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Abstract. Given a bounded open subset Ω and closed subsets A, B of R
k,

we discuss when an estimate u(x) ≤ g(dist(x, A ∪ B)), x ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B),
for a function u subharmonic on Ω\B, implies that u(x) ≤ h(dist(x, B)),
x ∈ Ω \ B, where g, h : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) are decreasing functions and
g(0+) = h(0+) = ∞. We seek for explicit expressions of h in terms of g.
We give some results of this type and show that Domar’s work Domar,
Y Ark. Mat. 3, 429–440 (1957) permits one to deduce other results in
this direction. Then we compare these two approaches. Similar results
are deduced for estimates of analytic functions.

Mathematics Subject Classification. 30A10, 31B05.

Keywords. Subharmonic functions, Estimates of subharmonic functions,
Estimates of analytic functions, Boundary growth.

1. Introduction

The main question addressed in this paper is as follows. Assume Ω ⊂ R
k is a

bounded open set, A ⊂ Ω is compact and B ⊂ R
k is closed. Let u : Ω \ B →

[−∞,∞) be a subharmonic function that satisfies an estimate

u(x) ≤ g(dist(x,A ∪ B)), x ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B), (1.1)

where g : (0,+∞) → (0,+∞) is a strictly decreasing function with g(0+) =
+∞. We wish to deduce an estimate

u(x) ≤ h(dist(x,B)), (1.2)

where the function h : (0,+∞) → (0,+∞) is defined explicitly in terms of g.
The first part of the paper (Sects. 2 and 3) is devoted to this problem.
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Theorem 2.3, together with Remark 2.4, show that whenever A is a Lip-
schitz curve and g is regular and its singularity at 0+ is of power type, (1.1)
implies that for some constant C > 0,

u(x) ≤ g(C dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B. (1.3)

If g(s) is regular and its growth at 0+ is slower than any power s−ε, ε > 0,
then the estimate (1.3) is stronger than an estimate u(x) ≤ Cg(dist(x,B)).

The above-mentioned results, applied to domains Ω in the complex plane,
allow us to get results on estimates for analytic functions. In particular, The-
orem 2.3 implies that for an analytic function f : Ω → C, the estimate
|f(z)| ≤ C(dist(z,A ∩ B))−β , where A ⊂ Ω is a compact Lipschitz curve
implies that |f(z)| ≤ C1(dist(z,B))−β , for some constant C1 and the same
exponent β > 0. See Corollary 2.8 below.

The second part of the paper (which starts with Section 4) is devoted
to the discussion of the results by Domar [6] and obtaining their quantitative
versions. We show that these later results give an alternative approach to the
above problem.

Domar’s setting is as follows. Given a nonnegative upper semicontinuous
function F : Ω → (−∞,+∞], where Ω ⊂ R

k, denote by CF the class of all
subharmonic functions u : Ω → R such that u ≤ F and set

M(x) := sup{u(x) : u ∈ CF }. (1.4)

Domar addresses the question whether M(x) is bounded on compact subsets
of Ω. It is well-known that it is true if and only if M is subharmonic. For k = 2,
this question is related to normality of the family of analytic functions f in a
domain Ω in the complex plane, defined by the inequality log |f | ≤ F .

Domar gives two theorems in this direction. Under the same assumptions
as Domar, in Section 4 we give estimates of the form

M(x) ≤ h(dist(x, ∂Ω)), (1.5)

where h is a function explicitly written down in terms of F . This is done by
following Domar’s arguments.

In Section 5, we formulate and prove Theorem 5.1, which gives an answer
to the main question of the paper under the assumption that A is p∗-admissible
for some p∗ < k (see Definition 2.2 below). Roughly speaking, this means that
A is not too massive, in particular, its Minkowski dimension has to be less than
k. If the Assouad dimension of A is less than p∗ < k, then A is p∗-admissible.

Theorem 5.1 is obtained by applying our quantitative versions of Domar’s
results.

In several places, we find out that a regularity assumption on the growth
of g permits us to formulate simpler results. This assumption is that g(1/s)
belongs to a Hardy field (see Section 2 for a definition).

Theorem 5.1 applies to functions g that may have much stronger singu-
larity at 0+ than the singularity of power type. In Section 5, we will prove
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Theorem 2.5, which is a particular case of Theorem 5.1 for regular functions
g whose singularity at 0+ is at most of power type. For these functions g, it
asserts that whenever A is p∗-admissible and p∗ < k, (1.1) implies that for any
a > 1, there exists C ∈ (0, 1) such that

u(x) ≤ ag(C dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B. (1.6)

It is interesting to compare Theorem 2.3, obtained by a direct estimate,
with Theorem 5.1, which follows from Domar’s methods. On one hand, The-
orem 5.1 allows much higher growth of g at 0 than Theorem 2.3 and a much
more general class of sets A. On the other hand, for the case when A is a Lips-
chitz curve and the singularity of g(s) at 0+ is weaker than s−ε for any ε > 0,
Theorem 2.3 gives a more exact estimate, because (1.6) is weaker than (1.3).

At the end of Section 5, we give a list of open questions.
Section 6 (Appendix) contains a proof of a technical lemma, which is

close to Domar’s arguments.
It should be noted that there is some resemblence between our main

problem and the classical problem of describing removable sets for analytic,
harmonic or suharmonic functions. The most famous of these problems is prob-
ably the Painlevé problem of describing removable singularities of bounded
analytic functions, solved by Tolsa in [19], with remarkable previous contribu-
tions by David [5] and Melnikov and Verdera [15], among others. We refer to
Bjorn [2] for a treatment of a variant of the problem for analytic functions in
Hp. The problem of removable singularities for harmonic functions comes back
to Carleson [4]. The results by Nazarov, Tolsa and Volberg [16] in a sense gen-
eralize the solution of the Painlevé problem on analytic functions to harmonic
functions in n dimensions. We refer to reviews [16] and [20] for an account of
these fields.

See Gardiner [10] and Riihentaus [17] for results on the corresponding
problem for subharmonic functions and [18] for results on n-harmonic func-
tions.

Despite the resemblence, the setting of all these papers differs from ours.
Indeed, we assume a priori that our function u is subharmonic (or analytic)
on A\B, whereas in all these works the main question is whether this fact can
be deduced from the assumptions on the growth of u near A. Our assumptions
on A, typically, do not imply that A is removable for the corresponding class
of functions.

The authors thank István Prause and Tuomas Orponen for drawing our
attention to the relation between p∗-admissible sets and the Assouad dimen-
sion.



   50 Page 4 of 25 G. Bello, D. Yakubovich Results Math

2. Our Main Results

Through this paper we consider fixed a dimension k ≥ 2. Let p, q be positive
integers with p + q = k. For any x ∈ R

k let us write x = (x′, x′′) with x′ ∈ R
p

and x′′ ∈ R
q. Given m ∈ N, x ∈ R

m and r > 0, we denote by Bm(x, r) the
open ball in R

m centered at x with radius r. For any x ∈ R
k and any r, s > 0,

we define the (open) cylinder

C(x, r, s) := Bp(x′, r) × Bq(x′′, s).

For any a ∈ R
k, let Ta : R

k → R
k denote the translation Tax = x+a. We denote

by | · | the norm in Euclidean spaces R
n and by m the Lebesgue measure in

R
k.

We recall that a function ϕ : V → R
q, where V ⊂ R

p, is said to be of
Lipschitz class if

‖ϕ‖Lip := sup
x1,x2∈V,x1 �=x2

|ϕ(x2) − ϕ(x1)|
|x2 − x1|

is finite. We denote by G(ϕ) the graph of ϕ; it is a subset of V × R
q.

