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Existence of an optimal domain for the
buckling load of a clamped plate with
prescribed volume.

Kathrin Stollenwerk *

Abstract We formulate the minimization of the buckling load of a clamped plate as
a free boundary value problem with a penalization term for the volume constraint. As
the penalization parameter becomes small we show that the optimal shape problem
with prescribed volume is solved. In addition, we discuss two different choices for the
penalization term.
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1 Introduction

We consider the following variational problem. For n > 2 let Q C R"™ be an open
bounded domain. Then we define

Jo [AvAda
Q) =24 ———
R(v, &) Jo [Vv|2dz

for v € Hy*(Q) and denote R(v, Q) = oo if the denominator vanishes. The quantity
AQ) := inf{R(v,Q) : v € H*(Q)}

is called the buckling load of 2. The infimum is attained by the first eigenfunction u,
which solves the following Euler-Lagrange equation

Au+ A(Q)Au = 0in
u = |Vu| =0 on 092

if the boundary of €2 is smooth enough.
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In 1951, G. Polya and G. Szegd conjectured that among all domains of given measure
the ball minimizes the buckling load (see [10]).

Up to now, this conjecture is still open. However, some partial results are known.
In [13] Szego proved the conjecture for all smooth plane domains under the additional
assumption that u > 0 in 2. M. S. Ashbaugh and D. Bucur proved that among all simply
connected plane domains of prescribed volume there exists an optimal domain [3]. In
1995, H. Weinberger and B. Willms proved the following uniqueness result for n = 2, see
[14]. If an optimal simply connected bounded plane domain € exists and if 92 is smooth
(at least C?®), then Q is a disc. This result has been extended to arbitrary dimension
in 2015, see [12].

In the present paper, we will prove the following main theorem.

Theorem 1. There ezists a bounded domain Q* with |Q*| = wg such that
A(Q*) =min{A(D) : D C B, D open, |D| < wp},

where |D| denotes the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of D, wg > 0 is a given quantity
and B C R" is a ball with |B| > wy > 0.

In order to prove Theorem 1, we introduce a penalized variational problem following
an idea of H. W. Alt and L. A. Caffarelli in [2]. Let B C R"™ be a ball and choose 0 <
wp < |B|, where |B| denotes the n-dimensional Lebesgue-measure of B. For £ > 0 we

define the penalization term p§°) :R — R by

Lig— > w
1 0) () .— | e(8 —wo), s =wo
(1) pe’(s) {0, 5 < wp

and 7.” : H>*(B) — R by
IO (v) == R(v, B) + pO (|O(w))),

where O(v) := {z € B : v(z) # 0}. We will see that for each ¢ > 0 there exists a
minimizer u{” € HZ?(B) for 79 and that «*) yields a domain Q(ugo)) with |Q(u§0))| =
wop which minimizes the buckling load among all open subsets B with measure smaller
or equal than wgy. This will prove Theorem 1.

In view of the conjecture of Polya and Szegd, the next reasonable step would be to
analyze regularity properties of the free boundary GQ(ugo)). If we orientate ourselves on
the pioneering work of Alt and Caffarelli in [2], the next way points towards qualitative
properties of the free boundary would be establishing the nondegeneracy of ugo) and,
subsequently, proving that the free boundary has got a positive Lebesgue-density in ev-
ery point. However, looking at nondegeneracy results for second order problems as in
[1], [2] or [5], e.g., we see that in these settings a nondegeneracy result for the minimizing
function is achieved by constructing suitable testfunctions which heavily rely on prop-

erties of the Sobolev space H'2. In our H?? setting we do not possess any comparison



principle. It seems that this might be the end point for our approach via the functional
7.
Consequently, we revise the functional IE(O). Following an idea of N. Aguilera, H. W. Alt

and L. A. Caffarelli in [1], we replace the penalization term pgo) by a penalization term

pgl) which rewards volumes less than wy with a negative contribution to the functional.

For that purpose, we define pgl) :R — R by

ls—w s> w
@) pgl)(s) . {;((S - w;))7 s i wz

and 74V H§’2(B) — R by
M (v) = R(v, B) + p (|O(v))).

We will prove that for every € > 0 there exists a minimizer WM e Hg 2(B) for 7% and

that ul) yields a domain Q(ugl)) which minimizes the buckling load among all open

subsets of B with the same measure as Q(ugl)). The analysis of the volume of Q(ugl))

will be more challenging than in the case of Q(ugo)) since the rewarding part of the
penalization term counteracts the monotonicity of the buckling load with respect to set
inclusion . We will give more details on this issue in the sequel.

The present paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we prove the existence of a
minimizer ul®) for the functional Z¥) (k =0,1) and show that WP e ol (B) for every
a € (0,1). Thereby, we refine the approach presented in [11]. That paper deals with the

functional Ig(O), but considers only n = 2 and n = 3. Consequently, the C1® regularity
of u£°> follows with the help of Sobolev’s Embedding Theorem. In the present paper,
we consider arbitrary n > 2 and refine the approach to the C1 regularity from [11] by
applying a bootstrap argument. In Section 3, we analyze the volume of the domains
Q(ugo)) and Q(ugl)) separately. In Section 3.1, we consider the functional 79 and
prove our main theorem, Theorem 1, by scaling arguments. In Section 3.2, we consider
the functional Iél). Thus, we deal with a penalization term, which rewards volumes
less than wy with a negative contribution to the functional. Hence, the behavior of
the penalization term antagonizes the monotonicity of the buckling load with respect
to set inclusion and we cannot adopt the approach from Section 3.1 to show that the
optimal domain’s volume cannot become less than wg. In fact, we will use an inequality
by M.S. Ashbaugh and R.S.Laugesen (see [4]) to balance the rewarding penalization
term and the monotonicity of the buckling load. Hence, provided ¢ is sufficiently small,
\Q(ugl))\ € [agwo, wo], where ag € (3, 1) depends on n, wy and e. After refining the choice
of &, we will obtain the following dichotomy: there either holds
e Q)| = w or

. |Q(u§1))| < wp and if Q(ugl)) is scaled to the volume wy, this enlarged domain is
neither a subset of B nor can it be translated into B.



In the first case, ugl) is a minimizer of the functional IE(O) and we can treat both function-

als as equivalent in the sense that they are minimized by the same functions. Under the
additional assumption that the free boundary 8Q(u§1)) satisfies a doubling property, we

will disprove the occurrence of the latter case. We assume that there exists a constant
o > 0 such that for every xg € 8Q(u§1)) and every 0 < R < Ry there holds

| Bar(wo) N QulV)| < 0| Br(wo) N QulV)].

This assumed doubling property enables us to establish a nondegeneracy property of
the minimizing function uél) and, subsequently, we can show that the latter case of
the above mentioned dichotomy cannot occur. We should emphasize that for proving

the nondegeneracy of uf;l), besides the assumption of the doubling property, the crucial

incredient is the rewarding part of the penalization term pgl).

