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The inner radius of nodal domains in high dimensions

Philippe Charron, Dan Mangoubi

In honor of Leonid Polterovich’s 60th birthday

Abstract

We prove that every nodal domain of an eigenfunction of the Laplacian of
eigenvalue λ on a d-dimensional closed Riemannian manifold contains a ball of

radius cλ− 1
2 (log λ)−

d−2
2 . This ball is centered at a point at which the eigenfunction

attains its maximum in absolute value within the nodal domain.

1 Introduction and main result

Let (M, g) be a smooth closed Riemannian manifold of dimension d. Consider on M
an eigenfunction uλ of the positive Laplace-Beltrami operator −∆g corresponding to an
eigenvalue λ. A nodal domain Ωλ of uλ is any connected component of the set {uλ 6= 0}. It
is well known (see [3,5]) that there exists a positive constant cup = cup(M, g) independent
of λ or uλ such that every ball of radius bigger than cupλ

−1/2 contains a zero of uλ, i.e.,
the inner radius of Ωλ is bounded from above:

inrad(Ωλ) ≤ cupλ
−1/2 .

On the other hand, the Faber-Krahn inequality [13, 22] shows that the volume of every
nodal domain Ωλ is bounded from below by cFKλ

−d/2 for some positive constant cFK =
cFK(M).

One is naturally led to look for the largest positive number r such that every nodal
domain contains a ball of radius r. In two dimensions it is known that one can inscribe
a ball of radius cλ−1/2 in every nodal domain [29]. This paper is concerned with lower
bounds for the inner radius in higher dimensions. We give a lower bound which is optimal
up to a logarithmic power factor at most. Moreover, we show

Theorem 1.1. Let (M, g) be of dimension d at least three. Let xmax ∈ Ωλ be a point

where |uλ(xmax)| = maxΩλ
|uλ|. Then

B
(

xmax, cloλ
−1/2(log λ)−(d−2)/2

)

⊂ Ωλ

where clo = clo(M, g) is a positive constant which depends only on (M, g).

Lower bounds of the form λ−c(d) on the inner radius of nodal domains were obtained
in [29,30] where c(d) → ∞ as the dimension d increases. Under the assumption of a real
analytic metric a lower bound with a constant power of the eigenvalue, namely cλ−1 was
obtained by Georgiev in [14].
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Idea of proof. An important starting point is the existence of an almost inscribed
ball B of radius r = δλ−1/2 for some small δ > 0, centered at xmax, guaranteed by
Georgiev and Mukherjee [15] (cf. earlier works by Lieb and Maz’ya-Shubin [25,32] where
existence of such a ball is proved without locating its center). This means that the
relative volume of Ωλ in B tends to 1 as δ tends to 0. Our aim is to show that the
complementary set B \ Ωλ cannot approach the center too much, or that the gradient
of uλ is bounded, say in 1

4
B. A standard elliptic gradient estimate shows that it would

be enough to bound the values of |uλ| in 1
2
B. The key argument shows that if in a

ball b of radius r/A, where A is a suitable large number, the function uλ attains a large
value, then its doubling index is also large in this ball. This lets us find a finite sequence
of A disjoint balls bi where the corresponding doubling indices grow exponentially, to the
extent that we get a contradiction with the Donnelly-Fefferman’s growth bound. The
argument is based on a recent Remez-type inequality for eigenfunctions due to Logunov
and Malinnkova (see [26, 27]).

Comparison with two dimensions. Complex methods and a majorization principle
comparing the harmonic measure of B \ Ωλ in B with the eigenfunction allow to show
in two dimensions that for a ball B = B(xmax, λ

−1/2) the complementary set B \ Ω
cannot approach the center too much [29]. However, the capacity estimates we apply in
this paper, due to Lieb, Maz’ya-Shubin and Georgiev-Mukherjee [15, 25, 32] are effective
only in dimensions three and above. Interestingly, Georgiev and Mukherjee [15] prove this
capacity estimate by combining the above majorization principle with heat flow methods.

Structure of the paper. The proof of the main Theorem 1.1 is given in §3. Before
that we present in §2 the classical and more recent tools needed for the proof. In §4
we reprove the existence of an almost inscribed ball with center located at a maximum
point (Theorem 2.6) by methods which, in our view, are more oriented toward the PDE
community than the Brownian motion tools used in [15].
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2 Tool box: Growth of eigenfunctions, Remez-type

inequality, almost inscribed balls, gradient esti-

mate

Notation 2.1. Let rinj denote the injectivity radius of M . Let B = B(x, r) be a geodesic

ball in M , where 2r < rinj. We let 2B = B(x, 2r) be the concentric geodesic ball of twice

the radius.

