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LARGE TOPOLOGY ASYMPTOTICS FOR SPECTRALLY

EXTREMAL MINIMAL SURFACES IN B
3 AND S

3

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

3 with area below 8π, and many new free boundary min-
imal embeddings in B

3 with area below 2π. 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

3 in this class of examples
and the special role played by Lawson’s ξγ,1 surfaces. We also confirm
analogous statements in B

3 and identify a family of free boundary min-
imal surfaces in B

3 most closely resembling ξγ,1.

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

λ̄k(M,g) := λk(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 λ̄1-maximizing met-
rics on the torus and Klein bottle [Nad96, JNP06], λ̄k-maximizing metrics
on S

2 and RP
2 [KNPP22, Kar21], and metrics maximizing the first length-

normalized Steklov eigenvalue on the annulus and Möbius 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, KS24, KKMS24].
Though general constructions of this form yield surfaces of high codimen-
sion, possibly with branch points and self-intersections [NS19], in [KKMS24]
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
3 and free boundary minimal surfaces in B

3 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

3 and B
3 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 [KKMS24, 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
S
3 for the large class of new examples constructed in [KKMS24], providing

further evidence that the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1 have least area among mini-
mal surfaces with genus γ (cf. [Kus89, Conjecture 8.4]) and are the unique
family of minimal surfaces desingularizing a pair of (non-identical) equato-
rial spheres (cf. [Kap11, Question 4.4]). In B

3, we also obtain analogs of
these results for the many new free boundary minimal surfaces with area
< 2π 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 ξγ,1.

1.1. λ̄1-extremal surfaces in S
3. Let M be a closed, oriented surface and

let Γ ≤ Diff(M) be a finite group of diffeomorphisms. Recall from [KKMS24,
Definition 5.4] that the pair (M,Γ) is called a basic reflection surface if Γ
contains an involution τ ∈ Γ whose fixed point set M τ contains a curve, and
whose quotient M/〈τ〉 has genus zero. As in [KKMS24], we are particularly
interested in basic reflection surfaces (M,Γ) where Γ has the form

(1.1) Γ := 〈τ〉 ×G,

where τ 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,Γ) of this type, it was shown in [KKMS24] that λ̄1(M,g) can
always be maximized over Γ-invariant metrics g ∈ MetΓ(M), giving rise to
an extremal metric induced by a minimal embedding in S

3.

Theorem 1.1. [KKMS24, Theorem 8.7] For every orientable basic reflection
surface (M,Γ) with Γ of the form Γ = 〈τ〉 ×G for a finite reflection group
G, there exists a metric g ∈ MetΓ(M) realizing the supremum

Λ1(M,Γ) := sup{λ̄1(M,h) | h ∈ MetΓ(M)}
of λ̄1 over all Γ-invariant metrics h ∈ MetΓ(M). Moreover, there is an
orthogonal representation ρ : Γ → O(4) and a ρ-equivariant minimal embed-
ding Φ :M → S

3 satisfying ∆gΦ = λ1(M,g)Φ, with

Area(Φ) =
1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) < 8π.

As shown in [KKMS24, Lemma 5.35], these surfaces are doublings of the
equator S

2 ⊂ S
3 in the sense of [KM23, Definition 1.1]: the nearest-point

projection π to S
2 is well-defined on M and M = M1 ∪M2, where M1 is
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a 1-manifold, M2 ⊂ M is open, π|M1
is a diffeomorphism, and π|M2

is a
2-sheeted covering map.

We emphasize that these minimal doublings are determined not only by
their topology and the isomorphism class of G, but by the specific action
of G on M . For instance, as discussed in [KKMS, Proposition 8.8], one

obtains at least ⌊γ−1
4 ⌋+1 distinct Z2×Z2-symmetric minimal S2-doublings

of genus γ by applying Theorem 1.1 with G given by a single reflection with
fundamental domain of prescribed topology.

Prior to [KKMS24], other families of minimal surfaces in S
3 with pre-

scribed genus and area < 8π have been constructed by variational and per-
turbative methods [Law70, KPS88, Kap17, KM19, KM23]; among these,
the earliest and best studied are the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1. 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 ξγ,1 have least area among all genus γ minimal surfaces in S

3, and
in fact the lowest Willmore energy among all genus γ surfaces in S

3. Note
that recent work of [HHT23, CHHT24] gives a sharp asymptotic expansion
for this area Area(ξγ,1), of the form

Area(ξγ,1) = 8π − 4π log 2

γ
+O(1/γ2)

as γ → ∞.
As an application of the tools introduced below, we confirm that for γ

sufficiently large, all of the ∼ γ/4 minimal surfaces of genus γ constructed
in [KKMS24] indeed have area larger than Area(ξγ,1), with 8π −Area(Mγ)
decaying exponentially fast in γ as γ → ∞ for most of those families. More
precisely, the basic reflection pairs (M,Γ) can be split into two types, which
exhibit different behaviors.

Definition 1.2. We say a basic reflection pair (M,Γ) with M orientable is
of Scherk type if every Γ-invariant metric on M is conformally equivalent to
the double of S2 \ D, where D is a union of geodesic disks with centers on
the equator. A basic reflection pair (M,Γ) that is not of Scherk type is said
to be generic.

Remark 1.3. It is a straightforward exercise to check that (M,Γ) is of Scherk
type whenever there exist two distinct reflections τ1, τ2 ∈ Γ for whichM/〈τi〉
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 Γ ∼= Z2×Dk. See Lemma 4.7 below for an enumeration of all the
Scherk-type basic reflection surfaces of the form Γ = 〈τ〉 ×G.

To justify the use of ‘generic’, note for instance that when Γ ∼= Z2 × Z2,
for every genus γ, there is exactly one pair (M,Γ) of Scherk type, up to

equivariant homeomorphism, and ⌊γ+1
2 ⌋ generic pairs. With this language

in place, we have the following.
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Theorem 1.4. There exist γ0 ∈ N such that for every pair (M,Γ) as in
Theorem 1.1 with genus(M) = γ ≥ γ0,

1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ Area(ξγ,1).

Moreover, there exists c > 0 such that 1
2Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ 8π − e−c

√
γ for all

generic basic reflection pairs (M,Γ) of genus γ.

Since the Lawson surfaces have first Laplace eigenvalue equal to 2 [CS09],
for those pairs (M,Γ) whereM has genus γ and Γ is conjugate to a subgroup
of Isom(ξγ,1), the lower bound

Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ λ̄1(ξγ,1) = 2Area(ξγ,1)

follows immediately from the definition of Λ1(M,Γ); in particular, this pro-
vides the desired lower bound for all pairs (M,Γ) of Scherk type. For
generic pairs (M,Γ), we prove by direct construction of test metrics that
Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ 16π − e−c

√
γ , and in fact most of these families have Λ1(M,Γ)

converging to 16π at the slightly faster rate 16π − Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ e−cγ .
On the other hand, using stability methods similar in spirit to those of

[KNPS21] and [KS24], we establish matching upper bounds, showing that
these lower bounds on Λ1(M,Γ) are qualitatively sharp.

Theorem 1.5. There exists C1 > 0 such that for every basic reflection
surface (M,Γ),

1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π − e−C1|χ(M)|.

Moreover, there is C2 > 0 such that if (M,Γ) is of Scherk type, then

1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π − C2

|χ(M)| .

Remark 1.6. The universal upper bound 1
2Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π−e−C1|χ(M)| among

all basic reflection surfaces is equivalent to the following statements, where
C1 and C2 denote absolute constants.

• For any metric g on the surface Ω with genus zero, the minimum
µ1 := min{λN1 (Ω, g), λD1 (Ω, g)} of the Dirichlet and Neumann eigen-
values satisfies

µ1(Ω, g) ·Area(Ω, g) ≤ 8π − e−C1|χ(Ω)|.

• Every genus zero free boundary minimal surface Σ ⊂ S
3
+ embedded

by first eigenfunctions has area

|Σ| ≤ 4π − e−C2|χ(Σ)|.

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

M eq−pol
γ with genus γ from [Kap17, Theorem 7.3] have area satisfying

8π − C
√
γe−

√
2γ < |M eq−pol

γ | < 8π − c
√
γe−

√
2γ

for appropriate constants 0 < c < C. It follows from the formulas in [Kap17,
KM19, KM23] that all of the other families of S2-doublings constructed in
those articles have area tending to 8π in the genus γ at rates bounded
between 8π − e−cγ and 8π − e−Cγ for appropriate constants c.

For pairs (M,Γ) of Scherk type, combining Theorems 1.4 and 1.5 gives

8π − 8π log 2

|χ(M)| +O(1/|χ(M)|2) ≤ 1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π − C2

|χ(M)| ,

and we strongly suspect that Λ1(M,Γ) = 2Area(ξγ,1) for all pairs (M,Γ)
of this type with genus γ. For Γ conjugate to the full isometry group of
ξγ,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 Z2 ×Z2 subgroup of
ξγ,1. In spectral terms, this is equivalent to the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.7. Let Ωk be a 2k-gon, and write ∂Ωk := Γ1∪Γ2, where each
Γi consists of k disjoint segments. Given a metric g on Ωk, let λ

N
1 (Ωk, g)

denote the first nonzero Neumann eigenvalue of ∆g, and set

λmix
1 (Ωk, g) := inf

{ ∫

Ωk
|dφ|2gdvg

∫

Ωk
φ2dvg

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ|Γi ≡ 0 for either i = 1 or 2

}

.

Then for any metric g on Ωk,

Area(Ωk, g) ·min{λN1 (Ωk, g), λ
mix
1 (Ωk, g)} ≤ 1

2
Area(ξk,1),

with equality when (Ωk, g) is homothetic to a quarter of ξk,1.

Another interesting open problem about the space of minimal surfaces in
S
3 with area < 8π is that of identifying the boundary of this space, with

respect to the varifold topology. Given a sequence Mk ⊂ S
3 of minimal

surfaces with Area(Mk) ր 8π and genus → ∞, it is well-known that subse-
quences must converge as varifolds to a sum S1+S2 of two (multiplicity-one)
great two-spheres S1, S2. A priori, the angle between S1 and S2 could be
arbitrary, but in practice only two cases are known to occur: S1 = S2, corre-
sponding to doublings of an equator, and S1 ⊥ S2, which arises as the large
genus limit of the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1. In [Kap11, Section 4], Kapouleas
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presents evidence that these are indeed the only possible varifold limits,
suggesting the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.8 (cf. [Kap11, Question 4.3]). The boundary of the space
of minimal surfaces in S

3 with area < 8π consists only of multiplicity-two
great spheres and unions of orthogonal great spheres. Moreover, the Lawson
surfaces ξγ,1 are the only family desingularizing a pair of orthogonal great
spheres.

In other words, apart from the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1, it is expected that
all families of minimal surfaces in S

3 with area < 8π resemble doublings of
the equator in the large topology limit. In the class of λ̄1-extremal basic
reflection surfaces, we show that Conjecture 1.8 is closely related to Kusner’s
conjecture that the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1 have least area for their genus:
namely, any sequence Mγ of genus γ minimal surfaces of this type with
8π−|Mγ | ≪ 8π−|ξγ,1|must converge to a multiplicity-two sphere as γ → ∞.
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

3
+ by first eigenfunctions. Then

∫

N
dist∂S3

+
≤ C

√

1 + |χ(N)|
√

4π − |N |

for some universal constant C. In particular, any sequence Nk with 4π −
|Nk| = o( 1

1+|χ(Nk)|) must converge to the boundary ∂S3+ = S
2 × {0} in the

varifold sense as k → ∞.

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

together with the bound 8π− 1
2Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ e−c

√
|χ(M)| of Theorem 1.4 gives

the following corollary.

Corollary 1.10. Let M ⊂ S
3 be the minimal surface realizing Λ1(M,Γ)

for a generic basic reflection pair (M,Γ). Then there exists a great sphere
S
2 ⊂ S

3 and universal constants C <∞, c1 > 0 such that
∫

M
distS2 ≤ Ce−c1

√
|χ(M)|.

In particular, if {Mk} is a sequence of such surfaces with |χ(Mk)| → ∞,
then Mk converges rapidly to a great sphere with multiplicity two.

For the pairs (M,Γ) of Scherk type, Theorem 1.9 also gives some non-
trivial information, leading in particular to the proof of the upper bound
1
2Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π− C2

|χ(M)| in Theorem 1.5. Roughly speaking, if we had such

a pair (M,Γ) with 8π − 1
2Λ1(M,Γ) = o(1/|χ(M)|), Theorem 1.9 would im-

ply that the associated minimal surface simultaneously lies very close to two
orthogonal great spheres corresponding to the two reflections τ1, τ2, which
is evidently impossible.

1.2. σ̄1-extremal surfaces in B
3.
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1.2.1. σ̄1-extremal basic reflection surfaces. Analogous to the case of closed
surfaces, if N is a compact oriented surface with boundary and Γ ≤ Diff(N)
is a finite group of diffeomorphisms, we say the pair (N,Γ) is a basic reflection
surface if there is a reflection τ ∈ Γ for which the quotient N/〈τ〉 has genus
zero and all but one boundary component contained in the fixed-point set
N τ (see [KKMS24, Def. 5.3]). For any such pair, we consider the supremum

Σ1(N,Γ) := sup{σ̄1(N, g) | g ∈ MetΓ(N)}
of the length-normalized first Steklov eigenvalue σ̄1(N, g) = L(∂N, g)·σ1(N, g)
on the space MetΓ(N) of Γ-invariant metrics.

In [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15], existence of metrics realizing Σ1(N,Γ) is
proved for a large class of basic reflection pairs (N,Γ), and by [KKMS24,
Lemma 5.37], these metrics are induced by Γ-equivariant free boundary
minimal embeddings (N, ∂N) → (B3,S2) of area 1

2Σ1(N,Γ) < 2π. Just as in
the closed case, these embeddings are doublings, this time of an equatorial
disk D

2. Though for technical reasons [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15] does not
establish existence of a maximizing metric for every basic reflection pair
(N,Γ), for every γ ≥ 0 and k ≥ 2, [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15] supplies at least

⌊γ−2
4 ⌋ distinct free boundary minimal surfaces with genus γ, k boundary

components, and area < 2π.

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 Σ1(N,Γ) is indeed realized by a free boundary minimal embedding
(N, ∂N) ⊂ (B3,S2) for any basic reflection pair (N,Γ).

As with the λ̄1-extremal closed basic reflection surfaces in S
3, we are

able to obtain qualitatively sharp area estimates for these σ̄1-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

3, 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,Γ) with genus γ and
k boundary components, we have an estimate of the form

4π − e−C1(γ+k) ≥ Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ max{4π − e−C2k, 4π − C3/γ}
for universal constants C1, C2, C3 > 0. In particular, the associated free
boundary minimal surface N ⊂ B

3 has area

2π − e−C
′

1
(γ+k) ≥ |N | ≥ max{2π − e−C

′

2
k, 2π − C ′

2/γ}.
In particular, note that the gap 4π−Σ1(N,Γ) 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/γ as the genus γ 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 Σ1(N,Γ) over all basic reflection pairs (N,Γ)
on a surface N of fixed topological type is simply Σ1(N, 〈τ〉), the supremum
of σ̄1(N, g) over all metrics invariant under a fixed basic reflection τ : 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 B

3 of largest area for a given topology. For these surfaces, we show that
the upper bound in Theorem 1.12 is sharp.

Theorem 1.13. There exist C1, C2 such that for the surface Nγ,k with genus
γ and k boundary components.

4π − e−C1(γ+k) ≥ Σ1(Nγ,k, 〈τ〉) ≥ 4π − e−C2(γ+k).

Remark 1.14. For the surfaces N0,k with genus zero and k boundary com-
ponents, it is possible a priori that σ̄1-maximization over any subgroup
Γ ≤ Diff(N0,k) containing a basic reflection yields the same Dk-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 Σ1(N0,k, 〈τ〉) 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 1.12 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
γ, there exists a subgroup Γ12 = 〈τ1, τ2〉 ≤ 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, C2 > 0 such that

4π − C1

γ
≥ Σ1(Nγ,k,Γ12) ≥ 4π − C2

γ
.

