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1. Introduction

The oblique problem for the Monge-Ampère Equation

(1.1)

{

detD2u = f(x) in Ω,

Dβu = φ(x) on ∂Ω

was studied by Lions, Trudinger and Urbas[12]. Assuming Ω is a bounded uniformly

convex domain in Rn and β = ν, the unit inward normal on ∂Ω, they obtained

the global C3,α estimates in the case when f, φ and ∂Ω are sufficiently smooth, and

proved the existence and uniqueness of convex solutions to (1.1) in the space C3,α(Ω̄)

(0 < α < 1). Their results were to extended to the oblique derivative boundary value

problem by Urbas[17]and by Wang[21], to the Hessian equations by Ma and Qiu[14],

and to the augmented Monge-Ampère Equation by Jiang and Trudinger[10].

In two-dimensional case(n = 2), Urbas[16] improved the smooth assumptions on

f, φ and ∂Ω. He proved that the solution belongs to C2,α(Ω̄) if Ω is C2,1 uniformly

convex, f ∈ C1,1(Ω̄), φ ∈ C1,1(∂Ω) and β ∈ C2,1(∂Ω;Rn) is a C1 perturbation of inner

vector field.

When the f in (1.1) is less regular, i.e. f ∈ Cα(Ω), the interior C2,α regularity for

(Aleksandrov) generalized solution (which is equivalent to convex-viscosity solution)

was obtained by Caffarelli[2], which was extended to the case α ∈ [0, 1] by Jian and

Wang[11]. The boundary Schauder estimate for the Dirichlet problem was proved

by Trudinger and Wang in [19] and by Savin in [18]. The global regularity for the

natural boundary value problem was proved recently by Chen, Liu and Wang in [5].

In this paper, we study the global regularity for generalized solution to the problem

(1.1). We assume that β is oblique (point inward), which means

(1.2) {x0 + tβ(x0)| t > 0} ∩ Ω 6= ∅, ∀x0 ∈ ∂Ω.

By a compactness argument, this is equivalent to saying that if β ∈ C0 and Ω is

convex, there exist universal constants a, η > 0 ( depend on β,Ω ) such that

(1.3) a ≤ ||β|| ≤ a−1 and {x0 + t(β(x0) +Bη(0))| t ∈ (0, a)} ⊂ Ω, ∀x0 ∈ ∂Ω

and the second relation of (1.3) can be replaced by β · ν ≥ η > 0 if Ω is C1, where a

depends on ||β||C0, ||∂Ω||C1.

Throughout this paper, we always assume that the known data satisfy

(A1): The constant α ∈ (0, 1), Ω is a bounded convex domain in Rn, u ∈ L∞(Ω̄)

is a convex solution to problem (1.1) (see Definition 1.1 below), 0 < λ ≤ f(x) ≤ Λ in

Ω for some positive constants λ,Λ, and β ∈ Lip(∂Ω;Rn) is a vector field and satisfies

(1.3) for some positive constants a, η.
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When n ≥ 3, global Schauder estimate for problem (1.1) does not hold, as pointed

out in [21] (also see Example 10.1 below). Hence, to obtain the global Schauder

estimate, we need to assume u is quadratic growth on boundary. This is to say that

there is a constant C0 > 0 such that for every x0 ∈ ∂Ω, there exists a sub-differential

px0 ∈ ∂u(x0) (see (2.1) below for its definition) such that

(1.4) u(x)− u(x0)− px0 · (x− x0) ≤ C0|x− x0|2, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

And it can be replaced by (see Lemma 3.6)

(1.5) u(x)− u(x0)−∇u(x0) · (x− x0) ≤ C0|x− x0|2, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

If the known data satisfy the assumption (A4) below, we make a weaker assumption

for given point x0 ∈ ∂Ω:

(1.6) u(x)− u(x0)− px0 · (x− x0) ≤ C0|x− x0|2 + ε, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω

for some sufficiently small universal constant ε > 0.

An evident example satisfying the quadratic growth conditions is that ∂Ω is C1,1

and u admits a linear function as its upper barrier at every boundary point. And we

can verify (1.4) at the maximum point of u.

We use the standard concept for generalized solutions and viscosity solutions to the

first equation of (1.1). See the book [8] for example. But boundary value condition

in (1.1) will be understood in the following viscous sense.

Use USC(E) (or LSC(E))to denote the family of all upper (or lower) semi-continuous

functions on E and assume u ∈ USC(Ω̄) (LSC(Ω̄)). Whenever we write that

Dβu ≥ (≤)φ on ∂Ω,

we mean that u is a viscosity subsolution (or supersolution) on boundary. This is

to say that for any convex ϕ ∈ C2(Ω̄) such that u − ϕ has a local maximum (or

minimum) at x0 ∈ ∂Ω, then

Dβϕ(x0) ≥ (or ≤)φ(x0).

If u ∈ C(Ω̄) is both viscosity subsolution and viscosity supersolution on boundary,

we call it a viscosity solution to Dβu = φ.

Definition 1.1. Through the whole article, the solution to the first equation of (1.1)

is understood as the generalized solution(or the Aleksandrov solution), the solution to

the second equation of (1.1) is understood as the viscosity solution.
4



Caffarelli[1] indicated that the generalized solution to the first equation of (1.1) is

a viscosity subsolution (or supersolution) to the following equation

(1.7) detD2u(x0) ≥ lim
x→x0

f(x)(≤ lim
x→x0

f(x)),

and the generalized solution and viscosity solution to the first equation of (1.1) are

equivalent if f ∈ C(Ω), which is proved in detail in [8]. This fact will be used.

The main results of this paper are the following Theorems 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4. In addi-

tion to (A1), we will need extra assumptions (A2), (A3) and (A4) for our regularity

theory.

(A2): φ ∈ Lip(∂Ω), and u satisfies (1.4) if n ≥ 3.

(A3): ∂Ω ∈ C1,α, φ ∈ Lip(∂Ω), OscΩ̄f + OscΩ̄(Dβ) + OscΩ̄(Dφ) ≤ δ, and u

satisfies (1.4) if n ≥ 3.

(A4): ∂Ω ∈ C1,α, f ∈ Cα(Ω̄), φ ∈ C1,α(Ω̄), β ∈ C1,α(∂Ω;Rn). Furthermore,

when n ≥ 3, u is required to satisfy (1.6) for some x0 ∈ ∂Ω.

Here, we have used the oscillation notation OscEf := supx,y∈E |f(x)− f(y)|.

Theorem 1.2. Under the assumption (A2), there exists a universal constant ǫ =

ǫ(C0, λ,Λ, η, n, ||φ||Lip, ||β||Lip,Ω) > 0 such that u ∈ C1,ǫ(Ω̄) ∩ W 2,1+ǫ(Ω̄), and the

solution to (1.1) is unique up to constant.

Theorem 1.3. Under the assumption (A3), then u ∈ C1,1−ǫ(Ω̄) ∩ W 2,p(Ω̄) for ǫ ∈
(0, 1) and p > 0, both of which depend on δ. Moreover, ǫ can be arbitrarily small and

p can be arbitrarily large if δ in (A3) is sufficiently small.

More importantly, we have the following Schauder regularity.

Theorem 1.4. Under the assumption (A4), there exist positive constants ε0 and

ρ = ρ(ε0) such that if ε ≤ ε0, then u ∈ C2,α(Bρ(x0) ∩ Ω̄).

Besides, by constructing lower barriers, we are able to prove several theorems on

existence and compactness (see Section 3.3 for the details). In particular, using the

Perron’s method, we will prove an existence theorem for the oblique Robin’s problem:

(1.8) detD2u = f(x) in Ω, Dβu = φ(x) + γ(x)u on ∂Ω.

Theorem 1.5. Assume that γ ≥ γ0 > 0 and φ ∈ C(Ω̄). If n = 2 or Ω is a strict

convex domain, then there exists a solution u to problem (1.8) and u ∈ Lip(Ω̄).

Obviously, our estimates are sharp in two-dimensional case, which can be viewed

as the extension of the Schauder (W 2,p and W 2,1+ǫ) regularity for Neumann problem

of Possion equations. However, when n ≥ 3, we require that (1.4) holds at every
5



boundary point. This is because there is no strict convexity of the boundary and the

lack of smoothness of the boundary data, and the n − 1 directions on the tangent

plane cannot be effectively distinguished. The quadratic growth condition is crucial

to ensure that u is strict convex in tangent direction, see Section 3.1. In Section 10,

we will show

Remark 1.6. The pointwise assumption (1.6) is optimal in the following sense: for

any small δ > 0, there exists solution u ∈ C1,δ(B+
ρ(δ)(0)) to the following problem

detD2u = 1 in B+
ρ (0), Dnu = 0 in Bρ(0) ∩ Rn−1.

Moreover, u is strict convex in interior and satisfies

u(x)− u(x0)−∇u(x0) · (x− x0) ≤ C0|x− x0|2−Cδ, ∀x, x0 ∈ Bρ(0) ∩ Rn−1.

But u /∈ C1,δ+ǫ for any ǫ > 0.

Define the section Su
h(x0) of u with height h and based point x0 by

Su
h(x0) := {x ∈ Ω̄| u(x) < u(x0) +∇u(x0) · (x− x0) + h}.

We will study the geometry of the height section Su
h(x0) and the Neumann boundary

Gu
h(x0) := Su

h(x0) ∩ ∂Ω

for x0 ∈ ∂Ω. We will show that for h > 0 is small, Su
h(x0) shrinks to x0 uniformly as

h → 0 and has good shape characteristics in the following sense.

Definition 1.7. (Good Shape). Denote by Px0 = Px0,β the projection mapping along

the direction β(x0) to the tangent plane Hp at x0 ∈ ∂Ω. We say a section Su
h(x0) is

of good shape if Su
h(x0) satisfies the following two property: Su

h(x0) has finite density

at x0, i.e,

c ≤ Vol(Su
h(x0))

h
n
2

≤ c−1,

for some positive universal constant (see Section 2), and

cPx0Su
h(x0) ⊂ Px0Gu

h(x0) ∩ (x0 − Px0(Gu
h(x0)− x0)).

In Section 4, we will show that this definition is invariant under convergence as h →
0 and a linear diagonal transform D which keeps β and the tangent plane invariant.

This property enable us to study the normalization (ũh, Ω̃h) of u at boundary points.

In Section 5, We will use the good shape to construct a universal strictly convexity

module of u to obtain the uniform C1,α estimate at boundary.

In Section 6, by studying the maximum height section for interior point near bound-

ary, we will extend the classical engulfing properties to the boundary, and prove

Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.
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In Section 7, we will introduce a degenerate model to study the pointwise strict

convexity for the solution to problem (1.1) under the weaker hypothesis (1.6).

In section 8, we discuss the blow-up limit, prove that the normalized Neumann

boundary G̃h tends to be flat and the blow-up limit is a solution to the Neumann

problem of the Monge-Ampère equation in half space. Due to the Liouville Theorem

1.8 below obtained by us in [9], the limit solution is a quadratic polynomial. Re-scaling

back, we will obtain a quadratic function perturbation estimate for the normalized

solutions (see Theorem 8.1).

Theorem 1.8. ([9]). Let u ∈ C(Rn
+) be a viscosity convex solution to problem

(1.9)

{

detD2u = 1 in Rn
+,

∂u
∂xn

= ax1 on ∂Rn
+.

If n = 2, or when n ≥ 3 either a = 0 or u satisfies

lim
z∈Rn−2,z→∞

u(0, z, 0)

|z|2 < ∞,

then u must be a quadratic polynomial.

In Section 9, we will introduce the energy Et(u), which describe the difference

between the normalization function and the quadratic polynomial. We will prove

Stationary Theorem 9.2 which describes the decay rate of this energy. Then, the C2,α

estimate automatically follows from the stationary theorem.

2. Preliminaries

In addition to those mentioned in Section 1, we need the following notations and

related conventions.

For positive constants depending only on C0, λ, Λ, α, η, a, n, ||φ||Lip, ||β||Lip,
diam(Ω), ||∂Ω||C1,α , we write them as c and C for simplicity.

We always abbreviate the nonnegative non-decreasing (or strictly increasing) func-

tions on t ∈ [0,∞] as σi(t)(or σ+
i (t)) : [0,∞] → [0,∞]. When they are continuous

functions depending only on the constants c, C above and σi(0)(or σ
+
i (0)) = 0 holds,

we will omit the subscript and write them as σ(or σ+).

A point in Rn is written as

x = (x1, · · · , xn−1, xn) = (x′, xn),
7



and if n ≥ 3, it will also be written as x = (x1, x
′′, xn). Define Px = x′, the projection

mapping along the xn-axis to the hyperplane xn = 0, and set

Rn
+ = {x = (x1, · · · , xn−1, xn) ∈ Rn| xn > 0}.

Denote by I [or I ′, I ′′] the identity matrix of size n [or n − 1, n − 2] and Br(x) [or

B′
r(x

′), B′′
r (x

′′)] the ball of radius r centered at x in Rn [or Rn−1, Rn−2].

The set addition is in the Minkowski sense, this is E + F = {x+ y| x ∈ E, y ∈ F}.
The detD2u can be understood as the general Monge-Ampère measure of convex

functions, which yields the generalized solution to the equation detD2u = f . It is

well known that the generalized solution is equivalent to the viscosity solution in the

domain where f is continuous. And unless we talk about the comparison principle

and convergence, the property (1.7) is sufficient for our proof. Note that if n = 2, or

if n ≥ 3 and u satisfies (1.5), the finite positive Monge-Ampère measure implies u is

strictly convex in Ω and u ∈ C1,α
loc (Ω). See [1, 3] or the books [7, 8, 20]).

The sub-differential of u at point x0 is defined as follows

(2.1) ∂u(x0) := {p ∈ Rn| l := u(x0) + p · (x− x0) is a support plane of u at x0}.

And we use ∇u(y) to represent any element of ∂u(y) for y ∈ Ω.

Given point x ∈ Ω̄ and oblique vector γ(x), define

(2.2) D+
γ u(x) := lim

t→0+
sup

p∈∂u(x+tγ(x))

p · γ ∈ [−∞,+∞].

For x ∈ Ω, we have

D+
γ u(x) = sup

p∈∂u(x)

p · γ = lim
t→0+

D+
γ u(x+ tγ(x)),

and simplify it as Dγu(x). Obviously, Dγu is upper semi-continuous function in Ω

when γ is continuous. Letting u be a convex viscosity solution of the second equation

of problem (1.1), we will verify in Section 3.2 that the second equation of problem

(1.1) means that

D+
β u(x) = sup

px∈∂u(x)

px · β = φ(x) for x ∈ ∂Ω.

And then, for the points x ∈ ∂Ω, we will define ∇u(x) as a fixed element px ∈ ∂u(x)

which attains the above supreme (see (3.11)). This definition is not unique and

depends on the oblique vector field β.

Locally, we consider the boundary point x0 = 0 ∈ ∂Ω,

(2.3) Ω ∩Bc(0) := {x = (x′, xn)| xn > g(x′), x′ ∈ B′
c(0)},

8



and the part of boundary ∂Ω near x0 = 0 is described by a local Lipschitz (or C1,α
loc if

∂Ω ∈ C1,α) function as

(2.4) G := {x = (x′, xn)| xn = g(x′), x′ ∈ B′
c(0)}.

Here, g is a convex function satisfying

(2.5) 0 ≤ g(x′) ≤ C|x′|, ∀x′ ∈ B′
c(0).

We will use the following notation,

(2.6) Gx =

{

(x′, xn) if xn ≥ g(x′),

(x′, g(x′)) if xn ≤ g(x′).

For simplicity, the point (x′, g(x′)) is written as Gx′ = G(x′, 0) = (x′, g(x′)). We will

need to study the following local problem.

Definition 2.1 (Local Problem). The convex domain Ω is given by (2.3)- (2.5), and

u is a non-negative viscosity convex solution to the following problem:

(2.7)











detD2u = f in Ω,

Dnu = φ on G(0),

u = 1 on Su
1 (0) \G(0),

where λ ≤ f ≤ Λ, u(0) = φ(0) = 0, ||u||Lip(B(0)∩Ω) + ||φ||Lip(Bc(0)∩Ω) ≤ C and

B1(0) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ Su
1 (0) ⊂ CB1(0).

Definition 2.2 (Standard Problem). The local problem of u is called a standard

problem if f is a constant and φ is a linear function.

In Section 3.2, we will study a perturbation Neumann problem of the local problem

with the second equation replaced by Dnu = φ0, where φ0(x′) := D+
n u(Gx′) satisfying

|φ0| ≤ C|x′| around 0.

We will also need the following definition and preliminary lemmas.

Definition 2.3. We say that a closed set E ⊂ Rn is quasi-symmetric about the point

x up to the constant κ, if

(2.8) t(x−E) ⊂ E − x, ∀t ∈ [0, cκ].

When κ is universal, we say that E ∈ Rn is quasi-symmetric about x.

This definition was known to be balanced with respect to point x in [4].
9



Lemma 2.4. Given convex set E ⊂ Rn and point x ∈ Rn. Suppose that the line

l(t) := x+ ten intersects E at the points p, q. Then

(2.9) |pn − qn| · Voln−1PE ≤ C VolE.

In addition, if PE is quasi-symmetric about Pq up to the constant κ, then we have

an inverse inequality

(2.10) |pn − qn| ·Voln−1PE ≥ cκVolE.

Proof. This is Lemma 2.4 in [9], where the proof was given. �

Lemma 2.5. If X(x′) : B′
1(0) → Rn−1 is a Lipschitz map and t ∈ [0, 1

4
||f ||−1

Lip], then

the mapping

x′ → Ft(x
′) := x′ + tX(x′)

is bi-Lipschitz and surjective in B 1
2
(0). Moreover,

max{||Ft||Lip(B′

1/2
), ||F−1

t ||Lip(B′

1/2
)} ≤ 4

3
.

Proof. Since ||Ft − x′|| ≤ t||X||Lip ≤ 1
4
, we find that Ft is injective. For any q′ ∈ B′

1/2

q′ /∈ ∪t∈[0, 1
4
]Ft(∂B1(0)),

thus the brouwer degree deg(Ft, B1(0), q
′) = deg(x′, B1(0), q

′) = 1, which implies that

Ft is surjective onto B 1
2
(0). This completes our proof. �

Lemma 2.6. Given a convex domain Ω satisfyin (2.3)-(2.5). Let u ∈ C(Ω̄ ∩ B̄+
c (0))

be a convex function, satisfying

(2.11) |u(x)− u(0)| ≤ σ1(|x|) and D+
n u(Gx′) ≥ −σ0(|x′|).

Then

(2.12) |∇u(y)| ≤ C

(

inf
|y|≤t≤c

2σ1(Ct)

t
+ σ0(|y′|)

)

in Ω̄ ∩ B̄+
c (0).

Proof. Suppose that y ∈ Ω ∩ B̄+
c (0) and p ∈ ∂u(y). The convexity implies that for

pn ≥ −σ0(|y′|).

Assuming that |p′| > 0. The assumption (2.5) indicates that g is locally uniformly

Lipschitz. Then, (2.3) means that for a ≥ 0, the point z := y + a|y|( cp′
|p′|

, 1) ∈ Ω̄. We

have

a|y|(pn + c|p′|) = p · (z − y) ≤ u(z)− u(y) ≤ 2σ1((1 + Ca)|y|).
These two inequalities mean

|∇u(x)| ≤ C

(

2σ1((1 + ca)|x|)
|x| + σ0(|x′|)

)

in Ω ∩ B̄+
c (0),

10



which implies (2.12) if we let t = (1 + Ca)|y| and recall that σ1 is non-decreasing.

Here, we may ignore the estimation for y ∈ ∂Ω, because ∇u(y) in this paper will be

selected by taking the limit ∇u(y + ten) from inner direction (See Lemma 3.6). �

Similar to Lemma 2.6, we can prove

Lemma 2.7. Write x ∈ Rn as x = (x1, · · · , xk), xj ∈ Raj ,
∑k

i=1 ai = n. Let

u ∈ C(Br(0)) be a convex function, satisfying

u(x) ≤ u(0) +

k
∑

i=1

σi(|xi|).

Then

|∇iu(0)| ≤ C inf
0≤t≤cr

2σi(Ct)

t
, i = 1, 2, · · · , k.

In particular, locally bounded convex functions are locally Lipschitz.

The following John’s Lemma is well-known.

Lemma 2.8 (John’s Lemma). If Ω is a bounded convex set with non-empty interior

in Rn and E is the ellipsoid of the smallest volume containing Ω, then after an affine

transformation T ,

Bc(n) ⊂ T (Ω) ⊂ BC(n) := T (E).

We will use the following two comparison principles.

Lemma 2.9. If Ω is a bounded convex set, u ∈ USC(Ω̄) and v ∈ LSC(Ω̄) are convex

functions in on Ω satisfying

detD2u ≥ detD2v in Ω.

Then,

sup
Ω̄

{u− v} = sup
∂Ω

{u− v}.

Proof. See Theorem 2.10 in [7]. �

Lemma 2.10. Supposed that Ω is a bounded convex domain and u is a convex func-

tion, satisfying

detD2u > λ in Ω.

Then

(2.13) Vol(Ω) ≤ C(λ)||u||
n
2
L∞.

In particular,

(2.14) Vol(Sh) ≤ Ch
n
2 .

11



Proof. (2.14) was proved in Corollary 3.2.5 in [8], and (2.13) can be proved as its

proof. �

Lemma 2.11. Suppose that Ω is a convex domain such that Bc(0) ⊂ Ω ⊂ BC(0) and

u ∈ C(Ω̄) is a convex function in Ω. If

λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ in Ω, u = 0 on ∂Ω,

then

u(x) ≥ −C dist(x, ∂Ω)
1
n .

Proof. This is the Aleksandrove’s maximum principal. See Theorem 1.4.2 in [8]. �

The following Lemmas 2.12 are the famous interior C1,α, C2,α and W 2,p estimates

by Caffarelli[1, 2, 3] and. Also see related chapters in [7, 8].

Lemma 2.12. Suppose that Ω is a convex domain such that Bc(0) ⊂ Ω ⊂ BC(0) and

u is a convex function in Ω, satisfying

detD2u = f in Ω, inf
Ω

u = u(0) = −1.

(i) If λ ≤ f ≤ Λ, then there is a positive constant γ = γ(λ, n,Λ) such that

||u||C1,γ(S 1
2
) ≤ C.

(ii) For any p > 1, there is δ1(p) > 0 such that if |f − 1| ≤ δ1(p) in S1, then

||u||W 2,p(S 1
2
) ≤ C.

(iii) For any ǫ > 0, there is δ2(ǫ) > 0 such that if |f − 1| ≤ δ2(ǫ) in S1, then

||u||C1,1−ǫ(S1/2(0)) ≤ C.

