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PRINCIPAL FREQUENCY OF CLAMPED PLATES ON RCD(0, N) SPACES:

SHARPNESS, RIGIDITY AND STABILITY

ALEXANDRU KRISTÁLY AND ANDREA MONDINO

Abstract. We study fine properties of the principal frequency of clamped plates in the (possibly
singular) setting of metric measure spaces verifying the RCD(0, N) condition, i.e., infinitesimally
Hilbertian spaces with non-negative Ricci curvature and dimension bounded above by N > 1 in
the synthetic sense. The initial conjecture – an isoperimetric inequality for the principal frequency
of clamped plates – has been formulated in 1877 by Lord Rayleigh in the Euclidean case and
solved affirmatively in dimensions 2 and 3 by Ashbaugh and Benguria [Duke Math. J., 1995] and
Nadirashvili [Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal., 1995]. The main contribution of the present work is a new
isoperimetric inequality for the principal frequency of clamped plates in RCD(0, N) spaces whenever
N is close enough to 2 or 3. The inequality contains the so-called asymptotic volume ratio, and turns
out to be sharp under the subharmonicity of the distance function, a condition satisfied in metric
measure cones. In addition, rigidity (i.e., equality in the isoperimetric inequality) and stability
results are established in terms of the cone structure of the RCD(0, N) space as well as the shape
of the eigenfunction for the principal frequency, given by means of Bessel functions. These results
are new even for Riemannian manifolds with non-negative Ricci curvature. We discuss examples of
both smooth and non-smooth spaces where the results can be applied.

1. Introduction

In 1877, Lord Rayleigh [50, p. 382] formulated an isoperimetric inequality arising from the theory
of sound, by claiming that among domains with a fixed volume, balls should have the lowest principal
frequency for vibrating clamped plates. Given an open bounded domain Ω ⊂ R

N , N ≥ 2, and
Ω⋆ ⊂ R

N a ball with the same volume as Ω, the aforementioned isoperimetric inequality can be
reformulated as

Λ(Ω) ≥ Λ(Ω⋆) = h4ν

(

ωN

Vol(Ω)

)4/N

, (1.1)

with equality if and only if Ω is isometric to the ball Ω⋆ (up to a set of zero H2-capacity), where
the principal frequency (or, fundamental tone) for clamped plates are characterized variationally as

Λ(Ω) = inf
u∈W 2,2

0
(Ω)\{0}

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dx
∫

Ω
u2dx

. (1.2)

Here, ν = N
2 − 1, ωN = πN/2/Γ(1 + N/2) is the volume of the unit Euclidean ball in R

N , and hν
is the first positive root of the cross-product of the Bessel function Jν and modified Bessel function
Iν of first kind, which is their Wronskian having the explicit form JνI

′
ν − J ′

νIν . In (1.2), W 2,2
0 (Ω) is

the usual Sobolev space over Ω, i.e., the completion of C∞
0 (Ω) with respect to the classical norm of

W 2,2(Ω).
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2 ALEXANDRU KRISTÁLY AND ANDREA MONDINO

The first notable contribution to Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture is due to Szegő [52] in the early
fifties by proving (1.1) whenever the eigenfunction associated to (1.2) is of constant sign. However,
contrary to the common belief at the time – based on the one-sign property of eigenfunctions for
problems involving second-order operators, like the fixed membrane problem described as the Faber–
Krahn inequality – it turned out that there are examples of eigenfunctions for the clamped plate
problem which are sign-changing. Such an example was first reported by Duffin [28] and Coffman,
Duffin and Shaffer [25] on a specific annulus (e.g., on a punctured disk), the unexpected phenomenon
being explained by the absence of a maximum principle for higher order elliptic operators, as it
occurs for the vibrating clamped plate problem. In the early eighties, with the knowledge of the
possible occurrence of nodal domains for eigenfunctions in clamped plate problems, a landmark
argument has been presented by Talenti [53]. In fact, he decomposed the initial domain Ω into
two parts, corresponding to the positive and negative parts of the first eigenfunction, obtaining a
two-balls minimization problem by using Schwarz symmetrization and the classical isoperimetric
inequality for sets in R

n. In this way, Talenti proved a weak form of Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture,
namely, instead of (1.1), he obtained that Λ(Ω) ≥ tNΛ(Ω⋆) where tN ∈ [1/2, 0.98) with tN → 1/2 as
N → ∞. Building on Talenti’s argument, in 1995, Nadirashvili [45] proved (1.1) for N = 2, and in
the same time, Ashbaugh and Benguria [11] adapted the argument to prove the conjecture (1.1) for
N = 2 and N = 3, by using peculiar properties of the Bessel functions. In 1996, improving Talenti’s
estimate in high dimensions, Ashbaugh and Laugesen [12] provided an asymptotically sharp form
of Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture, i.e., Λ(Ω) ≥ cNΛ(Ω⋆) where cN ∈ [0.89, 1) with cN → 1 as N → ∞.
These results are summarized in the monograph of Gazzola, Grunau and Sweers [29, Chapter 3].
Very recently, in 2024, still improving Talenti’s argument, Leylekian [38] (see also [39]) answered
Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture in high dimensions requiring an appropriate regularity of the domain Ω
as well as a controlled behavior of the critical values for the first eigenfunction in (1.2).

A natural question arose concerning the validity of the analogue of Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture on
non-euclidean structures. First, in 2016, Chasman and Langford [23] proved a non-sharp isoperi-
metric inequality for the principal frequencies of clamped plates on Gaussian spaces, where the
integral in (1.2) are defined in terms of the Gaussian measure. In 2020, Kristály [35] proved that
the principal frequency of ‘small’ clamped plates in low-dimensional negatively curved Riemannian
manifolds (endowed with the canonical measure) is at least as large as the corresponding principal
frequency of a geodesic ball of the same volume in the model space of constant curvature (either
the hyperbolic or the Euclidean space, depending on the upper bound of the sectional curvature).
This result is based on fine properties of the Gaussian hypergeometric functions and on the validity
of the Cartan-Hadamard conjecture, which holds in dimensions 2 and 3. Complementing the latter
result, in 2022, Kristály [36] proved the analogue of Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture on Riemannian man-
ifolds with positive Ricci curvature for any clamped plate in 2 and 3 dimensions, and for sufficiently
‘large’ clamped plates in dimensions beyond 3, the main tool being the Lévy–Gromov isoperimetric
inequality and fine properties of the Gaussian hypergeometric functions of the type 2F1.

The aim of the present paper is to gain a deeper insight into the clamped plate problem in ab-
stract metric measure spaces which could even contain singularities. Such a geometric framework
will be provided by spaces verifying the Riemannian curvature-dimension condition RCD(0, N), i.e.,
infinitesimally Hilbertian spaces with non-negative Ricci curvature and dimension bounded above
by N > 1 in the synthetic sense; for details, see §2. These spaces contain not only smooth Rie-
mannian manifolds (possibly, with a non-negative weight function on the volume measure) but also
spaces containing singularities arising from Gromov–Hausdorff limits of N -dimensional (weighted)
Riemannian manifolds with non-negative Ricci curvature, Alexandrov spaces with non-negative
curvature, etc.

In order to present our results, let (X, d,m) be an RCD(0, N) space with N > 1 not necessarily
an integer, and Ω ⊂ X be an open bounded domain. The principal frequency of the clamped plate



CLAMPED PLATES ON RCD(0, N) SPACES 3

on Ω is defined as

Λm(Ω) = inf
u∈H2,2

0
(Ω)\{0}

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm
∫

Ω
u2dm

, (1.3)

where H2,2
0 (Ω) is the natural non-smooth counterpart of the usual Sobolev space W 2,2

0 (Ω); for
details, see §2. Let Br(x) = {y ∈ X : d(x, y) < r} be the metric ball with center x ∈ X and radius
r > 0. By Bishop–Gromov monotonicity, valid on RCD(0, N) spaces, the asymptotic volume ratio

AVRm = lim
r→∞

m(Br(x))

ωNrN
, (1.4)

is well-defined, i.e., it is independent of the choice of x ∈ X; hereafter, ωN = πN/2/Γ(N/2 + 1). For
further use, let ν = N

2 − 1.
The constant AVRm will play a crucial role in our isoperimetric inequality; indeed, our first main

result – similar in spirit to (1.1) – reads as follows:

Theorem 1.1. (Isoperimetric inequality for clamped plates on RCD(0, N) spaces) There exists
ε0 > 0 with the following property. Let N ∈ (2− ε0, 2 + ε0)∪ (3− ε0, 3 + ε0) and let (X, d,m) be an
RCD(0, N) metric measure space with AVRm > 0. For every open bounded domain Ω ⊂ X, it holds
that

Λm(Ω) ≥ AVR

4

N
m Λ0(Ω

∗) ≡ AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω)

)
4

N

, (1.5)

where Ω∗ = [0, R] with m(Ω) = ωNRN , and Λ0(Ω
∗) stands for the principal frequency of Ω∗ in the

1-dimensional model space ([0,∞), deu, σN = NωNrN−1L1).

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is inspired by the one of Ashbaugh and Benguria [11]; however, several

crucial differences appear that we explain in the sequel by outlining the argument. Let u ∈ H2,2
0 (Ω)

be an eigenfunction to (1.3), whose existence is guaranteed by standard embedding arguments (see
Proposition 3.1). Since we do not know a priori anything about the sign of u, we consider the subsets
Ω+ = {u > 0}, Ω− = {u < 0} and Ω0 = {u = 0} of Ω. Due to the lack of higher regularity of u –
in fact, we only know that u is locally Lipschitz, whose proof requires the dimensional restriction
N < 4 (see Proposition 3.2), – we shall restrict our analysis to the set Ω̃ = Ω− ∪ Ω+

1; this
observation is in concordance incidentally with the fact that the unique continuation of harmonic
functions on RCD(0, N) spaces generally fails whenever N ≥ 4, see Deng and Zhao [26]. By using a
suitable symmetrization on Ω− and Ω+, we reduce our variational problem to a coupled “two-balls
problem” on the 1-dimensional model space ([0,∞), deu, σN = NωNrN−1L1). To perform such a
strategy, we explore three non-trivial features of RCD(0, N) spaces, namely: (a) the co-area formula
(see Miranda [41]); (b) a particular form of the Gauss–Green formula (see Proposition 3.3 based on
Brué, Pasqualetto and Semola [18]); and (c) the sharp isoperimetric inequality which contains the
constant AVRm (see Balogh and Kristály [15]).

In contrast to [11] – where the Euclidean space R
N has been considered for N ∈ {2, 3} – we

are interested in a wider range of not necessarily integers N > 1 where the aforementioned “two-
balls problem” can be handled. Due to the lack of regularity, it is not likely that the approach
of Leylekian [38] works for large values of N . In fact, numerical computations show that one
could expect the validity of (1.5) for every N ∈ (1, N0) with N0 ≈ 3.30417, but serious technical
difficulties arise – based on peculiar properties of Bessel functions – which make challenging to
obtain an analytical proof. However, the arguments of Ashbaugh and Benguria [11] combined with

1We thank Professor Mark Ashbaugh for suggesting this idea, which circumvents the regularity of the eigenfunction
used in the smooth setting.
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fine estimates, involving quantities associated to Bessel functions, show the validity of (1.5) in close
neighborhoods of the integer dimensions 2 and 3, as claimed in Theorem 1.1.

Inequality (1.5) was already established by Kristály [36, Theorem 1.4] in the smooth setting
of 2- and 3-dimensional Riemannian manifolds with non-negative Ricci curvature, endowed with
the canonical measure. Note however that in the setting of Theorem 1.1, the space is endowed
with a generic measure that verifies the (non-smooth) curvature-dimension condition RCD(0, N),
significantly broadening the spectrum of applications.

