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ON THE CRITICAL POINTS OF SOLUTIONS OF ROBIN

BOUNDARY PROBLEMS

FABIO DE REGIBUS AND MASSIMO GROSSI

Abstract. In this paper we prove the uniqueness of the critical point
for stable solutions of the Robin problem











−∆u = f(u) in Ω

u > 0 in Ω

∂νu + βu = 0 on ∂Ω,

where Ω ⊆ R2 is a smooth and bounded domain with strictly positive
curvature of the boundary, f ≥ 0 is a smooth function and β > 0.
Moreover, for β large the result fails as soon as the domain is no more
convex, even if it is very close to be: indeed, in this case it is possible to
find solutions with an arbitrary large number of critical points.

1. Introduction and main results

Let Ω be a smooth, bounded and simply connected domain of R2. We
are interested on the number of critical points of the solutions uβ of the
following semilinear elliptic problem with Robin boundary conditions

(Pβ)







−∆u = f(u) in Ω

∂νu+ βu = 0 on ∂Ω,

where f : R → R is a smooth function, ν denotes the other unit normal
vector to ∂Ω and β ∈ R is a positive parameter.

This is a classical problem in partial differential equations and it is well
known that the shape of the solutions is strongly influenced by the geometry
of the domain Ω and, of course, by the nonlinearity f .

A first interesting result linking the geometry and the topology of the do-
main with the geometry of the solution u can be deduced from the Poincaré-
Hopf Theorem, for instance see [22]. In particular it follows that if u is a
positive solution of −∆u = f(u) such that ∂νu 6= 0 on ∂Ω, with isolated
critical points x1, . . . , xk, then one can prove

k
∑

i=1

ind(∇u, xi) = (−1)Nχ(Ω),

where χ(Ω) is the Euler characteristic of Ω. Recall that if y is an isolated
zero of a vector field T then we denote by ind(T, y) := deg(T,Br(y), 0) the
Browner degree of T in a ball centered in y of radius r > 0 small enough (let
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us point out that the previous formula is general and does not depend on the
fact that u is a solution of an elliptic equation). Furthermore, it is natural
to ask when the sum reduces to a minimal number of elements. Hence, if Ω
is a contractible domain we have χ(Ω) = 1 and then the question becomes
to investigate under which conditions uniqueness of the critical point holds
or not.

We start by recalling some result in the Dirichlet case. Here the literature
is very wide and it is impossible to give a complete list of references, so we
mainly focus on the results which are more strictly related to the rest of the
paper.

A first important result has been proved by Makar-Limanov for the tor-
sion problem, i.e. f ≡ 1. In [20], it is proved that if Ω is a convex domain
in R2, then the solution of the torsion problem has a unique nondegenerate
critical point. Moreover, as mentioned in [19], the 1/2 strict concavity of
the solution is proved, i.e. u1/2 is a concave function.

A similar result is true for the first Dirichlet eigenfunction, f(u) = λu, as
it was proved by Brascamp and Lieb [6] (se also the paper by Acker, Payne
and Philippin [1]). In this case the solution turns out to be log-concave, that
is log(u) is concave. In particular, in both cases we have that the superlevel
sets {u > c} are convex.

A very general result on the uniqueness of the critical point of solutions
can be deduced from the seminal paper [13] by Gidas, Ni and Nirenberg.
Indeed, if f is a Lipschitz continuous function and Ω ⊆ RN is a smooth and
bounded domain which is symmetric with respect to the hyperplanes xi = 0
for any i = 1, . . . , N and convex with respect to any direction x1, . . . , xN ,
then u has exactly one critical point and moreover the superlevel sets are
star-shaped with respect to the origin (but in general they are not convex,
see the work by Hamel, Nadirashvili and Sire [18]).

To remove the symmetry assumptions on Ω, keeping f very general is
an hard task. A very interesting contribution in this direction is the result
in [7] by Cabré and Chanillo, where the uniqueness of the critical point is
proved for stable solutions in convex planar domains with strictly positive
curvature of the boundary ∂Ω. We recall that a solution u is said to be
stable if the linearized operator at u is non negative definite. The theorem
has been extended to the case of vanishing curvature in [12]. We point
out that it is still an open problem to prove if the superlevel sets of stable
solutions are convex or not, see [18] again. The preceding results had been
extended also to the case of manifolds, see the recent paper [17].

All the results mentioned before hold in convex domains and it is well
known that, in general, we cannot expect uniqueness of the critical point
in non convex domains, as shown for example by the case of the torsion
problem in a dumbbell domain (see for instance [24]). Sometimes, it is still
possible to recover uniqueness of the critical point in non convex domain,
under suitable assumptions, see for instance [5] and [16].

Also in the case Ω is "not far" from being convex and the minimum of
the curvature of ∂Ω is very close to 0 the situation may change drastically:
indeed, not only the uniqueness of the critical point is lost, but it is not
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even possible to have a bound on the number of critical points, see [15].

In the case of Robin boundary conditions there are no many results,
to our knowledge. The first one we want to mention is due to Sakaguchi
in [23]. Here, uniqueness of the critical point is proved for solutions of (Pβ)
if one assumes that the nonlinearity f satisfies f ′ ≤ 0 and f(0) < 0. As
a particular case, the author also shows the result for the solution of the
torsion problem f ≡ 1.

In this last case it is also possible to see that, if β is large enough (i.e. if we
are close to the Dirichlet case), uβ is strictly 1/2-concave as proved by Crasta
and Fragalà in [10]. They also show that the first Robin eigenfunction of
the Laplacian is strictly log-concave, again for β large. In particular this
implies1 the uniqueness of the critical point for large values of β.

It is interesting to point out here that log-concavity of the first Robin
eigenfunction of the Laplacian is no more true if β is close to 0, that is
if we are close to the Neumann case. This has been proved by Andrews,
Clutterbuck and Hauer in [2].

