arXiv:2302.07325v1 [math.AP] 14 Feb 2023

AUGMENTED HESSIAN EQUATIONS ON RIEMANNIAN MANIFOLDS: FROM INTEGRAL TO POINTWISE LOCAL SECOND DERIVATIVE ESTIMATES

JONAH A. J. DUNCAN

Abstract. We obtain a priori local pointwise second derivative estimates for solutions u to a class of augmented Hessian equations on Riemannian manifolds, in terms of the C^1 norm and certain W^{2,p} norms of u. We consider the case that no structural assumptions are imposed on either the augmenting term or the right hand side of the equation, and the case where these terms are convex in the gradient variable. In the latter case, under an additional ellipticity condition we prove that the dependence on any W^{2,p} norm can be dropped. Our results are derived using integral estimates.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we obtain local pointwise second derivative estimates on solutions u to a general class of fully nonlinear, non-uniformly elliptic equations in terms of the C^1 norm and certain W^{2,p} norms of u. More precisely, for a domain Ω contained inside a smooth Riemannian manifold (M^n, g_0) of dimension n ≥ 2, we consider equations of the form f ( λ ( ∇^2_{g0} u − A[u] )) = B[u], λ ( ∇^2_{g0} u − A[u] ) ∈ Γ on Ω, (1.1) where the pair (f, Γ) is assumed to satisfy the following standard properties:

Γ ⊂ R^n is an open, convex, connected symmetric cone with vertex at 0, (1.2) Γ^+_n = {λ ∈ R^n : λ_i > 0 ∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ n} ⊆ Γ ⊆ Γ^+_1 = {λ ∈ R^n : λ_1 + · · · + λ_n > 0}, (1.3)

f ∈ C^∞(Γ) ∩ C^0(Γ) is concave, 1-homogeneous and symmetric in the λ_i, (1.4) f > 0 in Γ, f = 0 on ∂Γ, f_{λi} > 0 in Γ for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (1.5)

In (1.1), ∇^2_{g0} u denotes the Hessian of u with respect to g_0,

A[u](x) = A(x, u(x), du(x)) ∈ Sym(T^∗_x Ω ⊗ T^∗_x Ω)

defines a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor at each point x ∈ Ω, B[u](x) = B(x, u(x), du(x)) takes real positive values, and for a (1, 1)-tensor T on Ω, we denote by λ(T (x)) ∈ R^n the eigenvalues of T at x. Note that we are implicitly raising an index of the (0, 2)- tensor ∇^2_{g0} u − A[u] in (1.1) using the inverse metric g^{−1}_0 , and we continue to follow this convention throughout the paper.

Typical examples of (f, Γ) satisfying (1.2)–(1.5) are given by (σ^{1/k}_k , Γ^+_k ) for 1 ≤ k ≤ n, where σ_k is the k’th elementary symmetric polynomial, defined by

σ_k(λ_1, . . . , λ_n) = ∑ 1≤i_1<···<i_k≤n λ_{i1} . . . λ_{ik} , and Γ^+_k = {λ ∈ R^n : σ_j (λ) > 0 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k}. In particular, σ_1(λ(·)) is the trace operator and σ_n(λ(·)) is the determinant operator. 1

Since the work of Caffarelli, Nirenberg & Spruck [2] on fully nonlinear Hessian equations (corresponding to A ≡ 0 in (1.1)), there has been a significant amount of study devoted to equations of the form (1.1). Such equations arise in the theory of optimal transport [32], geometric optics [43] and conformal geometry [41], for example. We refer to (1.1) as an augmented Hessian equation, following the recent study of boundary value problems associated to (1.1) on Euclidean domains by Jiang, Trudinger & Yang [24] and Jiang & Trudinger [20–23].

Crucial in the study of (1.1) are a priori estimates on solutions. As is well-known, structural properties of the term A play an important role in obtaining a priori estimates for (1.1), and hence also in the existence and regularity theory for (1.1). Indeed, an example of Heinz-Lewy (see e.g. Section 9.5 in [36]) demonstrates that (1.1) does not admit local pointwise second derivative estimates for certain choices of A. We are interested in the related problem of obtaining such estimates on solutions to (1.1) in terms of their C^1 and W^{2,p} norms, in the absence of any structural assumptions on A or B and under only mild assumptions on f and Γ. Our main motivation for considering this problem is twofold:

(1) The problem of obtaining local pointwise second derivative estimates for (1.1) is then reduced to obtaining local C^1 and W^{2,p} estimates for suitable p (this may be useful for the existence theory – see e.g. Remark 1.9).

(2) Such a result demonstrates that once C^1 estimates are obtained, any failure of local pointwise second derivative estimates for (1.1) must actually occur at the W^{2,p} level for suitable p.

Our lower bounds imposed on p will be explicit in many cases, and we will also show that these lower bounds can be improved in special cases, e.g. when A and B are convex in the gradient variable.

In addition to (1.4) and (1.5), we introduce one more condition on (f, Γ), which is related to the lower bound on the Sobolev exponent p imposed in our first main result. To formulate this condition, we fix (f, Γ) satisfying (1.2)–(1.5), and for a symmetric matrix A, we denote by F (A) the matrix with entries

F (A)^j_i = ∂ ∂A^i_j f(λ(A)). By (1.5), F (A) is positive definite if λ(A) ∈ Γ. Our condition is then as follows: there exist constants C > 0 and γ ≥ 0 (depending only on (f, Γ)) such that

[tr(F (A))]^n det(F (A)) ≤ C ( tr(A) f(λ(A)) )_γ for all A with λ(A) ∈ Γ. (1.6)

This condition was previously used by the author in [5], and is satisfied in many important cases:

Example 1: When (f, Γ) = ((σ_k/σ_l)^{1/(k−l)}, Γ^+_k ) for some 0 ≤ l < k ≤ n and 2 ≤ k ≤ n (with the convention that σ_0 = 1), (1.6) is satisfied with γ = (k − 1) max{k − l, 2} – see [30, Proposition 4.2]. In particular, when (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/k}_k , Γ^+_k ) for 2 ≤ k ≤ n, (1.6) is satisfied with γ = k(k − 1).

Example 2: When, in addition to (1.2) and (1.3), the cone Γ satisfies (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Γ, (1.6) is satisfied with γ = 0. This follows from the fact that^{∂f}_{∂λi} are the eigenvalues of F and [29, Proposition A.1], which asserts in this case the existence of a constant ν ∈ (0, 1) such that ∂f ∂λ_i (λ) ≥ ν n∑ j=1 ∂f ∂λ_j (λ) for all i = 1, . . . , n and λ ∈ Γ. (1.7)

We note that Γ satisfies (1.2), (1.3) and (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Γ if and only if there exists a cone ~Γ satisfying (1.2) and (1.3) and a number τ ∈ [0, 1) such that Γ = (~Γ)^τ , where (~Γ)^τ ·= {λ ∈ R^n : τλ + (1 − τ)σ_1(λ)(1, . . . , 1) ∈ ~Γ}. We refer the reader to the appendix in [7] for a proof of this statement. Moreover, if the pair (f, Γ) satisfies (1.2)–(1.5), then so does the pair (f^τ , Γ^τ ), where f^τ (λ) ·= f(τλ + (1 − τ)σ_1(λ)(1, . . . , 1)). Clearly, Γ^1 = Γ and Γ^0 = Γ^+_1 .

Our first main result is as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω be a bounded domain contained in a smooth Riemannian manifold (M^n, g_0) of dimension n ≥ 2. Suppose that (f, Γ) satisfies (1.2)–(1.5), Γ ⊆ (Γ^+_2 )^τ for some τ ∈ (0, 1], (1.6) holds for some constants C > 0 and γ ≥ 0, A = A(x, z, ξ) ∈ C^2_{loc}(Ω × R × T^∗Ω) is Sym(T^∗Ω ⊗ T^∗Ω)-valued and B = B(x, z, ξ) ∈ C^2_{loc}(Ω × R × T^∗Ω) is real-valued and positive. Finally, suppose that one of the following statements holds:

(1) A and B are convex in ξ and p > γ. (2) p > n + γ.

Then if u ∈ C^4(Ω) is a solution to (1.1) and Ω^′ ⋐ Ω, it holds that ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L∞_{(Ω}′_) ≤ C (1.8) where C is a constant depending only on f, Γ, n, p, g_0, A, B, Ω, Ω^′ and an upper bound for ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} + ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}. Moreover, if (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) for some τ ∈ (0, 1], the convexity assumption on B in Case 1 can be dropped.

