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ABSTRACT. Derived from the concentration-compactness principle, the concept of generalized
minimizer can be used to define generalized solutions of variational problems which may have
components “infinitely” distant from each other. In this article and under mild assumptions
we establish existence and density estimates of generalized minimizers of perturbed isoperimet-
ric problems. Our hypotheses encapsulate a wide class of functionals including the classical,
anisotropic and fractional perimeter. The perturbation term may for instance take the form of
a potential, a translation invariant kernel or a nonlocal term involving the Wasserstein distance.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the first perturbed isoperimetric problems was formulated by George Gamow in the
1930s for investigating the stability of the atomic nucleus [12]. Given d > 2, m > 0 and « € (0, d)
a possible formulation of this variational problem is

inf {Per(E)—i—/ Ldyd_},
|E|=m Exp [T —ylime

where Per is the Caccioppoli perimeter and |E| is the Lebesgue measure of E. The goal of
this variational problem is to model an attractive, short-range force inducing surface tension
(the “perimeter” term) that competes with a repulsive term V' acting at a greater distance (the
“perturbation” term, which is often nonlocal). This competition plays a pivotal role in the
wide range of geometries the perturbed isoperimetric problem can describe (see for instance [16]
Figure 1]) and both the physics and mathematics communities have explored numerous variants
of this problem. In this article we study a generalized version of this problem:

(1.1) e(m) = inf {E(E) =P(E)+ V(E)},

|E|=m

where P is a non-explicit, nonnegative perimeter term and V a perturbation term.

Mathematically speaking, a primary concern in tackling this optimization problem is es-
tablishing the existence of solutions. The most challenging task often is to exhibit convergent
minimizing sequences. From a concentration-compactness principle standpoint [18], lack of com-
pactness in isoperimetric problems can occur when a minimizing sequence admits components
fleeing infinitely far apart. However, in such scenarios it may still be possible to show that some
relaxed versions of the problem admit minimizers. It is within this framework that we introduce
the generalized minimization problem:

(1.2) egen(m) = inf {Sgen((Ei),Zl) = ZS(Ei) : Z |Ei| = m}
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In the context of metric measure spaces and with V' = 0, research towards finding minimal
assumptions guaranteeing existence of solutions to (L2 was carried out in [22], where exis-
tence of generalized isoperimetric clusters was also shown. See also [I] for a characterization of
minimizing sequences for the isoperimetric problem on noncompact RC'D(K, N) spaces.

In addition to the matter of their existence, the question of the regularity of minimizers
constitutes a significant aspect of the study of isoperimetric problems. It is indeed well-known
in shape optimization theory that studying variational problems in the class of sets whose
boundary has some regularity allows for much easier computations and characterization of the
solutions. A first step towards establishing regularity properties of minimizers is often to prove
that, when they exist, they have density estimates. We say that a set E' admits interior (resp.
exterior) density estimates when there exists ¢, > 0 such that for any 0 < r <+’ and z € E
(resp. E°),

|E N By(z)| > cr? (vesp. |EN B, (x)] > crd).
It can also be useful to show density estimates for sets that are close (for a given topology)
to minimizers of a given isoperimetric problem. Indeed, it is then often possible to modify a
bit those sets to obtain actual minimizers of the considered problem. See for instance results
obtained in [8] in the context of Riemannian manifolds regarding the regularity of volume-
constrained local minimizers of anisotropic surface energies.

Our present goal is to exhibit in the case V' # 0 general assumptions under which:

— (LI) and (I2) coincide,
— (L2) admits solutions,
— solutions of (.2]) have density estimates.

1.1. Main results.

Let us denote by (ei)‘ii:1 the canonical basis of R% and specify that all the sets considered in
the article are assumed to be at least (Lebesgue) measurable. We start by proving in Section
that (1) and (L2]) coincide under the following set of assumptions (S1).

(H1) Energy of small balls: £(B,) — 0 as r — 0 and £(0) = 0.
(H2) Convergence at infinity: For any set E with |E| < co, E(E N Br) — £(F) as R — oc.

(H3) Vanishing range of action: If E, F' are bounded sets, then E(EU(F+Ley)) — E(E)+E(F)
as L — oo.

Proposition 1.1. Assume that £ satisfies (S1). Then (1)) = (L2]).

Let us comment a bit on (S1). We use[(HI)|to compensate for any potential mass deficit when
we modify a set F to construct a generalized minimizer (E?);. However, there are alternative
methods to ensure that the mass constraint is satisfied when solving (LIl) or (L2) (see e.g.
Remark [2.7]). states that bounded sets do not interact when infinitely far apart from each
other, so that they may be seen as components of a generalized minimizer.

We then show that (I.2]) admits minimizers. To prove this result we introduce the functionals
Ew— P(E,U) and E — V(E,U), which are defined relatively to a Lebesgue measurable set U.
By convention, we write P(E,R?) = P(E) and V(E,R?) = V(E). The set of assumptions (S2)
we require to establish that (L2]) has solutions is as follows (we use the letter F to denote P or
V' in hypotheses applying to both terms):

(H4) Relative isoperimetric inequality: There exists 7o > 0 and f; : R; — R increasing with
f1(0) = 0, m — f1(m)/m nonincreasing and lim,,_,o f1(m)/m = oo such that for r < r,
r € R% and E c R%:

min (£(1E 1 B (@), £1(1B, (@) \ E)) < P(E. B,()).

(H5) Periodicity: There exists 0 < ry < 2ro/v/d such that F(E +ry,U +r1e) = F(E,U) for
any 1 <k <dand E,U C R
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(H6) Perimeter set operations: Given E C R?, if U C U’ are open, then P(E,U) < P(E,U’),
and if (U;)L_, are open disjoint sets, then Z{Zl P(E,U;) < P(E,UL_,U3).

(H7) Bounded perimeter: If (E,), is such that sup, £(E,) < oo and sup,, |E,| < oo, then
sup,, P(E,) < 0.

(H8) Compactness: If (E,), satisfies sup,, P(E,,U) < oo, then up to extraction there exists
E c R? such that EnﬂU—>EinL110C as n — oo.

(H9) Lower semicontinuity: Given E C R% and a bounded open set U, if £, — E in LllOC as
n — oo with sup,, |E,| < oo, then F(E,U) < liminf, F(E,,U).

(H10) Beppo-Levi: If (U,)n>0 is a nondecreasing sequence of open sets exhausting R?, then for
any E C R we have F(E,U,) — F(E) as n — oo.

(H11) Weak superadditivity: For any m > 0 there exists 71,72 : Ry — R4 with n; continuous,
71 (0) = 0 and n2(r) — 0 as r — oo such that the following holds: for any E C
RY with |E| < m and any finite family of balls (B%)!_; of radius R > 0 such that
min;; dist(B’, B7) > 5R,

1

S V(E,BY) < V(E) +m (| E\ULB|) + ma(R).
i=1

Theorem 1.2. Assume that the relative functionals of P and V satisfy (S2) and that (L)) and
([C2) coincide. Then, (I2)) admits a solution.

These assumptions deserve some comments. In terms of the concentration-compactness prin-
ciple, the relative isoperimetric inequality allows us to exclude the “vanishing” case.
is a weakened form of the invariance by translation. is trivial when the perturbation term
is nonnegative. Let us point out that in [22] the authors establish existence of isoperimetric clus-
ters in homogeneous metric spaces and with V' = 0. In particular, their results imply existence
of isoperimetric sets in R%. A comparison between (S2) and their set of hypotheses reveals that
they are essentially identical. Indeed when V' = 0, hypotheses |(H7)| and |[(H11)| are superfluous
and (S2) is analogous to the hypotheses of [22], Section 2 & Theorem 3.3]. Points (i) and (ii) of
[22, Theorem 3.3] are obtained in our case through the partition of R? into cubes.

