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Abstract. We consider the Dirichlet problem for the p-Laplacian on a bounded
Lipschitz domain Ω ⊂ Rd with a {0,1}-valued function as the boundary condition
and study the dependence of the boundary derivative on p as p ↓ 1. We provide
sufficient conditions for the derivative to explode at rate CΩ

p−1 and to decay at rate
exp(− cΩ

p−1). Surprisingly, whether explosion or decay occurs is not determined
locally. We also present a critical example of a cylinder where this derivative
explodes at rate Cd√

p−1 .
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1. Introduction

We study the boundary behavior of p-harmonic functions, i.e., weak solutions to
the p-Laplace equation ∆pu = 0, where 1 < p <∞ and ∆pu = ∇⋅(∣∇u∣p−2∇u). Let u be
a non-constant p-harmonic function in a domain Ω ⊂ Rd. Then u satisfies the Hopf
boundary point lemma, which says that at every point on ∂Ω where u is minimized
and Ω admits an interior supporting ball, the inward normal derivative is positive
if it exists (this follows from [13, Proposition 3.2.1]). Our goal is to determine the
asymptotic behavior of this derivative as p ↓ 1.

Since the Dirichlet problem for the p-Laplacian is, in general, not solvable for
p = 1, it is natural to expect singularities as p ↓ 1. The following example shows two
different behaviors near the boundary. Let γ(p, d) = d−p

p−1 . Recall that the function

up(x) =
∣x∣−γ − 1
2−γ − 1

is p-harmonic on {x ∈ Rd, 1 < ∣x∣ < 2} and satisfies the boundary conditions up(x) = 0
for ∣x∣ = 1 and up(x) = 1 for ∣x∣ = 2. A simple calculation shows that as p tends to 1,
the normal derivative of up explodes on {∣x∣ = 1}, and tends to 0 rapidly on {∣x∣ = 2}.
See Figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1. The behavior of radial p-harmonic function for different
p. As p approaches 1, the boundary derivative grows rapidly near
{∣x∣ = 1}, while it approaches 0 near {∣x∣ = 2}.
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Figure 2. The (absolute value) of the boundary derivative at the
boundary as a function of p.

The natural question is how to classify such behaviors. From the example, a naive
guess is that the curvature of the boundary determines them. However, this is not the
complete story. As we shall see later, the limiting behavior of the normal derivative
is actually determined by some nonlocal conditions on the boundary values.

We focus on the special case where the boundary values form an upper semicon-
tinuous {0,1}-valued function. In this case, the Perron solution is the canonical
solution of the Dirichlet problem; see [3, Chapter 9] for precise definitions.

Our main results are the following two characterizations of boundary derivative
asymptotics. The definitions of the notation are in Section 2.

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded Lipschitz domain and assume ∂Ω is C2

near x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Let F be an indicator function of a closed subset of ∂Ω. We assume
F (x0) = 0. For p ∈ (1,2), let u be the p-harmonic function with Dirichlet boundary
condition F .

(a)

∃C = C(Ω, F ) > 0 such that ∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0) ⩽

C

p − 1
. (1.1)

(b) If there exists R > 0 such that {F = 0} ∖ {x0} ⊂ B(x0 −RÐ→n (x0),R), then

∃c = c(Ω, F ) > 0 such that c

p − 1
⩽ ∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0). (1.2)

Here, the condition of order 1
p−1 explosion in (b) means that the region {F = 0} is

dominated by a large ball centered outside Ω; see figure 3.

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded Lipschitz domain and assume ∂Ω is C2

near x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Let F be an indicator function of a closed subset of ∂Ω. We assume
F (x0) = 0. For p ∈ (1,2), let u be the p-harmonic function with Dirichlet boundary
condition F .

(a) (hyperplane separation) If there exist ξ ∈ Rd and β ∈ R such that ξ ⋅ x0 > β
and {x ∈ ∂Ω ∶ F (x) = 1} ⊂ {ξ ⋅ x < β}, then

∃C = C(Ω, F ) > 0 such that ∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0) ⩽ exp(−

C

p − 1
) . (1.3)

(b) If {F = 1} has a nonempty relative interior in ∂Ω, then

∃c = c(Ω, F ) > 0 such that ∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0) ⩾ exp(−

c

p − 1
) . (1.4)
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Ω

F = 0

F = 1

x0

Figure 3. If {F = 0}∖{x0} is contained in a ball (with red boundary)
tangent at x0, then a lower bound of order 1

p−1 on the boundary
derivative holds as p ↓ 1; see Theorem 1.1.

On the other hand, the condition of exponential decay in Theorem 1.2 is about
{F = 1} being separated by a hyperplane from x0. See figure 4. The exact definitions
and proof of the results are in Section 2 and 3.

