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A COMPARISON BETWEEN NEUMANN AND STEKLOV
EIGENVALUES

ANTOINE HENROT, MARCO MICHETTI

ABSTRACT. This paper is devoted to a comparison between the normalized first (non-
trivial) Neumann eigenvalue |Q|u1(€2) for a Lipschitz open set € in the plane, and the
normalized first (non-trivial) Steklov eigenvalue P(2)o1(2). More precisely, we study
the ratio F'(2) := |Q|u1(2)/P(Q2)o1(2). We prove that this ratio can take arbitrarily
small or large values if we do not put any restriction on the class of sets 2. Then
we restrict ourselves to the class of plane convex domains for which we get explicit
bounds. We also study the case of thin convex domains for which we give more precise
bounds. The paper finishes with the plot of the corresponding Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

(#,9) = (12/p1(2), P(Q)o1(92))-
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1. INTRODUCTION

Let ©Q C R? be an open Lipschitz set, the Steklov problem on € consists in solving the

eigenvalue problem
Av =0 Q
Oyv = ov 09,

where v stands for the outward normal at the boundary. As the trace operator H'(Q2) —
L?(09) is compact (when  is Lipschitz), the spectrum of the Steklov problem is discrete
and the eigenvalues (counted with their multiplicities) go to infinity

0= O’o(Q) < 0'1(9) < O'Q(Q) < ..o = +o0.
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2 A COMPARISON BETWEEN NEUMANN AND STEKLOV EIGENVALUES

We recall the classical variational characterization of the Steklov eigenvalues

Vu|?d
(1) o0r(2) =sup inf M,
By 0£veE) fBQv ds

where the infimum is taken over all k—dimensional subspaces of the Sobolev space H!(£2)

which are L?—orthogonal to constants on 0€.
The Neumann eigenvalue problem on €) consists in solving the eigenvalue problem

—Au = pu Q
o,u=0 of.

As the Sobolev embedding H'(Q) — L?(f2) is also compact here, the spectrum of the
Neumann problem is discrete and the eigenvalues (counted with their multiplicities) go to
infinity

0= 1o(Q) < p1(2) < p2(Q2) < -+ = 400,

We also have a variational characterization of the Neumann eigenvalues

) fQ |Vu|?dx
2 Q) = f
2) Hr(E) S;;l,f) Oyélq?eEk fQ w2dx

where the infimum is taken over all k—dimensional subspaces of the Sobolev space H' ()
which are L?—orthogonal to constants on .

Recently several papers study the link between theses two families of eigenvalues, let us
mention for example [14], [15], [17], [27]. A natural question is to compare the first (non-
trivial) eigenvalues suitably normalized, that is to say to compare |Q|u1(Q2) and P(Q)o1(Q2)
where  C R? is an open Lipschitz set in the plane, || is its Lebesgue measure, P() is its
perimeter. More precisely, in this paper we study the following spectral shape functional:

_m(O)Q

We want to find bounds for F'(€2) (if possible optimal) in the two following cases: the set
Q C R? is just bounded and Lipschitz or the set  C R? is bounded and convex.

We now present the main results and the structure of the paper. In Section [2] we will
show that, if we do not put any restriction on the class of sets, the problem of maximization
and minimization of F(Q2) is ill posed, indeed we have

inf{F(Q) : Q ¢ R? bounded open set and Lipschitz} = 0,

sup{F(Q) : Q C R? bounded open set and Lipschitz} = +o0.

Thus we will study the problem of minimizing or maximizing F'(€2) in the class of convex
plane domains. It is well known that minimizing (or maximizing) sequences of plane
convex domains

e cither converge (in the Hausdorff sense) to an open convex set and we will see that,
in this case, this set will be the minimizer or maximizer,

e or shrink to a segment which leads us to consider such particular sequences of
convex domains.
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Therefore, in Section |3| we will study the behaviour of the functional F(2) where €2 is
a special class of domains, called thin domains (see @) The main theorem of this section
gives the precise asymptotic behaviour of the functional F'(€)

Theorem 1.1. Let Q. C R? be a sequence of thin domains that converges to a segment in
the Hausdorff sense. Then there exists a non negative and concave function h € L*°(0,1)
such that the following asymptotic behaviour holds:

1
F(Q) — F(h) = m(h)aflo(:)(a?)d@

Where pi(h) is the first non zero eigenvalue of
— & (h(2) % (2)) = pr(W)h(@)un(x) @ € (0,1)
h(0)%4(0) = h(1) %2 (1) =0,
and o1(h) is the first non zero eigenvalue of
— i (h(@) G2 (2)) = ox(h)or(z) @€ (0,1)

h(0)%%(0) = h(1)%x(1) = 0.

In order to obtain this result in Lemma [3.2] and in Lemma [3.5 we prove general as-
ymptotic behaviours for Neumann and Steklov eigenvalues on collapsing domains. Similar
results for the Neumann eigenvalues, but in a different geometrical context, where proved
in [6] and [24]. We want to highlight the fact that the limit eigenvalues problems in Lemma
and in Lemma [3.5| are non-standard: since the function h can vanish at the boundary,
they are non-uniformly elliptic. We are not aware of similar asymptotic behaviour in the
literature.

In the rest of Section [3] we are interested in studying in which way a sequence of thin
domains €2, must collapse in order to obtain the lowest possible value of the limit F'(Q).
From Theorem this problem is equivalent to study the minimization problem for the
one-dimensional spectral functional F'(h) in the class of L>°(0, 1), concave and non negative
functions. In particular in Theorem we will show that there exists a minimizer and
also that the function h =1 is a local minimizer.

Section 4] is devoted to the study of upper and lower bounds for the functionals F'(h)
and F(Q2). We start by showing the following bounds for the functional F(h)

Theorem 1.2. For every non negative and concave function h € L*°(0,1) the following

inequalities hold
™ < F(h) <4
— < <
12 = (h) =
Then we will prove the following bounds for the functional F'(2)

Theorem 1.3. There exists an explicit constant C1 such that, for every conver open set
Q C R?, the following inequalities hold

2

£1gﬂmgqg%4

Qo
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The explicit constant C7 will be described in Section
In the last Section we are interested in plotting the Blaschke—Santal6 diagrams

£ = {(z,y) where z = 01(Q)P(Q), vy = 111 (Q)|Q], Q c R?}

EY = {(x,y) where z = o1 (Q)P(Q), y = 11(V)|Q], Q C R%, Q convex.}
This kind of diagrams for spectral quantities has been recently studied by different authors,
let us mention for example [1], [7], [34], [13], [28]. In this section, we show that the diagram
£ is, in some sense, trivial while the diagram ¢ is more complicated delimited by two
unknown curves. We present some numerical experiments and give some conjectures for
this diagram.

2. EXISTENCE OR NON-EXISTENCE OF EXTREMAL DOMAINS

We show that, in general, the problem of minimization and maximization of the func-
tional F'(§2) is ill posed, in the sense that one can construct sequences of domains for which
F () converge to 0 and sequences of domains for which F'(€2¢) converge to +oc.

Proposition 2.1. The following equalities hold
inf{F(Q) : Q C R? open and Lipschitz} = 0,
sup{F(Q) : Q C R? open and Lipschitz} = +oo.

