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ANTISYMMETRIC MAXIMUM PRINCIPLES AND HOPF’S LEMMAS FOR

THE LOGARITHMIC LAPLACIAN, WITH APPLICATIONS TO

SYMMETRY RESULTS

LUIGI POLLASTRO AND NICOLA SOAVE

Abstract. We prove antisymmetric maximum principles and Hopf-type lemmas for linear
problems described by the Logarithmic Laplacian. As application, we prove the symmetry
of solutions for semilinear problems in symmetric sets, and a rigidity result for the parallel
surface problem for the Logarithmic Laplacian.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate some symmetry results, as well as the maximum
principles and the Hopf-type lemmas necessary for their proofs, for semilinear problems involving
the Logarithmic Laplacian L∆. The Logarithmic Laplacian is the pseudo differential operator
with symbol 2 log |ξ| (here and in what follows, log denotes the natural Logarithm). It can be
seen as the first order term in the Taylor expansion of the fractional Laplacian (−∆)s as s goes
to 0, in the sense that, for ϕ ∈ C∞

c (RN ),

(−∆)sϕ = ϕ+ sL∆ϕ+ o(s) for s→ 0+, in Lp(RN ) with 1 < p ≤ ∞,

see [CW19, Theorem 1.1]. Moreover, for sufficiently regular functions, one has the pointwise
integral representation

L∆u(x) = cN

∫

RN

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy + ρNu(x)

= cN

∫

B1(x)

u(x)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy − cN

∫

RN\B1(x)

u(y)

|x− y|N
dy + ρNu(x),

(1.1)

where both cN , ρN are positive dimensional constants computed explicitly.
Starting from [CW19], the operator L∆ attracted a lot of attention, in light of both its

theoretical interest and its relevance in some applications. From the theoretical point of view,
the kernel in (1.1) is of zero-order, in the sense that it is a limiting case for hypersingular
integrals. Thus, the regularizing properties are very weak and not completely understood at
the moment. We refer the interested reader to [CLS24, CW19, FJ23, HSRS24] and references
therein. From the point of view of the applications, the Logarithmic Laplacian is used to describe
the differentiability properties of the solution mapping of fractional Dirichlet problems, and the
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2 L. POLLASTRO AND N. SOAVE

behavior of solutions to linear and nonlinear problems involving the fractional Laplacian, in the
small order limit s→ 0+, see [CW19, JSW20, HSS22].

A notable difference with respect to both the standard and the fractional Laplacian is that
the operator L∆ does not satisfy the maximum principle in general sets, see [CW19, Corollary
1.10]. This is equivalent to the fact that the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet problem for L∆

is not always strictly positive. Some maximum principles and Hopf-type lemmas for positive
supersolutions were already established in [CW19] and [HSRS24], respectively. Our aim is to
provide analogue results in the antisymmetric setting and apply them to prove two symmetry
results for semilinear problems. More precisely, for antisymmetric supersolutions, we prove a
general weak maximum principle, a weak maximum principle in sets with small measure, two
Hopf-type lemmas, and a strong maximum principle. We also extend these results removing the
antisymmetry assumptions (in such case the results are partially already known, and the proofs
are in fact easier). Regarding the applications, the first one is the extension in the logarithmic
setting to the celebrated Gidas-Ni-Nirenberg symmetry result [GNN79]:

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a bounded open set with Lipschitz boundary, convex with respect

to the direction e1, and symmetric with respect to {x1 = 0}. Let also f : R → R be a locally
Lipschitz function, and assume that u ∈ C(Ω) ∩H(Ω) is a strictly positive weak solution of

{
L∆u = f(u) in Ω,

u = 0 in R
N \ Ω.

Then, u is symmetric with respect to {x1 = 0}, and decreasing in the direction e1 in Ω∩{x1 > 0}.

We refer to Section 3 for the definitions of weak solution and the functional space H(Ω).
An immediate application of Theorem 1.1 to the case where Ω is a ball BR yields the radial

symmetry in BR for the Logarithmic Laplacian. The analogue result for the fractional Laplacian
was proved in [FW14].

Corollary 1.2. Let f : R → R be a locally Lipschitz function, and assume that u ∈ C(BR) ∩
H(BR) is a strictly positive weak solution of

{
L∆u = f(u) in BR,

u = 0 in R
N \BR.

Then, u is radial and radially decreasing.

The second application concerns the so called parallel surface problem, a variant of the Serrin’s
overdetermined problem. Let G ⊂ R

N be a bounded open set, and

Ω := G+BR = {x+ y ∈ R
N : x ∈ G, |y| < R},

the Minkowski sum of the set G with a ball of radius R > 0. Our goal is to investigate the
rigidity property of the problem

{
L∆u = f(u), u > 0 in Ω,

u = 0 in R
N \ Ω,

(1.2)

under the overdetermined condition

u = c on ∂G. (1.3)
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Theorem 1.3. Let G ⊂ R
N be a bounded open set with C1 boundary and Ω := G + BR the

Minkowski sum of the set G with a ball of radius R > 0. Let also f : R → R be a locally Lipschitz
continuous function, and assume that u ∈ C(Ω)∩H(Ω) satisfies (1.2) under the overdetermined
condition (1.3). Then G and Ω are concentric balls and u is radial and radially decreasing about
the center of both G and Ω.

Theorem 1.3 is the version of [CMS16, Theorem 2.1] for the Logarithmic Laplacian1. We also
refer to [CMS15, Sha12] for related results, and to [CDP+23] for the fractional Laplacian case.

