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EXISTENCE AND NONEXISTENCE OF MINIMIZERS FOR CLASSICAL CAPILLARITY

PROBLEMS IN PRESENCE OF NONLOCAL REPULSION AND GRAVITY

GIULIO PASCALE

ABSTRACT. We investigate, under a volume constraint and among sets contained in a Euclidean half-space, the min-
imization problem of an energy functional given by the sum of a capillarity perimeter, a nonlocal repulsive term and
a gravitational potential energy. The capillarity perimeter assigns a constant weight to the portion of the boundary
touching the boundary of the half-space. The nonlocal term is represented by a double integral of a positive kernel g,
while the gravitational term is represented by the integral of a positive potential G.

We first establish existence of volume-constrained minimizers in the small mass regime, together with several qual-
itative properties of minimizers. The existence result holds even for rather general choices of kernels in the nonlocal
term, including attractive-repulsive ones.
When the nonlocal kernel g(x) = 1∕|x|� with � ∈ (0, 2], we also obtain nonexistence of volume constrained minimizers
in the large mass regime.
Finally, we prove a generalized existence result of minimizers holding for all masses, meaning that the infimum of the
problem is realized by a finite disjoint union of sets thought located at “infinite distance” one from the other.

These results stem from an application of quantitative isoperimetric inequalities for the capillarity problem in a
half-space.

CONTENTS

1. Introduction 1
2. Preliminaries 4
3. Existence of minimizers for small masses 6
4. Nonexistence of minimizers for large masses 14
5. Generalized minimizers 21
References 28

1. INTRODUCTION

The classical liquid drop model for the atomic nucleus in the Euclidean space ℝn, for n ≥ 2, aims to characterize
minimizers of the functional

P (E) + ∫E ∫E

1

|y − x|� dy dx

among sets with a given volume, where 0 < � < n is a given parameter and P (E) denotes the perimeter of E ⊂ ℝn.
There is a clear competition between the two terms in the energy, since the ball at the same time minimizes the
perimeter, by the isoperimetric inequality [De 58], [Mag12, Theorem 14.1], and maximizes the second term, by
the Riesz rearrangement inequality [Rie30], [LL01, Theorem 3.7]. The physically relevant case is when � = 1
and n = 3, that is when the second term is the Coulombic energy. This case goes back to Gamow’s liquid drop
model for atomic nuclei [Gam30], subsequently developed by von Weizsäcker [Wei35], Bohr [Boh36; BW39], and
many other researchers. This model is used to explain various properties of nuclear matter [CPS74; CS62; MS96;
PTM90], but it also arises in the Ohta-Kawasaki model for diblock copolymers [OK86] and in many other physical
situations, see [CM75; CK93; Gen79; EK93; GDM95; KN86; Mam94; Nag95; NKD94]. For a more specific
account on the physical background of this kind of problems, we refer to [Mur02].

In the last decades, the model for general � and n has gained renewed interest in mathematics literature, in
order to investigate existence and non-existence of minimizers and the minimality of the ball. In [KM13; KM14],
Knüpfer and Muratov proved that balls are the only minimizers in the small mass regime when n = 2 and when
3 ≤ n ≤ 7 with 0 < � < n−1. At the same time they obtained nonexistence results when n ≥ 2 and � ∈ (0, 2). See
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also the alternative proofs [FKN16; LO14; Jul14] in the case � = 1 and n = 3 and [MZ14] in the case n = 2 with
� sufficiently small. Later on, Bonacini and Cristoferi [BC14] proved existence and uniqueness results for every
n and 0 < � < n − 1. Finally, Figalli, Fusco, Maggi, Millot and Morini [Fig+15] studied the case 0 < � < n for
every n, even replacing the perimeter P (E) by the fractional perimeter Ps(E), 0 < s ≤ 1. We refer to [CMT17;
NO23a] for a review on the topic and to [CNT22; Fra19; FL15; FN21; Jul17; NO23b] and references therein for
further results on the nonlocal liquid drop model. A variant of the problem with a constant background has been
studied by [ACO09; CS13; CP10; CP11; EFK20; FL19; KMN16]; see also [AFM13; Ala+19; CN17; FNV18;
GMS13; GMS14; Mur10; Nam20; Ono22; ST11] for further results on related problems.

In this paper we prove existence and nonexistence results of minimizers in a capillarity context with nonlocal
and gravitational terms. If E is a measurable set in the half-space {xn > 0} ⊂ ℝ

n, n ≥ 2, and � ∈ (−1, 1), we
define the weighted perimeter functional

P�(E) ∶= P (E,ℝn ⧵H) − �n−1()∗E ∩ )H),

where k, with k ≥ 0, denotes the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure inℝn, and )∗E denotes the reduced boundary
of E, see Section 2. Interpreting the perimeter as a measure of the surface tension of a liquid drop, the constant �
basically represent the relative adhesion coefficient between a liquid drop and the solid walls of the container given
by {xn > 0}. If m > 0, minimizers for the isoperimetric capillarity problem

(1.1) inf{P�(E) ∶ E ⊂ {xn > 0}, |E| = m}

are given by suitably truncated balls lying on the boundary of the half-space, see [Mag12, Theorem 19.21]. More
precisely, if B� ∶= {x ∈ B1(0) ⊂ ℝ

n ∶ ⟨x, en⟩ > �}, m > 0 and

B�(m) ∶=
m

1

n

|B�| 1n
(B� − � en),

minimizers for (1.1) are sets of the form

B�(m, x) ∶= B�(m) + x,

with x ∈ {xn = 0}, see also [PP24, Fig. 1]
If g ∶ ℝ

n ⧵ {0} → (0,∞), we define the Riesz-type potential energy

ℛ(E) ∶= ∫E ∫E
g(y − x) dy dx.

Finally, given a function G ∶ (0,∞) → (0,∞), we define the gravity-type potential energy

G(E) ∶= ∫E
G(xn) dx.

If m > 0 and we denote
ℱ

�(E) ∶= P�(E) +ℛ(E) +G(E),

we consider the minimization problem

(1.2) inf{ℱ�(E) ∶ E ⊂ {xn > 0}, |E| = m}.

In the context of minimization of energies with general Riesz-type potential in the Euclidean space ℝ
n, Novaga

and Pratelli in [NP21] showed the existence of minimizers in a generalized sense. Later on, Carazzato, Fusco and
Pratelli in [CFP23] showed that the ball is the unique minimizer in the small mass regime when the nonlocal kernel
g is radial and decreasing. Pegon in [Peg21] proved that, if the kernel g decays sufficiently fast at infinity and if
the volume is sufficiently large, then minimizers exist and converge to a ball as the volume goes to infinity. Then,
Merlet and Pegon [MP22] proved that in the planar case minimizers are actually balls in the large mass regime. In
[NO22], Novaga and Onoue obtained existence of minimizers for any volume and convergence to a ball as volume
goes to infinity, if the Riesz potential decays sufficiently fast and even if the perimeter P (E) is replaced by the
fractional perimeter Ps(E), 0 < s < 1. We refer to [BNO23; CN18; MW21; MS19; Rig00] and references therein
for further results on variational problems involving nonlocal energies.

The first result in this paper is an existence result in the capillarity context and in the small mass regime, together
with a qualitative properties of volume constrained minimizers.
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Theorem 1.1. Let g be a ℛ-admissible q-decreasing function, q ≥ 0, and let G be a G-admissible function. There
exists a mass m̄ = m̄(n, �, g, G, q) > 0 such that, for every m ∈ (0, m̄), there exists a minimizer of ℱ� in the class

m ∶= {Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H measurable ∶ |Ω| = m}.

Moreover, if g is also infinitesimal, minimizers are indecomposable and, if in addition g is symmetric, minimizers
are essentially bounded.

Finally, if g is also 0-decreasing, infinitesimal and symmetric and G is coercive, minimizers have no holes, i.e.,
if E is a minimizer of ℱ� in m, there is no set F ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵ (H ∪ E) with |F | > 0 such that

P�(E) = P�(E ∪ F ) + P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + �n−1()∗F ∩ )H).

Let us make some comments on the definitions present in Theorem 1.1, while referring to Section 2 for their
precise enunciation. The “admissibility” requirements on the kernels just refer to some necessary integrability
conditions. The infinitesimality of g and the coercivity of G concern the behavior of these functions as the variable
diverge, while the symmetry of g is referred to the symmetry with respect to the origin. The q-decreasing property is
a way more general condition than the classical radial decreasing condition, denoted in this setting as 0-decreasing
property. We point out that attractive-repulsive kernels of the type

(1.3) g(x) = |x|�1 + 1

|x|�2 , �1 > 0, �2 ∈ (0, n),

are q-decreasing for any q ≥ �1, even if they diverge positively as |x| → +∞, see Definition 2.2 and Remark 2.4. In
particular attractive-repulsive kernels as in (1.3) represent a possible choice in the definition of ℱ� in Theorem 1.1.
Minimization problems for attractive-repulsive functionals have been widely studied in the last years. Existence
and nonexistence results are addressed in [BCT18; FL18; FL21], while stability and uniqueness of minimizers
have been respectively studied in [BCT24; Lop19]. We refer to [Car23; CP22; CPT23; CDM16] for further results
about analogous problems.

We remark that, by a symmetry argument, analyzing the Euler-Lagrange equation of problem (1.2), it is possible
to verify that the sets B�(m, x) are not volume constrained minimizers of ℱ�; actually, the isoperimetric bubbles
B�(m, x) are not even volume constrained critical points of ℱ�. It is left as a future project to study quantitative
properties of minimizers to (1.2), such as the proximity of minimizers from bubbles B�(m, x) in terms of the
smallness of the mass.

For large masses and for suitable choices of g, the repulsive interaction dominates and the variational problem
in Theorem 1.1 does not admit a minimizer.

Theorem 1.2. Let
g(x) =

1

|x|� , 0 < � < n, x ∈ ℝ
n ⧵ {0}

and let G be G-admissible. For every � ∈ (0, 2], there exists m̃ > 0, depending on n, �, �, G, such that for all
m ≥ m̃ the minimization problem

inf{ℱ�(E) ∶ E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H, |E| = m}

has no minimizers.

Therefore, for a general g, existence may fail for masses large enough, since minimizers tend to split in two or
more components which then move apart one from the other in order to decrease the nonlocal energy. To capture
this phenomenon, it is convenient to introduce a generalized energy defined as

ℱ̃
�(E) ∶= inf

ℎ∈ℕ
ℱ̃

�
ℎ (E),

where

ℱ̃
�
ℎ (E) ∶= inf

{
ℎ∑
i=1

ℱ
�(Ei) ∶ E =

ℎ⋃
i=1

Ei, Ei ∩ Ej = ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ ℎ

}
.

Note that in this functional the interaction between different components is not evaluated, which corresponds to
consider them “at infinite distance” one from the other. By considering ℱ̃

� instead of ℱ
�, we can prove the

following generalized existence result.

Theorem 1.3. Let g be a ℛ-admissible q-decreasing function, q ≥ 0, and let G be a G-admissible function. For
every m > 0 there exists a minimizer of ℱ̃� in the class

m = {Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H measurable ∶ |Ω| = m} .
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More precisely, there exist a set E ∈  and a subdivision E = ∪ℎ
j=1

Ej , with pairwise disjoint sets Ej , such that

ℱ̃
�(E) =

ℎ∑
j=1

ℱ
�(Ej ) = inf

{
ℱ̃

�(Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }
.

Moreover, for every 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ, the set Ej is a minimizer of both the standard and the generalized energy for its
volume, i.e.

ℱ̃
�(Ej ) = ℱ

�(Ej) = min
{
ℱ̃

�(Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H, |Ω| = |Ej |} .

Strategy of the proof and comments. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is divided into several steps. In the spirit of
[KM14], the existence of minimizers in the small mass regime follows by the direct method of the calculus of
variations, see Theorem 3.1, once we show that for sufficiently small mass every minimizing sequence of the
energy may be replaced by another minimizing sequence where all sets have uniformly bounded diameter, see
Lemma 3.5. We remark that we heavily use the quantitative isoperimetric inequality for the capillarity problem
proved in [PP24], which estimates the Fraenkel asymmetry of a competitor with respect to the optimal sets in
terms of the energy deficit. Note that it is unclear at the moment how to apply stronger isoperimetric inequalities
of Fuglede-type [CL12; Fug89] for nearly spherical sets in the present capillarity framework; instead, stronger
isoperimetric inequalities have been used as fundamental tools, for example, in [AFM13; BC14; CFP23]. In fact,
the classical Fuglede’s method relies on the precise knowledge of the eigenvalues of the Laplace-Beltrami operator,
which is not available for P� on optimal sets for generic � ∈ (−1, 1). Moreover, in our case it is in general not
possible to globally parametrize C1-close boundaries one on the other as normal graphs.