2 The penalized problems

In this section, we analyze the penalized problems

min{Z (v); v € H*(B)}
for k € {0,1}. Proving the existence of a minimizer ul®) for every e > 0 is our first step.
For the proof we refer to [11, Theorem 2.1].

Theorem 2. For every € > 0 and for k € {0,1} there exists a function u® e H§’2(B)
such that
I8 () = min{Z®M (v) : v € HY*(B)}.
(

Without loss of generality, we assume usk) to be normalized in the sense that
/\Vugk”?dm =1
B

and denote

£

AR = R(uP)) = / |Au®)|? daz.
B

Note that O(ugk)) = {ugk) (x) # 0} is a non-empty set. By the absolute continuity of the

Lebesgue integral, the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of O(ugk)) cannot vanish. Since

the minimizer ugk) € Hg ’2(B), we do not know any continuity properties of ugk) yet. In

particular, we do not know if O(ugk)) is an open set. To prove continuity of ugk) we will
apply an idea of Q.Han and F.Lin in [8], which is based on a bootstrap argument and
Morrey’s Dirichlet Growth Theorem. This ansatz will lead to the Cb* regularity of ugk)
for every a € (0, 1) in arbitrary dimension n.

In the sequel, we will apply the following version of Morrey’s Dirichlet Growth Theo-

rem (see [9, Theorem 3.5.2]).



Theorem 3 (Morrey’s Dirichlet Growth Theorem). Suppose ¢ € Hé’p(B), 1<p<n,
0 < a <1 and suppose there exists a constant M > 0 such that

/ Vo [Pdx < M "~ PTeP
BT-($0)ﬁB
for every B,(xq) with o € B. Then ¢ € C%*(B).
In addition, we need a technical lemma cited from [6, Chapter III, Lemma 2.1].

Lemma 1. Let ® be a nonnegative and nondecreasing function on [0, R]. Suppose that
there exist positive constants v, a, Kk, 3, B < a, such that for all 0 <r < R < Ry

r

O(r) <~ {(R)a + 5} ®(R) + kR”.

Then there exist positive constants dg = do(v,a, ) and C = C(vy,a, ) such that if
0 < dg, for all0 <r < R < Ry we have

d(r) < C (T)B O(R) + kR

Let us fix R, as

Now suppose zg € B and choose 0 < r < R < R, . We define 9, € Hg’Z(B) by

3) U =

)

. in B\ Br(o)
Vk in BR(.CC())

for a vy € H>%(Bg(wo) N B) such that vy, — uM e Hg’Q(BR(azo) N B) and A%y, = 0 in
Bpr(zo) N B. We restrict ourselves to case Br(xg) N O(ugk)) # (); otherwise, uM — Vg
vanishes in Br(xo).

As in [11, Lemma 2.1] we prove the next lemma.

Lemma 2. Using the above notation, there exists a constant C' > 0 which only depends
on n such that for 0 < r < R there holds

/ |D?vy|2de < C (;) / |D?u®) 2da .
Br(z0)NB Br(z0)NB

The next lemma will be the starting point for our bootstrap argument.



Lemma 3. Let ul") be a minimizer of ¥ and v, — uP) € Hg’Q(BR(xO) N B). Then

there exists a constant C = C(n, Agk), |O(u£k))|) > 0 such that for each xo € B and each
0 < R < R, there holds

[ D - uPds < CouA® 0w | R+ [V Pda
BR(Zo)ﬂB BrNB
Proof. We obtain the result by comparing the Ig(k)—energies of ugk) and Uy, where 0y, is
defined as in (3). Note that (’)(ugk)) ¢ Br(zg) due to the definition of R, ;. However,
we have to distinguish two different cases depending on the volume of O(0y). First, let

us consider that |O(0;)] < |O(u§k))] Then the minimality of u® for 7V implies
/ AuP2 — |AvgPdz < AP / Vul®) Pdz.
Br(zo)NB Br(zo)NB
Since vy, is biharmonic in Bgr(z¢) N B and vy, — u® e Hg’Q(BR(CE()) N B), we obtain
/ |D?(u®) — vp)2dz < AK) / 1Vul®) 2 da
Br(zo)NB Br(zo)NB

and the claim is proven.
Now let us assume that there holds

O] < |0(0)] < |0(u)| + |Brl-

In order to avoid the penalization term while comparing ® (ugk)) and Z.(0) we scale

0. For this purpose, we set
1
O "
[= ( <(’;3‘ > > 1
[O(us")|

Without loss of generality, we think of B as of a ball with center in the origin and radius

Rp. Then we denote B* := B, -1, and wi(v) := O (uz) for x € B*. Consequently,

wy € HS’Q(B*) C HS’Z(B) and |O(wy)| = |(’)(ugk))| The minimality of u™ for 7% in
2,2 L

H{y"(B) then implies

A@/ |V |2dy < /|Awk|2dy YN Agkm?/wak\?dx < /|A6k|2dx.
B B B B
Rearranging terms we obtain the local inequality

1 AR
/ |AuP) 2 — | AvgPda < AR (1 - MQ) + ﬁ / (Vu®) 12 — |V, |2da |
BrNB BrNB



where we denote Br = Bpr(x) for simplicity. Since vy is biharmonic in Bg N B and
v — ugk) € Hg’Z(BR N B), we obtain

1 A
/ IALPF) — ) Pde < AR (1 — u2) + ;2 / (Vul®) 2 d.
BrNB BgrNB

1
l<p< <1+|BI(D;€|)> .
[O(ue )]

Note that there holds

and, using Taylor’s expansion, we find
1= =2 < C(n, |O®)|) R™.

Thus,

/ AP — o)Pde < O, AD, |0W®)) | B + / VulP P

BR(xo)ﬂB BrNB
U

Note that if we restrict ourselves to the dimensions n = 2 and n = 3, we could improve

the statement of Lemma 3 using Sobolev’s embedding theorem. This is how the C'1

regularity of u s proven in [11] (cf. Lemma 2.2 and Theorem 2.4 in [11]). Since we

now consider any n > 2, we need the bootstrapping. The next lemma is the essential

tool for this new approach to the C1'* regularity of ugk). It is based on ideas of [8,
Chapter 3].

Lemma 4. Suppose that for each 0 < r < R, . there holds

|D2u®)|2de < M1,

B, (130)

where M > 0 and p € [0,n). Then there exists a constant C(n, \(’)(ugk))]) > 0 such that
for each 0 <r < R, .
Vul? Pda < C(n, |O@)])(1 + M),
B,-(Qf())
where A =+ 2 if p <n—2 and X is arbitrary in (0,n) if n —2 < p < n.

Proof. Let 0 <r < s < R, . For a function w € H?2(B) we set

(W)pz0 = ][ wda::|Br(1mo)| / w dz.

