphisms, from (2.5) and (2.4), it follows that d is
homogeneous of degree one with respect to the group dilations, that is, for any λ > 0 and all
p, p′ ∈ G

d(δλ(p), δλ(p
′)) = λd(p, p′).

It is well known, see, for instance, Proposition 5.1.4 in [9], that there exists a constant ΛG, only
depending on the group G, such that, for p ∈ G,

(2.6) Λ−1
G |p|G 6 dc(e, p) 6 ΛG|p|G.

The integer

(2.7) Q :=
k∑

i=1

idim(Vi)

is the homogeneous dimension of G. It is the Hausdorff dimension of G ∼= Rn with respect to
the distance dc, see [41].

The n-dimensional Lebesgue measure Ln is the Haar measure of the group G, i.e., for every
Ln-measurable set E ⊂ G and x ∈ G, it results Ln (x ◦ E) = Ln (E). Moreover, if λ > 0, then
Ln (δλ (E)) = λQLn (E), where Q is the homogeneous dimension, see (2.7). In particular, for
any r > 0 and p ∈ G, it holds

Ln (Br(p)) = rQLn (B1(p)) = rQLn (B1) .

Let us point out that all the spaces Lp(G) we will deal with are defined with respect to the
Lebesgue measure Ln. If A ⊂ G is Ln-measurable, we write |A| = Ln(A). Hereafter, unless
differently specified, all considered domains are at least Ln-measurable.

A map L : G → R is G-linear if it is a group homeomorphism from (G, ◦) to (R,+) and is
homogeneous of degree 1 with respect to the intrinsic dilations of G, that is, L(δλ(x)) = λL(x)
for λ > 0 and x ∈ G. Similarly, we say that a map ℓ : G → R is G-affine if there exists a G-
linear map L and c ∈ R such that ℓ(x) = L(x)+ c for every x ∈ G. Given a basis (X1, . . . , Xn),
all G-linear maps are represented as follows.
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Proposition 2.5. A map L : G → R is G-linear if and only if there is a = (a1, . . . , am1) ∈ Rm1

such that, if x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ G, then

L(x) =

m1∑

i=1

aixi.

Moreover, if x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ G and x0 ∈ G are given, we set

(2.8) πx0(x) :=

m1∑

j=1

xjXj(x0).

2.3. Folland-Stein and horizontal Sobolev classes. Fixed Ω ⊆ G, the action of vector
fields Xj , with j = 1, . . . , m1, on a function f : Ω → R is specified by the Lie derivative. We
say that a function f is differentiable along the direction Xj at x0 ∈ G, when j ∈ {1, . . . , m1},
if the map λ 7→ f(τx0(δλ(ej))) is differentiable at λ = 0, where ej is the j-th vector of the
canonical basis of Rm1 . In this case, we will write

Xjf(x0) =
d

dλ
f(τx0(δλ(ej)))

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

.

If, instead, f ∈ L1
loc(Ω), Xjf exists in a weak sense if

ˆ

Ω

fXjϕ dL
n = −

ˆ

Ω

ϕXjf dL
n

for each ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω).

Let us fix a basis X1, . . . , Xm1 of the horizontal layer. For any function f : Ω → R for which
the partial derivatives Xjf , j = 1, . . . , m1, exist, we define the horizontal gradient of f , denoted
by ∇Gf , as the horizontal section

(2.9) ∇Gf :=

m1∑

i=1

(Xif)Xi,

whose coordinates are (X1f, . . . , Xm1f). Moreover, if φ = (φ1, . . . , φm1) is a horizontal section
such that Xjφj ∈ L1

loc(G) for j = 1, . . . , m1, we define divGφ as the real-valued function

divGφ := −

m1∑

j=1

X∗
j φj =

m1∑

j=1

Xjφj.

The positive sub-Laplacian operator on G is the second-order differential operator given by

L :=

m1∑

j=1

X∗
jXj = −

m1∑

j=1

X2
j .

It is easy to see that

(2.10) Lu = −divG(∇Gu).
9



The operator L is left-invariant with respect to group translations and homogeneous of degree
two with respect to group dilations, i.e., for any x ∈ G and λ > 0, we have

L(u ◦ τx) = (Lu) ◦ τx, L(δλ(u)) = λ2δλ(Lu).

Furthermore, by the assumption (2.1), the system {X1, . . . , Xm1} satisfies the finite rank con-
dition

rank Lie[X1, . . . , Xm1] = n,

therefore by Hörmander’s theorem [32] the operator L is hypoelliptic. However, when the step
k of G is greater than one, the operator L fails to be elliptic at every point of G.

The Hölder classes Ck,α had been introduced by Folland and Stein, see [24,25]. The functions
in these classes are Hölder continuous with respect to the metric dc.

Definition 2.6 (Folland-Stein classes). Let Ω ⊆ G be an open set, 0 < α 6 1 and u : Ω → R.
We say that u ∈ C0,α(Ω) if there exists a constant M > 0 such that

|u(x)− u(y)| 6M dc(x, y)
α for every x, y ∈ Ω.

Defining the Hölder seminorm of u ∈ C0,α(Ω) as

[u]C0,α(Ω) := sup
x,y∈Ω
x 6=y

|u(x)− u(y)|

dc(x, y)α
,

the space C0,α(Ω) is a Banach space with the norm

‖u‖C0,α(Ω) := ‖u‖L∞(Ω) + [u]C0,α(Ω).

For any k ∈ N, we say that u ∈ Ck,α(Ω) if Xiu ∈ Ck−1,α(Ω) for every i = 1, . . . , m1.

Note that C0,1(Ω) coincides with the class of Lipschitz continuous functions with respect to
the metric dc on Ω. Also, we denote by Ck,λ(Ω, HG) the space of all the horizontal sections
φ : Ω → HG, φ := (φ1, . . . , φm1), such that φj ∈ Ck,λ(Ω) for j = 1, . . . , m1.

Definition 2.7 (Horizontal Sobolev spaces). Given an open set Ω ⊆ G, u : Ω → R and
1 6 p <∞, the horizontal Sobolev spaces are defined as

HW 1,p(Ω) := {u ∈ Lp(Ω) : Xju ∈ Lp(Ω) for all j = 1, . . . , m1} ,

which is a Banach space with the norm

‖u‖HW 1,p(Ω) := ‖u‖Lp(Ω) + ‖∇Gu‖Lp(Ω,HG).

The subspace HW 1,p
0 (Ω) of HW 1,p(Ω) is defined as the closure of C∞

0 (Ω) with respect to the
norm ‖ · ‖HW 1,p(Ω).
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3. Dichotomy results

The first step for reaching Theorem 1.2 is to prove a dichotomy result. Roughly speaking,
two situations can occur: either the average of the energy of an almost minimizer decreases in a
smaller ball, or the distance between its horizontal gradient and a suitable constant horizontal
section becomes as small as we wish (that is, G-linear functions are the ”only ones for which
the average does not improve in small balls”). Before passing to the proof of this result, let us
state the following remark.

