arXiv:2404.09272v1 [math.AP] 14 Apr 2024

NONTRIVIAL SOLUTIONS TO THE RELATIVE OVERDETERMINED TORSION PROBLEM IN A CYLINDER

FILOMENA PACELLA, DAVID RUIZ, AND PIERALBERTO SICBALDI

Abstract. Given a bounded regular domain ω ⊂ R^{N−1} and the half-cylinder Σ = ω × (0, +∞), we consider the relative overdetermined torsion problem in Σ, i.e.

Δu + 1 = 0 in Ω, ∂η u = 0 on ~ΓΩ, u = 0 on ΓΩ, ∂ν u = c on ΓΩ. where Ω ⊂ Σ, ΓΩ = ∂Ω ∩ Σ, ~ΓΩ = ∂Ω \ ΓΩ, ν is the outer unit normal vector on ΓΩ and η is the outer unit normal vector on ~ΓΩ. We build nontrivial solutions to this problem in domains Ω that are the hypograph of certain nonconstant functions v : ω → (0, +∞). Such solutions can be reflected with respect to ω, giving nontrivial solutions to the relative overdetermined torsion problem in a cylinder. The proof uses a local bifurcation argument which, quite remarkably, works for any generic base ω.

1. Introduction

If Ω is a domain of R^N (N ≥ 2) the classical overdetermined torsion problem in Ω is given by:

(1.1)

Δu + 1 = 0 in Ω, u = 0 on ∂Ω, ∂_ν u = c on ∂Ω,

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35B32; 35G15; 35N25.

Key words and phrases. Relative overdetermined problems; Torsion problem; Local bifurcation. Acknowledgements. F. P. is member of GNAMPA-INdAM and has been supported by PRIN 2022AKNS E4 - Next Generation EU. D. R. has been supported by the FEDER-MINECO Grant PID2021- 122122NB-I00 and by J. Andalucia (FQM-116). P. S has been supported by the FEDER-MINECO Grant PID2020-117868GB-I00. D. R. and P. S. also acknowledge financial support from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (MICINN), through the IMAG-Maria de Maeztu Excellence Grant CEX2020- 001105-M/AEI/10.13039/501100011033. 1

where ν is the outer unit normal vector on ∂Ω and c is a constant. Such overdetermined problem arises when one studies critical points of the torsion energy functional

J(Ω) = min_{v∈H1}

0 (Ω) ( 1 2 � Ω |∇v|^2 − � Ω v )

with respect to volume-preserving deformations of the domain. It is well known that (1.1) admits a solution if and only if Ω is a ball, see [12].

If we change the ambient space R^N by a certain open set Σ ⊂ R^N the expression of the torsion energy functional does not change but now the space H^1_0 (Ω) is naturally substituted by the closure of the space {φ ∈ C^∞(Ω), Supp(φ) ⊂ Ω ∪ ∂Σ} with respect to the H^1-norm. The study of critical points of J with respect to volumepreserving deformations of the domain leads to the relative overdetermined torsion problem in Σ (see Proposition 2.6 in [2]), i.e.

(1.2)

Δu + 1 = 0 in Ω, ∂_ηu = 0 on ~Γ_Ω, u = 0 on Γ_Ω, ∂_ν u = c on Γ_Ω.

Here Γ_Ω = ∂Ω ∩ Σ, ~Γ_Ω = ∂Ω \ Γ_Ω, ν is the outer unit normal vector on Γ_Ω and η is the outer unit normal vector on ~Γ_Ω. Notice that the overdetermined condition appears only on Γ_Ω, that is usually called the relative or free boundary of Ω, while the zero boundary condition is of mixed type instead of Dirichlet type. Let us point out that the existence of a solution to (1.2), under the assumption that Γ_Ω is transversal to ~Γ_Ω, forces Γ_Ω to intersect ∂Σ_ω orthogonally, see [7].

In this paper we consider the relative overdetermined torsion problem in a cylinder. We look for solutions which are even with respect to one variable, so we can restrict ourselves to a half-cylinder. More precisely, given ω ⊂ R^{N−1} a bounded regular domain, we define:

(1.3) Σ = Σ_ω = {(x^′, x_N ) ∈ R^{N−1} | x^′ ∈ ω, x_N ∈ (0, +∞)}.

