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Abstract. We examine Serrin’s classical overdetermined problem under a per-
turbation of the Neumann boundary condition. The solution of the problem for
a constant Neumann boundary condition exists provided that the underlying
domain is a ball. The question arises whether for a perturbation of the constant
there still are domains admitting solutions to the problem. Furthermore, one
may ask whether a domain that admits a solution for the perturbed problem
is unique up to translation and whether it is close to the ball. We develop a
new implicit function theorem for a pair of Banach triplets that is applicable
to nonlinear problems with loss of derivatives except at the point under con-
sideration. Combined with a detailed analysis of the linearized operator, we
prove the existence and local uniqueness of a domain admitting a solution to
the perturbed overdetermined problem. Moreover, an optimal linear stability
estimate for the shape of a domain is established.

Keywords: overdetermined problem & implicit function theorem & stability estimates

MSC2010: 35N25 & 35B35 & 47J07

1 Introduction

We study the shape of a bounded domain 2 C R™ n > 2, in which a solution u to the
Dirichlet problem

—Au=1 1in Q,

(1.1a)
u=0 onlI =00

satisfies the overdetermined boundary condition

ou
(1.1b) 35, = f onT,

where v is the outer unit normal vector to I and f is a prescribed positive function defined
on R™.
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The overdetermined problem (1.1) arises in a shape optimization problem called the
Saint-Venant problem, in which one maximizes the torsional rigidity

2
P(Q) = sup 7(‘[9 a dw)

weH(Q\{0} Jo |Vul* dz

of a bar with cross section €2, among all sets €2 of equal weighted volume

V(Q) = /Q f?dx.

The Euler-Lagrange equation, after multiplying a normalizing constant, consists in (1.1).
In the case where f is a constant, Polya [17] proved that the maximizer Q of P must be a
ball with the prescribed volume V', using the symmetric rearrangement of a function. This
applies to a more general situation, where f is radially symmetric and non-decreasing in
the radial direction.

In fact, the same symmetry result also holds for all critical points, namely, if f is a
constant, then (1.1) has a solution u if and only if Q is a ball. In particular, for the
normalized constant f = 1, Q is a ball of radius one and u(z) = 5 (1 — |z — ¢[*) with
¢ being the center of the ball. This well-known symmetry result is due to Serrin [18].
The proof introduces the method of moving planes motivated by Alexandrov’s reflection
principle [2] originally used to establish the soap bubble theorem. This symmetry result
can be alternatively proven by an ingenious combination of the Rellich-Pohozaev integral
identity and elementary inequalities (see Weinberger [19], and Brandolini, Nitsch, Salani,
and Trombetti [5]), or by a continuous version of the Steiner symmetrization (see Brock
and Henrot [7]).

The objective of this paper is the stability of a domain €2 under a perturbation of the
Neumann boundary condition (1.1b), which naturally arises if one considers the torsional
rigidity in anisotropic media. Namely, setting €y := B, the n-dimensional unit ball centered

at the origin, and

(12) fa)=z+a () weR (o
n T
with a prescribed function g defined on I'y := S, where S = 9B, we prove the existence and
local uniqueness of 2 admitting a solution w to (1.1), and establish a quantitative estimate
of the deviation of 2 from 2 in terms of the perturbation g.
The domain deviation is measured by a function p = p({) € (—1,00) which defines the
star-shaped bounded domain €2, enclosed by

(1.3) Lp:={C+p(Q)¢ ¢S]

A domain Q admitting a solution to (1.1) will also be referred to as a solution of the
problem.

In what follows, h*+®(Q) denotes the little Holder space defined as the closure of the
Schwartz space S of rapidly decreasing functions in C*+%(Q), and similarly h*+(T) for a
hypersurface I' (see Lunardi [13]).

In order to motivate our study, let us mention several related results concerning existence
and stability of solutions to (1.1). The existence of € for non-constant f is known (see
Bianchini, Henrot and Salani [4]) in the case where f is positively homogeneous, i.e.,

(1.4) fltx) =t"f(x) (t>0, ze€R")



for v > 0 with 7y # 1 with f being Holder continuous on R™\ {0}. This condition ensures
the existence of a maximizer Q of the Saint-Venant problem, and a solution w to (1.1a)
then satisfies —d,u = Af on I' with a Lagrange multiplier A > 0. The ~-homogeneity
of f allows us to control A by considering tQ2 := {tz | x € Q}, and indeed t = AL/ (=)
gives a desired domain. However, the 0-homogeneous case (1.2) cannot be treated by this
variational approach, since the dichotomy of a maximizing sequence cannot be excluded in
the concentration-compactness alternative.

Most of the existing stability results in the literature for (1.1), fitted into our context by
translation and dilation, take inequalities of the form

Jug
(15) 19l sty < C {E n R]X ,

where ug is a solution to (1.1a) in Q = Q, with C?>T@-boundary, 0 < 7 < 1 and [-]x
denotes a norm or seminorm which measures the deviation of —d,uq from a constant
R > 0. Aftalion, Busca and Reichel [1] adopted a quantitative version of the method of
moving planes and obtained a logarithmic version of (1.5) with X = C*(T"). The method
was further developed by Ciraolo, Magnanini and Vespri [8], and they obtained (1.5) for
some 0 < 7 < 1 in terms of the Lipschitz seminorm of X = Lip(I'). In fact, these
results also hold for semilinear equations —Au = f(u) with v > 0. On the other hand,
Brandolini, Nitsch, Salani and Trombetti [6] made use of integral identities and proved
(1.5) with X = L*°(T") for some 0 < 7 < 1. Moreover, they obtained an estimate of
the volume of the symmetric difference of 2 and a union of balls by a weaker norm, i.e.,
X = LYT). Note that the problem (1.1) admits a domain © composed of a finite number
of balls joined by tiny tentacles if we only control the extra boundary condition (1.1b) by
the L!'-norm. Following this approach, Feldman [9] obtained the sharp estimate

]QAB\<C‘%+R

)

L2(T)

where |QAB| is the volume of the symmetric difference of 2 and B and is considered as
lpllLi(s) for star-shaped € = €2,. The linear (i.e., 7 = 1) stability estimate has also been
expected in (1.5). Recently, Magnamnl and Pogge81 proved (1.5) with X = L?(T") and
7 =1 for n =2, 7 arbitrarily close to 1 for n =3, and 7 = —2- for n > 4 [14].

