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Stability analysis of an overdetermined fourth order

boundary value problem via an integral identity

Yuya Okamoto Michiaki Onodera

Abstract

We consider an overdetermined fourth order boundary value problem

in which the boundary value of the Laplacian of the solution is prescribed,

in addition to the homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition. It is known

that, in the case where the prescribed boundary value is a constant, this

overdetermined problem has a solution if and only if the domain under

consideration is a ball. In this paper, we study the shape of a domain

admitting a solution to the overdetermined problem when the prescribed

boundary value is slightly perturbed from a constant. We derive an integral

identity for the fourth order Dirichlet problem and a nonlinear weighted

trace inequality, and the combination of them results in a quantitative

stability estimate which measures the deviation of a domain from a ball in

terms of the perturbation of the boundary value.

1 Introduction

We consider the fourth order Dirichlet problem

(1.1)







∆2u = 1 in Ω,

u =
∂u

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω

with the additional overdetermined boundary condition

(1.2) ∆u = f on ∂Ω,

where Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 2) is a bounded domain, ν is the unit outer normal vector to

∂Ω and f is a prescribed positive function defined in R
n. Equation (1.1) models

the bending of a horizontally clamped plate being pushed upward and properties
of the solution u are extensively studied in Gazzola, Grunau and Sweers [12]. Our
interest lies in the shape of Ω for which a unique solution u to (1.1) additionally
satisfies (1.2).

The corresponding second order overdetermined problem is

(1.3)

{

−∆ψ = 1 in Ω,

ψ = 0 on ∂Ω
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with the additional boundary condition

(1.4) −
∂ψ

∂ν
= |∇ψ| = f on ∂Ω.

A celebrated result of Serrin [26] states that, in the case where f is a constant,
(1.3) together with (1.4) has a solution ψ if and only if Ω is a ball. In the poof
he introduced the so-called method of moving planes, based on Alexandrov’s
reflection principle and an extension of Hopf’s lemma applicable to boundary
points at corners, and proved the symmetry result for more general second order
overdetermined problems. Weinberger [27] provided a simple alternative proof
based on the observation that, for a solution ψ to (1.3), the nonnegative function
called the Cachy-Schwarz deficit

δ(ψ) := |D2ψ|2 −
(∆ψ)2

n
=

n
∑

i,j=1

(∂ijψ)
2 −

1

n

(

n
∑

k=1

∂kkψ

)2

vanishes everywhere if and only if ψ is a quadratic polynomial of the form

(1.5) Q(x) =
R2 − |x− z|2

2n
(R > 0, z ∈ R

n),

which is an explicit solution to (1.3) and (1.4) when Ω is a ball and f is a constant.
This fact suggests that δ(ψ) measures the deviation of ψ from Q, or that of Ω from
a ball. This observation was further extended by Magnanini and Poggesi [17–19],
and they showed that the integral identity
(1.6)
∫

Ω

ψ

{

∣

∣D2ψ
∣

∣

2
−

(∆ψ)2

n

}

dx =
1

2

∫

∂Ω

(

c2 − |∇ψ|2
)

{

∂ψ

∂ν
+

(x− z) · ν

n

}

dS

holds for any solution ψ to (1.3), z ∈ Ω and c ∈ R. This identity directly implies
the radial symmetry of Ω when (1.4) is satisfied for a constant f = c, since the
right hand side of the identity then becomes 0 and thus δ(ψ) = 0. Moreover, by
estimating the both sides of the identity by elaborate inequalities for harmonic
functions, in particular for ψ −Q, they obtained the stability estimate

(1.7) ρ2 − ρ1 ≤ C ‖|∇ψ| − c‖τnL2(∂Ω)

for the shape of an unknown domain Ω in terms of the radii 0 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 <∞ of
the largest ball contained in Ω and the smallest ball containing Ω with common
center z ∈ R

n, i.e., Bρ1(z) ⊂ Ω ⊂ Bρ2(z), where τ2 = 1, τ3 is arbitrarily close to
1, and τn = 2/(n − 1) for n ≥ 4. This shows quantitatively how Ω is close to a
ball in the Hausdorff distance when the additional condition (1.4) is satisfied for
f close to a constant in the L2-norm.