In the first part of Section Bl we show that p-minimizers of the perimeter (see [19], Section 21]
for the related concept of (A, rg)-minimizers of the perimeter) have interior and exterior density
estimates under the set of hypotheses (S3).

Definition 1.3. Let p : R, — R, be nondecreasing. We say that £ C R? is a p-minimizer of
the perimeter (or simply a p-minimizer) if there exists o > 0 such that for any r < ry, z € R?
and E' ¢ R? with EAE' C B,(z) we have

(1.3) P(E) < P(E') + p(r).
The function p is called the error function for E.

The set of assumptions (S3) is made of [(H4)| (relative isoperimetric inequality) and |(H6)| (set

operations) as well as three new hypotheses:

(H12) Local comparisons: For E C R%, x € R? and a.e. r > 0,
P(FE)= P(E,B,(z)) + P(E, B.(z)°).
Additionally, for some C' > 0:

P(E\ By(x)) <

< P(E, By(2)°) + CP(B,(x), E),
P(EU B, (2)) <

P
P(B,(z), E°) + P(E) — CP(E, B, (z)).
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(H13) Integral inequality: There exists fo : R; x Ry — R, and 7 such that for any F C RY,
reRYand 0 < r <ry

1 T
;/ P(Bs(z), E)ds < fao(r,|E N By(x)]).
0
(H14) Density scale factor: Let fi and fo be given by |(H4)| and [(H13)| respectively and define

fo(r,m) + p(r)
f3 rm) = 2d (
rm) fi(m)
Then, there exist r3,e1 > 0 such that

> for r,m > 0.

fa(ry,m) <1 for every r <rs and every ;—;rd <m <eprd
Theorem 1.4. Let E C R? be a p-minimizer of the perimeter for some error function p. If
(S3) holds, then there exists Cy,r4 > 0 such that for r < ry,

(1.4) |E N B, (x)| > Cor? for every x € EV
and
(1.5) 1B, () \ E| > Cor? for every x € E©,

where for t € [0,1], E® denotes the points of density t of E.

Let us provide some context on (S3) and Theorem [[L4l Density estimates for p-minimizers of
the perimeter are often an important tool in the study of isoperimetric problems. Indeed, it can
be used to show that said p-minimizers have bounded connected components. Additionally, it is
usually a crucial first step in the study of the spherical excess of minimizers (see [19 Section 22
& 26]), a central concept of the regularity theory for minimizers of isoperimetric problems. For
illustrations of this concept, one can refer to [15] for the anisotropic perimeter and to [3] for the
fractional perimeter. Additionally, when the density estimates are independent of the considered
p-minimizer, it may be possible to exhibit minimizers for the classical problem (LI) provided
additional assumptions on the perturbation term V' (such as finite or rapidly decreasing range
of action). See [23] for an illustration of this approach with P the classical perimeter and V' a
nonlocal kernel. Refer also to [5] for an example where P is the fractional perimeter and V' is the
integral of a periodic function and is not necessarily positive, or to [4] for the case of P = Per
and V is defined using the Wasserstein distance.

The methodology employed to establish this kind of theorems is now well understood. Since
the publication of De Giorgi’s seminal papers on the classical isoperimetric problem in the
1950s, various strategies been developed to address isoperimetric problems where the considered
perimeter is anisotropic or nonlocal, or with different perturbation terms. However, most of
these proofs revolve around the same idea: apply the relative isoperimetric inequality to F
(resp. E€) and integrate this inequality to obtain interior (resp. exterior) density estimates
(see [19, Remark 15.16]). Consequently, we have aimed at formulating streamlined hypotheses
to encompass this shared framework, and also to simplify the process of establishing density
estimates in future research on isoperimetric problems. In our framework, we need [(H12)| to
deduce local results from the p-minimality of a set F, which is a priori a global property. |(H13)|
is used together with the relative isoperimetric inequality to allow us to compare perimeters and
Lebesgue measures. Finally, ensures that the error function p of a p-minimizer F is a
perturbation of higher order of P(FE).

Remark 1.5. The conditions on p specified in are mild enough that p-minimizers of the
anisotropic perimeter Py (resp. of the fractional perimeter P;) have density estimates in the
following two cases:

— p(r) = Cri=1%% (vesp. p(r) = Cr?=5+®) with a € (0,1) and any C > 0,

— p(r) = Cr?=! (resp. p(r) = Cr?*) and C small enough.
Theorem [[4] is thus in accordance with [I5] Proposition 3.1] and [6, Theorem 5.7].
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In the second part of Section Bl we establish the connection between generalized minimiz-
ers and p-minimizers. We prove that generalized minimizers of ([2]) are p-minimizers of the
perimeter for some p in two different situations: a case where P admits volume-fixing variations
and a case where both P and V have a scaling property.

Definition 1.6. Let £ C R¢ be such that P(E) + V(E) < co. We say that E admits volume
fixing variations if there exist g1, g2 : R4 — R4 nondecreasing and 75,2 > 0 with the following
properties : if £/ C R? is such that EAE' C B, (z) for some x € R?, then

(1) for any e such that |g| < e, there exist ' C R? and ¢ € R? such that B, (z) and
B, (z¢) are disjoint and

FAE C Byy(ag), |F|~|El=¢, EF)<EE)+ge).

(2) If F, F' C R? are such that EAE' = FAF' C B,(x) for r < r5 and EAF = E'AF' C
B, (xg) with B, (x) and B, (z) disjoint, then

(1.6) P(F') = P(F) < P(E') = P(E) + ga(r).

We now introduce the following set of hypotheses, denoted (S4):

(H15) Scaling: If E minimizes (I1]), then there exists o, 5 € R and tp > 0 such that
(1.7) P(tE) <t*P(E) and V(tE) <t°V(E) for any t such that [t — 1| < .

Additionally there exists § € [0,1], v > 0 and C; > 0 (if § = 0 we require 0 < C; < 1)
such that for any E C RY,

(1.8) V(E) > —Cy|E]° P(E)*~°.

(H16) Volume-fizing variations: If E solves (1), then E admits volume-fixing variations.

(H17) Local perturbation control: There exists v : Ry — Ry nondecreasing and r¢ > 0 such
that for r < rg, if E, E' C R satisfy EAE' C B,(x) for some 2 € R?, then

|V(E) — V(E')‘ < wu(r).

Proposition 1.7. Assume that the relative functionals of P and V satisfy (S4) with either
[((H15) or|(H16). Then every component of a generalized minimizer of (L2)) is a p-minimizer of
the perimeter for an error function p. The error function p is defined by selecting the function
equivalent to r — Cr¢ with the smallest possible ¢ > 0 among

o = Cr? and v if[(HI15) holds (C depending on the constants appearing in[(HI15)),
e g1, go and v if|(H16) holds.

Allow us to comment on (S4). We rely on the classical idea that if for some i > 1, E* C R?
is the component of a generalized minimizer of (L.2]), then it is a minimizer of (L)) with the
constraint m = |E?|. We then need to use either [(H15)| or [[H16)| to relax the mass constraint in
order to be able to compare E* with a set E’ such that E'AE’ C B,(z) for some 2 € R? and
r small enough. The scaling hypothesis is a well-known method (see e.g [21, Proposition
4.6] or [4, Proposition 3.3]), but when V' is not necessarily positive, we lose the fact that the
boundedness of £ implies boundedness of P and V so that additional hypotheses are needed
to control the growth of V. The first point of Definition appearing in is inspired by
the classical “volume-fixing variations” lemma (or “Almgren’s lemma” (see [19, Lemma 17.21)).
Let us also point out that the second point of Definition is to account for perimeters with
nonlocal properties, as one may take go = 0 if P is the classical or anisotropic perimeter (see
the definitions below). Eventually using to deal with local perturbations of V', we obtain
that E verifies (I3]) for some error function p.
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1.2. Application to three perturbed isoperimetric problems. .