Remark 3.1. Let be ℓ : G → R a G-affine map. By Proposition 2.5, there exist a suitable
q = (q1, . . . , qm1) ∈ Rm1 and c ∈ R such that

ℓ(x) =

m1∑

j=1

qixi + c for any x ∈ G.

Recalling (2.9), by Proposition 2.3, we directly get

(3.1) ∇Gℓ(x) =

m1∑

j=1

qjXj(x) =: q(x), for any x ∈ G.

Thus, the horizontal gradient of a G-affine map ℓ is a horizontal section q, which has constant
components with respect to the moving frame given by generating vector fields. From now on,
we call such a horizontal section a constant horizontal section. Note, however, that a constant
horizontal section still depends on the point x ∈ G due to the moving frame. We also observe
that all G-affine functions ℓ as before are G-harmonic in G, in the sense that Lℓ = 0 in G.
Indeed, by (2.10) and (3.1), it immediately holds Lℓ = 0 in G. We refer to [9] for further
characterizations of G-harmonicity within Carnot groups.

Our first result is the following.

Proposition 3.2. Let u ∈ HW 1,2(B1) be such that

(3.2) J(u,B1) 6 (1 + σ)J(v, B1)

for all v ∈ HW 1,2(B1) such that u− v ∈ HW 1,2
0 (B1). Denoting by

(3.3) a :=

(
 

B1

|∇Gu(x)|
2dx

)1/2

,

there exists ε0 ∈ (0, 1) such that, for every ε ∈ (0, ε0) there exist η ∈ (0, 1), M > 1, and
σ0 ∈ (0, 1), depending on ε and Q, such that, if σ ∈ [0, σ0] and a > M , then the following
dichotomy holds. Either

(3.4)

(
 

Bη

|∇Gu(x)|
2dx

)1/2

6
a

2
,
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or

(3.5)

(
 

Bη

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2dx

)1/2

6 εa,

where q : G → HG is a constant horizontal section, see (3.1), with

(3.6)
a

4
< |q| 6 C0a,

for some universal constant C0 > 0.

Proof. We split the proof into several steps.

Step 1: pointwise estimates. Let v : B1 → R be the G-harmonic replacement of u in B1, that
is, the unique solution of Dirichlet problem

{
Lv = 0 in B1,

u− v ∈ HW 1,2
0 (B1),

or, equivalently, the minimizer of Dirichlet energy among all competitors w ∈ HW 1,2(B1) such
that u− w ∈ HW 1,2

0 (B1), i.e.,

(3.7)

ˆ

B1

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx = min

u−w∈HW 1,2
0 (B1)

ˆ

B1

|∇Gw(x)|
2 dx.

By Theorem 1.1 in [13], there exists a constant C0 > 0, only depending on Q, such that

sup
B1/2

|∇Gv| 6 C0

(
 

B1

|∇Gv(x)|
2dx

)1/2

.

Then, recalling (3.3), by the minimality (3.7) of v for the Dirichlet energy, we conclude

(3.8) |∇Gv| 6 C0a in B1/2.

Step 2: oscillation estimates. By Theorem 1.3 in [13], we have the following oscillation esti-
mates: for all η ∈ (0, 1/2], it holds

max
16i6m1

oscBηXiv 6 C

(
η

1/2

)α( 

B1

|∇Gv(y)|
2dy

)1/2

,

for some α = α(Q) ∈ (0, 1] and universal constant C > 0. Therefore, we have
(3.9)

max
16i6m1

|Xiv(x)−Xiv(0)| 6 max
16i6m1

oscBηXiv 6 C

(
η

1/2

)α( 

B1

|∇Gv(y)|
2dy

)1/2

for x ∈ Bη.
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Thus, for any i = 1, . . . , m1, denoting by qi = Xiv(0) and q : G → HG the constant horizontal
section defined as in (3.1), it results

(3.10) |∇Gv − q| 6 C1

(
η

1/2

)α( 

B1

|∇Gv(y)|
2dy

)1/2

in Bη,

for some universal constant C1 > 0. This gives that, for all η ∈ (0, 1/2],
 

Bη

|∇Gv(x)− q(x)|2 dx 6

 

Bη

(
C2

1

(
η

1/2

)2α  

B1

|∇Gv(y)|
2 dy

)
dx

= C2 η
2α

 

B1

|∇Gv(y)|
2dy

6 C2 η
2α a2,

(3.11)

for some α ∈ (0, 1) and C2 > 0 universal.

Step 3: proximity to the G-harmonic replacement. We know that
ˆ

B1

|∇Gu−∇Gv|
2 dx 6 J(u,B1) +

ˆ

B1

(|∇Gv|
2 − 2 〈∇Gu,∇Gv〉) dx(3.12)

= J(u,B1)−

ˆ

B1

(|∇Gv|
2 + 2 〈∇G(u− v),∇Gv〉) dx.

On the other hand, since X∗
j = −Xj for j = 1, . . . , m1 and u− v ∈ HW 1,2

0 (B1), it occurs

ˆ

B1

〈∇G(u− v),∇Gv〉 dx =

m1∑

j=1

ˆ

B1

Xj(u− v)Xjv dx(3.13)

= −

m1∑

j=1

ˆ

B1

(u− v)X2
j v dx =

ˆ

B1

(u− v)Lv dx = 0,

which together with (3.12) gives
ˆ

B1

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx 6 J(u,B1)−

ˆ

B1

|∇Gv(x)|
2dx.(3.14)

Then, using the hypothesis (3.2) and the minimality of v in (3.7), for σ > 0 to be made precise
later, we obtain

ˆ

B1

(
|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|

2 ) dx 6 (1 + σ)J(v, B1)−

ˆ

B1

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx

6 C

(
σ

ˆ

B1

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+ 1

)

6 C

(
σ

ˆ

B1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx+ 1

)
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for some suitable positive constant C only depending on Q. Consequently, taking the average
over B1, we achieve

 

B1

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx 6 C(σa2 + 1).

Using this and (3.11), we get
 

Bη

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx 6 2

 

Bη

(
|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|

2 + |∇Gv(x)− q(x)|2
)
dx

6 2

(
|B1|

|Bη|

 

B1

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+ C2 η

2α a2
)

6 2
(
Cη−Q(σa2 + 1) + C2a

2η2α
)
,

6 2Cη−Qσa2 + 2Cη−Q + 2C2a
2η2α,

(3.15)

and hence

(3.16)

 

Bη

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx 6 4Cη−Qσa2 + 4Cη−Q + 4C2a

2η2α + 2 |q|2 .

