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Abstract. For a bounded Lipschitz domain Σ in a Riemannian surface M satisfying
certain curvature condition, we prove that for any k ≥ 1, we have

µk+2−β1
≤ λk,

where µk (λk resp.) is the k-th Neumann (Dirichlet resp.) Laplacian eigenvalue on Σ

and β1 is the first Betti number of Σ. This extends previous results on the Euclidean

space to curved surfaces, including the flat cylinder, the hyperbolic plane, hyperbolic
cusp, funnel, etc. The novelty of the paper lies in comparing Dirichlet and Neumann

Laplacian eigenvalues via the variational principle of the Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms

on a surface, extending the variational principle on vector fields in the Euclidean plane
as developed by Rohleder [50]. The comparison is reduced to the existence of a distance

function with appropriate curvature conditions on its level sets.

Keywords: Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalue, Friedlander’s inequality, variational
principle, hyperbolic geometry.

1. Introduction

Spectral theory of Laplace operators on Euclidean spaces or Riemannian manifolds is
fundamental in partial different equations, geometry and physics, which was extensively
studied in the literature, see e.g. [22, 49, 48, 17, 52]. For eigenvalues of the Laplacian
on a bounded domain, the boundary condition, Dirichlet or Neumann, has strong physical
meaning and is of significant importance in the studies. There are many results on such
eigenvalue estimates, see e.g. [56, 54, 55, 44, 47, 41, 59, 6, 5, 20, 18, 14, 58].

For a given domain, finding intrinsic relationship between Dirichlet eigenvalues and Neu-
mann eigenvalues is an interesting topic. We recall some related results on the Euclidean
spaces. For a bounded Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂ Rn, denote by µk (λk resp.) the k-th eigen-
value of the Laplacian on Σ with Neumann (Dirichlet resp.) boundary condition, ordered
by

0 = µ1 < µ2 ≤ µ3 ≤ · · · , (0 < λ1 < λ2 ≤ λ3 ≤ · · · resp.).
By the classical variational principle, one immediately has µk ≤ λk for all k ∈ Z+. In

1952, Pólya [46] proved that µ2 < λ1 for any bounded Lipschitz domain in R2. Later, Payne
[43] proved that µk+2 < λk for all k ∈ Z+ for a bounded convex domain with C2 boundary
in R2. In 1991, Friedlander [28] established that µk+1 ≤ λk for all k ∈ Z+ for any bounded
C1 domain in Rn, which is now called Friedlander’s inequality. For more results in this
direction, one refers to [8, 54, 42, 40, 34, 37, 27, 2, 23, 26, 29, 51, 7, 31].

Recently, Rohleder [50] introduce an innovative method based on the variational princi-
ple for vector fields on the plane, combined with Helmholtz decomposition, to prove that
µk+2 ≤ λk, k ∈ Z+ for any simply-connected and bounded Lipschitz domain in R2. This re-
moves the convexity condition for domains in Payne’s result [43], and extends Friedlander’s
inequality.
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In this paper, we aim to extend Rohleder’s method to general Riemannian surfaces
and prove the comparison result for Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalues. We require the
following two ingredients: On one hand, Rohleder introduced a linear operator on vector
fields defined on the planar domain, whose spectrum consists of Dirichlet and Neumann
Laplacian eigenvalues. However, its geometric meaning is not clear for a general surface.
Our key observation is that the spectrum of the Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms, with the
appropriate boundary conditions, serves the same purpose on surfaces. Using this, we
can apply the standard variational principle and the Hodge decomposition to compare the
Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalues. On the other hand, we need suitable test functions for
the variational arguments, which are provided by the following curvature condition. A C1

function f on a Riemannian surface M is called a distance function if it has unit gradient,
i.e. |∇f | ≡ 1.

Definition 1.1. We say a domain Σ in a Riemannian surface M satisfies the curvature
condition if there exist an open set U ⊃ Σ and a distance function with f ∈ C3(U) such
that the Gaussian curvature K satisfies

K ≤ −|Hess f |2 in U. (1)

For convenience, we also say that f satisfies the curvature condition in U .

One easily sees that the necessary condition for the above is the non-possitivity of the
Gaussian curvature. Moreover, the planar domain satisfies the curvature condition by
choosing the coordinate function as the distance function. For a smooth distance function
f, the sufficient and necessary condition for (1) is

K(x) ≤ −h2(x) ∀x ∈ U, (2)

where h(x) is the curvature of the level set f−1(f(x)). This justifies the term “curvature
condition”, and relax the requirement in [42] demanding for a constant mean curvature of
level sets. Later, we will provide several interesting examples that satisfy the curvature
condition, including warped product surfaces with log-convex warped functions, the flat
cylinder, the hyperbolic plane, hyperbolic cusp, funnel, etc. The following is the main
result of the paper.

Theorem 1.2. Let Σ be a bounded Lipschitz domain in a Riemannian surface M satisfying
the curvature condition. Then

µk+2−β1
≤ λk, ∀ k ∈ Z+, (3)

where β1 is the first Betti number of Σ.

Remark 1.3. The result is meaningful only when β1 = 0 or 1, since it is trivial for β1 ≥ 2. For
the case of R2, it recovers Rohleder’s result [50] for a simply-connected bounded Lipschitz
domain. This theorem generalizes the result to the surface case satisfying the curvature
condition.

The proof strategy of the theorem is as follows: First, for a smooth bounded domain, we
introduce the Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms with appropriate boundary conditions, whose
spectrum consists of Dirichlet and Neumann Laplacian eigenvalues (see Proposition 4.2).
On a surface, the Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms decomposes into the upward and downward
Laplacians. The spectrum of the upward (downward resp.) Laplacian coincides with that
of the Hodge Laplacian on 2-forms (0-forms resp.), up to some null eigenvalues, and corre-
sponds to the Dirichlet (Neumann resp.) Laplacian eigenvalues. This is a crucial property
in dimension two, which is difficult to generalize to higher dimensions. Second, we utilize
Dirichlet eigenfunctions to construct specific 1-forms, adopt suitable test functions provided



INEQUALITIES BETWEEN DIRICHLET AND NEUMANN EIGENVALUES ON SURFACES 3

by the curvature condition, and apply the variational principle for the Hodge Laplacian of
1-forms to compare the Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalues. Finally, we approximate the
Lipschitz domain from the exterior by a sequence of smooth domains with a uniform cone
condition. We prove the lower semi-continuity of the Neumann eigenvalues for the approx-
imating sequence and extend the result to Lipschitz domains (see Appendix).

Theorem 1.2 reduces this problem to finding an appropriate distance function on the
surface that satisfies the curvature condition in Definition 1.1. For applications, we discuss
the curvature condition as follows. The first candidate is the Busemann function on a
Hadamard surface, which is a simply-connected surface with nonpositive curvature. This
function is a natural distance function to infinity. For a space form of nonpositive curvature,
such as the plane or the hyperbolic plane, the Busemann function satisfies the curvature
condition; see Example 5.6 (or [16]) for the hyperbolic case. In a general Hadamard surface,
it remains an interesting question whether there exists a Busemann function that satisfies
the curvature condition. See, e.g., [32, 36, 35] for discussions of Busemann functions.

