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Abstract. In this paper, we consider a free boundary problem of two-phase inviscid

incompressible fluid in gravity field. The presence of the gravity field induces novel

phenomena that there might be some stagnation points on free surface of the two-

phase flow, where the velocity field of the fluid vanishes. From the mathematical point

of view, the gradient of the stream function degenerates near the stagnation point,

leading to singular behaviors on the free surface. The primary objective of this study

is to investigate the singularity and regularity of the two-phase free surface, considering

their mutual interaction between the two incompressible fluids in two dimensions. More

precisely, if the two fluids meet locally at a single point, referred to as the possible

two-phase stagnation point, we demonstrate that the singular side of the two-phase free

surface exhibits a symmetric Stokes singular profile, while the regular side near this point

maintains the C1,α regularity. On the other hand, if the free surfaces of the two fluids

stick together and have non-trivial overlapping common boundary at the stagnation

point, then the interaction between the two fluids will break the symmetry of the Stokes

corner profile, which is attached to the C1,α regular free surface on the other side. As

a byproduct of our analysis, it’s shown that the velocity field for the two fluids cannot

vanish simultaneously on the two-phase free boundary.

Our results generalize the significant works on the Stokes conjecture in [Vǎrvǎrucǎ-

Weiss, Acta Math., 206, (2011)] for one-phase gravity water wave, and on regular results

on the free boundaries in [De Philippis-Spolaor-Velichkov, Invent. Math., 225, (2021)]

for two-phase fluids without gravity.
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1. Introduction and main results

1.1. Two-phase Bernoulli-type free boundary problem. In this paper we will in-

vestigate the free surface (in particular singularities) of two-phase incompressible fluids

with gravity from the perspective of two-phase Bernoulli type free boundary problems.

Most of the flows encountered in nature are multi-fluid flows, which encompasses

flows of non-miscible fluids like water, oil and air. There can be small amplitude waves

propagating at the interface between the two fluids. Each fluid obeys its own model

and the coupling occurs through the two-phase free interface. In hydrodynamics, the

two-phase free boundary problem describes both water waves and the equally physical

problem of the equilibrium state of a fluid when pumping in water from one lateral

boundary and sucking it out at the other lateral boundary. The theory of displacement of

one fluid by another is of great interest and has received much attention in the literature

and experiment, for example, phase transition at the sharp interface between two flows as

in [11] for two incompressible flows, the multi-component multi-phase fluid flow in two-

dimensional anisotropic heterogeneous porous media as in [20], and the reduced gravity

model simulating the stratification in the ocean as a two-layer fluid in [29], and so on. It

is nature that the branch point may appear in drop configuration in view of the existence

of surface capillary forces, and a cavity may appear inside the fluid, leading to some new

behavior of free boundaries.

1.2. Formulation of the two-phase problem. We consider the geometric profile of

the interface between two incompressible inviscid irrotational fluids, namely fluid 1 and
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fluid 2, of different densities under the gravity field in dimension 2. The two-phase free

boundary problem acted on by gravity writes
∆u = 0 in {u ̸= 0},
|∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = Λ on ∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0},
|∇u+|2 = −x2 on ∂{u > 0}\∂{u < 0},
|∇u−|2 = −x2 − Λ on ∂{u < 0}\∂{u > 0}

(1.1)

with the constant Λ. Here u is the so-called Stokes stream function and u+ := max{u, 0},
u− := max{−u, 0}. We would like to mention that the term −x2 in the free boundary

conditions arises from the gravity force, which leads to the presence of stagnation point.

This phenomenon is commonly encountered in hydrodynamics, and we will provide a

detailed physical explanation of the issue in Section 1.3. Without loss of generality, we

assume Λ ≤ 0, namely, Λ = −λ2 for λ ≥ 0. In this setting, ∇u± may degenerate at

certain points on the free boundaries Γ := ∂{u > 0} ∪ ∂{u < 0}, leading to singularities.

Furthermore, the nodal set {u = 0} may have positive Lebesgue measure, and we will

specify some definitions as in [7] to help the classification for free boundary points. (Please

see Figure 1.)

gravity

Γtp

Γ+
op

Γ−
op

Fluid 1
Fluid 2

u > 0
u < 0

u = 0

u = 0

Figure 1. Two-phase free boundary problem

Definition 1.1. We classify the free boundary points for u of the two-phase free boundary

problem (1.1) into two types as follows.

(1) The one-phase free boundary points

Γ+
op := ∂{u > 0}\∂{u < 0}, (1.2)
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and

Γ−
op := ∂{u < 0}\∂{u > 0}. (1.3)

(2) The two-phase free boundary points

Γtp := ∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0}. (1.4)

Remark 1.1. Definition 1.1 implies that if x0 ∈ Γ+
op (resp. x0 ∈ Γ−

op), then u(x0) = 0

and there is r0 > 0 depending on x0 such that for any r < r0, u ≥ 0 (resp. u ≤ 0) in

Br(x
0). If x0 ∈ Γtp, then u has to change its sign in Br(x

0) for any r > 0.

In particular, the connection of the one-phase free boundaries Γ±
op and two-phase free

boundary Γtp is always interesting point, called branch point, and we give the definition

as follows. (See Figure 1 for example.)

Definition 1.2. We say a point x0 ∈ Γtp is a branch point of u, provided that the Lebesgue

measure |{u = 0} ∩ Br(x
0)| > 0 for any r > 0. And we denote Γbp as the set of branch

points.

Our motivation is reminiscent of the previous studies on stagnation points (where

|∇u| = 0) for one-phase gravity water waves, which is referred to as Stokes conjecture

about the shape profile of the wave at the crest of the interface between the air and

water. In 1880, G. G. Stokes studied the free surface of an incompressible inviscid fluid

under the influence of gravity in two dimensions, traveling in permanent form with a

constant speed, and the formation of a 120◦ corner at the crests of the interface has

been conjectured. In the significant work [25], Vǎrvǎrucǎ and Weiss skillfully tackled

the intricate problem of singularity analysis through the utilization of a monotonicity

formula and frequency formula, and unraveled the shape of free boundary at stagnation

point. They concluded that the asymptotics at any stagnation point in one-phase water

wave without vorticity is given by the ”Stokes corner flow” where the surface has a corner

of 120◦, which gave a perfect and rigorous answer to the Stokes conjecture. However,

the two-phase flow possesses some new and interesting phenomena that |∇u±| may not

vanish simultaneously, and each phase may interact with the other side, which require us

to consider both the one-sided singularity analysis and the overall interaction structure.

1.3. Physical background. A class of two-phase incompressible fluids concerns the mo-

tion of interface separating two inviscid, incompressible, irrotational fluids from a region

of zero density (for example, the air) under the influence of gravity in 2-dimensional do-

main D. It is assumed that the velocity field of the fluids are U±, the densities of the

fluids are ρ±, the pressure of the fluids are P±, the two fluids occupy the regions Ω±

respectively, and the gravity field is −ge2 with e2 = (0, 1) and g the gravitational accel-

eration. When surface tension is zero, the governing equations of the inviscid irrotational
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fluids are described by
∇ · (ρ±U±) = 0 in Ω±,

ρ±(U± · ∇)U± +∇P± + ge2 = 0 in Ω±,

∇× U± = 0 in Ω±,

where U+ = (U+
1 (x, y), U

+
2 (x, y)) in fluid 1 and U− = (U−

1 (x, y), U
−
2 (x, y)) in fluid 2 for

(x, y) ∈ Ω±. The fluids and the air are separated by the unknown interfaces ∂Ω±, named

the free boundaries. See Figure 2.

gravity

Fluid 1
Fluid 2

(ρ+, U+, P+)
(ρ−, U−, P−)

cavity

cavity

Figure 2. Two-phase fluid model with free boundaries

It is straightforward from the incompressbility condition that there are two stream

functions ψ±(x, y) in the fluid field such that

U±
1 =

∂yψ
±

√
ρ±

and U±
2 = −∂xψ

±
√
ρ±

,

where ∂x and ∂y denotes the partial derivatives with respect to x and y, and satisfying

∆ψ± = 0 in Ω±

respectively in fluid 1 and fluid 2. Meanwhile, the kinematic boundary condition that the

same particles always form the free surface is equivalent to the fact that ψ is a constant

on the free boundary. Without loss of generality, we impose ψ = 0 on the free surface,

and we can define

ψ(x, y) =


ψ+ in fluid field 1, Ω+,

ψ− in fluid field 2, Ω−,

0, otherwise.
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Hence {ψ > 0} and {ψ < 0} are the two fluid fields respectively, {ψ = 0} is the air region,
and ∂{ψ > 0} ∪ ∂{ψ < 0} denotes the free surface. Furthermore, we can define the two-

phase free boundary Γtp to be the interface between the two fluids, and the one-phase

free boundary Γ+
op (or Γ−

op) to be the interface between the cavity and fluid 1 (or fluid 2).

See Figure 1 in Section 1.1 for the classification of free boundaries.

On account of Bernoulli’s law, we obtain that

P±

ρ±
+

1

2
|U±|2 + gy

ρ±
are constants.

We assume the constants to be B± respectively in Ω±. Plugging the expression of U±

into it, we have

|∇ψ+|2
2

+ P+ + gy = ρ+B+ and
|∇ψ−|2

2
+ P− + gy = ρ−B− (1.5)

in Ω+ and Ω− respectively. Moreover, the pressure is assumed to be continuous across

the two-phase free boundary Γtp (fluid-fluid interface), and they are equal to a constant

pressure denoted as P0 on the one-phase free boundaries Γ±
op (fluid-air interface). Hence,

we have

P+ = P− on Γtp and P± = P0 on Γ±
op.

This together with (1.5) implies that

|∇ψ±|2 = 2(ρ±B± − P0 − gy) on Γ±
op

and

|∇ψ+|2 − |∇ψ−|2 = 2(ρ+B+ − ρ−B−) on Γtp.

Define the parameters λ+ and λ− as

λ+ = 2(ρ+B+ − P0) and λ− = 2(ρ−B− − P0),

and we have

Λ := λ+ − λ− = 2(ρ+B+ − ρ−B−).

In fact, 1
2
λ± represents the kinetic energy of the fluids per unit volumn on their one-phase

free boundaries, and 1
2
(λ+ − λ−) means the jump of the kinetic energy per unit volumn

across the two-phase free boundary. Consequently, we obtain the following transition

conditions on the free boundaries,
|∇ψ+|2 = λ+ − 2gy on Γ+

op,

|∇ψ−|2 = λ− − 2gy on Γ−
op,

|∇ψ+|2 − |∇ψ−|2 = λ+ − λ− = Λ on Γtp.

It is natural to assume throughout the rest of the paper that

ψ+ ≡ 0 in {y ≥ λ+/(2g)} and ψ− ≡ 0 in {y ≥ λ−/(2g)}.
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Suppose without loss of generality that Λ ≤ 0 and set λ2 := −Λ = λ− − λ+ ≥ 0. For

the sake of simplicity, transform the coordinate (x1, x2) = (2gx, 2gy − λ+) and denote

u(x1, x2) = 2gψ(x, y) = 2gψ
(

x1

2g
, x2+λ+

2g

)
, and we have

|∇u+|2 = −x2 on Γ+
op,

|∇u−|2 = −x2 + λ2 on Γ−
op,

|∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = −λ2 on Γtp.

(1.6)

Thus we obtain the equation (1.1) with Λ = −λ2 ≤ 0. See Figure 3 for an intuitive

physical illustration, which describes two flows impinging in a nozzle and falling back by

gravity.

Solid boundary

Fluid 1 Fluid 2

x2 = 0

cavity

x2 = λ2

gravity

Figure 3. The impinging jet flows with gravity through a nozzle.

1.4. Variational approach. The solutions to water wave problems are relative to the

critical points of some energy functional, and we could discuss the variation of the energy.

Alt, Caffarelli and Friedman started the pioneer research on local minimizers (where

the domain variation of the energy must vanish) in a domain D ⊂ Rn for the so-called

ACF-functional,

Jacf (u;D) =

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2 + λ21(x)χ{u>0} + λ22(x)χ{u<0} + λ20(x)χ{u=0}

)
dx (1.7)

with some given non-negative functions λi(x) ∈ C0,α(D), i = 0, 1, 2 for

u ∈ K :=
{
u ∈ W 1,2(D)| u = g on ∂D

}
,

where g ∈ W 1,2(∂D) is the fixed boundary function and χS denotes the characteristic

function of the set S, dx = dx1dx2. The regularity of local minimizers and free boundaries
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with two-phases was first addressed in their epoch-marking works [3][4][5] and [6], and

the series of works also established the significant criteria ”Flatness implies C1,α” for free

boundaries. One of the key points in the two-phase problem is the nontrivial nodal set

{u = 0}, which affects the behavior of the free boundaries. This cavity introduces a new

element in the analysis of the free boundary, switching from one-phase to two-phase at

the so-called branch points, at which the zero level set looks like a cusp. Alt, Caffarelli

and Friedman avoided the discussion of cavity and branch point by setting the constant

parameters λi(x) := λi(i = 0, 1, 2) and λ0 = min{λ1, λ2} (c.f. [3], Chapter 6) and focused

on the two-phase free boundary points to derive the C1,α regularity of the free boundary

when the gradient of u± do not vanish. Moreover, the rule of ”flatness implies C1,α” is also

obtained in [9] for two-phase viscosity solutions (which are the closest sense of solutions to

minimizers). Roughly speaking, ”flatness implies C1,α” means that if the free boundary is

in the neighborhood of a certain point sufficiently close to a plane, then it has to be a C1,α

surface in a certain smaller neighborhood of that point. Recently, De Philippis, Spolaor

and Velichkov carried on a more interesting investigation about the regularity around the

branch point when the constant parameters 0 ≤ λ0 < min(λ1, λ2) and |{u = 0}| ̸= 0 in

the celebrated work [7], which filled the gap in the two-phase research with cavity, but

required that both |∇u±| should be positive. This regularity result on the free boundary

was generalized to the 3-dimensional axisymmetric two-phase flow in [13]. Nevertheless,

the singularity of the free boundary point where at least one of |∇u±| vanishes remains

unknown, which forms a part of our motivation of this paper.

A perplexing issue, untouched in the literature, concerns the singular free boundary

points in two-phase problem. A stagnation point is one at which the velocity field is zero,

and such free boundary point is always not ”flat”. The brilliant works [25] and [26] are

well established paradigms for Stokes conjecture, initially come up in [24], Appendix B.

Inspired by the theory for one-phase gravity water wave, we investigate the stagnation

points in two-phase incompressible inviscid fluids in gravity field. In particular, our results

also imply that in general, the velocity field may not vanish simultaneously at a point for

the two-phase interface. More precisely, the result of ”Stokes corner flow” is expected to

hold for the fluid with vanishing velocity at the free boundary point, while the other phase

may have smooth free surface near this point, and there might be interaction between the

two free surfaces. We also discuss a special case that both fluids have vanishing velocity

field simultaneously at the stagnation point. Acted on by gravity, the two fluids are

naturally restricted in a half-plane, which cannot be filled with two ”Stokes corner flow”

without overlapping. This result implies that if both velocities of the two fluids vanish at

some free boundary point x0, then the point x0 must be a one-phase free boundary point.

We focus on the two-phase stagnation point, namely, the possible stagnation point

on two-phase free boundary Γtp. The main objective of the present paper is to work out
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the singularity and the regularity of the free surface near the two-phase stagnation point.

Considering the effect of the gravity, we may set the functional

Jtp(u;D) =

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx,

which is coincide with (1.7) when λ1(x) = −x2, λ2(x) = −x2 + λ2 and λ0(x) = 0 with

λ ≥ 0. The reason for this setting is due to the transition conditions (1.6) on the free

boundaries. The free boundary problem in this paper writes
∆u = 0 in D ∩ {u ̸= 0},
|∇u+|2 = −x2 on D ∩ Γ+

op,

|∇u−|2 = −x2 + λ2 on D ∩ Γ−
op,

|∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = −λ2 on D ∩ Γtp

(1.8)

with λ ≥ 0. It should be noted that the minimizer u of the energy functional Jacf not

only satisfies the transition conditions in (1.8), but also satisfies the following additional

conditions on the free boundaries,

|∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0} ∩D, |∇u−|2 ≥ −x2 + λ2 on ∂{u < 0} ∩D. (1.9)

These additional restriction conditions also hold in our case, which will be verified in

Appendix A.

1.5. Classification and analysis on the stagnation point. As we mentioned before,

once the gravity effect is taken into account, physical intuition suggests that the singu-

larity occurs near the possible stagnation points. The main purpose of this paper is to

clarify the singular profile of the interfaces at the stagnation point on the free boundary.

More precisely, we are interested in the stagnation points on Γtp, since the one-phase

stagnation points have already been thoroughly studied by Vǎrvǎrucǎ and Weiss in [25].

Notice that due to the transition condition |∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = −λ2 ≤ 0, |∇u±| may

either degenerate simultaneously or not at one point on Γtp, which gives a classification

of ”partial-degenerate case” and ”complete-degenerate case” determined by the value of

λ. In the partial-degenerate case where λ > 0 and |∇u±| cannot vanish simultaneously,

the stagnation point must be the branch point, defined as in Definition 1.2. In fact, the

C1,α regularity of the ”pure” two-phase free boundary Γtp\Γbp when |∇u−(x0)| ≠ 0 was

established in the previous seminal works by Alt, Caffarelli and Friedman in 1980s, and

later by De Silva, Ferrari and Salsa through a new approach in [9] in 2014. However,

in the complete-degenerate case where λ = 0 and |∇u+| = |∇u−| = 0 at the stagnation

point, the aforementioned results do not apply for the ”pure” two-phase free boundary
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points. Hence, in this paper, we restrict our investigation to the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γbp

when λ > 0, and the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γtp when λ = 0.