The strategy for proving the aforementioned results closely follows the classical one. However,
to make this adaptation, it is necessary to prove maximum principles and Hopf’s lemmas for
antisymmetric solutions of semilinear problems described by the Logarithmic Laplacian. This
is the content of Section 3, and is the most novel part of the work.

Both in Theorem 1.1 and in Theorem 1.3, we do not require that Ω is connected. This is a
typical feature of nonlocal problems, already observed, e.g., in [CDP+23, FJ15]. Furthermore,
and more importantly, we do not make any assumptions about the measure of Ω. This is because
the proofs rely solely on the use of maximum principles and Hopf’s lemmas on appropriate
subsets of Ω, as is customary in the method of moving planes.

Finally, we point out that the existence of solutions for problem (1.2) is not always granted, not
even in the special case f ≡ 1. If L∆ satisfies the maximum principle on Ω, which is equivalent
to require that the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet-log-Laplacian on Ω is strictly positive (see
[CW19, Theorem 4.8]), then the Poisson problem

{
L∆u = g in Ω

u = 0 in R
N \Ω

admits a weak solution for any g ∈ L2(Ω), by the Lax-Milgram theorem. The strict positivity of
λL1 (Ω) is ensured for domains with small measure, as proved in [CW19]. But it can happen that
λL1 (Ω) ≤ 0 and that the Poisson problem in Ω does not have a classical solution for some g, see
[CW19, Corollary 1.10] and [CLS24, Theorem 1.1]. It should be noted that it is not possible to
rescale the problem in such a way as to reduce it to the case of sets with small measure, since
the operator does not behave well with respect to rescaling [HSRS24, Appendix A.1].

The structure of the paper is the following: in Section 2, we introduce the basic notation,
functional spaces, and preliminary results which will be used in the rest of the paper. In
Section 3, we state and prove the antisymmetric maximum principles and Hopf lemmas for the
Logarithmic Laplacian. Section 4 and 5 contain the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3, respectively.
Finally, in Appendix A we discuss what changes in the results of Sections 3 and 4 in [CW19]
when one considers an open bounded set Ω instead of a domain, which is needed in order to
allow disconnected sets in Theorems 1.1 and 1.3.

2. Setting, notation and preliminaries

Following [CW19, FKV15], we recall the weak formulation of equations and “boundary value
problems” (or, better, exterior data problems) associated with L∆. We start by defining k :
R
N \ {0} → R and j : RN → R by

k(z) :=
cN
|z|N

χB1
(z) and j(z) :=

cN
|z|N

χBc
1
(z),

1Actually, Theorem 2.1 is focused on the torsion problem, namely f(t) = 1.
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and we set

H(RN ) :=
{
u : RN → R measurable : u ∈ L2(RN ) and E(u, u)1/2 < +∞

}
,

where

E(u, v) :=
1

2

∫∫

RN×RN

(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))k(x − y) dxdy .

Moreover, for any open set Ω ⊂ R
N , we consider

H(Ω) :=
{
u ∈ H(RN ) : u = 0 a.e. in Ωc

}
.

It is possible to check that H(RN ) is a Hilbert space with inner product

〈u, v〉H(RN ) :=

∫

RN

uv dx+ E(u, v),

and [u]H(RN ) := E(u, u)1/2 is a seminorm. Moreover,
(
H(Ω), ‖ · ‖H(RN )

)
→֒
(
H(RN), ‖ · ‖H(RN )

)
,

and, by [FKV15, Lemma 2.7], if Ω is also bounded we have that

inf
u∈H(Ω)\{0}

E(u, u)

‖u‖2
L2(Ω)

> 0.

Thus, E(u, u)1/2 is a norm in H(Ω), equivalent to the standard one. Finally, the embedding
H(Ω) →֒ L2(Ω) is compact [CdP18, Theorem 2.1].

As proved in [CW19], the bilinear form associated to L∆ is

EL(u, v) := E(u, v) −

∫∫

RN×RN

u(x)v(y)j(x − y) dxdy + ρN

∫

RN

uv dx,

which is well defined for u, v ∈ H(Ω) whenever Ω is a bounded open set with Lipschitz boundary2.
In fact, in order to consider functions with non-zero values outside of Ω, we observe that EL(u, v)
is well defined also for u ∈ H(RN ) and v ∈ H(Ω). Indeed, the first and the last term in the
definition of EL are clearly well defined. As far as the second term is concerned, one has that

u ∈ L2(RN ) 7→ j ∗ u ∈ L2(Ω)

since Ω is bounded and j ∈ Lr(RN ) for every r > 1. This allows us to give the following
definitions:

Definition 2.1. Let g ∈ L2(Ω). A function u ∈ H(RN ) is a (weak) supersolution (resp. (weak)
subsolution) of L∆ϕ = g in Ω, namely L∆u ≥ g in Ω (resp. L∆u ≤ g in Ω), if

EL(u, φ) ≥

∫

Ω
gφ dx

(
resp. EL(u, φ) ≤

∫

Ω
gφ dx

)
for every nonnegative φ ∈ H(Ω).

It is a (weak) solution of L∆ϕ = g in Ω if it is both a supersolution and a subsolution.

We also have the useful alternative representation of EL(u, u) for functions u ∈ H(Ω).

2In [CW19], it is also assumed that Ω is connected. On the other hand, to check that EL is well defined on
H(Ω) × H(Ω), it is used that Ω is bounded and that the space of uniformly Dini continuous functions in Ω with
compact support is dense in Ω, which follows from [CW19, Theorem 3.1]. It is plain that [CW19, Theorem 3.1]
holds also for disconnected set, so that the connectedness assumption on Ω can be removed.
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Proposition 2.2 ([CW19], Proposition 3.2). For u ∈ H(Ω) we have

EL(u, u) =
cN
2

∫∫

Ω×Ω

(u(x)− u(y))2

|x− y|N
dxdy +

∫

Ω
(hΩ(x) + ρN )u2(x) dx, (2.1)

where

hΩ(x) := cN

(∫

B1(x)\Ω

1

|x− y|N
dy −

∫

Ω\B1(x)

1

|x− y|N
dy

)
.

