arXiv:2406.18290v1 [math.DG] 26 Jun 2024

The first Steklov eigenvalue on manifolds with non-negative Ricci curvature and convex boundary

Jonah A. J. Duncan and Aditya Kumar

June 29, 2024

Abstract

We establish a new lower bound for the first non-zero Steklov eigenvalue of a compact Riemannian manifold with non-negative Ricci curvature and (strictly) convex boundary. Related results are also obtained under weaker geometric hypotheses.

1 Introduction

Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact (n + 1)-dimensional Riemannian manifold with nonempty boundary Σ^n (n ≥ 1). The Steklov eigenvalue problem on M is to find σ ∈ R and 0 ≢ f ∈ C^∞(M) such that { Δf = 0 in M ∂f ∂ν = σf on Σ, (1.1)

where Δ is the Laplace-Beltrami operator on (M, g) and ν is the outward pointing unit normal to Σ. The set of σ for which (1.1) admits a non-zero solution is called the Steklov spectrum of M, and its elements are the Steklov eigenvalues. It is well-known that the Steklov spectrum is non-negative, discrete and unbounded:

0 = σ_0 < σ_1 ≤ σ_2 ≤ · · · → +∞.

For additional background on the Steklov eigenvalue problem, we refer to the recent survey of Colbois et al. [1].

1.1 Lower bounds on the first eigenvalue and Escobar’s conjecture

An important problem in geometric analysis is to establish a relationship between the geometric invariants of a Riemannian manifold (M, g) and lower bounds on the eigenvalues of (pseudo-)differential operators defined on (M, g) and/or its boundary. For example, in the case that M is closed and connected, Li and Yau [12] established a lower bound for the first non-zero eigenvalue of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on (M, g) in terms of bounds on the Ricci curvature and diameter. In the same paper they also considered the case that M is compact with non-empty boundary Σ, and obtained a similar lower bound for the first non-zero Neumann eigenvalue under the assumption that Σ is convex (i.e. all the principal curvatures of Σ are non-negative).

On the other hand, following ideas of Girouard and Polterovich in [8, 9], it is shown in [1, Proposition 2.11] that given any compact Riemannian manifold with boundary, there exists a sequence of metrics with constant volume and constant boundary area along which the first non-zero Steklov eigenvalue σ_1 tends to zero. Therefore, to obtain meaningful lower bounds on σ_1, it is necessary to impose additional geometric constraints, such as a convexity condition on the boundary analogous to the one imposed by Li and Yau. The following discussion summarises some results in this direction.

It was first observed by Payne in [13] that for a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R^2 with boundary curvature κ_{∂Ω}, it holds that κ_{∂Ω} ≥ κ > 0 =⇒ σ_1 ≥ κ, with equality holding if and only if Ω is a round disc with radius^1_κ . Escobar later initiated a systematic study of analogous problems in more general contexts in [5, 6]. First, he generalised Payne’s result from Euclidean domains to all non-negatively curved compact surfaces with convex boundary:

Theorem A ([5, Theorem 1]). Let (M^2, g) be a smooth compact surface with non-empty boundary Σ. Let K_g denote the Gaussian curvature of (M, g) and κ_g the geodesic curvature of Σ. Then K_g ≥ 0 and κ_g ≥ κ > 0 =⇒ σ_1 ≥ κ, and equality holds if and only if M is a Euclidean ball with radius^1_κ .

In higher dimensions Escobar also proved the following non-sharp estimate as an application of Reilly’s formula [15]:

Theorem B ([5, Theorem 8]). Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with nonempty boundary Σ^n (n ≥ 2). Let Ric_g denote the Ricci curvature of (M, g) and κ_i (1 ≤ i ≤ n) the principal curvatures of Σ. Then

Ric_g ≥ 0 and κ_i ≥ κ > 0 =⇒ σ_1 > κ 2 . In later work [6], Escobar conjectured that under the hypotheses of Theorem B, the estimate σ_1 ≥ κ should hold:

Conjecture ([6]). Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n (n ≥ 2). Then Ric_g ≥ 0 and κ_i ≥ κ > 0 =⇒ σ_1 ≥ κ, with equality holding if and only if M is a Euclidean ball with radius^1_κ .

Remark 1.1. Escobar’s conjecture may be thought of as a counterpart to Yau’s conjecture on the first eigenvalue of a closed minimal hypersurface in the sphere [17] and Fraser-Li’s conjecture on the first Steklov eigenvalue of a free boundary minimal surface in the ball [7].

Escobar’s conjecture provides much of the motivation for our work in this paper. We note that the conjecture was recently settled under the stronger assumption that (M, g) has non-negative sectional curvature by Xia and Xiong in [16], who showed

Sec_g ≥ 0 and κ_i ≥ κ > 0 =⇒ σ_1 ≥ κ

with equality holding if and only if Σ is a Euclidean ball with radius^1_κ . The authors utilised a weighted Reilly formula of Qiu and Xia [14], and used non-negativity of the sectional curvature to apply the Hessian comparison theorem in their argument. However, as far as we are aware, for n ≥ 2 the best lower bound under the original hypotheses of Escobar’s conjecture is given by Theorem B above. Our first main result in this paper yields an improvement on the lower bound σ_1 >^κ_2 under the original hypotheses of Escobar’s conjecture, as we discuss now.

