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Hodge-Laplacian Eigenvalues on Surfaces with Boundary

Muravyev Mikhail

Abstract

Recently Rohleder proposed a new variational approach to an inequality between the

Neumann and Dirichlet eigenvalues in the simply connected planar case using the language

of classical vector analysis. Writing his approach in terms of differential forms permits to

generalize these results to a much broader context. The spectrum of the absolute boundary

problem for the Hodge-Laplacian on a Riemannian manifold with boundary is presented

as a union of the spectra of the absolute boundary problem on the spaces of closed and

co-exact forms. An inequality for the eigenvalues of the absolute boundary problem for the

Hodge-Laplacian and the Dirichlet boundary problem for the Laplace-Beltrami operator in

the Euclidean case is obtained using this presentation. The Rohleder’s results are obtained

as corollaries of a more general theorem.

1 Introduction

Let us consider the following classical question in Spectral Theory in Riemannian Geom-
etry. Given a compact Riemannian manifold with a nonempty boundary, how many Neumann
eigenvalues are less then the k-th Dirichlet eigenvalue? This question is related, for example, to
the the investigation of maxima and minima of eigenfunctions and the hot spots conjecture [8].

Consider a compact oriented Riemannian manifold M with a boundary ∂M. In this case,
the spectra of the Dirichlet and Neumann boundary problems for the Laplace-Beltrami operator
are discrete sets without limit points other than +∞. In particular, any Dirichlet or Neumann
eigenvalue has finite multiplicity, see [7, Theorem 2.1.39]. Let us denote the ordered eigenvalues
of the Dirichlet boundary problem (Dirichlet eigenvalues) by

0 < λ1 < λ2 ≤ λ3 ≤ . . . ,

and the ordered eigenvalues of the Neumann boundary problem (Neumann eigenvalues) by

0 = µ1 < µ2 ≤ µ3 ≤ . . . .

The eigenvalues are counted accordingly to their multiplicities for both boundary problems,
i.e. each eigenvalue is written exactly as many times as the dimension of the corresponding
eigenspace. Classical variational descriptions of eigenvalues imply immediately that

∀k ∈ N µk < λk.

However, a stronger statement,
∀k ∈ N µk+1 ≤ λk,

is true for M ⊂ R
n. It was proven by Friedlander in paper [3]. Later, Filonov proved in paper

[2] that under the same condition there is a strict inequality,

∀k ∈ N µk+1 < λk.

For convex Euclidean domains even stronger inequalities are known. If M ⊂ R
2 is a convex

domain with C2-smooth boundary, then the inequality

∀k ∈ N µk+2 < λk (1)
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holds, it was proven by Payne in [10]. Levine and Weinberger showed in [6] that for a convex
M ⊂ R

n whose boundary is C2-smooth with Hölder continuous second derivatives the following
estimate holds,

∀k ∈ N µk+n < λk.

As remarked in [6], it can be concluded by approximation argument that the inequality

∀k ∈ N µk+n ≤ λk,

holds for any convex bounded domain M ⊂ R
n.

The index of the Neumann eigenvalue in the inequality above cannot be greater than k + n
without reducing the generality of the result. For instance, for a flat disk one has µ4 > λ1.
However, conditions on M can still be weakened. For example, Rohleder in his recent work [12]
proved that the convexity condition can be weakened to simply connectedness in case dimM = 2.
Rohleder’s work is interesting not only for its progress in the problem described above, but also
because his proof is based on a joint variational description for the Neumann and Dirichlet
eigenvalues.

Definition 1.1. Consider two nondecreasing sequences A = {ai}
+∞
i=1 and B = {bi}

+∞
i=1 such that

neither A nor B have limit points but +∞. We define an ordered disjoint union of A and B as
a nondecreasing sequence C = {ci}

+∞
i=1 such that for any r ∈ R we have

#{ci = r|i ∈ N} = #{ai = r|i ∈ N}+#{bi = r|i ∈ N}.

Here #X is the cardinality of the set X. We denote such a union by the square cup,

C := A ⊔B.

Let us denote the ordered disjoint union of the Dirichlet spectrum and the nonzero part of
the Neumann spectrum as follows,

{ηk}
+∞
k=1 = {λk}

+∞
k=1 ⊔ {µk}

+∞
k=2.

Then the following variational description holds.

Theorem 1.2 (Rohleder, [12, Theorem 4.1]). Let M ⊂ R
2 be a bounded simply connected planar

domain. Then

ηk = min
Wk⊂Ha,

dim(Wk)=k

max
v∈Wk

∫

M

(

div 2(v) + |ω(v)|2
)

∫

M

|v|2
,

where ω(v) = ∂1v2 − ∂2v1 is the vorticity of a vector field v and Ha is the space of all vector
fields v ∈ L2(M)2 such that divv, ω(v) ∈ L2(M) and v|∂M is tangent to the boundary.

Another recent Rohleder’s result concerns the problem of finding the eigenvalues of the
curl curl operator. Let M ⊂ R

3 be a compact Euclidean domain with Lipschitz boundary ∂M,
and consider a vector field u ∈ Γ(TM). The problem is given by the following system,











curl curl u = θu in M,

div u = 0 in M,

u× ν = 0 on ∂M.