By-(z0) By (o)



Using this notation we write

/ ‘Vugk)lzdx = Z / ‘&-ugk) - (aiugk))s,xo + (aiugk))s,zo‘de-
B,-(x()) ZZlBT(xO)

Then Young’s inequality implies

/ (Vulf)2dz < 237 / (Orul)? , dx + / 10:u®) — (Bu)) g 4|2 da
=1

By (o) \B, (x0) B, (x0)
2

|B, | ][ dul® da | + / 10;u® — (B;uk)) s 4| P

s(z0) Bs(wo)

IN
[\
=

N
Il
i

Applying Hélder’s and a local version of Poincaré’s inequality, we find that

r n
/ \Vul®) 2de < C(n) (8> / 1Vul® |2 da + s / |D?u®) 2dz |

By (1) Bs(z0) Bs (o)

where the constant C' only depends on n. By assumption, we can proceed to

/ \Vul® 2de < C(n) (:) / \Vul® |2z 4+ M s#+2

Bv'(xO) BS(IO)

Now Lemma 1 implies that for each 0 < r < s < R, there holds

A
/ |Vul® 2de < C(n) (Z) / \Vul® 2 da + M s

BT‘(:DO) BS($O)
where A = p+ 2 if 4 < n— 2 and A is arbitrary in (0,n) if n —2 < p < n. Now we

choose s = R.. Recalling that R. depends on \(’)(ugk))\ we deduce

/ IVl 2z < C(n, [O@E))) (1 + M),

By (zo)

Now we are ready to prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 4. For every e >0 and k € {0,1} every minimizer uM oer(k) is in C1(B)
for every o € (0,1).



Proof. Our aim is to show that for each xy € B and every 0 < r < R. i, there holds

(4) / |D2uék)|2d:n < C(n, Agk)’ |(9(u£k))|) Jn—2+2a

B, (:Eo)ﬂB

for each @ € (0,1). Then Theorem 3 finishes the proof if we choose ¢ = Giugk) for

i €{l,...,n}. We prove (4) by using a bootstrap argument. Let o € B and 0 < r <
R < R. j,. Then there obviously holds

/ |D*u®) 2dz < 2 / | D2y |2dx + 2 / |D?(u®) — o) |2de,
By-(z0)NB Br(x0) Br(zo)
where vy, is defined in (3). Due to Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 we obtain

/ ]D2u§k)]2dx <C <;) / \D2u§k)]2dx

BT-(mo)ﬁB BR(Z‘())
(5)
+Cu AP, o) (R4 [ [Vl s
Br(zo)
Now we start the bootstrapping. For every 0 <r < R, j, there holds
(6) / D2 2de < / D2u®Rdz = AW = A®) 10,
B, (z0)NB B

Applying Lemma 4, estimate (6) yields for every 0 <r < R,

| 9Pz < A8, 0O .

By (zo)

where Ao € (0,n) if n = 2 and Ao = 2 if n > 3. We insert this estimate in (5). This
yields

[ ppim<e(p) [ 0P O AY, O R
Br(zo)NB Br(zo)NB

for every 0 <r < R < R, . Applying Lemma 1, we obtain

Ao
/ DM Pdz < C (3) / |D*u®) P da + C(n, AL, |O(u))) RY

B (z0)NB r(z0)NB



for 0 <r < R < R.j. Then choosing R = R. }, gives us

™) [ DR < cn A, 0w
By (20)NB
for every 0 <r < R . If n =2, this is (4). If n > 3, (7) is an improvement of estimate
(6). In this case, we again apply Lemma 4 and obtain
[ s < o a®, 0
By (o)

where \; € (0,n) if n € {3,4} and A\; = 4 if n > 4. Together with estimate (5) we find
that

/ | D2 2dz < C (R) / 1D2u®) 2dz + C(n, A |OP) ) RN
Byr(zo)NB Br(z0)NB

for every 0 <7 < R < R. . Then Lemma 1 implies

A1
/ |D*u{P)Pde < C (3) / 1D2u®) 2dz + C(n, A®) |OP) ) R
B, (z0)NB r(z0)NB

for every 0 <7 < R < R, . Choosing R = R, j, we gain

®) [ DR P < 0 AW, 0w
Br(l‘o)ﬂB

For n € {3,4}, estimate (8) proves the claim. For n > 5, we repeat the argumentation.
In view of (8), Lemma 4 implies

/ IVulP)2dz < C(n, AP, |O(ulF))]) r*2,
By (o)

where \y = 6 if n > 6 and Ay is arbitrary in (0,n) if n € {5,6}. Again, we insert this
estimate in (5) and deduce an improvement of (7). Repeating this process proves the
claim after finite many steps for every n > 2. O

The continuity of ugk) implies that (’)(ugk))

(k)

arguments show that ug "’ solves

is an open set. Then classical variational

A2 1 AP Aq
Moreover, the C1® regularity of ugk) allows us to split aO(ugk)) in the following two
parts

&) AulF) = 0 in O(ul®).

T = {z € 00W®) : [VulP (z)] = 0} and %,y := {z € dOWP) : |[Vul¥ ()| > 0}.

10



Then Y. j is part of a nodal line of ugk) and, consequently, £™"(X. ) = 0 for all € > 0.

We define
Q) .= OW®) U D,

and call 8Q(u£—k)) =I'. ;;, the free boundary.

Remark 1. Note that Q(ugk)) is an open set in R™ and \Q(ugk))] = \O(ugk))\ Moreover,
(k)

the minimizer us’ solves

{Azugk) + Agk)Auék) =0, n Q(ugk))

WP = [vu| =0, on 9Q(u").

The following lemma shows that, considering the functional Ig(l), the set Q(ugl)) is con-

nected. This result is a direct consequence of the strict monotonicity of the penalization
(1

term pg 7.
Lemma 5. For every minimizer WM € H§’2(B) of T the set Q(ugl)) is connected.

Proof. We prove the claim by contradiction. Without loss of generality we assume that
Q(ugl)) consists of two connected components, namely ; and 2y with Qx| # 0 for

= 1,2. By uj we denote
{ugl), in Q
ug 1=

0, otherwise
The minimality of ugl) for Ig(l) implies
IO (ul) = AL + pI (1] + Q) < R(ur) + pM (| ]) = T (uy).

Since HVugl)HLz(B) =1, there holds

/|Au1|2d:c+/|Au2|2d:U 1/|Vu2]2dz
1 Qo Qo

< [1auPdo+ (000 - 5O+ |92D) [ [V
Ql Q1

Now the strict monotonicity of pgl) implies

/|AU2|2d$<A§1) /|Vu2|2d:n,
Qo

which is equivalent to

9) R(ug) < AL,

11



Comparing Tt )( (1)) and T )( 2) we find
IO (M) = AL + pI (1] + [2]) < R(ua) + pV (1Q2]) = I (u2).