The boundedness result in Theorem 1.1 follows once we show that minimizers enjoy uniform density estimates
at boundary points. In order to do so, we prove that, under suitable conditions on the Riesz potential, minimizers are
(K, r0)-quasiminimal sets for all masses, see Definition 3.8 and Lemma 3.11. Indeed quasiminimal sets have well-
known topological regularity properties (Theorem 3.9), which easily guarantee boundedness, see Theorem 3.6.
Note that the lack of symmetry of the problem, due to the presence of gravitational potential and the fact that
ambient space is a half-space, forces us to deal with the vertical direction in a separate way, see Lemma 3.10.

The absence of holes is based on the combination of some techniques from [KM14] and [NP21]. We firstly
prove some density estimates which improve, under suitable hypotheses on g, the analogous estimates for quasi-
minimal sets, by providing bounds independent of the minimizer, see Lemma 4.2. In fact, this allows to prove the
boundedness in the vertical direction with a bound independent of the minimizer, see Lemma 4.8, and to obtain
absence of holes arguing by contradiction, see Theorem 4.7.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is based on the combination of some techniques from [FN21] and [KM14] and exploits
some estimates on the diameter and the nonlocal potential energy of minimizers. We remark that the range of the
exponent � in Theorem 1.2 is the same as the analogous nonexistence results in the classical setting [CNT22;
FKN16; FN21; KM14; LO14].

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is inspired by [NP21] and exploits the isoperimetric inequality for the capillarity
functional P�. In our case the argument must be modified to take into account the presence of the gravitational
energy and, as before, estimates in the vertical direction must be treated separately. We remark that also the possible
choices for the kernels g in our Theorem 1.3 allow for more freedom than those considered in [NP21].

Organization. In Section 2 we collect definitions and facts on sets of finite perimeter and capillarity functional. In
Section 3 we begin to prove Theorem 1.1, in particular we prove existence, boundedness and indecomposability of
minimizers. In Section 4 we prove Theorem 1.2, together with absence of holes in minimizers in the small mass
regime, thus completing the proof of Theorem 1.1. In Section 5 we prove Theorem 1.3.

Acknowledgments. The author is member of INdAM - GNAMPA. The author is grateful to Marco Pozzetta for
many suggestions and for stimulating discussions.

2. PRELIMINARIES

From now on and for the rest of the paper we assume that � ∈ (−1, 1) and n ∈ ℕ with n ≥ 2 are fixed.

List of symbols.

∙ | ⋅ | denotes Lebesgue measure in ℝ
n.

∙ B� = {x ∈ B ∶ ⟨x, en⟩ > �}.
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∙ B�(m) ∶= m
1
n

|B�| 1n
(B� − �en), for any m > 0.

∙ B�(m, x) ∶= B�(m) + x, for any x ∈ {xn = 0}. In particular B�(m) = B�(m, 0).
∙ c(⋅), C(⋅) denote strictly positive constants, that may change from line to line.
∙ H ∶= {xn ≤ 0}.
∙ d denotes d-dimensional Hausdorff measure in ℝn, for d ≥ 0.
∙ Q r

2
denotes a generic cube in ℝn of side r > 0.

∙ R� ∶= max
{√

1 − �2, 1 − �
}

.

2.1. Sets of finite perimeter. We recall basic definitions and properties regarding sets of finite perimeter, referring
to [AFP00; Mag12] for a complete treatment on the subject. The perimeter of a measurable set E ⊂ ℝn in an open
set A ⊂ ℝn is defined by

(2.1) P (E,A) ∶= sup

{
∫E

div T (x) dx ∶ T ∈ C1
c (A;ℝ

n), ‖T ‖∞ ≤ 1

}
.

Denoting P (E) ∶= P (E,ℝn), we say that E is a set of finite perimeter if P (E) < +∞. In such a case, the
characteristic function �E has a distributional gradient D�E that is a vector-valued Radon measure on ℝ

n such that

∫E
div T (x) dx = −∫

ℝn

T dD�E , ∀T ∈ C1
c (ℝ

n;ℝn).

It can be proved that the set function P (E, ⋅) defined in (2.1) is the restriction of a nonnegative Borel measure to
open sets. The measure P (E, ⋅) coincides with the total variation |D�E| of the distributional gradient, and it is
concentrated on the reduced boundary

)∗E ∶=

{
x ∈ spt|D�E| ∶ ∃ �E(x) ∶= − lim

r→0

D�E(Br(x))

|D�E(Br(x))| with |�E(x)| = 1

}
.

Introducing the sets of density t ∈ [0, 1] points for E defined by

E(t) ∶=

{
x ∈ ℝ

n ∶ lim
r→0

|E ∩ Br(x)|
|Br(x)| = t

}
,

we have that the reduced boundary coincides both with ℝ
n ⧵ (E(1) ∪ E(0)) and with the set E(1∕2) up to n−1-

negligible sets. The vector �E is called the generalized outer normal of E. Moreover P (E, ⋅) = n−1 )∗E, and
the distributional gradient can be written as D�E = −�En−1 )∗E.

2.2. Preliminary results on the capillarity functional. We recall basic properties on the functional P�. Let
E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H with measure |E| = m ∈ (0,+∞). Note that

P�(E) = ∫)∗E⧵H
1 − �

⟨
en, �

E
⟩
dn−1;

in particular P�(E) > 0 [PP24, Remark 2.1, Corollary 2.4].
The sets B�(m, x) uniquely minimize the problem

inf{P�(E) ∶ E ⊂ ℝ
n, |E| = m},

and this is encoded in the isoperimetric inequality [Mag12, Theorem 19.21], [PP24, Theorem 3.5]

(2.2) P�(E) ≥ n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

The previous isoperimetric inequality can be strengthened in a quantitative version. We define the Fraenkel asym-
metry

��(E) ∶= inf

{|EΔB�(m, x)|
m

∶ x ∈ {xn = 0}

}
,

and the isoperimetric deficit

D�(E) ∶=
P�(E) − P�(B

�(m))

P�(B
�(m))

.

Then the following sharp quantitative isoperimetric inequality holds

Theorem 2.1 ([PP24]). There exists a constant c(n, �) > 0 such that for any measurable set E ⊂ ℝ
n ∩ {xn > 0}

with finite measure there holds

(2.3) ��(E)2 ≤ c(n, �)D�(E).
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2.3. Definitions. We give some definitions for the Riesz-type potential ℛ and the gravity-type potential G.

Definition 2.2. A function g ∶ ℝn ⧵ {0} → (0,∞) is ℛ-admissible if ℛ(B1) < ∞.
A ℛ-admissible function g ∶ ℝn ⧵ {0} → (0,∞) is q-decreasing, for some q ∈ [0,∞), if for every x ∈ ℝn ⧵ {0}
and every � > 1 it holds

g(�x) ≤ �qg(x).

A ℛ-admissible function g ∶ ℝ
n ⧵ {0} → (0,∞) is infinitesimal if

lim|x|→+∞
g(x) = 0.

A ℛ-admissible function g ∶ ℝ
n ⧵ {0} → (0,∞) is symmetric if

g(−x) = g(x) ∀x ∈ ℝ
n ⧵ {0}.

Given two measurable sets L, M ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H we let

ℛ(L,M) ∶= ∫L ∫M
g(y − x) dy dx.

Remark 2.3. The functions 1

|x|� , for � ∈ (0, n), are ℛ-admissible, 0-decreasing, infinitesimal and symmetric.

Remark 2.4. The attractive-repulsive kernels |x|�1 + 1

|x|�2 , for �1 > 0 and �2 ∈ (0, n), are ℛ-admissible �1-
decreasing symmetric functions. At the same time they diverge positively as |x| → +∞.

Definition 2.5. A function G ∶ (0,∞) → (0,∞) is G-admissible if

(2.4) sup
t∈(0,2)

G(t) < ∞,

and

(2.5) G(�t) ≤ �nG(t), ∀� > 1, t > 0.

A G-admissible function G ∶ (0,∞) → (0,∞) is coercive if

G(t) → +∞ as t → +∞.

Remark 2.6. The identity function G(t) = t on (0,+∞) is a G-admissible function.

Remark 2.7. Conditions (2.4) and (2.5) easily imply

G(t) = G(t ⋅ 1) ≤ tnG(1) ≤ c(G) tn, ∀t > 1.

3. EXISTENCE OF MINIMIZERS FOR SMALL MASSES

3.1. Existence. The goal of this Section is to prove the following

Theorem 3.1. Let g be a ℛ-admissible q-decreasing function and let G be a G-admissible function. There exists
a mass m̄ = m̄(n, �, g, G, q) > 0 such that, for all m ∈ (0, m̄), there exists a minimizer of ℱ� in the class

m ∶= {Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H measurable ∶ |Ω| = m}.

We begin by proving some preparatory lemmas, which estimate the energy of some competitors.

Lemma 3.2. Let g be ℛ-admissible and G be G-admissible. There exists a constant c = c(n, �, g, G) such that

ℛ(B�(m)) ≤ c m, G(B�(m)) ≤ c m

for every 0 < m ≤ |B�|.
Proof. Let us denote by Q̄l ⊂ ℝn ⧵ H , with l > 0, the cube [−l, l] × ⋯ × [−l, l] × [0, 2l]. For any N ∈ ℕ the
cube Q̄1 is the essential union of (2N)n disjoint isometric cubes Qi

1

2N

of side 1∕N . If Q̄ 1

2N

⊂ Q̄1 is the cube
[
−

1

2N
, 1

2N

]
×⋯ ×

[
−

1

2N
, 1

2N

]
×
[
0, 1

N

]
, evidently

ℛ(Q̄1) ≥
(2N)n∑
i=0

ℛ(Qi
1

2N

) = (2N)nℛ(Q̄ 1

2N

).

Moreover

2n sup
(0,2)

G = |Q̄1| sup
(0,2)

G = (2N)n
|Q̄1|
(2N)n

sup
(0,2)

G = (2N)n ∫Q̄ 1
2N

sup
(0,2)

G dx ≥ (2N)nG(Q̄ 1

2N

).
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For any 0 < r ≤ 1 we denote by N the integer part of 1

2r
, so that (2r)−1 ≤ 2N ≤ r−1. The above estimates, together

with 4rN ≥ 1, imply that
ℛ(Q̄r) ≤ (4r)nNn

ℛ(Q̄ 1

2N

) ≤ 2nℛ(Q̄1)r
n

and

G(Q̄r) ≤ (4r)nNn
G(Q̄ 1

2N

) ≤ 4n
(
sup
(0,2)

G

)
rn.

If r = m
1
n

|B�| 1n
≤ 1, since B�(|B�|) ⊂ Q̄1, we get B�(m) ⊂ Q̄r and we conclude that

ℛ(B�(m)) ≤ ℛ(Q̄r) ≤ crn ≤ cm

and
G(B�(m)) ≤ G(Q̄r) ≤ crn ≤ cm.

�

Corollary 3.3. Let g be ℛ-admissible and infinitesimal and let G be G-admissible. For every m ≥ 1 there exists
E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H with |E| = m such that ℱ�(E) ≤ cm for some c depending on n, �, g and G.

Proof. Let us consider the set E given by a collection of N ≥ 1 spherical caps
{
B�(v, xi)

}
1≤i≤N of equal volume

v and with centers located at xi = iRe1, i = 1,… , N , with R large enough so that B�(v, xi) are pairwise disjoint.
We choose the number N as the smallest integer for which the volume of each spherical cap does not exceed

min
{
1, |B�|}. In particular Nv = m and N =

⌈
m

min{1,|B�|}
⌉

. Note that, by [PP24, Lemma 3.3], since v ≤ 1 ≤
m = |E|,

P�(E) = P�

(
∪N
i=1

B�(v, xi)
)
=

N∑
i=1

P�(B
�(v, xi)) = c(n, �)Nv

n−1

n ≤ c(n, �)

(
m

min{1, |B�|} + 1

)
v

n−1

n

≤ c(n, �) (mv
n−1
n + v

n−1
n ) ≤ c(n, �) (m 1

n−1
n + m 1

n−1
n ) = c(n, �)m.