Definition 2.1. A compact set A ⊂ R
k will be called a p-dimensional Lipschitz

surface if there are constants L,R > 0 such that for any a ∈ A, there exist
a Lipschitz function ϕ, defined on Bp(0, R) and taking values in R

q, with
Lipschitz constant ‖ϕ‖Lip less or equal than L, and a k × k orthogonal matrix
Ua such that

C(0, R, 3LR) ∩ UaT−aA = G(ϕ).
In other words, near any of its points, A has to be a rotated graph of a Lipschitz
function of p variables.

One can replace the above parameter 3LR with NLR for any fixed con-
stant N > 1, getting an equivalent definition.

We will also work with more general sets than Lipschitz surfaces. In what
follows, for a set G ⊂ R

k and σ > 0, we define

[G]σ := {y ∈ R
k \ G : 0 < dist(y,G) ≤ σ}.

Definition 2.2. Let p∗ ∈ (0, k) be a real number and let G ⊂ R
k be a compact

set. Put q∗ = k − p∗. We say that G is p∗-admissible if there is a constant C
such that for any x ∈ R

k and any R, σ > 0,

m
(
[G]σ ∩ B(x,R)

) ≤ Cσq∗Rp∗ . (2.1)

Any p-dimensional compact Lipschitz surface is p-admissible, because it
can be represented as a finite union of (rotated) Lipschitz graphs. Notice also
that a finite union of p-admissible sets is a p-admissible set. There is a relation
of p-admissibility with the Assouad dimension, see Proposition 5.3 below.

We will need a few basic facts about Hardy fields of functions. We refer
to [3, Appendix of Chapter V] for more information. Let F be the collection of
intervals of the form [M,+∞), where M ∈ R, and let H(F, R) be the ring of
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real-valued functions, defined on sets from F. Two functions f1, f2 ∈ H(F, R)
are said to be equivalent (f1 ∼ f2) if they coincide on an interval belonging
to F. A subset R of the quotient set H(F, R)/ ∼ by the above equivalence is
called a Hardy field if it is a subfield of the ring H(F, R)/ ∼ and each class
in R contains a differentiable function f on an interval in F such that the
equivalence class of f ′ also belongs to R .

Let R be a Hardy field. In what follows, when we say that a function f
belongs to R we will mean that the equivalence class of f is an element of R. It
is known that any function which represents a non-zero element of R does not
vanish on some interval of the form [M,+∞), where M ∈ R. It follows that
for any two functions f1, f2 in R, either f1 < f2 or f1 ≥ f2 on some interval
[M,+∞) as above.

The field of (H) functions (see [3]) is a particular example of a Hardy
field. It is formed by all expressions in t, defined on an interval from F, that
can be obtained from rational functions of t by applying finitely many times
the composition with log, exp and arithmetical operations.

Let us introduce the function η : (0,∞) → R, given by

η(t) =

{
t2−k if k > 2,

log(1/t) if k = 2.

Notice that x ∈ R
k \ {0} �→ η(|x|) is a multiple of the fundamental solution of

the Laplace equation.
Now we are ready to state our first result. Section 3 will be devoted to

its proof.

Theorem 2.3. Let Ω ⊂ R
k be a bounded open set. Let A ⊂ Ω be a closed subset

of a Lipschitz curve (that is, a 1-dimensional Lipschitz surface) and B be a
closed subset of R

k such that B ∩Ω is non-empty. Let ψ : (β,∞) → (0,∞) be a
concave increasing function, with β > 0, such that ψ(t) → ∞ when t → ∞. Fix
some α > 0 small enough such that the composition function g(t) = (ψ ◦ η)(t)
is well-defined on (0, α). If u : Ω \ B → R is a subharmonic function on Ω \ B
satisfying

u(x) ≤ g(dist(x,A ∪ B)), x ∈ Ω, 0 < dist(x,A ∪ B) < α (2.2)

then there exist positive constants c1, c2 and τ , which do not depend on the
function u, such that

u(x) ≤ 2g(c1 dist(x,B))− g(c2 dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω, 0 < dist(x,B) < τ. (2.3)

Remark 2.4. Suppose that g satisfies the hypotheses of the above theorem and
that for any β > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that g(tβ) is a convex function on
(0, δ]. Then the estimate (2.3) implies that

u(x) ≤ g(v dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω, 0 < dist(x,B) < τ1,

where v > 0 and τ1 > 0 are constants. The last convexity hypothesis on
g is automatically fulfilled if g(1/t) belongs to a Hardy field that contains
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functions fγ(t) = tγ , γ ∈ R. Indeed, in this case (d2/(dt)2)g(tβ) cannot change
sign infinitely many times on (0, α].

By applying quantitative Domar’s theorems, in Section 5 we will get the
following.

Theorem 2.5. Let 0 < p∗ < k and let Ω be a bounded open subset of R
k.

DY Suppose that B ⊂ R
k is closed and A ⊂ Ω is a compact p∗-admissible

set such that m(A) = 0. Let g : (0,+∞) → (0,+∞) be a strictly decreasing
function such that g(0+) = +∞ and g(t) ≤ C1t

−β for t ∈ (0, 1], where β > 0
and C1 > 0 are constants. Suppose also that g(1/t) belongs to a Hardy field
R, which contains all functions tγ , γ ∈ R. Then for any a > 1 there exists a
constant v ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds. For any subharmonic function
u on Ω \ B satisfying (1.1), one has

u(x) ≤ ag(v dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B. (2.4)

The Hardy field of (H) functions, mentioned above, meets the above con-
dition.

Theorem 2.5 only applies to functions g whose singularity at 0+ is at
most of power-type. By using quantitative Domar’s theorems, below we give
Theorem 5.1, which applies to functions g with much stronger singularity at
0+.

Corollary 2.6. Let A,B,Ω be as in Theorem 2.5.
(1) Let g(t) = t−b, 0 < b < q. Then, by Theorem 2.5, (2.2) implies that

u(x) ≤ Cg(dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B. If A is a closed subset of a Lipschitz
curve, k ≥ 3 and b ≤ k − 2, one can apply Theorem 2.3 to get the same
conclusion.

(2) Let now g(t) = logb(1/t) for 0 < t ≤ 1/2, where 0 < b < ∞. By Theo-
rem 2.5, (2.2) implies that for any a > 1 there exist constants C > 0 and
τ1 > 0 such that

u(x) ≤ a logb(C/dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω, 0 < dist(x,B) < τ1,

(3) Still consider the case g(t) = logb(1/t), where 0 < b < ∞ and A is closed
subset of a Lipschitz curve.
If k > 2, we can apply Theorem 2.3 to get a better estimate

u(x) ≤ logb(C/dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω, 0 < dist(x,B) < τ1,

where C > 0 and τ1 > 0 are constants. If k = 2, we get this inequality if
we assume additionally that 0 < b ≤ 1.

Remark 2.7. Suppose that g(1/t) belongs to a Hardy field, which is closed
under the mappings f(t) �→ f(Ct), C > 0. If for some b > 0, g(t)tb → 0 as
t → 0+, then for any C ∈ (0, 1) there are constants C1 > 0, t0 > 0 such that

g(Ct) ≤ C1g(t), 0 < t ≤ t0.
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Indeed, if it were not the case, then by applying the properties of Hardy
fields, one would have g(Ct) > C−bg(t) for 0 < t ≤ t1, where t1 > 0. This
implies g(Cnt1) > C−bng(t1), n ≥ 1, which contadicts the assumption g(t)tb →
0 as t → 0+.

