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LARGE TOPOLOGY ASYMPTOTICS FOR SPECTRALLY
EXTREMAL MINIMAL SURFACES IN B3 AND S3

MIKHAIL KARPUKHIN, PETER MCGRATH, AND DANIEL STERN

ABSTRACT. In recent work with Kusner, we developed a method, based
on the equivariant optimization of Laplace and Steklov eigenvalues, for
producing minimal surfaces of prescribed topology in low-dimensional
balls and spheres. We used the method to construct many new minimal
embeddings in S* with area below 87, and many new free boundary min-
imal embeddings in B with area below 27. In this paper, we study the
geometry of these surfaces in more detail, with an emphasis on studying
sharp area estimates and varifold limits in the large Euler characteristic
regime. This allows us to confirm some well-known conjectures regard-
ing the space of low-area minimal surfaces in S® in this class of examples
and the special role played by Lawson’s £,,1 surfaces. We also confirm
analogous statements in B® and identify a family of free boundary min-
imal surfaces in B> most closely resembling &qy1e

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last thirty years, an emerging dictionary between isoperimetric
problems in spectral geometry and minimal surfaces in distinguished am-
bient spaces has led to striking developments in both spectral theory and
the study of minimal surfaces, starting with Nadirashvili’s discovery [Nad96]
that extremal metrics for the area-normalized Laplacian eigenvalues

S‘k(Mv g) = Ak(M’ g) Area(M, g)

on a closed surface M are induced by minimal immersions into spheres. Ini-
tially, this connection was exploited to obtain sharp spectral inequalities and
characterize extremal metrics, as in the identification of \;-maximizing met-
rics on the torus and Klein bottle [Nad96l, [JNP06|, \;-maximizing metrics
on S? and RP? Kar21], and metrics maximizing the first length-
normalized Steklov eigenvalue on the annulus and Mobius band [FS16].
More recently, there has been growing interest in using this connection in
service of minimal surface theory, employing variational methods for eigen-
values as a tool for producing new minimal surfaces [FS16), KKMS24].
Though general constructions of this form yield surfaces of high codimen-
sion, possibly with branch points and self-intersections [NS19], in
the authors and R. Kusner identified a large family of variational problems
for Laplace and Steklov eigenvalues for which extremal metrics give rise to
embedded minimal surfaces of codimension one, and by developing the cor-
responding existence theory, gave many new examples of minimal surfaces
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in S® and free boundary minimal surfaces in B? with prescribed topology
and symmetries.

The goal of the present paper is to gain an improved understanding of the
geometry of the minimal surfaces in S* and B? constructed in [KKMS24],
with an emphasis on sharp area estimates and varifold limits in the large Eu-
ler characteristic regime, similar in spirit to those available for doubling and
desingularization constructions [KM23]. As advertised in [KKMS24l Sec-
tion 1.6], among other applications, these results allow us to confirm some
well-known conjectures regarding the space of low-area minimal surfaces in
S3 for the large class of new examples constructed in [KKMS24], providing
further evidence that the Lawson surfaces £, 1 have least area among mini-
mal surfaces with genus 7 (cf. [Kus89, Conjecture 8.4]) and are the unique
family of minimal surfaces desingularizing a pair of (non-identical) equato-
rial spheres (cf. [Kapll, Question 4.4]). In B3, we also obtain analogs of
these results for the many new free boundary minimal surfaces with area
< 27 constructed in [KKMS24], and we identify a family of free boundary
minimal surfaces which we believe can be regarded as free boundary analog
of the Lawson surfaces &, 1.

1.1. A-extremal surfaces in S?. Let M be a closed, oriented surface and
let I' < Diff (M) be a finite group of diffeomorphisms. Recall from [KKMS24,
Definition 5.4] that the pair (M,T) is called a basic reflection surface if T'
contains an involution 7 € I whose fixed point set M” contains a curve, and
whose quotient M/(7) has genus zero. As in [KKMS24], we are particularly
interested in basic reflection surfaces (M,I") where I' has the form

(1.1) I':=(r) xG,

where 7 is an involution as above, and G is a finite reflection group-i.e.,
a finite group G generated by elements whose fixed-point sets separate M.
For pairs (M,T) of this type, it was shown in [KKMS24] that A\;(M, g) can
always be maximized over I'-invariant metrics g € Metp (M), giving rise to
an extremal metric induced by a minimal embedding in S3.

Theorem 1.1. [KKMS24] Theorem 8.7] For every orientable basic reflection
surface (M,T) with T' of the form T = (1) x G for a finite reflection group
G, there exists a metric g € Metp(M) realizing the supremum

Ay (M,T) := sup{\i (M, h) | h € Metr(M)}

of A over all T-invariant metrics h € Metr(M). Moreover, there is an
orthogonal representation p : I' — O(4) and a p-equivariant minimal embed-
ding ® : M — S? satisfying A,® = A\ (M, g)®, with

1
Area(®) = §A1(M,F) < 8.

As shown in [KKMS24, Lemma 5.35], these surfaces are doublings of the
equator S? C S3 in the sense of [KM23], Definition 1.1]: the nearest-point
projection 7 to S? is well-defined on M and M = M; U M>, where M; is
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a l-manifold, My C M is open, 7|y is a diffecomorphism, and 7|y, is a
2-sheeted covering map.

We emphasize that these minimal doublings are determined not only by
their topology and the isomorphism class of GG, but by the specific action
of G on M. For instance, as discussed in [KKMS, Proposition 8.8|, one
obtains at least L%J + 1 distinct Zy X Zg-symmetric minimal S?-doublings
of genus ~y by applying Theorem [Tl with G given by a single reflection with
fundamental domain of prescribed topology.

Prior to [KKMS24], other families of minimal surfaces in S with pre-
scribed genus and area < 87 have been constructed by variational and per-
turbative methods [Law70, [KPS88| Kapl7, [KM19, [KM23]; among these,
the earliest and best studied are the Lawson surfaces &,;. Several well-
known conjectures assert that this family is distinguished among the others
in various senses. First, Kusner conjectured [Kus89, Conjecture 8.4] that the
surfaces &1 have least area among all genus v minimal surfaces in S3, and
in fact the lowest Willmore energy among all genus v surfaces in S?. Note
that recent work of [HHT23| [CHHT24| gives a sharp asymptotic expansion
for this area Area(&,,1), of the form

47 log 2

Area(&y,1) = 81 — +0(1/4?)

as y — 00.

As an application of the tools introduced below, we confirm that for
sufficiently large, all of the ~ 7/4 minimal surfaces of genus v constructed
in [KKMS24] indeed have area larger than Area(¢,,1), with 87 — Area(M,)
decaying exponentially fast in v as v — oo for most of those families. More
precisely, the basic reflection pairs (M, I") can be split into two types, which
exhibit different behaviors.

Definition 1.2. We say a basic reflection pair (M, I") with M orientable is
of Scherk type if every I'-invariant metric on M is conformally equivalent to
the double of S? \ D, where D is a union of geodesic disks with centers on
the equator. A basic reflection pair (M,I") that is not of Scherk type is said
to be generic.

Remark 1.3. It is a straightforward exercise to check that (M,T") is of Scherk
type whenever there exist two distinct reflections 71, 7o € I" for which M /(7;)
has genus zero. Indeed, for the reflection groups we consider, this is almost
equivalent to the definition given above, with essentially one exceptional
case when I' & Zy x D). See Lemma [£.7] below for an enumeration of all the
Scherk-type basic reflection surfaces of the form I' = (1) x G.

To justify the use of ‘generic’, note for instance that when I' & Zy x Zo,
for every genus 7, there is exactly one pair (M,I") of Scherk type, up to
equivariant homeomorphism, and L“’THJ generic pairs. With this language

in place, we have the following.
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Theorem 1.4. There exist g € N such that for every pair (M,T") as in
Theorem [L1 with genus(M) =~ > 7o,

%Al (M,T') > Area(&y,1)-

Moreover, there exists ¢ > 0 such that %Al(M,F) > 81 — e~V for all
generic basic reflection pairs (M,T") of genus 7.

Since the Lawson surfaces have first Laplace eigenvalue equal to 2 [CS09],
for those pairs (M, T") where M has genus «y and T is conjugate to a subgroup
of Isom(&,1), the lower bound

Ay (M,T) > 5‘1(5%1) = 2Area(&y 1)

follows immediately from the definition of A;(M,T"); in particular, this pro-
vides the desired lower bound for all pairs (M,I") of Scherk type. For
generic pairs (M,I"), we prove by direct construction of test metrics that
A (M,T) > 16w — e~°V7, and in fact most of these families have A;(M,T)
converging to 167 at the slightly faster rate 16m — A1 (M,T") < e 7.

On the other hand, using stability methods similar in spirit to those of
IKNPS21] and [KS24], we establish matching upper bounds, showing that
these lower bounds on A;(M,T") are qualitatively sharp.

Theorem 1.5. There exists C7 > 0 such that for every basic reflection
surface (M,T),

%Al(M, T) < 87 — O],

Moreover, there is Cy > 0 such that if (M,T") is of Scherk type, then

1 Cy
—Al(M,F) < 8T — ——————.
2 IX(M)]
Remark 1.6. The universal upper bound %Al(M, ) < 8r—e XM among
all basic reflection surfaces is equivalent to the following statements, where
C1 and Cy denote absolute constants.
e For any metric g on the surface €2 with genus zero, the minimum
p1 = min{ A (2, 9), \P (2, g)} of the Dirichlet and Neumann eigen-
values satisfies

11(Q, g) - Area(Q, g) < 8t — e~ 1V,

e Every genus zero free boundary minimal surface > C S:j’r embedded
by first eigenfunctions has area

|E| < 4r — 6_02|X(E)‘-

These estimates may be compared with those of [KS24, Theorem 1.8] for the
Steklov optimization problem on genus zero surfaces. Per a well-known con-
jecture of Yau [Yau82, Problem 100] the “embedded by first eigenfunctions”
condition in the latter statement can likely be weakened to embeddedness;
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it could be interesting to find an alternate proof of the upper bound in this
case that bypasses the spectral estimates used in this paper.

The preceding upper and lower area estimates may be compared with area
expansions [KM23, Theorem A (v)] for S2.-doublings constructed by PDE glu-
ing methods [Kap17, [KM19, KM23|. For example, using the formula [Kap17,
Equation 6.23] with this area expansion shows the “equator-poles” examples

Mifq_pOl with genus 7 from [Kap17, Theorem 7.3] have area satisfying
8 — C\/’_ye_m < \qu_p"l] < 8w — cﬁe_m

for appropriate constants 0 < ¢ < C. It follows from the formulas in [Kap17,
KM19, [KM23] that all of the other families of S?-doublings constructed in
those articles have area tending to 87 in the genus 7 at rates bounded
between 87 — e~ and 87 — e~ for appropriate constants c.

For pairs (M,I") of Scherk type, combining Theorems [[.4] and gives

_ 8mlog2 2y o 1 8 Co
and we strongly suspect that Aq(M,I") = 2Area(&, 1) for all pairs (M,I")
of this type with genus +. For I' conjugate to the full isometry group of
&+,1, this follows from a uniqueness result of Kapouleas—Wiygul [KW22],
and the desired equality would follow if the symmetry hypotheses in their
result could be weakened to invariance under a certain Zo X Zs subgroup of
&y,1- In spectral terms, this is equivalent to the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.7. Let Q be a 2k-gon, and write 0, := I'1 UTl'y, where each
[ consists of k disjoint segments. Given a metric g on Qg, let A\ (Q, g)
denote the first nonzero Neumann eigenvalue of Ay, and set

ka ‘d¢‘3dvg
ka ¢?dvg

Then for any metric g on Qy,

ADIX(Qy, g) 1= in {

é|r, =0 for eitheri=1 or 2} .

: mix 1
Area(, g) - min{AY (%, 9), AT (s, 9)} < S Area(&,),
with equality when (Q, g) is homothetic to a quarter of & 1.

Another interesting open problem about the space of minimal surfaces in
S? with area < 87 is that of identifying the boundary of this space, with
respect to the varifold topology. Given a sequence Mj C S? of minimal
surfaces with Area(Mj) 87 and genus — oo, it is well-known that subse-
quences must converge as varifolds to a sum S; +.S9 of two (multiplicity-one)
great two-spheres Sq,S2. A priori, the angle between S7 and Ss could be
arbitrary, but in practice only two cases are known to occur: S = So, corre-
sponding to doublings of an equator, and S7 L S5, which arises as the large
genus limit of the Lawson surfaces &, 1. In [Kaplll Section 4], Kapouleas



6 M. KARPUKHIN, P. MCGRATH, AND D. STERN

presents evidence that these are indeed the only possible varifold limits,
suggesting the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.8 (cf. [Kapll, Question 4.3]). The boundary of the space
of minimal surfaces in S® with area < 87 consists only of multiplicity-two
great spheres and unions of orthogonal great spheres. Moreover, the Lawson
surfaces &1 are the only family desingularizing a pair of orthogonal great
spheres.

In other words, apart from the Lawson surfaces &, 1, it is expected that
all families of minimal surfaces in S® with area < 87 resemble doublings of
the equator in the large topology limit. In the class of \j-extremal basic
reflection surfaces, we show that Conjecture[[.8is closely related to Kusner’s
conjecture that the Lawson surfaces &, 1 have least area for their genus:
namely, any sequence M, of genus v minimal surfaces of this type with
8m—|M,| < 81 —|&,,1| must converge to a multiplicity-two sphere as v — oco.
More precisely, we show the following.

Theorem 1.9. Let N be a genus zero free boundary minimal surface, em-
bedded in the hemisphere S:j’r by first eigenfunctions. Then

| distysy < VIRV =TV
N

for some universal constant C. In particular, any sequence N with 4m —
|Nk| = o(m) must converge to the boundary 0S3 = S* x {0} in the
varifold sense as k — oo.

As a consequence, if (M, T") is a generic basic reflection surface, this result,

together with the bound 87 — %Al(M, ) < e~ VXM of Theorem [ gives
the following corollary.

Corollary 1.10. Let M C S?® be the minimal surface realizing Ay(M,T)
for a generic basic reflection pair (M,T"). Then there exists a great sphere
S? ' S? and universal constants C < oo, ¢; > 0 such that

/ distes < Ce—o1V/IKODT
M

In particular, if {My} is a sequence of such surfaces with |x(My)| — oo,
then My converges rapidly to a great sphere with multiplicity two.

For the pairs (M,T") of Scherk type, Theorem [[.9] also gives some non-
trivial information, leading in particular to the proof of the upper bound
%Al(M ) <8r— % in Theorem Roughly speaking, if we had such
a pair (M,T') with 87 — $A1(M,T) = o(1/|x(M)|), Theorem [[9] would im-
ply that the associated minimal surface simultaneously lies very close to two
orthogonal great spheres corresponding to the two reflections 7, 79, which
is evidently impossible.

