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Introduction

Preamble

In this thesis we address some problems related to two topics in the Calculus of Vari-
ations which have attracted a growing interest in recent decades. In a general sim-
plification we can refer to those two fields as optimization problems for shapes and
for solutions of elliptic equations and quantitative stability problems for geometric and
functional inequalities. It is worth bearing in mind that the historical and mathemati-
cal development of these two classes of problems have merged and looking at them as
separate fields may not be the best approach to adopt. On the other hand a division
of the works presented may simplify the reading, for this reason the thesis is divided
into two main parts. In the first, Part I, containing three chapters, we deal with opti-
mization problems related to the shape optimization field. In Part II, we address the
quantitative stability of three problems, the first one regarding a class of isoperimetric
inequalities, the second one about a spectral optimization problem and the third one
concerning a class of functional inequalities.

The introduction, divided as well into two parts, is aimed to offer the basic back-
ground to get the reader into the two main fields taken into consideration, and to
describe the organization and scopes of each chapter. More precisely in the first part
we present a short introduction of the concept of optimization problems for shapes and
for solutions of elliptic equations and recall some important examples, then we briefly
describe the original contributions related to these subjects contained in the first three
chapter of the thesis.

In the second part of the introduction, we describe the general concept of quanti-
tative stability of a functional inequality, and then we delve into the state of the art of
this subject by means of three important examples. After that, we describe the original
contributions of the thesis in this topic, contained in Chapters 4, 5 and 6.

Eventually, we briefly describe the results of the last chapter, which is unrelated to
the rest of the thesis. For the sake of brevity this introduction does not contain all the
technical preliminaries needed in the thesis, which are given, when necessary, within
each chapter. All the results contained in this thesis are part of papers published,
submitted or in preparation, and are the outcome of various collaborations which are
cited both in this introduction and at the beginning of each chapter.

i



ii Introduction

Part I: Optimization problems for shapes and solutions of
elliptic equations

An optimization problem in its general formulation takes the form
min{F(z) : z € X} (0.1)

for a given set X and a cost functional F' : X — R. The general definition of a shape
optimization problem is simply the case where X is a subset of the powerset of RY,
P(R?). So it is worth formulating problem (0.1) in the shape optimization’s sense:

min{F(E): EC A}, AcC7PRY. (0.2)
The main issues one usually addresses regarding problem (0.2) are

- existence and uniqueness of a minimizer;

- qualitative properties of a minimizer as regularity, symmetry or more specific
properties (e.g. convexity).

This class contains another sub-class of problems, that is when F(E) = G(ug) where
G is a suitable real function and ug is the solution of a given PDE on the domain F.
For the sake of clearness, and since the two problems are strictly connected in many
cases, we consider in this introduction mainly the case of shape optimization problems,
keeping in mind that most of the forthcoming assertions are valid for both the cases.

In any case it is surely a good starting point to wonder how to prove the existence of
the problem (0.2). This is usually done by means of the Direct Method in the Calculus
of Variation (or more briefly: Direct Method). Namely, we consider a minimizing
sequence of sets Ej, C A, that is a sequence such that

F(Ep) = inf F,

and try to construct a set E as limit point of the sets Fj’s (this request is often
abbreviated as a compactness request) such that F' is lower semicontinuous at least
along this sequence, that is lim, F((E},) > F(E)'. So the real problem in applying this
classical and simple method is the choice of the right topology. Clearly the two requests
needed to apply the Direct Method are in competition: to gain compactness we are led
to ask the topology to be coarse enough, while to get semicontinuity, we would like it to
be as fine as possible. Not surprisingly, it turns out that to attack different categories
of problems we need different kinds of topologies. Immediately following we describe
some of the main examples of problems in shape optimization which entail different
kinds of topologies, with a twofold scope: to penetrate more deeply inside the world
of the optimization problems for shapes and for solutions of elliptic equations, and to
introduce some of the main mathematical tools and objects we deal with in Part I (but
also in the rest of the thesis).

'Here as well as in the rest of the thesis, lim indicates the limit inferior
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The isoperimetric problem

One of the most natural topologies on the class of sets is the L' topology: we say
that E, — E in L' if the Lebesgue measure of their symmetric difference |EAE}|
converges to 0 as h — oco. A very classical problem making use of this topology is the
isoperimetric problem. This highly fascinating and ancient problem is the godmother
of a huge class of problems in Geometric Measure Theory, in Shape Optimization and
about geometric and functional inequalities. Indeed it is present, explicitly or not, in
several topics of this thesis (actually most of them are present in Part IT of the thesis).

A rough formulation of the problem is the following: find the container with min-
imal surface area which encompass a fixed given volume. To translate it into precise
mathematical language, we introduce the (proper!) object needed to measure the sur-
face area of a subset of R%: the perimeter. For a given set E we recall the definition of
the perimeter of E relative to an open set A

P(E;A) =sup {/Ediv(qﬁ) dz : p € CHR? A), |4 < 1} , (0.3)

first formulated by E. De Giorgi in [47]. If A = R?, we will denote the perimeter of E as
P(FE). We do not enter into the details of this topic and we refer the interested reader
to the (beautiful) theory of sets of finite perimeter to [2] and to the recent book [92], but
we limit ourselves to state the properties sufficient to solve the isoperimetric problem.
It is not difficult to prove that the functional P is lower semicontinuous with respect
to the L'—convergence, that is,

P(E) <lim, ,. P(E,) if |EAE,| —0,

where |FAE}| is the d—dimensional Lebesgue measure of the symmetric difference
between E and Ej: EAE, = (E\ E) U (E, \ E). Moreover one can prove that
the class of sets of equi-bounded perimeter, contained in a big fixed ball, is compact?.
Then, by means of the Direct Method we get existence for the following version of the
isoperimetric problem

min{P(E) : E ¢ B(0,R), |E| = ¢} (0.4)

for two given positive constants R and c¢. Although we will not enter into further detail,
we mention the fact that the bound constraint on the sets is not necessary. Notice that
in the definition of this problem we implicitly defined the topology we impose on the set:
the L' topology (this notation is due to the fact that, if 14 and 1 are the characteristic
functions of the Borel sets A and B, then |[AAB| = ||14 — 1p||11(ra)). Moreover we
also know what the explicit solutions are: the balls (not just a ball, since the problem
is translation invariant). A complete proof of this fact has been given for the first time

2A proof of this fact can be easily performed by means of the theory about Functions of Bounded
Variation, see for instance [2]. Anyway it is worth having a look to the original De Giorgi proof in [47].
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in the celebrated paper of E. De Giorgi [47] by means of symmetrization techniques
and followed later on by many other proofs.

An obvious but important property of the L' topology is that it is not sensible if we
modify a set E by adding (or subtracting) a set with zero L' mass. This turns out to
be a problem when one considers the other main class of problems related to elliptic
operators described in the following example.

Spectral and Energy Function problems

A good guide to optimization problems related to spectral and Energy functionals can
be the books [75], [77] and [25]. Here we introduce a couple of basic examples which are
the main objects, together with the perimeter, we deal with in the first two chapters of
Part I, and which engrafted a rich and interesting theory. Consider an open bounded
Lipschitz set Q and a function f € L?()). Then we say that u is a solution of the

Dirichlet problem:
—Au=f inQ
{ u=0 on 02 (0.5)

if u is the (unique) solution of the variational problem

/<vu,vu> — fodz =0 Vv e HYQ)

Q (0.6)
u € HH Q)
By means of the Poincaré inequality, and the Lax-Milgram Theorem (see for instance [57])
we know that there exists a solution ug for problem (0.5) characterized as the unique
minimum of the following variational problem:

min{/QWu\Qda:Q/Qufdx:ueHé(Q)}. (0.7)

Notice that by multiplying in equation (0.5) by the solution wug and integrating by
parts, we get that the quantity in (0.7) is equivalent to

£4(Q) ——;/ngfdx. (0.8)

Before introducing the shape optimization problem we have in mind about the func-
tional &, we introduce the other class of functionals we are principally interested in:
spectral functionals. To introduce them we recall that the resolvent of the Dirichlet-
Laplacian —A on €, that is the functional that associates to every function f € L?()
the solution of (0.5), is a compact, symmetric and (thanks to the minus sign) positive
operator on L?(Q2). Thus by classical results in functional analysis (see for instance [19])
it admits a positive spectrum, consisting in a sequence Ay of eigenvalues, converging
to 0. As a consequence, there is a sequence of positive numbers Ap := A\ (2) = 1/Ag
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(eigenvalues) accumulating at infinity, and of functions uy € H}(f2) (eigenfunctions)
such that
—Auy, = A\puy.

As in the case of the Energy Function, we would like to have a variational version to
compute the eigenvalues. This is offered us by the Courant-Fischer Formulae, see [42]:

/\Vu|2dac
A(©) = min K Rqlu] ::Q:/uuidl‘:O,i:O,...,k—l ) (0.9)
Q

/u2 dx
Q

The functional Rq[u] is often referred to as Rayleigh quotient of u. With these examples
in mind we can formulate optimization problems in the sense of (0.2) where F(£) is,
for instance, A or the Energy function £;. Other more general cost functionals F' that
can be considered are spectral functionals that is F(Q) = ®(\(2)) with & : RN — R
is a given function and where A(Q2) = (A1 (), A\2(R),...) is the spectrum of —A on €,
and integral functionals, where F' takes the form

F(Q) = /Qj(x,UQ(x),VUQ(x)) dx,

where ugq is the solution of (0.7) and j is a suitable integrand which is usually assumed
to be convex in the gradient variable and bounded from below.

The L' topology is not the right topology to afford the existence problem for the
functionals above since they are sensible under variation of zero L! volume (think for
example to the case of a ball in R? and the same ball without a diameter). Indeed
the crucial quantity to look at while affording shape optimization problems related to
elliptic equations, is the capacity of a set instead of its Lebesgue measure. Again, for
the sake of brevity we will not enter into the details of this interesting theory, which
will be however introduced together with its main properties, in Section 1.2 of Chapter
1, and we refer the reader to the book [25]. Concerning the aforementioned shape
optimization problems, we cite [30] where a general theorem is proved which entails
existence for a large class of functionals, under the constraint of equiboundedness of
the sets. As in the case of the perimeter such bound is not necessary, but the proof of
this fact is quite involved and very recent (see [96] and [24]).

Results of Part I of the Thesis

We describe hereafter the main results of the first three chapters of the thesis.

Optimization problems related to Schrodinger operators

In the first chapter, based on the joint work [31] together with Giuseppe Buttazzo,
Augusto Gerolin and Bozhidar Velichkov, we consider a problem of the form

min {F(V) : V €V}, (0.10)
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where V : R? — R is a non-negative real function and V a suitable constraint which can
take different forms depending on the functional we deal with. For every admissible
potential V' we consider the Schrodinger equation formally written as

—Au+Vu=f u € Hy(Q),

and whose precise meaning has to be given in the weak form

(Vu,V@)da:—&—/Vu(pdx—/ﬂpdx Vo € HH (D),
Q Q Q
u € HE(Q)N L2(V dz).

One of the main tools we exploit, to deal with this problem, is the y—convergence
for capacitary measures, introduced, together with its main properties, in Subsection
1.2. Thanks to this, we are able to prove two existence results in the case where () is
bounded for the problem (0.10), valid for a large class of cost functions F', where the
constraint is taken to be a weakly compact set in LP(€2). Then we consider a volume
constraint for V' (not necessarily bounded in LP(2)) of the form

V:{V:/Q\IJ(V)dacgc}

where VU : [0, 00] — [0, 00] is a given function and, under some mild hypotheses on F,
we prove existence for problem (0.10) for a class of constraints where the main example
is U(t) =t7P, p > 0. Then, we afford the existence issue for the particular case of the
Dirichlet Energy function under a convex LP constraint for V' and with  bounded.
In this case we are able to prove existence and to characterize the solutions in terms
of the solutions of a particular PDE in RY. Later on we turn our attention to the
case of ) unbounded. In this case it is more difficult to get existence (in particular,
it is more delicate to get compactness for a minimizing sequence). So we focus to
the particular cases of the minimization and the maximization (under suitable volume
constraints) of the first eigenvalue and the Dirichlet Energy function related to the
Schrodinger operator —A + V. In the particular case where Q = R? and F' = \q, after
solving the existence problem, we study some qualitative properties of the solutions,
such as their symmetry. Moreover we state a relation between the eigenfunction uy
related the optimal potentials V' and the solutions of a class of celebrated functional
inequalities: the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities (GNS). This lead us to study,
as in the case of the GNS inequalities (see for instance [104]), the support of the optimal
potentials. Eventually, thanks to the characterization of the supports of such functions,
we are able to describe qualitatively the shape of the potentials V' which minimize (under

suitable constraints) the first and the second eigenvalue of the Schrodinger operator in
R,
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Optimization problems for metric graphs

In the second chapter, based on the joint work [32] with Giuseppe Buttazzo and Bozhi-
dar Velichkov we study the problem of minimizing the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian
and its Energy function in the case where ) is a graph. By a graph we will initially
mean a connected one-dimensional set; thanks to classical theory about such sets, see
for instance [4], these sets are rectifiable so that quantities as the Dirichlet Energy or
as the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian are well defined. After having devel-
oped the main tools needed to state and afford the problem in such setting, we prove
by means of a counterexample that in general an existence result without additional
assumptions cannot be expected. Thus we consider the larger class of metric graphs
(see Section 2.3) where we are able to prove a general existence theorem. Then we de-
velop a symmetrization technique, which may be seen as analogous to the Pélya-Szégo
inequality in this particular setting, and by means of such technique, we describe some
specific examples of optimal graph for the Energy Function.

A non-local isoperimetric problem

In the third chapter, based on a work in preparation with Michael Goldman and Matteo
Novaga [70], we deal with a non-local isoperimetric problem. More precisely, we consider
problem (0.2) where A is the class of sets with fixed volume, say ¢, and F' is given by

F(E) = P(E) + Qa(E) (0.11)

where
Q,(E) = min {/Rded W p(E) = Q}

for d > 2 and o € (0,d — 1). Functionals of this kind are well known in the literature
since they are related to the physical problem of finding the optimal shape of a liquid
droplet in void, once it is provided with an electric charge (). Similar problems have
recently been addressed in several works, see for instance [80], [81] and the references
therein. But the main case afforded is that where the charge is prescribed to be uniform
on the set. In this chapter we prove that problem (0.11) is actually ill-posed: minimizing
F' is equivalent to minimizing separately the two functionals P and Q,. This is not
surprising if we notice that these two functionals are actually governed by different kind
of measures: the first is invariant under L' —negligible perturbations, while the second
may be (depending on the optimal measure p) a capacitary functional (that is sensible
up to positive capacitary perturbations). However, we are able to prove that under
further regularity conditions, the existence problem is solvable. Moreover (at least) in
the harmonic case o = d—2 > 1, if we restrict the set of competitors just to sets which
are small C1! perturbation of the ball, the ball is the unique minimum.
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Part 1I: Stability problems

In recent years there has been renewed interest in the research of a quantitative stability
version for several classes of inequalities. We can find several examples of quantitative
versions of geometric inequalities see e.g [62], [58], [73], [72], [60], [61], functional in-
equalities, see e.g. [12], [8], [39], [34], [35], and of inequalities arising from the optimiza-
tion of shapes and solutions of elliptic equations, see e.g. [18], [15]. The motivation of
this interest probably resides in the recent work [62] where it has been proved a sharp
quantitative version of the isoperimetric inequality.

Let us begin by explaining what we mean by quantitative stability of an inequality.
The starting point is again an optimization problem of the form

min{F(z) : z € X}.

Suppose that we have solved this problem, and found a class of minimizers of F' in X:
M C X. Then we can translate our solution in terms of an inequality of the form

F(x)—F(y)>0 VYreX, yel. (0.12)

The quantitative stability question is then the following:
suppose that a point z € X is such that we almost get equality in (0.12). Can we claim
then that z is near the set of minimizers M ¢
The previous question, in the form it is stated, lacks at least formally into two points:
first, we should formalize what we mean by almost getting equality; then we should
specify in which sense we mean nearness. These are the crucial and starting points of
any analysis about the quantitative version of an inequality, and can vary case by case.
To get into the concept of quantitative stability, we quote three examples of stability
inequalities: the first one describing the state of the art for the isoperimetric inequality
in quantitative version, the second one about the stability of some spectral problems,
with particular regard to that related to the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian,
and the third one regarding a class of functional inequalities, with particular attention
to the Sobolev and Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities. After this overview, we
pass to the description of the original results contained in the second part of the thesis:
one stability problem about a class of isoperimetric inequalities, one related to the
stability of the spectral problem of the Stekloff-Laplacian, and one which concerns the
stability of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities.

The isoperimetric inequality in quantitative form

We recall once again that the isoperimetric inequality states that if E is a measurable
subset of R? of finite measure and if Bg is a ball of the same measure of E, then
P(E) > P(Bg). Thanks to the scaling laws satisfied by the perimeter and by the
d—dimensional Lebesgue measure, we can avoid to prescribe the measure of £

’E’(lfd)/dP(E) > dwcll/d
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where wy is the measure of the unitary ball of R?. If we introduce the isoperimetric

deficit of a set F as
P(E)

dwcll/d|E|(d71)/d B

5(E) =

then the isoperimetric inequality becomes
6(E) > 0. (0.13)

Then for a quantitative version of the isoperimetric inequality we mean an improvement
of (0.13) of the form
d(E) > ®(dist(E, Mg)) (0.14)

where Mp is the manifold composed of all the balls of R? of measure |E|, dist(-, M) is
a suitable distance of F from Mg and ® is a modulus of continuity. Often the distance
adopted for the isoperimetric problem is the so-called Fraenkel asymmetry defined as

follows: EAB
A(E) = inf {| ] | : B ball, |B| = E\}

where FAB = (E \ B) U (B \ E) denotes the symmetric difference between E and B.
Notice that the choice of the isoperimetric deficit is not free: it is just the (rescaled)
excess offered by the inequality itself. This is not the case of the asymmetry, whose
choice is a crucial starting point for the analysis of the stability. Several partial results
in the direction of proving an inequality of the form (0.14) have been obtained. For
instance in [60], where the distance taken in consideration is actually stronger than
the Fraenkel asymmetry, but the result is valid only for sets whose boundary is a small
WL perturbation of the boundary of the ball (the so-called nearly spherical sets). The
first remarkable results valid for any set of finite perimeter has been obtained in [72]
and [73], where a quantitative version of the stability inequality of the form

3(E) = C(d)A(E)*

is proved. The inconvenience in this inequality is the exponent 4. Indeed by computing
the deficit and the asymmetry on a family of ellipsoids converging to the ball, the guess
is that the expected optimal exponent should be 2. This is actually the case, as proved
recently in three works. The first one, in chronological order, takes its moves from the
works [72] and [73] and exploits a clever symmetrization method. The second one [58]
makes use of some results coming from the Mass Transport Theory and in particular of
the proof of the isoperimetric inequality done by means of the Brenier map (see [110]
for a comprehensive account on the subject). In this case the authors are able to
prove the isoperimetric inequality also for anisotropic perimeters. The third paper [40],
develops a strategy called Selection Principle which, combined with the results in [60]
(the analysis of the nearly spherical sets) and classical regularity theory for sets of
finite perimeter, brings again to the sharp exponent 2. It is worth mentioning that,
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although all three proofs have their own interests, the Selection Principle developed
in [40] has been successfully applied to prove the stability of several other inequalities,
as in [15], [1], [53], [13], [14].

Spectral inequalities in quantitative form

As mentioned, since the development of the techniques used for proofs of the sharp
quantitative version of the isoperimetric inequality, there have been several authors
who have tried to attack other inequalities. A class of inequalities which attracted
some interest is that of the inequalities coming from the shape optimization theory,
with particular regard to spectral problems. As a basic example we consider the first
eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian, introduced in the previous subsection. We recall
that for a given bounded set 2 with Lipschitz boundary, it is characterized as

/|Vu|2dx
M(Q) =min{ P 1 0# u € H}(Q)

/ u? dx
Q
The problem we introduce is then
min{\; () : || = ¢}.

The solution of this problem can be stated by means of the celebrated Faber-Krahn
inequality
A1) = Mi(B)

which holds for any ball B such that [Q2] = |B|. As in the case of the perimeter, the
first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet-Laplacian satisfies a scaling law: A1(t-) = t72\((+) so
that the previous inequality becomes, without prescribing the volume of the sets,:

Q201(9) > wi M (BY), (0.15)

where Bj is any ball of radius 1. It is worth mentioning the connection for this in-
equality with the isoperimetric one. Indeed (0.15) is usually proved via the Schwarz-
symmetrization and in particular by means of the Pdlya-Szégo inequality: given a
measurable function u, let u* be the non-negative function which level sets {u* > ¢}
are balls centred at the origin of measure |{|u| > t}|, then the Pélya-Szégo inequality

states that
/yvu|2dx > /\Vu*2d:c.

Moreover, in [23] is proved that the equality can holds only if u has not flat regions.
These results immediately imply that the ball is the unique minimizer (up to transla-
tions and dilations) for \;. For a quantitative version of the Faber-Krahn inequality
(0.15) we mean then an inequality of the form

1Q192X,(Q) — w¥? A1 (By) > 0 A(Q)®
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where o and « are fixed constants depending on d. Partial results in this direction has
been obtained (in any dimension) in [64] where, by exploiting the sharp quantitative
form of the isoperimetric inequality, the authors get the non-sharp exponent 4 (3 in
dimension d = 2). For a sharp version of this inequality, that is with o = 2, we refer
to the recent work [15] which suitably exploits a selection principle argument, in the
spirit of [40].

We will not enter into further details in this introduction about quantitative versions
for spectral inequalities, but we mention that many other problems have been afforded
about higher eigenvalues of the Dirichlet-Laplacian or about spectral problems related
to the Laplacian with different kind of boundary conditions. See for instance [18] and
the references therein.

Stability of functional inequalities

The last example we shall deal with and we briefly examine is that of the quantitative
stability of functional inequalities. The principal examples in this area are given by
the Sobolev and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev (briefly: GNS) inequalities. These
inequalities, exhaustively described in Chapter 6, take the general form

[ull Lap/ ) (ray < C(ds )|Vl Lo (way (0.16)

for the Sobolev case, and
el oy < Cdspr g, 8) IV gl s bpa (0.17)

in the GNS case, for suitable parameters d, p, ¢, s and 6 (for precise definitions, we refer
again to Chapter 6). The solutions and optimal constants for the Sobolev inequality
are known after the works of Aubin and Talenti [6], [109]. In the case of the GNS
inequalities, instead, we know the solutions and the optimal constants only for a given
one-parameter family of exponents [48]. See also [43] for an approach to the proofs
of such inequalities using the Mass Transport theory. An important result about the
quantitative form for the Sobolev inequality has been given in [12], in which only the
case of p = 2 is considered and it is crucially exploited the fact the in this case the Euler-
Lagrange equation associated to the Sobolev inequality is linear in the gradient part,
and also that the set of solutions have an Hilbertian structure. The ideas developed
in [12] have then been used to prove a stability version for a class of GNS inequality
(again prescribing p = 2) in the recent work [35].

After the proof of the sharp isoperimetric inequality in quantitative form, there
have been several attempts to prove a sharp quantitative version for Sobolev and GNS
inequalities. Regarding the Sobolev case successful attempts have been done in [63]
for W1 functions (actually also for functions of bounded variation) and in the recent
work [54] for the general case. On the contrary, for the GNS case there have been proved
quantitative versions only in the one-parameter class whose solutions are known or for
the simplified structure obtained by prescribing p = 2, see [34], [35].
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It is important then to remark about the work [39], where a non-sharp version of the
Sobolev inequality is proved by means of the sharp version of the isoperimetric inequal-
ity. Indeed it is well known that the Sobolev inequality is implied by the isoperimetric
one, and the proof of this fact basically relies on the co-area formula and a rearrange-
ment argument (see [2]). The proof in [39] makes use of this implication and then
exploits the stability version of the isoperimetric inequality. One benefit of this idea is
the geometric flavour of the proof, which turns out to be adaptable also to inequalities
whose optimal cases are not explicit, but whose qualitative geometric aspects (as being
radial functions) are known. This is the case, as we will see in Chapter 6, of the GNS
inequalities.

Results of Part II of the thesis

We describe hereafter the main results of the chapters contained in the second part of
the thesis. Each one is somehow related to one of the three examples introduced above.

Weighted isoperimetric inequalities

The fourth chapter is based on part of a joint work with Lorenzo Brasco and Guido
De Philippis [16] and addresses the problem of the quantitative stability of weighted
isoperimetric inequalities. Namely, given a Lipschitz set E we consider its weighted
perimeter

Py(E) = - V(z)dz

where V' is a non-negative weight function, and we address the problem
min{ Py (E) : |E| = ¢}, (0.18)

where | - | stands for the d—dimensional Lebesgue measure of a set. Such a problem
has been solved for a class of radial functions V' in [9] where it is proved, thanks to a
symmetrization technique, that under some suitable hypotheses on V' the ball centred
at origin is the unique minimum. We first afford the same issue, offering a totally
different proof of it (for the same class of functions V') by means of a sort of calibration
technique, which allows us to get also optimal stability. Then we consider the analogous
problem related to the exponential measures

min {Pwev(E) : /EeV dx = c}

proving that under suitable hypotheses on V' and w (having as main application the
Gauss measure, i.e. V = —|z|?) the right half spaces {(z1,2') € R x R¥™1 : zy > ¢} are
solutions of the problem.
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Stability of the first Stekloff-Laplacian eigenvalue

The fifth chapter (as well as the fourth) is based on the work [16]. In it we consider the
first non-trivial eigenvalue of the Stekloff-Laplacian which can be characterized, for a

given Lipschitz set  as the number 02(€2) such that there exists a (unique) solution of

the PDE
—Au=0 in
(Vu,vg) =o02(Q)u  on 90

where v is the outer normal of . Weinstock in dimension 2 [111]% and later Brock [20]
in any dimension proved that among all the sets of prescribed measure ¢ > 0, the ball
maximizes oa(-). This translates in the so-called Brock-Weinstock inequality

02(Q2) < 02(Baq) Bq ball such that |Bg| = |9].

A crucial tool in the Brock’s proof, is the following weighted isoperimetric inequality:

/ |::;\2de12/ jf? dH
o0 8Bg

where  is any set and Bgq is the ball centred at the origin such that |Bg| = |Q].
In this chapter, as a consequence of the the stability of the weighted isoperimetric
inequalities proved in Chapter 4, we prove the stability of o5 as well. Then we prove
that the quantitative version of the inequality is sharp. This is done thanks to a long
and delicate proof modelled on the corresponding one related to Neumann eigenvalues
in [18].

A reduction theorem for the stability of Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev in-
equalities

In the sixth chapter we deal with the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequalities (0.17)
and we prove a reduction theorem which entails that to prove a quantitative version for
such inequalities, it is sufficient to prove it only for radial decreasing functions. Namely
we address the problem of proving the following inequality

19l g Il

dons(u) := 1> Chgns(u)® (0.19)

GHUHLq(Rd)

where G = G(d, p, ¢, s) is the optimal constant in (0.17), C' and «y are positive constants
(which do not depend on ), and

. Ju— UHLLZ(]Rd) . .
Au) = inf ¢ ————= 1 [[v||po(ra) = [[ull Laray, v is optimal for (0.17) o .
HUHLQ(Rd)

3 Actually Weinstock prescribes the perimeter of the set, implying so, in view of the isoperimetric
inequality, a stronger version for the Brock-Weinstock inequality in dimension 2.
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We prove that if (0.19) holds for radial decreasing functions, then, up to substitute
ap with another suitable positive constant «;, it holds true for any function. This
allows us to simplify the problem in its general formulation, and in particular reduces a
d—dimensional problem to a 1—dimensional one. The results proved are valid also for
the classes of parameters for which the optimal function of the GNS inequality (0.17) is
not known. This is possible thanks to an adaptation of the symmetrization techniques
developed in [39], where only the knowledge of the qualitative shape of the optimizer
for the Sobolev functions (i.e. radial decreasing functions) is exploited.

Other works

In the final chapter we report a recent note written in collaboration with Camillo De
Lellis and Matteo Focardi [51], and not related to the rest of the thesis. In this, we
consider the localized Mumford-Shah functional for a bounded open domain 2

MS(v) = / |Vo|2dz + HTL(S, N Q), for v € SBV(Q2) and A C Q) open.
Q

where SBV(Q2) is the space of Special Bounded Variation functions and S, is the jump
set of the function v (see [2]). More precisely, we consider a local minimizer u for MS,
that is a function in SBV such that MS(u) < MS(v) for any v such that {u # v} CC Q.
Let us denote with 3, the set of points of 5, out of which u is locally regular and let

1
Y =Xzxe¥x :lim/ Vul?dr =0 .
' { T

A classical result due to L. Ambrosio, N. Fusco and J.E. Hutchinson [3, Theorem
5.6], states that the dimension of X! is less or equal than d — 2. The proof is quite
involved and makes use of the concept of Almgren minimizers (see [2]). In this chapter
we offer a simplified proof of the same result exploiting a recent work of C. De Lellis
and M. Focardi [50] where it is proved that if v is a minimizer of MS, then the blow-up
of its jump set in small gradient regime, that is X/, is a Caccioppoli partition.
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Chapter 1

Optimization problems related to
Schrodinger operators

1.1 Introduction

This chapter is based on the joint work with Giuseppe Buttazzo, Augusto Gerolin and
Bozhidar Velichkov [31]. The problem we consider takes the general form

min {F(V) : V €V}, (1.1)

where F denotes a cost functional and V is an admissible class of functions V' : R — R.
In this chapter, we will always suppose that V' is non-negative and we will refer to it
as potential. The principal examples we shall take into account, and which are also the
leading motivation for the study of problem (1.1) in our case, are problems related to
the Schrodinger operator Sy = —A + V(x). More precisely the two principal cases we
study are the following.

Energy functionals Consider the PDE concerning the energy of Sy, related to a

suitable function f:
—Au+V(x)u = f, u € Hy(Q). (1.2)

If such equation admits a solution wuy, which is the case under suitable assumption on
Q and f, for instance if 2 is bounded and f € L%(Q), then one can consider F(V) as
the energy of V:

E¢(V) = inf {/ <}’VU‘2 + 1V(ar:)u2 - f(x)u) de : u€ HOI(Q)} = —1/ uy f.
Q \2 2 2 Jo
(1.3)
The last equality in the previous formula follows by multiplying by uy and integrating
by part the Euler-Lagrange equation (1.2) of problem (1.3).

Spectral functionals The operator Sy = —A+V () is positive definite (since V' > 0)
and symmetric. Moreover, under suitable assumption on V' (which we will always have
3
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in force), its resolvent operator is a compact operator from L?(2) to L?(£2), whence Sy
admits a discrete, positive (and unbounded) spectrum

AV) = (A(Q, V), A (V). .).

Since in all our analysis the set 2 will be fixed a priori, we will drop the dependence
of  in the definition of A\ simply writing A (V). Then we can consider functionals of
the form

F(V) =2(A(V)),

where ® : RY — R is an assigned function. A typical choice of such a function is
given by ®k((x1,x9,...)) = zk, which, in terms of the functional F', corresponds to
F (V) = Ap(V). In this case, we can express the functional also in a variational form:

Ai(V) = min { Jo |Vu\2f;-u‘;'(x)uda: cu e HYQ), /

Q

wu; dr = 0, z':l,...,k:—l}

(1.4)
where u; is an eigenfunction related to A;.

Although we do not intend to list the (many) known results (for which, a good
guide is the book of Henrot [75, Chapter 8]), we mention that most of them are related
to spectral problems, and in particular they are established for bounded domains 2. As
an example we recall the following general result proved in [5].

Theorem 1.1. Let Q be a CY! bounded open set, p>1andV be a closed bounded
convex subset of LP(). Then, there exists a unique V which maximizes A1 (V') in the
class V.

Remark 1.2. The previous theorem addresses the maximization of the first eigenvalue
A1(V). The main reason is that the minimization of Ai, as well as that of &, often
turns out to be a trivial or an ill-posed problem. For example, consider the constraint

Vo ={V : [VllLe) < 1}

Then the problem
min{\ (V) : V € V,}

has the trivial solution V' = 0 since, by (1.4) we have A\ (V) > A1(0) = A1(©2). In the
maximization case, however, the convexity of the constraint is not necessary. Indeed,
thanks to the inequality A1 (V1) < A1(Va) if Vi < Vi (due to (1.4)), maximizing A; (V) on
the constraint V), is equivalent to maximize it under the constraint {V': [[V|[ 1) = 1}
Also the minimization problem may turn out to be not interesting, even with a non-
convex constraint. For instance, consider a sequence of potentials V,, which converges
weakly in L? to 0 and let ug be the Dirichlet eigenfunction of Q (or equivalently,
the Schrodinger eigenfunction related to V' = 0). Using ug as a test function for the
Rayleigh quotient in the definition of A;(V},) for each V;,, we get that

inf {)\1<V) : ”VHLp(Q) = 1} = )\(Q)
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But this implies that a minimizer V should be null almost everywhere, which is impos-
sible since such a function cannot have LP—norm equal to 1. Nevertheless, we will see,
in Section 1.4, a class of natural constraints whose spectral and energy minimization
problems are solvable.

Organization and main results of the chapter

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 1.2 we introduce the notion of capacity,
I'—convergence, and y—convergence. These tools, together with some related results,
will be then exploited principally in the following Section 1.3.

In Section 1.3 we address the problem (1.1) in bounded domains where the con-
straint V is a weakly compact subset of LP(R?). As we have pointed out, many explicit
minimization problems with such constraint are trivial. This is not the case if we
consider maximization problems, see Remark 1.11. More precisely, in this section we
prove two general results: in Theorem 1.10 we prove existence of solutions under some
natural assumptions on the functional /' and on the constraint V. These assumptions
are satisfied by a large class of integral functionals and of spectral functionals. Then
we shall see a version of Theorem 1.10 (Theorem 1.13) valid in the class of capacitary
measures. These theorems may be seen as a generalization of Theorem 1.1. The main
tools we exploit to prove these results are contained in the theory of the y—convergence
discussed in Section 1.2.

In Section 1.4 we consider problem (1.1), this time seen as an actual minimization
problem, that is with F' non-negative, and, exploiting again some techniques borrowed
by the y—convergence theory, we prove an existence theorem (Theorem 1.16) for a wide
class of non-convex constraints. Such theorem apply, for instance, to the case where
the cost functional F' is a spectral functional or the Energy functional, see Subsection
1.4.1.

In Section 1.5, we consider the problem of maximizing £(V'). Namely we consider,
for p > 1, the following problem

max{é'f(V):/Vpdacgl, VZO}.
Q

Following some ideas developed in [75, Theorem 8.2.3], where the same problem related
to A1(V) is considered, we prove existence (and uniqueness, if p > 1) of optimal poten-
tials (see Proposition 1.21 and Proposition 1.24). The class of constraints considered
(p > 1) is sharp, in the sense that for p < 1 the problem has no solution, see Remark
1.26.

In Section 1.6 we consider the case = R% and we prove existence of optimal
potentials for the first eigenvalue (V) and for the Energy function £¢(V) of the
Schrodinger operator. For these two cases we are able to study qualitatively the shape of
the optimal potentials, proving that they are radial functions and, in the minimization
case, have compact support (see Proposition 1.31) while in the maximization case, they
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have support R%. Eventually, thanks to the previous results concerning the supports
of \1(V'), we are able to characterize, at least qualitatively, the shape of the minimizers
of the second eigenvalue A\2(V') (Proposition 1.34).

1.2 Capacitary measures and y—convergence

For a subset £ C R? its capacity is defined by
cap(F) = inf {/ |Vu|? de —I—/ w?dr : ue HY(RY), u > 1 in a neighborhood of E} .
Rd R

If a property P(z) holds for all z € Q, except for the elements of a set E C Q of
capacity zero, we say that P(x) holds quasi-everywhere (shortly g.e.) in €2, whereas the
expression almost everywhere (shortly a.e.) refers, as usual, to the Lebesgue measure,
which we often denote by | - |.

A subset A of R? is said to be quasi-open if for every ¢ > 0 there exists an open
subset A. of R? with A C A., such that cap(A. \ A) < e. Similarly, a function
u : RY — R is said to be quasi-continuous (respectively quasi-lower semicontinuous)
if there exists a decreasing sequence of open sets (A4, ), such that cap(A4,) — 0 and
the restriction u, of u to the set AS is continuous (respectively lower semicontinuous).
It is well known (see for instance [57]) that every function u € H'(R?) has a quasi-
continuous representative u, which is uniquely defined up to a set of capacity zero, and

given by
~ 1
u(z) = li

=lim ——— u(y) dy ,
5 B @) S Y

where B.(x) denotes the ball of radius ¢ centred at x. We identify the (a.e.) equivalence
class u € H'(R?) with the (q.e.) equivalence class of quasi-continuous representatives
u.

We denote by M™(R?) the set of positive Borel measures on R? (not necessarily
finite or Radon) and by Mjap(Rd) C MT(R?) the set of capacitary measures, i.e. the
measures p € M*(RY) such that u(E) = 0 for any set £ C R? of capacity zero. We
note that when 4 is a capacitary measure, the integral [pq |u|? du is well-defined for
each u € H'(RY), i.e. if u; and Uy are two quasi-continuous representatives of u, then
S 1712 dpt = fa T ds.

For a subset 2 C R?, we define the Sobolev space H} () as

H}(Q) = {u e HY(RY) : u =0 q.e. on QC} .
Alternatively, by using the capacitary measure I defined as

To(E) = {o if cap(E\ Q) =0

) for every Borel set E C R, (1.5)
+oo if cap(E\ Q) >0
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the Sobolev space H} () can be defined as
H(Q) = {u € HY(R?) - / lul?dIq < —i—oo} :
R4

More generally, for any capacitary measure p € ./\/ljap(Rd), we define the space

1_ 1pdy . 2
HM—{UGH(R)./RdM du<—|—oo},
which is a Hilbert space when endowed with the norm ||u||1,,,, where

= [ Vel it [ oot [ td
R4 R4 Rd

If u ¢ Hy, then we set [ull1, = +oo.
For 2 C R%, we define M, () as the space of capacitary measures u € MZ, (R9)

cap cap
such that p(E) = 4oo for any set E C R? such that cap(E\Q) > 0. For u € M;;p(]Rd),

we denote with H,(Q) the space Hivlﬂ = H,, N Hj(Q), where a V b = max{a, b}.