In order to prove that the infimum is 0 we construct a sequence of domains €2, for which
01(Q)P(2e) — ¢ > 0 and p1(Q2)|Q| — 0. We use similar ideas in order to construct
another sequence ¢ for which o (Q¢)P(£2) — 0 and p;1(Q)|2| — ¢ > 0, proving in this
way that the supremum is +oo.

We construct the desired sequences {2, by perturbing a given set {2 by adding oscillations
on the boundary (see [10] for the details of the construction). Given two compact sets
01,90 € R? we denote by dy(Q4,s) the Hausdorff distance between the two sets (see
[20]), the key result is the following

Theorem 2.2 (Bucur-Nahon [I0]). Let Q,w C R? be two smooth, conformal open sets.
Then there exists a sequence of smooth open sets (2 )eso with uniformly bounded perimeter
and satisfying a uniform e-cone condition (see [20]) such that

(4)  limdy(09Q,00) =0, lim P(Q)or () = P(w)ok(w), Hm |Qe|pr(2e) = |2 per(£2).
e—0 e—0 e—0

Proof of Proposition|[2.1. Let § > 0, let © be a simply connected domain for which
11 ()2 < 6 (for example a dumbbell shape domain with the channel very thin see
[22]). Let w be a disc, we know that oy (w)P(w) = 2. Using Theorem [2.2] we can perturb
the domain €2 in such a way that

lim P(Q)o1(Qe) = 2m, lim [Q|p1(Qe) < 260
e—0 e—0
Thus we can conclude that, for e small enough

26
F(Q) <
2r —1
since § was arbitrary small we conclude that:

inf{F(2) : © C R? open and Lipschitz} = 0.
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For the other case, we choose  as the unit disc, then 1 (Q)|Q| = 753, (j], is the first zero
of the derivative of the Bessel function J;). Let w be a set for which o (w)P(w) < ¢ (for
example a dumbbell shape domain with the channel very thin see [9]), using arguments
similar at the ones above we conclude that

)

Ty — 1

=~ < F(Q
25 =T,

since d was arbitrary small we conclude that:

sup{F () : Q C R? open and Lipschitz} = +oo.

O

We mention that there exists another way to construct a sequence of domains such that
F(Q¢) — 0, this method is based on an homogenization technique, the key result is the
following (see Theorem 1.14 in [I5]):

Theorem 2.3 (Girouard-Karpukhin-Lagacé [15]). There exists a sequence of domains
Q. C R? such that for every k € N the following holds
r(Q)P(Qe) — 87k
1 (€26) |2 — 0
From now on we will restrict ourselves to the class of convex domains. As recalled in

the Introduction, a minimizing (or a maximizing) sequence of plane convex domains
has the following behaviour:

i either the minimizing (maximizing) sequence €2, converges to a segment (for the Haus-
dorff metric).
ii or the minimizing (maximizing) sequence ) converges to a convex open set )

In the second case (ii), we deduce that there exists a minimizer (maximizer) for the
functional F'(€) in the class of convex domains. Indeed, the four quantities area, perimeter,
p1 and o; are continuous for Hausdorff convergence of plane convex domains (see [20] for
the first three and [3] or [8] for Steklov eigenvalues).

3. CONVEX CASE: THIN DOMAINS

We start by defining the following space of functions
1
(5) L:={h € L>*(0,1) : h non negative, concave and / h=1}.
0

Given two functions h~ € £ and ht € L, we define the class of thin domains (), in the
following way (see Remark :

(6) Qc={(z,y) ER*|0< <1, —eh (z) <y < eht(x)}.
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eh™(z)

—eh™(x)
FIGURE 1. Description of the thin domain €,

We notice that the functional F'(€2) is scale invariant so without loss of generality we
can consider domains that have diameter D(€2) — 1 when ¢ — 0.
In the next lemma we give a compactness result for the space of functions £

Lemma 3.1. Let h, € L be a sequence of functions, then there exists a function h € L
such that, up to a subsequence that we still denote by h,,, we have

hn —h in L*(0,1)
hyn, — h  uniformly on every compact subset of (0,1).

Proof. From the concavity of the functions h,, and from the fact that |[hn|[z10,1) = 1, we
conclude that ||hy||pe(0,1) < 2. Let us assume first that the functions h,, are smooth, say
C* inside (0,1). We fix a parameter 0 < § < 1 and we consider the interval I5 = [5, 1 — d].
The functions h,, being uniformly bounded in I5, from the concavity and the uniform
bound we conclude

hn(z)
0
We can now apply Ascoli-Arzela Theorem and we conclude that there exists a function

h € C([0,1]) such that, for every 0 < § < 1, up to a subsequence that we still denote by
hy

(33) < < Ve ls.

SN )

hn, — h uniformly in Iy.

From the convergence above and from the fact that h,, is concave for every n we infer that
h is also concave in I5. So for every interval of the type I5 we found the limit function h.

Now we need to analyze what happens on the two extremities of the interval [0, 1]. We
consider the bounded sequence h,(0), up to a subsequence, this sequence has a limit, we
extend the function h that we found above to be equal at that limit in = 0, so h(0) =
limy, 00 7y, (0). We use the same argument for the point x = 1. Now it is straightforward
to check (by passing to the limit in the concavity inequality for h,) that h is a concave
function on the interval [0, 1] and that

hn —h in  L*(0,1).

We finally argue by density to extend the previous result to a general sequence h,. g
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3.1. Asymptotic behaviour of eigenvalues. In this section we present some general
results concerning the asymptotic behaviour of o and pi in a wide class of collapsing
domains. We then apply this results in the particular case of thin domains in order to
obtain the asymptotics given in Theorem

We start with the analysis of the Steklov eigenvalues:

Lemma 3.2. Let h* € L*(0,1) and h~ € L*>(0,1) be two non negative functions, we
define the following collapsing domains:

Qe={(z,y) eR* |0 < <1, —eh™(z) <y < eh™(a)}.

Let h = h* + h™, if there exist K > 0 and p < 2 such that h(z) > K(z(1 — x))P a. e. in
(0,1), then

or(Qe) = Ukéh)e +o(e) as e€—0,
where oy (h) is the k—th non trivial eigenvalue of

—%(h(x)%(a:)) =o(h)v(z) z € (0,1)

h(0)22(0) = h(1)%(1) = 0.

(7)

Remark 3.3. In the previous Lemma the problem @ 1s understood in the weak sense.
The function h is allowed to vanish at the extremities of the interval, therefore the operator
—%(h(x)%) 18 not uniformly elliptic and the existence of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions
does not follow in a classical way. For this reason in the first part of the proof we will
prove the existence of the eigenvalues, under the assumption that we made on the function

h.