A natural question is to characterize domains Ω for which (1.2) admits a solution. For instance, half-balls lying on ω provide solutions to (1.2), where the solution u is radially symmetric. In [1] some qualitative properties of domains admitting solutions to (1.2) were shown, in particular when Ω is the hypograph of a C^2 function v : ω → R, i.e.

Ω = Ω_v = {(x^′, x_N ) ∈ R^N | x^′ ∈ ω, x_N ∈ (0, v(x^′))} .

Here Γ_{Ωv} is just the cartesian graph of v over ω. It is obvious that if v(x) = t > 0, then (1.2) admits a 1D solution

(1.4) U_t(x^′, x_N ) = t^2 − x^2_N 2 . We will write U_t(x_N ) instead of U_t(x^′, x_N ) and refer often to Ω_t as the trivial domains. Thus the question is whether rigidity results could be obtained characterizing Ω_t as the only domains for which (1.2) admits a solution, at least for some values of |Ω| or at least in the class of hypographs. A first step in understanding this question has been made in [2], where more general relative overdetermined problems in half-cylinders have been considered together with their variational formulation. The stability analysis performed in that paper suggests that nontrivial solutions to (1.2) could exist, depending on the first nonzero Neumann eigenvalue of the Laplacian on the base ω ⊂ R^{N−1} (see Theorem 1.3 in [2]). The aim of the present paper is to confirm this fact and to show that, indeed, there exist infinitely many hypographs bifurcating from the trivial ones for which (1.2) admits a solution.

In order to state our result let us consider the eigenvalue problem of the Laplacian operator under Neumann boundary conditions on ω ⊂ R^{N−1} :

(1.5) { −Δψ = λψ in ω, ∂_ηψ = 0 on ∂ω .

Let λ_k be its sequence of eigenvalues where

0 = λ_0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ . . .

Moreover we denote by β the unique solution of the equation:

(1.6) √ β tanh( √ β) = 1,

which is given by β = 1.43923... . In this paper we prove the following result:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that λ_j is a simple eigenvalue for some j ≥ 1. Then there exists a smooth curve: (−ε, ε) ∋ s → v(s) ∈ C^{2,α}(ω) such that:

(1) v(0) is the constant function √_β λ_j ;

(2) v(s) is a nonconstant function for s ≠ 0;

(3) the problem (1.2) admits a solution with Ω = Ω_{v(s)}, being the constant c depending on s.

(4) Γ_{Ωv(s)} intersects ∂Σ_ω orthogonally.

We point out that, for a generic domain ω, all Neumann eigenvalues are simple (see [5]). It is important to remark that our result does not depend on the particular cylinder considered and highlights the role played by the Neumann eigenvalues λ_j of the base ω, whatever the shape of ω is. We also observe that the solutions to (1.2) can be reflected with respect to the base ω of the half-cylinder (because of the zero Neumann condition) obtaining new solutions to the relative overdetermined torsion problem in a (full) cylinder, with free boundary given by two connected components symmetric with respect to a horizontal hyperplane.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 does not use the approach of [2] but relies on a bifurcation analysis in the same spirit of other recent papers building nontrivial solutions to overdetermined problems in unbounded domains of R^N , such as [4, 13, 11, 9, 10].

In order to put our result in perspective, it is interesting to compare the overdetermined torsion problems with constant mean curvature (CMC) embedded surfaces, that arise (in the compact case) when one studies critical points of the area functional of the boundary of a domain with respect to volume-preserving deformations. Since the seminal paper of Serrin ([12]), which used the moving planes method introduced by Alexandroff ([3]) for the study of CMC surfaces, the two frameworks have been often compared. In the bounded case there is a one-to-one correspondence: the bounded domains where (1.1) has a solution are balls as the CMC compact surfaces embedded in R^n are spheres. For unbounded domains in general it is not true that the boundary of a domain where (1.1) can be solved is a CMC surface. Nevertheless, the domains discovered in [4] can be put in correspondence with the CMC Delaunay surfaces because they share a similar shape. A natural question is if there exists a (one-to-one) correspondence between solutions to (1.1) in unbounded domains and unbounded embedded n-dimensional CMC surfaces. Observe that by rescaling CMC surfaces appropriately one obtains a minimal surface and, analogously, by rescaling domains Ω and solutions u of (1.1) one arrives to a harmonic function with overdetermined boundary conditions. Quite surprisingly, Traizet proved for n = 2 a one-to-one correspondence between these two classes of objects, i.e. minimal surfaces and harmonic overdetermined problems ([14]).