Step 4: perturbative estimates. Now, given ε0 ∈ (0, 1/4], we claim that for every ε ∈ (0, ε0),
there exists η small enough (depending on ε) such that if σ is sufficiently small and a sufficiently
large (depending on η, and thus on ε), then

(3.17) 4Cη−Qσa2 + 4Cη−Q + 4C2a
2η2α 6 2ε2a2 6

a2

8
.

Let η > 0 sufficiently small such that ε2 − 2Cη > 2C2η
2α. So, defining

M :=

(
2Cη−Q

ε2 − 2Cη − 2C2η2α

)1/2

,

we can supposeM > 1, by taking η small enough. Therefore, for every a >M and 0 6 σ 6 ηQ+1

=: σ0, we have, exploiting the expression of M ,

4Cη−Qσa2 + 4Cη−Q + 4C2a
2η2α

6 a2
(
4Cη + 4C2η

2α
)
+ 4Cη−Q

= a2
(
4Cη + 4C2η

2α
)
+ 2M2

(
ε2 − 2Cη − 2C2η

2α
)

6 a2
(
4Cη + 4C2η

2α
)
+ 2 a2

(
ε2 − 2Cη − 2C2η

2α
)

= 2ε2a2,

which proves (3.17), choosing ε small enough. Note that, by Step 2, η 6 1/2, thus σ0 < 1.
14



Step 5: conclusion of the proof. In order to complete the proof of Proposition 3.2, we distinguish
two cases. First, we suppose that

|q| 6
a

4
.

Then, by (3.16) and (3.17), we conclude that
 

Bη

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx 6

a2

8
+ 2

a2

16
=
a2

4
,

from which we immediately deduce the first alternative (3.4).

Otherwise, we assume, recalling (3.8),

a

4
< |q| 6 C0 a,

and therefore, by (3.15) and (3.17), the second alternative (3.5) directly follows. �

Now, we show that the alternative (3.5) in Proposition 3.2 can be ”improved” when ε and σ
are sufficiently small. This result is the counterpart of Lemma 2.3 in [18] in the more general
setting of Carnot groups of step two.

Lemma 3.3. Let u ∈ HW 1,2(B1) be such that u > 0 a.e. in B1 and

(3.18) J(u,B1) 6 (1 + σ)J(v, B1)

for all v ∈ HW 1,2(B1) such that u− v ∈ HW 1,2
0 (B1).

Let

a :=

(
 

B1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

and suppose that

(3.19) a1 > a > a0 > 0,

for some suitable a1 > a0. Assume also

(3.20)

(
 

B1

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx

)1/2

6 εa,

for some constant horizontal section q : G → HG such that

(3.21)
a

8
< |q| 6 2C0a,

where C0 > 0 is the universal constant in Proposition 3.2.

There exists α0 ∈ (0, 1], only depending on Q, such that, given 0 < α < α0, there exist
ρ = ρ(α,Q) > 0, ε0 = ε0(Q,α, a0, a1) > 0, and c0 = c0(Q,α, a0, a1) > 0, such that if

ε 6 ε0 and σ 6 c0ε
2,
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then

(3.22)

(
 

Bρ

|∇Gu(x)− q̃(x)|2 dx

)1/2

6 ραεa,

where q̃ : G → HG is a constant horizontal section, see (3.1), for some suitable q̃ = (q̃1, . . . , q̃m1) ∈
Rm1 such that

(3.23) |q− q̃| 6 C̃εa.

for some universal constant C̃ > 0.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. We divide the proof into several steps.

Step 1: energy estimates for the G-harmonic replacement and comparison of energies. Let us
set τ := 1

10Λ2
G

< 1, where ΛG > 1 is the structural constant given by (2.6) only depending on

G. Let v̄ denote the G-harmonic replacement of u in Bτ and v be defined as

(3.24) v :=

{
v̄ in Bτ ,

u in B1 \Bτ .

We first note that v ∈ HW 1,2(B1) and u− v ∈ HW 1,2
0 (B1), thus, by hypothesis (3.18), we have

J(u,B1) 6 (1 + σ)J(v, B1),

which leads to

J(u,Bτ ) + J(u,B1 \Bτ ) = J(u,B1)

6 (1 + σ) J(v, B1)

= J(v, B1) + σJ(v, B1)

= J(v, Bτ ) + J(v, B1 \Bτ ) + σJ(v, B1)

= J(v, Bτ ) + J(u,B1 \Bτ ) + σJ(v, B1),

namely,
J(u,Bτ) 6 J(v, Bτ ) + σJ(v, B1).

By definition of J in (1.2), this reads as
ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx+ |{u > 0} ∩ Bτ | 6

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+ |{u > 0} ∩Bτ |+ σJ(v, B1)

6

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+ |Bτ |+ σJ(v, B1),

which, since u > 0 a.e. in B1 by assumption, yields

(3.25)

ˆ

Bτ

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 − |∇Gv(x)|
2 ) dx 6 |{u = 0} ∩ Bτ |+ σJ(v, B1).
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Moreover, by definition of v in (3.24), we have

J(v, B1) =

ˆ

B1

(
|∇Gv(x)|

2 + χ{v>0}(x)
)
dx

6

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+

ˆ

B1\Bτ

|∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+ |B1|

=

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv̄(x)|
2 dx+

ˆ

B1\Bτ

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx+ |B1|

6

ˆ

B1

|∇Gu|
2 dx+ |B1| 6 |B1| (a

2 + 1),

(3.26)

where in the second inequality we use the fact that v̄ is the G-harmonic replacement of u in Bτ

and therefore v̄ minimizes the Dirichlet energy on Bτ .

Finally, recalling (3.13), by (3.25) and (3.26) we obtain that
ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx =

ˆ

Bτ

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 − 2 〈∇Gu,∇Gv〉+ |∇Gv(x)|
2) dx(3.27)

=

ˆ

Bτ

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 − 2 〈∇G(u− v),∇Gv〉 − |∇Gv(x)|
2) dx

=

ˆ

Bτ

(
|∇Gu(x)|

2 − |∇Gv(x)|
2) dx

6 |{u = 0} ∩ Bτ |+ σJ(v, B1)

6 |{u = 0} ∩ Bτ |+ |B1|σ(a
2 + 1).

Step 2: measure estimates for the zero level set. Now, we claim that

(3.28) |Bτ ∩ {u = 0}| 6 C1ε
2+δ,

for some C1 > 0 and δ > 0.

Step 2.1: comparison with a G-affine function. To prove (3.28), we consider a function ℓ : G →
R defined by

(3.29) ℓ(x) := b+ 〈q(x), πx(x)〉 = b+
m1∑

j=1

qjxj , b :=

 

B1

u(x) dx.

We remark that

(u− ℓ)B1 :=

 

B1

(
u(x)− ℓ(x)

)
dx = b−

(
b+

 

B1

m1∑

j=1

qjxj dx

)
= 0,
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where the last equality is a consequence of the symmetry with respect to the identity element
of the Carnot-Carathéodory ball B1. Then, by the Poincaré inequality (see, e.g., [33]) we have

‖u− ℓ− (u− ℓ)B1‖L2(B1)
= ‖u− ℓ‖L2(B1)

6 C ‖∇G(u− ℓ)‖L2(B1)
,

for some C > 0 universal.