Definition 2.2 (The doubling index). Let f be a function defined in a geodesic ball 2B.

We let

N(f, B) := log2
sup2B |f |
supB |f |

The following fundamental bound holds for eigenfunctions.

Theorem 2.3 (Donnelly-Fefferman’s growth bound [11]). Let (M, g) be a closed Rie-

mannian manifold. Let uλ be a Laplace-Beltrami eigenfunction with corresponding eigen-

value λ. Let B = B(x, r) be a geodesic ball in M with 2r < inj(M). Then

N(uλ, B) ≤ CDF

√
λ ,

for some CDF = CDF (M, g) > 0.

Another tool we apply is the following Remez-type inequality. It is a version of
the three balls inequality for wild sets. This is a recent result, due to Logunov and
Malinnikova, which was conjectured by Landis and Donnelly and Fefferman, who gave
an idea on how such growth bounds can be used for the study of nodal sets [12].

Theorem 2.4 (Remez-type inequality for solutions of elliptic equations [27]). Let h be a

solution to a linear elliptic equation in divergence form div(A∇h) = 0 in a ball 2B ⊆ R
d.

For any measurable subset E ⊂ B

sup
B

|h| ≤ C1 sup
E

|h|
(

C1
Vol(B)

Vol(E)

)C1N(h,B)

,

for some C1 = C1(A) > 0.

We will apply the immediate corollary below, adapted for eigenfunctions.

Corollary 2.5 (Remez-type inequality for eigenfunctions in small scales). Let (M, g) be
a closed Riemannian manifold. Let uλ satisfy the eigenvalue equation −∆guλ = λuλ in a

geodesic ball 2B = B(x, 2r) with r < λ−1/2. Then,

sup
B

|uλ| ≤ CR sup
E

|uλ|
(

CR
Vol(B)

Vol(E)

)CRN(uλ,B)+CR

,

for some CR = CR(M, g) > 0.
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Proof. Consider the harmonic function h(t, x) := et
√
λuλ(x) defined on the d + 1 dimen-

sional ball Bd+1((0, x), 2r) in the product Riemannian manifold R×M . Then,

N(uλ, B(x, r))− C ≤ N(h,Bd+1((0, x), r)) ≤ N(uλ, B(x, r)) + C

Set Ed+1 = {(t, y) ∈ Bd+1((0, x), r)| y ∈ E}. Apply Theorem 2.4 to h with E replaced
by Ed+1 and B replaced by Bd+1.

The following ingredient in our proof, which is due to Georgiev and Mukherjee, guar-
antees a large almost inscribed ball in a nodal domain, centered at a maximum point of
the eigenfunction in the nodal domain.

Theorem 2.6 (An almost inscribed ball [15]). Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian man-

ifold of dimension d at least three. Let uλ be an eigenfunction and Ω a corresponding

nodal domain. Let xmax ∈ Ω be a point where |uλ(xmax)| = maxΩ |uλ|. Then, for any

geodesic ball Bδ = B(xmax, δλ
−1/2)

Vol(Bδ \ Ω)
Vol(Bδ)

≤ Coutδ
2d/(d−2)

for some Cout = Cout(M, g) > 0.

Remark. Lieb, Maz’ya and Shubin [25, 32] proved the existence of an almost inscribed

ball of radius ∼ λ−1/2 in a bounded domain in the Euclidean domain with first Dirichlet

eigenvalue λ. Their arguments do not give information about its center.

Finally, we recall the following classical gradient estimate for solutions of linear elliptic
equations. Let

L = aij∂i∂j + bi∂i + c

be a uniformly elliptic operator of second order in the unit ball. Assume that

‖aij‖C2(B1) + ‖bi‖C1(B1) + ‖c‖C(B1) ≤ K

and that
∀ξ ∈ R

d aijξiξj ≥ Λ|ξ|2

for some Λ > 0. We have

Theorem 2.7 (A gradient estimate [16, Theorem 6.2]). Let h satisfy Lh = 0 in the

ball Br = B(0, r) where 0 < r < 1. Then,

|∇h(0)| ≤ C2

r
sup
Br

|h| ,

for some C2 = C2(K,Λ, d) > 0.