1.2. 51-extremal surfaces in B3.
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1.2.1. &1-extremal basic reflection surfaces. Analogous to the case of closed
surfaces, if N is a compact oriented surface with boundary and I' < Diff (V)
is a finite group of diffeomorphisms, we say the pair (N, T") is a basic reflection
surface if there is a reflection 7 € T" for which the quotient N/(7) has genus
zero and all but one boundary component contained in the fixed-point set
N7 (see [KKMS24 Def. 5.3]). For any such pair, we consider the supremum

S1(N,T) := sup{51(N.g) | g € Metr(N)}

of the length-normalized first Steklov eigenvalue 71 (N, g) = L(ON, g)-01(N, g)
on the space Metr(N) of I'-invariant metrics.

In [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15], existence of metrics realizing ¥;(N,T") is
proved for a large class of basic reflection pairs (NV,T"), and by [KKMS24,
Lemma 5.37], these metrics are induced by I'-equivariant free boundary
minimal embeddings (N,ON) — (B3,S?) of area $31(N,T') < 27. Just as in
the closed case, these embeddings are doublings, this time of an equatorial
disk D?. Though for technical reasons [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15] does not
establish existence of a maximizing metric for every basic reflection pair
(N,T), for every v > 0 and k > 2, [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15] supplies at least
Ufj distinct free boundary minimal surfaces with genus ~, k boundary
components, and area < 2.

Remark 1.11. In a recent preprint [Pet24], Petrides has announced a sig-
nificant refinement of the main analytic tool used in the existence theory
of [KKMS24], which together with the results of [KKMS24] should show
that 3, (N,I") is indeed realized by a free boundary minimal embedding
(N,ON) C (B3,S?) for any basic reflection pair (N,T).

As with the A\j-extremal closed basic reflection surfaces in S?, we are
able to obtain qualitatively sharp area estimates for these 1-extremal free
boundary minimal surfaces in the large topology limit, and relate this to
their varifold limits. One interesting distinction with the analogous results
in S?, where topology is encoded by genus alone, is that the genus and the
number of boundary components play very different roles in determining the
possible range of areas for these free boundary minimal surfaces in the large
topology limit.

First, we record the following universal upper and lower bounds.

Theorem 1.12. For every basic reflection surface (N,T") with genus v and
k boundary components, we have an estimate of the form

A — "1 OFR) > 9 (N, T) > max{4r — e~ % 47 — C3/7}

for universal constants C1,Co,C35 > 0. In particular, the associated free
boundary minimal surface N C B3 has area

2m — e~ 10 > |N| > max{2r — e %F, 21 — Cy /).

In particular, note that the gap 47— (N, I") decays exponentially fast as
the number of boundary components of N increases, but, for a fixed number
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of boundary components, could vanish as slowly as 1/ as the genus ~y grows
but the number of boundary components remains fixed, and we present
examples below for which the latter behavior does occur.

Note that the maximum of 31 (N, I") over all basic reflection pairs (N, I")
on a surface N of fixed topological type is simply 1 (V, (7)), the supremum
of 31(N, g) over all metrics invariant under a fixed basic reflection 7: N —
N. Existence of maximizing metrics in this case is established in [KKMS24,
Theorem 9.15], corresponding to the free boundary basic reflection surfaces
in B3 of largest area for a given topology. For these surfaces, we show that
the upper bound in Theorem is sharp.

Theorem 1.13. There exist Cy,Cy such that for the surface N, i, with genus
v and k boundary components.

A — e~ C10FR) > ¥ (N

ks (T)) > 4m — e~ C2(7+k),

Remark 1.14. For the surfaces Ny with genus zero and k boundary com-
ponents, it is possible a priori that &i;-maximization over any subgroup
I' < Diff(Np ) containing a basic reflection yields the same Dj-symmetric
free boundary minimal surface, coinciding with those produced in [FS23|
Theorem 5.1] by min-max methods or in [FPZ17] via gluing techniques. In-
deed, since the results of [KM24] confirm that the latter two families are
embedded by first Steklov eigenfunctions, one can obtain more precise lower
bounds for ¥1(No, (1)) by a careful examination of the gluing construc-
tion in [FPZ17] in combination with the area expansion in [KM23, Theorem
A(v)], but we do not pursue this here.

Next, we note that the lower bound in Theorem [I.12] with respect to the
genus is also sharp, at least when the number of boundary components is
one or two.

Theorem 1.15. If N has k =1 or 2 boundary components and any genus
v, there exists a subgroup T'19 = (11, 72) < Diff(N) generated by two distinct
reflections with respect to which N is a basic reflection surface. In this case,
there are universal constants C1,Co > 0 such that

A — ﬁ > Y1 (Ny i, Ti2) > 4m — @

Y Y
Together with [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15], this gives the following.

Corollary 1.16. For ecvery integer m > —1, there exists a embedded free
boundary minimal surface Ny, C B> with Euler characteristic x(Np,) = m
and area o o

21 — — > |Npp| > 21 — =2,
m m

tnvariant with respect to reflection about two orthogonal planes.
The behavior of these surfaces seems analogous in many ways to that
of the Lawson surfaces &, in S3. Indeed, in the large topology limit, we
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expect that they give a desingularization of a union of orthogonal disks,
perhaps coinciding with the desingularization announced by Kapouleas-Li
in [KL21]. Moreover, the area estimates obtained here suggest that this
family has the slowest possible area growth as |x (V)| becomes large; in light
of these estimates, it is tempting to conjecture that these surfaces have least
area among all free boundary minimal surfaces in B? with prescribed Euler
characteristic. Some care is needed for the case of two boundary components,
since in this case it is possible to add an additional (non-basic) reflection
73 € Diff (N) to obtain a larger group I}y = I'1a X (13) = Zg X Zy X Zg for
which ¥1(N,T5) < ¥1(N,T'12), and numerical results presented in [FKS24]
suggest that this inequality is in general strict. We then pose the following.

Conjecture 1.17. For any free boundary minimal surface S C B>,

1 1-—-
|S| > 521(N%1,F12) when x(S) is odd and v = #
and ) g
|S| > EEl(N%g,F'm) when x(S) is even and v = _X2( )

The upper bounds in Theorem are obtained as a consequence of the
following theorem, analogous to Theorem [L.9]in the closed setting, showing
that &1-extremal basic reflection surfaces with 2r — |[N| < 1/(1 + |x(IV)|)
lie close to the fixed-point plane of every basic reflection.

Theorem 1.18. If N C B? is a free boundary minimal embedding by first
Steklov eigenfunctions such that N is a basic reflection surface with respect
to (x,y,2) = (z,y,—z), then

/ 2| < Cv/2r —[N] - VI T IX(V)]
ON

for a universal C < 0.

Since the families of Theorem [I.15] are basic reflection surfaces with re-
spect to two orthogonal planes of reflection, it follows that 2w — |N| cannot
1

decay faster than O(W) For the other families of basic reflection sur-

faces, most have 27 — |[N| = O(e~(VI) " and Theorem LIS shows that such
surfaces converge to a double disk in the large topology limit.

1.3. Organization. In Section 2, we introduce a convenient equivalent for-
mulation of the A;- and &1-optimization optimization problems over basic re-
flection surfaces in terms of optimization problems over subsets of S? and D?.
In Sections 3 and 4, we complete the proof of Theorem [[4], constructing test
metrics for the relevant optimization problems via carefully chosen domains
Q) C S?, obtained by removing a collection disk whose total area 47 — |Q|
is kept as small as possible while maintaining a lower bound AP (Q) > 2 on
the first Dirichlet eigenvalue. In Section 5, we provide similar arguments in
the Steklov setting, proving the lower bounds in Theorems and [[LI3] In
Section 6, we prove Theorem and Theorem [[L9] using as a starting point
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stability estimates modelled on those of [KNPS21] [KS24]. In Section 7, we
then implement analogous arguments in the Steklov setting, completing the
proofs of the upper bounds in Theorems and [LI3] proving Theorem
[[LI8, and deducing Theorem as a corollary.

Acknowledgements. The authors thank Rob Kusner, Mario Schulz, and
Antoine Song for interesting discussions related to this work. During the
completion of this work, D.S. was supported in part by the NSF grant DMS
2404992 and the Simons Foundation award MPS-TSM-00007693.

2. EQUIVALENT FORMULATIONS OF THE OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

To obtain effective estimates for the suprema A;(M,T") and 3¢ (N,T)
among basic reflection pairs, it is convenient to work with an equivalent
formulation via shape optimization problems over domains in S? and D?,
respectively.

Given a compact oriented surface (£, g), denote by /\f) and )\{V the first
nonzero eigenvalues of the Laplacian A, with homogeneous Dirichlet and
Neumann boundary conditions, respectively, on 9€2. We then set

#1(97 g) = mlH{A{)(Q, g)v A{V(Q7 g)}7
and
ﬂl(Qv g) = Area(M, g)lu’l (Q7 g)
Now, it is easy to see that there is a one-to-one correspondence between
oriented basic reflection pairs (M,T') of the form I' = (r) x G as in The-
orem [[T] and pairs (€2, G) consisting of compact surfaces © with genus

zero and (genus(M) + 1) boundary components together with an action
of G < Diff(2). Given a pair (2, G) of the latter type, define

My (2, G) == sup{f1 (2, g) | g € Met(Q)}.
We then have the following.

Lemma 2.1. Given a closed oriented basic reflection pair (M,T' = (1) x G)
as above with associated genus zero pair (2, G) corresponding to a funda-
mental domain of T in M, we have

AL (M,T) = 2M1 (2, G).

Proof. First, note that if g € Met(€2) is a metric on 2 with totally geodesic
boundary, then doubling €2 across its boundary gives rise to a I’-invariant
metric g € Metp (M), and any I'-invariant metric on M in turn restricts to a
G-invariant metric on 2 with totally geodesic boundary. In this setup, it is
easy to check that the Ag-eigenfunctions on €2 with homogeneous Neumann
condition are precisely the restrictions of 7-even eigenfunctions for Az on
M, while the Dirichlet eigenfunctions on {2 are the restrictions of the 7-odd
eigenfunctions on M, and it follows immediately that

/\1(M,§) = ,ul(Qvg)y
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and therefore A\;(M,g) = 2/i1(€,g). As an immediate consequence, taking
the supremum over all g € Metp(M) gives

A (M,T) < 2M1(Q,G).

More generally, even if g € Met(Q2) does not have totally geodesic bound-
ary, we can write ¢ in the form ¢ = e*/h where h has totally geodesic
boundary [OPS88, Theorem 1(b)], and denoting by h € Metr(M) the met-
ric obtained by doubling (€2, h) across its totally geodesic boundary, we can
regard the double g of g to M as a Lipschitz metric in Metp(M) conformal
to h, again satisfying

M (M, g) = (2, ).
Approximating g by smooth metrics in Metp (M), well-known continuity
properties of Laplace eigenvalues in the space of Lipschitz metrics imply that
A (M, g) < Ay (M,T), whence 2/i1(Q, g) < A1 (M,T) for every g € Metg(f);
in other words, 2M1(Q, G) < A1(M,T'), as desired. O

Similarly, if (N,T) is a basic reflection pair where ON # & and ' =
(T) x G, a fundamental domain  for 7 can be identified conformally with
the complement Q = D\ D of a finite, disjoint union of disks D in the disk D,
where 0D corresponds to the fixed point set of 7. Given a metric g on €2, we
then define the mixed Steklov-Neumann and Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalues

for (2, 9) by
o1 (Q,g) == inf Jaldel’ / $=0,0#0
f(’)Q\’D ¢’ OO\D
and
d 2
oP(9,g) = inf { IO} 0, 6 o} ,
faQ\D ¢

respectively. Similar to the case of Laplace eigenvalues above, it is straight-
forward to check that for g € Met(£2), doubling €2 across 9D gives a (Lip-
schitz) metric Metr(NN) for which

51(N,g) = 2Ly(92 \ D) - min{o (2, ), o (2. 9)}.

In particular, arguments entirely analogous to the proof of Lemma 2.]] give
the following.

Lemma 2.2. Given an oriented basic reflection pair (N,T' = (1) x G) with
nonempty boundary, and (2, G) the pair corresponding to a fundamental
domain for T, we have

Y1(N,T) = 2sup{L,(dQ \ 9D) - min{o (2, g), 0’ (2, 9)} | g € Metc(Q)}.

In particular, to obtain the lower bounds in Theorems [[.4] and [L.T2] it
suffices to construct pairs (Q,G) as above for which AY and AP (or &J¥
and 6{) ) are simultaneously large. As we will see in the next sections, the

conditions needed to ensure that (£2,G) has large Neumann eigenvalue A}
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are quite flexible, while obtaining lower bounds for AP is somewhat more
delicate.

3. NEUMANN ESTIMATES
The goal of this section is to prove the following result.

Proposition 3.1. There exist constants C > 0 and ¢y > 0 such that if
X C §?%is a finite set, { Doy, () }zex is a collection of pairwise disjoint disks,
and D := Ugex D, (z) has area at most €y, then the domain Q := S?\ D
satisfies

AN@Q)|Q| > 87 — C|D|.

Before giving the proof, we will need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 3.2. There exists a constant e¢g > 0 such that if X, D, and  are
as in Proposition [31] with |D| < €, then \) () > 4.

Proof. First, consider the harmonic extension operator
Wh3(Dy \ D) — WH3(Dy),
where here D, is the disk of radius 7 in R?. After rescaling and applying
the result to the annuli Dy, (7) \ D, () C S%,x € X, we observe that the
harmonic extension operator
H:WhH(Q) - wh3(s?)
satisfies an estimate of the form

(3.1) [d(H@)||L2(s2y < Clldd|| L2
for a universal constant C.

Now, let V' C W12(Q) be any 5-dimensional subspace. Because the co-
ordinate and constant functions span a 4-dimensional subspace of L%(S?),
there exists a nonzero ¢ € V such that ¢ := He is L2 (S?)-orthogonal to the
coordinate and constant functions. In particular, we can decompose

o0
b=>_au;,
=1

where a; € R and u; a Aj-eigenfunction for Age with (uj, u;)r2s2) = dsj-
Fix an arbitrary A > 6, and write

(25/\ = Z AjUsj.

