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Abstract. This paper studies minimizing solutions to a two dimensional Allen-Cahn system on
the upper half plane, subject to Dirichlet boundary conditions,

∆u−∇uW (u) = 0, u : R2
+ → R2, u = u0 on ∂R2

+,

where W : R2 → [0,∞) is a multi-well potential. We give a complete classification of such half-space
minimizing solutions in terms of their blow-down limits at infinity. In addition, we characterize the
asymptotic behavior of solutions near the associated sharp interfaces.

1. Introduction

1.1. Mathematical formulation and main results. In this paper, we investigate minimizing
solutions to the system

(1.1) ∆u−∇uW (u) = 0, u : R2
+ → R2,

where R2
+ is the upper half plane {(x, y) ∈ R2 : y > 0}. Here W : R2 → R+ ∪ {0} is a nonnegative

potential function that vanishes at finitely many 2D points. (1.1) is the Euler-Lagrange equation
corresponding to the energy functional

(1.2) J(u,Ω) :=

ˆ
Ω

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dz, ∀ bounded open set Ω ⊂ R2

+.

We define minimizing solutions in the sense of De Giorgi as follows.

Definition 1.1. A function u : R2
+ → R2 is a minimizing solution of (1.1) if

(1.3) J(u,Ω ∩ R2
+) ≤ J(u+ v,Ω ∩ R2

+), ∀ bounded open set Ω ⊂ R2, ∀v ∈ C1
0 (Ω ∩ R2

+).

We also call u a local minimizer of the functional (1.2).

We give the following hypotheses on the potential function W . For the hypotheses (H3) and
(H′

3), we assume that one of them holds.

(H1) W ∈ C2(R2; [0,+∞)), {z ∈ R2 : W (z) = 0} = {a1, a2, ...aN}, ∇uW (u) · u > 0 if |u| > M ,
and

c1|ξ|2 ≤ ξT∇2W (ai)ξ ≤ c2|ξ|2, i ∈ {1, ..., N},

where M, c1, c2 are positive constants.
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2 HALF-SPACE ALLEN-CAHN SOLUTION

(H2) For i ̸= j, i, j ∈ {1, ..., N}, there exists a unique (up to translation) minimizing heteroclinic
connection Uij ∈ W 1,2(R,R2) that minimizes the following 1D energy:

J1(U) :=

ˆ
R

(
1

2
|U ′|2 +W (U)

)
dη, lim

η→−∞
U(η) = ai, lim

η→+∞
U(η) = aj .

Denote by σij the minimal energy J1(Uij).

(H3) N = 3 and the following triangle inequality holds:

(1.4) σij + σjk > σik, ∀{i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3},

We refer to [4, Proposition 2.6 & Proposition 2.12] for the sufficiency and necessity of (1.4)
for the existence of all three Uij .

(H′
3) N > 3 and σij ≡ σ for any i ̸= j ∈ {1, ..., N}.

A Dirichlet boundary condition will be imposed on ∂R2
+:

(1.5) u = u0 on ∂R2
+ = {(x, 0) : x ∈ R},

where u0 ∈ C2(R,R2). For u0 we further assume the following:

lim
x→∞

u0(x) = a1, lim
x→−∞

u0(x) = a2.

(1.6)

ˆ ∞

−∞

(
1

2
|u′0|2 +W (u0)

)
dz < ∞.

(1.7)

ˆ ∞

−∞
|x||u′0| dx < ∞.

The energy bound (1.6) together with Hypothesis (H1) implies that

(1.8)

ˆ ∞

0
|u0(x)− a1|2 dx+

ˆ ∞

0
|u0(x)− a2|2 dx < ∞,

which guarantees that u0 converges to a1/a2 fast enough as |x| tends to ∞. The integral estimate
(1.7) is a technical assumption that will be useful in the almost monotonicity formula, see Lemma
3.1. We note that it is easy to find a u0 satisfying all these conditions. For example, any function
converging to a1, a2 at the exponential rate e−k|x| suffices.

We also assume that u is uniformly bounded. Specifically, there exists a constant M > 0 such
that

(1.9) ∥u∥L∞(R2
+;R2) + ∥∇u∥L∞(R2

+;R2×2) ≤ M.

In fact, uniform boundedness of |∇u| follows from uniform boundedness of |u| by standard elliptic
regularity theory. We state (1.9) in this form for convenience.

Another important notation is the following degenerate Riemannian metric on R2 induced by
the Allen-Cahn energy,
(1.10)

d(p, q) := inf

{√
2

ˆ 1

0
|γ′(t)|

√
W (γ(t)) dt : γ ∈ C1([0, 1],R2), γ(0) = p, γ(1) = q

}
, ∀p, q ∈ R2.

Intuitively, d(p, q) quantifies the minimal energy needed to move from p to q in the phase plane. It
is worth mentioning that d(ai, aj) = σij .
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The minimizing solution u of (1.1) subject to (1.5) is a diffuse analog of a half-space minimizing
partition. For v ∈ BVloc(R2

+; {a1, ..., aN}) and Ω ⊂ R2
+, define

J∗(v,Ω) :=
∑

1≤i<j≤N

σijH1(∂{v−1(ai)} ∩ ∂{v−1(aj)} ∩ Ω)

+

ˆ
∂Ω∩∂R2

+∩{x>0}
d(tr v, a1) dH1 +

ˆ
∂Ω∩∂R2

+∩{x<0}
d(tr v, a2) dH1.

(1.11)

Here tr v denotes the classical definition of traces of BV functions, see e.g. [28, Chapter 2].

Definition 1.2. v ∈ BVloc(R2
+; {a1, ..., aN}) is called a (Dirichlet) minimizing partition map if

J∗(v,Ω ∩ R2
+) ≤ J∗(w,Ω ∩ R2

+),

for every bounded open set Ω ⊂ R2 and every w ∈ BVloc(R2
+, {a1, ...aN}) such that w = v on R2

+\Ω.

Define the blow-down map of u at the scale r(r ≫ 1) by

ur(z) := u(rz), z ∈ R2
+.

Then ur automatically is a local minimizer of the functional

Jr(u,Ω) :=

ˆ
Ω

(
1

2r
|∇u|2 + rW (u)

)
dz,

subject to the boundary condition

ur(x, 0) = u0(rx), ∀x ∈ R.
Our first result classifies the minimizing solution u in terms of its asymptotic behavior at infinity
by studying the limit of ur, which can be characterized by minimal cones associated with the
functional (1.11).

Theorem 1.3. Let u : R2
+ → R2 be a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). There

exists a minimizing partition map ũ ∈ BVloc(R2
+; {a1, a2, ..., aN}) in the sense of Definition 1.2

such that ∇ũ · z
|z| = 0 for any z ∈ R2

+, and satisfies

lim
r→∞

∥ur − ũ∥L1(K) = 0, ∀K ⋐ R2
+,

where ur(z) := u(rz). Extend the definition of ũ to the boundary ∂R2
+ by setting (in the polar

coordinate z = (r cos θ, r sin θ))

(1.12) û(r, θ) =


ũ(r, θ), 0 < θ < π,

a1, θ = 0,

a2, θ = π.

Then there exist 0 ≤ α1 ≤ α2 ≤ π such that if α1 < α2, then there is an index i ∈ {3, ..., N} such
that

û(r, θ) =


ai, α1 < θ < α2

a1, 0 ≤ θ ≤ α1,

a2, α2 ≤ θ ≤ π.

Otherwise if α1 = α2, then

û(r, θ) =

{
a1, 0 ≤ θ < α1,

a2, α2 < θ ≤ π.

Consequently, ũ must fall into one of the following three categories.
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a) Constant: α1 = α2 = 0, α1 = α2 = π or α1 = 0, α2 = π.
b) Two phase solution: 0 < α1 < α2 = π, 0 = α1 < α2 < π, or 0 < α1 = α2 < π.
c) Triple junction: 0 < α1 < α2 < π.

Moreover, when α1 < α2, it holds that α2 − α1 ≥ 2π
3 when (H′

3) holds and α1 − α2 ≥ θ3 when (H3)
holds ( ai = a3). Here θ3 is determined by the relation

(1.13)
sin θ1
σ23

=
sin θ2
σ13

=
sin θ3
σ12

,
3∑

i=1

θi = 2π.

Remark 1.1. In cases a) and b), since the blow-down limit may not coincide with a1 on {(x, 0) :
x > 0} and with a2 on {(x, 0) : x < 0}, a boundary transitional layer is allowed. u may transit
from a phase ai to a1/a2 within a thin layer near the boundary ∂R2

+.

For any 0 ≤ α ≤ π, let lα denote the ray emanating from the origin in direction α:

lα := {(r cosα, r sinα) : r > 0}.
Take a constant γ > 0. We define the diffuse interface as

(1.14) Dγ := {z ∈ R2
+ : min

i
|u(z)− ai| ≥ γ}.

Generally speaking, Dγ contains points that do not belong to any phase ai, which therefore repre-
sents the interfacial region that separates coexisting phases. From Theorem 1.3, we know that u
resembles û at infinity; therefore, it is natural to expect Dγ to be close to the discontinuous set of
û written as S(û) = lα1 ∪ lα2 . Below we state our second main result confirming this property and
refine the profile of u near S(û).

Theorem 1.4. Let u : R2
+ → R2 be a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). Take û

as the extended blow-down map of u defined in Theorem 1.3 and suppose S(û) = lα1 ∪ lα2 for some
0 < α1 ≤ α2 < π. For any γ small enough, there exists a constant C = C(u, γ,W ) such that for
sufficiently large R,

(1.15) (Dγ ∩ ∂BR) ⊂ {(R cos θ,R sin θ) : θ ∈ (α1−CR−1, α1+CR−1)∪(α2−CR−1, α2+CR−1)}.
Furthermore, suppose lα ⊂ S(û) for some 0 < α < π, and lα separates the phases ai and aj in the

sense that û(r, θ) = ai when θ → α−, û(r, θ) = aj when θ → α+. Set eα := (cosα, sinα), e⊥α :=
(− sinα, cosα). Then there exists a constant h such that

(1.16) lim
x→+∞

∥u(xeα + ye⊥α )− Uij(y − h)∥
C2,β

loc (R;R2)
= 0, ∀β ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 1.2. (1.15) and (1.16) imply that for an interior sharp interface lα with α ∈ (0, π), Dγ∩BR is
contained in an O(1) neighborhood of lα. However, if the sharp interface coincides with the positive
or negative part of ∂R2

+, i.e. when αi = 0 or π, then such O(1) estimate is not available. Otherwise,
suppose eα = (1, 0) and lim

x→+∞
∥u(x, y)− U1j(y − h)∥

C2,β
loc

= 0, then lim
x→+∞

∥u0(x)− a1∥ > 0, which

contradicts (1.8).

1.2. Related results and outline of the paper. For the scalar case where the potential W has
only two energy wells ±1, the classification of the global solution u : Rn → R for the Allen-Cahn
equation is a problem widely studied, leading to the famous conjecture of De Giorgi [11], which
proposes that any global solution that is monotonic in one variable only depends on that variable for
dimension n ≤ 8, i.e. all level sets are parallel hyperplanes. Numerous important contributions have
been made to prove De Giorgi’s conjecture and its variants, as well as to understand the relationship
between the solutions of the Allen–Cahn equation and minimal surfaces; see for instance, [27, 6, 38,
17, 12, 44, 36, 33, 45, 29, 46, 47, 19] and the expository papers [39, 10] for a detailed account. For the
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half-space scalar Allen-Cahn equation, the solution is naturally related to the half-space Bernstein
theorem for graphical minimal hypersurfaces considered in [15, 13]. The analogous rigidity results
are obtained in [16, 32, 14].

In the vectorial case, minimizing solutions can be regarded as diffuse analog of minimal partitions.
Due to the lack of Modica’s estimate and monotonicity formula (see discussions in [4, 8]) and the
non-1D nature, the structure of the solutions are far from being clear compared to the scalar case. In
general dimension, the L1 convergence of Allen-Cahn solution to minimal partitions was established
by [7, 42, 20, 24] via Γ-convergence techniques. For the 2D case, recent developments have shed light
into geometric and analytic description of fine structures of the Allen-Cahn solutions. Bethuel [8]
studied the critical points of (1.1) and successfully generalized results on the regularity of interfaces
from the scalar case to the 2D vectorial case with the help of a novel asymptotic monotonicity
formula. Fusco [23] studied the connectivity of the diffuse interface and showed the existence of
a connected optimal network that separates all phases. Alikakos and Fusco [3] investigated two
examples with carefully designed Dirichlet boundary data and derived sharp energy lower and
upper bounds and pointwise estimates.

As for the global solution to the vector-valued Allen-Cahn system, most of prior solutions satisfy
certain type of symmetry hypotheses. First construction of the planar triple junction (three sectors
of 120 degrees join at the center) solution is by Bronsard, Gui and Schatzman [9], where a global
solution to (1.1) was constructed in the equivariant class of the reflection group G corresponding
to the symmetries of the equilateral triangle. The result was later extended to the 3D case with
a quadruple-junction structure by Gui and Schatzman [31]. More recently, Fusco [22] established
the result of [9] in the equivariant class of the rotation subgroup of G only, thus eliminating the
two reflections. Here we also mention constructions of non-1D vector-valued solutions in various
settings, see [43, 18, 40, 21, 34, 41].

Recently, independently by Alikakos and the author [5], and Sandier and Sternberg [37], estab-
lished the existence of an entire minimizing solution, characterized by a triple junction structure
at infinity without symmetry assumptions. Such solutions were obtained by a blow-up procedure
near the triple junction of the minimizing solution of ε∆u − 1

ε∇uW (u) = 0 as ε → 0. Using
distinct methods, both studies obtained that along some subsequence Rk → ∞, the rescaled func-
tion uRk

(z) := u(Rkz) converges in L1
loc(R2) to a triple junction map ũ =

∑3
i=1 aiχD1 , where

{D1, D2, D3} gives a minimal 3-partition of R2. Following these two works, the author further
established the uniqueness of the blow-down limit ũ at infinity and the almost 1D symmetry along
the sharp interface in the subsequent works [26, 25], thereby providing a clearer structure of the
triple junction solution as well as a complete classification of 2D global minimizing solutions in
terms of their tangent maps at infinity.