In general, for overdetermined problems, the super-subsolution method based on the
maximum principle provides an existence criterion. In our setting, a bounded domain 2 is
called a supersolution to (1.1) if the unique solution u = uq to (1.1a) satisfies

—% <f onl,
ov
and a subsolution is defined analogously with the opposite inequality. The existence of
a solution, i.e., a bounded domain  in which uq satisfies (1.1b), is guaranteed provided
there are a supersolution ), and a subsolution (g}, satisfying Qgu, C Qsup. Typically,
balls B, with large or small radii » > 0 give super- or subsolutions. Indeed, for 2 = B,.,

r? — |x|?

up, (v) = 57,

with —9,up, = 7 on 9B, solves (1.1), and we see that, in the y-homogeneous setting (1.4)
with v > 1, B, with large (resp. small) > 0 is a supersolution (resp. subsolution); while
for 0 < v < 1, B, with large (resp. small) » > 0 is a subsolution (resp. supersolution).
Hence these balls provide an appropriate pair of super- and subsolutions only if v > 1.



We therefore take another approach in this paper based on an implicit function theorem,
yielding linear stability estimates with Holder norms on both sides of the estimate, as well
as the existence and local uniqueness of 2 for a given perturbation ¢ in (1.2). We will need
to exploit detailed properties of the linearized equation

—-Ap=0 in Q,,,

(1.6a) 1 0
(H—?>p+a—i:—<p on Iy,
(1.6b) p=[fp onl,,

where H = Hy,  is the mean curvature of I'y, normalized such that H =n —1 for = B.
The linearized equation (1.6) is derived by substituting a solution pair (2p,1ep, Upg+ep)
with formal expansions

Lpotep = ¢+ (po(C) +ep(Q)v(C)) +ofe) | ¢ € S},

Upg+ep = Upy + EP + o(e)

into (1.1) for a right hand side f + ¢, and equating functions of order . Note that (1.6)
is a decoupled system for p and p, and we may consider only (1.6a) for the solvability of
(1.6). Then (1.6b) with known p yields a solution p.

Recall that the implicit function theorem states that the nonlinear equation F'(p, g) =0
has for each g close to gy a unique solution p near py with F'(pg,go) = 0, if

(i) the mapping F': X x Y — Z is C'! in a neighbourhood of (pg, go) and if
(ii) the partial derivative 0,F(po, go) € £ (X, Z) is bijective.

Here, X, Y and Z are Banach spaces with X C Z. In addition to the solution p(g)
being locally unique, the mapping g + p(g) € X is in C!. In the current setting, the
Neumann boundary condition (1.1b) yields such a mapping F', and the linearized equation
0,F (po,90)[p) = ¢ is reflected by (1.6). However, the linearized equation (1.6) has a
regularity defect called loss of derivatives, i.e. 9,F(pg,g0)"' & £(Z,X). Since solutions
p to (1.6) are less regular than pg, and hence the typical iterative scheme in the classical
implicit function theorem fails.

One method to overcome this regularity issue is the Nash-Moser theorem, a generaliza-
tion of the classical implicit function theorem introduced by Nash in [16] and generalized by
Moser in [15]. The introduction of a smoothing operator combined with Newton’s method
for improved convergence was there shown to be a mean to overcome the regularity deficit.
For the Nash-Moser theorem to work,

(i) regularity properties are required for F': X; x Y — Z;, where (X;, Z;); is a family of
pairs of Banach spaces such that X; C X;_1, Z; C Z;_1. Furthermore,

(ii) a (right) inverse of 0,F(p, g) has to exist for (p, g) in a neighbourhood of (po, go)-

In this setting, for every g in a neighbourhood of gg, the existence of p(g) in X is then
given. Note that there are various versions of the Nash-Moser theorem, also referred to as
Nash-Moser-Hormander theorem. We refer as an example to the work of Baldi and Haus
[3] and the references therein.

Instead of applying the Nash-Moser theorem, we introduce a new modified version of
the classical implicit function theorem, which has the constraint that a loss of derivatives
may take place except at the point (pg,gp). We require for a pair of Banach triplets
Xo C Xy CXgand Zy C Z7 C Zj that



(i) for j = 1,2, F is continuous in a neighbourhood of (pg, go) from X;_1 x Y to Z;_1,
and that it is in C! in a neighbourhood of (po, go) from X; x Y to Z;_1, For (p, g) in
a neighbourhood of (pg, go) € X; x Y, we have 0,F (p,g) € £(Zj_1,X;_1). Further,

(i) F': X; xY — Zj is Fréchet-differentiable at (po, go) for j = 1,2 and 9,F(po, 90) €
ZL(X;, Z;) is invertible for j = 0,1, 2.

The first point reflects the loss of regularity, the second point reflects that it does not
occur at the point under consideration. Under these assumptions, we derive a modified
implicit function theorem that yields local uniqueness of a solution p(g) € X; for all g in
a neighbourhood of gg, and the mapping g + p(g) € Xo is in C!. Note that in the setting
of (1.1) and (1.6), the loss of derivatives does indeed not occur in the case of the solution
of (1.1) for constant f, as then I" and u are smooth.