Definition 1.3. Given a metric space (X, d) and sequence of functionals J,, : X —
RU{+o00}, we say that J, '—converges, in the topology provided by d, to the functional
J : X = RU{+oo}, if the following two conditions are satisfied:

e for every sequence z, converging in to x € X, we have

J(z) < lim, o Jn(2n);

e for every x € X, there exists a sequence x,, converging to x, such that

J(x) = lim Jy(zp,).

n—oo

For all details and properties of I'—convergence we refer to [44]; here we simply
recall that, whenever J, I'—converges to J,

. i . |
min J(z) < limy, oo min Jo(z)

Definition 1.4. We say that the sequence of capacitary measures p, € Mé;p(Q),
y—converges to the capacitary measure p € /\/l;rap(Q) if the sequence of functionals
| - l1,u, [—converges to the functional || - ||y, in L%*(2), i.e. if the following two
conditions are satisfied:

e for every sequence u,, — u in L?()) we have

/ \Vu|2dx+/ quuglimn_}m{/ ]Vun]2dx+/ u%dun};
Rd Rd Rd Rd
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e for every u € L?(Q), there exists u,, — u in L?(2) such that

/ \Vu|2dx+/ u?dp = lim {/ Vunde—l—/ uidun}.
RA Rd n—:00 Rd Rd

If p € M, (Q) and f € L?(Q) we define the functional J,(f, ) : L*(€2) — RU{+o0}
by

1 1
Ju(f,u) = / |Vu|* d + / u? dp — / fudx. (1.6)
2 Ja 2 Ja 0
If © ¢ R% is a bounded open set, u € MEp(Q) and f € L%(9), then the functional

J,u(f,-) has a unique minimizer u € H ; that verifies the PDE formally written as
— Au+ pu = f, UGH}L(Q), (1.7)

and whose precise meaning is given in the weak form

/(Vu,V@) da?—i—/ugod,u—/ftpda?, VSOGH,KQ);
Q Q Q

The resolvent operator of —A+p, that is the map R, that associates to every f € L?(Q)
the solution u € H}L(Q) C L%(Q2), is a compact linear operator in L?(f2) and so, it has
a discrete spectrum

0< - <A< <Ay <Ay

Their inverses 1/Aj are denoted by Ax(u) and are the eigenvalues of the operator
—A+ p.

In the case f = 1 the solution will be denoted by w, and when pu = Ig we will use
the notation wq instead of wy,. We also recall (see [25]) that if (2 is bounded, then the
strong L% —convergence of the minimizers wy,, to wy, is equivalent to the y—convergence
of Definition 1.4.

Remark 1.5. An important well known characterization of the vy—convergence is the
following: a sequence u, y—converges to u, if and only if, the sequence of resolvent
operators R, associated to —A 4 i, converges (in the strong convergence of linear
operators on L?) to the resolvent R, of the operator —A + u. A consequence of this
fact is that the spectrum of the operator —A + p,, converges (pointwise) to the one of
—A+ p.

Remark 1.6. The space M, (Q) endowed with the y—convergence is metrizable. If
2 is bounded, one may take d(u,v) = ||w, — wy||L2. Moreover, in this case, in [45] it
is proved that the space MZ,(Q2) endowed with the metric dy is compact.

cap
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1.3 Existence of optimal potentials in L”(Q)

In this section we consider the optimization problem
min{F(V) : ViQ— 0,400, /Vpdxgl}, (1.8)
Q

where p > 0 and F(V) is a cost functional depending on the solution of some par-
tial differential equation on . Typically, F/(V) is the minimum of some functional
Jv : HY(Q) — R depending on V. A natural assumption in this case is the lower
semicontinuity of the functional F' with respect to the y—convergence, that is

F(p) <lim, . F(pn), whenever i, — . (1.9)

Proposition 1.7. Let Q@ C R? and let V,, € LY(Q) be a sequence weakly converging in
LY () to a function V. Then the capacitary measures Vy, dx y—converge to V du.

Proof. We have to prove that the solutions u, = Ry, (1) of

—Auy + Vy(2)u, =1
u € HH(Q)

weakly converge in Hg () to the solution u = Ry (1) of

—Au+V(z)u=1
u € Hy (),

or equivalently that the functionals

Jn(u):/Q|Vu|2d$+/QVn(x)u2dx

I'(L?(Q2))-converge to the functional

J(u)—/ﬂWu!Qdaﬁ—i—/QV(x)qu;c.

The T'—liminf inequality (Definition 1.3) is immediate since, if u, — u in L?(f), we
have

/\Vu|2da:§limn%00/ |V, |? do
Q Q

by the lower semicontinuity of the H*(£2) norm with respect to the L?(2)—convergence,
and

/V(:L’)u2 dx Slimn_mo/ Vio(z)u2 da
) Q
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by the strong-weak lower semicontinuity theorem for integral functionals (see for in-
stance [27]).

Let us now prove the I'—limsup inequality (see Definition 1.3) which consists, given
u € H} (), in constructing a sequence u, — u in L?(£2) such that

limn_mo/ ]VunIQd:B—I—/Vn(x)uide/ \Vu]de—l—/V(x)qux. (1.10)
Q Q Q Q

For every t > 0 let u* = (u At) V (—t); then, by the weak convergence of V,,, for t fixed
we have

lim Vn(x)|ut\2d:c—/V(m)|ut\2da¢,
Q

n—oo Q
and

Jim V(x)|ut2dx:/V(x)|u]2d:r.
t——+o0 [¢) Q

Then, by a diagonal argument, we can find a sequence t,, — 400 such that

lim Vn(x)]ut”\de—/V(:):)|u]2d:r.
Q

n—oo Q

Taking now u, = u'", and noticing that for every t > 0

/|Vut\2d:c</ \Vul|? dz,
Q Q

we obtain (1.10) and so the proof is complete. O

In the case of weak™ convergence of measures the statement of Proposition 1.7 is
no longer true, as the following proposition shows.

Proposition 1.8. Let Q C R? (d > 2) be a bounded open set and let V,W € L} (Q)
be two functions such that V> W. Then, there is a sequence V,, € LL(Q), uniformly
bounded in L*(RY), such that the sequence of measures V,(x)dx converges weakly* to
V(z)dzx and v—converges to W (x) dx.

Proof. Without loss of generality we can suppose fQ(V — W)dx = 1. Let p, be a
sequence of probability measures on 2 weakly* converging to (V — W)dz and such
that each pu, is a finite sum of Dirac masses. For each n € N consider a sequence
of positive functions V;, ,, € L' () such that fQ Vamdx = 1 and V;, ,dz converges
weakly* to p, as m — oo. Moreover, we choose V;,,, as a convex combination of
functions of the form |By | '1p, Jm(z;)- Here By () is the ball of centre x and radius
r, while 14 indicates the characteristic function of the set A.

We now prove that for fixed n € N, (V}, , + W) dx y—converges, as m — oo, to
W dz or, equivalently, that the sequence wy 1y, ,, converges in L? to wy, as m — oo.
Indeed, by the weak maximum principle, we have

WW g, ,, < WWAV, m < WW,
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where Q. = Q\ U;j By (2;) and Ig,, , is as in (1.5).
Since a point has zero capacity in R? (d > 2) there exists a sequence ¢, — 0
strongly in H'(R?) with ¢,, = 1 on B/ (0) and ¢y, = 0 outside By, /(0). We have
/ lww —wwrg,, P de < 2[ww || pe / (ww — ww+ig,, ) dz
Q ’ Q ’

= 4w |z (E(W + Ig,,,.) — E(W)) (1.11)
1 1
< A||ww || e (/ ~|Vwm|? + = Ww2, — wpy, dz
02 2
1 2 , 1 2
— | =|Vuw|* + zWwyy —ww dz |,
02 2
where wy, is any function in € HJ(Q,,). Taking
wm(z) = ww () H(l = ¢m(x — 5)),
J

since ¢, — 0 strongly in H'(R?), it is easy to see that w,, — wy strongly in H' ()
and so, by (1.11), w4y, — — ww in L*(2) as m — co. Since the weak convergence of
probability measures and the ~y—convergence are both induced by metrics, a diagonal
sequence argument brings to the conclusion. O

We note that the hypotheses V' > W in Proposition 1.8 is necessary. Indeed, we
have the following proposition, whose proof is contained in [33, Theorem 3.1] and we
report it here for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 1.9. Let p, € Mj;bp(Q) be a sequence of capacitary Radon measures

weakly* converging to the measure v and ~y—converging to the capacitary measure | €
ML, (Q). Then p < v in Q.

Proof. We note that it is enough to show that u(K) < v(K) whenever K CC Q is a
compact set. Let u be a non-negative smooth function with compact support in 2 such
that v < 1in Q and v = 1 on K; we have

W) < [ <tim, o [ di = [Py <v({u> o)),
Q Q Q

Since u is arbitrary, we have the conclusion by the Borel regularity of v. O

Theorem 1.10. Let F': L}F (Q) — R be a functional, lower semicontinuous with respect
to the y—convergence, and let V be a weakly L'(Q) compact set. Then the problem

min{F(V) : V eV}, (1.12)

admits a solution.
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Proof. Let (V;,) be a minimizing sequence in V. By the compactness assumption on V,
we may assume that V;, converges weakly L'(£2) to some V € V. By Proposition 1.7,
we have that V,, y—converges to V' and so, by the semicontinuity of F',

which gives the conclusion. O

Remark 1.11. Theorem 1.10 applies for instance to the maximization of integral
functionals and to the spectral functionals considered in the introduction, as for instance
the Dirichel eigenvalues and the Energy Function; it is not difficult to show that they
are continuous with respect to the v—convergence.

Remark 1.12. In some special cases the solution of (1.8) can be written explicitly in
terms of the solution of some partial differential equation on 2. This is the case of the
Dirichlet Energy, that we shall discuss in Section 1.5, and of the first eigenvalue of the
Dirichlet Laplacian A\ (see [75, Chapter §]).

The compactness assumption on the admissible class V for the weak L'(£) conver-
gence in Theorem 1.10 is for instance satisfied if {2 has finite measure and V is a convex
closed and bounded subset of LP(2), with p > 1. In the case of measures an analogous
result holds.

Theorem 1.13. Let Q C R? be a bounded open set and let F : ME,(Q) = R be a
functional lower semicontinuous with respect to the y—convergence. Then the problem

min {F(p) : pe ML, (Q), n() <1}, (1.13)
admits a solution.

Proof. Let (uy) be a minimizing sequence. Then, up to a subsequence pu, converges
weakly* to some measure v and y—converges to some measure y € Mg, (Q2). By
Proposition 1.9, we have that ;(2) < v(2) <1 and so p is a solution of (1.13). O

The following example shows that the optimal solution of problem (1.13) is not,
in general, a function V(x), even when the optimization criterion is the energy &
introduced in (1.3). On the other hand, an explicit form for the optimal potential V' (x)
will be provided in Proposition 1.21 and Proposition 1.24 assuming that f is in L?((2).

Example 1.14. Let Q = (—1,1) and consider the functional

1 1
F(u) = —min{/ \u’]ZdaE+/u2du—u(O) tuE H&(Q)}
2 Ja 2 Ja
Then, for any p such that u(Q) < 1, we have

Flu) > —min{;/ﬂ |2 dee + ;(sgpu)2 —w(0) : ue HAQ), u> o}. (1.14)
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By a symmetrization argument, the minimizer u of the right-hand side of (1.14) is
radially decreasing; moreover, u is linear on the set u < M, where M = supu, and so
it is of the form
Mg+ M x € [-1,—al,
u(z) =< M, x € [—a,al, (1.15)
—%x%— %7 x € [a, 1],

for some « € [0,1]. A straightforward computation gives « = 0 and M = 1/3. Thus, u
is also the minimizer of

F(8p) = — min {;/ﬂ u'|? de + %u(O)2 —u(0) : ue€ H&(Q)} ,

and so dg is the solution of

min {F(n) = p(Q) < 1}.

1.4 Existence of optimal potentials for unbounded con-
straints

In this section we consider the optimization problem
min{F(V) : V eV}, (1.16)

where V is an admissible class of non-negative Borel functions on the bounded open
set 2 C R? and F is a cost functional on the family of capacitary measures MEp(Q).
The admissible classes we study depend on a function ¥ : [0, +00] — [0, +00]

VY = {V : Q — [0,400] : V Lebesgue measurable, / U(V)de < 1} .
Q

Before we state the main existence result of this section, we need the following
lemma which is a particular case of [27, Theorem 2.3.1].

Lemma 1.15. Let 1 < p,q < oo and let uy, € LP(Q) and v, € LI(Q) be two sequences
of positive functions on the open set Q C RY such that u, converges strongly in LP to
u € LP(Q) and vy, converges weakly in LY to v € L1(2). Suppose that H : [0,4o00] —
[0, 4+00] is a convex function. Then we have

/ uH(v)dx < limnﬁoo/ un H (vy,) dx.
Q Q

Theorem 1.16. Let 2 C R be a bounded open set and ¥ : [0, +oc] — [0, +00] a strictly
decreasing function such that there exists € > 0 for which the function x — U1 (z1+),
defined on [0,400], is convex. Then, for any increasing functional F : ME () — R
which is lower semicontinuous with respect to the ~y—convergence, the problem (1.16)

has a solution.
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Proof. Let V,, € V be a minimizing sequence for problem (1.16). Then, vy, := ‘I!(Vn)ﬁ
is a bounded sequence in L!'*¢(Q) and so, up to a subsequence, we have that v, con-
verges weakly in L'*¢ to some v € L1*¢(Q2). We will prove that V := ¥=1(v17) is a
solution of (1.16). Clearly V € V and so it remains to prove that F(V) < imF(V,,).
In view of Remark 1.6, we can suppose that, up to a subsequence, V,, y—converges to a
capacitary measure u € MZ_(Q). We claim that the following inequalities hold true:

F(V) < F(v) < lim, . F(Vy). (1.17)

In fact, the second inequality in (1.17) is the lower semicontinuity of F' with respect to
the y—convergence, while the first needs a more careful examination. By the definition
of y—convergence, we have that for any u € H}(Q), there is a sequence u, € HE(€2)
which converges to u strongly in L?(Q2) and is such that

/Vu|2dx+/u2du— lim / \Vun\gd:r—l—/uivnd:c
Q Q n—eo Jo Q

= lim |Vun|2dm+/ui\P_1(U,ll+€) dx (1.18)

z/yvu|2da:+/u2\111(v1+€)dx
Q Q

:/ yvu\2dx+/u2vclx,
Q Q

where the inequality in (1.18) is due to Lemma 1.15. Thus, for any u € H}(2), we

have that
/quu > / u?V dz,
Q Q

and so, V < p. Since F' is increasing, we obtain the first inequality in (1.17) which
concludes the proof. O

Remark 1.17. The condition on the function ¥ in Theorem 1.16 is satisfied for instance
by the following functions:

1. U(z) =x7P, for any p > 0;
2. U(x) =e**, for any a > 0.

1.4.1 Optimal potentials for the Dirichlet Energy and the first eigen-
value of the Dirichlet Laplacian

In the particular cases F' = \; and when F = &, with f € L*(Q) the solution of
problem (1.16) can be expressed as a double minimization of a functional, where the
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first minimization is on Hg () and the second on V. We note that, by the variational
formulation

Al(V):min{/ |Vu|2dx+/u2de cu e HYQ), /uzdwzl}, (1.19)
Q Q Q

we can rewrite problem (1.16) as

min{ min {/ |Vu|2dx+/u2Vdm} L V>0, /\If(V)d:vSl}
lull2=1 L Jo Q Q

= min {min{/vmzdw—i—/u?‘/dag : V>0, /\I/(V)dxgl}}.
l[ull2=1 Q Q Q

(1.20)
By computing the Euler-Lagrange equation for V' with the constraint V), and if ¥
is differentiable with U’ invertible, we get that the second minimum in (1.20), for a
generic u € HJ () is achieved for

V = ()" (Auu?), (1.21)

where A, is a constant such that [, ¥ ((¥')"!(Ayu?)) dz = 1. Thus, the solution of
the problem on the right hand side of (1.20) is given through the solution of

min{/QVu|2dx+/Qu2(\I/’)1(Auu2)dm: u € HH(Q), /Qu2dx—1}. (1.22)

Analogously, we obtain that the optimal potential for the Dirichlet Energy &£ is given
by (1.21), where this time w is a solution of

min{/Q;]Vu\Qd:L'+/Q;UQ(\I/)_l(AuuQ)dx—/qudx : ueH&(Q)} (1.23)

Thus we obtain the following result.

Corollary 1.18. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.16, for the functionals F = A\
and F = &; there exists a solution of (1.16) given by V = (¥')"Y(Ayu?), where u €
H} () is a minimizer of (1.22), in the case F = A1, and of (1.23), in the case F = &;.

Example 1.19. If ¥(z) = 7P with p > 0, the optimal potentials for A\; and &; are
given by

1
V= < / 22/ +D) dx) T 2D (1.24)
Q

where u is the minimizer of (1.22) and (1.23), respectively. We also note that, in this
case

()
) () do = < [ o d:):)
Q Q



16 Optimization problems related to Schrédinger operators

Example 1.20. If V(z) = e~** with a > 0, the optimal potentials for A; and &; are

given by
1
V== (log </ u? da:) —log (u2)> , (1.25)
@ Q

where u is the minimizer of (1.22) and (1.23), respectively. We also note that, in this

/QuQ(\II’)_l(AuuQ)d:n = é (/Q u? dx/glog (u?) dz — /Qu2 log (u?) dm) :

1.5 Maximization problems in I” concerning the Dirichlet
Energy functional

In this section we study the a particular case of Theorem 1.10 where the functional F’
is the energy function (with a minus sign) —&; and Q C R? is an open bounded set and
f € L?(2). The natural constraint used for similar problems is, in analogy with the
problem related to the classical Dirichlet energy of a set, is volume constraint. More
precisely we are going to study the class of problem, depending on the parameter p,

max {5f<V) V>0, /va < 1} . (1.26)

To link this problem to Theorem 1.10 we only have to observe that the £; is con-
tinuous with respect to the y—convergence, and that we can always formulate a max-
imization problem on R as a minimization problem, simply changing the sign of the
functional we wish to optimize. We recall that replacing max by min, makes problem
(1.26) trivial, with the only solution V' = 0. Analogous results for F/(V) = —A;(V) has
been treated in a series of papers. We cite for instance [74] and [5] in addition to the
survey [75, Chapter 8]. We start by considering the case p > 1.

Proposition 1.21. Let Q C R? be a bounded open set, 1 < p < oo and f € L*(9).
Then the problem (1.26) has the unique solution

-1/
v, (/ gy 20/ 01 dw)  Jup |/ 0-1)
Q

where u, € HY () N L2/ ®P=1(Q) is the minimizer of the functional

1 1 (r—1)/p
Ip(u) = 2/9\Vu|2dx+ B </Q |u|?P/(P=1) d:c) — /Qufdx. (1.27)

Moreover, we have E;(Vp) = Jp(up).
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Proof. To fix the notation let us define

vpz{vzo:/vpg1}.
Q

We start noticing the trivial inequality

1 1
max min /(\Vu|2—|—u2V—uf> dxr < min rnax/ <|Vu]2+u2V—uf> dx.
VeV, uetl(Q) Ja \ 2 weHL(Q) VeV, Jo \ 2
(1.28)

Notice that by the Holder inequality of parameter (p,p’) applied on the integral of u?V,
the maximum on the right hand side of (1.28) is finite. Moreover it is achieved by a
function V such that ApVP~! = 4?2, where A is a suitable Lagrange multiplier. By the
condition fQ VPdx =1 we precisely gets

2p 1/p 2
V= </ |uyp—1czx> |71
Q

Substituting in (1.28), we obtain
max {E;(V) : V €V} <min{J,(u): ue Hy(Q)}. (1.29)

Let wy, be a minimizing sequence for .J,,. Since inf J, < 0, we can assume Jp(uy) < 0
for each n € N. Thus, we have

1 L1 Yo\ @D/
- / V| dx—|—2< / 22/ 2~ )dx> < / unf dz < C||f | 2oy I Vttnll 2,
QO (9] Q

(1.30)
where C' is a constant depending on 2. Thus we obtain

(r—1)/p
Liwuars ([ o va) < le, 03

and so, up to subsequence u, converges weakly in H}(Q) and L?/P~1)(Q) to some
u, € HY () N L2/P=1(Q). By the semicontinuity of the L?—norm of the gradient and
the L72T —norm and the fact that Jo fundx — [ fupdz, as n — co, we have that u,, is
a minimizer of J,. By the strict convexity of .J,, we have that u, is unique. Moreover,
by (1.30) and (1.31), Jp(up) > —oo. Writing down the Euler-Lagrange equation for w,,
we obtain

/p
—Au, + (/ ‘up’2p/(p71) d:c) ]up|2/(p*1)up = f.
Q
Setting

—1/p
Vv, = (/ |up|2p/(p_1)d:1:> |uy|?/ P~V
Q



18 Optimization problems related to Schrédinger operators

we have that [, V) dz =1 and w,, is the solution of
— Ay + Vyup = . (1.32)

In particular, we have Jp(u,) = &,(V,) and so V, solves (1.26). The uniqueness of V),
follows by the uniqueness of u, and the characterization of the equality cases of the
Holder inequality

1/p (r-1)/p (r—1)/p
/UQVCZI' < (/ VP d:p) </ w2/ (1) dx) < (/ |2/ (P—1) d:c) .
Q Q Q Q

O]

When the functional F' is the energy £y, the existence result holds also in the
case p = 1, but its proof is a bit more complicated and is given in Proposition 1.24.
It worth noticing the peculiar shape of the minimizer in this case given by (1.40).
Before proving Proposition 1.24, we need some preliminary results. We also recall that
analogous results has been obtained in the case F' = A (see [75, Theorem 8.2.4]) and
in the case F' = &, with the further request that f > 0. See [33].

Remark 1.22. Let u, be the minimizer of .J,,, defined in (1.27). By (1.31), we have
the estimate

IV upll L2 () + [upll 21 () < 4C%| fll 20 (1.33)
where C' is the constant from (1.30). Moreover, we have u, € H{ () and for each
open set Q' CC , there is a constant C' not depending on p such that

upll 2oy < C(f, ).

Indeed, u, satisfies the PDE

— Au+ clu|u = f, (1.34)
with ¢ > 0 and o = 2/(p—1), and standard elliptic regularity arguments (see [56, Section
6.3]) give that u € H}, (Q). To show that [[up]p2(q) is bounded independently of p

loc
we apply the Nirenberg operator 8,};u = w on both sides of (1.34), and
multiplying by ¢28£u, where ¢ is an appropriate cut-off function which equals 1 on ',
we have

/¢2\va,’;u|2dx+/<v<agu),w¢2)a,’;u> da:+c(a+1)/ Slul*|otuldz  (1.35)
Q Q Q
— - [ fol(otu) .

for all k =1,...,d. Some straightforward manipulations now give

d
IV2ullf2 0 < Z/ch?!WkUPdw < CQ) (Iflr2goz>op) + IVullz()) - (1.36)
k=1
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Lemma 1.23. Let Q C R? be an open set and f € L*(Q). Consider the functional
Ji i L2(2) — R defined by

1 1
Ji(u) = 2/Q|Vu\2da:+ 5”“”20 - /Qufdx, (1.37)

Then, J, T'—converges in L*(Q) to Ji, as p — 1, where J, is defined in (1.27).

Proof. Let v, € L?(2) be a sequence of positive functions converging in L% to v € L?(Q)
and let a,, — 4+00. Then, we have that

vl oo () < limy, oo |vnl| Lon () (1.38)
In fact, suppose first that ||v||f~ = M < +o0 and let we = {v > M —¢}, for any € > 0.
Then, we have

himn—mo”vnHLan(Q) > lim |W€‘(lan)/an/ vp do = ‘wsll/ vdr > M — ¢,
n—00 we we

and so, letting ¢ — 0, we have lim,,_, ||vn|lfan(@) < M. If ||v][ze@) = +oc, then
setting w, = {v > k}, for any k£ > 1, and arguing as above, we obtain (1.38).
Let u, — u in L?(Q). Then, by the semicontinuity of the L? norm of the gradient and

(1.38) and the continuity of the term [, uf dx, we have
Ji(u) < lim Ip,, (Un,), (1.39)

n—00* Pn

for any decreasing sequence p, — 1. On the other hand, for any u € L?, we have
Jpn (w) = Ji(u) as n — oo and so we have the conclusion. O

Proposition 1.24. Let Q C R? be a bounded open set and f € L*(Q). Then there is
a unique solution of problem (1.26) with p =1, given by
1
Vi=—

i (1o, f—10_f), (1.40)

where M = ||uy || 1o (q), wy = {ur = M}, w_ = {us = =M}, being uy € Hj(Q)NL>(Q)
the unique minimizer of the functional J1, defined in (1.37). In particular, fw+ fdx —
fw_fdx:M, f>20o0nwy and f <0 on w-_.

Proof. For any u € H&(Q) and any V > 0 with fQ V dx <1 we have

Jvs < ul [ Vo <l
Q Q

where for the sake of simplicity, we write || - || instead of || - || (). Arguing as in the
proof of Proposition 1.21, we obtain the inequalities

1/ ]Vu\Qd:z:—l—l/uQVd:c—/ufdx < Ji(u),
2 Ja 2 Ja Q

max{ef(V) : /Qvgl}gmin{Jl(u) D u€ Hy(Q)}.
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As in (1.30), we have that a minimizing sequence of .J; is bounded in Hg () N L>(Q)
and thus by semicontinuity there is a minimizer vy € H(2) N L>(Q) of Ji, which is
also unique, by the strict convexity of J;. Let u, denotes the minimizer of J, as in
Proposition 1.21. Then, by Remark 1.22, we have that the family u, is bounded in
H(Q) and in H%(Y') for each ' CC Q. Then, we have that each sequence u,, has
a subsequence converging weakly in L?(€) to some u € HZ (Q) N H (). By Lemma
1.23, we have u = u; and so, u; € H2,_(2) N H}(Q). Thus up, — ug in L3(Q).

Let us define M = |Ju1||co and w = wy Uw_. We claim that u; satisfies, on 2 the
PDE

—Au+1,f = f. (1.41)

Indeed, setting Q; = QN {|u| < t} for ¢ > 0, we compute the variation of J; with
respect to any function ¢ € H} (/). Namely we consider functions of the form
@ = Yw. where w, is the solution of —Aw. = 1 on Qp;_., and w. = 0 on INps_..
Thus we obtain that —Awu; = f on Q2p7_. and letting € — 0 we conclude, thanks to the
Monotone Convergence Theorem, that

—Au; = f on Qy =0\ w.

Moreover, since u; € Hf (€2), we have that Au; = 0 on w and so, we obtain (1.41).
Since u; is the minimizer of J1, we have that for each € € R, J1((1+¢&)u1) — Ji(uy) > 0.
Taking the derivative of this difference at ¢ = 0, we obtain

/|vu1\2da:+M2=/fu1dx. (1.42)
Q Q

By (1.41), we have [ |Vu|*dz = Jaw fur dz and so
M = fdx —/ fdz. (1.43)
w4 w_

Setting V; = ﬁ (IW+f— lw_f), we have that valdz: =1, —Auy + Viug = f in

H=1(Q) and
1 1
Jl(ul):/ |Vu1|2d:1:+/u%V1dx/u1fdx.
2 Ja 2 Ja 0

We are left to prove that V;j is admissible, i.e. V4 > 0. To do this, consider w. the
Energy function of the quasi-open set {u < M —e} and let ¢ = w.1) where 1) € C(R%),
1 > 0. Since ¢ > 0, we get that

0< lim Jl(ul + t(p) — Jl(ul)
t—0+ t

= / (Vuy, Vo) dr — / fodx.
Q Q
This inequality holds for any i so that, integrating by parts, we obtain

—Au; — f>0
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almost everywhere on {u; < M — ¢}. In particular, since Au; = 0 almost everywhere

on w_ = {u = —M}, we obtain that f < 0 on w_. Arguing in the same way, and
considering test functions supported on {u; > —M + ¢}, we can prove that f > 0 on
w4. This implies V; > 0 as required. O

Remark 1.25. Under some additional assumptions on €2 and f one can obtain some
more precise regularity results for u;. In fact, in [55, Theorem Al] it was proved that
if 90 € C? and if f € L>(Q) is positive, then u; € CH1(Q).

Remark 1.26. In the case p < 1 problem (1.26) does not admit, in general, a solution,
even for regular f and 2. We give a counterexample in dimension one, which can be
easily adapted to higher dimensions.

Let @ = (0,1), f =1, and let z,, = k/n foranyn € Nand k =1,...,n — 1. We
define the (capacitary) measures

n—1

Hn = Z +o0 6Z‘n,k7
k=1

where 0, is the Dirac measure at the point x. Let w,, be the minimizer of the functional
Ju,(1,-), defined in (1.6). Then w, vanishes at x,, for k = 1,...,n — 1, and so we

have
1 [Un 1/n
S(ML):nmin{/ |u/’2d1'—/ uwdr = u € HY0,1/n) :_%7
2 Jo 0 n

where C' > 0 is a constant.
For any fixed n and j, let V;" be the sequence of positive functions such that

Jo V[P dz = 1, defined by

n—1 n—1
= O I k) < DT[] A

where C,, is a constant depending on n and I is as in (1.5). By the compactness
of the y—convergence, we have that, up to a subsequence, V]” dx ~y—converges to
some capacitary measure g as j — oo. On the other hand it is easy to check that
ZZ;%I b_1k1 (x) y—converges to u, as j — oo. By (1.44), we have that u < p,.

n j'n 3

In order to show that p = u, it is enough to check that each non-negative function
u € H((0,1)), for which [wu?du < +oo, vanishes at x, for k = 1,...,n — 1. Sup-
pose that u(k/n) > 0. By the definition of the y—convergence, there is a sequence
u; € H}(Q) = H‘l/]n(Q) such that u; — u weakly in H{(Q) and fu?VJ" dx < C, for
some constant C' not depending on j € N. Since u; are uniformly 1/2—Hdlder contin-
uous, we can suppose that u; > ¢ > 0 on some interval I containing k/n. But then for
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j large enough I contains [k/n — 1/j,k/n + 1/7] so that

J

1 k/n+1/j
c > / UJQVJ" dr > / u?vj." dx > 2C,e251/P~1,
0 k/n—1/j

which is a contradiction for p < 1. Thus, we have that p = py, and so V" y—converges
to un as j — oo. In particular, £(u,) = limj o £1(V]") and since the left-hand
side converges to zero as n — oo, we can choose a diagonal sequence V" such that
E(V]) — 0 as n — oo. Since there is no admissible functional V' such that &1 (V) = 0,

we have the conclusion.

1.6 Optimization problems in unbounded domains

In this section we consider optimization problems for which the domain region is the
entire Euclidean space R?. General existence results, in the case when the design
region €2 is unbounded, are hard to achieve since most of the cost functionals are not
semicontinuous with respect to the y—convergence in these domains. For example, it
is not hard to check that if u is a capacitary measure, infinite outside the unit ball By,
then, for every sequence (x,), such that |z,,| — oo, the sequence of translated measures
pn = (- + x,) y—converges to the capacitary measure

I(E) = 0, if cap(E) =0,
/ | +oo, if cap(E) > 0.

Thus increasing and translation invariant functionals are never lower semicontinuous
with respect to the y—convergence. In some special cases, as the Dirichlet Energy or
the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian, one can obtain existence results by more
direct methods, as those in Proposition 1.21.

For a potential V > 0 and a function f € LI(R?), we define the Dirichlet Energy as
: 1 2 1 2 oo (o d
£4(V) = inf (ﬂVu] + V(@) - f(x)u) dr : ue C*RHL.  (1.45)
Rd 2 2

In some cases it is convenient to work with the space H'(R?), obtained as the closure
of Cgo(Rd) with respect to the L? norm of the gradient, instead of the classical Sobolev
space H 1(]Rd). From now on, with the scope of lightening the notation, and since there
is no risk of confusion, we will write || -[|,, in place of || -|| 1»(ra to indicate the LP—norm

of a function on R?. We recall that if d > 3, the Sobolev inequality

[ullog/a-2) < CalVull2,  Vue H'(R?), (1.46)
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holds, while in the cases d < 2, we have respectively (see for instance [86])

92\ 2/(r+2) : '
Julloe < (T—g ) fall/ O, e 21, Ve e HYR); (147
9\ 2/(r+2) ) '
||u||r+2f<r; ) lll/ DVl v 21, Ve BYR?). (148)

1.6.1 Optimal potentials in LP(R%)

In this section we consider optimization problems for the Dirichlet Energy £; among
potentials V' > 0 satisfying a constraint of the form [|V'||, < 1. We note that the results
contained in this section hold in a generic regular unbounded domain 2. Nevertheless,
for the sake of simplicity, we restrict our attention to the case Q = R%.

Proposition 1.27. Let p > 1 and let q be in the interval with end-points a = 2p/(p+1)
and b = max{1,2d/(d+ 2)} (with a included for every d > 1, and b included for every
d #2). Then, for every f € LY(R?), there is a unique solution of the problem

max {Ef(V) V>0, / VPdx < 1} . (1.49)
Ra

Proof. Arguing as in Proposition 1.21, we have that for p > 1 the optimal potential V},
is given by

—-1/p
v, = </ 22/ 1) dx) [/ ), (1.50)
R

where u,, is the solution of the problem

1 1 (»—1)/p
min / |Vu|® dx + = / |u|?P/ P~ 1) g —/ ufdx : (1.51)
2 R4 2 R4 R4
we HY(RY) n L2/ (=1 (Rd)}.
Thus, it is enough to prove that there exists a solution of (1.51). For a minimizing

sequence u, we have

1 1 (p=1)/p
2/ V| dez + 5 (/ |y [P/ P~ 1) dm) g/ unfdz < C||fllqllunllq- (1.52)
R4 Rd R4

Suppose that d > 3. Interpolating ¢’ between 2p/(p — 1) and 2d/(d — 2) and using the
Sobolev inequality (1.46), we obtain that there is a constant C, depending only on p, d
and f, such that

1 1 (r—1)/p
= |Vun|? de + = / |up |22/ P=1) d: <C.
2 R4 2 Rd
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Thus we can suppose that u,, converges weakly in H 1(R?) and in L2/ (p_l)(Rd) and so,
the problem (1.51) has a solution. In the case d < 2, the claim follows since, by using
(1.47), (1.48) and interpolating, we can still estimate ||u,|, by means of |[Vu,|2 and

HunHZp/(pfl)- ]

Repeating the argument of Section 1.5, one obtains an existence result for (1.49) in
the case p =1, too.

Proposition 1.28. Let f € LY(R?), where q € [1, 2%, if d >3, and g =1, if d = 1,2.
Then there is a unique solution Vi of problem (1.49) with p = 1, which is given by

f
Vl - M (1w+ - lw_) 9
where M = ||lu1| oo (ray, wy = {ur = M}, w_ = {uy = =M}, and uy is the unique

minimizer of
1 1 .
min / |Vu|? de + = ||lul|? / ufdr: ue HY(RY NL®RY) b . (1.53)
2 Rd 2 Rd

In particular, fw+ fdx — fw_ fde=M, f>0o0nwy and f <0 on w_.

We note that, when p = 1, the support of the optimal potential V; is contained in
the support of the function f. This is not the case if p > 1, as the following example
shows.

Example 1.29. Let f = 1p (g and p > 1. By our previous analysis we know that
there exist a solution u, for problem (1.51) and a solution V,, for problem (1.49) given
by (1.50). We note that w, is positive, radially decreasing and satisfies the equation

d—1

—u"(r) — u'(r) + Cu® =0, r € (1,400),

where a = 2p/(p — 1) > 2 and C is a positive constant. Thus, we have that

up(r) = fer?/ (=)

where £ is an explicit constant depending on C, d and «. In particular wu, is not
compactly supported on R

1.6.2 Optimal potentials in R? with unbounded constraint

In this subsection we consider the problems

min{Ef(V) : V>0,
Rd

VP dr < 1} , (1.54)

min{)\l(V) V>0, / VP g < 1}, (1.55)
Rd
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for p > 0 and f € LI(R%). We will see in Proposition 1.30 that in order to have
existence for (1.54) the parameter ¢ must satisfy some constraints, depending on the
value of p and on the dimension d. Namely, we need ¢ to satisfy one of the following
conditions

2d 2p
— —— ], ifd > d 1
qe[d+2,p_1],1 >3 and p > 1,
6[2—d+ |, ifd>3and p<1
q d+27 w?l — an p—7
2p .
qc (1, j], if d =2 and p > 1, (156)
g€ (1,400, ifd=2and p <1,
2
qE[l,fpl], ifd=1andp>1,

g€ [l,400], ifd=1and p <1.

We say that ¢ = q(p,d) € [1,+0o0] is admissible if it satisfies (1.56). Note that ¢ = 2 is
admissible for any d > 1 and any p > 0.

Proposition 1.30. Let p > 0 and f € LY(R?), where q is admissible in the sense of
(1.56). Then the minimization problem (1.54) has a solution V), given by

1/p
Vp = (/ ‘Up’2p/(p+l) dx) ‘up’_z/(Hp)v (1.57)
Rd

where uy, s a minimizer of

. . 1)/
min / |Vul|? da + = / |u|?P/ P+ gy —/ ufdz : (1.58)
2 R4 2 Rd Rd

ue H'(RY), |u|®/P+D) ¢ Ll(Rd)}.

Moreover, if p > 1, then the functional in (1.58) is convez, its minimizer is unique and
s0 is the solution of (1.54).

Proof. By means of (1.46), (1.47) and (1.48), and thanks to the admissibility of ¢, we
get the existence of a solution of (1.58) through an interpolation argument similar to
the one used in the proof of Proposition 1.27. The existence of an optimal potential
follows reasoning as in Subsection 1.4.1. O

In Example 1.29, we showed that the optimal potentials for (1.49), may be supported
on the whole R?. The analogous question for the problem (1.54) is whether the optimal
potentials given by (1.57) have a bounded set of finiteness {V}, < +oo}. In order to
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answer this question, it is sufficient to study the support of the solutions u, of (1.58),
which solve the equation

— Au+ Cplu| 2Py = f, (1.59)
where C), > 0 is a constant depending on p.

Proposition 1.31. Let p > 0 and let f € LI(R?), for ¢ > d/2, be a non-negative
function with a compact support. Then every solution u, of problem (1.58) has compact
support.

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that f is supported in the unit ball
of R%. We first prove the result when f is radially decreasing. In this case uy is also
radially decreasing and non-negative. Let v be the function defined by v(|z|) = u,(x).
Thus v satisfies the equation

/A / s _
v . v 4+ Cpu® =0 r € (1,+00), (1.60)

where s = (p —1)/(p+ 1) and C}, > 0 is a constant depending on p. Since v > 0 and
v’ < 0, we have that v is convex. Moreover, since

—+oco —+oc0
/ V2 ¢t dr < 400, / ]v’]%dil dr < 400,
1 1

we have that v, v and v vanish at infinity. Multiplying (1.60) by v" we obtain

v'(r)? o(r)st1’ d—1
(48020

Thus the function v'(r)?/2 — Cpv(r)**1 /(s + 1) is decreasing and vanishing at infinity
and thus non-negative. Thus we have

— 0 (r) 2 Co(r) I, 1 e (1, 400), (1.61)

where C = (QCp/ (s + 1))1/ 2, Arguing by contradiction, suppose that v is strictly
positive on (1,400). Dividing both sides of (1.61) and integrating, we have

—o(r)1=)/2 > Ar + B,

where A = 2C/(1 — s) and B is determined by the initial datum v(1). This cannot
occur, since the left hand side is negative, while the right hand side goes to +o0, as
r — +00.
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We now prove the result for a generic compactly supported and non-negative f €
L9(RY). Since the solution u, of (1.58) is non-negative and is a weak solution of (1.59),
we have that on each ball Bg C R%, u,, < u, where u € H'(Bg) is the solution of

—Au = f in Bg, u = u, on 0Bpg.