In this paper we want to study the number critical point of stable solutions
of problem (Pβ), extending Cabré and Chanillo’s result in [7] from the
Dirichlet to the Robin case. Let us mention that in general there is no
hope to cover also the Neumann case, see Remark 1.6.

Finally, we show that as soon as the domain is no more convex, even if
very close to be, uniqueness of the critical point is lost for β large, as in the
Dirichlet case.

Before stating our main result, let us recall the definition of stable solution
for the case of Robin boundary conditions.

Definition 1.1. uβ solution of problem (Pβ) is said to be stable if the
linearized operator at uβ is nonnegative definite, i.e. if for all ϕ ∈ H1(Ω)
one has

∫

Ω
|∇ϕ|2 dx+ β

∫

∂Ω
ϕ2 dσ −

∫

Ω
f ′(uβ)|ϕ|2 dx ≥ 0.

We can now state the main result of the paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let Ω ⊆ R2 be a smooth and bounded domain such that the
curvature κ of its boundary is strictly positive, i.e. κ > 0 on ∂Ω and f ≥ 0
not identically equal to 0. Assume that there exists β0 > 0 such that, for all
β > β0, problem (Pβ) has a stable solution uβ that satisfies

(1.1) ‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C,

for some C := C(β0) > 0. Then, for all β > β0, uβ has a unique critical
point, which is a nondegenerate maximum.

1note that with the notation in [10] log-concavity means that log(uβ) has positive
definite Hessian matrix and in particular this implies uniqueness of the critical point for
uβ.
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Remark 1.2. We would like to emphasize that the previous result is not
obtained by perturbing the corresponding Dirichlet problem when β → ∞.
On the contrary, it holds for every positive β as soon as (1.1) holds.

Next we state as a corollary some very important cases where the pre-
ceding theorem applies. Indeed, under the assumptions stated below, it is
possible to show that for all β0 > 0 there exists C := C(β0) > 0 such that

‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C,

that is assumption (1.1) in Theorem 1.1 is satisfied.

Corollary 1.3. Let Ω ⊆ R
2 be a smooth and bounded domain such that the

curvature κ of its boundary is strictly positive, i.e. κ > 0 on ∂Ω. Assume
f satisfies one of the following

(i) f(t) = λβt where λβ := λβ(Ω) is the first Robin eigenvalue in Ω;
(ii) f(t) ≡ 1;

(iii) f(t) = λg(t) where g is a smooth function that satisfies g(0) > 0,
g′(t) > 0, for all t ≥ 0, and λ ∈ (0, λ∗

D), where λ∗
D := λ∗

D(Ω) > 0 is a
constant depending only on the domain Ω.

If (i) or (ii) hold true, then the solution uβ of problem (Pβ) has a unique
critical point, which is a nondegenerate maximum, for all β > 0. If (iii) is
satisfied the same conclusion holds provided uβ is a minimal solution (see
Theorem 3.3).

Remark 1.4. (i) We recall that in the case of the Robin torsion function
the result is not new, since it follows from [23, Theorem 2].

(ii) Typical examples of f satisfying (iii) are the model nonlinearities
f(t) = λet or f(t) = λ(1+t)p, p > 0 and λ > 0. We refer to Section 3.4
for more details.

Remark 1.5. As can be deduced from Corollary 1.3, it is possible to see
that uniqueness of the critical point can be verified for any value of β > 0:
indeed in all of the cases (i)-(iii) in Corollary 1.3, the assumption (1.1) can
be verified for all β0 > 0, see Section 3 for the details.

Moreover, note that, if for instance f ≡ 1, (1.1) holds for all β0 > 0, but
it is easy to see that that C(β0) → +∞ as β0 → 0 as shown in [25, Theorem
1].

Remark 1.6. We would like to point out that even in the cases where
uniqueness of the critical point holds for any β > 0, it is not possible to
extend the result to the case of the Neumann boundary condition

∂νu = 0, on ∂Ω,

that is β = 0 in (Pβ). Indeed it is a famous result of Casten and Holland [9]
and Matano [21] that, in this case, non constant stable solutions do not
exist in convex domains.

Remark 1.7. Finally, we remark that the claim of Corollary 1.3, and in
turn the one of Theorem 1.1, is no longer true as soon as the domain is
no more convex, even if it is very close to be. Indeed, in this case it is
possible to find solutions with an arbitrary large number of critical points
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for β large. We refer to Remarks 3.2 and 3.4 in Section 3 for further details.
It remains to treat the case of general convex domains where the curvature
could vanish somewhere.

The key point in the proof of Theorem 1.1 consists in proving that for
any β > β0 all the critical points of uβ are nondegenerate, see Corollary 2.10
and then by mean of a topological degree argument it is not hard to con-
clude that uβ has the same number of critical points of a solution of the
corresponding Dirichlet problem, which, from the previous discussion, it is
known to be exactly one.
Finally, to prove Corollary 1.3 we show that assumption (1.1) can be veri-
fied for all β0 > 0 and then, as a consequence, it is possible to desume the
uniqueness of the critical point for all β > 0.

The paper is organized as follows: in the next section we state and prove
the convergence result to the solution of the corresponding Dirichlet prob-
lem, see Theorem 2.1, and then we prove Theorem 1.1. In Section 3 we deal
with cases (i)-(iii) of Corollary 1.3.

2. Proof of the main result

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1. To this end we firstly show that
for β → +∞ the solutions uβ converge to the one of the corresponding
Dirichlet problem. This is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, for β → +∞ one
has

uβ → uD, in C2,α(Ω),

for some α ∈ (0, 1) and where uD is a positive and stable solution of the
associated Dirichlet problem

(PD)







−∆uD = f(uD) in Ω

uD = 0 on ∂Ω.

The proof of this result can be deduced as the one of [10, Theorem 2.1],
up to small modifications. For the sake of completeness we report it here
below.

