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SYMMETRY IN SERRIN-TYPE OVERDETERMINED PROBLEMS
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Abstract. This paper investigates the geometric constraints imposed on a domain by
overdetermined problems for partial differential equations. Serrin’s symmetry results are
extended to overdetermined problems with potentially degenerate ellipticity in nonsmooth
bounded domains. Furthermore, analogous symmetry results are established for ring-
shaped domains. The proof relies on continuous Steiner symmetrization, along with a
carefully constructed approximation argument.
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1. Introduction and Main results

In this paper, we investigate how overdetermined problems for partial differential equa-
tions constrain the geometry of the domain, a topic with a rich history spanning more than
half a century.

1.1. Serrin’s classical result. Let us begin by recalling the classical Serrin’s overdeter-
mined problem

−∆u = 1, in Ω, (1.1)

u = 0, |∇u| = c, on ∂Ω, (1.2)

where Ω is a bounded domain in RN with N ≥ 2, and c is a constant. It is easy to see
that if Ω is a ball, then (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique solution, which is radially symmetric.
An intriguing inverse problem arises, namely whether the following statement holds true:

if (1.1)-(1.2) admits a solution, then Ω is a ball. (1.3)

This problem was first addressed by Serrin in his celebrated paper [50] (1971). He proved
(1.3), assuming that ∂Ω is of class C2 and u ∈ C2(Ω). As a direct consequence, u can be
explicitly represented as a quadratic function. We would like to mention that this result, in
the case N = 2, admits a nice and insightful interpretation in fluid dynamics. Specifically,
u can be thought as the velocity of a homogeneous, incompressible fluid flowing steadily
along parallel streamlines within a hollow cylindrical pipe, subject to the no-slip boundary
condition, with a constant wall shear stress exerted by the fluid on the pipe wall. In this
context, Serrin’s result asserts that the only possible configuration of the pipe is a circular
cylinder. For further physical interpretations of this result, see [54] or §8.3 in [42].
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Serrin’s proof is based on the so-called moving plane method, originally introduced by
Alexandrov [2, 3] in the context of geometric problems. Right after Serrin’s paper, Wein-
berger [62] provided an alternative proof of the same result, employing the maximum
principle for an auxiliary function, called P -function, along with Pohožaev identity; this
method is nowadays known as the P -function approach. Following the works of Serrin and
Weinberger, several alternative proofs of Serrin’s result have appeared in the literature;
see, e.g., [6, 10, 14, 40]. In addition, a substantial body of literature has extended Serrin’s
results in various directions, including systems of quasilinear equations, degenerate elliptic
equations, exterior domains, annular domains, weakened conditions, and other boundary
conditions; see, e.g., [5, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 34, 36, 38, 41, 43,
44, 46, 47, 45, 48, 51, 53, 58, 59, 60] and the references therein. We also refer interested
readers to the surveys [39, 49, 52] for a comprehensive overview.

1.2. Main results. In this paper, we are interested in the following equation

− div

(
g(|∇u|) ∇u

|∇u|

)
= f(u), in Ω. (1.4)

Equations of this type arise in various problems from different backgrounds. We refer the
reader to [27, 42, 54] for a relevant introduction. We impose the following assumptions on
f and g:

(A) The function g : [0,+∞) → R is continuous and strictly increasing, with g(0) = 0;
The function f : [0,+∞) → R admits the decomposition f = f1 + f2, where f1 is
continuous and f2 is a function of bounded variation.

A prototypical example is the capillary overdetermined problem, where g(z) = z√
1+z2

represents the mean curvature operator (see, e.g., [36]). Another prototypical example is
the so-called p-Laplace equation, where g(z) = zp−1 for p > 1. This operator is singular
for p < 2 and degenerate for p > 2. In this case, solutions to the equation are typically
only of class C1,α(Ω); see [18, 57]. It is therefore natural to consider solutions to (1.4) in a
weak sense. We shall say that u ∈ C1(Ω) is a weak solution of (1.4) if∫

Ω

g(|∇u|)∇u · ∇φ

|∇u|
dx =

∫
Ω

f(u)φ dx, ∀φ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω). (1.5)

The integrand in (1.5) is interpreted to be zero at each x where ∇u(x) = 0.
The primary goal of this paper is to extend Serrin’s result to more general partial dif-

ferential equations of the form (1.4) in arbitrary bounded domains.
Since we aim to work in a general bounded domain, the boundary conditions (1.2) must

be understood in an appropriate sense. Following [59], we reformulate them as follows:

u(x) → 0 and |∇u(x)| → c uniformly as x → ∂Ω, (1.6)

namely, for any ε > 0, there exists an open set V ⊃ ∂Ω such that

|u(x)| < ε, ||∇u(x)| − c| < ε, ∀x ∈ V ∩ Ω. (1.7)

Note that if u ∈ C1(Ω), then (1.6) is identical to (1.2).
Our first main result is the following.
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Theorem 1.1. Let Ω ⊂ RN be an arbitrary bounded domain. Let f and g be two functions
satisfying assumption (A). Suppose that u ∈ C1(Ω) is a positive weak solution of (1.4) in
the sense of (1.5), and that u satisfies (1.6) for some c > 0. Then, Ω must be a ball.

We highlight that Theorem 1.1 makes no assumptions on the smoothness of ∂Ω. The
solution u may not be radially symmetric in general. For example, in the case of the p-
Laplacian, where g(z) = zp−1 for some p > 1, nonsymmetric solutions to (1.4) exist in a
ball; see [8, 11]. For the reader’s convenience, we recall the example constructed in [8, 11]:

Example 1.2. Let p ≥ 2, s > 2,

w(x) =

{
(1− |x|2)s, if |x| ≤ 1,

0, if |x| > 1,

and

v(x) =

{
1, if |x| < 5,

1− ((|x|2 − 25)/11)
s
, if 5 ≤ |x| ≤ 6.

Let Br(x) denote the open ball in RN centered at x with radius r > 0, and let Br := Br(0).
We choose x1, x2 ∈ B4 with |x1 − x2| > 2 and set

u(x) := v(x) + w(x− x1) + w(x− x2), x ∈ B6.