Ω

x0
F = 0

F = 1

Figure 4. If {F = 1} is separated by a hyperplane from x0, then the
exponential decay of boundary derivative holds in Theorem 1.2. The
curvature at x0 is irrelevant.

A special method using measure transformations also appears in the probabilistic
approach. The intermediate result in this approach, Lemma 3.1, is also of its own
interest, as it gives a lower bound (with explicit dependence on p and d) for the
hitting probability of the tug-of-war process. See [11] for an application of this
lemma.

In Section 4, we analyze a critical example that falls between the cases described
in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. In this example, the transition between the boundary
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values occurs on the tangent plane at x0, and we show that the boundary derivative
is of order (p − 1)−1/2 as p ↓ 1.

F = 0

F = 1

x0

F = 1

Figure 5. The cylinder and the boundary condition in Theorem 1.3.
F = 1 on the top and sides of the cylinder.

Theorem 1.3. Consider the cylinder Q = {(x, y) ∶ x ∈ Bd(0,1), y ∈ (0,1)} ⊂ Rd+1

depicted in Figure 5, where d ⩾ 1. Let F ∶ ∂Q→ {0,1} be the indicator function:

F (x, y) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1, ∣x∣ = 1 or y = 1
0, otherwise

and let u be the p-harmonic function on Q with boundary condition F . Then,

c

√
d

p − 1
⩽ ∂u

∂y
(0,0) ⩽

√
d

p − 1
, (1.5)

where c = 1
24 .

This example suggests that the boundary derivative can exhibit a range of behav-
iors between the explosion and exponential decay regimes.

1.1. Related results. The Hopf boundary point lemma was first proved by Hopf
in [4] for classical harmonic functions. Tolksdorf in [13, Proposition 3.2.1] proved a
generalization for p-harmonic functions with 1 < p <∞ and the result is now known
for a wide class of degenerate nonlinear equations; see, for example, [12, Theorem
5.1.1]. There is also recent progress that generalizes this to the fractional p-Laplacian
for p ⩾ 2 in [5, 9].

In general, the boundary derivative of a p-harmonic function may not be well-
defined. It was shown in a series works of DiBenedetto, Evans, Lewis, Tolksdorf,
Uhlenbeck and Ural’seva that (weak) p-harmonic functions have a Hölder continu-
ous derivative in the interior; see [1, 2, 6, 14, 15, 16]. To ensure the existence of the
boundary derivative, further assumptions on the domain and the boundary condi-
tions are needed. For example, when the boundary is C1,α and the boundary values
are of class C1,α, the existence was shown by Lieberman in [7].

2. Nonlocal behavior via comparison

In this part, we derive some nonlocal behavior of the boundary derivative of p-
harmonic functions as p approaches 1. We will give the proof of Theorem 1.1 and
part (a) of Theorem 1.2.
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2.1. Notation. Throughout the section, we assume that Ω ⊂ Rd is a bounded Lips-
chitz domain and ∂Ω is C2 near x0 ∈ ∂Ω. We use Ð→n = Ð→n (x0) to denote the inward
normal vector of ∂Ω at x0. For any function u on Ω that is continuous near x ∈ ∂Ω,
we set ∂u

∂Ð→n (x) = lim suph→0+
u(x+hÐ→n )−u(x)

h and ∂u
∂Ð→n (x) = lim infh→0+

u(x+hÐ→n )−u(x)
h .

We recall the definition of solutions to the p-Laplace equation. For more details,
one may refer to [3] or [8].

We say a function h ∈W 1,p
loc (Ω) is a (weak) solution to the equation∇⋅(∣∇h∣p−2∇h) =

0 if for any φ ∈ C∞c (Ω), it holds that

∫
Ω
∣∇h∣p−2∇h ⋅ ∇φ = 0.

To deal with non-continuous boundary conditions, we need the notion of Perron
solutions.

We say a function u ∶ Ω→ R is p-superharmonic in Ω if u is lower semicontinuous
and the following conditions hold: For any bounded open D with D ⊂ Ω and each
continuous function h ∈ C(D)∩W 1,p

loc (D) that solves −∇⋅(∣∇h∣p−2∇h) = 0 weakly, one
has: if h ⩽ u on ∂D, then h ⩽ u in D.

A function u is said to be p-subharmonic if −u is p-superharmonic.
For any function F on ∂Ω, we let UF be the class of p-superharmonic functions

u in Ω that are bounded below and satisfy lim infx→x0 u(x) ⩾ F (x0) for all x0 ∈ ∂Ω.
Similarly, LF is the class p-subharmonic functions u in Ω that are bounded above
and satisfylim supx→x0

u(x) ⩽ F (x0) for all x0 ∈ ∂Ω. We define the upper and lower
Perron solutions respectively as

HF = inf
u∈UF

u. (2.1)

HF = sup
u∈LF

u. (2.2)

In our case, the boundary ∂Ω is Lipschitz, and hence satisfies the exterior cone
condition. In particular, for any continuous boundary values, there exists a contin-
uous p-harmonic extension to Ω. Therefore, Ω is regular in the sense of [3, 9.5]. In
particular, any upper (or lower) semicontinuous boundary values F are resolutive.
We have HF = HF . In this case, we say u = HF = HF is the p-harmonic func-
tion with Dirichlet boundary condition F . Furthermore, u is continuous near
every point of continuity of F . Note that this definition coincides with the classical
definition if F is continuous.

