FREE BOUNDARY REGULARITY FOR A SPECTRAL OPTIMAL PARTITION

PROBLEM WITH VOLUME AND INCLUSION CONSTRAINTS

DARIO MAZZOLENI, MAKSON S. SANTOS AND HUGO TAVARES

ABSTRACT. This paper is devoted to a complete characterization of the free boundary of a particular
solution to the following spectral k-partition problem with measure and inclusion constraints:

. k w; C Q are nonempty open sets for all i =1,...,k,
inf E Al(wi) : . . k s
= wiNwj =0foralli# jand > 7, |wi| =a

where Q is a bounded domain of RY | a € (0,|Q|). In particular, we prove free boundary conditions, clas-
sify contact points, characterize the regular and singular part of the free boundary (including branching
points), and describe the interaction of the partition with the fixed boundary 9%2.

The proof is based on a perturbed version of the problem, combined with monotonicity formulas,
blowup analysis and classification of blowups, suitable deformations of optimal sets and eigenfunctions,
as well as the improvement of flatness of [Russ-Trey-Velichkov, CVPDE 58, 2019] for the one-phase
points, and of [De Philippis-Spolaor-Velichkov, Invent. Math. 225, 2021] at two-phase points.

Keywords: Free boundary regularity, spectral partition problems, measure and inclusion constraints,
monotonicity formulas, optimality conditions, classification of contact points.
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This paper is devoted to a complete characterization of a solution to a spectral partition problem
settled in a box and with measure constraints. More precisely, given k € N, a bounded Lipschitz domain
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Q c RY and a € (0,]9|), we study the problem:

k .
. w; C ) are nonempty open sets for all i =1,... k,
A (@) = inf ¢ Y " A (wi) - - o . B . (1.1)
P w;Nwj =0foralli#jand >, |wi| =a

In [6], it is shown that an optimizer always exists and that, moreover, if (1, ...,Qy) is any optimizer
and we take, for each i = 1,...,k, u; € H}(;) to be an associated first eigenfunction for the set
Q;, then w; is locally Lipschitz continuous in 2. The aim of the present paper is to pursue a deeper
study of the problem: we will provide a complete description of the free boundary U¥_;9Q; (regularity,
characterization and properties of contact points between different elements of the partition, interaction
with the fixed boundary 992,...) for a specific solution of (1.1).

In order to state our results, we introduce some notation. Let (£1,...,€) be a partition of Q, i.e.,
Q1,...,Q C Q are open sets, and Q; N Q; = 0 for every i # j. For each i = 1,...,k, we define the
following mutually disjoint sets:

e T'op(09;) denotes the set of interior one-phase points, namely
Lop(084) = (0S4 MY \ U200
e I'p(09);) denotes the sets of one-phase points on the boundary of 92, namely
I'p(08%) = (02 NON) \ U;£;08;;
o I'1p(09;) denotes the sets of interior two-phase points:
Lrp(0Q;) = {J: € (09; N0, N Q) \ Ug;,:0, for some j # i }
Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let Q C RY be a bounded Lipschitz domain. There exists an optimal partition (Q, ..., Q)
of (1.1) with the following properties. For each i = 1,...,k, the boundary 0S; of each set Q; can be
decomposed as the following disjoint union

00; =Top(0Q;) UTTp(0Q;) UT (09;),
Moreover:
(1) 9N QY can be decomposed as a disjoint union of a regqular and a (possibly empty) singular part,
09; N Q = Reg (09; N Q) U Sing (0Q; N Q) ,
where:

(a) the regular part Reg (0Q; N Q) is a relatively open subset of 3 N and it is of class C1
for all « € (0,1/2]. Moreover, the two-phase free boundary is regular, that is,

Lrp(€2;) C Reg (982 N Q);

(b) the singular set Sing (02; N Q) is a closed subset of 9Q; NQ of Hausdorff dimension at most
N — 5. Precisely, there is a critical dimension N* € {5,6,7} such that
- if N < N*, then Sing (092; N Q) = 0;
- if N = N*, then Sing (992; N Q)is locally finite in §2;
- if N > N*, then Sing (092; N Q)is a closed (N — N*)-rectifiable subset of 9Q; N with
locally finite HN—N" measure.
(2) If, in addition, Q is of class C11, then the full 9Q; can be decomposed as the disjoint union of a
regqular part Reg (0€;) and a singular part Sing (0%2;), where:
(a) Reg (0SY;) is an open subset of O and locally the graph of a CY/? function; moreover,
Reg (0€2;) contains both Reg (092; N Q) and 0 N O8Y;
(b) Sing (09;) = Sing (092; N Q).

Remark 1.2. We highlight that, in Theorem 1.1, the assumption that Q has Lipschitz boundary is needed
only to show that there are no two-phase points at the fixed boundary 0 (see Section 3.2 below). For
the inner reqularity results (namely, of 0Q,, N ) it is enough to consider a bounded domain .

Observe that, for the one-phase problem k& = 1, a complete characterization of solutions has been
obtained in a collection of works [9, 10, 11, 42], and we will comment this below in this introduction.
Before we explain the strategy of the proof of Theorem 1.1, we provide the state of the art of this

topic, pointing out what are the similarities and differences with related open partition problems in the
literature.



1.1. State of the art and related problems. The study of shape optimization for spectral functionals
has been a very active topic in the last few years, see [32] for a general overview. The interest is motivated
both by the several applications in physics and engineering, where these quantities naturally arise, and
by the mathematical beauty and difficulty of the problems in this field. We will focus the discussion
here on spectral functionals with eigenvalues of the Dirichlet Laplacian (and, above all, the first Dirichlet
eigenvalue) but other boundary conditions or other operators could also be considered. Concerning
optimal partitions for the (sum of the) first eigenvalues of the Dirichlet Laplacian, in the last 20 years
there has been a flourishing of works, mostly for two main classes of problems, and nowadays several
properties of optimizers are well-understood. The first class of spectral optimal partitions for the principal
Dirichlet eigenvalue that has been studied starting from [18] and [20, 21] is the following:

inf iA (@) : w; C € are nonempty open sets for all i =1,... k, (1.2)
— 1) w; Nw; = 0 for alli # j ’ ’

which corresponds to a = || in (1.1), that is, it coincides with the level Aq x(|©2]) (since, by minimality,
the solution to (1.2) exhausts the whole domain €2). In this setting, it is known [18, 20, 47] that optimal
partitions exists, and that the interior free boundary, i.e. U;0w; N €, is regular, up to a singular set of
lower dimension. A deeper analysis of the singular set has been carried out much more recently in [2],
where the author proves both that the (N — 2)-Hausdorff dimension of the singular set is finite, as well
as a stratification result. Let us notice that, in this case, also the problem for higher eigenvalues has
been studied in [41]. We also point out to the reader the very recent work [40], where the boundary
regularity (namely, at the intersection with the boundary box 2) is considered for the sum of first
Dirichlet eigenvalues. Let us stress that the shape and properties of the optimal sets in this case are
rather different from the ones of our problem (1.1): in our case, as stated in Theorem 1.1, the free
boundary U¥_, 9Q; can not contain triple or higher multiplicity points, and it intersects the boundary of
Q) at one-phase points tangentially. This is in sharp contrast with spectral partition problems without
measure constraints (1.2), where triple points may appear and the sets of the optimal partition reach
the boundary of the box orthogonally.

Another optimal partition problem which has been considered in the literature [7, 12, 24, 45] and
whose behavior is more similar to that of our problem (1.1) is:

k k
i , | . w; CQ are nonempty open sets for all i = 1,...,k,
1nf{;/\1(wz)+mzl|wl| : oo, for alli £ ’ (1.3)

for m > 0. The properties of the solutions of (1.1) and of (1.3) are the same, see [24, Corollary 1.3].
The main results of existence and regularity of the solutions for this problem have been proved first by
Bucur and Velichkov [12], and then improved in the works [7, 45], while the complete regularity picture
has been proved in [24].

In this setting, it is also interesting to study the one-phase case, namely k = 1. Extensive work has
been conducted in this topic, starting from the existence result by Buttazzo and Dal Maso [13] in the
framework of capacitary measures and quasi-open sets. In this case, the regularity of the optimal sets
comes directly from the associated one-phase free boundary problems [3], see also [9, 10]. Several works
concerning the regularity of optimal shapes have been done, on the other hand, in the case of higher
eigenvalues [11, 35, 38] in RY (where it is easy to prove, by scaling, the equivalence with a constraint
problem), and [39] for the second eigenvalue in a bounded €.

We highlight that problems (1.1) and (1.3) are not equivalent. Instead, it has been shown in [6] that
(1.1) is equivalent to

Jr
inf Ek:)\ (wi) + Zk: |lwil —a . @i C ) are nonempty open sefs for all i =1,....F, (1.4)
2 1(wi) + 1 21 - wi Nw; = 0 for alli # j ’

for sufficiently large p > 0. Even though this problem may look similar to (1.4), the term with the positive
part lacks good Lipschitz-type estimates from below, which creates several difficulties in terms of the
study of free boundaries (for example, in the proofs of nondegeneracy properties or of finite perimeter).
In conclusion, the technical issues due to the measure constraint do not allow to apply directly the
known results for (1.3), but rather require the development of several new ideas and tools. This is not
surprising, as also in the case of the one-phase problem, namely k = 1, the study of the problem with the
measure constraint requires substantial additional work [10, 42]. The arguments therein use strongly the
deduction of a Euler-Lagrange equation, and in particular a local minimality property for A;(-) + Ay |
3



for inner and outer perturbations respectively. However, this is also a property which seems specific of
one-phase problems, and in order to deal with multiple phases we have to follows a different direction,
see Subsection 1.2.

Although we have seen that the features of problems (1.2) and (1.3) are rather different, the main
techniques to study the regularity of the sets of an optimal partition are based on the tools developed
in the framework of free boundary problems. These tools and ideas will be crucial also in our paper as
well, as it can be guessed already from the statement of our main result. Therefore, we try to summarize
(without any claim of completeness) also the most important results on the regularity theory for free
boundary problems.

One-phase free boundary problems. The first and seminal paper on the regularity theory for one-
phase free boundary problems was developed by Alt and Caffarelli [3], for functionals of type

J(u) = /Q (IVu® + Q@)xjusoy) dz,  w =g on AL, (1.5)

where Q is a Holder continuous given function and ug € H'/? (02, RT). They prove existence of minimiz-
ers, nondegeneracy, Lipschitz continuity of optimizers, finite perimeter of the free boundary, and that the
reduced boundary is C1'* (while the remaining singular set has 1 ~! measure zero). Several important
tools have been developed to show those properties, such as harmonic extensions to build suitable com-
petitors, and blowup analysis. Higher regularity results for the reduced boundary, namely the passage
from C1* to analytic (if @ is regular enough), employ the renowned techniques of Kinderlehrer-Nirenberg
[34].

Concerning the singular set, in [3] it is shown that it is empty in dimension 2. Then a stratification
result was first done by Weiss [52], introducing a monotonicity formula: namely, calling N* the lowest
dimension for which the Alt-Caffarelli functional (1.5) admits a one-homogeneous singular local minimizer
in the whole space © = R¥_ he proved that the singular set has at most dimension N — N* and N* > 3.
Then several works [17, 33, 27, 29] improved the result by showing that N* € {5,6, 7}, that the singular
set has HV~N"_finite measure, and it is (N — N*)-rectifiable.

Two-phase free boundary problems. The first paper on two-phase free boundary problems in this
setting is the celebrated work by Alt, Caffarelli, and Friedman [4], concerning the functional

Jip(u) = /Q(|VU|2 + AL X (us0) + A2 X fu<o} + A5 X {u0y) dz, u = v on 99, (1.6)

where v € H'/2(99) and A+ > \g > 0 (actually, they considered the simplified version where A, # A_
and A; = Ao or A_ = )¢ so that the zero region has zero measure). In this work, the fundamental ACF-
monotonicity formula was first introduced. Then, several regularity results in the two-phase setting have
been deduced, see for instance [14, 15, 26] and references (we refer the reader to the introduction of
[24] for a complete list and description). Summarizing, it was proved that the optimal sets (namely
{u > 0} and {u < 0}) are regular up to a singular one-phase set, which is small, but there could also be
branching points which were not completely understood until recently. Finally (following by the work [46]
in the particular dimension 2) the work by De Philippis, Spolaor and Velichkov [24] led to a substantial
advancement in the understanding of the problem; the authors were able also to classify the branching
points (the key technical issue being a suitable improvement of flatness at those points). Let us stress
that branching points do not appear in the ACF case when Ay # A_ and Ay = Ay or A_ = )y, but
actually are a key feature of the problem as soon as the zero phase exists. This difference is analogous to
the difference between problem (1.2) (where the partition fully occupies the box) and (1.3) (where the
partition does not fully cover the box and thus there is a zero phase).

1.2. Strategy of the proof. The proof of the main Theorem 1.1 is rather involved and requires several
technical steps. Therefore, for the reader’s sake, we summarize here the main ideas. We start with the
information that

min ¢ M (w) 1w C Q\U;»%05, |w| =a— Z lw;l ¢,
J#i
and so, at one-phase points, one can use the existing results in the literature. This is not however the
case at two-phase points, whose study is the core of this work.

Having this in mind, first of all, in Section 2, we introduce a penalized version of problem (1.1) in
order to get rid of the measure constraint in (1.1), inspired by what is done in [1] in the one-phase
setting. We use a penalization with good upper and lower Lipschitz-type estimates (see Lemma 2.1 for
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a precise statement), which also allows to avoid the positive part as in (1.4). This penalized problem
can be naturally formulated in a free boundary environment, as it is equivalent to consider a partition
or the vector of first eigenfunctions (suitably normalized) associated to each set of the partition. It is
through this penalization that we are able to treat two-phase points; on the other hand, this penalization
is not C'', which creates many difficulties and requires several new ideas. For this new problem without
measure constraint, in this chapter we prove some of the basic results concerning existence of a solution
(which in this case is at the same time both a partition and a vector of H* functions), the nondegeneracy
and Lipschitz continuity of the optimal eigenfunctions and suitable density estimates. The techniques
used here are essentially the nowadays standard strategies for proving these basic regularity results in
free boundary problems, and we adapt them to our situation.

Then, in Section 3, using a three phase monotonicity formula, the nondegeneracy property and ideas
from [12], we prove that optimal partitions in our setting do not admit neither triple nor higher multiplic-
ity points (in the interior of the box), neither two-phase nor higher multiplicity points at the boundary
of the box €.

Section 4 is aimed at proving the equivalence between the original problem and the penalized one (for
a suitable choice of the parameter in the penalization), in the sense that there exists an optimal partition
that is optimal for both problems. To do this, we first need to show the existence of a one-phase point
in the reduced boundary of at least one set of the an optimal partition, which allows us to use shape
variations to deduce an optimality condition, which is the key to show the desired equivalence as it was
done in [1].

