
Allen-Cahn Solutions with Triple Junction Structure at
Infinity
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Abstract

We construct an entire solution U : R2 → R2 to the elliptic system

∆U = ∇uW (U),

where W : R2 → [0,∞) is a ‘triple-well’ potential. This solution is a local
minimizer of the associated energy∫

1

2
|∇U |2 +W (U) dx

in the sense that U minimizes the energy on any compact set among com-
petitors agreeing with U outside that set. Furthermore, we show that along
subsequences, the ‘blowdowns’ of U given by UR(x) := U(Rx) approach a
minimal triple junction as R → ∞. Previous results had assumed various
levels of symmetry for the potential and had not established local minimality,
but here we make no such symmetry assumptions.

1 Introduction

We will construct an entire solution U : R2 → R2 to the system

∆U = ∇uW (U), (1.1)

which is minimizing on compact sets with respect to the associated energy

E(u) =

∫
1

2
|∇u|2 +W (u) dx,

where W : R2 → [0,∞) is a C2 ‘triple-well’ potential. That is, we assume that

{p ∈ R2 : W (p) = 0} = P := {p1, p2, p3},
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and we assume non-degeneracy of the potential wells in the sense that

D2W (pℓ) ⩾ bI for ℓ = 1, 2, 3 for some b > 0, where I is the 2×2 identity matrix.
(1.2)

Additionally, we assume that for some M > 0,

p · ∇W (p) ⩾ 0 for |p| ⩾ M. (1.3)

As in many studies of vector Allen-Cahn, we will make extensive use of the
following degenerate Riemannian metric on R2:

d(p, q) := inf

{√
2

∫ 1

0
W 1/2(γ(t))

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

}
,

(1.4)
and we denote by cij := d(pi, pj) for i ̸= j. We will assume that the strict triangle
inequality holds between the wells p1, p2 and p3:

c12 < c13 + c23, c13 < c12 + c23 and c23 < c13 + c12. (1.5)

Under these assumptions, for 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ 3 there exists at least one length-
minimizing geodesic ζij joining pi to pj , see e.g. [3, 21, 29]. We will make the
generic assumption that there is a unique such geodesic for each i, j ∈ 1, 2, 3, i ̸=
j, though perhaps this can be relaxed.

We also note that an equivalent variational description of the cij ’s is given by

cij = inf

{∫ ∞

−∞
W (f(t)) +

1

2

∣∣f ′(t)
∣∣2 dt : f ∈ H1

loc(R,R2), f(−∞) = pi, f(∞) = pj

}
.

(1.6)
Under an appropriate parametrization, we then find that each ζij : R → R2

satisfies the system

ζ ′′ij(t) = ∇uW (ζij(t)) for −∞ < t < ∞, ζij(−∞) = pi, ζij(∞) = pj . (1.7)

From the perspective of ODE’s, these geodesics ζij represent heteroclinic connec-
tions between the potential wells.

We now denote by A the set of all functions u∗ : R2 → R2 taking the form

u∗(x) =


p1 on S1

p2 on S2

p3 on S3,
(1.8)

where for ℓ = 1, 2 and 3, Sℓ is a single (infinite) sector emanating from the origin
with the three opening angles αℓ given by

sin(α1)

c23
=

sin(α2)

c13
=

sin(α3)

c12
. (1.9)
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See Figure 1.

Figure 1: A locally minimizing partition of R2 with a triple junction.

The partition {S1, S2, S3} represents a locally minimizing partition of R2 with
respect to the weighted perimeter functional

{S1, S2, S3} 7→
∑

1⩽i<j⩽3

cijH1 (∂Si ∩ ∂Sj) , (1.10)

where H1 refers to one-dimensional Hausdorff measure, and the condition (1.9)
naturally arises as a criticality condition. As we will recall in Section 2, this
partitioning problem represents the Γ-limit of a scaled version of the energy E,
namely ER(u,Ω), defined for any planar domain Ω, any R > 0 and any u ∈
H1(Ω R2), via

ER(u,Ω) =

∫
Ω
RW (u) +

1

2R
|∇u|2 dx. (1.11)

We will write simply E(u,Ω) when referring to E1 (i.e. R = 1).
We will establish a connection between the structure at infinity of our entire

solution U to (1.1) and the triple junction partitions given by (1.8) by studying
the asymptotic behavior of the blowdowns of U .

Our main result is the following:

Theorem 1.1. There exists an entire solution U : R2 → R2 to

∆U = ∇uW (U) (1.12)
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which is a local minimizer of energy in the sense that for every compact set
K ⊂ R2 and for every v ∈ H1

loc(R2;R2) satisfying v = U on R2 \K one has

E(U,K) ⩽ E(v,K). (1.13)

Furthermore, defining UR as the blowdown of U via

UR(x) := U(Rx), (1.14)

we have that on any compact set K ⊂ R2:

distL1(K;R2) (UR,A) → 0 as R → ∞. (1.15)

That is,

lim
R→∞

(
inf

u∗∈A
∥UR − u∗∥L1(K;R2)

)
= 0.

Remark 1.2. We believe that a stronger conclusion holds, namely that there
exists a u∗ ∈ A such that

lim
R→∞

∥UR − u∗∥L1(K;R2) = 0.

A step in the proof of the above theorem is the following result, of independent
interest.

Theorem 1.3. Assume U : R2 → R2 is an entire solution to (1.12) which is a
local minimizer of energy such that for some sequence Rj → +∞, the sequence
URj converges locally in L1 to the function

u0(x1, x2) =

{
pi if x2 < 0.
pj if x2 > 0.

, (1.16)

for some pair pi ̸= pj. Then U(x1, x2) = ζij(x2 +∆), for some ∆ ∈ R.

To place these results in context, we note that there is a large, and growing,
collection of work on the general topic of finding entire solutions u : Rn → Rm

to the vector Allen-Cahn system under various assumptions on the potential
W : Rm → R, on n and on m. See, for example [1, 4, 9, 10, 13, 18]. A source for
a number of these results is the book [5]. Most of these results, however, include
some form of symmetry assumption on W . We also mention the recent work [11]
addressing concentration of general vector-valued critical points of Allen-Cahn in
the plane.

Regarding the case under consideration here, namely n = m = 2 and W a
triple well potential, an important first result on entire solutions appears in [13],
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where the authors assume the potential is equivariant by the symmetry group of
the equilateral triangle. The convergence to the minimal triple junction partition
(1.8)-(1.9) they achieve under these symmetry assumptions (with necessarily each
αℓ = 2π/3) is much stronger than (1.15). In particular, they show that

lim
t→∞

U

(
t
x

|x|

)
= pℓ for x ∈ Sℓ off of the three rays ∂Sk ∩ ∂Sℓ for 1 ⩽ k < ℓ ⩽ 3.

On the other hand, since they work within the class of equivariant competitors,
there is no claim of stability with respect to general perturbations. In a more
recent contribution to this problem [15], the symmetry assumptions on W are
weakened to include only the rotation subgroup of the full symmetry group of
the equilateral triangle, thus relaxing the assumption of reflectional symmetry.

Our proof of Theorem 1.1 proceeds by first appealing to [28] to construct
a sequence of L1-local minimizers of ER on a particular nonconvex bounded
domain, cf. Theorem 2.2. The candidate for our entire solution arises through a
blow-up of this sequence, but care is needed here to execute the blow-up about
a point where the local minimizers take a value far from the three heteroclinics.
This analysis is carried out in Section 2, culminating in Proposition 2.4, where
the blow-up limit U is shown to be an entire, locally minimizing solution to (1.1)
that avoids the three heteroclinics at the origin.

The next step involves an analysis of the blowdowns of any local minimizer
U in the sense of (1.13). Here we invoke the machinery of Γ-convergence, includ-
ing an identification of the Γ-limit for vector Allen-Cahn subject to a Dirichlet
condition carried out recently in [16]. We argue in Proposition 3.1 that, up to
passing to subsequences, these blowdowns converge to an L1-local minimizer u0
of the Γ-limit given in (2.5), which takes the form of a partitioning problem .

The crucial estimate in our blowdown analysis comes in the form of an asymp-
totic equipartition of energy of any local minimizer, namely∫

BR

(
W (U) +

1

2
|∇U |2 −

√
2
√
W (U) |∇U |

)
dx < C2R

1−α for R ≫ 1, (1.17)

where BR is the disc of radius R centered at the origin, and C2 > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1)
are constants independent of R. This is established in Proposition 3.3. The
proof utilizes the regularity theory for the partitioning of a ball into three sets
subject to a Dirichlet condition to obtain an upper bound on the energy, as
well as a comparison between the infimum of such a partitioning problem and
a related, less standard, partitioning problem described below (1.19) to obtain
a matching lower bound. We appeal to the regularity theory for both problems
as recently presented in [24]. We note that in [11] there appear other results
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on the asymptotic behavior of the ‘discrepancy measure,’ that is, the integrand
of (1.17), but these have a different nature given that they are derived only for
critical points, not local minimizers, of the energy E.

From (1.17) and a Pohozaev identity, we are able to establish the convergence
of the blowdowns to a minimal cone via Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 and Theorem 3.6.
It is then simple to conclude that one of three limits must arise: either (i) the
minimal cone is R2, i.e. u0 = pℓ for some pℓ ∈ P , (ii) the minimal cone is a half-
space, i.e. u0 = pi and pj for i ̸= j on either side of a line, or (iii) the minimal
cone is given by three sectors satisfying (1.9) so that u0 is given by (1.8), cf.
Proposition 3.7.

Eliminating possibility (i) is easy, but eliminating (ii)–which roughly corre-
sponds to arguing that at infinity, the entire solution U does not look like a
heteroclinic–is much more delicate. This is the content of Section 4. The proof is
by contradiction. We first obtain an upper bound for the energy that corresponds
to the cost of a heteroclinic. Then we obtain a contradictory lower bound using
crucially that U was constructed in such a way that U(0) is far from the three
heteroclinics.

In Section 5, we compare the two partitioning problems that emerge in our
proof of (1.17). As one is somewhat non-standard, we hope this section will
be of independent interest. The first problem involves the minimization of the
partitioning functional

(S1, S2, S3) 7→ t1H1(∂S1 ∩B) + t2H1(∂S2 ∩B) + t3H1(∂S3 ∩B), (1.18)

where B ⊂ R2 is a ball, t1, t2 and t3 are positive numbers, and the admissible
competitors (S1, S2, S3) are all partitions of B satisfying a Dirichlet condition

∂Sℓ ∩ ∂B = f−1(pℓ) for ℓ = 1, 2, 3 and f ∈ BV (∂B;P ). (1.19)

(In the present context of Allen-Cahn, the coefficients tℓ are related to the con-
stants cij via (3.18), making (1.18) equivalent to (1.10).) For the second problem,
one fixes any number δ > 0 and then minimizes the same partitioning functional
(1.18) among triples (S1, S2, S3) of disjoint subsets of B again subject to (1.19),
but now under the more relaxed condition that |B \ ∪ℓSℓ| ⩽ δ. In other words,
the competitors only need to “almost partition” the ball. In Theorem 5.4, we
prove that the infimum of the second, more relaxed problem cannot lie more than
O(δ1/2) below the infimum of the first problem.

In a personal communication in October of 2023, Nick Alikakos brought to
our attention that he and Zhiyuan Geng were working on the same type of result.
Their efforts eventually led to [6] and [7]. They obtain the same conclusion as
that of our Theorem 1.1, along with information about the proximity of the
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entire solution to the three potential wells along sequences of points going to
infinity. The methods are quite different, with their result on convergence of
blowdowns relying on a characterization of minimizing planar partitions into
three sets, see Remark 3.8. As described above, our approach involves a new
result on asymptotic equipartition of energy for local minimizers, along with the
analysis of the rather novel geometry problem of “almost partitions.”

2 Construction of a candidate for the entire solution

Throughout this article, we will denote by Br(x) the ball in R2 of radius r and
center x, unless the center is the origin, in which case we will simply write Br.

2.1 Γ-convergence results

Our approach in this article will at times invoke Γ-convergence results relating
the energy ER(u,Ω) from (1.11) for a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R2 to the functional

E0(u,Ω) :=
∑

1⩽i<j⩽3

cijH1(∂∗Si ∩ ∂∗Sj ∩ Ω), (2.1)

where Sj := u−1(pj) for j = 1, 2, 3, and ∂∗S refers to the reduced boundary of a
set S of finite perimeter, cf. [17].

Building on previous Γ-convergence results for vector Modica-Mortola in the
double-well case, e.g. [14, 26, 27], the Γ-convergence of {ER(·,Ω)} to E0(·,Ω)
for bounded Ω ⊂ Rn in the setting of a multi-well potential and in the topology
L1(Ω;Rn) is established in [8].

We will also require a generalization of this Γ-convergence result to the situa-
tion where a Dirichlet condition is specified on ∂Ω. Modica-Mortola type results
that accommodate a Dirichlet condition appear in [25] in the scalar setting and
in [23] in the context of the closely related Landau-deGennes energy. For our
setting, however, we point to the recent result in [16]. For our purposes, it will
suffice to state it for any bounded planar domain Ω with smooth boundary and for
Dirichlet data taking values in the potential wells, though it holds more generally.
To this end, let h ∈ BV (∂Ω;P ) and consider any sequence {hR} ⊂ H1(∂Ω;R2)
such that∣∣∂shR∣∣ ⩽ CR for some C > 0 and hR → h in L1(∂Ω;R2) as R → ∞, (2.2)

and such that∫
∂Ω

RW (hR) +
1

2R

∣∣∂shR∣∣2 dH1 < C for some constant C independent of R.

(2.3)
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Next define

ẼR(u,Ω) :=


ER(u,Ω) if u ∈ H1(Ω;R2), u = hR on ∂Ω,

+∞ otherwise,
(2.4)

and define

Eh
0 (u,Ω) :=


√
2E0(u,Ω) +

3∑
j=1

∫
Sj∩∂Ω

d (pj , h(x)) dH1 if u ∈ BV (Ω;P ),

+∞ otherwise,

(2.5)

where E0 is defined in (2.1) and d(·, ·) is given by (1.4). Then we have

Theorem 2.1. ([16]) Assume {hR} satisfies (2.2) and (2.3). Then, as R → ∞,
the sequence {ẼR(·,Ω)} has the L1 − Γ-limit Eh

0 (·,Ω). That is, for every u ∈
L1(Ω;R2) we have the following two conditions:
(i) (Lower-semi-continuity) If {vR} ⊂ L1(Ω;R2) is any sequence converging to u
in L1 then

lim inf
R→∞

ẼR(vR,Ω) ⩾ Eh
0 (u), (2.6)

and
(ii) (Recovery sequence) There exists a sequence {VR} ⊂ L1(Ω;R2) converging to
u in L1 such that

lim
R→∞

ẼR(VR,Ω) = Eh
0 (u). (2.7)

2.2 Construction of the entire solution via blow-up

Our candidate for an entire solution satisfying Theorem 1.1 will be constructed
through a blow-up process, starting from an L1-local minimizer of ER(·,Ω) for a
particular choice of Ω. This local minimizer is, in turn, constructed in [28] using
Γ-convergence techniques.