However, a second obstacle apart from the loss of derivatives arises. Due to the trans-
lational invariance of (1.1), the linearized equation (1.6a) for g = 0 and Q,, = B is not
solvable for arbitrary ¢ € h2t%(S), and for ¢ = 0 it has an n-dimensional space of so-
lutions. This implies that the partial derivative of F' at (0,0) is not invertible, which is
necessary also for the modified implicit function theorem. We will remove this degeneracy
by imposing an additional condition

(1.7) /ijdm:O (j=1,...,n),

so that the barycenter of € is fixed to be the origin, and by decomposing the space h¥T%(S)
into h*+(S) = X; @ K, where

X = {,0 € W' (S) | (p, zj)r2e) =0, j=1... ,n},

K :=span{zy,...,z,}.

(1.8)

This allows for a decomposition of a domain perturbation p € h!*(S) into p; € X,
p2 € K, as well as a decomposition of the function g in (1.2) likewise, and we examine

F(p1 +p2,91 +g2) = 0.
With these preparations, we present the main result of this work.

Theorem 1.1. There exist neighbourhoods of zeros
V C Xy, Uy C K2T(S) x K and Us C h*T*(S) x K,

such that for all g1 € V there are unique (p,g2) = (p(g1),92(91)) € Uz such that the
following holds.

(i) Qpgy) defined by (1.3) admits a solution u € h*t*(Q,,,)) to (1.1) for (1.2) with

p(g1
g = g1+ 92(91), and satisfies (1.7).

(i4) Qp(q,) is locally unique up to translations in the sense that there is (p(g1), g2(g1)) € Us
for g1 € V, and if Q, with p € Us admits a solution u to (1.1) for (1.2) with
g =92(q1) + 1 and satisfies (1.7), then p = p(g1).

(iii) For the mapping (p,g2): V. — Us, we have (p,g2) € CY(V,Us) and the stability
estimates

HP(Ql)Hh2+a(g) <C Hgluh2+a(g) ,

(1.9)
||g2(91)‘|h2+a(§) <C ||91Hh2+a(g)



hold.

While the existence of p is guaranteed in h37%(S), only the weaker norm, i.e. the h2+%(S)
norm, of p is estimated in (1.9). This is due to the fact that the linear stability estimate
requires C'l-regularity of the mapping g; — p, and this regularity is expected only when
the image space is h2T(S) due to the loss of derivatives.

Remark 1.2. The translational invariance of (1.1) is mirrored in that theorem by using the
decomposition into the translational part and its orthogonal complement. In that regard,
it also becomes clear why the setting of the little Holder spaces h*t® instead of the Holder
spaces C® is necessary: The decomposition into subspaces is induced by the so-called
spherical harmonics on S. They are dense in A'*%(S), but not in C!T*(S). This will be
further discussed in Section 3.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the perturbed problem
as well as derive in detail the formulation via the linearized equation (1.6). We motivate
the application of an implicit function theorem to a mapping F' that is derived from the
Neumann boundary condition. This application is obstructed by the degeneracy of the
derivative of F' as well as the loss of derivatives. The degeneracy of the derivative of F
stemming from the inherent symmetry of (1.1) will be addressed in Section 3. There, also
the decomposition for the little Holder spaces is motivated as well as the necessity of using
the setting of the little Holder spaces. In Section 4, we will revisit the implicit function
theorem and establish a modified version fitting our setting. This is then applied to the
perturbed problem in Section 5 to prove Theorem 1.1.

2 Preliminaries

We formally set up the perturbed problem defined in (1.1). We want to know whether for
a perturbation g there exists an open bounded domain 2 = Q(g) admitting a solution ug
to (1.1) with (1.2), ie. f=1+4g.

We restrict the domain €2 to be in such a way that it may be modelled as a deviation of
B, the domain admitting a solution to (1.1) with f = % For this reference domain Qg = B,
with Qg =T'g = S, we define the perturbed domain 2, by its A" *-boundary ', = 69,
in the following way. We set for m € N

Uy = {v € N4 S) | [ollraey <7}
with v <1 sufficiently small. Next, we define
0:Sx(—1,00) > 0(Sx(=1,00)), O(r):=C+rv()=C¢+rC.

In general, v, denotes the outer unit normal vector of I',; for p = 0 we have vg(x) = .
Then we set

I, ={C+p(Qw(¢) eR™ | eTo} = {¢+p(()¢ €eR™| ¢ €S},

and p € Uy, p models the velocity of the boundary, and will be used to measure how
much I', deviates from I'g. Using this, we define the diffeomorphism

_fereel-0o(g) g forato,
0p(x) :=
0 for x =0,

from Qp = B to Q,, where ¢: R — R is a smooth cut-off function with 0 < ¢(r) < 1,



o(r) =1 for |r| < i and o(r) = 0 for |r| > 2, as well as %E(T)

4
6, induces pullback and pushforward operators

< 4. The diffeomorphism

Oyu = o0, 0,: hk+a(rp) — hk+a(S)7
ov:=vob,l,  60: hF(S) = BET(T,),

with k£ € NU {0}.
Our problem now becomes the following:

Problem 2.1. For g € h!T%(S), is there a p = p(g) € U, 2 such that €2, as defined above
admits a solution u, to (2.1)?

—Au, =1 in Q,,
2.1a
( ) u, =0 on '),
ou 1 T
2.1b —P(z) == — r,.
210 e =y +a(i) o

By elliptic regularity theory, we have, for given p € U, 2, the existence and uniqueness
of a solution u, € h***(Q,) when only considering (2.1a). Therefore, for the examination
of this problem, it is sufficient to focus on the perturbation, i.e. (2.1b).