Moreover, let R be so large that g(x − y) < 1

N
for every x ∈ B�(v, xj), y ∈ B�(v, xk) with j ≠ k. Then, by

Lemma 3.2, since v ≤ 1 ≤ m = |E|,
ℛ(E) = ∫⋃N

i=1 B
�(v,xi)

∫⋃N
i=1 B

�(v,xi)
g(y − x) dy dx

=

N∑
i=1

ℛ(B�(v, xi)) +

N∑
i=1

∫B�(v,xi)
∫B�(v,x1)∪⋯∪B̂�(v,xi)∪⋯∪B�(v,xN )

g(y − x) dy dx

≤ c(n, �, g, G)Nv +N
1

N
v(m − v) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m+ (m − v) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m,

where the B�(v, x1) ∪ ⋯ ∪ ̂B�(v, xi) ∪ ⋯ ∪ B�(v, xN ) denotes union over all the bubbles except for B�(v, xi).
Finally, by Lemma 3.2

ℱ
�(E) = P�(E) +ℛ(E) +G(E)

≤ c(n, �)|E| + c(n, �, g, G)|E| +
N∑
i=1

G(B�(v, xi))

≤ c(n, �)|E| + c(n, �, g, G)|E| + c(n, �, g, G)Nv = c(n, �, g, G)m.

�

Lemma 3.4. Let E ⊂ ℝn ⧵H be a set of finite perimeter. Let g be ℛ-admissible and q-decreasing and let G be
G-admissible. If � > 1, then

ℱ
�(�E) ≤ �2n+qℱ�(E).

Proof. Note that, if E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H , then �E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H . Since � > 1, by the positivity of P� we get

P�(�E) = �n−1P�(E) ≤ �2n+qP�(E).
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Since g is q-decreasing, we have

ℛ(�E) = ∫ ∫(�E)2
g(y − x) dy dx

= �2n ∫ ∫E×E
g(�(y − x)) dy dx

≤ �2n+q ∫ ∫E×E
g(y − x) dy dx = �2n+qℛ(E).

Finally, by (2.5) we get

∫�E
G(xn) dx = �n ∫E

G(�xn) dx ≤ �2n+q ∫E
G(xn) dx.

�

The following lemma allows to suitably localize minimizing sequences with sufficiently small volume.

Lemma 3.5. Let g be ℛ-admissible and q-decreasing and let G be G-admissible. There exists m̄ > 0, depending
on n, �, g, G and q, such that, for every m ∈ (0, m̄) and every set of finite perimeter F ⊂ ℝn ⧵H with |F | = m,
there exists a set of finite perimeter L with

(3.1) ℱ
�(L) ≤ ℱ

�(F ) and L ⊂ Q̄1 ∶= [−1, 1] ×⋯ × [−1, 1] × [0, 2].

Proof. Throughout the proof we will assume that m̄ < |B�|
4n

. If ℱ�(B�(m)) ≤ ℱ
�(F ), then the assertion of the

lemma is proved by choosing L = B�(m). Then we can assume, by Lemma 3.2, that

(3.2) ℱ
�(F ) < ℱ

�(B�(m)) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)max
{
m,m

n−1

n

}
.

By Lemma 3.2

D�(F ) =
c(n, �)

m
n−1

n

(P�(F ) − P�(B
�(m)))

≤ c(n, �)

m
n−1

n

([ℛ(B�(m)) −ℛ(F )] + [G(B�(m)) −G(F )])

≤ c(n, �)

m
n−1

n

(ℛ(B�(m)) +G(B�(m)))

≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
) 1

n

.

By the quantitative isoperimetric inequality (2.3)

��(F ) ≤ c(n, �)
√
D�(F ) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
) 1

2n

and, after a suitable translation,

|B�(m)ΔF | ≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
)1+ 1

2n

.

Since |F | = m = |B�(m)| we also have

|B�(m)ΔF | = 2|F ⧵ B�(m)|
and

(3.3) |F ⧵ B�(m)| ≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
)1+

1

2n

.

For any % > 0 let F1 = F ∩ B%(0) and F2 = F ⧵ B%(0). Note that for every " > 0 there exists m̄ sufficiently small

such that, if % ≥ m
1
n

|B�| 1n
R� =∶ %m, with m < m̄, then

(3.4) |F2| ≤ "|F1|.
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Indeed, since B�(|B�|) ⊂ BR�
(0), we get B�(m) ⊂ B%(0). Moreover, by (3.3) and for sufficiently small m̄ we

estimate
|F1| = |F ∩ B%(0)| ≥ |F ∩ B�(m)|

= |F | − |F ⧵ B�(m)|

≥ |B�|
(

m

|B�|
)
− c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
)1+

1

2n

≥ |B�|
2

(
m

|B�|
)
.

and

|F ⧵ B%(0)| ≤ |F ⧵ B�(m)| ≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
)1+

1

2n ≤ c(n, �, g, G)

(
m

|B�|
) 1

2n |F1| ≤ "|F1|.
Let us define the monotonically decreasing function U (%) = |F ⧵ B%(0)|.
We now distinguish two cases. Let us firstly prove (3.1) when we assume that

(3.5) Σ ∶= P�(F1) + P�(F2) − P�(F ) >
1

2
ℱ

�(F2) ∀% ∈

(
%m,

R�

2

)

By (3.3) we have

U (%m) = |F ⧵ B�(m)| ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m1+ 1

2n ≤ c(n, �, g, G)%
n+ 1

2
m

Furthermore, by (2.2) and (3.5) we have

−2
dU (%)

d%
= Σ >

1

2
ℱ

�(F2) ≥ 1

2
P�(F ⧵ B%(0)) ≥ c(n, �)U

n−1

n (%).

In particular we have
⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

dU (%)

d%
≤ −c(n, �)U

n−1

n (%) for a.e. % ∈
(
%m,

R�

2

)

U (%m) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)%
n+ 1

2
m .

By ODE comparison we deduce that, if m̄ < 1,

U (%)
1

n ≤ U (%m)
1

n − c(n, �) (% − %m)

≤ c(n, �, g, G) %
1+ 1

2n
m − c(n, �)% + c(n, �)%m

= c(n, �, g, G)m
1

n
+

1

2n2 − c(n, �) % + c(n, �)m
1

n

≤ c(n, �, g, G)m
1

n − c(n, �) % + c(n, �)m
1

n

= c(n, �, g, G)m
1

n − c(n, �) %.

For m̄ sufficiently small, it follows that U (%) = 0 for % ≥ R�

2
, and we obtain (3.1) with L = F .

Let us prove (3.1) assuming that

(3.6) Σ ≤ 1

2
ℱ

�(F2)

holds for some %0 ∈
(
%m,

R�

2

)
. Let m1 ∶= |F1|, m2 ∶= |F2| and  ∶=

m2

m1

≤ ", with " that will be chosen suitably

small later. Let us also denote F̃ = l F1, with l ∶= (1 + )
1

n . In particular |F̃ | = m and, if " is sufficiently small,

F̃ = (1 + )
1

nF1 = (1 + )
1

n

(
F ∩ B%0

(0)
)
⊂ B

%0
n
√
1+

(0) ⊂ BR�
(0) ⊂ Q̄1.

By Lemma 3.4

ℱ
�(F̃ ) = ℱ

�(lF1) ≤ l2n+qℱ�(F1)

= ℱ
�(F1) +

(
l2n+q − 1

)
ℱ

�(F1).
(3.7)
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Choosing " ≤ 1, we have 1 ≤ l ≤ 2
1

n , and by Taylor’s formula we obtain l2n+q − 1 = (1 + )2+q∕n − 1 ≤ K for
some K > 0 independent of  and for " sufficiently small. By (3.7) we arrive at

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F1) ≤ Kℱ
�(F1).

By the definition of Σ and since ℛ(F1) +ℛ(F2) ≤ ℛ(F )

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F ) ≤ ℛ(F1) +G(F1) +ℛ(F2) +G(F2) −ℛ(F ) −G(F ) + Σ −ℱ
�(F2) + Kℱ

�(F1)

≤ −
1

2
ℱ

�(F2) + Kℱ
�(F1).

(3.8)

By positivity of ℛ and G and the isoperimetric inequality (2.2), we have ℱ�(F2) > P�(F2) ≥ c(n, �)m
n−1
n

2
. By (3.6)

we obtain
ℱ

�(F ) −ℱ
�(F1) = P�(F ) +ℛ(F ) +G(F ) − P�(F1) −ℛ(F1) −G(F1) − P�(F2) + P�(F2)

≥ −
1

2
ℱ

�(F2) +ℛ(F ) +G(F ) −ℛ(F1) −G(F1) + P�(F2)

= −
1

2
P�(F2) −

1

2
ℛ(F2) −

1

2
G(F2) +ℛ(F ) +G(F ) −ℛ(F1) −G(F1) + P�(F2) ≥ 0,

(3.9)

that is ℱ�(F1) ≤ ℱ
�(F ). By (3.2), since m ≤ 2m2 and  ≤ ", (3.8) turns into

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F ) ≤ −c(n, �)m
n−1

n

2
+ Kℱ

�(F )

≤ −c(n, �)m
n−1

n

2
+ C(n, �, g, G, q)max

{
m2, "

1

nm
n−1

n

2

}
.

Since m2 ≤ c(n, �)" by (3.4), for " sufficiently small (3.1) follows with L = F̃ . �

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By Lemma 3.5 there exists a minimizing sequence with uniformly bounded sets. The lower
semicontinuity of P� [PP24, Lemma 3.9] and the continuity of ℛ and G under strong L1 convergence allow to
conclude the proof. �

3.2. Boundedness and indecomposability of minimizers. In this section we will prove two qualitative proper-
ties of volume constrained minimizers of ℱ�, namely boundedness and indecomposability. We begin with the
following

Theorem 3.6. Let g be ℛ-admissible, infinitesimal and symmetric and let G be G-admissible. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H

be a minimizer of ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0. Then E is essentially bounded.

Remark 3.7. We remark that Theorem 3.6 proves boundedness of minimizers without requiring decreasing prop-
erties of the Riesz-type kernel, but only infinitesimality and symmetry.

Before giving the proof, we recall the definition and some properties of the so-called (K, r0)-quasiminimal sets.

Definition 3.8. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵ H be a set of finite perimeter with finite measure, and let K ≥ 1, r0 > 0. We say

that E is a (K, r0)-quasiminimal set (relatively in ℝ
n ⧵H) if

P (E,ℝn ⧵H) ≤ KP (F ,ℝn ⧵H),

for any F ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H such that EΔF ⊂⊂ Br(x), for some ball Br(x) ⊂ ℝ

n with r ≤ r0 and x ∈ {xn ≥ 0}.

Theorem 3.9. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵ H be a (K, r0)-quasiminimal set, for some K ≥ 1, r0 > 0. Then there exist

c = c(n,K, r0) ∈
(
0, 1

2

]
and r′

0
= r′

0
(n,K, r0) ∈ (0, r0] such that

c ≤ |E ∩ Br(x)|
|Br(x) ⧵H| ≤ 1 − c ∀x ∈ )E ⧵H, ∀r ∈ (0, r′

0
].

In particular the set E(1) of points of density 1 for E is an open representative for E.

The proof of Theorem 3.9 follows, for instance, by repeatedly applying [Kin+13, Theorem 4.2] with X = {xn ≥
0} in domains Ω = X∩Br0

(x) for x ∈ X, in the notation of [Kin+13, Theorem 4.2]. Observe also that in [Kin+13],
the perimeter functional coincides with the relative perimeter in ℝ

n ⧵H , hence the definition of quasiminimal set
in [Kin+13, Definition 3.1] coincides with Definition 3.8. Alternatively, Theorem 3.9 follows also by adapting
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the classical argument in the proof of [Mag12, Theorem 21.11] working with (K, r0)-quasiminimal sets instead of
(Λ, r0)-minimizers.

The aim of the following lemmas is to prove that minimizers of ℱ� are (K, r0)-quasiminimal sets, in order to
apply Theorem 3.9.

Lemma 3.10. Let g be ℛ-admissible, infinitesimal and symmetric and let G be G-admissible. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H

be a minimizer of ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0. Then there exists x̄n > 0, depending on n, g, G, E, such that

(3.10) |E ∩ {xn > x̄n}| = 0.

Proof. Let us define, for every t > 0,

Et ∶= E ∩ {xn ≤ t}, V (t) ∶= ||E ∩ {xn > t}|| .
Fix x0 ∈ )∗E such that x0 ∈ )∗E ∩ {0 < xn < t} and r0 > 0 such that Br0

(x0) ⊂⊂ {0 < xn < t} for any t large
enough. By [Mag12, Lemma 17.21] there exist �0, c0 ∈ (0,∞), depending on E, x0 and r0, such that for every
� ∈ (−�0, �0) we can find a set of finite perimeter F , given by a suitable local variation of E, such that

(3.11) FΔE ⊂⊂ Br0
(x0) |F | = |E| + �, |P (F ,Br0

(x0)) − P (E,Br0
(x0))| ≤ c0|�|.

