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Abstract

We study the regularity of solutions to a nonlocal variational problem, which is related
to the image denoising model, and we show that, in two dimensions, minimizers have the
same Hölder regularity as the original image. More precisely, if the datum is (locally)
β-Hölder continuous for some β ∈ (1− s, 1], where s ∈ (0, 1) is a parameter related to the
nonlocal operator, we prove that the solution is also β-Hölder continuous.
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1 Introduction

Let K : Rn \ {0} → R be a given function and f : Rn → R be a given datum. We study the
minimization problem

min
{
FK,f (u) | u ∈ BVK(Rn) ∩ L2(Rn)

}
(1.1)

where the functional FK,f is defined as

FK,f (u) :=
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) |u(x) − u(y)| dx dy +
1

2

∫

Rn

(u(x)− f(x))2 dx (1.2)
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for any measurable function u : Rn → R, and the space BVK(Rn) is the set of all functions such
that the first term of (1.2) is finite (see Section 2 for the detail). The function K is a kernel
singular at the origin, and a typical example is the function x 7→ |x|−(n+s) with s ∈ (0, 1). If
K is non-negative and we understand that FK, f (u) = +∞ when u ∈ L2(Rn)\BVK(Rn), then
we observe that the functional FK, f is strictly convex, lower semi-continuous, and coercive
in L2(Rn). Hence, from the general theory of functional analysis (see, for instance, [9]), we
obtain existence and uniqueness of solutions to (1.1).

In this paper we focus on the specific kernel K(x) = |x|−(n+s), with s ∈ (0, 1), and we
study the regularity of the minimizers of FK,f , under some suitable conditions on the datum
f . Our minimization problem is motivated by the classical variational problem

min
{
Ff (u) | u ∈ BV (Rn) ∩ L2(Rn)

}
(1.3)

where Ff (u) is defined as

Ff (u) :=

∫

Rn

|∇u| dx+
1

2

∫

Rn

|u− f |2 dx. (1.4)

Th minimization problem (1.3) has been studied by many authors since the celebrated work by
Rudin, Osher, and Fatemi [37], and plays an important role in image denoising and restoration
(see for instance [16, 10]). From the perspective of image processing, the datum f in the
functional Ff indicates an observed image and, when the given image has poor quality, then the
minimizers of Ff or solutions to the Euler-Lagrange equation associated with Ff correspond
to regularized images. It is easy to show that the minimizer of (1.4) exists and is unique, as
a result of strict convexity, lower semi-continuity and coercivity of the functional. Moreover,
the minimizer turns out to be the solution, in a suitable sense, of the Euler-Lagrange equation

− div

(
∇u

|∇u|

)
+ u− f = 0 in Rn. (1.5)

The regularity of minimizers of Ff have been studied by several authors. In particular, the
global and local regularity was investigated in a series of papers by Caselles, Chambolle and
Novaga (see [14, 15, 16]), who proved that the solution of (1.5) inherits the local Hölder or
Lipschitz regularity of the datum f , when the space-dimension n is less than or equal to 7. In
addition, if f is globally Hölder or Lipschitz in a convex domain Ω ⊂ Rn, the global regularity
also holds for the solution of (1.5) with homogeneous Neumann boundary condition. In the
recent papers [34, 36], some of these results were extended to general dimensions. In [34],
Mercier has proved that the continuity of f implies the continuity of a solution u and, in the
case of convex domains, the modulus of continuity is also inherited globally by the solution.
Eventually, in [36], Porretta was able to remove the restriction on the space-dimension.

For the variational problems associated with the nonlocal total variation, Aubert and Ko-
rnprobst in [5] and Gilboa and Osher in [25, 26] have proposed the methods for approximating
the solutions to (1.3) with a sequence of nonlocal total variations associated with non-singular
smooth kernels. However, as far as we know, there are no results on the regularity of minimiz-
ers of the functional FK,f . Thus, in this paper, we consider the local Hölder regularity of the
minimizers of (1.2) in two dimension as an analogy of the regularity results shown in [14, 15].
Precisely, we prove the following result:

Theorem 1.1. Let n = 2. Assume that K(x) = |x|−(2+s) with s ∈ (0, 1) and f ∈ L2(R2) ∩
L∞(R2). If f is locally β-Hölder continuous with β ∈ (1 − s, 1], then the minimizer u of the
functional FK,f is also locally β-Hölder continuous in R2.
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We point out that we cannot show the regularity result in any dimension due to the
appearance of singularities on the boundary of the levelsets of minimizers. However, the
two-dimensional case is of particular interest for the application to image denoising.

As discussed in the case of the denoising problem in [14, 15, 16], our regularity result
is based on the following observation: if u is a minimizer of the functional FK,f , then the
super-level set {u > t} for each t ∈ R is also a minimizer of the functional associated with the
prescribed nonlocal mean curvature problem

min {EK,f,t(E) | E ⊂ Rn: measurable} (1.6)

where we define the functional EK,f,t by

EK,f,t(E) := PK(E) +

∫

E

(t− f(x)) dx

for any measurable set E ⊂ Rn and t ∈ R. Here PK is the nonlocal perimeter associated with
the kernel K, which is given as

PK(E) :=

∫

E

∫

Ec

K(x− y) dx dy

for any measurable set E ⊂ Rn (see Section 2 for the detail). If Et is a minimizer of EK,f,t for
each t and ∂Et is smooth (C2-regularity is sufficient), then we can obtain that the boundary
∂Et satisfies the following prescribed nonlocal mean curvature equation

HK
Et
(x) + t− f(x) = 0

for any x ∈ ∂Et. Here HK
Et

is the so-called nonlocal mean curvature defined by

HK
Et
(x) := p.v.

∫

Rn

K(x− y)(χEt(x)− χEt(y)) dy (1.7)

for any x ∈ Rn, where we mean by “p.v." the Cauchy principal value. Note that, if K(x) =
|x|−(N+s), then we denote the nonlocal mean curvature at x ∈ ∂E associated with K by
Hs

E(x). One may observe that, if ∂E is of class C1,α with α > s, then Hs
E is finite at each

point of ∂E.
The idea to show the local Hölder regularity of a minimizer u is based on the observation

that the distance between the boundaries of the two super-level sets {u > t} and {u > t′}
for t, t′ ∈ R with t 6= t′ should not be too close. To observe this, we compare between the
nonlocal mean curvatures of ∂{u > t} and ∂{u > t′} at the points where the smallest distance
between the boundaries ∂{u > t} and ∂{u > t′} is attained. The comparison can be done
thanks to the computations of the first variation of the nonlocal mean curvature shown in
[20, 28]. Thus we are able to derive some local estimate to assert the local Hölder regularity
with the assumption of the local Hölder regularity of f .

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, we will introduce the notation
related to the nonlocal total variations. In Section 3.1, we will show the correspondence
between the minimizers of FK,f in (1.2) and the solutions to the nonlocal 1-Laplace equation.
In Section 3.2, we will give a sort of comparison principle for the minimizers. As a result of
this claim, we will show that, if a datum f is bounded, then the minimizer of FK,f is also
bounded. In Section 3.3, we will show that each super-level set of a minimizer of FK,f is also a
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minimizer of EK,f,t for t ∈ R. In Section 3.4, we will show the boundedness of each super-level
set of the minimizer and, moreover, this set can be uniformly bounded whenever the minimizer
is bounded from below. Finally, by using all the previous results, in Section 4 we prove the
main theorem in this paper on the Hölder regularity of minimizers in two dimensions.

2 Notation

In this section, we give several definitions and properties of the space of functions with finite
nonlocal total variations. First of all, we define the space BVK(Ω) of functions with nonlocal
bounded variations associated with the kernel K by

BVK(Ω) :=
{
u ∈ L1(Ω) | [u]K(Ω) < ∞

}
(2.1)

where we set, for any measurable function u,

[u]K(Ω) :=
1

2

∫

Ω

∫

Ω
K(x− y) |u(x)− u(y)| dx dy. (2.2)

We observe that the space BVK(Ω) coincides with the fractional Sobolev space W s, 1(Ω) when
the kernel K is given as K(x) = |x|−(n+s) with s ∈ (0, 1) (see, for instance, [35]).