We define F' € C(U, 2 x h1T(S), h1T2(S)) by

ou 1
2.2 F =0 =L -
(2.2) (r,9) 9p<ayp>+n+g,

where u, is the unique solution of (2.1a). Then 2, admits a solution to (2.1) for given
g € h'*e(S) if and only if F(p,g) = 0.

This structure tempts to use the implicit function theorem to arrive at solutions in
a neighbourhood of (0,0). However, we shall arrive at two obstacles. The first is the
derivative 0,F(0,0) not being bijective due to the inherent translational invariance, an
observation that will be treated in Section 3. The second is the loss of derivatives, a
regularity issue of the p-derivative of I’ that will be discussed in the following.

In view of this, note that for g € h2*%(S) and for m = 2,3, we have

(2.3) F € C(Uym x B2T(S), A" 1T(S)).

2.1 Derivative of F' We turn to the p-differentiability of F at a point (pg, g). Due to
the loss of derivatives, we need to assume pg € U, 3. We consider

F(po+¢p,9) — F(po,g) = Alpo, 9)[ep] + o(e)

for p € U, 3 and € — 0. Since u, in F(p, g) lives on ﬁp, which varies for p, we consider the
following approach.

Let z € Qy. We define the mapping u(p, z) := u,(0,(z)) and y = 0,,(z) € Q,,, as well
as z = Opy1c5(r) € Qpytep. One may show that u(p,0,(x)) is differentiable with respect
to p, for the procedure see e.g. [12, Sect. 5.6]. Therefore, the following calculations are
well-defined.

Using the Taylor expansion, we write

Upo+25(2) = u(po + P, Opg+ep())



-1
= u(po,y) + dpulpo,y)p <9”°7(y)> €

1020 ()]
=:p(y)
) (W (0w
+ 9y u(po, y)Veo (Y10 <|9m1(y)|>p<|9pol(y)l> o)

with V,,(y) == ¢ (‘9;01(31)‘ —1). The function p is the so-called shape derivative of u,,
with respect to the domain variation from Q,, to €, 5.

Next, we reformulate problem (2.1) in terms of p and p. Using the representation as
before and considering the Dirichlet problem (2.1a) for w45 as well as for u,,, and letting
e — 0, we get

Ayp(y) =0 in Q,,,

(2.4) ply) = _W (62°5) (y)
P0

1
I, .
VN, | i

Here, Ny(x) := |z| —1— p(:%) is defined for x € 6(S x (—1,00)) and we note that I, is the

|z
zero-level set of N,. Therefore, for the outer unit normal vector field v,, at I',,, we have

Vpo(x) = % and VN, (0,,(¢)) .VNo(¢) =1 for { € S. We also note that

00 (10) = (Vpo-V0)Vpy + Tpy = VN, + Tpo>
PO

1
[N (600 (O)]
Remark 2.2. The regularity of u,, and v,,, po € U, 3, imposes restrictions on the regularity
of p and in general, we can only expect p € h*T*(I',). We have Oy Upy € h*Te(T ;) and
for the mean curvature H,, € hHa(I’pO), but in general, no more. If, however, we are
in the setting for pg = 0, then we have 9,,up € C™(S), —dy,uo = % and p = %,6, thus
p € h3t2(S), the same regularity as p.

where 7,, is a tangent vector field. Here, we used (v,,.10)

Now we calculate the Fréchet-derivative of F'. With the notation as before, let x € S,
y = 0y (x) € T'yy and z = 0,04-5(x) € I'py4p. Note that in this case, V, (y) = 1 and
‘99_01(3/) _
050 ()]

First note that there exists a tangent vector 7 at y € I',, such that

Vpotep(2) = Vpo(y) +7(y) + o(e).

Next, we calculate

8Ziup0+€ﬁ(z) = 0, u(po + €p, 9po+eﬁ($))

0 0 o 0
= —u(po,y) +e-— +e—— (u(po,y)) 602° (vop + o(e).
ay; P y) ayip(y) % ayk( (po,y)) 0£° (v0p) (y) + o(e)
This implies

Vo Upytep(2) - Vporep(2) = aziuPOJFf'?f’(Z)V;OJrEﬁ(Z)

= |- ulpn) + 25 plo) + £ (ulon, ) 02 (108) )| i 0) + 7)) + o)

= ayzU(pO7 y)ypo (y) + Ea—yiU(pO’ y)Tpo (y) + Ea_yip(y)ypo (y)



o (o )02 ) ) | i+ T V) 000

= o) + 250) + <o O () ) e
5 o0 O (7) () + (0

= o) + <5+ (<1 = Ho g utp0)) 02 (9) ()
gl 1O () 4) + o),

where in the last step we used the identity Au,, = Ap, u,, + Q%po Upo + Hpy Oy, Upy, With
Appo being the Laplace-Beltrami operator and H,, the mean curvature on I'y,. Using the
Dirichlet boundary condition for p in (2.4), we arrive at

F(po +ep,g9) = F(po,g) + b, [—8 p+ Hp,p udly 20 u(p y)9”°ﬁ}+0(6)
0 s g 0, - 0, ES °
po vy, P |VNpo| OTpy O,

We see that the term
0L p o 0

.| 9 _
05 [—p + Hpop — u(po, y)efop}

_l’_
OVp, VN | 01, vy,

is well-defined and lies in h'*%(S) even when only assuming g € h?T%(S). Note that to
verify this, one also needs to take into account the impact of the regularity assumption of
p on the regularity of the solution p of (2.4) as mentioned in Remark 2.5. This gives us
the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. The mapping F as defined in (2.2) satisfies
(2.5) F € C(Uy2 x h(S),n'T(S)) n C1(U, 3 x AT(S), k1 T(S)).
Furthermore, we have the following.