1.2 Overview of results

Our convention is that the second fundamental form A_g and corresponding shape operator g^{−1}A_g of Σ are defined with respect to the outward unit normal ν by A_g(X, Y ) ·= g(∇_X ν, Y ) and (g^{−1}A_g)X = ∇_X ν. The principal curvatures κ_1, . . . , κ_n of Σ are the eigenvalues of g^{−1}A_g, and the mean curvature of Σ is defined by H = tr(g^{−1}A_g) = κ_1 + · · · + κ_n.

To state precisely how our estimates depend on various geometric quantities, we first introduce some notation. Firstly, for β ≥ 0, K > 0 and κ ∈ R we define E(δ) = E_{β,K}(δ) ·= n^{β2 tan(βδ)+βK} β−K tan(βδ) + δ −1 for 0 < δ <^1_β arctan(^β_K ) if β > 0 nK 1−Kδ + δ −1 for 0 < δ <^1_K if β = 0, F (δ) = F_{β,κ,K}(δ) ·= 2E(δ) − nκ. For r > 0 we also define M_r ·= {x ∈ M : dist_g(x, Σ) ≤ r} and δ_{r,β,K} ·= { min{r,^1_β arctan(^β_K )} if β > 0 min{r,^1_K } if β = 0.

Our first main result is as follows (we refer the reader to Section 2 for the definition of the rolling radius):

Theorem 1.2. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose that:

1. Ric_g ≥ 0 in M,

2. Ric_g ≥ a^2 and Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M_r for constants a ≥ 0, β ≥ 0 and r ≤ R,

3. 0 < κ ≤ κ_i ≤ K on Σ for each i for constants κ and K.

Then for any 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} it holds that

σ_1 ≥ κ 2 + −F (δ) + √ F (δ)^2 + 8nκ^2 + 16a^2 8 (1.2)

Remark 1.3. One may optimise the estimate (1.2) by choosing δ ∈ (0, δ_{r,β,K}) which minimises F (δ), or equivalently minimises E(δ).

Remark 1.4. We point out that the only assumptions made in Theorem 1.2 are Ric_g ≥ 0 and 0 < κ ≤ κ_i, whilst positivity of the rolling radius and bounds of the form κ_i ≤ K and Sec_g ≤ β^2 hold by compactness. Moreover, in Theorem 1.2 our estimate does not depend on any lower bound for the sectional curvature. However, the dependence on the rolling radius can be replaced with dependence on a lower bound for the sectional curvature – see Corollary 3.4 in Section 3.1.

Remark 1.5. When a = β = 0 (in which case (M, g) is flat near Σ), none of the dimensional or universal constants appearing in (1.2) can be improved whilst keeping the others fixed – see Remark 3.3 in Section 3.1.

Our next main result concerns the special case a > 0, i.e. when the Ricci curvature is positive near Σ. In this case, using similar ideas to the proof of Theorem 1.2 (which will be discussed in Section 2), we may relax the previous strict convexity assumptions on Σ and still obtain a positive lower bound for σ_1:

Theorem 1.6. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose that:

1. Ric_g ≥ 0 in M,

2. Ric_g ≥ a^2 > 0 and Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M_r for constants a > 0, β > 0 and r ≤ R,

3. H ≥ 0 and − ( −E(δ) + √ E(δ)^2 + 4a^2 2 ) < κ ≤ κ_i ≤ K (1.3)

on Σ for each i for constants κ, K and some 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K}.

If 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} is such that (1.3) holds, then

σ_1 ≥ 1 2 ( κ + −E(δ) + √ E(δ)^2 + 4a^2 2 ) . (1.4)

Remark 1.7. Condition 3 in Theorem 1.6 is automatically satisfied if Σ is convex (that is if g^{−1}A_g is non-negative definite), but also allows more generally for some of the principal curvatures to be negative. In comparison, the hypotheses of Theorem 1.2 requires Σ to be strictly convex.

Remark 1.8. If we assume in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 1.6 that Σ is strictly mean-convex, i.e. H > 0, then the estimate (1.4) can be improved by means of an iteration argument that is used in the proof of Theorem 1.2 – see Section 3.2 for the details.

