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Abstract We study the balayage related to the supersolutions of the variable expo-
nent p(·)-Laplace equation. We prove the fundamental convergence theorem for the
balayage and apply it for proving the Kellogg property, boundary regularity results
for the balayage, and a removability theorem for p(·)-solutions.
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1 Introduction

In potential theory, the balayage of a given obstacle function ψ on an open set �

is defined as the lower semicontinuous regularization of the réduite, the pointwise
infimum of all superharmonic functions that lie above ψ . To develop potential
theory based on the notion of balayage, it is crucial to know that the balayage is
a superharmonic function which equals the réduite outside a set of capacity zero.
This result is known as the fundamental convergence theorem.
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Our purpose is to establish the fundamental convergence theorem for balayage
related to supersolutions of the elliptic equation

− div
(|∇u|p(x)−2∇u

) = 0. (1.1)

We use the standard assumptions on the exponent p(·), i.e. log-Hölder continuity,
boundedness, and inf p > 1. As an application of the fundamental convergence
theorem, we generalize a removability theorem for Hölder continuous solutions to
the variable exponent setting. To this end, we first prove that the set of irregular
boundary points has zero capacity (the Kellogg property), and a boundary regularity
result for the balayage.

The classical theory of balayage, including the fundamental convergence theorem,
goes back to Brelot and Cartan, see [7, 8, 10] and the references therein. In nonlinear
potential theory, the theorem was first proved in [22]. Apparently, the most recent
version of the fundamental convergence theorem appears in [4], which gives a new
proof based on the direct methods in the calculus of variations. This proof, which
works also in metric spaces, does not require as advanced tools of potential theory as
the previous proofs, which is an advantage for us.

To prove the fundamental convergence theorem, we follow the ideas of [4]. The
crux of the argument is the fact that quasicontinuity, i.e. continuity outside a set of
small capacity, is preserved in the limit processes that turn up. In Newtonian spaces
used in [4], quasicontinuity is automatically preserved but this a non-trivial fact, see
[6]. The main distinction between the arguments of [4] and our argumentation is
that we use the variable exponent variant of standard Sobolev spaces instead of
Newtonian spaces. Therefore, in our setting the notion of quasicontinuity requires
extra care.

The key difference between the Eq. (1.1) and the ordinary p-Laplace equation is
the fact that supersolutions to Eq. (1.1) can not be multiplied by positive constants.
This difference has the implication that the existing approaches to the boundary
regularity of balayage in [23] and [5] can not be easily extended to the variable
exponent setting. Note that both [23] and [5] use advanced tools of potential theory,
such as Perron solutions and barriers. We have not succeeded in extending the
commonly used barrier characterization of boundary regularity to the setting of
this paper; hence it seems that new approaches are needed to overcome the lack
of homogeneity. We present such an approach by first identifying the balayage and
the solution of obstacle problem for smooth obstacles by using the Kellogg property.
Although our result on the boundary regularity is not quite as general as in [5], we
find our approach simple, natural, and also sufficient for our present purposes.

In removability results, one is given a solution and an exceptional set, together
with extra assumptions on both. The conclusion is then that the solution can be
extended as a solution into the exceptional set. The removability theorem of [24]
uses an estimate derived from these extra assumptions to show that the balayage of
the given solution to be extended is in fact a solution. A comparison argument then
shows that the balayage must coincide with the original solution in the whole domain.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the background
material, including variable exponent function spaces, logarithmic Hölder continuity
and its implications, and the properties of p(·)-solutions and p(·)-superharmonic
functions. Section 3 contains the proof of the fundamental convergence theorem,
and Section 4 the definition and basic properties of balayage. In Sections 5 and 6, we
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prove the Kellogg property, and use it to study the boundary regularity of balayage.
Finally, Section 7 concludes the paper with the proof of the removability theorem.

2 Preliminaries

Variable Exponent Function Spaces We call a measurable function p : R
n →

(1,∞), n ≥ 2, a variable exponent and denote

p−
E = inf

x∈E
p(x) and p+

E = sup
x∈E

p(x),

whenever E is a measurable subset of R
n. We assume that 1 < p−

Rn ≤ p+
Rn < ∞.

Throughout this paper, we let � be an open and bounded subset of R
n. The

variable exponent Lebesgue space Lp(·)(�) consists of all measurable functions f
defined on � for which the p(·)-modular

�p(·)( f ) =
∫

�

| f |p(x) dx

is finite. The Luxemburg norm on this space is defined as

‖ f‖p(·) = inf
{
λ > 0 :

∫

�

∣
∣∣∣

f (x)

λ

∣
∣∣∣

p(x)

dx ≤ 1
}
.

Equipped with this norm Lp(·)(�) is a Banach space, see [28]. For a constant function
p the variable exponent Lebesgue space coincides with the standard Lebesgue space.

A version of Hölder’s inequality,
∫

�

fg dx ≤ C‖ f‖Lp(·)(�)‖g‖Lp′(·)(�), (2.1)

holds for functions f ∈ Lp(·)(�) and g ∈ Lp′(·)(�), where the conjugate exponent
p′(·) of p(·) is defined pointwise. Further, since 1 < p− ≤ p+ < ∞, the dual of
Lp(·)(�) is Lp′(·)(�), and the space Lp(·)(�) is reflexive.

In estimates, one often needs to pass between the norm and the modular. This is
accomplished by the coarse but useful inequalities

min
{
‖u‖p+

Lp(·)(�)
, ‖u‖p−

Lp(·)(�)

}
≤ �p(·)(u)

≤ max
{
‖u‖p+

Lp(·)(�)
, ‖u‖p−

Lp(·)(�)

}
, (2.2)

which follow from the definition of the norm in a straightforward manner.
The variable exponent Sobolev space W1,p(·)(�) consists of functions f ∈ Lp(·)(�)

whose distributional gradient ∇ f exists and satisfies |∇ f | ∈ Lp(·)(�). This space is a
Banach space with the norm

‖ f‖1,p(·) = ‖ f‖p(·) + ‖∇ f‖p(·).

The local Sobolev space u ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) is now defined in the usual way. For basic

properties of the spaces Lp(·) and W1,p(·), we refer to [28].
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Logarithmic Hölder Continuity Smooth functions are not necessarily dense in
W1,p(·)(�) without additional assumptions on the exponent p(·). This was observed
by Zhikov [33, 34] in the context of the Lavrentiev phenomenon, which means
that minimal values of variational integrals may differ depending on whether one
minimizes over smooth functions or Sobolev functions. Zhikov has also introduced
the logarithmic Hölder continuity condition to rectify this. The condition is

|p(x) − p(y)| ≤ C
− log (|x − y|) (2.3)

for all x, y ∈ � such that |x − y| ≤ 1/2. If the exponent is bounded and satisfies
Eq. (2.3), smooth functions are dense in variable exponent Sobolev spaces. Then
we can define the Sobolev space with zero boundary values, W1,p(·)

0 (�), as the
completion of C∞

0 (�) with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖1,p(·). We refer to [9, 12, 20, 32]
for density results in variable exponent Sobolev spaces.