We also use Bm(x,R) for x ∈ Rm and R > 0 to denote the m-dimensional ball
centered at x with radius R. When m = d, we also write B(x,R) = Bd(x,R).

2.2. Proof of main results.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. For simplicity, we assume x0 = 0 and Ð→n (0) = e1 throughout
the proof.

Lower bound in (b):
Let R be the constant in the assumption. Then we choose a large constant

M > 2diam(Ω). Let v be the unique p-harmonic function on Ω′ = B(−Re1,R +
M) ∖ B(−Re1,R) with boundary condition v = 0 on ∂B(−Re1,R) and v = 1 on
∂B(−Re1,R +M). See Figure 6. More precisely,

v(x) = ∣x −Re1∣−γ −R−γ

(R +M)−γ −R−γ
,
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where recall that γ = γ(p, d) = d−p
p−1 . Then we restrict v to Ω ∩Ω′ and have that v ⩽ u

on ∂(Ω∩Ω′). Then it follows from the comparison principle that v ⩽ u in Ω∩Ω′. In
particular, ∂u

∂e1
(0) ⩾ ∂v

∂e1
(0) ⩾ c

p−1 for c = 10d
R when p is close to 1.

Ω

F = 0

F = 1

x0

Ω
′

v = 0

v = 1

Figure 6. The test function v for the lower bound in (b).

Upper bound in (a):
We then show an upper bound for any general domain. The strategy is similar.

Since the boundary is locally C2, it satisfies the exterior ball condition; hence we
can find a ball B(−δe1, δ) such that B(−δe1, δ) ∩ Ω = {0}. We then pick δ′ small
enough so that ∂Ω ∩ {F = 1} ∩ B(−δe1, δ + δ′) = ∅. Again we let w be the unique
p-harmonic function on Ω′′ = B(−δe1, δ + δ′) ∖B(−δe1, δ) with boundary condition
w = 0 on ∂B(−δe1, δ) and w = 1 on ∂B(−δe1, δ + δ′). See Figure 7. Since w ⩾ u on
∂(Ω ∩ Ω′′), we conclude that ∂u

∂e1
(0) ⩽ ∂w

∂e1
(0) ⩽ C

p−1 , with the choice C = d
10δ for p

close to 1. □

Ω

F = 0

F = 1

Ω
′′

x0

w = 0

w = 1

Figure 7. The test function w for the upper bound in (a).
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Proof of (a) of Theorem 1.2. In this proof, it is convenient to assume ξ = −e1, β = 0
by a rotation and a translation. In other words, {F = 1} ⊂ {x1 > 0} and x0 ∈ {x1 < 0}.

Since Ω is bounded, we can find y ∈ Rd and R > 0 so that ∂B(y,R) also separates
x0 and {F = 1}, i.e., {F = 1} ⊂ B(y,R) and x0 ∉ B(y,R). In particular, there
exists ε > 0 such that x0 ∉ B(y,R + ε). We also find R′ sufficiently large so that
Ω ⊂ B(y,R′).

Let
v(x) = ∣x − y∣

−γ − (R′)−γ

R−γ − (R′)−γ
,

which is p-harmonic in Ω1 = B(y,R′) ∖ B(y,R). Then we observe that v ⩾ u on
∂(Ω1 ∩Ω). Therefore, by the comparison principle, we have u(x) ⩽ v(x) in Ω1 ∩Ω.
In particular, for any x ∈ ∂B(y,R + ε) ∩Ω, we have

u(x) ⩽ (R
′)−γ − (R + ε)−γ

(R′)−γ −R−γ
. (2.3)

.
We then consider the p-harmonic function w on Ω2 = Ω∖B(y,R+ε) with Dirichlet

boundary condition w = 0 on ∂Ω ∖B(y,R + ε) and w = 1 on ∂B(y,R + ε) ∩ Ω. By
Theorem 1.1, we know there exists C such that ∂w

∂Ð→n (x0) ⩽
C
p−1 . Also, from (2.3), we

know u ⩽ (R
′)−γ−(R+ε)−γ
(R′)−γ−R−γ w on ∂Ω2. Therefore,

∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0) ⩽

(R′)−γ − (R + ε)−γ

(R′)−γ −R−γ
C

p − 1
⩽ exp(− C ′

p − 1
) ,

for C ′ = C ′(R, ε, d) = 10d log(1 + ε/R) > 0 and for p sufficiently close to 1, which is
the desired estimate.