Adjusted for eigenfunctions using the same lifting trick as in the proof of Corollary 2.5
we get

Corollary 2.8 (A gradient estimates for eigenfunctions). Let (M, g) be a closed Rieman-

nian manifold and let uλ satisfy −∆guλ = λuλ in a geodesic ball B(x, r), where r < λ−1/2.

Then,

sup
B(x,r/2)

|∇uλ| ≤
Cgr

r
sup
B(x,r)

|uλ|

for some Cgr = Cgr(M, g) > 0.
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3 Proof of the main Theorem 1.1

Let Ωλ be a nodal domain of uλ and xmax be a point where |uλ| attains its maximum
in Ωλ. We re-normalize uλ so that uλ(xmax) = 1.

Identify the geodesic ball B(xmax, rinj) by means of the exponential map at xmax with
an open ball of radius rinj in Euclidean space, centered at 0. Assume that λ > 1 and
let Bδ be a ball of radius δλ−1/2 centered at 0.

Lemma 3.1. There exists c1 = c1(M, g) > 0 such that if A ≤ c1δ
−2/(d−2) then for any

ball b ⊂ Bδ of radius δλ−1/2/A,

Vol(b ∩ Ωλ)

Vol(b)
≥ 1

2
.

Proof. Otherwise, for any c1 > 0, some A as above and some ball b ⊂ Bδ of radius
δλ−1/2/A we get the following inequalities.

Vol(Bδ \ Ωλ)

Vol(Bδ)
≥ Vol(b \ Ωλ)

Vol(Bδ)
>

1

2

Vol(b)

Vol(Bδ)
≥ 1

2
cA−d ≥ 1

2
cc−d

1 δ2d/(d−2) .

The preceding inequality contradicts Theorem 2.6 for c1 > 0 small enough depending
on Cout,M, g only.

Lemma 3.2. There exist T > 1, a > 0 which only depend on (M, g), such that for any

ball b ⊂ Brinj/2 which satisfies Vol(b ∩ Ωλ)/Vol(b) ≥ 1/2 and supb |uλ| ≥ T , it holds that

sup
2b

|uλ| ≥ (sup
b

|uλ|)1+a . (1)

Proof. By Corollary 2.5,

sup
b

|uλ| ≤ CR sup
b∩Ωλ

|uλ|
(

CR
Vol(b)

Vol(b ∩ Ωλ)

)CRN(uλ,b)+CR

≤ CR(2CR)
CRN(uλ,b)+CR

This implies that N(uλ, b) ≥ c′ log2 supb |uλ|− c′′ ≥ (c′ log2 supb |uλ|)/2, where the last
inequality is true if log2 supb |uλ| ≥ T , with T large enough. The preceding inequality
amounts to

log2
sup2b |uλ|
supb |uλ|

≥ c′

2
log2(sup

b
|uλ|)

or,
sup
2b

|uλ| ≥ sup
b

|uλ|1+c′/2 .

We now apply Lemma 3.2 iteratively on small balls in Bδ to find a ball with a large
doubling index.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose supBδ/2
|uλ| > T , where T is as in Lemma 3.2. Set A = c1δ

−2/(d−2).

Then

N(uλ, Bδ/2) ≥ ec2A .
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Proof. Consider a longest sequence of balls bk ⊂ Bδ with the following properties

(i) Each ball bk is of radius δλ−1/2/A.

(ii) The ball b1 is centered at a point where |uλ| attains its maximum in the closure
of Bδ/2.

(iii) The center of bk+1 is located at a point where |uλ| attains its maximum in the
closure of 2bk.

From Lemma 3.1 we know that for all k

Vol(bk ∩ Ωλ)

Vol(bk)
≥ 1

2
,

and so, we may apply Lemma 3.2 to each ball bk to obtain that

sup
bk+1

|uλ| ≥ sup
2bk

|uλ| ≥ sup
bk

|uλ|1+a .

In particular, we can find at least ⌊(δλ−1/2/2)/(2δλ−1/2/A)⌋ = ⌊A/4⌋ distinct balls in the
sequence. It follows

sup
Bδ

|uλ| ≥ sup
b⌊A/4⌋

|uλ| ≥ sup
b1

|uλ|(1+a)⌊A/4⌋ ≥ sup
Bδ/2

|uλ|(1+a)⌊A/4⌋

.