We will use logarithmic Hölder continuity in the form

R−(p+
B−p−

B) ≤ C, B = B(x0, 2R) � �. (2.4)

It is well-known that Eq. (2.4) is equivalent to the condition (2.3); a proof of this is
given in [9, Lemma 3.2]. An elementary consequence of Eq. (2.4) is the inequality

C−1 R−p(y) ≤ R−p(x) ≤ CR−p(y), (2.5)

which holds for any points x, y ∈ B(x0, 2R) with a constant depending only on the
constant of Eq. (2.4). We use phrases like “by log-Hölder continuity” when applying
either Eq. (2.4) or (2.5).

We assume throughout the rest of the paper that p is log-Hölder continuous.

Capacity We recall two approaches to the notion of capacity, see [13, 15, 19]. For
E ⊂ R

n we denote

Sp(·)(E) = {
u ∈ W1,p(·)(Rn) : u ≥ 1 a.e. in an open neighbourhood of E

}

and define the Sobolev p(·)-capacity Cp(·) to be the number

Cp(·)(E) = inf
u∈Sp(·)(E)

∫

Rn
|u|p(x) + |∇u|p(x) dx.

Here we use the convention that Cp(·)(E) = ∞ if Sp(·)(E) = ∅. In order to use the
uniqueness result of [25], notice that the compatibility condition

Cp(·)(U \ E) = Cp(·)(U)

holds whenever U is open and E has zero measure. This is clear since Sp(·)(U \ E) =
Sp(·)(U).

We say that a given property holds p(·)-quasieverywhere (p(·)-q.e.) if it holds
outside a set of p(·)-capacity zero.

A function u : � → [−∞,∞] is called p(·)-quasicontinuous (in �) if for every
ε > 0 there exists a set E, with Cp(·)(E) ≤ ε, so that u is continuous when restricted
to � \ E. Since the Sobolev capacity is an outer capacity, we can assume that E is
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open. It is well-known that every Sobolev function has a representative that is p(·)-
quasicontinuous, see [15].

In what follows we also use the following version of the relative p(·)-capacity, see
[19, Lemma 6.1]. For any E � � we define

capp(·)(E, �) = inf
∫

�

|∇u|p(x) dx,

where the infimum is taken over all p(·)-quasicontinuous u ∈ W1,p(·)
0 (�) satisfying

u ≥ 1 p(·)-q.e. in E.
Since smooth functions are dense in the Sobolev space, for E � � it holds that

Cp(·)(E) = 0 if and only if capp(·)(E, �) = 0. For the proof, see [19, Remark 3.13].

p(·)-Supersolutions and p(·)-Superharmonic Functions We say that a function u ∈
W1,p(·)

loc (�) is a p(·)-supersolution in � if
∫

�

|∇u|p(x)−2∇u · ∇ϕ dx ≥ 0 (2.6)

for all nonnegative test functions ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (�). Further, u is a p(·)-subsolution in � if

−u is a p(·)-supersolution in �, and u is a p(·)-solution in � if u is a p(·)-supersolution
and a p(·)-subsolution in �. Equivalently, u is a p(·)-solution in � if and only if
Eq. (2.6) holds with equality for all ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (�).
Recall that the dual of Lp(·)(�) is the space Lp′(·)(�) obtained by conjugating the

exponent pointwise, see [28]. Combining this with the definition of W1,p(·)
0 (�) as the

completion of C∞
0 (�) allows us to employ test functions ϕ ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�) with compact
support in � by the usual approximation argument.

For any f ∈ W1,p(·)(�), there exists a unique p(·)-solution u ∈ W1,p(·)(�) such that
u − f ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�), see [16, Theorem 5.3]. It is well-known that p(·)-solutions have a
locally Hölder continuous representative, see [1, 2, 11].

For continuity of p(·)-solutions up to the boundary, a natural generalization of
the Wiener criterion is available, see [3]. More precisely, a boundary point x0 ∈ ∂�

is regular, if for every function f ∈ W1,p(·)(�) ∩ C(�) the continuous p(·)-solution u
with u − f ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�) satisfies

lim
x→x0

u(x) = f (x0).

A boundary point x0 is regular if and only if

∫ 1

0

(capp(·)(B(x0, r) ∩ �, B(x0, 2r))

rn−p(x0)

)1/(p(x0)−1) dr
r

= ∞,

see [3, Theorem 1.1]. We call a domain � regular, if every boundary point is regular.
In this paper, we need two consequences of the Wiener criterion. First, the

sufficiency of the Wiener criterion implies that “simple” sets, i.e. balls, polyhedra
and the like, are regular. A further consequence of this is that we can exhaust general
open sets by regular ones. Second, if U is an open set such that U ⊂ �, and x0 is a
boundary point of both U and �, then x0 is regular with respect to U if it is regular
with respect to �. This fact uses both the necessity and the sufficiency of the Wiener
criterion.
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We say that a function u : � → (−∞,∞] is p(·)-superharmonic in � if

(1) u is lower semicontinuous,
(2) u belongs to Lt

loc(�) for some t > 0, and
(3) the comparison principle holds: Let U � � be an open set. If h is a p(·)-solution

in U , continuous in U and u ≥ h on ∂U , then u ≥ h in U .

Note that our definition is stronger than the one given in [14, 19]. More
specifically, we require that u belongs to Lt

loc(�) for some t > 0, instead of just
assuming that u is finite almost everywhere. This way we avoid the repetition of the
Lt

loc-assumption. This assumption is necessary to carry out the Poisson modification
procedure, see [14, Lemma 7.2], which is needed in the proofs of Lemmas 4.5 and 5.3
below.

The ess liminf-regularized representatives (see Eq. (3.1) below) of p(·)-
supersolutions are p(·)-superharmonic, see [18, Theorem 4.1] and [14, Theo-
rem 6.1]. However, the class of p(·)-superharmonic functions is stricly larger,
as the example considered in [14, Section 6] shows. Further properties of p(·)-
superharmonic functions can also be found in [14]. Many of these properties are
similar to the case of p-superharmonic or A-superharmonic functions considered
in, e.g., [21, 23, 29]. We mention the fact that if u is p(·)-superharmonic, then
min(u, k) is a p(·)-supersolution for any constant k. Indeed, it is easy to see that
min(u, k) is p(·)-superharmonic, and bounded p(·)-superharmonic functions are p(·)-
supersolutions, see [14, Corollary 6.6].