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

Corollary 1.16. For every integer m ≥ −1, there exists a embedded free
boundary minimal surface Nm ⊂ B

3 with Euler characteristic χ(Nm) = m
and area

2π − C1

m
≥ |Nm| ≥ 2π − C2

m
,

invariant with respect to reflection about two orthogonal planes.

The behavior of these surfaces seems analogous in many ways to that
of the Lawson surfaces ξγ,1 in S

3. 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 |χ(N)| 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

3 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
τ3 ∈ Diff(N) to obtain a larger group Γ′

12 = Γ12 × 〈τ3〉 ∼= Z2 × Z2 × Z2 for
which Σ1(N,Γ

′
12) ≤ Σ1(N,Γ12), 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 ⊂ B
3,

|S| ≥ 1

2
Σ1(Nγ,1,Γ12) when χ(S) is odd and γ =

1− χ(S)

2
and

|S| ≥ 1

2
Σ1(Nγ,2,Γ

′
12) when χ(S) is even and γ =

−χ(S)
2

.

The upper bounds in Theorem 1.15 are obtained as a consequence of the
following theorem, analogous to Theorem 1.9 in the closed setting, showing
that σ̄1-extremal basic reflection surfaces with 2π − |N | ≪ 1/(1 + |χ(N)|)
lie close to the fixed-point plane of every basic reflection.

Theorem 1.18. If N ⊂ B
3 is a free boundary minimal embedding by first

Steklov eigenfunctions such that N is a basic reflection surface with respect
to τ(x, y, z) = (x, y,−z), then

∫

∂N
|z| ≤ C

√

2π − |N | ·
√

1 + |χ(N)|

for a universal C <∞.

Since the families of Theorem 1.15 are basic reflection surfaces with re-
spect to two orthogonal planes of reflection, it follows that 2π − |N | cannot
decay faster than O( 1

1+|χ(N)| ). For the other families of basic reflection sur-

faces, most have 2π−|N | = O(e−c|χ(N)|), and Theorem 1.18 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 λ̄1- and σ̄1-optimization optimization problems over basic re-
flection surfaces in terms of optimization problems over subsets of S2 and D

2.
In Sections 3 and 4, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.4, constructing test
metrics for the relevant optimization problems via carefully chosen domains
Ω ⊂ S

2, obtained by removing a collection disk whose total area 4π − |Ω|
is kept as small as possible while maintaining a lower bound λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 on
the first Dirichlet eigenvalue. In Section 5, we provide similar arguments in
the Steklov setting, proving the lower bounds in Theorems 1.12 and 1.13. In
Section 6, we prove Theorem 1.5 and Theorem 1.9, 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 1.12 and 1.13, proving Theorem
1.18, and deducing Theorem 1.15 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 Λ1(M,Γ) and Σ1(N,Γ)
among basic reflection pairs, it is convenient to work with an equivalent
formulation via shape optimization problems over domains in S

2 and D
2,

respectively.
Given a compact oriented surface (Ω, g), denote by λD1 and λN1 the first

nonzero eigenvalues of the Laplacian ∆g with homogeneous Dirichlet and
Neumann boundary conditions, respectively, on ∂Ω. We then set

µ1(Ω, g) := min{λD1 (Ω, g), λN1 (Ω, g)},
and

µ̄1(Ω, g) = Area(M,g)µ1(Ω, g).

Now, it is easy to see that there is a one-to-one correspondence between
oriented basic reflection pairs (M,Γ) of the form Γ = 〈τ〉 × G as in The-
orem 1.1 and pairs (Ω, G) consisting of compact surfaces Ω with genus
zero and (genus(M) + 1) boundary components together with an action
of G ≤ Diff(Ω). Given a pair (Ω, G) of the latter type, define

M1(Ω, G) := sup{µ̄1(Ω, g) | g ∈ MetG(Ω)}.
We then have the following.

Lemma 2.1. Given a closed oriented basic reflection pair (M,Γ = 〈τ〉×G)
as above with associated genus zero pair (Ω, G) corresponding to a funda-
mental domain of τ in M , we have

Λ1(M,Γ) = 2M1(Ω, G).

Proof. First, note that if g ∈ MetG(Ω) is a metric on Ω with totally geodesic
boundary, then doubling Ω across its boundary gives rise to a Γ-invariant
metric ḡ ∈ MetΓ(M), and any Γ-invariant metric on M in turn restricts to a
G-invariant metric on Ω with totally geodesic boundary. In this setup, it is
easy to check that the ∆g-eigenfunctions on Ω with homogeneous Neumann
condition are precisely the restrictions of τ -even eigenfunctions for ∆ḡ on
M , while the Dirichlet eigenfunctions on Ω are the restrictions of the τ -odd
eigenfunctions on M , and it follows immediately that

λ1(M, ḡ) = µ1(Ω, g),
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and therefore λ̄1(M, ḡ) = 2µ̄1(Ω, g). As an immediate consequence, taking
the supremum over all ḡ ∈ MetΓ(M) gives

Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 2M1(Ω, G).

More generally, even if g ∈ MetG(Ω) does not have totally geodesic bound-
ary, we can write g in the form g = e2fh where h has totally geodesic
boundary [OPS88, Theorem 1(b)], and denoting by h̄ ∈ MetΓ(M) the met-
ric obtained by doubling (Ω, h) across its totally geodesic boundary, we can
regard the double ḡ of g to M as a Lipschitz metric in MetΓ(M) conformal
to h̄, again satisfying

λ1(M, ḡ) = µ1(Ω, g).

Approximating ḡ by smooth metrics in MetΓ(M), well-known continuity
properties of Laplace eigenvalues in the space of Lipschitz metrics imply that
λ̄1(M, ḡ) ≤ Λ1(M,Γ), whence 2µ̄1(Ω, g) ≤ Λ1(M,Γ) for every g ∈ MetG(Ω);
in other words, 2M1(Ω, G) ≤ Λ1(M,Γ), as desired. �

Similarly, if (N,Γ) is a basic reflection pair where ∂N 6= ∅ and Γ =
〈τ〉 × G, a fundamental domain Ω for τ can be identified conformally with
the complement Ω = D\D of a finite, disjoint union of disks D in the disk D,
where ∂D corresponds to the fixed point set of τ . Given a metric g on Ω, we
then define the mixed Steklov-Neumann and Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalues
for (Ω, g) by

σN1 (Ω, g) := inf

{

∫

Ω |dφ|2
∫

∂Ω\D φ
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

∂Ω\D
φ = 0, φ 6= 0

}

and

σD1 (Ω, g) := inf

{

∫

Ω |dφ|2
∫

∂Ω\D φ
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ|∂D = 0, φ 6= 0

}

,

respectively. Similar to the case of Laplace eigenvalues above, it is straight-
forward to check that for g ∈ MetG(Ω), doubling Ω across ∂D gives a (Lip-
schitz) metric MetΓ(N) for which

σ̄1(N, ḡ) = 2Lg(∂Ω \ ∂D) ·min{σN1 (Ω, g), σD1 (Ω, g)}.
In particular, arguments entirely analogous to the proof of Lemma 2.1 give
the following.

Lemma 2.2. Given an oriented basic reflection pair (N,Γ = 〈τ〉 ×G) with
nonempty boundary, and (Ω, G) the pair corresponding to a fundamental
domain for τ , we have

Σ1(N,Γ) = 2 sup{Lg(∂Ω \ ∂D) ·min{σN1 (Ω, g), σD1 (Ω, g)} | g ∈ MetG(Ω)}.
In particular, to obtain the lower bounds in Theorems 1.4 and 1.12, it

suffices to construct pairs (Ω, G) as above for which λ̄N1 and λ̄D1 (or σ̄N1
and σ̄D1 ) are simultaneously large. As we will see in the next sections, the
conditions needed to ensure that (Ω, G) has large Neumann eigenvalue λ̄N1
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are quite flexible, while obtaining lower bounds for λ̄D1 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 ǫ0 > 0 such that if
X ⊂ S

2 is a finite set, {D2rx(x)}x∈X is a collection of pairwise disjoint disks,
and D := ∪x∈XDrx(x) has area at most ǫ0, then the domain Ω := S

2 \ D
satisfies

λN1 (Ω)|Ω| ≥ 8π − C|D|.
Before giving the proof, we will need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 3.2. There exists a constant ǫ0 > 0 such that if X,D, and Ω are
as in Proposition 3.1 with |D| ≤ ǫ0, then λ

N
4 (Ω) ≥ 4.

Proof. First, consider the harmonic extension operator

W 1,2(D2 \D1) →W 1,2(D1),

where here Dr is the disk of radius r in R
2. After rescaling and applying

the result to the annuli D2rx(x) \Drx(x) ⊂ S
2, x ∈ X, we observe that the

harmonic extension operator

H :W 1,2(Ω) →W 1,2(S2)

satisfies an estimate of the form

(3.1) ‖d(Hφ)‖L2(S2) ≤ C‖dφ‖L2(Ω)

for a universal constant C.
Now, let V ⊂ W 1,2(Ω) be any 5-dimensional subspace. Because the co-

ordinate and constant functions span a 4-dimensional subspace of L2(S2),

there exists a nonzero φ ∈ V such that φ̂ := Hφ is L2(S2)-orthogonal to the
coordinate and constant functions. In particular, we can decompose

φ̂ =

∞
∑

j=4

ajuj ,

where aj ∈ R and uj a λj-eigenfunction for ∆S2 with 〈uj , ui〉L2(S2) = δij .
Fix an arbitrary Λ > 6, and write

φ̂Λ :=
∑

λj<Λ

ajuj.

For the high frequency projection φ̂− φ̂Λ, it then follows by (3.1) that

‖φ̂− φ̂Λ‖2L2(S2) ≤
1

Λ
‖dφ̂‖2L2(S2) ≤

C

Λ
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).

In particular, we see that

‖φ‖2L2(Ω) ≤ ‖φ̂‖2L2(S2) ≤ ‖φ̂Λ‖2L2(S2) +
C

Λ
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω),
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and since φ̂Λ is a sum of eigenfunctions with eigenvalue ≥ λ4(S
2) = 6, it

follows that

‖φ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
1

6
‖dφ̂Λ‖2L2(S2) +

C

Λ
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).(3.2)

On the other hand, for the low frequency component φ̂Λ, we have a C1

estimate of the form

‖φ̂Λ‖C1(S2) ≤ C(Λ)‖dφ̂Λ‖L2(S2) ≤ C ′(Λ)‖dφ‖L2(Ω),

where the second inequality uses (3.1), so that
∫

S2

|dφ̂Λ|2 =

∫

S2

〈dφ̂, dφ̂Λ〉

≤
∫

Ω
〈dφ, dφ̂Λ〉+C ′(Λ)‖dφ̂‖L2(S2)|D|1/2‖dφ‖L2(Ω),

and therefore

‖dφ̂Λ‖2L2(S2) ≤ (1 + C ′′(Λ)|D|1/2)‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).

Combining this with the upper bound (3.2) for ‖φ‖2L2(Ω), we see that

‖φ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
(

1

6
+C(Λ)|D|1/2 + C

Λ

)

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).

Now, fix Λ large enough such that C
Λ < 1

100 , and choose ǫ0 > 0 small enough

that |D| < ǫ0 implies C(Λ)|D|1/2 < 1
100 . Then

‖φ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
(

1

6
+

1

50

)

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
1

4
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω),

and since V ⊂ W 1,2(Ω) was an arbitrary 5-dimensional space of functions,
it follows that λN4 (Ω) ≥ 4. �

We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let u be a coordinate function on S
2. Because u

is a ∆S2-eigenfunction with eigenvalue 2, we have
∫

S2
〈dui, dw〉 − 2uiw = 0

for any test function w ∈ W 1,2(S2). Fixing φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) and using the

harmonic extension φ̂ = Hφ as a test function shows that

(3.3)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈du, dφ〉 − 2uφ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

S2\Ω
〈du, dφ̂〉 − 2uφ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C‖u‖C1(S2)|D|1/2‖φ‖W 1,2(Ω)

≤ C|D|1/2‖φ‖W 1,2(Ω).

Since
∫

S2
u = 0 and |u| ≤ 1, we must have |

∫

Ω u| = |
∫

D u| ≤ |D|, and it
follows that we can write

u = c+ ulow + uhigh,
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where c is a constant with |c| ≤ C|D|, ulow is in the span of the first three
L2-normalized nonconstant Neumann eigenfunctions of Ω and uhigh is a sum

of eigenfunctions with eigenvalue ≥ λN4 (Ω) ≥ 4, where the second inequality
follows from Lemma 3.2. Testing (3.3) with φ = uhigh gives an estimate of
the form

∫

Ω
|duhigh|2 − 2u2high ≤ C|D|1/2‖uhigh‖W 1,2(Ω),

which together with the lower bound
∫

Ω
|duhigh|2 ≥ 4

∫

Ω
u2high

implies that

‖uhigh‖W 1,2(Ω) ≤ C|D|1/2.(3.4)

Next, note that the restrictions of the coordinate functions to Ω are lin-
early independent, so span a 3-dimensional subspace of W 1,2(Ω); we may
therefore choose u so that ulow is a λN1 (Ω)-eigenfunction. Moreover, using
that ‖u‖2L2(Ω) ≥ 4π

3 − |D|, c2 ≤ C|D|2, and ‖uhigh‖2L2(Ω) ≤ C|D| by (3.4), it

follows that

‖ulow‖2L2(Ω) ≥
4π

3
− C|D|.(3.5)

Finally, note that

|λN1 (Ω)− 2|‖ulow‖2L2(Ω) =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈du, dulow〉 − 2uulow

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

2c2|Ω|+
∫

Ω
|du|2 − 2u2 −

∫

Ω
〈du, duhigh〉 − 2uuhigh

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D
|du|2 − 2u2

∣

∣

∣

∣

+C|D|2 + C|D|1/2‖uhigh‖W 1,2(Ω),

where in the last line we’ve used that u is an eigenfunction with eigenvalue
2 and used the estimate (3.3) with φ = uhigh. Finally, using (3.4) and the
bound ‖u‖C1(S2) ≤ 2, it follows that

‖ulow‖2L2(Ω)|λN1 (Ω)− 2| ≤ C|D|,
which together with the lower bound (3.5) completes the proof. �

4. Dirichlet lower bounds

Next, we collect some computational tools useful for estimating the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue λD1 of domains in S

2.

Lemma 4.1. Let Ar,R := DR(0) \Dr(0) be an annulus in R
2. There is a

universal constant C such that if u ∈W 1,2(Ar,R), then

(i)

∣

∣

∣

∣

d
ds

(

1
s

∫

∂Ds
u2
)1/2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
(

1
s

∫

∂Ds
|∂u∂ν |2

)1/2
for a.e. s ∈ (r,R).
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If moreover u|∂Dr = 0, then

(ii) ‖u‖2L2(∂Ds)
≤ CR log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(Ar,R) for a.e. s ∈ (r,R).

(iii) ‖u‖2L2(Ar,R) ≤ CR2 log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(Ar,R).

The same estimates in (ii) and (iii) hold with a modified constant C for any
family of domains uniformly bi-Lipschitz to Ar,R.

Finally, if u ∈ W 1,2(A+
r,R) and u|∂D+

r
= 0, where A+

r,R := Ar,R ∩ R
2
+ and

D+
s := Ds ∩R

2
+, then (ii)-(iii) hold with Ar,R and ∂Ds replaced by A+

r,R and

∂D+
s , respectively.

Proof. Set Q(s) = 1
s

∫

∂Ds
u2. Calculating and estimating shows that

Q′(s) =
2

s

∫

∂Ds

u
∂u

∂ν
≤ 2Q(s)1/2

(

1

s

∫

∂Ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂u

∂ν

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
)1/2

,(4.1)

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+
r,R follow from (i)-(iii) by a

simple reflection argument. �

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

(a) the disks {DR(x)}x∈X are pairwise disjoint and
(b) the disks {D6R(x)}x∈X cover S2,

then for any r < R/2, λD1 (Ω)
−1 ≤ CR2 log(R/r), where Ω = S

2\∪x∈XDr(x).