Now consider t0 = t0(E) > 0 large enough such that V (t0) < �0, and set � = V (t) for t > t0. Then there exists F̃
such that (3.11) holds. Define also Ẽt ∶= F̃ ∩ {0 < xn ≤ t}, so that

|Ẽt| = |F̃ | − |F̃ ∩ {xn > t}| = |F̃ | − V (t) = |E| + � − � = |E|.
Moreover by [Mag12, Lemma 17.9, Lemma 17.21] and properties of local variations, we get

|ẼtΔEt| = |F̃ΔE| ≤ c(E) ||F̃ | − |E|| = c(E)V (t),

|P (Ẽt, Br0
(x0)) − P (E,Br0

(x0))| ≤ c(E)V (t).

By the minimality of E
P�(E) +ℛ(E) +G(E) ≤ P�(Ẽt) +ℛ(Ẽt) +G(Ẽt).

Since n−1()∗E ∩ )H) = n−1()∗Ẽt ∩ )H), we get

P (E,ℝn ⧵H) +ℛ(E) +G(E) ≤ P (Ẽt,ℝ
n ⧵H) +ℛ(Ẽt) +G(Ẽt)

≤ P (Et,ℝ
n ⧵ (H ∪ Br0

(x0))) + P (E,Br0
(x0)) + c(E)V (t) +ℛ(Ẽt) +G(Ẽt)

= P (E, {xn < t}) + |V ′(t)| +ℛ(Ẽt) +G(Ẽt) + c(E)V (t)

= P (E,ℝn ⧵H) − P (E, {xn > t}) + |V ′(t)| +ℛ(Ẽt) +G(Ẽt) + c(E)V (t).

Then
P (E, {xn > t}) ≤ |V ′(t)| +ℛ(Ẽt) −ℛ(E) +G(Ẽt) −G(E) + c(E)V (t)

By Fubini theorem and symmetry of g

ℛ(Ẽt) −ℛ(E) = ∫Ẽt⧵E
∫Ẽt

g(y − x) dy dx + ∫Ẽt∩E
∫Ẽt⧵E

g(y − x) dy dx

− ∫E⧵Ẽt
∫E

g(y − x) dy dx − ∫E∩Ẽt
∫E⧵Ẽt

g(y − x) dy dx

= ∫Ẽt⧵E
∫Ẽt

g(y − x) dy dx + ∫Ẽt⧵E
∫Ẽt∩E

g(x − y) dy dx

− ∫E⧵Ẽt
∫E

g(y − x) dy dx − ∫E⧵Ẽt
∫E∩Ẽt

g(x − y) dy dx

= ∫Ẽt⧵E
∫Ẽt

g(y − x) dy dx + ∫Ẽt⧵E
∫Ẽt∩E

g(y − x) dy dx

− ∫E⧵Ẽt
∫E

g(y − x) dy dx − ∫E⧵Ẽt
∫E∩Ẽt

g(y − x) dy dx

≤ ∫ẼtΔE

(
∫Ẽt

g(y − x) dy + ∫E
g(y − x) dy

)
dx

Since g is infinitesimal there exists Rg > 0 such that

g(x) < 1 ∀x ∶ |x| > Rg .
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Then

ℛ(Ẽt) −ℛ(E) ≤ ∫ẼtΔE

(
2∫BRg

(0)

g(z) dz +
|||Ẽt ⧵ BRg(0)

||| +
|||E ⧵ BRg(0)

|||
)

dx

≤ 2∫ẼtΔE

(
∫BRg

(0)

g(z) dz + |E|
)

dx

≤ c(g, m)(|ẼtΔEt| + |EtΔE|) ≤ c(g, E)V (t).

By Remark 2.7
(
supBr0

(x0)
G
)
< ∞ and

G(Ẽt) −G(E) = ∫Ẽt⧵E
G dx − ∫E⧵Ẽt

G dx ≤ ∫Ẽt⧵E
G dx ≤

(
sup

Br0
(x0)

G

)
|Ẽt ⧵ E|.

Therefore, for almost every t sufficiently large,

(3.12) P (E, {xn > t}) ≤ |V ′(t)| + c(n, g, G, E)V (t).

Finally, if ciso = ciso(n) is the constant in the classical isoperimetric inequality and t is large enough, (3.12) yields

cisoV (t)
n−1

n = ciso|E ⧵ Et|
n−1

n ≤ P (E ⧵ Et) = n−1()∗Et ∩ {xn = t}) + P (E, {xn > t})

≤ 2|V ′(t)| + c(n, g, G, E)V (t) < 2|V ′(t)| + ciso
2

V (t)
n−1
n

and
−V ′(t) ≥ cV (t)

n−1

n .

Therefore ODE comparison implies that V (t) vanishes at some t = x̄n < +∞. �

Lemma 3.11. Let g be ℛ-admissible, infinitesimal and symmetric and let G be G-admissible. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H

be a minimizer of ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0. Then E is a (K, r0)-quasiminimal set, for suitable K ≥ 1 and r0 > 0,
depending on n, �, g, G, E.

Proof. Let us consider x1, x2 ∈ )∗E ⧵ H and t0 > 0 such that we have Bt0
(x1) ∩ Bt0

(x2) = ∅ and Bt0
(x1) ∪

Bt0
(x2) ⊂⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H . By applying [Mag12, Lemma 17.21] we find two positive constants �0 and c0, depending on
E, such that, given |�| < �0, there exist two sets of finite perimeter F1 and F2 with

(3.13) EΔFk ⊂⊂ Bt0
(xk), |Fk| = |E| + �,

|||P (E,Bt0
(xk)) − P (Fk, Bt0

(xk))
||| ≤ c0|�|, k ∈ {1, 2}.

Let r0 = r0(n, �, g, G, E) > 0 to be determined later. At the moment assume that

r0 < min

⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

t0
2
,
�

1

n

0

!n

,
|x1 − x2| − 2t0

2

⎫⎪⎬⎪⎭
.

In particular, if a ball of radius r0 intersects Bt0
(x1) (resp. Bt0

(x2)), then it is disjoint from Bt0
(x2) (resp. from

Bt0
(x1)). Let F be such that EΔF ⊂⊂ Br(x) ∩ (ℝn ⧵H), where r < r0. Then, by the definition of r0,

||E| − |F || ≤ |EΔF | ≤ !nr
n < !nr

n
0
≤ �0

and we can compensate for the volume deficit ||E| − |F || between E and F by modifying F inside either Bt0
(x1)

or Bt0
(x2). Precisely, by the definition of r0, we may assume without loss of generality that Br(x) does not intersect

Bt0
(x1), set � = |E| − |F |, and consider F1 verifying (3.13), so that

(3.14) EΔF1 ⊂⊂ Bt0
(x1), EΔF ⊂⊂ Br(x) ∩ (ℝn ⧵H) ⊂⊂ ℝ

n ⧵
(
H ∪ Bt0

(x1)
)
.

By (3.13) � = |F1| − |E| and, if we define

F̃ = (F ∩ Br(x)) ∪ (F1 ∩ Bt0
(x1)) ∪ (E ⧵ (Br(x) ∪ Bt0

(x1))),

then |F̃ | = |E| and F̃ΔE ⊂⊂ {xn > 0}. By the minimality of E

(1 − |�|)P (E,ℝn ⧵H) ≤ P�(E) ≤ P�(F̃ ) +ℛ(F̃ ) −ℛ(E) +G(F̃ ) −G(E).(3.15)
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By (3.13) and (3.14) we get

P�(F̃ ) ≤ (1 + |�|)P (F̃ ,ℝn ⧵H)

≤ (1 + |�|)
[
P (F̃ ,ℝn ⧵ (H ∪ Bt0

(x1))) + P (F̃ , Bt0
(x1)) + P (F̃ , )Bt0

(x1))
]

= (1 + |�|)
[
P (F ,ℝn ⧵ (H ∪ Bt0

(x1))) + P (F1, Bt0
(x1)) + P (F , )Bt0

(x1))
]

≤ (1 + |�|)
[
P (F ,ℝn ⧵ (H ∪ Bt0

(x1))) + P (E,Bt0
(x1)) + c0(E)|�|

]

≤ (1 + |�|)P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + c0(�, E)|FΔE|.

(3.16)

As in the proof of Lemma 3.10 one estimates

(3.17) ℛ(F̃ ) −ℛ(E) ≤ c(g, E) |FΔE|,
and by Remark 2.7, (3.10) and if t0 < 1

G(F̃ ) −G(E) ≤
(
sup
F̃⧵E

G

)
|F̃ ⧵ E| ≤

(
sup
F̃⧵E

G

)(|F̃ΔF | + |FΔE|)

≤ c(G,E) (x̄n + 1)n|FΔE| = c(n, g, G, E) |FΔE|.
(3.18)

However, by the relative isoperimetric inequality [CGR07; FM23] and (3.14)

|FΔE| = |FΔE| 1n |FΔE| n−1n ≤ c(n)|FΔE| 1nP (FΔE,ℝn ⧵H)

≤ c(n)|FΔE| 1n (P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + P (E,ℝn ⧵H))

≤ c(n) r0 (P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + P (E,ℝn ⧵H)).

(3.19)

Putting together (3.15)-(3.19) we obtain(
(1 − |�|) − c(n, �, g, G, E) r0

)
P (E,ℝn ⧵H) ≤ (

(1 + |�|) + c(n, �, g, G, E) r0
)
P (F ,ℝn ⧵H)

If r0 is sufficiently small, we conclude the proof. �

By Theorem 3.9 and Lemma 3.11, from now on we can identify any minimizer E of ℱ�, with |E| = m, m > 0,
g ℛ-admissible infinitesimal symmetric function and G G-admissible function, with the open set E(1) of points of
density 1 for E.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. By Lemma 3.11 and Theorem 3.9 there exist r > 0 and c > 0 such that for every x ∈

)E ⧵H we have |E ∩ Br(x)| ≥ crn. If E were not bounded, one would easily get |E| = ∞. �

Now we prove indecomposability of minimizers.

Theorem 3.12. Let g beℛ-admissible and infinitesimal and letG beG-admissible. LetE ⊂ ℝ
n⧵H be a minimizer

of ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0. Then E is indecomposable.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Assume that there exist two sets of finite perimeter E1 and E2 such that |E1 ∩
E2| = 0, E = E1 ∪ E2 and P (E) = P (E1) + P (E2). If R > 0 is sufficiently large, letting e1 = (1, 0,… , 0) and
defining ER ∶= E1 ∪ (E2 + e1R), we have |ER| = m, P�(ER) = P�(E) and G(ER) = G(E). At the same time, the
nonlocal energy decreases, precisely

lim inf
R→∞

(
∫E1

∫E2+e1R
g(y − x) dy dx + ∫E2+e1R

∫E1

g(y − x) dy dx

)
= 0,

and
lim inf
R→∞

ℱ
�(ER) = P�(E) +ℛ(E1) +ℛ(E2) +G(E)

< P�(E) +ℛ(E1) +ℛ(E2) + ∫E1
∫E2

g(y − x) dy dx + ∫E2
∫E1

g(y − x) dy dx +G(E)

= ℱ
�(E).

Therefore, if R is sufficiently large, we obtain ℱ�(ER) < ℱ�(E), in contradiction with the minimizing property
of E. �
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4. NONEXISTENCE OF MINIMIZERS FOR LARGE MASSES

The goal of this Section is to prove Theorem 1.2. We begin by proving some preparatory lemmas. Let us start
with a non-optimality criterion.

Lemma 4.1. Let g be ℛ-admissible, q-decreasing and infinitesimal and let G be G-admissible. There exists " > 0,
depending on n, �, g, G and q, such that the following holds. LetF ⊂ ℝ

n⧵H be a set of finite perimeter and assume
there exist two sets of finite perimeter F1, F2 ⊂ F such that |F1|, |F2| > 0, |F1 ∩ F2| = 0, |F ⧵ (F1 ∪ F2)| = 0 and

(4.1) Σ ∶= P�(F1) + P�(F2) − P�(F ) ≤ 1

2
ℱ

�(F2).

Then, if

(4.2) |F2| ≤ "min{1, |F1|},
there exists a set G ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H with |G| = |F | and ℱ
�(G) < ℱ

�(F ).

Proof. Let us denote m ∶= |F |, m1 ∶= |F1|, m2 ∶= |F2| and  ∶=
m2

m1

≤ ". Let us define the sets F̃ and F̂ in the

following way: F̃ is given by F̃ = l F1, with l ∶= n
√
1 +  , so that |F̃ | = |F |, and F̂ is given by a collection of

N ≥ 1 spherical caps
{
B�(v, xi)

}
1≤i≤N of equal volume v and with centers located at xi = iRe1, i = 1,… , N ,

with R large enough so that the B�(v, xi), 1 ≤ i ≤ N are pairwise disjoint. The number N is the smallest integer

for which the volume of each spherical cap does not exceed min
{
1, |B�|}. Hence Nv = m and N =

⌈
m

min{1,|B�|}
⌉

.

