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ABSTRACT. This paper focuses on the study of a linear eigenvalue problem with indefinite
weight and Robin type boundary conditions. We investigate the minimization of the
positive principal eigenvalue under the constraint that the absolute value of the weight is
bounded and the total weight is a fixed negative constant. Biologically, this minimization
problem is motivated by the question of determining the optimal spatial arrangement of
favorable and unfavorable regions for a species to survive. For rectangular domains with
Neumann boundary condition, it is known that there exists a threshold value such that if
the total weight is below this threshold value then the optimal favorable region is like a
section of a disk at one of the four corners; otherwise, the optimal favorable region is a strip
attached to the shorter side of the rectangle. Here, we investigate the same problem with
mixed Robin-Neumann type boundary conditions and study how this boundary condition
affects the optimal spatial arrangement.
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1. INTRODUCTION: INDEFINITE EIGENVALUE PROBLEM

The following linear eigenvalue problem with indefinite weight is of particular interest in
the study of population dynamics [13]:

(1) Ap+Ime = 0in ),
Onp + By 0 on 012,

where  is a bounded domain in RY with a smooth boundary 99, n is the outward unit
normal vector on 02, and the weight m is a bounded measurable function which changes
sign in € and satisfies

(2) —1<m((z) <k VzinQ,

where k > 0 is a given constant. It is said that X is a principal eigenvalue of (1) if the
corresponding eigenfunction ¢ € H'(Q) is positive. The existence of principal eigenvalues
of (1) was discussed in |2, 5] for different values of 3. It is well know that the case when
0 < 8 < oo is similar to the Dirichlet case. Suppose that

O ={z € Q:m(x) >0}
1
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has positive Lebesgue measure, then problem (1) has a unique positive principal eigenvalue
and the corresponding eigenfunction ¢ satisfies

/ m(x)p(z)? dr > 0.
Q

In the critical case § = 0, which corresponds to Neumann boundary conditions, 0 is a
principal eigenvalue and there is a positive principal eigenvalue if and only if

(3) / m(z)dr <0 and Q" has positive Lebesgue measure.
Q

For § < 0, it was shown in [2]| that, depending on 3, (1) has two, one or zero principal
eigenvalues. In the case of two principal eigenvalues, the way of distinguishing between
them is by considering the sign of [, m(z)¢(z)? dz.

One of the motivations for studying the dependence of the principal eigenvalue A = A\(m)
on the weight m comes from the diffusive logistic equation introduced in [23]:

uy = Au + wu[m(z) — ul in Q xR,
(4) Opu+ Bu=0 on 00 x R,
u(x,0) >0, u(r,0)#0 inQ,

where u(z,t) represents the density of a species at location = and time ¢, and w is a positive
parameter. On one hand, the case 8 = 0 corresponds to Neumann or no-flux boundary
condition and means that the boundary acts as a barrier, i.e. any individual reaching
the boundary returns to the interior. On the other hand, the case § = +oo corresponds
to Dirichlet conditions and may be interpreted as a deadly boundary, i.e. the exterior
environment is completely hostile and any individual reaching the boundary dies. For values
0 < B < oo, we are in the situation where the domain €2 is surrounded by a partially
inhospitable region, where inhospitableness grows with 5. The weight m represents the
intrinsic growth rate of species: it is positive in the favorable part of habitat (24) and
negative in the unfavorable one (2= = {x € Q:m(xz) < 0}). The integral of m over Q
measures the total resources in a spatially heterogeneous environment.

The logistic equation (4) plays an important role in studying the effects of dispersal and
spatial heterogeneity in population dynamics; see, e.g. [6, 7, 9] and the references therein.
It is known that if w < A(m), then u(z,t) — 0 uniformly in Q as ¢ — oo for all non-
negative and non-trivial initial data, i.e., the species goes to extinction; if w > A(m), then
u(x,t) — u*(z) uniformly in Q as ¢ — oo, where u* is the unique positive steady solution of
(4) in W24(Q) for every g > 1, i.e., the species survives. We are particularly concerned with
the effects of spatial variation in the environment of species extinctions. In this connection,
let mg < 1 be a positive constant and assume that

(A1) m satisfies (2), Q" has positive measure, and [, m < —mg|Q)|.

Since the species can be maintained if and only if w > A(m), we see that the smaller A(m)
is, the more likely the species can survive. With this in mind, the following question was
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raised and addressed by Cantrell and Cosner in [6, 7]: Among all functions m that satisfy
(A1), which m will yield the smallest principal eigenvalue \(m)? From the biological point of
view, finding such a minimizing function m is equivalent to determining the optimal spatial
arrangement of the favorable and unfavorable parts of the habitat for species to survive.
This issue is important for public policy decisions on conservation of species with limited
resources.

Given mg < 1 and k > 0, we define the set of admissible functions

(5) M ={m € L*(Q) : m satisfies (A1)},
and the problem
(6) inf \(m) subject to m € M.

The following result was established in [20] for Neumann conditions (i.e. f = 0) and
may be straightforwardly extended to Robin conditions, therefore we do not reproduce here
the proof but rather refer to [20, Theorem 1.1] for details. This theorem states that the
optimal solution m only takes the two barrier values —1 and k. Therefore, the analysis may
be performed in the set of piecewise constant functions m taking the values —1 and s and
verifying the volume constraint instead of M. In this way the problem can be seen as a free
boundary problem, where one seeks the interface between the regions where m is equal to
—1 or k.

Theorem 1. The infimum Nipg := infepq A(m) is attained at some m € M. Moreover, if
A(m) = Aing, then m can be represented as m = kxg — Xo\r almost everywhere (a.e.) in
Q for some measurable set E C ).

In this paper we assume 8 > 0 and use the notation mg := kxg — Xo\g- In section 2,
in one dimension problem (6) with Robin boundary conditions is solved in the case where
FE has exactly one connected component. We show that there is a threshold value 8* such
that the optimal set behaves like in the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions for g > g*
and like in the case of Neumann boundary conditions for f < 8*. From section 3 on, we
consider multi-dimensional domains. In particular, cylindrical domain in RY with mixed
Robin-Neumann conditions are analysed. The asymptotic analysis for a small perturbation
of mg with F being a strip is performed and the second-order derivative As of A is derived.
The knowledge of the sign of Ay allows to determine whether mpg is a local optimum for
problem (6). In section 4, the sign of A9 is analysed using the results of section 2 in one
dimension. Conditions proving the strip £ to be optimal are analysed in sections 5 and 6.
Finally, in section 7 a numerical method for minimizing the eigenvalue is given and applied
in the one- and two-dimensional cases, respectively.

2. PRINCIPAL EIGENVALUE WITH ROBIN CONDITIONS IN ONE DIMENSION

In this section we study the one-dimensional case, i.e. N = 1. Without loss of generality,
we take 2 = (0,1). According to Theorem 1, we consider the minimization of A(m) with
m = KXE — Xo\E, £ € S¢, where

(7) Sc:={E C Q, E measurable : |E| = c},
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and c is such that (Al) is satisfied and active, i.e. [,m = —mg|Q|. The case of Robin
boundary conditions contains the Dirichlet case, for § = oo, and the Neumann case for
B = 0. The Neumann case in one dimension was fully investigated in [20], where the
authors give the explicit global optimum of the principal eigenvalue. The method consists
in looking for minimizers into the subsets S¥ of S, given by

Sk .={E €S, : E consists of k disjoint open intervals} for k € IN.