The next theorem provides a criterion for the curvature condition in a twisted product
surface.

Theorem 1.4. Let M = (I × S1, g), for an interval I ⊂ R, be a twisted product surface
with the metric

g(r, θ) = dr2 + ϕ(r, θ)2dθ2, (r, θ) ∈M,

where ϕ is a positive smooth function. Then the radius distance function f(r, θ) = r satisfies
the curvature condition if and only if ϕ(r, θ) is log-convex in r, that is, ∂2r log ϕ ≥ 0. In this
case, every bounded Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂M satisfies the eigenvalue inequality (3).

Remark 1.5. When ϕ = ϕ(r) does not depend on θ, the twisted product structure simplifies
to the well-known warped product. There are plenty of examples of warped product surfaces
with log-convex warped functions. For example, one chooses ϕ = ef for any convex function
f on I. Typical examples are as follows:

(1) Flat cylinder on R× S1 with ϕ = const.;
(2) Hyperbolic cusp on R× S1 with ϕ(r) = er, see Example 5.8.
(3) Hyperbolic collar (funnel resp.) on R×S1 ([0,+∞)×S1 resp.) with ϕ(r) = cosh r,

see Example 5.9 for collars. In fact, ϕ satisfies the log-convex condition strictly,
thus we allow a compact supported perturbation of the metric, i.e.

ϕ = cosh r + εg(r, θ), g ≥ 0, g ∈ C∞
c , ε > 0 is sufficiently small.

The fundamental structures in hyperbolic geometry consist of cusps, funnels, and collars.
In a complete hyperbolic surface, the ends are either cusps or funnels, and there exists a
neighborhood of simple closed geodesics forming a collar [10, 15]. All of them satisfy the
curvature conditions, and hence our results apply to hyperbolic geometry. We collect them
in the following corollary.

Corollary 1.6. Let M be a space form with a nonpositive curvature, flat cylinder, hyper-
bolic cusp, funnel, or collar. For any bounded Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂M, the inequality (3)
holds.

Remark 1.7. Note that Mazzeo [42] proved Friedlander’s inequality on hyperbolic plane,
and our result improves his estimate from µk+1 to µk+2 for simply-connected bounded
domains. The cases of cylinders, cusps, funnels and collars are noteworthy and have not
been investigated previously. Moreover, eigenvalue estimates for cusps, funnels and collars
are novel contributions, since they are fundamental structures in hyperbolic surfaces.
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Figure 1. Bounded Lipschitz domains in a cusp and a collar. As Σ1 is
simply connected, we have µk+2 ≤ λk. While for annular domain Σ2, we
can only obtain µk+1 ≤ λk.

The paper is organized as follows: we introduce basic concepts of differential forms and
Hadamard manifolds in Section 2. Section 3 contains the theory of Sobolev spaces for
differential forms based on [53]. Section 4 is devoted to necessary analytical tools: spectral
decomposition for the Hodge Laplacian, Dirichlet form, and variational principle. In Sec-
tion 5, we prove the main theorems and provide several examples in detail. The smooth
approximation of a Lipschitz domain and the semi-continuity of Neumann eigenvalues is
included in the Appendix.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notations for Differential Forms. Let (Mn, g) be an oriented n-dimensional Rie-
mannian manifold. We consider the exterior k-form bundle Λk(M) and its smooth sections
Ωk(M) = Γ(Λk(M)), which constitute the space of differential forms of degree k on M ,
where k ∈ N.

Using the musical isomorphism ♯ : T ∗
pM → TpM defined by

g(ω♯, v) = ω(v), ∀v ∈ TpM,

we can define the pointwise inner product on Λ1(M) as

⟨ω, ν⟩ = g(ω♯, ν♯),

which extends to Λk(M) by

⟨ω1 ∧ · · · ∧ ωk, ν1 ∧ · · · ∧ νk⟩ = det{⟨ωi, νj⟩}ki,j=1.

The inverse map of ♯ is denoted by ♭ : TpM → T ∗
pM , and both maps naturally extend to

isomorphisms between TM and T ∗M .
We denote the volume form by volM ∈ Ωn(M), which satisfies

volM (X1, . . . , Xn) =
√
det{g(Xi, Xj)}ni,j=1.

The Hodge operator ∗ : Ωk(M) → Ωn−k(M) is defined by

ω ∧ (∗ν) = ⟨ω, ν⟩ volM , ∀ω ∈ Ωk(M).

Proposition 2.1 ([39]). The Hodge operator satisfies the following properties for all ω, ν ∈
Ωk(M):

(i) ∗(∗ω) = (−1)k(n−k)ω,
(ii) ⟨∗ω, ∗ν⟩ = ⟨ω, ν⟩.
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Suppose Σ ⊂M is a compact n-dimensional submanifold with boundary, equipped with
an induced atlas, also known as the ∂-manifold in [53]. Differential forms on Σ are denoted
by Ω∗(Σ). Let ι : Σ →M be the inclusion map, then we have ι∗Ω∗(M) ⊂ Ω∗(Σ).

The L2 inner product on Ωk(Σ) is defined by

(ω1, ω2) :=

∫
Σ

⟨ω1, ω2⟩ volM =

∫
Σ

ω1 ∧ (∗ω2), ω1, ω2 ∈ Ωk(Σ).

The co-differential operator is defined by d∗ω := (−1)nk+n+1 ∗ d(∗ω) for ω ∈ Ωk(Σ). By
Stokes’ theorem, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2 (Green’s Formula). Let i : ∂Σ → Σ be the inclusion map. Then, for ω1 ∈
Ωk−1(Σ) and ω2 ∈ Ωk(Σ), we have

(dω1, ω2) = (ω1, d
∗ω2) +

∫
∂Σ

i∗(ω1 ∧ ∗ω2). (4)

Proof. Let ω = ω1 ∧ ∗ω2. Then,

dω = dω1 ∧ ∗ω2 + (−1)k−1ω1 ∧ (d ∗ ω2)

= dω1 ∧ ∗ω2 + (−1)nk+n+k ∗ ω1 ∧ d∗ω2

= dω1 ∧ ∗ω2 + (−1)nk+n+k+(k−1)(n−k+1)d∗ω2 ∧ ∗ω1

= dω1 ∧ ∗ω2 − d∗ω2 ∧ ∗ω1.

Thus, by Stokes’ theorem, we obtain∫
∂Σ

i∗ω =

∫
Σ

dω =

∫
Σ

dω1 ∧ ∗ω2 −
∫
Σ

d∗ω2 ∧ ∗ω1 = (dω1, ω2)− (d∗ω2, ω1).