Since f € LY?(R%), by [67, Theorem 9.11] and a standard bootstrap argument on the
integrability of u, we have that u is continuous on Bg 3. As a consequence, uy, is locally
bounded in R%. In particular, it is bounded since u, A M, where M = |ju,|| Loo(By)s 18 @
better competitor than w, in (1.58). Let w be a radially decreasing minimizer of (1.58)
with f =1p,. Thus w is a solution of the PDE

—Aw + Cpw® = 1p,,

in R?, where C,, is as in (1.60). Then, the function wy(z) = t*(1=%)w(x/t) is a solution
of the equation

—Aw; + Cpwi = t23/079)1p,
Since u,, is bounded, there exists some ¢ > 1 large enough such that w; > w, on the
ball B;. Moreover, w; minimizes (1.58) with f = tzs/(lfs)lgt and so wy > u, on R4
(otherwise wy A u, would be a better competitor in (1.58) than w,). The conclusion
follows since, by the first step of the proof, w; has compact support. O

The problems (1.55) and (1.54) are similar both in the questions of existence and
the qualitative properties of the solutions.

Proposition 1.32. For every p > 0 there is a solution of the problem (1.55) given by

1/p
V, = </ ‘up’2p/(p+1) d:U) |up’—2/(l+p)’ (1.62)
Rd

where uy, 1s a radially decreasing minimizer of

(p+1)/p
min / |Vul|? dx + </ |u|?P/ (PHD) da:) . u € HY(RY), / wldr=1yp.
R4 R4 R4

(1.63)

Moreover, uy, has a compact support, hence the set {V,, < 400} is a ball of finite radius
in RY.

Proof. Let us first show that the minimum in (1.63) is achieved. Let u, € H'(R?) be
a minimizing sequence of positive functions normalized in L?. Note that by the Pélya-
Szegd inequality we may assume that each of these functions is radially decreasing in R%
and so we will use the identification u, = u,(r). In order to prove that the minimum is
achieved it is enough to show that the sequence u, converges in L?(R%). Indeed, since
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Uy, is a radially decreasing minimizing sequence, there exists C' > 0 such that for each
r > 0 we have

Uy, (1) 2P/ (P < 1 w2p/(etl) g0 < g
' B Jn, " =
Thus, for each R > 0, we obtain
+oo
/ u? do < C’l/ pm et/ pd=1 g — CHLRTYP, (1.64)
¢ R
R

where C7 and C5 do not depend on n and R. Since the sequence u, is bounded in
H(R%), it converges locally in L2(R?) and, by (1.64), this convergence is also strong in
L?(R%). Thus, we obtain the existence of a radially symmetric and decreasing solution
up of (1.63) and so, of an optimal potential V, given by (1.62).

We now prove that the support of u, is a ball of finite radius. By the radial
symmetry of w, we can write it in the form w,(z) = u,(|z|) = upy(r), where r = |z|.
With this notation, u, satisfies the equation:

, d—1

/! s __
u,, + Cpuy, = Aup,

where s = (p—1)/(p+1) <1 and Cp, > 0 is a constant depending on p. Arguing as in
Proposition 1.31, we obtain that, for r large enough,

) Cp s+1 _i 2 12 Cp s+1 Y2
40> ({200 = Ju?) > ()

where, in the last inequality, we used the fact that u,(r) — 0, as r — oo, and s+1 < 2.
Integrating both sides of the above inequality, we conclude that u, has a compact
support. [

Remark 1.33. We note that the solution u, € H'(R?) of (1.63) is the function for
which the best constant C' in the interpolated Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality

d/(d+2p) 2p/(d+2p)
lullz < CIVullg 2 ful 20 (1.65)

is achieved. Indeed, for any v € H'(RY) and any t > 0, we define wu(x) := t%?u(tz).
Thus, we have that ||u|l2 = [Ju¢]|2, for any ¢ > 0. Moreover, up to a rescaling, we may
assume that the function g : (0, +00) — R, defined by

(p+1)/p
g(t):/ |Vut|2d:c+</ |ut|2p/(p+1)daz)
Ra R4
(p+1)/p
—tz/ Vul? dz + ¢~ </ \u!Qp/(p“)dx) ,
R4 R4
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achieves its minimum in the interval (0,4o00) and, moreover, we have

4/(d+2p) N\ 20/ (b2)
min g(t)zC’(/ |Vu2dx> (/ |up+1d:n> ,
t€(0,400) Rd Rd

where C' is a constant depending on p and d. In the case u = u,, the minimum of g is
achieved for ¢ = 1 and so, we have that u, is a solution also of

d/(d+2p) 2(p+1)/(d+2p)
min </ Vu|2dx> </ |u|?P/ (PF+D) d:c> :u € HY(RY), / w?dr =1y,
R4 R4 R4

which is just another form of (1.65).

1.6.3 Further remarks

We recall (see [26]) that the injection H,(R?) — L2?(R?) is compact whenever the
potential V' satisfies f]Rd V7Pdx < 400 for some 0 < p < 1. In this case the spectrum
of the Schrodinger operator —A + V' is discrete and we denote by A\; (V) its eigenvalues.
The existence of an optimal potential for spectral optimization problems of the form

min {)\k(V) : V>0, VPdx < 1} , (1.66)

Rd
for general k € N, cannot be deduced by the direct methods used in Subsection 1.6.2.
In this last section we make the following conjectures:

e For every k > 1, there is a solution Vj, of the problem (1.66).

e The set of finiteness {V}, < +o0}, of the optimal potential Vj, is bounded.

In what follows, we prove an existence result in the case £ = 2. We first recall
that, by Proposition 1.32, there exists an optimal potential V},, for A1, such that the
set of finiteness {V}, < +oo} is a ball. Thus, we have a situation analogous to the
Faber-Krahn inequality, which states that the minimum

min{)\l(Q) . QCRY \Qy:c}, (1.67)

is achieved for the ball of measure c¢. We recall that, starting from (1.67), one may
deduce, by a simple argument (see for instance [75]), the Krahn-Szego inequality, which
states that the minimum

min{)\g(Q) L QC R |Qy=c}, (1.68)

is achieved for a disjoint union of equal balls. In the case of potentials one can find two
optimal potentials for A\; with disjoint sets of finiteness and then apply the argument
from the proof of the Krahn-Szegt inequality. In fact, we have the following result.
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Proposition 1.34. There exists an optimal potential, solution of (1.66) with k = 2.
Moreover, any optimal potential is of the form min{Vi, Va}, where Vi and Vs, are optimal
potentials for Ay which have disjoint sets of finiteness {V1 < 400} N{Va < +o0} = 0
and are such that fRd Vi Pdx = fRd Vo Pdr =1/2.

Proof. Given Vi and V5 as above, we prove that for every V : RY — [0, +o0] with
fRd V~Pdx =1, we have
A2(min{V1, Va}) < Ao (V).

Indeed, let us be the second eigenfunction of —A + V. We first suppose that wus
changes sign on R? and consider the functions V, = sup{V, OO{UQSO}} and V_ =
sup{V, 0o, >01} Where, for any measurable A C R?, we set

400, x € A,
coa(z) =
0, x ¢ A
We note that
1:/ Vpdx:/ V_:pdx+/ V_Pdgx.
Rd Rd Rd

Moreover, on the sets {uz > 0} and {us < 0}, the following equations are satisfied:
—Aug + Viug = Xa(V)ug, —Auy +Vouy = (V)ug,
and so, multiplying respectively by u; and u, , we obtain that
A2(V) > M (V4), A2(V) > M(Vo), (1.69)

where we have equalities if, and only if, u; and u, are the first eigenfunctions cor-
responding to A1(V4) and A\ (V_). Let now Vi and V_ be optimal potentials for A\;
corresponding to the constraints

/ Vi Pde = | VPda, / VPde= | VIPda
R4 Rd Rd Rd

By Proposition 1.32, the sets of finiteness of ‘7+ and V_ are compact, hence we may
assume (up to translations) that they are also disjoint. By the monotonicity of A\, we
have B B

max{A;1(V1), A1(V2)} < max{A1(V4), A (VZ)},

and so we obtain
Aa(min{Vi, Va}) < max{A;(Vi), M (V2)} < max{\i(Vy), M (Vo)} < Ao(V),

as required. If uy does not change sign, then we consider Vi = sup{V, cof,,—o} and
V_ = sup{V, 00y, -0} }, where u; is the first eigenfunction of —A + V. Then the claim
follows by the same argument as above. O



Chapter 2

Optimization problems for metric
graphs

2.1 Introduction

This chapter is based on the paper [32], written in collaboration with Giuseppe Buttazzo
and Bozhidar Velichkov. The issue we take into account, is an adaptation of the problem
of minimizing the first eigenvalue and the Energy function of the Dirichlet Laplacian
to the class of graphs. To give a precise meaning to the previous sentence we must
define what is a graph, and introduce a suitable concept of differential operator on it.
Initially, we define a graph C in R? to be simply a closed connected subset of R¢ with
finite 1—dimensional Hausdorff measure H!(C). Since such sets are rectifiable (see for
instance [4]) the standard theory on rectifiable sets allows us to define all the variational
tools that are usually defined in the Euclidean setting:

e Dirichlet integral [, 3|u/|? dH;

e Sobolev spaces

HY(C) = {u c L*(0) : / /|2 dH < —|—oo},

C
H}(C;D) = {uE HYC) : u=0on D};

e (Dirichlet) Energy
1
E(C;D) = inf / “W?—u)dH' - we HY(C, D).
@)=t { | (G -u) jC.p)}

In particular, for a fixed set D consisting of d points, D = { Dy, ..., D4}, we consider
the shape optimization problem

min {£(C;D) : H'(C) =1, DC C}, (2.1)
31
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where the total length [ is fixed. Notice that in the problem above the unknown is the
graph C' and no a priori constraints on its topology are imposed.

In spite of the fact that the optimization problem (2.1) looks very natural, we show
that in general an optimal graph may not exist (see Example 2.23); this leads us to
consider another, larger, admissible class consisting of the so-called metric graphs, for
which the embedding into R? is not required. The precise definition of a metric graph is
given in Section 2.3; roughly speaking they are metric spaces induced by combinatorial
graphs with weighted edges.

Our main result is an existence theorem for optimal metric graphs, where the cost
functional is the extension of the Energy functional defined above. In Section 2.4 we
show some explicit examples of optimal metric graphs. The last section contains some
remarks on possible extensions of our main result to other similar problems and on
some open questions.

2.2 Sobolev space and Dirichlet Energy of a rectifiable set

Let C C RY be a closed connected set of finite length, i.e. H'(C) < oo, where H!
denotes the one-dimensional Hausdorfl measure. On the set C we consider the metric

1
d(z,y) = inf {/0 |5(&)|dt = ~v:[0,1] — R? Lipschitz, ~v([0,1]) € C, v(0) = =, v(1) = y} ,

which is finite since, by the First Rectifiability Theorem (see [4, Theorem 4.4.1]), there
is at least one rectifiable curve in C' connecting x to y. For any function u : C' — R,
Lipschitz with respect to the distance d (we also use the term d—Lipschitz), we define
the norm

lull ey = [ @) P @)+ [ o'l o)

where

uly) — u(@)|

/ — 17 -
|u ‘(‘T) 1My — d({E, y)

The Sobolev space H!(C) is the closure of the d—Lipschitz functions on C' with respect
to the norm || - [| g1 (¢

Remark 2.1. The inclusion H}(C) C Cy(C) is compact, where Cy(C) indicates the
space of real-valued continuous functions on C, with respect to the metric d. In fact,
for each z,y € C, there is a rectifiable curve « : [0,d(z,y)] — C connecting z to y,
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which we may assume arc-length parametrized. Thus, for any u € H'(C'), we have that

d(z,y)
rmm—u@nsA ’

d(z,y)
< d(z,y)"/? (/
0

< d(z, )| | 120,

and so, u is 1/2—Ho6lder continuous. On the other hand, for any x € C, we have that
Lewrw)> [ (@) =) 21 lzze)) ) = @) = PRz,

where | = H!(C). Thus, we obtain the L> bound
lullpee < 72 Jlull 2y + P21 |l 220y < 2+ 22l oy-
and so, by the Ascoli-Arzeld Theorem, we have that the inclusion is compact.

Remark 2.2. By the same argument as in Remark 2.1 above, we have that for any
u € HY(C), the (1,2)—Poincaré inequality holds, i.e.

/Cu(a:)—}/cud”z'-ll dH () < 132 </C|u’y2cml>l/2. (2.2)

Moreover, if u € H*(C) is such that u(x) = 0 for some point = € C, then we have the
Poincaré inequality:

llull L2y < ll/QHUHLoo(C) <] r2(c)- (2.3)

Since C' is supposed connected, by the Second Rectifiability Theorem (see [4, Theo-
rem 4.4.8]) there exists a countable family of injective arc-length parametrized Lipschitz
curves ; : [0,;] — C, i € N and an H'—negligible set N C C such that

C=NU (Ulm(%)> ;

where I'm(v;) = 7i([0,;]). By the chain rule (see Lemma 2.3 below) we have
d .
|Zu(n(®)] = [|(n(8),  VieN

and so, we obtain for the norm of u € H'(C):

l;
ey = [ P @ + 3 [

2
dt. (2.4)

(1)
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Moreover, we have the inclusion

H'(C) C @eH'([0,1]), (2.5)
which gives the reflexivity of H'(C) and the lower semicontinuity of the H'(C) norm,
with respect to the strong convergence in L?(C).

Lemma 2.3. Let v :[0,1] — R? be an injective arc-length parametrized Lipschitz curve
with v([0,1]) € C. Then we have

)

Proof. Let u : C' — R be a Lipschitz map with Lipschitz constant Lip(u) with respect
to the distance d. We prove that the chain rule (2.6) holds in all the points t € [0,]]
which are Lebesgue points for ‘%u('y(t))‘ and such that the point y(¢) has density one,
ie.

= |[u|(7(t)), for H'—a.e. t € [0,1]. (2.6)

1
li 2(COBOW) (2.7)
r—0 2r
(thus almost every points, see for istance [92]) where B, (x) indicates the ball of radius r
in R?%. Since, H'—almost all points # € C have this property, we obtain the conclusion.
Without loss of generality, we consider ¢ = 0. Let us first prove that |u/|(7(0)) >

| Lu(~(0))|. We have that

d

[uy(t)) — u(3(0))]
u(+(0))

[/|(7(0)) > Tim¢—g ORO)

since v is arc-length parametrized. On the other hand, we have

)

oy - lutw) — u(@)
|u ‘(:IZ) =1 Yy—T d(y, x)
|u(yn) — u(z)|

[u(n(rn)) = u(1n(0))]

= lim
n—o00 Tn
1 [™]d
< lim — —u(v,(t))| dt 2.8
N ) (28)

where 1, € C is a sequence of points which realizes the limsup and v, : [0,7,] — R? is
a geodesic in C' connecting x to y,. Let S, = {t : v,(t) = v(¢t)} C [0, 7], then, we have

Tn 2 2
[ a2
0 Sn

</
0

2
and so, since v(0) is of density 1, we conclude applying this estimate to (2.8). ]

Dosa(t) Ly (1)

dt

dt + Lip(u) (H' (B, (v(0)) N C) — 2ry,),
(2.9)

Sl (1)




2.2 Sobolev space and Dirichlet Energy of a rectifiable set 35

Given a set of points D = {D1, ..., D;} C R? we define the admissible class A(D;1)
as the family of all closed connected sets C' containing D and of length H!(C) = I. For
any C' € A(D;l) we consider the space of Sobolev functions which satisfy a Dirichlet
condition at the points D;:

Hy(C;D)={uec H(C):u(D;)=0,j=1...,k},

which is well-defined by Remark 2.1. For the points D; we use the term Dirichlet points.
The Dirichlet Energy of the set C with respect to D1, ..., Dy is defined as

E(C;D) =min {J(u) : ue Hj(C;D)}, (2.10)

where

J(u):;/C]u'\(x)ZdHl(m)—/Cu(x) M (). (2.11)

Remark 2.4. For any C € A(D;!) there exists a unique minimizer of the functional
J : HY(C;D) — R. In fact, by Remark 2.1 we have that a minimizing sequence is
bounded in H! and compact in L?. The conclusion follows by the semicontinuity of
the L? norm of the gradient, with respect to the strong L? convergence, which is an
easy consequence of equation (2.4). The uniqueness follows by the strict convexity of
the L% norm and the sub-additivity of the gradient |u/|. We call the minimizer of J the
Energy function of C' with Dirichlet conditions in Dy, ..., Dy.

Remark 2.5. Let u € H'(C) and v : C — R be a positive Borel function. Applying
the chain rule, as in (2.4), and the one dimensional co-area formula (see for instance [2]),
we obtain a co-area formula for the functions v € H'(C):

l;
[ vl d @) - > /
=S [T(E vont)ar 212)

uoy; (t)=r

:/Om( S o)) dr.

u(z)=T1

Sulu(0)| v (0) di

2.2.1 Optimization problem for the Dirichlet Energy on the class of
connected sets

We study the following shape optimization problem:
min{E(C;D) : C € A(D;1)}, (2.13)

where D = {Dy, ..., D;,} is a given set of points in R? and [ is a prescribed length.
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Remark 2.6. When k = 1 problem (2.13) reads as
E=min{E(C;D) : H'(C)=1, DeC}, (2.14)
where D € R and [ > 0. In this case the solution is a line of length [ starting from

D (see Figure 2.1). A proof of this fact, in a slightly different context, can be found
in [59] and we report it here for the sake of completeness.

TN N

Figure 2.1: The optimal graph with only one Dirichlet point.

Let C € A(D;l) be a generic connected set and let w € H}(C; D) be its Energy
function, i.e. the minimizer of J on C. Let v : [0,]] — R be such that g, (7) = p,(7),
where p,, and pu, are the distribution function of w and v respectively, defined by

p(T) = H(w < 7) = Z’Hl(wi <7),  pe(r) =HY (v < 7).

It is easy to see that, by the Cavalieri Formula, |||z (o)) = |w|lzr(c), for each p > 1.
By the co-area formula (2.12)

! o ! e - oo dr
/C|w |2 dH = /0 (wZ::ThU |) dr > /0 (wz:; |ul),|> cliT = /0 ) (2.15)

where we used the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the identity

Mw(t):Hl({wﬁt}):/ il ds:/ot(z |ul]/|>d8

w<t |w/| w=s

which implies that ul,(t) = > L The same argument applied to v gives:

w=t Tu]"

/Ol [v'|*dx = /(:OO (;WD dr = /0+oo le(:_). (2.16)

Since py, = fy, the conclusion follows.

The following theorem shows that it is enough to study the problem (2.13) on the
class of finite graphs embedded in R?. Consider the subset Ax(D;1) C A(D;1) of those
sets C' for which there exists a finite family ~; : [0,/;] = R, i =1,...,n with n < N, of
injective rectifiable curves such that U;v;([0,;]) = C and ~;((0,1;)) N~;((0,1;)) = 0, for
each 7 # j.



2.2 Sobolev space and Dirichlet Energy of a rectifiable set 37

Theorem 2.7. Consider the set of distinct points D = {Dy,..., Dy} C R and 1 > 0.
We have that

inf {£(C;D) : C € A(D;1)} =inf {E(C;D) : C € An(D;1)}, (2.17)

where N = 2k — 1. Moreover, if C is a solution of the problem (2.13), then there is
also a solution C' of the same problem such that C € An(D;l).

Proof. Consider a connected set C' € A(D;1). We show that there is a set C' € Ay (D;1)
such that £(C; D) < £(C; D). Let n1 : [0, a1] — C be a geodesic in C' connecting Dy to
Dy and let 12 : [0, a] — C be a geodesic connecting D3 to D;. Let ag be the smallest real
number such that na(a2) € 71([0,a1]). Then, consider the geodesic n3 connecting Dy to
D, and the smallest real number a3 such that n3(as) € 71([0, a1])Un2([0, az]). Repeating
this operation, we obtain a family of geodesics 7;, ¢ = 1,...,k — 1 which intersect each
other in a finite number of points. Each of these geodesics can be decomposed in several
parts according to the intersection points with the other geodesics (see Figure 2.2).

D5 Ds
77/—‘

Figure 2.2: Construction of the set C’.

So, we can consider a new family of geodesics (still denoted by n;), n; : [0,1;] = C,
t = 1,...,n, which does not intersect each other in internal points. Note that, by an
induction argument on k > 2, we have n < 2k — 3. Let C' = U;n,([0,1;]) C C. By the
Second Rectifiability Theorem (see [4, Theorem 4.4.8]), we have that

C=C'"UEUT,

where H(E) = 0 and I = ( ;:O‘f'yj>, where v; : [0,];] — C for j > 1 is a family
of Lipschitz curves in C. Moreover, we can suppose that H!(I' 1 C’) = 0. In fact, if
HY(Im(v;) N C') # 0 for some j € N, we consider the restriction of v; to (the closure
of) each connected component of 'y;l(Rd \ ).

Let w € H}(C;D) be the Energy function on C and let v : [0, HY(I')] — R be a
monotone increasing function such that [{v < 7}| = H!({w < 7} NT). Reasoning as in
Remark 2.6, we have that

1 [HYD) H(T) 1
/ |v'|2df£—/ vdr < /|w'\2d7{1—/wd7{1. (2.18)
2 Jo 0 2 Jr r
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Let o : [0,HY(T")] — R? be an injective arc-length parametrized curve such that
Im(o)NC" = a(0) = 2/, where 2’ € C’ is the point where w)cs achieves its maximum.
Let C = C’ U Im(o). Notice that C' connects the points Dy, ..., Dy and has length
HY(C) = H(C') + H (Im(o)) = H (C") + HY(T') = I. Moreover, we have

E(C;D) < J(w) < J(w) = E(C; D), (2.19)

where w is defined by

B() = {w(m), ifzxed, (2.20)

v(t) + w(z’) —v(0), if z=o(t).

We have then (2.19), i.e. the energy decreases. We conclude by noticing that the point
2’ where we attach o to C' may be an internal point for 7;, i.e. a point such that
ni_l(x’) € (0,1;). Thus, the set C is composed of at most 2k — 1 injective arc-length
parametrized curves which does not intersect in internal points, i.e. Ce Aok—1(D; ).

O

Remark 2.8. Theorem 2.7 above provides a nice class of admissible sets, where to
search a minimizer of the energy functional £. Indeed, according to its proof, we may
limit ourselves to consider only graphs C' such that:

1. C'is a tree, i.e. it does not contain any closed loop;
2. the Dirichlet points D; are vertices of degree one (endpoints) for C;

3. there are at most £ — 1 other vertices; if a vertex has degree three or more, we
call it Kirchhoff point;

4. there is at most one vertex of degree one for C' which is not a Dirichlet point. In
this vertex the energy function w satisfies Neumann boundary condition w’ = 0
and so we call it Neumann point.

The previous properties are also necessary conditions for the optimality of the graph
C (see Proposition 2.19 for more details).

As we show in Example 2.23, the problem (2.13) may not have a solution in the
class of connected sets. It is worth noticing that the lack of existence only occurs for
particular configurations of the Dirichlet points D; and not because of some degeneracy
of the cost functional £. In fact, we are able to produce other examples in which an
optimal graph exists (see Section 2.4).
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2.3 Sobolev space and Dirichlet Energy of a metric graph

Let V = {Vi,...,Vn} be a finite set and let E C {e;; = {V;,V;}} be a set of pairs of
elements of V. We define combinatorial graph (or just graph) a pair I' = (V, E). We
say the set V' = V(I') is the set of vertices of I' and the set E = E(I) is the set of
edges. We denote with |E| and |V| the cardinalities of E and V' and with deg(V;) the
degree of the vertex V;, i.e. the number of edges incident to V;.

A path in the graph I' is a sequence Vi,,..., Vs, € V such that for each k =
0,...,n— 1, we have that {V4,,Vq,,,} € E. With this notation, we say that the path
connects V;, to V;_ . The path is said to be simple if there are no repeated vertices in
Vagy« -+ Va,,- We say that the graph I' = (V| F) is connected, if for each pair of vertices
Vi, V; € V there is a path connecting them. We say that the connected graph I' is a
tree, if after removing any edge, the graph becomes not connected.

If we associate a non-negative length (or weight) to each edge, i.e. amap(: E(T") —
[0,4+00), then we say that the couple (I',1) determines a metric graph of length

(D) := ZZ(%-).

A function v : I' — R? on the metric graph T' is a collection of functions UDE
0,0;;] = R, for 1 <i# j <d, such that:

1. wji(z) = wi;j(l;; — x), for each 1 <@ # j < d,
2. ’U,U(O) = uzk(O), for all {i,j, k?} C {1, .. .,d},

where we used the notation [;; = I(e;;). A function u : I' — R is said continuous
(u e CI")), if wi; € C([0,1;5]), for all 4,5 € {1,...,n}. We call LP(I") the space of
p—summable functions (p € [1,4+00)), i.e. the functions u = (u;;);; such that

1
lullZoey = 5 D il < +o0s
i?j

where || - ||p(q,p) denotes the usual LP norm on the interval [a,b]. As usual, the space

L*(T) has a Hilbert structure endowed by the scalar product:

1
(u,v) 2y = B Z(Uz‘j,vmm(o,zij)-

1,

function defined on R? to the set U; ;7;;([0,1;;]): this is mainly due to the fact that
we allow intersections.
We define the Sobolev space H!(T) as:

H'(T)={ueC) :uj € H([0,l;;]), Vi,j € {1,...,n}}, (2.21)
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which is a Hilbert space with the norm

1 1 g ij
oty = 5 3 Tl =5 0 ([ tusbao+ [ uigPaz ). 222
i?j

i?j
Remark 2.9. Note that for u € H'(T') the family of derivatives (u;j)lgiyéjgd is not a
function on T', since u;;(z) = a%uji(lij — ) = —uj(lij — ). Thus, we work with the

function |u'| = (|u;j|)1§i7ﬁj§d € L3(I).

Remark 2.10. The inclusions HY(T') ¢ C(T') and HY(T') ¢ L*(T) are compact, since
the corresponding inclusions, for each of the intervals [0,[;;], are compact. By the
same argument, the H' norm is lower semicontinuous with respect to the strong L2
convergence of the functions in H*(T).

For any subset W = {W7,..., Wy} of the set of vertices V(I') = {V1,...,Vn}, we
introduce the Sobolev space with Dirichlet boundary conditions on W:

Hy(T;W) ={ue H(T) : uw(W;)=---=uW) =0}. (2.23)

Remark 2.11. Arguing as in Remark 2.1 we have that for each u € HZ(I'; W) and,
more generally, for each v € H(T) such that u(V,) = 0 for some a = 1,...,d, the
Poincaré inequality

lull g2y < 12 |full e < 11| 2y, (2.24)

holds, where
lij
ooy o= [P o= 3 [ e
i,J
On the metric graph I', we consider the Dirichlet Energy with respect to W:
EM;W) =inf {J(u) : ue Hy(I; W)}, (2.25)
where the functional J : H}(I'; W) — R is defined by

() = ;/F|u'\2d:c—/rudm. (2.26)

Lemma 2.12. Given a metric graph ' of length | and Dirichlet points {W1,..., Wi} C
V(T) = {Vi,...,Vn}, there is a unique function w = (w;j)1<izi<a € Hy(T; W) which
minimizes the functional J. Moreover, we have

1. for each 1 <i+# j < d and eacht € (0,l;;), —w;; = 1;

2. at every vertex V; € V(I'), which is not a Dirichlet point, w satisfies the Kirch-
hoff’s law:
J

where the sum is over all j for which the edge e;; exists;
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Furthermore, the conditions (i) and (it) uniquely determine w.

Proof. The existence is a consequence of Remark 2.10 and the uniqueness is due to
the strict convexity of the L? norm. for each n € N 7;; to a function w;;. Defining
w = (wi;)ij € HY(T; Dy, ..., Dg), by the lower semicontinuity of the L? norm of the
gradient on each edge, we obtain the existence. For any ¢ € H& (T'; W), we have that 0
is a critical point for the function

1
er—>/|(w+sgo)’|2dm—/(w+ego)dx.
2 Jr r

Since ¢ is arbitrary, we obtain the first claim. The Kirchhoff’s law at the vertex V;
follows by choosing ¢ supported in a “small neighborhood” of V;. The last claim is due
to the fact that if u € H}(I'; W) satisfies (i) and (i7), then it is an extremal for the
convex functional J and so, u = w. 0

Remark 2.13. As in Remark 2.5 we have that the co-area formula holds for the
functions u € HY(T") and any positive Borel (on each edge) function v : ' — R:

[ @@ ds Z/ (@) 0(z) da

1<i<j<d

= > /+OO (> v@)ar (2.27)

1<i<j<d i (T)=7

_/0+°°( > () dr

u(z)=T1

2.3.1 Optimization problem for the Dirichlet Energy on the class of
metric graphs

We say that the continuous function v = (7ij)1<izj<a : I' = R% is an immersion of the
metric graph T into R, if for each 1 < i # j < d the function ~;; : [0,1;;] — R? is an
injective arc-length parametrized curve. We say that v : I' — R% is an embedding, if it
is an immersion which is also injective, i.e. for any 7 # j and ¢ # j', we have

2. 745(0) = ~,;(0), if and only if, 7 = 7.

Remark 2.14. Suppose that T is a metric graph of length I and that v : ' — R% is an
embedding. Then the set C := ~(T) is rectifiable of length #*(v(I')) = I and the spaces
HY(T') and H'(C) are isometric as Hilbert spaces, where the isomorphism is given by
the composition with the function ~.
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Indeed, the topology of the embedded is uniquely determined by the topology of its
representation in R?. This is not the case of the larger class of immersed graphs, where
the intersections are allowed and new vertices may appear.

Consider a finite set of distinct points D = {Ds,..., D} € R% and let | > St(D),
where St(D) is the length of the Steiner set, the minimal among the ones connecting
all the points D; (see [4] for more details on the Steiner problem). Consider the shape
optimization problem:

min {5(F;V) : T eCMG, () =1, Vc V(), 3y :T — R immersion, v(V) = D} ,

(2.28)
where C'M G indicates the class of connected metric graphs. Note that since [ > St(D),
there is a metric graph and an embedding v : T — R such that D C (V(T')) and so
the admissible set in the problem (2.28) is non-empty, as well as the admissible set in
the problem

min {S(F;V) . T € CMG, () =1, V C V(D), 3y : T — R? embedding, (V) = D}
(2.29)

We will see in Theorem 2.18 that problem (2.28) admits a solution, while Example 2.23

shows that in general an optimal embedded graph for problem (2.29) may not exist.

Remark 2.15. By Remark 2.14 and by the fact that the functionals we consider are
invariant with respect to the isometries of the Sobolev space, we have that the problems
(2.13) and (2.29) are equivalent, i.e. if ' € CMG and v : T' — R? is an embedding such
that the pair (I, ) is a solution of (2.29), then the set v(I") is a solution of the problem
(2.13). On the other hand, if C' is a solution of the problem (2.13), by Theorem 2.7,
we can suppose that C' = Ule 7i([0,1;]), where ; are injective arc-length parametrized
curves, which does not intersect internally. Thus, we can construct a metric graph I'
with vertices the set of points {’yi(O),%(l,-)}le C RY, and d edges of lengths [; such
that two vertices are connected by an edge, if and only if they are the endpoints of the
same curve 7;. The function v = (v;)j=1,.a: I — R% is an embedding by construction
and by Remark 2.14, we have £(C; D) = £(I'; D).

Theorem 2.16. Let D = {Dy,..., Dy} C R? be a finite set of points and let | > St(D)
be a positive real number. Suppose that I' is a connected metric graph of length [,
V c V(T) is a set of vertices of I' and vy : T' — R? is an immersion (embedding) such
that D = (V). Then there ezist a connected metric graph r of at most 2k vertices and
2k—1 edges, a set V C V(L) of vertices of I' and an immersion (embedding) 5 : T — R4
such that D = 5(V) and

E(T;V) < EI; V). (2.30)

Proof. We repeat the argument from Theorem 2.7. We first construct a connected
metric graph IV such that V(I'") C V(T') and the edges of I are appropriately chosen
paths in I'. The edges of I', which are not part of any of these paths, are symmetrized
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in a single edge, which we attach to IV in a point, where the restriction of w to I’
achieves its maximum, where w is the Energy function for I'.

Suppose that V1,...,V, € ¥V C V(I') are such that v(V;) = D;, i = 1,..., k. We
start constructing IV by taking V := {Vi,..., Vi, } C V(I"). Let 01 = {Vjy, Vi,,..., Vi, }
be a path of different vertices (i.e. simple path) connecting V; =V, to Vo =V}, and
let 6o = {V},,Vj,,...,V},} be a simple path connecting Vi = V}, to V3 = Vj,. Let
t" € {1,...,t} be the smallest integer such that Vj, € 1. Then we set Vj;, € V(I") and
o2 = {Vjy, Vi1, ..., Vj, }. Consider a simple path 63 = {Ving, Viny, .-, Vin, } connecting
Vi = Vi, to V3 =V, and the smallest integer 7’ such that Vin,, € 01U oz We set
Vin,, € V(I'") and 03 = {Ving, Viny, - -+, Vin, }. We continue the operation until each
of the points Vi, ..., Vj is in some path o;. Thus we obtain the set of vertices V(IV).
We define the edges of IV by saying that {V;,Vi;} € E(I"”) if there is a simple path
o connecting V; to Vj» and which is contained in some path o; from the construction
above; the length of the edge {V;, Vis} is the sum of the lengths of the edges of I' which
are part of . We notice that IV € CMG is a tree with at most 2k — 2 vertices and
2k — 2 edges. Moreover, even if I is not a subgraph of I' (E(I) may not be a subset
of E(T)), we have the inclusion H*(T") ¢ H'(T).

Consider the set E” C E(T') composed of the edges of I" which are not part of any
of the paths o; from the construction above. We denote with " the sum of the lengths
of the edges in E”. For any e;; € E” we consider the restriction w;; : [0,1;;] — R of
the Energy function w on e;;. Let v : [0,1”] — R be the monotone function defined by
the equality |{v > 7}| = ZeijeE“ |{wi; > 7}|. Using the co-area formula (2.27) and
repeating the argument from Remark 2.14, we have that

T 1% Lo Lij
- - < - 2da — dr) . 2.31
2/0 |v'|*dx /0 v(z)dr < Z (2/0 |w;;|“dx /0 ’uudx) (2.31)

€;j er"

Let I be the graph obtained from I" by creating a new vertex Wj in the point, where
the restriction wps achieves its maximum, and another vertex Wa, connected to Wy by

an edge of length [”. Tt is straightforward to check that T is a connected metric tree
of length [ and that there exists an immersion 5 : I' — R? such that D = 5(V). The
inequality (2.30) follows since, by (2.31), J(w) < J(w), where w is defined as w on the
edges E(I") ¢ E(I") and as v on the edge {W1, Wa}. O

Before we prove our main existence result, we need a preliminary Lemma.

Lemma 2.17. Let I" be a connected metric tree and let V C V(T') be a set of Dirichlet
vertices. Let w € H& (I'; V) be the Energy function on T with Dirichlet conditions in V,
i.e. the function that realizes the minimum in the definition of E(T'; V). Then, we have
the bound ||w'||p~ < I(T).

Proof. Up to adding vertices in the points where |w’| = 0, we can suppose that on each
edge e;; := {V;,V;} € E(T) the function wj; : [0,;;] — R is monotone. Moreover, up
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to relabel the vertices of I we can suppose that if e;; € V(I') and i < j, then w(V;) <
w(Vj). Fix V;, Vi € V(T') such that e;y € E(I'). We will prove that |w;,(0)| < {(T').

It is enough to consider the case i < ¢, i.e. w},(0) > 0. We construct the graph T
inductively, as follows (see Figure 2.3):

1. Vi e V(D);
2. ifV; e V(') and V, € V(I') are such that ejr € E(I') and j < k, then V}, € V(T)

and e;, € E(I).

Figure 2.3: The graph f; the letter N labels the vertices in which w’ = 0.

The graph I’ constructed by the above procedure and the restriction w € H 1(1:) of
w to I' have the following properties:

1. On each edge e, € E(f), the function w;, > 0 is positive, monotone and @;’k =

2. w(Vj) > w(Vy) whenever e;, € E(I') and j > k;
3. ifV; e V(I') and j > i, then there is exactly one k < j such that erj € ET);

4. for j and k as in the previous point, we have that

0 < @i (ley) <D @, (0),

where the sum on the right-hand side is over all s > j such that ey; € E(I'). If
there are not such s, we have that wy;(lx;) = 0.

We prove that for any graph I and any function w € H* (f), for which the conditions
(a), (b), (¢) and (d) are satisfied, we have that

wi; (0) < U(L),
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where the sum is over all j > i and e;; € E ( ). It is enough to observe that each of the
operations (i) and (i7) described below, produces a graph which still satisfies (a), (b),
(c) and (d). Let V; € V(T') be such that for each s > j for which ejs € E(T), we have
that W} (ljs) = 0 and let k < j be such that ej; € E(T).

1. If there is only one s > j with e, € E( ), then we erase the vertex V; and the
edges e; and ej; and add the edge ey of length Iy := ly; +1;s. On the new edge
we define wy; : [0, lsx] — R as

2

—— + lps v + wy;(0),

wks(x) = 9

which still satisfies the conditions above since wj; — ly; < ljs, by (d), and wj, =
lks > wy;(0).

2. If there are at least two s > j such that e;s € E(f), we erase all the vertices V
and edges e;s, substituting them with a vertex Vg connected to V; by an edge e;g

of length
ljs == Z Ljs,

where the sum is over all s > j with e;, € E(T). On the new edge, we consider
the function w;g defined by

2

_ x _
wis(z) = Y + lisx +w(Vj),

which still satisfies the conditions above since

Z wis(0) = Z ljs = ljs = W;g(0).

5:8>7 s5:8>]

We apply (i) and (i7) until we obtain a graph with vertices V;, V; and only one edge
ei; of length l( ) The function we obtain on this graph is —%- —|— l ( )z with derivative

in 0 equal to I(T'). Since, after applying (i) and (ii), the sum > j=i Wi;(0) does not
decrease, we get that the claim is true. ]

Theorem 2.18. Consider a set of distinct points D = {D1,...,Dy} C R? and a
positive real number | > St(D). Then there exists a connected metric graph T, a set
of vertices V C V(I') and an immersion vy : T' — R? which are solution of the problem
(2.28). Moreover, T' can be chosen to be a tree of at most 2k vertices and 2k — 1 edges.

Proof. Consider a minimizing sequence (I',,7,) of connected metric graphs I',, and
immersions v, : I, = R? By Theorem 2.16, we can suppose that each T, is a tree
with at most 2k vertices and 2k — 1 edges. Up to extracting a subsequence, we may
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assume that the metric graphs I';, are the same graph I' but with different lengths [}’
of the edges e;;. We can suppose that for each e;; € E(I") l% — l;j for some [;; > 0 as
n — oco. We construct the graph I from T identifying the vertices V;,V; € V(I') such
that [;; = 0. The graph [ is a connected metric tree of length [ and there is an immersion
3 : T — R? such that D c F(). In fact if {V4,...Vx} are the vertices of T, up to
extracting a subsequence, we can suppose that for each i = 1,...,d v,(V;) = X; € R%,
We define (Vi) := X; and ~;; : [0,1;;] — R? as any injective arc-length parametrized
curve connecting X; and X, which exists, since

lij = hml?] > lim |"}/n(V;) — 'yn(Vj)\ = ‘Xz — Xj‘.
To prove the theorem, it is enough to check that

ET;V) = lim £ V).
n—oo
Let w" = (wZ)U be the Energy function on I';;. Up to a subsequence, we may
suppose that for each i =1,..., N, w"(V;) = a; € R as n — co. Moreover, by Lemma
2.17, we have that if [;; = 0, then a; = aj. On each of the edges e;; € E(I'), where
l;j > 0, we define the function w;; : [0,1;;] — R as the parabola such that w;;(0) = a;,
wij(lij) = aj and wj; = —1 on (0,l;;). Then, we have

I . l; lij
L[y a Yardr —— 2 7wy Pd " i d
3/, wy x ; T — 2 |(wij)'|* dx ; wij; dx,

and so, it is enough to prove that w = (w;;);; is the Energy function on T, ie. (by
Lemma 2.12) that the Kirchoff’s law holds in each vertex of I'. This follows since for
each 1 <i+# j < N we have

L (wf)'(0) — wi;(0), as n — oo, if ;; # 0;

)

2. [(wf)'(0) — (wiy) ()| <17 — 0, as n — oo, if l;; = 0.