The following pasting lemma is true for p(·)-superharmonic functions. The proof
of [23, Lemma 7.9] works verbatim.

Lemma 2.1 Assume that D is open, that u is p(·)-superharmonic in � and v is p(·)-
superharmonic in D. If the function

s =
{

min(u, v), in D,

u, in � \ D

is lower semicontinuous, it is p(·)-superharmonic in �.

In what follows, we need different versions of the comparison principle. We first
recall two versions which do not deal with an exceptional set.

Lemma 2.2 Let u be a p(·)-supersolution in � and let v be a p(·)-subsolution in �. If
either

(a) min(u − v, 0) ∈ W1,p(·)
0 (�) or

(b) lim supy→x v(y) ≤ lim infy→x u(y) for all x ∈ ∂�,

then u ≥ v a.e. in �.

Proof

(a) It is enough to imitate the proof of [23, Lemma 3.18].
(b) Let ε > 0. By assumption, for each x ∈ ∂� there is an open ball Bx with

the center x such that v ≤ u + ε in Bx. Since � is bounded, we may pick a
finite number of balls Bx1 , . . . , Bxn such that U = ∪k

i=1 Bxi covers ∂�. Denoting
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�′ = � \ U , we have min(u + ε − v, 0) ∈ W1,p
0 (�′). By (a), we conclude that

u + ε ≥ v a.e. in �′. Now it easily follows that u ≥ v a.e. in �. ��

Roughly speaking, p(·)-superharmonic functions can be characterized as solutions
of the non-homogenous p(·)-Laplace equation with a positive measure on the right
hand side. In Section 7, we need the following fact, see [30, Theorem 4.2].

Lemma 2.3 Let u be a p(·)-superharmonic function in �. Then there is a positive
Radon measure μ such that

− div
(|∇u|p(x)−2∇u

) = μ

in the sense of distributions.

For our removability result in Section 7, we record the following Caccioppoli
and weak Harnack estimates. For the first, see [30, Lemma 3.1], for the second [2,
Theorem 1] or [31, Lemma 3.7], and for the third [3, Lemma 6.3].

Lemma 2.4 Let u be a nonnegative p(·)-subsolution in an open ball B � � and let
η ∈ C∞

0 (B) be such that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. Then
∫

B
|∇u|p(x)ηp+

B dx ≤ C
∫

B
up(x)|∇η|p(x) dx.

Lemma 2.5 Let u be a nonnegative bounded p(·)-subsolution in an open ball B =
B(x0, 2R) � �. Then

ess sup
B(x0,R)

u ≤ C

⎡

⎣
(

−
∫

B(x0,
3
2 R)

up−
B−1 dx

)1/p−
B−1

+ R

⎤

⎦ .

Lemma 2.6 Let u be a nonnegative bounded p(·)-supersolution in an open ball B =
B(x0, 2R) � �. Then

(

−
∫

B(x0,
3
2 R)

us dx

)1/s

≤ C
(

inf
B(x0,R)

u + R
)

(2.7)

for any 0 < s < n
n−1 (p−

B − 1).

3 The Fundamental Convergence Theorem

Recall that we assume throughout this paper that p is log-Hölder continuous. In what
follows, f̃ denotes the lim inf-regularization of the function f : � → [−∞,+∞]. This
is defined by

f̃ (x) := lim inf
y→x

f (y) = lim
r→0

inf
B(x,r)

f

for x ∈ �. It is clear that f̃ ≤ f and it is elementary that f̃ is lower semicontinuous.
Observe here that we allow the value −∞ for a lower semicontinuous function.
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We also denote f ∗ for the ess lim inf-regularization of f defined by

f ∗(x) := ess lim inf
y→x

f (y) = lim
R→0

ess inf
B(x,R)

f (3.1)

for x ∈ �. This regularization is lower semicontinuous as well. Note that the
ess lim inf-regularization of a p(·)-supersolution is p(·)-superharmonic and p(·)-
quasicontinuous as well, see [14, 18, 19].

Our goal in this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1 (The Fundamental Convergence Theorem) Let F be a nonempty
family of p(·)-superharmonic functions in �. Assume that there is a function f ∈
W1,p(·)

loc (�) such that u ≥ f a.e. for all u ∈ F . Let w := infF . Then the following are
true:

(a) w̃ is p(·)-superharmonic;
(b) w̃ = w∗ in �;
(c) w̃ = w p(·)-q.e. in �.

To prove the theorem, we establish several auxiliary results.

Lemma 3.2 Let (ui) be a sequence of p(·)-quasicontinuous functions in W1,p(·)
loc (�)

such that (ui) is bounded in W1,p(·)(D) for any open set D � �. If u = limi→∞ ui p(·)-
q.e. in �, then u is p(·)-quasicontinuous.

Proof Fix open sets D′ � D � �. It is enough to prove the p(·)-quasicontinuity in
D′. Because (ui) is bounded in W1,p(·)(D) and u = lim ui p(·)-q.e., u ∈ W1,p(·)(D) and
there is a subsequence (ui) such that (ui) converges weakly to u in W1,p(·)(D).

By Mazur’s lemma we find a sequence (v j) of convex combinations of ui, i.e. v j =
∑N j

i= j aijui, aij ≥ 0, and
∑N j

i= j aij = 1, such that v j → u strongly in W1,p(·)(D). Clearly,
v j are p(·)-quasicontinuous and lim j→∞ v j = u p(·)-q.e. in D. Hence (v j) and (∇v j)

are Cauchy sequences in Lp(·)(D), and we find a subsequence (v j), for which

∞∑

j=1

∫

D
2 jp(x)

(|v j − v j+1|p(x) + |∇v j − ∇v j+1|p(x)
)

dx < ∞.

Let ε > 0 and let φ ∈ C∞
0 (D) be a cut-off function with φ = 1 in D′. Then

∞∑

j=1

∫

D
2 jp(x)|∇ (

φ
(
v j − v j+1

)) |p(x) dx < ∞,

and we may fix jε such that

∞∑

j= jε

∫

D
2 jp(x)|∇ (

φ
(
v j − v j+1

)) |p(x) dx <
ε

2
.

Denoting

E j := {
x ∈ D′ | |v j(x) − v j+1(x)| > 2− j } , E1

ε :=
∞⋃

j= jε

E j,
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we have

capp(·)(E j; D) ≤
∫

U
2 jp(x)|∇ (

φ
(
v j − v j+1

)) |p(x) dx

and therefore

capp(·)
(
E1

ε; D
) ≤

∞∑

j= jε

capp(·)
(
E j; D

)
<

ε

2
.

