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GEOMETRIC INEQUALITIES FOR QUASI-EINSTEIN MANIFOLDS

RAFAEL DIOGENES, JACIANE GONCALVES AND ERNANI RIBEIRO JR

ABSTRACT. In this article, we investigate some geometric inequalities for quasi-Einstein
manifolds. We use the generalized Reilly’s formulas by Qiu-Xia and Li-Xia to establish
new boundary estimates and an isoperimetric type inequality for compact quasi-Einstein
manifolds with boundary. Boundary estimates in terms of the first eigenvalue of the
Jacobi operator and the Hawking mass are also established. In particular, we present a
Heintze-Karcher type inequality for a compact domain on a quasi-Einstein manifold.

1. INTRODUCTION

A complete Riemannian manifold (M™, g), n > 2, will be called m-quasi-Einstein mani-
fold, or simply quasi-Finstein manifold, if there exists a smooth potential function f on M™
such that

1
(1.1) Ric} = Ric+ V> f — Edf ®df = \g,

for some constants A and m > 0 (cf. [12, 21]). Here, V2f stands for the Hessian of f and
Ric is the Ricci tensor of g. In this case, f is a quasi-Einstein potential. We say that a
quasi-Einstein manifold is t¢rivial if its potential function f is constant, otherwise, we say
that it is nontrivial.

The m—Bakry—Emery Ricci tensor Ricy' is a natural object in geometric analysis and it
is directly related to the study of smooth metric measure spaces and diffusion operators by
Bakry and Emery [B]. Observe that co-quasi-Einstein manifold is precisely a gradient Ricci
soliton. Moreover, when m = 1, we consider in addition that Ae~/ 4+ Xe~/ = 0 in order
to obtain the static spaces, which have special interest due to the connection with general
relativity. As discussed by Besse [12] pg. 267], a quasi-Einstein manifold is a base of a
warped product Einstein metric. Besides, quasi-Einstein manifolds have attracted interest
in physics due to their relation with the geometry of a degenerate Killing horizon and horizon
limit (see, e.g., [3, 4, 56]). Notice that, for m < oo, we may consider the function u = e~
on M™, which in turn implies that Vu = —*V f and hence, (LT)) becomes

2, — “(Ric —
(1.2) Veu = m(ch Ag).

In [32, B3], He, Petersen and Wylie started a fruitful study of quasi-Einstein manifolds
with boundary. In this context, a Riemannian manifold (M™, g) with (nonempty) boundary
OM is an m-quasi-Einstein manifold if there exists a smooth potential function v on M™
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satisfying the system

Viu = E(Ric —Ag) in M,
m
(1.3) u>0 on int(M),
u=0 on OM.

According to [32, Theorem 4.1], nontrivial compact m-quasi-Einstein manifolds with (non-
empty) boundary OM have necessarily A > 0. Nontrivial examples of compact and noncom-
pact quasi-Einstein manifolds (M™, g, u, A) can be found in, e.g., [12] 13| [14] [19] (20| 21 22|
28, 132], [43], 50, 511, 55]. For what follows, it is important to recall some of them.
(1) Compact with boundary:
(i) the standard hemisphere (S7, dr® + sin®*(r)gsn-1, u = cos(r), A > 0) , where r
is a height function with r < %
(ii) (I xS"71, dt* + 252 ggn-1, u(t, ) =sin(ct), A > 0), where ¢ > 0 is a cons-
tant;
(iii) (Sﬁ“ x S, dr? + sin® rger + %gsq, u(z,y) = cos(r(z)), \=p+ m) , where

r is a height function on Slfl with r < 3 and ¢ > 1.
(2) Noncompact:

(a) ([0,00) x F, dt* + g, u(t,z) = Ct, A = 0);

(b) the hyperbolic space (H", dt2 + \/_ks1nh2(\/_t) gsn—1, u= C cosh(v/—kt), A < 0);

() ([0,00) x N,dt* + V=Fk cosh?®(v/=Fkt)gsn-1, u(t, ) = Csmh(\/_t) A<0);

(d) (R X F, dit? + eV "Figp u(t,z) = Ce?V=Ft X < O) ,

where F' is Ricci flat, N is an Einstein metric with negative Ricci curvature, C' is

an arbitrary positive constant and k = #

He, Petersen and Wylie [32] proved that a nontrivial quasi-Einstein manifold with cons-
tant Ricci curvature must be isometric to either Example (i), or (a), or (b), or (c), or
(d). For the case of compact with boundary, Costa, Ribeiro and Zhou [24] proved recently
that a 3-dimensional simply connected compact quasi-Einstein manifold with boundary and
constant scalar curvature must be isometric to either Example (i), or (ii). For dimension
n = 4, they proved that a 4-dimensional simply connected compact quasi-Einstein manifold
with boundary and constant scalar curvature is isometric to either Example (i), or (ii), or
(iil). Despite of that, the classification of compact quasi-Einstein manifolds with boundary
and constant scalar curvature still open for dimension n > 5.