)\j <A

For the high frequency projection & — ¢, it then follows by (1)) that

P 1, .- C
16 — dall7zse) < KHMH%?(S?) < K||d¢||%2(9)-

In particular, we see that

~ - C
I1911720) < 0l72s2) < lloallZase) + XHdﬁbH%Z(Q),
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and since ¢, is a sum of eigenfunctions with eigenvalue > \y(S?) = 6, it
follows that

1, .- C
(3.2) I19]l720) < 6|’d¢A|’2L2(SQ) + X|’d¢|’2L2(Q)‘

On the other hand, for the low frequency component <23A7 we have a C!
estimate of the form

Ieallcr g2y < C(A)lldallrzsz) < C'(M)]lde ] r2(q),
where the second inequality uses (3.1]), so that

Lol = [ i)
< [ td.dés) + OBl a1 2] 2o,
and therefore
[dda 22 52, < (1 + C"(M)[DIV2)]|d6 2 .
Combining this with the upper bound (B.2]) for ||¢H%2(Q), we see that

1 C
61 < (5 + CODI2+ L) 1ol

Now, fix A large enough such that % < ﬁ, and choose ¢y > 0 small enough
that |D| < eg implies C'(A)|D|'/? < 7t5. Then

1 1 1
2 2 2
16120 < (5 + 55 ) 149130 < {1001

and since V. C WH2(Q) was an arbitrary 5-dimensional space of functions,
it follows that A} () > 4. O

We are now ready to prove Proposition B.11

Proof of Proposition [31. Let u be a coordinate function on S%. Because u
is a Agz-eigenfunction with eigenvalue 2, we have [, (du;, dw) — 2uw = 0
for any test function w € W12(S?). Fixing ¢ € WH2(Q) and using the
harmonic extension ¢ = H¢ as a test function shows that

‘/ (du,dd) — 2ug
Q

/ (du, dd) — 2ud
S2\Q

< Clluller 2y P12 llwz o)
< CID["?||¢|lwr2(q)-

Since [ u = 0 and |u| < 1, we must have | [oul = | [u| < |D|, and it
follows that we can write

(3.3)

U = C+ Ulow T Uhigh;,
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where ¢ is a constant with |c¢| < C|D|, ujoy is in the span of the first three
L?-normalized nonconstant Neumann eigenfunctions of € and Uhigh 1S & sum
of eigenfunctions with eigenvalue > )\iv (©2) > 4, where the second inequality
follows from Lemma Testing (3.3]) with ¢ = upign gives an estimate of
the form

| Wi = 208, < I a0

which together with the lower bound
/ |dunigh|” > 4 / Uhigh
Q Q
implies that

(3.4) [unignllw2y < CIDIM2.

Next, note that the restrictions of the coordinate functions to 2 are lin-
early independent, so span a 3-dimensional subspace of W12(2); we may
therefore choose u so that wu., 1S a )\]1\7 (Q)-eigenfunction. Moreover, using
that ||u||%2(9) > 47” —|D|, ¢ < C|D|?, and ||uhigh\|%2(ﬂ) < C|D| by B4), it
follows that

4
> _

(3.5) HUIOWH%P(Q) =3 C|D|.

Finally, note that

|)‘{V(Q) - 2|Hulow||%2(9) = /Q(du,dulow> — 2Ulow

= 2421 —I—/ |dul? — 2u® — / (du, dupigh) — 2UUnigh
Q Q

< /\du\2—2u2
D

where in the last line we’ve used that u is an eigenfunction with eigenvalue
2 and used the estimate ([B.3) with ¢ = upien. Finally, using ([3.4) and the
bound [[ul|c1(s2) < 2, it follows that

atone 72y A (92) = 2] < €I,
which together with the lower bound (B.5]) completes the proof. ]

+ C|DI* + C|D"?|Junignll w2 (0,

4. DIRICHLET LOWER BOUNDS

Next, we collect some computational tools useful for estimating the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue AP of domains in S2.

Lemma 4.1. Let A, g := Dg(0)\ D,(0) be an annulus in R?. There is a
universal constant C' such that if u € Wh2(A, g), then

) 1/2 L\ 12
() |4 (2 Jop, u?) ‘é(%faDs ) for e, s € (1, R).
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If moreover ulgp, = 0, then

(ii) ||UH%2(8D5) < C’Rlog(R/T)HduH%z(AnR) for a.e. s € (r,R).

(i) [lull?2(y, ) < CR*log(R/r)l|dull2 (4, -
The same estimates in (ii) and (iii) hold with a modified constant C for any
family of domains uniformly bi-Lipschitz to A, g.

Finally, if u € Wl’Q(A:T’R) and u|aD¢ = 0, where A:R = A, R NR2 and
D} := DsNR%, then (ii)-(iii) hold with A, r and OD; replaced by A:R and
dDYT, respectively.

Proof. Set Q(s) = % /. oD, u?. Calculating and estimating shows that

1/2
oy _ 2 du 12 (1 ’
@y @e=3 [ ug<w (/w ) ,

where the inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Item (i)
follows. Item (ii) follows from integrating the inequality in (i) over [r, R], ap-
plying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the right-hand side, and squaring,
and item (iii) follows by integrating the inequality in (ii) over [r, R].
Finally, the estimates on the half-annulus A, follow from (i)-(iii) by a
simple reflection argument. 7 O

@
ov

Lemma 4.2. If X C S? is a finite set and R > 0 is such that

(a) the disks {Dr(z)}zex are pairwise disjoint and
(b) the disks {Dgg(z)}rex cover S?,

then for anyr < R/2, AP (Q)~! < CR%log(R/r), where Q = S*\Uzex Dy ().
Proof. Let {V, }sex be the Voronoi tesselation with respect X, defined by
Ve={y€S?:d(y,x) <d(y,2') Va' € X, 2’ # z}.
for each z € X. As long as |X| > 2, note each V, is convex and satisfies
Dpgr(xz) C V, C Dgr(x). It is not difficult to see that each QN V,, z € X
is bi-Lipschitz to the annulus A, r, with Lipschitz constants independent of
xz,r, R.
Consequently, if u € WO1 ’2(9), Lemma [4.1] implies for each z € X that
[ullZ2 v,y < CR?log(R/r)lldull720ny, )
and summing over ¢ gives
lull 2y < CR?log(R/r)||dulj2 (),
proving the desired estimate. O
Lemma 4.3. Let K C S? be a convez polygonal domain, X C 0K be a finite
subset, and 0 < R < Ro(K) be such that

(a) d(z,y) > R for distinct x,y € X; and
(b) The disks {D1or(x)}rex cover OK.
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For any r < R/10, let U = K \ D,(X), let E; :== U N Dy (0K) be a
tubular neighbourhood of OK in U, and Fy; := U N 0Dy (OK) be its interior
boundary. If u € WH2(U) and ulpp,(x) = 0, there exists a constant C' = Ck
depending only on K such that

0 Il ey < CRI0E(R/0)dl e,
(ii) HUHLZ({)K §CR10g(R/T)HduHL2(ER
() )2, < CR?log(R/r)duls .

Proof. Tf w € WH?(Alp) and u = 0 on 9D}, then Lemma EL.T] implies

(42) ||U||L2 aDJr) < ORlOg(R/T)HduHLZ A+ )

for a.e. s € [r, R]. By the hypothesis of the lemma, Er = UNDyyr(0K) can
be decomposed into a union Uzex ER 4, where Er, = Er NV, is uniformly
bi-Lipschitz to A, so if u € W'2?(U) with ulginox = 0, we may apply
#2) on each Eg, to see that

1ull?2 (055 \or) < CRI08(R/T)ull 2y -

Since Fr C Ugex0FER, \ OK, summing over € X then gives (i).
Similarly to the proof of (41l), we obtain that for s < Ro(K) sufficiently

small
d 1/2 1/2
(L) =o () mr)
dS Fy A

Integrating on s € [0, R], rearranging and taking squares yields

(4.3) / W <CR [ |duf*+C [
0K Er Fr

which together with the estimate in (i) proves the estimate (ii). Similarly,
item (iii) follows from Lemma [A.T] O

Lemma 4.4. Let K C S? be a convex geodesic polygon with piecewise smooth
geodesic boundary. Then there exists a constant C(K) > 0 such that for any
ue WhH(K),

M E) ullZe ey < ldullZe i) + Clull2ory | dull 2 iy + Cllull3-

Proof. This follows easily by decomposing w into u = ug + up where ug €
VVO1 ’2(K ) and wuy, is the harmonic extension of u, and noting that any har-
monic function ¢ : K — R satisfies an estimate of the form

19[l2 () < CE)|Bl 22 0K)- O

Combining this with Lemma [43] we arrive at the following.

Proposition 4.5. Let K C S?, R < Ry(K), and U = K \ Ugex D, () be as
in Lemma[f.3. Then for each u € WY2(K) vanishing on K \ U, we have

A{J(K)/Ku? < (1+C’\/Rlog(R/r))/K|du|2.
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4.1. Application to symmetric domains. We recall some definitions and
notation from [KKMS24, Section 5]. A reflection on S? is a smooth involu-
tion 7 : S — S? whose fixed-point set (S?)” separates S?. If G is a finite
group acting properly, smoothly, and effectively on S? and G is generated
by reflections, G is called a reflection group on S?. Given z € S? denote
by R(z) the set of all reflections in G fixing z. A point 2 € S? is called
nonsingular if R(z) = (. A chamber of G on S? is the closure of a connected
component of nonsingular points.

The classification of reflection groups on S? is well-known [CBGS08| page
53]; they are isomorphic to finite subgroups of O(3) generated by reflections
and consist of: the tetrahedral, octahedral, and icosahedral groups corre-
sponding to the symmetries of the Platonic solids, the prismatic dihedral
groups Zs X Dy, the dihedral group Dy, Zo, and the trivial group.

Given such a group G, The fixed-point sets of all reflections in G in-
duce a tesselation of S? by fundamental chambers whose edges are geodesic
segments.

Definition 4.6. Let G be a reflection group on S? and Q C S? be a G-
invariant domain. The type associated to €2 is the formal linear combination

b= f+ Z eipi + Zvijpipj
i i<j
where f,e;, and v;; are the number of components of J€) meeting a chamber
V satisfying respectively Stabg(S) = 1, Stabg(S) = (p;), and Stabg(S) =
(pi,p;j)- The indices in the sums are understood to run over the indices
corresponding to the generators for G.

In other words, if V is a chamber for the action of G on S?, a domain
of type b can be constructed by removing a G-invariant set D of small
geodesic disks with the properties that f are centered in the interior of V,
e; are centered along the edge of V' fixed by p;, and v;; are centered at the
intersection of the edges fixed by p; and p;.

As a first step in the proof of Theorem [[.4] we enumerate all of the types
for each reflection group G whose associated basic reflection pair (M,T")
is of Scherk type, and observe that every such pair automatically satisfies
A1 (M,T) > Area(éy ).

Lemma 4.7. For the following groups G and types b, the associated basic
reflection pair (M,T") is of Scherk type.
o G =75 of type b = mpy for any integer m > 2.
e G=D; oftype b=1 or b= p1 or b= po.
o G = Zy x Dy, of type e3p3 + vizp1p3 + vagpaps for any ez € NU {0}
and v13,v23 € {0,1}, where ps is the reflection generating the Zs
factor. Moreover, in each of these cases, we have

A (M,T) > 2Area(éy1),
where v is the genus of M.
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Proof. Let (M,I' = (1) x G) be a basic reflection surface associated to one
of these types equipped with a I'-invariant metric g, and let N C M be one
of the components of M \ M7, so that N is a fundamental domain for G,
acting by isometries of g. To verify that Definition is satisfied, we simply
need to check that (NN, g) is conformally equivalent to the complement S?\ D
of a union of geodesic disks D in the standard sphere S? with centers on the
equator.

To this end, recall that by a standard variant of the uniformization the-
orem for compact surfaces with boundary (cf. [KS24, Theorem 2.1]), there
exists a union of geodesic disks D C S? whose complement 2 = S\ D
admits a conformal map F': Q@ — N, and this pair (F,D) is unique up to
conformal automorphisms of S2. In particular, it follows that G acts on S?
by conformal automorphisms such that G preserves D and F' is equivariant.

Moreover, it is straightforward to check that, for each reflection group G
considered here, any action of G on S? by conformal automorphisms must
in fact be conjugate to the standard action by isometries of the associated
type, and therefore the domain Q = S? \ D is a domain of the prescribed
type with respect to the standard isometric action of G on S2.

To complete the proof that the given configurations are of Scherk type, we
note that when G = Zs and 2 is of type meq, then all of the disks D must be
invariant under a reflection, and therefore have centers along the equatorial
fixed point set. Likewise, when G = Dy, and 2 is of type 1, p1, or ps, then D
consists of the Dyg-orbit of a single disk; after applying a conformal dilation
centered at a fixed point p of the Dy action, the center of this disk can be
taken without loss of generality to lie on the equator of distance /2 from p,
in which case the full Dg-orbit D lies on this equator as well. Finally, when
G = Zo x Dy, and Q2 is of type esps + visp1ps + vogpaps, by forgetting the
Dy, factor, we see that €2 is a domain of type (2kes + kvis + kvag)ps for the
Zo action generated by p3, which we have already seen is of Scherk type.

Finally, it is straightforward to check that for each of the symmetry types
(M,T) listed above, there is a diffeomorphism ¢ : M — &, 1 to the Lawson
surface of the corresponding genus, such that ¢*gss € Metp(M). Combining
this observation with the work of Choe-Soret [CS09], it follows that

A1(M,T) = Mi(&y,1) = 2Area(&y ),
as claimed. O

To establish the lower bounds in Theorem [[.4] by Lemma 211 it remains
to show that M;(Q,G) > 87 —e~V¥ for all the reflection groups G and types
not included in Lemma [£77] whenever the number of boundary components
k of © is sufficiently large. More precisely, we will establish this lower bound
in all of the remaining cases:

e G =1, Q of any type,
e (7 one of the platonic groups, €2 of any type,
o G =17s, Qof type f+e1p; with f > 0,
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o G =1Zyx Dy, Qoftype f+3_,eipi+D ;. ;vijpip; where f+eipr +
ez2p2 + vizp1p2 # 0,
o G = Dy, Qof type f+ei1p1+ezp2+viap1p2, where f+ei+eatvi2 > 2.
As a first step, we obtain a lower bound of the form M;(Q, G) > 87 —e~¢*
in the case G = 1, or more generally, whenever the number f of ‘free’ holes
in the interior of a chamber is large relative to the order |G|.

Lemma 4.8. There is a universal constant C' such that for each reflection
group G on S? and each number fo > C|G|, there ewists a G-invaraint
domain Q C S? of type f with f € [C1fo,C fo] satisfying the hypotheses of

Lemma [{.2 with R = 1/+/ fo|G]|.

Proof. Let V' be a chamber for the action of G, and fix R < ¢/|G] for a
constant ¢ > 0. By choosing ¢ > 0 small enough in absolute terms, the
Vitali covering lemma implies there exists a finite set X C V' \ Dg(0V)
such that

(a) the disks {Dg(z)}sex, are pairwise disjoint and contained in V'; and
(b) the disks {Dsg(x)}zexy cover V \ Dg(0V).

By the triangle inequality, the disks {Dsr(z)}zex, then cover V, so that

47
C|XgIR® > |V| = =,
G|
while condition (a) implies a matching upper bound
O/
| XR|R? < .
G|

In particular, fixing R = 1/4/ fo|G| for fo > C|G|, it follows that | Xpr| €
[C~ fo, C fo] for a suitable constant C.

Letting D be the orbit under G of D,.(Xg) for r < R/2 and taking Q = S?\
D then gives the G-invariant domain satisfying the desired conditions. [

Using this, we can show the following.

Proposition 4.9. There exist universal constants C,c € (0,00) such that
for each reflection group G and each type b= f+3_, eipi+ ), ; vijpip; with
f > C|G|, there exists a G-invariant domain Q C S? of type b such that

AP(Q)>2 and |D| < C\/f|GleefICl,
In particular, there is a constant ¢ € (0,00) such that
M1(2,G) > 8r — e ¢ fIGI
whenever f > C|G].