Moreover, by the subadditivity and the p(·)-quasicontinuity, we find a set E2
ε ⊂ D′

with capp(·)(E2
ε; D) < ε

2 such that the restrictions of all the functions v j to D′ \ E2
ε are

continuous. Then, for Eε = E1
ε ∪ E2

ε , we have capp(·)(Eε; D) < ε and

|v j − vk| ≤
k−1∑

l= j

2−l ≤ 21− j

in D′ \ Eε whenever jε ≤ j ≤ k. Hence (v j) converges to u uniformly in D′ \ Eε, so
that the restriction of u to D′ \ Eε is continuous. This completes the proof. ��

Theorem 3.3 Let (ui) be a sequence of p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-supersolutions in �

such that ui → u p(·)-q.e. in �. If there is a function f ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) such that |ui| ≤ f

a.e. in � for all i = 1, 2, . . . , then u ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) and u is p(·)-quasicontinuous.

Proof It is immediate that (ui) is bounded in Lp(·)
loc (�). Hence the claim follows from

Lemma 3.2 once we prove that (∇ui) is bounded in Lp(·)
loc (�).

To establish the required boundedness, we let ϕ = ηp+
( f − ui), where η ∈ C∞

0 (�)

is a smooth cutoff function such that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, and p+ is the maximum of p(x) over
the support of η. Then ϕ ≥ 0 a.e. due to the assumptions on f and ui, and using it as
a test function we obtain

p+
∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)−2(∇ui · ∇η)ηp+−1( f − ui) dx

+
∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)−2(∇ui · ∇ f )ηp+
dx −

∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)−2(∇ui · ∇ui)η
p+

dx ≥ 0.

By Young’s inequality

ab ≤
(

1
ε

)p(x)−1 ap(x)

p(x)
+ ε

b p′(x)

p′(x)
,

where ε > 0, we have

p+|∇ui|p(x)−1ηp+−1|∇η|| f − ui| ≤ 1
4
|∇ui|p(x)η

p+−1
p(x)−1 p(x)

+ C|∇η|p(x)| f − ui|p(x)

and similarly

|∇ui|p(x)−1ηp+ |∇ f | ≤ 1
4
|∇ui|p(x)η

p+−1
p(x)−1 p(x) + Cηp(x)|∇ f |p(x).
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Since η ≤ 1, we get

η
p+−1
p(x)−1 p(x) ≤ ηp+

.

Further, by the assumption |ui| ≤ f a.e., we see that | f − ui| ≤ 2 f almost every-
where. We insert the above estimates into Eq. (3.2), and find that

0 ≤
∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)ηp+
dx

≤p+
∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)−1ηp+−1|∇η|| f − ui|dx +
∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)−1ηp+ |∇ f |dx

≤1
2

∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)ηp+
dx + C

∫

�

|∇η|p(x) f p(x)dx + C
∫

�

ηp+ |∇ f |p(x)dx.

Absorbing the matching term from the right hand side, we get the estimate

∫

�

|∇ui|p(x)ηp+
dx ≤ C

[∫

�

|∇η|p(x) f p(x)dx +
∫

�

ηp+ |∇ f |p(x)dx
]

.

Since the right hand side is independent of i, this inequality implies the desired
boundedness. ��

Theorem 3.4 Let (ui) be a decreasing sequence of p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-
supersolutions in �, and assume there is f ∈ W1,p(·)

loc (�) so that ui ≥ f a.e. in � for
all i = 1, 2, . . . . Let u := limi→∞ ui. Then

(i) u is a p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-supersolution in �;
(ii) u∗ is p(·)-superharmonic in �;

(iii) u = u∗ p(·)-q.e. in �.

Proof Since |ui| ≤ max { |u1|, | f | } and max { |u1|, | f | } ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�), Theorem 3.3 im-

plies that u ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) and u is p(·)-quasicontinuous.

Moreover, by the proof of Theorem 3.3, the sequence (ui) is bounded in W1,p(·)(D)

for any open set D � �. Hence the proof of [14, Theorem 5.1] implies that u is a p(·)-
supersolution in �, and [18, Theorem 4.1] implies that u∗ is p(·)-superharmonic in �

and u = u∗ a.e. in �. Since every p(·)-superharmonic function is p(·)-quasicontinuous
by [19, Theorem 6.7], the claim u = u∗ p(·)-q.e. in � holds true by [25]. ��

Remark 3.5

(a) The argumentation in the proof of Theorem 3.4 also yields the following
increasing version: Let (ui) be an increasing sequence of p(·)-quasicontinuous
p(·)-supersolutions in �, and assume there is f ∈ W1,p(·)

loc (�) so that ui ≤ f a.e.
in � for all i = 1, 2, . . . . Let u := limi→∞ ui. Then

(i) u is a p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-supersolution in �;
(ii) u∗ is p(·)-superharmonic in �;

(iii) u = u∗ p(·)-q.e. in �.
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(b) Our proof for Theorem 3.4 (iii) differs from the ones in [4, Theorem 5.2] and
[26, Theorem 5.1]. It works also in the framework of [4] and [26] since the p-
quasicontinuity of p-superharmonic functions in metric spaces is proved in [27,
Corollary 2.4].

As the last step we extend Theorem 3.4 to the class of p(·)-superharmonic
functions.

Theorem 3.6 Let (ui) be a decreasing sequence of p(·)-superharmonic functions in �

such that v := limi→∞ ui ≥ f for some f ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�). Then v∗ is p(·)-superharmonic

in � and v = v∗ p(·)-q.e. in �.

Proof Let vk := min { v, k } = limi→∞ min { ui, k }. By [19, Theorem 6.7] and [14,
Corollary 6.6], each min { ui, k } is a p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-supersolution in �.
Since min { ui, k } ≥ min { f, k } ∈ W1,p(·)

loc (�) a.e. in �, Theorem 3.4 implies that vk

is a p(·)-quasicontinuous p(·)-supersolution, vk = v∗
k p(·)-q.e. in � and v∗

k is p(·)-
superharmonic in �.

Since v∗
k = min { v∗, k } in �, it is easy to check that v∗ is p(·)-superharmonic.