Remark 1.2. The assumption Γ ⊆ (Γ^+_2 )^τ for some τ ∈ (0, 1] in Theorem 1.1 implies a pointwise bound for |∇^2_{g0} u| in terms of a pointwise bound for |Δ_{g0} u| and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}; this is clear from the formula σ_2(A) =^1_2 (tr(A)^2 − |A|^2). Moreover, the weaker assumption Γ ⊆ Γ^+_1 immediately implies a lower bound for Δ_{g0} u in terms of ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}. Thus, to obtain (1.8), it suffices to obtain an upper bound for Δ_{g0} u.

In light of the second example discussed above, if one assumes (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Γ in addition to the hypotheses of Case 1 of Theorem 1.1, then we can take any p > 0. In fact, we will prove the following stronger result:

Theorem 1.3. Suppose that, in addition to (1.2)–(1.5), Γ satisfies (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Γ and Γ ⊆ (Γ^+_2 )^τ for some τ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose also that A and B are convex in ξ. Then if u ∈ C^4(Ω) is a solution to (1.1) and Ω^′ ⋐ Ω, it holds that ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L∞_{(Ω}′_) ≤ C, where C depends only on f, Γ, n, g_0, A, B, Ω, Ω^′ and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}. Moreover, if (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) with τ ∈ (0, 1], the convexity assumption on B can be dropped.

Remark 1.4. We point out that there is no dependence on any L^p norm of ∇^2_{g0} u in Theorem 1.3. Under the assumptions of this theorem, (1.1) is strictly elliptic: by 1- homogeneity and concavity of f, we have ∑_n j=1 ∂f ∂λ_j (λ) = f(λ) + ∑_n j=1 ∂f ∂λ_j (λ)(1 − λi) ≥ f(1, . . . , 1) > 0, and strict ellipticity then follows from (1.7).

In the special case that (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/2}_2 , Γ^+_2 ), we are also able to prove (using different methods) a counterpart to Case 2 of Theorem 1.1 assuming p > 3n/2. We note that this only improves on the assumption p > n + 2 when n = 2 or 3, but we state the following result in arbitrary dimension:

Theorem 1.5. Let Ω be a bounded domain contained in a smooth Riemannian manifold (M^n, g_0) of dimension n ≥ 2. Suppose A = A(x, z, ξ) ∈ C^2_{loc}(Ω×R×T^∗ Ω) is Sym(T^∗Ω⊗ T^∗Ω)-valued and B = B(x, z, ξ) ∈ C^2_{loc}(Ω×R×T^∗ Ω) is real-valued and positive. Assume p > 3n/2. Then if u ∈ C^4(Ω) is a solution to (1.1) with (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/2}_2 , Γ^+_2 ) and Ω^′ ⋐ Ω, the estimate (1.8) holds where C is a constant depending only on n, p, g_0, A, B, Ω, Ω^′ and an upper bound for ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} + ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}.

Remark 1.6. If g_0 is the flat metric and A is of the form A(x, z, ξ) = A_1(x, z, ξ) Id for some scalar function A_1, then by previous work of the author and Nguyen in [6], Theorem 1.5 extends to the case (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/k}_k , Γ^+_k ) assuming p > (k + 1)n/2. This improves on Case 2 of Theorem 1.1 when k > n/2. If one further assumes A_1(x, z, ξ) = A_2(x, z)|ξ|^2 for some nonnegative function A_2, then by [6] we may take p > kn/2 when (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/k}_k , Γ^+_k ). This improves on Case 1 of Theorem 1.1 when k >^n_2 + 1.

We now briefly discuss our results in the context of previous work on second derivative estimates for augmented Hessian equations – unless otherwise mentioned, any statements in the following discussion concern the Euclidean setting. As mentioned above, an example of Heinz-Lewy [36] demonstrates that (1.1) may not admit local pointwise second derivative estimates for certain choices of A. In the context of optimal transport, Ma, Trudinger & Wang [32] introduced the notion of strict regularity for A (also known as the strict MTW condition, or strict codimension one convexity), which imposes ∑ i,j,k,l ∂^2_{ξk ξl} A_{ij} (x, z, ξ)ζ_iζ_jη_kη_l ≥ a_0|ζ|^2|η|^2 for all ζ, η ∈ R^n s.t. ζ · η = 0 (1.9)

for some constant a_0 > 0 and all (x, z, ξ) ∈ Ω×R ×R^n . Strict regularity of A is known to be sufficient to obtain local second derivative estimates and, for certain boundary value problems, global second derivative estimates – see for instance the work of Trudinger et. al. [21, 32] in the Euclidean setting, and [12–14] for some related work of Guan et. al. in the Riemannian setting. In fact, the weaker notion of regularity of A (also known as the MTW condition, or codimension one convexity), in which one allows a_0 = 0 in (1.9), is sufficient to obtain global second derivative estimates for certain boundary value problems – see e.g. Jiang & Trudinger [20]. In the context of optimal transport, Loeper [31] showed that even C^1 regularity may fail if A is not regular.

If A is assumed to be regular (but not strictly regular), then the question of whether (1.1) admits local second derivative estimates is less well-understood. For instance, it is still unknown whether solutions to (1.1) with A ≡ 0, B = 1 and (f, Γ) = (σ^{1/k}_k , Γ^+_k ) admit local second derivative estimates when k = 2 and n ≥ 4 (Warren & Yuan [45] gave an affirmative answer for k = 2 when n = 3, and Urbas [38] gave counterexamples for k ≥ 3). Our assumption in Case 1 of Theorem 1.1 that A is convex in the gradient variable – also referred to by Jiang & Trudinger in [23] as regularity without orthogonality – is a stronger assumption than regularity of A. However, it is easy to construct examples of A which are convex in the gradient variable but not strictly regular (e.g. any A which is independent of the gradient variable). It would be interesting to determine whether Case 1 of Theorem 1.1 still holds if A is only assumed to be regular.

Remark 1.7. In the papers cited above which consider the strict regularity condition on A, results are largely obtained using Pogorelov-type estimates, which by their nature result in second derivative estimates that depend on the C^1 norm of the solution and other known data, rather than any W^{2,p} norms.

An important example for which not even regularity of A is satisfied is the σ_k-Yamabe equation in the so-called negative case: given a closed Riemannian manifold (M^n, g_0) of dimension n ≥ 3 and an integer 2 ≤ k ≤ n, one looks for a solution g_u = e^{2u}g_0 to σ_k ( λ(−g^{−1}_u A_{gu} ) ) = 1, λ(−g^{−1}_u A_{gu} ) ∈ Γ^+_k (1.10)

on M^n, typically under the assumption that the background metric g_0 satisfies λ(−g^{−1}_0 A_{g0} ) ∈ Γ^+_k on M^n. Here, A_{gu} is the (0, 2)-Schouten tensor of g_u, defined by A_{gu} = 1 n − 2 ( Ric_{gu} − R_{gu} 2(n − 1) g_u ) , where Ric_{gu} and R_{gu} denote the Ricci tensor and scalar curvature of g_u, respectively. The Schouten tensor arises in the Ricci decomposition of the Riemann curvature tensor and is an important quantity in conformal geometry. When k = 1, the equation (1.10) reduces to the Yamabe equation in the case of negative Yamabe invariant. For k ≥ 2, the σ_k-Yamabe equation was first studied by Viaclovsky in [41]. Note that (1.10) falls into the framework of (1.1), in light of the conformal transformation law − A_{gu} = ∇^2_{g0} u − du ⊗ du + |du|^2_{g0} 2 g_0 − A_{g0} . (1.11)

Whilst global a priori C^1 estimates on solutions to (1.10) are known due to Gursky & Viaclovsky [17], neither local nor global C^2 estimates are known. In light of Theorems 1.1 and 1.5, we have:

Corollary 1.8. Let Ω be a bounded domain contained in a smooth Riemannian manifold (M^n, g_0) of dimension n ≥ 3. Let 2 ≤ k ≤ n be an integer, and assume p > n+k(k −1) if k ≥ 3 and p > min(n + 2,^{3n}_2 ) if k = 2. Then if u ∈ C^4(Ω) is a solution to (1.10) on Ω, and Ω^′ ⋐ Ω, it holds that ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L∞_{(Ω}′_) ≤ C

where C is a constant depending only on k, n, p, g_0, Ω, Ω^′ and an upper bound for ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} + ‖u‖_C1_{(Ω)}.