The proof is then concluded. O

The proofs of Theorem 2.16 and Theorem 2.18 suggest that a solution (I',V,7)
of the problem (2.28) must satisfy some optimality conditions. We summarize these
additional informations in the following Proposition.

Proposition 2.19. Consider a connected metric graph T', a set of vertices V C V(T')
and an immersion v : I' — RY such that (T,V,v) is a solution of the problem (2.28).
Moreover, suppose that all the vertices of degree two are in the set V. Then we have
that:

1. the graph T is a tree;
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2. the set V has exactly k elements, where k is the number of Dirichlet points

{Dl, e ,Dk};
3. there is at most one vertex V; € V(I') \'V of degree one;

4. if there is no vertex of degree one in V(I')\V, then the graph T has at most 2k — 2
vertices and 2k — 3 edges;

5. if there is exactly one vertex of degree one in V(I') \ V, then the graph T has at
most 2k vertices and 2k — 1 edges.

Proof. We use the notation V(I') = {V4,...,Vy} for the vertices of I' and e;; for the
edges {V;,V;} € E(I'), whose lengths are denoted by l;;. Moreover, we can suppose
that for j = 1,...,k, we have y(V;) = D;, where Dy, ..., D}, are the Dirichlet points
from problem (2.28) and so, {Vi,...,Vi} C V. Let w = (wj;);; be the Energy function
on I with Dirichlet conditions in the points of V.

1. Suppose that we can remove an edge e;; € E(I'), such that the graph I' =
(V(I), E() \ eij) is still connected. Since w;; = —1 on [0,l;;] we have that
at least one of the derivatives w;;(0) and wj;(l;;) is not zero. We can suppose
that w;;(lij) # 0. Consider the new graph I' to which we add a new vertex:
V(') = V(I') U Vg, then erase the edge ei; and create a new one e;o = {V;, Vo},
of the same length, connecting V; to Vp: E(T) = (E(T) \ eij) Ueio. Let w be the
Energy function on T’ with Dirichlet conditions in V. When seen as a subspaces
of @ H([0,1;;]), we have that H}(T;V) € HE(T;V) and so ET;V) < E(T; V),
where the equality occurs, if and only if the Energy functions w and w have the
same components in @;;H 1([0, li;]). In particular, we must have that w;; = wjo
on the interval [0, l;;], which is impossible since w;;(l;;) # 0 and wjy(l;;) = 0.

2. Suppose that there is a vertex V; € V with j > k and let w be the Energy function
on I with Dirichlet conditions in {V4, ..., Vi}. We have the inclusion H}(T;V) C
HE(T;{V4,...,Vi}) and so, the inequality J(w) = E(T;{V4,...,Vi}) <E;V) =
J(w), which becomes an equality if and only if w = w, which is impossible.
Indeed, if the equality holds, then in Vj, w satisfies both the Dirichlet condition
and the Kirchoff’s law. Since w is positive, for any edge ej; we must have w;;(0) =
0, wj;(0) =0, wj; = =1 ad wj; > 0 on [0,1};], which is impossible.

3. Suppose that there are two vertices V; and V; of degree one, which are not in V,
i.e. 4,5 > k. Since I is connected, there are two edges, e;s and e;; starting from
Vi and V; respectively. Suppose that the Energy function w € HY (T {1, ..., Vi})
is such that w(V;) > w(V;). We define a new graph I by erasing the edge ejj
and creating the edge e;; of length [;;. On the new edge e;; we consider the
function w;;(x) = w;j (x) +w(V;) —w(V;). The function w on I obtained by this
construction is such that J(w) < J(w), this concludes the proof.
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The points (iv) and (v) follow by the construction in Theorem 2.16 and the previous
claims (7), (i) and (iii). O

Remark 2.20. Suppose that V; € V(I') \ V is a vertex of degree one and let V; be the
vertex such that e;; € E(I'). Then the Energy function w with Dirichlet conditions in
V satisfies w’;(0) = 0. In this case, we call V; a Neumann vertex. By Proposition 2.19,
an optimal graph has at most one Neumann vertex.

2.4 Some examples of optimal metric graphs

In this section we show three examples. In the first one we deal with two Dirichlet
points, the second concerns three aligned Dirichlet points and the third one deals with
the case in which the Dirichlet points are vertices of an equilateral triangle. In the
first and the third one we find the minimizer explicitly as an embedded graph, while
in the second one we limit ourselves to prove that there is no embedded minimizer of
the energy, i.e. that problem (2.29) does not admit a solution.

In the following example we use a symmetrization technique similar to the one from
Remark 2.6.

Example 2.21. Let D; and D, be two distinct points in R? and let [ > |D; — Dy be
a real number. Then the problem

min{&(T;{V1,V3}) : T € CMG, I(T) =1, W, Vs € V(T),

exists v : I' = R immersion, (V1) = Dy,v(Va) = Da}. (2.32)

has a solution (I',7v), where I" is a metric graph with vertices V(I') = {V4, V5, V3, V4 }
and edges E(T') = {e13 = {V1, V3},ea3 = {Va, Va},eqs = {V4, V3}} of lengths l13 = log =
%|D1 — Ds| and I34 = | — | Dy — Dy, respectively. The map v : T' — R? is an embedding

such that v(Vi) = Dy, v(Va) = Dy and v(V3) = 21522 (see Figure 2.4).

| %
]

" e Vs e v,

Figure 2.4: The optimal graph with two Dirichlet points.

To fix the notations, we suppose that |D; —Ds| = [—e. Let u = (u;5)i; be the Energy
function of a generic metric graph ¥ and immersion o : ¥ — R? with Dy, Dy € o(V(X)).
Let M = max{u(z) : * € £} > 0. We construct a candidate v € H}(I'; {V4, Va}) such
that J(v) < J(u), which immediately gives the conclusion.
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We define v through the following three increasing functions
v13 = vo3 € H([0, (1 —€)/2]), v3s € HY([0,€]),
with boundary values
v13(0) = v23(0) =0, v13((1 = €)/2) = vas((l — €)/2) = v34(0) =m < M,

and level sets uniquely determined by the equality u, = ., where u, and u, are the
distribution functions of u and v respectively, defined by

pa(t) =H' Qu <ty = D H'{uy < t}),

6ij€E(E)
o) =H'{v<th) = Y H'({vs<t}).
j=1,2,4
As in Remark 2.6 we have |[v||p1ry = [|ul|L1(c) and

-1
/E |2 da = /OM(HZ:; \u’]) dr > /Oan(T) <MZ:; \u’|1(7')> dr = /OM Z%Eg dr (2.33)

where n,(7) = H°({u = 7}). The same argument holds for v on the graph I' but, this
time, with the equality sign:

/F o/ Pz = /0 M(;w) dr = /OM ma() 4 250

iy (T)

since [v'| is constant on {v = 7}, for every 7. Then, in view of (2.33) and (2.34), to
conclude it is enough to prove that n,(7) > n,(7) for almost every 7. To this aim we
first notice that, by construction n,(7) = 1 if 7 € [m, M] and n,(7) = 2 if 7 € [0,m).
Since n,, is decreasing and greater than 1 on [0, M], we only need to prove that n, > 2
on [0,m]. To see this, consider two vertices Wi, Wy € V(X) such that o(W7) = Dy
and o(Ws) = Djy. Let n be a simple path connecting W; to Wa in ¥. Since o is an
immersion we know that the length [(n) of n is at least | — e. By the continuity of w,
we know that n, > 2 on the interval [0, max, ). Since n, = 1 on [m, M], we need to
show that max, u > m. Otherwise, we would have

I(n) < {u < maxu}| < [{u <m} =|{v <m}| =[D1 — Dof < i(n),

which is impossible.

Remark 2.22. In the previous example the optimal metric graph I' is such that for
any (admissible) immersion v : T' — R?, we have |y(V1) — v(V3)| = l13 and |y(V3) —
v(V3)| = las, i.e. the point v(V3) is necessary the midpoint w, so we have a sort
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of rigidity of the graph I'. More generally, we say that an edge e;; is rigid, if for
any admissible immersion v : I' — R? i.e. an immersion such that D = y(V), we
have |y(V;) — v(V;)| = l;;, in other words the realization of the edge e;; in R? via any
immersion v is a segment. One may expect that in the optimal graph all the edges,
except the one containing the Neumann vertex, are rigid. Unfortunately, we are able
to prove only the weaker result that:

1. if the Energy function w, of an optimal metric graph I', has a local maximum in
the interior of an edge e;;, then the edge is rigid; if the maximum is global, then
I' has no Neumann vertices;

2. if I" contains a Neumann vertex Vj, then w achieves its maximum at it.

To prove the second claim, we just observe that if it is not the case, then we can use
an argument similar to the one from point (ii7) of Proposition 2.19, erasing the edge
ej; containing the Neumann vertex V; and creating an edge of the same length that
connects V; to the point, where w achieves its maximum, which we may assume a vertex
of T' (possibly of degree two).

For the first claim, we apply a different construction which involves a symmetriza-
tion technique. In fact, if the edge e;; is not rigid, then we can create a new met-
ric graph of smaller energy, for which there is still an immersion which satisfies the
conditions in problem (2.28). In this there are points 0 < a < b < l;; such that
lij — (b—a) = [v(Vi) = v(V;)| and minj, 5 wi; = w;ij(a) = wi;(b) < max,y wij. Since
the edge is not rigid, there is an immersion 7 such that |v;;(a) — 7;;(b)| > [b — a|. The
problem (2.32) with Dy = 7;;(a) and Dy = ~;;(b) has as a solution the T'—like graph
described in Example 2.21. This shows that the original graph could not be optimal,
which is a contradiction.

Example 2.23. Consider the set of points D = {D, Do, D3} C R? with coordinates
respectively (—1,0), (1,0) and (n,0), where n is a positive integer. Given | = (n + 2),
we aim to show that for n large enough there is no solution of the optimization problem

min{E(T;V): T € CMG, I(T) =1, VCcV(), 3y:T — R embedding, D =~(V)}.
(2.35)
In fact, we show that all the possible solutions of the problem

min {E(I;V): T € CMG, I(T')=1, VC V(I'), 3y : T — R immersion, D =~v(V)}
(2.36)
are metric graphs I for which there is no embedding « : T' — R? such that D C v(V(T)).
Moreover, there is a sequence of embedded metric graphs which is a minimizing sequence
for the problem (2.36).
More precisely, we show that the only possible solution of (2.36) is one of the
following metric trees:
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1. T’y with vertices V/(I'1) = {V1, Va, V3, V4 } and edges E(T'1) = {e1a = {V1,V4}, €24 =
{Va,Vi},esq = {V5,Vy}} of lengths l14 = log = 1 and l34 = n, respectively. The
set of vertices in which the Dirichlet condition holds is Vi = {V1, V3, V3}.

2. Ty with vertices V(T'2) = {W;}5_,, and edges E(T'2) = {e14, €4, €35, €45, €56 }
;where e;; = {W;, W;} for 1 <i# j<6oflengths liy=14+a,loa=1—q, I35 =
n—03,lps=0—a,lss=a where 0 < a <1 and a < § < n. The set of vertices
in which the Dirichlet condition holds is V; = {V3, V5, V3}. A possible immersion
v is described in Figure 2.5.

Vs
n 1+«
o« |l ot 2
Vi Vi VW, Vs Vi Vi Va ° Vs

Figure 2.5: The two candidates for a solution of (2.36).

We start showing that if there is an optimal metric graph with no Neumann vertex,
then it must be I'y. In fact, by Proposition 2.19, we know that the optimal metric
graph is of the form I'y, but we have no information on the lengths of the edges, which
we set as l; = l(ejq), for i = 1,2,3 (see Figure 2.6). We can calculate explicitly the
minimizer of the Energy functional and the energy itself in function of [, Il and I3.

Vi Va V3
Figure 2.6: A metric tree with the same topology as I';.

The minimizer of the energy w : I' — R is given by the functions w; : [0,;] — R,

where i = 1,2, 3 and
2

wi(z) = —% + a;x. (2.37)

where
_h bls(h+ kb +13)

2 2([1[2 + lol3 + lgll)’
and ao and ag are defined by a cyclic permutation of the indices. As a consequence, we
obtain that the derivative along the edge e14 in the vertex Vj is given by

ay (2.38)

1 lala(ly + Iz + 13)
T 2.
wh (1) 1+ 2 + 2(l1ly + lols + I3l1)’ (2:39)
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and integrating the Energy function w on I', we obtain

(I1 + lg + 13)2111a13
4(l1l2 + lyls + lgll).

£ (Vi Vo, Va}) = — o (B + 18+ 1) - (2.40)
Studying this function using Lagrange multipliers is somehow complicated due to the
complexity of its domain. Thus we use a more geometric approach applying the sym-
metrization technique described in Remark 2.6 in order to select the possible candidates.
We prove that if the graph is optimal, then all the edges must be rigid (this would force
the graph to coincide with I';). Suppose that the optimal graph I' is not rigid, i.e.
there is a non-rigid edge. Then, for n > 4, we have that l; < l; < I3 and so, by (2.39),
we obtain wj(l3) < wi(l1) < wh(l2). As a consequence of the Kirchoff’s law we have
ws(l3) < 0 and wh(lz) > 0 and so, w has a local maximum on the edge e3s and is
increasing on ej4. By Remark 2.22, we obtain that the edge es4 is rigid.

We first prove that w)(l;) > 0. In fact, if this is not the case, i.e. wj(l1) < 0, by
Remark 2.22, we have that the edges e14 is also rigid and so, [y +13 = |D1 — D3| = n+1,
i.e. Iy = 1. Moreover, by (2.39), we have that w}(l;) < 0, if and only if I? > Isl3 = I3.
The last inequality does not hold for n > 11, since, by the triangle inequality, lo + I3 >
|Dy — D3| = n — 1, we have [; < 3. Thus, for n large enough, we have that w is
increasing on the edge e14.

We now prove that the edges ey and eoq are rigid. In fact, suppose that esy is not
rigid. Let a € (0,11) and b € (0,l3) be two points close to [; and Iy respectively and
such that wig(a) = wag(b) < w(Vy) since w4 and way are strictly increasing. Consider
the metric graph I whose vertices and edges are

V) ={Vi =V, Vo = Vo, Vs = Vs, Vi = Vi, Vs, Vi),

E(T') = {e1s, €25, €as, €34, €46},

where e;; = {171, ‘7]} and the lengths of the edges are respectively (see Figure 2.7)

Iis=a, los = b, lys =y — b, Iz = I3, lg = 1 — a.

a V4 V4

ﬂo\ Ve
v
Vi b Vi °

Va Vs Va Vs
Figure 2.7: The graph I' (on the left) and the modified one I' (on the right).
The new metric graph is still a competitor in the problem (2.36) and there is a
function w € HY(T; {Vi, Va, V3}) such that E(T; {Vi, Vo, V3}) < J(w) = J(w), which is

a contradiction with the optimality of I". In fact, it is enough to define w as

W15 = Wi4|[0,a), Was = Waal[op], Wss = W2al[p1,], W34 = W34, Wed = W1d|[a ]
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and observe that w is not the Energy function on the graph I since it does not satisfy
the Neumann condition in Vg. In the same way, if we suppose that w4 is not rigid, we
obtain a contradiction, and so all the three edges must be rigid, i.e. I' =T;.

In a similar way we prove that a metric graph I' with a Neumann vertex can be a
solution of (2.36) only if it is of the same form as I'y. We proceed in two steps: first, we
show that, for n large enough, the edge containing the Neumann vertex has a common
vertex with the longest edge of the graph; then we can conclude reasoning analogously
to the previous case. Let T' be a metric graph with vertices V(I') = {V;}%_,, and edges
E(F) = {615,624,634,645,656}, where €ij = {VZ,VJ} for 1 < 7 7&] < 6.

We prove that w(Vs) < maxe,, w, i.e. the graph I' is not optimal, since, by Remark
2.22, the maximum of w must be achieved in the Neumann vertex Vg (the case E(I') =
{e14, €25, €34, €45, €56} is analogous). Let wis : [0,115] — R, wes : [0,lg5] — R and
w3y : [0,134] — R be the restrictions of the Energy function w of I' to the edges e15, egs
and egq of lengths l15, lgs and l34, respectively. Let u : [0, 15 + l56] — R be defined as

u(z) = {w“(x)’ 7 € [0:hsl; (2.41)
wse(x — l15), = € [l15.015 + l56).

If the metric graph I' is optimal, then the Energy function on ws4 on the edge eys
must be decreasing and so, by the Kirchhoff’s law in the vertex V5, we have that
wig(lis) + wgs(les) < 0, i.e. the left derivative of w at I35 is less than the right one:

O—u(lis5) = wis(li5) < whe(0) = dyu(lys).

By the maximum principle, we have that

2 1
u(z) < ulr) = -5t (lis + lse)r < §(l15 + 156)%.

On the other hand, ws4(x) > v(x) = —%2 + 1374:5, again by the maximum principle on
the interval [0,34]. Thus we have that

1
max ws4(z) > max v(zr) ==

1
z€[0,l34] — 2€[0,l34] 8l§4 - 5(115 + l56)2 = w(Ve),

for n large enough.

Repeating the same argument, one can show that the optimal metric graph I' is not
Of the fOI‘Hl V(F) = {Vl, VYQ, V:g,, ‘/;1, ‘/5}, E(F) - {{‘/1; Vzl}» {VQ, ‘/;l}a {‘/?37 ‘/4}, {Vzla V5}}

Thus, we obtained that the if the optimal graph has a Neumann vertex, then
the corresponding edge must be attached to the longest edge. To prove that it is
of the same form as I'y, there is one more case to exclude, namely: I' defined by
V(T) = {1, V2, V3, Vi, V5}, E(T) = {{V1,Va}, {Va, Va}, {V5,Va}, {V4, V5}} (see Figure
2.8). By Example 2.21, the only possible candidate of this form is the graph with lengths
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[({V1,Va}) = |D1 — Do| = 2, I({Va, Va}) = 5%, I({V3,Va}) = "5, I({V4, V5}) = 2. In
this case, we compare the energy of I' and I'1 by an explicit calculation:
_n® =3n® +6n n?(n + 1)

ET;{V1, V2, V3}) = 51 > o T 1) = E(1;{V1, Vo, V3}),  (2.42)

for n large enough.

v
M T T 07240—i—05

Vi ViV vy Vi Vool Vo onl

Figure 2.8: The graph I'1 (on the left) has lower energy than the graph I" (on the right).

Before we pass to our last example, we need the following Lemma.

Lemma 2.24. Let w, : [0,1] — R be given by we(z) = —% + az, for some positive
real number a. If wa(1) < wa(l) < max,e(o1) wa(x), then J(wa) < J(wa), where
J(w) = %fol |w'|? dw — fol wdz.

Proof. It follows by performing the explicit calculations. O

Example 2.25. Let Dy, Dy and D3 be the vertices of an equilateral triangle of side 1
in R?, i.e.
V3 V3 o1 V31
Di=(——,0), Do=(—,—2), D3s=(—,2).
1 (35)72 (672)’3 (672)
We study the problem (2.28) with D = {Dy, Dy, D3} and | > /3. We show that
the solutions may have different qualitative properties for different [ and that there is
always a symmetry breaking phenomenon, i.e. the solutions does not have the same
symmetries as the initial configuration D. We first reduce our study to the following
three candidates (see Figure 2.9):

1. The metric tree I'1, defined by with vertices V/(I') = {Vi, Vo, V5, V4} and edges
E(T) = {e14,e24, €34}, where e;; = {V;,V;} and the lengths of the edges are
respectively log = l3q = x, l14 = ? — /2% = i, for some z € [1/2,1/4/3]. Note
that the length of I'y is less than 1 + 1/3/2, i.e. it is a possible solution only for
1<1++3 /2. The new vertex Vj is of Kirchhoff type and there are no Neumann

vertices. A symmetrization argument around the point P shows that there is a
better candidate among the graphs of the type described in point (2) below.
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2. The metric tree I'y with vertices V = (V1, Va, V3, Vy, Vi) and E(T") = {e14, €24, €34, €45},
where e;; = {V;,V;} and the lengths of the edges l14 = loy = l34 = 1/V/3,
lus = | — /3, respectively. The new vertex Vj is of Kirchhoff type and Vs is a
Neumann vertex.

3. The metric tree I's with vertices V(') = {V4, Vi, V3, V4, Vs, Vi } and edges E(T) =
{e15, €24, €34, €45, €56 }, Where eij = {VZ, V} and the lengths of the edges are log =

l34 =, l15 = 2(2llf3x) %\/ l45 = V0 — % — *\/ 41’2 1 and
lsg =1 — 20 — \/5/2 + 5\/ 4:c2 — 1. The new Vertlces V4 and Vi are of Kirchhoff

type and Vg is a Neumann vertex.

Vs

Vs
Vs V3 V3
Vi Vi Vi Vi Vi Vi
Vs
Vs Va Va

Figure 2.9: The three competing graphs.

Suppose that the metric graph I' is optimal and has the same vertices and edges
as I'y. Without loss of generality, we can suppose that the maximum of the Energy
function w on I' is achieved on the edge e14. If lo4 7& l34, We cons1der the metric graph I’
with the same ver‘mces and edges as I' and lengths l14 = l14, 124 = l34 (loa+134)/2. An
immersion 7 : ' — R2, such that 4(V;) = Dj, for j = 1,2, 3 still exists and the energy
decreases, i.e. E(;{Vi,Va,V3}) < ET;{V1,Va,Va}). In fact, let v = Wy = Way :
[0, %] — R be an increasing function such that 2|{v > 7}| = [{waq > 7} + |[{w3z4 >
7}|. By the classical Pélya-Szego inequality and by the fact that woy and w34 are never
constant in an open region, we obtain that

J(wag) + J(w34) < J(way) + J(w34),

and so it is enough to construct a function w4 : [0,l14] — R such that wi4(l14) =
Wag = w3q and J(w14) < J(wi4). Consider a function such that wf, = —1, w14(0) =0
and 7:514(l14) = 11524@24) = @34@34). Since we have the inequality w14(l14) < @14@14) <
max[,,] Wi4 = maxr w, we can apply Lemma 2.24 and so, J(w14) < J(w14). Thus,
we obtain that lags = l34 and that both the functions wys and wss are increasing (in
particular, l14 > log = l34). If the maximum of w is achieved in the interior of the
edge eyq then, by Remark 2.22; the edge e;4 must be rigid and so, all the edges must
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be rigid. Thus, I' coincides with I'y for some 2 € (3, J=]. If the maximum of w is

&l

achieved in the vertex Vy, then applying one more time
lig = log = I3y = %, i.e. I'is I'y corresponding to x =

e above argument, we obtain

Skg

Suppose that the metric graph I' is optimal and that has the same vertices as I's.
If w = (w;;); is the Energy function on I' with Dirichlet conditions in {V1, V3, V3},
we have that wig,weq an wsy are increasing on the edges eiy4, €94 and e3yq. As in the
previous situation I' = I'y, by a symmetrization argument, we have that l14 = log = l34.
Since any level set {w = 7} contains exactly 3 points, if 7 < w(V}), and 1 point,
if 7 > w(Vy), we can apply the same technique as in Example 2.21 to obtain that
Ly =log =13y ==

Suppose that the metric graph I' is optimal and that has the same vertices and edges
as I's. Let w be the Energy function on I with Dirichlet conditions in {V7, V5, V3}. Since
we assume I' optimal, we have that wys is increasing on the edge ess and w(Vs) > wyj,
for any {i,5} # {5,6}. Applying the symmetrization argument from the case I' = I’y
and Lemma 2.24, we obtain that loy = I34 = x and that the functions woy = w34 are
increasing on [0, la4]. Let a € [0, ;5] be such that wis(a) = w(Vy). By a symmetrization
argument, we have that necessarily l15 —a = l45 an that wys(z) = wi5(x —a). Moreover,
the edges e15 and eys5 are rigid. Indeed, for any admissible immersion v = (y;5)5 : I' —
R2, we have that the graph I with vertices V(f) = {171, Vi, Vs, Vs} and edges E(f) =
{{171, Vst {Va, V5 },{V5, Vg}}, is a solution of the problem (2.32) with D; := v15(a) and

Dy := ~(Vy). By Example 2.21 and Remark 2.22, we have |y15(a) — v(Vy)| = 2145 and,
since this holds for every admissible «, we deduce the rigidity of e;5 and eyq5. Using this
information one can calculate explicitly all the lengths of the edges of I' using only the
parameter z, obtaining the third class of possible minimizers.

Ve
Va3 V3 V3 V3
Ve
Wi Vi Vi Vi Vi Vi Wi Vi
Vs Vs
Va Vs Vs Va

Figure 2.10: The optimal graphs for [ < 1 ++/3/2, 1 =1+ +/3/2,1 > 14 +/3/2 and
1 >>1++/3/2.

An explicit estimate of the energy shows that:

1.IFV3<I<1+ \/§/2, we have that the solution of the problem (2.28) with
D = {Dj, Dy, D3} is of the form I'; (see Figure 2.10).

2. If I > 1+ +/3/2, then the solution of the problem (2.28) with D = {D1, Dy, D3}
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is of the form I's.

In both cases,the parameter z is uniquely determined by the total length [ and so,

we have uniqueness up to rotation on %” Moreover, in both cases the solutions are
metric graphs, for which there is an embedding v with v(V;) = D;, i.e. they are also

solutions of the problem (2.29) with D = {Dy, Dy, D3} and [ > /3.

2.5 Complements and further results

In this Section we present two generalizations of Theorem 2.18. The first one deals
with a more general class of constraints Dy, ..., D; while in the second one we consider
a larger class of admissible sets.

Corollary 2.26. Let Dy, ..., Dy be k disjoint compact sets in R? and let | > St(dy, ..., dy),
i.e. such that there exists a closed connected set C of length H'(C') = I, which intersects
all the sets D1, ...,Dy. Then the optimization problem

min {E(IV) : T'e CMG, I(T') =1,V cV({), I' e Adn(V;D1,...,Dy)} (2.43)

admits a solution, where we say that T € Adm(V; D1, ..., Dy), if there exists an immer-
sion v : ' — R? such that for each j = 1,...,k there is V; € V such that v(V;) € D;.

Proof. As in Theorem 2.16, we can restrict our attention to the connected metric trees
I' with the same vertices V(I') = {V4,...,Vn} and edges E(I') = {e;;}i;. Moreover,
we can suppose that V = {Vj,...,V;} is fixed. By the compactness of the sets D;, we

can take a minimizing sequence I';, and immersions +, such that for each j =1,... k,
we have v, (V;) = X; € Dj, as n — oo. The claim follows by the same argument as in
Theorem 2.18. 0

Theorem 2.18 can be restated in the more general framework of the metric spaces
of finite Hausdorff measure, which is the natural extension of the class of the one
dimensional subspaces of R? of finite length. In fact, for any compact connected metric
space (shortly CCMS) (C,d), we consider the one dimensional Hausdorff measure H}
with respect to the metric d and the Sobolev space H'(C) obtained by the closure of the
Lipschitz functions on C', with respect to the norm HuH%ﬂ(C) = HuH%Q(H}l) + HUIH%Q(H}l)’
where v/ is defined as in the case C' C R%. The energy £(C;V) with respect to the set
V C C is defined as in (2.10). As in the case of metric graphs, we define an immersion
v : C — R? as a continuous map such that for any arc-length parametrized curve
n : (—e,e) — C, we have that |(y on)'(t)] = 1 for almost every t € (—¢,e). As a
consequence of Theorem 2.18, we have the following:

Corollary 2.27. Consider the set of points D = {D1,...,Dy} C R? and a positive real
number | > St(Dy,...,Dy). Then the following optimization problem has solution:

min {€(C;V) : (C,d) € CCMS, Hy(C) <1, C € Adm(V;D1,...,Dy)}, (2.44)
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where the admissible set Adm(V;{D1,...,Dy}) is the set of connected metric spaces,
for which there exists an immersion v : I' — R? such that (V) = {Dy,..., Dy}.
Moreover, the solution of the problem (2.44) is a connected metric graph, which is a
tree of at most 2k vertices and 2k — 1 edges.

Proof. Repeating the construction from Theorem 2.7, we can restrict our attention to
the class of metric graphs. The conclusion follows from Theorem 2.18. O

The results from Theorem 2.7 and Theorem 2.18, hold also for other cost functionals
as, for example, the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian:

A (I'; V) = min {/ || dx : u € HY(T), /
r

u?dr = 1} : (2.45)
r

where T is a metric graph and V C V(T') is a set of vertices, where a Dirichlet boundary
conditions are imposed. Reasoning as in Remark 2.6, we have that among all connected
metric graphs (shortly, CMG) of fixed length [ and with at least one Dirichlet vertex,
the one with the lowest first eigenvalue is given by the segment [0,!], with Dirichlet
condition in 0. Moreover, for any pair Dy, Dy € R and any [ > |D; — Do| =: | — € the
solution of

min {)q(F;V) : T e CMG,I(T) =1,V c V(I), 3y : T — R? immersion, (V) = D} ,

(2.46)

is the graph described in Figure 2.4, i.e. the solution of (2.32) from Example 2.21.

In the case when the set D is given by three points disposed in the vertices of an

equilateral triangle, the solutions of (2.46) are quantitatively the same (see Figure

2.10) as the solutions of (2.36) from Example 2.25. In general, we have the following
existence result

Theorem 2.28. Consider a set of distinct points D = {Dy,..., Dy} € R? and a
positive real number | > St(D). Then there exists a connected metric graph T, a set
of vertices V C V(I') and an immersion v : I' — R% which are solution of the problem
(2.46). Moreover, I' can be chosen to be a tree of at most 2k vertices and 2k — 1 edges.

Proof. The proof is identical to the one of Theorem 2.18. O

Remark 2.29. The question of existence of an optimal graph is open for general cost
functionals J spectral type, i.e. J = F(A1,A2,...,Ag,...), where F': R — R is a real
function and A is the k—th eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian:

Ae(F;V) = min max{/ lW'|?dx: u €K, /u2 dx = 1} , (2.47)
KCH{() T T

where the minimum is over all k& dimensional subspaces K of H}(T'). In fact, the crucial

point in the proof of Theorem 2.18 is the reduction to the class of connected metric trees

with number of vertices bounded by some universal constant. This reduction becomes

a rather involved question even for the simplest spectral functionals A\ for k > 2.



Chapter 3

A non-local isoperimetric
problem

3.1 Introduction

This chapter is based on a work (in preparation), in collaboration with Michael Gold-
man and Matteo Novaga [70].

In a series of recent works, among which we cite [80], [81], [41] and [66], and refer-
ences therein, are investigated functionals of the form

£(E) = P(E) + NL(E) (3.1)

where E C R?, P(.) is the perimeter functional and N'L(-) is a non-local term which
usually is translation and rotation invariant, and repulsive. In [80] and [81] it is con-
sidered the case

2
NLG(E) = / @ dxdy, 0<a<d, (3.2)

ExE T — Yyl

where @) is a real, non-negative number. The study of functionals of this type under
volume constraint is often motivated by physical reasons. For example, when the
dimension d is 3 (or greater) and o = d — 2, the functional P + N L is related to the
question of which shapes can assume a conductive liquid drop once it is provided with
a uniform charge Q.

Notice that if () = 0 we fall in the classical isoperimetric problem. Moreover an easy
computation shows that if @, — 0 as n — oo, then N'Lg, I'—converges, in the Lt
topology of the sets, to 0. These observations suggest that if the charge () is small
enough, the perimeter plays the leading role. In [80] and [81] it is indeed proved that
for small charges the non-local term is actually irrelevant and thus the minimizers are
balls. It is worth mentioning that the isoperimetric inequality in sharp quantitative

59
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form (see [62], [58] or [40]),

P(E) — P(Bg) |[EABg|\?
P(Br) 26“”( 2] )

where Bp is a suitable ball of measure |E|, together with the regularity theory of the
perimeter quasi-minimizers (see [92], [2]), plays a crucial role in the proof. Another
remarkable (but not surprising) result is that if @ is big enough, the roles of P and
NLg are overturned. In particular, there is a Qo such that if @ > Qo a minimum
cannot be connected and, since the non-local term is repulsive, it cannot exist (indeed
two connected components would tend to have infinite mutual distance). Moreover,
empirical laws suggest that given a body F, the charge () tends to distribute on the
boundary OF. This brings to consider the case where the charge is a priori distributed
on the boundary of the set:

NLGH(E) = / Q’

T dxdy. (3.3)
oExoE 1T — Y|

In [66] it is taken into account the aforementioned case and it is proved that if one

prescribes the potential'
0=
va(z) = —_—
¢ o |z —y[*

to be constant on the boundary of E, then the ball is a local minimum, where the
locality is settled among under small C*# perturbations of the ball, for some 3 > 0.
Motivated by these results, we consider the case where the total charge @) is fixed, but
it is free to move in E. More precisely we consider the problem of minimizing, under
volume constraint, the quantity

: dp(x) dp(y)
P(E) + mln/ = P(F)+ Qq(F
(&) WE)=Q Jraxre |z —y|* E) o(E)
As we will see in Section 3.2, depending on the value of «, the charge measure can
distributes on the whole E or just in its boundary 0F.
A remarkable case among those where the charge distributes on the boundary of
the set, is the harmonic one: o = d — 2.

Organization and main results of the chapter

In Section 3.2 we set the main definitions and preliminary results needed in the rest of
the chapter. In particular we analyse the Riesz potential related to a measure p and a

parameter a:
dp(y)
vk (z :/ — 3.4
(z) o=y (3.4)

'Here we follow the classic notation about Riesz potentials. Although they share such a notation,
the concept of potential discussed in this chapter is not related to the Schrddinger potentials of Chapter
1.



3.2 The Riesz potential energy 61

and its associated potential energy

[ vt duta).

Many results of the section are well known in literature and are reported for the reader
convenience.

Section 3.3 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.21 and Theorem 3.22, where the
following problem

ECQ@?E|:1{P(E) + Q(E)} (3.5)
is considered. Precisely, in Theorem 3.21 we prove that problem (3.5) does not admit a
minimizer when Q = R?. Then, in Theorem 3.22, we deal with a bounded, regular do-
main €. In this case we show that problem (3.5) can be decoupled into the isoperimetric
problem and that of minimizing Q, on 2 (see equations (3.15) and (3.16)). This means
that the problem is ill-posed and a minimum cannot exist in general, see Remark 3.23.
In Section 3.4 we prove that if we impose some regularity (in our case, the d—ball
condition, see Definition 3.16, and the connectedness of the admissible sets) to the class
of minimization, the minimum is achieved.
Eventually, in Section 3.5 we prove that the ball is a local minimum, i.e. it is the

minimum among all sets whose boundary is a C™! perturbation of the boundary of the
ball itself.

3.2 The Riesz potential energy

In this section we study the main properties of the Riesz potential (3.4) and of the
interaction energy (see Definition 3.1 below). Many of the results of this section are
probably well known in literature. An interesting and useful guide to this subject may
be the book [84].

In the following, given an open set Q C R? , we denote by M(Q) the set of all Borel
measures with support in Q.

Definition 3.1. Let d > 2 and a > 0. For any Borel measures p and v with p(RY) =
v(R?) = 1, we define the interaction energy between u and v by

- du(x) du(y)
Qalptyv) = /Rded |z —yl®

When p = v, we simply write Qu (1) := Qu(p, 1t). When = fHYL Eandv = gHL E,
we denote QF (u,v) = QF(f,9) (and when f = g we denote it by QF(f)). When
p = fH1LOE and v = gHY 'LOE we simply write Qu(u,v) = Q%%(f,g) (and
when f = g we denote it by Q2F(f)).
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Definition 3.2. Let d > 2 and « > 0. Then for every Borel set A we define the Riesz
potential energy of A by

Qu(A) = inf{Qu(p) : € M(RY), u(A) = 1}. (3.6)

Remark 3.3. Notice that by changing p in Qu, for every charge @ > 0 and every
Borel set A, there holds

Q*Qa(A) = inf{Qq(p) : p € M(R?), u(4) = Q}.
Lemma 3.4. If E is compact then the infimum in (3.6) is achieved.

Proof. The kernel 1/|z|* is positive and lower semicontinuous. Thus the energy

/ dp(z) dp(y)
ExE

|z —y|*

is semicontinuous for the weak* topology. Moreover the constraint in the definition
of Q, is weakly* compact (since E is bounded), whence it follows that a minimizer p
exists.

O]

Remark 3.5. When the set is unbounded, there does not always exist an optimal
measure 4. It is for example possible to construct a set E of finite volume with Q,(E) =
0. Indeed, for a € (0,d — 1) and y € (417,+00), consider the set E = {(z,2') €
R x R¥1 : |2/| <1 and |2/] < ﬁ} then E has finite volume and taking N balls of

5_
radius r = N7, at mutual distance £ = N+ " inside F with charge 1/N distributed
uniformly on each ball, we get

1 1 8y,
Qu(E)<c (Nmr_a + N2N2£—0‘> <C (Naﬁ—l + NI )
for suitable constants ¢, C' > 0, so that if ﬁ <v<B< é, we obtain Q,(E) = 0.

Definition 3.6. Given a non-negative Borel measure 1 on R? and a € (0,d — 1), we

define the function d(y)
1Y

vh(x —/ = p*ko(z

(z) o (z)

where kq(z) = |z|7¢. We will sometime drop the dependence of 1 and/or « in the
definition of v4 and we will refer to it as potential.

Lemma 3.7. Let E be a bounded Borel set and let p be a minimizer of Qn(E). Then
vt = Qu(F) q.e. on spt(u).

Proof. Tt follows by the minimality of x, by computing the first variation of Q. (F). O
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The following lemma is proven in [84, Chapter I].

Lemma 3.8. For every a > 0 and every measure p, the function vk is lower semicon-
tinuous

We recall another important result which will be exploited in Section 3.4 (for its proof
we refer to [84, Theorem 1.15] or [86, Corollary 5.10]).

Theorem 3.9. For any signed measure p and for any o € (0,d), there holds,

Qu(p) = /Rd (vg/z($)>2 dx

and therefore,
Qa(p) 2 0.

Moreover equality holds if and only if u = 0.

Remark 3.10. A useful consequence of Theorem 3.9, is that the functional Q,(+,-) is
a positive, bilinear operator on the product space of Borel measures on R?, M(R?) x
M(R?). In particular it satisfies the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

Qo (i, v) < Qalp, 1) Q(w,v)' /2. (3.7)
Some properties of the potential energy 9, are in order.
Lemma 3.11. For every bounded Borel set E' the measure minimizing Qo (E) is unique.