Eigenvalues and eigenfunctions are then defined in a natural way, see [CW19, Section 3]. The
results in [CW19, Section 3] are stated for bounded domains of RN , but most of them hold true
also in general bounded open sets. We discuss this point in the appendix of the present paper.
In particular, for any bounded open set Ω ⊂ R

N , as in [CW19, Theorem 3.4] we have that the
operator L∆ in H(Ω) has an increasing sequence of eigenvalues λLk (Ω) tending to +∞, whose

associated eigenfunctions form an orthonormal basis of L2(Ω). The first eigenvalue λL1 (Ω) is
characterized as

λL1 (Ω) := inf
{
EL(u, u) : u ∈ H(Ω) and ‖u‖L2(Ω) = 1

}
.

It is useful to have bounds on λL1 (Ω), since its strict positivity is equivalent to the validity of
a maximum principle [CW19, Theorem 4.8]. It is remarkable that, differently to what happens
for the Laplacian and for the fractional Laplacian, such strict positivity is false on general open
bounded sets, see [CW19, Corollary 4.9]. On the other hand, [CW19, Corollary 4.12] implies
that λL1 (Ω) > 0 on open bounded sets Ω with small measure. In fact, by combining some results
proved in [CW19], it is also possible to obtain a quantitative lower bound on λL1 (Ω) in some
cases. This is the content of the following remark.

Remark 2.3. Let Ω be open and bounded, and let Br be the ball with the same volume of Ω.
By [CW19, Lemma 4.11], we have that

hBr
(x) ≥ 2 log

1

r
∀x ∈ Br,

and therefore, denoting by u1 the L2-normalized eigenfunction corresponding to λL1 (Br), and
using (2.1), a simple computation yields

λL1 (Br) = λL1 (Br) ‖u1‖
2
L2(Br)

= EL(u1, u1)

=
cN
2

∫∫

Br×Br

(u1(x)− u1(y))
2

|x− y|N
dxdy +

∫

Br

(hBr
(x) + ρN )u21(x) dx

≥

(
2 log

1

r
− |ρN |

)
‖u1‖

2
L2(Br)

=

(
2 log

1

r
− |ρN |

)
.

As a consequence, by [CW19, Corollary 3.6] (which holds true for open sets, not necessarily
connected, see the appendix), we deduce that

λL1 (Ω) ≥ λL1 (Br) ≥ 2 log
1

r
− |ρN |.

This quantity diverges to +∞ as r → 0+, namely as the measure of Ω tends to 0+.
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3. Antisymmetric Weak Maximum Principles and Hopf-type Lemmas

Due to the nonlocal nature of the Logarithmic Laplacian, in order to apply a direct method
of the moving planes it is necessary to prove maximum principles and Hopf-type lemmas for
antisymmetric functions. This is the content of this section. A major inspiration for the results
of this section is [FJ15], we also refer to [BMS18, CLL17, FJ15].

Let H ⊂ R
N be a half-space, T = ∂H its boundary, and Q : RN → R

N the map x 7→ x̄, where
x̄ is the reflection with respect to T . A measurable function u : RN → R is antisymmetric with
respect to T if u(x̄) = −u(x) for a.e. x ∈ R

N .

Proposition 3.1 (Antisymmetric weak maximum principle). Let Ω ⊂ H be a bounded open set
with Lipschitz boundary, and let u ∈ H(RN ) be an antisymmetric function with respect to T ,
such that {

L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in H \Ω

in a weak sense, where V ∈ L∞(Ω) is such that ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) < λL1 (Ω). Then ϕ := u−χH ∈ H(Ω),
and u ≥ 0 a.e. in Ω.

Remark 3.2. It is implicitly assumed that λL1 (Ω) > 0.

Proof. It is easy to see that ϕ ∈ H(Ω). We are then able to compute EL(u, ϕ) and, since u is a
supersolution, we obtain

∫

Ω
V uϕdx ≤ E(u, ϕ) −

∫∫

RN×RN

u(x)ϕ(y)j(x − y) dxdy + ρN

∫

RN

uϕdx. (3.1)

Now we look for estimates of each summand in the right-hand side of (3.1). Concerning the
latter term, we immediately see that

ρN

∫

RN

uϕdx = −ρN

∫

RN

ϕ2 dx ≤ 0. (3.2)

To handle the first term in (3.1), we make use of an identity first appeared in the proof of
[FJ15, Proposition 3.1]. For a.e. x, y ∈ R

N we have

(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x) − ϕ(y)) + (ϕ(x) − ϕ(y))2 = −ϕ(x)(ϕ(y) + u(y))− ϕ(y)(ϕ(x) + u(x)).

Therefore, using the antisymmetry of u, we deduce that

E(u, ϕ) = −E(ϕ,ϕ) −

∫

RN

ϕ(y)

∫

RN

(ϕ(x) + u(x))k(x − y) dx dy

= −E(ϕ,ϕ) −

∫

RN

ϕ(y)

∫

RN

(ϕ(x) + u(x)) (χH(x) + χHc(x)) k(x− y) dx dy

= −E(ϕ,ϕ) −

∫

RN

ϕ(y)

(∫

H
u+(x)k(x − y) dx−

∫

H
u(x)k(x̄ − y) dx

)
dy

≤ −E(ϕ,ϕ) −

∫

RN

ϕ(y)

∫

H
u+(x) (k(x− y)− k(x̄− y)) dx dy.

