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SYMMETRY BREAKING IN A CONSTRAINED CHEEGER TYPE
ISOPERIMETRIC INEQUALITY

BARBARA BRANDOLINI', FRANCESCO DELLA PIETRA!, CARLO NITSCH!
AND CRISTINA TROMBETTI!

Abstract. The study of the optimal constant K, (£2) in the Sobolev inequality

1
lullpa(ay < =r=5 I DUll(R™),  1<q<17,
HHD = 1,(02)

for BV functions which are zero outside {2 and with zero mean value inside {2, leads to the definition of
a Cheeger type constant. We are interested in finding the best possible embedding constant in terms of
the measure of {2 alone. We set up an optimal shape problem and we completely characterize, on varying
the exponent ¢, the behaviour of optimal domains. Among other things we establish the existence of a
threshold value 1 < § < 1™ above which the symmetry of optimal domains is broken. Several differences
between the cases n = 2 and n > 3 are emphasized.
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1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND MAIN RESULTS

Let 2 be a bounded, open set of R", n > 2, and let 1 < ¢ < 1" = 5. Denoting by BVy(2) =
{ue BV(R"): u=0in R"\ 2} it is well-known that there exists a constant C,({2) such that

L

Jullzacen < gy IR (1)

for all u € BVy(£2). Here ||Dul||(R™) denotes the total variation of v in R™.
The least possible constant such that (1.1) holds true is given by

[ Duf[(R™)

cu€ BVy(02), u# 0},
HuHLq(Q)

Cy(£2) = min {
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a quantity that is well-known in literature since it coincides with the so-called Cheeger constant [5] (see also
the survey paper [19] and the references therein):

Cq(2) = min{P(lz) :EC 0, |E| > O}.
|E[4

|a

Here by P(E) and |E| we denote the perimeter and the Lebesgue measure of E respectively.

An elementary scaling argument enforces Cq(Q)|Q\%7L;L1 to be invariant under dilations, therefore it is
possible to optimize such a product over all bounded, open sets (2. Indeed an interesting consequence of the
isoperimetric inequality is that

Co(R)| Q)T > nwit, (12)

where w,, denotes the measure of the unit ball in R™. Hence in the class of bounded, open sets of given measure
balls minimize C4({2). Furthermore, given any bounded, open set (2, it holds that

1 n—1

(2]« n
lullzace) = ——=—[Dull(R")

Nnwyy

for all u € BVy(12).

The study of optimal constants in Sobolev—Poincaré inequalities for BV functions has been very popular since
several decades. Many results can be found for instance in [16], and more recently in [6,10-12].

In this paper we consider the following minimization problem

[ Duf[(R™)

: uEBVO(Q),uiéO,/ udsz}, (1.3)
lullLa(e) 2

Ky(@) = min {

carrying the Sobolev inequality .

[ull o) < WHDUII(R")
holding for functions u € BV{(f2) having zero mean value. Since in general C,(2) < K,(£2), in comparison
with (1.1), we are trading the restriction to zero mean value functions for a better embedding constant. Even
in this case, scaling arguments enforce /C,(£2)|£2] #~"%" to be invariant under dilations and the present paper is
devoted to the study of the optimal lower bound in the wake of (1.2) and to a complete characterization of the
optimal sets (from now on called “minimizers”) on which K, (£2)]2| a=" achieves the lower bound.
To this aim we rewrite K4(£2) in terms of geometric quantities, such as perimeters and measures of subsets of
2. For a given bounded open set {2 we define

@(Q) = {(El,Eg) : B, Ey C 2, EyNEy = @, |E1| > 0, |E2‘ > 0}, (14)
and prove the following.