To place ourselves in the setting of [28], we fix any u∗ ∈ A given by (1.8) and
let x1, x2 and x3 be the three points on ∂B1 where the three phase boundaries
hit the unit circle. Then let Ω ⊂ R2 be any bounded, simply connected open
set containing B1 such that ∂Ω is smooth and ∂Ω ∩ ∂B1 = {x1, x2, x3}. Finally,
assume that ∂Ω is strictly concave at these three points. See Figure 2

Under these assumptions on Ω, the following theorem is proven in [28], uti-
lizing the local minimizer property associated with Γ-convergence established in
[19].
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Theorem 2.2. For Ω ⊂ R2 as described above there exists a number δ0 > 0 such
that for all R sufficiently large, there exists an L1-local minimizer uR of ER(·,Ω)
in the sense that

ER(uR,Ω) ⩽ ER(v,Ω) provided ∥v − uR∥L1(Ω) ⩽ δ0. (2.8)

Furthermore,
uR → u∗ in L1(Ω) (2.9)

and
ER(uR,Ω) → E0(u

∗,Ω). (2.10)

Necessarily, such a local minimizer satisfies the Euler-Lagrange equation associ-
ated with ER, namely

1

R2
∆uR = ∇uW (uR) in Ω, (2.11)

along with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions on ∂Ω.

Figure 2: The L1-local minimizer uR.

Referring back to the three geodesics ζij defined below (1.5), we note that
each is a simple curve (i.e. no self-intersections) and furthermore, any two of
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them, after including their endpoints, only intersect at one of their endpoints,
e.g. ζ12 and ζ13 only intersect at p1. This is because any transversal crossing
would necessarily create a non-C1 geodesic, violating regularity theory and any
tangential intersection would violate the uniqueness of solutions to (1.7) subject
to given initial conditions. As such, if we define Λ as the union of the closure of
the images of these three geodesics, that is,

Λ := P ∪ ζ12(R) ∪ ζ23(R) ∪ ζ13(R), (2.12)

then we can identify Λ as a simple, closed curve in R2 passing through p1, p2 and
p3 which is smooth except at these 3 points. See Figure 3.

Figure 3: The closed curve Λ consisting of the three heteroclinics.

An important property of the local minimizers constructed in Theorem 2.2 is
the following.

Lemma 2.3. Let {uR} be the sequence of L1 local minimizers established in
Theorem 2.2. Then there exists a ball B′ compactly contained in B1, a point p
inside Λ and a sequence of points {xR} ⊂ B′ such that uR(xR) = p. In particular,
there is a value a0 > 0 such that

dist(uR(xR),Λ) > a0.

Proof. We have that ∥uR − u∗∥L1(B1) tends to zero as R → +∞. Hence, by
Fatou’s Lemma,

0 ≥
∫ 1

0
lim inf
R→+∞

∥uR − u∗∥L1(∂Br) dr ≥ 0. (2.13)
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Similarly, for almost every r ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

lim inf
R→+∞

ER(uR, ∂Br) < +∞. (2.14)

It follows that there exists s ∈ (1/4, 1/3) and t ∈ (1/2, 2/3), and a subsequence
still denoted {uR}, such that uR → u∗ in L1(∂A), where A = Bt \Bs and (2.14)
holds for r = s, t.

Since it also follows from standard elliptic estimates that |∇uR| ⩽ CR, we
have all the hypotheses of Theorem 2.1 satisfied on Ω = A and so we can assert the
existence of a recovery sequence, say {ũR}, associated with u∗ and the boundary
values of uR on ∂A. It then follows from the L1-local minimality of uR (2.8) that

(t− s)(c12 + c23 + c13) ≥ lim
R→+∞

∫ t

s
ER(ũR, ∂Br) dr

≥ lim
R→+∞

∫ t

s
ER(uR, ∂Br) dr ≥ (t− s)(c12 + c23 + c13).

Using (2.13) again, we deduce the existence of some r ∈ (1/4, 2/3) such that
uR → u∗ in L1(∂Br) and

ER(uR, ∂Br) → c12 + c23 + c13. (2.15)

From the convergence of {uR} in L1(∂Br), we deduce the existence of three angles
θi, i = 1, 2, 3, such that going to a further subsequence uR(re

iθi) converges to the
well pi for each i. It then follows from (2.15) that uR is a minimizing sequence for
the one dimensional energy ER on each of the arcs Aij , where Aij is the portion
of ∂Br between the angles θi and θj .

In light of our assumption of uniqueness for the three heteroclinic connections,
we may assert that for R sufficiently large one has

uR(Aij) is uniformly close to ζij(R) for 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ 3.

Consequently, the closed curve uR (∂Br) is uniformly close to the simple, closed
curve Λ.

However, since Λ is a Jordan curve, it partitions R2 into an inside, say U ,
and an outside unbounded set. For any p ∈ U , the index of Λ with respect to
p is equal to ±1 and the same must be true for the curve uR (∂Br) since it is
uniformly close to Λ for R large enough. Therefore, the latter curve cannot be
homotopic to a constant in R2 \ {p}, and so p ∈ uR (B(0, r)) for any R large
enough. Selecting any p ∈ U and any xR ∈ B(0, r) such that uR(xR) = p, the
result follows.
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We now introduce our candidate for the entire solution of Theorem 1.1 by
taking a limit of blow-ups of {uR}.

Proposition 2.4. Let {uR} be the sequence of local minimizers established in
Theorem 2.2. Let ΩR := {x : x

R +xR ∈ Ω} where {xR} is the sequence introduced
in Lemma 2.3. Also define V R(x) : ΩR → R2 via V R(x) := uR(

x
R + xR). Then

there exists a subsequence {Rj} → ∞ and a function U : R2 → R2 such that

V Rj → U in C2 on compact subsets of R2 (2.16)

where U solves (1.1). Furthermore, U is a local minimizer of E in the sense of
(1.13). Finally, we have

dist(U(0),Λ) > 0. (2.17)

Remark 2.5. For the remainder of the paper, when we say that a function U is
a local minimizer of E, we will always mean in the sense of (1.13).

Proof. Assumption (1.3) implies through the maximum principle applied to |uR|2
that ∥uR∥L∞(Ω) ⩽ M and so the same is true of {VR}. In light of (2.11) we

observe that V R satisfies (1.1) on ΩR. Then standard elliptic estimates and
bootstrapping leads, in particular, to uniform C2,α bounds on compact sets for
{V R}. The conclusion (2.16) follows as does the assertion that U solves (1.1).

To establish the local minimality of U , fix any compact set K and let ṽ :
R2 → R2 be any smooth function supported in K. Let ṽR(x) := ṽ

(
R(x−xR)

)
so

that ṽR is supported in xR + 1
RK. Then we have∫

K
|ṽR| dx ⩽

(
max
K

|ṽ|
)

1

R2
|K| where |K| = Lebesgue measure of K.

Now taking R large enough so that (maxK |ṽ|) 1
R2 |K| < δ0

2 we can invoke (2.8)
to conclude that

0 ⩽ ER(uR + ṽR,Ω)− ER(uR,Ω)

= ER

(
uR + ṽR, xR +

1

R
K
)
− ER

(
uR, xR +

1

R
K
)

=
1

R

(
E(V R + ṽ, K)− E(V R,K)

)
.

Passing to the limit Rj → ∞ in the inequality E(V Rj ,K) ⩽ E(V Rj + ṽ, K) we
obtain (1.13).

Property (2.17) follows from Lemma 2.3 in light of the uniform convergence
of V Rj → U .
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We conclude this section with a simple but crucial estimate on U given in the
following:

Lemma 2.6. There exists a constant C1 = C1(W ) such that for every R > 0
one has

E(U,BR) ⩽ C1R. (2.18)

Proof. We may as well assume R > 1. Then we appeal to the local minimality of
U , namely (1.13), with v chosen to equal, say, p1 on BR−1 and then v smoothly
interpolating between p1 and U on the annulus BR \BR−1. Since E(v,BR−1) = 0
and U and ∇U are uniformly bounded in terms of W on the annulus, the result
follows.

3 Blowdown Analysis

In this section, we will characterize the limits of the blowdowns of any local
minimizer of E. For this purpose we will need the following compactness result
associated with local minimizers of E.

Proposition 3.1. Let U : R2 → R2 be a local minimizer of E. We have:
(i) Let {Rj} → ∞ be any sequence. Then there exists a subsequence {Rjk} and
a function u0 ∈ BVloc

(
R2;P

)
such that the blowdowns {URjk

} of U satisfy

URjk
→ u0 in L1

loc(R2;R2). (3.1)

(ii) After perhaps passing to a further subsequence (still denoted by {Rjk}), one
has for every ℓ ∈ Z+ there exists a radius λℓ ∈ [ℓ, ℓ+ 1] such that

sup
k

(∫
∂Bλℓ

RjkW (URjk
) +

1

2Rjk

∣∣∣∇URjk

∣∣∣2 dH1

)
⩽ 3C1, (3.2)

where C1 is the constant appearing in Lemma 2.6.
Furthermore,

URjk
→ trace of u0 in L1(∂Bλℓ

;R2). (3.3)

Lastly, u0 is a local minimizer of E0(·,R2) given in (2.1) in the sense that

E0(u0,K) ⩽ E0(v,K) (3.4)

for every compact K ⊂ R2 and every v ∈ BVloc(R2;P ) such that v = u0 on
R2 \K.
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Proof. Since E(U,BλR) = RER(UR, Bλ), it then follows from Lemma 2.6 that

ER(UR, Bλ) ⩽ λC1 for any λ > 0. (3.5)

Hence, the sequence {UR} has uniformly bounded energy on any ball Bλ and so
the proof of (i) follows from [8], Prop. 4.1 using a diagonalization procedure. To
prove (ii), we note that from (3.5), in particular, it follows that∫ 2

1

∫
∂Bλ

RjkW (URjk
) +

1

2Rjk

∣∣∣∇URjk

∣∣∣2 dH1 dλ < 2C1 for all k. (3.6)

Letting

fk(λ) :=

∫
∂Bλ

RjkW (URjk
) +

1

2Rjk

∣∣∣∇URjk

∣∣∣2 dH1,

let us suppose that (3.2) is false for ℓ = 1. Then necessarily, for every λ ∈ [1, 2]
it would hold that

lim inf
k→∞

fk(λ) ⩾ 3C1. (3.7)

Then, by Fatou’s Lemma,

2C1 ⩾ lim inf
k→∞

∫ 2

1
fk(λ) dλ ⩾

∫ 2

1
lim inf
k→∞

fk(λ) dλ ⩾ 3C1,

and a contradiction is reached. Passing to a further subsequence, the existence of
a function h ∈ BV (∂Bλ1 ;P ) such that URjk

→ h in L1(∂Bλ1 ;R2) follows from
(3.2) using the same compactness argument from [8], applied now to the energy
restricted to the circle ∂Bλ1 with the full gradient replaced by the tangential
gradient.

To establish (3.3) and the local minimality of u0 we observe from the Γ-
convergence result Theorem 2.1 that u0 is the limit of minimizers of ẼRjk

(·, Bλ1).

Hence, u0 must necessarily minimize Eh
0 (·, Bλ1). Indeed, for any v ∈ BV (Bλ1 ;P )

one has

Eh
0 (v,Bλ) = lim

k→∞
ẼRjk

(Vk, Bλ1) ⩾ lim inf
k→∞

ẼRjk
(URjk

, Bλ1) ⩾ Eh
0 (u0, Bλ1),

where {Vk} is the recovery sequence associated with v guaranteed to exist by
Theorem 2.1. We note that the first inequality above follows from the local
minimality of URjk

in the sense of (1.13), since by construction, Vk = URjk
on

∂Bλ1 .
It follows that in fact, u0 = h on ∂Bλ1 , since, for example, if h = p1 along

some arc γ ⊂ ∂Bλ1 , while the trace of u0 = p2 on γ, then one could produce a

14



lower energy competitor v for the energy Eh
0 (·, Bλ1) by setting v = p1 inside the

slice of Bλ1 bounded by γ and the secant line L connecting the endpoints of γ.
Then

Eh
0 (u0, Bλ1)− Eh

0 (v,Bλ1) = d(p1, p2)
(
H1(γ)−H1(L)

)
> 0,

in light of the strict convexity of Bλ1 , thus contradicting the minimality of u0.
Necessarily then, u0 is also a minimizer of E0 among competitors agreeing with
u0 on ∂Bλ1 .

We conclude the proof by noting that the same logic allows us to select a
value λℓ ∈ [ℓ, ℓ+ 1] for every ℓ ∈ Z+ and thus to conclude that u0 minimizes E0

in every ball Bλℓ
among all competitors that agree with u0 on ∂Bλℓ

. Hence, (3.4)
holds.

3.1 Pohozaev and asymptotic equipartition of energy

With an eye towards utilizing a Pohozaev identity, we next introduce the stress-
energy tensor associated with a solution U : R2 → R2 to (1.1):

Tij = UxiUxj − δij

(
1

2
|∇U |2 +W (U)

)
.

A standard calculation yields that T is divergence-free. From this fact we get the
Pohozaev identity on the ball BR:∫

BR

(xiTij)xj
dx =

∫
BR

δijTij + xi(Tij)xj dx =

∫
BR

trT dx.

Applying the divergence theorem leads to

R

∫
∂BR

νiTijνj dH1 = −2

∫
BR

W (U) dx,

where ν = x/R is the outer unit normal to BR. Using the definition of T this
can be written as

1

2

∫
∂BR

1

2
|Uν |2 −

1

2
|Us|2 −W (U) dH1 = − 1

R

∫
BR

W (U) dx, (3.8)

where Us denotes the tangential derivative of U along ∂BR. Through (3.8) we
immediately obtain the following identity.

Proposition 3.2. Any entire solution U to (1.1) satisfies

d

dR

(
1

R

∫
BR

W (U) dx

)
=

1

2R

∫
∂BR

1

2
|Uν |2 −

1

2
|Us|2 +W (U) dH1 (3.9)

for all R > 0.
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Our aim is to obtain a kind of asymptotic monotonicity result. To this end,
we define

W̃ (R) :=
1

R

∫
BR

W (U) dx. (3.10)

Then for any two values 0 < R1 < R2 we integrate (3.9) to find that

W̃ (R2)− W̃ (R1) =

∫ R2

R1

1

2r

∫
∂Br

1

2
|Uν |2 −

1

2
|Us|2 +W (U) dH1 dr

=

∫
BR2

\BR1

1

2 |x|

(
1

2
|Uν |2 −

1

2
|Us|2 +W (U)

)
dx

=

∫
BR2

\BR1

1

2 |x|

(
W (U)− 1

2
|∇U |2 + |Uν |2

)
dx. (3.11)

Hence,

W̃ (R2)− W̃ (R1) ⩾ −
∫
BR2

\BR1

1

2 |x|

∣∣∣∣W (U)− 1

2
|∇U |2

∣∣∣∣ dx
⩾ − 1

2R1

∫
BR2

\BR1

(√
W (U)− 1√

2
|∇U |

)(√
W (U) +

1√
2
|∇U |

)
dx

⩾ − 1

2R1

{∫
BR2

\BR1

(√
W (U)− 1√

2
|∇U |

)2

dx

}1/2{∫
BR2

\BR1

(√
W (U) +

1√
2
|∇U |

)2

dx

}1/2

.

