arXiv:2002.07719v2 [math.AP] 5 Apr 2022

A FRACTIONAL HADAMARD FORMULA AND APPLICATIONS

SIDY MOCTAR DJITTE^{1,2} , MOUHAMED MOUSTAPHA FALL^1, TOBIAS WETH^2

Abstract. We derive a shape derivative formula for the family of principal Dirichlet eigenvalues λs(Ω) of the fractional Laplacian (−Δ)^s associated with bounded open sets Ω ⊂ R^N of class C^{1,1}. This extends, with a help of a new approach, a result in [6] which was restricted to the case s =^1_2 . As an application, we consider the maximization problem for λs(Ω) among annular-shaped domains of fixed volume of the type B \ B^′, where B is a fixed ball and B^′ is ball whose position is varied within B. We prove that λs(B \ B^′) is maximal when the two balls are concentric. Our approach also allows to derive similar results for the fractional torsional rigidity. More generally, we will characterize one-sided shape derivatives for best constants of a family of subcritical fractional Sobolev embeddings.

1. Introduction Let s ∈ (0, 1) and Ω ⊂ R^N be a bounded open set. The present paper is devoted to the study of best constants λ_{s,p}(Ω) in the family of subcritical Sobolev inequalities

λ_{s,p}(Ω)‖u‖^2_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ [u]^2_s for all u ∈ H^s_0(Ω), (1.1)

where p ∈ [1,^{2N}_{N−2s} ) if 2s < N and p ∈ [1, ∞) if 2s ≥ N = 1. Here, the Sobolev space H^s_0(Ω) is given as completion of C^∞_c (Ω) with respect to the norm [ · ]_s defined by

[u]^2_s = c_{N,s} 2 ∫ R^N ∫ R^N (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy with c_{N,s} = π^{− N2} s4^s Γ(^N_2 + s) Γ(1 − s)

. (1.2)

The normalization constant c_{N,s} is chosen such that [u]^2_s = ∫ R^N |ξ| 2s|û(ξ)|^2dξ for u ∈ H^s_0(Ω), where û denotes the Fourier transform of u. The best (i.e., largest possible) constant in (1.1) is given by λ_{s,p}(Ω) := inf { [u]^2_s : u ∈ H^s_0(Ω), ‖u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = 1 } . (1.3) As a consequence of the subcriticality assumption on p and the boundedness of Ω, the space H^s_0(Ω) compactly embeds into L^p(Ω). Therefore a direct minimization argument shows that λ_{s,p}(Ω) admits a nonnegative minimizer u ∈ H^s_0(Ω) with ‖u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = 1. Moreover, every such minimizer solves, in the weak sense, the semilinear problem

(−Δ)^su = λ_{s,p}(Ω)u^{p−1} in Ω, u = 0 in R^N \ Ω. (1.4)

where (−Δ)^s stands for the fractional Laplacian. It therefore follows from regularity theory and the strong maximum principle for (−Δ)^s that u is strictly positive in Ω, see Lemma 2.3 below. We recall that, for functions φ ∈ C^{1,1}_c (R^N ), the fractional Laplacian is given by (−Δ)^sφ(x) = c_{N,s} P V ∫ R^N φ(x) − φ(y) |x − y|^{N+2s} dy = c_{N,s} 2 ∫ R^N 2φ(x) − φ(x + y) − φ(x − y) |y|^{N+2s} dy. 1

Of particular interest are the cases p = 1 and p = 2 which correspond to the fractional torsion problem

(−Δ)^su = λ_{s,1}(Ω) in Ω, u = 0 in R^N \ Ω, (1.5)

and the eigenvalue problem

(−Δ)^su = λ_{s,2}(Ω)u in Ω, u = 0 in R^N \ Ω, (1.6)

associated with the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the fractional Laplacian, respectively. In these cases, the minimization problem for λ_{s,p}(Ω) in (1.3) possesses a unique positive minimizer. Indeed, it is a well-known consequence of the fractional maximum principle that (1.5) admits a unique solution, and that (1.6) has a unique positive eigenfunction with ‖u‖_L2_{(Ω)} = 1. Incidentally, the uniqueness of positive minimizers extends to the full range 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, as we shall show in Lemma A.1 in the appendix of this paper.

Our first goal in this paper is to analyze the dependence of the best constants on the underlying domain Ω. For this we shall derive a formula for a one-sided shape derivative of the map Ω → λ_{s,p}(Ω). We assume from now on that Ω ⊂ R^N is a bounded open set of class C^{1,1}, and we consider a family of deformations {Φ_ε}_{ε∈(−1,1)} with the following properties:

Φ_ε ∈ C^{1,1}(R^N ; R^N ) for ε ∈ (−1, 1), Φ_0 = id_RN , and

the map (−1, 1) → C^{0,1}(R^N , R^N ), ε → Φ_ε is of class C^2.

(1.7)

We note that (1.7) implies that Φ_ε : R^N → R^N is a global diffeomorphism if |ε| is small enough, see e.g. [7, Chapter 4.1]. To clarify, we stress that we only need the C^2-dependence of Φ_ε on ε with respect to Lipschitz-norms, while Φ_ε is assumed to be a C^{1,1}-function for ε ∈ (−1, 1) to guarantee C^{1,1}-regularity of the perturbed domains Φ_ε(Ω).

From the variational characterization of λ_{s,p}(Ω) it is not difficult to see that the map ε → λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) is continuous. However, since λ_{s,p}(Ω) may not have a unique positive minimizer, we cannot expect this map to be differentiable. We therefore rely on determining the right derivative of ε → λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) from which we derive differentiability whenever λ_{s,p}(Ω) admits a unique positive minimizer, thereby extending the classical Hadamard shape derivative formula for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplacian −Δ.

Throughout this paper, we consider a fixed function δ ∈ C^{1,1}(R^N ) which coincides with the signed distance function dist(·, R^N \ Ω) − dist(·, Ω) in a neighborhood of the boundary ∂Ω. We note here that, since we assume that Ω is of class C^{1,1}, the signed distance function is also of class C^{1,1} in a neighborhood of ∂Ω but not globally on R^N . We also suppose that δ is chosen with the property that δ is positive in Ω and negative in R^N \ Ω, as it is the case for the signed distance function.

Our first main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let λ_{s,p}(Ω) be given by (1.3) and consider a family of deformations Φ_ε satisfying (1.7). Then the map ε → θ(ε) := λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) is right differentiable at ε = 0. Moreover,

∂_+θ(0) = min { Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx : u ∈ H } , (1.8)

where ν denotes the interior unit normal on ∂Ω, H is the set of positive minimizers for λ_{s,p}(Ω) and X := ∂_ε | ε=0Φ_ε.

Here the function u/δ^s is defined on ∂Ω as a limit. Namely, for x_0 ∈ ∂Ω, the limit u δ^s (x_0) = lim_{x→x0} x∈Ω u δ^s (x) (1.9)

exists, as the function u/δ^s extends to a function in C^α(Ω) for some α > 0, see [20]. In addition, the function δ^{1−s}∇u also admits a Hölder continuous extension on Ω satisfying δ^{1−s}∇u·ν = su/δ^s on ∂Ω, see [8]. As a consequence, the expression u/δ^s, restricted on ∂Ω, plays the role of an inner fractional normal derivative. Note that, for s = 1, the limit on the RHS of (1.9) coincides with the classical inner normal derivative of u at x_0.

We observe that the constant Γ(1 + s)^2 appears also in the fractional Pohozaev identity, see e.g. [21]. This is, to some extend, not surprising at least in the classical case since Pohozaev’s identity can be obtained using techniques of domain variation, see e.g. [24].

We also remark that one-sided derivatives naturally arise in the analysis of parameter-dependent minimization problems, see e.g. [7, Section 10.2.3] for an abstract result in this direction. Related to this, they also appear in the analysis of the domain dependence of eigenvalue problems with possible degeneracy, see e.g. [11] and the references therein.

A natural consequence of Theorem 1.1 is that the map ε → θ(ε) = λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) is differentiable at ε = 0 whenever λ_{s,p}(Ω) admits a unique positive minimizer. Indeed, applying Theorem 1.1 to the map ε → ~θ(ε) := λ_{s,p}(Φ_{−ε}(Ω)) yields

∂_−θ(0) = −∂_+ ~θ(0) = max { Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx : u ∈ H } , where H is given as in Theorem 1.1. As a consequence, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 1.2. Let λ_{s,p}(Ω) be given by (1.3) and consider a family of deformations Φ_ε satisfying (1.7). Suppose that λ_{s,p}(Ω) admits a unique positive minimizer u ∈ H^s_0(Ω). Then the map ε → θ(ε) = λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) is differentiable at ε = 0. Moreover

θ^′(0) = Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx, (1.10)

where X := ∂_ε | ε=0Φ_ε.

As mentioned earlier, λ_{s,p}(Ω) admits a unique positive minimizer u ∈ H^s_0(Ω) for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, see Lemma A.1 in the appendix. Therefore Corollary 1.2 extends, in particular, the classical Hadamard formula, for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue λ_{1,2}(Ω) of −Δ, to the fractional setting. We recall, see e.g. [15], that the classical Hadamard formula is given by d dε | | ε=0 λ_{1,2}(Φ_ε(Ω)) = ∫ ∂Ω |∇u|^2X · ν dx. (1.11) An analogue of Corollary 1.2 for the case of the local r-Laplace operator was obtained in [2,12]. We also point out that, prior to this paper, a Hadamard formula in the fractional setting of the type (1.10) was obtained in [6] for the special case p = 1, s =^1_2 , N = 2 and Ω of class C^∞. We are not aware of any other previous work related to Theorem 1.1 or 1.2 in the fractional setting.

Our next result provides a characterization of constrained local minima of λ_{s,p}. Here and in the following, we call a bounded open subset Ω of class C^{1,1} a constrained local minimum for λ_{s,p} if for all families of deformations Φ_ε satisfying (1.7) and the volume invariance condition |Φ_ε(Ω)| = |Ω| for ε ∈ (−1, 1), there exists ε_0 ∈ (0, 1) with λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) ≥ λ_{s,p}(Ω) for ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0). Our classification result reads as follows.

Corollary 1.3. Let p ∈ {1} ∪ [2, ∞). If an open subset Ω of R^N of class C^3 is a volume constrained local minimum for Ω → λ_{s,p}(Ω), then Ω is a ball.

Corollary 1.3 is a consequence of Theorem 1.1, from which we derive that if Ω is a constrained local minimum then any element u ∈ H satisfies the overdetermined condition u/δ^s ≡ constant on ∂Ω. Therefore by the rigidity result in [9] we find that Ω must be a ball. We point out that we are not able to include the case p ∈ (1, 2) in Corollary 1.3, since the rigidity result in [9] is based on the moving plane method and therefore requires the nonlinearity in (1.4) to be Lipschitz. The case p ∈ (1, 2) therefore remains an open problem in Corollary 1.3. We note that the authors in [6] considered the shape minimization problem for λ_{s,p}(Ω) in the case p = 1, s =^1_2 , N = 2 among domains Ω of class C^∞ of fixed volume. They showed in [6] that such minimizers are discs.

Next we consider the optimization problem of Ω → λ_{s,p}(Ω) for p ∈ {1, 2} and Ω a punctured ball, with the hole having the shape of ball. We show that, as the hole moves in Ω then λ_{s,p}(Ω) is maximal when the two balls are concentric. In the local case s = 1 and N = 2, this is a classical result by Hersch [16]. For subsequent generalizations in the case of the local problem, see [5, 14, 18].