Let us present some examples from the literature of perimeter and perturbation terms sat-
isfying the sets of hypotheses (S1) to (S4), or only (S1) and (S2) in the case of the considered
Dirichlet energy. In Section [ we provide a proof of this statement for three different perturbed
isoperimetric problems. Additionally, we briefly comment on the other examples mentioned
below.

Regarding the perimeter, we consider its anisotropic and anisotropic nonlocal versions. For
E,U c R? we set

PAED) = [ dlwp(e) dH ),

(0*E)NU

Px(E,U) = / K(z — y)dzdy.
(ENU)x E°

The value P4(E) is well-defined if E is of finite Caccioppoli perimeter, and then 0*E denotes

the reduced boundary of E. The anisotropy ¢ is a nonnegative, one-homogeneous, convex and

coercive functional. In particular, there exists 0 < C(; < Cy such that for x € R,

Chla] < 6(x) < Cylal.

If ¢ = |- | we recover the classical perimeter. Regarding the nonlocal perimeter, we require that
there exist C,Cx > 0 and s € (0,1) such that for x € R,

O 2|7 < K (@) < O [ 7).
We additionally require that K € W21 (R%\ {0}) and that for = € R?,

loc
VK (z)] < ||~

Let us point out that if U # R?, the definition of the relative nonlocal perimeter differs from
the one found in the literature (see e.g. [5, Section 2]). When K = |- |~%~% we recover the
fractional perimeter and simply write Px = Ps.

The perturbation terms encompassed by our hypotheses can be split into several categories.
The first and perhaps most studied in the literature is the Riesz-type kernel: given E,U C RY,
we consider

Va(E,U) = / G(z — y) dzdy
(ENU)x(ENU)
where G : RY — R, is continuous on SY~! and such that there exists 3 € (0,d) such that for
any t > 0 and = € R?
G(tx) < t7°G(x).

We refer to [17, 16, 2] for seminal examples where P = Per and G(x) = |z|~? and to [10] for an
example where P = P, and G is explicit as well. See also [I1] for a study of the anisotropic case
and [21] for a recent development in the case P = Per and with general kernels.

Remark 1.8. Proceeding as in [2], one can obtain that generalized minimizers to P+ Vi exist
and have density estimates for P = Per, P, or Py and with G, nonnegative, symmetric with
respect to the origin, vanishing at infinity and such that

G(tr) <tG(z) forz e RY and t > 1.

This case is not encompassed in our setting, because with these assumptions, neither the scaling
hypothesis [(H15)| nor the volume-fixing hypothesis |(H16)| hold. However, the mass constraint

can still be dealt with using the fact that for the considered perimeters
P(ENBg) < P(E) forany E Cc R and R > 0.

This classical result is a consequence of the monotonicity of the perimeter regarding intersection
with convex sets, which holds for the classical, anisotropic and fractional perimeter, but not for
the generalized nonlocal perimeter Pg.
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A second family of perturbation terms appears in the prescribed curvature problem. We
consider

Vi(BU) =~ [ T@)ds,
ENU
and assume that 7" is L-periodic and Lipschitz continuous. Refer for instance to [14] for the case
P = Per and to [5] for the case P = Ps.

Remark 1.9. If one only wants to establish that (S1) and (S2) are verified for P + Vr, weaker
hypotheses on T can be considered. We use the Lipschitz continuity assumption to establish
that the volume-fixing hypothesis |[(H16)| holds (see Section 4.2).

Perturbation terms involving optimal transport are studied in [4]. Given p € [1,00) and
denoting by W,(E, F') the p-Wasserstein distance between E, F' C R?, one can set for U C R?

Vw(E,U) = inf W (ENU,F)P.
w(B,U) \leerrlw\zo o )

Eventually, we can consider a Dirichlet energy as in [7] and show that it satisfies (S1) and
(S2). Given E C R?, we define the Sobolev-like space

A~

HY}(E) = {ue HYRY :u=0 ae. on E°}

which is a Hilbert space as it is closed in H'(R9). For p € (d,o0) and h € LP(R?), the Dirichlet
(or torsion) energy of E is then

1 N
Vpir (F) = min {—/ |Vu|2 dx —/ uhdr :u € Hol(E)} .
u 2 Rd Rd

and given U C R?, we set Vi (E,U) = Vpi(ENU).

Remark 1.10. It is actually possible to show that minimizers of Py + Vpj, or of Pk + Vpi, admit
interior and exterior density estimates. However, because we focus on the set fI& (E) instead of
the Sobolev space H} (E) (we have to introduce HA(E) because if E is not open, there may exist
a set B’ such that |[EAE'| = 0 but H}(E') # H}(E)), we were not able to prove (S3) and (S4)
exactly as they stand. One can proceed as in [7, Theorem 1.1] and first prove that F admits
exterior density estimates, so that it can be correctly be identified with then open set E(), and
then establish interior density estimates for E().

1.3. Notation and organisation of the article.

All constants appearing in the article depend on the dimension d and on the functions
(fi)i»(g5)j,h,m, p,v and parameters r,e used in the hypotheses, where i = 1,2,3 and j = 1,2.
We denote them with the same letter C' when differentiating the constants from one another
is not relevant. We write C' = C(E, m) to specify an additional dependency on a set E or a
parameter m. In some statements we write A < B to indicate that there exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that if A < eB then the conclusion of the statement holds.

In Section 2, we prove that the infima of (I.I]) and (IL2]) coincide, and that (L2 admits solu-
tions. In Section[3] we first establish that p-minimizers of (L2]) have interior and exterior density
estimates. We then discuss two cases where generalized minimizers of (L2]) are p-minimizers
of the perimeter as well. In Section 4, we study three examples of perturbed isoperimetric
problems.

Acknowledgments. The author wishes to express his gratitude to his PhD advisors: M. Gold-
man for suggesting the problem and for several stimulating conversations and B. Merlet for his
many helpful comments and suggestions during the writing of this paper.
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2. EXISTENCE OF GENERALIZED MINIMIZERS

We start off by establishing Proposition [[LT] i.e. that (LI) and (L2) coincide.
Proof of Proposition [I1. '

Given a set E/ with |E| = m, we define the generalized set (E*); = (E, (), ..., 0) and have
Eeen((E);) = E(E). Hence egen(m) < e(m).

Conversely if we let € > 0, there exists (E?); admissible for (L2)) such that

Egen((E');) < egen(m) + ¢
Let us show that there exists a set E admissible for (II]) such that
E(E) < egen(m) + be.

By [(H1)| small balls have vanishing energy: there exists § = d(¢) such that if B, is a centered
ball of radius r > 0, then
(2.1) |B;| <20 = &(By)<e.