The graph of u consists of three radially symmetric “mountains”, one of which has a
“plateau” at height 1, while the other two are congruent and positioned so that their
“bases” rest on the plateau; see Figure 1 in [8]. After a short computation we see that u
satisfies

−∆pu ≡ − div
(
|∇u|p−2∇u

)
= f(u), u > 0, in B6,

u = 0, |∇u| = 12s

11
, on ∂B6,

where

f(u) :=


(2s/11)p−1

(
25 + 11(1− u)1/s

)(p/2)−1
(1− u)p−(p/s)−1×

×
{
(50/11)(p− 1)(s− 1) + (2ps− 2s− p+ n)(1− u)1/s

}
, if 0 ≤ u ≤ 1,

(2s)p−1
(
1− (u− 1)1/s

)(p/2)−1
(u− 1)p−(p/s)−1×

×
{
−2(s− 1)(p− 1) + (2ps− 2s− p+ n)(u− 1)1/s

}
, if 1 ≤ u ≤ 2.

If p = 2 and s > 2, then we have f ∈ C∞ ([0, 2]\{1}) ∩ C1−(2/s) ([0, 2]). If p > 2 and
s > p/(p− 2), then we have f ∈ C1 ([0, 2]).

Naturally, under suitable additional conditions, it can be further established that u is
radially symmetric; see, e.g., [42, 54, 59]. Observe also that the constant c is assumed to
be positive. This condition is imposed mainly to prevent u from degenerating near the
boundary. It also plays a crucial role in [59], where it is used to show that u is comparable
to the distance to ∂Ω. As noted in [25], the degenerate case c = 0 arises in various contexts
and is therefore of considerable importance. Our second main result specifically addresses
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this case. In fact, similar results can still be established for c = 0 under assumptions
slightly stronger than those in (1.7). Specifically, we require that for any ε > 0, there
exists an open set V ⊃ ∂Ω such that

|u(x)| < ε, 0 < |∇u(x)| < ε, ∀x ∈ V ∩ Ω. (1.8)

Note that in (1.8), the condition requiring |∇u| to remain nonvanishing near the boundary
∂Ω is imposed to prevent potential severe degeneracy in this region.

Our second main result is as follows, serving as a complement to Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3. Let Ω ⊂ RN be an arbitrary bounded domain. Let f and g be two functions
satisfying assumption (A). Suppose that u ∈ C1(Ω) is a positive weak solution of (1.4) in
the sense of (1.5), and that u satisfies (1.8). Then, Ω must be a ball.

Let us now briefly review some relevant works. In 1989, Garofalo and Lewis [28] suc-
cessfully extended Weinberger’s argument (i.e., the P -function approach) to more general
partial differential equations of the form (1.4) in a general bounded domain, assuming
f ≡ 1 and imposing additional growth conditions on g. Under the same growth condi-
tions on g, Brock and Henrot [11] established similar symmetry results using continuous
Steiner symmetrization and the domain derivative, initially assuming that Ω is convex. Fra-
galà, Gazzola, and Kawohl [27] removed these growth conditions and provided a simpler,
more geometric proof. However, the proof in [27] required ∂Ω ∈ C2,α and an additional
starshapedness assumption on Ω when the dimension N of Ω is greater than 2. The star-
shapedness assumption was later removed by Farina and Kawohl in [22] using a modified
P -function approach. We would like to point out the P -function approach essentially relies
on the fact that the right-hand side of (1.4) is a constant (i.e., f ≡ const.); see [29] for
further discussion on this point. A totally different line of reasoning was pursued in [10],
where Brock established an analogue of Theorem 1.1 using continuous Steiner symmetriza-
tion (see [7, 8]). Further efforts have been made to extend Serrin’s original results in [50]
to nonsmooth domains; see, e.g., [17, 24, 25, 41, 59]. We recommend that the reader refer
to the recent works [24, 25] for a comprehensive discussion on this topic. Remarkably,
combining Weinberger’s method with tools from geometric measure theory, Figalli and
Zhang [24] succeeded in establishing (1.3), where (1.1)-(1.2) are both understood in the
weak sense on domains of finite perimeter with a uniform upper bound on the density.
However, their approach appears to rely heavily on the specific form of (1.1), and thus
does not seem applicable to the potentially degenerate elliptic equation (1.4). It would be
of interest to determine whether the boundary conditions considered here can be relaxed
to match those in [24].

The second goal of this paper is to further extend the above results to the so-called
ring-shaped domain.

Definition 1.4 (Ring-shaped domain). Let Ω0,Ω1 be two bounded domains in RN such
that Ω1 ⊂ Ω0. If Ω := Ω0\Ω1 is connected and satisfies ∂Ω = ∂Ω0 ∪ ∂Ω1, then it is called
a ring-shaped domain.
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For a ring-shaped domain Ω = Ω0\Ω1, the overdetermined conditions are typically given
as follows:

u = η, ∂νu = c1, on ∂Ω1, (1.9)

u = 0, ∂νu = c0, on ∂Ω0, (1.10)

where ν denotes the inner unit normal to Ω, and η, c0, and c1 are constants. In recent
years, there has been tremendous interest in the study of overdetermined problems in ring-
shaped domains; see, e.g., [1, 4, 13, 20, 30, 33, 35, 43, 48, 53, 63] and the references therein.
In [43], Reichel studied the semilinear elliptic equation

−∆u = f(u), (1.11)

subject to the overdetermined conditions (1.9)-(1.10). Under the additional assumption
that 0 < u < η in Ω, he proved that Ω must be a standard annulus and that u is radi-
ally symmetric. Several years later, Sirakov [53] successfully relaxed this assumption and
further proved that the conclusion remains valid even when allowing different values of η
and c1 on different connected components of ∂Ω1. Recently, Ruiz [48] extended Reichel’s
results by allowing the nonlinearity f in (1.11) to be merely continuous at the endpoints
and, under additional assumptions, covering the degenerate case where ci vanishes, i = 0, 1
(see also [19, 61] for related results and applications).