Reorganizing terms completes the proof. □

Example 2.3. For M = R2, it is straightforward to see that for a vector field v = u1e1 +
u2e2 ∈ Γ(TΣ), we have v♭ = u1dx1 + u2dx2 ∈ Ω1(Σ). Then,

d(v♭) = (∂1u2 − ∂2u1) volM = (curl v) volM .

For the Hodge operator, we have

∗dx1 = dx2, ∗dx2 = −dx1, ∗(v♭) = u1dx2 − u2dx1 = (v⊥)♭,

where v⊥ := −u2e1 + u1e2 is the vector v rotated by π
2 counterclockwise. Then we obtain

−d∗(v♭) = ∗d(u1dx2 − u2dx1) = ∂1u1 + ∂2u2 = div v.

The Hodge Laplacian is defined as ∆k := d∗d + dd∗ on k-forms. Naturally, we have
d∗|Ω0(Σ) = 0 and d|Ωn(Σ) = 0. We may omit the subscript k when the degree is clear from
the context.

2.2. Busemann Function on a Hadamard Manifold. Suppose H is a Hadamard man-
ifold, meaning H is a simply-connected and complete Riemannian manifold with non-
positive sectional curvature everywhere. By the Cartan-Hadamard theorem, H is diffeo-
morphic to Rn.

Let γ1 and γ2 be two geodesic rays, γi : [0,∞) → H, i = 1, 2. We always consider
geodesics with unit speed. The geodesics γ1 and γ2 are said to be asymptotically equivalent
if there exists a constant C > 0 such that d(γ1(t), γ2(t)) < C for all t ≥ 0. The set of
all asymptotically equivalent classes forms the ideal boundary of H, denoted by ∂H. This
boundary can be regarded as the “point at infinity” of H, meaning that a geodesic γ is said
to “converge” to θ ∈ ∂H at infinity if γ represents the class θ.
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Fix an arbitrary point o ∈ H and let θ ∈ ∂H. We can find a unique geodesic ray such
that γ(0) = o and [γ] = θ. The corresponding Busemann function is defined as

Bθ(x) := lim
t→∞

(d(x, γ(t))− t) .

Proposition 2.4 ([36]). The Busemann function Bθ satisfies the following properties:

(i) Bθ is a convex function with C2 regularity.
(ii) |dBθ| ≡ 1.

The level set of Bθ containing x ∈ H is called a horosphere centered at θ passing through
x, denoted by H(x,θ), i.e.,

H(x,θ) = {y ∈ H | Bθ(y) = Bθ(x)}.

By the implicit function theorem, the horosphere H(x,θ) has C
2 regularity.

The gradient field ∇Bθ, when restricted to H(x,θ), yields the C
1 unit vector field N that

is outward normal to H(x,θ). The second fundamental form is given by the Hessian

h(v, w) = ⟨−∇vN,w⟩ = −∇2Bθ(v, w), v, w ∈ TyH(x,θ).

This form is negative semi-definite because Bθ is convex.

3. Sobolev Space for Differential Forms

3.1. General Case. The form space L2Ωk(Σ) is defined as the completion of Ωk(Σ) with
respect to the induced norm

∥ω∥L2 :=
√
(ω, ω).

Moreover, the Sobolev space HsΩk(Σ) is defined as the completion of Ωk(Σ) with respect
to the norm

∥ω∥Hs :=

√√√√ s∑
r=0

∥∇rω∥2L2 , s ≥ 0, (5)

where ∇ is the Levi-Civita connection on M . Similarly, one can define W s,pΩk(Σ) more
generally; see [53]. For s < 0, the corresponding Sobolev space is defined as the dual space
of H−s.

It is clear that these spaces are Hilbert spaces with the corresponding inner product.
Since ∥ω∥L2 = ∥ ∗ ω∥L2 for all ω ∈ Ωk(Σ), the Hodge star operator has a continuous
extension

∗ : L2Ωk(Σ) → L2Ωn−k(Σ),

and it is an isometry. Given that ∗(∇Y ω) = ∇Y (∗ω) for all Y ∈ TΣ and ω ∈ Ωk(Σ), we
also have ∥ω∥Hs = ∥ ∗ ω∥Hs , and thus the Hodge star operator extends to an isometry
between Sobolev spaces as well.

By the standard theory of Sobolev spaces [53], regarding the trace, we have

∥i∗ω∥HsΩk(∂Σ) ≤ ∥ω|∂Σ∥HsΓ(Λk(∂Σ)) ≤ C∥ω∥Hs+1Ωk(Σ),

from which we obtain the continuous (and compact) linear map

i∗ : Hs+1Ωk(Σ) → HsΩk(∂Σ), s ≥ 0.

The differential operators d and d∗ continuously extend to the Sobolev space such that

d : Hs+1Ωk(Σ) → HsΩk+1(Σ), d∗ : Hs+1Ωk(Σ) → HsΩk−1(Σ), s ≥ 0,

as both can be expressed using ∇ after choosing a coordinate system.
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By the continuity of the exterior derivative and the trace formula, Stokes’ theorem can
be shown to hold for Sobolev spaces as well, allowing us to extend Green’s formula (4) to
Sobolev spaces. Specifically, we have

(dω1, ω2) = (ω1, d
∗ω2) +

∫
∂Σ

i∗(ω1 ∧ ∗ω2), ∀ω1 ∈ H1Ωk−1(Σ), ω2 ∈ H1Ωk(Σ). (6)

We define the following form space for s ≥ 1:

HsΩk
D(M) = {ω ∈ HsΩk(M) | i∗(∗ω) = 0}. (7)

As we will see later, this condition represents the absence of a normal component for forms
at the boundary. The subscript D represents exactly the Dirichlet condition.

Using standard techniques for elliptic equations, we can derive the following Hodge
decomposition on the ∂-manifold Σ, which will be crucial in our paper.

Theorem 3.1 ([53], Corollary 2.4.9). Let Σ be a ∂-manifold. We have the following L2-
orthogonal decomposition:

L2Ωk(Σ) = dH1Ωk−1(Σ)⊕ d∗H1Ωk+1
D (Σ)⊕Hk

D(Σ), (8)

where Hk
D(Σ) is the harmonic form with Dirichlet boundary defined as

Hk
D(Σ) := {ω ∈ H1Ωk

D(Σ) | dω = 0, d∗ω = 0}.

Moreover, we have the following Hodge isomorphism.

Theorem 3.2 ([53], Theorem 2.6.1). For the k-th cohomology group Hk
dR(Σ), we have

Hk
dR(Σ)

∼= Hk
D(Σ).

When Σ is simply-connected, we have Hk
D(Σ) = 0, and (8) only has the leading two

spaces. This case is also known as Helmholtz decomposition when we are dealing with
vector fields on plane.

