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Abstract

We extend the celebrated theorem of Kellogg for conformal mappings to the min-
imizers of Dirichlet energy. Namely we prove that a diffeomorphic minimizer of
Dirichlet energy of Sobolev mappings between doubly connected domains D and €2
having €% boundary is ™ up to the boundary, provided Mod(D) > Mod(2). If
Mod(D) < Mod(£2) and n = 1 we obtain that the diffeomorphic minimizer has gl
extension up to the boundary, for o’ = o/(2+a). Itis crucial that, every diffeomorphic
minimizer of Dirichlet energy has a very special Hopf differential and this fact is used
to prove that every diffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet energy can be locally lifted
to a certain minimal surface near an arbitrary point inside and at the boundary. This is
a complementary result of an existence results proved by Iwaniec et al. (Invent Math
186(3):667-707, 2011).
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1 Introduction and the main results

In this paper, we consider two doubly connected domains D and €2 in the complex
plane C. The Dirichlet energy of a diffeomorphism f: D — Q is defined by

etfi= [ iorPar=2 [ (fP+1sP) dx, (1)

where || Df] is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the differential matrix of f and X is
standard Lebesgue measure. The primary goal of this paper is to establish boundary
regularity of a diffeomorphism f: D % Q of smallest (finite) Dirichlet energy,
provided such an f exists and the boundary is smooth. If we denote by J(z, f) the

Jacobian of f at the point z, then (1.1) yields

5[f]=2/ JG f)dk+4f|5f|2>2|52| (12)
D D

where |€2| is the measure of 2. In this paper we will assume that diffeomorphisms as
well as Sobolev homeomorphisms are orientation preserving, so that J(z, f) > 0. A
conformal mapping of D onto Q2 would be an obvious minimizer of (1.2), because
9 f = 0, provided it exists. Thus in the special case where D and €2 are conformally
equivalent the famous Kellogg theorem yields that the minimizer is as smooth as the
boundary in the Holder category. For an exact statement of the Kellogg theorem, we
recall that a function £ : D — C is said to be uniformly o« —H®older continuous and
write & € €% (D) if

§@) —Ew)l _

z#w,z,weD |z — w|®

In similar way one defines the class "% (D) to consist of all functions & € € (D)
which have their nth derivative €7 € €*(D). A rectifiable Jordan curve y of
the length [ = |y| is said to be of class €™¢ if its arc-length parameterization
g : [0,1]] — yisin €% n > 1. The theorem of Kellogg (with an extension
due to Warschawski, see [7,29,33—-35]) now states that if D and €2 are Jordan domains
having ¢"*“ boundaries and w is a conformal mapping of D onto 2, then w € €™ *.

The theorem of Kellogg and of Warshawski has been extended in various directions,
see for example the work on conformal minimal parameterization of minimal surfaces
by Nitsche [27] (see also the paper by Kinderlehrer [21] and by Lesley [24]), and
to quasiconformal harmonic mappings with respect to the hyperbolic metric by Tam
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Minimisers and Kellogg's theorem 1645

and Wan [30, Theorem 5.5.]. For some other extensions and quantitative Lipschitz
constants we refer to the paper [25].

We have the following extension of the Kellogg’s theorem, which is the main result
of the paper.

Theorem 1.1 Leta € (0, 1). Assume that D and Q2 are two doubly connected domains
in the complex plane with €* boundaries. Assume that f is a diffeomorphic mini-
mizer of energy (1.1) throughout the class of all diffeomorphisms between D and Q.
Then f hasa €1 extension up to the boundary, with ' = o if Mod(D) > Mod(£2)
and o' = 7rg fMod(D) < Mod(2).

For higher-degree regularity we will prove the following result:

Theorem 1.2 Leta € (0, 1). Assume that D and 2 are two doubly connected domains
in the complex plane with €™% boundaries so that Mod (D) > Mod(R2). Assume that
f is a diffeomorphic minimizer of energy (1.1) throughout the class of all diffeomor-
phisms between D and Q2. Then f has a €™ extension up to the boundary.

We will formulate some corollaries of Theorem 1.1 in Sect. 2, where we will
describe the key point of the proof. In Sect. 3 together with the appendix below we prove
that diffeomorphic minimizers are Holder continuous at the boundary components.
This is needed to prove the global Lipschitz continuity of such diffeomorphisms, which
is done in Sect. 4.1. The proof of the smoothness issue is given in Sect. 4.2. Section 5
contains the proof of the main results. The last section is devoted to an open problem.

The following existence result was proved in [12]:

Proposition 1.3 Suppose that D and Q2 are bounded doubly connected domains in C
such that Mod D < Mod 2. Then there exists a diffeomorphism h of finite Dirichlet
energy, which minimizes the energy amongst all diffeomorphisms; that is, E[h] =
inf{E[ f]: f is a diffeomorphism between D and Q2}. Moreover, h is harmonic and it
is unique up to a conformal automorphism of D.

The most important issue in proving Proposition 1.3 was to establish some key
properties of Noether harmonic which we gather in the next subsections.

1.1 Noether harmonic mappings

We recall that a mapping g : D — €2 is said to be Noether harmonic (see [8]) if

d 71 _
m lzog[g o, '1=0 (1.3)

for every family of diffeomorphisms t — ¢;: Q@ — € depending smoothly on the
real parameter ¢ and satisfying ¢o = id. To be more exact, that means that the mapping
Q x [0,€] > (t,2) = ¢:(2) € Q is a smooth mapping for some €y > 0. Not every
Noether harmonic mapping % is a harmonic mapping, however if the mapping g is a
diffeomorphism, then it is harmonic, i.e. it satisfies the equation Ag = 0.
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1646 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

1.2 Some key properties of Noether harmonic diffeomorphisms

The following properties of Noether harmonic mappings are derived in the proof of
[14, Lemma 1.2.5]. Assume that g: D — € is Noether harmonic. Then

1. The Hopf differential of g, defined by ¢ := g.gz, which a priori belongs to L! (D),
is holomorphic.

2. If 3D is €1%-smooth then ¢ extends continuously to D, and the quadratic differ-
ential ¢ dz” is real on each boundary curve of D.

Using those key properties, [12, Lemma 6.1] (and [16]) show the following: If
D = A(r,R), where 0 < r < R < 00, is a circular annulus centered at origin, €2
a doubly connected domain, and g: D —  is a stationary deformation, then there
exists a real constant ¢ € R such that

c

8:87 = Z_2 in D (1.4)

We recall that every doubly connected domain D C C? whose inner boundary is
not just one point is conformally equivalent to such an annulus D = A(r, R). The
conformal invariant Mod D := R/r is called the conformal modulus of D.