Then, in Section 5, we start a detailed study of two-phase points, precisely classifying all blowups
centered there. To do this, we need to use ACF-type monotonicity formulas and techniques inspired
from the works of Conti, Terracini and Verzini [21, 20]. We stress that, since the penalization is not C,
then blowup limits are not local minimizers of some functional, and this fact is the main difficulty of this
part (and a key difference between our penalized problem and (1.3)).

Thanks to the analysis of blowups at two-phase points, we can use, in Section 6, the notion of viscosity
solutions to interpret the optimality condition at all points of the free boundary of an optimal partition
and then employ the improvement of flatness of [42] for the one-phase points and the one of [24] at
two-phase points (including the branching points) to conclude the proof of our main result. We stress
that we are not able to use from the beginning the approach of the viscosity solution on the penalized
problem, once again because the penalization is not C* (and it does not seem possible to find a regular
penalization with the good properties that we need).

Finally, in the appendix, we include some useful results and remarks, some basic facts about Geometric
Measure Theory and quasi-open sets.

Remark 1.3. Letay,...,ar > 0 be such that )y, a; < |Q]. We point out that the conclusions of Theorem
1.1 are also true for the optimal partition problem

Ay s (a) = inf zk:)\ (wi) w; C ) are nonempty open sets for alli =1,... k, ()
LR = P L) - w; Nwj =0 for alli # j and |w;| = a; for alli ’ ’

Indeed, the only thing to adapt is the penalized functional, see Remark 2.2 below.

Notation. We denote the ball centered at xy € RY and radius r > 0 by B,(x¢); whenever xy = 0, we
simply write B,.. Given a measurable function v : Q@ — R, we denote its nodal set by Q,, := {v # 0}. For
measurable sets A,, A C Q, we say that A4, — A in LY(Q) if xa, — xa in L*(Q), where x denotes the
characteristic function. The notation for LP(€2) norms is || - ||, for p € [1, o], while ||UH§1’6(Q) = [ |Vul?

is the standard H}-norm, where |-| denotes, as usual, the Euclidean norm. The N-dimensional Lebesgue
measure of a measurable set £ C RY is denoted by |E|. The average of a function f over a set E is given
by f, f = ﬁ J5 f- The positive and negative parts of f are denoted, respectively, by fy = max{f,0},
f— = max{—f,0}. We denote by 0, the relative boundary of a set.

2. A PENALIZED PROBLEM. EXISTENCE, NONDEGENERACY, LIPSCHITZ CONTINUITY, FINITE
PERIMETER, DENSITY ESTIMATES.

In this section, inspired by [1], we introduce a penalized function to treat the regularity of the free
boundary for the solutions of (1.1). We proceed by establishing various properties pertinent to the
solutions of this functional. We start with the following piecewise linear auxiliary function: for n € (0, 1],
define



fuls) = {’17(3_(1) o =a (2.1)

n(s—a) ifs<a.

Lemma 2.1. The function f, satisfies the following properties.

(1) fn(s) > —na for every s >0,

(2) n(s2 —s1) < fn(s2) — fn(s1) < %(52 — 51) whenever 0 < s1 < so.

The proof of this lemma is straightforward, and we omit it. Now, we work with the penalized functional

k /\Vui|2 k
Jn(ul,...,uk) = Zﬂi +f77 (Z'Quz
i=1

i—1 / u?
Q

H:= {(ul,...,uk) € H (G R*) : wy; # 0 for every i, u; - u; =0 for i ;éj} (2.2)

We now focus our attention on the infimum:

), (’U,l...,uk)EF,

where

¢y = inf J,,. (2.3)
H
For future reference, observe that, by Lemma 2.1-(1),
k 2
Vui —
ZMSJW(Ul,...,uk)-FCL, for every (u1,...,ux) € H, n € (0,1]. (2.4)

i=1 o Wi

Remark 2.2. In order to deal with the related problem (1.7), the only necessary change is to consider

the functions
s — a. if s> as
fni(s) == {n(s @) ifs=a

n(s—a;) ifs<a.
and then the penalized functional

k V|2 & B
Tn(ur,.yug) = e 3 f i (10,]), (..., u) € H,
i=1 /%2 i=1
Q

2.1. Uniform bounds, variational inequalities and regularity of minimizers.

Lemma 2.3. There exists C = C(N,k,a,Q) > 0 such that
Ap(Q)—a<e, <C  foreveryn € (0,1],
where we recall that A1 ,(|Q]) coincides with the level (1.2).

Proof. Take x1,...,x, and r > 0 sufficiently small such that:
k k
By (2:) N By(a;) =0 forall i#j, | JBu(2:)CQ, and > [By(x;)| = kr"|Bi| <a.
i=1 i=1
Let v; be a first eigenfunction associated with the set B.(z;), extended by 0 in 2\ B,(x;). Then

k k k
ey < Tor o) = 3 M(By(2) +1 (Z 1B (x,)] - ) <3 M(Bi(w) = C.
=1 =1 =1

The lower bound, on the other hand, is a consequence of (2.4) and the fact that

A
Q

k ui|2
A1 (|9]) = inf 272 co(ur, .. uk) € H
=1 Us

X

(for this identity, see, for instance, the proof of Theorem 1.1 in [20]). g

By using the previous result, we can prove the existence of minimizers of J, over H. This is the
content of the next lemma.
6



Lemma 2.4. The level ¢, is achieved, that is,
there exists w, = (U1, ..., Uky) € H such that Jy(uip,. .., uky) = ;-
Moreover, there exists a constant C = C(N, k,a,) > 0 such that
lunll ) < C, for every L?—normalized minimizer u, of ¢,, and n € (0,1]. (2.5)

Proof. The existence of a minimizer is a straightforward consequence of the direct method of the Calculus
of Variations. Indeed, Lemma 2.3 implies that ¢, > —oo. Take a minimizing sequence (u1p, ..., Ukn) €
H such that

2 .
Ty sy Uk ) = Cys / u;,, = 1 for every i.
Q

Then, by (2.4) and Lemma 2.3,
k
Z/Q |Vui7n|2 < (Ui, upn)+a<c,+14+a<C+1+a (2.6)
i=1

for sufficiently large n. In particular, for each i, the sequence (u; ,)nen is uniformly bounded in H{(€2),
and then there exists u; € Hg () such that, up to a subsequence, as n — 0o,

win — u; weakly in Hg(Q), strongly in L*(Q2), and pointwise a.e. in Q.
In particular,

/ uj =1 and w;-u; =0ae. inQ, (2.7)
Q

so that, in particular, (ug,...,ux) € H. Moreover,

/|Vui|2§hminf/ |V |2
Q " Q

and, since X, < liminf, xy, , a.e. in Q, by Fatou’s lemma

k k
D Q] < liminf ) |9y, |-
i=1 i=1

In conclusion, since f;, is a continuous and increasing function:

e < Jpur, . up) < lirrilinf In(Ui o Uk n) = Cyy

and ¢, is achieved by (u1,...,un).
The uniform bounds in Hg(2) norm are a consequence of (2.4), which implies

k
Z/|Vui|2SJn(ul,...,uk)—i—a:cn—i—aSC—I—a. O
=179

Now, we are ready to prove some regularity results for the minimizers of J,,. We start by showing, in
particular, the L*° boundedness of the solutions.

Lemma 2.5. Letn € (0,1] and let (u1,...,ux) € H be a nonnegative L?-normalized minimizer of J,,
attaining the level ¢,. Then

—Au; = A (Qy)u; in Qy,  and  — Auy < A (Qy, )y in Q.

As a consequence, there exists a constant C = C(N,k,a,Q) > 0 (in particular, independent of n) such
that

il oo () < C.

Proof. Let us note that ,, = {u; > 0} is a quasi-open set (see Section A.2). For all nonzero v €
H{(Qy,), testing the minimality of (u1,...,ux) for J, with (u1,...,u;—1,v,uit1,u;) € H and noting
that {v > 0} C {u; > 0} and f,, is increasing shows immediately that u; is the first Dirichlet eigenfunction
on £,.



Let ¢ € C°(Q)) be a nonnegative function and, for ¢ > 0 small and ¢ = 1,...,k, consider the
perturbation

(w1, i1, (wi — t) ouign, ..o ug) € H.

Observe that Q,, —¢p)+ € Qy,, thus we have [Q,, —4p)+| < Q| Since (uy,...,ux) is a minimizer of
Jnl7, we have

k
2 2L fQ|V —tp)*?
> [ Siou) <3 o+ BEETTE | S ]
j=1
J#z J#i

which implies, by Lemma A.1 and the fact that |lu;|2 = 1,

k
/ Vg (S0 ) = | 3100+ 20 | < /Q V(s — 1) ? (1+2t /Q w+o<t>>

j=1 j=1
J#i

(/ |Vuz|2—2t/Vuz Vo + ()) (1+2t/uz<p+o( ))
/\Vul|2+2t/\Vu1| /ul 7215/VuZ Vo +o(t),

as t — 07. Hence, by using the monotonicity of f,, we obtain

k k
0< fT] Z|Quj‘ _f’r/ Z|Quj‘+|9(ulftap)+| < -2t 0 vui'vw+2t/ﬂ|vui‘2/ u,«p—l—o(t).

J=1 j=1 Q
J#i

By dividing the inequality above by ¢ > 0, and passing to the limit as ¢ — 0T, we conclude that
/ Vu; -V < / |Vui|2/ uip, le, —Au; < Ayu; in
Q Q Q

Finally, the uniform L*°-bounds are now a consequence of (2.5) and of a standard Brezis-Kato type
argument (or, alternatively, a consequence of the result for eigenfunctions by Davies [23, Example 2.1.8])
O

Following some ideas from [6], we proceed with some qualitative properties for minimizers, which
shall lead to their Lipschitz regularity (see Theorem 2.7 and Corollary 2.8 below). This proof uses some
perturbations which will also be employed later on in the classification result for blowups at two-phase
points (Theorem 5.1), in particular in the proof of Lemma 5.11.

Proposition 2.6. Letn € (0,1] and let (uy,...,ux) € H be an L?>-normalized minimizer of .J,, achieving
cn. Define

—Zuj and Ay, ::/ |Vu; > fori=1,... k.
i @
(1) For eachi = 1,...,k, g € Q, 7 > 0, and for any nonnegative function ¢ € HZ () such that
supp(p) € Ba,(xg) € Q, we have

<—Aﬁi — Augtti + Y Aty <p> > =C (r" o lell +rlield + Vel +rliell Vel + rllel3lVell3) ,
i
(2.8)
where C = C(N,k,a,Q,n).
(2) If B is a ball contained in the domain © and |BN{u; =0}| =0 for every j =1,...,k, then

—Ad; = Ayui + Y Ayu; =0 in B, foralli=1,... k.
J#i



Proof. Without loss of generality, we prove the claims for i = 1.

(1) Consider the perturbation
Up = (Ut ey Uk) 1= ((111 +tp)" (te —t) L (g — t<p)+) ) (2.9)
with ¢ € (0,1) sufficiently small. It is straightforward to check (see [6, Lemma A.3] for the details) that
u € H, Qu,, € Qyy, U, Qu;, €Q for j > 1.
By using the minimality of v = (uq,...,ux), we have J, (u) < J,(u), that is

V(i + t) 2 J. |v )*I? -
2 9) JoIV( ” Q, Qu.. |-
Z/‘V“l' o (Z' “7>‘ e+ L A g (1t + S

=2 =2

Hence, since f, is an increasing function and [Q,, ,| + Ziﬂ 1D, .| < Ziﬂ |, + ||, we estimate
V(a +t V(t; — tp)t|?
> [ v < S enl 3 oo
(a1 + to) I3 (@ — o) I3

+ Iy <|ﬂuu| + Z Q. ) — fn (Z Jo )

Jo IV (a1 + o)t Zf o IV(a; —to)t?
[[(d1 + te +Hz [ (@ — tp)* I3

=2

+ I (Zlﬂuil + |le> — I (; IQui|>

Using Lemma 2.1- ( ) to estimate the right hand side, we obtain

f|Vu1+up+\2 f o2 1
/lV <3 Z 212,

(a1 + to)*I3 t@ +||2

This inequality corresponds precisely to [6, eq. (3.4)], Wlth the constant u therein being replaced by 1/
in our case. From here, we can repeat word by word the proof of [6, Proposition 3.2] to complete the
proof of (1).

(2) This proof is adapted from [6, Proposition 3.4] to our situation. By taking ¢ € C2°(B) and consid-
ering once again the deformation (2.9), we have

k

k
D1l = Zlﬂu”ﬁBHZ D, N(Q\B) < Bl +) |2, N (2\ B)
=1

=1
k
= Zlﬂu N B +Z|ﬂui NQ\B) = [Qu,l
i=1 i=1 i=1

Then, by minimality, J,,(u:) > J,(u), which implies, using Lemma A.1 and since f, is increasing,
2 +12
Jo IV (01 + t) | Zf |V (@ —to) ™|

k k
Jo IV (@1 + tp) T2 Jo |V U —tp)t
> [ ivuf < 4 z iy Zmu” ~h (Xl
i=1 i=1
(@ + o) (13 (2 = )3

([ (1 + ) T3 —tp) +||2
g/Q|V(a1+w)+|2 (1—2t/ﬂuiga+o(t)> +§;/§2V(ﬁi—w>+l2 <1+2t/ﬂui<p+o(t))

k
:/ V(@ + )P + 3|V (@ — t) P2 2t/ V(s + t) |2 /u1<p
Q

j=2

k
+2t2/ |V(ﬁi—t<p)+|2/uigo+o(t).
i=2 /% @
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Now, combining this with

/(|V(u1+tgo +2 +Z|V (G; — tp)™ /|Vu1+t<p /|Vuz|2+2t/Vu1 Ve +o(t),

j=2

/Wulwﬂ /|Vu1|2 1) = Ay +0(1 /|v i — )P = /|w2+o<> M+ 0(1)

as t — 01, we conclude

0<2t/w1 Vo — 2y, uup—l—QtZ)\ /W;Jro(t).
Q

=2
Dividing the above inequality by ¢ > 0 and letting ¢t — 07 entails the result. O
The following is a general criterion to guarantee that a k-uple of functions is Lipschitz continuous.

Theorem 2.7. Consider (uy,...,u;) € HY(Q; R¥) such that, for each i =1,...,k, u; is a nonnegative
L2-normalized function satisfying

(1) —Au; = M\ (Qy,)u; in Qy, and  — Auy < A (Qy, )u; in .