If there exists R > 0 such that, for the corresponding F̂ , one has ℱ
�(F̂ ) < ℱ

�(F ), then the proof is concluded
with G = F̂ . So we can assume that for any R > 0 there holds ℱ�(F̂ ) ≥ ℱ

�(F ). Hence for R large enough we
claim that

(4.3) ℱ
�(F ) ≤ ℱ

�(F̂ ) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)max
{
m,m

n−1

n

}
.

Indeed, if m ≥ 1, estimate (4.3) follows by the same computations done in the proof of Corollary 3.3. If instead
m < 1, by [PP24, Lemma 3.3] we find

P�(E) = P�

(
∪N
i=1

B�(v, xi)
)
=

N∑
i=1

P�(B
�(v, xi)) = c(n, �)Nv

n−1

n ≤ c(n, �)

(
m

min{1, |B�|} + 1

)
v

n−1

n

≤ c(n, �)(mv
n−1

n + v
n−1

n ) ≤ c(n, �)(m + m
n−1

n ) = c(n, �)m
n−1

n .

Arguing as in Corollary 3.3, if R is so large that g(x − y) < 1

N
for every x ∈ B�(v, xj), y ∈ B�(v, xk) with j ≠ k,

then

ℛ(E) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m
n−1

n

and

ℱ
�(E) = P�(E) +ℛ(E) +G(E) ≤ c(n, �)|E| n−1n + c(n, �, g, G)|E| n−1n +

N∑
i=1

G(B�(v, xi)) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)m
n−1

n ,

therefore (4.3) holds.
We want to show that if " sufficiently small, then ℱ

�(F̃ ) < ℱ
�(F ), implying the claim with G = F̃ . By

Lemma 3.4

ℱ
�(F̃ ) = ℱ

�(lF1) ≤ l2n+qℱ�(F1) = ℱ
�(F1) + (l2n+q − 1)ℱ�(F1).(4.4)

Choosing " ≤ 1, we have 1 ≤ l ≤ 2
1

n , and by Taylor’s formula we obtain l2n+q − 1 = (1 + )2+q∕n − 1 ≤ K for
some K > 0 independent of  , for " sufficiently small. By (4.4) we arrive at

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F1) ≤ Kℱ
�(F1).

By the definition of Σ and since ℛ(F1) +ℛ(F2) ≤ ℛ(F )

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F ) ≤ ℛ(F1) +G(F1) +ℛ(F2) +G(F2) −ℛ(F ) −G(F ) + Σ −ℱ
�(F2) + Kℱ

�(F1)

≤ −
1

2
ℱ

�(F2) + Kℱ
�(F1).

(4.5)
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By positivity of ℛ and G and the isoperimetric inequality, we have ℱ
�(F2) > P�(F2) ≥ c(n, �)m

n−1
n

2
. As in (3.9)

we obtain ℱ�(F1) ≤ ℱ�(F ). By (4.3), since m ≤ 2m2 and  ≤ ", (4.5) turns into

ℱ
�(F̃ ) −ℱ

�(F ) ≤ −c(n, �)m
n−1
n

2
+ Kℱ

�(F ) ≤ −c(n, �)m
n−1
n

2
+ C(n, �, g, G, q)max

{
m2, "

1

nm
n−1
n

2

}
.

Since m2 ≤ " by (4.2), for " sufficiently small the assertion of the lemma holds with G = F̃ . �

Next lemma is an improvement of the standard density estimate for quasiminimizers.

Lemma 4.2. Let g be ℛ-admissible, q-decreasing and infinitesimal, and let G be G-admissible. Then there exists
c = c(n, �, g, G, q) > 0 such that the following holds. Let E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H be a minimizer of ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0.
Then for almost every x ∈ E there holds

|E ∩ B1(x)| ≥ cmin{1, m}.

Proof. For r > 0 and x ∈ E, let F r
1
∶= E⧵Br(x) and F r

2
∶= E∩Br(x). Note that |F r

1
|+|F r

2
| = m and |F r

2
| ≤ !nr

n.

Then there exists C > 0, depending on n, �, g, G and q, such that (4.2) holds for all r ≤ r1 ∶= C min
{
1, n
√
m
}

.

Note that we can choose C ≤ 1. Since E is a minimizer, Lemma 4.1 implies that (4.1) cannot be satisfied for any
r ≤ r1. Equivalently, recalling also [PP24, Corollary 2.4], for all r ≤ r1 we have

(4.6) Σr ∶= P�(F
r
1
) + P�(F

r
2
) − P�(E) >

1

2
ℱ

�(F r
2
) >

1

2
P�(F

r
2
) ≥ 1 − �

4
P (F r

2
).

At the same time, for almost every r we have

Σr = 2n−1(E(1) ∩ )Br(x)).

By (4.6), for a constant c(n, �) ∈
(
0, 1

2

)
there holds

(4.7) 2n−1(E(1) ∩ )Br(x)) > c(n, �) (n−1()∗E ∩ Br(x)) +n−1(E(1) ∩ )Br(x))),

for almost every r. Let us now distinguish two cases. If there exists r2 ∈
(
r1
2
, r1

)
such that |E ∩ Br2

| ≥ 1

2
!nr

n
2
,

then by the choice of r1 we get

|E ∩ B1| ≥ |E ∩ Br2
| ≥ c(n)

(r1
2

)n
= c(n, �, g, G, q)min{1, m},

and the proof is concluded.

Let us assume that |E ∩ Br| < 1

2
!nr

n for all r ∈
(
r1
2
, r1

)
. Then we rearrange terms in (4.7) and apply the relative

isoperimetric inequality [Mag12, Proposition 12.37] to the right-hand side to obtain

n−1(E(1) ∩ )Br(x)) ≥ c(n, �)|E ∩ Br(x)|
n−1

n .

Let us denote U (r) ∶= |E ∩ Br(x)|. Then dU (r)

dr
= n−1(E(1) ∩ )Br(x)) for all r ∈

(
r1
2
, r1

)
and

dU (r)

dr
≥ c(n, �)U

n−1

n (r) ∀r ∈
(r1
2
, r1

)
.

For n-a.e. x ∈ E, we have U (r) > 0 for all r > 0 and ODE comparison in r ∈
(
r1
2
, r1

)
implies that

U1∕n(r) ≥ U1∕n
(r1
2

)
+ c(n, �)

(
r −

r1
2

) ≥ c(n, �)
(
r −

r1
2

)
∀r ∈

(r1
2
, r1

)
.

Then the lemma follows as

c(n, �, g, G)min{1, m} = c(n, �)rn
1
≤ U (r1) = |E ∩ Br1

(x)| =
|||||
E ∩ B

C min
{
1, n
√
m
}(x)

|||||
≤ |E ∩ B1(x)|.

�

Remark 4.3. We remark that the density estimate in Lemma 4.2 is more precise than the one provided in Section 3.2.
Indeed, in Lemma 3.11 K and r0 depend on the minimizer, and consequently c in Theorem 3.9 also inherits this
dependence. At the same time, Lemma 4.2 requires g to be q-decreasing, which is not required in Lemma 3.11.

The following lemma will imply Theorem 1.2 for � ∈ (0, 1).
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Lemma 4.4. Let
g(x) =

1

|x|� , 0 < � < n, x ∈ ℝ
n ⧵ {0},

and let G be G-admissible. Let E be a minimizer of ℱ� with |E| = m and m ≥ 1. Then

(4.8) cm
1

� ≤ diamE ≤ Cm,

for some C , c > 0 depending only on n, �, �, G.

Proof. By Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.12 we know that E is essentially bounded and indecomposable. In partic-
ular d ∶= diamE < ∞. By Corollary 3.3 we get the existence of c(n, �, �, G) > 0 such that

m2

d�
≤ ∫E ∫E

1

|x − y|� dy dx = ℛ(E) ≤ ℱ
�(E) ≤ cm,

which implies the first bound in (4.8).
In order to prove the upper bound in (4.8), we may clearly assume that d√

2
> 3. Recalling that we identify E with

the bounded open set E(1), we let x(1), x(2) ∈ Ē such that

|x(1) − x(2)| = d.

Up to a rotation with respect to an axis orthogonal to {xn = 0}, we can write

x(2) − x(1) =
⟨
x(2) − x(1), e1

⟩
e1 +

⟨
x(2) − x(1), en

⟩
en.

In particular,

max
{|||
⟨
x(2) − x(1), e1

⟩||| ,
|||
⟨
x(2) − x(1), en

⟩|||
} ≥ d√

2
.

Assume for simplicity that
|||
⟨
x(2) − x(1), en

⟩||| ≥
d√
2
,

the remaining case being analogous. Up to relabeling, assume also that⟨
x(2), en

⟩
>
⟨
x(1), en

⟩

LetN be the largest integer smaller than d

3
√
2
, i.e. N ∶=

⌊
d

3
√
2

⌋
. SinceE is indecomposable, for every j = 1,… , N

there holds |||E ∩
{
3j − 1 +

⟨
x(1), en

⟩
< xn < 3j +

⟨
x(1), en

⟩}||| > 0.

For every j = 1,… , N , let

xj ∈ E ∩
{
3j − 1 +

⟨
x(1), en

⟩
< xn < 3j +

⟨
x(1), en

⟩}
.

The balls B1(xj), j = 1,… , N , are pairwise disjoint and, for a suitable choice of xj , we can apply Lemma 4.2 to
get

m = |E| ≥
N∑
j=1

|B1(xj ) ∩ E| ≥ c(n, �, �, G)N ≥ c(n, �, �, G) d.

�

The following lemma will imply Theorem 1.2 for � = 1.

Lemma 4.5. Let
g(x) =

1

|x|� , � ∈ (0, n), x ∈ ℝ
n ⧵ {0}

and let G be G-admissible. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H be a minimizer for ℱ� with |E| = m, m > 0. Then

∫E ∫E

1

|x − y|�−1 dy dx ≤ c(n)m.
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Proof. Let � ∈ S
n−1 ⧵ {±en} and t ∈ ℝ. Denote

E+
�,t ∶= E ∩ {⟨�, x⟩ > t}

E−
�,t ∶= E ∩ {⟨�, x⟩ < t}.

Let �1 ∶=
�ℎor
|�ℎor| , where �ℎor is the orthogonal projection of � on {xn = 0}. For any % ≥ 0, the set

E+
�,t ∪ (E−

�,t − %�1)

has measure m and, by minimality of E,

(4.9) ℱ
�(E+

�,t ∪ (E−
�,t − %�1)) ≥ ℱ

�(E).

For any % > 0 and for a.e. t ∈ ℝ

P�(E
+
�,t ∪ (E−

�,t − %�1)) = P�(E
+
�,t) + P�(E

−
�,t) ≤ P�(E) + 2n−1(E ∩ {⟨�, x⟩ = t}).

For any % ≥ 0 we have

∫E+
�,t∪(E

−
�,t−%�1)

∫E+
�,t∪(E

−
�,t−%�1)

1

|x − y|� dy dx =∫E+
�,t
∫E+

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx + ∫E−
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx

+ 2∫E+
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y + %�1|�
dy dx.

Moreover

∫E+
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y + %�1|�
dy dx → 0

as % → ∞. Hence, by (4.9), letting % → ∞, we get

P�(E) + 2n−1(E ∩ {⟨�, x⟩ = t}) + ∫E+
�,t
∫E+

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx + ∫E−
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx +G(E+
�,t) +G(E−

�,t)

≥ P�(E) + ∫E+
�,t
∫E+

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx + ∫E−
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx + 2∫E+
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx +G(E).

Then

n−1(E ∩ {⟨�, x⟩} = t) ≥ ∫E+
�,t
∫E−

�,t

1

|x − y|� dy dx

= ∫E ∫E
�{⟨�,⋅⟩<t}(y)�{⟨�,⋅⟩>t}(x)

1

|x − y|� dy dx.

Integrating the last inequality with respect to t ∈ ℝ, by Fubini’s theorem we get

m ≥ ∫E ∫E ∫
+∞

−∞

�{⟨�,⋅⟩<t}(y)�{⟨�,⋅⟩>t}(x) dt
1

|x − y|� dy dx = ∫E ∫E ∫
+∞

−∞

�(⟨�,y⟩,⟨�,x⟩)(t) dt
1

|x − y|� dy dx

= ∫E ∫E

⟨�, x − y⟩+
|x − y|� dy dx.