In the context of the relative overdetermined torsion problem the natural question is if there is a correspondence between solutions to (1.2) and free boundary embedded CMC surfaces in the same ambient space Σ ⊂ R^n , which are embedded CMC surfaces hitting ∂Σ orthogonally. These surfaces arise when one studies critical points of the area functional of the free boundary of a domain Ω ⊂ Σ with respect to volume-preserving deformations. The result of Theorem 1.1 provides a negative answer to the question. Indeed, it is not difficult to show that embedded free boundary CMC graphs in a cylinder must be flat, (see for instance [1, Proposition 2.1]). On the other hand, by virtue of our Theorem

1.1, there are one-parameter families of nontrivial free boundary hypographs Ω_s ⊂ Σ_w, s ∈ (−ε, ε), admitting a solution to (1.2).

Finally we compare our result with the relative overdetermined torsion problem in cones studied in [2], [6], [8]. In this framework a rigidity result can be obtained in convex cones showing that the only domains admitting solutions to such problem are spherical sectors, see Theorem 1.1 in [8]. Parallel rigidity results can be obtained for free boundary CMC surfaces inside a cone, see Theorem 1.2 in [8]. On the other hand, at least for the relative overdetermined torsion problem, the symmetry result breaks down for a class of nonconvex cones, (see [6]). Instead, in the case of the half-cylinder, the shape of the domain ω, and in particular its convexity, does not prevent the existence of nontrivial domains for the relative overdetermined torsion problem.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we define and study a normal derivative operator associated to each hypograph. In Section 3 and Section 4 we analyze its linearization and study the related eigenvalues. In Section 5 we prove Theorem 1.1 by means of the Crandall-Rabinowitz Theorem.

2. The relative Dirichlet problem and normal derivative operator

Let ω be a bounded and regular domain of R^{N−1} . Let us consider the half-cylinder Σ_ω ⊂ R^N with base ω, i.e.

Σ_ω = { (x^′, x_N ) ∈ R^{N−1} × R | x^′ ∈ ω , x_N ∈ (0, +∞) } .

Given a continuous function v : ω → (0, ∞), we denote

Ω_v = { (x^′, x_N ) ∈ Σ_ω | x^′ ∈ ω , 0 < x_N < v(x^′) } . We write the boundary ∂Ω_v as Γ_v ∪ Γ̃_v, where Γ_v = ∂Ω_v ∩ Σ_ω and Γ̃_v = ∂Ω_v ∩ ∂Σ_ω. In this domain we will also denote by η the unit normal vector on Γ̃_v; instead, ν stands for the unit normal vector on Γ_v. Let us point out that on ∂Γ_v both normal vectors are different, and they are orthogonal if ∂_ηv = 0 on ∂ω. In the case v ≡ t ∈ R we use the notations Ω_t, Γ_t, ~Γ_t and in the special case t = 1 we simply write Ω_1 = Ω, Γ_1 = Γ, ~Γ_1 = ~Γ.

Fix α ∈ (0, 1). For k ∈ N \ {0}, define:

(2.1) X_k = {v ∈ C^{k,α}(ω) : ∂_ηv = 0 on ∂ω},

(2.2) X̃_k = {v ∈ X_k : � ω v = 0}, endowed with the usual C^{k,α} norm, denoted as ‖ · ‖_Ck,α . Clearly, any function v ∈ X_k can be decomposed as v = ṽ + h, where ṽ ∈ X̃_k, h ∈ R. Indeed, h = 1 |ω| � ω v. For any v ∈ X_k we consider the problem:

(2.3)

Δu + 1 = 0 in Ω_v, u = 0 on Γ_v, ∂_η u = 0 on Γ̃_v,

This problem admits a unique weak solution u_v in the space H^1_0 (Ω_v ∪ ~Γ_v) which is the Sobolev space of the functions in H^1(Ω_v) whose trace vanishes on Γ_v. This comes by a standard application of the Lax-Milgram theorem. Moreover by the orthogonal conditions on the intersection between Γ_v and ∂Σ_ω (implied by (2.1)) and by the Neumann condition on ~Γ_v, we have that the u_v is actually a C^{2,α}(Ω_v) solution of (2.3) (see for example [7, 8]).