By employing bifurcation theory, researchers have constructed various exceptional ring-
shaped domains arising in the study of overdetermined problems. In [30], Kamburov
and Sciaraffia constructed a bounded real-analytic ring-shaped domain Ω, distinct from a
standard annulus, in which the overdetermined problem (1.1), (1.9), and (1.10) admits a
solution u ∈ C∞(Ω) with η > 0 and c1 = c0 > 0. Recently, Agostiniani, Borghini and
Mazzieri [1] demonstrated the existence of infinitely many planar ring-shaped domains Ω,
also distinct from a standard annulus, where the same overdetermined problem admits a
solution u ∈ C∞(Ω) with η = 0. Furthermore, they proved that if u has infinitely many
maximum points, then Ω must be a standard annulus and that u is radially symmetric.
Very recently, Enciso, Fernández, Ruiz, and Sicbaldi [20] considered equation (1.11) with
f(z) = λz for some λ ∈ R, subject to the overdetermined conditions (1.9)–(1.10), with
η > 0 and c1 = c0 = 0. It is worth mentioning that this overdetermined problem is
closely related to the well-known Schiffer conjecture; see [32] for further discussion on this
conjecture. They successfully constructed a family of non-symmetric planar ring-shaped
domains Ω for which the overdetermined problem admit a nontrivial solution.

To the best of our knowledge, no established results are currently available on overdeter-
mined problems involving potentially degenerate ellipticity in ring-shaped domains. Our
next objective is to extend Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 to ring-shaped domains, under the as-
sumption that 0 < u < η in Ω, as in [43]. Note that consistency requires c1 ≤ 0 ≤ c0.
Analogous to (1.7) and (1.8), we introduce the following weak form of the overdetermined
conditions (1.9)-(1.10): For any ε > 0, there exist open sets V1 ⊃ ∂Ω1 and V0 ⊃ ∂Ω0, such
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that

|u(x)− η| < ε and ||∇u(x)|+ c1| < ε if c1 ̸= 0; 0 < |∇u(x)| < ε if c1 = 0, ∀x ∈ V1 ∩ Ω;

|u(x)| < ε and ||∇u(x)| − c0| < ε if c0 ̸= 0; 0 < |∇u(x)| < ε if c0 = 0, ∀x ∈ V0 ∩ Ω.
(1.12)

Clearly, if ∂Ω is smooth, u ∈ C1(Ω), and 0 ≤ u ≤ η in Ω, then (1.12) coincides with
(1.9)-(1.10).

Our last result is stated as follows.

Theorem 1.5. Let Ω = Ω0\Ω1 be an arbitrary ring-shaped domain as defined in Definition
1.4. Let f and g be two functions satisfying assumption (A). Let η > 0 and c1 ≤ 0 ≤ c0.
Suppose u ∈ C1(Ω) is a weak solution of (1.4) in the sense of (1.5), and that u satisfies
0 < u < η in Ω and (1.12). Then, Ω0 and Ω1 must be balls.

It is important to note that the above conclusion does not assert that Ω1 and Ω0 are
concentric, i.e., that Ω is a standard annulus. In fact, as the following example illustrates,
Ω may be nonconcentric, showing that the conclusion is already optimal.

Example 1.6. Let w and v be as in Example 1.2. Let x1 be an arbitrary point in B2. Let

u(x) = v(x) + w(x− x1), x ∈ B6.

We check that u satisfies

−∆pu ≡ − div
(
|∇u|p−2∇u

)
= f(u), u > 0, in B6\B 1

2
(x1),

u = (3/4)s, |∇u| = s(3/4)s−1, on ∂B 1
2
(x1),

u = 0, |∇u| = 12s

11
, on ∂B6,

where f is given as in Example 1.2.

We note that if Ωi (for i = 1 or 2) is known a priori to be a ball, then the Neumann
boundary condition for u on ∂Ωi becomes superfluous and may be omitted; see Remark
4.6 in Section 4 for further details. Similar results have also been discussed in [43, 53].

1.3. Idea of the proof. The central idea of the proof is that it suffices to establish the local
symmetry of u, as introduced by Brock [8] (see Section 2 below for the precise definition).
Local symmetry is a concept weaker than global symmetry, yet it is sufficient for our
purposes. To achieve this, we employ the continuous Steiner symmetrization method,
developed by Brock [7, 8, 10]. A major difficulty arises from the fact that the domain is a
priori unknown, necessitating a suitable truncation and approximation procedure. In [10],
Brock proposed an approximation method based on a carefully designed truncation near
the boundary. However, his argument appears to rely crucially on the assumption c > 0
and does not directly extend to the degenerate case c = 0. Inspired by [10], we develop an
alternative approximation scheme that appears to be more concise and effective. The key
insight is to exploit a certain monotonicity property; see Lemmas 3.1 and 4.1 for details.
In addition, several technical estimates are required to complete the argument.
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1.4. Organization of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section
2, we present some preliminary results that will be used in the proofs. Section 3 is devoted
to proving Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. In Section 4, we provide the proof of Theorem 1.5.

2. The continuous Steiner symmetrization

Our main tool in the proof is the so-called continuous Steiner symmetrization method,
developed by Brock [7, 8, 10] (see the survey [9] for a comprehensive introduction to this
topic). For reader’s convenience, we provide a concise overview of this method in the
present section. We remark that the form presented below is the one we will use; the
original result holds in more general settings.

2.1. The continuous Steiner symmetrization. We will follow the presentation in [10].
Let us start with some notation. Let LN denote N -dimensional Lebesgue measure. By
M(RN) we denote the family of Lebesgue measurable sets in RN with finite measure. For
a function u : RN → R, let {u > a} and {b ≥ u > a} denote the sets

{
x ∈ RN : u(x) > a

}
and

{
x ∈ RN : b ≥ u(x) > a

}
, respectively, (a, b ∈ R, a < b). Let S(RN) be the set of

real-valued, nonnegative measurable functions u that satisfy

LN({u > c}) < +∞, ∀ c > 0.

We first recall the definition of classical Steiner symmetrization; see, for example, [9, 31,
37, 55].

Definition 2.1 (Steiner symmetrization).

(i) For any set M ∈ M(R) let

M∗ :=

(
−1

2
L1(M),

1

2
L1(M)

)
.

(ii) Let M ∈ M(RN). For every x′ ∈ RN−1 let

M(x′) := {x1 ∈ R : (x1, x
′) ∈ M} .