Then (9) implies
AL + (1] + 1922]) < AL +pD (|,
(1)

Obviously, this is contradictory since ps’ is strictly increasing. O

Let us emphasize that for the proof of Lemma 5 the actual value of |Q(u£1))|
vant since pgl) is strictly increasing. Considering the functional IE(O), and thus the only

(0)

non-decreasing penalization term pg

is irrele-

, we have to ensure that |Q(u£0))| > wp before we

(0)

are able to copy the approach of Lemma 5 and can deduce that Q(us’) is connected.
This will be done in Theorem 5 and Lemma 6.
The next corollary collects direct consequences of Lemma 5

(1)

Corollary 1. For every minimizer us ofI the domain Q(ues’) satisfies AS) =

A(Q(ugl))) and Q(ug )) is an optimal domain for minimizing the buckling eigenvalue

(1)

among all domains in B with the same measure as Q(ug ’).

(1)
Proof. Let ugl) € Hg’z(B) minimizes the functional IE(US ). The minimality of ugl) for
(1)
Z:

then implies
AW 4 pO(|2uM)]) = min{ZM (v) - veHO 2(B))
< min{R(v) + pM(|Qv)|) : v € Hy*(B),|Q(v)| = [Q(ul?)[}
<min{R(v) : v € HQQ(Q(u ))}+p€ (]Q(ugl))!)
AQ(uM)) + pP (12uM)])
<A 1<|Q< ).

(1)

Thus, the minimizer ue ’ is a buckling eigenfunction on Q(ugl)). Moreover, there holds
AQ(ul))) = min{R(v) : v € Hy*(B), |2(v)] = [Q(ulV)]}.

Hence, Q(ugl)) is an optimal domain for minimizing the buckling eigenvalue among all
domains in B with the same measure as Q(ugl)). O

3 The volume condition
(0)

In the following, we analyze the functionals Zz ™’ and Is(l) seperately.

12



3.1 The non-rewarding penalization term

In this section, we consider the functional Zg(o). We will show that for every € > 0 and
every minimizer u§°) of IE(O) the volume of the set Q(ugo)) cannot fall below the value
(0))
€

wp. This observation allows us to adopt the proof of Lemma 5 to show that Q(u is

connected. Thus, analog to Corollary 1, Q(ugo)) minimizes the buckling load among all
open subsets of B with the same measure as Q(ué—o)).

Recall that the buckling load is decreasing and the penalization term p§0) is non-
decreasing with respect to set inclusion. Since the penalization term grows with slope
e~! for arguments larger than wy, it seems to be natural that the optimal domain Q(ugo))
adjusts itself to the volume wqy provided that ¢ is chosen small enough. Indeed, the fact

that ]Q(ugo))] < wy for sufficiently small ¢ is eventually a consequence of the scaling
property of the buckling load, i.e. A(M) = t?A(tM) for t > 0. Finally, we finish the

present section with the proof of Theorem 1.

The following theorem shows that the volume of the set Q(ugo)) cannot fall below wy.

Theorem 5. For every ¢ > 0 there holds \Q(ugo))\ > wo for every minimizer ne of
7.

The proof of Theorem 5 follows exactly the idea of the proof of [11, Theorem 2.2].
However, since Theorem 5 is crucial for proving our main theorem, Theorem 1, we
present the proof in detail.

Proof of Theorem 5. We prove the claim by contradiction. Let us assume that for an
e > 0 there exists a minimizer u!”) of 7.” such that \Q(ugo))\ < wp. Now choose an
xo € 8Q(u§0)) \ OB and a radius 7 > 0 such that

(10) |Br(z0) N {z € B:u®(z) # 0} >0
and ]Q(ugo))UBr(xo)] < wp. Note that such an xy € 8Q(u£0)) \ OB exists since we assume
\Q(ugo))\ < wp. Let v € HOQ’Q(B) with v — u{®) € Hg’z(Br(m‘O)) and
A2+ A9 Av =0 in B, (z0).
We set

D

B uéo), in B\ By(x0)
v, in BT(xO)

and compare the Ig(o)—energies of ugo) and ©. This leads to the following local inequality:
(11) / A0 — | Av)?dz < AD) / (Va0 — |Wu|?d.
Br(zo) Br(z0)

Using integration by parts and the definition of v, we obtain

/mug())y?—mvy?dx: / A@O — o) + 240 / V(u® — ) 2da.

Br(z0) Br(z0) Br(z0)

13



Thus, (11) becomes

£

/ A2 = |Av2de < AD / Yl — v)|2dz
Br(wo) Br (o)

and Poincaré’s inequality yields

(12) / |Au?)2 — | Av)?de < AL)r? / 1AL — v)2de.

By (zo) B (z0)

Provided that the integral in (12) does not vanish, (12) is contradictory for sufficently

small r.
If the integral in (12) vanishes, there holds W =y in B, (z0). Consequently, u s
analytic in B r (o) since v is there analytic as a solution of an ellipitc equation. However,
(0) (0)).

then ue’ vanishes in Bz (z9) because of (10). This is contradictory since zo € 9 (us
This proves the claim. O

Now we are able to adopt the proof of Lemma 5 to show that Q(ugo)) is connected.

Lemma 6. For everye > 0 and every minimizer u§0) ofIE(O) the set Q(ugo)) 1s connected.
Proof. We follow the idea of the proof of Lemma 5 and assume that Q(ugo)) = QU
with |Qg] > 0 for k = 1,2. Let us first consider that ]Q(ugo))] > wp. Then there holds

(13) pO(12u)])) > P ()

for K = 1,2. Hence, arguing as in the proof of Lemma 5 and replacing the strict

monotonicity of pél) by (13), we arrive at a contradiction.

Now let us assume that |Q(u§0))| = wp. Then

(14) PO (1)) = p () = 0
and arguing as in the proof of Lemma 5 we obtain

ZO) (ug) = R(ug) < AQ = 70 (4,0,

£ £

This implies that us minimizes the fucntional Z.*). Since Q(uz) = Q9 and |Q2| < wyp this
is contradictory to Theorem 5. Thus, the claim is proven. 0

As a consequence of Lemma 6, we get the analog to Corollary 1.

Corollary 2. For every minimizer ué‘)) of IE(O) the set Q(ugo)) is a domain and A§°) =

A(Q(ugo))). In addition, Q(ugo)) minimzes the buckling load among all open subsets of
(0))

B with the same measure as (ue

14



The following remark will be helpful to show that for an appropriate choice of € the

n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of Q(ugo) ) cannot become larger than wy.

Remark 2. Note that the reference domain B compactly contains a ball Br(xg) with
|Br| = wo. Let ¢ € Hg’2(BR(1‘0)) denote the buckling eigenfunction on Br(xg), i.e.