We will discuss the two subcases of partial-degenerate case λ > 0 (Case A), and

complete-degenerate case λ = 0 (Case B) in Section 2 and Section 3 respectively, and

here we give a brief analysis on each case.

Case A. (Partial-degenerate case, λ > 0) Recalling the additional free boundary

conditions (1.9) that

|∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0}, |∇u−|2 ≥ −x2 + λ2 on ∂{u < 0},

it is straightforward to deduce that |∇u+| will vanish in {x2 ≥ 0} at a height lower than

|∇u−| when λ > 0, and we concentrate only on the stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) such

that |∇u+(x0)| = 0. The assumption that x0 lies on {x2 = 0} arises from the fact that

Γ+
op vanishes in {x2 > 0} as |∇u+|2 = −x2 on Γ+

op. This implies that the free boundary

∂{u > 0} = Γtp in {x2 > 0} has no branch point. This situation aligns with the case

discussed in [3] and [9] when λ > 0, since the transition condition

|∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = −λ2 on Γtp

as noted in (1.8) ensures that |∇u−| is non-degenerate.
Case B. (Complete-degenerate case, λ = 0) In this case the stagnation point x0 also

lies in {x2 ≥ 0} as explained in Case A. Furthermore, we consider the stagnation point

x0 = (x01, 0), since it is reasonable to assume that u ≡ 0 in {x2 ≥ 0} in this case, which

corresponds to the physical situation that the upper half plane is occupied by the air.

Summarily, it is valid to consider the stagnation point x0 to the positive phase u+ on

{x2 = 0}, and the two classifications of λ > 0 and λ = 0 may lead to different asymptotic

behaviors, which exhibit new features in two-phase free boundary problem compared to

the one-phase water wave. In Case A, we conclude that there is a slight interaction

between the degenerate positive phase u+ and the non-degenerate negative phase u−.

This interaction can disrupt the symmetry of the possible Stokes corner if the two free

boundaries ∂{u > 0} and ∂{u < 0} are closely attached. Additionally, it may restrict the

deflection angle of the non-degenerate smooth curve within a certain range. In Case B, we

observe that the two fluids push against each other when they stick together, preventing

them from attaining a common maximal height at one point simultaneously. See Table 1

for the brief classifications and results.

1.6. Main results and the organization of this paper. As explained in Section

1.5, we suppose that the stagnation point of the fluid 1 is on x1-axis, denoted as x0 =

(x01, 0). We have given the complete classification and the corresponding conclusion both

on regular profile and singular profile of the free boundaries in the gravity field in Table

1, presenting an overview for the behavior of all free boundary points combined with
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Table 1. Classification and Conclusion

One-phase case: x0 ∈ Γop Two-phase case: x0 ∈ Γtp

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5

Classifi-
cation

Non-
degenerate

case:
|∇u(x0)| ≠ 0

Degenerate
case:

|∇u(x0)| = 0

Non-
degenerate

case:
|∇u±(x0)| ≠ 0

Partial-
degenerate

case:
|∇u+(x0)| = 0
|∇u−(x0)| ≠ 0

Complete-
degenerate

case:
|∇u±(x0)| = 0

Free
bound-
ary
near
x0

C1,α-graph Stokes corner

∂{u > 0}∪
∂{u < 0}:
respectively
C1,α-graphs

∂{u > 0}:
Stokes(-type)

corner;
∂{u < 0} :
C1,α-graph

Impossible;
each

stagnation
point x0

must be a
one-phase
point

Works

Seminal
works by

Alt-Caffarelli,
1980s.

Vǎrvǎrucǎ-
Weiss, Acta
Math., 2011.

De Philippis-
Spolaor-
Velichkov,
Invent.

Math., 2021.

Theorem A
in this paper

Theorem B
in this paper

previous seminal works studying regular free boundary points and one-phase stagnation

points. See also Figure 4 for an illustration.

x2 = 0

Fluid 1

Fluid 2

Type 4 Type 4

Type 4

Type 3Type 2

Type 1
(detached) (left-overlapping)

(right-overlapping)

x2 = 0

Fluid 1 Fluid 2

Type 5

Type 1

(impossible)

Type 1

λ > 0 λ = 0

Figure 4. Classification of free boundary points

One-phase case. x0 ∈ Γ+
op. In this case x0 can be locally seen as a free boundary point

for a one-phase free boundary problem, which is related closely to the Stokes conjecture

solved in the celebrated work [25]. It is remarkable that the discussion on stagnation

points for u− on Γ−
op ∩ {x2 = λ} is quite similar, which is not under consideration here.

Two-phase case. We will focus on the local version of the free boundary problem

(1.1), namely, we study the property of the free boundary in a small neighborhood of the

possible stagnation point. It is remarkable that the one-phase free boundary condition

on Γ+
op implies that Γ+

op must be contained in the lower half-plane {x2 ≤ 0}, and thus
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we suppose that the fluid of u+ attains its maximal height locally at the stagnation

x0 = (x01, 0). Namely, we assume that in a small neighborhood BR(x
0) of x0, {u(x) >

0} ∩ BR(x
0) ⊂ {x2 < 0}, which means that the fluid 1 near the stagnation point x0 lies

below the height x2 = 0. Hence we suppose locally that in a small neighborhood of x0,

u ≤ 0 in BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 ≥ 0} if λ > 0,

and

u ≡ 0 in BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 ≥ 0} if λ = 0

for some R > 0. Here we will sketch the classification of x0 here before the statement of

our main results.

Case A. (Partial-degenerate case, λ > 0) x0 ∈ Γtp and due to the transition condition

in (1.8), only one of the two fluids has degenerate velocity at x0, namely,

|∇u+(x0)|2 = 0 and |∇u−(x0)|2 = λ > 0 with λ > 0.

Here u− is non-degenerate near x0 = (x01, 0). It is remarkable that the ”pure” two-phase

free boundary Γtp\Γbp is locally equal to ∂{u < 0} (and is also equal to ∂{u > 0}) due
to the fact that Γ+

op = ∅ in {x2 > 0}, whose regularity has been obtained by [3] and [9]

when |∇u−| is strictly positive. Hence we assume x0 ∈ Γbp, and it can be divided into

two further subcases.

Subcase A-1. (Detached case) In this case, the free boundaries of u+ and u− do not

intersect in any small neighborhood Br(x
0) except at x0, namely,(

∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)
)
\{x0} = ∅

for any small enough r > 0. Notice that we have|∇u+(x)|2 = −x2 on (∂{u > 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0},

|∇u−(x)|2 = −x2 + λ2 on (∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0}.

Subcase A-2. (Overlapping case) In this subcase, u+ and u− share a common free

boundary near x0, namely,(
∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x

0)
)
\{x0} ≠ ∅

for small enough r. It should be noted that in one-phase case, the free boundary condition

|∇u|2 = −x2 on ∂{u > 0} helps us to solve an ODE for the scaled solution of u, while in

the two-phase overlapping situation here, the transition condition

|∇u+(x)|2 − |∇u−(x)|2 = −λ2 on ∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)

brings some technical difficulties in our analysis since each phase scales differently when

taking on a blow-up process.
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Case B. (Complete-degenerate case, λ = 0) x0 ∈ Γtp and both velocities of the two

fluids vanish at x0, namely,

|∇u+(x0)| = |∇u−(x0)| = λ = 0.

We will prove in Section 3 that this case cannot happen for the two-phase free boundary

point x0 ∈ Γtp. In other words, in the case λ = 0 the two-phase free boundary Γtp is

showed regular, and the stagnation point can only be on the one-phase free boundaries

Γ±
op.

Remark 1.2. We would like to emphasize that without gravity effects there would be no

singularity on the free boundary, since the gradient of u± will not vanish, and the free

boundary is proved to be C1,α in [7]. The regular profile in [7] without gravity can be seen

in Figure 5, and an overview of the possible stagnation points and their singular profiles

in our situation with gravity is depicted in Figure 6.

u < 0

u > 0

u = 0 u = 0 u = 0

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Γtp

Γbp
Γbp

Γ−
op Γ−

op

Γ+
op

Γ+
op

Figure 5. Regular profile of two-phase fluid without gravity.

We start with the variational solution (or the weak solution) u of the two-phase free

boundary problem (1.1). The definitions of the solutions are contained in Appendix B

for the sake of completeness.

To obtain the main result we will carry on a blow-up process at the stagnation point

x0 to help the singular and regular analysis, which is closely related to the decay rate of

u± when approaching the free surface. The Bernstein condition

|∇u+|2 ≤ Cx−2 = Cmax{−x2, 0} in a neighborhood of x0 for some constant C > 0

implies that |∇u+| decays no slower than 1
2
-order polynomial rate, and u+ decays no

slower than 3
2
-order polynomial rate. In the partial-degenerate case, the non-degenerate

value of

|∇u−(x0)|2 = λ > 0
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− 5π

6 −π

6

θ0 − π

3

θ0 − π
u > 0 u > 0 u > 0

u = 0

u = 0u = 0

u < 0

x2 = 0

Subcase A-1: Subcase A-2: Subcase A-2:

ν0
Γ−

op

Γ+
op

u < 0
u < 0

ν0
Γtp

Γtp

θ0

Detached case Left-overlapping case Right-overlapping case

Γ+
op

Γ−
op

ν0

θ0

θ0 − 2π

3

θ0x0 x0 x0

gravity

Figure 6. Regular and singular profile of two-phase fluid with gravity.

indicates that the stream function u− on the interface is expected to decay at a linear

rate. In the complete-degenerate case, if we assume that the Bernstein condition holds

for both u+ and u−, namely

|∇u|2 ≤ Cx−2 = Cmax{−x2, 0} in a neighborhood of x0,

then the polynomial decay rates of u± are at most of 3
2
-order.

Now we state our main theorem for λ > 0, namely the aforementioned Case A. The

main results can be divided into two parts: the asymptotics of scaled solution, and the

asymptotic behavior of the free surface near the stagnation point x0.

Theorem A-1. (Partial-degenerate case, λ > 0) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1)

in D with λ > 0, satisfying |∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 = max{−x2, 0} in D, where x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Γbp

is a stagnation point of fluid 1 such that ∇u+(x0) = 0. Let {u = 0} has locally only

finitely many connected components. Then,

(1) (Asymptotics of u−) The scaled solution of u− at x0 converges to a half-plane

solution, namely, there exists a unique non-positive function U0(x) = −λ(x · ν0)− with a

unique unit vector ν0 = ν0,x0 = (ν01 , ν
0
2) depending only on x0, such that

u−(x0 + rx)

r
→ −U0(x) = λ(x · ν0)− as r → 0+

strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2. Moreover, the deflection angle θ0 :=

arctan
ν01
−ν02

also depends only on x0.

(2) (Asymptotics of u+) Meanwhile, suppose furthermore that u is a weak solution

of (1.1) in D, then there are only two subcases of the scaled solution of u+ at x0.

(i) (The detached case) If (∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0} = ∅ for some small

enough r, which means that Γtp is an isolated point in Br(x
0), then the scaled solution of
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u+ at x0 converges to the Stokes corner flow V0(x), namely,

u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ V0(x) =


√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ + 3π

4

)
, −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise,

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ).

In this case, the deflection angle θ0 := arctan
ν01
−ν02
∈ (−π

6
, π
6
). Furthermore, the free

boundary ∂{u > 0} is the union of two C1-graphs in Br(x
0). (See Figure 7.)

x2 = 0
O

− 5π
6

−π
6

V0 > 0

U0 < 0
θ0 ∈ (−π

6 ,
π
6 )

120◦

ν0

Figure 7. The blow-up limit of u in detached case.

(ii) (The overlapping case) If (∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0} ̸= ∅ for any

small enough r, which means that Γtp is not an isolated point in Br(x
0), then the scaled

solution of u+ at x0 converges to the Stokes-type corner flow V0(x), namely, in the left-

overlapping subcase,

u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ V0(x) =

2
3

√
− sin

(
θ0 − π

3

)
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
θ0 + π

)
, θ0 − π < θ < θ0 − π

3
,

0, otherwise,

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, and in the right-overlapping

subcase,

u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ V0(x) =

2
3

√
− sin

(
θ0 − 2π

3

)
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
θ0 +

π
2

)
, θ0 − 2π

3
< θ < θ0,

0, otherwise,

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ).

In these two overlapping subcases, the deflection angle θ0 := arctan
ν01
−ν02
∈ [−π

3
, π
3
] is

uniquely determined by ν0. (See Figure 8.)

Furthermore, the free boundary ∂{u > 0} is the union of two C1-graphs in Br(x
0).

Remark 1.3. We use the notation −U0 and V0 in Theorem A-1 to denote the blow-up

limit of u− and u+ at x0 respectively. In fact, we will prove in the subsequent sections



SINGULAR AND REGULAR ANALYSIS FOR TWO-PHASE FREE BOUNDARY WITH GRAVITY 16

x2 = 0
O

θ0 − π

θ0 − π
3

V0 > 0

U0 < 0
θ0 ∈ [0, π3 ]

x2 = 0
O

θ0 − 2π
3

θ0 ∈ [−π
3 , 0]V0 > 0

U0 < 0

(a) Left-overlapping subcase (b) Right-overlapping subcase

120◦ 120◦

ν0 ν0

Figure 8. The blow-up limit of u in overlapping case.

that U0 and V0 have disjoint support, hence the function

u0(x) :=


U0(x) in {x ∈ R2|U0(x) < 0},
V0(x) in {x ∈ R2|V0(x) > 0},
0, otherwise,

is well-defined, and we can denote

u−0 := max{−u0, 0} = −U0(x) and u+0 := max{u0, 0} = V0(x).

Remark 1.4. The proof of the asymptotic profile of the two-phase fluid is based on the

blow-up analysis, monotonicity formula and frequency formula. However, the heuristic

behind the proof of Theorem A-1 is that u± possess different decay rates near the stagnation

point, leading to different underlying scaling orders. Consequently, the analysis of u+ and

u− must be conducted respectively. In dealing with u−, which decays slower than u+ at

linear rate and is proved to be the primary part in u = u+ − u−, we directly apply the

monotonicity formula for the two-phase solution u. This approach is valid because the

scaled version of u+, under the linear scaling u+(x0+rx)
r

, is approaching 0 and cannot be

seen in the blow-up process. Nevertheless, when handling u+, some technical adjustments

to the monotonicity formula are required since u− will blow up to infinity under the 3
2
-

order polynomial scaling u−(x0+rx)

r3/2
. To overcome this difficulty, we will pick some special

test functions to eliminate the terms of u− in the monotonicity formula and the frequency

formula, allowing us to focus only on the behavior of u+.

Remark 1.5. To classify the singular profiles at the stagnation point on the two-phase

free boundary, we utilize the tool of frequency formula, which was originally used in [1] for

Q-valued harmonic functions and was later developed in [25] to investigate the singularity
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at the stagnation point of one-phase gravity water wave. Notice that Garcia, Vǎrvǎrucǎ

and Weiss said in [23] that,

... This is not a complete surprise as there are hitherto no known frequency formulas

for two-phase Stefan problems, and possibly the elliptic system is more akin to that group

of problems.

They claimed that there had been no frequency formula for two-phase fluids yet. For-

tunately, in our case, the free surface for u− is smooth and to investigate the profile of

free surface of u+, we can establish the frequency formula only involving the positive phase

u+.

In the following, we will discover the profile of the free boundaries near the possible

stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) of fluid 1, and we assume that ∂{u > 0} is locally an

injective curve, and give the possible profiles for u+ of the free boundaries close to x0 as

in Theorem A-2.

Theorem A-2. (Partial-degenerate case, λ > 0) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1)

in D with λ > 0, satisfying |∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 = max{−x2, 0} in D, where x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Γbp

is a stagnation point of fluid 1 such that ∇u+(x0) = 0. Then at the stagnation point x0,

(1) (Regular profile of ∂{u < 0}) the free boundary of ∂{u < 0} is locally a

C1,α-curve in a small neighborhood of x0.

(2) (Singular profile of ∂{u > 0}) Suppose furthermore that u is a weak solution

of (1.1) in D, and the free boundary ∂{u > 0} is a continuous injective curve σ(t) =

(σ1(t), σ2(t)) with t ∈ (−1, 1) such that σ(0) = x0, then there are only two cases.

In the detached case, ∂{u > 0} is the union of two C1-graphs in a small neighborhood

Br(x
0) with r < R of functions

η1 : (x
0
1 − δ, x01]→ R and η2 : [x

0
1, x

0
1 + δ)→ R

which are both continuously differentiable up to x0 and satisfy

η′1(x
0
1−) =

1√
3

and η′2(x
0
1+) = − 1√

3
.

(See Figure 9.)