1. The p-Fréchet-derivative of F at (po,g) € Uy 3 x h1T2(S) is

9 (po, 9) 7]
Op 0 p o [Ou ~
=0 | ——— + Hpyp — 2V o) € h(S),
o\ auy, TP TN o B, )7 )
where p is a unique solution to (2.4), i.e.
Ap = in Qp,,
Oupy oo~ 1
p=— 07 p onT,, .
Wy VN, | po

2. We have



3. The linear operator 0,F(p,g) has the extension
0pF(p,g) € LIW*T2(S), h!T*(8)).
In view of (2.3), one may verify that for m = 2,3 and g € h>T%(S), one has
F € C(Uym x B*T(S), " 1H(S)) N CH U, my1 x B2T(S), A 1T(S)).

Remark 2.4. We have the following characterisation of bijectivity of the p-Fréchet-deriva-
tive of F' at a point (p,g) with F(p,g) = 0, i.e. when Q, is a solution to (2.1) for g €
hl—l—a(s):

The extended operator 0,F (p, g), with

OpF € C (Uys x KH(S), L (R*T(S), k' T*(S))) ,
has the bounded inverse
F(p,g)~" € L(ATS),h*T*(S))
if and only if the boundary problem

—-Ap=0 in Q,

Hp—m p+a—yp:—30 on].“,,.

is uniquely solvable for any ¢ € h'T*(T',). Unique solvability of (2.6) is given provided
that (Hp - %) > 0, see [11, Thm. 6.31], in which case we would have HthHa@p) <

Cllellpi+aqr,)- This does not hold in the current setting. Thus, we have to examine the
bijectivity in a different manner.
3 Degeneracy of J,F

3.1 Non-Bijectivity of the partial derivative of F' We examine the p-derivative of
F at (p,g) = (0,0), as we merely require the existence of an inverse of 9,F'(0,0) to use the
modified implicit function theorem, Theorem 4.2. We have

1.1 ) .
OpF(0,0)[p] = ——p+ —Ap, for p € h*T(S).

Here, 4" denotes the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator on the sphere S.

Definition 3.1. Let ¢ € h'*%(S), [ > 2 arbitrary. The Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator on
the sphere A : h!T%(S) — RI=1H(S) is defined as

—Auy =0 inB,

N = 0yu, with u the unique solution of
U = onS.

We see that
Ned (hl+a(S), hl—w(g))  leN.

It suffices to test bijectivity of d,F(0,0) for p € Hy, k € NU {0}, where

Hk:span{hhj‘j:1,...,d2}, dy < oo,

10



is the set of harmonic homogeneous polynomials on the unit sphere of degree k. Indeed,
the hy j, k € NU{0}, j = 1,...,dZ, form an orthonormal basis of L%(S), see e.g. [10, Thm.
2.53|. One may show that

t%”::span{hm‘keNU{O},j:1,...,d2}

is dense in h!T(S), which is why it is sufficient to consider p € J#.
Therefore, let p = hj ; be a harmonic homogeneous polynomial on the unit sphere of
order k € NU {0}, with j € {1,...,d}}}. We get

0,F(0,0)[hy ;] = _Ehk’j + Ehk‘vj - kg {7& 0 else

This shows that 9,F(0,0) is not bijective and that its kernel is
(3.1) ker (9,F(0,0)) = span {hy;|j=1,...,n},

with dim(ker(d,F(0,0))) = n < co. Furthermore, we see that the range of d,F(0,0) is

range (9,F(0,0)) = span {h; | k € Nog U {0}, = 1, dp ] "*©

Notation 3.2. In view of the calculations to come, we define

X, =span {hy; |k € N>o U{0},5 =1,... ,dg}""'h’*“<s>, for [ € N.

Note that this is equivalent to defining
X = {p S hl+a(S) ‘ <p, h17j>L2(S) =0,5=1,... ,n} s

as in (1.8). To confirm this, also note that hy j(z) = w;%xj, j=1,...,n. Since X is a
finite-codimensional subspace of h!T*(S), we have X; ® Xj- = h!T%(S), where Xj- denotes
the orthogonal complement of X;. Because dim(Xll) =n < oo for all [ € N, we do not
need to differentiate between those spaces depending on [, as we have X ZL =~ R™. Therefore,
we may define

K= span{hl,j ‘] = 1,...,n}

and get X; @ K = h'T%(S). Finally, we denote
UZ = {p S U%l | <p, hl,j>L2(S) = 0, ] = 1,. .. ,TL} R

as well as Z/Ill for the subset of K such that U,; = U @ Z/Ill.

Remark 3.3. That the kernel of 0,F(0,0) is non-trivial is not surprising, in fact it is an
obvious property resulting from the translational invariance of (2.1) with ¢ = 0. The
overdetermined problem is in this case solvable for any translated sphere B + ¢ := By(c),
with ¢ € R?, and with solution uc(z) = o= (1 — |z — ¢[?).

To show the connection to the kernel of 9,F(0,0), we find p € U, 3 such that I'), =
0 (B+c¢). With the ansatz = + p(z)z = y + ¢, =,y € S, we arrive at p(z) = p(c,z) =
z.c— 14 /1 —|c|2 + (z.c)2 for any |c| < 1. For ¢ = te;j, we then arrive at

d 1

—2t + 2tx?) = x;.

pltej,z)|,_o = |z + (
dt = 2, /112 + 1222
t=0
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Now, because of the translational invariance of (2.1), we have F(p(c,z),0) = F(0,0) =0,
which implies

0, (0.0)| F (t65,9) || =0

and we arrive at 0pF'(0,0)[z;] =0 for j € {1,...,n}. This coincides with (3.1).