Having inequality (1.5), the natural questions of sharpness and rigidity arise; we have the following
affirmative answer, which is new even in the smooth setting:

Theorem 1.2. (Sharpness & Rigidity) Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, the following prop-
erties hold.

(i) Sharpness. The inequality (1.5) is sharp in the sense that for every N ∈ (2 − ε0, 2 + ε0) ∪
(3− ε0, 3 + ε0), v > 0 and α > 0 there exists an RCD(0, N) space (X, d,m) with AVRm = α
and a domain Ω ⊂ X with m(Ω) = v achieving the equality in (1.5). More precisely, one
can construct such a (X, d,m) as a suitable RCD(0, N) metric measure cone, and Ω ⊂ X as
a metric ball centred at the tip of such a cone. Moreover, if (X, d,m) is an RCD(0, N) space
where ρ = d(x0, ·) is subharmonic on X for some x0 ∈ Ω, i.e., ∆ρ ≥ 0, then the constant

AVR
4/N
m in (1.5) is sharp.

(ii) Rigidity. If equality holds in (1.5) for some open bounded set Ω ⊂ X, then (X, d,m)
is isomorphic as metric measure space to an N -Euclidean metric measure cone over an
RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space. Moreover, Ω is isometric to the metric ball B

AVR
−1/N
m R

(x), where

m(Ω) = ωNRN and the point x is a tip for the cone structure of X; furthermore, up to a
multiplicative factor, the eigenfunction realizing equality in (1.5) has the form

u(x) = u∗
(

AVR

1

N
m d(x, x)

)

, for all x ∈ B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x) ≃ Ω,

where

u∗(s) = s−ν
(

Iν(hν)Jν

(

hν
s

R

)

− Jν(hν)Iν

(

hν
s

R

))

, s ∈ [0, R]. (1.6)

Being in the setting of RCD(0, N) spaces, we always have the Laplace comparison ∆ρ ≤ N−1
ρ

on X \ {x0}, see Gigli [30]. In Theorem 1.2, the additional technical assumption with respect to
Theorem 1.1 is the subharmonicity of ρ, which is needed in a limiting estimate. Note that we can
replace this assumption by a weaker one, requiring only that ∆ρ ≥ 1−N

ρ on X \ {x0}; however,

we prefer the former, more familiar version, noticing as well that our examples verify the subhar-
monicity of ρ. We also remark that such an extra assumption for proving sharpness in higher order
functional inequalities is not so surprising; indeed, the assumption ∆ρ ≥ N−5

ρ on M \ {x0}, called

as the “distance Laplacian growth condition”, was crucial in the sharpness of the classical Sobolev
inequality involving the bi-Laplace operator on N -dimensional Riemannian manifolds (M,g) with
non-negative Ricci curvature, N ≥ 5, see Barbosa and Kristály [16]. Moreover, the subharmonicity
of the distance is satisfied on cones: indeed, on an RCD(0, N) metric measure cone with tip at x0,
it holds that ∆ρ = N−1

ρ ≥ 0.

Since the equality case in (1.5) is characterized, it is also natural to ask about stability; in this
respect, we establish the following result:

Theorem 1.3. (Stability) Let ε0 > 0 be as in Theorem 1.1, fix N ∈ (2− ε0, 2+ ε0)∪ (3− ε0, 3+ ε0)
and α, v0, V > 0. For every η > 0 there exists δ > 0 depending on η,N, α, v0, V with the following
properties. Let (X, dX ,mX , x) be a pointed RCD(0, N) space with AVRmX

= α and m(B1(x)) ≤ v0,
and let Br(x) be a metric ball with m(Br(x)) = V .



CLAMPED PLATES ON RCD(0, N) SPACES 5

(i) Stability for the shape of an almost optimal space. If

Λm(Br(x)) ≤ α
4

N h4ν

(ωN

V

)
4

N
+ δ, (1.7)

then there exists an N -Euclidean metric measure cone (Y, dY ,mY ) over an RCD(N−2, N−1)
space, with tip y0 ∈ Y , such that

dpmGH ((X, dX ,mX , x), (Y, dY ,mY , y0)) ≤ η, (1.8)

where dpmGH denotes the pointed measured Gromov–Hausdorff distance between pointed met-

ric measure spaces. Moreover, setting R = (V/ωN )1/N , it holds that

|r − α−1/NR| ≤ η. (1.9)

(ii) Stability for the shape of an almost optimal function. If u ∈ H2,2
0 (Br(x)) \ {0} is almost

optimal, i.e.,
∫

Br(x)
(∆u)2 dm

∫

Br(x)
u2 dm

≤ α
4

N h4ν

(ωN

V

)
4

N
+ δ, (1.10)

then
‖u− c ū‖H1,2(X,dX ,mX)

‖u‖L2(X,mX )
≤ η, (1.11)

where u is extended to the value 0 outside of Br(x), c ∈ R is a multiplicative constant
depending on u, and ū is defined by

ū(x) = u∗
(

α
1

N d(x, x)
)

, for all x ∈ Bα−1/NR(x), ū(x) = 0 otherwise,

u∗ being given in (1.6) and R = (V/ωN )1/N .

Theorem 1.3 is proved by contradiction. Using Gromov pre-compactness theorem, the stability
of the RCD(0, N) condition under pmGH convergence, the upper semi-continuity of the asymptotic
volume ratio under pmGH convergence (see Lemma 6.1) as well as a version of Rellich–Kondrachov
theorem in varying spaces proved by Ambrosio and Honda [7], we show that if there exists a sequence
Xj contradicting the statement of Theorem 1.3 then, up to subsequences, it pmGH-converges to
a space Y which satisfies the assumptions of the rigidity Theorem 1.2/(ii). It follows that Y is a
cone, yielding a contradiction. The proof of the second claim about the shape of an almost optimal
function is analogous, after using a result by Nobili and Violo [47] about convergence of functions
defined on varying spaces.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Sobolev spaces on RCD(0, N) spaces. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space and Ω ⊆ X
be an open set. For further use, let LIP(Ω) (resp. LIPc(Ω), and LIPloc(Ω)) be the space of real-valued
Lipschitz (resp. compactly supported Lipschitz, and locally Lipschitz) functions over Ω. In addition,
we use the standard notations Lp(X,m) for Lp-spaces. Given u ∈ LIPloc(X), its slope at x ∈ X is
defined by

|Du|(x) = lim sup
y→x

|u(y)− u(x)|

d(x, y)
.

The 2-Cheeger energy Ch : L2(X,m) → [0,∞] is defined as the convex and lower semicontinuous
functional

Ch(u) = inf

{

lim inf
k→∞

∫

X
|Duk|

2dm : uk ∈ LIP(X) ∩ L2(X,m), uk → u in L2(X,m)

}

, (2.1)
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see Cheeger [24] and Ambrosio, Gigli and Savaré [5]. Then

H1,2(X, d,m) = {u ∈ L2(X,m) : Ch(u) < ∞}

is the L2-Sobolev space over (X, d,m), endowed with the norm ‖u‖H1,2 =
(

‖u‖2L2(X,m) + Ch(u)
)1/2

.

One can define the minimal m-a.e. object |∇u| ∈ L2(X,m), the so-called minimal 2-weak upper
gradient of u ∈ H1,2(X, d,m), such that

Ch(u) =

∫

X
|∇u|2 dm,

and one has

H1,2(X, d,m) = LIPc(X)
‖·‖H1,2

. (2.2)

In general, H1,2(X, d,m) is a reflexive Banach space.
Let P2(X, d) be the L2-Wasserstein space of probability measures on X, while P2(X, d,m) is the

subspace of m-absolutely continuous measures on X. For N > 1, let EntN (·|m) : P2(X, d) → R be
the Rényi entropy functional with respect to the measure m, defined by

EntN (ν|m) = −

∫

X
ρ−

1

N dν = −

∫

X
ρ1−

1

N dm, (2.3)

where ρ denotes the density function of νac in ν = νac+νs = ρm+νs, while νac and νs represent the
absolutely continuous and singular parts of ν ∈ P2(X, d), respectively. The curvature-dimension
condition CD(0, N) states that for all N ′ ≥ N the functional EntN ′(·|m) is convex on the L2-
Wasserstein space P2(X, d,m), see Lott and Villani [40] and Sturm [51].

If (X, d,m) is a metric measure space satisfying the CD(0, N) condition for some N > 1 and
H1,2(X, d,m) is a Hilbert space (equivalently, Ch from (2.1) is a quadratic form), we say that
(X, d,m) verifies the Riemannian curvature-dimension condition RCD(0, N), see Ambrosio, Gigli
and Savaré [6] and Gigli [30] (see also Ambrosio, Gigli, Mondino and Rajala [4]). In such case, the
operation

∇u1 · ∇u2 = lim
ε→0

|∇u1 + ε∇u2|
2 − |∇u1|

2

2ε

provides a symmetric bilinear form on H1,2(X, d,m) ×H1,2(X, d,m).
The Laplacian operator ∆ : L2(X,m) ⊃ D(∆) → L2(X,m) is defined as follows. Let D(∆) be

the set of functions u ∈ H1,2(X, d,m) such that for some h ∈ L2(X,m) one has
∫

∇u · ∇g dm = −

∫

hg dm, ∀g ∈ H1,2(X, d,m);

in this case, we set h = ∆u. In the setting of RCD(0, N) spaces (thus Ch is a quadratic form), it
turns out that u 7→ ∆u is linear.

The perimeter of the Borel set Ω ⊂ X is defined as

Per(Ω) = inf

{

lim inf
k→∞

∫

X
|Duk|dm : uk ∈ LIPloc(X), uk → χΩ in L1

loc(X)

}

.

Given an RCD(0, N) space (X, d,m) and Ω ⊂ X an open domain, for every Borel function
f : Ω → R and nonnegative v ∈ LIP(Ω), the following form of the co-area formula holds:

∫

{s≤v<r}
f |Dv|dm =

∫ r

s

(
∫

fdPer({v > t})

)

dt, ∀s ∈ [0, r], (2.4)

see Miranda [41, Proposition 4.2 & Remark 4.3] (see also Mondino and Semola [43, Corollary 2.13]).
By Gigli [30, Theorem 5.3], if x0 ∈ X is fixed and ρ(x) = d(x0, x), we have the eikonal equation

|∇ρ| = 1 m−a.e. (2.5)
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Let Br(x) = {y ∈ X : d(x, y) < r} be the open metric ball in X with center x ∈ X and radius
r > 0. If f : [0, r] → R is an integrable function and v := ρ = d(x0, ·), by using (2.5), the relation
(2.4) reduces to

∫

Br(x0)
f ◦ ρdm =

∫ r

0
f(t)m+(Bt(x0)) dt, ∀r ≥ 0, (2.6)

where m
+ is the Minkowski content, i.e., for every open bounded Ω ⊂ X,

m
+(Ω) = lim inf

ǫ→0

m(Ωǫ \ Ω)

ǫ
,

the set Ωǫ = {x ∈ X : infy∈Ω d(x, y) < ǫ} being the ǫ-neighborhood of Ω, ǫ > 0. Indeed, by
combining Lebesgue theorem, the co-area formula (2.4) and the eikonal equation (2.5), it follows
that

m
+(Br(x0)) = lim inf

ǫ→0

1

ǫ

∫ r+ε

r
dPer({ρ > t}) dt = Per(Br(x0)), for L1-a.e. r > 0. (2.7)

According to Bruè, Pasqualetto and Semola [17], the Gauss–Green formula on an RCD(0, N)
space (X, d,m) reads as follows: if E ⊂ X is a bounded set of finite perimeter, then there exists a
unique vector field νE ∈ L2

E(TX) with |νE | = 1 Per(E)-a.e. such that
∫

E
div(v)dm = −

∫

〈trE(v), νE〉dPer(E), (2.8)

for every v ∈ L2(TX) ∩D(div) with |v| ∈ L∞(X,m), where trE stands for the trace operator over
the boundary of E.

Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space verifying the RCD(0, N) condition and Ω ⊂ X be an
open bounded set. Denote by Dom(∆) = {u ∈ L2(X,m) : ∆u ∈ L2(X,m)} the finiteness domain
of the Laplacian, i.e., the space of L2 functions whose distributional Laplacian belongs to L2(X,m).
Consider the space of test functions

Testc(Ω) := {u ∈ LIP(Ω) : u ∈ Dom(∆), suppu ⊂ Ω}.

According to Ambrosio, Mondino and Savaré [8, Lemma 6.7], the space Testc(Ω) contains a large
class of nonzero functions. By combining the Poincaré inequality (see Rajala [49]) with an integra-
tion by parts and Hölder inequality, one can find a constant C > 0, depending only on N and m(Ω),
such that for every u ∈ Testc(Ω),

∫

Ω
u2dm+

∫

Ω
|∇u|2dm ≤ C

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm. (2.9)

Moreover, every u ∈ Testc(Ω) admits an L2-Hessian and since (X, d,m) verifies the RCD(0, N)
condition, a Bochner-type estimate implies that

∫

Ω
|Hessu|2HSdm ≤

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm, (2.10)

where |·|HS stands for the Hilbert–Schmidt pointwise norm, see Gigli [31, Corollary 2.10]. Combining
(2.9) and (2.10) we obtain for every u ∈ Testc(Ω) that

‖u‖2W 2,2(Ω,m) :=

∫

Ω
u2dm+

∫

Ω
|∇u|2dm+

∫

Ω
|Hess u|2HSdm ≤ (C + 1)

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm. (2.11)

The latter estimate enables us to define the space of functions H2,2
0 (Ω,m) to be the closure of

Testc(Ω) with respect to the Hilbertian norm

‖u‖
H2,2

0

:=

√

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm.
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By this argument, H2,2
0 (Ω,m) is a natural non-smooth counterpart of the usual Sobolev space

W 2,2
0 (Ω) from the smooth setting of Euclidean/Riemannian manifolds, see Hebey [33, Proposition

3.3]. The following observation is crucial in the study of clamped plates on RCD(0, N) spaces.

Proposition 2.1. Let (X, d,m) be an RCD(0, N) space and Ω ⊂ X be an open bounded domain.
Then

∫

Ω
∆udm = 0, for all u ∈ H2,2

0 (Ω,m). (2.12)

Proof. We first claim that
∫

Ω
∆udm = 0, for all u ∈ Testc(Ω). (2.13)

In order to prove (2.13), let us first observe that there exists an open set of finite perimeter Ω̂ such

that suppu ⊂ Ω̂ ⊂ Ω. Indeed, from the fact that suppu is compactly contained in Ω (which is
a consequence of the boundedness of Ω and the fact that (X, d) is proper), then it is at positive
distance from X \ Ω. The distance function from X \ Ω is 1-Lipschitz and thus, by the co-area

formula (2.4), it follows that L1-a.e. superlevel set has finite perimeter. One can then choose Ω̂ to
be one of such superlevel sets of the distance from X \ Ω with finite perimeter.

By the Gauss–Green formula (2.8), we have that
∫

Ω
∆udm =

∫

Ω̂
∆udm = −

∫

〈trΩ̂(∇u), νΩ̂〉dPer(Ω̂) = 0,

where the last identity follows by the fact that u vanishes in a neighbourhood of ∂Ω̂, and thus
〈trΩ̂(∇u), νΩ̂〉 = 0 Per(Ω̂)-a.e. This completes the proof of (2.13).

Now let us prove (2.12). Fix u ∈ H2,2
0 (Ω,m). By the very definition of H2,2

0 (Ω,m), there exists
a sequence (uk)k ⊂ Testc(Ω) such that ∆uk → ∆u in L2(Ω,m). Recalling that Ω is bounded and
thus it has finite measure, we infer that ∆uk → ∆u in L1(Ω,m) and thus

∫

Ω
∆udm = lim

k→∞

∫

Ω
∆uk dm = 0,

where, in the last identity, we used (2.13). �

2.2. Rearrangements. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space verifying the RCD(0, N) condition
and Ω ⊂ X be an open bounded domain. For a Borel measurable function u : Ω → [0,∞) we consider
its distribution function µ : [0,∞) → [0,m(Ω)] given by

µ(t) = m({u > t}).

Note that µ is non-increasing and left-continuous. Let u# be the generalized inverse of µ given by

u#(s) =

{

ess supu, if s = 0,

inf{t : µ(t) < s}, if s > 0.

For every Borel function u : Ω → [0,∞) the monotone rearrangement u∗ : [0, r] → [0,∞) is defined
as

u∗(s) = u#(ωNsN), s ∈ [0, r],

where r > 0 is chosen so that m(Ω) = ωNrN . If we consider the 1-dimensional model space
([0,∞), deu, σN = NωNrN−1L1), one has that

µ(t) = σN ({u∗ > t}) = L1({u# > t}), for every t > 0,

where deu = | · | is the usual Euclidean distance on [0,∞). The layer cake representation gives that

‖u‖Lp(Ω,m) = ‖u∗‖Lp(Ω∗,σN ), for every p ≥ 1, (2.14)
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where Ω∗ = [0, r], with m(Ω) = σN ([0, r]) = ωNrN . If S ⊂ Ω is open, then a Hardy–Littlewood-type
estimate shows that

‖u‖L1(S,m) ≤ ‖u∗‖L1(S∗,σN ), (2.15)

with equality when S = Ω.

2.3. Sharp isoperimetric inequality on RCD(0, N) spaces. If (X, d,m) is a metric measure
space satisfying the CD(0, N) condition for some N > 1, then the Bishop–Gromov comparison
principle states that the functions

r 7→
m(Br(x))

rN
, r 7→

m
+(Br(x))

rN−1
, r > 0, (2.16)

are non-increasing on [0,∞) for every x ∈ X, see Sturm [51]. An important consequence is that the
asymptotic volume ratio

AVRm = lim
r→∞

m(Br(x))

ωNrN
= lim

r→∞

m
+(Br(x))

NωNrN−1
, (2.17)

is well-defined, i.e., it is independent of the choice of x ∈ X. Here, ωN = π
N
2

Γ(N
2
+1)

is a scaling factor,

which coincides with the volume of the N -dimensional unit ball in R
N , whenever N ∈ N.

If AVRm > 0, we have the sharp isoperimetric inequality on (X, d,m) verifying the curvature-
dimension condition CD(0, N), cf. Balogh and Kristály [15]; namely, for every bounded Borel subset
Ω ⊂ X it holds

Per(Ω) ≥ Nω
1

N
N AVR

1

N
m m(Ω)

N−1

N , (2.18)

and the constant Nω
1

N
N AVR

1

N
m in (2.18) is sharp. We notice that the initial form of (2.18) from [15]

has been proved for the Minkowski content m
+ instead of the perimeter Per; in fact, a suitable

approximation argument also shows the present form, see e.g. Ambrosio, Di Marino and Gigli [3,
Theorem 3.6] or Nobili and Violo [46, Proposition 3.10].

We notice that in the setting of RCD(0, N) spaces, the equality case in (2.18) has been recently
characterized, stating that equality holds in (2.18) for some Ω ⊂ X if and only if the following two
properties simultaneously hold:

(i) X is isometric to an N -Euclidean metric measure cone over an RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space,
i.e., there exists a compact RCD(N − 2, N − 1) metric measure space (Z, dZ ,mZ) such that
(X, d,m) is isometric to the metric measure cone (C(Z), dc, t

N−1dt⊗mZ), where

C(Z) = Z × [0,∞)/(Z × {0})

and dc is the usual cone distance from dZ . Recall that an RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space is an
infinitesimally Hilbertian metric measure space satisfying the CD(N − 2, N − 1) condition,
i.e., having Ricci curvature bounded below by N−2 and dimension bounded above by N−1,
in a synthetic sense. Indeed it was proved by Ketterer [34] that if an RCD(0, N) space X is
an N -cone on a metric measure space Y , then Y is an RCD

∗(N−2, N−1) space; afterwards,
it was proved by Cavalletti and Milman [22] that any RCD

∗(N − 2, N − 1) space satisfies
the (a priori stronger) RCD(N − 2, N − 1) condition.

(ii) Ω is (up to an m-negligible set) a metric ball centered at one of the tips of X; here, the
point Z × {0} is called the tip of the cone.

This characterization has been stated by Antonelli, Pasqualetto, Pozzetta and Violo [10]; for previ-
ous forms with slightly different assumptions, see Antonelli, Pasqualetto, Pozzetta and Semola [9]
and Cavalletti and Manini [21].
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3. Coupled minimization problem: from RCD(0, N) to the model space

3.1. Fine level-set analysis. In this subsection we establish some important, preparatory results
for the level sets of the eigenfunction associated to the variational problem (1.3).

Proposition 3.1. The infimum in (1.3) is achieved.

Proof. By (2.9), we know that H2,2
0 (Ω,m) continuously embeds into H1,2(X, d,m) which in turn,

compactly embeds into L2(X,m), see Gigli, Mondino and Savaré [32]. The existence of a minimizer
for (1.3) follows then by direct methods in calculus of variations, weak compactness and lower

semicontintuity of the norm in the Hilbert space H2,2
0 (Ω,m) to minimize u 7→ ‖u‖H2,2

0

under the

constraint ‖u‖L2(Ω,m) = 1. �

From now on, we denote by u ∈ H2,2
0 (Ω,m) the eigenfunction achieving the infimum in (1.3).

Proposition 3.2. If N ∈ [1, 4), then u has a locally Lipschitz representative in Ω.

Proof. Notice that u ∈ H2,2
0 (Ω,m) solves ∆2u = Λm(Ω)u. Calling v := ∆u, we have that ∆v =

Λm(Ω)u ∈ L2(Ω) and we infer that v ∈ L∞(Ω); note that for this argument, the condition N
2 < 2 was

crucial, see Mondino and Vedovato [44, Theorem 5.1]. The thesis follows from the locally Lipschitz
regularity of the solutions to the Poisson equation, see Jiang [37, Theorem 1.2], combined with the
fact that ∆u = v ∈ L∞(Ω). �

In the rest of the paper, unless otherwise specified, we will always work with the locally Lipschitz
representative of u. This is well-motivated, as in Theorem 1.1 we assume that N < 4. Since u can
have nodal domains, i.e., it could be sign-changing, we consider

Ω+ := {u > 0} = {x ∈ Ω : u(x) > 0} and Ω− := {u < 0} = {x ∈ Ω : u(x) < 0};

similarly, let u+ = max(u, 0) and u− = −min(u, 0) be the positive and negative parts of u, respec-

tively. Let Ω̃ = Ω+ ∪ Ω− and R̃ > 0 be such that ωN R̃N = m(Ω̃). Finally, let a, b ≥ 0 be such
that

ωNaN = m(Ω+) and ωNbN = m(Ω−); (3.1)

thus R̃N = aN + bN . It is clear that R̃ ≤ R, where ωNRN = m(Ω) since we have ωN (RN − R̃N ) =
m({u = 0}) ≥ 0. From (1.3), it follows that

Λm(Ω) =

∫

Ω
(∆u)2dm
∫

Ω
u2dm

≥

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)2dm
∫

Ω̃
u2dm

. (3.2)

Therefore, it is enough to restrict the function u to Ω̃; for simplicity, we still keep the same notation u
for this restriction. The distribution functions of u± are given by µ±(t) = m({u± > t}) together with

their generalized inverses u#± and monotone rearrangements u∗±; in a similar way, we consider (∆u)#±
and (∆u)∗±, respectively. For further use, for t > 0, let rt, ρt > 0 be such that ωNrNt = µ+(t) and

ωNρNt = µ−(t), respectively. It is clear from (3.1) that r0 := limt→0 rt = a and ρ0 := limt→0 ρt = b.