The constant ¢ appearing in (1.4) is related to the conformal modulus by the fol-
lowing proposition.

Proposition 1.4 [16, Corollary 5.2]If g: D — 2 is a Noether harmonic deformation,
then we have

c>0 if Mod D < Mod €2,
c=0 if Mod D = Mod 2,
c<0 if Mod D > Mod 2.

We next recall that sense preserving mapping w of class ACL between two planar
domains X and Y is called (K, K’)-quasi-conformal if

IDw|? < 2KJ(z, w) + K/, (1.5)

for almost every z € X. Here K > 1, K’ > 0, J(z, w) is the Jacobian of w in z and
IDw|? = |wyl® + |w2| = 2|w,|* + 2|wz|*. For a related definition for mappings
between surfaces the reader is referred to [31].

Noether-harmonic maps, and in particular minimizers, belong to the class of
(K, K') quasiconformal mappings, for a (K, K") which is nicely related to the data ¢
and Mod D:

Lemma 1.5 [17] Every sense-preserving Noether harmonic map g : A(p, 1) — Q is
(K, K') quasiconformal, where

2|c|

K=1 and K’:—z,
0
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Minimisers and Kellogg's theorem 1647

and c is the constant from (1.4). The result is sharp and for ¢ = 0 the Noether
harmonic map is (1, 0) quasiconformal, i.e. it is a conformal mapping. In this case Q
is conformally equivalent to A(p, 1).

Assume that g : [0,¢] — T is the arc-length parameterization of a rectifiable
Jordan curve I". Here ¢ = |I"| is the length of I". We say that a continuous mapping
f : T — T of the unit circle onto I" is monotone if there exists a monotone function
¢ : [0,27] — [0, £] such that f(e”) = g(¢(s)). In a similar way we define a
monotone function between pT := {z : |z| = p} and I". In view of [22, Proposition 5]
and Proposition 3.1 below we can formulate the following simple lemma.

Lemma 1.6 Assume that f is a diffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet energy between
the annuli A(p, 1) and the doubly connected domain 2, which is bounded by the
outer boundary T" and inner boundary I'1. Then f has a continuous extension to the
boundary and the boundary mapping is monotone in both boundary curves.

2 Some corollaries and the strategy of the proof

Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.3 imply the following result:

Corollary 2.1 Assume that D and Q are two doubly connected domains in C with €%
boundary. Assume also that Mod(D) < Mod(S2). Then there exists a minimizer h of
Dirichlet energy £ and it has a €%/ T extension up to the boundary. Moreover it
is unique up to the conformal change of D.

In view of Sect. 2.1, we can state the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2 Assume f = u+iv : A, — Qisadiffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet
energy among the diffeomorphisms, where Q is a doubly connected domain witha €%
boundary. Then, the mapping

(u, v, 2./cArg z) , forc > 0;

F(z) =
@ (u,v,2«/—clog%), forc <0,

is a conformal parametrisation of a minimal surface ¥, whose boundary is in ¢,
where o' = a, ifc < 0 and o' = a/Q2 + a). If ¢ < 0, then the surface T is a
doubly connected catenoidal minimal surface, whose conformal modulus is equal to
Mod A, > Mod Q. If ¢ > 0, then the minimal surface % is a helicoidal minimal
surface.

The minimizer of Dirichlet energy is not always a diffeomorphism when Mod(D) >
Mod(£2). Moreover it fails to be smooth in the domain if the boundary is not smooth
[3]. For more general setting we refer to [10].

Remark 2.3 By using Lemma 1.5, the first author in [17] proved that, a minimizer
of p—energy between doubly connected domains having C? boundary is Lipschitz
continuous. The p—energy, is a certain generalization of Euclidean energy, and we
will omit details in this paper.
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1648 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

2.1 Minimizing mappings and minimal surfaces

Since D is conformally equivalentto A, = {z : p < |z| < 1}, for some p € (0, 1), we
can assume that D = A ,. Namely, by a Kellogg’s type result of Jost [15], a conformal
biholomorphism of a domain D with "% boundary onto A, is ™% continuous up
to the boundary together with its inverse. For every p € 0A,, there is a Jordan domain
A, C A, containing a Jordan arc T, in dA ,, whose interior contains p. Moreover in
view of Lemma 1.6, enlarging 7), if necessary, we can assume that I, := f(7)) isa
Jordan arc containing ¢ = f(p) in its interior in d D. Moreover we can assume that
A, has a C* boundary. Assume now that &, is a conformal mapping of the unit disk
D onto A, so that ®,(p/|p|) = p. Moreover, if p’ # p, but |p| = |p'| we can chose
domains A to be just rotation of A . So all those domains A, are isometric to A;
or A,. Moreover we also can assume that &, = e'*®,. Then f, = f o ®, has the
representation

fr(2) =g +h(), 2.1)

where g(z) = g,(2) and h(z) = h,(z) are holomorphic mappings defined on the unit
disk. Moreover f), is a sense preserving diffeomorphism and this means that

Iz fp) =g’ @F = | @ > 0.
From (1.4) we have
— c
ﬂﬁ=?,ze%. (2.2)
It follows from (2.2) and (2.1) that

W (@,(2))?

e 2.3)

Then it defines locally the minimal surface by its conformal minimal coordinates,
¢p = (@1, 2, @3), and this is crucial for our approach:

@1(z) = N(g + h) 2.4
»(z) =3(g—h) (2.5)
¢3(2) = N2i/clog @, (2)). 2.6)
This can be written

©1(z2) = ¢1(20) + i?i/v(g/(z) + h'(2))dz 2.7

20
¥2(2) = ¢2(z0) + ‘R/ i(h'(z) — g'(2))dz (2.8)

20
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Minimisers and Kellogg's theorem 1649

¥3(2) = ¢3(20) +5ﬁ/ 2i/h'(2)g'(2)dz. (2.9)

20

Thus the Weierstrass—Enneper parameters are

h'(z)
g @)’

r(2)=¢'(2),q@k) =

The first fundamental form is given by ds*> = A(z)|dz|?, where

3
1 2
A@=52mw
j=1
Here

ki(z) = g'(2) + h'(2), ka(2) =i(h'(2) — g'(2)), k3(2) = 2iv/ ' (2)g' (2).