In the overlapping case, ∂{u > 0} is the union of two C1-graphs in a small neighbor-

hood Br(x
0) with r < R of functions

η1 : (x
0
1 − δ, x01]→ R and η2 : [x

0
1, x

0
1 + δ)→ R

which are both continuously differentiable up to x0 and satisfyη′1(x01−) = tan θ0 and η′2(x
0
1+) = tan

(
θ0 − π

3

)
in left-overlapping case,

η′1(x
0
1−) = tan

(
θ0 − 2π

3

)
and η′2(x

0
1+) = tan θ0 in right-overlapping case,
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x2 = 0
x0

− 5π
6

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0
u = 0

120◦

g: gravity

θ0 ∈ (−π
6 ,

π
6 )

ν0

−π
6

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Figure 9. The asymptotic profile of the free boundaries in detached case

where θ0 is uniquely determined by ν0. (See Figure 10.)

x2 = 0
x0

θ0 − π
u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

(a) Left-overlapping subcase (b) Right-overlapping subcase

x2 = 0
x0

θ0 − 2π
3

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

g: gravityg: gravity

ν0 ν0

120◦
Γtp

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

120◦

Γ−
op

Γtp

Γ+
op

θ0 ∈ [0, π3 ]

θ0 ∈ [−π
3 , 0]

Figure 10. The asymptotic profile of the free boundaries in overlapping
case

Remark 1.6. Our results coincide with the regularity result of the free boundary for one-

phase flow in [2][4][5] and [6] once u+ ≡ 0, and also coincide with the singularity analysis

of the stagnation point for one-phase gravity water wave in [25] once u− ≡ 0.

Remark 1.7. In the detached case, the two fluids contact at only one point Γbp, and

the two-phase free boundary Γtp is an isolated point. The singular profile of the positive

phase in this case is a symmetric Stokes corner, and the interaction of the two phases

can be ignored. However, in the overlapping case, the two fluids stick together and push

against each other on a common section of the two-phase free boundary, which breaks the

symmetry of the asymptotic Stokes corner of ∂{u > 0}.

Remark 1.8. The convexity of a periodic Stokes wave of extreme form is established by

Plotnikov and Toland in [22]. Hence, the profile of the Stokes-type corner with the angle

of 120◦ for the free boundary of u+ at the stagnation point x0 can be hence confirmed

convex.
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Remark 1.9. The classification of the detached case and the overlapping case is complete

because the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γbp is either an isolated point of Γtp or not. We give a

further explanation about the division of left-overlapping and right-overlapping. Naturally

in a small neighborhood BR(x
0) of x0, the free boundary ∂{u > 0}∩BR(x

0) falls in the third

quadrant Q3 = {(x1, x2) | x1 < x01, x2 ≤ 0} and the fourth quadrant Q4 = {(x1, x2) | x1 >
x01, x2 ≤ 0} since it has an angle of 120◦ asymptotically in {x2 < 0}∩BR(x

0). Hence, if it

shares a common boundary with ∂{u < 0} in BR(x
0)\{x0}, which is nearly a half-plane,

then the overlapping part Γtp falls either in the third quadrant, namely the left-overlapping

case, or in the fourth quadrant, namely the right-overlapping case. These two subcases

have no essential distinction. See Figure 11 for an illustration of either scenario.

x2 = 0
x0

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

(a) Left-overlapping subcase (b) Right-overlapping subcase

x2 = 0
x0

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

ν0 ν0

120◦
Γtp

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

120◦

Γ−
op

Γtp

Γ+
op

third quadrant third quadrantfourth quadrant fourth quadrant

Q3 Q3Q4 Q4

BR(x0) BR(x0)

Figure 11. The division of left-overlapping and right-overlapping

Remark 1.10. The positive phase u+ occupies asymptotically a corner of 120◦ acted on

by gravity, which also has influence on the negative phase u−. In the one-phase case when

u+0 ≡ 0, the deflection angle θ0 of u− at regular free boundary point falls in [−π, π), while
in the two-phase situation,

θ0 ∈

(−π
6
, π
6
) in the detached case,

[−π
3
, π
3
] in the overlapping case.

Now we come to the case λ = 0, namely the aforementioned Case B. In this case,

x0 = (x01, 0) is a stagnation point for both fluid 1 and fluid 2, namely, |∇u+(x0)| =
|∇u−(x0)| = 0. Naturally, we are interested in such points on Γtp. However, the following

Theorem B says that there is no such stagnation point on two-phase free boundary Γtp,

and the complete degenerate stagnation points must lie on the one-phase free boundaries

Γ±
op.
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Theorem B. (Complete-degenerate case, λ = 0) Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D

with λ = 0, and x0 = (x01, 0) be a stagnation point on the free boundaries ∂{u > 0}∪∂{u <
0} such that the following conditions hold:

(1) |∇u+(x0)| = |∇u−(x0)| = 0;

(2) The strong Bernstein estimate holds that |∇u|2 ≤ x−2 = max{−x2, 0} in D;

(3) {u = 0} has locally only finitely many connected components.

Then such stagnation point x0 satisfying (1)-(3) must be a one-phase free boundary

point on Γ+
op or Γ−

op. The scaled solution of u converges to a nonnegative or nonpositive

function

u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u0(x) =

±
√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ + 3π

4

)
, −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise,

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ).

Furthermore, suppose that the free boundary ∂{u > 0} or ∂{u < 0} is a continuous

injective curve σ(t) = (σ1(t), σ2(t)) such that σ(0) = x0 = (x10, 0). Then the free boundary

∂{u > 0} or ∂{u < 0} is the union of two C1-graphs in a small neighborhood Br(x
0) of

functions

η1 : (x
0
1 − δ, x01]→ R and η2 : [x

0
1, x

0
1 + δ)→ R

which are both continuously differentiable up to x0 and satisfy

η′1(x
0
1−) =

1√
3

and η′2(x
0
1+) = − 1√

3
.

See Figure 12.

x2 = 0

u > 0

u = 0

120◦

u < 0

Γ+
op Γ−

op

Γtp

g: gravity

120◦

− 5π
6

− 5π
6

−π
6

−π
6

x0 x0

Figure 12. Wave profile for λ = 0.

Remark 1.11. Theorem B coincides with the result in one-phase case. In fact, if u− ≡ 0

in the fluid domain, then the stagnation point is naturally supposed to be on ∂{u > 0},
and the singular profile of ∂{u > 0} at x0 is asymptotically a symmetric 120◦ Stokes

corner.
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Remark 1.12. It is straightforward to deduce that if u satisfies the conditions in Theorem

B when λ = 0, then |∇u±| will not vanish on its two-phase free boundary Γtp, which

implies that Γtp is C1,α smooth by [7], and can be bootstrapped to higher regularity.

Theorem B excludes the possible case in Figure 13 for λ = 0, where x0 is a two-phase

stagnation point, and u+ and u− share a corner of 120◦ asymptotically. It shows that the

complete-degenerate case λ = 0 is quite different from the partial-degenerate case λ > 0

since the stagnation point can only be on the one-phase free boundary. We proceed by

way of contradiction and suppose x0 ∈ Γtp is a stagnation point. The assumption of strong

Bernstein estimate for both u± shows that neither of u± could have cusp behavior, while

the monotonicity formula for two-phase fluid implies that each connector component for

the blow-up u±0 should be a corner of 120◦. These two facts are not compatible, hence

give the desired conclusion. Once we exclude the case that the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γtp

and derive that x0 ∈ Γ±
op, the singular profile given in Theorem B is a straightforward

consequence according to the one-phase work [25].

x2 = 0
x0

u > 0 u < 0

u = 0

60◦
Γ+
op Γ−

op

Γtp g: gravity

60◦

− 5π
6 −π

6

Figure 13. An excluded singular profile.

Before closing this introduction, we will give an overview of the organization of this

paper. In Section 2, we consider the case A where λ > 0. We give two monotonicity

formulas for both u+ and u− in Section 2.1 to study blow-up limits. In this case, the

free boundary of u− can be proved to be C1,α-smooth, and it remains to analyze the

singularity of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} for u+. Furthermore, we get the Lebesgue

densities for u+ in Section 2.2, leading the possible asymptotic singular profiles, such as

Stokes-type corner, cusp, horizontal flatness of the free boundary of u+ near the stag-

nation point. In Section 2.3-2.5 we exclude the cases with cusps and horizontally flat

singularities, and obtain the consequence of Theorem A-1 and Theorem A-2. In Section

3, we consider the case B where λ = 0, using monotonicity formula and the strong Bern-

stein estimate to prove Theorem B. The Appendix is a compensate for some definitions,

and the concentration of compactness in frequency formula.
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2. The partial-degenerate case

In this section, we consider the partial-degenerate case λ > 0, namely |∇u+(x0)| = 0

and |∇u−(x0)| > 0 for the stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Γtp, which means that the

velocity of the fluid 1 is degenerate at x0, while the velocity of the fluid 2 does not

degenerate at the two-phase interface point x0. We will use the tool of monotonicity

formula to make a blow-up analysis at x0 for u± respectively, which is substantially

different from the one-phase work [25] since the convergence rates of u± approaching 0

are different. We will deal with u− first, obtaining the regularity of ∂{u < 0} near x0, and
then handle u+ and get its weighted density at x0, roughly |{u>0}∩Br(x0)|

|Br(x0)| for small enough

r. It is then possible to exclude cusps and horizontally flat singularities for u+ by strong

Bernstein assumption and frequency formula. All those discussion leads to Theorem A-1

and A-2.

Unless stated otherwise, in this section we suppose the stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) ∈
Γbp is of fluid 1 such that |∇u+(x0)| = 0. For clarity of exposition, we denote the set of

branch stagnation points

Su
+ :=

{
x = (x1, 0) ∈ Γbp

∣∣∣ |∇u+(x)| = 0
}
,

where u is a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0.

We first give the following assumptions, which is somewhat equivalent to the Bern-

stein estimate to the positive-phase fluid.

Assumption 2.1. (Bernstein estimate) There is a positive constant C such that |∇u+|2 ≤
Cx−2 locally in D.

The assumption 2.1 can also be found in [25] for one-phase water waves as a version

of Rayleigh-Taylor condition, providing some growth assumptions on u to help us study

the asymptotic behavior of u near the stagnation point x0. Here in two-phase case, we

continue to require such assumption due to the fact that u+ satisfies

∆(|∇u+|2) ≥ 0 in D ∩ {u > 0}

from direct calculation, which means that the pressures P+ of the positive phase is a

superharmonic function by means of Bernoulli’s law. Under suitable boundary conditions

we can construct barrier solution to deduce such growth condition for u+. Similarly we

can also deduce that

|∇u−|2 ≤ C locally in D,

which is a natural byproduct implying that u is Lipschitz.

2.1. Monotonicity formula. The tool of monotonicity formula is widely employed in

blow-up analysis, which plays a key role in proving the homogeneity of the blow-up limit,

indicating the regularity or singularity and helping the analysis on the explicit form of
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blow-up limit. It is a primary approach to study the regularity of free boundary, for

example in [2] and [28] for one-phase problem, in [3] and [7] for two-phase problem. To

investigate the singular profile of the free boundary near the stagnation points, Vǎrvǎrucǎ

and Weiss introduced firstly the monotonicity formula in one-phase water wave with

gravity in [25], and it was generated in the case with vorticity in [26], the axisymmetric

case in [27], and the compressible case in [16].

In what follows we will construct two monotonicity formulas respectively for u− and

u+, which correspond to their different decay rates as analysed in Section 1.5.

2.1.1. Monotonicity formula for u−. In the following context we recall some known results

for u− near x0, where |∇u−(x0)| > 0, referred to [3],[7] and [8] and references therein.

Notice that the Bernstein estimate

|∇u+|2 ≤ Cx−2 locally in D

implies that u+ decays no slower than 3
2
-order polynomial rate near x0, and

|∇u−|2 ≤ C locally in D

implies that u− decays no slower than a linear function near x0. Hence, u− plays a

primary part in u = u+ − u− comparing the convergence rates of u±, and we construct

the monotonicity formula in Proposition 2.2 for u−, which involves terms of u+ but have

no bad influence when calculating u− since these terms approach 0.

Before we give the precise statement, we first define the following energy functionals

in Br(x
0),

I(r) = Ix0,u(r) = r−2

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx, (2.1)

and the L2-boundary energy,

J(r) = Jx0,u(r) = r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS, (2.2)

where dS = dH1 with H1 denotes the 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure, and the so-called

Weiss boundary adjusted energy

M(r) =Mx0,u(r)

= I(r)− J(r)

= r−2

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx− r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS.

(2.3)

These definitions were first introduced by Weiss in [25], Theorem 3.5, which gave a one-

phase monotonicity formula at non-degenerate free boundary point. In the two-phase
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case, we utilize this monotonicity formula to carry on the blow-up analysis for u−, since

the terms of u+ is roughly disappeared in the scaling version of M(r).

Proposition 2.2. (Monotonicity formula for u) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1)

in D with λ > 0 and x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Γtp. Then, for a.e. r ∈ (0, R/2),

d

dr
M(r) = 2r−2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u · ν − u

r

)2
dS− r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2χ{u̸=0}dx.

Proof. Utilizing the identity in dimension 2 that

d

dr

rα ˆ

∂Br(x0)

w2

 dS = (α + 1)rα−1

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

w2dS+ rα
ˆ

∂Br(x0)

2w∇w · νdS,

where ν denotes the unit outer normal of ∂Br(x
0), and for any w ∈ W 1,2(Br(x

0)) and

any α ∈ R, we calculate the derivative of M(r) directly,

d

dr
M(r) = r−2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dS

− 2r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx

+ 2r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS− 2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS

= r−2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dS

+ 2r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2χ{u>0} + (x2 − λ2)χ{u<0}dx

− 4r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS+ 2r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS.

(2.4)

Notice that in the last equality we have used the factˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u|2dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS,

which is approximated byˆ

Br(x0)

∇u± · ∇(max{u± − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ)dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

max{u± − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ∇u± · νdS

while ϵ→ 0.



SINGULAR AND REGULAR ANALYSIS FOR TWO-PHASE FREE BOUNDARY WITH GRAVITY 25

Now for small κ and ηκ(t; r) := max{0,min{1, r−t
κ
}}, we take after approximation

ϕκ(x) = ηκ(|x− x0|; r)(x− x0) ∈ W 1,2
0 (Br(x

0);R2) as a test function in the definition of

the variational solution u. We obtain

0 =

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

) (
2ηκ(|x− x0|; r) + η′κ(|x− x0|; r)|x− x0|

)
dx

− 2

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2ηκ(|x− x0|; r) +

(
∇u · x− x

0

|x− x0|

)2

η′κ(|x− x0|; r)|x− x0|
)
dx

−
ˆ

D

x2ηκ(|x− x0|; r)χ{u̸=0}dx.

Passing the limit κ→ 0, we have ηκ → χBr(x0) pointwise and it follows from the fact that´
D
η′κ(|x− x0|; r)f(x)dx→

´
∂Br(x0)

−f(x)dS for any f(x) ∈ L2(D), one gets

0 = 2

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx

− r
ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dS

+ 2r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u · ν)2dS− 2

ˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u|2dx−
ˆ

Br(x0)

x2
(
χ{u>0} + χ{u<0}

)
dx

= 2r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u · ν)2dS− r
ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dS

−
ˆ

Br(x0)

3x2χ{u>0}dx+

ˆ

Br(x0)

(−3x2 + 2λ2)χ{u<0}dx.

Plugging this into (2.4), we obtain that for a.e. r ∈ (0, R/2),

d

dr
M(r) =

2

r2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u · ν)2dS− 4

r3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS+
2

r4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS

− r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2
(
χ{u>0} + χ{u<0}

)
dx

= 2r−2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u · ν − u

r

)2
dS− r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2
(
χ{u>0} + χ{u<0}

)
dx.

□

2.1.2. Blow-up analysis and regularity for ∂{u < 0}. We will carry on a blow-up process

around the stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Su
+, reducing the problem to the analysis of
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blow-up limits. Consider the blow-up sequence

Uk =
u(x0 + rkx)

rk
(2.5)

for rk → 0+ and x ∈ BR/rk(0) such that x0 + rkx ∈ BR(x
0) ⋐ D. Lemma 2.3 in the

following gives the unique form of the blow-up limit U0 := limrk→0+ Uk, namely the half-

plane function U0 = −γ0(x · ν0)− for some unit vector ν0, where γ0 and ν0 depend only

on x0 but not determined uniquely yet. In fact, the uniqueness of the constant γ0 and

the direction ν0 will be deduced utilizing Proposition 2.5, which are crucial to verify the

C1,α regularity of ∂{u < 0}.

Lemma 2.3. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying Assump-

tion 2.1, and x0 ∈ Su
+. Let Uk be a blow-up sequence of u at x0, defined as in (2.5), that

converges weakly in W 1,2
loc (R2) to a blow-up limit U0. Then Uk converges strongly to U0 in

W 1,2
loc (R2), and U0 is a homogeneous function of degree 1. Moreover, U0 = −γ0(x · ν0)−

for some γ0 ≥ λ and ν0 ∈ ∂B1.

Proof. The strong convergence from Uk to U0 in W 1,2
loc (R2) comes straightly from the fact

that

lim sup
rk→0+

ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

|∇Uk|2ηdx ≤
ˆ

R2

|∇U0|2ηdx

for any η ∈ C1
0(R2). In fact,ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

|∇Uk|2ηdx =

ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

−Uk∇Uk · ∇ηdx,

and the right-hand side converges toˆ

R2

−U0∇U0 · ∇ηdx =

ˆ

R2

|∇U0|2ηdx.