(2)

Here ν is an exterior normal vector.

Let {θk}
+∞
k=1 be the spectrum of problem (2). Then we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 1.3 (Rohleder, [13, Theorem 3.1]). Let M ⊂ R
3 be a bounded connected Euclidean

domain. Then for any k ∈ N it is true that

θ2k+1 6 λk.

Both of the Rohleder‘s approaches use the similar technique, but none of them is universal,
and each time Rohleder constructs an auxiliary operator anew.

In this paper we move from vector fields used by Rohleder to differential forms and obtain
Theorems 3.10 and 4.1. In Section 4 we show that Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 are special cases of
Theorem 4.1. Now let us introduce Theorems 3.10 and 4.1.

Consider the absolute boundary condition on the space of all differential p-forms. This
problem is given by the following system











∆pω = αω,

nω = 0,

ndω = 0,

where ∆p is the Hodge-Laplace operator and nω = 0 means that form ω is “tangential” to the
boundary ∂M . For a precise definition of nω see Section 2.

Let D be some set of differential p-forms. We denote the spectrum of the absolute boundary
problem restricted to L2D by specA(D).

Theorem 1.4 (Theorem 3.10). Let M be a compact oriented Riemannian manifold with a
boundary ∂M . Then

specA(Ω
p
N (M)) = specA(cE

p
N (M)) ⊔ specA(C

p
N (M)).

Moreover, if M is simply connected, then

specA(cE
p
N (M)) = specA(C

p+1
N (M)).

Here Ωp
N (M) is a space of all p-forms ω such that nω = 0, Cp

N (M) is a space of all closed
p-forms ω such that nω = 0 and cEp

N (M) is a space of all co-exact p-forms ω such that nω = 0.

Theorem 1.5 (Theorem 4.1). Let M ⊂ R
n be a compact Euclidean domain with a smooth

boundary ∂M. Let {θk}
+∞
k=1 := specA(C

n−1
N (M)). Let {λk}

+∞
k=1 be the Dirichlet spectrum of M .

Then for any m ∈ N the following inequality holds,

θ(n−1)m+1 6 λm.

Remark 1.6. This paper is an extended English version of the author’s M.Sc. thesis [9] pub-
lished on-line in Russian in the summer 2024.

Remark 1.7. There is a recent preprint [4] by M. Fries, M. Goffeng and G. Miranda. The
results of [4] highly intersects with ones of the present paper. However the results of the present
paper are obtained independently and by using another technique.

Remark 1.8. There is another recent preprint [5] by B. Hua, F. Munch, and H. Zhang appeared
on the arxiv the same day as the first version of the present paper. The Rohleder’s result is
generalized in [5] from Euclidean domains to hyperbolic surfaces. The proposed generalization
of an index shift in (1) uses the first Betti number. Unlike [5], the present paper is devoted to
generalizing to the case of an arbitrary dimension of M .

2 Basic facts and notations

Instead of a Euclidean domain let us consider an n-dimensional compact oriented Riemannian
manifold (M, g) with a boundary ∂M . Let Ωp(M) be the space of all smooth differential p-forms
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on M . We denote the differential, the co-differential and Hodge star operators by d, δ and ∗
respectively. It is worth to recall, that

δ = (−1)n(p+1)+1 ∗ d∗,

∗∗ = (−1)p(p−n).

Also, Ωp(M) can be equipped with the L2 inner product

〈ω, η〉 =

∫

M

ω ∧ ∗η.

In the case, when ∂M = ∅ operators d and δ are adjoint, but in general we have the following
variation of Stokes‘ formula.

〈dω, η〉 =

∫

M

dω ∧ ∗η =

∫

M

ω ∧ ∗δη +

∫

∂M

ω ∧ ∗η = 〈ω, δη〉+

∫

∂M

ω ∧ ∗η. (3)

We write Cp(M) and cCp(M) for the subspaces of Ωp(M) consisting of closed and co-closed
p-forms, i.e.

Cp(M) := {η ∈ Ωp|dη = 0},

cCp(M) := {η ∈ Ωp|δη = 0},

and we write Ep(M) and cEp(M) for the subspaces of exact and co-exact p-forms, i.e.

Ep(M) := {η ∈ Ωp|η = dω, ω ∈ Ωp−1(M)},

cEp(M) := {η ∈ Ωp|η = δω, ω ∈ Ωp−1(M)}.

Intersections of these spaces are denoted by a juxtaposition of symbols. For example,
CcCp(M) = Cp(M) ∩ cCp(M).

The main operator we use is the Hodge-Laplace operator,

∆p : Ωp(M) → Ωp(M),

∆p := δd+ dδ.

It is well-known that the Hodge-Laplace operator, acting on 0-forms, coincides with the
Laplace-Beltrami operator, i.e.

∆0 = ∆.

In the case when M has a nonempty boundary, the Hodge-Laplace operator acting on whole
Ωp(M) is not self-adjoint, so we need some boundary condition for p-forms. We define the map

t : Γ (Λp (T ∗M) |∂M ) −→ Γ (Λp (T ∗M) |∂M )

by a formula

tη(X1, ..., Xp) = η(X
||
1 , ..., X

||
p ), ∀X1, ...Xp ∈ Γ (TM |∂M ) ,

where X = X || +X⊥ is the decomposition of the vector field X along ∂M . Then we define the
map n as

n : Γ (Λp (T ∗M) |∂M ) −→ Γ (Λp (T ∗M) |∂M ) ,

nη = η|∂M − tη.