(2) Whenever we take xg € 2, 7 > 0 and any nonnegative function ¢ € C°(Q), such that supp(p) €

Bo,(x9) € Q, and 0 < ¢ < 1, we have

<_A7ll - Aulul + Z)\u]'uja <,0> > — C(TNil + THVLPH%)v (210)
JFi
where C depends only on [us |y oys- - [k gy It s - e and N

(3) If B C Qs a ball such that |BN{u; =0} =0 for every j =1,...,k, then
— Aty = Ay ui + Y Ayu; >0 in B, foralli=1,...k

J#i
Then u; is locally Lipschitz continuous in Q for each i = 1,...,k, and for all Q' € Q there
eaists C > 0, that depends on N, Jurll ryceys - -+ sy, 1 s - koo and dist(€2, ),
such that
@ = w0 _
Ay |z -yl

Proof. The proof follows the same ideas as in [6], in fact, these properties are all it takes to prove
Lipschitz continuity just like in [6, Theorem 1.2]. Let us be more precise.
e Property (1) corresponds to [6, Proposition 3.1], () to [6, Proposition 3.4]. On the other hand,
(2) is more general than (2.8) (which corresponds to [6, Proposition 3.2]).
e We now perform a simple scaling of (2.10). Consider R > 0,z €  and a sequence (7,),, o such
that B, g (xo) € Q. For each i = 1,...,k, define

Ui (x) = u; (o + r0) .

Then, given a nonnegative ¢ € H}(Q2) with supp(y) C Bg, we have

<—Aam — T2 AT + 72> Aa, U, ¢> > —Cr,R (RN 72 + ||Vy|3). (2.11)
J#i
This plays the role of [6, Proposition 3.3] under the more general assumption (2.10).
e From this, we can prove the continuity of minimizers (uq, ..., u) repeating almost word by word
the proof of [6, Proposition 3.8]. Indeed, let zy € N;{u; = 0}; one takes (z,)nen C Q such that
Ty, — Tg, S€ts 1y 1= |To — xp| — 0 and aims to prove that u; ,(x) = u;(xo + rpx) — 0 = u;(zo).

Property (3) is used in [6] to prove this claim under the condition |B,, (o) N{u; =0}] = 0
for every j. In the complementary situation, one uses Property (1) and (2.11) to show that
the limit of the scaling u; , is superharmonic, and then uses (2.10) for test functions satisfying
IVo|leo < C1/r (C1 does not depend on r) which implies

<Aﬂi = Xt Y Ay, <p> > _opN-1
J#i
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with this new constant C' also depending on C;. These are the necessary ingredients for the
proof of [6, Proposition 3.8] to work. B

e To prove the Lipschitz continuity of each w;, it is enough to consider 3 : Q x (0, 00) — R defined
as

1 i
S =g [ VR for @) efx (0,00

and show that X is bounded over ' x (0, 00), for every Q' compactly contained in Q. This is
proved by a contradiction argument; with the continuity of each u; and the properties previously
recalled, we can now follow word by word the arguments from [6, Section 4]. (I

Corollary 2.8. Let (u1,...,ux) be a minimizer for the functional J,,. Then each u; is locally Lipschitz
continuous in 2.

Proof. From Lemma 2.5 and Proposition 2.6, the minimizers of J,, satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.7,
hence we have in particular that any minimizer of the functional J,, is locally Lipschitz continuous. [

Next, we show that the nodal sets of a vector (u1, ..., ux) € H that achieves (2.3) have measure smaller

1) =0 12l

than or equal to the constraint a of the original problem, so that f, (Zle |Q,

Lemma 2.9 (Optimal partitions have measure smaller than or equal to a). There exists ] = (N, k,a,Q) €
(0,1] such that, given n € (0,7) and (uy,...,ux) € H a nonnegative L?-normalized minimizer achieving
¢y, then it holds

k
Z Q0] < a.
=1

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose that Zle |2,,] > a for some L?normalized minimizer

(u1,...,ux), and consider the perturbation
(uiw' uk) ((ul_t) ’<uk_t +)’
for t > 0 small. Since (u1,...,ux) € H, it is clear that also (ul,...,ul) € H for t > 0. Moreover, for ¢
sufficiently small, we have Zle Q] > a.
Since (u1,...,uy) is a minimizer of J, on H, we have
(Ui eooug) < Jy(ul, ... up).
Hence,

k ) k fQ'v i — +‘2 k
SRS AP SN Y e (1l )
i=1 i=1 i=1 ¢ i=1

and, by using the definition of f; and the contradiction assumption,

k k 2

5 1 fQ|V w; — )] 1

; = J—al < EE T A S t—al.
;_l/ﬂlwzl +17 (;_1 |Qu, a) ?1 RETEE n E Q| —a

From this, we can follow the proof of [6, Proposition 2.3] (where, instead of %, one has u), and conclude

2—N

1 2(k=1)/2 2T e )M 2k=1/2C 5y

Vi S NIB (Z' -

where C' is the constant of the upper bound for ¢, from Lemma 2.3. We have found a contradiction up
to take 7 sufficiently small, so the claim is proved. O

2N

<z -
= N‘Bl|1/Na s

We conclude with the following observation.

Remark 2.10. Let (uy,...,ux) € H be an L?-normalized minimizer for Jn, attaining c,. Then each €y,
is connected (by minimality and from the fact that all sets are open). Moreover, for each i =1,...,k,
defining

J#i
11



the function u; is a solution to the (one-component) minimization problem

min { foQ UU\Q n fn(| Uji Q, UD, |) v e HY(D;) \ {0}} . (2.12)

Observe that
Fa (1 Ups Qu, U]) = 010D,
where
oa(s) = {q(8+ Ui ] —a) if s 2 a— [ Uj O
S5+ 1Ujzi Q51 —a) if s <a—[Ujz Q]

and we note that g, satisfies the same pmperties of fn, see Lemma 2.1. Then (2.12) is equivalent to

Jp,v?

Summarizing, w; is a minimizer for (2.13), and the interior one-phase points of d{u; > 0} for problem
(2.3) are the interior (one-phase) free boundary points when looking at w; as a minimizer of (2.13).
Therefore, the interior one-phase points of O{u; > 0} can be treated with tools from the regularity theory
for one-phase free boundaries [1, 3, 10, 42, 51].

{fD [V + g5 (1%]) :veH&(Di)}. (2.13)

2.2. Nondegeneracy of eigenfunctions and density estimate from below. In this subsection, we
establish more qualitative properties for the minimizers (uy,...,ux) of J, in H, ie., elements in H that
achieve ¢,. We prove a nondegeneracy condition which implies, in particular, the fact that €,, has the
finite perimeter. We begin with an estimate from below, which was first proposed in [3] for the harmonic
case.

Lemma 2.11. Given n € (0,1], let (u1,...,u) be an L*-normalized minimizer for the problem c,. For
every 0 € (0,1), there are positive constants Ko, po depending only on 0, N, k, a, Q and n, such that the
following assertion holds: if p < po and xg € Q, then for alli=1,...,k we have

][ w dHYN P < Kop = u; =0 in Bg,(xo) N (2.14)
OB (IU)ﬁQ

Proof. Without loss of generality, we fix 2y = 0; we also consider u; to be defined in the whole RY, being
extended to 0 in the complementary of Q.

Step 1. (building a competitor) By Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5, there exist universal constants v, M (depending
only on N, k, a, Q) such that

—Au; <+ inRY in the distributional sense, ||u;|| <) < 7, Hui”%Ig(Q) <M (2.15)

for every i = 1,...,k. Then, the function
|z|* — p?
U =T
@ ui(2) 7o
is subharmonic in B,.
By Lemma A.3 and using the assumption in (2.14), for every 6 € (0, 1) there exists ¢ = ¢(f, N') such

that

|z — 02) +7/)2(1 —0)

0p:= sup u; < sup (u; + 7

B g,na Byg, 2N 2N
<c <][ u; dHN L+ 7p2> < c(Kop +vp?). (2.16)
dB,NQ
Let us consider the nonnegative solution w of
—Aw = M+, in B\/gp\ng,
w = 6, on 9B /5, (2.17)
w =0, on By,.

Observe that the function w is explicit in the annulus B /5, \ By,:

e — M 2 MA((VOp)* — (6p)*) (0%/2p) N 11
(z) = 2N((9P) |lz]%) + <5p+ oON > (Vop)N—2 — (9p)N -2 ((ep)N—Z x|N—2>’

12



if N >3, while
g L2y 4. St 2 (VBP)? — (69)%)
w(z) = 55 ((6p)" — [2]%) + log(1/v/5)

if N = 2. By definition, w > u; on 8B\/§p, therefore the function

, RN
b Uu;, inR \B\/gp,
min{u;, w}, in B,

(log [z[ —log(6p))

satisfies v = w =0 in By, v =u; =0 in RV \ Q and observe that
USUi7 Qq)CQui, QU\B\/@):QW\B\/@).
Step 2. (Comparing energies) Since v € H}(Q) and from the properties listed above, observe that

(w1, ..., ui—1,0|qQ, Uit1,--.,ur) € H, which we can test against the minimality of (uq,...,ux). At the
level of the corresponding nodal sets, this can be thought as an inner variation of the optimizer, giving

[Vol?
/Q |V, |* + MZ Q) < /9/2 + £ O 10, + 19,]) (2.18)
Q

J#i

or, equivalently,

L] 9l + (2 ) = (0 |+ D) < [ vt (219)

J#i
As v =0 in By,, using also the Lipschitz-like property Lemma 2.1-(2) of f,, we obtain
N1, N Bap| = 1l(Qu; \ Qu) N Bep| < 0l (Qu; \ ) N B\/§p| =1 ([Qu,| = [Q])
< FaQ 120, 1) = F2 (D 1920, ]+ [2])-
J J#i
On the other hand, notice that, since v = u; in Q\ B\/(;p and v = u; = 0 in RV \ Q,

R R K S T N R BT U}
Q Q Q B\/gpﬁQ B 5

0p

Putting the information above together into (2.19), we have

(1_/ (ﬁ-ﬁ)) (/ |Vui2+nQuiﬂng> g/ Vo2,
Byg, Q Q

Moreover, since v = 0 in By,

B\/@p B\/§p

Vol [ (=) [ |Vul
B, B, Q

:/ |Vv\2+/ (u?—vQ)/ \Vui|2.
B 5,\Bo, By Q

0p

Clearly, by (2.15) and by taking po sufficiently small,

1

0< [ =) < il oy Bl <20 1B1 < 5
B\/§p
Recalling also the definition of M > 0 from (2.15),
[ovuPsdinnBal< [ wopas [ o),
B, B 5,\Bsp B,
Thanks to the inequalities above, we infer
/ \Vui|2+ﬂ|9uiﬁBg,,| :/ |VU1‘2+Q‘QU1 QBQ[,‘ 7/ \Vul|2
Bop 2 B\/ép 2 B\/@.\Bﬂﬂ
g/ (Vo> — |[Vu;|?) + M (u? —v?). (2.20)
B /5,\Bo, B,

13



Step 3. (estimating the right-hand-side of (2.20)) Now we estimate both terms of the right-hand-side
of (2.20). From the definition of v, we obtain

[ vk -vup) = [ (Vul? = [Vusl) + [ (Vof? - [Vusf)
B 5,\Boy (B./5,\Bop){ui<w} (B3, \Bop)"{ui>w}

(IVwl* = |Vuil?)

/(Bﬁp\ng)ﬂ{u,;>w}

< 2/ (|Vw|* = Vu; - V). (2.21)
(Bﬁp\ng)ﬂ{1Li>w}

Moreover, since 0 < u; + w < 2|[ug][ L= (o) < 27 in (B, \ Bop) N {ui > w},

[ w-o= [ wede [ @@= (u?
B\/§p B\/gﬂ\ng Bo, (B\/gp\ng)ﬁ{u,->w}

< 27/ (u; —w)+/ u?. (2.22)
(B g, \Bop)N{ui>w} B

0p

|
g
N
+
T
<
S

By combining (2.21) and (2.22) with (2.20), we conclude that

/ Vuil® + 29, N Boy| SQ/ (IVw|* = Vu; - Vw)
Bo, 2 (Bg,\Bop)n{ui>w}
+ 2M7/ (u; —w) + M u?. (2.23)
(B.5,\Bo,){ui>w}) Bay

On the other hand, testing (2.17) with (u; —w)+ and integrating over B /5, \ Bg,, we obtain

/ Vw-V(ui—w)+—|—/ 8—w(ui—w)+ d’HN_l—/ 8—w(ui—w)+ dHN T = M’y/ (u;—w) 4,
B s, \Bop 9B 5, v 0B,, OV B 5,\Bo,

where v stands for the inner unit normal with respect to B, 5, and By,, respectively. After multiplying
this identity by a factor 2, and since u; <6, = w on 6B\/§p and w = 0 on 0By,, we have

(|Vw|? = Vu; - Vw) + 2M7/ w u; dHN

2 / (u; —w) = =2 /
(B 5,\Bop)N{u;>w} (B 5,\Bep){u;>w} 0By, a’/
(2.24)
where, in the last integral, v denotes the inner unit normal to By,,.
Recalling the explicit expression of the torsion function on an annulus (see also [8, Equations (4.22)-

(4.23)]), with a direct computation one obtains, for = € 0By,,

Mybp | (2N, + My0p*) (N-2)0 "7 if N > 3,

%0 ) =t <{ N a0 ™5~
ov 20p 2N G, +0p> HN >S9
N 2N log(1/v0)p ==

In either case, recalling that v and M are universal constants, there exists 8 = (N, #) such that

8w 0p —|—,0
E < pL— on 0By,. (2.25)
We can now combine (2.23), (2.24) and (2.25) to obtain
dp
/ |Vug)? + \Qw N By,| < B2 +r / w dHYN 4+ M u?. (2.26)
Ba, P 9By, Bo,
By definition of J,, we have the estimate
M ul =M u; < M62|Qy, N Byyl. (2.27)
ng ngﬁQui

Moreover, using the definition of ,, the trace inequality in W' and the Young inequality we obtain,

/ u; dHN " < (N, 6) / ui+/ |V,
8ng B B9p
14



1 21
<aw.o) (- [ wt | (W“'+)
P ngﬂ{ui>0} ngﬂ{ui>0} 2 2

é 1 1
0

P

for some a = a(N,§) > 0. By using (2.27) and (2.28) in (2.26), and recalling again (2.16), we have, for
all p < po

n
[ v+ 210w 0 By
ng

6, +p?