Moreover,

v∗ = lim
k→∞

v∗
k = lim

k→∞
vk = v

p(·)-q.e. in �. ��

Proof of the Fundamental Convergence Theorem Once we have established Theo-
rem 3.6, the proof of [4, Theorem 8.3] works verbatim. For proving (b) we only
need the definitions and the fact that p(·)-superharmonic functions are ess liminf-
regularized. For proving (a) and (c) we need Theorem 3.6 together with Choquet’s
topological lemma. For the proof of the latter, see e.g. [23, Lemma 8.3]. ��

4 Balayage

In this section, we define and study the balayage of a function. Roughly speaking,
the balayage procedure can be thought of as Perron’s method applied to the obstacle
problem, allowing the obstacle to be almost any function. Having the fundamental
convergence theorem available at this stage makes developing the basic properties
of balayage rather effortless.

We call the function ψ : � → [−∞, +∞] in the following definitions an obstacle
function. We denote

�ψ = {
u | u is p(·)-superharmonic in � and u ≥ ψ in �

}
,

Rψ = Rψ(�) = inf �ψ,

and define the balayage R̃ψ = R̃ψ(�) of ψ in � as the lim inf-regularization of the
réduite Rψ . If the set �ψ is empty, we use the convention R̃ψ ≡ +∞. More generally,
for any E ⊂ �, we define

R̃ψ

E = R̃ψ

E(�) = R̃ψχE(�),
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where χE is the characteristic function of E.

Remark 4.1 Notice that R̃ψ1 ≤ R̃ψ2 in � whenever ψ1 ≤ ψ2 in �.

Theorem 4.2 Suppose that ψ ≥ f a.e. in � for some f ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) and �ψ �= ∅. Then

the following assertions hold true:

(a) R̃ψ = (Rψ)∗ in �;
(b) R̃ψ = Rψ p(·)-q.e. in �;
(c) R̃ψ is p(·)-superharmonic.

Proof The claims follow immediately from the fundamental convergence theorem
since Rψ ≥ ψ in �. ��

We need the following simple auxiliary property.

Lemma 4.3 Suppose that ψ ≥ f a.e. in � for some f ∈ W1,p(·)
loc (�) and �ψ �= ∅. Then,

for all α ∈ R, we have

R̃ψ+α = R̃ψ + α.

Proof This is a straightforward consequence of the definition of R̃ψ and the fact that
u + a is p(·)-superharmonic if u is p(·)-superharmonic and a ∈ R. ��

Remark 4.4 In the variable exponent case we do not have the more general form

R̃λψ+α = λR̃ψ + α,

for λ > 0 and α ∈ R.

Lemma 4.5 If ψ ≥ 0 and E ⊂ �, then R̃ψ

E is a weak solution in � \ E.

Proof We may imitate the proof of [23, Lemma 8.4]. Note that the proof uses the
Poisson modification procedure, so the Lt

loc –condition in the definition of p(·)-
superharmonic functions is needed here, see [14, Lemma 7.1]. ��

5 The Kellogg Property

In this section, we prove the Kellogg property, the fact that the set of irregular
boundary points has zero capacity. The balayage is a key tool in this. Recall that
a boundary point x0 ∈ ∂� is regular, if for every function f ∈ W1,p(·)(�) ∩ C(�) the
continuous p(·)-solution u with u − f ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�) satisfies

lim
x→x0

u(x) = f (x0).

Theorem 5.1 (The Kellogg Property) The set of irregular boundary points of an open,
bounded set � is of p(·)-capacity zero.
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The arguments follow the lines of [23, Chapter 8], with two exceptions. First,
we already have the fundamental convergence theorem available, and Lemma 5.2
becomes easy in comparison to [23, Lemma 8.7]. Second, a modification to take into
account the fact that p(·)-solutions can not be multiplied by constants is needed in
Lemma 5.4 below.

Lemma 5.2 Let K be a compact subset of �, and let λ be a positive constant. Then
R̃λ

K = λ p(·)-quasieverywhere in K.

Proof This follows immediately from the fundamental convergence theorem. ��

Lemma 5.3 Suppose that u is a nonnegative p(·)-superharmonic function in a ball B.
If K is a compact subset of B, then

lim
x→y

R̃u
K(B)(x) = 0

for all y ∈ ∂ B.

Proof The proof of [23, Lemma 8.8] works here; for the reader’s convenience, we
give the details. Let v ∈ �u

K, let B0 � B be a ball containing K, and denote D =
B \ B0. By replacing v by its Poisson modification in a suitable annulus containing
∂ B0, we may assume v < M < ∞ on ∂ B0. Note that the remark concerning the
Poisson modification in the proof of Lemma 4.5 applies here as well.

Let h be the unique continuous p(·)-solution with boundary values 0 on ∂ B, and
M on ∂ B0. Then the function

s =
{

v, in B0,

min(v, h) in D

is p(·)-superharmonic by the pasting Lemma 2.1, and belongs to �u
K. We now have

0 ≤ R̃u
K ≤ s.

Since s ≤ h near ∂ B, the claim follows since D is a regular set by the Wiener criterion.
��

Lemma 5.4 Let x0 be a boundary point of an open, bounded set �. If

R̃λ

B\�(2B)(x0) = λ

for all balls B with rational centers and radii containing x0 and positive rational
numbers λ, then the point x0 is regular.

Proof Let f ∈ C(�) ∩ W1,p(·)(�), and let h ∈ W1,p(·)(�) be the unique continuous
p(·)-solution such that h − f ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�). Without loss of generality, we may assume
that f (x0) = 0 by adding a constant.
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For an arbitrary ε > 0, we may find a ball B containing x0 with rational center and
radius such that ∂(2B) ∩ � �= ∅, and | f | ≤ ε in 2B ∩ �. For some rational number
λ ≥ sup� | f |, set

u =
{

λ − R̃λ

B\�(2B) + ε in 2B,

λ + ε in � \ 2B.

Lemmas 4.5, 5.3, and the pasting Lemma 2.1 imply that u is p(·)-superharmonic and
continuous in � ∪ 2B.

Since u ≥ f in �, it is easy to see that min(u − h, 0) ∈ W1,p(·)
0 (�). Since u is

bounded, u is a p(·)-supersolution in � by [14, Corollary 6.6]. Hence by Lemma 2.2
and the continuity of u and h we have u ≥ h in �. By assumption,

lim sup
x→x0

h(x) ≤ lim sup
x→x0

u(x) ≤ u(x0) = ε.

Similarly −u ≤ f in �, which implies that min(h + u, 0) ∈ W1,p(·)
0 (�). Reasoning in

the above fashion we see that

lim inf
x→x0

h(x) ≥ lim inf
x→x0

−u(x) ≥ −u(x0) = −ε.

Since ε was arbitrary, we get

lim
x→x0

h(x) = 0 = f (x0),

as desired. ��

Proof of the Kellogg Property Let E be the set of all irregular boundary points. If
x0 ∈ E, Lemma Lemma 5.4 implies the existence of a ball Bi with rational center and
radius and a rational number λi such that

R̃λi

Bi\�(2Bi)(x0) < λi.