Remark 1.9. Using the uniform C^1 estimates of [17], Li & Nguyen [28] proved the existence of a Lipschitz viscosity solution to (1.10). Following the argument of [17] (where C^2 estimates and existence of solutions are proved for a trace-modified version of (1.10)), Corollary 1.8 implies existence of a smooth solution to (1.10) if W^{2,p} estimates can be established for some p > n + k(k − 1) if k ≥ 3 and p > min(n + 2,^{3n}_2 ) if k = 2.

Remark 1.10. If (M^n, g_0) is locally conformally flat, then by Remark 1.6 and the change of variables u = log v in (1.11), one may replace the lower bounds for p in Corollary 1.8 and Remark 1.9 by p > min(n + k(k − 1),^{(k+1)n}_2 ) for any k ≥ 2.

Remark 1.11. For the positive case of the σ_k-Yamabe equation (in which −A_{gu} is replaced with A_{gu} ), global pointwise estimates were established in [42] and local pointwise estimates were established in varying levels of generality in [4, 16, 25–27, 44], for example. For related work involving integral estimates, see for instance [3, 9, 10, 18].

We now briefly remark on the methods used to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.5. Our method for proving Theorem 1.1 is similar to that used in [5], and is based on an application of the Alexandrov-Bakelman-Pucci (ABP) estimate to produce an upper bound for Δ_{g0} u in terms of certain integral quantities. This method is inspired by previous work of Bao et. al. [1] on Hessian quotient equations on Euclidean domains (see also [30]), suitably extended to deal with third order terms arising from A, more general operators f and the presence of a non-Euclidean metric. On the other hand, our method for proving Theorem 1.5 is similar to that used in [6], and is based on an integrability improvement argument followed by Moser iteration. Similar ideas were used by Urbas [39, 40] in the context of k-Hessian equations on Euclidean domains. In comparison with the proof of Theorem 1.1, it is now both the term A and the linearised operator F^j_i which produce new third order terms in our estimates (in the k-Hessian case, F^j_i is divergence-free). However, by exploiting a divergence structure in the case k = 2, we are able to produce a cancellation phenomenon to deal with these third order terms. This is somehow more delicate than the method used to prove Theorem 1.1, where any third order terms are estimated more directly using properties of the concave envelope of a suitable function, and terms involving F are ultimately dealt with using the condition (1.6) (rather than using any divergence structure to produce cancellations). We note than in both [5] and [6], we obtained local C^{1,1} estimates on W^{2,p}-strong solutions to a more restrictive class of equations than (1.1), and our estimates applied only in the Euclidean setting. In this paper we are concerned only with a priori estimates, which allows us to address a much broader class of equations, including on Riemannian manifolds.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 1.1 we prove Theorem 1.1, starting with a proof of the first case in Section 2.1. The proof of the second case of Theorem 1.1 is given in Section 2.2, and requires only minor amendments to the proof of the first case. In Section 2.3, we prove the last statement in Theorem 1.1. In Section 3 we prove Theorem 1.3, and in Section 4 we give the proof of Theorem 1.5.

Acknowledgements: The author would like to thank Luc Nguyen and Yannick Sire for helpful comments on the introduction to this paper. A preliminary version of Theorem 1.5 was obtained whilst the author was supported by EPSRC grant EP/L015811/1.

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1. We start in Section 2.1 by addressing Case 1 in Theorem 1.1, namely we assume that A and B are convex in ξ and p > γ. In Section 2.2 we then prove Case 2 in Theorem 1.1, where we drop the convexity assumptions on A and B but impose p > n + γ; this requires only minor amendments to the arguments in Case 1. In Section 2.3, we explain how the convexity assumption on B in Case 1 of Theorem 1.1 can be removed if (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) for some τ ∈ (0, 1].

First, some remarks on our notation and conventions for this section are in order:

• Since our desired estimates are local, it suffices (by a standard covering argument) to consider the case that Ω = B_{2R} and Ω^′ = B_R are Euclidean balls centred at the origin in R^n , equipped with a Riemannian metric g_0.

• ∇, Δ and ∇^2 will denote the gradient, Laplacian and Hessian with respect to g_0, respectively. We instead write D and D^2 for the gradient and Hessian with respect to the flat metric on R^n , respectively. ∇_i will denote the covariant derivative with respect to g_0 in the i’th coordinate direction, and ∂_i will denote the Euclidean partial derivative in the i’th coordinate direction.

• | · |_{g0} will indicate a norm taken with respect to g_0, and | · | (without any subscript) will indicate a norm taken using the standard Euclidean inner product.

• We write dx for the volume form of the Euclidean metric, and dv_{g0} = √ det((g_0)_{ij} ) dx for the volume form of the metric g_0.

• We denote by C any constant depending on f, Γ, n, p, g_0, A, B, R and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R )}+‖∇^2u‖_Lγ_{(B2R,g0)}; the dependence on ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_Lp_{(B2R,g0)} in our final estimate will be explicit. The value of C may change from line to line.

• We use Einstein summation convention whenever an index appears in an upper and lower position. Indices will be implicitly raised and lowered in calculations using the metric g_0 and its inverse, e.g. A[u]_{ij} = (g_0)_{ia}A[u]^a_j .

2.1. Proof of Case 1 in Theorem 1.1.

Let us briefly explain the main components of the proof. We start by defining η(x) = ( 1 − |x|^2 4R^2 )_β

and v = ηΔu, where β > 2 is a constant to be determined and |x| is the Euclidean distance from x ∈ B_{2R} to the origin (recall that B_{2R} now denotes the Euclidean ball of radius 2R centred at the origin). Recall that, if we denote W [u] = ∇^2_{g0} u − A[u] (considered as a (1, 1)-tensor), then the linearised operator

F^j_i = ∂f(λ(W [u])) ∂(W [u])^i_j is positive definite in B_{2R} by ellipticity. Our first step is to obtain an upper bound for −F^{ij}∂_i∂_j v in terms of tr(F )|DΔu|, tr(F )|Δu| and lower order terms. More precisely, we prove:

Lemma 2.1. Let g_0 be a Riemannian metric on Ω = B_{2R} and suppose f, Γ, A and B are as in Case 1 of Theorem 1.1 (with (f, Γ) not necessarily satisfying (1.6)). Then for any solution u ∈ C^4(B_{2R}) to (1.1), it holds that −F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v ≤ C tr(F ) ( η ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u| + 1 ) + |Dη||DΔu| + ( |D^2η| + |Dη| ) |Δu| )

+ Cη ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u| + 1 ) . (2.1)

The next step is to obtain a bound for the third order terms in (2.1). We will see that such an estimate is only required to hold on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}), defined to be the upper contact set of v in B_{2R} with respect to the Euclidean structure:

Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) = {x ∈ B_{2R} : v(z) ≤ v(x) + ν · (z − x) for all z ∈ B_{2R}, for some ν ∈ R^n }. Indeed, following [1] we have:

Lemma 2.2. On Γ^+_v (B_{2R}), η|DΔu| ≤ (1 + β)R^{−1}η^{− 1β} v. (2.2) After substituting (2.2) back into (2.1), applying the ABP estimate and carrying out some routine computations, we will obtain an upper bound for Δu on B_R, from which the desired estimate follows (see Remark 1.2). For later reference, we state the ABP estimate here in the form that we will use it:

Theorem 2.3 (see e.g. [8, Chapter 9]). Suppose a^{ij} is smooth and positive definite on a smooth bounded domain U ⊂ R^n . Then there exists a constant C = C(n) such that for any φ ∈ C^2(U) ∩ C^0(U) with φ ≡ 0 on ∂U, one has sup_U φ ≤ Cd ( ∫ Γ^+_φ (U) (−a^{ij} ∂_i∂_j φ)^n det(a^{ij}) dx )_{1/n} , where d denotes the diameter of U.

We now give the proof of Lemma 2.1:

Proof of Lemma 2.1. By appealing to the equation (1.1) and the concavity of f, we first observe that ΔB[u] = Δf(λ(∇^2_{g0} u − A[u])) ≤ F^{ij}∇^k∇_k ( ∇_i∇_j u − A[u]_{ij} ) . (2.3)

By standard formulas for commuting derivatives, the fact that |F |_{g0} ≤ C tr(F ) (which holds since F is positive definite) and the fact that we allow our constants to depend on ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R)}, we have

F^{ij}∇^k∇_k∇_i∇_ju ≤ F^{ij}∇_i∇_j Δu + C tr(F )|∇^2u|_{g0} (2.4) and hence ΔB[u] ≤ F^{ij}∇_i∇_j Δu + C tr(F )|∇^2u|_{g0} − F^{ij}Δ(A[u])_{ij} .