Unfortunately, this method relies on the extensive use of the Neumann conditions and can-
not be transferred to Robin boundary conditions. In the Robin case, we are only able to
obtain optimal sets if we minimize A\(m) in the smaller set S! instead of S.. Nevertheless, it
is conjectured, in view of the Neumann [20] and Dirichlet [11] cases, as well as the numer-
ical results from section 7, that the optimal sets are indeed in S! when minimizing in S..
Therefore, in what follows, we consider sets F € S}

In this section, based on a particular ansatz for the solution of (8)-(9) below, we obtain
equation (17) determining the eigenvalue. It cannot be solved explicitly, however studying
this equation allows us to determine the monotonicity of A with respect to the position of
E and thus to conclude on the optimality of E in S!. These results are given in Theorem
2. In [8, section 2|, the one-dimensional version of problem (1) is studied in the special case
k = 1. Here, we study the general case k > 0. Then the eigenvalue problem (1) becomes

(8) o+ dmp =0 in (0,1),
(9) ¢'(0) = Be(0) = ¢'(1) + Be(1) = 0.
Let 0 <a<b<1land ¢ =b—a > 0. The interval F is defined as E := (a,b) and m as
m:=KXE — Xo\E, E € S!. We may rewrite the eigenvalue problem (1) as
) ¢'=Ap=0  in(0,a),
) "+ Xk =0 in (a,b),
12) "= Ap=0 in (b,1),
) ¢'(0) = Be(0) = ¢'(1) + (1) =0
) ¢(a)" —¢'(a)” =’ (0)" ¢/ ()" =0
) p(a)" —pla)” =) —¢b)” =0
According to |2, 5| we have A > 0, ¢ > 0 for 8 > 0 and we may consider

Cy coshV\(z — a) + CysinhvVA(z —a) in (0,a),
(16) () =< CscosVAk(z —a) + CysinVAk(z —a) in (a,b),
Cs cosh vV A(x — b) + Cgsinh vV A(z —b) in (b, 1),

with constants C; = C;(E), i = 1,..,6. The boundary and transmission conditions (13)-(15)
may be written as a system MC = 0, where M is a 6 x 6 matrix with coefficients m;; and
C is a column vector whose elements are C;, ¢ = 1,..6. The coefficients of M are all zeros
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except for
Vv Asinh(v/Aa) + 8 cosh(v/Aa)
mi1 = - ; mig = —1,
Vv Xcosh(v/Aa) + Bsinh(v/Aa)
VAsinh(vVA(1 = b)) 4 B cosh(vA(1 — b))
mas = - moe = 1,
VA cosh(vVA(1 — b)) + Bsinh(vVA(1 — b))’
mg1 =1, mg3 = —1,
ma2 = —1, maqg = \/Ea
ms3 = COS V AKC, ms4 = sin V Ak, mss = —1,
me3z = —v/ksin V ke, mes = VK cosVAke, meg = —1.

Obviously, M C' = 0 has a non-trivial solution only if det M = 0. If this is the case, then one
may give an expression of the eigenfunction ¢ proportional to C; # 0. The coefficient C} is
then uniquely defined by a normalization condition on ¢, for instance fQ @ = 1. Actually,
solving the equation det M = 0 yields the eigenvalue A. With some elementary but laborious
calculations, this equation becomes

(17) fla,B,5,A) =0
with f given by

fla, 8,5, 0) = cosh(VA(L —a—c))- [cosh(\f)\a)(ls(—)\\/ﬁ 4 B2/VR) + L(28VN)
+ sinh(VAa)(L(~BVAR + BVA/VR) 1A+ 57)]
+sinh(VA(L — a — ¢))- [cosh(ﬁa)(zs(—ﬁ\/ﬂ + BVNVE) + (A + 52))

+ sinh(VAa) (1s(~ B2 V/A + A/VR) + 1(28VN)]

where we have used the notations [, := cos(V Ak ¢) and [5 := sin(vV Ak ¢). Theorem 1 and
(A1) imply that ¢ depends on & in the following way:

1-— mo < 1
14k 1+k

When § = 0, then (17) becomes the characteristic equation for the Neumann problem
VEtan(v/Ake) — tanh(vV A a)

1 + tanh(v/ a) tan(vAke) /K

which, for a = 0, leads to the formula that was found in [20], i.e.
(19) Vi tan Vake = tanh VA(1 — ¢).
When f — oo, (17) also provides a characteristic equation for the Dirichlet problem:

tan(v/Akc)/y/k + tanh(v A a)
1 — /k tanh(vA a) tan(v/Akc)’

CcC =

(18) tanh VA(1 — ¢) =

(20) tanh V(1 —¢) = —
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which, for a = 0, leads to the relation
(21) tan vV Ake = —y/k tanh VA(1 — ¢).

Remark 1. Equation (19) has a unique solution \ in )0, (/2¢)?/k[, while (21) has a unique
solution in |(m/2¢)? /K, (7/c)?/Kk[. According to [1], A is an increasing function of 3. This
indicates that 0 < X\ < (7/c)?/k for any j3.

Notice that f can also be expressed in the following way:

(22) fla, B, 6, X) = g(B, K, A) + h(a, B, K, ),
with
9B,k N) = 28V AI.cosh(VA(L = ¢)) + BVA1/vE — V&)l sinh(VA(L — ¢))
+(A + %)l sinh(VA(1 —¢)) + A(l/f — V)l cosh(VA(1 —¢)),
h(a,B,k,A) = cosh(VA(1 —a— ¢))cosh(VAa)ls(8%2 = \)/vVk
+sinh(VA(1 —a — ¢)) s1nh(\fa) 5()\ — B*)V/E.

After simplification, the partial derivative of f with respect to a is given by

(23)  0af(a,B,5,N) = (B = N(VAL(VE + 1/Vk))(sinh VA(a — (1 — a - c))).

According to Remark 1 we have 0 < A\ < (7/c)?/k, thus in (23) the sign of d,f(a, 3, k, \)
depends only on the sign of 32 — X and a — (1 —¢)/2. Tt is known [16] that for 3 > 0, (8)-(9)
has a unique positive principal eigenvalue, which is also the first positive eigenvalue of (8)-
(9). Therefore, for each 0 < a < 1—¢, 8 >0, K > 0 there exists A(a, 3, k) such that (17)
is satisfied with the associated eigenfunction ¢ fulfilling ¢ > 0. Considering A\ = A(a, 8, k)
and taking the derivative with respect to a we obtain

(24) a)\f(aa /87 R, )‘(av /Ba K))aa)‘(aa 67 H) = _8af(a7 ﬁ7 R, A(CL, /87 H))

Thus, in order to determine the sign of 9,\(a, 3, k) we need to establish the sign of 0y f(a, 8, K, A(a, 8, K)).
However, the derivative with respect to A of f is very involved as can be seen from the def-

inition of f. Instead, to determine 0y f we may write the derivative with respect to g of f

and we get in a similar way:

(25) 8)\.][.(04757%7)\( 57 )) ( 57 ) = _8ﬁf(a7ﬁ7’%7)\(a767/€))'
It has been shown in [1] that dgA(a, 8, k) > 0, thus 0\ f(a, B8, k, A(a, B, k)) and 05 f (a, B, K, AM(a, B, K))
have opposite signs. Now we compute the derivative of f with respect to 5. We obtain,
using (22)
dsf(a,B,k,2) = 2VAl.cosh(VA(1 = ¢)) + VA(1/vk — V&)lssinh(VA(1 - ¢))
4281, sinh(VA(1 — ¢))
+2cosh(VA(1 — a — ¢)) cosh(V a)lsB/vk
—2sinh(VA(1 — a — ¢)) sinh(vV/Aa)ls8v/k.
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We study the case f = v/A. In view of (23) and (24) we have
8a)\(a7 /87 "Q) = 8af(a7 67 R, A(a7 57 "1)) = 07

and A(a, B, k) is consequently constant with respect to a, which means that any domain E
in the class S! is optimal if there exists a 5* such that \/A(a, 8*, k) = 5*. In view of (22)
we have that
fla,B,5,8%) = 28%cos(cBv/r)(cosh(B(1 — ¢)) +sinh(B(1 - ¢)))
+6%(1/Vk — v/K) sin(eBv/k) (cosh(B(1 — ¢)) +sinh(B(1 — ¢)))
= P179(25% cos(cBv/k) + B(1/V/k — Vk) sin(cBv/K)).

If k = 1, the smallest solution to f(a, 3, x, 8%) =0 is

(26) B=p"=n/2cVk) =n/(2c).
If k > 1, the smallest solution of f(a, 3, k, %) = 0 is given by

1 N 1

= c\/E arctan 1 c\/E arctan ﬁ
Finally, if £ < 1, the smallest solution of f(a, 3, ,3?) = 0 is given by
1 2
(arctan \/E + 7r> .
N k—1

We may now state the main result of this section.