Moreover, the harmonicity of Uk in {U0 ̸= 0} implies that U0 is also harmonic in {U0 ̸=
0}. On the other hand, the monotonicity formula in Proposition 2.2 gives that for all
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0 < ρ < σ <∞ and rk > 0,

M(rkσ)−M(rkρ) =

rkσˆ

rkρ

2r−2

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u · ν − u

r

)2
dS− r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2
(
χ{u>0} + χ{u<0}

)
dx

 dr
= 2

σˆ

ρ

r−4

ˆ

∂Br

(∇Uk · x− Uk)
2 dSdr − 2

rkσˆ

rkρ

r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2χ{u̸=0}dxdr

= 2

ˆ

Bσ(0)\Bρ(0)

|x|−4 (∇Uk · x− Uk)
2 dx+ o(1),

where o(1) is the infinitesimal as rk → 0+ since |x2| ≤ r and χ{u̸=0} ≤ 1 in Br(x
0). The

left-hand side of the above equation converges to 0 as rk → 0+, which yields the desired

homogeneity of U0.

Now we can write in polar coordinates that U0(x) = U0(ρ, θ) = ρU(θ) with x1 =

ρ cos θ, x2 = ρ sin θ. In particular, U(θ) is an eigenfunction of the spherical Laplacian

∆S = ∂θθ on the spherical sets {u ̸= 0} ∩ ∂B1, corresponding to the eigenvalue 1 on the

unit sphere ∂B1 centered at 0 in R2. In other words,

−∆SU = U in {U(θ) ̸= 0} ∩ ∂B1.

Recalling the assumption |∇u+(x)|2 ≤ Cx−2 locally in D, we have that u+(y) ≤ C
√
y−2 r

in a neighborhood Br(x
0) of x0 = (x01, 0), which leads to the fact that Uk(x) ≤ C

√
rkx

−
2

in B1 and U+
0 (x) ≡ 0 in B1. Hence, U+

0 (x) ≡ 0 in R2 by the homogeneity of U0, which

implies that U(θ) ≤ 0.

Since the 1-eigenspace in dimension 2 contains only linear functions, one easily deduce

that there exists some ν0 ∈ ∂B1, such that U0 is of the form

U0(x) = −γ0(x · ν0)− with γ0 > 0,

or

U0(x) ≡ 0,

or

U0(x) = −γ0|x · ν0| with γ0 > 0.

The last two cases can be excluded using Lemma 4.3 in [25] and Proposition 2.20 in the

subsequent context, see Remark 2.4 below.

Moreover, utilizing the fact that Uk → U0 strongly inW
1,2
loc (R2) and χ{Uk<0} → χ{U0<0}

strongly in L1
loc(R2), the additional free boundary condition that |∇u−|2 ≥ −x2 + λ2 on

∂{u < 0} gives that
|∇U−

0 (x)| ≥ λ on ∂{U0 < 0}.
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This together with the fact that U+
0 ≡ 0 gives that

U0(x) = −γ0(x · ν0)− for some ν0 ∈ ∂B1

with γ0 ≥ λ > 0. □

Remark 2.4. Lemma 2.3 is compatible with the result by De Silva and Savin in [10] that

the blow-up should be either a two plane solution U0(x) = β0(x · ν0)+ − γ0(x · ν0)− with

unique β0, γ0 > 0 and ν0 ∈ ∂B1 (which should be the blow-up limit at the non-degenerate

free boundary point y0 where |∇u±(y0)| ≠ 0), or U+
0 ≡ 0 (which is exactly the blow-up

limit at the stagnation point x0). We exclude the cases U0 ≡ 0 and U0 = −γ0|x · ν0| for
γ0 > 0 with the help of Lemma 4.3 in [25] and Proposition 2.20 in this paper. In fact,

these two cases imply that either χ{Uk<0} → 0 in L1
loc(R2), which can be excluded by way

of the method in [25], or that χ{u+
k >0} → 0 in L1

loc(R2), were u+k := u(x0+rkx)

r
3/2
k

. However,

the proof of Proposition 2.20, which is independent of the property of u−, shows that the

limit χ{u>0} → 0 in L1
loc(R2) is invalid.

With the explicit form of blow-ups for u−, we can follow the steps in [7] to study

the ϵ-regularity for u−, namely the flatness decay for ∂{u < 0}. De Philippis, Spolaor

and Velichkov in [7] reduced the following Proposition 2.5 to two key ingredients, partial

boundary Harnack inequality and analysis of the linearized problem, giving a ground-

breaking proof of the regularity of the two-phase free boundaries in any dimensions. The

method is found applicable to several kinds of problems, such as in [19] for solutions of a

free boundary system arising in shape optimization problems. It can also be employed in

our case for u− since |∇u−(x0)| ≥ λ > 0.

Proposition 2.5. (ϵ-regularity for u−) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with

λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+. Let γ ≥ λ > 0. Then there exist ϵ0 > 0 and C > 0 such that if the

blow-up sequence U−
k (x) satisfies

−γ(x · ν − ϵ)− ≤ −U−
k (x) ≤ −γ(x · ν + ϵ)− in B1

for every ϵ < ϵ0, then there are a constant γ̃ > 0 and a unit vector ν̃ with |γ−γ̃|+|ν−ν̃| ≤
Cϵ and a radius ρ ∈ (0, 1) such that

−γ̃(x · ν̃ − ϵ/2)− ≤ −(Uk)
−
ρ (x) ≤ −γ̃(x · ν̃ + ϵ/2)− in B1,

where (Uk)
−
ρ :=

U−
k (ρx)

ρ
= u−(x0+rkρx)

rkρ
.

We will give a sketch of the strategy to show the flatness decay, and omit the detailed

proof here.

We use the general method of De Silva developed in [8], which reduces the proof of

flatness decay to two key ingredients: partial boundary Harnack lemma and the analysis
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of linearized problem. Roughly speaking, we consider a blow-up sequence {uk} that is

ϵk-close to −γ0(x · ν0)−. Then let

wk :=
U−
k − γ0(x · ν0)−

γ0ϵk

be the linearizing sequence.

The first step is to show that wk converges to some Hölder function w∞, which is

done by the partial boundary Harnack lemma for u− as in [7]. It says that if u is ϵ-flat

to −γ0(x · ν0)− in B1 for γ0 > 0 and ν0 ∈ ∂B1, then in a smaller scale B1/2 it is improved

to (1− c)ϵ-close for some 0 < c < 1. Namely, if

−γ0(x · ν0 − ϵ)− ≤ u(x) ≤ −γ0(x · ν0 + ϵ)− in B1,

then

−γ0(x · ν0 − (1− c)ϵ)− ≤ u(x) ≤ −γ0(x · ν0 + (1− c)ϵ)− in B1/2.

The second step is to show that w∞ solves a PDE problem, i.e. the linearized problem:∆w∞ = 0 in B1 ∩ {x · ν0 < 0},
∇w∞ · ν0 = 0 on B1 ∩ {x · ν0 = 0}.

The regularity of its solution w∞ implies the flatness decay of ∂{uk < 0}.

Remark 2.6. We can follow the argument in [7], Lemma 2.5 to check that u is a viscosity

solution of (1.1), which is necessary in obtaining the partial boundary Harnack inequality

and the linearized problem as in [7] and [9].

With the help of the flatness decay, it is straightforward to deduce the regularity of

the partial free boundary ∂{u < 0}. Additionally, Lemma 4.2 in [7] gives that γ0 = λ.

Hence, we will obtain the following regular profile to the free boundary ∂{u < 0}.

Proposition 2.7. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+.

Then γ0 = λ0 and ν0 is uniquely determined by x0. Furthermore, the free boundary

∂{u < 0} is a C1,α curve in a small neighborhood of x0 for some α ∈ (0, 1).

2.1.3. Monotonicity formula for the positive phase. In this subsection, we will deal with

the asymptotic behavior of the positive phase u+. Since the gradient of u+ vanished at

the stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0), the blow-up limit possesses the singular behavior near

the stagnation point x0. The approach is quite different from the regular case for u−, and

we aim to make a blow-up analysis to study the singularity for u+ at x0, which relies on a

monotonicity formula involving only u+. The strategy borrows from the innovative ideas

in [25] to deal with the singular profile to one-phase free boundary problem.
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Before delving into it, we give a key observation that once u is fixed, then u+ locally

solves the problem ∆V = 0 in D ∩ {u > 0},
|∇V |2 = −x2 on D ∩ Γ+

op

(2.6)

for fixed domain D∩{u > 0}, which helps extracting u+ from u in monotonicity formula.

Noting that there is a good observation that the relationship between the variational

solution to the two-phase problem and to the one-phase problem is as follows.

Proposition 2.8. If u is a variational solution of (1.1) in D, then u+ is a (local) varia-

tional solution of (2.6). That is, u+ satisfiesˆ

D∩{u≥0}

(
|∇u+|2divϕ− 2∇u+Dϕ∇u+ − (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{u>0}

)
dx = 0 (2.7)

for any ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (D ∩ {u ≥ 0};R2). Furthermore, u+ satisfies the additional

free boundary condition |∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0}.

Proof. We only prove the last part in the Proposition, since (2.7) is easily verified by

taking ϕ ∈ W 1,2
0 (D ∩ {u ≥ 0};R2) in Definition B.1 and Definition B.2. Notice that the

integral terms on Γtp vanish because ϕ = 0 on it. Hence we go back to the definition of

variational solutions for u to prove the additional free boundary condition |∇u+|2 ≥ −x2
on ∂{u > 0}.

Denote νt the outer normal of ∂{u > t} for small t > 0, and take ϕt = (ϕ1,t, ϕ2,t) ∈
W 1,2

0 (D;R2) such that ϕt · νt ≤ 0 for any t > 0. Let uϵ,t(y) := u+(x) − u−(y) with

y = (y1, y2) = x+ ϵϕt(x) for any ϵ > 0, which moves the positive part of u inwards. That
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is, {y | uϵ,t(y) > 0} ⊂ {y | u(y) > 0}. Hence we get

0 =
d

dϵ

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

J(u(x+ ϵϕt(x)))

= lim
ϵ→0

J(u(x+ ϵϕt(x)))− J(u(x))

ϵ

≤ lim
ϵ→0

1

ϵ

[ ˆ

D∩{u>0}

(
|∇uϵ,t(y)|2 − y2

)
dx+

ˆ

D∩{u<0}

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2 + λ2)

)
dx

+

ˆ

D∩{uϵ,t<0<u}

(
|∇uϵ,t(y)|2 + (−y2 + λ2)

)
dy − J(u)

]

=

ˆ

D∩{u>0}

(
−|∇u|2 + 2∇uDϕt∇u+ div(x2ϕt)

)
dx

= − lim
t→0+

ˆ

D∩∂{u>t}

(
|∇u+|2 + x2

)
ϕt · νtdS.

This yields |∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0} in weak sense. □

As in Section 2.1.1, we first define

I+(r) = I+,x0,u(r) = r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0}

)
dx, (2.8)

and the L2-boundary energy,

J+(r) = J+,x0,u(r) = r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS, (2.9)

and

M+(r) =M+,x0,u(r)

= I+(r)−
3

2
J+(r)

= r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0}

)
dx− 3

2
r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS.

(2.10)

This boundary adjusted energyM+(r) involves no terms of u−, and we will utilize Propo-

sition 2.8 to prove that the derivative ofM+(r) includes the integrand of a scalar multiple

of
(
∇u(x) · (x− x0)− 3

2
u(x)

)2
, which implies a different order of blow-up sequence from

u− at x0.
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Proposition 2.9. (Monotonicity formula for u+) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1)

in D with λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+. Then, for a.e. r ∈ (0, R/2),

d

dr
M+(r) = 2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u+ · ν − 3

2

u+

r

)2

dS.

Proof. Notice that u+ satisfiesˆ

Br(x0)

∇u+ · ∇(max{u+ − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ)dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

max{u+ − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ∇u+ · νdS

for any ϵ > 0. Take ϵ→ 0 and the approximation givesˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u+|2dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u+∇u+ · νdS.

Direct calculation of the derivative of M+(r) shows

d

dr
M+(r) = r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dS− 3r−4

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dx

+
9

2
r−5

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS− 3r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u+∇u+ · νdS

= r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dS+ 3r−4

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2χ{u>0}dx

− 6r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u+∇u+ · νdS+
9

2
r−5

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS.

(2.11)

Now for small κ and ηκ(t; r) := max{0,min{1, r−t
κ
}}, we take after approximation

ϕκ(x) = ηκ(|x− x0|; r)(x− x0)χ{u≥0} ∈ W 1,2
0 (Br(x

0) ∩ {u ≥ 0};R2) as a test function in

the definition of the variational solution u+. We obtain

0 =

ˆ

D

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

) (
2ηκ(|x− x0|; r) + η′κ(|x− x0|; r)|x− x0|

)
dx

− 2

ˆ

D

(
|∇u+|2ηκ(|x− x0|; r) +

(
∇u+ · x− x

0

|x− x0|

)2

η′κ(|x− x0|; r)|x− x0|
)
dx

−
ˆ

D

x2ηκ(|x− x0|; r)χ{u>0}dx.
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Noticing that ηκ converges pointwise to χBr(x0) as κ→ 0 and satisfiesˆ

D

η′κ(|x− x0|; r)f(x)χ{u≥0}dx→
ˆ

∂Br(x0)∩{u≥0}

−f(x)dS

for any f(x) ∈ L2(D) as κ→ 0, it comes to

0 = 2

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dx− r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dS

+ 2r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u+ · ν)2dS− 2

ˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u+|2dx+
ˆ

Br(x0)

(−x2)χ{u>0}dx

= 2r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u+ · ν)2dS− r
ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x2χ{u>0}

)
dS−

ˆ

Br(x0)

3x2χ{u>0}dx.

Plugging this into the identity (2.11), we obtain that for a.e. r ∈ (0, R/2),

d

dr
M+(r) =

2

r3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u+ · ν)2dS− 6

r4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u+∇u+ · νdS+
9

2r5

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS

= 2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u+ · ν − 3

2

u+

r

)2

dS,

which completes the proof. □

2.1.4. Blow-up analysis for the positive phase. Our analysis to u+ also relies on scaling

arguments. Combined with Lemma 2.3, we consider the blow-up sequence at x0,

u+k =
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

(2.12)

for rk → 0+ and x ∈ BR/rk(0) such that x0 + rkx ∈ BR(x
0) ⋐ D.

Notice that u+k and

u−k :=
u−(x0 + rkx)

rk
have disjoint support in BR/rk(0), where u

−
k = U−

k in BR/rk(0), satisfying the properties

in Section 2.1.2.

Lemma 2.10. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying Assump-

tion 2.1 and x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Su
+. Let u+k be a blow-up sequence of u+ at x0 that converges

weakly in W 1,2
loc (R2) to a blow-up limit, noted as u+0 . Then u

+
k converges strongly to u+0 ≥ 0

in R2. Moreover, u+0 is a homogeneous function of degree 3
2
.
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Proof. The convergence that u+k → u+0 strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) comes straightly from the

fact that

lim sup
rk→0+

ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

|∇u+k |2ηdx ≤
ˆ

R2

|∇u+0 |2ηdx

for η ∈ C1
0(R2). In fact,ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

|∇u+k |2ηdx =

ˆ

BR/rk
(0)

−u+k∇u+k · ∇ηdx,

and the right-hand side converges toˆ

R2

−u+0∇u+0 · ∇ηdx =

ˆ

R2

|∇u+0 |2ηdx.

On the other hand, the monotonicity formula in Proposition 2.9 gives that for all 0 <

ρ < σ <∞ and rk > 0,

M+(rkσ)−M+(rkρ) =

rkσˆ

rkρ

2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u+ · ν − 3

2

u+

r

)2

dSdr

= 2

σˆ

ρ

r−5

ˆ

∂Br

(
∇u+k · x−

3

2
u+k

)2

dSdr

= 2

ˆ

Bσ(0)\Bρ(0)

|x|−5

(
∇u+k · x−

3

2
u+k

)2

dx.

The left-hand side of the above equation converges to 0 as rk → 0+, which yields the

desired homogeneity of u+0 . □

Remark 2.11. We use the notation u+0 because it is in fact the positive part of some

function u0, which is defined to be the combination of the blow-up limits of u± at x0

as follows. Denote u−0 to be the function that u−k → u−0 := U−
0 weakly in W 1,2

loc (R2)

(thus strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2)) as in Lemma 2.3, and take u+0 as in Lemma 2.10 under

subsequence, then the functions u+0 and u−0 have disjoint support. Set u0 := u+0 − u−0 and

then the notations are well-defined.

2.2. The weighted density. In this section we derive structural properties of the ”weighted

density” M+(0+) for u+, which is roughly related to the Lebesgue density |{u>0}∩Br(x0)|
|Br(x0)|

as r → 0+. The blow-up limits at x0, which leads to the asymptotic homogeneity of the

solution u as it approaches the stagnation point, classify the possible values of M+(0+)

and obtain a geometric description of the solution at the stagnation point x0.
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It is remarkable that we have got the uniqueness of the blow-up limit of the negative

phase u−0 = λ(x · ν0)− at x0 in Section 2.2. Namely, there is a unique vector

ν0 = (ν01 , ν
0
2) ∈ ∂B1,

called the normal vector of ∂{u < 0} at x0, such that {u0 > 0} ⊂ {x · ν > 0}, which
determines the location of the open set {u0 > 0}. To simplify the exposition, we denote

θ0 := arctan
ν01
−ν02

the asymptotic deflection angle of ∂{u < 0} at x0, being perpendicular to ν0, which

implies that {x = (x1, x2) | u−0 (x) > 0} = {(r, θ) | r > 0 and θ ∈ (θ0, θ0+π)}. (See Figure
14.)

x2 = 0
O

u0 < 0
θ0

u0 ≥ 0

ν0

θ0 + π

Figure 14. The asymptotic direction of ∂{u < 0}.