Proof. Let p and v be two minimizing measures. Then since

Qu-v.) = [ dlu-v)(a) YD [ st @iu—r)(@) = Qu(B)(E)-v(E)) =,

Ble—yl* Jg
we find that
Qa1 1) = Qu((it — 1) + v, (= ) + 1) = Qu(pt — vt — 1) + Qalw, ) — 2Qu (it — v,v)
= Qa(p— v, —v) + Qalp, 1)
from which Q, (¢ — v) = 0. Hence, by Theorem 3.9, ;= v. O

We will also make use of the following density result which is an adaptation of [84, The-
orem 1.11, Lemma 1.2].

Proposition 3.12. Let E be a smooth connected closed set of RY. Then for every
a€ (0,d—2),

Qa(E)_inf{Qf(f) : p= fdz, f € L®(E), /Ef dx—l}.
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Proof. Let p be such that u(E) = 1, spt(u) C E and Qu () < +o0c0. Then for ¢ > 0
consider the measure p. dr where

1
pe(x) = BN E| o du(y).

Since || e[ oo < Cid, we are left to prove that QF (u.) — Qa(p).

1
(B) < minen \Be(x)ﬂEl
2
By Theorem 3.9, QF( = Jpa ( a/2) x) dz. Let us show that for all z € R?,

05;2(30) < C’UZ/2(x) and lim vijQ(x) = vg/Q(x)

e—0

from which we can conclude using the Dominated Convergence Theorem. Let us start
by noticing that for z € R%,

du(z)
= [ imaram e 95
I/ L a2 da(a)
£ \JB.(2)nE |B:(y) N El |2 — y|o/? |z — 2|2/
_ /2
AT = o
~Je\ed Jp o) lx—ylo/? |z — z|*/2

As in the proof of [84, Theorem 1.11], we observe that the function (z,z) — 5 f B.(

Ia/2

|a/2 dy

|x—2z
(2) Ja—y
is uniformly bounded in (z, z,¢) so that v /Q(x) < Cv /2( x) for some universal con-

stant C' > 0. Consider now a point € R? such that va/2 < 400 then for every § > 0
we can find a ball B,(z) such that v"

computations, we then find vé‘;gs(x) < C6. Since limg_;0 vg;;”/)s(m) = vg/_;l(:c), there
holds

/2 < ¢ where y/ = plL_By(z). By the previous

vg/Q(x):vg/ (J:)—l—v“/ ()<<5—|—hmv(/2 )(x)

e—0
< —|—C)(5+hmsﬁova/2( x) < (1 +C)5+Ev5j2(:c)
e—0
< (1+0)3 + T o) (@) + T o, ()
< 2(1+C)8 + vl (@)

so that letting § — 0 we find that lim._o vg;Q(x) = UZ/Q(JJ) as claimed.

With the same ideas, the following proposition can be proven.
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Proposition 3.13. Let E be a smooth connected closed set of R then for every o €
[d—2,d—1),

Qa<aE>=inf{QzE<f> = R, f e [%(0E), fd?—(dlzl},

oF

Lemma 3.14. Let « € (0,d — 1). For every bounded open set E, the minimizer j of
Q. (FE) satisfies:

o if a <d—2 then spt(u) C OF, and thus Qu(E) = Q,(0F),

1)
e ifa>d— 2 then spt(u) = E.
Moreover, when o > d — 2, vh = Qu(E) on E.

Proof. The case a < d — 2 can be found in [84, pages 132 and 162] but we give a proof
for the reader’s convenience. Let k, = 1/|z|* then:

- Aky >0 for |z| >0 and a > d — 2,
- Akg_o =0 for |z| > 0,

- Akq <0 for a < d—2in R\ spt(p).
Thus for every connected set E:

- Avh > 0 in R%\spt(p) for a > d — 2,

C = Avy, =,

- Avh < 0 in R%\spt(p) for a < d — 2.

Moreover, Avgy < 0 in R? for a < d — 2, that is v is strictly superharmonic. Since
vh = Qu(E) in spt(n) C F and vl > Q4 (F) in E,

< for a >d—2, vh = Qu(E) in E and spt(u) = E (since otherwise v4 would have
a maximum out of spt(x) which would contradict Avh > 0 in R%\spt(u)).

for o = d—2, vl , = Qu(E) in E since otherwise it would have a maximum
in the open set E\spt(u) which would contradict the fact that Avf , = 0 in
E\spt(x). Now since 0 = —Av/ , = p in E, it implies that spt(p) C OE. Since
vh 5 = Qu(E) in E, vf , > Q4(E) in F and by lower semicontinuity of v/ ,,
we find that v/} , = Q4 (F) on JF.

- for & < d — 2, vk has necessarily a minimum in £ on the boundary of E and by
superharmonicity, v > Qn(E) in E so that spt(u) C {vh = Q4(F)} C OF.
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O

Lemma 3.15. Let o € (0,d — 2]|. Then the uniform measure on the sphere 0B

_ L g
dUp = pogydH" ' L0B

is the unique optimizer for Q.(0B). Similarly, for d —1 > a > d — 2, the uniform
measure on the ball B,

dlip = — 'L B
B
is the unique optimizer for Qu(B).

Proof. Let pup be a minimum for the problem Q,(0B). By Lemma 3.14 we know that
B = Q,(0B) on dB. Thus for every Z, x € 9B we have

[ dwsly) dpp(y) dH* ! (x)
UB(:U) a a
dB |a:—y| OB JOB \ﬂf—y’
1 de I >

= d
/aB<P(B> /aB w—y ) B

1 / dHI1(z)
P(B) Jop |v —yl*

Hence

_ _ 1 dH ) dUp(x) dUp(y)
Qa(aB)‘/aB“B(w)d“B(x)‘P(B) ., FE—E o S

which means that Up is an optimizer for Q,(0B). The proof for the cases o € [d —
2,d — 1) is analogous. O

Definition 3.16. Given 6 > 0, we say that F satisfies the j—ball condition if for any
x € OF, there are two balls of radius d, one contained in £ and one in E°, both tangent
to OF in x.

Remark 3.17. A set which satisfies the §—ball condition has C*! boundary, see [49].

Lemma 3.18. Let § > 0, then every set E € K§° with |E| =m satisfies

diam(E) < v/d 292 % s,

Proof. Consider the tiling of R? given by [0, 26[*+26Z% and for k € Z% let C), = 25k +
[0,25[%. For every k € Z such that C, N E # (), let Bs(zy) be a ball of radius § such
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that Bs(zx) C E and Bs(xp) N Cy # 0. the existence of such a ball is guaranteed by
the d—ball condition. Any such a ball can intersect at most 2¢ cubes C; so that

H{keZ': ENCr# 0} =—= > [Bslaw)| < 5|E],

1 2d
’B(S’ k:CrNE#D |B6|

where A stands dfor the cardinality of the set A. Since F is connected we can assume
that E C [0,45%771]‘17 and so

diam(E) < vd 24+2 % e,

O

Proposition 3.19. Letd >3, a =d—2, 6 > 0 and E C R? be a bounded set which
satisfies the —ball condition. Then the optimal measure p for Qn(E) = Q4 (0F) can
be written as p = fHY L OE with 11l oo (o) < QalE)(d — 2)671.

Proof. By Lemma 3.14 we know that an optimizer y is concentrated on OF. Denote by
v = fug_Q the potential related to p on E. By Lemma 3.14, we get that v = Q,(F) on
E, and that —Av = u. By classical elliptic regularity (see for instance [67, Corollary
8.36]), v is regular in R¥\E (and at least C™? up to the boundary). Consider now a
point x € OF and let y € E be such that the ball Bs(y) is contained in E and is tangent
to OF in x. The existence of such an y is guaranteed by the §—ball condition satisfied
by E. Let u be a function satisfying

Au=0 in B§(y); u=uv(x) = Qu(F) on IBs(y).

d—2
Notice that u(z) = % out of Bs(y). By the maximum principle for harmonic

functions, u < Q,(F) on JE. Thus, again by the maximum principle, applied to u — v,
we get that v > u on R\ E. Since u(z) = v(z), we get
V()| < [Vu(z)] = Qu(E)(d —2)6 . (3.8)

Let us prove that u = |Vu|H4 1 LOE. For this, let x € F and r > 0 and consider a
test function ¢ € C°(B,(x)). Then

/ wdp = —/ pAv =/ (Vo, Vo) dy
OENBr(x) By (x) By (x)
~ [ evidy= [ e(upFant
B, (z)NE* OF

where vF is the external normal to E. Since v is constant on OF, its tangential

derivative is zero; moreover, since v < Q,(F) on RN\ E we have that (Vv,v¥) > 0.
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Therefore, (Vu,v¥) = |Vu| on OE. Putting all this together, we find that for every

test function ¢,
/ pdp = / | VoldH T,
OENB, (z) oE

which is equivalent to the claim p = |[Vo|HI 1L OE.

3.3 Relaxation of the problem

Definition 3.20. Let d > 2 and o > 0. For every @ > 0 and every Borel set E C R?
we define the fuctionals,

F(E) = P(E) + Q°Qa(E), (3.9)

and
G(E) = P(E) + Q*Qu(9E). (3.10)

Notice that for a € (0,d — 2], by Lemma 3.14, the functionals F and G coincide.

In this section we consider a closed, connected, regular set @ C R? (not necessarily
bounded) of measure |2| > m and address the following problems:

inf F(E 3.11
P (E), (3.11)
and
inf FE 3.12
\E|=}7I11,Ecng( ) (3.12)

where the (implicit) parameter a belongs to (0,d — 1). Let us start by investigating
the case Q = R? (despite for simplicity we will consider only this case, the proof of the
following theorem can be easily adapted to any unbounded regular set).

Theorem 3.21. For every a € (0,d — 1),

. . . d-1
|b1|n:fm]:(E) = |bl‘n:fmg(E) = \gﬂi%P(E) =m* " P(B).

In other words, (3.11) and (3.12) do not admit a minimizer.

Proof. Let N € N and # > 0 (to be fixed later). Consider N balls of radius N~
infinitely far away from each other and put on each of these balls a charge % Let
Vy := Nr? B| be their total volume and consider the set E given by the union of these
balls with a (non-charged) ball of volume m — V. We want to choose 5 in such a way
that

1 1
lim Nr&1l=0 and lim

—— = 0. 1
N—+o00 N—oJoo N2 pro 0 (3 3)
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Indeed, with (3.13) in force, we would get that Vy — 0 and
QQ

mi1P(B) < P(E) + Q*Qu(E) < (m — Vy)¥'P(B) + Nr¢=! + o mé1P(B).
Conditions (3.13) are satisfied as soon as ﬁ < B < % Such choice of 3 is allowed
since 0 < a < d — 1. O]

We now investigate what happens when 2 is bounded.

Theorem 3.22. Let Ey be a solution of the constrained isoperimetric problem

min{P(E): E CQ, |E|=m} (3.14)
where ) is a regular set. Then, for a € (d—2,d — 1), we have
inf  F(FE)= P(F, (). 3.15
Lt F(E) = P(Ey) + Qa(8) (3.15)
Similarly, for o€ (0,d — 2],
inf E) = P(E «(09). 3.16
itk OLE) = PEy) + Qa(08) (3.16)

Proof. We only prove (3.15) since (3.16) can be proved exactly in the same way. We
divide the proof into three steps.

Step 1. For ¢ > 0 and f € L*(A), with f > 0 and [, f = 1, we shall construct a
measure ji. with spt(iz) C A, i-(A) = 1, satisfying

P(spt(fic)) < e (3.17)

and
Qa(ﬁe) S Qﬁ(f) + €. (318)

Let 6 > A > 0 be small parameters to be fixed later and consider the tiling of the
space given by [0, \)4 + AZ%. For every k € Z% such that (Ak + [0, \)%) N A # 0, we let
Cy := Mk + [0, )% and let z; be the centre of C. Notice that the number N of such
squares Cy, is bounded by C(A)A~%. Letting f := fc f dx, it holds

3 %: / Jo) 2 =yl* 4 g
|y —2;]>26 ok — x;|>26 CpxCj ]a: —yl* |zk — x4
- / J’“(x) (’ v) (ka‘—wjl +‘2/\) iz dy
|l —y|* T — xi|%
g~ >26 7 Ok Y L (3.10)
A
< X[ R (e aa
o a2 1 CexCy [T =Y d

< i (1+c@y3).
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where we used the fact

CpxC. - Ja '

— (6% _ Ie%
|z —,>26 j [z -y wa |z y!

Let now r = (A/2)%, with 8 > 1. If dist(z, R\ A) < r, we replace the point z; with
a point 7y, € Cj), with [T — 24| > /4, where Cj,) C A is a cube adjacent to C.
For simplicity of notation, we stlll denote Ty by xr. We consider N balls of radius r
centred at the points x;, and we set

Notice that, by construction, spt(fi) C A and fic(A) = [, f = 1. Then we get

Jifi drdy
=25 o

r(x5) X Br(xk) |.1,‘ - y|a

B Z ,3 dxdy
— |BrI* B (ax) % By (an) 17— y1*

n 3 fkfj2 /B ) drdy

Jeli / dzdy
+
Z 2 Br(z;)

|zj —@x]>20 | Br| )X Br () |z —yl|*

=1L+ I+ Is.

Moreover we have

1
Iy < ON||f B e )|k < OIS X%, (3.20)
and ;
0
Iy < O8N f 3w )|k 55 < Cllf Ity 3 (3.21)

Eventually, from (3.19) it follows

. 1 —_ p.|a
A L Lk Ly

oy nizas 1Tk~ Til° 1Br|? B, (2;)x B (ar) 17— YI*

(3.22)
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Letting A = §7, from (3.20), (3.21), (3.22), we then get
Qulfic) = I + I + Iy < QA(f) + C() QAN + Ol f3 ey (8710707 + 627).

Choosing 1 < f < d/a and 1 < v < d/a, for § small enough we obtain (3.18).
Let us show that (3.17) holds as well. To this aim, we notice that

P(spt(fic)) < CNré=t = CNAPU=D = opBld-D)—d, (3.23)

Hence, for A small enough, (3.17) follows from (3.23) by choosing d/a > 5 > d/(d—1),
which is possible since o < d — 1.

Step 2. Let now Ej be a solution of the constrained isoperimetric problem (3.14), and
let

fic L B
E. = | FEyU Br(azk) \B He '= T——=FF5
: ( U (N R

where B, C Ejy is a ball such that |E.| = m. Notice that spt(u.) C E. and p.(E:) = 1.
By (3.23) we have
d—1

d
< CP (U Br($k)> < C)ﬁ(d—l)—d,

k

|B,|“T <

B (zx)

k

so that 7 < CAP~1. In particular, recalling (3.18), for A sufficiently small the measure
e satisfies
Qo (pe) < Qalfic) +£ < QA (f) + 2. (3.24)

From (3.24) we then get

lim P(E:) + Q*Qa(pe) = P(Eo) + Q* Q4 (f)- (3.25)

Step 3. By Proposition 3.12, for any ¢ > 0 we can find a function f € L%(A) such
that [, f = 1 and Q4(f) < Qu(A) + e. Thus (3.15) follows by (3.25) and a diagonal
argument.

O]

Remark 3.23. An interpretation of Theorem 3.22 is that the two problems in the
definition of F, the isoperimetric one and the charge-minimizing one, are actually
decoupled. A consequence of this fact is that the minimization problem

min{P(E)—l—QQ/EXEW:\E\:m,ECQ M(E)zl}

is ill-posed. This is due by the fact that the perimeter is invariant under perturbation
by sets of null L! volume, while the Energy functional is sensible to perturbations which
change only the capacity of the set, see [84, Chapter 2].
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3.4 Existence and characterization of minimizers under a
regularity condition

In the previous section we have seen that we cannot hope to get existence for problem
(3.11) without some further assumption on the class of minimization. In this section
we investigate the existence question in the class K.

We consider the four problems

min {F(E): |E|=m, E€ K}, (3.26)

min{G(E): |E|=m, E€ K}, (3.27)

min{F(E): |E|=m, E€Ks}, (3.28)
and

min{G(F): |E|=m, F€Ks}. (3.29)
Up to rescaling, we can assume that |E| = |B| where B is the unit ball. Indeed,

for (3.26) for example, for every E of volume m and every f minimizing Q,(0F),

. . - | B| 1/d 3 | B| d(dl—l) m 1/d ~
considering F = (W) E and f(x) = (W) f (W) x| we have |E| = |B|,
faE f=1and

m \ 4-1/d 3 =1_q o
P(E)+ Q) = (15 <P<E>+@2 () Q2E<f>>.

Given a set E with |E| = |B|, we let P(E) := P(FE) — P(B) be the (non-rescaled)

isoperimetric deficit.
Theorem 3.24. Problem (3.26) has solution.

Proof. Let E,, € K§° be a minimizing sequence. And let p, be the corresponding
optimal measures for Q,(F,). We can then assume that

SP(En) < Q*Qu(B),

therefore P(E,,) is uniformly bounded. By Lemma 3.18, the sets E,, are also uniformly
bounded so that by BV compactness, there exists a subsequence converging in L' to
some E with |E| = m. Similarly, up to subsequence, u,, is weakly* converging to some
probability measure p. Let us prove that F, converges to E also in the Kuratowski
convergence, or equivalently, in the Hausdorff metric (see for instance [4]). Namely we
have to check the following two conditions:

()axy w2z, z,€ B, = xz€kE;
(ti)x € E = 3, € E,such that z, — x.
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The second condition is an easy consequence of the L' —convergence. To prove the first
one, we notice that by the §—ball condition, up to choose a radius r small enough, there
exists a constant ¢ = ¢(d, §) > 0 such that |B,(z,) N E,| > cr?, which implies, together
with the L!—convergence, statement (i). Similarly one can also prove the Hausdorff
convergence of OE, to OE. Since the set K§° is stable under Hausdorff convergence,
E e K§°.

Since the perimeter P is lower semicontinuous under L' convergence and since Q, (1)
is lower semicontinuous under weak® convergence,

himn%JrooP(En) + Q2Qa(ﬂn) > P(E) + QQQa(N)v
which concludes the proof. O

Similarly, one can show the following theorem.
Theorem 3.25. Problem (3.27) has solution.

Corollary 3.26. There exists Qo such that for every @ < Qq, problems (3.28) and
(3.29) have a solution.

Proof. We will only consider (3.28), since (3.29) can be treated in a similar way. As
noticed before, for every minimizing sequence E,, € Ks, we can assume that there holds

SP(En) < Q*Qu(B),

so that by the quantitative isoperimetric inequality [62], up to a translation we can
assume that
|BAE,|* < C(d)Q*Qa(B)

so that | E, N B¢| < CQ but since every connected component of E,, has volume at least
| Bs| by the 6—ball condition, we see that for ) small enough, F,, must be connected.
Thus the existence of minimizers follows as in Theorem 3.24. O]

It is natural to expect that for large enough charge (Q, it is more favorable to have two
connected components rather than one, which leads to non-existence of minimizers in
KCs. Let us prove that it is indeed the case (at least for certain «). We start with the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.27. Let o > 0 and let E be a bounded Borel set. Then

1
Qa(E) > W.

This implies

min { P(E) + Q*Qu(E) : |E| = |B|, E €k} > P(B)+ (Vd2+?) " @2(-ne
(3.30)
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and similarly

min { P(E) + Q*Qu(0F) : |E| = |B|, E €K} > P(B) + (Vd212) " @25ld-De,
(3.31)

Proof. Let p be any positive measure with support in E such that pu(E) = 1. Then

dp(z)dp(y) dp(z)duly) 1
iz [ AR [

«p diam(E)>  diam(E)>’
An application of Lemma 3.18 and the isoperimetric inequality lead to (3.30) and to
(3.31). O

Theorem 3.28. Let o < 2. Then there exists 6g > 0 such that for every § < &g, there
exists Qo(0) such that for every @ > Qo(d) problems (3.28) and (3.29) do not have a
solution.

Proof. If there exists a minimizer, then it must be connected. Thus, in order to prove
non-existence, it is enough to construct a competitor E € Ky with energy less than

P(B) + (\/;i2d+2)_a Q25(d71)a

which bounds from below the energy of any set in K§°. To this aim, consider the set

FE given by N = % balls of radius §. Up to increase their mutual distances, we can

suppose that the Riesz potential energy of E is only made of the self interactions of
each ball with itself. Considering (3.28), we have

P(E) + Q*Qu(E) = N6*"'P(B) + N*Q*Qu(B;) = |BIP(B)s ™" + QIB(|]23)

Q2 62d—o¢ )

We see that if 2d — a > (d — 1)a, i.e. 2 > «, then for § small enough there holds

%('QB) 52— < (\/&251“'2)76! §ld=De  Thys, for Q large enough,

P(E) + Q2QO¢(E) < P(B) + (\/&2d+2) e Q25(d71)a'
The non-existence for problem (3.29) follows similarly. 0

Remark 3.29. Notice that in dimension 3, the previous theorem contains the Coulomb
interaction potential case, « = 1,d = 3.
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3.5 Stability of the ball

In this section we prove that in the harmonic case o« = d — 2, the ball is an optimizer for
problem (3.11) among sets in the family of the nearly spherical sets belonging to KC§°
introduced in Definition 3.16, that is, the sets which are a small W1 perturbation of
the ball and that satisfy the d—ball condition.

Let E be such that |E| = |B| and OF can be written as a graph over dB. In polar
coordinates we have

E={R(z)z : R(z) =1+ ¢(z), x € OB}.
The condition |E| = |B| then is equivalent to

/8 (et = 1) ant @) = 0

which implies that if |||z~ (sp) is small enough, then

| ettt = Ol o) (332
0B
Letting
_ 1 d—1
O=1mg | PdH" T,
10B| Jap

the Poincaré Inequality gives

2
/ ‘VQOPdeil > C/ ‘SD . ¢|2de_1 —C s02/)]_[6[—1 . i (/ SO) d/}_[d—l
oB oB oB 10B| \Jos

C 2
—C Qd/}_[dfl . (/ Qde1>
o8 110B] \ Jo ¥

> ZC 902de_1
0B
(3.33)

as soon as

/aB P dHT <1, (3.34)

for some constant C' depending only on the dimension d.
Up to translation, we can also assume that the barycentre of F coincides with that of
B, say 0. This implies that

/ rp(x)dH ()
0B

= O(ll#ll72(om))- (3.35)
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Lemma 3.30. Suppose that ¢ : 9B — RY parametrizes OE and satisfies (3.32), (3.33),
(3.35) and (3.34). Then we have
/ sod?_[d*l
0B

Proof. The first inequality is quite a well known fact, and we refer to [60] or [40] for its
proof. The second one is exactly (3.33), while the third one follows from (3.32). O

SP(E) > ¢ / IVol2dH™ > ¢ / lpPdH = ¢y : (3.36)
oB oB

A consequence of Lemma 3.30 is the following corollary.

Corollary 3.31. Suppose that OF is parametrized on OB by a function @ which satisfies
the hypotheses of Lemma 3.30. Then there exists a positive constant C' = C(d) such
that

Q%8 ()| < CSP(E), (3.37)

and, for any positive constant X,
1Q2P (N, ¢)| < CASP(E). (3.38)

Proof. Inequality (3.38) is an immediate consequence of (3.36). Concerning the first
one we have, by the Holder inequality and the Fubini Theorem,

oB _ e(@)e(y) 1 a-1 2)dHd1
Q)= | S g @)

< </a o)’ d’Hdl(x)del(y)> v </6 ply)? dedl(x)derl(y)>l/2

BxoB |7 —y|* BxoB [T —y[*

< C(a) / o(x)? dH (z).
oB
So (3.37) follows again from (3.36). O

The following (technical) lemma will be exploited in Proposition 3.35.

Lemma 3.32. Let E = {R(z)z : R(z) = 14+¢(x), z € 0B} and let g € L>°(0B), then
there exists eo(c,d) and a constant C' = C(a,d) > 0 such that if |||y 05 < €0,
then

1 (1= Ge(@)d - Fe() . 41 () gagd1
/aBXaB (\R(x) — R(y)|~ iz — g )g( )g(y)dH (z) dH (y)

< Cla, )92 oS P(E).

(3.39)
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Proof. First, notice that since |z| = |y| = 1, we get
[R(z)x = R(y)y* = |z — yI> (1 + o(2) + o(y) + o) (y) + v (z,y)) (3.40)

where ¢(z,y) = M. Thus, for any z,y € 0B,

z—y[?

(1— 2o(@)(1 - 2p(y) + LY o@)e(y) — LW, y) + (e, y))

|R(£C)LE - R(y)y’_a = : : |IL‘ — y|a
(3.41)
where
n(z,y) < C(P*(@) + ¢*(y) + 2 (z,y)) .
By (3.39) and (3.41) we get
1 A= Se@) =5 d-1 gayi-1
Lovan o= 77 o) A @)
= a(44_ %) /8 . (Tixz(py(ﬂ)g(a:)g(y) dH () dH (y)
o Y@ y) +nl,y) d-1( 1\ g7yd-1
. /8 | BB g(w)gty) an' )’ ) .
By (3.37), '

/ PLIPW) 3101 (1) 1471 () = Q2B () < COP(E).
oBxoB | —y|*

Furthermore, since
2
Y(z,y) < CIVellieon)

and n(z,y) < Cp?(x) + p?(y) +¥(x,y), for a suitable C, we only have to check that

/ V@Y) 12001 () a1 () < COP(E).
oBxoB |T —y|*

For z,y in OB let us denote by I'y,, the geodesic going from x to y and by ¢(x,y) the
geodesic distance between x and y (that is the length of I';,). Notice that on 0B,
the euclidean distance and ¢ are equivalent so that proving the previous inequality is
equivalent to prove that it holds

/ U, y) "+ (o) — pl(y))? < COP(E).
OBx0B
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We have

/ U, y)" D (p(z) — (1))
OBx0B

< o(d) Uz, y)~ @V / Vl2(2)dz dHe (z)dHe (y)
0Bx0B T

z,y

27
— o(d) / / p-(@+)yd-1 ( / |w\2<z)cmd1(z)> At (x)
OB JO {(z,2)<t}

2T
= ¢(d) / ¢ld=1—(a+1) ( / / ]ch\2(z)d7-£d_1(a;)d?-ld_l(z)> dt
0 OB J{l(x,z)<t}

= c(d)yH*2(S%?) / %t(d_l)_" ( /a i |Vgp\2(z)d?-[d_1(z)> dt

0
2m
= c(d)yH2(ST?) / tld=D=eqy ( / |wy2(z)cmd—1(z)>
0 oB
< C(d)oP(E)
where S?72 is the (d — 2)—dimensional sphere and where we used that « < d —1. O

Before we pass to our main stability estimates, let us recall the following simple
interpolation inequality

Lemma 3.33. For every 0 < p < q < r < 400, there exists a constant C(r,p,q) such
that for every ¢ € H"(R?), it holds

r—q a-p
el e < C (12l ) = (ool ) 7 - (3.43)
Remark 3.34. In the previous lemma we adopted the notation [lul| e := [[[§[P]| 12 (gay

and HP(RY) := {u € L*(R?) : ||ul|gr < co}. Such notation will be used only in the
remaining part of this chapter.

Proof. Using Fourier transform, for every ¢ € H" and every A > 0, there holds
ol = [ 16PlePeas = [ 1oPleriePode + [ JoPigriePeae
Rd [€1<A 1152
2(q— 2 —2(r— 2
< NP2+ AT |2
Optimizing in A yields (3.43). O

Proposition 3.35. Let a € (0,d — 1) and r > /2. For 9E = {R(z)z : R(z) =1+
¢(z), x € OB} and f € L™(OE), there exists eo(cv,d) and a constant C = C(a,d) > 0
such that if [| |y gp) < €0 and [|¢|l ,, < eo then

QI (f) — QB (F) > —C|l P oy S P(E),
where f = ﬁfaE fdH1,
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Proof. We have

/ f($)f( ) Hd 1( )de—1<y)
10}

BxoE 1T —y|*
_ / f(R(x)2)f(R(y)y) R(z)*R(y)"2/R(z)* + [VR(z)]*VR()* + [VR(y)]”
OBxOB |R( )r — R(y )y|°‘ ‘
(3.44)

Let g(z) := f(R(z)z)R(x)4"2\/R(x)2 + [VR(x)[2, then (3.44) can be rewritten as

OF ( )9( ) d=1(,. d—1
D= [ e e T @) (3.45)

We shall assume that E' is close enough to B so that
9l am) < 21l (0E)- (3.46)

A simple computation shows that there is a positive constant C' = C(a, d) such that
letting g := ﬁB) faB gdH% 1, there holds

Q2 (9) — QP (f) < Cllf 3= (o) 5P (E), (3.47)

so, up to sum and subtract QF(f), thanks to (3.46) and (3.47), the proposition is
proven if we can show that

QP () = Q2P(9) — 19l = (om0 P (E).
By Lemma 3.32, we obtain
QU (f) = Q2F (9(1 = 59)) + R(£:)

with
IR(f, )| < el flI 70095y 0 P(E)-

Hence we get

QUE(f) = QU (9(1 = 5¢)) = el fIim (o1, P (E). (3.48)

| Qo

We now estimate
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30) =2 (9(1 - S9),9(1 - 59))

oB B
Q. (g(1 5

[\)

2
=02 (g.9) — a Q8P (9. 9¢) + = Q2 (9, 9%)
:QgB(gvg) + QgB(g —-0,9— g) - O‘Q?MB(Q - g,g@) - O[QgB(g,ggﬁ)
2 2 2
+ 5 QB (g0, 50) + S Q2 (350, (9 — 9)¢) + L QF (9 — 9), (9 — 9))
2
=% (g) + QP (9~ 9) + T Q2P ((9 — 9)¢) — Q2P (9~ 5, (9 — 7))
2
—aQlP(7.(9 — 9)0) — Q2P (9 — 3.30) + 5 QP (G (9 — 9)¥)
2
- aQP(3.g0) + 7 Q2 (30)-
(3.49)

The last two terms in the right hand side of (3.49), in view of Lemma 3.30 and the
bilinearity of QgB , satisfy:

- Q%P (g.9¢) + 59 (39) = ~cg”3P(E). (3.50)

By inequality (3.7) and Young’s inequality, we get that for any functions h; and ho we
have

1
098 (hy, hy) < Q2B (hy, h1)2 Q2B (hy, hy)? < eQ2B(hy, hy) + 2 Q0 (ha,ha) (351

for any € > 0. In particular, applying such inequality to the functions hy = g — g and
he = (9—g)¢ on the fourth term in the right hand side of (3.49), then on the sixth one,
with h; = g — g and he = gy and exploiting (3.50), we get that there exists a positive
constant C' such that
QP (g(1 - S)) — Q2P (3)
1 (3.52)
> (500 -9) - (0. la - 9)0) - Qg — 9)p) - FP(E)).

Again by Lemma 3.30, we have that
~Q05((9 = 9)9) 2 ~ll9l (o5 Q0" () = ~Cligl (050 P(E).

Let us show that the term Q%5(g, (g — g)p) can be estimated by the term Q25 (g — g).
Let 5 : R? = R be a regular extension of ¢, and let g = (g — §)dH* 'L OB. By a
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Fourier transform we get

OB (= (0 2\o) —a B
Q. (9,(9—9)¥) g/aB(g 9)¢ 9/ ©g

2 % AQ %
<7 = d—a / )
o(LFe) (L

- 1
=919l 2.2 Q2% (9~ 5,9~ 9)2
1

<Cla.dgllel, e Qg - 1.

We remark now that, if
_ _ 1 _
(9. (9 - 9)9) < 5979 - 9), (3.53)
then we would get

QP (g(1 — ) — Q2P (3) = ~Cllgl} (o O P (E),

which would conclude the proof. On the other hand if (3.53) does not hold, then

1
Q2P (g~ 9) < Cla dgllell ae Q27 (9 — 9)7,
which implies
1
QP (9 -9)% < Cyllel 4
so that
Q5. (9 - 9)¢) < Call@ll o QaB(g )7 < CF lol? oo

If 4o 5~ < 1 then using (3.43) with p =0, ¢ = 5® and r = 1, up to extend again ¢ to a
regular function on RY, we obtain

d—a

l—«a 2
lol? oo < (llel2,) (\\wrrL2(Rd) < cllgl, + 1012, o) < COP(E).

[0

Otherwise, we use (3.43) with p =1, ¢ = %52 and r to obtain

a/2—1 r—a/2

lel? e <c(llel,) ™ (llell?,) ™~ < CoP(B),

which concludes the proof. O

Corollary 3.36. Let d > 3. Then for any § > 0 there exists a Qs > 0 such that if
Q < Qs then the ball is the unique minimizer of problem (3.10) with o = d — 2 among
the sets in K5 with charge Q.
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Proof. Let Q > 0 and let Eg be a minimizer in Ks. Since |[EQAB|* < COP(Eg) <
CQ*Q.(B), Eg converges in L' to B as Q@ — 0. As before, thanks to the d—ball
condition, there is also convergence in the sense of Hausdorff of Eg and 0Eg. By
the §—ball condition again and the Hausdorff convergence of the boundaries, for @
small enough, 0Eq is a graph over 0B of some C LI function. Moreover, by the §—ball
condition we have that ||k, ||~ @E,) < %, where r4(z) is the mean curvature of the
boundary of the set A in z, so that by classical Elliptic Regularity Theory (see for
instance [67]), 0Eq is C*# with uniform C'# bound depending only on J. From this
we see that if 0Eg = {(1 + ¢q(x))x : x € OB} then [[pq|c1.59p) is converging to 0.
We can thus assume that ¢g satisfies the conditions of Proposition 3.35.

For simplicity of notations we drop the index @) in the rest of the proof. Let p =
fdH* 1L OF be the minimizer of Q,(F). Since Q,(E) < P(B)+ Q?Q.(B), by Propo-

sition 3.19, [|fl e (omy < (d — 2)6 1 (P(B) + Q?Q.(B)). On the other hand, since

Jor J =1, we have
1

N 0)

Recall that by Lemma 3.15, the optimal measure for Q,(B) is given by %. By

the minimality of £ we then have
§P(E) = P(E) — P(B) < Q*(Qa(B) — Qu(E))
= Q2 (Q2B(f) - QF(f) + QAE(1/P(B)) - Q2P (1/P(E))) .
A simple computation shows that
Q2P (1/P(B)) — Q3P (1/P(E)) < C*5P(E)
for a suitable positive constant C' = C(«,d). So, by Proposition 3.35 we have that
SP(E) < CQ*SP(E)(1 + ||fll7~(om) < CQ*P(E),

which implies that £ = B for () small enough. O
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Quantitative stability problems
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Chapter 4

Weighted isoperimetric
inequalities in quantitative form

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the study of two classes of weighted perimeters, and their
related isoperimetric problems. Section 4.2 is based on the joint work with Lorenzo
Brasco and Guido De Philippis [16].

We recall that the perimeter, at least for Lipschitz sets is simply the d—1 dimensional
measure of the topological boundary:

P(E) = / dH ().
oE
To introduce the issue of this chapter, we recall (once again) the isoperimetric inequality
P(FE) > P(B) for any ball B of measure |E]|.

Exploiting the rescaling law of the perimeter P(tF) = t4~! P(E) and of the d—dimensional
Lebesgue measure [tE| = t?|E|, the isoperimetric inequality can be stated avoiding to
prescribe the measure of the sets £ and B:

|5 P(E) > dwy*,
where wg is the Lebesgue measure of the unit ball in R%. We remark that, also if the
Lebesgue measure is a priori fixed, the family of minimizer is not unique. This is clearly
due to the invariance under translation of the perimeter. We introduce now a notion
of perimeter which in general does not share with the classical one such property: the
weighted perimeter.

Definition 4.1 (Weighted perimeter). Let V : R? — [0,00) be a non-negative Borel
function. Then for every open bounded Lipschitz set E C R?, its weighted perimeter is
85
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given by

Py(E)= [ V(z)dH"'(2).
oF
With this definition in force, we can write down the main problem we shall in-
vestigate in this chapter: given a positive constant ¢, find (if there) a solution to the
problem
min{ Py (F) : |E| = c}. (4.1)

We stress that the study of (4.1) is slightly related to a family of problems about
weighted isoperimetric inequalities, as for instance those considered in [65]. However
the issue we study presents a fundamental difference: the measure constraint and the
weight assigned to the perimeter are not homogeneous! In order to study problem (4.1),
we impose the weight V' to satisfy some conditions. A natural hypothesis for V is to
be a radial function, that is V' (z) = v(|z|) for some v : [0,00) — [0, 00]. Clearly with
this sole requirement we cannot even expect to get existence for problem (4.1). Under
further assumptions on V, in [9] it has been proved that the ball centred at the origin
is the unique minimizer, or equivalently, that

Py (E) > Py(B,(0)), (4.2)

where rg is such that |E| = |B,,|. In Section 4.2, Theorem 4.2, we obtain an im-
provement of the same result: a quantitative stability version of the inequality. More
precisely we prove that, under suitable assumptions on the weight V', the inequality

!EABTE(O)!>2

5] (4.3)

PUE) 2 PY(Bos O) + caym (
holds true, where c; v, g is a constant. Clearly such result entails the weighted isoperi-
metric inequality (4.2). Moreover, in Subsection 4.2.1 we shall prove that such in-
equality is sharp, in the sense that the exponent 2 cannot be substituted by any lower
exponent.

Our proof of (4.3) (and thus of (4.2)), based on a sort of calibration method, is
completely different from the one in [9], which is based on symmetrization techniques.
Even if the hypotheses imposed on V' in both proofs (our and that in [9]) seem to be
needed just for technical reasons, such conditions turn out to be (basically) the same;
this may suggest that they could be optimal (see Remark 4.3). Despite this, we are not
able to prove this fact by means of a counterexample.

In Section 4.3 we study a family of weighted measures linked to exponential mea-
sures. Namely we deal with the problem

min {Pwev (E): /E eV do = c} : (4.4)

In particular we prove in Theorem 4.5 (respectively Theorem 4.7) that, under suitable
assumptions on w and V, the half-spaces of the form {(z1,2’) € R x R 2y > t}
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(respectively {(z1,2') € R x R4~! : 1 < ¢}) are the only minimizer of problem (4.4).
The proof is based on the calibration technique developed in the case of the Lebesgue
measure, and exploits the particular structure of exponential measures. For this latter
problem we will not address the stability issue.

4.2 Weighted isoperimetric inequality for the Lebesgue
measure

The main result of this section is the following theorem. Later, in Subsection 4.2.1, we
will prove that the exponent 2 appearing at the right-hand side of (4.6) is sharp.