(iv) Suppose that λ ≤ f ≤ Λ, if ||f ||Cα(S1) ≤ C, then

||u||C2,α(S1/2(0)) ≤ C.

The following three lemmas can be found also in [1, 3].

Lemma 2.13. Suppose that Ω ∈ R2 is a convex domain and u ∈ C(Ω) is a convex

function, satisfying

λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ in Ω.

Then u is strict convex and C1 inside Ω.
12



Lemma 2.14. Suppose that n ≥ 3, Ω ∈ Rn is a convex domain and u ∈ C(Ω̄) is a

convex function, satisfying

λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ in Ω, u = φ on ∂Ω.

If φ ∈ C1,α(∂Ω) for some α > 1− 2
n
. Then u is strict convex and C1 inside Ω.

Lemma 2.15. Let u ∈ C(Ω) be a convex solution to

0 < λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ,

For x ∈ Ω and p ∈ ∂u(x), define Σ := {y| u(y) = u(x) + p · (y − x)}. Then, either
Σ = {x} or Σ has no extremal point inside Ω.

3. Results for Viscosity solution

3.1. Qualitative Strict Convexity Lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Given positive constants r, k,K,M , convex domain

Ω := {x = (x, xn)| xn > g(x′), x′ ∈ B′
r(0)} ∩ Br(0),

and part of its boundary G := {x = (x′, xn)| xn = g(x′), x′ ∈ B′
r(0)}. Suppose g is a

convex function satisfying

0 ≤ g(x′) ≤ M |x′|, ∀x′ ∈ B′
r(0),

and u ∈ C(Ω̄), u ≥ 0 and u is a convex-viscosity solution to

0 < λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ in Ω.

Then we have a σ̄ = σ̄(r, k,K,M, λ,Λ, n) > 0 such that if u(0) ≤ σ̄ and

(3.1)
Voln−1

(

PŠh(0) ∩ (−PŠh(0)) ∩ B′
r(0)

)

h
n−2
2

≥ k for h ≥ σ̄,

then supB+
r
u ≥ K. Here, Šh(0) := {x ∈ Ω|u(x) ≤ h}.

Proof. For simplicity, we only need to consider the case r = 1. Assume by way of

contradiction that supB+
1
u ≤ K. We now assume h ≥ 2σ̄ (to be determined) and set

ah = sup{t| ten ∈ Šh(0)}. By the assumption for u, we see that u ≥ 0 in Ω and

u(ten) ≤ tu(en) + (1− t)u(0) ≤ Ct + σ̄.

Thus, ah ≥ ch.

By Lemma 2.4 and (2.13)

Voln−1

(

PŠh(0) ∩ (−PŠh(0))ah
)

≤ Voln−1(PŠh(0))ah ≤ cV ol(Šh(0)) ≤ Ch
n
2 ,

13



which together with (3.1) implies ah ≤ Ch. Therefore,

ch ≤ ah ≤ Ch.

Hence, setting b(t) = u(ten)
t

, by the convexity we obtain

(3.2) c ≤ b(t) ≤ C, ∀t ≥ Cσ̄,

and b is a monotonically decreasing function. We claim that there exists δ ∈ (0, 1)

depending on k,K, λ,Λ, n such that

(3.3) b(t/2) ≤ (1− δ)b(t), ∀t ≥ Cδ−1σ̄.

On the contrary to (3.3) suppose that there are positive constants t0 ≥ Cδ−1σ̄ such

that b(t0/2) ≥ (1− δ)b(t0). For simplicity, assume that

(3.4) b(t0) = 1 and b(t0/2) ≥ 1− δ.

Denote

E := {x+ x′, xn) ∈ Šδt0(0) : x′ inPŠδt0(0) ∩ (−PŠδt0(0))}.
We conclude that

(3.5) 0 ≤ sup{xn|x = (x, xn) ∈ E} <
t0
4
.

Otherwise, we would have q+ = (q′, q+n ) ∈ E such that q+n ≥ t0
4
≥ Mδt0 for some large

M . Choose point q− = (−q′, q−n ) ∈ E such the line passing q+ and q− will intersect

the xn-axis at point r = (0, rn). We have

rn =
q+n + q−n

2
≥ Mδt0

2
≥ Cσ̄.

However, by convexity,

u(rnen) ≤
u(q+) + u(q−)

2
≤ δt0 ≤

2rn
M

,

which contradicts (3.2) because M is large. In this way, we have proved (3.5).

Now, we consider v(x) = u(x)− xn. Denote

p = e1, Γ
+
1 := {p+ s (z − p) |s ∈ (0, 1) , z ∈ PE},

q =
t0e1
2

, Γ−
2 := {q − s(z − q)|s ∈ (

1

2
, 2), z ∈ PE},

and F = Γ+
1 ∩ Γ−

2 . Then

−δt0 ≤ v(p), v(q) ≤ 0, and v ≤ u ≤ δt0 in E.

By (3.5), we can rewrite point x ∈ F as

x = p+ sa (a− p) = q − sb(b− q),
14



for points a, b ∈ PE, sa ∈ (0, 1) and sb ∈ (1
2
, 1). By convexity

v(x) ≤ sav(a) + (1− sa)v(p) ≤ δt0

and

v(x) ≥ (1 + sb)v(q)− sbv(b) ≥ −(1 + sb)δt0 − sbδt0 ≥ −4δt0.

Thus,

||v||L∞(F ) ≤ Cδt0.

Recall Lemma 2.10, we obtain

(3.6) Vol(F ) ≤ C(δt0)
n
2 .

However, PE is a symmetric set and Voln−1(PE) ≥ k(δt0)
n−2
2 by (3.1). Since F

contains the cone

Γ+
1,c :=

{

x = t0e1 + s (z − t0e1) |s ∈
(

0,
1

4

)

, z ∈ PE

}

,

we have

Vol(F ) ≥ ct0Voln−1(PE) ≥ ckδ−1(δt0)
n
2 ,

which contradicts (3.6) if δ is small enough. In this way, we have proved (3.3).

By iteration, (3.3) implies

b(t) ≤ Ct| log2(1−δ)| for t ≥ Cδ−1σ̄,

which contradict with (3.2) when σ̄ is small. This proves the lemma. �

Lemma 3.2. Given positive constants r,K, M, M2, and the convex domain Ω, part

of its boundary G, convex functions g and u are the same as in Lemma 3.1. If

||u||L∞ ≤ K,

and

(3.7) u(G(0, x′′)) = u(0, x′′, g(0, x′′)) ≤ ε+M2|x′′|2 on G,

then we have σ̄ > 0, depending on r,K,M1,M2, λ and Λ, n, such that

u(x) ≥ σ̄(|x1|+ |xn|)− ε in B r
2
(0) ∩ Ω.

Proof. We only consider a local problem near origin. Given point p = (p1, p
′′, pn) ∈

B r
2
(0)∩Ω such that u(p) is small, and assume that p1 ≥ 0. Let ρ = p1 + pn The half

ball B = B+
cM−1ρ(

p
2
) is in Ω. Consider the slide transform

Ax = x− x1 + xn

p1 + pn
(0, p′′, 0)

and the function

v(x) = u(A−1x).
15



Let r0 = cM−1
1 ρr, and g̃(x′) = g((A−1x)′). Then

G̃ := {x : xn = g̃(x′), ; x′ ∈ B′
r0
(0)},

a part of AG near 0, is locally bounded and therefore locally Lipschitz, where

||g̃||Lip(B′
r0

(0)) ≤ Cr−1
0 . And (3.7) means

(3.8) v(G̃(0, x′′)) ≤ ε+
CM2

ρ2
|x′′|2 on G̃.

Also,

0 ≤ v ≤ K and λ ≤ detD2v ≤ Λ in Ω̃ := AΩ.

Let p̃ = Ap = (p1, 0, pn), ε0 = ε + v(p̃). Consider the convex set E := Bρr0(
p̃
2
) ∩

{x| x1pn ≤ xnp1} in Ω̃, the boundary H = {x| xnp1 = x1pn}, its normal ν = (pn,0,−p1)
|p̃|

,

and the projection mapping Pν along −ν to H .

Note that H ∩ Rn−2 is below G̃. Given point z ∈ H ∩ Bρ2r20
( p̃
2
), we can find

q = (0, q′′, qn) ∈ G̃ and constants t, s > 0 such that z + sν = tp̃ + (1− t)q. Since ρ is

small, we have t ≤ 3
4
, then |q′′| ≤ C|z′′|, |q| ≤ Cr−1

0 |q′′| ≤ ρ2r0 << ρr0 and t ≥ 1
2
. By

convexity and the quadratic growth condition (3.8) at origin, we obtain

v(z) ≤ max{v(p), v(q)} ≤ ε0 +
CM2

ρ2
|z′′|2.

Since

s ≤ dist(z + sν,H) ≤ C dist(q,H) << ρr0,

we have z + sν ∈ Br0ρ(
p̃
2
). Let Šh = {x| v(x) ≤ h} ∩ Br0ρ(

p̃
2
). In summary, we have

proved that

Voln−1

(

Pν Šh ∩ (−Pν Šh) ∩ E
)

h
n−2
2

≥ c(M1,M2, ρ, r) for h ≥ 2ε0,

If ε0 small, this and the fact that 0 ≤ v ≤ K will contradict with Lemma 3.1. Thus

ε0 has a universal lower barrier, which proves the Lemma. �

3.2. Global Lipschitz Regularity for Viscosity solution.

Recall the definition of viscosity solution to Dβu = φ on ∂Ω. Note that a bounded

convex function must be continuous.

Lemma 3.3 (Comparison principle for mixed problem). Suppose Ω is a bounded

convex set, G1, G2 are closed sets without interior intersection such that ∂Ω = G1∪G2,
16



β is an oblique vector field on ∂Ω \ G1. Let u ∈ L∞(Ω̄) ∩ USC(Ω̄), v ∈ LSC(Ω̄) be

two convex function satisfying

(3.9)











detD2v ≤ detD2u in Ω,

u < v on G1,

Dβv < Dβu on G2.

If either u or v is in C2(Ω̄), then u < v in Ω̄.

Proof. On the contrary to the conclusion, assume that w = u − v takes nonnegative

maximum value m. According to Lemma 2.9 and the assumption, we have w(x0) = m

for some point x0 ∈ ∂Ω \G1. This contradicts the definition of viscosity solution. �

Taking any x0 ∈ ∂Ω, we may assume x0 = 0 by a translation. Suppose that

β(0) = β ′ + βnen is oblique at origin, where β ′ = Pβ and βn > 0. We make a sliding

transformation B at the boundary point x0 = 0 along xn = 0:

Bx = βnx+

n−1
∑

i=1

βixnei.

Let

v(y) = u(By), fB(y) = (βn)
2nf(By), φB(y) = φ(By),ΩB = B−1Ω,

we see that the problem (1.1) is transformed into
{

detD2v = fB in ΩB,

DB−1β(B(x))v = φB on ∂ΩB.

The corresponding g in (2.3) still belongs to Lipschitz (See Lemma 2.7) (or C1,α if

∂Ω ∈ C1,α) around x0 = 0, and the oblique condition in (1.3) is invariant under any

linear transformation (possibly differing by a constant). Furthermore, this discussion

can be used to show that the oblique at a boundary point p implies the oblique in a

small neighborhood of p. Using finite cover lemma we can derive (1.3) from (1.2).

In summary, we can always transform our problem into a local problem around 0

(see Definition 2.1), and assume that

x0 = 0, (2.3) -(2.6) holds , u(0) = 0, β(0) = en;

Px0 = P, g = g(x′), β(x) = β(x′) and φ(x) = φ(x′);

The regularity of g, β and φ is the same as the original.

(3.10)

Here, by virtue of (2.3), locally we always regard φ and β as functions depending

only on variable x′, and we can always consider function u− u(x0) instead of u(x).

Next, we need to show that ∇u is bounded on the boundary. For this purpose, we

will need the following covering lemma.
17



Lemma 3.4. Suppose that the oblique vector field β ∈ Lip(∂Ω̄), then the set

Ωβ := {y + tβ(y)| y ∈ ∂Ω, t ≥ 0}
covers the set {x ∈ Ω̄| dist(x, ∂Ω) ≤ t0} for some small universal t0 > 0.

Proof. We assume that β(0) = en and consider the point q ∈ Ω satisfies |q| < t0.

Write the points in the neighborhood of 0 as Gy′ + ten, t > 0.

Let X = B′
c(0)× (0, 1), consider the mapping φ : X̄ × [0, 1] → Ω̄

φ(x′, s; t) = Gx′ + (ten + (1− t)β(x′)) s.

Obviously, q /∈ φ(∂X × [0, 1]) if t0 is enough small. Since

deg(φ(·; 1), X, q) = deg(φ(·; 0), X, q) = 1,

we see that q is in Ωβ . The proof is then completed by a piecewise cover. �

Next, we give an alternative expression for the viscosity solution through the Dini

differential. Please note that the viscosity boundary value is not necessarily unique.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose u ∈ C(Ω̄) is convex function defined on convex domain Ω.

For every boundary point x0, and oblique vector γ, the following equations holds in

viscosity sense pointwise

Dγu(x0) = D+
γ u(x0),

where D+
γ u is defined by (2.2).

Proof. Observing that u ∈ C(Ω̄) is convex and x0 is a boundary point, we have

lim
t→0+

u(x0 + tγ(x0))− u(x0)

t
= lim

t→0+
Dγu(x0 + tγ(x0)) = D+

γ u(x0).

Suppose that v ∈ C2(Ω̄) touches u from above ( below ) at boundary point x0, then

Dγv(x0) = lim
t→0+

v(x0 + tγ(x0))− v(x0)

t
≥ (≤) lim

t→0+

u(x0 + tγ(x0))− u(x0)

t
= D+

γ u.

�

Recall the assumption (A1) and the constants a and η in (1.3).

Lemma 3.6. Given point x0 ∈ ∂Ω, and convex function u ∈ C(Ω̄). Denote xt :=

x0 + tβ and assume that

D+
β u(x0) ≥ −C1.

Then

|pt| ≤ C(a, η)(OscΩu+ C1) for t ∈ (0, ca], ∀pt ∈ ∂u(xt).
18



Moreover, we can find a p(x0) ∈ ∂u(x0), which will be denoted by ∇u(x0) (depends

on β), such that

(3.11) p(x0) · β(x0) = D+
β u(x0).

Proof. As we have said before (3.10), we may assume that x0 = 0 and (3.10) holds.

Thus, u(0) = 0 and β(0) = en. By the convexity we have

D+
n u(0) = lim

t→0+
pt · en = lim

t→0+
pt · en.

Take σ0(0) = C, σ0(t) = +∞ for t > 0, and σ1 ≡ OscΩu. Lemma 2.6 implies that pt
is universal bounded and

|pt| ≤ C(a, η)(OscΩu+ C1), ∀pt ∈ ∂u(xt).

Denote the support function of u at point xt by lt. Then {lt : t → 0+} is precompact

and contains a subsequence that converges to the support function l0 = p0 · x of u at

0, thus p0 ∈ ∂u(0). And p0 · en = limt→0+ pt · en = D+
β u(0). �

The next Lemma shows that the bounded convex subsolution is actually Lipschitz.

Lemma 3.7. Let u ∈ L∞(Ω̄) ∩ USC(Ω̄) be a convex, subsolution to problem (1.1).

Assume that φ ∈ USC(∂Ω). Then D+
β u ≥ φ on ∂Ω, u ∈ Lip(Ω̄) and

(3.12) ||u||Lip(Ω̄) ≤ C(a, η)(OscΩu+ ||φ||L∞(∂Ω)).

Proof. Take x0 ∈ ∂Ω, assume x0 = 0 and (3.10) holds. Thus, u(0) = 0 and β(0) = en.

Denote xt := ten and pt ∈ ∂u(x, t). By convexity, ps · en ≤ pt · en ≤ C and

u(xs) < u(0)− ps · (0− xs) ≤ spt · en for s ∈ [0, t].

Note that D+
β u(0) ≥ φ(0) is equivalent to

(3.13) lim
t→0+

Dnu(xt) ≥ φ(0).

Let A = φ(0), on the contrary to (3.13) we assume that there would be small positive

constants τ (τ ≤ a) and ǫ such that D+
n u(xτ ) ≤ A− ǫ, then we have

(3.14) u(xt) ≤ u(0) + (A− ǫ)t for t ∈ [0, τ ].

Take the positive constants c = 1
8(1+||β||Lip)

and r = r(ǫ, τ, u) ≤ min{ǫ, aη, 1
8
cη3ǫτ}

small enough so that

A− ǫ

2
φ(x) ≤ A+

1

2
ǫ, u(x) ≤ 1

8
cη3ǫτ in B2η−1r(0) ∩ Ω

and

u(x) ≤ u(xτ ) +
1

8
cη3ǫτ in B2r(xτ ) ∩ Ω.
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Consider the tubular domain

Γ = (B′
r(0)× [0, τ ]) ∩ Ω

and the convex function

v(x) =
cηǫ

r2
|x′|2 + (A− ǫ)xn.

Denote G1 := ∂Γ \ ∂Ω, G2 := ∂Γ ∩ ∂Ω. Obviously, G2 ⊂ (B′
r(0) × [0, t0]) ∩ ∂Ω and

∂G1 ∈ B2η−1r(0) \Br(0). By calculation,

v > u on ∂G1 ∪ B′
r(xτ ).

Note that v is linear along the en direction and u is a convex function, therefore v > u

on G1. We have










detD2v = 0 ≤ detD2u in Ω,

u < v on G1,

Dβv < Dβu on G2.

Here, for point z ∈ G2,

Dβ(z)v(z) ≤ φ(0)− ǫ+ (
2cηǫ

r
+ 1)|β(z)− β(0)|

≤ φ(z)− 1

2
ǫ+ (

2cηǫ

r
+ 1)||β||Lipr < φ(z) = Dβ(z)u(z).

However, v(0) = 0 = u(0), which contradicts Lemma 3.3. This is to say that (3.13)

holds.

Using the same argument as the proof of Lemma 3.6, we have

|∇u(x0 + tβ(x0))| ≤ C(a, η)(OscΩu+ ||φ||L∞(∂Ω)), ∀x0 ∈ ∂Ω and t ∈ (0, ca].

Recalling Lemma 3.4 and the fact that 0 can be replaced by arbitrary boundary

points,

we conclude that u is uniformly Lipschitz in the neighborhood of boundary ∂Ω.

Now, define

u∗(x) = lim
Ω∋y→x

u(y).

Then u∗ ∈ USC(Ω̄). Since u ∈ USC(Ω̄) is convex, u∗ ≤ u on Ω̄ and u = u∗ in Ω.

If u∗ < u at some boundary point x0, say x0 = 0, then (3.14) still holds, which is a

contradiction. Therefore, u = u∗ ∈ Lip(Ω̄), (3.12) holds. �

Theorem 3.8. Let u ∈ C(Ω̄) be a convex solution to problem (1.1). Suppose that

φ ∈ C(∂Ω). Then

sup
Ω

u− inf
Ω

u ≤ C(a, η)diam(Ω)||φ||L∞(∂Ω),
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and

||u||Lip(Ω̄) ≤ C(a, η)(1 + diam(Ω))||φ||L∞(∂Ω).

Proof. Given point x0 ∈ ∂Ω, the equation Dβu(x0) ≤ φ(x0) corresponding to the

supersolution implies

sup
p∈∂u(x0)

{p · β} ≤ φ(x0).

Assume that u takes its maximum value at the boundary point x0 = 0 and (3.10)

holds. According to the above equation and Lemma 3.6, we write

∇u(0) = φ(0)en + be

for e ∈ Sn−1, b ≥ 0. Then

bt + φ(0)g(ten) ≤ u(G(te))− u(0) ≤ 0.

This gives

b ≤ C(a, η)||φ||L∞(∂Ω).

Hence, by the convexity and the maximum u(0), we see that

inf
Ω

u ≥ u(0) +∇u(0) · x ≥ sup
Ω

u− C(a, η)diam(Ω)||φ||L∞,

which is the first inequality of Lemma 3.8. Its second inequality follows from Lemma

3.7. �

We can now improve the comparison principle, although it will not be used in this

paper.

Corollary 3.9 (Comparison principle for mixed problem). Suppose Ω, G1, G2, ∂Ω =

G1 ∪ G2 and β are as the same as in Lemma 3.3. Let u ∈ L∞(Ω̄) ∩ USC(Ω̄), v ∈
LSC(Ω̄) be two convex function satisfying (3.9). If either u ∈ C1(Ω̄) or Dβu ≥ −C,

but β ∈ Liploc(∂Ω \G1), then u < v on Ω̄.

Proof. On the contrary to the conclusion, we can assume that w = u − v takes the

maximum value m ≥ 0 at point x0 ∈ ∂Ω \G1. Recalling the Lemma 3.6, in each case

we can find a support plane of u at x0. Then v− [u(x0)+∇u(x0) · (x−x0)−m] takes

the minimum at x0, which contradicts the definition of supersolution. �

At this moment, by subtracting a linear function with universally bounded gradi-

ents α = ∇u(0) such that α·β = φ(0), we can replace φ by φ−β∇u(0). For simplicity,

we will always write Su
h(0) and Gu

h(0) as Sh and Gh respectively, and assume that

(3.15) u(0) = 0, ∇u(0) = 0, u ≥ 0 in Ω, φ(0) = 0.

The regularity of φ now actually depends on η, β,Ω.
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Suppose that (3.10) and (3.15) holds. In Lemma 3.10, we will prove that, locally,

the second equation of (1.1) yields (3.17) . And for x ∈ G, we rewrite the elements

in ∂u(x) that satisfy (3.11) as ∇u(x). In Sections 4 and 5, unless otherwise stated,

we always consider the following local problem:

(3.16)

{

detD2u = f in Ω,

Dnu = φ0 on G := ∂Ω ∩ Bc(0),

where φ0(x′) := D+
n u(Gx′) satisfying |φ0| ≤ C|x′| around 0.

For this purpose, we need to estimate the following quantity.

φ0(x′) = D+
n u(Gx′) = lim

t→0+
Dnu(Gx′ + ten).

Lemma 3.10. Suppose u is a solution to problem (1.1), x0 = 0 ∈ ∂Ω, (3.15) holds,

and c > 0 is small. Then the following inequality hold in viscosity sense

(3.17) ||Dnu(x)− φ(x′)|| ≤ C||u||Lip|β − en| ≤ C|x′| on ∂Ω ∩Bc(0).

Proof. Given a point q = (q′, g(q′)) ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Bc(0), recalling the Lemma 3.5, we only

need to estimate limt→0+ Dnu(q + ten). On one hand, by Lemma 3.6 we have

lim
t→0+

Dnu(q + ten) ≥ ∇u(q) · en
≥ ∇u(q) · β(q′)− C|β(q′)− en||∇u(x)|
≥ φ(q′)− C|q′|||u||Lip,

where we have used Lemma 3.8 and assumption (A1).