Proof of Lemmal[3.3 Let f € L*(0,1), the inverse of the operator —- (h(z)2) with the
boundary conditions h(0)v'(0) = h(1)v'(1) = 0 is given by the following integral represen-
tation (see [33]):

1 min(z,y) t 1 1 ¢
® v = [geniwdyvithgey) = [ as [ i
0 0 h(t) max(z,y) h(t)
From the assumption on the function h it follows that g(x,y) € L?([0,1] x [0,1]). We
conclude that the integral operator defined in is an Hilbert-Schmidt integral operator
and so problem posses a sequence of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions. In particular the
eigenvalue oy (h) admits the following variational characterization:
1/ 12
v')*hdz
9) ox(h) = inf sup M
Ex 0vel;, [, vide
where the infimum is taken over all k—dimensional subspaces of H'(0,1) which are L?—
orthogonal to constants.
Let fi be the eigenfunction of the problem associated to the eigenvalue oy (h), we
define the function Fy(x1,x2) = fr(x1) for every (z1,z2) € Q.. We define the mean value
of the function Fj, on 0€):

1 1 1 / _
P(Q€)/BQE Fyds = P(Qe)/o fe(V/14 (eht)2 + /1 + (eh~")?)dx;.

MFy =
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From it is straightforward to check that fol fr =0, so we have the following limit
(10) lim M F . = 0.
e—0 ’

We introduce the following subspace Ey = Span[F; — MFL67 iy Fy — M Fy, ], we can use
this as a test subspace in the variational characterization (1)), we obtain

Jo. Iv|?dz ek B2 fo f)2hday

0k(e) < max ———— = max T .
<) = Joo v¥ds ~ e Jo (K0 Bilfi = ME, ) (1 + (eh*)?)2 + (1+ (eh™)2)7)day

From and the above inequality we can conclude that for € small enough
2 2
(11) 0u(0) < %max o By DR o)
perk 3L, B2 fo fz?dxl 2

where the last equality is true because fi is the eigenfunction corresponding to oy (h)

On the other hand, let us denote by ; the convex domain corresponding to ¢ = 1.
Let v be a Steklov eigenfunction associated to oj(€2), normalized in such a way that
[vk,ellL2(00.) = 1. We define the following function

Uk,e(21,22) = Vp (@1, €x2) VY (21,22) € 1.

We start with the bound of Hv5k75|‘L2(Ql

OUk ¢\ 2 Ju ( ¢)
,egd </ ke ke / . dy — <
J v < [ () e S (Fke) ooy = 7 < 0

where we did the change of coordinates y; = x1, yo = exo and the last mequality is
true because of (LI). We want now to bound [Tk ||2(q,). By the Poincaré-Friedrichs

inequality or the variational characterization of Robin eigenvalues (we denote by A(€2, 3)
the first Robin eigenvalue of the domain €2 with the boundary parameter (), we get

(12) /QE vked:r )\R le [/ Vg, | dw—i—/Qe v,%’eds] )

Using Bossel’s inequality, see [5], we infer A¥(Qc, 1) > h(2.) —1 where h(2,) is the Cheeger
constant of €2.. Now by monotonicity of the Cheeger constant with respect to inclusion,
we have h(Q¢) > h(R.) where R, is a rectangle of length 1 and width 4e. Now the Cheeger
constant of such a rectangle can be computed explicitly, see [23] and it turns out that, for
any €, h(R¢) > 2/e. Therefore, using and the normalization | 20, v,%, .ds =1 we finally
get

/ v2’6d$ <e(Ce+1) < 2e.

Now, coming back to vy, we have

1
/ Eieda: = / U,%’edac <2
o3 € JQ.

therefore we conclude that there exists V), € H(£21) such that (up to a sub-sequence that
we still denote by vy, ()

(13) Tpe = Vi in HY(Q), and strongly in L?.



A COMPARISON BETWEEN NEUMANN AND STEKLOV EIGENVALUES 9

We also know that V', does not depend on x», indeed

oY ov
/ (Phe)2g, — e/ (8e)20, < 0 s 0.
N 833‘2 Qe 8332
We define the function Vj, as the restriction of V, to the variable z;. We want to prove
that fol Vidr1 = 0 and Vi is not a constant function. By definition of vy . and vy the
following equality holds

1 1
0= / ’Ukﬁds = / Ek’e(azl, h+(.%'1>)\/ 1+ (€h+/)2dl'1+/ kae(acl, h*(xl))\/ 1+ (Eh_l)le'l.
0 0 0
Now, v, . converges strongly in L? to Vi, while y/1 + (eh')2 converges weakly in L? to 1,
thus passing to the limit yields

1
(14) / deﬂUl =0.
0

Now from the fact that |[vg e||r2(90.) = 1, using similar arguments we conclude that:

1
/ Vi2dz, =2,
0

from this equality and we conclude that Vi cannot be a constant function.

Using the convergence given in , the variational characterization and the relations
that we have just obtained, we conclude that for ¢ small enough we have the following
lower bound
(15)

i1 B Jo, [VvicPde
0% (£2¢) = max - . >
BeRE 370 B7 fam U?,eds
The last inequality is true because of the variational characterization @D for o (h). From
(11) and we finally conclude that

_ or(h)

D Dy
5?@%}’3 k  n2 L2
>ic1 B fo Viday

e+o(e) as €—0,
O

We now specify the result above in the case of thin domains and we give also some
continuity results for o (h).

Lemma 3.4. Let Q. be a sequence of thin domains then Lemma[3.9 holds. Moreover let
hy, € L and h € L be such that h, — h in L*(0,1), then, we have

ok (hn) = ok (h)

Proof. From the concavity and positivity of h € L it follows that there exists a constant
K > 0 such that

(16) h(z) > Kx(1—x) fora.e. 0<z<1.

In particular the hypothesis of Lemma [3.2] are satisfied.
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Let h, € £ and h € L be such that h,, — h in L?(0,1), we define

1 ‘ min(z,y) t 1 1—¢
vp(x) = /0 gn(z,y) f(y)dy with g, (z,y) :/0 0] dt+/ o) 0
n max(z,y) ''n

The aim is to prove that v, — v in L?(0, 1), this, by classical results (see [18]), will imply
the convergence of the spectrum. We know that up to a subsequence h,, — h a. e. in
[0, 1], now using the lower bound we obtain an upper bound g, (z,y) < C, for every
n € N and for every (z,y) € [0,1] x [0,1]. We can apply the dominated convergence on the
sequence g (z,y) and we conclude that g, (z,y) — g(x,y) for every (z,y) € [0,1] x [0, 1].
Similarly we can conclude also that v,(z) — v(x) for every z € [0,1]. Combining this
convergence with the uniform bound on g,(z,y) we can use the dominated convergence
to conclude that

1
/0 (v (z) — v(z))?dz — 0.

We now study the asymptotic behaviour for the Neumann eigenvalues:

Lemma 3.5. Let ht € L>(0,1) and h= € L*(0,1) be two non negative functions, we
define the following collapsing domains:

Qe={(z,y) eR*| 0< 2 <1, —eh™ (z) <y <ehT(2)}.

Let h = h* + h™, if there exist K > 0 and p < 2 such that h(z) > K(z(1 — z))? a. e. in
(0,1), then:
k() = pi(h) +0(1) as €—0,

Where py(h) is the k—th non trivial eigenvalue of
— & (M2)4()) = p(Wh(z)u(x) =€ (0,1)
h(0)24(0) = h(1)2(1) =0,

Proof. Let f € L?(0,1), the inverse of the operator —ﬁ%(h(x)d—g) with the boundary
conditions h(0)u'(0) = h(1)u'(1) = 0 is given by the integral representation:

(17)

@ = [ owphmio = [ L [ 2t
u(x) = glz,y)h(y) f(y)dy with g(z,y :/ dt—l—/ ———dt.