Then as in [5, Chapter 10], we get

lg' (@)
|h'(2)]

2
M@=WWLHWV=@@FQ+ >=uwm+mﬁm?

Let us note the following important fact, the boundary curve of the minimal surface
defined in (2.4), (2.5) and (2.6) is

ep(e®) = (p1(e™), p2(e™), p3(e™)), s € [0, 27),

p € 0A,. Its trace is not smooth in general. However the trace of curve

2p(e") = (p1(€"), pa(e™))

is smooth as well as the function k3 is smooth in a small neighborhood of p. This will
be crucial in proving our main results.

We will prove certain boundary behaviors of f near the boundary by using the
representation (2.1), and this is why we do not need global representation. The idea is
to prove that f is Lipschitz and has smooth extension up to the boundary locally. And
this will imply the same behaviour on the whole boundary. The conformal mapping
®, is a diffeomorphism and it is 4" (D), provided the boundary of A p belongs to the
same class. So we will go back to the original mapping easily.

In the previous part we have showed that every minimizing mapping can be lifted
locally to a certain minimal surface. In the following part we show that in certain
circumstances the lifting is global.
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1650 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

Every harmonic mapping f defined on the annulus A, can be expressed (see e.g.
[2, Theorem 9.1.7]) as

f@) =aploglz| +bo+ Y (axz* +bZh). (2.10)
k0

Assume now that f is a diffeomorphic minimizer between A, and €2 and that ¢ < 0,
i.e. Mod(A,) > Mod(£2) (see Proposition 1.4). Then we get the following conformal
parameterization of a catenoidal minimal surface ¥, ¢ : A, — X, defined by

@(z) = (Sif(z),Sf(z),zJ—_clog i). (2.11)

|z]

If ap = 0, then we have the following decomposition f(z) = by + go(2) + ho(2),
where

g(2) =Y i,

k#£0

and

ho(2) =) bizt.

k#0

Then we get the following conformal parameterization of a minimal surface X, ¢ :
A, — X, defined by

1
p(z) = (ﬂf(go(Z) + ho(2)), 3(8o(2) — ho(2)), 24/—c log m) - @212

The following corollary is a consequence of Theorem 1.1 and (2.11).

Corollary 2.4 Assume that f : A, — Q is a diffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet
energy, with Mod A, > Mod Q and 02 € €. Then f can be lifted to a smooth
doubly connected minimal surface X with €% boundary, and the lifting is conformal
and harmonic.

Let us continue this subsection with the following explicit example. Let

r(R—r) (1 -rR)z

(1-r?)z 1—r2 2.13)

f@) =

Then f(z) is a harmonic mapping of the annulus A, onto Ag that minimizes the
Dirichlet energy [1]. Further, under notation of this subsection we have

()_l—rR
L
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Minimisers and Kellogg's theorem 1651

Fig. 1 A part of catenoid over an annulus. Here R =2/3 and r = 1/2

and

_ Wrr=R)(1—-rR)

q(2) (-

Put 91 = N f(2), ¢2(z) = I f(z) and assume that Mod(A,) > Mod(Ag),i.e. R > r.
Then we have from (2.12) that

2i2\/r(R —r({1—=rR)
(1-r?)z

3(z) = ﬂ'i/ZiCI(z)dz = ﬁt/ dz

_ 2\/r(R —r)(1 —rR) o i
- (1-r2) Sl

Here f Q(z)dz stands for the primitive function of Q(z). It follows that (2.13)
defines a global minimal surface by its conformal minimal coordinates ¢(z) =
(91(2), 92(2), p3(z)). This minimal graph is a part of the lower slab of catenoid (see
Fig. 1).

Remark 2.5 1t follows from (2.13) that,

1
w(z) = v—clog ———
: Neol
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1652 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

Fig.2 A part of helicoid over an 05 —05
annulus. Here R = 1/2 and
r=2/3

defines the nonparametric minimal surface ¥. This means that ¥ = {(x, y, w(z)) :
z € Q}. Moreover Mod(X) = logll) > Mod Q2.

For ¢ > 0, i.e. for Mod(A,) < Mod(£2) we get the following counterpart. Then
we get the following conformal parametrization of a helicoidal minimal surface X,
¢ 1A, — X, defined by

9(2) = (Mf(2),3f(2), 24/cArgz). (2.14)
If f has not the logarithmic part, then we get the parametrization of a minimal surface

9(2) = (M(go + ho), I(go — ho), 24/cArgz) . (2.15)

In particular, if A, = A, and Q = Ag, so that R < r, then

—R)(1—-rR
pr() = 2 i _)iz) ™ are(o)

In particular, if » = 2/3 and R = 1/3 then this minimal surface over the annulus A,
is shown in Fig. 2.
We finish this section with a lemma needed in the sequel

Lemma 2.6 Let p € T = 9D.

@ Springer



Minimisers and Kellogg's theorem 1653

(a) Assume that © is a holomorphic mapping of the unit disk into itself so that ® (p) =
p and ® has the derivative at p. Then

1 —[®(0)]

<I>(p)>—1+|¢(0)| >

(b) Assume that ® is a holomorphic mapping of the unit disk into the exterior of the
disk rD with ®(p) = rp. Then

r—|20)]

D(p) < r—|q)(0)| Ty <

To prove Lemma 2.6 we recall the boundary Schwarz lemma [6] which states the
following.

Lemma 2.7 (Boundary Schwarz lemma) Let f : D — D be a holomorphic function.
If f is holomorphic at z = 1 with f(0) = 0and f(1) = 1, then f'(1) > 1. Moreover,
the inequality is sharp.

Proof of Lemma 2.6 Assume that p = 1. Otherwise consider the function ®(z) =
%@(ZP). Consider

_ (1 =2(0)(P(z) — 2(0)

F(2) = A )
(I=20)1A - 20)D(z))
Then
/ 1+ |2O)] ,
F'(l) = —————®'(1).
(D =190 (D

Since F(0) = 0, F(1) = 1, it follows that F satisfies the boundary Schwarz lemma,
and therefore F’(1) is a real positive number bigger or equal to 1. This implies a).

