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SHARP BOUNDS FOR THE FIRST TWO EIGENVALUES

OF AN EXTERIOR STEKLOV EIGENVALUE PROBLEM

CHANGWEI XIONG

Abstract. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior Euclidean domain with

smooth boundary ∂U . We consider the Steklov eigenvalue problem on
U . First we derive a sharp lower bound for the first eigenvalue in terms
of the support function and the distance function to the origin of ∂U .
Second under various geometric conditions on ∂U we obtain sharp upper
bounds for the first eigenvalue. Along the proof, we get a sharp upper
bound for the capacity of ∂U when n = 3 and ∂U is connected. Last we
also discuss an upper bound for the second eigenvalue.

1. Introduction

The investigation on various eigenvalue problems is one of the most impor-
tant and extensively-studied topics in the fields of the differential geometry,
partial differential equations, etc. See e.g. the excellent surveys [3, 7, 14,23]
on different types of eigenvalue problems. In this paper we are concerned
with an exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem in the Euclidean space R

n

(n ≥ 3). The classical (interior) Steklov eigenvalue problem has received
considerable attention since it was introduced by Steklov [30] around 1900;
see [18] for a historical introduction and [14] for a specialized review. In
contrast, the exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem has not been much stud-
ied; see e.g. [4,22] for some results on it. However, besides in the differential
geometry and partial differential equations, the exterior Steklov eigenvalue
problem also plays an indispensable role in the potential theory, the mathe-
matical physics, the functional analysis etc. So we believe it is desirable to
contribute and draw more attention to this eigenvalue problem.

To describe the exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem let us first set the
context. Let U ⊂ R

n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain in the Euclidean space
R
n. Namely, U is a non-empty connected open set in R

n such that Rn \ U
is non-empty and compact. Suppose further that the origin O ∈ R

n \U and
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2 C. XIONG

the boundary ∂U is the union of finitely many disjoint, closed, Lipschitz
hypersurfaces, each of finite hypersurface area.

We consider the following exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem:



∆ϕ = 0, in U,

−∂ϕ

∂ν
= ξϕ, on ∂U,

(1.1)

where ν is the unit normal vector along ∂U pointing into U and ϕ belongs
to the space E1(U) of functions on U having finite energy. We refer to
Section 2 for the precise definition for E1(U). This eigenvalue problem is
well-posed and has a discrete spectrum:

0 < ξ1 ≤ ξ2 ≤ · · · ր +∞.

The variational characterization for ξi (i ≥ 1) reads

ξi = inf
ϕ∈E1(U)∫

∂U
ϕϕjda=0, j=1,2,...,i−1.

∫
U |∇ϕ|2dx∫
∂U ϕ2da

, (1.2)

where ϕj (j = 1, 2, . . . , i − 1) are the first (i − 1) eigenfunctions. For the
analytic setting and basic properties of the eigenvalue problem (1.1), we
refer to the work [4].

In this paper we first derive the following sharp lower bound for the first
eigenvalue ξ1.

Theorem 1. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain in the Euclidean

space R
n with C1 boundary. Suppose the origin O ∈ R

n \ U . Then there
holds

ξ1 ≥ (n− 2)min
∂U

〈x, ν〉
|x|2 , (1.3)

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of some centered
ball BR (R > 0), i.e., U = R

n \BR.

Remark 2. The bound (1.3) is meaningful only when the boundary ∂U is
star-shaped with respect to the origin, i.e., 〈x, ν〉 > 0 on ∂U . And if the
boundary is only Lipschitz, the lower bound becomes (cf. Theorem 13 below)

ξ1 ≥ (n− 2) ess inf
∂U

〈x, ν〉
|x|2 .

In view of the variational characterization (1.2) for ξ1, we get the following
Poincaré–trace inequality.

Corollary 3. Assumptions are as in Theorem 1. There holds
∫

U
|∇ϕ|2dx ≥ (n− 2)min

∂U

〈x, ν〉
|x|2

∫

∂U
ϕ2da, ϕ ∈ E1(U), (1.4)

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of some centered
ball BR (R > 0), i.e., U = R

n \ BR, and ϕ is its first exterior Steklov
eigenfunction.
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To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 1 is the first lower bound for the
first exterior Steklov eigenvalue. We note a remark by L. E. Payne in [23],
“Upper bounds for physically interesting eigenvalues are usually not difficult
to obtain, but in most cases lower bounds are far more important” (Page 461
in [23]). In light of his remark, we hope our Theorem 1 would motivate more
studies on the lower bounds of the exterior Steklov eigenvalues. As for the
proof of Theorem 1, our method is inspired by the work [25] where nice lower
bounds for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of elliptic operators were derived.
Two main ingredients in our proof are the variational characterization (1.2)
for ξ1 and a suitably chosen vector field on U .

Second we shall obtain the following sharp upper bounds for the first
eigenvalue ξ1.

Theorem 4. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain with smooth

boundary.

(1) If ∂U is convex, then

ξ1 ≤
1

|∂U |
1∫∞

0 (
∑n−1

i=0

∫
∂U σida · ti)−1dt

, (1.5)

where σi (i = 1, 2, . . . , n − 1) denotes the ith mean curvature of the
boundary (e.g., σ1 is the summation of the principal curvatures of
the boundary).

(2) If ∂U is star-shaped with respect to the origin (i.e., the support func-
tion 〈x, ν〉 > 0), then

ξ1 ≤
n− 2

|∂U |

∫

∂U
〈x, ν〉−1da. (1.6)

(3) If ∂U is mean convex and outer-minimizing (i.e., ∂U minimizes area
among all hypersurfaces homologous to ∂U in U), then

ξ1 ≤
n− 2

(n− 1)|∂U |

∫

∂U
σ1da. (1.7)

(4) If ∂U is mean convex and star-shaped, then

ξ1 ≤
n− 2

(n− 1)|∂U |

∫

∂U
σ1da. (1.8)

(5) If n = 3 and Σ = ∂U is connected, then

ξ1 ≤
√

4π

|Σ|

√ ∫
Σ
H2da

16π − 1

arsinh

√ ∫
Σ
H2da

16π − 1

, H := σ1. (1.9)

(6) If ∂U is only smooth, then

ξ1 ≤ (n− 2)

(∫
∂U |σ1/(n − 1)|(2n−3)/(n−1)da

|∂U |

)(n−1)/(2n−3)

. (1.10)
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Moreover, the equality holds in (1.5), (1.7), (1.8), (1.9) or (1.10) if and only
if U is the exterior domain of a round ball; the equality holds in (1.6) if and
only if U is the exterior domain of a round ball centered at the origin.