A(Br(z0)) = min{R(v, Br(x0)) : v € Hy* (Br(z0))} = R(¢, Br(0))-
Consequently, for every € > 0 there holds

70(6) = Z0(6) = R(6. Ba(eo)) = ABa(ao)) = (2 )" A5,

Theorem 6. Let ugo) be a minimizer for Iéo). Then there exists a number ey = e1(n, wo)
such that for 0 < e < ey there holds

Proof. We claim that the statement of the theorem holds true for

2

(15) g1 =e1(n,wy) = (Z:)n AEUBSl)'

We prove by contradiction. Thus, we choose € < €; and denote by ugo) a minimizer of

IE(O). Assume that there exists a number o > 1 such that
(16) 1Q(u)| = awp.

Our aim is to contradict (16).

Since Q(ugo) ) C B and a > 1, the scaled domain Q' := of%Q(uéO)) is also contained
in B and satisfies || = wy. Let ¢ € Hg ’Q(B) denote the first buckling eigenfunction on

. Then the minimality of ugo) for IE(O) implies

(17) AQu)) + %(a - 1) = Z0) < 7(y) = A(').

By scaling we have

From (17) we then get

(18) L(a=1) < (o —1) AQ)).
Now let ¢ € Hg’2(B) be as in Remark 2. Then, due to the assumption (16), there holds

2

AR < ZO) < Z00) = (£2)" A



and estimate (18) becomes

Hence,

With (15) this implies
a—1 1
1< ———<eg
an —1
since a > 1 and n > 2. Thus, for any € < e; we get a contradiction and the assumption
(16) cannot hold true for any 0 < a < 1. Hence, |Q(u§0))] > wyp if € < e .Together with

Theorem 5, this proves the claim. ]

Finally, the proof of the main theorem, Theorem 1, is a direct consequence of the
previous results in this section.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let us choose € < g1, where €7 is given in Theorem 6 and let u§0) be
a minimizer of Z”’. Then Theorem 6 implies that \Q(ugo))\ = wp and, due to Corollary
2, there holds

70 (W) = AQ(ul)).

Now choose an open set D C B with |D| < wp and denote by up € Hg’z(D) the buckling
eigenfunction on D. Then the minimality of ugo) for IE(O) implies

A@@) =T W) < ZO(up) = A(D).
Hence,
(19) A(Qu®)) = min{A(D) : D C B, D open, |D| < wp}.
In addition, Q(ugo)) is connected (see Lemma 6). This proves Theorem 1. O

Since the existence of an optimal domain among all open subsets of B of given volume
is now proven, the next reasonable step would be a qualitative analysis of the free
boundary BQ(US:O)). Following [2], our next aims would by establishing a nondegeneracy
result for ugo). Considering second order problems (e.g. [1, 2, 5]), these nondegeneracy
results are achieved by applying comparision principles, which which are not available
for fourth order operators in general. One possible way out of this difficulty is to replace
the penalization term pgo) by the rewarding penalization term pgl). This will be discussed
in the next section.

16



3.2 The rewarding penalization term

In this section, we consider the functional Zs(l) . Analog to Theorem 6 we will find that
\Q(ugl))\ cannot become larger than wy provided that & < ;.

It remains to exclude that Q(ugl)) < wp. This will be more involved since adopting a
scaling argument like the one we used in the proof of Theorem 6 collapses if we cannot
guarantee that the scaled version of Q(ugl)) is still contained in the reference domain B.

Choosing the parameter ¢ sufficiently small, we will see that one of the following two
situations occurs: either ]Q(ugl))] = wp or ]Q(ugl))] < wp and the rescaled domain
with || = wp cannot be translated into the reference domain B.

In the first case, ugl) is a minimizer of the functional IE(O) and Q(ugl)) is an optimal
domain for minimizing the buckling load in the sense of Theorem 1. Thus, in this case,
we can treat the functionals IE(O) and Ig(l) as equivalent.

In the second case, we may think of the domain Q(ugl)) as of a domain with thin
tentacles, which may all touch the boundary of the reference domain B. These tentacles

eludes the scaling. Consequently, in this case a more local analysis of 8Q(u§1)) is needed.

Exemplary, we will see that assuming that OQ(ugl)) satisfies a doubling condition, the
domain Q(ugl)) fulfills ]Q(ugl))] = wo.

We begin this section with the analog result to Theorem 6.

Theorem 7. For e < &1 every minimizer uél) oflg(l) satisfies \Q(ugl))\ < wqg. Thereby,
€1 s the number given in Theorem 6.

Proof. Let us assume that € < e and that \Q(ugl))\ = awp for an o > 1. Then arguing
in exactly the same way as in the proof of Theorem 6 leads to a contradiction. O

We would like to repeat the idea of the proof of Theorem 6 assuming that |Q(u§1))| =

awyp for some o € (0,1) and then define the scaled domain Q' = OFHQ(US:D). However,
it is not clear if the enlarged domain ' is still contained in B. A partial result can be
obtained with the help of an argument of M. S. Ashbaugh and R. S. Laugesen.

Remark 3. In [}], M. S. Ashbaugh and R. S. Laugesen showed that there exists a constant
cn € (0,1), only depending on the dimension n, such that for every domain Q C R™ there
holds

A(R) > ¢, A(QF),

where QF denotes a ball in R™ with the same volume as Q. In addition, ¢, tends to 1
as n tends to infinity.

Theorem 8. Let ugl) be a minimizer of Ig(l) for e < e1. Then there exists a number
ag = ap(n,e1,€) such that
12(uM)| > agwo.

Moreover, we have the explicit representation

_ 14eer — 1+ 2ee; + (ee1)? — 4epeer
N 2eeq

(67 )
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where €1 is given by Theorem 6 and c, is given by Remark 3.

Note that

lim ag =1 and limag = ¢,.
n—o0 e—0

Together with Theorem 7 this shows that for ¢ < ¢; the domain Q(ugl)) satisfies the

volume condition asymptotically as the dimension n approaches infinity.

Proof of Theorem 8. Let u") be a minimizer of Z" and let o € (0,1) be such that

[Q(ul)] = aw.

Choose ¢ as in Remark 2. Then the minimality of ugl) for Ig(l) implies

2

200 AQY) - san(l - a) = VW) <20) = () A5,
0
By Q(ugl) )# we denote the ball centered in the origin, having the same volume as Q(u
Then )
AQ(uN# :(wT‘)nAB
@) = (22 )" A

and applying Remark 3 we obtain from (20)

2N

en A(Q(uD)#) — (“:}701) A(BL) < ewp (1 —a)

[V

N (W">"A(Bl) (ena % = 1) < ewo (1 - )

wo
_2 2
ene = — 1 <e (wg)n il U
11—« wn/) A(B1) 1'

Since a < 1, there holds o > a~ ! and we have

-1 _ 1
(21> 7071?_ o S e,
We set f(a) := % Then f:(0,1) — R is smooth, strictly decreasing and
il_}ml f(a) = —o0 and ilgbf(a) = 00.