In order to prove b), consider the auxiliary function g(z) = @. By applying a)
to g we get

, 1 —1[g(0)]
1) > ————.
s W= 10
Since
/ _ _rf/(Z)
we get

—r®'(1) _ 1—1g(0)]
2 T 14 g(0)]
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1654 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

and so

p
—d'(r) > ,1 o _ 2O -r
1+ |<1>€o)| [D0)| + r

This finishes the proof. O

3 Holder property of minimizers

In this section we prove that the minimizers of the energy are global Holder continuous
provided that the boundary is €.
We first formulate the following result

Proposition 3.1 (Caratheodory’s theorem for (K, K’) mappings) [18] Let W be a
simply connected domain in C whose boundary has at least two boundary points such
that oo ¢ OW. Let f : D — W be a continuous mapping of the unit disk D onto W
and (K, K') quasiconformal near the boundary T.

Then f has a continuous extension up to the boundary if and only if 9W is locally
connected.

LetI' € €"#,0 < u < 1, be a Jordan curve and let g be the arc length parameter-
ization of I" and let [ = |I"| be the length of I". Let dr be the distance between g(s)
and g(¢) along the curve I', i.e.

dr(g(s), (1)) = minfls — 1], (I —|s —1])}. (3.1

A closed rectifiable Jordan curve I' enjoys a b— chord-arc condition for some
constant b > 1 if for all z1, zo € T there holds the inequality

dr(z1,z2) < blz1 — z2]. (3.2)

Itis clear that if ' € ¢! then I enjoys a chord-arc condition for some b = br > 1.1In
the following lemma we use the notation €2 (I") for a Jordan domain bounded by the
Jordan curve I'. Similarly, Q(T", I'1) denotes the doubly connected domain between
two Jordan curves I and I'(, such that I'; € Q(I).

The following lemma is a (K, K’)-quasiconformal version of [32, Lemma 1].

Lemma 3.2 Assume that the Jordan curves T, T'| are in the class €. Then there is
a constant B > 1, so that T and 'y satisfy B— chord-arc condition and for every
(K, K")— g.c. mapping f between the annulus A, and the doubly connected domain
Q = Q(T", T'y) there exists a positive constant L = L(K, K’, B, p, f) so that there
holds

|f(z1) — f(z2)| < Llz1 — z2/” (3.3)

1

forzi,z0 € Tand z1,z2 € pT for B = ST
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See appendix below for the proof of Lemma 3.2. We now can state the following
proposition:

Proposition 3.3 Let f be a diffeomorphic minimizer of the Dirichlet energy between
the annulus A, and the doubly connected domain Q(I', I'1), where I and 'y are ¢l
Jordan curves. Then f is Holder continuous on A .

The proof of Proposition 3.3 follows from Lemma 3.2, Lemma 4.5 below and
compactness property of A ,.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.1

By repeating the proofs of corresponding result in [27] we can formulate the following
result.

Proposition 4.1 Assume that T is a Jordan curve in R3 and assume that X (z)
(X1, X2, X3) : D = R3 is a minimal graph so that X(T) = T. Assume that X is
Hoélder continuous in an arc T;, C T containing p in its interior. If the arc T, of T
is mapped onto the arc I', C I" so that T}, € €190 <o < 1, then X is ‘51"" ina
small neighborhood of p = €' i.e. in a domain Dys=1{z= rel 1 1/2<r<1,te
(=8 + 19,8+ 10)}.

From time to time in the proof we will use the notation D, or Ds instead of D s,
but the meaning will be clear from the context.

The proof of Proposition 4.1 depends deeply on the proof of a similar statement in
[27]. We observe that, almost all results proved in [27] are of local nature (see [27,
Lemma 5, Lemma 6, Lemma 7]), thus we will not write the details here.

We want to mention that also Lesley in [24, p. 125] have made a similar remark.
Further a similar explicit formulation to related to Proposition 4.1 has been stated as
Theorem 1 in Section 2.3 of the book of Dierkes, Hildebrandt and Tromba [4].

Since the minimising property is preserved under composing by a conformal map-
ping, in view of the original Kellogg’s theorem [7], we can assume that the domain is
A, ={z:p<|z] <1}

On the other hand, the minimising harmonic mapping has the local representation
(2.4). Here @, is a C*° diffeomorphism, and it does not cause any difficulty.

Let p € 0A, be arbitrary, say |p| = 1 (the other possibility is | p| = p). Because
the boundary mapping is continuous and monotone, in view of Lemma 1.6, it follows
that, there is a neighborhood T, which is mapped onto the arc I', C 9. Therefore
by Theorem 4.1, having in mind the notation from Sect. 2.1, the mapping

X(2) = X,(2) = {0 fp(2), 3fp(2), RQ2i/clog @ ,(2))}

is €% in a neighborhood of p, provided the boundary arc is of the same class. But
we do not know that X(T ) € €. We only know that ®,, is a priori in C*®(D) and
T') = f»(T,) € €"*. This will be enough for the proof.
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1656 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

4.1 Proof of Lipschitz continuity

We will prove the following lemma needed in the sequel.

Lemma 4.2 Assume that f =u +iv : A, — Q is a diffeomorphic minimizer, where
A, ={z:p < |z| < 1} and assume that 92 € €12 Then f is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof We use the notation from Sect. 2.1. The constant C that appear in the proof is
not the same and its value can vary from one to the another appearance. Assume also
g € I' = 9%, and, by using a rotation and a translation (if it is necessary) we can
assume that ¢ = 0, and the tangent line of " at ¢ is the real axis. Post-composing by
a such Euclidean isometry, the Euclidean harmonicity is preserved. Then in a small
neighborhood of ¢, I' has the following parameterization y (x) = (x, ¢(x)), x €
(—x0, x0), so that ¢ (0) = ¢’(0) = 0. Assume also that, p = 1and f(1) = ¢ = 0. And
assume that forasmallangle A = A, = {€'? 1 16| < €} wehave f(A) C y(—xo, X0).
We can assume also that x¢ is a small enough positive constant global for all points
q € 9K2. We want to localize the problem. We only need to prove that f is ¢ L' ina
small neighborhood of 1. We also work with f, = f o ®, : D — f(A)) instead of
f, where ®,(p/Ipl) = p, and assume that y (—xo, xo) C A, for every p € dA,.
We will from time to time use notation f instead of f, since they behave in the same
way in a small neighborhood of p, because @, is a priori in €
Thus, there exists a function x : A — R so that

[ =), v(e") = yx(e") = ("), p(x(e™M)).
We will also from time to time use notation x(¢) instead of x(e'’). Similarly v(¢)
instead of v(e'?). B
Now we have v = J(f) = (g + h) = I(g — h) = N (h — g)) and therefore,
v = Nz (g — h)). 4.1
Because I'), € ¢ Lo we have as in [27, eq. 3], the following relation

l¢(s) — @] < Cls — rl{minf[s|*, [¢|*} + [t — s[*}, |t <10, |s] <t0. (4.2)

The constant C and f are the same for all points p € dA,. Recall that p = 1 and
f (1) = 0. By using translations and rotations in the domain and image domain, we
will obtain this property, and therefore we do not loos the generality.