(3.3)

Finally, to estimate the second term in (3.1), we observe that

u ≥ u+χH − u−χH − u−χHc ,
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and that by antisymmetry u−(x̄) = u+(x) for every x ∈ H. Therefore

−

∫∫

RN×RN

u(x)ϕ(y)j(x − y) dxdy ≤

∫∫

RN×RN

ϕ(x)ϕ(y)j(x − y) dxdy

−

∫

RN

ϕ(y)

∫

H
u+(x) (j(x− y)− j(x̄− y)) dx dy.

(3.4)

We are now ready to come back to (3.1): by (3.2), (3.3) and (3.4), and observing that
∫

RN

ϕ(y)

∫

H
u+(x) (k(x− y) + j(x − y)− k(x̄− y)− j(x̄− y)) dx dy

= cN

∫

H
ϕ(y)

∫

H
u+(x)

(
1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x̄− y|N

)
dx dy ≥ 0

(since |x− y| ≤ |x̄− y| for every x, y ∈ H), from (3.1) we obtain

−

∫

Ω
V ϕ2 dx ≤ −E(ϕ,ϕ) + cN

∫∫

RN×RN

ϕ(x)ϕ(y)j(x − y) dxdy − ρN

∫

RN

ϕ2 dx

= −EL(ϕ,ϕ).

Recalling the definition of the first eigenvalue λL1 (Ω), this implies that

(λL1 (Ω)− ‖V ‖L∞(Ω))‖ϕ‖
2
L2(Ω) ≤ 0,

which, in view of our assumption on V , gives the desired result. �

It is convenient to state a direct consequence of Proposition 3.1 and Remark 2.3.

Corollary 3.3 (Antisymmetric maximum principle in sets with small measure). Let V∞ ≥
0. There exists δ > 0 depending only on V∞ and on the dimension N such that, if Ω ⊂ H
is a bounded open set of R

N with Lipschitz boundary, if |Ω| < δ, and if u ∈ H(RN) is an
antisymmetric function with respect to T such that

{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in H \ Ω,

where V ∈ L∞(Ω) and ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ V∞, then u ≥ 0 a.e. in Ω.

Proof. By Proposition 3.1, it is sufficient to check that λL1 (Ω) > V∞ provided that |Ω| is small
enough. This is ensured by Remark 2.3. �

Lemma 3.4 (Antisymmetric Hopf’s lemma for L∆). Let Ω ⊂ H be a bounded open set with
Lipschitz boundary, let B ⊂ Ω be a ball such that B ⊂⊂ H and λL1 (B) > 0, and let u ∈ H(RN )
be an antisymmetric function with respect to T such that

{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in H,

where V ∈ L∞(Ω) is such that ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ λL1 (B). Let also B′ ⊂⊂ H \B be another ball, such
that ess infB′ u > 0. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 depending on N , B, B′, ess infB′ u and
‖V ‖L∞(Ω), such that

u(x) ≥ C ℓ1/2(dist(x, ∂B)) for a.e. x ∈ B,
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where

ℓ(r) :=
1

| log(min{r, 0.1})|
. (3.5)

Moreover, if u ∈ C(B) and u(x0) = 0 for some x0 ∈ ∂B ∩ ∂Ω, then we have

lim inf
tց0

u(x0 − tν(x0))

ℓ1/2(t)
> 0,

where ν is the outer unit normal vector field along ∂B.

Remark 3.5. As already pointed out, the assumption λL1 (B) > 0 is satisfied whenever B is
sufficiently small.

Proof. Since λL1 (B) > 0, it is well defined the log-torsion function ψB in the ball B, that is
{
L∆ψB = 1 in B,

ψB = 0 in R
N \B.

Let also η ∈ C∞
c (B′) be nonnegative, with maxB′ η = 1 and

∫
B′ η dx = σ > 0, and let η̃(x) :=

η(x̄). Notice that it is possible to choose η in such a way that σ = |B′|/2. We introduce the
antisymmetric function

w := ψB − ψQ(B) + αη − αη̃,

where α > 0 is a constant which will be chosen later on in the proof. Clearly w ∈ H(RN ); our
goal is to show that

EL(w,φ) ≤

∫

B
V wφdx for every nonnegative φ ∈ H(B).

Given such a φ, since L∆ is a linear operator we have

EL(w,φ) = EL(ψB , φ)− EL(ψQ(B), φ) + αEL(η, φ) − αEL(η̃, φ). (3.6)

Clearly, by definition

EL(ψB , φ) =

∫

B
φdx. (3.7)

The second term yields

EL(ψQ(B), φ) =
1

2

∫∫

RN×RN

(ψQ(B)(x)− ψQ(B)(y))(φ(x) − φ(y))k(x − y) dxdy

−

∫∫

RN×RN

ψQ(B)(x)φ(y)j(x − y) dxdy + ρN

∫

RN

ψQ(B)φdx

= −

∫∫

Q(B)×B
ψQ(B)(x)φ(y)k(x − y) dxdy

−

∫∫

Q(B)×B
ψQ(B)(x)φ(y)j(x − y) dxdy.

(3.8)

In a similar way, we also obtain

EL(η, φ) = −

∫∫

B′×B
η(x)φ(y)k(x − y) dxdy − cN

∫∫

B′×B
η(x)φ(y)j(x − y) dxdy, (3.9)
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and

EL(χQ(K), φ) = −

∫∫

Q(B′)×B
η̃(x)φ(y)k(x − y) dxdy −

∫∫

Q(B′)×B
η̃(x)φ(y)j(x − y) dxdy

= −

∫∫

B′×B
η(x)φ(y)k(x − y) dxdy −

∫∫

B′×B
η(x)φ(y)j(x − y) dxdy.