Theorem 4.2. Let d > 2 and V : [0,00) — [0,00) be a weight function such that
V € C?((0,00)) and satisfying the following properties:

V(0)=0 and W(t):=V'(t)+ (d— 1)V§t) is such that  W'(t) >0, ¢>0.
(4.5)
Then for every open bounded set E C RY with Lipschitz boundary, we have
1 2
Py(E) > dwcll/d|E,1—é Vv <<|Z’> d> + Cav Bl <’E|§|B‘> , (4.6)

where B is the ball centred at the origin and such that |B| = |E|. Here cqy, g is a
constant depending on d, the weight V and the measure of E, defined by

2
1 V2 -1 [(|E|\4
Cq VIIE| = & min W’(t) \[ (‘) y
’ 4 tG[T‘E,TE%] d wd

where for simplicity we set
1
El\ @
rE = (H) . (4.7)
wq

Proof. Let B be the ball centred at the origin and having radius rg, so that |B| = |E]|.
The key idea of the proof is to use a sort of calibration technique, adapted to the case
of weighted perimeters; related ideas can be found in the recent paper [82]. Namely,
we consider the following vector field

xT

v Vi) [

z € R\ {0},

whose divergence is given by

V(x])
]

X

]

div (V(|x|) ) =V'(Jz|]) + (d—1) =W(|z]), =eR?\{0}.
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Recall that, by hypotheses, W is an increasing function. Integrating W on E and then
applying the Divergence Theorem, we obtain

[wteyae= [ vial) (Zovete)) ant < o),

and in the same way, integrating on B we get

/W(|x|)daz=/ V(|2]) dH = Py (B).
B OB

Subtracting Py (B) from the previous inequality, we then obtain

/W(\x!)dm—/ W (lz|)dz < Py(E) — Py (B).
E B

We now observe that thanks to the fact that |B| = |E|, we have |E'\ B| = |B\ E| and
then

/E W (Je]) da: — /B W (Je]) da = /E MUCIES /B el e
- / W (j2]) - W(rg)] da — / W (|2]) — W(rg)] da
E\B B\E

:/ (W (|z|) = W(rg)|de =: R(E),
EAB

where in the last equality we used the monotone behaviour of W. Resuming, we have
obtained the following

Py(E) — Py(B) =2 R(E), (4.8)

and the right-hand side is just the integral of a given function over the region EAB,
so very likely this gives the desired estimate (4.6). Note that since the functional R
is non-negative, we already proved the isoperimetric inequality. In order to make this
precise, let us introduce the radius

1
E\ B|\4
= (2 £V

Wd

and the annular region
T={zecR?: rp<|z| <},

which by construction satisfies |T'| = |E \ B| = |B \ E|. Notice that

ro <rpV2.
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Using the monotonicity of the function ¢ — W (t), we get
R(E) = [ (W (Jal) — W) d + W) — W ()] do
{z€E: |z|>rg)} {zgE: |z|<rg}

> /T W (|zl) — W (rg)] dz,

so that
R(E) > duwq / W () — W(rg)] 6™ do. (4.9)

Thanks to the hypotheses W’(t) > 0 if ¢t > 0, if we set

c1= min  W'(t),
te [TE, TE%]

this is a strictly positive constant, depending on d, V' and |E|, then from (4.9) we can
infer
T2
R(E) > dwg 1 / (0 —rE) 0 do.
TE
We now develope the computations for this integral: keeping into account that |E| =
Wy T%, we have

T2 d+1 d+1 d d
d—1 Ty —Tp 'y —Tg
/ (0—rE)o" do= B
TE

d+1
Lo((y EABNT ) 1EAB
d+1 E| d |E|

Let us now focus on the function ¢(t) = (1 +¢t)* —1, for t € [0,1] and with 1 < o < 2:
we have the following elementary estimate

1+ —1>at+cet?,  telo1],

with constant co given by
a
4
Applying this inequality with the choices ¢t = |E \ B|/|E| and o = 1+ 1/d, we then

obtain s )
2 _ 2—1 (|E\B
/ (e—rp) " do > righ == <| |>;| |> .

TE

co (¢t —1) > 0.

Thus, we arrive at the following estimate

C [|EAB|\?
Py(B) = Py(B) = R(E) > duar* & (‘ 5 ’) ,
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: V2-1
C = min W’(t)) .
(tG[TE,TEd\/i] d

This finally gives (4.6), keeping into account that

where we have set

Py(B) = dwy/® ||V (rp),
and recalling the definition of . O

Remark 4.3 (Assumptions on the weight V). In [9] it is proven under the following
assumptions

V strictly increasing and o(t) = V(Y= >0 convex, (4.10)

the following sharp lower bound for the weighted perimeter

Py(E) > dwl/* |E|"" 0V ((‘E|>d> (4.11)

Wd

with equality if and only if F is a ball centred at the origin. This precisely implies that
the ball centred at the origin is the only minimizer of Py, under volume constraint.
It is not difficult to see that this is slightly more general than our (4.5), since (4.10)
is equivalent to require that W is non-decreasing. Anyway, our hypotheses could be
somehow relaxed: first of all, from the estimate (4.9), we easily see that our proof
still characterizes the ball as the unique isoperimetric set, simply requiring that W is
strictly increasing, in particular avoiding the requirement W’ > 0 and the C? regularity
of V. Secondly, a closer inspection of our proof reveals that it provides the stronger
lower bound

2

! V(e H £ R(E). (412)

Py(E) — Py(B) > /8 ) i

= 5 VE(JJ) - m

Then a characterization of equality cases and a stability estimate seems still feasible,
by simply requiring W non-decreasing (as in [9]) and exploiting the first term in the
right-hand side of (4.12). A stability estimate of this type — i.e. containing the L2
distance of the normal versors — has been derived in [61] for the standard isoperimetric
inequality. However, in our case some additional difficulties arise, due to the presence
of the weight V.

In connection with our later application in Chapter 5, a significant instance of
function V satisfying (4.5) is given by any strictly convex power function, i.e. V (|z|) =
|z|P with p > 1. In this case, we use the distinguished notation

Py(E) = /8 e,
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and occasionally we will call P,(E) the p—perimeter of E. We have P,(\ E) = \PT41 P,(E),
for every A > 0, which implies in particular that the shape functional

E — ||~/ B, (E),

is dilation invariant. Then inequality (4.11) can be equivalently written in scaling

invariant form as
1—p 1-p

B Py(E) > dw,” . (4.13)

As a corollary of the previous theorem, we have the following quantitative improvement
of (4.13).

Corollary 4.4. Let p > 1, then for every open bounded set E C R with Lipschitz
boundary, we have

Y 1p EABJ\?
E|"5° Py(E) > dw,® |1+ cqy <’|E|‘> : (4.14)
where B is the ball centred at the origin such that |E| = |B| and cqp is a constant

depending only on d and p, given by

cd :(d+p—1)(p—1)\d/§—1 min #72|.
r 4 d te[1,92]

Proof. We start observing that if V' (¢) = ¢P, then
Wt)=(d+p—1)tr! and W't)=(d+p—1)(p—1)tP~2
In particular, using the homogeneity of W’ we get that

p—2
B E|\ T
min ~ W/'(t) =722 min W'(t) = <|> d+p—1)(p—1 min P72 .
te[rp,r5¥2] ®) E te[1,92] ®) Wq ( ) ) te[1,972]

Then in order to obtain (4.14), it is sufficient to insert the previous into (4.6), to use

(E)-er

and to divide both members of (4.6) by |E|®+d=1)/d, O
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4.2.1 Nearly spherical ellipsoids

We now show that the exponent 2 for the term |FAB| in inequality (4.6) is optimal.
To this aim, we simply exhibit for every radius R a sequence of sets EX, such that
|ER| = wg R? and that

—  Py(BF) — Py(Bg)

lime o

<C 4.15
‘B RAE&R‘Z -7 ( )
where Bp is the ball of radius R centred in the origin. For the sake of simplicity, we
confine ourselves to consider the case d = 2: the very same arguments still work for
every d > 3.

First of all, we aim to prove (4.15) for R = 1, then we will show how to obtain it
for a general R > 0. Let us consider the following family of ellipses

Yy 2 2
E. = zv1+e, >:x—|— <1},
‘ {< V1+e Y

whose boundary can be parametrized by

1
9) = 1+ ¢ cost)y, ——sin? |, ? € [0, 27].
2(0) = (VITE cost, L sin) 0,2x
Observe that by construction we have |E.| = |B;| = m, since

E. = M.(By)

with M. : R? — R? linear application, having (with a slight abuse of notation)
det M. = 1. Now, we need to expand the term

21
Py (E.) = /0 V(7 (0)]) . (9)] do.

At this aim we use the following second-order Taylor expansions for |v.|, |7.| and
V(lel):

()| = 1+5_1/2\/1+2ecos219+52008219
(@) = (1+e¢)

1 g2 (3
~1 29 = R 4
+ € (COS %) 2)—1— 5 <4 cos 19)

2
V()| ~1+¢€ <sin2§— ;) + % (2 — sin40> ,

V(1) (i — cos? 19) +V"(1) <; — cos? 19) 2] )

and similarly
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Figure 4.1: The family of ellipses F..

Thus we have the following second-order expansion for the integrand defining Py (E:):
! / 2 1 s 2 1
V([ve@)]) o)~ V(1) +e [V'(1) (| cos”d — 3 + V(1) [ sin®9 — 5
1 1 V(1
+ &2 [V’(l) <0082 v — 2) (sinzfﬂ — 2) + é) (i — sin? 19)

01 oty VD (3o @] |

Finally, we observe that

2m 1 2 1
/ <cos2 9 — ) dv = / <sin219 — > dv =0,
0 2 0 2
21 1 2 2 1 1 -
29 _ 249 * 2249 L _r
/0 (cos 9 2) dy /0 (cos %) 2) <sm ) 2> dy 1
27 27
/ <3—cos419> cm:/ (3—sin419> = > 7.
0 4 0 4 4

Summarizing, we have obtained

and

while

Py(E.) — Py(By) ~ ng [BV(1) + V(1) + V"(1)]. (4.16)
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On the other hand it is easily seen that |E.AB;| = O(e), thus we get (4.15) for R = 1.

To obtain this result for a generic R > 0, we notice that for every set F,
Py(RE)=RPy,(E),

where Vg(t) = V(Rt), t > 0. Hence, if we set E. := R E. we have

Py(Ee) — Py(Br) = R [Py (E2) — Py (B1)]
7R
8

thanks to (4.16), thus giving (4.15) also in the general case. Observe that (4.5) implies
that

~¢ [3V(R)+RV'(R) + R*V"(R)],

R?V"(R) + RV'(R) > V(R),
and thus in particular

3V(R)+ RV'(R)+ R*V"(R) > 4V (R) > 0.

4.3 Weighted isoperimetric inequalities for exponential mea-
sures

In this section we adapt the calibration method developed in last section to another
class of isoperimetric problems, related this time to a Gauss-type family of measures,
instead of the Lebesgue one. In order to introduce our main results, stated in Theorem
4.5 and Theorem 4.7, we introduce some notations. Let u be a finite positive Radon
measure on R? and let A be a Borel subset of R, the right rearrengement of the set
A, denoted by R/, is the open right half-space {(z1,2") € Rx R : 21 > ¢4}, having
the same measure of A: p(Ra) = u(A). Notice that, if du = fdz for some integrable
function f, then the value t4 is uniquely determined.

Given a measurable function V : R — R we denote by ~ the measure whose density
equals €V, and for any measurable set E C R? we define the V —volume of E as

v(E):/EeV(x)dx. (4.17)

In what follows we will often adopt the notation x = (z1,2’) € R x R, Consider now
a Borel weight function w : R — [0, +o0] and define, for any open set A with Lipschitz
boundary, the weighted V' —perimeter as follows:

P,.v(A) = /a : w(z1)eV @ dHI (z).

In the following theorem we show that, under further conditions on both w and V,
right half-spaces are minimizers of such a perimeter among the sets of fixed measure
with respect to the measure 7.
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Theorem 4.5. Let A C R? be a Lipschitz set, and w : R — RT, V : R — R be C!
functions satisfying the following assumption:

(i) [eVdz and [, w(z1)e" dx are finite,

(i1) g(x) := —w'(z1)—w(x1)01V (x) depends only on 1, and it is a decreasing function
on the real line.

(i) [, >4 eV dr < +o0, Jor>t we" dx < +oo for any t € R.

Then
PweV (A) > PweV (Ri)v

where Ry is the right half-space Ry = {(x1,2) =: x1 > ta} which satisfies
Y(Ra) =(A4).

Proof. Let e; = (1,0,...,0) € R? and consider the vector field —ejw(zy)e¥ (z). Its
divergence is given by

div(—eyw(zy)e¥ () = (—w'(z1) — w(z1)0 V (2))e" @ = g(z)eV®.

By an application of the Divergence Theorem we have
/ g(x)dy(x) = / div(—eyw(z1)e¥ @) dz
A A
_ / w(@)e’ @ (va(2), —er)dH (z) (4.18)
0A
< [ wla)e @ant @) = Py ().
0A

Let t4 be a real number such that the right half-space Ry = {(x1,2') : 1 > ta}
satisfies Y(R4) = 7(A). Then, since the outer normal of R4 is the constant vector field
—ey, we have that the inequality in (4.18) turns into an equality if tested on R4 instead
of A. Hence we get

PweV (A) - PweV (RA) > /A

g(2)dr(z) - / g(2)d(z).

Ra

Since y(A) = y(Ra), then it holds y(A\ R4) = v(Ra \ A) as well. Thus

/A g(2)dr(x) — /R (@) = /A g ) - /R S (z)
- / (9(x) — gltaer))dy(x) — / (9(2) — g(taer))dy(a).
A\R4

Ra\A
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Since every x € A\ R4 (respectively z € Ry \ A) satisfies (z,e1) < ta (respectively
> t4), by condition (7i) we deduce

Pyov(4) — Py (Ra) > /

19(&) — gltae)|dy(@) + / 9(z) — gltaer)|dr(x)
A\R4

Ra\A
- / l9(2) — gtae)|dr(z) > 0
AAR

where AAR4 = (A\ Ra)U (R4 \ A) stands for the symmetric difference between A
and R4. O

Condition (7i) of the previous theorem is satisfied by functions of the form
V(xy,2") = Vi(z1) + Va(2'),

where the real function V; € C?(R) and, together with the weight w > 0 satisfies the
ordinary differential inequality

w” + V{'w + V{w' > 0. (4.19)

Although Theorem 4.5 is stated in the whole space R?, inequality (4.19) is seldom (if
ever) satisfied by functions which fulfil also the integrability property (7). This is not
the case if we restrict our attention to the half space

Q={(z1,2) eRxR¥1: 2 >0}
In this case we can find a big class of functions w and V satisfying (4.19).

Corollary 4.6. Let w € C?([0, 0], [0,00]) and V = Vi(x1) + Va(a') : RE — R be such
that Vi € CY(R) and

w” + W'V +wV{" > 0.
Suppose moreover that the functions w and V' satisfy the integrability condition (i) in
Theorem 4.5. Then the solution of problem

min {Pwev (A): 14 € LI(Q,wev),/ eV = c}
A

is given by the right space R, = {x1 > t.} such that ch weV = c.

A class of particular interest is that where V(z) = —|z|?, that is where " dx
corresponds to the (non-rescaled) Gauss measure. In this case there is a large class
of real functions w which adapt to the hypotheses of Corollary 4.6. This is the case,
for instance of w(t) = ™", t~* with a > 1 and w(t) = —log(t)1( ] Similar results
have been considered in [21] where the authors deal with the case w(t) = t*, k > 0
and the substantial difference with our problem is that the space {2 is weighted as the
perimeter.

If we suitably overturn the hypotheses of Theorem 4.5, we get an analogous reversed
result, related to left half spaces.
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Theorem 4.7. Let A C R? be a Lipschitz set, and w : R — RT, V : R — R be C!
functions satisfying the assumptions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 4.5 and

(i) fx1§t eV dr < +oo, fmlgt weY dx < 400 for any t € R.

Then
PweV (A) > PweV (LA)a

where Ly is the left half space Ly = {(x1,2") =: 21 < t4} which satisfies

V(Ra) = 7(A).

Proof. 1t is analogous to the proof of Theorem 4.5, considering this time the vector
field e;weV . ]

The same considerations made for Theorem 4.5 hold also in this case. Again some
interesting examples can be made considering sets lying in the right half space €.
Observe that this request is not completely analogous to the previous one, where {2 was
itself an optimal subspace. Indeed if we restrict as before our attention to the right half
space 2 = {x1 > 0}, the minimizer are vertical strips of the form {(x1,2’) € R x R4~ :
O<a < b}.

Corollary 4.8. Let w € C?([0, 0], [0,00]) and V = Vi(x1) + Va(a') : R — R be such
that Vi € CY(R) and

w” +w'V{ +wV{" > 0.
Suppose moreover that the functions w and V' satisfy the integrability condition (iii) of
Theorem 4.7. Then the solution of problem

min {Pwev (A) 11p € L1(97w7d)77d(14) - C}
is given by the strip Se = {0 < x1 <t} such that [g we" = c.

In this case instances of weights V are those of the form V(z1,2') = 22 + Va(a/),
for a suitable integrable function V5. These examples are slightly related to the recent
work [22], where the weight considered is V(z) = |z|?, the space (and not only the
perimeter) is endowed with the measure ¢ = x’fe'x‘Q, k > 0 and the minimizer of the
isoperimetric problem

min{/Aap(x)dx:ACQ,/A@(:U)dx—c}

is the centred half ball B, = {z = (21,2') € R x R : 21 > 0,|z| < 7.} such that
i) B. o(x) dx = c. In our case some examples of weights w which fulfil the hypotheses of
Corollary 4.8 are w(t) = e, with a > 1 and w(t) = t*, k € (0,1).






Chapter 5

Stability for the first
Stekloff-Laplacian eigenvalue

5.1 Introduction

The scope of this chapter, based on the joint work with Lorenzo Brasco and Guido De
Philippis [16], is to study the stability of the spectral problem related to the first non-
trivial Stekloff eigenvalue. The first non-trivial Stekloff eigenvalue can be formulated
as follows

/|Vu(x)|2dx

inf B

ueW2(B)\{0} / u(w)? dH!
oFE

o9(E) = : /8}3 u(z)dH1 =0y,

i.e. 1/02(FE) is the best constant in the Poincaré-Wirtinger trace inequality

b= ([, )

The Brock-Weinstock inequality asserts that in the class of sets with given volume, o9
is mazimized by a ball, i.e.

2
i < O / Vu@)?dz,  weW'2(E).  (5.1)
FE

BV oa(E) < |B|'" oa(B), (5:2)

where B is any ball and equality holds if and only if E itself is a ball. Notice that the
quantity |E|Y/?oy(E) is scaling invariant. The main result of this chapter is a sharp
quantitative version of (5.2):

Theorem 5.1 (Quantitative Brock-Weinstock inequality). For every open bounded
Lipschitz set E C R?, there holds

|E|Y09(E) < |B|Y402(B) [1 - ag A(E)?], (5.3)
99
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where ag is an explicit dimensional constant and A(E) is the Fraenkel asymmetry

115 — 1Bl L1 (®e

A(E) = inf{ 5]  |E| = |B|}.

To be precise, we will prove, in Theorem 5.6, a slightly stronger result, which entails
Theorem 5.1. Some words on the proof of this result are in order: the maximality of the
ball for o is a consequence of a particular case of the weighted isoperimetric inequality
analysed in Section 4.2 of the previous chapter. Namely, the crucial point is that the
ball centred at the origin (uniquely) minimizes the shape functional

Ew | |zl dHil,
O0F
among sets with given measure, result that, as we have seen in Chapter 4, is proved
in [9]. This further isoperimetric characterization of the ball is the key tool in Brock’s
proof of (5.2) in [20]: then in order to derive (5.3), we can take advantage of the
stability result proved in the previous chapter for such a weighted perimeter. Namely,
we will make use of the following result (stated in this chapter as a lemma, but which
is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 and, in particular, of Corollary 4.4). .

Lemma 5.2. For every open bounded Lipschitz set E C R, we have

/ |l‘|2 de_l > / |$|2 de—l
OFE 0B

where Bq is an explicit dimensional constant, B is the ball centred at the origin such
that |B| = |E| and EAB denotes the symmetric difference.

9

\EAB[)Q

1
+ Ba < B

Concerning the sharpness of the exponent 2 for the Fraenkel asymmetry in (5.3),
we stress that its proof (Theorem 5.9) is much longer than the same result for weighted
perimeters proved in Subsection 4.2.1 of the previous chapter. A possible explanation is
the following: since, differently from the perimeter, the Stekloff eigenvalues do not have
a straightforward geometrical meaning, it is much more complicated to understand how
they are affected by deformations of an optimal shape. If the eigenvalue is differentiable
in the sense of the shape derivative (see [77]) — like in the case of the first Dirichlet
eigenvalue A1 — one can use the following argument. Any perturbation of the type
E. := (Id+¢X)(B), for some smooth vector field X, should provide a Taylor expansion
of the form

B\ (E.) ~ |BI** )\ (B)+0(?), e<1, (5.4)

since the first derivative of | - [*¢ A;(-) has to vanish at the minimum “point” B. Then
one observes that for such a family of sets, the Fraenkel asymmetry satisfies A(E.) =



5.2 Spectral optimization for Stekloff eigenvalues 101

O(e). This explains, for instance, why the following inequality was expected (and in
fact proved in the recent work [15]) in the (sharp) form

|E* X\ (E) > [BY\(B) [1+ ca A(E)?].

For the case of the first non-trivial Stekloff eigenvalue o9, proving the sharpness is more
complicated: indeed, the most basic example — nearly spherical ellipsoids — leads to an
expansion with a non-trivial first order term, i.e.

|E-|Y% 09(E.) ~ | B|"? 05(B) + O(e).

The same phenomenon has already been observed in [18, Section 5] for the Neumann
case. A possible explanation for this fact is the following: at the maximum point, i.e.
for a ball B, the eigenvalue o2 is multiple and thus not differentiable (see [75, Section 2]).
Roughly speaking, this implies that along some “directions” (i.e. for some deformations
of the ball) the functional oy could have a non-trivial “super-differential”. In order to
show that the exponent 2 in (5.3) is indeed sharp, one has to exclude that this happens
for every direction: namely, one has to exhibit a particular family of deformations E.
for which a correct expansion like (5.4) is guaranteed. We will achieve our aim by
suitably refining a construction introduced in [18, Section 6] to solve the same problem
in the Neumann case.

The chapter is organized as follows: in Section 5.2 we recall some basic facts about
Stekloff eigenvalues, as well as the spectral optimization problems we are concerned
with. Thanks to our quantitative estimates for weighted perimeters, we will prove that
optimal shapes for these spectral problems are stable (Section 5.3). The corresponding
stability estimates happen to be sharp as well, as shown in the final Section 5.4.

5.2 Spectral optimization for Stekloff eigenvalues

We start recalling some basic definitions. We will refer to [75, Chapter 7] as the reference
to this subject.

Let E C R? be an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary. Thanks to the
compactness of the embedding of W2(E) into L?(OFE), we have that the resolvant
operator R : L2(0E) — L*(OF) defined by

—Au = 0, inkFE,

1,2 -
Rg € WH*(E) solves in weak sense { (Vu,vg) = g ondE,

is a compact, symmetric and positive linear operator. Hence R has a discrete spectrum,
made only of real positive eigenvalues accumulating at 0. As a consequence, we have
that the following boundary value problem for harmonic functions

—Auy = 0, in £,
(Vu,vg) = owu, ondE,
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has non-trivial solutions only for a discrete set of values o1(F) < 09(E) < 03(F)...
accumulating at co: these are the so-called Stekloff eigenvalues of E. Here solutions
are intended in the usual weak sense, i.e.

/ (Vu(z),Vo(z)) de = o (E) / u(x) p(x) de, for every ¢ € WH2(E), k e N.
E OE

The corresponding solutions {{;},>1 are called eigenfunctions of the Stekloff-Laplacian
and they give an orthonormal basis of L?(OE), once renormalized by ||| 208) = 1,
for every k > 1. Throughout the next sections we will use the classical convention
of counting the eigenvalues with their multiplicities: this means that if for a certain
k € N\ {0}, there exist m linearly independent non-trivial solutions for oy (E), then we
will write o (F) = ok11(F) = -+ = 0grm—1(E).

Observe that if E has k connected components Ej, ..., E, then 01(E) = --- = 03 (E) =
0 and the corresponding renormalized eigenfunctions are given by

g, (.%')
\/ Hd_l (8Ez)

In particular the first Stekloff eigenvalue of a set is always trivial and corresponds to
constant functions. For this reason, given k € N\ {0}, we always have that

&i(x) = i=1,....k.

0 = inf{ox(F) : |E| = c},
and this infimum is attained for every open set having k connected components.

Remark 5.3. For what follows, it is important to remark that the functions {&}r>2
also give an orthogonal basis for the following closed subspace of W12(E)

Har(E) = {u e WH(E) : / u=0 and / (Vu, V) =0 for every ¢ € W&Q(E)} ,
OE E

(5.5)
on which u — ||Vul|z2 and u — |Ju||y1,2 are equivalent norms, thanks to the Poincaré-
Wirtinger inequality (5.1) and to inequality

lullL2g) < Ce (IVull L2y + llull 20m)) » ue W (E),

which can be proved by means of a standard compactness argument. Notice that for
every u € Har(FE), its Dirichlet integral can be written as

/ |Vu(z)|* de = Z i op(E), where o = (@) u(z)dHE (5.6)
E > OF
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For any ball B of radius R, its first non-trivial Stekloff eigenvalue is given by

which corresponds to the eigenfunctions & (x) = x;—1, with i = 2,...,d+ 1, i.e. the
eigenvalue o9(B) has multiplicity d. Also, we notice that the shape functional E +—
|E|Y% 09(E) is scaling invariant, thus in particular

|B|Y% 9(B) = w}/*,

for any ball B. About the first non-trivial Stekloff eigenvalue of a set E, we have the
following sharp estimate, first derived in [111] for dimension d = 2 and then generalized
to any dimension in [20].

Brock-Weinstock inequality. For every E C R? open bounded set with Lipschitz
boundary, we have

B[V 03(B) < wy”, (5.7)

and equality holds if and only if E is a ball. In other words, for every ¢ > 0 the unique
solution of the following spectral optimization problem

max{oy(F) : |E| > c},
is given by a ball of measure c.

Remark 5.4. As already remarked in the Introduction, 1/09(F) can be characterized
as the sharp constant in the Poincaré-Wirtinger trace inequality (5.1). We then notice
that the Brock-Weinstock inequality can be extended to any set supporting such an
inequality and for which the trace of a W12 function is well-defined: in these cases, it
is still meaningful speaking of o9(E), though the embedding W12(E) — L%(9F) could
not be compact and hence its Stekloff-Laplacian could have a continuous spectrum.

Actually, the Brock-Weinstock inequality is a straightforward consequence of a
stronger estimate proved by Brock in [20], involving the first d non-trivial Stekloff
eigenvalues: namely, for every E C R? bounded open set with Lipschitz boundary, we

have
d+1

1 1 d
> .
|E’1/d§Uz‘(E) = Wcll/d’ (5 8)

i.e. any ball minimizes the sum of the reciprocal of the first d non-trivial Stekloff
eigenvalues, among sets of given measure.

Remark 5.5. In the case of convex sets, an even stronger estimate is possible [78]: the
ball maximizes the product of the first d non-trivial Stekloff eigenvalues, under measure

constraint
d+1

E| ] oi(B) < wa. (5.9)
=2
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A simple application of the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality shows that the previ-
ous implies (5.8): it should be noticed that in dimension d = 2, the convexity assump-
tion can be dropped (see [76]), while for higher dimensions it is still an open problem
to know whether (5.9) holds for all sets or not.

5.3 The stability issue

The main goal of this section is to show how (5.8) and (5.7) can be improved by means
of a quantitative stability estimate. At this aim, for every E C R? open set with finite
measure, we recall the definition of Fraenkel asymmetry

1g—1
A(E) ::inf{” P ‘5‘”“@‘1’ : B ball with |B| = |E|},

i.e. this is the distance in the L' sense of a generic set E from the “manifold” of balls,
renormalized in order to make it scaling invariant: observe that 0 < A(E) < 2. Then
the main result of this section is the following quantitative improvement of (5.8).

Theorem 5.6. For every E C R¢ open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, we have

d+1

1 1 d )
|E[1/d Z :(E) = id [1+caz A(E)?], (5.10)
=2 d
where
d+1+v2-1

=Ty

Proof. We start reviewing the proof of Brock in [20]: the first step is to have a vari-
ational characterization for the sum of inverses of eigenvalues. In the case of Stekloff
eigenvalues, the following formula holds (see [79, Theorem 1], for example):

d+1 d+1

1 _
Z i (E) =  max Z/aEUZ(I)Q A

7
(v2,--,v441)€ i—2

where the set of admissible functions is given by

7- {(vg,...,vdm e (W2(E) /aEvi(a:) it = 0, /

(Vui(x), Voj(z)) de = 5ij} .
E

Observe that the quantities o;(E) are invariant under translations, so without loss of
generality we can suppose that the barycentre of OF is in the origin, i.e.

/ zdHT =0,  i=1,...,d.
OF
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This implies that the eigenfunctions &; relative to o2(B) = -+ - = 0441(B) are admissible
in the previous maximization problem, thus as admissible functions we take

LTi—1

ST

vi(x) = i=2,...,d+ 1.

In this way, we obtain

d+1
1

1 1
>
BV 25 oi(E) © (6

/8 e dn = B P,

which implies

d+1

1 1 d d+1 d
— > |E|”d Py(E) — —.
B 2 7B) 7

This means that the deficit of this spectral inequality is controlling from above the
deficit of the 2—perimeter. Thus it is sufficient to use the quantitative estimate (5.2)
for the 2—perimeter, so to obtain

1 & d d |EAB|\?
1/d Z 974 2 /g Cd.2 ,
BV 5 oi(E) bt Gl |E|

where B is the ball centred at the origin and such that |E| = |B|. Using the definition
of A(FE), we can conclude the proof. O

A straightforward consequence of the previous result is the following quantitative
version of the Brock-Weinstock inequality.

Corollary 5.7. For every E C R? open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, we have
|E|Y ay(E) < wl/® [1 - 64 A(B)?], (5.11)
where §q is a constant depending only on the dimension, given by
1 d+1
b= 3 min{l,; (%—1)}.

Proof. First of all, we can suppose that
1
B[ oa(E) = 5 wi, (5.12)

otherwise estimate (5.11) is trivially true with constant §; = 1/8, just by using the
fact that A(F) < 2. So, let us suppose that (5.12) holds true: since o2(F) < 0;(E) for
every i > 3, from (5.10) we can infer

d d

> 1+ cao A(E)?],
|E|1/d02(E) ngl/d [ ]
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which can be rewritten as
|E|Y40y(E) [1+ can A(E)?] < wy/®.
The previous formula easily implies (5.11), thanks to (5.12). O

Remark 5.8. In the next section we will prove that both the estimates derived in
Theorem 5.6 and Corollary 5.7 are sharp. We point out that defining the two deficit
functionals

1/d d+1
Inv(E) := Bl o2(B)

= —1
d|E[Nd = 0i(E)

1/d
1 amd W)= BLo2B)

= B 0u(B) . (5.13)

we have that
ci2 A(E)? <Tnv(E) < BW(E),

where in the first inequality we used Theorem 5.6. Then if one can prove that the
exponent 2 for A(FE) is sharp in the quantitative Brock-Weinstock inequality, this will
automatically prove the optimality of the power 2 for inequality (5.10).

5.4 Sharpness of the quantitative Brock-Weinstock inequal-
ity

In this section, we will show the sharpness of the quantitative Brock-Weinstock inequal-
ity (5.11): as remarked, this in turn will give the sharpness of (5.10) as well. Namely,
we are going to prove the following result.

Theorem 5.9. There exists a family {E:}c>0 of smooth sets approaching the ball B of
unit radius in such a way that

~ 1l o~ and BW (E,) ~ &2, ek 1, (5.14)

where BW(E) is defined by (5.13).

The rest of this section is devoted to construct such a family of deformations E..
Since the whole construction is quite complicate, for the sake of readability we will
divide it into 4 main steps.

5.4.1 Step 1: setting of the construction and basic properties

In what follows, B C R? stands for the open unit ball, centred at the origin. We
consider a general nearly circular domain, given by

E.={zecR?:2=0 or |z|<1+ey(z/|z])},

where 1) € C*°(9B) satisfies the following assumptions.
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Key assumptions. For every a € R?, there holds

() A =0, / (a,2) () dH = 0, (5.15)
OB OB
and
/ (a, 2)2 () dHO = 0. (5.16)
OB

We start with a basic result of geometric type.

Lemma 5.10. Let ¢ € C*°(9B) satisfying (5.15). Then

|E.AB]

|E.| — |B| ~ &* and A(E:) ~ e~
| Ee|

(5.17)
Proof. Using polar coordinates, the measure |E.| can be expressed as follows

1

Bl =5 [ (vt
d Jon
d—1
~ |B]| +5/ V(@) dHIT + 2 —— | p(x)? dHIE,
OB 2 Jom

which gives the first relation in (5.17), thanks to the fact that ¢ has zero-mean on dB.

For the second one, we start observing that |E.AB| ~ e: still using polar coordi-
nates, we get

|E.AB| = 1 / [(1 +e(z))? — 1} dH!
d {z€dB :¢(x)>0}
1
+- / [1 - +s¢(x))ﬂ dH ~ e / ()] dH
{z€dB :y(z)<0} 0B

Now, let B(xzo,7:) be a ball realizing the asymmetry, i.e. such that A(FE.)|E.| =
|E-AB(zg,r:)|: in particular, we have |B(zg,7:)| = |E¢|. It is easily seen that

|E.AB|

A(E:;) <c ,
(Be) < e g

(5.18)

for some constant ¢ independent of e: indeed, by definition of A(FE.) and triangular
inequality, we get

_ |BABO,r)| _ |EAAB| | |BAB(,r.)| _ |EAB]

A(E.) < < + <c )
(Ee) IE.] 2] 2. 2]

since |[BAB(0,r.)| = | |B(zg,r:)| — |B|| ~ €2, while |E.AB| ~ «.
| Y ) b
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Using the symmetries of B and (5.15), for every a € R? we can infer

/ (a,y) dy = b (1+ m/)(a;))dH (a,x) dHI ~ &2 g

U(z)? (a, z) dHT.
51 o - (z)” (a,z)

Choosing a = e;, i.e. the coordinate directions, the previous formula implies that

the barycentre of E. coincides with the origin, up to an error of order 2. Since the
barycentre of B(xg,7:) is given by its centre zp, we then get

/ ydy / ydy—/ ydy +‘/ ydy’
B(zo,re) B(zo,re) E. E.

S/ ly| dy + ‘/ ydy’ < C|B(zo,7:)AE.| + C€?,
B(zo,r:)AE: Ee

<

|B(xo,7e)| [o] =

for some constant C' independent of . In other words, we get |z¢| < C A(E.) + C&? -
possibly with a different constant C, but still independent of € — then we can estimate

|BAE,]| < |EcAB(xg,7:)|  |B(xo,7r:)AB]

< < A(E.) +C' x| +C" %, (5.19)
| Ee| | Ex| | Ex|

for some C’,C” not depending on e: here we used that |B(zg,r:)AB| is comparable
to the distance of their centres — that is, comparable to |z¢| — up to an error of order
g2, due to the difference of the measures. It is only left to use the estimate on |xo| in
(5.19), in conjunction with (5.18) and the fact that |[E.AB| ~ ¢: we then get

1
—/5§A(E€)+C€2 <ce,
c

for some ¢ > 1, which finally gives A(E.) ~ ¢, as desired. O

Remark 5.11 (Meaning of the key assumptions). We point out that conditions (5.15)
and (5.16) are equivalent to require that v is orthogonal in the L?(0B) sense to the first
three eigenspace of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on 0B, i.e. to spherical harmonics
of order 0,1 and 2 respectively (see [99] for a comprehensive account on spherical
harmonics). Each of these conditions will play a precise role in our construction: thanks
to the previous result, the first one implies that E. has the same measure as B, up
to an error of order €2. The second condition in (5.15) implies that E. has the same
barycentre as B, still up to an error of order £2: then this order coincides with the
magnitude of A(E.)?. Eventually, recalling that every Stekloff eigenfunction ¢ relative

to o9(B) has the form &(x) = (a,x), condition (5.16) implies

| v@i@Patt=o  ad [ e@)Veg@Pat <o (620)
OB 0B

where V' is the tangential gradient. Relations (5.20) will be crucially exploited in order
to prove that oo(B) — 09(E.) ~ 2.
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Let us fix now an eigenfunction u. for o9(E;), normalized in such a way that

/8}3 us(z)? dH =1 and / ’VUE(J:)|2 dx = o3(E:). (5.21)

£

Remark 5.12. Thanks to the fact that 0E. is of class C*°, we obtain that u. €
C>=(E.). Moreover, the domains F. are uniformly of class C*, for every k > 0, hence
we can assume the functions u. to satisfy uniform C* estimates, i.e.

HUEHC/c(Ej) < Hy, (5.22)

for some constants Hy > 0 depending only on k£ € N.

We now give the basic estimate of o2(B) from above in terms of o2(E;): this is the
cornerstone of the whole construction.

Lemma 5.13. Let g9 < 1, there exist two functions d,Q : [0,e9] — R with
li =
tim ((d(<)] + |Q()) =0,

and a constant K > 0 such that for every e, we have

oa(Ez) + d(e)
B S T o -k

(5.23)

Proof. Since we want to compare o9(E.) with o2(B), we have to suitably adapt the
eigenfuction u,, in order to let it be admissible for the Rayleigh quotient defining oo (B).
To do so, we start considering a C* extension . of u. with k = [d/2] + 3 to the larger
set 1

D ={z : |z[ < 1+¢e|Yllz=@m)} D BUE,

and we can make such an extension in such a way that
[tellenp.y < Klluellor (g, - (5.24)

Then, we estimate the mean value of this extension on the boundary dB: we set

8= / U (z) dHEL,
oB
and we define the application ¢. : 9B — 0F,, given by
te(z) = +e¢p(x)x, x € 0B. (5.25)
Observe that we have

Ue(¢e(z)) = ue(d:(z)), z € 0B,

The choice of k will be clear in the proof of Lemma 5.19.
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so that our uniform estimates (5.22) and (5.24) yield
Ue(x) = ue(¢=(x)) + O(e), x € 0B. (5.26)
Using this information in the definition of J, we get

5= / e (e () AHE 4 O(e) = / e (6 () Jo(@) dHO + O(e)
OB OB

where in the last equality we have set

Jo(2) = (1 + @) /(L + @)+ [V, v(@), @€ 0B,
and we used the following straightforward estimate

| Je(y) — Ulzeeam) = O(e), (5.27)

the quantity V1 being the tangential gradient of 1 on 0B. With the change of variable
y = ¢(x), we then arrive at

1

= W aE)

/ we(y) dH 1 O(e) = O(e), (5.28)
OF;

thanks to the fact that [, o, Us = 0. We are now ready to define an admissible function
for o9(B): we set
Ve i=TUe - 15 — 0, (5.29)

and we immediately notice that
[vellor gy < K(d), (5.30)

thanks to (5.22), (5.24) and (5.28) (recall that k depends only on d). In words, v, is
the original eigenfunction u. extended to the whole D., then restricted to the ball B
and finally vertically translated in order to satisfy the zero-mean condition on 0B. By
its very definition and using (5.28), we immediately observe that

0B 0B

Now we set

= ‘—25/ ﬁ€+527{d_1(83)’:52’Hd‘1(8B)§K52. (5.31)
0B

d(e) ::/ va\Q—/ Vue|?,
B\E: E\B

so that we can write

/ Vo (@) = / Vae|? + d(e) = oa(E.) + d(e), (5.32)
B E.
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where we used that Vv, = Vu. on BN E.. Moreover, using (5.26) and (5.31), we have

/ ve ()’ z/ ﬂe(x)Q—K€2:/ ue (@) 4+ Qe) — Ke? = 14 Q(e) — Ke2, (5.33)
0B OB OF;

having defined

Qe) = /E)Baa(m)t/m e ()2

We are now able to estimate o2(B): since
/ |V (2)|? da
B

/ ve(x)? dHT!
0B

using (5.32) and (5.33), we finally obtain (5.23). O

o2(B) <

Remark 5.14. Thanks to the uniform estimates (5.22) with k£ = 0, 1 and to (5.27), it
is immediate to infer

d(e)| < Ke, Q(e)| < Ke, (5.34)
which inserted in (5.23) gives the easy estimate
o02(B) < 03(E:) + Ke,
possibly with a different constant K > 0.