Theorem 1.4. Let p ∈ {1, 2}, B_1(0) be the unit centered ball and τ ∈ (0, 1). Define A := {a ∈ B_1(0) : B_τ (a) ⊂ B_1(0)}.

Then the map A → R, a → λ_{s,p}(B_1(0) \ B_τ (a)) takes its maximum at a = 0.

The proof of Theorem 1.4 is inspired by the argument given in [14, 18] for the local case s = 1. It uses the fractional Hadamard formula in Corollary 1.2 and maximum principles for anti-symmetric functions. Our proof also shows that the map a → λ_{s,p}(B_1(0) \ B_τ (a)) takes its minimum when the boundary of the ball B_τ (a) touches the one of B_1(0), see Section 5 below.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on the use of test functions in the variational characterization of λ_{s,p}(Ω) and λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)). The general strategy is inspired by the direct approach in [11], which is related to a Neumann eigenvalue problem on manifolds. In the case of λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)), it is important to make a change of variables so that λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) is determined by minimizing an ε-dependent family of seminorms among functions u ∈ H^s_0(Ω), see Section 2 below. An obvious choice of test functions are minimizers u and v_ε for λ_{s,p}(Ω) and λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)), respectively. However, due to the fact that u is only of class C^s up to the boundary, we cannot obtain a boundary integral term directly from the divergence theorem. In particular, the integration by parts formula given in [21, Theorem 1.9] does not apply to general vector fields X which appear in (1.8). Hence, we need to replace u with ζ_ku, where ζ_k is a cut-off function vanishing in a 1 k -neighborhood of ∂Ω. This leads to upper and lower estimates of λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) up to order o(ε), where the first order term is given by an integral involving (−Δ)^s(ζ_ku) and ∇(ζ_ku). We refer the reader to Section 4 below for more precise information. A highly nontrivial task is now to pass to the limit as k → ∞ in order to get boundary integrals involving ψ := u/δ^s. This is the most difficult part of the paper. We refer to Proposition 2.4 and Section 6 below for more details.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide preliminary results on convergence properties of integral functional, inner approximations of functions in H^s_0(Ω) and on properties of minimizers of (1.3). In Section 3, we introduce notation related to domain deformations and related quantities. In Section 4 we establish a preliminary variant of Theorem 1.1, which is given in Proposition 4.1. In this variant, the constant Γ(1 + s)^2 in (1.8) is replaced by an implicitly given value which still depends on cut-off data. The proofs of the main results, as stated in this introduction, are then completed in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 is devoted to the proof of the main technical ingredient of the paper, which is given by Proposition 2.4.

Acknowledgements: This work is supported by DAAD and BMBF (Germany) within the project 57385104. The authors would like to thank Sven Jarohs for helpful discussions. M.M Fall’s work is supported by the Alexander von Humboldt foundation.

2. Notations and preliminary results Throughout this section, we fix a bounded open set Ω ⊂ R^N . As noted in the introduction, we define the space H^s_0(Ω) as completion of C^∞_c (Ω) with respect to the norm [ · ]_s given in (1.2). Then H^s_0(Ω) is a Hilbert space with scalar product (u, v) → [u, v]_s = c_{N,s} 2 ∫ R^N ∫ R^N (u(x) − u(y))(v(x) − v(y)) |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy, where c_{N,s} is given in (1.2). It is well known and easy to see that H^s_0(Ω) coincides with the closure of C^∞_c (Ω) in the standard fractional Sobolev space H^s(R^N ). Moreover, if Ω has a continuous boundary, then H^s_0(Ω) admits the highly useful characterization H^s_0(Ω) = { w ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^N ) : [w]^2_s < ∞, w ≡ 0 on R^N \ Ω } , (2.1) see e.g. [13, Theorem 1.4.2.2]. We start with an elementary but useful observation.

Lemma 2.1. Let μ ∈ L^∞(R^N × R^N ), and let (v_k)_k be a sequence in H^s_0(Ω) with v_k → v in H^s_0(Ω) as k → ∞. Then we have lim_{k→∞} ∫ R^{2N} (v_k(x) − v_k(y))^2μ(x, y) |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy = ∫ R^{2N} (v(x) − v(y))^2μ(x, y) |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy. Proof. We have | | ∫ R^{2N} (v_k(x) − v_k(y))^2 − (v(x) − v(y))^2μ(x, y) |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy | | ≤ ‖μ‖_L∞ ∫ R^{2N} |(v_k(x) − v_k(y))^2 − (v(x) − v(y))^2| |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy, where ∫ R^{2N} |(v_k(x) − v_k(y))^2 − (v(x) − v(y))^2| |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy = ∫ R^{2N} |[(v_k(x) − v(x)) − (v_k(y) − v(y))][(v_k(x) + v(x)) − (v_k(y) + v(y))]| |x − y|^{N+2s} dxdy ≤ 2 c_{N,s} [v_k − v]_s[v_k + v]_s → 0 as k → ∞. □ Throughout the remainder of this paper, we fix ρ ∈ C^∞_c (−2, 2) with 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1, ρ ≡ 1 on (−1, 1), and we define ζ ∈ C^∞(R), ζ(t) = 1 − ρ(t). (2.2)

Moreover, for k ∈ N, we define the functions

ρ_k, ζ_k ∈ C^{1,1}(R^N ), ρ_k(x) = ρ(kδ(x)), ζ_k(x) = ζ(kδ(x)). (2.3)

We note that the function ρ_k is supported in the^2_k -neighborhood of the boundary, while the function ζ_k vanishes in the^1_k -neighborhood of the boundary.

Lemma 2.2. Let Ω ⊂ R^N be a bounded Lipschitz domain and let u ∈ H^s_0(Ω). Moreover, for k ∈ N, let u_k := uζ_k ∈ H^s_0(Ω) denote inner approximations of u. Then we have

u_k → u in H^s_0(Ω).

Proof. In the following, the letter C > 0 stands for various constants independent of k. Since ρ_k = 1 − ζ_k, it suffices to show that

uρ_k ∈ H^s_0(Ω) for k sufficiently large and [uρ_k]_s → 0 as k → ∞. (2.4)

For ε > 0, we put A_ε = {x ∈ Ω : δ(x) < ε}. Since uρ_k vanishes in R^N \ A 2_k , 0 ≤ ρ_k ≤ 1 on R^N and |ρ_k(x) − ρ_k(y)| ≤ C min{k|x − y|, 1} for x, y ∈ R^N , we observe that 1 c_{N,s} [ρ_ku]^2_s = 1 2 ∫ R^N ∫ R^N [u(x)ρ_k(x) − u(y)ρ_k(y)]^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx = 1 2 ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} [u(x)ρ_k(x) − u(y)ρ_k(y)]^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx + ∫ A_{2k} u(x)^2ρ_k(x)^2 ∫ R^N \A_{4k} |x − y|^{−N−2s} dydx

≤ 1 2 ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} [ u(x) ( ρ_k(x) − ρ_k(y) ) + ρ_k(y) ( u(x) − u(y) )]_2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx

+ C ∫ A_{2k} u(x)^2dist(x, R^N \ A 4_k )^{−2s}dx

≤ ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x) ∫ A_{4k} (ρ_k(x) − ρ_k(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx + ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx

+ C ∫ A_{2k} u(x)^2δ^{−2s}(x)dx

≤ Ck^2 ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x) ∫ B_{1k} (x) |x − y|^{2−2s−N} dydx + C ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x) ∫ R^N \B_{1k} (x) |x − y|^{−N−2s}dydx

+ ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx + C ∫ A_{2k} u(x)^2δ^{−2s}(x)dx

≤ Ck^{2s} ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x)dx + ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx + C ∫ A_{2k} u(x)^2δ^{−2s}(x)dx

≤ C ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x)δ^{−2s}(x)dx + ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx. (2.5)

Now, since Ω has a Lipschitz boundary, using ∫ R^N \Ω |x − y| −N−2s dy ∼ δ−2s(x) see e.g [3], we

get ∫ Ω u^2(x)δ^{−2s}(x)dx ≤ C ∫ Ω u^2(x) ∫ R^N \Ω |x − y|^{−N−2s} dydx ≤ C[u]^2_s, and therefore ∫ A_{4k} u^2(x)δ^{−2s}(x)dx → 0 as k → ∞. (2.6)

Moreover, since also ∫ Ω ∫ Ω (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx ≤ 2 c_{N,s} [u]^2_s,

we have ∫ A_{4k} ∫ A_{4k} (u(x) − u(y))^2 |x − y|^{N+2s} dydx → 0 as k → ∞. (2.7) Combining (2.5), (2.6) and (2.7), we obtain (2.4), as required. □

From now on, we fix a bounded C^{1,1}-domain Ω ⊂ R^N . We also let C^s_0 (Ω) = { w ∈ C^s(Ω) : w = 0 in R^N \ Ω } , and we recall the following regularity and positivity properties of nonnegative minimizers for λ_{s,p}(Ω) as defined in (1.3).

Lemma 2.3. Let u ∈ H^s_0(Ω) be a nonnegative minimizer for λ_{s,p}(Ω). Then u ∈ C^s_0 (Ω)∩C^∞_{loc}(Ω). Moreover, ψ :=^u_{δs} ∈ C^α(Ω) for some α ∈ (0, 1), and there exists a constant c = c(N, s, Ω, α, p) > 0 with the property that ‖ψ‖_Cα_{(Ω)} ≤ c (2.8) and |∇ψ(x)| ≤ cδ^{α−1}(x) for all x ∈ Ω. (2.9) Moreover, ψ > 0 on Ω, so in particular u > 0 in Ω.

Proof. By standard arguments in the calculus of variations, u is a weak solution of (1.4). By [22, Proposition 1.3] we have that u ∈ L^∞(Ω), and therefore the RHS of (1.4) is a function in L^∞(Ω). Thus the regularity up to the boundary u ∈ C^s_0 (Ω) is proved in [20], where also the C^α-bound (2.8) for the function ψ =^u_{δs} is established for some α > 0. Moreover, (2.9) is proved in [8]. It also follows from (1.4), the strong maximum principle and the Hopf lemma for the fractional Laplacian that ψ is a strictly positive function on Ω. In particular, u > 0 in Ω, Therefore u ∈ C^∞_{loc}(Ω) follows by interior regularity theory (see e.g. [19]) and the fact that the function t → t^{p−1} is of class C^∞ on (0, ∞). □

The computation of one-sided shape derivatives as given in Theorem 1.1 will be carried out in Section 4, and it requires the following key technical proposition. Since its proof is long and quite involved, we postpone the proof to Section 6 below.

Proposition 2.4. Let X ∈ C^0(Ω, R^N ), let u ∈ C^s_0 (Ω)∩C^1(Ω), and assume that ψ :=^u_{δs} extends to a function on Ω satisfying (2.8) and (2.9). Moreover, put U_k := uζ_k ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω), where ζ_k is defined in (2.3). Then lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω ∇U_k · X ( u(−Δ)^sζ_k − I(u, ζ_k) ) dx = −κ_s ∫ ∂Ω ψ^2X · ν dx, where

κ_s := − ∫ R h^′(r)(−Δ)^sh(r) dr with h(r) := r^s_+ζ(r) = max(r, 0)^sζ(r) (2.10)

and ζ given in (2.2), and where we use the notation I(u, v)(x) := c_{N,s} ∫ R^N (u(x) − u(y))(v(x) − v(y)) |x − y|^{N+2s} dy (2.11)

for u ∈ C^s_c (R^N ), v ∈ C^{0,1}(R^N ) and x ∈ R^N .