As (E%); is of finite energy and mass, there exists an integer I = I(e, ) large enough that

I
D EE) Y EE)+e<egen(m)+2 and > |E| <4

i=1 i>1 i>I+1

Combining this with the convergence at infinity [(H2)| of £, there exists R = R(e,d,I) large
enough that

I I I
(22) Y E(E'NBr) <> E(E')+e<egn(m)+3 and Y |E'NBp| <.
i=1 i=1 i=1
Let B, be the centered ball with volume
1
B[ =Y |E' N B+ Y |E| <20
=1 i>I+1
Given L > 0, we define the set
1
=1

By construction, for L large enough |Er| = m. Using recursively |[(H3)| on the vanishing range
of action of £ then yields for that for L large enough

1
E(EL) <Y E(E'NBg) +E(By) + & < egen(m) + be
i=1
where we used (2.J]) and (2.2)) in the last inequality. Thus
e(m) < €gen + 56,
and as € > 0 is arbitrary the proof is complete. O

Remark 2.1. The vanishing energy of small balls does not hold for perturbation terms
V' which are a-homogeneous with o < 0. However, this hypothesis can be replaced by the
assumption that P and V are homogeneous for some reals «, 8 and that V > 0. Proceeding as
in the proof of [4, Proposition 3.3|, one can then show that there exists A = A(m) > 0 such that

e(m) = i%f{E(E) +A(|E| _ m‘}
and

¢gen(m) = inf {sgen«E):i) +A] Y 1B - m1} .

(B
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We can subsequently reproduce the proof of Proposition [T without introducing a small ball to
compensate mass deficit.

Under the set of hypotheses (S2), we can prove Theorem [[2] i.e. that generalized minimizers
of (L2)) exist. Recall that given U C R? the localized versions of P and V are denoted by
P(-,U) and V(-,U).

Proof of Theorem [I.2.

We follow the direct method in the Calculus of Variations. First, we use a classical minimizing
sequence to build a generalized set, and then establish lower semi-continuity results to prove
that this generalized set is a generalized minimizer.

Step 1. Construction of a generalized set.

Let (E,), be a minimizing sequence for (II]). As assumed in the statement of Theorem [[.2]
(Ey)n is also a minimizing sequence for (L2)). Let 79,71 > 0 be as in assumptions [(H4)| and
(H5)| on the relative isoperimetric inequality and the periodicity of P and V. Notice that By,
contains the centered cube of side-length r1. We consider a partition (Q?,);, of R? into cubes
of side-length 1 and we set

ml = |E,NQ,| and M, =|E,N B,
where B! is the ball of radius 7o with the same center as Q!. Rearranging the sequence we
assume that for every n > 0, ¢ — M/ is nonincreasing.

Step 1.1 Let us now show that the series Y, M} is uniformly summable with respect to
n > 0. Notice that there exists C' = C(r1/rg) such that for every n > 0

ZXB% < (C, so that ZMTZL < Cm.
i>1 i>1
Thus as M} is nonincreasing in 4, for every I > 1 and i > I we have
(2.3) M < ML <Cm/I.

Let € > 0. Recall that the function f; involved in [(H4)|is such that there exists 6 = d(¢) such
that m < efi(m) for any m < 4. By ([2.3) there exists I = I(§) such that for any i > I we have
M <. Up to reducing 6 we assume without loss of generality that |M} | < |By,|/2. Then, by

we have
(2.4) > Mi<ed fi(ME)<e) P(E, Bl).

i>1 i>1 i>1
Given n > 0, we split the covering (Bt); of R% into N families B, ..., BY such that |BLNB,| = 0
if B, B}, € BE for some 1 < k < N and i # j. Notice that N = N(r1/rg) is uniformly bounded
in n € N. By |(H6)| we may write

Y PE.B)=> >, PE.B)

i>T k=1 BicBk i>T1

N N
(2.5) < ZP(E,L, U B;) <3 P(E,) < NP(E,).
k=1 Bi Bk k=1

By |(H7)| sup,, £(Ey) < oo implies that sup,, P(E,) < co. Thus plugging (2.5]) into (2.4]) yields
> M} <eNP(E,) <eC’
i>T

for some constant C’ > 0. This proves that the series ), M/ is uniformly summable with

respect to n > 0. As for any i > 1 and n > 0, we have m!, < M!, the series ) m! is uniformly

summable in n > 0 as well.
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'Step 1.2. By the previous substep, there exists a sequence (m;)i>1, such that up to extraction
m. — m' as n — oo for every ¢ > 1. Besides, m; > 0 for every ¢ and by uniform summability,

E m' =m.
)

We now build a generalized set of total mass m. Let 2!, be the center of Q. Up to further
extraction, we assume that for every i,j > 1, |z, — 27| — d;; € [0,00] as n — oo. Recall that

r1 is chosen so that [(H5)| holds, so that sup,, P(E, — z%) = sup,, P(E,) < oo. Thus by the
compactness assumption [(H8)| for every i >1, there exists E* such that FE, — 2} — E' in L]

loc*
We now define an equivalence class in the set {1,2,...} by setting
1~ if d@j < 0.

Notice that if i ~ j, then E? and E7 coincide up to a translation. We denote by C the set of all
equivalence classes. For every equivalence class ¢ € C let m, = ), m; so that

(2.6) Z me = Z m; = m.

ceC 1>1

Step 1.3. Let us fix ¢ € C and let us establish that |E?| = m,. for every i € c. Given £ > 1, by
definition, there exists Ry such that for all n > 0

U Q% C Bg, (xfm)
1<j<¢, jec
Thus

> owi= Y mnal-EN( U o)

1<j<t, jec 1<j<t, jec 1<j<t, jee

< |Ey N B, ()] = [(Bn — 27,) N Br,|.

As E, — 2!, — E'in Llloc, taking n — oo yields

> m! <|E'nBg,| < I|EY,
1<j<¢, jec
Letting ¢ — oo we finally obtain
(2.7) me < |EY.

Let us prove the converse inequality. For this, thanks to (2.6]) and (27) it is sufficient to
establish the inequality

(2.8) S| < m,
ceC

where for each ¢ we select one i, € ¢, for instance i, = min{j : j € ¢}. Let us fix N > 1 and
define Cy = {c € C : i, < N}, which is a finite subset of C. Given R > 0, by definition of the

equivalence relation for n large enough |Br(z) N BR(x,if')\ =0 for ¢, € Cy with ¢ # ¢. Hence

m = |E,| > Enﬂ U BR(mif) = Z |En, ﬂBR(mif)] = Z |(En _x;f) N Bgl.
ceCn ceCn ceCn
Passing to the limit in n — oo yields
m> Y |E"NBg|.
ceCn

Eventually, letting R — oo and then N — oo proves (Z2.8]).
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Consequently for ¢ € C and i € ¢ we have |E| = m,. Relabeling, we write {E‘ : ¢ € C} =
{E',E? E3,...} so that (El)zis admissible for (LZ). Given i > 1, we also denote %!, = w7,
where j > 1 is such that B/ = E°.

Step 2 : Lower semi-continuity of the energy.
We are left with the proof of

Egen((EY);) < liminf £(E,).
n—oo
Keeping the notation of the previous step, we let / > 1 and consider the family zL, -, 2l Note
that if we let R > 0, for n large enough min;; |}, — @7| > 5R.

We start with the perimeter term. Using the periodicity assumption |[(H5)| and then the set
operations property we have

I I I
> P(Ey — i Br) = > P(En, Br(ih) < P(En. | Br(@)) < P(E.).
=1 =1 =1

Recall that E, — &% — E' in L. as n — oo. Using the lower semicontinuity and Beppo-Levi
assumptions |(H9)&(H10)|in that order, letting n — oo and then R — oo we obtain

1
> P(E") < P(Ey).
=1

Thus sending I — oo yields
(2.9) > P(E') < liminf P(Ey).
n
i>1

Let us turn to the perturbation term. Using the functions 71,72 of the weak superadditivity
assumption [(H11)l we write

I I
> V(E, -, Br) =Y V(En Br(}))
i=1 i=1

I
<V(E,) +m ( E.\ | Br(3)
=1

+ 1 [ min &, — 7| — 2R ) .
i+

I
= |En| = (B, — #,) N Bgl.

i=1

Notice that

I
B\ | Ba(#)
=1

Recall that n2(r) — 0 as r — oo and that 7; is continuous. Letting n — oo in the previous
inequality and using yields

1 1 1

> V(E',Bg) < liminf Y V(E, — &}, Bg) < liminf V(E,) +m <m > IE'N BR|> .
i=1 i=1 i=1

Notice that by (2.6), letting R — oo and then I — oo we have

I
m — Y |E'N Bg| 0.
=1

Therefore, using that 7 (t) — 0 as ¢ — 0 and letting R — oo and then I — oo we obtain from

(HI10) that

> V(E') < liminf V(E,).
=1
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Combining this inequality with (Z9]) yields

Egen( Z P(E") + V(E")] < liminf [V (E,) + P(Ey)] = egen(m).
i=1
This proves that (E?); is a generalized minimizer of ([2). O

3. DENSITY ESTIMATES FOR PERTURBED ISOPERIMETRIC PROBLEMS

3.1. Density estimates for p-minimizers of the perimeter.
In this subsection, we establish Theorem [[4] i.e. that p-minimizers admit density estimates
under the set of hypotheses (S3).