In the next proposition we want to show that, roughly speaking, the function u_v depends on v in a smooth way. In order to make this assertion rigorous, we use the following diffeomorphism Y_v : Ω → Ω_v,

(2.4) Y_v(x^′, x_N ) := ( x^′, v(x^′)x_N ) , valid for any v ∈ X_k, v > 0. The coordinates we consider from now on are (x^′, x_N ) ∈ Ω and in these coordinates the metric g_v given by the pullback of the Euclidean metric by Y_v can be written as (2.5) g_v = d(x^′)^2 + x^2_N dv^2 + 2v(x^′)x_N dvdx_N + v(x^′)^2dx^2_N . being dv =^{∂v}_{∂x1} dx_1 + · · · +^{∂v}_{∂xN−1} dx_{N−1} and d(x^′) = (dx_1, ..., dx_{N−1}). Then, u_v is a solution of problem (2.3) if and only if ϕ_v = Y^∗_v u solves:

(2.6)

L_v(ϕ) + 1 = 0 on Ω, ϕ = 0 on Γ, ∂_η ϕ = 0 on Γ̃, where L_v = Δ_{gv} is the Laplace-Beltrami operator with respect to the metric g_v. If we denote h(x^′) = 1 v(x^′) , we have

L_v(ϕ) = N−1∑ i=1 [ ϕ_{ii} + x_N h ( 2ϕ_{iN} h_i + ϕ_N h_{ii} + ϕ_{NN} (h_i)^2 x_N h + ϕ_N (h_i)^2 )] + ϕ_{NN} h^2.

where subindices stand for partial derivatives.

For later use it is convenient to define the space: Z = {ϕ ∈ C^{2,α}(Ω) : ϕ = 0 on Γ, ∂_ηϕ = 0 on Γ̃}.

Proposition 2.1. For all v ∈ X_2, v > 0, there exists a unique positive solution ϕ_v ∈ C^{2,α}(Ω) to the problem (2.6) (equivalently, there exists a unique positive solution u_v of (2.3)). In addition the map: (2.7) ϕ : {v ∈ X_2, v > 0} → Z, ϕ(v) = ϕ_v is C^2.

Proof. As commented previously, there exists a unique solution to (2.3). Via the diffeomorphism Y_v we conclude existence and uniqueness for (2.6). Hence we focus on the C^2 dependence.

We define N : {v ∈ X_2, v > 0} × Z → C^{0,α}(Ω), (2.8) N(v, ϕ) := L_v(ϕ) + 1 , Clearly N is a smooth map. Consider now v_0 ∈ X_2, v_0 > 0, and ϕ_0 = ϕ_{v0} a solution of (2.6), so that N(v_0, ϕ_0) = 0.

We can compute the partial derivative with respect to the variable in Z at the point (v_0, ϕ_0):

DN_{(v0 ,ϕ0)}(0, ψ) = L_{v0} (ψ).

We now observe that L_{v0} is an isomorphism from Z to C^{0,α}(Ω). Indeed, composing with the diffeomorphism Y , this is due to the fact that for any f ∈ C^{0,α}(Ω_v), the problem: Δϕ = f in Ω_v, u = 0 on Γ_v, ∂_ηu = 0 on Γ̃_v, admits a unique solution in C^{2,α}(Ω_v). This follows from the Lax-Milgram theorem and regularity theory as for (2.3). Therefore, the Implicit Function Theorem implies that, for any v in a neighborhood of v_0 in X, there exists a unique solution ϕ_v in a neighborhood of ψ_0 in Z so that N(v, ϕ_v ) = 0 .