Proof. Applying Lemma B8 with C~'f in place of fy, we see that there
is a G-invariant domain ' = S?\ D’ of type f' € [C~2f, f] satisfying the
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hypotheses of Lemma with R = C’"//f|G| and any r < R/2. Applying
Lemma 2] we then see that

1

N> ———— =2
r(§Y) 2 CR2log(R/r)
by taking
!
r = Re_ﬁ = 70 e_Cf|G‘7
V1G]
so that

|D/| < ol f|G|€_2cf|G‘-

Since f’ < f, by punching additional holes of arbitrarily small area as
needed, we obtain a G-invariant domain 2 C €' of type b for which AP (Q) >
AP () > 2 and |D| is as close as desired to |D’|, completing the proof of
these bounds. Finally, note that since )\1D (©) > 2 and, by Proposition B.1]

W@ >2-cD|>2-C'VFGle 4,
we deduce that

i (Q) = (4r — OV f[Gle= ) (2 = ¢'V/[IGleI) = 8 — e~ IC]

for a suitable constant ¢ < ¢. Since M1(Q2,G) > [11(€2), this completes the
proof. O

Next, we focus on G-invariant domains Q C S? with type b for which the
excised disks are arranged along one-dimensional graphs in S? correspond-
ing to the orbit of one or more fixed-point sets (S?)?" under the action of
G. Together with Proposition 9] this will yield the desired lower bound
whenever G is one of the tetrahedral, octahedral, or icosahedral groups.

Proposition 4.10. Let G be one of the Platonic groups. Then provided
>, € is large enough in absolute terms, there exists a G-invariant domain

Q=S*\D of type b= f + 3, eipi + Y_;; vijpip; such that

A(Q)>2 and D] < —C e CTier,
> i€
Proof. Up to changing the constant C' by a factor of %, by arguing as in the
proof of Proposition 49 it suffices to prove the Proposition in the special
case where b = ¢;p; for some i € {1,2,3}.

Denote by S; C S? the geodesic graph whose edges correspond to the orbit
of (S?)?i under the action of G, and observe that S; partitions S? into a union
of less than |G| copies of a convex polygon K = K¢ ; strictly contained in a
hemisphere bounded by the fixed-point set (S?)i. In particular, since there
are finitely many such groups G, there is a universal lower bound

M (K) > (1+6)2
where § > 0 is independent of G and i € {1,2,3}.



ASYMPTOTICS FOR MINIMAL SURFACES 21

We can then get a domain ) of type e;p; by removing disks of radius
r at evenly spaced points along each edge of S;. With K as above, the
intersection U = QN K satisfies the hypotheses of LemmalL.3 with R = C'/e;,
and it follows from Proposition that

D
AP(Q) > AP (K) - 146

14 CyRIog(R)r) ~ 1+ Cy/Rlog(Rjr)’

eiie_cei for a suitable small constant ¢ > 0 gives

In particular, taking r =
AP(Q) > 2, while

C .
"D‘ < _'e—2ce27

7

as desired. O

Corollary 4.4. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that if G is trivial or one
of the three platonic groups, and Qo C S? is a G-invariant domain with
m boundary components, then Qg is G-equivariantly homeomorphic to a
domain ) with

MW@)>2 and |\ Q] <e ™.
In particular, M1(Q,G) > 8r — Ce™ ™.

Proof. This follows by combining Proposition in the case where G is
a Platonic group and m < C'f with Proposition 10l when m < C')" . e;,
together with Proposition Bl and the observation that 3, ; Vij is bounded
independent of m. O

As another application of Proposition 5] we can also obtain bounds of
the desired form for Dj symmetric domains of type f+ e1p1+e2p2 and Zo X
Dy-symmetric domains of type f+ >, e;p; + ZK]- vi;pip; with max{er, ez}
sufficiently large relative to k.

Proposition 4.11. If Q) is a G = Dg-invariant domain of type f + e1p1 +
eap2 or a G = Zy X Dy-invariant domain of type f+ Y. eip; + EK]- VijPip;
with max{ey,es} =n >k, then

Mi(Q,G) > 81 —e "
for some constant ¢ > 0 independent of k and n.

Proof. For the standard action of Dy, on S?, let W}, C S? denote one of the k
wedges formed by reflecting the fundamental domain over Fix(p2), so that
W, is bounded by two geodesic segments in the orbit of Fix(p;), meeting at
the poles with an angle of 27 /k.

Suppose for the moment that k£ > 11, and let Ky be the wedge made up
of L%J copies of Wy, and let Ky be the wedge made up of k — 2L§j copies
of W4, so that S? can be partitioned into two copies of K1 and one copy of
K, where each K is bounded by two geodesic segments in Fix(p;) meeting

at the poles with an angle in the interval [%” — 3—2, %’T + 2—’];] In particular,
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we see that the domains K7 and Ky satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma [4.3]
and Proposition with AP (K;) > 2 + g for some §y > 0, such that the
constant C = (g, is bounded independent of k.

Now, we can construct a Dy-invariant domain €2 of type f+e1p1+e2p2 by
removing the orbit of n = e; evenly spaced small disks D, (x1),..., D, (x,)
with centers on the intersection of Fix(p;) with a fundamental domain, so
that the orbit of Digg, (z1)U--- U Digr, (z5) contains the orbit of Fix(p;)
for R, = %, then removing an additional f arbitrarily small disks from
the interior of the fundamental domain and ey arbitrarily small disks from
Fix(p2) in the fundamental domain. For n sufficietly large, we then see that
K, and K5 satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma [£.3] and Proposition with
QNK; CcU and R, = %, so that an application of Proposition gives

(2+50)/K‘ W< (1+C log(l/nr)/n)/K. |du|?

for all u vanishing on S?\ , and therefore
AP(Q) = (1 + Cy/log(1/nr)/n) ™ (2 + 6),

with C' and §y independent of n and k. Taking r = e~ “" for ¢ sufficiently
small then gives AP(Q) > 2, while [S%\ | < Ckne™®" < e~ for n > k,
and therefore
fi1(Q2) = 8w —e™ ",
by Proposition B.Il In particular, this gives a bound of the desired form
M1(Q,Dy) > 8 —e "

for Dy-invariant domains of the form f + ejp; + eape with max{e;,es} =
n > k.

The same argument—with an additional reflection symmetry enforced while
choosing the location of the disks D, (x;)—yields a lower bound of the form

Ml(Q,ZQ X Dk) >8r—e "

for domains Q of type f + >, eip; + ZK]- vijpip; with max{ej,es} =n >
k > 11 as well.

Finally, we remark that the remaining cases k = 3,4,...,10 are easily
handled by an identical argument, applying Proposition with K one of
the k£ < 10 wedges Wi. O

The estimates from the preceding proposition become useful when a ma-
jority of the boundary components of (2 lie along the fixed point sets of p; and
P2, so that the total number m of boundary components satisfies m < Ckn.
In this case, note that kn < n2, so that e~ < e=¢' V™, By a slight refine-
ment of the arguments above, the estimate M1(Q, G) > 87 — e~Vm could
probably be improved to one of the form M;(Q2,G) > 87 — e~ " in this
case. We do not pursue this improvement, though, since it is clear that a
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lower bound of the form 87 — Ce=¢V"™ is sharp for some other basic reflec-
tion surfaces of generic type, as in the case treated by the following lemma,
where all but two of the holes are arranged along the equator.

Lemma 4.12. There exists ¢ > 0 such that if k € N is large enough and
QO =82\ D,(X), where
X:{pNu_pNu‘Tlu"'7xk}7 r=e )

pn is the north pole, and {x;} are arranged in a symmetric way along the
equator of S%, then we have AP () > 2.

Proof. Applying Lemma H3] with K the hemisphere S% := Dy 2(pn) and
R =27/k, for any u € Wol’z(Q) we see that

(4.5) ||UH%2(FR) < C’ck:_l/2||du||2L2(ER)
and
(4.6) lulBe ) < Cek™2[[dull 3 g,
where Fr := KNQN 8D20R(8K) = aDw/g_QOR(pN) and EFr = KNOQN
DQOR(Z?K).
Now let

Vi=KNQ\ Eg = Dy/o_or(pn) \ Dr(pn)
and define
Jy 1dof* - 247

161

Q) := inf{

Dlop, (pn) = 0}-

Since the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of V' is > 2, it’s not hard to see that
Q(V) > —oo, and the infimum must be realized by a radially symmetric
function of the form ¢ = f(d(pn,-)), solving

cse t%[sin tf'(t)] +2f(t) = 0,
flr)=0, f(x/2—-20R) =1,
for which
2 2 _ % _ l - -
[ 1o =22 = [ 922 — —|Fulf(n/2 208
and fFR ®? = |Fg|, so that
(4.7) Q(V)=—f'(r/2 — 20R).

A direct computation shows that f must have the form

t
f(t) =acost+b <1 + costlog tan 5)
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for suitable a and b, so that
t
f'(t) = —asint +b (cott — sin ¢ log tan §> ,

and hence
f'(m/2 —20R) = acos20R + b - O(R).
Substituting the values for f at r and 7/2 — R yields
0= a(l+O(r?)) + b(logr + O(1)),
1 =asin20R + b(1 + O(R?)),
and simplifying using the definitions shows that
a=—logr+0(1), b=1+40WR).
Returning to (4.7), we see using the definitions of R and r that
Q(V) > Clogr > —CecVk.

The preceding estimates and (5] together imply

[l 202 = QU ulRagry = ~Ce [ JauP
KNO\Eg

Egr

Since KNQ = (KNQ\ Er)UER, this together with (4.6]) and the analogous
inequality for the southern hemisphere gives

/ duf? — 202 > (1 — Cek=3/2 — C’c)/ duf?.
Q FE

R

By choosing ¢ > 0 small enough, the term in the parentheses is positive, and
hence AP (Q) > 2. O

As a corollary, we obtain the desired lower bounds for all remaining types
in the case G = Zo, and some additional types when G = Dy, or Zs X Dy.

Proposition 4.13. There is a constant ¢ € (0,00) such that a lower bound
of the form

Mi(Q,G) > 81 — e~ V™

holds in each of the following cases, where m is the number of boundary
components of ):
o G =75 and ) is of type f + e1p1 with f > 0;
e G =D, and Q is of type f+e1p1+eapa+2p1pe with max{f,e1,es} =
1;
o G = Zyx Dy and Q is of type f+ >, €ipi + D i vijpipj, where
f+er+e+vi2>1and m < Cn(ez + vi3 + va3).
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Proof. For G = Zg, whenm = 2f+e; < 4f, the stronger bound M1(Q2,G) <
81 — e ™ already follows from Proposition [£.9] so it suffices to consider
the case m < 2ey. In this case, we can obtain a domain of the desired
type by applying Lemma with £ = e; and adding f — 1 additional
arbitrarily small holes on either side of the equator in a symmetric way,
yielding a Zgy-symmetric domain Q of type f + eip; with AP(Q) > 2 and
IS2\ Q| < Ceje~¢Vel, which together with Proposition 311 gives a bound of
the form
My(9,Z5) > i () > 87 — Cme™ V™72,

giving the desired bound after replacing ¢ with a slightly smaller constant.

Similarly, when max{f,ej,es} = 1, taking k = n(2f + e; + e3), we can
realize the domain of Lemma as a D,-symmetric domain of type f +
e1p1 + e2p2 + 2p1p2 with f11(2) > 87 — e‘cl\/E, giving a bound of the desired
form in this case, since m = k + 1.

Likewise, taking k& = n(2es + v13 + v23), we can realize the domain of
Lemma as a Zo x D, symmetric domain of type esps + vi3p1p3 +
va3p2ps + p1pe with 1 () > 87 — e=<VE vielding a bound of the desired
form when m < Cn(es + v13 + va3). More generally, we can realize this
domain as a limit of domains of type f+ > . eipi + >, <j VijPiPj whenever
f+ e+ e+ vig > 0, giving the desired lower bound in this case provided
m < Cn(eg + v13 + v23) holds.

O

To treat Dy,-symmetric domains of type f + e1p1 + eap2 + 1p1ps with
max{f,e1,ea} = 1, we next consider a similar construction with one hole at
a single pole and the others arranged symmetrically on a great circle slightly
perturbed from the equator.

Lemma 4.14. There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for every k > 2, one
can find a domain Q C S? whose complement is the disjoint union of one
disk centered at the north pole pn and k disks arranged symmetrically along
a great circle centered at py, such that

AP(Q)>2 and [S2\ Q| <e VR,

Proof. Let X = {pn} U {z1,...,2x}, where x1,..., 21 is a collection of
points of distance d(z;,py) = /2 + 1/VE from the north pole py such
that d(p;—1,p;) = d(pi,pi+1) for every 1 < i < k . In what follows, we set

t:=1/Vk.
Now define Q = S%\ D,.(X) for

(4.8) r= e_C\/%,

with ¢ > 0 a fixed small constant to be chosen later; note that this immedi-
ately implies an area bound of the desired form for S?\ Q.

Next we consider the lower bound on AP (). Fixing u € VVO1 2(Q) and
applying Lemma (3] with K taking the role of the closure of either of the
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domains bounded by the circle S = 9D /5 4(pn), and with R = |S|/k, we
see using (48] that

1
(49) |ullZ2(pyy < Cck™ 3| dul7s (g, and

: _3
[ull72 () < Cck™2||dull2 (5,

where Fp := QN 9ID20R(S) and Ei := QN Dy0R(S).
Now let V; = S?\ Dy o4t420r(pN)- Tt is easy to see that
Sy, ldgl® — 27

.

o) =t {

o€ W1’2(V1)}

must be realized by a multiple of u = cosd(py,-), so that

Q(V1) = cot(t+ R) < CVk

2/ u2§/ \du\2+Q(V1)/ o
1% Vi FR
:/ \du\2+Cc/ du?.
i ERr

Now let Va2 = Dy /o4 4420r(PN) \ Drj2(pn). On Va, similarly to (£.3)), one
can see that for s € [0, + R]

and therefore that

(4.10)

/ 2<cl [ laup+c [ w2
0D /24 s(PN) ,

(4.11) v o
< Q/ ]du]2+2/ |dul?
N \/E Va \/E Er

and integrating over s gives

/ u2§C]t]2/ |dul®> + CJt| | u?
Vo Va Fr

<¢ MW+@/1w%
k‘V2 k En

(4.12)

where the second line inequalities use (4.9).
Meanwhile, on V3 = D, /2(pn)\ Dpy (1), arguing as in the proof of Lemma
412 and combining with (&38]) and ([£II]) shows that

2/ u2§/ |du|* + C|log r| u?
Vs Vs 9Dy s2(pN)

(4.13)
g/ \du\2+Cc/ \du\2+Cc2/ duf?.
1%} Va Er
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It follows by combining (4.10), (412), and (£I3]) and taking ¢ > 0 small

enough that
3
2/u2:22/ u2§/|du|2,
Q i=1 Vi Q

which implies the desired eigenvalue bound. O
As an immediate corollary, we have the following.