We next address the problem of obtaining a lower bound for σ_1 similar to (1.2) but depending on weaker geometric bounds. In this direction, under an additional assumption relating the lower bounds on the principal curvatures and sectional curvatures, we are able to replace the dependence on a sectional curvature upper bound in Theorem 1.2 with a Ricci curvature upper bound, and the dependence on a principal curvature upper bound with a mean curvature upper bound. In what follows, for b ≥ 0, H > 0 and κ ∈ R we define P (δ) = P_{b,H}(δ) ·= b^2 tan(bδ)+bH b−H tan(bδ) + δ −1 for 0 < δ <^1_b arctan(^b_H ) if b > 0 H 1−Hδ + δ −1 for 0 < δ <^1_H if b = 0, Q(δ) = Q_{b,κ,H}(δ) ·= 2P (δ) − nκ. Theorem 1.9. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose that:

1. Ric_g ≥ 0 in M,

2. 0 < κ ≤ κ_i for each i and H ≤ H on Σ for constants κ and H,

3. a^2 ≤ Ric_g ≤ b^2 and Sec_g ≥ −α^2 in M_r for constants a, b ≥ 0, 0 ≤ α ≤ κ and r ≤ R.

Then for any 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H} it holds that

σ_1 ≥ κ 2 + −Q(δ) + √ Q(δ)^2 + 8nκ^2 + 16a^2 8 . Compared with the proof Theorems 1.2 and 1.6, the proof of Theorem 1.9 utilises a new mean curvature comparison result – we refer the reader to Theorem 3.6 and Lemma 3.7 for the details. We simply remark here that the role of the condition 0 ≤ α ≤ κ in Theorem 1.9 is to ensure that the hypersurfaces parallel to Σ remain convex up to the rolling radius, which is used in the proof of Lemma 3.7.

Remark 1.10. In light of Theorem 1.6, one may ask whether the positive lower bound on the κ_i in Theorem 1.9 may be weakened if one assumes a > 0. However, in adapting Lemma 3.7 to this case, it seems that our methods still require each κ_i ≥ 0 (or more generally, a technical 2-convexity condition on Σ) and non-negativity of the sectional curvature near Σ. Since these geometric assumptions are very stringent, and in order to keep the paper concise, we will not consider this case any further.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we prove an initial inequality using Reilly’s formula, and we then give an outline of how our main results are obtained by estimating certain terms in this inequality. In Section 3.1 we prove Theorem 1.2 and an associated result (Corollary 3.4). In Section 3.2 we prove Theorem 1.6 and an associated result (Theorem 3.5). In Section 3.3 we establish a new mean curvature comparison result (see Theorem 3.6 and Lemma 3.7), which is then used to prove Theorem 1.9. Finally, in Section 3.4 we prove a spectral gap result assuming Ric_g < 0 and sufficient convexity of the boundary.

2 An initial lemma and summary of proofs

In this section, we first derive an initial estimate using Reilly’s formula in the spirit of Escobar [5], and then give some key ideas in the proofs of our main results. The initial estimate is as follows (henceforth, ∇^T denotes the gradient operator of the induced metric on Σ):

Lemma 2.1. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth manifold with non-empty boundary Σ and suppose:

1. Ric_g ≥ 0 in M,

2. Ric_g ≥ a_1 in M_r,

3. H ≥ a_2 and κ_i ≥ a_3 for each i on Σ

for constants a_1 ≥ 0, a_2, a_3 ∈ R and r > 0. If f is an eigenfunction associated to the j’th Steklov eigenvalue σ_j , then 0 ≥ ∫ M_r |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + (a_1 + a_2σ_j ) ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g + (a_3 − 2σ_j ) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (2.1)

Proof. We recall Reilly’s formula [15], which states that for any u ∈ C^∞(M), ∫ M ( (Δu)^2 − |∇^2u|^2 ) dv_g = ∫ M Ric_g(∇u, ∇u) dv_g + ∫ Σ Hu^2_ν dS_g − 2 ∫ Σ ⟨∇^T u, ∇^T u_ν ⟩ dS_g + ∫ Σ A_g(∇^T u, ∇^T u) dS_g, (2.2) where u_ν denotes the outward normal derivative of u when restricted to the boundary. Taking u = f in (2.2), recalling (1.1) and using the geometric assumptions in the statement of the lemma, we thus obtain 0 ≥ ∫ M |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + a_1 ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g + a_2 ∫ Σ f^2_ν dS_g + (a_3 − 2σ_j ) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. To obtain (2.1), it remains to observe that ∫ M_r |∇ 2f|^2 dv_g ≤ ∫ M |∇^2f|^2 dv_g and ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g ≤ ∫ M |∇f|^2 dv_g = ∫ Σ f_ν f dS_g = 1 σ_j ∫ Σ f^2_ν dS_g,

which is a simple consequence of integration by parts and (1.1).

Remark 2.2. We note that Escobar obtained his estimate σ_1 >^κ_2 in the case Ric_g ≥ 0 and κ_i ≥ κ > 0 (see Theorem B in the introduction) by taking a_1 = a_2 = 0 and a_3 = κ in (2.1); the remaining integral of |∇^2f|^2 in (2.1) is dropped altogether.

