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SYSTOLIC INEQUALITIES AND THE HOROWITZ-MYERS

CONJECTURE

SIMON BRENDLE AND PEI-KEN HUNG

Abstract. Let 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, and let g be a Riemannian metric on
B2

×Tn−2 with scalar curvature at least −n(n−1). We establish an in-
equality relating the systole of the boundary to the infimum of the mean
curvature on the boundary. As a consequence, we confirm a conjecture
of Horowitz and Myers.

1. Introduction

Our goal in this paper is to prove the following geometric inequality for
two-dimensional surfaces.

Theorem 1.1. Let us fix an integer n ≥ 3. Let Σ be a compact, connected,
orientable surface with boundary ∂Σ 6= ∅, and let g be a Riemannian metric
on Σ. We denote by K the Gaussian curvature of Σ, by κ the geodesic
curvature of the boundary ∂Σ, and by η the outward-pointing unit normal
vector field to ∂Σ. Let ψ be a smooth function on Σ such that

−2∆ψ −
n− 1

n− 2
|∇ψ|2 + n(n− 1) + 2K ≥ 0

at each point in Σ. If Σ is diffeomorphic to B2, then

2 |∂Σ|n inf
∂Σ

(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ− (n− 1)) ≤
(4π

n

)n

.

If Σ is not diffeomorphic to B2, then

inf
∂Σ

(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ− (n− 1)) ≤ 0.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 consists of two parts. If Σ is diffeomorphic
to B2, the proof relies on a monotonicity formula (see Corollary 2.10 be-
low). This argument shares some common features with the proof of the
fill radius estimate in the groundbreaking work of Gromov and Lawson (see
[10], Section 10). If Σ is not diffeomorphic to B2, we minimize a weighted
length functional and apply the stability inequality. The latter argument is
inspired by work of Schoen and Yau [16].
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toulidis, and Leon Simon for discussions. The first author was supported by the National
Science Foundation under grant DMS-2403981 and by the Simons Foundation. He ac-
knowledges the hospitality of Tübingen University and CRM Montréal, where part of this
work was carried out.
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2 SIMON BRENDLE AND PEI-KEN HUNG

In higher dimensions, we prove the following estimate.

Theorem 1.2. Let 3 ≤ n ≤ 7. Let us consider the manifoldM = B2×T n−2.
Let Ξ denote the pull-back of the volume form on S1 under the projection

∂M = S1 × T n−2 → S1, (ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2) 7→ ξ.

Note that Ξ is a closed one-form on ∂M . Let g be a Riemannian metric on
M with scalar curvature at least −n(n− 1). Then

2σn inf
∂M

(H∂M − (n− 1)) ≤
(4π

n

)n

,

where σ denotes the length of the shortest closed curve α in (∂M, g) satisfying
∫

α
Ξ 6= 0.

To deduce Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 1.1, we construct a minimal slicing
with free boundary. The minimal slicing technique was pioneered in the
fundamental work of Schoen and Yau [15]. This argument is closely related
to the torical symmetrization procedure described in Section 12 of Gromov
and Lawson’s paper [10] (see also [7] and [9]).

As a consequence of Theorem 1.2, we obtain the following result, which
confirms a conjecture of Horowitz and Myers [13].

Theorem 1.3. Let 3 ≤ n ≤ 7. Let us fix a flat metric γ on the torus
S1 × T n−2. Let Ξ denote the pull-back of the volume form on S1 under the
projection

S1 × T n−2 → S1, (ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2) 7→ ξ.

Note that Ξ is a closed one-form on S1 × T n−2. Let Q be a symmetric
(0, 2)-tensor on S1 × T n−2. We fix a real number r0 > 0 and consider the
hyperbolic metric

ḡ = r−2 dr ⊗ dr + r2 γ

on (r0,∞)×S1×T n−2. LetM = R
2×T n−2. We identify (r0,∞)×S1×T n−2

with a subset of M via the embedding

(r0,∞)× S1 × T n−2 →M, (r, ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2) 7→ (rξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2).

Let g be a Riemannian metric on M with scalar curvature at least −n(n−1).
Moreover, suppose that g satisfies

|g − ḡ − r2−nQ|ḡ ≤ o(r−n)

and

|D̄(g − ḡ − r2−nQ)|ḡ ≤ o(r−n)

as r → ∞. Then
∫

S1×Tn−2

(

n trγ(Q) +
( 4π

nσ

)n)

dvolγ ≥ 0,

where σ denotes the length of the shortest closed curve α in (S1 × T n−2, γ)
satisfying

∫

α
Ξ 6= 0.
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The inequality in Theorem 1.3 is sharp for the Horowitz-Myers metrics.
For a discussion of the background of the Horowitz-Myers conjecture, we
refer to [1], [3], [4], [8], [13], [14], and [20].

Remark 1.4. The proof of Theorem 1.3 does not actually use the assump-
tion that γ is flat. If γ is a non-flat metric on S1×T n−2, then, by the solution
of Geroch’s conjecture, there exists a point on S1 × T n−2 where the scalar
curvature of γ is strictly negative. The scalar curvature of the metric ḡ is
related to the scalar curvature of γ by the formula Rḡ = −n(n−1)+r−2Rγ .
Hence, if γ is a non-flat metric on S1 × T n−2, then there are points where
the scalar curvature of ḡ is strictly less than −n(n− 1).

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1 – The case when Σ is diffeomorphic to

B2

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1 in the special case when Σ is dif-
feomorphic to B2. We define a function u : Σ → [0,∞) by u(x) = d(x, ∂Σ)
for x ∈ Σ. Moreover, we define a function ρ : ∂Σ → (0,∞) by

ρ(x) = sup{t > 0 : expx(−t η(x)) is defined and u(expx(−t η(x))) = t}

for each point x ∈ ∂Σ. Let

D = {(x, t) ∈ ∂Σ × [0,∞) : t ∈ [0, ρ(x)]}

and
D0 = {(x, t) ∈ ∂Σ × [0,∞) : t ∈ [0, ρ(x))}.

Clearly, D is a compact subset of ∂Σ × [0,∞). Moreover, it is well known
that D0 is a relatively open subset of ∂Σ × [0,∞). Putting these facts
together, it follows that ρ is a continuous function (see also [18], Proposition
4.2.1).

We define a map Φ : D → Σ by

Φ(x, t) = expx(−t η(x)).

Note that Φ is surjective. Moreover, the restriction Φ|D0 is injective. Indeed,
if (x, t) ∈ D0 and (x̃, t̃) ∈ D satisfy Φ(x, t) = Φ(x̃, t̃), then (x, t) = (x̃, t̃).
Finally, with a suitable choice of orientation, we have det(DΦ)(x,t) > 0 for

each point (x, t) ∈ D0.
Let l = supy∈Σ u(y). For each s ∈ (0, l), we denote by A(s) the area of

the tubular neighborhood {y ∈ Σ : u(y) ≤ s}. We may write

A(s) =

∫

∂Σ

(
∫ min{ρ(x),s}

0
detDΦ(x, t) dt

)

dvol(x)

for each s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, we define

L(s) =

∫

∂Σ
1{ρ(x)≥s} detDΦ(x, s) dvol(x)

for each s ∈ (0, l). Note that the function s 7→ L(s) is not necessarily
continuous.
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Lemma 2.1. We can find a large constant C such that the function s 7→
A(s) − Cs is monotone decreasing for s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, |Σ| − A(s) ≤
C (l − s) for each s ∈ (0, l).

Proof. Let us fix a large constant C such that det(DΦ)(x,t) ≤ C for
each point x ∈ ∂Σ and each t ∈ [0, ρ(x)]. This implies that the function
s 7→ A(s) − C |∂Σ| s is monotone decreasing for s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, using
the identity

|Σ| =

∫

∂Σ

(
∫ ρ(x)

0
detDΦ(x, t) dt

)

dvol(x),

we obtain

|Σ| −A(s) =

∫

∂Σ

(
∫ ρ(x)

min{ρ(x),s}
detDΦ(x, t) dt

)

dvol(x)

for each s ∈ (0, l). Since ρ(x) ≤ l for all x ∈ ∂Σ, it follows that |Σ|−A(s) ≤
C |∂Σ| (l − s) for each s ∈ (0, l). This completes the proof of Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 2.2. The function s 7→ L(s) is uniformly bounded from above for
s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, we can find a large constant C such that the function
s 7→ L(s)− Cs is monotone decreasing for s ∈ (0, l).