Remark 2.2. As can be easily deduced from the proof, the theorem holds
in a more general setting: indeed the convexity assumption on Ω does not
play any role and it is possible to prove it in any dimension.

The rest of the section is organized as follows: we start by proving Theo-
rem 2.1 and giving some preliminary result, finally in Subsection 2.2 we are
able to prove Theorem 1.1.

2.1. Preliminary results. Let us start with the proof of Theorem 2.1.
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Proof of Theorem 2.1. For all β > β0 one has
∫

Ω
|∇uβ|2 dx+

∫

Ω
|uβ|2 dx ≤

∫

Ω
|∇uβ|2 dx+

∫

∂Ω
|uβ|2 dσ +

∫

Ω
|uβ|2 dx

=
∫

Ω
f(uβ)uβ dx+

∫

Ω
|uβ|2 dx

≤ Cβ0 max
[0,Cβ0

]
|f ||Ω| + C2

β0
|Ω|.

Hence, we can apply [10, Theorem 2.2] and in turn the classical Sobolev
embedding theorems to obtain

(2.1) ‖uβ‖C2,α(Ω) ≤ C,

for some C := C(β0) > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1). Eventually up to consider a smaller
α and to pass to a suitable subsequence, Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem gives

uβ → u, in C2,α(Ω) as β → +∞.

It is then trivial to see that u satisfies the equation −∆u = f(u) and that
for all x ∈ ∂Ω

u(x) = lim
β→+∞

uβ(x) = lim
β→+∞

−∂νuβ(x)

β
= 0.

To conclude the proof it is enough to observe that u > 0 in Ω by the
Maximum Principle and that for all ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (Ω) one has
∫

Ω
|∇ϕ|2 dx =

∫

Ω
|∇ϕ|2 dx+ β

∫

∂Ω
ϕ2 dσ ≥

∫

Ω
f ′(uβ)|ϕ|2 dx, ∀β > β0.

Then the stability of u is proved once we pass to the limit in the preceding
equation. �

Estimate (2.1) in the proof of Theorem 2.1 will be useful in the sequel so
that we write it here as a different proposition.

Proposition 2.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 one has

‖uβ‖C2,α(Ω) ≤ C, for all β > β0,

for some α ∈ (0, 1) and some C := C(β0) > 0.

The next lemma is nothing else than maximum principle and Hopf’s
boundary point lemma. The proof can be found for instance in [23], but we
report it here for completeness.

Lemma 2.4. Let Ω ⊆ RN be a smooth and bounded domain and let u ∈
C2(Ω) be a solution of







−∆u = f(u) in Ω

∂νu+ βu = 0 on ∂Ω,

for some smooth f : R → [0,+∞), f 6≡ 0 and β > 0. Then u > 0 in Ω and
∂νu < 0 on ∂Ω.
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Proof. Let x ∈ Ω be such that

u(x) = min
Ω
u.

By the Maximum Principle we have that x ∈ ∂Ω and in particular ∂νu(x) <
0. Hence, if we assume by contradiction that u(x) ≤ 0 we get

∂νu(x) + βu(x) < 0,

which is in contrast with the Robin boundary condition. Then u > 0 in Ω
and

∂νu = −βu < 0, on ∂Ω. �

Lemma 2.5. Under the same assumptions of Lemma 2.4, if the critical
points of u are isolated, we have

deg(Ω,∇u, 0) = 1,

where deg stays for the topological degree of a vector field.

Proof. Since ∇uβ · ν = ∂νuβ < 0 on ∂Ω we can apply the Poincaré-Hopf
Theorem - see for instance [22] - to the vector field ∇uβ and the claim
follows being Ω simply connected. �

From now up to the end of Section 2, let us assume that the hypothesis of
Theorem 1.1 are satisfied. In particular Ω is a smooth and bounded domain
such that the curvature κ of its boundary is strictly positive, i.e. κ > 0 on
∂Ω and there exists β0 > 0 such that for all β > β0, problem (Pβ) admits
a stable solution uβ that satisfies (1.1), that is ‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C, for some

C := C(β0) > 0.
As in [7], we introduce the following notation: for every θ ∈ [0, 2π) we

write eθ = (cos θ, sin θ) ∈ S1 and we set

∂θuβ :=
∂uβ
∂eθ

= cos θ ∂x1uβ + sin θ ∂x2uβ

Nβ
θ := { x ∈ Ω | ∂θuβ(x) = 0 },

Mβ
θ := { x ∈ Nθ | ∇(∂θuβ(x)) = 0 } ,

where uβ is always a stable solution of (Pβ).

Remark 2.6. As in the Dirichlet case (see [7]), for all θ ∈ [0, 2π) there is no

nonempty domain H ⊆ Ω such that ∂H ⊆ Nβ
θ (where the boundary of H is

considered as a subset of R2). To show it, let us denote by λD(−∆+q(x),U)
the first eigenvalue of the operator −∆ + q(x) in a domain U . Then, if it is
not the case the function ϕ := ∂θuβχH satisfies

∫

Ω
|∇ϕ|2 dx−

∫

Ω
f ′(uβ)ϕ2 dx = 0,
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and then by the monotonicity of the first Dirichlet eigenvalue with respect
to domains inclusion

0 ≥ λD(−∆ − f ′(uβ), H)

> λD(−∆ − f ′(uβ),Ω)

≥ inf
ψ∈H1(Ω)

‖ψ‖
L2(Ω)=1

∫

Ω
|∇ψ|2 dx+ β

∫

∂Ω
ψ2 dσ −

∫

Ω
f ′(uβ)ψ2 dx ≥ 0,

a contradiction, where the last inequality follows from the stability of uβ,
see Definition 1.1.

Now, we want to prove that all the critical points of uβ are nondegenerate.
This will be the consequence of the stronger property

Mβ
θ ∩ Ω = ∅, for all θ ∈ [0, 2π).

We firstly show that Mβ
θ has no point on ∂Ω and in a second time we show

that it is empty also in the interior the domain. Here we exploit the fact
that κ > 0 on ∂Ω.