These types of stability estimates for the second order problem (1.3) and
(1.4) had been obtained also by means of a quantitative version of the method
of moving planes, initiated by Aftalion, Busca and Reichel [1], and developed
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by Ciraolo, Magnanini and Vespri [6] for some 0 < τn < 1 with the L2-norm
replaced by the Lipschitz seminorm. In fact, these results also hold for semilinear
equations −∆u = f(u) with u > 0. On the other hand, Brandolini, Nitsch,
Salani and Trombetti [5] made use of an integral quantity related to Newton’s
inequality involving elementary symmetric functions of the eigenvalues of D2ψ,
and proved the same stability result for some 0 < τn < 1 with the L∞-norm in
the right hand side. Moreover, this argument was used to yield an estimate of the
volume of the symmetric difference of Ω and a union of balls by the L1-norm of
|∇ψ|− c. Developing their idea, Feldman [10] proved the linear stability estimate
(i.e., τn = 1) for the volume |Ω△B| of the symmetric difference of Ω and a ball B
by the L2-norm of |∇ψ|− c. Recently, Gilsbach and Onodera [13] installed a new
implicit function theorem and applied it to establish a linear optimal stability
estimate with Hölder norms in both sides of the inequality.

For higher order overdetermined problems, the radial symmetry of Ω for con-
stant boundary values were studied by Bennett [4], Payne and Schaefer [22, 23],
Dalmasso [8], Philippin and Ragoub [21], Barkatou [3] and Colasuonno and Vec-
chi [7]. In particular, for the fourth order overdetermined problem (1.1) and
(1.2) with f = c, Bennett [4] proved the radial symmetry of Ω by extending
Weinberger’s argument and deriving δ(v) = 0, where v := −∆u is a solution to

{

−∆v = 1 in Ω,

v = −f on ∂Ω.

Note that, when Ω is a ball, the overdetermined problem (1.1) with (1.2) has a
radially symmetric solution u given by a quartic polynomial (see (3.2)), and v
is a quadratic polynomial of the form (1.5). Thus δ(v) is expected to measure
the deviation of Ω from a ball. It is our attempt to derive an integral identity,
analogous to (1.6), involving δ(v) and the deviation ∆u − c of the additional
boundary value in (1.2) from a constant. The following integral identity is one of
the key ingredients of our stability analysis.

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be a bounded domain having C1-boundary ∂Ω and

u ∈ C4(Ω) a solution to (1.1), and set v := −∆u. Then,
(1.8)

∫

Ω

u

{

|D2v|2 −
(∆v)2

n

}

dx =
1

4

∫

∂Ω

{

c2 − (∆u)2
}

{

∂v

∂ν
+

(x− z) · ν

n

}

dS

holds for any z ∈ Ω and c ∈ R.

An immediate consequence of this identity is the radial symmetry of Ω when
(1.1) and (1.2) with f = c have a solution u, if additionally Ω is assumed to
be ε0-close to the unit ball B in the C4+α-sense (0 < α < 1), i.e., there is a
diffeomorphism Φ ∈ C4+α(B,Ω) with ‖Φ − Id‖C4+α(B) < ε0 for some particular
constant ε0 = ε0(n) > 0 depending only on the dimension n. This additional
requirement is due to the fact that the positivity preserving property, i.e., ∆2u ≥ 0
implying u ≥ 0 in Ω, for the fourth order Dirichlet problem (1.1) is no longer true
for general bounded domains Ω including even mildly eccentric ellipses in R

2.
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Stability estimates as (1.7) for higher order overdetermined problems have not
been studied in the literature. This is particularly due to the failure of maximum
principles for higher order equations. Recently we learned that Gilsbach and
Stollenwerk [14] obtained a stability estimate with Hölder norms by the implicit
function theorem introduced in [13]. Our main result in this paper is the following
quantitative stability estimate of the deviation of Ω from B in the Hausdorff
distance by the Lp-norm of a perturbation of f from a constant in (1.2), under
the ε0-closeness of Ω to B in the C4+α-sense, where

σp :=















(n+ 2)p

n(n + 2p− 1)
(1 ≤ p < 3/2),

3

2n
(3/2 ≤ p ≤ ∞).

Theorem 1.2. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and 0 ≤ σ < σp, there are ε0 > 0 and C > 0 such
that, if Ω is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense and u ∈ C4+α(Ω) is a solution to
(1.1), then there are z ∈ Ω and 0 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 <∞ such that Bρ1(z) ⊂ Ω ⊂ Bρ2(z)
and

(1.9) ρ2 − ρ1 ≤ C
(

‖∆u− c‖σLp(∂Ω) + ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

.