□

3. An exponential lower bound via tug-of-war

For the proof of an exponential lower bound, we consider the probabilistic ap-
proach developed in [10]. We estimate the value of p-harmonic functions by calcu-
lating the hitting probability of the tug-of-war game. This allows us to use some
probabilistic methods. In particular, we use a perturbation of the probability mea-
sure to give lower bounds.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose 0 < r < R and 0 < h < H are fixed real numbers. Let Q =
{(x, y) ∶ x ∈ Bd−1(0,R), y ∈ (0,H)}. Let u be the p-harmonic function for 1 < p ⩽ 2
in Q with the Dirichlet boundary condition

u(x, y) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

0, y = 0 or ∣x∣ = R,

1 y =H and ∣x∣ < R,
(3.1)

as indicated in Figure 8. Then there exists a finite positive constant C = C(r,R,h,H)
such that for any x0 with ∣x0∣ ⩽ r, we have

u(x0, h) ⩾ exp(−
Cd

p − 1
) . (3.2)

Proof. It suffices to assume x0 = 0, since for general x0, we can apply the result to
the p-harmonic function in Q1 = Bd−1(x0,R − r) × (0,H) and use the comparison
principle. Furthermore, we can assume R = 1 after replacing H and h by H/R and
h/R.
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F = 0

F = 1

(x0, y)

F = 0

Figure 8. The boundary condition in Lemma 3.1.

By the comparison principle, we may prove the estimate for another p-harmonic
function v with a continuous boundary condition F ∶ ∂Q→ R, where

F (x, y) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

0, y = 0 or ∣x∣ = 1,
min{1,10 − 10∣x∣}, y =H and ∣x∣ < 1.

(3.3)

Now we consider the tug-of-war with noise on Q = Bd−1(0,1)× (0,H), with initial
state (0, h), boundary condition F , and sufficiently small step size ε. To be more
precise, we consider the stochastic zero-sum game (Xn)n⩾0 between two players,
described below. The initial value is X0 = (0, h) ∈ Q. To determine Xn+1 from Xn, we
toss a fair coin between the two players, and the winning player may choose a vector
vn+1 ∈ B(0, ε). Then a random noise vector wn+1 perpendicular to vn. with ∣wn+1∣ =√

d−1
p−1 ∣vn∣ is drawn uniformly. The position is moved to Xn+1 =Xn +vn+1 +wn+1. We

continue playing the game until the stopping time

τ ∶= inf
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
n ⩾ 0 ∶ d(Xn, ∂Q) <

⎛
⎝

√
d − 1
p − 1

+ 1
⎞
⎠
ε

⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
.

Then the winner of the next coin toss may choose a boundary point

Xτ+1 ∈ B
⎛
⎝
Xτ ,
⎛
⎝

√
d − 1
p − 1

+ 1
⎞
⎠
ε
⎞
⎠
∩ ∂Q

and end the game.
LetM1(⋅) be the space of Borel probability measures on a space. A strategy for a

player is a collection of functions (hn)n⩾1, where hn ∶ B(0, ε)n−1×B (0,
√

d−1
p−1ε)

n−1
→

M1(B(0, ε)) determines what the player will do (i.e. a probability measure on
B(0, ε)) given the moves and noises up to time n−1. Then for each pair of strategies
(SI , SII), there exists a probability measure P on a suitable space that determines
the process. And the game value (for player II) is defined as

vε2 = inf
SII

sup
SI

E(F (Xτ+1)1τ<∞).

Furthermore, as shown in [10], under this choice of parameters, we have limε→0 v
ε
2 =

v(0, h), where v is the p-harmonic function described by boundary condition (3.3).
Here the continuity of F is necessary. For more details, see [10].

This probabilistic description allows us to consider the stochastic game instead of
the original p-harmonic function. To give a lower bound on the value of player II,
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we need to define a good strategy SI given any strategy SII of player II. Let c > 0 be
a fixed constant to be determined later, and define the counter strategy as follows.
Given SII = (hn)n⩾1, we define the probability measures

hn(A) = hn(−A), for all A ∈ B(Rd).

gn =
1 − 2cε

p−1

1 + 2cε
p−1

hn +
4cε
p−1

1 + 2cε
p−1

δεed .

Here hn is the strategy opposite to hn, and δεed (a dirac measure) is just the strategy
that always pushes in the d-th coordinate direction. The expression denotes the
convex combination of two probability measures. In other words, the strategy gn

means that with probability
1− 2cε

p−1
1+ 2cε

p−1
, we choose a direction opposite to the opponent’s

strategy, while otherwise we just move ε in the d-th direction. We will show that
with this counter strategy SI = (gn), the probability of reaching Bd−1(0,1) × {H} is
bounded below.

The basic idea to show this lower bound is to consider the biased process. First,
we will show that we will reach the upper boundary with constant probability if we
slightly perturb the process.