Proposition 3.3. For L1-a.e. t > 0, it holds that
∫

{u±=t}
|∇u|dPer({u± > t}) = −

∫

{u±>t}
∆udm. (3.3)

Proof. The proof follows closely Brué, Pasqualetto and Semola [18, Proposition 6.1], where a similar
result was proved for distance functions. We recall the argument for the reader’s convenience. We
prove the claim for ′+′, the case ′−′ being similar.
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By the Gauss–Green formula (2.8), it holds that

−

∫

{u+>t}
∆udm =

∫

{u=t}
〈tr{u>t}(∇u), ν{u>t}〉dPer({u > t}). (3.4)

We will show that the Radon–Nikodym derivative of 〈tr{u>t}(∇u), ν{u>t}〉dPer({u > t}) with respect

to Per({u > t}) coincides with |∇u| for L1-a.e. t > 0. The claim (3.3) will then follow by Lebesgue
theorem, recalling that the perimeter measure is asymptotically doubling, see Ambrosio [1, Corollary
5.8]. Therefore, we are reduced to show that, for L1-a.e. t > 0, it holds that

lim
r→0+

〈tr{u>t}(∇u), ν{u>t}〉Per{u>t}(Br(x))

Per(Br(x))
= |∇u|(x), Per({u > t})-a.e. x. (3.5)

We claim that (3.5) follows by a blow-up argument, thanks to the next four facts that will be
proved below; namely, for L1-a.e. t > 0 and Per({u > t})-a.e. x ∈ {u = t} the following statements
hold:

(1) x is a regular point for (X, d,m), i.e., (X, d,m) has a unique tangent cone at x, and such a
tangent cone is isomorphic to the Euclidean space R

n for some 1 ≤ n ≤ N ;
(2) x is a regular reduced-boundary point for the finite perimeter set {u > t}, i.e., any blow-up

of {u > t} at x in the sense of finite perimeter sets is a half-space in R
n, see Ambrosio, Brué

and Semola [2, §3];
(3) x is a regular point for u, i.e., any blow-up of the function u at x is a linear function

ux : Rn → R with slope |∇u|(x);
(4) denoting by H

n ⊂ R
n the half-space arising as the blow-up of {u > t} at x in item (2), ux

coincides with the signed distance function from H
n, scaled by the real number |∇u|(x), i.e.,

ux = |∇u|(x) d±
Hn .

Before discussing the validity of statements (1)–(4), let us show that they are sufficient to obtain
(3.5) and thus the thesis. By the Gauss–Green formula (2.8) we know that −〈tr{u>t}(∇u), ν{u>t}〉
coincides with the divergence of the vector field χ{u>t} ∇u, which in turn equals ∆(u−t)+. Assuming
that (1)–(4) hold, the blow-up of {u > t} converges to the half-space H

n, and the function u
converges to |∇u|(x) d±

Hn . In such a limit, it is immediate to verify that

〈trHn(|∇u|(x)∇d±
Hn), νHn〉 = |∇u|(x).

Scaling and stability of the distributional Laplacian then yields (3.5).
It remains to prove that (1)–(4) hold for L1-a.e. t > 0 and Per({u > t})-a.e. x ∈ {u = t}. By the

co-area formula (2.4), it suffices to prove that they are satisfied m-a.e.
Property (1) was proved by Mondino and Naber [42, Corollary 1.2]. Property (2) was established

by Brué, Pasqualetto and Semola [17, Theorem 3.2]. Property (3) follows by Cheeger [24, Theorem
10.2]. We are left to show the validity of (4). To this aim, observe that for all x ∈ {u = t} one has

(u− t)+(x) ≤ 0 and

∫

{u<t}∩Br(x)
(u− t)+ dm = 0. (3.6)

The inequalities in (3.6) are stable under blow-up of the set {u > t} and of the function u, due to
the L1

loc-convergence of the indicator functions of the scaled sets. Therefore, (ux)+ also vanishes
identically on the complement of the blow-up of {u > t} at x. Since the blow-up of {u > t} is the
half-space H

n ⊂ R
n, and the blow-up of u at x is a linear function with slope |∇u|(x), the only

possibility is that (4) holds. �

Proposition 3.4. For L1-a.e. t > 0, it holds

Per2({u± > t}) ≤ µ′
±(t)

∫

{u±>t}
∆udm.
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Proof. The claim is known in the Euclidean setting, see Talenti [53, Appendix, p. 278]. In the
sequel, we provide the proof in the non-smooth setting for the ′+′; the case ′−′ is analogous. For
any h > 0, Cauchy–Schwarz inequality implies

(

1

h

∫

{t<u≤t+h}
|∇u|dm

)2

≤
µ+(t)− µ+(t+ h)

h

1

h

∫

{t<u≤t+h}
|∇u|2dm.

When h → 0, the latter relation and the co-area formula (2.4) imply that

Per2({u± > t}) ≤ −µ′
+(t)

∫

{u=t}
|∇u|dPer({u+ > t}). (3.7)

We conclude combining the last inequality with Proposition 3.3. �

3.2. Nodal decomposition and the appearance of AVRm. In this subsection we prove nodal

decomposition estimates both for the terms

∫

Ω̃
u2dm and

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)2dm, where the asymptotic volume

ratio AVRm plays a crucial role. Let

F+(s) = (∆u)#−(s)− (∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s) and F−(s) = −F+(m(Ω̃)− s), s ∈ [0,m(Ω̃)]. (3.8)

By definition, it follows that at least one of the terms (∆u)#−(s) and (∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s) is zero, i.e.,

(∆u)#−(s)(∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s) = 0, s ∈ [0,m(Ω̃)]. (3.9)

Proposition 3.5. For every t > 0 one has that
∫ µ±(t)

0
F±(s) ds ≥ −

∫

{u±>t}
∆udm.

Proof. Again, we consider the case ′+′, the other one being analogous. Let t > 0 be fixed. It is
enough to prove that

∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#−(s) ds ≥

∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)−dm, (3.10)

and
∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)+dm ≥

∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s) ds. (3.11)

We recall that rt > 0 is such that ωNrNt = µ+(t). Thus, inequality (3.10) follows by a change of
variable and (2.15) as

∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#−(s)ds =

∫ rt

0
(∆u)#−(ωNzN )dσN (z) =

∫ rt

0
(∆u)∗−(z)dσN (z)

≥

∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)−dm,

where we used that {u+ > t}∗ = [0, rt]. The proof of (3.11) is similar. Indeed, if τt > 0 is the

unique number verifying ωNτNt = m(Ω̃) − µ+(t), and St := {u ≤ t} = {x ∈ Ω̃ : u(x) ≤ t}, then

m(St) = m(Ω̃)− µ+(t) = ωNτNt , and a change of variable and (2.15) imply that
∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s)ds =

∫ R̃

τt

(∆u)∗+(z)dσN (z) =

∫ R̃

0
(∆u)∗+(z)dσN (z) −

∫ τt

0
(∆u)∗+(z)dσN (z)

≤

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)+dm−

∫

St

(∆u)+dm =

∫

Ω̃\St

(∆u)+dm

=

∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)+dm.
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By (3.10) and (3.11) one has
∫ µ+(t)

0
F+(s) ds =

∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#−(s) ds−

∫ µ+(t)

0
(∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s) ds

≥

∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)− dm−

∫

{u+>t}
(∆u)+ dm

= −

∫

{u+>t}
∆udm,

which is precisely the required claim. �

Let a and b from (3.1). We consider the functions V+ : [0, a] → R and V− : [0, b] → R defined by

V+(x) =
1

NωN

∫ a

x
ρ1−N

(

∫ ωNρN

0
F+(s)ds

)

dρ, x ∈ [0, a], (3.12)

and

V−(x) =
1

NωN

∫ b

x
ρ1−N

(

∫ ωNρN

0
F−(s)ds

)

dρ, x ∈ [0, b], (3.13)

respectively. The following comparison principle holds:

Proposition 3.6. Let V+ and V− from (3.12) and (3.13), respectively. Then

AVR

2

N
m u∗+ ≤ V+ in [0, a]; (3.14)

AVR

2

N
m u∗− ≤ V− in [0, b]. (3.15)

Proof. We prove (3.14), the estimate (3.15) being similar. Keeping the previous notations, we notice
that in the 1-dimensional model space ([0,∞), deu, σN = NωNrN−1L1), one has that

Per({u∗+ > t}) = Nω
1

N
N µ+(t)

N−1

N = NωNrN−1
t , for every t > 0; (3.16)

thus, by the isoperimetric inequality (2.18) it follows that

AVR

1

N
m Per({u∗+ > t}) ≤ Per({u+ > t}), for every t > 0. (3.17)

By (3.17) and Propositions 3.4 and 3.5, one has for L1-a.e. t > 0 that

AVR

2

N
m Per2({u∗+ > t}) ≤ µ′

+(t)

∫

{u+>t}
∆udm ≤ −µ′

+(t)

∫ µ+(t)

0
F+(s)ds.

Since µ′
+(t) = NωNrN−1

t r′t, the previous relation reads

AVR

2

N
m NωN ≤ −r′tr

1−N
t

∫ ωNrNt

0
F+(s) ds, for L1-a.e. t > 0.

By an integration, it follows that

AVR

2

N
m NωNη ≤ −

∫ η

0
r′tr

1−N
t

∫ ωN rNt

0
F+(s) dsdt, for every η ∈ [0, ess sup u+].

If we change the variable rt = ρ and we recall that r0 = a, it yields

AVR

2

N
m η ≤

1

NωN

∫ a

rη

ρ1−N

(

∫ ωNρN

0
F+(s) ds

)

dρ.
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If rη = x ∈ [0, a], one has that µ+(η) = ωNrNη = ωNxN ; moreover, since u#+ is the generalized
inverse of µ+, it follows that

u∗+(x) = u#+(ωNxN ) = u#+(µ+(η)) = η.

Therefore, for every x ∈ [0, a], from (3.12) we infer that

AVR

2

N
m u∗+(x) ≤

1

NωN

∫ a

x
ρ1−N

(

∫ ωNρN

0
F+(s)ds

)

dρ = V+(x),

which is the required relation (3.14). �

The following result summarizes the constructions in this section; to state it, we consider the
1-dimensional Laplacian for the function V : [0,∞) → R in the model space ([0,∞), deu, σN ), i.e.,

∆0,NV (r) = V ′′(r) +
N − 1

r
V ′(r), r > 0. (3.18)

Theorem 3.1. Let V+ and V− from (3.12) and (3.13), respectively. Then

AVR

4

N
m

∫

Ω̃
u2 dm ≤

∫ a

0
V 2
+ dσN +

∫ b

0
V 2
− dσN , (3.19)

and
∫

Ω̃
(∆u)2 dm =

∫ a

0
(∆0,NV+)

2 dσN +

∫ b

0
(∆0,NV−)

2 dσN . (3.20)

Proof. The proof of (3.19) follows by Proposition 3.6 combined with (2.14); indeed, one has that

AVR

4

N
m

∫

Ω̃
u2dm = AVR

4

N
m

∫

Ω+

u2+dm+ AVR

4

N
m

∫

Ω−

u2−dm

= AVR

4

N
m

∫ a

0
(u∗+)

2dσN + AVR

4

N
m

∫ b

0
(u∗−)

2dσN

≤

∫ a

0
V 2
+dσN +

∫ b

0
V 2
−dσN .

Let us focus now on (3.20). First, due to (3.9) and (2.14), we observe that

∫

m(Ω̃)

0
F 2
+(s)ds =

∫

m(Ω̃)

0

[

(∆u)#−(s)
2 + (∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s)2 − 2(∆u)#−(s)(∆u)#+(m(Ω̃)− s)

]

ds

=

∫ ωN R̃N

0

[

(∆u)#−(s)
2 + (∆u)#+(s)

2
]

ds

=

∫ R̃

0

[

(∆u)∗−(t)
2 + (∆u)∗+(t)

2
]

dσN(t) =

∫

Ω̃

[

(∆u)2− + (∆u)2+
]

dm

=

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)2dm.