Further

9C) —¢0) —¢' (x| _ [¢'(6x) —¢'O)| _

C
|x|1+a x|« =

where 6 € (0, 1).
Since

v(e') = g(x(e) (4.3)
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we get
lu(e) —v(D)] = [p(x(e)] < Clx(e™)|' . 4.4)

Now, the following sequence of the inequalities follow from (4.2), (4.4) and
Lemma 3.2.

lv(e) — v()| < Cle|PIH, 4.5)
and
lv(e™) — v(e™)| = |p(x (1)) — ¢ (x(s))] “6)
< Clx(s) — x(@){minf[x(5)|%, [x(1)|*} + [x (1) — x(s)[*}
and so
lv(e’) — v(e™)] < CLE*|s — 1P min{]s |, 1P} + 12 — s1P*). (47
Here
Lo=L®, where dy= m:ls;;;m 1@, @), (4.8)

where L is defined in Lemma 3.2.
In order to continue we collect some results from [27] and [7].
First we formulate [27, Lemma 7] and a relation from its proof.

Lemma 4.3 Assume that F is a bounded holomorphic mapping defined in the unit disk,

so that |F| < M in D. Further assume that for a constants 0 < 6,0 < n, u < /2 so
that for almost every —6 < t, s < § we have

IRF () — RF(s)| < M|t — s|"{min{|¢]", |s|"} + |t — s|"}.

Then for ¢ = te's, with |s| < §/2, 1/2 < © < 1 we have the estimates

Mils|"(1 =P+ My — P 4 M3, ifpu+n <1

Myls|"(1 = D)*~! 4+ My log 1 + M3, ifu+n=1,
[F/(O1<{ Mils|"(1 = 0)* =1 + My, ifu<lAp+n>1;

Mils|" - log 1 + Ms, if =1

My, if w>1;

(4.9)
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and
N — )rt, fu+n<l;
IF(©) = F(D| < { NA—Dlog 7, ifu+n=1 (4.10)
N1 —1), ifu+n>1,
and
N|s|#+, fu+n<l
|F(e"*) — F(1)| < { Nisllog i, ifu+n=1; (4.11)
Nis|, ifru+n>1

Here N, My, M>, M3 depends on M, n, u and §.

By repeating the proof of the theorem of Hardy and Littlewood [7, Theo-
rem 3, p. 411] and [7, Theorem 4, p. 414], we can state the following two theorems.

Lemma4.4 Let € (0, 1) and let Ds = {z = re!®T0) : 1/2 <r < 1,5 € (=6, 8)).
Assume that f is a holomorphic mapping defined in the unit disk so that

If' @ <M~ |zh
where 0 < u < 1 and z € Ds. Then the radial limit
i f(ze'”) = f(e")
exists for every 6 € (=6 + s9, 8 + so) and we have there the inequality
|f(w) = f"] < Nlw—w'", w,w' € D;,

where N depends on M and . The converse is also true.

Lemma4.5 Let u € (0, 1). Assume that f is continuous harmonic mapping on the
closed unit disk and satisfies on a small arc A = {e'? : |0 — so| < 8} the condition:

[f@e) = feD] < Alr =], e e € A,
for almost every points s and t. Then f satisfies the Holder condition
If (@) — f(w)| < Blz —wl"

forz,we Dy ={z=re"® :1/2<r <1,s € (=8 + 50,8 + 50)}.

We now reformulate a result of Privalov [7, p. 414, Theorem 5] in its local form
(w.r.t. the boundary).
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Lemma 4.6 Letpu € (0, 1). Assumethat f = u+ivis a holomorphic bounded function
defined on the unit disk D and assume that u satisfies the condition lu(e’) —u(e™)| <
M|e'' — &' |1, for almost every s and t so that |s — so| < 8 and |t — so| < 8. Then
there is a constant N depending on M and p so that | f (z) — f(w)| < N|z — w|* for

z, w € Dg, where
Ds={z=re":1/2<r <1, |s—so| <3}

Proof of Lemma 4.6 From Schwarz formula we have

1 2 i eit_’_g- )
f(g')_g/o u(e )eit_g_dt+lC.
Thus
£ = 2 /2” u(eheltde 1 /2” u(e’) — u(e') it g
§) = E 0 (eit _ §)2 - ; 0 (eit _ C)2 ¢ ’

Let ¢ = re® € Ds. Then we get

T u(e! Ty —u(e’)|

1
1Ol < E/ dr.

—x 1 —2rcost+r?

If t € [—m, ], then
2 2, 4,
I —=2rcost+r" =20 —-r)"+ 1t~
b4
Further, if s € (so — 6, s0 +8), t € (—§, &) then we get
u(e" S0y —u(e™)| < K|
Ift € [—m, w]\ (=4, 6), then
) . 2M
(e ) —u(e™)) <2M = =)t
The conclusion is that

N
! < —7
F Ol T

for { € Ds. Then from Lemma 4.4 we get the desired result.

C=re".

is

m}

Repeating the proof of the preceding lemma, we also obtain the following pointwise

statement.
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Lemmad4.7 Let u € (0,1) and § > 0. Assume that f = u + iv is a holomorphic
bounded function defined on the unit disk D and assume that u satisfies the condition
lu(e’) — u(e’0)| < Mle'' — e0|X, for almost every t: |t — so| < 8. Then there is a
constant N so that

N

|f (re™)| < a—nin

for0O<r < 1.