Finally,
N(uλ, Bδ/2) ≥ (1 + a)⌊A/4⌋ − 1 ≥ ecA .

The preceding lemma shows fast growth in the ball Bδ. When confronted with the
Donnelly-Fefferman growth bound in Theorem 2.3 we obtain a bound on the size of uλ.

Proposition 3.4. There exists c3 = c3(M, g) > 0 such that if δ = c3(log λ)
− d−2

2 , then

sup
Bδ/2

|uλ| < T .

Proof. Fix c3 > 0 (and δ) so that for A as in Lemma 3.3 we have c2A > log(CDF

√
λ). If

supBδ/2
|uλ| ≥ T we obtain from Lemma 3.3 that

N(uλ, Bδ/2) > CDF

√
λ ,

contradicting Theorem 2.3.

With the preceding proposition we combine the gradient estimate to finish the proof
of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Set δ as in Proposition 3.4. Then, supBδ/2
|uλ| ≤ T . By Corol-

lary 2.8, supBδ/4
|∇uλ| ≤ 2CgrT

δ
. Since uλ(xmax) = 1, it follows that we can find a ball of

radius δλ−1/2

c
where uλ is positive.
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4 Proof of Theorem 2.6: A capacity estimate and an

almost inscribed ball

We give a proof of Theorem 2.6, due to Georgiev-Mukherjee [15]. One can estimate the
capacity of a condenser (B \ Ω, B) by considering the heat flow in B ∩ Ω with boundary
conditions set to one on B ∩ ∂Ω and zero elsewhere, while setting the initial condition
to zero (see [17]). The main idea in [15] (cf. [29, §3]) is then to compare the heat flow
in B ∩ Ω with the heat flow in Ω starting from an eigenfunction, solved explicitly. One
gets an explicit estimate of the heat at a maximum point of the eigenfunction in Ω.

The actual implementation of this elegant idea in [15] is done through Brownian
motion techniques, and some points are only sketched. We give here an implementation
of this idea which is more oriented toward the PDE community. The tools used below
replacing the Brownian motion arguments are Li-Yau Gaussian upper bounds, Gaussian
lower bounds and the principle of not feeling the boundary.

4.1 Estimating the capacity via the heat flow

In this section we recall Theorem 4.2 due to Grigor’yan-Saloff-Coste [17, Theorem 3.7],
which gives a way to estimate the capacity of a condenser by considering the heat flow
in it and taking one measurement of temperature at a point. We only treat the case of a
smooth condenser, as the more general case, treated using the tools of Potential Theory
(see [17]), is not needed for our purpose.

4.1.1 Recalling the heat equation and the notion of capacity

Let U ⊂ M be a chart with smooth boundary, and let K ⊂ U be a compact set with
smooth boundary. The heating capacity cap(K,U) of the condenser (K,U) is the heat
rejected per unit time by the condenser when the temperature drops by one unit. It is
defined (see [31, §2.2.1] or [19, Ch. 2]) by

Definition 4.1 (Capacity). We set

cap(K,U) = inf

{
∫

U

|∇v|2 dx : v ∈ C1
c (U) and v ≥ 1 on K

}

.

Let ψeq
K,U be the solution to the Dirichlet problem







∆u = 0, in U \K,
u = 1, on ∂K,
u = 0, on ∂U.

A classical variational argument and Green’s identity show that

cap(K,U) =

∫

U\K
|∇ψeq

K,U |2 dx = −
∫

∂K

∂νψ
eq
K,U dσ (2)

where ν is the outward unit normal with respect to K.

7



We let ψK,U(t, x) denote the heat flow in the condenser (K,U) with initial conditions
set to zero, i.e., it solves



















∂tu = ∆xu in R+ × (U \K),

u(0, x) = 0 for all x ∈ U \K,
u(t, y) = 0 for all y ∈ ∂U and t > 0,

u(t, y) = 1 for all y ∈ ∂K and t > 0.

We recall that for a smooth open subset V ⊂ M a solution u(t, x) to the heat equation
with zero boundary condition and initial condition u0(x) is given by a smooth heat kernel,
denoted by pV (t, x, y):

u(t, x) =

∫

V

pV (t, x, y)u0(y) dy .

4.1.2 An upper bound on capacity via the heat flow

The following theorem gives an upper bound on the capacity in terms of ψK,U(t, x) and
a heat kernel lower bound:

Theorem 4.2 ([17, Theorem 3.7]).

cap(K,U)

∫ t

0

inf
y∈∂K

pU(s, x, y) ds ≤ ψK,U(t, x)

for all x ∈ U \K and t > 0.