The set
M∗ :=

{
x = (x1, x

′) : x1 ∈ (M(x′))
∗
, x′ ∈ RN−1

}
.

is called the Steiner symmetrization of M (with respect to x1).
(iii) If u ∈ S(RN), then the function

u∗(x) :=

{
sup {c > 0 : x ∈ {u > c}∗} , if x ∈

⋃
c>0 {u > c}∗ ,

0, if x ̸∈
⋃

c>0 {u > c}∗ ,

is called the Steiner symmetrization of u (with respect to x1).

Definition 2.2 (Continuous symmetrization of sets in M(R)). A family of set transfor-
mations

Tt : M(R) → M(R), 0 ≤ t ≤ +∞,

is called a continuous symmetrization on R if it satisfies the following properties: (M,E ∈
M(R), 0 ≤ s, t ≤ +∞)
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(i) Equimeasurability property: L1(Tt(M)) = L1(M),

(ii) Monotonicity property: If M ⊂ E, then Tt(M) ⊂ Tt(E),

(iii) Semigroup property: Tt(Ts(M)) = Ts+t(M),

(iv) Interval property: If M is an interval [x − R, x + R], (x ∈ R, R > 0), then
Tt(M) := [xe−t −R, xe−t +R],

(v) Open/compact set property: If M is open/compact, then Tt(M) is open/compact.

For the construction of the family Tt, 0 ≤ t ≤ +∞, we refer the reader to [8, Theorem
2.1].

Definition 2.3 (Continuous Steiner symmetrization (CStS)).

(i) Let M ∈ M(RN). The family of sets

Tt(M) :=
{
x = (x1, x

′) : x1 ∈ Tt(M(x′)), x′ ∈ RN−1
}
, 0 ≤ t ≤ +∞,

is called the continuous Steiner symmetrization (CStS) of M (with respect to x1).
(ii) Let u ∈ S(RN). The family of functions Tt(u), 0 ≤ t ≤ +∞, defined by

Tt(u)(x) :=

{
sup {c > 0 : x ∈ Tt ({u > c})} , if x ∈

⋃
c>0 Tt ({u > c}) ,

0, if x ̸∈
⋃

c>0 Tt ({u > c}) ,

is called CStS of u (with respect to x1).

For convenience, we will henceforth denote M t and ut as Tt(M) and Tt(u), respectively,
for t ∈ [0,+∞]. We summarize below some basic properties of CStS, established by Brock
in [7, 8].

Proposition 2.4. Let M ∈ M(RN), u, v ∈ S(RN), t ∈ [0,+∞]. Then

(1) Equimeasurability:

LN(M) = LN(M t) and
{
ut > c

}
= {u > c}t , ∀ c > 0.

(2) Monotonicity: If u ≤ v, then ut ≤ vt.

(3) Commutativity: If ϕ : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is bounded and nondecreasing with
ϕ(0) = 0, then

ϕ(ut) = [ϕ(u)]t.

(4) Homotopy:

M0 = M, u0 = u, M∞ = M∗, u∞ = u∗.

Furthermore, from the construction of the CStS it follows that, if M = M∗ or
u = u∗, then M t = M , respectively, u = ut for all t ∈ [0,+∞].

(5) Cavalieri’s pinciple: If F is continuous and if F (u) ∈ L1(RN) then∫
RN

F (u)dx =

∫
RN

F (ut)dx.
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(6) Continuity in Lp: If tn → t as n → +∞ and u ∈ Lp(RN) for some p ∈ [1,+∞),
then

lim
n→+∞

∥utn − ut∥p = 0.

(7) Nonexpansivity in Lp: If u, v ∈ Lp(RN) for some p ∈ [1,+∞), then

∥ut − vt∥p ≤ ∥u− v∥p.

(8) Hardy-Littlewood inequality: If u, v ∈ L2(RN) then∫
RN

utvtdx ≥
∫
RN

uvdx.

(9) If u is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L, then ut is Lipschitz contin-
uous, too, with Lipschitz constant less than or equal to L.

(10) If suppu ⊂ BR for some R > 0, then we also have supput ⊂ BR. If, in addition, u
is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L, then we have

|ut(x)− u(x)| ≤ LR t, ∀x ∈ BR.

Furthermore, there holds∫
BR

G(|∇ut|)dx ≤
∫
BR

G(|∇u|)dx, (2.1)

for every convex function G : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) with G(0) = 0.

2.2. Local symmmetry. Following Brock [8], we introduce a local version of symmetry
for a function u ∈ S(RN).

Definition 2.5 (Local symmetry in a certain direction). Let u ∈ S(RN) be continuously
differentiable on {x ∈ RN : 0 < u(x) < supRN u}, and suppose that this last set is open.
Further, suppose that u has the following property. If y = (y1, y

′) ∈ RN with

0 < u(y) < sup
RN

u, ∂1u(y) > 0,

and ỹ is the (unique) point satisfying

ỹ = (ỹ1, y
′), ỹ1 > y1, u(y) = u(ỹ) < u(s, y′), ∀ s ∈ (y1, ỹ1),

then

∂iu(y) = ∂iu(ỹ), i = 2, · · · , N,

∂1u(y) = −∂1u(ỹ).

Then u is called locally symmetric in the direction x1.

Suppose that for arbitrary rotations x 7→ y = (y1, y
′) of the coordinate system, u is

locally symmetric in the direction y1. Then u is said to be locally symmetric. In other
words, a function u is said to be locally symmetric if it is locally symmetric in every
direction.
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Although locally symmetric functions are not globally radial, they possess strong sym-
metric characteristics. Roughly speaking, it is radially symmetric and radially decreasing
in some annuli (probably infinitely many) and flat elsewhere. For convenience, we denote
by Qr(x) the closed ball in RN centered at x with radius r ≥ 0, and let Qr := Qr(0).

Proposition 2.6 ( [8], Theorem 6.1). Let u ∈ S(RN) be a locally symmetric function. Set
V := {x ∈ RN : 0 < u(x) < supRN u}. Then, we have the following decomposition:

(1) V =
⋃
k∈K

Ak ∪ {x ∈ V : ∇u(x) = 0}, where

Ak = BRk
(zk)\Qrk(zk), zk ∈ RN , 0 ≤ rk < Rk;

(2) K is a countable set;

(3) the sets Ak are pairwise disjoint;

(4) u(x) = Uk(|x− zk|), x ∈ Ak, where Uk ∈ C1([rk, Rk]);

(5) U ′
k(r) < 0 for r ∈ (rk, Rk);

(6) u(x) ≥ Uk(rk), ∀x ∈ Qrk(zk), k ∈ K.