The proof for Theorem 4 is the combination of the observation

ξ1 ≤
Cap(∂U)

|∂U | (1.11)

by Payne [22], and various estimates for the electrostatic capacity Cap(∂U)
for the boundary ∂U . Here the electrostatic capacity of ∂U is defined as

Cap(∂U) : = inf

{∫

Rn

|∇f |2dx : f ∈ C∞
c (Rn), f ≥ 1 on R

n \ U
}

=

∫

U
|∇u|2dx,

where the infimum is achieved by the so-called electrostatic capacitary po-
tential u ∈ E1(U), i.e., the unique solution in E1(U) of the PDE

{
∆u = 0, in U,

u = 1, on ∂U.

We collect known estimates for Cap(∂U) in Theorem 14 of Section 4. Our
new estimate for Cap(∂U) is in Theorem 16. For the proof of Theorem 16,
we employ a classical approach which may go back to [24,31] and has been
applied successfully in some papers, e.g., in [8, 12, 21, 35–37]. In particular,
we mainly follow the argument in Bray and Miao’s [8] where the weak inverse
mean curvature flow developed by Huisken and Ilmanen and the monotonic-
ity of the Hawking mass of the evolving surfaces along this flow [15] comprise
two of the key tools. The proof of our Theorem 16 relies on the introduction
of a modified Hawking mass of the evolving surfaces which is inspired by
the work [16].

Next, for the second exterior Steklov eigenvalue ξ2, we obtain the follow-
ing upper bound by use of good test functions in the min-max variational
characterization for ξ2. Our result generalizes the corresponding one in
Payne’s [22] for the 3-dimensional case to the higher dimensional case.

Theorem 5. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain with smooth

boundary. Assume that the virtual mass potential w[e] (see (6.1) for its
definition) in the direction e ∈ S

n−1 satisfies
∫

∂U
w[e]da = 0, ∀e ∈ S

n−1. (1.12)

Then we have

ξ2 ≤ max

{
Cap(∂U)

|∂U | ,
(n− 1)|∂U |

nV

}
, (1.13)

where Cap(∂U) is the electrostatic capacity of ∂U and V denotes the volume
of the set Rn \ U .
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Remark 6. The virtual mass corresponding to the domain U is an important
physical quantity; see e.g. [2,28] for an introduction. The assumption (1.12)
indicates some kind of symmetry of the domain U . We do not know exactly
for which domains it is satisfied. See Remark 19 for a further comment on
it.

When ∂U is mean convex and star-shaped, it was proved in [36] (see
Theorem 14 in Section 4) that

Cap(∂U) ≤ n− 2

n− 1

∫

∂U
σ1da. (1.14)

If we assume further that ∂U is convex, then we are allowed to use the
Alexandrov–Fenchel inequality (see [29])

n

n− 1

∫

∂U
σ1da ≤ |∂U |2

V
. (1.15)

Therefore by combining (1.14), (1.15), Theorem 5 and Theorem 4, we im-
mediately conclude the following sharp upper bounds for ξ1 and ξ2.

Corollary 7. Assumptions are as in Theorem 5. Suppose further that ∂U
is convex. Then we have

ξ1 ≤
(n− 2)|∂U |

nV
, ξ2 ≤

(n − 1)|∂U |
nV

. (1.16)

Both equalities hold if U is the exterior domain of a round ball.

Remark 8. When n = 3, Corollary 7 can be obtained by combining Payne’s
work [22] and Schiffer’s work [27]. But for n ≥ 4, new techniques, e.g. the
inverse mean curvature flow (see [13,32]), are required first to derive (1.14),
in order to prove Corollary 7.

Remark 9. It is worth mentioning that (1.16) was conjectured to be true for
any smooth exterior domain U by Payne in [22].

Last, we give some remarks on the problem to get sharp upper bounds
for ξ1, towards the conjecture mentioned in Remark 9. The natural idea is
to use suitable test functions in the variational characterization for ξ1, i.e.,

ξ1 ≤
∫
U |∇f |2dx∫
∂U f2da

, f ∈ E1(U). (1.17)

Let Ω := R
n \ U . Assume the origin O ∈ Ω. Then the first candidate is

f1(x) =
1

|x|n−2
. (1.18)

The second candidate is the gravitational potential for Ω, i.e.,

f2(x) = − 1

(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

Ω

1

|y − x|n−2
dy, (1.19)
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where ωn−1 = |Sn−1|. The third candidate is the single layer potential for
∂Ω, i.e.,

f3(x) = − 1

(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

1

|y − x|n−2
dy. (1.20)

Note that all fi (i = 1, 2, 3) are harmonic outside Ω and have the right decay
rate at ∞. Moreover, when Ω is a Euclidean ball, all of them are indeed the
first Steklov eigenfunctions. So the question is how to estimate the Rayleigh
quotient in (1.17) for fi (i = 1, 2, 3).

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we review the
setting of the exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem and discuss the case of
the exterior domain of a round ball. In Section 3 we prove the lower bound
for the first eigenvalue. In Section 4 we obtain the various upper bounds for
the first eigenvalue. In the next Section 5 we discuss an upper bound for the
second eigenvalue. In the last section we present some auxiliary and related
results used in the paper.

2. Preliminaries

For the setting of the exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem, we mainly
follow the work [4].

Let U be an exterior domain in R
n (n ≥ 3). In other words, U is a

non-empty, open, connected set in R
n such that its complement R

n \ U
is a non-empty compact set. Moreover, we assume that the origin O ∈
Ω := R

n \ U and the boundary ∂U is the union of finitely many disjoint,
closed, Lipschitz hypersurfaces, each of finite hypersurface area. Let u be
a Lebesgue measurable extended real-valued function on U . We say that u
decays at infinity if for each c > 0, the set

Sc(u) := {x ∈ U : |u(x)| ≥ c}
has finite Lebesgue measure. Furthermore, we say that u has finite energy,
if u decays at infinity, u ∈ L1(UR) for each R > Rb and |∇u| ∈ L2(U). Here
UR := U ∩BR and Rb := sup{|x| : x ∈ ∂U} with BR denoting the Euclidean
ball of the radius R. Now we define E1(U) to be the set of all functions
having finite energy on U . The set E1(U) is the main space of functions we
will use in this paper.

Next we introduce the harmonic function in E1(U). A function u ∈ E1(U)
is called harmonic if it satisfies

∫

U
∇u · ∇ϕdx = 0

for all ϕ ∈ C1
c (U). Let H(U) be the subspace of E1(U) of all harmonic

functions. In [4, Section 12] and [4, Section 5], respectively, the existence
and uniqueness of solutions to a harmonic Neumann problem and a harmonic
Dirichlet problem, respectively, on U is proved. For later use, we state them
here as follows.
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Proposition 10 (Thm. 12.1 in [4]). For any η ∈ Lq(∂U) with q ≥ 2(n −
1)/n, there exists a unique u ∈ H(U) such that ∇νu = η on ∂U .