3.2 Re-formulation to eliminate degeneracy To eliminate the problem of non-
bijectivity, i.e. the degeneracy of the problem (2.6), we need to eliminate the translation
invariance in the original problem (2.1). Therefore, we replace F' as defined in (2.2) by a
mapping

Ge Oy x Uy x X1 x K, X xR" x K),

Go PyF(p1 + p2,91 + 92)
G f9p1+p2 z1dx
G(p1,p2,91,92) = : (P1,p2,91,92) = :
Gn pr1+p2 Tn dx
G (Id = P)F(p1 + p2, 91 + 92)

Py: h(S) — X denotes the projection onto X;. If it is clear which I € N is to be used,
we write P for P,.
Note that for m = 2,3, and ¢; € X, G is also well-defined and we have

GeC(Ume{,foXQXK,Xm,lxR"xK).

By the condition pr x;dx =0 for i =1,...,n, we achieve that the center of mass of 2, is
in the origin and thus eliminate the possibility of translations, and thus, admissible p will

be in the set
M:{pGU%g‘/ xidx:O,izl,...,n}.
QP

As a direct consequence, we have
Lemma 3.4. Q, with barycenter zero admits a solution to (2.1) for given g € hi*e(S) if

and only if G(p1, p2, 91, 92) = 0, with p = p1 + p2 and g = g1 + ga.

3.3 Bijectivity of the partial derivative of G The mapping G has the following
regularity properties.

Lemma 3.5. G is Fréchet-differentiable as a map from Us x Us- x K to X1 x R" x K. We
have

Opr,p2,92G(p1,p2,91,92) € ZL(X3 x K x K, X1 xR" x K),

for (p1+ p2, 91 + g2) € Uy 3 x h1T(S), which can be extended to
6,)1,,,279261(;)1,,02,91,92) S f(XQ x K x K, X1 X R™ x K)
Furthermore,

Ge Cy xUs x X1 x K, X; x R" x K)
N CYUs x Us- x X1 x K, X; x R" x K).

12



In view of the application of the modified function theorem introduced in Section 4, we
also need the following observation concerning the regularity of G. For m = 2,3, we have

GEC(UmXU,fongK,Xm,l xR"xK)
(3.2)
n ¢! (um+1 X UL | X Xy % K, Xp_y X R" xK).

as well as for the extension of the partial derivative

(3.3) (9,)17,)2,92@(,01,/)2,91,92) € f(Xm XK xK, X, 1 X R"™ x K),
where (p1,02,91,92) € Ximt1 X K x X9 X K.

Proof. We have for i = 1,2 and p; € X3 C h3T%(S), po € K C h3T(S)

0p;Go(p1,p2, 91, 92)[pi]l = Op, PF(p1 + p2, 91 + 92)[pi] € Xy,
0p;Gn+1(p1, 2, 91, 92)[pi] = Op,(1d — P)F(p1 + p2, g1 + g2)[pi eK

and further for j =1,...,n

1
[VN|

8piGj(p17P2791792)[ﬁi] = / 65[32 * 05 dO', for ] = 17 RN

Fﬂl +pr2

These expressions are still well-defined and of the same regularity for p € h27%(S), implying
the existence of an extension of 0, ,,G(p1, P2, 91, 92) onto Xo x K and thus

Opr.p2G(P1,p2,01,02) € L(X3 x K, X1 XxR" x K)N.Z(X2 x K, X1 xR" x K).
For the go-partial derivative and g € K, we get

992 Go(p1, p2, 91, 92)[92] = 09, PF(p1 + p2, 91 + 92) 2],
892Gj(p17p2791792)[g~2] =0 and
0go Gnt1(p1, P2, 91, 92)[g2] = Oy, (Id — P)F(p1 + p2, 91 + g2)[d2]-

This implies g, G(p1, p2, 91, 92) € L(K, X1 x R" x K). O
At zero, the partial derivative 0, ,, .G is bijective. We abbreviate (0,0,0,0) by (0).
Lemma 3.6. G is Fréchet-differentiable at (p1,p2, g1, 92) = (0), and we have
Dp1,p2,g2G(0) € L(X3 x K x K, X5 xR" x K)
with

5 (N —1d) p
(3-4) 801702792G(0)[/317 P2, 92] = erz/zﬁ2

g2

Indeed, for arbitrary m € N, we have
8p1,p2,g2G(0) € X(Xerl X K x Ka Xm x R™ x K)
Further, 0, p,,g.G(0) is invertible with

Opr p2.g2G(0) 1 € Z( Xy x R" X K, Xpy1 x K x K)
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form,e N, and

—1
1 n ((JV N ‘X2> ¢
(3-5) 801,P2,92G(O) [¢a A1y...,0n, 7/}] = w;1/2 z hl,] € Xm+1 X K x K

¢
where ¢ € Xy, a5 €R for j=1,...,n and ¢ € K.
Proof. Let m € N. Let (p1, p2,2) € Xmy1 X K x K and j =1,...,n. We calculate

PF(O0)[f1] = ~ (N —1d) jn

n

0[]0

9p, Go(0)[p ]
apz GO(O)[

8,,G;(0)]

Op,

Dp ;

/ /plhlde'—O

05, G (0 / 20 do = wl/ /p2h1 do = wl/? (P2);
)lp

05, Gn11(0)[pi] (Id — P)F(0)[p;] =0, fori=1,2.

A again denotes the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator. Recall that the linear operator
(" —1d) is bijective as an operator in .Z (X, +1, X;). For the go-partial derivative, we
find

03,Go(0)[g2] = 8y, PF(0)[2] = 0,
0,G(0)]ge] =0 and
0y Grs1(0)[g2) = Dy (10 — PYF(0)[2] = i

This implies (3.4). We directly arrive at (3.5) and also at the regularity properties of
apl,pz,ng(O)_l' ]

4 A modified implicit function theorem

To arrive at the existence, uniqueness and at a stability result for Problem 2.1, we introduce
a modified version of the implicit function theorem, Theorem 4.2. Because of the regularity
issues stated in Remark 2.5, we are not able to apply the classical implicit function theorem.
In preparation, we need

Theorem 4.1. Assume the following.