Now suppose that g has a weak singularity at 0+, that is, for any ε > 0,
g(t)tε → 0 as t → 0+. Due to a similar argument, then for any numbers C > 1,
t0 > 0 there is no v ∈ (0, 1) such that Cg(t) ≤ g(vt), 0 < t ≤ t0. So for these
functions g, the assertions of Remark 2.4 and Theorem 2.5 are strictly stronger
than an estimate u(x) ≤ Cg(dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B, where C is a constant.

By applying Corollary 2.6 to the case when k = 2 and u = log |f |, where
f is analytic (so that u is subharmonic), we get the following statement.

Corollary 2.8. Let Ω be a bounded domain in the complex plane C, B a closed
subset of C and A ⊂ Ω a compact subset of a Lipschitz curve. Let f be an
analytic function on Ω \ B.
(1) If, for some b > 0 and C > 0,

|f(z)| ≤ C dist(z,A ∪ B)−b, z ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B),

then there is a constant C1 such that |f(z)| ≤ C1 dist(z,B)−b for all
z ∈ Ω \ B.

(2) If, for some a, b, α > 0,

|f(z)| ≤ a

(
log

1
dist(z,A ∪ B)

)b

, z ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B),dist(z,A ∪ B) < α,

then there are constants ε, τ with ε > τ > 0, such that

|f(z)| ≤ a
(

log
ε

dist(z,B)

)b

, z ∈ Ω \ B,dist(z,B) < τ.

By applying Theorem 2.5 to log |f |, we obtain a slightly weaker estimate
than that in (2) under a weaker assumption on the size of the set A.

Corollary 2.9. Let Ω be a bounded domain in the complex plane C, 0 < p∗ < 2,
B be a closed subset of C and A ⊂ Ω a compact p∗-admissible set such that
m(A) = 0. Let f be an analytic function on Ω \ B.

If, for some a, b, α > 0,

|f(z)| ≤ a

(
log

1
dist(z,A ∪ B)

)b

, z ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B),dist(z,A ∪ B) < α,

then for any a1 > a there are constants ε, τ with ε > τ > 0 such that

|f(z)| ≤ a1

(
log

ε

dist(z,B)

)b

, z ∈ Ω \ B,dist(z,B) < τ.

These estimates for analytic functions were, in fact, the main motivation
of our research. In a forthcoming article [1], we apply analogues of Corollar-
ies 2.8 and 2.9 to questions related with the estimates of the resolvent growth
of a function of a linear operator.
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Corollary 2.10. The statements of Remark 2.4 and Corollary 2.8 generalize to
the case when A is a compact subset of Ω which is contained in a finite unions
of Lipschitz curves.

Indeed, one can apply induction on n to prove that this statement holds
if A is contained in the union of n Lipschitz surfaces.

Remark 2.11. Theorem 2.5 does not hold if A is a general closed set. Indeed,
take B = {x0}, where x0 ∈ Ω. Fix a function g and then a function u, sub-
harmonic in Ω \ {x0}, whose growth at x0 is such that u does not satisfy the
conclusion of this theorem. Then one can find a closed countable set A ⊂ Ω,
whose unique accumulation point is x0, such that dist(x,A ∪ B) decays so
rapidly when x → x0 that (1.1) is satisfied. The same example shows that
Theorem 2.3 and Remark 2.4 also fail for a general closed set A.

3. Proof of Theorem 2.3

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.3. Fix Ω, A, B, g and u as
in the formulation of that theorem. Recall that now we consider p = 1.

Notice that the function g is decreasing and g(t) → ∞ as t → 0+. More-
over, since the function x ∈ R

k \ {0} �→ η(|x|) is a multiple of the fundamental
solution of Laplace equation, the function −g(|x|) is subharmonic (see [11,
Theorem 2.2]). Using that g is decreasing, we can assume without loss of gen-
erality that A is a Lipschitz curve.

In Definition 2.1, we can take L as large as needed and R > 0 as small
as wanted. In particular, let us choose L, R so that L ≥ 2 and R < 2α.

Fix a domain D in R
k with C2 smooth boundary such that

C(0, 1, 2L) ⊂ D ⊂ C(0, 1, 3L)

Given any a ∈ A and r ∈ (0, R), we set

Da,r = TaU−1
a (rD).

To simplify notation, we will assume that Ua = I. Then, by Definition 2.1,
C(a,R, 3LR) ∩ A is a graph of a function ϕ with ‖ϕ‖Lip ≤ L, which is defined
on the interval (a′ −R, a′ +R) (here a′ is fhe first coordinate of a, a = (a′, a′′)).

Lemma 3.1. Let a ∈ A and r ∈ (0, R/8L). Assume that Ua = I. Then for all
x ∈ ∂Da,r we have

|x′′ − ϕ(x′)|
L + 1

≤ dist(x,A) ≤ |x′′ − ϕ(x′)|.

Proof. We have

∂Da,r ∩ A = ∂ C(a, r, 2Lr) ∩ A =
{(

a′ − R,ϕ(a′ − R)
)
,
(
a′ + R,ϕ(a′ + R)

)}
.

Fix x ∈ ∂Da,r. Then |x − a| < 4Lr. In particular, x′ ∈ (a′ − R, a′ + R). Since
Bk(a,R) ⊂ C(a,R, 3LR), the points of A ∩ Bk(a,R) belong to the graph of ϕ.
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The second inequality of the statement is immediate:

dist(x,A) ≤ |x − (x′, ϕ(x′))| = |x′′ − ϕ(x′)|.
For the first inequality, notice that for some y ∈ A we have dist(x,A) = |x−y|.
Hence

|y − a| ≤ |y − x| + |x − a| ≤ 2|x − a| < R,

and therefore y = (y′, ϕ(y′)). Now let z := (x′, ϕ(x′)). Since |x′ − a′| < 4Lr <
R, it follows that z ∈ A. Since |y′−z′| = |y′−x′| ≤ |y−x| and |z′′−x′′| = |z−x|,
we have

L|y − x| ≥ L|y′ − z′| ≥ |y′′ − z′′| ≥ |z′′ − x′′| − |y′′ − x′′| ≥ |z − x| − |y − x|.
This gives that

|z − x| ≤ (L + 1)|y − x|,
so that

|x′′ − ϕ(x′)|
L + 1

=
|z − x|
L + 1

≤ |y − x| = dist(x,A),

as we wanted to prove. �

Now suppose that u is a subharmonic function on Ω \ B, which satis-
fies (2.2). We wish to show (2.3). In this estimate, one can always replace c1

by a smaller positive constant and c2 by a larger constant (changing also the
value of τ). So, if estimates of the form (2.3) hold on two different subsets of Ω
(for different choices of constants c1, c2, τ), then an estimate of the same form
holds also on the union of these two subsets.

If dist(x,B) ≤ 20Ldist(x,A), then dist(x,A ∪ B) ≥ dist(x,B)/(20L); so
in this case (2.2) clearly implies (2.3). Set τ = R/2. Then it remains to prove
(2.3) for points x satisfying

20Ldist(x,A) < dist(x,B) < R/2. (3.1)

Fix a point x0 as in (3.1), and set

r :=
dist(x0, B)

10L
<

R

20L
. (3.2)

For some a ∈ A we have dist(x0, A) = |x0 − a| < r/2. Hence x0 ∈ Bk(a, r/2).
We also have

dist(a,B) ≥ dist(x0, B) − |x0 − a| > 10Lr − r/2 > 9Lr.