Therefore, using the fact that v = ηΔu, we obtain F^{ij}∇_i∇_jv ≥ ηF^{ij}Δ(A[u])_{ij} + ηΔB[u] − Cη tr(F )|∇^2u|_{g0} + 2F^{ij}∇_iη∇_jΔu + ΔuF^{ij}∇_i∇_jη. (2.5)

We now consider the term Δ(A[u])_{ij} . By the chain rule, ∇_k ( A[u] ) ij = ∂A_{ij} ∂x_k [u] + ∂A_{ij} ∂z [u]∇_ku + ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]∇_k∇_lu and therefore ∇^k∇_k ( A[u] ) ij = ∂^2A_{ij} ∂x^2_k [u] + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂z∂x_k [u]∇^ku + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂ξ_l∂x_k [u]∇^k∇_lu + ( ∂^2A_{ij} ∂x_k∂z [u] + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂z^2 [u]∇^ku + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂ξ_l∂z [u]∇^k∇_lu ) ∇_ku + ∂A_{ij} ∂z [u]Δu + ( ∂^2A_{ij} ∂x_k∂ξ_l [u] + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂z∂ξ_l [u]∇^ku + ∂^2A_{ij} ∂ξ_p∂ξ_l [u]∇^k∇_pu ) ∇_k∇_lu + ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l ∇^k∇_k∇_lu. (2.6)

Now, by positivity of F and the assumption that A is convex in the gradient variable, it holds that F^{ij} ∂^2A_{ij} ∂ξ_p∂ξ_l [u]∇^k∇_pu∇_k∇_lu ≥ 0. (2.7)

After commuting derivatives in the final term in (2.6), we therefore obtain from (2.6) and (2.7) the estimate F^{ij}Δ(A[u])_{ij} ≥ −C tr(F ) ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|_{g0} + 1 ) , (2.8)

where C now depends on the C^2 norm of A. By identical reasoning, the assumption that B is convex with respect to the gradient variable also implies ΔB[u] ≥ −C ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|_{g0} + 1 ) . (2.9)

Substituting (2.8) and (2.9) back into (2.5), we therefore see that −F^{ij}∇_i∇_jv ≤ C tr(F ) ( η ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|_{g0} + 1 ) + |∇η|_{g0} |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2η|_{g0} |Δu| )

+ Cη ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|_{g0} + 1 ) . (2.10)

Now, given any function φ on B_{2R}, we have |∇φ|^2_{g0} = g^{ij}_0 ∂_iφ∂_j φ ≤ C(g_0)δ^{ij}∂_iφ∂_j φ = C(g_0)|Dφ|^2,

|∇^2φ|^2_{g0} = g^{ia}_0 g^{jb}_0 ∇_a∇_bφ∇_i∇_jφ = g^{ia}_0 g^{jb}_0 ( ∂_a∂_bφ − Γ^c_{ab}∂_cφ )( ∂_i∂_j φ − Γ^k_{ij} ∂_kφ ) ≤ C(g_0) ( |D^2φ|^2 + |Dφ|^2 ) , and likewise |∇^2φ|^2_{g0} ≤ C(g_0)|∇^2φ|^2, where Γ^k_{ij} are the Christoffel symbols of the metric g_0. Use these three estimates in (2.10) then yields −F^{ij} ∇_i∇_jv ≤ C tr(F ) ( η ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u| + 1 ) + |Dη||DΔu| + ( |D^2η| + |Dη| ) |Δu| )

+ Cη ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u| + 1 ) . (2.11) The desired estimate (2.1) then follows from (2.11) after observing F^{ij}∇_i∇_j v = F^{ij} ( ∂_i∂_j v − Γ^k_{ij}∂_kv ) ≤ F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v + C tr(F )|Dv| ≤ F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v + C tr(F ) ( η|DΔu| + |Dη||Δu| ) . □ For later reference, we note here the following estimates on the derivatives of η (which follow immediately from the definition of η): |Dη| ≤ CR^{−1}η^{1− 1β} and |D^2η| ≤ CR^{−2}η^{1− 2β} . (2.12) We now give the proof of Lemma 2.2, which is essentially the same as that given in [1] in the Euclidean setting:

Proof of Lemma 2.2. For x ∈ Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) such that Dv(x) ≠ 0, let z ∈ ∂B_{2R} be such that z − x |z − x| = − Dv(x) |Dv(x)| . Since v = 0 on ∂B_{2R} and |z − x| ≥ |z| − |x| = 2R − |x| ≥ Rη^{1β} (the last inequality following from the definition of η), we thus have for such points x ∈ Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) that v(x) ≥ v(z)−Dv(x)·(z−x) = −Dv(x)·(z−x) = |z−x||Dv(x)| ≥ Rη^{1β} |Dv(x)|, (2.13) where · denotes the Euclidean inner product. At such points x ∈ Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) we therefore have η|DΔu| = |Dv − ΔuDη| ≤ |Dv| + Δu|Dη|^{(2.13)}≤ v Rη^{1β} + v η β R η^{1− 1β} =

(1 + β)v Rη^{1β} . (2.14)

Note that at points x ∈ Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) where Dv(x) = 0, it is clear that (2.14) still holds. □ We now complete the proof of Case 1 in Theorem 1.1:

Proof of Case 1 in Theorem 1.1. As explained at the start of Section 2, it suffices to consider the case that Ω = B_{2R} is a Euclidean ball of radius 2R centred at the origin and Ω^′ = B_R.

Since Γ ⊆ (Γ^+_2 )^τ for some τ ∈ (0, 1], there exists a constant C depending on ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R )} such that |∇^2u| ≤ C(|Δu| + 1) (see Remark 1.2). Using this fact after substituting the estimate (2.2) of Lemma 2.2 back into the estimate (2.1) of Lemma 2.1, we therefore obtain on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) 0 ≤ −F^{ij}∂_i∂_j v ≤ C tr(F ) ( (1 + β)v Rη^{1/β} + v + η +

(1 + β)v Rη^{1+ 1β} |Dη| + |D^2η| + |Dη| η v )

+ C ( (1 + β)v Rη^{1/β} + v + η ) . (2.15)

Note we have used D^2v ≤ 0 on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) to assert 0 ≤ −F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v. Next we appeal to the estimates in (2.12) for |Dη| and |D^2η|, which when substituted into (2.15) yields 0 ≤ −F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v ≤ C tr(F ) ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η + v R^2η^{2β} ) + C ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η ) (2.16)

on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}). We now proceed in a similar way to [5]. By (2.16) and the assumption (1.6), we have on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) 0 ≤ −F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v (det F^{ij} )^{1/n} ≤ C tr(F ) (det F^{ij})^{1/n} ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η + v R^2η^{2β} ) + C (det F^{ij})^{1/n} ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η )

≤ C ( σ_1(λ(∇^2u − A[u])) f(λ(∇^2u − A[u])) )_{γ/n}( v Rη^{1β} + v + η + v R^2η^{2β} )

+ C ( σ_1(λ(∇^2u − A[u])) f(λ(∇^2u − A[u])) )_{γ/n} 1 tr(F ) ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η ) . (2.17)

Now, since B[u] and tr(F (A)) = ∑ i f_{λi} (λ(A)) = f(λ(A)) + ∑ i f_{λi} (λ(A))(1 − λ_i) ≥ f(1, . . . , 1) are both bounded away from zero, and since σ_1(λ(∇^2u − A[u])) ≤ Δu + C, (2.17) implies (after using the equation (1.1)) that 0 ≤ −F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v (det F^{ij})^{1/n} ≤ C ( v Rη^{1β} + v + η + v R^2η^{2β} ) (Δu + C)^{γ/n} on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}). (2.18)

We next apply the ABP estimate as stated in Theorem 2.3, which in combination with (2.18) yields sup_{B2R} v ≤ CR ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} ) (−F^{ij} ∂_i∂_j v)^n det(F^{ij}) dx )_{1/n}

≤ C ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R})

(η^{− 1β} v)^n(Δu + C)^γ dv_{g0} )_{1/n} + CR ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} )

v^n(Δu + C)^γ dv_{g0} )_{1/n}

+ CR ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} )

η^n(Δu + C)^γ dv_{g0} )_{1/n} + CR^{−1} ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} )

(η^{− 2β} v)^n(Δu + C)^γ dv_{g0} )_{1/n} . (2.19)

Note that we have used dx = (det((g_0)_{ij} ))^{−1/2} dv_{g0} and the fact that (det((g_0)_{ij}))^{−1/2} is bounded by a constant depending only on g_0 in order to replace dx with dv_{g0} in (2.19). For the remainder of the proof, all integrals are implicitly assumed to be with respect to dv_{g0} .