Let us now indicate the main ideas in the proof of Theorem 1.2 (the proofs of our other main results are largely based on the proof of Theorem 1.2). In the setting of Theorem 1.2, the estimate (2.1) for j = 1 reads 0 ≥ ∫ M_r |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + (a^2 + nκσ_1) ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (2.3)

The key idea is to then obtain a lower bound for the first two integrals in (2.3) as a positive multiple of ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g, or equivalently an upper bound for ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g in terms of a linear combination of ∫ M_r |∇ 2f|^2 dv_g and ∫ M_r |∇f| 2 dv_g with positive coefficients. Since these are integrals over a neighbourhood of the boundary Σ in which we have control of the sectional curvature (recall we are assuming Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M_r), we can control the mean curvature of the hypersurfaces parallel to Σ, at least after restricting to a possibly smaller neighbourhood of Σ in which the parallel hypersurfaces are known to remain smooth and embedded – see Lemma 3.1. (Our argument here invokes results from comparison geometry established in a related context in [2] – note, however, that new comparison results are needed in the proof of Theorem 1.9, and these are established in Section 3.3.) These mean curvature bounds are then used to obtain the desired integral estimates, by integrating the quantity |∇f|^2Δd over a neighbourhood of Σ and using the fact that −Δd is the mean curvature of a parallel hypersurface – see Lemma 3.2. (Our argument here is inspired by the proof [4, Lemma 3.6], wherein the first author, Sire & Spruck obtain a related lower bound in the context of eigenvalue estimates for closed minimal hypersurfaces in the sphere.) Once an initial improvement on the lower bound σ_1 >^κ_2 is obtained using the aforementioned argument, an iteration procedure then yields the bound in Theorem 1.2.

The size of the neighbourhood of Σ in which one can obtain the mean curvature bounds mentioned above is limited by the so-called rolling radius R of Σ in M, defined to be the distance from Σ to its cut locus in M. It is well-known that for any δ < R, the exponential map of the normal bundle of Σ defines a diffeomorphism between Σ × [0, δ] and M_δ, and that M_δ is foliated by smooth parallel hypersurfaces Σ_s for s ∈ [0, δ], each of which is diffeomorphic to Σ – we refer e.g. to [10, Chapter 3] for proofs of these facts.

3 Proofs of main results

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 3.4

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2. Following the outline of the proof given in the previous section, we start with the following mean curvature bound for parallel hypersurfaces:

Lemma 3.1. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose

1. κ_i ≤ K on Σ for each i for some K > 0,

2. Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M_r for some β ≥ 0 and r ≤ R.

Then for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K}, the mean curvature of the parallel hypersurface Σ_δ satisfies the upper bound H_{Σδ} ≤ E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1}. Proof. Consider the ODE { ϕ^′(t) + ϕ(t)^2 + β^2 = 0 ϕ(0) = −K. A direct computation yields the solution ϕ(t) = −^{β2 tan(βt)+βK} β−K tan(βt) if β > 0 −^K_{1−Kt} if β = 0,

which exists on the maximal interval t ∈ [0, β^{−1} arctan(βK^{−1})) if β > 0 and t ∈ [0,^1_K ) if β = 0. By the principal curvature comparison theorem [2, Theorem 12], for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} the principal curvatures κ_i(δ) of the parallel hypersurface Σ_δ satisfy the upper bound κ_i(δ) ≤ −ϕ(δ).

Therefore, for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} the mean curvature of Σ_δ satisfies the upper bound H_{Σδ} ≤ n^{β2 tan(βδ)+βK} β−K tan(βδ) if β > 0 nK 1−Kδ if β = 0, that is H_{Σδ} ≤ E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1}.

We now use the mean curvature bound in Lemma 3.1 to obtain our main integral estimate in the proof of Theorem 1.2:

Lemma 3.2. Under the same hypotheses as Lemma 3.1, for each ε > 0, 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} and u ∈ C^∞(M) it holds that ε ∫ Σ |∇^T u|^2 dS_g ≤ ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g + ε ( ε + E_{β,K}(δ) ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g. (3.1) Proof. Fix δ < δ_{r,β,K}, let d denote the distance to Σ, and recall that the mean curvature of a parallel hypersurface is given by − div ∇d = −Δd. It therefore follows from Lemma 3.1 that for t ∈ [0, δ], − ∫ M_t |∇u|^2Δd dv_g ≤ ( E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1} ) ∫ M_t |∇u|^2 dv_g. (3.2) On the other hand, integration by parts gives − ∫ M_t |∇u|^2Δd dv_g = ∫ M_t ⟨∇d, ∇|∇u|^2⟩ dv_g − ∫ ∂M_t |∇u|^2⟨∇d, ν⟩ dS_g (3.3) where ν is the outward unit normal to M_t. Since ⟨∇d, ν⟩ = −1 on Σ = ∂M and ⟨∇d, ν⟩ = 1 on Σ_t ·= ∂M_t\∂M, (3.3) yields − ∫ M_t |∇u|^2Δd dv_g = ∫ M_t ⟨∇d, ∇|∇u|^2⟩ dv_g + ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g − ∫ Σ_t |∇u|^2 dS_g ≥ −2 ∫ M_t |∇u||∇^2u| dv_g + ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g − ∫ Σ_t |∇u|^2 dS_g ≥ −ε ∫ M_t |∇u|^2 dv_g − ε^{−1} ∫ M_t |∇^2u|^2 dv_g + ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g − ∫ Σ_t |∇u|^2 dS_g for any ε > 0, the last line following from Young’s inequality. Substituting this into (3.2) and rearranging, we obtain ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g ≤ ∫ Σ_t |∇u|^2 dS_g + ( E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1} + ε ) ∫ M_t |∇u|^2 dv_g + ε^{−1} ∫ M_t |∇^2u|^2 dv_g ≤ ∫ Σ_t |∇u|^2 dS_g + ( E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1} + ε ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g + ε^{−1} ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g for t ∈ [0, δ] and any ε > 0. We now integrate over t ∈ [0, δ] to obtain δ ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g ≤ ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g + δ ( E_{β,K}(δ) − δ^{−1} + ε ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g + δε^{−1} ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g = δ ( E_{β,K}(δ) + ε ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g + δε^{−1} ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g. Therefore ∫ Σ |∇^T u|^2 dS_g ≤ ∫ Σ |∇u|^2 dS_g ≤ ( E_{β,K}(δ) + ε ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g + ε^{−1} ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g, which completes the proof of the lemma after multiplying through by ε.

We are now in a position to complete the proof of Theorem 1.2:

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let f be an eigenfunction for σ_1. Recalling (2.3) and the fact σ_1 >^κ_2 and δ_{r,β,K} ≤ r, we have for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} the estimate 0 ≥ ∫ M_δ |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + ( a^2 + nκ^2 2 ) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.4)

We now substitute the lower bound for ∫ M_δ |∇ 2f|^2 dv_g given by Lemma 3.2 (taking u = f therein) into (3.4): 0 ≥ ( a^2 + nκ^2 2 − ε^2 − εE ) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ + ε − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.5)

This yields the lower bound σ_1 ≥^{κ+ε}_2 as long as ε is chosen such that the coefficient of the first integral in (3.5) is non-negative. The optimal (i.e. largest) choice of ε is the one making this coefficient zero, that is

ε = ε_1 ·= −E + √ E^2 + 2nκ^2 + 4a^2 2 . We now repeat the above procedure. In place of (3.4), we instead substitute the improved lower bound σ_1 ≥^κ_2 +^{ε1}_2 into (2.3) to obtain 0 ≥ ∫ M_δ |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + ( a^2 + nκ^2 2 + nκε_1 2 ) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.6)

Again we substitute the lower bound for ∫ M_δ |∇ 2f|^2 dv_g given by Lemma 3.2 into (3.6), leading to the lower bound σ_1 ≥^κ_2 +^{ε2}_2 where ε_2 ·= −E + √ E^2 + 2nκ^2 + 4a^2 + 2nκε_1 2 .

Continuing in this way, we obtain the lower bound σ_1 ≥^κ_2 +^E_2 where E is defined to be the limit as i → ∞ of the following iterative procedure:

ε_{i+1} = −E + √ E^2 + 2nκ^2 + 4a^2 + 2nκε_i 2 , ε_0 = 0. (3.7)

One can find E explicitly by setting ε_{i+1} = ε_i = x in (3.7) and solving for x: E = nκ − 2E + √ (nκ − 2E)^2 + 8(nκ^2 + 2a^2) 4 = −F + √ F^2 + 8nκ^2 + 16a^2 4 . This completes the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Remark 3.3. Consider the special case that M is the unit ball in R^n with the flat metric, so that a = β = 0 and κ = K = 1. Then it is routine to check that E(δ) =^n_{1−δ} + δ^{−1} is maximised at δ =^{√n−1}_{n−1} , hence F (δ) is maximised at δ =^{√n−1}_{n−1} with F (^{√n−1}_{n−1} ) = 2 + 4 √ n + n. Substituting this into (1.2) yields

σ_1 ≥ 1 2 + −(2 + 4 √ n + n) + √ (2 + 4 √ n + n)^2 + 8n 8 −→ 1 as n → ∞. Since σ_1 = 1 when M is the unit ball in R^n , the above computation shows that when a = β = 0, none of the dimensional or universal constants in (1.2) can be improved, else for sufficiently large values of n the above computation would yield σ_1 > 1.