Lemma 2.7. For all θ ∈ [0, 2π), it holds

Mβ
θ ∩ ∂Ω = ∅.

Before providing the proof of the lemma let us recall that the correspond-
ing property in the Dirichlet case simply comes from the fact that κ > 0 on
∂Ω and Hopf’s Lemma. Indeed, as explained with more details in [7], one
has that ∂θuD(x) = 0 for some x ∈ ∂Ω if and only if t(x) = ±θ (here and in
the following t(x) denotes the unit tangent vector to ∂Ω in x) and then it
is easy to see that, since κ > 0 on ∂Ω and ∂νuD(x) < 0 by Hopf’s Lemma,
one has

∂2
θθuD(x) = ∂2

tt
uD(x) = κ(x)∂νuD(x) < 0,

proving that ∇(∂θuD) 6= 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.7. Since the proof does not depend on β we omit to write
it. To prove the claim, we need to divide the proof into two steps.

Step 1: Assume there exists x ∈ Mθ ∩ ∂Ω for some θ ∈ [0, 2π), then the
tangent vector to ∂Ω in x is parallel to θ.
Without loss of generality, we can assume x = 0 and θ = (1, 0). Being

x = 0 ∈ Nβ
θ it follows that ux1(0) = 0. Lemma 2.4 tells us that ∂νu(0) < 0

and then the second component of ν(0) must be different from zero. In par-

ticular, up to a rotation, we can assume ν(0) · (0, 1) < 0. Finally, 0 ∈ Mβ
θ

means ux1x1(0) = ux1x2(0) = 0.
Now, since ∂Ω is of class C2, there exists a local parametrization ϕ ∈

C2(−2ε, 2ε,R) of ∂Ω around 0 such that

(2.2) ∂Ω ∩ Bε(0) = {(τ, ϕ(τ)) : −ε < τ < ε}.



CRITICAL POINTS OF SOLUTIONS OF ROBIN PROBLEMS 9

Let us point out that the convexity of Ω implies ϕ′′(0) ≥ 02. Then for all
τ ∈ (−ε, ε) we can write

t(τ, ϕ(τ)) =
(1, ϕ′(τ))

A(τ)
, and ν(τ, ϕ(τ)) =

(ϕ′(τ),−1)

A(τ)
,

with

(2.3) A(τ) := (1 + (ϕ′(τ))2)1/2 ≥ 1.

and where we recall that t(x) and ν(x) respectively denote the tangent and
the normal unit vector to the boundary of Ω in a given point x ∈ ∂Ω.

Then it is enough to prove that ϕ′(0) = 0; indeed we recall that our claim
is to prove that the tangent vector t(0) to the boundary of Ω is parallel to
θ = (1, 0) which is equivalent to ϕ′(0) = 0. Assume instead ϕ′(0) 6= 0. The
Robin boundary condition, multiplied by A(τ), can be rewritten as

0 = A(τ)∂νu(τ, ϕ(τ)) + βA(τ)u(τ, ϕ(τ))

= ux1(τ, ϕ(τ))ϕ′(τ) − ux2(τ, ϕ(τ)) + βA(τ)u(τ, ϕ(τ)).
(2.4)

Deriving in τ the preceding relation, evaluating it for τ = 0 and recalling
that ux1(0) = ux1x1(0) = ux1x2(0) = 0, we get

−ux2x2(0)ϕ′(0) + βA′(0)u(0) + βA(0)ux2(0)ϕ′(0) = 0.

Now, taking into account that A′(0) = (A(0))−1ϕ′(0)ϕ′′(0), ux2x2(0) =
−f(u(0)) < 0 and that ϕ′(0) 6= 0 one has

βux2(0)(A(0))2 + f(u(0))A(0) + βu(0)ϕ′′(0) = 0.

Finally, since (A(0))−1ux2(0) = −∂νu(0) > 0 and ϕ′′(0) ≥ 0 we deduce
A(0) ≤ 0, which is in contradiction with (2.3).

Step 2: Let x ∈ ∂Ω be such that the tangential derivative with respect to ∂Ω
of u at x is zero, i.e. ∂tu(x) = 0, then x 6∈ Mθ, where eθ = (cos θ, sin θ) ∈ S1

is parallel to the tangent vector to ∂Ω in x, for some θ ∈ [0, 2π).
We argue again by contradiction and, similarly to the preceding step, we
can assume x = 0, θ = t(0) = (1, 0) and ν(0) = (0,−1). Moreover,
we get that the local parametrization (2.2) of ∂Ω satisfies ϕ′(0) = 0 and
ϕ′′(0) > 0, having Ω strictly positive curvature of the boundary. Being
x ∈ Mθ, ux1(0) = ux1x1(0) = ux1x2(0) = 0 and then

u(x1, x2) = u(0) + ux2(0)x2 +
1

2
ux2x2(0)x2

2+

+
1

6
ux1x1x1(0)x3

1 +
1

2
ux1x1x2(0)x2

1x2+

+
1

2
ux1x2x2(0)x1x

2
2 +

1

6
ux2x2x2(0)x3

2 + O(|x|4).

2since κ > 0 on ∂Ω we have ϕ′′(0) > 0, but the strict inequality is not needed here.
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In particular, on the boundary ∂Ω one has x1 = τ , x2 = ϕ(τ) = 1
2
ϕ′′(0)τ 2 +

O(τ 3) and then

u(τ, ϕ(τ)) = u(0) +
1

2
ϕ′′(0)ux2(0)τ 2 + O(τ 3),

ux1(τ, ϕ(τ)) =
1

2
ux1x1x1(0)τ 2 + O(τ 3),

ux2(τ, ϕ(τ)) = ux2(0) +
1

2
(ϕ′′(0)ux2x2(0) + ux1x1x2(0)) τ 2 + O(τ 3),

ux1x1(τ, ϕ(τ)) = ux1x1x1(0)τ + O(τ 2),

ux1x2(τ, ϕ(τ)) = ux1x1x2(0)τ + O(τ 2),

ux2x2(τ, ϕ(τ)) = ux2x2(0) + ux1x2x2(0)τ + O(τ 2).