0 0 h’(t> max(z,y) h(t)
We can adapt the proof of Lemma at this integral operator and we conclude that
the problem posses a sequence of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions. In particular the
eigenvalue ug(h) admit the following variational characterization:

2hd
1s) () =it sup A0 (AL
Ej, 0£vEE) fOU hdxq

where the infimum is taken over all k—dimensional subspaces of H'(0, 1) which are L2—orthogonal
to the function h.
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Let gx be the eigenfunction associated to the eigenvalue py(h), we define the function
Gr(x1,x2) = gr(x1) for every (z1,x2) € Q.. We define the mean value of the function Gy

1 I
MG = — dz = — hdz: .

From it is straightforward to check that fol grhdz; = 0, so we have
(19) MGy = 0.

We introduce the following subspace Ej = Span|[G1,...,Gg|, we can use this as a test
subspace in the variational characterization , we obtain

k2 2 k 1
i ﬁ VG;|“dx Y 2 u' V2 hdzx
(20) () < max Zl_;lg + Jo, VG = max zl_kl 5y (1 ) 1
BeRE 30 BF er Gidx BER 3T 67 fy uihda
where the last equality is true by the variational characterization for the eigenvalue

g (h).-
Let ug be a Neumann eigenfunction associated to py(£2¢), normalized in such a way
that [|ug.c||r2(q.) = 1, we define the following function

= pk(h).

1
ﬂk,e(ﬂﬁl,%z) = €2uk,e($1,€$2) V(x1,22) € Q1.

We start with the bound of [V |[12(q,),

_ 8uk 2 1 8uk 2
2 < s€ ,€ < 2 <
/Q1 |V, | “dx < 6/91 ( o ) —1—32( O ) dz < /Q Vg e|“dy < pg(h)

where we did the change of coordinates y; = x1, y2 = €exs, using the same change of
variable we obtain ||Ue||r2(q,) = 1.

We conclude that there exists Uy € H'(;) such that (up to a sub-sequence that we
still denote by Ty, ()

(21) Uge — Ugp in HYQy) and strongly in L2,

We also know that U}, does not depend on x9, indeed

/ (Wky2g, < liminf/ (8uk’€)2dx:hminf62/ (Pihe)2ge —
of) e

X9 (N €T 83:2

We define the function U, that is the restriction of Uj to the variable ;. We want to
prove that fol Urhdz1 = 0 and Uy, is not a constant function. By definition of uy . and uy .
the following equality holds

1
/ ﬂk’€d$ = Uk e = 0 Ve
(951 €2 JQ.
From the convergence results (21) we know that, up to a subsequence, %y . converge a. e.
to U}, so passing to the limit as € goes to zero in the above equality we conclude that

1
(22) / Uphdzy = 0.
0
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Now from the fact that [[uy e[|72(90,) = 1, using similar arguments we conclude that:

1
/ Uhdr; = 1,
0

from this equality and the fact that fol h =1 we conclude that U cannot be a constant
function.

Using the convergence given in and the relations that we have just obtained, we
conclude that for e small enough we have the following lower bound
(23)

k 2 2 k 2 rlrn2
ik (2e) = max Zz:}cﬁl Jo [Vticl"d > max ZZ? B Jo EUZ) s +0(1) = p(h) + o(1).
pERF Y 67 fQE uzz,eds BERE 31 B7 o Uphdzxy

The last inequality is true because because of the variational characterization for
pr(h). From and we finally conclude that

pi(S2e) = pi(h) +o(1) as €—0,
]

As we did for the Steklov eigenvalues, we now specify the result above in the case of
thin domains and we give also some continuity results for py(h).

Lemma 3.6. Let Q. be a sequence of thin domains then Lemma 3.5 holds. Moreover let
h, € L and h € L be such that hy, — h in L*(0,1), then we have

Nk(hn) — Mk(h)

Proof. Let f € L?(0,1), the inverse of the operator —ﬁ%(h(w)%) with the boundary

conditions h(0)u/(0) = h(1)u'(1) = 0 is given by the integral representation:

0= [ ooy it g = [ s [ Loty
u(x) = g(z,y)h(y)f(y)dy wit g:n,y:/ t+/ ——dt.

0 0 h(t) max(z,y) h(t)
The proof is a straightforward adaptation of the proof of Lemma [3.4] at this integral
operator. I

Remark 3.7. We can consider the most general class of collapsing thin domains given
by the following parametrization:

Qe={(z,y) eR*|0< <1, —g (e)h™ () <y < gT(e)ht(z)}.

Where ht € L>(0,1) and h~ € L*(0,1) are two non negative functions that satisfy the
conditions in Lemma and Lemma and g~ (€), g*(€) are positive functions that go
to zero when € goes to zero. We define the following limit

lim 9()

e—0 g+(€)

=K < o0,
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(if the limit above is +oo we consider the inverse and in what follows we replace g™ (e)
with g~ (€)). In this case the asymptotics of the eigenvalues ok (Qe) and ug () become:

ov(620) ~ PO ) ot (@) as e 0

wi(Qe) ~ pp(h™ + Kh™) +0o(1) as €—0.

The proof of this asymptotics use the same arguments of the proofs of Lemma [3.9 and
Lemma . We prefer to give the statements and the proofs for gt (e) = g (e) = € in
order to simplify the exposition and also because this kind of generality is not needed to
study the asymptotic behaviour of F(§)).

3.2. Study of the asymptotic behaviour of F().). The proof of Theorem imme-
diately follows from the above results

Proof of Theorem[1.1, Without loss of generality we can rescale the sequence (2. in such
a way that D(€Q) = 1. we consider the sequence F'(£)), from Lemma |3.2) and Lemma
we obtain the desired result by sending € to zero. O

Let h € £, by Theorem [I.T], the functional
1
pa(h) fo h(z)dx
o1(h)
describes the behaviour of the functional F'(€2), when . is a sequence of thin domains
that converges to a segment in the Hausdorff sense. We want to study the problem of

finding in which way a sequence of thin domains 2. must collapse in order to obtain the
lowest possible value of the limit F'(€2). For this reason we prove the following theorem:

F(h) =

Theorem 3.8. The minimization problem (resp. the mazximization problem)
(24) inf{F(h) : he L}, (resp. sup{F(h):heL})
has a solution, moreover the constant function h =1 is a local minimizer.