It can be seen that if u ∈ S(RN) is locally symmetric, then the super-level sets {u > t}
(t ≥ 0) are countable unions of mutually disjoint balls, and |∇u| = const. on the boundary
of each of these balls.

2.3. A symmetry criterion due to F. Brock. The following symmetry criterion is due
to Brock [8].

Proposition 2.7 ([8], Theorem 6.2). Let u ∈ H1(RN)∩C(RN) be a nonnegative function
with compact support. Recalling Definition 2.3, let ut denote the CStS of u with respect to
x1. Suppose that u is continuously differentiable on V , where

V =

{
x ∈ RN : 0 < u(x) < sup

RN

u

}
.

Let G : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) be strictly convex with G(0) = 0. Then, if

lim
t→0

1

t

(∫
RN

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇u|) dx
)

= 0,

u is locally symmetric in the direction x1.

3. Proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3

In this section, we present the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. Let u be as given in
Theorem 1.1 or Theorem 1.3. For convenience, we extend u by zero to a function in RN ,
retaining the notation u. It follows from (1.7) or (1.8) that u is Lipschitz in RN .
Our goal is to prove that Ω is a ball. Observe that if u is locally symmetric, then the

super-level set Ω = {u > 0} consists of a countable union of mutually disjoint balls. Since
Ω is connected, it must be a single ball. Thus, our task now is reduced to proving that u
is locally symmetric. To this end, we begin by establishing several technical lemmas.
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3.1. Several technical lemmas. Recalling Definition 2.3, let ut denote the CStS of u
with respect to x1. Let

G(z) :=

∫ z

0

g(s) ds.

Clearly, G : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is a strictly convex function satisfying G(0) = 0.

Lemma 3.1 (Monotonicity lemma). Let γ0 and γ1 be two positive constants satisfying
γ0 ≥ γ1. Then∫

RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx

≥
∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ1)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ1)+|) dx

for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Note that u is bounded in RN . In view of Proposition 2.4 (3), we observe that
(u− γ0)

t
+ = (ut − γ0)+. Thus, we have∫

RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx

=

∫
{ut>γ0}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{ut>γ0}

G (|∇u|) dx.

Similarly,∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ1)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ1)+|) dx

=

∫
{ut>γ1}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{ut>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx.

We now estimate∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx

=

∫
{ut>γ0}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{u>γ0}

G (|∇u|) dx

=

(∫
{ut>γ1}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{ut>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx
)

−
(∫

{γ0≥ut>γ1}
G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{γ0≥ut>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx
)

=

(∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ1)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ1)+|) dx
)

−
(∫

{γ0≥ut>γ1}
G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{γ0≥ut>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx
)
.
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So it remains to show that∫
{γ0≥ut>γ1}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx−

∫
{γ0≥u>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx ≤ 0. (3.1)

Consider a nondecreasing function ϕ : R → R defined by

ϕ(s) =


γ0 − γ1, if s ≥ γ0,

s− γ1, if γ1 < s < γ0,

0, if s ≤ γ1.

By the definition of ϕ, we first have∫
RN

G (|∇ϕ(u)|) dx =

∫
{γ0≥u>γ1}

G (|∇u|) dx. (3.2)

By Proposition 2.4 (3), we observe that [ϕ(u)]t = ϕ(ut). Hence, it follows that∫
RN

G
(
|∇[ϕ(u)]t|

)
dx =

∫
RN

G
(
|∇ϕ(ut)|

)
dx =

∫
{γ0≥ut>γ1}

G
(
|∇ut|

)
dx. (3.3)

On the other hand, Proposition 2.4 (10) implies that∫
RN

G
(
|∇[ϕ(u)]t|

)
dx ≤

∫
RN

G (|∇ϕ(u)|) dx. (3.4)

Now, (3.1) follows directly from the combination of (3.2), (3.3), and (3.4). The proof is
thus complete. □

Set h(z) := zg(z)−G(z), z ∈ [0,+∞). It is readily verified that h is a strictly increasing
function.

Lemma 3.2. Let γ > 0 be a fixed constant. Then∫
{ut>γ}

G(|∇ut|)dx−
∫
{u>γ}

G(|∇u|)dx ≥∫
{ut>γ}

g(|∇u|)|∇ut|dx−
∫
{u>γ}

g(|∇u|)|∇u|dx−
(∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx
)
.

(3.5)

Proof. Since G is convex, it follows that G(b) − G(a) ≥ g(a)(b − a) for all a, b ∈ [0,+∞).
Therefore, we have that∫

{ut>γ}
g(|∇u|)|∇ut|dx−

∫
{u>γ}

g(|∇u|)|∇u|dx

≤
∫
{ut>γ}

(
G(|∇ut|)−G(|∇u|) + g(|∇u|)|∇u|

)
dx−

∫
{u>γ}

g(|∇u|)|∇u|dx

=

∫
{ut>γ}

G(|∇ut|)dx−
∫
{u>γ}

G(|∇u|)dx+

(∫
{ut>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx−
∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx
)
,

from which (3.5) follows immediately. The proof is thus complete. □
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Lemma 3.3. There exists a constant C0 > 0 such that∫
{u=γ}

g (|∇u|) dHN−1(x) ≤ C0

for all sufficiently small γ > 0. Here HN−1 denotes the (N − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff
measure.

Proof. By (1.7) or (1.8), we observe that |∇u| does not vanish near the boundary ∂Ω, that
is, there exists an open set V ⊃ ∂Ω such that |∇u| > 0 in V ∩ Ω. Since u ∈ C(Ω) and
u > 0 in Ω, it follows that there exists γ0 > 0 such that |∇u| > 0 in {0 < u < γ0}. By the
implicit function theorem, we have that for every γ ∈ (0, γ0), {u > γ} is an open subset of
Ω with ∂{u > γ} = {u = γ}, and {u = γ} is locally a C1-hypersurface. Integrating (1.4)
over {u > γ}, and applying Green’s theorem (see, e.g., [21, 56]), we obtain∫

{u=γ}
g(|∇u|)dHN−1(x) =

∫
{u>γ}

f(u)dx ≤
∫
Ω

|f(u)| dx ≤ C0

for some constant C0 > 0 independent of γ. This completes the proof. □

Lemma 3.4. Let ε > 0 be given. Then there exists δ0 > 0 such that for any γ ∈ (0, δ0),
the following holds: ∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx ≤ εt

for all sufficiently small t ≥ 0.