Remark 2.1. Let i : ∂M → M be the inclusion map of the boundary. Abusing notation, tη
is sometimes identified with the pullback i∗ of the form η. Note that tη belongs to the space
Γ (Λp (T ∗M) |∂M ) but i∗η belongs to the space Ωp(∂M), and since they are two different spaces
we cannot have tη equal to i∗η. The case of n and ιν is similar. The following two propositions
clarify why these identifications still make sense.
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Proposition 2.2 ([1, Proposition 5.1]). Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary,
let i : ∂M → M be the inclusion map of the boundary, and let η ∈ Ωp(M). Then

tη = 0 ⇔ i∗η = 0.

Proposition 2.3. Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary, let ν be the outward
normal vector to the boundary, and let η ∈ Ωp(M). Then

nη = 0 ⇔ ινη = 0.

⊳ If nη = 0 then η|∂M = tη, so

ινη(X1, X2, . . . ) = η(ν,X1, X2, . . . )|∂M = tη(ν,X1, X2, . . . ) =

= η(0, X
||
1 , X

||
2 , . . . ) = 0.

Note that X⊥ = f · ν, where f is a function. So, due to linearity,

nη(X
||
1 +X⊥

1 , X
||
2 +X⊥

2 , . . . ) = (η(X
||
1 +X⊥

1 , X
||
2 +X⊥

2 , . . . )− η(X
||
1 , X

||
2 , . . . ))|∂M

is a sum of terms of form fj · ινη(ν, ν, ..., X
||
i1
, X

||
i2
, ...). Therefore, if ινη = 0 we have nη = 0. ⊲

We say that a p-form η satisfies the Dirichlet boundary condition if tη = 0. If nη = 0, we
say that η satisfies the Neumann boundary condition. The corresponding subspaces of Ωp(M)
are denoted by Ωp

D(M) and Ωp
N (M), i.e.

Ωp
D (M) = {η ∈ Ωp (M) |tη = 0} ,

Ωp
N (M) = {η ∈ Ωp (M) |nη = 0} .

Note that the Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions for p-forms do not generalize the
Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions for functions. Indeed, Ω0

N = C∞(M) is just the
space of all C∞-smooth functions. Moreover, restriction from Ωp to Ωp

N or Ωp
D is still not enough

to obtain a self-adjoint operator. However, these conditions still have some good properties.

Proposition 2.4 ([1, Proposition 5.2]). Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary
and η ∈ Ωp(M). Then

∗(nη) = t(∗η),

∗(tη) = n(∗η).

Lemma 2.5. Consider ω ∈ Ωp
N (M) and η ∈ Ωp+1

N (M) then

〈dω, η〉 = 〈ω, δη〉.

⊳ Indeed, we have
∫

∂M

ω ∧ ∗η = 0 due to t ∗ η = 0. Applying (3) we get

〈dω, η〉 = 〈ω, δη〉+

∫

∂M

ω ∧ ∗η = 〈ω, δη〉.

⊲

Proposition 2.6 ([1, Proposition 5.4]). Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary.
Then

• the differential d : Ωp(M) → Ωp+1(M) preserves the Dirichlet boundary condition,

• the co-differential δ : Ωp(M) → Ωp−1(M) preserves the Neumann boundary condition.
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Some more notation for different subspaces of Ωp(M),

Ep
D = d

(

Ωp−1
D (M)

)

= {η ∈ Ωp (M) |η = dζ, ζ ∈ Ωp−1
D (M)};

cEp
N = δ

(

Ωp+1
N (M)

)

= {η ∈ Ωp (M) |η = δζ, ζ ∈ Ωp+1
N (M)};

Cp
D (M) = Cp (M) ∩ Ωp

D (M) ;

cCp
D (M) = cCp (M) ∩ Ωp

D (M) ;

Cp
N (M) = Cp (M) ∩ Ωp

N (M) ;

cCp
N (M) = cCp (M) ∩ Ωp

N (M) .

Unfortunately, Ωp(M) is not complete with respect to this inner product.

Definition 2.7. Consider a subset A ⊆ Ωp(M). We denote L2-completion of A by L2A.

Now we can present some decomposition results.

Theorem 2.8 (Hodge-Morrey decomposition, [15, Theorem 2.4.2]). The space L2Ωp (M) de-
composes into the L2-orthogonal direct sum

L2Ωp (M) = L2Ep
D (M)⊕ L2CcCp (M)⊕ L2cEp

N (M) .

Lemma 2.9. The spaces L2Cp
N (M) and L2cEp

N (M) are orthogonal to each other.

⊳ Due to the Cauchy-Bunyakovsky inequality, it suffices for us to check that Cp
N (M) ⊥

cEp
N (M). Let ω ∈ Cp

N (M), and η ∈ cEp
N (M). Then dω = 0 and there is such a ξ ∈ Ωp+1

N that
η = δξ. Then

〈ω, η〉 = 〈ω, δξ〉 =

∫

M

ω ∧ ∗δξ =

∫

M

dω ∧ ∗ξ −

∫

∂M

ω ∧ ∗ξ = 0 + 0 = 0.