Fixing the strategy pair (SI , SII) described above, we denote P as the probability
measure that determines the process (Xn). We consider another probability measure
P̃ on the same probability space, which assigns player I winning probability 1

2 +
cε
p−1

rather than 1
2 during each coin toss, while keeping randomness from noises and

strategies unchanged.
Under this new probability measure P̃, during each step, the probability that

player II moves is 1
2 −

cε
p−1 . The probability that player I moves a vector opposite to

player II’s strategy is also 1
2 −

cε
p−1 . The probability that player I moves upward by ε

directly is 2cε
p−1 . Also note that all the noises are unbiased. Therefore, if we denote

Xn = (ρn, Yn),
where ρn ∈ Bd−1(0,1) is the first d−1 coordinates of Xn and Yn is the d-th coordinate
of Xn, then under P̃,

Mn = Yn −
2cε2n

p − 1
(3.4)

is a martingale up to time τ = inf {n ⩾ 0, d(Xn, ∂Q) < (
√

d−1
p−1 + 1) ε} with respect to

the natural filtration (Fn) of the process. In other words, Mn∧τ is a martingale with
respect to (Fn).

Furthermore, we also compute Ẽ[∣ρn+1∣2∣Fn]. We denote the first d−1 coordinates
of the move vn by ξn and the first d − 1 coordinates of the noise wn by ηn. Up to
time τ , we have

Ẽ[ρ2n+1∣Fn] = Ẽ[(ρn + ηn+1 + ξn+1)2∣Fn]

= Ẽ[ρ2n + ξ2n+1 − 2ρn ⋅ ξn+1 + η2n+1 − 2(ρn + ξn+1) ⋅ ηn+1∣Fn]

= ρ2n + Ẽ[ξ2n+1] + Ẽ[η2n+1]

⩽ ρ2n +
d − 1
p − 1

ε2 + ε2

⩽ ρ2n +
d

p − 1
ε2.
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Here from the second line to the third line, we observe that (ξn+1, ηn+1) are inde-
pendent of Fn. We also make use of the fact that (ρn, ξn+1) has the same law as
(ρn,−ξn+1); (ρn, ηn+1, ξn+1) has the same law as (ρn,−ηn+1, ξn+1). The calculation
above means

Nn = ρ2n −
dε2n

p − 1
is a supermartingale up to time τ under P̃.

We first apply the optional stopping theorem to M to obtain

ẼMτ = ẼYτ −
2cε2

p − 1
Ẽτ = h.

In particular, for ε sufficiently small,

P̃ [Yτ ⩽ 2(
d − 1
p − 1

+ 1) ε] ⩽ H − ẼYτ
H − 2(d−1p−1 + 1) ε

⩽ H − h
H − h

2

=∶ 1 −C1(H,h). (3.5)

Also, if we denote
T0 =

H(p − 1)
C1(H,h)cε2

,

then we have

P̃ [τ > T0] ⩽ T−10 Ẽτ ⩽ H(p − 1)
2cε2

( H(p − 1)
C1(H,h)cε2

)
−1

⩽ C1

2
. (3.6)

Now we apply the optional stopping theorem to N to obtain

ẼNτ∧T0 = Ẽρ
2
τ∧T0
− dε2

p − 1
Ẽ[τ ∧ T0] ⩽ 0.

In particular,

Ẽρ2τ∧T0
⩽ dε2

p − 1
T0 ⩽

Hd

C1c
.

Therefore,
P̃ [τ < T0, ρ2τ >

1

2
] ⩽ P̃ [ρ2τ∧T0

⩾ 1

2
] ⩽ 2Ẽρ2τ∧T0

⩽ 2Hd

C1c
.

With the choice of c = c(d,H,h) = 8Hd
C2

1
, we have

P̃ [τ < T0, ρ2τ >
1

2
] ⩽ C1

4
. (3.7)

Also, to control the Radon-Nikodym derivative between the two measures, we
consider the number of steps the two players take. We define

Zn =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1, if player I wins the n-th coin toss,
−1, if player II wins the n-th coin toss.

Define
Sn =

n

∑
i=1

Zi.

The Radon-Nikodym derivative between the two probability measures can be writ-
ten as a function of (Zi)i⩾1. More precisely, we have

ft(Z) ∶=
dP̃
dP
=
⎛
⎝

1
2 +

cε
p−1

1
2

⎞
⎠

t+St
2 ⎛
⎝

1
2 −

cε
p−1

1
2

⎞
⎠

t−St
2

=
⎛
⎝
1 + 2cε

p−1

1 − 2cε
p−1

⎞
⎠

St
2

(1 − ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
t
2

.
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A direct calculation shows that

Ẽ[ft+1(Z)∣Ft] =
1

2
(1 + 2cε

p − 1
)
2

ft(Z) +
1

2
(1 − 2cε

p − 1
)
2

ft(Z) = (1 + (
2cε

p − 1
)
2

)ft(Z).