3.2. Surface Case. In this subsection, we will primarily focus on the case when n = 2
to avoid extensive discussion on fractional Sobolev spaces for differential forms. Generally,
fractional Sobolev spaces for differential forms can be defined on Euclidean space, and then
the corresponding spaces on a manifold can be defined using a partition of unity, with some
uniform curvature assumption if the area is not compact.

Consider the space

E (Σ) := {ω ∈ L2Ω1(Σ) | d∗ω ∈ L2Ω0(Σ) = L2(Σ)}

with the corresponding norm

∥ω∥2E := ∥ω∥2L2 + ∥d∗ω∥2L2 .

This is a Hilbert space, and Ω1(Σ) is dense in E (Σ) under this norm.
Let ν be the outer normal vector of ∂Σ. The mapping

Ω1(Σ) ∋ ω 7→ ω|∂Σ(ν)

extends to the map E (Σ) → H− 1
2 (∂Σ); see [24, Chapter XIX, §1, Theorem 2] for the case

on plane R2. The situation is similar for manifolds, particularly for Hadamard surface as
there is a direct isomorphism to the plane, and when we focus on a compact area.

In fact, we have

i∗(∗ω) = ω|∂Σ(ν) vol∂Σ,
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so i∗(∗ω) can be used to express the boundary condition as in (7). Notably, Green’s formula
(4) extends to E (Σ) as follows:

(du, ω) = (u, d∗ω) +

∫
∂Σ

i∗(∗ω)u, ∀u ∈ H1(Σ), ω ∈ E (Σ). (9)

Similarly, for all ω ∈ ∗E (Σ), we have

dω = − ∗ (d∗(∗ω)) ∈ ∗L2(Σ) = L2Ω2(Σ),

and therefore

(dω,A) = (ω, d∗A) +

∫
∂Σ

(∗A)(i∗ω), ∀A ∈ H1Ω2(Σ) = ∗H1(Σ), ω ∈ ∗E (Σ). (10)

Let u ∈ H1(Σ) such that ∆u = d∗du ∈ L2(Σ) in the weak sense. Then ω = du ∈ E (Σ),
and hence

∂νu = du(ν) = (∗∂Σ)i∗(∗du) ∈ H− 1
2 (∂Σ)

is well-defined. We will use this to define the Neumann boundary condition.
Theorem 3.1 for the surface case with H1

dR(Σ) = 0 is the well-known Helmholtz decom-
position:

L2Ω1(Σ) = dH1(Σ)⊕ d∗H1Ω2
D(Σ) = dH1(Σ)⊕ ∗dH1

0 (Σ).

4. Eigenvalue Problem on Riemannian Surfaces

4.1. Dirichlet and Neumann Problems. Consider the case when n = 2, i.e., M is a
Riemannian surface, and Σ is a bounded smooth domain onM . The domain of the Dirichlet
problem is defined as

dom(∆D) = {A ∈ H1Ω2
D(Σ) | ∆A = dd∗A ∈ L2Ω2(Σ)},

and the domain of the Neumann problem is

dom(∆N ) = {u ∈ H1(Σ) | ∆u = d∗du ∈ L2(Σ), ∂νu|∂Σ = 0}.

Here we note that ∗ dom(∆D) ⊂ H1
0 (Σ) corresponds to the domain of the classical Dirich-

let problem, and ∂νu|∂Σ is well-defined because du ∈ E (Σ). It is equivalent to say that
i∗(∗du) = 0 for the Neumann boundary condition.

Consider the Dirichlet eigen-form Φ ∈ dom(∆D) such that ∆DΦ = dd∗Φ = λΦ. Let
Φ = φ volM , where φ ∈ H1

0 (Σ) satisfies

∆φ = d∗dφ = − ∗ d ∗ d(∗ ∗ φ) = ∗dd∗Φ = λφ,

which is the classical eigenfunction for the Dirichlet problem on Σ.
Note that for φ ∈ ∗dom(∆D) ⊂ H1

0 (Σ), we have dφ ∈ E (Σ), and then

i∗(dφ) = d(i∗φ) = 0. (11)

Here, we use the continuity of i∗ and d, as well as their commutativity for smooth differential
forms. For a more detailed proof, see [50, Lemma 2.2].

The Neumann eigenfunction is the classical one: ψ ∈ dom(∆N ) such that ∆Nψ =
d∗dψ = µψ. Denote the Neumann eigenvalues by

0 = µ1 < µ2 ≤ µ3 ≤ · · ·

with multiplicities, and let

0 < λ1 < λ2 ≤ λ3 ≤ · · ·
be the eigenvalues of ∆D, also with multiplicities.
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Take orthonormal eigenbases (ψ1, ψ2, · · · ) and (φ1, φ2, · · · ) of L2(Σ) such that ∆Nψi =
µiψi and ∆Dφi = λiφi hold for all i ∈ Z+. Then {Φi := φi volM} form orthonormal
eigenbases of L2Ω2(Σ) with ∆DΦi = λiΦi.

4.2. Spectral Decomposition and Dirichlet Form.

Definition 4.1. We define the Dirichlet form α on H1Ωk
D(Σ) by

α[ω1, ω2] := (dω1, dω2) + (d∗ω1, d
∗ω2),

and we write α[ω] := α[ω, ω] for simplicity.

Clearly, α is bounded since d and d∗ are continuous in H1Ωk
D(Σ). It is semi-positive

definite with the kernel being Hk(Σ) ∼= Hk
dR(Σ) by Theorem 3.2.

We define the following inner product on H1Ωk
D(Σ):

(ω1, ω2)α := α[ω1, ω2] + (ω1, ω2).

By Gaffney’s inequality [53, Corollary 2.1.6], the norm induced by (−,−)α is equivalent to
the canonical H1 norm (5) on the space H1

DΩk(M), and we denote it by ∥ − ∥α.
Let A : H1Ωk

D(Σ) → H−1Ωk(Σ) be the bounded L2-self-adjoint operator such that

α[u, v] = (Au, v), ∀u, v ∈ H1Ωk
D(Σ).

In fact, by Green’s formula (6), we have Au = ∆u for u ∈ H2Ωk
D(Σ) with i∗(∗du) = 0.

From now on, we will focus on the case where n = 2 and k = 0, 1, 2.

Proposition 4.2. Let Σ be a bounded smooth domain on surface. The 1-forms
{

1√
µi
dψi

}∞

i=2

and
{

1√
λi
d∗Φi

}∞

i=1
form orthonormal eigen-bases of dH1(Σ) and d∗H1Ω2

D(Σ), respectively.

These eigen-bases satisfy

A(dψi) = µidψi, A(d∗Φi) = λid
∗Φi.

Let Spec+ be the positive spectrum, we have

Spec+A = Spec+ ∆D ∪ Spec+ ∆N . (12)

Proof. For i ≥ 2, dψi ∈ H1Ω1
D(Σ) because d(dψi) = 0, d∗(dψi) = µiψi ∈ L2(Σ), and

i∗(∗dψi) = 0 due to the Neumann boundary condition. Similarly, d∗Φi ∈ H1Ω1
D(Σ) for

i ≥ 1, and the boundary condition is satisfied by the Dirichlet condition as in (11),

i∗(∗d∗Φi) = −i∗(∗ ∗ d ∗ Φi) = −i∗(dφi) = 0.