On the other hand, by using (3.18), a simple computation shows that

∆0,NV+(r) = −F+(ωNrN), r ∈ (0, a], (3.21)

∆0,NV−(r) = −F−(ωNrN ), r ∈ (0, b]. (3.22)
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Therefore, by (3.21), (3.22) and (3.8), combined with the fact that aN + bN = R̃N , one has that

∫ a

0
(∆0,NV+)

2dσN +

∫ b

0
(∆0,NV−)

2dσN =

∫ a

0
F 2
+(ωNrN)dσN (r) +

∫ b

0
F 2
−(ωNrN )dσN (r)

=

∫ ωNaN

0
F 2
+(s)ds+

∫ ωN bN

0
F 2
−(s)ds

=

∫ ωN R̃N

0
F 2
+(s)ds.

Since m(Ω̃) = ωN R̃N , by combining the above findings, relation (3.20) yields at once. �

In the sequel, we collect the boundary conditions in terms of the functions V+ and V−:

Proposition 3.7. We have the following boundary conditions:

(i) V+(a) = V−(b) = 0;
(ii) V ′

+(a)a
N−1 = V ′

−(b)b
N−1;

(iii) ∆0,NV+(a) + ∆0,NV−(b) = 0.

Proof. Properties from (i) directly follow by the definitions of V+ and V−, see (3.12) and (3.13),

respectively. Property (iii) also follows by (3.21), (3.22) and (3.8), where we use aN + bN = R̃N .

We now prove (ii). By using Proposition 2.1 and the fact that u = 0 outside Ω̃, a similar argument
as in Theorem 3.1 implies that

0 = −

∫

Ω
∆udm = −

∫

Ω̃
∆udm

=

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)−dm−

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)+dm =

∫ R̃

0
(∆u)∗−dσN −

∫ R̃

0
(∆u)∗+dσN

=

∫ R̃

0
(∆u)#−(ωN tN )dσN (t)−

∫ R̃

0
(∆u)#+(ωN tN )dσN (t)

=

∫ ωN R̃N

0
(∆u)#−(s)ds−

∫ ωN R̃N

0
(∆u)#+(s)ds

=

∫ ωN R̃N

0
(∆u)#−(s)ds−

∫ ωN R̃N

0
(∆u)#+(ωN R̃N − s)ds

=

∫ ωN R̃N

0
F+(s)ds =

∫ ωNaN

0
F+(s)ds−

∫ ωNbN

0
F−(s)ds

=

∫ a

0
F+(ωN tN )dσN (t)−

∫ b

0
F−(ωN tN )dσN (t)

= −

∫ a

0
∆0,NV+(t)dσN (t) +

∫ b

0
∆0,NV−(t)dσN (t).

Since a direct computation gives that

∫ a

0
∆0,NV+(t)dσN (t) = NωNV ′

+(a)a
N−1 and

∫ b

0
∆0,NV−(t)dσN (t) = NωNV ′

−(b)b
N−1,

the claim from (ii) follows. �
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We summarize the results from this section. According to (3.2), by Theorem 3.1 we have that

Λm(Ω) ≥

∫

Ω̃
(∆u)2dm
∫

Ω̃
u2dm

≥ AVR

4

N
m

∫ a

0
(∆0,NV+)

2dσN +

∫ b

0
(∆0,NV−)

2dσN
∫ a

0
V 2
+dσN +

∫ b

0
V 2
−dσN

≥ AVR

4

N
m J a,b

N , (3.23)

where

J a,b
N := inf

U,W

∫ a

0
(∆0,NU)2dσN +

∫ b

0
(∆0,NW )2dσN

∫ a

0
U2dσN +

∫ b

0
W 2dσN

, (3.24)

and aN + bN = R̃N with ωN R̃N = m(Ω̃) ≤ m(Ω), while the infimum in the coupled minimization
problem (3.24) is considered for functions U : [0, a] → [0,∞) and W : [0, b] → [0,∞) subject to the
boundary conditions







U(a) = W (b) = 0;
U ′(a)aN−1 = W ′(b)bN−1;
∆0,NU(a) + ∆0,NW (b) = 0.

(3.25)

Slightly modifying the proof of Proposition 3.1 shows that the infimum in (3.24) is achieved.

The goal of the next section is to prove that for every a, b ≥ 0 with aN + bN = R̃N , one has that

J a,b
N ≥ J R̃,0

N = J 0,R̃
N (3.26)

for a certain range of N , i.e., we can algebraically cancel one of the parameters a and b. Note that
in the limit case one has

J R̃,0
N = min

U∈W 2,2
0

((0,R̃),σN )

∫ R̃

0
(∆0,NU)2dσN

∫ R̃

0
U2dσN

, (3.27)

thus, if J R̃,0
N = h4, the Euler–Lagrange equation gives

∆2
0,NU = h4U in [0, R̃],

subject to the clamped boundary conditions U(R̃) = U ′(R̃) = 0. According to (3.18), the classical
solution of the latter fourth order equation is given by

U(s) = s−ν (A1Jν(hs) +A2Iν(hs) +A3Yν(hs) +A4Kν(hs)) , s ∈ (0, R̃],

where Ai ∈ R are some constants, while Jν and Yν are the Bessel functions of first and second kind,
and Iν and Kν are the modified Bessel functions of first and second kind, respectively, of order
ν = N

2 − 1. Since both Yν and Kν have singularities at the origin, they should be canceled, thus

U(s) = s−ν(A1Jν(hs) +A2Iν(hs)) s ∈ (0, R̃]. (3.28)

The boundary conditions U(R̃) = U ′(R̃) = 0 imply that U is nontrivial if

det

[

Jν(hR̃) Iν(hR̃)

J ′
ν(hR̃) I ′ν(hR̃)

]

= 0, (3.29)

to which the first positive solution is h := hν

R̃
, where hν is the first positive root of the cross-product

of Jν and Iν . In particular, (3.28) reduces, up to multiplicative factor, to

U(s) = s−ν

(

Iν(hν)Jν

(

hν
s

R̃

)

− Jν(hν)Iν

(

hν
s

R̃

))

, s ∈ (0, R̃]. (3.30)
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Therefore, once we have the property (3.26), it follows by (3.23) that

Λm(Ω) ≥ AVR

4

N
m J R̃,0

N = AVR

4

N
m

h4ν
R̃4

= AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω̃)

)
4

N

≥ AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω)

)
4

N

, (3.31)

which is precisely the required inequality (1.5).

4. Reducing the coupled minimization: proof of Theorem 1.1

The argument in this section is closely related to the one by Ashbaugh and Benguria [11], where
a careful analysis of Bessel functions is performed. In fact, we want to determine a wider range
of not necessarily integers N > 1 where the aforementioned reduction (3.26) still works in the 1-
dimensional model space ([0,∞), deu, σN ). Although we have numerical evidences for the validity of
(3.26) for every N ∈ (1, N0) with N0 ≈ 3.30417 (see the argument in (4.6)), we face serious technical
difficulties by handling peculiar properties of Bessel functions. However, fine estimates show the
validity of (3.26) when N is close enough to the integer dimensions 2 and 3. In the sequel, we shall
focus on this aspect; for the reader’s convenience we recall the main steps from [11] adapted to our
1-dimensional model space.

4.1. Ashbaugh–Benguria’s argument in the 1-dimensional model space. By (3.23), we
have following variational problem

J a,b
N = min

U,W

∫ a

0
(∆0,NU)2dσN +

∫ b

0
(∆0,NW )2dσN

∫ a

0
U2dσN +

∫ b

0
W 2dσN

=: h4 > 0

for some h = hN (a) > 0, in the 1-dimensional model space ([0,∞), deu, σN ), where aN + bN = R̃N

with ωN R̃N = m(Ω̃) ≤ m(Ω), and the infimum is considered for functions U : [0, a] → [0,∞) and
W : [0, b] → [0,∞) subject to the boundary conditions (3.25). By the previous variational problem,
the Euler–Lagrange equation provides the system of ordinary differential equations

{

∆2
0,NU = h4U in [0, a];

∆2
0,NW = h4W in [0, b],

subject to the boundary conditions (3.25). As before, one has that

U(s) = s−ν(A1Jν(hs) +A2Iν(hs)), s ∈ (0, a],

W (s) = s−ν(B1Jν(hs) +B2Iν(hs)), s ∈ (0, b],

for some constant Ai, Bi ∈ R, i ∈ {1, 2}. According to the boundary conditions (3.25) and basic
recurrence relations for Bessel functions, we have that















A1Jν(ha) +A2Iν(ha) = 0;
B1Jν(hb) +B2Iν(hb) = 0;
(−A1Jν+1(ha) +A2Iν+1(ha))a

ν+1 = (−B1Jν+1(hb) +B2Iν+1(hb))b
ν+1;

(−A1Jν(ha) +A2Iν(ha))a
−ν + (−B1Jν(hb) +B2Iν(hb))b

−ν = 0.

In order not to have a trivial solution to the latter system in Ai, Bi ∈ R, i ∈ {1, 2}, it is necessary
that

det









Jν(ha) Iν(ha) 0 0
0 0 Jν(hb) Iν(hb)

−Jν+1(ha)a
ν+1 Iν+1(ha)a

ν+1 Jν+1(hb)b
ν+1 −Iν+1(hb)b

ν+1

−Jν(ha)a
−ν Iν(ha)a

−ν −Jν(hb)b
−ν Iν(hb)b

−ν









= 0. (4.1)
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If we introduce the notation

Kν(s) = s2ν+1

(

Jν+1

Jν
(s) +

Iν+1

Iν
(s)

)

, (4.2)

equation (4.1) can be written into its equivalent form

Kν(ha) +Kν(hb) = 0. (4.3)

Without loss of generality, by using a usual scaling, we may assume that R̃ = 1, i.e., aN + bN = 1.
Moreover, the latter equation being symmetric in a and b, we may also assume that 0 < a ≤ b < 1.
If h = hν(a) denotes the lowest positive solution of (4.3), our purpose is to prove that

hν(a) > hν , (4.4)

where hν > 0 corresponds to hν(0), which is the first positive root of Kν , being the first positive
root of the cross-product of the Bessel functions Jν and Iν ; indeed, the validity of (4.4) directly
implies (3.26) even with strict inequality when 0 < a ≤ b < 1, thus also the validity of (1.5).