The half-space solution considered in the present paper (see Definition 1.1) appears naturally
as a blow-up map at the boundary phase-transition point of the minimizing solution to ε∆u −
1
ε∇uW (u) = 0 on a finite domain Ω, where u|∂Ω has a phase segregation structure. Theorem 1.3
and Theorem 1.4 provide a complete classification of half-space minimizing solutions in terms of
blow-down limits and characterize more refined behavior along interior interfaces. We managed to
combine and generalize the techniques in [5, 37, 26, 25] with efforts to deal with the boundary data
(1.6)–(1.8) on ∂R2

+.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the notation used throughout the

paper and recall several basic estimates for minimizing solutions of the Allen-Cahn system, including
the variational maximum principle, the vector-valued Caffarelli-Córdoba estimate, a rough energy
upper bound, and a Γ-convergence result. In Section 3 we classify all blow-down limits at infinity,
that is, limits of the form limk→∞ u(rkz) for sequences rk → ∞. We first show that every blow-
down limit must be homogeneous (radially invariant), using the key estimate in Proposition 3.2,
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which establishes an almost energy equipartition property. The argument resembles [37, Section 3],
although additional care is needed to handle boundary data in the energy lower and upper bounds.
In particular, we obtain a structural characterization of the half-disk minimizing partition in Lemma
3.3, where the interface may coincide with the flat boundary, due to a loss of the strict convexity
for the boundary. Similar ideas lead to the classification of all homogeneous minimal cones in the
half-space with prescribed boundary data, as shown in Proposition 3.7. Section 4 is devoted to
proving the uniqueness of the blow-down limit, following the method introduced in [26]. The key
idea, originating from [5], is a slicing argument that yields a sharp lower bound on the energy
and, consequently, shows that the diffuse interface remains close to the sharp interface. Finally,
in Section 5 we show that when the sharp interface does not coincide with the boundary, the
minimizer is almost invariant in the direction of the interface; moreover, on each slice orthogonal
to the interface, the map u can be well-approximated by the heteroclinic connection between the
corresponding two phases. The proof parallels the arguments in [25].

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notations. We introduce the following notations for use throughout the paper.

• z = (x, y) denotes a 2D point. The origin (0, 0) is denoted by O.

• Br(z) is the disk centered at z with radius r. B+
r (z) denotes the upper half disk centered

at z with radius r. When z is the origin, we simply write Br and B+
r .

• Denote by A+
r1,r2(z0) the upper half annulus centered at z0: A

+
r1,r2(z0) := {z : r1 < |z−z0| <

r2, z − z0 ∈ B+
r2}. When z0 is the origin, we simply write A+

r1,r2 .

• In this paper, we use three different notions of distance. For the Euclidean distance of two
points z1, z2 on the domain Ω, we denote it by dist(z1, z2). The Euclidean distance on the
target domain is denoted by | · |, for instance |uε(z1)− ai|. Finally, we denote by d(·, ·) the
degenerate Riemannian metric on R2 defined in (1.10).

• ũ denotes a minimizing partition map in the sense of Definition 1.2.

• For a fixed minimizing partition map ũ, set Si := {ũ−1(ai)}.
• For α ∈ [0, π], let lα denote the ray emanating from the origin in the direction α, that is,
lα := {(r cosα, r sinα) : r > 0}.

• Without specific explanation, C denotes a constant that depends on the potential W , M in
the uniform bound (1.9) and sometimes also on the boundary data u0. C may have distinct
values in various estimates.

2.2. Basic estimates for vector-valued Allen-Cahn minimizers. First we recall the following
1D energy estimate.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 2.3 in [3]). Take i ̸= j ∈ {1, ..., N}, δ < δW and s− < s+ be two real numbers.
Let v : (s−, s+) → R2 be a smooth map that minimizes the energy functional

J(s−,s+)(v) :=

ˆ s+

s−

(
1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)
dx

subject to the boundary condition

max{|v(s−)− ai|, |v(s+)− aj |} ≤ δ.

Then

J(s−,s+)(v) ≥ σij − Cδ2,
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where C = C(W ). Moreover, we have

d(v(s−), v(s+)) ≥ σij − Cδ2.

The following vectorial maximum principle for u will be useful in our analysis.

Lemma 2.2 (Variational maximum principle, [2]). Assume (H1), (H2), (H3) or (H′
3). Let u ∈

W 1,2
loc (R

2
+,R2) be a minimizing solution of (1.1). There exists a positive constant r0 = r0(W ) such

that if u satisfies

|u(z)− ai| ≤ r on ∂D, for some r < r0, 1 ≤ i ≤ N, D ⊂ R2
+,

then
|u(z)− ai| ≤ r, ∀z ∈ D.

We also recall the following vector version of the Caffarelli–Córdoba density estimate in [1].

Lemma 2.3 ([1]). Assume (H1), (H2), (H3) or (H′
3). Let u ∈ W 1,2

loc (R
2
+,R2) be a minimizing

solution of (1.1). If for some r0, λ, µ > 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ N , z ∈ Ω,

L2(Br0(z) ∩ {|u− ai| > λ}) ≥ µ, Br0(z) ⊂ R2
+,

then there exists a constant C(r0, λ, µ) > 0 such that

L2(Br(z) ∩ {|u− ai| > λ}) ≥ Cr2, ∀ r ∈ [r0, dist(z, ∂R2
+)].

Next we derive a rough energy upper bound for u on any disk Br(z).

Lemma 2.4. Assume (H1), (H2), (H3) or (H
′
3). Let u be a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying

(1.9). Then there exists a constant C = C(W,M) such that

(2.17) J(u,Br(z) ∩ R2
+) ≤ Cr, ∀ z ∈ R2

+ and r > 0.

Proof. We take z as the origin. The proof is similar for general z ∈ R2
+. Since |∇u| and W (u) is

uniformly bounded by (1.9), it suffices to prove (2.17) for r large enough.
Define the following regions

Ω1 := B+
r−1 ∩ {(x, y) : y > 1},

Ω2 := {(x, y) : −
√

r2 − 2r ≤ x ≤
√
r2 − 2r, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1},

Ω3 := A+
r−1,r ∩ {(x, y) : y

|x|
≥ 1√

r2 − 2r
},

Ω4 := {(x, y) ∈ B+
r : x >

√
r2 − 1,

y

x
<

1√
r2 − 2r

},

Ω5 := {(x, y) ∈ B+
r : x < −

√
r2 − 1,

y

|x|
<

1√
r2 − 2r

}.

(2.18)

By the definition we have

B+
r =

5⋃
i=1

Ωi.

We construct an energy competitor v in B+
r . Set

v ≡ a1 on Ω1.

On Ω2, let v vertically interpolate between a1 and u0:

v(x, y) = a1y + u0(x)(1− y), (x, y) ∈ Ω2.
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Ω2

Ω3

Ω4Ω5

Ω1

Figure 1. Ωi for i = 1, ..., 5

On Ω3, let v interpolate between a1 and u|∂Br in the radial direction:

v(s, θ) = (s− r + 1)u(r, θ) + (r − s)a1, r − 1 < s < r, arcsin
1

r − 1
≤ θ ≤ π − arcsin

1

r − 1
.

For the domain Ω4, we have

∂Ω4 = {(x, 0) :
√
r2 − 2r ≤ x ≤ r} ∪ {(

√
r2 − 2r, y) : 0 ≤ y ≤ 1}

∪ {(s
√
r2 − 2r

r − 1
, s

1

r − 1
) : r − 1 ≤ s ≤ r} ∪ {(r cos θ, r sin θ) : 0 ≤ θ ≤ arcsin

1

r − 1
}

=: γ1 ∪ γ2 ∪ γ3 ∪ γ4.

Note that γ2 ⊂ ∂Ω2 and γ3 ⊂ ∂Ω3, hence v is already defined on γ2 ∪ γ3. γ1, γ4 ⊂ ∂B+
r , we set

v = u on γ1 ∪ γ4. It is not hard to check that

|v| ≤ 2M, |∂T v| ≤ 2M on ∂Ω4.

Since Ω4 is a Lipschitz domain, we can extend v to Ω4 such that

(2.19) |v| ≤ 2M, |∇v| ≤ C(M) in Ω4.

Finally we define v in Ω5 similarly. By checking the definition of v in Ω2 and Ω3, the estimate
(2.19) also holds in Ω2 ∪ Ω3. We estimate the energy

J(v,B+
r ) =

5∑
i=2

ˆ
Ωi

(
1

2
|∇v|2 +W (v)

)
dz ≤ C(W,M)

5∑
i=2

|Ωi| = C(W,M)r.

(2.17) follows immediately by the minimality of u. □
We use the following compactness result from [37], originally stated for local minimizers in R2,

but readily adapted to the half-space setting with only minor modifications to the proof. The
argument follows the standard Γ-convergence argument of [7, 24], which we omit here.

Proposition 2.5 (Proposition 3.1 in [37]). Let u : R2
+ → R2 be a minimizing solution of (1.1)

satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). For any sequence {rj} → ∞, there exists a subsequence {rjk} and a function
ũ ∈ BVloc(R2

+; {a1, .., aN}) such that

urjk → ũ, in L1
loc(R2

+;R2).

Here urjk (z) := u(rjkz) and ũ is a minimizing partition map that locally minimizes J∗(·,Ω) in the

sense of Definition 1.2. Moreover, for any compact set K ⊂ R2
+, it holds that

lim
k→∞

J(urjk ,K) = J∗(ũ,K).
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3. Classification of blow-down limits

In this section, we classify the blow-down limits of local minimizers of J . Let u denote a
minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). Proposition 2.5 establishes the existence of a
blow-down limit along any sequence rj → ∞. Closely following the argument of [37, Section 3],
we first show that every blow-down limit is homogeneous, i.e., invariant in the radial direction.
While [37] treats only the case of a triple-well potential W , our argument also applies to multiple
wells with equal σij , requiring no substantial modification of the proof. In addition, we also need
adjustments to account for the half-space setting. We start with the following estimate derived
from a Pohozaev’s identity.

Lemma 3.1. There exists a constant C = C(u0,W,M) such that

(3.20)
d

dr

(
1

r

ˆ
B+

r

W (u) dz

)
≥ 1

2r

ˆ
∂B+

r ∩R2
+

(
1

2
|∂ru|2 −

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 − C

r2
, ∀r > 0.

Proof. We write z = (z1, z2) and define the stress-energy tensor

Tij := ∂iu∂ju− δij

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
.

Then div(Ti) = ∂jTij = ∂iu · (∆u−∇uW (u)) = 0 by (1.1). Therefore,

(3.21)

ˆ
B+

r

∂j(ziTij) dz =

ˆ
B+

r

δijTij dz = −2

ˆ
B+

r

W (u) dz.

Using the divergence theorem,

ˆ
B+

r

∂j(ziTij) dz =

ˆ
∂B+

r

(z · T ) · ν dH1

=

ˆ
∂Br∩R2

+

r

(
|∂ru|2 −

1

2
|∇u|2 −W (u)

)
dH1 −

ˆ r

−r
z1∂1u∂2u dz1.

(3.22)

Using (3.21) and (3.22) we derive that

d

dr

(
1

r

ˆ
B+

r

W (u) dz

)
=

1

r

ˆ
∂Br∩R2

+

W (u) dH1 − 1

r2

ˆ
B+

r

W (u) dz

=
1

2r

ˆ
∂Br∩R2

+

(
1

2
|∂ru|2 −

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 − 1

2r2

ˆ r

−r
z1∂1u∂2u dz1

≥ 1

2r

ˆ
∂Br∩R2

+

(
1

2
|∂ru|2 −

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 − 1

2r2

ˆ r

−r
|z1| · |∂1u| · |∂2u| dz1.

By (1.9) and (1.7), we have

|∂2u| ≤ M,

ˆ r

−r
|z1||∂1u| dz1 =

ˆ r

−r
|x||u′0| dx ≤ ∞.

Then (3.20) follows immediately. □
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Next we prove the following almost equipartition property of energy.

Proposition 3.2. There exists C = C(u0,W,M), R0 > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1), such that

(3.23)

ˆ
B+

r

(√
W (u)− 1√

2
|∇u|

)2

dz ≤ Cr1−α, ∀r ≥ R0.

Proof. The proof follows closely that of [37, Proposition 3.3]. We therefore sketch the main steps
here, omitting minor details and highlighting the adjustment needed to accommodate the half-space
boundary condition.

For any r, using the rough energy upper bound (2.17) with 2r and Mean Value Theorem, there
is R ∈ (r, 2r) such that

(3.24)

ˆ
∂BR∩R2

+

(
1

2
|∇Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 ≤ C(W,M).

The proof of (3.23) is divided into the proof of the following two inequalities:

(3.25)

ˆ
B+

R

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dz ≤ JR + CR1−α.

(3.26)

ˆ
B+

R

√
2W (u)|∇u| dz ≥ JR − CR1−α.

Here JR is the energy of a minimizing partition map in the sence of Definition 1.2 determined by
u|∂B+

R
, which will be defined later. It is obvious that (3.23) follows directly from (3.25) and (3.26)

since r is arbitrary and R ∈ (r, 2r).
First we show that (3.24) implies u|∂B+

R
is “well-behaved” in the sense that it can be partitioned

into finitely many arcs, each of which is associated with an ai phase.
Let δ = δ(W ) << 1 be a small parameter. Define the set

AR := {z ∈ ∂BR ∩ R2
+ : |u(z)− ai| >

δ

2
, ∀i}.

This set is a finite union of open arcs. Suppose that, for some arc, there exists a point z such that
|u(z) − ai| ≥ δ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Since u must be within δ/2 neighborhood of some phase ai at
the endpoints of this arc, the energy along the arc is bounded below by a constant C(W, δ). Let
TR denote the union of all such arcs. Then the total number of disjoint arcs in TR is bounded by
a constant C depending only on W , δ and M , and the measure of TR is uniformly bounded, i.e.,
H1(TR) ≤ C. Consequently, the complement (∂BR ∩ R2

+) \ TR consists of finitely many disjoint
closed arcs I1, I2, . . . , Ik, forming an almost-partition of ∂BR ∩ R2

+. Furthermore, we may assume
H1(Ij) ≥ C for all j and some constant C(W,M); otherwise, we can absorb any arc Ik with small
measure into TR without affecting the subsequent arguments.

For each arc Ij , there exists an associated phase aij such that

|u(z)− aij | ≤ δ, ∀z ∈ Ij .

We then expand each Ij to a slightly larger arc Ĩj such that {Ĩj}ki=1 forms a partition of ∂BR∩R2
+.

Denote by vR ∈ BV(B+
R ; {a1, . . . , aN}) a minimizer of the following minimizing partition problem:

min J∗(v,B
+
R),

vR =
k∑

j=1

χĨj
aij on ∂BR ∩ R2

+ in the sense of trace.
(Problem 1)
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Denote by

JR := J∗(vR, B
+
R).