Since by Proposition 2.3, ∇Gℓ = q, this, together with hypothesis (3.20), leads to

(3.30)

 

B1

|u(x)− ℓ(x)|2 dx 6 Cε2a2.

Finally, we point out that, since by assumption u > 0, it holds ℓ− 6 |u− ℓ|, so by (3.30), we
obtain

(3.31)

 

B1

(ℓ−(x))2 dx 6 Cε2a2,

for some C > 0 universal.

Step 2.2: lower bounds on the G-affine function. We want to show that if ε is sufficiently small,
then

(3.32) ℓ > c1a in Bτ ,

for some c1 > 0. To prove this, we argue by contradiction assuming that

min
x∈Bτ

ℓ(x) < ca

for any c > 0. We notice that, for every x ∈ Bτ , recalling τ = 1
10Λ2

G

and (2.6), we get

|ℓ(x)− b| = |〈q(x), πx(x)〉| 6 |q|
∣∣x(1)

∣∣ 6 |q| |x|G 6 |q|ΛG dc(e, x) 6
|q|

10ΛG
,

where |x(1)| denotes the Euclidean norm on Rm1 . Consequently,

−
|q|

10ΛG
6 ℓ(x)− b 6

|q|

10ΛG
for any x ∈ Bτ ,

and therefore

ca > min
x∈Bτ

ℓ(x) > b−
|q|

10ΛG
,

which gives

(3.33) b 6 ca+
|q|

10ΛG
,

for any c > 0. Now, taking into account the usual identifications given by exponential coordi-
nates, let us consider

B :=
{
x =

[
x(1), x(2)

]
∈Rm1 × Rm2 ≡ G : x

(1)
j = −

tqj
|q|

+ ηj, for j = 1, . . . , m1;
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x
(2)
i = ξi, for i = m1 + 1, . . . , m2, for some (t, η, ξ) ∈ A

}
,

where we set

A :=

{
(t, η, ξ) ∈ R× Rm1 × Rm2 : t ∈

[
1

4ΛG
,

3

10ΛG

]
,

m1∑

j=1

η2j 6
1

100Λ2
G

and

m2∑

i=m1+1

ξ2i 6
1

100Λ4
G

}
.

We observe that if x ∈ B, then

dc(e, x)
4 6 Λ4

G|x|
4
G = Λ4

G

( m1∑

j=1

(
−
tqj
|q|

+ ηj
)2)2

+ Λ4
G

m2∑

i=m1+1

ξ2i

6 4Λ4
G

(
t2 +

m1∑

j=1

η2j

)2
+ Λ4

G

m2∑

i=m1+1

ξ2i 6 4Λ4
G

( 9

100Λ2
G
+

1

100Λ2
G

)2
+

1

100
< 1,

so we have

(3.34) B ⊆ B1.

Furthermore, by (3.33), we have, for x ∈ B,

ℓ(x) = b− t|q|+

m1∑

j=1

qjηj 6 ca +
|q|

10ΛG
−

|q|

4ΛG
+

|q|

10ΛG
= ca−

|q|

20ΛG
.

which implies, using hypothesis (3.21),

ℓ(x) 6 ca−
a

160ΛG
.

Then, taking c ∈
(
0, 1

320ΛG

)
, we infer that

ℓ(x) 6 −
a

320ΛG
.

Accordingly, exploiting (3.34) into (3.31), we obtain

C |B1| ε
2a2 >

ˆ

B1

(ℓ−(x))2 dx >

ˆ

B

(ℓ−(x))2 dx >

ˆ

B

(
a

320ΛG

)2

dx > ca2,

for some positive universal constant c. This establishes the desired contradiction if ε is suffi-
ciently small, and thus the proof of (3.32) is complete.

Step 2.3: conclusion of the proof of (3.28). We can now address the completion of the proof of
the measure estimate in (3.28).
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Recalling the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality (see, e.g., [26, 38]), it holds

(
ˆ

B1

|u(x)− ℓ(x)|2
∗

dx

)1/2∗

6 C

(
ˆ

B1

∣∣∇G
(
u(x)− ℓ(x)

)∣∣2 dx
)1/2

for some C > 0 universal, where

2∗ :=
2Q

Q− 2
.

Then, by virtue of (3.20), (3.29), we get

(
ˆ

B1

|u(x)− ℓ(x)|2
∗

dx

)1/2∗

6 C

(
ˆ

B1

∣∣∇G
(
u(x)− ℓ(x)

)∣∣2 dx
)1/2

= C

(
ˆ

B1

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx

)1/2

6 Cεa.

This and (3.32) entail

Cεa >

(
ˆ

Bτ∩{u=0}

|ℓ(x)|2
∗

dx

)1/2∗

> c1a |Bτ ∩ {u = 0}|1/2
∗

,

which means, up to renaming constants,

(3.35) |Bτ ∩ {u = 0}| 6 Cε2
∗

.

We notice that

2∗ =
2Q+ 4− 4

Q− 2
= 2 +

4

Q− 2
.

Therefore, setting

(3.36) δ :=
4

Q− 2
> 0,

(3.28) immediately follows from (3.35).

Step 3: energy comparison. By (3.27) and (3.28), we have

(3.37)

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx 6 C1ε

2+δ + |B1|σ(a
2 + 1).

Consequently, using (3.20) and (3.37), it holds

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)− q(x)|2 dx 6 2

(
ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx+

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)−∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)

6 C2ε
2a2 + C1ε

2+δ + C3σ(a
2 + 1),

(3.38)
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up to renaming constants. Let us suppose σ 6 c0ε
2, with c0 to be made precise later. Recalling

(3.38), we infer

(3.39)

ˆ

Bτ

|∇Gv(x)− q(x)|2 dx 6 C2ε
2a2 + C1ε

2+δ + C3c0ε
2(a2 + 1) 6 Cε2a2,

for some C > 0 universal.

Step 4: conclusion of the proof of Lemma 3.3. Since, by Remark 3.1, v− 〈q, π·〉 is G-harmonic
in Bτ and

(
u− 〈q, π·〉

)
−
(
v − 〈q, π·〉

)
= u− v ∈ HW 1,2

0 (Bτ ),

we have that v−〈q, π·〉 is G-harmonic replacement of u−〈q, π·〉 in Bτ , being v the G-harmonic
replacement of u in Bτ . Thus, by Theorem 1.1 in [13], it exists a constant C0 > 0, depending
only on Q, such that, for every x ∈ Bτ ,

(3.40) |∇Gv(x)− q(x)|2 6 sup
Bτ

|∇Gv − q|2 6 C0

 

Bτ

|∇Gv(y)− q(x)|2 dy 6 C0ε
2a2,

where the last inequality is a consequence of hypothesis (3.20). Consequently,

(3.41) |∇Gv − q| 6 Cεa in Bτ

for some constant C > 0 universal.