We estimate each of the four integrals on the RHS of (2.19) in turn, starting with the last one. Writing η^{− 2β} v = v^{1− 2β} (Δu)^{2β} , and noting that 1 −^2_β > 0 (since β > 2), we see ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} )

(η^{− 2β} v)^n(Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} ≤ (sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β} ( ∫ B_{2R} |Δu|^{2nβ} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} , where we have assumed sup_{B2R} v ≥ 0 (otherwise we are done). For the first term on the RHS of (2.19), note η^{− 1β} v = v^{1− 2β} ( √ η|Δu|)^{2β} ≤ v^{1− 2β} |Δu|^{2β} , so ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R} )

(η^{− 1β} v)^n(Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} ≤ (sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β} ( ∫ B_{2R} |Δu|^{2nβ} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} . Similarly, for the second term, v = v^{1− 2β} (η|Δu|)^{2β} ≤ v^{1− 2β} |Δu|^{2β} , so ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R})

v^n(Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} ≤ (sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β} ( ∫ B_{2R} |Δu|^{2nβ} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} , and for the third term on the RHS of (2.19) it is easy to see that ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R})

η^n(Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} ≤ ( ∫ B_{2R} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} ≤ C. Substituting the previous four estimates into (2.19) and using the fact that R is bounded, we therefore obtain

sup_{B2R} v ≤ CR^{−1}(sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β} ( ∫ B_{2R} |Δu|^{2nβ} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} + CR^{−1}. (2.20)

We now choose β =^{2n}_{p−γ} , where p is as in the statement of Case 1 in Theorem 1.1, so that^{2n}_β = p − γ. After applying Hölder’s inequality to the integral on the RHS of (2.20) and dividing through by (sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β} , we obtain the estimate (sup_{B2R} v)^{2/β} ≤ CR^{−1}‖Δu + C‖^{p/n}_{Lp(B2R )} + CR^{−1} (sup_{B2R} v)^{1− 2β}

. (2.21)

If sup_{B2R} v ≤ 1 then we are done. Supposing otherwise, (2.21) then implies

(sup_{B2R} v)^{2/β} ≤ CR^{−1} ( 1 + ‖Δu + C‖^{p/n}_{Lp(B2R)} ) , and we therefore arrive at the estimate sup_{BR} Δu ≤ CR^{−β/2} ( 1 + ‖Δu + C‖^{p/n}_{Lp(B2R )} )_{β/2} . As explained in Remark 1.2, the estimate for ‖∇^2u‖_L∞_{(BR)} then follows. □

2.2. Proof of Case 2 in Theorem 1.1.

We now prove the second case in Theorem 1.1, which requires only minor changes to the proof in the previous section. As before, B_{2R} denotes the Euclidean ball of radius 2R centred at the origin. We first observe the following counterpart to Lemma 2.1:

Lemma 2.4. Let g_0 be a Riemannian metric on Ω = B_{2R} and suppose f, Γ, A and B are as in Case 2 of Theorem 1.1 (with (f, Γ) not necessarily satisfying (1.6)). Then for any solution u ∈ C^4(B_{2R}) to (1.1), it holds that −F^{ij}∂_i∂_j v ≤ C tr(F ) ( η ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u|^2 + 1 ) + |Dη||DΔu| + ( |D^2η| + |Dη| ) |Δu| )

+ Cη ( |DΔu| + |∇^2u|^2 + 1 ) . (2.22)

Remark 2.5. We point out that the only difference between (2.22) and (2.1) is in the exponent of the |∇^2u| terms.

Proof. The computations (2.3)–(2.6) in the proof of Lemma 2.1 still apply under the hypotheses of Lemma 2.4. However, the penultimate term in (2.6) can no longer be dropped (since (2.7) is no longer necessarily true), and hence (2.8) is replaced by the weaker estimate F^{ij}Δ(A[u])_{ij} ≥ −C tr(F ) ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|^2_{g0} + 1 ) . Likewise, (2.9) is replaced by the weaker estimate ΔB[u] ≥ −C ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|^2_{g0} + 1 ) . (2.23)

The proof of (2.22) then proceeds exactly as in the proof of Lemma 2.1. □ Proof of Case 2 in Theorem 1.1. In the same way that we obtained (2.16) from (2.1), we obtain from (2.22) the estimate 0 ≤ −F^{ij}∂_i∂_j v ≤ C tr(F ) ( v Rη^{1β} + v|Δu| + η + v R^2η^{2β} ) + C ( v Rη^{1β} + v|Δu| + η )

(2.24) on Γ^+_v (B_{2R}). We point out that the only difference between (2.24) and (2.16) are the v|Δu| terms. Keeping track of these terms, we see that the estimate (2.19) remains the same except that the second term on the middle line should be replaced with CR ( ∫ Γ^+_v (B_{2R}) (v|Δu|)^n(Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} . (2.25)

Assuming once again that sup_{B2R} v ≥ 0 (otherwise we are done), we see that the expression in (2.25) is bounded from above by

CR(sup_{B2R} )^{1− 2β} ( ∫ B_{2R} |Δu|^{n+ 2nβ} (Δu + C)^γ )_{1/n} . The proof then proceeds in exactly the same way to Case 1, now choosing β =^{2n}_{p−n−γ} where p is as in the statement of Case 2. □

2.3. The case (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ).

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.1, it remains to show that the convexity assumption on B in Case 1 can be dropped if one assumes (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) for some τ ∈ (0, 1].

Proof of the last statement in Theorem 1.1. It suffices to show that Lemma 2.1 still holds, since this is the only place in the proof of Case 1 where a convexity assumption on B is used. It is well-known that the linearisation of the σ_2-operator is given by the first Newton tensor, that is

∂σ^{1/2}_2 (λ(X)) ∂X^i_j = 1 2σ^{1/2}_2 (λ(X))

∂σ_2(λ(X)) ∂X^i_j = 1 2σ^{1/2}_2 (λ(X)) ( σ_1(λ(X))δ^j_i − X^j_i ) . (2.26)

Therefore, in the case that u is a solution to (1.1) with (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) for some τ ∈ (0, 1],

tr(F ) = n − 1 2B[u] tr [ τ(∇^2u − A[u]) + (1 − τ) tr(∇^2u − A[u]) Id ] > C^{−1}(Δu − tr(A[u])).

Since |∇^2u|_{g0} ≤ C(Δu + 1), it follows that |∇^2u|_{g0} ≤ C(tr(F ) + 1). Substituting this into the estimate (2.23), we therefore see that ΔB[u] ≥ −C ( |∇Δu|_{g0} + |∇^2u|_{g0} + 1 ) − C tr(F )|∇^2u|_{g0} . (2.27)

With (2.27) in place of (2.8), one still obtains the estimate (2.10), and the proof of Lemma 2.1 then proceeds as before. □

3. Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this short section we prove Theorem 1.3, which states that we can remove the dependence on any L^p norm of ∇^2_{g0} u when A and B are convex in the gradient variable and (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Γ.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. By a standard covering argument, it suffices to prove Theorem 1.3 in the case that Ω = B_{3R} is a sufficiently small geodesic ball and Ω^′ = B_R. First note that by Case 1 of Theorem 1.1, under our current hypotheses we have

‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L∞_{(BR)} ≤ C (3.1)

where C depends on an upper bound ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R )} + ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L1_{(B2R)} and other given data.

Now suppose that R is sufficiently small so that there exists a strictly convex function φ on B_{3R}. In light of the second sentence in Remark 1.2, u + C_1φ is then subharmonic on B_{3R} for a sufficiently large constant C_1 depending on g_0 and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(B3R)}. To prove the theorem, by (3.1) it suffices to obtain an estimate for ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_L1_{(B2R)} in terms of ‖u‖_C1_{(B3R )} and other given data on B_{3R}.