Proof. Standard results in comparison geometry imply that we can find
a large constant C with the following property. For each point x ∈ ∂Σ,
the function t 7→ e−Ct det(DΦ)(x,t) is monotone decreasing for t ∈ [0, ρ(x)].

Consequently, the function s 7→ e−Cs L(s) is monotone decreasing for s ∈
(0, l). From this, the assertion follows. This completes the proof of Lemma
2.2.

We define a function F : (1,∞) → (0,∞) by

F (z) =

∫ z

1
ζ−1 (1− ζ−n)−

1

2 dζ

for each z ∈ (1,∞). Note that F is smooth and strictly monotone increasing.
We denote by G : (0,∞) → (1,∞) the inverse of F . Clearly, G is smooth
and strictly monotone increasing. A straightforward calculation gives

d

ds
G(s) = G(s) (1 −G(s)−n)

1

2

for each s ∈ (0,∞). This implies

(1)
d

ds
(G(s)n−1) = (n− 1)G(s)n−1 (1−G(s)−n)

1

2

and

(2)
d

ds

(

(1−G(s)−n)
1

2

)

=
n

2
G(s)−n

for each s ∈ (0,∞).
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For each s ∈ (0, l), we define

Ω(s) = {y ∈ Σ : u(y) > s}.

For each s ∈ (0, l), Ω(s) is a non-empty open subset of Σ with area |Σ|−A(s).
Finally, we define

I(s) = 2π − (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2 L(s) +

∫

Ω(s)
(∆ψ −K)

and
J(s) = G(l − s)n−1 I(s)

for each s ∈ (0, l).

Lemma 2.3. The function s 7→ |I(s)| is uniformly bounded from above for
s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, we can find a large constant C such that the function
s 7→ I(s) + Cs is monotone increasing for s ∈ (0, l).

Proof. Note that

|I(s)| ≤ 2π + (n− 1)L(s) +

∫

Σ
|∆ψ −K|

for all s ∈ (0, l). Since the function s 7→ L(s) is uniformly bounded from
above for s ∈ (0, l), it follows that the function s 7→ |I(s)| is uniformly
bounded from above for s ∈ (0, l).

In view of Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, we can find a large constant C
such that the functions s 7→ A(s) − Cs and s 7→ L(s) − Cs are monotone
decreasing for s ∈ (0, l). Since the function G is monotone increasing, we
obtain

(1−G(l − s0)
−n)

1

2 − (1−G(l − s1)
−n)

1

2 ≥ 0

for 0 < s0 < s1 < l. This implies

I(s1)− I(s0) = −(n− 1) (1 −G(l − s0)
−n)

1

2 (L(s1)− L(s0))

+ (n − 1)
(

(1−G(l − s0)
−n)

1

2 − (1−G(l − s1)
−n)

1

2

)

L(s1)

−

∫

Ω(s0)\Ω(s1)
(∆ψ −K)

≥ −(n− 1) (1 −G(l − s0)
−n)

1

2 (L(s1)− L(s0))

− sup
Σ

|∆ψ −K| (A(s1)−A(s0))

≥ −C (n− 1) (s1 − s0)

−C sup
Σ

|∆ψ −K| (s1 − s0)

for 0 < s0 < s1 < l. This completes the proof of Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.4. The function s 7→ |J(s)| is uniformly bounded from above for
s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, we can find a large constant C such that the function
s 7→ J(s) + Cs is monotone increasing for s ∈ (0, l).
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Proof. The first statement follows immediately from Lemma 2.3. To
prove the second statement, let us fix a large constant C such that |I(s)| ≤ C

for all s ∈ (0, l) and the function s 7→ I(s) + Cs is monotone increasing for
s ∈ (0, l). Using (1), we obtain

0 ≤ G(l − s0)
n−1 −G(l − s1)

n−1 ≤ (n− 1)G(l)n−1 (s1 − s0)

for 0 < s0 < s1 < l. This implies

J(s1)− J(s0)

= G(l − s0)
n−1 (I(s1)− I(s0))− (G(l − s0)

n−1 −G(l − s1)
n−1) I(s1)

≥ −C G(l − s0)
n−1 (s1 − s0)− C (G(l − s0)

n−1 −G(l − s1)
n−1)

≥ −C nG(l)n−1 (s1 − s0)

for 0 < s0 < s1 < l. This completes the proof of Lemma 2.4.

The following result was proved by Fiala [6] in the real-analytic case and
by Hartman [12] in the smooth case.

Theorem 2.5 (F. Fiala [6]; P. Hartman [12]). We can find a set E ⊂ (0, l)
of measure 0 with the following properties:

(i) Suppose that s ∈ (0, l) \ E. Moreover, suppose that x is a point in
∂Σ with ρ(x) ≥ s. Then det(DΦ)(x,s) 6= 0.

(ii) Suppose that s ∈ (0, l) \ E. Moreover, suppose that y is a point in
Σ with u(y) = s. Then the set {x ∈ ∂Σ : ρ(x) ≥ s and Φ(x, s) = y}
consists of at most two elements.

(iii) Suppose that s ∈ (0, l) \ E. Then the set {x ∈ ∂Σ : ρ(x) = s} is
finite.

(iv) Suppose that s ∈ (0, l) \ E. Then the domain Ω(s) has piecewise
smooth boundary. The length of the boundary ∂Ω(s) is given by
L(s). Moreover,

lim sup
δց0

L(s+ δ)− L(s)

δ
≤ −Λ(s),

where Λ(s) denotes the total geodesic curvature of the boundary ∂Ω(s)
(including angle contributions).

Proof. These statements are proved in [18], Chapter 4. To be more spe-
cific, let E denote the set of exceptional values defined in Definition 4.3.1 in
[18]. By Lemma 4.3.6 in [18], E is a set of measure zero. Properties (i) and
(ii) follow directly from the definition of the set E . Property (iii) follows
from Lemma 4.4.1 in [18]. Finally, property (iv) follows from Theorem 4.4.1
in [18], keeping in mind that tan θ

2 ≥ θ
2 for θ ∈ [0, π).

Lemma 2.6. For each s ∈ (0, l)\E, the domain Ω(s) has Euler characteristic
at least 1.
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Proof. Let us fix a real number s ∈ (0, l) \ E . Since ∂Σ is connected,
the complement Σ \Ω(s) is connected. Moreover, Σ \Ω(s) contains a collar
neighborhood of ∂Σ. Since Σ is diffeomorphic to B2, it follows that each
connected component of Ω(s) is simply connected. Thus, the Euler charac-
teristic of Ω(s) equals the number of connected components of Ω(s). This
completes the proof of Lemma 2.6.

Lemma 2.7. For each s ∈ (0, l) \ E, we have

2π −

∫

Ω(s)
K ≤ Λ(s)

and
∫

Ω(s)
∆ψ ≤

∫

∂Ω(s)
|∇ψ|.

As above, Λ(s) denotes the total geodesic curvature of the boundary ∂Ω(s)
(including angle contributions).

Proof. Let us fix a real number s ∈ (0, l)\E . By Lemma 2.6, the domain
Ω(s) has Euler characteristic at least 1. Hence, the first statement follows
from the Gauss-Bonnet theorem. The second statement follows from the
divergence theorem. This completes the proof of Lemma 2.7.

Proposition 2.8. For each s ∈ (0, l) \ E, we have

lim inf
δց0

I(s+ δ) − I(s)

δ
− (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)

1

2 I(s) ≥ 0.

Proof. Let us fix a real number s ∈ (0, l) \ E . By Theorem 2.5 (iv), we
know that

lim sup
δց0

L(s+ δ)− L(s)

δ
≤ −Λ(s).