Proof of Theorem [1.3)

Take F as in the statement of Theorem [[4], ¢1 > 0 provided by and for z € R%, r > 0,
set m(r) = |E N B.(z)|. We will show that there exists o > 0 (depending on the functions and
parameters r, ¢ appearing in the hypotheses) such that:

2
(3.1) if for some r < 7, m; then ?1(;2/)(2 < ey,
and
. m(r) m(r/2)
3.2 f f < > th > €eq.
(3.2) if for some 7 <7, —5= > €1, then /2y > e

Combining (31 and B2) and the definitions of E and E© then yields (T4) and (L5).

We start by proving [B.): assume that m(r) < e;r? for some » > 0 to be fixed later.
Translation invariance does not necessarily hold, but up to a change of coordinates we may
assume that = 0. Notice that ¢ — P(By, E) can not be strictly greater than its mean value
over [r/2,r] for any ¢ € [r/2,r|. Hence there exists ¢t € [r/2,r] such that

(3.3) "p(BLE)< | P(B. E)ds < / " P(B., E)ds < rfo(r,m(r)),
2 r/2 0

where the last inequality comes from |(H13)l Up to multiplying fo by a constant, we omit the
factor 1/2 in what follows. Now, applying Definition [[3 with F' = E \ B, yields

P(E) < P(E\ B.) + plt)

By applying to P(E \ B) and plugging it into the previous inequality we have
P(E,B;) < CP(B;, E) + p(t).
Then, using the monotonicity of U~ P(E,U) and the one of p,
P(E,B,j) < CP(By, E) + p(r).

Together with (3.3]), we obtain (again replacing C' fs by f2)
(34) P(E,B,3) < fa(r,m(r)),
where

Far) = fa(r,m(r)) + p(r).
Recall that m(r/2) < m(r) < e;r?. Without loss of generality, we may assume that e; <

wa/2%t which implies m(r/2) < |B,/2|/2, so that in particular m(r/2) < |B,/2\ E|. Combining
the relative isoperimetric inequality |(H4)|and (34]) yields

fl(m(r/z)) < P(E7 Br/2) < 72(“ m(r))
so that _
m(r/2) _ fa(r,m(r))

mir/2) < FarmO) 76 63 < TG

m(r),
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where we used the fact that m > f1(m)/m is nonincreasing in the last inequality. By hypothesis,
m(r) < e1r?, and recalling that f3 = 2%(fo + p)/f1 = 2%f,/f1 we obtain
m(r/2) m(r)

(3.5) (r/2)4 < f3(r,m(r)) . < fs(r,m(r))er.
By contradiction, assume that m(r/2) > e1(r/2)%. Then m(r) > m(r/2) > e(r/2)% Thus
by [(H14), we have f3(r,m(r)) < 1 and by @B3), m(r/2) < e1(r/2)¢, which is absurd. Hence
m(r/2) < ex(r/2)%, proving @I,

To establish (3.2), we define m¢(r) = |E°N B,| and assume that m¢(r) < ;¢ for some r > 0.

Again, applying the mean value theorem to r — P(B,, E¢) yields the existence of t € [r/2,r]
such that

P(By, E°) < fo(r,m(r)).
Next, comparing the p-minimizer F with F' = E U B, yields
P(E) < P(EUB,) + p(t).
Using to bound the local variations of the perimeter, we obtain
CP(E, By) < P(By, E°) + p(1).
The proof of ([B.2)) is then exactly as the one of ([B.I]) with E replaced by E°. O

3.2. Generalized minimizers as p-minimizers of the perimeter.
In this subsection, we prove Proposition [[7, which describes two cases where generalized
minimizers of (L.2)) are also p-minimizers of the perimeter for some function p.
Proof of Proposition [1.7
We first observe that given i > 1, if E is a component of a generalized minimizer of mass
|E?| = m;, then it is a minimizer of (L)) with the mass constraint m = m;. We now show that
E'is a p-minimizer of the perimeter and split the proof on whether hypothesis [[HI5)| or [[H16)
holds. To ease the notation, we write £ = E* and m = m;,.

Case 1 : Scaling.
We first assume that P and V' admit the scaling property given by [(H15)l Let us establish that
for some A > 1, FE is a minimizer of

(3.6) ig/f{EA(E’) =E(E' )+ A|lm —|E'||}.
By contradiction, let us assume that there exists A,, — oo and (E),)nen such that
(3.7) Enn(En) < E(E).
We first notice that we must have |E,| # m.
Step 1: Boundedness of P and V. Let us show that

(3.8) sup P(E,) <oo and supl|V(E,)| < 0.
By (L8)) from |(H15)} for every n € N we have
(3.9) V(E,) > —C1|E,|°P(E,)'°.

If 6 = 0, then C7 < 1 and by [B.7)
P(E,)(1—=C1) < P(E,) + V(E,) = E(Ey) <&, (En) <E(E) < E(Byum),
where By(,,) is the centred ball of volume m. Hence (3.8) holds.
If 6 € (0, 1], applying Young’s inequality to (89) yields that for every n € N
(3.10) V(E,) > —C1(6|En|+ (1 =) P(Ey)),

so that
(1=C1(1=9))P(E,) <E(Ey) + 6C1|Ey|.
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Thus for A,, > 6C4, by the triangle inequality

(1= C1(1 = 8))P(Ey) < E(By) + Aulm — | Eull + 6Cim < €, (En) +6Cim.
Therefore by [B.7) sup,, P(E,) < co. By (3.9), up to relabelling C; we have
(3.11) V(E,) > —Ci|E,|°.

Therefore to prove (B.8) it is sufficient to establish that sup,, |E,| < oo. By (8I0) and replacing
Cy by max(1,Cy)

[Bal (An = 0C1) < V(Ey) + C1(1 = ) P(Bn) + Anl Enl < Ciéx, (Ba) + CiAam,
so that dividing by A, yields
|E,|(1 = 6C1AY) < CiAYEN, (Ey) + Cim.
Hence sup,, |E,| < oo and (B.8)) holds.

Step 2: Showing that F minimizes £,. We are now ready to prove ([B.0). We set
t4 = m|E,|~" so that |t,E,| = m and write t,, = 14 ¢, where &, € (—1,400). Combining (3.7)
and (B.8) one has

Ml Bl =] < E(F) = P(By) — V(Ey) < E(Bum) — V(En),
so that
sup Ap||En| — m| < sup [E(Ben) — V (En)] = E(Bym)) — i%fV(En) < 00
n n
As A, — o0 as n — oo, the previous inequality implies that |E,| — m and &, — 0 as n — oc.
Now using the scaling part of (H15), by definition of E we have
En, (Bn) < E(E) < E(tnEp) < t°P(E,) +tPV(E,) = (1 +e,)*P(E,) + (1 +,)°V(E,).