The existence and the structure of vR is described later in Lemma 3.3. Then we can construct
an energy competitor v based on the profile of vR to obtain the energy upper bound (3.25). To be
more specific, take R1 := R−Rα for some α ∈ (0, 1). Define v|∂BR1

as

v(z) = aij , for z ∈ R1

R
Ĩj , dist(z, ∂(

R1

R
Ĩj)) ≥ 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ k

v changes from aij to aij+1 smoothly in an O(1) arc connecting
R1

R
Ĩj ,

R1

R
Ĩj+1, 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1,

Near (R1, 0)/(−R1, 0), v transits from u0(R1)/u0(−R1) to ai1/aik smoothly in an O(1) arc .

On the half annulus A+
R1,R

, let v linearly interpolate between u|∂BR∩R2
+
and v|∂BR1

∩R2
+
. Special care

is required near the x-axis to maintain the boundary condition v = u0 on {(x, 0) : R1 < |x| < R}.
This can be achieved by defining v separately in the two corner regions A+

R1,R
∩ {(x, y) : |y| ≤ C}

(analogous to Ω4 and Ω5 in the proof of Lemma 2.4) and ensuring that the energy contribution from
these regions is negligible. A direct computation then gives the energy bound J(v,A+

R1,R
) ≤ CR1−α.

We omit the detailed calculation and refer the reader to [37, (3.33)–(3.37)].
For the construction of v inside B+

R1
, define the following rescaled version of the minimizing

partition map vR:

vR1(z) := vR(
R

R1
z), z ∈ B+

R1
.

Let S1
j denote the set {v−1

R1
(ai)}. From Lemma 3.3, the total number of connected components of

S1
i is bounded by k+2 and the total number of line segments l ⊂ (∂S1

i ∩∂S1
j ) is at most

(
k+2
2

)
. Near

a line segment l ⊂ (∂S1
i ∩∂S1

j ), we set v(z) = Uij(d(z, l)) within a thin rectangle of width Rα whose

long side is parallel to l. Here d(·, l) denote the signed distance function to l. The energy within
these thin rectangles is approximately σijH1(l). Then we glue these thin rectangles either by regions
of size O(Rα) in group of three (corresponding to interior triple junction points) or connected them
to the boundary ∂B+

R through a boundary layer (corresponding to boundary jump points). One
can assign the value of v carefully so that the energy within these gluing regions is controlled by
R1−α. See [37, proof of Proposition 3.3] for a similar construction. If there is mismatch on the
x-axis, say, there exists some i ̸= 1 such that vR1 = ai on {(x, 0) : 0 < x < R1} in the sense of
trace, then we construct v in the boundary layer L := {(x, y) : Rα < x < R − 2Rα, 0 < y < 4Rα}
as follows:

v(x, y) =


U1i(y − 2Rα), Rα ≤ y ≤ 3Rα,

U1i(−Rα) y
Rα + u0(x)

Rα−y
Rα , 0 < y < Rα,

U1i(R
α)4R

α−y
Rα + ai

y−3Rα

Rα , 3Rα < y < 4Rα.

The energy J(v, L ∩ {Rα < y < 3Rα}) is bounded by Rσ1i −O(Rα), while the contributions from
the other two layers are controlled by O(Rα). For instance,

J(v, L ∩ {0 < y < Rα}) ≤
ˆ R−2Rα

Rα

(ˆ Rα

0
C
|u0(x)− a1|2

R2α
+ C|u0(x)− a1|2 dy

)
dx ≤ CRα,

where we have used the fact that |U1i(−Rα)− a1| ≤ Ce−CRα
, W (u0(x)) ≤ C|u0 − a1|2 for x > Rα,

and (1.8).
We have now covered all line segments in ∪i,j∂S

1
i ∩ ∂S1

j , as well as any boundary mismatch

along the x-axis, by thin rectangles of size O(Rα). The triple junctions and boundary jump points
are also covered by small connecting regions, which glue all the thin rectangles associated with
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flat interfaces. In the remaining “interior region” of each S1
i , we simply set v = ai. Summing

the contributions, the dominant part of J(v,B+
R) arises from those rectangular neighborhoods

of ∂S1
i ∩ ∂S1

j and from the boundary mismatch layer L near the x-axis, yielding approximately
R1
R JR ∼ JR − O(Rα). The remaining energy is bounded by C(W )R1−α, where α can be chosen
even smaller if necessary. The upper bound 3.25 is established.

Next we prove the lower bound (3.26). Set R2 := R + Rα. We define a function w on ∂B+
R2

in

the same way as the definition of v|∂B+
R1

:

w(x, 0) = u0(x) for −R2 ≤ x ≤ R2,

w(z) = aij , for z ∈ R2

R
Ĩj , dist(z, ∂(

R2

R
Ĩj)) ≥ 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ k

w changes from aij to aij+1 smoothly in an O(1) arc connecting
R2

R
Ĩj ,

R2

R
Ĩj+1, 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1,

Near (R2, 0)/(−R2, 0), w transits from u0(R2)/u0(−R2) to ai1/aik smoothly in an O(1) arc .

Then let w linearly interpolate between w|∂BR2
∩R2

+
and u|∂BR∩R2

+
in the half annulus A+

R,R2
. Again

for the two corner regions of size Rα near x-axis, we need to make some adjustment to match with
u0. Similarly one has

J(w,A+
R,R2

) ≤ CR1−α.

Finally set w = u on B+
R . If we can prove

(3.27)

ˆ
B+

R2

√
2|∇w|

√
W (w) dz ≥ JR − cR1−α,

then (3.26) follows byˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇u|

√
W (u) dz =

ˆ
B+

R2

√
2|∇w|

√
W (w) dz −

ˆ
A+

R,R2

√
2|∇w|

√
W (w) dz

≥
ˆ
B+

R2

√
2|∇w|

√
W (w) dz − J(w,A+

R,R2
) ≥ JR − CR1−α.

The proof is reduced to the verification of (3.27). Below we present the proof for the case N > 3
and σij ≡ σ. The case N = 3 follows by a similar argument.

For convenience, we rescale the domain B+
R2

to B+
R by defining

w̃(z) := w(
R2

R
z), ∀z ∈ B+

R .

The energy becomes ˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w̃) dz =

R

R2

ˆ
B+

R2

√
2|∇w|

√
W (w) dz.

Then (3.27) becomes

(3.28)

ˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w) dz ≥ (1−Rα−1)(JR − CR1−α) ≥ JR − CR1−α,

where the second inequality holds because Rα can be absorbded by R1−α when α < 1
2 .

Define the open subsets of B+
R by

S2
i := {z ∈ B+

R : d(w̃(z), ai) <
σ

2
} for 1 ≤ i ≤ N.
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S2
i are all disjoint since for any z and i ̸= j, d(w̃(z), ai) + d(w̃(z), aj) ≥ σ. We also recall the

following property for the metric d, cf. [42],

|∇qd(p, q)| =
√

W (q), for any p, q ∈ R2.

Using co-area formula we obtain
ˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w̃) dz ≥

N∑
i=1

ˆ
S2
i

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w̃) dz

=

N∑
i=1

ˆ
S2
i

|∇d(w̃(z), ai)| dz

≥
N∑
i=1

ˆ σ/2

R−1/3

H1({z : d(w̃(z), ai) = s}) ds

=
N∑
i=1

(
σ

2
−R− 1

3 )H1({z : d(w̃(z), ai) = si}),

(3.29)

where si ∈ [R− 1
3 , σ2 ]. For sufficiently large R, the inequality above implies

σ

4

N∑
i=1

H1({z : d(w̃(z), ai) = si}) ≤
ˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w̃) dz ≤ CR.

Substituting this back to (3.29) yields

(3.30)

ˆ
B+

R

√
2|∇w̃|

√
W (w̃) dz ≥

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1({z : d(w̃(z), ai) = si})− CR

2
3 .

Hence, inequality (3.28) is further reduced to the following inequality if we take α < 1
3 .

(3.31)

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1({z : d(w̃(z), ai) = si}) ≥ JR − CR1−α.

We show that {z : d(w̃(z), ai) < si}Ni=1 forms an almost partition of B+
R up to a set with negligible

measure. Take any z1 ∈ BR \
(

N⋃
i=1

{z : d(w̃(z), ai) < si}
)
, by Hypothesis (H1) we have

W (w̃(z1)) ≥ C(W )R− 2
3 ,

which combined with the upper bound J(w̃, B+
R) ≤ CR yields

CR ≥
ˆ
B+

R

W (w̃(z)) dz ≥ C

R
2
3

∣∣∣∣∣B+
R \

(
N⋃
i=1

{z : d(w̃(z), ai) < si}

)∣∣∣∣∣ .
Therefore, we arrive at

(3.32)

∣∣∣∣∣B+
R \

(
N⋃
i=1

{z : d(w̃(z), ai) < si}

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ CR
5
3 .

Set

η :=

∣∣∣∣B+
R \

(
N⋃
i=1

{z : d(w̃(z), ai) < si}
)∣∣∣∣

R2
.
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We define ΩR := B+
R ∪ {(x, y) : −R < x < R,−

√
1− x2

R2 < y ≤ 0} and let {S̃1, S̃2, ...S̃N} be a

minimizer of the following constraint minimal partition problem with wetting regions.

min
σ

2

N∑
i=1

H1(∂S̃i ∩ Ω2),

such that
⋃

j:ij=i

Ĩj ⊂ ∂S̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ N,

{(x, y) : 0 < x < R, y = −
√

1− x2

R2
} ⊂ ∂S̃1,

{(x, y) : −R < x < 0, y = −
√
1− x2

R2
} ⊂ ∂S̃2,∣∣∣∣∣ΩR \

(
N⋃
i=1

S̃i

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηR2.

(Problem 2)

We introduce a half-elliptical boundary layer below the x-axis to account for the boundary
energy in (1.11) and to render the domain ΩR strictly convex. The existence of a minimizer for
Problem 2 follows from the same arguments as in [35, Theorem 3.1]. The first observation is

that each connected component C of S̃j , which does not overlap with the lower half boundary

{(x, y) : −R < x < R, y = −
√
1− x2

R2 }, must meet ∂BR ∩ R2
+ with one or more Ĩα such that

iα = j. To see this, it suffices to notice that any interior island of S̃j can be “eaten” by an adjacent

phase to lower the total energy. Hence, the total number of connected components of S̃1, ..., S̃N is
bounded by k+ 2, which only depends on W . By [35, Theorems 1.4 and 1.8], for sufficiently small

η, the configuration of S̃1, . . . , S̃N satisfies the following properties. Although the original results
are stated for the unit disk, they extend to strict convex domains without essential modification.

• Denote by G the wetting region ΩR \
(

N⋃
i=1

S̃i

)
. ∂S̃i is C

1,1 except at jump points on ∂ΩR.

∂S̃i∩∂S̃j ∩B+
R is a finite union of line segments terminating either on ∂ΩR at a jump point

or at an interior point belonging to ∂G.
• For every connected component G of G, ∂G consists of three arcs, each either a circular arc
with curvature κ = κ(η,R). Each arc can be written as ∂S̃i ∩ ∂G for some i. If two arcs of
∂G intersect at an interior point of ΩR, then they meet tangentially.

From the structure above we can easily bound the total number of connected components of G
by a constant C depending only on W . Then we construct a map ṽR ∈ BV(ΩR; {a1, . . . , aN}) in

the following way: firstly set ṽR ≡ ai on S̃i; then for any connected component G ⊂ G, suppose

∂G = (∂S̃i ∩ ∂G) ∩ (∂S̃j ∩ ∂G) ∩ (∂S̃k ∩ ∂G).

Pick i ∈ {i, j, k} such that ∂S̃i ∩ ∂G is the largest arc among three, and set ṽR = ai on G. Repeat
this procedure to assign values for all the wetting regions G and finally obtain a complete partition
of ΩR . Now we invoke [37, Theorem 5.4] to obtain

(3.33)

N∑
i=1

H1(∂S̃i ∩ΩR) ≥
N∑
i=1

H1(∂{ṽ−1
R (ai)} ∩ΩR)−Cη

1
2R ≥

N∑
i=1

H1(∂{ṽ−1
R (ai)} ∩ΩR)−CR

5
6 ,
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where the constant C only depends on W . The rough idea for this estimate is that the total area
of the wetting region G is O(1/κ2), and the boundary measure gain for ṽR is O(1/κ). For details,
see [37].

Now ṽR|B+
R

can compete with the minimizer vR of Problem 1 since the trace condition on

∂BR ∩ R2
+ is satisfied. Define the set M1 := {x ∈ (0, R) : ṽR(x, 0) ̸= a1}. For almost every

x0 ∈ M1, suppose ṽR(x0) = ai for some i ̸= 1, then ṽR will transit from ai to a1 along the small

vertical segments lx0 := {(x0, y) : −
√

1− x2
0

R2 < y < 0}, and therefore

∂{ṽ−1
R (ai)} ∩ lx0 ̸= ∅, ∂{ṽ−1

R (a1)} ∩ lx0 ̸= ∅.

Consequently, we have

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂{ṽ−1

R (ai)} ∩ {0 < x < R,−
√
1− x2

R2
< y < 0}) ≥ σH1(M1),

Similarly, for M2 := {x ∈ (−R, 0) : ṽR(x, 0) ̸= a2} we have

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂{ṽ−1

R (ai)} ∩ {−R < x < 0,−
√

1− x2

R2
< y < 0}) ≥ σH1(M2),

Using (3.33) we obtain

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂S̃i ∩ ΩR) ≥

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂{ṽ−1

R (ai)} ∩ ΩR)− CR
5
6

≥
N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂{ṽ−1

R (ai)} ∩B+
R) + σ(H1(M1) +H1(M2))− CR

5
6 ,

= J∗(ṽR, B
+
R)− CR

5
6

≥ JR − CR
5
6 .

(3.34)

Set Vi := {z ∈ B+
R : d(w̃(z), ai) < si} for 1 ≤ i ≤ N . We now modify {Vi}Ni=1 to obtain a

competitor {Ṽi}Ni=1 for Problem 2. By the definition of w̃, w̃(z) = aij for z ∈ ∂BR ∩ R2
+ such that

dist(z, ∂Ĩj) > 1. Thus (∂BR∩R2
+)\ (∪i∂Vi) consists of k small arcs of size O(1). For each such arc,

we add to Vi the region enclosed by the arc and its secant line, where ai is one of the two adjacent
phases of this arc. The extra cost in perimeter

∑
iH1(∂Vi) is O(1). Then we define

Ṽi =


Vi, i ≥ 3,

V1 ∪ {(x, y) : 0 < x < R,−
√

1− x2

R2 < y ≤ 0} i = 1,

V2 ∪ {(x, y) : −R < x < 0,−
√
1− x2

R2 < y ≤ 0} i = 2.