Hence

E ⊂
⋃

i

{
x ∈ Bi \ � : R̃λi

Bi\�(2Bi)(x) < λi

}
,

and by Lemma 5.2 each of the sets in the union is of zero p(·)-capacity. Thus the
claim follows by the subadditivity of the capacity. ��

6 Boundary Regularity of Balayage

In this section, we prove that the balayage of a continuous function attains the
right boundary values at regular boundary points. To accomplish this, we use the
connection between balayage and the obstacle problem.

In the constant exponent case, the property of Lemma 5.4 can be used to
characterize regular boundary points, see [23, Theorem 9.17]. In our setting, such
a characterization is open, since the closely related barrier characterization of
boundary regularity is not available. The lack of barrier characterization can be (at
least to some extent) compensated by the Wiener criterion, which was established
in [3]. In this section, we need the Wiener criterion only in Theorem 6.1 below to
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conclude that if x0 ∈ ∂� is regular relative to � and U ⊂ � is open with x0 ∈ ∂U ,
then x0 is regular relative to U .

Obstacle Problem Let ψ : � → [−∞, ∞) be a function, the obstacle, and let w ∈
W1,p(·)(�) be a function which will give the boundary values. We define

Kψ,w =
{

u ∈ W1,p(·)(�) : u − w ∈ W1,p(·)
0 (�), u ≥ ψ a.e.

}
,

and call a function u ∈ Kψ,w a solution to the obstacle problem in Kψ,w, if
∫

�

|∇u|p(x)−2∇u · ∇(u − v) dx ≤ 0

for all v ∈ Kψ,w. It follows easily from the definition that p(·)-solutions to the obstacle
problem are p(·)-supersolutions. Further, if the obstacle ψ is continuous, then there
is a unique continuous solution to the obstacle problem which is a p(·)-solution in
the open set {x ∈ � : u(x) > ψ(x)}, see [14, Theorem 4.11].

We start by proving that solutions to the obstacle problem have the same regular
boundary points as p(·)-solutions.

Theorem 6.1 Let ϕ ∈ C(�) ∩ W1,p(·)(�) and let u be the continuous solution to the
obstacle problem in Kϕ,ϕ . If x0 ∈ ∂� is a regular boundary point, then

lim
x→x0

u(x) = ϕ(x0).

Proof Let x0 ∈ � be regular and let h be the p(·)-solution in � with boundary values
ϕ in the Sobolev sense. Since u is a p(·)-supersolution and u − h ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (�), we
have u ≥ h in � by Lemma 2.2 and by the fact that u is continuous. Thus

lim inf
x→x0

u(x) ≥ lim inf
x→x0

h(x) = ϕ(x0).

Denote U = {u > ϕ} ⊂ � and assume first that x0 ∈ ∂U . Since the Wiener crite-
rion characterizes regular boundary points, it is clear that x0 is also regular for the set
U . Observing that u − ϕ ∈ W1,p(·)

0 (U) and u is a p(·)-solution in U , we arrive at

lim
x→x0
x∈U

u(x) = ϕ(x0)

due to the regularity of the point x0. Since u ≤ ϕ in � \ U , it follows that

lim sup
x→x0

u(x) ≤ ϕ(x0). (6.1)

Finally, if x0 /∈ ∂U , then Eq. (6.1) holds trivially. Hence the claim follows. ��

To relate solutions to obstacle problems and balayage, we need the following
improved comparison lemma.

Lemma 6.2 Let u and −v be bounded p(·)-superharmonic functions in � such that

lim sup
y→x

v(y) ≤ lim inf
y→x

u(y)

for p(·)-quasievery x ∈ ∂�. If either u ∈ W1,p(·)(�) or v ∈ W1,p(·)(�), then v ≤ u in �.
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Proof The proof is essentially the same as in [23, Lemma 7.37]. For the reader’s
convenience, we recall the proof with required references. Let

E =
{

x ∈ ∂� : lim inf
y→x

u(y) < lim sup
y→x

v(y)

}

be the exceptional set with Cp(·)(E) = 0.
We assume first that E is compact. By symmetry, we may assume that u ∈

W1,p(�). By [15, Lemma 3.6], we may test the capacity of E by smooth functions.
Hence following [23, Lemma 7.37], we find a decreasing sequence (ϕi) of continuous
functions in W1,p(·)(Rn) such that ϕi = M in a neighborhood of E, 0 ≤ ϕi ≤ M, and
‖ϕi‖1,p(·) → 0. Here we denote M = sup |u| + sup |v|. Then write

ψi = u + ϕi

and let ui be the p(·)-superharmonic solution to the obstacle problem in Kψi,ψi(�).
By the ess liminf property ui ≥ ψi in �. Therefore

lim sup
y→x

v(y) ≤ sup
�

|v| ≤ lim inf
y→x

ψi(y) ≤ lim inf
y→x

ui(y)

for all x ∈ E and for each i. Since v and ui are bounded, they are p(·)-supersolutions
and hence by Lemma 2.2 ui ≥ v in �. By virtue of [14, Theorem 5.4] and the
uniqueness of the solution to the obstacle problem, we have limi→∞ ui = u a.e. in
�. By the ess liminf-property, u ≥ v in �.

Finally, for any expectional set E and for any positive integer j, we may consider
the set

U j :=
{

x ∈ ∂� : lim inf
y→x

u(y) + 1
j > lim sup

y→x
v(y)

}

,

which is open in ∂�. The set E j = ∂� \ U j is a compact subset of E and therefore
the first part of the proof yields u ≥ v − 1

j in �. Hence the claim of lemma follows by
letting j → ∞. ��

With the help of the previous lemma, we show that for smooth functions, solving
the obstacle problem gives the same result as taking the balayage.

Theorem 6.3 Let ϕ ∈ C(�) ∩ W1,p(·)(�) and let u be the continuous solution to the
obstacle problem in Kϕ,ϕ . Then

u = R̃ϕ(�).

Proof Since u is a continuous p(·)-supersolution and u ≥ ϕ, we see that

u ≥ R̃ϕ(�).