Orthogonality follows from Green’s formula:

(d∗Φi, d
∗Φj) = (dd∗Φi,Φj) = λi(Φi,Φj), (dψi, dψj) = (d∗dψi, ψj) = µi(ψi, ψj).

Suppose there exists ψ ∈ H1(Σ) such that dψ ⊥ dψi for all i ≥ 2. Then

0 = (dψ, dψi) = µi(ψ,ψi), ∀i ≥ 2,

which implies that ψ = cψ1 is a constant due to the orthonormality of {ψi}∞i=1 in L2(Σ).
Thus, dψ = 0, showing that {dψi}∞i=2 is orthonormal in dH1(Σ). The orthonormality of
{d∗Φi}∞i=1 in d∗H1Ω2

D(Σ) is similar and even simpler to verify.
Finally, they are eigenforms of A because for any v ∈ H1Ω1

D(Σ),

(Ad∗Φi, v) = α[d∗Φi, v] = (dd∗Φi, dv) = λi(Φi, dv) = λi(d
∗Φi, v),

(Adψi, v) = α[dψi, v] = (d∗dψi, d
∗v) = µi(ψi, d

∗v) = µi(dψi, v).

Combined with the Hodge decomposition in Theorem 3.1, this proves the positive spectral
decomposition (12). □
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Remark 4.3. In fact, one can generalize the results by replacing ∆D with the downward
Laplacian Lk = dk−1d

∗
k and ∆N with the upward Laplacian Uk = d∗k+1dk. This leads to the

positive spectrum decomposition for the Laplacian ∆k acting on general Sobolev k-forms:

Spec+ (∆k) = Spec+ (Uk−1) ∪ Spec+ (Lk+1) .

The proof follows a similar method to the one presented in this section. Care must be
taken to properly define the corresponding spaces where these operators act.

Finally, consider the Rayleigh quotient defined by η(ω) = α[ω]
∥ω∥2

L2
. Using standard varia-

tional methods, we obtain the following result:

Theorem 4.4. Let η1 ≤ η2 ≤ · · · be the eigenvalues of the operator A. Then,

ηk = min
E⊂H1Ω1

D(Σ)
dimE=k

max
ω∈E\{0}

η(ω), ∀k ∈ Z+.

5. Friedlander’s Inequality

5.1. Proof of main theorem. In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2. It should be noted
that Σ must satisfy the curvature condition in Definition 1.1. Let f be a function satisfying
the curvature condition. We define ν := df ∈ H1Ω1(Σ). Consequently, dν = 0, d∗ν = ∆f ,
and |ν| = |∇f | ≡ 1.

Let (Φi = φivolM , λi) be the Dirichlet eigenpair of ∆D. We obtain

∥φiν∥2L2 =

∫
Σ

φ2
i |ν|2 dvolM = ∥φi∥2L2 = 1.

Lemma 5.1. Consider a bounded smooth domain Σ on surface M that satisfies the curva-
ture condition. For Dirichlet eigenfunctions {φi}∞i=1 on Σ and ν as defined previously, the
following inequality holds:

α[φiν], α[φi(∗ν)] ≤ λi, ∀i ∈ Z+.

Proof. For the Dirichlet form α, we have

α[φiν] = (d(φiν), d(φiν)) + (d∗(φiν), d
∗(φiν))

= (dφi ∧ ν, dφi ∧ ν) + (dφi ∧ ∗ν + φid ∗ ν, dφi ∧ ∗ν + φid ∗ ν)
= ∥dφi∥2L2 + 2(dφi ∧ ∗ν, φid ∗ ν) + ∥φid

∗ν∥2L2 (13)

= (d∗dφi, φi) + (2φidφi ∧ ∗ν, (∗∗)d ∗ ν) + ∥φid
∗ν∥2L2

= λi∥φi∥2L2 − (dφ2
i ∧ ∗ν, ∗d∗ν) + ∥φi∆f∥2L2 . (14)

Equality (13) holds because if we assume dφi = αν + β(∗ν), then
∥dφi ∧ ν∥2L2 = β2, ∥dφi ∧ ∗ν∥2L2 = α2, ∥dφi∥2 = α2 + β2.

We have the following computation for the middle term in (14).

(dφ2
i ∧ ∗ν, ∗d∗ν) =

(〈
dφ2

i , ν
〉
volM ,∆fvolM

)
= (dφ2

i , (∆f)ν)

= (φ2
i , d

∗((∆f)ν)) (because φ2
i |∂Σ = 0).

Provided that the term d∗(∆fdf) ≥ (∆f)2 everywhere in Σ, we have

(dφ2
i ∧ ∗ν, ∗d∗ν) = (φ2

i , d
∗((∆f)ν)) ≥ (φ2

i , (∆f)
2) = ∥φi∆f∥2L2 ,

and consequently in (14) we derive one part of the conclusion

α[φiν] ≤ λi∥φi∥2L2 = λi.
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For the term d∗(∆fdf), we have

d∗(∆fdf) = − ∗ d(∆f ∗ df)
= − ∗ (d∆f ∧ ∗df +∆fd ∗ df)
= −⟨d∆f, df⟩+ (∆f)2.

Therefore, it is sufficient to require ⟨d∆f, df⟩ = ⟨∇∆f,∇f⟩ ≤ 0. By Bochner’s formula,
this is equivalent to

⟨∇∆f,∇f⟩ = 1

2
∆|∇f |2 + |∇2f |2 +Ric(∇f,∇f) = |Hess f |2 +K ≤ 0, (15)

where it should be noted that the Laplacian is positive in our setting. Equation (15) is
guaranteed by the curvature condition. As for α[φi(∗ν)], the calculation is similar. □

Remark 5.2. Let us consider the case where f is chosen as the Busemann function Bθ. In
this instance, |HessBθ| represents the absolute value of the curvature h of the horocircle;
consequently, (15) transforms into h2 +K ≤ 0.

Mazzeo in [42] introduces a general method for proving Friedlander’s inequality by finding
a distance function f such that ∆f remains a constant. This condition corresponds precisely
to the equality case in (15). Thus our curvature condition is a weaker assumption for proving
such eigenvalue inequalities, with stronger results when domains are simply connected.

The unique continuation results yield the following lemma:

Lemma 5.3. [11, Proposition 2.5] Let f ∈ H1(Σ) satisfy ∆f = λf weakly, with f |∂Σ = 0
and ∂νf = 0. Thus, f ≡ 0 in Σ.

We now prove the main theorem for a smooth domain.

Theorem 5.4. Let M be a Riemannian surface. If a bounded smooth domain Σ ⊂ M
satisfies the curvature condition, then the following inequality holds.