Geometric inequalities are fundamental objects of study in geometry. Such inequalities
are useful in proving novel obstruction results and put away possible new examples of a
special kind of manifolds (or metric). Among the geometric inequalities that motivate the
present work, we may mention the isoperimetric and Heintze-Karcher inequalities. The
isoperimetric inequality is one of the oldest and most famous inequality in geometry. In
R™, the isoperimetric inequality asserts that if M C R™ is a compact domain with smooth
boundary dM, then

A

(1.4) |[OM| > W

where |OM| denotes the (n — 1)-dimensional volume of OM and Vol(M) is the volume of
M. In special cases, the n-dimensional isoperimetric inequality is equivalent to the Sobolev
inequality on R™ (see [44] and [52]). While the Heintze-Karcher inequality asserts that, for
a bounded domain Q in R™ with smooth and strictly mean-convex boundary 0f), namely,
H > 0 on 09,

1 n+1
1.5 /—dS> Q
(15) N 9,

Vol(M)" 5,




where H is the mean curvature of the 2. This inequality was first outlined by Heintze and
Karcher [34] in 1978 and in the form (LH) by Ros [53] in 1987.

In the last years, there has been a lot of progress on the boundary and volume estimates
for special manifolds (or metrics), e.g., static spaces, V-static spaces, Einstein-type manifolds
and critical metrics. For instance, motivated by the classical isoperimetric inequality and
a result due Shen [54] and Boucher, Gibbons and Horowitz [17], it was established some
boundary and volume estimates for critical metrics of the volume funcional in [6, [7] [8] [10]
25, 130} [45, [57] and static spaces in [T}, 15l [16, 17, 23] 35, 39, 48], etc. In the same spirit,
Dibgenes, Gadelha and Ribeiro [27] showed that a compact m-quasi-Einstein manifold with
connected boundary and constant scalar curvature must satisfy

A
. < _ .
(1.6) |8M|_m/m+n_1Vol(M)

In our first result, we shall establish a new estimate for the area of the boundary of a
compact m-quasi-Einstein manifold. In particular, no assumption on the scalar curvature
is assumed. More precisely, we have the following result.

Theorem 1. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be a compact, oriented m-quasi-Einstein manifold
with connected boundary and m > 1. Then we have
ni

.7 M} < JOumtn—1)+ N <m+n—1)VOZ(M)’

where \1 is the first non-zero eigenvalue of the Laplacian operator. Moreover, if equality
holds in (1.7), then (M", g) is isometric, up to scaling, to the standard hemisphere S} .

Remark 1. Notice that the estimate (1.7) improves (1.6). Indeed, we have

nA n A
Joumin—DaNmin-1 Jmin—y VmEn-1

In the sequel, we investigate an isoperimetric type inequality for compact m-quasi-
Einstein manifolds with connected boundary and constant scalar curvature. To do so, we
first establish a lower bound estimate (depending on the volume of M™) for the area of the
boundary. To be precise, we have the following result.

Theorem 2. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be a compact, oriented m-quasi-Einstein manifold
with connected boundary, constant scalar curvature R and m > 1. Then we have:

(1.8) oM| >

(m—1)a \/2)\mn+a(n(m— 1) +4) Vol(M)

(m—2)a+Am 2n(m+1)m

where @ = n\ — R is a positive constant. Moreover, if equality holds in (I.8), then M™ is
isometric, up to scaling, to the standard hemisphere ST .

A relevant observation is that the proof of Theorem 2is inspired by the work of Baltazar,
Diégenes and Ribeiro [6] combined with a generalized Reilly’s formula obtained by Qiu
and Xia [48]. As a consequence of Theorem [2, we obtain the following isoperimetric type
inequality for compact m-quasi-Einstein manifolds with connected boundary and constant
scalar curvature.

Corollary 1. Let (M™, g, u, A), n > 3, be a compact, oriented m-quasi-Einstein manifold
with connected boundary, constant scalar curvature R and m > 1. Then we have:

(1.9) |0M| > Ac, m,n, u)= Vol (M) "=,



where

___ « (m—Da__ [ tatm -0\
Ala,m,n,u) = m|Vul|_ ((m - 2)a+ /\m\/ 2n(m +1)m ) /M vt

and o = nA — R. Moreover, if equality holds in (IL.9), then M™ is isometric, up to scaling,
to the standard hemisphere S'}.

Remark 2. It would be interesting to see if the constant Ao, m,n,u) in (L) can be
improved to only depend on the dimension n, m and the volume of the unit ball. We highlight
that |Vul  is a positive constant along M (see Propositions 2.2 and 2.3 in [32]). Also,
it follows from [32, Corollary 4.3] that if a nontrivial compact quasi-Finstein manifold with
(nonempty) boundary has constant scalar curvature R, then R < n\. Whence, a > 0.

It is known that the boundary OM of a quasi-Einstein manifold is totally geodesic with
the induced metric (see Section [2). Therefore, it is natural to seek for an estimate for the
area of the boundary OM in terms of the eigenvalue of Jacobi operator of OM. We recall
that given an arbitrary function ¢ € C*°(0M), the Jacobi operator (or stability operator)
J acting in ¢ is given by

J((p) = AaMQD + (Ric(yv V) + |]I]I|2)(p,

where A, stands for the Laplacian operator on OM, Ric(v,v) is the Ricci curvature of M in
the direction of the outward unit normal vector field v and II is the second fundamental form
of OM. Besides, let 51 be the first eigenvalue of the Jacobi operator J, i.e., J(¢) = —f1¢.
Thus, B is given by

— o 9T ()dS
(1.10) By = inf —Jour ¥ ()5,
A0 [o0 92dS,

Specifically, the index of dM is the number of (counted with multiplicity) negative eigen-
values of J. In [8] Theorem 1.10], Barros and Silva proved an estimate for the area of the
boundary of a triple static space involving the first eigenvalue of the Jacobi operator, pro-
vided that the boundary OM is Einstein and inf R > 0. A similar result was obtained
by Costa et al. [23] for a static perfect fluid space-time under the same conditions. In
the following, we shall establish a boundary estimate for a compact quasi-Einstein manifold
with boundary in terms of the first eigenvalue of the Jacobi operator 3;.

