arXiv:2503.07337v1 [math.AP] 10 Mar 2025

Sharp quantitative Talenti’s inequality in particular cases

P. Acampora, J. Lamboley

Abstract In this paper, we focus on the famous Talenti’s symmetrization inequality, more precisely its L^p corollary asserting that the L^p-norm of the solution to −Δv = f^♯ is higher than the L^p-norm of the solution to −Δu = f (we are considering Dirichlet boundary conditions, and f^♯ denotes the Schwarz symmetrization of f : Ω → R_+ ). We focus on the particular case where functions f are defined on the unit ball, and are characteristic functions of a subset of this unit ball. We show in this case that stability occurs for the L^p-Talenti inequality with the sharp exponent 2.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we will investigate some stability versions of Talenti’s inequality in particular cases. Given Ω ⊂ R^n a bounded open set and f ∈ L^2(Ω), we will denote by u_f the unique weak solution to { −Δu_f = f in Ω,

u_f = 0 on ∂Ω.

(1.1)

The aim of Talenti’s inequality is to compare u_f and u_f ♯ where f^♯ : Ω^♯ → R is the Schwarz symmetrization of f, defined on Ω^♯ the centered ball of same volume as Ω (see Definition 2.3): more precisely Talenti’s inequality (Theorem 2.4) states that if f ≥ 0, then ∀x ∈ Ω^♯, u^♯_f (x) ≤ v(x), where v = u_f ♯ solves { −Δv = f^♯ in Ω^♯

v = 0 on ∂Ω^♯.

(1.2)

and u^♯_f is the Schwarz symmetrization of u_f . This ponctual comparison implies in particular the following: for every p ∈ [1, +∞],

‖u_f ‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ ‖v‖_Lp_{(Ω}♯_). (1.3)

Moreover, as shown in [2] (see Theorem 2.5), equality is realized in (1.3) for some p ∈ [1, +∞] only if Ω is a ball and f = f^♯ up to translations, see also [16].

In this paper we are interested in quantitative versions of (1.3). Notice that there are two parameters that are symmetrized in these inequalities: Ω and f. Therefore the stability inequalities we may be seeking for should take into account both the distance from f to f^♯ and from Ω to Ω^♯: to evaluate the asymmetry of Ω for example, we denote

α(Ω) = min_{x0∈Rn} { |ΩΔB_r(x_0)| |B_r| , |B_r| = |Ω| }

the Fraenkel asymmetry of Ω (B_r(x) denotes the ball of radius r > 0 and centered at x ∈ R^n ; we also denote B_r = B_r(0) the centered ball of radius r).

As far as we know, there are only two partial results in this direction:

1. in [9], the author focuses on the case f ≡ 1 and shows that for every p ∈ [1, +∞], there exists c = c(n, p) such that for every Ω bounded open set in R^n ,

‖v‖^p_{Lp(Ω♯)} − ‖u_1‖^p_{Lp(Ω)} ≥ cα(Ω)^{2+p} if p ∈ [1, +∞),

‖v‖_L∞_{(Ω}♯_) − ‖u_1‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≥ cα(Ω)^3.

2. in [3] the authors focus on the case p = ∞: it is shown that for any Ω bounded open set of R^n and any nonnegative f ∈ L^2(Ω), there exists c = c(n, |Ω|, f^♯) and θ = θ(n) such that

‖v − u^♯‖_L∞_{(Ω}♯_) ≥ c ( α(Ω)^3 + inf_{x0∈Rn} ‖ ‖f − f_♯(· + x_0) ‖ ‖^θ L^1(R^n ) ) . Note that the proof of Talenti’s inequality shows that v − u^♯ is radially decreasing, so that ‖v − u^♯‖_L∞_{(Ω}♯_) = ‖v‖_L∞_{(Ω}♯_) − ‖u‖_L∞_{(Ω)}.

In the same paper, the authors also obtain a partial result in the case p = 2, namely:

‖v‖^2_{L2 (Ω♯)} − ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≥ cα(Ω)^4.

In both of these results, the obtained exponents are not expected to be sharp (also in the second result, θ does not seem to be explicit).

The goal of this paper is to provide a first quantitative result for (1.3) with a sharp exponent. In order to start this investigation with only one parameter (similarly to [9] where the author assumed f ≡ 1), we will assume that Ω = B_1 is a centered ball of radius 1, so that Ω = Ω^♯ and the only parameter is f. Moreover, we will assume f = χ_E to be the characteristic function of a set E ⊂ B_1: in this case we denote u_E for u_{χE} , and f^♯ = χ_{B∗} where B_∗ is the centered ball of same volume as E. This will allow us to use a geometric approach and the framework of shape derivatives. In this setting, we obtain the following stability result:

Theorem 1.1. Let n ≥ 1, p ∈ [1, +∞], and m ∈ (0, |B_1|). Then there exists c = c(p, m, n) > 0 such that for every measurable set E ⊂ B_1 with |E| = m we have

‖u_{B∗} ‖_Lp_{(B1)} − ‖u_E ‖_Lp_{(B1 )} ≥ c|EΔB_∗|^2, (1.4)

where B_∗ is the centered ball of volume m.

Moreover, we show in Propositions 2.8, 2.14 and 2.17 that the exponent 2 obtained in Theorem 1.1 is sharp. In a forthcoming work [1] we will generalize the strategy introduced in the present paper to investigate the more general case where f is not assumed to be a characteristic function.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will be divided in three cases depending on the value of p. In the special case p = 1, the proof is quite straightforward and relies only on Talenti’s inequality: we provide the proof in Section 2.2, which is based on the study of the following shape optimization problem: max { ‖u_E ‖_1 | | | | |E| = m, |EΔB_∗| = δ }

for m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and δ > 0, which can be seen as looking for the worst set of given asymmetry, with regard of the Talenti deficit ‖u_{B∗} ‖_1 − ‖u_E ‖_1. We identify explicitely the solution of this problem as a target-shaped set (it is the union of a ball and an annulus, see Definition 2.6).

In the case p > 1, we were not able to solve explicitly max{‖u_E ‖_p, |E| = m, |EΔB_∗| = δ}, we therefore follow a strategy developed in [18, 19, 5, 6] to prove (1.4). In fact the case 1 < p < ∞ falls into the following framework: given a function j : R_+ → R, we study the stability for the following shape optimization problem: max { J (E) | |E| = m } , J (E) := � B_1

j(u_E (x))dx (1.5)

which is solved by the centered ball B_∗ if j is non-decreasing. Classically, under convexity assumption on j, such problem can be relaxed in the class

M_m :=

V ∈ L^∞(B_1) | | | | 0 ≤ V ≤ 1, � B_1 V = m where m ∈ (0, |B_1|), and we define J (V ) := � B_1 j(uV ) for V ∈ L

∞(B_1) non-negative. More precisely we prove:

Theorem 1.2. Let n ≥ 1, m ∈ (0, |B_1|), and j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, +∞)) be such that j^′(0) ≥ 0 and j^{′′}(s) > 0 for every s > 0, and such that

lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞ (1.6)

for some α < 1. Then there exists a positive constant c = c(j, m, n) such that for every V ∈ M_m we have J (B_∗) − J (V ) ≥ c‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖^2_1. where B_∗ is the centered ball of volume m.

Remark 1.3. Note that assumption (1.6) implies that j^′ is locally β := (1 − α)-Hölder continuous. This follows easily from the equality j^′(y) − j^′(x) =

�_y x j^{′′}(t)dt. Proof of Theorem 1.1 from Theorem 1.2 when p ∈ (1, ∞): Let p ∈ (1, ∞): we consider j : s ∈ [0, ∞) → s^p, which is C^2 in (0, ∞) and C^1 up to 0, with j^′(0) = 0 and j^{′′} > 0 on (0, ∞), and satisfies (1.6).

Therefore, Theorem 1.2 applies, and there exists c = c(p, m, n) such that ‖u_{B∗} ‖^p ( 1 − ( ‖u_E ‖_p ‖u_{B∗} ‖_p )_p) ≥ c|EΔB_∗|^2. Then the result follows by using the inequality 1 − x^p ≤ p(1 − x) ∀x ≥ 0.

Finally, we give a seperate proof of Theorem 1.1 when p = ∞, see below for more details.

Outline of the paper

In the following section, we recall basic definitions on Schwarz symmetrization, and then produce a proof of Theorem 1.1 in the particular case p = 1. We then provide useful results to prepare the proof of Theorem 1.2: in particular we prove that under suitable assumptions on j,

J (B_∗) = max { J (V ) := � B_1 j(u_V (x))dx | | V ∈ M_m } , that B_∗ is the unique maximizer, and that for any small δ > 0 there exists E_δ such that |E_δ| = m, |E_δΔB_∗| = δ and

J (E_δ) = max { J (V ) | | | V ∈ M_m, ‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = δ } . We also show that the exponent 2 in the stability result of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 is sharp.

We then focus on the proof of Theorem 1.2, which is split in the next two sections: in Section 3, we show that the proof of Theorem 1.2 reduces to a Fuglede type of result (Theorem 3.1) asserting that stability occurs for smooth deformations of B_∗. This strategy falls into the strategy of “selection principle” first introduced in the setting of shape optimization by Cicalese and Leonardi [8] to prove the quantitative isoperimetric inequality: the main tool here is the quantitative baththub principle proved in [19]. Section 4, the most technical part of the paper, is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.1. It requires a computation of first and second order shape derivative of the energy (Section 4.1), a proof of the coercivity of the second order optimality condition (Section 4.2), and a continuity property of the second order derivative to control the Taylor expansion (Section 4.3).

In Section 5 we provide the proof of Theorem 1.1 for p = +∞. The proof uses a representation of the solution with the Green function of the ball, and relies on adapting the shape derivative approach of Section 3 and Section 4 to the L^∞ norm. This requires to compute a second order shape derivative of such norm, which up to our knowledge, is new (see [14] for a computation of a first order shape derivative in a similar context).

Finally, we detailed in the appendix some results about the way convergence of functions may imply the convergence of level sets, that did not seem completely new but for which the literature felt a bit elliptic, so we provided precise proofs for these statements used in Section 3. Acknowledgement: the authors would like to warmly thank Idriss Mazari, for several fruitful discussions about this paper, which in particular lead to a simplification of the proof of Theorem 1.2 in subsection 3.2. This work was also partially supported by the project ANR STOIQUES financed by the French Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR). This work was partially supported by Gruppo Nazionale per l’Analisi Matematica, la Probabilità e le loro Applicazioni (GNAMPA) of Istituto Nazionale di Alta Matematica (INdAM). The author Paolo Acampora was partially supported by the 2025 project GNAMPA 2024: "Analisi di Problemi Inversi nelle Equazioni alle Derivate Parziali", CUP_E5324001950001 .

2 Tools and first results

2.1 Symmetrization and Talenti’s inequality

We refer the reader to [22] or [16] for an overview about definitions and properties of rearrangements.

Definition 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a bounded open set, and let u : Ω → R be a measurable function. We define the distribution function μ_u : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) of u as the function μ_u(t) = |{ x ∈ Ω , |u(x)| > t }|. Definition 2.2. Let u : Ω → R be a measurable function. We define the decreasing rearrangement u^∗ of u as u^∗(s) = inf { t > 0 , μ_u(t) ≤ s } .

Definition 2.3. Let u : Ω → R be a measurable function. We define the Schwarz rearrangement u^♯ of u as u^♯(x) = u^∗(ω_n|x|^n) x ∈ Ω^♯, where Ω^♯ denotes the centered ball having the same volume as Ω.

The next result is the famous symmetrization result obtained by G. Talenti, see [21, Theorem I].

Theorem 2.4 (Talenti’s comparison). Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a bounded open set, let f ∈ L^2(Ω) and let v_f ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) and v_f ♯ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω^♯) be the unique solutions to { −Δu_f = f in Ω, u_f = 0 on ∂Ω, { −Δu_f ♯ = f^♯ in Ω^♯, u_f ♯ = 0 on ∂Ω^♯.

Then u^♯_f ≤ u_f ♯ . In particular, for every set E, letting u_E = u_{χE} and u_E♯ = u_{χE♯} , we have u^♯_E ≤ u_E♯ . The following result solves the case of equality in Talenti’s inequality and was first proved in [2, Theorem 1].

Theorem 2.5. Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a bounded and open set, and let f ∈ L^2(Ω) a non-negative function such that f ≢ 0. If u^♯_f = u_f ♯ almost everywhere, then there exists x_0 ∈ R^n such that up to negligible sets Ω = x_0 + Ω^♯, f(·) = f^♯(· + x_0), and u_f (·) = u_f ♯ (· + x_0) almost everywhere.

2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1 for p = 1 In the case p = 1, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is quick and relies only of Talenti’s symmetrization result. It also shows the importance of the following annulus.

Definition 2.6. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|). For every δ ∈ (0, min{2m, 2(|B_1| − m)}) we define the optimal δ-asymmetric radial open set A_δ as A_δ = B_{r1(δ)} ∪ { x ∈ R^n | r_∗ < |x| < r_2(δ) } , where r_∗ is the radius of B_∗ the ball of volume m, and r_1(δ) and r_2(δ) are chosen in such a way that |A_δ ΔB_∗| = δ. Namely, we have

r_1(δ) = 1 |B_1|^{1/n} ( m − δ 2 ) 1_n and r_2(δ) = 1 |B_1|^{1/n} ( m + δ 2 ) 1_n .

The next result shows that among sets E of given volume and such that |EΔB_∗| = δ, A_δ is the worst set with regard to the deficit ‖u_{B∗} ‖_1 − ‖u_E ‖_1. Proposition 2.7. Let j : s ∈ R_+ → s, i.e. for every measurable set E ⊂ B_1, J (E) = � B_1 u_E dx. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and δ ∈ (0, inf{2m, 2(|B_1| − m)}). Let E ⊂ B_1 be a measurable set such that |E| = m and |EΔB_∗| = δ where B_∗ is the centered ball of volume m. Then J (E) ≤ J (A_δ), i.e. � B_1 u_E dx ≤ � B_1 u_{Aδ} dx. where A_δ is defined in Definition 2.6. Proof. By linearity we may write u_E = u_{E∩B∗} + u_{E∪B∗} − u_{B∗} . Using Talenti’s comparison result (see Theorem 2.4), we know that u^♯_{E∩B∗} ≤ u_{Br1(δ)} , u^♯_{E∪B∗} ≤ u_{Br2(δ)} . Integrating over B_1 the two inequalities, and using the equi-measurability of the Schwarz rearrangement, we get: � B_1 u_E dx = � B_1 u^♯_{E∩B∗} dx + � B_1 u^♯_{E∪B∗} dx − � B_1 u_{B∗} dx ≤ � B_1 u_{Br1(δ)} dx + � B_1 u_{Br2(δ)} dx − � B_1 u_{B∗} dx = � B_1 u_{Aδ} dx.

Proposition 2.8. With the same notations as in Proposition 2.7, there exists a positive constant c = c(m, n) such that J (B_∗) − J (E) ≥ c|EΔB_∗|^2, for every measurable set E ⊆ B_1 such that |E| = m. Moreover, the exponent 2 is optimal, in the sense that the inequality cannot be valid for any lower exponent.

Proof. Let E ⊂ B_1 of volume m. Then δ = |EΔB_∗| ∈ [0, min{2m, 2(|B_1| − m)}). If δ = 0 then E = B_∗ a.e. and J (B_∗) = J (E). If however δ > 0, then we have by Proposition 2.7: J (B_∗) − J (E) ≥ J (B_∗) − J (A_δ ).