Remark 2.5. The minus sign in the definition of the constant κ_s in (2.10) might appear a bit strange at first glance. We shall see later that, defined in this way, κ_s has a positive value. A priori it is not clear that the value of κ_s does not depend on the particular choice of the function ζ. This follows a posteriori once we have established in Proposition 4.1 below that this constant appears in Theorem 1.1. This will then allow us to show that κ_s =^{Γ(1+s)2}_2 by applying the resulting shape derivative formula to a one-parameter family of concentric balls, see Section 5 below. A more direct, but somewhat lengthy computation of κ_s is possible via the logarithmic Laplacian, which has been introduced in [4].

3. Domain perturbation and the associated variational problem Here and in the following, we define Ω_ε := Φ_ε(Ω). In order to study the dependence of λ_{s,p}(Ω_ε) on ε, it is convenient to pull back the problem on the fixed domain Ω via a change of variables. For this we let Jac_{Φε} denote the Jacobian determinant of the map Φ_ε ∈ C^{1,1}(R^N ), and we define the kernels K_ε(x, y) := c_{N,s} Jac_{Φε} (x)Jac_{Φε} (y) |Φ_ε(x) − Φ_ε(y)|^{N+2s} and K_0(x, y) = c_{N,s} 1 |x − y|^{N+2s} . (3.1)

Then (1.7) gives rise to the well known expansions Jac_{Φε} (x) = 1 + εdivX(x) + O(ε^2), ∂_εJac_{Φε} (x) = divX(x) + O(ε) (3.2) uniformly in x ∈ R^N , where X := ∂_ε | ε=0Φ_ε ∈ C^{0,1}(R^N ; R^N ) and therefore divX is a.e. defined on R^N . From (1.7), we also get |Φ_ε(x) − Φ_ε(y)|^{−N−2s} = |x − y|^{−N−2s} ( 1 + 2ε x − y |x − y| · P_X (x, y) + O(ε^2)

)_− N+2s_2 , and ∂_ε|Φ_ε(x) − Φ_ε(y)|^{−N−2s} = |x − y|^{−N−2s} ( −(N + 2s) x − y |x − y| · P_X (x, y) + O(ε) ) , uniformly in x, y ∈ R^N , x ≠ y with

P_X ∈ L^∞(R^N × R^N ), P_X (x, y) = X(x) − X(y) |x − y| . Moreover by (3.2) and the fact that ∂_εΦ_ε, X ∈ C^{0,1}(R^N ), we have that K_ε(x, y) = K_0(x, y) + ε∂_ε | |_{ε=0}Kε(x, y) + O(ε^2)K0(x, y), (3.3) and ∂_εK_ε(x, y) = ∂_ε | | ε=0 K_ε(x, y) + O(ε)K_0(x, y), (3.4)

uniformly in x, y ∈ R^N , x ≠ y, where ∂_ε | | |_{ε=0}Kε(x, y) = − [ (N + 2s) x − y |x − y| · P_X (x, y)−(divX(x) + divX(y)) ] K_0(x, y). (3.5)

In particular, it follows from (3.3) and (3.5) that there exist ε_0, C > 0 with the property that 1 C K_0(x, y) ≤ K_ε(x, y) ≤ CK_0(x, y) for all x, y ∈ R^N , x ≠ y and ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0). (3.6)

For v ∈ H^s_0(Ω) and ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0), we now define

V_v(ε) := 1 2 ∫ R^{2N} (v(x) − v(y))^2K_ε(x, y)dxdy. (3.7) Then, by (1.3), (1.7) and a change of variables, we have the following variational characterization for λ_{s,p}(Ω_ε):

λ^ε_{s,p} := λ_{s,p}(Ω_ε) = inf { [u]^2_s : u ∈ H^s_0(Ω_ε), ∫ Ω_ε |u|^p dx = 1 }

= inf { V_v(ε) : v ∈ H^s_0(Ω), ∫ Ω |v|^pJac_{Φε} (x) dx = 1 } for ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0). (3.8)

As mentioned earlier, we prefer to use (3.8) from now on where the underlying domain is fixed and the integral terms depend on ε instead. It follows from (3.3) and (3.4) that, for given v ∈ H^s_0(Ω), the function V_v : (−ε_0, ε_0) → R is of class C^1 with

V^′_v(0) = 1 2 ∫ R^{2N} (v(x) − v(y))^2∂_ε | ε=0K_ε(x, y)dxdy, (3.9) where ∂_ε | |_{ε=0}K_ε(x, y) is given in (3.5),

|V^′_v(0)| ≤ C[v]^2_s with a constant C > 0 (3.10) and we have the expansions V_v(ε) = V_v(0) + εV^′_v(0) + O(ε^2)[v]^2_s , V^′_v(ε) = V^′_v(0) + O(ε)[v]^2_s (3.11) with O(ε), O(ε^2) independent of v. From (3.2), (3.6) and the variational characterization (3.8), it is easy to see that 1 C ≤ λ^ε_{s,p} ≤ C for all ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0) with some constant C > 0.

Using this and (3.2), (3.6) once more, we can show that 1 C ≤ ‖v_ε‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ C and 1 C ≤ [v_ε]_s ≤ C. (3.12)

for every ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0) and every minimizer v_ε ∈ H^s_0(Ω) for (3.8) with a constant C > 0.

The following lemma is essentially a corollary of Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 3.1. Let (v_k)_k be a sequence in H^s_0(Ω) with v_k → v in H^s_0(Ω). Then we have lim_{k→∞} V_{vk} (0) = V_v(0) and lim_{k→∞} V^′_{vk} (0) = V^′_v(0).

Proof. The first limit is trivial since V_v(0) = [v]^2_s for v ∈ H^s_0(Ω). The second limit follows from Lemma 2.1, (3.5) and (3.9) by noting that μ ∈ L^∞(R^N × R^N ) for the function μ(x, y) = −(N + 2s) x − y |x − y| · P_X (x, y) + (divX(x) + divX(y)). □

4. One-sided Shape derivative computations We keep using the notation of the previous sections, and we recall in particular the variational characterization of λ^ε_{s,p} = λ_{s,p}(Ω_ε) given in (3.8). The aim of this section is to prove the following result.

Proposition 4.1. We have

∂^+_ε | | |_{ε=0}λ^ε_{s,p} = min { 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx : u ∈ H } , where H is the set of positive minimizers for λ^0_{s,p} := λ_{s,p}(Ω), X := ∂_ε | ε=0Φ_ε and κ_s is given by (2.10).

The proof of Proposition 4.1 requires several preliminary results. We start with a formula for the derivative of the function given by (3.7).

Lemma 4.2. Let U ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω). Then

V^′_U (0) = −2 ∫ R^N ∇U · X(−Δ)^sUdx. (4.1) Proof. By (3.5), (3.11) and Fubini’s theorem, we have

V^′_U (0) = −(N + 2s)c_{N,s} 2 ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2 (x − y) · (X(x) − X(y)) |x − y|^{N+2s+2} dxdy + 1 2 ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)(divX(x) + divX(y))dxdy = −(N + 2s)c_{N,s} 2 lim_{μ→0} ∫ |x−y|>μ (U(x) − U(y))^2 (x − y) · (X(x) − X(y)) |x − y|^{N+2s+2} dxdy + ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)divX(x)dxdy = − (N + 2s)c_{N,s} lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∫ R^N \B_μ(y) (U(x) − U(y))^2 (x − y) · X(x) |x − y|^{N+2s+2} dxdy + ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)divX(x)dxdy

Applying, for fixed y ∈ R^N and μ > 0, the divergence theorem in the domain {x ∈ R^N : |x−y| > μ} and using that ∇_x|x − y|^{−N−2s} = −(N + 2s)^{x−y}_{|x−y|N+2s+2} , we obtain

V^′_U (0) =c_{N,s} lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∫ R^N \B_μ(y) (U(x) − U(y))^2∇_x|x − y|^{−N−2s} · X(x)dxdy + ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)divX(x)dxdy = − lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∫ R^N \B_μ(y) (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)divX(x)dxdy − lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∫ R^N \B_μ(y) (U(x) − U(y))∇U(x) · X(x)K_0(x, y)dxdy + lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∫ ∂B_μ(y) (U(x) − U(y))^2 y − x |x − y| · X(x)K_0(x, y) dσ(y) dx + ∫ R^{2N} (U(x) − U(y))^2K_0(x, y)divX(x)dxdy = − lim_{μ→0} ∫ |x−y|>μ (U(x) − U(y))∇U(x) · X(x)K_0(x, y)d(x, y) + lim_{μ→0} μ^{−N−1−2s} ∫ |x−y|=μ (U(x) − U(y))^2(y − x) · X(x) dσ(x, y) = − c_{N,s} 2 lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∇U(x) · X(x) ∫ R^N \B_μ(0) 2U(x) − U(x + z) − U(x − z) |z|^{N+2s} dzdx + 1 2 lim_{μ→0} μ^{−N−1−2s} ∫ |x−y|=μ (U(x) − U(y))^2(y − x) · (X(x) − X(y)) dσ(x, y) (4.2) Since U ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω), we have that c_{N,s} 2 lim_{μ→0} ∫ R^N ∇U(x) · X(x) ∫ R^N \B_μ(0) 2U(x) − U(x + z) − U(x − z) |z|^{N+2s} dzdx = c_{N,s} 2 ∫ R^N ∇U(x) · X(x) ∫ R^N 2U(x) − U(x + z) − U(x − z) |z|^{N+2s} dzdx = ∫ R^N (−Δ)^sU(x)∇U(x) · X(x)dx. (4.3) Moreover, since U is compactly supported, we may fix R > 0 large enough such that (U(x) − U(y))^2 = 0 for all x, y ∈ B_R(0) with |x − y| < 1. Setting N_μ := {(x, y) ∈ B_R(0) × B_R(0) : |x − y| = μ} for 0 < μ < 1 and using that U, X ∈ C^{0,1}(R^N ), we thus deduce that μ^{−N−1−2s} ∫ |x−y|=μ (U(x) − U(y))^2(y − x) · (X(x) − X(y)) dσ(x, y) = μ^{−N−1−2s} ∫ N_μ (U(x) − U(y))^2(y − x) · (X(x) − X(y)) dσ(x, y) = O(μ^{3−1−2s}) → 0, (4.4) as μ → 0, since the 2N − 1-dimensional measure of the set N_μ is of order O(N − 1) as μ → 0. The claim now follows by combining (4.2),(4.3) and (4.4). □