This means

Qn = (1 + (
2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
−n

fn(Z)

is a positive martingale under P̃. In particular, by a standard stopping time argument,
we have

P̃ [ max
0⩽n⩽T0

Qn ⩾
8

C1
] ⩽ P̃ [Qν∧T0 ⩾

8

C1
] ⩽ C1

8
,

where ν is the first time Qn exceeds 8
C1

.
Combining this with (3.5), (3.6) and (3.7), we conclude with

P̃ [τ < T0, ρ2τ ⩽
1

2
, Yτ > 2(

d − 1
p − 1

+ 1) ε, max
0⩽n⩽T0

Qn <
8

C1
] ⩾ C1

8
.

Finally, we compute the probability of this event under the original probability
measure. Note that under this event,

dP̃
dP
⩽ (1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
T0

max
0⩽n⩽T0

Qn ⩽
8

C1
(1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
T0

.

Combining the two displays above, we have

P [τ < T0, ρ2τ ⩽
1

2
, Yτ > 2(

d − 1
p − 1

+ 1) ε, max
0⩽n⩽T0

Qn <
8

C1
] ⩾ (1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
−T0 C2

1

64
.

Therefore, we have

P [Xτ+1 ∈ Bd−1 (0, 9

10
) × {H}, τ <∞]

⩾P [τ < T0, ρ2τ ⩽
1

2
, Yτ > 2(

d − 1
p − 1

+ 1) ε, max
0⩽n⩽T0

Qn <
8

C1
]

⩾C ′ (1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
−C(p−1)

ε2

(3.8)

for some constants C,C ′, c depending only on d,H,h.
Since the estimate is true for any strategy SII and the described strategy SI , we

have

vε2 ⩾ inf
SII

sup
SI

P(Xτ+1 ∈ Bd−1 (0, 9

10
) × {H}, τ <∞) ⩾ C ′ (1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
−C(p−1)

ε2

.

We pass to the limit to obtain

v(0,H) ⩾ lim sup
ε→0+

C ′ (1 + ( 2cε

p − 1
)
2

)
−C(p−1)

ε2

= C ′ exp(−4Cc2

p − 1
) ,

⩾ h2

64(2H − h)2
exp(−32H

2(2H − h)3d
h3(p − 1)

) ,

which completes the proof. □
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Using this special case on a cylinder, we can finish the proof of Theorem 1.2.
Although there are many details concerning a general domain, the spirit is simple:
we construct a finite sequence of cylinders from any point to the target boundary
and repeatedly use the estimate in Lemma 3.1.

Proof of (b) in Theorem 1.2. We first fix a point y ∈ ∂Ω such that there exists a ball
B(y, r) with B(y, r)∩∂Ω ⊂ {F = 1}. Shrinking r, we may assume ∂Ω is the graph of
a Lipschitz function in B(y, r). In particular, we find a small cylinder Q ⊂ B(y, r)
containing y, with its top contained in Ωc and its bottom contained in Ω. Fix a point
y′ ∈ Ω∩Q. By the interior ball condition, we also find a small ball B(x1, r′) near x0
such that

B(x1, r′) ⊂ Ω and ∂B(x1, r′) ∩ ∂Ω = {x0}.

We take a piecewise straight path γ = ∪Ni=1[xi, xi+1] joining x1 and xN+1 = y in Ω.
Here, [xi, xi+1] ∶= {λxi + (1 − λ)xi+1, λ ∈ (0,1)} denotes the line segment connecting
xi and xi+1.

Let δ = 1
10 min(d(γ, ∂Ω), d(y′, ∂Q), r′/4) > 0. For 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N , we define the cylinder

Qi to be centered at the line segment [xi − (1 + i
N
) δ xi+1−xi

∣xi+1−xi∣ , xi+1] (i.e., with bottom
center xi − (1 + i

N
) δ xi+1−xi

∣xi+1−xi∣ and top center xi+1) and with radius (1 + i
N
) δ. See

Figure 9. In particular, Qi ⊂ Ω by our definition of δ.

xi

xi+1

xi+2

Qi+1

Qi

Figure 9. The cylinder Qi and Qi+1.