By the definition of w̃ on {(x, 0) : −R < x < R}, we have

H1({(x, 0) : −R < x < R} \ (V1 ∪ V2)) ≤ C(R
2
3 +Rα),

which further implies

(3.35)

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂Ṽi ∩ ΩR) ≤

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂Vi ∩B+

R) + CR
2
3 .
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This, together with (3.34) and the minimality of {S̃i}Ni=1, leads to

N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂Vi ∩B+

R) ≥
N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂Ṽi ∩B+

R)− CR
2
3

≥
N∑
i=1

σ

2
H1(∂S̃i ∩B+

R)− CR
2
3

≥ JR − CR
2
3 − CR

5
6 ,

which yields (3.31) if we choose α < 1
6 . This completes the proof of Proposition 3.2. □

Lemma 3.3. Assume v0 ∈ BV(∂B1 ∩ R2
+; {a1, . . . , aN}). There exists a minimizer v of the func-

tional J∗(v,B
+
1 ) defined in (1.11) subject to the boundary condition

(3.36) v = v0 on ∂B1 ∩ R2
+ in the sense of trace.

Set Si := {v−1(ai)}. Every connected component of ∂Si ∩ ∂Sj ∩ B+
1 is a line segment terminating

at an interior triple junction z ∈ ∂Si ∩ ∂Sj ∩ ∂Sk ∩B+
1 , at z ∈ ∂B1 ∩R2

+ which is a jump point of
v0, or at z ∈ {(−1, 0), (1, 0), (0, 0)}. Moreover, for each triple {i, j, k} of distinct indices there exist
angles θi, θj , θk satisfying

(3.37)
sin θi
σjk

=
sin θj
σik

=
sin θk
σij

, θi + θj + θk = 2π.

such that if z ∈ B is an interior triple junction between Si, Sj , Sk, then there exists rz > 0 such
that Si∩Brz(z) is a circular sector determined by θi, and similarly for j, k. Finally, each connected
component of Si, which is denoted by Ci, is convex. Moreover, ∂Ci∩∂B+

1 contains at least one arc

of ∂B+
1 , which is either a connected arc of v−1

0 (ai) or one of the boundary segments on the x-axis,
{(x, 0) : x ∈ (0, 1)} or {(x, 0) : x ∈ (−1, 0)}.

Proof. The existence of a minimizer is quite standard by compactness and lower-semicontinuity for
BV functions. To treat the boundary energy (second and third terms in J∗ accounting for boundary
mismatch), we consider an equivalent constraint minimization problem. Let Ω := B+

1 ∪ {(x, y) :
−1 < x < 1,−1 < y < 0}. For v ∈ BV(Ω, {a1, . . . , aN}), define

min J̃∗(v,Ω) :=
∑

1≤i<j≤N

σijH1(∂Si ∩ ∂Sj ∩ Ω),

such that v = v0 on ∂B1 ∩ R2
+ in the sense of trace,

v ≡ a1 on {(x, y) : 0 < x < 1,−1 < y < 0},
v ≡ a2 on {(x, y) : −1 < x < 0,−1 < y < 0},

(Problem 3)

Since v is fixed on Ω \ B+
1 , Problem 3 is equivalent to the original minimization problem, and

any minimizer v of Problem 3 restricts to a minimizer of J∗(·, B+
1 ) on B+

1 subject to the trace
condition (3.36). Existence of a minimizer for Problem 3 follows directly from [35, Theorem 3.1],
with the key point being preservation of the trace condition on ∂B1∩R2

+ when passing to the limit
of minimizing sequences.

For the profile of v, most of the results follow from [35, Theorem 1.6], which is originally stated for
the unit disk. The configuration near the interior triple junctions and the intersections of interface
∂Si∩∂Sj with ∂B1∩R2

+ at boundary jump points can be adapted to the half-disk domain without
any modification. It suffices to prove the following two facts:

• A segment of ∂Si ∩ ∂Sj , can only intersect with the x-axis at (0, 0), (1, 0) or (−1, 0).
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• Any connected component of Si must meet ∂B+
1 along at least one arc on ∂B1 ∩R2

+ or one
of the two radii on the x-axis.

For the first fact we assume by contradiction that O := (s, 0) ⊂ ∂Si ∩ ∂Sj for some s ̸∈ {−1, 0, 1}.
Without loss of generality, assume 0 < s < 1. Then there exists a r0 > 0 such that B+

r0(O) can be
split into several sectors, denoted by

Cj := {(s+ r cos θ, r sin θ) : 0 < r < r0, θj−1 < θ < θj}, j = 1, ..., l,

where 0 = θ0 < θ1 < · · · < θl = π. On each sector Cj , there exists an index ij such that v = aij in
Cj . We derive a contradiction for each of following situations.

Case 1. ij = 1 for some 1 ≤ j ≤ l. We first consider i1 = 1. Moreover we can set il+1 = 1. Then

it is clear that a small displacement of the junction point O in the direction θ = θ1
2 + π

2 strictly
decreases the length of each interface ∂Sij ∩ ∂Sij+1 for j = 1, . . . , l, contradicting minimality. See
Figure 2. Similarly one can derive a contradiction for other j such that ij = 1.

a1

ai2

aiℓ

ai3 – ail−1

(s, 0)

Figure 2. Case I: move the junction inside to reduce energy.

Case 2. N = 3 and l > 2. As shown in Case 1, ij ̸= 1 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ l, so the phases a2 and a3 must
alternate on circular sectors C1, . . . , Cl. Therefore, C1 and C3 correspond to the same phase, say a2,
separated by a sector C2 occupied by a3. Let A := ∂C1∩∂C2∩∂Br0(O), B := ∂C2∩∂C3∩∂Br0(O),
and let C ′ denote the triangle ABO. Redefine v on C2 by setting v = a2 on C ′ and v = a3 on
C2 \ C ′. This modification strictly reduces the energy by the triangle inequality, a contradiction.

Case 3. N = 3 and l = 2. Assume v = a2 on C1 and a3 on C2. Denoted by θ2 ∈ (0, π) the central
angle for C2. The stability of the location of the junction point O on the x-axis implies

σ13 = σ12 + σ23 cos θ2.

Similarly, one-sided stability of the junction along the θ2 direction leads to

(σ13 − σ12) cos θ2 ≥ σ23,

which, combined with the previous relation, yields a contradiction σ23 cos
2 θ2 ≥ σ23.

Case 4. N > 3 and σij ≡ σ. In this case, there must be a Ci with an opening angle less than 2π
3 .

Suppose without loss of generality that C1 has an opening angle θ1 < 2π
3 . As shown in Figure 3,

we can reduce the total energy by moving the junction point along the θ1
2 direction, which again

contradicts the minimality.
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O

O′

C1

Figure 3. Case 4: move the junction along the angle bisector of C1

Therefore, we have verified the first fact that ∂Si ∩ ∂Sj can only intersect with the x-axis at
(0, 0), (1, 0) or (−1, 0).

For the second fact, we take a connected component C of Si such that ∂C does not coincide
with any arc of v−1

0 (ai) or any of two radii on the x-axis. Assume i = 1 without loss of generality.
Then modifying v within C does not violate the boundary condition on ∂B+

1 . When N = 3, set
∂C = γ2∪γ3 where γj := ∂C∩∂Sj for j = 2, 3. Without loss of generality, assumeH1(γ2) ≥ H1(γ3).
If we take v = a2 on C, then the total energy is changed by

σ23H1(γ3)− σ12H1(γ2)− σ13H1(γ3) < σ12H1(γ3)− σ12H1(γ2) ≤ 0,

which contradicts the minimality. Similarly, when N > 3 with all equal σij , we can eliminate the
island C by filling C with any of surrounding phases to lower the total energy. We thus conclude
that each connected component of Si must coincide with ∂B+

1 along an arc of positive measure.
The proof of Lemma 3.3 is complete.

□
We define the quantities

W(r) :=
1

r

ˆ
B+

r

W (u) dz,

N (r) :=
1

r

ˆ
B+

r

1

2
|∇u|2 dz.

Using Proposition 3.2, we obtain the following convergence results of W(r) and N (r).

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant L such that

(3.38) lim
r→∞

W(r) = lim
r→∞

N (r) = L.

Proof. Take R0 as the constant in Proposition 3.2. We first show that for any R2 > R1 > R0,

(3.39) W (R2)−W (R1) ≥ −CR
−α

2
1 .



HALF-SPACE ALLEN-CAHN SOLUTION 19

We first consider the case when R1 < R2 ≤ 2R1. Using (3.20), Lemma 2.4 and Proposition 3.2 we
have

W(R2)−W(R1)

≥
ˆ R2

R1

(
1

2r

ˆ
∂Br∩R2

+

(
1

2
|∂νu|2 −

1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 − C

r2

)
dr

≥
ˆ
A+

R1,R2

1

2|z|

(
W (u)− 1

2
|∇u|2

)
dz − C

R1

≥− 1

2R1

ˆ
A+

R1,R2

∣∣∣∣√W (u) +
1√
2
|∇u|

∣∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣∣√W (u)− 1√
2
|∇u|

∣∣∣∣ dz − C

R1

≥− 1

2R1

(
2J(u,B+

R2
)
) 1

2

(ˆ
B+

R2

(√
W (u)− 1√

2
|∇u|

)2

dz

) 1
2

− C

R1

≥− 1

2R1
(CR2)

1
2
(
CR1−α

2

) 1
2

=− CR
−α

2
1 .

For R2 > 2R1, let k ≥ 1 be the integer such that 2kR1 < R2 ≤ 2k+1R1, we compute

W(R2)−W(R1) = W(R2)−W(2kR1) +
k−1∑
j=0

(
W(2j+1R1)−W(2jR1)

)
≥ −C

k−1∑
j=0

(2jR1)
−α

2 ≥ −CR
−α

2
1 ,

which yields (3.39). The existence of lim
r→∞

W(r) follows by (3.39) and the rough upper bound

W(r) ≤ C.
Similarly, we have

|W(r)−N (r)|

≤1

r

ˆ
B+

r

∣∣∣∣W (u)− 1

2
|∇u|2

∣∣∣∣ dz
≤1

r

(
2J(u,B+

r )
) 1

2

(ˆ
B+

r

(√
W (u)− 1√

2
|∇u|

)2

dz

) 1
2

≤1

r
(Cr)

1
2
(
Cr1−α

) 1
2 ≤ Cr−

α
2 , ∀r > R0,

(3.40)

which implies that lim
r→∞

N (r) exists and equals to lim
r→∞

W(r). □

A direct consequence of the above calculation is:

Lemma 3.5. For every 0 < λ1 < λ2 it holds

(3.41) lim
r→∞

ˆ
A+

λ1r,λ2r

1

|z|
|∂νu|2 dz = 0.
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Proof. By (3.20) we have

W(λ2r)−W(λ1r) ≥
ˆ
A+

λ1r,λ2r

1

2|z|

(
W (u)− 1

2
|∇u|2 + |∂νu|2

)
dz − C

λ1r
,

which together with (3.38), (3.40) immediately gives (3.41). □
Lemma 3.5 implies that every blow-down limit must be a minimal cone.

Proposition 3.6. Assume u is a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). For any
sequence {rj} → ∞, let ũ ∈ BVloc(R2

+; {a1, . . . , aN}) be the blow-down limit guaranteed in Proposi-
tion 2.5. Then for any i ̸= j such that the reduced boundary Γ∗

ij := ∂{ũ−1(ai)}∗ ∩∂{ũ−1(aj)}∗ ̸= ∅,
Γ∗
ij is necessarily a ray emanating from the origin. Moreover, there exist indices i1, i2 such that

ũ(x, 0) ≡ ai1 for x > 0 and ũ(x, 0) ≡ ai2 for x < 0 in the sense of traces. In particular, ũ is radially
invariant.

Proof. The proof is almost identical to that of [37, Theorem 3.6]. We omit the details.
□

Since ũ is radially invariant, it depends only on the polar angle, i.e. ũ = ũ(θ) for θ ∈ (0, π), in
polar coordinates. Extend ũ to ∂R2

+:

û(r, θ) = û(θ) :=


ũ(θ), 0 < θ < π,

a1, θ = 0,

a2, θ = π.

Then û(θ) ∈ BV([0, π]; {a1, . . . , aN}). We end this section by the following proposition on the
structure of û, which provides a classification of minimal cones to (1.11).

Proposition 3.7. The function û has at most two discontinuity points, denoted by 0 ≤ α1 ≤ α2 ≤
π. Moreover, if α1 < α2, then α2 − α1 > 2

3π when hypothesis (H′
3) holds and α1 − α2 ≥ θ3 when

hypothesis (H3) holds, where θ3 is determined by Young’s law (3.37).

Proof. Since û ∈ BV([0, π]; {a1, . . . , aN}), its discontinuity set consists of finitely many points
0 ≤ a1 < a2 < · · · < ak ≤ π. If k ≥ 2, then for every 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1, there is ij such that û ≡ aij
on (αj , αj+1). Moreover, û ≡ a1 on [0, α1) when α1 > 0 and û ≡ a2 on (αk, π] when αk < π. We
divide the proof into two cases, corresponding to (H′

3) and (H3) respectively.

(1) N = 3. We claim that for any 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1, the value aij cannot be a1 or a2. Otherwise,
one would contradict the minimality, as in Case 1 in the proof of Lemma 3.3, by perturbing
the junction point in the direction of

αj

2 . Consequently, we obtain k ≤ 2 and if k = 2, then
û ≡ a3 on (α1, α2). It remains to show α2 − α1 ≥ θ3 when k = 2. Recall that θ1, θ2, θ3 are
given by Young’s law (3.37). Assume by contradiction α2−α1 < θ3, we claim that the a1-a3
interface and the a2-a3 interface can be pinched together to decrease the total energy. Let
α0 := α1 + π − θ1, then we have α1 < α0 < α2 because θ3 > π − θ1. Consider perturbation
of the junction in the direction α0, the stability condition implies

σ23 cos(α2 − α1 − (π − θ1)) + σ13 cos(π − θ1) ≤ σ12.

This, together with (3.37) and the monotonicity of the cosine function on (0, π), gives

sin θ3 ≥ sin θ1 cos(α2 − α1 − (π − θ1)) + sin θ2 cos(π − θ1)

> sin θ1 cos(θ3 − (π − θ1)) + sin θ2 cos(π − θ1) = sin θ3,

yielding a contradiction.

(2) N > 3 and σij ≡ σ. From similar arguments as in the N = 3 case, for any 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1,
we have αj+1 − αj ≥ 2π

3 . Therefore, k ≤ 2 and α2 − α1 ≥ 2π
3 when k = 2.
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The proof of Proposition 3.7 is completed.
□

4. Uniqueness of the blow-down limit

In this section we show that the blow-down limit ũ is independent of the choice of sequence {rj}.
We present the proof under Hypothesis (H′

3), i.e. all σij are equal. All the arguments work equally
well for the case (H3).