(3.10)

Plugging (3.7), (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10) into (3.6), we obtain

EL(w,φ) =

∫

B
φdx+ cN

∫∫

Q(B)×B

ψQ(B)(x)φ(y)

|x− y|N
dxdy

− αcN

∫

B
φ(y)

∫

B′

η(x)

(
1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x− y|N

)
dx dy

≤ (κ− αC1)

∫

B
φdx,

where

κ := 1 + cN |B| sup
x∈Q(B), y∈B

|x− y|−N sup
B
ψB < +∞,

and

C1 := cN inf
x∈B′, y∈B

(
1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x− y|N

)
|B′|

2
> 0

The facts that κ < +∞ and C1 > 0 are justified, since B′ and Q(B) has positive distance from
B, B′ has positive distance from T , and any x ∈ B′ is closer to y than its reflection x.

As a consequence

EL(w,φ) −

∫

B
V wφdx ≤ (κ− αC1 + C2)

∫

B
φdx,

where C2 := ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) supB ψ, so that for α large enough we have that

L∆w ≤ V (x)w in Ω.

Moreover, w is antisymmetric and w = 0 in H \ (B ∪B′). Since ess infB′ u > 0, we can now set
v := u− τw with τ := ess infB′ u/α > 0, and observe that v is antisymmetric with respect to T ,
and satisfies {

L∆v ≥ V (x)v in B,

v = u− ταη ≥ 0 in H \B.

Recalling that ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) < λL1 (B), by Proposition 3.1 we obtain that

u ≥ τψB in B.

Thanks to [HSRS24, Theorem 1.2] we know that there exists a constant c > 0 depending on N
and B such that

c−1 ℓ1/2(dist(x, ∂B)) ≤ ψB(x) ≤ c ℓ1/2(dist(x, ∂B)),

and the thesis follows. �

An immediate consequence of the previous result is an antisymmetric strong maximum prin-
ciple for L∆.
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Corollary 3.6 (Antisymmetric Strong Maximum Principle for L∆). Let Ω ⊂ H be a bounded
open set with Lipschitz boundary, and let u ∈ C(RN ) ∩ H(RN ) be an antisymmetric function
with respect to T such that {

L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in H,

where V ∈ L∞(Ω). Then either u > 0 in Ω or u ≡ 0 in R
N .

Proof. Assume u 6≡ 0 in RN . Then there exists a ball B′ ⊂⊂ H such that infB′ u > 0. Let now
x ∈ Ω \B′ and B = Br(x) a ball centered in x with r so small that B ⊂⊂ Ω ∩H, B ⊂⊂ H \B′,
and λL1 (B) > ‖V ‖L∞(Ω). It is always possible to choose such a r, thanks to the lower bound
recalled in Remark 2.3. We can then apply Lemma 3.4 to u on B, and obtain in particular that
u > 0 in B. Since we can choose x ∈ Ω \B′ arbitrarily, the thesis follows. �

As a final result, we prove a Hopf-type lemma for antisymmetric functions at points on the
symmetry hyperplane. The key observation is that by looking at interior points of the domain
we are able to retrieve informations on the partial derivative of order 1 of the solution and
therefore deduce a linear growth from the reflection hyperplane. In the context of the fractional
Laplacian, such a result was first obtained in [SV19] (see also [DPTV24]). We need a preliminary
statement.

In what follows, we set H+ := {x1 > 0}, Br the ball of radius r > 0 centered at the origin,
B+

r := Br ∩ H
+ and for a given e ∈ SN−1 we say that a function is e-antisymmetric if it is

antisymmetric with respect to Te := {x · e = 0}.

Lemma 3.7. Let r > 0, and let V ∈ L∞(B+
2r). Then there exists a e1-antisymmetric function

φ ∈ C∞
c (RN ) such that 




L∆φ ≤ V (x)φ in B+
2r \Br/2(re1),

φ = 0 in H+ \B+
2r,

φ ≤ 1 in Br/2(re1),

∂1φ(0) > 0,

in classical (i.e. pointwise) sense.

Proof. In the proof we make use of two properties of L∆u when u is an antisymmetric func-
tion. We assume that the pointwise expression of the Logarithmic Laplacian, Equation (1.1),
is available. First we notice that the Logarithmic Laplacian of an antisymmetric function is
antisymmetric. Indeed, let u be an antisymmetric function; then, for every x ∈ R

N

L∆u(x) = cN

∫

RN

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy + ρNu(x)

= cN

∫

RN

−u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy − ρNu(x)

= cN

∫

RN

−u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy − ρNu(x)

= −cN

∫

RN

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy − ρNu(x) = −L∆u(x).
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Moreover, we claim that

L∆u(x) = cN

∫

H

(
1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x− y|N

)(
u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

)
dy

+ cNu(x)

∫

H

χB1(x)(y) + χB1(x)(y)

|x− y|N
dy + ρNu(x).

(3.11)

Indeed, since u is antisymmetric

∫

Hc

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy =

∫

H

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy

=

∫

H

u(x)χB1(x)(y) + u(y)

|x− y|N
dy.

Therefore

L∆u(x) = cN

∫

H

u(x)χB1(x)(y)− u(y)

|x− y|N
dy + cN

∫

H

u(x)χB1(x)(y) + u(y)

|x− y|N
dy + ρNu(x),

whence (3.11) follows.
Let now ζ be a smooth e1-antisymmetric function with compact support in B2r such that ζ ≥ 0

in R
N
+ , and ∂1ζ(0) > 0. Since ζ ∈ C∞

c (RN ), it is not difficult to check that L∆ζ ∈ C∞(RN ):

indeed, if u ∈ C1,α
c (RN ) (actually C1,Dini

c (RN ) would be sufficient), partial derivatives commute
with L∆; and at this point the fact that L∆u is of class C1 follows from [CW19, Proposition
2.2].