Due to basic properties of Jν , the function Kν has simple poles, denoted by jν,k, k ∈ N. We
first observe that Kν is increasing between any two consecutive poles, see [11], and according to the
limiting properties

Jν(s) ∼
(s

2

)ν 1

Γ(ν + 1)
, Iν(s) ∼

(s

2

)ν 1

Γ(ν + 1)
as s → 0, (4.5)

see relations (10.7.3) and (10.30.1) from [48], we obtain that Kν(0) = 0. In particular, it follows that
no positive zero exists in the interval (0, jν,1/b) for the function h 7→ Kν(ha)+Kν(hb). Moreover, due
to the presence of the second term, it turns out that h 7→ Kν(ha)+Kν(hb) has its first pole in jν,1/b.
The second pole is either jν,1/a (coming from the first term) or jν,2/b (being the second pole of the
second term). In conclusion, it turns out that the first positive zero hν(a) of h 7→ Kν(ha) +Kν(hb)
is situated between jν,1/b and min{jν,1/a, jν,2/b}. In the limiting case when a and b approach each

other (a ր 2−1/N and b ց 2−1/N ), the two poles come arbitrarily close to hν(2
−1/N ), thus

hν(2
−1/N ) = jν,1/2

−1/N .

Therefore, in order to have (4.4), we should have

21/N jν,1 ≥ hν .

Recalling that ν = N
2 − 1, we consider

N0 := sup
{

N > 1 : 21/N jν,1 > hν

}

. (4.6)

Numerical arguments show that N0 ≈ 3.30417. By (4.6), it follows that the present argument does
not work beyond the dimension N0.

First, if we fix N ∈ (0, N0), one has that 21/N jν,1 > hν . In particular, we have hN (a) > hν , i.e.,
(4.4) holds, whenever hν ≤ jν,1/b (the value jν,1/b being the first pole for h 7→ Kν(ha) + Kν(hb)).
Therefore, since aN + bN = 1, it follows that (4.4) holds for b ≤ jν,1/hν , which is equivalent to

a ∈ [(1− (jν,1/hν)
N )1/N , 2−1/N ].

For the complement range of a, property (4.4) also holds once we have that

Kν(hνa) +Kν(hνb) < 0, ∀a ∈ (0, (1 − (jν,1/hν)
N )1/N ). (4.7)

Indeed, since t 7→ Kν(ta)+Kν(tb) is strictly increasing between consecutive poles, by (4.7) we would
have Kν(hνa) + Kν(hνb) < 0 = Kν(hν(a)a) + Kν(hν(a)b), thus hν < hν(a), which is exactly the
expected inequality (4.4) for the remaining case a ∈ (0, (1 − (jν,1/hν)

N )1/N ).



CLAMPED PLATES ON RCD(0, N) SPACES 19

4.2. Concluding the proof of inequality (1.5). In order to prove inequality (1.5), it remains to
study the validity of (4.7), as the latter implies (4.4). We recall that this is known for N ∈ {2, 3},
see [11, Appendix 1]. In order to have (4.7) for a wider range of N , we proceed similarly as in
[11]; although it is expected the validity of (4.7) for every N ∈ (1, N0), there are serious technical
obstructions as we see below. In present paper, we extend this property for dimensions N close to 2
and 3, respectively. To do this, by using Mittag–Leffler representations for the ratios Jν+1/Jν and
Iν+1/Iν , we recall that the validity of (4.7) is guaranteed whenever we prove that

A(ν, a) +B(ν, a) < 0, ∀a ∈ (0, (1 − (jν,1/hν)
N )1/N ), (4.8)

where

A(ν, a) =
h4ν(ab)

4−N − j4ν,1(a
4−N + b4−N )

(j4ν,1 − (hνa)4)((hνb)4 − j4ν,1)
, (4.9)

and

B(ν, a) = a4−N
∑

k≥2

1

j4ν,k − (hνa)4
+ b4−N

∑

k≥2

1

j4ν,k − (hνb)4
, (4.10)

see [11, rels. (45)&(46)], with aN + bN = 1.
On the one hand, due to the fact that ν 7→ jν,1 and ν 7→ hν are continuous functions, and A is

also continuous onD =
{

(ν, a) ∈ R
2 : ν ∈ (−1

2 ,
N0

2 − 1), a ∈ [0, (1 − (jν,1/hν)
N )1/N ]

}

, an elementary

argument shows that the function α : (−1
2 ,

N0

2 − 1) → R given by

α(ν) := max{A(ν, a) : a ∈ [0, (1 − (jν,1/hν)
N )1/N ]}

is upper-semicontinuous. On the other hand, if δν := h4ν/j
2
ν,2, then for every k ≥ 2 and 0 ≤ a, b ≤ 1,

one has that j4ν,k − (hνa)
4 ≥ j4ν,k(1− δν) and j4ν,k − (hνb)

4 ≥ j4ν,k(1− δν), respectively. Therefore,

B(ν, a) ≤
a4−N + b4−N

1− δν

∑

k≥2

1

j4ν,k
.

By the Rayleigh sum
∑

k≥1
1

j4ν,k
= 1

16(ν+1)2(ν+2)
, see e.g. Watson [55], and the fact that a4−N+b4−N ≤

22−
4

N (since aN + bN = 1), it follows that

B(ν, a) ≤
22−

4

N

1− δν

(

1

16(ν + 1)2(ν + 2)
−

1

j4ν,1

)

≡ β(ν).

Clearly, β is continuous in (−1
2 ,

N0

2 − 1).
We recall by Ashbaugh and Benguria [11, Appendix 1] that α(0)+β(0) ≤ −0.00158 (correspond-

ing to N = 2) and α(12 ) + β(12 ) ≤ −0.000417 (corresponding to N = 3); therefore, the upper-

semicontinuity of α + β in (−1
2 ,

N0

2 − 1) implies the existence of ε0 > 0 such that α(ν) + β(ν) < 0

for every ν ∈
(

− ε0
2 ,

ε0
2

)

∪
(

1−ε0
2 , 1+ε0

2

)

, which corresponds to N ∈ (2− ε0, 2 + ε0) ∪ (3 − ε0, 3 + ε0).
In particular, this concludes the proof of (4.8).

Remark 4.1. As we already stated, numerical tests show the validity of (4.8) for every N ∈ (1, N0)
withN0 ≈ 3.30417, suggesting the possibility to extend Theorem 1.1 to the whole range 1 < N < N0.
However, the proof of this claim is non-trivial, due to the presence of the roots of Bessel functions
and their cross-product. In fact, once we are closer and closer to N0, we need finer and finer explicit
estimates for jν,1, jν,2 and hν , respectively, which are not available in the literature (mainly, for
hν). We believe such a problem might be interesting for experts working in the theory of special
functions.
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5. Sharpness and rigidity in the main inequality (1.5): proof of Theorem 1.2

5.1. Sharpness: proof of Theorem 1.2/(i).

In order to prepare the proof, we consider the function

f0(s) = s−ν(AJν(s) +BIν(s)), s ∈ [0, hν ], (5.1)

where ν = N
2 − 1 and B = −AJν(hν)

Iν(hν)
. In fact, at the origin, by using the limiting properties (4.5),

the function f0 is extended by continuity as f0(0) =
A+B

2νΓ(ν+1) . In addition, by construction, one has

that f0(hν) = f ′
0(hν) = 0. In terms of the function f0, one has the following identity

∫ 1

0

[

(N − 1)2

h2νt
2

f ′
0
2
(hνt)− 2(f ′

0f
′′
0 )

′ (hνt) + f ′′
0
2
(hνt)

]

tN−1dt =

∫ 1

0
f2
0 (hνt) t

N−1dt, (5.2)

which can be checked either by direct computation or by the fact that f0 is an extremizer in the
1-dimensional clamped plate problem, i.e., in particular,

∫ hν

0
(∆0,Nf0)

2dσN
∫ hν

0
f2
0dσN

= 1. (5.3)

We now divide the proof into two steps.
Step 1. Equality in (1.5) is achieved for metric balls in metric measure cones. We assume that

X is isometric to an N -Euclidean metric measure cone and Ω is isometric to a metric ball Br(x) for
some r > 0, where x is one of the tips of X. We claim that

Λm (Ω) = AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω)

)
4

N

. (5.4)

Since X is isometric to an N -Euclidean metric measure cone, having the tip x, it turns out that

m(Bs(x)) = AVRmωNsN and m
+(Bs(x)) = AVRmNωNsN−1, for every s ∈ [0, r], (5.5)

and

∆ρ =
N − 1

ρ
on X \ {x},

where ρ = d(x, ·), see e.g. De Philippis and Gigli [27, Proposition 3.7]. In particular, by (5.5) one

has that r = AVR
−1/N
m R, where m(Ω) = ωNRN .

To check (5.4), let u : B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x) → R be the function given by

u(x) = U

(

AVR

1

N
m d(x, x)

)

, x ∈ B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x) ≃ Ω, (5.6)

where U is defined by

U(s) = s−ν
(

Iν(hν)Jν

(

hν
s

R

)

− Jν(hν)Iν

(

hν
s

R

))

, s ∈ (0, R]. (5.7)

Let us observe that u ∈ H2,2
0 (Ω) and

u(x) = c0f0(Cd(x, x)), x ∈ B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x),

where f0 is from (5.1), while c0 = Iν(hν)
(

hν
R

)ν
and C = AVR

1

N
m

hν
R .
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By using these properties, it follows that

Λm

(

B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x)
)

≤

∫

B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x)
(∆u)2dm

∫

B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x)
u2dm

= C4

∫ hν

0
(∆0,Nf0)

2dσN

∫ hν

0
f2
0dσN

= C4 = AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x))

)
4

N

(see (5.3))

≤ Λm

(

B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x)
)

, (see (1.5))

which concludes the proof of (5.4).

Step 2. Sharpness of (1.5) for RCD(0, N) spaces with subharmonic distance function.

By contradiction, assume there is C > AVR

4

N
m such that for every open bounded domain Ω ⊂ X:

Λm(Ω) ≥ C h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω)

)
4

N

. (5.8)

Let x0 ∈ X from the statement of the theorem, the set Ω := BL(x0) for some L > 0 and the
function uL : BL(x0) → R defined by

uL(x) = f0

(

hν
ρ(x)

L

)

, x ∈ BL(x0),

where ρ(x) := d(x0, x) and f0 is from (5.1). By the smoothness of Jν and Iν , it follows that

uL ∈ LIP(BL(x0)). In fact, we also have that uL ∈ H2,2
0 (BL(x0),m), which follows from the

subsequent argument. First, we have by the area formula (2.6) that
∫

BL(x0)
u2L dm =

∫

BL(x0)
f2
0

(

hν
ρ

L

)

dm =

∫ L

0
f2
0

(

hν
s

L

)

m
+(Bs(x0))ds;

thus, by (2.16) one obtains that uL ∈ L2(BL(x0),m). Moreover, by the monotone convergence
theorem and (2.17), the latter relation implies that

lim
L→∞

∫

BL(x0)
u2L dm

LN
= lim

L→∞

∫ 1

0
f2
0 (hνt)m

+(BLt(x0))dt

LN−1
= AVRmNωN

∫ 1

0
f2
0 (hνt) t

N−1dt. (5.9)

On the other hand, according to Gigli [31, rel. (1.44)], one has m-a.e. that

∆uL =
hν
L
f ′
0

(

hν
ρ

L

)

∆ρ+
h2ν
L2

f ′′
0

(

hν
ρ

L

)

|∇ρ|2 =
hν
L
f ′
0

(

hν
ρ

L

)

∆ρ+
h2ν
L2

f ′′
0

(

hν
ρ

L

)

,

where we used the eikonal equation (2.5). Therefore, we have
∫

BL(x0)
(∆uL)

2dm = I + II + III,

where

I :=
h2ν
L2

∫

BL(x0)
f ′
0
2
(

hν
ρ

L

)

(∆ρ)2dm, II := 2
h3ν
L3

∫

BL(x0)
(f ′

0f
′′
0 )
(

hν
ρ

L

)

∆ρdm

and

III :=
h4ν
L4

∫

BL(x0)
f ′′
0
2
(

hν
ρ

L

)

dm.
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Since (X, d,m) is an RCD(0, N) space, the Laplace comparison shows that

∆ρ ≤
N − 1

ρ
on X \ {x0},

see Gigli [30, Corollary 5.15]. By assumption, ρ is subharmonic, i.e., ∆ρ ≥ 0; thus, combining these
facts with the co-area formula (2.6), it follows that

I ≤
(N − 1)2h2ν

L2

∫

BL(x0)
f ′
0
2
(

hν
ρ

L

) 1

ρ2
dm =

(N − 1)2h2ν
L2

∫ L

0
f ′
0
2
(

hν
s

L

) 1

s2
m

+(Bs(x0))ds.