Proposition 11 (Thm. 5.1 in [4] and the paragraph following it). For any
f ∈ H1/2(∂U), there exists a unique u ∈ H(U) such that u = f in the sense
of traces on ∂U .

Here the fractional Sobolev space H1/2(∂U) is defined to be the set of
functions f ∈ L2(∂U) satisfying

∫

∂U

∫

∂U

|f(x)− f(y)|2
|x− y|n da(x)da(y) < +∞.

Thanks to the work [4], the eigenvalues of the exterior Steklov problem
admit the following variational characterization

ξi = inf
ϕ∈E1(U)∫

∂U
ϕϕjda=0, j=1,2,...,i−1

∫
U |∇ϕ|2dx∫
∂U ϕ2da

, i ≥ 1,

where ϕj (j = 1, 2, . . . , i− 1) are the first (i− 1) eigenfunctions.
Next we discuss the exterior Steklov eigenvalue problem on the special

domain, the exterior domain of a Euclidean ball.

Example 1. For the case of the Euclidean ball, i.e. R
n \ U = BR for

some R > 0, the eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenfunctions can be
computed explicitly. In fact, by separation of variables, any exterior Steklov
eigenfunction ϕ can be expressed as r2−n−m · ωm(p) in the polar coordinate,
where ωm(p) (p ∈ S

n−1) is a spherical harmonic on S
n−1 of degree m ≥ 0.

For readers’ convenience, let us recall some knowledge on spherical har-
monics. Given a spherical harmonic ωm on S

n−1 of degree m ≥ 0, it can be
regarded as the restriction on S

n−1 of a harmonic homogeneous polynomial
ω̃m on R

n of the same degree m. For each m ≥ 0, let Dm be the space
of harmonic homogeneous polynomials on R

n of degree m and µm be the
dimension of Dm. For example, we know

D0 = span{1}, µ0 = 1,

D1 = span{xi, i = 1, 2, . . . , n}, µ1 = n,

D2 = span{xixj, x21 − x2k, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, 2 ≤ k ≤ n}, µ2 =
n2 + n− 2

2
,

and µm = Cn−1
n+m−1 − Cn−1

n+m−3 for m ≥ 2. See [5] for basic facts concerning

Dm and µm. For a spherical harmonic ωm on S
n−1 of degree m ≥ 0, one of

its basic properties is that −∆Sn−1ωm = τmωm with τm = m(n− 2 +m).
Therefore, back to our exterior Steklov problem for U = R

n \BR, we can
list its first (n + 1) eigenvalues and their corresponding eigenfunctions as
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follows:

ξ1 =
n− 2

R
, ϕ1(x) =

1

|x|n−2
,

ξ2 = · · · = ξn+1 =
n− 1

R
, ϕi(x) =

xi−1

|x|n , i = 2, 3, . . . , n+ 1.

Using the above example, we can get the following useful fact concerning
the decay rate of functions in H(U).

Proposition 12. Let u ∈ H(U). Then we have the decay rate for u(x) and
its derivatives

u(x) = O(|x|2−n), ∇ku(x) = O(|x|2−n−k), k ≥ 1, as x → ∞. (2.1)

Proof. Take a large ball BR containing the boundary ∂U of the domain
U . As in the above example, let {ϕi(x)}∞i=1 be the family of the exterior

Steklov eigenfunctions for R
n \ BR such that its restriction on ∂BR forms

an orthonormal basis of L2(∂BR), i.e.,∫

∂BR

ϕiϕjda = δij , i, j = 1, 2, . . . . (2.2)

Then we can decompose the restriction on ∂BR of u ∈ H(U) as

u|∂BR
=
∑

k≥1

ckϕk|∂BR
, ck ∈ R, k ≥ 1.

We claim that

u =
∑

k≥1

ckϕk, in R
n \BR.

In fact, both u and
∑

k≥1 ckϕk lie in H(Rn \BR), and they admit the same
boundary value on ∂BR. Then Proposition 11 implies the claim.

By the claim and the expressions of ϕi (i ≥ 1) in the above example, the
conclusion follows.

�

3. Proof of Theorem 1

In this section we first prove a more general result.

Theorem 13. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain in the Euclidean

space R
n with Lipschitz boundary. Let ξ1 be the first exterior Steklov eigen-

value and ϕ a corresponding eigenfunction. Assume that the vector field
~P (x) consisting of n smooth functions Pi(x), i = 1, 2, . . . , n, on U satisfies

lim
R→∞

∫

∂BR

〈ϕ2 ~P , ν〉da = 0, (3.1)

where BR denotes the centered ball with the radius R, and

div ~P − |~P |2 ≥ 0. (3.2)
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Then we have

ξ1 ≥ ess inf
∂U

〈~P , ν〉.

Proof. First we note

ξ1

∫

∂U
ϕ2da =

∫

U
|∇ϕ|2dx.

For the vector field ~P (x) on U , we get by use of the divergence theorem

ξ1

∫

∂U
ϕ2da−

∫

∂U
ϕ2〈~P , ν〉da =

∫

U
|∇ϕ|2dx−

∫

∂U
ϕ2〈~P , ν〉da

=

∫

U
|∇ϕ|2dx+

∫

BR\Ω
div(ϕ2 ~P )dx−

∫

∂BR

〈ϕ2 ~P , ν〉da,

where BR is a ball containing Ω and recall Ω = R
n \ U .

Using (3.1) and the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we see

ξ1

∫

∂U
ϕ2da−

∫

∂U
ϕ2〈~P , ν〉da =

∫

U

(
|∇ϕ|2 + 2

∑

i

Piϕiϕ+ div ~Pϕ2

)
dx

≥
∫

U

(
div ~P − |~P |2

)
ϕ2dx.

Finally noting the condition (3.2), we finish the proof. �

Now for the proof of Theorem 1, we choose

Pi(x) = (n− 2)
xi
|x|2 , i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

Then for (3.1), we see that
∫

∂BR

〈ϕ2 ~P , ν〉da = (n− 2)
1

R

∫

∂BR

ϕ2da → 0, as R → ∞,

since ϕ(x) = O(|x|2−n) as x → ∞ in view of Proposition 12.
Next (3.2) becomes

div ~P − |~P |2 = (n− 2)2

|x|2 − (n− 2)2

|x|2 = 0.

So we get the inequality in Theorem 1.
Now assume the equality holds. Then from the proof above, we see that

∇ϕ = −ϕ~P and 〈x, ν〉/|x|2 is a constant along the boundary ∂U . Then
ϕ(x) = c|x|2−n, and along ∂U the radial function |x| is constant (considering
the maximum and minimum points of |x| on the C1 boundary ∂U). So we
conclude that U is the exterior domain of a centered ball. So we finish the
proof of Theorem 1.
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4. Estimates for the electrostatic capacity and proof of

Theorem 4

For the proof of Theorem 4, we employ the following observation by Payne
[22]:

ξ1 ≤
Cap(∂U)

|∂U | . (4.1)

So it suffices to get nice upper bounds for Cap(∂U). For that purpose we
recall the following results.