Theorem 1.1. If 2 is a bounded open set of R™, n > 2, and 1 < g < 1*, then

P(E) o PISEET)
2

K,(£2) = min 5] (B, By) €D(Q) ). 1.5
() (BT mys - ) €D )

Taking advantage of (1.5), we are able to characterize the minimizers. Astonishingly, the minimization is very
sensitive to the choice of n and ¢. A symmetry breaking phenomenon appears above a threshold value of the
exponent ¢. Furthermore for certain choices of n and ¢ minimizers are not even unique. Our main result is the
following.
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Theorem 1.2. For all n > 2 every minimizer of Kq(£2) in the class of bounded, open sets with given measure,
1s union of two disjoint balls. Shape and uniqueness of such minimizers depends on n and q. More specifically,
there exists ¢ = ¢(n) €]1,1*[ such that, when q < §, the minimizer is unique and the two balls composing the
minimizer have the same radius, while, when q > ¢, the minimizer is unique and the two balls composing the
minimizer have different radii. Moreover:

(1) If n =2, then § = %, the minimizer is unique even at ¢ = q and consists in the union of two disjoint balls
with equal radii.

(2) For all m > 3, the minimizer is not unique at ¢ = q, indeed there are exactly two minimizers one of which
18 the union of two disjoint balls with equal radii.

Remark 1.3. We point out some additional properties that will be deduced during the proof of the Theo-
rem 1.2. Assume that we work with the class of bounded, open sets of given measure. When n = 2, the radii of
the balls composing the unique minimizer change continuously for ¢ € [1, 2] and the largest one is nondecreasing
with respect to ¢q. The case n > 3 shows some differences Bearing in mind that the exact value ¢ is not explicitly
given, we can bound it from above and below by 1 —I— —|— > and 1 + = respectively. More important, crossing the
threshold value ¢ the minimizer abruptly jumps from tWO balls of equal radii to two balls of unequal radii. For
¢ = ¢ minimizing pairs of balls of equal and unequal radii coexist. Considering the minimizing pairs of unequal
radii, for ¢ > ¢, the radius of the largest ball continuously increases with respect to gq.
Finally, regardless the value n > 2 the minimizing pair always degenerates to one ball as ¢ — 1*.

A different point of view to look at our problem consists in considering the minimization in (1.3) as relaxed
form of

/\Vu\dx
Kq($2) =inf { ————: ueVVol’l(Q)7 u # 0 and / udr =20 . (1.6)
Q

(o)

In this case we can address to KCy(f2) as the “twisted eigenvalue” of the 1-Laplacian or “twisted Cheeger
constant”, that means Ky (£2) is the BV counterpart of the so-called twisted eigenvalue for the Laplacian

/\Vu\ dz
M'(02) = min cu € HYHND), u;éOand/udsz
Q

/ lu|?da

To our knowledge the term “twisted eigenvalue” was first introduced by Barbosa and Bérard in [1]. Later Freitas
and Henrot in [13] employed symmetrization arguments to show that the pairs of disjoint balls of equal radii
are the unique minimizers of A\”(£2) among all bounded, open sets of given measure. For the interested reader,
generalization of the twisted Laplacian eigenvalue in different directions have already been studied for instance
in [2,3,8,18].

In the spirit of [13], one might expect that also minimizers for IC,({2) are pairs of disjoint balls of equal radii,
and Theorem 1.2 contradicts this intuition.

The picture that we get is much more similar to the one obtained for certain 1-dimensional Wirtinger
inequalities in [4,7,9,14,17] where the occurrence of symmetric and asymmetric minimizers have been completely
settled. In dimension greater than 1, symmetry breaking for p-Laplacian twisted eigenvalue problems, for certain
range of exponents, have been observed in an interesting remark by Nazarov recently appeared in [18].

We finally thank the referee for having pointed out the following estimate

K1(£2) < C12(02),
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where
b (El,f%l)lgqs(mmax{ 1(£1), Ci(E2)}

is the second Cheeger constant introduced in [20]. If we generalise this notion, and define

Ca2 = i C,(E1),C,(E 11"
0,2 (Eh&l)lgé(mmax{ 4(E1),Cy(Ea)}, qe1,1",

by using the concavity of the function f(t) = t%, we get
Kq(2) < 2173C, 5(02).