(2.5)

Substituting in (2.4) we obtain

ux2(0)−βu(0)+
1

2
(ϕ′′(0)ux2x2(0) + ux1x1x2(0) − βϕ′′(0)ux2(0)) τ 2+O(τ 3) = 0.

In particular, observing that ux2(0) − βu(0) = 0 by the Robin condition, it
follows

(2.6) ux1x1x2(0) = (βux2(0) − ux2x2(0))ϕ′′(0).

Deriving (2.4) in τ and substituting (2.5) we obtain

(−ux1x1x2(0)−ux2x2(0)ϕ′′(0)+βu(0)(ϕ′′(0))2 +βux2(0)ϕ′′(0))τ+O(τ 2) = 0,

and with (2.6) we conclude βu(0)(ϕ′′(0))2 = 0 which is a contradiction since
u > 0 on ∂Ω and ϕ′′(0) > 0. �

As an easy consequence of the preceding lemma we observe that if for
some point x ∈ ∂Ω the tangential derivative of uβ is 0, then the second
tangential derivative must be different from zero.

Corollary 2.8. If x ∈ ∂Ω satisfies ∂tuβ(x) = 0, one has

∂2
tνuβ(x) = 0, and ∂2

tt
uβ(x) 6= 0.

Proof. As in Step 2 of the proof of the preceding lemma, assume x = 0,
t(0) = (1, 0), ν(0) = (0,−1) and ϕ′(0) = 0 where ϕ is the local parametriza-
tion (2.2) of ∂Ω. Then to obtain ∂2

tνuβ(x) = 0, it is enough to derive in τ
equation (2.4) and to evaluate what you get for τ = 0.

Finally, the fact that x 6∈ Mβ
θ by Lemma 2.7 implies that ∂2

tt
uβ(x) 6= 0. �

We conclude this part by proving that the nodal lines of all the partial
derivatives of uβ do not contain singular points, i.e. Mβ

θ is empty for all
θ ∈ [0, 2π).

Lemma 2.9. For all θ ∈ [0, 2π), it holds

Mβ
θ = ∅.

Proof. By contradiction, let us assume that there exists xβ̃ ∈ M β̃
θ , for some

β̃ > β0 and for some θ ∈ [0, 2π). We know that xβ̃ lies in the interior of Ω
by Lemma 2.7 and taking into account that ∂θuβ satisfies

−∆(∂θuβ) − f ′(uβ)∂θuβ = 0, in Ω,
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it is a famous result by Caffarelli and Friedman in [8], that ∂θuβ̃ behaves as
a homogeneous harmonic polynomial of degree n ≥ 2, in a neighbourhood of

xβ̃. This means that in a neighbourhood of xβ̃ the nodal set N β̃
θ consists of

n smooth curves intersecting transversally in xβ̃ and forming equal angles.

By stability, there is no nonempty domain H ⊆ Ω such that ∂H ⊆ Nβ
θ

(where the boundary of H is considered as a subset of R2), see Remark 2.6.
It means that any of the 2n brunches of curve where ∂θuβ̃ = 0 and starting
from xβ̃ must intersect the boundary of Ω in a different point, that is

♯ { ∂Ω ∩N β̃
θ } ≥ 4,

here ♯ denotes the counting measure. Furthermore, we know from [7, Step
1 of the Proof of Theorem 1] that for i = 1, 2

♯ { ∂Ω ∩ND
θ } = 2,

where ND
θ := { x ∈ Ω | ∂θuD(x) = 0 }. Taking into account that uβ varies

smoothly thanks to Proposition 2.3 with Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem and to
Theorem 2.1, we let β move from β̃ to +∞ and we infer that there exists
a connected component of {∂θuβ > 0} or {∂θuβ < 0}, let us call it ωβ, that
disappears; more precisely there exists x0 ∈ Ω, or a single point x̄ ∈ ∂Ω, or a
connected component Γ ⊆ ∂Ω, such that for all ε > 0 one has ωβ ⊆ Bε(x0),
or ωβ ⊆ Bε(x̄), or ωβ ⊆ {x ∈ Ω : dist(x,Γ) < ε} if β is close enough to

β̄. Note that ωβ ⊆ Bε(x0) with x0 ∈ Ω is excluded by the stability of uβ:

indeed if this case occurs it means that ∂ωβ ⊆ Nβ
θ ⊆ Ω, for some β close to

β̄ and again this is not possible for Remark 2.6. With the same argument we
can exclude that ωβ ⊆ Bε(x̄) and it intersects the boundary ∂Ω in exactly

one point. Moreover, note that of course x̄ ∈ N β̄
θ or Γ ⊆ N β̄

θ .
Now, up to a rotation we can assume θ = 0 we divide the proof into the

cases β̄ < +∞ and β̄ = +∞.

Case β̄ < +∞. Up to a translation x̄ = 0 or 0 ∈ Γ and Lemma 2.4 tells us
that ∂νuβ(0) < 0 and then the second component of ν(0) must be different
form zero. In particular, up to a rotation, we can assume ν(0) · (0, 1) < 0.
Let ϕ the local parametrization of ∂Ω around 0 as in (2.2). Moreover,

Lemma 2.7 tell us that 0 6∈ M β̄
θ and then ∂x1uβ̄ = ∂θuβ̄ 6= 0 in Ω ∩ Br(0)

for some r > 0 small enough.
Now, if we are in the case ωβ reduces to the single point x̄ = 0, for all

β < β̄ close enough to β̄ we know that there exist τβ1 , τ
β
2 ∈ (−ε, ε) with

τβi → 0 as β → β̄ for all i = 1, 2 such that

∂x1uβ(τβ1 , ϕ(τβ1 )) = ∂x1uβ(τβ2 , ϕ(τβ2 )) = 0.