(1) Let Xy, X1,Y, 20, 21 be Banach spaces with X1 — Xy and Z1 — Zy. Let D1 C Dy
be open sets such that (0,0) € D; C X; x Y for j =0,1.

(Il) Let F € CY(D1,Zy) N C(Dy, Z9) with F(0,0) = 0 and 0,F € C(Dy,.ZL (X, 20)),
which is to be understood such that for (x,y) € Dy, the partial deriative 0, F(z,y) €
L (X1, 20) can be extended to 0, F (z,y) € £ (Xp, 20) and 0, F € C(Dy1, 2L (X, 20)).

(III) We have F': Dy — 21 and F is Fréchet-differentiable at (0,0), hence 0,F(0,0) €
j(/l’l, Zl) and 3yF(O, 0) S .,Sf(y, Zl).

(IV) The inverse 9,F(0,0)71 € L(Z1,X1) N L(Z20, Xo) exists.

Then there exist neighbourhoods of zero 0 € Uy C Xy, 0 € Uy C Xy and 0 €V C Y, as well
as a function u: V — Uy such that
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(i) F(u(y),y) =0 for ally € V, uw(0) =0, and
(ii) for x1,x9 € Uy, y € V such that F(x;,y) =0 fori=1,2, we have x1 = x5.
Proof. Let €,0 > 0 — we will redefine both later — and define
Up:={zei ‘ 2] 5, < e},
Up:={z € X| [z] x, < Ce},
Vi={yeY|lyly <d},

with C' > 0 a constant satisfying ||z y, < C'l|z|y,, thus Uy C Us.
Step 1: Show that for all y € V', the function

D, (z) =2 — 0, F(0,0) ' F(z,y) = 0, F(0,0)* (0, F(0,0)x — F(x,y))

is a contraction mapping from (Ul, Il Xo) to itself, provided that €, > 0 are sufficiently
small.

As the fundamental theorem of calculus holds on Banach spaces as well, we have for
F € CY(Dy, Zy) and for all 1,9 € Dy

1
(4.1) F(z1,y) — F(z2,y) = /0 O F(x2 + t(x1 — 22),y)(x1 — x2) dt.

Note that 0, F(xe + t(x1 — z2),y) € L (X1, Zy) with extension in .Z(Xp, Z).
Now let z1,29 € Uy, y € V. Then (z;,y) € D; for j = 1,2, and we use (4.1) to arrive at

1
D, (71) — By(w2) = 0, F(0,0)7! [/ (0. F(0,0) — 0y F(xo + t(z1 — x2),y)) dt(z1 — z2)
0
By choosing &,6 > 0 smaller, if necessary, we get

18y (1) — (@), < 050,007 | 5020 171 — 21l

(4.2) " Sup [19:F(0,0) = 0 F (22 + tar = 22),9) . xo.20)

1
< 5 llzr = 22lly,

where the second inequality holds because of the condition 0,F € C(D1,Z(Xy, 2p)) in
assumption (II), which for sufficiently small €,6 > 0 implies

Sup 102F(0,0) — 0 F (22 + t(x1 — 22), )| (), 29) << 1-
<t<

Next, we show that ®,(z) € Uy for (z,y) € D1. We estimate ||®y(z)|,, for (z,y) € Di:
Choosing 6 = d(g) > 0 smaller, if necessary, we obtain
12y (@), < 050,007 | 4z, 20y 10:F(0,0)z — F(z,3)]l 2,
< |0:F(0,0) 7| 2, 20 105 F(0,0)| oy 5, 6 + 0le + 6())
<e.
Step 2: Construct a mapping u: Uy — V.

Let y € V arbitrary but fixed. The inductively defined sequence (xj)j eNo with zg := 0,
zj1 = ®y(x;) € Uy C Up for j € N is a Cauchy sequence and thus converges in |- y, to
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some Zoo € Uy. Because F' € C(Dy, Zy), this implies
1 ez, = T s, 2, < B 105000 a2 25 — 1), = 0.

where we used F(z;,y) = 0,F(0,0)(x; — xj41) for j € Ny by definition of ®,(x). We set
w(y) = Too € Up for y € V.

Step 3: Show (ii) of the theorem.

If 21,29 € Uy and y € V with F(z;,y) =0 for j = 1,2, then

12) 1
lz1 = z2llx, = 1Py (21) = Dy(z2)lly, < 5 ll21 — 2]y,

and therefore x1 = x9. O
Theorem 4.2. Assume the following.

(I) Consider Banach spaces Xo — Xy — Xy, Z9 — 21— 2y and ). Let Dy C Dy C Dy
be open sets such that (0,0) € D; C X; x Y for j =0,1,2.

(II) For j = 1,2, let F € CY(Dj, Z;—1) N C(Dj_1,Zj_1) with F(0,0) = 0 and fur-
ther 0,F € C(Dj, £(Xj_1,2j-1)). This is to be understood such that for (z,y) €
D;, the partial deriative 0,F(x,y) € L (X;,2Z;-1) can be extended to 0,F (z,y) €
X(Xjfl, ijl) and 0, F € C(Dj,f(Xjfl,ijl)),

(III) For j = 1,2, the mapping F': Dj — Z; is Fréchet-differentiable at (0,0).
(IV) For j =0,1,2, the inverse 0, F(0,0)~! € L(Z;, X;) exists.