Proof. Let {Vx}x∈X be the Voronoi tesselation with respect X, defined by

Vx = {y ∈ S
2 : d(y, x) ≤ d(y, x′) ∀x′ ∈ X,x′ 6= x}.

for each x ∈ X. As long as |X| ≥ 2, note each Vx is convex and satisfies
DR(x) ⊂ Vx ⊂ D6R(x). It is not difficult to see that each Ω ∩ Vx, x ∈ X
is bi-Lipschitz to the annulus Ar,R, with Lipschitz constants independent of
x, r,R.

Consequently, if u ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), Lemma 4.1 implies for each x ∈ X that

‖u‖2L2(Ω∩Vx) ≤ CR2 log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(Ω∩Vx),

and summing over i gives

‖u‖2L2(Ω) ≤ CR2 log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(Ω),

proving the desired estimate. �

Lemma 4.3. Let K ⊂ S
2 be a convex polygonal domain, X ⊂ ∂K be a finite

subset, and 0 < R < R0(K) be such that

(a) d(x, y) ≥ R for distinct x, y ∈ X; and
(b) The disks {D10R(x)}x∈X cover ∂K.
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For any r < R/10, let U = K \ Dr(X), let Et := U ∩ D20t(∂K) be a
tubular neighbourhood of ∂K in U, and Ft := U ∩ ∂D20t(∂K) be its interior
boundary. If u ∈W 1,2(U) and u|∂Dr(X) = 0, there exists a constant C = CK
depending only on K such that

(i) ‖u‖2L2(FR) ≤ CR log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(ER),

(ii) ‖u‖2L2(∂K) ≤ CR log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(ER),

(iii) ‖u‖2L2(ER) ≤ CR2 log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(ER).

Proof. If u ∈W 1,2(A+
r,R) and u = 0 on ∂D+

r , then Lemma 4.1 implies

‖u‖2
L2(∂D+

s )
≤ CR log(R/r)‖du‖2

L2(A+

r,R)
(4.2)

for a.e. s ∈ [r,R]. By the hypothesis of the lemma, ER = U ∩D20R(∂K) can
be decomposed into a union ∪x∈XER,x, where ER,x = ER ∩ Vx is uniformly
bi-Lipschitz to A+

r,R, so if u ∈ W 1,2(U) with u|∂U\∂K = 0, we may apply

(4.2) on each ER,x to see that

‖u‖2L2(∂ER,x\∂K) ≤ CR log(R/r)‖u‖2L2(ER,x)
.

Since FR ⊂ ∪x∈X∂ER,x \ ∂K, summing over x ∈ X then gives (i).
Similarly to the proof of (4.1), we obtain that for s < R0(K) sufficiently

small
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d

ds

(
∫

Fs

u2
)1/2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

(
∫

Fs

|du|2
)1/2

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

(4.3)

∫

∂K
u2 ≤ CR

∫

ER

|du|2 + C

∫

FR

u2,

which together with the estimate in (i) proves the estimate (ii). Similarly,
item (iii) follows from Lemma 4.1. �

Lemma 4.4. Let K ⊂ S
2 be a convex geodesic polygon with piecewise smooth

geodesic boundary. Then there exists a constant C(K) > 0 such that for any
u ∈W 1,2(K),

λD1 (K)‖u‖2L2(K) ≤ ‖du‖2L2(K) +C‖u‖L2(∂K)‖du‖L2(K) + C‖u‖2∂K .
Proof. This follows easily by decomposing u into u = u0 + uh where u0 ∈
W 1,2

0 (K) and uh is the harmonic extension of u, and noting that any har-
monic function φ : K → R satisfies an estimate of the form

‖φ‖L2(K) ≤ C(K)‖φ‖L2(∂K). �

Combining this with Lemma 4.3, we arrive at the following.

Proposition 4.5. Let K ⊂ S
2, R < R0(K), and U = K \∪x∈XDr(x) be as

in Lemma 4.3. Then for each u ∈W 1,2(K) vanishing on K \ U , we have

λD1 (K)

∫

K
u2 ≤ (1 + C

√

R log(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

2 is a smooth involu-
tion τ : S2 → S

2 whose fixed-point set (S2)τ separates S
2. If G is a finite

group acting properly, smoothly, and effectively on S
2 and G is generated

by reflections, G is called a reflection group on S
2. Given x ∈ S

2 denote
by R(x) the set of all reflections in G fixing x. A point x ∈ S

2 is called
nonsingular if R(x) = ∅. A chamber of G on S

2 is the closure of a connected
component of nonsingular points.

The classification of reflection groups on S
2 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 Z2 ×Dk, the dihedral group Dk, Z2, and the trivial group.

Given such a group G, The fixed-point sets of all reflections in G in-
duce a tesselation of S2 by fundamental chambers whose edges are geodesic
segments.

Definition 4.6. Let G be a reflection group on S
2 and Ω ⊂ S

2 be a G-
invariant domain. The type associated to Ω is the formal linear combination

b = f +
∑

i

eiρi +
∑

i<j

vijρiρj

where f, ei, and vij are the number of components of ∂Ω meeting a chamber
V satisfying respectively StabG(S) = 1, StabG(S) = 〈ρi〉, and StabG(S) =
〈ρi, ρj〉. 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
2, 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 ,
ei are centered along the edge of V fixed by ρi, and vij are centered at the
intersection of the edges fixed by ρi and ρj.

As a first step in the proof of Theorem 1.4, we enumerate all of the types
for each reflection group G whose associated basic reflection pair (M,Γ)
is of Scherk type, and observe that every such pair automatically satisfies
1
2Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ Area(ξγ,1).

Lemma 4.7. For the following groups G and types b, the associated basic
reflection pair (M,Γ) is of Scherk type.

• G = Z2 of type b = mρ1 for any integer m ≥ 2.
• G = Dk of type b = 1 or b = ρ1 or b = ρ2.
• G = Z2 ×Dk of type e3ρ3 + v13ρ1ρ3 + v23ρ2ρ3 for any e3 ∈ N ∪ {0}
and v13, v23 ∈ {0, 1}, where ρ3 is the reflection generating the Z2

factor. Moreover, in each of these cases, we have

Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ 2Area(ξγ,1),

where γ is the genus of M .
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Proof. Let (M,Γ = 〈τ〉 ×G) be a basic reflection surface associated to one
of these types equipped with a Γ-invariant metric g, and let N ⊂M be one
of the components of M \M τ , so that N is a fundamental domain for G,
acting by isometries of g. To verify that Definition 1.2 is satisfied, we simply
need to check that (N, g) is conformally equivalent to the complement S2\D
of a union of geodesic disks D in the standard sphere S2 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 ⊂ S

2 whose complement Ω = S
2 \ D

admits a conformal map F : Ω → N , and this pair (F,D) is unique up to
conformal automorphisms of S2. In particular, it follows that G acts on S

2

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
2 by conformal automorphisms must

in fact be conjugate to the standard action by isometries of the associated
type, and therefore the domain Ω = S

2 \ D is a domain of the prescribed
type with respect to the standard isometric action of G on S

2.
To complete the proof that the given configurations are of Scherk type, we

note that when G = Z2 and Ω is of typeme1, 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 = Dk and Ω is of type 1, ρ1, or ρ2, then D
consists of the Dk-orbit of a single disk; after applying a conformal dilation
centered at a fixed point p of the Dk action, the center of this disk can be
taken without loss of generality to lie on the equator of distance π/2 from p,
in which case the full Dk-orbit D lies on this equator as well. Finally, when
G = Z2 × Dk and Ω is of type e3ρ3 + v13ρ1ρ3 + v23ρ2ρ3, by forgetting the
Dk factor, we see that Ω is a domain of type (2ke3 + kv13 + kv23)ρ3 for the
Z2 action generated by ρ3, which we have already seen is of Scherk type.

Finally, it is straightforward to check that for each of the symmetry types
(M,Γ) listed above, there is a diffeomorphism φ : M → ξγ,1 to the Lawson
surface of the corresponding genus, such that φ∗gS3 ∈ MetΓ(M). Combining
this observation with the work of Choe-Soret [CS09], it follows that

Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ λ̄1(ξγ,1) = 2Area(ξγ,1),

as claimed. �

To establish the lower bounds in Theorem 1.4, by Lemma 2.1, it remains

to show thatM1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π−e−c
√
k for all the reflection groupsG and types

not included in Lemma 4.7, whenever the number of boundary components
k of Ω is sufficiently large. More precisely, we will establish this lower bound
in all of the remaining cases:

• G = 1, Ω of any type,
• G one of the platonic groups, Ω of any type,
• G = Z2, Ω of type f + e1ρ1 with f > 0,
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• G = Z2×Dk, Ω of type f +
∑

i eiρi+
∑

i<j vijρiρj where f + e1ρ1 +
e2ρ2 + v12ρ1ρ2 6= 0,

• G = Dk, Ω of type f+e1ρ1+e2ρ2+v12ρ1ρ2, where f+e1+e2+v12 ≥ 2.

As a first step, we obtain a lower bound of the form M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π−e−ck
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

2 and each number f0 ≥ C|G|, there exists a G-invaraint
domain Ω ⊂ S

2 of type f with f ∈ [C−1f0, Cf0] satisfying the hypotheses of

Lemma 4.2 with R = 1/
√

f0|G|.
Proof. Let V be a chamber for the action of G, and fix R < c/|G| for a
constant c > 0. By choosing c > 0 small enough in absolute terms, the
Vitali covering lemma implies there exists a finite set XR ⊂ V \ DR(∂V )
such that

(a) the disks {DR(x)}x∈XR
are pairwise disjoint and contained in V ; and

(b) the disks {D5R(x)}x∈XR
cover V \DR(∂V ).

By the triangle inequality, the disks {D6R(x)}x∈XR
then cover V , so that

C|XR|R2 ≥ |V | = 4π

|G| ,

while condition (a) implies a matching upper bound

|XR|R2 ≤ C ′

|G| .

In particular, fixing R = 1/
√

f0|G| for f0 > C|G|, it follows that |XR| ∈
[C−1f0, Cf0] for a suitable constant C.

Letting D be the orbit underG ofDr(XR) for r < R/2 and taking Ω = S
2\

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,∞) such that
for each reflection group G and each type b = f+

∑

i eiρi+
∑

i<j vijρiρj with

f ≥ C|G|, there exists a G-invariant domain Ω ⊂ S
2 of type b such that

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |D| ≤ C
√

f |G|e−cf |G|.

In particular, there is a constant c′ ∈ (0,∞) such that

M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−c
′f |G|

whenever f ≥ C|G|.
Proof. Applying Lemma 4.8 with C−1f in place of f0, we see that there
is a G-invariant domain Ω′ = S

2 \ D′ of type f ′ ∈ [C−2f, f ] satisfying the
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hypotheses of Lemma 4.2 with R = C ′/
√

f |G| and any r < R/2. Applying
Lemma 4.2, we then see that

λD1 (Ω
′) ≥ 1

CR2 log(R/r)
= 2

by taking

r = Re−
1

2CR2 =
C ′

√

f |G|
e−cf |G|,

so that

|D′| ≤ C ′′√f |G|e−2cf |G|.

Since f ′ ≤ f , by punching additional holes of arbitrarily small area as
needed, we obtain a G-invariant domain Ω ⊂ Ω′ of type b for which λD1 (Ω) ≥
λD1 (Ω

′) ≥ 2 and |D| is as close as desired to |D′|, completing the proof of
these bounds. Finally, note that since λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and, by Proposition 3.1,

λN1 (Ω) ≥ 2− C|D| ≥ 2− C ′√f |G|e−cf |G|,

we deduce that

µ̄1(Ω) ≥ (4π − C
√

f |G|e−cf |G|)(2 −C ′√f |G|e−cf |G|) ≥ 8π − e−c
′f |G|

for a suitable constant c′ < c. Since M1(Ω, G) ≥ µ̄1(Ω), this completes the
proof. �

Next, we focus on G-invariant domains Ω ⊂ S
2 with type b for which the

excised disks are arranged along one-dimensional graphs in S
2 correspond-

ing to the orbit of one or more fixed-point sets (S2)ρi under the action of
G. Together with Proposition 4.9, 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
∑

i ei is large enough in absolute terms, there exists a G-invariant domain
Ω = S

2 \ D of type b = f +
∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj such that

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |D| ≤ C
∑

i ei
e−C

∑
i ei .

Proof. Up to changing the constant C by a factor of 1
3 , by arguing as in the

proof of Proposition 4.9, it suffices to prove the Proposition in the special
case where b = eiρi for some i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Denote by Si ⊂ S
2 the geodesic graph whose edges correspond to the orbit

of (S2)ρi under the action of G, and observe that Si partitions S
2 into a union

of less than |G| copies of a convex polygon K = KG,i strictly contained in a
hemisphere bounded by the fixed-point set (S2)ρi . In particular, since there
are finitely many such groups G, there is a universal lower bound

λD1 (K) ≥ (1 + δ)2

where δ > 0 is independent of G and i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.
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We can then get a domain Ω of type eiρi by removing disks of radius
r at evenly spaced points along each edge of Si. With K as above, the
intersection U = Ω∩K satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 4.3 with R = C/ei,
and it follows from Proposition 4.5 that

λD1 (Ω) ≥
λD1 (K)

1 + C
√

R log(R/r)
≥ 2

1 + δ

1 + C
√

R log(R/r)
.

In particular, taking r = 1
ei
e−cei for a suitable small constant c > 0 gives

λD1 (Ω) > 2, while

|D| ≤ C

ei
e−2cei ,

as desired. �

Corollary 4.4. There is a constant c > 0 such that if G is trivial or one
of the three platonic groups, and Ω0 ⊂ S

2 is a G-invariant domain with
m boundary components, then Ω0 is G-equivariantly homeomorphic to a
domain Ω with

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |S2 \ Ω| ≤ e−cm.

In particular, M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − Ce−cm.

Proof. This follows by combining Proposition 4.9 in the case where G is
a Platonic group and m ≤ Cf with Proposition 4.10 when m ≤ C

∑

i ei,
together with Proposition 3.1 and the observation that

∑

i<j vij is bounded
independent of m. �

As another application of Proposition 4.5, we can also obtain bounds of
the desired form for Dk symmetric domains of type f+e1ρ1+e2ρ2 and Z2×
Dk-symmetric domains of type f +

∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj with max{e1, e2}
sufficiently large relative to k.

Proposition 4.11. If Ω is a G = Dk-invariant domain of type f + e1ρ1 +
e2ρ2 or a G = Z2 ×Dk-invariant domain of type f +

∑

i eiρi+
∑

i<j vijρiρj
with max{e1, e2} = n ≥ k, then

M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−cn

for some constant c > 0 independent of k and n.

Proof. For the standard action of Dk on S
2, let Wk ⊂ S

2 denote one of the k
wedges formed by reflecting the fundamental domain over Fix(ρ2), so that
Wk is bounded by two geodesic segments in the orbit of Fix(ρ1), meeting at
the poles with an angle of 2π/k.

Suppose for the moment that k ≥ 11, and let K1 be the wedge made up
of ⌊k3⌋ copies of Wk, and let K2 be the wedge made up of k − 2⌊k3⌋ copies

of Wk, so that S2 can be partitioned into two copies of K1 and one copy of
K2, where each Ki is bounded by two geodesic segments in Fix(ρ1) meeting
at the poles with an angle in the interval [2π3 − 4π

3k ,
2π
3 + 8π

3k ]. In particular,
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we see that the domains K1 and K2 satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma 4.3
and Proposition 4.5 with λD1 (Ki) ≥ 2 + δ0 for some δ0 > 0, such that the
constant C = CKi is bounded independent of k.