In the case where n ≥ 3 and p = 1, we can choose σ = σ1, i.e.,

ρ2 − ρ1 ≤ C

(

‖∆u− c‖
n+2

n(n+1)

L1(∂Ω) + ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

.

Remark 1.3. The ε0-closeness is used essentially only for the positivity pre-
serving property for the fourth order Dirichlet problem (1.1) (see Proposition
3.3). Although this assumption will be used in several other arguments such as
the uniform Schauder estimates (Lemmas 3.2 and 3.4) and weighted inequalities
in Section 4, these estimates hold for more general domains (see e.g. the proof
of [19, Lemma 2.7]) under some mild geometric conditions.

The integral-identity strategy used in this paper has also been performed in
several related problems. For recent advances, see Dipierro, Poggesi and Valdinoci
[9], Fogagnolo and Pinamonti [11], and Scheuer [25]. In fact, Magnanini and
Poggesi [17] initiated this approach first for the stability analysis of Alexandrov’s
soap bubble theorem, which has a link with the second order problem (1.3) and
(1.4) via integral identities. It would be very interesting to find such a relation
between a forth order problem and its counterpart in differential geometry.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we prove the integral identity
(1.8) for the fourth order Dirichlet problem (1.1) by virtue of a higher order
analogue of Pohozaev’s identity known as the Pucci-Serrin identity. The proof
of Theorem 1.2 is based on estimating both sides of (1.8) by several weighted
inequalities for the harmonic function h = v − Q and its gradients. For this
strategy, in Section 3, we prove several uniform estimates including a pointwise
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estimate showing that u behaves like the square of the distance d∂Ω from ∂Ω near
∂Ω. In Section 4, we derive a new nonlinear weighted trace inequality of the form

‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C
∥

∥d∂ΩD
2h
∥

∥

2β

L2(Ω)

for some 0 < 2β < 1 specified explicitly in Lemma 4.3. This together with several
known inequalities deduces the stability estimate (1.9).

2 Integral identity for the Dirichlet problem

The following lemma is a special case of the Pucci-Serrin variational identity [24]
for the biharmonic operator.

Lemma 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ R
n be a bounded domain having C1-boundary ∂Ω and

suppose that u ∈ C4(Ω) is a solution to (1.1). Then, for any z ∈ Ω,

(n+ 4)

∫

Ω

u dx =

∫

∂Ω

(∆u)2(x− z) · ν dS.

Proof. For the reader’s convenience, we give a proof for this special case. Let us
set w := (x− z) · ∇u and observe that u = |∇u| = w = 0 on ∂Ω and

∆2w = ∆ {(x− z) · ∇∆u+ 2∆u} = (x− z) · ∇∆2u+ 4∆2u = 4 in Ω,

∂w

∂ν
= t(x− z) ·D2u · ν = ((x− z) · ν)

∂2u

∂ν2
= ((x− z) · ν)∆u on ∂Ω.

Hence, by Green’s identity

∫

Ω

(

u∆2w −∆2uw
)

dx =

∫

∂Ω

(

u
∂∆w

∂ν
−
∂u

∂ν
∆w +∆u

∂w

∂ν
−
∂∆u

∂ν
w

)

dS,

we obtain
∫

Ω

{4u− (x− z) · ∇u} dx =

∫

∂Ω

(∆u)2(x− z) · ν dS,

where the left hand side is equal to (n+4)
∫

Ω
u dx by the divergence theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let us introduce the auxiliary function

q :=
v2

4
−
n + 2

2n
u,

which satisfies

∆q = −
v

2
+

|∇v|2

2
+
n+ 2

2n
v =

|∇v|2

2
+
v

n
,

∆2q = |D2v|2 −
1

n
= |D2v|2 −

(∆v)2

n
.
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Applying Green’s identity and using the boundary conditions, we have

∫

Ω

u∆2q dx =

∫

Ω

∆2uq dx+

∫

∂Ω

(

∆u
∂q

∂ν
−
∂∆u

∂ν
q

)

dS

=

∫

Ω

(

v2

4
−
n+ 2

2n
u

)

dx+

∫

∂Ω

(

−
1

2
v2
∂v

∂ν
+

1

4
v2
∂v

∂ν

)

dS

= −
n + 4

4n

∫

Ω

u dx−
1

4

∫

∂Ω

v2
∂v

∂ν
dS,

where the last equality follows from
∫

Ω

v2 dx = −

∫

Ω

v∆u dx =

∫

Ω

u dx.