Proposition 2.12. (Weighted density for u+) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1)

in D with λ > 0 satisfying Assumption 2.1, x0 ∈ Su
+, ν0 = (ν01 , ν

0
2) be the normal vector

of ∂{u < 0} at x0 and θ0 = arctan
ν01
−ν02
∈ [−π, π) is the asymptotic deflection angle

of ∂{u < 0} at x0. Let u+0 be the blow-up limit in Lemma 2.10. Then there exists

Θ ∈ [−π,−2π
3
] such that the weighted density M+(0+) has only three possible values

M+(0+) = lim
rk→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{u+
k >0}dx ∈

{
0, −

√
3

2
sin
(
Θ+

π

3

)
,
cos θ0 + 1

2

}
.

More precisely, the weighted density can be classified as follows.

(i) (Nontrivial blow-up limit) If

u+k (x) =
u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u+0 (x) =

Cρ3/2 cos
(
3
2
θ − 3

2
Θ− π

2

)
, Θ < θ < Θ+ 2π

3
,

0, otherwise,
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for C = C(Θ) > 0 as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where

x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ), then

M+(0+) = −
√
3

2
sin
(
Θ+

π

3

)
.

Moreover, it can be divided into three subcases by the value of Θ, which has only three

possible values
{
−5π

6
, θ0 − π, θ0 − 2π

3

}
.

(i-1) (Detached case) In this subcase, Θ = −5π
6

and the blow-up limit

u+0 (x) = u+0 (ρ, θ) =


√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ + 3π

4

)
, −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise,

and the weighted density

M+(0+) = lim
r→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{x:− 5π
6
<θ<−π

6
}dx =

√
3

2
.

(i-2) (Left-overlapping case) In this subcase, Θ = θ0 − π and the blow-up limit

u+0 (x) = u+0 (ρ, θ) =

2
3

√
− sin

(
θ0 − π

3

)
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
θ0 + π

)
, θ0 − π < θ < θ0 − π

3
,

0, otherwise,

and the weighted density

M+(0+) = lim
r→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{x:θ0−π<θ<θ0−π/3}dx = −
√
3

2
sin(θ0 −

2π

3
).

(i-3) (Right-overlapping case) In this subcase, Θ = θ0 − 2π
3

and the blow-up limit

u+0 (x) = u+0 (ρ, θ) =

2
3

√
− sin

(
θ0 − 2π

3

)
ρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
θ0 +

π
2

)
, θ0 − 2π

3
< θ < θ0,

0, otherwise,

and the weighted density

M+(0+) = lim
r→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{x:θ0−2π/3<θ<θ0}dx = −
√
3

2
sin(θ0 −

π

3
).

(ii) (Trivial blow-up limit) If

u+k (x) =
u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u+0 (x) ≡ 0

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, then M+(0+) ∈

{
0, cos θ0+1

2

}
has only two possible values.

Remark 2.13. The statement (i) in Proposition 2.12 says that Θ, the starting angle of the

cone {x = (x1, x2) | u+0 (x) > 0} = {(r, θ) | r > 0 and θ ∈ (Θ,Θ+ 2π/3)}, only possesses
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three possible values −5π
6
, θ0−π and θ0− 2π

3
, corresponding to the cases in Figure 15 below,

and the range of Θ ∈ [−π,−2π
3
] implies the range of ν0 in turn. Namely, ν0 is uniquely

determined such that {x = (x1, x2) | u+0 (x) > 0}∩{(r, θ) | r > 0 and θ ∈ (θ0, θ0+π)} = ∅
for θ0 = arctan

ν01
ν02
.

x2 = 0
O

Θ

u0 > 0

u0 < 0
θ0

u0 = 0

u0 = 02π/3

ν0

(a) Detached case: Θ = − 5π
6

x2 = 0
O

Θ

u0 > 0

u0 < 0 θ0

u0 = 02π/3

ν0

(b) Left-overlapping case: Θ = θ0 − π

x2 = 0
O

Θ

u0 > 0

u0 < 0

θ0

u0 = 0
2π/3

ν0

(c) Right-overlapping case: Θ = θ0 − 2π
3

Figure 15. Three corresponding cases for Θ in case (i).

Remark 2.14. The asymptotic singular profile of the free boundary in one-phase water

wave established in [25] presents a symmetric feature in the x2-direction at the stagnation

point, which is coincide with the direction of gravity. However, in our two-phase situation,

the two phases may have interactions on each other, and the singular profile of ∂{u > 0}
is not necessarily symmetric. In the detached case when Θ = −5π

6
and the deflection angle

θ0 ∈ (−π
6
, π
6
), the component cone {u0 > 0} is symmetric about the x2-axis. In the two

overlapping cases when Θ = θ0 − π or Θ = θ0 − 2π
3

and the deflection angle θ0 ∈ [−π
3
, π
3
],

the component cone {u0 > 0} is not necessarily symmetric.

Remark 2.15. The following Table 2 compares the ”weighted density” at the stagnation

point x0 in one-phase problem and two-phase problem. We simply write ”Non-deg. stag.

pt.” to represent ”Non-degenerate stagnation point”, and ”Deg. stag. pt.” to represent

”Degenerate stagnation point”.
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Table 2. ”Weighted densities” in one-phase and two-phase problems

Blow-up limit u0(x) Weighted density M(0+)

One-phase
|∇u(x0)| = 0

Non-deg.
stag. pt.

Trigonometric function
√
3/2

Deg.
stag. pt.

u0 ≡ 0
Trivial density 0

Nontrivial density 1
Blow-up limit u+0 (x) Weighted density M+(0+)

Two-phase
|∇u+(x0)| = 0

Non-deg.
stag. pt.

Trigonometric function
−

√
3
2
sin
(
Θ+ π

3

)
(Θ depends on θ0, 3 subcases)

Deg.
stag. pt.

u+0 ≡ 0
Trivial density 0

Nontrivial density (cos θ0 + 1)/2

Proof of Proposition 2.12. Consider a blow-up sequence

uk(x) = u+k (x)− u−k (x) =
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

− u−(x0 + rkx)

rk

where rk → 0+, with the blow-up limit u0 = u+0 − u−0 . Using Lemma 2.10 and the

homogeneity of u+0 , we obtain that

lim
rk→0+

M+(rk) =

ˆ

B1

|∇u+0 |2dx−
3

2

ˆ

∂B1

(u+0 )
2dS+ lim

rk→0+
r−3
k

ˆ

Br(x0)

x−2 χ{u>0}dx

= lim
rk→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{u+
k >0}dx.

Now fix any small δ > 0. Take ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2 ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ};R2) and ϕk(y) :=

ϕ(y−x0

rk
) = ϕ(x) for y = x0 + rkx. Then the flatness of the free boundary of u−0 implies

that {x · ν0 ≥ δ} ⊂ {x | u−k (x) = 0} for sufficiently small rk depending on δ, hence

ϕk(y) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2 ∩ {u(y) ≥ 0};R2).

We use ϕk = (ϕk,1, ϕk,2) as the test function in the definition of the variational solution

u, and obtain

0 =

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2divϕk − 2∇u+Dϕk∇u+ − (ϕk,2 + y2divϕk)χ{u>0}

)
dy

= r2k

ˆ

Br/rk

(
|∇u+k |2divϕ− 2∇u+kDϕ∇u+k − (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{u+

k >0}

)
dx.

Passing the limit rk → 0+, the strong convergence of u+k to u+0 in W 1,2
loc (R2) and the

compact embedding from BV to L1 imply that

0 =

ˆ

R2

(
|∇u+0 |2divϕ− 2∇u+0Dϕ∇u+0 − (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ

+
0

)
dx, (2.13)
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where χ+
0 is the strong L1

loc(R2 ∩ {x2 < 0}) limit of χ{u+
k >0} along a subsequence. Notice

that the values of the function χ+
0 are almost everywhere in {0, 1}, and the locally uniform

convergence of u+k to u+0 implies that χ+
0 = 1 in {u+0 > 0}.

Moreover, the 3
2
-homogeneity of u+0 and its harmonicity in {u0 > 0} show that each

connected component of {u0 > 0} is a cone with vertex at the origin and of opening

angle 2π
3
. Since u ≤ 0 in {x2 ≥ 0}, this shows that {u0 > 0} has at most one connected

component. Note also that (2.13) implies that χ+
0 is a constant in each open connected

set G ⊂ {u0 ≤ 0}◦ ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}, denoted as I+0 , which does not intersect {x2 = 0}. Here
{u0 ≤ 0}◦ means the interior of the set {u0 ≤ 0}.

Consider the first case when {u0 > 0} is non-empty, and is therefore a cone as

described above. Let z ∈ ∂{u0 > 0}\{0} be an arbitrary point. Note that the normal

to ∂{u0 > 0} has the constant value vector n in Bτ (z) ∩ {u0 > 0} for some τ > 0. See

Figure 16.

x2 = 0
O

u0 > 0

u0 ≤ 0

2π/3
z

Bτ(z)

n

Figure 16. The ball Bτ (z) and the vector n

Plugging in ϕ(x) := η(x)n into (2.13), where η ∈ W 1,2
0 (Bτ (z) ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}) is

arbitrary. Integrating by parts, it follows that

0 =

ˆ

Bτ (z)∩{u0>0}∩{x·ν0≥δ}

(
∇ ·
(
|∇u+0 |2ϕ− 2(ϕ · ∇u+0 )∇u+0

)
− div(x2ϕ)

)
dx

−
ˆ

Bτ (z)∩{u0≤0}∩{x·ν0≥δ}

div(x2ϕ)I
+
0 dx

=

ˆ

Bτ (z)∩∂{u0>0}∩{x·ν0≥δ}

(
(|∇u+0 |2ϕ− 2(ϕ · ∇u+0 )∇u+0 )n− (x2ϕ)n

)
dS

+

ˆ

Bτ (z)∩∂{u0>0}∩{x·ν0≥δ}

x2ϕI
+
0 ndS

= −
ˆ

Bτ (z)∩∂{u0>0}∩{x·ν0≥δ}

(
|∇u+0 |2 + x2(1− I+0 )

)
ηdS.

(2.14)
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Here I+0 denotes the constant value of χ+
0 in the respective connected component of

{u0 ≤ 0}◦ ∩ {x2 ̸= 0} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}. Note that thanks to Hopf’s lemma, one has

∇u+0 · n ̸= 0 on Bτ (z) ∩ ∂{u0 > 0}. It follows therefore that I+0 ̸= 1, and necessarily

I+0 = 0. We deduce from (2.14) that

|∇u+0 |2 = −x2 on Bτ (z) ∩ ∂{u0 > 0} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}.

Write u+0 (ρ, θ) = Cρ3/2 cos(3
2
θ+ζ0) and assume that the cone {u0 > 0} lies between θ = Θ

and θ = Θ+ 2π
3
, we obtain

9

4
C2 = − sin θ on Bτ (z) ∩ ∂{u0 > 0} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}. (2.15)

Note that ∂{u0 > 0}may intersect with {x·ν0 = 0}. There are two cases distinguished
by the position of ∂{u0 > 0}, the detached case and the overlapping case, since u+0 and u−0
have disjoint support and u−0 (x) = λ(x · ν0)−. In the detached case, the condition (2.15)

is satisfied on both two sides ∂{u0 > 0} of the cone {u0 > 0}, while in the overlapping

case, the condition (2.15) is satisfied only on one side of the cone {u0 > 0} (on the left

side in the left-overlapping case, and on the right side in the right-overlapping case).

Subcase 1. (Detached case) ∂{u+0 > 0}∩ ∂{u−0 > 0} = {0}, namely, x · ν0 ̸= 0 for any

x ∈ ∂{u+0 > 0}\{0}.
Due to the arbitrariness of the point z, we have9

4
C2 = − sin θ on {θ = Θ} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ},

9
4
C2 = − sin θ on {θ = Θ+ 2π

3
} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}.

Hence, sinΘ = sin(Θ + 2π
3
), which determines the unique value Θ = −5π

6
. Then it is

straight forward to compute that C =
√
2
3
. Note that in this case, the disjoint open sets

{u±0 > 0} together with the location of {u+0 > 0} imply that θ0 ∈ (−π
6
, π
6
). See Figure 17.

x2 = 0
O

− 5π
6

−π
6

V0 > 0

U0 < 0
θ0 ∈ (−π

6 ,
π
6 )

120◦

ν0

Figure 17. The detached case when λ > 0.

Subcase 2. (Overlapping case)
(
∂{u+0 > 0} ∩ ∂{u−0 > 0}

)
\{0} ≠ ∅, namely, x·ν0 = 0

if θ = Θ or θ = Θ+ 2π
3
.
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In this case denote θ0 = arctan
ν01
−ν02
∈ [0, 2π) for ν0 = (ν01 , ν

0
2). Then Θ = θ0 − π in

the left-overlapping case or Θ = θ0 − 2π
3

in the right-overlapping case. Moreover, there

holds either
9

4
C2 = − sin θ on {θ = Θ+ 2π/3} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}.

in the left-overlapping case or

9

4
C2 = − sin θ on {θ = Θ} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}

in the right overlapping case. Hence,

u+0 =
2

3
Cρ3/2 cos

(
3

2
θ − 3

2
Θ− π

2

)
in {u0 > 0},

where C =
√
−sin

(
Θ+ 2π

3

)
or C =

√
−sinΘ, namely, C =

√
− sin

(
θ0 − π

3

)
or C =√

− sin
(
θ0 − 2π

3

)
. Note that the angle 2π/3 of the cone {u+0 > 0} in {x2 < 0} implies

that Θ ∈ [−π,−2π
3
], which in turn gives that θ0 ∈ [−π

3
, π
3
] since {u+0 > 0} and {u−0 > 0}

share common boundary on a half-line locally.

x2 = 0
O

θ0 − π

θ0 − π
3

V0 > 0

U0 < 0
θ0 ∈ [0, π3 ]

x2 = 0
O

θ0 − 2π
3

θ0 ∈ [−π
3 , 0]V0 > 0

U0 < 0

(a) Left-overlapping subcase (b) Right-overlapping subcase

120◦ 120◦

ν0 ν0

Figure 18. The overlapping case when λ > 0.

Notice that we only have χ+
0 = 0 in {u0 ≤ 0}◦ ∩ {x2 ̸= 0} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}. Now

take δ → 0+, the strong convergence of χ{u+
k >0} to χ+

0 in L1
loc(R2 ∩ {x2 < 0}) gives that´

{u0≤0}∩{x·ν0>0} χ
+
0 dx = 0. Hence we can deduce that M+(0+) =

´
B1
x−2 χ{x:Θ<θ<Θ+ 2π

3
}dx,

which can be computed explicitly depending only on θ0. See Figure 18.

Consider now the case u+0 ≡ 0. It follows from (2.13) that

0 = −
ˆ

R2

(ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ
+
0 dx =

ˆ

R2

x2ϕ · ∇χ+
0 dx

for ϕ(x) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2 ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ};R2), which yields that χ+

0 is a constant in {x2 <
0} ∩ {x · ν0 ≥ δ}. Again take δ → 0+ and the strong convergence of χ{u+

k >0} to χ+
0 in
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L1
loc gives that

´
{x2<0}∩{x·ν0>0} χ

+
0 dx is a constant. Its value may be either 0 in which case

M+(0+) = 0, or 1 in which case M+(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x·ν0>0}dx = cos θ0+1

2
.

□

Remark 2.16. In this situation, the range of the unique normal ν0 and the deflec-

tion angle of the negative-phase free boundary θ0 are not determined in Lemma 2.3

until the case {u0 > 0} ≠ ∅, since u+0 and u−0 have disjoint support. Moreover, the

subcase ∂{u+0 > 0} ∩ ∂{u−0 > 0} = {0} implies that θ0 ∈ (−π
6
, π
6
), and the subcase(

∂{u+0 > 0} ∩ ∂{u−0 > 0}
)
\{0} ̸= ∅ implies that θ0 ∈ [−π

3
, π
3
]. For the case {u0 > 0} =

∅, the range of θ0 cannot be determined yet, which will be discussed later.

Remark 2.17. When {u0 > 0} ≠ ∅, the detached case and the overlapping case are

divided by the position of ∂{u0 > 0} that whether it coincides with {x · ν0 = 0} or not.

Namely, if ∂{u0 > 0} and ∂{u0 < 0} contact only at the point x0, then it falls into the

detached case. If ∂{u0 > 0} and ∂{u0 < 0} are overlapped in a segment, then it belongs

to the overlapping case. Nevertheless, it is noticeable that in Theorem A-1 and Theorem

A-2, these two cases are distinguished by the position of ∂{u > 0} and ∂{u < 0}. In fact,

we have already known the local Hausdorff convergence from ∂{u < 0} to ∂{u0 < 0} by

[28], Section 6, while u+k possesses some non-degeneracy since {u0 > 0} ̸= ∅, namely,

there is a strictly increasing function

ω : [0,+∞)→ [0,+∞),

such that ω(0) = 0 and

∥u+k ∥L∞(Bs(Y 0)) ≥ ω(s) for every Y 0 ∈ {u+k > 0} ∩Bs0 and s ∈ (0, s0/2)

for some constant s0 > 0. The argument in Section 6.2, [28] gives the Hausdorff conver-

gence of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} to ∂{u0 > 0}. Hence the two cases can be classified

into the detached case when (∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0} = ∅ for any small r,

and the overlapping case when (∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u < 0} ∩Br(x
0)) \{x0} ̸= ∅ for any small

r.