Therefore, a Taylor expansion yields that for some C3 = Cs(«v, 8,d,v,m) >0
(3.12) Ap|m — |Ey|| < lenl|E€(En) < |en|C3E(Bigmy) = len|Cs.
Finally, notice that by definition of ¢,

|m - ’ENH =m[l — 1,7 = m|1 = (1 +,) | = me, + O(e},).
Injecting this last equation into ([B:I2]), we obtain

Apmlen| < |en|Cs

so that A, < (3, contradicting the fact that A,, — n as n — co. We thus have that £ minimizes
B.8) for A > 1.

Step 3 : Conclusion. We finally consider ' with E’AE C B,(z) for some x € R? and
r > 0. Let us consider A > 1 such that F minimizes (3.6]). We have

P(E) < P(E)) + [V(E') — V(E)] + A|E'| - m]| < P(E') + [V(E') - V(E)] + Awar.
Using the local control [(H17)|on V, for r < 1 we have
P(E) < P(E") + v(r) + Awgr®.

Therefore F is a quasi-minimizer of the perimeter. Its error function p is v or r — Awgr
whichever is equivalent to r — Cr¢ with the smallest possible ¢ > 0.

d

)

Case 2 : Local variation.
We now assume that [(T116)| holds. Given # € R? and 0 < r < r5/2, we consider E’ such that
E'AE C B,(z). We notice that ||[E'| — |E|| < wqrf so that for r5 small enough we may write
|E'| = |E| 4 € with |e| < e9. By Definition (1), there exist 29 € R? and F' C R? such that
|F| = |E'| — 2 = |E| — ¢ and EAF C B, (x¢) with | By, (2) N By, (x0)| = 0 and
(3.13) E(F) < E(E) + gi(war?).
We then define

F' = (F N By(x0)) U (E\ (Br(z) UBy(x0))) U (E'N By())
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and observe that |F'| = |E|, FAF' = FEAE' C B,(z) and EAF = E'AF’ C B.(x¢). By
Definition (2),

P(F') = P(F) < P(E') = P(E) + ga(r),
so that by minimality of E and the locality assumption of V' |(H17)]

E(E) — E(F) < E(F') — E(F) < P(E') — P(E) + ga(r) + vs(r).
Injecting this inequality into ([BI3]) yields
P(E) < P(E) + gi(war®) + g2(r) + vs(r),

so that F is a quasi-minimizer of the perimeter. Its error function p is g1, g2 or v, whichever is

equivalent to r — Cr¢ with the smallest possible ¢ > 0.
O

4. APPLICATION TO PERTURBED ISOPERIMETRIC PROBLEMS

In this section, we consider three perturbed isoperimetric problems and investigate whether
they satisfy the sets of hypotheses (S1) to (S4). We let the reader check that the hypotheses
not mentioned in the proofs are indeed verified.

4.1. An anisotropic liquid drop model.

Let ¢ and G be as in Section We consider for E ¢ R? and U open,

Py(E,U) =/

o(vp(x))dH (z) and Vg(E,U):/ G(z — y)dzdy.
(6 E)nU

(ENU)x(ENU)
Proposition 4.1. The perimeter term Py and perturbation term Vg satisfy (S1) to (54).

Proof. Regarding (52), the isoperimetric inequality |(H4)|and compactness property |(H8)|for P
are implied by the fact that C/, Per < Py < Cy Per. We can thus take fi(m) = Cymld=1/d - Ag
for the weak superadditivity [(H11)] of Vi, let us denote Vi (E) = Lg(FE, E) where Lg(E, F) =

Sy G(x — y)dzdy and given some z* € R? we set B; = Br(z"). We compute
I
(4.1) La(ENUB;, ENU;B;)) =Y La(ENB;, ENB;)+ Y _ La(ENB;, ENB;).
i=1 i#j
Thus

I
Va(E) > Vo(E,U;B;) =Y Va(E,Bi)+ > Lo(ENB;, EN B))
i=1 i#]
and we conclude that [(H11)| holds with 1 = n2 = 0.

We now prove (S4) and finish with (S3). The scaling hypothesis [(H15)|is verified by P, and
Ve by hypothesis on ¢ and G. Regarding first notice that by hypothesis on G

(4.2) G(z) <

< % for any z € R, where C = sup {G(x) RS Sdil}.

Now given E, E' C R? such that EAE’ C B,(x) for some 2 € R? and r > 0, we compute
Ve(E) = Va(E') = Lg(E, E) — La(E', E')
— Le(E\ E,E)+ La(ENE,E) — La(E'\ E, E') — La(E' N E, E')
<Lg(E\E,E)+ Lg(ENE E\E).
Thus by symmetry of the roles of F and E’, and defining EFA = EAE and E;, = EUF/,
dxdy

\Va(E) = Va(E')| < La(ENE',EAE') + La(EAE',EUE') < C 5
EaxEy [T =Y
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where the last inequality is a consequence of ([£2). By ([£2), there also exists R = R(G) > 0
such that G < 1 outside of Br. As 8 € (0,d), (£2) implies that G is integrable on Br. We
define for R > Othe set Sk = {(z,y) € R x R, |z — y| < R} and we have

dxd
/ 3: yﬁ < / G(z — y)dydz + / G(x — y)dydz
EaxE, 1T =Yl (EaxEL)NSk (EaxEu)NSS,

< / G(2)dz + |[EAE'||EUE'| = C(G,m)|EAE],
EAE' JBpg

so that [(HI7) holds with v(r) = Cr?. Thus by Proposition[L.7] generalized minimizers of Py+ Vg
are quasi-minimizers of the perimeter with error function p(r) = Cr<.

As for (S3), the fact that P, satisfies[(H12)|on local comparisons is classical and a consequence
of [19, Theorem 16.3]. Thanks to the fact that Py < CyPer, the integral inequality is
verified with fo(r,m) = Csm/r. Finally, regarding the density scale factor assumption
recall that

fl(m) = Clmd%l.

Therefore, up to replacing f3 by Cf3 we have

plom = B () T - () ()

fi(m) r rd
Taking for instance r3 = 27¢ and ¢; = 27¢, we obtain that if » < 73 and m is such that
£127¢4 <mr=? < ey, then f3(r,m) < 1. Therefore, [[H14)] holds. O

Remark 4.2. Another possible nonlocal kernel is of the form

Vie(E,U) = —Px(E,U) = — / K(z — y) dady,
ENUxEc¢

so that the corresponding isoperimetric problem P — Pg may be seen as the difference between
a (local or nonlocal) perimeter and a nonlocal perimeter. Notice that if K € L'(R%) we may
write

Ve(B0) = [ K(o—y)dady — |E 0 UK e
(ENU)xE

so that the analysis of this case is exactly as in the case V = V; studied above. However in the

recent works [9, [13], 20] the considered problem is

wg—1Per(:) = (1 —s)Ps(-) or (1 —1¢t)P(-) — (1 —s)Ps()

with 0 < s < t < 1, so that the assumption Vx € L'(R?) cannot be used. While various sets
of hypotheses on K are used in the aforementioned articles, proving that (S1) and (S2) hold is
similar to the case V' = Vz. To obtain density estimates however, the known approaches revolve
around showing that there exists 0 < sp < 1 such that for EAE’ C B,(z),

Vi (E) — Vk(E)| < C(K)|EAE'|'"*Per(EAE")®.

The dependency on the perimeter of FAE’ appearing in the bound on the local variations of
V then prevents one from establishing Thus (S4) does not hold even though assumption
is verified. This problem in turn prevents us from establishing so that (S3) does
not hold even though [(H12)|and [(H13)|of (S3) are verified. Usually, one has to first show density
estimates for the perimeter before establishing volume density estimates, which is outside the
framework of this paper.
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4.2. A prescribed nonlocal curvature problem.