Therefore Bk(a, 9Lr) ∩ B = ∅. Since

Bk(a, r) ⊂ C(a, r, 2Lr) ⊂ Da,r ⊂ C(a, r, 3Lr) ⊂ Bk(a, 4Lr),

we have
Da,r ∩ B = ∅ and dist(x0, ∂Da,r) > r/2. (3.3)

Notice also that x0 ∈ Da,r.
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We are going to prove that x0 satisfies (2.3), with some constants c1, c2

independent of x0. We may assume without loss of generality that Ua = I. We
may also assume that

A ∩ Da,R = G(ϕ) =
{
(x1, x

′′) : x′′ = ϕ(x′), a′ − R < x′ < a′ + R
}
.

The Lipschitz curve A intersects ∂Da,r in two points, say y and z, with y′ =
a′ − r and z′ = a′ + r. Consider the function v : Da,r → R given by

v(x) := g

( |x − y|
8L

)
+ g

( |x − z|
8L

)
.

Notice that |a′′ − y′′| ≤ Lr and |a′′ − z′′| ≤ Lr. Therefore for x ∈ D̄a,r,

max{|x − y|, |x − z|} ≤ (4L + 2)r < 8Lr. (3.4)

Since r < α, it follows that v is well-defined on D̄a,r, except for the points y, z.

Lemma 3.2. For all x ∈ ∂Da,r \ {y, z} we have

g(dist(x,A)) ≤ v(x) − g(r).

Proof. Take x ∈ ∂Da,r \{y, z}. We distinguish three cases. First, suppose that
x′ = y′. Using Lemma 3.1 and that ϕ(x′) = y′′, we have

dist(x,A) ≥ |x′′ − y′′|
L + 1

=
|x − y|
L + 1

. (3.5)

In particular,

dist(x,A) ≥ |x − y|
8L

, (3.6)

and hence the statement follows using that g decreases.
Next, suppose that y′ < x′ < z′. In this case,

dist(x,A) ≥ |x′′ − ϕ(x′)|
L + 1

≥ |x′′ − a′′| − |ϕ(x′) − a′′|
L + 1

≥ 2Lr − Lr

L + 1
≥ 2r

3
≥ |x − y|

8L
.

Here in the first inequality we used Lemma 3.1. In the third and fourth in-
equalities we used that the Lipschitz constant of ϕ is L and that L ≥ 2. In the
last inequality, we used that |x − y| < (4L + 2)r (see (3.4)). We conclude that
in this situation (3.6) also holds.

The third case x1 = z1 is completely analogous to the first case x1 = y1,
with the roles of y and z interchanged. �

Notice that −v is subharmonic in Da,r (see [11, Theorem 2.2]), so u − v
is subharmonic in Da,r. We also have

lim
Da,r�x→y

v(x) = lim
Da,r�x→z

v(x) = +∞ (3.7)

Fix any w ∈ ∂Da,r. Notice that

|x0 − w| ≤ |x0 − a| + |a − w| ≤
(1

2
+ 4L

)
r ≤ 9

2
Lr =

9
20

dist(x0, B).



Self-Improving Estimates of Growth of Subharmonic. . . Page 11 of 25    50 

By (3.1) and the last inequality, we get

dist(x0, B) − dist(x0, A) ≥ (
1 − 1

20
)
dist(x0, B) ≥ 2|x0 − w|.

Therefore

dist(w,B) − dist(w,A) ≥ dist(x0, B) − dist(x0, A) − 2|x0 − w| ≥ 0.

We conclude that dist(w,A ∪ B) = dist(w,A) for any w ∈ ∂Da,r.
Combining this fact, Lemma 3.2 and equation (3.7), we obtain

lim sup
Da,r�x→w

(u − v)(x) ≤ −g(r)

for all w ∈ ∂Da,r. Hence, by the maximum principle for subharmonic functions
(see [11, Theorem 2.2]), for all x ∈ Da,r (in particular for x0), we have

u(x) ≤ v(x) − g(r).

Since dist(x0, ∂Da,r) > r/2 (see (3.3)), we obtain |x0 − y| ≥ r/2 and
|x0 − z| ≥ r/2. Then, using (3.2) we get

u(x0) ≤ v(x0) − g(r)

≤ 2g
( r

16L

)
− g(r)

= 2g

(
dist(x0, B)

160L2

)
− g

(
dist(x0, B)

10L

)
.

Therefore, taking c1 := 1
160L2 , c2 := 1

10L we conclude the proof of Theorem 2.3.
�

4. Quantitative versions of Domar’s theorems

Let Ω be a bounded domain in R
k, k ≥ 2 and let F : Ω → [0,∞] be a given

nonnegative upper semicontinuous function. We recall that CF denotes the
class of all subharmonic functions u : Ω → R such that u ≤ F and define M(x)
by (1.4).

Let η : (α, β) → R be a given decreasing function, where (α, β) is a (finite
or infinite) subinterval of R. We set

η−(s) := inf{t ∈ (α, β) : η(t) ≤ s}, s ∈ (limβ η,∞). (4.1)

Notice that η− is right-continuous and that η−(s) = α for s ∈ [limα η,∞). If
η is continuous and strictly decreasing, then η− coincides on (limβ η, limα η)
with η−1, the inverse of η.

We define η+, the right-continuous regularization of the function η by
η+(t) = limt+ η(t). Functions η and η+ differ only on a countable set, and
η−(s) = (η+)−(s) for all s.

If η decreases and is right-continuous, then η(η−(s)) ≤ s for all s.
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Recall that given a measurable function H : R → [0,∞], if h : Ω → [0,∞]
is its distribution function, i.e. h(s) := m({H > s}), then for any t > 0 we
have ∫

{H>t}
H(x) dx =

∫ ∞

t

h(s) ds + th(t). (4.2)

Denote by f : [0,∞) → [0,∞] the distribution function of F . Then f− is
equidistributed with F , that is, for any y0 > 0, the one-dimensional measure
of the set where f−(s) > y0 is the same as the k-dimensional measure of
the subset of Ω, where F (x) > y0. Similarly, log+ f− is equidistributed with
log+ F .

In this section we will obtain a quantitative version of the following results
by Domar [6] using a slight refinement of his arguments. We will use a notation
quite similar to that employed in [6] to facilitate the comparison.

Theorem A. ([6, Theorem 2]) If for some ε > 0,
∫

Ω

[
log+ F (x)

]k−1+ε
dx < ∞, (4.3)

then M(x) is bounded on every compact subset of Ω.

Theorem B. ([6, Theorem 3]) Suppose that F (x1, . . . , xk) only depends on the
first q∗ variables, where 1 ≤ q∗ ≤ k − 1. If

∫ |Ω|

0

log+ f−(s)d(s1/q∗) < +∞, (4.4)

then M(x) is bounded on every compact subset of Ω.

We remark that in his statements, Domar understood that subharmonic
functions cannot take value −∞. Here we allow this value. This does not
affect Domar’s statements. Indeed, max(u, 0) is a subharmonic function for any
subharmonic function u, so that M(x) does not depend on whether in (1.4),
suharmonic functions that take value −∞ are allowed or not.