Theorem 14. Let U ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be an exterior domain with smooth

boundary.

(1) If ∂U is convex, then ( [19,24,31,37])

Cap(∂U) ≤ 1∫∞
0 (
∑n−1

i=0

∫
∂U σida · ti)−1dt

,

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball.

(2) If ∂U is star-shaped with respect to the origin, then ( [19,21,24])

Cap(∂U) ≤ (n− 2)

∫

∂U
〈x, ν〉−1da, (4.2)

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball centered at the origin.

(3) If ∂U is mean convex and outer-minimizing, then ( [12, Theorem 2 (a)])

Cap(∂U) ≤ n− 2

n− 1

∫

∂U
σ1da,

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball.

(4) If ∂U is mean convex and star-shaped, then ( [36, Theorem 3.1])

Cap(∂U) ≤ n− 2

n− 1

∫

∂U
σ1da,

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball.

(5) If n = 3 and ∂U is connected, then ( [8, Corollary 2])

Cap(∂U) ≤
√
π
√

|∂U |


1 +

√∫
∂U H2da

16π


 , H := σ1, (4.3)

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball.

(6) If ∂U is only smooth, then ( [1, Corollary 4.4])

Cap(∂U) ≤ (n− 2)|∂U |
(∫

∂U |σ1/(n− 1)|(2n−3)/(n−1)da

|∂U |

)(n−1)/(2n−3)

,
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with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round
ball.

Remark 15. By checking the proof of [1, Corollary 4.4], we may conclude

Cap(∂U) ≤ n− 2

n− 1
|∂U |max

∂U
σ1,

with the rigidity statement. Note that here the upper bound involves
max∂U σ1, not max∂U |σ1|.

In this paper, we provide a new sharp upper bound for Cap(∂U) in the
case that n = 3 and ∂U is connected. Compared with (4.3), our upper
bound (4.5) below is better, since there holds the elementary inequality

2

√
s

arsinh
√
s
< 1 +

√
s+ 1, ∀s > 0. (4.4)

Precisely, we prove the following.

Theorem 16. Let U ⊂ R
3 be an exterior domain with smooth boundary. If

Σ = ∂U is connected, then

Cap(∂U) ≤ 2(π|Σ|)1/2
√ ∫

Σ
H2da

16π − 1

arsinh

√ ∫
Σ
H2da
16π − 1

, (4.5)

with the equality if and only if U is the exterior domain of a round ball.

Remark 17. The right-hand side of (4.5) is understood as a limit when∫
ΣH2da = 16π. In addition, the Willmore energy

∫
ΣH2da of a closed

surface Σ ⊂ R
3 is known to satisfy∫

Σ
H2da ≥ 16π,

with the equality if and only if Σ is a round sphere (see e.g. [11, 26,34]).

Proof. By [15], there exists a proper, Lipschitz function φ ≥ 0 on U , called
the solution to the weak inverse mean curvature flow with the initial surface
Σ, satisfying the following properties:

(1) The function φ has value φ|Σ = 0 and limx→∞ φ(x) = ∞. For t > 0,
the sets Σt = ∂{φ ≥ t} and Σ′

t = ∂{φ > t} define two increasing
families of C1,α surfaces.

(2) For t > 0, the surfaces Σt (Σ
′
t, resp.) minimize (strictly minimize,

resp.) area among surfaces homologous to Σt in the region {φ ≥ t}.
The surface Σ′ = ∂{φ > 0} strictly minimizes area among surfaces
homologous to Σ in U .

(3) For almost all t > 0, the weak mean curvatureH of Σt is well defined
and equals |∇φ|, which is positive for almost all x ∈ Σt.

(4) For each t > 0, the area |Σt| = et|Σ′|; and |Σt| = et|Σ| if Σ is outer-
minimizing (i.e., Σ minimizes area among all surfaces homologous to
Σ in U).
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(5) All the surfaces Σt (t > 0) remain connected. The Hawking mass

mH(Σt) =

√
|Σt|
16π

(
1− 1

16π

∫

Σt

H2dat

)
(4.6)

satisfies limt→0+mH(Σt) ≥ mH(Σ′) and its right-lower derivative
satisfies (see (5.24) in [15]; but note the misprints on some coefficients
there, and the correct coefficients are as in (5.22) in [15])

D+mH(Σt) := lim inf
s→t+

mH(Σs)−mH(Σt)

s− t

≥
√

|Σt|
16π

1

16π

(
8π − 4πχ(Σt) +

∫

Σt

(2|∇ logH|2 + 1

2
(λ1 − λ2)

2)dat

)
,

where λ1 and λ2 are the weak principal curvatures of Σt and χ(Σt)
is the Euler characteristic of Σt. See [15, Section 5] for more details.

Now we define a modified Hawking mass

m̃H(Σt) :=

√
|Σt|
16π

mH(Σt) =
|Σt|
16π

(
1− 1

16π

∫

Σt

H2dat

)
. (4.7)

Then we can check limt→0+ m̃H(Σt) ≥ m̃H(Σ′) and

D+m̃H(Σt) =

√
|Σt|
16π

1

2
mH(Σt) +

√
|Σt|
16π

D+mH(Σt)

≥ |Σt|
(16π)2

((
8π − 1

2

∫

Σt

H2dat

)

+8π − 4πχ(Σt) +

∫

Σt

(2|∇ logH|2 + 1

2
(λ1 − λ2)

2)dat

)

=
|Σt|

(16π)2

(
16π − 4πχ(Σt) +

∫

Σt

(2|∇ logH|2 − 2λ1λ2)dat

)

=
|Σt|

(16π)2

(
16π − 8πχ(Σt) +

∫

Σt

2|∇ logH|2dat
)

≥ 0,

where the last equality holds because of the weak Gauss–Bonnet formula
(Page 403 in [15]) and the last inequality is due to the fact the surfaces Σt

remain connected.

Remark 18. The introduction of the modified Hawking mass is inspired by
the work [16].

Now we choose the test function f(x) = f̄(φ(x)) for some C1 function f̄ :
[0,∞) → R satisfying f̄(0) = 1 and f̄(∞) = 0 to be determined. Therefore

Cap(∂U) ≤
∫

U
|∇f |2dx =

∫

U
(f̄ ′(φ(x)))2|∇φ|2dx.
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Using the co-area formula, we get
∫

U
(f̄ ′(φ(x)))2|∇φ|2dx =

∫ ∞

0
(f̄ ′(t))2

∫

Σt

|∇φ|datdt.