Proposition 4.15. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that if Q is a D,-
symmetric domain of type f + e1p1 + eap2 + 1p1p2 with max{f,ei,ea} =1,
then M1(Q, Dy,) > 87 —e~ V'™, where m = n(2f +e1 +e2)+1 is the number
of boundary components of €.

Proof. To see this, simply observe that, taking k = n(2f + e; + e2), the
domain €2 of Lemma .14 can be realized as a D,,-symmetric domain of type
f +e1p1 + eap2 + 1p1p2; since Lemma T4 together with Proposition [B.1]
imply that this domain satisfies

M4 (Q, Dy) > fir(Q) > 87 — CeVE,
we obtain a bound of the desired form. O

4.2. Segmented domains. To complete the proof of the lower bounds for
M1 (9, G) for all basic reflection surfaces, essentially two cases remain: Dj-
symmetric domains of type f+ejpi+eapetvigp1pe with 2 < max{f,e;,es} <
Ck, and Zy x Dy-symmetric domains of type f+ 3", eipi+ >, ; vijpip; with
total number of boundary components m < Ckmax{f,ej,es} < C'k?. As
we will see, both cases can be handled with the following construction.

Lemma 4.16. Let k > 2 be given, and let Dy < O(3) be equipped with
its standard action on S%. Given ¢; > 0 and a natural number n with
2 < n < ek, there exists a Dy-invariant domain Q C S? of type npy such
that

A(Q)>2 and [S?\ Q| < e Clenk,

Moreover, if n € 2N, Q possesses an additional reflection symmetry, making

it a Zz x Dyg-symmetric domain of type Fe;.

Proof. For i =0,...,n+1and j =1,...,n+ 1, define

ti:_1+n+ and Aizgzﬂ{l‘gge [ti—lati]}-
As long as n > 2, is easy to see there is are constants ¢, dg > 0 such that
(4.14) MP(A;) > max{2 + dy,c-n}.

Let X C S? be a G-invariant collection of 2kn points with the property that
each G-orbit lies on one of the {3 = t;} and X meets the boundary of a
fundamental chamber V for G along a single side of OV
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Now define Q = S?\ D,.(X), where r is defined by

1
(4.15) r= Ee_mk,

with ¢ > 0 a small constant to be chosen at the end of the proof. This
implies the area bound |S?\ 2| < Ce~2¢"* in the Lemma, so it only remains
to prove the eigenvalue bound AP (Q) > 2. To this end, we argue similarly
to the proof of Proposition @10, taking care to ensure that the estimates
are uniform in n and k.

Foreachi=1,...,n+1, let

Ui=A,NQ,
and take R; ~ |0A;|/(10k), so that the distance between nearest points
of X N A; is proportional to R;. Note also that k\c/ﬁ < R; < ¢ for all
1. Observe that the R;-neighborhood of dA; can be partitioned into 2k

rectangles 1, ..., Q9 uniformly (with constants independent of i,n, k) bi-
Lipschitz to Bg,(0) C R?, such that Q; N U; is uniformly bi-Lipchitz to
B, (0) \ B, (0).

Now fix u € Wol’2(Q), extend u to A; by requesting v = 0 on A; \ U;,
and define the decomposition u = ug + up on A;, where uy, is harmonic and
ug € Wol’z(Ai). Arguing just as in the proof of Lemma [£.3] shows that

(4.16) lunll 2., = lulli29a,) < CRilog(Ri/r)dull? 2 4.
Also, a straightforward computation gives
tz 1 2 C / 2
4.17 / u? < C / uy < —— Uuj.
(4.17) A 0Ai| Joa, "~ nkR; Joa, "

Indeed, let ¢ be a harmonic function on the cylinder Ay = S!' x [0, 7] and
let f = %(Tt —12) > 0. Then f satisfies Af =1 and f|ga, = 0, so that

T
Af=— [ |do|*f - 20,f < = 2,
AT¢ d /AT|¢|f /é)ATu f_2 6AT¢

Inequality (AI7)) follows from this and the conformal identification of A;

with cylinders.
Combining (4I6) and ([AI7) with Cauchy’s inequality with some 6 > 0

gives
/u2:/ u3+2/ uouh—i-/ u%
C
§(1+5)/ u3+—/ ul

1
+9 / du y2+—1og i/r)/ duf?
A;

A1 (
(i + s ot | P

IN

IN
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Finally, note by (£I4) and (.I5)) that

1+46 C 1+6
—log(R;/r) < —c,
(A T ok 08T/ S 5ot e
which can be made < % by taking § = ‘15—8 and setting ¢ = %. With

these choices, the preceding inequality then gives [lul3. (A < lldull?, (A5):
Because u vanishes on A; \ €, it follows that HuH%Z(AmQ) < %HduH%z(AmQ);

this completes the proof. O

by summing over i, we conclude finally that Hu|]2L2(Q) < 1|dul?, (> and

With the preceding lemma in hand, we can now provide the desired lower
bounds in the following cases.

Proposition 4.17. For any given c¢; > 0, there exists a constant C(c1) > 0
such that if either

o G =7y x Dy andm < c1k(f +e1 +e3) < Cerk?, or

e G=Dy and 2 < (f +e1 +e2) < c1k with m < Ckmax{f, e, ea} ,
there exists a G-invariant domain Q C S* of type f+>_, eipi + > i< VijPiPj
with m total boundary components such that

M@Q)>2 and S\ Q| <e O™

In particular, there is a constant C' > 0 such that M1(Q,G) > 81 — e~ ™
in each of these cases.

Proof. For G = Zs x Dy, taking n = 2max{f, e1, e2}, we see that the domain
Q constructed in Lemma [4.16] can be viewed as a G-symmetric domain
of type 5f or §p1 or 5p2, and by removing an additional collection of
arbitrarily small disks, we obtain a G-symmetric domain ' of the desired
type f+ > eipi + 32 vijpip; With AP () > 2 and [S2\ Q] < ek <
e~ Com,

Similarly, taking n = f 4 e; + e2, by removing a suitable collection of
arbitrarily small disks from the domain Q of Lemma ET6] we obtain a Dj-
invariant domain of type f + e1p1 + eaps + vi9p1p2 With )\ID(Q) > 2 and
IS2\ Q| < Ce=Fn < e=C2m provided Ckmax{f, e, ez} > m.

In both cases, the desired bound on M (£, G) > f11(€2) then follow from
an application of Proposition 3.1l O

By collecting all of the estimates above, we can finally prove Theorem

L4

Proof of Theorem[1.4} By Lemma [2.1] the desired conclusion is equivalent
to the statement that for all finite reflection groups G < O(3) and all G-
invariant domains with m bounday components, we have

(4.18) Ml(Q,G) 2 Area(&m_m)
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if (2, G) corresponds to a Scherk-type basic reflection surface, and
(4.19) Mi(Q,G) > 81 — e CVM

for some universal constant C' > 0 if (Q,G) is a basic reflection surface of
generic type. That (AI8]) holds for surfaces of Scherk type is the content of
Lemma [47] so it remains to discuss the generic case.

For G = 1 or G one of the platonic groups, Corollary [4.4] gives a lower
bound of the form M;(Q,G) > 8 — e~ which clearly implies the weaker
bound (£I9). For G = Z,, the G-invariant domain Q of type f + ejp; is
generic—for m = 2f + e; > 4-—precisely when f > 0, in which case the bound
(#19) is given in Proposition [4.13]

For G = Dy, a Dg-invariant domain € of type f + e1p1 + eapa + vi2p102
is generic whenever f + e; + €2 +v12 > 2 and m = k(f + e1 + e2) + v12
is sufficiently large. Combining Proposition .9 and Proposition ETII] we
obtain a lower bound of the form (£I9]) whenever f+ej+eg > Cyk for some
constant Cy. When 2 < f + e1 + e2 < Cok, ([419)) follows from Proposition
[4dI7 above. Finally, if f +e1+e2 = 1 and v19 = 1, the desired bound follows
from Proposition T8, while if f + e; +e3 = 1 and v19 = 2, it follows from
Proposition 131

It remains to confirm (AI9) for Zs x Dj-invariant domains Q of type
f+ Zi’zl €ipi + Yic; Vijpipj With f+e1 + ez +vi2 > 0. In the case m <
Cn(es + v13 + va3), this follows from Proposition I3t otherwise, we have
m < C(f + e1 + ez + v12). In the latter case, if max{f,ej,ea} > Ck, the
desired bound follows from a combination of Propositions and [L.11] while
if max{f, ey, ex} < Ck, it follows from Proposition EI7 O

5. LOWER BOUNDS IN THE STEKLOV SETTING

We turn next to the lower bounds in Theorem [[LT2] showing that every
basic reflection surface with boundary (N,T") has a lower bound of the form
¥1(N,T) > max{dr — e~ %% 47 — C/~}, where v is the genus of N and k
the number of boundary components, and also proving the lower bound in
Theorem [[I3), showing that (N, Zy) > 47 — e~ ¢4k for the largest basic
reflection surfaces of prescribed topology.

Similar to the case of Laplace eigenvalues on closed surfaces, the results of
Section 2 allow us to establish lower bounds simply by constructing suitable
domains in the disk with prescribed topology and symmetries, corresponding
to fundamental domains for the defining reflection of the basic reflection
surface. As a first step, we prove the following analog of Proposition 31l for
domains of this type.

Proposition 5.1. There is a constant C' > 0 such that if X C DU ID is
a finite set and {Da, (x)}rex is a pairwise disjoint collection of disks and
half-disks, then

oN(Q) >1-C(|D| + oD N D)),
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where D = Uzex Dy (x), Q@ = D\ D, and oi¥(Q) is the mived Steklov-

Neumann eigenvalue
/ 6 =0, 0} .
DNoD

Jo ldol?

oV (Q) :=in { fQ
8D\D ¢?

Lemma 5.2. There exists a universal constant eg > 0 such that if ) C D

is as in Proposition [5.1] and |D| < €y, then o (Q) > 3/2.

Proof. As in the closed case (recall Lemma [3.2]), the pairwise disjointness of
{Dsy, (x)}zex implies uniform bounds

ld(H®)|| 2y < Clldd]| 120

for the harmonic extension operator H : W12(Q) — WhH2(DD).

Now, let V' C C*°(f2) be any 4-dimensional subspace. Because the co-
ordinate and constant functions span a 3-dimensional subspace of L?(9D),
there exists a nonzero ¢ € V such that ngb = H¢ is L?(0D)-orthogonal to the
constants and coordinate functions. In particular, we can decompose

ézw—i-R:Zajuj—i-R,
j=3
where {u;} is an L?(0D)-orthonormal basis of Steklov eigenfunctions with
eigenvalue (D) > 03(D) =2 and R € W()1’2(D). Fixing A > 2, denote by

YA Elhe projection of ¥ onto the Steklov eigenspaces with eigenvalue o; < A,
so that

16 — ¥all72(om) Hdcblle(D ||d¢||L2

while the low-frequency projection 5 satisfies a C 1 estimate

[Yallermy < CM)dYall L2y
so that

/|d7/)A|2 /d¢,d¢A>

< /Q (6, dibp) + C(A)[D[Y2dion | 2oy 6l 2oy
< (1+ C(M)Veo)lldgl| 72 -

Putting this together, we see that
1911720nrp) < 161%2(0m)
— a2z om) + 116 — ¥l om)

1 C
< SlldgallZe) + 51461720

(1+ca+ T ) 1460

A

IN
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Fixing A sufficiently large that C'/A < 1/9, then choosing €y such that
(14+C(A)/€) < 10/9, we find that V' contains an element with

ool _
faDﬂD ¢2 B

as claimed. O

3
27

We are now ready to prove Proposition [B.11

Proof of Proposition [51. Let u be a coordinate function on . Because u is
a Steklov eigenfunction with eigenvalue 1, we have fD (du, dw) — [, ap Uw =0
for any test function w € C*®(D). Fixing ¢ € WH2(Q) and using the
harmonic extension ¢ = H¢ as a test function shows

(5.1)

[ wde) - [ o
Q OD\D
< CIDIY2||6llwr2(0) + ClOD N DM2(|gllwr.2 (-

Now let {v;} be an L?(9D\ D)-orthonormal sequence of aév -eigenfunctions
on 2, and suppose without loss of generality that | oD\D UV2 = 0. On 2 we
can then write

U = Ulow + Unigh + R

where upjgn is a sum of ajv (Q)-eigenfunctions with j > 3 and R vanishes on
0D\ D. We now test (5.I]) with ¢ = upign; first note that

2 2
/ (du, dunigh) — / Ullhigh = / |dunigh|” — / Uhigh
0 AD\D 0 AD\D

> (1= 1/02 () |dunign |20y > cllunienlZns,
so the inequality (5.1) yields
g 2y < CADIM + 10D A DY2) funign w20
hence
(5:2) lunignlfy1.2() < C(ID] + [0D N D).

Since the restrictions of the coordinate functions to €2 are linearly indepen-
dent, we may therefore choose u so that .y = v1 is a J{V (Q)-eigenfunction.
Noting that [[tiow|2pnp = Sopap W1 = [oprp (4 — Uthign), it follows from

(B2) that

[wow 172 oprm) = ™ — Ceo > 3
( )
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once |D|Y/? 410D ND|'/? < €. In particular, it follows that
(5.3)

310N () — 1] = '/<du,dv1>—/ wv
Q oDND
< '/ |dul? —/ u?| + ‘/<du7 dunigh) —/ Ulhigh
Q oDND Q oDND

<|(m = |D|) = (x = ¢|dD N D|)| + C(|D|"* + [9D N D'/?)[Jur|lyr.2(0
<C(|D| + |0DND|).
Combined with the preceding, this gives the desired estimate. O

5.1. Lower bounds for o (). With Proposition E.1] in place, the de-
sired lower bounds for X1 (NV,T") will follow if we can exhibit domains Q of
prescribed topology and symmetry type satisfying the hypotheses of Propo-
sition 511 with |D| + |0D N D| sufficiently small and o (2) > 1, where,

recall

2
5.4 D) - Jo 49|
(5.4) o1 () :==in {fam\m¢2

In this section, we carry out these constructions, first obtaining estimates
of the desired form in terms of the number k£ of boundary components. In
what follows, for domains as in Proposition [B.1], we write

5(Q) := L0\ 9D) - min{o? (Q), o' (Q)}.
Proposition 5.3. There are constants C,c > 0 such that, given k € N,

taking X = {e*™/* |0 <0 <k — 1} and r, = 13, > 0 in Proposition [51 for
a suitable small radius ry, > 0, the domain  satisfies

7(Q) > 2 — ek,

Plpnop =0, ¢ # 0} :

where D :=D \ Q.
Proof. Let Q =D\ D,(X), where
(5.5) X = {(cos = 27 sin 27r]) j=1,...,k} COD, r=ge "
and ¢ > 0 will be determined later.
Choose R = C/k such that the disks { Dr(z)},cx are disjoint and { Dygr () }rex
cover OD. By Lemma [£]] one has
||’LL||%2(3DR(35)O]D>) < CRIOg(R/T)HduH%?(DR(x)ﬂIDJ)
< Celldullf2(ppynm)
when u is a o (Q)-eigenfunction, extended trivially into D. A scale invariant
trace inequality then gives
2 2 2
lullZ2(Dp@)nom) < Clullz2@pp@)np) + CRIAU T2 Dy )
< CelldullF2(pp(a)om)-
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Summing over x € X gives

[ullZ2ompy < Celldulfzqy = Ceot (Q)]|ull72(omp):

where the last step follows from the variational characterization (5.4]) for
oP(Q). By taking ¢ > 0 small enough, this shows oP(Q2) > 1, and the
conclusion follows by combining with Proposition [5.11 O

In the next proposition, we obtain a strong lower bound for (2) in terms
of the genus, when the genus is arranged symmetrically along a circle close
to OD.