(27) B=p"

(28) B=p" =

Theorem 2. The principal eigenvalue X a, B, k) is continuous with respect to 5 for 5 > 0.
It is also symmetric with respect to a = (1 —¢)/2 for 0 < a <1 —c and:

o if B> B*, then A(a, B, k) is strictly decreasing with respect to a, i.e. Oz\(a, B, k) < 0,

for 0 < a < (1 —¢)/2; therefore the minimum of X a, B, k) is attained for a =

(1-¢)/2.

o if B < B*, then A (a, B, k) is strictly increasing with respect to a, i.e. Oa\(a, B, k) > 0,
for 0 < a < (1—c)/2; therefore the minimum of A(a, 8, k) is attained for a =0 and
a=1-c.

o if B = (%, then A a, B, k) is constant with respect to a and any 0 < a <1 —c is a
global minimum for A(a, 5, k).

Proof. We start with the continuity. The symmetry of A(a, 3, k) with respect to a =
(1 —¢)/2 is obvious. Therefore we may assume that 0 < a < (1 — ¢)/2. For fixed a and &,
we define the function f: R% 3 (8,\) — f(a,B,£,\) € R. In view of the definition of f, f
is clearly a C*-function on R2. Due to (23)-(24) and a < (1 — ¢)/2 we have

Mf(B,N) =0=B=p8"=1/Aa, B, r).
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Therefore, we may apply the implicit function theorem on 0, 5*[ and ]5*, +00[ to obtain the
existence of a function A(8) of class C* on |0, 5*[ and |5*, +o0 such that

F(B.A(B)) =0 on R\ {5}

For 0 < k < 1, one easily finds that 8,\f(ﬂ,A) > 0 for all § € Ry. Therefore we have
A(B) € C®(R4+,R) for 0 < k < 1. For k > 1, the continuity on R will be obtained below.
We now show the monotonicity of the eigenvalue with respect to 5. First of all, in view
of (24), (25), and since dgA(a, B, k) > 0 as proved in [1|, we have the following sequence of
implications
(29)
0sf(a,B,k,Na, B,k)) =0=0\f(a, B,k,Na, B,k)) =0= 0o f(a,B,k,\a,B,k) =0

According to (23) and due to 0 < A < (7/¢)?/k we have

(30)  Buf(a,B,mA(a,Bk) =0and 0 <a < (1-0)/2 B =/Na, B, r)
We have seen above that 3 = v/\ is equivalent to 8 = 8*. Thus,

(31) 0sf(a,B,k,Na, B,k)) =0= =" =Aa,B* k).

Since 0z f(a, B, k, A(a, 5, k)) is linear with respect to 3, it does not change sign on the half-
line B > B* and on the segment 0 < B < B*. First assume that g > g*. This implies
that 5 > y/A(a, 3, k). Indeed, assume that § < \/A(a, 3,k); the case 8 = \/A(a, B, k) is
obviously ruled out because it implies § = §*. Since A(a, §, k) is strictly monotone with
respect to 3, A(a, 5, k) is bounded with respect to the principal eigenvalue of the Dirichlet
problem, i.e. problem (8)-(9) with 8 = oo. Thus, the principal eigenvalue A is bounded as
a function of 5. Now, if there exists §* < 8 < \/A(a, 3, k), then invoking the continuity of
Aa, B, k) with respect to 8 on |5*, 400], there exists [y such that g* < By = v/ A(a, Po, k).
However we have seen that in this case we necessarily have By = (* which contradicts
B* < Bo-
According to (25), 93 f(a, B, k, A(a, B, k)) and Oy f(a, B, K, A(a, B, k)) have opposite signs.
In view of (23) and (24) and thanks to 8 > \/A(a, 5, k) we then have two cases:
(1) if 9sf(a, B, k, A(a, B, k)) > 0, then duA(a, B,Kk) <0
(2) if 9gf(a, B, k, A(a, B, k)) < 0, then Iy A(a, B,Kk) >0
The second case is not possible since for 5 = 400, which corresponds to Dirichlet boundary
conditions, it is known [19] that we should have 9,A(a, 3, k) < 0. Therefore we necessarily
have d,A(a, B, k) < 0 if B > 5*.
Now we look at the case # < f*. This implies that 8 < \/A(a, 8, k). Indeed, assume that
B> \/A(a, B, k) (the case 5 = y/A(a, 3, k) is obviously ruled out). The principal eigenvalue

A has a positive lower bound as a function of 3; see [22] for details. Thus, if there exists
B* > B > \/Aa, B, k), then invoking the continuity of A(a, 3, k) with respect to 8 on |0, 8*],
there exists Sy such that f* > By = \/A(a, Bo, k). However we have seen that in this case
we necessarily have 5y = 8* which contradicts 8* > .

In view of (23),(24),(25) and thanks to § < y/A(a, 8, k) we have two cases:
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(1) if 9sf(a, B, k, N (a, B, k)) > 0 then J,\(a, 5, k) > 0,
(2) if 9gf(a, B, k, N (a, B, k)) <0 then 9,\(a, 5, k) <O.

The second case is not possible since it includes the case § = 0 (Neumann boundary condi-
tions), and it is known [20] that we should have 9,A(a, 3, k) > 0 in this case. Therefore we
necessarily have d,A\(a, 8, k) > 0 if 5 < S*.

Finally, since 8 < \/A(a, 8, k) on |0, 5*[ and 5 > /A(a, B, k) on |B*, 00|, the monotonicity
of Ma, 8, k) with respect to § implies that A(a, 3, k) is continuous with respect to /3 also at
8 = B*. |

3. CYLINDRICAL DOMAINS

In section 2 we have obtained pivotal results about the optimal weight function m in
one dimension. Using this knowledge, we would like to move on to multi-dimensional prob-
lems. Unlike in one dimension, it is not possible to perform explicit calculations, unless
we consider particular geometries for 2. Thus, as a first step towards the study of general
multi-dimensional domains, we propose to look at cylindrical domains in RY with mixed
Robin-Neumann conditions. Indeed, this allows to separate variables and exploit the re-
sults in one dimension obtained in section 2. On the top and bottom of the cylinder we
impose Robin boundary conditions while on the lateral boundary Neumann conditions are
prescribed. The problem with Neumann boundary conditions on the whole boundary was
studied in [17].

We determine if the “strip“ touching the shorter side of the rectangle is a local optimizer or
not for the minimization problem (6). For this purpose, in this section we introduce the strip
Qg corresponding to m = k and consider small perturbations Q1 of Qg in terms of a function
g and a small factor €. Using classical methods of asymptotic analysis, we obtain asymptotic
expansions of \. and ¢, respectively the eigenvalue and eigenvector corresponding to 7,
with respect to €. The subsequent sections are dedicated to determining the optimality of
this strip using the obtained asymptotic expansions.