Proof. The existence of the minimizer or the maximizer follows directly from the compact-
ness result given in Lemma the continuity results given in Lemma [3.4] and Lemma
2.0l
The proof of the fact that h = 1 is a local minimizer is divided in two steps where we
use first and second derivative respectively. In the first step, using the first derivative, we
prove that h = 1 satisfies a first order optimality condition and in the second step, using
second derivative, we prove that it also satisfies the second order optimality condition.
First of all, we recall that the eigenvalues 1 4 and og 4, being the eigenvalues of a Sturm-
Liouville problem, are simple eigenvalues, see e.g. [12 chapter 5]. In particular they are
twice differentiable. Before we start the proof we fix the notation, we consider ¢ > 0 a
positive number, and we define the following derivatives:
o for every ¢ € L we define ji; 4 := p11(14+t¢) and we denote by u 4 the corresponding
eigenfunction. We use the following notation for the derivatives of the eigenvalues:

2

d d
b = — 1+t (b = —= 1+¢
[ dt/”“( +t¢) y Ho dtgﬂl( +to) o’
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and the following notation for the derivative of the eigenfunctions:
. d y d? ‘
Ug 1= Ugp 1= —=1U .
0 e, LA Te R P

e for every ¢ € £ we define oy ¢ := 01 (1 +t¢) and we denote by v; 4 the corresponding
eigenfunction. We use the following notation for the derivatives of the eigenvalues:

d d?
5= oy (14t ‘ 5, = 1+1¢ ‘ ,
by = Sor(Lrt0)| _ by= (L t9)]
and the following notation for the derivative of the eigenfunctions:
. d . ‘
Vp := — Vg := —50 .
STt Pheo 0T a2 limo

We notice that
(25) fo.4 =00 =" and ugy(z) = v 4(r) = V2cos(rz)
Step 1. We start by proving the following inequality
d
~P(1 +t¢)j >0 VoeL
The derivative of F'(h) has the following expression

dt

Since this kind of perturbation is classical, see e.g. [20, section 5.7] we just perform a
formal computation here, the complete justification would involve an implicit function
theorem together with Fredholm alternative. We start by computing &4, from we
know that

d
(26) SR i) =" /¢d

|~ a0+, = ey

so we obtain the following differential equation satisfied by v4
(27) — (@6 + V0, + V) = Tgv0,6 + 00,60s.

Multiplying both side of the above equation by vy 4 and integrating, recalling , we
obtain

1
(28) Oy = 271'2/ $sin’(mz)dx
0

We now compute [y, from we know that

il 0T = st 0]

so we obtain the following differential equation satisfied by 14
(29) = (¢ugg +1ig) = frstiog + po,pliy-

Multiplying both side of the above equation by ug 4 and integrating, recalling , we
obtain

1
(30) fip = 2772/0 P(sin?(mx) — cos®(mz))dz.
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Using the explicit formulas given by (128)) and ( . in (26)) we finally obtain

%F(l +t¢)‘ / ¢pcos(2rx)dr V¢ € L.

Now it is well known (see [35]) that the first cosine Fourier coefficent of a concave function
is non positive. Moreover it is easy to check that if ¢ € £ then fol ¢ cos(2mx)dx = 0 if and
only if ¢ is a linear function. So we have two cases

i The function ¢ € L is not a linear function. In this case

d
—F(1+t
dt (+¢)‘ 0>O

and we conclude that h = 1 is a local minimizer for this kind of perturbation.
ii The function ¢ is of the form ¢(z) = B + Az, in this case

d
ZF(L+1(B+ Aa;))’tzo —0.

In order to conclude the proof we need to study the second variation of the functional
F(h) for perturbation of the form ¢(z) = B + Ax.
Step 2. Given two real numbers (4, B) € R?\ (0,0), we want to prove that

2

d
T F+t(B+ Aa:))’tio > 0.

We start by noticing that for every k € R different from zero we have that F(kh) = F(h),
so in order to prove inequality it is enough to prove that

(31)

d2
(32) = (1+tA:c)‘ >0
This second derivative has the following expression
2 . . . . . . . 2
fiaz | fazA Oaz A 204zf1ar Gax | 20%
33 tAz)| = - - - 3
(33) d2 FO+ $)t=0 7r2+ w2 w2 d 7T2+7T4
From and (30) it is easy to check that:
A 2
(34) fiaz =0 and dszT”.

We start by computing 6 4., from we know that

d? d dvt,Aa} d?
|- (A ]| = Gplerasriad

After a similar computation as the one we did in order to compute ¢4 we obtain

1
(35) OAg = 2/ Aa:i)’Axvf)’Az — 0 Az0AzV0, AzdT.
0
Now we have to find the function 94, and then compute the integral above. From ,
and we can conclude that ¥4, satisfies the following differential equation

— 01, (1) — T20 . (x) = (111; Az\/2r? ) cos(mx) — AV2rsin(rz).
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We are free to choose a normalization for the eigenfunctions of the problem @ SO we can
assume that, for every ¢, we have fo vy Axdq: = 1. From this we conclude that:

1 d 1 )
2/0 UA:L"UO,A:):dl' = % [A vt,Axdx = 1] ‘t:O =0.

From the boundary conditions of the problem we obtain the following boundary con-
ditions for ¥4,

#12(0) = £ [ohas(0)]]_ =0

t=0
Haall) = [ 2404, (1][ =

We finally obtain that ¢4, must satisfy

—04 (@) — T2 p(x) = (AT”; — Azv/27?) cos(mz) — AV2rsin(mz) z € (0,1)
42(0) = ¥4, (1) = 0
fol 0 AzV0, Azdr = 0.

This problem admits a unique solution given by the following function:

. A A Am .
Vaz(x) = (4\—@ — ﬁx) cos(mz) + (T + 7( — z)) sin(mz).

Putting the expressions given by and ( in the formula we finally obtain

(36)

A2
We now compute jig,, from (17) we know that
d? d du, Ax d
Ml R 7 i ’ S+ A a)|
dt?[ g (L #AD) = ﬂt o = arltas(L+ AT U Al

After a similar computation as the one we did in order to compute /i, we obtain

1
(38) ﬂAm = 2/ Ax(u{Axué),Ax - 7T2’I'J,AI'LL07Ax)d$-
0

Now we have to find the function %4, and then compute the integral above. From ,
and we can conclude that @4, must satisfy the following differential equation

—i/4, () — T4, (2) = —AV2msin(rz).

We are free to choose a normalization for the eigenfunction of the problem ((17)), so we can
assume that for every ¢t we have fol(l + tAx)u?} Apdx = 1, by differentiating with respect
to t this relation and computing the derivative at zero we conclude that

1 1
/ UAzU0, Az dT = A/ x cos(mzx)dx.
0 0
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Using the same argument as above for the boundary conditions for ¢4, we can conclude
that 4, must satisfy

— 04 (7)) — 74, () = —AV2m sin(rx) z e (0,1)

fol Az Azdr = A fol x cos(mx)dx.

This problem admits a unique solution given by the following function:

(39) Uaz(z) = A (% sin(raz) —  cos(mz))

V2
Putting the expressions given by and in the formula we finally obtain

(40) fiae = ;AQ.
Finally putting , and inside we obtain
d? A%(9 + 72)
41 L P+t ‘ 20T o
(41) dt? (1+t4) t=0 82 ”

This concludes the proof. O

4. CONVEX CASE: UPPER AND LOWER BOUNDS FOR F'(h) AND F(Q)

In this section we prove Theorem [I.2] and Theorem For every 0 < zp < 1 we define
the following triangular shape function

= z € [0, zo]
Ty = 1_
17;?) T € [xo, 1].