Secondly, if we set Ω = Rn and substitute a characteristic function χE of a set E ⊂ Rn

in (2.2), then we obtain the so-called nonlocal perimeter. Namely, we define the nonlocal
perimeter of a set E ⊂ Rn associated with the kernel K by

PK(E) :=

∫

E

∫

Ec

K(x− y) dx dy. (2.3)

In the case that K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for s ∈ (0, 1), we call PK the s-fractional perimeter,
and we denote it by Ps. This notion was introduced by Caffarelli, Roquejoffre, and Savin
in [11]. The authors’ work in [11] is motivated by the structure of inter-phases when long-
range correlations exist (see also [12, 27] for the study of interfaces with fractional mean
curvatures). After their work, any problems involving not only the s-fractional perimeter
but also the nonlocal perimeter with the kernel K were studied by many authors. We leave
here a short list of papers, which are related to our problems, for those who are interested
in the variational problems involving the nonlocal perimeter [5, 6, 10, 18, 23, 32, 33] and the
references are therein.

Next we can consider a localized version of the nonlocal perimeter PK as follows: let
Ω ⊂ Rn be any domain. Then the nonlocal perimeter in Ω associated with the kernel K is
given by

PK(E; Ω) :=

∫

Ω∩E

∫

Ω∩Ec

K(x− y) dx dy +

∫

Ω∩E

∫

Ωc∩Ec

K(x− y) dx dy

+

∫

Ω∩Ec

∫

Ωc∩E
K(x− y) dx dy

for any E ⊂ Rn. Secondly, we give the definition of solutions to the so-called nonlocal 1-Laplace
equations associated with the kernel K.
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Definition 2.1. Let F : Rn × R → R be a measurable function in L2(Rn × R). We say that
u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) is a solution to the nonlocal equation

−∆K
1 u(x) = F (x, u(x)) for a.e. x ∈ Rn (2.4)

if there exists a function z : Rn×Rn → R with |z| ≤ 1 a.e. in Rn×Rn and z(x, y) = −z(y, x)
for a.e. (x, y) ∈ Rn × Rn such that

1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) z(x, y)(v(x)− v(y)) dx dy =

∫

Rn

F (x, u(x)) v(x) dx (2.5)

for every v ∈ C∞
c (Rn) with [v]K(Rn) < ∞ and

z(x, y) ∈ sgn (u(y)− u(x)) for a.e. (x, y) ∈ Rn × Rn

where sgn (x) is a generalized sign function satisfying that

sgn (x) ∈ [−1, 1], sgn (x)x = |x| for any x ∈ R.

We mention that the authors in [32, 33] give a similar definition of the nonlocal 1-Laplacian
associated with an integrable kernel.

In the present paper, we only consider the case that F (x, u(x)) = u(x)− f(x) for a given
datum f . The concept of the definition is motivated by the Euler-Lagrange equation of the
functional

IK(u) :=
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y)|u(x)− u(y)| dx dy.

Indeed, when we assume that u is a minimizer of IK and consider the first variation of the
functional IK , namely, the quantity d

dε
⌊ε=0IK(u+ εφ) for any suitable test function φ, we can

formally obtain

1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y)
u(x)− u(y)

|u(x)− u(y)|
(φ(x)− φ(y)) dx dy = 0.

However, it is quite problematic for us to give a rigorous meaning to the ratio u(x)−u(y)
|u(x)−u(y)| . To

overcome this difficulty, we may apply Definition 2.1 and this can be regarded as one of the
proper treatments for this issue. Indeed, in Definition 2.1, we may consider the condition that
z(x, y)(u(y) − u(x)) = |u(y) − u(x)| for a.e. (x, y) ∈ Rn × Rn with u(x) 6= u(y) as a natural
requirement. Note that the framework of solutions in the sense of Definition 2.1 has been
originally developed by, for instance, Mazón, Rossi, and Toledo in [31] and can be seen as a
nonlocal counterpart of the framework given in [3], [4], and [30].

3 Preliminary results

3.1 Euler-Lagrange equation for FK,f

In this section, we show the necessary and sufficient condition for the minimizers of the
functional FK,f in Rn. Before stating the claim, we give some conditions on the kernel K
which we will assume in the sequel.

(K1) K : Rn \ {0} → R is a non-negative measurable function.
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(K2) K is symmetric with respect to the origin, namely K(−x) = K(x) for any x ∈ Rn \ {0}.

We observe that a typical example of the kernel K is given as K(x) = |x|−(n+s) with s ∈ (0, 1)
and this function satisfies all the above assumptions.

In the following lemma, we show that the minimizer of FK,f satisfies a prescribed nonlocal
mean curvature equation. This equation can be regarded as the Euler-Lagrange equation.
Moreover, we show that the converse statement is also valid.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that the kernel K satisfies (K1) and (K2) and a given datum f is
L2(R2). If u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) is a minimizer of the functional FK,f , then u satisfies the
equation

−∆K
1 u = u− f in Rn (3.1)

in the sense of Definition 2.1. Conversely, if u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) is a solution of the equation
(3.1) in the sense of Definition 2.1, then u is a minimizer of FK,f .

Proof. First, we recall the definition of the functional IK and the non-negativity of K and
thus, find that IK is convex, lower semi-continuous, and positive homogeneous of degree one.
Then, by using the same argument as in [32, 33], we can show the characterization of the
sub-differential of IK(u) as follows:

∂IK(u)

=
{
v ∈ L2(Rn) | −∆K

1 u = v in the sense of Definition 2.1
}
. (3.2)

Here we recall the definition of the sub-differential ∂E(u) for u ∈ X of the functional E : X →
R ∪ {+∞} where X is the Hilbert space with the inner product (·, ·)X . We say that v ∈ X

belongs to ∂E(u) for each u ∈ X if it holds that, for any w ∈ X,

E(w)− E(u) ≥ (w, v)X .

Note that u ∈ X is a minimizer of E if and only if 0 ∈ ∂E(u). Then, from the general theory
on the sub-differential, we can also show the identity

∂FK,f (u) = ∂IK(u) + u− f. (3.3)

for any u ∈ L2. Indeed, if v ∈ ∂FK,f (u), then we can compute the functional of u as follows;
for any w ∈ L2(Rn),

IK(w)− IK(u) = FK,f (w)−FK,f (u) +
1

2

∫

Rn

(u− f)2 dx−
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − f)2

≥

∫

Rn

v(w − u) dx−
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − u)(w + u− 2f) dx

=

∫

Rn

(v − u+ f)(w − u) dx+

∫

Rn

(u− f)(w − u) dx

−
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − u)(w + u− 2f) dx

=

∫

Rn

(v − u+ f)(w − u) dx+
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − u)2 dx

≥

∫

Rn

(v − u+ f)(w − u) dx. (3.4)
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Therefore we obtain v − u+ f ∈ ∂IK(u). On the other hand, if v ∈ ∂IK(u) + u− f , then we
can compute in the following manner; for any w ∈ L2(Rn), we have

FK,f (w)−FK,f (u) = IK(w) − IK(u) +
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − f)2 dx−
1

2

∫

Rn

(u− f)2 (3.5)

≥

∫

Rn

(v − u+ f)(w − u) dx+
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − u)(w + u− 2f) dx

=

∫

Rn

v(w − u) dx+
1

2

∫

Rn

(w − u)2 dx

≥

∫

Rn

v(w − u) dx, (3.6)

and thus we have that v ∈ ∂FK,f (u). Therefore, from the computations (3.4) and (3.5), we
conclude that the first part of the claim is valid. Then, from (3.3), we can easily obtain the
equity

∂FK,f (u)

=
{
v + u− f ∈ L2(Rn) | −∆K

1 u = v in the sense of Definition 2.1
}
. (3.7)

We can readily see that 0 ∈ ∂FK,f(u) whenever u is a minimizer of FK,f Therefore, we
conclude that, if u is a minimizer of FK,f , then u is a solution of the equation (3.1).

Conversely, if u is a solution of the equation (3.1), then from (3.7) we have that 0 belongs
to the set in the right-hand side of (3.7), and thus we obtain 0 ∈ ∂FK,f (u).

3.2 Comparison between minimizers

In this section, we prove a comparison principle for the minimizers of FK,f . We assume that
K satisfies the assumptions (K1) and (K2) shown in Section 3.1 and the data f1 and f2
satisfy that f1 ≤ f2. Then we show that the minimizers u1 and u2 associated with f1 and f2,
respectively, preserves the inequality. Precisely, we prove the following result:

Lemma 3.2. Let fi be in L2(Rn) for each i ∈ {1, 2} and ui ∈ BVK ∩L2(Rn) be a minimizer
of FK,fi for each i ∈ {1, 2}. Assume that the kernel K : Rn \ {0} → R satisfies (K1) and
(K2). If f1 ≤ f2 Ln-a.e. in Rn, then u1 ≤ u2 Ln-a.e. in Rn.