Using Lemma 3.4, Proposition 2.5 and Proposition 3.7, we have

lim
r→∞

W(r) = lim
r→∞

N (r) =
σ

2
or σ,

depending on the number of discontinuity angles for one of the extended blow-down limits û = û(θ).
Henceforth, we assume that

lim
r→∞

W(r) = σ,

which is equivalent to requiring that any extended blow-down limit û(θ) has exactly two disconti-
nuity angles. The case lim

r→∞
W(r) = σ

2 follows analogously, with a simpler computation.

Utilizing Proposition 2.5, Proposition 3.7 and Lemma 3.5, we have that for any ε > 0, there
exists a R(ε) such that for every R > R(ε), the following estimates hold:

2σ − ε

2
≤ 1

R

ˆ
B+

R

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dz ≤ 2σ +

ε

2
,

σ − ε

4
≤ 1

R

ˆ
A+

R,2R

W (u) dz ≤ σ +
ε

4
,

σ − ε

4
≤ 1

R

ˆ
A+

R,2R

1

2
|∇Tu|2 dz ≤ σ +

ε

4
,

∥uR − ũ∥L1(B+
2 ) ≤

ε2

2
,

for some ũ, which depends on R, having the structure described in Proposition 3.7. In particular,
there exists α1, α2 and ai (i ̸= 1, 2), all depending on R, such that α2 − α1 ≥ 2π

3 and

ũ(r, θ) =


ai, α1 < θ < α2,

a1, 0 < θ < α1, if α1 > 0,

a2, α2 < θ < π, if α2 < π.

It follows immediately that the third phase ai remains the same for all R. Without loss of
generality, assume i = 3. Now we fix ε as a small parameter to be determined later. By Fubini’s
theorem and mean value theorem, we can find R0 ∈ (R, 2R) for any R > R(ε), such that

(4.42) 2σ − ε ≤
ˆ
∂BR0

∩R2
+

(
1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 ≤ 2σ + ε.

(4.43) H1(∂BR0 ∩ R2
+ ∩ {|u(z)− a3| < ε}) > R0.

Let δ = δ(W ) ≪ 1 be the same constant as in the proof of Proposition 3.2. Without loss of
generality, we assume that ε is very small compared to δ and R0 is sufficiently large such that

(4.44) |u(R0, 0)− a1| ≤
δ

3
, |u(−R0, 0)− a2| ≤

δ

3
.
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For 1 ≤ i ≤ N , define the set

Ti := {z ∈ ∂BR0 ∩ R2
+ : |u(z)− ai| ≤

δ

2
}.

By (4.44) and (4.43) we have

(R0, 0) ∈ T1, (−R0, 0) ∈ T2, H1(T3) > R0.

This further implies that there are at least two phase transitions (a1-a3, a2-a3) along ∂BR0 ∩ R2
+.

One can derive that Ti = ∅ for all i ̸∈ {1, 2, 3} since otherwise the energy estimate (4.42) will be
violated. We continue to define the following:

θ13 := min{θ : (R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) ∈ T3},
θ23 := max{θ : (R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) ∈ T3},
θ1 := max{θ < θ13, (R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) ∈ T1},
θ2 := min{θ > θ23, (R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) ∈ T2},

T̃1 := {(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) : θ ∈ [0, θ1]},

T̃2 := {(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) : θ ∈ [θ2, π]},

T̃3 := {(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) : θ ∈ [θ13, θ
2
3]},

C13 := the open arc connecting T̃1 and T̃3,

C32 := the open arc connecting T̃3 and T̃2.

From this definition, there will be an a1-a3 transition on C13 and an a2-a3 transition on C23.
Also for z ∈ C13 ∪ C23, it holds that |u(z)− ai| > δ

2 for all i. Thus we have

H1(C13 ∪ C23) ≤ C(W ).ˆ
C13∪C32

(
1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 ≥ 2σ − Cδ2.

This energy lower bound yields the uniform closeness of u(z) to ai on T̃i for i = 1, 2, 3 if we choose
ε ≪ δ2, since by (4.42) most of energy is concentrated on arcs C13 and C32, rendering the variation

of u on T̃i to be small. More specifically, we have

|u(z)− ai| ≤ Cδ ≪ 1 on T̃i,

for some constant C = C(W ).
Set

θ13 :=
θ1 + θ13

2
, θ32 :=

θ23 + θ2
2

.

Then the ray lθ13(lθ32) passes through the center point of C13(C32), demoted by A0, B0 respectively.
Also, we define v0 ∈ BV(B+

R0
; {a1, . . . , aN}) as a minimizer of the following problem

min J∗(v,B
+
R0

), such that

v0(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) =


a1, 0 ≤ θ < θ13,

a3, θ13 < θ < θ32,

a2, θ32 < θ ≤ π,

in the sense of traces.
(Problem 4)

We now introduce the approximate location of the sharp interface, which is denoted by Γ0. If
θ32 − θ13 ≥ 2π

3 , set Γ0 = (lθ31 ∪ lθ32) ∩B+
R0

. Otherwise, let θ3 :=
θ13+θ32

2 and we can choose a point

G0 on lθ3 ∩B+
R0

that minimizes the total distance |G0O|+ |G0A0|+ |G0B0|. In the latter case, the
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segments G0O, G0A0, G0B0 form angles of 2π
3 pairwise, and we set Γ0 = G0O ∪G0A0 ∪G0B0. We

then use the same competitor construction as in the proof of the upper bound in Proposition 3.2,
i.e. constructing the phase transitions using the heteroclinic connections within a thin rectangular
neighborhood of each branch of Γ0. The corresponding energy upper bound follows from an explicit
computation, which is given by

(4.45) J(u,B+
R0

) ≤ σH1(Γ0) + CR1−α
0 .

θ32
θ13

O

(a) Γ0 = lθ13 ∪ lθ32 when θ32 − θ13 ≥ 2π
3

A0

B0

O

G

(b) Γ0 = GO ∪GA0 ∪GB0 when θ32 − θ13 < 2π
3

Figure 4. Definition of Γ0.

We aim to derive the lower bound J(u,B+
R0

) ≥ σH1(Γ0)−CR1−α
0 . This estimate can be deduced

from (3.26), which is already proved in Proposition 3.2 via results on a minimal partition problem
with vacuum regions. Here, however, we present a more direct proof based on a slicing argument,
which exploits the simpler structure of the sharp interface. The idea originally comes from [5,
Proposition 3.1]. The first step is to slightly modify the boundary data on ∂BR0 . Define a function
v on ∂BR0 ∩ R2

+:

v(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) =



a1, 0 ≤ θ ≤ θ13 −R−1
0 ,

smoothly connecting a1, a3, θ13 −R−1
0 ≤ θ ≤ θ13 +R−1

0 ,

a3, θ13 +R−1
0 ≤ θ ≤ θ32 −R−1

0 ,

smoothly connecting a3, a2, θ32 −R−1
0 ≤ θ ≤ θ32 +R−1

0 ,

a2, θ32 +R−1
0 ≤ θ ≤ π.

Then we extend v inside B+
R0

by setting

v(z) =

{
linear interpolation between v|∂BR0

and u( R0
R0−1 ·)|∂BR0−1

, z ∈ A+
R0−1,R0

,

u( R0
R0−1z), z ∈ B+

R0−1.

One can show that the energy in the boundary layer A+
R0−1,R0

is uniformly bounded by a constant

C(δ,W ). Thus we obtain

J(u,B+
R0

) ≥ J(v,B+
R0−1) ≥ J(v,B+

R0
)− C.

With this, the energy lower bound follows immediately from the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.1. J(v,B+
R0

) ≥ σH1(Γ0)− CR
2
3
0 .

Proof. The proof utilizes a slicing argument from [5, Proposition 3.1]. Here we present the detailed
argument for the case 2π

3 ≤ θ32 − θ13 < π, i.e. Γ0 consists of two segments. In this case, the lower
bound becomes

(4.46) J(v,B+
R0

) ≥ 2σR0 − CR
2
3
0 .



24 HALF-SPACE ALLEN-CAHN SOLUTION

The same argument applies for the case when θ32 − θ13 < 2π
3 , with slightly more involved compu-

tation.
We first rotate B+

R0
so that the a2-a3 interface lθ32 becomes vertical. Under this rotation, the

domain B+
R0

is transformed into BR0 ∩ {(x, y) : y > x
tan θ32

}, which we denote by Ω0. In the new
coordinates, we have

Γ0 = {(0, y) : 0 ≤ y ≤ R0} ∪ {(r cosα0, r sinα0) : 0 ≤ r ≤ R0}, α0 := θ13 +
π

2
− θ32 ∈ (−π

2
,−π

6
].

The boundary condition of v becomes

On the straight part: v(r sin θ32, r cos θ32) = u0(
R0

R0 − 1
r), r ∈ (−R0 + 1, R0 − 1),

On the semicircle: v(R0 cos θ,R0 sin θ) =


a1, θ ∈ [π2 − θ32,

π
2 − θ32 + θ13 −R−1

0 ),

a3, θ ∈ (π2 − θ32 + θ13 +R−1
0 , π2 −R−1

0 ),

a2, θ ∈ (π2 +R−1
0 , 3π2 − θ32].

On the O(1) gaps on ∂Ω0 separating those arcs(segments) described above, v interpolates smoothly.
See Figure 5 for the domain Ω and the boundary data. In the argument below, we ignore these
small gaps and assume instead that v transitions sharply from one phase to another along ∂Ω0.
This simplification does not affect the main estimate but considerably streamlines the presentation.

x

y

a2

a1

a3

y = y∗

Figure 5. Red: a1, Green: a2, Blue: a3

Set the horizontal line segments γy as

γy := {(x, y) : x ∈ R} ∩ Ω0, y ∈ [R0 cos θ32, R0].

Define functions λ1(y), λ2(y), λ3(y) by

λi(y) := H1(γy ∩ {|v(x, y)− ai| ≤ R
− 1

6
0 }), i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, y ∈ [R0 cos θ32, R0].

Set

y∗ := min{y ∈ [0, R0] : λ2(y) + λ3(y) ≥ H1(γy)−R
2
3
0 }.

When |y − R0| ≪ 1, H1(γy) < R
2
3
0 , thus the set on which we minimize to get y∗ is not empty. We

further define

Ω1 := Ω0 ∩ {y ≥ y∗}, Ω2 := Ω0 ∩ {y < y∗}.
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On Ω1, when y ∈ (R0 cos(π − θ32), R0), γy intersects with ∂Ω0 at two points on the semicircle,
where v takes the value of a2 at one point and a3 at the other. Thus if y∗ ≥ R0 cos(π − θ32), we
have

J(v,Ω1) ≥
ˆ R0

y∗
dy

(ˆ
γy

(
1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dx

)
≥ (R0 − y∗)σ.

If y∗ ∈ [0, R0 cos(π−θ32)], for y ∈ (y∗, R0 cos(π−θ32), γy meets ∂Ω2 at a point on the straight part,
where the value of v is close to a2, and a point on the semicircle, which is a a3 point. Utilizing
Lemma 2.1 and (1.8), We compute

J(v,Ω1) ≥
ˆ R0

y∗
dy

(ˆ
γy

(
1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dx

)

≥
ˆ R0 cos(π−θ32)

y∗
dy

ˆ
γy

(
1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dx+R0(1− cos(π − θ32))σ

≥
ˆ R0 cos(π−θ32)

y∗

(
σ − C

∣∣∣∣u0( R0

R0 − 1

y

cos θ32

)
− a2

∣∣∣∣2
)

dy +R0(1− cos(π − θ32))σ

≥ (R0 − y∗)σ − C,

(4.47)

for some constant C depending only on W and u0.
For the domain Ω2, we first show that there exists a constant C(W ) such that

(4.48) H1({y ∈ (0, y∗) : λi(y) = 0, ∀i ̸= 2, 3}) ≤ CR
2
3
0 .

For any y ∈ (0, y∗) satisfying λi(y) = 0 for any i ̸= 2, 3, by definition of y∗ we have

H1(γy ∩ {|v(z)− ai| > R
− 1

6
0 , ∀i}) > R

2
3
0 .

This implies

ˆ
γy

W (v) dx ≥ CR
1
3
0 .

Combining this with the rough upper bound (2.17) gives (4.48). We denote by

K := {y ∈ (0, y∗) : λi(y) = 0, ∀i ̸= 2, 3}

For any y ∈ (0, y∗) \ K, γy intersects with ∂Ω2 at an a2 point and an a3 point, and passes
through an ai point for some i ̸= 2, 3, which leads to two phase transitions along γy. For y ∈
(R0 cos(θ32 − θ13), 0), there is at least one a1-a3 transition along γy. Let κ ∈ [0, 1] be an arbitrary



26 HALF-SPACE ALLEN-CAHN SOLUTION

parameter. We compute utilizing Lemma 2.1 and (1.8):ˆ
Ω2

(
1

2
|∂xv|2 + κ2W (v)

)
dxdy

≥

(ˆ
(0,y∗)\K

+

ˆ 0

R0 cos(θ32−θ13)

)(ˆ
γy

(
1

2
|∂xv|2 + κ2W (v)

)
dx

)
dy

≥

(ˆ
(0,y∗)\K

+

ˆ 0

R0 cos(θ32−θ13)

)(ˆ
γy

(√
2κ|∂xv|

√
W (v)

)
dx

)
dy

≥κ

ˆ
(0,y∗)\K

(
2σ − CR

− 1
3

0 − C|u
(

R0

R0 − 1

y

cos θ32

)
− a2|2

)
dy

+ κ

ˆ 0

R0 cos(θ32−θ13)

(
σ − C|u

(
R0

R0 − 1

y

cos θ32

)
− a1|2

)
dy

≥(2y∗ −R0 cos(θ32 − θ13))κσ − CR
2
3
0 ,

In the vertical direction, set

P := {x ∈ (0, R0 sin(θ32 − θ13)) : |v(x, y∗)− ai| < R
− 1

6
0 , i = 2 or 3}.

For every x ∈ P , the vertical line {(x, y) : y ∈ R} ∩ Ω2 meets γy∗ at an a2 or a3 point and meets
∂Ω0 at a1. We calculate similarly as the horizontal energy to obtainˆ

Ω2

(
1

2
|∂yv|2 + (1− κ2)W (v)

)
dydx

≥
ˆ
P

(ˆ
(x,y)∈Ω2

√
2(1− κ2)|∂yv|

√
W (v) dy

)
dx

≥
√

1− κ2σR0 sin(θ32 − θ13)− CR
2
3
0 .