2. PROOF OF THE THEOREM 1.1: REDUCTION TO CHARACTERISTIC FUNCTIONS

The main idea is to show that it is possible to study problem (1.3) by considering only test functions whose
positive and negative parts are characteristic functions up to multiplicative factors.
Let us introduce the following notation. For any u € BV, (§2) we set
[ Dul|(R™)

Fy(u) = =2/
") = Tl e

Clearly, if as usual y g denotes the characteristic function of a set E C R”, recalling (1.4),

P(E)) |, P(Es)
(B T 1B
Fy (|E2|xE, — |ErlxE,) = T (B1,E2) € 2(92).
(1) Bl ) "
We denote
P(El) + P(E2)
o 1 2
Q(El,Eg) _ |E1] |E2] .
(|E’1ll_q + |E2|1_q> '
and we define
y(£2) = inf  Q(Ex, Ez). (2.1)

(B, E)ed ()
First we prove that the infimum in (2.1) is attained. The classical isoperimetric inequality implies that

_1
‘n

1
1 B "+ |E
Q(El,EQ) Z ’I'wa} ‘ 1| + | 2
(1B~ + 1B )

)

Q=

and, being 1 < g < 1*, the right-hand side diverges as (|E1], |Ez2|) — (0,0). Hence, if (E¥, E¥) is a sequence of
couples of domains in ®(f2) which minimizes (2.1) as k — 400, the sequences X gk, Xpgr are bounded in BV
and, up to subsequences, strongly converge in L!(§2). Then the lower semicontinuity of the perimeter along

these sequences guarantees that the infimum in (2.1) is attained.

Now we show that ICg(2) = £,(2) = min  Q(Ey, Ey). Let (E1, Ey) € &(£2) be such that £,(2) =
(E1,E2)ed(2)

Q(E1, E5). The function @ = |E2\XE1 — \E1|XE2 is an admissible test function in (1.3), and F,(a) = £4(£2).
Hence, we have that

Ko(2) < £,(22).

In order to conclude the proof, we have to show that, for any admissible function u € BV, (£2),

Fy(u) = £4(92).
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Using standard notation, let u = uy — u_, where uy and u_ are, respectively, the positive and negative part of
u, and set 24 = spt u+.

Clearly / uypde = / u_dz. Moreover being u # 0 implies that |£24] > 0. Let
24

() = uy > 8, () = {u_ > t}].
By the Fubini Theorem and the Hoélder inequality, we get that

+oo
/ uidx :/ (ui&l-_l/ X{u+>t}(x)dt) dx
n+ 2 0
400 17% 400 L
:/ / wlde | dt < / ul dx / po (t)adt
0 {uy>t} 24 0

(see for example [16], Sect. 1.3.3), and the same relation holds for u_. Using the above inequality we deduce

that ) )
(/Q |uqu> q - |:(Aesssupu+ ,u+(t)%dt>q . (/Oesssupu ’u(s)%ds>q] L | 0

Now we perform the change of variables

t
&(t) :/ py(o)do, te|0,esssuput],
0
and .
n(s) :/ p—(r)dr, se€[0,esssupu” ],
0

respectively, in both integrals in the right-hand side of (2.2). The functions & and 7 are strictly increasing and,
being [, uydz = [,_ u_dz := M, we have that £(t) < M = &(esssupu™) and n(s) < M = n(esssupu).
Hence, from (2.2) and the Minkowski inequality (see for example [15], Thm. 202, p. 148) it follows that

(/ﬂwqax K Gk df>q+(/OMu_<s<n>>“fdn>T

/ Y1 4 i (s(r)1 7] dr. (2.3)
0
On the other hand, denoting by p4 (t) = P({ux > t}) for ¢ > 0, the co-area formula for BV functions yields
[Dul(R") = || Dut || (R") + || Du—[|(R™)
i e MTpa(t(r) | p-(s(r)
= t dt+/ (s ds:/ {m + ]dr, 2.4
fy moa e [ G G 2

where we performed the change of variables t = ¢(£), s = s(n) defined above. Finally, combining (2.3) and (2.4)
we have

-D|>~

M r r
JM 22Dy el g,
(r

F (u) > 0 p (t(r)) (
q =
)t-e]ed
(r)
(r)
(

p+((r) | p(s
Z lnfM 'qu(t(T)) H ( 1 2 lnf Q(E17 E2) = gq(‘Q)7
0<r< [M+(t( N4+ (s r))l—q] e (E1,B2)ed(R2)

and this concludes the proof.