Using (2), we obtain

lim inf
δց0

I(s+ δ) − I(s)

δ
≥
n(n− 1)

2
G(l − s)−n L(s)

+ (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2 Λ(s)

+

∫

∂Ω(s)
(−∆ψ +K).

By assumption,

−∆ψ −
n− 1

2(n− 2)
|∇ψ|2 +

n(n− 1)

2
+K ≥ 0.
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This implies

lim inf
δց0

I(s + δ) − I(s)

δ
≥ −

n(n− 1)

2
(1−G(l − s)−n)L(s)

+ (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2 Λ(s)

+
n− 1

2(n − 2)

∫

∂Ω(s)
|∇ψ|2.

On the other hand, Lemma 2.7 gives

I(s) ≤ −(n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2 L(s) + Λ(s) +

∫

∂Ω(s)
|∇ψ|.

Putting these facts together, we conclude that

lim inf
δց0

I(s+ δ)− I(s)

δ
− (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)

1

2 I(s)

≥
(n− 2)(n − 1)

2
(1−G(l − s)−n)L(s)

− (n− 1) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2

∫

∂Ω(s)
|∇ψ|+

n− 1

2(n − 2)

∫

∂Ω(s)
|∇ψ|2

=
n− 1

2(n− 2)

∫

∂Ω(s)

(

(n− 2) (1 −G(l − s)−n)
1

2 − |∇ψ|
)2
.

The expression on the right hand side is nonnegative. This completes the
proof of Proposition 2.8.

Proposition 2.9. For each s ∈ (0, l) \ E, we have

lim inf
δց0

J(s+ δ) − J(s)

δ
≥ 0.

Proof. Let us fix a real number s ∈ (0, l) \ E . Using (1), we obtain

lim inf
δց0

J(s+ δ)− J(s)

δ
= G(l − s)n−1 lim inf

δց0

I(s + δ) − I(s)

δ

− (n− 1)G(l − s)n−1 (1−G(l − s)−n)
1

2 I(s),

and the expression on the right hand side is nonnegative by Proposition 2.8.
This completes the proof of Proposition 2.9.

Corollary 2.10. The function s 7→ J(s) is monotone increasing for s ∈
(0, l).

Proof. It follows from Lemma 2.4 and the monotone differentiation the-
orem that the function s 7→ J(s) is differentiable almost everywhere and

J(s1)− J(s0) ≥

∫ s1

s0

J ′(s) ds
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for all 0 < s0 < s1 < l. Moreover, since E is a set of measure zero, Propo-
sition 2.9 implies that J ′(s) ≥ 0 almost everywhere. Putting these facts
together, we conclude that J(s1) − J(s0) ≥ 0 for 0 < s0 < s1 < l. This
completes the proof of Corollary 2.10.

Corollary 2.11. We have

G(l)n−1

(

− (n− 1) (1 −G(l)−n)
1

2 |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ)

)

≤ 2π.

Proof. Using the Gauss-Bonnet theorem and the divergence theorem, we
obtain

lim inf
sց0

I(s) = 2π − (n − 1) (1 −G(l)−n)
1

2 |∂Σ|+

∫

Σ
∆ψ −

∫

Σ
K

= −(n− 1) (1−G(l)−n)
1

2 |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
〈∇ψ, η〉 +

∫

∂Σ
κ.

This gives

lim inf
sց0

J(s) = G(l)n−1

(

− (n− 1) (1 −G(l)−n)
1

2 |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ)

)

.

On the other hand,

I(s) ≤ 2π +

∫

Ω(s)
|∆ψ −K| ≤ 2π + sup

Σ
|∆ψ −K| (|Σ| −A(s))

for each s ∈ (0, l). Moreover, Lemma 2.1 implies that |Σ| −A(s) ≤ C (l− s)
for each s ∈ (0, l). Thus,

lim sup
sրl

I(s) ≤ 2π.

Since limsրlG(l − s) = 1, we conclude that

lim sup
sրl

J(s) ≤ 2π.

Hence, the assertion follows from Corollary 2.10. This completes the proof
of Corollary 2.11.

Corollary 2.12. We have

2 |∂Σ|n−1

∫

∂Σ
(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ− (n− 1)) ≤

(4π

n

)n

.

Proof. We may assume that
∫

∂Σ
(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ− (n− 1)) > 0,

for otherwise the assertion is trivial. Using Corollary 2.11, we obtain

G(l)n−1

(

− 2(n − 1) (1 −G(l)−n)
1

2 |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
(2〈∇ψ, η〉 + 2κ)

)

≤ 4π.
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Using the inequality 2 (1 − a)
1

2 ≤ 2− a for 0 ≤ a ≤ 1, we deduce that

G(l)n−1

(

(n− 1)G(l)−n |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
(2〈∇ψ, η〉 + 2κ− 2(n − 1))

)

≤ 4π.

Using the inequality (n − 1) an + bn ≥ nan−1b for a, b ≥ 0, we obtain

(n− 1)G(l)−n |∂Σ|+

∫

∂Σ
(2〈∇ψ, η〉 + 2κ− 2(n− 1))

≥ nG(l)−(n−1) |∂Σ|
n−1

n

(
∫

∂Σ
(2〈∇ψ, η〉 + 2κ− 2(n− 1))

)
1

n

.

Putting these facts together, we conclude that

n |∂Σ|
n−1

n

(
∫

∂Σ
(2〈∇ψ, η〉 + 2κ− 2(n− 1))

)
1

n

≤ 4π.

This completes the proof of Corollary 2.12.

Corollary 2.12 implies

2 |∂Σ|n inf
∂Σ

(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ− (n− 1)) ≤
(4π

n

)n

,

as desired.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1 – The case when Σ is not

diffeomorphic to B2

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1 in the special case when Σ is not
diffeomorphic to B2.

Lemma 3.1. The relative homotopy group π1(Σ, ∂Σ) is non-trivial.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose that π1(Σ, ∂Σ) is trivial.
This implies that ∂Σ is connected, hence diffeomorphic to S1. We glue
Σ with the disk B2 along their common boundary. In this way, we pro-
duce a compact, connected, orientable surface Σ̂ without boundary. Since
π1(Σ, ∂Σ) is trivial, it follows that Σ̂ is simply connected. Thus, Σ̂ is dif-
feomorphic to S2. Consequently, Σ is diffeomorphic to B2, contrary to our
assumption. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.1.

In view of Lemma 3.1, we can find a stable free boundary geodesic Γ in
(Σ, e2ψ g). In particular, ∂Γ ⊂ ∂Σ and Γ meets ∂Σ orthogonally along ∂Γ.
Let γ : [0, l] → Γ be a unit speed parametrization of Γ. Let ν(s) ∈ Tγ(s)Σ
denote the unit normal at the point γ(s) and let H(s) denote the geodesic
curvature at the point γ(s). Then H(s) +

〈

∇ψ|γ(s), ν(s)
〉

= 0 for each
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s ∈ [0, l]. Applying Theorem A.1 with ρ = eψ gives
∫ l

0
eψ(γ(s)) ζ ′(s)2 ds−

∫ l

0
eψ(γ(s))K(γ(s)) ζ(s)2 −

∫ l

0
eψ(γ(s))H(s)2 ζ(s)2

+

∫ l

0
eψ(γ(s)) (D2

Σψ)γ(s)(ν(s), ν(s)) ζ(s)
2

− eψ(γ(0)) κ(γ(0)) ζ(0)2 − eψ(γ(l)) κ(γ(l)) ζ(l)2 ≥ 0

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞([0, l]). We next consider the first eigenfunc-
tion of the stability operator. This gives a positive function v ∈ C∞([0, l])
such that

− v′′(s)−K(γ(s)) v(s) −H(s)2 v(s)

+ (D2
Σψ)γ(s)(ν(s), ν(s)) v(s) −

〈

∇ψ|γ(s), γ
′(s)

〉

v′(s) = λ v(s)(3)

for each s ∈ [0, l] with Neumann boundary conditions

−v′(0) = κ(γ(0)) v(0)

and

v′(l) = κ(γ(l)) v(l).