Combining the energy in both horizontal and vertical directions leads to

J(v,Ω2) ≥ max
k∈[0,1]

{
(2y∗ −R0 cos(θ32 − θ13))κσ +R0 sin(θ32 − θ13)

√
1− κ2σ

}
− CR

2
3
0

= σ
√
R2

0 sin
2(θ32 − θ13) + (2y∗ −R0 cos(θ32 − θ13))2 − CR

2
3
0

= σ
√
R2

0 − 4y∗R0 cos(θ32 − θ13) + 4y∗2 − CR
2
3 .

(4.49)

Add the energy estimate on Ω1 (4.47) implies

(4.50) J(v,Ω0) ≥ σ

(
R0 − y∗ +

√
R2

0 − 4y∗R0 cos(θ32 − θ13) + 4y∗2
)
− CR

2
3
0 .

Since 2π
3 ≤ θ32 − θ13 < π, we have

R0 − y∗ +
√
R2

0 − 4y∗R0 cos(θ32 − θ13) + 4y∗2

≥R0 − y∗ +
√

R2
0 + 2y∗R0 + 4y∗2 ≥ 2R0, for y∗ ≥ 0,

where the minimum is attained when y∗ = 0. This implies (4.46).
When θ32−θ13 <

2π
3 , Γ0 has a third branch, corresponding to the a1-a2 interface. In such a case,

we can rotate Ω0 based on G0 so that G0B0 becomes the new y-axis. All computations proceed
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similarly in this case, and the leading term σH1(Γ0) in the lower bound, is obtained by considering
a minimization problem with a slightly different function of y∗.

□

Remark 4.1. If we assume (H3) instead of (H′
3), the proof above requires modifications to account

for the unequal partition at the triple junction. For a detailed discussion, we refer interested readers
to [5, Section 7].

So far, we have established that

|J(u,B+
R0

)− σH1(Γ0)| ≤ CR1−α
0 ,

for some α > 0. For γ > 0, we define the diffuse interface

Iγ,R := {z ∈ B+
R : |u(z)− ai| > γ, ∀i = 1, ..., N},

which represents the region that separates coexisting phases {|u(z) − ai| ≤ γ}. From the way
the energy lower bound is calculated, we have the following result on the closeness of the diffuse
interface Iγ,R to the sharp interface Γ0.

Lemma 4.2. There exists a constant C = C(γ,W ), such that for sufficiently small ε and the
associated R0,

(4.51) Iγ,R0 ⊂ N
CR

1−α
2

0

(Γ0) := {z ∈ B+
R0

: dist(z,Γ0) ≤ CR
1−α

2
0 }.

Moreover, there are constants k,K > 0 such that if z ̸∈ N
CR

1−α/2
0

(Γ0 ∪ ∂B+
R0

), then

min
i

|u(z)− ai| ≤ Ke
−k dist(z,(∂N

CR
1−α/2
0

(Γ0∪∂B+
R0

)))
,

which implies that u converges exponentially fast to one of the energy wells ai, outside the O(R
1−α/2
0 )

neighborhood of Γ0 ∪ ∂B+
R0

.

The proof is almost identical to the proof of [26, Proposition 6.1], with some minor modifications
adapted to our half-disk domain. The idea originates from [5, Proposition 4.2], which is based on
the following observation: when computing the energy on Ω1 in the proof of Lemma 4.1, see (4.47),
only the horizontal deformation term |∂xv|2 is computed. If the diffuse interface Iγ,R0 ∩Ω1 deviate
largely from the sharp interface Γ0 ∩ Ω1, which is approximately the positive y-axis in Figure 5,
this deviation produces additional energy through vertical deformation. Adding this contribution
to the energy lower bound would then contradict the upper bound. We omit the detailed argument
here and refer the readers to [26, Proposition 6.1].

Now we are ready to establish the uniqueness of blow-down limit ũ.

Proposition 4.3. Let u : R2
+ → R2 be a minimizing solution of (1.1) satisfying (1.5)–(1.9). Then

the blow-down limit ũ in Proposition 2.5 is independent of the choice of sequence {rj}. That is to
say, there exists a blow-down limit ũ, with structure characterized by Proposition 3.7, such that

lim
r→∞

∥ur − ũ∥L1(K) = 0,

for any compact K ⋐ R2
+.

Moreover, there are constants C and r0 such that for any r > r0,

(4.52) ∥ur − ũ∥L1(B+
1 ) ≤ Cr−

α
2 .
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Proof. We present the proof assuming (H′
3). We fix R0 such that (4.42), (4.43), (4.44) and (4.45)

hold. Rescale the approximated sharp interface Γ0 ∈ B+
R0

to the unit half disk B+
1 by defining

Γ̃0 := {z ∈ B+
1 : R0z ∈ Γ0}.

From Lemma 4.2, it follows that Γ̃0 splits B+
1 into three subdomains Ω0

1, Ω
0
2, Ω

0
3 such that for

any i ∈ {1, 2, 3}

|uR0(z)− ai| ≤ γ, ∀z ∈ Ω0
i satisfying dist(z, ∂Ω0

i ) ≤ CR
−α

2
0 .

Let

U0 :=
3∑

i=1

ai · χΩ0
i
,

Lemma 4.2 further implies

∥uR0 − U0∥L1(B+
1 ) ≤ CR

−α
2

0 .

Now we can select a sequence of radii {Rj}∞j=1 such that Rj ∈ (2jR0, 2
j+1R0) and the corre-

sponding rescaled map uRj satisfies

∥uRj − Uj∥L1(B+
1 ) ≤ CR

−α
2

j ,

for some Uj :=
3∑

i=1
ai · χΩj

i
with {Ωj

i}3i=1 being a three-partition of B+
1 determined either by union

of three rays forming 2π
3 angles pairwise, or two rays meeting at the origin with an opening angle

greater than or equal to 2π
3 . Let Γ̃j denote the interface associated with Uj . uRj (z) is γ-close to

one of phases a1, a2, a3 if dist(z, Γ̃0) > CR
−α

2
j .

For any j ≥ 0, let θj13, θj32 ∈ [0, π] denote the directions of the a1-a3 interface and the a3-a2
interface of Γ̃j , respectively. since uRj and uRj+1 are rescalings of the same function u at comparable

scales (14 <
Rj

Rj+1
< 1), we argue as in [26, Section 8] to obtain that

|θj13 − θj+1
13 | ≤ CR

−α
2

j , |θj32 − θj+1
32 | ≤ CR

−α
2

j

which implies that {θj13}∞j=1 ({θj32}∞j=1) forms a Cauchy sequence and therefore this is θ̃13 (θ̃32) such
that

lim
j→∞

θj13 = θ̃13, lim
j→∞

θj32 = θ̃32.

Moreover we have the following estimate of the convergence rate,

|θj13 − θ̃13| ≤ CR
−α

2
j , |θj32 − θ̃32| ≤ CR

−α
2

j .

Combining the convergence of the a1–a3 and a3–a2 interfaces with the complete characterization
of blow-down limits in Proposition 3.7, one can deduce via a straightforward geometric argument
the existence of a unique blow-down limit ũ, whose discontinuity angles are θ̃13 and θ̃32, such that

∥Uj − ũ∥L1(B+
1 ) ≤ CR

−α
2

j .

The convergence rate (4.52) then follows immediately. □
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Corollary 4.4. By Lemma 4.2, Proposition 4.3, and an elementary argument, cf. [25, Lemma 3.2],

one can derive that the diffuse interface Dγ defined in (1.14) is contained in a C(γ, u,W )R1−α
2

neighborhood of the sharp interface lα1 ∪ lα2 within B+
R , for sufficiently large R. Furthermore, we

have the following estimates for sufficiently large r:

|u(r, θ)− a1| ≤ Ke−kr·min{|θ|,|α1−Cr−α/2−θ|}, θ ∈ (0, α1 − Cr−α/2),

|u(r, θ)− a3| ≤ Ke−kr·min{|θ−α1−Cr−α/2|,|α2−Cr−α/2−θ|}, θ ∈ (α1 + Cr−α/2, α2 − Cr−α/2),

|u(r, θ)− a2| ≤ Ke−kr·min{|θ−α2−Cr−α/2|,|π−θ|}, θ ∈ (α2 + Cr−α/2, π).

(4.53)

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The statement in Theorem 1.3 follows immediately from Proposition 2.5,
Proposition 3.7 and Proposition 4.3. □

5. Asymptotic behaviors near the sharp interface

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.4, which establishes the asymptotic behavior of
u near the interior sharp interface. Similarly as in Section 4, we present the proof under Hypothesis
(H′

3). The proof can be easily generalized to the (H3) case.
Let u be a minimizing solution of 1.1 satisfying (1.5)–(1.9), with ũ(r, θ) = ũ(θ) being the unique

blow-down limit of u at infinity. In particular, we assume ũ has the following structure:

(5.54) ũ(θ) =


a1, θ ∈ (0, α1)

a3, θ ∈ (α1, α2),

a2, θ ∈ (α2, π),

for some 0 < α1 < α2 < π, α2 − α1 ≥
2

3
π.

For the extended map û defined in (1.12), the two discontinuity angles are α1 and α2, respectively.
In the two-phase case where α1 = α2 ∈ (0, π), the proof becomes simpler. Indeed, our argument
will focus on a sector containing only a single interface lαi , along which we will establish the refined
profile.

By Corollary 4.4, there exist K = K(u,W ), k = k(u,W ) such that

|u(r, α1

2
)− a1| ≤ Ke−kr,

|u(r, α1 + α2

2
)− a3| ≤ Ke−kr,

|u(r, α2 + π

2
)− a2| ≤ Ke−kr.

(5.55)

The following lemma provides refined energy lower bound and upper bound on B+
R .

Lemma 5.1. There is a constant C = C(u,W ) such that for every R > 0,

(5.56) 2σR− C ≤ J(u,B+
R) ≤ 2σR+ C.

Proof. First we apply the exponential decay result on the rays lα1
2
, lα1+α2

2

and lα2+π
2

to obtain

J(u,B+
R)

≥
ˆ R

0

ˆ
∂Br

(
1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 dr

≥
ˆ R

0

(
2σ − C|u(r, α1

2
)− a1|2 − C|u(r, α1 + α2

2
)− a3|2 − C|u(r, α2 + π

2
)− a2|2

)
dr

=2σR− C

ˆ R

0
Ke−2kr dr ≥ 2σR− C(u,W ),
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which yields the lower bound.
For the upper bound, we construct an explicit energy competitor in a manner analogous to the

construction in the proof of Proposition 3.2. The idea is to build one-dimensional heteroclinic
connections in small neighborhoods of lα1 and lα2 , and then fill in the boundary layers by linear
interpolation to match the prescribed boundary data. The resulting estimates are essentially the
same as before, although in the present setting the construction is actually simpler due to the clearer
structure of û thanks to the established convergence results. The energy within interpolation layers
can be controlled by a constant C(u,W ) and the upper bound follows,

J(u,B+
R) ≤ 2σR+ C(u,W ).

We leave the detailed calculation in the Appendix A. □

Remark 5.1. In the cases α1 = 0 or α2 = π, the lower bound remains valid, but our present
construction does not allow the next-order term in the upper bound to be uniformly bounded. The
best estimate available is O(Rα) for arbitrarily small α > 0, which is not sufficient for the results
that follow.

With Lemma 5.1, we are able to restrict the diffuse interface Dγ within a O(R
1
2 ) neighborhood

of the sharp interface.

Lemma 5.2. For each γ > 0, there exists a constant C = C(γ, u,W ) such that the diffuse interface

Dγ ∩ B+
R is contained within a CR1/2–neighborhood of the sharp interface lα1 ∪ lα2. In addition,

the estimate in (4.53) can be refined by replacing α with 1.

Proof. The proof closely follows that of [25, Lemma 3.5 and Remark 3.6]. We outline the main idea
here. The first step is to reduce the proof of the lemma to establishing the following claim.

Claim. There exists a constant C(γ, u,W ) such that the following holds: for each sufficiently large
R, on the annulus A+

R,9R := {|z| ∈ R2
+ : R < |z| < 9R}, there are two angles θR13, θ

R
32 ∈ (0, π) such

that

(5.57) Dγ ∩A+
R,9R ⊂ {reiθ : θ ∈ (θR13 − CR− 1

2 , θR13 + CR− 1
2 ) ∪ (θR32 − CR− 1

2 , θR32 + CR− 1
2 )}.

Once this claim is established, we may iterate (5.57) at scales R, 3R, 9R, ... and obtain that

|θR13 − α1| ≤ CR− 1
2 , |θR32 − α2| ≤ CR− 1

2 ,

which together with (5.57) directly yields the first statement of the lemma, namely, the distance of

Dγ ∩ B+
R to the sharp interface is bounded by CR

1
2 . Then the exponential decay estimates (4.53)

can be improved accordingly.
We now turn to the proof of the claim. For fixed γ, by Corollary 4.4 we can exclude the possibility

that Dγ ∩ A+
R,9R intersects a small neighborhood of the real axis {y = 0}. It suffices to consider

neighborhoods of lα1 ∪ lα2 .
For any R large enough, by Corollary 4.4, Lemma 5.1 and the analogous argument as in the

beginning of Section 4, there are R1 ∈ (12R,R), R2 ∈ (9R, 10R) and angles θ113, θ
2
13, θ

1
32, θ

2
32, such
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that the following hold.

|θi13 − α1| ≤ CR−α
2 , |θi32 − α2| ≤ CR−α

2 , i = 1, 2.

|u(r, θ)− a1| ≤ γ, when r = Ri, θ ∈ (0, θi13 −
C

R
), i = 1, 2.

|u(r, θ)− a3| ≤ γ, when r = Ri, θ ∈ (θi13 +
C

R
, θi32 −

C

R
), i = 1, 2.

|u(r, θ)− a2| ≤ γ, when r = Ri, θ ∈ (θi32 +
C

R
, π), i = 1, 2.

where C depends only on γ, u, and W , not on R.

Now we prove that |θ113 − θ213| ≤ C1R
− 1

2 . Otherwise, suppose without loss of generality that

θ113 − θ213 > C1R
− 1

2 , for some constant C1 = C1(γ, u,W ) will be determined later. Then for each
θ ∈ (θ213+CR−1, θ113−CR−1), lθ intersects with ∂BR1 at an a1 point and with ∂BR2 at an a3 point.
Consequently, ˆ θ113−CR−1

θ213+CR−1

(ˆ R2

R1

(
1

2
|∂ru|2 + τ2W (u)

)
dr

)
r dθ ≥ C1

2
σR

1
2 τ,

for arbitrary τ ∈ (0, 1). Utilizing (5.55) we have the following energy estimate of the energy which
only includes the tangential variation on A+

R1,R2
:

ˆ
A+

R1,R2

(
1

2
|∂Tu|2 + (1− τ2)W (u)

)
dz ≥

√
1− τ2(2σ−Ce−kR)(R2−R1) ≥ 2

√
1− τ2σ(R2−R1)−C.