By ap we denote the (unique) solution in (0, 1) for equality in (21), i.e.

_ 14eer — 1+ 2ee1 + (e61)? — 4epeer
N 2eeq '

&0

O).

Consequently, the strict monotonicity of f implies that (21) can only hold true for

a € [ag, 1). This proves the theorem.

18
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From now on, we always consider 0 < ¢ < 1. Consequently, there holds
apwo < Q)] < wp.

Theorem 9. There exists a number g = £o(n,wp) such that for e < eg every minimizer
ugl) ofIa(I) satisfies either

a) |Q(u£;1))| = wo or

b) |Q(u§1))| < wo and the rescaled domain t Q(ugl)) with |t Q(ugl))| = wy s not a subset
of B. In addition, there exists no translation ® : R™ — R™ such that ®(t Q(ugl)))
is contained in B.

Proof. We claim that the statement of the theorem holds true for

AB1) 2 [wn\ " 2
(22) €0 1= min {81,% ( 1)— (w) } = min {51,cnn511},

wWo N \Wwo

where €1 is given in Theorem 6 and ¢, is given in Remark 3. We prove by contradiction.
Let 0 < & < g9 and u”) be a minimizer of 71", Recall that Theorem 8 implies |Q(u£l))| €
[apwo, wp] since we assume € < £;. Now let us assume that there exists an a € [ap, 1)
such that

(23) Q)] = awp.

We split the proof in two steps.

Step 1. Assume € < gg and let u§°) be a minimizer of IE(O). Recall that Theorem

6 implies that |Q(u§0))| = wp. We now show that, for every ¢t € (0,1), the buckling

(0)
3

eigenfunction u! of the scaled domain ¢ Q(us’) does not minimize the functional Ig(l),

i.e. for every t € (0,1) there holds
(24) 7O (V) < I (ul).

()

For that purpose, let us assume that (24) does not hold true. Then there exists a
t € (0,1) such that
70 (V) = I ()

(3

and, since |t Q(ugo))] = t"wp < wp, we obtain

(25) 7O (uf) = At Q(u)) — ewo(1 — ) < AQ(u”)) = T (u).

3 3 &

By scaling there holds
AEQu)) =t AQu)).

Thus, from (25) we get

(26) AQul)) (t‘2 - 1) < ewp(1 — ).
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By Q(ug)))# we denote the ball centered in the origin with the same volume as Q(ugo)).

Then

V]

Wn

A@@OY) = ()" A

wo

and applying Remark 3 we obtain from (26)

en A (Q(uO)#) (t*Z — 1) < ewp (1 —1t")

3

w
s e <”>
wo

2
& <e c — =c-€1-¢, .
1—tn ~"AB) " (wn> Lo

BALS

ABy) (872 = 1) < ewp (1 —17)

Since t < 1 and € < gq (see (22)), we obtain

2 t2_-1
n

-1
< - <e-e1-¢, <

= 3|

Obviously, this statement is false and we conculde that (24) holds true for every ¢ € (0, 1).
Step 2. Let us fix t, € (0,1) such that |t*Q(u£-0))| =
(23), there holds t, = am and applying (24) we obtain

Q(ugl))| Hence, according to

ZM (M) < M (ut).
By choice of t,, this is equivalent to
AQ@D)) < AER() = £ 24 QW)

where we additionally used the scaling property of the buckling load. Multiplying the
above inequality with t2 and again applying the scaling property of the buckling load,
we deduce

(27) A Qu)) = £2A(Qu)) < AR()).

Note that |t;19(u£;1))\ = wp. Thus, if t;lQ(ugl)) C B, (27) is contradictory to the
minimality of Q(ugo)) for the buckling load among all open subsets of B with volume

smaller or equal than wy (see (19)). Consequently, if ¢, 1Q(u§1)) C B, the assumption
(23) is false and there holds |Q(ugl))| = wp. This proves part a) of the claim.

If t*_lQ(ugl)) ¢ B, but there exists a translation ® : R™ — R" such that @(t;lﬁ(ugl))) C
B, we arrive at the same contradiction to (19) as above because of the translational in-
variance of the buckling load (i.e. A(D) = A(®(D)) for every translation ®).

Hence, if ]Q(ugl))] < wp, the scaled domain ¢, 1Q(u§1)) cannot be translated into the
ball B. This proves part b) of the claim. O
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From now on, we always choose ¢ < ¢p. Let ug) € HOM(B) be a minimizer of Ig(l)

and let us assume that case a) of Theorem 9 holds true. Hence, |Q(u§1))| = wp and

repeating the proof of Theorem 1 we gave in Section 3.1 we find that Q(ugl)) minimizes
the buckling load among all open subsets of B with volume smaller or equal than wg. In
addition, ugl) minimizes the functional IE(O).

Consequently, if we could exclude that the case b) of Theorem 9 may occur, we could
treat the functionals IE(O) and Ig(l) as equivalent. We will discuss this issue in the following

section.

3.3 Discussion of case b) of Theorem 9

In this section, we always consider a minimizer WM e Hg’Q(B) such that case b) of

Theorem 9 occurs. Thus, there holds |Q(u£—1))| < wp and the rescaled domain Q' with
|| = wp is neither contained in B, nor can it be translated into B. Consequently, we
have to think of the domain Q(ugl)) as of a domain with tentacle-like, very long and very
thin parts.

Since we do not posses any information about regularity properties of OQ(ug)), we
currently cannot anaylze these tentacle-like domains in more detail.

However, assuming that 8Q(u§1)) satisfies a doubling condition, we will be able to

(1)

establish a nondegeneracy result for us ’. This nondegeneracy enables us to prove that,
potentially after translation, the up the volume wqg rescaled version of Q(ugl)) is always
contained in B. Hence, if OQ(ugl)) satisfies a doubling condition, the case b) of Theorem
9 cannot occur and there holds \Q(ugl))\ = wy

From now on, we always assume that 8Q(u§1)) satisfies the following doubling property.
Assume that there exists a constant o > 0 and a radius 0 < Ry < 1 such that for every

Ty € 8Q(u£1)) and every 0 < R < Ry there holds
(28) | Bar(z0) N Qul))| < 0| Br(zo) N QulV)].

Note carefully that the condition (28) does not exclude that Q(ugl)) forms thin tentacles
but it determines the minimal rate at which the volume of a possible tentacle may
decrease.

3.3.1 Nondegeneracy of ugl)

(1)

Our aim is to establish a nondegeneracy result for us’. For convenience, we cite a
technical lemma which will be applied in the proof of Lemma 8.