µk+2−β1
≤ λk, where β1 := dimH1

dR(Σ), ∀k ∈ Z+.

Proof. Let η1 ≤ η2 ≤ · · · be the eigenvalues ofA. For any k ∈ Z+, the 1-forms {φiν, ∗φiν}ki=1

generate a 2k-dimensional subspace Λk ⊂ L2Ω1(Σ), and these 1-forms constitute an or-
thonormal basis of Λk. Thus, for all u ∈ Λk, we have

α[u] ≤ λk∥u∥2L2 .

Furthermore, for any v ∈ H1Ω1
D(Σ) such that Av = λkv, we have α[v, u] = (Av, u) =

λk(v, u), and consequently,

α[u+ v] = α[u] + 2α[u, v] + α[v] ≤ λk(∥u∥2L2 + 2(u, v) + ∥v∥2L2) = λk∥u+ v∥2L2 .

Let Ek denote the subspace Λk + ker(A− λk). We derive

η(u) ≤ λk, ∀u ∈ Ek.

Recall that from Proposition 4.2 we have

ker(A− λk) = d ker(∆N − λk)⊕ d∗ ker(∆D − λk),

Assuming u ∈ Λk ∩ d∗ ker(∆D − λk), we have u = 0 because of Lemma 5.3. Therefore, we
obtain that

dimEk ≥ dimΛk + dimker(∆D − λk) = 2k +mD(λk),

where mD(λk) denotes the multiplicity of λk in Spec∆D.
Consequently,

η2k+mD(λk) ≤ ηdimEk
≤ max

u∈Ek\{0}
η(u) ≤ λk.
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This proves that we have at least 2k +mD(λk) eigenvalues in [0, λk] for A. As ∆D has at
most k−1+mD(λk) eigenvalues in (0, λk] and dimkerA = β1, by spectrum decomposition
in Theorem 3.1, ∆N has at least k+1− β1 eigenvalues in (0, λk]. Taking into account that
µ1 = 0, we derive our conclusion that µk+2−β1 ≤ λk. □

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The main theorem for the general Lipschitz domain is derived from
a method similar to that presented in Friedlander [28]. We only need to employ a Lipschitz
approximation by smooth domains from the exterior while maintaining the Betti number
unchanged. The inequality of eigenvalues remains valid by semi-continuity of Neumann
eigenvalues under this perturbation, detailed in the attachment. □

Remark 5.5. The difficulty in extending our result to higher dimensions stems from the
lack of analogous test-form constructions and the challenge of combining the spectra of ∆D

and ∆N as the dimension increases.
However, one may attempt to define and prove the result for Dirichlet and Neumann

problems in n−1 and n+1 dimensions, respectively, when the manifold is 2n-dimensional.
Initially, it was necessary to utilize the upward/downward Laplacian in the definition, as
introduced in Remark 4.3.

5.2. Applications on standard models. According to Theorem 1.2, the comparison
of the Neumann and Dirichlet eigenvalues can be reduced to finding an appropriate dis-
tance function that satisfies inequality (1) in the curvature condition. We begin with the
hyperbolic space.

Example 5.6. We provide an explicit expression of the Busemann function Bθ(z) to prove
its fulfillment of the curvature condition. Consequently, the eigenvalue inequality (3) holds
for any bounded Lipschitz domain in the hyperbolic space.

To simplify the calculation, we employ the upper-plane model with K = 1:

H2 := H2(−1) = {z = x+ iy ∈ C | y > 0}, ds2 =
dx2 + dy2

y2
.

Without loss of generality, we select the infinity point ∞ ∈ ∂H2 for the Busemann function,
yielding

B∞(z) = − ln y ∈ C∞(H2), |∇B∞| ≡ 1.

Through straightforward calculation, one can derive that

HessB∞ =

[ 1
y2 0

0 0

]
, |HessB∞|2 = (gxx)

2

(
1

y2

)2

≡ 1,

which ensures that the condition K + |HessB∞|2 ≤ 0 in any bounded domain Σ ⊂ H2.

For a specific calculation of eigenvalues in hyperbolic space, see [13, 12, 42] for related
results. In the following example, we provide the explicit eigenvalues of a ring-shaped
domain on a cylinder to verify our inequality.

Example 5.7. For Σ = S1 × [0, π] ⊂ S1 × R = M, through separation of variables, one
can easily derive that

λi,j = i2 + j2, µi,k = i2 + k2, i, k ∈ N, j ∈ Z+

constitute all eigenvalues, where λi,j , µi,k have multiplicity 2 when i ̸= 0, and all other
eigenvalues are single-rooted. As µi,j = λi,j for all i ∈ N, j ∈ Z+ and µi,0 ≤ λi,j , we
can identify m+1 Neumann eigenvalues smaller than the m-th Dirichlet eigenvalue for all
m ∈ Z+. Thus, after sorting the eigenvalues, we obtain

µm+1 ≤ λm, ∀m ≥ 1.
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Before proceeding to next example, we first prove Theorem 1.4 that provides a method
to find suitable twisted product space.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. It is sufficient to select function f(r, θ) = r to satisfy the curvature
condition. Obviously |∇f | ≡ 1. It remains to verify the inequality (1). Through calculations
[45], we require

K + |Hess f |2 = −∂
2
rϕ

ϕ
+

(
∂rϕ

ϕ

)2

= −∂2r log ϕ ≤ 0.

Therefore, provided that ϕ(r, θ) is log-convex in r for all θ ∈ S1, f(r, θ) = r is a function
that satisfies the curvature condition on M.

The remain part follows from Theorem 1.2. □

Employing Theorem 1.4, we can prove the results for cusps and collars, which are essen-
tial fundamental structures in hyperbolic geometry [10, 15].

Example 5.8. Let M be a cusp equipped with the standard isothermal metric [57]

g(z) =

(
|dz|

|z| log |z|

)2

, z ∈ Br0(0) \ {0}, r0 < 1.

By setting z = reiθ, we obtain

g(r, θ) =

(
1

r log r

)2 (
dr2 + r2dθ2

)
, r ∈ (0, r0).

Let ρ = − log(− log r), we derive

g(ρ, θ) = dρ2 + e2ρdθ2, ρ ∈ (−∞,− log(− log r0)).

As log eρ = ρ is convex, the curvature condition is ensured by f(r, θ) = r for any bounded
Lipschitz domain Σ on a cusp. Consequently, eigenvalue inequality (3) holds for Σ.

Example 5.9. Let M be a collar. According to [15], it is isometric to the cylinder I × S1

with metric
ds2 = dρ2 + l20 cosh

2 ρdθ2,

where l0 represents the length of the simple closed geodesic that corresponds to the collar,
and I ⊂ R is an interval containing 0.

Through calculations,

(log cosh ρ)′ =
sinh ρ

cosh ρ
, (log cos ρ)′′ =

cosh2 ρ− sinh2 ρ

cosh2 ρ
=

1

cosh2 ρ
≥ 0,

we show that l0 cosh ρ is log-convex. Thus, the eigenvalue inequality (3) holds for every
bounded Lipschitz domain in a collar, by Theorem 1.4.