Hence, by Lemma 2.1,
∫

Ω

u∆2q dx = −
1

4n

∫

∂Ω

(∆u)2(x− z) · ν dS −
1

4

∫

∂Ω

(∆u)2
∂v

∂ν
dS

= −
1

4

∫

∂Ω

(∆u)2
{

∂v

∂ν
+

(x− z) · ν

n

}

dS.

Finally, the divergence theorem yields

∫

∂Ω

{

∂v

∂ν
+

(x− z) · ν

n

}

dS =

∫

Ω

(∆v + 1) dx = 0,

and the proof is completed.

3 Uniform pointwise estimate

This section concerns the uniform estimates for solutions u to the Dirichlet prob-
lem (1.1) for any domains Ω which are ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense. In par-
ticular, the closeness of Ω to B is used to obtain the boundary behavior

u(x) ≥ η (d∂Ω(x))
2 (x ∈ Ω)

of solutions u to (1.1), where d∂Ω(x) denotes the distance from x to ∂Ω and
η > 0 is a small constant. The constant ε0 > 0 is chosen such that the following
positivity preserving property holds.

Lemma 3.1 (Grunau and Robert [15]). There is a small constant ε0 > 0 such
that, for any Ω that is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense, any u ∈ C4+α(Ω) satisfying







∆2u ≥ 0 in Ω,

u =
∂u

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω

must be nonnegative everywhere in Ω.
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The proof is based on the blow-up analysis and the dependency of ε0 on n
and α is not explicitly computable. Choosing ε0 > 0 smaller if necessary, we also
have the uniform Schauder estimates as follows.

Lemma 3.2. There are constants ε0 > 0 and C > 0 such that solutions u, ψ
respectively to (1.1) and (1.3) satisfy

‖u‖C4+α(Ω) + ‖ψ‖C4+α(Ω) ≤ C

for any domain Ω that is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense.

Proof. Let us denote by ∆2
Ω ∈ L(C4+α

D (Ω), Cα(Ω)) the biharmonic operator ∆2

acting on functions defined on Ω, where

C4+α
D (Ω) :=

{

v ∈ C4+α(Ω)

∣

∣

∣

∣

v =
∂v

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω

}

.

By the Schauder theory (see Agmon, Douglis and Nirenberg [2]), we know the
existence of the inverse (∆2

Ω)
−1 ∈ L(Cα(Ω), C4+α

D (Ω)). Hence we need to show
that the operator norms of (∆2

Ω)
−1 are estimated uniformly in Ω.

Recall that, by definition, there is a diffeomorphism Φ ∈ C4+α(B,Ω) with
‖Φ− Id‖C4+α(B) < ε0. Denoting by Φ∗ and Φ∗ respectively the push-forward and
pull-back operators defined by

Φ∗v(x) := v(Φ−1(x)), Φ∗u(ξ) := u(Φ(ξ)) (x ∈ Ω, ξ ∈ B),

we readily check that

‖Φ∗∆2
ΩΦ∗ −∆2

B
‖
L(C4+α

D
(B),Cα(B)) <

(

2‖(∆2
B
)−1‖

L(Cα(B),C4+α
D

(B))

)−1

holds for small ε0 > 0. Hence,

(3.1)

Φ∗
(

∆2
Ω

)−1
Φ∗ = (Φ∗∆2

ΩΦ∗)
−1

=
[

I −
(

∆2
B

)−1 (
∆2

B
− Φ∗∆2

ΩΦ∗

)

]−1
(

∆2
B

)−1

=
∞
∑

k=0

[

(

∆2
B

)−1 (
∆2

B
− Φ∗∆2

ΩΦ∗

)

]k
(

∆2
B

)−1

converges in L(Cα(B), C4+α
D (B)) and

∥

∥

∥

(

∆2
Ω

)−1
∥

∥

∥

L(Cα(Ω),C4+α
D

(Ω))
≤ ‖Φ∗‖L(C4+α

D
(B),C4+α

D
(Ω))‖Φ

∗‖
L(Cα(Ω),Cα(B))

× 2
∥

∥

∥

(

∆2
B

)−1
∥

∥

∥

L(Cα(B),C4+α
D

(B))
,

where the right hand side is bounded from above by a constant C > 0 independent
of Ω. This yields

‖u‖C4+α(Ω) = ‖(∆2
Ω)

−1[1]‖C4+α(Ω) ≤ C.