So, Cp
N (M) is orthogonal to cEp

N (M), and ,therefore, L2Cp
N (M) is orthogonal to L2cEp

N (M). ⊲

Lemma 2.10. The space L2Ωp
N (M) can be decomposed into the following orthogonal direct sum,

L2Ωp
N (M) = L2Cp

N (M)⊕ L2cEp
N (M).

⊳ Let π be the projection map

π : L2Ωp(M) → L2Ωp
N (M).

Recall the Hodge-Morrey decomposition for L2Ωp(M),

L2Ωp(M) = L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)⊕ L2cEp

N (M).

We have
(

L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)

)

⊂ L2Cp(M),

so
π
(

L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)

)

⊂ L2Cp
N (M).

Due to Lemma 2.9, we have L2Cp
N (M) ⊥ L2cEp

N (M), so

L2Cp
N (M) ⊂

(

L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)

)

and π(L2Cp
N (M)) = L2Cp

N (M), which means that

π
(

L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)

)

= L2Cp
N (M)

and

Ωp
N (M) = π

(

L2Ep
D(M)⊕ L2CcCp(M)⊕ L2cEp

N (M)
)

= L2Cp
N (M)⊕ L2cEp

N (M).

⊲

6



3 Boundary problems

We make a great use of the following two boundary condition for the Hodge Laplacian
acting on L2Ωp

N (M) and L2Ωp
0(M) := L2(Ωp

N (M) ∩Ωp
D(M)).

3.1 Absolute boundary condition

The boundary problem










∆pω = αω,

nω = 0,

ndω = 0,

for the Hodge-Laplace operator and the corresponding boundary condition are called absolute.
For reference see [14], [16, Sections 5.8 - 5.9].

We will call eigenvalues and eigenforms of the system above the absolute eigenvalues and
the absolute eigenforms. Also, we will denote the space of all smooth p-forms with absolute
boundary condition as follows,

Ωp
A(M) := {ω|ω ∈ Ωp(M),nω = 0,ndω = 0}.

Proposition 3.1 ([16, Proposition 5.9.7]). Eigenvalues of the absolute boundary problem form
a discrete set and have no accumulation points but +∞. Moreover, the corresponding eigenforms
are analytic and can be chosen to form an orthonormal basis of L2Ωp

N (M).

We will denote the ordered eigenvalues of the absolute boundary problem counted according
to their multiplicities by

α1 ≤ α2 ≤ · · · ≤ αk ≤ . . .

Proposition 3.2 ([16, Section 5.9]). The Hodge Laplacian with the absolute boundary have the
following quadratic form,

q[v, u] := 〈∆pu, v〉L2 = 〈du, dv〉L2 + 〈δu, δv〉L2 .

Corollary 3.3. There is the following variational description for {αk}
+∞
k=1,

αk = min
Wk⊂L2Ωp

N
(M),

dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
.

Lemma 3.4. The differential operator d maps Ωp
A(M) to Ωp+1

A (M).

⊳ Let ω be an absolute p-form, then nω = ndω = 0. Moreover, ddω = 0. Therefore,

{

ndω = 0,

nddω = 0.

In the other words, dω belongs to Ωp+1
A (M). ⊲

Definition 3.5. We define the spaces of closed and exact absolute as follows,

Cp
A(M) = {ω|ω ∈ Ωp

A(M), dω = 0},

Ep
A(M) = Imd(Ω

p−1
A ).

Definition 3.6. We define the absolute cohomology as follows,

Hp
A(M) := Cp

A(M)/Ep
A(M).
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The quotion space in the definition above make sense due to Lemma 3.4 .

Definition 3.7. We define the space of absolute harmonic p-forms as follows:

Hp
A(M) := {ω ∈ Ωp

A(M)|dω = δω = 0}.

Proposition 3.8 ([16, Proposition 5.9.10]). Consider the space of absolute harmonic p-forms
Hp

A(M) and the absolute cohomology Hp
A(M), then

Hp
A(M) ∼= Hp

A(M).

Hence, in the simply connected case

Hp
A(M) = {0}.

Now let us move to the main result of this paper.

Definition 3.9. Let D be a subset of Ωk
N . We denote the spectrum of the absolute boundary

problem restricted to L2D by specA(D).

Theorem 3.10. Let M be a compact oriented Riemannian manifold with a boundary ∂M . Then

specA(Ω
p
N (M)) = specA(cE

p
N (M)) ⊔ specA(C

p
N (M)).

Moreover, if M is simply connected, then

specA(cE
p
N (M)) = specA(C

p+1
N (M)).

⊳ Due to Proposition 3.1 there is an orthonormal basis Ap of the space L2Ωp
N(M), where

Ap consists only of the absolute eigenforms. Let us show that Ap can be chosen in a form
Ap = Ap

cE ∪ Ap
C , where Ap

cE is an orthonormal basis of the space L2cEp
N (M) and Ap

C is an
orthonormal basis of the space L2Cp

N (M). Here the union of sequences means that we are
considering a new sequence, where the elements of the first sequence are in even places, and the
elements of the second are in odd places

Let ω be an absolute p-eigenform with an eigenvalue α. Due to Lemma 2.10 there are unique
η ∈ L2Cp

N (M) and ξ ∈ L2cEp
N (M) such that ω = η + ξ. Note that δξ = dη = 0, so there are

two following equalities,
∆p(ξ) = δdξ, ∆p(η) = dδη.