Further integrating over Sn−1 ⧵ {±en}, since

∫
Sn−1

⟨�, x − y⟩+ d� = c(n)|x − y|,
by symmetry of Sn−1, we conclude that

|Sn−1|m ≥ ∫E ∫E ∫
Sn−1

⟨�, x − y⟩+ d�
1

|x − y|� dy dx = c(n)∫E ∫E

1

|x − y|�−1 dy dx.
�

The following lemma will imply Theorem 1.2 for � ∈ (1, 2].

Lemma 4.6. Let
g(x) =

1

|x|� , 0 < � < n, x ∈ ℝ
n ⧵ {0}

and let G be G-admissible. LetE ⊂ ℝ
n⧵H be a minimizer for ℱ� with |E| = m, m > !n. Then, for 1 ≤ r ≤ diamE

2
,

|E ∩ Br(x)| ≥ c(n, �, �, G) r for a.e. x ∈ E.
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Proof. Let N ∶=
⌊
r−1

3

⌋
and x ∈ E. If r < 4, by Lemma 4.2

|E ∩ Br(x)| ≥ |E ∩ B1(x)| ≥ c(n, �, �, G) =
c(n, �, �, G)

4
4 ≥ c(n, �, �, G) r.

So we can assume that r ≥ 4, in particular N ≥ 1. Since E is indecomposable by Theorem 3.12, for every
i = 0,… , N − 1 there holds

|E ∩ (B3i+3(x) ⧵ B3i+2(x))| > 0.

For every i = 0,… , N − 1, let
yi ∈ E ∩ (B3i+3(x) ⧵ B3i+2(x)).

The balls B1(yi), i = 0,…N − 1, are pairwise disjoint and, for a suitable choice of yi, by Lemma 4.2 there exists
c(n, �, �, G) such that |E ∩ B1(yi)| ≥ c for i = 0,… , N − 1. Finally

|E ∩ Br(x)| ≥
N−1∑
i=0

|E ∩ B1(yi)| + |E ∩ B1(x)| ≥ (N + 1)c ≥ c
r − 1

3
≥ c r.

�

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 easily imply Theorem 1.2 for � ∈ (0, 1] and mass m sufficiently
large. Then it remains to consider � ∈ (1, 2]. Let E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵ H be a volume constrained minimizer for ℱ� with
|E| = m. By Lemma 4.4, for m large enough, we can assume that diamE > 4. We observe first that

(4.10)
1

r�−1
|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < r}| = 1

r�−1 ∫E
|E ∩ Br(x)| dx ≤ !nr

n

r�−1
|E| ←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←→

r→0
0.

Applying the coarea formula on ℝn ×ℝn for the Lipschitz function f ∶ ℝn ×ℝn
→ ℝ given by f (x, y) ∶= |x− y|,

observing that |∇f | =
√
2 and that

d

dr
|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < r}| = 1√

2 ∫{(x,y)∈ℝn×ℝn ∶ |x−y|=r}
�E×E(x, y) d2n−1(x, y) for a.e. r > 0,

and integrating by parts, we estimate

∫E ∫E

1

|x − y|�−1 dy dx =
1√
2 ∫

ℝn×ℝn

�E×E(x, y)

|x − y|�−1 |∇f | dx dy

=
1√
2 ∫

+∞

0 ∫{(x,y)∈ℝn×ℝn ∶ |x−y|=r}
�E×E(x, y)

r�−1
d2n−1(x, y) dr

= lim
"→0+ ∫

+∞

"

1

r�−1
d

dr
|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < r}| dr

= lim
"→0+

−
1

"�−1
|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < "}|+

− ∫
+∞

"
(1 − �)

1

r�
|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < r}| dr.

Exploiting (4.10) and Lemma 4.6 we deduce

∫E ∫E

1

|x − y|�−1 dy dx = (� − 1)∫
+∞

0

|{(x, y) ∈ E × E ∶ |x − y| < r}| dr
r�

= (� − 1)∫
+∞

0 ∫E

|E ∩ Br(x)|
r�

dx dr

≥ (� − 1)∫
diamE

2

1 ∫E

|E ∩ Br(x)|
r�

dx dr

≥ c ∫
diamE

2

1

|E|
r�−1

dr.

The final right-hand side in the previous chain of inequalities is bounded from below by c |E| (diamE)2−� if
� < 2, and by c |E| log(diamE) if � = 2. Combining this bounds with Lemma 4.5, we get a contradiction for |E|
large enough. �



EXISTENCE AND NONEXISTENCE OF MINIMIZERS FOR CLASSICAL CAPILLARITY PROBLEMS IN PRESENCE OF ... 19

4.1. Absence of holes in minimizers. As a corollary of the estimates proved in the last section, we prove here
a further qualitative property of volume constrained minimizers of ℱ�. The next theorem essentially tells that
volume constrained minimizers of ℱ� do not have “interior holes”.

Theorem 4.7. Let g be ℛ-admissible, 0-decreasing, infinitesimal and symmetric and let G be G-admissible and
coercive. There exists m̄ > 0, depending on n, �, g and G, such that, for all m ∈ (0, m̄), every minimizer E of ℱ�

with |E| = m has the following property. There is no set F ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵ (H ∪ E) with |F | > 0 such that

(4.11) P�(E) = P�(E ∪ F ) + P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + �n−1()∗F ∩ )H).

We begin with a preparatory lemma.

Lemma 4.8. Let g be ℛ-admissible, q-decreasing, infinitesimal and symmetric and let G be G-admissible and
coercive. There exist m̄ > 0 and T̄ > 0, depending on n, �, g, G, q such that, for all m ∈ (0, m̄), every volume
constrained minimizer E of ℱ� with |E| = m satisfies

|E ∩ {xn > T̄ }| = 0.

Proof. By Lemma 3.10 there exists T̄E < ∞, depending on n, �, g, G and E with

T̄E ∶= sup{t ∶ |E ∩ {xn > t}| > 0}.

Let xE ∈ E such that

(xE)n ≥ 1

2
T̄E .

By Lemma 4.2 there exists c = c(n, �, g, G, q) > 0 such that, if m̄ < 1, then

|E ∩ B1(xE)| ≥ c m.

Therefore

(4.12) ℱ
�(E) ≥ P�(E) + ∫E∩B1(xE)

G ≥ P�(B
�(m)) + cm inf

((xE)n−1,(xE )n+1)
G.

On the other hand, by Lemma 3.2, if m̄ ≤ |B�| we have

(4.13) ℱ
�(E) ≤ ℱ

�(B�(m)) ≤ P�(B
�(m)) + c(n, �, g, G)m.

Putting together (4.12) and (4.13) we obtain

inf
((xE)n−1,(xE )n+1)

G ≤ c(n, �, g, G, q).

Since G is coercive, then (xE)n, and in particular also T̄E , is bounded by a constant independent of E, and we
conclude the proof. �

Remark 4.9. We remark that Lemma 4.8 is a stronger result than Lemma 3.10. Indeed, the bound in Lemma 4.8
does not depend on the minimizer. At the same time, Lemma 3.10 does not require that g is q-decreasing and G is
coercive.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.7.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. If m̄ is sufficiently small, Lemma 4.8 guarantees that there exists T̄ > 0, depending on n, �,
g, G, such that

|E ∩ {xn > T̄ }| = 0.

Assume that there exists a set F ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵ (H ∪ E) with v ∶= |F | > 0 and such that (4.11) holds. We aim

to find a contradiction if m̄ is chosen suitably small. Let m̄ ≤ |B�|. By the minimality of E, the isoperimetric
inequality (2.2), the relative isoperimetric inequality outside convex sets [CGR07; FM23] and since P�(B

�(m)) =

n|B�| 1nm n−1

n [PP24, Lemma 3.3], we find

n|B�| 1nm n−1

n +ℛ(B�(m)) +G(B�(m)) = ℱ
�(B�(m)) ≥ ℱ

�(E) ≥ P�(E)

= P�(E ∪ F ) + P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + �n−1()∗F ∩ )H)

≥ P�(E ∪ F ) + (1 − |�|)P (F ,ℝn ⧵H)

≥ n|B�| 1n (m + v)
n−1
n + (1 − |�|) n

(!n

2

) 1

n
v

n−1
n

≥ n|B�| 1nm n−1
n + (1 − |�|) n

(!n

2

) 1

n
v

n−1
n
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which gives, by Lemma 3.2,

(4.14) v ≤
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

ℛ(B�(m)) +G(B�(m))

(1 − |�|) n n

√
!n

2

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠

n

n−1

≤ c(n, �, g, G)

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
m

(1 − |�|) n n

√
!n

2

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠

n

n−1

.

Since m̄ < c(n, �, g, G), also v is bounded by a suitable v̄(n, �, g, G). By [NP21, Lemma 3.5] there exists a contin-
uous and increasing function ' ∶ (0,∞) → (0,∞), with '(0) = 0, such that for every two sets F1, F2 ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H
one has

ℛ(F1, F2) ≤ |F1|'(|F2|).
Then

ℛ(E ∪ F ) −ℛ(E) = ℛ(F , F ) + 2ℛ(F ,E) ≤ v'(v̄) + 2v'(m̄) ≤ c(n, �, g, G)v.

Let us prove that also F is essentially contained in {0 < xn ≤ T̄ }. To this end, assume by contradiction that

(4.15) n−1
(
)∗F ⧵

(
H ∪ )∗E

))
> 0.

Let us denote
ΣE ∶= n−1

(
)∗E ⧵

(
H ∪ )∗F

))

Σ ∶= n−1
((
)∗E ∩ )∗F

)
⧵H

)

ΣF ∶= n−1
(
)∗F ⧵

(
H ∪ )∗E

))

ΘE ∶= n−1
(
)∗E ∩ )H

)

ΘF ∶= n−1
(
)∗F ∩ )H

)
.

By (4.11) we obtain
ΣE + Σ − �ΘE = P�(E)

= P�(E ∪ F ) + P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) + �ΘF

= ΣE + ΣF − �ΘE − �ΘF + Σ + ΣF + �ΘF

= ΣE + 2ΣF + Σ − �ΘE .

In particular, we get ΣF = 0, contradicting (4.15). Therefore F ⊂ {0 < xn ≤ T̄ } and we also deduce

(4.16) G(E ∪ F ) −G(E) = G(F ) ≤ ∫F
sup
(0,T̄ )

G dx = c(n, �, g, G) v.

By (4.11), we obtain

ℱ
�(E ∪ F ) = P�(E ∪ F ) +ℛ(E ∪ F ) +G(E ∪ F )

= P�(E) − P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) − �n−1()∗F ∩ )H) +ℛ(E ∪ F ) +G(E ∪ F )

≤ P�(E) − (1 − |�|)P (F ,ℝn ⧵H) +ℛ(E ∪ F ) +G(E ∪ F )

≤ P�(E) − (1 − |�|) n
(!n

2

) 1

n
v

n−1

n +ℛ(E) + c v +G(E) + c v

= ℱ
�(E) − (1 − |�|) n

(!n

2

) 1

n
v

n−1
n + c v < ℱ

�(E),

(4.17)

where the last inequality holds if v is sufficiently small, hence by (4.14) as soon as m̄ is sufficiently small.
Let t ∈ (0,∞) be such that, if D =

{
x ∈ E ∪ F , xn < t

}
, then |D| = m. Clearly ℱ

�(D) ≤ ℱ
�(E ∪ F ), hence

(4.17) implies ℱ�(D) < ℱ
�(E), contradicting the minimality of E. �

Remark 4.10. Note that if the function G were globally bounded, Theorem 4.7 could be easily extended to mini-
mizers of ℱ� in the class

m = {Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H measurable ∶ |Ω| = m}

for every mass m > 0.
Indeed, in the proof of Theorem 4.7 we exploited Lemma 4.8 just to get the estimate (4.16), which is trivial in case
G were assumed to be globally bounded.

Now we are ready to complete the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Theorem 1.1 follows by Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.6, Theorem 3.12 and Theorem 4.7. �
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5. GENERALIZED MINIMIZERS

Let us give the following definition.

Definition 5.1. If E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵ H is a measurable set, g is a ℛ-admissible function, G is a ℛ-admissible function

and "1, "2 > 0, we define the functional

ℱ
�
" (E) ∶= P�(E) + "1ℛ(E) + "2G(E)

= P�(E) + "1 ∫E ∫E
g(y − x) dy dx + "2 ∫E

G(xn) dx.