Remark 2.18. For any weak solutions of the problem (1.1) in D, if we assume the

Bernstein estimate that |∇u+(x)|2 ≤ Cx−2 locally in D ∩ {x2 < 0}, then χ{u>0} is locally

a BV function in D∩{x2 < 0}. Moreover, the total variation measure |∇χ{u>0}| satisfiesˆ

Br(x0)

√−x2d|∇χ{u>0}| ≤ C0r
3/2

for any x0 ∈ ∂{u > 0} ∩D and r small enough. Indeed, the Bernstein estimate gives

C0r
3/2 ≥

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

∇u+ · νdS = ∆u+(Br(x
0)) ≥

ˆ

Br(x0)∩∂red{u>0}

√−x2dS,
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as required, where ∆u+(Br(x
0)) denotes the Radon measure ∆u+ on Br(x

0)

With Remark 2.18 at hand, we can get the following proposition, which gives a de-

scription of the asymptotic singular profile of the free boundary ∂{u > 0} as it approaches
x0 in each case of density.

Proposition 2.19. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying As-

sumption 2.1, x0 ∈ Su
+, ν0 = (ν01 , ν

0
2) be the normal vector of ∂{u < 0} at x0, θ0 be the

asymptotic deflection angle of ∂{u < 0} at x0. Suppose in addition that ∂{u > 0} is in a

neighborhood of x0 an injective curve σ: (−1, 1)→ R2 such that σ(t) = (σ1(t), σ2(t)) and

σ(0) = x0. Then the following hold:

(i-a) (Detached case) If Θ = −5π
6
andM+(0+) =

√
3
2

, then (see Figure 19) σ1(t) ̸= x01
in (−t0, t0)\{0} for some 0 < t0 < 1 and, depending on the parametrization, either

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
=

1√
3

and lim
t→0−

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= − 1√

3
,

or

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= − 1√

3
and lim

t→0−
σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
=

1√
3
.

x2 = 0
x0

− 5π
6

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0
u = 0

120◦

θ0 ∈ (−π
6 ,

π
6 )

ν0

−π
6

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Figure 19. Stokes corner in detached case when λ > 0.

(i-b) (Left-overlapping case) If Θ = θ0 − π and M+(0+) = −
√
3
2
sin(θ0 − 2π

3
), then

(see Figure 20 (a)) σ1(t) ̸= x01 in (−t0, t0)\{0} for some 0 < t0 < 1 and, depending on

the parametrization, either

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan θ0 and lim

t→0−
σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan

(
θ0 −

π

3

)
,

or

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan

(
θ0 −

π

3

)
and lim

t→0−
σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan θ0.

(i-c) (Right-overlapping case) If Θ = θ0 − 2π
3

and M+(0+) = −
√
3
2
sin(θ0 − π

3
), then

(see Figure 20 (b)) σ1(t) ̸= x01 in (−t0, t0)\{0} for some 0 < t0 < 1 and, depending on
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the parametrization, either

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan(θ0 −

2π

3
) and lim

t→0−
σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan θ0,

or

lim
t→0+

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan θ0 and lim

t→0−
σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= tan(θ0 −

2π

3
).

x2 = 0
x0

θ0 − π
u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

(a) Left-overlapping subcase (b) Right-overlapping subcase

x2 = 0
x0

θ0 − 2π
3

u > 0

u < 0

u = 0

ν0 ν0

120◦
Γtp

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

120◦

Γ−
op

Γtp

Γ+
op

θ0 ∈ [0, π3 ]

θ0 ∈ [−π
3 , 0]

Figure 20. Stokes-type corner in overlapping case when λ > 0.

(ii) If M+(0+) = cos θ0+1
2

, then (see Figure 21) ν0 = (0,−1), θ0 = 0 and in particular,

M+(0+) = 1. Moreover, σ1(t) ̸= x01 in (−t0, t0)\{0} for some 0 < t0 < 1, σ1−x01 changes

sign at t = 0 and

lim
t→0

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= 0.

x2 = 0

u < 0

u = 0x0
u = 0

u > 0

ν0 = (0,−1)

x2 = 0

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Γtp

Figure 21. Horizontally flat when λ > 0.

(iii) If M+(0+) = 0, then (see Figure 22) σ1(t) ̸= x01 in (−t0, t0)\{0} for some

0 < t0 < 1, σ1 − x01 does not change sign at t = 0, and

lim
t→0

σ2(t)

σ1(t)− x01
= 0.
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x2 = 0

u = 0

u < 0

u = 0

x0
x2 = 0

u = 0

u < 0

u = 0

x0

(a) Right cusp. (b) Left cusp.

u > 0 u > 0

ν0 ν0

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Γ−
op

Γ+
op

Figure 22. Cusp when λ > 0.

Proof. Wemay assume that x01 = 0. Define L± = {θ∗ ∈ [0, π] : ∃tm → 0± s.t. arg σ(tm)→
θ∗ as m→∞}, where arg y denotes the complex argument for y ∈ R2.

Step 1. We first prove that both L± are subsets of
{
−π,Θ,Θ+ 2π

3
, 0
}
, where Θ ∈{

−5π
6
, θ0 − π, θ0 − 2π

3

}
.

Indeed, suppose towards a contradiction that there exists a sequence 0 ̸= tk → 0+ as

k → ∞ such that arg σ(tk) → θ∗ ∈ (L+ ∪ L−)\{−π,Θ,Θ + 2π
3
, 0}. Let rk := |σ(tk)| and

let

u+k (x) =
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

.

Denote for simplicity that θ1 = Θ+2π/3. For each ρ > 0 such that B̃ := Bρ(cos θ
∗, sin θ∗)

satisfies

∅ = B̃ ∩ ({(x, 0) : x ∈ R} ∪ {(x, x tan θi), i = 1, 2, x ∈ R}) ,
we infer from the formula for the unique blow-up u0 in each case (see Proposition 2.12)

that the nonnegative Radon measure

∆u+k (B̃)→ ∆u+0 (B̃) = 0 as rk → 0 + .

On the other hand,

∆u+k = |∇u+k |S⌊∂{uk>0}≥
√−x2S⌊∂{uk>0},

where S⌊∂{uk>0} means the 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure S restricted to the set ∂{uk >
0}, and implies that

0← ∆u+k (B̃) ≥ c(θ∗, ρ)

since B̃ ∩ ∂{uk > 0} contains a curve of length at least 2ρ − o(1), where c(θ∗, ρ) > 0, a

contradiction. Thus the property claimed in Step 1 holds.
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Step 2. It follows that σ1(t) ̸= 0 for all sufficiently small t ̸= 0. Now a continuity

argument yields that both L+ and L− are connected sets. Consequently

l+ := lim
t→0+

arg σ(t)

exists and has to be contained in the set {−π,Θ,Θ+ 2π
3
, 0}, and

l− := lim
t→0−

arg σ(t)

exists and has to be contained in the set {π,Θ,Θ+ 2π
3
, 2π}.

Step 3. In the case M+(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x:Θ<θ<Θ+ 2π

3
}dx, denote for simplicity that

θ1 = Θ+ 2π/3 and we know from the formula for u+0 that

∆u+0
(
Bsin θi/2(cos θi, sin θi)

)
> 0 for i = 1, 2.

It follows that the set {l+, l−} contains both Θ and θ2. But then the sets {l+, l−} and

{Θ,Θ + 2π/3} must be equal, and the fact that u ≤ 0 in BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 = 0} for some

small R > 0 implies the cases (i-a)(i-b)(i-c) of the theorem.

Step 4. In the case M+(0+) ∈
{
0, cos θ0+1

2

}
, we have that

∆u+0
(
Bsin θ/2(cos θ, sin θ)

)
= 0 for θ = Θ, θ1,

which implies that l± /∈ {Θ,Θ + 2π/3}. Thus l± ∈ {−π, 0}. Using the fact that u ≤ 0

on BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 = 0}, we obtain in the case l+ ̸= l− that M+(0+) =

´
B1
x−2 dx = 1 for

ν0 = (0,−1), and in the case l+ = l− that M+(0+) = 0. Together, the last two properties

give the conclusion for case (ii) and case (iii) of the proposition. □

2.3. Degenerate stagnation points. In this section we define the degenerate stagna-

tion points in the sense that the trivial blow-up limit u0 ≡ 0. Under some additional

assumptions, we will prove that the stagnation point x0 can not be degenerate.

Definition 2.1. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+.

The set Du of degenerate stagnation points is defined by

Du :=

{
x0 ∈ Su

+

∣∣∣∣∣ u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ 0 strongly in W 1,2

loc (R
2) as r → 0+

}
.

Otherwise we say x0 ∈ Su
+ is non-degenerate.

Notice that Proposition 2.12 gives alternative characterizations of non-degeneracy

and degeneracy in terms of different blow-up limits and weighted densities.

First we consider the degenerate stagnation point whose weighted densityM+(0+) =

0. The following proposition states that under the assumption of strong Bernstein esti-

mate, we can exclude the points with weighted density 0.
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Proposition 2.20. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying Assump-

tion 2.1 and x0 ∈ Su
+. Moreover, suppose the strong Bernstein estimate holds that

|∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 in D.

Then M+(0+) = 0 implies that u ≡ 0 in some open ball containing x0. In other words,

M+(0+) ̸= 0.

Proof. Suppose towards a contradiction that x0 ∈ Su
+ and a blow-up sequence

u+k (x) :=
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

converging weakly in W 1,2
loc (R2) to a blow-up limit u+0 as in Lemma 2.10. Then u+0 ≡ 0 in

R2. Consequently, recall that ∆u+ is a non-negative Radon measure in BR(x
0) ⋐ D,

0← ∆u+k (B2) ≥
ˆ

B2∩∂red{u+
k >0}

√−x2dS as rk → 0 + . (2.16)

On the other hand, construct a box A = (−1, 1) × (−1, 0), then there is at least one

connected component Vk of {uk > 0} touching the origin and containing, by the maximum

principle, a point xk = (xk1, x
k
2) ∈ ∂A. If

max{−x2 : x = (x1, x2) ∈ Vk ∩ ∂A} does not converge to 0 as rk → 0+,

we immediately obtain a contradiction to (2.16). If

max{−x2 : x = (x1, x2) ∈ Vk ∩ ∂A} → 0+,

we use the free boundary condition as well as |∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 to obtain

0 = ∆u+k (Vk ∩ A) ≤
ˆ

Vk∩∂A

√−x2dS+

ˆ

A∩∂redVk

−√−x2dS,

namely ˆ

A∩∂redVk

√−x2dS ≤
ˆ

Vk∩∂A

√−x2dS,

which is impossible. □

Now we focus on the degenerate stagnation point with nontrivial weighted density

but trivial blow-up limit.

Definition 2.2. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+.

Let ν0 be a unit vector determined in Lemma 2.3. We define

Σu :=

{
x0 ∈ Su

+ : M+(0+) =
cos θ0 + 1

2

}
.
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Notice that if x0 ∈ Σu, then the blow-up limit of u+0 ≡ 0.

We first present a result of Oddson [21], which is a significant tool in excluding the

horizontal points.

Lemma 2.21. (Main Theorem in [21]) Let r0 > 1, µ > 1 and

G := {(ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ) : 0 < ρ < r0, |θ| < π/(2µ)} .

Let w ∈ C2(G) ∩ C(Ḡ) be a superharmonic function in G, such that w(0, 0) = 0 and

w > 0 in Ḡ\{0}. Then there exists κ > 0 such that

w(ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ) ≥ κρµ cosµθ in G,

and in particular,

w(ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ)
∣∣∣
θ=0

= w(ρ, 0) ≥ κρµ for all ρ ∈ (0, r0).

We proceed to show that Σu = ∅, and then exclude the possibility of degenerate

stagnation points.

Proposition 2.22. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying As-

sumption 2.1, ν0 be the normal vector of ∂{u < 0} as in Lemma 2.3, and let x0 ∈ Su
+.

Suppose in addition that ∂{u > 0} is an injective curve in a neighborhood of x0. Then

M+(0+) ̸= cos θ0+1
2

, namely, Σu = ∅.

Proof. Suppose M+(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x·ν0>0}dx = cos θ0+1

2
. It first follows from Proposition

2.19 that ν0 = (0,−1) and M+(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 dx. Otherwise u0 > 0 in {x · ν0 < 0}∩{x2 <

0} by Proposition 2.19, where u0 < 0 holds too, a contradiction. Hence it yields that

there are r0 ∈ (0, R) and α ∈ (0, π/6) such that u+ is harmonic in {u > 0} ∩ Br0 and

Ḡ\{0} ⊂ {u > 0}∩Br0 , where G := {(ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ) : 0 < ρ < r0, α < θ < π − α}. After
a suitable rotation, we may apply Lemma 2.21 to obtain the existence of κ > 0 such that

u(0, x2) ≥ κ(−x2)µ for all x2 ∈ (−r0, 0),

where µ := π/(π − 2α), so that µ < 3/2. But this contradicts the estimate

u(0, x2) ≤ C(−x2)3/2,

which is a consequence of the Bernstein estimate in Assumption 2.1. □

2.4. The frequency formula. In this section we replace the assumption of continuous

injective curve by a weaker condition that {u = 0} has locally finite many connected

components. We proceed by means of the frequency formula, allowing a blow-up limit

analysis at degenerate stagnation points, where the scaling of the solution is different

from the invariant scaling of the equation, and leads in combination with the result of

concentration compactness in [18]. The root of this formula is the classical frequency
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formula for Q-valued harmonic functions of Almgren in [1], and it is successfully applied

to investigate the singular profiles for one-phase water waves in [12][14][15][16][25][26] and

[27].

Before we introduce the frequency formula, there is an important observation that if

ν0 ̸= (0,−1), then the set Σu = ∅. In other words, we can verify the angle θ0 = 0 for

x0 ∈ Σu.

Lemma 2.23. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying As-

sumption 2.1, x0 ∈ Su
+ and ν0 be the normal vector of ∂{u < 0} as in Lemma 2.3,

and M+(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x·ν0>0}dx = cos θ0+1

2
. Then ν0 = (0,−1) and thus M+(0+) =´

B1
x−2 dx = 1.

Proof. Let Y0 = (y01,−1) ∈ R2 be a point such that Y0 · ν0 = 0. Suppose by contradiction

that ν0 ̸= (0,−1). Consider the ball B1/2(Y0) ⋐ {x2 < 0}. Then the blow-up sequence

uk(x) =
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

− u−(x0 + rkx)

rk

satisfies uk(x) < 0 in {x | x · ν0 < −δ} ∩ B1/2(Y0) for rk small enough. Meanwhile, the

L1
loc(R2) limit χ+

0 of χ{u>0} satisfies χ+
0 ≡ 0 in {x · ν0 > 0}. Hence the continuity of uk

implies that uk changes sign in B1/2(Y0), and

∂{uk > 0} ∩B1/2(Y0) ̸= ∅,

and we can deduce that the Hausdorff measure

H1
(
{x2 ≤ −1/2} ∩ ∂red{x : u(x0 + rkx) > 0}

)
≥ c1 > 0

for some constant c1 independent of k. Consequently,

∆u+k (B1/2(Y0)) =

ˆ

B1/2(Y0)∩∂{x: u(x0+rkx)>0}

|∇u+k |dS

≥
ˆ

B1/2(Y0)∩∂red{x: u(x0+rkx)>0}

√−x2dS

> 0.

However, the strong convergence of u+k to u+0 in W 1,2
loc (R2) together with Proposition 2.12

gives that ∆u+k (B1/2(Y0)) → 0+, a contradiction. Hence ν0 = (0,−1) and M+(0+) =´
B1
x−2 dx. □

The subsequent process follows the idea from Vǎrvǎrucǎ and Weiss in [25][26] and

[27] for one-phase gravity water wave and introduces a frequency formula to exclude the

horizontally flat singularities, whose weighted density is equal to 1.
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Define

D+(r) = D+,x0,u(r) =
r
´
Br(x0)

|∇u+|2dx´
∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS
(2.17)

and

V+(r) = V+,x0,u(r) =
r
´
Br(x0)

x−2
(
1− χ{u>0}

)
dx´

∂Br(x0)
(u+)2dS

. (2.18)

Define the ”frequency” function

H+(r) = H+,x0,u(r) = D+(r)− V+(r)

=
r
´
Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 − x−2

(
1− χ{u>0}

))
dx´

∂Br(x0)
(u+)2dS

.
(2.19)

The ”frequency” function H+(r) has an implication of the decay rate of |∇u+| at x0,
which allows the compactness of a new blow-up sequence

v+k (x) :=
u+(x0 + rkx)√

r−1
k

´
∂Brk

(x0)
(u+)2dS

(2.20)

as rk → 0+ with nontrivial blow-up limit, and demonstrates that the horizontally flat

singularity is impossible.

Notice that H+(r) only involves the positive phase u+, and the ”weighted density”

M+(0+) is proved to be the constant 1, which is same with the result for one-phase water

wave when x0 ∈ Σu. Hence the subsequent analysis can deduced as in the one-phase work

[25], and we sketch the demonstration here for the completeness of the proof.