Let us compute ∆p on ω,

α(η + ξ) = αω = ∆p(ω) = ∆p(η + ξ) = dδη + δdξ.

Due to the uniqueness of ξ and η we have the following equalities,

∆p(ξ) = δdξ = αξ, ∆p(η) = dδη = αη.

Therefore, η and ξ are absolute eigenforms. The author leaves the process of further reconstruc-
tion of the basis Ap to the reader.

As long as we can chose Ap in the form Ap = Ap
C ∪ Ap

cE the following decomposition holds,

specA(Ω
p
N (M)) = specA(cE

p
N (M)) ⊔ specA(C

p
N (M)).

Now let us prove, that if M is simply connected, then

SpecA(C
p+1
N (M)) = SpecA(cE

p
N (M)).

First of all, let us show that SpecA(C
p+1
N (M)) ⊂ SpecA(cE

p
N (M)). Here ⊂ means that if the

sequence SpecA(C
p+1
N (M)) contains m copies of an element α then SpecA(cE

p
N (M)) contains

at least m copies of an element α.

8



Let ω1 ⊥ ω2 be two orthogonal absolute (p+1)-eigenforms. Let ∆p+1ω1 = α1ω1 and ∆p+1ω2 =
α2ω2. Let us show that δω1 and δω2 are nonzero absolute p-eigenforms and δω1 ⊥ δω2, ∆pδω1 =
α1δω1 and ∆pδω2 = α2δω2.

Forms δω1 and δω2 are nonzero, because elsewhere either ω1 or ω2 is harmonic, and there is
a contradiction with Lemma 3.8.

Now we compute ∆pδω1,

∆pδω1 = (δd+ dδ)δω1 = δdδω1 = (δδd+ δdδ)ω1 = δ∆p+1ω1 = α1δω1.

Let us show that δω1 satisfy the absolute boundary condition. The condition nδω1 = 0
holds because nω1 = 0 and the operator δ preserves the Neumann boundary condition for
forms. Moreover, ndδω1 = nα1ω1 = 0.

So we can conclude that δω1 and δω2 are the absolute p-eigenforms. Now let us show that
δω1 ⊥ δω2. Due to Lemma 2.5 we have

〈δω1, δω2〉 = 〈dδω1, ω2〉 = α1〈ω1, ω2〉 = 0.

Now let Cp+1
α be an eigenspace of the operator ∆p+1 with a domain Cp+1

N (M) and cEp
α be

an eigenspace of the operator ∆p with a domain cEp
N (M). Both of the eigenspaces correspond

to the eigenvalue α. Note, that in such notations the orthonormal basis of Cp+1
α which consists

of the absolute (p+ 1)-eigenforms generates an orthonormal basis of cEp
α, which consists of the

absolute p-eigenforms. So we have

specA(C
p+1
α ) ⊂ specA(cE

p
α).

Hence,

specA(C
p+1
N (M)) ⊂ specA(cE

p
N (M)).

Now we prove that specA(C
p+1
N (M)) ⊃ specA(cE

p
N (M)).

Let us show that for any co-exact absolute p-eigenform ξ ∈ cEp
N (M) with an eigenvalue

α there is a such closed absolute (p + 1)-eigenform ω ∈ Cp+1
N (M) with the eigenvalue α that

δω = ξ.
The form ξ is co-exact, so there is p+1-form η ∈ Ωp+1

N (M) such that δη = ξ. Due to Lemma

2.10 there are such p+1-forms ω1 ∈ L2Cp+1
N (M) and ω2 ∈ L2cEp+1

N (M) that η = ω1+ω2. Since
δω2 = 0, we know that ξ = δω1.

Let us show that ω1 is an absolute (p+ 1)-eigenform with the eigenvalue α,

αδω1 = ∆pδω1 = (dδδ + δdδ)ω1 = (δδd+ δdδ)ω1 = δ∆p+1ω1.

Therefore, ∆p+1ω1 = αω1 + χ, where χ ∈ L2cEp+1
N (M).

Note that dω1 = 0, hence, ∆p+1ω1 = dδω1 ∈ L2Cp+1
N (M), and χ = 0. Therefore, ω1

is an absolute p-eigenform with the eigenvalue α and δω1 = ξ. So, in a way similar to the
proof that specA(C

p+1
N (M)) ⊂ specA(cE

p
N (M)), we can conclude that specA(C

p+1
N (M)) ⊃

specA(cE
p
N (M)). Hence,

specA(C
p+1
N (M)) = specA(cE

p
N (M)).

⊲
In the end of this section we propose the following lemma, which will be useful in obtaining

the Rohleder‘s results.

Lemma 3.11. Let M be a compact oriented Riemannian manifold of dimension n with a bound-
ary ∂M. Then specA(Ω

n
N (M)) = specA(C

n
N (M)) = {λk}

+∞
k=1. Here {λk}

+∞
k=1 is the Dirichlet

spectrum on M.

9



⊳ Note that any n-form on M is closed, so Cn
N (M) = Ωn

N (M).