We cannot apply Lemma 4.2 directly to minimizers u ∈ H^s_0(Ω) of λ_{s,p}(Ω) since these are not contained in C^{1,1}_c (Ω). The aim is therefore to apply Lemma 4.2 to U_k := uζ_k ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω) with ζ_k given in (2.3), and to use Proposition 2.4. This leads to the following derivative formula which plays a key role in the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Lemma 4.3. Let u ∈ H^s_0(Ω) be a solution to (1.4). Then we have V^′_u(0) = 2λ_{s,p}(Ω) p ∫ Ω u^pdiv X dx + 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx. Proof. By Lemma 2.3 and since Ω is of class C^{1,1}, we have U_k := uζ_k ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω) ⊂ H^s_0(Ω) for k ∈ N, and U_k → u in H^s_0(Ω) by Lemma 2.2. Consequently, V^′_u(0) = lim_{k→∞} V^′_{Uk} (0) by Corollary 3.1, so it remains to show that lim_{k→∞} V^′_{Uk} (0) = 2λ_{s,p}(Ω) p ∫ Ω u^pdivX dx + 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx. (4.5) Applying Lemma 4.2 to U_k, we find that V^′_{Uk} (0) = −2 ∫ R^N ∇U_k · X(−Δ)^sU_kdx for k ∈ N. By the standard product rule for the fractional Laplacian, we have (−Δ)^sU_k = u(−Δ)^sζ_k + ζ_k(−Δ)^su − I(u, ζ_k) with I(u, ζ_k) given by (2.11). We thus obtain

V^′_{Uk} (0) = −2 ∫ R^N ∇U_k · Xζ_k(−Δ)^su dx − 2 ∫ R^N [∇U_k · X]u(−Δ)^sζ_k dx (4.6) + 2 ∫ R^N ∇U_k · XI(u, ζ_k) dx = −2λ_{s,p}(Ω) ∫ Ω ∇U_k · Xζ_ku^{p−1} dx − 2 ∫ R^N ∇U_k · X ( u(−Δ)^sζ_k − I(u, ζ_k) ) dx, where we used that (−Δ)^su = λ_{s,p}(Ω)u^{p−1} in Ω. Consequently, Proposition 2.4 yields that lim_{k→∞} V^′_{Uk} (0) = −2λ_{s,p}(Ω) lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω ∇U_k · Xζ_ku^{p−1} dx + 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω ψ^2X · ν dx. (4.7) Moreover, integrating by parts, we obtain, for k ∈ N, ∫ Ω [∇U_k·X]ζ_ku^{p−1} dx = 1 p ∫ Ω [∇u^p · X]ζ^2_k dx + ∫ Ω [∇ζ_k · X]ζ_ku^p dx = − 1 p ∫ Ω u^pdivXζ^2_k dx − 2 p ∫ Ω u^pζ_k[X · ∇ζ_k] dx + ∫ Ω u^pζ_k[X · ∇ζ_k] dx. (4.8) Since u^p ∈ C^s_0 (Ω) by Lemma 2.3, it is easy to see from the definition of ζ_k that the last two terms in (4.8) tend to zero as k → ∞, whereas lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω u^pdivXζ^2_k dx = ∫ Ω u^pdivX dx. Hence lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω ∇U_k · Xζ_ku^{p−1} dx = − 1 p ∫ Ω u^pdivX dx. Plugging this into (4.7), we obtain (4.5), as required. □

Our next lemma provides an upper estimate for ∂^+_ε | | ε=0 λ^ε_{s,p}. Lemma 4.4. Let u ∈ H be a positive minimizer for λ^0_{s,p} = λ_{s,p}(Ω). Then

lim sup ε→0^+ λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε ≤2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx. (4.9) Proof. For ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0), we define

j(ε) := V_u(ε) τ(ε) for k ∈ N with τ(ε) := (∫ Ω |u|^pJac_{Φε} (x) dx )_{2/p} . By (3.8), we then have λ^ε_{s,p} ≤ j(ε) for ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0). Moreover,

τ(0) = ‖u‖^{2/p}_{Lp (Ω)} = 1, V_u(0) = [u]^2_s = λ_{s,p}(Ω) and j(0) =

V_u(0) τ(0) = λ^0_{s,p}, which implies that ∂^+_ε | |_{ε=0}λ^ε_{s,p} ≤ j^′(0) = 2κs ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx, by Lemma 4.3 and (3.2), as claimed. □ Next, we shall prove a lower estimate for ∂^+_ε | | ε=0 λ^ε_{s,p}. Lemma 4.5. We have lim inf ε↘0^+ λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε ≥ inf { 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx : u ∈ H } . Proof. Let (ε_n)_n be a sequence of positive numbers converging to zero and with the property that lim_{n→∞} λ^{εn}_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε_n = lim inf ε↘0^+ λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε . (4.10) For n ∈ N, we let v_{εn} be a positive minimizer corresponding to the variational characterization of λ^{εn}_{s,p} given in (3.8), i.e. we have λ^{εn}_{s,p} = V_{vεn} (ε_n) and ∫ Ω v^p_{εn} Jac_{Φεn} dx = 1. (4.11) Since v_{εn} remains bounded in H^s_0(Ω) by (3.12), we may pass to a sub-sequence with the property that v_{εn} ⇀ u in H^s_0(Ω) for some u ∈ H^s_0(Ω). Moreover, v_{εn} → u in L^p(Ω) as n → ∞ since the embedding H^s_0(Ω) → L^p(Ω) is compact. In the following, to keep the notation simple, we write ε in place of ε_n. By (3.10), (3.11) and (4.11), we have

V_{vε} (0) = V_{vε} (ε) − εV^′_{vε} (0) + O(ε^2)[v_ε]^2_s = λ^ε_{s,p} − εV^′_{vε} (0) + O(ε^2) = λ^ε_{s,p} + O(ε) (4.12) and therefore V_u(0) = [u]^2_s ≤ lim inf_{ε→0} [v_ε]^2_s = lim inf_{ε→0} V_{vε} (0) ≤ lim sup_{ε→0} λ^ε_{s,p} ≤ λ^0_{s,p}, (4.13) where the last inequality follows from Lemma 4.4. In view of (3.2) and the strong convergence v_ε → u in L^p(Ω), we see that 1 = ∫ Ω v^p_ε Jac_{Φε} dx = ∫ Ω v^p_ε (1 + εdivX)dx + O(ε^2) = ∫ Ω u^p dx + o(1) (4.14) as ε → 0, and hence ‖u‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = 1. Combining this with (4.13), we see that u ∈ H is a minimizer for λ^0_{s,p}, and that equality must hold in all inequalities of (4.13). From this we deduce that v_ε → u strongly in H^s_0(Ω). (4.15) Now (4.12) and the variational characterization of λ^0_{s,p} imply that λ^0_{s,p} (∫ Ω v^p_ε dx )_{2/p} ≤ V_{vε} (0) = λ_{s,p}(Ω_ε) − εV^′_{vε} (0) + O(ε^2) (4.16)

whereas by (4.14) we have ∫ Ω v^p_ε dx = 1 − ε ∫ Ω v^p_ε divXdx + O(ε^2) = 1 − ε ∫ Ω u^pdivXdx + o(ε) and therefore (∫ Ω v^p_ε dx )_{2/p} = 1 − 2ε p ∫ Ω u^pdivXdx + o(ε). (4.17)

Plugging this into (4.16), we get the inequality λ^ε_{s,p} ≥ ( 1 − 2ε p ∫ Ω u^pdivXdx ) λ^0_{s,p} + εV^′_{vε} (0) + o(ε).

Since, moreover, V^′_{vε} (0) → V^′_u(0) as ε → 0 by Lemma 3.1 and (4.15), it follows that λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ≥ ε ( V^′_u(0) − 2λ^0_{s,p} p ∫ Ω u^pdivXdx ) + o(ε) and therefore λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ≥ 2εκ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx + o(ε) by Lemma 4.3. We thus conclude that

lim_{ε→0+} λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε ≥ 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx. Taking the infinimum over u ∈ H in the RHS of this inequality and using (4.10), we get the result. □

Proof of Proposition 4.1 (completed). Proposition 4.1 is a consequence of Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5. Indeed, let

A_{s,p}(Ω) := inf { 2κ_s ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2X · ν dx : u ∈ H } . Thanks to (2.8) the infinimum A_{s,p}(Ω) is attained. Finally by Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 we get A_{s,p}(Ω) ≥ ∂^+_ε | | ε=0 λ^ε_{s,p} ≥ lim inf_{ε↘0} λ^ε_{s,p} − λ^0_{s,p} ε ≥ A_{s,p}(Ω). □

5. Proof of the main results In this section we complete the proofs of the main results stated in the introduction.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (completed). In view of Proposition 4.1, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is complete once we show that 2κ_s = Γ(1 + s)^2, (5.1) where Γ is the usual Gamma function. In view of (2.10), the constant κ_s does not depend on N, p and Ω, we consider the case N = p = 1 and the family of diffeomorphisms Φ_ε on R^N given by Φ_ε(x) = (1 + ε)x, ε ∈ (−1, 1), so that X := ∂_ε | |_{ε=0}Φ_ε is simply given by X(x) = x.

Letting Ω_0 := (−1, 1), we define Ω_ε = Φ_ε(Ω_0) = (−1 − ε, 1 + ε). Moreover, we consider w_ε ∈ H^s_0(Ω_ε) ∩ C^s_0 ([−1 − ε, 1 + ε]) given by

w_ε(x) = ℓ_s((1 + ε)^2 − |x|^2)^s_+ with ℓ_s :=

2^{−2s}Γ(1/2) Γ(s + 1/2)Γ(1 + s)

. (5.2)

It is well known that w_ε is the unique solution of the problem (−Δ)^sw_ε = 1 in Ω_ε, w_ε ≡ 0 on R^N \ Ω_ε, see e.g. [21] or [9]. Recalling (1.4), we thus deduce that u_ε = λ_{s,1}(Ω_ε)w_ε is the unique positive minimizer corresponding to (1.3) in the case N = p = 1, which implies that ‖u_ε‖_L1_{(R)} = 1 and therefore λ_{s,1}(Ω_ε) = ‖w_ε‖^{−1}_{L1(R)} = (1 + ε)^{−(2s+1)}‖w_0‖^{−1}_{L1(R)}. (5.3) Moreover, by standard properties of the Gamma function,

‖w_0‖_L1_{(R)} = ℓ_s

∫_1 −1 (1 − |x|^2)^s dx = 2ℓ_s

∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^s dr = ℓ_s

∫_1 0 t^{−1/2}(1 − t)^s dt = ℓ_s Γ(1/2)Γ(s + 1)

Γ(s + 3/2) = ℓ_s Γ(1/2)Γ(s + 1) (s + 1/2)Γ(s + 1/2) = 2^{2s} ℓ^2_s Γ(s + 1)^2 s + 1/2 . By differentiating (5.3), we get ∂_ε | | ε=0 λ_{s,1}(Ω_ε) = −

2s + 1 ‖w_0‖_L1_{(R)}

. (5.4)

On the other hand, by Proposition 4.1 and the fact that u_0 is the unique positive minimizer for λ_{s,1}, we deduce that

∂^+_ε | | ε=0 λ_{s,1}(Ω_ε) = −2κ_s[(u_0/δ^s)^2(1) + (u_0/δ^s)^2(−1)] = −2^{2+2s}κ_s ℓ^2_s λ_{s,1}(Ω_0)^2 = −

2^{2+2s}κ_s ℓ^2_s ‖w_0‖^2_{L1(R)} . We thus conclude that 2κ_s =

(2s + 1)‖w_0‖_L1_{(R)} 2^{1+2s}ℓ^2_s

= Γ(s + 1)^2.