Now we continue the proof of Lemma4.2. Observe that § < 1/2andso B(1+«) <
1. For Fj,(z) = i(hp(z) — gp(2)) we get from (4.9)

|Fp(0)] <C1—o)Fr-l, (4.12)
for 1/2 < v < 1. Since
Fpo®,'() = Fio®' (), (4.13)

forz € ®1(D)N®,D) = A1 N A,. (and for |p| = p, Fp o @, (z) = F, 0 ®,(2),
forz € A, N Ap)), we get that

|F ()] < C(—|zhIT0p, (4.14)
forall z € Dy :={z = re’ : 1/2 < |z| < 1,t € (—¢€,€)}. Further since p = 1
is not a special point we get that (4.14), is valid for all z € D) 1= {z = reft it
1/2 < |zl < 1,t € (—€, €)}. Here p = €' or p = pe'™0. Recall that € > 0 is small
enough so that, for every point g € 9€2, the graph of 92 after a rotation and translation
has the form (x(e'"), ¢ (x(e')))), t € (—€, €).

Then from (4.14) and Lemma 4.4 we get that F), is ¢0-(0+0p i Dpc.
Let

Gp(2) =gp(2) +hp(2). (4.15)
Then we also have
Gpo®,'(z) =G0 (2), (4.16)

forze & (D)N ®,(D) = A; N A,. Then we have

2
2 2 @' (2)
, / o / / _ p
(Gp(z)> + (Fp(z)) = 4g, () (2) =4 <—<1>,,(z)) : 4.17)
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Since the right hand side of (4.17) is bounded, it follows that G, is (1 +o) 8 Holder
continuous. Namely
@'(z)
CI)[, (2)

2
+ |Fp @ = 2 =R < N,

2 2
G — Izl)l’“*aw‘ < )2 (1— |Z|)1<1+oz)ﬁ’

Now we have
1 . | IO
h,,:i(sz—i—Gp), gng(—sz—i—Gp). (4.18)

Since f, = g, +hp and fy(e'") = y(x(e'")), where y (x) = (x,¢(x)) € €1, it
follows that x (¢'") = RG(e'") and therefore

x e ¢ @HD, N ID). (4.19)
Chose B < 1/2 so that none of numbers (1 + «)*8 is equal to 1 for every k. Let
n be so that (1 + )" < 1 < (1 + )" B. Then by successive application of the
previous procedure we get
IFp @) < M1 — 2T 2= pe 1/2 < p <1, s e (—€6),
and
G,@1 < M1~ [2hHP Tl 2= pel 172 < p < 1, s € (=€ ©).

Then we get

Nw — w' [Ty, w' € D,

Njw —w'|H" By w' e D,

|Fp(w) — Fp(w)]
G p(w) = Gpw]

<
<
where N depends on M and p and so
|Fp(e'") = Fp(e™)] < Nls — 1| 1+"P,
and
G p(e") = G p(e™)] < Nis — 1] 1F"7,
for |s| < e, ]|s| < €. Thus

x e "8 GD, . ND),
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and, as in (4.6) and (4.32) we get

[ fp(e™) = fp(e™)]
< CL™ s — 1| T P (minf]s| 1P g el 4 — g el

From Lemma 4.3, for © = (1 + «)"p and n = (1 4+ «)"aB, by choosing s = 0, we
get

|F,'(D)] < Ma, T e€(1/2,1). (4.20)

Since the functions F ’(z) and 4((I> (ZZ())) are bounded in [1/2, 1], it follows that

Gp (z) is also bounded in [1/2, 1]. Let Mo > 0, so that

|F, (D)l < Mo, |G,(D)] < Mo, e (1/2,1].

Recall that
1. .
hp = E(le +Gp), gp= E(—ZFP +Gp).
Thus we get
IDfp(0)] = |8, (T)] + B}, ()] < 2Mo.
Then we get

IDf (O = 1feOI+ /(O <2LoPo, p<T<pVe<T<I 42D
where p; < po are certain positive constants and

®y = max | P/ (2)].
zeD

Since the real interval [p, 1] has not a special geometric character for A ,, we get that
IDf ()| = 1fe (D] + 1z ()] < 2PoM2, z € By(p1, p2), (4.22)

where B,(p1, p2) = {z = Tels p<t<pvVm<t<l,sel0?2r)}
Since f € €(A,) we get [ € ‘50’1(A_p) as claimed, and thus the proof of
Lemma 4.2 is finished. O
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4.2 The minimizer is €' up to the boundary

We continue to use the notation from Sects. 2.1 and 4.1. The constant C that appear
in the proof is not the same and its value can vary from one to the another appearance,
but it is global and the same for all points of A ,. Assume that f = u+iv: A, - Q
is a diffeomorphic minimizer, where A, = {z : p < |z] < 1}, we need to show that
is g1 (A_p), provided that 992 € €"%. We only need to prove that f is ¢ in
small neighborhood of p € 0A,. We also work with f, = fo®, : D — f(A))
instead of f, where ®,(1) = 1 as in the previous part of the paper. We will show
that f, € €1 (D,), where D, = {z = re"s*% : 1/2 < r < 1,5 € (—¢, )},
where p/|p| = €', and € > 0 is a small enough positive constant valid for all points
p € 0A,.

Assume as before that p = 1 and f(p) = 0 =g € dQ. Recall that A = A, =
{e? 1 10] < €}. We already proved that f is Lipschitz continuous. We know as well
that ¥ (x) = (x, ¢ (x)) € €. Since f(e!?) = y (x(¢!?)), we have that x = x(e'?) is
Lipschitz continuous.

Since f is a diffeomorphism, there exists a non-decreasing continuous function
x : A — Rsothat

fe™) =uE) +ive) = yx(e).
We can also assume that
ax () =0 (4.23)

for almost every ¢, because f is a restriction of a harmonic diffeomorphism between
domains and by Proposition 1.6 it is monotone at the boundary.

It follows from (4.4) and the fact that x is Lipschitz and x (1) = O that v is differ-
entiable with respect to 6 for 6 = 0, i.e. in 1 and

dpv(1) = dpv(e'?)|g—o = 0. (4.24)
Therefore

19gv(e’®) — Bgu(1)| = [3pv(e'”)]
= [/ (x(e'))] - |8px (') (4.25)
< Clx(e)* < €19,

holds for a.e. § in a certain interval. Recall from (4.1) that vy = R(z(g’ — h")), so
from Lemma 4.7 we conclude that

(g —r) @I<cd-0*", 1/2<t<1. (4.26)
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We also recall that we defined
ki(z) =i(g' () + M (2), k() =h'(2) — §'(2). 4.27)

In view of (2.3)

(@) (2)?
d2(z)

k3(z) = VAW (2)g'(z) = | 4c

(4.28)