The derivative of the ”frequency” function H+(r) writes

H ′
+(r) =

2

r

 ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS


−1 ˆ

∂Br(x0)

[
r(∇u+ · ν)−D+(r)u

+
]2
dS

+
2

r
V 2
+(r) +

2

r
V+(r)

(
H+(r)−

3

2

)
,

(2.21)

or

H ′
+(r) =

2

r

 ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS


−1 ˆ

∂Br(x0)

[
r(∇u+ · ν)−H+(r)u

+
]2
dS

+
2

r
V+(r)

(
H+(r)−

3

2

)
.

(2.22)

Hence the function H+(r) has a right limit H+(0+), since we have V+(r) > 0 and H+(r) ≥
3
2
. Direct calculation shows that

H+(0+) ≥ 3

2
,
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and the sequence v+k defined in (2.20) is bounded in W 1,2(B1) and satisfiesˆ

Bσ\Bρ

|x|−5[∇v+k (x) · x−H+(0+)v+k (x)]
2dx→ 0 as rk → 0+ (2.23)

for every 0 < ρ < σ < 1. Denote the blow-up limit

v0(x) := lim
rk→0+

vk(x) weakly in W 1,2(B1),

it is straightforward to verify that v0 ≥ 0 is a homogeneous function of degree H+(0+).

The next lemma shows the concentration compactness that v+k converges strongly to v0
in W 1,2

loc (B1\{0}), and gives the nontrivial form of the blow-up limit v0.

Lemma 2.24. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 satisfying As-

sumption 2.1, and x0 ∈ Σu. Let rk → 0+ be such that the sequence v+k given by (2.20)

converges weakly to v0 in W 1,2(B1). Then the following holds:

(i) v+k converges to v0 strongly in W 1,2
loc (B1\{0}), v0 is continuous on B1 and ∆v0 is

a non-negative Radon measure satisfying v0∆v0 = 0 in the sense of Radon measures in

B1.

(ii) There exists an integer N(x0) ≥ 2 such that

H+,x0,u(0+) = N(x0)

and

u+(x0 + rx)√
r−1
´
∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS
→ ρN(x0)| sin(N(x0)min(max(θ, 0), π))|√´ π

0
sin2(N(x0)θ)dθ

as r → 0+

strongly in W 1,2
loc (B1\{0}) and weakly in W 1,2(B1), where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ).

In the two-dimensional case we prove concentration compactness which allows us to

preserve variational solutions in the blow-up limit at degenerate stagnation points and

excludes concentration. As in [25] and [26], we combine the concentration compactness

result of Evans and Müller in [18] with information gained by our frequency formula. In

addition, we obtain strong convergence of our blow-up sequence which is necessary in

order to prove our main theorems and get the explicit form of the limit of vk. We refer

the detailed proof to the Appendix C, since it is quite similar with the aforementioned

papers [25] and [26] for one-phase gravity water wave.

Now we come to our conclusion.

Theorem 2.25. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ > 0 and x0 ∈ Su
+ satisfying

Assumption 2.1, ν0 and θ0 be as in Lemma 2.3, and suppose that |∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 in D.

Suppose moreover that {u = 0} has locally only finite many connected components. Then

we have M+,x0,u(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x:Θ<θ<Θ+ 2π

3
}dx for Θ ∈ [−π,−2π

3
] lying in {−5π

6
, θ0 −
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π, θ0 − 2π
3
}, and

u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→

2
3
Cρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
Θ− π

2

)
, Θ < θ < Θ+ 2

3
π,

0, otherwise

strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where

C =


√
2/2 when Θ = −5

6
π (detached case),√

− sin
(
θ0 − π

3

)
when Θ = θ0 − π (left-overlapping case),√

− sin
(
θ0 − 2π

3

)
when Θ = θ0 − 2π

3
(right-overlapping case).

Moreover, the free boundary ∂{u > 0} is in a neighborhood of x0 the union of two C1-

graphs.

Proof. We first show that Σu is empty. Suppose towards a contradiction that there exists

x0 ∈ Σu. Recalling Lemma 2.24 we infer that there exists an integer N(x0) ≥ 2 such that

u+(x0 + rx)√
r−1
´
∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS
→ ρN(x0)| sin(N(x0)min(max(θ, 0), π))|√´ π

0
sin2(N(x0)θ)dθ

as r → 0+

strongly in W 1,2
loc (B1\{0}) and weakly in W 1,2(B1), where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ). But then

the assumption about connected components implies that ∂red{x : u(x0 + rx) > 0} con-
tains the image of a continuous curve converging, as r → 0+, locally in {x2 < 0} to a

half-line {αz : α > 0} where x2 < 0. It follows that

H1({x2 < 0} ∩ ∂red{x : u(x0 + rx) > 0}) ≥ c1 > 0,

which leads to a contradiction with

0← ∆
u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
(B1) =

ˆ

B1∩∂red{x:u(x0+rx)>0}

√−x2dS.

Hence Σu is empty.

We assume for simplicity that x0 = 0 ∈ Su
+, we have that

u+(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→

2
3
Cρ3/2 cos

(
3
2
θ − 3

2
Θ− π

2

)
, Θ < θ < Θ+ 2

3
π,

0, otherwise

strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where Θ ∈ [−π,−2π

3
] has three possible

values {−5π
6
, θ0 − π, θ0 − 2π

3
}, and C is uniquely determined. We will show that in a

neighborhood of 0 the free boundary ∂{u > 0} is the union of two C1-graphs. Note that

it suffices to prove for the part ∂{u > 0}\∂{u < 0}, since the part ∂{u > 0} ∩ ∂{u <
0} ⊂ ∂{u < 0} is already C1,α by Proposition 2.7, and the C1,α regularity for Γtp near
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branch point is referred to [7]. We will give only the proof for x1 < 0, since the case for

x1 > 0 is quite similar.

For

vρ(x) :=
u+(ρx)

ρ3/2
− u−(ρx)

ρ

we have that ∆vρ(x) = 0 for x ∈ {vρ(x) > 0},
|∇vρ(x)|2 = −x2 for x ∈ ∂{vρ > 0}\∂{vρ < 0}.

Scaling once more for ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) ∈ ∂B1 ∩ (∂{vρ > 0}\∂{vρ < 0}) away from the origin

0, which implies that for ρ small enough, ξ2 ≤ − 1
10
, we obtain for

wr(x) :=
v+ρ (ξ + rx)√−ξ2r

that ∆wr(x) = 0 for x ∈ {wr(x) > 0},
|∇wr(x)|2 = 1 + rx2

ξ2
for x ∈ ∂{wr > 0}\∂{wr < 0}.

We are going to use a flatness-implies-regularity result in [8]. For each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0) for some

ϵ0 > 0,

max(x · e0 − ϵ, 0) ≤ w ≤ max(x · e0 + ϵ, 0) in B1 for some unit vector e0 (2.24)

implies that the outward unit normal er on the free boundary ∂{wr > 0}\∂{wr < 0}
satisfies

|er(0)− e0| ≤ Cϵ2.

Note that er(0) = vρ(ρξ). Since (2.24) is satisfied for e0 = (sin θ0,− cos θ0), r = r(ϵ)

and every sufficiently small ρ > 0, we obtain that the outward unit normal e(x) on

∂{u > 0}\∂{u < 0} converges to e0 as x → 0, x1 < 0. It follows that the present curve

component is the graph of a C1-function up to x1 = 0. The same argument holds for

x1 > 0, which completes the proof. □

3. The complete-degenerate case

In this section, we consider the remaining case λ = 0, which means that if there

is a stagnation point x0 = (x01, 0) ∈ Γtp, then both u± have degenerate gradient at x0,

namely, |∇u±(x0)| = 0. However, we will prove that the stagnation point cannot be on

the two-phase free boundary Γtp. Otherwise, the monotonicity formula says that at least

one of the weighted densities of u± at x0 vanish, which in turn implies that u+ or u− is

equal to 0 near x0, contradicting with the definition of Γtp.
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The corresponding governing equation in D writes
∆u = 0 in D ∩ {u ̸= 0},
|∇u±|2 = −x2 on D ∩ Γ±

op,

|∇u+|2 − |∇u−|2 = 0 on D ∩ Γtp,

(3.1)

when λ = 0. The last equality implies that |∇u+| and |∇u−| possess the same decay

rate near the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γtp. Similarly as in Section 2, we give the following

assumption, which is somewhat equivalent to the Bernstein estimate to the two fluids.

Assumption 3.1. (Bernstein estimate) There is a positive constant C such that |∇u|2 ≤
Cx−2 locally in D.

3.1. Monotonicity formula and densities. In this section we present a monotonicity

formula involving the two-phase terms u±, hoping to make a blow-up analysis for both

u± at x0. The polynomial convergence rates of u± near the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γtp are

both of at most 3
2
-order, and we construct the monotonicity formula as follows.

We define

I(r) = Ix0,u(r) = r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u̸=0}

)
dx, (3.2)

J(r) = Jx0,u(r) = r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS, (3.3)

and the Weiss boundary adjusted energy

M(r) =Mx0,u(r)

= I(r)− 3

2
J(r)

= r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u̸=0}

)
dx− 3

2
r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS.

(3.4)

For notational simplicity, we define further that

M+(r) = r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u+|2 + (−x2)χ{u>0}

)
dx− 3

2
r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u+)2dS

and

M−(r) = r−3

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u−|2 + (−x2)χ{u<0}

)
dx− 3

2
r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(u−)2dS.

Notice that

M(r) =M+(r) +M−(r).
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We will first give the monotonicity of M(r). It should be noted that unlike the one-phase

situation, the function u has no sign condition in M(r). Nevertheless, the explicit form

of the derivative M ′(r) is showed to be same as in the one-phase problem.

Proposition 3.2. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ = 0 and x0 ∈ Γtp

be a stagnation point. Then for any 0 < r < R/2. Then, for a.e. r ∈ (0, R/2),

d

dr
M(r) = 2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u · ν − 3

2

u

r

)2

dS.

Proof. We calculate the derivative of M(r) directly and get that

d

dr
M(r) = r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u̸=0}

)
dS+ 3r−4

ˆ

Br(x0)

x2χ{u̸=0}dx

− 6r−4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS+
9

2
r−5

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS.

(3.5)

Notice that we use the relationshipˆ

Br(x0)

|∇u|2dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS,

which is approximated byˆ

Br(x0)

∇u± · ∇(max{u± − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ)dx =

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

max{u± − ϵ, 0}1+ϵ∇u± · νdS

while ϵ→ 0.

Now for small κ and ηκ(t) := max{0,min{1, r−t
κ
}}, we take after approximation

ϕκ(x) = ηκ(|x−x0|)(x−x0) ∈ W 1,2
0 (Br(x

0);R2) as a test function in the definition of the

variational solution u. We obtain

0 =

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2 − x2χ{u̸=0}

) (
2ηκ(|x− x0|) + η′κ(|x− x0|)|x− x0|

)
dx

− 2

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2ηκ(|x− x0|) +

(
∇u · x− x

0

|x− x0|

)2

η′κ(|x− x0|)|x− x0|
)
dx

−
ˆ

D

x2ηκ(|x− x0|)χ{u̸=0}dx

and hence we get

0 = 2r

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u · ν)2dS− r
ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2)χ{u̸=0}

)
dS−

ˆ

Br(x0)

3x2χ{u̸=0}dx
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by passing the limit κ → 0. Plugging this into d
dr
M(r), we obtain that for a.e. r ∈

(0, R/2),

d

dr
M(r) =

2

r3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(∇u · ν)2dS− 6

r4

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u∇u · νdS+
9

2r5

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

u2dS

= 2r−3

ˆ

∂Br(x0)

(
∇u · ν − 3

2

u

r

)2

dS.

□

Now we come to the scaling argument and define the blow-up sequence at x0:

uk(x) =
u(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

(3.6)

for rk → 0+ and x ∈ BR/rk(0) such that x0 + rkx ∈ BR(x
0) ⋐ D. We will first give a

key observation for uk(x) in Lemma 3.3 that the blow-up sequences of the two phases

u±k converge to the positive part and the negative part of u0 := limrk→0+ uk respectively,

which is untouched in the one-phase works.

Lemma 3.3. Let u be a (local) variational solution of (1.1) with λ = 0 satisfying As-

sumption 3.1 and x0 ∈ Γtp be a stagnation point. Let uk be a blow-up sequence of u at

x0 that converges weakly in W 1,2
loc (R2) to a blow-up limit u0. Then uk converges strongly

to u0 in R2, and u+0 is a homogeneous function of degree 3
2
. Moreover, if we denote the

limit functions as V (x) and W (x) in W 1,2
loc (R2) such that

u+k :=
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

→ V (x)

and

u−k :=
u−(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

→ W (x)

as rk → 0+, then

V = u+0 = max{u0, 0} and W = u−0 = max{−u0, 0}.

Proof. The proof of the strong convergence of uk to a 3
2
-homogeneous function u0 in

W 1,2
loc (R2) follows along the same argument as in Lemma 2.10 and is omitted here, and we

only prove the statements for V andW . Notice that we have u0 = V −W = u+0 −u−0 , and
V and W have disjoint support. It is straightforward to deduce that for V , in {u+0 > 0},

u+0 = u0 = lim
rk→0+

uk = lim
rk→0+

u+k = V

and in {u−0 > 0},
u+0 = 0 = V.
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It remains to show that u+0 = V in {u0 ≡ 0}. In fact, if there is a point y ∈ {u0 ≡ 0}
such that V (y) > 0, then W (y) = V (y) − u0(y) > 0, a contradiction to the fact that V

and W have disjoint support. It concludes the proof. □

Proposition 3.4 gives the description of possible values of M(0+), and the corre-

sponding blow-up limits allow the singularity analysis at x0 and implies the asymptotic

behavior of the free boundaries near the stagnation point.

Proposition 3.4. (Densities for u±) Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with

λ = 0 satisfying Assumption 3.1 and x0 ∈ Γtp be a stagnation point. Then the weighted

density M(0+) has three possible values

M(0+) = lim
r→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{ur ̸=0}dx ∈
{
0,

√
3

2
, 1

}
.

More precisely, the weighted density can be classified as follows.

(i) (Non-trivial blow-up limit) If

uk(x) =
u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u0(x) =


√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos(3

2
θ + 3π

4
), −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise

or

uk(x) =
u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u0(x)

−
√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos(3

2
θ + 3π

4
), −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2, where x = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ),

then

M(0+) =

√
3

2
.

In this case, either

M+(0+) =

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{x:− 5π
6
<θ<−π

6
}dx =

√
3

2
, M−(0+) = 0,

or

M+(0+) = 0, M−(0+) =

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{x:− 5π
6
<θ<−π

6
}dx =

√
3

2
.

(ii) (Trivial blow-up limit) If

uk(x) =
u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ u0(x) ≡ 0

as r → 0+ strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2,then

M(0+) ∈ {0, 1}
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has two possible values. In this case, we have

M+(0+) = 0, M−(0+) = 0,

or

M+(0+) =

ˆ

B1

x−2 dx = 1, M−(0+) = 0,

or

M+(0+) = 0, M−(0+) =

ˆ

B1

x−2 dx = 1.

Proof. Consider a blow-up sequence uk as in (3.6), where rk → 0+, with the blow-up limit

u0 = u+0 − u−0 . The scaling argument and the 3
2
-homogeneity of u0 gives straightforward

that

M(0+) = lim
r→0+

ˆ

B1

x−2 χ{ur ̸=0}dx.

Take ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2;R2) and ϕk(y) := ϕ(y−x0

rk
) = ϕ(x) for y = x0 + rkx. Notice

that ϕk(y) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2;R2). We use ϕk = (ϕk,1, ϕk,2) as the test function in the definition

of the variational solution u, and obtain

0 =

ˆ

Br(x0)

(
|∇u|2divϕk − 2∇uDϕk∇u− (ϕk,2 + y2divϕk)χ{u̸=0}

)
dy

= r2k

ˆ

Br/rk

(
|∇uk|2divϕ− 2∇ukDϕ∇uk − (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{uk ̸=0}

)
dx.

Passing the limit rk → 0+, the strong convergence of uk to u0 in W 1,2
loc (R2) and the

compact embedding from BV to L1 gives

0 =

ˆ

R2

(
|∇u0|2divϕ− 2∇u0Dϕ∇u0 − (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ0

)
dx, (3.7)

where χ0 is the strong L1
loc limit of χ{uk ̸=0} along a subsequence. The values of the

function χ0 are almost everywhere in {0, 1}, and the locally uniform convergence of u+k
to u+0 implies that χ0 = 1 in {u0 ̸= 0}. Moreover, if we denote χ±

0 the strong L1
loc limit of

χ{u±
k >0}, then

´
B
χ0dx =

´
B

(
χ+
0 + χ−

0

)
dx and

´
B
χ+
0 χ

−
0 dx = 0 for any domain B ⋐ R2.

Utilizing the 3
2
-homogeneity of u0, we write the harmonic equation of u0(x1, x2) =

u0(ρ, θ) = ρ3/2f(θ) in polar coordinate for (x1, x2) = (ρ cos θ, ρ sin θ),

3

4
ρ−1/2f(θ) +

1

r

3

2
ρ1/2f(θ) + ρ−1/2f ′′(θ) = 0 in {u0 ̸= 0}.