Let Q be a cylindrical domain in R given by

(32) Q:=(0,1)xDcRY, N>2,

where D is a bounded domain in RV~! with smooth boundary dD. We denote by ¥ :=
{0,1} x D and I' := (0, 1) x 9D the top and bottom and the lateral boundary of the cylinder
Q, respectively. Let Qg and €, be subsets of €) defined by

(33) Qd == (0,¢) x D, Qy =(c¢,1) x D

with a parameter ¢ € (0,1), and set m(z,y) = & if (v,y) € Qf and m(x,y) = —1if (z,y) €
Qg , where z € (0,1) and y € D. Note that (3) is equivalent to 0 < ¢ < ¢* := (k +1)7L.
We perturb the problem (1) as follows. Let g : D — R be any L2-function satisfying

(34) /D 9(y)dy =0,
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and define the perturbed domain Q = QF U Q7 with
QF = {(z,y) e RxRN"1:0<x<c+eg(y), y € D},
Q- = {(z,y) eERx RN ':ctegly) <z <1, y€c D},

where € > 0 is a small parameter. Then set mq(x,y) = & if (z,y) € QF, mc(x,y) = —1 if

(z,y) € Q2 and consider the perturbed problem .
Ap: + Aemep. =0 in €,

(35) Onpe + B =0 on X,
Onpe =0 on I

For € = 0, the solution ¢g of (35) is independent of y, i.e. ¢o(z,y) =: ¢(x). The main goal
of this section is to find a formal asymptotic expansion of A for small € > 0. To this end,
we consider the following ansétze for A\; and ¢,

Ae=A+ed +e2h+ ..,
©e(z,y) = p(x) + ep1(z, y) + e%pa(x,y) + ...\

where (¢, A) is an eigenpair of the one-dimensional problem (8)-(9). We substitute ansétze
(36) into the weak form

By - / V. - Vi - / Dnipeth + A / Mg =0 for any ¥ € C1(Q),
Q o0 Q

(36)

and gather -, e!- and e2-order terms according to the procedure in [17]. In this way we
obtain the equations fulfilled by @1, A1 and Ao. Since the calculations to obtain these equa-
tions are similar to those in [17], we do not reproduce them here for the sake of compactness
and refer to [17, section 3] for details. We actually obtain A\; = 0 and ¢; must satisfy the
equation
(38) Ap1+Acpr = 0in (0,¢) x D,

Apr —Ap1 = 0in (¢, 1) x D,
with the boundary conditions
(39) Onp1 + Bp1 =0 on X, Onp1r =0 onT,

and the transmission condition
r=c+

1) 2 ima) — 2P (tim ) = 221 = Ak +1plc)g(y), yeD.

ox ztc B % zle - E

Tr=Cc—

Finally, from e2-order terms, we derive (see [17, section 3]) that Ay is expressed as

Al + 1p(c) /D 1(e)a(w) + ¢ (©)g* () dy

e
Q

(41) Ay = —
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Since Ay = 0 for this geometric configuration, m is a candidate for providing a local
minimizer of the principal eigenvalue. To determine whether A is indeed a local minimizer
we need to study the sign of Ay. In the following sections we show that the principal
eigenvalue A is not locally minimal if

Ilg] :== /D e1(c,y)9(y) + ¢'(c)g*(y)dy > 0

for some g € L*(D).

4. DETERMINATION OF THE SIGN OF )\

The main result of this section is Lemma 1, where the sign of Ay is established depending
on the value of 8 and on the smallest positive eigenvalue p of the lower-dimensional problem

(42)

AV +pV = 0 inD,
0,V = 0 ondD.

For the analysis, we compute Az in the particular case where g(y) is an eigenfunction of (42)
associated with a positive eigenvalue 1 > 0. Notice that (34) constitutes a normalization of
the eigenfunction in this case. Later on, any function ¢ in L? may be expanded in terms
of of eigenfunctions of (42). This enables us to use the results of this section, also in the
general case. We set p1(x,y) = P(z)g(y) and infer from (38), (39) and (40) that P satisfies
P'(z) 4+ Ak —p)P(x) =0, 0<z<e,
P"(z) — (A + p)P(z) =0, c<x<l,
(43) P'(0) = BP(0) = P'(1) + BP(1) = 0,

Pet) = Ple-),
L P'(c+) — P'(c—) = =Xk + 1)p(c).

Due to the unknown sign of Ak — 1 in (43), we compute the solution to (43) by distinguishing
the three cases < Ak, p = Ak and p > Ak.

4.1. [Case I: u < Ax], Computation of P. We write P as

C3cos Ak — px + Cysin/ Ak — pz, 0<zx<ec,
Cscoshyv A+ p(x —1)+ Cgsinh A+ p(x—1), c<z<lLl

with constants Cy, i € {3,4,5,6}. The Robin boundary conditions for P yield

(45) BCs = /A —pnCy,  BCs=—/A+ nCs.

(44)  Pa)= {
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From the transmission condition (40) at x = ¢, we obtain
(46)  Csv/A+ psinh(y/A+ ale — 1)) + Cv/A+ preosh(y/A+ afe — 1))
+Cy/A — psin(y/Ak — pc) — Cay/ M — rcos(v/Ak — pe) = —A(k + 1)p(e),
(47) O3 cos(v/ Ak — pc) + Cysin(y/ Ak — pc)
=C5 cosh(v/A + pu(c — 1)) + Cssinh(y/A + p(c — 1)).

For simplicity, we introduce the following notation:

he := cosh(\/A + u(1 —¢)), hs :=sinh(\/ A + p(1 —¢)),
ke := cos(\/ Ak — pc), ks :=sin(y/ Ak — pc).

Observe that hs = —sinh(y/A + p(c —1)). Using (45)-(47) results in

Ak + Do(c) BVAK — ke + Bks)
®(p)

(48) Cs =

with
D(p) = — (VAk — phe + Bks) (A + phs + BV + phe)
+ (()‘K_/‘)ks _ﬁ\/ )"{_,U/kc)(\/ )‘+,U/hc+ﬁhs)'

Next, we show that ®(p) < 0 for Ak > > 0. With a = 0, (17) represents the characteristic
equation which determines A(0, 8, k). We actually observe that ®(0) = f(0, 5, k, A) and thus
®(0) = 0, indeed

®(0) = h2[k2(— Ak + B82) + 28V AREL] + RO (—BV Ak + BVN) + VE(A + 52K,
where the notation kY, hY, k9, k¥ stands for A, hs, ks, ks with u = 0. Denoting for p > 0

cr'”syr ey Vs

_ P (p)
) = (R =k + By (VAT b + 1)
we get
_ ()‘+/~L)hs+/8\/mhc ()"Q_N)ks_ﬁmkc
1(p) =— +

(VA+ phe + Bhs) (VAR = pke + Bks)

B \/)\+utanh\/)\—|—,u(1—c)+5+\/)\/{—,utan\/)\n—uc—ﬁ

- 8 _ 8 — )
1+\/mtanh\/)\+u(1 c) 1+\/mtan\//\/<a e

First observe that /A + ptanh A + u(1—c) and Ak — ptanh \/Ak — pc— (3 are strictly in-

creasing and decreasing functions of u, respectively. Secondly observe that \//6_7 tanh /A + p(1—

¢) is a strictly decreasing function of p due to the properties of the tanh-function, whereas
\/%7“ tan «/Ak — pc is a strictly increasing function of p due to the properties of the tan-

function. Therefore ®;(u) is a strictly decreasing function of p. Since ®1(0) = 0, we get
@ (p) <0 for Ak > p > 0 and in view of

(VAR — ke + Bk) (WA the + Bhy) > 0
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we obtain ®(u) < 0 for Ak > p > 0. Note that (48) is always well-defined since p > 0. The
sign of ®(u) and Cg will be used in the following section to determine the sign of I[g].

4.2, [Case I: u < k], Computation of I[g]. We may write I[g] as
(49) )= (Pl0) +¢(©) | ).

D
Assuming i < Ak, we have

P(c) + ¢/ (c) = Cshe — Cohs + ¢ (¢) = Co(=B7' /A + phe — hy) + ¢ (o).
The function ¢ is given by (16) with a = 0, i.e. we have

Cs cos VAR + Cysin vV Ak x in (0,¢),
p@) =13 7 = .
CscoshvVA(x —1) + CgsinhvVA(z —1) in (¢, 1).

Using boundary and transmission conditions (13)-(15) at © = ¢ we obtain
(51) o(c) = Ca(B 'V Ak cos VAk ¢ + sin VAk ¢) = Cy(B7VAk L, + 1),
(52) ¢ (c) = Ca(—B  Aesin VAk ¢+ VAk cos VAk ¢) = Cu(—B Aels + VA L),

(50)

where 54 is a constant which depends on the normalization chosen for ¢. Note that 6’4 >0
since A is a principal eigenvalue. Hence, P(c) + ¢'(c) > 0 (i.e. I[g] > 0) if
(53) —Cs(B7'V A+ phe + hs) > —¢/(c).
We have —Cg > 0 and 8~1\/A+ phe + hs > 0. Therefore, if —¢'(c) < 0, inequality (53)
holds true. Thus, we study the sign of —¢'(c) as a function of £.