The previous observation shows that in order to exhibit the sharp decay rate of the
deficit along the sequence E., we need a precise control of the decay rate of the error
terms d and @. Indeed, each estimate on them automatically translates into an estimate
of the same order for o9(B) — 02(E:). Let us state precisely this observation, whose
proof is immediate from (5.23).

Lemma 5.15. There exist two constants Cy and Cy such that
|oa(B) — 02(E:)| < C1 (d(e)] + |Q(e)]) + Cae?, for every e < 1.
Keeping in mind Corollary 5.7 and (5.17), we know that
C3e? < BW(E.) < Cy|02(B) — 02(E.)| + Cs 2, (5.35)

hence to conclude the optimality of the exponent 2 in (5.11) one would like to enforce
(5.34), proving that
|d(e)] +|Q(e)] < K 2.
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5.4.2 Step 2: improving the decay rate

In order to gain this improvement, the following Lemma will be of crucial importance.
This guarantees that if the distance in C! between v, and the eigenspace corresponding
to o2(B) has a certain rate of decaying at 0, then the decays of d(¢) and Q(e) are
improved of the same order. It is precisely here, in the proof of this result, that the Key
Assumption (5.16) on ¢ will heavily come into play.

Lemma 5.16. Let w : [0,1] — RT be a continuous function such that t*/K < w(t) <
K+/t. Suppose that for every e < 1, there exists an eigenfunction &. for oo(B) such
that

l|lve — gs”cl(ﬁ) < Cuw(e), (5.36)

for some constant C' independent of €. Then there exists a constant Cg, still independent
of €, such that
d(e)] +1Q(e)] < Cswi(e) e for every e < 1.

Proof. We start estimating the term |d(¢)|: the computations are similar to that in [18],
but we have to pay attention to some extra terms, which come from the fact that we
are facing a Stekloff problem.

Using the uniform estimates (5.22) and recalling the definition (5.25) of ¢., we have

Vo) = ‘wa (o (%))

and observe that, alignedting the gradient in its radial and tangential components, the
right-hand side can be written as

2
+ O(e), for every x € E. \ B,

2 u /T 2 ! u xX/|x 2
Ve (9 (z/[x]))|” = [0gue (de(/]2]))” + A+ eo(z/2])? Vrue (o= (z/|z]))]

= |0gue(¢=(w/|2]))* + |Vrus(¢=(a/|2]))]* + O(e).

Using once again (5.22), the latter in turn can be estimated as follows
[Opue (e (/|2]))* + [V rue(de(/]2]))]P = 02(Be)? |ue(z/]2)|? + [Vrue(z/|2])|* + O(e).
Notice that we also used that u. satisfies the boundary condition

(Vue(x),ve. () = 02(E:) us(z), r € 0F,,
and that the normal vector on JF. is radial up to an error of order ¢, since we have

Ve, (&) = (1 +ep(z/|z]) x/|x| —eVep(z/|z]) = +0(),  x€dE.

VU +ed@/)? + [ Vep(a/laP 2]
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Therefore, recalling also that |E. \ B| ~ ¢, one obtains
| Vu@pPd=c | (o) [02(Be) ue(@)? + |V rue(w) 2] dHE + O(e2)
E\B OBN{y>0}

_. / W) [02(B)? ve(2)? + [Vrve(2)P] dHE + O(2)
oBN{yY>0}

(5.37)
where the last equality comes from the fact that v. = u. on E. N B up to the additive
constant d, which is of order e thanks to (5.28), and from the fact that |o2(B)—02(E;)| <
C'e. In the very same way, recalling that by definition of v. one has

Ve(de(2)) = Vue(de(2)), for every x € OB\ E.,
and that the uniform estimates holds also for v, by (5.30), one gets

/ ‘Vve(ac)|2 dr = —5/ P(x) [02(3)2 ve(z)? + ]VTvg(:c)\Q] dHI+0(e?).
B\E-. BN {¥>0}

(5.38)
Finally, recalling the definition of d(¢), from (5.36), (5.37) and (5.38) one obtains

[d(e)] < e02(B)?

/ U (x) ve ()2 dHI?
OB

+e / O() |V (2) 2 dH9 | + O(e2)
OB

= 602(3)2

/ () ()2 dH!
0B

+5/ D) [Vl (2) 2 dHE| + C 2 (e) + O(2) < Cew(e),
OB

where in the last estimate we used property (5.16).

We now come to the estimate of |Q(g)|: remember that this is given by

Qe) = /8 ; [t (2)? — te(z + e Y(2) 2)* Jo(2)] dHE,

i.e. this error term contains a boundary integral, then estimates are a bit different from
the Neumann case treated in [18].

In order to handle this term @, for ease of computations it could be more useful to
rewrite it as follows

Q(e) = Q1(e) + Q2(e),
where we set

Qile) = /8 | [@)? ~ Tu(on(w)?] an,
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and

Q2(e) == /aB Ue (e (z/|2))? [1 = Jo(z)] dHIL.

Let us start with Q1(¢): by construction Vue(x) = Vuc(z), then using the uniform
estimates (5.22), (5.24) and the hypotheses (5.36), we have

Q1(e)] = '/{)B [ﬂs(x)Q . (q;e(x))ﬂ A

<2¢ +0(e?)

/8 () O, () () dHO

B
<2e /aB €-(2) Dple () () dHT + Cwle)e

= 2ec03(B) + Cuw(e)e,

() (x) dHT!
0B

which yields the estimate |Q1(¢)| < Cw(e) e, again thanks to property (5.16). Observe
that in the last equality we have exploited the fact that & satisfies the Stekloff boundary
condition. Finally, it is left to estimate the term @Q2(e): first of all, we have

1—Je(z) = —(d— 1) e (V) + O(e?),

while using the definition of v., the uniform estimates (5.22) and (5.24) and the fact
that 0 = O(e), we get

Ue(¢e(x)) = Ue(z) + O(e) = ve(x) + § + O(e) = v(x) + O(e), x € 0B.

Inserting these into the definition of Q2(g) and using (5.36), we finally obtain

Q) < (d=De | [ o o)t !| + o)
0B
<(d—1)e & ()2 () dHIH + Cuw(e)e,
0B
which concludes the proof, again thanks to property (5.16). O

Remark 5.17. Observe that if on the contrary 1 violates condition (5.16), we cannot
assure that all the first-order term in the previous estimates cancel out: then we would
not get any improvement on d and (. For example, for the case of the ellipsoids F.
considered in Section 4.2.1, their boundaries can be described as follows

2
OFE: = qy=o:(z)z € R*: r€ 9B and 0:(x) = \/(1 +¢) l‘% + =2

14+¢e(’
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and observe that
0:(x) = 1+ e (af — 23), x € 0B.

It is not difficult to see that v (z) = 22 — 23 does not satisfy (5.16): and in fact, in
analogy with the Neumann case (see [18, Section 5]), one can show that

o2(B) — 03(F:) ~ ¢,

i.e. ellipsoids do not exhibit the sharp decay rate for the Brock-Weinstock inequality.

5.4.3 Step 3: nearness estimates

Thanks to the previous step, we know that to improve (5.34) it is sufficient to estimate
the C! distance of v from the eigenspace relative to oo (B), in terms of €: the main point
is that we can perform such an estimation, in terms of |d(¢)| and |Q(e)| themselves.
This is the content of the third step.

We start with an easy W12(B) estimate, whose proof is based on a Fourier decom-
position on the basis {&x}r>2 of Stekloff eigenfunctions for B: the idea is quite the
same as in [18], but an extra difficulty arises, since we cannot directly decompose v,
in W12 on the basis {&k }r>2. Rather, we have to project it on the space of harmonic
functions and to control, in terms of €, both the Dirichlet integral of this projection
and the distance between v. and the space of harmonic functions.

Lemma 5.18. For every e < 1, there exists an eigenfunction & relative to o9(B) such
that

[ve = &llwrzp) < CV|d(e)| +1Q(e)| + Ke,  for every e <1, (5.39)

for some constant C' independent of €.

Proof. First of all, let us set f. := Av. = A%.. Thanks to the fact that @, is a C*
extension of u. and that the latter is harmonic on E. N B, we get that f. is a C*~2

function on B such that
fe(z) =0, x € E.N B.

X i
. (@ (m))‘ IV el |6 (m) Ca
<Celllm, zeB\E.,

— IV ellioes) |6 () ol <cla <> N
] B
(5.40)

so that in conclusion || f¢||r =5y < Ce. We now introduce the harmonic projection p.
of v, i.e. p. solves

Moreover, on B\ E. we have

|[f=(2)] <

Ap. = 0, in B,
Pe = v, ondB,
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and observe that we have
[ve = pellwrzmy < Cllfellrzsy < Ce, (5.41)

where we used the previous estimate on f.. Since ¢, is harmonic and v, — . € WO1 ’Q(B),
we obtain following estimate on the Dirichlet integrals:

Vo = Veulfias) = [ Vo)l do = [ (9. Vipe)da
Keeping into account (5.41), we finally obtain

/]va(xﬂzdx—/ |V (2)|* dz| < Ce2 (5.42)
B B

Since ¢, € Har(B) — remember the definition (5.5) — we can use a spectral decomposi-
tion for it and write

o= a6 where an(e)= [ uln) Glo) dni k2
k>2 oB

then

locl2eom = San(e)?  and  [VeulBags = 3 on(B) ar(e)?,
k>2 k>2

where for the second decomposition we used (5.6). By (5.31) and the definition of Q(¢),

we have
/83 ve(z)? — 1’ < /<9B U (2)? — /aEE e ()2 /aB ou(a)’ /aB (o

< Q) + K€,

_'_

and since . = v. on JB, the previous implies
[lcl20) — 1] < 1Q(e)] + K €2

In particular, we get

d+1

D ap(e)’ -1
k=2

and multiplying both members by o2(B) we have

< Y ar(@)?+1Q(e)| + K&,

k>d+2

d+1

Z ar(e)? -1
k=2

o2(B) <03(B) Y ar(e)’ + e |Q(e)] + K2, (5.43)

k>d+2
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On the other hand, by (5.32) and (5.42) we have

19625y = 02(B)| < [IVeellEags) = 02(B)| + |IVeelFags) = IV¢elEaa)
< 02(Ez) — oa(B)| + [d(e)| + C
< C (|dE)] +1QE)) + K <2,

which can be rewritten as

d+1
a2(B) (ZO%(S)z - 1) + ) ar(B)ar(e)?| < e (ld(e)| +1Qe)) + K €%,
k=2

k>d+2

and this implies

d+1
Zak(fs)Z -1
k=2

S ou(B)aw(e)’ < ex (|d(e)] + Q) + K € + 0a(B)
k>d+2

. (5.44)

We can now combine (5.43) and (5.44), so to obtain

Y (0k(B) = 0a(B)) ar(e)? < (1 + e2) (|d()] + |Qe)]) + K €.
k>d+2

Notice that

02(B)
or(B)
since o2(B) has multiplicty d and this forms a non-decreasing sequence, then from the
previous we can infer

Y ow(B)ak(e)® < C (ld(e)| +1Q(e)) + K &,
k>d+2

1—

>0, k>d+ 2,

possibly with different constants C' and K, depending on the spectral gap o442(B) —

o2(B), but not on e. If we set
d+1

&= ap(e)b,
h=2

we have
lpe = &lZ2(0m) < Oara(B) [[Vve — VE 725

and

IV = Ve 2oy = 3 on(B)an(e)? < C (Jd(e)| + Q) + K 2,
k>d+2

e = Eellwrzmy < CVId(e)| +1Q(e) + K¢,

which yields
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thanks to the fact that u — [lu|z2(9p) + [ Vull2(p) is equivalent to the standard norm
of W12(B). Finally, it is only left to observe that

[[ve — 56||W172(B) < |lpe — fe”Wlﬂ(B) + [|ve — %”WM(B),
thus we have obtained (5.39). O

We show how the previous Sobolev estimate (5.39) can be enhanced, replacing the
WL2(B) norm with the C! one.

Lemma 5.19. For every e < 1, there exists an eigenfunction & relative to oo(B) such
that

lo = Ellon s < CrVIAE +QE) + Cse,  foreverye <1, (5.45)
for some positive constants C7, Cg independent of €.

Proof. First of all, let us write down the the Neumann boundary value problems solved
by v. and &.: these are given respectively by

Av, = fs in 0B and A&, = 0, in 0B
(Vve,v) = o09(B)gs, ondB . (V&,v) = o09(B)&, ondB
where

fe(x) = Aug(x), x € B,
and the boundary value g is given by (recall that Vv, = Vuy)

ve(w) + [Ua(¢6(x)) - Ua(x)}

o2(Ee)
<o2(B) - 1) uele())
1
O'Q(B)
1 _ 4
+ M <VU5($), I/(x) — VE, (gf)g(x))) =: Us(l') + ;gs,i(ffi) x € OB.

e ()

_|_

_.I_

(Ve () = Vue(de(2)), ve. (¢=(2)))

Thus in order to gain informations on the distance between v. and &, it suffices to
estimate f. and the boundary term g. — &.: indeed, by standard Elliptic Regularity
(see [109, Proposition 7.5]) and by the triangular inequality, for every k > 1 we have

l|ve — fEHWW(B) <C (”Us - SEHLQ(B) + llge — §6HW’C*3/22(E)B) + Hfs”Wk*M(B))

< C (Jlve = &llzaqm) + e = &llwa-s22(08) (5.46)

4
+ Z 19e.illwr-sr22(9m) + ”fEHWkaQ(B)) :

=1
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The first term on the right-hand side can be easily estimated as follows

lve = &llr2(m) < llve = &ellwrzs) < CV/Id(e)] +1Q(e)| + K e,

where we used (5.39) in the second inequality: then to obtain (5.45) it suffices to prove

that
lve = &ellwr-s/22(98) < CVId(e)| +|Q(e)| + K e, (5.47)
4
Z 1ge.il Wk=3/22(9B) = Ce, (5.48)
i=1
[ fellwr—22m) < Ce, (5.49)

with k = [d/2] + 2. Indeed, using the Sobolev Imbedding Theorem, this would yield

llve — fz—:”cl(é) < C e — £€||W[d/2]+2,2(3)7
and combining (5.46) and (5.47)—(5.49), we would conclude the proof.

We now begin to estimate the terms g, ;: recalling that u. o ¢. = u. 0 ¢, on 0B and
using (5.26) and the uniform estimates on u., we get that

~ ~ _ 1/2
I9e.tllwnss220m) < e © 62 = ellii-siaaiop) +0 (HE1@B)) T = O(e).
For the second, we use (5.22) and Lemma 5.15, to obtain

lo-allecsrsony < K& ZEL 2B < (ae)] + @),

possibly with a different constant K, still not depending on . For the the third term,
we just use a triangular inequality and the uniform estimates (5.22), (5.24)

||gz’~:,3HWk73/2,2(aB) S C HVﬁE — V’U,g o ¢5HW1973/272(8B)
< OV = V(ue o ¢€)||Wk*3/272(83)
+ C|V(ue 0 ¢c) — Vue o ¢5||W’“—3/2’2(8B) <Ceg,

again thanks to the fact that . o ¢. = u. o ¢. on dB. Finally, still using the uniform
estimates (5.24) and (5.22), we have

“9574”W’9*3/272(8B) <Cl|vp—vg. o ¢€HW’“*3/22(8B)'
The term vg_ o ¢. can be explicitly written as

(1+ey(x))vp(x) — e Vri(2)
VI Fed(@)? + 2 V(@)

vE. (9<(z)) = z € 0B,
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In this way

vp(z) — VE.(¢:(7)) =

e (2] (1 - 1+ e4(2) >
VAt eg(@)? + 2|V (a)?
V. (x)
VI + (@) + 2 [Vorp(a)®

Then observe that

or() =1 - L+ey(o) v OB,

VI +ev(@)?+ 2 [Voap(a)P

and

Vi (z)(x)
VIt (@) + 2 Vo)

are two C*° applications on 9B, such that for every m € N

x € 0B,

pa(z) =€

leillemop) < Cme,  i=1,2,

where C,, is a constant depending on the C™!(9B) norm of 9, but not on . This
permits to conclude the estimate on g. 4: we finally have

Hga,4HWk—3/2,2(33) < C HVB —VE, © ¢6HW’€—3/2’2(8B) < Ce’-:,
so collecting all these estimates we end up with (5.48), for any k.

Concerning the term f., we have already seen that || f||~(p) < Ce: repeating the

argument (5.40) for every derivative and using that the C[%2+1 norm of f. is uniformly
bounded?, we obtain

||fe||ck—2(§) <Ceg,

for k = [d/2] + 2, so that the W*~22 norm is estimated as follows

[fellwr—228) < Cllfellcr-2(m) < Ce.

Finally, we aim to prove (5.47): by the trace inequality and (5.39) we have
lve = &ellwrrzz@m) < C llve = &llwrzs) < CVld(e)| +|Q(e)| + K e.
A first application of (5.46) with k = 2, gives
[ve = &ellw22(p) < CV/ld(e)| +1Q(e)| + K¢,
and applying the trace inequality we obtain
[ve = &ellwsrz2om) < Cllve = &ellwaz2(m) < CV/|d(e)] + Q)] + K e,

thus the validity of (5.47) with & = 3. Finitely many repetitions of the previous
argument give (5.47) with k = [d/2] 4+ 2 and thus the proof is concluded. O

2This is the reason why we choose e to be a C**! extension of u. with k = [d/2] + 2.



5.4 Sharpness of the quantitative Brock-Weinstock inequality 121

5.4.4 Step 4: conclusion

Thanks to Lemma 5.15, we know that
|02(B) — 02(E:)| < C1 (|d(e)] + |Q(e)]) + Cae®.

First applying Lemma 5.19 and then Lemma 5.16 with w(e) = C7+/|d(e)| + |Q(e)| +

Cs e, we obtain N N
|d()| +1Q(e)| < Ce/|d(e)| + Q)| + C &2 (5.50)

€

&= aorsaer

Let us set

then from (5.50) we can infer

’10“ < t(e) + t(e)?,

which easily implies that ¢(g) > ¢ for some costant ¢ > 0, i.e.

V0d(e)] +1Q(e)] <

A further application of Lemma 5.15 finally shows that

Q1M

|02(B) — 09(E2)| < Cé?,

possibly with a different constant C, still independent of . Inserting this into (5.35),
we can conclude the proof of Theorem 5.9.






Chapter 6

A reduction theorem for the
stability of
Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev
inequalities

6.1 Introduction

In this chapter we address the problem of the stability of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-
Sobolev inequalities (briefly: GNS). To lighten the notation, among the whole chapter
we will drop the dependence on the set of integration when it is R¢, and, analogously,
we will always write || - ||, instead of || - [[1»(ra) to indicate the LP norm of a function
on R,

The sharp Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality in R, with d > 2, takes the
form, for a suitable G = G(d,p, s,q) > 0,

0 -0
Gllullg < IVullpllull; (6.1)
where the parameters s, ¢, p satisfies

1 <p<d,
1<s<qg<p" p*zﬂ and

- ’ d—p (6.2)
g 1—-6 1
— 4+ = -,

p* S q
and where u is taken in DP*(RY), that is the closure of C2°(R?) under the norm

lul| prs = ||Vu|lp+|lu||s. Inequality (6.1) can be derived by combining the interpolation
inequality between the L%, L9 and L" norms on R? with the Sobolev inequality:

S(n, p)lullps < [IVullp. (6.3)
123
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Here S(n,p) is the optimal Sobolev constant, namely

Vullp |

lullps

S(n,p) = inf{ u e WhP(R)\ {0}}. (6.4)

Explicit formulas for S(n,p) and minimizers in (6.4) are known since the work of
Aubin [6] and Talenti [109]. We stress that the same result is not available for the
optimal constant and functions in (6.1) with the exception of the one-parameter family

p=2, q=2t s=t+1, (6.5)

see [48], [43]. What can be said in full generality, is that optimal functions in (6.1)
exist and, according to the Pdlya-Szego inequality (see for instance [86, Chapter 3]),
are non-negative, radially symmetric functions with decreasing profile (see [23], [106]).
Furthermore, they are unique up to translations, rescaling and multiplication by (non-
zero) constants. Now we want to address the quantitative stability of inequality (6.1).
To state rigorously this problem, we introduce the (GNS) deficit 6(u) of a function
u € DP*(RY) as

st < I

Gl

and notice that inequality (6.1) reads, in terms of d(u), as

1, (6.6)

d(u) > 0. (6.7)

Then, for a quantitative version of the GNS inequality, we mean an improvement of
inequality (6.7) of the form
0(u) > kodist(u, M), (6.8)

Ko, g are positive constants independent of v and dist(-, M) indicates an appropriate
distance from M, the set of the optimizers for (6.1). The concept of distance we
will adopt is the following (note the analogy with the Fraenkel asymmetry defined in
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5):

e
Au) = inf {HUHUHZ”(] : v is optimal for (6.1), |[jv[lq = ||u|]q} . (6.9)
q

Results in this direction have been recently obtained with some ad-hoc techniques valid
for special classes of parameters among those in (6.2), see [34] and [35]. In particular, the
parameters considered in [34] are those introduced in (6.5) (although the authors focus,
because of their later applications, just on the particular case p = 2,qg = 6,s = 4), and
the knowledge of minimizers is exploited in a crucial way. In [35] the authors address a
class of parameters, p = s = 2, ¢ > 2, for which the minimizers are not explicitly known
and they follow a strategy developed by Bianchi and Egnell in [12], which heavily
relies on the Hilbertian structure corresponding to p = 2 and seems complicate to
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generalize. Thus the above techniques seem adaptable to prove the stability of the
GNS inequalities only for a particular class of parameters. In this chapter, thanks to
a general symmetrization technique introduced by Cianchi, Fusco, Maggi and Pratelli
in [39], we are able to prove a reduction principle which is valid for the whole class of
parameters (6.2). Namely we reduce the problem to that of showing the stability just
for radial symmetric functions, reducing the complexity of the task in its generality from
a d—dimensional to a 1—dimensional problem. Although this does not solve completely
the issue, it offers a more simple way to attack it.

The main result we shall prove is the following

Theorem 6.1. Consider the functionals 0(-) and \(-) defined in (6.6) and (6.9) respec-
tively. Suppose that there exist two positive constant kg and ag such that the stability
equality

d(u) > KkoA(u)*® (6.10)

holds for any radial non-increasing function u € DP*(R%). Then there are two positive
constants k1 and oy such that the inequality

d(u) > k1A (u)™ (6.11)
holds true for any function in DP*(R?).

The first step needed to prove Theorem 6.1 is a sort of continuity at 0 of the
asymmetry A with respect to the deficit . Namely we will prove, in Corollary 6.5 of
Section 6.2, that given a sequence of functions (up)p such that d(up) converges to 0
as h goes to infinity, then also A(up) converges to 0. This will be done by means of
the compactness Theorem 6.2, where it is proved that a sequence of functions whose
deficits are infinitesimal, up to be (suitably) rescaled and translated, is compact in
LI(R%). Then we will pass to the proof of Theorem 6.1. Its proof is done in Section
6.3 and Section 6.4, each of them devoted to obtain a simplification of the class of the
functions we deal with. In particular in Section 6.3 we prove a further reduction step,
stating that if the stability inequality (6.10) holds for radial decreasing functions, it
holds as well for d—symmetric functions, that is functions which are symmetric with
respect to d orthogonal hyperplanes. More precisely we prove that if there exist positive
constants kg and ag such that for any radial decreasing function u € DP»*(R%) inequality
(6.10) holds true, then there exist positive constants ko and &g depending on d, p, ¢ and
s such that for any d—symmetric function u € DP»*(R?) we have

5(u) > RoA(u)2°, (6.12)

Eventually, in Section 6.4, we prove that to get the stability of GNS inequality, it is not
restrictive to consider only d—symmetric functions. Namely we prove the existence of
two positive constants ko and as such that for every function u € DP*(R?) there exists
a d—symmetric function @ such that the following reduction inequalities hold true

AMu) < roX(@)*?, 0(a) < Koo (u)2. (6.13)
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It is then easy to see that combining (6.12) with the reduction inequalities (6.13) we
prove the claim of Theorem 6.1.

6.2 Continuity of A\ with respect to § via a compactness
theorem

We devote this section to the proof of the following Theorem.

Theorem 6.2. Let (up), be a sequence in DP*(R?) such that §(up) converges to 0
as h — oo. Then there exist (A\y)n C (0,+00) and (x)n, C R? such that the rescaled
sequence

wp(x) = T\, up(r —xp) = Ai/quh()\h(x —xp)) (6.14)
satisfies:
(1) 6(wn) = 6(up);  Mwn) = Aun);
(ii) [lwnllq = llunlly Vh € N;

(iii) there exist constants Co,C1 > 0, depending only on d,p,q, s, such that

1 1
Co < IVwp|lp < Co, o < lwn|ls < Cy;

(iv) wy, — w  strongly in LY(RY) as h — oo with w € DP*(RY).

In this chapter the parameters d, p, s, q and 6 are always intended to satisfy conditions
(6.11). We start our analysis defining the following functionals:

G = |Valllult?. Fw) = [19up+ [ af (0.15
defined for u € DP*(R%). Given m > 0, we consider the infimum problems:

$(m) = nf{Gu) : [ulld =m},  @(m) = mf{F(): [uli=m}.  (6.16)

Lemma 6.3. There exists ng = no(d, p,q,s) > 0 with the following property. For any
u € DPS(RY) there exists X > 0 such that, if 5(u) = \¥9u(\x), then

np + ps —ns
P+ ps —ns

F = noG(u)F h k=
(Tau) = noG(u) where O pa s

(6.17)

Proof. For u € DP*(RY) we have

_ —d dp
Imulld = flulld,  Imul; = A4/ u); and [[Vrullh = AP0 | Vulb; (6.18)
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hence
F(myu) = A+ \°B = f(\)

where A = ||Vu|b, B = ||ull, a = —n+p+np/q and b = —n + ns/q. The function f

attains its minimum at ) )
I ( - b ) s ( B ) =
m a A

f(>‘m) ="No (AQ/P) v (3(1_9)/5)qu

dp+ps—ds
dp+pg—ds’

with the value

where g = no(d, p, s,q) and v = that is, the claim of the lemma. O

Lemma 6.4. There ezists o = «(d, p,q,s) € (0,1) such that
e(m) =m%p(1) Vm > 0.
In particular ¢ is strictly super-additive in (0,1).

Proof. Let u € DP*(R%) be such that ||ul|f = m. Let v = u/m"/? and set Tyv(z) =

A/ Tp(Ax). Setting A\ = martr—d we get, after some calculation analogous to those in
Lemma 6.3,

F(m\v) =m “F(u)
dp+ps—ds
dp+pg—ds*
that ||u||? = m and as above vy, = uy/m!/%, we obtain

where o = If we now consider a minimizing sequence (up)p for ¢(m) such

p(m) = lim F(up) =m* lim F(r\vp) > m%p(1).
h—o0 h—o0
The opposite inequality can be proved with an analogous argument considering a se-
quence (vy), minimizing for (1), and setting wu, = m/%uvy,. O
We pass now to the proof of Theorem 6.2.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. Let ¢ be the function defined in (6.16). We recall the Lions’s
Concentration-Compactness Theorem (see [89] or [107, Theorem 4.3 and Theorem
4.8]): given a non-negative sequence (py,), in L'(RY) with fixed L' norm, say 1, there
is a subsequence (pp, ) which satisfies one of the following properties:

(1) (concentration) there exists a sequence (yx ) € R? such that for every € > 0 there
exists R € (0,00) such that fBR(yk) ph, >1—¢ for every k € N

(2) (vanishing) limg_ e SUP,cRa fBR(y) Ph, =0 V 0<R<oo

(3) (dichotomy) there exist o € (0,1) and two sequences Rj, — +oo and y, € R?
such that fBth () Pl = @ and fRd\BZth (un) e = 1—a.
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Let up, € DP*(R%) be such that §(uj,) — 0. We can suppose that ||up||, = 1. Consider
wp(x — xp) = Tr,up(z — xp) where A\, > 0 is defined, for every h, as in Lemma 6.3.
Thanks to formulas (6.18), each function wj, satisfies statements (i) and (éi) of the
theorem. Moreover, Lemma 6.3 provides us two positive constants 19 and k such that
F(wp) = oG (up)*. Since 6(wp,) + 1 = G(wy)/G, and 6(wy,) tends to 0, it follows that
the sequence F(wy,) — G* = ¢(1) as h tends to oo, where ¢ is defined in (6.16). In
particular the sequence (wyp,);, must satisfy statement (iii) of the theorem. In order to
prove point (i), we apply the Concentration-Compactness Theorem to the sequence
(|wn|?)p aiming to exclude cases (2) and (3).

If the sequence vanishes, by Holder inequality we would get vanishing also for the
sequence (|wp|®)p, since s < ¢. It is not difficult to see that these conditions, together
to the equiboundedness of (wp), in DP*(R™), guarantees that wy — 0 strongly in L9
as h — oo (see for istance [90, Lemma I.1]). Since ||wp||q = ||upllq = 1, we would get a
contradiction. So we can exclude case (2).

The dichotomy case is more complicated and requires a longer analysis. Suppose to
have dichotomy for the sequence (|wp|?),. Then there exist a € (0,1) and a sequence
of positive numbers Rj, — 0o as h — oo such that

/ |wh|ua;/ |whrqﬂa;/ fuon? 0.
Br, Sk, Bag, \Br,,

Let f € CL(B(0,2);[0,1]) such that f = 1 on B(0,1) and consider f;(z) = f(z/Rp) €
C}(B(0,2Ry,); [0,1]). Choose also f such that |V f| < C/Ry, for some C' > 0. Then we

have
F(wp) /|th\p /\whls

-/ A / V= oy + /| gy [T
+/ | frwn|® + / (1 = fa)wn|® + /B2Rh\BRh [wp|®
/|V nwp)|? + /|V 1 — fr)wp]l?

A (A AT CRYATAY

+/ [’fhwh|s + (1 - fh)wh‘s}
[ [l = it = (= )l

Since fj, assume values only in [0, 1], the last integral is non-negative. Neglecting this
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quantity and reordering the terms, we get

F(wp) > F(fpwn) + F((1 = fp)wn) — €(h)

> (|l fnwnll2) + (1 = fa)wnll2) — e(h), (6.19)

where

OB R (LA CRVATA Y

We claim that the error e(h) — 0 is controlled from above by a quantity which converges
to 0 as h — oco. Indeed

= /B \B 19 (non)|? + VL0 = fawn)]l” = [Vl
- /B - :\thwh +wpVfnlP + |(1 = fr)Vwp, — wpV fp]P — ‘th’p:|
S/B \B :(‘fhvwh"‘thfh’+’(1—fh)th—thfh])p_ ]th\p]

_ , (6.20)
</ IVl + 2V 4])” ~ [V ]
Bar, \Br,, -

S/ eCp!th\p‘i‘Cs\th\p’wh‘p}

Bar, \Br;, -

<<Cysup [ [Vunl? +C. [ I fulP .
heN BQRh\BRh

where the first inequality is due to the super additivity of the map ¢t — tP on R, the
second to the triangle inequality and the third one is the Young inequality of (suitable)
parameters € > 0 and C.. We need to estimate the quantity

o) = [ 1 fa P P
Bsr, \Br,,

If p > s then interpolating the LP norm of the wy’s between the L® norm and the LP
norm and recalling that |V f3| < C/Ry, we get

cr _
[ VAPl < o 20
Bsr, \Br,, h

Since we already know that wy, satisfies the statement (ii7) of the theorem, we get that
g(h) — 0 as h — oo. If s > p we divide g(h) into two terms:

IV fiulP o P+ / IV fulPlanl? = g1 (h)+galh).

g(h) = /
(B2r), \Br;, ) {wn>1} (B2r;, \Br,, ) {wn <1}
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Since ¢ > p we have

Ccr / ‘ |q cr
il wpl? < =
RZ Bag, \Br,, RZ

and so g1(h) — 0 as h — co. Moreover, by Holder inequality of parameter p* /p, we get

g1(h) <

*

o p/p )
92(h) < o / |wp [P |(B2r,, \ Br,,)|®/**
h \“ (B2r;, \Br; ) {wnr<1}

where
*

(P/p*), = _1])11;/]9* =

n/p.

Since p* > g, we obtain

p/p
WWSWﬂLﬂW%p/ AL
(B2R}L \BRh)ﬂ{wh<1}

where wy is the measure of the unit ball of RZ. So also go converges to 0 as h — oo.
Thus, passing to the limit in (6.20), first in h — oo and then in € — 0 we obtain that
e(h) — 0. Since ||wy fr||é and ||(1 — fr)ws||d converges respectively to A and 1 — A, we
can conclude thanks to Lemma 6.4 that

p(1) = o(A) + (1 = A) > (1)

obtaining a contradiction.

So we can exclude also the dichotomy phenomenon. Since wy, is equibounded in L9(R9),
we can consider its weak-L? limit w. This is also a strong limit in L9. Indeed by
concentration, up to translations and since ¢ > 1, we have

te< fim [ o= [ et < [l <t [ ol =1
h— 00 Br Br

This conclude the proof of the theorem. O

Corollary 6.5. Consider a sequence (up,), C DP*(R?) such that §(up) — 0o as h — 0.
Then also X(up) — 0 for h — oco.

Proof. As a consequence of Theorem 6.2, up to subsequence and to a rescaling of the
form Tyup(z) = A¥9u(\x), we can suppose that uy — u strongly in LI(R?). Since the
map u — A(u) is strongly continuous in L9(R?), A(uy,) converges to A(u). Furthermore,
by the semicontinuity of the deficit (under L?—convergence), d(u) = 0. Hence u is
optimal for (6.1) and A(u) = 0. O
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6.3 Reduction to d—symmetric functions

In this section we will prove that under the hypothesis that inequality (6.10) holds true
for radial decreasing functions, up to change the values of ag and kg, it holds also for
d—symmetric functions (recall that a function is k—symmetric in R?, d > k, if it is
symmetric with respect to k mutually orthogonal hyperplanes). We begin with a brief
overview of the strategy we shall adopt. Given a function u € DP*(R%), the natural
radial symmetric function to look at is its spherical rearrangement u* (see [86, Chapter
3] for its the definition and main properties). Suppose that inequality (6.11) holds true
for radial symmetric decreasing functions (thus for v*). Then by the triangle inequality
we get
Mu) < flu = u* g + M)V < [fu— u*lg + s/ 0 (u*) 0/,

We notice that by the Pdlya-Szeg6 inequality we have that §(u*) < d(w). But it is not
clear if we can estimate the L? distance between u and u* in terms of 0(u). Indeed

this turns out to be true only if a function is already d—symmetric. We shall prove, in
Lemma 6.6, that d(u) controls the Pélya-Szegt deficit, defined as

_ Ivally = [Vurly
Vel

Sps(u) (6.21)

and then, in Lemma 6.7, we will obtain an estimate of the LP" distance between u and
u* in terms of the LP distance between |Vu| and |Vu*|.

Lemma 6.6. There exist two positive constants dy and Cy such that for every u €
DP3(RY) such that |Jul|, = 1, with 5(u) < &, up to the rescales (6.14), we have

Sps(u) < C8(u)'/? (6.22)
where 6 € (0,1) is the parameter introduced in (6.2).

Proof. By Theorem 6.2, up to rescaling it we can suppose that u satisfies properties
(1) — (4i7) in (6.14). If we choose d(u) < 1/G, we obtain:

G < |Vurllplelli™ < [IVullpllulls™ <1+ G. (6.23)

Then,

Go(u) = (IVulls — IVa ) el + Go () .
> CfH (IVully - V) + Gou”)

where we used the fact that |ull, = 1 (statement (ii)) and |lu||s > C]' (statement
(791)). By (6.23) there exists a positive constant ¢ such that,
0 x| a \?

IVull — Ve[ > e(1vull, ~ [Vu*],)’

Now the conclusion follows from (6.24) and definition (6.21), with C' = ¢'/. O
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To obtain the desired estimate of the LP distance between uw and u* we shall use
the following result, whose proof can be found in [39, Theorem 3].

Lemma 6.7. Letn > 2, 1 < p < n and z = max{p,2}. Then there exists a positive
constant C' such that

/|uu*|P* < C</|u|p*>z</|Vu*\p>;/(/]VUP’/|Vu*|p>i (6.25)

holds for every non-negative u € WYP(R?) which is symmetric with respect to the
coordinate hyperplanes.

We are now able to proceed with the proof of (6.12) when w is taken over the class
of d—symmetric functions.

Theorem 6.8. Suppose that there exist positive constants kg and ag such that for any
radial decreasing function u € DP*(R?) inequality (6.11) holds true. Then, there exist
positive constants k1 and oy depending on d,p,q and s such that for any d—symmetric
function v € DP*(RY) we have

5(u) > RoA(u)2°, (6.26)

Proof. Since A(u) < 2971 if § > 0 and §(u) > min{§, 1/G}, then we have \(u) <
(2¢71/6)8(u) and so (6.12) holds true with x; = 2971/§ and a3 = 1. Hence we may
assume that d(u) < min{d, 1/G} for a suitably small §. Moreover, by Theorem 6.2 we
can suppose |lully = 1 and ||ul|s € [1/Co, Co] where Cy > 1 is a constant independent
of u. Keeping in mind these remarks, we divide the proof into two steps:

Step 1: We first assume that v > 0. In this case we have, by an interpolation inequality,

Lemma 6.7, and Theorem 6.2,

(1-0)q/s 2\ fa/p*
/|u—u*|q§</|u—U*|s> (/!u—U*\p>
2oy 2 v
. np p*z’ prz
C* (-0)(s-1) (/ ) (/MP) (/IVUW’) (/IVUP/!Vu*|p>
v
< C(d,p,q, ) (/\VUIP—/’VU*’p)
(6.27)

where C(d,p,q,s) and v are suitable positive constants depending on d,p, s and q.
Notice that we use the boundedness of the LP? norm of Vu and of the L® norm of u
granted by Theorem 6.2 (up to choose ¢ small enough). Moreover we exploited Lemma
6.7 and thus the assumption that u > 0. If we suppose §(u) < 6 < G, again by Theorem
6.2 we get

G < Oo|[Vur|f < Col|Vullf = C3G(3(u) +1) < C3G(1 + G),
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for suitable positive constants Cy and C'5. Hence there exists Cy > 0 such that
IVullp = [[VuX[f < Ca(IVullp — [[Va*|p)

By the triangle inequality, estimates (6.22) and (6.27), the Pélya-Szego inequality and
the assumption on radial functions that we have as hypotheses, we can find constants
(5, Cg and C7 independent of u such that

Aw)? <297 (Mu*) + [lu — u*|d)

5(u)® + ( / IVl — / |Vu*|p>7]

< Gy [5@)&0 v 5(u)w/9]} < Oro(u)t.

<Cs

where £ = min{ag,v/60}.

Step 2: We assume now that u changes sign. In this case consider the positive
and the negative part of u: ut = ulgysoy and u= = —ulg,cg) (here 14 denotes the
characteristic function of the set A). By Lemma 6.3 we are provided a positive constant
A = A(u) such that

noG(u)™ = F(r\u).