The estimate for ψ follows in a similar manner.
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Proposition 3.3. Let ε0 > 0 be a constant such that Lemmas 3.1, 3.2 hold. Then
there is a uniform constant η > 0 such that

u(x) ≥ η (d∂Ω(x))
2 (x ∈ Ω)

holds for a unique solution u to (1.1) in any domain Ω that is ε0-close to B in
the C4+α-sense.

Proof. Let ψ ∈ C4+α(Ω) be a solution to (1.3) and set

w := u− cΩψ
2, cΩ :=

[

2

(

1 + 2max
Ω

∣

∣D2ψ
∣

∣

2
)]−1

≥ c0 > 0,

where the existence of the lower bound c0 independent of Ω follows from Lemma
3.2. Then w satisfies w = ∂νw = 0 on ∂Ω and

∆2w = ∆
{

∆u+ 2cΩ
(

ψ − |∇ψ|2
)}

= 1− 2cΩ

(

1 + 2
∣

∣D2ψ
∣

∣

2
)

≥ 0 in Ω.

By Lemma 3.1, we have w ≥ 0, i.e.,

u ≥ cΩψ
2 ≥ c0µ

2
0 (d∂Ω(x))

2 in Ω,

where ψ ≥ µ0d∂Ω(x) for a small uniform constant µ0 > 0 follows from (a proof
of) Hopf’s lemma with the uniform interior sphere condition of Ω.

A glimpse of the proof of Lemma 3.2 also yields the following perturbation
result, which will be used in the next section. Note that

(3.2) u0 =
(|x|2 − 1)2

8n(n+ 2)
(x ∈ R

n)

is a unique solution to (1.1) for Ω = B and −∆u0 is a quadratic polynomial of
the form (1.5).

Lemma 3.4. For any small constant c > 0, there is ε0 > 0 such that

‖u− u0‖C4+α(Ω) < c

for any domain Ω that is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense, where u ∈ C4+α(Ω) is
a solution to (1.1). In particular, v := −∆u attains its maximum at an interior
point z ∈ Ω with |z| < 1/2.

Proof. In view of (3.1), we see that

‖Φ∗u− u0‖C4+α(B) = ‖Φ∗(∆2
Ω)

−1Φ∗[1]− (∆2
B
)−1[1]‖C4+α(B)

can be arbitrarily small by choosing a sufficiently small ε0 > 0. We also have
‖Φ∗u0 − u0‖C4+α(Ω) < c/2 for small ε0 > 0.
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4 Weighted inequalities for harmonic functions

In order to derive the stability estimate (1.9), we shall take the approach by
Magnanini and Poggesi [19] with our integral identity (1.8). Let us first observe
that, by using the harmonic function

(4.1) h := v −Q = −∆u−
R2 − |x− z|2

2n
,

the integral identity (1.8) can be written as

(4.2)

∫

Ω

u|D2h|2 dx =
1

4

∫

∂Ω

{

c2 − (∆u)2
} ∂h

∂ν
dS,

and ρ2 − ρ1 can be related to the oscillation of h on ∂Ω by

(4.3)

ρ2
2 − ρ1

2 = max
x∈∂Ω

|x− z|2 − min
x∈∂Ω

|x− z|2

≤ 2n
(

max
∂Ω

h−min
∂Ω

h
)

+ 4n‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω).

By Lemma 3.4, we may assume that z ∈ Ω with |z| < 1/2 is a maximum point
of v in Ω and thus

∇h(z) = ∇v(z)−∇Q(z) = 0,

and moreover ‖∇h‖L∞(Ω) + ‖D2h‖L∞(Ω) is sufficiently small.
In view of Proposition 3.3, we can relate the oscillation of h to the left hand

side of (4.2) by the chain of inequalities

(4.4)
max
∂Ω

h−min
∂Ω

h ≤ C1‖h− hΩ‖
2∗/(n+2∗)

L2∗(Ω)

≤ C2‖∇h‖
2∗/(n+2∗)

L2(Ω) ≤ C3‖d∂ΩD
2h‖

2∗/(n+2∗)

L2(Ω) ,

where hΩ := |Ω|−1
∫

Ω
h dx is the mean value of h over Ω, 2∗ := 2n/(n − 2) for

n ≥ 3 and 2∗ is arbitrarily large number for n = 2. The first inequality is
due to Magnanini and Poggesi [19], and the second one is the Poincaré-Sobolev
inequality, and the third one was essentially proved by Hurri-Syrjänen [16]. We
emphasize that the only nonlinear inequality is the first one and this reflects in
the nonlinear nature of the stability estimate (1.9).