As Domar mentions in [6], if q∗ > 1, then (4.4) holds if
∫

Ω

[
log+ F (x)

]w
dx < ∞ (4.5)

for some w < q∗. If q∗ = 1, then (4.4) is equivalent to condition (4.5) for w = 1.
These results by Domar [6] are vast generalizations of Levinson’s log log

theorem [12] on analytic functions. It is worth mentioning that in [7], Domar
has generalized his results in [6] to solutions of certain elliptic and parabolic
equations. In [13], Logunov gave an analogue of Levinson’s log log theorem for
harmonic functions. Logunov and Papazov in [14] give a version of Levinson’s
theorem for solutions of elliptic equations and relate this result with what they
call a three ball inequality.
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4.1. Our Version of Domar’s Theorem A

From now on, we fix a constant a > 1.
Denote by SR the volume of the k-dimensional ball Bk(0, R). Given u ∈

CF , for any ν ∈ R set

Eν := {aν ≤ u < aν+1} ⊂ Ω and �ν := m(Eν).

Notice that if (4.3) holds, then �ν is finite for all ν > 0.

Lemma 4.1. (See [6, Lemma 1]) Let D be a positive constant and λ a positive
integer, both so large that

a

DkS1
+

1
aλ

≤ 1. (4.6)

Suppose that for some ν > λ and some xν ∈ Ω we have

u(xν) ≥ aν and Bk(xν , R) ⊂ Ω,

where
R > D(�ν−λ + · · · + �ν)1/k.

Then there exists xν+1 ∈ Bk(xν , R) such that

u(xν+1) ≥ aν+1.

Domar used the value a = e, but here we will make some advantage of
choosing finally a close to 1.

As an immediate consequence of the above lemma we obtain the following
result.

Corollary 4.2. Let D and λ be as in Lemma 4.1. Suppose that u(xt) ≥ at for
some u ∈ CF and some xt ∈ Ω, where t > λ. Let s be a real number such that
s − t is a positive integer and let

R > D
s−t−1∑

n=0

(�t+n−λ + · · · + �t+n)1/k.

Then either Bk(xt, R) intersects the boundary of Ω or u(xs) ≥ as for some
xs ∈ Bk(xt, R).

We set
f1(t) = f(at), t > 0.

Lemma 4.3. Let D and λ be as in Lemma 4.1. For t ∈ (λ + 1,∞), let

δ(t) := (λ + 1)
(

k − 1
ε

) k−1
k 1

(t − 1 − λ)ε/k

and

ψ(t) :=

[∫ ∞

(t−λ)k−1+ε

f1(s
1

k−1+ε ) ds + (t − λ)k−1+εf1(t − λ)

] 1
k

,
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and set ϕ(t) := δ(t)ψ(t). If for some u ∈ CF , t > λ + 1 and xt ∈ Ω, one has
u(xt) ≥ at, then

dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dϕ(t).

This lemma is just a slight refinement of the computations given in the
proof of Theorem 2 of [6]. We postpone its proof to the Appendix.

Notice that δ(t) → 0 when t → ∞, and (4.3) implies that ψ is bounded:

0 ≤ ψ(t) =

[∫

{log+ F>t−λ}
[log+ F (x)]k−1+ε dx

] 1
k

≤
[∫

Ω

[log+ F (x)]k−1+ε dx

] 1
k

< ∞.

Consequently ϕ(t) → 0 when t → ∞. Now Theorem A can be deduced from
Lemma 4.3 as follows. Suppose that M is not bounded on some compact set
K ⊂ Ω and put ρ := dist(K, ∂Ω) > 0. Take t � 0 so that Dϕ(t) < ρ. Let
xt ∈ K be such that M(xt) > at. Then, for some u ∈ CF we have u(xt) ≥ at,
and by Lemma 4.3 we arrive to the contradiction dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dϕ(t) < ρ.

Let us see how Lemma 4.3 can be used to obtain a quantitative version
of Theorem A. First, notice that the function δ : (λ + 1,∞) → R is positive,
strictly decreasing and δ(t) → ∞ when t → (λ + 1)+. On the other hand, the
function ψ : (λ + 1,∞) → R is decreasing. Moreover, if

m({x ∈ Ω : F (x) > s}) > 0 (4.7)

for all s, then we can also guarantee that ψ is positive. Consequently ϕ : (λ +
1,∞) → R is a positive strictly decreasing function such that ϕ(t) → ∞ when
t → (λ + 1)+ and ϕ(t) → 0 when t → ∞. Also, since δ is continuous and ψ is
right-continuous the product ϕ = δψ is right-continuous.

We will use the right-continuous function ϕ− : (0,∞) → (λ + 1,∞)
(see (4.1)).

Theorem 4.4. (A quantitative version of Theorem A) Let Ω be a bounded
domain in R

k, k ≥ 2, and let F : Ω → [0,∞] be a nonnegative upper semicon-
tinuous function such that m({x ∈ Ω : F (x) > s}) > 0 for all s, and

∫

Ω

[
log+ F (x)

]k−1+ε
dx < ∞

for some ε > 0. Let CF be the class of all subharmonic functions u : Ω → R

such that u ≤ F and set M(x) := sup{u(x) : u ∈ CF }. Fix a constant a > 1
and let the function ϕ be as in Lemma 4.3. Then for all x ∈ Ω we have

M(x) ≤ aϕ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω)).

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that M(x) > aϕ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω)) for some
x ∈ Ω. Then, for some u ∈ CF we have u(x) > aϕ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω)). Since
ϕ−(D−1 dist(x, ∂Ω)) > λ + 1, by Lemma 4.3 we arrive to a contradiction:
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dist(x, ∂Ω) < Dϕ(ϕ−(D−1 dist(x, ∂Ω))) ≤ dist(x, ∂Ω).

�

4.2. Our Version of Domar’s Theorem B

Let Fν := {x ∈ Ω : F (x) ≥ aν} for each ν > 0. Choose some p∗ ∈ (0, k) and
put q∗ = k −p∗. Notice that, to the contrary to Domar’s Theorem B, we allow
non-integer values of q∗. Set

μq∗(ν) := sup
m(Fν ∩ Bk(x,R))

Rp∗
, ν > 0, (4.8)

where the supremum is taken over all balls Bk(x,R) contained in Ω. Notice
that μq∗ is a decreasing function, that μq∗(0+) exists and is positive.

Lemma 4.5. Let D be a positive constant and λ a positive integer, both so large
that

a

Dq∗S1
+

1
aλ

≤ 1. (4.9)

Let u ∈ CF . Suppose that for some ν > λ and some xν ∈ Ω we have

u(xν) ≥ aν and Bk(xν , R) ⊂ Ω,

where
R > D[μq∗(ν − λ)]1/q∗ .

Then there exists xν+1 ∈ Bk(xν , R) such that

u(xν+1) ≥ aν+1.

Proof. The proof is quite similar to that of Lemma 4.1. If u(x) < aν+1 for all
x ∈ Bk(xν , R) then

u(xν) ≤ 1
SR

∫

Bk(xν ,R)

u(x) dx

=
1

SR

[∫

Fν−λ∩Bk(xν ,R)

u(x) dx +
∫

Bk(xν ,R)\Fν−λ

u(x) dx

]

≤ 1
SR

(aν+1μq∗(ν − λ)Rp∗ + aν−λSR)

= aν

[
aμq∗(ν − λ)Rp∗

RkS1
+

1
aλ

]

< aν

[
a

Dq∗S1
+

1
aλ

]

≤ aν ,

which contradicts the hypothesis u(xν) ≥ aν . �
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Corollary 4.6. Let D and λ be as in Lemma 4.5. Suppose that u(xt) ≥ at for
some u ∈ CF and some xt ∈ Ω, where t > λ. Let s be a real number such that
s − t is a positive integer and let

R > D
s−t−1∑

n=0

[μq∗(t + n − λ)]1/q∗ .