To this end, note that if ψ is any subharmonic function on B_{3R}, then Δ_{g0} ψ satisfies an L^1 estimate on B_{2R} in terms of ‖ψ‖_L1_{(B3R)}. Indeed, taking η ∈ C^∞_c (B_{3R}) to be a nonnegative cutoff function satisfying η ≡ 1 on B_{2R}, |∇_{g0} η| ≤ CR^{−1} and |∇^2_{g0} u| ≤ CR^{−2} on B_{3R}, we have ∫ B_{2R} |Δ_{g0} ψ| dv_{g0} = ∫ B_{2R} Δ_{g0} ψ dv_{g0} ≤ ∫ B_{3R} ηΔ_{g0} ψ dv_{g0} = ∫ B_{3R} ψΔ_{g0} η dv_{g0} ≤ CR^{−2}‖ψ‖_L1_{(B3R)}. Taking ψ = u + C_1φ and recalling the first sentence in Remark 1.2, we therefore see that ∇^2_{g0} u satisfies the desired L^1 estimate on B_{2R}. □

Remark 3.1. We note that the local second derivative estimate of Theorem 1.3 has previously been obtained for certain choices of A and B using Pogorelov-type arguments. To provide one notable example, Theorem 1.3 yields local second derivative estimates for the trace-modified Hessian equation

(σ^{1/k}_k )^τ ( λ(∇^2_{g0} u) ) = f(x, u) > 0, λ(∇^2_{g0} u) ∈ (Γ^+_k )^τ , τ ∈ (0, 1), (3.2)

which were also obtained using pointwise methods by Guan in [11, Theorem 3.1], therein taking t = s = 0 and A = 0. In contrast, such estimates for k-convex solutions to the k-Hessian equation (t = 1) remain unknown for k = 2 when n ≥ 4, and fail for k ≥ 3 [34, 38]. Local second derivative estimates in the Euclidean setting are known for k = 2 when n = 2 [19] and n = 3 [45] (see also [35]). For related work under additional convexity assumptions, see for example [15, 33, 37].

4. Proof of Theorem 1.5

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5 using an integrability improvement argument followed by Moser iteration. Since our desired estimates are local, it suffices to consider the case that Ω ⊂ M^n is a geodesic ball of radius 2R contained inside a single coordinate chart, and Ω^′ is the concentric geodesic ball with radius R. Our equation of interest is therefore

σ^{1/2}_2 ( λ ( W [u] )) = B[u], λ ( W [u] ) ∈ Γ^+_2 on B_{2R}, (4.1)

where W [u] = ∇^2u − A[u], A[u](x) = A(x, u(x), du(x)) defines a symmetric (0, 2)- tensor at each x ∈ B_{2R} and B[u](x) = B(x, u(x), du(x)) is real and positive. We make no other assumptions on either A or B, and we work in arbitrary dimension, although we reiterate that the bound p > 3n/2 in Theorem 1.5 only improves on Theorem 1.1 when n = 2 or 3.

We will often use the following basic estimates without explicit reference. First, we recall that the assumption λ(W [u]) ∈ Γ^+_2 implies the existence of a constant α > 0 (depending on A and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R )}) for which

0 ≤ |∇^2u| < Δu + α (4.2) and 0 < tr(W [u]) ≤ Δu + α in B_{2R}. In addition, we also assume that α is chosen such that Δu + α ≥ 1. We denote by F^j_i the linearisation of σ_2, which we recall is equal to the first Newton tensor:

F^j_i =

∂σ_2(λ(W [u])) ∂(W [u])^i_j = σ_1(λ(W [u]))δ^j_i − W [u]^j_i . (4.3)

It is easy to see from (4.2) and (4.3) that |F | ≤ C(Δu + α) in B_{2R}.

Remark 4.1. We point out that in this section, F denotes the linearisation of σ_2 rather than the linearisation of σ^{1/2}_2 (cf. (2.26)). The reason for this change is due to the favourable divergence structure of (4.3).

The plan of the section is as follows. In Section 4.1 we carry out a series of integral estimates with a view to obtaining the estimate (4.6) below. In Section 4.2, we show that under the assumptions of Theorem 1.5, the estimate (4.6) implies an estimate of reverse Hölder type, which can then be iterated to yield the desired pointwise estimate. In this section, all computations will be carried out with respect to the background metric g_0, and all integrals will be with respect to the volume form of g_0.

4.1. Integral estimates.

Our starting point in the proof of Theorem 1.5 is the the following pointwise estimate for solutions u to (4.1), which follows from the same argument as in the start of the proof of Lemma 2.1:

2BΔB[u] ≤ F^{ij} ∇_i∇_jΔu − F^{ij} ΔA[u]_{ij} + C(Δu + α)^2 on B_{2R}. (4.4)

For ρ ∈ (0,^R_2 ] we now let η ∈ C^∞_0 (B_{R+2ρ}) be a non-negative cutoff function satisfying 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η = 1 on B_{R+ρ} and |∇^lη| ≤ C(n)ρ^{−l} for l = 1, 2. Multiplying both sides of (4.4) by η(Δu + α)^{q−1} (where q > 1 is to be determined) and integrating over B_{R+2ρ}, we obtain the integral estimate 2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}BΔB[u] ≤ ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}∇_i∇_j Δu − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij} ΔA[u]_{ij} + C ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.5)

Note that here and henceforth, C is a constant depending on n, g_0, A, B, R and an upper bound for ‖u‖_C1_{(B2R )}, but C will remain independent of the size of q and ρ^{−1} (this will be important for the iteration argument in Section 4.2). We do not allow C to depend on any norms of second derivatives of u, as the dependence on ‖∇^2_{g0} u‖_Lp_{(B2R,g0)} in our final estimates will be explicit. C may continue to change from line to line, and we continue to implicitly raise and lower indices using the background metric g_0 and its inverse. At various points in our argument, we will implicitly use the fact that Δu + α ≥ 1.

Our main goal in this section is to prove the following proposition:

Proposition 4.2. Suppose q > 1, B ∈ C^2_{loc}(B_{2R} × R × T^∗B_{2R}) is positive and u ∈ C^4(B_{2R}) is a solution to (4.1). Then ∫ B_{R+ρ} | ∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} |_2 ≤ C(q − 1) ρ^2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.6) We will prove Proposition 4.2 through a series of lemmas. We first prove:

Lemma 4.3. Under the same hypotheses as Proposition 4.2,

(q − 1) ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−2}F^{ij}∇_iΔu∇_j Δu − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j∇_iF^{ij} + ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij} ΔA[u]_{ij} ≤ Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.7) Proof. Integrating by parts in the first integral on the RHS of (4.5), we see ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}∇_i∇_j Δu = − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇_iF^{ij}∇_jΔu − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij} ∇_iη∇_jΔu − (q − 1) ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−2}F^{ij}∇_iΔu∇_jΔu. (4.8) Integrating by parts again, the first integral on the RHS of (4.8) is − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇_iF^{ij}∇_jΔu = − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η∇_iF^{ij} ∇_j(Δu + α)^q = 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^q∇_iF^{ij}∇_j η + 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j∇_iF^{ij}. (4.9) Similarly, the second integral on the RHS of (4.8) can be further computed as follows: − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}∇_iη∇_jΔu = − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} F^{ij}∇_iη∇_j (Δu + α)^q = 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^q∇_iη∇_jF^{ij} + 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qF^{ij}∇_j ∇_iη ≥ 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^q∇_iη∇_jF^{ij} − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.10)

Substituting (4.9) and (4.10) into (4.8), and then (4.8) back into (4.5) and rearranging, we obtain

(q − 1) ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−2}F^{ij}∇_iΔu∇_j Δu − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j∇_iF^{ij} + ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}ΔA[u]_{ij} ≤ 2 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^q∇_iF^{ij}∇_jη − 2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}BΔB[u] + Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.11)

Note that the LHS of (4.11) is precisely the LHS of (4.7). Therefore, to obtain (4.7) it remains to estimate the first two integrals on the RHS of (4.11) from above by Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)

q+1. For the first of these, we calculate the divergence of F : ∇_iF^{ij} = ∇_i ( tr(W [u])δ^{ij} − (W [u])^{ij} ) = ∇^j ( Δu − tr(A[u]) ) − ∇_i ( ∇^i∇^ju − A[u]^{ij} ) ≤ C(Δu + α), (4.12)

where to reach the last line we have commuted derivatives to assert |∇^j Δu−∇_i∇^i∇^j u| ≤ C|∇u| ≤ C. The desired estimate for the first integral on the RHS of (4.11) then follows immediately.