We use Γi to denote the top hypersurface of ∂Qi (i.e. the flat hypersurface at xi+1).
Then our choice guarantees that Γi is contained in Qi+1, at a distance 1

N δ from its
boundary. In particular, Lemma 3.1 applies to Qi+1. Let vi+1 be the p-harmonic
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function on Qi+1 with boundary value 1 on Γi+1 and 0 elsewhere. Then there exists
a constant Ci independent of p such that for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N − 1

vi+1(x) ⩾ exp(−
Ci+1
p − 1

) , ∀x ∈ Γi. (3.9)

We also make use of the estimate for v1 in Q1. Since B(x1, δ/2) ⊂ Q1, we have

v1(x) ⩾ exp(−
C1

p − 1
) , ∀x ∈ B (x1,

δ

2
) . (3.10)

By the comparison principle on Qi+1, we see that for the non-negative p-harmonic
function u, we have for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N − 1,

inf
x∈Γi

u(x) ⩾ exp(−Ci+1
p − 1

) inf
x∈Γi+1

u(x). (3.11)

The estimate is still true when i = 0 if we replace Γ0 by B (x1, δ2).
Now recall the cylinder Q containing y′. We also let v be the p-harmonic function

in Q with boundary value v = 1 on top (the surface contained in Ωc) and v = 0
elsewhere. Then for the same reason

v(x) ⩾ exp(− C

p − 1
) , ∀x ∈ ΓN . (3.12)

The comparison principle on Q ∩Ω implies

inf
x∈ΓN

u(x) ⩾ exp(− C

p − 1
) . (3.13)

We combine all the estimates above, and show the existence of a constant C,
depending only on Ω and F , such that

inf
x∈B(x1,

δ
2
)
u(x) ⩾ exp(− C

p − 1
) . (3.14)

Finally, we compare u with the fundamental solution in B(x1, r′) ∖B (x1, δ2) to see

∂u

∂Ð→n
(x0) ⩾ exp(−

C(Ω, F )
p − 1

) . (3.15)

□

4. A critical example

In this part, we show an example of critical behaviors not contained in the result
above. When the conditions in Theorem 1.1 and 1.2 are not satisfied, the bound-
ary derivative can exhibit a different asymptotic. In our example, we consider the
Dirichlet problem on a (d + 1)-dimensional cylinder.We show that the asymptotic
order of the boundary derivative behaves as O( 1√

p−1).
Write z ∈ Rd+1 as z = (x, y) with x ∈ Rd, y ∈ R.
Consider the cylinder

Q = {(x, y) ∈ Rd+1 ∣ ∣x∣2 < 1,0 < y < 1}.

Let F ∶ ∂Q→ {0,1} be the indicator function

F (x, y) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1, y = 1 or ∣x∣ = 1,
0, otherwise.

See Figure 5.
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Let u be the p-harmonic function in Q with Dirichlet boundary condition F . We
claim the following asymptotic behavior.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose p ∈ (1,2). Then

c1

√
d

p − 1
⋅ y ⩽ u(0, y) ⩽

√
d

p − 1
⋅ y, (4.1)

for y ∈ [0,
√

p−1
d ], where c1 = 1/40.

Remark 4.2. For simplicity, in the following calculation, we use a normalized p-
Laplacian defined as ∆N

p u = ∣∇u∣4−p∆pu = ∣∇u∣2 ⋅∆u + (p − 2)∆N
∞u, where ∆N

∞u =
∑i,j ∂iu ∂iju ∂ju.

Remark 4.3. The lower bound u(x, y) ⩾ c1
√

d
p−1 ⋅ y applies for y ⩽ 20

√
d

p−1 and also
in the infinite cylinder {(x, y) ∣ ∣x∣ < 1, y > 0}.

In particular, we have the following derivative estimate. Note that in this example,
we can use a monotonicity argument to verify that the boundary derivative exists.

Corollary 4.4. We have

c1

√
d

p − 1
⩽ ∂u

∂y
(0) ⩽

√
d

p − 1
. (4.2)

Proof. It suffices to show the existence of the boundary derivative. We first show
that u(0, y) = infx∈Bd(0,1) u(x, y) for all y ∈ (0,1).

For any x0 ∈ Bd(0,1), consider the function ũ(x, y) = u(x + x0, y) defined on
Q̃ = {(x, y) ∶ x ∈ B(−x0,1), (x + x0

2 ) ⋅ x0 > 0, 0 < y < 1}. Note that ∂Q̃ consists of the
following parts:

∂Q̃ = Γ1 ∪ Γ2 ∪ Γ3,

Γ1 = {(x, y) ∶ x ∈ B(−x0,1), (x +
x0
2
) ⋅ x0 ⩾ 0, y ∈ {0,1}} ;

Γ2 = {(x, y) ∶ x ∈ ∂B(−x0,1), (x +
x0
2
) ⋅ x0 ⩾ 0, 0 < y < 1} ;

Γ3 = {(x, y) ∶ x ∈ B(−x0,1), (x +
x0
2
) ⋅ x0 = 0, 0 < y < 1} .

By definition u = ũ on Γ1. Note that ũ = 1 ⩾ u on Γ2. On Γ3, we use the observation
that u has a spherical symmetry in x that u(x, y) = u(x′, y) as long as ∣x∣ = ∣x′∣.
Therefore, we have ũ = u on Γ3. The comparison principle shows u(x0, y) = ũ(0, y) ⩾
u(0, y).