To prove the opposite inequality, let v be a p(·)-superharmonic function such that
v ≥ ϕ. By the fundamental convergence theorem and the continuity of u it is enough
to show that v ≥ u. Since ϕ is bounded, we are free to assume that v is bounded by
considering the function min(v, sup� ϕ).
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Observe that the claim v ≥ u holds trivially outside U = {u > ϕ}. To prove the
inequality v ≥ u in U , let x0 ∈ ∂U . If x0 /∈ ∂�, we have

lim inf
x→x0

v(x) ≥ ϕ(x0) = lim
x→x0

u(x) (6.2)

by the continuity of u. If x0 ∈ ∂� and x0 is a regular boundary point for U , then
Eq. (6.2) holds true by Theorem 6.1. Hence the inequality (6.2) is true for p(·)-
quasievery boundary point of U by the Kellogg property of Theorem 5.1. Since u
and v are bounded, u ∈ W1,p(·)(�), and u is a continuous p(·)-solution in U , Lemma
6.2 implies the claim v ≥ u in U . ��

The fact that the balayage of a continuous function attains the right boundary
values now follows from Theorem 6.3 by an approximation argument. The following
result corresponds to [23, Theorem 9.26].

Corollary 6.5 Let ϕ : � → R be continuous and let x0 ∈ ∂� be a regular boundary
point. Then

lim
x→x0

R̃ϕ(x) = ϕ(x0).

Proof Let ψ j ∈ C∞(Rn) be such that the sequence (ψ j) converges uniformly to ϕ in �.
For each positive integer i, fix ji such that ψ ji − 1

i ≤ ϕ ≤ ψ ji + 1
i in �. By Remark 4.1

and Lemma 4.3,

R̃ψ ji − 1
i

≤ R̃ϕ ≤ R̃ψ ji + 1
i

in �. Hence Theorems 6.1 and 6.3 imply that

ψ ji(x0) − 1
i

= lim sup
x→x0

R̃ψ ji (x) − 1
i

≤ lim sup
x→x0

R̃ϕ(x)

≤ lim sup
x→x0

R̃ψ ji (x) + 1
i

= ψ ji(x0) + 1
i
.

By letting i → ∞
ϕ(x0) = lim sup

x→x0

R̃ϕ(x).

The assertion concerning limes inferior is proved analogously. ��

In the proof of Theorem 6.1, we could replace the Wiener criterion by the Kellogg
property. The conclusion would then be that the right boundary value is attained at
quasievery point, and a similarly modified form of Corollary 6.5 would follow. This
approach would imply our Theorem 6.3. However, this weaker approach would not
allow to apply any version of our comparison principles in the proof of Theorem 7.2,
since Lemma 6.2 requires that either u or v belongs to W1,p(·)(�). Hence we need
Corollary 6.5 in the form above to apply Lemma 2.2 in Theorem 7.2.

Remark 6.6 Let ϕ : � → R be continuous and let u = R̃ϕ be its balayage in �. Then
u is continuous in � and u is a p(·)-solution in the open set { x ∈ � : u(x) > ϕ(x) }.
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This can be seen by approximating ϕ uniformly by functions ψ j ∈ C∞(Rn) in � and
using Theorem 6.3 together with the fact that the required properties hold for the
solutions of the obstacle problem in Kψ j,ψ j .

7 Removability Theorem for Hölder Continuous p(·)-Solutions

In this section, we generalize a removability theorem of Kilpeläinen and Zhong [24]
for equations similar to the p-Laplacian to the variable exponent setting. Balayage is
a key tool in this theorem.

In removability theorems, one is given a solution u in � \ E, and some additional
assumptions on the exceptional set E ⊂ � and the solution u. The conclusion is then
that the solution can be extended to the whole domain �. In [24], the solution is
assumed to be Hölder continuous with an exponent α, and the exceptional set E is
assumed to be of zero s-Hausdorff measure, where s = n − p + α(p − 1). Thus, our
assumption on the removable set E needs to be given in terms of the s(·)-Hausdorff
measure Hs(·) defined in [17]. We assume that s(·) is a log-Hölder continuous and
positive function, and define first

Hs(·)
δ (E) = inf

∑

j

r
s(x j)

j , (7.1)

where the infimum is taken over countable coverings of E by balls B(x j, r j) such that
r j ≤ δ. Then the actual s(·)-Hausdorff measure is given by

Hs(·)(E) = lim
δ→0

Hs(·)
δ (E).

This is a special case of a measure construction due to Carathéodory, so that Hs(·) is
a Borel regular outer measure.

The following lemma provides the key estimate. In the proof, we will use the fact
that 1/p, p′ and 1/p′ are log-Hölder continuous if p itself is log-Hölder continuous.
This follows from the general fact that if f is a Lipschitz continuous function, then
the composition x �→ f (p(x)) is log-Hölder continuous.

Lemma 7.1 Let K ⊂ � be compact and let ψ be continuous in � such that

|ψ(x) − ψ(y)| ≤ M|x − y|α

for all x ∈ K and y ∈ � with 0 < M < ∞ and 0 < α < 1. Set u = R̃ψ(�) and

μ = − div
(|∇u|p(x)−2∇u

)
.

Then

μ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crn−p(x)+α(p(x)−1)

for all x ∈ K and r < r0 = min(1, 1
64 dist(K, ∂�)). Here C depends on n, p, M, and α.

Proof For the existence of μ, see Lemma 2.3. Denote the contact set by

I = {x ∈ � : ψ(x) = u(x)},
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and pick a point x0 ∈ I. We may assume that u(x0) = ψ(x0) = 0 by adding a constant.
We consider first a radius r ≤ 1

8 dist(x0, ∂�) and set γ0 = oscB(x0,8r) ψ . Since { u >

γ0 } is a subset of { u > ψ } and u is a p(·)-solution in { u > ψ } (by Remark 6.6),
(u − γ0)+ is a non-negative p(·)-subsolution in B(x0, 8r). To see this, apply the pasting
Lemma 2.1 with D = { u > ψ } to zero and −(u − γ0)+. On the other hand u + γ0 is a
non-negative p(·)-supersolution in B(x0, 8r) as a locally bounded p(·)-superharmonic
function; see Theorem 4.2 and [14, Corollary 6.6]. Hence we may use the weak
Harnack estimates (Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6) to obtain that

sup
B(x0,2r)

(u − γ0) ≤ C

[(
−
∫

B(x0,3)

(u − γ0)
q
+dx

)1/q

+ r

]

≤ C

[(
−
∫

B(x0,3r)
(u + γ0)

qdx
)1/q

+ r

]

≤ C
[

inf
B(x0,2r)

(u + γ0) + r
]

≤ C (γ0 + r) .

Here q = p−
B(x0,4r) − 1. Since u ≥ ψ ≥ −γ0 in B(x0, 8r), we have

osc
B(x0,2r)

u = sup
B(x0,2r)

(u − γ0) + γ0 − inf
B(x0,2r)

u ≤ C(γ0 + r).

Next we assume that x0 ∈ I and r satisfy

dist(x0, K) ≤ 2r < min
(
1, 1

32 dist(K, ∂�)
)
.