For the proof we start with

Lemma 4.3. For all t > 0 and x ∈ U \K,

ψeq
K,U(x)− ψK,U(t, x) =

∫

U\K
pU\K(t, x, y)ψ

eq
K,U(y)dy . (3)

Proof. Indeed, both sides of the equation satisfy the heat equation in U \ K with the
same initial condition and with boundary condition set to zero.

On the other hand the equilibrium temperature ψeq
K,U is expressed via the Green kernel

as:

Lemma 4.4. For all x ∈ U \K

ψeq
K,U(x) = −

∫

∂K

GU(x, y)∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y) . (4)

where ν is the outer unit normal with respect to K.

Proof. Green’s identity in U \K shows, as ψeq
K,U is harmonic, that

ψeq
K,U(x) = −

∫

∂K

GU(x, y)∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y) +

∫

∂K

∂νGU(x, ·)(y)ψeq
K,U(y) dσ(y) .

Observe now that the second integral term vanishes for x ∈ U \K:
∫

∂K

∂νGU(x, ·)(y) dσ(y) =
∫

K

∆yGU(x, y) dy = 0 .

8



Remark. One already sees how capacity might arise by comparing the right hand side

of (4) with the expression in (2).

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We combine the preceding two lemmas, the connection between
the Green kernel and the heat kernel (see [7, Ch. VII, p. 177]) and the maximum principle
in order to estimate ψeq

K,U(x)− ψK,U(t, x).

ψeq
K,U(x)− ψK,U(t, x) =

∫

U\K
pU\K(t, x, y)ψ

eq
K,U(y) dy

= −
∫

U\K

∫

∂K

pU\K(t, x, y)GU(y, z)∂νψ
eq
K,U(z) dσ(z) dy

= −
∫

U\K

∫

∂K

∫ ∞

0

pU\K(t, x, y)pU(s, y, z)∂νψ
eq
K,U(z) ds dσ(z) dy

≤ −
∫

∂K

∫ ∞

0

(
∫

U

pU(t, x, y)pU(s, y, z) dy

)

∂νψ
eq
K,U(z) ds dσ(z)

= −
∫

∂K

∫ ∞

0

pU(t+ s, x, z)∂νψ
eq
K,U(z) ds dσ(z)

= −
∫

∂K

(
∫ ∞

t

pU(s, x, y) ds

)

∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y) .

(5)

On the other hand, by (4) we can write:

ψeq
K,U(x) = −

∫

∂K

GU(x, y)∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y)

= −
∫

∂K

(
∫ ∞

0

pU(s, x, y) ds

)

∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y) . (6)

Therefore, combining (5) and (6), we have the following lower bound for ψK,U(t, x):

ψK,U(t, x) ≥ −
∫

∂K

(
∫ t

0

pU(s, x, y) ds

)

∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y)

≥ −
(
∫ t

0

inf
y∈∂K

pU(s, x, y) ds

)
∫

∂K

∂νψ
eq
K,U(y) dσ(y)

=

(
∫ t

0

inf
y∈∂K

pU(s, x, y) ds

)

cap(K,U) .

4.2 Estimating the heat kernel from below

In order to apply the general capacity upper bound via the heat flow (Theorem 4.2) we
need to know lower bounds on the heat kernel. We coverM by a finite number of geodesic
balls {B(xk, r0/4)}k, such that {B(xk, r0)}k are strongly convex geodesic balls. We set
U = B(xj , r0), and K ⋐ U , where the point xj and the subset K will be specified in §4.3.
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Proposition 4.5. There exists a positive constant C such that for all 0 < r < r0 and

x ∈ U \K such that K ⊂ B(x, r)

cap(K,U) ≤ CψK,U(r
2, x)rd−2 .

Proof. Recall the Gaussian lower bound for the Dirichlet heat kernel in U , which immedi-
ately follows from Theorems 5.2 and 5.3: There exists t0 > 0 such that for all 0 < t < t0,
and all r > 0 small enough

∫ t

0

inf
y∈∂K

pU(s, x, y) ds ≥
∫ t

0

Cs−d/2e−Cr2/s ds .

For t = r2 we conclude

∫ r2

0

inf
y∈∂K

pU(s, x, y) ds ≥ Cr2−d . (7)

Combining Theorem 4.2 with inequality (7), we conclude the desired estimate.