The eigenvalue inequality is applicable to bounded Lipschitz domains in funnels because
funnels constitute half of the collars.

Appendix A. Lipschitz Perturbation by Smooth Domains

In the appendix, we prove that a sequence of smooth domains can be chosen to ap-
proximate the Lipschitz domain Σ from the outside and that the eigenvalues are lower
semi-continuous under this convergence. For a comprehensive introduction to this area,
the reader may refer to [30].

For the Dirichlet eigenvalue problem, the results were established in [9]. Consequently,
our focus is on Neumann eigenvalues. We first select an appropriate sequence of smooth
domains.
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Lemma A.1. For any bounded Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂M , there exists a sequence of smooth
domains {Σm}∞m=1 such that Σ ⊂ Σm and

m(Σm \ Σ) → 0 as m→ ∞.

Furthermore, ∂Σm and ∂Σ can be expressed by smooth or Lipschitz functions respectively
in the same coordinate chart with uniform Lipschitz constant C(L).

Proof. The results for Euclidean space are presented in [25, 1], where the proof uses small
open balls centered at the boundary. This method can be easily applied to manifolds, and
herein, we briefly explain a few minor distinctions while showing the key steps of the proof,
omitting specific details.

In Euclidean space, a Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂ Rn is defined such that for each point
x ∈ ∂Σ, there exists a small open ball Bx centered at x for which Bx ∩ ∂Σ is the graph of
a Lipschitz function with constant L = L(Σ).

The situation is similar for a Riemannian manifold; however, we need to apply the
exponential map on the tangent space. Specifically, for a Lipschitz domain Σ ⊂ M , for
each x ∈ ∂Σ, there exists a small open neighborhood Bx such that exp−1

x (Bx ∩ ∂Σ) is a
graph of a Lipschitz function in the tangent space TxM with a constant L = L(Σ). This
function is defined on a hyperplane Ex ⊂ TxM with values lying in the direction of the
orthogonal complement E⊥

x in TxM . Let nx ∈ E⊥
x be a unit vector pointing outward from

Σ.
Let π : TxM → Ex be a projection map. We define B′

x = π(exp−1
x (Bx ∩ ∂Σ)), Subse-

quently, there exists a Lipschitz function ϕ : B′
x → R such that ϕ(0) = 0, and the boundary

of Σ near x is described by

Bx ∩ ∂Σ = {expx(y + ϕ(y)nx) | y ∈ B′
x},

while the interior of Σ near x is given by

Bx ∩ Σ = {expx(y + unx) | y ∈ B′
x, u < ϕ(y), y + unx ∈ exp−1

x (Bx ∩ Σ)}.

In fact, we can select Bx appropriately such that exp−1
x (Bx) forms a cylinder, with base

B′
x and the axis along E⊥

x .
By further selecting a smaller neighborhood, we can ensure that for any ε > 0, we have

∥(d expx)y − idxy∥ ≤ ε for all y ∈ exp−1
x (Bx),

where idxy : TyTxM → Texpy
M is an isometry that identifies two Euclidean spaces, and

the norm is considered in the sense of linear maps. We require idx• : TTxM → TM to be
smooth.

Now, we consider that y ∈ Bx1
∩Bx2

. At the point exp−1
x1

(y), the map d exp−1
x2

◦d expx1

is almost orthogonal, which means

∥d exp−1
x2

◦d expx1
−id−1

x2 exp−1
x2

(y)
◦ idx1 exp−1

x1
(y)∥ ≤ 3ε.

Here, id−1

x2 exp−1
x2

(y)
◦ idx1 exp−1

x1
(y) : Texp−1

x1
(y)Tx1

M → Texp−1
x2

(y)Tx2
M is an orthogonal map,

as it is isometric between two Euclidean spaces. We select the identification map idx1x2 :
Tx1M → Tx2M such that idx1x2(Ex1) = Ex2 and idx1x2(nx1) = nx2 .

In the Euclidean space, all identification maps are natural, and the exponential map
is simply the identity. Consequently, this definition is consistent when the manifold is in
Euclidean space.

After clarifying these definitions, we now outline the proof. Initially, we select a finite

open cover
⋃N

i=0Bi ⊃ Σ, where {Bi}Ni=1 are small neighborhoods at the boundary, satisfying
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Figure 2. Graphs in two charts differ by an almost orthogonal transformation.

the conditions discussed above. B0 ⊂ Σ is a large open set that covers Σ \
⋃N

i=1Bi. We
then consider the unity partition {ξi}Ni=0 belonging to this open cover.

For each neighborhood at the boundary, we have the Lipschitz map ϕi defined on B′
i ⊂

Ei ⊂ Txi
M. We can construct smooth functions {ϕ(m)

i } by mollifier such that

L

m
≤ ϕ

(m)
i − ϕi ≤

3L

m
, |dϕ(m)

i | ≤ L.

Combining these maps with the unity partition, we can obtain the boundary defining

function F, {Fm}∞m=1 from
⋃N

i=0Bi to R, such that

{F = 0} = ∂Σ, {F < 0} = Σ,

and subsequently, the smooth domains

Σm := {Fm < 0}
satisfy the condition precisely with the boundary ∂Σm = {Fm = 0}.

Furthermore, ∂Σm and ∂Σ can be expressed using the same local coordinate system

in Bi. This implies that ∂Σm can also be expressed by smooth function f
(m)
i defined on

B′
i. It is necessary to prove that Fm in Bi is not degenerate in the direction of ni and

subsequently apply the implicit function theorem. This part in Euclidean space is proved
by the transversality property in [1], where they primarily utilize the fact that the transition
map between Lipschitz graphs in different charts is rigid, that is, a translation plus an
orthogonal map. As previously established, we have shown that the transition map between
Bi and Bj is almost orthogonal. Consequently, the transversality property can be proven
in manifolds in a similar way.

Given that |dϕ(m)
i | ≤ L, |dξi| ≤ C, we can easily show that |df (m)

i | ≤ C(L) uniformly in
m using the implicit function theorem. □

The uniform Lipschitz constant is utilized in the following lemma.

Lemma A.2. The collection {Σm}∞m=1 obtained by previous method satisfies the ε-cone
condition, where ε > 0 is sufficiently small depending on L. Consequently, there exists a
linear continuous extension operator Pm : H1(Σm) → H1(Σ1) and ∥Pm∥ ≤ K for some
K > 0 independent of m.
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Proof. The ε-cone condition is described in many textbooks, and we refer to [33, Definition
2.4.1] for an example. Define the cone C(y, ξ, ε) ⊂ RN for y ∈ RN , ξ ∈ SN−1 and ε > 0 :

C(y, ξ, ε) := {z ∈ RN , ⟨z − y, ξ⟩ ≥ cos(ε)|z − y|, |z − y| ∈ (0, ε)}.