Theorem 3. Let (M", g, u, \), n > 3, be a compact m-quasi-Einstein manifold with con-
nected Einstein boundary and m > 1. Then we have:

n—1

mn=1)n-2)(m+n—-1) \ 2
(L1.11) [OM] < (2(m +n—1)1 +n(n— 1))\> Pt

where w,_1 denotes the volume of the round unit sphere S*~1. Moreover, if equality holds
in (I11), then OM is isometric to the round sphere S"~1.

One new feature in Theorem [3]is that no scalar curvature condition is assumed. Further-
more, as we will see in Remark [0, the estimate obtained in Theorem [Blimproves the estimate
established in [27] Theorem 1].

In [27], Di6genes, Gadelha and Ribeiro proved a boundary estimate for compact quasi-
Einstein manifolds with boundary in terms of the Brown-York mass. Here, as a consequence
of the arguments in the proof of Theorem Bl we shall obtain boundary estimates for 3-
dimensional compact quasi-Einstein manifolds involving the Hawking mass. The Hawking



masd] of a 2-surface ¥ is given by

|z 2
(1|67|r)3 (87rx(2)—/ZH2ng— gA|E|),

where A = infy; R and x(X) is the Euler characteristic of ¥; see [9, BI]. The problem of
finding explicit lower bounds on Hawking mass is very intriguing; see, e.g., [40, 46| [47]. More
precisely, we have the following result.

(1.12) my(2) =

Corollary 2. Let (M3, g, u, \) be a 3-dimensional compact m-quasi-Einstein manifold with
connected boundary and m > 1. Then the following assertions hold:

(1)

AN (OMN\: 1 [(m+2)

Moreover, if equality holds in (I.13), then OM is isometric to the round sphere S.

(i)

(1.14) wp (OM) > 4 (51 + %) (%) "0

Remark 3. Note that (1.7])) can be seen as a Penrose inequality for the boundary (see [36]).

We now turn our attention to the Heintze-Karcher inequality. Recently, there has been a
significant progress concerning the Heintze-Karcher type inequalities. For instance, Brendle
[18] obtained Heintze-Karcher type inequalities on substatic warped product spaces. By
using an elliptic method, Li and Xia [41l [42] established Heintze-Karcher type inequalities
for bounded domains in general substatic Riemannian manifolds. Among other results,
they proved that letting Q@ C M be a bounded domain with connected strictly mean-
convex boundary 02 such that f|, > 0 on an n-dimensional substatic Riemannian manifold
(M™, g, f), then the following Heintze-Karcher type inequality holds:

f n

(1.15) 8QHdS’2n_1/QfdQ.
Moreover, if equality holds in ([LIH]), then 99 is umbilical (see [42, Theorem 1.3]). Fur-
thermore, a rigidity statement for the equality case of (LIH) was established by Borghini,
Fogagnolo and Pinamonti in [I6]; see also related results in [37].

In our next result, as an application of the generalized Reilly’s formula obtained by Li
and Xia [42], we shall establish an Heintze-Karcher type inequality for a compact domain
on a Riemannian manifold satisfying (L2l).

Theorem 4. Let (M", g, u, \), n > 3, be an n-dimensional (compact or noncompact) m-
quasi- Finstein manifold with m > 1 and Ric > nir_:_;l_)l A. Consider Q C int(M) be a compact

domain with connected strictly mean-convezr boundary 02. Then we have

U n
1.16 / —dsS > /udQ.
( ) o H n—1Jq

Moreover, if equality holds in (I10), then Q is a geodesic ball and (M™, g) is isometric, up
to scaling, to either Example (i), or (a), or (b), or (¢), or (d).

IThe Hawking mass is often utilized as a lower bound for the Bartnik quasi-local mass (see [46] [47]).



Remark 4. As we shall see later, a quasi-Einstein manifold satisfying the Ricci bound
condition assumed in Theorem [4] must be a substatic Riemannian manifold. Consequently,
the Heintze-Karcher type inequality may follow from Li and Xia [42]. An advantage here
is that the rigidity statement for the equality case of (I10) is established. We also observe
Z(J’:;E)l A, which holds in general for
compact quasi-Finstein manifolds; see [32, Remark 5.1] and [21, Proposition 3.6]. Anyway,
it should be interesting to obtain an Heintze-Karcher type inequality for compact domain on
quasi- Finstein manifolds by removing the Ricci bound condition.

that such a Ricci bound condition implies that R >

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we review some basic facts
on m-quasi-Einstein manifolds. Moreover, we present a couple of key lemmas that will be
used in the proofs of the main results. Section [3] collects the proofs of Theorems [l 2} Bl and
[ and Corollaries[I] and

2. BACKGROUND

In this section, we review some basic facts and a couple of lemmas that will be useful in
the proof of the main results. We start by recalling that the fundamental equation of an
m-quasi-Einstein manifold (M™, g, u, ) (possibly) with boundary dM is given by

2, — “(Ric —
(2.1) Veu = m(ch Ag),

where v > 0 in the interior of M™ and u = 0 on M. In particular, taking the trace of (2.I)
we arrive at

u
2.2 Au=—(R — An).
(22) u= (R )
Plugging this fact into (2.1I]) yields

(2.3) uRic = mV2u,

where T =T — % g stands for the traceless part of T.