P

<B / u; dHN "+ 62 M|y, N By,
9By,

< B(c(Ko +p) + p) / wi dHN " + 2 (Kop + vp*)> M |Qu, N By,
9By,

(6, 1 1
< Balelo +70) + ) (%43 ) 10 0Bl 45 [ 1V
o

P

+(Kop +7p°)?M|Qu, N By,

2

1 1
< Ba(c(Ko +vp) + p) (C(Ko +p) + 2) |, N By, + 7/ |V, |?
6

P

+ ¢ (Kop +7p°)?M|{u; > 0} N By,|

<mwwm+m/|wf

ng

< Ba
-2

1
- (ﬁa(C(Ko +7p0 + po))(e(Ko + 7o) + ) + ¢*(Kopo + ’ypﬁ)QM) |Qu, N Boy|-
Then, by choosing Ky, po sufficiently small (and depending on 7)) so that
po
2
we conclude that u; = 0 in By, for all p < po. O

Ui
2

i

(c(Ko +vpo) + po) < 1, <5OI(C(K0 +po + po))(c(Ko +vpo) + %) + ¢ (Kop + ’YP?))QM) <

Remark 2.12. The results of Lemma 2.11 and, in particular, equation (2.14), can also be written in
the following equivalent ways:

][ w dHN L < Kop = u; =0in By,(zo) N,
B, (x0)N§2

or
sup u; < Kop = u; =0 in By,(zo) NQ, (2.29)
By (z0)NQ
see for evample [38, Remark 2.8]. They imply there is a universal constant C > 0 such that, if zo € Qu,,
SUPR, (zo)nQ i = Cp. Moreover, equation (2.14) can be also written in the following counterpositive way:

Boy(x0) NQy, #0 = ][ u; dHN ™ > Kop. (2.30)
B, (x0)N2
An immediate and fundamental consequence of Lemma 2.11 and of the Lipschitz continuity of the
minimizers (ui,...,uy) of J, on H is the following two-sided density estimate on each €, .

Lemma 2.13. Givenn € (0,1], let (uy,...,ux) be an L?-normalized minimizer for the problem c,, and
take po and K from Lemma 2.11. There exists p1 = p1(N,k,a,Q,n) € (0,p0), & > 0 (depending on
N,k,a,Q, on the Lipschitz constant of (uy,...,u), and on Ky - thus, in particular, on n) such that, for
everyi=1,...k,

€2, N By (o)

§<
By

<1-¢ whenever xy € 0, NQ, p < p1. (2.31)

In particular,
HYL(0Q,, \ 07Qy,) = 0. (2.32)
15



Proof. Step 1. Let us start from the bound from below in (2.31). The proof is very similar to the case of
harmonic functions treated in [50, Lemma 5.1]. The nondegeneracy condition (2.29) from Remark 2.12
implies that

[will Lo (B, 2(20)) = Kob for every p < 2pq.
Thus, there is a point y € B,/s(z) such that u;(y) > Ko5. On the other hand, by letting L be a
Lipschitz constant for u;, then u; > 0 in the ball Bg min{1 %}(y) C B,(xo). In conclusion,

B
100, 1 B, (20)] _ P2 wingr, Koy W)l
|By(zo)| 1B, (z0)|
Step 2. Upper bound of (2.31) at one-phase points. This can be obtained as in [3], see also [50,

Lemma 5.1], with a few modifications. We adapt these ideas to our situation, where the functions are
not harmonic but, instead, are eigenfunctions (see also the related [51, Theorem 5.4]). Precisely, let

zg=0€ (89,“ \ Uj#aﬂuj) N Q and consider the function h solution of

—Ah =7 in B,
h = U; in Q\pr

= (3 min{1, &0 )N =¢.

where + is the constant of (2.15). As a consequence, we obtain that —A(h—wu;) > 0in B,. In particular,
we have that u; < h and {u; > 0} C {h > 0} in B,. Moreover, since h is the torsion function multiplied
by v with boundary datum w;, recalling that w;(0) = 0 and that w; is Lipschitz continuous with constant
L=L(N,k,a,Q,n), see Theorem 2.7, we deduce by a comparison argument that

Bl L~ (B,) < Chp, (2.33)

with a constant Cj, = C (N, k, a,Q,n). Testing the optimality of (uy, ..., ug) with (uy, ..., wi—1, b, wit1, ...

using also (2.1) and an integration by parts, we have

%|Bpﬂ{ui20}|2/ |Vui|2das—/ |Vh|2d:z::/ |V(ui—h)|2d:c+2/ (Vh- V(s 1) d
B

B, B, B, P
:/ |V(ui—h)|2dx+2/ (—Ah)(ui—h)dx—&—Q/ (ui—h)a—h dHN 1
B, B, aB, v

:/ |V(ui—h)|2dx—27/ (h — ;) de.

B, B,

Let us first treat the terms not involving the gradient: using the bound L° on h and the positivity of

u;, we have
/.

Let us now focus on the gradient term. By the Poincaré and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities, we have

2
2 CGa (1 = w) da
/B|V<ui—h>\ o> 2t (p/}g(h »d) ,

P
where Cy is a universal constant depending only on the dimension. Thus, in order to prove the upper
bound in the claim, we first need to show that ﬁ f 5 (h—u;)dz is bounded from below by a positive

P P

(h—wu)dr < / hdx < Chp|B,|. (2.34)
BP

P

constant. Notice that, by the non-degeneracy of u; (see Remark 2.12), we have
Cp<supu; <suph,
B2 B2

|z

for a constant C' = C'(N, k,a, €2, 7). On the other hand, since h(z)+ 55 is harmonic in B, the Harnack
inequality in B, implies
Cp < sup h < Oy (h(z) +7p*) forevery z € By,
By/2
where Cy is a dimensional constant. Thus, by taking p; such that 2Cyp1y < C, we obtain that
h = CnCp = Cp in Bg. On the other hand, if L = L(N,k,a,Q,n) is the Lipschitz constant of u; (by
Theorem 2.7), then for any ¢ € (0,1), u; < Lep in B,,. Then

[ n-wydo= [ (h-w)do > (Cp- Lep)|By,
Bp Bep
16



which, after choosing & < % small enough, shows that

1
f/ (h— ) de > Co|B,|,
pPJB,

for some constant Cy = Cy(N, k,a,,n) > 0 and thus

/ IV (us — )2z > G| B, |,
B

P

for some Cp = Cy(N, k,a,Q,n) > 0.
At this point, using also (2.34), we have

1
ColBy| < 1B, {u =0} + Cupl B, .

It is then enough to take

and we obtain that
Cy 1
7|Bp\ < E'BP N {u; = 0},

which entails the density estimate from above, so the upper bound is proved for one-phase points.
Step 3. Upper bound of (2.31) at two-phase points. Suppose now that there exists i # j such that
xg € 08y, MO, N, so that g is a two-phase point (thus, in a neighborhood of g there are no other
components). Then
_ Bp(@o)| _ [Qu; 0 Bp(o)| + [, N By(xo)| + {us = u; = 0} N B, (x0)]

By (o) By ()]

Hence, by using the bound from below proved in Step 1 we obtain

[Qu, 1 Bylzo)| _ 1%, N By(wo)| _ [{us = u; = 0} 1 By(xo)|

1

By(zo)] | By (o) By (o)

§1_£7

as wanted.
Step 4. We now focus on the final claim, estimate (2.32). Notice that from Federer’s Structure Theorem
(see Theorem A.7), we have
HV=L(9°Q,, \ 0*Q,,) = 0.
On the other hand, the definition of essential boundary and the results of Steps 1,2,3 imply
0Dy, = 0, \ (A NOY) =09, O

One can also deduce the following nondegeneracy property of the gradient, see for instance [7, Corol-
lary 3.4].

Corollary 2.14. Given n € (0,1], let (ui,...,u;) € H be an L? normalized minimizer for J,, achieving
¢n. Then there exist po, Ko > 0 (the constants from Lemma 2.11) and Cnx > 0, a constant depending
only on the dimension N, such that

][ \Vu)? > CnKg,  for all p < po, xo € Oy, . (2.35)
BP(IO)

Proof. Tt is clear that, for all p > 0,

B, (z0) N, #0.
Moreover, we have that for all p < pg

OB, (x9) N Qy, # 0.

In fact, if for the sake of contradiction this does not hold, and for some p € (0,p9] > 0 we have

Qu, NOB,(x¢) = 0, then, recalling also that €,, is connected (Remark 2.10), then Q,, C B,(x) and

thus A\ (Qu,) > Ai(B,), which is in contradiction with the minimality of (u1,...,ux) up to taking po

sufficiently small. Then, the conclusion follows by applying Lemma A.2, (2.30) and (2.31). O
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2.3. The optimal sets have finite perimeter. We close this section with another important property
for minimizers (u1,y,...,ux,,) of c,: the sets €2, =~ have finite perimeter.

Lemma 2.15. Let (uy,y,...,uk,y,) € H be an L?-normalized minimizer of J, attaining c,. There exists
a positive constant C = C(N, k,a,Q) such that, for everyi=1,...,k,

Per(Q,,,) < Cn~ /2,

Proof. We drop the dependence of the minimizers on 7, for simplicity. For ¢ > 0 and i = 1,...,k, we
consider the perturbations
(ul, ey Uj—1, (Ui — t)+,ui+1, e ,Uk).
The minimality of (uq,...,u) implies that
Jn(ul, e ,Uk) S Jn(uh ey Uj—1, (uz — t)Jr, Ui4-1y - - ,uk).

Hence,
k k k 9 k
Jo IV (ui — )7
EZ/WVWP+¢a > 19, s§j/ﬁvWP+-;|@0_ﬂ+P-+ﬁ D 1, + Q-0+ ]
j=17% j=1 j#i 7S o W% i
and, by using the fact that [, _y+| < [y, | and Lemma 2.1-(2),
k k
Jo IV (u; — )2
Vil + 1 (12| — Qo ) < / SN A Al o
;‘/Q ( ( t) ) ]Z# o J fQ |(uz — t)+|2

This implies (by using [6, Lemma A.1])

/|Vui\2+77\{0<ui <1 g/ |Vui|2+2t/ui/ IV (s — )2
Q {u; >t} o Jo
ot [ [Fiu-oP,
Q

for t sufficiently small.
Hence, by using ||u;||2 = 1, ¢ < 1 and the Holder inequality, we infer that

/ V|2 + {0 < us <t} < (2t|Qui|1/2 + Ct2) / IV (u; — t)F2,
{0<u; <t} Q
< (20?4 C)eyt.

By the Coarea formula and the Young inequality, we deduce

t
2\/5/ HY " ({u; = s})ds = 2/ | V| dz < / Vi >+1]{0 < u; <t} < (C+2a'/?)eyt,
0 {0<u; <t} {0<u; <t}

or, equivalently,
t 1/2
2 t
/ HY L (fu; = s}) ds < m.
0 2\/n

Now, we take t = 1/n to obtain

1/n 1/n (C’—|—2a1/2)c
n Per({u; > s ds:n/ HYN T {u; = s})ds < —— 21
| Pt > spas=n [ (fui = 5}) N

Hence, there exists §,, € [0,1/n] such that

1/n (C +2a'?)c
Per({u; > d,}) < n/ Per({u; > s})ds < ———21
( H ; ({ H NG

and, by taking the limit as n — 0 and using the lower semicontinuity of the perimeter with respect to
L'-convergence, we conclude

(C+ 2a1/2)c,,7.

Per({u; > 0}) < NG

O
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3. TWO-PHASE POINTS IN THE INTERIOR AND ONE-PHASE POINT ON THE BOUNDARY

3.1. Absence of triple points in ). First, we rule out triple points in the interior of {2, using a three
phase monotonicity formula, as in [7, 12].

Theorem 3.1. Given n € (0,1], let (u1,...,ux) be a minimizer for the functional J,, over H, achieving
cn. Then, if 1 <14, 5,1 <k are three different indezes, we have that

09, N O, N2, N2 =10.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose that we can find zo € 02, N 9, N 08y, N 2. Then, by
Corollary 2.14, we have

][ |Vu;|* > 4K}, ]l |Vu;|? > 4K3, ][ |V |* > 4K3, (3.1)
By-(z0) B.(x0) By-(z0)

for r sufficiently small. By applying Lemma A.4 (in the form of inequality (A.1)), we obtain
3

1 |V, |2 2
d < 1
H <r2+€ /B |z V-2 5”) <C(1+ Z /32 Um | s

m=i,j,l m=i,j,l

which implies

3
1
H (N/ Vum|2dx> <rec 1+ Z / ul | < rec.
meiji N\ J/B: m=i,j,1 Y B2
Therefore, for r sufficiently small
[T (f 1venfac) < arsy
m=i,j,l ¥ Br
which is a contradiction with (3.1). O

3.2. Absence of two-phase point on the boundary of 2. We can also show that there are no
two-phase points on the boundary of €2, inspired by, for example, [39, Section 4].

Theorem 3.2. Let Q C RY be an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, n € (0,1] and (uy, ..., ux)
be a minimizer for J, on H. Then

Oy, N O, NOQ =0, for alli # j.
Proof. For the sake of contradiction, let xo € 92N 9Q,, N IQ,;. Then by Corollary 2.14 we have

][ |Vu,)? > 4K2, ][ |Vu;? > 4K3, for r < 7 sufficiently small. (3.2)
B,-(z0) B, (zo)

Since 09 is Lipschitz, then Br(xo) \ (24, U {2y;) is a nonempty domain with Lipschitz boundary; for
simplicity, from now on we assume without loss of generality that o = 0. We need to build an auxiliary
third phase there to employ the three phase monotonicity formula. We follow the approach of [39, Proof
of Proposition 4.2]. Let v € H'(R") be the (1 + 7)-homogeneous, non-negative harmonic function on
the cone Cs = {x eRY : zy > (5\x|}, which vanishes on 0Cs. We note that, for § small enough, it is
clear that, up to a rotation, Cs C RV \ Q,, U 2y, . In polar coordinates,

where ¢ is the first eigenfunction of the spherical Laplacian on Cs NSV~ that is,
—Agv-1p=(14+~)(N-147~)¢ in CsnSN7L, $=0 on 9C;NSNL, /SNA () df =1,
where we notice that v is uniquely determined by ¢ (and the dimension N) and

lim 5(3) = 0.

Moreover, we have that

Av >0 in sense of distributions in RY.
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By the three-phase monotonicity formula, Lemma A.4, which we can apply thanks to the subharmonicity
of v, there are constants C' > 0 and £ > 0 such that

Cr3e > <][ |V, |2 dx) <][ V|2 dx) (][ VU|2dx).
B, B, B,

|Vo|? dx

Now, from (3.2),

3E>C K
" °|B|

— vk [ /SN (26 0) + [V06(0)) 0 dBdp = Cn K1+ )

which is impossible when § (and thus ) is small enough (e being a fixed constant, depending on N,
A1(£;) and A1(Q;), but not on 9). O

4. EXISTENCE OF A ONE-PHASE POINT, SHAPE VARIATIONS AT THE FREE BOUNDARY, AND
EQUIVALENCE WITH THE CONSTRAINED PROBLEM

Let us first show that at least a regular one-phase point exists in the reduced boundary of one
component of the partition. This is something that is natural to expect, but its proof is not completely
trivial.