An open set Σ is said to satisfy the ε-cone condition if for all x ∈ ∂Σ, there exists ξx ∈ SN−1

such that

C(y, ξx, ε) ⊂ Σ, ∀ y ∈ Σ ∩Bε(x),

where Bε(x) denotes an open ball with radius ε centered at x.
For manifolds, it is necessary to employ the exponential map to express the condition

precisely. The cone can only be defined on the tangent space; therefore, the cone condition
is transformed into

C(y, ξx, ε) ⊂ exp−1
x Σ, ∀ y ∈ (exp−1

x Σ) ∩Bε(0).

Figure 3. Cone condition on manifolds.

According to [33, Proposition 3.7.2], with the proof provided in [19], given a larger
bounded open set B, there exists k > 0 such that for all open sets Σ ⊂ B with the ε-cone
property, there exists a linear continuous extension operator PΣ : H1(Σ) → H1(B) such
that ∥PΣ∥ ≤ K. Although the statement is presented in Euclidean space, because the proof
is proceeded locally and uses the partition of unity, it can be easily extended to manifolds
with the previous definitions.

We assert that {Σm}∞m=1 satisfies the ε-cone condition. This follows directly from their
global Lipschitz constant C(L). Consequently, the continuous extension operator is natu-
rally derived. □

Finally, we prove the lower semi-continuity of the Neumann eigenvalue under this per-
turbation.

Theorem A.3. Let µ
(m)
k be the k-th Neumann eigenvalue of Σm, and µk be the k-th

Neumann eigenvalue of Σ. We have

µk ≤ lim inf
m→∞

µ
(m)
k .
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Proof. Take L2-orthonormal eigen-basis {ψi}∞i=1 in H1(Σ), such that
∆ψi = µiψi,

∂ψi

∂n
|∂Σ = 0.

Let {ψ(m)
i }∞i=1 be the L2-orthonormal eigen-basis in H1(Σm). Define

v
(m)
i := ψ

(m)
i |Σ ∈ H1(Σ).

For fixed k ∈ Z+,

∥v(m)
k ∥H1(Σ) ≤ ∥ψ(m)

k ∥H1(Σm) = 1 + µk,

thus there exists uk ∈ H1(Σ) such that

v
(m)
k ⇀ uk, v

(m)
k

L2

−−→ uk, m→ ∞.

We assert that {uk}∞k=1 constitutes an L2-orthonormal basis. The following equations
hold:

(v
(m)
i , v

(m)
j )Σ → (ui, uj)Σ, (ψ

(m)
i , ψ

(m)
j )Σm

= δij ,

(v
(m)
i , v

(m)
j )Σ = (ψ

(m)
i , ψ

(m)
j )Σm − (ψ

(m)
i , ψ

(m)
j )Σm\Σ.

As ∣∣∣(ψ(m)
i , ψ

(m)
j )Σm\Σ

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥ψ(m)
i ∥2L2(Σm\Σ)| ≤ ∥ψ(m)

j ∥2L2(Σm\Σ),

it is necessary to show that ∥ψ(m)
k ∥L2(Σm\Σ) → 0 for all k ∈ Z+.

Initially, we shall establish that ∥ψ(m)
k ∥Lp(Σm) is bounded in m for p > 2. Let Pm denote

the extension map. By applying the Sobolev inequality, we obtain

∥ψ(m)
k ∥Lp(Σm) ≤ ∥Pm[ψ

(m)
k ]∥Lp(Σ1)

≤ Cp∥Pm[ψ
(m)
k ]∥H1(Σ1)

≤ CpK∥ψ(m)
k ∥H1(Σm)

= CpK(1 + µk).

Subsequently, we derive

∥ψ(m)
k ∥L2(Σm\Σ) = ∥1Σm\Σψ

(m)
k ∥L2(Σm)

≤ m(Σm \ Σ)
1
q ∥ψ(m)

k ∥Lp(Σm) → 0,
1

q
+

1

p
=

1

2
.
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Consequently, {uk}∞k=1 constitutes an L2-orthonormal basis. Therefore, by the min-max
principle,

µk = inf
E⊂H1(Σ)
dimE=k

sup
u∈E\{0}

∥∇u∥L2(Σ)

∥u∥L2(Σ)

≤ sup∑k
i=1 a2

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

ai∇ui

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(Σ)

≤ lim inf
m→∞

sup∑k
i=1 a2

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

ai∇v(m)
i

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(Σ)

v
(m)
i ⇀ ui

≤ lim inf
m→∞

sup∑k
i=1 a2

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

ai∇ψ(m)
i

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(Σm)

= lim inf
m→∞

µ
(m)
k .

□

We now discuss the main theorem of this study. As Σ satisfies the curvature condition, we
can select Σ1 sufficiently small such that all the elements of {Σm}∞m=1 satisfy the condition.
Through the approximation method, it is evident that Σm ≃ Σ, and thus, the Betti numbers
remain unchanged during this perturbation.

Given that µ
(m)
k+2−β1

≤ λ
(m)
k , we obtain

µk+2−β1 ≤ lim inf
m→∞

µ
(m)
k+2−β1

≤ lim inf
m→∞

λ
(m)
k = λk,

which concludes the proof of the Lipschitz domain.

Remark A.4. In fact, it is proved in [38, Proposition 1.1] that for Neumann eigenvalues,
we have

lim supµ
(m)
k ≤ µk, ∀ k ≥ 0.

Combined with Theorem A.3, we can further establish the convergence of Neumann eigen-
values. This was also documented in [21, Proposition A.9], where it showed that the
bounded extension operator is essential for convergence.

It is noteworthy that in this section, our focus is on perturbations that “globally” con-
verge to the domain Σ, rather than a thin tube connecting two parts of domains Σ1 and
Σ2 or perturbations near a point singularity. The results for these domains can be found
in [4, 30, 3].
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255, 1976.

[26] N. Filonov. On an inequality for the eigenvalues of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems for the Laplace

operator. Algebra i Analiz, 16(2):172–176, 2004.
[27] Rupert L. Frank and Ari Laptev. Inequalities between Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalues on the

Heisenberg group. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (15):2889–2902, 2010.

[28] Leonid Friedlander. Some inequalities between Dirichlet and Neumann eigenvalues. Arch. Rational
Mech. Anal., 116(2):153–160, 1991.

[29] Fritz Gesztesy and Marius Mitrea. Nonlocal Robin Laplacians and some remarks on a paper by Filonov

on eigenvalue inequalities. J. Differential Equations, 247(10):2871–2896, 2009.
[30] J. K. Hale. Eigenvalues and perturbed domains. In Ten mathematical essays on approximation in

analysis and topology, pages 95–123. Elsevier B. V., Amsterdam, 2005.



20 BOBO HUA, FLORENTIN MÜNCH, AND HAOHANG ZHANG
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