We introduce w ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) the unique solution to −Δw = 1 in B_1. Classical computations lead to w(x) = w(|x|) =^{1−|x|2}_{2n} . Moreover

J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) = � B_1 (−Δw)[u_{B∗} − u_{Aδ} ] = � B_1 w[χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ] = |S^{n−1}| (�_{r∗} r_1(δ) w(r)r^{n−1}dr − �_{r2(δ)} r_∗ w(r)r^{n−1}dr )

= |S^{n−1}| 2n(n + 2) ( r_1(δ)^{n+2} + r_2(δ)^{n+2} − 2r^{n+2}_∗ )

When n = 1 we compute explicitely r_1(δ)^3 + r_2(δ)^3 − 2r^3_∗ =^3_{24} mδ^2 so that c = m/2^4 works. In the case n ≥ 2, we use that the function φ : x ∈ (0, 1) → x^{(n+2)/n} is strongly convex (φ^{′′} ≥^{2(n+2)}_{n2} ), so that

r_1(δ)^{n+2} + r_2(δ)^{n+2} − 2r^{n+2}_∗ = φ ( m −^δ_2 |B_1| ) + φ ( m +^δ_2 |B_1| ) − 2φ ( m |B_1| )

≥ 2(n + 2) n^2 ( δ 2|B_1| )_2

hence the result with c =^1_{4n2ωn} . Finally, to show that the exponent is optimal, we use a Taylor expansion in the previous computation to obtain:

J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) = m^{2/n−1} 4n^2ω^{2/n}_n δ^2 + o(δ^2).

Therefore, if α ∈ (0, 2) then J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) |B_∗ΔA_δ|^α −−−→ δ→0 0.

Remark 2.9. We notice that the case p = 1 implies Theorem 1.2 when j is in C^1(R_+ ), convex and j^′(0) > 0. Indeed, we have by convexity of j J (B_∗) − J (E) ≥ � B_1

j^′(u_E )(u_{B∗} − u_E ) dx ≥ j^′(0)(‖u_{B∗} ‖_1 − ‖u_E ‖_1),

so the stability inequality for J follows from Proposition 2.8. Of course, this does not apply to the case j : s → s^p (p > 1) whose derivative vanishes at 0.

2.3 Optimization among densities In this section, we prove the following:

Proposition 2.10. Let j ∈ C^0(R_+ ) be a convex non-decreasing function and m ∈ (0, |B_1|). Then the functional J : V ∈ M_m → � B_1 j(uV ) is well-defined, convex, and

J (B_∗) = max_{V ∈Mm} J (V ). (2.1)

Moreover, the following properties hold:

1. for any δ ∈ (0, min{2m, 2(|B_1| − m)}), we define the set of fixed asymmetry weights M^δ_m := { V ∈ M_m , ‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = δ } . Then the optimization problem sup V ∈M^δ_m J (V ) (2.2)

admits a bang-bang solution, which means there exists a set E_δ such that

J (E_δ) = max_{V ∈Mδm} J (V ).

2. if j is strictly convex and strictly increasing in (0, ∞), then χ_{B∗} is the unique maximizer to (2.1).

Before proving this result, we state first a classical elliptic regularity theorem that will be used often throughout the paper. We refer for instance to [13, Theorem 9.13, Theorem 8.16]. Theorem 2.11. Let q > max{1, n/2}. Then there exists C = C(n, q) such that for every f ∈ L^q(B_1), ‖u_f ‖_{2,q} ≤ C‖f‖_q, where u_f ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) is the unique solution to (1.1).

Also, we need a few technical results: classically, weak-∗ L^∞ convergence does not imply convergence of the L^1-norm, but if one has some control on the sign of the involved functions, then one can retrieve such convergence:

Lemma 2.12. Let h ∈ L^∞(B_1) and (h_k) be a sequence of functions in L^∞(B_1) such that h_k^{∗−L∞(B1 )} −−−−−−−⇀ h. We assume that there exists E ⊂ B_1 such that ∀k ∈ N, h_k ≥ 0 in E, and h_k ≤ 0 in B_1 \ E.

Then lim_k � B_1 |h_k| dx = � B_1 |h|. (2.3) Proof. It is sufficient to notice that under these assumptions, h^+_k = h_kχ_E , h^−_k = h_kχ_Ec , where h^+_k and h^−_k are the positive part and the negative part of h_k respectively. In particular, by weak convergence of h_k, we get h^+_k^{∗−L∞(B1)} −−−−−−−⇀ h^+ = hχ_E , h^−_k^{∗−L∞(B1)} −−−−−−−⇀ h^− = hχ_Ec , which implies (2.3) Lemma 2.13. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and δ ∈ (0, min{2m, 2(|B_1|−m)}). Then the sets M_m, M^δ_m are convex and compact with respect to the weak-∗ L^∞ topology, and their extremals are characteristic functions.

Proof. • The convexity for M_m is immediate by definition, while for M^δ_m, we need to show that if W_0, W_1 ∈ M^δ_m and W_α = αW_1 + (1 − α)W_0, for α ∈ (0, 1), then ‖W_α − V_0‖_1 = δ. This is true since 0 ≤ W_α ≤ 1, and by definition of V_0 we have W_α ≤ V_0 in B_∗, W_α ≥ V_0 in B_1 \ B_∗, so that explicitly computing the L^1 norms, ‖W_α − V_0‖_1 = α‖W_1 − V_0‖_1 + (1 − α)‖W_0 − V_0‖_1 = δ.

• M_m is compact because if W_k weakly-∗ converges in L^∞ to some W , then m = lim_k � B_1 W_k dx = � B_1 W dx. For what regards M^δ_m, if we take a sequence W_k ∈ M^δ_m converging to W weakly-∗ in L^∞, then the functions χ_{B∗} − W_k satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 2.12, and then δ = lim_k ‖W_k − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = ‖W − χ_{B∗} ‖.

• The fact that extremal points of M_m are characteristic functions is classical (see for instance [15, Prop. 7.2.17]). Let us detail the same result for M^δ_m: let W ∈ M^δ_m, and assume that |{ 0 < W < 1 }| > 0; we must show that W is not extremal. Since ‖W ‖_1 = m = ‖χ_{B∗} ‖_1, we have 0 < δ = ‖W − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = 2 � B_∗ (1 − W ) dx ≤ 2|{ 0 < W < 1 } ∩ B_∗|. Analogously we prove |{ 0 < W < 1 } \ B_∗| > 0. Therefore, for small ε > 0 we can split the set { ε < W < 1 − ε } in four pairwise disjoint subsets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 of B_1 such that |S_1| = |S_2| > 0, |S_3| = |S_4| > 0, and S_1 ∪ S_2 = { ε < W < 1 − ε } ∩ B_∗ S_3 ∪ S_4 = { ε < W < 1 − ε } \ B_∗.

Under these assumptions we can write W = 1 2 (W − εχ_{S1∪S3} + εχ_{S2∪S4} ) + 1 2 (W + εχ_{S1∪S3} − εχ_{S2∪S4} ), with W ∓ εχ_{S1∪S3} ± εχ_{S2∪S4} ∈ M^δ_m. This proves that a non-bang-bang function is not an extreme point for M^δ_m.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. For V ∈ M_m, u_V ≥ 0 is bounded, so j(u_V ) ∈ L^1(B_1) and J is well-defined.

• Convexity of J : given W_0, W_1 ∈ M_m and α ∈ [0, 1], if we take W_α = αW_1 + (1 − α)W_0, then by linearity with respect to V of the equation (1.1), we get u_{Wα} = αu_{W1} + (1 − α)u_{W0} , which, joint with the convexity of j gives J (W_α) ≤ αJ (W_1) + (1 − α)J (W_0).

• J (·) is continuous with respect to the weak-∗ L^∞ convergence: let W_k be a sequence converging in the weak-∗ L^∞ sense to some function W_∞. Let u_k := u_{Wk} ∈ H^1_0 (B_1) solution to (1.1). We show that u_k converges to u_{W∞} . Let q > n; since (W_k) are equibounded in L^∞, Theorem 2.11 applies, and we have that (u_k) are equi-bounded in W^{2,q}(B_1), namely there exists some constant C = C(n, q) > 0 such that ‖u_k‖_{2,q} ≤ C.

Therefore, by Kondrachov Theorem, there exists a subsequence (not relabelled) such that u_k^{W 1,q (B1 )} −−−−−−→ u for some u ∈ W^{1,q}(B_1). In particular, by Sobolev’s imbeddings, the convergence happens strongly in L^∞, and u ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). Moreover, using the weak-∗ convergence of W_k, we get, passing to the limit in the weak formulation of (1.1), � B_1 ∇u · ∇φ dx = � B_1

W_∞ φ dx ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1),

which implies u = u_{W∞} . Finally, since j is continuous and u_k converges strongly in L^∞ to u, then lim_k J (W_k) = lim_k � B_1 j(u_k) dx = J (W_∞). Since the argument is valid for every choice of the subsequence, this proves the continuity. • Solution to (2.1) and existence to (2.2): by Lemma 2.13 about compactness of M_m and M^δ_m and the continuity proved in the previous step, we get the existence of solutions to (2.1) and (2.2). As extremal points of M_m and M^δ_m are bang-bang functions, by convexity of J we get that there exist bang-bang solutions to (2.1) and (2.2). Moreover, the monotonicity of j implies that j(u^♯) = j(u)^♯, so that, using Talenti’s inequality, we deduce that B_∗ solves (2.1).

• Uniqueness: since j is strictly convex, also J is strictly convex and any maximizer of J is necessarily bang-bang. In particular, if E is an optimal set such that χ_E maximizes J we have that J (B_∗) = J (E) = � B_1 j(u_E ) dx = � B_1

j(u^♯_E ) dx, (2.4)

where we used that the monotonicity of j implies j(u^♯_E ) = j(u_E )^♯. By Talenti’s inequality we know that j(u^♯_E ) ≤ j(u_{B∗} ). The strict monotonicity of j and (2.4) ensure that u^♯_E = u_{B∗} almost everywhere. By the rigidity of Talenti’s inequality (see Theorem 2.5) we get E = B_∗.

2.4 Sharpness of the exponent

We show that the exponent 2 is sharp in Theorem 1.2, in the sense that for α ∈ (0, 2), one can find a sequence of sets E_k ∈ M_m \ {B_∗} such that

J (B_∗) − J (E_k) |B_∗ΔE_k|^α −−−−→ k→∞ 0. We proceed as in Section 2.2 by using the annulus A_δ (who is a candidate as being the worst asymmetric set with regard to Talenti’s deficit, though we are not in position to prove it except in the case of the L^1-norm). More precisely, we show the following result:

Proposition 2.14. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), and let j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) be a non-constant, non-decreasing, convex function. Then there exists δ̄ > 0 and a positive constant C = C(j, m, n) such that for every δ ∈ (0, δ̄), 1 C δ^2 ≤ J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) ≤ Cδ^2. (2.5)

For the proof of Proposition 2.14 and in several other places in this paper, we need to define the notion of adjoint state (see also [15, Section 5.8]):

Definition 2.15 (Adjoint State). Let j ∈ C^1(R_+ ). For every V ∈ L^2(B_1) nonnegative, we define the adjoint state w_V of u_V as the unique function solving in the weak sense the adjoint problem { −Δw_V = j^′(u_V ) in B_1, w = 0 on ∂B_1, namely, �

B_1 ∇w_V · ∇φ dx = � B_1

j^′(u_V )φ ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (2.6) When V = χ_E we will write w_E := w_{χE} .

Proof of Proposition 2.14. For every δ ∈ [ 0, min{2m, 2|B_1| − 2m} ), let us define u_δ = u_{Aδ} , u_0 = u_{B∗} , and w_δ = w_{Aδ} , w_0 = w_{B∗} . Moreover, since these functions are all radial, we will identify, with a slight abuse of notation u_δ(x) = u_δ(|x|), w_δ(x) = w_δ(|x|). By convexity of j, we have � B_1

j^′(u_δ)(u_0 − u_δ) dx ≤ J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) ≤ � B_1

j^′(u_0)(u_0 − u_δ) dx.

After two integration by parts, we may rewrite � B_1 w_δ(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx ≤ J (B_∗) − J (A_δ) ≤ � B_1

w_0(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx. (2.7)

Noticing that χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} is non-zero only between the radii r_1(δ) and r_2(δ), we focus our attention on the values of w_δ and w_0 near |x| = r_∗, where we recall that B_∗ = B_{r∗} . • Estimates for w_0: by Taylor expansion, w_0(r) = w_0(r_∗) + ∂_rw_0(r_∗)(r − r_∗) + R_1(r), (2.8) with R_1(r) =

�_r r_∗ (∂_rw_0(s) − ∂_rw_0(r_∗)) dr.

Since w_0 solves the equation −Δw_0 = j^′(u_0), then by classical elliptic regularity (Theorem 2.11) we have that w_0 ∈ C^{1,β} for some β ∈ (0, 1), so that |∂_rw_0(r_∗) − ∂_rw_0(s)| ≤ C|s − r_∗|^β , and |R_1(r)| ≤ C|r − r_∗|^{1+β}. (2.9) Therefore, noticing that (see Definition 2.6 for the definition of r_1 = r_1(δ), r_2 = r_2(δ)) � B_1

(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx = 0 χ_{B∗} (r) − χ_{Aδ} (r) = sgn(r_∗ − r)χ_{(r1,r2)}(r),

we obtain by (2.8) and (2.9) � B_1

w_0(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx = ∂_rw_0(r_∗)|S^{n−1}|

�_{r2}

r_1 r^{n−1}|r − r_∗| dr + R_2(δ) with |R_2(δ)| ≤ C|r_2 − r_1|^{2+β} .

In particular, since r_2 − r_1 = O(δ), we have � B_1

w_0(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx ≤ Cδ^2 + o(δ^2), (2.10)

so that, with (2.7), the upper bound in (2.5) is proven for a suitable choice of δ̄. • Estimates for w_δ: we now need to adapt the previous estimate with w_δ instead of w_0: to that end, we first notice that w_δ smoothly converges to w_0 for δ that goes to 0. Indeed, since −Δu_δ = χ_{Aδ} , we have from classical elliptic regularity (see Theorem 2.11) that u_δ^{L∞(B1)} −−−−−→ u_0. In particular, the continuity of j^′ ensures that j^′(u_δ) converges in L^∞ to j^′(u_0) and, for any β ∈ (0, 1), w_δ^{C1,β (B1)} −−−−−→ w_0. This convergence, joint with (2.8) and (2.9) ensures that for some uniform positive constant C we have w_δ(r) = w_δ(r_∗) + ∂_rw_δ(r_∗)(r − r_∗) + R_3(r), (2.11) with |R_3(r)| ≤ C|r − r_∗|^{1+β}. (2.12) If δ̄ is small enough, since j^′ ≥ 0 and j^′ ≢ 0 we know by Hopf’s lemma that w_0 is strictly radially decreasing and we have −∂_rw_δ(r_∗) ≥ − 1 2 ∂_rw_0(r_∗) > 0. (2.13)

We now compute similarly to (2.10), using (2.11), (2.12), and (2.13) we obtain � B_1

w_δ(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dx ≥ cδ^2 + o(δ^2),

for c > 0 small enough, thus concluding the proof.