Thus, by Proposition 4.1, we get the result as stated in the theorem. □

Proof of Corollary 1.3. Let h ∈ C^3(∂Ω), with ∫ ∂Ω h dx = 0. Then it is well known (see e.g. [11, Lemma 2.2]) that there exists a family of diffeomorphisms Φ_ε : R^N → R^N , ε ∈ (−1, 1) satisfying (1.7) and having the following properties: |Φ_ε(Ω)| = |Ω| for ε ∈ (−1, 1), and X := ∂_ε | ε=0Φ_ε equals hν on ∂Ω. (5.5)

By assumption, there exists ε_0 ∈ (0, 1) with λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω)) ≥ λ_{s,p}(Ω) for ε ∈ (−ε_0, ε_0). Applying Theorem 1.1 and noting that X · ν ≡ h on ∂Ω by (5.5), we get min { Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2h dx : u ∈ H } ≥ 0. By the same argument applied to −h, we get max { Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2h dx : u ∈ H } ≤ 0. (5.6)

We thus conclude that ∫ ∂Ω (u/δ^s)^2h dx = 0 for every u ∈ H and for all h ∈ C^3(∂Ω), with ∫ ∂Ω h dx = 0. By a standard argument, this implies that u/δ^s is constant on ∂Ω. Now, since u solves (1.4) and p ∈ {1} ∪ [2, ∞), we deduce from [9, Theorem 1.2] that Ω is a ball. □

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Consider the unit centered ball B_1 = B_1(0). For τ ∈ (0, 1) and t ∈ (τ − 1, 1 − τ), we define B^t := B_τ (te_1), where e_1 is the first coordinate direction. To prove Theorem 1.4, we can take advantage of the invariance under rotations of the problem and may restrict our attention to domains of the form Ω(t) = B_1 \ B^t. We define θ : (τ − 1, 1 − τ) → R, θ(t) := λ_{s,p}(Ω(t)). (5.7)

We claim that θ is differentiable and satisfies θ^′(t) < 0 for t ∈ (0, 1 − τ). (5.8)

For this we fix t ∈ (τ − 1, 1 − τ) and a vector field X : R^N → R^N given by X(x) = ρ(x)e_1, where ρ ∈ C^∞_c (B_1) satisfies ρ ≡ 1 in a neighborhood of B^t. For ε ∈ (−1, 1), we then define Φ_ε : R^N → R^N by Φ_ε(x) = x + βεX(x), where β > 0 is chosen sufficiently small to guarantee that Φ_ε, ε ∈ (−1, 1) is a family of diffeomorphisms satisfying (1.7) and satisfying Φ_ε(B_1) = B_1 for ε ∈ (−1, 1). Then, by construction, we have

Φ_ε(Ω(t)) = Φ_ε ( B_1 \ B^t ) = B_1 \ Φ_ε(B^t) = B_1 \ B^{t+βε} = Ω(t + βε). (5.9)

Next we recall that, since p ∈ {1, 2}, there exists a unique positive minimizer u ∈ H^s_0(Ω(t)) corresponding to the variational characterization (1.3) of λ_{s,p}(Ω(t)). Hence, by Corollary 1.2, the map ε → λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω(t))) is differentiable at ε = 0. In view of (5.9), we thus find that the map θ in (5.7) is differentiable at t, and

θ^′(t) = 1 β d dε | | ε=0 λ_{s,p}(Φ_ε(Ω(t))) = Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂Ω(t) ( u δ^s )_2 X · ν dx = Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂B^t ( u δ^s )_2 ν_1 dx (5.10) by (1.10). Here ν denotes the interior unit normal on ∂Ω(t) which coincides with the exterior unit normal to B^t on ∂B^t, and we used that X ≡ e_1 on ∂B^t, X ≡ 0 on ∂B_1 = ∂Ω(t) \ ∂B^t to get the last equality in (5.10). Next, for fixed t ∈ (0, 1 − τ), let H be the half space defined by H = {x ∈ R^N : x · e_1 > t} and let Θ = H ∩ Ω(t). We also let r_H : R^N → R^N be the reflection map with respect to he hyperplane ∂H := {x ∈ R^N : x · e_1 = t}. For x ∈ R^N , we denote x̄ := r_H (x), u(x) := u(x). Using these notations, we have

θ^′(t) = Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂B^t ( u δ^s )_2 ν_1 dx = Γ(1 + s)^2 ∫ ∂B^t∩Θ ( ( u δ^s )_2 (x) − ( u δ^s )_2 (x) ) ν_1 dx. (5.11)

Let w = u − u ∈ H^s(R^N ). Then w is a (weak) solution of the problem (−Δ)^sw = λ_{s,p}(Ω(t))u^{p−1} − λ_{s,p}(Ω(t))u^{p−1} = c_pw in Θ, (5.12) where { c_p := λ_{s,p}(Ω(t)) for p = 2, c_p = 0 for p = 1.

Moreover, by definition, w ≡ u ≥ 0 in H \Θ, and w ≡ u > 0 in the subset [r_H (B_1)∩H]\Θ which has positive measure since t > 0. Using that w is anti-symmetric with respect to H and the fact that λ_{s,p}(Θ) > c_p (which follows since Θ is a proper subdomain of Ω(t)), we can apply the weak maximum principle for antisymmetric functions (see [9, Proposition 3.1] or [17, Proposition 3.5]) to deduce that w ≥ 0 in Θ. Moreover, since w ≢ 0 in R^N , it follows from the strong maximum principle for antisymmetric functions given in [17, Proposition 3.6] that w > 0 in Θ. Now by the fractional Hopf lemma for antisymmetric functions (see [9, Proposition 3.3]) we conclude that 0 < w δ^s = u δ^s − u δ^s and therefore u δ^s > u δ^s ≥ 0 on ∂B^t ∩ Θ.

From this and (5.11) we get (5.8), since ν_1 > 0 on ∂B^t ∩ Θ.

To conclude, we observe that the function t → λ_{s,p}(t) = λ_{s,p}(Ω(t)) is even, thanks to the invariance of the problem under rotations. Therefore the function θ attains its maximum uniquely at t = 0. □

6. Proof of Proposition 2.4 The aim of this section is to prove Proposition 2.4. For the readers convenience, we repeat the statement here.

Proposition 6.1. Let X ∈ C^0(Ω, R^N ), let u ∈ C^s_0 (Ω)∩C^1(Ω), and assume that ψ :=^u_{δs} extends to a function on Ω satisfying (2.8) and (2.9). Moreover, put U_k := uζ_k ∈ C^{1,1}_c (Ω), where ζ_k is defined in (2.3). Then lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω ∇U_k · X ( u(−Δ)^sζ_k − I(u, ζ_k) ) dx = −κ_s ∫ ∂Ω ψ^2X · ν dx, (6.1) where κ_s := − ∫ R h^′(r)(−Δ)^sh(r) dr with h(r) := r^s_+ζ(r) (6.2)

and ζ given in (2.2), and where we use the notation I(u, v)(x) := ∫ R^N (u(x) − u(y))(v(x) − v(y))K_0(x, y) dy (6.3) for u ∈ C^s_c (R^N ), v ∈ C^{0,1}(R^N ) and x ∈ R^N .

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of this proposition. For k ∈ N, we define g_k := ∇U_k · X ( u(−Δ)^sζ_k − I(u, ζ_k) ) : Ω → R. (6.4) For ε > 0, we put Ω^ε = {x ∈ R^N : |δ(x)| < ε} and Ω^ε_+ = {x ∈ R^N : 0 < δ(x) < ε} = {x ∈ Ω : δ(x) < ε}. For every ε > 0, we then have lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω\Ω^ε g_k dx = 0. (6.5)

To see this, we first note that ζ_k → 1 pointwise on R^N \∂Ω, and therefore a.e. on R^N . Moreover, choosing a compact neighborhood K ⊂ Ω of Ω \ Ω^ε, we have (−Δ)^sζ_k(x) = c_{N,s} ∫ R^N \K 1 − ζ_k(y) |x − y|^{N+2s} dy for x ∈ Ω \ Ω^ε and k sufficiently large, where^{|1−ζk(y)|} |x−y|^{N+2s} ≤ C 1+|y|^{N+2s} for x ∈ Ω \ Ω

ε, y ∈ R^N \ K and C > 0 independent of x and y.

Consequently, ‖(−Δ)^sζ_k‖_L∞_{(Ω\Ω}ε_) remains bounded independently of k and (−Δ)^sζ_k → 0 pointwise on Ω \ Ω^ε by the dominated convergence theorem. Similarly, we see that ‖I(u, ζ_k)‖_L∞_{(Ω\Ω}ε_) remains bounded independently of k and I(u, ζ_k) → 0 pointwise on Ω \ Ω^ε. Consequently, we find that

‖g_k‖_L∞_{(Ω\Ω}ε_) is bounded independently of k and g_k → 0 pointwise on Ω \ Ω^ε. Hence (6.5) follows again by the dominated convergence theorem. As a consequence, lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω g_k(x) dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω^ε_+

g_k(x) dx for every ε > 0. (6.6)

Let, as before, ν : ∂Ω → R^N denotes the unit interior normal vector field on Ω. Since we assume that ∂Ω is of class C^{1,1}, the map ν is Lipschitz, which means that the derivative dν : T ∂Ω → R^N is a.e. well defined and bounded. Moreover, we may fix ε > 0 from now on with the property that the map Ψ : ∂Ω × (−ε, ε) → Ω^ε, (σ, r) → Ψ(σ, r) = σ + rν(σ) (6.7) is a bi-Lipschitz map with Ψ(∂Ω × (0, ε)) = Ω^ε_+. In particular, Ψ is a.e. differentiable, and the variable r is precisely the signed distance of the point Ψ(σ, r) to the boundary ∂Ω, i.e., δ(Ψ(σ, r)) = r for σ ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ r < ε. (6.8) Moreover, for 0 < ε^′ ≤ ε, it follows from (6.6) that lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω g_k dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω^{ε′}_+ g_k dx = lim_{k→∞} ∫ ∂Ω ∫_ε′ 0 Jac_Ψ(σ, r)g_k(Ψ(σ, r)) drdσ

= lim_{k→∞} 1 k ∫ ∂Ω ∫_{kε}′ 0 j_k(σ, r)G_k(σ, r) drdσ, (6.9) where we define

j_k(σ, r) = Jac_Ψ(σ, r k ) and G_k(σ, r) = g_k(Ψ(σ, r k )) for a.e. σ ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ r < kε. (6.10)

We note that ‖j_k‖_L∞_{(∂Ω×[0,kε))} ≤ ‖Jac_Ψ‖_L∞_{(Ωε)} < ∞ for all k, and lim_{k→∞} j_k(σ, r) = Jac_Ψ(σ, 0) = 1 for a.e. σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0. (6.11)

By definition of the functions g_k in (6.4), we may write G_k(σ, r) = G^0_k(σ, r)[G^1_k (σ, r) − G^2_k(σ, r)] for σ ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ r < kε (6.12) with G^0_k(σ, r) = [∇U_k · X](Ψ(σ, r k )) G^1_k(σ, r) = [u(−Δ)^sζ_k](Ψ(σ, r k )) and G^2_k(σ, r) = I(u, ζ_k)(Ψ(σ, r k )). (6.13)