Note that the latter integral is finite, since

f ′
0(s)

s
= s−ν−1(−AJν+1(s) +BIν+1(s)) ∼

−A+B

2ν+1Γ(ν + 2)
as s → 0.

Due to the fact that f ′
0(hν) = 0, we infer that

II = 2
h3ν
L3

∫

BL(x0)
(f ′

0f
′′
0 )
(

hν
ρ

L

)

∆ρdm = −2
h4ν
L4

∫

BL(x0)
(f ′

0f
′′
0 )

′
(

hν
ρ

L

)

|∇ρ|2 dm

= −2
h4ν
L4

∫

BL(x0)
(f ′

0f
′′
0 )

′
(

hν
ρ

L

)

dm = −2
h4ν
L4

∫ L

0
(f ′

0f
′′
0 )

′
(

hν
s

L

)

m
+(Bs(x0))ds.

Collecting these computations and changing variables, it turns out that
∫

BL(x0)
(∆uL)

2dm ≤ L

∫ 1

0

[

(N − 1)2h2ν
L4

f ′
0
2
(hνt)

1

t2
− 2

h4ν
L4

(f ′
0f

′′
0 )

′ (hνt)

+
h4ν
L4

f ′′
0
2
(hνt)

]

m
+(BLt(x0))dt.

Thus, by the monotone convergence theorem, we get that

lim
L→∞

∫

BL(x0)
(∆uL)

2dm

LN−4
≤ AVRmNωNh4ν

∫ 1

0

[

(N − 1)2

h2νt
2

f ′
0
2
(hνt)− 2(f ′

0f
′′
0 )

′ (hνt) + f ′′
0
2
(hνt)

]

tN−1dt.

Combining the latter estimate with relations (5.8), (5.2) and (5.9), we obtain that

C ≤ h−4
ν lim

L→∞
Λm(BL(x0))

(

m(BL(x0))

ωN

)
4

N

≤ h−4
ν lim

L→∞

∫

BL(x0)
(∆uL)

2dm

LN−4

LN

∫

BL(x0)
u2L dm

(

m(BL(x0))

ωNLN

)
4

N

≤ AVR

4

N
m ,

which contradicts our initial assumption C > AVR

4

N
m . �

5.2. Rigidity: proof of Theorem 1.2/(ii). We divide the proof into several steps.

Step 1. If equality is attained in (1.5) then X is an N -Euclidean cone, Ω = Br(x̄) is a metric
ball centered at a tip x̄ of the cone structure of X, and u > 0 on Ω, up to a multiplicative constant;

moreover, r = AVR
−1/N
m R, where m(Ω) = ωNRN .

We assume that an open bounded set Ω ⊂ X saturates inequality (1.5), i.e.,

Λm(Ω) = AVR

4

N
m h4ν

(

ωN

m(Ω)

)
4

N

. (5.10)
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As before, let u : Ω → R be an eigenfunction for Λm(Ω). In particular, due to (5.10) and (3.31), it

follows that m(Ω̃) = m(Ω), i.e., m({u = 0}) = 0, thus R̃ = R. Moreover, according to (3.23) and

(4.4), one cannot have 0 < a, b < R̃ = R, where ωNaN = m(Ω+) and ωNbN = m(Ω−), see (3.1). In
particular, either a = 0 or b = 0, which implies that the eigenfunction u : Ω → R is sign-preserving;
for simplicity, we assume that m(Ω−) = 0, i.e., u > 0 m-a.e. on Ω, thus a = R and b = 0. Since, by
Proposition 3.2, u is continuous on Ω, it follows that

Ω = {u > 0}. (5.11)

A careful analysis of the proof of (1.5) shows that equality has to hold in the isoperimetric inequality
(3.17), i.e.,

Per({u > t}) = Nω
1

N
N AVR

1

N
m m({u > t})

N−1

N for L1-a.e. t ∈ [0,max u]. (5.12)

According to the characterization of the equality case in (2.18), it follows that

(i) X is isometric to an N -Euclidean metric measure cone over an RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space;
(ii) for L1-a.e. t > 0, the super-level sets {u > t} are metric balls Br(t)(x(t)); moreover, X is a

cone with tip at x(t).

Actually, (5.12) and the statement in (ii) can be improved to hold for every t ≥ 0. For t ≥ maxu
the claim is trivial, so let us fix t ∈ [0,max u) and let tk ց t be such that (5.12) holds for each tk. By
monotone convergence, it is easily seen that m({u > tk}) ր m({u > t}) and that the corresponding
characteristic functions converge in L1(X,m). The lower semi-continuity of the perimeter implies

Per({u > t}) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

Per({u > tk}) = lim inf
k→∞

Nω
1

N
N AVR

1

N
m m({u > tk})

N−1

N

= Nω
1

N
N AVR

1

N
m m({u > t})

N−1

N ,

proving the claim, as the converse inequality always holds.
From (5.11), we obtain that Ω = {u > 0} is a metric ball Br(x̄) centred at a tip x̄ for the cone

structure of X; moreover, r = AVR
−1/N
m R, where m(Ω) = ωNRN .

Step 2. If equality is attained in (1.5), then the eigenvalue Λm(Ω) is simple, i.e., the correspond-
ing eigenspace is 1-dimensional.

Let u1, u2 : Ω → R be eigenfunctions relative to Λm(Ω). From step 1, up to a multiplicative
constant, we can assume that both functions are positive in Ω. In particular, both

∫

Ω
u1 dm > 0,

∫

Ω
u2 dm > 0.

Thus there exists c > 0 such that
∫

Ω
u1 dm = c

∫

Ω
u2 dm. (5.13)

Define ū := u1−cu2. Since ∆ is linear (here we used that RCD spaces are infinitesimally Hilbertian),
it is easily seen that either ū is an eigenfunction for Λm(Ω), or it vanishes identically. Assume the
former holds. Then, from step 1, we infer that ū has a fixed sign and thus

∫

Ω ūdm 6= 0, contradicting
(5.13). We conclude that ū ≡ 0 on Ω, and thus u1 and u2 are linearly dependent.

Step 3. Explicit shape of the extremizer(s).
On the one hand, step 1 guarantees that X is an N -Euclidean cone and Ω = Br(x̄) is a metric

ball centered at a tip x̄ of the cone structure of X, with r = AVR
−1/N
m R, where m(Ω) = ωNRN . In

this particular setting, it turns out by step 1 from §5.1 that the function u defined in (5.6) is an
extremizer in (1.5). On the other hand, by step 2, extremizers form a 1-dimensional eigenspace,
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which implies that, up to a multiplicative constant, every eigenfunction realizing equality in (1.5)
has the form

u(x) = U

(

AVR

1

N
m d(x, x)

)

, x ∈ B
AVR

−1/N
m R

(x) ≃ Ω,

with U as in (5.7). �

6. Stability in (1.5): proof of Theorem 1.3

The following lemma will be useful in the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Lemma 6.1 (Upper semi-continuity of AVR under pmGH convergence). Fix N ∈ (1,∞) and let
((Xj , dj ,mj , x̄j))j∈N be a sequence of pointed CD(0, N) metric measure spaces, converging in the

pointed measured Gromov–Hausdorff sense to (Y, dY ,mY , y0).
Then (Y, dY ,mY ) is a CD(0, N) metric measure space and

AVRmY
≥ lim sup

j→∞
AVRmj . (6.1)

Proof. The fact that the limit space (Y, dY ,mY ) is CD(0, N) follows from the stability of the
CD(0, N) condition under pmGH convergence (see [54, Theorem 29.25], after [51, 40]). By the
very definition (1.4) of AVR, for every ε > 0 there exists R̄ > 0 such that

mY (BR̄(y0))

ωN R̄N
≤ AVRmY

+ ε. (6.2)

Combining the pmGH convergence with the CD(0, N) condition, it is readily checked (see for in-
stance [44, Lemma 4.13]) that

mj(BR̄(x̄j)) → mY (BR̄(y0)), as j → ∞. (6.3)

The combination of (6.2) with (6.3) gives that there exists j0 > 0 such that

mj(BR̄(x̄j))

ωNR̄N
≤ AVRmY

+ 2ε, for all j ≥ j0. (6.4)

Since, by Bishop–Gromov theorem, the function r 7→
mj(Br(x̄j))

ωN rN
is monotone decreasing, the in-

equality (6.4) gives that

AVRmj ≤ AVRmY
+ 2ε, for all j ≥ j0.

The claim (6.1) follows. �

Proof of Theorem 1.3.

Step 1. Stability for the shape of an almost optimal space.
Assume by contradiction that Theorem 1.3/(i) does not hold. Then there exists η0 > 0 and a
sequence (Xj , dj ,mj) of RCD(0, N) spaces having asymptotic volume ratio equal to α > 0, admitting

metric balls Brj (x̄j), with m(Brj (x̄j)) = V , and functions uj ∈ H2,2
0 (Br(x̄j)) \ {0} such that

∫

Brj (x̄j)
(∆uj)

2dmj

∫

Brj (x̄j)
u2j dmj

≤ α
4

N h4ν

(ωN

V

)
4

N
+ δj , with δj ց 0, (6.5)

but

dpmGH

(

(Xj , dXj ,mXj , x̄j), (Y, dY ,mY , y0)
)

≥ η0, (6.6)
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for any N -Euclidean metric measure cone (Y, dY ,mY ) over an RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space, where
y0 ∈ Y . Up to multiplying each uj by the normalizing constant 1/‖uj‖L2(Xj ,mj), we can assume
that

∫

Brj (x̄j)
u2j dmj = 1, for all j ∈ N. (6.7)

Notice that (2.9), which can be extended to any H2,2
0 function by density, combined with (6.5) and

(6.7) gives that

sup
j∈N

∫

Brj
(x̄j)

(

|∆uj|
2 + |∇uj |

2
)

dmj < ∞. (6.8)

By Gromov pre-compactness theorem, up to a subsequence, (Xj , dj,mj , x̄j) converge in pmGH
sense to a pointed metric measure space (Y, dY ,mY , y0). By the stability of the RCD(0, N) condition
under pmGH convergence (see [32], after [51, 40, 54, 6]) the limit space (Y, dY ,mY , y0) is RCD(0, N)
as well. Lemma 6.1 yields that

AVRmY
≥ α. (6.9)

The assumptions that AVRmj = α, mj(B1(x̄j)) ≤ v0, mj(Brj (x̄j)) = V combined with Bishop-
Gromov theorem yield a uniform bound on the radii rj:

min

{

1,
V

v0

}1/N

≤ rj ≤

(

V

ωN α

)1/N

.