S [ (801 + (s
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Remark 2.1. The Proof of Theorem 1.1 also implies the following property which is similar to the one holding
for the standard Cheeger problem (see [19], Rem. 3.2). Assume that for some function u we have Fy(u) = K4(£2).
Then for almost all essinfu < s < 0 <t < esssupw such that the truncated function v = (u A t) V s has zero
mean value it holds

Q(En, E2) = Kq(£2) with By = {u >t} and E; = {u < s},
which to a certain extent corresponds to the idea that almost all super level sets of u, and u_ have to be

“optimal”.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.2

We split the proof into two subsections. In the first one we prove that the minimum of I, (§2) among bounded,
open sets of given measure is attained at the union of two disjoint balls. In the second subsection we characterize
the minimizers.

3.1. An isoperimetric inequality for C,(f2)

We denote by B(t) the family of sets with measure ¢ which are union of two disjoint balls.

Proposition 3.1. Let 2 be a bounded, open set of R", with 2 ¢ B(|f2]) and 1 < q < 1*. There exists a set
2 =By UBy € B(|12|), such that

K, (2) > K, (9) = i Kq(4). (3.1)
Moreover ) o
K (2) = Q(B1 Ba). (3:2)

Proof. Let u be a minimizer for (1.3). By (1.5) there exists a couple (Ey, Ez) € @(§2) such that
Kq(£2) = Q(E1, Es).
The standard isoperimetric inequality implies that

Ko(2) = QBN B2) > Q (B BY ) 2 | min,  Q(F o) = Ky(4), (33)

where E¥ | E¥ are two disjoint balls such that |[E¥| = |Ei|, i =1,2, A= B, UBsy € B(|2]), and Ef C B, for
i = 1,2. Then there exists {2 = By U By € B(|{2|) such that

Kq(£2) = Kq(A) = Aerg%‘nm)lcq(A) = Kq(£2). (3.4)

Clearly, the first inequality in (3.3) holds as an equality if and only if F;, E2 are balls. In this case, since
2 & B(|12]), then |Eq| + |E2| < [£2|. As matter of fact, it is easy to see that, being ¢ < 1*, Q(E1, E2) is strictly
decreasing with respect to homotheties of E7 U Es. This implies that the second inequality in (3.4) is strict,
and the proof of (3.1) is completed.

Now suppose that K,(£2) = Q(E1, Ez). The couple (E, Ey) € &(£2) is such that each E; is contained just in

one ball. Indeed, if for example EyNBy = Ef, EyNBy = Ei’, both with positive measure, and P(EY) o P(E)

AR
P(B) P(Er)+P(E) P (£¢)

Ea B+ B P2

we have that

)
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which implies, being | B | > ma§{|E~’ﬂ, \Eﬂ}, that Q~(E1,E~2) > Q(E}, Ey) contradicting the minimality of
(E1, E3). Now suppose that Ey UFEy # By UBsy. Then |Fy |+ |Es| < |£2]. Moreover, by the standard isoperimetric
inequality,

Q (B, B) > Q (B BY).
Finally, being @ strictly monotone with respect to the homotheties, there exist two balls F; and F» such that
|F1| + |F2| = |£2] and
Q (Ei#aE;#> > Q(FlaFQ)a

contradicting the minimality of 2 = B, UB,. O

3.2. Properties of the minimizers and symmetry breaking

Since the quantity K,(£2)|£2] ¢~ is invariant under dilations, we are free to arbitrarily fix the measure of
(2. Indeed the shape of minimizers of K, (f2) under measure constraint is not affected by the measure chosen.