(3.12)

Now in light of (2.18), we have that{∫
BR2

\BR1

(√
W (U) +

1√
2
|∇U |

)2

dx

}1/2

⩽
√
2

{∫
BR2

\BR1

(
W (U) +

1

2
|∇U |2

)
dx

}1/2

⩽
√
2C1R

1/2
2 , (3.13)

so that (3.12) implies

W̃ (R2)− W̃ (R1) ⩾ −
√

C1

2

R
1/2
2

R1

{∫
BR2

\BR1

(√
W (U)− 1√

2
|∇U |

)2

dx

}1/2

.

(3.14)
Inequality (3.14) shows that we can achieve an asymptotic monotonicity-type
formula provided we can establish a sufficiently sharp measure of equipartition
of energy.

The key estimate we will show is:
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Proposition 3.3. There exist constants C2 > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1), such that for any
local minimizer U of E and any R sufficiently large one has the estimate∫

BR

(√
W (U)− 1√

2
|∇U |

)2

dx < C2R
1−α. (3.15)

Our proof of Proposition 3.3 will involve the construction of a recovery se-
quence with a quantitative error bound, corresponding to a minimizer of E0(·, B)
in a ball B subject to a general Dirichlet condition h ∈ BV (∂B;P ), that is,
among partitions {S1, S2, S3} of B satisfying

∂Sℓ ∩ ∂B = h−1(pℓ) for ℓ = 1, 2, 3. (3.16)

For this upper bound construction we will require a rather complete characteriza-
tion of minimizers of this partitioning problem, to be found in Theorem 5.1 and
Corollary 5.2. Our proof of Proposition 3.3 will also require a sharp lower bound
for the energy of a related but somewhat non-standard partitioning problem. To
state it, we first observe that given a partition, say {S1, S2, S3} of a ball B, its
cost as given by E0 can be equivalently expressed as

E0(S1, S2, S3) = t1H1(∂S1 ∩B) + t2H1(∂S2 ∩B) + t3H1(∂S3 ∩B), (3.17)

where the numbers t1, t2 and t3 are the solution to the system

t1 + t2 = c12, t1 + t3 = c13, t2 + t3 = c23.

Solving, we find

t1 =
1

2
(c12 + c13 − c23) , t2 =

1

2
(c12 + c23 − c13) , t3 =

1

2
(c13 + c23 − c12) ,

(3.18)
and so we note that each tj is positive in light of the assumption (1.5).

Then for any δ > 0 and any h ∈ BV (∂B;P ) we consider the minimization of
E0 as given by (3.17) among all disjoint subsets {S1, S2, S3} of B satisfying the
Dirichlet condition (3.16), along with the constraint∣∣B \

(
∪3
ℓ=1Sℓ

)∣∣ ⩽ δ. (3.19)

We will require a good bound from below for the infimum of E0 subject to (3.19)
and Dirichlet data h ∈ BV (∂B;P ) in terms of the infimum of E0 subject to the
same Dirichlet condition but for actual partitions of B, that is, with δ = 0 in
(3.19). This is presented in Theorem 5.4.
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Proof of Prop. 3.3.
The proof of (3.15) will follow by first establishing an upper bound of the form∫

B1

RW (UR) +
1

2R
|∇UR|2 dx ⩽ mR +

C

Rα
for some C > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1),

(3.20)
where mR, defined below in (3.38), represents the minimal value of the partition-
ing problem E0 subject to a certain Dirichlet condition related to UR. Then we
will utilize Theorem 5.4 to establish a matching lower bound of the form

√
2

∫
B1

√
W (UR) |∇UR| dx ⩾ mR − C ′

Rα
for some C ′ > 0. (3.21)

If we rephrase the desired upper and lower bounds (3.20) and (3.21) in terms of
U instead of its blowdowns, then the upper bound we seek takes the form∫

BR

W (U) +
1

2
|∇U |2 dx ⩽ RmR + CR1−α, (3.22)

and the lower bound we want takes the form

√
2

∫
BR

√
W (U) |∇U | dx ⩾ RmR − C ′R1−α. (3.23)

The desired inequality (3.15) then follows by combining (3.22) and (3.23).

Upper bound construction.

Since by Proposition 2.4, UR minimizes ER(·, B1) among competitors sharing
its boundary values on ∂B1, we can obtain the upper bound through a construc-
tion of a low-energy competitor. In essence, this is akin to the recovery sequence
construction for vector Allen-Cahn with a multi-well potential, adapted to han-
dle a Dirichlet condition, as in the recent work [16]. The difference is that here
this must be made quantitative with an error that is O(R−α). However, unlike
the general recovery sequence construction, here we only need to build it for an
E0-minimizing partition that yields the value mR in the problem (3.38) defined
below.

To begin the pursuit of an upper bound, we first note that by (2.18) we have
for any R > 0: ∫ 2R

R
E (U, ∂Br) dr = E (U,B2R \BR) ⩽ 2C1R.

Hence, by the Mean Value Theorem, there exists a value R′ ∈ (R, 2R) such that

E (U, ∂BR′) ⩽ 2C1. (3.24)
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If we can establish (3.15) for R′, then replacing C2 by 21−αC2, we will have
established (3.15) for R as well. Thus, with no loss of generality, we may assume
that R satisfies (3.24) as well. Phrasing this condition in terms of the blowdowns
{UR}, the assumed bound takes the form

ER (UR, ∂B1) ⩽ 2C1. (3.25)

The upper bound estimate (3.20) will result from the construction of a low-energy
competitor for the minimization of ER(·, B1) that agrees with the blown down
minimizer UR on ∂B1.

From (3.25), it follows that off of a small set on ∂B1, the function UR must
stay near one of the three wells p1, p2 or p3. We now use this fact to identify a
partition of ∂B1 into three sets.

We note that in light of the non-degeneracy assumption (1.2), there exists a
positive number β, depending only on W , such that

W is strictly convex for |p− pj | < β, j = 1, 2, 3. (3.26)

and furthermore,
b

2
|pℓ − q|2 ⩽ W (q) ⩽ 2b |pℓ − q|2 . (3.27)

Then let us define the set

AR :=

{
x ∈ ∂B1 : d(UR(x), P ) >

β

2

}
. (3.28)

This set is necessarily a union of open arcs. If such an arc I possesses a point
x such that d(UR(x), P ) ⩾ β, then since at the endpoints of I, necessarily UR is
at metric distance β

2 from P , it must be the case that ER (UR, I) ⩾ C, for some
positive constant C depending only on W . We define TR to be the union of all
such arcs, and so in light of (3.25), we can assert that TR consists of a finite union
of arcs whose total number is bounded by a constant depending only on W . It
then follows from

∫
TR

RW (UR) dH1 ⩽ 2C1 that

H1 (TR) ⩽ CR−1. (3.29)

On ∂B1 \ TR we note that the metric distance from UR to P is less than β.

Boundary layer construction on the annulus B1 \B1−ρ

We begin with the construction of a boundary layer on B1 \ B1−ρ, where ρ
will be determined later. However, we will insist that

ρ ⩾
1

R
. (3.30)

19



The number of disjoint arcs in TR is bounded by a constant depending on W
only, hence the same is true for the complement of TR. We split this complement
into two sets; SR and the remainder, the set SR being the union of arcs having
length less than λ, where λ ≤ 1 is another parameter to be determined later.
Let us denote the arcs in the remainder by say {Ik} for k = 1, 2, . . . , NR, where
NR is bounded by a constant N0 = N0(W ). Then each Ik will be of length at
least λ and can be naturally associated with one of the wells in the sense that UR

remains within a metric distance of β from that well throughout Ik. We now can
expand each Ik to a slightly larger arc Ĩk, absorbing arcs of TR and of SR in the
process, so as to form a partition of ∂B1, where in light of (3.29), we know that

H1 (∂B1 \ ∪Ik) = H1
(
∪Ĩk \ ∪Ik

)
⩽ C(R−1 + λ). (3.31)

We note that there is some ambiguity in terms of the assignment of an element
of P to arcs comprising ∪Ĩk \ ∪Ik. That is, if say Ik is associated with p1 and an
adjacent arc Ik+1 is associated with p2, then one can either expand Ik into the
gap between them and assign the value p1 to the resulting Ĩk or expand Ik+1 into
the gap and assign the value p2 to the resulting Ĩk+1. As well shall see, due to
the smallness of these gaps guaranteed by (3.31), it will not matter which choice
we make here.

On ∂B1−ρ we define a function VR(1−ρ, θ) as follows. If eiθ ∈ Ĩk and eiθ is at
least a distance 1

R from the endpoints of Ĩk, we take VR(1 − ρ, θ) to be equal to
whichever well is associated with Ik. On the rest of ∂B1−ρ, we define VR(1−ρ, θ)
through linear interpolation in θ, so that∣∣∣∣∂V∂θ (1− ρ, θ)

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ CR. (3.32)

Now we define VR in the annulusA1,1−ρ := B1\B1−ρ taking VR(r, θ) to linearly
interpolate in r between UR(1, θ) and VR(1 − ρ, θ) for each θ. We estimate the
energy in this annulus as follows:

We begin with the cost of interpolation from UR(1, θ) to VR(1 − ρ, θ) for
eiθ ∈ ∪NR

k=1Ik. In view of (3.26) and the fact that VR(1− ρ, θ) is a constant equal
to one of the wells on each Ik, we can invoke the convexity of all terms in the
energy to assert that for any t ∈ (0, 1) one has

W (VR(1−tρ, θ)) ⩽ (1−t)W (UR(1, θ)) and

∣∣∣∣∂VR

∂θ
(1− tρ, θ)

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ (1−t)

∣∣∣∣∂UR

∂θ
(1, θ)

∣∣∣∣2 .
(3.33)

Estimating the radial derivative, we find∣∣∣∣∂VR

∂r
(r, θ)

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ |UR(1, θ)− pℓ|2

ρ2
⩽ C

W (UR(1, θ))

ρ2
for some ℓ ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (3.34)
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for any r ∈ (1−ρ, 1). Combining (3.25), (3.33) and (3.34), we integrate over that
part of the annulus A1,1−ρ corresponding to the set of arcs ∪NR

k=1Ik, say A′
1,1−ρ,

to obtain

ER

(
VR, A

′
1,1−ρ

)
⩽ C

(
ρ+

1

R2ρ

)
. (3.35)

Now we turn to an estimate of the energetic cost in that portion of the annulus,
say A′′

1,1−ρ, corresponding to arcs in the complement of ∪NR
k=1Ik. Estimating the

tangential derivative in A′′
1,1−ρ, we find in view of (3.32) that∣∣∣∣∂VR

∂θ
(r, θ)

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ CR2,

and for the normal derivative we have∣∣∣∣∂VR

∂r
(r, θ)

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ C
1

ρ2
.

Invoking (3.31), for the potential term we can then estimate that∫
A′′

1,1−ρ

RW (VR) dx ⩽ CR
∣∣A′′

1,1−ρ

∣∣ ⩽ CRρ
(
R−1 + λ

)
,

and so

ER

(
VR, A

′′
1,1−ρ

)
⩽ Cρ

(
1

R
+ λ

)(
R+

1

Rρ2

)
= C

(
ρ+

1

R2ρ
+ ρλR+

λ

Rρ

)
. (3.36)

Therefore, summing (3.35) and (3.36), we see that, since λ ≤ 1 and R ≥ 1,

ER (VR,A1,1−ρ) ⩽ C

(
ρ+

1

Rρ
+ ρλR

)
. (3.37)

Construction of the competitor in B1−ρ

Let us now define VR in the ball B1−ρ. For this, we will introduce the minimization
of E0 subject to the Dirichlet condition hR : ∂B1−ρ → P satisfying hR(x) = pℓ
if x/ |x| ∈ Ĩk, where Ik is the arc associated with pℓ and Ĩk is its expansion, as
described above (3.31):

mR := inf {E0(u,B1−ρ) : u ∈ BV (B1−ρ;P ), u = hR on ∂B1−ρ} . (3.38)
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Let u0 denote a minimizer for (3.38). By Theorem 5.1 we know that {u0 = pℓ}
is a union of no more than N0 convex open sets, which we refer to as chambers.
We emphasize that the constant N0 = N0(W ) is independent of R. Furthermore,
each chamber is bounded by a finite number of line segments and at least one
boundary arc from the collection {Ĩk}. Lastly, from Corollary 5.2, the number of
triple junctions in the configuration u0 is bounded by a constant depending only
on N0, thus again a number independent of R.

Because each chamber contains the convex hull of (1 − ρ)Ĩk for some k and
each Ĩk has arclength at least λ, the thickness of each chamber is bounded below
by Cλ2, where the thickness is defined as the minimal distance between any pair
of parallel supporting planes for the chamber.

The map VR is defined in each chamber, say Ω, as follows: Consider any
segment I of ∂Ω ∩ B1−ρ having length at least 2η, where η is to be determined
later, but where we require that

η ⩾
1

R
. (3.39)

We then consider a sub-segment J ⊂ I of length smaller by η > 0 on each side of
I and consider a rectangle in Ω with base J and height h > 0. It is clear that if
h > 0 is small enough, then these rectangles are disjoint and included in Ω. We
now quantify how large h is allowed to be for this property to still hold. We will
always assume the bound

2h ≤ η. (3.40)

To this aim, assume h ∈ (0, η/2] is the largest height for which it holds that
the rectangles are mutually disjoint and included in Ω. For this value of h, if
it is different from η/2, either two rectangles make contact with each other, or
one rectangle makes contact with ∂B1−ρ. In any case, let p be the projection of
the contact point onto J . We denote by a and b the endpoints of I. Necessarily,
there exists a point q ∈ ∂Ω \ I such that |p− q| ⩽ 2h. Moreover, choosing the
horizontal axis to be the line L through a and b, since the point p is at distance
at least η from both a and b, and since 2h ≤ η, we have that the first coordinate
of q is between those of a and b.