Denoting by q̄j := Xjv(0)− qj for j = 1, . . . , m1, let us define the constant horizontal section

q̄(x) :=

m1∑

j=1

q̄jXj(x), for x ∈ G.

By (3.41), for all x ∈ Bτ , we have

(3.42) |q̄(x)| = |q̄(0)| = |∇Gv(0)− q(0)| 6 Cεa.

Hence, combining (3.41) and (3.42), we deduce that, for x ∈ Bτ ,

(3.43) |∇Gv(x)− q(x)− q̄(x)| 6 |∇Gv(x)− q(x)|+ |q̄(x)| 6 Cεa,

up to renaming C > 0 universal.

By Theorem 1.3 in [13], it exists a constant C0 > 0, depending only on Q, such that, for each
ρ ∈ (0, τ/2), it holds
(3.44)
 

Bρ

|∇Gv(x)− q(x)− q̄(x)|2 dx 6

 

Bρ

(
C0

(ρ
τ

)µ
‖∇Gv − q− q̄‖L∞(Bτ )

)2
dx 6 C2 ρ

2µ ε2a2,
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for some µ = µ(Q) ∈ (0, 1] and C2 > 0 universal, where in the last inequality we used estimate
(3.43). Putting together (3.37) and (3.44), we get

 

Bρ

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)− q̄(x)|2 dx

6 2

(
 

Bρ

|∇Gu(x)−∇Gv(x)|
2 dx+

 

Bρ

|∇Gv(x)− q(x)− q̄(x)|2 dx

)

6 2C1ε
2+δρ−Q + 2Cσ(a2 + 1)ρ−Q + 2C2ρ

2µε2a2,

(3.45)

up to renaming constants.

Now, setting α0 := µ, for every α ∈ (0, α0), we choose

(3.46) ρ := min
{
(8C2)

1
2(α−α0) ,

τ

2

}
, ε0 :=

(
ρ2α+Qa20
8C1

) 1
δ

, and c0 :=
ρ2α+Qa20

8C(a21 + 1)
.

With these choices, it holds, for every ε 6 ε0 and σ 6 c0ε
2,

2C2ρ
2µ 6

1

4
ρ2α,

2C1ε
2+δρ−Q 6

1

4
ρ2αε2a2

and 2Cσ(a2 + 1)ρ−Q 6
1

4
ρ2αε2a2.

Consequently, using (3.45), we reach
 

Bρ

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)− q̄(x)|2 dx 6
1

4
ρ2αε2a2 +

1

4
ρ2αε2a2 +

1

4
ρ2αε2a2 6 ρ2αε2a2,

which gives the desired result in (3.22) by calling q̃i := qi + q̄i, for all i = 1, . . . , m1.

Moreover, from (3.42) we have

|q− q̃| = |q̄| 6 Cεa,

which establishes (3.23). This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3. �

Next, by iterating Lemma 3.3 we obtain the following estimates.

Corollary 3.4. Let u be an almost minimizer for J in B1 (with constant κ and exponent β)
and

a :=

(
 

B1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

.

Suppose that there exist a1 > a0 > 0 such that

(3.47) a ∈ [a0, a1]

and u satisfies (3.6) and (3.20).
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Then, there exist ε0, κ0, and γ ∈ (0, 1), depending on Q, β, a0, and a1, such that, for every
ε 6 ε0 and κ 6 κ0ε

2, it holds

(3.48) ‖u− ℓ‖C1,γ(B1/2)
6 Cεa

for a positive constant C only depending on Q and a G-affine function ℓ of slope q.

Moreover,

(3.49) ‖∇Gu‖L∞(B1/2)
6 C̃a,

with C̃ > 0 only depending on Q.

Remark 3.5. We point out that a consequence of (3.48) in Corollary 3.4 is that, if ε is sufficiently
small,

(3.50) ∇Gu 6= 0 in B1/2,

where 0 is the null horizontal section. Indeed, by (3.48), we have

|∇Gu− q| 6 Cεa in B1/2,

which gives
|∇Gu| > |q| − Cεa in B1/2.

Finally, by (3.6), we get

|∇Gu| >
a

4
− Cεa > 0 in B1/2,

as long as ε is small enough.

Furthermore, we can conclude that

(3.51) u > 0 in B1/2.

To check this, we suppose by contradiction that there exists a point x0 ∈ B1/2 such that
u(x0) = 0 (by assumption u > 0). Therefore, since u ∈ C1,γ(B1/2), we know that ∇Gu(x0) = 0,
which contradicts (3.50), and so (3.51) holds.

In order to prove Corollary 3.4, we recall the notion of Morrey-Campanato spaces in the
setting of Carnot Groups, see [40].

Definition 3.6 (Morrey-Campanato spaces). Let Ω ⊆ G. For every 1 6 p < +∞ and λ ∈
(0,+∞), a horizontal section f = (f1, . . . , fm1) ∈ Lp

loc(Ω, HG) is said to be in the Morrey-
Campanato space Eλ, p(Ω, HG) if

[f ]Eλ, p(Ω,HG) := sup
B⊂Ω

(
1

|B|1+pλ

ˆ

B

|f(y)− fB(y)|
p dy

)1/p

< +∞,

where the supremum is taken over all metric balls B ⊂ Ω such that B ⊂ Ω and fB is the
constant horizontal section given by

fB(y) :=

m1∑

i=1

(
 

B

fi(z) dz

)
Xi(y), for y ∈ Ω.
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Remark 3.7. For every u = (u1, . . . , um1) ∈ Eλ,p(Ω, HG), the quantity [u]Ep,λ(Ω,HG) is a seminorm

in Eλ,p(Ω, HG) and

(3.52) it is equivalent to the quantity sup
B⊂Ω

(
1

|B|1+pλ
inf
ξ

ˆ

B

|u(x)− ξ(x)|p dx

)1/p

,

where the supremum is taken over all metric balls B such that B ⊂ Ω and the infimum is taken
over all the constant horizontal sections such that

(3.53) ξ(x) :=

m1∑

i=1

ξiXi(x), for x ∈ G and some ξ := (ξ1, . . . , ξm1) ∈ Rm1 .