Proof. Let u1, u2 ∈ BVK(Rn) be minimizers of FK,f associated with given data f1, f2 ∈
L2(Rn), respectively. First of all, we prove the following inequality:

[u+]K(Rn) + [u−]K(Rn) ≤ [u1]K(Rn) + [u2]K(Rn). (3.8)

Indeed, setting

u+(x) := max{u1(x), u2(x)}, u−(x) := min{u1(x), u2(x)} (3.9)

for any x ∈ Rn and by the co-area formula, we have that

[ui]K(Rn) =

∫ ∞

−∞

1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) |χ{ui>t}(x)− χ{ui>t}(y)| dx dy dt

=

∫ ∞

−∞
PK({ui > t}) dt (3.10)

7



for any i ∈ {1, 2, +, −}. We recall that the nonlocal perimeter PK is sub-modular, namely,
it holds that

PK(E ∪ F ) + PK(E ∩ F ) ≤ PK(E) + PK(F ) (3.11)

for any E, F ⊂ Rn. Therefore from (3.11) and the definitions of u+ and u−, we obtain the
claim.

Now from the general theory of calculus of variations, the minimizer of FK,f is unique in
L2(Rn) and thus, it is sufficient to prove that

FK,f2(u+) ≤ FK,f2(u2)

where u+ is defined in (3.9) to obtain the lemma. From a simple computation, we can easily
see that the inequality

(u− − f1)
2 + (u+ − f2)

2 ≤ (u1 − f1)
2 + (u2 − f2)

2 (3.12)

in Rn. From the minimality of ui for i ∈ {1, 2}, we have

FK,f1(u1) + FK,f2(u2) ≤ FK,f1(u−) + FK,f2(u+). (3.13)

On the other hand, from (3.8) and (3.12), we have

FK,f1(u−) + FK,f2(u+) (3.14)

≤ [u−]K(Rn) +
1

2

∫

Rn

(u− − f1)
2 dx+ [u+]K(Rn) +

1

2

∫

Rn

(u+ − f2)
2 dx

= [u1]K(Rn) +
1

2

∫

Rn

(u1 − f1)
2 dx+ [u2]K(Rn) +

1

2

∫

Rn

(u2 − f2)
2 dx

+
1

2

∫

Rn

(u− − f1)
2 dx−

1

2

∫

Rn

(u1 − f1)
2 dx

+
1

2

∫

Rn

(u+ − f2)
2 dx−

1

2

∫

Rn

(u2 − f2)
2 dx

≤ FK,f1(u1) + FK,f2(u2). (3.15)

Thus from (3.13) and (3.14), we obtain

FK,f1(u1) + FK,f2(u2) = FK,f1(u−) + FK,f2(u+) (3.16)

Now suppose by contradiction that FK,f2(u+) > FK,f2(u2). Then from (3.16) we have

FK,f1(u1) > FK,f1(u−)

which contradicts the minimality of u1. Thus we obtain the inequality FK,f2(u+) ≤ FK,f2(u2).
Therefore, by the uniqueness of the minimizer of FK in L2(Rn), we obtain that u+ = u2 a.e.
in Rn, which implies that u2 ≥ u1 a.e. in Rn.

Corollary 3.3. Assume that the kernel K : Rn \ {0} → R satisfies the assumptions (K1) and
(K2) in Section 3.1. If a datum f ∈ L2(Rn) is non-negative a.e. in Rn, then the minimizer
u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) is also non-negative a.e. in Rn.
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Proof. Since it holds that
FK,0(0) = 0 ≤ FK,0(v)

for every v ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn), we have that the unique solution of the problem

inf{FK,0(v) | v ∈ BVK ∩ L2}

is v = 0. Hence, by applying Lemma 3.2 to the case that f1 = 0 and f2 = f , we obtain that
0 ≤ u a.e. in Rn.

Finally, we show a sort of comparison property of minimizers under the assumption that a
datum f is bounded in Rn. We do not derive the following proposition directly from Lemma
3.2 but from a simple computation.

Proposition 3.4. Let u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) be a minimizer of FK,f with a datum f ∈ L2(Rn).
Assume that the kernel K : Rn \ {0} → R is non-negative measurable function. If there exists
a constant C > 0 such that |f(x)| ≤ C for a.e. x ∈ Rn, then |u(x)| ≤ C for a.e. x ∈ Rn with
the same constant C.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that, if f ≤ C a.e. in Rn with some constant C > 0, then u ≤ C

a.e. in Rn with the same constant C because we only repeat the same argument as we show
in this proof. We define v(x) := min{u(x), C} for x ∈ Rn. It is sufficient to show that u = v

for a.e. in Rn. From the definition, we can show the claim that |v(x) − v(y)| ≤ |u(x) − u(y)|
for x, y ∈ Rn. Indeed, if u(x) ≤ C and u(y) ≤ C or u(x) > C and u(y) > C, then we can
readily obtain the claim. If u(x) ≤ C and u(y) > C, then we have

|u(x)− u(y)|2 − |v(x)− v(y)|2 = u2(y)− C2 − 2u(x)u(y) + 2u(x)C

= (u(y)− C)(u(y) + C − 2u(x)) ≥ 0.

In the same way, we can prove the claim if u(x) > C and u(y) ≤ C. Moreover, we can show
that (v − f)2 ≤ (u − f)2 in Rn. Therefore we compute the functional associated with v as
follows:

FK,f(v) =
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) |v(x)− v(y)| dx dy +
1

2

∫

Rn

(v − f)2 dx

≤
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) |u(x)− u(y)| dx dy +
1

2

∫

Rn

(u− f)2 dx

= FK,f (u).

Thus, from the uniqueness of the minimizer of FK,f in L2(Rn), we obtain v = u a.e. in Rn

and this concludes the proof.

3.3 Characterization of minimizers for FK,f

In this section, we show the following claim which gives a relation between the minimizers of
FK,f and EK,f,t for t ∈ R. Recall that EK,f,t(E) as

EK,f,t(E) := PK(E) +

∫

E

(t− f(x)) dx (3.17)

for every measurable set E ⊂ Rn where we assume that f ∈ L2(Rn) is a given datum and
t ∈ R is any number.
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Lemma 3.5. Assume that the kernel K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for x ∈ Rn \ {0} with s ∈ (0, 1)
and a datum f ∈ L2 ∩ L∞(Rn). If u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) be a minimizer of FK,f , then the set
{x ∈ Rn | u(x) > t} is also a minimizer of EK,f,t(E) for every t ∈ R among measurable sets
E ⊂ Rn.

Proof. Let F ⊂ Rn be any measurable set. We may assume that PK(F ) < ∞; otherwise this
set cannot minimize the functional EK,f,t. Moreover, we may assume that ‖χF ‖L1 = |F | < ∞
because of the nonlocal isoperimeteric inequality. Then it suffices to show that the super-level
set {u > t} for each t ∈ R satisfies the inequality

PK({u > t}) +

∫

{u>t}
(t− f(x)) dx ≤ PK(F ) +

∫

F

(t− f(x)) dx. (3.18)

From Lemma 3.1 and the assumption that u is a minimizer of the functional FK,f , we have
that u is also a solution of the equation

−∆K
1 u = u− f in Rn. (3.19)

Thus, from Definition 2.1, there exists a function zu ∈ L∞(Rn × Rn) with |zu| ≤ 1 and zu
being antisymmetric such that

1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (w(x) − w(y)) dx dy =

∫

Rn

(u− f)w(x) dx (3.20)

for any w ∈ C∞
c (Rn) with [w]K(Rn) < ∞ and moreover

zu(x, y)(u(y) − u(x)) = |u(y)− u(x)| (3.21)

for a.e. x, y ∈ Rn. From the co-area formula, we have the following two identities:

|u(x)− u(y)| =

∫ +∞

−∞
|χ{u>t}(x)− χ{u>t}(y)| dt (3.22)

and

(u(x)− u(y)) =

∫ +∞

−∞
(χ{u>t}(x)− χ{u>t}(y)) dt (3.23)

for any measurable u : Rn → R and a.e. x, y ∈ Rn. Thus from (3.21), (3.22), and (3.23), we
obtain

zu(x, y)(χ{u>t}(y)− χ{u>t}(x)) = |χ{u>t}(y)− χ{u>t}(x)| (3.24)

for a.e. t ∈ R. Now we fix t ∈ R such that (3.24) holds. From the specific choice of
K(x) = |x|−(n+s), the function space BVK(Rn) coincides with the fractional Sobolev space
W s,1(Rn). Recall that the space C∞

c (Rn) of smooth functions with compact supports is dense
in W s,1(Rn) (see [1] for the detail). Hence, from the fact that PK({u > t}) and PK(F ) are
finite, we can choose sequences {ηul }l∈N and {ηFl }l∈N in C∞

c (Rn) such that

ηul −−−→
l→∞

χ{u>t}, ηFl −−−→
l→∞

χF in W s,1(Rn). (3.25)