Then 2r ≤ 1
31 dist(x0, ∂�) and we have the estimate

osc
B(x0,2r)

u ≤ C(γ0 + r) ≤ C(M + 1)rα (7.2)

by the assumption on ψ .
Next we estimate μ(B(x0, r)). To simplify the notation, we write p+ = p+

B(x0,2r) and
p− = p−

B(x0,2r) for the rest of the proof. Let η ∈ C∞
0 (B(x0, 2r)) be a cutoff function

with 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η = 1 in B(x0, r), and |∇η| ≤ 5/r. We have

μ(B(x0, r)) ≤
∫

B(x0,2r)
ηp+

dμ

=p+
∫

B(x0,2r)
|∇u|p(x)−2(∇u · ∇η)ηp+−1 dx

≤C‖|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1‖p′(·)‖∇η‖p(·). (7.3)

Here we have used the variable exponent Hölder inequality (2.1) and the norms are
computed over the ball B(x0, 2r).

For the first factor in Eq. (7.3), we have

‖|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1‖p′(·) ≤ max
{
�p′(·)(|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1)1/(p′)+ ,

�p′(·)(|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1)1/(p′)−
}
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by Eq. (2.2). Here the modulars, (p′)+ and (p′)− are computed over B(x0, 2r).

Since η ≤ 1, we have η
p+−1
p(x)−1 p(x) ≤ ηp+

. Thus

�p′(·)
(
|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1

)
≤

∫

B(x0,2r)
|∇u|p(x)ηp+

dx.

By applying the Caccioppoli inequality (Lemma 2.4) to supB(x0,2r) u − u we get

∫

B(x0,2r)
|∇u|p(x)ηp+

dx ≤
∫

B(x0,2r)

(

sup
B(x0,2r)

u − u

)p(x)

|∇η|p(x) dx

≤Crαp0+n−p0 ,

where p0 = p(x0). Here we have also used the log-Hölder continuity of p(·) in the
form of inequality (2.5) and the fact that Eq. (7.2) implies the estimate oscB(x0,2r) u ≤
Crα . We combine these estimates, and get

‖|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1‖p′(·) ≤ C max
{

r(αp0+n−p0)/(p′)+ , r(αp0+n−p0)/(p′)−
}

.

Appealing to the log-Hölder continuity of 1/p′(·), we can replace both 1/(p′)+ and
1/(p′)− by 1/(p0)

′ = (p0 − 1)/p0 by means of Eq. (2.5). Thus we finally get

‖|∇u|p(x)−1ηp+−1‖p′(·) ≤ Cr(αp0+n−p0)(p0−1)/p0 .

The second factor in Eq. (7.3) can also be estimated in a similar fashion by Eqs. (2.2)
and (2.5). Indeed, we have

‖∇η‖p(·) ≤ max
{
�p(·)(∇η)1/p+

, �p(·)(∇η)1/p−}

≤ max
{

Crn/p−−1, Crn/p+−1
}

≤ Cr(n−p0)/p0

by the log-Hölder continuity of p(·) and 1/p(·).
The above considerations give the estimate

μ(B(x0, r)) ≤ Crα(p0−1)+n−p0

whenever x0 is a point in the contact set I such that dist(x0, K) ≤ r < min(1,
1
32 dist(K, ∂�)).

Finally, for any point x ∈ K and r < min(1, 1
64 dist(K, ∂�)), there are two possibil-

ities. If B(x, r) ∩ I = ∅, then μ(B(x, r)) = 0 because B(x, r) is a subset of U = { u >

ψ } and u is a p(·)-solution in U . Otherwise, there exists a point x0 ∈ B(x, r) ∩ I.
We get

μ(B(x, r)) ≤ μ(B(x0, 2r)) ≤ Crα(p0−1)+n−p0 ≤ Crα(p(x)−1)+n−p(x)

by the above estimate and log-Hölder continuity. In either case, the desired estimate
holds. ��

The removability theorem is now a rather simple consequence of the preceding
lemma.
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Theorem 7.2 Let E ⊂ � be closed and let u be continuous in �, p(·)-solution in � \ E,
and assume that

|u(x0) − u(y)| ≤ M|x0 − y|α

for all y ∈ � and x0 ∈ E for some 0 < α < 1. If

Hs(·)(E) = 0,

where

s(x) = α(p(x) − 1) + n − p(x),

then u is a p(·)-solution in �.

Let us make some remarks before proving the theorem. First, the result is sharp
in the constant exponent case in the following sense: a closed set E is removable for
α-Hölder continuous solutions of the p-Laplacian if and only if Hs(E) = 0, where s
and α are related by

s = α(p − 1) + n − p.

See [24, Theorem 1.10]. For the converse, one assumes that Hs(E) > 0, and con-
structs a function u satisfying the assumptions of the theorem, but not the conclusion,
as follows. Frostman’s lemma gives a nontrivial measure ν supported in E such that

ν(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs.

Then the desired function u is a solution of

− div
(|∇u|p−2∇u

) = ν.

Indeed, Theorem 1.14 of [24] yields exactly the Hölder exponent α for u. As far as
we know, there is currently no variable exponent version of this Hölder regularity
theorem in the literature. Hence the converse of Theorem 7.2 remains open.

Second, the case α = 0 is included in the removability result in [31] provided that
we interpret the assumption on u as boundedness. Indeed, by using the estimate

capp(·)
(

B(x, r), B(x, 2r)
)

≤ Crn−p(x)

it is not hard to see that if Hn−p(·)(E) = 0, then also capp(·)(E, �) = 0, which is the
assumption of Theorem 3.9 of [31] for bounded solutions.

Proof Let D � � be a regular set, let v = R̃u(D), and

μ = − div(|∇v|p(x)−2∇v).

Pick a compact set K ⊂ E ∩ D. By the assumption on u, Lemma 7.1 yields

μ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs(x)

for all x ∈ K and for all sufficiently small radii r. Since Hs(·)(K) = 0, for any ε > 0 we
find a covering of K by sufficiently small balls, so that

μ(K) ≤
∑

j

μ
(
B

(
x j, r j

)) ≤ C
∑

j

rs(x j) < ε.
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Thus μ(E ∩ D) = 0, and v is a p(·)-solution in D such that u ≤ v.
The same reasoning applies to R̃−u(D), so we get a p(·)-solution w such that w ≥ u

by setting w = −R̃−u(D). By the boundary regularity of balayage (see Corollary 6.5),
v = u = w on ∂ D, and thus v = w in D by the comparison principle of Lemma 2.2.
We now have

w ≤ u ≤ v = w

in D, so that u must be a p(·)-solution in D, and then also in the whole domain �. ��
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