4.3 Comparing ψK,U to a flow of an eigenfunction

In this section Ω is a nodal domain of an eigenfunction uλ, where uλ is positive in Ω.
The point xmax ∈ Ω is a maximal point of uλ in Ω. For 0 < δ < 1 and λ > λ0
large enough we let K ⊂ B(xmax, δλ

−1/2) \ Ω be any compact smooth subset. We fix
U = B(xj , r0) to be one of the strongly convex geodesic balls defined in §4.2 for which
B(xmax, δλ

−1/2) ⊂ B(xj , r0/2). The aim of this subsection is to prove

Theorem 4.6.

cap(K,U) ≤ Cδ2(δλ−1/2)d−2 .

Theorem 4.6 immediately follows from Proposition 4.5 and the following estimate.

Proposition 4.7. There exist c1, c2 > 0 such that

ψK,U(δ
2λ−1, xmax) ≤ c1δ

2

for all λ > c2 and 0 < δ < 1.

First, by raising the boundary temperature on ∂U we have

Lemma 4.8. For all t > 0, x ∈ U \K

ψK,U(t, x) ≤ 1−
∫

U\K
pU\K(t, x, y) dy .

Proof. Indeed, the expression on the right hand side gives the solution to the heat equa-
tion with initial condition set to zero in U \K and with boundary values set to one on
∂U and ∂K. Therefore, it has same initial condition as ψK,U(t, x) but higher values on
the boundary.
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The elegant idea ([15]) for the proof of Proposition 4.7 is the majorization of ψK,U(t, x)
for x ∈ Ω by the heat flow starting at 1 − uλ(x)/uλ(xmax) with constant boundary
condition:

e−λtuλ(xmax) =

∫

Ω

pΩ(t, xmax, y)uλ(y) dy ≤ uλ(xmax)

∫

Ω

pΩ(t, xmax, y) dy . (8)

If Ω is contained in U then we have Ω ⊂ U \K and pΩ ≤ pU\K . Thus, in this case we can
immediately obtain the estimate we aim for by combining (8) and Lemma 4.8. However,
we need to treat the case where Ω is not fully contained in the ball U , which requires
several estimates on the heat kernel.

Proof of Proposition 4.7. We decompose Ω into two parts:

Ω = (Ω ∩ U) ∪ (Ω \ U)

Since Ω ∩ U ⊆ U \K we have

∫

Ω

pΩ(t, xmax, y) dy ≤
∫

U\K
pU\K(t, xmax, y) dy

+

∫

Ω∩U
(pΩ(t, xmax, y)− pΩ∩U(t, xmax, y)) dy +

∫

Ω\U
pΩ(t, xmax, y) dy . (9)

To find upper bounds on the last term on the right hand side of (9), we recall that
pΩ ≤ pM and that pM obeys the Li-Yau Gaussian upper bound in Theorem 5.1. Since
d(xmax,Ω \ U) ≥ r0/2, we have for 0 < t < 1

∫

Ω\U
pM(t, xmax, y) dy ≤ Vol(M)t−d/2e−Cr20/t ≤ C1e

−C0r20/(2t) (10)

To bound the second term on the right hand side of (9) we start by the general
comparison Lemma 4.9 below, and obtain

∫

Ω∩U
(pΩ(t, xmax, y)− pΩ∩U(t, xmax, y)) dy ≤ 1−

∫

U

pU(t, xmax, y) dy . (11)

In order to estimate the right hand side of (11), we note that according to Theorem 5.3
we can find ε > 0 and t0 > 0 such that for all 0 < t < t0 and x, y ∈ B(xj , 3r0/4)

pU(t, x, y) ≥ (1− e−ε/t)pM(t, x, y) .