Remark 2.16. We notice that the convexity assumption in Proposition 2.14 is only needed to make the proof simpler. As in [18, Proof of Formula (32)] we could have used a parametric derivative approach to obtain the same result without assuming j to be convex.

In the following we show the exponent 2 is sharp also for p = ∞.

Proposition 2.17. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|). Then there exists δ̄ > 0 and a positive constant C = C(m, n) such that for every δ ∈ (0, δ̄), 1 C δ^2 ≤ ‖u_{B∗} ‖_∞ − ‖u_{Aδ} ‖_∞ ≤ Cδ^2. (2.14)

Proof. Since both u_{B∗} and u_{Aδ} are radially decreasing, if G denotes the Green’s function on the ball (see subsection 5.1 for the definition), we have ‖u_{B∗} ‖_∞ − ‖u_{Aδ} ‖_∞ = � B_1 G(0, y)(χ_{B∗} − χ_{Aδ} ) dy. Using a Taylor expansion of G(0, ·), the fact that |∇_yG(0, ·)| > 0 near ∂B_∗, and using the volume constraint, we obtain the result as in the proof of Proposition 2.14.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this section, we provide the first part of the proof of Theorem 1.2 (which implies Theorem 1.1 in the case p ∈ (1, ∞) as shown in Section 1). In fact, in the spirit of the Selection principle used in [8] to deduce the sharp quantitative isoperimetric inequality from a stability result by Fuglede ([11]), we show that Theorem 1.2 is a consequence of the following Theorem 3.1, asserting stability among smooth deformations of B_∗. In what follows, for every set E ⊂ B_1 and every vector field Φ : B_1 → R^n , we use the notation

E^Φ = (Id +Φ)(E).

Theorem 3.1. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, ∞)) be such that j^′(0) ≥ 0, j^{′′}(s) > 0 for every s > 0 and lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞ (3.1)

for some α < 1. Then there exist positive constants c = c(j, m, n), η = η(j, m, n) such that for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1, R^n ) orthogonal to ∂B_∗ with ‖Φ‖_W 2,q ≤ η, |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗| = m, we have J (B_∗) − J (B^Φ_∗ ) ≥ c|B_∗ΔB^Φ_∗ |^2.

We show how one can deduce Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 3.1 in 2 subsequent steps. The proof of Theorem 3.1 is postponed to Section 4. Let us stress that the orthogonality assumption in Theorem 3.1 can be removed, since every deformation Φ can be replaced with a deformation Ψ normal to ∂B_∗ in a way that B^Φ_∗ = B^Ψ_∗ and ‖Ψ‖_W 2,q is equivalent to ‖Φ‖_W 2,q (see for instance [15, Lemma 5.9.5]).

3.1 Step 1: local stability implies global stability

In this first step, we show that it is enough to prove Theorem 1.2 in the regime ‖V −χ_B∗ ‖_1 → 0: for m ∈ (0, |B_1|) given and δ small enough, we recall

M^δ_m :=

V ∈ L^∞(B_1) | | | | |

0 ≤ V ≤ 1, � B_1 V = m, ‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = δ .

Proposition 3.2. Let j ∈ C^0(R_+ ) be strictly convex and strictly increasing. If

lim inf δ→0 inf V ∈M^δ_m J (B_∗) − J (V )

δ^2

> 0, (3.2)

then Theorem 1.2 holds true.

Proof. We denote

c = lim inf_{δ→0} inf_{V ∈Mδm}

J (B_∗) − J (V ) δ^2

that is assumed to be positive, and we let V_k be a minimizing sequence for the problem inf V ∈M_m V ≠χ_{B∗} G(V ) :=

J (B_∗) − J (V ) ‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖^2_1 .

By compactness of M_m (see Lemma 2.13) we may assume that V_k weakly-∗ L^∞ converges to some function V_∞ ∈ M_m.

First case: if V_∞ = χ_{B∗} , then by weak-* convergence and the sign constraints on V_k − χ_{B∗} we can apply Lemma 2.12 and we get: lim_k ‖V_k − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = 0, and so by definition of c, lim_k G(V_k) ≥ c > 0.

Second case: if V_∞ ≠ χ_{B∗} then again by Lemma 2.12 lim_k ‖V_k − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 = ‖V_∞ − χ_{B∗} ‖_1 and by continuity of J (see Lemma 2.13), lim_k G(V_k) = G(V_∞).

But by the uniqueness stated in Proposition 2.10, G(V_∞) > 0, hence the result. 3.2 Step 2: Theorem 3.1 implies Theorem 1.2 To conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2, we will use the following result from [19]: Theorem 3.3 (Quantitative bathtub principle). Let Ω ⊆ R^n be an open bounded set, m ∈ (0, |Ω|), and u ∈ C^{1,α}(Ω) for some α ∈ (0, 1). We assume |{ u > t_∗ }| = |{ u ≥ t_∗ }| = m and min_{∂{u>t∗}} |∇u| > 0 for some unique t_∗ ∈ R. Then there exists a positive constant c = c(‖u‖_C1,α ) such that for every V ∈ L^1(Ω) non-negative with � Ω V dx = m, � Ω uV ≤ � Ω uχ_{{u>t∗}} − c ( min ∂{u>t_∗} |∇u| ) H^{n−1}(∂B_∗) H^{n−1}(∂{u > t_∗}) ‖V − χ_{{u>t∗}}‖^2_1, where B_∗ is the ball of volume m.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 3.1. By Proposition 2.10 we have that for every δ > 0 small there exists a set E_δ solution to the problem J (E_δ ) = max_{V ∈Mδm} J (V ).

Thanks to Proposition 3.2 it is sufficient to prove that lim inf δ→0 J (B_∗) − J (E_δ) δ^2 > 0. Let us assume by contradiction, up to extracting a subsequence, that lim_{δ→0}

J (B_∗) − J (E_δ ) δ^2

= 0.

For every δ we define u_δ := u_{Eδ} , and w_δ := w_{Eδ} the adjoint states (see Definition 2.15).

• We first claim that there exists t_δ such that ~E_δ := {w_δ > t_δ} is of volume m. To that end we prove the function t ∈ (0, ∞) → |{w_δ > t}| is continuous, which is the same as proving that |{w_δ = t}| = 0 for every t > 0. Let t > 0: we argue similarly to [7, page 7]. Because w_δ is in H^2(B_1), we have Δw_δ = 0 a.e. in {w_δ = t}, and therefore j^′(u_δ) = 0 a.e. in {w_δ = t}. By assumption j^′(s) > 0 for every s > 0 (j^′ is strictly increasing as j^{′′} > 0 in (0, ∞)), and since {w_δ = t} ⊂ B_1 and u_δ > 0 in B_1, we obtain |{w_δ = t}| = 0. This shows the existence of t_δ, and also that |{w_δ > t_δ}| = |{w_δ ≥ t_δ}|. Finally, we show that t_δ is unique: let ^t be such that |{w > ^t}| is also equal to m, and assume for example t_δ ≤ ^t (the other case being similar). Then the set {t_δ < w < ^t} is open with zero measure, so it is empty. But as m ∈ (0, |B_1|), min w_δ < t_δ ≤ ^t < max w_δ, so by connectedness of B_1 and continuity of w_δ, the set {t_δ < w < ^t} can be empty only if t_δ = ^t. • Second, we show that ~E_δ is a W^{2,q} deformation of B_∗. First, by classical elliptic estimates (Theorem 2.11) u_δ converges to u_0 in W^{2,q}(B_1) for every q < ∞. As j is locally β := (1 − α)- Hölder continuous (see Remark 1.3) this implies that w_δ converges to w_0 in W^{2,q} for every q < ∞. On the other hand, j^′(u_0) is C^1 far from ∂B_1, so that w_0 ∈ W^{3,q}(B_{1−ε}; R^n ) for every small ε. Moreover, since 0 < m < |B_1|, there exists a positive constant c such that |∇w_0| ≥ c on ∂B_∗.

Therefore, we are in position to apply Lemma A.1 to w_δ and Proposition A.2 to w_δ − t_δ, so that the following holds: for every fixed ε > 0 and for δ < δ_0(ε) we can find deformations Φ_δ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) such that ‖Φ_δ‖_W 2,q ≤ ε, Φ_δ are orthogonal to ∂B_∗, and ~E_δ = B^Φδ_∗ .

• Third, by the convergence of w_δ and the regularity of Φ_δ, we find constants c, C > 0 such that for δ small enough,

|∇w_δ| ≥ c on ∂B_∗ and H^{n−1}({w_δ = t_δ}) = � ∂B_∗ Jac^{∂B∗} (Id +Φ_δ) dH^{n−1} ≤ C. (3.3)

We now compute, using the convexity of j,

J (E_δ) = � B_1 j(u_δ ) dx ≤ J ( ~E_δ) − � B_1 j^′(u_δ)(~u_δ − u_δ), where ~u_δ = u_{~Eδ} . We integrate by parts two times using j^′(u_δ) = −Δw_δ, so that J (E_δ) ≤ J ( ~E_δ) − � B_1 w_δ(χ_{~Eδ} − χ_{Eδ} ). We now notice that thanks to the uniform estimates (3.3) and the quantitative bathtub principle (Theorem 3.3) we get the existence of a uniform constant c such that

J ( ~E_δ ) − J (E_δ) ≥ c| ~E_δ ΔE_δ|^2. (3.4)

On the other hand, since ‖Φ‖_W 2,q < ε, we can apply Theorem 3.1 when ε is small enough, which gives J (B_∗) − J ( ~E_δ) ≥ c| ~E_δ ΔB_∗|^2, (3.5) also for a positive constant c. Finally, noticing that δ = |E_δ ΔB_∗| ≤ |E_δΔ ~E_δ| + | ~E_δ ΔB_∗|, we join (3.4) and (3.5), and we get the existence of a constant c such that cδ^2 ≤ 2c ( |E_δΔ ~E_δ|^2 + | ~E_δΔB_∗|^2 ) ≤ J (B_∗) − J (E_δ ), which is a contradiction and concludes the proof.

4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

So far, we have proved Theorem 1.1 in the special case p = 1, and we have reduced the proof of Theorem 1.2 (which contains Theorem 1.1 for p ∈ (1, ∞)) to the proof of Theorem 3.1 asserting stability of B^∗ among smooth deformations. This section is dedicated to the proof of this last result, which is based on a shape derivative approach (see for example [10] for references and details). The section is divided in 4 paragraphs:

1. first, the computation of first and second order shape derivatives, that leads to the expression of the Lagrangian for problem (2.1), 2. then the proof of coercivity for the second order derivative of this Lagrangian, 3. as a classical third step, we then need to prove an improved continuity property of the second order derivative, 4. and finally we combine all of these ingredients to conclude the proof.

4.1 Computation of shape derivatives In this section we compute the shape derivatives of the shape functional E −→ J (E) = � B_1 j(u_E ). We start by recalling some basic facts about shape derivatives.

Definition 4.1 (Shape derivative). Let s ∈ (0, 1), let O be a family of C^{1,s} sets compactly supported in B_1, and let F : O → X with X a Banach space. Let q > n large enough to have W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) → C^{1,s}(B_1; R^n ). For every set E ∈ O, we say that F is shape differentiable at first or second order if the functional Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ F((Id +Φ)(E)) ∈ X. (4.1) admits Fréchet derivatives (of first or second order) at 0, and in this case, we define the shape derivatives (denoted F^′(E)[Φ] and F^{′′}(E)[Φ, Ψ]) as the Fréchet derivatives at 0 of (4.1).

We will follow the classical approach (see for instance [15, Theorem 5.3.2]) to prove the existence and compute the shape derivative of u_E , w_E and finally J (E), in the next three results respectively. In the whole section, E will denote a set of class C^{1,s} such that E ⊂ B_1, and p large enough so that W^{1,q}(B_1) ⊂ C^{0,s}(B_1). Then for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) E^Φ := (Id +Φ)(E) is also of class C^{1,s}, and W^{1,q}(B_1, R^n ) is an algebra.

We then define the functions u_Φ := u_EΦ w_Φ := w_EΦ ^u_Φ := u_EΦ ∘ (Id +Φ) ^w_Φ := w_EΦ ∘ (Id +Φ), where w_E is the adjoint state defined in Definition 2.15. Let us recall the classical Hadamard formula that can be found for instance in [15, Corollary 5.2.8].

Lemma 4.2 (Hadamard formula). Let T > 0 and F ∈ C^1([0, T ); W^{1,∞}(R^n ; R^n )) and we denote F_t(x) = F (t, x). We assume F_t invertible for every t ∈ [0, T ). Then for every function f ∈ C^1([0, T ); L^1(R^n )) ∩ C^0([0, T ); W^{1,1}(R^n )) d dt (� F_t(E) f(t, x)dx ) = � F_t(E) (∂_tf(t, x) + div(f(t, x) V_t(x))) dx, (4.2)

where V_t(x) = ∂_tF_t(F^{−1}_t (x)).

Remark 4.3. In particular, when F_t = Id +tΦ with Φ ∈ W^{1,∞}(R^n ; R^n ), we define ~Φ_t(x) := V_t(x) = Φ ∘ F^{−1}_t (x).

Proposition 4.4 (Shape differentiability of u_Φ). The application Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ u_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1) is of class C^1 in a neighborhood of 0. In particular, if Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) is small enough and we denote by u_t := u_{tΦ}, then for every t ∈ [0, 1] we have that u^′_t ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1) is the unique solution in H^1_0 (B_1) to −Δu^′_t = (~Φ_t · ν_t) dH^{n−1}_{∂E}tΦ , (4.3) (in the distributional sense), where ~Φ_t = Φ ∘ (Id +tΦ)^{−1} and ν_t is the exterior unit normal to E^{tΦ}.

Proof. • If ‖Φ‖_{2,q} < 1, we can invert the matrix I_n + DΦ, so that, defining J_Φ := det(I_n + DΦ) A_Φ := J_Φ (I_n + DΦ)^{−1}(I_n + DΦ)^{−T} , we have in the distributional sense − div(A_Φ∇^u_Φ) = χ_E J_Φ.

• We introduce X = H^1_0 (B_1) ∩ W^{2,q}(B_1) and F : W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) × X −→ L^q(B_1) (Φ, ^u) −→ − div(A_Φ∇^u) − χ_E J_Φ. Then F is of class C^∞ in a neighbourhood of 0. Indeed, we first notice that the application (A, ^u) ∈ R^{n×n} × X −→ − div(A∇^u) ∈ L^p(B_1) is of class C^∞ because it is linear and continuous in both variables. Analogously, using that W^{1,q} is an algebra, multilinearity and continuity in the origin imply that the applications

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1) −→ (I_n + DΦ)^{−1} = +∞∑ k=1 (DΦ)^k ∈ W^{1,q}(B_1)

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1) −→ J_Φ = det(I_n + DΦ) ∈ W^{1,q}(B_1) are of class C^∞ in a neighborhood of 0. Therefore, the application Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1) −→ A_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}(B_1) is C^∞ in a neighborhood of 0, as well as F.

• We are now in position to use the implicit function theorem to deduce from the previous point that the application Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ ^u_Φ ∈ X,

that satisfies F(Φ, ^u_Φ) = 0 is of class C^∞ in a neighborhood of 0. Indeed, ^u_0 = u_E and the map ξ ∈ X −→ D_{^u}F(0, u_E )[ξ] = −Δξ − χ_E, is a diffeomorphism from X onto L^p(B_1) thanks to the classical elliptic regularity (see for instance [13, Theorem 9.14]).