For simplicity we will restrict our analysis to the case [{2| = w,, (the measure of the unit ball in R™). Our
minimization problem is

min fCy(£2)

[2|=wn

and Proposition 3.1 implies that we can reduce ourselves to the study of a one-dimensional minimum problem.
More precisely we have to minimize

-1 -1
1
1-1 ry Ty

Q (B, B2) = nwy, ° T
(T;”(Q*l) + T;”(Q*l)) a

b

over all possible pairs of balls By and By of radii 71 and 72 respectively, under the restriction r}* + rf = 1.
We introduce the new variable
T = 1log ( T ) :
2 1—7r}

The value x = 0 corresponds to 71 = ro and x is a monotone increasing function of r; from —oo to +o00, as ry
goes from 0 to 1. We have,

. io1-1
onn Kq(£2) = n2mwn * min fu(w, q),

where
141 9

1

fo(z,q) = [coshx} o {cosh (E)} {cosh(x(q ) (3.5)
n

For every ¢ € [1,1*[, f. (0,q) = 1 and obviously f,(z,¢q) is symmetric about = 0. Therefore we also have

that 9, f, vanishes at = 0, in fact two balls with equal radii are always a stationary point of the functional

Q(B1, Bs). Moreover, f,(z,q) diverges for |x| — oo. The behaviour of f,(-, ¢) is very sensitive to the values of n

and ¢ as shown in Figures 1 and 2.

All the statements in Theorem 1.2 are consequences of several claims we are going to prove.

Claim 3.2. For any given n > 2 and any given ¢ € [1, 1*[, the function f,(-,q) has at most two local minimum
points in [0, co[, and not more than one in ]0, col.
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T

FIGURE 1. Varying the value of ¢ changes the shape of the function fs(z,q). For ¢ < % there
is only one stationary (global minimum) point in the origin, while for ¢ > % another stationary
point appears, the origin becomes a local maximum point and the minimum point shifts on
positive values.

FIGURE 2. In the picture, we present four different behaviors of the function f3(x,q), corre-
sponding to increasing values of ¢, from (a) to (d). In (a) there is only one stationary point: a
global minimum point at 0. In (b) there are three stationary points and the global minimum
point is at 0. In (c) there are three stationary points and the origin is still a local minimum
point yet not a global one. In (d) there are two stationary points and the origin becomes a local
maximum point. The picture is about the same for all n > 3.

Proof of Claim 3.2. Differentiating f,, (x,q) with respect to x, we have

O fol@,q) = 2en(z,q) { <% + é - 1) cosh (%) sinh z cosh (z(g — 1))

1 . x
+E cosh z sinh (E) cosh (z(q — 1))

_ (1 . é) cosh z cosh (%) sinh (x(q — 1))}
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where
%—1 - +1_2
[cosh x} > 0.

3=
Q=

en(z,q) = % [cosh(w(q - 1))

By using the well-known identities for sinh(a & b) and cosh(a + b), we get

Oz fn(z,q) = cn(x,q) {(% + é — 1> sinh x (q+ %)} + % sinh {x (2 —q+ %)}
- (1 — 3) sinh [:c <q — %)] } = cn(z,q)An(z,q),

where A, (z, ) is the function in the braces. Since 4,,(0,¢) = 0, the claim is proved if we show that A, (-, q) has
no more than two zeros in ]0, +oo[. This is an immediate consequence of the following.

Lemma 3.3. Any nontrivial linear combination of three hyperbolic sinus functions has at most two positive
Z€ros.

Proof. Let A(z) = asinh(ax) + bsinh(Bx) + c¢sinh(yz), with a,b and ¢ nonzero real numbers, and «, 5,7 > 0,
such that A # 0. Clearly, if a,b and ¢ have the same sign, the claim of the lemma is obvious. Hence, without
loss of generality we can consider linear combinations as follows:

A(z) = asinh (V1 +ez) + bsinh (\/m:v) — csinhz
= X(z) +Y(z) - Z(x),
with a,b,¢>0,e > —1,e # 0 and § > —1. Obviously, A(0) = 0. Moreover,
A'(z) = A(z) + eX (x) + Y (z). (3.6)
Suppose that there exists a nonpositive local minimum point z¢ > 0 of A. Then,
A(xg) <0, A"(mg) >0

and, together with (3.6),
eX (zg) + Y (z9) > 0.