Since u > 0 in the interior of M™ and u = 0 on the boundary M, one deduces that
V= _\g—Z\ is the outward unit normal vector. Besides, it follows from [32] Propositions 2.2
and 2.3] that |Vu| # 0 is constant along OM. Thereby, we set an orthonormal frame given

by {e1,...,en—1,en =v}. The second fundamental form at M satisfies
1
(24) ]I]IU = <VeiV, €j> = —invju = 0,
for any 1 <i4,7 < n — 1. Consequently, 0M is totally geodesic. By Gauss equation
R?j% = Rijri — hahjr + hachji,

we then infer

(2.5) R-aj];\fl = Riju.

,

Taking the trace in ([23]), we have

and
(2.7) RM — R_2R,,.

We now collect some well-known equations for quasi-Einstein manifolds (cf. [21] 26 [38]).



Proposition 1. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be an n-dimensional quasi-Einstein manifold.
Then we have

(2.8) %UVR = —(m —1)Ric(Vu) — (R — (n — 1)\)Vu;

(2.9) ulu + (m —1)|Vul? + Mu? = p,

where (v is a constant;

1 m—+ 2 m—1 . R
_dm D) gy (R_ MA) '
nm n+m-—1

As a consequence of Proposition [Il we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let (M", g, u, A), n > 3, be an n-dimensional quasi-Einstein manifold with
boundary OM and m > 1. Then, at OM, we have:

(m+1)R = (m —1)R?™ 4 2(n — 1)
Proof. Since w vanishes on the boundary 0M, we may use (Z.8) to infer

(R—(n—1)))

Ric(Vu,Vu) = — —

|Vul®

on OM. Consequently,

Hence, by using (271),

and the result follows. O

It is known from [32, Remark 5.1] that the scalar curvature R of a nontrivial compact
quasi-Einstein manifold M™ with boundary M must satisfy

-1
=1
m+n—1
In particular, it follows from Eq. (@2I0) that if equality occurs in (ZI1]), then M™ is
necessarily Einstein. As observed in [2I], Proposition 3.6], (ZI1]) also holds in the case of

compact without boundary.
As mentioned in the Introduction, the Jacobi operator J acting in ¢ is given by

(2.11) R>

J(p) = Ayt (Rnn + |H|2)<Pa

for all p € C*>°(OM). Besides, we consider 1 to be the first eigenvalue of the Jacobi operator
J, i.e.,

- J(p)dS
(2.12) By = inf _Jon ¥ 2(90) g
020 [ypr P2dS,

With aid of this notation, we get the following proposition.




Proposition 2. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be a compact n-dimensional quasi-FEinstein man-
ifold with boundary OM and m > 1. Then we have:

(n—1)
m—4+n—1"

n(n—1)
m—+n—1

B1>—

Moreover, equality holds if and only if R = A on OM and the eigenfunction associated

to B1 s constant.

Proof. Firstly, on integrating by parts, we have

_/ SDJ(SD)ng = _/ ‘PAaM‘Png_/ Rnn902 dSg
oM oM M

(2.13) — | e, [ Rugtds,
OM M

On the other hand, by using (Z8) on M and (ZIT]), one obtains that

(2.14) = % .

Plugging this into (2I3) yields

(n—-1) 9
_ 0 J(p)dS, 2/ vV, ¢?dS, — ————\ ©*dS
/6 () g o | oM | g m4n—1 8 9

for all ¢ € C°°(OM). In particular, choosing ¢ such that J(¢) = —B1p, one sees that

faM |Vaupl” dSy _ (n—1)

>
h 2 Jons €2 dSy m+n—1
(n—1)
2.15 L E——
( ) - m+n—1

The case of equality follows directly from ([2.14) and (2.I5]). So, the proof is completed. O

Remark 5. It is easy to check from Proposition [d that

2 n (n—2)
2.16 A> .

( ) n—161+m+n—1 “m4+n-—1

This implies that our estimate obtained in Theorem [3 improves the estimate established in
[27, Theorem 1].

By assuming that the scalar curvature of the boundary R?M of a quasi-Einstein manifold
is constant, we also obtain the following result.