Proof. Fix γ > 0. By the definition of CStS, we have

{ut > γ} △ {u > γ} ⊂ {x ∈ RN : dist(x, {u = γ}) < C1t}, ∀ t ≥ 0, (3.6)

for some constant C1 > 0 depending only on u. Here the symbol △ means the symmetric
difference. Recall that u is Lipschitz continuous in RN . Denote its Lipschitz constant by
L. It follows from (3.6) that

{ut > γ} △ {u > γ} ⊂ {x ∈ RN : dist(x, {u = γ}) < C0t}
⊂ {γ − C1Lt ≤ u ≤ γ + C1Lt} ⊂ {γ/2 ≤ u ≤ 2γ}

(3.7)

for all t ∈ [0, γ/(2C1L)]. Here, dist(x, {u = γ}) := inf{|x− y| : y ∈ {u = γ}}. For clarity,
we continue our proof by dealing with two cases separately in the sequel.

Case 1: Let u be as given in Theorem 1.1. Since LN({ut > γ}) = LN({u > γ}), we
have ∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx

=

∫
{ut>γ}

[h(|∇u|)− h(c)] dx−
∫
{u>γ}

[h(|∇u|)− h(c)] dx

≤
∫
{ut>γ}△{u>γ}

|h(|∇u|)− h(c)| dx.

(3.8)
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There exists δ1 > 0 such that for any γ ∈ (0, δ1), we have

|∇u(x)| ≥ c/2, |h(|∇u(x)|)− h(c)| ≤ g(c/2)cε

5C0C1L
(3.9)

for all x ∈ {γ/2 ≤ u ≤ 2γ}, where C0 is as given in Lemma 3.3. By applying the co-area
formula (see [21]) and combining (3.7), (3.8), and (3.9), we obtain that for any sufficiently
small γ, the following holds:∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx

≤ g(c/2)cε

5C0C1L

∫ γ−C1Lt

γ+C1Lt

ds

∫
{u=s}

1

|∇u(x)|
dHN−1(x)

≤ g(c/2)cε

5C0C1L
· 2

g(c/2)c

∫ γ−C1Lt

γ+C1Lt

ds

∫
{u=s}

g(|∇u(x)|)dHN−1(x)

≤ g(c/2)cε

5C0C1L
· 2

g(c/2)c
· 2C1Lt · C0 ≤ εt

for all sufficiently small t ≥ 0. This completes the proof of this case.

Case 2: Let u be as given in Theorem 1.3. Recalling (1.8), there exists δ2 > 0 such that
for any γ ∈ (0, δ2), we have

|∇u(x)| ≤ ε/(2C0C1)

for all x ∈ {γ/2 ≤ u ≤ 2γ}, where C0 is as given in Lemma 3.3. By the mean value
theorem, it follows that for any γ ∈ (0, δ2),

{ut > γ} △ {u > γ} ⊂ {x ∈ RN : dist(x, {u = γ}) < C1t}
⊂ {γ − εt/(2C0) ≤ u ≤ γ + εt/(2C0)}

(3.10)

for all t ∈ [0, γ/(2C1L)]. By applying the co-area formula and combining Lemma 3.3 with
(3.10), we obtain that for any sufficiently small γ, the following holds:∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx ≤
∫
{ut>γ}△{u>γ}

|∇u|g(|∇u|)dx

≤
∫ γ+εt/(2C0)

γ−εt/(2C0)

ds

∫
{u=s}

g (|∇u|) dHN−1(x)

≤ C0 ·
εt

2C0

· 2 ≤ εt

for all sufficiently small t ≥ 0. This completes the proof of this case, thereby concluding
the proof of the lemma. □

Lemma 3.5. Let f be a function satisfying assumption (A). Let ε > 0 be given. Then
there exists δ0 > 0 such that for any γ ∈ (0, δ0), the following holds:∫

Ω

f(u)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx ≥ −εt+ o(t)
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for all t ≥ 0. Here the symbol o(t) denotes any quantities satisfying limt→0 o(t)/t = 0.

Proof. It suffices to consider γ ∈ (0, supRN u). Recall that u is Lipschitz continuous in RN .
Denote its Lipschitz constant by L. For any γ > 0, the function (u − γ)+ has Lipschitz
constant less than or equal to L. In view of Proposition 2.4 (10), there exists a constant
C0 > 0 such that

|(u(x)− γ)t+ − (u(x)− γ)+| ≤ C0t, ∀x ∈ RN , γ > 0, t ≥ 0. (3.11)

We calculate that∫
Ω

f(u)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx =

∫
Ω

[f(u)− f((u− γ)+ + γ)]
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx

+

∫
Ω

f((u− γ)+ + γ)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx =: I1(t) + I2(t).

(3.12)

Set C1 := sup {|f(z)| : z ∈ [0, supRN u]}. For I1(t), by (3.11) we have

|I1(t)| =
∫
Ω

|f(u)− f((u− γ)+ + γ)|
∣∣(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

∣∣ dx
≤ 2C1C0tLN ({0 < u < γ}) .

We now turn to I2(t). We will show that I2(t) ≥ o(t) as t → 0. To simplify the notation,

we set f̃(z) := f(z + γ), for z ∈ [0,+∞), and v := (u − γ)+. Recalling assumption (A),

we apply Jordan’s decomposition theorem to obtain the decomposition f̃ = f̃1 + f̃2 + f̃3,
where f̃1 is continuous, f̃2 is nondecreasing, and f̃3 is nonincreasing. Moreover, we may
assume that f̃i are all bounded and f2(0) = 0, since u is bounded in Ω. Hence, I2(t) can
be split into

I2(t) =

∫
Ω

f̃(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx =

3∑
i=1

∫
Ω

f̃i(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx =:

3∑
i=1

I
(i)
2 (t).