On the other hand, recalling lemma 3.4 we can write

q + ten = qs + sβ(q′s)

for point qs ∈ ∂Ω and constant s := s(t) ≥ 0. Hence,

Dnu(q + ten) ≤ Dβ(q′s)u(qs + sβ(q′s)) + C|β(q′s)− en||∇u(qs + sβ(q′s))|.

Consider the family of functions generated by

φ(y, t) := Dβ(y′)u(y + tβ(y′)), y ∈ ∂Ω.

For each fixed t, we have φ(y, t) ∈ USC(∂Ω). According to Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8, as

t → 0, φ(y, t) converges decreasingly to the continuous function φ := Dβu(y). Thus,

this convergence is uniformly, and there exists a module σ1(t) (with σ1(0) = 0) such

that

(3.18) φ(y, t) ≤ φ(y) + σ1(t).
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Observing that ||β(x′)− en|| ≤ C|x′|, we can further assume that

s ≤ Ct, ||sβ(q′s)|| ≤
1

2
|q′s|, |q′s − q| ≤ Ct|q′|.

Therefore, we conclude that

lim
t→0+

Dnu(q + ten) ≤ lim
t→0+

(

Dβ(q′s)u(qs + sβ(q′s)) + C|β(q′s)− en| · |∇u(qs + sβ(q′s))|
)

≤ lim
t→0+

(φ(q′s) + σ1(s) + C|β(q′s)− en| · |∇u(qs + sβ(q′s))|.)
= φ(q′) + C|β(q′)− en| · ||u||Lip
≤ φ(q′) + C|q′|,

(3.19)

and (3.17) follows. �

It is easy from (3.17) to obtain

Corollary 3.11. Under the same assumptions of Lemma 3.10, we have

(3.20) u(x+ ten) ≥ u(x)− Ct|x′|, if x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Bc(0).

Lemma 3.12. We can modify (1.6) to

u(x)− u(x0)−∇u(x0) · (x− x0) ≤ [C0 + (C0ε)
1
2 ]|x− x0|2 + ε+ (C0ε)

1
2 , ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

In particular, (1.4) implies that (1.5) holds.

Proof. Suppose x0 = 0 and (3.15) holds. Take a px0 ∈ ∂u(x0) such that (1.4) is

satisfied. Write px0 = be + den for some e ∈ Rn and b ≥ 0. Obviously, d ≤ 0 due to

Lemma 3.6, and by (1.6) we have

0 ≤ u(G(−te)) ≤ −bt + C0t
2 + ε for any small t.

This gives b ≤ (C0ε)
1
2 , and

u(x) ≤ C0|x|2 + b|x| + ε ≤ [C0 + (C0ε)
1
2 ]|x− x0|2 + ε+ (C0ε)

1
2 .

�

3.3. Existence and Compactness.

In this subsection, we construct lower barrier to prove several theorems on com-

pactness and existence. First, we use Perron’s method to prove Theorem 1.5, the

existence for Robin’s problem (1.8).
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Proof of Theorem 1.5. Recalling (A1) and the assumption of Theorem 1.5, we

have γ ≥ γ0 > 0. Choose the appropriate positive constants K1 and K2 such that

u+(x) = K1 is a natural supersolution and

u−(x) = −K2 + Λ|x− y|2

is a subsolution to problem (1.8). Consider the non-empty set

V := {v ∈ USC(Ω̄)| v is a subsolution to problem (1.8), u− ≤ v ≤ u+}.
Each function u0 in V is uniformly bounded, then Dβu0 ≥ −C, and hence u0 is

uniformly Lipschitz according to Lemma 3.7. Let

u(x) = sup
v∈V

v(x).

Then u is still bounded and Lipschitz on Ω̄. The classical interior discussion shows

that detD2u = f in Ω. See, for example, Section 9 in [6].

Given a boundary point x0 ∈ ∂Ω, the support plane of vk ∈ V at x0 will converge

to a support plane of u, then Lemma 3.6 ensures that u is a subsolution of the second

equation of problem (1.1).

Next, we show that u is a supersolution at x0. Suppose x0 = 0, (3.10) holds,

u ≥ 0 and Dnu(0) = limt→0+ Dnu(x0 + ten) = 0 (see (3.15)). We want to prove

Dnu(0) ≤ φ(0). On the contrary, suppose that φ(0) ≤ −3ǫ for a small ǫ > 0. Then

u+(0) > u(0). Otherwise the support function l = 0 will touch u+ at 0 from below,

which contradicts the fact that Dnu
+(0) ≤ φ(0) < 0. Note that u+ − u ∈ LSC(Ω̄),

we can take τ, r > 0 such that r << ǫ such that

u+ − u ≥ τ > 0 in Br(0) ∩ Ω,

and

φ(x) + γu ≤ φ(0) + ǫ ≤ −2ǫ in Br(0) ∩ ∂Ω.

Choose a small constant h > 0 (to be fixed later). According to Lemma 2.10,

VolSh(0) ≤ Ch
n
2 .

Note that

th := sup{t| ten ∈ Sh(0)} =
h

εh
for some εh → 0 as h → 0. Lemma 2.4 means that

Voln−1PSh(0) ≤
VolSh(0)

th
≤ εhh

n−2
2 .

By John’s Lemma 2.8, there exist point xh ∈ PSh(0) and affine transformation T on

Rn−1 such that

PSh(0)− xh ⊂ {x′ ∈ Rn−1 : |T x′|2 ≤ c} and det T ≤ C(Voln−1PSh(0))
−1.
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Note that u ∈ Lip(Ω̄) and u(0) = 0 ensures cB′
h(0) ⊂ PSh(0) and

(3.21) cB′
h(0) ⊂ PSh(0) and h||T || ≤ c,

and the point 0 ∈ PSh(0) gives

PSh(0) ⊂ {x′ ∈ Rn−1 : |T x′|2 ≤ 1}.
Let v = u+ ǫxn, an(h) = ǫ−1h, and Eh = ({x′ ∈ Rn−1 : |T x′|2 ≤ 1} × [0, an(h)])∩ Ω̄.

Then

(3.22) Sv
h(0) ⊂ {u ≤ h} ∩ {xn ≤ an(h)} ⊂ Eh.

If n = 2, Lemma 3.2 (or Lemma 4.1) implies that

Sv
h(0) ⊂ Su

h(0) → {0} as h → 0.

If Ω is strict convex, we still have

Sv
h(0) ⊂ {xn ≤ ǫ−1h} → {0} as h → 0.

Therefore, under the assumption of Theorem 1.5, we can choose 0 < h << τ such

that

Sv
h(0) ⊂ Br(0).

Consider function

P h(x) =
h

4
+

h

2n

[

|T x′|2 +
(

xn

an(h)

)2
]

− ǫxn.

Then

(3.23)



















detD2P h > 2Λ in Eh,

DβP
h > φ on ∂Eh ∩G,

P h(x) < u on ∂Eh \G,

P h(0) > u(0).

In fact, by a direct calculation, we have

P h(x) < h− ǫxn ≤ v − ǫxn = u on ∂Eh \G,

detD2P h ≥ C[an(h)]
−2| detD′T |2hn ≥ Cǫ2

ε2h
>> 2Λ in Eh,

and

DβP
h ≥ β ′ ·D′h|T x′|2

2n
− C|βn − 1| − ǫ on ∂Eh ∩G.

Writing T x′ = diag{a−1
i xi} in a suitable orthogonal coordinate and using (3.21) we

obtain

DβP
h ≥ −C||β − en|| − ǫ > −2ǫ ≥ φ.
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In conclusion, the function w = max{P h, u}χEh
+uχEc

h
satisfies w ≤ u+ and w ∈ V .

However, w(0) > u(0), which contradicts the definition of u. �

The following compactness theorem follows directly from the construction of the

lower barrier.

Theorem 3.13. Let uk : Ωk → R be convex solution to

detD2uk = fk in Ωk, Dβk
uk = φk on ∂Ωk.

where βk satisfying oblique assumption (1.3) on ∂Ωk uniformly and ||βk||Lip ≤ C.

Assume that convex domains Ωk converges to a bounded domain Ω in the sense of

Hausdorff distance, βk, φk ∈ C(Rn) locally uniformly converges to β, φ ∈ C(Rn) re-

spectively, and λ ≤ fk ≤ Λ locally uniformly converges to f . If n = 2 or Ω is a strict

convex domain, then up to constant, {uk} contains a subsequence which uniformly

converges to a solution u to

detD2u = f in Ω, Dβu = φ on ∂Ω.

Proof. Since uk is uniformly Lipschitz up to a constant by Theorem 3.8, it is easy to

verify that uk converges uniformly to a solution u of the problem

detD2u = f, λ ≤ f ≤ Λ in Ω, and Dβu ≥ φ on ∂Ω.

We claim that Dβu(p) ≤ φ(p) ofr any p ∈ ∂Ω. Otherwise, in a suitable coordinate, we

assume p = 0 and can construct an open set Fh and a function Qh satisfying (3.23),

then Qh + ck will touch uk from below at a point xk ∈ Fh when k is large enough,

which will contradicts the fact that uk is viscosity supersolution and φk converge to

φ. �

Next, we study the local problem (3.16). The mixed problem does not have a

general existence result, because it is difficult to find barriers for points near the

Dirichlet boundary in this case. We need to make some additional assumptions, one

of which is the following strict convexity assumption:

(3.24) c|x| 1
1+ᾱ − δ ≤ u(x) ≤ C|x|1+ᾱ + δ

for some small universal constant δ > 0.

Lemma 3.14. Suppose that u− ∈ USC(Ω̄) is a subsolution to problem (3.16), and

u+ ∈ LSC(Ω̄) is a supersolution to problem (3.16). Assume that u− ≤ u+ and both

satisfy (3.24). If φ ∈ C(B′
c(0)) is concave, then there exists a solution u ∈ Lip(Ω̄)

which solves the first equation of problem (3.16), and u is a solution to the second

equation of (3.16) in Bρ(0) ∩ ∂Ω for some small universal constant ρ > 0.
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Proof. We follows the proof of Theorem 1.5. Consider the non-empty set

V := {v ∈ USC(Ω̄)| v is a subsolution to problem (3.16) and u− ≤ v ≤ u+}.
The function

u(x) = sup
v∈V

v(x) ∈ Lip(B̄c(0) ∩ Ω̄),

is a convex viscosity solution to the first equation of problem (3.16), and u is a

subsolution to the second equation of problem (3.16).

Next, we show that u is a supersolution at boundary point x0 ∈ Bρ(0) ∩G, where

G = {(x, g(x′)) : x′ ∈ B′
c(0)}.

Denote E := {u(x) = u(x0) +∇u(x0) · (x−x0)}∩ Ω̄. (3.24) means that E ⊂⊂ Bc(0).

Note that E can not have extremal point in interior, thus

PE = P(E ∩G), and ∂E ∩ (∂(PE) × R) = ∂E ∩G.

Recalling that Dnu ∈ USC(Ω̄), Dnu ≥ φ on G and φ is concave, we can choose

p ∈ E ∩G such that p′ is the extremal point of PE and satisfies

Dnu(p) ≥ φ(p) + 3ǫ.

By considering the transformation Ax = (x − p) − D′g(p′) · x′en, without loss of

generality, we assume that p = 0, (3.10) holds, and

PE ⊂ {x1 ≤ 0}.
Similarly, u(0) < u+(0). We have

lim
h→0

Sh(0) = E := S0(0)

in Hausdorff sense.

Let a1(h) := sup{t| G(te1) ∈ Sh(0)}. Recalling the set Eh and the function P h

defined in the proof of Theorem 1.5, we consider the set

Fh = Eh ∩ {−16a1(h) ≤ x1 ≤ a1(h)}
and the function

Qh(x) = P h(x) +
hx1

8a1(h)
.

We have Fh → {0} as h → 0,

Qh(x) ≤ P h(x) +
h

8
< u on (∂Eh \G) ∩ {x1 ≥ −8a1(h)}

and

Qh(x) ≤ P h(x)− 2h < −h < u on (∂Fh \G) ∩ {x1 = −8a1(h)}.
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Similarly to (3.23), by choosing a sufficiently small h, we have

(3.25)



















detD2Qh > 2Λ in Fh,

DnQ
h > φ+ ǫ

2
on ∂Fh ∩G,

Qh(x) < u− h
8

on ∂Fh \G,

Qh(0) > u(0).

Hence, the function w = max{Qh, u}χFh
+ uχF c

h
will satisfy w ≤ u+, so w ∈ V .

However w(0) > u(0), which contradicts the definition of u. �

Similar to Theorem 3.13, we have the following compactness theorem for mixed

problem.

Lemma 3.15. Let uk(k = 1, 2, · · · ) be convex viscosity solution to the local problems

2.1,

detD2uk = fk in Ωk ∩Bc(0), Dβk
uk = φk on ∂Ωk ∩ Bc(0)

where Ωk = {xn ≥ gk(x
′)}, λ ≤ fk ≤ Λ and φk ∈ L∞(Bc(0)) uniform converges to

a concave function φ ∈ C(Bc(0)). If all the uk satisfy the strict convex assumption

(3.24) for C, c and δ (independing of k), then there exists subsequence uk that locally

uniformly converges to a solution to

λ ≤ detD2u ≤ Λ in Ω ∩ Bρ(0), Dnu = φ on ∂Ω ∩Bρ(0).

where ρ > 0 is a small universal constant.

Remark 3.16. In the case n = 2, due to the naturalness of the strict convexity

Lemma 4.1, we can remove the strict convexity assumption (3.24) and the concave

assumption on φ in the statement of Lemmas 3.14 and 3.15.

4. Good Shape Lemma and Normalization Family

From now on, we assume (A2) and focus on the local problem (3.16) with the local

condition (3.15). In addition, by Lemma 3.12 we see that (1.6) becomes

(4.1) u(x) ≤ C|x′|2 + Cε
1
2 , ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

Note that Lemma 3.2 is trival when n = 2 and (3.7) follows from (1.6) when n ≥ 3.

Then Lemma 3.2 implies the following

Lemma 4.1 (Contraction Lemma). Under the assumption n = 2 or (1.6) if n ≥ 3,

there exists a uniform module σ : R+ → R+ with σ(h) → 0 when h → 0 such that

(4.2) diamSh(x0) ≤ σ(h+ ε).
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The purpose of this section is to introduce the Normalization Family as in Definition

4.7. For this purpose, we need to state the Good Shape Lemma, whose proof will be

given in Section 4.2.

Theorem 4.2 (Good Shape Lemma). There exists a small universal constant h0 > 0

such that the following holds for h ≤ h0:

cPSh(0) ⊂ PGh(0) ⊂ PSh(0),(4.3)

chn/2 ≤ Vol(Sh(0)) ≤ Chn/2,(4.4)

PGh(0) ⊂ −CPGh(0).(4.5)

By virtue of (3.10) and (3.15), this theorem shows that for every constant h ≤ h0

and boundary point p ∈ ∂Ω, the boundary section Sh(p) at point p is determined

by the intersection Sh(p) ∩ {p + tβ(p)| t > 0} and the projection PpGh(p) along the

direction β(p), and that the projection PpGh(p) is quasi-symmetric about p.

The right side of (4.4) is the results of Lemma 2.10. The remaining will be proved

by Lemmas 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10.

4.1. Normalization Family.

In this subsection, we suppose that (4.3) holds. It follows that

Corollary 4.3. Given a point p ∈ Ω near 0, and constant κ ∈ [0, 1]. Assuming

u(p) = a, by the convexity we have

u(κp) ≤ κu(p) + (1− k)u(0) = κa.

Moreover, y (4.3) we can find a c > 0 such that

q := qκ = G(cPκp) ∈ ∂Ω, Pq = cPκp and u(q) ≤ κa.

The following discussions will be used frequently, for example, in Sections 4.2 and

5.1.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose S ⊂ Ω is a convex set, 0 ∈ S, and PS ⊂ CP(S ∩ G).

Let κ ∈ [0, 1], p be the centroid of S, and a = u(p). Applying Corollary 4.3, we can

find the point qκ ∈ S ∩G such that u(qκ) ≤ κa. Note that 0 ∈ PS and PS is quasi-

symmetric about Pp. Thus, PS is quasi-symmetric about Pqκ up to the constant κ.

Letting

dn := sup{t| qκ + ten ∈ S},
then

dn ≥ ||u||−1
Lip(||u||L∞(S) − u(qκ)) ≥ c||u||L∞(S),
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and Lemma 2.4 implies that

cκVolS ≤ dnVoln−1PS ≤ C VolS.

According to John’s Lemma 2.8, we can assume that under some suitable coordinates,

there exists a diagonal transformation D′ = diag{d1, · · · , dn−1} suvh that

(4.6) D′B′
c(0) ⊂ P(S − qκ) ⊂ CD′B′

C(0).

Suppose now κ ∈ (0, 1). Denote the support function of g at qκ by l, i.e. l(x′) =

∇g(qκ) · (x′ − q′κ)+ g(q′κ). Let Lx = xn − l(x′), then L(q) = 0 and Lx ≥ 0. We obtain

(4.7) 0 ≤ Lx ≤ Cκ−1dn for x ∈ S.

In fact, for each point Q1 = q+(s′, sn) ∈ S, the quasi-symmetric property means that

Q2 = q − (cκs′, tn) will belong to S for some s′ and tn. Thus, Q3 =
cκQ1+Q2

1+cκ
is in S,

and

dn ≥ L(Q3) =
cκL(Q2) + L(Q1)

1 + cκ
≥ max

cκ

1 + cκ
{L(Q2), L(Q1)},

and (4.7) is proved.

Now given a small h > 0, denote S = Sh(0) and take κ = 1. There exists point q : qκ
(one can choose Gq′, where q′ is the centroid of PGh(0)) and a diagonal transformation

D = diag{D′, dn} such that (4.6) holds and

(4.8) dn detD′ ∼ VolS.

Then, we can make a preliminary definition of the Normalization Family, which de-

pends only on the matrix D and the point q. We mention here that the properties

(4.3)-(4.5) are invariant under our normalization. A more precise definition will be

given in the Definition 4.7 below.

Definition 4.5. The normalization (ũ, Ω̃) of (u,Ω) is given by

(4.9) ũ(x) :=
u(Dx)

h
, x ∈ Ω̃ := D−1Ω.

We will use β̃, φ̃, g̃, G̃, S̃t, G̃t for (ũ, Ω̃) as the corresponding quantities we have

defined for (u,Ω). Then, ũ is the solution to the following normalized local problem

(4.10)











detD2ũ = f̃ in S̃1,

Dnũ = φ̃0 on G̃1,

ũ = 1 on ∂S̃1 \ G̃1,

where

(4.11) f̃(x) =
(detD)2

hn
f(Dx), φ̃0(x′) =

dnφ
0(D′x′)

h
and |φ̃0(x)| ≤ Cdn|D′x′|

h
,
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and the oblique assumption en · ν > 0 remains unchanged. Furthermore (4.6) implies

(4.12) D′Pq′ +B′
c(0) ⊂ PS̃1(0) ⊂ D′Pq′ +B′

C(0) ⊂ 2B′
C(0).

Next, we are going to estimate the normalized quantities (1.5) implies thatB′

ch
1
2
(0) ⊂

PGh(0), and we can assume that

d := d1 ≥ d2 ≥ · · · ≥ dn−1 ≥ ch1/2 when n ≥ 3.

Then (4.8) is

dnΠ
n−1
i=1 di ∼ dn detD′ ∼ VolSh(0) ≤ Ch

n
2 ,

which means

f̃ ≤ |VolSh(0)|2
hn

Λ ≤ C,

dn ≤ Ch
1
2 ≤ Cdn−1 when n ≥ 3

and

(4.13)

{

ddn ≤ Ch ≤ C if n = 2,

ddn ≤ C VolSh(0)

Πn−2
i=2 di

≤ C VolSh(0)

h
n
2

h
3
2

d2
≤ Ch ≤ C if n ≥ 3.

On the other hand, it follows from Proposition 4.4 that

dn ≥ c||u||L∞(Sh) ≥ ch.

Given a point x ∈ Sh, then

|xi| ≤ Cdi for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1

and

|Dnu| = |φ0(x′)| ≤ C|x′| on Gh.

Therefore, (4.11) and (4.13) mean that on G̃1,

(4.14) |φ̃0(x′)| ≤ C
dn|D′x′|

h
≤ C

ddn|x′|
h

≤
{

C VolSh(0)

h
n
2

|x′| n = 2,

C VolSh(0)

h
n
2

h
1
2

d2
|x|′ n ≥ 3.

In particular,

|φ̃0(x′)| ≤ C
VolSh(0)

h
n
2

|x′| ≤ C|x′|.

We should point out that at this moment, the normalized Neumann boundary G̃t

is not necessarily locally bounded as t → 0. We need to choose a suitable based point

for the sections and study the behavior of the following (4.15)-(4.17).
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Proposition 4.6. Suppose that κ ∈ (0, 1), E ⊂ S̃1(0) is a convex set, 0 ∈ E, z ∈ E,

PE is quasi-symmetric about Pz for some z ∈ E, and PE ⊂ CP(E ∩ G̃1). Applying

the discussion in Proposition 4.4 for ũ, E, G̃ and z instead of u, S,G and p, we can

find q := qE ∈ E ∩ G̃1 such that the projection PE is quasi-symmetric about Pq up

to the constant κ and ũ(q) ≤ κ
2
. Let l̃ be the support function of g̃ at q. Consider the

linear transformation

Ax := (x− q)− l̃(x′)en = (x′ − q′, L̃(xn))

and the function

(4.15) w(y) = ũ(A−1y).

According to (4.7), we have

(4.16) AE ⊂ P(E − q)× [0, Cκ−1].

By (4.10), w is a solution to following problem

(4.17)











detD2w ∼ |VolSh(0)|
2

hn in AE,

Dnw = φ̃0(y′ + q′) on A(E ∩ G̃1),

w ≤ 1 in AE.

Next, we suppose that Good Shape Lemma 4.2 holds at 0 and introduce the Normal-

ization Family. Lemma 4.2 implies that PSh(0) is quasi-symmetric about 0 when h ≤
h0. Repeat the arguments from proposition (4.4) to Definition 4.5. Hence, for each

h ≤ h0, we can find diagonal transformations Dh := Du
h = diag{d1(h), · · · , dn(h)}

that satisfy

detDh = h
n
2 and Dh(Bc(0) ∩ Ω ⊂ Sh(0)) ⊂ CDh(BC(0) ∩ Ω).

Definition 4.7 (Normalization Family). Choose q = 0 and D = Dh. The normaliza-

tion (ũ, Ω̃) := Th(u,Ω) of (u,Ω) is given by (4.9) (see Definition 4.5) and satisfies

Bc(0) ∩ Ω̃ ⊂ S̃1(0) ⊂ BC(0) ∩ Ω̃

and (4.10)-(4.12) with f̃(x) = f(Dx). The boundary function g̃ will be uniform

bounded and then uniformly Lipschitz near 0, and Ω̃ will satisfy (2.3)-(2.5). Lemmas

2.6 and 3.7 show that ũ is also locally uniformly Lipschitz around 0.