Bringing in from infinity a line parallel to L from the half-plane containing q
until it first touches Ω, we denote this first contact point by q′, and we denote
by p′ the orthogonal projection of q′ onto L. Since q ∈ ∂Ω, it cannot lie inside
the triangle formed by a, b and q′. This implies that the segment [pq] intersects
either [aq′] or [bq′]. We assume the former, which implies that q is further away
from p than α, the orthogonal projection of p onto the line containing a and q′.
So we have

|p− α| ⩽ |p− q| ⩽ 2h. (3.41)
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See Figure 4.

Figure 4: The configuration described above when two rectangles first touch.

The triangles aαp and aq′p′ are similar. Therefore

|p− α|
|a− p|

=
|p′ − q′|
|a− q′|

. (3.42)

Now |p′ − q′| is at least the thickness of Ω so∣∣p′ − q′
∣∣ ⩾ Cλ2.

Furthermore, since a and q′ lie in B1−ρ we know |a− q′| ⩽ 2, and since p ∈ J ,
necessarily |p− a| ⩾ η. Combining (3.41), (3.42) with these inequalities, it follows
that h ⩾ Cηλ2. Therefore, the rectangles will be disjoint and included in Ω as
long as

h < Cηλ2, (3.43)

where this C is 1/4 of the constant C appearing in the previous display. The case
where the segment [pq] intersects [bq′] also leads to (3.43) in a similar manner.

Assuming (3.40), (3.43) are satisfied, consider a rectangle R belonging to a
chamber where u0 = pi and sharing a boundary segment J with a chamber where
u0 = pj . Then, denoting by s a coordinate orthogonal to J , we take VR = VR(s)
in R given by VR(s) = ζR(s) := ζij(Rs) for 0 ⩽ s ⩽ h/2, where ζij(0) is the
midpoint of the heteroclinic ζij with respect to the metric d. We take ζR to
linearly interpolate between ζij(Rh/2) and pi for h/2 ⩽ s ⩽ h.

At this point we remark that from the assumption (1.2), it follows that each
ζij approaches its end-states pi and pj at an exponential rate, i.e.

|ζij(t)− pj | ⩽ Ce−c(b)t as t → ∞ (3.44)

for some constant c(b) > 0, with a similar estimate holding as t → −∞. Indeed,
writing (1.7) as a first order autonomous system, say z′ = G(z), where

z = (z1, z2, z3, z4) =
(
ζ
(1)
ij , ζ

(2)
ij , ζ

(1)
ij

′, ζ
(2)
ij

′), G(z) =
(
z3, z4,Wz1(z1, z2),Wz1(z1, z2)

)
,
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one checks that at any pℓ ∈ P , the 4×4 matrixDG(pℓ) has eigenvalues±
√
µ1, ±

√
µ2

where µ1, µ2 ⩾ b > 0 are the eigenvalues of D2W (pℓ). Thus, each pℓ represents a
hyperbolic equilibrium point from the perspective of first order ODE theory and
from local stable manifold theory the approach of ζij to pi or pj as t → ±∞ must
be at an exponential rate as claimed in (3.44).

In light of (3.44), the modification can be made in such a way that

ER(VR,R) ≤ H1 (∂R∩ ∂Ω)

(
1

2
cij + Ce−c(b)Rh/2

)
. (3.45)

In addition to (3.43), we will insist on a selection of h such that

Rh ≫ 1, (3.46)

so that the exponential term in (3.45) will be negligible.
At this point, we consider an extension of VR(1, θ) = UR(1, θ) to the annulus

A1+η,1 := B1+η \ B1 that is constant along rays emanating from the origin. In
light of (3.25), we have

ER(VR,A1+η,1) ≤ Cη. (3.47)

Having defined VR in the rectangles of each chamber, we consider the finite col-
lection of balls of radius 2η centered at every one of the vertices of the polygonal
curves ∂Ω ∩ B1−ρ for every chamber Ω. Any such vertex either coincides with
the location of an endpoint of the arc (1 − ρ)Ĩk on ∂B1−ρ, namely a point of
discontinuity of hR, or the location of an interior triple junction. Hence, the
number of vertices, say ÑR, is bounded by a number N̄ that is independent of

R. Referring to the collection of these balls as {Bj
2η}

ÑR
j=1, we next define VR in

the part of B1−ρ not belonging to any of the rectangles R or ∪ÑR
j=1B

j
2η by setting

VR(x) = pi, when x lies in a chamber associated with pi. This is consistent with
the boundary values on ∂B1−ρ since by construction VR(x) is equal to pi if x is
on the boundary arc ∂B1−ρ ∩ ∂Ω and at distance larger than η from the ends of

the arc, a condition satisfied when x is not in any Bj
2η.

It remains to define VR inside the balls Bj
2η. To this end, we first note that

for any ball Bj
2η ⊂ B1−ρ, the boundary values of VR on ∂Bj

2η vary between being
constant or being given by a scaled heteroclinic, hence the tangential derivative
of VR on this circle is bounded by CR. For any ball Bj

2η not lying entirely

in B1−ρ, VR on ∂Bj
2η maybe also be given partially by the linear interpolation

construction carried out in the annulus A1,1−ρ or, if the ball reaches A1+η,1, then
it could partially coincide with the extension described above (3.47). However, in
light of the assumption (3.30), in all cases the tangential derivative of VR along
∂Bj

2η is bounded by CR for some C independent of R.
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With this estimate in hand, we proceed to fill in the definition of VR in

∪ÑR
j=1B

j
2η sequentially as follows. Starting with B1

2η, we take VR to linearly inter-

polate between VR, as previously defined, on ∂B1
2η and say, p1 on ∂Bj

η. We then

take VR ≡ p1 in the ball Bj
η. For such an interpolation, in light of assumption

(3.39), we have

|∇VR| ⩽ CR in B1
2η and so ER(VR, B

1
2η) ≤ CRη2. (3.48)

We then proceed to define VR in B2
2η, B

3
2η, . . . in the same manner. However, it

could happen that for some i < j ∈ {2, . . . , NR} one has Bj
2η ∩ Bi

2η ̸= ∅. For
example, this would occur if the centers of the two balls are vertices constituting
endpoints of one side of a polygonal chamber of length less than 4η. When such
an intersection occurs, we simply define VR in the intersection of these two balls
using the recipe for VR in Bj

2η. In light of (3.48), the O(R) gradient bound is

preserved through this process so that the O(Rη2) energy bound is as well. Given
that NR is uniformly bounded by N̄ , a constant independent of R, we can total

the energy of VR inside ∪ÑR
j=1B

j
2η to find an energetic contribution bounded by

CRη2.

Totaling the energetic cost of the construction

Summing the bounds (3.45) and (3.48) over rectangles and balls, we find that for
any h > 0 satisfying (3.43) we have

ER(VR, B1+η) ≤ mR

(
1 + Ce−Rh/C

)
+ CRη2 + ER(VR, B1+η \B1−ρ)

≤ mR + C

(
Rη2 + e−Rh/C + ρ+

1

Rρ
+ ρλR+ η

)
, (3.49)

where we have used (3.37), (3.47).
We may choose η, λ, ρ, h — for instance setting η = R−2/3, λ = R−1/8,

ρ = R−8/9 and h = CR−11/12 — so that for R large enough the conditions(3.30),
(3.39), (3.40), (3.43) and (3.46) are satisfied. For this choice, (3.49) implies that
ER(VR, B1+η) ≤ mR + CR−α with α = 1/8− 1/9.

Finally, recalling that VR(1 + η, θ) = UR(1, θ) we must scale down this con-
struction so that it agrees with UR on ∂B1. Thus, with for example the choice
η = R−2/3 as above, we replace the sequence VR : B1+R−2/3 → R2 with, say,
V̄R : B1 → R2 given by

V̄R(r, θ) := VR

(
(1 +R−2/3)r, θ

)
.
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Clearly such a scaling will only affect the energy bound by lower order terms, and
since ER(UR, B1) ⩽ ER(V̄R, B1) we have established (3.20) for some α ∈ (0, 1).

Matching lower bound

We turn now to the task of obtaining a matching lower bound, namely (3.21).
Much in the same spirit as was done for the upper bound proof, we will

replace the boundary values UR on ∂B1 by much simpler boundary values through
interpolation. This time, however, rather than interpolating from the boundary
values UR to the much simpler boundary values V (1− ρ, θ) on ∂B1−ρ as we did
in the argument leading up to (3.35), we now define an extension, say ŨR, of
UR to a larger ball B1+ρ such that ŨR(1 + ρ, θ) = VR(1− ρ, θ). This amounts to
reflecting across ∂B1 the construction in the annulus A1,1−ρ used in the upper
bound argument to instead obtain an interpolation in the annulus A1+ρ,1 :=
B1+ρ \B1.

We observe that precisely the same estimate (3.35) for the energetic cost of
VR in the annulus A1,1−ρ will now hold in the annulus A1+ρ,1 for the extension
ŨR. Hence, again making the choices taking ρ = R−8/9 and λ = R−1/8 indicated
below (3.49), we conclude from (3.37) that

√
2

∫
B1

√
W (UR) |∇UR| dx =

√
2

∫
B1+ρ

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx−
√
2

∫
A1+ρ,1

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx
⩾

√
2

∫
B1+ρ

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx− ER(ŨR,A1+ρ,1)

⩾
√
2

∫
B1+ρ

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx−O(R−α), (3.50)

where, as we did earlier, we have set α = 1/8− 1/9.
We now define three open subsets of B1+ρ via

ΩR
ℓ :=

{
x ∈ B1+ρ : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) < tℓ

}
for ℓ = 1, 2 and 3,

where t1, t2 and t3 are defined in (3.18). These sets are disjoint since, for instance,
d(p, p1) < t1 implies that

d(p, p2) > d(p1, p2)− t1 = c12 − t1 = t2,

in light of (3.18). Then we invoke the property of the metric d that for any fixed
‘base point,’ p ∈ R2, one has

|∇qd(p, q)| =
√

W (q) for all q ∈ R2, (3.51)
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cf. e.g. [26], along with the co-area formula to estimate that

√
2

∫
B1+ρ

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx ⩾
3∑

ℓ=1

√
2

∫
ΩR

ℓ

√
W (ŨR)

∣∣∣∇ŨR

∣∣∣ dx
=

3∑
ℓ=1

∫
ΩR

ℓ

∣∣∣∇d(ŨR(x), pℓ)
∣∣∣ dx ⩾

3∑
ℓ=1

∫ tℓ

1

R1/2

H1
({

x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) = s
})

ds

⩾
3∑

ℓ=1

inf
s∈[ 1

R1/2
,tℓ]

H1
({

x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) = s
})(

tℓ −
1

R1/2

)

⩾
3∑

ℓ=1

tℓH1
({

x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) = s∗ℓ
})

− C

R1/2
, (3.52)

for some numbers s∗ℓ ∈ [ 1
R1/2 , tℓ] for ℓ = 1, 2, 3 and some C independent of R.

(The lack of R dependence for C is clear since C represents the minimal length
of a level set {d(ŨR(x), pℓ) = s} among s ∈ [ 1

R1/2 , tℓ] within ΩR
ℓ .)

With the goal of applying Theorem 5.4 to the triple {x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) <
s∗ℓ}, ℓ = 1, 2, 3, we now wish to estimate the measure of the set B1 \ ∪3

ℓ=1{x :
d(ŨR(x), pℓ) < s∗ℓ}. Since s∗ℓ ⩾

1
R1/2 we have that

B1 \ {x : d(ŨR(x), P ) < s∗ℓ} ⊂ B1 \ {x : d(ŨR(x), P ) <
1

R1/2
}. (3.53)

But with an appeal to the nondegeneracy assumption (1.2) we can assert that if

d(ŨR(x), pℓ) ⩾
1

R1/2
for ℓ = 1, 2 and 3, then W (ŨR(x)) ⩾

C

R1/2
, (3.54)

for a constant C depending on W . Indeed, through an appeal to (3.27), the
definition of the metric d and the convexity of W near P , we see that for ŨR(x)
in a β-neighborhood of pℓ ∈ P , one has

1

R1/2
⩽ d(ŨR(x), pℓ) ⩽

∫ 1

0

√
W
(
(1− t)pℓ + tŨR(x)

) ∣∣∣ŨR(x)− pℓ

∣∣∣ dt
⩽
∫ 1

0

√
tW (ŨR(x))

∣∣∣ŨR(x)− pℓ

∣∣∣ dt ⩽ 2

3

√
2b
∣∣∣ŨR(x)− pℓ

∣∣∣2 .
Then another appeal to (3.27) yields (3.54).

Then from the bound (2.18), it follows that

C1 ⩾
∫
B1\{x: d(ŨR(x),P )< 1

R1/2
}
RW (ŨR(x)) dx ⩾ CR1/2

∣∣∣∣B1 \
{
x : d(ŨR(x), P ) <

1

R1/2

}∣∣∣∣ .
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Hence, in view of (3.53), we find that∣∣∣∣B1 \
{
x : d(ŨR(x), P ) < s∗ℓ

}∣∣∣∣ ⩽ C0

R1/2
(3.55)

for some C0 = C0(W ).
With estimate (3.55) in hand, we would like to now apply Theorem 5.4 to the

triple {x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) < s∗ℓ}, ℓ = 1, 2, 3 with the Dirichlet condition on ∂B1+ρ

given by h = hR, for hR as defined above (3.38). However, to do so, we must
make minor adjustments to these three sets near ∂B1+ρ. These adjustments entail
adding to or subtracting from these sets small slices of B1+ρ bounded by arcs of
∂B1+ρ and secant lines, so as to ‘fix’ their traces to match those dictated by hR.
By our construction of V (1−ρ, θ), hence of ŨR(1+ρ, θ), these adjustments occur
along NR arcs that are contained in the set ∪NR

k=1(1+ ρ)Ĩk \ ∪(1+ ρ)Ik, where we
recall that NR is bounded by a constant depending only on W . Therefore, in view
of (3.31), one can alter the three sets so as to obtain a triple whose trace on ∂B1+ρ

matches hR exactly, and the extra cost in perimeter will be O(λ) = O(R−1/8).
Furthermore, the estimate (3.55) will still hold since the adjustments are lower
order.

With this adjustment in hand, we now return to (3.50) and (3.52), and apply
Theorem 5.4 with δ = C0

R1/2 , to obtain

√
2

∫
B1

√
W (UR) |∇UR| dx

⩾
3∑

ℓ=1

tℓH1({x : d(ŨR(x), pℓ) = s∗ℓ} −
C

Rα

⩾ min {E0(u,B1+ρ) : u = hR on ∂B1+ρ} −
√
C0γ(k)

R1/4
− C

R1/2
− C

R1/8
− C

Rα

⩾ min {E0(u,B1−ρ) : u = hR on ∂B1+ρ} −
C

Rα
= mR − C

Rα
. (3.56)

This is the lower bound (3.21) we were seeking, and so the proof of Proposition
3.3 is complete.