As pointed out in Remark 1.4, our estimate in Theorem 1.2 does not depend on any lower bound for the sectional curvature. However, such a lower bound (which always exists by compactness) can be used to obtain a lower bound for the rolling radius of Σ in M as follows. Let α > 0 be a constant such that Sec_g ≥ −α^2 in M (we do not consider the case α = 0, since Escobar’s conjecture is already known in this setting by [16]), and define

F (κ, α^2) =

{_1 α arctanh(^κ_α ) if 0 < κ < α +∞ if κ ≥ α. Then by [3, Theorem 3.11], strict convexity of Σ coupled with the bound −α^2 ≤ Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M implies R ≥ min{F (κ, α^2),^1_β arctan(^β_K )} when β > 0 and R ≥ min{F (κ, α^2),^1_K } when β = 0. In other words, R ≥ δ_{F (κ,α}2_{),β,K}. Thus we obtain:

Corollary 3.4. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and suppose in addition to Assumptions 1 and 3 in Theorem 1.2 that

3^′. −α^2 ≤ Sec_g ≤ β^2 in M for constants α > 0 and β ≥ 0, and Ric_g ≥ a^2 ≥ 0 in M_r for some r ≤ δ_{F (κ,α}2_{),β,K}. Then the lower bound (1.2) holds for any 0 < δ < r.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 3.5

In this section we start with the proof of Theorem 1.6:

Proof of Theorem 1.6. The proof closely follows that of Theorem 1.2, except that we do not have the initial estimate σ_1 >^κ_2 to work with.

We start by applying Lemma 2.1 with a_1 = κ, a_2 = 0 and a_3 = a^2, which yields 0 ≥ ∫ M_r |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + a^2 ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.8)

On the other hand, by Lemma 3.2, for each ε > 0 and 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K}, we have the lower bound ∫ M_δ |∇^2f|^2 dv_g ≥ −ε(ε + E(δ)) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + ε ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.9)

Substituting this back into (3.8) (recalling that δ_{r,β,K} ≤ r) yields

0 ≥ (a^2 − ε^2 − εE) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + (ε + κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. Taking ε =^{−E+√E2+4a2}_2 (so that a^2 − ε^2 − εE = 0) and choosing δ < δ_{r,β,K} such that (1.3) holds, the desired lower bound

σ_1 ≥ 1 2 ( κ + −E(δ) + √ E(δ)^2 + 4a^2 2 ) . (3.10)

follows.

We point out that since we do not assume a positive lower bound of the form H ≥ h > 0 in Theorem 1.6, we cannot iterate the estimate (1.4) as we did in the proof of Theorem 1.2. If we do assume such a bound, then we have the following:

Theorem 3.5. Assume in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 1.6 that H ≥ h > 0, and denote T (δ) = 2E(δ) − h. If 0 < δ < δ_{r,β,K} is such that (1.3) holds, then

σ_1 ≥ κ 2 + −T (δ) + √ T (δ)^2 + 8hκ + 16a^2 8 . (3.11)

Proof. Lemma 2.1 with a_1 = κ, a_2 = h and a_3 = a^2 yields 0 ≥ ∫ M_r |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + (a^2 + hσ_1) ∫ M_r |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g, (3.12) and substituting (3.9) into (3.12) thus gives

0 ≥ (a^2 + hσ_1 − ε^2 − εE) ∫ M_δ |∇f|^2 dv_g + (ε + κ − 2σ_1) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. (3.13)

Let us denote the RHS of (3.10) as^1_2 (κ + ε_1). Substituting the lower bound σ_1 ≥^1_2 (κ + ε_1) into the term hσ_1 in (3.13), and subsequently choosing

ε = ε_2 ·= −E + √ E^2 + 4a^2 + 2h(κ + ε_1) 2 , we obtain the lower bound σ_1 ≥^1_2 (κ + ε_2) in the same way. Continuing this procedure, we obtain the lower bound σ_1 ≥^1_2 (κ + E), where E is defined to the be the limit as i → ∞ of the following iterative procedure:

ε_{i+1} = −E + √ E^2 + 4a^2 + 2h(κ + ε_i) 2 , ε_1 = −E + √ E^2 + 4a^2 2 . It is routine to check that the limit E is given by E = h − 2E + √ (h − 2E)^2 + 8hκ + 16a^2 4 , which proves (3.11).

3.3 Proof of Theorem 1.9

In this section we prove Theorem 1.9. A key tool is the following mean curvature comparison theorem, which is a counterpart to [2, Theorem 16] but under an additional convexity assumption. We recall that the boundary Σ of M is called 2-convex if it is both meanconvex (H ≥ 0) and the second elementary symmetric polynomial of its shape operator is non-negative:

S_2(g^{−1}A_g) ·= ∑ i<j κ_iκ_j = 1 2 [( tr(g^{−1}A_g)

)_2 − tr ( (g^{−1}A_g)^2 )] ≥ 0. When n ≤ 2, Σ is 2-convex if and only if it is convex, but in higher dimensions 2-convexity is a weaker notion than convexity.

Theorem 3.6 (Mean curvature comparison theorem). Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose that for some r ≤ R:

1. Ric_g ≤ b^2 in M_r for some b ≥ 0, 2. H ≤ H on Σ for some H > 0, 3. The parallel hypersurfaces Σ_δ are 2-convex for 0 ≤ δ < r.