Moreover, the function eX + ¢Y vanishes at 0, and it cannot have a nonnegative maximum in |0, +-o00[ being,
for any > 0,

[eX () +6Y(2)] = (1 + &)X (x) +6(146)Y (z) > X (x) + 0Y ().
Hence,
eX(z)+ Y (x) >0 for any x > . (3.7)
Finally, (3.6) and (3.7) imply that
A"(z) > A(z) for any = > =y,

and then the function A(z) admits at most one zero in |xg, +oo[. This implies also that the function A can
vanish at most once in 0, zo[, and the claim follows. O

Claim 3.4. For any given n > 2, and any z €]0, col, the functions f,(z,-) and 9, log f,(z,) are decreasing in
[1,1%].
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Proof of Claim 3.4. Let us compute

0 1

0ylox((.0) = 5 ((E + % - 1) log(cosh z) — %mg(cosh(x(q - 1)))

1 1
= —Z [log(coshz) — log(cosh(z(q — 1)))] — ax tanh(x(¢ — 1)) < 0.
For any fixed ¢, such derivative is decreasing with respect to = in [0, +00[. Indeed, for = > 0 we have

Oqz log(fn(z,q)) = —q% tanhz — qiztanh(x(q -1)—= (1 - 3) [cosh(z(g — 1))]72 <0,

which completes the proof.

Remark 3.5. From the monotonicity of 9, log f,(z,¢) with respect to ¢ it follows that, if log f,,(z, q) is in-
creasing with respect to z in [0, +oo] for some ¢ € [1,1*[, then the same holds true for all ¢ € [1, g[. Obviously
this also means that f,(z,q) is increasing with respect to x for all ¢ € [1,q[ as soon as it is increasing with
respect to x when q = q.

Moreover, since for all 0 < x < g and ¢ € [1, 1*[ the trivial inequality holds

%U%ﬁ&u@—k%h@mﬁ)=—/wawb&%@®d8>Q

we also deduce the following.

Remark 3.6. From Claim 3.4, if g > 0 is a global minimum point for the function f,(-,q), for certain
q = qo € [1,1%], then for all ¢ €]gp, 1*[ global minimum points cannot exist in [0, zo[. Roughly speaking positive
global minimum points of f, (-, q) move left to the right as ¢ increases.

Claim 3.7. If 1 < ¢ < %, the function fa(-,¢) is increasing in [0, co[.

Proof of Claim 3.7. In view of Claims 3.2 and 3.4 (Rem. 3.5) it is enough to observe that the function As(-, T)
is positive in ]0, oo[. Indeed

7 1 . 9 . 3 . 5
Ao <:r, Z) =1 {smh (Zx> + 7sinh (Zx> — 6sinh (Zw> }
2 1 3 1
= - sinh® (Zac) {6 coshz + 2 cosh (51‘) — 1} > 2sinh® (Zx)

Claim 3.8. If % < g < 2, the function fa(+,¢) has a unique local (and global) minimum point Z(q) in [0, 00|
which is not = = 0.

for all z > 0.

Proof of Claim 3.8. We observe that
1 1
e 0.0) = 0 0.0) 2,4, 0) = (—a+ 14+ 1+ 1), (39)

hence 0y, f2(0,q) < 0if ¢ > %. Hence, being 9, f2(0, ¢) = 0, then = 0 is a local maximum point for % <q<1*.
From the coercivity of fs, a positive minimum point exists and, by Claim 3.2, it is unique.

Remark 3.9. Denoting by Z(¢q) the unique minimum point of fa(-,q), Z(q) : [1,2[— [0, 00] is the continuous
nondecreasing function represented in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 3. The graph, for n = 2, of Z(¢q) (defined in Claim 3.8). The distance from the origin
of the global minimum point is nondecreasing and continuous with respect to q.

Claim 3.10. Foranyn >3 and 1 <¢ <1+ %, the function f,(-,¢) is increasing in [0, col.