From the choice of the approximation, we notice that the difference function ηul − ηFl is also
in C∞

c (Rn) and [ηul − ηFl ]K(Rn) < ∞ for each l ∈ N. Hence, from the definition of solutions
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to the equation (3.19), we obtain
∫

Rn

(u− f) (ηul − ηFl ) dx

= −
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) [(η
u
l − ηFl )(y)− (ηul − ηFl )(x)] dx dy

= −
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (η
u
l (y)− ηul (x)) dx dy

+
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (η
F
l (y)− ηFl (x)) dx dy. (3.26)

By applying Proposition 3.4 and from the assumption that f ∈ L∞(Rn), we have that the
minimizer u is also in L∞(Rn) and thus

∣∣∣∣
∫

Rn

(u− f)(ηul − ηFl ) dx−

∫

Rn

(u− f)(χ{u>t} − χF ) dx

∣∣∣∣ −−−→l→∞
0. (3.27)

Hence by applying the dominated convergence theorem and from (3.25), (3.26), and (3.27),
we obtain that ∫

Rn

(u− f)(χ{u>t} − χF ) dx

= lim
l→∞

∫

Rn

(u− f) (ηul − ηFl ) dx

= −
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (χ{u>t}(y)− χ{u>t}(x)) dx dy

−
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (χF (y)− χF (x)) dx dy. (3.28)

From the definition of zu, we have

1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y) zu(x, y) (χF (x)− χF (y)) dx dy

≤
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y)|χF (x)− χF (y)| dx dy = PK(F ). (3.29)

Taking into account (3.24), (3.28), and (3.29), we obtain
∫

Rn

(u− f) (χ{u>t} − χF ) dx

≤ −
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y)|χ{u>t}(x)− χ{u>t}(y)| dx dy + PK(F ). (3.30)

Regarding the left-hand side of (3.30), we have
∫

Rn

(u− f) (χ{u>t} − χF ) dx =

∫

Rn

(u− t+ t− f) (χ{u>t} − χF ) dx

≥

∫

{u>t}∩F c

(t− f) dx−

∫

{u≤t}∩F
(u− f) dx

≥

∫

{u>t}∩F c

(t− f) dx−

∫

{u≤t}∩F
(t− f) dx

=

∫

Rn

(t− f) (χ{u>t} − χF ) dx (3.31)

11



for a.e. t ∈ R. Hence, from (3.30) and (3.31), we have

PK({u > t}) +

∫

Rn

(t− f)χ{u>t} dx

=
1

2

∫

Rn

∫

Rn

K(x− y)|χ{u>t}(x)− χ{u>t}(y)| dx dy +

∫

Rn

(t− f)χ{u>t} dx

≤ PK(F ) +

∫

Rn

(t− f)χF dx (3.32)

for a.e. t ∈ R. Therefore we conclude that the inequality (3.18) holds for a.e. t ∈ R. Notice
that, for any t ∈ R such that (3.24) does not hold, we can choose a sequence {tj}j∈N such
that tj → t as j → ∞ and (3.24) holds for any tj; otherwise we can choose a constant δ > 0
such that Bδ(t) ⊂ {t ∈ R | (3.24) is not true}. Since the condition (3.24) holds true for a.e.
t ∈ R, we have that

0 < 2δ = |Bδ(t)| ≤ |{t ∈ R | (3.24) is not true}| = 0,

which is a contradiction. Thus from the lower semi-continuity of PK and the continuity of the
map t 7→ |{u > t}|, we conclude that (3.18) holds for every t ∈ R.

3.4 Boundedness of super-level sets of minimizers

Let u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) be a minimizer of FK,f with a datum f ∈ Lp(Rn) with p ∈ (n
s
, ∞].

In this section, we show that the super-level set {u > t} for each t ∈ R is bounded up to
negligible sets. Precisely, we prove

Lemma 3.6. Assume that the kernel K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for x ∈ Rn \ {0} with s ∈ (0, 1) and
f ∈ Lp(Rn) with p ∈ (n

s
, ∞]. If ET is a minimizer of EK,f,T among sets with finite volumes

for any T ∈ R, then there exists a constant RT > 0 such that |ET \BRT
| = 0.

Proof. We basically follow the proof shown in [18, Proposition 3.2]. Suppose by contradiction
that |ET \Br| > 0 for any r > 0. By setting φT (r) := |ET \Br| for any r > 0, we have

(φT )
′(r) = −Hn−1(ET ∩ ∂Br)

for a.e. r > 0. We fix any R > 1. From the minimality of ET , we have

EK,f,T (ET ) ≤ EK,f,T (ET ∩Br). (3.33)

Since it holds that

PK(A ∪B) = PK(A) + PK(B)− 2

∫

A

∫

B

K(x− y) dx dy

for sets A, B ⊂ Rn with A ∩B = ∅, we have

PK(ET \Br) ≤ 2

∫

ET∩Br

∫

ET \Br

K(x− y) dx dy −

∫

ET \Br

(T − f(x)) dx. (3.34)

From the isoperimetric inequality for the nonlocal perimeter, we can have the following lower
bound of the term of the left-hand side in (3.34) (see for instance [24]):

PK(ET \Br) ≥
PK(B1)

|B1|
n−s
n

|ET \Br|
n−s
n = C(n, s)φ

n−s
n

T (r) (3.35)
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for r ≥ R, where we set C(n, s) := |B1|
−n−s

n PK(B1). Secondly, from Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem
and the co-area formula, we can compute the first term of the right-hand side in (3.34) as
follows:

∫

ET∩Br

∫

ET \Br

K(x− y) dx dy ≤

∫

ET \Br

∫

B|y|−r(y)

1

|x− y|n+s
dx dy

=

∫

ET \Br

|Sn−1|

∫ ∞

|y|−r

1

r1+s
dr dy

≤
|Sn−1|

s

∫

ET \Br

(|y| − r)−s dy

=
|Sn−1|

s

∫ +∞

r

Hn−1(ET ∩ ∂Bσ)

(σ − r)s
dσ

= −
|Sn−1|

s

∫ +∞

r

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dσ (3.36)

for any r ≥ R. Finally, regarding the second term of the right-hand side in (3.34), from the
assumption of f and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (if p 6= ∞), we have

∫

ET \Br

(−T + f(x)) dx ≤ T |ET \Br|+ ‖f‖Lp(Rn) |ET \Br|
1

q

= T φT (r) + ‖f‖Lp(Rn) φ
1

q

T (r) < ∞ (3.37)

for any r ≥ R > 1 where q ≥ 1 satisfies p−1 + q−1 = 1. By combining all the computations
(3.35), (3.36), and (3.37) with (3.34), we obtain

C(n, s)φ
n−s
n

T (r) ≤ −C1

∫ +∞

r

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dσ + T φT (r) + ‖f‖Lp(Rn) φ

1

q

T (r) (3.38)

for any r ≥ R where we set C1 := |Sn−1|
s

. Since φT (r) vanishes as r → ∞ and 1
q
> n−s

n
, we

can have that

2T φT (r) + 2‖f‖Lp(Rn)φ
1

q

T (r) ≤ C(n, s)φ
n−s
n

T (r)

for sufficiently large r ≥ R. Hence, by integrating the both sides of (3.38) over r ∈ (R,∞),
we obtain

C(n, s)

2

∫ ∞

R

φ
n−s
n

T (r) dr ≤ −C1

∫ ∞

R

∫ +∞

r

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dσ dr. (3.39)

By exchanging the order of the integration, we have

∫ ∞

R

∫ +∞

r

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dσ dr =

∫ ∞

R

∫ σ

R

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dr dσ. (3.40)

Then by employing the similar computation shown in [18], we obtain

∫ ∞

R

∫ σ

R

(φT )
′(σ)

(σ − r)s
dr dσ ≥ −

φT (R)

1− s
−

∫ ∞

R+1

φT (r)

(σ −R)s
dσ.
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Therefore, from (3.39), we have

C(n, s)

2

∫ ∞

R

φ
n−s
n

T (r) dr ≤ C1
φT (R)

1− s
+ C1

∫ ∞

R+1

φT (σ)

(σ −R)s
dσ

≤ C1
φT (R)

1− s
+ C1

∫ ∞

R+1
φT (σ) dσ.