—(¢) =0 < Cy(B ArsinVAkc — VAkcos VA e) = 0 <= 3 = VArtan Vs

Clearly, —¢'(c) is also a decreasing function of 3. Therefore, setting

(54) 3 = VAktan VAke,

we have —¢/(¢) < 0for B > B3, —¢/(¢c) = 0for B = 8 and —¢/(¢) > 0 for B < 3. Thus,
(53) holds true for 8 > 8. Next we study the case 8 < 3. The latter implies —¢’(c) > 0.
Dividing by —¢'(¢) in (53) and using (48) yields
M+ 1)ple) o)
—¢'(¢) (VAK — pke + Bks) (VA + phe + Bhs)

Inserting (51)-(52) and the expression for ®(x) we find that (53) is equivalent to

with
B VL + Bl O+ e+ BN T e
(56) gl(ﬁ)_)\(m—i_l))\ﬁls—ﬂmlcj 92(57M)— \/mhc“‘ﬁhs )

—(Ak — ks + BV Ak — pke

Y vy ST
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We study now the behaviour of g1, go and g3 as functions of . Differentiating with respect
o [ yields

9s01(8) = Al + 1) A Aty

> 07 3692(57,“) =

> 0,

()\Hl — BV AKI:)? (VA + phe + Bhg)?
AK —
9 JH
5938, 1) = (¢wi*k+ﬁk)
Thus, g1, g2 and g3 are increasing functions of 8. We have the estimates
92(6 M) _ ()‘—'_:U')hs"i_ﬁ\/)‘"’_/ihc
’ VAF phe + Bh
A+ p)hs + BVA+ phe
<( Q) b o =/ A+ ptanh /A + p(1 —c) + 5.

- \/)\‘F/iht:

and further gs(8, ) < —vAk — ptany/Ax — pc+ B. Since —/ Ak — ptany/ Ak —pe < 0
and p < Ak we get

(58)  g2(B, 1) + 93(B, 1) < VA + ptanh /A + (1 —¢) + 28 < VA1 + k) + 2.

Simplifying g1 (8, p) results in

- VARl + Bl 1+ B(VAk)tan vk ¢
91(8) = Al + ))\nl —B\/El = Akt 1) —B+ VAktanVAk e
-6+

Based on this expression of g1, we now show that

B) = VAL + k) + 28 > g2(8, 1) + g3(B, ).

For this purpose, we first look for a solution to the equation g;(8) = \/A(1 + k) + 25. A few
transformations lead to

(59) ,3— — VA1 +k) = N1+ k)
B”T”+2ﬁ+m |

Using § = v/ AxtanvAke and (19) we get f = vAtanhvVA(1 — ¢) < VA, On one hand,
if 28 — \/A(1 4+ k) < 0, then the solution 8 of (59) satisfies # < 0. On the other hand, if
263 — A1+ k) > 0, we use B < v/A and obtain

~ A1 =k —+V1+k)
(60) T Y, v

Therefore, in any case we obtain B < 0. Since g1(B) is increasing as a function of 3, we have

B) > VA1 + k) +23 forall 0 < 8 < f,

and since g2(8, 1), g3(B, 1) are also increasing functions of § we finally obtain

B) = AL+ k) +28 > g2(B, 11) + g3(B, 1) for all 0 < B < .
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Therefore, (53) and P(c) + ¢'(¢) > 0 (i.e. I[g] > 0) hold true for all 5 > 0.

4.3. [Case II: y© = Ak], Computation of P. The case u = Ak is critical as we get

P"(x) =0for 0 < x < cin (43), and therefore the solution P is not given by (44), except for

B8 = 0. However, the calculation of P leads to a similar conclusion as for the case u < Ak.

In fact, we are looking for a solution of the type

(61) Plx) = { Cs + Cyz, | 0<z<ec,
Cscosh A+ p(z — 1) + Cgsinh VA + p (z — 1), c<x<l,

with constants Cj, i € {3,4,5,6}. After similar calculations as for the case pu < Ak, we end
up with the formula

Al + Dep(e)B(1 + Be)
D (p) '

with ®(pn) = —(1 + Be) (A + p)hs + BVA+ whe) — B(VA+ phe + Bhs) < 0. Thus we have
Cs < 0 as before. The values of p(c) and ¢'(c) are independent of 1 and are thus, still given

by (51)-(52). Hence, we also have P(c) 4+ ¢'(c) > 0 (i.e. I[g] > 0) if

(62) Ce =

(63) *Cﬁ(ﬁ_l VA + phe + hg) > 790,(6)7
and (63) is always true if 5 > B. When 8 < 8, (63) can be rewritten as
(64) 91(8) > g2(B, 1) + g3(8),

where g; and go are given by (56) and g3(3) = B(1 + Bc)~! < 5. Consequently, we derive
the same estimate as (58), i.e.

(65) 92(B, 1) + g3(B) < \/mmnh M(l —c)+28< \/W‘f‘ 28,

and we obtain the same conclusion as in the case p < Ak, i.e. P(c)+¢'(c) > 0 (i.e. I[g] > 0)
for all g > 0.

4.4. [Case III: > Ak], Computation of P. In this case, P is only composed of hyper-
bolic functions:

() Cscoshv/p — Ak x + Cysinh v/ — Ak z, 0<zx<ec,
€Tr) =

Cscosh A+ p(z — 1)+ Cgsinh /A + p (z — 1), c<x<l.
The Robin boundary conditions for P provide

(66) BCs =/ —AsCy,  BCs = —/A+ 1 Co
From the transmission condition at x = ¢, we have
(67)  Csy/A+ psinh(v/A+ pu(c — 1)) + Coy/A + peosh(y/A + (e — 1))
—C3+/p— Aesinh(y/i — Ak ¢) — Cyn/ 1o — Ms cosh(y/p — Ak ¢) = —A(k + 1)p(c)
(68) C3 cosh(y/ 1 — Mk ¢) + Cysinh(y/p — Ak c)
—=C5 cosh(v/A + pu(c — 1)) + Cgsinh (/A + p(c — 1))
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For simplicity, set

he := cosh(y/A + u(l —¢)), hs :=sinh(y/A + (1 —¢)),
ke := cosh(\/ 1 — Ak ¢), ks = sinh(\/p — Ak ).

Notice that hs = —sinh(y/A + p(c —1)). Using (66)-(68) we find

Ak + 1)e(e)B(v 1 — Ak ke + Bks)

(69) Co = &) ,

with
O(p) = — (Vo — M ke + Bhs) (A + )hs + By/A+ phe)
— (1 = A)ks + By 1t — M ke) (VA + phe + Bhs).

We observe that ®(u) < 0 for 4 > Ak and ®(Ax) = 0. This also implies Cg < 0 for p > Ax.
We now use the knowledge of the sign of Cg to determine the sign of I[g].

4.5. [Case III: i > Ak], Computation of I[g]. First observe that

(70) 1lg] = (P() + ¢'(0)) / () dy.