Therefore, recalling also that L∆ζ is antisymmetric, there exists C̃1 > 0 such that

L∆ζ(x)− V (x)ζ(x) ≤ C̃1x1 in B+
2r.

Let also ζ̃ be a smooth e1-antisymmetric function such that ζ̃ ≡ 1 in Br/4(re1), ζ̃ ≡ 0 in

B3r/8(re1)
c, and 0 ≤ ζ̃ ≤ 1 in R

N
+ . From (3.11), for every x ∈ B+

2r \Br/2(re1) we have

L∆ζ̃(x) = −cN

∫

H

(
1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x− y|N

)
ζ̃(y) dy.

Notice that, for every y ∈ B3r/8(re1)

1

|x− y|N
−

1

|x− y|N
=
N

2

∫ |x−y|2

|x−y|2

dt

t
N+2

2

≥
4x1y1

|x− y|N+2
≥ C̃2x1,

with C̃2 > 0 independent of y ∈ B3r/8(e1), and therefore

L∆ζ̃(x)− V (x)ζ̃(x) = L∆ζ̃(x) ≤ −C̃3x1 in B+
2r \Br/2(re1).

At this point it is not difficult to check that the function φ := α(ζ +Mζ̃), where M > 0 is

chosen so large that C̃1 −MC̃3 < 0, and α > 0 is chosen so small that α(‖ζ‖L∞(B+
2r)

+M) ≤ 1,

satisfy all the requirement of the thesis. �
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Lemma 3.8 (Hopf-type lemma on the symmetry hyperplane). Let u ∈ H(RN ) ∩ C(B+
R) be an

e1-antisymmetric function such that



L∆u ≥ V (x)u in B+
R ,

u > 0 in B+
R ,

u ≥ 0 in H+,

in weak sense, with V ∈ L∞(B+
R ). Then, for every ε > 0 and r > 0 sufficiently small, we have

that
u ≥ εφ in B+

2r,

where φ is given by Lemma 3.7. In particular

lim inf
h→0+

u(he1)

h
> 0.

Proof. Let V∞ := ‖V ‖L∞(B+
R
) ≥ 0, and let δ = δ(V∞) > 0 be given by the maximum principle in

small sets (Corollary 3.3). We choose r ∈ (0, 1/2) so small that |B2r \Br/2(re1)| < δ, and take φ

as in Lemma 3.7. Since u > 0 in B+
R and Br/2(re1) ⊂⊂ B+

R , we have that u−εφ ≥ 0 in Br/2(re1),

provided that ε > 0 is sufficiently small. Hence u− εφ ≥ 0 in ({x1 > 0} \B+
2r) ∪Br/2(re1), and

moreover
L∆(u− εφ)− V (x)(u − εφ) ≥ 0 in B+

2r \Br/2(re1),

in weak sense3. By Corollary 3.3, we deduce that u ≥ εφ in B+
2r, for every ε > 0 small. The

thesis follows easily. �

3.1. Further maximum principles and Hopf-type lemmas. The proofs of Proposition 3.1,
Lemma 3.4, and Corollary 3.6 can be easily modified to remove the antisymmetry assumption.
Clearly, one obtains results which are not so relevant in the application of the moving planes
method, but they may be useful in different contexts. For this reason, we state the results for
the reader’s convenience. Notice that they differ from those in [CW19] and [HSRS24], since they
include possibly sign-changing potentials V . Moreover, we do not require the connectedness of
Ω.

Proposition 3.9 (Weak maximum principle). Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a bounded open set with Lipschitz

boundary, and let u ∈ H(RN ) be such that
{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in R
N \Ω

in a weak sense, where V ∈ L∞(Ω) is such that ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ λL1 (B). Then u ≥ 0 a.e. in Ω.

Proof. The proof is analogue to the one of Proposition 3.9, by taking ϕ = u−. �

Corollary 3.10 (Maximum principle in sets with small measure). Let V∞ > 0. There exists
δ > 0 depending only on V∞ and on the dimension N such that, if Ω ⊂ H is a bounded open set
of RN with Lipschitz boundary, if |Ω| < δ, and if u ∈ H(RN ) satisfies

{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in R
N \ Ω,

3By Lemma 3.7, we know that φ is a pointwise subsolution of L∆ϕ ≤ V (x)φ. Since moreover it is in C∞

c (RN ),
it is also a weak solution. In fact, much less is needed, see [CW19, Remark 4.6] for more details.
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where V ∈ L∞(Ω) and ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ V∞, then u ≥ 0 a.e. in Ω.

Lemma 3.11 (Hopf Lemma for L∆). Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a bounded open set with Lipschitz boundary,

let B ⊂ Ω be a ball with λL1 (B) > 0, and let u ∈ H(RN ) satisfy
{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in R
N ,

where V ∈ L∞(Ω) is such that ‖V ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ λL1 (B). Let also B′ ⊂⊂ R
N \ B be another ball,

such that ess infB′ u > 0. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 depending on N , B, dist(B′, B),
ess infB′ u and ‖V ‖L∞(Ω), such that

u(x) ≥ C ℓ1/2(dist(x, ∂B)) for a.e. x ∈ B,

where ℓ is defined in (3.5). Moreover, if u ∈ C(B) and u(x0) = 0 for some x0 ∈ ∂B ∩ ∂Ω, then
we have

lim inf
tց0

u(x0 − tν(x0))

ℓ1/2(t)
> 0,

where ν is the outer unit normal vector field along ∂B.