Note that
∫

Σt

|∇φ|dat =
∫

Σt

Hdat ≤
(∫

Σt

H2dat

)1/2

|Σt|1/2

≤
(
16π − e−t(16π −

∫

Σ′

H ′2da)

)1/2

e
1

2
t|Σ′|1/2,

where we used the Hölder inequality and the monotonicity of the modified
Hawking mass. Here H ′ denotes the mean curvature of the surface Σ′. Thus
we get
∫

U
|∇f |2dx ≤

∫ ∞

0
(f̄ ′(t))2

(
16πet + (

∫

Σ′

H ′2da− 16π)

)1/2

dt · |Σ′|1/2.

Meanwhile, note that by the Hölder inequality, we have

1 = (f̄(0))2 = (−
∫ ∞

0
f̄ ′(t)dt)2

≤
∫ ∞

0
(f̄ ′(t))2

(
16πet + (

∫

Σ′

H ′2da− 16π)

)1/2

dt

×
∫ ∞

0

(
16πet + (

∫

Σ′

H ′2da− 16π)

)−1/2

dt,

with the equality when

f̄ ′(t) = c

(
16πet + (

∫

Σ′

H ′2da− 16π)

)−1/2

, c ∈ R.

Set

s :=

∫
Σ′ H

′2da

16π
− 1.

Note ∫ ∞

t

(
et

′

+ s
)−1/2

dt′ =
2√
s
arsinh(

√
se−t/2).

So noticing f̄(0) = 1 and f̄(∞) = 0 we may choose

f̄(t) =
arsinh(

√
se−t/2)

arsinh
√
s

.

Then in this case we get
∫

U
|∇f |2dx ≤ (16π)1/2|Σ′|1/2 1

2

√
s

arsinh
√
s
.

As a result, we have

Cap(∂U) ≤ 2π1/2|Σ′|1/2
√
s

arsinh
√
s
.
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Next we replace Σ′ by Σ. First recall that Σ′ strictly minimizes area
among all surfaces homologous to Σ. So |Σ′| ≤ |Σ|.

Second, because Σ is C2, the surface Σ′ is C1,1 and moreover C∞ where
Σ′ does not contact Σ. Besides, the mean curvature H ′ of Σ′ satisfies

H ′ = 0 on Σ′ \ Σ, and H ′ = H ≥ 0 a.e. on Σ′ ∩ Σ.

Therefore we see ∫

Σ′

H ′2da ≤
∫

Σ
H2da.

In conclusion, we derive (noting that
√
s/arsinh

√
s is increasing in s)

Cap(∂U) ≤ 2(π|Σ|)1/2
√ ∫

Σ
H2da

16π − 1

arsinh

√ ∫
Σ
H2da

16π − 1

.

Next we consider the equality case. If
∫
Σ H2da = 16π, then Σ is a round

sphere. Now suppose
∫
Σ H2da > 16π. Then checking the above proof, we

see that

|Σ′| = |Σ|,
∫

Σ′

H ′2da =

∫

Σ
H2da, m̃H(Σt) = m̃H(Σ′), ∀t > 0,

and f(x) = f̄(φ(x)) is the electrostatic capacitary potential on U with f |Σ =
1 and f(∞) = 0. So Σ is outer-minimizing and the modified Hawking mass
m̃H(Σt) is equal to m̃H(Σ) for all t. Moreover, since f(x) is harmonic in U ,
any level set of f(x) can not have non-empty interior, and so the surfaces Σt

and Σ do not jump to Σ′
t and Σ′ respectively, in the sense of [15] (meaning

Σt = Σ′
t and Σ = Σ′). Next fix any t > 0 and consider the exterior domain of

Σt in U . Using the fact f(x) is constant on Σt and Σt is at least C
1, by the

Hopf boundary lemma, we see that ∇f never vanishes on Σt. So φ = f̄−1 ◦f
is a smooth function on U with ∇φ 6= 0. It follows that the surfaces {Σt}
evolve smoothly by the inverse mean curvature flow. Then the equality case
of m̃H(Σt) ≥ m̃H(Σ) implies that H is constant on Σt, and so Σt is a round
sphere. So Σ itself is a round sphere, which contradicts

∫
ΣH2da > 16π.

Therefore when
∫
ΣH2da > 16π, we have the strict inequality

Cap(∂U) < (4π|Σ|)1/2
√ ∫

Σ
H2da

16π − 1

arsinh

√ ∫
Σ
H2da

16π − 1

.

So the proof of Theorem 16 is complete.
�

5. Proof of Theorem 5

Recall the min-max variational characterization of the Steklov eigenvalues

ξi = inf
V⊂E1(U)
dimV=i

sup
06=ϕ∈V

∫
U |∇ϕ|2dx∫
∂U ϕ2da

, i ≥ 1.
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In this section we focus on the second Steklov eigenvalue ξ2.
Let u ∈ E1(U) be the electrostatic capacitary potential of ∂U . Namely,

u ∈ E1(U) uniquely solves (Proposition 11)
{
∆u = 0, in U,

u = 1, on ∂U.

On the other hand, for any unit vector e ∈ S
n−1, there exists a unique

solution, the virtual mass potential w[e] ∈ H(U) to the partial differential
equation (Proposition 10)




∆w[e] = 0, in U,
∂w[e]

∂ν
= −∂〈x, e〉

∂ν
= −〈ν, e〉, on ∂U.

Then the function w[e] and the electrostatic capacitary potential u satisfy
∫

U
〈∇w[e],∇u〉dx = −

∫

∂U

∂w[e]

∂ν
u da =

∫

∂U
〈e, ν〉da = 0. (5.1)

So w[e] and u are linearly independent, and then {aw[e] + bu : a, b ∈ R} is
a 2-dimensional linear space in E1(U). Therefore we have

ξ2 ≤ sup
a2+b2 6=0

∫
U |∇(aw[e] + bu)|2dx∫
∂U (aw[e] + bu)2da

= sup
a2+b2 6=0

a2
∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx+ b2

∫
U |∇u|2dx

a2
∫
∂U w[e]2da+ b2|∂U | ,

where we used (5.1) and the assumption in Theorem 5
∫

∂U
w[e]uda =

∫

∂U
w[e]da = 0, ∀e ∈ S

n−1. (5.2)

Choosing respectively a = 0 and b = 0, we conclude

ξ2 ≤ max
{Cap(∂U)

|∂U | ,

∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx∫
∂U w[e]2da

}
,

where we recall that Cap(∂U) =
∫
U |∇u|2dx is the electrostatic capacity of

∂U .

Remark 19. At the bottom of Page 537 in [22], Payne claimed that with the
proper choice of the origin the following (in our notation) holds,

∫

∂U
w[e]da = 0, ∀e ∈ S

n−1.