Again, by choosing R sufficiently large so that the inequality

C1

∫ ∞

R+1
φT (r) dr ≤

C(n, s)

4

∫ ∞

R

φ
n−s
n

T (r) dr

holds, we have ∫ ∞

R

φ
n−s
n

T (r) dr ≤
4C1

C(n, s)(1− s)
φT (R).

Then by applying the method shown in, for instance, [17, 18], we obtain the contradiction
to the assumption that φT (r) > 0 for any r > 0. Therefore, we conclude the essential
boundedness of the set ET .

We assume that u ∈ BVK ∩L2(Rn) is a minimizer of the functional FK,f and u is bounded
from below with the constant c ∈ R. Then, since the super-level set {u > c} is also a
minimizer of EK,f,c, we may obtain from Lemma 3.6 that there exists a constant Rc > 1 such
that |{u > c}\BRc | = 0. In addition to this, we have the inclusion of the super-level sets that
{u > t′} ⊂ {u > t} for any t′ > t. Thus, we conclude that the following corollary holds.

Corollary 3.7. Assume that the kernel K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for x ∈ Rn \ {0} with s ∈ (0, 1).
Let u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) be a minimizer of FK,f . If a datum f is in Lp(Rn) with p ∈ (n

s
, ∞]

and u ≥ c a.e. in Rn for some c ∈ R, then the super-level set {u > t} is uniformly bounded
with respect to t ≥ c. Namely, there exists Rc > 0, independent of t, such that {u > t} ⊂ BRc

for any t ≥ c.

4 Hölder regularity of minimizers

First of all, we observe that, if u satisfies some equation associated with the Euler-Lagrange
equations of EK,f,t and the boundary of {u > t} is regular, then u is continuous.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that K(x) = |x|−(N+s) for any x ∈ Rn with s ∈ (0, 1) and the
datum f is in L2 ∩ L∞(Rn). Let u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn). Assume that ∂{u > t} is of class C1,α

with α ∈ (s, 1] and u satisfies the equation

Hs
{u>t}(x) + t− f(x) = 0

for any x ∈ ∂{u > t} and t ∈ R. Then u is continuous in Rn.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that u is not continuous in Rn. Then there exist a point
x0 ∈ Rn and −∞ < t′ < t < ∞ such that x0 ∈ ∂Et∩∂Et′ . Indeed, if u is not continuous at x0,
then it holds that t+ := lim supx→x0

u(x) > lim infx→x0
u(x) =: t−. Note that t+ ≥ u(x0) ≥ t−

by definition. Setting δ := t+ − t− > 0 and the definition of t+, we can choose a sequence
{xn}n∈N such that xk → x0 and u(xk) > t+− δ

2k
for any k ∈ N with k ≥ 1. If u(x0) = t+, then
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we have that xk ∈ {u > u(x0)−
δ
2} for large k ∈ N. Thus we obtain that x0 ∈ {u > u(x0)−

δ
2}.

However, from the definition of δ, x0 cannot be a interior point of {u > u(x0)−
δ
2}; otherwise

we can choose a sequence {yk}k∈N such that

u(x0)−
δ

2
< u(yk) < t− +

δ

2k
(4.1)

for any large k. From the definition of δ and the fact that u(x0) = t+, we obtain a con-
tradiction. Thus we may assume that u(x0) < t+. Setting δ̃ := t+ − u(x0) > 0 and since
u(xk) > t+ − δ

2k
for any k ∈ N, we have that u(xk) > u(x0) +

1
2 δ̃ for any k ∈ N with

k ≥ (2δ)−1δ̃ and that xk ∈ {u > u(x0) +
1
2 δ̃} for large k ∈ N. Hence, recalling that xk → x0

as k → ∞, we obtain that x0 ∈ ∂{u > u(x0) +
1
2 δ̃}. In the same way, we can show that

x0 ∈ ∂{u > u(x0) +
3
4 δ̃}. Therefore, we conclude that, if u is not continuous at x0, we can

find distinct constants t, t′ ∈ R such that x0 ∈ ∂{u > t} ∩ ∂{u > t′}.
From the assumptions, we obtain that the following equations hold:

Hs
Et
(x) + t− f(x) = 0 (4.2)

and
Hs

Et′
(x) + t′ − f(x) = 0 (4.3)

for each x ∈ ∂Et ∩ ∂Et′ . Recall that the nonlocal mean curvature associated with K(x) =
|x|−(N+s) is well-defined at each point on ∂E if ∂E is at least of class C1,α with α > s (see,
for instance, [19, Corollary 3.5]).

Now we can readily see that, if two sets E and F satisfy that E ⊂ F and ∂E ∩ ∂F 6= ∅,
then it holds that Hs

E ≥ Hs
F on ∂E ∩ ∂F . Indeed, by definition, we have

Hs
E(x)−Hs

F (x) = P.V.

∫

Rn

χE(x)− χE(y)

|x− y|N+s
dy

− p.v.

∫

Rn

χF (x)− χF (y)

|x− y|N+s
dy

= p.v.

∫

Rn

χE(x)− χF (x)− χE(y) + χF (y)

|x− y|N+s
dy (4.4)

for any x ∈ ∂E ∩ ∂F . Since E ⊂ F , it holds χE ≤ χF in Rn and χE(x) = χF (x) for any
x ∈ ∂E ∩ ∂F . Thus from (4.4) and the non-negativity of K, we obtain the claim.

Therefore, from (4.2), (4.3), and the fact that Hs
Et′

≥ Hs
Et

, we obtain

t′ − f(x0) ≥ t− f(x0)

and it turns out that t′ ≥ t. This contradicts the fact that t′ < t.

4.1 Regularity of boundaries of super-level sets for minimizers

Now we show some regularity results of the boundary of the set {u > t} for each t under
suitable assumptions on the datum f , where u is a minimizer of FK,f with K(x) = |x|−(N+s).
From Proposition 3.4, we have that u ∈ L∞(Rn) whenever f ∈ L2∩L∞(Rn). Since {u > t} =
Rn if t < −‖u‖L∞ and {u > t} = ∅ if t ≥ ‖u‖L∞ , in the sequel, we focus on the set {u > t}
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only for t ∈ [−‖u‖L∞ , ‖u‖L∞) if f ∈ L∞(Rn). Recall that, from Corollary 3.7, the super-level
set {u > t} is bounded uniformly in t ∈ [−‖u‖L∞ , ‖u‖L∞).

To obtain our main result on the regularity of minimizers, we exploit the regularity results
proved by Caputo and Guillen [13]; Figalli, Fusco, Maggi, Millot, and Morini [24]; Savin and
Valdinoci [38]; and Barrios, Figalli, and Valdinoci [7].

Before recalling the regularity results, we give the definition of “almost” minimizers of Ps

in the sense of Figalli, et al [24]. Given Λ > 0, we say that a measurable bounded set E ⊂ Rn

is an almost minimizer of Ps if

Ps(E) ≤ Ps(F ) +
Λ

1− s
|E∆F | (4.5)

for any measurable bounded set F ⊂ Rn. Note that the concept of the almost minimality of
Ps was also given by Caputo and Guillen [13] and their definition can include a wider variety
of sets than the definition by Figalli, et al. [24]. In this paper, it is sufficient to apply the
definition given by Figalli, et al [24] and thus we do not write the definition given by Caputo
and Guillen [13] here.

First, we recall the regularity of almost minimizers of Ps in the sense of (4.5), which was
shown by Figalli, Fusco, Maggi, Millot, and Morini [24, Corollary 3.5] (see also [13]). This
result is a nonlocal analogue of the theory of Tamanini [39] on almost minimal surfaces.

Theorem 4.2 ([24]). If n ≥ 2, Λ > 0, and s0 ∈ (0, 1), then there exist positive constants
0 < ε0 < 1, C0 > 0, and α < 1, depending on n, Λ, and s0 only, with the following property:
if E is an almost minimizer of Ps with s ∈ (s0, 1) in the sense of (4.5), then ∂E is of class
C1,α for some 0 < α < 1 except a closed set of Hausdorff dimension n− 2.

Next we recall the regularity result of fractional minimal cones in R2 by Savin and Valdinoci
[38].