Now, we can construct a Dk-invariant domain Ω of type f+e1ρ1+e2ρ2 by
removing the orbit of n = e1 evenly spaced small disks Dr(x1), . . . ,Dr(xn)
with centers on the intersection of Fix(ρ1) with a fundamental domain, so
that the orbit of D10Rn(x1) ∪ · · · ∪D10Rn(xn) contains the orbit of Fix(ρ1)
for Rn = C

n , then removing an additional f arbitrarily small disks from
the interior of the fundamental domain and e2 arbitrarily small disks from
Fix(ρ2) in the fundamental domain. For n sufficietly large, we then see that
K1 and K2 satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma 4.3 and Proposition 4.5 with
Ω ∩Ki ⊂ U and Rn = C

n , so that an application of Proposition 4.5 gives

(2 + δ0)

∫

Ki

u2 ≤ (1 + C
√

log(1/nr)/n)

∫

Ki

|du|2

for all u vanishing on S
2 \Ω, and therefore

λD1 (Ω) ≥ (1 +C
√

log(1/nr)/n)−1(2 + δ0),

with C and δ0 independent of n and k. Taking r = e−cn for c sufficiently
small then gives λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2, while |S2 \ Ω| ≤ Ckne−cn ≤ e−c1n for n ≥ k,
and therefore

µ̄1(Ω) ≥ 8π − e−c1n,

by Proposition 3.1. In particular, this gives a bound of the desired form

M1(Ω,Dk) ≥ 8π − e−cn

for Dk-invariant domains of the form f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 with max{e1, e2} =
n ≥ k.

The same argument–with an additional reflection symmetry enforced while
choosing the location of the disks Dr(xi)–yields a lower bound of the form

M1(Ω,Z2 ×Dk) ≥ 8π − e−cn

for domains Ω of type f +
∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj with max{e1, e2} = 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 4.5 with K one of
the k ≤ 10 wedges Wk. �

The estimates from the preceding proposition become useful when a ma-
jority of the boundary components of Ω lie along the fixed point sets of ρ1 and
ρ2, so that the total number m of boundary components satisfies m ≤ Ckn.
In this case, note that kn ≤ n2, so that e−cn ≤ e−c

′
√
m. By a slight refine-

ment of the arguments above, the estimate M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−c
√
m could

probably be improved to one of the form M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−cm 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 8π − Ce−c
√
m 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 c > 0 such that if k ∈ N is large enough and
Ω = S

2 \Dr(X), where

X = {pN ,−pN , x1, . . . , xk}, r = e−c
√
k,

pN is the north pole, and {xj} are arranged in a symmetric way along the
equator of S2, then we have λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2.

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.3 with K the hemisphere S
2
+ := Dπ/2(pN ) and

R = 2π/k, for any u ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω) we see that

‖u‖2L2(FR) ≤ Cck−1/2‖du‖2L2(ER)(4.5)

and

‖u‖2L2(ER) ≤ Cck−3/2‖du‖2L2(ER),(4.6)

where FR := K ∩ Ω ∩ ∂D20R(∂K) = ∂Dπ/2−20R(pN ) and ER = K ∩ Ω ∩
D20R(∂K).

Now let

V := K ∩ Ω \ ER = Dπ/2−20R(pN ) \Dr(pN )

and define

Q(V ) := inf

{

∫

V |dφ|2 − 2φ2

‖φ‖2
L2(FR)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ|∂Dr(pN ) = 0

}

.

Since the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of V is > 2, it’s not hard to see that
Q(V ) > −∞, and the infimum must be realized by a radially symmetric
function of the form φ = f(d(pN , ·)), solving

csc t
d

dt
[sin tf ′(t)] + 2f(t) = 0,

f(r) = 0, f(π/2− 20R) = 1,

for which
∫

V
|dφ|2 − 2φ2 =

∫

∂V
φ
∂φ

∂ν
= −|FR|f ′(π/2 − 20R)

and
∫

FR
φ2 = |FR|, so that

Q(V ) = −f ′(π/2− 20R).(4.7)

A direct computation shows that f must have the form

f(t) = a cos t+ b

(

1 + cos t log tan
t

2

)
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for suitable a and b, so that

f ′(t) = −a sin t+ b

(

cot t− sin t log tan
t

2

)

,

and hence

f ′(π/2− 20R) = a cos 20R + b ·O(R).

Substituting the values for f at r and π/2−R yields

0 = a(1 +O(r2)) + b(log r +O(1)),

1 = a sin 20R + b(1 +O(R2)),

and simplifying using the definitions shows that

a = − log r +O(1), b = 1 +O(
√
R).

Returning to (4.7), we see using the definitions of R and r that

Q(V ) ≥ C log r ≥ −Cc
√
k.

The preceding estimates and (4.5) together imply
∫

K∩Ω\ER

|du|2 − 2u2 ≥ CQ(V )‖u‖2L2(FR) ≥ −Cc
∫

ER

|du|2.

Since K∩Ω = (K∩Ω\ER)∪ER, this together with (4.6) and the analogous
inequality for the southern hemisphere gives

∫

Ω
|du|2 − 2u2 ≥ (1− Cck−3/2 − Cc)

∫

ER

|du|2.

By choosing c > 0 small enough, the term in the parentheses is positive, and
hence λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2. �

As a corollary, we obtain the desired lower bounds for all remaining types
in the case G = Z2, and some additional types when G = Dk or Z2 ×Dk.

Proposition 4.13. There is a constant c ∈ (0,∞) such that a lower bound
of the form

M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−c
√
m

holds in each of the following cases, where m is the number of boundary
components of Ω:

• G = Z2 and Ω is of type f + e1ρ1 with f > 0;
• G = Dn and Ω is of type f+e1ρ1+e2ρ2+2ρ1ρ2 with max{f, e1, e2} =
1;

• G = Z2 × Dn and Ω is of type f +
∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj , where

f + e1 + e2 + v12 ≥ 1 and m ≤ Cn(e3 + v13 + v23).
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Proof. For G = Z2, whenm = 2f+e1 ≤ 4f , the stronger boundM1(Ω, G) ≤
8π − e−cm already follows from Proposition 4.9, so it suffices to consider
the case m ≤ 2e1. In this case, we can obtain a domain of the desired
type by applying Lemma 4.12 with k = e1 and adding f − 1 additional
arbitrarily small holes on either side of the equator in a symmetric way,
yielding a Z2-symmetric domain Ω of type f + e1ρ1 with λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and

|S2 \Ω| ≤ Ce1e
−c√e1 , which together with Proposition 3.1 gives a bound of

the form

M1(Ω,Z2) ≥ µ̄1(Ω) ≥ 8π −Cme−c
√
m/2,

giving the desired bound after replacing c with a slightly smaller constant.
Similarly, when max{f, e1, e2} = 1, taking k = n(2f + e1 + e2), we can

realize the domain of Lemma 4.12 as a Dn-symmetric domain of type f +

e1ρ1+ e2ρ2+2ρ1ρ2 with µ̄1(Ω) ≥ 8π− e−c′
√
k, giving a bound of the desired

form in this case, since m = k + 1.
Likewise, taking k = n(2e3 + v13 + v23), we can realize the domain of

Lemma 4.12 as a Z2 × Dn symmetric domain of type e3ρ3 + v13ρ1ρ3 +

v23ρ2ρ3 + ρ1ρ2 with µ̄1(Ω) ≥ 8π − e−c
′
√
k, yielding a bound of the desired

form when m ≤ Cn(e3 + v13 + v23). More generally, we can realize this
domain as a limit of domains of type f +

∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj whenever
f + e1 + e2 + v12 > 0, giving the desired lower bound in this case provided
m ≤ Cn(e3 + v13 + v23) holds.

�

To treat Dn-symmetric domains of type f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 + 1ρ1ρ2 with
max{f, e1, e2} = 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 c > 0 such that for every k ≥ 2, one
can find a domain Ω ⊂ S

2 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 pN , such that

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |S2 \Ω| ≤ e−c
√
k.

Proof. Let X = {pN} ∪ {x1, . . . , xk}, where x1, . . . , xk is a collection of

points of distance d(xi, pN ) = π/2 + 1/
√
k from the north pole pN such

that d(pi−1, pi) = d(pi, pi+1) for every 1 ≤ i ≤ k . In what follows, we set

t := 1/
√
k.

Now define Ω = S
2 \Dr(X) for

r = e−c
√
k,(4.8)

with c > 0 a fixed small constant to be chosen later; note that this immedi-
ately implies an area bound of the desired form for S2 \ Ω.

Next we consider the lower bound on λD1 (Ω). Fixing u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) and

applying Lemma 4.3 with K taking the role of the closure of either of the
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domains bounded by the circle S = ∂Dπ/2+t(pN ), and with R = |S|/k, we
see using (4.8) that

(4.9)
‖u‖2L2(FR) ≤ Cck−

1

2‖du‖2L2(ER) and

‖u‖2L2(ER) ≤ Cck−
3

2‖du‖2L2(ER),

where FR := Ω ∩ ∂D20R(S) and ER := Ω ∩D20R(S).
Now let V1 = S

2 \Dπ/2+t+20R(pN ). It is easy to see that

Q(V1) := inf

{
∫

V1
|dφ|2 − 2φ2

‖φ‖2
L2(∂V1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ ∈W 1,2(V1)

}

must be realized by a multiple of u = cos d(pN , ·), so that

Q(V1) = cot(t+R) ≤ C
√
k

and therefore that

(4.10)

2

∫

V1

u2 ≤
∫

V1

|du|2 +Q(V1)

∫

FR

u2

=

∫

V1

|du|2 + Cc

∫

ER

|du|2.

Now let V2 = Dπ/2+t+20R(pN ) \Dπ/2(pN ). On V2, similarly to (4.3), one
can see that for s ∈ [0, t+R]

(4.11)

∫

∂Dπ/2+s(pN )
u2 ≤ C|t|

∫

V2

|du|2 + C

∫

FR

u2

≤ C√
k

∫

V2

|du|2 + Cc√
k

∫

ER

|du|2

and integrating over s gives

(4.12)

∫

V2

u2 ≤ C|t|2
∫

V2

|du|2 + C|t|
∫

FR

u2

≤ C

k

∫

V2

|du|2 + Cc

k

∫

ER

|du|2,

where the second line inequalities use (4.9).
Meanwhile, on V3 = Dπ/2(pN )\DpN (r), arguing as in the proof of Lemma

4.12 and combining with (4.8) and (4.11) shows that

(4.13)

2

∫

V3

u2 ≤
∫

V3

|du|2 + C| log r|
∫

∂Dπ/2(pN )
u2

≤
∫

V3

|du|2 + Cc

∫

V2

|du|2 +Cc2
∫

ER

|du|2.
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It follows by combining (4.10), (4.12), and (4.13) and taking c > 0 small
enough that

2

∫

Ω
u2 = 2

3
∑

i=1

∫

Vi

u2 ≤
∫

Ω
|du|2,

which implies the desired eigenvalue bound. �

As an immediate corollary, we have the following.

Proposition 4.15. There is a constant c > 0 such that if Ω is a Dn-
symmetric domain of type f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 + 1ρ1ρ2 with max{f, e1, e2} = 1,

then M1(Ω,Dn) ≥ 8π−e−c
√
m, where m = n(2f+e1+e2)+1 is the number

of boundary components of Ω.

Proof. To see this, simply observe that, taking k = n(2f + e1 + e2), the
domain Ω of Lemma 4.14 can be realized as a Dn-symmetric domain of type
f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 + 1ρ1ρ2; since Lemma 4.14 together with Proposition 3.1
imply that this domain satisfies

M1(Ω,Dn) ≥ µ̄1(Ω) ≥ 8π − Ce−c
√
k,

we obtain a bound of the desired form. �

4.2. Segmented domains. To complete the proof of the lower bounds for
M1(Ω, G) for all basic reflection surfaces, essentially two cases remain: Dk-
symmetric domains of type f+e1ρ1+e2ρ2+v12ρ1ρ2 with 2 ≤ max{f, e1, e2} ≤
Ck, and Z2×Dk-symmetric domains of type f+

∑

i eiρi+
∑

i<j vijρiρj with

total number of boundary components m ≤ Ckmax{f, e1, e2} ≤ C ′k2. As
we will see, both cases can be handled with the following construction.

Lemma 4.16. Let k > 2 be given, and let Dk ≤ O(3) be equipped with
its standard action on S

2. Given c1 > 0 and a natural number n with
2 ≤ n ≤ c1k, there exists a Dk-invariant domain Ω ⊂ S

2 of type nρ1 such
that

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |S2 \ Ω| ≤ e−C(c1)nk.

Moreover, if n ∈ 2N, Ω possesses an additional reflection symmetry, making
it a Z2 ×Dk-symmetric domain of type n

2 e1.

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

ti = −1 +
2i

n+ 1
and Ai = S

2 ∩ {x3 ∈ [ti−1, ti]}.

As long as n ≥ 2, is easy to see there is are constants c, δ0 > 0 such that

λD1 (Ai) ≥ max{2 + δ0, c · n}.(4.14)

Let X ⊂ S
2 be a G-invariant collection of 2kn points with the property that

each G-orbit lies on one of the {x3 = ti} and X meets the boundary of a
fundamental chamber V for G along a single side of ∂V .
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Now define Ω = S
2 \Dr(X), where r is defined by

r =
1

k
e−cnk,(4.15)

with c > 0 a small constant to be chosen at the end of the proof. This
implies the area bound |S2 \Ω| ≤ Ce−2cnk in the Lemma, so it only remains
to prove the eigenvalue bound λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2. To this end, we argue similarly
to the proof of Proposition 4.10, taking care to ensure that the estimates
are uniform in n and k.

For each i = 1, . . . , n+ 1, let

Ui = Ai ∩ Ω,

and take Ri ∼ |∂Ai|/(10k), so that the distance between nearest points
of X ∩ Ai is proportional to Ri. Note also that c

k
√
n

≤ Ri ≤ c
k for all

i. Observe that the Ri-neighborhood of ∂Ai can be partitioned into 2k
rectangles Q1, . . . , Q2k uniformly (with constants independent of i, n, k) bi-
Lipschitz to BRi(0) ⊂ R

2, such that Qj ∩ Ui is uniformly bi-Lipchitz to
BRi(0) \Br(0).

Now fix u ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω), extend u to Ai by requesting u = 0 on Ai \ Ui,

and define the decomposition u = u0 + uh on Ai, where uh is harmonic and
u0 ∈W 1,2

0 (Ai). Arguing just as in the proof of Lemma 4.3 shows that

‖uh‖2L2(∂Ai)
= ‖u‖2L2(∂Ai)

≤ CRi log(Ri/r)‖du‖2L2(Ai)
.(4.16)

Also, a straightforward computation gives
∫

Ai

u2h ≤ C
ti − ti−1

|∂Ai|

∫

∂Ai

u2h ≤ C

nkRi

∫

∂Ai

u2h.(4.17)

Indeed, let φ be a harmonic function on the cylinder AT = S
1 × [0, T ] and

let f = 1
2 (T t− t2) ≥ 0. Then f satisfies ∆f = 1 and f |∂AT

= 0, so that
∫

AT

φ2∆f = −
∫

AT

|dφ|2f −
∫

∂AT

u2∂νf ≤ T

2

∫

∂AT

φ2.

Inequality (4.17) follows from this and the conformal identification of Ai
with cylinders.

Combining (4.16) and (4.17) with Cauchy’s inequality with some δ > 0
gives

∫

Ai

u2 =

∫

Ai

u20 + 2

∫

Ai

u0uh +

∫

Ai

u2h

≤ (1 + δ)

∫

Ai

u20 +
C

δ

∫

Ai

u2h

≤ 1 + δ

λ1(Ai)

∫

Ai

|du0|2 +
C

δnk
log(Ri/r)

∫

Ai

|du|2

≤
(

1 + δ

λ1(Ai)
+

C

δnk
log(Ri/r)

)
∫

Ai

|du|2,
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Finally, note by (4.14) and (4.15) that

1 + δ

λ1(Ai)
+

C

δnk
log(Ri/r) ≤

1 + δ

2 + δ0
+
C ′

δ
c,

which can be made ≤ 1
2 by taking δ = δ0

10 and setting c =
δ20

100C′ . With

these choices, the preceding inequality then gives ‖u‖2L2(Ai)
≤ 1

2‖du‖2L2(Ai)
.