3.2 Convergence of the blowdowns to a minimal cone

With the crucial Proposition 3.3 now in hand, we apply (3.15) to (3.14) with
R1 = R and R2 ∈ (R1, 2R1] to obtain

W̃ (R2)− W̃ (R1) ⩾ −C3R
−α/2
1 (3.57)
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for C3 depending only on W .
One consequence of (3.57) is:

Lemma 3.4. Assume U : R2 → R2 is a local minimizer of E and define W̃R by
(3.10). Then the limit L0 := limR→∞ W̃ (R) exists.

Proof. Using (3.57) we will first argue that for any η > 0 there exists a value
R0 > 0 such that

W̃ (R′)− W̃ (R) > −η whenever R0 ⩽ R < R′. (3.58)

To see this, let k be the largest integer such that 2kR < R′. Then we see that

W̃ (R′)− W̃ (R) = W̃ (R′)− W̃ (2kR) +

k−1∑
j=0

(
W̃ (2j+1R)− W̃ (2jR)

)

⩾ −C3

k∑
j=0

(2jR)−α/2 ⩾ −C3
1

Rα/2

(
1

1− 2α/2

)
.

Thus, taking R large enough, we obtain (3.58).
Let us now suppose limR→∞ W̃ (R) does not exist and seek a contradiction.

Since by (2.18) we know that 0 < W̃ (R) ⩽ C1 for all R > 0, this would imply that
there exist sequences {Rj} → ∞ and {Rk} → ∞ such that limRj→∞ W̃ (Rj) <

limRk→∞ W̃ (Rk); say

lim
Rk→∞

W̃ (Rk)− lim
Rj→∞

W̃ (Rj) = L for some L > 0. (3.59)

Hence, there exist J and K such that for j > J and k > K we would have

W̃ (Rk)− W̃ (Rj) >
L

2
.

However, by perhaps taking j even larger we may find Rj such that Rj > Rk and
then an application of (3.58) with η = L

3 leads to the condition

W̃ (Rj)− W̃ (Rk) ⩾ −L

3
,

and the contradiction is complete.

Another consequence of (3.15) is the following:
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Lemma 3.5. Assume U : R2 → R2 is a local minimizer of E. Then for every
positive λ1 < λ2 we have

lim
R→∞

∫
Bλ2R

\Bλ1R

1

|x|
|Uν |2 dx = 0, (3.60)

where Uν = ∇U · x
|x| .

We also have

lim
R→∞

∫
Bλ2R

\Bλ1R

1

2 |x|

∣∣∣∣W (U)− 1

2
|∇U |2

∣∣∣∣ dx = 0, (3.61)

or equivalently,

lim
R→∞

∫
Bλ2

\Bλ1

1

2 |x|

∣∣∣∣RW (UR)−
1

2R
|∇UR|2

∣∣∣∣ dx = 0. (3.62)

Proof. To establish the limit (3.61), we note that with the choices R1 = λ1R
and R2 = λ2R, the inequalities (3.12) and (3.13), followed by application of
Proposition 3.3 imply that∫

Bλ2R
\Bλ1R

1

2 |x|

∣∣∣∣W (U)− 1

2
|∇U |2

∣∣∣∣ dx
⩽

√
C1λ2

2λ1
R−1/2

{∫
Bλ2R

\Bλ1R

(√
W (U)− 1√

2
|∇U |

)2

dx

}1/2

⩽

√
C1C0λ2

2λ1
R−1/2R1/2(1−α) = O(R−α/2).

Then (3.60) follows from (3.11) and (3.61), in light of Lemma 3.4.

Now for any λ > 0 it follows from Lemma 3.4 that

lim
R→∞

∫
Bλ

RW (UR) dx = λL0.

Combining this with (3.62) yields that for any 0 < λ1 < λ2 one has

lim
R→∞

ER (UR, Bλ2 \Bλ1) = 2(λ2 − λ1)L0. (3.63)

We can rephrase (3.60) in terms of the blowdowns as

lim
R→∞

1

R

∫
Bλ2

\Bλ1

1

|x|

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣2 dx = 0 for any 0 < λ1 < λ2. (3.64)

Now we will use this to argue that the limit of blowdowns is necessarily a cone:
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Theorem 3.6. Assume U : R2 → R2 is a local minimizer of E. Let {Rj} → ∞
be any sequence and let {Rjk} and a function u0 ∈ BV (B1;P ) be any subsequence
and subsequential L1 limit guaranteed by Proposition 3.1. If we denote by Γiℓ the
phase boundary ∂{u0 = pi} ∩ ∂{u0 = pℓ}, one has

νiℓ(x) · x = 0 for every nonzero x ∈ B1 ∩ Γ∗
iℓ and every 1 ⩽ i < ℓ ⩽ 3, (3.65)

where Γ∗
iℓ denotes the reduced boundary of Γiℓ and νiℓ denotes a corresponding

normal vector.

Proof. We fix any positive number δ and note that for any µ ∈ (0, 1) we have∫
B1\Bµ

√
W (UR)

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ dx ⩽ δ R

∫
B1

W (UR) dx+
1

δ

1

R

∫
B1\Bµ

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣2 dx

⩽ δW̃ (R) +
1

δ

1

R

∫
B1\Bµ

1

|x|

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣2 dx.

Then sending R → ∞ and invoking Lemma 3.4 and (3.64) we conclude that

lim sup
R→∞

∫
B1\Bµ

√
W (UR)

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ dx ⩽ δ L0,

and since δ was arbitrary it follows that

lim
R→∞

∫
B1\Bµ

√
W (UR)

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ dx = 0. (3.66)

Next, we consider the function x 7→ d (p1, UR(x)). Suppressing subsequential
notation, the fact that URj → u0 in L1 implies through definition (1.4) that

d(p1, URj )
L1(B1)−→ d(p1, u0) =


0 on {u0 = p1}

d(p1, p2) on {u0 = p2}
d(p1, p3) on {u0 = p3}

,

and we note that since u0 ∈ BV (B1;R2) one has x 7→ d(p1, u0(x)) ∈ BV (B1).
Hence, in the sense of distributions, we have

∇xd(p1, URj (x)) → ∇xd(p1, u0(x)) =
∑

1⩽i<ℓ⩽3

(d(p1, pℓ)− d(p1, pi)) νiℓH1 Γ∗
iℓ,

(3.67)
where this form of the distributional gradient follows, for example, from [17],
Prop. 2.8. Then recalling (3.51), an elementary chain rule calculation shows that∣∣∣∣∇xd (p1, UR(x))) ·

x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ ⩽√W (UR(x))

∣∣∣∣∇UR · x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ ,
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and so from (3.66) we may conclude that

lim
R→∞

∫
B1\Bµ

∣∣∣∣∇xd (p1, UR(x))) ·
x

|x|

∣∣∣∣ dx = 0. (3.68)

Fix now any non-zero point x0 ∈ Γ∗
iℓ for some 1 ⩽ i < ℓ ⩽ 3, and fix µ > 0 less

than |x0|. Then we take an arbitary ϕ ∈ C1
0 (Br(x0)), with r chosen small enough

so that Br(x0) ⊂ B1 \Bµ. It follows from (3.67) and (3.68) that∫
Γ∗
iℓ∩Br(x0)

ϕ νiℓ ·
x

|x|
dH1(x) = 0.

Since ϕ is arbitrary, we obtain the desired property (3.65).

In light of Proposition 3.1, we know that any limit of blowdowns, u0, mini-
mizes E0 subject to its own boundary values. Now that we also know any limit
of blowdowns is a cone, it follows immediately from Theorem 5.1 that there are
only three possibilities:

Proposition 3.7. Under the hypothesis and with the notations of Theorem 3.6,
either

(i) u0 ≡ pi for some i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (3.69)

or there exists a half-plane H with ∂H passing through the origin such that

(ii) u0(x) =

{
pi in H
pℓ in R2 \H,

(3.70)

for some i, ℓ ∈ {1, 2, 3} with i ̸= ℓ, or

(iii) u0 takes the form (1.8) (3.71)

with the three sectors S1, S2 and S3 having opening angles α1, α2 and α3 satis-
fying the condition (1.9).

Remark 3.8. It was recently pointed out to us by Michael Novack that there is a
different avenue available to reach the conclusion that any subsequential limit u0 of
blowdowns of a local minimizer of E must satisfy either (3.69), (3.70) and (3.71).
This alternative argument utilizes, among other tools, a monotonicity formula for
minimizing partitions adapted to this setting, along with available regularity theory
such as that described in Theorem 5.1, to show that the only locally minimizing
partitions of the plane with respect to the energy E0 are partitions fitting one of
these three descriptions. Then coupled with Proposition 3.1 we would reach the
same conclusion as that of Proposition 3.7. See also [2] for a presentation of this
property of minimizing partitions.
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4 Eliminating the half-plane

We will now argue that in our setting, neither (3.69) or (3.70) are possible, leaving
(3.71) as the only option, thus leading to a proof of our main result, Theorem
1.1.

We will first prove a ‘clearing-out’ type of result, saying that sufficiently low
energy in a ball implies uniform nearness to a potential well on a smaller ball.
We remark that a result of this type for mere solutions to (2.11) is established in
[11], Prop. 6.4, but since the proof is considerably simpler in the setting of local
minimizers, we present a proof in this setting below.

Proposition 4.1. For any R > 0, let zR be a local minimizer of ER satifying
a gradient bound |∇zR| ⩽ C1R for some C1 > 0. Then there exists a number η
depending only on W such that if

ER(zR, Br0) < η on some ball Br0 ,

then there exists a point pℓ ∈ P and a value R̄ > 0 such that for all x ∈ Br0/2,
one has the uniform estimate

|zR(x)− pℓ| <
√
3

(
2

b

)1/4(
ER(zR, Br0)

)1/2

for all R ⩾ R̄, where b is the constant appearing in (3.27) and R̄ = R̄(b, r0).

Proof. With no loss of generality, we take Br0 to be centered at the origin. For
ease of notation, we will write eR := ER(zR, Br0), so that our hypothesis is that
eR < η with η to be specified shortly.

We begin with the observation that if q ∈ R2 is any point such that |q − pℓ| ⩽
β for some pℓ ∈ P , then invoking (1.4) and (3.27), we have√

b

2
min

γ(0)=pℓ,γ(1)=q

∫ 1

0
|γ(t)− pℓ|

∣∣γ′(t)∣∣ dt ⩽ d(q, pℓ) ⩽

√
b min
γ(0)=pℓ,γ(1)=q

∫ 1

0
|γ(t)− pℓ|

∣∣γ′(t)∣∣ dt.
Hence, √

b

2
|q − pℓ|2 ⩽ d(q, pℓ) ⩽

√
b |q − pℓ|2 . (4.1)

Applying the Mean Value Theorem, the assumption eR < η on Br0 allows us
to find a radius, say r∗ ∈ (r0/2, r0), such that

ER(zR, ∂Br∗) < 2eR < 2η. (4.2)
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Consequently, for any two points x1, x2 ∈ ∂Br∗ one has

d (zR(x1), zR(x2)) ⩽
√
2

∫
∂Br∗

√
W (zR) |∇zR| ds < 2eR.

Then the fact that
∫
∂Br∗

RW (zR) ds < 2eR implies that for R large enough there

exists a point, say xR ∈ ∂Br∗ , such that d(zR(xR), pℓ) < eR for some pℓ ∈ P.
Consequently, it follows from the triangle inequality that

d(zR(x), pℓ) < 3eR for all x ∈ ∂Br∗ . (4.3)

We now impose the condition

η ⩽

√
b

2

β2

3
. (4.4)

It follows that
|zR(x)− pℓ| ⩽ β for all x ∈ ∂Br∗ . (4.5)

Otherwise, for some x ∈ ∂Br∗ , we would have

d(zR(x), pℓ) ⩾ min
{q: |q−pℓ|=β}

d(q, pℓ) ⩾

√
b

2
β2,

contradicting (4.3), given that eR < η.
Having established (4.5), we now appeal to the local minimality of zR by

constructing a competitor, say vR, in Br∗ that linearly interpolates on the annulus
Ar∗,r∗− 1

R
between zR(x) on ∂Br∗ and pℓ on ∂Br∗− 1

R
via the formula

vR(x) := λR(|x|)zR
(
r∗

x

|x|

)
+
(
1− λR(|x|)

)
pℓ, (4.6)

for r∗ − 1
R ⩽ |x| ⩽ r∗, where λR(r) := R(r − r∗) + 1. We compute that

∇vR(x) = λR(|x|)∇zR

(
r∗

x

|x|

)
+R

x

|x|
⊗
(
zR

(
r∗

x

|x|

)
− pℓ

)
, (4.7)

so that

|∇vR(x)|2 ⩽ 2

∣∣∣∣∇zR

(
r∗

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣2 + 2R2

∣∣∣∣zR(r∗ x

|x|

)
− pℓ

∣∣∣∣2 . (4.8)

Property (4.5) guarantees that this interpolation always yields values inside
the ball of radius β about pℓ so that vR takes its values in the region where W
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is convex. This convexity allows us to invoke (3.27). Then through the local
minimality of zR, along with (4.2) and (4.8), we find that

ER(zR, Br∗) ⩽ ER(vR, Br∗) =

∫
A

r∗,r∗− 1
R

RW (vR) +
1

2R
|∇vR|2 dx

⩽
∫ r∗

r∗− 1
R

∫
∂Br

{
Rλ(r)W

(
zR
(
r∗

x

|x|
))

+

1

2R

(
2

∣∣∣∣∇zR

(
r∗

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣2 + 2R2

b
W (zR

(
r∗

x

|x|

))}
ds dr ⩽ 2η (max{2, 1 + 1

b
}) 1
R
.

(4.9)

Next we wish to argue that the maximum of the quantity |zR(x)− pℓ| over the
set Br∗ must occur for x ∈ ∂Br∗ . We will argue by contradiction. There are two
cases to consider:
Case 1: The maximum occurs at a point x∗ ∈ Br∗ such that |zR(x∗)− pℓ| < β.
We see this is impossible through an appeal to the maximum principle applied
to the function f(x) := 1

2 |zR(x)− pℓ|2. Indeed, a simple calculation yields that

∆f(x) = R2∇uW (zR) · (zR − pℓ) + |∇zR|2 > 0,

in light of the strict convexity of W (q) when |q − pℓ| ⩽ β.
Case 2: The maximum occurs at a point x∗ ∈ Br∗ such that |zR(x∗)− pℓ| ⩾ β.
Since necessarily any local minimizer satisfies a gradient estimate |∇zR| ⩽ C1R
for some constant C1 > 0, it follows that

|zR(x)− pℓ| >
β

2
for all x such that |x− x∗| < β

2C1R
.