Remark 5.2. We remark that minimizing the functional ℱ� in the small mass regime is equivalent to minimizing
the functional ℱ�

" for "1, "2 small and among sets of a fixed volume. Indeed, let for instance |E| = |B�|, if m > 0

and "̄ ∶=
m

1
n

|B�| 1n
, then Ẽ ∶= "̄E has volume m and by scaling we have

ℱ
�(Ẽ) = "̄n−1

(
P�(E) + "̄n+1 ∫E ∫E

g("̄(y − x)) dy dx + "̄∫E
G("̄xn) dx

)
.

In particular we deduce that
∙ for every ℛ-admissible function g1, G-admissible function G1 and m > 0, there exist "̄ > 0, a ℛ-

admissible function g2 and a G-admissible function G2 such that, if

ℱ
�(E) = P�(E) + ∫E ∫E

g1(y − x) dy dx + ∫E
G1(xn) dx

and

ℱ
�
"̄ (E) = P�(E) + "̄n+1 ∫E ∫E

g2(y − x) dy dx + "̄∫E
G2(xn) dx,

then inf |E|=m ℱ
�(E) is proportional to inf |E|=|B�|ℱ�

"̄ (E) and the variational problems are equivalent.
∙ for every ℛ-admissible function g2, G-admissible function G2, "1, "2 > 0 and m > 0, there exist a ℛ-ad-

missible function g1 and a G-admissible function G1 such that, if

ℱ
�(E) = P�(E) + ∫E ∫E

g1(y − x) dy dx + ∫E
G1(xn) dx

and

ℱ
�
" (E) = P�(E) + "1 ∫E ∫E

g2(y − x) dy dx + "2 ∫E
G2(xn) dx,

then inf |E|=|B�|ℱ�
" (E) is proportional to inf |E|=m ℱ

�(E) and the variational problems are equivalent.

From now on for the rest of the section, we assume that "1, "2 > 0 and g, G as in Definition 5.1 are given. Hence
we also define the generalized energy corresponding to ℱ

�
" as

ℱ̃
�
" (E) ∶= inf

ℎ∈ℕ
ℱ̃

�
",ℎ(E),

where

ℱ̃
�
",ℎ(E) ∶= inf

{
ℎ∑
i=1

ℱ
�
" (E

i) ∶ E =

ℎ⋃
i=1

Ei, Ei ∩ Ej = ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ ℎ

}
.

The goal of this Section is to prove the following version of Theorem 1.3, suitably modified for the functional ℱ�
" .

Theorem 5.3. Let g be ℛ-admissible and q-decreasing and let G be G-admissible. For every "1, "2 > 0 there
exists a minimizer of ℱ̃�

" in the class

 ∶=
{
Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H measurable ∶ |Ω| = |B�|} .
More precisely, there exist a set E ∈  and a subdivision E = ∪ℎ

j=1
Ej , with pairwise disjoint sets Ej , such that

ℱ̃
�
" (E) =

ℎ∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j ) = inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

.

Moreover, for every 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ, the set Ej is a minimizer of both the standard and the generalized energy for its
volume, i.e.

(5.1) ℱ̃
�
" (E

j ) = ℱ
�
" (E

j) = min
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = |Ej |} .
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Note that an analogous version of Lemma 3.4 holds.

Lemma 5.4. Let E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H be a set of finite perimeter. Let g be ℛ-admissible and q-decreasing and let G be

G-admissible. If � > 1, then
ℱ

�
" (�E) ≤ �2n+qℱ�

" (E).

We begin by proving some preparatory lemmas. The next geometric lemma allows to modify an excessively
long and thin set decreasing its energy.

Lemma 5.5. Let g be ℛ-admissible and G be G-admissible. For every m̄ > 0 there exists L(n, �, m̄) > 0 such
that the following holds. Let E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H , and let a < b be two numbers with b > a + 2L and such that
|||
{
x ∈ E ∶ a ≤ x1 ≤ b

}||| < m̄.

Then there exist two numbers a+ ∈ [a, a + L] and b− ∈ [b − L, b] such that, denoting E− = E ⧵ ([a+, b−] × ℝ
n−2

× (0,∞)) and m = |E| − |E−| < m̄, one has

(5.2) ℱ
�
" (E

−) ≤ ℱ
�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

Proof. It is sufficient to prove the claim for bounded sets E such that )E ⧵ )H is a smooth hypersurface with
n−1({x ∈ )E ⧵H ∶ �E(x) = ±ej}) = 0 for any j = 1,… , n. Indeed, if E is a generic set of finite perimeter

satisfying the hypotheses of Lemma 5.5, let Ei

L1

←←←←←←←←←←←→ E be the sequence of sets given by [PP24, Lemma 2.3]. For i
sufficiently large, |||

{
x ∈ Ei ∶ a ≤ x1 ≤ b

}||| < m̄

holds. Then there exist a+i ∈ [a, a+L] and b−i ∈ [b−L, b] such that, if we set E−
i = Ei ⧵

(
[a+i , b

−
i ] × (0,∞)

)
and

mi = |Ei| − |E−
i |, we obtain

ℱ
�
" (E

−
i ) ≤ ℱ

�
" (Ei) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

i .

Up to subsequence, a+i and b−i converge to certain a+ ∈ [a, a + L] and b− ∈ [b − L, b] respectively. By [PP24,
Lemma 2.3] P�(Ei) → P�(E). By the lower semicontinuity of P� ([PP24, Lemma 3.9]), the continuity of ℛ and
G under strong L1 convergence and the properties of {Ei}, if E− = E ⧵

(
[a+, b−] × (0,∞)

)
then

ℱ
�
" (E

−) = P�(E
−) + "1ℛ(E−) + "2G(E−)

≤ lim inf
i

(P�(E
−
i ) + "1ℛ(E−

i ) + "2G(E−
i ))

≤ lim inf
i

(
P�(Ei) + "1ℛ(Ei) + "2G(Ei) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

i

)

= ℱ
�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

So let us fix m̄ and consider a and b as in the claim, with L to be determined later. For t ∈ ℝ let

�(t) ∶= n−1
(
E ∩

{
x ∈ ℝ

n ∶ x1 = t
})

.

If c ∶= a+b

2
, let

'(t) ∶= ∫
c

t
�(s) ds.

We note that there exists a+ ∈ [a, a + L] ⊂ [a, c) such that, if

m1 ∶=
|||
{
x ∈ E ∶ a+ < x1 < c

}||| ,
then

(5.3) �(a+) ≤ 1

8
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

1
.

Indeed, assume by contradiction that for every t ∈ (a, a + L) it holds

−'′(t) = �(t) >
1

8
n|B�| 1n'(t) n−1n .

Then '|(a,a+L) is a positive decreasing function satisfying
{

'(a) ≤ m̄,

|'′(t)| > 1

8
n|B�| 1n'(t) n−1n .
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By standard ODE comparison there exists a constant d > 0 depending only on n, � and m̄ such that, if a+d < a+L,
then '(t) → 0 as t → (a+ d)−. Hence L could be chosen so big that a+ d < a+L < c, and then '(t) = 0 for any
t ∈ (a + d, c). It follows that there exists a+ such that (5.3) holds. Similarly, up to choosing a larger L, we have
the existence of b− ∈ [b − L, b] ⊂ (c, b] such that, if

m2 ∶=
|||
{
x ∈ E ∶ c < x1 < b−

}||| ,
then

�(b−) ≤ 1

8
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

2
.

Let E− ∶= E ⧵
([
a+, b−

]
× (0,∞)

)
and F ∶= E ⧵ E−. Then

|F | = m = m1 + m2,

and, by isoperimetric inequality (2.2), there holds

P�(F ) ≥ n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

Hence
P�(E

−) ≤ P�(E) − P�(F ) + 2(�(a+) + �(b−))

≤ P�(E) − P�(F ) +
1

4
n|B�| 1n

(
m

n−1
n

1
+ m

n−1
n

2

)

≤ P�(E) − P�(F ) +
1

2
n|B�| 1n (m1 + m2)

n−1

n

≤ P�(E) −
1

2
n|B�| 1n (m1 + m2)

n−1

n .

Since E− ⊂ E, then ℛ(E−) ≤ ℛ(E) and G(E−) ≤ G(E), and we deduce (5.2). �

The following variant of Lemma 5.5 concerns the case of the vertical direction when we modify a part lying on
the hyperplane {xn = 0}.

Lemma 5.6. Let g be ℛ-admissible and G be G-admissible. For every m̄ ∈ ℝ there exists L(n, �, m̄) > 0 such
that the following holds. Let E ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H , and let b be a number with b > L and such that
|||
{
x ∈ E ∶ 0 < xn ≤ b

}||| < m̄.

There exists then b− ∈ [b − L, b] such that, denoting E− = E ⧵
(
ℝ

n−1 × [0, b−]
)

and m = |E| − |E−| ≤ m̄, one
has

(5.4) ℱ
�
" (E

−) ≤ ℱ
�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 5.5, we may assume that )E ⧵ )H is a smooth hypersurface with n−1({x ∈
)E ⧵ H ∶ �Ei(x) = ±ej}) = 0 for any j = 1,… n. Let us fix m̄ and consider b as in the claim, with L to be
determined later. For almost every t ∈ ℝ, let

�(t) ∶= n−1
(
E ∩

{
x ∈ ℝ

n ∶ x1 = t
})

.

Let

'(t) ∶= ∫
t

0

�(s) ds.

As in the proof of Lemma 5.5, we note that there exists b− ∈ [b − L, b] ⊂ (0, b] such that, if

m ∶=
|||
{
x ∈ E ∶ 0 < xn < b−

}||| ,
then

(5.5) �(b−) ≤ 1

4
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

If E− ∶= E ⧵
(
ℝ

n−1 × [0, b−]
)

and F ∶= E ⧵ E−, then

|F | = m

and, by isoperimetric inequality (2.2),

P�(F ) ≥ n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .
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We establish that
P�(E

−) ≤ P�(E) − P�(F ) + 2�(b−)

≤ P�(E) − P�(F ) +
1

2
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n

≤ P�(E) −
1

2
n|B�| 1nm n−1

n .

Since E− ⊂ E, then ℛ(E−) ≤ ℛ(E), G(E−) ≤ G(E) and we deduce (5.4). �

We now prove a uniform boundedness result.

Lemma 5.7. Let g be ℛ-admissible and q-decreasing and let G be G-admissible. Let "1, "2 > 0. For every
m ∈ (0,∞) there exist R > 0 and ℎ̄ ∈ ℕ, depending on n, �, m, "1, "2, g, G and q, such that

inf
{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = m
} ≥ inf

{
ℱ̃

�,R

",ℎ̄
(Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = m
}
,

where

ℱ̃
�,R

",ℎ̄
(Ω) ∶= inf

⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

ℎ̄∑
i=1

ℱ
�
" (Ω

i) ∶ Ω = ∪ℎ̄
i=1

Ωi, Ωi ∩ Ωj = ∅, diamΩi ≤ R ∀1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ ℎ̄

⎫⎪⎬⎪⎭
.

Proof. Let M(n, �, m, "1, "2, g, G, q) ∈ ℕ be a natural number to be determined later and let us denote m̄ = m∕M .
Let E ⊂ Rn ⧵H be a bounded set with |E| = m and

(5.6) ℱ
�
" (E) ≤ inf

{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

+
n|B�| 1n

3

(
m

M2

) n−1

n
.

This is possible since the infimum is reached by a sequence of bounded sets. Let t0 < t1 < ⋯ < tM−1 < tM be
real numbers such that |||E ∩

(
(ti, ti+1) × ℝ

n−2 × (0,∞)
)||| = m̄,

for every 0 ≤ i ≤ M − 1 and let L(n, �, m̄) be given by Lemma 5.5. For every 0 ≤ i ≤ M − 1 let us define the
interval Ii in the following way. If ti+1 − ti ≤ 2L we set Ii = ∅, otherwise we apply Lemma 5.5 with a = ti and
b = ti+1 and we set Ii = [a+, b−]. If mi = |E ∩ (Ii ×ℝ

n−2 × (0,∞))|, then

(5.7) mi ≤ m

M2
.

Indeed, if Ii = ∅, then (5.7) is clearly true. If Ii ≠ ∅, we set

E′ = �
(
E ⧵

(
Ii ×ℝ

n−2 × (0,∞)
))

,

with � =
(

m

m−mi

) 1

n . Note that mi

m
≤ 1

M
by construction. By Lemma 5.4 and (5.2) we have

ℱ
�
" (E

′) ≤
(

m

m − mi

)2+
q

n

ℱ
�
"

(
E ⧵ (Ii ×ℝ

n−2 × (0,∞))
)

≤
(

1

1 −
mi

m

)2+
q

n (
ℱ

�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm

n−1
n

i

)
.