• Then, by noticing that u_Φ = ^u_Φ ∘ (Id +Φ)^{−1}, we know that the application

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ u_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1)

is C^1 in a neighborhood of 0 (for instance, we can apply [15, Lemma 5.3.3] to ^u_Φ ∘ (Id +Φ)^{−1} and ∇^u_Φ ∘ (Id +Φ)^{−1}). Let us also recall that u_t solves the weak equation: � B_1 ∇u_t · ∇φ dx = � E^{tΦ} φ dx ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (4.4)

Using Lemma 4.2 to differentiate (4.4), we get that u^′_t solves � B_1 ∇u^′_t · ∇φ dx = � ∂E^{tΦ} φ (~Φ_t · ν_t) dH^{n−1} ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1),

which is (4.3).

Proposition 4.5 (Shape differentiability of w_Φ). Let j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, ∞)) such that

lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞ for some α ∈ (0, 1), and let ε ∈ (0, 1). Then the application

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ w_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1) ∩ W^{2,q}(B_{1−ε})

is of class C^1 in a neighborhood of 0. In particular, if Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) is small enough and we denote by w_t := w_{tΦ}, then for t ∈ [0, 1] we have that w^′_t ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1) is the unique solution in H^1_0 (B_1) to −Δw^′_t = j^{′′}(u_t)u^′_t, (4.5)

where u^′_t is defined in Proposition 4.4.

Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Proposition 4.4, with the extra difficulty that j is not C^2 up to 0.

• First we claim that the map

G : Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ j^′(^u_Φ) ∈ L^q(B_1) ∩ W^{1,q}(B_{1−ε/2})

is of class C^1 near 0. Since j^′ is C^1 far from 0, we immediately have by Proposition 4.4 that Φ → j^′(^u_Φ) ∈ W^{1,q}(B_{1−ε/2}) is of class C^1. It remains to show that Φ → j^′(^u_Φ) ∈ L^q(B_1) is C^1. As j^′ is not assumed to be C^1 up to 0, as it is done for instance in [12, Lemma 2.5], we approximate the functional G: for small ε > 0 we define

G_ε : Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ j^′(ε + ^u_Φ) ∈ L^q(B_1).

From the proof of Proposition 4.4, recalling

X = H^1_0 (B_1) ∩ W^{2,q}(B_1) ⊂ C^1(B_1),

there exists U neighborhood of 0 in W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) such that the map Φ ∈ U −→ ^u_Φ ∈ X is C^1. In particular ‖^u_Φ‖_∞ is equibounded for Φ ∈ U, and since j^′ ∈ C^1([ε, +∞)), we get that G_ε is C^1 in U and that G_ε(0) converges to G(0) in L^q(B_1). Once we prove that

G^′_ε : U → L(W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ), L^q(B_1)) Φ → (η → j^{′′}(ε + ^u_Φ) ^u^′_Φ[η]) converges uniformly in Φ, from [4, Theorem 3.6.1] we can conclude that G is C^1 near 0. If we let h(t) = tj^{′′}(t), then by assumption h ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and by uniform continuity, h(ε + ^u_Φ) converges to h(^u_Φ) uniformly in Φ ∈ U. Therefore, it remains to check that

lim_{ε→0+} sup_{Φ∈U} ‖η‖_{2,q} ≤1 ‖ ‖^u^′_Φ[η] ( 1 ε + ^u_Φ − 1 ^u_Φ )‖ ‖ p = 0. (4.6)

Up to choosing a smaller U, there exist uniform positive constants c, C such that ‖∇^u^′_Φ[η]‖_∞ ≤ C, and |∇^u_Φ(y)| ≥ c for every y ∈ B_1 \ B_{1−c} (here we used that |∇u_0| > 0 near ∂B_1). This leads to the following uniform estimate: for every x ∈ B_1, and for every ε ∈ (0, 1), | | ε ^u^{′Φ}[η](x) (ε + ^u_Φ(x)) ^u_Φ(x) | | ≤ Cε(1 − |x|) ε + c max{1 − |x|, c} ≤ C 1 + c max{1 − |x|, c} , which, by dominated convergence, ensures (4.6). • As in the proof of Proposition 4.4, we obtain

F : W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) × X −→ L^q(B_1) (Φ, ^u) −→ − div(A_Φ∇^u) − j^′(^u_Φ) J_Φ. is C^1. As D_{^w}F(0, w_E )[ξ] = −Δξ − j^′(u_E )

is a diffeomorphism of X onto L^q(B_1), the implicit function theorem applies, and Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) → ^w_Φ ∈ X is of class C^1 in a neighborhood of 0, and

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ w_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1)

is C^1 in a neighborhood of 0. Moreover, the function w_t solves the weak equation (2.6), namely �

B_1 ∇w_t · ∇φ dx = � B_1

j^′(u_t)φ dx ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (4.7)

Using Proposition 4.4, we can differentiate (4.7) to obtain that w^′_t solves � B_1 ∇w^′_t · ∇φ dx = � B_1

j^{′′}(u_t)u^′_t φ dx ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1),

which proves (4.5).

Proposition 4.6 (Shape derivative of J ). Let j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, +∞)) be such that lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞ for some α ∈ (0, 1). Then the application Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ J (E^Φ) ∈ R is of class C^2 in a neighborhood of 0. Moreover, if Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) is small enough, then J(t) = J (E^{tΦ}) satisfies for t ∈ [0, 1], J^′(t) = � ∂E^{tΦ} w_t (~Φ_t · ν_t) dH^{n−1}, (4.8) where w_t = w_EtΦ is the adjoint state defined in Definition 2.15, ν_t = ν_EtΦ is the outer unit normal to E^{tΦ}, and ~Φ_t = Φ ∘ (Id +tΦ)^{−1}. Moreover, letting g_t = ~Φ_t · ν_t, J^{′′}(t) = � ∂E^{tΦ} ( w^′_tg_t + g_t(∇w_t · ~Φ_t) ) dH^{n−1} + a_t(Φ, Φ), (4.9) where a_t(Φ, Φ) = � ∂E^{tΦ} w_t ( g_t div(~Φ_t) − ((D~Φ_t)~Φ_t) · ν_t ) dH^{n−1}. Proof. For every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) J (E^Φ) = � B_1 j(u_Φ) dx, so Proposition 4.4, joint with j ∈ C^1(R_+ ), gives that Φ → J (E^Φ) is C^1. Let us denote by u_t := u_{tΦ}. We begin by noticing that J^′(t) = � B_1

j^′(u_t)u^′_t dx = � B_1 ∇w_t · ∇u^′_t dx = � ∂E^{tΦ} w_t g_t dH^{n−1} where we used (2.6) and (4.3). Therefore, we have the following shape derivative J^′(E_Φ)[Ψ] = � ∂E^Φ w_EΦ (Ψ · ν_EΦ ) dH^{n−1} = � E^Φ

div(w_EΦ Ψ) dx.

By Proposition 4.5 we know that the map Φ → w_EΦ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_{1−ε}) is of class C^1 in a neighbourhood of 0. In particular, if Φ and ε are small, we have E^Φ ⊂ B_{1−ε}. Finally, since for every fixed f ∈ W^{1,1} the map Φ → � E^Φ f dx is of class C

1 in a neighbourhood of 0 (see for instance [15, Theorem 5.2.2]), then J is of class C^2. We now compute again J^′(t) as J^′(t) = � E^{tΦ} div(w_t ~Φ_t) dx, so that by the Hadamard’s formula Lemma 4.2 we get

J^{′′}(t) = � ∂E^{tΦ} div(w_t ~Φ_t)~Φ_t · ν_t dH^{n−1} + � ∂E^{tΦ} (w^′_t ~Φ_t + w_t ∂_t ~Φ_t) · ν_t dH^{n−1}.

Formula (4.9) finally follows by differentiating in t the equation ~Φ_t ∘ (Id +tΦ) = Φ, leading to ∂_t ~Φ_t = −(D~Φ_t)~Φ_t.

Remark 4.7. When we evaluate (4.8) in t = 0, we get J^′(0) = � ∂E w_E(Φ · ν_E) dH^{n−1}. When Φ is orthogonal to ∂E (i.e. Φ = g_0ν_0 on ∂E), then (4.9) in t = 0 reads J^{′′}(0) = � ∂E ( w^′_0 g_0 + w_0H_Eg^2_0 + ∂w_0 ∂ν_0 g^2_0 ) dH^{n−1}, with H_E the mean curvature of ∂E. Indeed, notice that in this case g_0 div(Φ) − ((DΦ)Φ) · ν_0 = g^2_0 div^{∂E}(ν_0) = g^2_0 H_E.

The previous computations allows us to write the Lagrangian for the maximizing problem max |E|=m J (E). (4.10) In the following, for x close to ∂B_∗, we let π_{∂B∗} (x) be the unique projection of x onto ∂B_∗, and we let ν_0(x) = ν_0(π_{∂B∗} (x)) be the extended unit normal to ∂B_∗. Corollary 4.8. For τ ∈ R and E ⊂ B_1, we define L_τ (E) := J (E) + τ|E|. For m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and E = B_∗ the centered ball of volume m, we set τ = −w_0 | |_{∂B∗} . (4.11) Then Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) → L_τ (B^Φ_∗ ) is of class C^2 near 0, and

(i) L^′_τ (B_∗) ≡ 0 (ii) for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) small enough such that Φ is normal on ∂B_∗ and ~Φ_t = Φ for t ∈ [0, 1], if we denote L(t) = L_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ ) then for every t, L^{′′}(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ ( w^′_tg + g^2 ∂w_t ∂ν_0 ) (ν_t · ν_0) dH^{n−1} + � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ (w_t + τ)(ν_t · ν_0)g^2 div(ν_0) dH^{n−1}, (4.12) where g = Φ · ν_0.

Proof. Let V (t) = |B^{tΦ}_∗ |. From Lemma 4.2 we have V^′(0) = � ∂B_∗ (Φ · ν) dH^{n−1}, so (i) follows from (4.8).

Using two times Lemma 4.2 gives (see also [10, Proof of Proposition 4.1]), V^{′′}(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ div(Φ)(Φ · ν_t)dH^{n−1}

so with Proposition 4.6 and the fact that 0 = ∂_t ~Φ_t, we get, letting g_t = Φ · ν_t, L^{′′}(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ w^′_tg_t + (∇w_t · Φ)g_t + � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ (w_t + τ)g_t div(Φ).

Now, as Φ is normal on ∂B_∗ and Φ ∘ (Id +tΦ) = Φ, we have for every t that Φ_{|∂B}tΦ_∗ = gν_0, and we conclude using 0 = ∂_t ~Φ_t = −(DΦ)Φ = −g∇g · ν_0 so that g div(Φ) = g^2 div(ν_0).

Remark 4.9. The general scheme of proof of Theorem 1.2 was strongly inspired by [18]; nevertheless, it seems to us that [18, Section 2.5.7 and formula before (73)] are incomplete (note that these computations are also used in [19, 5]). Compared to our formula (4.12), the first discrepancy is due to the assumption ~Φ_t = Φ. This seems to be missing in [18], but without such assumption we should have

L^{′′}(t) = L^{′′}_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ )[~Φ_t, ~Φ_t] + L^′_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ )[∂_t ~Φ_t]

while in [18] it is used L^{′′}(t) = L^{′′}_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ )[Φ, Φ], which seems incorrect to us without assuming ~Φ_t constant in t. The second discrepancy is about the outer unit normal appearing in the equality: ν in [18, Formula before (73)] represents the outer unit normal to ∂B_∗, but it should be replaced with ^ν_t = ν_t ∘ (Id +tΦ).

Remark 4.10. We also point out a computation mistake in [10, Proof of Proposition 4.1] where H should be replaced with ^div ν_0 = (div ν_0) ∘ (Id +tΦ). Indeed, div ν_0(x) is not the mean curvature of ∂E in π_{∂E}(x), it represents, up to the sign, the mean curvature in x of the boundary of the outer parallel set ∂ { y ∈ R^n | d(y, ∂E) ≤ d(x, ∂E) } . 4.2 Step 2: coercivity of the second order shape derivative in B_∗

The goal of this section is to prove a sufficient optimality condition for problem (4.10):

Proposition 4.11. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), B_∗ the centered ball of volume m, and j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, +∞)) such that j^′(0) ≥ 0, j^{′′} > 0 on (0, ∞) and

j^{′′}(u_0) ∈ L^1(B_1).

Then there exist positive constants c = c(j, m), η = η(j, m) such that for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) such that |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗| and ‖Φ‖_∞ < η we have

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] ≤ −c‖Φ · ν_0‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)},

where L_τ is the Lagrangian defined in Corollary 4.8.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 4.11, see the two substeps below. To simplify the computation of L^{′′}_τ (B_∗), we first remark that this quadratic form depends only on the trace of Φ on ∂B_∗ (this is a well known fact, see for instance [17, proof of Theorem 2.3]). We can therefore replace Φ by Ψ(x) := Φ(π_{∂B∗} (x)) in a neighborhood of ∂B_∗ and extend it smoothly to B_1. It is also well-known (see [15, Theorem 5.9.2]) that as L^′_τ (B_∗) = 0, L^{′′}_τ (B_∗) only depends on g = (Φ · ν_0)_{|∂B∗} , so we can also assume Φ to be normal on ∂B_∗. With these adaptations, we have ~Φ_t = Φ for every t, and we can apply Corollary 4.8, and L^{′′}_τ (B_∗) will reduce to a quadratic form on L^2(∂B_∗) (see also [5] and [6, Lemma 35]).

Substep 1: Rewriting L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)

We will compute L^{′′}_τ (B_∗) in terms of g = (Φ · ν_0)_{∂B∗} , defining a suitable eigenvalue problem that has been introduced in [5] (see in particular [5, Theorem III] and [6, Proposition 34]): from Proposition 4.4 and Proposition 4.5 we can consider u^′_0 := u^′_{B∗} [Φ] and w^′_0 := w^′_{B∗} [Φ] that are the unique solution in H^1_0 (B_1) to the equations

−Δu^′_0 = g dH^{n−1}_{∂B∗} − Δw^′_0 = j^{′′}(u_0)u^′_0.

Using Corollary 4.8 we get

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = � ∂B_∗ ( gw^′_0 − | |∂w^0 ∂ν_0 | |g^2 ) dH^{n−1}. For every g ∈ L^2(∂B_∗) we consider (U_g, W_g) ∈ H^1_0 (B_1; R^2 ) the unique solution to the coupled boundary value problems −ΔU_g = gdH^{n−1}_{∂B∗} − ΔW_g = j^{′′}(u_0)U_g. Denoting tr_{∂B∗} : W^{1,2}(B_1) → L^2(∂B_∗) the trace operator on ∂B_∗, we also define the operator

T : g ∈ L^2(∂B_∗) −→ tr_{∂B∗} (W_g) ∈ L^2(∂B_∗),

which is symmetric, as � ∂B_∗ hWgdH n−1 = � B_1 j

′′(u_0)U_gU_h. Then for h, g ∈ L^2(∂B_∗) we define

l_2(h, g) := � ∂B_∗ h(W_g − |∂_ν w_0|g) dH^{n−1} = � ∂B_∗ hT g dH^{n−1} − |∂_ν w_0|_{∂B∗} � ∂B_∗ hg dH^{n−1} Note that, when g = g_Φ = (Φ · ν_0)_{|∂B∗} , we have U_g = u^′_0 and W_g = w^′_0, and therefore

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = l_2(g, g).