Clearly ϕ_v = ϕ(v) and this is a C^2 map, as claimed. □

The previous proposition allows us to define the operator: F : {v ∈ X_2 : v > 0} → X̃_1 defined by

(2.9) F (v)(x^′) = ∂u_v ∂ν (x^′, v(x^′)) − 1 |Γ_v| � Γ_v ∂u_v ∂ν where |Γ_v| is the (N − 1)-dimensional measure of Γ_v and u_v is the solution of (2.3) provided by Proposition 2.1. Observe that F is well defined since on ∂Γ_v, ∂ ∂η ( ∂u_v ∂ν ) = ∂ ∂ν ( ∂u_v ∂η ) = 0.

Clearly the zeros of F correspond to the solutions of (1.2) in Ω_v. We plan to find nontrivial zeroes of F as a local bifurcation of a family of trivial solutions. Indeed, if we take v≡t a positive constant, the unique solution of (2.3) is given by:

(2.10) U_t(x^′, x_N ) = t^2 − x^2_N 2 . We denote U = U_1 and morever we will write U_t(x_N ) instead of U_t(x^′, x_N ). Clearly the Neumann derivative is constant so that F (t) = 0 for any constant t > 0.

It is easy to see that the operator F has the following equivalent expression:

F (v)(x^′) = − ( |∇_{gv} ϕ_v|_v (x^′, 1) − 1 m_v � ω×{1} |∇_{gv} ϕ_v| dv_g ) . Here we denote | · |_v as the norm in the metric g_v , and m_v the N − 1 dimensional measure of ω × {1} in the metric g_v . Observe that:

|∇_{gv} ϕ_v|_v (x^′, 1) = N^{−1}∑ i=1 ( ∂_{xi} ϕ_v − ∂_{xN} ϕ_v ∂_{xi} v v(x^′)^2

)_2 + ( ∂_{xN} ϕ_v v(x^′)^2

)_2 . By the Hopf principle the above term is always different from zero. Using this alternative expression it is clear that F is a C^2 operator.

3. The linearization of the normal derivative operator We will next compute the Fréchet derivative of the operator F at any constant function v ≡ t with respect to variations in X̃_2. We denote this derivative by DF_t. In order to do this we introduce the following linear non-homogeneous problem. For any positive constant t and any v ∈ X_2, there exists a unique solution ψ_{t,v} to the problem

(3.1)

Δψ_{t,v} = 0 in Ω_t, ψ_{t,v} = v on Γ_t. ∂_ηψ_{t,v} = 0 on Γ̃_t.

where we identified Γ_t with ω in order to write the second equality. We remark that the normal derivative of ψ_{t,v} on Γ_t, i.e. ∂_ν ψ_{t,v}|_{Γt} , is nothing else than ∂_{yN} ψ_{t,v}(y^′, t), i.e. it is a function of the variable y^′ ∈ ω with C^{1,α} regularity. Notice that ∂_ν ψ_{t,v}|_{Γt} has 0 mean, as one can see integrating the first equation of (3.1). Moreover, this function has 0 normal derivative at ∂ω, since: ∂ ∂η ( ∂ψ_{t,v} ∂ν ) = ∂ ∂ν ( ∂ψ_{t,v} ∂η ) = 0.

Summarizing, ∂_ν ψ_{t,v}|_{Γt} belongs to the space X̃_1. We are now in position to compute, for every t > 0, the Fréchet derivative DF_t of the operator F on the space X̃_2 (recall (2.2)) that is, on the directions which are orthogonal to the constant functions.

Proposition 3.1. For any t > 0 and any w ∈ X̃_2 DF_t(w) = H_t(w) , where H_t : X̃_2 → X̃_1 is the linear continuous operator defined by

(3.2) H_t(w)(x^′) = t∂_ν (ψ_{t,w})(x^′, t) − w(x^′).

Proof. By the C^1 regularity of F , it is enough to compute the linear operator obtained by the directional derivative of F with respect to w ∈ X̃_2, computed at t. Such derivative is given by

lim_{s→0} F (t + sw) − F (t) s = lim_{s→0} F (t + sw) s . Fix t > 0, let v = t + sw and recall the diffeomorphism Y_v defined in (2.4). The function ϕ_v = Y^∗_v u_v solves the problem

L_vϕ + 1 = 0 in Ω, ϕ = 0 on Γ, ∂_η ϕ = 0 on Γ̃.