Let K and T be as in Section and fix s € (0,1). In particular, recall that T" is L-periodic for
some L > 0 and Lipschitz continuous. Given E,U C R? we consider

Py (E) = / K(z —y)dzdy and Vp(E,U) = —/ T(x)dx.
(ENU)x Ee ENU

Proposition 4.3. The perimeter term P and perturbation term Vi satisfy (S1) to (S4).

Proof. Regarding (S2), recall that by hypothesis C} Ps < Px < CkP;s. It is thus enough to
prove that the relative isoperimetric inequality holds for Ps. We first observe that that for any
E CRY r>0and x € R writing by abuse of notation B, = B, ()

dzdy _ / Ixe(@) — x(y)?
B, xB, |z — y|dts

(4.3) 2P(E,B,) > 2/ S A

' (ENB.)x (B<nB,) |T — y|TT*
Then if |EN B,| < |B,|/2, we proceed exactly as in the proof of [9, Lemma 2.5]: by a Poincaré-
type inequality for fractional Sobolev spaces, we obtain that for any rg > 0, there exists C' =
C(ro,d, s) such that for any r < rg,

d—

P(E,B,) > C|ENB,| 7.

Conversely, if |[E°N B,| < |B,|/2, we can proceed as in the preceding case because the roles of E
and E¢ are symmetrical in (£3)). Eventually, we have that the relative isoperimetric inequality

(H4)| holds for
d—s
f1 (m) == C’lmT .
The compactness property [(H8)| also holds because of the embedding theorems for fractional
Sobolev spaces. The periodicity assumption [(H5)| holds for Vp because T' is L-periodic and

the constraint L = r; < 2rg/v/d is verified by setting g = v/dL/2. Let us prove [(H7) on the

boundedness of the perimeter by contraposition. We have Vr(E) > —||T|||E|, so that if there
exists (Fy ), with sup,, Pk (F,) = co and sup,, |E,| = C' < oo, then

E(En) = PK(En) + VT(En) 2 PK(En) - |’TH00’E7L’

Hence sup,, £(E,) = oo and |(H7)|is proved.

Regarding (S4), as Px and Vp have no scaling property, we have to establish that on
volume-fixing variations holds. Regarding Definition (1), we proceed as in [5, Lemma 3.1].
Given a minimizer E of (III), we have that |E| < oo and Px(E) < co. We consider E' C R?
such that EAE’ C B,(z) for r < r5 and 2 € R%. Let us show that there exists xq # = € R? such
that

(4.4) |E N By (z0)] >0, |E°NBy,(z9)] >0 and |By,(z)N By (x0) =0.

Up to reducing r5, we may assume that wgré < |E|/4. Thus there exists # € S~ such that
xg = x + 2rs0 € E. Additionally, |B,,(y) N By, (z)| = 0. Finally, there also exists 79 > 2r5 such
that for 29 = x + 16, we have zy € E and |B,, (o) N E¢| # 0. Thus (4.4]) holds.

Hence by the relative isoperimetric inequality we have

(4.5) Per(E, B(xo,r5)) = sup {/ divS(z)dz : S € CH(B(z0,75), RY), ||S]lee < 1} > 0.
E

Hence there exists S € C}(B(zo,75),R?) such that M = [, divS(z)dz > 0.
Let us now define for ¢ € (—1,1) the maps ®4(z) = =+ tS(x). By a changing of variables, we
compute

(4.6) Pg(®4(E)) = /EXEC K(®4(x) — @4(y)) (1 + tdivS(x) + tdivS(y) + o(t)) dzdy.
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By hypothesis on K we may write that for any z,y € R% and t € (—1,1)

1
K(®y(x) — ®y(y)) — Kz —y) = t /0 VE [ -y +ut(S(x) — S(u))] - (S(x) — S(y))du.

Combining the regularity of S with the fact that |[VK| < |- |~(@Fs+D) yields that for some
C=0C(5K)
dxdy
[ (®i(x) = Pi(y)) — K(x — y)|dedy < Ct| — 0 < C|t|Pk(E).
EXE° Bxpe [T =yl

where we used the fact that C7.| - |7(#+%) < K(-) in the last inequality. Reinjecting this into
([#58) we obtain

(4.7) (1 = Clt))Px(E) < Pr(®:(E)) < (1 + C|t]) Pr (E)

for some C' = C(S, K). We proceed similarly for the perturbative term, writing

Vi) = - |

T(w)de = — / T(e + S(@))(1 + tdivS(z) + o(t))da.
Dy (F) E

Using the Lipschitz continuity of 7" and (47]) we obtain that for some C' = C(S, K):
E(P4(E)) =E(FE) + Ct+ o(Jt]).
Finally, notice that

[(B)| = | (1+1divS(a) +o(t) dr = |B| + Mt +o(t)

Thus for |e| < 1 we can find t(¢) = /M + o([e]) such that F' = &y (FE) satisfies |F| = [E| + ¢,
EAF C By (x0) and
E(F) <E(E) + Clel,

so that Definition (1) holds for g1(le|) = Cle|.

Regarding Definition (2), let us consider E, E', F, F’ C R% and r5 > 0 such that EAE' =
FAF' C B,(z) for some r < r5 and EAF = E'AF’' C B,,(x0) with B,,(z) and B, (x¢) disjoint.
Recall that we want an estimate of the form

(4.8) APg = Pk (E) — Pg(E') = (Px(F) — Pg(F')) < ga(r),
for some nondecreasing function gs : Ry — R4. Up to a change of coordinates we assume that

x =0 and given A, B C R? we define

L(A,B) = K(z — y)dzdy.
AxB
We first decompose E over B, By; (7o) and H = By N By and obtain
L(E, E°) = L(E N By, E°) + L(E N By, (z0), E°) + L(EN H, E° O B,) + L(E N H, E° N BY).
We write the same formula for L(E’, E'®), and thus obtain for APg p = P (E) — Pk (F') that
APpp =L(EN By, Bry(xg) N E°) — L(E N By, Byy(z0) N F°)

+ L(E N B,,(x0), E°) — L(F N By, (x0), F°)

+L(ENH,E°NB;)— L(ENH,F°NB).
The corresponding expression for APp/ pr = Pi(E'") — P (F') is

APy pr = L(E' 0 By, E° 0 By, (20)) — L(E' O By, F*® N B, (o))
+ L(E' N By, (20), ') — L(F' N B, (20), F’)
+ L(E'NH,E°NBS) — L(E'NH, F'“N BY).
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Notice that ENH = E'NH, that E°NBS = E'“N B¢ and that F°NBS = F'°N BE. Hence the last
lines of APg r and APgs g will cancel each other out in the difference APy = APg r—APg pr.
Therefore

APg =L(EN By, E°N By (x0)) — L(EN By, F° N B, (0))
+ L(E' N B, F"* N By (x0)) — L(E' N B, E'° N By, (20))
+ L(E N By (70), E°N B,) — L(E N By (70), E'° N B,.)
+ L(F N By, (10), BN B,) — L(F N B, (10), E° N B,.).
Notice that the right-hand side of the previous equality is a sum of terms of the form Lx (A, B),
with either A C B,, and B C B, (z¢) or vice versa. In both cases, there exists C = C(K,r5) > 0

such that inf{|z — y| : (z,y) € A x B} > C. Also recalling that K(-) < Cx/|- |~ up to
relabelling Cx we have

dzd
(4.9) AB<C// g < CIBrBr (o) = O
TXBT5 IO

Therefore APy < Cr?, so that (@S] holds with go(r) = Cr.