We claim that one has

(2.7) ∂t(∂x1uβ(τβ1 , ϕ(τβ1 ))) ≥ 0, and ∂t(∂x1uβ(τβ2 , ϕ(τβ2 ))) ≤ 0.

Indeed, if ∂t(∂x1uβ(τ
β
i , ϕ(τβi ))) 6= 0, for all i = 1, 2, by the Implicit Function

Theorem, Nβ
θ intersects ∂Ω transversally, that is τ 7→ ∂x1uβ(τ, ϕ(τ)) changes

sign around τβi : in particular, for some δ > 0, ∂x1uβ(τ, ϕ(τ)) < 0 for τ ∈
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ν(0)

∂Ω = {(τ, ϕ(τ))}

•
(τβ1 , ϕ(τβ1 ))

•
0

•
(τβ2 , ϕ(τβ2 ))

ωβ

∂x1uβ > 0

∂x1uβ < 0

Figure 1. The situation in the proof of the inequalities in (2.7).

(τβ1 −δ, τβ1 ) and ∂x1uβ(τ, ϕ(τ)) > 0 for τ ∈ (τβ1 , τ
β
1 +δ) while ∂x1uβ(τ, ϕ(τ)) >

0 for τ ∈ (τβ2 −δ, τβ2 ) and ∂x1uβ(τ, ϕ(τ)) < 0 for τ ∈ (τβ2 , τ
β
2 +δ), see Figure 1.

It is then trivial to see that (2.7) is satisfied.
Hence, passing to the limit for β → β̄ in (2.7) we deduce

(2.8) 0 = ∂t(∂x1uβ̄(0)) =
∂2
x1x1

uβ̄(0) + ∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0)ϕ′(0)

A(0)
.

Note that if we are in the case ωβ reduces to Γ the preceding equality is
trivially satisfied being ∂θuβ̄ ≡ 0 on Γ and 0 ∈ Γ. We now distinguish
between the case ϕ′(0) 6= 0 and ϕ′(0) = 0. Let ϕ′(0) 6= 0, then

uβ̄(x1, x2) = uβ̄(0) + ∂x2uβ̄(0)x2

+
1

2
∂2
x1x1

uβ̄(0)x2
1 + ∂2

x1x2
uβ̄(0)x1x2 +

1

2
∂2
x2x2

uβ̄(0)x2
2 + O(|x|3).

In particular, on the boundary ∂Ω one has x1 = τ , x2 = ϕ(τ) = ϕ′(0)τ +
O(τ 2) and then

uβ̄(τ, ϕ(τ)) = uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)∂x2uβ̄(0)τ + O(τ 2),

∂x1uβ̄(τ, ϕ(τ)) =
(

∂2
x1x1

uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0)
)

τ + O(τ 2),

∂x2uβ̄(τ, ϕ(τ)) = ∂x2uβ̄(0) +
(

∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)∂2
x2x2

uβ̄(0)
)

τ + O(τ 2).

(2.9)

Substituting in (2.4) we obtain

0 = −∂x2uβ̄(0) + β̄A(0)uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)
(

∂2
x1x1

uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0)
)

τ

+
(

−∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0) − ϕ′(0)∂2
x2x2

uβ̄(0) + β̄A(0)ϕ′(0)∂x2uβ̄(0)
)

τ + O(τ 2),

and taking into account (2.8) we get

(2.10) ∂2
x1x2

uβ̄(0) + ϕ′(0)∂2
x2x2

uβ̄(0) − β̄A(0)ϕ′(0)∂x2uβ̄(0) = 0.

Finally, deriving (2.4), evaluating for τ = 0 and taking into account (2.8)
and (2.10) we conclude

β̄
ϕ′(0)ϕ′′(0)

A(0)
uβ̄(0) = 0,

which is not possible since ϕ′(0) 6= 0 by assumption, ϕ′′(0) > 0, being
κ(0) > 0, and uβ̄(0) > 0.
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The case ϕ′(0) = 0 is easier. First of all, observe that ϕ′(0) = 0 means
that the tangent unit vector to ∂Ω in 0 is t(0) = (1, 0) and then (2.8) means
∂2
x1x1

uβ̄(0) = 0. This means

∂tuβ̄(0) = ∂2
tt
uβ̄(0) = 0,

but this is in contradiction with Corollary 2.8.

Case β̄ = +∞. Arguing as in the preceding case we get ∂θuD(x̄) =
∂t(∂θuD(x̄)) = 0. As explained in [7], the only possibility is θ = ±t(x̄) and
then ∂2

tt
uD(x) = κ(x)∂νuD(x) < 0, a contradiction. �

Thanks to this lemma we can immediately deduce that all the critical
points of uβ are nondegenerate.

Corollary 2.10. For all x ∈ Ω such that ∇uβ(x) = 0, one has

det Hessuβ
(x) 6= 0.

Moreover, all the critical points are isolated.

In the next lemma we show that if uβ has more than a critical point, then
it necessarily has at least a saddle point and viceversa.

Lemma 2.11. The solution uβ has more than a critical point if and only
if it has at least one nondegenerate saddle point.

Proof. Since uβ has no minima inside Ω by the Maximum Principle, the
claim follows combining Lemma 2.5 and Corollary 2.10. �

2.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1. We can finally prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By contradiction, we assume

I := { β > β0 : uβ has at least 2 critical points } 6= ∅,
and then we set

β̄ := sup I > β0.

We distinguish two cases. In the rest of the proof, convergences are to be
intended up to a subsequence.

Case β̄ < +∞. Take (βn)n ⊆ I such that βn → β̄ as n → +∞. Thanks
to Lemma 2.11 for all n ∈ N we can find xn ∈ Ω such that

∇uβn
(xn) = 0, and det Hessuβn

(xn) < 0.