Recall now the definition of U_t given in (2.10) and define U_{t,v} = Y^∗_v U_t, which has the explicit expression:

(3.3) U_{t,v}(x^′, x_N ) = t^2 − x^2_N v(x^′)^2 2 = t^2 − x^2_N (t + s w(x^′))^2 2 . Clearly, L_vU_{t,v} + 1 = 0, in Ω.

Let ψ̂ = ϕ_v − U_{t,v}, which is a solution of:

(3.4)

L_vψ̂ = 0 in Ω, ψ̂ = −U_{t,v} on Γ, ∂_ηψ̂ = 0 on ~Γ.

Obviously, ψ̂ is differentiable with respect to s. When s = 0, we have ψ̂ = 0: we set ψ̇ = ∂_sψ̂|_{s=0}.

Differentiating (3.4) with respect to s at s = 0 and taking into account (3.3), we have L_tψ̇ = 0 in Ω, ψ̇ = tw on Γ, ∂_ηψ̇ = 0 on Γ̃, In other words, (3.5) ψ̇(x^′, x_N ) = t (ψ_{t,w} ∘ Y_t)(x^′, x_N ) = t ψ_{t,w}(x^′, t x_N ) where ψ_{t,w} is defined by (3.1). Then, we can write ϕ_v = U_{t,v} + sψ̇ + O(s^2).

Taking into account the expression (3.3), we have ϕ_v(x^′, x_N ) = U_{t,v}(x^′, x_N ) + sψ̇(x^′, x_N ) + O(s^2)

= t^2

1 − x^2_N 2 + s ( − x^2_N t w(x^′) + ψ̇(x^′, x_N ) ) + O(s^2).

In order to complete the proof of the result, we need now to compute the normal derivative of the function ϕ_v with respect to the metric g_v, that we can write as g_v (∇^{gv} ϕ_v, ν_v). Taking into acount (2.5), the metric g_v can be expanded as:

g_v = d(x^′)^2 + s^2 x^2_N d w^2 + 2s x_N (t + sw) dw dx_N + (t + sw)^2 d(x_N )^2 . It follows from this expression that the unit normal vector ν_v for the metric g_v is given by ν_v = O(s) N−1∑ i=1 ∂_{xi} + ( (t + sw)^{−1} + O(s^2) ) ∂_{xN} = O(s) N−1∑ i=1 ∂_{xi} + ( 1 t − s w t^2

+ O(s^2) ) ∂_{xN} .

By this expression and taking into account (3.5) we conclude that if x_N = 1,

g_v(∇^{gv} ϕ_v, ν_v) = ( 1 t − sw t^2 ) (−t^2) + s t ( ∂_{xN} ψ̇ − 2tw ) + O(s^2) = −t + s ( 1 t ∂_{xN} ψ̇ − w ) + O(s^2) = −t + s ( t ∂_{xN} ψ_{t,w} ∘ Y_t − w ) + O(s^2),

which concludes the proof, since on Γ_v we have^{∂uv}_{∂ν} (x^′, v(x^′)) = g_v(∇^{gv} ϕ_v, ν_v ), and ψ_{t,w}|_{Γv} and w have mean zero. □

4. Study of the linearized operator H_t In this section we study the properties of the operator H_t defined in (3.2). On that purpose, take {ξ_k}_{k≥0} a sequence of eigenfunctions of the Laplacian operator on ω with Neumann boundary conditions. We denote λ_k the corresponding sequence of eigenvalues, where:

0 = λ_0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 . . . .

Proposition 4.1. For any t > 0 the operator H_t is an essentially self-adjoint Fredholm operator of index 0. Moreover, its eigenvalues are given by:

(4.1) μ_{t,k} = t √ λ_k tanh(t √ λ_k) − 1, k ≥ 1. The associated eigenfunctions are just {ξ_k}_{k≥1}.