Finally, on the local Lipschitz continuity of V' is verified with v(r) = ||T||ccwar?. Thus
by Proposition [[L7], there exists C' = C(g1, g2,v) such that for r < 1, generalized minimizers of
([C2) are p-minimizers for p(r) = Crd.

We conclude with (S3). Regarding the integral inequality [(HI3)} let E C R? and 2 € R%. Up
to a translation, we assume that x = 0. Now given z € B,,, we write

0 d—1
/ dysg/ dy SSC/ vd+ilv: CS.
O P S (1 B P Ll AT R (R B
Hence

d—1 E B
Pi(By, E) :/ dzdy gc/ c/ " H(ENB) 4
(EnB.)xBs 12— YI° ENB, S (u - ’Z\ (u—v)°

Hence by Fubini-Tonelli

dlEmB
/PK B,,E)d //H )dudv
u—v
Cl S

r C
/ HIYENB,)dv = SIENB,|,
0

r
and one can take fo(r,m) = Csr—*m. We finish by establishing on the density scale
factor. Recall that

f1 (m) = Clm%s
so that up to a multiplicative constant

s—d

f3(r,m) = —fz(r’;?()n; o) _ (T)Z +r(:Z) ..

We then conclude as in the proof of Proposition [£1]: for some 73,1 > 0,

fa(rym) <1 forevery r <rs and 2—d <7 <

O

Remark 4.4. Notice that excepted on the density scale factor and on the scaling
of P and V, all the hypotheses in (S1) to (S4) can be checked separately in P and V. Also
notice that in Propositions A1l on Py + Vp and A3l on Px + Vg we respectively checked that
P, and Pk satisfied (S1) to (S4). Thus if one wants to check that (S1) to (S4) are satisfied for
Px + Vg or Py + Vrp, only and either [(H15)| or [(HH16)| have to be checked.
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For to hold with Px + Vi, one has to add a scaling hypothesis on K (which is verified
if Pk is the fractional perimeter Ps). If one instead wants to show that holds, hypotheses
on G must be added: as for Pk, assuming that G € Wli’Cl(Rd \ {0}) and that G and VG are
controled by sufficently integrable functions allows to conclude. Establishing that holds
is identical to the case Py + V. Indeed, having fi(m) = Cm@=3)/d or f1(m) = Cm(TD/4 does
not change the proof of because the perturbation introduced by Vg is of the form Cm¢
and d > max(d — 1,d — s).

We finish with Py + V7. On the one hand, to show that holds we have to add the
hypothesis that ¢ € C1(S%71). Indeed, it implies that Ps; admits a first variation (see [19]
Exercise 20.7]) so that the first point of (6] holds. The second point of (@) holds with
g2 = 0 because of the locality of P,. On the other hand, for to hold one has to add a
scaling hypothesis on T'. Lastly, one can show that holds by proceeding as in the previous
paragraph on Pg + V.

Remark 4.5. We also mentioned in the introduction that for p > 1 and E,U C R? the
Wasserstein functional

Vw(E,U)= _inf  W,(ENU,F)
|[FNENU|=0

could be considered as a perturbative term. Let us briefly explain why Py + V) satisfy (S1) to

(S4). The hypotheses of (S1) and (S2) are verified for 13y as a consequence of [4, Proposition

2.2]. Additionally, iy (tE) = t°Vhy(E) with 8 = p + d, so that [[H15)|is verified. Lastly by [4,

Lemma 2.4] for E, E' ¢ R%:

(4.10) Vin(E) = Viw(E')| < C(|E|2 + |E|2)| EAE|,

so that [(H17)| holds with v(r) = Cr?. We establish that [(F14)| holds as in the previous remark.
Lastly, if one wants to study Px + Vjy in the case where K admits no scaling, one will need

to show that Vjy admits volume-fixing variations. This last fact remains an open question for

now, although we believe it may hold without additionnal assumption on W.

4.3. A model of a nonlocal perimeter interacting with Dirichlet eigenvalues.

In this example, the perimeter is Py and the perturbation term is Vpy,, i.e. for E,U C R4
1 A
Voir(E,U) = Vpir(ENU) = min {—/ \Vul|? dz — / uhdz :u e HY(EN U)} ,
u |2 Jpa Rd

where h € LP(R?) for some p > d. Before proving that Vp;, satisfies (S1) and (S2), let us recall
some of its properties. Given E with |E| < 0o, Vpjy () admits an unique minimizer wg, which
is bounded (see [7, Section 2]):

(4.11) lwgllLe < C ()|l Lo | EIY 41/

It also satisfies

(4.12) Vwg - Vedr = / he dz
Rd Rd

for any ¢ € H}(E), so that

1 1
(4.13) VDir(E) = ——/ hwE dr = ——/ hwE dx.
2 R4 2 E

Proposition 4.6. The perimeter term Py and perturbation term Vps satisfy (S1) and (S2).
Proof. Regarding (S1), by combining (4.I3]) and the Hélder inequality, for » > 0 we have

Vou(B)| < [ s, < Bl o, o

where p' = p/(p — 1). Thus by (£I1)
Voir(By)| < C||h||2,|B,| /P +2/4=1/p,
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so that Vi (B,) — 0 as r — 0, proving [[H1)} Next, notice that if A, B C R? have finite volume
and are such that dist(A, B) > 0, then Vp;,(AU B) = Vpir(A4) + Vpir(B). Thus|(H3)| holds.

We now move to (S2). Regarding [[H7)] given E C R? we proceed as for [[(H1)| and we notice
that

Voir(E) = =C|hl|Z, | B|M/P2/41 e,

Therefore, given (E,,), with sup,, |E,| < oo, sup Py(E,) = oo implies sup,, £(E,) = oo, proving
by contraposition. Assumption: follows from [7, Remark 2.3]. We conclude by proving
the weak superaddivity assumption Given m > 0, we fix E with |[E] < m and [ > 1
disjoints ballsBg(z), ..., Br(z!) such that min,,; dist(B?, BY) > 5R. We first notice that

I I
(4.14) > Vou(ENBg(x') =V(ENB), where B=|JBg(a').
i=1 =1

Let us denote B = BR/Q(xi) for 1 < i < I. There exists a mollifier 1) € C2°(R%, [0, 1]) satisfying
1 1 C
=1 on B=|JB ¢=0 Bg(z;) and ||V~ < —.
v=1on B=UJB v =0 on (\Bia) and [0l <

Noticing that wg € Hj(ENB), we can use it as a candidate for the minimization in Vo (ENB).
We obtain

1 1
Voir(E N B) — Vpie(E) < 2 /Rd |V(¢wE)|2dx + 5 /Rd hwg(1 — 2¢)dx.

Notice that |V(ywg)? = Vwg - V(Q?wg) + wg|Vy|?. Applying (I12) with ¢ = ?wg yields

1 1 1
Voir(ENB) — Vo (E) < = / wh| Ve Pde + = / wghip?ds + = / wrh(1 — 24)dx
2 R4 2 R4 2 R4
1 1
= / w%| V| dr + —/ wrh(1 — ¢)*dx
2 R4 2 R4

C 1
< o + Zzl /Bi)c lwgh|dx.

By the Holder inequality we estimate that for every 1 <1i¢ < I,

1/p
/,hwm$</ ,rw#> Al < plZoe B Tl
(Bz)c Eﬁ(B’L)C
Recall that for 1 <i < I, B' = BR/g(xi). Thus if we denote

I
C
ne(R) = e Y NPl ey
i=1

we have that 172(R) — 0 as R — oo. Thus|(H11)| holds, as

1
> Voul(ENBY) = Vou(EN B) < Vou(E) + n2(R).
i=1
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