Although the selection of Th is not uniquely determined, and the coordinates ap-

pearing in the definition of the transformation Th depend on h and u, the following

universal relation holds for s ≤ 1

(4.18) cDsh ≤ Dh ≤ Cs−1Dsh.
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Considering Dũh
s = DshD−1

h , (ũsh, Ω̃sh) will be regarded as the normalization T ũh
s (ũh, Ω̃h)

of (ũh, Ω̃h) at height s. We are only interested in the relationship between sections,

but need not to care the choices of Dh, since they can be different only up to a

universal factor.

4.2. Proof of Good Shape Lemma.

Lemma 4.8. There exists h0 > 0 such that if h < h0, then

(4.19) PSh(0) ⊂ CPGh(0).

Proof. Suppose that h ≤ h0 ≤ σ(c0) is small, where σ is the same as in Lemma 4.1.

In contrast to (4.19), there would exist unit vector e, e⊥en such that

sup{s| se ∈ PSh(0)}
sup{s| te ∈ PGh(0), ∀t ∈ (0, s)} = K

holds for some sufficiently large K >> (cc0)
−1 > 1.

For simplicity, assume that e = e1 and that the two maximums in the above

equality are achieved by points y = (y1, 0, yn) ∈ Sh(0) and z = (z1, 0, zn) ∈ Gh(0).

Thus, y1 = sup{s| se1 ∈ PSh(0)} and z1 = sup{s| se1 ∈ PGh(0), ∀t ∈ (0, s)}. It is

clear that u(z) = u(y) = h, y1 = Kz1, and 0 < yn ≤ c0 is small according to Lemma

4.1.

In addition, z is below the line connecting y and 0, defining

H :=
yn
K

− zn,

then H ≤ CK−1. Recall that Sh(0) is a convex set, and Lemma 2.10 gives

H ·Voln−1(PSh(0)) ≤ C VolSh(0) ≤ Ch
n
2 .

By the quadratic growth condition (1.5), the n− 1 dimension volume of PSh(0) is at

least cy1 · h
n−2
2 . Thus,

Hy1 ≤ Ch,

which is

KHz1 ≤ Ch.

The sets ly := {sy, s ∈ (0, 1)} and lz := {z + ten, t ∈ [0,∞)]} intersect at point

p = z +Hen = K−1y.

By convexity

u(p) ≤ K−1u(y) + (1−K−1)u(0) = K−1h.
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However, Corollary 3.11 implies that

u(p) ≥ u(z)− CHz1 = h− CHz1 ≥ (1− CK−1)h.

This two inequalities imply that K ≤ C + 1 is bounded, which contradicts the fact

that K is large. �

Lemma 4.9. There exists h0 > 0 such that if h < h0, then

Vol(Sh(0)) ≥ ch
n
2 .

Proof. By Lemma 4.1 we may choose h0 > such that diamSh0 ≤ σ(h0). Suppose

h < h0 and let ǫ = Vol(Sh(0))

h
n
2

. On the contrary to the result of Lemma 4.9, the ǫ

would be small enough. Repeat the previous discussion of the normalization family.

In Proposition 4.6, we take κ = 1, E = S̃1(0) and z to be the centroid of E. Then,

(4.8) (or (4.13))implies ddn ≤ Cǫh and dn ≤ Cǫh
1
2 . And (4.14) means |φ̃0| ≤ Cǫ. By

(4.15), we now have the following equation for w










detD2w ∼ ǫ2 in AS̃1(0),

|Dnw| ≤ Cǫ on AG̃1,

w = 1 on A(∂S̃1 \ G̃1),

and w(0) ≤ 1
2
, AS̃1(0) ⊂ B+

C (0).

Consider the convex function

υ(y) = w(0) +

n
∑

i=1

y2i
8nC2

+
yn
4C

.

We claim that for a large C, υ is a subsolution to w in the following sense

(4.20)











detD2w < detD2υ in AS̃1(0),

Dnw < Dnυ on AG̃1,

υ < w = 1 on A(∂S̃1 \ G̃1).

In fact, by calculation we have:

in AS̃1(0), detD
2υ ≥ c > Cǫ2 ≥ detD2w;

on AG̃1, Dnυ ≥ c > Cǫ ≥ Dnw;

on A(∂S̃1 \ G̃1), υ < w(0) + 1
2
≤ 1 = w.

Therefore, according to Lemma 3.3, v < w, which contradicts the fact that v(0) =

w(0). Hence, we conclude that Vol(Sh(0)) ≥ ch
n
2 . �

Lemma 4.10. There exists h0 > 0 such that if h < h0, then

(4.21) PGh(0) ⊂ −CPGh(0),

which means that PGh(0) is quasi-symmetric about 0.
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Proof. Let K be a large universal constant, δ = 1
K3 and κ = K− 1

n+1 . Suppose h ≤ h0,

where h0 is so small that diamSh0(0) ≤ δ.

Repeat the previous discussion for the normalization family. By way of contradic-

tion, assume that (4.21) does not hold when C = Cδ−1. By (4.3) (Lemma 4.8) we

have

dist(0, ∂PS̃1) ∼ dist(0, ∂PG̃1) ≤ δ.

This implies that d ≥ cδ−1h
1
2 . On G̃1, by (4.13) and Lemma 4.9 we can change (4.14)

to

|φ̃0(x′)| ≤ C
dn|D′x′|

h
≤ Cdn

d1|x1|+ (n− 2)d2
h

≤ C(
h

1
2

d2
|x1|+

h
1
2

d
)

≤ C(
h

1
2 |x1|
d2

+ δ).

(4.22)

Next, we describe the Neumann boundary values more precisely. Take the point

r = G̃r′ satisfies dist(0, r′) = dist(0, ∂PG̃1), assuming r1 ≥ 0. There are two cases:

d2 ≤ Kh
1
2 or d2 ≥ Kh

1
2 .

Case 1: d2 ≤ Kh
1
2 . Then,

B′′
cK−1(0) ⊂ PS̃1(0) ⊂ B′

C(0).

By convexity,

sup{t|te1 ∈ PG̃1} ≤ CKδ ≤ C

K2
.

Hence (4.22) is turned to

|φ̃0(x′)| ≤ C

K
if x1 ≥ − 1

K
.

Case 2: d2 ≥ Kh
1
2 . (4.22) is converted to

|φ̃0(x′)| ≤ C

K2
.

In this case, we consider a new orthogonal coordinate with zero as the origin and

e1 = r′/|r′| as the axis, so that the normal and tangent planes remain unchanged.

This coordinate is still labeled (e1, e2, · · · , en).
In both cases, let E = {− 1

K
≤ x1 ≤ C

K2} and z be the centroid of E. Repeating

Proposition 4.6, we obtain the transformation A and the function w defined in (4.15),

satisfying

w(0) ≤ κ, and AE ⊂ [−CK−1, CK−1]× B′′
C(0)× [0, Cκ−1].
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Letting a = 1
K
− pκ · e1, we have A{x1 ≥ −K−1} = {x1 ≥ −a}. Note that |pκ · e1| ≤

CκK−1, so that

a ∈ [cK−1, CK−1].

Let F = AE and ∂F = F1 ∪ F2 ∪ F3, where

(4.23)
F1 = ∂F ∩ AG̃1(0) ∩ {y1 > −a},
F2 = ∂F ∩ {y1 = −a},
F3 = ∂F \ (F1 ∪ F2).

Now, w is a solution to the following problem

(4.24)



















detD2w ∼ c in F,

|Dnw| ≤ CK−1 on F1,

D−yw ≤ κ on F2,

w = 1 on F3.

Here, since −y ·p ≤ w(0)−w(y) ≤ w(0) ≤ κ holds for any p ∈ ∂w(y) and y on F2, the

third equation of (4.24) holds in viscosity sense. Moreover, en and −y still generate

an oblique fields even in the corner F1 ∩ F2. Let

Q(x) =
1

4n
(
x2

2
+ 2x), x ∈ R

and consider the convex function

υ(y) = w(0) +

[

Q(
y1
a
) + κ

(

Q(
κyn
C

) +

n−1
∑

i=2

Q(
yi
C
)

)]

.

We claim that

(4.25)



















detD2w < detD2υ in F,

Dnw < Dnυ on F1,

D−yw < D−yυ on F2,

υ < w on F3.

Then by Lemma 3.3, we have υ < w, which contradicts υ(0) = w(0). This completes

our proof.

Finally, we need to verify (4.25). In fact, by a direct calculation we have:

in F , detD2υ ≥ cK2κn+1 ≥ cK > detD2w;

on F3, υ ≤ υ(0) + 3n
4n

= w(0) + 3
4
≤ κ+ 3

4
< 1 = w;

on F2, D−yυ ≥ D−y1Q(y1
a
)− Cκ ≥ c− Cκ > κ ≥ D−yw(0);

on F1, Dnυ ≥ cκ2 > C
K

≥ Dnw. �
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5. Universal Strict Convexity Under the Global Assumption

As in Section 4, in addition to (A1) we assume that (A2) holds throughout this

section. We will prove that the normalization family (ũh, Ω̃h) is uniformly strictly

convex. This property will imply that the Neumann problem for the normalization

family (ũ, S̃1(0)) is precompact.

Our main theorem is the following universal strict convexity theorem.

Theorem 5.1 (Universal Strict Convexity). Suppose (1.5) holds, there exists small

positive constants h0, δ0 > 0 and θ0 such that if h < h0, then the following holds:

(1 + δ0)θ0Sh(0) ∩ Ω ⊂ Sθ0h(0),(5.1)

(1 + δ0)Sθ0h(0) ∩ Ω ⊂ Sh(0),(5.2)

Sθ0h(x) ⊂ cSh(0) if x ∈ Sθ0h(0).(5.3)

We call (5.1) the upper strict convexity lemma, (5.2) the lower strict convexity

lemma. Note that (5.3) is a directly corollary of (5.1) and (5.2). Here is a simple

proof when n = 2

Proof of Theorem 5.1 in the case of n = 2. Since problem (4.10) may be viewed

as a local problem (3.16), applying Lemma 4.1 to the normalization problem (ũh, S̃
h
1 ),

we obtain that diam S̃h
t (x0) ≤ σ(t), which is exactly (5.2). Then, (5.1) follows from

(5.2) and the good shape lemma 4.2. �

Before proving the case n ≥ 3 of Theorem 5.1, we give its equivalent statement and

related inferences.

Proposition 5.2. Both (5.1) and (5.2) are scale-invariant properties. By iteration,

(5.1) is equivalent to

(5.4) ũ(x) ≤ C|x|1+ᾱ,

while (5.2) is equivalent to

(5.5) ũ(x) ≥ c|x| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ ,

where ᾱ = min{− logθ0(1 + δ0), cγ} > 0, and γ = γ(n, λ,Λ) is given in the Lemma

2.12. Recalling Lemma 2.6, the estimates (5.4) and (5.5) will imply that

(5.6) |∇ũ(x)| ≤ C|x|ᾱ in S̃1(0).

Proposition 5.3. Assume that (5.1) and (5.2) hold. Note that S̃1(0) ⊂ BC(0), and

that (5.2) implies S̃η−kR
ηk

(0) ⊂ Bck(0), so that (5.3) holds for small universal constant

θ0 > 0.
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We remark that when Θ is a local estimate or property that is invariant under the

normalization transformation and the linear transformation that preserves the tangent

plan, then (5.3) implies that if Θ holds locally (in the neighborhood of 0) for (ũ, Ω̃),

it will hold globally for (ũ, S̃1).

In particular, we have got that ũ and g̃ are uniformly Lipschitz in BC(0) and B′
C(0),

respectively, and (5.6) imply that ũ is locally uniformly C1,ᾱ on G̃(0). Thus, (ũ, Ω̃)

solves the local problem as (2.7).

To go on, we need to study the stability of the quasi-symmetric property in Lemma

4.10 under small perturbations of the projection mapping.

Given a point p near 0, and any vector β(p) satisfying |β(p)−en| is small. Consider

the projection of G along β to Rn−1, given by

Pβ(p)Gx′ := x′ − β ′(p)

βn(p)
g(x′).

Since g is Lipschitz and |β ′| is small, according to Lemma 2.5, the map Pβ(p) is

a locally bi-Lipschitz surjective. Note that the projection along β to Rn−1 and the

projection along β to the tangent plane at p are different up to one universal invertible

linear transformation, so the quasi-symmetric property is invariant. Exchange p and

0 in Lemma 4.10, we obtain

Lemma 5.4. There exists h0 > 0 such that if h < h0, then for any point p ∈ Gh0(0),

Pβ(p)(Gh(p)) is quasi-symmetric about p′.

The universal strict convexity theorem is a coordinate free property. According to

good shape Theorem 4.2, the boundary section is determined by its intersection with

the oblique direction and the projection of the Neumann boundary along the oblique

direction. Since the oblique direction has been transformed into the normal direction,

we have

c
(

PG̃1(0) + (S̃1(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0})
)

⊂ S̃1(0) ⊂ C
(

PG̃1(0) + (S̃1(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0})
)

.

Using an iterative method we have

Proposition 5.5. The proof of Theorem 5.1 is equivalent to the proof along the

normal direction S̃1(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0} and tangent direction PG̃1(0) respectively.

Now we are in the position to complete the proof of Theorem 5.1.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1 in the case of n ≥ 3. As we have said, it is enough to

prove (5.1) and (5.2) restricted to the tangent plan PG̃1(0) and the normal direction

S̃1(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0}.
(i) The Upper Strict Convexity Lemma (5.1)

Let δ ∈ (0, 1
2
) be a small constant. Assume that h0 > 0 is so small that

diamSh0(0) ≤ δ2.

Let δ0 = δ and θ0 = cδ2, and we will prove (5.1) for h < h0.

(i1) Tangent plane

The projection PG̃t is quasi-symmetric about 0, similar to the convex set PS̃t(0).

The desired result follows if we have

aPG̃1(0) ∩ {te : t ≥ 0} ⊂ (1− δ)PG̃a(0) ∩ {te : t ≥ 0}

for a = δ2. Otherwise, we can find an e ∈ Rn−1 such that the above relations fails.

We may assume sup{t : te ∈ PG̃1(0)} = 1. Hence

w(ǫ1e) ≥ (1− δ) > (1− δ)ǫ1

for some ǫ1 ∈ (0, δ2) and w(x′) = ũ(G̃x′). Then, by the convexity we can find the

constant ǫ2 ∈ (0, ǫ1) and the point q = G̃(ǫ2e) so that

(5.7) lim
t→0+

w((ǫ2 − t)e)− w(ǫ2e)

t
≤ w(0)− w(ǫ1e)

ǫ1
≤ δ − 1 < − 1

1 + 2δ
.

Recall that g̃ is locally Lipschitz, we can assume that g is differentiable at this point

along the direction e. For any point y = (y′, g̃(y′)) ∈ G̃, the convexity yields

(y′ − q′, g̃(y′)− g̃(q′)) · ∇ũ(q) ≤ ũ(y)− ũ(q) = w(y′)− w(q′).

Hence (5.7) implies

∇eũ(q) +D−eg̃(q
′)|Dnũ(q)| ≥

1

1 + 2δ
.

By (4.14), |Dnũ(q)| ≤ C|q′| ≤ Cδ2, so

(5.8) ∇eũ(q) ≥
1

1 + 2δ
− Cδ2 ≥ 1

1 + 3δ

if δ is small enough.

Choose t such that S̃t(q) be the minimum height section containing the point

p = G̃e. Then p ∈ ∂S̃p
t (q) ∩ G̃1 and

∇ũ(q) · (p− q) = ũ(p)− ũ(q)− t ≤ 1− t.
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As (5.7)-(5.8), we have

∇ũ(q) · (p− q) ≥ (1− ǫ2)∇eũ(q)− C|∇nũ(q)| ≥
1

1 + 3δ
(1− ǫ2)− Cǫ2,

so that

t ≤ C(ǫ2 + δ) ≤ Cδ.

Taking constant s = 4C(ǫ2+ δ) and point r = G̃(−se), and using (5.8) and the fact

|Dnũ(q)| ≤ C|q|, we have

ũ(r)− ũ(q)−∇ũ(−(s + q′ · e)e, (rn − qn)en)− t ≥ s

1 + 2δ
− C|q| − t > 0.

This implies that r /∈ S̃t(q) and therefore the projection of G̃t(q) ∩ Ω on the tangent

plane of q is not quasi-symmetrical about q in direction e. This contradicts the

Corollary 5.4.

(i2) Normal direction

Let k = 1
2C

. It is enough to prove

2kδS̃1(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0} ⊂ S̃kδ(0) ∩ {ten : t ≤ δ}.
Otherwise, we have

ũ(ten) ≥ kt for t ≥ δ.

According to Lemma 2.4 and Good Shape Lemma 4.2,

Voln−1

(

PS̃t(0) ∩ P(−S̃t(0)) ∩B′
c(0)

)

t
n−2
2

≥ ck for t ≥ cδ.

However, ||ũ||L∞ ≤ 1. Lemma 3.1 implies δ ≥ σ(k), which is a contradiction.

(ii) The Proof of Lower Strict Convexity Lemma (5.2)

Let κ > 0 be a small constant. Denote by

(5.9) K = κ−n−1, δ = K− (n+7)(1+ᾱ)
ᾱ , δ0 = δ2, θ0 = δ2n+6.

Assume that h0 is small such that

diamSh0(0) ≤ δ2,

and we will prove (5.2) for h < h0.

Proposition 5.3 implies that u ∈ C1,ᾱ(∂Ω). The second equation of (3.16) becomes

Dnu = φ ∈ Lip(B′
c(0)),

while the second equation of (4.10) is

(5.10) Dnũ = φ̃ and |Diφ̃| ≤ C
dn(h)di(h)

h
on G̃ ∩ BC(0).
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Then we have

(5.11) ũ(y)− ũ(G̃y′) ≥ (yn − g̃(y′))Dnũ(G̃y′) ≥ −C|φ̃(y′)| in S̃1(0),

and (1.5) at the origin implies

(5.12) ũ(x) ≤ C
n−1
∑

i=1

di(h)
2

h
x2
i on G̃.

(ii1) Tangent plane Denote

G̃∗
h(0) := {(x′, g̃(x′)) : tx′ ∈ PG̃h(0), t ∈ (0, 1)}.

By iteration method and good shape lemma, it is sufficient to prove

PG̃∗
θ0(0) ⊂ (1− δ0)PG̃∗

1(0).

Otherwise, there were a point q ⊂ PG̃∗
θ0
(0) \ (1− δ0)∂PG̃∗

1(0) such that

(5.13) ũ(q) ≤ θ0.

We will derive a contradiction by three cases.

Case 1. d2(h) ≥ Kh
1
2 .

In this case, by(5.10) and (4.13) we have

(5.14) |Dnũ| ≤ C

n−1
∑

i=1

dn(h)di(h)

h
≤ C

ddn
h

≤ C
h

1
2

d2
≤ CK−1 on G̃1(0).

If y ∈ S̃1(0), it follows from (5.11) and (5.14) that

ũ
(

G̃(ty′)
)

≤ ũ(ty) + CK−1 ≤ tũ(y) + CK−1 ≤ t+ CK−1, ∀t ∈ (0, 1).

Therefore, we can improve (4.19) in Lemma 4.8 to

(5.15) PS̃1(0) ⊂ (1 + CK−1)PG̃∗
1(0).

Note that δ0 < K−1 and PS̃1 is a convex set, so there exists point p ∈ PS̃1 such

that

dist(q′, p′) = dist(q′,PS̃1) ≤ CK−1.

Consider the convex set

E = {y| − CK−1 ≤ (y − q)′ · ê ≤ CK−1} ∩ S̃1,

where ê := (p′ − q′)′/|p′ − q′|. Let z be the centroid of E. Even though ũ(q) is

not the origin, we can still consider the point qκ = G((1 − κ)q′ + κz̄′), then E is

quasi-symmetric about qκ up to constant κ. We have

ũ((1− κ)q + κz̄) ≤ (1− κ)ũ(q) + κũ(z) ≤ 2κ,
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thus, by Corollary 3.11 we have

ũ(qk) ≤ ũ((1− κ)q + κz̄) + C|Dnũ(qk)| ≤ Cκ.

Consider a new orthogonal coordinate with qk as the origin and (ê, en) as the axis,

keeping the normal and tangent planes unchanged. This coordinate is still labeled

as (e1, e2, · · · , en). Repeating the discussion in Propositions 4.4, 4.6 and the proof of

Lemma 4.10, we see that the convex set

F := AE ⊂ [−a, a]× B′′
C(0)× [0, Cκ−1], ∂F = F1 ∪ F2 ∪ F3

satisfying (4.23), and the convex function w defined in (4.15) now satisfies the same

equation as in (4.24) and w(0) ≤ 2κ. Using the same supersolution υ as in the proof

of Lemma (4.10) we obtain a contradiction.

Case 2. d1(h) ≤ δ−2h
1
2 .

In this case, (5.12) becomes

ũ(x) ≤ Cδ−2|x′|2 on G̃.

Thus,

(5.16) PS̃t(0) ⊃ B′

cδt
1
2
(0).

However, (5.1) implies (5.4), so sup{s| sen ∈ PS̃t(0)} ≥ ct
1

1+ᾱ . Then

Voln−1PS̃t(0) ≤ Ct
n
2
− 1

1+ᾱ .

This and (5.16) imply that

PS̃t(0) ⊂ B′

cδ−n+2t
ᾱ

1+ᾱ
(0),

i.e.

ũ(x) ≥ cδn−2|x′| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ ,

which contradicts (5.13).

Case 3. d1(h) ≥ δ−2h
1
2 ≥ Kh

1
2 ≥ d2(h).

In this case, it follows from (5.12) that

ũ(0, x′′, xn) ≤ CK−1|x′′|2 on G̃.

Similar to the discussion in Case 2, we obtain

ũ(x) ≥ CK−n−2
2 |x1|

1+ᾱ
ᾱ .

Taking pt ∈ S̃t(0) to be the point satisfying

pt · e1 ≥ c sup{x · e1| x ∈ S̃t(0)}
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and recalling (5.4), we have

(5.17) ct ≤ pt · e1 ≤ C(K
n−2
2 t)

ᾱ
1+ᾱ , ∀t ∈ (0, 1).

Write µ = K−6 and ǫ = K−1. To proceed the proof we consider two sub-cases.

Case 3.1. PS̃µ(0) ∩ Rn−2 * B′′
cǫ(0).

Then there exists a point q := G̃(te) ∈ G̃ for some unit vector e ∈ Rn−2 such that

t ≥ ǫ and

u(q) = µ.