To prove (3.52), we observe that for every ball B ⊂ Ω such that B ⊂ Ω and constant horizontal
section ξ as in (3.53), by applying Jensen’s Inequality, we have

|uB − ξ|p 6

∣∣∣∣∣

m1∑

i=1

(
 

B

|ui(y)− ξi| dy

)2
∣∣∣∣∣

p
2

6

∣∣∣∣∣

m1∑

i=1

 

B

|ui(y)− ξi| dy

∣∣∣∣∣

p

6 C

(
 

B

|u(y)− ξ(y)| dy

)p

6 C

 

B

|u(y)− ξ(y)|p dy,

for some constant C > 0 only depending on p and G. Consequently, up to renaming C > 0, it
occurs,

ˆ

B

|u(y)− uB(y)|
p dy 6 2p

ˆ

B

|u(y)− ξ(y)|p dy + 2p|B| |uB − ξ|p

6 C

ˆ

B

|u(y)− ξ(x)|p dy

for every constant horizontal section ξ as in (3.53) and for every ball B ⊂ Ω such that B ⊂ Ω,
which leads to

ˆ

B

|u(y)− uB(y)|
p dy 6 C inf

ξ

ˆ

B

|u(y)− ξ(y)|p dy.

On the other hand, for every ball B ⊂ Ω such that B ⊂ Ω, it is clear that
ˆ

B

|u(y)− uB(y)|
p dy > inf

ξ

ˆ

B

|u(y)− ξ(y)|p dy.

Now, we recall a result, proved in [40], which we will use in the proof of Corollary 3.4.

Theorem 3.8. ([40, Theorem 5]) For every metric ball B ⊂ G, λ ∈ (0, 1), and p ∈ [1,+∞),
one has

Eλ,p(B,HG) = C0,λ(B,HG).

More precisely, it results that a function φ belongs to Eλ,p(B) if and only if φ is equal, Ln-almost
everywhere, to a function ψ in the Hölder class C0,λ(B). Moreover, the seminorms [φ]Eλ,p(B,HG)

and [ψ]C0,λ(B,HG) are equivalent.
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We also point out the following scaling property of almost minimizers.

Lemma 3.9. Let u be an almost minimizer for J in B1 with constant κ and exponent β. For
any r ∈ (0, 1), let

(3.54) ur(x) :=
u(δr(x))

r
.

Then, ur is an almost minimizer for J in B1/r with constant κrβ and exponent β, namely,

(3.55) J(ur, B̺(x0)) 6 (1 + κrβ̺β)J(v, B̺(x0)),

for every ball B̺(x0) such that B̺(x0) ⊂ B1/r and v ∈ HW 1,2(B̺(x0)) such that ur − v ∈

HW 1,2
0 (B̺(x0)).

Proof. Given x0 ∈ B1/r, we take ̺ and v as in the statement of Lemma 3.9 and we define

(3.56) w(x) := rv
(
δ1/r(x)

)
.

Then, with the notation y0 := δr(x0) and ϑ := r̺, for all x ∈ ∂Bϑ(y0), we have δ1/r(x) ∈ ∂B̺(x0)
and therefore,

w(x)− u(x) = rv
(
δ1/r(x)

)
− u(x) = rv

(
δ1/r(x)

)
− rur

(
δ1/r(x)

)
= 0.

Accordingly, we can exploit w as a competitor for u, obtaining, see Definition 1.1,

(3.57)

ˆ

Br̺(y0)

(
|∇Gu(y)|

2+χ{u>0}(y)
)
dy 6 (1+κrβ̺β)

ˆ

Br̺(y0)

(
|∇Gw(y)|

2+χ{w>0}(y)
)
dy.

Furthermore, using, consistently with (3.54), the notation wr(x) :=
w(δr(x))

r
, with the change of

variable x := δ1/r(y), we get, recalling that y0 := δr(x0),
ˆ

Br̺(y0)

(
|∇Gw(y)|

2 + χ{w>0}(y)
)
dy = rQ

ˆ

B̺(x0)

(
|∇Gw(δr(x))|

2 + χ{w>0}(δr(x))
)
dx

= rQ
ˆ

B̺(x0)

(
|∇Gwr(x)|

2 + χ{wr>0}(x)
)
dx,

and a similar identity holds true replacing w and wr with u and ur. Plugging this information
into (3.57), we reach the desired result in (3.55) by observing that v = wr from (3.56). �

Proof of Corollary 3.4. Thanks to Lemma 3.9, without loss of generality we can suppose that

(3.58) u is an almost minimizer for J in B2 (with constant κ and exponent β).

We divide the proof into separate steps.

Step 1: iteration of Lemma 3.3. We prove that we can iterate Lemma 3.3 indefinitely with
α := β/2. More precisely, we show that, for all k > 0, there exists a constant horizontal section

25



qk : G → HG,

(3.59) qk(x) :=
m1∑

j=1

qk,jXj(x), for some qk =: (qk,1, . . . , qk,m1) ∈ Rm1 ,

such that

|qk| ∈

[
a

4
−
C̃εa

(
1− ρkα

)

1− ρα
, C0a+

C̃εa
(
1− ρkα

)

1− ρα

]
for all x ∈ G,

(
 

B
ρk

|∇Gu(x)− qk(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 ρkαεa,

and

(
 

B
ρk

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

∈

[
|q|

2
, 2|q|

]
,

(3.60)

where ρ ∈ (0, 1), C0 > 0, and C̃ > 0 are universal constants.

We prove it by induction. When k = 0, we choose q0 := q. Then, the desired claims follow
from (3.6) and (3.20).

Now, we assume that (3.60) holds for k and we show it is true for k+ 1. Setting r := ρk and

ur(·) :=
u(δr(·))

r
, by the inductive assumption we have

(
 

B1

|∇Gur(x)− qk(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 rαεa = εka,

with εk := rαε = ρkαε. Notice that the inductive assumption also yields (3.21), as long as ε is
chosen conveniently small. Therefore, in view of Lemma 3.9, we can apply Lemma 3.3 on the
function ur with σ := κrβ. We remark that the condition σ 6 c0ε

2 in Lemma 3.3 translates
here into κ 6 c0ε

2, which is the requirement in the statement of Corollary 3.4 (by taking κ0
there smaller or equal to c0). Hence, we get from (3.22) and (3.23) that there exists a constant
horizontal section qk+1 such that

(
 

Bρ

|∇Gur(x)− qk+1(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 ραεka and |qk − qk+1| 6 C̃εka.(3.61)

Since ∇Gur = ∇Gu(δr(x)), scaling back, we find, being εk = ρkαε,

(3.62)

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)− qk+1(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 ραρkαεa = ρ(k+1)αεa.

Moreover, using again the inductive assumption and (3.61),

|qk+1| 6 |qk|+ |qk − qk+1| 6 C0a +
C̃εa

(
1− ρkα

)

1− ρα
+ C̃ρkαεa
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= C0a +
C̃εa

(
1− ρkα

)
+ C̃ρkαεa(1− ρα)

1− ρα
= C0a+

C̃εa
(
1− ρ(k+1)α

)

1− ρα

and, similarly,

|qk+1| > |qk| − |qk − qk+1| >
a

4
−
C̃εa

(
1− ρkα

)

1− ρα
− C̃ρkαεa

=
a

4
−
C̃εa

(
1− ρkα

)
+ C̃ρkαεa(1− ρα)

1− ρα
=
a

4
−
C̃εa

(
1− ρ(k+1)α

)

1− ρα
.