Before proving Theorem let us state the following Lemma, that will be crucial in
the proof of the upper bound for F'(h)

Lemma 4.1. For every 0 < zg < 1 the following equality holds

H1 (Txo) — 4

01 (Ta?o )

Proof. We want to compute the eigenvalue o1(7},), we introduce the parameter o and we
want to find a function v € C'1(0,1) such that

2" () + ' (z) + xpov(x) =0 z € [0, zo]
(42)

(1 —z)v"(x) —v'(x) + (1 — z9)ov(x) =0 z € [0, 1].
The idea will be to solve the equation first on the interval [O,mo] then on the interval
[mo, 1] and then find the condition on the parameter o in order to have a good matching
in the point xg. Let Jy, Yy be the Bessel functions of the first and second kind respectively

with parameter 0, we start by noticing that all the solutions of the second order ODE ({42))
(1st line) are given in the interval [0,zo] by

vy = C1Jp(2y/oz0x) + CA'1Y0(2\/03U033)
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Now, since uYj(u) — 2/m when u — 0 we see that, in order the boundary condition

Tyo(z)v)(xz) — 0 be satisfied, we must choose C1 = 0. Using the change of variable
y = 1 — z is straightforward to check that, the solution of (2nd line) is given in the
interval [3:0, 1]. by

Vy = CQJO(Z\/U(l — l‘o)(l — :L‘))
Now, we impose the following matching condition v;(zo) = v,(z0) and v)(zo) = v}.(z0),
this condition is equivalent to say that there exists a parameter ¢ for which the following
system has a solution

C1Jo(2v/o0) = C2Jo(2¢/0(1 — 20))

ClJé(Q\/EiL'o) = —CQJ6(2\/E(1 — .1‘0))
The system above has a solution if and only if the parameter ¢ is a root of the following
transcendental equation

(43) Jo(2v/oz0) Jo(2V/o (1 = x0)) + Jo(2Vo (1 — 20)) Jo(2V/o0) = 0,
so 01(Ty,) will be the smallest non zero root of the above equation.

Now we want to compute the eigenvalue 1 (7%, ), we introduce the parameter p and we
want to find a function u € C1(0, 1) such that

zu” (x) + v/ (z) + pru(x) =0 z € [0, zo]
(44)

(1 —2)u"(z) — v (x) + u(l — 2)u(x) =0 z € [z, 1].
We will find the conditions on i by using the same arguments as before. For every constant
C1 the following function

u; = CrJo(y/piw)
is a solution for in the interval [0,z¢] (we can rule out the function Yy by the same
argument). Using the change of variable y = 1 — x is straightforward to check that, for
every constant Cs, the function

ur = CaJo(/p(1 — @)

is a solution for in the interval [:L‘o, 1]. We impose the following matching condition
ui(zo) = up(z9) and uj(xo) = ul.(xo), this condition is equivalent to say that there exists
a parameter y for which the following system has a solution

CrJo(y/izo) = Cado(y/i(1 — 20))
Crdo(vizo) = —CoJo(\/r(1 — x0)).-

The system above has a solution if and only if the parameter p is a root of the following
transcendental equation

(45) Jo(v/1zo) Jo(v/i(1 = @0)) + Jo(v/1(1 — m0)) Jo(y/1izo) = 0,

so p1(Ty,) will be the smallest non zero root of the above equation.
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Now comparing the transcendental equations and we can conclude that

m(Teo) _

g1 (TIO)

We are now ready to prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[1.3. We start by the lower bound
Lower bound. Let h* = 6x(1 — z), it is known (see for instance [33]) that, for every
h € L, the following inequality holds

(46) o1(h) < o1(h*) =12.
Now we want to prove that, for every h € L, the following inequality holds
(47) i (h) > 7.

Suppose by contradiction that there exists h € £ such that
/J“l(E) < 7727

by Lemma |3.5| we conclude that, for e small enough, there exists a thin domain €2 such
that:

() < w2
We reach a contradiction because we know from Payne inequality (see [29]) that for every
convex domain €2 with diameter 1

p(Q) > 72
From and we conclude that, for every h € L, the following lower bound holds

2

% < F(h).
Upper bound. We start by proving that, for every h € L, the following inequality holds
(48) pa(h) < pa(Ty).
Suppose by contradiction that there exists h € £ such that
(49) () > m(Ty).

We introduce the following family of thin domains, first €2c defined thanks to this function
h and then R, defined as follows:

1 1
Re={(z,y) eR*|0<z <1, —exTy <y <eTil,
2 2

this class of domains R, can be seen as flattering rhombi. By Lemma and we
conclude that, for € small enough, we have:

p1(Q2e) > pr(Re),

we reach a contradiction because we know from [2], [T1] that for every thin domain €2 and
for every e small enough

< 42
p1(9e) < lim i (Re) = 45
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Now we prove that, for every h € L, the following lower bound for o1 (h) holds
1
(50) o1(h) = h(5)o1(Ty).

Let v be an eigenfunction associated to oi(h), using the variational characterization for
o1(h) and using the fact that h is concave and positive we conclude that

v')2hdx 1 fo V')?Tydx 1
fo@ida WIS iy,
fo vidr 2 fo v2dz 2 2
Where in the last inequality we used the variational characterization for o ( T1 From .
and ( we conclude that:

o1(h) =

(51) F(h) < —2

where the last inequality comes from the fact that h € £ and Lemma
O

We turn to the proof of Theorem Let 7 € [0,1] be a parameter, in order to prove
the upper bound in Theorem we need to introduce the following family of polynomials
of degree four:

1
P.(y) = ZTyA‘ - 2y3 + 5Ty2 — 472y + 73

In the next Lemma we prove that the polynomials P, have always positive roots and we
give some explicit estimates on its roots, this estimates will be useful in the proof of the
upper bound for F(Q).

Lemma 4.2. Let 0 < 7 < 1, then the polynomial P has four positive roots. Let
{y1(7),y2(7), y3(7),ya(7)} be its roots ordered in increasing order, then the following holds:

iif0< T < \f then yi (1) € (0,27), ya(7) € G174+ 572), y3(7) € (T + 373,24+ V2)
and y4(7) € (2+\f7+oo)
i if @ <7 <0.9, then y1(7) € (0, %), ya(T) € (%,7‘ + %7’2), ys(r) € (1 + %72,2 +/2)
and y4(1) € (24 V2, +00),
iti if 0.9 < 7 <1, then y1(1) € (0,2—v2), y2(7) € (2—V2,7+372), y3(7) € (T+37%,2+
V2) and yu(7) € (2 + V2, +00).
Moreover Pr(y) = 0 in [0, y1(7)] U [y2(7), y3(7)] U [ya(7), +00).

Proof. We start by noticing that for every 0 < 7 < 1 we have that P;(0) > 0 and
limy 100 Pr(y) = +oo, the idea of the proof will be to find three consecutive points
0 <a<b<c<+oo for wich P-(a) < 0, P-(b) > 0 and Pr(c) < 0. Before passing to
the three different cases, we give some inequalities that are true for every 0 < 7 < 1. It is
straightforward to check that the following inequalities hold:

(52) PT(T+2T)—4T (1+2T+2T +4T)>0 Vo<T<1,

(53) P2+ V2)=(r-1)(r* - (T+4V2)r +40+28V2) <0 VO<T <1
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We now prove separately the three cases.
ifo<r< @, then the following inequality holds

2
PT(ZT) = %7’3(7— - i) <0,

the result follows from this inequality combined with and .
i if @ < 7 <0.9, then the following inequalities hold

1 81 1
PT(E):T3_2T2+6ZT_1<O’

Lo lp

g STToT

the result follows from the inequalities above combined with and .
iii If 0.9 < 7 < 1, then the following inequalities hold

Pr(2—V2) = (1 —1)(7% — (T — 4V2)7 + 40 — 28V/2) < 0,
2—\/§<T+%7'2.

the result follows from the inequalities above combined with and .
O

We now state Theorem in a more precise way, in order to give more information
about the explicit constant C7.