D
For p > Ak, we have

P<C) + QOI(C) = Cshe — Cghs + (p/(c> = 06(_571 Vv A+ ,uhc - hs) + (p’(c).
The values of ¢(c) and ¢'(c) are given by (51) and (52), respectively. Hence, P(c)+¢'(c) > 0
(i.e. I[g] > 0) whenever
(71) —Cs(B7 VA phe + h) > —¢'(c).
As in the case u < Ak, we have that —Cg and S~1\/X+ ph. + hs are positive. Therefore,
if —¢'(c) < 0, inequality (71) holds true. Consequently, we draw the same conclusion as
before, i.e. (71) is satisfied for 5 > . Next we study the case f < [, which implies
—¢'(¢) > 0. Dividing by —¢'(¢) in (71) and using (69) yields
Ak + Dle) —(p)
—¢'(c) (Ve — A ke + Bks)(v/ A+ phe + Bhs)

Inserting (51)-(52) and the expression of ®(x) we obtain that (53) is equivalent to

with
B VI, + Bl (A whs + BT iR
gl(ﬁ) _)\(H—i_l)AHlS—,@mlc’ 92([37”) - /7)\+Hhc+ﬂhs 5

(11— ARk + BV — Ak,

g3(B, ) = eV
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Next we show that go and g3 are increasing functions of . Since g; does not depend on p,
equality (72) occurs for some p.. Further, we may rewrite g2 and g3 as

w(B.10) VA+ ptanh VA + p(l —¢)+ 5 g5(8. 1) Vit — Astanh v/ — Asc+ 8
2\P>» = B ) 3\~ = B .
1+mtanh\/)\+,u(1—c) 1+mtanh\/u—)\nc

As before, we conclude that go and g3 are increasing functions of p and

(92(B, 1) + g3(B, 1)) = +oo for all 0 < B < .

lim

J4—00
Consequently, for 8 < /3 there exists a unique p, = te(B) such that g1(8) = g2(8, pe) +
93(5, 1), or, in other words, the equation for u.(3) is

VK + Btan Vk e
Aetan VK e — BV AR
_ VA + petanh A+ pe(l —c¢) + 8 N Vte — Astanh /e — Asc + 3
1+ \/%uctanhM(l—c) 1+ J/%tanhmc
Note that for 5 = 0 we get the equation for the Neumann case
V=K + pie tanh /=& + pie ¢ + /A + pe tanh /A + pe (1 — )
= (k+1)y/MEcot VAr

compare [17]. Therefore in [Case III: > Ak], we conclude:

(73) A+ 1)

(74)

<0 ifO§B<Band,u>,uc,

=0 f0<pB<pBandp=p,

>0 if0<B<Band Ae << pic.
>0 if 8> 5.

Summarizing all cases studied above, we obtain the following lemma.

I[g]

Lemma 1. Let u be the smallest positive eigenvalue of (42), and let B, Le be the numbers
defined by (54), (73), respectively. If (u < pe and 8 < 3) or (B > B), then the number Ay
defined by (41) satisfies Ag < 0. If (u > pe and B < B) then Ao > 0 and if (n = pe and
B < B) then Ay = 0.

Remark 2. In one dimension, we have observed that there exists a certain B* such that for
B < B* the optimal m is the same as for the Neumann problem, while for B > 3* the optimal
m is the same as for the Dirichlet problem. In two dimensions, Lemma 1 indicates that we
have a similar phenomenon. For 8 < B, the conclusion is similar to the Neumann case [17],
t.e. for p < pe the strip s not optimal, but for u > p. it may be optimal, whereas for > B
it is never optimal. Indeed, for f > B, 1t is probable that the behaviour is similar to the
Dirichlet problem and therefore the solution is located rather in the center of the domain and
does not touch the boundary.
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5. NON-OPTIMALITY CASE OF THE STRIP ()}

In this section we show that the "strip" Qar is not locally optimal when Ay < 0. For this
purpose, we use the following characterization of the positive principal eigenvalue [4].

Lemma 2. The positive principal eigenvalue X of (1) is given by the minimum of the
Rayleigh quotient

[vp+s [ vas
(75) A= inf 2% 0% ,
$eS(m) / mp?
Q

where S(m) = {¢ € H'(Q) : [ mp? >0} . Moreover, X is simple, and the infimum is
attained only by associated eigenfunctions that do not change sign in Q.

Considering (75) with m,. instead of m, where m corresponds to the aforementioned
“strip“, and choosing an appropriate feasible point 1) € S(m.) we show that A(m.) < A(m)
and thus that the strip is not the optimal distribution in this case. Our main result is the

following;:

Theorem 3. If (1 < pe and B < 3} or (B > B), then the eigenvalue A corresponding to
m = kxE — Xa\r and  given by (32), is not locally optimal.

Proof. Using Lemma 2, we compare A and \.. For this purpose, we define the functional

(76) T :=/Q|vw|2ﬁ/m¢2dsﬂ/ﬂms(xw2,

and show that J.[¢)] > 0 for some appropriate ¥ € §(m.) and small ¢ > 0. In the argument
in section 3, po does not play any role in determining A2. Hence we choose ¢ = ¢ 4+ ey as
a test function, where ¢ is the solution of (38)-(40) constructed in Subsection 4.1.

Since ¢ € S(m), we have ¥ € §(m.) by continuity for sufficiently small € and

Jelp+epr] = — /Q V(o +epn) - B /8 (o epnds A /Q me(@) (o + £01)?.

The first and the second term are written as

/!V(sﬁ+6s01)|2=/ |V¢|2+2€/V@-Vs01+62/ V1,
Q Q Q Q

/ (o +ep1)?ds = / o ds + 25/ w1 4 29 ds.
onN onN o
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Using the definition of m., we obtain

/ﬂ me(p+ epr)? = /Q mp(e + 1)

/Q mpr(p+ e1) + (5 4+ 1) / () ((6) + 21 (c,y))g () dy

D

w2 |+ 1) [ {erenet@o + 5 ()

/m<p+€

y| +O(?)

2
o

/mler (k+1)p ()/ ()dy]

/ mg? + (5 + 1) / ()1 (c,y)a(y)dy
Q D

+ e+ 05 [ {er(eno) +¢ (@)} | +0E)
Hence, using (34) and (41) we obtain
/(2m5(30+6g01)2 = /Qm902 +28/ngpcp1
? /ﬂmcp%Jr(HJrl)/DsO(C)w(c, y)g(y)dy — A;/Qmsoz +0(e%).

This shows

Jelp +ep1] = /|ch|2 5/ ds—|—)\/m<p

w2~ [ Vo Vor—5 [ pordsta [ mop|

+e2

+0(e%)

_l’_

(7).

- [l -s [ dasen [ md+ s [ c@atenomis - |

mg02]

O(e
2= [ 1w =5 [ dasen [ mete et 0r [ c@ereastdn = | me?
O(e
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), (39) and (40) we have that

(38
/ Vn]? = / Vel + / Ve l?
Q QF Q5

3@1
- A kS d
/QO+<91 s01+/D 5 e1(c,y)dy

T=Cc—

5]
—/ 901A<P1—/ %
QF D 0% o—et

0

.\ /Q mg? + (1 + 1A /D (@)1 (e9)g(y)dy.

Here, due to

p1(c,y)dy — 5/ o1 ds
o0

Consequently, we obtain
(77) Lo +eor] = —2 / mg? + 0(e%).
Q

This, together with Ay < 0 according to Lemma 1, implies J.[¢ + €p1] > 0 and in turn
Ae < A for € small enough, showing that A is not locally optimal. |

6. OPTIMALITY CASE OF THE STRIP ()}

Now, we assume [ < /5’ and @ > p., where p is the smallest eigenvalue of (42) and p.
solves (73). We show that A is locally minimal in the class of functions

G :={ge L*(D): g satisfies (34)}.

Theorem 4. If 3 < B and W > e, then the first eigenvalue )‘Qé of (1) is a local minimum

in the set of all perturbations g € G, with the strip Qg given by (33).

Proof. Let {V;} be an orthonormal basis which consists of eigenfunctions of (42):
AV;+pjV; =0 in D,

(78) (;Zij =0 ondD.

In particular, we set puo = 0 and Vy = 1/|D|. Since g is orthogonal to Vi by (34), we expand
g as g = > 2,d;V;. Then ¢y is computed as @i(z,y) = > 72, d;Pj(x)Vj(y), where P;
satisfies

Pl(z) + (Ak — pj)Pi(x) =0, 0<z<eg,

(
Pl (x) — (A + p) Pj(z) =0, c<z<l,
Pj(0) — BP;(0) = Pj(1) + BF;(1) =0,
Pj(et) = Pj(c—),
Pl(ct) = Pi(c—) = =A(k + 1)g(c).
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We compute

Ig] = /D e1(c,9)9(y) + €' (c)g” (y)dy

-/ (gdej(C)Vj(y))(édﬂ/}(y))dw /| w’(c)(gdm(y)fdy

=3 BP0+ Y a2 = (Pie) + ()Y &,
j=1 J=1 J=1

where we use [, Vj(y)Vi(y)dy = 1if j = k and 0 if j # k. From section (4.5) we know
that Pj(c) + ¢'(c) < 0 if y1; > p. and B < 8. By assumption, p; > u > . for all j and we
obtain I[g] < 0 as well as Ag > 0. Thus, we have shown that A\. > A holds for any g # 0,
g € L?(D), and sufficiently small & # 0. [

7. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Now we define an algorithm which is based on the variational formulation (75) of the
principal eigenvalue. Since it strongly relies on the Rayleigh quotient (75), it is particularly
designed for eigenvalue problems and may have limited applicability for more general min-
imization problems. In contrast to methods relying on shape and topological sensitivities
[10, 15, 21, 24, 25| it does not make use of derivative or local perturbation based techniques.
In our numerical tests it typically converges to the global optimum of the respective prob-
lem, although this has not been established theoretically. In special cases it may get stuck
at critical points.