In order to analyze the limit in (6.9) for suitable ε^′ ∈ (0, ε], we provide estimates for the functions G^0_k, G^1_k, G^2_k separately in the following. We start with an estimate for G^0_k given by the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Let α ∈ (0, 1) be given by Lemma 2.3. Then we have k^{s−1}|G^0_k(σ, r)| ≤ C(r^{s−1} + r^{s−1+α}) for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε (6.14) with a constant C > 0, and lim_{k→∞} k^{s−1}G^0_k(σ, r) = h^′(r)ψ(σ)[X(σ) · ν(σ)] for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0 (6.15)

with the function r → h(r) = r^s_+ζ(r) given in (6.2). Proof. Since u = ψδ^s, we have ∇u = sδ^{s−1}ψ∇δ + δ^s∇ψ = sδ^{s−1}ψ∇δ + O(δ^{s−1+α}) in Ω by Lemma 2.3, and therefore, since ζ_k = ζ ∘ (kδ) by (2.3), ∇U_k = ∇ ( uζ_k ) = ( sζ ∘ (kδ) + kδζ^′ ∘ (kδ) ) ψδ^{s−1}∇δ + O(δ^{s−1+α}) in Ω. Consequently, by (6.8) we have [( ∇U_k ) ∘ Ψ ] (σ, r k ) = ( sζ(r) + rζ^′(r) ) ψ(σ + r k ν(σ)) ( r k )_{s−1} ∇δ(σ + r k ν(σ)) + O (( r k )_{s−1+α}) for σ ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ r < ε with O(r^{s−1+α}) independent of k, and therefore

G^0_k(σ, r) = ( sζ(r) + rζ^′(r) ) ψ(σ + r k ν(σ))∇δ(σ + r k ν(σ)) · X(σ + r k ν(σ))k^{1−s}r^{s−1} + k^{1−s−α}O(r^{s−1+α}) for σ ∈ ∂Ω, 0 ≤ r < kε. Since α > 0, we deduce that k^{s−1}G^0_k(σ, r) → ( sζ(r) + rζ^′(r) ) ψ(σ)∇δ(σ) · X(σ)r^{s−1} = h^′(r)ψ(σ)X(σ) · ν(σ) as k → ∞ for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0, while k^{s−1}|G^0_k(σ, r)| ≤ C(r^{s−1} + r^{s−1+α}) for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε with a constant C > 0 independent of k and r, as claimed. □ Next we consider the functions G^1_k defined in (6.13), and we first state the following estimate.

Proposition 6.3. There exists ε^′ > 0 with the property that |k^{−2s}(−Δ)^sζ_k(Ψ(σ, r k ))| ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′ (6.16) with a constant C > 0. Moreover, lim_{k→∞} k^{−2s}(−Δ)^sζ_k(Ψ(σ, r k )) = (−Δ)^sζ(r) for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0. (6.17) Before giving the somewhat lengthy proof of this proposition, we infer the following corollary related to the functions G^1_k.

Corollary 6.4. There exists ε^′ > 0 with the property that |k^{−s}G^1_k(σ, r)| ≤ Cr^s 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′ (6.18) with a constant C > 0. Moreover, lim_{k→∞} k^{−s}G^1_k(σ, r) = ψ(σ)r^s(−Δ)^sζ(r) for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0. (6.19)

Proof. Since u = ψδ^s we have u(Ψ(σ,^r_k )) = k^{−s}ψ(σ +^r_k ν(σ))r^s for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε, and lim_{k→∞} k^su(Ψ(σ, r k )) = ψ(σ)r^s for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0.

Since moreover ‖ψ‖_L∞_{(Ωε)} < ∞, the claim now follows from Proposition 6.3 by recalling the definition in G^1_k in (6.13). □ We now turn to the proof of Proposition 6.3, and we need some preliminary considerations.

Since ∂Ω is of class C^{1,1} by assumption, there exists an open ball B ⊂ R^{N−1} centered at the origin and, for every σ ∈ ∂Ω, a parametrization f_σ : B → ∂Ω of class C^{1,1} with the property that f_σ(0) = σ and df_σ(0) : R^{N−1} → R^N is a linear isometry. For z ∈ B we then have f_σ(z) − f_σ(0) = df_σ(0)z + O(|z|^2) and therefore |f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)|^2 = |df_σ(0)z|^2 + O(|z|^3) = |z|^2 + O(|z|^3), (6.20) (f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · ν(σ) = −df_σ(0)z · ν(σ) + O(|z|^2) = O(|z|^2), (6.21) where we used in (6.21) that df_σ(0)z belongs to the tangent space T_σ∂Ω = {ν(σ)}^⊥. Here and in the following, the term O(τ) stands for a function depending on τ and possibly other quantities but satisfying |O(τ)| ≤ Cτ with a constant C > 0.

Recalling the definition of the map Ψ in (6.7) and writing ν_σ(z) := ν(f_σ(z)) for z ∈ B, we now define Ψ_σ : (−ε, ε) × B → Ω^ε, Ψ_σ(r, z) = Ψ(f_σ(z), r) = f_σ(z) + rν_σ(z). (6.22) Then Ψ_σ is a bi-Lipschitz map which maps (−ε, ε) × B onto a neighborhood of σ. Consequently, there exists ε^′ ∈ (0,^ε_2 ) with the property that |σ − y| ≥ 3ε^′ for all y ∈ R^N \ Ψ_σ((−ε, ε) × B). (6.23) Moreover, ε^′ can be chosen independently of σ ∈ ∂Ω.

Coming back to the proof of Proposition 6.3, we now write, for σ ∈ ∂Ω and r ∈ [0, kε^′), (−Δ)^sζ_k(Ψ(σ, r k )) = c_{N,s} ( A_k(σ, r) + B_k(σ, r) ) (6.24) with A_k(σ, r) := ∫ Ψ_σ((−ε,ε)×B) ζ(r) − ζ_k(y) |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy and B_k(σ, r) := ∫ R^N \Ψ_σ((−ε,ε)×B) ζ(r) − ζ_k(y) |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy. Here we used that ζ_k(Ψ(σ,^r_k )) = ζ(r) for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ [0, kε^′) by (6.8) and the definition of ζ_k. We first provide a rather straightforward estimate for the functions B_k. Lemma 6.5. We have k^{−2s}|B_k(σ, r)| ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω (6.25)

with a constant C > 0 and lim_{k→∞} k^{−2s}|B_k(σ, r)| = 0 for every σ ∈ Ω, r ≥ 0. (6.26)

Proof. By (6.23) and since r < kε^′, we have |Ψ(σ, r k ) − y| = |σ − y + r k ν(σ)| ≥ |σ − y| − r k ≥ |σ − y| 3 + ε^′ for y ∈ R^N \ Ψ_σ((−ε, ε) × B).

Recalling that ζ = 1 − ρ, ζ_k = 1 − ρ_k and that ρ_k is supported in Ω^{2k} , we thus estimate |B_k(σ, r)| ≤ ∫ R^N \Ψ_σ((−ε,ε)×B) |ρ(r) − ρ_k(y)| |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy ≤ 3^{N+2s}|ρ(r)| ∫ R^N ( |σ − y| + 3ε^′ )_{−N−2s} dy + ( ε^′ )_{−N−2s} ∫ R^N |ρ_k(y)| dy ≤ C ( |ρ(r)| + |Ω^{2k} | ) ≤ C ( |ρ(r)| + k^{−1} ) . Here and in the following, the letter C stands for various positive constants. This estimate readily yields (6.26). Moreover, k^{−2s}|B_k(σ, r)| ≤ Ck^{−2s} ( |ρ(r)| + k^{−1} ) ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} + k^{−1−2s} ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω, as claimed in (6.25). □ To complete the proof of Proposition 6.3, it thus remains to consider the functions A_k in the following. For this, we need the following additional estimates for the maps Ψ_σ, σ ∈ ∂Ω. We note here that Ψ_σ is a.e. differentiable since it is Lipschitz, so the Jacobian determinant Jac_{Ψσ} is a.e. well-defined on (−ε, ε) × B.

Lemma 6.6. There exists a constant C_0 with the property that for every σ ∈ ∂Ω we have the following estimates:

(i) |Jac_{Ψσ} (r, z)| ≤ C_0 for a.e. r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B;

(ii) |Jac_{Ψσ} (r, z) − 1| ≤ C_0(|r| + |z|) for a.e. r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B; (iii) |Jac_{Ψσ} (r + t, z) − Jac_{Ψσ} (r − t, z)| ≤ C_0|t| for a.e. r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B, t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r); Moreover, for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B, t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r) we have

(iv)^1_{C0} ( t^2 + |z|^2

) 1_2 ≤ |Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, z)| ≤ C_0 ( t^2 + |z|^2

) 1_2 , and for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r) \ {0} and z ∈^1_{|t|} B we have (v) | |^{|Ψσ(r,0)−Ψσ (r+t,|t|z)|2} t^2 − (1 + |z| 2) | | ≤ C0(|t| + |r| + |tz|)|z|^2; (vi) | | | Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, |t|z) |_{−N−2s} − | Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r − t, |t|z) |_{−N−2s}| | ≤ C_0|t|^{1−N−2s}(1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s}2 .

Proof. The inequalities (i) and (iv) are direct consequences of the fact that Ψ_σ is bi-Lipschitz. In particular, if C_0 is a Lipschitz constant for Ψ^{−1}_σ , we have ( t^2 + |z|^2

) 1_2 = |(−t, z)| = |(r, 0) − (r + t, z)| ≤ C_0|Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, z)| for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B and t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r), so the first inequality in (iv) follows. By making C_0 larger if necessary so that it is also a Lipschitz constant for Ψ_σ, we then deduce the second inequality in (iv).

To see (ii) and (iii), we note that dΨ_σ is a.e. given by

dΨ_σ(r, z)(r^′, z^′) = [df_σ(z) + rdν_σ(z)]z^′ + r^′ν_σ(z)

for (r, z) ∈ (−ε, ε) × B, (r^′, z^′) ∈ R × R^{N−1} , which implies that

[dΨ_σ(r, z) − dΨ_σ(0, 0)](r^′, z^′) = [df_σ(z) − df_σ(0)]z^′ + rdν_σ(z) + r^′ ( ν_σ(z) − ν_σ(0) ) and [dΨ_σ(r + t, z) − dΨ_σ(r − t, z)](r^′, z^′) = 2tdν_σ(z)z^′. Since df_σ, ν_σ are Lipschitz functions on B, dν_σ is a bounded function on B and the determinant is a locally Lipschitz continuous function on the space of linear endomorphisms of R^N , it follows that

|Jac_{Ψσ} (r, z) − Jac_{Ψσ} (0, 0)| ≤ C_0(|r| + |z|) and |Jac_{Ψσ} (r + t, z) − Jac_{Ψσ} (r − t, z)| ≤ C_0|t|

for a.e. r ∈ (−ε, ε), z ∈ B, t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r). Moreover, Jac_{Ψσ} (0, 0) = 1 since the map

R × R^{N−1} → R^N , (r^′, z^′) → dΨ_σ(0, 0)(r^′, z^′) = df_σ(0)z^′ + r^′ν_σ(0)

is an isometry. Hence (ii) and (iii) follow.