Thus, denoting
Cβ := min

{q∈R2: dist (q,P )⩾β
2
}
W (q) > 0,

we obtain

ER(zR, Br∗) ⩾
∫
{x: |x−x∗|< β

2C1R
}
RW (zR) dx ⩾ CβRπ

(
β

2C1R

)2

=
πβ2Cβ

4C2
1

1

R
,

which will contradict (4.9), if in addition to (4.4), we insist that η satisfies, say

2ηmax{2, 1 + 1

b
} ⩽

πβ2Cβ

5C2
1

. (4.10)
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Hence, assuming η satisfies (4.4) and (4.10), we have argued that the maximum of
|zR − pℓ| on Br∗ must occur on ∂Br∗ , and so from (4.1) and (4.3), the conclusion
of the Proposition follows.

An easy consequence of this result is

Proposition 4.2. Assume U : R2 → R2 is a local minimizer of E and {Rj} → ∞
is such that {URj} converges in L1

loc to u0 ∈ BVloc(R2;P ). Then {URj} converges
to u0 locally uniformly outside the support of ∇u0.

Proof. Assume x0 does not belong to the support of ∇u0. We need to prove that
URj converges uniformly to u0 in a neighbourhood of x0.

The limit u0 is identically equal to one of the wells, say p1, in a ball Br(x0)
for some r > 0. Using Fatou’s Lemma as in the proof of Lemma 2.3 there exists
a radius t ∈ (0, r) and a subsequence still denoted {Rj} such that

lim
Rj→∞

∥URj − p1∥L1(∂Bt) = 0, lim sup
Rj→∞

ERj (URj , ∂Bt) < +∞.

Since URj minimizes ERj and satisfies (2.2) and (2.3) on ∂Bt, we can apply
condition (2.7) of Theorem 2.1 to assert that

ERj (URj , Bt) → Eh
0 (u0, Bt) = 0 as Rj → ∞,

where h is the trace of u0 on ∂Bt, that is, h = p1. This allows us to apply
Proposition 4.1 to conclude that URj is converging uniformly to p1 on Bt/2. Since
the subsequential limit is unique, the whole sequence converges uniformly to p1
on Bt/2, proving the proposition.

Now we prove

Proposition 4.3. Assume U : R2 → R2 is a local minimizer of E in the sense
of (1.13) such that dist(U(0),Λ) > 0 for Λ given by (2.12). For any sequence
{Rj} → ∞, let {Rjk} and u0 ∈ BVloc(R2;P ) be any subsequence and subsequen-
tial limit of {URjk

}, guaranteed to exist by Proposition 3.1. Then u0 takes the
form (1.8).

Proof. We need to rule out (3.69) and (3.70).
Suppose first, by way of contradiction, that u0 ≡ pℓ for some ℓ ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Then Proposition 4.2 implies that URjk
(0) → U(0) = pℓ, contradicting dist(U(0),Λ) >

0. Thus, possibility (3.69) is eliminated.
Next, we suppose by way of contradiction that URjk

→ u0 in L1
loc for u0

satisfying (3.70) for some i, ℓ ∈ {1, 2, 3} with i ̸= ℓ. With no loss of generality we
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will take i = 1, ℓ = 2 and the halfplane H to be {(x1, x2) ∈ R2 : x2 < 0} so that
our contradiction hypothesis takes the form

URjk

L1
loc−→ u0 =

{
p1 in {(x1, x2) : x2 < 0}
p2 in {(x1, x2) : x2 > 0}. (4.11)

This possibility is ruled out if we prove Theorem 1.3, since the latter implies
that U(x1, x2) = ζ12(x2+∆) for some ∆ ∈ R and therefore U(0) ∈ ζ12(R), which
contradicts the hypothesis that dist(U(0),Λ) > 0 for Λ given by (2.12).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We assume that U is a locally minimizing entire solution
and that URj converges as j → +∞ for some subsequence for Rj → +∞ to the
function u0 defined in (1.16). We break the proof that U(x1, x2) = ζ12(x2 + ∆)
for some ∆ ∈ R into several steps.

1. We begin by identifying a circle on which U has “well-controlled” boundary
values. To this end, we note that the argument in the proof of Proposition 3.1
leading to (3.2) and (3.3) applies just as well to assert the existence of two values,
1 ⩽ λ1 < λ2 ⩽ 2, for which these two properties hold on both ∂Bλ1 and ∂Bλ2 .
We then let Aλ2,λ1 denote the annulus Bλ2 \ Bλ1 , and invoke the assumption
(4.11). It follows from the Γ-convergence of ẼRj (·,Aλ2,λ1) to Eh

0 (·,Aλ2,λ1) with
h = trace of u0 on ∂Aλ2,λ1 , along with the minimality of URj in the annulus, that

ERj (URj ,Aλ2,λ1) → Eh(u0,Aλ2,λ1) = 2(λ2 − λ1)c12 as Rj → ∞. (4.12)

Rewriting this in terms of U we have that

E(U,Aλ2Rj ,λ1Rj
) = 2(λ2 − λ1)c12Rj + o(Rj) as Rj → ∞, (4.13)

or equivalently,

1

(λ2 − λ1)Rj

∫ λ2Rj

λ1Rj

E (U, ∂Br) dr = 2c12 + o(1).

Thus, by the Mean Value Theorem, there must exist a sequence of radii {ρj} → ∞
with ρj ∈ (λ1Rj , λ2Rj) such that

E
(
U, ∂Bρj

)
= 2c12 + o(1). (4.14)

From Proposition 4.2, we have that for any τ > 0

max
{
|U(x)− p1| : x ∈ Bρj ∩ {(x1, x2) : x2 ⩾ ρjτ}

}
→ 0 (4.15)
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and

max
{
|U(x)− p2| : x ∈ Bρj ∩ {(x1, x2) : x2 ⩽ −ρjτ}

}
→ 0 as ρj → ∞. (4.16)

2. We will next argue that the restriction of U to the circle ∂Bρj is approaching
two copies of the geodesic ζ12 as ρj → ∞. We denote by ∂B+

ρj the right half-

circle of ∂Bρj , and by ∂B−
ρj the left half-circle. From (4.15) and (4.16) and the

continuity of the metric distance (p, q) 7→ d(p, q) (cf. (1.4)), it follows that

E
(
U, ∂B+

ρj

)
⩾

√
2

∫
∂B+

ρj

√
W (U)

∣∣∣∣∂U∂s
∣∣∣∣ ds ⩾ d(p1, p2)−o(1) = c12−o(1) as ρj → ∞

(4.17)
and similarly,

E
(
U, ∂B−

ρj

)
⩾

√
2

∫
∂B−

ρj

√
W (U)

∣∣∣∣∂U∂s
∣∣∣∣ ds ⩾ d(p1, p2)−o(1) = c12−o(1) as ρj → ∞

(4.18)
Combining these last two inequalities with (4.14), we observe that, in fact, we
have

E
(
U, ∂B+

ρj

)
→ c12, as ρj → ∞ (4.19)

and
E
(
U, ∂B−

ρj

)
→ c12 as ρj → ∞. (4.20)

Now, following the general scheme in [5], sect. 2.3 we fix a positive number d0
less than say, half the minimal distance between any two of the three wells, and
define the energy level W0 via

W0 := min

{
W (p) : |p− pℓ| = d0, ℓ = 1, 2, 3

}
> 0. (4.21)

It follows from (4.15) and (4.16) that there must exist a point x+j ∈ ∂Bρj such

that W
(
U(x+j )

)
= W0. Then for θ denoting the polar angle made with the

positive x1-axis, we introduce the angle θ+j via x+j = ρje
iθ+j . We point out that

necessarily
θ+j → 0 as j → ∞, (4.22)

since W
(
U(ρje

iθ)
)
→ 0 at angles θ bounded away from zero in light of (4.15)

and (4.16).
Then we introduce an arclength coordinate s along ∂B+

ρj with s = 0 corre-
sponding to this xj via

s := ρj(θ − θ+j ), (4.23)
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and define the continuous extension, say Ũj : (−∞,∞) → R2 of U along ∂B+
ρj ,

expressed as a function of arclength variable (4.23), through the formula

Ũj(s) =



p1 for s ⩾ ρj(π/2− θ+j ) + 1

linear for ρj(π/2− θ+j ) < s < ρj(π/2− θ+j ) + 1

U

(
ρje

i( s
ρj

+θ+j )
)

for ρj(−π/2− θ+j ) ⩽ s ⩽ ρj(π/2− θ+j )

linear for ρj(−π/2− θ+j )− 1 < s < ρj(−π/2− θ+j )

p2 for s ⩽ ρj(−π/2− θ+j )− 1,

so that, in particular, we have

W (Ũj(0)) = W0. (4.24)

Now again appealing to (4.15) and (4.16), we observe that the energy over the
intervals of linear interpolation vanish in the limit; that is,

lim
j→∞

E
(
Ũj , [ρj(π/2− θ+j ), ρj(π/2− θ+j ) + 1]

)
= 0,

with a similar result for the integral over the interval [ρj(−π/2−θ+j )−1, ρj(−π/2−
θ+j )]. Hence, through (4.19), we see that {Ũj} constitutes a minimizing sequence
for (1.6). Invoking (4.24), it is then straightforward to establish that

Ũj → ζ12 in H1
loc(R) as j → ∞, (4.25)

with W (ζ12(0)) = W0 setting the particular translate of the heteroclinic ζ12.
Again we refer to [5] for details. (We recall here that we are assuming uniqueness
of the three heteroclinic connections.) We then note that using (4.20), we can
apply precisely the same argument along the left half-circle ∂B−

ρj to get H1
loc-

convergence to ζ12 analogous to (4.25) there as well. In particular, in analogy
with (4.22) and (4.24), we note that there exists an angle made with the negative
x1-axis, which we denote by θ−j , that plays the same role as did θ+j ; namely,

W
(
U
(
ρje

i(π−θ−j )
))

= W0 and θ−j → 0 as j → ∞. (4.26)

Also, referring back to (4.15) and (4.16), with, say τ = 1/2, it follows that∣∣∣U (ρjeiθ)− p1

∣∣∣→ 0 for
π

6
⩽ θ ⩽

5

6
π and

∣∣∣U (ρjeiθ)− p2

∣∣∣→ 0 for −5

6
π ⩽ θ ⩽ −π

6
.

(4.27)
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3. Letting Lj denote the line passing through the two points x+j = ρje
iθ+j and

x−j := ρje
i(π−θ−j ), we define the sequence Vj : R2 → R2 via

Vj(x) := ζ12 (dist (x, Lj)) . (4.28)

Our goal in this step is to interpolate between U on ∂Bρj and Vj on ∂Bρj−1

so that the energetic cost in the annulus between these two circles is no greater
than 2c12 + o(1). Again we will focus on the right half-annulus, with a similar
calculation applying to the left half-annulus.

To this end, we first recall the exponential approach of ζ12 = ζ12(t) to p1 for
t ≫ 1 and to p2 for t ≪ −1, cf. (3.44). Fixing any η > 0, it follows that we can
find an interval, say [−aη, aη], such that

E (ζ12, [−aη, aη]) ⩽ c12, (4.29)

and such that

|ζ12(t)− p1| < η for t > aη, and |ζ12(t)− p2| < η for t < −aη. (4.30)

Then in view of the H1-convergence of Ũj to ζ12 for s ∈ [−aη, aη] guaranteed
by (4.25), we can assert that for ρj large enough, one also has

c12 − η ⩽ E
(
Ũj , [−aη, aη]

)
⩽ c12 + η. (4.31)

As consequence of (4.29) and (4.31), along with (1.6), (4.19) and (4.20), it also
follows that

E (ζ12,R \ [−aη, aη]) ⩽ η (4.32)

and
E
(
Ũj ,R \ [−aη, aη]

)
⩽ η. (4.33)

Of course, the analog of estimates (4.31) and (4.33) hold with the boundary values
of U along ∂B+

ρj replaced by those along ∂B−
ρj as well.

Now we define the linear interpolation in the annulus {x : ρj − 1 ⩽ |x| ⩽ ρj}
with λj(r) := r − ρj + 1, via the formula

Zj(x) := λj(|x|)U
(
ρj

x

|x|

)
+ (1− λj(|x|))Vj(x). (4.34)

We will divide up the energy of Zj in the right half-annulus into two parts as
follows:∫ ∫

right half−annulus
W (Zj) +

1

2
|∇Zj |2 dx =
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∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫
{x∈∂B+

r : dist (x,Lj)<aη}
{ · } ds dr +

∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫
{x∈∂B+

r : dist (x,Lj)⩾aη}
{ · } ds dr

=: I + II. (4.35)

Regarding integral I, we note that for any r such that ρj − 1 < r < ρj and any
x ∈ ∂Br such that dist (x, Lj) < aη, if we denote by s(x) the arclength along ∂Br

from x to ∂Br ∩ Lj , then one easily checks that

0 ⩽ s(x)− dist (x, Lj) = O

(
1

ρj

)
. (4.36)

Combining this with the uniform convergence of Ũj to ζ12 on [−aη, aη] guaranteed
by (4.25), we obtain that∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣∣∣U (ρjei( s(x)ρj
+θ+j )

)
− ζ12 (s(x))

∣∣∣∣+|ζ12 (s(x))− ζ12 (dist (x, Lj))| = o(1),

(4.37)
which then also implies that

Zj(x) = ζ12 (s(x)) + o(1). (4.38)

Now ∣∣∣∣∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣2 = ∣∣∣Ũj
′ (s(x))

∣∣∣2 ,
and for x in the domain of integration of integral I, with an appeal to (4.36), we
have

|∇Vj(x)|2 =
∣∣ζ ′12 (dist (x, Lj))

∣∣2 = ∣∣ζ ′12(s)∣∣2 + o(1). (4.39)

Therefore, since

∇Zj(x) = λj(|x|)∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)
+(1− λj(|x|))∇Vj(x)+

x

|x|
⊗
(
U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

)
,

(4.40)
we may compute that

|∇Zj(x)|2 ⩽
∣∣∣∣λj(|x|)∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)
+ (1− λj(|x|))∇Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣2
+C

{∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣ (∣∣∣∣∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣+ |∇Vj(x)|
)}

⩽ λj(|x|)
∣∣∣∣∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣2 + (1− λj(|x|)) |∇Vj(x)|2 + o(1), (4.41)
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where the last inequality follows from the convexity of | · |2, along with the use of
(4.36) and (4.37), after noting that both |∇U | and |∇Vj | are uniformly bounded.

As a consequence of (4.38), (4.41) and another appeal to (4.25) we find that∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫
{x∈∂B+

r : dist (x,Lj)<aη}
W (Zj(x)) +

1

2
|∇Zj(x)|2 ds dr ⩽∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫ aη

−aη

W (ζ12(s)) +
1

2

{
λj(r)

∣∣∣Ũj
′(s)
∣∣∣2 + (1− λj(r))

∣∣ζ ′12(s)∣∣2} ds dr + o(1)

=

∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫ aη

−aη

W (ζ12(s)) +
1

2

∣∣ζ ′12(s)∣∣2 ds dr + o(1).