Any n-form in Ωn
N (M) can be writen as fdVol. For such a forms the absolute boundary

condition reduces to n(fdVol) = 0, or, in the other terms, tf = 0. Condition tf = 0 on a
functions is equal to f |∂M = 0, so

specA(Ω
n
N (M)) = {λk}

+∞
k=1.

⊲

3.2 Second boundary condition

Consider the space Ωp
0(M) := Ωp

N(M) ∩ Ωp
D(M). One can consider the following boundary

condition and the corresponding boundary problem on Ωp
0(M) ⊂ Ωp

N (M),











∆pω = αω,

nω = 0,

tω = 0.

(4)

Due to the reasons described below, throughout this paper we will call (4) the true Dirichlet
condition (in order to separate it from the usual Dirichlet boundary condition.) The correspond-
ing eigenvalues and eigenforms will be called true Dirichlet too.

Proposition 3.12. Operator ∆p with domain Ωp
0(M) is symmetric and positive.

⊳ For any ω, η ∈ Ωp
0(M) we have

〈∆pω, η〉 =

∫

M

∆ω ∧ ∗η =

∫

M

dδω ∧ ∗η +

∫

M

δdω ∧ ∗η =

∫

M

dδω ∧ ∗η +

∫

M

η ∧ ∗δdω =

=

∫

M

δω ∧ ∗δη +

∫

M

dη ∧ ∗dω +

∫

∂M

δω ∧ ∗η +

∫

∂M

η ∧ ∗dω =

= 〈δω, δη〉+ 〈dη, dω〉+

∫

∂M

δω ∧ ∗η −

∫

∂M

η ∧ ∗dω.

Note that η|∂M = ∗η|∂M = 0. Therefore,

〈∆pω, η〉 = 〈δω, δη〉+ 〈dη, dω〉.

Thus, we have shown that q[ω, η] := 〈∆pω, η〉 is a quadratic form, so, for any ω, η ∈ Ωp
0 we

have 〈∆pω, η〉 = 〈ω,∆pη〉 and 〈∆pω, ω〉 ≥ 0. ⊲

Corollary 3.13 (Friedrichs extension [11, Theorem X.23]). In the notation of Proposition 3.12,
q is a closable quadratic form and its closure q̄ is a quadratic form of a unique self-adjoint
operator ∆̄p. Operator ∆̄p is a positive extension of ∆p, and the lower bound of its spectrum is
the lower bound of q.

Since ∆̄p is self-adjoint, the eigenvalues of the true Dirichlet boundary problem form a
discrete set and have no accumulation points but +∞. We will denote the ordered eigenvalues
of the true Dirichlet boundary problem counted according to their multiplicities by

ρ1 ≤ ρ2 ≤ · · · ≤ ρk ≤ . . .

Also, we have the following variational description for {ρk}
+∞
k=1,

10



ρk = min
Wk⊂dom (∆̄p),

dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
. (5)

In the Euclidean case it is quite easy to build an orthonormal basis of Ωp
0(M) consisting of

true Dirichlet eigenforms.

Theorem 3.14. Consider a bounded Euclidean domain M ⊂ R
n and p-forms ζik := ukdx

i1 ∧
· · · ∧ dxip , where i1 < i2 < · · · < ip and uk

+∞
k=1 is the orthonormal basis of C∞

0 consisting of the
Dirichlet eigenfunctions. Then the following two statements hold.

• Any p-form ζik is the a Dirichlet eigenform with an eigenvalue λk.

• Set of all p-forms ζik form an orthonormal basis in the space Ωp
0.

⊳ Again, the completeness follows from the completeness of {uk}
+∞
k=1 in Ω0

N (M). Moreover,
ζik satisfies the true Dirichlet boundary condition, since uk|∂M = 0.

Let us show the orthogonality. If for ζik and ζjm one has i 6= j, then

dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip ∧ ∗dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjp = 0.

Hence,

〈ζik, ζ
j
m〉 =

∫

M

0 = 0.

For ζik and ζim with same i, we have

〈ζik, ζ
i
m〉 =

∫

M

ukumdVol = δkm.

Now, let us show, that ζik is an eigenform. Let

∗dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip := dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p .

Then,
∗dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p = (−1)p(n−p)dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip ;

∗dxjb ∧ dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip = (−1)p+b−1dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxjb ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p ;

∗dxia ∧ dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p = (−1)(p+1)(n−p)+a−1dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxia ∧ · · · ∧ dxip .

Therefore,

δd(ζik) = (−1)n(p+2)+1 ∗ d ∗

(

n−p
∑

b=1

∂uk

∂xjb
dxjb ∧ dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

=

= (−1)np+p+b ∗ d

(

n−p
∑

b=1

∂uk

∂xjb
dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxjb ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p

)

=

= (−1)np+p+b ∗

(

p
∑

a=1

n−p
∑

b=1

∂2uk

∂xjb∂xia
dxia ∧ dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxjb ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p

)

+

+(−1)np+p+1 ∗

(

n−p
∑

b=1

∂2uk

∂xjb∂xjb
dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p

)

=

11



= (−1)a+1

(

p
∑

a=1

n−p
∑

b=1

∂2uk

∂xjb∂xia
dxjb ∧ dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxia ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

−

−

(

n−p
∑

b=1

∂2uk

∂xjb∂xjb
dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

,

and

dδ(ζik) = (−1)n(p+1)+1d ∗ d
(

ukdx
j1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p

)

=

= (−1)n(p+1)+1d ∗

(

p
∑

a=1

∂uk

∂xia
dxia ∧ dxj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxjn−p

)

=

= (−1)ad

(

p
∑

a=1

∂uk

∂xia
dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxia ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

=

= (−1)a

(

n−p
∑

b=1

p
∑

a=1

∂2uk

∂xia∂xjb
dxjb ∧ dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ ˆdxia ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

−

−

(

p
∑

a=1

∂2uk

∂xia∂xia
dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip

)

.