Proof. We proceed as in Lemma 3.4, by taking as comparison function

w := ψB + αη. �

Corollary 3.12 (Strong Maximum Principle for L∆). Let Ω ⊂ H be a bounded open set with
Lipschitz boundary, and let u ∈ C(RN ) ∩H(RN ) satisfy

{
L∆u ≥ V (x)u in Ω,

u ≥ 0 in R
N ,

where V ∈ L∞(Ω). Then either u > 0 in Ω, or u ≡ 0 in R
N .

Proof. We proceed as in Corollary 3.6, by using Lemma 3.11 instead of Lemma 3.4. �

In the appendix, we discuss what changes in [CW19] if we consider a bounded open set
Ω instead of a domain in Sections 2 and 3. We point out that the only property where the
connectedness has a role is the strict positivity (or strict negativity) of any first eigenfunction.
Instead, the fact that any first eigenfunction does not change sign still holds in general open
bounded sets, with the same proof as in [CW19]. Regarding the strict positivity (or strict
negativity) of any first eigenfunction, this point follows now from Corollary 3.12 also in general
open bounded sets.

4. Symmetry of solutions in symmetric domains

In this section we prove the Gidas-Ni-Nirenberg symmetry result for the Logarithmic Lapla-
cian, adapting the proof by Berestycki-Nirenberg [BN91]. Having established weak and strong
maximum principles in the previous section, the proof is standard, but we present it for the sake
of completeness.
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We introduce the notation needed for the application of the method of moving planes, which
we will use both here and in the following section. Given a bounded and smooth enough set
E ⊂ R

N , a unit vector e ∈ S
N−1 and a parameter λ ∈ R, we define

Tλ = T e
λ = {x ∈ R

N |x · e = λ} a hyperplane orthogonal to e,

Hλ = He
λ = {x ∈ R

N |x · e > λ} the “positive” half space with respect to Tλ,

Eλ = E ∩Hλ the “positive” cap of E,

xλ = x− 2(x · e− λ) e the reflection of x with respect to Tλ,

Qλ = Qe
λ : RN → R

N , x 7→ xλ the reflection with respect to Tλ.

When there is no chance of ambiguity, the dependence on the unit vector e in the notation
will be dropped. If E ⊂ R

N is an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, it makes sense to
define

Λe := sup{ x · e | x ∈ E }

and

λe = inf{ λ ∈ R | Qλ̃(Eλ̃) ⊂ E, for all λ̃ ∈ (λ,Λe) }.

From this point on, given a direction e ∈ S
N−1, we refer to Tλe

= T e and Eλe
= Ê as the

critical hyperplane and the critical cap with respect to e, respectively, and call λe the critical
value in the direction e. If ∂E is of class C1, we recall from [Ser71] (see also [AF86, Appendix
A]) that, for any given direction e, at least one of the following two conditions holds:

Case 1 - The boundary of the reflected cap Q(Ê) becomes internally tangent to the boundary
of E at some point P 6∈ T ;

Case 2 - the critical hyperplane T becomes orthogonal to the boundary of E at some point
Q ∈ T .

We can now prove the symmetry of solutions in symmetric sets..

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let x = (x1, x
′) ∈ R × R

N−1 and let Λ := sup{ x1 | x ∈ Ω }. Under our
assumptions, it is plain that λe1 = 0, and, for λ ∈ (0,Λ), we define

wλ(x) := u(xλ)− u(x) for x ∈ Σλ := Ω ∩Hλ.

We can easily see that wλ is antisymmetric with respect to Tλ and that
{
L∆wλ + cλ(x)wλ = 0 in Σλ,

wλ ≥ 0 in Hλ \ Σλ,

where

cλ(x) :=

{
− f(u(xλ))−f(u(x))

u(xλ)−u(x)
if u(xλ) 6= u(x),

0 if u(xλ) = u(x).

Clearly, cλ ∈ L∞(Σλ) with its L∞ norm bounded by a constant c∞ independent of λ (depending
only on ‖u‖L∞(Ω) and on the Lipschitz constant of f on [0, ‖u‖L∞(Ω)]). Let δ = δ(c∞, N) be
given by the weak maximum principle in sets with small measure, Corollary 3.3. Then, any
λ ∈ (0,Λ) close enough to Λ is such that |Σλ| < δ. We can therefore apply Corollary 3.3, and
obtain that

wλ ≥ 0 in Σλ,
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for every λ ∈ (Λ − ε,Λ) with ε small and positive. By the strong maximum principle we then
have that either wλ > 0 in Σλ, or wλ ≡ 0 in Σλ; since wλ is continuous up to the boundary and
wλ = 0 on ∂Σλ, the latter cannot hold.

We have then proved that the set

{λ ∈ (0,Λ) | wν > 0 in Σν for every ν ∈ (λ,Λ)}

is non-empty. Let λ⋆ be its infimum. We want to show that λ⋆ = 0.

Assume by contradiction that λ⋆ > 0. We know that wλ⋆
≥ 0 in Σλ⋆

, by continuity; as before,
the strong maximum principle together with the continuity of wλ⋆

yields wλ⋆
> 0 in Σλ⋆

.