By (5.13) and good shape Lemma 4.2, the intersection set of PS̃µ(0) and the subplane

H =: {x = ae1 + be| a, b ∈ R} contains the convex set

E := {x = ae1 + be| |a| ≤ cǫµ, |b| ≤ cǫ}.

Re-scaling back, this means that the intersection of PSµh(0) and the subplane H

contains a ball centered at 0 with radius

r ≥ cmin{ǫµd1(h), ǫh
1
2}.

The condition of Case 3 gives

r

(µh)
1
2

≥ cmin{ǫµ 1
2 δ−2, ǫµ− 1

2} ≥ cK2 >> K,

and then Case 1 applies to the transformation Dµh. Note that the proof in Case 1

also holds for θ1 = δn, and thus we have

PG∗
θh(0) ⊂ PG∗

θ1µh
(0) ⊂ (1− δ0)PG∗

µh(0) ⊂ (1− δ0)PG∗
h(0),

which contradicts (5.13).

Case 3.2. PS̃µ(0) ∩ Rn−2 ⊂ B′′
cǫ(0).

Recalling the definition of pt, the quasi-symmetric property implies that

PS̃µ(0) ⊂ {spµ + z′′| |s| ≤ C, z′′ ∈ B′′
Cǫ(0)}.

Note that pµ · e1 ≥ cµ by (5.17), this gives

(5.18) PS̃µ(0) ⊂ {|x1| ≥ cµ(|x′′| − Cǫ)}.

Furthermore, (5.17) also means that

(5.19) PS̃t(0) ⊂ {x′| |x1| ≤ C(K
n−2
2 t)

ᾱ
1+ᾱ}.
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By(5.18) and (5.19), taking t = θ0 ≤ δ2 ≤ µ, we obtain

PS̃θ0(0) ⊂ {|x1| ≥ cµ(|x′′| − Cǫ)} ∩ {x′| |x1| ≤ CK
n−2
2 θ1+ᾱ

0 }
⊂ {|x| ≤ Cǫ+ Cµ−1(K

n−2
2 θ0)

ᾱ
1+ᾱ}

⊂ {|x| ≤ Cǫ+ Cµ−1K−10}
⊂ {|x| ≤ CK−1},

which contradicts (5.13) when K is large.

(ii2) Normal direction

We want to prove

S̃θ0(0) ∩ {ten : t ≥ 0} ⊂ (1− δ0)S̃1(0).

Otherwise, we have a q̂ ∈ S̃θ0(0)\ (1−δ0)S̃1(0) such that q̂ ·en > 1−δ0 and u(q̂) ≤ θ0.

Letting q = (1− δ0)en, by the convexity we have

ũ(q) ≤ θ0.

Assume that ũ(en) = 1 without loss of generality. Using the iterative method, the

same argument as in (ii1) gives (5.5) restricted on the tangent plan, which is

ũ(x) ≥ |x′| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ .

Recalling that xn = g̃(x′)| ≤ C|x′| on B′
C(0) and that S̃1 ⊂ BC(0), one has

ũ(x) ≥ 4θ(xn −
1

2
) on ∂S̃1.

Let S = {x ∈ S̃1|ũ(x) ≤ 3θ0(xn − 1
2
)} and w(x) = ũ(x)− 3θ0(xn − 1

2
). Clearly,

(5.20) {ten|t ≥
1

2
} ⊂ S ∩ {ten} ⊂ {ten|t ≤ 1},

and we have

w = 0 on ∂S and inf
S
w ∼ w(q) ∼ −θ0.

Let p be the centroid of S. By John’s Lemma 2.8, we can assume that

DBc(0) ⊂ S − p ⊂ DBC(0).

Consider the normalization v of w given by

v(y) =
w(Dy + p)

θ
.

Then (5.20) implies that

dist(Dq, ∂DS) ≤ Cδ0.

However, Lemma 2.11 gives us

−1 ∼ v(Dq) ≥ −(dist(Dq, ∂DS))
1
n .
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This is a contradiction when δ0 is small. �

6. Engulfing Lemma and Global estimate

In this section, assuming that the universal strict convexity Theorem 5.1 holds at

every boundary point holds, we are going to prove Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. It should

be pointed out that the discussions and results in this Section apply not only to every

normalization (ũ, Ω̃) but also to any convex function satisfying certain universal strict

convexity Theorem 5.1 on the whole boundary.

Definition 6.1. Given a point q ∈ Bρ(0)∩Ω, the maximum height of q is defined by

(6.1) hq := sup{a|St(q) ⊂⊂ Ω, ∀t < a},

and xq ∈ ∂Shq(q) ∩ ∂Ω is defined as the contact point.

We first prove that xq is close to the origin when ρ is small. By (3.10) and (5.6)

we have

0 = u(0) ≥ u(q) +∇u(q) · (0− q) + hq ≥ hq − C|q|1+ᾱ,

i.e.

hq ≤ C|q|1+ᾱ.

Then

Shq(q) = {x| u(x) ≤ u(q) +∇u(q) · (x− q) + hq}
⊂ {x| u(x) ≤ C(|q|ᾱ|x|+ |q|1+ᾱ)}
⊂ {x| u(x) ≤ C|ρ|ᾱ}
⊂ SC|ρ|ᾱ(0)

⊂ Cρ
ᾱ2

1+ᾱB1(0) → 0 as ρ → 0.

(6.2)

Here, we have used (5.5) in the last step.

Thus, for each point q near the boundary, we only need to consider this case where

the contact point xq is 0, and the distance between q and 0 is still small. The boundary

C1,ᾱ regularity of u and the convexity of ∂Ω imply

Lemma 6.2. Suppose that q ∈ Ω near 0 and xq = 0. Then ∇u(q) is parallel to

ν(0) = en, and we will write

(6.3) ∇u(q) = aqen.
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Proof. Consider the sliding transformation Aq along xn = 0 at the boundary point

x0 = 0:

Aqx = x+
xn

qn
q′

and the function vq(y) := u(Aqy). Write

∇vq(qnen) = aqen + bqeq,

where eq ∈ Sn−1 and bq ≥ 0. Obviously, v(A−1
q q) = aqqn ≥ 0, thus aq ≥ 0. Recall

that q is in the interior and the cone {ty| y ∈ Brq(q), t ∈ [0, 1]} is in Ω, where

rq = dist(q, ∂Ω). This means that ∂A−1
q Ω is still a local Lipschitz graph over Rn−1,

so we can write the boundary points along the direction eq as the Lipschitz functions

pt = c(t)en + teq, c(t) ≤ C(rq, q)t.

This implies that

bqt ≤ aqc(t) + bqd(t) ≤ vq(pt) = u(Aqpt) ≤ C[(C(rq, q) + q−1
n )t]1+ᾱ.

Let t → 0, we conclude that

bq = 0.

Thus,

∇u(q) = A−1
q ∇vq(qnen) = aqen = aqν(0).

�

Lemma 6.3. Suppose that q ∈ Ω near 0 and xq = 0. Then

(6.4) cu(q) ≤ hq ≤ Cu(q),

(6.5) 2Shq(q) ⊂ SChq(0) ⊂ C2Schq(q),

and

(6.6) u(x) ≥ 2[u(q) +∇u(q) · (x− q)] outside SChq(0).

Proof. Let K be a universal constant, take h = Ku(q) and consider the normalization

(ũh, Ω̃h), and denote p = D−1
h q. Similar to (6.1) and (6.3), we define h̃p and ãp for ũh

at point p. Then

h̃p =
hq

h
, ãp =

dn(h)aq
h

.

Note that p ∈ S̃K−1(0) ⊂ CB
K

−
ᾱ

1+ᾱ
(0). If K is large enough, we repeat the discussion

(6.2) to obtain

h̃p ≤ ρ and S̃h̃p
(p) ⊂ Bρ(0)

for some small universal ρ. In particular, we have obtained the right hand side of

(6.4).
46



It follows from (5.4) and (5.6) that

ũ(x)− 2[ũ(p) +∇ũ(p) · (x− p)]− 1

2
≥ 1

2
− Cρᾱ ≥ 0 on ∂S̃1(0),

and

inf
S̃1(0)

[ũ(x)− 2ũ(p)− 2∇ũ(p) · (x− p)− 1

2
] ≤ 0.

Therefore,

ũ(x)− 2[ũ(p) +∇ũ(p) · (x− p)] · (x− p) ≥ 1

2
≥ 0 outside S̃1(0),

which implies (6.6).

Next, we will prove that

h̃p ≥ c1 = c1(K),

which can yields (6.5) and the left hand side of (6.4).

By definition,

S̃h̃p
(p) = {x| ũ(x) ≤ ãpxn},

and

ũ(x) ≥ ãpxn − h̃p in Ω̃.

Recalling (5.4), we have

tãp ≤ ũ(ten) + h̃p ≤ C|t|1+ᾱ + h̃p, ∀t ∈ (0, 1),

which give us

ap ≤ Ch̃
ᾱ

1+ᾱ
p .

Thus,

S̃h̃p
(p) ⊂ {ũ(x) ≤ Ch̃

ᾱ
1+ᾱ
p xn} ∩ S̃1(0) ⊂ {ũ(x) ≤ Ch̃

ᾱ
1+ᾱ
p }.

In particular

h̃p ≥ cu(p)
1+ᾱ
ᾱ ≥ cK− 1+ᾱ

ᾱ .

Moreover, by Lemma 2.8 and Theorem 4.2 we have

S̃h̃p
(p) ⊃ cBVol S̃h̃p

(p)(0) ⊃ cB
h̃

n
2
p

(0) ⊃ Bc2(0).

Re-scaling back, we have completed the proof. �

Similarly, we have

Corollary 6.4. Suppose that q ∈ Ω near 0 and xq = 0. If h ≥ Khq, then

(6.7) Sch(0) ⊂ Sh(q) ⊂ SCh(0).

Proof. Consider the normalization (ũKhq , Ω̃Khq) at the point 0. (6.4) implies that the

point q is mapped to the point p ∈ S̃K−1. Then, (6.7) follows from (5.4) and (5.5). �
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By John’s Lemma 2.8 and the classical interior estimate, for each point q ∈ Ω and

constant h ≤ hq, there is a linear transformation Dh,q such that

Dh,qBc(0) ⊂ Sh(q)− q ⊂ Dh,qBC(0).

And by (6.5)

Dhq,q ∼ DChq,xq ∼ Dhq,xq .

Then, we can replace the sections that touches the boundary by the related boundary

sections as follows.

Definition 6.5 (Modified Sections). If q ∈ Ω, we will replace Sh(q) and Dh,q with

Šh(q) and Ďh,q =











Sh(xq) and Dh,xq if h ≥ Chq,

Sh(q) and Dh,q if h ≤ chq,

SChq(xq) and DChq,xq otherwise ,

and call them modified sections and modified matrices, respectively.

Lemma 6.6. The modified matrix still satisfies the John’s Lemma 2.8 in the following

sense

(6.8) (Ďh,qBc(0) + q) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ Sh(q) ⊂ (Ďh,qBC(0) + q) ∩ Ω̄

Proof. Assume that xq = 0. When chq ≤ h ≤ Khq, we have

Schq(q)− q ⊂ SChq(q)− q ⊂ CK(Schq(q)− q)

and

Schq(0) ⊂ SChq(0) ⊂ CSchq(q).

By (6.5) and the above two relations we see that the families of sections Sshq(q) and

Shq(0) for s ∈ (c, C) are essentially the same.

It remains to consider the case h ≥ Khq. For the right-hand side, (6.7) means that

Sh(q) ⊂ SCh(0) ⊂ CSh(0) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ Ďh,qBC(0) ∩ Ω̄.

Then

Sh(q) ⊂ (Ďh,qB2C(0) + q) ∩ Ω̄.

For the left-hand side, (6.5) and good shape Lemma 4.2 imply

q ∈ 1

2
SChq(0) ⊂ Ďhq,qBC(0) ∩ Ω̄ and Ďh,qBc(0) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ 1

2
Sh(0).

If we take c to be small universal and K to be large universal, then

(Ďh,qBc(0) + q) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ (Ďhq,qBC(0) + Ďh,qBc(0)) ∩ Ω̄ ⊂ Sch(0) ⊂ Sh(q).

�
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Corollary 6.7. The modified sections are still universal strict convex in the following

sense

(6.9) Ďth,q ≥ ct
1

1+ᾱ Ďh,q.

If we consider the modified normalization (v, E) of u at q

v(y) =
uq(q + D̆h,qy)

t
, E = D̆−1

h,q(Ω̄− q),

where uq(x) := u(x)− u(q)−∇u(q)(x− q). then v ∈ Lip(Bc(0) ∩ E) and

(6.10) c|y| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ ≤ v(y)− v(0)−∇v(0) · y ≤ C|y|1+ᾱ in Bc(0) ∩ E.

Proof. Suppose that q ∈ Ω near 0 and xq = 0. When h ≤ chq, the classical interior

C1,γ strict convexity result (see (i) in Lemma 2.12) implies that for t ∈ (0, 1),

Dth,q ≥ ct
1

1+γDh,q ≥ ct
1

1+ᾱDh,q.

When th ≥ chq, we have

Ďth,q = Dmax{th,Chq},

and (6.9) follows universal strict convexity Theorem 5.1 (Proposition 5.2).

Note that Ďs,q increases with respect to s except for the jumps on the interval

[chq, Chq], which are universally bounded. Thus, the above two inequalities imply

that (6.9), while (6.10) comes from (6.8) and (6.9).

Similarly, when h ≤ chq, v ∈ Lip(Bc(0) ∩ E) comes from the classical global

Lipschitz regularity; while when h ≥ chq, it comes from the boundary regularity

result in the Remark 5.3. �

Next, we introduce a variant of the classical engulfing property of the internal

section (see [8]).

Lemma 6.8 (Engulfing property). With the above modified sections, there is a small

universal constant δ > 0 such that if h1 < 2h2 and Šδh1(p) ∩ Šδh2(q) 6= ∅, then

(6.11) Šδh1(p) ⊂ Šh2(q).

Proof. Assume that u(q) = 0,∇u(q) = 0 and consider the normalization v of u at q

v(y) =
uq(q + Ďh2,qy)

t
.

By (6.10) we have

c|y| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ ≤ v(y) ≤ C|y|1+ᾱ, y ∈ Bc(0).
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Consider the convex set E = q + Ďh2,qŠδh1(p), then v|E can be approximated by

a linear function with the difference bounded by 2δ, and there exists a point z0 ∈
E ∩ Sv

δ (0) 6= ∅. When δ → 0, we see that z0 tends to 0 by the lower bound for v.

Suppose that on the contrary to (6.11), we have

z ∈ E ∩ ∂Bc(0) 6= ∅.
The lower bound for v implies that v(z) ≥ c. When δ is small enough, this together

with the upper bound for v implies that on the line connecting z and z0, v can not

be approximated by any linear function with the difference bounded by 2δ. This is a

contradiction. �

Lemma 6.8 implies the following variant of the classical Vitali Covering Lemma.

Lemma 6.9 (Vitali covering). Let E be a measurable set in Ω̄. Suppose that for each

point q ∈ E we associate a corresponding modified section Šh(q). Then we can find

modified sections Šhi
(xi), i = 1, 2 · · · , such that

E ⊂ ∪∞
i=1Šhi

(xi) and Šδhi
(xi) ∩ Šδhj

(xj), ∀i 6= j.

Proof. The proof follows as in the standard case. We choose Šh1(x1) so that h1 as

large as possible. Let us suppose that Šhi
(xi), i = 1, 2 · · ·k have already been chosen.

We select Šhk+1
(xk+1) from the family of modified sections Sk such that Šδhk+1

(xk+1)

are disjoint with Šδhi
(xi), i = 1, 2 · · ·k, and hk+1 ≥ 1

2
{h| Šh(x) ∈ Sk}. We claim that

E ⊂ ∪∞
i=1Šhi

(xi).

We only need to consider the case the sections is infinite and show that for any

given Šh(q) in the covering family, Šδh(q) ⊂ ∪∞
i=1Šhi

(xi). This is because as h >

2 limk→∞ hk → 0, we take the first k such that 2hk+1 < h. If Šh(q) is not in the

sequence of modified section, then Šδh(q) intersects Šhj
(xj) for some j ≤ k and

hj ≥ 1
2
h. Then (6.11) implies that Šh(q) ⊂ Šhj

(xj), which proves the lemma. �

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The proof will be completed by two parts.

Part 1: Global C1,ǫ estimate. Suppose p, q ∈ Ω are points near the boundary.

Let ǫ = ᾱ
1+ᾱ

. Assume that p ∈ Št(q) \ Šct(q). Since u is global Lipschitz, we have

||Ďh,q|| ≤ Ch, and t ≤ C|p− q|.
Consider the normalization of uq at q

v(y) =
uq(q + ĎCt,qy)

Ct
.
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In Corollary 6.7, we have prove that v is locally Lipschitz, and thus

||Dv(Ď−1
Ct,qp)−Dv(Ď−1

Ct,qq)|| ≤ C.

Re-scale back, this is

||Du(p)−Du(q)|| ≤ Ct||Ď−1
Ct,q|| ≤ ct1−

1
1+ᾱ ≤ c|p− q|ǫ.

Part 2: Global W 2,1+ǫ estimate. We follow the standard argument in [15].

Suppose that q ∈ Ω̄. We say that the modified section Sh(x0) has normalized size A,

if A := ||h 1
2D−1||2 for some matrix D that satisfies properties (6.8) .

For s >> 1, denote the measurable sets

Ds := {x ∈ Ω̄| ||D2u(x)|| ≥ s}.
This is well-defined since u ∈ W 2,1+ǫ

loc , and the set Ds is measurable for almost every

s > 0. Consider the characteristic function χ = χDs of Ds, and the set

Es := {x ∈ Ω| lim
h→0+

||h 1
2D−1

hx
||2 ≥ s}.

Given point p ∈ Ω \ Es, then for small r > 0

B
c(s−1r)

1
2
(0) + p ⊂ Sr(p) ⊂ B

C(sr)
1
2
(0) + p,

and Sr(p) will eventually become an interior section. Consider the normalization ũ

for Sr(p). Lemma 2.12 implies that ũ ∈ W 2,1
loc (

1
2
Bc(0)) and

{y ∈ Bc(0)| ||D2ũ|| ≤ C} ≥ c.

Re-scaling back, we obtain

{x ∈ Sr(p)| ||D2u|| ≤ Cs} ≥ cr
n
2 .

Thus,
Vol(Brs(p) ∩ {x ∈ Ω̃ : ||D2u(x)|| ≤ Cs})

(rs)n
≥ cs−

n
2 ,

then

lim
r→0

Vol(Br(p) ∩ {x ∈ Ω̃ : ||D2u(x)|| ≤ Cs})
rn

≥ cs−
n
2 > 0.

However, according to the fundamental theorem of Lebesgue,

lim
r→0

1

ωn−1rn

∫

Br(x)

χDCs
(y)dy = χDCs

holds for almost every x, where ωn−1 is the volume of unit ball Sn−1. Therefore,

|Ec
s \Dc

cs| = 0, hence |Ds \ Ecs| = 0.

Let Fk = EcMk+1, where M >> C0 is large. For each q ∈ Fk+1 we consider a modified

section such that Šh(q) of normalized size A with A ∈ [C0M
k, ≤ CC0M

k]. This is
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possible because the normalized size of Ďh,q can be chosen to be continuous, except

for jumps on the interval [chq, Chq] that are universally bounded. And those sizes

start between universal constants and have a subsequence converging to a constant

smaller than c2Mk+1.

Now we use Lemma 6.9 to choose the vitali covering for Fk+1 with these modified

sections Šhi
(xi), i = 1, 2 · · · . We claim that

(6.12)

∫

Šhi
(xi)

||D2u||dx ≤ CC2
0M

k|{Mk ≤ ||D2u|| ≤ CC2
0M

k} ∩ Šδhi
(xi)|.

In fact, denote h = hi and consider the normalization (ũ, Ω̃). Whether xi is in interior

or on boundary, by convexity and Lipschitz of ũ (see Corollary 6.7), we have
∫

S̃1(0)

||D2ũ||dx ≤ C

∫

S̃1(0)

∆ũdx ≤ C

∫

∂S̃1(0)

Dν ũ ≤ C1.

This implies that the set {||D2ũ|| ≤ c−1δ
−n
2 C1} ∩ S̃δ(0) has at least measure c

c(n)
.

Thus, taking a C0 > 0 such that

|{C−1
0 ≤ ||D2ũ|| ≤ C0} ∩ S̃δ(0)| ≥ C−1

0 ,

we have
∫

S̃1(0)

||D2ũ||dx ≤ C0|{C−1
0 ≤ ||D2ũ|| ≤ C0} ∩ S̃δ(0)|.

Re-scaling back, we get (6.12).

Then if M ≥ CC2
0 ,

∫

D
Mk+1

||D2u||dx ≤
∫

Fk+1

||D2u||dx

≤
∞
∑

i=1

CC2
0M

k|{Mk ≤ ||D2u|| ≤ CC2
0M

k} ∩ Šδhi
(xi)|

≤ C

∫

D
Mk\DMk+1

||D2u||dx.

This is,
∫

D
Mk+1

||D2u||dx ≤ (1− τ)

∫

Dk

||D2u||dx,

where τ = 1/(1 + C). It follows that
∫

||D2u(x)||≥t

||D2u||dx ≤ Ct−2ǫ

for ǫ = −1
2
logM(1− τ). This implies u ∈ W 2,1+ǫ(Ω̄).
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Now we are turning to the proof of Theorem 1.3, which is exactly the following

Lemma 6.10. First, Note that under the assumption of Theorem 1.3, one can improve

(4.18) to

(6.13) Cs
1+Cǫ

2 ≤ Dũh
s = DshD−1

h ≤ Cs
1−Cǫ

2 .

See Remark 8.2 for the details. �

Lemma 6.10 (Proof of Theorem 1.3). Let u be a convex function satisfying the

universal strict convexity Theorem 5.1 and (6.13) for each boundary point. Assume

that ǫ ∈ (0, 1), p > 1 and detD2u = f in Ω. If |f − 1| ≤ δ = δ(p) (or δ(ǫ)), then

u ∈ C1,1−10Cǫ(Ω̄) ∩W 2,p(Ω̄).

We will prove the lemma by two parts.

Part 1: Global C1,1−10Cǫ estimate. Let c and ǫ be small constants. By Proposi-

tion 5.3, we only need to prove that ũ ∈ C1,1−10Cǫ(S̃cθ2).