Then, we obtain for 0 < t < t0
∫

U

pU(t, xmax, y) dy ≥
∫

B(xj ,3r0/4)

pU(t, xmax, y) dy

≥ (1− e−ε/t)

∫

B(xj ,3r0/4)

pM(t, xmax, y) dy

= (1− e−ε/t)

(

1−
∫

M\B(xj ,3r0/4)

pM(t, xmax, y) dy

)

≥ (1− e−ε/t)(1− Ce−Cr20/t) ≥ 1− e−ε/t − Ce−Cr20/t

11



where we have used the upper bound in Theorem 5.1 on pM . It follows that

1−
∫

U

pU(t, xmax, y) dy ≤ (C + 1)e−A/t , (12)

where A = {min ε, Cr20}.
Collecting the estimates (8), (9), (10) and (12) we get that for all 0 < t < t0

e−λt ≤
∫

Ω

pΩ(t, xmax, y) dy ≤
∫

U\K
pU\K(t, xmax, y) dy + Ce−A/t ,

implying

1−
∫

U\K
pU\K(t, xmax, y) dy ≤ 1− e−λt + Ce−A/t ≤ 1− e−δ2 + Ce−δ−2

< Cδ2 ,

for all t < δ2λ−1, λ > A−1 and 0 < δ < 1. Finally we apply Lemma 4.8 to get the
required estimate.

It remains to prove a general comparison lemma

Lemma 4.9. For any open sets W1,W2 and x ∈ W1 ∩W2

∫

W1∩W2

(pW1
(t, x, y)− pW1∩W2

(t, x, y)) dy ≤ 1−
∫

W2

pW2
(t, x, y) dy . (13)

Proof. Both sides satisfy the heat equation in W1 ∩W2, and are equal to 0 at time 0.
Consider

∂(W1 ∩W2) =
(

(∂W1) ∩W2

)

∪
(

W1 ∩ ∂W2

)

.

The left hand side is 0 on (∂W1) ∩ W2, while the right hand side is 1 on W1 ∩ ∂W2.
Since both sides attain values only between 0 and 1, it follows that the left hand side is
not bigger than the right hand side on ∂(W1 ∩W2), and the inequality follows from the
maximum principle.

4.4 Passing from capacity to volume

We first recall the following basic estimate

Theorem 4.10 ([31, §2.2.3, Corollary 2]).

Vol(K) ≤ Ccap(K,U)d/(d−2) .

Exhausting B(xmax, δλ
−1/2)\Ω by smooth compact sets while using Theorem 4.6 gives

that
Vol(B(xmax, δλ

−1/2) \ Ω) ≤ Cδ2d/(d−2)(δλ−1/2)d .

We also know by [18] that the d-dimensional Hausdorff measure of the nodal set is
zero. So we have

Vol
(

B(xmax, δλ
−1/2) \ Ω

)

Vol (B(xmax, δλ−1/2))
≤ Cδ2d/(d−2) .

This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.6.
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5 Appendix: Heat kernel bounds in small times

We recall celebrated Gaussian upper and lower bounds on the heat kernel, together with
the principle of not feeling the boundary.

In the following special case of Li-Yau upper bound the points x, y may be taken far
apart:

Theorem 5.1 ([24, Corollary 3.1], [9, Theorem 16]). Let M be a closed Riemannian

manifold. For all 0 < t < 1 and x, y ∈M we have

pM(t, x, y) ≤ C1t
−d/2e−C2d(x,y)2/t

The following lower bound on closed Riemannian manifolds follows from the compari-
son theorem of Cheeger-Yau [8, Theorem 3.1] and the explicit formula for the heat kernel
on hyperbolic space [10, Theorem 3.1]. For different proofs with improved dependence
on the geometry see [2, p. 147] and [23, Theorem 1.5]. In fact, we apply the lower bound
only for x close to y, in which case it can be derived also from the small time asymptotic
expansion of the heat kernel when x is close to y (see [4, §III.E] or [20, formula (1.2)]).

Theorem 5.2. Let M be a closed Riemannian manifold. There exists C3 > 0 such that

for all 0 < t < 1, x, y ∈M

pM(t, x, y) ≥ C3t
−d/2e−d(x,y)2/(4t) (14)

To compare the Dirichlet heat kernel of a domain in a closed manifold to the heat
kernel of the manifold we recall the following quantitative “principle of not feeling the
boundary” due to Norris:

Theorem 5.3 ([33, proof of Theorem 1.3]). Suppose (M, g) is a closed Riemannian

manifold. For every strongly convex geodesic ball B(x∗, r0) ⊂ M of radius r0 there exist

t0 > 0 and ε > 0 such that

pB(x∗,r0)(t, x, y)

pM(t, x, y)
≥ 1− e−ε/t (15)

for all x, y ∈ B(x∗, 3r0/4) and 0 < t < t0.
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15 (1982), no. 3, 513–541 (French). MR690651

[4] M. Berger, P. Gauduchon, and E. Mazet, Le spectre d’une variété riemannienne, Lecture Notes in
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