Here, λ is a nonnegative constant. We next define

w(s) = ψ(γ(s)) + log v(s)

for each s ∈ [0, l].

Lemma 3.2. The function w satisfies

−w′′(s)−
n

2(n − 1)
w′(s)2 +

n(n− 1)

2
≥ 0

for each s ∈ [0, l].

Proof. Note that

(4) −
d2

ds2
ψ(γ(s)) −H(s)

〈

∇ψ|γ(s), ν(s)
〉

+ (D2
Σψ)γ(s)(γ

′(s), γ′(s)) = 0

for each s ∈ [0, l]. Using (3) and (4) together with the identity H(s) +
〈

∇ψ|γ(s), ν(s)
〉

= 0, we obtain

− w′′(s)−
n

2(n − 1)
w′(s)2

= −∆ψ(γ(s)) +K(γ(s))−
n− 1

2(n − 2)

〈

∇ψ|γ(s), γ
′(s)

〉2

+
1

2(n − 2)(n− 1)

(

〈

∇ψ|γ(s), γ
′(s)

〉

− (n− 2) v(s)−1 v′(s)
)2

+ λ

for each s ∈ [0, l]. By assumption,

−∆ψ −
n− 1

2(n − 2)
|∇ψ|2 +

n(n− 1)

2
+K ≥ 0
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at each point in Σ. Moreover, λ is nonnegative. Putting these facts together,
the assertion follows. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.3. We have min{−w′(0), w′(l)} ≤ n− 1.

Proof. If −w′(0) ≤ n − 1, the assertion is clearly true. Suppose next
that −w′(0) > n − 1. Using Lemma 3.2 and standard ODE arguments, we
conclude that −w′(s) > n − 1 for each s ∈ [0, l]. In particular, w′(l) <
−(n− 1) < n− 1. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Finally, we observe that

−w′(0) = −
〈

∇ψ|γ(0), γ
′(0)

〉

+ κ(γ(0))

and
w′(l) =

〈

∇ψ|γ(l), γ
′(l)

〉

+ κ(γ(l)).

Using Lemma 3.3, we conclude that

min
{

−
〈

∇ψ|γ(0), γ
′(0)

〉

+ κ(γ(0)),
〈

∇ψ|γ(l), γ
′(l)

〉

+ κ(γ(l))
}

≤ n− 1.

Thus,
inf
∂Σ

(〈∇ψ, η〉 + κ) ≤ n− 1,

as claimed.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this section, we discuss how Theorem 1.2 can be deduced from Theorem
1.1. Let η denote the outward-pointing unit normal vector field to ∂M . We
denote by h∂M the second fundamental form of ∂M and by H∂M the mean
curvature of ∂M . Throughout this section, we assume that

inf
∂M

(H∂M − (n − 1)) > 0,

for otherwise the assertion is trivial.
For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, we denote by Θk the pull-back of the volume

form on S1 under the projection

∂M = S1 × T n−2 → S1, (ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2) 7→ θk.

For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, Θk is a closed one-form on ∂M .

Proposition 4.1. We can find a collection of compact, connected, orientable
submanifolds Σk, k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 2}, a collection of positive functions vk ∈
C∞(Σk), k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}, and a collection of positive functions ρk ∈
C∞(Σk), k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 2} with the following properties.

(i) Σ0 =M and ρ0 = 1.
(ii) For each k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 2}, we have dimΣk = n− k.
(iii) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, Σk is a compact, connected, embedded,

orientable hypersurface in Σk−1 satisfying ∂Σk ⊂ ∂Σk−1. Moreover,
Σk meets ∂Σk−1 orthogonally along ∂Σk.
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(iv) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n−2}, the outward-pointing unit normal vector
field to ∂Σk in Σk equals η. Moreover, the second fundamental form
of ∂Σk in Σk equals the restriction of h∂M to T (∂Σk).

(v) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}, Σk is a stable free boundary minimal

hypersurface in (Σk−1, ρ
2

n−k

k−1 gΣk−1
).

(vi) For each k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 2}, we have
∫

∂Σk

Ξ ∧Θk+1 ∧ . . . ∧Θn−2 6= 0.

(vii) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, the function vk ∈ C∞(Σk) satisfies

−∆Σk
vk − RicΣk−1

(νΣk
, νΣk

) vk − |hΣk
|2 vk

+ (D2
Σk−1

log ρk−1)(νΣk
, νΣk

) vk − 〈∇Σk log ρk−1,∇
Σkvk〉 = λkvk

on Σk with Neumann boundary condition

〈∇Σkvk, η〉 − h∂M (νΣk
, νΣk

) vk = 0

on ∂Σk. Here, λk is a nonnegative constant.
(viii) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}, the function ρk ∈ C∞(Σk) is given by

ρk = ρk−1|Σk
· vk.

(ix) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}, the normal derivative of ρk satisfies

〈∇Σkρk, η〉 −
k

∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

) ρk = 0

at each point on ∂Σk.

(x) For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n−2}, the manifold (Σk, ρ
2

n−k−1

k gΣk
) has bound-

ary mean curvature equal to ρ
− 1

n−k−1

k H∂M . In particular, the mani-

fold (Σk, ρ
2

n−k−1

k gΣk
) has strictly mean convex boundary.

Proof. We argue by induction on k. For k = 0, we define Σ0 = M

and ρ0 = 1. We now turn to the inductive step. Suppose that k ∈
{1, . . . , n − 2}, and that we have constructed submanifolds Σ0, . . . ,Σk−1,
positive functions v1 ∈ C∞(Σ1), . . . , vk−1 ∈ C∞(Σk−1), and positive func-
tions ρ0 ∈ C∞(Σ0), . . . , ρk−1 ∈ C∞(Σk−1) satisfying the conditions (i)–(x)
above. The inductive hypothesis implies

∫

∂Σk−1

Ξ ∧Θk ∧ . . . ∧Θn−2 6= 0.

By taking the intersection of Σk−1 with a generic level set of the function

θk : M → S1, we obtain a compact, embedded, orientable hypersurface Σ̃k
in Σk−1 with the property that

∫

∂Σ̃k

Ξ ∧Θk+1 ∧ . . . ∧Θn−2 6= 0.
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Note that Σ̃k may be disconnected, but this does not affect the subsequent
arguments.

The inductive hypothesis implies that the manifold (Σk−1, ρ
2

n−k

k−1 gΣk−1
) has

strictly mean convex boundary. By Theorem B.1, we can find a compact,
connected, embedded, orientable hypersurface Σk in Σk−1 with the following
properties:

• The boundary ∂Σk is contained in ∂Σk−1. Moreover, Σk meets
∂Σk−1 orthogonally along ∂Σk.

• The submanifold Σk is a stable free boundary minimal hypersurface

in (Σk−1, ρ
2

n−k

k−1 gΣk−1
).

• We have
∫

∂Σk
Ξ ∧Θk+1 ∧ . . . ∧Θn−2 6= 0.

In view of the inductive hypothesis, the outward-pointing unit normal vector
field to ∂Σk−1 in Σk−1 equals η. Consequently, the outward-pointing unit
normal vector field to ∂Σk in Σk equals η. From this, we deduce that the
second fundamental form of ∂Σk in Σk equals the restriction of h∂M to
T (∂Σk). In particular, the mean curvature of ∂Σk in Σk is given by

(5) tr∂Σk
(h∂M ) = H∂M −

k
∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

).

To summarize, we have shown that properties (ii)–(vi) hold for Σk.
The stability inequality implies that
∫

Σk

ρk−1 |∇
Σkζ|2 −

∫

Σk

ρk−1RicΣk−1
(νΣk

, νΣk
) ζ2 −

∫

Σk

ρk−1 |hΣk
|2 ζ2

+

∫

Σk

ρk−1 (D
2
Σk−1

log ρk−1)(νΣk
, νΣk

) ζ2

−

∫

∂Σk

ρk−1 h∂Σk−1
(νΣk

, νΣk
) ζ2 ≥ 0

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σk) (see Theorem A.1 below). Here, h∂Σk−1

denotes the second fundamental form of ∂Σk−1 in Σk−1. The inductive
hypothesis implies that h∂Σk−1

(νΣk
, νΣk

) = h∂M (νΣk
, νΣk

). Hence, if we
define vk ∈ C∞(Σk) to be a first eigenfunction of the stability operator,
then property (vii) holds for vk.