Then either Bk(xt, R) intersects the boundary of Ω or u(xs) ≥ as for some
xs ∈ Bk(xt, R).

Lemma 4.7. Let D and λ be as in Lemma 4.5. Suppose that μq∗(ν) is finite
for any ν > 0 and ∫ 1

0

μ−
q∗(s) ds1/q∗ < ∞. (4.10)

Set

ρ(t) :=
∫ μq∗ (t−λ)

0

(μ−
q∗(s) − t + 1 + λ) ds1/q∗ , t > λ. (4.11)

If for some u ∈ CF , t > λ and xt ∈ Ω one has u(xt) ≥ at, then

dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dρ(t).

Proof. Since u is bounded from above on compact subsets of Ω, by Corol-
lary 4.6 we have

dist(xt, ∂Ω) ≤ D
∞∑

n=0

[μq∗(t − λ + n)]1/q∗

= D

∞∑

n=0

∫ μq∗ (t−λ+n)

0

ds1/q∗

= D

∞∑

n=0

∫ μq∗ (t−λ+n)

μq∗ (t−λ+n+1)

(n + 1) ds1/q∗

< D

∞∑

n=0

∫ μq∗ (t−λ+n)

μq∗ (t−λ+n+1)

(
μ−

q∗(s) − t + 1 + λ
)
ds1/q∗

= D

∫ μq∗ (t−λ)

0

(
μ−

q∗(s) − t + 1 + λ
)
ds1/q∗

= Dρ(t).

�

Notice that the function ρ is decreasing.

Theorem 4.8. (A quantitative version of Theorem B) Let Ω be a bounded
domain in R

k, k ≥ 2, and let F : Ω → [0,∞] be a nonnegative upper semicon-
tinuous function. Fix a constant a > 1 and let Fν := {x ∈ Ω : F (x) ≥ aν} for
each ν > 0. Choose some p∗ ∈ (0, k) and put q∗ = k − p∗. Set
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μq∗(ν) := sup
m(Fν ∩ Bk(x,R))

Rp∗
, ν > 0,

where the supremum is taken over all balls Bk(x,R) contained in Ω. Suppose
that μq∗(ν) is finite for any ν > 0 and

∫ 1

0

μ−
q∗(s) ds1/q∗ < ∞

(see (4.1)). Define the function ρ as in Lemma 4.7. Then for all x ∈ Ω we
have

M(x) ≤ aρ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω)).

We remark that condition (4.4) of Theorem B implies condition (4.10).

Proof of Theorem 4.8. Suppose on the contrary that

M(x) > aρ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω))

for some x ∈ Ω. Then there are some u ∈ CF and κ0 ∈ R such that

u(x) > aκ0 > aρ−(D−1 dist(x,∂Ω)).

Since ρ−(D−1 dist(x, ∂Ω)) > λ, by Lemma 4.7 we arrive to a contradiction:

dist(x, ∂Ω) < Dρ(κ0) ≤ Dρ(ρ−(D−1 dist(x, ∂Ω))) ≤ dist(x, ∂Ω).

�

Remark 4.9. Theorem 4.8 is still true if, instead of defining the function μq∗
by (4.8), we just require that

sup
Bk(x,R)⊂Ω

m(Fν ∩ Bk(x,R))
Rp∗

≤ μq∗(ν)

for all ν > 0. This can be seen easily from the proof of this theorem. This
observation will be useful for application of this result.

5. Application of Quantitative Domar’s Results to Our
Problem. Proof of Theorem 2.5

Here we show how to apply Theorem 4.8 to obtain an answer to our main
question for the case when A is a p∗-admissible set. We are going to prove the
following.

Theorem 5.1. Let 0 < p∗ < k and let Ω be a bounded open subset of R
k.

Suppose g is continuously differentiable. Fix a > 1. Choose D > 1 so that this
value of D and λ = 1 satisfy (4.9). Suppose that B ⊂ R

k is closed and A ⊂ Ω
is a compact p∗-admissible set such that m(A) = 0. Let C1 = max(C, 1), where
C is the constant in the condition (2.1) for p∗-admissibility. Put

μad(ν) := C1

(
g−1(aν)

)q∗
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and let

μ−
ad(t) = loga g

(( t

C1

) 1
q∗

)
(5.1)

be its inverse function. Assume that μ−
ad satisfies (4.10). Put

ρad(t) =
∫ μad(t−1)

0

(μ−
ad(s) − t + 2) ds1/q∗ , t > 1. (5.2)

Set τ = dist(A, ∂Ω)/2 > 0. Then for any subharmonic function u on Ω \ B
satisfying (1.1), one has

u(x) ≤ aρ−
ad

(
dist(x,B)/(3D)

)
, x ∈ Ω \ B,dist(x,B) < τ. (5.3)

Notice that (5.2) is just the formula (4.11), applied to μad in place of μq∗
and to λ = 1.

Let us relate the notion of a p∗-admissible set with the Assouad dimen-
sion. If H ⊂ R

k is a bounded set and r > 0, we denote by Nr(H) the smallest
number of open balls of radius r whose union contains H.

Definition 5.2. Let A be a bounded non-empty subset of R
k. Given p ∈ (0, k)

and C > 0, consider the condition

(A(p,C)) for all 0 < r < R and x ∈ A, Nr(B(x,R) ∩ A) ≤ C
(R

r

)p

.

The Assouad dimension of A is defined as

dimAs A = inf
{

p : there exists C > 0 such that (A(p,C)) holds
}

.

We refer to the book by Fraser [9] for a comprehensive account of this
notion.

Proposition 5.3. Let p∗ < k. If the Assouad dimension of A is less than p∗,
then A is p∗-admissible.

Proof. By the assumption, (A(p∗, C)) holds for some constant C > 0. Hence
for all 0 < σ < R, B(x,R) ∩ A can be covered by less than C(R/σ)p∗ balls of
radius σ. It follows that [A]σ is covered by the balls with the same centers of
radia 2σ. This implies (2.1), which shows that A is p∗-admissible. �

There are many examples of sets A ⊂ R
k of non-integer Assouad di-

mension, in particular, self-similar sets that are attractors of iterated function
systems, which satisfy the so-called Open Set Condition. See [9], Theorems
6.4.1, 6.4.3 and Corollary 6.4.4 and Falconer’s book [8], Chapter 9 (in partic-
ular, Theorem 9.3). There are cases when dimAs A is strictly between k − 1
and k.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1. Integrating by parts, we get

ρad(ν) =
∫ μad(ν−1)

0

(
μ−

ad(x) + 2 − ν
)
dx

1
q∗

= μ−
ad(x)x

1
q∗

∣
∣
∣
x=μad(ν−1)

x=0

−
∫ μad(ν−1)

0

(μ−
ad)

′(x)x
1

q∗ dx +
(
2 − ν

)
μad(ν − 1)

1
q∗

= (ν − 1)μad(ν − 1)
1

q∗ + (2 − ν)μad(ν − 1)
1

q∗

−
∫ μad(ν−1)

0

(μ−
ad)

′(x)x
1

q∗ dx

= μad(ν − 1)
1

q∗ −
∫ μad(ν−1)

0

(μ−
ad)

′(x)x
1

q∗ dx .