Lemma 4.1 (Hurri-Syrjänen [16], Magnanini and Poggesi [19]). There are ε0 > 0
and C > 0 such that, if Ω is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense, then the harmonic
function h defined by (4.1) satisfies

max
∂Ω

h−min
∂Ω

h ≤ C‖h− hΩ‖
2∗/(n+2∗)

L2∗(Ω)
,

∫

Ω

|∇h|2 dx ≤ C

∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx.

Proof. See [19, Corollary 2.3] for the proof of the second inequality. In [19, Lemma
2.6], the first inequality was proved when ‖∇h‖L∞(Ω) is uniformly bounded and
‖h − hΩ‖L2∗(Ω) is sufficiently small. This assumption is fulfilled by Lemmas 3.2
and 3.4.
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Remark 4.2. The inequalities in Lemma 4.1 are valid in more general forms
(see [20, Theorem 2.3] and [19, Lemma 2.1]). In particular, the former inequality
is still valid without assuming the smallness of ‖h−hΩ‖L2∗(Ω), and thus the use of
Lammas 3.2 and 3.4 is not necessary. As for the latter inequality, it was proved
that

(
∫

Ω

|v − vΩ|
r dx

)1/r

≤ C

(
∫

Ω

(d∂Ω(x)
α|∇v|)p dx

)1/p

holds for any (even non-harmonic) v if 1 ≤ p ≤ r ≤ np{n − p(1 − α)}−1 < ∞
and 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. A simple scaling argument shows that, at least for α = 1, the
range of the exponents, i.e., 1 ≤ p = r < ∞, is optimal. Moreover, α cannot
exceed 1, as we can see by inserting the inverse power of a distance-like function
v ∼ d∂Ω

−1. This will be an obstacle in extending our results to polyharmonic
operators (−∆)m with m ≥ 3.

Since ‖∂νh‖L∞(∂Ω), ‖∆u + c‖L∞(∂Ω) and ρ2 + ρ1 are uniformly bounded with
respect to Ω by Lemma 3.2, the combination of (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4) immediately
results in the weaker stability estimate

ρ2 − ρ1 ≤ C
(

‖∆u− c‖
1/n

L1(∂Ω) + ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

.

We shall improve this estimate by carefully treat ∂νh in the right hand side of
(4.2). In fact, for the second order problem (1.3) and (1.4), Feldman [10] derived
the linear weighted trace inequality

∫

∂Ω

|∇h|2 dS ≤ C

∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)|D
2h|2 dx,

which combined with (1.6) yields

‖∇h‖L2(∂Ω) ≤ C‖|∇ψ| − c‖L2(∂Ω),

and this estimate was used to obtain the stability estimate (1.7) (see Magnanini
and Poggesi [19]). However, for (4.2), we need to have such a trace inequality
with quadratic weight d∂Ω

2 and this type of linear estimate cannot hold in general
even if the norm of the left hand side is weakened, say, to the L1-norm, as one
can check by inserting harmonic polynomials of higher degree to h.

Our improvement of the stability estimate relies on the following nonlinear
weighted trace inequality for small harmonic functions, inspired by Lemma 4.1,
where

βp :=



























1

3
(1 ≤ p ≤ 3),

n+ p− 1

(n+ 2)p
(3 < p <∞),

1

n+ 2
(p = ∞).
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Lemma 4.3. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and 0 ≤ β < βp, there are ε0 > 0 and C > 0
such that, if Ω is ε0-close to B in the C4+α-sense, then the harmonic function h
defined by (4.1) satisfies

(4.5)

(
∫

∂Ω

|∇h|p dS

)1/p

≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]β

.

Moreover, for p = ∞, the above estimate holds with β = β∞ = 1/(n+ 2).