Lemma 4.1. Given n € (0,1], let (uy,...,ur) be optimal for problem (2.3). There exists i € {1,...,k}
such that Top(0,,) N 0*Qy, # 0.

Proof. If, for some i € {1,...,k}, we have that 9Q,, N 9Q # 0, then thanks to Theorem 3.2, we infer
that all points p in the relative boundary of 92, with respect to 0%, i.e. p € Ore; (8Qui N 69) £ (), are

one-phase points. As a consequence, also using the relative isoperimetric inequality (see for example [36,
Remark 12.38]), we deduce that HV=1(9Q,, N B,(p)) > 0 for all r > 0. Since the set of one-phase
points Top(9§2,,) is a relatively open set of 9Q,,, and HN (98, \ 0*Q,,) = 0, we can find a point
p’ S 8*Qul n Fop(aguq)

If this does not happen, namely for all i = 1,...,k it holds 99Q,, N 9N = (), then we can find another
open, bounded set with Lipschitz boundary ' C € such that the optimal vector (uq, ..., us) still solves
problem (2.3) in €’ and there is at least a contact point p € 99’ NI, for some i € {1,...,k}, so we are
reduced to the situation of the previous paragraph. To show the existence of such an €, it is sufficient
to choose a direction, for example e;, and consider the intersection ; = QN{z € RN : x-¢; = 21 > t},
for ¢ € R. Then we can define ' = Q (which is clearly an open, bounded set with Lipschitz boundary),
where ¢ is the largest ¢ such that £, contains all U;€2,,. This choice of ¢ also ensures that 9Q' NI, # 0
at least for some 7, so we have concluded. O

We now prove (see Propositions 4.2 and 4.3 and Remark 4.4 below) that, in the sense of measures as
in [1, 3], there exists m, such that an optimal vector (u1,...,us) for (2.3) is a solution to

—Au; = N\ (Qul)ul + |VUZ"2/HN_1 L@*QuL in €,
|VUZ|2 = my on (3*97” \U#iaQuj) neQ,
Vui|* > my, |Vui> >my, and [Vu]? —|[Vu;[? =0 on 9*Qy, NO*Qy, N
At this point the notation |Vu;|? is purely formal (see Propositions 4.2 and 4.3 and Remark 4.4 for
the actual statements), but it will be precise once we prove that 9*Q,,, is regular. We note that we do

not have different constants for each component because the measure-penalization term computes f;, on
the measure of the union of all Q,,,2=1,...,k, and does not penalize each set with a different weight.

Proposition 4.2. Let (uq,...,ux) be optimal for problem (2.3). For alli=1,...,k, there is a nonneg-
ative Borel function g, : 0"y, — R such that, in the sense of distributions, one has

— Aui = Ay (D, s + qu, (2)HY L Q,, in Q. (4.1)

Moreover, for all points T € 0*QYy,,, the measure theoretic inner unit normal v, (T) is well defined and,
ase — 0,
Qu, — 7T

. —{z:z v,,(T) >0} in LY(Q). (4.2)
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Finally, for every T € 0*Q,,, we have

u(@ter) | Qu,(@)(x v, (T)y  in LYQ), ase — 0. (4.3)

Proof. Checking that equation (4.1) holds is standard and boils down to showing that —Aw; — Ay (., )u;
is locally a Radon measure concentrated on 9*2,,, and can be done for example as in [11, Proposition 2.3],

see also Lemma 2.5. Claim (4.2) is a direct consequence of Theorem A.6, while (4.3) follows as in |3,
Theorem 4.8]. O

We are now in position to prove an optimality condition at one-phase points of the reduced boundary
of each component of an optimal partition, following the approach of [1].

Proposition 4.3. Under the assumptions and notations of Proposition 4.2, there exists my, > 0 such
that the functions (qu,, - .., qu,) satisfy the following:

Qu; = My on (3*97” \ Uj#aQuj) N aQ, foralli=1,...,k. (4.4)

Proof. Let 4,5 € {1,...,k}, i < j, and
20 € (9"Qu, \ Uit ) N2, @1 € (9, \ Uiy 02, ) NQ

such that xg # x7. Then we construct a family of volume preserving diffeomorphisms as follows: let
p > 0 be such that

Bp(l‘o) cQ \ U@giaQw, Bp(xl) cQ \ U@gjaQW, Bp(l‘o) N Bp(l‘l) =0, (4.5)

and let ¢ € C1([0,1]) be a nontrivial function, such that ¢ = 0 in a neighborhood of 1. We define, for
k>0,

|z — o] | — 1]

Tp,n(‘r) = T(ZL’) =T A+ Kpp < ) VaoXB,(z0) — KPP < ) Va1 XB,(21)>

where v, _, with m € {0,1}, is the measure theoretic inner normals to 9*€),, at z,, for £ = i,j and
m = 0,1. We have:

r — X

T —x T —x T —x
DT(x):Id+/£<p’(| ; 0) ®VonBp(mo)_’“Pl<| 1|> ! ® Vs XB, (21)- (4.6)

|z — x0] P |z — 21|

We have that 7(x) —z vanishes outside B,(z9)U B,(x1) while, for x small enough, 7 is a diffeomorphism.
Using the Jacobi’s formula det(Id + £A) = 1 + trace(A)¢ + o(€), valid for any matrix A € RV*N | we
have

det(Dr(x)) =1 + ! (1=} £=20
et(D7(x)) =1+ ky ( p = — 20| VaoXB, (z0) (Z)
T—T T—
— I‘il(pl < 1|) - * Vg, XBp(wl)(x) + O(K)XBP(‘TO)UBP(wl)($) (47)
P |z — a4

as k — 0, uniformly in p. We call Q, ¢ = 7(Qy,) and @, ¢(2) = ue(771(2)), noting that u,, € H}(Qp.0),

for £ = i, j. Notice that, by (4.5), it is clear that (u1,...,Ups, ..., Upj,- .., ux) € H, so it is an admissible

vector. We now perform the first variation of each term of the sum defining J,,. Regarding the variation
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of the L?-norm,
1 ~
Z — (/ uf)l(z) dzf/
(i} p Qe Q
1

- /B . (uf(x) det(Dr(x)) — u?(x)) dw + iN /B i (uf(x) det(Dr(z)) — u?(x)) dz

ud (x) dx) = Z piN/Q (u?(x) det(D7(z)) — u?(m)) dx

" tedi.g}

P P

= Quy—o (U?(wo + py) det(Dr(xo + py)) — u (w0 + py)) dy
By (0)n—*i =2

[ oy (450 ) dt(Dren 4 ) =501+ )
B1(0 ﬂ+

2
ui(xo+py) o Y
= —————2p " KO (|Y|) = Ve, dy
/Bm(“w%) p? ly|

u3(z1 + py)
2 Y

-/ () R o
1 5

=0x(1)(p* + k)

(where 0,(1) — 0 as K — 0), where we performed the change of variable x = x,, + py, exploited (4.7) and
used Proposition 4.2. We stress that the computations regarding the volume and the Dirichlet integral
contributions are identical to those performed originally in [1, Theorem 3]. For the volume term, one has

Qpe] = [9u,] = O(R)p™ +0(k)pY s 1, p = (48)
from the properties of f, (Lemma 2.1), one immediately infers that
fn(mp,i U Qp,j U (Uée{i,j}Quj)D - fn(| Up Q) = oﬁ(l)pN + O(H)pNa as k,p — 0. (4.9)

For the Dirichlet energy term we rewrite all the details from [1], since we are going to need some
intermediate steps in the proof of Proposition 5.14 below:

k

1 -
Z}pN(/QP,Z Vel - /Q Vuel?)

1
= — | Duy(z)[D7(x)] 7Y ? det(D7(x)) — |Vug|? do
L’e{zw'} PN /QP’Z Z Z

:/ N | Dui(xo + py)[D7(x0 + py)] 12 det(D7(xo + py)) — |Vu,|* d
Bin i

P

[ IDusCor 4 (D7 + o)) P detDr(an + p) = [V da
BinN

P

oy ~ _ y
[ 2000 (T ) (Vi) = QD0 (- )
Byn 2wt ] Il

2 A o(k
=r(Co(p)qs, (x0) — Cr(@)gs (x1)) + 0,(1) + o(r),

where we have used Proposition 4.2 (which implies that Va,; — qu, (1'())I/IOX{I,U$O >0} a.e., and the
same for u; at z1) and for m € {0,1}

~ Yy _ _
[ 2000 (Vs ) (9 0) = ()1
BiN J |y‘

P

Y- Vg, _
Cnli)i=— | | Pl dH ). (4.10)
B1n{y-ve,, >0} |y| Bin{y-vg,, =0}
The last equality follows from the Divergence Theorem, recalling that v, is an inner normal and
Y- Ve,

div(e([y)ve,.) = ¢'(ly]) ly

Notice also that, by the radial symmetry of ¢, Co(p) = Ci(¢) = C(p), namely this quantity is not
affected by the choice of the normal v.
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Summarizing, we have that (recalling also that [, u? = 1), and using the minimality of (u1,..., u)
Jn(ul, e ,uk) S Jn(ul,. . ,ﬂp,i,. . ,ﬂp,j, e ,uk.)
< Iyl u) + 50N C(0)(qu, (20))* = (qu; (21))%) + 0(p™) + pV o(5).
Therefore
0 < 1p" C(9)((qu; (20))* = (qu; (21))?) + 0(p™) + pV ().
Dividing by xp", letting p — 0, and then x — 0, we deduce that
Qu; (%1) < qu, (20),

using also the fact that g,,, ., are nonnegative. Since x¢,r; are arbitrary (and taking i = j in the above
arguments), then there exists a constant m, such that

Qu; (z0) = my, for all zp € (0", \ Uji0Q,,) NQ, i=1,... k.
O

Remark 4.4. Using a proof similar to the one of Proposition 4.3, it is possible to show the following
result at two-phase points of the reduced boundaries:
Qui = My Guy =My and  Gu, — qu; =0 on  9"Q,, NO"Q,, NQ, foralli+#j.

However, we will prove this kind of result at all two-phase points, see Proposition 5.1/ below.
The density estimates from above and from below of Lemma 2.13 then entail the following result.
Lemma 4.5. There are universal constants 0 < ¢ < C such that, for allm € (0,1] and for all i,
0<c<qy(r) <C forzed*Q,, NTop(0Q,), which implies 0<c<m, <C.

Proof. The first statement follows as in [3, Theorem 4.3]. Then, since ¢,, is equal to m,, at one-phase
points, we deduce the same bounds also on m,,. ([

We are now in position to prove the existence of a constant n for which there is equivalence between
the constrained and the unconstrained problem.

Lemma 4.6. There exists ng > 0 such that, for 0 < n < no, if (u1,y,...,Uky) s optimal for probd-
lem (2.3), then we have

k
> 1, =a
i=1

In particular, the partition (Qy, ,, ..., Qu,,) solves our original problem (1.1).

Proof. We already know that Zle || < a, thanks to Lemma 2.9. For the sake of contradiction, let

us assume that
k
Z |, , | < a.
i=1

Then, following the same idea of [1], it is enough to do an outward perturbation at a one-phase (regular)
point xg € 90"y, , N for some ¢ = 1,...,k. Such a point exists thanks to Lemma 4.1. We use the
optimality condition at the one-phase free boundary, |Vu; ,|*(z¢) = m,,, with m,, uniformly bounded from
below (and from above) by Lemma 4.5, and a standard first variation argument on the first eigenvalue of
the Dirichlet Laplacian. More precisely, we consider a small ball B,.(zg) C Q\ U;j%Q,,, such that | U;
Qu, ,UB;(20)| < a, and take a smooth vector field compactly supported in this ball, £ € C°(B,(20), RY).
For t > 0 sufficiently small, we define

Qo= (I +16)(Qu,,) C Dy, U Br(o).

We note that we do not require that £ only pushes outward the set. A shape variation formula (see [32,
Section 5.9.3]) leads to

M(®,) = M0 =t [ Guo € v AHY 1+ ot)
' 9*Qu, , NBr(x0)
= tm,, E-vdHN T +o(t) ast—0,

8*Quim mBT(wU)
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where, in the last identity, we used Proposition 4.3. Then we use the Divergence Theorem (on the set
Qu; e \ Q. ), and we can choose a vector field as a suitable multiple of the one in [50, Lemma 11.3]
and t sufficiently small so that

Al(QUi,n) - Al(Qulgn,t) = tmn/ lefd{E + O(t) = mn|Q’U4i,n,t \ Qui,n |t + O(t)‘
Q“i,n,t\ﬂui,n
Using the minimality of (u1,),...,uk,), the information above and Lemma 4.5, we finally obtain
k k
Clgui,mt \ Qui,n| < mT]‘Qui,n,t \Qui,nl < Z AI(QU/]’,T,) - Z Al(Quj,n,t)
j=1 j=1

< fn(‘ Uj#i Qum U Qum,tD - fn(| Uj QuMD
= 77(|Qu1:,n,t \ Qu7n| - ‘QU”; \ Qui,mtD < 77|Qui,n>t \ an |

For n < ng small enough we obtain a contradiction. (]

Remark 4.7. Thanks to Lemma 4.6, we can now fix 1 > 0 small enough so that, taking an optimal
vector (us,...,u;) € H of problem (2.3), the nodal sets Qu,,...,8, are mutually disjoint and satisfy

=a. Thus fp(Us_1 Q) =0, Jy(u1,... ux) = Zle A1(Qy,), and

the measure constraint | U¥_, Q,,
(Quys -, Q) is an optimal partition of the original constrained optimal partition problem (1.1).

In order to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1, we will use, in Section 6, the fact that we have found
both a solution of (2.3) and (1.1). In the following section, in order to classify blowups at two-phase
points, we exploit (2.3).

5. CLASSIFICATION OF BLOWUPS AT TWO-PHASE POINTS

Up to now, we have only partially classified blowups at points of the reduced boundary (recall Proposi-
tions 4.2 and 4.3, and Remark 4.4). In this section, using other arguments, we completely classify blowup
limits at all two-phase points, combining then all these information together to obtain a common lower
bounds of some quantities. More precisely, we prove the following result.