Finally,

∆p(ζ
i
k) = (δd+ dδ)ζik = −

n
∑

a=1

∂2uk

∂xa∂xa
dxi1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip = ∆0(uk)dx

i1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxip = λkζ
i
k.

⊲
Since {ζik} ⊂ Ωp

0(M) is also a basis in Ωp
0(M), it is a basis of dom ∆̄p. Therefore, in the

variational principle (5) instead of dom ∆̄p we can write Ωp
0(M),

ρk = min
Wk⊂Ωp

0
(M),

dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
.

Also, from Theorem 3.2, we know, that {ρk}
+∞
k=1 is (pn) copies of {λk}

+∞
k=1, so we have the

following statement.

Proposition 3.15. Consider a bounded Euclidean domain M ⊂ R
n and let {ρk}

+∞
k=1 be equal

to the ordered disjoint union
(pn)
⊔

i=1

{λk}
+∞
k=1, then

ρk = min
Wk⊂Ωp

0
(M),

dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
.

4 Variational principles comparison

We begin our comparison of the two boundary problems with a rather general theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let M ⊂ R
n be a compact Euclidean domain with a smooth boundary ∂M. Let

{θk}
+∞
k=1 := specA(C

n−1
N (M)). Let {λk}

+∞
k=1 be the Dirichlet spectrum of M . Then for any m ∈ N

the following inequality holds,
θ(n−1)m+1 6 λm.
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⊳ At first, let m ∈ N be such an integer that λm < λm+1.
Let denote the whole absolute spectrum on Ωn

N(M) as

{αk}
+∞
k=1 := specA(Ω

p
N (M)).

Theorem 3.10 and Lemma 3.11 imply

{θk}
+∞
k=1 ⊔ {λk}

+∞
k=1 = {αk}

+∞
k=1.

Corollary 3.3 provides the following variational description,

αk = min
Wk⊂Ωn

N (M),
dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk,
v 6=0

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
. (6)

On the other hand, due to Proposition 3.15 there is a variational description for n copies of the

Dirichlet spectrum. Let {ρk}
+∞
k=1 :=

n
⊔

i=1

{λk}
+∞
k=1, then

ρk = min
Wk⊂Ωp

0
(M),

dimWk=k

max
v∈Wk,
v 6=0

∫

M

(dv ∧ ∗dv + δv ∧ ∗δv)

∫

M

v ∧ ∗v
. (7)

Let {uk}
mn
k=1 be first mn eigenforms of degree n−1, corresponding to the true Dirichlet boundary

condition and to the first mn elements of {ρk}
+∞
k=1. Then each uk belongs to Ωn−1

0 (M) ⊂
Ωn−1

N (M), so we can choose span({uk}
mn
k=1) as a subspace Wnm in (6) and obtain

αmn ≤ λm,

and, therefore,

θm(n−1) ≤ λm, (8)

Now let us show, that lower index of the left hand side of (8) can be increased by 1. Let v be an
absolute (n−1)-eigenform with the eigenvalue λm. First of all, note that v is linearly independent
from span({uk}

mn
k=1) because otherwise v would satisfy the following three boundary conditions,











nv = 0,

tv = 0,

ndv = 0,

and since operator d preserves the Dirichlet boundary condition on forms, the form v would
satisfy the fourth boundary condition,

tdv = 0.

In the other words, v would satisfy
{

v|∂M = 0,

dv|∂M = 0,

and then, due to the fact that v is analytic, we get v = 0. Secondly, due to the fact that v is the
absolute eigenform with the eigenvalue λm, we know that for any (n− 1)-form ω ∈ Ωn−1

N (M) it
is true that

〈dv, dω〉 + 〈δv, δω〉 = q[v, ω] = 〈∆n−1v, ω〉 = λm〈v, ω〉

and hence q[ω, η] 6 λm〈ω, η〉 for any ω, η ∈ span({uk}
mn
k=1 ∪ {v}).
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Therefore, we can chose Wmn+1 for (6) as span({uk}
mn
k=1 ∪ {v}) and obtain

αmn+1 6 λm.

As long as λm < λm+1, we get
θm(n−1)+1 ≤ λm.

Now let λm = λm+1. Let l be the first natural number greater than m such that λl < λl+1,
then

θm(n−1)+1 6 θl(n−1)+1 6 λl = λm,

hence,
θm(n−1)+1 6 λm.

⊲
Now let us show, how to obtain the Rohleder’s results as particular cases of Theorem 4.1 in

dimensions 2 and 3.