Proposition 3. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be an n-dimensional quasi-Finstein manifold
with boundary OM and m > 1. Suppose that the scalar curvature of OM is constant. Then

R—(n—1)A
m—1

B =



Proof. Choosing ¢ =1 in (2.12]), we obtain

B1|oM| < —/ Run dS,
oM

and by using (Z38) on dM, one deduces that
R—(n—1)A
BiloM]| < / <L) ds,.
oM m—1 )

By Lemma [Il we have that R is constant on M and hence,
R—(n—1)A

g Bl A

m—1

Next, we derive the reverse inequality. It follows from (ZI3]) and (Z8) that

R—(n—1)\
—/ ©J (p)dS, =/ IVaMwlzngJr(il)/ ©* dS,.
oM OM m oM

Now, taking ¢ such that J(p) = —f1¢, we infer

Jort Vor#l?dSy  R—(n—1)A
Jonr ©%dSy m—1
R—(n—-1)A
m—1

pr =

>

Thus, we obtain the asserted equality.
|

In order to proceed, we recall a very important result so called generalized Reilly’s formula
that was established by Qiu and Xia [48].

Proposition 4 ([48]). Let (M™, g) be an n-dimensional compact Riemannian manifold with
boundary OM. Given two functions f and u on M and k € R, we have the following identity:

/ f (Au+ knu)® — |V2u+ kug|?) dVy = (n — 1)l<:/ (Af + nkf)u*dV,
M M

+/M (V2f = (Af)g —2(n — Vkfg + fRic) (Vu, Vu)dV,

ou o\ 2 ou
+/6M f [2 <$) A6Mu+ H (5) +]I]I(V6MU,V6Mu) —+ 2(77,— 1)k <$> u

+/ of (IVouul® = (n — 1)ku®) dS,,
oM

ds,

v
where Il and H = tr(Il) stand for the second fundamental form and the mean curvature of
OM, respectively.

Notice that the classical Reilly’s formula is obtained by considering f = 1 and k = 0 in
the above expression. We refer to [39, Proposition 1] for an alternative proof of Proposition
[ Tt is known that the classical Reilly’s formula is particularly efficient for manifolds
with nonnegative Ricci curvature. Interestingly, the formula obtained in Proposition @
is also useful for manifolds allow negative curvature. In [39], Kwong and Miao have used
Propositiondto prove a functional inequality on the boundary of static manifolds. Similarly,
Aratjo, Freitas and Santos [2] used such a proposition to establish an integral inequality for
the boundary of a bounded domain in a quasi-Einstein manifold. While Diégenes, Pinheiro



and Ribeiro [29] employed the generalized Reilly’s formula to prove new sharp integral
estimates for critical metrics of the volume functional on compact manifolds with boundary.

Now, we are going to use Proposition [l to establish a key lemma that will be applied in
the proof of Theorem

Lemma 2. Let (M™, g, u, \), n > 3, be a compact oriented m-quasi- Einstein manifold with
connected boundary and constant scalar curvature. Then we have

(n—2)(nA — R) + nA

1
m+l / u|Vu|*dV,.
mn M

m M

uRic(Vu, Vu)dVy = —/ u|V2ul*dV, +
M

Proof. We start by using ([2.2)) to infer that u must satisfy

Au+npfu=0 in M,
u=~0 on OM,

where 3 = %. Hence, choosing u = f and k = 3, it follows from Proposition [ that

2
—/ u dVg:/ (V%—(Au)g—i—
M M

where we also have used that w =0 on M. Therefore, by (L2)), one obtains that

U2y &g 2(n—1)
n n

(Au)g + uRic) (Vu, Vu)dVy,

- / ulV2ul?dv, = / (E(Ric—/\g)+M(Au)g+uRic> (Vu, Vu)dV,
M ’ M \™ n ’
= L Rie(Vu, Vaydv, — 2 / u|Vu|2dV,
m M oMy ’
—2
=2 vy,
n M
= L Rie(Vu, Vaydv, — 2 / u|Vu|2dV,
m M oMy )
-9 _
+W/ u|Vu|2dVg,
mn M

where in the last equality we have used again ([2.2]). So, the proof is completed.
O

To conclude this section, we recall another generalized Reilly’s formula obtained subse-
quently by Li and Xia in [42] Theorem 1.1].

Proposition 5 ([42]). Let (M™, g) be an n-dimensional smooth Riemannian manifold and
Q C M be a bounded domain with smooth boundary 0. Let V. € C°(Q) be a smooth
function such that ﬁvv is continuous up to 9. Then for any f € C*(Q), the following
integral identity holds:

2

) dQ

AV \? V2V
for((or ) o5
8f)2 oV

_ /BQ <V]I]I(V69fa Vanf)—l—QV%Aan‘i‘VH <$ +6_

of oV L, V2V — AVyg
+/an <—2f$ (ASQV—%HE) — PP (VV) ) ds,

) . vV A%
+/Q(AV9—V V + VRic) <Vf—7f,Vf—7f> as.

V |vanf|2 + 2fV2V(Vanfa V)

) s,



Here, v is the outward unit normal vector, Il e H = tr(Il) are the second fundamental form
and the mean curvature of 0S), respectively.

Notice that the classical Reilly’s formula is obtained by considering V = 1.

3. PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we shall present the proofs of Theorems [, 2 Bl and 4 and Corollaries [l
and

3.1. Proof of Theorem [1l

Proof. To begin with, upon integrating (2.9) over M, we use ([2.2)) to infer

2
uVol(M) :/ u—(R—n)\)dVg+(m—1)/ |Vu|2dVg—|—)\/ u?dV,
MM M M

ni
m—1
1 = 2d -1 2d
(3.1) o [ v =) [ vapay,

where in the second line we have used the estimate (2.11]). Next, from the Rayleigh-quotient
characterization of the first nonzero eigenvalue of the Laplacian A1, one sees that

/ |Vu|2dVgZ/\1/ u?dV,
M M

Vul?dV,
)\1 = inf 7IM| ,(;l g
HYA (M) uz0 [y wPdVg
Plugging this fact into (3] yields

where

—1
pvol(M) >

_m-=-1 _ 2
> m+n_1()\1(m+n 1)—|—/\)/ u“dVy.

M
By Holder’s inequality, one obtains that

(m—1) ’
(3.2) uVol(M)* > CEw— A(m+n—1)+X) (/M udVg) ,

On the other hand, combining (Z2]) and (ZI1]), we deduce

nA
. Ay > —
(3.3) v= m—i—n—lu

3

and by Stokes’ theorem, one sees that

m+n—1 m+n—1
/MudVg > T/M (—Au)dV, = T|Vu|‘6M|8M|.

Substituting this into (3.2), we arrive at

M(m+n—1)+X)(m+n—1)
202

Next, since ulaps = 0, by evaluating (2.9) on dM, one sees that u = (m — 1)|Vu|‘2 .
oM

puVol(M)? >(m — 1)( |vu|faM oM |2,

Therefore, rearranging terms, we have



A
(3.4) OM]| < r Vol(M),
VOim+n—1)+X) (m+n—1)
which proves (7). Moreover, if equality holds in ([34]), then
nin —1)
m+n-—1
Hence, it follows from ([ZI0) that |Ric| = 0 on M, i.e., M™ is Einstein and in this case, it
suffices to apply Proposition 3.1 of [32] to conclude that M™ is isometric to the standard
hemisphere S7 . This finishes the proof of the theorem. O

3.2. Proof of Theorem [2
Proof. Initially, by the classical Bochner’s formula, we have
ul|Vul* = 2uRic(Vu, Vu) + 2u(V(Au), Vu) + 2u|V3ul?.

Upon integrating this expression over M, we use (2.2) and the fact that M has constant
scalar curvature in order to infer

2
/ uA|Vul2dV, :2/ wRic(Vu, Vu)dV, — — [ u|Vu|?dV, +2/ u|V2u|?dV,
M M m M

M
2 .
:2/ uRic(Vu, Vu)dV, — == u|Vu|2qu+2/ u|V2u/2dV,
M m Jm M
2
(3.5) +—/ u(Au)?dV,,
n M )

where VZu = V2u — %g and a = nA — R.
On the other hand, by using the Stokes’ theorem and the fact that v = 0 on M, one
sees that

/uA|Vu|2dVg:/ |Vu|*AudV,
M M

Vu YVu
+/ <u<v Vu2,——>— Vu2<Vu,——>> ds
o WA VIV Ty ) Ve vl ) P

=2 | wvuPav, + |Vu} |oM],
M 9 I@Z\/I

m

which compared with ([B5) and using once more ([2.2)) yields
Vul? oM :2/ uRic(Vu, Vu)dV, — 3/ u|Vu|2dV,
onr y e .
o 2
+2/ u|V2u|2qu+—/ u(Au)?dV,
M nJm

=2 / wRic(Vu, Vu)dV, — — / u|Vul?dV,
M mJm

292 12 207 3
+2 [ ulVul*dVy, + — | u’dVj.
M nm= Ja

Now, we may invoke Lemma [2] to infer
2 o 202
[Vul} oM :—/ u|V2ul2dV, + —= / u?dV,
oM m+1 M M

m2n
/ u|Vul?dVj.
M

n 2mnA + a(n(m — 1) — 4m)

(36) n(im+ 1)m



At the same time, by ([2.2]), Stokes’ theorem and the fact that u|gps = 0, we have

3/ u3dvg:—/ uz(Au)dVg:/ <Vu2,Vu>dVg:2/ u|Vul2 dv,.
m Jm M M M

Substituting this into (B8] gives

2 o 2nmA —1)+4
|Vu|'|3> |(9M| :—/ u|V2u|2dVg + ( nmA + Ol(n(m )"‘ ))04 / ungg,
oM m+1Jy M

2nm2(m + 1)
so that,
(37) |Vu|f’ oM| > 2nmA + a(n(m —1) +4)) « / wav,
Y 2nm2(m + 1) M ‘

Proceeding, upon integrating (Z9) over M™, we use once more the Stokes’ theorem and

22) to infer

pVol(M) = /uAudVg+(m—1)/ |Vu|2dVg—|—/\/ u* dV,
M M M

—(m—2)/ uAudVg—l—)\/ u2dVg
M M

(3.8) = (m—2)++m) /M u? dV,.

Besides, by Holder’s inequality and (2.2)), one sees that

/M deg_/ uiuzdy,

( 3dv> </M udVg)§ |
()’ (2 o)
(3.9) = (/M u3qu>; (%wm)é ;

where we have used that a = n\ — R is positive, which follows from the fact that M™ has

constant scalar curvature (see Remark 2] or [32] Corollary 4.3]). Next, we already know

from the proof of Theorem [ that p = (m — 1)|Vu|‘2 and hence, plugging (39)) into (B8],
oM

one concludes that

(3.10) voi(a) < | 2RI o ([ s, )
(m — 1)\/ma|Vu|‘§ M
oM

Whence, it suffices to invoke [B1) to achieve

i) vl < (ERe ) \/ e e e

which proves the stated inequality.