Theorem 5.1. Take n € (0,1] and let (uq,...,ux) be an L?-normalized solution for problem (2.3). Let

i #j and xo € Trp(0%) NTrp(09y), that is, xo € (0, N O, NQ)\ Upsi jQu, is a two-phase point
at the boundary of Q, and Q.
Take the blowup sequences centered at xq: for small € > 0,
u;(xo + ex) uj(zo +ex) Q—xo

i) = EOTED () = WEEED e, 20T

extended by zero outside Q.. Then there exists m(xg) such that, up to pass to a subsequence, as € — 0,

Use = m(zo)(x - V)4, wj . — m(xo)(z-v)_  strongly in LS, (RY) and H} . (RY), (5.1)

loc
for some v € 9By. Moreover,

Oy — Qu. —
Ifxo*>{$‘V>0}, foo‘){x’/<0} in Llloc(RN)'

The remainder of this section is dedicated to the proof of this theorem. To simplify notation, we take
from now on ¢ = 1, j = 2 and assume without loss of generality that xqg = 0. We also consider wuy,us
extended by zero to RY \ Q.

We start with a first characterization of the blowup limits.

Lemma 5.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 5.1, there exists 1, Uz € C?O"cl RYYN HL (RY) such
that, up to pass to a subsequence,

Ule = U1, Ug,e — Uz strongly in LSS, (RY), and H} (RY).

Moreover,
—Aw; <0 RN, —Au; =0 in Qa, and up-ue=0. (5.2)
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Proof. Observe that, since u; is Lipschitz continuous and 0 € 9, then, in each compact K € R,
lure ()] = ure(x) —ur(0)] < Llz| <C,  [Vure(a)] = [V (ex)] < C,
and the same for uy .. Hence, the sequences are bounded in H. _(RY) and, by Ascoli-Arzeld’s theo-

rem, the blowup sequences converge locally uniformly, up to pass to a subsequence, and also weakly in
H} _(RY). On the other hand,

—Au; . < 62/\1(Qui)ui75 in RV, —Au; . = 62)\1(Qui)u,~75 inQ,,. and wuj.-uz.=0in RY,

which shows (5.2). The only thing left to prove is the strong H}\ -limit of blowup sequences. For that,
we follow [47, Lemmas 3.7 and 3.11] (see also [41, Step 5 of the proof of Theorem 4.1] or [42, Lemma
7.4]). We know that

Wie = Aui,e + 52)\1(Qui)ui7€, i = Au;
are positive Radon measures, concentrated on 9€2,, ., and 9y, , respectively. Let R > 0 and take ¢ to
be a smooth cutoff function such that 0 < ¢ <1, ¢ = 1 in Bg, ¢ = 0 in R \ Byp. Then

Wie(Br) < /

pdpie = / —Vu;. - Vo + 52)\1(Qui)ui,8<p de < C
BQR BQR

and, by testing the equation —A(u; . — 4;) = 52)\1(Qui’€)ui’€ — Wie + i by (ui e —;), we obtain

/| Ve - ) < |19 —ake=- [ (Ve ) V) e~ )

Bar

+ 62/\1(91'75) /

ui,e(ui,a - ﬂi)@ - / (ui,s - ai)‘pdui,a
BQR B2R

+/ (wie — i) dp; — 0
Bar
as € — 0. O

The rest of the proof of Theorem 5.1 goes as follows:
(1) First, we prove that there exists a,b > 0 and v € 9By such that

1 (z) = alx - v)4, ts(x) = blx - v)_.

(i.e., U1, uo are two-plane functions). This is done by showing an Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman type
monotonicity formula for (ui ., us.) - see Proposition 5.7 -, which then provides that the Alt-
Caffarelli-Friedman functional for the blowup limit (%1, @2) is constant.

(2) Then, using a suitable variation argument and using the fact that (u1,us) minimizes prob-
lem (2.3), we deduce that a = b. Observe that, due to the form of the perturbed problem with
functional J;,, we do not have any local minimality condition for the blowup limit (@, @s), which
makes this step particularly delicate.

(3) Finally, we show that a > m,, combining Proposition 4.3 with a continuity in z of an Alt-
Caffarelli-Friedman type functional.

We proceed with these two steps in the following two subsection.

5.1. Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman type monotonicity formulas. Blowups are two-plane functions.
In this subsection we prove an Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman type monotonicity formula for subsolutions of
divergence-type operators (see Proposition 5.7 below), which we then apply to the blowup sequences
U1, Uz,e. Even though monotonicity formulas have been used in several contexts (see e.g. [4, 15, 16,
19, 21, 22, 28, 37, 44, 48], for a nonexhaustive list), we could not find in the literature a version we
could use directly to our purposes. For that reason, we present here a proof. To start with, we recall the
Friedland-Hayman inequality [31] (see also [4] or [14, Chapter 12]).

Lemma 5.3. Given w C 0B; relatively open, let \1(w) denote the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet

Laplace-Beltrami operator on w, and let

N -2 <N -2
+

2
2) +t7 fO’f't>0

Then
Y(A1(w1)) +v(Ai(w2)) > 2

for every wy,ws C OBy, relatively open, with wy Nws = 0.
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Moreover, equality is achieved if and only if each w; is a half-sphere.

Remark 5.4. The function v arises from the equation t = y(N — 2 + ), appearing when looking for
harmonic functions with homogeneity v on cones.

From now on we will mostly follow the notation and structure of [43], where a one-phase monotonicity
formula was shown (check Proposition 2.5 therein), adapting it for the two-phase case (see Proposition
5.7 below).

By Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5, there exists A > 0 (independent of 7 < 1) such that

A (Qy,) = / |Vu; |2 < A for every i = 1,2. (5.3)
Q

Next, let R = R(A\) > 0 be such that the ball By = Byz(0) has first Dirichlet eigenvalue equal to A.
We denote by ¢ the corresponding positive eigenfunction, normalized in L*°:

7A90 = XSO in B2Ra

p=0 on 0B, 5, (5.4)

¢(0) = 1.
We recall that ¢ is radially symmetric and radially decreasing, attaining its only maximum at the origin.

Lemma 5.5. We have
—div (<p2v (Z)) <0 inBp, fori=1,2. (5.5)
Proof. This is a direct computation (cf. [21, Lemma 9.1]):
~ div (&v (2‘0)) = div (Vg — 1V9) = — A+ Mg = wp(M (@) — ) < 0,
where the last inequality follows from (5.3). O

Based on the fact that u, us satisfy (5.5), we now prove an Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman-type monotonicity
formula. We assume first that N > 3.
With that in mind, let T, € C?*(Bsg/s \ {0}) be the Dirichlet Green function of the operator

—div (p®V-) in By, that is, the solution to

—div (¢?VIly) =6 in Bsg)a, (5.6)
FQO = O on aBSR/27
where § is the Dirac delta centered at the origin. This Green function is given explicitly by
3R/2 s1-N
I,(|Jz)) =T r:NfQ/ ———ds, r=|z|,
o(lz]) =Tp(r) = ( ) 20 ||
F1=N ~
and so, in particular, T, (r) = (2 — N)@T(T) We also define, for 0 < r < R,
P(r) = rN_2<p2(r)F¢(T), ¥(0) := rl_i)r})1+ Pir)=1. (5.7)

We recall the following result.

Lemma 5.6 ([43, Lemma 2.4]). Let N > 3. We have:
(1) ¥ (r) >0 for any r € [0, R);

(2) ¥(3R/2) =0; .
(3) there exists C = C(N,X) > 0 such that

[(r) —1] < Cr forr € (0,3R/2), (5.8)
and in particular ¢ is Lipschitz continuous in Bsgs.

Proposition 5.7 (Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman-type monotonicity formula). Let N > 3, and let wi,wy €
CRMYN HL _(RN) be nonnegative functions such that wy - wy =0, and

loc
—div (¢*Vuw;) <0 in Bi  fori=1,2. (5.9)
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Then there exist C = C(N) > 0 and 7 = #(N) € (0, R) such that the function

» 1 Y(||) Y(|z)) 2
Y(wn, wp,r) 1= r2 || V= 3 [Vw i /B || N2 [V
1
:e&i?/ &PHVwﬂ?;g/ T, Vsl (5.10)
B, B,

is nondecreasing in r € (0,7).

Proof. We follow closely the computations in the proof of [43, Proposition 2.5], to which we refer to for
more details.

Step 1. Let i € {1,2}. By (formally) using I',w; > 0 as test function in (5.9), and w? /2 as test function
n (5.6), we see that

Y(|x w
/BT |x|(]|v_|)2Vwi|2=/ @’T | Vw;|? S/ <P2Fwwi(3ywz‘)—/3 (%2 2v( ), VL)

r

r OBy

2 2
= / wQFWwi(aywi) — / @2(6urw)ﬂ _ wl( )
9B, 9B, 2 2
L o(r) N -2
’ = 2
S /33r <<p Fwa(ﬁywl) iw ¥ (8 I )> - /(93T (erwi(ani) + WU} )
(5.11)
Step 2. Denote W(w;,wo,r) by ¥(r). We compute the logarithmic derivative of W:
i T
d e L . [ e
— log ¥(r - = so_ 4 ) |
- log¥U(r) =C +Z oD 2_CT+; e T
|$|N 2 |V’LUZ| = - oN—3 wi(ﬁuwi) + 27~N—1wi

For i = 1,2, let v; = vlm = w;(rz) : 0B; — R and w;, = {x € 9B : vlm () > 0}. Observe that

w1, Nwa, = 0. Moreover,
d / Vel
7m@w)>0—7+¢ > ur

N -2
dr 7,:1/ ( (r)v;(Oyv;) + 5 Uf)

/ () (D)2 + 02 ()| Vour]?)

N —2
/ Y(r)v (O,v;) + 5 vf)

/ (02(r) (B :)? + Y2 ()M (i )02)
1 / ( vlavz)#—N?—Qvf) 7

where Aq(w; ) denotes the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplace-Beltrami operator on w; . Since

/ (v +220) < [ (%(mﬁ T2 D).

by choosing a > 0 such that

(N =2)(a+1) _ ¢ (r)hi(w,) 1,1 N -2\ Ol e? ()
2 - 2a(N1—2) <:>a__2+]\7_2\/( 5 )“‘1/}2(7”))\1(%«)—1

=C-~+-

TN
NMN
L

Mw

4
>C -
T

o
Il

where the function «(-) is as in Lemma 5.3,

2
dirlog U(r)y>C-— % + . 2 Z’Y (1/)2(7’))‘1(“’1’,7“))



_2< 2+4+ ! z A ( ww»). (5.12)
r P(r) —
Step 3. Observe that
W( ) — A1 (wir)
V(E52) 02 i)+ (252) + (i)

[y (W% (r) A1 (wir)) =¥ (M (wir))| =

|7/’2( ) — 1 Al(wz r) )‘1( i) .
< ESEVIES] = [p(r) — 1\m70\1(%,r>)

S CT’Y(AI (wz,r))a

using the fact that t € R* + /t/7(t) is bounded, combined with (5.8). Therefore there exists C; > 0
such that, for 7 > 0 small,

(@2 (r) A1 (wir)) o YA(wi,)) (1 = C7)
P(r) - 1+Cr

Going back to (5.12) and using Lemma 5.3 we have, for small r,

> y(Ai(wr,)) (1 = Crr).

2
% log ¥(r) > % <—2 + %r + Z’y()\l(wi,r))(l — Cﬂ“))

i=1
C C
Z ; (—2+2r+2(1—017")) =2 (2—201>,

which is positive by choosing C' > 4C}.

[\

O
Lemma 5.8. Let 6y, s be the blowup limits as in Lemma 5.2. Then
1 Vi) 1 / A\
— R = 5.13
7% S, W g T2 = 19

r

for v = V(uy/p,ua/p,0") := lim,_ g+ ¥(u1/p,uz/p,7) > 0. In particular, (u1,u2) is a two plane
configuration:

W) =a(w-v)y, @) = bl -v).,

for some a,b > 0 with ab =y, and v € IB;.

Proof. We aim to apply Proposition 5.7 to the functions w; = w;/p. First, we make a change of variable

so that
eCsr 1 ’(/)(|EQL‘|) v( U1e ) V( U2 e ) de
) o(e)
e 1 ) (u) 1 ¥ (l2)) (u) _ (“u )
¢ <er>2/3 w2 VG )| <er>2/3 vz |V )| EY o)

72 Jp, faV 2
By Proposition 5. 7 there exists U(u1/p,ua/p,0") = lim._o+ U(ui/p,uz/p,er) = € [0,00). On the
other hand, since w( = — Ui strongly in H} (RY) (recall Lemma 5.2 and the fact that ¢(0) = 1), then

loc
Ul,e U2 ¢ i IV’U&'Q i/ |va2‘
V(w(em)) V(w(m)) e /B 2¥-2 72 [, Jo N2

as € — 0. In conclusion, the functional of the classical Alt-Caffarelli-Friedman monotonicity formula is
constant in r, for the functions @y, 4. Then, by [4] (see also [14, p. 224]), there exists a,b > 0 and
v € 0B; such that @;(x) = a(z - v)y, G2(x) = bz - v)—. By going back to (5.13), we deduce that
ab = . O

2 2

1 P(lex])

2y |xN2

2 2

eCeri ¢(|59€|)
2 Jp, Jal =2

1 [ w(eal)

r2 B, 2| N2

Lemma 5.9. Under the notations of Lemma 5.2, for each i = 1,2 we have

= XQ,, O-€. in RY, strongly in L}, (RY).
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Proof. We adapt to our context the proof of the second part of [42, Lemma 7.4]. For each ¢ = 1,2, by
Lemma 5.8, either 90y, = () (when @; = 0) or 094, is the hyperplane {z - v = 0}. We prove that, in any
case, Xq,, . — X, pointwise in RN\ {z-v = 0}. Fix i = 1,2. For zg € Qg,, by the continuity of ;
there exists § > 0 such that 4; > 0 in Bs(zg). Since u; . — 4; strongly in L2 (RY), then u; . (z0) > 0
for € > 0 small, and
XQ., . (x0) =1 = 1= Xxa,, (o).

Now let g € RN \ Q,,. In particular, 4, = 0 in Bs(z), for some § > 0. Assume, in view of a
contradiction, that @; .(xg) > 0 for all € > 0 sufficiently small.

Then, using the nondegeneracy property of w; in the form of Remark 2.12; there exists a universal
constant C' > 0 and x. € Bs(xg) such that

Ui,s(xe) = ”ui,E”L”(B&(fo)) > (0.

Then, as ¢ — 0 and up to pass to a subsequence, x. — 19 € Bs(2o), and by uniform convergence of
blowup sequences (Lemma 5.2),

ﬂi(l'o) >C6d >0,

a contradiction. Therefore, the sequence of characteristic functions converges a.e. in R, while the L'
convergence is a direct consequence of Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. O

Lemma 5.10. Under the notations of Lemma 5.2, we have 41, Ug Z 0.