Proposition 5.4. There exist constants ¢, > 0 such that if Q@ C D is a
domain as in Proposition [51] with X N 0D arbitrary and

XNnbh= {mT_l(cos %,sin%) cj=1,...,m} r=2Leom
then
7(Q) > 2 — ™.
Proof. We can divide the annulus D1(0)\D1_5/,,(0) into a collection {Qy }zex

of polar “rectangles” such that for each = € X, there is a bi-Lipschitz cor-
respondence

Qa \ Dp() = D1/, (0) \ D(0)

with Lipschitz constants independent of m and r. If v is a 0'1D -eigenfunction
on {2, then Lemma [£1] gives an estimate of the form

mlullZ2(aq,) < Clog(1/mr)||dull72one,)
< Cem||dul|72ong, )
and summing over all z € X gives
ullZ oy < Celldulliz gy = CeoP(@)lullZe ).
and hence o (2) > 1 by taking ¢ small enough. O

The next proposition provides a similar lower bound in the case where
genus is arranged in a D,,-symmetric way along the fixed point sets of con-
jugacy classes in D,,, with n sufficiently large and genus large relative to
n.

Proposition 5.5. There exist constants ¢,d > 0 and ng € N such that if
Q C D is a domain as in Proposition [51] with X N 0D arbitrary and

l 21y 219
Xﬂ]]):{—<cosﬂ,sinﬂ>‘€: e jzl,...,n}
a+1 n n

for some a >n > ng, and r = %e_m, then
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Proof. Using the assumption that a > n, we observe that the polar rectan-
gles

Qi) = { - i 1 (cos(s),sin(s))

with obvious minor modifications for £ = 1 and £ = a, cover the union of
rays

1
{——<t<fpf+ - —L __<ph< —= —
g St +2, n <0< +

1 2mj 1 orj 1
a n a

n
S=Dn U Span{e?™/m},
j=1
Moreover, for each ¢, j, we see that there are bi-Lipschitz maps

Frj: Qe N — Dyje(0)\ Dr(0)

satisfying Lip(Fy ;) + Lip(Fg’j)_l < C for C < oo independent of £, j,n, and
a.

Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 5.4 we let u € W12(Q) be an
eigenfunction corresponding to the eigenvalue alD (Q), so that w = 0 on D,
and apply Lemma F.I] to the domains Q; N to deduce that

c
2 2
||uHL2(8QZj) = EIOg(l/TG)HdUHLQ(QM)‘

Next, by considering standard estimates for the embedding W1?(D,(0)) —
L?([—s,s] x {0}), we observe that we have an estimate of the form

/

C C
2 2 2 2
/ngmsu < CHU”L2(8QQ_) + EHduHLZ(Q@) < zlog(l/m)HduHLz(Qm.

In particular, summing over ¢ = 1,...,a, and denoting by Wj, W]’ the
wedges
- 27y 2m(j + 1
W]:{’,"ele|0§r§1’ﬂ§0§w}’
n n
W= {re"" o<r<1, ZU=D p L(]Jﬂ)},
n n

we arrive at an estimate of the form

C
| < Stog(/ra)dul o
OW;\OD a J

On the polar rectangle R; := W; N (D \ D;_y/,(0)), it’s easy to see that
we have an estimate of the form

C
/ v < C 1)2—1-—/ |dv]|?
OR; AW ;\OD n Jw;

for any v € W1’2(Wj), and applying this to the eigenfunction u, we deduce

that ,
C C
2 < J— — 2 1y
/é)Rj u? < < - log(1/ra) + n> 1 dullz2 w7y
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Summing over j, we deduce in particular that

C’ C C’ C
2 2 _ D
[ o< (Srogta/ra) + € sy = (Srostira) + £) apiey [

Forn > % and r = %e‘“/wl, we deduce that o (Q) > 1, and the desired
estimates follow. O

Finally, we consider the problem of obtaining lower bounds in terms of
the genus in the case where genus distributed along an axis. Basic reflection
surfaces of this type are the analog of the Steklov setting of the “Scherk-
type” surfaces described in Definition [[.2, and the following lower bounds
are qualitatively sharp.

Proposition 5.6. For any m € N, there exists a domain Q C D as in[5.1]
with X N ID arbitrary and X ND arranged along a diameter of D, such that

ﬂmzzw—%—cmmmm.

Proof. Fix a diameter £ = DN (R x {0}) of D, let X consist of m points
evenly spaced on the diameter ¢, so that dist(z,y) > % for distinct x,y € X,
and consider the domains Qy, := D\ D, (X), where r, = 5=, so that
the hypotheses of Proposition [5.1] hold. Moreover, we claim that o ($,,)
satisfies a lower bound of the form
C
D

(5.6) o1 (Qp) >1 —
with C independent of m; together with Proposition 5.1 it the follows that
a domain of the desired type can be obtained by removing an additional
collection of arbitrarily small disks with centers in 9.

To prove (5.6), first observe that for any ¢ € W12(Q) with ¢ = 0 on

0D, (X), on the union of line segments

1
S=SLUS.,  Sum= 0Dy (>0} ={() €Dy =2},
we have an estimate of the form

(5.7) L&S%AWR

To see this, apply Lemma 1] to ¢ on the annuli D3/, (z) \ Dr,,(x), and
noting that (3/m)/r,, = 6, we deduce that

C
/ ¢* < — |dg|*.
DS/m(x) m DS/m(x)

By rescaling standard estimates for the trace embedding W12(D5(0)) —
L?*(D3(0) N {y = £1}), we then see that
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In particular, since the disks Dy, (z) cover S, and any point is contained in
at most two of the disks D3/, (), summing this estimate over x € X yields
a bound of the form (&.7).

Next, let f1, fo € W01’2(Q) be the Lipschitz functions given by fi(x,y) =
(y—1/m)*t, falz,y) = (—y—1/m)*; for any ¢ € W,*(2), we then compute

[ aas) - /{ y>1/m}§—‘§
N /B]D)ﬁ{y>1/m}y¢_/5'¢

1
= [ no+o o- [ o
oD m Jonn{y>1/m} Sy

and similarly

1
[ o= [ oo "
Q D m Jopn{—y>1/m} S_
In particular, for any f = af; + bfs € Span{ fi, fo}, we obtain

Lt~ [ onl<is (5 [ 1o+ [1ol),

and, using (5.7) and the usual trace embedding W2(D) — L%(9D), we
deduce that

(5.9) ‘ | et - f¢‘

for every ¢ € W12(Q) with ¢ =0 on 9D, (X )

Next, given f € Span{fi, fo}, we can write f as a sum f = ¢g +
> peq K, where ¢ is an eigenfunction corresponding to the kth mixed
Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalue 0’,? (Q), and ¢p = 0 on 9€; note that this decom-
position is orthogonal for the inner products (d¢, di)) r2(0) and (D, ) 12 (99)-
Moreover, since Span{ fi, fo} is 2-dimensional, we can find f € Span{fi, fo}
such that ¢ = 0 in the decomposition above; after normalizing, we then
have f = afi + bfs of the form

(5.8)

CHfHLoo 16l

N 1
f =00+ 1+ with |[f]re =max{la], o]} ~ — =1

k=3
Applying (5.9) with ¢ = ¢¢, we see that

C
ity = [ (df.don) < = lonl.

from which it follows that

C

2
< —.
||¢0HW1,2 = m
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Next, suppose that for m sufficiently large,
(5.10) o (Qn) > 1+ 6
for a fixed §y > 0. Writing ¢ = Y 77 5 ¢y, it follows that
[tae) = [ so= Collfns
Q o0

which together with (5.9]) implies that

C
1l <

and therefore

(5.11) If = d1ll3pe < 2 follZz + 2l¢lEm. <

Now, since A(;Sl =0 in Q with ¢; =0 on 0D,, (X) and % =P ()¢
on 0 \ 0D, (X), we compute

o2 / buf = /Q (df, dé)
N /<9Dﬂ{y|>1/m} (f " %> L= /sqbl'

For the last term, combining (5.7)) and (5.11)) gives an estimate of the form
C C'(1 455
= — A< —|ld(¢ — <2 07
Lor=[1=p < =ldo = )l < =2,
while it’s also clear that

1 c’
/ —¢ < —.
aDN{|y|>1/m} ™ m

Applying these two estimates in the preceding computation, we see that

C(1+4"
oP@ -1l [ at=joP@) -1 [ o< CERD,

In particular, since

C(1+4552)

C(1+5,2) 1 C1+4,°2
I91117200) = 1117200y — (TO) 25 cird)

[\

m

for m sufficiently large, it will follow that of’(2) satisfies an estimate of the
desired form
C/
oP@) -1
proving (5.6]) and completing the proof of the proposition, once we confirm
that (5.10) holds for a fixed dp > 0 independent of m as m — oo.
To prove (B.I0)), first observe that on the half-disk Dy = DN {y > 0}, we
have o (D) =1 and

(5.12) ol (Dy)=1+28 > P (D)
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for the mixed Steklov-Dirichlet problem with Dirichlet condition on ¢ and
Steklov on 9D, \ ¢. Now, setting

Y:i={peW"¥D)|¢=0onD,, (X)}
and

Zy = { e WY(Dy) [ 4= 0 on £},
we define a linear map 7 : Y — Z, as follows. Given ¢ € Y, let

h: Dy - R

minimize energy with respect to the constraint hl, = ¢4, so that Ah =0 on
D4 and % =0 on dD4 \ ¢, and set

Ty(9) =6 — h.
An argument identical to the proof of (5.7]) then gives the estimate

C
1B1Z2 () = 1911720 < EHd?bH%?(IDJJr),

while a simple contradiction argument using compactness of the trace em-
bedding W12(D,) — L?(0D.) gives an estimate of the form

Cs
1, < GBI+ ol < (5+ 22 aolEs,

for any fixed § > 0. With these estimates in hand, observe next that
(T ) G2y = 140172y = IdhllT2mry < 140172 @y
In particular, we see that
1172 0m00) < (14 6+ Cs/m] ") ITs 6] 72 0p4)
+2(8 + Cs/m) 2| do 132 p, -
Likewise, on the lower half-disk D_ =D N {y < 0}, we set
Z_={pcW"D_) |4y =0on/}

and define an identical map T_ : Y — Z_, which we can combine to get a
map T : Y — Z to the space

Z:={yp € WH3(D) | =0 on ¢},
satisfying
(5.13) 1T )72y < Ndoll72(p)

and
(5.14)

161 72(0m) < (1418 + Cs/m]" )| T9lI7 2 gmy + 2(6 + Cs/m) 2 (|de||7 2 -

Next, by virtue of (5.I2]) and its counterpart o2 (D_) = 1 + 25y on D_,
we see that

(5.15) cPM_UDy) =oP(Di) =1+ 26;
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that is, for any 3-dimensional subspace W C Z, there is a nonzero v € W
for which

(1 +200) 1911 72omy < ldl72my-
Now, since every ¢ € Y vanishes on D, (X) by assumption, it follows
from the definition of 7" and a simple unique continuation argument that
T :Y — Z must be injective. In particular, if V' C Y is a 3-dimensional

subspace, then T'(V') defines a 3-dimensional subspace in Z, so it follows
from (B.I5]) that there exists a nonzero ¢ € V such that

(1+200) 179l 72(amy < IUTO)72m)-

On the other hand, combining this with (5.I4]) and (513]), we see that this
¢ € V satisfies

1+ [6 + C5/m]'/?
oo < IS g 2 ) -+ 206 + s 201 o

Fixing § sufficiently small relative to dyp and taking m sufficiently large, we
can arrange that

(1416 + Cs/m)'/?) 1/2
< .
1+ 268, + 200+ Co/m) =~ 1+ d

It then follows from the preceding argument that every 3-dimensional sub-
space V C Y contains a nontrivial ¢ € V for which

(1 + 00191172 oy < Ndol72m):

in other words, 0% (Q,,) > 1+ &, confirming (5.I0) and completing the
proof. O

Combining the ingredients above, we can now prove the lower bounds of
Theorem [L.T2] and Theorem [[L.T3] which we collect in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.7. For every compact basic reflection surface (N,T') with bound-
ary, we have
C
(N, T) > max{éhr — ek 4 — —}
~
for some constants C,c > 0, where k is the number of boundary components
of N and ~ is the genus. Moreover, in the case where I' corresponds to a
single reflection (1), we have

S1(N, (1)) > 4r — e+,

Proof. Writing I' = 7 x G where G < O(2) is a reflection group-i.e., G =
1,Zs, or D, for some n > 3-by Lemma[2.2] it suffices to prove a lower bound
of the form

_ —ck c

() > max< 2nr —e " 21 — —

m

for some G-invariant domain 2 C D with k£ boundary components intersect-
ing dD and m boundary components in the interior of I, with fundamental
domain of prescribed topological type.
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Given the symmetries of the construction in Proposition (.3 we observe
that for any reflection group G < O(2), every topological type of G-invariant
domain € C D with k& total boundary components intersecting 0D can be
realized by removing a suitable collection of arbitrarily small disks from the
interior of the domain € described in Proposition 5.3l This observation,
together with Proposition (.3 gives the lower bound

(N, T) > 4 — e~k

Next, we turn to basic reflection pairs (N,I' = (7) x G) given by doubling
G-invariant domains ) with m interior boundary components. If G =1, so
that there is no constraint on the locations of the m boundary components,
Proposition [5.4] gives a domain of the desired type for which

o(Q) >2r—e

so that
Y1(N, (1)) > 4w — e ",

giving the desired bound in this case. If G = Zs, with a majority of the
m interior boundary components of 2 lying away from the fixed point set,
taking the domain from Proposition 54 (with m replaced by m’ > m/2)
and removing a required number of arbitrarily small disks centered on a line
through the origin, we again obtain a lower bound of the form ;(N,T') >
4 — e~ ™ > 47 — % in this case. If, on the other hand, a majority of the
boundary components are prescribed to lie on a fixed point set for G = Zo,
we instead remove a prescribed number of arbitrarily small disks from the
domain in Proposition to obtain a lower bound of the form ¥;(N,T") >
4 — %

The case of G = D,-symmetric domains with 3 < n < ng can be han-
dled similarly, appealing either to Proposition when a majority of the
boundary components in a fundamental domain are prescribed to lie along
the fixed point sets of generators of G, and appealing instead to Proposi-
tion [£.4] when a majority of boundary components lie in the interior of a
fundamental domain.