Finally, if equality holds in (3.11]), then ([B.7) also becomes an equality. Of which, it follows
that |©2u|2 = 0 and by using ([2.3)), one sees that M" is an Einstein manifold. Thereby,
we are in position to apply Proposition 3.1 of [32] to conclude that M™ is isometric, up to
scaling, to the standard hemisphere S’} . So, the proof is completed. O

1

=

[N




3.3. Proof of Corollary [l

Proof. To begin with, one observes that
|OM|™ =|OM ||oM |,

a
S udV) oMY,
m|Vul|, (/M g

where we have used (2.2) and the Stokes’ theorem. Consequently, by Theorem 2] one sees
that

(3.12) OM| > Ao, m,n,u) = Vol(M)“5
where
n—1
Aa,m,n,u) = «@ (m -1« 22 mn + (a(n(m — 1) +4) / wdvy,
m|Vul| \ (m—2)a+Im 2n(m+1)m M

as asserted. Furthermore, the case of equality follows directly from Theorem 21 Thus, we
finish the proof of the corollary. |

3.4. Proof of Theorem [3l

Proof. We start by claiming that R%M > 0. Indeed, it follows from Lemma [ and (21T
that

(m—1R™ = (m+1)R—2(n—1)A
WA_Q(H_ DA
m+n-—1
_ =D De-2),
N m+n—1 '
Since m > 1 and M™ is compact, we then obtain
—1(n-2
(3.13) gov > M=V =2), o
m+n—1

as claimed.
From now on, we adapt the arguments by Barros-Silva [8]. Firstly, since 9M is totally
geodesic, we obtain from (LI0) that

ﬁl/ ©?dS, < —/ ©J (p)dS, =/ IVaMwIQng—/ Rung?dS,
oM OM oM oM

for any ¢ € C*°(OM). Thereby, choosing ¢ = 1, one sees that

1
piloM| < —/ Rnnng:——/ (R — R?M) dS,
oM 2 Jom
1 oM n(n —1)
) < = -
(3.14) < 2/6MR 5, — g o]

where we have used (271) and 2I1)).
On the other hand, since M is Einstein and R?M > 0, we may write
RBM

Ric?M = —

7 = (n —2)¢,

oM

wheree = (n—?)ﬂ' Whence, it follows from Bonnet-Myer’s theorem that diamg,,, (0M) <
%. Furthermore, by Bishop-Gromov’s theorem, we have



(n—1)

(3.15) Vol (Baifg) (p) < Vol (") = e,

for any point p € M, where g. = % gsn—1 and wy,_1 denotes the volume of the standard unit
sphere S”~!. These facts together yield

(n—-1)

|OM| < Vol (BM) <e™ 2 w, 1.
NG

so that

(3.16) ROM < (n—1)(n — 2) (wn_1)™T |OM| 7T,
This substituted into (BI4]) gives

2 _ 2 n(n—1
261 < (n—1)(n—2)(wp-1)""* |OM] =T # .
Consequently,
2 n 2 2
(3.17) (n — 1ﬁ1 T i 1)\) OM|77 < (n—2) (wp_1)" 1,

Now, it suffices to use Remark [B] to conclude that %ﬁl + #)\ > 0 and hence, the
stated inequality follows.

Finally, if equality holds in I7), then B3] also becomes an equality. Thus, it follows
from the equality case for the Bishop-Gromov’s theorem that the boundary is isometric to

a round sphere S"~!. This finishes the proof of the theorem.
O

3.5. Proof of Corollary [2l

Proof. Firstly, we invoke the Gauss-Bonnet formula to deduce

1
= / ROM4S, = K?M4S, = 21y (0M).
2 Jom oM

So, it suffices to use (B.I3)) to conclude that x(OM) > 0 and OM is a 2-sphere. Next, since
OM is Einstein, we may combine (BI6) and ([BI3)) in order to infer

2
m+ 4.

(3.18) oM | <

On the other hand, by (ZTI)), x(OM) = 2 and the fact that IM is totally geodesic, we
see that

wgon) = 1OMP (167T—EA|6M|>
(16m)2 3
_ lowE 4 )\<|8M|)2
- (16m)2 m+ 2 167
1 [((m+2) 4 oM\ #
. < = -
(3:19) = 2V m+2)\( 167 )

where in the last inequality we have used (B.I8]). This therefore gives the first stated inequal-
ity. Moreover, if equality holds in (819, it suffices to invoke the equality case of Theorem



We now deal with the second inequality. It follows from the Hawking mass definition and
the fact that x(OM) = 2 that

_4loM|3 A
(3.20) my (OM) = 1om)] (47r— €|8M|) :

At the same time, choosing ¢ = 1 in (II0), we then use (Z7) and the Gauss-Bonnet formula
in order to deduce

gloM| < — / RundS,
oM
= K4S, — 1 RdS,
oM oM
S / RdS,
2 oM
< 47T—%|(9M|.