Because u vanishes on Ai \ Ω, it follows that ‖u‖2L2(Ai∩Ω) ≤ 1
2‖du‖2L2(Ai∩Ω);

by summing over i, we conclude finally that ‖u‖2L2(Ω) ≤ 1
2‖du‖2L2(Ω), and

this completes the proof. �

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

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

• G = Z2 ×Dk and m ≤ c1k(f + e1 + e2) ≤ Cc1k
2, or

• G = Dk and 2 ≤ (f + e1 + e2) < c1k with m ≤ Ckmax{f, e1, e2} ,

there exists a G-invariant domain Ω ⊂ S
2 of type f +

∑

i eiρi+
∑

i<j vijρiρj
with m total boundary components such that

λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and |S2 \Ω| ≤ e−Cm.

In particular, there is a constant C > 0 such that M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−Cm

in each of these cases.

Proof. For G = Z2×Dk, taking n = 2max{f, e1, e2}, we see that the domain
Ω constructed in Lemma 4.16 can be viewed as a G-symmetric domain
of type n

2 f or n
2ρ1 or n

2ρ2, and by removing an additional collection of
arbitrarily small disks, we obtain a G-symmetric domain Ω′ of the desired
type f +

∑

i eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj with λD1 (Ω
′) ≥ 2 and |S2 \ Ω′| ≤ e−C1nk ≤

e−C2m.
Similarly, taking n = f + e1 + e2, by removing a suitable collection of

arbitrarily small disks from the domain Ω of Lemma 4.16, we obtain a Dk-
invariant domain of type f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 + v12ρ1ρ2 with λD1 (Ω) ≥ 2 and
|S2 \ Ω| ≤ Ce−Ckn ≤ e−C2m, provided Ckmax{f, e1, e2} ≥ m.

In both cases, the desired bound on M1(Ω, G) ≥ µ̄1(Ω) then follow from
an application of Proposition 3.1. �

By collecting all of the estimates above, we can finally prove Theorem
1.4.

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) M1(Ω, G) ≥ Area(ξm−1,1)
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if (Ω, G) corresponds to a Scherk-type basic reflection surface, and

(4.19) M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π − e−C
√
m

for some universal constant C > 0 if (Ω, G) is a basic reflection surface of
generic type. That (4.18) holds for surfaces of Scherk type is the content of
Lemma 4.7, 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 M1(Ω, G) ≥ 8π−e−c′m, which clearly implies the weaker
bound (4.19). For G = Z2, the G-invariant domain Ω of type f + e1ρ1 is
generic–for m = 2f + e1 ≥ 4–precisely when f > 0, in which case the bound
(4.19) is given in Proposition 4.13.

For G = Dk, a Dk-invariant domain Ω of type f + e1ρ1 + e2ρ2 + v12ρ1ρ2
is generic whenever f + e1 + e2 + v12 ≥ 2 and m = k(f + e1 + e2) + v12
is sufficiently large. Combining Proposition 4.9 and Proposition 4.11, we
obtain a lower bound of the form (4.19) whenever f+e1+e2 ≥ C0k for some
constant C0. When 2 ≤ f + e1 + e2 ≤ C0k, (4.19) follows from Proposition
4.17 above. Finally, if f +e1+e2 = 1 and v12 = 1, the desired bound follows
from Proposition 4.15, while if f + e1 + e2 = 1 and v12 = 2, it follows from
Proposition 4.13.

It remains to confirm (4.19) for Z2 × Dk-invariant domains Ω of type

f +
∑3

i=1 eiρi +
∑

i<j vijρiρj with f + e1 + e2 + v12 > 0. In the case m ≤
Cn(e3 + v13 + v23), this follows from Proposition 4.13; otherwise, we have
m ≤ C(f + e1 + e2 + v12). In the latter case, if max{f, e1, e2} ≥ Ck, the
desired bound follows from a combination of Propositions 4.9 and 4.11, while
if max{f, e1, e2} ≤ Ck, it follows from Proposition 4.17. �

5. Lower Bounds in the Steklov setting

We turn next to the lower bounds in Theorem 1.12, showing that every
basic reflection surface with boundary (N,Γ) has a lower bound of the form
Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ max{4π − e−Ck, 4π − C/γ}, where γ is the genus of N and k
the number of boundary components, and also proving the lower bound in
Theorem 1.13, showing that Σ1(N,Z2) ≥ 4π− e−C(γ+k) 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 3.1 for
domains of this type.

Proposition 5.1. There is a constant C > 0 such that if X ⊂ D ∪ ∂D is
a finite set and {D2rx(x)}x∈X is a pairwise disjoint collection of disks and
half-disks, then

σN1 (Ω) ≥ 1− C(|D|+ |∂D ∩ D|),
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where D = ∪x∈XDrx(x), Ω = D \ D, and σN1 (Ω) is the mixed Steklov-
Neumann eigenvalue

σN1 (Ω) := inf

{

∫

Ω |dφ|2
∫

∂D\D φ
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D∩∂D
φ = 0, φ 6= 0

}

.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a universal constant ǫ0 > 0 such that if Ω ⊂ D

is as in Proposition 5.1 and |D| < ǫ0, then σ
N
1 (Ω) ≥ 3/2.

Proof. As in the closed case (recall Lemma 3.2), the pairwise disjointness of
{D2rx(x)}x∈X implies uniform bounds

‖d(Hφ)‖L2(D) ≤ C‖dφ‖L2(Ω)

for the harmonic extension operator H : W 1,2(Ω) → W 1,2(D).
Now, let V ⊂ C∞(Ω) be any 4-dimensional subspace. Because the co-

ordinate and constant functions span a 3-dimensional subspace of L2(∂D),

there exists a nonzero φ ∈ V such that φ̂ = Hφ is L2(∂D)-orthogonal to the
constants and coordinate functions. In particular, we can decompose

φ̂ = ψ +R =

∞
∑

j=3

ajuj +R,

where {uj} is an L2(∂D)-orthonormal basis of Steklov eigenfunctions with

eigenvalue σj(D) ≥ σ3(D) = 2 and R ∈ W 1,2
0 (D). Fixing Λ > 2, denote by

ψΛ the projection of ψ onto the Steklov eigenspaces with eigenvalue σj < Λ,
so that

‖φ̂− ψΛ‖2L2(∂D) ≤
1

Λ
‖dφ̂‖2L2(D) ≤

C

Λ
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω),

while the low-frequency projection ψΛ satisfies a C1 estimate

‖ψΛ‖C1(D) ≤ C(Λ)‖dψΛ‖L2(D),

so that
∫

D

|dψΛ|2 =
∫

D

〈dφ̂, dψΛ〉

≤
∫

Ω
〈dφ, dψΛ〉+ C(Λ)|D|1/2‖dψΛ‖L2(D)‖dφ‖L2(Ω)

≤ (1 + C(Λ)
√
ǫ0)‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).

Putting this together, we see that

‖φ‖2L2(∂D∩D) ≤ ‖φ̂‖2L2(∂D)

= ‖ψΛ‖2L2(∂D) + ‖φ̂− ψΛ‖2L2(∂D)

≤ 1

2
‖dψΛ‖2L2(D) +

C

Λ
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω)

≤
(

1 + C(Λ)
√
ǫ0 +

C

Λ

)

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω).
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Fixing Λ sufficiently large that C/Λ < 1/9, then choosing ǫ0 such that
(1 + C(Λ)

√
ǫ0) < 10/9, we find that V contains an element with

∫

Ω |dφ|2
∫

∂D∩D φ
2
≥ 3

2
,

as claimed. �

We are now ready to prove Proposition 5.1.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Let u be a coordinate function on D. Because u is
a Steklov eigenfunction with eigenvalue 1, we have

∫

D
〈du, dw〉 −

∫

∂D uw = 0

for any test function w ∈ C∞(D). Fixing φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) and using the

harmonic extension φ̂ = Hφ as a test function shows
(5.1)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈du, dφ〉 −

∫

∂D\D
uφ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D
〈du, dφ̂〉 −

∫

∂D∩D
uφ̂

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C|D|1/2‖φ‖W 1,2(Ω) + C|∂D ∩D|1/2‖φ‖W 1,2(Ω).

Now let {vi} be an L2(∂D\D)-orthonormal sequence of σNj -eigenfunctions

on Ω, and suppose without loss of generality that
∫

∂D\D uv2 = 0. On Ω we

can then write

u = ulow + uhigh +R

where uhigh is a sum of σNj (Ω)-eigenfunctions with j ≥ 3 and R vanishes on

∂D \ D. We now test (5.1) with φ = uhigh; first note that
∫

Ω
〈du, duhigh〉 −

∫

∂D\D
uuhigh =

∫

Ω
|duhigh|2 −

∫

∂D\D
u2high

≥ (1− 1/σN3 (Ω))‖duhigh‖2L2(Ω) ≥ c‖uhigh‖2W 1,2 ,

so the inequality (5.1) yields

‖uhigh‖2W 1,2(Ω) ≤ C(|D|1/2 + |∂D ∩ D|1/2)‖uhigh‖W 1,2(Ω),

hence

‖uhigh‖2W 1,2(Ω) ≤ C(|D|+ |∂D ∩ D|).(5.2)

Since the restrictions of the coordinate functions to Ω are linearly indepen-
dent, we may therefore choose u so that ulow = v1 is a σN1 (Ω)-eigenfunction.
Noting that ‖ulow‖2∂D∩D =

∫

∂D∩D uv1 =
∫

∂D∩D(u
2 − uuhigh), it follows from

(5.2) that

‖ulow‖2L2(∂D∩D) ≥ π − Cǫ0 > 3



ASYMPTOTICS FOR MINIMAL SURFACES 33

once |D|1/2 + |∂D ∩ D|1/2 < ǫ0. In particular, it follows that

3|σN1 (Ω)− 1| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈du, dv1〉 −

∫

∂D∩D
uv1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
|du|2 −

∫

∂D∩D
u2|+ |

∫

Ω
〈du, duhigh〉 −

∫

∂D∩D
uuhigh

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤|(π − |D|)− (π − c|∂D ∩ D|)|+ C(|D|1/2 + |∂D ∩ D|1/2)‖uL‖W 1,2(Ω)

≤C(|D|+ |∂D ∩ D|).

(5.3)

Combined with the preceding, this gives the desired estimate. �

5.1. Lower bounds for σD1 (Ω). With Proposition 5.1 in place, the de-
sired lower bounds for Σ1(N,Γ) will follow if we can exhibit domains Ω of
prescribed topology and symmetry type satisfying the hypotheses of Propo-
sition 5.1 with |D| + |∂D ∩ D| sufficiently small and σD1 (Ω) ≥ 1, where,
recall

σD1 (Ω) := inf

{

∫

Ω |dφ|2
∫

∂D\D φ
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ|D∩∂D = 0, φ 6= 0

}

.(5.4)

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 5.1, we write

σ̄(Ω) := L(∂Ω \ ∂D) ·min{σD1 (Ω), σN1 (Ω)}.
Proposition 5.3. There are constants C, c > 0 such that, given k ∈ N,
taking X = {e2πiℓ/k | 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ k − 1} and rx = rk > 0 in Proposition 5.1 for
a suitable small radius rk > 0, the domain Ω satisfies

σ(Ω) ≥ 2π − e−ck,

where D := D \ Ω.
Proof. Let Ω = D \Dr(X), where

X = {(cos 2πj
k , sin

2πj
k ) : j = 1, . . . , k} ⊂ ∂D, r = 1

ke
−ck,(5.5)

and c > 0 will be determined later.
ChooseR = C/k such that the disks {DR(x)}x∈X are disjoint and {D4R(x)}x∈X

cover ∂D. By Lemma 4.1 one has

‖u‖2L2(∂DR(x)∩D) ≤ CR log(R/r)‖du‖2L2(DR(x)∩D)

≤ Cc‖du‖2L2(DR(x)∩D)

when u is a σD1 (Ω)-eigenfunction, extended trivially into D. A scale invariant
trace inequality then gives

‖u‖2L2(DR(x)∩∂D) ≤ C‖u‖2L2(∂DR(x)∩D) +CR‖du‖2L2(DR(x))

≤ Cc‖du‖2L2(DR(x)∩D).
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Summing over x ∈ X gives

‖u‖2L2(∂D\D) ≤ Cc‖du‖2L2(Ω) = CcσD1 (Ω)‖u‖2L2(∂D\D),

where the last step follows from the variational characterization (5.4) for
σD1 (Ω). By taking c > 0 small enough, this shows σD1 (Ω) ≥ 1, and the
conclusion follows by combining with Proposition 5.1. �

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

Proposition 5.4. There exist constants c, c′ > 0 such that if Ω ⊂ D is a
domain as in Proposition 5.1 with X ∩ ∂D arbitrary and

X ∩D = {m−1
m (cos 2πj

m , sin 2πj
m ) : j = 1, . . . ,m} r = 1

me
−cm,

then

σ(Ω) ≥ 2π − e−c
′m.

Proof. We can divide the annulusD1(0)\D1−2/m(0) into a collection {Qx}x∈X
of polar “rectangles” such that for each x ∈ X, there is a bi-Lipschitz cor-
respondence

Qx \Dr(x) → D1/m(0) \Dr(0)

with Lipschitz constants independent of m and r. If u is a σD1 -eigenfunction
on Ω, then Lemma 4.1 gives an estimate of the form

m‖u‖2L2(∂Qx)
≤ C log(1/mr)‖du‖2L2(Ω∩Qx)

≤ Ccm‖du‖2L2(Ω∩Qx)
.

and summing over all x ∈ X gives

‖u‖2L2(∂D) ≤ Cc‖du‖2L2(Ω) = CcσD1 (Ω)‖u‖2L2(D),

and hence σD1 (Ω) > 1 by taking c small enough. �

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

Proposition 5.5. There exist constants c, c′ > 0 and n0 ∈ N such that if
Ω ⊂ D is a domain as in Proposition 5.1 with X ∩ ∂D arbitrary and

X ∩ D =

{

ℓ

a+ 1

(

cos
2πj

n
, sin

2πj

n

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

ℓ = 1, . . . , a; j = 1, . . . , n

}

for some a ≥ n ≥ n0, and r =
1
ae

−ca, then

σ̄(Ω) ≥ 2π − e−c
′a.



ASYMPTOTICS FOR MINIMAL SURFACES 35

Proof. Using the assumption that a ≥ n, we observe that the polar rectan-
gles

Qℓj :=

{

t

a+ 1
(cos(s), sin(s))

∣

∣

∣

∣

ℓ− 1

2
≤ t ≤ ℓ+

1

2
;
2πj

n
− 1

a
≤ θ ≤ 2πj

n
+

1

a

}

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

S = D ∩
n
⋃

j=1

Span{e2πj/n}.

Moreover, for each ℓ, j, we see that there are bi-Lipschitz maps

Fℓ,j : Qℓj ∩ Ω → D1/a(0) \Dr(0)

satisfying Lip(Fℓ,j)+Lip(Fℓ,j)
−1 ≤ C for C <∞ independent of ℓ, j, n, and

a.
Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 5.4, we let u ∈ W 1,2(Ω) be an

eigenfunction corresponding to the eigenvalue σD1 (Ω), so that u ≡ 0 on D,
and apply Lemma 4.1 to the domains Qℓj ∩Ω to deduce that

‖u‖2L2(∂Qℓj)
≤ C

a
log(1/ra)‖du‖2L2(Qℓj)

.

Next, by considering standard estimates for the embedding W 1,2(Ds(0)) →
L2([−s, s]× {0}), we observe that we have an estimate of the form
∫

Qℓj∩S
u2 ≤ C‖u‖2L2(∂Qℓj)

+
C

a
‖du‖2L2(Qℓj)

≤ C ′

a
log(1/ra)‖du‖2L2(Qℓj)

.

In particular, summing over ℓ = 1, . . . , a, and denoting by Wj , W
′
j the

wedges

Wj :=

{

reiθ | 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,
2πj

n
≤ θ ≤ 2π(j + 1)

n

}

,

W ′
j :=

{

reiθ | 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,
2π(j − 1)

n
≤ θ ≤ 2π(j + 2)

n

}

,

we arrive at an estimate of the form
∫

∂Wj\∂D
u2 ≤ C

a
log(1/ra)‖du‖2L2(W ′

j)
.