Then from (4.26) we have that the following limit
ka(1) = idy(h(e") — g(e"))li=o
exists. Moreover, it can be assumed that
ka(1) = i3, (h(e") — g(e™)),
because
lim W (te'™) = —ie " dh(e") =
lim g/(ve™) = —ie™"* 9 g(e")li=

for almost every s € (—m, ). This follows from the Riesz theorem [7, Theo-
rem 1, p. 409], because |4’| and |g’| are bounded. Moreover we have from (4.26)

lko() —k(m)|<CA-1)% 1/2<t< L (4.29)
We conclude that
k3(1) =2 lim /1 (r)g'(r)

exists and

lk3(1) —k3(r)| < Cl1—1]%, 1/2< 7 < 1. (4.30)
Further since

x(€) = u(e”) = R(f (") =R(g +h),
we get

px(e'?) = N [ieig(g/(em) + h/(eie))] — 9% [e""kl (ef9)] >0. (430
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Then the following equality is important in our approach
k4 k3 + k3 =0. (4.32)

We now proceed as Nitsche did in [27]. So k%(r) = —k%(‘l,') — k%(r).
It follows that the following limit

ki (1) 1= lim k(1) = —k3(1) — k3 (1),
exists. Therefore we get
ki (D? = k1 ()] = k3 (1) = k3 (1) + k3 (D) = k3 (D).
Then from (4.29) and (4.30) we get
ki(0)? —ki(D?* <Clt —1%=¢, 1/2<1<1. (4.33)
From (4.24), in view of (4.1), we get
NR(k2(1)) = 0. (4.34)
Further, from (4.32), we have
Nk (1)I k1 (1) + R(k2(1))I (k2 (1)) + R(k3(D)I(k3(1)) =0 (4.35)
and

N2 (k1 (1) + R (ka2 (1)) + R (k3 (1))

(4.36)
= 3% (ki (1) + 3 (k2 (1)) + 3% (k3 (1)).

Notice the following important fact, the relations (4.35) and (4.36) make sense for
almost every p € 0A,. Namely k1(z) = P[k;IT](2), i = 1,2,3. We assume that
p = 1 is one of such points. From Lemma 2.6 it follows that k3(1) is a real or an
imaginary number. Therefore we have R (k3(1))3I(k3(1)) = 0. Thus

Rk (1)K (1)) = 0. (4.37)

Now we divide the proof into two cases, and remember that the case ¢ = 0 coincides
with the case when the minimizer is a conformal biholomorphism:

(1) We first consider the case ¢ < 0 and put& = 1. In this case k3 (1) = 0. But then
cannot be J(k1 (1)) # 0, because in that case N(k; (1)) = 0, and therefore by (4.36),
we get J2(k1 (1)) + X% (ko (1)) + J%(k3(1)) = 0. The conclusion is that J(k; (1)) = 0.
Observe also that

ki (1) = V=32(ka(1)) — 4¢ = 24/—¢ > 0. (4.38)
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(2) Then we consider the case ¢ > 0 and put £ = —isignJki (1) if Jk;(1) # 0 and
& =1 for the case Jk((1) = 0.

Then we apply the following lemma for w; = £k1(t) and wr = £k (1) and for ¢
defined in (4.33).

Lemma 4.8 [27] Let w1 = a + ib and wy = w be complex numbers satisfying the
inequalities w > 0 and |w% — w%l < & for some ¢ > 0. Then either |lwi — w2| < 3/¢
or|wi| > Jeanda <0, w > 0.

Then as in [27] we get
lki(t) —ki (D] < C(1—1)%?, 1/2< 1 < 1. (4.39)
Recall now that
ki(z) = G,(2) kaz) = F)). (4.40)
Then from (4.13) and (4.16) we get
D, (F1(2)F,(2) = @1 (F)(2) F{(2) (4.41)
and
,(G1(2))G,(2) = P1(G(2))G) () (4.42)

forz € A, N Ay. Therefore from (4.29), (4.30) and (4.39), in a small e —neighborhood
of p = 1, we get the inequalities

lkj(te') —kj(eH <CA—1)*? 1)2<t <1, j=1,2 (4.43)

for almost every t € (—¢, €).
Further as in [27, p. 325-326] we obtain that

k(") = kj(e™) < Cls =], j=1.2

and almost every ¢, s € (—¢, €). The function k3 has the same behavior a priori. From
this it follows that

kj e 6"z (D,o), j=123. (4.44)

This concludes the case ¢ > 0.
Now we continue to prove the case ¢ < 0. This case we use of the parameterization

1
@(z) = (mf(z), 3£(2), 24/ —clog —) ) (4.45)

|z]
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By using this we get that ¢(A,) = X is a doubly connected minimal surface bounded
by two Jordan curves

Tl = {(-x’ Y, _2\/__Clogr)9 (xv )’) € Fl}

and

TZ - {()C, Yy, —2\/—_Cl()g R)v (-xv y) S FZ},

where I'; and I, are the inner and outer boundaries of Q. Moreover 9$2 € €+ if and
only if 3% € €1,

This time Proposition 4.1 will imply the result.

From Proposition 4.1 we obtain that f € ‘51’“(®;1(Ap)), where A, is a small
neighborhood of a fixed point p. Notice that A, = p/|p|Aj or A, = p/IplA,,
where A and A, are fixed domains, whose boundary contains a Jordan arc A, whose
interior contains 1 respectively p. Since A, = @;l(A p), we get that f € ‘51’“(A_p)
as claimed.

Thus we have finished the proof of Theorem 1.1.

5 Proof of Theorem 1.2

Having proved Theorem 1.1 this proof is a simple matter. We can reformulate a similar
statement to Proposition 4.1, which is valid for higher-differentiability of the mapping,
and then use the harmonic mapping ¢ defined (4.45), in order to getthatp € €"“(A,),
providedthat 92 € ¢"*(A,), whichis equivalent with the condition X € €% (A,).

6 Concluding remark

We expect that the following statement is true:

Conjecture 6.1 Assume that f : D — 2 is a energy minimal diffeomorphism of the
energy between two domains with €% boundaries. If Mod(D) < Mod(2) then the
diffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet energy, which is shown to have a €' ' oxtension
up to the boundary is diffeomorphic on the boundary also and the extension is € .