We can not follow this claim, since the quantity
∫
∂U w[e]da should be un-

changed under the translation of the origin. Instead, we have to impose this
assumption.
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Assume ξ2 > Cap(∂U)/|∂U |. Then for any e ∈ S
n−1, we have

ξ2 ≤
(
∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx)2∫
∂U w[e]2da

1∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx

=
(
∫
∂U 〈∇w[e], ν〉w[e]da)2∫

∂U w[e]2da

1∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx

≤
∫
∂U 〈∇w[e], ν〉2da∫

U |∇w[e]|2dx

=

∫
∂U 〈e, ν〉2da∫
U |∇w[e]|2dx,

which implies

nWave ξ2 ≤
n∑

i=1

∫

∂U
〈∂i, ν〉2da = |∂U |.

Here ∂i (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) is the standard coordinate vector and Wave :=∑n
i=1

∫
U |∇w[∂i]|2dx/n is the average virtual mass corresponding to U . We

refer to Section 6.1 for its precise definition and basic properties.
By the lower bound (6.6) on Wave, we conclude

ξ2 ≤ max
{Cap(∂U)

|∂U | ,
(n− 1)|∂U |

nV

}
.

So we finish the proof of Theorem 5.

6. Auxiliary and related results

In this section we generalize the results in [27, 33] of the case n = 3 to
the higher dimensional case n > 3. Since some coefficients appearing in
the generalization depends on the dimension n, we find it may be worth
providing all the details for the convenience of readers. Our presentation
mainly follows that in [33]. Besides, in this section the Einstein convention
on the summation of indices is used unless otherwise stated, i.e., repeated
indices mean the summation over them.

6.1. Virtual mass. Now we consider the virtual mass of the domain Ω :=
R
n \U . For any unit vector e ∈ S

n−1, there exists a unique solution, the vir-
tual mass potential w[e] ∈ E1(U) to the partial differential equation (Propo-
sition 10) 



∆w[e] = 0, in U,
∂w[e]

∂ν
= −∂〈x, e〉

∂ν
= −〈ν, e〉, on ∂U.

(6.1)

Definition 1 ( [2, 28]). The virtual mass matrix Wij (i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n) is
defined as

Wij :=

∫

U
〈∇w[∂i],∇w[∂j ]〉dx,
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where ∂i (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) is the standard coordinate vector. The geometric
invariant trW/n is called the average virtual mass Wave.

The goal of this subsection is to derive a sharp lower bound for the matrix
W . For that purpose we need to use the gravitational potential for Ω =
R
n \ U . In R

n (n ≥ 3), the gravitational potential of Ω is defined as

Ψ(x) := − 1

(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

Ω

1

|y − x|n−2
dy,

where ωn−1 = |Sn−1|. By direct verification we note

∆Ψ = 0, in U ; ∆Ψ = 1, in Ω. (6.2)

Define

Ψij :=

∫
Ω Ψijdx

|Ω| .

For later use, first we have an observation.

Lemma 20. For the matrix Ψij, we have

0 < Ψ < I.

Proof. First, using (6.2) and the divergence theorem (the integral term on
the boundary of a large ball BR vanishes as R → ∞ due to Proposition 12),
we note ∫

U
ΨikΨkjdx =

∫

U
(ΨikΨj)kdx

= −
∫

∂U
Ψout

ik Ψjνkda

= −
∫

∂U
(Ψin

ik − νiνk)Ψjνkda

= −
∫

Ω
ΨikΨkjdx+

∫

Ω
Ψijdx,

where we used the relation

Ψin
ik(x0)−Ψout

ik (x0) = νi(x0)νk(x0), x0 ∈ ∂U (6.3)

from Proposition 29 below. Here and in the sequel we use the notations

Ψout
ij (x0) := lim

U∋x→x0

Ψij(x), Ψin
ij (x0) := lim

Ω∋x→x0

Ψij(x). (6.4)

Therefore we have ∫

Ω
Ψijdx =

∫

U∪Ω
ΨikΨkjdx > 0.

Second we note∫

Ω
(δik −Ψik)(δkj −Ψkj)dx =

∫

Ω
(δij − 2Ψij +ΨikΨkj)dx.
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Thus we get
∫

Ω
(δij −Ψij)dx =

∫

Ω
(δik −Ψik)(δkj −Ψkj)dx+

∫

Ω
Ψijdx−

∫

Ω
ΨikΨkjdx

=

∫

Ω
(δik −Ψik)(δkj −Ψkj)dx+

∫

U
ΨikΨkjdx > 0.

�

Then we can prove the following sharp bound for W .

Proposition 21. For any bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) with smooth

boundary, we have the matrix inequality

W

|Ω| ≥ (I −Ψ)−1 − I. (6.5)

Remark 22. Proposition 21 in the case n = 3 appeared in [33]. We generalize
here the result in [33] to the higher dimensional case.

Taking trace on (6.5) and using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we obtain
the following.

Corollary 23. For any bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) with smooth

boundary, we have

Wave ≥
1

n− 1
|Ω|. (6.6)

Remark 24. When n = 3, the bound (6.6) is due to [27].

Remark 25. In the literature, there are extensive works concerning the gen-
eralized polarization which includes the virtual mass (and the polarization
in Section 6.2) as a limit case. The generalized polarization (see e.g. [2])
defined for a bounded set Ω ⊂ R

n involves a parameter 0 < k 6= 1 < ∞,
the conductivity of Ω. When k = 0 (Ω is insulated), the generalized po-
larization reduces to the virtual mass; while when k → ∞ (Ω is perfectly
conducting), it reduces to the polarization in Section 6.2. See [2, Page 89].
The inequality for 0 < k 6= 1 < ∞ corresponding to (6.6) was obtained
in [6,9,20]; see [10] for a survey. In [6,9,20], different methods from the one
in the proof of Proposition 21 were used. Moreover, the equality (rigidity)
case for 0 < k 6= 1 < ∞ and n = 3 was handled in [17].

Proof of Proposition 21. For a constant symmetric matrix A = [aij ] to be
determined, define a family of functions w̃i by

w̃i(x) = aijΨj(x).

We have the matrix inequality
∫

U
〈∇(w[∂i]− w̃i),∇(w[∂j ]− w̃j)〉dx ≥ 0,
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which leads to

Wij ≥
∫

U
(〈∇w[∂i],∇w̃j〉+ 〈∇w[∂i],∇w̃j〉 − 〈∇w̃i,∇w̃j〉)dx

=

∫

∂Ω

(
∂w̃i

∂ν
w̃j −

∂w[∂i]

∂ν
w̃j −

∂w[∂j ]

∂ν
w̃i

)
da

=

∫

∂Ω

(
aipajq

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψq + 〈ν, ∂i〉ajqΨq + 〈ν, ∂j〉aipΨp

)
da

= aipajq

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψqda+ ajq

∫

Ω
Ψiqdx+ aip

∫

Ω
Ψjpdx.