Hence, it follows from (4.29) that

I ⩽ c12 + η, (4.42)

with a corresponding inequality holding for the energy of {Zj} over the region in
the left portion of the annulus given by

{x = (x1, x2) : ρj − 1 < |x| < ρj , dist (x, Lj) < η, x1 < 0} .

It remains to estimate integral II in (4.35). We will argue that this integral
is o(1) by relying on (4.32) and (4.33). We first claim that∫ ρj

ρj−1

∫
{x∈∂B+

r : dist (x,Lj)⩾aη}
W (Zj(x))ds dr = O(η). (4.43)

With an eye towards appealing to (3.26), we observe that necessarily for
any x ∈ ∂Bρj such that dist (x, Lj) ⩾ aη, one has either |U(x)− p1| < β or
|U(x)− p2| < β. Otherwise, the energetic cost incurred by transitioning along
∂Bρj from |U(x)− pℓ| = β to U(x) ≈ pℓ would be O(1), violating (4.33), a
transition that must occur in light of (4.27).

Since (4.30) implies that Vj(x) also takes values in a region of convexity of W
for x ∈ ∂Bρj such that dist (x, Lj) ⩾ aη, we have that

W (Zj(x)) ⩽ λj(|x|)W
(
U

(
ρj

x

|x|

))
+ (1− λj(|x|))W (Vj(x)) for such an x.

(4.44)
Hence, with an appeal to (4.32) and (4.33), we obtain claim (4.43).

To show that integral II in (4.35) is small, we still must estimate the integral
of |∇Zj |2 . Here we note from (4.40) that

|∇Zj |2 ⩽ C

{[
λj(|x|)∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)
+ (1− λj(|x|))∇Vj(x)

]2
+

∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣2
}
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⩽ C

{
λj(|x|)

∣∣∣∣∇U

(
ρj

x

|x|

)∣∣∣∣2 + (1− λj(|x|) |∇Vj(x)|2 +
∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣2
}
.(4.45)

Integrating this expression over the set

{x = (x1, x2) : ρj − 1 < |x| < ρj , dist (x, Lj) ⩾ aη, x1 > 0},

we can use (4.32) and (4.33) once again to show that the first two terms in (4.45)
integrate to O(η).

The third term can be handled in the same manner as was done for the
integral of W (Zj). That is, we split the integral into the set where U

(
ρj

x
|x|

)
is

far from both p1 and p2 and where it is close to one of these wells. We know from
(4.30) that Vj(x) is near p1 or p2 for this domain of integration and therefore the

measure of the set where U
(
ρj

x
|x|

)
is far from the wells must be small in order

not to violate (4.33). Then, on any set where it is near to p1 or p2, we have∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ 2

(∣∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− pℓ

∣∣∣∣2 + |Vj(x)− pℓ|2
)

for either ℓ = 1 or 2,

and so the quantity
∣∣∣U (ρj x

|x|

)
− Vj(x)

∣∣∣2 is controlled by the sum of the inte-

grals of W
(
U
(
ρj

x
|x|

))
and W (Vj(x)). Hence, by (4.32) and (4.33) it must also

integrate to O(η).
Since the analysis of I leading to (4.42) holds for any η > 0 provided ρj is

sufficiently large, as does this just completed analysis of integral II, we finally
conclude that the interpolating sequence {Zj} satisfies the bound∫

{x: ρj−1<|x|<ρj , x1>0}
W (Zj) +

1

2
|∇Zj |2 dx ⩽ c12 + o(1).

The argument leading to the same estimate for the energy of Zj taken over the
set {x : ρj − 1 < |x| < ρj , x1 < 0} is identical, and so we arrive at the estimate

E
(
Zj , Bρj \Bρj−1

)
⩽ 2c12 + o(1). (4.46)

4. Having interpolated between the boundary values of U on ∂Bρj and those of
Vj on ∂Bρj−1 with a cost bounded as in (4.46), we can now appeal to the local
minimality of U to assert that

E
(
U,Bρj

)
⩽ 2c12 + E

(
Vj , Bρj−1

)
+ o(1),
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where we recall that Vj is defined through (4.28). If we now consider a coordinate
system (z1, z2) with z1-axis coinciding with the line Lj , z2-axis orthogonal to it,
and with origin at the midpoint of the line segment Lj ∩ Bρj , then it follows
immediately from the definition of ζ12 and (4.28) that

E
(
U,Bρj

)
⩽ 2c12+

∫ 1
2
H1(Lj∩Bρj−1)

− 1
2
H1(Lj∩Bρj−1)

E (ζ12,R) dz1+o(1) = c12H1
(
Lj ∩Bρj

)
+o(1).

(4.47)
Here we are using the fact that

H1 (Lj ∩ {x : ρj − 1 < |x| < ρj}) ⩽ 2 + o(1),

since we recall that the line Lj meets ∂Bρj at the points x+J = ρje
iθ+j and x−j =

ρje
i(π−θ−j ) with θ+j and θ−j both approaching zero by (4.22) and (4.26). See Figure

5.

Figure 5: The coordinate system based on the line Lj passing through the points

x+j = ρje
iθ+j and x−j = ρje

i(π−θ−j ) defined in (4.22) and (4.26).

5. We conclude the proof of Proposition 4.3 with a lower bound for the energy
of U on Bρj that will contradict the upper bound (4.47), thus eliminating the
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possibility that (4.11) can occur. To this end, we introduce an interpolation, say
Z̃j , on the annulus {x : ρj ⩽ |x| ⩽ ρj + 1} between the values of U on ∂Bρj

and those of Vj given by (4.28) on ∂Bρj+1. The formula for the sequence {Z̃j}
is identical to that of {Zj} given in (4.34), with the exception that λj(r) is now
replaced by λ̃j(r) := ρj + 1− r. Then the entire argument that led to the energy
bound (4.46) applies equally well to {Z̃j}, to establish that

E
(
Z̃j , Bρj+1 \Bρj

)
⩽ 2c12 + o(1). (4.48)

As a consequence of (4.48), if we now define the sequence {Uj} on Bρj+1 via

Uj(x) :=

{
U(x) for x ∈ Bρj ,

Z̃j(x) for x ∈ Bρj+1 \Bρj ,

then we have the lower energy bound

E
(
U,Bρj

)
⩾ E

(
Uj , Bρj+1

)
− 2c12 − o(1). (4.49)

Next we will compute a lower bound for the integral on the right using a coordi-
nate system (z1, z2) very similar to the one introduced above (4.47), where again
z1 is the arc length on the line Lj but now with z1 = 0, z2 = 0 corresponding to
the midpoint of Lj ∩ Bρj+1. For any z1 ∈ R the set {z2 | (z1, z2) ∈ Bρj+1} is an
interval that we denote (aj(z1), bj(z1)).

The line Lj is at a distance δj = ρj

∣∣∣∣sin( θ−j +θ+j
2

)∣∣∣∣ from the origin. Note that

δj ≪ ρj since
∣∣∣θ+j ∣∣∣ + ∣∣∣θ−j ∣∣∣ → 0.. It follows that Bρj+1 contains the set of points

with coordinates (z1, z2) such that

−ℓj < z1 < ℓj , −hj(z1) < z2 < hj(z1), (4.50)

where

ℓj =
1

2
H1
(
Lj ∩Bρj+1

)
=
(
(ρj + 1)2 − δj

2
)1/2

and hj(z1) =
(
(ρj + 1)2 − z1

2
)1/2 − δj . (4.51)

In particular,
hj(z1) ≤ min (|aj(z1)| , bj(z1)) . (4.52)

Then we can write

E
(
Uj , Bρj+1

)
⩾
∫
Bρj+1

∣∣∣∣∂Uj

∂z

∣∣∣∣2 + ∫ ℓj

−ℓj

I(z1) dz1, (4.53)
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where
I(z1) = E (Uj(z1, ·), [aj(z1), bj(z1)]) .

From the construction of Uj using Z̃j , we have that Uj(z1, z2) = ζ12(z2) if (z1, z2) ∈
∂Bρj+1, that is if z2 = aj(z1) or z2 = bj(z1). Thus we may extend Uj(z1, ·)
continuously by setting Uj(z1, z2) = ζ12(z2) if z2 /∈ (aj(z1), bj(z1)).

Using the minimizing property of ζ12 with respect to its boundary conditions
on any interval [a, b] and its exponential decay as in (3.44), we have for any
z1 ∈ (−ℓj , ℓj) that

I(z1) = E (Uj(z1, ·),R)− E (Uj(z1, ·),R \ [aj(z1), bj(z1)])
= E (Uj(z1, ·),R)− E (ζ12,R \ [aj(z1), bj(z1)])
≥ E (ζ12,R)− E (ζ12,R \ [−hj(z1), hj(z1)]) ≥ c12 − Ce−chj(z1),

(4.54)

where c, C > 0 depend only on W .
We integrate (4.54) over z1 ∈ (−ℓj , ℓj). In view of (4.53) we find that

E(Uj , Bρj+1) ≥
∫
Bρj+1

∣∣∣∣∂Uj

∂z1

∣∣∣∣2 + 2c12ℓj − C

∫ ℓj

−ℓj

e−chj(z1) dz1.

It is straightforward to show, using (4.51) and the fact that δj ≪ ρj as ρj → +∞,
that the last integral above is o(1) and then, since

2ℓj = H1
(
Lj ∩Bρj+1

)
= H1

(
Lj ∩Bρj

)
+ 2 + o(1),

we conclude that

E(Uj , Bρj+1) ≥
∫
Bρj+1

∣∣∣∣∂Uj

∂z1

∣∣∣∣2 + c12H1
(
Lj ∩Bρj

)
+ 2c12 +−o(1),

In view of (4.49) and the upper bound (4.47), we deduce that∫
Bρj+1

∣∣∣∣∂Uj

∂z1

∣∣∣∣2 = o(1). (4.55)

6. We may now conclude. Going back to the original coordinates (x1, x2) we
have that U = Uj ◦ φj on Bρj , where φj denotes the (x1, x2) → (z1, z2) map.
But, as j → +∞, the rotational component of φj converges to the identity since
θ+j and θ−j both tend to 0. Passing to the limit in (4.55) we thus deduce that
U(x1, x2) does not depend on x1.

Then, as a function of x2 only, U is a minimizing solution on R, which con-
verges to p1 as z2 → −∞ and to p2 as x2 → +∞. Thus there exists ∆ ∈ R such
that U(x1, x2) = ζ12(x2 +∆). The proof of Theorem 1.3 is complete.
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5 Two partitioning problems: Regularity and com-
parison

Our proof of the key estimate (3.15) in Proposition 3.3 relies upon the regularity
theory for two partitioning problems, one fairly standard and the other perhaps
not so standard. In this section we state the regularity theory for these problems,
as established in [24]. Then we state and prove a result relating the infima of
these two problems.

For the convenience of the reader, we restate these two partitioning problems
here:

Problem 1. Fix a function h ∈ BV (∂B;P ). For any disjoint sets S1, S2 and S3

of finite perimeter in B such that |B \ ∪Sℓ| = 0 define

m0 := inf
{
E0(S1, S2, S3) : ∪Sℓ = B, ∂Sℓ ∩ ∂B = h−1(pℓ) for ℓ = 1, 2, 3

}
,

where E0 is given by

E0(S1, S2, S3) = t1H1(∂∗S1 ∩B) + t2H1(∂∗S2 ∩B) + t3H1(∂∗S3 ∩B).

Problem 2. Fix a number δ > 0. Then for h and E0 as above, and disjoint sets
S1, S2 and S3 of finite perimeter in B define

mδ
0 := inf

{
E0(S1, S2, S3) : |B \ ∪Sℓ| ⩽ δ, ∂Sℓ ∩ ∂B = h−1(pℓ) for ℓ = 1, 2, 3

}
.

Regarding Problem 1, the regularity theory of minimizing planar partitions
subject to volume constraints on each phase is developed, for instance, in [20, 22].
For our purposes, however, we require a version valid without volume constraints
but subject to a Dirichlet condition, and which has additional properties specific
to minimization within a ball. For this we quote the recent work in [24].

Theorem 5.1. ([24], Thm. 1.6) If (S0
1 , S

0
2 , S

0
3) be a minimizer of Problem 1,

then every connected component of ∂S0
ℓ ∩ ∂S0

m ∩B is a line segment terminating
at an interior triple junction x ∈ ∂S0

1 ∩ ∂S0
2 ∩ ∂S0

3 ∩ B, at x ∈ ∂S0
ℓ ∩ ∂S0

m ∩ ∂B
for ℓ ̸= m which is a point of discontinuity of h, or at a boundary triple junction
x ∈ ∂S0

1 ∩ ∂S0
2 ∩ S0

3 ∩ ∂B which is a point of discontinuity of h. Moreover, there
exists angles αℓ, ℓ = 1, 2, 3, satisfying (1.9) such that if x ∈ B is an interior triple
junction, for some rx > 0, S0

ℓ ∩Brx for ℓ = 1, 2, 3 are circular sectors determined
by αℓ. Finally, every connected component C of S0

ℓ is convex and meets ∂B along
one or more arcs of h−1(pℓ).
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The last property, namely that every connected component C of S0
ℓ is convex

and meets ∂B along one or more arcs of h−1(pℓ) is not stated in [24], Thm. 1.6,
but is immediate since any island of phase could be filled in with a different phase,
thereby lowering the total perimeter without disrupting the boundary condition.

Regarding Problem 1, we will also need the following corollary, which follows
easily from Theorem 5.1.

Corollary 5.2. Suppose h ∈ BV (∂B;P ) has k jump discontinuities for some
non-negative integer k. Then there exists an integer N(k) such that the total
number of triple junctions appearing in any minimizer of Problem 1 cannot exceed
N(k).

Proof. Denote any minimizer of Problem 1 by u0. Since any connected component
of {u0 = pℓ} must meet ∂B along one or more connected components of the
set of boundary arcs h−1(pℓ), and since the number of these arcs is necessarily
bounded by k, we can conclude that for ℓ = 1, 2 and 3, the number of connected
components of {u0 = pℓ} cannot exceed k as well. Next we note that in light of
the convexity of every component of {u0 = pℓ}, any triple of components, one
each from {u0 = pℓ} for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, can only meet at a triple junction at most
once. Counting up all the possible triples, it follows that the number of triple
junctions of a minimizer u0 cannot exceed k3.