Theorem 4.3 ([38]). Assume that E ⊂ R2 is a s-fractional minimal cone, namely, E satisfies
that E = t E for any t > 0. Then E is a half-plane.

In particular, by combining the blow-up and blow-down arguments in [11], one may obtain
that s-fractional minimal surfaces in R2 are fully C1,α-regular for any α ∈ (0, s).

Corollary 4.4 ([38]). If E is an s-fractional minimal set in Ω ⊂ R2, then ∂E ∩ Ω′ is a
C1,α-curve for any Ω′ ⋐ Ω.

Originally, the regularity of nonlocal(fractional) minimal surfaces, which are defined by the
boundaries of sets minimizing the fractional perimeter, was obtained by Caffarelli, Roquejoffre,
and Savin [11]. Precisely they proved that every fractional minimal surface is locally C1,α

except a closed set of Hausdorff dimension n − 2. Moreover, thanks to Corollary 4.4, this
closed set of fractional minimal surfaces has Hausdorff dimension at most n− 3.

As a consequence of these regularity results, we obtain

Lemma 4.5 (C1,α-regularity of boundary of super-level set of minimizers). Let s ∈ (0, 1) and
let f ∈ L2 ∩L∞(Rn). Assume that K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for x ∈ Rn \ {0} and u ∈ BVK ∩L2(Rn)
is a minimizer of the functional FK,f . Then, for each t ∈ R, the boundary of the super-level
set of u is of class C1,α with some 0 < α < 1, except a closed set of Hausdorff dimension
n− 3.
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Proof. We fix t ∈ R. Let x0 ∈ ∂{u > t} and r > 0 be any number. First, from the assumption
on f and Lemma 3.6 in Section 3.2, u is non-negative and there exists a constant R0 > 0 such
that Et := {u > t} ⊂ BR0

2

for any t ≥ −‖u‖L∞ . In order to apply Theorem 4.2 to our case,

it is sufficient to show that each set Et is an almost minimizer in the sense of (4.5). From
Lemma 3.5, we know that {u > t} is a solution to the problem

min{EK,f,t(E) | |E| < ∞}

for each t ∈ R. Hence, from the minimality and boundedness of Et, we have that

EK,f,t(Et) ≤ EK,f,t(F ) (4.6)

for any bounded measurable set F ⊂ Rn. Hence, from (4.6), we can compute as follows: for
any bounded measurable set F , we have

PK(Et)− PK(F ) = EK,f,t(Et)−

∫

Et

(t− f(x)) dx

− EK,f,t(F ) +

∫

F

(t− f(x) dx

≤

∫

Rn

|χEt − χF | |t− f(x)| dx

≤

∫

Br(x0)
|t− f(x)| dx. (4.7)

Since we assume that f ∈ L∞(Rn), we have

∫

Br(x0)
|t− f(x)| dx ≤ (t+ ‖f‖L∞(Rn)) |Et∆F |. (4.8)

Hence, from (4.7) and (4.8), we have

PK(Et) ≤ PK(F ) + (t+ ‖f‖L∞(Rn)) |Et∆F |.

Therefore, we apply Theorem 4.2 and Corollary 4.4 to conclude that the claim is valid.

In addition, we employ another result of the regularity of solutions to integro-differential
equations via the bootstrap argument. This result is obtained by Barrios, Figalli, and Valdinoci
[7, Theorem 1.6]. They proved the following regularity theorem on the solutions to integro-
differential equations. For simplicity, we do not describe the whole statement. See [7, Theorem
1.6] for the full statement.

Theorem 4.6. Let v ∈ L∞(Rn−1) be a solution (in the viscosity sense) to the integro-
differential equation

∫

Rn−1

Ar(x
′, y′)

(
v(x′ + y′) + v(x′ − y′)− 2v(x′)

)
dy′ = F (x′, v(x′))

for any x′ ∈ B′
r(0) ⊂ Rn−1 where Ar satisfies the following assumptions:
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(A1) There exist constants a0, r0 > 0 and η ∈ (0, a04 ) such that

(1− s)(a0 − η)

|y′|n+s
≤ Ar(x

′, y′) ≤
(1− s)(a0 + η)

|y′|n+s

for any x′ ∈ B′
r(0) and y′ ∈ B′

r0
(0) \ {0}.

(A2) There exists a constant C0 > 0 such that

‖Ar(·, y
′)‖C0,β(B′

1
) ≤

C0

|y′|n+s

for any y′ ∈ B′
r0
(0) \ {0}.

and F ∈ C0,β(B′
r(0)) with β ∈ (0, 1]. Then v ∈ C1,s+α(B′

r
2

(0)) for any α < β.

Taking into account all the above arguments, we can obtain that the boundary of the super-
level set of the minimizer of FK,f has the C2,s+β−1-regularity under the β-Hölder regularity
of a given datum f with β ∈ (1− s, 1]. Precisely, we prove

Lemma 4.7. Assume that K(x) = |x|−(n+s) for x ∈ Rn \ {0} with s in(0, 1) and f is in
L2 ∩ L∞(Rn). Let u ∈ BVK ∩ L2(Rn) be a minimizer of the functional FK,f . If a datum f

is in C
0,β
loc (R

n) with β ∈ (1 − s, 1], then for each t ∈ R, the boundary of the super-level set
{u > t} is of class C2,s+α−1 with 1−s < α < β ≤ 1 except a closed set of Hausdorff dimension
n− 3.

Proof. From Lemma 4.5 and the assumption that f ∈ C
0,β
loc ∩L∞(Rn) with β ∈ (1− s, 1], the

boundary of the set {u > t} has full C1,α-regularity with some α ∈ (0, 1) except a closed set
Σ of Hausdorff dimension n− 3, and thus we can represent ∂{u > t} \Σ locally as a graph of
a C1,α-function vt in a bounded domain U ′ ⊂ Rn−1. By employing the computation shown in
[7], we may have that vt satisfies the equation, in the viscosity sense,

∫

Rn−1

Ar(x
′, y′)

vt(x
′ + y′) + vt(x

′ − y′)− 2v(x′)

|y′ − x′|(n−1)+(1+s)
dy′

= G(x′, v(x′)) + t− f(x′, vt(x
′)) for x′ ∈ U ′ ⊂ Rn−1

where Ar satisfies (A1) and (A2) and G is a smooth function (see [7] for the detail). Then,

since f ∈ C
0,β
loc (R

n), we now apply Theorem 4.6 several times, if necessary, to conclude that
the regularity of vt can be improved up to C2,s+α−1 with 1 − s < α < β ≤ 1. From the
compactness of the boundary of {u > t} and by the standard covering argument, we obtain
the C2,s+α−1-regularity of ∂{u > t} for any α ∈ (1− s, β).

4.2 Proof of the main regularity result

By using Lemma 4.7, we are now ready to prove the main result of this paper.
Let us briefly explain the strategy of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Let t1, t2 ∈ [−‖u‖L∞ , ‖u‖L∞)

with t1 < t2 and we set E1 := {u > t1} and E2 := {u > t2}. Notice that E2 ⊂ E1 because
t1 < t2. In order to show the Hölder regularity of u, it is sufficient to observe that the bound-
aries of E1 and E2 are not too close. Precisely, using the regularity of f ∈ C0,β, we show the
inequality that

t2 − t1 . (dist (∂E1, ∂E2))
β . (4.9)
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To see this, we compare the nonlocal mean curvatures on the boundaries ∂E1 and ∂E2. Notice
that one can compare the curvatures at points which the boundaries have in common. Thus,
we slide ∂E1 (denoted by ∂Eν

1 ) along the outer unit normal ν of ∂E1 until ∂Eν
1 touches ∂E2.

At the touching point, we can now compare the curvatures between ∂Eν
1 and ∂E2. Moreover,

by employing the computation by Dávila, del Pino, and Wei [20], we can also compare the
curvatures between ∂E1 and ∂Eν

1 .

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let dt := dEt for t ∈ [0, ∞) be a signed distance function from ∂{u >

t}, which is negative inside {u > t}. We set Et := {x | u(x) > t} for any t. Since n = 2, from
Lemma 4.7 it follows that all the points on ∂Et are regular points. Thus, the signed distance
function dt is of class C2,s+α−1 in a neighborhood of ∂Et with 1−s < α < β (see, for instance,
[40, 21, 22, 8] for the relation between the distance function and regularity of surfaces).