For the first term, we use Proposition 29 below to get

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψqda =

∫

∂Ω
Ψout

pk νk Ψqda =

∫

∂Ω
(Ψin

pk − νpνk)νk Ψqda

=

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψin
p

∂ν
Ψqda−

∫

∂Ω
〈Ψq ∂p, ν〉da

=

∫

Ω
ΨpkΨqkdx−

∫

Ω
Ψpqdx.

Recall

Ψij :=

∫
Ω Ψijdx

|Ω| .

Note that we have the matrix inequality
∫

Ω
(Ψik −Ψik)(Ψjk −Ψjk)dx ≥ 0,

which is the same as
∫

Ω
ΨpkΨqkdx ≥ ΨpkΨqk|Ω|.

Therefore we conclude

Wij

|Ω| ≥ aipajq(ΨpkΨqk −Ψpq) + ajqΨiq + aipΨjp.

Now we choose

A = −(I −Ψ)−1.

So we get the matrix inequality

W

|Ω| ≥ (I −Ψ)−1 − I.

�
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6.2. Polarization. As a byproduct, let us consider the parallel results for
the polarization of those in Section 6.1. For any unit vector e ∈ S

n−1, there
exists a unique solution, the polarization potential v[e] ∈ E1(U) (together
with a unique constant c[e]) to the partial differential equation (Proposi-
tion 11)





∆v[e] = 0, in U,

v[e] = 〈x, e〉+ c[e], on ∂U,

v[e] = O(|x|1−n), as x → ∞.

Definition 2 ( [2, 28]). The polarization matrix Pij (i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n) is
defined as

Pij :=

∫

U
〈∇v[∂i],∇v[∂j ]〉dx.

The geometric invariant trP/n is called the average polarization Pave.

Now we prove the following sharp bound for P .

Proposition 26. For any bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) with smooth

boundary, we have

P

|Ω| ≥ Ψ
−1 − I. (6.7)

Remark 27. Proposition 26 in the case n = 3 appeared in [33]. Again we
generalize here the result in [33] to the higher dimensional case.

Taking trace and using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we get the follow-
ing.

Corollary 28. For any bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) with smooth

boundary, we have

Pave ≥ (n− 1)|Ω|. (6.8)

Proof of Proposition 26. For a constant symmetric matrix B = [bij ] to be
determined, define a family of functions ṽi by

ṽi(x) = bijΨj(x).

We have the matrix inequality

∫

U
〈∇(v[∂i]− ṽi),∇(v[∂j ]− ṽj)〉dx ≥ 0,



SHARP BOUNDS FOR THE FIRST TWO EIGENVALUES 21

which leads to

Pij ≥
∫

U
(〈∇v[∂i],∇ṽj〉+ 〈∇v[∂i],∇ṽj〉 − 〈∇ṽi,∇ṽj〉)dx

=

∫

∂Ω

(
∂ṽi
∂ν

ṽj −
∂ṽj
∂ν

v[∂i]−
∂ṽi
∂ν

v[∂j ]

)
da

=

∫

∂Ω

(
bipbjq

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψq − bjq

∂Ψout
q

∂ν
(〈x, ∂i〉+ c[∂i])− bip

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
(〈x, ∂j〉+ c[∂j ])

)
da

= bipbjq

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψqda− bjq

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
q

∂ν
〈x, ∂i〉da− bip

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
〈x, ∂j〉da.

For the first term, we use Proposition 29 below to get

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
p

∂ν
Ψqda =

∫

∂Ω
Ψout

pk νk Ψqda =

∫

∂Ω
(Ψin

pk − νpνk)νk Ψqda

=

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψin
p

∂ν
Ψqda−

∫

∂Ω
〈Ψq ∂p, ν〉da

=

∫

Ω
ΨpkΨqkdx−

∫

Ω
Ψpqdx

≥ ΨpkΨqk|Ω| −
∫

Ω
Ψpqdx,

where the inequality appeared in the proof of Proposition 21. For the second
term, we get

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψout
q

∂ν
〈x, ∂i〉da =

∫

∂Ω
(Ψin

qk − νqνk)νk〈x, ∂i〉da

=

∫

∂Ω

∂Ψin
q

∂ν
〈x, ∂i〉da−

∫

∂Ω
〈ν, ∂q〉〈x, ∂i〉da

=

∫

Ω
Ψiqdx− δiq|Ω|.

Therefore we conclude

Pij

|Ω| ≥ bipbjq(ΨpkΨqk −Ψpq)− bjq(Ψiq − δiq)− bip(Ψjp − δjp).

Now we choose

B = Ψ
−1

.

So we get the matrix inequality

P

|Ω| ≥ Ψ
−1 − I.

�
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6.3. Gravitational potential. In R
n (n ≥ 3), define the gravitational po-

tential as

Ψ(x) := − 1

(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

Ω

1

|y − x|n−2
dy,

where ωn−1 = |Sn−1|.
This subsection is devoted to proving the following.

Proposition 29. Let Ω ⊂ R
n (n ≥ 3) be a bounded domain in R

n with
smooth boundary. Fix x0 ∈ ∂Ω. For the second derivatives of Ψ(x), we have

lim
Ω∋x→x0

Ψij(x)− lim
U∋x→x0

Ψij(x) = νi(x0)νj(x0). (6.9)

Proof. Note that for y 6= x, we have

divy
( y − x

|y − x|n−2

)
=

2

|y − x|n−2
.

So for x ∈ U , we get

Ψ(x) = − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

Ω
divy

( y − x

|y − x|n−2

)
dy

= − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n−2

da(y);

while for x ∈ Ω, by choosing a small ball Br(x) ⊂ Ω, we get

Ψ(x) = − 1

(n− 2)ωn−1
lim

r→0+

∫

Ω\Br(x)

1

|y − x|n−2
dy

= − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1
lim

r→0+

∫

Ω\Br(x)
divy

( y − x

|y − x|n−2

)
dy

= − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1
lim

r→0+

(∫

∂Ω

〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n−2

da(y)−
∫

∂Br(x)

〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n−2

da(y)

)

= − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n−2

da(y).

In either case, we have

Ψ(x) = − 1

2(n− 2)ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n−2

da(y).

Then we obtain its first derivatives

Ψi(x) = − 1

2(n − 2)ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

( −νi
|y − x|n−2

+ (n− 2)
〈y − x, ν〉(yi − xi)

|y − x|n
)
da(y),
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and its second derivatives

Ψij(x) = − 1

2ωn−1

∫

∂Ω

(
νi(xj − yj) + νj(xi − yi)

|y − x|n − δij
〈y − x, ν〉
|y − x|n

+ n〈y − x, ν〉(xi − yi)(xj − yj)

|y − x|n+2

)
da(y)

=: − 1

2ωn−1

∫

∂Ω
〈ν,Xij(y)〉da(y),

where we defined a vector field Xij(y) for y 6= x as

Xij(y) =
(xj − yj)∂i + (xi − yi)∂j

|y − x|n − δij
y − x

|y − x|n + n(y − x)
(xi − yi)(xj − yj)

|y − x|n+2
.