Proof. We denote by C > 0 a generic constant independent of Ω that may change.
For each fixed x ∈ ∂Ω, set ν = ν(x) and take a unit vector e ∈ R

n such that
|∇h(x)| = e · ∇h(x). By the mean value property of the harmonic function
y 7→ e · ∇h(y) followed by Hölder’s inequality,

|∇h(x)| =
1

ωnsn

∫

Bs(x−sν)

e · ∇h(y) dy +

∫ s

0

e ·D2h(x− tν)ν dt

≤
‖∇h‖L2(Ω)

ω
1/2
n sn/2

+

[
∫ s

0

t2|D2h|2 dt

]
θ
2
[
∫ s

0

t−
2θ
2−θ |D2h|

2(1−θ)
2−θ dt

]
2−θ
2

≤
‖∇h‖L2(Ω)

ω
1/2
n sn/2

+

[
∫ s

0

t2|D2h|2 dt

]
θ
2

‖D2h‖1−θ
L∞(Ω)

(

2− θ

2− 3θ

)
2−θ
2

s
2−3θ

2

holds for any small s > 0, 0 ≤ θ < 2/3, ωn := |B| and D2h := D2h(x− tν). Since
‖D2h‖L∞(Ω) is uniformly bounded by Lemma 3.2, integrating over ∂Ω, we have

(4.6)

∫

∂Ω

|∇h| dS ≤ C

(

‖∇h‖L2(Ω)

sn/2
+

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]
θ
2

s
2−3θ

2

)

.

In order to optimize the inequality, we choose

s = s∗ :=

(

n‖∇h‖L2(Ω)

(2− 3θ)
[∫

Ω
d∂Ω(x)2|D2h|2 dx

]θ/2

)
2

n+2−3θ

,

which together with Lemma 4.1 results in the desired L1-estimate

∫

∂Ω

|∇h| dS ≤ C‖∇h‖
2−3θ

n+2−3θ

L2(Ω)

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]
nθ

2(n+2−3θ)

≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]
nθ+2−3θ
2(n+2−3θ)

,

where the exponent approaches 1/3 as θ → 2/3. Note that s∗ > 0 is indeed
admissible, since Lemma 4.1 yields

s∗ ≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]
1−θ

n+2−3θ

,
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and the right hand side can be arbitrarily small for fixed 0 ≤ θ < 2/3 if ε0 > 0 is
chosen small enough by Lemma 3.4.

For general 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, we observe that the estimate (4.6) with the left hand
side replaced by ‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) holds with the additional requirement θ ≤ 2/p. Thus
(4.5) holds for 1 ≤ p ≤ 3. For 3 < p ≤ ∞, we choose θ = 2/p to obtain

‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]
n+p−3

np+2p−6

,

where the exponent is understood to be 1/(n + 2) for p = ∞. We can improve
the estimate more when 3 < p < ∞ by interpolating the special case of this
inequality for p = ∞ and (4.5) for p = 3 and β < 1/3 as

‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ ‖∇h‖
1− 3

p

L∞(∂Ω) ‖∇h‖
3
p

L3(∂Ω)

≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2|D2h|2 dx

]

p−3+3(n+2)β
(n+2)p

,

where the exponent approaches (n+ p− 1)/(n+ 2)p as β → 1/3.

We now combine all the ingredients to prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let C > 0 denote a generic constant independent of Ω.
By Proposition 3.3, the integral identity (4.2) and Lemma 4.3,

‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C

[
∫

Ω

d∂Ω(x)
2
∣

∣D2h
∣

∣

2
dx

]β

≤ C

[
∫

∂Ω

|∆u− c|

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂h

∂ν

∣

∣

∣

∣

dS

]β

≤ C ‖∆u− c‖β
Lp′ (∂Ω)

‖∇h‖βLp(∂Ω) ,

where 1 ≤ p, p′ ≤ ∞ are chosen to satisfy (1/p) + (1/p′) = 1. Hence,

‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C ‖∆u− c‖
β

1−β

Lp′ (∂Ω)
.

Combining the above estimate with (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4), we obtain

ρ2 − ρ1 ≤ C

(

[
∫

∂Ω

|∆u− c|

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂h

∂ν

∣

∣

∣

∣

dS

]
2∗

2(n+2∗)

+ ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

≤ C

(

[

‖∆u− c‖Lp′ (∂Ω) ‖∇h‖Lp(∂Ω)

]
1
n

+ ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

≤ C

(

‖∆u− c‖
1

n(1−β)

Lp′ (∂Ω)
+ ‖∆u− c‖L∞(∂Ω)

)

for n ≥ 3. If n = 2, the same estimate follows with the exponent 1/n replaced
by any positive number smaller than 1/2. By exchanging the roles of p and p′,
we conclude the proof.
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