Corollary 4.2 ([12, Theorem 4.1]). Let M ⊂ R
2 be a compact simply connected planar domain

of dimension 2 with a smooth boundary ∂M . Let {λk}
+∞
k=1 be the Dirichlet spectrum on M and

{µk}
+∞
k=1 be the Neumann spectrum on M . Then for all k ∈ N the following inequality holds,

µk+2 6 λk.

⊳ In the case, when dimM = 2, we have the following equality of spaces,

Ωn−2
N (M) = Ω0

N (M) = C∞(M).

Here C∞(M) corresponds to the space of all C∞ smooth functions on M . The equality holds
since for all f ∈ C∞(M) it is true that nf = 0.
We know that for all f ∈ C∞(M)

df = 0 ⇔ f = const,

hence, the space of closed 0-forms consists only of the constant functions,

C0
N (M) = C0(M) = {c|c ∈ R}.

Therefore,
cE0

N (M) = {c|c ∈ R}⊥.

On functions the absolute boundary condition reduces to the Neumann boundary condition,
because nf = 0 holds for all f ∈ C∞(M) and

ndf = 0 ⇔
∂f

∂ν
|∂M = 0.

Hence, specA(Ω
0
N (M)) = {µk}

+∞
k=1 and

specA(cE
0
N (M)) = {µk}

+∞
k=1 \ specA({c|c ∈ R}) = {µk}

+∞
k=1 \ {0} = {µk}

+∞
k=2.

Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 3.10 imply

µk+2 6 λk.

⊲

14



Corollary 4.3 ([13, Theorem 3.1]). Let M ⊂ R
3 be a compact Euclidean domain of dimension

3 with a smooth boundary ∂M . Let {λk}
+∞
k=1 be the Dirichlet spectrum on M and {θk}

+∞
k=1 be the

spectrum of the boundary problem given by the system



















v ∈ Γ(TM),

curl curl v = θv,

div v = 0,

v × ν = 0.

(9)

Then for all k ∈ N the following inequality holds,

θ2k+1 6 λk.

⊳ Consider the canonic isomorphism ϕ between the spaces Γ(TM) and Ω1(M) induced by
the Euclidean metric. For ω ∈ Ω1(M) and v ∈ Γ(TM) the equality ϕ(v) = ω holds if and only
if for all u ∈ Γ(TM) we have ω(u) = 〈u, v〉. In Cartesian coordinates, the isomorphism has the
form

ϕ

(

fx
∂

∂x
+ fy

∂

∂y
+ fz

∂

∂z

)

= fxdx+ fydy + fzdz.

Let
ω := fxdx+ fydy + fzdz

and

v := fx
∂

∂x
+ fy

∂

∂y
+ fz

∂

∂z
,

then

div v =
∂fx
∂x

+
∂fy
∂y

+
∂fz
∂z

;

δω = (−1)3×2+1 ∗ d ∗ ω = −(∗d(fxdy ∧ dz + fydz ∧ dx+ fzdx ∧ dy)) =

= −

(

∗

(

∂fx
∂x

dx ∧ dy ∧ dz +
∂fy
∂y

dy ∧ dz ∧ dx+
∂fz
∂z

dz ∧ dx ∧ dy

))

= −

(

∂fx
∂x

+
∂fy
∂y

+
∂fz
∂z

)

;

curl v =

(

∂fz
∂y

−
∂fy
∂z

)

∂

∂x
+

(

∂fx
∂z

−
∂fz
∂x

)

∂

∂y
+

(

∂fy
∂x

−
∂fx
∂y

)

∂

∂z
;

∗dv = ∗

(

∂fx
∂y

dy ∧ dx+
∂fx
∂z

dz ∧ dx+
∂fy
∂x

dx ∧ dy +
∂fy
∂z

dz ∧ dy +
∂fz
∂x

dx ∧ dz +
∂fz
∂y

dy ∧ dz

)

=

=

(

∂fz
∂y

−
∂fy
∂z

)

dx+

(

∂fx
∂z

−
∂fz
∂y

)

dy +

(

∂fy
∂x

−
∂fx
∂y

)

dz.

Therefore, we have

1. div v = 0 ⇔ δω = 0;

2. v × ν = 0 ⇔ tω = 0;

3. ϕ(curl v) = ∗dω.

We obtain from 1. and 3. that

ϕ(curl curl v) = δdω = ∆1ω.
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Therefore, problem (9) on v is equal to the following problem on ω.



















ω ∈ Ω1(M),

∆1ω = θω,

δω = 0,

tω = 0.

The problem above is equal to its dual problem



















ω ∈ Ω1(M),

∆2 ∗ ω = θ ∗ ω,

d ∗ ω = 0,

n ∗ ω = 0.

Obviously, we have
d ∗ ω = 0 ⇒ nd ∗ ω = 0,

Hence, the system (9) is equal to the system






























ω ∈ Ω1(M),

∆2 ∗ ω = θ ∗ ω,

d ∗ ω = 0,

nd ∗ ω = 0,

n ∗ ω = 0,

And it is the absolute boundary condition, restricted on C2
N (M), therefore, specA(C

2
N (M)) =

{θk}
+∞
k=1 and Theorem 4.1 implies

θ2k+1 6 λk.

⊲
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