We next define the function ρk ∈ C∞(Σk) by ρk = ρk−1|Σk
· vk. Then

property (viii) holds for ρk. Moreover, the inductive hypothesis implies

〈∇Σk−1ρk−1, η〉 −
k−1
∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

) ρk−1 = 0

at each point on ∂Σk−1. Since

〈∇Σkvk, η〉 − h∂M (νΣk
, νΣk

) vk = 0
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at each point on ∂Σk, we conclude that

(6) 〈∇Σkρk, η〉 −
k

∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

) ρk = 0

at each point on ∂Σk. Therefore, property (ix) holds for ρk.

Finally, combining (5) and (6), we conclude that the manifold (Σk, ρ
2

n−k−1

k gΣk
)

has boundary mean curvature

ρ
− 1

n−k−1

k

(

H∂M −
k

∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

) + 〈∇Σk log ρk, η〉
)

= ρ
− 1

n−k−1

k H∂M .

Thus, property (x) holds for Σk. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.1.

The following identity plays a central role in the dimension reduction
argument of Schoen and Yau [15],[17] (see also [10], Section 12).

Proposition 4.2 (cf. R. Schoen, S.T. Yau [15],[17]). For each k ∈ {0, . . . , n−
2}, the scalar curvature of Σk satisfies

RΣk
−RM − 2∆Σk

log ρk − |∇Σk log ρk|
2

−
k

∑

j=1

|∇Σj log vj |
2 −

k
∑

j=1

|hΣj
|2 =

k
∑

j=1

λj

at each point on Σk.

Proof. We include the details for the convenience of the reader. For
k = 0, the assertion is trivial. Suppose next that k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2} and the
assertion is true for k − 1. In other words,

RΣk−1
−RM − 2∆Σk−1

log ρk−1 − |∇Σk−1 log ρk−1|
2

−
k−1
∑

j=1

|∇Σj log vj|
2 −

k−1
∑

j=1

|hΣj
|2 =

k−1
∑

j=1

λj(7)

at each point on Σk−1. Using the Gauss equations, we obtain

(8) RΣk
−RΣk−1

+ 2RicΣk−1
(νΣk

, νΣk
)−H2

Σk
+ |hΣk

|2 = 0

at each point on Σk. In view of property (vii) in Proposition 4.1, we know
that

− 2∆Σk
log vk − 2 |∇Σk log vk|

2 − 2RicΣk−1
(νΣk

, νΣk
)− 2 |hΣk

|2

+ 2 (D2
Σk−1

log ρk−1)(νΣk
, νΣk

)− 2 〈∇Σk log ρk−1,∇
Σk log vk〉 = λk(9)

at each point on Σk. Moreover,

2∆Σk−1
log ρk−1 − 2 (D2

Σk−1
log ρk−1)(νΣk

, νΣk
)

− 2HΣk
〈∇Σk−1 log ρk−1, νΣk

〉 − 2∆Σk
log ρk−1 = 0(10)
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at each point on Σk. Finally,

H2
Σk

+ 2HΣk
〈∇Σk−1 log ρk−1, νΣk

〉

+ |∇Σk−1 log ρk−1|
2 − |∇Σk log ρk−1|

2(11)

= (HΣk
+ 〈∇Σk−1 log ρk−1, νΣk

〉)2 = 0

at each point on Σk. In the next step, we add (7) – (11). This gives

RΣk
−RM − 2∆Σk

log ρk−1 − 2∆Σk
log vk

− |∇Σk log ρk−1|
2 − 2 〈∇Σk log ρk−1,∇

Σk log vk〉 − |∇Σk log vk|
2

−
k

∑

j=1

|∇Σj log vj |
2 −

k
∑

j=1

|hΣj
|2 =

k
∑

j=1

λj

at each point on Σk. Since log ρk = log ρk−1 + log vk at each point on Σk,
we conclude that

RΣk
−RM − 2∆Σk

log ρk − |∇Σk log ρk|
2

−
k

∑

j=1

|∇Σj log vj |
2 −

k
∑

j=1

|hΣj
|2 =

k
∑

j=1

λj

at each point on Σk. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.2.

Corollary 4.3. For each k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 2}, the scalar curvature of Σk
satisfies

RΣk
−RM − 2∆Σk

log ρk −
k + 1

k
|∇Σk log ρk|

2 ≥ 0

at each point on Σk.

Proof. It follows from properties (i) and (viii) in Proposition 4.1 that

ρk =
∏k
j=1 vj at each point on Σk. This implies

k
∑

j=1

|∇Σj log vj |
2 ≥

k
∑

j=1

|∇Σk log vj |
2

≥
1

k

∣

∣

∣

k
∑

j=1

∇Σk log vj

∣

∣

∣

2

=
1

k
|∇Σk log ρk|

2

at each point on Σk. Moreover,
∑k

j=1 λj ≥ 0. Hence, the assertion follows
from Proposition 4.2. This completes the proof of Corollary 4.3.

After these preparations, we now complete the proof of Theorem 1.2. To
that end, we consider the surface Σ := Σn−2. Moreover, we define a function
ψ ∈ C∞(Σ) by ψ := log ρn−2. It follows from property (vi) in Proposition
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4.1 that
∫

∂Σ Ξ 6= 0. In the next step, we apply Corollary 4.3 with k = n− 2.
Using the inequality RM ≥ −n(n− 1), we conclude that

2K + n(n− 1)− 2∆ψ −
n− 1

n− 2
|∇ψ|2 ≥ 0

at each point on Σ. In view of property (iv) in Proposition 4.1, the geodesic
curvature of ∂Σ in Σ is given by

(12) κ = h∂M (τ, τ) = H∂M −
n−2
∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

),

where τ denotes a unit vector tangential to ∂Σ. By property (ix) in Propo-
sition 4.1, the normal derivative of ψ is given by

(13) 〈∇ψ, η〉 =
n−2
∑

j=1

h∂M (νΣj
, νΣj

)

at each point on ∂Σ. Combining (12) and (13), we obtain

κ+ 〈∇ψ, η〉 = H∂M

at each point on ∂Σ. Applying Theorem 1.1, we conclude that

2 |∂Σ|n inf
∂Σ

(H∂M − (n− 1)) ≤
(4π

n

)n

.

On the other hand, since
∫

∂Σ Ξ 6= 0, it follows that |∂Σ| ≥ σ by definition
of σ. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.2.

5. Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we explain how Theorem 1.3 follows from Theorem 1.2.
Let us fix a smooth function u : S1 × T n−2 → R and a constant µ such that

(14) ∆γu+
n

2
trγ(Q) + µ = 0

at each point on S1 × T n−2. The function u is unique up to additive con-
stants. We can make u unique by requiring that

∫

S1×Tn−2 u dvolγ = 0.
In the following, we assume that r̂ is chosen sufficiently large. We define

M̂ =M \ {r > r̂+ r̂3−n u}. Note that M̂ is a compact subset of M , and M̂
is diffeomorphic to B2 × S1.

Lemma 5.1. The mean curvature of the boundary ∂M̂ = {r = r̂ + r̂3−n u}
with respect to the metric g is given by (n− 1) + r̂−n µ+ o(r̂−n).

Proof. For abbreviation, we define

ĝ = ḡ + r2−nQ = r−2 dr ⊗ dr + r2 γ + r2−nQ.

Moreover, we consider the vector field V = r2 ∂
∂r
. Then

LV (ḡ)− 2r ḡ = 0
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and

LV (ĝ)− 2r ĝ + n r3−nQ = 0.