For the second integral on the RHS of (4.11), by the calculation in (2.6) with B[u] in place of A[u]_{ij}, we see −2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}BΔB[u] ≤ −2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}B ∂B ∂ξ_l [u]∇_lΔu + C ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1} = − 2 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} ηB ∂B ∂ξ_l [u]∇_l(Δu + α)^q + C ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1} ≤ Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1},

where to reach the last line we have integrated by parts and used properties of η. □

With Proposition 4.2 in mind, we now deal with the integrals on the LHS of (4.7), starting with a pointwise estimate for the first integrand:

Lemma 4.4. Under the same hypotheses as Proposition 4.2, (Δu + α)^{q−2}F^{ij}∇_iΔu∇_j Δu ≥ CB[u]^2 (q − 1)^2 | |∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} | |^2. (4.13)

Proof. The proof is similar to that given in [39]; we give the argument here for completeness. Let F^{ij}_{(l)}(X) denote the matrix with entries ∂σ_l(λ(X))/∂X_{ij}. Then by concavity of σ_k(λ(X))/σ_{k−1}(λ(X)) on the set of symmetric matrices with λ(X) ∈ Γ^+_k , on this set we have F^{ij}_{(k)}(X) σ_k(λ(X)) ≥ F^{ij}_{(k−1)}(X) σ_{k−1}(λ(X)) ≥ · · · ≥ F^{ij}_{(1)}(X) σ_1(λ(X)) = δ^{ij} σ_1(λ(X))

. (4.14)

Taking X = W [u] and k = 2 in (4.14), and applying the equation (4.1), it follows that F^{ij} ≥ B[u]^2δ^{ij} tr(W [u]) ≥ B[u]^2δ^{ij} Δu + α , and hence

(Δu + α)^{q−3}F^{ij}∇_iΔu∇_j Δu = 4 (q − 1)^2

F^{ij} ∇_i(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2}∇_j (Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} ≥ 4B[u]^2 (q − 1)^2 1 Δu + α | |∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} | |^2.

Multiplying through by Δu + α, we arrive at (4.13). □ We next prove the following estimate for the third integral on the RHS of (4.7):

Lemma 4.5. Under the same hypotheses as Proposition 4.2, ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}ΔA[u]_{ij} ≥ − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇^i∇^ju ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.15)

Proof. By (2.6),

F^{ij}ΔA[u]_{ij} ≥ −C(Δu + α)^3 + F^{ij} ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]Δ∇_lu ≥ −C(Δu + α)^3 + F^{ij} ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]∇_lΔu, (4.16)

where to reach the second line we have commuted derivatives and absorbed resulting curvature terms into the −C(Δu + α)^3 term. Substituting (4.16) into the LHS of (4.15) and then using the identity F^{ij} = tr(W [u])δ^{ij} − ∇^i∇^j u + A^{ij} , we have ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij}ΔA[u]_{ij} ≥ ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}F^{ij} ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2} = ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1} tr(W [u])

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇^i∇^ju ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu + ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}A^{ij} ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.17)

Now, since tr(W [u]) = (Δu + α) − tr(A) − α, the term on the third line of (4.17) can be written as ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1} tr(W [u])

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu = ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1} tr(A)

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − α ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1} ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu = 1 q + 1 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_a(Δu + α)^{q+1} − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η tr(A)

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_a(Δu + α)^q − α q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_a(Δu + α)^q. (4.18)

After integrating by parts in each of the last three integrals in (4.18), we therefore see that ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1} tr(W [u])

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu ≥ −Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.19)

Likewise, writing the penultimate term in (4.17) as 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} ηA^{ij} ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_a(Δu + α)^q

and integrating by parts, we observe that this term is also bounded from below by −Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)

q+1. Substituting this estimate and (4.19) back into (4.17), we arrive at (4.15). □

Before giving the proof of Proposition 4.2, it remains to estimate the second integral on the LHS of (4.7):

Lemma 4.6. Under the same hypotheses as Proposition 4.2, − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j∇_iF^{ij} ≥ − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]∇^i∇^j ∇_lu − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.20)

Proof. By (4.12), we see ∇_j∇_iF^{ij} = ∇_j ( ∇^j Δu − ∇_i∇^i∇^j u − ∇^j tr(A[u]) + ∇_iA[u]^{ij} ) = Δ^2u − ∇_j∇_i∇^i∇^ju − Δ tr(A[u]) + ∇_j ∇_iA[u]^{ij} ≤ C(Δu + α) − Δ tr(A[u]) + ∇_j ∇_iA[u]^{ij} where we have commuted derivatives to assert |Δ^2u−∇_j ∇_i∇^i∇^ju| ≤ C|∇^2u| ≤ C(Δu+ α). It follows that − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j∇_iF^{ij} ≥ 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^qΔ tr(A[u]) − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q∇_j ∇_iA[u]^{ij} − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+1}. (4.21)

Now, similarly to (4.16), we have

Δ tr(A[u]) ≥ −C(Δu + α)^2 +

∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_l [u]∇_lΔu and −∇_j ∇_iA[u]^{ij} ≥ −C(Δu + α)^2 − ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]∇^i∇^j∇_lu. Substituting these two inequalities into (4.21) yields − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^qη∇_j ∇_iF^{ij} ≥ 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_l [u]∇_lΔu − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_l [u]∇^i∇^j∇_lu − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.22)

The desired inequality (4.20) then follows after writing the first term on the RHS of (4.22) as 1 q(q + 1) ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η ∂ tr(A) ∂ξ_l [u]∇_l(Δu + α)^{q+1}

and integrating by parts to observe that this term is bounded from below by −Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α) q+2. □ We now give the proof of Proposition 4.2:

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Substituting the estimates (4.13), (4.15) and (4.20) back into (4.7), we obtain C q − 1 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} ηB[u]^2 | | |∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} | | |^2 − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇^i∇^j u ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇^i∇^j ∇_au ≤ Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.23)

But − ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^{q−1}∇^i∇^ju ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_aΔu = − 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η∇^i∇^j u ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇_a(Δu + α)^q = 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇^i∇^j∇_au + 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^q∇^i∇^j u∇_a ( η ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u] )

≥ 1 q ∫ B_{R+2ρ} η(Δu + α)^q ∂A_{ij} ∂ξ_a [u]∇^i∇^j ∇_au − Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.24)

After substituting (4.24) back into (4.23) and observing cancellation with the third term in (4.23), we obtain the estimate C q − 1 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} ηB[u]^2 | | |∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} | | |^2 ≤ Cρ^{−2} ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{q+2}. (4.25)

The desired estimate (4.2) then follows after absorbing inf_{BR+2ρ} B[u]^2 into the constant on the LHS of (4.25) and using properties of η. □

4.2. Integrability improvement and Moser iteration. In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. First observe that by the Sobolev inequality applied to the function (Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2}, we have ( ∫ B_{R+ρ} (Δu + α)^{β(q−1)} )_{1/β} ≤ C ∫ B_{R+ρ} | ∇(Δu + α)^{(q−1)/2} |_2 + C ∫ B_{R+ρ} (Δu + α)^{q−1},

(4.26) where β =^n_{n−2} if n ≥ 3 and β > 1 is any finite number if n = 2. Note that the constants C in (4.26) depend on the choice of β when n = 2, but β will ultimately be fixed. Substituting the estimate (4.2) from Proposition 4.2 into the RHS of (4.26), it follows that ( ∫ B_{R+ρ} (Δu + α)^{sβ} )_{1/β} ≤ Cs ρ^2 ∫ B_{R+2ρ} (Δu + α)^{s+3} (4.27)

where s = q − 1.

Let us first address the case n ≥ 3. It is clear that (4.27) yields an improvement in integrability whenever s + 3 >^{3n}_2 . Under this assumption, it remains to iterate this improvement in integrability to get the pointwise estimate. Let p >^{3n}_2 be as in the statement of Theorem 1.5, and define the sequence s_j inductively by s_0 = p − 3 and s_j = βs_{j−1} − 3 for j ≥ 1.

Then s_j = β^js_0 − 3(β^{j−1} + · · · + β + 1) = β^js_0 − 3(1 − β^j)/(1 − β) and hence s_j β^j = s_0 −

3(1 − β^{−j}) β − 1 → s_0 − 3 β − 1 > 0 as j → ∞, (4.28) where we have used the definition of β and the fact that s_0 = p − 3 >^{3n}_2 − 3 to assert positivity in (4.28). It follows from (4.28) that s_j → ∞ as j → ∞. We now apply (4.27) iteratively with s = s_j and ρ = 2^{−j−1}R to obtain ( ∫ B_{(1+2−j−1 )R} (Δu + α)^{βsj} )_β−j−1 ≤ ( 4^jCs_j ∫ B_{(1+2−j )R} (Δu + α)^{βsj−1} )_β−j

≤ j∏ i=0 ( (4β)^iC )_β−i ∫ B_{2R} (Δu + α)^p ≤ (4β)^{∑∞i=0 iβ−i} C^{∑∞i=0 β−i} ∫ B_{2R} (Δu + α)^p (4.29)

we have used (4.28) in obtaining the second inequality. Letting j → ∞ in (4.29) and again using (4.28), we arrive at the estimate ‖Δu + α‖_L∞_{(BR)} ≤ C ( ∫ B_{2R} (Δu + α)^p

)_{(s0−} 3_{β−1 )}−1 . As explained in Remark 1.2, the desired Hessian bound then follows.