Substep 2: diagonalization of T In the following, when n ≥ 2 (the case n = 1 will be dealt with separately, see below in the proof of Proposition 4.11) and k ∈ N we denote (Y_{k,m})_{1≤m≤M(k)} the real spherical harmonics of degree k (that is to say, a basis of the space of homogeneous, real and harmonic polynomials of degree k), and it is well known that these are eigenfunctions of the opposite of the spherical Laplacian −Δ_Sn−1, with eigenvalue Λ_k = k(k + n − 2) (M(k) being its multiplicity).

In this step we show that T is diagonalizable and that the spherical harmonics are its eigenfunctions:

Proposition 4.12. Let n ≥ 2, and let j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, ∞)) be such that j^′(0) ≥ 0, j^{′′} > 0 and j^{′′}(u_0) ∈ L^1(B_1).

Then for every k ∈ N^∗ , the spherical harmonics of degree k, (Y_{k,m})_{1≤m≤M(k)} are eigenfunctions of T with the same corresponding eigenvalue 1/λ_k. Moreover, the sequence (λ_k)_{k∈N}∗ is non-decreasing in k and we have

λ_1 > ( |∂_{ν0} w_0|_{|∂B∗} )_{−1} , (4.13)

where w_0 = w_{B∗} is the adjoint state of u_0 = u_{B∗} .

Remark 4.13. The previous result is also valid for k = 0, but the computations are slightly different, and we don’t need it as we naturally work in the space { g ∈ L^2(∂B_∗) | | � ∂B_∗ gdH n−1 = 0 } . Proof. • Let k ≥ 1 be fixed. Let us define |x| = r and |x|^{−1}x = θ; in the following computations we will write u_0(r) for u_0(x) with |x| = r. To show that Y_{k,m}(θ) are eigenfunctions for T , we look for a nontrivial function W (x) = φ(r)Y_{k,m}(θ), ψ^1_{j′′(u0)} D^k_r ψ ∂_r(r^{−k}ψ) r = 0 r = r_∗ r = 1 r = 0 r = r_∗ r = 1 r = r_∗ ψ_1 0 r^k_∗ 1 0 0 0 0 ψ_2 +∞ 0 0 (2 − n − 2k)r^{1−n−2k}_∗ ~ψ_1 0 0 ~ψ_1(1) 0 rk_∗ 1 0 ~ψ_2 0 ~ψ_2(1) +∞ r2−n−k_∗ 1 0

Table 1: Evaluation table for ψ_β and ~ψ_β. Empty cells are not needed for the computation.

solving (−Δ)

(_1

j^{′′}(u_0) (−Δ) ) W = λW dH^{n−1}_{∂B∗} in B_1, W = (_1

j^{′′}(u_0) ) ΔW = 0 on ∂B_1,

(4.14)

for some λ ∈ R.

Let us denote by Δ_r and D^k_r the differential operators on functions of one variable, defined as Δ_rφ = r^{1−n}∂_r(r^{n−1}∂_rφ), D^k_r φ = Δ_rφ −

Λ_k r^2 φ = r^{1−n−k}∂_r ( r^{n−1+2k}∂_r ( r^{−k}φ )) , (4.15)

so that Δ(φ(r)Y_{k,m}(θ)) = ( Δ_r + 1 r^2 Δ_Sn−1 ) (φ(r)Y_{k,m}(θ)) = Y_{k,m}(θ)D^k_r φ(r). As a consequence, we look for φ solution of the ODE: D^k_r (_1

j^{′′}(u_0) D k r φ ) (r) = λφδ_{r∗} in (0, 1), φ(1) =

(_1

j^{′′}(u_0) ) D^k_r φ(1) = 0

and such that the behavior of φ at 0 makes W smooth enough near the origin. Using the second formulation of D^k_r in (4.15), we introduce four independent functions

ψ_1(r) = r^k, ψ_2(r) = r^{2−n−k},

and ~ψ_β (r) = r^k

�_r r_∗ s^{−(n−1+2k)} �_s r_∗ j^{′′}(u_0(t)) ψ_β (t)t^{n+k−1} dt ds, β = 1, 2, which respectively solve the equations

D^k_r ψ_β = 0, D^k_r ~ψ_β = j^{′′}(u_0)ψ_β , β = 1, 2. (4.16)

We now define φ in the following way φ(r) = { c^−_1 ψ_1 + c^−_2 ψ_2 + c^−_3 ~ψ_1 + c^−_4 ~ψ_2 r ≤ r_∗, c^+_1 ψ_1 + c^+_2 ψ_2 + c^+_3 ~ψ_1 + c^+_4 ~ψ_2 r > r_∗.

The behavior of φ near 0, r_∗ and 1 will add 7 independent conditions (see Table 1 for the values of ψ_β and its derivatives):

– near 0, we require φ(0) = 0: indeed, if this is not the case, as Y_{k,m} is not constant, then φ(r)Y_{k,m}(θ) cannot be continuous at 0. Similarly, we require D^k_r φ(0) = 0 so that ΔW is continuous at 0.

As D^k_r ψ_1(0) = D^k_r ψ_2(0) = D^k_r ~ψ_1(0) = 0 while D^k_r ψ_2(0) = +∞, the first condition is c^−_4 = 0.

And as ψ_1(0) = ~ψ_1(0) = 0 while ψ_2(0) = +∞, the second condition reads c^−_2 = 0. – near r_∗, we require three continuity conditions, namely for φ, ∂_r(r^{−k}φ) and^{Dkr φ}_{j′′(u0)} : as we have chosen ~ψ_β so that they vanish at r_∗, these respectively lead to the three equations:

c^−_1 = c^+_1

0 = c^−_2 = c^+_2

c^−_3 r^k_∗ = c^+_3 r^k_∗ + c^+_4 r^{2−n−k}_∗

– finally, the two boundary conditions φ(1) =^1_{j′′(u0)} D^k_r φ(1) = 0 write:

c^+_1 + c^+_3 ~ψ_1(1) + c^+_4 ~ψ_2(1) = 0

c^+_3 + c^+_4 = 0

where the summability assumption on j^{′′}(u_0) ensures that ~ψ_1(1) and ~ψ_2(1) are well defined and finite.

We therefore have 7 linear conditions for 8 variables, so there is at least a one dimensional vectorial space of solutions, and we choose φ a nontrivial one. Notice also that the 7 conditions are independent: if c^−_1 = 0, then all the constants c^±_i need to be zero, as by direct computation (t^k < t^{2−n−k} for t ∈ (0, 1)) ~ψ_1(1) − ~ψ_2(1) < 0.

To conclude that W = φ(r)Y_{k,m}(θ) is a solution to (4.14), it remains to observe that φ(r_∗) ≠ 0, so that

λ := [ ∂_r (_{Dkr φ} j^{′′}(u_0) )] (r_∗) φ(r_∗) is well defined, where [v](r_∗) denotes the jump of the function v at r_∗; this is the case as φ(r_∗) = c^−_1 r^k_∗ , and we have just observed that if c^−_1 = 0, then φ ≡ 0. • We now prove the monotonicity of (λ_k)_k:

For k ≥ 1, let φ_k one of the solutions computed in the previous item. We choose the scaling so that λ_kφ_k(r_∗) = 1. (4.17) We make the proof in two steps: first we show that φ_k ≥ 0, and then we study the difference ψ_k := φ_{k+1} − φ_k: Step 1: let Φ_k = 1 j^{′′}(u_0) D^k_r φ_k, where φ_k is one solution computed in the previous item, and so that

Δ_rΦ_k =

Λ_k r^2

Φ_k + δ_{r∗} in (0, 1),

Φ_k(0) =Φ_k(1) = 0,

(4.18) where δ_{r∗} denotes the Dirac mass concentrated in r_∗. We claim that Φ_k ≤ 0. Indeed, let us assume that r̄ is a maximum point for Φ_k. If r̄ = 1 or r̄ = 0, the claim is proved. On the other hand, the Dirac mass in (4.18) implies that

Φ^′_k(r^+_∗ ) − Φ^′_k(r^−_∗ ) = λ_kφ_k(r_∗) > 0,

which ensures that r_∗ cannot be a maximum point. Therefore, we may evaluate the ODE (4.18) in the maximum point r̄ obtaining, after the expansion of Δ_r,

0 ≥ Φ^{′′}_k(r̄) = Δ_rΦ_k(r̄) =

Λ_k r̄^2

Φ_k(r̄),

which proves the claim. Since Φ_k ≤ 0, then Δ_rφ_k ≤

Λ_k r^2 φ_k r ∈ (0, 1), φ_k(0) =φ_k(1) = 0.

With the same argument as above for Φ_k, simplified by the fact that φ_k is of class C^2 in the whole interval (0, 1), we get (by looking at its minimum) that φ_k ≥ 0. Step 2: let ψ_k := φ_{k+1} − φ_k, and let Ψ_k := Φ_{k+1} − Φ_k, and note that both are C^2(0, 1). We claim that Ψ_k ≥ 0. First we notice that, since Φ_k ≤ 0 and Λ_k < Λ_{k+1}, ( Δ_r −

Λ_{k+1} r^2 ) Φ_{k+1} = δ_{r∗} = ( Δ_r −

Λ_k r^2 ) Φ_k ≤ ( Δ_r −

Λ_{k+1} r^2 ) Φ_k,

so that ( Δ_r −

Λ_{k+1} r^2 ) (Ψ_k) ≤ 0. (4.19)

As done for φ_k in Step 1, (4.19) ensures that Ψ_k ≥ 0. Finally, Ψ_k ≥ 0 reads 0 ≤ ( Δ_r −

Λ_{k+1} r^2 ) φ_{k+1} − ( Δ_r −

Λ_k r^2 ) φ_k ≤ ( Δ_r −

Λ_{k+1} r^2 ) (φ_{k+1} − φ_k),

where we have used in the last inequality Λ_kφ_k ≤ Λ_{k+1}φ_k. As before, this implies φ_{k+1} ≤ φ_k, which because of (4.17) leads to λ_k ≤ λ_{k+1}.

• We can now compute the eigenvalue λ_1: we drop the exponent k in the notations as its value will remain 1 in this paragraph. Using equations (4.16) and c^−_2 = c^−_4 = 0, we obtain

λ_1 = [ ∂_r (_{Dr φ1} j^{′′}(u_0(r)) )] (r_∗) φ_1(r_∗) = c^+_3 − c^−_3 +^{1−n}_{rn∗} c^+_4 c^−_1 r_∗ .

Let us recall the previous system when k = 1:

c^−_2 = c^+_2 = c^−_4 = 0

c^−_1 = c^+_1

c^−_3 r_∗ = c^+_3 r_∗ + c^+_4 r^{1−n}_∗

c^+_1 + c^+_3 ~ψ_1(1) + c^+_4 ~ψ_2(1) = 0

c^+_3 + c^+_4 = 0

From the third equation, we compute c^+_3 − c^−_3 in terms of c^+_4 and therefore

λ_1 = − n r^{n+1}_∗ c^+_4 c^−_1 . The second equation joint with the fourth one and the fifth one expresses c^−_1 in terms of c^+_4 , which eventually leads to λ_1 = n r^{n+1}_∗ [ ~ψ_2(1) − ~ψ_1(1)

] . (4.20)

Now observe that by Fubini’s theorem

~ψ_2(1) − ~ψ_1(1) =

�_1 r_∗ s^{−n−1} �_s r_∗ j^{′′}(u_0(t)) (t^{1−n} − t)t^n dt ds

= �_1 r_∗ j^{′′}(u_0(t)) t(1 − t^n)

�_1 t s^{−n−1} ds dt

= 1 n �_1 r_∗ j^{′′}(u_0(t)) t^{1−n}(1 − t^n)^2 dt

(4.21)

This leads to 1 λ_1 = 1 n^2r^{n−1}_∗ �_1 r_∗ j^{′′}(u_0(t)) r^{2n}_∗ (1 − t^n)^2 t^{1−n} dt (4.22)

On the other hand, we compute |∂_ν w_0|_{|∂B∗} : we first notice | | | ∂w_0 ∂ν | | |_{|∂B∗} = 1 P (B_∗) � ∂B_∗ ( − ∂w_0 ∂ν ) dH^{n−1} = 1 P (B_∗) � B_∗ (−Δw_0) dx = 1 P (B_∗) � B_1

(−Δu_0)j^′(u_0) dx ≥ 1 P (B_∗) � B_1 j^{′′}(u_0)|∇u_0|^2 dx, as j^′(u_0) ∈ W^{1,1}(B_1) and j^′ ≥ 0. Then, identifying u_0(x) = u_0(|x|), we observe that ∇u_0(x) = ∂_ru_0(|x|) and that u_0 solves

−∂_r(r^{n−1}∂_ru_0(r)) = r^{n−1}χ_{(0,r∗)}(r) r ∈ (0, 1),

∂_ru_0(0) = 0,

u_0(1) = 0.

Hence, ∂_ru_0(r) = −r^{1−n} �_{r∧r∗} 0 s^{n−1} ds = − (r ∧ r_∗)^n nr^{n−1} , which implies |∂_ν w_0|_{|∂B∗} ≥ 1 n^2r^{n−1}_∗ �_1 0 j^{′′}(u_0(t))(t ∧ r_∗)^{2n} t^{1−n} dt. (4.23)

By comparing the integrands in (4.22) and (4.23), we easily conclude λ_1 > (|∂_ν w_0|_{|∂B∗} )^{−1}.

Conclusion of the proof of Proposition 4.11 Proof of Proposition 4.11. • In the case n = 1, L^2(∂B_∗) is a two dimensional space, B^Φ_∗ is an interval, and because we assume |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗|, we can restrict to Φ being a translation, in which case g(x) = sgn(x)α for some α ∈ (r_∗ − 1, 1 − r_∗). Let us denote by W = W_{sgn}. We notice that the functions W and ∂_ν w_0 are odd, so that the shape derivative computed in Corollary 4.8 reads

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = l_2(g, g) = 2α^2(W (r_∗) − |∂_ν w_0|(r_∗)),

Finally, reproducing the proof of (4.13) in Proposition 4.12 we get that W (r_∗) < |∂_ν w_0|(r_∗), and this gives L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] ≤ −c‖Φ · ν_0‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}.

• Assume now n ≥ 2. Let Φ be as in the proposition. We denote g = Φ · ν_{0|∂B∗} , and recall that L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = l_2(g, g) = � ∂B_∗ gT g − |∂_ν w_0|_{|B∗} � ∂B_∗ g^2.