To see (v) and (vi), we note that by definition of Ψ_σ we have

Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, z) = f_σ(0) − f_σ(z) − tν_σ(0) + (r + t)(ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z))

for z ∈ B, r ∈ (0, ε^′) and t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r). Using moreover that (ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)) · ν_σ(0) = 1 2 |ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)|^2, we get

|Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, z)|^2 = t^2 + |f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)|^2 + (r + t)^2|ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)|^2

− 2t(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · ν_σ(0) − t(r + t)|ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)|^2 + 2(r + t)(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · (ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z))

= t^2 + |f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)|^2 + r(r + t)|ν_σ (0) − ν_σ(z)|^2 − 2t(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · ν_σ(0) + 2(r + t)(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · (ν_σ (0) − ν_σ(z))

= t^2 + |z|^2 + [ |z|m_σ(z) + r(r + t)n_σ(z) − 2tp_σ(z) + 2(r + t)q_σ(z) ] |z|^2 (6.27) for z ∈ B, r ∈ (−ε, ε) and t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r) with the functions

m_σ(z) =

|f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)|^2 − |z|^2 |z|^3 , n_σ(z) =

|ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)|^2 |z|^2 , p_σ(z) =

(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · ν_σ(0) |z|^2 and q_σ(z) =

(f_σ(0) − f_σ(z)) · (ν_σ(0) − ν_σ(z)) |z|^2 , z ∈ B \ {0}, which are all bounded as a consequence of the Lipschitz continuity of f_σ and ν_σ and of (6.20) and (6.21). We deduce that | | |Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, |t|z)|^2 t^2

− (1 + |z|^2) | | = | ||tz|m_σ (|t|z) + r(r + t)n_σ(|t|z) − 2tp_σ(|t|z) + 2(r + t)q_σ(|t|z) | ||z|_2 ≤ C_0(|tz| + |r| + |t|)|z|_2 for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r) \ {0} and z ∈^1_{|t|} B if C_0 is chosen sufficiently large, as claimed in (v).

For the proof of (vi), we now set w_σ(r, t, z) :=^1_{t2} |Ψ_σ(r, 0) − Ψ_σ(r + t, |t|z)|^2, and we note that w_σ(r, t, z) ≥ 1 + |z|^2 C^2_0 for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), t ∈ (−ε − r, ε − r) \ {0}, z ∈ 1 |t| B by (iv). Moreover, from (6.27) we infer that | |wσ(r, t, z) − wσ(r, −t, z) | | = | |2rtnσ(|t|z) + 4t ( q_σ(|t|z) − p_σ(|t|z) )| ||z|^2 ≤ C0|t||z|^2 for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−ε, ε), t ∈ (−ε−r, ε−r)\{0} and z ∈^1_{|t|} B if C_0 is made larger if necessary. Using these estimates together with the mean value theorem, we get that, for some τ = τ(σ, r, t, z) with −t < τ < t, | ||Ψσ(r, 0) − Ψσ(r + t, |t|z)|^{−N−2s} − |Ψσ(r, 0) − Ψσ(r − t, |t|z)|^{−N−2s} | | = |t|^{−N−2s} | |wσ(r, t, z)^{− N+2s2} − wσ(r, −t, z)^{− N+2s2} | | = (N + 2s)|t|^{−N−2s} 2 w_σ(r, τ, z)^{− N+2s+22} | |wσ(r, t, z) − wσ(r, −t, z) | | ≤ C_0|t|^{1−N−2s}(1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s+22} |z|^2 ≤ C_0|t|^{1−N−2s}(1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} for z ∈ B, r ∈ (0, ε^′) and t ∈ (−ε + r, ε − r) after making C_0 larger if necessary, as claimed in (vi). □

We now have all the tools to study the quantity A_k(σ, r) in (6.24).

Lemma 6.7. We have k^{−2s}|A_k(σ, r)| ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω (6.28)

with a constant C > 0 and lim_{k→∞} k^{−2s}A_k(σ, r) = (−Δ)^sζ(r) c_{N,s} for every σ ∈ Ω, r ≥ 0. (6.29)

Proof. For σ ∈ ∂Ω and 0 < r < kε^′, we write, with a change of variables, A_k(σ, r) (6.30) = ∫ Ψ_σ((−ε,ε)×B) ζ(r) − ζ_k(y) |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy = ∫_ε −ε ∫ B Jac_{Ψσ} (r̃, z) ζ(r) − ζ(kr̃) |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(r̃, z)|^{N+2s} dzdr̃ = 1 k ∫_{kε−r} −kε−r ∫ B Jac_{Ψσ} ( r + t k , z) ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k , z)|^{N+2s} dzdt = ∫_{kε−r} −kε−r |t|^{N−1} k^N ∫ k |t| B Jac_{Ψσ} ( r + t k , |t|z k ) ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k )|^{N+2s} dzdt = k^{2s} ∫ R ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) |t|^{1+2s} K_k(r, t)dt with the kernels K_k : (0, kε^′) × R → R defined by

K_k(r, t) = ( |t| k )_{N+2s} ∫ k |t| B Jac_{Ψσ} (^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) |_{N+2s} dz, t ∈ (−kε − r, kε − r), 0, t ∉ (−kε − r, kε − r). Consequently, A_k(σ, r) = k^{2s} ( J^1_k (σ, r) + J^2_k (σ, r) ) (6.31) with J^1_k (σ, r) := 1 4 ∫ R 2ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t) |t|^{1+2s} ( K_k(r, t) + K_k(r, −t) ) dt and J^2_k (σ, r) := − 1 4 ∫ R ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t) |t|^{2s} K_k(r, t) − K_k(r, −t) |t| dt. By Lemma 6.6(i),(iv) and the definition of K_k, we have |K_k(r, t)| ≤ C^{N+2s+1} 0 ∫ k |t| B ( 1 + | |z|^2 )_− N+2s_2 dz ≤ C^{N+2s+1} 0 a_{N,s} (6.32) for r ∈ (−kε^′, kε^′) and t ∈ R \ {0} with a_{N,s} := ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz < ∞. (6.33)

Moreover, by Lemma 6.6(i)(ii),(iv),(v) and the dominated convergence theorem, we have

lim_{k→∞} K_k(r, t) = ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz = a_{N,s} for every r ≥ 0, t ∈ R \ {0}. (6.34)

Using (6.32) and the fact that ρ = 1 − ζ ∈ C^∞_c (R), we obtain the estimate |J^1_k (σ, r)| ≤ C ∫ R |2ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t)| |t|^{1+2s} dt = C ∫ R |2ρ(r) − ρ(r + t) − ρ(r − t)| |t|^{1+2s} dt ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s}

(6.35) for k ∈ N, r ∈ (0, kε^′) and σ ∈ ∂Ω. Here and in the following, the letter C > 0 stands for different positive constants. Moreover, by (6.32), (6.34) and the dominated convergence theorem, we find that

lim_{k→∞} J^1_k (σ, r) = a_{N,s} 2 ∫ R 2ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t) |t|^{1+2s} dt = a_{N,s} c_{1,s} (−Δ)^sζ(r) =

(−Δ)^sζ(r) c_{N,s} . (6.36)

Here we have used the fact that c_{N,s}a_{N,s} = c_{1,s}, (6.37) see e.g. [10].

Next we deal with J^2_k (σ, r), and for this we have to estimate the kernel differences |K_k(r, t) − K_k(r, −t)|. By Lemma 6.6(i),(iii),(iv) and (vi), we have | | JacΨσ (^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | |^{N+2s} − Jac_{Ψσ} (^{r−t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r−t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | |^{N+2s} | | ≤ C(|t| k )_{1−N−2s} (1+|z|^2)^{− N+2s2}

for z ∈^k_{|t|} B, r ∈ (0, kε^′) and t ∈ (−kε + r, kε − r) and therefore |K_k(r, t) − K_k(r, −t)| |t| ≤ C k ∫ k |t| B (1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz ≤ C k ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz ≤ C k (6.38)

for r ∈ (0, kε^′) and t ∈ (−kε + r, kε − r). Moreover, by definition we have |K_k(r, t) − K_k(r, −t)| = 0 for t ∈ R \ (−kε − r, kε + r), (6.39) while for t ∈ (−kε − r, −kε + r) ∪ (kε − r, kε + r) we have |t| ≥ kε − ε^′ ≥^{kε}_2 and therefore, similarly as in (6.32), |K_k(r, t)| |t| ≤ C |t| ∫ k |t| B ( 1 + |z|^2

)_− N+2s_2 dz ≤ C k ∫ 2 ε B ( 1 + |z|^2

)_− N+2s_2 dz ≤ C k . (6.40)

Note here that the constant C > 0 on the RHS depends on ε, but this is not a problem. Combining (6.38), (6.39), (6.40) and using that ρ = 1 − ζ ∈ C^∞_c (R), we get |J^2_k (σ, r)| ≤ 1 4 ∫ R |ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t)| |t|^{2s} |K_k(r, t) − K_k(r, −t)| |t| dt ≤ C k ∫ R |ζ(r + t) − ζ(r − t)| t^{2s} dt = C k ∫ R |ρ(r + t) − ρ(r − t)| t^{2s} dt ≤ C(1 + r)^{−2s} k for k ∈ N, σ ∈ ∂Ω and 0 ≤ r < kε^′. Hence |J^2_k (σ, r)| ≤ C 1 + r^{1+2s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′ (6.41) and lim_{k→∞} |J^2_k (σ, r)| = 0 for all r ≥ 0. (6.42)

Now (6.28) follows by combining (6.31), (6.35) and (6.41). Moreover, (6.29) follows by combining (6.31), (6.36) and (6.42). □ Proof of Proposition 6.3. The proof is completed by combining (6.24) with Lemmas 6.5 and 6.7. □ It finally remains to estimate the function G^2_k in (6.12).

Lemma 6.8. There exists ε^′ > 0 with the property that the function G^2_k defined in (6.13) satisfies |k^{−s}G^2_k(σ, r)| ≤ C 1 + r^{1+s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω (6.43)

with a constant C > 0. Moreover, lim_{k→∞} k^{−s}G^2_k(σ, r) = ψ(σ)Ĩ(r) (6.44)

with Ĩ(r) = c_{1,s} ∫ R ( r^s_+ − (r + t)^s_+ )( ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) ) |t|^{1+2s} dt. Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 6.3, but there are some differences we need to deal with. First, as in the proof of Proposition 6.3, we choose ε^′ ∈ (0,^ε_2 ) small enough, so that (6.23) holds. Similarly as in (6.24) we can then write G^2_k(σ, r) = c_{N,s} ( ~A_k(σ, r) + ~B_k(σ, r) ) (6.45) with ~A_k(σ, r) := ∫ Ψ_σ ((−ε,ε)×B) (u(Ψ(σ,^r_k )) − u(y))(ζ(r) − ζ_k(y)) |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy and ~B_k(σ, r) = ∫ R^N \Ψ_σ ((−ε,ε)×B) (u(Ψ(σ,^r_k )) − u(y))(ζ(r) − ζ_k(y)) |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy. As noted in the proof of Lemma 6.5, we have |Ψ(σ, r k ) − y| ≥ |σ − y| 3 + ε^′ for y ∈ R^N \ Ψ_σ((−ε, ε) × B), 0 < r < kε^′.