7.1. Algorithm. In this section, we are interested in finding an optimal configuration m
which minimizes the principle eigenvalue A of (1) and satisfies the constraint (2). According
to Theorem 1, we are looking for an optimal configuration m of bang-bang type, i.e.

{ k ifzekE,

(79) m)=me() =9 o \ E.

Our method utilizes the rearrangement approach proposed in [11, 18, 26].

We initialize our algorithm by Ey C RY with |Eg| = mg and the initial weight m g, (z) :=
k if x € Eg and mp,(z) = —1if x € Q\ Eyp. Let (¢g,, Ag,) be the eigenpair associated
to (1). Given h € R, we define the variable domain E(h) := {x € Q : pg,(z) > h} and
associated volume z(h) = |E(h)|. Defining hy = min{pg,(z) : * € Ep}, we then have
Ey C E(hg) and mg < z(hg). The function z is obviously continuous and decreasing with
respect to h. Therefore there exists h; > hg such that mg = z(h1) < z(ho). Define the new
set 1 := E(h1) and let (¢g,, Ag,) be the eigenpair associated to mg,. Then we have the
following result regarding Fj.

Lemma 3. The eigenvalues associated with Ey and Ey satisfy Ag, < Ag,.
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Proof. First we prove that [, mg,¢%, > [ me,¢%,. In fact, we have

/mE1(102E0 - / mEo(P?Eo :/ (mEl - mEo)@%@g
Q Q (B1\Eo)U(Eo\E1)

— <f-e+1>/ o <f~e+1>/ o
El\EO EO\El

—ws ([ b [ k) =0
El\Eo EO\El

Indeed, in view of the definition of Ey, for all x € Ey\ E; and all y € E; \ Ey we have
0, (y) > h1 > @g,(z). We also use |E1 \ Ey| = |Ep \ F1|, which is due to z(h1) = mo, to
compare the integrals.

Using the variational formulation (75) we get

/|V¢E012+6/ ¢, ds
- 20
Ey

2
/ mEO cpEo
Q

and the proof is complete. |

Note that the equality case in Lemma 3 only happens when Ey = E(hg), which is equiv-
alent to ¢p, being constant on JEy. This property at the critical point has been proved for
Dirichlet boundary conditions in [12].

At the discrete level, we need to first compute the forward eigenvalue problem (1), i.e.
finding the eigenpair (), ¢) for given m, then look for the rearrangement satisfying Lemma 3,
and then we repeat this procedure until no furthermore rearrangement of m or improvement
of the eigenvalue can be obtained. The forward problem is built by expanding the eigenfunc-
tion in terms of a finite element basis (i.e., ¢ = > ;.7 ¢:§;, where &; are basis functions and
Z C N is a set of indices), multiplying by a basis element, and integrating over the domain
Q). We assume that m is constant in each element, i.e. either m = —1 or m = k. This
leads to a generalized eigenvalue equation which can be solved by the Arnoldi algorithm
[3]. Our implementation relies on the Matlab Partial Differential Equation Toolbox utilizing
piecewise linear and globally continuous finite elements.

To find a rearrangement satisfying Lemma 3, the integration is approximated by the
quadrature rule

/ mD (@) (0D ()2 dw o 3wV (@F V)2,
Q

1€l
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FI1GURE 1. Eigenvalue A versus a and 8 in dimension one. The first eigen-
value \ achieves its minimum at a = 0.4 for 3> 8" and at a =0 or a = 0.8
for g < B*.

where ¢; represents ¢ evaluated at a barycenter point of an element. In order to reduce
effects due to heterogeneous meshes, we use a uniform mesh [18]. In this case, w; is the area
of each triangle. In view of Lemma 3, given the current set of values {mgk_l)}i we look for
a rearrangement {m,fk)}Z satisfying
k), _(k—1)\2 k—1), _(k—1)\2
S omPEE 2>y mE D )2,
€T €T

The discrete rearrangement inequality [27] states that

(80) Tpy1 + -+ T1Yn < Lo(1)Y1 + ...+ Lo(n)Yn S Z1Y1 + o Tryn
for every choice of real numbers =1 < ... < z,, y1 < ... < y, and every permutation
Ty(1)y s Ta(n) Of T1, ...y . Thus, if we sort both (gbgk*l))Q and mgkfl) in ascending order,

m®

(k=1)

i

k

using (80). In our case, m; is either —1 or k.

can be generated by rearranging m

7.2. Numerical tests. In this section we denote Q7 := {z € Q : m(z) > 0}. We start with
simulations in one dimension and consider €2 := (0, 1). In Figure 1, we first demonstrate how
the principal eigenvalue \ varies with respect to a and 3 for QF = [a,b], where b — a = c.
The parameters are K = 1, ¢ = 0.2. a = 0.01lp with 0 < p < 80, p € N, and g = 2014
where 0 < ¢ < 100, ¢ € IN. We observe that A is an increasing function of § for any fixed c.
We verify the existence of the threshold 5* obtained in Theorem 2 such that A achieves its
minimum for a = (1 — ¢)/2 when 5 > * and for a = 0 or 1 — ¢ when § < *.

In Figures 2 and 3, we show one-dimensional simulations for 8 = 10 and § = 1, respec-
tively. The initial condition is chosen as a piecewise constant function

5
m(x) = Z(l + r)H(|z — ;] — 0.03) — 1,

i=1
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where H is the Heasiviside function, z; = 0.140.2- (i — 1) for Figure 2 and z; = 0.08 4+ 0.2 -
(i — 1) for Figure 3. In these two cases we have

1— . 14
M:_’Q‘l/m(x)dxzo'él? C—J—%:O.& ,3*:1"‘ 3
Q

14k 2 2¢” 2-0.3
Thus we expect the optimal arrangement for QT to be at the center of Q for 8 = 10 > 3*
and at the one end of Q = (0,1) for =1 < g*.

In Figure 2, we also observe a merging behaviour during the optimization process. The
optimal arrangement of Q% is at the center, i.e. QT = (0.35,0.65), where the minimal
eigenvalue \; = 24.0991 is achieved.

In Figure 3, we depict a situation where the domain Q7 undergoes topological changes
during the optimization process. The domain Q7T starts to merge into two pieces from ini-
tially five pieces and then it becomes a simply connected component Q* = [0,0.3] at the
second iteration which is the optimal arrangement with A = 11.3293. In these two examples,
the optimization process is extremely fast in the sense that the optimal arrangements are
achieved in just three iterations. These numerical results in one dimension strongly indicate
that the optimum corresponds to a simply connected component.

= 5.233.

In Figures 4-12, we consider test runs in two dimensions where 2 is a square. Although
this does not coincide with our assumptions that {2 has to be smooth, one may actually
prove that the existence results in section 1 remain true if €2 is a convex polygonal domain,
according to the solution theory of elliptic equations in non-smooth domains; see [14] for
instance. Note that this is no longer true if 2 has reentrant corners.

The computational domain [0, 1] x [0, 1] is first triangulated into four triangles by connect-
ing the four vertices with the point (0.5,0.5) and then further refined 8 times by dividing
each triangles into four triangles. The total number of triangles is 42 = 262144. We use
linear element and the eigenvalues have second order accuracy. The algorithm is terminated
when the (n—1)-st and n-th iterations yield precisely the same configuration m, respectively.