From the volume constraint, if ‖g‖_∞ ≤ η then 0 = 1 n � ∂B_∗ ((1 + g)^n − 1) dH^{n−1} = α_0 + 1 n n∑ k=2 ( n k ) � ∂B_∗ g^k dH^{n−1} ≥ |α_0| − Cη‖g‖_2,

where α_0 = � ∂B_∗ g. We define ~g = g−α0 and we first study l2(~g, ~g): as (Yk,m)k∈N^∗ ,1≤m≤M(k) is

an orthogonal basis of { h ∈ L^2(∂B_∗) | � ∂B_∗ hdH n−1 = 0 }, we can decompose ~g = ∑ k≥1,m αk,mYk,m and we get from Proposition 4.12: l_2(~g, ~g) = ∑ k≥1,m 1 λ_k α^2_{k,m}‖Y_{k,m}‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)} − |∂_ν w_0|_{|∂B∗} ∑ k≥1,m α^2_{k,m}‖Y_{k,m}‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}

≤ ( 1 λ_1 − |∂_ν w_0|_{|∂B∗} ) ‖~g‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}, so from (4.13) there exists c > 0 such that l_2(~g, ~g) ≤ −c‖~g‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. Now, as l_2 is continuous on L^2(∂B_∗), we get

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = l_2(g, g) = l_2(~g, ~g) + 2l_2(g, α_0) − l_2(α_0, α_0) ≤ −c‖g − α_0‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)} + 2|α_0|‖g‖_L2_{(∂B∗)} + |α_0|^2

and we conclude using ‖g − α_0‖_L2_{(∂B∗)} ≥ ‖g‖_L2_{(∂B∗)} − |α_0| and |α_0| ≤ Cη‖g‖_L2_{(∂B∗)} with η > 0 small enough.

4.3 Step 3: improved continuity of the second order shape derivative We introduce here some useful notations.

Definition 4.14. Let X, Y be two normed vector spaces, and J : X → Y . We write

J(x) = ω^X_Y (x) to indicate that lim ‖x‖_X →0 ‖J(x)‖_Y = 0. In particular, when Y = R we only write ω^X_Y = ω^X . Moreover, when Y = W^{k,p}(B_1; R^n ) and X = W^{j,q}(B_1; R^n ) then we write ω^X_Y = ω^{j,q}_{k,p}. When Y = L^p(B_1) we write ω^X_Y = ω^X_p .

Also, when J : [0, 1] × X → Y depends on the extra parameter t ∈ [0, 1], J(x) = ω^X_Y (x) is meant in a uniform sense in t, namely lim_{‖x‖X →0} sup_t ‖J(t, x)‖_Y = 0.

The main aim of this section is to prove the following.

Proposition 4.15. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), q > n and j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, ∞)) such that lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞. Then L^{′′}(t) = L^{′′}(0) + ω^{2,q}(Φ) ‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}, that is to say, for every ε > 0 there exists η > 0 such that for every t ∈ [0, 1] and for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) orthogonal to ∂B_∗ such that ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ η, then |L^{′′}(t) − L^{′′}(0)| ≤ ε‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}, where L is defined in Corollary 4.8.

As explained in the introduction of the proof of Proposition 4.11, it is not restrictive to assume Φ to be constant in the normal direction to ∂B_∗ (in a neighborhood of ∂B_∗), which allows to apply Corollary 4.8, leading to the following formula: L^{′′}(t) = � ∂B_∗ J^τ_t ( ^w′_tg + g2 ^∇w_t · ^ν_t ) dH^{n−1} + b_t(Φ, Φ), (4.24)

where for every function h we have denoted by ^h = h ∘ (Id +tΦ), J^τ_t = Jac^{∂B∗} (Id +tΦ), g = Φ · ν_0 and b_t(Φ, Φ) = � ∂B_∗ J^τ_t ( ^w_t − w_0)(^ν_t · ν_0)g^2 ^div(ν_0) dH^{n−1}. (4.25)

Notice also that we used ^g = g and ^ν_0 = ν_0. To prove Proposition 4.15 we need some geometric estimates on ^ν_t and I_n + tDΦ, and estimates on ^w_t and ^w^′_t that will be resumed in the following lemmas.

Lemma 4.16 ([10, Lemma 4.3, Lemma 4.7],[20, Lemma 3.7]). Let q > n and Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ). Then (I_n + tDΦ)^{−1} = I_n + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ) det(I_n + tDΦ) = 1 + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ) ^ν_t = ν_0 + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ), J^τ_t = 1 + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ), Lemma 4.17. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) with q > n. We denote u_t := u_BtΦ_∗ , and ^u′_t = u′_t ∘ (Id +tΦ). Then there exist constants C = C(m, n, q) and δ = δ(m, n, q) such that if ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ δ then ‖ ^u^′_t‖_{1,2} ≤ C‖Φ‖_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.26) Moreover, we have ^u′_t = u′_0 + ω^{2,q}_{1,2}(Φ)‖Φ‖_{L2 (∂B∗)}. (4.27)

Proof. Let us recall that, by Proposition 4.4, u^′_t solves the equation � B_1 ∇u^′_t · ∇φ dx = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ φ ~Φ_t · ν_t dH^{n−1} ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1).

In particular, with the change of variables x = (Id +tΦ)(y), we get � B_1 A_t∇ ^u^′_t · ∇φ dy = � ∂B_∗ J^τ_t φ ^g_t dH^{n−1} ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1), (4.28)

where

J^τ_t := Jac^{∂B∗} (Id +tΦ), A_t := det(I_n + tDΦ)(I_n + tDΦ)^{−1}(I_n + tDΦ)^{−T} .

Choosing φ = ^u^′_t, and noticing that by Lemma 4.16 we have that A_t is uniformly elliptic for small ‖Φ‖_{2,q}, then there exists a positive constant C such that ‖∇ ^u^′_t‖^2 ≤ C � ∂B_∗ |^g_t ^u^′_t| dH^{n−1}. Using Poincaré inequality, Young inequality, and the embedding W^{1,2}(B_1) −→ L^2(∂B_∗), we get for every η > 0 ‖ ^u^′_t‖^2_{1,2} ≤ C ( η‖^g_t‖^2 + 1 η ‖ ^u^′_t‖^2_{1,2} ) . Formula (4.26) follows by choosing a suitable η, and by recalling |^g_t| = |Φ · ^ν_t| ≤ |Φ|.

Analogously, subtracting the weak equations (4.34) solved by ^u^′_t and u^′_0, we have � B_1 (A_t∇ ^u^′_t − ∇u^′_0) · ∇φ dy = � ∂B_∗ (J^τ_t ^g_t − g_0)φ dH^{n−1} ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (4.29)

In the rest of the proof, we evaluate (4.29) with the test function φ = ^u^′_t − u^′_0. We estimate the left-hand side of (4.29) by adding and subtracting A_t∇u^′_0 · ∇φ, and using the uniform ellipticity of A_t joint with Lemma 4.16, so that for some constant c > 0 � B_1 (A_t∇ ^u^′_t − ∇u^′_0) · ∇φ dy ≥ c‖∇( ^u^′_t − u^′_0)‖^2 − � B_1

ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ) | |∇u^′_0 · ∇( ^u^′_t − u^′_0) | | dy. Thanks to (4.26), we get � B_1 (A_t∇ ^u^′_t − ∇u^′_0) · ∇φ dy ≥ c‖∇( ^u^′_t − u^′_0)‖^2 − ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_{,∂B∗} . (4.30) On the other hand, we may estimate the right-hand side of (4.29) as before and get � ∂B_∗ (J^τ_t ^g_t − g_0)φ dH^{n−1} = � ∂B_∗ (1 + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ))Φ · ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ)( ^u^′_t − u^′_0) dH^{n−1}

≤ ω^{2,q}(Φ) ( η‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)} + 1 η ‖ ^u^′_t − u^′_0‖^2_{1,2}

) (4.31)

for every η > 0. Joining (4.29), (4.30), (4.31), and the Poincaré inequality, with the right choice of η we get ‖ ^u^′_t − u^′_0‖^2_{1,2} ≤ ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}.

Lemma 4.18. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and j ∈ C^1(R_+ ) ∩ C^2((0, ∞)) such that

lim sup s→0^+ s^αj^{′′}(s) < +∞. Let Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) with q > n, w_t := w_BtΦ_∗ the adjoint state defined in Definition 2.15, and ^w^′_t = w^′_t ∘ (Id +tΦ). Then there exist constants C = C(j, m, n, q) and δ = δ(j, m, n, q) such that if ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ δ then ‖^w^′_t‖_{1,2} ≤ C‖Φ‖_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.32)

Moreover, we have ^w′_t = w′_0 + ω^{2,q}_{1,2}(Φ)‖Φ‖_{L2 (∂B∗)}. (4.33)

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 4.17, we have � B_1 A_t∇^w^′_t · ∇φ dy = � B_1

det(I_n + tDΦ) j^′(^u_t) ^u^′_tφ dy ∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (4.34)

By standard elliptic estimates joint with the continuity of j^′, the equi-boundedness of u_t, and the geometric estimates Lemma 4.16, we get ‖^w^′_t‖_{1,2} ≤ C‖ ^u^′_t‖_2. Therefore, (4.26) in Lemma 4.17 implies (4.32).

Analogously, we now estimate the norm of ^w^′_t − w^′_0 rewriting the equation as � B_1 (A_t∇^w^′_t − ∇w^′_0) · ∇φ dy I_1 = � B_1

(J_t j^′(^u_t) ^u^′_t − j^′(u_0)u^′_0)φ dy

I_2

∀φ ∈ H^1_0 (B_1). (4.35)

As done in the proof of Lemma 4.17, we evaluate (4.35) with the test function φ = ^w^′_t − w^′_0 and get I_1 ≥ c‖∇(^w^′_t − w^′_0)‖^2 − ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.36)

We also notice that by the shape differentiability of ^u_t (see the proof of Proposition 4.4) we have ^u_t = u_0 + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ).

Also, the Hölder continuity of j^′ (see Remark 1.3) ensures that

j^′(^u_t) = j^′(u_0) + ω^{2,q}_∞ (Φ).

Therefore, as in Lemma 4.17,

I_2 ≤ C � B_1 | |(j_′(u_0) + ω_{2,q∞} (Φ)) ^u_{′t} − j_′(u_0)u_{′0}) | | | |^w_{′t} − w_{′0} | | dy

≤ C � B_1 | |j^′(u_0) | | | | ^u^′_t − u^′_0 | | | |^w^′_t − w^′_0 | | dy + ω^{2,q}(Φ) � B_1 | | ^u^′_t | | | |^w^′_t − w^′_0 | | dy

≤ Cω^{2,q}(Φ) ( η‖Φ‖^2_{,∂B∗} + 1 η ‖^w^′_t − w^′_0‖^2_{1,2} ) (4.37)

for every η > 0 and a suitable constant C > 0. Joining (4.35), (4.36), (4.37), and the Poincaré inequality, with the right choice of η we get

‖^w^′_t − w^′_0‖^2_{1,2} ≤ ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_{,∂B∗} ,

which implies (4.33).

Proof of Proposition 4.15. Step 1: we first prove b_t(Φ, Φ) = ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.38) Since ν_0(x) = |x|^{−1}x, then we can rewrite (4.25) as b_t(Φ, Φ) = � ∂B_∗ J^τ_t ( ^w_t − w_0)(^ν_t · ν_0)g^2 n − 1 r_∗ + tg dH^{n−1}. By Lemma 4.16 there exists a constant C > 0 such that if ‖Φ‖_{2,q} is small enough, then |J^τ_t | + |^ν_t · ν_0| + 1 r_∗ + tg ≤ C. Moreover, by shape differentiability of ^w_t proved in Proposition 4.6, we have ^w_t = w_0 + ω^{2,q}_{1,∞}(Φ). (4.39) These estimates yield b_t(Φ, Φ) = ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.40) Step 2: we now prove that L^{′′}(t) − b_t(Φ, Φ) = L^{′′}(0) + ω^{2,q}(Φ)‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}.

By (4.24)

L^{′′}(t) − b_t(Φ, Φ) = � ∂B_∗ J^τ_t ( ^w′_tg + g2 ^∇w_t · ν_0 ) (^ν_t · ν_0) dH^{n−1} = L^{′′}(0) + I_1 + I_2, where I_1 = � ∂B_∗ (J^τ_t ^w^′_t(^ν_t · ν_0) − w^′_0)g dH^{n−1},

I_2 = � ∂B_∗ g^2 ( J^τ_t ( ^∇w_t · ν_0)(^ν_t · ν_0) − (∇w_0 · ν_0) ) dH^{n−1}. To estimate I_1, we use Lemma 4.16, and Lemma 4.18 to get, dropping the dependence on Φ inside the infinitesimal notation (i.e. ω^Y_X = ω^Y_X (Φ)), I_1 = � ∂B_∗ g (( 1 + ω^{2,q}_∞ )( w^′_0 + ω^{2,q}_{2,∂B∗} ‖Φ‖_L2_{(∂B∗)} ) − w^′_0 ) dH^{n−1} = ω^{2,q}‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}, where we used Hölder inequality, ‖g‖_2 = ‖Φ‖_L2_{(∂B∗)}, and (4.32).

Finally, to estimate I_2 we use again (4.39) and we notice that ^∇w_t = (I_n + tDΦ)^{−T} ∇ ^w_t. (4.41) Hence, using (4.41), (4.39), and Lemma 4.16, we get I_2 = � ∂B_∗ g^2 ( (I_n + ω^{2.p}_∞ )(∇w_0 · ν_0 + ω^{2,q}_∞ )(1 + ω^{2,q}_∞ ) − (∇w_0 · ν_0) ) dH^{n−1} = ω^{2,q}‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}.

4.4 Conclusion to the proof of Theorem 3.1 We are now in position to prove Theorem 3.1: let m, q, j as in the statement of the result. Let also Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) orthogonal to ∂B_∗ such that |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗|. We apply Corollary 4.8 providing the Lagrangian L_τ for some τ ∈ R and ∀t ∈ [0, 1], L(t) = L_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ ).

By Proposition 4.11 there exists c_1 > 0 such that L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = L^{′′}(0) ≤ −c_1‖Φ · ν_0‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)} = −c_1‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.42) By Proposition 4.15, we get the existence of η > 0 such that if ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ η, ∀t ∈ [0, 1], L^{′′}(t) ≤ L^{′′}(0) + c_1 2 ‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (4.43) Joining (4.42), (4.43), and the optimality condition L^′(0) = 0, we obtain for some t_0 ∈ (0, 1)

L_τ (B_∗) − L_τ (B^Φ_∗ ) = L(0) − L(1) = −

L^{′′}(t_0) 2 ≥ c_1 4 ‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(B∗)}.

The result now follows by noticing that, since Φ is orthogonal to ∂B_∗, and ‖Φ‖_∞ is arbitrarily small, with g = (Φ · ν_0)_{|∂B∗} ,

|B_∗ΔB^Φ_∗ | = 1 n � ∂B_∗ |(1 + g)^n − 1| dH^{n−1} ≤ C(n)‖g‖_L1_{(∂B∗)} ≤ C(n, m)‖Φ‖_L2_{(∂B∗)}. 5 The case J (E) = ‖u_E‖_∞

To deal with the case p = ∞ in Theorem 1.1, we will follow a similar strategy to that of Theorem 1.2, but there are significant modification to the proofs. In this section we prove Theorem 5.1. Let n ≥ 1 and m ∈ (0, |B_1|). Then there exists a positive constant c = c(m, n) such that for every V ∈ M_m we have ‖u_{B∗} ‖_∞ − ‖u_V ‖_∞ ≥ c‖V − χ_{B∗} ‖^2_1. where B_∗ is the centered ball of volume m.

In this section we denote J (V ) = ‖u_V ‖_∞.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1 from a Fuglede-type result As done for the case 1 < p < +∞, we start by showing that Theorem 5.1 will follow from the following Fuglede-type result:.