Given a point q ∈ S̃cθ2 ∩ Ω̃ near 0. As in (6.1) and (6.3), we assume that

∇ũ(q) = aqen, hq = aqqn − ũ(q), S(q) := Shq(q) = {x|ũ(x) ≤ aqxn}.
Checking the proof of Lemma 6.3 and replacing ᾱ by 1−Cǫ, we have the the following

(6.14)-(6.16):

(6.14) aq ≤ Ch
ᾱ

1+ᾱ
q ≤ Ch

1−2Cǫ
2

q ,

(6.15) qn ≥ hqa
−1
q ≥ ch

1+2Cǫ
2

q ,

(6.16) S(q) ⊂ {|x| ≤ Ch
ᾱ2

1+ᾱ
q } ⊂ {|x| ≤ Ch

1−3Cǫ
2

q },
where we have used (5.5) for (6.16).

We claim that qn − g̃(q′) ≥ qn
2
. Otherwise (8.5)(in Section 8), (6.15) and (6.16)

imply

qn ≤ 2g̃(q′) ≤ c|q|1+α ≤ Ch
(1+α)(1−3Cǫ)

2
q ≤ Cq(1+α)(1−6Cǫ)

n .

If ǫ << α, this implies |qn| ≥ c, which contradicts our assumption that q is near 0.

In summary, for any p ∈ S̃1 we can find a height section Srp(p) satisfying

(6.17) cB
rp

1+Cǫ
2

(p) ⊂ Srp(p) ⊂ CB
rp

1−Cǫ
2

(p)

and

(6.18) c dist(p, ∂Ω̃)1+3Cǫ ≤ rp
1
2 ≤ C dist(p, ∂Ω̃)1−2Cǫ.
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We now estimate |∇ũ(p)−∇ũ(q)| in S̃cθ2(0). Suppose dist(q, G̃) ≤ dist(p, G̃), there

are two cases. When dist(p, q) ≥ 1
2
rp

1+Cǫ
2 , it follows that

|∇ũ(p)−∇ũ(q)| ≤ 2C dist(p, G̃)1−Cǫ ≤ Crp
1−4Cǫ

2 ≤ C dist(p, q)1−8Cǫ.

And when dist(p, q) ≤ 1
2
rp

1+Cǫ
2 , we have q ∈ 1

2
Srp(p). Recalling that OscΩ̄f is small,

the interior C1,1−ǫ estimate (Lemma 2.12) gives

|∇ũ(p)−∇ũ(q)| ≤ C
rp

rp
1+Cǫ

2

(
dist(p, q)

rp
1+Cǫ

2

)1−ǫ ≤ C dist(p, q)1−10Cǫ.

�

Part 2: Global W 2,p estimate. For any p > 1 choose a small ǫ > 0 such that

8(p+ 8)nǫ ≤ 1. Recall (7.26) and (6.18). Re-scaling back, the interior W 2,p estimate

in Lemma 2.12 gives
∫

S rp
2
(y)

||D2u||p ≤ Crp
1−Cǫ

2
n[

rp
rp1+Cǫ

]2p ≤ Cd(y, ∂Ω)n−2Cǫ.

Letting Ek = {x|2−k ≤ dist(x, ∂Ω) ≤ 2−k+1}, we can use balls of radius c2−k(1+10ǫ)

centered at Ek to cover Ek. Using a basic covering lemma, the number of covering

balls can be controlled to be less than Nk = C2(1+10ǫ)nk−k. Hence
∫

Ek

||D2u||p ≤ CNk2
−(n−2Cǫ)k ≤ C2−k(1−Cǫ).

Therefore, when ǫ = ǫ(p) is small, we obtain

||u||W 2,p(Ω) ≤ C.

This proves the theorem. �

7. Universal Strict Convexity Under the Pointwise Assumption

In this section, assuming that (A1) and (A4) holds, when n ≥ 3 we show that

Theorem 5.1 is still valid for section with base point x0 and height h > [σ∗(ε)], where

ε and x0 are the same as in (A4) and σ∗ is a universal continuous module to be

determined.

7.1. Degenerate Model.

In order to study the high-dimensional case, we need to understand the fact Dnu =

0 first. This leads us to study the following degenerate problem. The notations used

in this subsection are independent.
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Theorem 7.1. Assume that E is a convex domain that is symmetric about the plane

Rn−1, 0 < λ ≤ f ≤ Λ and f(x′, xn) = f(x′,−xn) in E, g is a nonnegative function

such that S := {x ∈ E : xn ≥ g(x′), x ∈ PE} is a closed convex subset, satisfying

(7.1) PE = PS.

Suppose that u is a convex solution to the following problem

(7.2) detD2u = fχ±S in E, u = 0 on ∂E,

where χ is the characteristic function and ±S = S ∪ {(x,−xn) : x ∈ S}. Then,

Dnu = 0 on G := ∂S \ ∂E, u satisfies the universal strict convex Theorem 5.1 on G,

and u ∈ C1,γ
loc (E) for small constant γ = γ(n, λ,Λ).

Proof. According to John’s Lemma 2.8, we can always assume that Bc(n)(0) ⊂ E ⊂
BC(n)(0). Let u0 be a solution to problem

detD2u0 = Λ in E, u0 = 0 on ∂E.

By comparison principle and Lemma 2.11,

(7.3) u(x) ≥ u0(x) ≥ −C(n,Λ) dist(x, ∂E)
1
n .

Consider the map

Gx =

{

(x, |xn|) x ∈ ±S,

(x′, g(x′)) x ∈ E \ ±S.

With the notation Ru(x) = u(x′ − xn), we find that Ru is still a solution to the

problem (7.2), so u(x) = u(x′,−xn), and u(x) ≤ u(Gx) by convexity. For any points

p, q ∈ E, the point G(p+q
2
) is contained in the simplex generated by the vertices

±Gp,±Gq. This is

G(p+ q

2
) = c(

Gp+ Gq
2

) + (1− c)(
−Gp− Gq

2
)

for some c ∈ [0, 1]. Thus,

u(G(p+ q

2
)) ≤ u(Gp) + u(Gq)

2
,

so the function

û(x) := u(Gx) ≥ u(x)

is still convex. Furthermore,
{

detD2û ≥ fχ±S = detD2u in E,

û = 0 = u on ∂E.

By comparison principle û ≤ u. Therefore, u(x) = u(Gx), i.e. Dnu = 0 on E \ S̄,

which means that all information of u is contained in S̄.
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For any boundary point p = (p′, g(p′)) ∈ G, by convexity we may take a ∇u(p) ∈
∂u(p) such that ∇u(p) · en ≥ 0. Define

Sh(p) := {x ∈ E : u(x) ≤ u(p) +∇u(p) · (x− p) + h}.
We claim that Sh(p) is of good shape at p if Sh(p)∩S is strictly contained in E. More

precisely, we have constants c, C which depend only on n, λ,Λ, such that

(7.4) P(Sh(p) ∩G) = P(Sh(p) ∩ S) = PSh(p),

(7.5) ch
n
2 ≤ Vol(Sh(p) ∩ S) ≤ Ch

n
2 ,

and

(7.6) PGh(p) ⊂ −CPGh(p),

where Gh(p) := Sh(p) ∩G.

(7.4) follows from the fact u = û, while the right hand side of (7.5) comes from

Lemma 2.10. Next, we are going to the left hand side of (7.5).

The section Sh(p) is strictly contained in E for some h > 0. Let z′ be the centroid

of PSh(p), we can consider the point z = G(z′, 0), the linear function lz(x) = xn −
g(z′)−∇′g(z′) · (x′−z′). Under the sliding transformation Azx = (x′, lz(x)), a further

reflection transformation about Rn−1 is done to obtain a new function

(7.7) uz(y) = u(A−1
z (y, |yn|)), y ∈ Ez := ±Az({x| lz(x) ≥ 0}).

Thus, without loss of generality, we can always assume that 0 is the centroid of Sh(q)

with q = Az(p), g(0) and g ≥ 0. By the first part and Lemma 2.4, we have

VolSh(q) ≤ C(n) Vol(Sh(q) ∩ Az(S)) ≤ Ch
n
2 .

Hence, John’s Lemma 2.8 gives a diagonal transform D = diag(D′, dn) such that

DBc(n)(0) ⊂ Sh(q) ⊂ DBC(n)(0).

Assume ∇u(p) = 0 for simplicity and consider the normalization function

v(x) =
u(Dx)− u(q)− h

h
, x ∈ D−1Sh(q).

Then, −1 ≤ v ≤ 0 and

detD2v = af ◦ D, where a =
| detD|2

hn
≤ C.

The classical A-B-P estimate[8] gives

1 = − inf v ≤ C(

∫

| detD2v|) 1
n ≤ Ca,
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which proves the left-hand side of (7.5). Note that v(D−1q) = −1, and (7.3) for v

implies

dist(D−1q, ∂D−1Sh(q)) ≥ c,

Re-scaling back, we obtain the desired (7.6).

It remains to prove u ∈ C1,γ
loc (E). Take any p ∈ G we may assume p = 0 without of

loss of generality. So it is sufficient to prove these conclusions near 0.

Consider the function w(x′) = u(x′, 0), x′ ∈ PE. If y′ ∈ ∂w(x′), then y := (y′, 0) ∈
∂u(x) for the point x = G(x′, 0) ∈ G, and if in addition Sw

h (x
′) ⊂⊂ PE, then

Sw
h (x

′) = PSu
h(x)

is quasi-symmetric about x′. Thus, w is strictly convex away from the boundary ∂PE.

More precisely, denoting by hw
x′ the supreme of all the h satisfying Sw

h (x
′) ⊂⊂ PE,

by the compactness arguments as Theorem 1 in [?] we have

(7.8) hx′ ≥ ||w||L∞σ+(dist(x′, ∂PE)).

If VolS = 0 we conclude that u = 0, which completes the proof. If VolS 6= 0,

by Lemma 3.3 and the A-B-P estimate, we have

c ≤ ||u||L∞ ≤ C.

(6.5) then shows that for x ∈ G,

hu
x ≥ σ+(dist(Px, ∂PE)),

and the good shape lemma (7.4)-(7.6) shows that the shape of Su
h0
(0) is controllable.

Hence for h ≤ h0, (5.2) (the upper strict lemma) holds for every Sh(x). Note that

each normalization of (u, Sh(0)) still satisfies a problem similar to (7.2), which gives

(5.1) (the lower strict lemma), while (5.3) is a direct consequence of (5.1) and (5.2),

as pointed in Proposition 5.3. Hence, on the boundary G, u satisfies the universal

strict lemma and therefore pointwise C1,γ on G. Repeating the related discussions

in the proof of Lemma 6.10, we conclude that u ∈ C1,γ
loc (E) for some γ = γ(n, λ,Λ).

Hence Dnu = 0 on G since we have proved Dnu = 0 in E \ S̄. �

Remark 7.2. In addition to the assumption of Theorem 7.1, suppose Dnf = 0, then

Dnnu ∈ L∞
loc(E).

Proof. For any given interior point x, if there exists h > 0 such that the interior section

Sh(x) ⊂⊂ S and its corresponding normalized transformation D = diag{D′, dn}
(DBc(n)(0) ⊂ Sh(x) ⊂ DBC(n)(0)) satisfies the following conditions

(7.9) dn ≥ ah
1
2

for some a > 0, then the classical Pogorelov computation gives Dnnu(x) ≤ C
a2
.
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Recall that our discussion in Section 6 implies that for every point p near G∩Bρ(0),

the normalized transformation of the section Shp(p) is compared to the normalized

transformation of some boundary section Shp(xp). By Lemma 8.3 below, we find that

Shp(xp) satisfies (7.9), which completes the proof. �

7.2. The Pointwise Strict Convexity. Now we return to problem (3.16). Assum-

ing that (A4) holds, where n ≥ 3, x0 in (1.6) is the origin, and

∇′φ(0′) = ae1, where a ∈ [−C,C].

Fixed h ∈ [σ∗(ε), h0], to prove (5.1) (the upper strict convexity lemma) in the tangent

direction, the almost C1 smoothness of β and φ is necessary. Locally, (1.6) and the

Neumann boundary value imply

|∇u(x)| ≤ Cmax{|x′|, ε 1
2} on G,

and similar to Lemma 3.10, we obtain

(7.10) φ0(x′) = φ(x′) +O(max{|x′|2, ε 1
2 |x′|}) = ax1 +O(max{|x′|1+α, ε

1
2 |x′|}).

Since our discussion in Sections 4 is quantitative, there exists a universal module

σ∗(ε) >> ε such that if (1.4) is replaced by hypothesis (1.6)((4.1)), the good shape

Lemma 4.2 still holds for the boundary section Sh(0) with h ∈ [σ∗(ε), h0].

Next, take a point yh ∈ PSh(0) satisfying

|yh · e1| = sup{x · e1| x ∈ PSh(0)},
and consider slide transformation

Ahx = x+

n−1
∑

i=2

yh · ei
yh · e1

x1ei.

Applying John’s Lemma 2.8 to A−1
h PSh(0), we can find a new coordinates {ei} which

keeps the e1, en direction invariant such that

DhBc(n)(0) ⊂ A−1
h Sh(0) ⊂ DhBC(n)(0)

for some diagonal matrix Dh := diag(d1(h), · · · , dn(h)). Moreover, we can require

that Πn
i=1di(h) = detDh = V ol(Sh). The assumption (1.6) means that for h ≥ 2ε,

(7.11) dn diamPSh(0) ≤ h.

Note that the sliding transformation A does not change the tangent plane Rn−1, and

assuming d2 ≥ d3 ≥ · · · ≥ dn−1 ≥ ch
1
2 , we have

(7.12) d1d2dn ≤ h
3
2 .

We now introduce the slide normalization.
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Definition 7.3. Let Th = Ah ◦ Dh = diag{T ′
h, dn(h)}, the slide normalization (ũ, Ω̃)

of (u,Ω) is defined by

(7.13) ũh(x) :=
u(Thx)

h
, x ∈ Ω̃h := T −1

h Ω.

For simplicity, we omit the index h. Then ũ is a solution to the local problem

(7.14)











detD2ũ = f̃ in S̃1,

Dnũ = φ̃0 on G̃1,

ũ = 1 on ∂S̃1 \ G̃1,

where

f̃(x) =
(detD)2

hn
f(T x), φ̃0(x′) =

dnφ
0(T ′x′)

h
.

Then dn|T ′
h | ≤ Ch. On G̃1, by calculation, (7.10) gives

(7.15) φ̃(x′)0 =
ad1dnx1

h
+O(

dnmax{|T ′x′|1+α, ε
1
2 |T ′x′|}

h
) =

ad1dnx1

h
+O(σ(h)α),

and

|ad1dnx1

h
| ≤ h

1
2

d2
≤ C.

The quadratic growth assumption (4.1) is turned to

(7.16) ũs(G(0, x′′)) ≤ C(
n−1
∑

i=2

d2i
s
x2
i +

ε1/2

s
).

Similar to Theorem 5.1, we have

Theorem 7.4. Suppose that (A4) holds, where n ≥ 3, x0 = 0, and u solves problem

(3.16). Then there exists h0 such that (5.1) and (5.2) holds for h ∈ [2δ−4σ∗(ε), h0].

Proof. Let κ be a small constant. Denote by

K = κ−n−1, δ = K−
2(n+7)(1+ᾱ)

ᾱ , δ0 = δ4, θ0 = θ = δ2n+6.

Assume that h0 is small such that

diamSh0(0) ≤ δ4.

We want to prove (5.1)-(5.2) for the θ0, δ0 and h ∈ [δ−4σ∗(ε), h0], which is equivalent

to prove them in the tangent and normal directions by the good shape Lemma (7.4)-

(7.6).

For simplicity, in this subsection we consider only the case: point x ∈ S̃1(0)\S̃2δ4(0),

constants t, s ≥ 2δ4 (or 2δ4h), and ignore the small constants related to ε, since the

ε in (1.6) can be sufficiently small.
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Using the same arguments as (i2) in Section 5.1, one can easily prove (5.1) in the

normal direction. To prove it in the tangent direction and (5.2), we consider two

cases.

Case 1. Assume that there exists s ∈ [δ2h, h] such that d2(s) ≥ Ks
1
2 .

For simplicity, assuming that s = h and d2(h) ≥ Kh
1
2 . In this case, (7.15) becomes

|φ̃0| ≤ |Ch
1
2

d2
|+ Cσ(h)α ≤ K−1.

Similar to Case 1 in Section 5.1, as (5.15) we obtain

(7.17) PS̃1(0) ⊂ (1 + CK−1)PG̃1(0).

Let v be the solution to the problem (7.2) with f = f̃ , S = S̃1, and

E = {−g+(x′) ≤ xn ≤ g+(x′)| x′ ∈ PS̃1},
where g is the same as in (2.3)-(2.4). Note that, (7.3) and (7.15) imply that on

∂S̃1 \ ∂G̃1

v(x) ≥ −C(n,Λ) dist(x, ∂E)
1
n ≥ −CK− 1

n ≥ −κ.

Then, the functions

w±(x) :=
1 + v(x)

1∓ κ
± 2κ(2C − xn)

will be supersolution (subsolution) of the problem (7.14) of ũ. Therefore,

||ũ− (v + 1)||L∞ ≤ Cκ.

Note that v satisfies 5.1 and Theorem 7.1, Dnv(0) = 0 and ũ(0) = 0, we have

min{ũ(Gx′), ũ(G(−x′))} ≤ min{v(Gx′), v(G(−x′))} − v(0) + Cκ ≤ C|x′|1+γ + Cκ.

and

max{ũ(Gx′), ũ(G(−x′))} ≥ max{v(Gx′), v(G(−x′))} − v(0)− Cκ ≥ c|x′|
1+γ
γ − Cκ.

Recalling (7.6), this gives

c|x′|
1+γ
γ − Cκ ≤ ũ(Gx′) ≤ |x′|1+γ + Cκ,

which completes the proof.

Case 2. Assume that d2(s) ≤ Ks
1
2 for all s ∈ [δ2h, h].

Note that d2(s) ≥ · · · ≥ dn−1(s) ≥ cs
1
2 , therefore

(7.18) cs
1
2I ≤ D′′

s ≤ CKs
1
2I for s ∈ [δ2h, h].

Moreover, as (5.12) we have

(7.19) C

n−1
∑

i=2

K−2x2
i ≤ ũ(G(0, x′′)) ≤ C

n−1
∑

i=2

K2x2
i for |x′′| ≥ CKδ.
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Since (5.1) holds in the normal direction, given t ≥ δ2 ≥ σ∗(ε/h) we still have

ũ(ten) ≤ Ct1+ᾱ,

i.e.

dn(th) ≥ ct
1

1+ᾱdn(h).

(7.18) also shows

Πn−1
i=2 di(th) ≥ K

2−n
2 t

n−2
2 · Πn−1

i=2 di(h).

Recall that (4.4), so

d1(th) ≤ CK
n−2
2 t

ᾱ
1+ᾱd1(h),

which implies that

(7.20) PS̃t ⊂ PS̃1 ∩ {|x1| ≤ CK
n−2
2 t

ᾱ
1+ᾱ}.

Choosing a point pt ∈ PS̃t such that pt · e1 ≥ cd1(th)
d1(h)

, then we have

(7.21) ct ≤ pt · e1 ≤ CK
n−2
2 t

ᾱ
1+ᾱ .

Next, we make the following observations. Given the points P ∈ PS̃t, Q /∈ PS̃t.

The quasi-symmetric property of PS̃t implies ±cP ∈ PS̃t and ±CQ /∈ PS̃t. By

(7.19),

ct
1
2B′′

1 (0) ⊂ PS̃t ∩ Rn−2 ⊂ Ct
1
2B′′

1 (0).

Consider the cones

Γ±
1 (P ) := {∓cP + s(x± cP )| s ≥ 0, x ∈ ct

1
2B′′

1 (0)}

and

Γ±
2 (Q) := Rn−1 \ {±CQ− s(x∓ CQ)| s ≥ 0, x ∈ Ct

1
2B′′

1 (0)}.
Raying from the points ±cP ∈ PS̃t through the ball Ct

1
2B′′

1 (0), we find that PS̃t ∩
{±xn ≥ 0} is contained in the cone Γ±

1 (P ), thus

(7.22) PS̃t ⊂ Γ1(P ) := Γ+
1 (P ) ∩ Γ−

1 (P ).

Similarly, Raying from the points ±CQ /∈ PS̃t through the ball ct
1
2B′′

1 (0), we find

(7.23) PS̃t ⊂ Γ2(Q) := Γ+
2 (Q) ∩ Γ−

2 (Q).

Step 1. Denote µ = t
ᾱ

1+ᾱ . By (7.21) and (7.21) we have

(7.24) PS̃µ(0) ⊂ Γ1(pt) ⊂ {|x1| ≥ c(µ/K)
1
2 (|x′′| − CK

1
2µ

1
2 )}.
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Since µ ≥ t, (7.24) and (7.20) mean that

PS̃t(0) ⊂ PS̃µ(0) ∩ PS̃t(0)

⊂ {|x1| ≥ c(µ/K)
1
2 (|x′′| − CK

1
2µ

1
2 )} ∩ {x′| |x1| ≤ CK

n−2
2 t

ᾱ
1+ᾱ}

⊂ {|x′| ≤ CK
1
2µ

1
2 + CK

n−1
2 µ− 1

2 t
ᾱ

1+ᾱ}
⊂ {|x′| ≤ CK

n−1
2 µ

1
2}

⊂ CK
n−1
2 µ

1
2PS̃1 = CK

n−1
2 t

ᾱ
2(1+ᾱ)PS̃1.

Let t ≥ σ∗(ε/h) be universally small, which completes the proof of (5.2) in the tangent

direction. Then, the same argument of (ii2) in Section 5 applies to proving (5.2) in

the normal direction.

Step 2. By iteration, (5.2) means

ũ(x) ≥ c|x| 1+ᾱ
ᾱ on S̃1 \ S̃ε/h.

Similarly, assuming t ≥ δ2 ≥ σ∗(ε/h), by (7.19) we still have

dn(th) ≤ ct
ᾱ

1+ᾱdn(h),

and then by (7.18) and (7.19),

d1(th) ≥ CK
2−n
2 t

1
1+ᾱd1(h).

In particular,

(7.25) pt · e1 ≥ c
d1(th)

d1(h)
≥ cK

2−n
2 t

1
1+ᾱ .

Denote

b1(t) = sup{µ|µe1 ∈ PS̃t(0)}.
Let M := K be a large universal constant, and we claim that

(7.26) b1(t) ≥ Mt, ∀t ∈ [σ(
ε

h
), δ0]

for some universal module σ. This statement implies ũ(te1) ≤ Kt, which, together

with (7.19), completes the proof of the upper strict convexity lemma (5.1) in the

tangent direction.

Finally, we need to prove (7.26). Suppose by contradiction (7.26) fails, then b(t0) ≤
Mt0 for some t0 ≤ δ0. Since b(t)

t
is decreasing by the convexity and has a positive

lower bound by the Lipschitz, we have ct ≤ b1(t) ≤ Mt for all t ≥ δ0. Then

PS̃µ(0) ⊂ Γ2(Me1) ⊂ {|x1| ≤ CMK
1
2µ

1
2 |x′′|+ CMµ}.