Set F̃i(z) =
∫ z

0
f̃i(s)ds, i = 1, 2, 3. Observe that the support of vt is contained in Ω for all

sufficiently small t. By Proposition 2.4 (5), we have that

0 =

∫
Ω

F̃i(v
t)dx−

∫
Ω

F̃i(v
t)dx =

∫
Ω

(∫ 1

0

f̃i
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)) (
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx.
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Let us first consider I
(1)
2 (t). We have

I
(1)
2 (t) =

∫
Ω

f̃1(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

f̃1(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx−

∫
Ω

(∫ 1

0

f̃1
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
dθ

)(
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

[∫ 1

0

(
f̃1(v(x))− f̃1

(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

))
dθ

] (
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

≥ − sup
{
|f̃1(v(x))− f̃1

(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
| : x ∈ Ω, θ ∈ [0, 1]

}
· C0t · LN(Ω)

≥ o(t), as t → 0.
(3.13)

Similarly, for I
(2)
2 (t), we have

I
(2)
2 (t) =

∫
Ω

f̃2(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

f̃2(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx−

∫
Ω

(∫ 1

0

f̃2
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
dθ

)(
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

[
f̃2(v(x))−

∫ 1

0

f̃2
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
dθ

] (
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

≥ −
∫
Ω

∣∣∣f̃2(vt(x))− f̃2(v(x))
∣∣∣ ∣∣vt(x)− v(x)

∣∣ dx
≥ −∥f̃2(vt)− f̃2(v)∥L1(Ω) · C0t · LN(Ω)

≥ o(t), as t → 0,
(3.14)

where we have used that the monotonicity of f̃2 and the fact that ∥f̃2(vt)− f̃2(v)∥L1(Ω) → 0

as t → 0, due to Proposition 2.4 (3) and (6). Finally, for I
(3)
2 (t), we have

I
(3)
2 (t) =

∫
Ω

f̃3(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

f̃3(v)
(
vt − v

)
dx−

∫
Ω

(∫ 1

0

f̃3
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
dθ

)(
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

[
f̃3(v(x))−

∫ 1

0

f̃3
(
v(x) + θ(vt(x)− v(x))

)
dθ

] (
vt(x)− v(x)

)
dx

≥ 0,
(3.15)
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where we have used the fact that f̃3 is nonincreasing. Combining (3.13), (3.14) and (3.15),
we conclude that I2(t) ≥ o(t) as t → 0. Therefore, we arrive∫

Ω

f(u)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx = I1(t) + I2(t)

≥ −2C1C0tLN ({0 < u < γ}) + o(t).

(3.16)

Note that LN ({0 < u < γ}) → 0 as γ → 0. For some δ0 > 0, it holds that for any
γ ∈ (0, δ0),

2C1C0LN ({0 < u < γ}) < ε.

Thus, by (3.16), we deduce that∫
Ω

f(u)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx ≥ −εt+ o(t)

for all t ≥ 0. The proof is thereby complete. □

3.2. Proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. We are now in a position to prove Theorems 1.1
and 1.3.

Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3:
As explained at the beginning of this section, it suffices to prove that u is locally sym-

metric. This can be achieved if we can show that (u − γ0)+ is locally symmetric for any
γ0 > 0. We will show that (u − γ0)+ is locally symmetric in the direction x1. The local
symmetry in other directions can be established in a similar manner. Recalling Definition
2.3, let (u− γ0)

t
+ denote the CStS of (u− γ0)+ with respect to x1. Thanks to Proposition

2.7, it suffices to prove that∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx = o(t)

as t → 0. By Proposition 2.4 (10), we have∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx ≤ 0.

So it is reduced to proving that∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx ≥ o(t)

as t → 0. This can be proven by showing that for any ε > 0, the following inequality holds:∫
RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ0)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ0)+|) dx ≥ −εt (3.17)

for all sufficiently small t. By Lemma 3.1, (3.17) can be established by showing that there
exists γ1 ∈ (0, γ0) such that∫

RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ1)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ1)+|) dx ≥ −εt (3.18)



18 DAOMIN CAO, JUNCHENG WEI, WEICHENG ZHAN

for all sufficiently small t. Next, we focus on demonstrating the existence of such a γ1.
Note that [(u − γ1)

t
+ − (u − γ1)+] ∈ H1

0 (Ω) if t is small enough. Recalling (1.5), let
[(u− γ1)

t
+ − (u− γ1)+] be a test function, we then obtain∫

Ω

g(|∇u|)
∇u · ∇[(u− γ1)

t
+ − (u− γ1)+]

|∇u|
dx =

∫
Ω

f(u)[(u− γ1)
t
+ − (u− γ1)+] dx,

where the integrand on the left-hand side is understood to be zero at each point x where
∇u(x) = 0. It follows that∫

{ut>γ1}
g(|∇u|)|∇ut| dx−

∫
{u>γ1}

g(|∇u|)|∇u| dx ≥
∫
Ω

f(u)[(u− γ1)
t
+ − (u− γ1)+] dx.

(3.19)
By Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5, we deduce that there exists δ0 > 0 such that for any γ ∈ (0, δ0),
the following hold: ∫

{ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx ≤ ε

3
t,∫

Ω

f(u)
[
(u− γ)t+ − (u− γ)+

]
dx ≥ −ε

3
t+ o(t)

(3.20)

for all sufficiently small t. Now, let us fix γ1 < min{δ0, γ0} so that (3.20) holds with γ = γ1.
Combining (3.19), (3.20), and Lemma 3.2, we derive that∫

RN

G
(
|∇(u− γ1)

t
+|
)
dx−

∫
RN

G (|∇(u− γ1)+|) dx

=

∫
{ut>γ1}

G(|∇ut|)dx−
∫
{u>γ1}

G(|∇u|)dx

≥
∫
{ut>γ1}

g(|∇u|)|∇ut|dx−
∫
{u>γ1}

g(|∇u|)|∇u|dx

−
(∫

{ut>γ1}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{u>γ1}

h(|∇u|)dx
)