The regularity theory for Problem 2 is more subtle since minimizers will typ-
ically develop cusps to replace the triple junctions appearing in the solution of
Problem 1, a phenomenon referred to in some literature as a “wetting” of the
singularities, see e.g. [12]. See Figure 6. Here we quote the following result:

Theorem 5.3. ([24], Thm. 1.4) Let (Sδ
1 , S

δ
2 , S

δ
3) be a minimizer of Problem 2,

and denote by Gδ := B\∪3
ℓ=1S

δ
ℓ . Then every connected component of ∂Sδ

ℓ∩∂Sδ
j∩B

is a line segment terminating either on ∂B at a point of discontinuity of h between
pℓ and pj or at a point in ∂Sδ

ℓ ∩ ∂Sδ
j ∩ ∂Gδ ∩ B. Referring to those points in

∂Sδ
ℓ ∩ ∂Sδ

m ∩ ∂Gδ ∩ B and ∂Sδ
ℓ ∩ ∂Sδ

m ∩ ∂Gδ ∩ ∂B as cusp and corner points,
respectively, there exist positive κδℓ for ℓ = 1, 2, 3 such that

t1κ
δ
1 = t2κ

δ
2 = t3κ

δ
3 (5.1)

and, for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, ∂Sδ
ℓ ∩ ∂Gδ consists of a union of circular arcs of curvature

κδℓ , each of whose two endpoints are either a cusp point in B or a corner point
in ∂B at a point of discontinuity of h. Furthermore, at cusp points, ∂Sδ

ℓ ∩ ∂Gδ

and ∂Sδ
m ∩ ∂Gδ meet ∂Sδ

ℓ ∩ ∂Sδ
m tangentially. Finally, any connected component

C of Sδ
ℓ is convex.
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Since any admissible partition of B for Problem 1 is also admissible for Prob-
lem 2, it is obvious that mδ

0 ⩽ m0. However, an inequality in the reverse direction
also holds.

Theorem 5.4. For any positive integer k, let h be any function in BV (∂B;P )
having no more than k discontinuities. Then for any δ > 0, the infimum m0 for
Problem 1 and the infimum mδ

0 for Problem 2 are related via

mδ
0 ⩾ m0 − γ(k) δ1/2, (5.2)

for some constant γ(k).

Figure 6: Minimizers of E0 subject to the same Dirichlet condition for Problem
1 (right) and Problem 2 (left).

Proof of Theorem 5.4. We will view minimization of E0 subject to the given
Dirichlet condition on ∂B and subject to the constraint (3.19) as a problem
of coloring most of B with three colors, where for a minimizer {Sδ

1 , S
δ
2 , S

δ
3} we

rename Sδ
1 as the yellow set Y δ, Sδ

2 as the red set Rδ and Sδ
3 as the blue set Bδ.

Then the region in B not covered by these sets, namely Gδ, will be referred to as
the gray set. Referring back to the formulation (3.17) of the partitioning energy
E0, let us now write it as

E0(Y
δ, Rδ, Bδ) = cY H1(∂Y δ ∩B) + cRH1(∂Rδ ∩B) + cBH1(∂Bδ ∩B), (5.3)

where we have changed notation to let cY = t1 = the cost of ‘yellow boundary’,
cR = t2 and cB = t3.

Having fixed the boundary data h ∈ BV (∂B;P ), we have ∂Y δ ∩ ∂B =
h−1(p1), ∂R

δ ∩ ∂B = h−1(p2) and ∂Bδ ∩ ∂B = h−1(p3), and so ∂B is parti-
tioned into a finite number circular arcs, some yellow, some red and some blue,
though we make no assumption that necessarily all three colors are present in the
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boundary data. We recall that we are assuming the total number of these arcs
does not exceed k. It also follows from the Dirichlet condition that ∂Gδ meets
∂B only at at most k isolated points, if at all.

The main step in the proof consists of arguing that one can bound the number
of components of Gδ by a constant depending only on k. Once this is established,
the bound (5.2) will follow rather easily.

At this point, we will assume, with no loss of generality, that

cY ⩽ min{cR, cB}. (5.4)

We now proceed with the proof in four steps.

1. We first claim that with no loss of generality we may assume every component
of Rδ and every component of Bδ must meet ∂B. That is, there are no islands
of red or blue in the interior of B. This follows since any such island could be
changed to yellow, either resulting in a new minimizer in the case of equality in
(5.4), or else contradicting the minimality of {Y δ, Rδ, Bδ} in the case of strict
inequality in (5.4). As a consequence, the number of connected components of
Rδ and of Bδ cannot exceed the number of red and blue boundary components
dictated by h. In particular, both numbers are bounded by k. For the remainder
of the argument, we will denote these components via

Rδ = Rδ
1 ∪Rδ

2 ∪ . . . ∪Rδ
k1 and Bδ = Bδ

1 ∪Bδ
2 ∪ . . . ∪Bδ

k2 (5.5)

for some integers k1 = k1(δ) and k2 = k2(δ) such that k1 + k2 ⩽ k.

2. Next we claim that we may assume every component ofGδ is simply connected.
This follows since by Step 1, any non-simply connected component of Gδ would
have one or more components of Y δ consisting of full disks lying in its interior. We
observe as a consequence of Proposition 5.3 that the outer boundary component of
any component of Gδ consists of a union of circular arcs of curvature κδY , κ

δ
R or κδB

bowing into Gδ, all meeting tangentially at cusp points, where we have renamed
κδ1 as κδY , etc. Then we may shift any interior yellow disk until it touches this
outer boundary component at two points without changing the total value of E0,
that is, creating a new minimizer. The only obstruction to sliding such an interior
yellow disk over to the boundary would be that it first hits another yellow disk,
but clearly two yellow disks, tangent at a point, is a non-minimizing configuration
and so could not occur. In this manner, any minimizing configuration possessing
a non-simply connected component of Gδ could be replaced by another minimizer
having more components of Gδ than the original, but for which every component
of the new Gδ is simply connected.
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3. Our next goal is to bound the number of components of Y δ which touch Gδ, in
the sense that their boundaries have nonempty intersection. It suffices to bound
the number of those components which do not touch the boundary ∂B since there
are at most k components which touch ∂B.

Let then Y δ
ℓ be a yellow component which touches Gδ. As described in The-

orem 5.3, the boundary of Y δ
ℓ is C1 and consists of circular arcs and segments

separated by points which are cusp singularities of the partition. Moreover, we
may assume that there are at least two such cusp points, for otherwise ∂Y δ

ℓ minus
at most a point would be in a gray component and by sliding Y δ

ℓ in this gray
component, we would obtain a minimizing partition where Y δ

ℓ has at least two
cusp points on its boundary.

Let then p1 and p2 be cusp points on ∂Y δ
ℓ , separated by a circular arc γ ⊂

∂Y δ
ℓ ∩Gδ of radius r = 1/κδY . These points also belong to the boundaries of red

or blue components drawn from the collection (5.5); call these two components
A1 and A2. We claim that given components A1 and A2, each either red or blue,
there can be at most two yellow components separated from the gray area by a
boundary arc γ whose endpoints belong to ∂A1 and ∂A2, respectively.

We will argue this by first noting that the completion of any such circular
arc γ into a full circle yields a circle of radius r = 1/κδY . By Theorem 5.3, this
circle necessarily meets both ∂A1 and ∂A2 tangentially. We will thus rule out
the possibility of there existing three or more such arcs γ by showing that there
can never exist three balls of the same radius, all exterior to A1 and A2, with all
three meeting both ∂A1 and ∂A2 tangentially, unless all three balls have collinear
centers. This is an elementary property of convex sets, but not being aware of a
reference, we provide a proof.

We note that necessarily the center of any such ball must be equidistant from
∂A1 and ∂A2. Therefore, for each t > 0, we consider the possible intersections of
the curves Γt

1 := {x : dist(x, ∂A1) = t} and Γt
2 = {x : dist(x, ∂A2) = t}. Since

A1 and A2 are two disjoint, convex sets that have C1 boundaries within B, it
follows that for all t > 0, Γt

1 and Γt
2 are convex, closed curves that are also C1

within B, and furthermore, Γt
1 ∩ Γt

2 are disjoint for t small.
Now consider the first time t1 > 0 when Γt1

1 meets Γt1
2 . This could happen

along a line segment, since we recall that neither curve is necessarily strictly
convex. However, for Γt1

1 ∩Γt1
2 to consist of a line segment would mean that ∂A1

and ∂A2 must have boundary components that are parallel line segments. In this
case, of course there exists a one-parameter family of circles with this tangency
property, but necessarily, their centers all lie on the line segment Γt1

1 ∩ Γt1
2 ; that

is, they are collinear.
The other possibility is that at time t1, the intersection Γt1

1 ∩ Γt1
2 consists of

one point. Then for 0 < t − t1 ≪ 1, the convexity of both curves means that
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the intersection will consist of two points, which in the context of our yellow
components, allows for the possibility that two curves representing boundary
components of two distinct elements of Y δ, say, ∂Y δ

ℓ1
∩ Gδ and ∂Y δ

ℓ2
∩ Gδ, both

meet ∂A1 and ∂A2. This could certainly happen. See Figure 7.

Figure 7: A configuration with two yellow components, both having a circular
boundary arc whose endpoints meet the same pair of components from the col-
lection in (5.5), resulting in 4 cusp points.

However, we claim that as t increases there cannot be more than two inter-
sections of the two curves. We argue by contradiction and suppose that there
exists a first time t2 > t1 where Γt2

1 ∩ Γt2
2 consists of three points. Two of these

points represent the continuous evolution of the original two points that emerged
as t passed through t = t1 but at the third point, say x ∈ Γt2

1 ∩ Γt2
2 , it must

be the case that Γt2
1 and Γt2

2 meet tangentially, this being the first time a third
point of intersection emerges. Denoting by L the line of tangency, it follows from
convexity that either both {x : dist(x, ∂A1) < t2} and {x : dist(x, ∂A2) < t2} lie
on the same side of L or they lie on opposite sides. But if they both lie on the
same side then tracing back from x a distance t2 along the common inner normal
to Γt2

1 and Γt2
2 , one would arrive at a point in common to ∂A1 and ∂A2, which is

impossible given that they are disjoint. If instead one supposes the two sets lie
on opposite sides of L, then that all earlier times, it must have been that Γt

1 ∩Γt
2

was empty, contradicting the fact that the two curves met at the earlier time t1.
Returning to the possibility of boundary components of ∂A1 and ∂A2 consist-

ing of two parallel line segments, we note that any line segment on the boundary
of a component corresponds to one and only one common boundary with a com-
ponent of a different color, so in this context, it would correspond to only one
yellow component meeting A1, A2 and Gδ. This proves the claim that given
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components A1 and A2, each either red or blue, there can be at most two yellow
components separated from the gray area by a boundary arc γ whose endpoints
belong to ∂A1 and ∂A2, respectively. This in turn proves that the number of yel-
low components touching Gδ but not touching ∂B is at most twice the number of
pairs of components of red or blue, chosen from (5.5), which is bounded by 2

(
k
2

)
.

4. Now we turn to the task of bounding the number of components of Gδ. We will
accomplish this by bounding the total number of cusp points. Any component of
Gδ has boundary consisting of a union of circular arcs of curvature κδY , κ

δ
R or κδB

bowing into Gδ, all meeting tangentially at cusp points. Each of these circular
boundary arcs must be a portion of boundary drawn from of the collection of sets

Rδ
i for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k1}, Bδ

j for j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k2}, or Y δ
ℓ for ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k3},

(5.6)
with k1 + k2 + k3 ⩽ k + 2

(
k
2

)
in light of (1) and (3) above.

Now consider any yellow/red, yellow/blue or red/blue pair taken from this
collection, say for instance Rδ

1 and Bδ
1, and suppose ∂Rδ

1 and ∂Bδ
1 each have

circular arcs bordering the same component ofGδ such that these two arcs meet at
a particular cusp point. By the convexity of red and blue components, ∂Rδ

1∩∂Bδ
1

must consist solely of a line segment one of whose endpoints is this cusp point.
It follows that ∂Rδ

1 and ∂Bδ
1 can both meet the boundary of some other gray

component at at most one other cusp point, namely at a cusp point sitting at
the other endpoint of their one common boundary segment. The same argument
could be made between any pairing of a Y δ

ℓ with any Rδ
i or Bδ

j , provided Y δ
ℓ

is not a full disk. On the other hand, if Y δ
ℓ is a full disk then its intersection

with any Rδ
i or Bδ

j results in only one cusp point due to the convexity of both
sets involved. Estimating crudely, the total number of yellow/red, yellow/blue or
red/blue pairs drawn from the collection (5.6) is bounded by(

k + 2
(
k
2

)
2

)
.

Hence, as just argued, the total number of cusp points in a minimizing configu-
ration {Y δ, Rδ, Bδ} cannot exceed twice this number. But since a closed curve
comprised of concave circular arcs requires at least three such arcs, it follows that
any component of ∂Gδ must have at least three cusp points. Thus we can bound
the total number of gray boundary components and hence, the total number of
gray components, by

C(k) :=
2

3

(
k + 2

(
k
2

)
2

)
. (5.7)
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5. Finally, we are ready to establish inequality (5.2). To this end, we now build
out of {Y δ, Rδ, Bδ} a competitor in the problem, denoted by Problem 1 at the
outset of this section, of minimizing E0 among full partitions of the disk B, sub-
ject to the Dirichlet condition h, by defining Ỹ δ := Y δ ∪Gδ. Then {Ỹ δ, Rδ, Bδ}
competes with the minimizer of this problem, denoted in the statement of Theo-
rem 5.4 by {S0

1 , S
0
2 , S

0
3}, and so we have

E0(Ỹ
δ, Rδ, Bδ) ⩾ E0(S

0
1 , S

0
2 , S

0
3), (5.8)

as well as
E0(Ỹ

δ, Rδ, Bδ) ⩽ E0(Y
δ, Rδ, Bδ) + cY H1(∂Gδ). (5.9)

Now in light of (5.1) and our bound on the total number of cusp points, any

boundary of a component of Gδ consists of at most 2
(k+2(k2)

2

)
circular arcs of

radius at most

max

{
1

κR
,
1

κB

}
=

max {cR, cB}
cY

1

κδY
.

Consequently, bounding the length of any arc by the perimeter of the correspond-
ing full circle, we can assert that

H1(∂Gδ) ⩽ 2πC(k)
max {cR, cB}

cY

1

κδY
. (5.10)

Then turning from bounding perimeter to bounding area, we note that the area
enclosed by the boundary of any gray component in this minimizing configuration
is bounded from below by the area of the smallest possible (simply connected)
gray component, namely the one formed by just three arcs arising from the tan-
gential contact of one yellow, one red and one blue arc. This number could of
course be computed precisely but for our purposes, it suffices to observe through
another appeal to (5.1) that it is given by α 1

(κδ
Y )2

for some positive constant

α = α(cR, cB), where we have expressed this minimal area in terms of κδY though
of course, we could have expressed it in terms of either of the other two curvatures
as well. Hence, assuming there exists at least one component of Gδ, we have the
following estimate on the curvature κδY :

α
1

(κδY )
2
⩽
∣∣∣Gδ
∣∣∣ ⩽ δ. (5.11)

Combining (5.8)-(5.11), we conclude that

E0(Y
δ, Rδ, Bδ) ⩾ E0(S

0
1 , S

0
2 , S

0
3)−γ(k) δ1/2 with γ(k) :=

2πC(k)√
α

max{cR, cB}.
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