Note that for y 6= x, by direct computation we have

divy(Xij(y)) = 2

(
n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n
)
.

So for x ∈ U , we can conclude

Ψij(x) = − 1

ωn−1

∫

Ω

(
n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n
)
dy;

while for x ∈ Ω, by choosing again a small ball Br(x) ⊂ Ω, we get

Ψij(x) = − 1

2ωn−1

∫

∂Ω
〈ν,Xij(y)〉da(y)

= − 1

2ωn−1

(∫

Ω\Br(x)
divy(Xij(y))dy +

∫

∂Br(x)
〈ν,Xij(y)〉da(y)

)
.

Direct computation yields
∫

∂Br(x)
〈ν,Xij(y)〉da(y) = − 2

n
ωn−1δij .

So for x ∈ Ω we get

Ψij(x) = − 1

ωn−1

∫

Ω\Br(x)

(
n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n
)
dy +

1

n
δij

= − 1

ωn−1

∫

Ω

(
n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n
)
dy +

1

n
δij,

where in the last step we took r → 0+.
Without loss of generality, we choose x0 as the origin and ν as the positive

xn-direction.
Note first that for r > 0 sufficiently small, the intersection set Ω∩Br(x0)

is approximately a half n-ball B−
r (x0). Fix a small r > 0. Then we intend

to compare the integrals in the expression of Ψij(x) over Ω∩Br(x) and over
Ω \Br(x) for x ∈ U or x ∈ Ω.
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For the integral over Ω \ Br(x), it is continuous with respect to x. It
remains to consider the integral over Ω ∩Br(x), namely,

Iij(x) :=

∫

Ω∩Br(x)
fij(x, y)dy,

where

fij(x, y) := n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n .

When i 6= j, since

∫

B−

r (x0)

(
n
(yi − (x0)i)(yj − (x0)j)

|y − x0|n+2

)
dy = 0,

both limΩ∋x→x0
Iij(x) and limU∋x→x0

Iij(x) can be as close to zero as possi-
ble, as long as r is chosen at first very small. So we finish the proof of (6.9)
for i 6= j.

Next we consider i = j. It suffices to consider the two cases i = j = 1
and i = j = n. Define the approximating quantities

Ĩij(x) :=

∫

{y∈Rn|yn<0}∩Br(x)

(
n
(yi − xi)(yj − xj)

|y − x|n+2
− δij

|y − x|n
)
dy.

We only need to compute

A− := lim
Rn
−
∋x→0

Ĩ11(x), A+ := lim
Rn
+∋x→0

Ĩ11(x),

B− := lim
Rn
−
∋x→0

Ĩnn(x), B+ := lim
Rn
+
∋x→0

Ĩnn(x),

where R
n
− = R

n ∩ {xn < 0} and R
n
+ = R

n ∩ {xn > 0}.
Note that we have the following identities,

A− +A+ =

∫

Br(0)

(
n

y21
|y|n+2

− 1

|y|n
)
dy

=

∫

Br(0)

(∑n
k=1 y

2
k

|y|n+2
− 1

|y|n
)
dy = 0,

B− +B+ =

∫

Br(0)

(
n

y2n
|y|n+2

− 1

|y|n
)
dy = 0,

(n− 1)A− +B− =

∫

Rn
−
∩Br(0)

(
n

|y|2
|y|n+2

− n

|y|n
)
dy = 0.
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So we only need to compute one of them. Let us compute B+. Equivalently,
we derive

B+ = lim
ε→0+

∫

Br(0)∩{yn>ε}

(
n

y2n
|y|n+2

− 1

|y|n
)
dy

= lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε
dyn

∫

|x′|<
√

r2−y2n

(
n

y2n
(|x′|2 + y2n)

(n+2)/2
− 1

(|x′|2 + y2n)
n/2

)
dx′

= lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε
dyn

∫ √
r2−y2n

0

(
n

y2n
(s2 + y2n)

(n+2)/2
− 1

(s2 + y2n)
n/2

)
ωn−2s

n−2ds.

Let s = yn sinh t. Then we have

B+ = lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε

ωn−2

yn
dyn

∫ arsinh(
√

r2−y2n/yn)

0

n− cosh2 t

coshn+1 t
sinhn−2 t dt.

= lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε

ωn−2

yn
dyn

sinhn−1 t

coshn t

∣∣∣∣
arsinh(

√
r2−y2n/yn)

0

= lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε

ωn−2

yn

(
√

r2 − y2n/yn)
n−1

(1 + (
√

r2 − y2n/yn)
2)n/2

dyn

= ωn−2 lim
ε→0+

∫ r

ε
r−n(r2 − y2n)

(n−1)/2dyn

= ωn−2

∫ π/2

0
sinn t dt = ωn−2

n− 1

n

∫ π/2

0
sinn−2 t dt

=
n− 1

2n
ωn−1.

Then we can deduce

B− = −n− 1

2n
ωn−1, A− =

1

2n
ωn−1, A+ = − 1

2n
ωn−1.

Now we are ready to prove the remaining conclusion. Let η > 0 be arbitrary.
Then we can choose r small enough such that

| lim
U∋x→x0

∫

Br(x)∩Ω
fnn(x, y)dy −B+| < ωn−1

η

2
,

| lim
Ω∋x→x0

∫

Br(x)∩Ω
fnn(x, y)dy −B−| < ωn−1

η

2
.
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Note that

lim
U∋x→x0

Ψnn(x) = − 1

ωn−1

∫

Ω\Br(x0)
fnn(x0, y)dy

− 1

ωn−1
lim

U∋x→x0

∫

Br(x)∩Ω
fnn(x, y)dy,

lim
Ω∋x→x0

Ψnn(x) = − 1

ωn−1

∫

Ω\Br(x0)
fnn(x0, y)dy

− 1

ωn−1
lim

Ω∋x→x0

∫

Br(x)∩Ω
fnn(x, y)dy +

1

n
.

So we obtain

| lim
Ω∋x→x0

Ψnn(x)− lim
U∋x→x0

Ψnn(x)− 1|

< | − 1

ωn−1
(B− −B+) +

1

n
− 1|+ η = η,

which implies

lim
Ω∋x→x0

Ψnn(x) = lim
U∋x→x0

Ψnn(x) + 1.

Similar arguments show that

lim
Ω∋x→x0

Ψii(x) = lim
U∋x→x0

Ψii(x), i = 1, 2, . . . , n− 1.

So we finish the proof of the Proposition 29.
�
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