≥ −ε

3
t+ o(t)− ε

3
t = −2

3
εt+ o(t) ≥ −εt

for all sufficiently small t, which implies (3.18). The proof is thereby complete.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.5

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 1.5. Let u be as given in Theorem 1.5.
For convenience, we extend u by setting u ≡ η in Ω1, and u ≡ 0 in RN\Ω0, while retaining
the notation u. It follows from (1.12) that u is Lipschitz in RN .
Our goal is to show that both Ω0 and Ω1 are balls, which may not be concentric. Without

loss of generality, assume that η = 1. Observe that if u is locally symmetric, then the super-
level set Ω0 = {u > 0} consists of a countable union of mutually disjoint balls. Since Ω0

is connected, it must be a single ball. On the other hand, for each positive integer n,



SYMMETRY IN SERRIN-TYPE OVERDETERMINED PROBLEMS 19

the super-level set {u > 1− 1/n} consists of at most countably many disjoint open balls,
among which there is a unique open ball that contains Ω1, denoted by B(n). Clearly, we
have B(1) ⊃ B(2) ⊃ · · · ⊃ B(n) ⊃ · · · . We check that Ω1 = ∩∞

n=1B
(n) is a closed ball,

which, by the definition of a ring-shaped domain, implies that Ω1 must be an open ball.
Thus, it remains to establish the local symmetry of u. This can be achieved using a
method analogous to that of the previous section, with necessary modifications. Since the
ring-shaped domain Ω has two boundaries, namely the inner boundary ∂Ω1 and the outer
boundary ∂Ω0, truncation must be performed on both. Apart from this, no significant
differences arise compared to the previous section. Hence, we only sketch the proof, as the
details follow from straightforward modifications based on the ideas developed earlier.

As in the preceding section, we first establish several auxiliary technical lemmas. Since
their proofs closely follow those in the previous section, we omit the details.

Recalling Definition 2.3, let ut denote the CStS of u with respect to x1. Let G and h be
defined as in the preceding section. We define the truncation operator as follows:

T β
γ [u] = min{β, (u− γ)+}, β > γ > 0.

Lemma 4.1 (Monotonicity lemma). Let β1, β0, γ0, and γ1 be positive constants satisfying
β1 ≥ β0 ≥ γ0 ≥ γ1. Then∫

RN

G
(∣∣∣∇ (

T β0
γ0

[u]
)t∣∣∣) dx−

∫
RN

G
(∣∣∇T β0

γ0
[u]

∣∣) dx
≥

∫
RN

G
(∣∣∣∇ (

T β1
γ1

[u]
)t∣∣∣) dx−

∫
RN

G
(∣∣∇T β1

γ1
[u]

∣∣) dx
for all t ≥ 0.

Lemma 4.2. Let β and γ be two fixed positive constants satisfying β > γ. Then∫
{β>ut>γ}

G(|∇ut|)dx−
∫
{β>u>γ}

G(|∇u|)dx

≥
(∫

{β>ut>γ}
g(|∇u|)|∇ut|dx−

∫
{β>u>γ}

g(|∇u|)|∇u|dx
)

−
(∫

{β>ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{β>u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx
)
.

(4.1)

Lemma 4.3. There exist constants C0 > 0 and δ0 > 0 such that∫
{u=γ}

g (|∇u|) dHN−1(x) ≤ C0

for all positive constant γ satisfying γ < δ0 or 0 < η − γ < δ0.

Lemma 4.4. Let ε > 0 be given. Then there exists a small constant δ0 > 0 such that for
any β ∈ (η − δ0, η) and γ ∈ (0, δ0), the following holds:∫

{β>ut>γ}
h(|∇u|)dx−

∫
{β>u>γ}

h(|∇u|)dx ≤ εt
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for all sufficiently small t ≥ 0.

Lemma 4.5. Let f be a function satisfying assumption (A). Let ε > 0 be given. Then
there exists a small constant δ0 > 0 such that for any β ∈ (η − δ0, η) and γ ∈ (0, δ0), the
following holds: ∫

Ω

f(u)
[(
T β
γ [u]

)t − T β
γ [u]

]
dx ≥ −εt+ o(t)

for all t ≥ 0.

With the above technical lemmas established, we are now ready to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5:
The proof closely parallels that of the previous section. Therefore, we provide only a

sketch, omitting the details. As explained at the beginning of this section, it suffices to
prove that u is locally symmetric. This can be achieved if we can show that T β0

γ0
[u] is locally

symmetric for any β0 > γ0 > 0. It suffices to show that T β0
γ0

[u] is locally symmetric in the
direction x1. The local symmetry in other directions can be established in a similar manner.
The key idea is to apply Proposition 2.7. This can be accomplished through the following
steps. First, thanks to Lemma 4.1, we reduce the problem to finding appropriate values
of β1 and γ1. Next, by Lemma 4.2, the task is transformed into estimating the two terms

on the right-hand side of (4.1). Then, testing equation (1.4) with
((

T β1
γ1

[u]
)t − T β1

γ1
[u]

)
and using Lemma 4.5, we derive the desired estimate for the first term on the right-hand
side of (4.1). Finally, Lemma 4.4 provides the desired estimate for the second term on the
right-hand side of (4.1). These steps complete the proof.

Remark 4.6. If Ωi (for i = 1 or 2) is known a priori to be a ball, then the Neumann
boundary condition for u on ∂Ωi becomes redundant and may be omitted. This fact can
be obtained by a slight modification of the above proof. In fact, the truncation argument
near the boundary is primarily employed to ensure the legitimacy of the test function. If
Ωi is already known a priori to be a ball, truncation near its boundary is unnecessary.
For instance, suppose that Ω1 is a ball, say Br1 (after a suitable translation, if necessary).
Then, for all γ > 0 and t ≥ 0, we have [(u − γ)t+ − (u − γ)+] ≡ 0 in Ω1. It follows that
[(u−γ)t+−(u−γ)+] ∈ H1

0 (Ω) provided that t ≥ 0 is sufficiently small. The problem reduces
to showing that (u− γ)+ is locally symmetric for any γ > 0. This requires only replacing

the test function
((

T β1
γ1

[u]
)t − T β1

γ1
[u]

)
in the preceding argument with [(u−γ)t+−(u−γ)+],

and then carrying out a similar discussion.
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