Then for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H}, the mean curvature of Σ_δ satisfies H_{Σδ} ≤ P_{b,H}(δ) − δ^{−1}. (3.14) Proof. Given p_0 ∈ Σ, the exponential map of the normal bundle of Σ defines a geodesic curve γ_{p0} : R_+ → M which is normal to Σ at p_0. Denote E_s(p_0) ·= γ_{p0} (s). As explained in [2, Section 2.3] (we summarise the main points here and refer to [2] for the details), given v ∈ T_{p0} Σ and a smooth curve p : (−ε, ε) → Σ satisfying p(0) = p_0 and p^′(0) = v, J(s) ·= d dt | | | t=0 E_s(p(t)) ∈ T Σ_s defines a Jacobi field along the normal geodesic γ_{p0} (s), and thus the shape operator S_s of Σ_s satisfies the Riccati equation S^′_s(J(s)) + S^2_s (J(s)) + R_{∇d}(J(s)) = 0 (3.15) where R_{∇d}(J(s)) ·= Riem(J(s), ∇d)∇d is the curvature tensor of M in the normal direction ∇d. After identifying T_{γp0 (s)}Σ_s with T_{p0} Σ via parallel transport along γ, we can view S_s and R_{∇d} as endomorphisms on T_{p0} Σ, which by (3.15) then satisfy the following Riccati equation as endomorphisms on T_{p0} Σ: S^′(s) + S^2(s) + R(s) = 0.

In particular, tr S^′(s) + tr S^2(s) + tr R(s) = 0. (3.16) We now appeal to 2-convexity of the parallel hypersurfaces to assert that tr S^2 ≤ (tr S)^2, which after being substituted into (3.16) yields the Riccati inequality tr S^′(s) + [tr S(s)]^2 + tr R(s) ≥ 0. (3.17) We then appeal to the Ricci upper bound Ric_g ≤ b^2 to infer from (3.17) the inequality tr S^′(s) + [tr S(s)]^2 + b^2 Id ≥ 0. (3.18) As explained in the proof of [2, Theorem 16], the desired estimate (3.14) then follows from (3.18) and the argument in [11, Corollary 1.6.2]: for 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H}, one has H_{Σδ} ≤ −φ(δ) where φ is the solution to the one-dimensional Riccati equation corresponding to the LHS of (3.18): { φ^′(t) + φ(t)^2 + b^2 = 0 φ(0) = −H. Since the solution φ is given by φ(t) = −^{b2 tan(bt)+bH} b−H tan(bt) if b > 0 −^H_{1−Ht} if b = 0, this completes the proof of the theorem.

Using Theorem 3.6, we now prove a counterpart to Lemma 3.1:

Lemma 3.7. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and let R > 0 denote the rolling radius of Σ in M. Suppose:

1. 0 < κ ≤ κ_i and H ≤ H on Σ 2. Ric_g ≤ b^2 and Sec_g ≥ −α^2 in M_r for some b ≥ 0, 0 ≤ α ≤ κ and r ≤ R.

Then for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H}, the mean curvature of Σ_δ satisfies the upper bound H_{Σδ} ≤ P_{b,H}(δ) − δ^{−1}. (3.19) Proof. Consider the ODE { ψ^′(t) + ψ(t)^2 − α^2 = 0 ψ(0) = −κ. A direct computation yields the solution

ψ(t) = −^κ_{1−κt} if α = 0 −^{κα−α2 tanh(αt)} α−κ tanh(αt) if 0 < α < κ −κ if 0 < α = κ, which exists on the maximal interval t ∈ [0, T_{κ,α}) where

T_{κ,α} = 1 κ if α = 0 α^{−1} arctanh(κ^{−1}α) if 0 < α < κ +∞ if 0 < α = κ.

By the principal curvature comparison theorem [2, Theorem 10], the rolling radius of Σ in M satisfies R ≤ T_{κ,α}, and for each δ ∈ (0, R), the principal curvatures κ_i(δ) of the parallel hypersurface Σ_δ satisfy the lower bound κ_i(δ) ≥ −ψ(δ). In particular, the principal curvatures remain positive for δ ∈ (0, R), and thus the parallel hypersurfaces remain strictly convex (and in particular, 2-convex) for δ ∈ (0, R). Thus Theorem 3.6 applies, yielding for each 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H} the upper bound (3.19).

We now complete the proof of Theorem 1.9:

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Following the proof of Lemma 3.2 verbatim, one sees that under the hypotheses of Lemma 3.7, for each ε > 0, 0 < δ < δ_{r,b,H} and u ∈ C^∞(M), it holds that ε ∫ Σ |∇^T u|^2 dS_g ≤ ∫ M_δ |∇^2u|^2 dv_g + ε ( ε + P_{b,H}(δ) ) ∫ M_δ |∇u|^2 dv_g. (3.20)

One may then repeat the proof of Theorem 1.2, using (3.20) in place of (3.1) and replacing all appearances of E by P .