In Figure 4-9, we consider mixed Robin-Neumann conditions for cylindrical domains as
in Sections 3-6, i.e. we have Neumann conditions on the top and bottom boundaries and
Robin conditions on the side.

The initial configuration is m(z,y) = 1 for {(z,y)|x < 0.4+ 0.15sin(4ry)} and m(z,y) =
—1 otherwise for Figure 4-6. The configurations of m(z, y) at iteration 0, 1, 2, and 47 and the
corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations are shown in Figure 4 for g = 0.1.
We found that the optimal shape for Q" becomes a strip parallel to the boundary with Robin
boundary conditions. The eigenvalue A\; decreases very fast in the first few iterations, see the
last figure in Figure 4. Since the algorithm stops only when no furthermore improvement of
m(x,y) can be made, it take 46 iterations in total. However, the deviation of the eigenvalue
at iteration 6, i.e. A§, is already less than 0.005 from the optimal numerical eigenvalue

A9 = 34488,

In Figures 5-6, we keep the initial condition unchanged but 3 is increased to 0.1 and
10, respectively. The optimal shape for Q" with 3 = 1 is no longer a strip with straight
boundaries, rather, it becomes a curved strip at iteration 70, as shown in Figure 5. When
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The initial guess 1st iteration
1 ‘ ‘ ‘ 1
E O E O
-1 : : : : -1 : : : :
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

A =520.96 A =267.0223

2nd iteration 3rd iteration
‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘
€ 0
L L L L _1 L L L L
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A =43.7301 A =24.0991
15
s 1
0.5
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

FIGURE 2. The evolution of m and its corresponding first eigenfunction for
B8 = 10.

B = 10, then the optimal shape for Q" becomes a half-circle like shape attached to one of
the two boundary edges with Neumann condition as shown in Figure 6.

In Figures 7-9, the initial configuration is m(x,y) = 1 for {(x, y)|z < 0.25+0.15sin(47wy)}
and m(z,y) = —1 otherwise. The area of Q% is smaller than in the previous three examples.
Notice that the optimal shape becomes a quarter of a circular-like shape at one of the corner
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The initial guess 1st iteration
1 ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘
E 0 E 0
-1 : : : : -1 ‘ : : :
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A\ =486.8788 A =11.7538
| | 15
s 1
0.5
0 0.2 0:4 0.6 0.8 1

2nd iteration

1
€ 0
-1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A =11.3293

15
s 1
0.5

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

FI1GURE 3. The evolution of m and its corresponding first eigenfunction for

B=1.

for both 8 = 0.1 and 8 = 1 in Figures 7-8. For g = 10, the optimal shape is a half-circle
like shape as shown in Figure 9. This result is very similar to the one shown in Figure 6.
In Figure 10-12, we show test runs with Robin conditions on all boundaries for different
B-values. The initial condition is again m(z,y) = 1 for {(x,y)|x < 0.4 + 0.15sin(47y)} and
m(z,y) = —1 otherwise. The optimal shape for Q7T is a curved strip for 8 = 0.1 (see Figure
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W0 =3.781 W =3.4622 WP = 3.4538 W7 = 3.4488
1 1
08 08
06 0.6
0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2
% 0%
3.8
3.75
3.7
3.65
< 36
355}
35}
3.45}
3'40 10 20 30 40

number of iteration

FIGURE 4. Mixed Robin-Neumann conditions with 8 = 0.1: the initial con-
figuration is m(z,y) = 1 for {(x, y)|z < 0.4+0.15sin(47y)} and m(z,y) = —1
otherwise. The configurations of m(x,y) at iterations 0, 1, 2, and 47 and the
corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.

10), a quarter of a circular-like shape at a corner for 5 = 1 (see Figure 11) and a circular
shape in the center for § = 10 (see Figure 12), respectively. This behavior is similar to the
one-dimensional case, i.e. when 3 > 8* and the optimal shape for QT rests at the center of
the domain.

These test runs indicate that the optimal domain for QT is most likely simply connected.
When the area of Q% is large enough and 3 is sufficiently small, then a strip parallel to
the boundary with Robin boundary conditions is the optimal configuration. Otherwise, for
small area |Q7|, the optimal shape for QT becomes a quarter of a circular-like shape, a
half-circular like shape or a curved strip attached to the boundary when § is small. When
B is large, then the optimal shape for Q% becomes a circular-like shape at the center of the
domain.

CONCLUSION

In one dimension, we have shown the existence of a threshold value * such that the
minimum of the principal eigenvalue, among simply connected sets F, is attained when
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>d1°? = 8.3803 xﬂ” =7.7638 1‘115’ =7.6373
1
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0

0 05 1 0 05 1 0 0.5 1
A‘ﬂa’ =7.1222 x‘f‘“’ = 6.6955 1‘170’ =6.5473

~ 75

6.5

0 1‘0 26 36 46 56 60
number of iteration
FI1GURE 5. Mixed Robin-Neumann conditions with 8 = 1: the initial config-
uration is m(x,y) = 1 for {(z,y)|r < 0.4+ 0.15sin(4ny)} and m(z,y) = —1
otherwise. The configurations of m(z,y) at iterations 0, 1, 30, and 70 and
the corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.

FE is on the boundary for § < (*, as in the Neumann case, and when FE is in the center
for § > (*, as in the Dirichlet case. The case 8 = [* is a perfect equilibrium and every
set E with one connected component is optimal. The question of optimality for a general
set F is still open: numerical results indicate that the eigenvalue is always higher for FE
with several connected components. This is due to the oscillations of the corresponding
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>d1°? = 245238 xﬂ” =18.9192 xﬂ*’" = 13.6648 1‘12” =12.5322

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2
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number of iteration
FI1GURE 6. Mixed Robin-Neumann conditions with 8 = 10: the initial config-
uration is m(x,y) =1 for {(z,y)|r < 0.4+ 0.15sin(4ny)} and m(z,y) = —1
otherwise. The configurations of m(x,y) at iterations 0, 1, 3, and 21 and the
corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.

eigenfunction. Therefore, we conjecture that the minimal eigenvalue is obtained for £ with
only one connected component.

In higher dimensions, we expect in general the existence of a similar threshold value
B*. The case of Robin boundary conditions on all of the boundary is difficult to study,
since we cannot use any separation of variables to simplify the problem, even with simple
geometries such as cylindrical domains. In this paper we have considered mixed Robin-
Neumann conditions and we have shown that such a threshold g* also exists for cylindrical
domains. In the favorable case we have shown, that a “strip" touching the boundary of the
cylinder is locally optimal. Unlike in dimension one, additional conditions for the optimality
of the strip come into play. In particular, these conditions depend on the shape and the
length of the cylinder.

For multi-dimensional domains and Robin boundary conditions on all of the boundary the
optimal set E changes continuously with 5. Therefore an interesting task is to find 5* such
that the optimal E does not touch the boundary for f > £*. Other interesting questions
are the study of the case 8 < 0 and the dependence of y. on f.
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>d1°? =12.2171 xﬂ” =10.0453 xﬂ*’" =8.5162 1‘123’ =7.9335

0 5 10 15 20
number of iteration
FiGureE 7. Mixed Robin-Neumann conditions with § = 0.1: the initial
configuration is m(z,y) = 1 for {(x,y)lr < 0.25 + 0.15sin(47y)} and
m(z,y) = —1 otherwise. The configurations of m(z,y) at iterations 0, 1,
3, and 23 and the corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.
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FiGURE 11. Robin boundary condition with g = 1: the initial configuration
is m(z,y) = 1 for {(z,y)|r < 0.4+ 0.15sin(47y)} and m(z,y) = —1 oth-
erwise. The configurations of m(z,y) at iterations 0, 2, 40, and 72 and the
corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.
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FiGURE 12. Robin boundary condition with 8 = 10: the initial configura-
tion is m(z,y) = 1 for {(z,y)|z < 0.4+ 0.15sin(47ry)} and m(z,y) = —1
otherwise. The configurations of m(x,y) at iterations 0, 2, 4, and 66 and the
corresponding principal eigenvalue at different iterations.
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