Lastly, from (3.62), we also have
∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

− |qk+1|

∣∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

|Bρk+1|1/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
ˆ

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

− |qk+1||Bρk+1|1/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

|Bρk+1|1/2

∣∣∣‖∇Gu‖L2(B
ρk+1 )

− ‖qk+1‖L2(B
ρk+1 )

∣∣∣ 6
1

|Bρk+1 |1/2
‖∇Gu− qk+1‖L2(B

ρk+1 )

=

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)− qk+1(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 εa,

which yields, recalling that q0 = q and (3.6),
∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

− |q|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

− |q0|

∣∣∣∣∣∣

6

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
 

B
ρk+1

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

− |qk+1|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

k∑

j=0

||qj+1| − |qj||

6 εa+ C̃a

k∑

j=0

εj 6 εa+ C̃εa

+∞∑

j=0

ρjα =

(
1 +

C̃

1− ρα

)
εa

6

(
1 +

C̃

1− ρα

)
ε|q| 6

|q|

2
.

These observations conclude the proof of the inductive step and establish (3.60).

Step 2: Morrey-Campanato estimates. We now want to exploit the Morrey-Campanato esti-
mates of Theorem 3.8, here applied to the function ∇Gu− q, with the following choices

(3.63) p = 2, B = B1/2, and λ = α/Q.
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To this end, we claim that, for every B ⊂ B1/2 such that B ⊂ B1/2,

(3.64)
1

|B|1+2λ
inf
ξ

ˆ

B

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)− ξ(x)|2 dx 6 Cε2a2,

where the infimum is taken over all the constant horizontal sections ξ : G → HG as in (3.53)
and C > 0 is a positive constant. In what follows, C may change from line to line. To prove
it, we distinguish two cases, either |B| > 1 or |B| ∈ (0, 1).
If |B| > 1, we use (3.20) to get

|B|−(1+2λ) inf
ξ

ˆ

B

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)− ξ(x)|2 dx 6

ˆ

B1/2

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx 6 |B1| ε
2a2,

which gives (3.64).
If instead |B| ∈ (0, 1), let k0 = k0(B) ∈ N be such that B ⊆ Bρk0 and Bρk ⊆ B for all k > k0.
Then, by (3.60) we have, recalling (3.63), choosing ξ = qk0 − q,

|B|−(1+2λ) inf
ξ

ˆ

B

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)− ξ(x)|2 dx 6 |Bρk0+1|−(1+2λ)

ˆ

B
ρk0

|∇Gu(x)− qk0(x)|
2 dx

= |B1| ρ
−Q(k0+1)(1+2λ) |Bρk0 |

 

B
ρk0

|∇Gu(x)− qk0(x)|
2 dx

6 C|B1| ρ
−Q(k0+1)(1+2λ)+Qk0+2k0α ε2a2 = C|B1| ρ

−Q−2α ε2a2,

which implies (3.64).

Step 4: conclusion of the proof. Since, by (3.20),

‖∇Gu− q‖L2(B1/2)
6 Cεa,

and by (3.52) and (3.64), we have

[∇Gu− q]E2,λ(B1/2,HG) 6 Cεa,

we can apply Theorem 3.8, from which it follows that

(3.65) [∇Gu− q]C0,λ(B1/2,HG) 6 Cεa,

with λ = α/Q ∈ (0, 1).

Now, we define the G-affine function ℓ : G → R as ℓ(x) := u(e) + 〈q(x), πx(x)〉. First, by
Proposition 2.3, we have∇Gℓ = q. Also, for all x ∈ B1/2, let δx := dc(0, x) and γx : [0, δx] → B1/2

a sub-unitary curve such that

γx(0) = e, γx(δx) = x, and γ̇x(t) =

m1∑

i=1

hi(t)Xi(γx(t)) for a.e. t ∈ [0, δx],

with
∑m1

j=1(hj(t))
2 6 1 for a.e. t ∈ [0, δx] (such a γ exists thanks to Chow’s Theorem, [9,

Theorem 19.1.3]). Thus, we can write, according to (3.65),

|u(x)− ℓ(x)| = |u(x)− u(e)− 〈q(x), πx(x)〉 − 〈q(e), πe(e)〉|
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=

∣∣∣∣
ˆ δx

0

d

dt

(
u(γx(t))−

〈
q(γx(t)), πγx(t)(γx(t))

〉)
dt

∣∣∣∣

6 C

ˆ δx

0

|∇Gu(γx(t))− q(γx(t))| dt 6 Cεa,

which yields, by arbitrariness of x ∈ B1/2,

‖u− ℓ‖L∞(B1/2) 6 Cεa.

This and (3.65) establish (3.48). �

4. Lipschitz continuity of almost minimizers and proof of Theorem 1.2

We now provide the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. By virtue of Lemma 3.9, up to rescaling, we can assume that u is an
almost minimizer with constant

(4.1) κ̃ := κsβ,

which can be made as small as we wish by a suitable choice of s > 0.

Let α0 ∈ (0, 1] be the structural constant in Lemma 3.3 and define

α :=
1

2
min

{
α0,

β

2

}
.

We also consider ε0 of Proposition 3.2 and fix η ∈ (0, 1) and M > 1 as in Proposition 3.2
(corresponding here to the choice ε := ε0/2). Let us denote by

(4.2) a(τ) :=

(
 

Bτ

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

.

We divide the argument into separate steps.

Step 1: estimating the average. We claim that

(4.3) a(r) 6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)) for every r ∈ (0, η],

for some C(M, η) > 0, possibly depending on Q.

To prove it, let us consider the set K ⊆ N = {0, 1, 2, . . .} containing all k’s for which

(4.4) a(ηk) 6 C(η)M + 2−ka(1),

with

(4.5) C(η) := 2η−Q/2.

We point out that, for k = 0, (4.4) is obvious, hence

(4.6) 0 ∈ K 6= ∅.
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We then distinguish two cases, namely, whether (4.4) holds for every k (that is, K = N) or not
(i.e., K $ N).

Step 1.1: the case K = N. For every r ∈ (0, η], we take k0 ∈ N = K such that ηk0+1 < r 6 ηk0.
Thus, according to (4.2) and (4.4), we get

a(r) 6

(
1

|B1| η(k0+1)Q

ˆ

B
ηk0

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

= η−Q/2a(ηk0) 6 η−Q/2(C(η)M + a(1))

6 η−Q/2max {C(η)M, 1} (1 + a(1)) 6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)),

provided C(M, η) > η−Q/2max {C(η)M, 1}. The proof of (4.3) is thereby complete in this case.

Step 1.2: the case K $ N. By (4.6), there exists k0 ∈ N such that {0, . . . , k0} ∈ K and

(4.7) k0 + 1 6∈ K.