Theorem 4.3. Let K be the following constant

2nT
max .
7€[0,1] yo(7)[2V1 — 72 + 27 arcsin(7)]

Then for every bounded convex open set Q@ C R?, the following inequalities hold

2
T
——<F
6v/18 ~
Proof. We start by proving the lower bound
Lower bound. Let ¢ € [2, 7], we define the following class of bounded convex domains

(54) Cs :={Q C R?: Q is convex and P(Q) < 5D(Q)}.

(Q) < 2(1+ K) < 9.04.

We recall that the functional F'(€2) is invariant under translation and rotation, so without
loss of generality, we can assume that the origin is the center of mass of the boundary of €2
and the z; axis is parallel to (one of) the diameter(s). We know the following inequalities
for 11 () and o1(€2)

m 2] 69|
Q) > —— 0) < .
p(Q2) > D(Q)2’ 01(2) < fa at% is — D(Q)3

The inequality for u; is Payne inequality (see [29]) and the inequality for o7 (€2) is obtained
by using the function u(z1,x2) = z1 as a test function in and then using the fact that
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D
Joq ¥ids > [, xidz1. Let Q € Cs, using the inequalities above we obtain
2

7.[.2

> —.

~ 66

Now we consider the class of domains C§, i. e. convex domains such that P(Q) > 6D(£2).
We start by recalling the following result (see [30] for a geometric proof or [16] for a proof
based on Fourier series)

. {fag(x% + x3)ds 1
min q =S—— = —
P(Q)3 54
and the minimum is achieved by the equilateral triangle. Assuming that the origin is at

the center of mass of the boundary, and using in the variational characterization the
coordinates functions x1 and xo we obtain after summing

2|92
57 o)< —-—m—-—.
o B N E R
Now from Payne inequality, (u1(2) > 72/D?), and we conclude that for every
2 € C§ the following holds

(55) F(Q)

(56) 1 Q CR? convex} =

5272

108

We notice that the lower bounds in and coincide when § = /18, so we finally
obtain:

(58) F(Q) >

2

T
F(Q)> —
2 6v/18
Upper bound. Given a bounded convex set  C R?, we denote by 7(£2) its inradius and
by w(2) its minimal width. We know the following estimate from below for o1(2) (see

[26]) .
() >
2(1+ /1 (2)D(Q))
we also know the following upper bound for p;(2), see [19]:

0)?
0) < 2
lu’]-( )—7[- |Q|2 J

we also use the following geometric inequality (see [4])
€2
r(Q)P(Q)
Using the three inequalities above we conclude that
Tw(2)D(Q)
r(Q)P(Q) ) )

<1

(59) F(Q) < 2(1 +
We introduce the parameter 7 = g(—g)), we know the following geometric inequality (see
[25], [31])
D(Q) 1
< > —— =:g(7).
P(Q) 7 2/1 — 72 + 27 arcsin(7)
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FIGURE 2. Plot of the function f(7)

Now, in order to obtain an upper bound for the functional F'(€2), we need an upper bound
for the quantity % where the quantity 7 = % is fixed.
The complete system of inequalities for the triplet (w(€2), D(2),r(€2)) is known, in

[2I]we can find the Blaschke—Santalé diagram where z(Q2) = 7 = % and y(Q2) = 2DT((3))
©)

Let us fix the the quantity 7, in order to obtain an upper bound for ZJ(—Q) it is enough to

obtain a lower bound for y(2). From [2I] we know that the following inequality holds

Pr(y()) = 279(9)4 —2y(Q)3 + 51y(Q)? — 47%y(Q) + > > 0.

In particular from Lemma [£.2| we know that y(2) € [0, y1(7)]U[y2(7), y3(7)] U [ya(7), +00),
we now prove that y(€2) > y2(7). Suppose by contradiction that y(£2) € [0,y:1(7)], from
the Blaschke—Santalé diagram (w(€2), D(2),7(2)) we see that y(Q) > %T, but now from
Lemma we know that y(7) < %7’ and this is a contradiction. Note that we can prove
in the same way that y(Q) < ya(7).

We conclude that y(€2) > y2(7), so we finally obtain the following upper bound

Tw(@Q)D(Q) _ 2mg(r)T _

< =: f(7).
(PQ) = pa(r) )
We introduce the following constant
K =
Jnax, f(7)

numerically one can check that K < 3.52 (see Figure , from we finally conclude
that

2

6v/1

3

< F(Q) < 2(1+ K) < 9.04.

oo
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PIRES 1]

Random Palygons
=X
y=2x

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
L3 ()P

FiGUrE 3. Blaschke—Santal6 diagram with random convex polygons

5. BLASCHKE—SANTALO DIAGRAMS AND OPEN PROBLEMS

A Blaschke-Santalé diagram is a convenient way to represent in the plane the possible
values taken by two quantities (geometric or spectral). As mentioned in the Introduction,
such a diagram has been recently established for quantities like (A1 (€2), A2(£2)) (the Dirich-
let eigenvalues) in [1], [7], (1(€2) p2(22)) (the Neumann eigenvalues) in [I], (A1(€2), u1(€2))
in [13] or (A1(€2),T(2)) (where T'(€2) is the torsion) in [34], [28].

Here we are interested in plotting the set of points (z,y) with

£ = {(z,y) where z = 01 (Q)P(Q), y = 11(Q)|Q], @ C R?}
EY = {(x,y) where z = 01 (Q)P(Q), y = 11 (Q)|Q], Q@ c R?, Q convex.}.

5.1. The Blaschke-Santalé diagram &£. We start with the diagram £ (no constraint
on the sets Q).

Theorem 5.1. The following equality holds
£ = [0,87] x [0, p (D)7]
where p1(D) = j’%l is the first Neumann eigenvalue of the unit disk.

Proof. We recall the following classical result by Szegd (for the simply connected case)
and Weinberger [32] and [36].

max{p1(Q)]2] | © € R? bounded, open and Lipschitz} = p (D),
from [15] we also know that
sup{o1(Q)P(Q) | Q € R? bounded, open and Lipschitz} = 8.

From the inequalities above it is clear that £ C [0, 87| x [0, y1 (D)7], now we want to prove
that [0,87) x [0, u1 (D)) C €.

We start by proving that for every y € [0, u1(D)7] there exists a simply connected do-
main €, for which y1(€,)|€,| = y. For that purpose, let us consider a dumbbell domain
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D, we know that we can choose the width of the channel in order to have uy(D.)|D| =€
where € is a small quantity, (see [22]). Now we can gradually enlarge the channel (pre-
serving the e-cone condition) until we reach a stadium, then we can modify this stadium
continuously until we reach the ball. In all that process, the eigenvalue p; and the area
vary continuously. So we constructed a continuous path for the value 111 (€,)[€,| starting
from € and arriving to p; (D)7, we conclude because € was arbitrary small. Using the same
argument (and [9]) we can prove that for every x € [0, 27] there exists a simply connected
domain €2, for which o1(9,)P(£;) = = (27 is the value of P(D)o;(D).).