Finally, consider the case G = D,, with n > ng. If we consider domains {2
with a majority of the m interior boundary components prescribed to lie in
the interior of a fundamental domain, Proposition [5.4] can again be used to
obtain a lower bound of the form ¥;(N,T") > 47 — e M > 41 — % in this
case. Alternatively, suppose that at least 7 of the m boundary components
correspond to the D,,-orbit of a boundary components prescribed to lie along
the fixed point set of a generating reflection in the fundamental domain.
The m < 4na, and we subdivide into two more cases: if a < n — 1, then
applying Proposition [5.4] with m = n and deleting an additional collection
of arbitrarily small disks at the required locations, we obtain a lower bound
of the form

SUN,T) > 4r — e < dm — e “V™ <y — g;
m
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if, on the other hand, n < a, then removing a collection of arbitrarily small
disks from the domain considered in Proposition gives a domain of the
desired type satisfying a(Q2) > 27 — e=€t > 21 — e~V 5o that

C
S1(N,T) > dr — ™ V™ > dp — —
m

in this case as well. O

Remark 5.8. In the arguments above, our techniques for estimating 3 (N, T")
from below in terms of the genus are evidently non-sharp in many cases.
Indeed, analogous to the Scherk-type/generic dichotomy in the closed case,
it seems plausible that the lower bound % (N,T") > 47w — % via the genus
is qualitatively sharp only in the case where I' & Zy X Zs, and all of the
necks and (at most two) boundary components of N are forced to intersect
the fixed point sets of both reflections. We do not pursue the problem of
refining these estimates further in the present paper.

6. STABILITY AND UPPER BOUNDS

Let (Ng, g) be a compact genus zero surface with & boundary components,
which we can identify isometrically with a domain Q C S? of the form

k
Q=8\D:=8*\ | J Dy, ()
j=1

with a conformal metric g = pgg. Moreover, we can arrange that the stan-
dard inclusion map I: S — R? satisfies

/ Idvy = 0.
Q

Let fi(Ng, g) == min { AP (Ny, g), AY (Ni, 9) }, and consider the gap
5(Nkvg) =81 — /](Nkmg)

Using techniques developed in [KNPS21], [KS24], we prove the following.

k
Lemma 6.1. The set D= |J D,,;(x;) satisfies an estimate of the form
j=1

Area(D,gg) < %5(]\7]@79)7

and for any 1 € WH2(Q),

(6.1) /Q¢ (2dvgo - /\iv(g)dvg) <Cy 5(Nk’g)||w|wgld2(ﬂ)‘
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Proof. Since all of the coordinate functions 1, z9, x3 are test functions for
the Rayleigh quotient definition of AY¥ (NN}, g), we have

1 1
Area(@.0) = 5 [ (I dv, = 5AF (N [ (1P,

1
> /](Nkvg) :47T_§5(Nk79)7

DO | =

giving the estimate for Area(D, go).
Moreover, on the space of maps F € W12(, R3) with

_ 1
F = 7/ Fdv, =0,
Area(Ni,g) Jo, ’

the quadratic form

Q.= |

Q(dF, dG) gy dvg, — N (N, g) /Q (F, G)dv,

is positive semidefinite. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then gives
Qr(F ) < Q(F, F)'2Qu(1,1)'? < ||dF || p2(0) v/S (N, 9).

In fact, even for maps with ' # 0, since Qi (F,I) = 0, it is easy to see that

Qr(F, 1) = Qu(F — F,I) < ||dF || 2() V6 (Ni, 9)-
Taking F' = 1 for some ¢ € W12(Q), note that

(D), dl)gy =20, |d(WT)[g, = 20" + |dylg,,
and ((¢I),I) =1, so that

Q1. F) = [ 20du, = XY (Vi) [ v,

and [|d(1)] 2y < HT/}”WQI(;Q(Q) so that (6] follows. O

As a corollary, we have the following, which together with Lemma 2.1]
completes the proof of the first estimate in Theorem

Corollary 6.2. There exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that
6(Nkvg) > e_Ck-

Proof. Writing 6 = §(Ng, g), the area estimate in Lemma [6.1] implies

k
> ri<cs
j=1

Set S = {x1,x9,...,2z}, and without loss of generality, suppose

1>VC5>T127‘22---2rk.
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Consider the log cutoff function ¢ € Lip(f2) given by

1 for dist(z, S) > /1,
o(x) = |log7’ ‘log( (x,8)/r1) for dist(z,S) € [r1,/T1),
0 for dist(z, S) <r

where distance is measured with respect to the round metric on S?. Then

standard computations give
Ck
ldg7

R —
@ = log(1/6)’

while 0 < ¢ < 1, and ¢ = 1 on the complement of the set U D s (xj), so
‘]_
that

|9lI7; = 4r — Ckry > 47 — C'kV/S.
0

Now, appealing to the second inequality of Lemma with ¢ = ¢2, we
deduce that

A (o) [ vy = 20y, — CVBIGRl g0 = 87— CTRVE

If 87 — C"k+/§ < 0, then the conclusion of the corollary holds. Assuming
the converse, one has
[reatl i __Ck M Nk g)
B ||<z5HL2(Q log(1/6) 87 — C"kv/5
For the metric g maximizing ji(Ny, g)—i.e., minimizing 0(N, g)—we have

AP = AV so setting 6, = min{§(Ny,g) | g € Met(Ny)}, we can divide
through by Al = AP above to see that

A (Nk, g) <

< Ck 1
= log(1/0k) 8w — C"V/6
from which the desired estimate follows easily. O

6.1. Convergence to equators. Now, let (Ng,gr) C S:j’r be one half of
a reflection-symmetric minimal surface embedded by first eigenfunctions in
S3, conformally equivalent to a balanced domain €, = S? \ Dy with Dy =

U D»,(z;) as in the previous subsection, with

81 — la(Nkagk) = 5]67

and ®5: Qp — N, C Si’_ giving the conformal harmonic embedding. In
particular, note that A\ (Ng, gr) = AP (Ng, gx) = 2.

As in the proof of Lemma [6.I] we begin with the observation that the
standard inclusion I: S? — R3 satisfies

Qr(®,1) < @Hd@HL?(Qk)
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for any ®: Q;, — R3, where

Qu(®,G) = / (d®, dG),, —2(®,G) du,,.

Qp

In particular, letting ® denote the L?(dvg,, ) projection of I|g, onto the
complement of the first Neumann eigenspace for A, , we deduce that

(6.3) (1= 2/2Y (NR)? @[y 1.2,y < O

Next, we show that the coefficient of the left-hand side of (6.3]) is bounded
from below when §;, < 1/k.

Lemma 6.2. There are constants ¢ > 0 and € > 0 such that if (Ng,gx)
is a sequence satisfying the preceding assumptions with 6(Ny, gr) < 1, then

Proof. Let ¢ ; be the jth Neumann eigenfunction for the Laplacian on
(Nk, gk) = (%, gk ), normalized so that

Pk, jPk,1 dvg, = dji.
Qp

Note that ¢, ; corresponds to an even eigenfunction on the closed minimal
surface M in S? obtained by doubling N, and a straightforward variant of
the mean value computations in [CM11], Section 3.3] for the function ng’ j
lead to an L estimate of the form

(6.4) b14(p)? < CN /Q 0% dvy, = CeM.
k

For completeness let us provide a proof of (6.4]). Fix a point p € M and
consider the vector field X,(z) = (z —p) = —Vh,,,, where hy,,(z) = 2(r? —
|z — p|?) and note that

(Xp(@),) = 1~ (2,p) = 1w —pf’ on M.

One then has

2 / Orj dvg = / or diva (Xp) dvg =
MnNBy(p) NNB;(p)

[ divan(6h ) + (V6. Thy) vy =

MnBy(p)

/ divar (33 ; Xp + hpr Vi ;) + 27 hpr8i i — 2hp . dvg <
MnBr(p)

/ 2|z — p)T | dsy + / (62,12 — pI? + 20 hp ;) dsy <
MnOBy(p) MnNBr(p)

d
r— / brj dvg +(1+Aj)r2/ Or j dsg.
dr \JunB,(p) MNBr(p)
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Dividing by ® we obtain

d (1 / ) 1 )
_ & - dv 2_1+)\-—/ o1 dvg.
dr (7“2 MnNB;(p) * g) ( ])7" MnNB,(p) A

Setting g(r) = 7«% fMﬂBr(p) gz%j dvg this implies that for r <1

d

L lngr) = ~(14 )

Integrating on [0, 1] and noting that ¢(0) = wqbi j(p) completes the proof

of (64).

Now, to prove the lemma, assume for a contradiction that there ex-
ists a sequence e — 0 and (N, gr) as above such that 6 < er/k but
MYV (Ni,gk) — 2 as k — oo. We will obtain a contradiction by showing
that ¢y, ; converge in L*(S?) as k — oo to eigenfunctions ¢; of the standard
Laplacian with eigenvalue kh_}ngo )\j»v (N, gx), such that

/S2 Qi1 dvg, = 0j,

forcing lim )\j»v (Nk, gx) to coincide with the j-th eigenvalue of the Laplacian

on S?, giving the desired contradiction.
First, we observe that the sequence {)\jv (Nk, gk) }x is bounded. To show

this, use the restrictions of eigenfunctions on S? to €, together with (6.1))
to conclude that limsup A;V(Nk,gk) < )j(S%,go). Then, we check that,
for a fixed j, the sequence ¢ ; extended by 0 to L?(S?) is precompact in
L%(S?, go). Using linear cutoff functions, it is easy to find py, € Lip,(Q%; [0, 1])
such that p, =1 on S?\ Ule Doy, (z;) and

k
/§2 |dpilgy dvgy < C D 1 < CV/kdy < C/eg < C,
=1

which together with (6.4]) and the obvious bound

N
/Q [l o < O/ N Nk, )

yields the uniform W1'(S2, gg) bound

Pk jllwri(s2,g0) < Cj
for pp¢r. By the compactness of the embedding W11(S?) — L(S?), it
follows that py¢y ; is precompact in L'(S?), as k — 0o, and since
k

/ (1= i) 6n,5] dvgy < ClidjliLe > 17 < Cjdg,

Q i=1

we deduce that ¢ ; is precompact in L'(S?) as well. And since (6.4) gives
a uniform L° bound for ¢ ; as kK — oo, it follows that ¢ ; is in fact
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precompact in LP(S?) for every p € [1,00), in particular p = 2. Passing to a
subsequence, we let ¢; € L>(S?) be the L?limit of ¢y ;.

Next, we argue that the sequence {¢;} is orthonormal in L*(S?, go). In-
deed, it follows from (6.I) that

= ‘/ (bk,jék,l (dvgo - dvgk) <
Qp

C/6kllDri brallwr2(p.ge) < Citv/Ons

where in the last line we used the L control (6.4)) to get uniform W2(S2, gg)
control on the product ¢y, ;¢ ;. Since the right-hand side vanishes as k — oo,
it follows from the strong L?(S?) convergence ¢y ; — ¢; that

/S2 ¢y dvg, = 01,

Pr,jPr,1 dvg, — G
Qy,

as claimed.
We finish the proof by showing that ¢; is a Laplace eigenfunction with
eigenvalue lim A;V (N, gr). For any fixed ¢ € C*(S?), we compute
o

k—o0

k—
[o@v) = tim [ 6ua0)du,
Qk

= lim A (d*(Pr,;dv) + (dvp, doy 5)) dvg,

: . d
= lim [ (d,d¢y ;) dvg, — lim / ¢k,ja—1/’ dsgo-
Q, O v

Now, the second term in the last line is bounded in absolute value by
limy o0 || @k, || Lo ||d¥p|| 0o |08 |, which together with the L*° bound (6.4 and
the estimate

k
0] < C> i < OVker < OV,
i=1
implies

/S2 ¢](A¢) dvg, = <d¢7d¢k,j>gk dvg, = kh_?;o )‘é‘v(Nkagk)/Q T/’¢k,j dvg,-
k

lim
k—oo Qk

Finally, since ¥ ¢y, ; is uniformly bounded in W12 as k — oo, we can appeal
to (61) to see that

lim/ Yoy jdvg, = lim/ 1/1<;Sk,jdvgoz/ Yo dug,,
Q k—o0 Q. S2

k—o0

and, therefore,

/S2 ¢ (Agyt) dvg, = <k1LH;O )\jy(Nk,gk)> /82 G5t dvg,,

as claimed. O
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Let ¥, = (Fkl,F,f,F]g’) be the map given by the first three coordinate
functions of the minimal embedding F}: Q) — Si, so that the components
of Wy, form a basis of the A\YY(Ny, g )-eigenspace. It then follows from (6.3))
that there exists a matrix A such that

(6.5) 17— Apxlfy20, 60 < Cok.

Qkygk)
In particular, this implies that Ay € GL3(R) for large enough k. Indeed,
otherwise there exists &, € S? such that (I,&) is pointwise orthogonal to
AV, so that by Lemma one has

2 8m — O,
11— ApWkfi12 gy g0) = 1T 7200, = gATea(Qk,QO) 22—

which is a contradiction for large values of k.
Thus, we can rewrite (6.5]) as

15 = A 1200, g0 < COrlAL
and recalling that for any 3 x 3 matrix M, the Hilbert-Schmidt norm |M |
can be computed by

2=t

2
M|"=— M d
M =g [ Ml v,

it follows that

1
A7 < %/Q AT I, duy, + Co | A7
k

gc’ak\A,;l\2+0'/Q AT, [2, dug,,
k

therefore, ]A,;l\ < C as €, — 0. In particular, writing
ap = AT, < 2|47 < C

we deduce that

(6.6) 1d® kg0 — kll72(0y) < Cd-

As a corollary of these estimates and Lemma [6.I] we have the following
result, which implies that Ny must lie close to the equator {zy = 0} if
ok = o(1/k).

Proposition 6.3. Let x4 be the height coordinate in S:j’r = {m €S?|xy > O}.
Then for a free boundary minimal surface (Ny, gr) C S‘:’_ as above, we have

/ T4 d’l)gk < C\/ 5kk
Ng

Proof. Let ¢, = x40 Iy, € VVO1 2(Qk) under the conformal identification
Fi: Qp — Ny, so that ka o = ka x4. Using linear cutoffs, it is easy to
construct a function

Y S? = [0,1]
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such that »y =1 on D = Ule D, (z;), € CX (Ule Dy, (xl)), and
ldy||Z. < Ck.

Since 1 — 1 = 0 on 08, we then have

0= /Qk div([1 — ]Vy) duy, — /

Q

21— )i dog, — [ (i),
k
so that by Lemma [6.1] one has

1
[ oudvg, = [ vondvg, 5 [ (o) <

1 1
/Q w(ﬁki‘dFk‘f]o dvg, + ) /Q |d)]go|d Y| go dvg, + Cv 5k”¢¢k‘HW1’2(Qk,go) S
k k

HdFkH%Z(supp(w)) + |d || 2 [|dFy | 22 (supp(w)) + C (1 + [|d¥]|p2)-
Thus, to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

supp

To this end, notice that the conformality of Fj forces
1
gdekP < |dWy[?,

and by (6.6), we have

/ AW, |?
supp(t)

IN

Coy, + C Areagy, (supp(y))

k
< Co+CD 1} <5,
i=1

where in the last step we used Lemma O
With Proposition in place, Theorem [L.9l follows almost immediately.