Theorem 5.2. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), q > n. Then there exist positive constants c = c(m, n), η = η(m, n) such that for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1, R^n ) orthogonal to ∂B_∗ with ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ η, |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗| = m, , we have J (B_∗) − J (B^Φ_∗ ) ≥ c|B_∗ΔB^Φ_∗ |^2.

We postpone the proof of Theorem 5.2 to the next sections, and we show that Theorem 5.1 holds. For r ∈ (0, 1), let ζ(r) = − 1 2π ln(r) n = 2, 1 n(n − 2)ω_n r^{2−n} n ≠ 2, be the fundamental solution in R^n to the Laplace equation. We identify ζ(x) with ζ(|x|) and we recall the Green’s function for the ball B_1 given by G(x, y) = ζ(y − x) − ζ(|x|(y − x̃)), x̃ = x |x|^2 , and G(0, y) = ζ(y) − ζ(1). Often we will use the notation G_x(y) = G(x, y). Let E ⊂ B_1 and let x_E be a maximum point of u_E . Then J (E) = ‖u_E ‖_∞ = u_E (x_E) = � E G(x_E , y) dy. The function G(x_E , ·) will play the role of the adjoint state w_E in the case 1 < p < +∞, as we will see later.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. • Similarly to Proposition 2.10, we can prove that V ∈ L^∞(B_1) → J (V ) is convex (not strictly) and weakly-∗ continuous in L^∞(B_1). Therefore, there exists a bang-bang maximizer of J both in M_m and in M^δ_m for every δ > 0. Moreover, the maximizer in M_m is the ball and it is unique. Indeed, B^∗ is a maximizer by Talenti’s inequality and the fact that there exists a bang-bang maximizer. About uniqueness, let f ∈ M_m be a maximizer for J and notice that, using the Talenti’s inequality � B_1

G(0, y)f^♯(y) dy = J (f^♯) ≥ J (f) = J (B_∗) = � B_1 G(0, y)χ_{B∗} (y) dy; by the rigidity of the bathtub principle, since J (B_∗) ≥ J (f^♯), the equality implies that f^♯ = χ_{B∗} and then f = χ_E for some measurable set E. Therefore, E = B_∗ because B_∗ is the unique maximizer of J among characteristic functions because of the rigidity of the Talenti’s inequality for the L^∞ norm (see [2, Corollary 1]). Therefore, Proposition 3.2 also holds for J (V ) = ‖u_V ‖_∞, and proving the theorem is equivalent to prove that

lim inf δ→0 inf V ∈M^δ_m J (B_∗) − J (V ) δ^2 > 0. • Let us assume by contradiction that

lim_{δ→0}

J (B_∗) − J (E_δ ) δ^2

= 0,

where E_δ is the maximizer of J in M^δ_m. Since for every measurable set E ⊆ B_1,

J (E) = � E G(x_E , y) dx, x_E ∈ arg max u_E ,

we can reproduce the proof of Theorem 1.2 from subsection 3.2, provided that x_δ = x_{Eδ} is uniquely determined and x_δ converges to 0 = x_{B∗} . Indeed, in that case, since G ∈ C^∞(B_1 × B_1 \ diag(B_1 × B_1)), we have that for every fixed small ε > 0, the functions G_δ converge to G_0 in C^2(B_1 \B_ε). Therefore, we have non-degeneracy of ∇G_δ and the result will follow by retracing the proof of Theorem 1.2: with similar computations as in subsection 3.2, we obtain

– for every δ small there exists a level set ~E_δ of G_δ of measure m; – by the quantitative bathtub principle applied to G_δ,

J ( ~E_δ ) − J (E_δ) ≥ u_{~Eδ} (x_δ ) − u_{Eδ} (x_δ) = � B_1 G(x_δ , ·)(χ_{~Eδ} − χ_{Eδ} ) ≥ c|E_δΔ ~E_δ|^2

– by Proposition A.2 ~E_δ are smooth deformations of B_∗, leading to a contradiction with Theorem 5.2.

• We let u_δ = u_{Eδ} . We now show that x_δ is uniquely defined and it converges to x_{B∗} = 0. Since |∇u_0| = 0 only in the origin, we have that any critical point of u_δ has to be uniformly close to the origin. Thanks to the Schauder’s estimates we have that for every K ⊂⊂ B_1 \∂B_∗ u_δ^{C2(K)} −−−−→ u_0, and since u_0 has a unique maximum, and by explicit computations −D^2u_0(0) is positively definite, we apply the implicit function theorem to the equation ∇u_δ(x_δ) = 0, so that for small δ, the functions u_δ also have a unique maximum x_δ converging to 0.

5.2 Computation of shape derivative

We will now study optimality conditions when the objective functional is E → ‖u_E ‖_∞. A similar study was also performed in the paper [14], where the authors deal with the shape derivative of the L^∞ norm of the torsion function of a set Ω; our analysis goes further as we compute second order derivatives (which requires a computation of the derivative of the maximum point).

We fix q > n. As we saw in the proof of Theorem 5.1, for Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) small, u_Φ has a unique maximum point x_Φ, and we now show that we can differentiate x_Φ with respect to Φ.

Proposition 5.3 (Shape differentiability of x_Φ). The application

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ x_Φ = arg max u_BΦ_∗ ∈ R^n

is of class C^1 in a neighborhood of 0. In particular, if Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) is small enough and we denote by x_t := x_{tΦ}, then we have that for every t ∈ [0, 1],

x^′_t = −D^2u_t(x_t)∇u^′_t(x_t).

Proof. Since u_Φ depends only on the values of Φ on ∂B_∗, without loss of generality we may assume that supp(Φ) ⊂ B_1 \ B_{r∗/2}. Let us recall that x_Φ is uniquely defined as the solution to the equation ∇u_Φ(x_Φ) = 0. (5.1)

As shown in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we know that x_Φ is converging to 0 as Φ goes to 0, and we will assume to have x_Φ ∈ B_{r∗/2}. Since for small Φ we have χ_BΦ_∗ = 1 in B_{r∗/2}, then using the Schauder’s estimate ‖u_Φ − u_0‖_C2_{(Br∗/2)} ≤ C_ε‖u_Φ − u_0‖_∞ we can easily adapt the proof of Proposition 4.4 to show that

Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) ∩ H^1_0 (B_1 \ B_{r∗/2}) −→ u_Φ ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (B_1) ∩ C^2(B_{r∗/2})

is of class C^1. The conclusion follows by the implicit function theorem applied to equation (5.1).

Proposition 5.4 (Representation formula for u^′_t). Let Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ), let u_t := u_{tΦ}. Then for every x ∈ B_1 \ ∂E_t we have u^′_t(x) = � ∂E_t G_x (~Φ_t · ν_t) dH^{n−1}. (5.2)

where ~Φ_t = Φ ∘ (Id +tΦ)^{−1}.

Proof. We recall that by Proposition 4.4, −Δu^′_t = (~Φ_t · ν) dH^{n−1}_{∂B}tΦ_∗ . The result then follows by writing u^′_t with the Green’s representation formula.

In the following we denote by ∇_xG_{xt} (y) = ∇_xG(x_t, y) and ∇_yG_{xt} (y) = ∇_yG(x_t, y). Moreover, we let G^′_t(y) = ∇_xG_{xt} (y) · x^′_t. Proposition 5.5. The application Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) −→ J (B^Φ_∗ ) ∈ R is of class C^2 in a neighborhood of 0. If Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) is small enough and J(t) = J (B^{tΦ}_∗ ), then for t ∈ [0, 1], J^′(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ G_{xt} (~Φ_t · ν_t) dH^{n−1}, (5.3)

where ν_t = ν_EtΦ is the outer unit normal to B^{tΦ}_∗ , and ~Φ_t = Φ ∘ (Id +tΦ)^{−1}. Moreover, letting g_t = ~Φ_t · ν_t, J^{′′}(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ ( g_tG^′_t + g_t∇_yG_{xt} · ~Φ_t ) dH^{n−1}(y) + a_t(Φ, Φ), (5.4) where a_t(Φ, Φ) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ G_{xt} ( g_t div(~Φ_t) − ((D~Φ_t)~Φ_t) · ν_t ) dH^{n−1}. Proof. In the following we denote by E_t = B^{tΦ}_∗ . We first notice that J(t) = u_t(x_t), so that by Proposition 5.4 J^′(t) = u^′_t(x_t) + ∇u_t(x_t) · x^′_t.

Since x_t is the maximum point for u_t, then ∇u_t(x_t) = 0. Using the representation formula for u^′_t, we get J^′(t) = � ∂E_t G_{xt} (~Φ_t · ν_t) dx = − � B_1\E_t div(G_{xt} ~Φ_t) dy. Since G_{xt} is C^∞(B_1 \B_{r∗/2}), we can apply the Hadamard’s formula to conclude the proof.

As done in Section 4.1, the previous results lead to the following one about the Lagrangian. Corollary 5.6. For τ ∈ R and E ⊂ B_1, we define L_τ (E) := J (E) + τ|E|. For m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and E = B_∗ the centered ball of volume m, we set τ = −G_0 | |_{∂B∗} . (5.5) Then Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) → L_τ (B^Φ_∗ ) is of class C^2 near 0, and

(i) L^′_τ (B_∗) ≡ 0

(ii) for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) small enough such that Φ is normal on ∂B_∗ and ~Φ_t = Φ for t ∈ [0, 1], if we denote L(t) = L_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ ) then for every t, L^{′′}(t) = � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ ( G^′_tg + g^2 ∂G_{xt} ∂ν_0 ) (ν_t · ν_0) dH^{n−1}(y) + � ∂B^{tΦ}_∗ (w_t − G_0(r_∗))(ν_t · ν_0)g^2 div(ν_0) dH^{n−1}(y),

(5.6)

where G_0(r_∗) = G_0(y) for any y ∈ ∂B_∗ and g = Φ · ν_0 (recall that we consider an extension of ν_0 through the projection onto ∂B_∗).

5.3 Coercivity in 0 As done for Theorem 3.1, we now prove that the Lagrangian is coercive.

Proposition 5.7. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|), B_∗ the centered ball of volume m. Then there exist positive constants c = c(n, m), η = η(n, m) such that for every Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) such that |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗| and ‖Φ‖_∞ < η we have

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] ≤ −c‖Φ · ν_0‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)},

where L_τ is the Lagrangian defined in Corollary 5.6.

Proof. Let Φ be as in Corollary 5.6 (as explained in subsection 4.2, this is not restrictive), so that

L^{′′}_τ (B_∗)[Φ, Φ] = L^{′′}(0) = � ∂B_∗ ( g ( ∇_xG_0 · x^′_0 ) + g^2 ( ∇_yG_0 · y |y| )) dH^{n−1}(y). (5.7)

By Proposition 5.3 x^′_0 = 1 n � ∂B_∗ ∇_xG(0, z) g(z) dH^{n−1} , where we used again that D^2u_0(0) = −1/n I_n and Proposition 5.4. By the definition of G and its symmetries, we may write

∇_xG(0, y) = ∇_yG(y, 0) = −(ζ^′(r_∗) − ζ^′(1)r_∗) y |y| , ∇_yG(0, y) = ζ^′(r_∗) y |y| . If n = 1, then the constraint |B^Φ_∗ | = |B_∗| gives that g has to be odd. Therefore, direct computations give ∇_xG_0(y) =^{1−r∗}_2 sgn(y), and x^′_0 = (1 − r_∗)g(r_∗), so that (5.7) reads

L^{′′}(0) = − ( 1 − (1 − r_∗)^2 ) g(r_∗)^2,

which concludes the proof. Let us now assume n ≥ 2, and let us decompose g in spherical harmonics g = ∑ k,m α_{k,m}Y_{k,m}, recalling that

Y_{1,j}(z) = √ n P (B_1) z_j |z| , α_{1,j} = 1 ‖Y_{1,j} ‖^2_{L2(∂B∗)} � ∂B_∗ g(z)Y_{1,j} dH^{n−1}. We notice that we have

∇_xG_0 · x^′_0 =

P (B_1) n^2

(ζ^′(r_∗) − ζ^′(1)r_∗)^2 n∑ j=1 α_{1,j} ‖Y_{1,j} ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}Y_{1,j}, ∇_yG_0 · y |y| = ζ^′(r_∗)

Hence, substituting in (5.7), we obtain

L^{′′}(0) = n∑ j=1 α^2_{1,j}‖Y_{1,j} ‖^4_L2_{(∂B∗)}

P (B_1)

n^2 ( ζ^′(r_∗) − r_∗ζ^′(1)

)_2 + +∞∑ k=1

M(k)∑

j=1 α^2_{k,j}‖Y_{k,j}‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}ζ^′(r_∗).

Using ζ^′(r_∗) = −(P (B_∗))^{−1} and P (B_1)‖Y_{1,j} ‖^2_{L2(∂B∗)} = P (B_∗), we rewrite

L^{′′}(0) = n∑ j=1 α^2_{1,j} ‖Y_{1,j} ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}ζ^′(r_∗) ( (1 − r^n_∗ )^2

n^2 − 1 ) + +∞∑ k=2

M(k)∑

j=1 α^2_{k,j}‖Y_{k,j}‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}ζ^′(r_∗)

≤ − 1 P (B_∗) ( 1 − (1 − r^n_∗ )^2 n^2 ) ‖g‖^2, where we used that ‖g‖^2 = ∑ k,j α^2_{k,j}‖Y_{1,j} ‖^2_{L2(∂B∗)}. 5.4 Improved continuity Also in this case, we need to show the following improved continuity result. Proposition 5.8. Let m ∈ (0, |B_1|) and q > n. Then L^{′′}(t) = L^{′′}(0) + ω^{2,q}(Φ) ‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}, where L(t) := L_τ (B^{tΦ}_∗ ), i.e. for every ε > 0 there exists η > 0 such that ∀Φ ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1; R^n ) with ‖Φ‖_{2,q} ≤ η, ∀t ∈ [0, 1], |L^{′′}(t) − L^{′′}(0)| ≤ ε‖Φ‖^2_L2_{(∂B∗)}. Proof. Since the expression of L^{′′}(t) computed in Corollary 5.6 is quite similar to the one computed in Corollary 4.8, we can perform a proof analogous to the one of Proposition 4.15. Thanks to Proposition 5.4 and the smoothness of G(·, y) far from y, we know that Φ → G_{xΦ} ∈ W^{2,q}(B_1 \ B_{r∗/2}) is of class C^1 in a neighborhood of 0, and in particular ^G_{xt} = G_0 + ω^{2,q}_{W 2,q (B1\Br∗/2)}(Φ), where we recall that for every function h we denoted ^h = h ∘ (Id +tΦ). It remains to prove that, letting G^′_t = ∇_xG_{xt} · x^′_t, ^G′_t = G′_0 + ω^{2,q}_{L∞(∂B∗)}‖Φ‖_{L2 (∂B∗)}, ‖G′_0‖_{L∞(∂B∗)} ≤ C‖Φ‖_{L2(∂B∗)}. (5.8) Indeed, we have that G^′_t = ∇_xG_{xt} · D^2u_t(x_t)∇u^′_t(x_t). (5.9) Since G ∈ C^∞(B_1 × B_1 \ diag(B_1 × B_1)) and since we may assume supp Φ ⊂⊂ B_1 \ B_{r∗/2} (as also done in Proposition 5.4) we get ∇_xG(x_t, (Id +tΦ)^{−1}(y)) = ∇_xG(0, y) + ω^{2,q}_{L∞(∂B∗)}(Φ), (5.10) where we also used the continuity of Φ → x_Φ. By the Schauder’s estimates we get D^2u_t(x_t) = D^2u_0(0) + ω^{2,q}(Φ), (5.11) and by the representation formula ∇u^′_t(x) = � ∂B_∗ ∇_xG(x, y)g(ν_0 · ν_t) dH^{n−1} we finally obtain |∇u^′_t(x_t)| ≤ C‖g‖_L2_{(∂B∗)}. (5.12) Joining (5.9), (5.10), (5.11), and (5.12) we obtain (5.8). The proof now follows by the same computations in Proposition 4.15.