Thus, up to a subsequence,

rj → r, as j → ∞, min

{

1,
V

v0

}1/N

≤ r ≤

(

V

ωN α

)1/N

. (6.10)

By [44, Lemma 4.13], the convergence (6.10) implies that

mY (Br(y0)) = V. (6.11)

Arguing by density of Testc(Ω) in H2,2
0 (Brj (x̄j)) one can check that, for a function in H2,2

0 (Brj (x̄j)),
the local Laplacian on Brj(x̄j) (obtained via integration by parts in Brj (x̄j)) coincides with the
restriction of the ambient Laplacian (obtained via integration by parts in Xj). Thus, recalling

(6.8), we can apply [7, Theorem 4.4] and obtain that there exists u ∈ H2,2
0 (Br(y0)) such that, up to

a subsequence, uj → u in the H1,2-strong sense, in particular
∫

Br(y0)
u2 dmY = lim

j→∞

∫

Brj (x̄j)
u2j dmj

(6.7)
= 1, (6.12)

and such that ∆uj ⇀ ∆u in the L2-weak sense, giving
∫

Br(y0)
(∆u)2dmY ≤ lim inf

j→∞

∫

Brj (x̄j)
(∆uj)

2dmj. (6.13)

Combining (6.5), (6.9), (6.11), (6.12) and (6.13), we obtain that
∫

Br(y0)
(∆u)2dmY

∫

Br(y0)
u2dmY

≤ AVR

4

N
mY h

4
ν

(

ωN

mY (Br(y0)

)
4

N

. (6.14)

By the very definitions, (6.14) yields that Br(y0) ⊂ Y achieves the equality in (1.5). The rigidity
proved in Theorem 1.2/(ii) implies that (Y, dY ,mY ) is an N -Euclidean metric measure cone over an
RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space, contradicting (6.6).
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The proof of (1.9) can be performed via an analogous argument by contradiction, after recalling
the convergence of the radii rj → r as in (6.10) and the fact that the limit domain Br(y0) ⊂ Y must

be a ball of radius r = α−1/NR, with R = (V/ωN )1/N , thanks to Theorem 1.2/(ii).

Step 2. Stability for the shape of an almost optimal function.
Assume by contradiction that Theorem 1.3/(ii) does not hold. Then there exists η0 > 0, a se-
quence of RCD(0, N) spaces (Xj , dj,mj) admitting metric balls Brj(x̄j), with mj(Brj (x̄j)) = V ,

and functions uj ∈ H2,2
0 (Brj (x̄j)) \ {0} as in step 1, such that (6.5) holds and, for any sequence

(cj)j∈N ⊂ R,

‖uj − cj ūj‖H1,2(Xj ,dj ,mj)

‖uj‖L2(Xj ,mj)
≥ η0, for all j ∈ N, (6.15)

where uj is extended to the value 0 outside of Brj(x̄j), and ūj is defined by

ūj(x) = u∗
(

α
1

N dj(x̄j , x)
)

, for all x ∈ Bα−1/NR(x̄j), ū(x) = 0 otherwise,

u∗ being given in (1.6) and R = (V/ωN )1/N .
Up to multiplying each uj by the normalizing constant 1/‖uj‖L2(Xj ,mj), we can assume that (6.7)

holds. Repeating verbatim step 1, we get that there exists (Y, dY ,mY ), an N -Euclidean metric

measure cone over an RCD(N − 2, N − 1) space, a metric ball Br(y0) ⊂ Y , and u ∈ H2,2
0 (Br(y0))

satisfying (6.14) and such that uj → u in the H1,2-strong sense.
By the rigidity Theorem 1.2/(ii), we infer that there exists c ∈ R such that u = c ū, where

ū(y) = u∗
(

α
1

N dY (y0, y)
)

, for all y ∈ Bα−1/NR(y0), ū(y) = 0 otherwise.

Thanks to Nobili and Violo [47, Lemma 7.2], we know that ūj → ū in the L2-strong sense and thus

‖uj − c ūj‖L2(Xj ,mj) → 0, as j → ∞. (6.16)

We finally estimate the gradient norms. From the chain rule for weak gradients and the eikonal

equation (2.5), i.e., |∇dY (y0, ·)| = 1, mY -a.e., we get that |∇ū| = α
1

N |(u∗)′| ◦ (α
1

N dY (y0, ·)) on

Bα−1/NR(y0) and equal to 0 elsewhere. Analogously, we have that |∇ūj | = α
1

N |(u∗)′| ◦ (α
1

N dj(x̄j , ·))
on Bα−1/NR(x̄j) and equal to 0 elsewhere. Applying again Nobili and Violo [47, Lemma 7.2], we
obtain that |∇ūj | → |∇ū| in the L2-strong sense. This means that the convergence of ūj to ū is
H1,2-strong. Moreover, also the convergence of uj to u = c ū is H1,2-strong. It follows that

‖uj − c ūj‖H1,2(Xj ,dj ,mj) → 0, as j → ∞, (6.17)

contradicting (6.15). �

7. Examples

In this section we provide some examples which support the applicability of our results. We start
with an example from the smooth setting.

Example 7.1. Let n ∈ {2, 3} and f : [0,∞) → [0, 1] be a smooth non-increasing function with
f(0) = 1 and lims→∞ f(s) = a ∈ (0, 1]. The rotationally invariant metric on R

n is given by

g = dr2 + F 2(r)dθ2, (7.1)

where F (r) =

∫ r

0
f(s)ds; here, dθ2 stands for the standard metric on the unit (n− 1)-dimensional

sphere S
n−1 ⊂ R

n. According to Carron [20], the Ricci curvature of the Riemannian manifold
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(Rn, g) is non-negative. By using twice the monotone L’Hôspital rule – as an alternative proof of
Bishop–Gromov comparison principle – one has that the function

r 7→

∫ r

0
Fn−1(s)ds

rn

is non-increasing on [0,∞); in particular, due to Balogh and Kristály [15] one has that

AVRmg = lim
R→∞

n

∫ R

0
Fn−1(s)ds

Rn
= an−1 > 0.

Accordingly, Theorem 1.1 can be applied, obtaining the main inequality (1.5).
Moreover, if ρ(x) = dg(0, x), where dg is the metric function inherited from the Riemannian

manifold (Rn, g), it turns out that the Laplace–Beltrami operator for ρ is

∆gρ = (n− 1)
f(ρ)

F (ρ)
≥ 0.

Therefore, one can apply Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. In particular, if equality holds in (1.5) for some
open bounded set Ω ⊂ R

n, then we necessarily have that

AVRmg = lim
R→0

n

∫ R

0
Fn−1(s)ds

Rn
= 1,

i.e., a = 1, which implies that f ≡ 1 and the metric g from (7.1) turns out to be the canonical
metric in R

n, n ∈ {2, 3}, which is precisely the setting of Ashbaugh and Benguria [11].

We now present an example on cones in Euclidean spaces.

Example 7.2. Let n ≥ 1 be an integer, Σ ⊆ R
n be an open convex cone with vertex at the origin

and let w be a continuous function in Σ, positive in Σ, and positively homogeneous of degree α ≥ 0
such that the function w1/α is concave in Σ when α > 0 (if α = 0, we consider w to be constant).
If m = wLn, then the above concavity property implies that (Σ, deu,m) is a CD(0, N) space with
N = n + α, see Villani [54] and Cabré, Ros-Oton and Serra [19, Remark 1.4]; in fact, a standard
argument also shows that (Σ, deu,m) is an RCD(0, N) space. Various examples for cones Σ and
functions w which verify the above properties can be found in Cabré, Ros-Oton and Serra [19, §2]
and Balogh, Gutiérrez and Kristály [14, §4].

By the homogeneity of w, one has that

AVRm =

∫

BΣ
1
(0)

wdLn

ωN
> 0,

where BΣ
1 (0) is the unit ball in Σ with center at 0 ∈ Σ. If N = n + α is close enough to 2 or 3 in

the sense of Theorem 1.1, we have the inequality (1.5).
Moreover, since ∆u = w−1div(w∇u) on Σ, one has for ρ(x) = |x| = deu(0, x) that ∆ρ = N−1

ρ ≥ 0

on Σ; thus, we may apply the sharpness and rigidity results from Theorem 1.2.

Another example is provided by Euclidean cones in the sense of Bacher and Sturm [13] and
Ketterer [34], which already appeared in the characterization of the equality case in the isoperimetric
inequality (2.18), see §2.3.

Example 7.3. Let N > 1 and consider a compact metric measure space (Z, dZ ,mZ) with diameter
not greater than π, verifying the RCD(N − 2, N − 1) condition. Let (C(Z), dc,mc) be the metric
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measure cone over Z, where C(Z) = Z × [0,∞)/(Z × {0}), mc = tN−1dt⊗ mZ and dc is the cone
metric given by

dc((x, s), (y, t)) =
√

s2 + t2 − 2st cos dZ(x, y), (x, s), (y, t) ∈ C(z).

One can prove that (C(Z), dc,mc) verifies the RCD(0, N) condition and

AVRmc =
mZ(Z)

NωN
> 0.

Moreover, ∆ρ = N−1
ρ ≥ 0 on C(Z), where ρ = dc(·, (y, t)), the point (y, t) being a tip of C(Z).

Therefore, our results can be applied for the required range of N .
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[18] E. Brué, E. Pasqualetto, D. Semola, Constancy of the dimension in codimension one and locality of the unit
normal on RCD(K,N) spaces. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci. (5) XXIV (2023), 1765–1816.
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[36] A. Kristály, Lord Rayleigh’s conjecture for vibrating clamped plates in positively curved spaces. Geom. Funct.
Anal. 32 (2022), no. 4, 881–937.

[37] R. Jiang, Lipschitz continuity of solutions of Poisson equations in metric measure space. Potential Anal. 37 (2012),
no. 3, 281–301.

[38] R. Leylekian, Towards the optimality of the ball for the Rayleigh conjecture concerning the clamped plate. Arch.
Ration. Mech. Anal. 248 (2024), no. 2, Paper No. 28, 35 pp.

[39] R. Leylekian, Sufficient conditions yielding the Rayleigh Conjecture for the clamped plate. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl.
(2024). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10231-024-01454-y

[40] J. Lott, C. Villani, Ricci curvature for metric measure spaces via optimal transport. Ann. of Math. (2) 169 (3)
(2009), 903–991.

[41] M. Miranda, Jr., Functions of bounded variation on “good” metric spaces. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 82 (2003),
pp. 975–1004.

[42] A. Mondino, A. Naber, Structure theory of metric measure spaces with lower Ricci curvature bounds. J. Eur.
Math. Soc. 21 (2019), no. 6, 1809–1854.

[43] A. Mondino, D. Semola, Polya-Szego inequality and Dirichlet p-spectral gap for non-smooth spaces with Ricci
curvature bounded below. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 137 (2020), 238–274.

[44] A. Mondino, M. Vedovato, A Talenti-type comparison theorem for RCD(K,N) spaces and applications. Calc.
Var. 157 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1007/s00526-021-01971-1.

[45] N.S. Nadirashvili, Rayleigh’s conjecture on the principal frequency of the clamped plate. Arch. Ration. Mech.
Anal. 129 (1) (1995) 1–10.

[46] F. Nobili, I.Y. Violo, Rigidity and almost rigidity of Sobolev inequalities on compact spaces with lower Ricci
curvature bounds, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 61 (2022), no. 5, Paper No. 180, 65 pp.

[47] F. Nobili, I.Y. Violo, Stability of Sobolev inequalities on Riemannian manifolds with Ricci curvature lower bounds.
Adv. Math. 440 (2024), Paper No. 109521, 58 pp.

[48] F.W.J. Olver, D.W. Lozier, R.F. Boisvert, C.W. Clark (Eds.), NIST Handbook of Mathematical Functions,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.
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