Proof of Theorem[1.9d. Let N C Si be a free boundary minimal surface with
genus zero and k boundary components, embedded by first eigenfunctions.
Then we are in the situation of Proposition above, with N = Ng, 47 —
| Nk | = %51:, and x(Ng) = 2 — k, and Prposition gives the estimate

/N“ < VT X(V)/ar =TV

The desired estimate follows by noting that distagi < Czy4in Sg’r. O

Moreover, with Theorem [[.9] in place, we can now prove the second part
of Theorem [I.5] showing that %Al(M , ) < 8m — % for basic reflection

pairs (M,T") of Scherk type.
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Proof of Theorem [1.3 completed. Let (M,I') be a basic reflection pair of
Scherk type; then, by definition, there is a reflection 71 € I' such that, for
any g € Metp(M), the fundamental domain of 7y in (M, g) is conformally
equivalent to S? \ D, where D is a union of disks centered on an equator. In
particular, note that reflection across this equator in S? gives a conformal
automorphism 7o € Conf(M, g) which commutes with 71, with respect to
which (M, (2)) is also a basic reflection surface.

Now, suppose gmax € Metp(M) is the metric realizing A;(M,T"). Since
(M, gmax) is isometrically embedded in S? by first eigenfunctions and the
map 72: (M, gmax) — (M, gmax) is conformal, it follows from [MR&6l The-
orem 1] that 75 is an isometry. In particular, letting I' be the group gen-
erated by I' U {72}, we see that in fact gmax € Metp(M), and (M, gmax)
realizes A1(M,T) = A1(M,T), so we can assume without loss of generality
that m» €T

It then follows that the associated minimal surface M C S? is symmetric
with respect to the reflections across two orthogonal great spheres Si,S
corresponding to Fix(71) and Fix(m2), respectively. Since M is a basic re-
flection surface with respect to either reflection, it follows from Theorem [I.9]
that

/ dists, < C/T+ [ (M)|+/8 — [M]
M

with respect to either of the orthogonal great spheres S; and S;. On the
other hand, one can see that there is a universal constant ¢y > 0 such that

/ (distg, + dists,) > co.
M

Indeed, otherwise, there exists a sequence of minimal surfaces with bounded
area, for which this integral converges to 0. By a compactness theorem for
stationary integral 2-varifolds, this sequence converges (in the varifold sense)
to a stationary integral 2-varifold with support on the great circle S; N So,
which is clearly impossible.

Hence, any Scherk-type basic reflection surface must have

VIR f87 - A =

giving the desired estimate. O

7. STABILITY AND UPPER BOUNDS IN THE STEKLOV SETTING

Let Ny C B3 be one half of a free boundary minimal surface (N, g) C B3
by first Steklov eigenfunctions symmetric with respect to reflection across
xy-plane, so that o1(N,g) = 1, and such that (N,g) is a basic reflection
surface with respect to this reflection. We can then identify N, isometrically
with a conformal metric (€2, g) on a domain 2 = D\ D as in Section [5l where
D =Uj_; Dy (z;) is a collection of disks and half-disks.
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Setting I'p := 0D ND and T'; := 90 \ Ty, we can assume moreover that
the identity map I: D — D is balanced along I'7, in the sense that

/ Ids, =0,
Iy

by applying a conformal automorphism of D. Set §(N) := 27 — Ly(T'y).
Lemma 7.1. The set D = Uj_; D, (x) satisfies an estimate of the form
(7.1) Area(D, go) < CH(N)

for a universal constant C > 0. Furthermore, for any ¢ € WH2(Q),

| otwmydss, = [ odsy| < ANl
[%9) Ty 0

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma
Since the quadratic form

Q(D, d) ;:/ \d@P—/ |®|2ds,,
Q I

is nonnegative definite on balanced maps in WH2(2,R?), and the identity
map I: D — D is balanced on I'y, we have

(7.2)

0 < Q(I, 1) =2Areay, (Q) — Ly(T'1) < 27r<1 — czr§> — Ly(Ty),
j=1
so that N
2me» 17 < 2m — Ly(Ty) = 6(N)
j=1

as claimed in (7I). Furthermore, for any map ®: Q — R?, the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality for @ gives

(7.3) Q(®, 1) < [|d®|r2(0) V().
Taking ® = ¢I for ¢ € C°(f) in this inequality gives

2o+ tw.aondo— [ ods,| < VI ol g0

and noting that 2¢ + (x, d¢) = div(¢x), it follows in particular that

/6(2 ¢<33’V90>d890 - /F1 ¢d89 S v 5(N)||¢ngld2(g)- g

As an easy application, we can obtain coarse exponential lower bounds for
0 in terms of the topology of N, from which the upper bounds in Theorems
[[.12] and [LI3] follow.

Proposition 7.2. The gap 6 = 27 — Ly((ON)4) has a lower bound of the
form

where C' is a universal constant.

)
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Proof. Let Ny = (Q,g) as above, and let ¢ be the same log cutoff function
as in the proof of Corollary [6.2], i.e. such that

¢»=0onD, qSElonD\UD\/T—j(xj),
j=1

and

2
4911320 Z m

By (7)) one has Zj rjz» < C§6, so setting r = max{r;}, we must have r? < CG.
As a result,

< Cn
? = Jlog(C9)|’

On the other hand, since o (N, ) = 1, we have

ldg 132

61y = [ ¢*dss,
1

while applying (Z.2]) with the test function ¢? gives

n 1/2
<;52dsg /¢2dsgo C\f<7r+“0 (C&)]) ,

so combining all the estimates above gives
Cn n 1/2
_— > ¢$*ds,, — CVo <7T + 7) )
Tog(Co)] — r, | log(C9)|

while

/ ¢2dvgo > 27r—C’er > 21 — CVné.
I j=1

Keeping in mind that § tends to 0 as n — o0, it follows that for sufficiently
large n,

C'n
—log(C9)

as claimed. O

>1, or §>Ce "> e=C'n

We observe that one always has n = k+~ or n = k +~ — 1 depending on
whether there are half-circles present. Thus, the bound in Proposition is
indeed in terms of topology of N, and the upper bounds in Theorems
and [LI3] follow immediately.
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7.1. Convergence to disks. Next, we show that if the gap § = 2m—L,(I'1)
vanishes sufficiently rapidly as n gets large, then the associated FBMS must
converge to the equatorial disk preserved by the reflection. To begin, note
that applying (73)) where ® denotes the L?*(T'y, ds,)-projection of I|p, onto
the orthogonal complement of the first Steklov eigenfunctions, we obtain an
estimate of the form

1\
Lemma 7.3. Let Ny be as above. There exists ¢ > 0 and € > 0 such that
o (Ny) —2>¢>0 for Ny as long as § < £.

Proof. The strategy of the proof is the same as for Lemma Denote by
¢n,; the jth eigenvalue of the mixed Steklov-Neumann problem on (£2,I'1)
with respect to the induced metric g, normalized so that

Gn,jPn,dsg = 0j;.
I

As in the closed case, we can obtain uniform L°° estimates for ¢, ; via a
mean-value identity, as follows. Doubling N, to obtain a free boundary
minimal surface N C B3, recall that ¢n,j extends to a Steklov eigenfunction

with eigenvalue o; = aj»v (N4). Fix a point p € ON and consider the vector
field

Xp(x) == (x — p) = =Vhy,,
where hy, () := 3(r? — |z — p|?), and note that
DX, =1d,
and

(Xp(@),2) = 1= (2,p) = 5l — pf? on OB

Recalling that qﬁid is subharmonic on N, we then compute
2 / ¢n ;i dvg = / ¢n ;divn (Xp) dvg =
NNBr(p) NNB;(p)
[ (8,0 + (V6 V) o, =
NNB:(p) ’ ’

/ divy (¢ ; Xp + hpe VR ;) + hpr A¢7  dug <
NNBr(p)

1
/ o l(x —p)" | dsg + / <¢i,j—|@" -+ QUjhp,r‘ﬁ%z,j) dsg <
NNOB-(p) ONNBr(p) 2

d / 2 (1 ) 2/ 2
r— nidvg | + | s +oj)r @y, dsg.
dr < NOBp) g) 2 oNB()
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Dividing through by r3 and rearranging, we then have

v (5 / 2 <1 ) 1/ 2
7.5 — | = or . dvg | > — =405 ] — Oy, dsg.
(75) dr (7"2 NNB;(p) " g) 2 ) Jonny

Lemma 7.4. There exists a universal constant C and a constant C' de-
pending only on the area of N such that for all r < 2 one has

(7.6) ON (1 By (p)] < g]NﬂBr(p)\ <ch.

Proof. Let us first apply divergence theorem on NN B,.(p) to the vector field
Yy.r(z) = hyp,(x)z, which yields

§r2]8N N Bz (p)| g/ hydsy =
8 2 ONNB, (p)

/ 2hy, — (x, 2 — p) dvg < (T2+T)\NﬂBr(p)\,
NNB;-(p)

which proves the first inequality in (78] after dividing by r2.
To prove the second part, we apply (7.5]) to the constant eigenfunction to
obtain

S+ (FIVOBI) 2~ N 0 B )]

Denote g(r) = r~2|N N B,(p)| and let 7, be the point, where g(r) achieves
its maximum. Integrating the previous inequality on [ry, s] gives

g(s) + C(s —r)g(rs) > g(rs).
Setting s =, + 3= > 55 gives
l9lle = g(r+) < 2g(s) < 8C? Area(N)
as claimed. O

Note that in the situation we are considering the area is always uniformly
bounded, hence, both constants in (7.6]) are universal. Substituting (7.6)
into (Zhl) and using that o; > 1 for j > 1 we arrive at

d (1 ) ,
s ( /NQBT o) % dvg> > ~Cojl g ll3 =

and integrating over r € [0, 4] gives an estimate of the form
C

Ori(0)* < Co0 003 + 5 / 92, dv,
NNBr(p)

In particular, letting p be a maximum point for qﬁi’ ; and taking 0= ﬁ,
we arrive at an estimate of the form

lbnj 12 < C'0? /N 62, dvg < C'o?,
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where the last inequality follows from an application of the Green’s formula

/¢k]dvg__ /¢kg "T‘ d’l)g—
/ e Pl vy — 3 (o / 62 ds, < / 62 . ds,.

With the L°°-bound established the rest of the proof is analogous to the
closed case. O

Now, let ¥,,: @ — D? be the map given by composing the first two
coordinate functions x1,z9 on Ny C Bf)’i_ with the conformal identification
F: Q — N4, so that the coordinates of ¥,, span the J{V—eigenspace of (22, 9).
It follows from (4] that there exists a matrix A, such that

1T — A ullr2i0) < C6n.

Similarly to the Laplacian case, this implies A,, € GLa(R). Thus, we can
rewrite the previous inequality as

1A = W22y < COall 47|

and using the trivial identity

_ 1 _
T S I
TE

s

we can argue as in Section [6.1] that
A <C

for 0,, < ¢g sufficiently small. As a consequence, we obtain the estimate

10 — A |20y < Con
In particular, one has «,, = |4, 'dI|, < C such that
(7.7) [d¥]g, — Oén||%go(9) < Con.
As an application, we have the following, which implies that Ny must lie
close to the disk {z3 = 0} if §,, = o(1/n).

Proposition 7.5. For N, C IBSi as above, whose double is the free boundary
minimal surface N C B3, the height coordinate x5 satisfies

/ |zg| < C\/ndy,.
ON

Proof. The proof is similar to the closed case. Let ¢ = z30 F € W2(Q), so
that ¢ is the first eigenfunction for the mixed Steklov-Dirichlet problem on
(,T). Using linear cutoffs, construct a function 1: D? — [0, 1] such that
1 =1 on D, v vanishes outside 2D, the disks of twice the radius, and

ld 72 () < Cn.
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We then have
[ =, = [ i = vyae) o, = [ av.do) v,
and combining this with multiple applications of (7.2]) and (7.1J),

bisy = [ wods, — [ (d,ds)ydu, <
I Q

I

/8(2 w¢<x7ygo>dsgo + C\/EHT/@”W;O%Q) + ”dw”LQ“d¢“L2(supp(w)) <

O3 it O\, + Cllde 12 (@ + ||d¢||L2(Supp(¢))) <
i=1

Cl\/ nén + C\/ﬁ”d(b”Lz(supp(w))’
Thus, to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

2
141122 (supp(y)) < Cn-
To this end, again note that conformality of F': 0 — N, implies
|do|* < |dW|?,
and combining this with (7)) gives

/ |dg|%) dvg, < C (6, + Areay, (supp(v)) < C <5n + Z ry ) ;
supp () i=1

which together with (I]) gives the desired estimate. O

In particular, if N C B? is a free boundary minimal embedding by first
Steklov eigenfunctions which is a basic reflection surface with respect to
reflection about the plane P C R3, note that the term §,, in Proposition
is exactly § = 27 — 2|ON| = 27 — |N|, while n < C(1 + |x(N)|). Thus, the
conclusion of Proposition can be recast as

/ distp < Cv/2m — [N|\/1 + [x(N)],
ON

completing the proof of Theorem [[L1§ from the introduction. Finally, we
conclude with the proof of Theorem [[.T5] identifying a family of free bound-
ary minimal surfaces with prescribed Euler characteristic, whose asymptotic
behavior resembles that of the Lawson surfaces in S5.

Proof of Theorem [I.14. For each v € NU {0} and k € {1,2}, we construct
a family of basic reflection surfaces (N,I") with I' & Zs x Zsy as follows.
Consider a domain 2 C D given by removing ~ disks from the interior of
D with centers along the axis {y = 0} and & = 1 or 2 disks with centers
in {(1,0),(=1,0)}, and set Qt = QN {y > 0}. Doubling Q across 99 \ ID
then gives a compact surface NV, with genus v and k£ boundary compo-
nents, admitting two commuting reflections 71, 75 € Diff (V) such that Q is
a fundamental domain for 71, while QT U7 Q7" is a fundamental domain for
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7o. In particular, we then see that IV, is a basic reflection surface with
respect to both 7 and 7.

Setting I' = (71, 7o) < Diff(N, 1), we can apply [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15,
item (6)] to deduce the existence of an embedded free boundary minimal sur-
face N, C B3 of genus v and k boundary components realizing Y1(Ny g, I).
Moreover, there is a pair of orthogonal planes P;, P, C R3 such that 7; is
induced by the reflection through P;, and an application of Theorem [[.1§]

forces
/ distp, < Cy/27m — [Ny i|\/1 4+
ON, &

for both ¢ = 1 and ¢« = 2. Similarly to the closed case there is a universal
constant ¢y > 0 such that

co < / distp, + distp,
ON, &

independent of v, and it follows that

o — [N g > —
b} 1_'_,7

for some ¢ > 0, as claimed. O
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