Note that |V |ḡ = r and |D̄V |ḡ =
1
2 |LV (ḡ)|ḡ ≤ O(r). Since |g− ĝ|ḡ ≤ o(r−n)

and |D̄(g − ĝ)|ḡ ≤ o(r−n), we obtain

|LV (g − ĝ)|ḡ ≤ C |V |ḡ |D̄(g − ĝ)|ḡ + C |D̄V |ḡ |g − ĝ|ḡ ≤ o(r1−n).

This implies

(15) |LV (g) − 2r g + n r3−nQ|ḡ ≤ o(r1−n).

Let W denote the gradient of the function r with respect to the metric g,
so that W i = gij ∂jr. Using the identity ∂jr = ḡjk V

k = ĝjk V
k, we obtain

V i −W i = gij (gjk − ĝjk)V
k.

Since |g − ĝ|ḡ ≤ o(r−n) and |D̄(g − ĝ)|ḡ ≤ o(r−n), it follows that

|V −W |ḡ ≤ C |g − ĝ|ḡ |V |ḡ ≤ o(r1−n)

and

|D̄(V −W )|ḡ

≤ C |D̄(g − ĝ)|ḡ |Vḡ|+ C |D̄g|ḡ |g − ĝ|ḡ |V |ḡ + C |g − ĝ|ḡ |D̄V |ḡ ≤ o(r1−n).

This implies

|LV −W (g)|ḡ ≤ C |V −W |ḡ |D̄g|ḡ + C |D̄(V −W )|ḡ |g|ḡ ≤ o(r1−n).

Using (15), we conclude that

(16) |LW (g) − 2r g + n r3−nQ|ḡ ≤ o(r1−n).

We next consider the hypersurface ∂M̂ = {r = r̂ + r̂3−n u}. We denote by

η denote the outward-pointing unit normal vector field to ∂M̂ with respect
to g and by H

∂M̂
the mean curvature of ∂M̂ with respect to g. Then

(17) H
∂M̂

〈W,η〉 = tr
∂M̂

(DW )− div
∂M̂

(W tan).

Using (16), we obtain

tr
∂M̂

(DW )

=
1

2
tr
∂M̂

(LW (g))(18)

= (n − 1) (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−
n

2
(r̂ + r̂3−n u)3−n tr

∂M̂
(Q) + o(r̂1−n).

We next consider the map

ϕ : S1 × T n−2 → ∂M̂ ,

(ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2) 7→ (r̂ + r̂3−n u(ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2), ξ, θ1, . . . , θn−2).

The pull-back of the metric ĝ under the map ϕ is given by

ϕ∗(ĝ) = (r̂ + r̂3−n u)2 γ + (r̂ + r̂3−n u)2−nQ+ (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−2 r̂6−2n du⊗ du.
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Since |g − ĝ|ḡ ≤ o(r−n), it follows that

ϕ∗(g) = (r̂ + r̂3−n u)2 γ + χ,

where χ is a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor on S1×T n−2 satisfying |χ|γ ≤ O(r̂2−n).
This implies

(19) tr
∂M̂

(Q) = (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−2 trγ(Q) +O(r̂−n−2).

Substituting (19) into (18), we obtain

(20) tr
∂M̂

(DW ) = (n−1) (r̂+ r̂3−n u)−
n

2
(r̂+ r̂3−n u)1−n trγ(Q)+o(r̂1−n).

Moreover, since r = r̂ + r̂3−n u along ∂M̂ , we know that

div
∂M̂

(W tan) = ∆
∂M̂

r

= r̂3−n∆
∂M̂

u(21)

= (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−2 r̂3−n∆γu+ o(r̂1−n).

Substituting (20) and (21) into (17), we obtain

H
∂M̂

〈W,η〉 = (n− 1) (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−
n

2
(r̂ + r̂3−n u)1−n trγ(Q)

− (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−2 r̂3−n∆γu+ o(r̂1−n).

In view of (14), we conclude that

(22) H
∂M̂

〈W,η〉 = (n− 1) (r̂ + r̂3−n u) + (r̂ + r̂3−n u)1−n µ+ o(r̂1−n).

It remains to compute the inner product 〈W,η〉. Note that

(23) |W |2 = |W |2ĝ + o(r̂2−n) = (r̂ + r̂3−n u)2 + o(r̂2−n).

Moreover, since r = r̂ + r̂3−n u along ∂M̂ , we obtain

(24) |W tan|2 = |∇∂M̂r|2 = r̂6−2n |∇∂M̂u|2 = O(r̂4−2n).

Subtracting (24) from (23) gives

〈W,η〉2 = |W |2 − |W tan|2 = (r̂ + r̂3−n u)2 + o(r̂2−n),

hence

(25) 〈W,η〉 = (r̂ + r̂3−n u) + o(r̂1−n).

Combining (22) and (25), we conclude that

H
∂M̂

= (n− 1) + (r̂ + r̂3−n u)−n µ+ o(r̂−n).

This completes the proof of Lemma 5.1.

After these preparations, we now describe the proof of Theorem 1.3. We
argue by contradiction. Suppose that

∫

S1×Tn−2

(

n trγ(Q) +
( 4π

nσ

)n)

dvolγ < 0.
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Let us fix a real number ε ∈ (0, 1) such that

(26)

∫

S1×Tn−2

(

n trγ(Q) + (1− ε)−n−1
( 4π

nσ

)n)

dvolγ ≤ 0.

On the other hand, using (14) and the divergence theorem, we obtain

(27)

∫

S1×Tn−2

(

n trγ(Q) + 2µ
)

dvolγ = 0.

Combining (26) and (27), we conclude that

(28) 2 (1 − ε)n+1 σn µ ≥
(4π

n

)n

.

In particular, µ is a positive real number.
If r̂ is sufficiently large (depending on ε), then the mean curvature of ∂M̂

is bounded from below by (n − 1) + (1 − ε) r̂−n µ. Using Theorem 1.2, we
obtain

(29) 2 (1− ε) σ̂n r̂−n µ ≤
(4π

n

)n

,

where σ̂ denotes the length of the shortest closed curve α in (∂M̂ , g) satis-
fying

∫

α
Ξ 6= 0. Combining (28) and (29), we conclude that

σ̂ r̂−1 ≤ (1− ε)σ.

Since ε is independent of r̂, this leads to a contradiction if r̂ is sufficiently
large. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Appendix A. The second variation formula for weighted area

In this section, we derive the stability inequality for free boundary mini-
mal hypersurfaces with respect to a conformally modified metric.

Theorem A.1. Let M be a compact, orientable manifold of dimension n

with boundary ∂M . Let g be a Riemannian metric on M , and let ρ be a
smooth positive function onM . Suppose that Σ is an orientable hypersurface
in M such that ∂Σ ⊂ ∂M and Σ meets ∂M orthogonally along ∂Σ. If Σ is

a stable free boundary minimal hypersurface in (M,ρ
2

n−1 g), then
∫

Σ
ρ |∇Σζ|2 −

∫

Σ
ρRicM (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 −

∫

Σ
ρ |hΣ|

2 ζ2

+

∫

Σ
(D2

Mρ)(νΣ, νΣ) ζ
2 −

∫

Σ
ρ−1 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

2 ζ2

−

∫

∂Σ
ρ h∂M (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 ≥ 0

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ).
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Proof. We consider the conformal metric g̃ = ρ
2

n−1 g. Let η denote the
outward-pointing unit normal vector field to ∂M with respect to g. The

unit normal vector field to ∂M with respect to g̃ is given by η̃ = ρ
− 1

n−1 η,
and the second fundamental form of ∂M with respect to g̃ is given by

h̃∂M = ρ
1

n−1

(

h∂M +
1

n− 1
ρ−1 dρ(η) g

)

.

The unit normal vector field to Σ with respect to g̃ is given by ν̃Σ = ρ
− 1

n−1 νΣ,
and the second fundamental form of Σ with respect to g̃ is given by

h̃Σ = ρ
1

n−1

(

hΣ +
1

n− 1
ρ−1 dρ(νΣ) g

)

.