Lemma 7 ([7, Lemma 6.1]). Let Z(t) be a bounded nonnegative function in the interval
[p, R]. Assume that for p <t < s < R we have

2(t) < [A(s = )™ + B(s = 1)~ + C| + 9Z(s)
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with A,B,C>0,a>8>0and0 <9 <1. Then,

Z(p) < cle,0) [A(R = p)™* + B(R— p)* + C|.

Lemma 8. Let ul”) be a minimizer ofIg(l) and let BQ(ugl)) satisfy (28). There exists a
c1 = ci1(e,m,wo,0) > 0 such that there holds

(29) c1 R < sup |Vu§1)|,
Br(zo)

where xy € 8Q(u£1)) and 0 < R < Ry. In particular, ¢y is independent of the choice of
zo and R.

Proof. Let xg € 8Q(u£1)) and 0 < R < Ry. For g <t< s <R, let n e C®MR"
satisfy 0 < n < 1, n = 0 in Bi(xg) and n = 1 in R™ \ Bs(xo). Note that for every
x € Bg(zg) \ Bi(zo) there holds

C(n)

s—1t

C(n)
(s —1)*

and |An(z)| <

(30) n(2)] <

where C'(n) only depends on n. We use ugl)n as a comparison function for Ig(l). By the

(1)

minimality of us’ we obtain
T @) < 70 (i),

Since, by construction, there holds |O(nu§1))] = ]O(ugl)ﬂ — | Bi(zo) N Q(ugl))|, straight
forward computation yields

/|Au§1>|2dx+e|Bt<xo>msz(ug”ns / AGul)) P
Bs(zo) B\ B¢(zo)

+ (AQD) + ¢|By(x0) N QuD))) / Vul)|2dz.

Bs(zo)

(31)

A detailed analysis of this inequality gives the claim. This is done in three steps.
Step 1. We estimate the last summand on the right hand side of (31). Recall that

AQ(uM)) < (w> A(B1) + € (wo — |O(ulM)])

wo

S

< (wn> A(B1) + e1wp = C(n,wo).
wo

Consequently,

AQul))) + el Bi(z0) N 2ulV)| < C(n,wo) + &1| By (z0)| < C(n,wo)
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and (31) becomes

/ 1AW 2dz + £ | By (o) N QulM)]

(32) %)

= / [AGuf) Pz + C(n,wo) / [Vull P der.
Bs\Bt(zo) Bs(zo)
Step 2. Applying Young’s inequality we estimate
AD)? < 4 (Jaul)Pn? + 2 Vul. Wy + () Anf?)
and together with (30) we deduce in Bs(zo) \ Bi(zo)

(SC’_(T;))2 |vu£1)|2 + (5_(7;))4 (ugl))2> .

A < 4 (Al PP + 2

With the splitting

Au dr = Au 2dz + AV 2z
| AulD)? :

Bg(zo) Bs\Bt(wo) By (zo)

(32) becomes

Be(wo) B\Bi(x0)
) e €0 oy / 2

B \Bt(zo) Bs(zo)

where C'(n) collects all constants only depending on n. Since 0 < n < 1, we obtain
/ |Au2da + & |By(x0) N QulV)] < 3 / |AulV|da
Bi(xo) B\ B¢(zo)

+ C(n,wp) / (1 + (3—115)2) IVulV|? + G —1t)4 (ulV)?dz.

Br(wo)

Now we add 3 [5 B \Augl)\de to both sides of the above inequality and divide the

resulting inequality by 4. Subsequently, we add 3£|B;(zo) N Q(us )| to the right hand
side. This leads to

(33)
P+ 5 Brlan) Q) < | [ 180 P+ §1B. (o) 0 ()
Bt (o) s (o)
+ C(n,wp) / <1+1>yv 2y My
- (s —1)? CEDE

Br(zo)
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Setting
20)= [ 18P+ 1Bi(ao) 0 QD)
Bi(zo)
estimate (33) enables us to apply Lemma 7 and we obtain
1

3
/ |Au§1)|2dl‘+1 |B§ (l‘o)ﬁQ(ugl)M < C(n,wp) / <1 + 72 ﬁ( .

Bg(wo) Br(zo)

)|Vu§1)|2+ = ulM)2da.

Step 3. The CM regularity of ugl) allows us to estimate

u(z)| < 2R sup |[Vull|
Br(zo)

for every x € Br(xg). Moreover, we assume R < Ry < 1. Hence, we find

3
/ ‘Au§1)|2d$ + Z |B§ (CL‘o) N Q(uél)”
(34) Bgloo)
< C(n,wo) R72 sup |[VulV)? | Br(z) N QuV)).

BRr(zo0)

Since we assume the doubling property (28) to hold true, omitting the nonnegative
integral on the left hand side we obtain

< C(n,wo)o R sup |VulV|?.
Br(zo)

| ™

This proves the claim. ]

Note that the assumption (28) enables us to compare |Br (a;o)ﬂQ(ugl))] with |Br(xo)N
2

Q(ugl))] in estimate (34). This assumption is only needed because we currently do not

have any further information about the free boundary OQ(US)) and could be replaced by

regularity properties of the free boundary. However, let us emphasize that the rewarding
property of the penalization term pgl) is crucial for proving Lemma 8 and cannot be
replaced since the rewarding term yields the strictly positive lower bound in (29).

The nondegeneracy of ugl) along the free boundary according to Lemma 8 allows us

to establish a lower bound on the density quotient of Q(ugl)).

Lemma 9. Let ul" be a minimizer of Ig(l), a € (0,1) and let GQ(uQ)) satisfy (28).
There exists a constant ca = ca(e,n,wo, 0, ) > 0 such that for every xo € BQ(US})) and
every 0 < R < Ry there holds

[2(ut) N Br(wo)|

l-o
c2|Br| = <
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Although this lower bound on the density quotient is admittedly weak, it suffices to

prove that Q(ugl)) can be rescaled to the volume wy without leaving the reference domain
B provided the radius of B is chosen sufficiently large (see Theorem 10).

Proof of Lemma 9. Let xg € 8Q(u£1)) and 0 < R < Ry. According to Lemma 8 and the

C1* regularity of ulV there exists an z; € Q(ugl)) N Br(xp) such that
2

clg < sup |VulV| = [Vul) (z1)].

B (xo
Now choose x5 € 8Q(u£1)) such that
d := dist(x1, QM) = |21 — 22|.
Since |Vu§1)(az2)| = 0, we obtain
01§ < [Vul (z1) — VulD (22)| < La d*,

where Lo, = L(n,wp, o) denotes the a-Holder coefficient of Vugl) . By construction, there

holds By(z1) C Q(ugl)) N Br(xp). Consequently, we may proceed to

c \" c m
(1> RTL S dan o= (ll—a) |BR| S ‘Bd(xl)’a

2La 2Law
Cl n 1
= (—————) |Bg| <) N Bg(zo)|*
(5ro=s) 1Bl < 120) 0 Bilao)
This proves the claim. O

3.3.2 The volume condition for Q(ugl))

The next theorem is the key observation to show that Q(ugl)) has the volume wq provided

that 8Q(u§1)) satisfies (28). It is a consequence of the lower bound on the density quotient
according to Lemma 9.