This conjecture is motivated by the existing result described in Proposition 1.3
and the example presented in (2.13) of the unique minimizer (up to the rotation) of
Dirichlet energy between annuli A, and Apg, that maps the outer boundary onto the
outer boundary (see [1] for details). The mapping is a diffeomorphism between A,
and A_R, provided that

2r

R < ——.
1+4r2

(6.1
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IfR = li’rz, and 0 < r < 1, then the mapping

is aharmonic minimizer (see [ 1]) of the Euclidean energy of mappings between A(r, 1)

and A(%, 1), however

W, = |W5| =
el = sl = 7

for |z] = r, and so w is not bi-Lipschitz.

Note that (6.1) is satisfied provided that Mod A, < Mod Ag. The inequality (6.1)
(with < instead of <) is necessary and sufficient for the existence of a harmonic
diffeomorphism between A, and A g a conjecture raised by Nitsche in [28] and proved
by Iwaniec, Kovalev and Onninen in [11], after some partial results given by Lyzzaik
[26], Weitsman [36] and Kalaj [19]. If

2r
R>——,
14r2
then the minimizer of Dirichlet energy throughout the deformations D(A,, Ag) is not
a diffeomorphism (see [1] and [3, Example 1.2]).

We want to refer to one more interesting behavior that minimizers of energy share
with conformal mappings. Namely, if f is a diffeomorphic minimizer of Dirichlet
energy between the domains A, and Q(I", I'1) so that I' and I'; are convex, then
f(T) is convex for t € (p, 1) [22]. Further if I and I'; are circles, then f(¢T) is a
circle [23].

Appendix: Proof of Lemma 3.2

Fora € Candr > 0, put D(a,r) := {z : |z — a|] < r} and define A, = A,(z0) =
D N D(zp, r). Denote by k. the circular arc whose trace is {¢ € D : | — zo| = t}.

Lemma 6.2 (The length-area principle) [18] Assume that f isa (K, K')— g.c. on A,
O<r<ro<1l,zo€T.Then

rj2

Fory:= | Tdr <aKAG)+ %K/rz, (6.2)
o T

where I, = | f (k)| denote the length of f (k) and A(r) is the area of f(A,).

Proof of Lemma 3.2 Let @ be a conformal mapping of 2 (I") onto the unit disk , where

Q(I") is the Jordan domain bounded by T, so that ®(f (1)) = 1, CID(f(eiizTﬂ)) =
+i2Z
e 3.
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Then ® o f is a normalized (K, K|) quasiconformal mapping near T C 9A,. For
ae€Candr > 0,put D(a,r) :={z: |z —a| < r}. Since ® is a diffeomorphism near
T, the inequality (3.3) will be proved for f if we prove it for ® o f.

It is clear that if zo € T, then, because of normalization, f(T N D(zp, 1)) has
common points with at most two of three arcs wow;, wjw, and wowq. (Here wy,
wi, wy € I' divide I' into three arcs with the same length such that (1) = wy,
F(¥1/3) = wy, f(e*/3) = wy, and T N D(zp, 1) do not intersect at least one of
three arcs defined by 1, 27/3 and *71/3).

Let k; = {t € [0,27] : zo + t€'’ € k). Let [, = | f(k;)| denotes the length of
f(ky). Let Ty := f(T N D(zp, t)) and let |T'¢| be its length. Assume w and w’ are
the endpoints of 'y, i.e. of f (k). Then |T';| = dr(w, w’) or |I'¢| = |T'| —dr(w, w’).
If the first case holds, then since I' enjoys the B—chord-arc condition, it follows
ITz| < Blw — w’'| < Bl;. Consider now the last case. Let I', = I' \ I';. Then I',
contains one of the arcs wowp, wiwy, wrowg. Thus |T';| < 2|F; |, and therefore

IT¢| < 2BI;.
Using the first part of the proof, it follows that the length of boundary arc I, of
f(A,) does not exceed 2 BI, which, according to the fact that d f(A,) =T’ U f(k;,),
implies

10 f (AR < Ir + 2BlI,. (6.3)

Therefore, by the isoperimetric inequality

A(r) <

0/ AP _ (4 +2B1)? 5 (142B)
47 = 47 VT

Employing now (6.2) we obtain

2B)? nK’
) + r2

2 1
F(r) ::/ —fdrgKlf( +
o 7T 4 2

Observe that for 0 < r < 1 — p there holds r F/(r) = lrz. Thus

1+ 2B)? K’
d+ )—i-n r2.

F(r) < KrF'(r) 2 5

Let G be the solution of the equation

(1+2B)? =K',

G(r) = KrG'(r) ) + > re, G(@0) =0,
defined by
K/
G(r) = ﬂT r? = 2m K r?
K%H KA+2B)?2+4

@ Springer



1670 D. Kalaj, B. Lamel

It follows that for

2

F=ka+aBy

there holds

4 log([F(r) — G(r)]-r2F) >0,
dr

i.e. the function [F (r) — G(r)] - r 2P is increasing. This yields

[F(r) — G < [F( —p) — G(1 — p)I(r/(1 — p)*#
< C(K,K', B, p, f)r*t.

Now for every r < 1 — p there exists an r| € [r/ﬁ, r] such that
r 12 r 12

Fn= [ Zaes [ Sar=iieva
0T r/v2 T

Hence,

C](K,K/,B,,O, f)rzﬁ

2 <
" log 2

If z is a point with |z| < 1 and |z — zo| = r/+/2, then by (6.3)
[f(2) = fGol < (A +2B)y,.
Therefore
/(@) = fz0)] < Hlz — zo0l”,
where
H=HK,KB,p, f).

Now for z1, z2 € T, then the arch (z1, z2) can be divided into Q = Q(p) equal

arcs by points wo, ..., wg, so that [w; — w; 1] < 1_72". Then we get the inequality

1f@) = fE@) <Y 1fw)) = fwj-)| < QHwi —ws|’ < QH|z1 — 22/

j=1
Thus

|f(z1) — f(z2)| < L(K,K', B, p, f)lz1 — 22/P. (6.4)
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In order to deal with the inner boundary, we take the composition

1

F) =,
© = F0—a

which maps the annulus A, into @' = {1/(z—a) : z € Q}. Here a is a point inside the
inner Jordan curve. Then Q" = Q'(I”, I'}) is a doubly connected domain with ¢
boundary.

Now we construct a conformal mapping ®; between the domain Q(I') and the
unit disk and repeat the previous case in order to get that the inequality (3.3) does hold
in both boundary components. O

Acknowledgements We would like to thank the anonymous referee for a large number of remarks that
helped to improve this paper. His/her idea is used to shorten the proof of the case ¢ < 0.
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