We notice that this implies, recalling (4.2) and (4.5),

η−Q/2M < C(η)M 6 C(η)M + 2−(k0+1)a(1) < a(ηk0+1) 6 η−Q/2a(ηk0),

and therefore

(4.8) a(ηk0) > M.

Furthermore, (4.7) also gives

(4.9) a(ηk0+1) > C(η)M + 2−(k0+1)a(1) >
C(η)M + 2−k0a(1)

2
>
a(ηk0)

2
.

We claim that

(4.10)

(
 

B
ηk0+1

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx

)1/2

6 εa(ηk0),

for some constant horizontal section q : G → HG such that

a(ηk0)

4
< |q| 6 C0a(η

k0),

being C0 the constant given by Proposition 3.2.
To prove (4.10), we apply the dichotomy of Proposition 3.2 rescaled in the ballBηk0 . Specifically,
we obtain from Proposition 3.2, exploiting (3.4), (3.5), and (3.6), that (4.10) holds true, unless

a(ηk0+1) 6 a(ηk0 )
2

, but this contradicts (4.9). This proves (4.10).

Now, we want to apply Corollary 3.4 rescaled in the ball Bηk0+1, namely, with B1 replaced by

Bηk0+1 and a by a(ηk0+1). For this purpose, we need to check that the assumptions of Corollary
3.4 are verified in this rescaled situation. First, we note that, according to (4.8) and (4.9),

a(ηk0+1) >
M

2
.
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Also, since k0 ∈ K,

a(ηk0+1) 6 η−Q/2a(ηk0) 6 η−Q/2
(
C(η)M + 2−k0a(1)

)
6 η−Q/2

(
C(η)M + a(1)

)
.

These two conditions yields (3.47) in this rescaled setting with

(4.11) a0 :=
M

2
and a1 := η−Q/2

(
C(η)M + a(1)

)
.

Moreover, from (4.9) and (4.10), it holds
(
 

B
ηk0+1

|∇Gu(x)− q(x)|2 dx

)1/2

6 2εa(ηk0+1),

so (3.20) is satisfied (here with 2ε in place of ε). Finally, we achieve from (4.9) and (4.10)

ηQ/2a(ηk0+1)

4
6
a(ηk0)

4
< |q| 6 C0a(η

k0) 6 2C0a(η
k0+1),

which gives that (3.6) is also fulfilled (even if with different structural constants). To summarize,
all the hypotheses of Corollary 3.4 in this rescaled context are satisfied.

We can thus exploit an adapted version of Corollary 3.4. This tells us that there exist ε0
(possibly different from the one coming from Proposition 3.2) and κ0, depending on Q, β, a0
and a1, such that if

(4.12) κ̃ 6 κ0ε
2
0,

then we have

(4.13) ‖∇Gu‖L∞(B
ηk0+1/2

) 6 C̄a(ηk0),

for some universal constant C̄ > 0. We stress that (4.12) holds by choosing s in (4.1) small

enough, i.e., taking s :=
(

κ0ε20
2κ

) 1
β
. Notice, in particular, that

(4.14) s depends on Q, κ, β, and ‖∇Gu‖L2(B1),

by virtue of (4.11).

Using (4.13), we then get, for all r ∈
(
0, η

k0+1

2

)
, recalling the definition of k0,

a(r) =

(
1

|Br|

ˆ

Br

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

6 C̄a(ηk0) 6 C̄
(
C(η)M + 2−k0a(1)

)

6 C̄
(
C(η)M + a(1)

)
6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)),

(4.15)

as long as C(M, η) > C̄(C(η)M + 1).

Otherwise, if r ∈
[
ηk0+1

2
, η
]
, we take kr ∈ N such that ηkr+1 < r 6 ηkr . Note that

1

ηkr
6

1

r
6

2

ηk0+1
,
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whence

(4.16) kr 6 k0 + C⋆,

where C⋆ := 1 + log 2
log(1/η)

.

We then distinguish two cases depending on whether kr ∈ {0, . . . , k0}. If this holds, then kr ∈ K
and therefore

a(ηkr) 6 C(η)M + 2−kra(1),

from which, recalling (4.4), we obtain

a(r) 6

(
1

|Bηkr+1|

ˆ

B
ηkr

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

= η−Q/2a(ηkr)

6 η−Q/2
(
C(η)M + 2−kra(1)

)
6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)).

(4.17)

If instead kr > k0, by (4.16), we have

a(r) 6

(
1

|Bηk0+C⋆+1|

ˆ

B
ηk0

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

= η−Q(C⋆+1)/2a(ηk0)

6 η−Q(C⋆+1)/2
(
C(η)M + 2−k0a(1)

)
6 η−Q(C⋆+1)/2

(
C(η)M + a(1)

)

6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)),

as long as C(M, η) is chosen sufficiently large. Combining this with (4.17) and (4.15), we reach
(4.3).

Step 2: conclusions. Up to scaling and translations, we can achieve that (4.3) is true in all balls
with center x0 in B1/2 and sufficiently small radius. In other words, for all r ∈ (0, η], it holds

a(r, x0) 6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)),

where

a(r, x0) :=

(
 

Br(x0)

|∇Gu(x)|
2 dx

)1/2

.

Consequently, in view of the Lebesgue Differentiation Theorem (see, e.g., [49]), recalling that
u ∈ HW 1,2(B1), we obtain, for almost every x0 ∈ B1/2,

|∇Gu(x0)| = lim
r→0

a(r, x0) 6 C(M, η)(1 + a(1)) = C
(
1 + ‖∇Gu‖L2(B1)

)
,

for some C > 0, and thus

‖∇Gu‖L∞(B1/2)
6 C

(
1 + ‖∇Gu‖L2(B1)

)
.

We now show that the second claim in Theorem 1.2 is also true. To this end, we can suppose
that

(4.18) {u = 0} ∩Bs/100 6= ∅,
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and we consider a Lebesgue point x̄ ∈ Bs/100 for ∇Gu. Up to a left-translation, we can take
that x̄ = 0 and modify (4.18) into

(4.19) {u = 0} ∩ Bs/50 6= ∅.

We claim that, in this case,

(4.20) K = N.

Indeed, suppose this does not hold and let k0 as before (recall (4.7)). Hence, according to
(4.10), we can apply Corollary 3.4 (rescaled as above) and get, from (3.51), that u > 0 in Bs/2,
in contradiction with (4.19). This establishes (4.20).
Therefore, in light of (4.4) and (4.20), for all k ∈ N,

a(ηk) 6 C(η)M + 2−ka(1),

which yields

|∇Gu(x̄)| = |∇Gu(0)| = lim
k→+∞

a(ηk) 6 lim
k→+∞

(
C(η)M + 2−ka(1)

)
= C(η)M.

The proof of the second claim in Theorem 1.2 is then complete by also recalling (4.14). �
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