Recalling that (7.24), we obtain

(7.27) PS̃µ(0) ⊂ {c(µ/K)
1
2 |x′′| − Cµ ≤ |x1| ≤ CMK

1
2µ

1
2 |x′′|+ CMµ}.
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Take constants N = CMK
1
2 , r = 1

2N4 , t = δ
3
2 and s = rt ≥ δ2. Given the point

y ∈ PS̃s ⊂ PS̃t, we have

c(t/K)
1
2 |y′′| − Ct ≤ |y1| ≤ CMK

1
2 s

1
2 |y′′|+ CMs,

which implies

|y′′| ≤ CM
t+ s

(t/K)
1
2 − CMK

1
2 s

1
2

= CMK
1
2 t

1
2

1 + r

1− CMKr
1
2

,

and

|y1| ≤ CMK
1
2s

1
2 |y′′|+ CMs ≤ Nt(r +Nr

1
2

1 + r

1−N2r
1
2

).

Letting y = ps and recalling that(7.25), we get

cK
2−n
2 (rt)

1
1+ᾱ ≤ ps · e1 ≤ Nt(r +Nr

1
2

1 + r

1−N2r
1
2

).

Therefore,

δ
3
2 = t ≥

[

c−1NK
n−2
2 r−

1
1+ᾱ (r +Nr

1
2

1 + r

1−N2r
1
2

)

]− 1+ᾱ
ᾱ

≥ [C(M,K)]−
1+ᾱ
ᾱ ≥ δ,

which is a contradiction. �

Remark 7.5. Using the above arguments we see that if ∂Ω ∈ C1,α and OscΩ̄f +

OscΩ̄(Dφ) +OscΩ̄(Dβ) is a sufficiently small, the result of Theorem 7.4 still holds.

8. Convergence

From now on, we will use the normalization family Definition 4.7 when we assume

(A3) for W
2,p-estimate, and use slide normalization family when we assume (A4) for

C2,α-estimate. For simplicity, we will replace the slide normalization family by the the

normalization family, since they are different just up to a bounded transformation.

The main idea in this section is as follows. As h → 0, there always exists a

subsequence of (slide) normalization family (ũ, Ω̃) that locally uniformly converge

to a solutions (û, Ω̂) to some standard problem in Definition2.2. Here, we have to

enlarge the section to ensure the convergence in BR(0) for arbitrarily large R. For

simplicity, we always omit the subscript when consider the limit problem. Suppose

that û ∈ C1
loc(Ω ∪G1) and is strictly convex in interior, then û is smooth in interior,

and υ = Dnu− ax1 is continuous in Ω ∪G1 solving the linearized problem:

(8.1)











U ijDijυ = 0 in S1(0),

υ ≤ C on ∂S1(0),

υ = 0 on G1(0),
63



Where U ij is the cofactor of the Hessian D2u. Since for large constants C1 and C2,

w+(x) := C1[û− n

2
xnDnû+ C2nxn]

is a natural upper barrier to problem (8.1), we have

v(ten) ≤ Ct and û(ten) ≤ Ct2.

Thus, there exists δ0 > 0 such that if OscΩ̄f +OscΩ̄(Dφ) + h ≤ δ0, then

(8.2) ũ(ten) ≤ Ct2 + σ(δ0) for h ≤ h0.

This will ensures that the Neumann boundary converges locally uniformly to the

plane Rn−1 and the limit û always satisfy the assumptions in Liouville Theorem 1.8,

so û is a quadratic function. Recall that

cB+
1 (0) ⊂ Ŝ1(0) ⊂ CB+

1 (0) and detDnû = f(0),

which push us to prove the following

Theorem 8.1. For any small constant ǫ > 0, we can find constant δ0 > 0 such that

if OscΩ̄f +OscΩ̄(Dφ) + h ≤ δ0, then there exists a quadratic function Ph satisfying

(8.3) Ph(0) = ∇′Ph(0) = 0, detD2Ph = f(0),

and

(8.4) ||DnPh −Dnũ||L∞(G̃1)
+ ||ũ− Ph||L∞(S̃1)

≤ ǫ,

where ũ is the same as in Definitions 4.7 or 7.3.

Remark 8.2. By iteration, Lemma 8.1 yields (6.13) and hence ũ is C1,1−Cǫ on G̃ as

we have shown in Lemma 6.10.

Proof of Theorem 8.1 in the case n = 2. In this case, the graph of ũ do not con-

tain lines. On the Neumann boundary, the good shape lemma (Theorem 4.2, or (7.4)-

(7.6)) and universal strict convexity of ũ (Theorem 5.1 or Theorem 7.4) holds for every

boundary section, ũ ∈ C1,α(Ω̃ ∪ G̃) and is universal strictly convex in interior. We

can improve 3.17 to

|D2u(x)− φ(x1)| ≤ C||u||Lip|β − e2| ≤ C|x1|1+α on ∂Ω ∩ Bc(0).

Suppose that δ0 := OscΩ̄f +OscΩ̄(Dφ) + h → 0, then we have

detD2ũ = f̃ = f(0) + σ(δ0) in Ω, D2ũ = φ̃0 = ax1 + σ(δ0) on ∂Ω ∩Bc(0).

Recall that ũ ∈ C1,α(Ω̃ ∪ G̃) and is universal strict convexity, the compactness of

the Neumann boundary value (Theorem 1.2) keeps and the limit family solves the
64



standard problem in Definition 2.2 in the classical sense. Then the above discussion

gives (8.2). Through iteration, this means that

d2(h) ≥ ch
1+ǫ
2 ,

and then

d1(h) ≤ Ch
1−ǫ
2 .

In conclude,

(8.5) |g̃(x1)| ≤
d1(h)

1+α

d2(h)
|x1|1+α → 0.

This means that the Neumann boundary converges locally uniformly to the line R,
and the proof is complete by the virtue of Theorem 1.8. �

For higher dimensional case (n ≥ 3), we use the same idea as the case n ≥ 2, which

is similar to dealing with the normalization family under the global assumption (1.5).

However, we need to consider the slide normalization family under the pointwise

assumption (1.6), in this situation there is not necessarily a priori C1(Ω∪G) estimate

or strict convexity for u, so some extra technique is required.

Due to the universal strict convexity Theorem 7.4, where the restriction that h ∈
[2δ−4σ∗(ε), h0] may be not ignored (since the ε in (1.6) may be sufficiently small),

there exists a universal small constant ̺ > 0 such that

(8.6) S̃ 1
2
(0) ⊂ 1

8̺
S̺̃(0).

This property is invariant under uniformly convergence.

Lemma 8.3. Suppose that u solves the local problem (2.7), where φ = l is a linear

function and Dnf = 0. If u satisfies (8.6) at 0, then near origin we have

u(ten) ≤ Ct2.

Proof. Take a sequence of smooth functions fǫ satisfying Dnfǫ = 0 and a sequence of

smooth functions wǫ on ∂S1(0) such that

||fǫ − f ||L∞(Ω) + ||wǫ − u||L∞(∂S1(0)) < cǫ,

where ǫ → 0+. Then there are classical solutions to the problem

detD2uǫ = fǫ in S1(0), uǫ = wǫ on ∂S1(0).

By comparison principle, ||uǫ − u||L∞(S1(0)) ≤ ǫ. Let

Gǫ = G 1
2
(0) + ǫ

1
2 en, S

ǫ = (S 1
2
(0) + ǫ

1
2 en) \Gǫ.
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Given a point q ∈ Sǫ, by convexity

Dnuǫ(q) ≤ inf
0<t≤c

uǫ(q + ten)− uǫ(q)

t
≤ C.

According to (3.18), there exist σ1 (depending on u) with σ1(0) = 0 such that

0 ≤ Dnu(Gx′ + ten)−Dnu(Gx′) ≤ σ1(t).

Given p ∈ Gǫ, it follows that

Dnuǫ(p) ≤
u(p+ ǫ

1
2 en)− u(p) + 2ǫ

ǫ
1
2

≤ l(p′) + σ1(2ǫ
1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 ,

and

Dnuǫ(p) ≥
u(p− ǫ

1
2 en)− u(p)− 2ǫ

ǫ
1
2

≥ l(p′)− σ1(ǫ
1
2 )− ǫ

1
2 .

And Lemma 2.6 implies that locally ||∇uǫ|| ≤ C.

Denote ūǫ(x) = uǫ(x)− uǫ(yǫ)−∇u(yǫ) · (x− yǫ). We claim that

ūǫ ≥ c > 0 on ∂Sǫ \Gǫ.

Denote L := uǫ(yǫ) +∇u(yǫ) · (x− yǫ)− ̺− 2ǫ. Since ǫ is small enough, then

L(0) ≥ −̺− c1ε
1
2 ǫ and L|S̺(0) ≤ 0.

Recalling (8.6), we find that

L+ ̺ ≤ 1

4
on ∂S 1

2
\G 1

2
.

This is to say u− L− ̺ ≥ 1
4
on ∂S 1

2
\G 1

2
, and

ūǫ = uǫ − L− ̺− 2ǫ ≥ 1

8
on ∂Sǫ \Gǫ.

According to Lemmas 2.12 and 2.14, uǫ is a strict convex, smooth function in

interior. Then υǫ = Dnuǫ − l(x) is a bounded solution of the problem

(8.7)











U ij
ǫ Dijυǫ = 0 in Sǫ,

υǫ ≤ C on ∂Sǫ,

υǫ ≤ σ(2ǫ
1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 on Gǫ.

Consider the upper barrier

w+
ǫ := C1[ūǫ −

n

2
(xn − ǫ

1
2 )Dnuǫ + nC(xn − ǫ

1
2 )] + σ(2ǫ

1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 ,

where C1 is large enough. Note that w+
ǫ ≥ σ(2ǫ

1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 ,

w+
ǫ ≥ C1[

1

8
+

nC

2
(xn − sǫ)] ≥ C on ∂Sǫ \Gǫ

66



and

U ij
ǫ Dijw

+
ǫ = U ij

ǫ Dij [uǫ −
n

2
xnDnuǫ] = nfǫ − nfǫ = 0.

Therefore, w+
ǫ is a supersolution of the problem (8.7), which implies

Dnuǫ(ten) ≤ w+
ǫ (ten) ≤ Ct+ C[σ(2ǫ

1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 ].

Thus,

u(ten) ≤ uǫ(ten) + 2ǫ ≤ Ct2 + C[σ(2ǫ
1
2 ) + ǫ

1
2 ] + 2ǫ,

which completes our proof by taking ǫ → 0. �

Proof of Theorem 8.1 in the case n ≥ 3. Suppose that δ0 := OscΩ̄f+OscΩ̄(Dφ)+

h → 0. Recalling Theorem 7.4, the compactness Lemma 3.15 shows that the limit

functions solve the standard problem in Definition 2.2. Apply Lemma 8.3, there exists

δ0 > 0 such that if OscΩ̄f +OscΩ̄(Dφ) + h ≤ δ0, then

ũ(ten) ≤ Ct2 + σ(δ0) for h ≤ h0.

Through iteration, this means that

dn(h) ≥ ch
1+ǫ
2 ,

thus we obtain

T ′
h ≤ Ch

1−ǫ
2 I ′.

In conclusion,

|g̃(x′)| ≤ 1

dn(h)
|T ′

hx
′|1+α → 0, as h → 0+,

hence the Neumann boundary locally converges to the plane Rn−1 uniformly.

By Definition 7.3, we see that on the Neumann boundary G̃,

Dnũ =
adn(h)d1(h)

h
x1 + o(σ(δ0)),

and

(8.8) ũ(x) ≤ C(
n−2
∑

i=1

di(h)
2

h
x2
i +

ε1/2

h
) ≤ C(

n−2
∑

i=1

di(h)
2

h
x2
i +

1

ε1/4
)

because of h ≥ min{σ∗(ε), ε1/4}. Therefore, letting δ0 → 0 (then ε → 0 and h → 0),

for any sequence of slide normalization family, we can assume that one of the following

cases holds up to a subsequence:

If d2(h)

h
1
2

→ ∞, then Dnũ → 0.

If d2(h)

h
1
2

≤ K for some constant K, then we get

Dnũ → adn(h)d1(h)D1

h
x1 and lim ũ(0, x′′, 0) ≤ CK|x′′|2.
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Therefore, the limit function of the normalization solutions always satisfy the assump-

tions in Liouville Theorem 1.8, and the proof is complete. �

9. Stationary Theorem and C2,α Estimate

In this section, we show a stationary theorem which states that if ũh is well approx-

imated by some quadratic function Qh in S̃ũh
1 and the known data in its normalized

local problem (7.14) are small perturbations of constant and linear function, then ũµh

has a better approximation in the smaller S̃
ũµh

1 . Applying this theorem and using a

perturbation method, we will prove Theorem 1.4.

9.1. Stationary Theorem.

Assuming only the pointwise assumption (1.6) holds, we notice that in higher di-

mensional case, the Neumann boundary value φ̃0(0) in Definition 7.3 may become

larger during the iterations, and the normalized section can lose control without the

C1,α smooth assumption on coefficients. Therefore, we take a large constant K to be

fixed later, and consider the following modified local problem:

(9.1)

{

| detD2u− 1| ≤ δǫ in S1(0),

|Dnu− ax1| ≤ δǫ on G1(0).

Here, we assume |a| ≤ K, u(0) = 0, u ≥ 0, ||u||Lip ≤ CK,

B+
K−1(0) ∩ Ω ⊂ S1(0) ⊂ BK(0),

and the defining function of G1 satisfies ||g||L∞ ≤ δǫ.

Denote

F u,0 := {l +Q| l is a linear function, Q(x) is a quadratic function, D2Q > 0,

l(0) = Dnl(0) = 0, detD2Q = 1 and ∇′DnQ(0) = ae1}.
Definition 9.1. Consider the following distance function

distt(u, v) :=
||u− v||L∞(Su

t (0)∪S
v
t (0))

t
.

The energy of u at 0 with height t is defined as

Et(u) := inf
P∈Fu,0

distt(u, P ).

Obviously,

E1(ũt) = Et(u) ≤ t−1E1(u).
Our main theorem is the following stationary theorem.
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Theorem 9.2. Given any small constant µ > 0, we can find positive constants ǫ0 =

ǫ0(µ,K) and δ0 = δ0(µ,K) such that if δ ≤ δ0, u is a convex function of the problem

(9.1), satisfying E1(u) = dist1(u, P ) for some P = l + Q ∈ F u,0, and E1(u) = ǫ ≤ ǫ0,

then |Dl| ≤ CKǫ
1
2 , and

(9.2) Eµ(u) ≤ distµ(u, P
0) ≤ Cµ

1
2E1(u)

and

(9.3) |D2Q0 −D2Q| ≤ Cµ
1
2E1(u)

for some P 0 = l0 +Q0 ∈ F u,0.

Proof. By assumption, cI ≤ D2Q ≤ CI. Let
(b2, · · · , bn−1) := (D12Q, · · · , D1n−1Q)(D2

x′′Q)−1.

First by the sliding transformation Bx := x − 2
∑n−1

i=2 bix1ei, then by a rotation

transform in x′′, we can always find a new coordinate such that Q takes the form of

1

2

[

√

C1 + a2(x2
1 + x2

n) + 2ax1xn + C2

n−1
∑

i=2

x2
i

]

.

For simplicity, we assume that

Q :=
1

2

[

√
1 + a2(x2

1 + x2
n) + 2ax1xn +

n−1
∑

i=2

x2
i

]

.

Take a point x ∈ G1 satisfying −l(x′) = |Dl||x′| and |x′| ∼ |x| = ǫ
1
2 . It follows that

|Dl||x′| = −l(x′) ≤ u(x)− l(x)

≤ |Q(x)|+ |u− (l +Q)|L∞(E)

≤ C|x|2 + ǫ.

Therefore, |Dl| ≤ Cǫ
1
2 .

Step 1. Let θ = δǫ, we show that u can be approximate by solution to the standard

problem in Definition 2.2. In fact, there exists subsolution u0 := (1+Cθ)(u+C2θxn)−
2C3θ and supersolution u1 := (1 − Cθ)(u − C2θxn) + 2C3θ. Apply Lemma 3.14, we

can obtain a convex function ̟ satisfying










detD2̟ = 1 in Su
1 (0),

Dn̟ = ax1 on Gu
7
8

(0),

u0 ≤ ̟ ≤ u1 in Su
1 (0).

In particular,

||u−̟||L∞ ≤ Cθ.
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Step 2. Consider functions

̟0 := ̟ − P and v :=
̟0

ǫ
.

and the operator

Lw :=
√
1 + a2(w11 + wnn) + aw1n +∆′′w.

we will show that if ǫ0 → 0, the corresponding (v,Dnv) will have a subsequence that

converges uniformly to a solution (w,Dnw) of the following problem

(9.4) Lw = 0 in Bc(0), w(0) = 0, Dnw = 0 on {xn = 0}.

In the following discussion, we can ignore l by considering ̟ − l.

Step 2.1. We first consider the convergence on compact subsets

E = {x ∈ Rn : xn ≥ Cǫ
1
2} ∩ SQ

1
2

(0).

For point y ∈ E such that dist(y, ∂G1) >> Cǫ
1
2 , choose a constant ρ = c dist(y, ∂G1)

such that the ball BCρ(y) ⊂ E. Then

Bcρ(y) ⊂ SQ
ρ2(y) ⊂ BCρ(y).

Note that

(9.5) 0 = detD2̟ − detD2Q = Tr(AD2(̟ −Q)) = ǫT r(AD2v).

Here

A := [Aij ]n×n =

∫ 1

0

cof((1− t)D2Q + tD2̟)dt

and cofM is the cofactor matrix of M .

Recall |̟ −Q| ≤ ǫ. As ǫ ≤ cρ2, B2cρ(y) ⊂ S̟
ρ2/2(y) ⊂ BCρ(y). It follows that

||̟||Ck(Bcρ(y)) ≤ Cρ2−k and cI ≤ D2̟ ≤ CI in Bcρ(y).

Thus, the operator LAf := Aijfij is uniform elliptic with smooth coefficients. Ac-

cording to (9.5), we get

(9.6) ||v||Ck(Bcρ(y)) ≤ Cρ−k,

which implies

|D2̟ −D2Q| ≤ Cǫρ−2 and |A−D2Q| ≤ Cǫρ−2.

Letting ǫ ≤ ǫ0 → 0, we see by the last inequality and (9.5)-(9.6) that (v,Dnv)

converges (w,Dnw) such that Lw = 0 in Bcρ(y).

Step 2.2. We show that |Dnv| ≤ C in G̟
c (0). As the proof of Lemma 8.3, using

a family of Dirichlet problem to construct a smooth approximation of w, we may
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assume that ̟ is smooth. Let κ,K be positive universal constant with κ small but

K large. Consider the functions

V (x) = κ(1 + |x′|)2 +K|xn|2, W = (V −̟)|Dnv|2,
and define the operator

L0w := ̟ijDijw

where ̟ij is the cofactor of D2̟. Denote

E1 := {̟ ≤ V } ∩ {xn ≤ κ}.
Since L0Dnv = 0, we have in E,

L0W = |Dnv|2L0(V −̟) + (V −̟)L0|Dnv|2

= |Dnv|2(L0V − n) + 2(V −̟)̟ijDi(Dnv)Dj(Dnv) ≥ 0.

By maximum principle

sup
E1

W = sup
∂E1

W.

Recalling (9.6), we find that |Dnv| ≤ C on E1 ∩ {xn = κ} if ǫ << κ2. Thus,

|Dnv| ≤ C in Sc(0).

Step 2.3. Next, we give the uniform control of (v,Dnv) near {xn = 0}. We will

show

(9.7) |Dnv(x)| ≤ C(xn + δ) in S c
2
(0),

and

(9.8) OscBr(x)(v) ≤ Cmax{r 2
3 , ǫ

1
2
0 , δ0} for x ∈ G c

2
.

For simplicity, we assume that c = 1. It follows from the above discussion that

ω = Dnv satisfies










̟ijDijω = 0 in S1(0),

|ω| ≤ C on ∂S1(0) \G1(0),

|ω| ≤ C xn

ǫ
≤ C ||g||L∞

ǫ
≤ Cδ on G1(0).

With C1, C2 large enough, the function

ω+(x) = C1[̟(x)− n

2
xnDn̟ + C2xn + Cδ].

satisfies










̟ijDijω
+ = 0 in S1(0),

ω+ ≥ C on ∂S1(0) \G1(0),

ω+ ≥ Cδ on G1(0).
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Thus, ±ω+ will be the upper (lower) barrier of w at 0, and we get

|Dnv(ten)| ≤ C(t+ δ).

By considering the function ux0 = [u(x)−̟(x0)−∇̟(x0)·(x−x0)] and transformation

Ax = (x−x0)−D′g(x0) ·x′en, the similar discussion applies to other boundary points

on G c
2
. Therefore,

|Dnv(x)| ≤ C(|Ax · en|+ δ) ≤ C(xn + δ),

and (9.7) is proved.

by (9.7) we have

(9.9) |v(x′, g(x′))− v(x′, xn)| ≤ C(x2
n + δxn).

In order to prove (9.8), we only need to estimate |̟(p) − ̟(q)| for p = (p1, g(p1))

and q = (q1, g(q1)) in G c
2
(0). Denote

r = |p′ − q′| and ρ = Cmax{r 1
3 , ǫ

1
2}

and take points y = (p′, ρ) and z = (q′, ρ). Since ρ ≥ Cǫ
1
2 , (9.6) means

|v(y)− v(z)| ≤ Crρ−1,

which, together with(9.9), implies

|v(p)− v(q)| ≤ C(ρ2 + δρ+ rρ−1) ≤ Cmax{r 2
3 , ǫ, ǫ

1
2 , δ}.

This gives (9.8).

Combining the above with (9.7) we conclude that as ǫ0, δ0 → 0, (v,Dnv) will have

a subsequence converging uniformly to a solution (w,Dnw) of problem (9.4).

Step 3. It follows from (9.4) and the classical theory that the function w ∈ C3
loc.

Note that w(0) = D′Dnw(0) = 0, there exist linear function

l1(x) =

n−1
∑

i=1

aixi

and quadratic function

R(x) =
∑

1≤i,j≤n−1

aijxixj +
bn
2
x2
n,

satisfying

(9.10) |w(x)− l1(x)− R(x)| ≤ C|x|3 and |Dnw(x)− bnxn| ≤ C|x|2.
Here, ai, aij, bn are bounded by universal constant, and

√
1 + a2(a11 + ann) +

n−1
∑

i=2

aii = 0.
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As ǫ0 → 0, (9.10) and the result of Step 2 means

|v(x)− l1(x)− R(x)| ≤ σ + C|x|3 and |Dnv(x)− bnxn| ≤ σ + C|x|2,

where σ = σ(ǫ0) → 0. Suppose σ
2
3 + ǫ

1
3
0 + δ

1
3
0 ≤ µ, then

(9.11) |̟ − [Q + ǫ(l1 +R)] | ≤ Cǫµ
3
2 in SQ

µ ,

and

(9.12) |Dn̟ − (DnQ + ǫDnR)| ≤ Cǫµ in SQ
µ .