Let now K ⊂⊂ Σλ⋆
be a compact set with |Σλ⋆

\K| < δ/2, where δ = δ(c∞, N) was defined
before. By continuity, there exists η > 0 such that infK wλ⋆

≥ η. We can then choose ε > 0
small enough so that infK wλ⋆−ε ≥ η/2 and |Σλ⋆−ε \K| < δ. Thus, the weak maximum principle
gives

wλ⋆−ε ≥ 0 in Σλ⋆−ε \K,

which yields, together with the lower bound on K and the strong maximum principle,

wλ⋆−ε > 0 in Σλ⋆−ε

for every ε > 0 small enough, which is a contradiction of the minimality of λ⋆. Therefore, λ⋆ = 0,
and by continuity again

u(−x1, x
′) ≥ u(x1, x

′) for every x ∈ Ω ∩ {x1 > 0}. (4.1)

By repeating the same argument in the direction −e1 we obtain equality in (4.1), that is, u is
symmetric with respect to {x1 = 0}. The monotonicity easily follows from the argument. �

5. Parallel surface Logarithmic Torsion

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We apply the method of moving planes on the set G with respect to
direction e1 ∈ S

N−1. Assume, without loss of generality, that the critical position for G is
reached for λ = 0, and recall that Λ = sup{ x1 | x ∈ Ω }. As already observed in previous
contributions on the parallel surface problem (see e.g. [CDP+23, Section 3]), the critical position
for G is also the critical position for Ω. Therefore, for λ ∈ (0,Λ), we define

wλ(x) := u(xλ)− u(x) for x ∈ Σλ := Ω ∩Hλ.

Just like in the proof of Theorem 1.1, we can show that wλ ≥ 0 in Σλ for λ ∈ (0,Λ), λ close
enough to Λ, thanks to the antisymmetric weak maximum principle in sets with small measure
(Corollary 3.3). Let then

λ⋆ := inf{ λ ∈ (0,Λ) | wν > 0 in Σν for every ν ∈ (λ,Λ) }.

It is easy to see that λ⋆ = 0. Indeed, if this were not the case we would have

wλ⋆
≥ 0 in Σλ⋆

.

From Corollary 3.6 we would then have that either wλ⋆
> 0 in Σλ⋆

or wλ⋆
≡ 0 in R

N , but the
latter cannot occur since wλ⋆

> 0 on ∂Σλ⋆
which would in turn contradict the minimality of λ⋆.

Therefore, λ⋆ = 0.

We have now reached the critical position and want to make use of the overdetermined con-
dition (1.3) to prove the result by showing that w0 ≡ 0 in Σ0. Assume by contradiction this
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is not the case; since we are in the critical position, we know that at least one of two possible

cases occur for the critical cap Ĝ.

Case 1 - The boundary of the reflected cap Q(Ĝ) becomes internally tangent to the boundary
of G at some point P 6∈ T . In this case, we immediately get that

w(P ) = u(Q(P )) − u(P ) = c− c = 0,

which is already a contradiction.

Case 2 - The critical hyperplane T becomes orthogonal to the boundary of G at some point
Q ∈ T . Without loss of generality, we can assume that Q = 0 and T = {x1 = 0}. On the
other hand, this is in contradiction with Lemma 3.7, since u ≥ εφ in a neighborhood of 0, with
∂1φ(0) > 0.

We then have that w0 = 0 in Σ0, that is G and Ω are symmetric with respect to direction
e1 and so is u. We can then repeat the same argument with respect to any direction e ∈ S

N−1

which leads to the desired result. �

Appendix A. Remarks on spectral properties of the Logarithmic Laplacian in
open bounded sets

In [CW19], the authors studied the eigenvalue problem for the Logarithmic Laplacian with
homogeneous Dirichlet exterior data on a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R

N . In this appendix, we
briefly discuss what changes if the assumption of the connectedness of Ω is removed. Actually,
not much changes. All the results in Section 2, and Theorem 3.1, Proposition 3.2, and Lemma
3.3 of [CW19] hold also for non-connected sets, with minor or no changes (notice in particular
that the Poincaré inequality, [FKV15, Lemma 2.7], and the compactness of the embedding
of H(Ω) into L2(Ω), [CdP18, Theorem 1.2], two results quoted in Section 3 of [CW19], hold
true in general open sets). Regarding Theorem 3.4, the existence of an increasing sequence of
eigenvalues {λLk (Ω)} tending to +∞, their variational characterization, and the fact that the
associated eignefunctions form a Hilbert basis of L2(Ω), can be proved also for non-connected
open bounded sets, without changing the proof. The only point which requires some care is
the strict positivity of the first eigenfunction, and the fact that it is simple. In this point
the authors used [JW19, Theorem 1.1] to deduce that any first eigenfunction has a strict sign,
which exploits the connectedness of Ω. However, since the variational characterization of λL1 (Ω)
and [CW19, Lemma 3.3] are valid in general open bounded sets, we can still deduce that any
first eigenfunction w does not change sign. This is sufficient to show that there exists a unique
nonnegative L2-normalized eigenfunction, as in [CW19]. To sum up, the only property of [CW19,
Theorem 3.4] which may fail, or in any case really requires a different proof with respect to
[CW19], is the strict poisitivity of the first eigenfunction. At this point [CW19, Theorem 3.5]
can be stated and proved in general open bounded sets without changing the proof (the proof
does not use the strict positivity of the first eigenfunction), and, finally [CW19, Corollary 3.6]
(the Faber-Krahn inequality) holds for general open bounded sets as well. Notice that in [CW19]
refer to [BLMH01] for the Faber-Krahn inequality for the fractional Laplacian. The result in
[BLMH01] is stated for connected sets. But the validity of the Faber-Krahn inequality for the
fractional Laplacian was proved in [BLP14] for general open bounded sets. Therefore, in the
proof of [CW19, Corollary 3.6] for general open bounded sets one should replace [BLMH01,
Theorem 5] with [BLP14, Theorem 3.5].
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