3.4 A spectral gap result when Ric_g < 0

We have seen that one may obtain a positive lower bound for σ_1 under relaxed convexity assumptions if the Ricci curvature of M is positive near Σ rather than just non-negative. A natural question to ask is whether our methods allow one to obtain a positive lower bound for σ_1 even if the Ricci curvature only has a negative lower bound, say if the boundary is sufficiently convex. Whilst we have not been able to answer this question affirmatively, we finish with the following observation, which provides a spectral gap result in this geometric setting as a direct consequence of Reilly’s formula:

Proposition 3.8. Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a smooth compact manifold with non-empty boundary Σ^n, and suppose that:

1. Ric_g ≥ −a^2 in M for some a > 0,

2. 0 <

√_{2a2} n < κ ≤ κ_i on Σ.

Then the Steklov spectrum of M admits the following spectral gap: {σ_1, σ_2, . . . } ∩ ( a^2 nκ , κ 2 ) = ∅.

Proof. By Lemma 2.1, we see that if f is an eigenfunction associated to a Steklov eigenvalue σ_j then, under the geometric assumptions of the proposition, 0 ≥ ∫ M |∇^2f|^2 dv_g + (nκσ_j − a^2) ∫ M |∇f|^2 dv_g + (κ − 2σ_j ) ∫ Σ |∇^T f|^2 dS_g. We therefore see that if σ_j ≥^{a2}_{nκ} , then σ_j ≥^κ_2 . This implication is non-trivial precisely when κ > √_{2a2}

n , which we have assumed to be the case. Likewise, if σ_j ≤^κ_2 , then it must be the

case that σ_j ≤^{a2}_{nκ} , which again is a non-trivial implication precisely when κ >

√_{2a2} n . References

[1] B. Colbois, A. Girouard, C. Gordon, and D. Sher, Some recent developments on the Steklov eigenvalue problem, Rev. Mat. Complut., 37 (2024), pp. 1–161.

[2] B. Colbois, A. Girouard, and A. Hassannezhad, The Steklov and Laplacian spectra of Riemannian manifolds with boundary, J. Funct. Anal., 278 (2020), pp. 108409, 38.

[3] H. Donnelly and J. Lee, Domains in Riemannian manifolds and inverse spectral geometry, Pacific J. Math., 150 (1991), pp. 43–77.

[4] J. A. J. Duncan, Y. Sire, and J. Spruck, An improved eigenvalue estimate for embedded minimal hypersurfaces in the sphere, https://arxiv.org/pdf/2308.12235.pdf (To appear in Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN), (2023).

[5] J. F. Escobar, The geometry of the first non-zero Stekloff eigenvalue, J. Funct. Anal., 150 (1997), pp. 544–556.

[6] , An isoperimetric inequality and the first Steklov eigenvalue, J. Funct. Anal., 165 (1999), pp. 101–116.

[7] A. Fraser and M. M.-c. Li, Compactness of the space of embedded minimal surfaces with free boundary in three-manifolds with nonnegative Ricci curvature and convex boundary, J. Differential Geom., 96 (2014), pp. 183–200.

[8] A. Girouard and I. Polterovich, On the Hersch-Payne-Schiffer estimates for the eigenvalues of the Steklov problem, Funktsional. Anal. i Prilozhen., 44 (2010), pp. 33–47.

[9] , Spectral geometry of the Steklov problem (survey article), J. Spectr. Theory, 7 (2017), pp. 321–359.

[10] A. Gray, Tubes, vol. 221 of Progress in Mathematics, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, second ed., 2004. With a preface by Vicente Miquel.

[11] H. Karcher, Riemannian comparison constructions, in Global differential geometry, vol. 27 of MAA Stud. Math., Math. Assoc. America, Washington, DC, 1989, pp. 170–222.

[12] P. Li and S. T. Yau, Estimates of eigenvalues of a compact Riemannian manifold, in Geometry of the Laplace operator (Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., Univ. Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii, 1979), Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., XXXVI, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1980, pp. 205– 239.

[13] L. E. Payne, Some isoperimetric inequalities for harmonic functions, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 1 (1970), pp. 354–359.

[14] G. Qiu and C. Xia, A generalization of Reilly’s formula and its applications to a new Heintze-Karcher type inequality, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (2015), pp. 7608–7619.

[15] R. C. Reilly, Applications of the Hessian operator in a Riemannian manifold, Indiana Univ.

Math. J., 26 (1977), pp. 459–472.

[16] C. Xia and C. Xiong, Escobar’s Conjecture on a Sharp Lower Bound for the First Nonzero Steklov Eigenvalue, Peking Mathematical Journal, (2023).

[17] S. T. Yau, ed., Seminar on Differential Geometry, Annals of Mathematics Studies, No. 102, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J.; University of Tokyo Press, Tokyo, 1982. Papers presented at seminars held during the academic year 1979–1980.

Johns Hopkins University, 404 Krieger Hall, Department of Mathematics, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218, US.

Email address: jdunca33@jhu.edu

Johns Hopkins University, 404 Krieger Hall, Department of Mathematics, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218, US.

Email address: akumar65@jhu.edu