Since Σ is a minimal hypersurface in (M, g̃), it follows thatHΣ+ρ
−1 dρ(νΣ) =

0. This implies

|h̃Σ|
2
g̃ = ρ

− 2

n−1

(

|hΣ|
2 −

1

n− 1
ρ−2 dρ(νΣ)

2
)

.

The Ricci tensor of g̃ is related to the Ricci tensor of g by the formula

Ricg̃ = Ric−
(

1−
1

n− 1

)

ρ−1D2ρ−
1

n− 1
ρ−1 ∆ρ g

+
(

1−
1

(n− 1)2

)

ρ−2 dρ⊗ dρ+
1

(n− 1)2
ρ−2 |dρ|2 g

(see [2], Theorem 1.159). Since Σ is a stable free boundary minimal hyper-
surface in (M, g̃), we know that

∫

Σ
|dζ|2g̃ dvolg̃ −

∫

Σ
Ricg̃(ν̃Σ, ν̃Σ) ζ

2 dvolg̃ −

∫

Σ
|h̃Σ|

2
g̃ ζ

2 dvolg̃

−

∫

∂Σ
h̃∂M (ν̃Σ, ν̃Σ) ζ

2 dvolg̃ ≥ 0

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ). In the next step, we replace ζ by ρ
1

n−1 ζ.
Moreover, we convert all the geometric quantities back to the metric g. This
gives

∫

Σ
ρ
1− 2

n−1 |∇Σ(ρ
1

n−1 ζ)|2 −

∫

Σ
ρRicM (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 −

∫

Σ
ρ |hΣ|

2 ζ2

+
(

1−
1

n− 1

)

∫

Σ
(D2

Mρ)(νΣ, νΣ) ζ
2 +

1

n− 1

∫

Σ
∆Mρ ζ

2

−
(

1−
1

n− 1
−

1

(n− 1)2

)

∫

Σ
ρ−1 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

2 ζ2

−
1

(n− 1)2

∫

Σ
ρ−1 |∇Mρ|2 ζ2

−

∫

∂Σ
ρ h∂M (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 −
1

n− 1

∫

∂Σ
〈∇Σρ, η〉 ζ2 ≥ 0
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for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ). Note that
∫

Σ
ρ
1− 2

n−1 |∇Σ(ρ
1

n−1 ζ)|2

=

∫

Σ
ρ |∇Σζ|2 +

2

n− 1

∫

Σ
〈∇Σρ,∇Σζ〉 ζ +

1

(n − 1)2

∫

Σ
ρ−1 |∇Σρ|2 ζ2

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ). Using the divergence theorem, we obtain
∫

∂Σ
〈∇Σρ, η〉 ζ2 =

∫

Σ
∆Σρ ζ

2 + 2

∫

Σ
〈∇Σρ,∇Σζ〉 ζ

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ). Putting these facts together, we conclude
that

∫

Σ
ρ |∇Σζ|2 −

∫

Σ
ρRicM (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 −

∫

Σ
ρ |hΣ|

2 ζ2

+
(

1−
1

n− 1

)

∫

Σ
(D2

Mρ)(νΣ, νΣ) ζ
2 +

1

n− 1

∫

Σ
(∆Mρ−∆Σρ) ζ

2

−
(

1−
1

n− 1
−

1

(n− 1)2

)

∫

Σ
ρ−1 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

2 ζ2

−
1

(n− 1)2

∫

Σ
ρ−1 (|∇Mρ|2 − |∇Σρ|2) ζ2

−

∫

∂Σ
ρ h∂M (νΣ, νΣ) ζ

2 ≥ 0

for every test function ζ ∈ C∞(Σ). The assertion now follows from the
identities

∆Mρ−∆Σρ = (D2
Mρ)(νΣ, νΣ) +HΣ 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

= (D2
Mρ)(νΣ, νΣ)− ρ−1 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

2

and
|∇Mρ|2 − |∇Σρ|2 = 〈∇Mρ, νΣ〉

2.

This completes the proof of Theorem A.1.

Appendix B. Existence and regularity of free boundary

minimal hypersurfaces

In this section, we recall some well known results concerning the existence
and regularity of free boundary minimal hypersurfaces.

Theorem B.1 (cf. H. Federer [5]; M. Grüter [11]). Let us fix an integer
3 ≤ n ≤ 7. Let M be a compact, orientable manifold of dimension n with
boundary ∂M . Let g be a Riemannian metric on M . We assume that
the mean curvature of ∂M with respect to g is strictly positive. Let Ω be
a closed (n − 2)-form on ∂M . Let Σ̃ be a compact, embedded, orientable

hypersurface in M such that ∂Σ̃ ⊂ ∂M and
∫

∂Σ̃Ω 6= 0. Then we can find a
compact, connected, embedded, orientable hypersurface Σ with the following
properties:



SYSTOLIC INEQUALITIES AND THE HOROWITZ-MYERS CONJECTURE 23

• The boundary ∂Σ is contained in ∂M . Moreover, Σ meets ∂M or-
thogonally along ∂Σ.

• Σ is a stable free boundary minimal hypersurface.
•
∫

∂Σ Ω 6= 0.

In the remainder of this section, we explain how Theorem B.1 follows from
the results of Federer [5] and Grüter [11]. Let M̂ be a compact manifold
which contains the given manifold M in its interior. We extend the given
Riemannian metric g on M to a Riemannian metric on M̂ . If ε0 > 0 is
sufficiently small, then the set {x ∈ M̂ : d

M̂
(x, ∂M) ≤ ε0} can be identified

with ∂M × [−ε0, ε0] via the normal exponential map. For ε ∈ (0, ε0], we

define M̂ε = {x ∈ M̂ : d
M̂
(x,M) ≤ ε}. If we choose ε0 > 0 sufficiently

small, then the boundary ∂M̂ε is strictly mean convex for each ε ∈ (0, ε0].

The nearest point projection gives a Lipschitz continuous map f : M̂ε0 →M

with f(x) = x for each point x ∈ M . For each ε ∈ (0, ε0], the restriction

f |
∂M̂ε

is a volume-decreasing map from ∂M̂ε to ∂M .

Lemma B.2. Let x ∈ M̂ε0 \M . Then

|dfx(v1) ∧ . . . ∧ dfx(vn−1)| ≤ |v1 ∧ . . . ∧ vn−1|

for all tangent vectors v1, . . . , vn−1 ∈ TxM̂ .

Proof. Let us fix a real number ε ∈ (0, ε0], a point x ∈ ∂M̂ε, and tangent

vectors v1, . . . , vn−1 ∈ TxM̂ . For each 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1, we denote by wi
the orthogonal projection of vi to the tangent space Tx(∂M̂ε). Since the

restriction f |
∂M̂ε

is a volume-decreasing map from ∂M̂ε to ∂M , we know
that

|dfx(w1) ∧ . . . ∧ dfx(wn−1)| ≤ |w1 ∧ . . . ∧ wn−1|.

Since the matrix {〈vi, vj〉− 〈wi, wj〉}1≤i,j≤n−1 is weakly positive definite, we
obtain

det{〈wi, wj〉}1≤i,j≤n−1 ≤ det{〈vi, vj〉}1≤i,j≤n−1,

hence

|w1 ∧ . . . ∧wn−1| ≤ |v1 ∧ . . . ∧ vn−1|.

Finally, it follows from the definition of wi that dfx(wi) = dfx(vi) for 1 ≤
i ≤ n− 1. This implies

|dfx(w1) ∧ . . . ∧ dfx(wn−1)| = |dfx(v1) ∧ . . . ∧ dfx(vn−1)|.

This completes the proof of Lemma B.2.

By the Nash embedding theorem, the manifold (M̂, g) can be isometrically
embedded into R

N for some large integer N . We recall the definition of an
integer multiplicity rectifiable current from Leon Simon’s notes [19].

Definition B.3 (cf. L. Simon [19], Definition 3.1 in Chapter 6). Let m
be a positive integer, and let T be an m-dimensional current in R

N . We
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say that T is an integer multiplicity rectifiable current if there exist a Hm-
measurable countably m-rectifiable set A, a locally Hm-integrable positive
function θ : A→ Z, and an Hm-measurable function ξ : A→ Λm(RN ) with
the following properties:

• For Hm-a.e. point x ∈ A, ξ(x) can be expressed in the form v1∧ . . .∧
vm, where v1, . . . , vm form an orthonormal basis for the approximate
tangent space TxA.