Then there exist neighbourhoods of zero 0 € Uy C Xy, 0 € Uy C X1 and 0 € V C Y such
that there is a function u: V — Uy satisfying

(i) F(u(y),y) =0 for ally € V, u(0) =0,
(ii) if x € Uy, y € V such that F(xz,y) =0, then z = u(y), and
(i) it holds u € C*(V, Xp), and
' (y) = =0 F (uly), y) " 0y F (u(y), y),
with 0, F(u(y),y) ™! € L (2, Xo) and 0,F (u(y),y) € LV, Zo).

Proof. Step 1: Existence and uniqueness of u.
Applying Theorem 4.1 twice, we arrive at the existence of neighbourhoods 0 € V' C ),
0eU; C &, j=0,1, and at the existence of a mapping u: V' — U; such that

o F(u(y),y) =0 for y € V, u(0) =0, and
o for x1,m9 € Uy, y € V with F(z;,y) =0, i = 1,2, we have z1 = xs.

Thus, for 1 € Uy and y € V such that F(z,y) = 0, we have z = u(y). This shows (i) and
(7i) of Theorem 4.2.
Step 2: Show Lipschitz-continuity of u, i.e. u € C%*(V,Up).
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Consider y1,y2 € V. Then with u as above, i.e. u(y;) € Uy for i = 1,2, we have

luly1) = uly2)llx, = 1Py, (1)) = Py, (w(y2))l ,

<Py, (u(yr)) — Py (wly2)) [l x, + [Py (wly2)) — Py (u(y2))ll 4,
(4.2) 1
< g lulyr —uly2))llx,

+ HaarF 070 1”_,2”(2072‘(0) HF(u(yQ)7y1) - F(u(y2)7y2)HZO :
This implies

lu(yr) = u(y2)llx, < 2[|02F(0,0)7 | 4z, 20

- sup [0y F(u(y2), y2 + t(y1 — _
OStI;H yF(w(y2),y2 + 1 — y2))ll 2y 20 o1 = 2lly

< Lljy1 —v2lly,

because the sup-term is uniformly bounded in V for sufficiently small €, > 0 defining the
sets as in the proof of Theorem 4.1, since dy F is continuous around (0,0).

Step 3: Show u € CH(V, Ap).

We have for y,h € V sth. y+heV

0= F(u(y+h),y+h)—Fu(y),y)
= F(u(y +h),y+h) = F(u(y + h),y) + F(u(y + h),y) — F(u(y),y)
= 0yF(u(y + ), y)[h] + oz, ([hlly) + F(uly + ), y) — F(u(y),y)
= 0y F'(u(y),y)[h] + (OyF(uly + h),y) + Oy F(u(y),y)) [h] + oz, (||hly)
+ F(u(y + h),y) — F(u(y),y)
= 0y F(u(y), y)[h] + oz, ([|]]y)

1
+ /0 O F(u(y) + Hu(y + h) — u(y)),y) dtfuly + h) — u(y)],

and further

1
/0 O (uly) + tuly + h) — u(y)), y) dtfuly + h) — u(y)]
= 0. F(u(y), y)[u(y + h) —u(y)] + oz, ([|Ally)-
Therefore,
u(y + h) —u(y) = 0 F(uy),y) " 0, F (u(y), y)[h] + ox, ([|B]y),

yielding u € C1(V, Xp) and (iii).
Note that 0, F (u(y),y) € £ (X, Zo) is invertible for y € V| since 9,F(0,0) is invertible
and [[u(y)lz, + lylly << 1. 0

5 Proof of Theorem 1.1

With the tool of the modified implicit function theorem, Theorem 4.2, at hand, we are
now able to prove Theorem 1.1, that is, the existence and uniqueness of admissible sets 2,
with barycenter zero that solve the perturbed overdetermined problem (2.1), as well as a
stability estimate.
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Remark 5.1. Considering the somewhat unintuitive partial derivative 0,, ,, 4, in Lemma
3.6 was necessary to arrive at bijectivity and to be able to apply Theorem 4.2. The partial
derivative 0,G(0) is not bijective.

In addition to that, keeping in mind the nature of the problem discussed in Section 3,
the set Q, will only depend on the perturbations that do not induce a mere translation of
the problem. p depending on g; (instead of g) is a consequence of that setting.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We confirm the requirements for Theorem 4.2. For (I), we set

Xj = BT (S) x X5 = WT2T2(S) x K and
Zi=Xj41 xR"x X3 = Xj41 xR" x K

for j =0,1,2, ¥ = X», and D; accordingly. By Lemma 3.5, (3.2) and (3.3), (II) is satisfied.
Lemma 3.6 implies (III) and (IV).

Thus, Theorem 4.2 implies the existence of a neighbourhood 0 € V' C X5 as well as
neighbourhoods 0 € U; C WT%(S) x X5 = hIT%(S) x K, j = 2,3, such that there is a
function (p, g2): V — Us with G(p(g1),91 + g2(g1)) = 0 for all g; € V and (p, ¢2)(0) = 0.

Furthermore, (p,gs) is unique in Us and we have (p,g2) € C1(V,Us). Differentiating
G(p(g1),91 + g2(g1)) = 0 with respect to g; and evaluating it at g; = 0 in direction g, we
get

0= Dy, G (p1(91), p2(91), 91 + 92(91)) | 91]

= Dp1.p2.9:G(0) [9g, p1(0)[91], B, p2(0) 911, 99, 92(0) [1]] + g, G(0)[91]
9, £(0)[0g, p1(0)[91]]

Ji 7184, p2(0)[G1] dor a

- : +[o

Js 010, p2(0)[G1] do 0
04,92(0)[91]

This yields
aglpl(o)[?]l] = aplF(O)il[?]l],
99, p2(0)[Ga] = 0, and
0y 92(0)[31] = 0,

where the last equation results from 0, p2(0)[31] € X5~ = K, and we arrive at the stability
estimates in (1.9). O
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