On the polar rectangle Rj := Wj ∩ (D \D1−1/n(0)), it’s easy to see that
we have an estimate of the form

∫

∂Rj

v2 ≤ C

∫

∂Wj\∂D
v2 +

C

n

∫

Wj

|dv|2

for any v ∈ W 1,2(Wj), and applying this to the eigenfunction u, we deduce
that

∫

∂Rj

u2 ≤
(

C ′

a
log(1/ra) +

C

n

)

‖du‖2L2(W ′

j)
.
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Summing over j, we deduce in particular that
∫

∂D
u2 ≤

(

C ′

a
log(1/ra) +

C

n

)

‖du‖2L2(D) =

(

C ′

a
log(1/ra) +

C

n

)

σD1 (Ω)

∫

∂D
u2.

For n > 2
C and r = 1

ae
−a/2C′

, we deduce that σD1 (Ω) > 1, and the desired
estimates follow. �

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 1.2, and the following lower bounds
are qualitatively sharp.

Proposition 5.6. For any m ∈ N, there exists a domain Ω ⊂ D as in 5.1
with X ∩ ∂D arbitrary and X ∩D arranged along a diameter of D, such that

σ(Ω) ≥ 2π − C

m
− C|∂D ∩D|.

Proof. Fix a diameter ℓ = D ∩ (R × {0}) of D, let X consist of m points
evenly spaced on the diameter ℓ, so that dist(x, y) ≥ 1

m for distinct x, y ∈ X,

and consider the domains Ωm := D \ Drm(X), where rm = 1
2m , so that

the hypotheses of Proposition 5.1 hold. Moreover, we claim that σD1 (Ωm)
satisfies a lower bound of the form

(5.6) σD1 (Ωm) ≥ 1− C

m

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 ∂D.

To prove (5.6), first observe that for any φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) with φ = 0 on
∂Drm(X), on the union of line segments

S = S+ ∪ S−, S± := ∂D1/m(ℓ) ∩ {±y > 0} =

{

(x, y) ∈ D | y = ± 1

m

}

,

we have an estimate of the form

(5.7)

∫

S
φ2 ≤ C

m

∫

Ω
|dφ|2.

To see this, apply Lemma 4.1 to φ on the annuli D3/m(x) \ Drm(x), and
noting that (3/m)/rm = 6, we deduce that

∫

D3/m(x)
φ2 ≤ C

m2

∫

D3/m(x)
|dφ|2.

By rescaling standard estimates for the trace embedding W 1,2(D3(0)) →
L2(D3(0) ∩ {y = ±1}), we then see that

∫

D3/m(x)∩S
φ2 ≤ C ′

m

∫

D3/m(x)
|dφ|2.
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In particular, since the disks D3/m(x) cover S, and any point is contained in
at most two of the disks D3/m(x), summing this estimate over x ∈ X yields
a bound of the form (5.7).

Next, let f1, f2 ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) be the Lipschitz functions given by f1(x, y) =

(y−1/m)+, f2(x, y) = (−y−1/m)+; for any φ ∈W 1,2
0 (Ω), we then compute

∫

Ω
〈df1, dφ〉 =

∫

{y>1/m}

∂φ

∂y

=

∫

∂D∩{y>1/m}
yφ−

∫

S
φ

=

∫

∂D
f1φ+

1

m

∫

∂D∩{y>1/m}
φ−

∫

S+

φ,

and similarly
∫

Ω
〈df2, dφ〉 =

∫

∂D
f2φ+

1

m

∫

∂D∩{−y>1/m}
φ−

∫

S−

φ.

In particular, for any f = af1 + bf2 ∈ Span{f1, f2}, we obtain

(5.8)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈df, dφ〉 −

∫

∂D
φf2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖f‖L∞

(

1

m

∫

∂D
|φ|+

∫

S
|φ|
)

,

and, using (5.7) and the usual trace embedding W 1,2(D) → L2(∂D), we
deduce that

(5.9)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
〈df, dφ〉 −

∫

∂Ω
fφ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C‖f‖L∞√
m

‖φ‖W 1,2

for every φ ∈W 1,2(Ω) with φ = 0 on ∂Drm(X).
Next, given f ∈ Span{f1, f2}, we can write f as a sum f = φ0 +

∑∞
k=1 φk, where φk is an eigenfunction corresponding to the kth mixed

Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalue σDk (Ω), and φ0 = 0 on ∂Ω; note that this decom-
position is orthogonal for the inner products 〈dφ, dψ〉L2(Ω) and 〈φ,ψ〉L2(∂Ω).
Moreover, since Span{f1, f2} is 2-dimensional, we can find f ∈ Span{f1, f2}
such that φ2 = 0 in the decomposition above; after normalizing, we then
have f = af1 + bf2 of the form

f = φ0 + φ1 +

∞
∑

k=3

φk with ‖f‖L∞ = max{|a|, |b|} − 1

m
= 1.

Applying (5.9) with φ = φ0, we see that

‖dφ0‖2L2(Ω) =

∫

Ω
〈df, dφ0〉 ≤

C√
m
‖φ0‖W 1,2 ,

from which it follows that

‖φ0‖2W 1,2 ≤ C

m
.
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Next, suppose that for m sufficiently large,

(5.10) σD3 (Ωm) ≥ 1 + δ0

for a fixed δ0 > 0. Writing ψ =
∑∞

k=3 φk, it follows that
∫

Ω
〈df, dψ〉 −

∫

∂Ω
fψ ≥ Cδ0‖ψ‖2W 1,2 ,

which together with (5.9) implies that

‖ψ‖2W 1,2 ≤ C

δ20m
,

and therefore

(5.11) ‖f − φ1‖2W 1,2 ≤ 2‖f0‖2W 1,2 + 2‖ψ‖2W 1,2 ≤ C(1 + δ−2
0 )

m
.

Now, since ∆φ1 = 0 in Ω with φ1 = 0 on ∂Drm(X) and ∂φ1
∂ν = σD1 (Ω)φ1

on ∂Ω \ ∂Drm(X), we compute

σD1 (Ω)

∫

∂Ω
φ1f =

∫

Ω
〈df, dφ1〉

=

∫

∂D∩{|y|>1/m}

(

f +
1

m

)

φ1 −
∫

S
φ1.

For the last term, combining (5.7) and (5.11) gives an estimate of the form
∫

S
φ1 =

∫

S
(φ1 − f) ≤ C√

m
‖d(φ− f1)‖L2(Ω) ≤

C ′(1 + δ−1
0 )

m
,

while it’s also clear that
∫

∂D∩{|y|>1/m}

1

m
φ1 ≤

C ′

m
.

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

|σD1 (Ω)− 1|
∫

∂Ω
φ21 = |σD1 (Ω)− 1|

∫

∂Ω
φ1f ≤ C(1 + δ−1

0 )

m
.

In particular, since

‖φ1‖2L2(∂Ω) ≥ ‖f‖2L2(∂Ω) −
C(1 + δ−2

0 )

m
≥ 1

2
− C(1 + δ−2

0 )

m

for m sufficiently large, it will follow that σD1 (Ω) satisfies an estimate of the
desired form

|σD1 (Ω)− 1| ≤ C ′

m
,

proving (5.6) and completing the proof of the proposition, once we confirm
that (5.10) holds for a fixed δ0 > 0 independent of m as m→ ∞.

To prove (5.10), first observe that on the half-disk D+ = D∩ {y > 0}, we
have σD1 (D+) = 1 and

(5.12) σD2 (D+) = 1 + 2δ0 > σD1 (D+)



ASYMPTOTICS FOR MINIMAL SURFACES 39

for the mixed Steklov-Dirichlet problem with Dirichlet condition on ℓ and
Steklov on ∂D+ \ ℓ. Now, setting

Y := {φ ∈W 1,2(D) | φ ≡ 0 on Drm(X)}
and

Z+ := {ψ ∈W 1,2(D+) | ψ ≡ 0 on ℓ},
we define a linear map T+ : Y → Z+ as follows. Given φ ∈ Y , let

h : D+ → R

minimize energy with respect to the constraint h|ℓ = φℓ, so that ∆h = 0 on
D+ and ∂h

∂ν = 0 on ∂D+ \ ℓ, and set

T+(φ) := φ− h.

An argument identical to the proof of (5.7) then gives the estimate

‖h‖2L2(ℓ) = ‖φ‖2L2(ℓ) ≤
C

m
‖dφ‖2L2(D+),

while a simple contradiction argument using compactness of the trace em-
bedding W 1,2(D+) → L2(∂D+) gives an estimate of the form

‖h‖2L2(∂D+) ≤ δ‖dh‖2L2(D+) + Cδ‖h‖2L2(ℓ) ≤
(

δ +
Cδ
m

)

‖dφ‖2L2(D+)

for any fixed δ > 0. With these estimates in hand, observe next that

‖d(T+φ)‖2L2(D+) = ‖dφ‖2L2(D+) − ‖dh‖2L2(D+) ≤ ‖dφ‖2L2(D+).

In particular, we see that

‖φ‖2L2(∂D+\ℓ) ≤ (1 + [δ + Cδ/m]1/2)‖T+φ‖2L2(∂D+)

+2(δ + Cδ/m)1/2‖dφ‖2L2(D+).

Likewise, on the lower half-disk D− = D ∩ {y < 0}, we set

Z− := {ψ ∈W 1,2(D−) | ψ ≡ 0 on ℓ}
and define an identical map T− : Y → Z−, which we can combine to get a
map T : Y → Z to the space

Z := {ψ ∈W 1,2(D) | ψ ≡ 0 on ℓ},
satisfying

(5.13) ‖d(Tφ)‖2L2(D) ≤ ‖dφ‖2L2(D)

and
(5.14)

‖φ‖2L2(∂D) ≤ (1 + [δ + Cδ/m]1/2)‖Tφ‖2L2(∂D) + 2(δ + Cδ/m)1/2‖dφ‖2L2(D).

Next, by virtue of (5.12) and its counterpart σD2 (D−) = 1 + 2δ0 on D−,
we see that

(5.15) σD3 (D− ∪ D+) = σD2 (D±) = 1 + 2δ0;
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that is, for any 3-dimensional subspace W ⊂ Z, there is a nonzero ψ ∈ W
for which

(1 + 2δ0)‖ψ‖2L2(∂D) ≤ ‖dψ‖2L2(D).

Now, since every φ ∈ Y vanishes on Drm(X) by assumption, it follows
from the definition of T and a simple unique continuation argument that
T : Y → Z must be injective. In particular, if V ⊂ Y is a 3-dimensional
subspace, then T (V ) defines a 3-dimensional subspace in Z, so it follows
from (5.15) that there exists a nonzero φ ∈ V such that

(1 + 2δ0)‖Tφ‖2L2(∂D) ≤ ‖d(Tφ)‖2L2(D).

On the other hand, combining this with (5.14) and (5.13), we see that this
φ ∈ V satisfies

‖φ‖2L2(∂D) ≤
(1 + [δ + Cδ/m]1/2)

1 + 2δ0
‖dφ‖2L2(D) + 2(δ + Cδ/m)1/2‖dφ‖2L2(D).

Fixing δ sufficiently small relative to δ0 and taking m sufficiently large, we
can arrange that

(1 + [δ + Cδ/m]1/2)

1 + 2δ0
+ 2(δ + Cδ/m)1/2 ≤ 1

1 + δ0
.

It then follows from the preceding argument that every 3-dimensional sub-
space V ⊂ Y contains a nontrivial φ ∈ V for which

(1 + δ0)‖φ‖2L2(∂D) ≤ ‖dφ‖2L2(D);

in other words, σD3 (Ωm) ≥ 1 + δ0, confirming (5.10) and completing the
proof. �

Combining the ingredients above, we can now prove the lower bounds of
Theorem 1.12 and Theorem 1.13, which we collect in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.7. For every compact basic reflection surface (N,Γ) with bound-
ary, we have

Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ max

{

4π − e−ck, 4π − C

γ

}

for some constants C, c > 0, where k is the number of boundary components
of N and γ is the genus. Moreover, in the case where Γ corresponds to a
single reflection 〈τ〉, we have

Σ1(N, 〈τ〉) ≥ 4π − e−c(k+γ).

Proof. Writing Γ = τ × G where G ≤ O(2) is a reflection group–i.e., G =
1,Z2, or Dn for some n ≥ 3–by Lemma 2.2, it suffices to prove a lower bound
of the form

σ̄(Ω) ≥ max

{

2π − e−ck, 2π − C

m

}

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

Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ 4π − e−ck.

Next, we turn to basic reflection pairs (N,Γ = 〈τ〉×G) given by doubling
G-invariant domains Ω 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

σ(Ω) ≥ 2π − e−cm,

so that

Σ1(N, 〈τ〉) ≥ 4π − e−cm,

giving the desired bound in this case. If G = Z2, with a majority of the
m interior boundary components of Ω lying away from the fixed point set,
taking the domain from Proposition 5.4 (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 Σ1(N,Γ) ≥
4π − e−c

′m ≥ 4π − C
m 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 = Z2,
we instead remove a prescribed number of arbitrarily small disks from the
domain in Proposition 5.6 to obtain a lower bound of the form Σ1(N,Γ) ≥
4π − C

m .
The case of G = Dn-symmetric domains with 3 ≤ n ≤ n0 can be han-

dled similarly, appealing either to Proposition 5.6 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 5.4 when a majority of boundary components lie in the interior of a
fundamental domain.

Finally, consider the case G = Dn with n ≥ n0. If we consider domains Ω
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 Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ 4π − e−c

′m ≥ 4π − C
m in this

case. Alternatively, suppose that at least m
4 of the m boundary components

correspond to the Dn-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

Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ 4π − e−cn ≤ 4π − e−c
′
√
m ≤ 4π − C

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 5.5 gives a domain of the
desired type satisfying σ̄(Ω) ≥ 2π − e−c

′a ≥ 2π − e−c
′′
√
m, so that

Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ 4π − e−c
√
m ≥ 4π − C

m

in this case as well. �

Remark 5.8. In the arguments above, our techniques for estimating Σ1(N,Γ)
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 Σ1(N,Γ) ≥ 4π − C

γ via the genus

is qualitatively sharp only in the case where Γ ∼= Z2 × Z2, 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 (Nk, g) be a compact genus zero surface with k boundary components,
which we can identify isometrically with a domain Ω ⊂ S

2 of the form

Ω = S
2 \ D := S

2 \
k
⋃

j=1

Drj (xj)

with a conformal metric g = ρg0. Moreover, we can arrange that the stan-
dard inclusion map I : S2 → R

3 satisfies
∫

Ω
Idvg = 0.

Let µ̄(Nk, g) := min
{

λ̄D1 (Nk, g), λ̄
N
1 (Nk, g)

}

, and consider the gap

δ(Nk, g) := 8π − µ̄(Nk, g).

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

Lemma 6.1. The set D =
k
⋃

j=1
Drj(xj) satisfies an estimate of the form

Area(D, g0) ≤
1

2
δ(Nk, g),

and for any ψ ∈W 1,2(Ω),

(6.1)

∫

Ω
ψ
(

2dvg0 − λN1 (g)dvg
)

≤ C
√

δ(Nk, g)‖ψ‖W 1,2
g0

(Ω)
.
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Proof. Since all of the coordinate functions x1, x2, x3 are test functions for
the Rayleigh quotient definition of λN1 (Nk, g), we have

Area(Ω, g0) =
1

2

∫

Ω
|dI|2g dvg ≥

1

2
λN1 (Nk)

∫

Ω
|I|2dvg

≥ 1

2
µ̄(Nk, g) = 4π − 1

2
δ(Nk, g),

giving the estimate for Area(D, g0).
Moreover, on the space of maps F ∈W 1,2(Ωk,R

3) with

F̄ :=
1

Area(Nk, g)

∫

Ωk

Fdvg = 0,

the quadratic form

Qk(F,G) :=

∫

Ω
〈dF, dG〉g0dvg0 − λN1 (Nk, g)

∫

Ω
〈F,G〉dvg

is positive semidefinite. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then gives

Qk(F, I) ≤ Qk(F,F )
1/2Qk(I, I)

1/2 ≤ ‖dF‖L2(Ω)

√

δ(Nk, g).