Proof. Let us fix t > 0 in the following discussion. In order to prove the essential selfadjointness of H_t we will extend its definition to a natural Hilbert space. We define the following spaces:

~H^1(ω) = { v ∈ H^1(ω) : � ω v = 0 } , ~L^2(ω) = { v ∈ L^2(ω) : � ω v = 0 } . Then any function v in ~H^1(ω) can be written as

v(x^′) = +∞∑ k=1 a_k ξ_k ( x^′ )

where a_k are the Fourier coefficients.

This, in particular, holds for v ∈ ~X_2. Then, ψ_{t,v} is given by: ψ_{t,v}(x^′, x_N ) = +∞∑ k=1 a_k g_k(x_N ) ξ_k(x^′), for some functions g_k. Observe that:

Δψ_{t,v}(x^′, x_N ) = +∞∑ k=1 a_kg^{′′}_k (x_N )ξ_k(x^′) + a_kg_k(x_N )(−λ_kξ_k(x^′)).

Plugging this expression in (3.1), we have that the functions g_k satisfy the equation:

(4.2) { g^{′′}_k (x_N ) − λ_kg_k(x_N ) = 0, x_N ∈ (0, t), g^′_k(0) = 0, g_k(t) = 1.

Clearly,

g_k(x_N ) = cosh( √ λ_k x_N ) cosh( √ λ_kt) . Then, ∂_ν ψ_{t,w} = +∞∑ k=1 a_k g^′_k(t) ξ_k ( x^′) ) = +∞∑ k=1 a_k √ λ_k tanh(t √ λ_k)ξ_k ( x^′ ) . Therefore we can write H_t(v) as:

(4.3) H_t(v) = t ∂_ν ψ_{t,w} − w = +∞∑ k=1 a_k ( t √ λ_k tanh(t √ λ_k) − 1 ) ξ_k . This expression gives the characterization of the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of H_t. Observe that we have the asymptotic behavior: t √ λ_k tanh(t √ λ_k) ∼ t √ λ_k as k → +∞. From this we deduce that H_t can be extended to the Sobolev framework:

H_t : H̃^1(ω) → L̃^2(ω),

where H_t is a self-adjoint operator of order 1. Moreover, H_t + Id is invertible and, by the compact embedding, we have that (H_t + Id)^{−1} : L̃^2(ω) → L̃^2(ω) is a compact operator. By Hölder regularity, H_t is a Fredholm operator of index 0. Finally, from the expression (4.3) we conclude that the eigenvalues of H_t are given by (4.1). □

5. Bifurcation argument and proof of the main result

In this section we conclude the proof of our main result by means of the classical Crandall-Rabinowitz Theorem. For convenience of the reader we recall its statement below, in a C^2 version.

Theorem 5.1. (Crandall-Rabinowitz Bifurcation Theorem) Let X and Y be Banach spaces, and let U ⊂ X and I ⊂ R be open domains, where we assume 0 ∈ U. Denote the elements of U by v and the elements of I by t. Let G : I × U → Y be a C^2 operator such that

i) G(t, 0) = 0 for all t ∈ I, ii) Ker D_vG(t_∗, 0) = R w for some t_∗ ∈ I and some w ∈ X \ {0}; iii) codim Im D_vG(t_∗, 0) = 1; iv) D_tD_v G(t_∗, 0)(w) /∈ Im D_vG(t_∗, 0).

Then there exists a nontrivial C^1 curve (5.1) (−ε, ε) ∋ s → (t(s), v(s)) ∈ I × X, for some ε > 0, such that:

(1) t(0) = t_∗, t^′(0) = 0, v(0) = 0, v^′(0) = w. (2) G ( t(s), v(s) ) = 0 for all s ∈ (−δ, +δ).

Moreover, there exists a neighborhood N of (t_∗, 0) in X × Γ such that all solutions of the equation G(t, v) = 0 in N belong to the trivial solution line {(t, 0)} or to the curve (5.1). The intersection (t_∗, 0) is called a bifurcation point.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1.1. For this we only need to apply Theorem 5.1 to our operator F . On that purpose we decompose

X_2 = R ⊕ X̃_2.

Clearly, i) is satisfied.