(5.4)

Since (μ−
ad)

′ ≤ 0, it follows that ρad(ν) ≥ μad(ν − 1)
1

q∗ . Hence, by (5.1),

ρ−
ad(t) ≥ 1 + loga g(C

− 1
q∗

1 t) ≥ 1 + loga g(t). (5.5)

Suppose u satisfies (1.1), and fix a point x ∈ Ω \ A such that 0 <
dist(x,B) < τ . Consider two cases.

Case 1: dist(x,A) ≥ dist(x,B)/3. Then, by (5.5),

u(x) ≤ g(dist(x,A ∪ B)) ≤ g(dist(x,B)/3)

≤ a−1+ρ−
ad(dist(x,B)/3) ≤ aρ−

ad(dist(x,B)/(3D)),

which gives (5.3) in this case.

Case 2: dist(x,A) < dist(x,B)/3 < τ . Put d = dist(x,B)/3. Then

dist(x, ∂Ω) ≥ dist(A, ∂Ω) − dist(x,A) = 2τ − dist(x,A) > τ > d.

Hence B(x, d) ⊂ Ω. We apply the estimate of Theorem 4.8 to the point x and
the open ball B(x, d). Notice that for any y ∈ B(x, d),

dist(y,A) ≤ d + dist(x,A) ≤ 2d = dist(x,B) − d ≤ dist(y,B).

Hence we have u ≤ F in B(x, d), where the majorant F has the form
F = g

(
dist(·, A)

)
. We put F (y) = +∞ if y ∈ A. This function is upper

semicontinuous on B(x, d). We have

Fν = {y ∈ B(x, d) : F (x) ≥ aν} = {y ∈ B(x, d) : dist(y,A) ≤ σ(ν)},

where we have denoted σ(ν) = g−1(aν). Since A is p∗-admissible,

sup
B(y,R)⊂B(x,d)

m
(
Fν ∩ Bk(x,R)

)

Rp∗
≤ Cσ(ν)q∗ = C

(
g−1(aν)

)q∗ ≤ μad(ν).
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By Theorem 4.8, applied to the ball Bk(x, d) and its center (see also Re-
mark 4.9),

u(x) ≤ aρ−
ad(d/D) = aρ−

ad(dist(x,B)/(3D)), x ∈ Ω \ B,dist(x,B) < τ.

�

Proof of Theorem 2.5. We will use (5.4). First we observe that the limit

L := lim
t→0+

∫ t

0
(μ−

ad)
′(x)x

1
q∗ dx

t
1

q∗
(5.6)

exists and satisfies −∞ < L ≤ 0. Indeed, by the L’Hospital rule,

L = q∗ lim
t→0+

(μ−
ad)

′(t)t
1

q∗

t
1

q∗ −1
= q∗ lim

t→0+
t(μ−

ad)
′(t). (5.7)

Since g(1/s), (d/ds)g(1/s) and all power functions sb belong to R, it is easy to
get from (5.1) that the last limit exists, but might be infinite. Since (μ−

ad)
′(t) ≤

0, we have −∞ ≤ L ≤ 0. It remains to see that L �= −∞.
Indeed, if limt→0+ t(μ−

ad)
′(t) = −∞, then for any γ > 0 there would

exist some t0 = t0(γ) > 0 such that (μ−
ad)

′(t) < −γ/t for 0 < t ≤ t0. By
integrating between t and t0, we would get that for any γ > 0, aμ−

ad(t) >
K(γ)t−γ > 0 for 0 < t < t0(γ). This, together with the growth assumption on
g, contradicts (5.1).

Notice that μad(ν − 1) → 0 as ν → ∞. Since L > −∞, (5.4) implies that

ρad(ν) ≤ C2μad(ν − 1)
1

q∗ ,

say, for ν ≥ ν0 (in particular, (4.10) holds). By (5.1), it follows that

ρ−
ad(t) ≤ 1 + μ−

ad(C
−q∗
2 tq∗) ≤ 1 + loga g(v0t),

say, for 0 < t ≤ t0, where t0 > 0 and v0 > 0 are constants. Now we apply
Theorem 5.1 and obtain an estimate

u(x) ≤ aρ−
ad(dist(x,B)/(3D)) ≤ ag

(
v dist(x,B)

)
, dist(x,B) ≤ τ, (5.8)

where v = v0/(3D) and τ > 0 is a constant. By substituting v with a smaller
positive constant, we get that (5.8) holds for any x ∈ Ω \ B. Hence (2.4) is
valid. �

Remark 5.4. If g(t)tβ → +∞ as t → 0+ for any β > 0, but the rest of assump-
tions of Theorem 2.5 hold, then the quantitative Domar’s Theorem 4.8 does
not give the estimate u(x) ≤ g(v dist(x,B)), where v > 0 is a constant.

Indeed, the arguments of the above proof can be reversed, and one gets
that in this case, L = −∞. Hence now (5.4) gives that for any C1 > 0 there
exists ν0 such that ρ(ν) ≥ C1μq∗(ν − 1)

1
q∗ for ν ≥ ν0. This in its term implies

that for any v0 > 0 there exists t0 > 0 such that

ρ−(t) ≥ 1 + loga g(v0t), 0 < t ≤ t0.
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Hence for any v > 0 there exists C > 0 such that the majorant provided by
Theorem 4.8 satisfies

aρ−(dist(x,B)/D) ≥ Cg(v dist(x,B)),

whenever dist(x,B) is sufficiently small. Since g(t) grows more rapidly than
any power t−β , it is easy to get that for any v1, v2 such that 0 < v1 < v2,
lim supt→0+ g(v1t)/g(v2t) = +∞. This implies our assertion.

Remark 5.5. Theorem 5.1 has been obtained by applying Theorem 4.8 to our
main problem. Instead one could try to apply Theorem 4.4. It looks like,
however, that this gives worse estimates. For instance, under the hypotheses
of Theorem 2.5, by applying Theorem 4.4 one only gets that

u(x) ≤ (
dist(x,A ∪ B)

)−β
, x ∈ Ω \ (A ∪ B)

implies
u(x) ≤ η(dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B,

where η(y) = η1(y)y− kβ
q∗ and lim0+ η1 = +∞. This is worse than the estimate

given by Theorem 2.5 (which is a consequence of Theorem 5.1).

As the next example shows, if the growth of g is close to the limit one per-
mitted in Domar’s estimates, Theorem 4.8 in fact gives a much worse estimate
than g(v dist(x,B)).

Example 5.6. Consider the case of the function g(t) = exp(t−α), where α > 0.
It grows at 0+ faster than any power t−β . Assume that A is p∗-admissible for
some p∗ < k. Then we get

σ(ν) = ν− 1
α , μad(ν) = C ′ν− q∗

α , μ−
ad(x) = Cx− α

q∗

(where C ′, C > 0 are some constants). To meet the condition (4.10), we have
to impose the condition α < 1.

An easy calculation using (5.4) yields that ρ−
ad(t) ∼ C2t

− α
1−α as t → 0+,

where C2 > 0 is a constant. We get that the majorant from Theorem 4.8 has
the form

aρ−(dist(x,B)/(3D)) = aW (dist(x,B)) dist(x,B)
− α

1−α
,

where limt→0+ W (t) is finite and positive. For any constant v > 0, this majo-
rant grows much faster near the set B than the function g(v dist(·, B)). If α is
close to 1 (that is, the growth of g is close to the limit one), then the exponent
− α

1−α in the above expression is close to −∞.