In fact, even for maps with F̄ 6= 0, since Qk(F̄ , I) = 0, it is easy to see that

Qk(F, I) = Qk(F − F̄ , I) ≤ ‖dF‖L2(Ω)

√

δ(Nk, g).

Taking F = ψI for some ψ ∈W 1,2(Ω), note that

〈d(ψI), dI〉g0 = 2ψ, |d(ψI)|2g0 = 2ψ2 + |dψ|2g0 ,
and 〈(ψI), I〉 = ψ, so that

Qk(ψI, F ) =

∫

Ω
2ψdvg − λN1 (Nk, g)

∫

Ω
ψdvg0 ,

and ‖d(ψI)‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖ψ‖W 1,2
g0

(Ω) so that (6.1) follows. �

As a corollary, we have the following, which together with Lemma 2.1
completes the proof of the first estimate in Theorem 1.5.

Corollary 6.2. There exists a universal constant c > 0 such that

δ(Nk, g) ≥ e−ck.

Proof. Writing δ = δ(Nk, g), the area estimate in Lemma 6.1 implies

k
∑

j=1

r2j ≤ Cδ.

Set S = {x1, x2, . . . , xk}, and without loss of generality, suppose

1 >
√
Cδ > r1 ≥ r2 ≥ · · · ≥ rk.
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Consider the log cutoff function φ ∈ Lip(Ω) given by

φ(x) =











1 for dist(x, S) ≥ √
r1,

2
| log r1| log(d(x, S)/r1) for dist(x, S) ∈ [r1,

√
r1],

0 for dist(x, S) ≤ r1,

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

standard computations give

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
Ck

log(1/δ)
,

while 0 ≤ φ ≤ 1, and φ ≡ 1 on the complement of the set
k
⋃

j=1
D√

r1(xj), so

that

‖φ‖2L2
g0

≥ 4π − Ckr1 ≥ 4π − C ′k
√
δ.

Now, appealing to the second inequality of Lemma 6.1 with ψ = φ2, we
deduce that

λN1 (g)

∫

Ω
φ2dvg ≥ 2‖φ‖2L2

g0
− C

√
δ‖φ2‖

W 1,2
g0

≥ 8π − C ′′k
√
δ.

If 8π − C ′′k
√
δ ≤ 0, then the conclusion of the corollary holds. Assuming

the converse, one has

λD1 (Nk, g) ≤
‖dφ‖2L2(Ω)

‖φ‖2
L2(Ω,g)

≤ Ck

log(1/δ)
· λN1 (Nk, g)

8π − C ′′k
√
δ
.

For the metric g maximizing µ̄(Nk, g)–i.e., minimizing δ(Nk, g)–we have
λD1 = λN1 , so setting δk = min {δ(Nk, g) | g ∈ Met(Nk)}, we can divide
through by λN1 = λD1 above to see that

1 ≤ Ck

log(1/δk)
· 1

8π − C ′′√δk
,

from which the desired estimate follows easily. �

6.1. Convergence to equators. Now, let (Nk, gk) ⊂ S
3
+ be one half of

a reflection-symmetric minimal surface embedded by first eigenfunctions in
S
3, conformally equivalent to a balanced domain Ωk = S

2 \ Dk with Dk =
k
⋃

i=1
Dri(xi) as in the previous subsection, with

8π − µ̄(Nk, gk) =: δk,

and Φk : Ωk → Nk ⊂ S
3
+ giving the conformal harmonic embedding. In

particular, note that λN1 (Nk, gk) = λD1 (Nk, gk) = 2.
As in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we begin with the observation that the

standard inclusion I : S2 → R
3 satisfies

Qk(Φ, I) ≤
√

δk‖dΦ‖L2(Ωk)
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for any Φ: Ωk → R
3, where

Qk(Φ, G) :=

∫

Ωk

〈dΦ, dG〉gk − 2〈Φ, G〉 dvgk .

In particular, letting Φ denote the L2(dvgk) projection of I|Ωk
onto the

complement of the first Neumann eigenspace for ∆gk , we deduce that

(6.3) (1− 2/λN4 (Nk))
2‖Φ‖2W 1,2(gk)

≤ Cδk.

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

Lemma 6.2. There are constants c > 0 and ǫ > 0 such that if (Nk, gk)
is a sequence satisfying the preceding assumptions with δ(Nk, gk) ≤ ǫ

k , then

λN4 (Nk, gk)− 2 > c.

Proof. Let φk,j be the jth Neumann eigenfunction for the Laplacian on
(Nk, gk) ∼= (Ωk, gk), normalized so that

∫

Ωk

φk,jφk,l dvgk = δjl.

Note that φk,j corresponds to an even eigenfunction on the closed minimal
surface M in S

3 obtained by doubling Nk, and a straightforward variant of
the mean value computations in [CM11, Section 3.3] for the function φ2k,j
lead to an L∞ estimate of the form

(6.4) φk,j(p)
2 ≤ Ceλj

∫

Ωk

φ2k,j dvgk = Ceλj .

For completeness let us provide a proof of (6.4). Fix a point p ∈ M and
consider the vector field Xp(x) = (x− p) = −∇hp,r, where hp,r(x) = 1

2(r
2 −

|x− p|2) and note that

〈Xp(x), x〉 = 1− 〈x, p〉 = 1

2
|x− p|2 on M.

One then has

2

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg =

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2k,jdivM (Xp) dvg =

∫

M∩Br(p)
divM (φ2k,jXp) + 〈∇φ2k,j,∇hp,r〉 dvg =

∫

M∩Br(p)
divM (φ2k,jXp + hp,r∇φ2k,j) + 2λjhp,rφ

2
k,j − 2hp,rφ

2
k,j dvg ≤

∫

M∩∂Br(p)
φ2k,j|(x− p)T | dsg +

∫

M∩Br(p)

(

φ2k,j|x− p|2 + 2λjhp,rφ
2
k,j

)

dsg ≤

r
d

dr

(

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg

)

+ (1 + λj) r
2

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dsg.
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Dividing by r3 we obtain

d

dr

(

1

r2

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg

)

≥ −(1 + λj)
1

r

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg.

Setting g(r) = 1
r2

∫

M∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg this implies that for r ≤ 1

d

dr
(ln g(r)) ≥ −(1 + λj)

Integrating on [0, 1] and noting that g(0) = πφ2k,j(p) completes the proof

of (6.4).
Now, to prove the lemma, assume for a contradiction that there ex-

ists a sequence εk → 0 and (Nk, gk) as above such that δk < εk/k but
λN4 (Nk, gk) → 2 as k → ∞. We will obtain a contradiction by showing
that φk,j converge in L2(S2) as k → ∞ to eigenfunctions φj of the standard

Laplacian with eigenvalue lim
k→∞

λNj (Nk, gk), such that

∫

S2

φjφl dvg0 = δjl,

forcing lim λNj (Nk, gk) to coincide with the j-th eigenvalue of the Laplacian

on S
2, giving the desired contradiction.

First, we observe that the sequence {λNj (Nk, gk)}k is bounded. To show

this, use the restrictions of eigenfunctions on S
2 to Ωk together with (6.1)

to conclude that lim supλNj (Nk, gk) ≤ λj(S
2, g0). Then, we check that,

for a fixed j, the sequence φk,j extended by 0 to L2(S2) is precompact in
L2(S2, g0). Using linear cutoff functions, it is easy to find ρk ∈ Lipc(Ωk; [0, 1])

such that ρk ≡ 1 on S
2 \⋃k

i=1D2ri(xi) and

∫

S2

|dρk|g0 dvg0 ≤ C
k
∑

i=1

ri ≤ C
√

kδk < C
√
εk ≤ C,

which together with (6.4) and the obvious bound
∫

Ωk

|dφk,j |g0 dvg0 ≤ C
√

λNj (Nk, gk)

yields the uniform W 1,1(S2, g0) bound

‖ρkφk,j‖W 1,1(S2,g0) ≤ Cj

for ρkφk. By the compactness of the embedding W 1,1(S2) → L1(S2), it
follows that ρkφk,j is precompact in L1(S2), as k → ∞, and since

∫

Ωk

(1− ρk)|φk,j | dvg0 ≤ C‖φk,j‖L∞

k
∑

i=1

r2i ≤ Cjδk,

we deduce that φk,j is precompact in L1(S2) as well. And since (6.4) gives
a uniform L∞ bound for φk,j as k → ∞, it follows that φk,j is in fact
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precompact in Lp(S2) for every p ∈ [1,∞), in particular p = 2. Passing to a
subsequence, we let φj ∈ L∞(S2) be the L2-limit of φk,j.

Next, we argue that the sequence {φj} is orthonormal in L2(S2, g0). In-
deed, it follows from (6.1) that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ωk

φk,jφk,l dvg0 − δjl

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ωk

φk,jφk,l (dvg0 − dvgk)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤

C
√

δk‖φk,jφk,l‖W 1,2(Ωk,g0) ≤ Cjl
√

δk,

where in the last line we used the L∞ control (6.4) to get uniformW 1,2(S2, g0)
control on the product φk,jφk,l. Since the right-hand side vanishes as k → ∞,
it follows from the strong L2(S2) convergence φk,j → φj that

∫

S2

φjφl dvg0 = δjl,

as claimed.
We finish the proof by showing that φj is a Laplace eigenfunction with

eigenvalue lim
k→∞

λNj (Nk, gk). For any fixed ψ ∈ C∞(S2), we compute

∫

φj(∆ψ) = lim
k→∞

∫

Ωk

φk,j(∆g0ψ) dvg0

= lim

∫

Ωk

(d∗(φk,jdψ) + 〈dψ, dφk,j〉) dvg0

= lim

∫

Ωk

〈dψ, dφk,j〉 dvg0 − lim

∫

∂Ωk

φk,j
∂ψ

∂ν
dsg0 .

Now, the second term in the last line is bounded in absolute value by
limk→∞ ‖φk,j‖L∞‖dψ‖C0 |∂Ωk|, which together with the L∞ bound (6.4) and
the estimate

|∂Ωk| ≤ C

k
∑

i=1

ri ≤ C
√

kǫk < C
√

δk

implies
∫

S2

φj(∆ψ) dvg0 = lim
k→∞

∫

Ωk

〈dψ, dφk,j〉gk dvgk = lim
k→∞

λNj (Nk, gk)

∫

Ωk

ψφk,j dvgk .

Finally, since ψφk,j is uniformly bounded in W 1,2 as k → ∞, we can appeal
to (6.1) to see that

lim
k→∞

∫

Ωk

ψφk,j dvgk = lim
k→∞

∫

Ωk

ψφk,j dvg0 =

∫

S2

ψφj dvg0 ,

and, therefore,
∫

S2

φj(∆g0ψ) dvg0 =

(

lim
k→∞

λNj (Nk, gk)

)
∫

S2

φjψ dvg0 ,

as claimed. �
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Let Ψk = (F 1
k , F

2
k , F

3
k ) be the map given by the first three coordinate

functions of the minimal embedding Fk : Ωk → S
3
+, so that the components

of Ψk form a basis of the λN1 (Nk, gk)-eigenspace. It then follows from (6.3)
that there exists a matrix Ak such that

(6.5) ‖I −AkΨk‖2W 1,2(Ωk,gk)
≤ Cδk.

In particular, this implies that Ak ∈ GL3(R) for large enough k. Indeed,
otherwise there exists ξk ∈ S

2 such that 〈I, ξk〉 is pointwise orthogonal to
AkΨk, so that by Lemma 6.1 one has

‖I −AkΨk‖2W 1,2(Ωk ,gk)
≥ ‖d〈I, ξk〉‖2L2(Ωk)

=
2

3
Area(Ωk, g0) ≥

8π − δk
3

,

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

‖Ψk −A−1
k I‖2W 1,2(Ωk ,gk)

≤ Cδk|A−1
k |2,

and recalling that for any 3 × 3 matrix M , the Hilbert-Schmidt norm |M |
can be computed by

|M |2 =
1

2π

∫

x∈S2

∣

∣M |TxS2
∣

∣

2
dvg0 ,

it follows that
∣

∣A−1
k

∣

∣

2 ≤ 1

2π

∫

Ωk

|A−1
k dI|2g0 dvg0 + Cδk

∣

∣A−1
k

∣

∣

2

≤ C ′δk
∣

∣A−1
k

∣

∣

2
+ C ′

∫

Ωk

|dΨk|2g0 dvg0 ,

therefore, |A−1
k | ≤ C as ǫk → 0. In particular, writing

αk := |A−1
k dI|g0 ≤ 2

∣

∣A−1
k

∣

∣

2 ≤ C,

we deduce that

(6.6) ‖|dΨk|g0 − αk‖2L2(Ωk)
≤ Cδk.

As a corollary of these estimates and Lemma 6.1, we have the following
result, which implies that Nk must lie close to the equator {x4 = 0} if
δk = o(1/k).

Proposition 6.3. Let x4 be the height coordinate in S
3
+ =

{

x ∈ S
3 | x4 ≥ 0

}

.

Then for a free boundary minimal surface (Nk, gk) ⊂ S
3
+ as above, we have

∫

Nk

x4 dvgk ≤ C
√

δkk.

Proof. Let φk = x4 ◦ Fk ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ωk) under the conformal identification

Fk : Ωk → Nk, so that
∫

Ωk
φk =

∫

Nk
x4. Using linear cutoffs, it is easy to

construct a function

ψ : S2 → [0, 1]
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such that ψ ≡ 1 on D =
⋃k
i=1Dri(xi), ψ ∈ C∞

c

(

⋃k
i=1D2ri(xi)

)

, and

‖dψ‖2L2 ≤ Ck.

Since 1− ψ = 0 on ∂Ωk, we then have

0 =

∫

Ωk

div([1− ψ]∇φk) dvgk =

∫

Ωk

2(1 − ψ)φk dvgk −
∫

Ωk

〈dψ, dφk〉,

so that by Lemma 6.1 one has
∫

Ωk

φk dvgk =

∫

Ωk

ψφk dvgk +
1

2

∫

Ωk

〈dψ, dφk〉 ≤
∫

Ωk

ψφk
1

2
|dFk|2g0 dvg0 +

1

2

∫

Ωk

|dψ|g0 |dFk|g0 dvg0 + C
√

δk‖ψφk‖W 1,2(Ωk,g0) ≤

‖dFk‖2L2(supp(ψ)) + ‖dψ‖L2‖dFk‖L2(supp(ψ)) + C(1 + ‖dψ‖L2).

Thus, to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

‖dFk‖2L2(supp(ψ)) ≤ Cδk.

To this end, notice that the conformality of Fk forces

1

2
|dFk|2 ≤ |dΨk|2,

and by (6.6), we have
∫

supp(ψ)
|dΨk|2 ≤ Cδk + C Areag0(supp(ψ))

≤ Cδk + C

k
∑

i=1

r2i ≤ C ′δk,

where in the last step we used Lemma 6.1. �

With Proposition 6.3 in place, Theorem 1.9 follows almost immediately.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Let N ⊂ S
3
+ 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 6.3 above, with N = Nk, 4π −
|Nk| = 1

2δk, and χ(Nk) = 2− k, and Prposition 6.3 gives the estimate
∫

N
x4 ≤ C

√

1 + |χ(N)|
√

4π − |N |.

The desired estimate follows by noting that dist∂S3
+
≤ Cx4 in S

3
+. �

Moreover, with Theorem 1.9 in place, we can now prove the second part
of Theorem 1.5, showing that 1

2Λ1(M,Γ) ≤ 8π − C2

|χ(M)| for basic reflection

pairs (M,Γ) of Scherk type.
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Proof of Theorem 1.5 completed. Let (M,Γ) be a basic reflection pair of
Scherk type; then, by definition, there is a reflection τ1 ∈ Γ such that, for
any g ∈ MetΓ(M), the fundamental domain of τ1 in (M,g) is conformally
equivalent to S

2 \D, where D is a union of disks centered on an equator. In
particular, note that reflection across this equator in S

2 gives a conformal
automorphism τ2 ∈ Conf(M,g) which commutes with τ1, with respect to
which (M, 〈τ2〉) is also a basic reflection surface.