Proof of Theorem 5.2. The proof is the same as Section 4.4.

A Appendix

A.1 About the convergence of level sets

In this section, we add some details to [18, After formula (68)] or [19, Formula (Def)] where the authors deduce a strong convergence of level sets from the convergence of functions, as used in Section 3.2. We felt the proofs to be a bit elliptic, and we decided to expand them in this section.

Lemma A.1. Let Ω ⊂ R^n be a connected and bounded open set, (u_k) a sequence of functions in L^∞(Ω) and u ∈ C^0(Ω)∩L^∞(Ω) such that |{ u = essinf_Ω u }| = 0. For t_k, t_∗ ∈ R we assume ∀k ∈ N, |{ u_k > t_k }| = |{ u > t_∗ }| ∈ (0, |Ω|), and u_k^{L∞(Ω)}−−−−→ u. Then t_∗ = lim_k t_k.

Proof. We define m = |{u > t_∗}| = |{u_k > t_k}|. Since functions u_k converge uniformly, they are equi-bounded. In particular, this ensures that the sequence t_k is bounded in R, otherwise we would either get for large k that t_k > sup_j‖u_j ‖_∞, and |{ u_k > t_k }| = 0, or t_k ≤ inf_j essinf u_j and |{ u_k > t_k }| = |Ω|. Therefore, up to passing to a subsequence, we can define t̄ = lim_k t_k, and let ε > 0. By L^∞ convergence we get that for large k { u > t̄ + 2ε } ⊆ { u_k > t̄ + ε } ⊆ { u_k > t_k } , and therefore defining μ(t) = |{u > t}| (this differs from Definition 2.1 as we did not assume u to be non-negative), we get μ(t̄ + 2ε) ≤ m. Analogously { u > t̄ − 2ε } ⊇ { u_k > t̄ − ε } ⊇ { u_k > t_k } , and so μ(t̄ + 2ε) ≤ m ≤ μ(t̄ − 2ε). (A.1)

We now observe that μ is strictly decreasing in (essinf_Ω u, ‖u‖_∞). Indeed, if μ is constant in (t_1, t_2) with essinf u < t_1 < t_2 < ‖u‖_∞, then |{ t_1 < u ≤ t_2 }| = 0. On the other hand, since Ω is connected and u is continuous, u^{−1}((t_1, t_2)) is an open non-empty set, which has positive measure, thus a contradiction. Therefore, as by assumption t_∗ ∈ (essinf u, ‖u‖_∞), (A.1) implies t̄ − 2ε ≤ t_∗ ≤ t̄ + 2ε, and since ε is arbitrary, t̄ = t_∗. The argument does not depend on the choice of the subsequence, and the conclusion follows.

Proposition A.2. Let q > n, let Ω ⊂ R^n be an open bounded connected set, and let u ∈ W^{3,q}(Ω) be a function such that for some positive constant k |∇u|(x) ≥ k, ∀x ∈ u^{−1}(0). Assume in addition that d(u^{−1}(0), ∂Ω) > 0. Let u_j ∈ C^{2,α}(Ω) be a sequence of functions such that u_j^{W 2,q (Ω)} −−−−−→ u. Then for every j large enough u^{−1}_j (0) is a C^{1,s} hypersurface, with s = 1 − n/q, and there exist deformations Φ_j ∈ W^{2,q}(Ω; R^n ) such that

(i) Φ_j are orthogonal to u^{−1}(0); (ii) u^{−1}_j (0) = (Id +Φ_j)(u^{−1}(0)); (iii) lim_j ‖Φ_j‖_{2,q} = 0

Proof. • Step 1: we first notice that for every ε > 0 there exists t_0 such that if |t| ≤ t_0 then u^{−1}(t) ⊆ (u^{−1}(0))^ε, where we use the notation (K)^t = { p ∈ R^n | d(p, K) ≤ t }, for the outer parallel set. Indeed, let us assume by contradiction that there exist ε_0 > 0 and points y_k ∈ u^{−1}(t_k) with lim_k t_k = 0 such that ∀k ∈ N, d(y_k, u^{−1}(0)) > ε_0. As Ω is bounded, up to a subsequence, we may assume that y_k converge to some point ȳ ∈ Ω. The continuity of u gives u(ȳ) = 0, so that ȳ ∈ u^{−1}(0). On the other hand, d(ȳ, u^{−1}(0)) ≥ ε_0, which is a contradiction.

• Step 2: We now want to extend the non-degeneracy property of the gradient of u to the functions u_j on their level sets u^{−1}_j (0). We notice that by uniform convergence and by the previous step, for every ε > 0 there exist t_0 > 0 and j_0 such that ∀j ≥ j_0, u^{−1}_j (0) ⊂ u^{−1}((−t_0, t_0)) ⊂ (u^{−1}(0))^ε. (A.2) On the other hand, ∇u is uniformly continuous in Ω so there exists α_0 > 0 such that ∀(x, z) ∈ Ω s.t. |z − x| ≤ α_0, |∇u(z) − ∇u(x)| ≤ k 4 . In particular, ∀x ∈ (u^{−1}(0))^{α0} , |∇u(x)| ≥ k 2 . Also, ∇u_j uniformly converge to ∇u, so for j large enough |∇u_j (x) − ∇u(x)| ≤ k 8 ∀x ∈ Ω. From the previous estimates, we get |∇u_j |(x) > 0 for every x ∈ u^{−1}_j (0) and j large enough, which implies that the sets u^{−1}_j (0) are C^{1,s} hypersurfaces.

• Step 3: Let us denote Ω_1 = (u^{−1}(0))^{α0} and ∀x ∈ Ω_1, ν(x) = − ∇u |∇u| (x). We show that for every x ∈ Ω_1, the line t ∈ [−α_0, α_0] → x + tν(x) intersects u^{−1}(0). Let x ∈ Ω_1. Up to choosing a smaller α_0, using that u^{−1}(0) is far from ∂Ω, we may assume that (Ω_1)^{α0} ⊂ Ω. By Lagrange theorem applied to the function α → u(x + αν(x)) − u(x) − α∇u(x) · ν(x), there exists z on the segment between x and x + α_0ν(x) such that u(x + α_0ν(x)) = u(x) − α_0|∇u|(x) + α_0(∇u(z) − ∇u(x)) · ν(x) ≤ u(x) − α_0k 4 . Similarly we get u(x − α_0ν(x)) ≥ u(x) + α_0k 4 . • Step 4: Now we construct the diffeomorphisms Φ_j. For every x ∈ Ω_1, let us define F_j (x, t) = u_j(x + tν(x)) − u(x). We show that F_j is strictly monotone in t and that it always admits a zero. First we notice that ∂_tF_j (x, t) = ∇u_j(x + tν(x)) · ν(x). and from Step 2 we deduce ∀t ∈ [−α_0, α_0], ∀j ≥ j_0, ∂_tF_j (x, t) ≤ −k/4. By uniform convergence and the previous step, for j large enough we have F_j (x, α_0) < 0 < F_j (x, −α_0). Therefore, there exists a unique t_j (x) ∈ [−α_0, α_0] such that F_j (x, t_j (x)) = 0, or, equivalently u_j(x + t_j(x)ν(x)) = u(x). (A.3) • Step 5: We claim that Φ_j(x) := t_j(x)ν(x) works (up to multiplying it by a cutoff function). Property (i) follows by noticing that by construction ν is orthogonal to u^{−1}(0). Let us now prove (ii). First (A.3) for x ∈ u^{−1}(0) implies (Id +Φ_j)(u^{−1}(0)) ⊂ u^{−1}_j (0).

For the converse inclusion, let y ∈ u^{−1}_j (0). The point y can be written as y = x + d(y, u^{−1}(0))ν̄(x) with x ∈ u^{−1}(0) and either ν̄ = ν(x) or ν̄ = −ν(x). On the other hand, by (A.2), we have for large j u^{−1}_j (0) ⊂ (u^{−1}(0))^{α0} , so that d(y, u^{−1}(0)) < α_0. As a consequence, d(y, u^{−1}(0)) = |t_j(x)| and we have proved that (Id +Φ_j)(u^{−1}(0)) = u^{−1}_j (0).

Finally, (iii) follows by noticing that (A.2) implies that t_j converges uniformly to 0 and by computing ∇t_j(x) = − ∂_xF_j (x, t_j (x)) ∂_tF_j (x, t_j (x)) = |∇u|(x) ∇u_j (x + Φ_j(x)) − t_j(x)Dν(x)∇u_j (x + Φ_j(x)) − ∇u(x) ∇u_j(x + Φ_j(x)) · ∇u(x) . Since W^{2,q} is an algebra, computing the derivatives of t_j we iteratively get the convergence of higher order derivatives.

References

[1] P. Acampora, J. Lamboley, and I. Mazari-Fouquer. “Investigating optimal and quantitative versions of the Talenti’s inequality”. In: (in preparation) (2025).

[2] A. Alvino, P.L. Lions, and G. Trombetti. “A remark on comparison results via symmetrization”. In: Proceedings of the Royal Society of Edinburgh: Section A Mathematics 102.1–2 (1986), pp. 37–48. doi: 10.1017/S0308210500014475.

[3] V. Amato, R. Barbato, A. L. Masiello, and G. Paoli. “The Talenti comparison result in a quantitative form”. In: Annali Scuola Normale Superiore - Classe Di Scienze 31 (2024). doi: https://doi.org/10.2422/2036-2145.202404_010.

[4] H. Cartan. Calcul différentiel. French. Collection méthodes. Paris: Hermann & Cie. 178 p. (1967). 1967.

[5] A. Chambolle, I. Mazari-Fouquer, and Y. Privat. “Stability of optimal shapes and convergence of thresholding algorithms in linear and spectral optimal control problems”. working paper or preprint. June 2023. url: https://hal.science/hal-04140177.

[6] A. Chambolle, I. Mazari-Fouquer, and Y. Privat. “Stability of optimal shapes and convergence of thresholding algorithms in linear and spectral optimal control problems: Supplementary material”. working paper or preprint. June 2023. url: https://hal. science/hal-04140334.

[7] S. Chanillo, D. Grieser, M. Imai, K. Kurata, and I. Ohnishi. “Symmetry Breaking and Other Phenomena in the Optimization of Eigenvalues for Composite Membranes”. en. In: Communications in Mathematical Physics 214.2 (Nov. 2000), pp. 315–337. issn: 1432-0916. doi: 10.1007/PL00005534. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00005534 (visited on 02/12/2025).

[8] M. Cicalese and G. P. Leonardi. “A Selection Principle for the Sharp Quantitative Isoperimetric Inequality”. In: Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis 206.2 (2012), pp. 617–643. doi: 10.1007/s00205- 012- 0544- 1. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/ s00205-012-0544-1.

[9] K. Daesung. “Quantitative Inequalities for the Expected Lifetime of Brownian Motion”.

In: Michigan Mathematical Journal 70.3 (2021), pp. 615–634. doi: 10.1307/mmj/1593136867. url: https://doi.org/10.1307/mmj/1593136867.

[10] M. Dambrine and J. Lamboley. “Stability in shape optimization with second variation”.

In: J. Differential Equations 267.5 (2019), pp. 3009–3045. issn: 0022-0396,1090-2732. doi: 10.1016/j.jde.2019.03.033. url: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2019.03. 033.

[11] Bent Fuglede. “Stability in the Isoperimetric Problem for Convex or Nearly Spherical Domains in Rn”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 314.2 (1989), pp. 619–638. issn: 00029947, 10886850. url: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2001401 (visited on 10/09/2024).

[12] N. Fusco and Y. R.-Y. Zhang. “A quantitative form of Faber–Krahn inequality”. en.

In: Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations 56.5 (Aug. 2017), p. 138. issn: 1432-0835. doi: 10.1007/s00526-017-1224-7. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/ s00526-017-1224-7 (visited on 02/23/2025).

[13] D. Gilbarg and N. S. Trudinger. Elliptic partial differential equations of second order.

English. Reprint of the 1998 ed. Class. Math. Berlin: Springer, 2001. isbn: 3-540-41160- 7.

[14] A. Henrot, I. Lucardesi, and G. Philippin. “On two functionals involving the maximum of the torsion function”. en. In: ESAIM: Control, Optimisation and Calculus of Variations 24.4 (Oct. 2018). Number: 4 Publisher: EDP Sciences, pp. 1585–1604. issn: 1292- 8119, 1262-3377. doi: 10.1051/cocv/2017069. url: https://www.esaim-cocv.org/ articles/cocv/abs/2018/04/cocv170100/cocv170100.html (visited on 02/12/2025).

[15] A. Henrot and M. Pierre. Shape variation and optimization. A geometrical analysis.

English. Vol. 28. EMS Tracts Math. Zürich: European Mathematical Society (EMS), 2018. isbn: 978-3-03719-178-1; 978-3-03719-678-6. doi: 10.4171/178.

[16] S. Kesavan. Symmetrization & applications. eng. Series in analysis ; v. 3. Hackensack, N.J: World Scientific, 2006. isbn: 981256733X.

[17] J. Lamboley, A. Novruzi, and M. Pierre. “Estimates of first and second order shape derivatives in nonsmooth multidimensional domains and applications”. In: J. Funct. Anal. 270.7 (2016), pp. 2616–2652. issn: 0022-1236,1096-0783. doi: 10.1016/j.jfa.2016.02.013. url: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2016.02.013.

[18] I. Mazari. “Quantitative inequality for the eigenvalue of a Schrödinger operator in the ball”. In: Journal of Differential Equations 269.11 (2020), pp. 10181–10238. issn: 0022- 0396. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2020.06.057.

[19] I. Mazari and D. Ruiz-Balet. “Quantitative Stability for Eigenvalues of Schrödinger Operator, Quantitative Bathtub Principle, and Application to the Turnpike Property for a Bilinear Optimal Control Problem”. In: SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis 54.3 (2022), pp. 3848–3883. doi: 10.1137/21M1393121.

[20] R. Prunier. “Fuglede-Type Arguments for Isoperimetric Problems and Applications to Stability Among Convex Shapes”. In: SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis 56.2 (2024), pp. 1560–1603. doi: 10.1137/23M1567412. url: https://doi.org/10.1137/ 23M1567412.

[21] G. Talenti. “Elliptic equations and rearrangements”. English. In: Ann. Sc. Norm. Super.

Pisa, Cl. Sci., IV. Ser. 3 (1976), pp. 697–718. issn: 0391-173X.

[22] G. Talenti. “Inequalities in rearrangement invariant function spaces”. English. In: Nonlinear analysis, function spaces and applications. Vol. 5. Proceedings of the spring school held in Prague, May 23-28, 1994. Prague: Prometheus Publishing House, 1994, pp. 177– 230. isbn: 80-85849-69-0.