Moreover, if M is large enough,

ℱ
�
" (E

′) ≤ (
1 +

(
3 +

q

n

) mi

m

)(
ℱ

�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

i

)

≤ ℱ
�
" (E) −

1

3
n|B�| 1nm

n−1

n

i .

(5.8)

Estimates (5.6) and (5.8) imply that

ℱ
�
" (E

′) ≤ inf
{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

+
n|B�| 1n

3

(
m

M2

) n−1

n
−

n|B�| 1n
3

m
n−1

n

i ,

and, since |E′| = m, (5.7) holds.
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Let

Ẽ = E ⧵

(
M−1⋃
i=0

Ii × ℝ
n−2 × (0,∞)

)

and � =
∑M−1

i=0 mi, so that ||Ẽ|| = m − �. By Lemma 5.5 and the subadditivity of power function with exponent
less than 1 we get

ℱ
�
" (Ẽ) ≤ ℱ

�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1n

M−1∑
i=0

m
n−1

n

i ≤ ℱ
�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1n� n−1

n .

The set F ∶=
(

m

m−�

) 1

n
Ẽ has volume m. We can use Lemma 5.4 to obtain

ℱ
�
" (F ) ≤

(
m

m − �

)2+
q

n

ℱ"(Ẽ) ≤
(

m

m − �

)2+
q

n (
ℱ

�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1n� n−1

n

)
.

If � is small enough, which happens as soon as M is large enough thanks to (5.7), we deduce

ℱ
�
" (F ) ≤

(
m

m − �

)2+
q

n (
ℱ

�
" (E) −

1

2
n|B�| 1n� n−1

n

)

≤ ℱ
�
" (E) + C�

(
inf

{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

+ c
(

m

M2

) n−1

n

)
+ (1 + C�)

(
−
1

2
n|B�| 1n� n−1

n

)

≤ ℱ
�
" (E).

Note that Ẽ is the union of at most M + 1 sets, each contained in a slab having width at most equal to 2L by
Lemma 5.5. In particular, F is the union of at most M + 1 parts and each of them has horizontal width at most
equal 3L.

If we repeat the arguments in the remaining directions, with care to apply also Lemma 5.6 in the n-th direction,
we get the boundedness of the pieces in all the n directions. Then there exist R ∈ (0,∞), ℎ̄ ∈ ℕ and G ⊂ ℝn such
that |G| = m, G = ∪ℎ̄

i=1
Gi, Gi ∩ Gj = ∅, diam Gi ≤ R and ℱ

�
" (G) ≤ ℱ

�
" (E). Finally

ℱ
�
" (G) ≥

ℎ̄∑
i=1

ℱ
�
" (Gi) ≥ ℱ̃

�,R

",ℎ̄
(G).

�

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 5.3.

Proof of Theorem 5.3. We begin by proving the existence of ℎ′ ∈ ℕ and of a sequence {Gi}i∈ℕ ⊂  such that

(5.9) inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

= lim
i→∞

ℱ̃
�
",ℎ′

(Gi).

Let ℎ′(n, �, "1, "2, g, G, q) be an integer to be determined later and consider a sequence {Ei}i∈ℕ ⊂  such that

(5.10) K ∶= inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

= lim
i→∞

ℱ̃
�
" (Ei).

For every i ∈ ℕ let ℎ(i) ∈ ℕ such that there exists a subdivision Ei = E1
i ∪ E2

i ∪⋯ ∪ Eℎ(i)
i with

(5.11) ℱ̃
�
" (Ei) >

(
1 −

1

i + 1

) ℎ(i)∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i ).

Without loss of generality, we can assume ℎ(i) → ∞, so that ℎ(i) > ℎ′ for i large enough. Let us fix a generic
i ∈ ℕ. For simplicity of notation, let us denote ℎ = ℎ(i) and mj = |Ej

i | for every 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ. Let us also assume,
without loss of generality, that mj is decreasing with respect to j. By (5.11) we get

ℱ̃
�
" (Ei) ≥ 1

2

ℎ∑
j=1

P�(E
j
i ) ≥ 1

2

ℎ∑
j=1

n|B�| 1nm
n−1

n

j ≥ 1

2 n
√
m1

ℎ∑
j=1

n|B�| 1nmj =
1

2 n
√
m1

n|B�| n+1n .

If i is large enough, by (5.10) we deduce that

(5.12) m1 ≥
(
n|B�| n+1n

4K

)n

.
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For every such i, we define

Gi = �

ℎ′⋃
j=1

Ej
i ,

with

(5.13) � =

(
|B�|

|B�| −∑
j>ℎ′ mj

) 1

n

≤ 1 + c1

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

mj ,

where c1 is a constant depending on n, � and K (that is on n, �, "1, "2, g and G). Note that also Gi belongs to .
By Lemma 5.4 we deduce

ℱ̃
�
",ℎ′

(Gi) ≤
ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (�E

j
i ) ≤ �2n+q

ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ"(E
j
i )

≤
(
1 + c2(n, �, "1, "2, g, G, q)

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

mj

)
ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i ).

(5.14)

By (5.11) we get

ℱ̃
�
" (Ei) >

(
1 −

1

i + 1

) ℎ∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i )

≥ (
1 −

1

i + 1

) ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i ) +

1

2

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

P�(E
j
i )

≥ (
1 −

1

i + 1

) ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i ) +

1

2
n|B�| 1n

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

m
n−1

n

j .

If i is large enough, by (5.10) and (5.11)
ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (E

j
i ) ≤ 2K.

By (5.14)

(5.15) ℱ̃
�
",ℎ′

(Gi) − ℱ̃
�
",ℎ(Ei) ≤ 2K

(
c2(n, �, "1, "2, g, G, q)

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

mj +
1

i + 1

)
−

1

2
n|B�| 1n

ℎ∑
j=ℎ′+1

m
n−1
n

j .

Now we can define ℎ′ ∈ ℕ so that

ℎ′ ≥
(
4Kc2(n, �, "1, "2, g, G, q)

n

)n

.

Since mj ≤ |B�|
ℎ′

for j > ℎ′, if i is large enough we get from (5.15)

ℱ̃
�
",ℎ′

(Gi) ≤ ℱ̃
�
",ℎ(Ei) +

2K

i + 1
.

By (5.10) we finally deduce that {Gi}i∈ℕ ⊂  satisfies (5.9).

Let us now show that for every m > 0 there exist ℎ̄ ∈ ℕ, a bounded set E with |E| = m and a subdivision
E =

⋃ℎ̄
k=1 E

k such that

(5.16) ℱ̃
�
" (E) ≤

ℎ̄∑
k=1

ℱ
�
" (E

k) ≤ inf
{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = m
}
.

Let R and ℎ̄ be as in Lemma 5.7. By Lemma 5.7 there is a sequence of sets {Ωi}i∈ℕ of volume m such that

(5.17) inf
{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = m
} ≥ lim

i→+∞
ℱ̃

�,R

",ℎ̄
(Ωi),
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where ℱ̃
�,R

",ℎ̄
is defined in Lemma 5.7. For every i ∈ ℕ there exists a partition Ωi = Ω1

i ∪ Ω2
i ∪ ⋯ ∪ Ωℎ̄

i with

diam(Ω
j
i ) ≤ R and

(5.18)
ℎ̄∑

j=1

ℱ
�
" (Ω

j
i ) ≤ ℱ̃

�,R

",ℎ̄
(Ωi) +

1

i
.

Up to a subsequence there exist mj ∈ (0,∞), with 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ̄, such that

mj = lim
i→∞

|Ωj
i | ∀1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ̄, m =

ℎ̄∑
j=1

mj .

Let us fix 1 ≤ k ≤ ℎ̄ and consider the sets {Ωk
i }i∈ℕ. Since their diameters are uniformly bounded by R, up

to translations we can assume that all the Ωk
i are pairwise disjoint and contained in a fixed ball with radius R.

Therefore the characteristic functions fi = �Ωk
i

have uniformly bounded supports and are bounded in BV . Up
to a subsequence, we can assume that fi is weakly∗ convergent in BV , and in particular strongly convergent in
L1, to a certain function f . Then f is the characteristic function of a bounded set Ek with volume mk. By the
lower-semicontinuity of the perimeter under weak∗ BV -convergence and the continuity of ℛ and G under strong
L1 convergence, we obtain that

(5.19) ℱ
�
" (E

k) ≤ lim inf
i→∞

ℱ
�
" (Ω

k
i ).

Up to a translation we can assume that the sets Ek are pairwise disjoint. In particular the set E = ∪ℎ̄
k=1

Ek is
bounded with |E| = m. By (5.17), (5.18) and (5.19) we get

ℱ̃
�
" (E) ≤

ℎ̄∑
k=1

ℱ
�
" (E

k) ≤
ℎ̄∑

k=1

lim inf
i→∞

ℱ
�
" (Ω

k
i ) ≤ lim inf

i→∞

ℎ̄∑
k=1

ℱ
�
" (Ω

k
i )

≤ lim inf
i→∞

ℱ̃
�,R

",ℎ̄
(Ωi) ≤ inf

{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = m
}
,

so (5.16) is proved.

We can now conclude the proof of the theorem. Let {Gi}i∈ℕ as in (5.9) and let us consider a subdivision
Gi = G1

i ∪ G2
i ∪⋯ ∪ Gℎ′

i such that

(5.20) inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

= lim
i→∞

ℎ′∑
j=1

ℱ
�
" (G

j
i ).

Up to a subsequence there exist �j > 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ′, such that

�i = lim
i→∞

|Gj
i | ∀1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ′, |B�| =

ℎ′∑
j=1

�j .

Let
Kj ∶= inf

{
ℱ

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ⊂ ℝ

n ⧵H, |Ω| = �j

}
.

By (5.20)

(5.21) inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

=

ℎ′∑
j=1

Kj .

By (5.16) for every 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ′ there exist ℎ̄(j) ∈ ℕ, a bounded set Ej ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H with |Ej| = �j and a subdivision

in pairwise disjoint sets Ej =
⋃ℎ̄(j)

k=1
Ej,k such that

(5.22) ℱ̃
�
" (Ej) ≤

ℎ̄(j)∑
k=1

ℱ
�
" (Ej,k) ≤ Kj .

Since the sets Ej are bounded, up to translations we can assume that the setE = ∪ℎ′

j=1
Ej has volume |B�|. Therefore

E is the disjoint union of all the sets Ej,k with 1 ≤ j ≤ ℎ′ and 1 ≤ k ≤ ℎ̄(j). Let us denote these sets as El with
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1 ≤ l ≤ ℎ and ℎ =
∑ℎ′

j=1 ℎ̄(j). By (5.21) and (5.22) we deduce that

ℱ̃
�
" (E) ≤

ℎ∑
l=1

ℱ
�
" (E

l) ≤
ℎ′∑
j=1

Kj = inf
{
ℱ̃

�
" (Ω) ∶ Ω ∈ }

,

that is E is a minimizer of ℱ̃�
" and the subdivision E =

⋃ℎ
l=1 E

l is optimal.
The proof of (5.1) for a given 1 ≤ j̄ ≤ ℎ easily follows as in the proof of [NP21, Proposition 1.2]. �

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. With the notation of Theorem 1.3, if Ω ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H is a measurable set with |Ω| = m, let

ℱ
�(Ω) = P�(Ω) + ∫Ω ∫Ω

g(y − x) dy dx + ∫Ω

G(xn) dx

and
ℱ̃

�(Ω) ∶= inf
ℎ∈ℕ

ℱ̃
�
ℎ (Ω),

where

ℱ̃
�
ℎ (Ω) ∶= inf

{
ℎ∑
i=1

ℱ
�(Ωi) ∶ Ω =

ℎ⋃
i=1

Ωi,Ωi ∩ Ωj = ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ ℎ

}
.

If F ⊂ ℝn ⧵H has measure |B�| and "̄ = m
1
n

|B�| 1n
, the set F̃ ∶= "̄F has volume m and by Remark 5.2 there exist g̃

ℛ-admissible and G̃ G-admissible such that

ℱ
�(F̃ ) = "̄n−1

(
P�(F ) + "̄n+1 ∫F ∫F

g̃(y − x) dy dx + "̄∫F
G̃(xn) dx

)
=∶ "̄n−1ℱ�

"̄ (F ).

Note that ℱ̃�(F̃ ) = "̄n−1ℱ̃�
"̄ (F ) and that, if g is q-decreasing, also g̃ is q-decreasing (see Remark 5.2). By Theo-

rem 5.3 there exists E ⊂ ℝ
n ⧵H with |E| = |B�| which minimizes ℱ̃

�
"̄ . Then the set Ẽ ∶= "̄E minimizes ℱ̃

�

among sets with volume m and Theorem 1.3 easily follows. �
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