We end the article with the following open questions.

Question 1. Can the conclusion (2.4) of Theorem 2.5 be substituted by an es-
timate

u(x) ≤ g(v dist(x,B)), x ∈ Ω \ B,

where v ∈ (0, 1) is a constant?
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By Corollary 2.10, it is true for finite unions of closed subsets of Lipschitz
curves.

Question 2. Are the estimates in quantitative Domar’s Theorems 4.4 and 4.8
optimal in some sense?

Question 3. Is the estimate in Theorem 5.1 optimal?
Question 4. In particular, does there exist a regular function g(t), whose sin-
gularity at 0+ is stronger than any power t−b, such that, for a class of sets A,
(1.1) implies an estimate u(x) ≤ g(v dist(x,B)), where v ∈ (0, 1) is a constant?

Question 5. Suppose that k = 2, and identify R
2 with the complex plane. Are

the estimates for subharmonic functions of the form u(z) = log |f(z)|, where
f is analytic on Ω \ B, better than those for general subharmonic functions?
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6. Appendix

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Since u is bounded on compact subsets of Ω, by Corol-
lary 4.2 we have

dist(xt, ∂Ω) ≤ D

∞∑

n=0

(�t+n−λ + · · · + �t+n)1/k.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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Clearly
∞∑

n=0

(�t+n−λ + · · ·+ �t+n)1/k ≤
∞∑

n=0

(
�
1/k
t+n−λ + · · · + �

1/k
t+n

)
≤ (λ+1)

∞∑

n=0

�
1/k
t+n−λ,

and by Hölder’s inequality
∞∑

n=0

�
1/k
t+n−λ =

∞∑

n=0

1

(t + n − λ)
k−1+ε

k

· (t + n − λ)
k−1+ε

k �
1/k
t+n−λ

≤
[ ∞∑

n=0

1

(t + n − λ)
k−1+ε

k−1

] k−1
k

·
[ ∞∑

n=0

(t + n − λ)k−1+ε�t+n−λ

] 1
k

.

Now, on one hand we have
∞∑

n=0

1

(t + n − λ)
k−1+ε

k−1

<

∫ ∞

−1

ds

(t + s − λ)
k−1+ε

k−1

=

[
(t + s − λ)− ε

k−1

− ε
k−1

]s=∞

s=−1

=
k − 1

ε
· 1
(t − 1 − λ)

ε
k−1

.

Notice that {x ∈ Ω : u(x) > at−λ} is an open set (since u is upper semicon-
tinuous) that contains xt, so it has positive Lebesgue measure. Therefore

0 < m({at−λ ≤ u}) =
∞∑

n=0

�t+n−λ,

and consequently �t+n−λ > 0 for some n ≥ 0. Hence

0 <

∞∑

n=0

(t + n − λ)k−1+ε�t+n−λ.

Therefore

dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dδ(t) ·
[ ∞∑

n=0

(t + n − λ)k−1+ε�t+n−λ

] 1
k

.

On the other hand,
∞∑

n=0

(t + n − λ)k−1+ε�t+n−λ ≤
∞∑

n=0

∫
{

t+n−λ≤log+
a u<t+n−λ+1

}[log+
a u(x)]k−1+ε dx

=
∫

{log+
a u≥t−λ}

[log+
a u(x)]k−1+ε dx

≤
∫

{log+
a F≥t−λ}

[log+
a F (x)]k−1+ε dx,
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where in the first inequality we have used that

�ν = {ν ≤ log+
a u < ν + 1},

and in the last inequality we have used that u ≤ F . Therefore

dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dδ(t) ·
(∫

{log+
a F≥t−λ}

[log+
a F (x)]k−1+ε dx

) 1
k

.

Now set H(x) := [log+
a F (x)]k−1+ε and let h be its distribution function. Then

h(s) = m({[log+
a F ]k−1+ε > s}) = m({F > exp(s

1
k−1+ε )}) = f1(s

1
k−1+ε ).

Using (4.2) we get∫

{log+a F≥t−λ}
[log+

a F (x)]k−1+ε dx =

∫

{H≥(t−λ)k−1+ε}
H(x) dx

=

∫ ∞

(t−λ)k−1+ε

h(s) ds+ (t − λ)k−1+εh
(
(t−λ)k−1+ε)

=

∫ ∞

(t−λ)k−1+ε

f1(s
1

k−1+ε ) ds+(t−λ)k−1+εf1(t − λ)

= ψ(t)k.

Summing up, dist(xt, ∂Ω) < Dϕ(t), as we wanted to prove. �

References

[1] Bello, G., Yakubovich, D.: Resolvent estimates for a function of a linear operator,
to appear, arXiv:2508.03585

[2] Björn, A.: Properties of removable singularities for Hardy spaces of analytic
functions. J. London Math. Soc. 2(66), 651–670 (2002)

[3] Bourbaki, N.: Functions of a real variable, Elements of Mathematics (Berlin),
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2004. Elementary theory, Translated from the 1976
French original [MR0580296] by Philip Spain

[4] Carleson, L.: Removable singularities of continuous harmonic functions in Rm.
Math. Scand. 12, 15–18 (1963)

[5] David, G.: Unrectifiable 1-sets have vanishing analytic capacity. Rev. Mat.
Iberoamericana 14, 369–479 (1998)

[6] Domar, Y.: On the existence of a largest subharmonic minorant of a given func-
tion. Ark. Mat. 3, 429–440 (1957)

[7] Domar, Y.: Uniform boundedness in families related to subharmonic functions.
J. London Math. Soc. 2(38), 485–491 (1988)

[8] Falconer, K.: Fractal geometry, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken, NJ, sec-
ond ed., (2003). Mathematical foundations and applications

[9] Fraser, J.M.: Assouad dimension and fractal geometry. Cambridge Tracts in
Mathematics, vol. 222. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2021)

[10] Gardiner, S.J.: Removable singularities for subharmonic functions. Pacific J.
Math. 147, 71–80 (1991)

http://arxiv.org/abs/2508.03585


Self-Improving Estimates of Growth of Subharmonic. . . Page 25 of 25    50 

[11] Hayman, W. K., Kennedy, P. B.: Subharmonic functions. Vol. I, London Mathe-
matical Society Monographs, No. 9, Academic Press [Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
Publishers], London-New York, (1976)

[12] Levinson, N.: Gap and Density Theorems, vol. American Mathematical Society
Colloquium Publications, vol. 26. American Mathematical Society, New York
(1940)

[13] Logunov, A.: On the higher dimensional harmonic analog of the Levinson log log
theorem. C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 352, 889–893 (2014)

[14] Logunov, A., Papazov, H.: An elliptic adaptation of ideas of Carleman and
Domar from complex analysis related to Levinson’s loglog theorem. J. Math.
Phys. 62, 061510 (2021)

[15] Melnikov, M.S., Verdera, J.: A geometric proof of the L2 boundedness of the
Cauchy integral on Lipschitz graphs. Internat. Math. Res. Notices 1995, 325–
331 (1995)

[16] Nazarov, F., Tolsa, X., Volberg, A.: The Riesz transform, rectifiability, and re-
movability for Lipschitz harmonic functions. Publ. Mat. 58, 517–532 (2014)

[17] Riihentaus, J.: Removable sets for subharmonic functions. Pacific J. Math. 194,
199–208 (2000)

[18] Singman, D.: Removable singularities for n-harmonic functions and Hardy
classes in polydiscs. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 90, 299–302 (1984)
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