Therefore, for any y1 > 0, the p-harmonic function y
y1
u(0, y1) is less than or equal

to u on the set {y = y1}. Applying the comparison principle on B(0,1) × (0, y1), we
have u(0, y2) ⩾ y2

y1
u(0, y1). This means that u(0,y)

y is decreasing in y. Together with
(4.1), we conclude that the limit at 0 exists.

□

Now we return to the original estimate.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We will use the quadratic test functions
w(x, y) = ∣x∣2 + 2ay − by2 .
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We have
∇w = 2(x, a − by);
∆w = 2(d − b);

∆N
∞w = 8(∣x∣2 − b(a − by)2). (4.3)

Thus
∆N

p w = 8[(∣x∣2 + (a − by)2)(d − b) + (p − 2)(∣x∣2 − b(a − by)2)]

= 8[∣x∣2(d − b + p − 2) + (a − by)2(d − b(p − 1))]. (4.4)

Upper bound on u(0, y):

Let b = d
p−1 so that d − b + p − 2 < 0 for 1 < p < 2. Then ∆pw < 0 in (4.4).

Moreover, for a =
√

d
p−1 =

√
b and y1 =

√
p−1
d , we have

● w(x, y1) ⩾ w(0, y1) = 1;

●
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩

w(x, y) ⩾ w(x,0) = 1

if ∣x∣ = 1 and 0 ⩽ y ⩽ y1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎭
.

Thus w ⩾ u on ∂Q1 where

Q1 = {(x, y) ∈ Q ∣ y ⩽ y1}.

Since w is p-superharmonic, we conclude that u ⩽ w on Q1. In particular,

y ⩽
√

p − 1
d
Ô⇒ u(0, y) ⩽ ay = y

√
d

p − 1
.

Lower bound on u(0, y):

Let yk = k
√

p−1
d and b = d

2(p−1) .

For ∆pw ⩾ 0 it suffices by (4.4) that

b ⩽ d

2
(a − by)2 . (4.5)

For (4.5) to hold in Qk = {(x, y) ∈ Q ∣ y ⩽ yk} we need
1

p − 1
⩽ (a − byk)2,

that is,

a ⩾ byk + (p − 1)−
1
2 = k

√
d + 2

2
√
p − 1

. (4.6)

Let ak = (k+2)
√
d

2
√
p−1 so that ak

b = (k + 2)
√

p−1
d = yk+2.

Then
f(x, y) = b ⋅ (y − yk+2)2 + 1 − ∣x∣2

b ⋅ y2k+2
satisfies f(x,0) ⩾ 1 when ∣x∣ ⩽ 1 and f(x, y) ⩾ 0 in Q.
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Thus

1 − f(x, y) = 2b ⋅ y ⋅ yk+2 − by2 − 1 + ∣x∣2

b ⋅ y2k+2
= b ⋅ (2ak ⋅ y − by2 + ∣x∣2 − 1)

a2k

satisfies 1 − f(x,0) ⩽ 0 and 1 − f(x, y) ⩽ 1 on ∂Qk, where recall

Qk = {(x, y) ∣ y ⩽ yk} .

Since ak satisfies (4.6), we have

∆p(1 − f) ⩾ 0. (4.7)

Define mk =min{u(x, yk) ∣ ∣x∣ ⩽ 1}. Then mk ⋅ (1− f) ⩽ u on ∂Qk which implies that
mk ⋅ (1 − f) ⩽ u on Qk.

In particular,

∣x∣ ⩽ 1 Ô⇒ u(x, yk−1) ⩾mk ⋅ [1 − f(x, yk−1)] . (4.8)

Observe that

f(x, yk−1) ⩽
2b(3

√
p−1
d )

2

+ 2

2b ⋅ y2k+2
= 11

(k + 2)2
. (4.9)

Thus by (4.9)

mk−1 ⩾mk (1 −
11

(k + 2)2
) for all k ⩾ 2. (4.10)

Therefore

mk ⩾
∞
∏

ℓ=k+1
(1 − 11

(ℓ + 2)2
) ⩾ 1 −

∞
∑

ℓ=k+1

11

(ℓ + 1)(ℓ + 2)
= 1 − 11

k + 2
.

In particular, m20 ⩾ 1/2.

Finally, observe that u(x, y) ⩾ mk

yk
y on ∂Qk, so u(x, y) ⩾ mky

yk
on Qk. This implies

that
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

u(x, y) ⩾ 1
40

√
d

p−1 ⋅ y for (x, y) ∈ Q20

u(x, y) ⩾ 1
2 for (x, y) ∈ Q ∖Q20

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

□

Remark 4.5. Since
∞
∏
ℓ=7
(1 − 11

(ℓ + 2)2
) = 0.2651 . . . ⩾ 1

4
,

the constant 1
40 can be improved to 1

24 .
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