Combining the radial variation and the tangential variation yieldsˆ
A+

R1,R2

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dz

≥ max
τ∈(0,1)

{
C1

2
σR

1
2 τ + 2

√
1− τ2σ(R2 −R1)− C

}
= σ

√
C2
1

4
R+ 4(R2 −R1)2 − C.

We can choose C1 large enough to obtainˆ
A+

R1,R2

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dz ≥ 2σ(R2 −R1) + 4C2,

where C2 is the constant in (5.56). We arrive at a contradiction with (5.56). Therefore, it must

hold that |θ113 − θ213| ≤ C1R
− 1

2 . Similarly, |θ132 − θ232| ≤ C1R
− 1

2 .

Set θR13 :=
θ113+θ213

2 and θR32 :=
θ132+θ232

2 . It remains to show the existence of a constant C, such
that for any R ∈ [R1, R2],

(5.58) Dγ ∩ ∂BR ⊂ {Reiθ : θ ∈ (θR13 − CR− 1
2 , θR13 + CR− 1

2 ) ∪ (θR32 − CR− 1
2 , θR32 + CR− 1

2 )}.
R = R1, R2 satisfy the above relation automatically. Define the set of angles

ΘR := {θ : lθ ∩A+
R1,R2

∩Dγ/2 ̸= ∅}.

By the same method of splitting the energy in the tangential and radial directions and comparing
with the sharp energy upper bound, one can obtain the following result

|ΘR| ≤ C3(γ, u,W )R− 1
2 .
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Hence, there are angles β1 ∈ (θR13 − C3R
− 1

2 , θR13), β
1
3 ∈ (θR13, θ

R
13 + C3R

− 1
2 ), β2

3 ∈ (θR32 − C3R
− 1

2 , θR32)

and β2 ∈ (θR32, θ
R
32 + C3R

− 1
2 ) such that for every r ∈ (R1, R2),

|u(r, β1)− a1| <
γ

2
, |u(r, β1

3)− a3| <
γ

2
,

|u(r, β2
3)− a3| <

γ

2
, |u(r, β2)− a2| <

γ

2
.

(5.57) follows immediately by applying the Variational Maximum Principle, i.e. Lemma 2.2, with
r = γ

2 and the domain D being {reθ : r ∈ (R1, R2), θ ∈ (0, β1)}, {reθ : r ∈ (R1, R2), θ ∈ (β1
3 , β

2
3)}

and {reθ : r ∈ (R1, R2), θ ∈ (β2, π)}, respectively. The proof is completed.
□

So far we have shown that the diffuse interface Dγ∩∂BR is contained in an O(R
1
2 )-neighborhood

of the sharp interface. In order to prove Theorem 1.4, it remains to refine the distance to O(1).
Given a sufficiently large R, we define the following quadrilateral QR.

∂QR := L1 ∪ L2 ∪ L3 ∪ L4,

where

L1 := {(x, x tan α1

2
) : x ∈ [0, R]},

L2 := {(x, y) : x cosα1 + y sinα1 = R, x ∈ [
sinα2 − sinα1

sin(α2 − α1)
R,R]},

L3 := {(x, y) : x cosα2 + y sinα2 = R, x ∈ [−R,
sinα2 − sinα1

sin(α2 − α1)
R]},

L4 := {(x,−x cot
α2

2
) : x ∈ [−R, 0]}.

QR is the quadrilateral enclosed by lα1
2
(L1), lα2+π

2

(L4), and the tangent lines toBR at (R cosα1, R sinα1)

(L2) and at (R cosα2, R sinα2) (L3). We now establish the same energy lower and upper bounds
for J(u,QR).

Lemma 5.3. There exists a constant C(u,W ) such that for sufficiently large R,

(5.59) 2σR− C ≤ J(u,QR) ≤ 2σR+ C.

Proof. If we examine the proof of the lower bound in (5.56) closely, we can obtain the following
stronger inequality ˆ R

0

ˆ π+α2
2

α1
2

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dθ r dr ≥ 2σR− C.

This follows from the fact that the estimate only depends on the values of u along lα1
2
, lα1+α2

2

and

lα2+π
2

, which induces at least two phase transitions on each ∂Br. This inequality immediately gives

the lower bound

J(u,QR) ≥ 2σR− C, ∀R.

For the upper bound, we first establish the following weaker form.

J(u,QR) ≤ 2σ(R+R
1
2 ) + C, ∀R.

By elementary geometry we have

dist(z, lα1 ∪ lα2) ≥ CR
3
4 , ∀z ∈ QR \B+

R+R1/2 ,
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which, combined with Lemma 5.2, further implies

|u(z)|+ |∇u(z)| ≤ Ce−CR
3
4 , ∀z ∈ QR \B+

R+R1/2 .

Therefore, we can assert that the energy contribution from QR \B+
R+R1/2 is negligible and

J(u,QR) ≤ J(u,B+
R+R1/2) + C ≤ 2σ(R+R

1
2 ) + C.

Consequently, for sufficiently large R, there exists R̃ ∈ (R, 2R) such thatˆ
∂QR̃

(
1

2
|∂Tu|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 ≤ 2σ + o(1),

which leads to the existence of two points P1 = (x1, y1) ∈ L2 and P2 = (x2, y2) ∈ L3 (where L2, L3

are defined with respect to R̃) such that

dist(P1, lα1) ≤ CR̃
1
2 , dist(P2, lα2) ≤ CR̃

1
2 ;

|u(x, y)− a1| ≤ Ce−k(|x−x1|−C), ∀(x, y) ∈ L2, x1 + C < x < R̃,

|u(x, y)− a3| ≤ Ce−k(|x−x1|−C), ∀(x, y) ∈ L2,
sinα2 − sinα1

sin(α2 − α1)
R̃ < x < x1 − C,

|u(x, y)− a2| ≤ Ce−k(|x−x2|−C), ∀(x, y) ∈ L3, −R̃ < x < x2 − C,

|u(x, y)− a3| ≤ Ce−k(|x−x2|−C), ∀(x, y) ∈ L3, x2 + C < x <
sinα2 − sinα1

sin(α2 − α1)
R̃.

Here C = C(u,W ), and its value may vary across these estimates. Moreover, on L1 and L4 (also

defined with respect to R̃), u(z) is close to a2 and a1 respectively. With this precise estimate of
u along ∂QR, we can construct an explicit energy competitor in QR̃ in the same manner as in
the proof of Lemma 5.1, see Appendix A. Here the sharp interface, around which we build the
transition layers, is simply the union of the two line segments OP1 and OP2, whose lengths are
controlled by

|OPi| ≤
√

R̃2 + CR̃ ≤ R̃+ C, i = 1, 2.

The total energy of the competitor is given by σ(|OP1| + |OP2|) = 2σR̃ + C, up to additional
contributions from the interpolation layers and the interiors of each phase, which can be controlled
by a universal constant. Consequently, we obtain

J(u,QR̃) ≤ 2σR̃+ C.

The same upper bound for general R follows immediately from J(u,QR̃ \QR) ≥ 2σ(R̃−R)−C,
due to the same reasoning of the lower bound. The proof is complete.

□
Set e as the unit vector representing the direction of lα1 , i.e.

e := (cosα1, sinα1),

and e⊥ := (sinα1,− cosα1) as its orthogonal unit vector. We have the following estimate for the
directional derivative ∂eu on the infinite sector of the opening angle α2

2 between lα1
2

and lα1+α2
2

.

Lemma 5.4. There exists a constant C = C(u,W ) such that

(5.60)

ˆ ∞

0

ˆ α1+α2
2

α1
2

|∂eu|2r dθdr ≤ C.
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Proof. Set

Q1
R := QR ∩ {reiθ : θ ∈ (

α1

2
,
α1 + α2

2
)}, Q2

R := QR \Q1
R.

It suffices to show ˆ
Q1

R

|∂eu|2 dz < C, ∀R,

for some constant C independent of R. Indeed, for any R, we have by Lemma 5.3 that

J(u,QR) ≤ 2σR+ C.

From (5.55) we derive thatˆ
Q1

R

(
1

2
|∂e⊥u|2 +W (u)

)
dz + J(u,Q2

R) ≥ 2σR− C.

Together with the upper bound we obtainˆ
Q1

R

|∂eu|2 dz < C,

which completes the proof.
□

Remark 5.2. A similar argument leads to the following energy bounds on Qi
R:

(5.61) σR− C ≤ J(u,Qi
R) ≤ σR+ C, ∀R, i = 1, 2.

We now use Lemma 5.4 to refine the O(R
1
2 )-distance between the diffuse interface and lαi , as

suggested by Lemma 5.2, to O(1), thereby completing the proof of Theorem 1.4. The argument
follows essentially [25, Section 3.3], which combines techniques from [40, 30]. Here we will emphasize
the necessary adjustments required to accommodate the half-space setting.

We simply focus on the a1-a3 interface lα1 . To simplify the presentation, we rotate the coordinate
system by an angle α1, defining

v(x, y) = u(x cosα1 − y sinα1, x sinα1 + y cosα1).

We focus on the behavior of v(x, y) within the sector:

S := {(r cos θ, r sin θ) : θ ∈ [−α1

2
,
α2 − α1

2
]}.

For any x > 0, we define the line segment

Λx := {(x, y) : −x tan
α1

2
≤ y ≤ x tan

α2 − α1

2
},

which is the intersection of S and the vertical line passing through (x, 0). Now (5.60) becomes

(5.62)

ˆ
S
|∂xv|2 dz ≤ C.

And (5.55) becomes the following estimate on ∂S,

(5.63) |v(x, x tan α2 − α1

2
)− a3| ≤ Ke−kx, |v(x,−x tan

α1

2
)− a1| ≤ Ke−kx, ∀x > 0.

This together with standard elliptic regularity argument implies

(5.64) |∇v(x, x tan
α2 − α1

2
)| ≤ Ke−kx, |∇v(x,−x tan

α1

2
)| ≤ Ke−kx, ∀x > 0.
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Lemma 5.2 yields that

(5.65) (Dγ ∩ S) ⊂ {(x, y) : |y| ≤ Cmax{1, x
1
2 }},

where we still let Dγ denote the diffuse interface defined for v in the new coordinate system for
convenience. Lemma 5.2 also implies

|v(x, y)− a3| ≤ Ke−k(y−Cx1/2), y > Cx
1
2 , x > 0,

|v(x, y)− a1| ≤ Ke−k(|y|−Cx1/2), y < −Cx
1
2 , x > 0.

(5.66)

Another useful energy estimate follows from Remark 5.2:

(5.67) σR− C ≤ J(v,S ∩ {x < R}) ≤ σR+ C, ∀R > 0.

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.4, it suffices to show there exists a constant h0 such that

(5.68) ∥v(x, ·)− U13(· − h0)∥C2,β
loc (Λx;R2)

→ 0 as x → ∞.

We note that this convergence result directly implies

(Dγ ∩ S) ⊂ {|y| ≤ C},

which establishes (1.15) in the case αi ∈ (0, π). The remainder of this section is devoted to the
proof of (5.68). We first establish the following lemma, which is originally due to [40, Lemma 8.2]
and has been adapted to our setting with minor modifications.

Lemma 5.5. There exist constants C(u,W ) and k(u,W ) such that for any x > 0,

(5.69)

∣∣∣∣ˆ
Λx

(
1

2
|∂yv|2 −

1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dy − σ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−kx.

(5.70)

∣∣∣∣ˆ
Λx

∂xv ∂yv dy

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−kx.

Proof. Set

G(x) :=

ˆ
Λx

(
1

2
|∂yv|2 −

1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dy, H(x) :=

ˆ
Λx

∂xv ∂yv dy.

Direct computation implies

d

dx
G(x) =

d

dx

[ˆ x tan
α2−α1

2

−x tan
α1
2

(
1

2
|∂yv|2 −

1

2
|∂xv|2 +W (v)

)
dy

]

= tan
α2 − α1

2

(
1

2
|∂yv(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
)|2 − 1

2
|∂xv(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
)|2 +W (v(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
))

)
+ tan

α1

2

(
1

2
|∂yv(x,−x tan

α1

2
)|2 − 1

2
|∂xv(x,−x tan

α1

2
)|2 +W (v(x,−x tan

α1

2
))

)
+

ˆ x tan
α2−α1

2

−x tan
α1
2

(
∂yv ∂

2
xyv − ∂xv ∂

2
xxv +DW (v) ∂xv

)
dy
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The first two terms can be bounded by Ce−kx for some constants C, k depending only on u,W ,
thanks to (5.63) and (5.64). Since v solves (1.1), the third term becomes

ˆ x tan
α2−α1

2

−x tan
α1
2

(
∂yv ∂

2
xyv + ∂xv ∂

2
yyv
)
dy

= ∂xv(x, x tan
α2 − α1

2
) ∂yv(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
)− ∂xv(x,−x tan

α1

2
) ∂yv(x,−x tan

α1

2
),

which can be bounded by Ce−kx again by (5.64). Consequently, we obtain∣∣∣∣ ddxG(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−kx, ∀x > 0.

Therefore, there is a constant G0 such that

lim
x→∞

G(x) = G0, |G(x)−G0| ≤ Ce−kx.

It suffices to prove G0 = σ to get (5.69). Indeed, we have

|
ˆ R

0
G(x) dx− J(v,S ∩ {x < R})| =

ˆ
S∩{x<R}

|∂xv|2 dx ≤ C,

which together with (5.67) leads to |
´ R
0 G(x) dx − σR| ≤ C for any R > 0, and hence G0 = σ

follows immediately.
For H(x), a similar calculation using (1.1), (5.63) and (5.64) implies∣∣∣∣ ddxH(x)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ ddx
[ˆ x tan

α2−α1
2

−x tan
α1
2

(∂xv ∂yv) dy

] ∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ tan α2 − α1

2

(
∂xv(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
) ∂yv(x, x tan

α2 − α1

2
)

)
+ tan

α1

2

(
∂xv(x,−x tan

α1

2
) ∂yv(x,−x tan

α1

2
)
)

+

ˆ x tan
α2−α1

2

−x tan
α1
2

(
∂2
xxv ∂yv + ∂xv ∂

2
xyv
)
dy

∣∣∣∣
≤ Ce−kx +

∣∣∣∣ˆ x tan
α2−α1

2

−x tan
α1
2

d

dy

(
−1

2
|∂yv|2 +W (v) +

1

2
|∂xv|2

)
dy

∣∣∣∣
≤ Ce−kx.

Consequently, there is H0 such that

lim
x→∞

H(x) = H0, |H(x)−H0| ≤ Ce−kx.