• We have

T (ω) =

∫

A

〈ω(x), ξ(x)〉 θ(x) dHm(x)

for every smooth m-form ω with compact support.

Let δ be a positive real number, and let U ⊂ R
N denote the set of all

points in R
N that have distance less than δ from M . If δ > 0 is chosen

sufficiently small, then the nearest point projection gives a smooth map
π : U → M̂ε0 . We define a Lipschitz map F : U →M by F = f ◦ π.

Lemma B.4. Suppose that T is an integer multiplicity rectifiable current
with supp(T ) ⊂ M̂ε0 ∩ U . Then M(F#(T )) ≤ M(T ).

Proof. We use the notation of Definition B.3. Then

M(T ) =

∫

A

θ(x) dHn−1(x).

Let JAF denote the Jacobian determinant defined in §2 of Chapter in [19].
It follows from Lemma 3.9 in Chapter 6 of [19] that

M(F#(T )) ≤

∫

F (A)
N(y) dHn−1(y),

where N(y) is defined by

N(y) =
∑

x∈A,F (x)=y, JAF (x)>0

θ(x)

for y ∈ F (A). This implies

M(F#(T )) ≤

∫

A

JAF (x) θ(x) dH
n−1(x).

The assertion follows now from Lemma B.2. This completes the proof of
Lemma B.4.

In the following, we recall some basic definitions from Federer’s work [5].
Given a positive integer m and a compact set K ⊂ R

N , let Rm,K(RN ) be
defined as in [5], Section 4.1.24. It follows directly from the definition of
Rm,K(R

N ) that supp(T ) ⊂ K for all T ∈ Rm,K(RN ). For each positive
integer m, we define

Rm(R
N ) =

⋃

K

Rm,K(RN ),
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where the union is taken over all compact sets K ⊂ R
N . In particular, if

T ∈ Rm(R
N ), then T has compact support.

Proposition B.5 (cf. H. Federer [5]). Let T be an m-dimensional current
in R

N with compact support. Then T ∈ Rm(R
N ) if and only if T is an

integer multiplcity rectifiable current in the sense of Definition B.3.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 4.1.28 in [5]. Specifically, we use the
equivalence of statements (1) and (4). This completes the proof of Proposi-
tion B.5.

For each positive integer m, the space of m-dimensional flat currents on
R
N is defined by

Fm(R
N ) = {P + ∂Q : P ∈ Rm(R

N ), Q ∈ Rm+1(R
N )}

(see [5], Section 4.1.24). Note that Rm(R
N ) ⊂ Fm(R

N ). For each positive
integer m, the space of m-dimensional integral flat cycles is defined by

Zm(M,∂M) = {T ∈ Fm(R
N ) : supp(T ) ⊂M, supp(∂T ) ⊂ ∂M}

(see [5], Section 4.4.1). For each positive integerm, the space ofm-dimensional
integral flat boundaries is defined by

Bm(M,∂M)

= {P + ∂Q : P ∈ Fm(R
N ), Q ∈ Fm+1(R

N ), supp(P ) ⊂ ∂M, supp(Q) ⊂M}

(see [5], Section 4.4.1). Note that Bm(M,∂M) ⊂ Zm(M,∂M).

We now apply Federer’s results to our situation. By assumption, Ω is a
closed (n−2)-form on ∂M . We may extend Ω to an (n−2)-form defined on
R
N such that Ω has compact support and dΩ vanishes in an open neighbor-

hood of ∂M . The given hypersurface Σ̃ defines a current S̃ ∈ Zn−1(M,∂M)

such that ∂S̃(Ω) 6= 0. Since dΩ vanishes in an open neighborhood of ∂M ,
we know that ∂P (Ω) = P (dΩ) = 0 for all currents P ∈ Fn−1(R

N ) with
supp(P ) ⊂ ∂M . This implies ∂T (Ω) = 0 for all currents T ∈ Bn−1(M,∂M).

It follows from results in Section 5.1.6 in [5] that we can find a current
S ∈ Rn−1(R

N ) with the following properties:

• We have S − S̃ ∈ Bn−1(M,∂M). In particular, S ∈ Zn−1(M,∂M).
• The current S is homologically area-minimizing in the sense that
M(S) ≤ M(S +X) for all currents X ∈ Bn−1(M,∂M)∩Rn−1(R

N ).

By Proposition B.5, S is an (n− 1)-dimensional integer multiplicity rectifi-

able current. Since S − S̃ ∈ Bn−1(M,∂M), it follows that ∂S(Ω) = ∂S̃(Ω).
In particular, ∂S(Ω) 6= 0.

Lemma B.6. Let p be an arbitrary point in M . Then we can find an open
set O ⊂ R

N containing p such that M(S) ≤ M(S + X) for all (n − 1)-
dimensional integer multiplicity rectifiable currents X satisfying supp(X) ⊂
M ∩O and supp(∂X) ⊂ ∂M ∩O.
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Proof. Since S is homologically area-minimizing, results in Section 5.1.6
in [5] imply that S is locally area-minimizing with respect to (M,∂M).
Hence, we can find an open set O ⊂ R

N containing p such that M(S) ≤
M(S + X) for all currents X ∈ Rn−1(R

N ) satisfying supp(X) ⊂ M ∩ O

and supp(∂X) ⊂ ∂M ∩ O. On the other hand, by Proposition B.5, ev-
ery (n−1)-dimensional integer multiplicity rectifiable current with compact
support belongs to Rn−1(R

N ). This completes the proof of Lemma B.6.

Lemma B.7. Let p be an arbitrary point in M . Then we can find an open
set Ô ⊂ R

N containing p such that M(S) ≤ M(S + X) for all (n − 1)-
dimensional integer multiplicity rectifiable currents X satisfying supp(X) ⊂

M̂ε0 ∩ Ô and supp(∂X) ⊂ ∂M ∩ Ô.

Proof. By Lemma B.6, we can find an open set O ⊂ R
N containing p

such that M(S) ≤ M(S+X) for all (n−1)-dimensional integer multiplicity
rectifiable currentsX satisfying supp(X) ⊂M∩O and supp(∂X) ⊂ ∂M∩O.

We define Ô = U ∩ F−1(O). Clearly, Ô ⊂ R
N is an open set containing p.

We claim that Ô has the desired property. To see this, suppose that X
is an (n − 1)-dimensional integer multiplicity rectifiable current satisfying

supp(X) ⊂ M̂ε0 ∩ Ô and supp(∂X) ⊂ ∂M ∩ Ô. Since supp(X) ⊂ Ô ⊂ U ,
the push-forward F#(X) is well-defined. The results in Section 4.1.14 in [5]
imply that

supp(F#(X)) ⊂ F (supp(X)) ⊂ F (Ô) ⊂M ∩O

and

supp(∂F#(X)) = supp(F#(∂X)) ⊂ F (supp(∂X)) ⊂ F (∂M ∩ Ô) ⊂ ∂M ∩O.

This implies

M(S) ≤ M(S + F#(X)).

On the other hand, since supp(S +X) ⊂ M̂ε0 ∩ U , Lemma B.4 gives

M(F#(S +X)) ≤ M(S +X).

Finally, since supp(S) ⊂ M and the restriction of F to M is the identity,
it follows that F#(S) = S (see [5], Section 4.1.15). Putting these facts
together, we conclude that

M(S) ≤ M(S +X).

This completes the proof of Lemma B.7.

Lemma B.7 allows us to apply Grüter’s regularity theorem [11] (which
was stated in Euclidean space, but extends to the manifold setting). Since
n ≤ 7, it follows that the singular set of S is empty. Since ∂S(Ω) 6= 0, we can
find a connected component of supp(S), denoted by Σ, such that

∫

∂Σ Ω 6= 0.
This completes the proof of Theorem B.1.
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