This substituted into ([B20) yields

wa(onn) >4 (o + 5 ) (560

[N

Now, we use (Z.I1)) to infer A > mLH)\. Consequently,

2\ oM\ 2
mH(aM) >4 (ﬂl + m—-i-2> <ﬁ) >0,

where we have used Proposition[2 to conclude that 3; + m2—i2 > 0. Thus, the proof is finished.
O

ol

3.6. Proof of Theorem [4l

Proof. Initially, we consider the auxiliar tensor
n—1DA—R
(m—A-R
m—1
With aid of this notation, we see from (Z1]) and (2.2) that

P = Ric —

(Au)g — V2u + uRic = % [(R— (n—1)\) g+ (m — 1)Rid]
= (m — 1)uP.

m

In particular, since m > 1, M™ is a subestatic manifold if and only if P > 0.
On the other hand, it is not hard to check that the Ricci bound assumption implies

P

(n—1DA ((n—1)A—R)
(m +n—1 m—1 ) g

_ Rm+n—-1)—n(n—-1)A

T T m—Dmin-1 7

By tracing the assumption on Ricci, one sees that R(m +n —1) > n(n — 1)\. Consequently,

P > 0 and hence, M" is a substatic Riemannian manifold. Thus, the Heintze—Karcher type

inequality follows from Theorem 1.3 in [42].




At the same time, we are going to present here another proof of the asserted inequality
in order to discuss the equality case. To do so, we divide the proof into two parts and
adapt the arguments by Li-Xia [42]. We start by considering the following boundary value
problem

Au .
(321) { Af-=tr=1 me,
f=0 on 0f).

Notice that by [42, Lemma 2.5], the first eingenvalue A\;(A — ¢,Q) > 0, where ¢ := &2
Consequently, by the standard elliptic PDE theory (see [I1]), (3221)) admits a unique smooth
solution f € C°°(Q). Thereby, using Proposition [l for such a solution and choosing V' = u,

we see that

2 of 2
/udQ / v2f——f dQ+/ uH (—> ds,
Q Q 0 v
(3.22) + / (Aug — Viu + uRic) <Vf — %f, Vf-— %f) dQ)
Q
By using the fact that
1 1
(3.23) ‘VQ > = ‘ -,
n n
we then obtain
8f>2
ud) > uH | = | dS
Q o0 <5V J
(3.24) + / (Aug — Viu + uRic) (Vf — %f, Vf- %f) dQ)
Q

On the other hand, our assumption on Ricci curvature guarantees that R > %)\.
This jointly with (2:2) and the fact that « > 0 in Q yields

nA

3.25 Ay> ————
( ) Y m—i—n—lu

in €, which combined with (2) gives

A -1 A
Aug — V?u + uRic > — r ug + m uRic+ —ug.
m+n—1 m m

Plugging this into (3:24), we see that

n-1 U u ﬁ>2
n /Q o= /asz " (81/ %%
(m—1) . (n—1) Vu Vu

8 2
(3.26) > /(muH(a—IJj> ds,,

where in the last line we used again the assumption Ric >

+n 1)\andm>1



Next, it follows from B21) that uAf — (Au)f = w in . Thus, by Green’s identity, one
obtains that

/udQ = /uAfdQ— (Au) fdQ
Q Q Q
af ou
u—dS, — —dS,
/69 o7 aﬂfaV I
of
= u=—dS,,
/asz ov 7

where in the last line we used that f|sq = 0. By Holder’s inequality and ([3:26]), we have

2 2 2
aisi) < [ () a5, [

ds? = —dSs < H|=] dS —dS,

</szu ) </aszua’/ )= aszu v Y Joq H Y

n—l/ u
ud) —dS,,
n Q oo H I

IN

so that

U
n | udQ) < n—l/ —dS,.
/Q ( )aszH I

which proves the asserted inequality.
Now, we deal with the equality case. Indeed, if equality holds, one deduces from (B.23)

and (328) that

2
(3.27) vipo Yyl
u n
and
_ n(n—1)
Cm4n—1

in Q. Since u and g are real analytic in harmonic coordinates (cf. Proposition 2.4 in [32]),
we conclude that

n(n—1) N

m+n—1

in M. This into (2.I0) therefore implies that (M™, g) is an Einstein manifold.

We now have two cases to be analyzed, namely, A = 0 and A # 0. Firstly, if A = 0, it
suffices to invoke Proposition 3.1 of [32] to conclude that M™ is isometric to [0,00) x F,
where F is Ricci flat. In particular, we have Vu = “(Ric—Ag) = 0 in M, which compared
with (3.27), gives V2f = 1g in Q. Taking into account that f|sq = 0, it suffices to apply
Lemma 3 of [49] to conclude that 2 is a geodesic ball.

On the other hand, if A # 0, then we may use again Proposition 3.1 of [32] to infer that
M™ is isometric to either S, or H", or [0,00) X N, or R x F. In particular, one sees that

R =

Vu 1 A
Y ~(Rico — M) = —— 2
U m( o 9) m+n—1g
and by B27), we have
A 1
Vif=—c—" —g.
= ifet e
By considering F' := f — K, where K = mtl’;*l, it is easy to check that
V2F = — A Fg

m+n—1



in Q. Moreover, F|gq is constant. Therefore, it suffices to apply Theorem B of [49] to

conclude that ) is a geodesic ball of constant sectional curvature

A

Ea—T- S0, the proof is

completed. O
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