Since
´
S |∂xv|2 dz ≤ C and

´
S∩{x<R} |∂yv|

2 dz ≤ σR, it follows that there exists a sequence xi → ∞
such that H(xi) → 0. Hence H0 = 0, and the proof is complete.

□
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Next, we extend our definition of v from S to the half plane {x > 0} for convenience. The
extended function, still denoted by v(x, y), satisfies

v(x, y) =


v(x, y), (x, y) ∈ S,
a3, dist((x, y),S) > 1, y > 0

a1, dist((x, y),S) > 1, y < 0

smooth interpolation between a3/a1 and v|∂S , 0 ≤ dist((x, y),S) ≤ 1.

One can carefully choose the interpolation function to guaranttee that

(5.71) |v(x, y)|+ |∇v(x, y)|+ |∇2v(x, y)| ≤ Ce−kx, ∀(x, y) such that 0 ≤ dist((x, y),S) ≤ 1.

This further implies that

(5.72) J(v, (R2 ∩ {x > 0}) \ S) ≤ C.

Define the set of functions

U := {U13(· − h) : h ∈ R}, is the set of all translations of U13.

A := {w ∈ H1
loc(R,R2) : w(−∞) = a1, w(+∞) = a3,

ˆ
R
(
1

2
|w′|2 +W (w)) dx < ∞}.

For simplicity, we shall henceforth write U13 as U . We further define

d0(w,U) := inf
τ∈U

∥w − τ∥L2(R;R2),

d1(w,U) := inf
τ∈U

∥w − τ∥H1(R;R2).

We invoke the following result from [40, Lemma 2.1, Lemma 4.5, Corollary 4.6 ] to show that
for most of x > 0, v|Σx , which belongs to A, can be approximated by a translation of U .

Proposition 5.6. There exist positive constants ε and Λ such that

(1) For s = 0, 1, if ds(w,U) ≤ ε, then there is a unique hs(w) such that

ds(w,U) = ∥w − U(· − hs(w))∥s,

where ∥ · ∥0 = ∥ · ∥L2(R;R2) and ∥ · ∥1 = ∥ · ∥H1(R;R2). Moreover, hs is a function of class C3−s

of w for s = 0, 1.

(2) If d1(w,U) ≤ ε, then

(5.73) J1(w)− σ ≥ Λ∥w − U(· − h0(w))∥2H1 ≥ Λd1(w,U)2.

(3) If d1(w,U) > ε, then J1(w) > σ + Λε2.

Define the “good” set

G := {x > 0 : d1(v(x, ·),U) ≤ ε}.
It follows from the energy bound (5.67) that

(5.74) H1(R+ \ G) ≤ C

ε2
= C(u,W ),

which means aside from the set of finite measure, most x belongs to G.
From Proposition 5.6, there exists a function h0(x) ∈ C2(G,R) such that

d0(v(x, ·),U) = ∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h0(x))∥0, x ∈ G.

For simplicity we will omit the subscript and write h0(x) as h(x). The following identities hold.
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(5.75)

ˆ ∞

−∞
(v(x, y)− U(y − h(x))) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy = 0, x ∈ G,

(5.76) h′(x) =

´∞
−∞ ∂xv(x, y) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy´∞

−∞
[
|U ′(y − h(x))|2 + U ′′(y − h(x))(v(x, y)− U(y − h(x)))

]
dy

.

Identity (5.75) follows from the fact that U(y − h(x)) minimizes the L2 distance to v(x, ·). And
(5.76) follows from differentiating (5.75) with respect to x.

Using (5.69), (5.70), (5.71) and (5.73), we have for x ∈ G,∣∣∣∣ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xv(x, y) · U ′(y − h(x)) dy

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xv(x, y) · (U ′(y − h(x))− ∂yv(x, y)) dy

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xv ∂yv dy

∣∣∣∣
≤∥∂xv(x, ·)∥0 · ∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h(x))∥1 + Ce−kx

≤1

2
∥∂xu(x, ·)∥20 +

1

2Λ
(

ˆ
R

1

2
|∂yv(x, y)|2 +W (v(x, y)) dy − σ) + Ce−kx,

≤1 + Λ

2Λ
∥∂xu(x, ·)∥20 + Ce−kx.

(5.77)

Now we are in the position to invoke [25, Lemma 3.12 & 3.13] to obtain the following result.

Proposition 5.7. As x → ∞, the distance function d0
(
v(x, ·),U

)
→ 0. Moreover, there exists a

constant h0 such that h(x) → h0 as x → ∞.

Proof. The proof is presented in Appendix B. □
It follows from Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.7 that

lim
x→∞

∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h0)∥L2(R) = 0.

Since for any compact set K ⊂ R, v(x, ·) − U(· − h0) is uniformly bounded in C2,β(K) for any

β ∈ (0, 1) and sufficiently large x, the L2 convergence above can be upgraded to C2,β
loc for any

β ∈ (0, 1). Thus, we have verified (5.68), which completes the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Appendix A. Proof of the upper bound in Lemma 5.1.

Proof. We first prove that for any R sufficiently large, there exists R̄ ∈ (R, 2R) such that

(A.78) J(u,B+
R̄
) ≤ 2σR̄+ C.

Let δ, ε be fixed small parameters. By the weaker energy bound (3.25), when R is sufficiently
large, one can always find a R̄ ∈ (R, 2R) such thatˆ

∂BR̄∩R2
+

(
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u)

)
dH1 < 2σ + ε.

When ε is taken suitably small, it implies that u should be δ-close to a1, a3, a2 respectively on
three arcs which connected by two O(1)-size small arcs on ∂BR̄. And by Corollary 4.4, those two

connecting arcs is O(R̄1−α
2 )-close to lα1 , lα2 , where α is the constant in (4.53). More precisely, we

have
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(1) There are angles 0 < θ1 < θ13 < θ23 < θ2 < π such that

|θ1 − α1| ≤ CR̄−α
2 , |θ2 − α2| ≤ CR̄−α

2 ,

|θi3 − θi| ≤ C(δ, u,W )R̄−1, i = 1, 2.

(2) When θ ∈ (0, θ1), |u(R̄, θ)− a1| ≤ δ; when θ ∈ (θ13, θ
2
3), |u(R̄, θ)− a3| ≤ δ; when θ ∈ (θ2, π),

|u(R̄, θ)− a2| ≤ δ.

Now we construct an energy competitor ut on B+
R̄

such that ut = u on ∂B+
R̄
. Consider the

partition B+
R̄
=

5⋃
i=1

Ωi for Ω1–Ω5 defined in the same way as in (2.18) by simply replacing r by R̄.

We set ut|∂Ω1 as

u(x, y) =


a1, y = 1, x ∈ [1,

√
R̄2 − 2R̄], or x+ iy = (R̄− 1)eiθ for θ ∈ [arcsin 1

R̄−1
, θ1],

a3, x+ iy = (R̄− 1)eiθ for θ ∈ [θ13, θ
2
3],

a2, y = 1, x ∈ [−
√
R̄2 − 2R̄,−1], or x+ iy = (R̄− 1)eiθ for θ ∈ [θ2, π − arcsin 1

R̄−1
],

while on the small arcs {(R̄, θ) : θ ∈ (θ1, θ
1
3)}, {(R̄, θ) : θ ∈ (θ23, θ2)} and the flat segment {(x, 1) :

x ∈ [−1, 1]}, take ut to be the smooth functions that connect the corresponding phases.
On Ω2, let ut vertically interpolate between ut|{y=1} and u0:

ut(x, y) = yut(x, 1) + (1− y)u0(x), x ∈ [−
√

R̄2 − 2R̄,
√
R̄2 − 2R̄], y ∈ (0, 1).

It is easy to verify that ∇ut and ut are uniformly bounded in {(x, y) : x ∈ [−1, 1], y ∈ [0, 1]}, and
therefore

J(ut, {x ∈ [−1, 1], y ∈ [0, 1]}) ≤ C.

On the positive leg Ω+
2 := {(x, y) : x ∈ [1,

√√
R̄2 − 2R̄], y ∈ [0, 1]}, by (1.6) and (1.8) we have

ˆ
Ω+

2

|∂yut|2 dxdy =

ˆ √
R̄2−2R̄

1
|a1 − u0(x)|2 dx ≤ C.

ˆ
Ω+

2

|∂xut|2 dxdy ≤
ˆ √

R̄2−2R̄

1
|∂xu0|2 dx ≤ C

ˆ
Ω+

2

|W (ut)|2 dxdy ≤
ˆ
Ω+

2

|ut(x, y)− a1|2 dxdy ≤ C.

Consequently,

J(ut,Ω
+
2 ) ≤ C,

and similar estimate also holds for the negative half Ω−
2 := {(x, y) : x ∈ [−

√√
R̄2 − 2R̄,−1], y ∈

[0, 1]}, which yields

J(ut,Ω2) ≤ C(u,W ).

On Ω3, which is approximately the width-1 layer between ∂BR̄−1 and ∂BR̄, let ut interpolate
in the radial direction between ut|∂BR̄

and u|∂BR̄
. Through the same estimate for Ω2, one can

conclude that

J(ut,Ω3) ≤ C(u,W ).

We point out this estimate relies on the O(1)-size of the phase transitional layer on ∂BR̄.
For the corner regions Ω4 and Ω5, one can argue as in the proof of Lemma 2.4 to extend ut in

Ω4 ∪ Ω5 and ensure that

J(ut,Ω4 ∪ Ω5) ≤ C.
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Finally, with the refined boundary data on ∂Ω1, we directly adopt the construction from [5,
Appendix A] to build ut using U13 and U32 around lα1 and lα2 , respectively, and ensure that it
satisfies

J(ut,Ω1) ≤ 2σR̄+ C.

Combining all the estimates in Ω1–Ω5 yields (A.78). The same upper bound for R follows from
(A.78) and the lower bound on the half annulus A+

R,R̄
:

J(u,A+
R,R̄

) ≥ 2σ(R̄−R)− C,

thanks to (5.55).
□

Appendix B. Proof of Proposition 5.7

We first prove lim
x→∞

d(v(x, ·),U) = 0 by contradiction. Suppose there exist ε0 > 0 and a sequence

xn → ∞ such that d0(v(xn, ·),U) ≥ ε0 for every n. Without loss of generality, we may assume
ε0 < ε, where ε is the constant in Proposition 5.6.

When d0(v(x, ·),U) > ε0
10 , Proposition 5.6 implies that J1(v(x, ·)) > σ + α( ε010)

2, and therefore

the measure of the set {x : d0(v(x, ·),U) > ε0
10} is bounded by a constant C

α(
ε0
10

)2
due to (5.67) and

(5.72). For sufficiently large R, one may always find xR > R such that

d0(v(xR, ·),U) ≤
ε0
10

.

Set

x̄R := inf{x : x > xR, d0(v(x, ·),U) = ε0},

where the existence of x̄R > xR is guaranteed by the fact that xn → ∞. For any x ∈ (xR, x̄R), we
compute

d

dx
|d0(v(x, ·),U)|2

=
d

dx

ˆ ∞

−∞
|v(x, y)− U(y − h(x))|2 dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞

(
∂xv(x, y)− U ′(y − h(x))∂xh(x)

)
· (v(x, y)− U(y − h(x))) dy

=

ˆ ∞

−∞
∂xv(x, y) · (v(x, y)− U(y − h(x))) dy

≤1

2

(
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + |d0(v(x, ·),U)|2

)
(B.79)

where we have utilized (5.75). Moreover, using (5.69) and (5.73), if x ∈ G,

d0(v(x, ·),U)2 ≤
1

Λ

(
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + Ce−kx

)
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Next we compute

99ε20
100

≤
ˆ x̄R

xR

(
d

dx
|d0(v(x, ·),U)|2

)
dx

≤
ˆ
(xR,x̄R)∩G

(
Λ + 1

2Λ
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + Ce−kx

)
dx

+

ˆ
(xR,x̄R)\G

1

2

(
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + d0(v(x, ·),U)2

)
dx

≤C

ˆ x̄R

xR

∥∂xv∥20 dx+ ε20|(xR, x̄R) \ G|+ Ce−kxR .

(B.80)

Since both
´
x>0 |∂xv|

2 dz and |R+ \ G| are bounded by a constant C(u,W ), the last line in (B.80)
goes to 0 as R → ∞, which yields a contradiction. Thus, we obtain lim

x→∞
d(v(x, ·),U) = 0.

It follows from Proposition 5.6 that there exists x0 > 0 such that h(x) is a well-defined C3

function on (x0,∞) and satisfies (5.75), (5.76) and d0(v(x, ·),U) < ε.
When x > x0, the denominator in (5.76) can be estimated byˆ ∞

−∞

[
|U ′(y − h(x))|2 + U ′′(y − h(x))(v(x, y)− U(y − h(x)))

]
dy

≥∥U ′∥20 − ε∥U ′′∥0

≥1

2
∥U ′∥20 ≥ C,

(B.81)

where we use that ∥U ′′∥0 is a constant and ε is sufficiently small. Now we combine (5.76), (5.77)
and (B.81) to obtain

(B.82) |h′(x)| ≤

{
C
(
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + e−kx

)
, x ∈ G,

C
(
∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 + ∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h(x))∥21 + e−kx

)
, x ∈ (x0,∞) \ G.

where C = C(u,W ).
We conclude the proof by the following calculation which implies the existence of lim

x→∞
h(x).

ˆ ∞

x0

|h′(x)| dx

≤C

(ˆ ∞

x0

∥∂xv(x, ·)∥20 dx+

ˆ
(x0,∞)\G

∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h(x))∥21 dx+ e−kx0

)

≤C

ˆ
{x>x0}

|∂xv|2 dz + C

ˆ
(x0,∞)\G

(
∥∂yv(x, ·)∥20 + ∥U ′∥20 + ∥v(x, ·)− U(· − h(x))∥20

)
dx+ Ce−kx0

≤C

(ˆ
{x>x0}

|∂xv|2 dz +
ˆ
(x0,∞)\G

J1(v(x, ·)) dx+ (∥U ′∥20 + ε)|(x0,∞) \ G|

)
+ Ce−kx0

≤C

(ˆ
{x>x0}

|∂xv|2 dz +
ˆ
{x∈{(x0,∞)\G}

|∂xv|2 dz + (σ + ∥U ′∥20 + ε)|(x0,∞) \ G|

)
+ Ce−kx0

≤C(u,W ),

where we have utilized (B.82), (5.69), (5.74) and
´
{x>0} |∂xv|

2 dz ≤ C.
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[6] Ambrosio, L., and Cabré, X. Entire solutions of semilinear elliptic equations in R3 and a conjecture of De

Giorgi. Journal of the American Mathematical Society 13, 4 (2000), 725–739.
[7] Baldo, S. Minimal interface criterion for phase transitions in mixtures of Cahn-Hilliard fluids. Annales de
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