Theorem 10. Let ¢ < e and let B = Bg,(0). Provided that Rp is chosen sufficiently
large, for every minimizer ugl) of Is(l) such that 8Q(u£1)) satisfies (28) there holds

a) Q(ugl)) is compactly contained in B, 1 , (0) or
n Rp

b) there exists a translation ® : R™ — R™ such that @(Q(ug))) is compactly contained

m BQ_%RB (0).
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Proof. Let us think of the reference domain B as of a ball centered at the origin and with
radius Rp. In addition, let ugl) be a minimizer of Ig(l) for € < e1. In order to prove the

claim, let us assume that Q(ugl)) is not compactly contained in B, 0). For the sake

i
of convenience, we abbreviate S := 2~ Rp. Hence, we assume GQ(ugl )N dBg(0) # 0.

Of course, there either holds 0 € Q(ugl)) or 0 ¢ Q(uél)). At first, we will handle the
case where the origin is already contained in Q(ua1 ). Secondly, we will show that we
may translate Q(ugl) ) such that the origin becomes an inner point of Q(uél)).

Step 1. We consider that 0 € Q(ugl)).
Note that for every m € N with m > 3 there holds

(35) B5(0) = U Buazg(0) \ B2 (0).

Since we assume that aﬁ(ugl)) NJBs(0) # 0 and 0 € Q(ugl)), there exists a smallest
index ig = ig(m) such that for each i > iy there exists an x; € 8Q(u§1)) N 0Bi+14(0).

We fix m € N such that % < Ryp. In addition, we fix an o € (0,1). Then applying
Lemma 9 for ig < i < m — 2 we obtain

(36) ca|Bs |« < [Q(uM) N B (7).

We now sum (36) from i = ig(m) to i = m — 2. Since Bs (z;) N Bs (z) = 0 for i # k
and ]Q(ugl))] < wy, this implies

m—2
< 3 10uM) N Bs ()] < [2(u)] < wp.

=10

Q=

ca2 (m — 1 —1ip(m)) ‘B%|

Note that since By, ¢(0) C Q(ugl)) and |Q(ugl))| < wyp, ip(m) is bounded. Indeed,
|Big gl < 12(ulV)] < wo

implies

and recalling that .S := 27%RB, we obtain

1

2R 4 (wo\~n 1 .

co ( T B —1——R (0) )\Bgo|a <co(m—1—1i9(m))|B
2nRO 0 Wn 4

.
IN

(S
S

3w
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Since this estimate is false if Rp is chosen sufficiently large, the proof is finished provided
that 0 € Q(ugl)).
Step 2.  Let us now assume that the origin is not contained in Q(ugl)). However,

there exists an x( € Q(ugl)) N B. We now translate Q(ugl)) such that xg is translated to
the origin, i.e. we consider

O:R" - R" z— x— xp.
We call @ := (Q(u)) and v.(z) := ul’ (@~ (z)). Thus,
O ={zeR":v.(x) # 0 or (ve(x) = 0 A |Ve(z)] > 0)}

and v, € Hg’z(Q’). Moreover, 09 = <I>(8Q(u§1))).

Let us emphasize that, in general, Q' may not be contained in B and, thus, v. &
Hg ’2(B ). Note carefully that in Step 1 the minimality of ugl) for Ig(l) is not used explicitly.
However, the minimality is necessary to establish Lemma 8 and, subsequently, Lemma 9
and the application of Lemma 9 leads to estimate (36), which is the crucial observation
in Step 1.

If yo € 0 and 0 < R < Ry, then there exists a zg € 8Q(u§1)) such that yg = ®(zp).
Lemma 9 together with the translational invariance of the Lebesgue measure then imply

(37) 12N Br(yo)| = |2(uM) N Br(z)| > cs| Br|=.

Estimate (37) enables us to repeat the approach presented in Step 1. Again we consider
the segmentation (35) and assume that 9Q' N dBg(0) is not empty. Then there exists
a smallest index ig(m) such that for every ig < i < m — 2 there exists an z; € 9Q' N
0Bi+14(0). Now applying (37) we obtain for ip <i <m — 2

¢2|Bs|a < |9 NBs(a;)]

Since || = \Q(ugl))\ < wp we may repeat the argumentation from Step 1 and obtain

that Q' = @(Q(ugl))) is compactly contained in BQ_ i and, by construction, contains
nhp

the origin. 0

As a direct consequence of Theorem 10 we deduce that, if 8Q(u§1)) satisfies the dou-
bling condition (28), the domain Q(ugl)) satisfies |Q(u§1))| = wp.

Corollary 3. Let e < gg and let uél) € H§’2(B) minimize Ig(l). Provided that the radius

Rp of B is chosen sufficiently large and that OQ(ugl)) satisfies the doubling property
(28), there holds ]Q(ugl))] = wp.

Proof. Let ¢ < g9 and let ugl) € H§’2(B) be a minimizer of Zél) such that GQ(ugl))
satisfies (28). In addition, we assume |Q(u§1))| = awy for an o € [ap, 1). Note that since
Cp > % for every n € N, the quantity o given in Theorem 8 satisfies

(38) I e L e e B R SR i
- = - 2¢1 =2
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for every choice of wg, which determines €;. Applying Theorem 10 the domain Q(ugl))
is compactly contained in B 1 , (possibly after translation) and estimate (38) implies
nap

that the scaled domain a_%Q(ugl)) is a subset of Br,. This is a contradiction to

Theorem 9 since we assume that |Q(ugl))| < wp. O

We finish with some concluding remarks.
Remark 4. The fundamental tone of a domain 0 C R" is defined as

Av|?d
() := min {W ve Hg’Q(Q)} .
Q

Considering the functional I. : Hg’z(B) — R by

B fQ | Av|?dx

70 (v) = [, o2z +p(|0(w))),

€
where pgk) and O(v) are defined as above, the approach presented in the Sections 2 and
3 can be adopted to prove the existence of a connected domain QU* with |Q*| = wqy such
that
I'(Q*) = min{I'(D) : D C B, Dopen, |D| < wp}.

Remark 5. Future work should address the following issues.

e It remains an open problem how to prove reqularity of the free boundaries GQ(ugo))

and 8Q(u§1)), respectively.

o It remains open to prove the doubling property we assumed in Section 3.3 or to

find another argument why the the enlarged domain CF%Q(UQ)) is still contained

n B.

o It remains open to prove existence of an optimal domain for minimizing the buck-
ling load among all (probably unbounded) open subsets of R™ with given measure.
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