If λ_j is simple, then we can take t_∗ = √_β λ_j where β is given by (1.6), and then the

kernel of H_t∗ is spanned by ξ_j . So ii) is satisfied with w = ξ_j .

Since H_t is essentially self-adjoint, we have that:

Im D_vF (t_∗, 0) = {z ∈ X_1 : � ω zξ_j = 0}, which has codimension 1, as required by iii).

It remains to check condition iv), i.e. the so-called transversality condition. By Proposition 4.1 we have that:

D_vF (t, 0)(ξ_j ) = (t √ λ_j tanh(t √ λ_j ) − 1)ξ_j = f(t √ λ_j )ξ_j, where f(s) = s tanh(s) − 1. We not compute the derivative of the above expression in t = t_∗ to obtain:

D_tD_vF (t_∗, 0)(ξ_j ) = √ λ_j f^′(t_∗ √ λ_j)ξ_j = √ λ_j f^′( √ β)ξ_j. Since f^′( √ β) > 0 (indeed f^′(s) > 0 for any s > 0) we conclude that D_tD_vF (t_∗, 0)(ξ_j ) does not belong to Im D_vF (t_∗, 0).

References

1. D. G. Afonso and A. Iacopetti and F. Pacella, Overdetermined problems and relative Cheeger sets in unbounded domains, Atti Accad. Naz. Lincei Cl. Sci. Fis. Mat. Natur 34 (2023), no. 2, 531-546.

2. D. G. Afonso and A. Iacopetti and F. Pacella, Energy stability for a class of semilinear elliptic problems, J. Geom. Anal. 34 (2024), no. 75.

3. A. D. Alexandroff, A characteristic property of spheres, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. 58 (1962), 303-315. 4. M. M. Fall and I. A. Minlend and T. Weth, Unbounded periodic solutions to Serrin’s overdetermined boundary value problem, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 223 (2017), 737-759.

5. D. Henry, Perturbation of the Boundary in Boundary-Value Problems of Partial Differential Equations, Cambridge University Press (2005).

6. A. Iacopetti and F. Pacella and T. Weth, Existence of Nonradial Domains for Overdetermined and Isoperimetric Problems in Nonconvex Cones, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 245 (2022), 1005-1058.

7. J. Lamboley and P. Sicbaldi, Existence and regularity of Faber-Krahn minimizers in a Riemannian manifold, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 141 (2020), 137-183.

8. F. Pacella and G. Tralli, Overdetermined problems and constant mean curvature surfaces in cones, Rev. Mat. Iberoam. 36 (2020), no. 3, 841-867.

9. A. Ros, D. Ruiz, P. Sicbaldi. Solutions to overdetermined elliptic problems in nontrivial exterior domains, J. European Math. Soc. 22 (2020) 253-281.

10. D. Ruiz, P. Sicbaldi, J. Wu. Overdetermined elliptic problems in onduloid-type domains with general nonlinearities, J. Functional Analysis 283 (2022) 26 pp.

11. F. Schlenk, P. Sicbaldi. Bifurcating extremal domains for the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian, Adv.

Math. 229 (2012) 602-632.

12. J. Serrin, A symmetry problem in potential theory, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 43 (1971), 304-318. 13. P. Sicbaldi. New extremal domains for the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian in flat tori, Calc. Var.

Partial Differential Equations 37 (2010) 329-344.

14. M. Traizet. Classification of the solutions to an overdetermined elliptic problem in the plane, GAFA 24 (2014) 690-720.

(F. Pacella) Dipartimento di Matematica, Università di Roma Sapienza, P.le Aldo Moro 5, 00185 Roma, Italy

Email address: filomena.pacella@uniroma1.it

(D. Ruiz) IMAG, Departamento de Análisis matemático, Universidad de Granada, Campus Fuente-nueva, 18071 Granada, Spain

Email address: daruiz@ugr.es

(P. Sicbaldi) IMAG, Departamento de Análisis matemático, Universidad de Granada, Campus Fuentenueva, 18071 Granada, Spain & Aix Marseille Université - CNRS, Centrale Marseille - I2M, Marseille, France

Email address: pieralberto@ugr.es