Proof. Let i = 1,2. By Lemma 2.13, there exist a constant & > 0 such that, for € > 0 small, we have

¢ < 195050 _ 190 0B
— B0 | B1|
On the other hand, by Lemma 5.9, [Q,, . N Bi| — [Qg, N Bi|, and so u; # 0. O

5.2. Conclusion of the classification of blowup limits at two-phase points. Proof of Theorem
5.1. So far we have show that 4y = a(x - v)4, 42 = b(x - v)_, for a,b > 0 such that ab = v :=
U (u1/p,uz/p,07), together with strong convergences of blowup sequences. In order to conclude the
proof of Theorem 5.1, it remains to show that a = b.

Let R > 0. We show that @1 — 4o is harmonic in Br. Take 0 < ¢ € C2°(Bg) and define the blowdown
sequence

x
ve(x) =¢ep (E) , e >0,
satisfying supp(¢.) C Begr and the following scaling properties
lpells =il leell3 = e¥*2llel3, IVeell3 =V IVells and [ =¥ |Qy]; (5.14)

Since zg = 0 € (00, NI, N Q) \ Ug#,gﬁw, the for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, we have B.r C
Q\ Upz1,29y,. We also observe that:
fuilli = eM* i ell, 1= [lwillz = eV uicl3, Vuill3 = eV ([Vuiells and [Qu,] =V |Qu, .| (5.15)

Lemma 5.11. Under the previous notations, there exists C > 0 (depending on ¢) such that
0<2t | V(upe—uae) Vo+Cte® +12||Ve3

Br
k k
fn <5NQ(ﬁ1,a+tw)+| +eV Z Q(ﬂi,aw)+|> —In <5N Z |Qu75|>]
i=1

L1
o~
€ =2

and

0 th/ V(us. —urs) - Voo + Cte® + 2|V 2
Br

k k
1
+ N I EN‘Q(ﬁz,s+t¢)+| +el Z \Q(m,s—w)+| —Ja <5N Z |Qus >
i#2 i=1

for e > 0 sufficiently small (depending on R > 0) andt € (0,1). Here, for each i, G ¢ == w; ¢ —Zj# Uje-
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Proof. We prove only the first inequality, as the other case is analogous. Using the minimality of
U, ..., Uy, we have

J»,;(U]_, ) uk:) S Jn(u17t,€7 cee auk,t,6)7
where, as in (2.9),

Ute = (Ul,t,sa ce 7uk,t,s) = ((al + t@s)—i_ 5 (17,2 - t@s)_‘— Yo (ﬁk - t@s)-i_) 3

recalling that @; = u; — Zj# uj, for i =1,..., k. This yields

- ) a _ Jol VG + o) 2 S |97 (i1 — tipe) 2
Do IVul i (D19l ) < i Z =
—~ Ja P [[(G1 + toe) 13 (G — tee) ™13

1=2

+ fn <|Qu1,t,5| + Z |Qu7fs |> .
=2

By scaling the inequality above and using both (5.14) and (5.15) we obtain

k k )2 B
N 2 N fsz V(i1 + tee) ™| fsz V(i — tpe)™|
£ [Vuiel”+ fn | € Q.|| <

;/ﬂ ) ! ; ’ [[(@1 + te)* I3 Z (@ — to)* I3

1=2

k
+ fn <5N|ﬂ<ﬁl,e+w)+| +eN D 1, -t ) ., (5.16)

i=2
where Q. = Q/e. By [6, Lemma A.1], since ||u;|l2 = 1 for every i = 1,...,k, there exists C; > 0 such
that, for ¢t > 0 small,

1 1
1 2t/ wpe + Crllec2, —— < 1+2t/ 1.+ Crlloc 26 (i > 2),
(@1 +to)*ll3 — : o 1(%; — to) 113 Q 2

and so there exists Co (depending on ¢) such that

|V (i + tpe)T|?
Jo - / IV (i + to) PP (1 20N+ / wrep + CL2eN 2|2
Q.

(1 + tpe)* I3
:sN/ |V (G, + tc,o)Jr|2 — 2t5N+2/ ul,gcp/ |V (a1 + t<p€)+\2
Q Br Q

€

+ NPl /Q IV (i + toe)

SEN/ V(e + o) ? + Cote™ 2, (5.17)

€

for every t € (0,1). Here, we have used again (5.14), (5.15), as well as the locally uniform convergence
of u; .. Similarly, for i > 2,

|V (a; — t@s)+|2 N
fﬂ|(@‘ —te )2 N/Q |V (iti,e — to)™[* + Cote™*2. (5.18)
i e B .

Therefore, by plugging (5.17) and (5.18) into (5.16), and given that
k
V(i + 1)+ Ve — o) = [V(ane + 1),
=2

we have

k
NS [ Vel <N [ Ve )+ 2N
i=1 7% Qe

k k
+ fn <€N|Q(ﬁ1,s+t¢)+| + EN Z |Q(ﬁi,s—ttp)+ |> - fn <€N Z |Qu15
=1

=2

Dividing both sides by €, and using the fact that

/ |V (@1 + t)|? Z/ Vul€\2+2t/ Vi e - V<p+t2/|Vgo\2

€
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k
:Z/ |Vui76\2+2t/ V(u175—u278)~v<p+t2/ VP2,
i=1 7S Br Q

for € > 0 sufficiently small, we obtain the desired conclusion. [l

Lemma 5.12. Under the previous notations, for a.e. t € (0,1) and £ = 1,2, we have

k k
1
| [ V1 vt Y D Qo | | = Fr (eNZmW) =0,

£ i=1

as € — 0.

Proof. We present the proof for ¢ = 1, as for ¢ = 2 is analogous. First, recall that, from (5.15) and
Lemma 2.9, we have ¢V Zle Q.| = Ele |Q4,] < a, which yields to
a
-

k k k
S <6N > 19, ) = v (eN D1l - a) =1 (Z ..
i=1 i=1 i=1

Let us denote my . = mq(t) := €N|Q(ﬁ1,5+w)+| + &N E?:z |Q(a, .—t)+|- We have two possibilities,
either m; . < eV Zle |Qu, .| or My > eV Zle |, |-

Case 1: It my . < eV Zle |, . |, then

k k
1 n
wan <5N|Q(ﬁ1,a+w)+| +eV Z |Q(ﬁi,e—tga)+|> TN <5N|Q(ﬁ1,a+tw)+| +el Z T “)

=2 =2

k
a
- (le’”t“)* + Y Qs ety — 5N> ,

1=2

and hence

k

1 1

(i) = s (eN D1,
i=1

k k
> =0 <|Q(ﬁ1,s+t¢)+| + Z ‘Q(ﬂi,e—t¢)+| - Z |QU7L,E ) .

i=2 i=1
Case 2: On the other hand, if m; . > Vv Zi;l ;..

k k k
1 1 1
oy (mie) = 1y (sNZ |ﬂui‘g|> < vy (eN%MW D DIUIIESHEDY lﬂui,J)
i=1

1=2 =1

, then from Lemma 2.1-(2), we have

k k
1
= 5 (|Q(fb1,s+t§0)+| + Z |Q(ﬁi,57tv)+| - Z |Qu15 > :
i=2 i=1
In both cases, we need to examine the quantity
k k
M1.e(t) = Qay et |+ D 1=ty — > Qs
i=2 i=1

and show that, for a.e. ¢t > 0, lim._,g 71 () = 0, so that the claim of the lemma holds. Observe that,
since suppy C B C Q\ U§>3Qw)€, we have Qq, __¢p)+ = L, ., for i =3,... k. Moreover,
Q(ﬁl,e‘i‘t%ﬁ)Jr = (Q(ul,a—11a2‘5+1ﬁ<;0)4r n BR) U (Qul,s N (BR)C) ,
and
iz, —tot = (Uusc—ur.—te)+ N Br) U (Qu, . N (Br)°) -
Hence,

M1e(t) =y . —us o 4te)+ N BRI+ [Quy . N (BR)| + [Qus. . —uy . —t)+ N Br| + [Qu, . N (Br)“

k k
=3 =1

= |Q(u1,e*u2,a+t<,0)Jr N BR| + |Q(u2,a*u1,57t<,0)Jr N BR| - |Qu1,a N BR| - |Qu2,s N BR|

= |Q(u1,e—u2,s+t<p)+ N BR| + |Q(u1,g—u2,5+t<ﬂ)_ N BR‘ - |Qul,5 N BRI - |Qu2,5 N BRl
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=|{z € Br : (u1c —uze +t9)(x) # 0} = [Qu, . N Br| = [Qu, . N Brl.
By passing the limit as ¢ — 0, and using Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9, we obtain
lim 71 (1) = [{o € B ¢ (alx 1) = bl )" +1¢)() # 0}| - | Bl

=|{x € Br : a(z-v)T —b(z-v)” +te(x) =0}

Finally, since ¢ > 0,

{x€Bp :alx-v)t=blz -v)” +tp(x) =0} ={r € Br : a(z-v)" —b(z-v)” = —tp(z)}

C{xeBgr: (z-v)<0, t@(x)zb(x~u)}u{x€BR|x-l/:O}

(i(xy)) :ZZ}U{:UEBR cx-v =0}

Since |[{z € Bg : z-v = 0}| = 0 and, by Sard’s Theorem, {x €Bg: (z-v)<0, 22 — %}’ =0 for
a.e. t > 0, the conclusion follows. (I

z{xeBR|(x-V)<O,

Lemma 5.13. Let 4y, us be as in Lemma 5.2. Then

Aty — ) =0 in RY
and, in particular, a = b.
Proof. By Lemma 5.12, there exists ¢,, — 0 such that, for each n,

k k
1
N [fn <5N|Q(ﬁ1,5+tn¢)+| +el Z |Q(ﬁi,5_tn§9)+|) — (EN Z |0, .
i=1

=2

I

as € — 0. By Lemma 5.11,

0<2t, | V(uie—uz.) Vo+ Ctoe® + 3|Vl
Br
k

k
I <5N|Q(ﬂ1‘g+tnw)+| +el Z ‘Q(ﬁi,s—tn@ﬁ > —Ja <5N Z ‘Que
i=1

1
o~
€ =2

)

By letting € — 0, and using the convergences of the blowup sequences provided by Lemma 5.2, we have
0<2t, [ V(u—a2)- Vo + 2] Voll3.
Br

Finally, we divide the inequality above by t,, and let n — oo to see that

0< V(i —as) - V.

Br

Since R > 0 and ¢ are arbitrary, this means that

—A(@i; — 1) >0 in RV,
By doing a similar computation, we can also show that

—A(ty — 1) >0 inRY,

hence %y — iy is harmonic in RY. O

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 5.1. This result is now a direct consequence of Lemmas 5.2, 5.9, 5.10
and 5.13. 0

Finally, we relate the information obtained at one-phase reduced boundaries (Proposition 4.3) with
the one obtained at all two-phase points (Theorem 5.1).

Proposition 5.14. Leti # j and take o € Trp(0Q) NT'rp(08;). Then m(xo) > my,, where my, is the
constant appearing in (4.4).
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Proof. Take xg € 0§, N IQ,; NQ, and let 1 € 9", be a one-phase point for some | € {1,...,k} -
which exists, by Lemma 4.1. Take the blowup sequences
u; (rg +cx u(xr1 + ex
u; o (z) = M7 w.(z) = y
€ €

By Propositions 4.2 and 4.3, there exists v, (z1), the measure theoretical inner normal to the boundary
of 02, at x1, and
QO —
Tw T, {z vy, (z1) >0} ae. and Lj,,.

€

On the other hand, by Theorem 5.1, up to considering a subsequence, there exists v(xzg) € 9, such
that

Upe = my(z- vy, (21))4 i Lis. N Hy,.,

Qu, —

wie — m(zo)(z-v(20))y in L7, N HE ., O 5 {z-v(zo) >0} ae. and L},

€
(observe that while v(xg) may depend on the sequence, this is not the case for m(zg)). Now we simply
repeat the same procedure of the proof of Proposition 4.3, considering a diffeomorphism that pushes
inward €, at 2o (using v(zo) as normal) and pushes outward €, at z1 (using v, (z1)). More precisely,
we set

r — X r — T
Tpﬁ(z) = T(l‘) =X+ Kpp <|p0|) V(Q:O)XBI)(IO)QQ% — KpY <p1|) Vy, (ZEI)XB,)(M)'

and consider U, ;(z) = w;(17(2)), Up(z) = w(t71(2)). For sufficiently small x, p, we use
(Ui ooy Uiy ey Upy e ey Up) el
as a test function for J,. By repeating the proof of Proposition 4.3 (which relies only on the convergence
statements for blowup sequences!) we obtain this time
0 < rkp" Clp)(M(20))* = (my)?) + 0(p™) + pN o(x)

and so m(zg) > m,, as wanted. O

6. OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS IN THE VISCOSITY SENSE. CONCLUSION OF THE PROOF

From now on, we fix » > 0 small enough, and take an optimal vector (uy,...,us) € H for problem (2.3),
such that (Q,,...,8,) is an optimal partition of the original constrained optimal partition problem
(1.1) (recall Remark 4.7). In this section, we show that (ui,...,ux) satisfies, in the viscosity sense,
suitable optimality conditions at the free boundary. This will allow to apply the regularity result of [24]
at two-phase points, and the regularity result of [42] at one-phase points, concluding the proof of Theorem
1.1.

First of all, we introduce the notion of viscosity solution of a PDE.

Definition 6.1. Let Q C RN be an open set. We say that a continuous function Q: Q — R touches
from below (resp. touches from above) a function w: Q@ — R at zy € Q if Q(zo) = w(xy) and

Q(z) < w(x), (resp. Q(x) > w(x)), for all x in a neighborhood of xg.

Definition 6.2. We say that Q: 0 — R is an admissible comparison function in §2 if
e QeC'({Q>0NYNC'({Q <0} NQY);
e QeC?’({Q> 0N NC*({Q <0} NQY;
e 9{Q >0} NQ and I{Q < 0} NQ are smooth manifolds in €.

We start with the results for the one-phase points. Recall that m,, is the same constant of Proposi-
tion 4.3 and 5.14.

Proposition 6.3. Let (uq,...,u;) be optimal for (2.3). Leti € {1,...,k} andxy € (8Qui \ Uj#@Quj) N
Q be an interior one-phase point. We have the following:

(i) Suppose that Q is a comparison function and Q4 touches u; from below at xg, then |VQ 4 (:170)|2
My ;

IN

Y

(ii) Suppose that Q is a comparison function and Q4 touches u; from above at o, then |VQ (zo)|*
My
Moroever, T'op(0);), that is the one-phase free boundary of Q,, NQ, can be decomposed in a regular part
Reg; and in a singular part Sing, such that
e Reg; is locally the graph of a CY® function for any « € [0, 1),
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e There exists a universal constant N* € {5,6,7} such that Sing; is empty if N < N*, discrete if
N = N*, and dimpy (Sing;) < N — N* otherwise.