That is,

f ′′(θ) +
9

4
f(θ) = 0 in {u0 ̸= 0}.
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Consequently, each connected component of {u0 > 0} and {u0 < 0} is a cone with vertex

at the origin and of opening angle 2π
3
. Since u ≡ 0 in {x2 ≥ 0}, at least one of u±0

must vanish. Note also that χ0 is a constant, denoted as I0, in each open connected set

G ⊂ {u0 = 0} that does not intersect the axis {x2 = 0}.
Consider the first case when {u+0 > 0} ≠ ∅ and {u−0 > 0} = ∅. In this case

{u+0 > 0} is a cone as described above. The case when {u−0 > 0} ≠ ∅ and {u+0 > 0} = ∅
is symmetric.

Let z ∈ ∂{u+0 > 0}\{0} be an arbitrary point and the normal to ∂{u+0 > 0} is the

constant value n in Bτ (z) ∩ {u+0 > 0} for some τ > 0. Plugging in ϕ(x) := η(x)n into

(3.7), where η ∈ W 1,2
0 (Bτ (z)) is arbitrary. Integrating by parts, it follows that

0 = −
ˆ

Bτ (z)∩∂{u+
0 >0}

(
|∇u+0 |2 + x2(1− I0)

)
ηdS. (3.8)

Here I0 denotes the constant value of χ0 in the respective connected component of {u0 =
0}◦ ∩{x2 ̸= 0}. Note that by Hopf’s lemma, ∇u+0 ·n ̸= 0 on Bτ (z)∩{u+0 > 0}. It follows
therefore that I0 ̸= 1, and necessarily I0 = 0. We deduce from (3.8) that

|∇u+0 |2 = −x2 on Bτ (z) ∩ ∂{u+0 > 0}.

Write u+0 (ρ, θ) = Cρ3/2 cos(3
2
θ + ζ0) and assume that the cone {u+0 > 0} lies between Θ

and Θ + 2π
3
, we obtain

9

4
C2 = − sin θ on Bτ (z) ∩ ∂{u+0 > 0}.

Hence sinΘ = sin(Θ + 2π
3
), which means that Θ = −5π

6
. Then it is straight forward

to compute that C =
√
2
3
. See Figure 23.

x2 = 0
O

θ1 = 7π
6

θ1 +
2π
3 = 11π

6

u0 > 0

u0 = 02π/3

Figure 23. The asymptotic behavior when λ = 0.

Consider now the case u±0 both vanish, which means u0 ≡ 0. It follows from (3.7)

that

0 = −
ˆ

R2

(ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ0dx =

ˆ

R2

x2ϕ · ∇χ0dx
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for ϕ(x) ∈ W 1,2
0 (R2;R2), which yields that χ0 is constant in {x2 < 0}. Its value may

be either 0 in which case M(0+) = 0, or 1 in which case M(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 dx = 1. The

disjoint support of non-negative functions χ±
0 gives the remaining part in the theorem for

the values of M±(0+). □

It is remarkable that Proposition 2.12 says if x0 ∈ Γtp is a two-phase point, then at

least one of M±(0+) must vanish. We will use this fact in the following section to prove

that x0 cannot be a two-phase free boundary point.

3.2. Degenerate stagnation points. In this section we define the degenerate stagna-

tion points for u± as before. Under the strong Bernstein assumption we will prove that

the two-phase stagnation point x0 cannot be a degenerate stagnation point for both u±,

namely, neither of the weighted densities M±(0+) can vanish, which is a contradiction

with Proposition 3.4.

We first recall the definition of degenerate stagnation points.

Definition 3.1. Let u be a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ = 0 and x0 ∈ Γtp be

a stagnation point. The set Du
± of degenerate stagnation points is defined by

Du
± :=

{
x0 ∈ Γtp

∣∣∣∣∣ |∇u±(x0)| = 0 and
u±(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→ 0 strongly in W 1,2

loc (R
2) as r → 0+

}
.

Otherwise we say x0 is non-degenerate for u±.

Proposition 3.5 excludes the case that M±(0+) = 0.

Proposition 3.5. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ = 0 satisfying Assumption

3.1 and x0 ∈ Γtp be a stagnation point. Moreover, suppose the strong Bernstein estimate

holds that

|∇u|2 ≤ x−2 in D.

Then M±(0+) = 0 implies that u± ≡ 0 in some open ball containing x0. In other words,

M±(0+) ̸= 0.

Proof. We state for the case u+0 ≡ 0. As in Proposition 2.20, argue by contradiction that

the blow-up sequence

u+k (x) :=
u+(x0 + rkx)

r
3/2
k

at the stagnation point x0 ∈ Γtp converges weakly in W 1,2
loc (R2) to a blow-up limit u+0 ≡ 0.

Hence we have

0← ∆u+k (B2) ≥
ˆ

B2∩∂red{u+
k >0}

√−x2dS as rk → 0 + .
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On the other hand, there is at least one connected component Vk of {uk > 0} touching
the origin and containing a point xk ∈ ∂A for A = (−1, 1)× (−1, 0). Consequently,

max{−x2 : x ∈ Vk ∩ ∂A} → 0,

and the free boundary condition as well as |∇u|2 ≤ x−2 gives

0 = ∆uk(Vk ∩ A) ≤
ˆ

Vk∩∂A

√−x2dS+

ˆ

A∩∂redVk

−√−x2dS,

a contradiction. □

Remark 3.6. Proposition 3.5 gives immediately that none of the cases in Proposition 3.4

is true. In fact, the proof of Proposition 3.5 implies that if u+0 = 0, then u+ ≡ 0 in a small

neighborhood of x0, hence there is no free boundary ∂{u > 0} in a small neighborhood of

x0. Consequently, the foregoing assumption that x0 ∈ Γtp is unreasonable.

Now we come to our conclusion for λ = 0. The analysis for such one-phase free

boundary point x0 follows from the works [25] and [26] directly, and we omit the proof

here.

Theorem 3.7. Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) in D with λ = 0 satisfying Assumption

3.1, and x0 is a stagnation point on the free boundary. Suppose that |∇u+|2 ≤ x−2 in D.

Then x0 must be a one-phase free boundary point.

To be specific, suppose moreover that {u = 0} has locally only finite many connected

components. Then at each stagnation point x0, we haveMx0,u(0+) =
´
B1
x−2 χ{x:− 5π

6
<θ<−π

6
},

and

u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→


√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos(3

2
θ + 3π

4
), −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise

or

u(x0 + rx)

r3/2
→

−
√
2
3
ρ3/2 cos(3

2
θ + 3π

4
), −5π

6
< θ < −π

6
,

0, otherwise

strongly in W 1,2
loc (R2) and locally uniformly in R2. Moreover, the free boundary ∂{u > 0}

or ∂{u < 0} is in a neighborhood of x0 the union of two C1-graphs with right and left

tangents at x0. See Figure 24.

Appendix A. Additional free boundary conditions

In Appendix A, we verify the following additional free boundary conditions for the

variational solution u of (1.1) in D.
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x2 = 0
x0

Θ = − 5π
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u > 0
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2π/3

−π
6
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−π
6

Γ−
opΓ+
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Figure 24. Stokes corner when λ = 0.

Proposition A.1. Suppose u is a variational solution of (1.1) in D with λ ≥ 0, namely,ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2divϕ− 2∇uDϕ∇u− (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{u>0} + (−ϕ2 + (−x2 + λ2)divϕ)χ{u<0}

)
dx = 0

for any ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (D;R2) and λ ≥ 0. Then, u satisfies the additional free

boundary conditions

|∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0} ∩D, |∇u−|2 ≥ −x2 + λ2 on ∂{u < 0} ∩D.

Proof. We prove the additional condition on ∂{u > 0}, since the proof is similar on

∂{u < 0}. For the sake of convenience we suppose ∂{u > 0} has the outer normal vector

ν(x) at the point x, otherwise the following process can be obtained by the approximation

of ∂{u > t} and its outer normal νt(x) as t→ 0+.

For any ϕ(x) ∈ W 1,2
0 (D;R2) such that ϕ(x) · ν(x) ≤ 0 at x ∈ ∂{u > 0}, let y =

x+ ϵϕ(x) and set uϵ(y) = u+(x)− u−(y). Then {uϵ > 0} ⊂ {u > 0}. Hence

0 = lim
ϵ→0

1

ϵ

[ ˆ

D∩{uϵ>0}

(
|∇uϵ(y)|2 + (−y2)

)
dy +

ˆ

D∩{u<0}

(
|∇u|2 + (−x2 + λ2)

)
dx

+

ˆ

D∩{uϵ<0<u}

(
|∇uϵ(y)|2 + (−y2 + λ2)

)
dy − J(u)

]

≤
ˆ

D∩{u>0}

(
|∇u|2divϕ− 2∇uDϕ∇u+ div(−x2ϕ)

)
dx

=

ˆ

D∩∂{u>0}

(
−|∇u|2 − x2

)
ϕ · νdS,

which leads to |∇u+|2 ≥ −x2 on ∂{u > 0} in the weak sense since ϕ · ν ≤ 0. □
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Appendix B. Definitions of variational solution and weak solution

In Appendix B, we give the definitions of variational solution and weak solution of

(1.1) for λ ≥ 0. We suppose that D is a domain in R2.

Definition B.1. (Variational solution for λ > 0) We define u ∈ W 1,2(D) to be a vari-

ational solution of (1.1), if u ∈ C0(D) ∩ C2(D ∩ {u ̸= 0}), u ≤ 0 in BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 ≥ 0}

where x0 ∈ Γtp is a stagnation point and BR(x
0) ⋐ D is a small neighborhood of x0, and

the first variational with respect to domain variations of the functional

J(v) =

ˆ

D

(
|∇v|2 + (−x2)χ{v>0} + (−x2 + λ2)χ{u<0}

)
dx

vanishes at v = u, i.e.

0 =
d

dϵ

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

J(u(x+ ϵϕ(x)))

=

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2divϕ− 2∇uDϕ∇u− (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{u>0} + (−ϕ2 + (−x2 + λ2)divϕ)χ{u<0}

)
dx

for any ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (D;R2).

Definition B.2. (Variational solution for λ = 0) We define u ∈ W 1,2
loc (D) to be a vari-

ational solution of (1.1), if u ∈ C0(D) ∩ C2(D ∩ {u ̸= 0}), u ≡ 0 in BR(x
0) ∩ {x2 ≥ 0}

where x0 ∈ Γtp is a stagnation point and BR(x
0) ⊂ D is a small neighborhood of x0, and

the first variational with respect to domain variations of the functional

J(v) =

ˆ

D

(
|∇v|2 + (−x2)χ{v ̸=0}

)
dx

vanishes at v = u, i.e.

0 =
d

dϵ

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

J(u(x+ ϵϕ(x)))

=

ˆ

D

(
|∇u|2divϕ− 2∇uDϕ∇u− (ϕ2 + x2divϕ)χ{u̸=0}

)
dx

for any ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ W 1,2
0 (D;R2).

We also use weak solutions of (1.1) to help the analysis of stagnation points.

Definition B.3. (Weak solution for λ > 0) We define u ∈ W 1,2
loc (D) to be a weak solution

of (1.1), if u is a variational solution of (1.1) when λ2 > 0 and the free boundaries

∂{u > 0} ∩D ∩ {x2 < 0} and ∂{u < 0} ∩D are locally C2,α surfaces.

Definition B.4. (Weak solution for λ = 0) We define u ∈ W 1,2
loc (D) to be a weak solution

of (1.1), if u is a variational solution of (1.1) when λ2 = 0 and the free boundaries

∂{u > 0} ∩D ∩ {x2 < 0} and ∂{u < 0} ∩D ∩ {x2 < 0} are locally C2,α surfaces.
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Remark B.1. The assumption that ∂{u > 0} ∩ D ∩ {x2 < 0} and ∂{u < 0} ∩ D are

locally a C2,α surfaces can be verified from the free boundary regularity theory directly, for

minimizers u of J(u;D) as an example.

Appendix C. Proof of the concentration compactness

For the completeness of the exposition, we give the proof of the concentration com-

pactness.

Proof of Lemma 2.24. We first prove the consequence (i).

Notice that the homogeneity of v0 given by (2.23), together with the fact that v0
belongs to W 1,2(B1), imply that v0 is continuous. As

∆v+k =
r2k∆u

+(x0 + rkx)√
r−1
k

´
∂Brk

(u+)2dS
= 0 for v+k (x) > 0, (C.1)

we obtain from the sign of the singular part of ∆v+k with respect to Lebesgue measure that

∆v+k ≥ 0 in B1 in sense of measures. It follows that for each non-negative η ∈ C∞
0 (B1)

such that η = 1 in B(σ+1)/2 for σ ∈ (0, 1),ˆ

B(σ+1)/2

d∆v+k =

ˆ

B(σ+1)/2

ηd∆v+k ≤
ˆ

B1

ηd∆v+k =

ˆ

B1

v+k ∆ηdx ≤ C

ˆ

B1

v+k dx ≤ C (C.2)

for all k. From (C.1) and the fact that v+k is bounded in L1(B1), we obtain also that

∆v0 is a non-negative Radon measure on B1. The continuity of v0 implies therefore that

v0∆v0 is well defined as a non-negative Radon measure on B1.

In order to apply the concentrated compactness [18], we modify each v+k to

ṽ+k := v+k ∗ ϕk ∈ C∞(B1),

where ϕk is a standard mollifier such that

∆ṽ+k ≥ 0,

ˆ

Bσ

d∆ṽ+k ≤ C <∞ for all k,

and

∥v+k − ṽ+k ∥W 1,2(Bσ) → 0 as k →∞.
By Chapter 4, Theorem 3 in [17] we know that ∇ṽ+k converges a.e. to the weak limit ∇v0,
and the only possible problem is concentration of |∇ṽ+k |2. By Theorem 1.1 and Theorem

3.1 in [18], we obtain that

∂1ṽ
+
k ∂2ṽ

+
k → ∂1v0∂2v0 (C.3)

and

(∂1ṽ
+
k )

2 − (∂2ṽ
+
k )

2 → (∂1v0)
2 − (∂2v0)

2



SINGULAR AND REGULAR ANALYSIS FOR TWO-PHASE FREE BOUNDARY WITH GRAVITY 65

in the sense of distributions on Bσ as k →∞. Let us remark that this alone would allow

us to pass to the limit in the domain variation formula for v+k in the set {x2 < 0}.

Observe now that (2.23) shows that

∇v+k (x) · x−H+(0+)v+k (x)→ 0

strongly in L2(Bσ\Bρ) as k →∞. It follows that

∂1v
+
k x1 + ∂2v

+
k x2 → ∂1v0x1 + ∂2v0x2

strongly in L2(Bσ\Bρ) as k →∞. But thenˆ

Bσ\Bρ

(∂1v
+
k ∂1v

+
k x1 + ∂1v

+
k ∂2v

+
k x2)ηdx→

ˆ

Bσ\Bρ

(∂1v0∂1v0x1 + ∂1v0∂2v0x2)ηdx

for each η ∈ C0
0(Bσ\B̄ρ) as m→∞. Using (C.3) we obtain thatˆ

Bσ\Bρ

(∂1v
+
k )

2x1ηdx→
ˆ

Bσ\Bρ

(∂1v0)
2x1ηdx

for each 0 ≤ η ∈ C0
0((Bσ\B̄ρ) ∩ {x1 > 0}) and each 0 ≥ η ∈ C0

0((Bσ\B̄ρ) ∩ {x1 < 0}) as
k →∞. Repeating the above procedure three times for rotated sequences of solutions (by

45◦) yields that∇v+k converges strongly in L2
loc(Bσ\B̄ρ). Since σ and ρ with 0 < σ < ρ < 1

are arbitrary, it follows that ∇v+k converges to ∇v0 strongly in L2
loc(B1\{0}).

As a consequence of the strong convergence, we see thatˆ

B1

∇(ηv0) · ∇v0dx = 0 for all η ∈ C1
0(B1\{0}).

Combined with the fact that v0 = 0 in B1 ∩ {x2 ≥ 0}, this proves that v0∆v0 = 0 in the

sense of Radon measures on B1.

Next we prove conclusion (ii).

Let rk → 0+ be an arbitrary sequence such that the sequence v+k given by (2.20)

converges weakly inW 1,2(B1) to a limit v0. By Lemma 2.24 (i), v0 ̸= 0, v0 is homogeneous

of degree H+,x0,u(0+) ≥ 3
2
, v0 is continuous, v0 ≥ 0 and v0 ≡ 0 in {x2 ≥ 0}, v0∆v0 = 0

in B1 as a Radon measure, and the convergence of v+k to v0 is strong in W 1,2
loc (B1\{0}).

Moreover, remember that we have u−0 = λ2x−2 , the strong convergence of v+k and the fact

that V+(rk)→ 0 as k →∞ imply that

0 =

ˆ

B1∩{x2≤−δ}

(|∇v0|2divϕ− 2∇v0Dϕ∇v0)dx
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for every ϕ ∈ W 1,2
0 (B1 ∩ {x2 ≤ −δ};R2) and 0 < δ < 1 small. It follows that at each

point (cos θ, sin θ) ∈ ∂B1 ∩ ∂{v0 > 0},

lim
τ→θ+

∂θv0(1, τ) = lim
τ→θ−

∂θv0(1, τ) in polar coordinates.

Computing the solution of ODE on ∂B1, using the homogeneity of degree H+,x0,u(0+) of

v0 and the fact that
´
∂B1

v20dS = 1, yields that H+,x0,u(0+) must be an integer N(x0) ≥ 2

and that

v0 =
ρN(x0)| sin(N(x0)min(max(θ, 0), π))|√´ π

0
sin2(N(x0)θ)dθ

.

The desired conclusion follows from Lemma 2.24 (i). □
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