Let (x,y) € [0,87] x [0, 1 (D)7] we want to prove that there exists a sequence of domains
Q¢ such that 01(Q)P(Qe) — x and p1(2)|Q2| — y. From the discussion above we know
that there exists a simply connected domain €, for which 11(€,)|Q,| = y, now we divide
the proof in two cases:

Case 1. Suppose x > 01(€y)P(§y), let 3 be a non negative and non trivial function, we
introduce the following weighted Neumann eigenvalue

Jo [Vul*dz ) 1 —

From Theorem 1.11 in [I5] we know that for every domain Q and every non negative and
non trivial function 3 € L'(log L)! (this space is a Orlicz space see [I5] for the details)
there exists a sequence of subdomains 2. C 2 such that

F1(Q)P(90) = 1 (2, 8) /Q B,
11 (26)[Qe| — p1(€2)]€2].

1($2, 8) = min {

Let us fix a parameter 0, from [I5] we know that there exists a function ; such that
p1(2, B1) [ Prdr < 8m — 6, we also know (see [27]) that there exists a function f2 such
that |11(Q, B2) [ Bedx — o1 (Q)P(Q)| < 6. Let 0 < t < 1, we consider the following
family of functions 8; = tf1 + (1 — t)B2 and we introduce the measures du; = Bidz. 1t is
straightforward to check that the family of measures du; satisfies the conditions M1, M2
and M3 in page 26 of [I5], in particular for every z € [01(2)P(£2) + d, 87 — §] there exists
t € [0, 1] such that p1(, 8;) [, Bedx = =.

We know that = € [01(€y) P(2y)+6, 87 —4], let to be such that 11 (Qy, By,) ny Br,dx = x,
from the previous results we conclude that there exists a sequence of domains 2, C €,
such that

01(Q2e) P(Qe) — p1(y, Bro) fQ Brodx =
11 (Q26)[Q2e] = 11 (S2y) (] = y.
The result follows because § was arbitrary.
Case 2. Suppose z < 01(§y)P(Qy), form the fact that €, is simply connected we know
from [37] that = < 27. By a previous step we know that there exists a simply connected
domain w such that o (w)P(w) = z, now from Theorem (see [10] for details) we know
that there exists a sequence of smooth open sets {2, such that

01(Q)P(Q) = o1 (w)P(w) =z
21 (Q2e) Q| — Nl(Qy)|Qy| =Y.

This concludes the proof. ]
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We can give the following more precise conjecture:
Conjecture 1. Prove that € = (0,87) x (0, 7u1(D)) U {(0,0)} U {27, 7ui1(D))}.

The point {(0,0)} is attained by any disconnected domain. Moreover the segments
{0} x (0,7p1(D)) and (0,87) x {0} cannot be in the set £ because if p1 or oy are zero,
it means that the domain is disconnected, thus (o1, 1) = (0,0). The segment (0,87) X
{mp1(D)} only contains the point corresponding to the disk because the disk is the only
domain providing equality in the Szeg6-Weinberger inequality. Finally, the segment {87} x
(0,71 (D)) is not included in the diagram because the inequality P(2)o1(€2) < 8 is strict,
see [15].Thus the conjecture means that except these "boundary lines”, every point (x,y)
such that 0 < < 87 and 0 < y < 7wu1 (D) should correspond to a set € in the sense that
2 = P(Q)oy(©) and y = |21 ().

5.2. The Blaschke-Santalé diagram £°. Now we turn to the convex case. To have
some idea about the shape of this diagram, we produced random convex polygons in the
plane and plot the corresponding quantities x = 01(Q)P(Q), y = p1(Q)[Q].

Figure (3| shows the values of these quantities for 1000 random convex polygons. Each
of this polygon is constructed by choosing 15 random points in the plane and then we
compute the convex hull of this points. From Figure |3] it is natural to conjecture that
1<F(Q) <2

Now we show some experiments that will give us informations about the behaviour of
the extremal sets in the class of convex domains. In the Figure [ we plotted the quantities
o1(Q)P(2) and p1(Q)|€2| for random triangles in the plane.

(010

Random Triangles

Fi1GURE 4. Blaschke—Santal6 diagram with random triangles

From Figure 4| we see that for every triangle T C R? we have that F(T) is slightly less
than (and very close to) 2. Actually a more precise numerical computation shows that it is
not true that F(T') = 2 for every triangles. For example, let 77 be an equilateral triangle
of length 1, we know that p(77) = % and let T, be a right triangle with both cathetus
equal to 1, we know that iy (T2) = 2. A precise numerical computation of the first Steklov
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eigenvalue for T} and T3 (using P2 finite element methods) gives us the following values
o1(T1) ~ 1.2908 and o01(T5) ~ 0.7310. Using these values inside the functional F'(€2) we
finally obtain

F(Ty) ~ 1.962 < 2,
F(Ty) ~ 1.977 < 2.

The value 2 can be reached asymptotically, let us consider the following sequence of
collapsing triangles

QE:{(x,y)ER2|O§x§1, OgygeT%},
from Theorem [.1] and Lemma [.1] we conclude that
F(Q) = F(T1) =2.

We remark that, from Theorem 1.1 and Lemma F () — 2 for every sequence (). of
collapsing thin domains for which h = h* + h™ = Ty, where 0 < z¢ < 1.
It remains to characterize the behaviour of the minimizing sequence. We introduce the
following family of collapsing rectangles:
Co={(z,y) eR?|0<z<1, 0<y<e}.

We plot the values of o1(C¢)P(C,) and p;(C¢)|Ce| when e is approaching zero.

PRGN D

0.5

Collapsing Rectangles
y=x
y=2x

0 0.5 1 15
r)w(Sl)F(Sl)

FI1GURE 5. Blaschke—Santalé diagram with collapsing rectangles

We know from Theorem that F'(Ce) — 1 but from Figures |5 and [3| it seems that
F(Q2) > 1 for every Q C R? convex and the only way to approach the value 1 is given by
a sequence of collapsing rectangles.

Supported by these numerical evidences we state the following conjectures:

Conjecture 2. For every bounded, convex and open set Q C R? the following bounds hold

1< F(Q) <2.
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Conjecture 3. The following minimization problem has no solution
inf{F(Q) | @ C R? bounded, convex and open}.

In particular every minimizing sequence ). must be of the form of collapsing rectangles.

We now consider only convex quadrilaterals in R?, in the following numerical experi-
ment we will have in red random convex quadrilaterals and in green collapsing rectangles,
starting form a square S of unit area (corresponding to the farthest green point from the
origin) and asymptotically approach the segment.

(010

#  Random Quadrilaterals
Rectangles

y=x

y=2x

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1"
o, ()P(2)

FIGURE 6. Blaschke—Santal6 diagram with random convex quadrilaterals
and collapsing rectangles

From Figure [f] it is natural to state the following conjecture.

Conjecture 4. For every 0 < C < 401(S) the solution of the minimization problem
inf{u1(Q)|Q] | @ € R? convex quadrilateral s.t. o1(Ce)P(C.) = C},

s given by a rectangle.
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