When the claim of Proposition 6.3 holds, we say that [Vug|* = m, on (9, \ U;j200,,) N Q in the
sense of viscosity solutions.

Remark 6.4. The constant N* is the lowest dimension at which there exists singular local minimizers
for the Alt-Caffarelli one-phase functional in RN .

Proof. In view of Remark 2.10, we note that the set €2, is a solution to the shape optimization problem:

min ¢ A\ (w) 1w C Q\ Uz, Wl :a—Z|wj\ . (6.1)

i
Thanks to [42, Lemma 5.30] we deduce the claim with a certain constant m; > 0 on the one-phase
free boundary, namely (0, \ Uj2;0Q,;) N . The fact that the constant m; is exactly m, (and does
not depend on i) follows thanks to Proposition 4.3, and performing a blowup at a one-phase point of

the reduced boundary. The last claim concerning the regular and singular part also follows from [42,
Theorem 1.2]. O

We now focus on the two-phase points. Let (ug,...,ux) be a solution for problem (2.3) and g € 9€,,,N
Oy, \ Uiz, i, be a two-phase point. Up to relabeling the indexes, we can assume that i = 1, j = 2.
We denote u = u; — uy and since there are no triple points (and no two-phase points at the boundary of
the box ), we take R > 0 sufficiently small such that Br(z¢) C Q\ Uk ,Q,,. We can now prove that,
at two-phase points (branching and not branching), the following optimality conditions, in the sense of
viscosity solutions, hold true:

\Vui|? > my,  |Vug|? >m,, and |Vui|?> —|Vus/>* =0 on 9Q,, N, NQ,

where m,, > 0 is the constant from Proposition 5.14, see also Theorem 5.1. Let us state it in a more
precise way.

Proposition 6.5. With the notation above, we have the following:

(i) If Q is a comparison function touching from below u = uy — ug at a two-phase point x, then
IVQ™(z0)? 2 my,  and,  [VQ*(x0)* —[VQ (x0)* < 0.

(i) If Q is a comparison function touching from above u = u; — ug at a two-phase point x, then
IVQT (z0)]* 2 my,  and,  [VQ™(wo)* —|VQ (z9)]* > 0.

Proof. This proof, since we now have the information on the behavior of the blowup limits at two-phase
points (see Theorem 5.1), follows as [24, Lemma 2.5]. For the sake of completeness, we report here the
proof of part (¢) (the other case is analogous). Let zg € 0Q,, N Oy, \ Ui>38,, and @ be an admissible
function that touches u = u; — ug from below at z¢. Let ug, r, and Qg r, be blowup sequences of u
and @ at xp. Then, up to extracting a subsequence, we can assume that ug, ,, converges uniformly to
a blowup limit of the form (see Theorem 5.1)

+

Uoo () = m(zo)(z - )T —m(xg)(x-v)7,

for some v € 0B;. Recall also from Proposition 5.14 that m(zq) > m,,.

On the other hand, since QTand @~ are differentiable at zo (respectively in {Q > 0} and {Q < 0}),
we deduce that @, , converges to the function

Qoo(@) = [VQ (20)] (z - )4 — [VQ™ (w0)| (z-v')_,

where v/ = |VQ* (z0)| ' VQ¥ (z0) = —|VQ™ (z0)| " VQ~ (2z0). Now since, Qoo touches 1o, from
below, we have that v/ = v,

|VQJr (:co)’2 - |VQ* (x0)|2 <0 and ’VQ+ (zo)| < my, |VQ* (:co)’ > my,
thus (i) is proved. O

We are now in position to prove the regularity result at two-phase points, again following [24] (where
the most difficult step, namely the improvement of flatness, is proved).
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Theorem 6.6. Let (uy,...,ux) be a solution for problem (2.3) and xo € Oy, N Oy, \ Urzi jQy, be
a two-phase point. There exists 1o > 0 (depending possibly also on xg) such that 0Qy,, N By, (xo) and
Oy, N By, (x0) are CH* graphs for all a € [0,1/2).

Proof. As usual, up to relabeling the indexes, we can assume that i = 1,7 = 2. We denote u = u; — ug
and since there are no triple points, we take R > 0 sufficiently small such that Br(x) C 2\ Uk ;Q,,.
We divide the proof in some steps. -
Step 1. There is a unique blowup of u at zy. Moreover there exists « > 0 such that for every
open set D' € Bg(xg) there is a constant C (D', N) > 0 such that, for every two-phase points z,yog €

(8Qul N O, \U123Qul> N D', we have
Im (z0) = m (yo)| < C'lzo —wol”  and  |v(z0) — v (yo)| < Colzo — yo|”, (4.1)
where
m (o) (z - v(x0))" — m(wo)(z - v(x0))~ and m (yo) (- v(y0)) ™ — m(yo)(z - v(yo))~
denote the blowup limits of u at zy and yg respectively. In particular, (89u1 N O, \Ulngul) ND is
locally a closed subset of the graph of a C® function.

Proof of Step 1. This follows from the improvement of flatness result at two-phase points [24, Theo-
rem 4.3]. O

Step 2. There are C%“ continuous functions m; : 9QF — R,my : 9, — R such that m; >
My, My > My, and uy, ug are viscosity solutions of the one-phase problem

—Aup = A (Qy)ur in Qyy, |Vul=my; on 9Q,,

and
—Aug = A1 (Quy)us  in Qy,, |Vug|=mo on  9Q,,.

Proof of Step 2. We show the proof only for u;, being the other case analogous. We already know the
equation satisfied by w; in €,,, thanks to Lemma 2.5. By [24, Theorem 4.3], we infer that for all
two-phase points zg € D’, we have

|u(z) — my (z0) (z — o) - v (z0) | < Co |z — @07, (6.2)

where x € By, (xg) Ny, , with v € (0,1/2), 0 <19 < R and Cy > 0 depending only on D’.

To conclude we only need to prove that m; € C%* (9€2,,). Since m; is a-Hélder continuous on the
set of two-phase points by Step 1 and constant on the set of one-phase points, thanks to Proposition 6.3,
we just need to show that if z( is a two-phase point such that there is a sequence x,, of one-phase points
converging to xg, then my (z9) = m,,. To this end, let y,, € 0, N Oy, N Br(xo) be such that

dist (2, 00y, N O, N Br(2o)) = |Tn — Yn| -
Then we set

1
Tn = |Tn —yn| and wup,(z)= T—ul (T + 1)
n

and note that u 5, is a viscosity solution of the free boundary problem
_Aul,n = ’I“n)q (Ql)ulm in Qul,n n B1, \Vulm

Since u; ,, are uniformly Lipschitz they converge to a function u; o, which is also a viscosity solution of
the same problem (thanks to De Silva regularity paper for viscosity solutions [25]). On the other hand,
by (6.2), we have that

=m, on 0Q A NDB.

U100 () = my (z0) (2 v (20)) ",

which gives that m; (zo) = m,,. O

Step 3. Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 6.6. Let zq € 9, N 9Ny, N Br(xg) and let £ be
the constant in [25, Theorem 1.1]. Thanks to the classification of blowups at two-phase points, we can
choose g > 0, depending on xg, such that

lttzg.r0 = (- v)* |, <&

so that thanks to Step 2, we can apply [25, Theorem 1.1] to conclude that locally at zq the free boundaries

0Q,, and 99, are C1® graphs. By the arbitrariness of zo this concludes the proof for some a. The

fact that the result follows for all a € [0,1/2) is pointed out in [30]. O
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To conclude, we present a summary with the complete proof of the main theorem of this paper.

Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 4.6, we may fix > 0 sufficiently small to that, by
taking an optimal vector (uq,...,ux) € H of problem (2.3), then the associated nodal sets

(Quys .-+, €y, ) form an optimal partition of the original constrained optimal partition problem (1.1).
We check that this partition satisfies the statement of Theorem 1.1. First of all, given i,
00y, =Top(0Qy,) UTTp(0Q,,) UT5(0Q,,)
as a consequence of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2.

The fact that T'rp(Qy,) C Reg(99;), which is of class C1*, follows from Theorem 6.6. All the

remaining properties in (1) follow from Proposition 6.3.

Finally, assuming C! regularity of 2, since the boundary of the box € only admits one-phase points
and (6.1) holds, [42, Theorem 1.2] shows that there are no singular points on 0 and that the regular
part is C™1/2, In particular, item (2) is proved. O

Remark 6.7. As a final remark, we point out that the proof of Lemma 4.1 was already showing that
branching points had necessarily to be cusps. In fact, with the same argument therein, if a two-phase
branching point were not a cusp, then we could find a new box Q' for which the point is on the boundary
of the box. But then, thanks to Theorem 3.2, we know that there can not be two-phase points in the
boundary of the box and we have a contradiction.

A. SOME USEFUL RESULTS AND REMARKS

Lemma A.1 ([6, Lemma A.1]). Let u € L*(Q) with ut # 0. Then, for all ¢ € L*(9),

1 1 2 / .
= F uTp+o(t ast — 0T,
TwEt 2~ T T T Jo® oW

Lemma A.2 ([12, Lemma 4.5]). There exists C > 0 such that, for every R >0 and u € H* (B,),

slu=opns(f

where Cn is a constant that depends only on the dimension N.

2
udHN—1> gCN/ \Vu|? dz,
B,

s

Lemma A.3. Let u be an H} (RY) nonnegative function, subharmonic in RY, and let w € B, C RY.

Then N
14 N-1
<| — .
sgpu - (diSt(W’ 3Bp)> j@BP () W)

In particular, given 0 € (0,1),

1
sup U < ——c w(y) dHY "1 (y).
S g, )

Proof. Let v be the harmonic extension of u|sp, in B,, that is, the unique solution of
Av =0in B,, v =1u on dB,.

Then, by the maximum principle and Poisson’s formula, for € w and since |z — y| > d := dist(w, 0B,)
for every y € 0B,),

2 2 2 2

p° — || / v(y) N-1 p° — |z| / u(y) N-1
u(z) <wv(z) = dH = dH
(@) <) = "B Jog, T ol W) =8B Jon, oo )

N
14 - p -1
< |, ,, U i) = (sisms) ]éBpu@)dHN (v).

In the particular case that w = By,, simply observe that dist(w,dB,) = (1 —6)p. O

Lemma A.4 ([12, Lemma 2.14]: three-phase monotonicity lemma). Let u; € H}. . (]RN) ,i=1,2,3, be
three nonnegative Sobolev functions such that Au; > —1 for each i = 1,2,3, and u; -u; = 0 in RN for
each i # j. Then there are dimensional constants € > 0 and C > 0 such that

3
1 |V 2 V| 1
—_ de | <C |1 d 0,-|.
H <r2+5 /BT o[V -2 x) < < —|—;/B1 o[V -2 T for every r € '
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Remark A.5. It is well known that, under the assumptions of the previous lemma,

2
/ |V}\L/Z_|2 de < C <1 —|—/ uf)
B, |zl By

(see [16, Remark 1.2], or [49, Lemma 2.1] for a proof that does not require the continuity of the functions
u; ). Therefore,

S vl : ’ 1
- <C|1 2 ~). Al
H <r2+5 /BT "2 dx) _C( +;/32ul> for every r € (0,2> (A1)

=1

A.1l. Some fact about Geometric Measure Theory. Here we recall some facts about geometric
measure theory, referring for example to [5, Chapter 2] for more information. The De Giorgi perimeter
of a Borel set £ C RY is the quantity

Per(E) := Sup{/ div(¢) dz : ¢ € CHRN,RY), [¢]loo < 1} .
E

If Per(E) < 400, then we say that E has finite perimeter.

Equivalently, it can be defined in the setting of functions of bounded variation as the total variation
of the distributional derivative of characteristic functions. We recall that if Q@ ¢ RY is an open set,
u € LY() is a function of bounded variation, and we write u € BV (£2), when the distributional derivative
Du of u is an R¥-valued finite Radon measure. Then E C R¥ is a set of finite perimeter, if and only if
xE € BV(RY) and

Per(E) = \DXE\(RN) =: ||DXEHTV(]RN). (A.2)
Whenever it exists, the quantity
BN B, ()
0 = lim ————— € (0,1
2@ =l g €01

is called the density of a Borel set E at x. Given t € [0, 1], we denote by E! the subset of points of RY
such that 0z (z) = t, and we call essential boundary of E the set 9°E = E \ (E° U E'). Eventually, we
define the reduced boundary of E as the set *E C 9°F of points of the essential boundary such that
the measure theoretic inner unit normal

vg(z) := lim 7DXE(BT($))
- =0 |Dxg|(B(2))

exists.
The geometry of the boundary of sets of finite perimeter is described by the following two fundamental
results.

Theorem A.6 (De Giorgi’s Structure Theorem). Let E be a set of finite perimeter. Then O*E is
HN L —rectifiable, P(E) = HN"Y(0*E) and, if v € O0*E, then (E — z)/r converges in L _ to the
hyperspace orthogonal to vg(x), as r — 0. Moreover the following divergence formula holds:

/diV(bdx:— ¢-vpdHN L,
E o*E

for any vector field ¢ € CH(RN,RY).

Theorem A.7 (Federer’s Structure Theorem). Let E be a set of finite perimeter. Then 0*E C E'/?
and HN=Y(0°E \ 0*E) = 0. In particular O*E, EY2 and 0°F are equivalent, up to a HN ~'-negligible
set.

A.2. Some facts about quasi-open sets. Finally, we recall some definitions and facts about quasi-
open sets which will be needed in the paper.

Definition A.8. A quasi-open set is a measurable set Q C RN such that for all € > 0 there exists
K. compact such that its (Newtonian) capacity cap(K.) < € and Q\ K. is open. Similarly, a function
u: Q — R is quasi-continuous if for all € > 0 there exists a compact set K. such that cap(K.) < € and
the restriction of u to Q\ K. is continuous. Fventually, we say that a property holds quasi-everywhere
on a set if it holds up to a set of null-capacity.
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It is well-known that every u € H*(RY) admits a quasi-continuous representative u. Moreover, if @
and u are two quasi-continuous representatives of u, then they are equal quasi-everywhere. Therefore, in
this paper, for every u € H'(RY) we identify it with its quasi-continuous representative. A quasi-open
set is then simply a superlevel set of (the quasi-continuous representative of) a function v € H*(RY).
For more details on quasi-open sets and quasi-continuous functions, and the definition of capacity we
refer for example to [32, Chapter 3.

Let us also stress that it is standard to define the Sobolev space H} on a quasi-open set  C RY as

HY(Q) = {u € H'(RY) : u = 0 quasi-everywhere in R \ Q}.

If © is an open set, this definition coincides with the usual one, see [32, Section 3.3.5] for more details.
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