Letting n goes to +∞ clearly xn → xβ̄ ∈ Ω and moreover Proposition 2.3
with Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem imply that

uβn
→ uβ̄, in C2,α(Ω) as n → +∞,

for some α ∈ (0, 1). Then, since the critical points are nondegenerate by
Lemma 2.5 we have

∇uβ̄(xβ̄) = 0, and det Hessuβ̄
(xβ̄) < 0.

Moreover, xβ̄ ∈ Ω by Lemma 2.4. This implies that we can find r > 0 such
that

deg(Br(xβ̄),∇uβ̄, 0) = −1.
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Consider now another sequence (βk)k ⊆ R with βk > β̄ and βk → β̄ as
k → +∞. Again Proposition 2.3, together with Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem and
the properties of the topological degree imply

deg(Br(xβ̄),∇uβk
, 0) = −1,

for all k suitably large, where eventually r can be smaller than before. This
means that uβk

has at least one nondegenerate saddle point and in turn at
least two critical points. Then βk ∈ I, but this is clearly not possible since
βk > sup I.

Case β̄ = +∞. Take (βn)n ⊆ I such that βn → +∞ as n → +∞. Thanks
to Theorem 2.1 and arguing as in the preceding case we can find x ∈ Ω such
that

∇uD(x) = 0, and det HessuD
(x) ≤ 0,

where uD is a positive and stable solution of the corresponding Dirichlet
problem (PD). However this is not possible since we know that uD has
exactly one nondegenerate critical point in Ω and it is a maximum, see [7,
Theorem 1]. �

3. Particular cases: the proof of Corollary 1.3

In this section we illustrate some important cases where it is possible to
apply Theorem 1.1. In particular we cover all the cases (i)-(iii) of Corol-
lary 1.3 providing its proof. To do it, we show that assumption (1.1) can
be verified for all β0 > 0.

Moreover, for β large, we also exhibit counterexamples to the main results
as soon as the convexity assumption on the domain is no longer satisfied.
In particular we show that the result is false even for domains very close to
convex ones where it is possible to find solutions with an arbitrarily large
number of critical points.

3.1. First eigenfunction. For all β > 0 let uβ be the first Robin eigen-
function, i.e. the positive solution of







−∆uβ = λβuβ in Ω

∂νuβ + βuβ = 0 on ∂Ω,

normalized in such a way that ‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) = 1. Here λβ := λβ(Ω) is the first

Robin eigenvalue in Ω which can be characterized as

λβ = inf
ψ∈H1(Ω)

‖ψ‖
L2(Ω)=1

∫

Ω
|∇ψ|2 dx+ β

∫

∂Ω
ψ2 dσ.

Taking into account that λβ → λD := λ1(−∆,Ω), i.e. the first Dirichlet
eigenvalue in Ω, as β → +∞ we can apply Theorem 1.1 to prove that uβ has
exactly one critical point for all β > 0, that in particular is a nondegenerate
maximum. To be precise, let us point out that in this case f depends on
β, but f(uβ) = λβuβ is uniformly bounded in β and then the proof of
Theorem 1.1 can be easily adapted to this situation.
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Remark 3.1. (1) Clearly, uniqueness of the critical point does not hold
for β = 0, that is the case of Neumann boundary conditions. Indeed
in this case the first eigenfunction is constant.

(2) We recall that uniqueness of the critical point was yet known for
large values of β as a consequence of [10, Theorem 1.1] on strictly
convex domains in any dimension.

(3) It is interesting to point out that uniqueness of the critical point
holds true also for small values of β > 0, despite there exist convex
domains where uβ is not log-concave for such small values of β, as
shown by Andrews, Clutterbuck and Hauer in [2, Corollary 1.5].

3.2. Torsion problem. For f ≡ 1, let uβ be the Robin torsion function.
We know from [25, Theorem 1] that

‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C1

λβ
log

(

C2

(

1 +

√
λβ
β

))

,

for some dimensional constants C1, C2 > 0 and where λβ is the first Robin
eigenvalue in Ω consistently with the previous section. Taking into account
that λβ → λD as β → +∞ and, as pointed out in [14]3, considering that

lim
β→0

λβ
β

=
|∂Ω|
|Ω| ,

it follows that for all β0 > 0

‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C, for all β ≥ β0,

for some C = C(β0) > 0. Then we can apply Theorem 1.1 to prove that uβ
has exactly one critical point for all β > 0.

Let us recall that this result is not new, since it was proved in [23, Theo-
rem 2]. Moreover a stronger concavity property holds true for large values
of β and in any dimension, provided the domain is strictly convex. Indeed
in this case, [10, Theorem 1.2] shows that uβ is strictly 1/2-concave.

Remark 3.2. We conclude this part by pointing out that the result is no
longer true if the domain is no more convex, even if very close to a convex
one. In this case uniqueness of the critical point may be not true. Going
into details, for all β > 0, given any integer k ∈ N and any ε > 0, there
exists a smooth and bounded domain Ωε ⊆ R2 such that if uεβ solves







−∆uεβ = 1 in Ωε

∂νu
ε
β + βuεβ = 0 on ∂Ωε,

then

i) Ωε is star-shaped with respect to an interior point,
ii) uεβ has at least k maximum points,

iii) Ωε locally converges to the strip S := R × (0, 1), i.e. for all compact
sets K ⊆ R2 it holds |K△(Ωε ∩ S)| → 0, as ε → 0,

iv) the curvature of ∂Ωε changes sign, vanishes at exactly two points and
its minimum goes to 0 as ε → 0.

3See equation (6) on page 604.
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This fact comes from the corresponding situation in the case of Dirich-
let boundary conditions, as proved in [15]. Indeed, let Ωε be the domain
in [15, Theorem 1.1] and uεD the Dirichlet torsion function on it with k non
degenerate maxima (the nondegeneracy can be deduced as in [11, Lemma
3.3]). Hence, it is easy to see through degree arguments and thanks to
Theorem 2.1 that there exists β̄ > 0 such that

(β̄,+∞) ⊆ { β > 0 : uεβ has at least k non degenerate maxima } ,
since uεD has at least k non degenerate maxima, in virtue of [15, Theorem
1.1].