Step 4. Observing 1 = detD2̟ = det(D2Q+ ǫD2v), we see that the function

k(t) := det
[

D2Q + ǫD2R + tI
]

satisfies

|k(0)− 1| ≤ |
√
1 + a2(a11 + ann) +

n−1
∑

i=2

aii|ǫ+O(ǫ2) ≤ Cǫ2 and c ≤ k′(t) ∼ C.

The equation k(t) = 1 is solvable, the solution t0 satisfies

(9.13) |t0| ≤ Cǫ2.

Take

l0 = ǫl1, Q0(x) = Q(x) + ǫR(x) +
t0
2
|x|2, P 0 = l0 + Q0.

Then Q0 satisfies (9.3) and

detD2P 0 = 1, DnP
0 = ax1 on {xn = 0},

therefore, P 0 ∈ F0. Combing (9.11), (9.12) and (9.13) we obtain

|̟(x)− P 0(x)| ≤ Ct0µ+ Cǫµ
3
2 ≤ Cǫµ

3
2 in Sµ,

which, together with the result of Step 1, implies

|u(x)− P 0(x)| ≤ Cǫµ
3
2 + Cδǫ ≤ Cǫµ

3
2 in Sµ.

Now noticing that Sµ/2(0) ∪ SP0

µ/2(0) ⊂ Sµ and replacing µ with µ/2, we finish the

proof.

�
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9.2. C2,α Estimate-Proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof. Recall Theorem 8.1. Denote Ωρ := ω ∩ Bρ(x0). By the assumption we have

OscΩρf +OscΩρ(Dβ) +OscΩρ(Dφ) + ε ≤ σ → 0, as ρ → 0.

Hence, by iteration we can choose a small h0 such that 16CKh0

α
8 ≤ δ0ǫ0, and

(9.14) Eh0(u) ≤ ǫ0, ch
1+ǫ
2

0 I ≤ Th0 ≤ Ch
1−ǫ
2

0 I,
where ǫ < min{α

8
, c} which is a small universal constant.

Let µ ≤ (4C)
2

α−1 , K = max{Π∞
j=0(1 + 4C2µ

jα
4 ), e4C}. Choose ǫ0(µ,K), δ0(µ,K) as

in Theorem 9.2. Note that for sufficiently small ǫ0 > 0,

logC + Σk
j=0 log(1 + 4CK2ǫ0µ

kα
4
−2) ≤ 2C + ǫ0C(µ)K3 ≤ logK,

we can assume that ǫ0 > 0 is sufficiently small such that the sequence

C0 = C, Ck = (1 + 4CK2ǫ0µ
kα
4
−2)Ck−1, k = 1, 2, · · · ,

is bounded by K.

Step 1. Assuming

fh0(0) = 1, Dφh0(0) = ae1.

Let hk = h0µ
k, ǫk := ǫ0µ

kα
4 and Ck is defined as above. We will prove by induction

Claim. There exists a sequence of constants ak, transformations

Mk = diag{M′
k,Mk,nn}, detMk = 1,

and linear functions lk = bkx1 with ak, bk satisfying

|bk−1| ≤ C(K)ǫ
1
2
k−1, |ak − ak−1| ≤ CCk−1ǫk−1 and |MkM−1

k−1 − I| ≤ Ckǫk−1,

such that at height hk, the normalization solution (uk,Ωk) of (u,Ω) (see Definition

4.7) given by

uk(x) :=
u(Tkx)

hk

, x ∈ Ωk := T −1
k (Ω), Tk := Th0µ

kα
2 Mk, fk(x) := f(Tkx),

satisfying

(9.15) C−1h
1+ǫ
2

k I ≤ Tk ≤ Ch
1−ǫ
2

k I,

(9.16) C−1
k B1(0) ∩ Ωk ⊂ Suk

1 (0) ⊂ CkB1(0).

and

Ehk
(u) ≤ dist1(uk, Pk) ≤ ǫk
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for Pk = lk +Qk ∈ F u,0, where

Qk(x) :=
1

2

[

√

1 + a2k(x
2
1 + x2

n) + 2akx1xn +

n−1
∑

i=2

x2
i

]

.

The Claim in the case k = 0 is obvious by taking M0 = h
− 1

2
0 D0 (see (9.14) or

Theorem 8.1). In addition, Lemma 4.1 and (4.4) provide a universal bound for M0.

Assuming that the Claim in the case of k holds, we will prove it for the case k + 1

by applying Theorem 9.2 to uk. For this purpose, we want to check for the ǫk whether

uk satisfies the energy conditions in Theorem 9.2.

At first, we show the following estimation at height hk

(9.17) |φ0
k(x

′)− dnφ(Tkx
′)

hk
| ≤ Ch

1−3ǫ
2 on Guk

1 .

Note that uk still satisfies the equation

Dβk
u = φk on Guk

in the viscosity sense, where

φk =
dn(hk)φ(Thk

x′)

hk

and βk = dn(hk)T
−1
hk

β(Thk
x′) with dn(hk) = |Thk

en|.

Note that uk ∈ Lip(BC(0)), and gk ∈ Lip(B′
C(0)) on Guk ∩ BC(0), we have

max{|βk(x)− en|, ||βk||L∞(B′

C(0))} ≤ Cdn(hk)h
−ǫ
k max{|x′|, C} ≤ Ch

1−3ǫ
2

k max{|x′|, C}.
Therefore βk is still locally uniformly oblique. By (3.17) we have

||φ0
k(x

′)− dn(hk)φk(Tkx
′)

hk

|| ≤ C|βk − en| · ||uk||Lip(BC(0)) ≤ Ch
1−3ǫ

2
k |x′| on Guk

1 ,

Which is (9.17) exactly.

Note that the fact δ0ǫk ≥ 4CKh
3α
8
k and the induction hypothesis (9.15) gives

||fk − 1||L∞ ≤ Chk

3α
8 ≤ δ0ǫk,

|Dnφ
0
k − akx1| ≤ Chk

3α
8 ≤ δ0ǫk,

|uk − Pk| ≤ ǫk in Ωk ∩ SPk
1 .

(9.18)

The Neumann boundary Guk ⊂ ∂Ωk ∩BK by (9.16). It follows from (9.15) again that

(9.19) |gk| ≤ Chk

3α
8 ≤ δ0ǫk.

and

Applying the Theorem 9.2 to uk, we obtain a quadratic function P̄k+1 = l̄k+1 +

Q̄k+1 ∈ F u,0 satisfies

distµ(uk, P̄k+1) ≤ Cǫkµ
3
2 ≤ ǫk+1µ,

75



|bk| ≤ Cǫ
1
2
k and |D2Qk −D2Q̄k+1| ≤ Cǫk.

Then there exists ak+1 and positive matrix Bk+1 = diag{B′
k, Bk,nn} satisfies

BT
k+1D

2QkBk+1 = D2Qk+1

and we can assume that

|ak+1 − ak| ≤ CCkǫk and |Bk+1 − I| ≤ CCkǫk.

In particular, |ak+1| ≤ Ck+1. Take Mk+1 = MkBk+1, Tk+1 = µ
1
2TkBk+1. With

uk+1(x) =
u(Tk+1x)

hk+1
, S

uk+1

1 (0) = T −1
k+1Shk+1

(0), hk+1 = µ(k+1)α,

we have

(1− CK2µ−1ǫk)C
−1
k B1(0) ∩ Ωk+1 ⊂ S

uk+1

1 (0) ⊂ (1 + CK2µ−1ǫk)CkB1(0).

This is

C−1
k+1B1(0) ∩ Ωk+1 ⊂ S

uk+1

1 (0) ⊂ Ck+1B1(0).

The remaining conclusion for the case k + 1 can be verified by direct calculations.

Step 2. It follows that |ak| ≤ Ck, |Mk| ≤ Ck, which implies they converge

geometrically to a∞ and M∞ respectively, and

|ak − a∞| ≤ Ckǫk ≤ Kh
α
4
k and |M∞M−1

k − I| ≤ Ckǫk ≤ Kh
α
4
k .

Replace each Mk by M∞ and Qk by Q∞ (the coefficient ak of Qk by a∞ , we see

that the Claim still holds with a large universal constant. This is

|u(x)− h
1
2

k lk(M−1
∞ x)−Q∞(M−1

∞ x)| ≤ C1K
2h

1+α
4

k in B
ch

1
4
k

(0).

Here, C1 depends on the initial transformation T0. Recall that |Dlk| ≤ Cǫ
1
2

k−1, we

obtain

|u(x)−Q∞(M−1
∞ x)| ≤ C1K

2h
1+α

4
k in B

ch
1
2
k

(0),

which means

(9.20) |u(x)−Q∞(M−1
∞ x)| ≤ C1K

2|x|2+α
2 .

Thus, we have proved the pointwise C1,1 regularity of u at 0. Therefore, we can

normalize the section at any height such that the corresponding Neumann boundary

value ahx1 is bounded and the normalization transformation Th satisfying

c1h
1
2I ≤ Th ≤ C1h

1
2I.
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Then (9.18)-(9.19) can be modified to be

||fh − 1||L∞ ≤ C1h
α
2 ,

|Dnφh − ahx1| ≤ C1h
α
2 ,

and

|gh| ≤ C
d1+α
1 (h)

d2(h)
≤ C1h

α
2 .

Repeat Step 1 with hk = h0µ
k, ǫk := ǫ0µ

kα
2 . Then, (9.20) is converted to

|u(x)−Q∞(M−1
∞ x)| ≤ C1|x|2+α.

This gives a pointwise C2,α module of u at 0.

Note that the above discussion is valid for every point x0 ∈ Gh0
2

(0). Hence we

find that u is C2,α on the boundary Gh0
2
(0). Therefore, assuming that θ > 0 is small

enough, given the point q ∈ ∂Ω and point p = q + θν(q) ∈ Ω are close to the origin.

The height section S
Qq

c1θ2
(p) is contained in Ω with

Bcθ2(p) ⊂ S
Qq

c1θ2
(p) ⊂ BCθ2(p)

And in the convex domain, we have
{

detD2u(x) = 1 in S
Qq

c1θ2
(p),

|u−Qq(x)| ≤ C|θ|2+α on ∂S
Qq

c1θ2
(p).

The interior C2,α theory then gives ||u||C2,α(Bcθ2 (p))
≤ C and therefore u ∈ C2,α(Ω ∩

Bρ(0)) for some small universal ρ.

When n = 2, the C2,α regulatory is valid at every boundary point, then we can

prove that there is a positive lower bound on the maximum height of the point far

away from the boundary, which gives the global C2,α estimate. �

10. Examples

In this Section, we will construct Example 10.3 to show Remark 1.6. We first

introduce the classical counterexample.

Example 10.1 (Pogorelov’s Counterexample). The classical Pogorelov’s example is

the convex function u defined on Bρ(0),

u(x) = (1 + x2
n)|x′|2− 2

n , n ≥ 3.
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And detD2u is a smooth and even analytic function. Obviously, u is not C2 smooth,

and u ∈ C2(Bρ(0) \ {|x′| = 0}). Consider the smooth vector fields β near point

{±ρen},
β(x′, xn) = (−x′xn, (1−

1

n
)(1 + x2

n)).

Extend β to be a smooth point-inner vector fields defined on ∂Bρ(0). Then u is a

solution of the Neumann problem
{

detD2u = f in Bρ(0)

Dβu = φ on ∂Bρ(0)

where f, β and φ are all smooth.

Next, we copy a singular homogeneous function from [9].

Example 10.2 (Singular Homogeneous Function). Suppose n ≥ 3, constants 1 <

a, b < ∞ and δ > 0 is small such that

1

a
=

1

2
+

1

n− 2
δ, 1− δ =

1

b
.

Consider domains

E1 := {x′ ∈ Rn−1 : |x′′|a ≥ |x1|b}, E2 := {x′ ∈ Rn−1 : |x1|b ≥ |x′′|a}.
the function

(10.1) Wa,b(x
′) =

{

|x′′|a + |x′′|a− 2a
b |x1|2, x ∈ E1,

2b+a−ab
b

|x1|b + ab−a
b

|x1|b−
2b
a |x′′|2, x ∈ E2,

and

(10.2) W (x) = (1 + x2
n)Wa,b(x

′).

Let ρ = ρ(δ) > 0 be small. In {|xn| ≤ ρ}, we will show that W is a convex function

and

(10.3) c(δ) ≤ detD2W ≤ C(δ), DnW
+(x′, 0) = 0.

Moreover, for any constant R > 0, the symmetric solution W+
R to the Dirichlet prob-

lem
{

detD2W+ = c(δ) in B′
R(0)× [−ρ, ρ],

W+ = W on ∂(B′
R(0)× [−ρ, ρ])

satisfies

(10.4) W (x′, 0) ≤ W+(x′, t) ≤ (1 + ρ2)W (x′, 0)

Proof. See Example 4.3 and Remark 4.4 in [9] for the details. �
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At that moment, we can introduce the following example

Example 10.3. Consider the function u defined in B+
ρ
2
(0) given by

u(y1, y
′′, yn) = W+(yn, y

′′, y1).

Then u is a solution to problem

(10.5) detD2u = c in B+
ρ
2
(0), Dnu = 0 on B′

ρ
2
(0).

Moreover, u ∈ C1,a−1
loc (B′

ρ
2
(0)).

Before verifying Example 10.3, we introduce some properties of the singular func-

tion Wa,b(x
′) on the plane Rn−1. Denote

v(x′) = Wa,b(x
′), v̆(x′) = (1 + ρ2)Wa,b(x

′).

Given t > 0, consider the sections

Ft = Sv
t (0), F̆t = S v̆

t (0)

and the diagonal transformation

Dt = diag{t1/b, t1/aI ′′}.

For simplicity, we only consider the case t = 1 in the following lemmas since v is a

homogeneous function and these lemmas are invariant under the normalization

ṽ(x) :=
v(Dtx)

t
= v(x).

Lemma 10.4. Given linear function L(x′), suppose that L(x′) ≤ v̆. Consider the

section

SL = {x′| v ≤ L(x′)}.
There exists universal constants c, C such that if SL ∩ ∂Ft 6= ∅, then

SL ⊂ F̆Ct \ Fct.

Proof. Suppose that

p ∈ SL ∩ ∂F1 6= ∅.
Then |p| ≤ C, the upper barrier relation L(x′) ≤ v̆ and L(x′) ≥ 0 implies that

||DL|| = ||DL(p)|| ≤ C(see Lemma 2.7)). While the function v is super-linearity at

infinite, thus

SL ⊂ B′
C(0) ⊂ F̆C1

for some universal constant C1. This also implies the opposite relation when c1C1 is

small enough. Otherwise, if SL ∩ Fc1 6= ∅, then SL ⊂ F̆c1C1 ⊂ F 1
2
, which contradicts

the assumption SL ∩ ∂F1 6= ∅. �
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Lemma 10.5. Given points p′, denote t = v(p′). There exists universal constants

c, C such that if s ∈ [0, c] then

cs
1
2DtB

′
1(0) ⊂ S v̆

st(p
′)− p′ ⊂ Cs

1
2DtB

′
1(0)

and thus

(10.6) Voln−1 S
v̆
st(p

′) ≥ cs
n−1
2 t

n
2 .

Proof. Suppose that t = 1. The strict convexity of v implies that for some small

universal constant c,

Sc(p
′) ∩ B′

c(0) = ∅,
and

Sc(0) ⊂ B′
C(0).

Thus,

c ≤ D2v ≤ C on Sc(0)

and the lemma follows. �

Lemma 10.6. Suppose that function L(x′) is a linear function such that L(x′) ≤ v̆.

There exists universal constants C such that if the section SL = {x′| v ≤ L(x′)}
satisfies SL ∩ ∂Ft 6= ∅, then ||t−1Dt ·DL|| ≤ C, and

(10.7) v̆(x′)− L(x′) ≤ C(v(x′ − q′) + t), ∀q ∈ F̆Ct \ Fct.

Proof. Suppose that t = 1. Then ||DL|| ≤ C and p′ ∈ B′
C(0). Note that v is a

homogeneous function which is super-linearity at infinite. Thus, for C1 large enough,

C|x′| ≤ C1v(x
′ − q′) + C1,

and

v̆(x′) ≤ C1v(x
′ − q′) + C1.

These two inequalities imply our lemma. �

Now we are in the position to verify Example 10.3, which will be completed by

three Steps.

Step 1. Denote w(x) = W+
R (x) and E = B′

R(0)× (−ρ, ρ), we claim that

w ∈ C1(E) ∩ C2
loc(E \ {ten}),

and

D1w(0, x
′′, xn) = 0 and Dnw(x1, x

′′, 0) = 0.

Consider the set Γ formed by the intersection of the image of w and the lines l.

Let x0 be a endpoint of l. The classical interior strict convex lemma states that the

endpoints of Γ is not inside E, therefore x0 is on the boundary. Assume by way of
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contradiction that x′
0 6= 0, then w is C2 at point x0 for some ǫ < 2

n
, the Pogorelov

strict convex lemma implies that x0 cannot be the extremal point Γ. Therefore, Γ is

contained in the axis en. Thus, w ∈ C2(E \ {|x′| = 0}). Note that (2.7) and (10.4)

imply w is pointwise C1,b−1 on axis en, the claim is completed.

Step 2. Given point q = (q′, qn) ∈ E ∩ B ρ
2
(0). Suppose that q′ 6= 0. Denote

t = v(q′). Let Sw
hq
(q) = {x ∈ E|w(x) ≤ w(q)+∇w(q) · (x− q)+hq} be the maximum

section(see (6.1)) at p, and L(x) = w(x) ≤ w(q) +∇w(q) · (x − q) + hq. We aim to

prove that hq ∼ t, where t = v(q′) ∼ w(q).

We claim hq ≤ Ct by proving that

(10.8) PSw
hq
(q) ⊂ F̆Ct \ Fct.

For each r ∈ [−ρ, ρ], consider the function

vr(x
′) = w(x′, r) and Lr(x

′) = L(x′, r),

and the sections

Hr = {x′| vr(x′) ≤ Lr(x)},
Gr = {x′| v(x′) ≤ Lr(x)}.

By (10.4)

Hr ⊂ Gr.

Since q is near axis en, the maximum section touches ∂E at point p ∈ {|xn| = ρ}.
For simplicity, we assume that qn ≥ 0. By symmetry

Dnw(q) ≥ Dnw(q
′, 0) = 0.

Therefore, for any constants r2 ≤ r1 ≤ ρ,

Lr2(x
′) ≤ Lr1(x

′) ≤ v̆(x′),

and

Gr2 ⊂ Gr1.

Thus, we can assume that pn = ρ. Then

q′ ⊂ Gqn ⊂ Gpn.

Recall Lemma 10.4, we obtain

Gr ⊂ F̆Ct \ Fct.

This is (10.8).

Next, we show that hq ≥ ct. Let s ≥ 0. By (2.14),

VolSw
hq+st(q) ≤ C(hq + st)

n
2 .
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Recall (10.8),

u(p) ≥ ct.

Note that Lρ is the support function of v̆ at point p. Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 10.5

mean

VolSw
hq+st(q) ≥ cρVoln−1{Sw

hq+st(q) ∩ {xn = ρ}} ≥ cρs
n−1
2 t

n
2 .

Thus,

C(hq + st)
n
2 ≥ cρs

n−1
2 t

n
2 .

i.e.
hq

t
≥ sup

s
{c(ρ)sn−1

n − s} ≥ c.

Step 3. We prove that w satisfies

(10.9) w(x)− w(q)−∇w(x) · (x− q) ≤ C(|x1|b + |x′′|a + x2
n)

for any q ∈ B ρ
2
(0).

The case that q is on axis en follows from (10.4). We then assume that q′ 6= 0.

If x ∈ Sw
hq
(q). Note that Sw

hq
(q) is interior section, the first equation of problem

(10.5) means that

VolSw
hq
(q) ∼ h

n
2
q ∼ t

n
2 ,

and

Vol(F̆C2t \ Fc2t × [−ρ, ρ]) ≤ Ct
n
2 .

Note that Sw
hq
(q) is quasi-symmetric about q. Therefore, according to Lemma 2.4,

Sw
s0t
(q)− q ∼ DtB

′
1(0)× [−ρ, ρ].

for s0 =
hq

t
∼ c. Then the classical interior C1,1 regularity results implies if s ∈ [0, s0],

then

(10.10) cs
1
2DtB

′
1(0)× [−cs

1
2 , cs

1
2 ] ⊂ Sw

st(q)− q ⊂ Cs
1
2DtB

′
1(0)× [−Cs

1
2 , Cs

1
2 ].

And (10.10) implies that (10.9).

If x /∈ Sw
hq
(q). Then

v(x′ − q′) ≥ ct outside Sw
hq
(q).

Recall (10.8), we have ||DnL|| ≤ Ct. By (10.7),

w(x)− w(q)−∇w(x) · (x− q) ≤ v̆(x′)− Lqn(x
′) + Ct

≤ C(v(x′ − q′) + t)

≤ Cv(x′ − q′).

This is (10.9).
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In particular, by virtue of Lemma 2.7 and (10.9), we see that w is C1,1−a on the

plane x1 = 0, thus we finish the proof.
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[8] Gutiẽrrez C.E., The Monge-Ampère equation, Birkhauser, Boston, Second Edition, 2016.

[9] Jian H.Y., Tu X.S., A Liouville theorem for the Neumann problem of Monge-Ampère equations,
arXiv:2107.03599, 1-49.

[10] Jiang F.D., Trudinger N.S., Xiang N., On the Neumannn problem for Monge-Ampère type
equations, Canad. J. Math. 68 (2016), 1334-1361.

[11] Jian H.Y., Wang X.-J., Continuity estimates for the Monge-Ampère equation, SIAM J. Math.

Anal. 39 (2007), 608-626.

[12] Lions P.L, Trudinger N.S., Urbas J., The Neumann problem for equations of Monge-Ampère
type, Commun. pure Appl. Math. (4) 39 (1986), 539-563.

[13] Li D. S., Zhang K., Regularity for fully nonlinear elliptic equations with oblique boundary
conditions, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 228 (2018), 923-967.

[14] Ma X., Qiu G., The Neumann problem for Hessian equations, Commun. Math. Phys. 366
(2019), 1-28.

[15] Philippis G D, Figalli A, Savin O. A note on interior W 2,1+ε estimates for the Monge-Ampère
equation. Mathematische Annalen, (1) 357 (2012), 11-22.

[16] Urbas J., Nonlinear oblique boundary value problems for Hessian equations in two dimensions,
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