Finally, if n = 2, then we see that (4.27) yields an improvement in integrability for any given s > 0 if β is chosen such that β >^{s+3}_s . After such a choice of β is made, the Moser iteration procedure may be followed as above. □

Remark 4.7. We note that the method for proving Theorem 1.5 can be extended to deal with the case (f, Γ) = ((σ^{1/2}_2 )^τ , (Γ^+_2 )^τ ) for τ < 1, but still under the assumption p > 3n/2. Since this yields no improvement on Theorem 1.1 in any dimension, we omit the proof.

References

[1] J. Bao, J. Chen, B. Guan, and M. Ji, Liouville property and regularity of a Hessian quotient equation, Amer. J. Math., 125 (2003), pp. 301–316.

[2] L. Caffarelli, L. Nirenberg, and J. Spruck, The Dirichlet problem for nonlinear secondorder elliptic equations. III. Functions of the eigenvalues of the Hessian, Acta Math., 155 (1985), pp. 261–301.

[3] S.-Y. A. Chang, M. J. Gursky, and P. C. Yang, An equation of Monge-Ampère type in conformal geometry, and four-manifolds of positive Ricci curvature, Ann. of Math. (2), 155 (2002), pp. 709–787.

[4] S.-y. S. Chen, Local estimates for some fully nonlinear elliptic equations, Int. Math. Res. Not., (2005), pp. 3403–3425.

[5] J. A. J. Duncan, Interior regularity for strong solutions to a class of fully nonlinear elliptic equations, https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.10048, (2022).

[6] J. A. J. Duncan and L. Nguyen, Local pointwise second derivative estimates for strong solutions to the σ_k -Yamabe equation on Euclidean domains, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 60 (2021), pp. Paper No. 177, 33.

[7] , Differential inclusions for the Schouten tensor and nonlinear eigenvalue problems in conformal geometry, https://arxiv.org/pdf/2208.00523.pdf, (2022).

[8] D. Gilbarg and N. S. Trudinger, Elliptic partial differential equations of second order, Classics in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2001.

[9] M. d. M. González, Singular sets of a class of locally conformally flat manifolds, Duke Math.

J., 129 (2005), pp. 551–572.

[10] , Removability of singularities for a class of fully non-linear elliptic equations, Calc. Var.

PDE, 27 (2006), pp. 439–466.

[11] B. Guan, Complete conformal metrics of negative Ricci curvature on compact manifolds with boundary, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (2008). Art. ID rnn 105, 25pp.

[12] , Second-order estimates and regularity for fully nonlinear elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds, Duke Math. J., 163 (2014), pp. 1491–1524.

[13] B. Guan and H. Jiao, Second order estimates for Hessian type fully nonlinear elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 54 (2015), pp. 2693–2712.

[14] , The Dirichlet problem for Hessian type elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 36 (2016), pp. 701–714.

[15] P. Guan and G. Qiu, Interior C^2 regularity of convex solutions to prescribing scalar curvature equations, Duke Math. J., 168 (2019), pp. 1641–1663.

[16] P. Guan and G. Wang, Local estimates for a class of fully nonlinear equations arising from conformal geometry, Int. Math. Res. Not., (2003), pp. 1413–1432.

[17] M. J. Gursky and J. A. Viaclovsky, Fully nonlinear equations on Riemannian manifolds with negative curvature, Indiana Univ. Math. J., 52 (2003), pp. 399–419.

[18] Z.-C. Han, Local pointwise estimates for solutions of the σ_2 curvature equation on 4-manifolds, Int. Math. Res. Not., (2004), pp. 4269–4292.

[19] E. Heinz, On elliptic Monge-Ampère equations and Weyl’s embedding problem, J. Analyse Math., 7 (1959), pp. 1–52.

[20] F. Jiang and N. S. Trudinger, Oblique boundary value problems for augmented Hessian equations II, Nonlinear Anal., 154 (2017), pp. 148–173.

[21] , Oblique boundary value problems for augmented Hessian equations I, Bull. Math. Sci., 8 (2018), pp. 353–411.

[22] , Oblique boundary value problems for augmented Hessian equations III, Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 44 (2019), pp. 708–748.

[23] , On the Dirichlet problem for general augmented Hessian equations, J. Differential Equations, 269 (2020), pp. 5204–5227.

[24] F. Jiang, N. S. Trudinger, and X.-P. Yang, On the Dirichlet problem for a class of augmented Hessian equations, J. Differential Equations, 258 (2015), pp. 1548–1576.

[25] Q. Jin, A. Li, and Y. Y. Li, Estimates and existence results for a fully nonlinear Yamabe problem on manifolds with boundary, Calc. Var. PDE, 28 (2007), pp. 509–543.

[26] A. Li and Y. Y. Li, On some conformally invariant fully nonlinear equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 56 (2003), pp. 1416–1464.

[27] Y. Y. Li, Local gradient estimates of solutions to some conformally invariant fully nonlinear equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 62 (2009), pp. 1293–1326.

[28] Y. Y. Li and L. Nguyen, Solutions to the σ_k-Loewner-Nirenberg problem on annuli are locally Lipschitz and not differentiable, J. Math. Study, 54 (2021), pp. 123–141.

[29] , Existence and uniqueness of Green’s functions to nonlinear Yamabe problems, https://doi.org/10.1002/cpa.22044, (In press, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 2022).

[30] S. Liu and J. Bao, The local regularity for strong solutions of the Hessian quotient equation, J.

Math. Anal. Appl., 303 (2005), pp. 462–476.

[31] G. Loeper, On the regularity of solutions of optimal transportation problems, Acta Math., 202 (2009), pp. 241–283.

[32] X.-N. Ma, N. S. Trudinger, and X.-J. Wang, Regularity of potential functions of the optimal transportation problem, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 177 (2005), pp. 151–183.

[33] M. McGonagle, C. Song, and Y. Yuan, Hessian estimates for convex solutions to quadratic Hessian equation, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire, 36 (2019), pp. 451–454.

[34] A. Pogorelov, The Minkowski multidimensional problem, V. H. Winston & Sons, Washington, D.C.; Halsted Press [John Wiley & Sons], New York-Toronto-London, 1978. Translated from the Russian by Vladimir Oliker, Introduction by Louis Nirenberg, Scripta Series in Mathematics.

[35] G. Qiu, Interior hessian estimates for sigma-2 equations in dimension three, https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.00948, (2017).

[36] F. Schulz, Regularity theory for quasilinear elliptic systems and Monge-Ampère equations in two dimensions, vol. 1445 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1990.

[37] R. Shankar and Y. Yuan, Hessian estimate for semiconvex solutions to the sigma-2 equation, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 59 (2020), pp. Paper No. 30, 12.

[38] J. Urbas, On the existence of nonclassical solutions for two classes of fully nonlinear elliptic equations, Indiana Univ. Math. J., 39 (1990), pp. 355–382.

[39] , Some interior regularity results for solutions of Hessian equations, Calc. Var. PDE, 11 (2000), pp. 1–31.

[40] , An interior second derivative bound for solutions of Hessian equations, Calc. Var. PDE, 12 (2001), pp. 417–431.

[41] J. A. Viaclovsky, Conformal geometry, contact geometry, and the calculus of variations, Duke Math. J., 101 (2000), pp. 283–316.

[42] , Estimates and existence results for some fully nonlinear elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds, Comm. Anal. Geom., 10 (2002), pp. 815–846.

[43] X.-J. Wang, On the design of a reflector antenna, Inverse Problems, 12 (1996), pp. 351–375. [44] , A priori estimates and existence for a class of fully nonlinear elliptic equations in conformal geometry, Chinese Ann. Math. Ser. B, 27 (2006), pp. 169–178.

[45] M. Warren and Y. Yuan, Hessian estimates for the sigma-2 equation in dimension 3, Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 62 (2009), pp. 305–321.

Johns Hopkins University, 404 Krieger Hall, Department of Mathematics, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218, US.

Email address: jdunca33@jhu.edu