Therefore, since u ∈ L^∞(R^N ), we may estimate as in the proof of Lemma 6.5 to get | ~B_k(σ, r)| ≤ 2‖u‖_L∞ ∫ R^N \Ψ_σ ((−ε,ε)×B) |ρ(r) − ρ_k(y)| |Ψ(σ,^r_k ) − y|^{N+2s} dy ≤ C ( |ρ(r)| + k^{−1} ) . Here, as before, the letter C stands for various positive constants. Consequently, lim_{k→∞} k^{−s}| ~B_k(σ, r)| = 0 for every σ ∈ Ω, r ≥ 0, (6.46)

since ρ has compact support in R, and k^{−s}| ~B_k(σ, r)| ≤ Ck^{−s} ( |ρ(r)| + k^{−1} ) ≤ C 1 + r^{1+s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω. (6.47)

Hence it remains to estimate ~A_k(σ, r). For this we note that, by the same change of variables as in (6.30), we have ~A_k(σ, r) = ∫_ε −ε ∫ B Jac_{Ψσ} (z, r̃)

(u(Ψ(^r_k , 0)) − u(Ψ_σ(r̃, z)))(ζ(r) − ζ(kr̃)) |Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(r̃, z)|^{N+2s} dzdr̃ = k^s ∫ R ζ(r) − ζ(r + t) |t|^{1+s} ~K_k(r, t)dt (6.48) with the kernel ~K_k(r, t)

= (|t| k )_{N+s} ∫ k |t| B ( u(Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0)) − u(Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|}_k z)) ) Jac_{Ψσ} (^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) | Ψ_σ(^r_k , 0) − Ψ_σ(^{r+t}_k ,^{|t|z}_k ) |_{N+2s} dz, t ∈ (−kε − r, kε − r), 0, t ∉ (−kε − r, kε − r). Since u ∈ C^s(R^N ) and Ψ_σ is Lipschitz, we have | |u(Ψ_σ( r k , 0)) − u(Ψ_σ( r + t k , |t| k z) | | ≤ C ((|t| k )_2 + (|tz| k )_2)^s_2 ≤ C (|t| k )_s (1 + |z|^s), for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r ∈ (−kε, kε), t ∈ (−kε − r, kε − r) \ {0} and z ∈^k_{|t|} B. Therefore, by using Lemma 6.6(i),(iv) as in (6.32), | ~K_k(r, t)| ≤ C ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|^s)(1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz ≤ C ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|)^{−N−s}dz < ∞. (6.49) Inserting this estimate in (6.48), we conclude that k^{−s}| ~A_k(σ, r)| ≤ C ∫ R |ζ(r) − ζ(r + t)| |t|^{1+s} dt = C ∫ R |ρ(r) − ρ(r + t)| |t|^{1+s} dt ≤ C 1 + r^{1+s} . for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′, σ ∈ ∂Ω. Combining this inequality with (6.47), we obtain (6.43). Moreover, since u ∈ C^s_0 (Ω) and ψ =^u_{δs} ∈ C^0(Ω), we have lim_{k→∞} k^s [ u(Ψ_σ( r k , 0)) − u(Ψ_σ( r + t k , |t| k z)) ] = ψ(σ)(r^s_+ − (r + t)^s_+) (6.50)

for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0 and t ∈ R and z ∈ R^{N−1} . Consequently, arguing as for (6.34) with Lemma 6.6(i)(ii),(iv),(v) and the dominated convergence theorem, we find that lim_{k→∞} ~K_k(r, t) = ψ(σ) (r^s_+ − (r + t)^s_+) |t|^s ∫ R^{N−1} (1 + |z|^2)^{− N+2s2} dz = a_{N,s}ψ(σ)

(r^s_+ − (r + t)^s_+) |t|^s (6.51)

for σ ∈ ∂Ω, r > 0 and t ∈ R with a_{N,s} given in (6.33). Hence, by (6.48), (6.49), (6.51) and the dominated convergence theorem, lim_{k→∞} k^{−s} ~A_k(σ, r) = a_{N,s}ψ(σ) ∫ R (r^s_+ − (r + t)^s_+)(ζ(r) − ζ(r + t)) |t|^{1+2s} dt = a_{N,s} c_{1,s} ψ(σ)Ĩ(r) = ψ(σ)Ĩ(r) c_{N,s} , where we used again (6.37) for the last equality. Combining this with (6.45) and (6.46), we obtain (6.44). □ We are now ready to complete the Proof of Proposition 6.1. Combining (6.14), (6.18) and (6.43), we see that there exists ε^′ > 0 with the property that the functions G_k defined in (6.4) satisfy G_k(σ, r) k ≤ C r^{s−1} + r^{s−1+α} 1 + r^{1+s} for k ∈ N, 0 ≤ r < kε^′ (6.52)

with a constant C > 0 independent of k and r. Since s, α ∈ (0, 1), the RHS of this inequality is integrable over [0, ∞). Moreover, by (6.15), (6.19) and (6.44), 1 k G_k(σ, r) → [X(σ) · ν(σ)]ψ^2(σ)h^′(r) ( r^s(−Δ)^sζ(r) − Ĩ(r) ) (6.53) for every r > 0, σ ∈ ∂Ω as k → ∞. Next we note that, by a standard computation,

(−Δ)^sh(r) = (−Δ)^s[r^s_+ζ(r)] = ζ(r)(−Δ)^sr^s_+ +r^s_+(−Δ)^sζ(r)−Ĩ(r) = r^s_+(−Δ)^sζ(r)−Ĩ(r) (6.54)

for r > 0 since r^s_+ is an s-harmonic function on (0, ∞) see e.g [1]. Hence, by (6.9), (6.9), (6.52), (6.53), (6.54) and the dominated convergence theorem, we conclude that lim_{k→∞} ∫ Ω g_kdx = ∫_∞ 0 h^′(r)(−Δ)^sh(r)dr ∫ ∂Ω [X(σ) · ν(σ)]ψ^2(σ)dσ = ∫ R h^′(r)(−Δ)^sh(r)dr ∫ ∂Ω [X(σ) · ν(σ)]ψ^2(σ)dσ, as claimed in (6.1). □

Appendix A.

Here we give a short proof of the uniqueness of positive minimizers of the problem (1.3) for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2.

Lemma A.1. Let Ω ⊂ R^N be a bounded open set of class C^{1,1}, let p ∈ [1, 2], and let u_1 and u_2 be two positive minimizers of (1.3). Then u_1 = u_2.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that there are two different positive minimizers u_1, u_2 for the minimization problem. Then, since ‖u_1‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = ‖u_2‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = 1, the difference u_1 − u_2 changes sign. Since moreover^{u1}_{δs} and^{u2}_{δs} are continuous positive functions on Ω by Lemma 2.3, there exists a maximal τ ∈ (0, 1) with τu_1 ≤ u_2 on Ω.

Moreover, τu_1 ≢ u_2 since u_1 − u_2 changes sign. Consequently, v := u_2 − τu_1 satisfies v ≥ 0 on Ω and v ≢ 0. Moreover, using that p − 1 ∈ [0, 1] and τ ∈ (0, 1), we find that

(−Δ)^sv = λ ( u^{p−1}_2 − τu^{p−1}_1 ) ≥ λ ( u^{p−1}_2 − (τu_1)^{p−1} ) ≥ 0 in Ω, v = 0 in R^N \ Ω

with λ := λ_{s,p}(Ω) > 0. Now the strong maximum principle for the fractional Laplacian and the fractional Hopf lemma implies that v = u_2 − τu_1 is strictly positive in Ω and^v_{δs} > 0 on ∂Ω. This contradicts the maximality of τ. Hence uniqueness holds. □

References

[1] C. Bucur, ”Some nonlocal operators and effects due to nonlocality.” arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.00953 (2017). [2] T. Caroll, M. M. Fall and J. Ratzkin, On the rate of change of the best constant in the Sobolev inequality.

Math. Nachr. 290 (2017), no. 14-15, 2185-2197.

[3] H.Chen, ”The Dirichlet elliptic problem involving regional fractional Laplacian.” Journal of Mathematical Physics 59.7 (2018): 071504.

[4] H. Chen and T. Weth, The Dirichlet Problem for the Logarithmic Laplacian. Comm. Partial. Differential Equations. 44 (2019), no. 11, 1100–1139.

[5] A. M.H. Chorwadwala and R. Mahadevan, A shape optimization problem for the p-Laplacian. Proc. Roy.

Soc. Edinburg Sect. A145. (2015), no. 6, 1145–1151.

[6] A-L. Dalibard and D. Gérard-Varet, On shape optimization problems involving the fractional Laplacian.

ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var. 19 (2013), no.4 976–1013.

[7] M. Delfour and J. Zolesio, Shapes and Geometries. Analysis, Differential Calculus, and Optimization, Advances in Design and Control, Vol. 4, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 2001.

[8] M. M. Fall and S. Jarohs, Gradient estimates in fractional Dirichlet problems. Potential Anal. 54 (2021), no.

4, 627–636. 35 (47).

[9] M. M. Fall and S. Jarohs, Overdetermined problems with fractional Laplacian. ESAIM Control Optim. Calc.

Var. 21 (2015), no.4, 924–938.

[10] M. M. Fall and T. Weth, Monotonicity and nonexistence results for some fractional elliptic problems in the half-space. Commun. Contemp. Math. 18 (2016), no. 1, 1550012, 25 pp.

[11] M. M. Fall and T. Weth, Critical domains for the first nonzero Neumann eigenvalue in Riemannian manifolds.

The Journal of Geometric Analysis (2018): 1-27.

[12] J. Garcia Melián and J.J. Sabina de Lis, On the perturbation of eigenvalues for the p-Laplacian, C. R. Acad.

Sci. Paris Sér. I Math. 332 (2001), 893-898.

[13] P. Grisvard. Elliptic problems in nonsmooth domains, volume 69 of Classics in Applied Mathematics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 2011. Reprint of the 1985 original.

[14] E. M. Harrell and P. Kröger, K. Kurata, On the placement of an obstacle or a well so as to optimize the fundamental eigenvalue. SIAM journal on mathematical analysis 33.1 (2001): 240-259.

[15] A. Henrot and M. Pierre, Variation et optimisation de formes, Mathématiques & Applications (Berlin) [Mathematics & Applications], vol. 48, Springer, Berlin, 2005, Une analyse géométrique. [A geometric analysis].

[16] J. Hersch, The method of interior parallels applied to polygonal or multiply connected membranes, Pacific J. Math., 13 (1963) 1229-1238.

[17] S. Jarohs and T. Weth, Symmetry via antisymmetric maximum principles in nonlocal problems of variable order. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 195 (2016), no. 1, 273–291.

[18] S. Kesavan, On two functionals connected to the Laplacian in a class of doubly connected domains, Proc.

Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A, 133(2003) 617-624.

[19] X. Ros-Oton and J. Serra, Regularity theory for general stable operators, J. Differential Equations 260 (2016), 8675-8715.

[20] X. Ros-Oton and J. Serra, The Dirichlet problem for the fractional Laplacian: regularity up to the boundary.

J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 101. (2014), no.3, 275–302.

[21] X. Ros-Oton and J. Serra, The Pohozaev identity for the fractional Laplacian, Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal 213 (2014), 587-628.

[22] X. Ros-Oton, J. Serra, and E. Valdinoci. ”Pohozaev identities for anisotropic integrodifferential operators.”

Communications in Partial Differential Equations 42.8 (2017): 1290-1321. [23] R. A. Silverman et al., Special functions and their applications, Courier Corporation, 1972. [24] A. Wagner, Pohozaev’s Identity from a Variational Viewpoint, Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 266, 149-159 (2002).

1African Institute for Mathematical Sciences in Senegal (AIMS Senegal), KM 2, Route de Joal, B.P. 14 18. Mbour, Sénégal.

2Goethe-Universität Frankfurt, Institut für Mathematik. Robert-Mayer-Str. 10, D-60629 Frankfurt, Germany.

Email address: djitte@math.uni-frankfurt.de, sidy.m.djitte@aims-senegal.org Email address: weth@math.uni-frankfurt.de Email address: mouhamed.m.fall@aims-senegal.org