Recall that, from the assumption on f and Proposition 3.4, we have that ‖u‖L∞ ≤
‖f‖L∞ < ∞. We now take any t1 ∈ [−‖u‖L∞ , ‖u‖L∞) and set E1 := Et1 . Then we can
choose a neighborhood U1 ⊂ R2 of the boundary ∂E1 such that d1 := dt1 ∈ C2,s+α−1(U1).
Moreover, we take any t2 ∈ (−‖u‖L∞ , ‖u‖L∞) with t2 > t1 and set E2 := Et2 . Then, from
Lemma 3.7, we obtain that there exists a constant Rc > 0 independent of t1 and t2 such that
E2 ⊂ E1 ⊂ BRc . We can choose points x1 ∈ ∂E1 and x2 ∈ ∂E2 such that

δ̃ := dist (∂E1, ∂E2) = |x1 − x2|.

Since we study the local Hölder regularity of u, it is sufficient to consider the case that x2 ∈ U1.
We first show that the following inequality holds:

t2 − t1 ≤ ([f ]β +C δ̃1−β) δ̃β (4.10)

where β is as in Theorem 1.1 and C > 0 is a constant depending only on s and d1.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that δ̃ > 0. Indeed, if δ̃ = 0, then, from the

definition of δ̃, we can easily see that t2 = t1. This implies that the inequality (4.10) is valid.
Thus, in the sequel, we always assume that δ̃ > 0.

Now we define Eδ
1 as

Eδ
1 := {x ∈ E1 | dist (x, ∂E1) ≤ δ}

for any δ ∈ (0, δ̃]. Then, from the choice of t2 and the definition of δ̃, the boundary of Eδ
1 can

be described as ∂Eδ
1 = {x− δ∇d1(x) | x ∈ ∂E1} for any δ ∈ (0, δ̃], where ∇d1 coincides with

the outer unit normal vector of ∂E1. From the definition of the nonlocal mean curvature, we
can easily show that the following comparison inequality holds:

HK

E δ̃
1

(x2) ≤ HK
E2
(x2). (4.11)

From the choice of x1 and x2, we have x2 = x1 − δ∇d1(x1). Now we compare the two
nonlocal curvatures HK

Eδ
1

(x2) and HK
E1
(x1). To do this, we employ the computation shown by

Dávila, del Pino, and Wei in [20] (see also [19, 28]). This computation is on the variation of
the nonlocal(fractional) mean curvature. Precisely, we have that, for any set E ⊂ R2 with a
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smooth boundary (at least C2), it holds that

−
d

dδ

∣∣∣∣
δ=0

HK
Eδh

(x− δh(x)∇dE(x))

= 2

∫

∂E

h(y)− h(x)

|y − x|2+s
dHn−1(y)

+ 2

∫

∂E

(∇dE(y)−∇dE(x)) · ∇dE(x)

|y − x|2+s
dHn−1(y) (4.12)

for x ∈ ∂E where h ∈ L∞(∂E) and h is as smooth as ∂E. Here we define Eδh in such a way
that its boundary is given by ∂Eδh := {x − δ h(x)∇dE(x) | x ∈ ∂E} for any δ > 0. Then
from (4.12) and by some computation, we have the estimate of the variation of the nonlocal
mean curvature Hs

Eδ
1

for small δ > 0. Precisely we can obtain that there exist constants C > 0

and δ0 > 0, which depends on the space-dimension n = 2, s, and the L∞-norm of ∇2d1
(equivalently the second fundamental form of ∂E1), such that

−
d

dδ
HK

Eδ
1

(Ψδ(x1)) ≤ C

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y) (4.13)

for any δ ∈ (0, δ0) where we set Ψδ(x1) := x− δ∇d1(x). Indeed, choosing any smooth cut-off
function ηε such that spt ηε ⊂ Bc

ε(0), ηε ≡ 1 in Bc
2ε(0), and 0 ≤ ηε ≤ 1, we can write the

nonlocal curvature as follows:

−Hs
Eδ

1

(Ψδ(x1))

=

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|y −Ψδ(x1)|2+s
ηε(y −Ψδ(x1)) dy

+

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|y −Ψδ(x1)|2+s
(1− ηε(y −Ψδ(x1))) dy

=: Aε(δ) +Bε(δ). (4.14)

Then we can compute the derivative of Aε(δ) in (4.14) for small δ > 0 in the following manner:
setting ỹδ := y −Ψδ(x1) for simplicity, we have

d

dδ

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|ỹδ|2+s
ηε(ỹδ) dy

=

∫

∂Eδ
1

ηε(ỹδ)

|ỹδ|2+s
dHn−1(y) +

∫

∂(Eδ
1
)c

ηε(ỹδ)

|ỹδ|2+s
dHn−1(y)

− (2 + s)

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|ỹδ|4+s
(y − x1 + δ∇d1(x1)) · ∇d1(x1) ηε(ỹδ) dy

+

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|ỹδ|2+s
∇ηε(ỹδ) · ∇d1(x1) dy (4.15)
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for any δ ∈ (0, 1) with Ψδ(x1) ∈ U1. Then by using the Gauss-Green theorem, we have

− (2 + s)

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|ỹδ|4+s
(y − x1 + δ∇d1(x1)) · ∇d1(x1) ηε(ỹδ) dy

=

∫

R2

(χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y))∇y

(
1

|ỹδ|2+s

)
· ∇d1(x1) ηε(ỹδ) dy

=

∫

∂Eδ
1

∇d1(x1) · ∇dEδ
1

(y)

|ỹδ|2+s
ηε(ỹδ) dH

n−1

−

∫

∂(Eδ
1
)c

∇d1(x1) · (−∇dEδ
1

(y))

|ỹδ|2+s
ηε(ỹδ) dH

n−1

−

∫

R2

χEδ
1

(y)− χ(Eδ
1
)c(y)

|ỹδ|2+s
∇ηε(ỹδ) · ∇d1(x1) dy. (4.16)

Thus from (4.15) and (4.16), we obtain

d

dδ
Aε(δ) =

∫

∂Eδ
1

2− 2(∇d1(x1) · ∇dEδ
1

(y))

|ỹδ|2+s
ηε(ỹδ) dH

n−1(y)

=

∫

∂Eδ
1

|∇d1(x1)−∇dEδ
1

(y)|2

|ỹδ|2+s
ηε(ỹδ) dH

n−1(y)

for any small δ > 0 with Ψδ(x1) ∈ U1. Hence from the change of variables, we obtain

d

dδ
Aε(δ) =

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(x1)−∇d1(y)|
2

|Ψδ(y)−Ψδ(x1)|2+s
ηε(Ψδ(y)−Ψδ(x1))J∂E1

Ψδ(y) dH
n−1(y)

where J∂E1
Ψδ(y) is the tangential Jacobian of ∂E1 at y. As is shown in [20], we can have

that there exist constants c′ > 0 and δ′ > 0, depending on the space-dimension n = 2 and
s but independent of ε > 0, such that | d

dδ
Bε(δ)| ≤ c′ε1−s for any δ ∈ (0, δ′) and ε ∈ (0, 1).

Therefore, we conclude that

−
d

dδ
Hs

Eδ
1

(Ψδ(x1)) = lim
ε↓0

(
d

dδ
Aε(δ) +

d

dδ
Bε(δ)

)

=

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(x1)−∇d1(y)|
2

|Ψδ(y)−Ψδ(x1)|2+s
J∂E1

Ψδ(y) dH
n−1(y)

for any δ ∈ (0, δ′0) where δ′0 > 0 is a constant depending on the space-dimension n = 2, s, and
the L∞-norm of ∇2d1. From the definition of Ψδ, we have that there exists a constant C0 > 0
depending on the space-dimension n = 2, s, and the L∞-norm of ∇2d1, such that

J∂E1
Ψδ(y)

|Ψδ(y)−Ψδ(x1)|2+s
≤

C0

|y − x1|2+s

for any y ∈ ∂E1 and δ ∈ (0, δ′0). Therefore we obtain that there exist constants C > 0
and δ0 > 0, depending on the space-dimension n = 2, s, and the second derivative of d1 but
independent of δ, such that the inequality (4.13) with the constant C holds for any δ ∈ (0, δ0).
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Thus, from the fundamental theorem of calculus and (4.13), we obtain that

−HK
Eδ

1

(x− δ∇d1(x))

= −HK
E1
(x1)− δ

∫ 1

0

d

dδ
HK

Eδ
1

(x− λδ∇d1(x)) dλ

≤ −HK
E1
(x1) + C δ

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y) (4.17)

for any δ ∈ (0, δ0). Now we show that the integral

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y)

is uniformly bounded for any x1 ∈ V and any open set V ( U1. Indeed, we define the set
U r
1 := {x ∈ U1 | dist (x, ∂U1) > r} for any r > 0 satisfying that B2r(x) ⊂ U1 for any x ∈ U1.