Moreover we have that

F(ryu®) > inf F(r,u®) = noG(u®)".
N

where F' and G are defined in (6.15). So we get
— K 1 S
G (6u) + 1" = (IVullulll™")" = — < Jvmar+ [ i )

1
= 77— (/ IVrut + Vrau™ [P+ [naut + T)\’LL_|S>
0

1
77(/VTAU+|p+/|VT,\u_|p~I—/|7',\u+\5+/|au_|s)
0

> (Ve 11570)" + (IVu liplla [17°)"

> G [l g + Nl | = G [llt Ul + 5.

The last equality is due to the fact that 7\u™ and m\u~ have disjoint supports while
in the last inequality we exploited the GNS inequality. Let us set [(u*)? = t and
J(u™)? =1—t. We can suppose t € (0,1), since u changes sign. Then the previous
formula takes the form

F(£) = (157 4 (1 — )"/ " 1 < §(u).
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The function f symmetric in [0, 1], is null on 0 and 1 and since k < ¢ (by Lemma 6.3)
is concave. Thus there exists a > 0 such that

£t) > %min{t, —_

min{/(u+)q,/(u)q} < ad(u). (6.28)

Suppose that the minimum in (6.28) is achieved by [(u™)¢ (being analogous the other
case). Since d(|u|) = d(u), we can conclude, thanks to the triangle inequality and to
(6.28), that

so that

1/q
Au) e < A(Jul) 7 + (/ u— \UHq> < Cs(6(u)*/ + 6(u)'/9) < Fod(u)™/?

where o = min{¢, 1} and Cy a positive constant independent of u. The last inequality
holds for é(u) < 1. So (6.12) holds with ap = «/q. Eventually if d(u) > 1, then
inequality (6.26) follows easily (possibly increasing the value of #g) since A(u) < 2971

O

6.4 Reduction inequalities
The goal of this section is to prove the reduction inequalities (6.13). Namely we will
prove the following result.

Theorem 6.9. Assume the hypotheses of Theorem 6.8. Then there exist two positive
constants ko and as such that for every non-negative function u € DP*(RY) there exists
a d—symmetric function u such that the following reduction inequalities hold true

Au) € koA (@)°2,  8(7@) < rad(u)2. (6.29)

This will be done arguing similarly to the Sobolev case considered in [39], although
some technical modifications shall be needed. We begin recalling that if v is a optimal
function for (6.1), then any other optimal function is of the form

Va by () = av(b(z — 20)),

where a and b are non-null constant and zo € R%. We define the relative asymmetry of
a function on an affine subspace S of R? as

: ”U — Va,b,x HZ .
A(ulS) = inf {—”0 : v optimal for (6.1), ||v — 1l }
( ‘ ) (a,b,z0)ERZXS ||UH3 P ( )’ H a7b7930|’q H Hq

Next Lemma will show that the infimum in the definition of the relative asymmetry
(and so of the asymmetry) is achieved.
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Lemma 6.10. Let u € DP*(R?) and S an affine space contained in R?. Then the
infima in the definition of A(u) and A(u|S) are achieved.

Proof. Since the two cases are analogous, we show a proof just for the asymmetry.
We can suppose without loss of generality that |lul|, = 1. Let us start observing that
Au) < 2. Indeed, if v is a competitor in the definition of A(u), then, up to translate
the centre of symmetry of v, that v and v do not have disjointed supports. Then

Aw) S/\v—u|q:/{u>v}(u—v)q+/{v>u}(v—u)q</uq+/vq:2. (6.30)

Let now vy (z) = apv(bp(x — xp)) be a sequence of functions such that ||vyl|, = 1 and
lu—wpl|d — A(u) as h — oo. We want to show that, up to subsequences, (ay, by, zp) —
(a,b,79) C R? x R as h — co. We have that

al al
1= [fonlt = a [ oot —apir = 2 [ ol = 5 (6.31)

so aj = b} Since v € LY(R?) there exists a function p(e) converging to 0 as € — 0 such
that for each z € R? we have

[owlr<ee [ elrz1- ), (6.32)
B(z,) B(0,1/e)

Set now b_ = lim,_, by and by = limj,_oobp,. We claim that b_ > 0 and that by < 0.
Suppose b_ = 0; then, recalling that vy, is a radial function, we have

CLq
/' wms/ wmzz/ lo(y)|“dy
B(0,1/¢) B(xp,1/e) h 4 B(0,bp/¢)

=/ jo(y)|dy.
B(0,by, /<)

and the last quantity, up to pass to a subsequence, converge to 0 as h — 00. So we can
suppose that for a fixed € with A big enough,

/ |7 < e (6.34)
B(0,1/¢)

So, thanks to (6.34) and (6.32) we have

\m—vw$:/ m—mw+/' -
B(0,1/¢) B(0,1/e)e

)

1/q 1/q|4
> (/ |mﬂ (/ m#)
B(0,1/¢) B(0,1/¢)
1/q 1/q
(/ mm) —(/ wﬂ
B(0,1/e)¢ B(0,1/¢e)¢

> [(1= ple)) V1 = M7 4+ [(1 = )11 — pe) /11

(6.33)

q
+
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Passing to the limit in h and then in £ we obtain that A(u) > 2, that is a contradiction.
Suppose now that by = oo. Then

/ lup|? :/ af|v(bp(z — zp)) | de = az/ |v(bpx)|9dx
B(zp,e)° B(zp,e)° B(0,e)¢
ad
— [ prde= [l
by JB(0,g)e B(0,bne)e

and arguing as before we can suppose that fB(x} e)e |up|? < e for h big enough. By
(6.32) we get

(6.35)

fu—onlg= [ umwlr [ qu—u
B(zn ) B(zp,e)°

1/q 1/q|4
(o)™ ()
B("L‘h,E’) B(ﬁh,{i‘)

1/q 1/q|4
(/ |uq> —(/ |vh|q>
Blan.e)e Blan.e)

> (1—e) = ple) + (1 - p(e) — ¢

AV

+

so that we obtain again a contradiction. Suppose now that (zp); is not bounded and
extract a subsequence (not relabelled) such that |xj| — co. Then given N > 0, if h is
big enough we would get fB(xh,N) |u|? < 1/N. If we choose N such that fB(xth) lop| > €
for all h € N, we obtain

fu-wlyz [ qumwlt [ ue
B(wzp,N) B(zp,N)°

1/q 1/q
( / mq) —( / ww)
B(zp,N) B(zn,N)
1/q 1/q
() o)
B(zp,N)e B(zn,N)

1 q 1 1/q d

and again we get a contradiction. O

q
>

q
+

Clearly the asymmetry of a function controls its relative asymmetry. But if we
consider a d—symmetric function is true also the opposite, as shown in next lemma.
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Lemma 6.11. Let u € DP*(RY) k—symmetric with respect to k mutually orthogonal
hyperplanes and let S be the intersection of such hyperplanes. Then

AMulS) < 39\ (u).

Proof. Suppose as usual that ||u||, = 1. Let v, ,» a minimum for A(u). We consider now
the orthogonal projection xg of x on S and y the symmetric point of xg with respect
to S. Notice that since u is symmetric with respect to S, also v, 4 is a minimum for
A(u). Moreover, since the minima of the asymmetry are radial symmetric functions
with decreasing profile we have

[Vape = Vapaslla < Vape — vapyllg-
This observation and the triangle inequality imply
M) < = vapaslly < llu = vapalle + vape = vapasla

= M)+ Voo — Vapasle < AP + vape — vapyllg

<A+ [[vape = ullg + lu = vapyllg = 3A(u) /9

and the conclusion follows. O

Next result shows that the d—symmetry condition in the last Lemma can in some sense
be relaxed:

Lemma 6.12. There exists a constant Cy with the following property. Consider a
function v € LY(RY), w > 0, H an hyperplane of R? and HT and H™ the half spaces
in which R? is divided by H. Suppose that

1
’u‘q ‘u’q 5 ’u‘q,
2
H+ H- H

MulH) < CoA(u)/a. (6.36)

then

with a constant Cy depending only on q and d. Moreover, if Ty denote the reflection
with respect to H of R?, it holds

/ luo Ty —ul? < Co||u|]g)\(u)1/q. (6.37)
Proof. Suppose without loss of generality that |lul|, = 1 and let vg = v, 4, & minimum

for A(u) centred at xo. Suppose that g € H™, being the other case analogous, and let
z the projection of zp on H and ¥ = v, pz. Then

Mu|H) < / lu —a|? <2071 ()\(u) + / lvo — v\q>. (6.38)
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Consider the translated half spaces K* = H* + (zo — #). Since 29 € H™ it follows
that Kt C Ht and H~ C K~. We have that

1
- :/ vgz/ uq:/ 04
2 Ki Hi Hi
/m—w:/ m—ws/ o — 91
- K+ H+

/ ‘7}0 — 5|q < 2/ ‘1)0 — ’l_)|q. (639)
H+

Since vy > v on KT we get that [vg — 0] < v — 97 on KT. Then

1
/ |v0—v]q§/ vg—/ vq:—/ vd
K+ ke S 20 Ju- (6.40)

< C(llullzoga-y = ol g ) < Cllu = wolly = CA@w)',

and

so that

for a suitable positive constant C. Moreover
/ lvg — 0|7 < 2q1/ (vd +07) = 2q/ vd
HH\K+ HH\K+ HH\K+

ol - o[-,

and reasoning as in (6.40) we obtain

/m\K+ lv— 8|7 < CA(u)/9. (6.41)

Inequality (6.36) is then a consequence of (6.38), (6.39), (6.40), and (6.41). We are left
to show inequality (6.37). Let @ be the minimal function for A(u|H). Then

/|UOTH—Uq§2q_1</ |“°TH—ﬁ|q+/ |U—ﬂ|q)
H* HE HE

— 901 / u—a]? = 27" \(ulH) < CoA(u)'/9,
O

Before passing to the proof of Theorem 6.9 we need another technical lemma which,
roughly speaking, states that if two optimal functions for the GNS inequality are near
in L9 norm, then their L? distance on the whole R? can be controlled just by that
on a quarter of R%. Tts proof is quite technical but it is essentially based on a Taylor
expansion.
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Lemma 6.13. Let u be an optimal function for the GNS inequality of parameters s, q,p
centred in 0 with ||ull, = 1, and set uy »(x) = a¥u(a(x—2)) (for simplicity, u1 » = u.).
Consider two orthogonal half spaces H and K containing the origin in their boundaries.
There exist two constants k = k(d, s,q,p) > 0 and p << 1 such that if

- 1
/’uk,xo — Upgol? <P, / |Ups,yol? > 3
HNK

/ |u>\,$0 - uu,y()’q > k/ ’U/\,mo - uu7yo|q' (6'42)
HNK

then

Proof. Up to a rotation we can consider H = {e; > 0} and K = {e2 > 0}. Let us set
Q=HNK ={e; >0,ex > 0}. Consider the sets

T, ={x:1/k < |Vu(z)| < M} M:nllRadX|Vu(x)|.

By the radial shape of u we know that each T} is a radial set composed of a countable
union of centred annuli, i.e. there exists a non-decreasing sequence of positive numbers
(7k,j); such that

T = U (Brk,j+1 \Brk,]’)
jEN

where B, is the ball centred at the origin of radius r. Let now I, = {j € N:rp ;11 —
Tk, > 1/k} and set
Sk = U (Brk,j+1 \BTk,j) :

JE€lk

We consider, for z € R?, the greater centred annulus contained in Sy, N (Sy, + 2):
Y(k,z) = {x € Sk N (Sk +2): 0By € Sk N (Sk + Z)}

Notice, that X(k, z1) = X(k, z2) whenever |z1| = |22| so we may define X(k,r) = X(k, 2)
if [z] = r. Clearly ey Sk = R Moreover, since |Vu| is continuous, we have that

U 2k, 2) = 8. (6.43)

|z|>0

Indeed, if = € Sy, there exists r = r(x) > 0 such that |Vu|(y) > 1/k for every
Y € By (), that is B,(,)(z) C Sk. Thus it is sufficient to choose |z| < dist(x, dSk)
and we get that 9B, C Si N (Sk + 2), i.e ¥ € X(k, z). With these definitions in mind,
we pass to prove inequality (6.42). Up to a change of variables we can consider just
the case A\=1+1> 1, p = 1. For any Borel set A we have:
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[N = a0) — ue =)t = [0+ D+ Do+ g0 - 20) — @)
A A

+Yo
[4+y0
/A+y0

+ glu(m) + R(m)‘

/A—i—yo

- / Bz you(@) + R(z)[?
A+yo

(1 + )% [u(z) + (Vu(z), Lz + (1 + 1) (yo — 20))] — u(@) + R(z)|"

(Vu(@), 1z + (1+ 1) (yo — 20)) + gl(Vu(x), Iz + (14 1)(yo — o))

q

a0 (ot 20 ) + 1|l Vale) + Lutw)] + 7w

(6.44)
where the last inequality is due to the radial symmetry of Vu and the error term R(x)
is given by

[V2u(z)|

2

R(z) = (1+l)d/q [ (z @ x)(lz+ (141D (yo — 20))?| = O3 +O(|lz+(1+1) (yo—2z0)[?).

We notice that there exists p; such that for every x € Sy

1
[R(@)] < 51 Eao,p00(2)] (6.45)
if |xo| + |yo| +1 < p1, since R contains any terms of E, ,,; with an higher power (so it
is of higher order). We aim now to find p such that, for |zo| + |yo| +1 < p, the following

chain of inequalities hold true:

/|Ex0,y07l +R|? < Cl/ | Ezo o0t R|T < CQ/ | Ezo o0+ R
) Q

(6.46)

for suitable constants c1, c2 and k. This would immediately imply inequality (6.42).
We start remarking that

|E’£o,y07l+R’q < 02/

LB EkﬂJO nQ

k—o0

i [ Brognd + RI?= [ 1oy + BRI
Sk
so there exists k such that for k > k we have

1
/ |Ex07y0,l + R|q > 9 / ‘Exo,yo,l + R’q-
Sk

Moreover, in view of (6.43) we get,

1
[ Bapor + B2 5 [ sy RI
E(kyyo) Sk
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So the first inequality in (6.46) holds with ¢; = 1/4. Since the last inequality in (6.46) is
trivial, we are left to prove the central one. Consider now, by contradiction, a sequence
(zh, Yn,In) — 0 € R x RY x R as h — oo such that (6.46) does not hold. Integrating
on the whole strip we get, for h big enough, the following estimate:

/ By g + RI7 < (3/2)7 / By
S(k,yn) S(k,yn)

< (3/2)‘1/2(16 )|M<|§’,yh —wh> + (][ Vu(z)] + (d/g)u(z))|?

(6.47)
< (3/2)q/ |Mlyn — xa| + In(|z]|[Vu(@)] + (d/q)u(z))|?
E(kvyh)
<G [ M+l
E(kvyh)
where we set vy, =y, — xp and
— n
co = limy, oo max |z||Vu(x)| + —u(x) > 0.
0 h— E(k?yh\ll (2)] q()
So there are constant kg, k1 such that
/ \Esyniy + RI7 < ko / lkal + [on]|¢ (6.48)
E(k7yh) Z(k‘vyh)

By the other hand we get

1
/ ’Efthyyh7lh + R‘q > 2,1/ ’Exh:yhvlh’q
E(kvyh)mQ Z(kvyh)nQ

_i ux =, v z||Vu(z u(x
T2 s [Vu( )|<|x|,yvh|>| wl + 12| V()| + (d/q)u(z))

q

We consider now three possible situation: |v,| << Iy, I}, << |vp| or l;, =~ |vp|. In the
first case we have, thanks to (6.48), that

/ By gty + BRI < iy / T
E(kyn) S(k,yn)

for a suitable k1. Moreover it is easy to find positive constants ko and ks independent
of I, and vy, such that

/ | Byt + RIT > k2/ 1> ks/ 19,
E(k.yn)NQ S(kyn)NQ S(k,yn)

So in this case (6.46) holds with ¢y = %cl (or, in other terms, we get a contradiction).
The second case, I, << |vj| can be treated with the same argument, with the only
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observation that, for the estimate from above, we must restrict furtherly the set of
integration to the set U = {z € Q : |(x/|z|,vo/|vo|)| > 1/10}. We are left to study the
case where |vp,| ~ lp. If limy, |vg |/l > ¢ > 0, we have that

/ ‘E-Th,yhalh + R|q = ZZ/
E(k,yh) E(kvyh)

Let us define V = {z € Q : |(z/|z|,vr/|vn|)| < a} where « is a constant (depending on
¢) that will be chosen later. We have:

/ ’E:Eh,yh7lh + R‘q > / |Exh7yh,lh + R’q
E(k,yn)NQ S(k,yn)NV

q
> K,()lq/
B(k,yn)NV

Choosing « small enough, since I, /|vy| >> 0, we can find constant independent of [,

and v, such that
q
/ ’Ewhvyhvlh +R|? > Kllq/ > Kglq/
B(k,yn)NQ S(k,yn)NV S(k,yn)

so again (6.46) holds with c¢a = ka/c1 (thus again a contradiction). Eventually, if
limy,ln/|lvp| > € > 0, we repeat a similar argument integrating, in the estimate from
above, over Vo = {z € Q : [(x/|z|,vn/|vn|)| > 1/10}. O

I 1

co— + M
|vn|

Ma

c— —
|vn|

l q
St M

I
—+ M
* o]

(&) )
|vn|

We pass now to prove Theorem 6.9. For the sake of clearness we divide its proof
into two parts. We first prove a proposition which provides us a method to transform
a generic function in DP*(R?) in an (d — 1)—symmetric function which satisfies the
reduction inequalities (6.29). Then we will see how to obtain the last symmetry.

Proposition 6.14. There exists a positive constant C' such that for every function
u € DP*(R?) there is an (d — 1)—symmetric function @ such that

Mu) < CXN@),  o(a) <277 6(u). (6.49)

Proof. As usual, by homogeneity of the deficit and the asymmetry, we can consider
[ully = 1. Moreover we can suppose that §(u) < ¢ for an arbitrary small 6. Indeed, if
§(u) > 0, let v be a radial (and so d—symmetric!) function such that 0 < 6(v) < 24714,
Then

a2
AMu) <2 =30

Consider, for k = 1, ...d, the d hyperplanes orthogonal to the coordinate axis such that

/ uq:/ wio L
H} ; 2

A(w) < CA(v), S(v) < 29716 < 29715 (u).
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where H ,;t are the two half spaces in which R is divided by Hj. Denoting T}, the
reflection with respect to Hy, we define

u(x if =z -
@ ={ i e

Uk u(Tp(x)) if e H
(6.50)
N u(z) if xeH
u (7) = { w(Tp(x)) if =€ H}
By construction uf are symmetric with respect to Hy. We observe now that
[ (S s Sy W A RS AL
2 ' 2 ’
and since ¢ — t1/? and t — tY/* are concave functions, we have that
- — + —
u =+ ||u Vu + |Vu

By the definition of 6(u) and since (z,y) +— afy'~?

increasing in x and y, we get that

—n\? _ 1-6
o) > (HVUZHp;FHVuk ||p> <||ugus_g||uk”8> »

G

is concave on Ri and strictly

> S o(ul) + gé(u;%
and so N B
sy 2 20+ 305)
In particular for every k =1,...,d

max{d(u} ), 6(uy )} < 26(u).

Let v,:r and v, be the functions which minimize )\(uf |H}). Then, by triangle inequality
and Lemma 6.11 we have

we flu=oplr= [ jup—ofits [ g -
k H

k

S2q1<A<u,€|1Lfk>+x<uk|Hk> . \v,:“—vk_]q>
2 -
k

< 207234 (A(ui) + Ay, ) + / v — v;;lq)
Hy
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We claim now that for (u) is small enough, chosen any couple of indexes 1 <17 < j < d,
for k1 =i or k1 = j the following inequality holds:

+ - + o+ - -
/H_ v, — v |7 < C(/H+ |, —vk1|q—|—/H_ |, —vk1|q>. (6.52)

kq k1 kq
Let us show how this concludes: by (6.51) and (6.52) we would have
AMu) < Cmax{)\(u;rl), Aug, )} max{é(uzl),(;(u];)} < 26(u).

So we would obtain, among ui, a l—symmetric function with L¢ norm equal to 1,
say u,;. We can now iterate this procedure exploiting two hyperplanes between the
(d — 1) we did not use yet. We would then obtain a 2—symmetric function which
would satisfy the reductions inequalities (6.49) (with respect to u,jl) We can iterate
such construction until we have just one hyperplane left. But then we would have an
(d —1)—symmetric function which satisfies inequalities (6.49). Thus we are only left to
prove (6.52). We divide such proof into two further steps:

Step 1 There exists a positive constant C such that for all 1 <i < j <d, o, 7 € {+,—}

it holds
/|vf -7 < C’o/ lvf — ][4 (6.53)
HZNHT

Step 2 (6.53) implies (6.52).

To prove (6.53) (thus Step 1) we notice that, thanks to Lemma 6.13, it is verified if
there are two positive constants p and C such that:

0 J7)? = [@)? =1

(ii) HY ed HJ are two orthogonal half spaces which contains on their boundary the
centre of symmetry of v e v7;

,7’
(i) [ o7 —o7]7 < p.
So we are left to check (ii7). We have
[0 = vjllg < llof —ufllg + lluf —ullg + llu = wjllg + lluj = vfllg- (6.54)

Thanks to Lemma 6.12
1
/U? —ulf =3 / uo T; — ul? < CA(u)'/4. (6.55)

Moreover
/|v;f —uf |7 < 277 (\ulH;) + [lu — of [5) < CAw). (6.56)
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Clearly the same estimate holds for the two addends not yet considered in (6.54).
Putting together (6.55) and (6.56) we obtain (i7i) and this conclude the proof of Step
1. Let us prove now Step 2. Suppose to fix the ideas that i =1 and j = 2. For k = 1,2
we set

hie = v Lgs o 1.

Thanks to (6.53),

h—hq>/ h—hq:/ v—vq>/v—v
[ = hajr > s P hal = [ bt = jof — 3

2 1

With an similar argument, using H; N H2+ instead of H 1+ N H2+ we get

/|h1 h2|q>/|vl — vy |?

/!vf —vp |7 < 2qC/ |h1 — hal. (6.57)

Hence

Similarly we can see that

/yv; Y 2qc/ |hy — ha|%. (6.58)

Furthermore we have

/\hl—h2\q<2q_1</|h1—u|q+/\h2—uq>
=2q_1</+|1}1 —uf |7+ /\Uf—uf\q
H H

1 1

+/ fuf — |7 + /|@—@@

HY Hy

<2maxq [ ol —ufprs [ pr -l
Hy Hy

/'h@—uﬂq / wQ—%w}

HY Hy

:2q</H+|vk—uk|q /H_|vk—uk|q>.
k

k
putting together (6.57), (6.58) and (6.59) we obtain the claim of Step 2. O

(6.59)
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We stress here that we cannot symmetrize directly our function once again. A
formal argument which shows a problem that may occur is the following: consider a
function v such that §(v) = A(v) = 0 and construct a new function u as follows:

u(x) = () 1z, 50 (2) + 2 90(22) Lp, <o} (2).
Such a function is (d — 1)—symmetric with respect to Hy = {z; = 0} for k # 1.
if we try to symmetrize such function with respect to H; we would obtain u,(z) =
2%/4(y(22)) and u_ () = v(z). Clearly none of those functions satisfy the first inequality
in (6.29). However we are going to see that a more refined symmetrization can bypass
this problem.

Proof of Theorem 6.9. Assume as usual that |lul[, = 1. We can assume, thanks to
Proposition 6.14, that u is an (d — 1)—symmetric function and that §(u) < § with §
arbitrarily small. Up to a rotation and a translation, we can consider u to be symmetric
with respect to the coordinate axes {zj = 0} for K =2,...,d and such that

/ ul = 1 = / ul.
{1>0} 2 Jiz<o

Let u® be the two symmetrizations of u with respect to the hyperplane {z; = 0},
constructed as in Proposition 6.14 . We have that max{d(u™),d(u")} < 2§(u). So, if
min{\(u"), \(u")} > CoA(u), we would be done. Thus we suppose that

max{A(u"), \u")} < eA(u) (6.60)
for some constant e to be chosen. Consider Q = {|x1] < 22}, QT = Q N {z; > 0} and
Q™ =QN{x; <0} and define a function @ as follows:

u(z) it xeq@

w(zx) = u(Riz) if z€ Ri(Q)

W(Rox) if z € Re(QURi(Q))
where R; and Ry are the reflection with respect to {x1 = z2} and {z; = —x2} re-
spectively. The function @ satisfies all the symmetries of u with the exception of the
one related to the hyperplane {x9 = 0}, but by construction it is symmetric also with
respect to {x; = £wxa}. So it is d—symmetric. It remains to show that @ satisfies
the reduction inequalities (6.29). Let us start with the one relative to the asymmetry.

To this aim we will denote 9, v and v~ as the functions who achieve the minima of
A(@]{0}), A(uT]{0}) and A(u~|[{0}) respectively. Since [ a9 < 4, we get that

@) > Maop) = Lt = o [ o

2/ |u+—®\q+/ lu™ — o[?
Qt Q-
1
= lut — 5|7 + lu™ — 0| > lut — |2
20—1
Qt Qt Qt
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The first inequality in (6.29) is then true if we can estimate A(u) in terms of fQ+ lut —
u~]9. To this aim we observe that

0¥ g = gl — ey
o (AR Y Ui G | P (6.61)
> 2 [l = Ny — ¥ = 0¥l 2oy — ™ =7 nce)).
Moreover

/ jut —vF|7 < / lut — o7 = A(uF[{0}) < 39\(ut) < 39\ (u) (6.62)
Q

where we used Lemma 6.11 and Lemma 6.12 and the fact that u* are d—symmetric
functions. Thanks to (6.61) and (6.62) we obtain

_ 1 _ 37 1/q
[t = la@ny = 5 [l — v ||Lq@)—2(@x<u>) B (6.63)

where C(g) is a suitable positive constant. Furthermore, always thanks to (6.62) we

have
/|u—v+\q— /|v —ut|?+ /\v —u~ |
<5§)\( u) + 297 2( 39\ (u /]v —v |q)

/ HUNTEN 2q{2 [\(w) - 53;)\(10 — 3 (w)] > 2—1(1)\(11) (6.64)

where last inequality is justified choosing ¢ small enough. Summarying we obtained

and so

Ju® —u || pag+) > Co(u)'/1.

where (Y is a suitable positive constant independent of u. Let us consider now the
second inequality in (6.29), that is the one concerning the deficit. We stress here that
we cannot say that ||4]|, = 1. We have

oy = (1/8)Y9] = [lut la@ey = 0¥ o) < It = o¥lzaggry.

and, since |s? — t?| < C}|s — t| for a suitable C} if s and ¢ are in [0, 1],

/ a1
o+ 8

< Collut —v*t[ly = CoA(u™ {0}/

(6.65)
< 3VI0A (u )9 < 3Y9C,6(ut) T < 2Cub(u)",
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where we used Lemma 6.11, the fact that u is d—symmetric and that é(ut) < 26(u)
and where Cs, C3 and Cy are positive constants. An analogous estimate holds on @,
on Ut = {z1 > 0,29 >0} \ Q and on U~ = {z1 < 0,29 > 0} \ Q. Then, by triangle
inequality we obtain that

’/aq - 1’ < C6(u)*/e (6.66)

for a suitable o > 0. Let us recall the definition of the functionals F' and G given in
(6.15):

0 —0
G(w = [Vallullt?, Pl = [ 1vap+ [ Juf, (6.67
By Lemma 6.3 we know that there exist two positive constants x and 7y such that for

every u there exists A > 0 such that F(myu) = noG(u)* where myu(z) = A\¥%u(\x).
Furthermore such A minimize the function p — F(r,u) in R*. So we get

1 s
”+no/\mz ) (6.68)
1 N7 T 4 T NE]

— /‘VT)\U{ —i—/‘nu = — / ‘VT)\’U,‘ +/ ‘T)\u}

Mo Mo QtuQ— QtuQ—

4

= — \V4 p s _/ v p s '
1o </{x2>0} (IVrauf” + [maul7) . (|Vraul” + |7au) ))

Choosing A > 0 such that F(myu) = noG(u)", since u is symmetric with respect to
{z2 = 0}, we get

~ K AN\ K ~ANK 1 N
G"[lallg (1 +0(w)" = G(a)" < (no/‘VT)\u

for all A > 0. Then

(6.69)

» o 1
/{x2>0} (‘Vnu‘ + }TAU‘ ) = §F(T)\’U,)
e =2 1 (670)
< MG 4 Cos(u)),

where the last passage is true for 6(u) small enough. Let us consider now the function

u(z) zeU"
Tu(Ryx) re RUT
v(x) =
v(S1x) z € {z1 <0,22 >0}

v(Sex) x € {xe < 0}
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where S; is the symmetrization with respect to {x; = 0}. We have

/U+ (‘VTA(u)‘p—F }T,\(u)}s) — ;(/ (|Vv‘p_'_ ’U{S)) > % min F(7,v)

HERT

K/q k/q
o H noG" noG" K/ /
- > q - - . q q
3 G(v) < </v ) 3 8 ( ) U

1 1
> oG8 (S — Cod(u)®)™/1 2 oG (g — Crd(u)?).
(6.71)
with suitable constants Cs and C7 and for d(u) small enough. Notice that in the last

passage we used (6.65). An analogous estimate can be obtained on U~. By (6.68),
(6.69), (6.70) and (6.71) we get

noG"

(14 Cso(w)) — 20 G" <; _ 075(u)>5}

—G* [1 + cga(u)a}

AP S) )R i
G al(+o@) < - (672

for a suitable Cg > 0 and where « is the minumum between 1 and 8. By (6.72) and
thanks to (6.66) we conclude that

5(4) < igm _ 1< Colu)®

that is true again for §(u) small enough. We conclude setting oy = o and gy = C. O






Chapter 7

Estimate of the dimension of the
singular set of the MS functional:
a short proof

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter we report a short note written in collaboration with Camillo De Lellis
and Matteo Focardi. In this we observe that a classical result proved in [3] about
the Hausdorff dimension, dimy, of the singular set of a minimizer of the Mumford-
Shah functional, can be easily derived from the fact that the blow-up of such a set
is a Caccioppoli partition (see Section 7.2), as recently proved in [50]. This work is
unrelated to the rest of the Thesis and we enclose it without properly introducing
all the technical preliminaries exploited, which are, anyway, mentioned and recalled
whenever needed.

The (localized) Mumford-Shah energy on a bounded open subset 2 C R? is given
by

MS(v, A) = / \Vol?dz + HYL(S,NnA),  forve SBV(Q) and A C Q open (7.1)
A

In the previous definition, the space SBV (€2) (Special functions of Bounded Varia-
tion) is that of the classical BV functions (functions of Bounded Variation) which Can-
tor part vanishes, while the set S, denotes the jump set of the function v € SBV (2),
that is the set where the derivative of v is not absolutely continuous with respect to
the Lebesgue measure. A comprehensive account on the subject is [2, Chapter 4]. In
what follows if A = Q we shall drop the dependence on the set of integration.

We recall the following result due to L. Ambrosio, N. Fusco and J. E. Hutchin-
son [3, Theorem 5.6].
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Theorem 7.1. Let u be a local minimizer of the Mumford-Shah energy, i.e. any
function u € SBV () with MS(u) < co and such that

MS(u) < MS(w)  whenever {w # u} CC Q.

Let ¥, C S, be the set of points out of which S, is locally regqular, and let

Y=z eN,: limpl_d/ |Vul> =0 .
p—0 Bp(w)

Then, dimy >, < d — 2.

The main interest in establishing such an estimate on the set ¥/, the so-called subset
of triple-junctions, is related to the understanding of the Mumford-Shah conjecture
(see [2, Chapter 6] for a related discussion, see also [50, Section 7]).

Indeed, Theorem 7.1, together with the higher integrability property of the approx-
imate gradients enjoyed by minimizers as established in 2—dimensions by [50] and more
recently in any dimension by [52], imply straightforwardly an analogous estimate on the
full singular set 3,,. More precisely, in view of [50, Theorem 1] and [52, Theorem 1.1]
any local minimizer u of the Mumford-Shah energy is such that |Vu| € L} (Q) for
some p > 2, therefore [3, Corollary 5.7] yields that

dimy ¥, < max{d —2,d — p/2},

where dimy(F) is the Hausdorff dimension of the set E. A characterization (of a
suitable version) of the Mumford-Shah conjecture in 2—dimensions in terms of a refined
higher integrability property of the gradient in the finer scale of weak Lebesgue spaces
has been recently established in [50, Proposition 5].

Our proof of Theorem 7.1 rests on a compactness result proved by C. De Lellis and
M. Focardi (see [50, Theorem 13]) showing that the blow-up limits of the jump set S,
in points in the regime of small gradients, i.e. in points of X/, are minimal Caccioppoli
partitions. The original approach in [3], instead, relies on the notion of Almgren’s
area mimizing sets, for which an involved analysis of the composition of SBV functions
with Lipschitz deformations (not necessarily one-to-one) and a revision of the regularity
theory for those sets are needed (cp. with [3, Sections 2, 3 and 4]).

Given [50, Theorem 13|, the regularity theory of minimal Caccioppoli partitions
developed in [94], [87] and [88], and standard arguments in geometric measure theory
yield the conclusion, thus bypassing the above mentioned technical complications.

We describe briefly the plan of this chapter: in Section 7.2 we introduce the nec-
essary definitions and recall some well-known facts about Caccioppoli partitions. In
Section 7.3 we prove our main result, Theorem 7.1.
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7.2 Caccioppoli partitions

In what follows Q C R¢ will denote a bounded open set.

Definition 7.2. A Caccioppoli partition of €2 is a countable partition & = {E;}°; of
Q2 in sets of (positive Lebesgue measure and) finite perimeter with > 2, P(E;; ) < oo.
For each Caccioppoli partition & we define its set of interfaces as

Je=|JO"E;.
ic
Here 0*E denotes the essential boundary of the set E:
D1p(By(z))

OE={zeR?: lim —=——270 .
{ p=0* |D1g|(By(z))

where D1g is the distributional derivative of the characteristic function of the set F
while [D1g| is its total variation. Also about the main properties of 0* E we refer to [2]
and [92]. The partition & is said to be minimal if

HI (o) <HTN (T 2)

= vg(x) exists and satisfies |vg(x)| = 1} ,

for all Caccioppoli partitions .%# for which there exists an open subset ' CC Q with

Mg

(F,AE;) N (Q\ Q)] =0.

=1
Definition 7.3. Given a Caccioppoli partition & we define its singular set ¢ as the
set of points for which the approximate tangent plane to J¢ does not exist. That is, the
complementary of Y.¢ is the set of points x such that (& — x)/p has a weak limit point

as p — 07, as a Radon measure (called approximate tangent space). See [2, Section
2.11].

A characterization of the singular set ¢ for minimal Caccioppoli partitions in the
spirit of e—regularity results is provided in the ensuing statement (cp. with [88, Corol-
lary 4.2.4] and [92, Theorem II1.6.5] ).

Theorem 7.4. Let Q be an open set and & = {E;}ic a minimal Caccioppoli partition
of Q.

Then, there exists a dimensional constant ¢ = £(d) > 0 such that

Yo = €EQNJg: inf ,p) > , 7.2
I

where e(xz, p) denotes the spherical excess of & at the point © € Jg at the scale p > 0,
that is

5 (y>2_ V|2d7’[d_1(y).

1
e(z,p) :== min
vesd—1 pd= B,(z)NJg
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We recall next a result that is probably well-known in literature.

Theorem 7.5. Let & be a minimal Caccioppoli partition in 2, then dimyXe < d — 2.
If, in addition, d = 2, then Xg is locally finite.

Proof. We apply the abstract version of Federer’s reduction argument in [105, Theorem
A.4] with the set of functions

F ={1,, : & is a minimal Caccioppoli partition}

endowed with the convergence

Ly, =1, < lim gdH! = / gdHI™t,  for all g € CL(Q).
=) Je, Jg
and singularity map sing(lg) = Xg.

It is easy to see that condition A.1 (closure under scaling) and A.3(2) hold true.
Moreover, the blow-ups of a minimal Caccioppoli partition converge to a minimizing
cone (see [87, Theorem 3.5], or [88, Theorem 4.4.5 (a)]), so that A.2 holds as well.
About A.3(1), we notice that the singular set of an hyperplane is empty. Eventually, if
a sequence (]_Jébh)heN C F converges to 15, and (xp)nen converges to x, with xj, € Mg,
for all h, then by the continuity of the excess and the characterization in (7.2), x € Xg,
so that condition A.3(3) is satisfied as well.

To conclude, we recall that [105, Theorem A.4] itself ensures that the set ¥z is
locally finite being in this setting dimy e = 0. 0

7.3 Proof of the main result

We are now ready to prove the main result of the chapter following the approach
exploited in [3, Theorem 5.6]. To this aim we recall that in [2, Theorems 8.1-8.3] it is
characterized alternatively the singular set X, as follows

Su={z €Sy : lim, o (Z(z,p) + (z,p)) = €0}, (7.3)

where ¢¢ is a dimensional constant, and the scaled Dirichlet Energy and the scaled
mean-flatness are respectively defined as

)= [ Vil )= i [ dist TR ),
By(2) Tell Js,nB,(x)

with II the set of all affine (d — 1)—hyperplanes in R?.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. We argue by contradiction: suppose that there exists s > d — 2
such that H*(X!) > 0. From this, we infer that 5 (3) > 0, (here HZ, is the pre-
Hausdorfl measure, see [2, Definition 2.46]) and moreover that for H*—a.e. z € X/, it

holds He (S N B(x))
. N T w
lim,, o+ — ups £ > 2—:: (7.4)
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where ws is the s—dimensional Hausdorff measure of the unitary ball (see for in-
stance [2, Theorem 2.56 and formula (2.43)] or [92, Lemma II1.8.15]). Without loss
of generality, suppose that (7.4) holds at = 0, and consider a sequence p;, — 0 for
which

He(S, N B,,) > %ph for all h € N. (7.5)

[50, Theorem 13] provides a subsequence, not relabeled for convenience, and a minimal
Caccioppoli partition & such that

HALL p,leu S HAL T, and p,leiu — Je locally Hausdorff. (7.6)

In turn, from the latter we claim that if F is any open cover of ¥ ¢ N By, then for some
hy € N o
pp'S,NBLC | JF  forall h> h. (7.7)
FeF

Indeed, if this is not the case we can find a sequence zj, € p;jl ¥ N Bi converging to

some point xg ¢ Ye. If Wfo is the approximate tangent plane to Jg at xg, that exists
by the very definition of ¥, then for some pg we have

pl_d/ distQ(y,ﬂfo)d’}-ld_l <egg, forall pe(0,po).
Bp(l’o)ﬁjg
In turn, from the latter inequality it follows for p € (0, pg A 1)

limj_mo/ ) distQ(y,ﬂfo)de_l < gp.
Bﬂ(xhj)mp;j Su

Therefore, as zj,. € p; '3/, we get for j large enough
J h; “u

mp—>0 (@(xhj7p) + 'Q{(‘Thjap)) < €0,

a contradiction in view of the characterization of the singular set in (7.3).
To conclude, we note that by (7.7) we get

He(Se N Br) > Timy oo 1o (-5, N BY);

given this, (7.5) and (7.6) yield that

J— R —_— _ J— w
H*(Z6 N B1) > Hio(Se 1 B1) > Dy Hio (0, 3, N B1) > o507

thus contradicting Theorem 7.5. O
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