3.3. Bounded nonlinearity f . As a consequence of the previous section
we can observe that the assumption (1.1) in Theorem 1.1 is satisfied also
if the nonlinearity f is bounded. Indeed, let M := max|f | and vβ be the
solution of







−∆v = M in Ω

∂νv + βv = 0 on ∂Ω.

Then as a consequence of Lemma 2.4 uβ ≤ vβ where uβ is the solution
of (Pβ) for such a bounded f . From the discussion in the preceding section,
for all β0 > 0, there exists CM = CM(β0) > 0 such that ‖vβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ CM ,

for all β ≥ β0 and in turn

‖uβ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ CM , for all β ≥ β0.

3.4. Minimal branch for nonlinear problems. It is not always possible
to consider the case of a general nonlinearity f . Indeed stable solutions
could not exist. We already mentioned that this is the case of the Neumann
problem (β = 0) in convex domains, see [9, 21]. Furthermore, also for β > 0
stable solutions could not exist in general. For example, [4, Theorem 2.1]
says that if

∫

∂Ω
β2u2

β

(

β − κ+
f(uβ)

βuβ

)

dσ < 0,

β + min
∂Ω

κ ≥ 0,

where κ is the curvature of the boundary of Ω, then the solutions of (Pβ)
are unstable.

That being said, let us assume f := λg where λ > 0 and g is a smooth
function such that

g(0) > 0,(3.1)

g′(t) > 0, ∀t ≥ 0.(3.2)

Classical examples are g(t) = et or g(t) = (1 + t)p, p > 0. Fix any β > 0.
Under this set of assumptions it is well known that there exists λ∗

β :=
λ∗
β(Ω) > 0 such that for all λ ∈ (0, λ∗

β) the problem

(Pλ
β)















−∆uλβ = λg(uλβ) in Ω

uλβ > 0 in Ω

∂νu
λ
β + βuλβ = 0 on ∂Ω,
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admits a minimal solution uλβ. Here minimal means that uβ ≤ U in Ω for

any other solution U of (Pλ
β). It is also known that for λ > λ∗

β there are

no solutions. Moreover uλβ turns out to be stable. The same result holds
true for the corresponding Dirichlet problem. In this case we denote by
λ∗
D := λ∗

D(Ω) > 0 the critical threshold and for λ ∈ (0, λ∗
D) we write uλD for

the minimal stable solution. We refer, for instance, to the book [3] for the
classical theory about this problem.

Following [3], let us recall that a function u is called an upper solution of
problem (Pλ

β) if satisfies






−∆u ≥ λg(u) in Ω

∂νu+ βu ≥ 0 on ∂Ω.

We can now state the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.3. Let Ω ⊆ R2 be a smooth and bounded domain such that the
curvature κ of its boundary is strictly positive, i.e. κ > 0 on ∂Ω and assume
f = λg where g is a smooth function that satisfies (3.1) and (3.2). Then
for all λ ∈ (0, λ∗

D) and for all β > 0 we have that the minimal solution
uλβ of (Pλ

β) has a unique critical point. In particular it is a nondegenerate
maximum.

Proof. It is enough to observe that for all β2 ≥ β1 > 0 one has

λ∗
D ≤ λ∗

β2
≤ λ∗

β1
.

and for all λ ∈ (0, λ∗
D)

uλD ≤ uλβ2
≤ uλβ1

, in Ω.

Indeed it is easy to see that given λ < λ∗
β1

, then uλβ1
is an upper solution

for (Pλ
β2

) and finally by the Picard iteration scheme one obtain the existence

of uλβ2
and the monotonicity property uλβ2

≤ uλβ1
. The same argument shows

λ∗
D ≤ λ∗

β2
and uλD ≤ uλβ2

.
Thus all the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 are satisfied and the claim fol-

lows. �

Remark 3.4. As in the case of the torsion problem, the preceding Theo-
rem 3.3 fails if the domain is close to be convex (but is not), in the sense
that if g is increasing, convex and g(0) > 0, we can argue exactly as in
Remark 3.2 to generalize [11, Theorem 1.1] to the case of Robin bound-
ary conditions, with β large, for λ ∈ (0, λ∗

D(−1, 1)), here λ∗
D(−1, 1) is the

threshold of the one dimensional Dirichlet problem. Then we can see that
uniqueness of the critical point is, in general, no more verified as soon as
the boundary of the domain contains points with negative curvature, despite
the domain is close to be convex.

Here again to argue as in Remark 3.2 we need the nondegeneracy of the
critical points of the corresponding solution of the Dirichlet problem uεD,
which is not explicitly stated in [11, Theorem 1.1]. Anyway, checking the
proof of that theorem, it is easy to see that the critical points of uεD are
nondegenerate: indeed in any compact K ⊆ Ωε, ‖uεD − (v0 + εϕ)‖L∞(K) ≤
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C(K)ε2 for some C(K) > 0, where v0 and ϕ are fixed functions such that
v0 + εϕ solves the linearized problem in a domain containing Ωε and has
at least k nondegenerate critical points, contained in a fixed, i.e. indepen-
dent from ε, compact subsets of Ωε. Moreover, such critical points satisfy
det Hess[v0 + εϕ] = O(ε), as ε → 0, see [11, Lemma 2.3]. It is then enough
to use classical interior regularity estimate to obtain ‖uεD − (v0 + εϕ)‖C2(K) ≤
C(K)ε2, where C(K) > 0 may be larger than before. This estimate, com-
bined with the fact that the critical points of v0 + εϕ are nondegenerate,
contained in fixed compact subsets and det Hess[v0 + εϕ] = O(ε), implies
that uεD admits at least k nondegenerate critical points, as claimed.
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