Then we can compute the integral as follows: for any x1 ∈ U r
1 , it holds that

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y)

=

∫

∂E1∩Br(x1)

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y)

+

∫

∂E1∩Bc
r(x1)

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y)

≤

∫

∂E1∩Br(x1)

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2
1

|y − x1|n−2+s
dHn−1(y)

+

∫

∂E1∩Bc
r(x1)

4

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y). (4.18)

From the fundamental theorem of calculus and the fact that Br(x1) ⊂ U1 for any x1 ∈ U r
1 , we

have that
|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|

2

|y − x1|2
≤ ‖∇2d1‖

2
L∞(Br(x1))

(4.19)

for any y ∈ Br(x1). Thus from (4.18) and (4.19) and noticing that x1 ∈ U r
1 and Et ⊂ BRc

holds uniformly in t ≥ c where c := −‖u‖L∞ > −∞, we obtain

∫

∂E1

|∇d1(y)−∇d1(x1)|
2

|y − x1|2+s
dHn−1(y) ≤ c1 ‖∇

2d1‖
3
L∞(Br(x1))

r1−s

+
c2 ‖∇

2d1‖L∞(U1)

rs
(4.20)

where c1 > 0 and c2 > 0 are constants depending on the space-dimension n = 2 and s. Since
we choose any r in such a way that Br(x1) ⊂ U1, we conclude the claim is valid. Thus, from
(4.17) and (4.20), we finally obtain the inequality

−HK
Eδ

1

(x1 − δ∇d1(x)) ≤ −HK
E1
(x1) +C(n, s,Rc) δ (4.21)

for any δ ∈ (0, δ0) where C(n, s,Rc) > 0 (n = 2 is the space-dimension) and δ0 > 0 are some
constants, which also depend on the L∞-norm of ∇2d1. Note that the constant δ0 can be
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bounded by the inverse of the L∞-norm of ∇2d1. Thus from (4.11) and (4.21), we have that,
for any δ ∈ (0, δ0),

−HK
E2
(x2) ≤ −HK

E1
(x1) + C(n, s,Rc) δ. (4.22)

Now we consider the following two cases:
Case 1 : 0 < δ̃ < δ0. In this case, we simply substitute δ = δ̃ with (4.22) and obtain

−HK
E2
(x2) ≤ −HK

E1
(x1) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃

where δ̃ = dist (∂E1, ∂E2).

Case 2 : δ̃ ≥ δ0. In this case, there exists a number N ∈ N such that δ̃
N

< ‖∇2d1‖
−1
L∞(U1)

.

Then setting δ̃k := k
N
δ̃ for each k ∈ {1, · · · , N} and taking into account all the above argu-

ments, we obtain the inequality that

−HK

E
δ̃k
1

(xδ̃k1 ) ≤ −HK

E
δ̃k−1

1

(x
δ̃k−1

1 ) + C(n, s,Rc)
δ̃

N
(4.23)

for each k ∈ {1, · · · , N} where we understand the notation xδ̃01 = x1 and E δ̃0
1 = E1. Thus by

summing the inequality (4.23) for all i ∈ {1, · · · , N}, we obtain

−HK

E δ̃
1

(x2) = −HK

E
δ̃N
1

(xδ̃N1 )

≤ −HK

E
δ̃0
1

(xδ̃01 ) +N C(n, s,Rc)
δ̃

N
= −HK

E1
(x1) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃

where δ̃ = dist (∂E1, ∂E2). In both cases, we finally obtain the inequality

−HK
E2
(x2) ≤ −HK

E1
(x1) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃. (4.24)

Thanks to Lemma 4.7, the Euler-Lagrange equation

Hs
Et
(x) + t− f(x) = 0 (4.25)

holds for every x ∈ ∂Et. Then, since Ei is the minimizer of EK,f,ti for i ∈ {1, 2} and from
(4.24), we obtain

t2 − t1 ≤ f(x2)− f(x1) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃.

Recalling the definition of x2, the Hölder continuity of f , and the fact that Et ⊂ BRc for any
t ≥ c, we conclude that

t2 − t1 ≤ ([f ]β(BRc) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃
1−β) δ̃β (4.26)

where [f ]β(BRc) is the Hölder constant of f in BRc given as

[f ]β(BRc) := sup
x, y∈BRc , x 6=y

|f(x)− f(y)|

|x− y|β

and the constant δ̃ is defined as δ̃ := dist (∂E1, ∂E2). Note that the constant C(n, s,Rc) > 0
also depends on the L∞-norm of ∇2d1.
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We are now ready to prove the local Hölder continuity of u. Let Br0(x0) ⊂ R2 be any
open ball of radius r0 with x0 ∈ {u = t0} for a number t0 ≥ c := −‖u‖L∞ . We take any points
x, y ∈ Br0(x0) with x 6= y and set t1, t2 ∈ R as t1 := u(x) and t2 := u(y). We may assume
that t1 > t2 ≥ c because we only repeat the same argument in the case of t1 < t2. In addition
to this, we also assume that t1 > t0 > t2. Indeed, in the case of t1 > t2 ≥ t0 or t0 ≥ t1 > t2,
it is sufficient to take another point x′0 ∈ Br0(x0) and t′0 ∈ R such that x′0 ∈ {u = t′0} and
t1 > t′0 > t2, and do the argument that we will show below. Moreover, since we only observe
the local regularity of u, it is sufficient to consider the case that Br0(x0) ⊂ U0 where U0 is a
neighborhood of ∂{u > t0} such that the signed distance function from ∂{u > t0} is of class
C2,s+α−1(U0) with α ∈ (1 − s, 1). Indeed, if x ∈ Br0(x0) \ U0 and y ∈ Br0(x0), then, from
the continuity of u, we can choose a point z0 in Br0(x0) and close to x such that the estimate
|u(x)− u(z0)| ≤ |x− y|β holds and t1 = u(x) > u(z0) ≥ u(y) = t2. In the case of z0 ∈ U0, we
just apply the argument that we will show below with (4.26) for z0, x0, and y; otherwise we
can repeat the above argument until we have the point belonging to U0.

Now we choose sufficiently small ε > 0 such that t1 − ε > t0 and t0 − ε > t2 and then we
have that x ∈ {u > t1 − ε}, y ∈ {u > t2 − ε}, and x0 ∈ {u > t0 − ε}. Hence, from (4.26) and
the fact that x, y ∈ Br0(x0), we obtain the two inequalities

u(x)− u(x0) = t1 − ε− (t0 − ε) ≤ ([f ]β(BRc) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃
1−β
1 ) δ̃β1

≤ ([f ]β(BRc) + C(n, s,Rc) r
1−β
0 ) δ̃β1 . (4.27)

and

u(x0)− u(y) = t0 − ε− (t2 − ε) ≤ ([f ]β(BRc) + C(n, s,Rc) δ̃
1−β
2 ) δ̃β2

≤ ([f ]β(BRc) + C(n, s,Rc) r
1−β
0 ) δ̃β2 (4.28)

where we set δ̃1 := dist (∂Et0 , ∂Et1) and δ̃2 := dist (∂Et0 , ∂Et2). Note that the constant
C(n, s,Rc) > 0 also depends on the L∞-norm of ∇2dt0 , which can be uniformly bounded in
Br0(x0). Notice that the inequality

δ̃1 + δ̃2 = dist (∂Et0 , ∂Et1) + dist (∂Et0 , ∂Et2) ≤ dist (∂Et1 , ∂Et2) ≤ |x− y|

holds because of the fact that Et1 ⊂ Et0 ⊂ Et2 . Therefore from (4.27) and (4.28), we obtain
that there exists a constant C = C(n, s, f,Rc, r0, x0) > 0 (we have assumed that the space-
dimension n is two) such that

|u(x) − u(y)| = |u(x) − u(x0) + u(x0)− u(y)|

≤ C (δ̃β1 + δ̃
β
2 ) ≤ C 21−β(δ̃1 + δ̃2)

β ≤ 21−βC |x− y|β.

Here, in the second inequality, we have used the fact that 21−β(x+1)β ≥ xβ +1 for any x ≥ 1
and β ∈ (0, 1) and applied this fact with x = δ̃1 δ̃

−1
2 if δ̃1 ≥ δ̃2 or x = δ̃2 δ̃

−1
1 if δ̃1 < δ̃1.
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