Proof of Claim 3.10. In view of Claim 3.4 (Rem. 3.5) it is enough to prove the monotonicity in [0, co[ just for
qg=1+ % In fact we have that

1 —4
fn(x, 1+ %) = [coshaz] n?+n [cosh (E)} o
n
Claim 3.11. For any n > 3 and 1+ % + # < g < 1%, the function f,(-, ¢) has a local maximum point at 0 and
a unique local (and global) minimum point in ]0, col.

Proof of Claim 3.11. In view of Claim 3.2 and the coercivity of f,, with respect to x, if x = 0 is a local maximum
point, then f,, has a unique local (and global) minimum point in ]0, +oo[. In view of Claim 3.4 (Rem. 3.5)
(and the fact that f,,(0,q) = 1 for any admissible ¢), it is enough to prove that 0 is a local maximum point for
q=1+ % + # Observe also that for all 1+ % + # < q < 1" the statement of Claim 3.11 is a trivial consequence
of (3.8). Let us therefore consider ¢ = ¢ =1+ L + L. We have that

Oy fn(xa 57) = Cn(wv(j)An(xv (7),

with

Ap(z,q) = % {sinh (Mx) + (n2 +n+ 1) sinh (ni; 13:)

S nmZ4n+1 n?
. n?+1
_n(n—i-l)smh( — x)}

A straightforward computation shows that

and
—n® 4+ 308+ +4n+1
né(n2+n+1)

For n = m + 3, the polynomial in the numerator becomes

—m® — 15m* — 87m?> — 238m? — 290m — 104,



370 B. BRANDOLINI ET AL.

FIGURE 4. The graph, for n = 3, of Z(q) (defined in Claim 3.12). The distance from the origin
of the global minimum point is nondecreasing and discontinuous at ¢ = ¢. Here § = %. The

behavior is similar for n > 3 with g =1+ % + n%

which is negative if m = n — 3 > 0. Then, in this case we have

O Pha, P

ox 0.9) = Ox2 T 923

(0,q)

(0,q) =0, and

51 (0D <0,

which proves that = 0 is a local maximum point for f,(z,q).

Claim 3.12. For any n > 3, there exists § € ]1 + %, 1+ % + n% [ such that the function f,(, ) has two global
minimum points in [0, co[, one of which at 0. As a consequence the function f,(-, ¢) has a unique global minimum
point Z(q) in [0, 00[ for all ¢ € [1,1*[—{¢}. In particular Z(q) = 0 for ¢ € [1, ¢ and lim,_,z+ Z(q) > 0 (see Fig. 4).

Proof of Claim 3.12. We use a continuity argument by taking advantage of the smoothness of f,, in [0, co[x[1, 1*[.
All we have to prove is the existence of a value ¢ such that f,(-,§) has exactly two global minimum points.
Claim 3.2 and the monotonicity properties stated in Claim 3.4 (Rem. 3.5) immediately imply the rest of the
statement.

For any given n > 3, let ¢ be the supremum of all ¢ € [1,1*[ such that the function f,(-,¢q) achieves a global
minimum at x = 0. In view of Claim 3.10 and Claim 3.11 we know that ¢ € ]1 + %, 1+ % + # [ Since from (3.8)
we have 0, f,(0,7) > 0, then by definition of ¢ there exists £ > 0 such that f,(Z,§) = f.(0,g). Both z =0
and x = Z are global minimum points for f,(+,§) in [0, 00[ and the claim is proved. With Claim 3.12 the proof
of Theorem 1.2 is complete.

Concerning Remark 1.3, the fact that the radius of the largest ball in the minimizers increases with ¢ is
a consequence of Claim 3.4 (see Rem. 3.6). Moreover the minimizers degenerate to one ball as ¢ — 1* since
the minimum point of the function f,(x,q) diverges as ¢ — 1*. This is a consequence of the fact that f,(z,q)
converges as ¢ — 1* (monotonically with respect to ¢) to

= [ (2) o (27)]

and f*(z) is in fact decreasing in [0, oo[ in view of
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