Now, suppose gmax ∈ MetΓ(M) is the metric realizing Λ1(M,Γ). Since
(M,gmax) is isometrically embedded in S

3 by first eigenfunctions and the
map τ2 : (M,gmax) → (M,gmax) is conformal, it follows from [MR86, The-
orem 1] that τ2 is an isometry. In particular, letting Γ̄ be the group gen-
erated by Γ ∪ {τ2}, we see that in fact gmax ∈ MetΓ̄(M), and (M,gmax)
realizes Λ1(M, Γ̄) = Λ1(M,Γ), so we can assume without loss of generality
that τ2 ∈ Γ.

It then follows that the associated minimal surface M ⊂ S
3 is symmetric

with respect to the reflections across two orthogonal great spheres S1, S2
corresponding to Fix(τ1) and Fix(τ2), respectively. Since M is a basic re-
flection surface with respect to either reflection, it follows from Theorem 1.9
that

∫

M
distSi ≤ C

√

1 + |χ(M)|
√

8π − |M |

with respect to either of the orthogonal great spheres S1 and S2. On the
other hand, one can see that there is a universal constant c0 > 0 such that

∫

M
(distS1

+ distS2
) ≥ c0.

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 S1 ∩ S2,
which is clearly impossible.

Hence, any Scherk-type basic reflection surface must have

√

1 + |χ(M)| ·
√

8π − 1

2
Λ1(M,Γ) ≥ c0

C
,

giving the desired estimate. �

7. Stability and upper bounds in the Steklov setting

Let N+ ⊂ B
3
+ be one half of a free boundary minimal surface (N, g) ⊂ B

3

by first Steklov eigenfunctions symmetric with respect to reflection across
xy-plane, so that σ1(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 (Ω, g) on a domain Ω = D\D as in Section 5, where
D = ∪nj=1Drj (xj) is a collection of disks and half-disks.
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Setting Γ0 := ∂D ∩ D and Γ1 := ∂Ω \ Γ0, we can assume moreover that
the identity map I : D → D is balanced along Γ1, in the sense that

∫

Γ1

Idsg = 0,

by applying a conformal automorphism of D. Set δ(N) := 2π − Lg(Γ1).

Lemma 7.1. The set D = ∪nj=1Drj (xj) satisfies an estimate of the form

(7.1) Area(D, g0) ≤ Cδ(N)

for a universal constant C > 0. Furthermore, for any φ ∈W 1,2(Ω),

(7.2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

∂Ω
φ〈x, νg0〉dsg0 −

∫

Γ1

φdsg

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
√

δ(N)‖φ‖
W 1,2

g0
(Ω)
.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma 6.1.
Since the quadratic form

Q(Φ,Φ) :=

∫

Ω
|dΦ|2 −

∫

Γ1

|Φ|2dsg,

is nonnegative definite on balanced maps in W 1,2(Ω,R2), and the identity
map I : D → D is balanced on Γ1, we have

0 ≤ Q(I, I) = 2Areag0(Ω)− Lg(Γ1) ≤ 2π

(

1− c
n
∑

j=1

r2j

)

− Lg(Γ1),

so that

2πc
n
∑

j=1

r2j ≤ 2π − Lg(Γ1) = δ(N)

as claimed in (7.1). Furthermore, for any map Φ: Ω → R
2, the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality for Q gives

(7.3) |Q(Φ, I)| ≤ ‖dΦ‖L2(Ω)

√

δ(N).

Taking Φ = φI for φ ∈ C∞(Ω) in this inequality gives
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω
(2φ+ 〈x, dφ〉)dx −

∫

Γ1

φdsg

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
√

δ(N)‖φ‖W 1,2
g0

(Ω),

and noting that 2φ+ 〈x, dφ〉 = div(φx), it follows in particular that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

∂Ω
φ〈x, νg0〉dsg0 −

∫

Γ1

φdsg

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
√

δ(N)‖φ‖
W 1,2

g0
(Ω)
. �

As an easy application, we can obtain coarse exponential lower bounds for
δ in terms of the topology of N , from which the upper bounds in Theorems
1.12 and 1.13 follow.

Proposition 7.2. The gap δ = 2π − Lg((∂N)+) has a lower bound of the
form

δ ≥ e−Cn,

where C is a universal constant.
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Proof. Let N+
∼= (Ω, g) as above, and let φ be the same log cutoff function

as in the proof of Corollary 6.2, i.e. such that

φ ≡ 0 on D, φ ≡ 1 on D \
n
⋃

j=1

D√
rj (xj),

and

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
n
∑

j=1

C

| log rj |

By (7.1) one has
∑

j r
2
j ≤ Cδ, so setting r = max{rj}, we must have r2 ≤ Cδ.

As a result,

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω) ≤
Cn

| log(Cδ)| .

On the other hand, since σD1 (N+) = 1, we have

‖dφ‖2L2(Ω) ≥
∫

Γ1

φ2 dsg,

while applying (7.2) with the test function φ2 gives

∫

Γ1

φ2 dsg ≥
∫

Γ1

φ2 dsg0 − C
√
δ

(

π +
n

| log(Cδ)|

)1/2

,

so combining all the estimates above gives

Cn

| log(Cδ)| ≥
∫

Γ1

φ2 dsg0 − C
√
δ

(

π +
n

| log(Cδ)|

)1/2

,

while
∫

Γ1

φ2 dvg0 ≥ 2π − C
n
∑

j=1

rj ≥ 2π − C
√
nδ.

Keeping in mind that δ tends to 0 as n→ ∞, it follows that for sufficiently
large n,

C ′n
− log(Cδ)

≥ 1, or δ ≥ Ce−Cn ≥ e−C
′n

as claimed. �

We observe that one always has n = k+ γ or n = k+ γ− 1 depending on
whether there are half-circles present. Thus, the bound in Proposition 7.2 is
indeed in terms of topology of N , and the upper bounds in Theorems 1.12
and 1.13 follow immediately.
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7.1. Convergence to disks. Next, we show that if the gap δ = 2π−Lg(Γ1)
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 (7.3) where Φ denotes the L2(Γ1, dsg)-projection of I|Γ1

onto
the orthogonal complement of the first Steklov eigenfunctions, we obtain an
estimate of the form

(7.4)

(

1− 1

σN3 (N+)

)2

‖Φ‖2W 1,2(Ω,g) ≤ Cδ.

Lemma 7.3. Let N+ be as above. There exists c > 0 and ε > 0 such that
σN3 (N+)− 2 > c > 0 for N+ as long as δ < ε

n .

Proof. The strategy of the proof is the same as for Lemma 6.2. Denote by
φn,j the jth eigenvalue of the mixed Steklov-Neumann problem on (Ω,Γ1)
with respect to the induced metric g, normalized so that

∫

Γ1

φn,jφn,l dsg = δjl.

As in the closed case, we can obtain uniform L∞ estimates for φn,j via a
mean-value identity, as follows. Doubling N+ to obtain a free boundary
minimal surface N ⊂ B

3, recall that φn,j extends to a Steklov eigenfunction
with eigenvalue σj = σNj (N+). Fix a point p ∈ ∂N and consider the vector
field

Xp(x) := (x− p) = −∇hp,r,
where hp,r(x) :=

1
2(r

2 − |x− p|2), and note that

DXp = Id,

and

〈Xp(x), x〉 = 1− 〈x, p〉 = 1

2
|x− p|2 on ∂B3.

Recalling that φ2n,j is subharmonic on N , we then compute

2

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2n,j dvg =

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2n,jdivN (Xp) dvg =

∫

N∩Br(p)
divN (φ

2
n,jXp) + 〈∇φ2n,j,∇hp,r〉 dvg =

∫

N∩Br(p)
divN (φ

2
n,jXp + hp,r∇φ2k,j) + hp,r∆φ

2
n,j dvg ≤

∫

N∩∂Br(p)
φ2n,j|(x− p)T | dsg +

∫

∂N∩Br(p)

(

φ2n,j
1

2
|x− p|2 + 2σjhp,rφ

2
n,j

)

dsg ≤

r
d

dr

(

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2n,j dvg

)

+

(

1

2
+ σj

)

r2
∫

∂N∩Br(p)
φ2n,j dsg.
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Dividing through by r3 and rearranging, we then have

(7.5)
d

dr

(

1

r2

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg

)

≥ −
(

1

2
+ σj

)

1

r

∫

∂N∩Br(p)
φ2n,j dsg.

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) |∂N ∩B r
2
(p)| ≤ C

r
|N ∩Br(p)| ≤ C ′r.

Proof. Let us first apply divergence theorem on N ∩Br(p) to the vector field
Yp,r(x) = hp,r(x)x, which yields

3

8
r2|∂N ∩B r

2
(p)| ≤

∫

∂N∩Br(p)
hp,r dsg =

∫

N∩Br(p)
2hp,r − 〈x, x− p〉 dvg ≤ (r2 + r)|N ∩Br(p)|,

which proves the first inequality in (7.6) after dividing by r2.
To prove the second part, we apply (7.5) to the constant eigenfunction to

obtain
d

dr

(

1

r2
|N ∩Br(p)|

)

≥ − C

(2r)2
|N ∩B2r(p)|.

Denote g(r) = r−2|N ∩ Br(p)| and let r∗ be the point, where g(r) achieves
its maximum. Integrating the previous inequality on [r∗, s] gives

g(s) + C(s− r∗)g(r∗) ≥ g(r∗).

Setting s = r∗ +
1
2C ≥ 1

2C gives

‖g‖∞ = g(r∗) ≤ 2g(s) ≤ 8C2 Area(N)

as claimed. �

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 (7.5) and using that σj ≥ 1 for j ≥ 1 we arrive at

d

dr

(

1

r2

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg

)

≥ −Cσj‖φk,j‖2L∞ ,

and integrating over r ∈ [0, δ] gives an estimate of the form

φk,j(p)
2 ≤ Cδσj‖φk,j‖2L∞ +

C

δ2

∫

N∩Br(p)
φ2k,j dvg.

In particular, letting p be a maximum point for φ2k,j and taking δ = 1
2Cσj

,

we arrive at an estimate of the form

‖φk,j‖2L∞ ≤ C ′σ2j

∫

N
φ2k,j dvg ≤ C ′σ2j ,
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where the last inequality follows from an application of the Green’s formula
∫

N
φ2k,j dvg = −1

4

∫

N
φ2k,j∆g(|x|2) dvg =

1

2

∫

N
|dφk,j |2|x|2 dvg −

1

2
(σj − 1)

∫

∂N
φ2k,j dsg ≤

∫

∂N
φ2k,j dsg.

With the L∞-bound established the rest of the proof is analogous to the
closed case. �

Now, let Ψn : Ω → D
2 be the map given by composing the first two

coordinate functions x1, x2 on N+ ⊂ B3
+ with the conformal identification

F : Ω → N+, so that the coordinates of Ψn span the σN1 -eigenspace of (Ω, g).
It follows from (7.4) that there exists a matrix An such that

‖I −AnΨn‖2W 1,2(Ω) ≤ Cδn.

Similarly to the Laplacian case, this implies An ∈ GL2(R). Thus, we can
rewrite the previous inequality as

‖A−1
n −Ψn‖2W 1,2(Ω) ≤ Cδn‖A−1

n ‖2

and using the trivial identity

|A−1
n |2 = 1

π

∫

x∈D2

|A−1
n |2 dx,

we can argue as in Section 6.1 that

|A−1
n | ≤ C

for δn < c0 sufficiently small. As a consequence, we obtain the estimate

‖Ψ−A−1
n I‖2W 1,2(Ω) ≤ Cδn.

In particular, one has αn = |A−1
n dI|g0 ≤ C such that

(7.7) ‖|dΨ|g0 − αn‖2L2
g0

(Ω) ≤ Cδn.

As an application, we have the following, which implies that N+ must lie
close to the disk {x3 = 0} if δn = o(1/n).

Proposition 7.5. For N+ ⊂ B
3
+ as above, whose double is the free boundary

minimal surface N ⊂ B3, the height coordinate x3 satisfies
∫

∂N
|x3| ≤ C

√

nδn.

Proof. The proof is similar to the closed case. Let φ = x3 ◦F ∈W 1,2(Ω), so
that φ is the first eigenfunction for the mixed Steklov-Dirichlet problem on
(Ω,Γ1). Using linear cutoffs, construct a function ψ : D2 → [0, 1] such that
ψ ≡ 1 on D, ψ vanishes outside 2D, the disks of twice the radius, and

‖dψ‖2L2(Ω) ≤ Cn.
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We then have
∫

Γ1

(1− ψ)φdsg =

∫

Ω
div((1 − ψ)dφ) dvg = −

∫

Ω
〈dψ, dφ〉g dvg,

and combining this with multiple applications of (7.2) and (7.1),
∫

Γ1

φdsg =

∫

Γ1

ψφdsg −
∫

Ω
〈dψ, dφ〉g dvg ≤

∫

∂Ω
ψφ〈x, νg0〉dsg0 + C

√

δn‖ψφ‖W 1,2
g0

(Ω) + ‖dψ‖L2‖dφ‖L2(supp(ψ)) ≤

C

n
∑

i=1

ri + C
√

δn + C‖dψ‖L2

(

√

δn + ‖dφ‖L2(supp(ψ))

)

≤

C ′√nδn + C
√
n‖dφ‖L2(supp(ψ)).

Thus, to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

‖dφ‖2L2(supp(ψ)) ≤ Cδn.

To this end, again note that conformality of F : Ω → N+ implies

|dφ|2 ≤ |dΨ|2,
and combining this with (7.7) gives

∫

supp(ψ)
|dφ|2g0 dvg0 ≤ C(δn +Areag0(supp(ψ)) ≤ C

(

δn +
n
∑

i=1

r2i

)

,

which together with (7.1) gives the desired estimate. �

In particular, if N ⊂ B
3 is a free boundary minimal embedding by first

Steklov eigenfunctions which is a basic reflection surface with respect to
reflection about the plane P ⊂ R

3, note that the term δn in Proposition 7.5
is exactly δ = 2π − 2|∂N | = 2π − |N |, while n ≤ C(1 + |χ(N)|). Thus, the
conclusion of Proposition 7.5 can be recast as

∫

∂N
distP ≤ C

√

2π − |N |
√

1 + |χ(N)|,

completing the proof of Theorem 1.18 from the introduction. Finally, we
conclude with the proof of Theorem 1.15, identifying a family of free bound-
ary minimal surfaces with prescribed Euler characteristic, whose asymptotic
behavior resembles that of the Lawson surfaces in S

3.

Proof of Theorem 1.15. For each γ ∈ N ∪ {0} and k ∈ {1, 2}, we construct
a family of basic reflection surfaces (N,Γ) with Γ ∼= Z2 × Z2 as follows.
Consider a domain Ω ⊂ D given by removing γ disks from the interior of
D with centers along the axis {y = 0} and k = 1 or 2 disks with centers
in {(1, 0), (−1, 0)}, and set Ω+ = Ω ∩ {y ≥ 0}. Doubling Ω across ∂Ω \ ∂D
then gives a compact surface Nγ,k with genus γ and k boundary compo-
nents, admitting two commuting reflections τ1, τ2 ∈ Diff(N) such that Ω is
a fundamental domain for τ1, while Ω

+ ∪ τ1Ω+ is a fundamental domain for
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τ2. In particular, we then see that Nγ,k is a basic reflection surface with
respect to both τ1 and τ2.

Setting Γ = 〈τ1, τ2〉 ≤ Diff(Nγ,k), we can apply [KKMS24, Theorem 9.15,
item (6)] to deduce the existence of an embedded free boundary minimal sur-
face Nγ,k ⊂ B

3 of genus γ and k boundary components realizing Σ1(Nγ,k,Γ).
Moreover, there is a pair of orthogonal planes P1, P2 ⊂ R

3 such that τi is
induced by the reflection through Pi, and an application of Theorem 1.18
forces

∫

∂Nγ,k

distPi ≤ C
√

2π − |Nγ,k|
√

1 + γ

for both i = 1 and i = 2. Similarly to the closed case there is a universal
constant c0 > 0 such that

c0 ≤
∫

∂Nγ,k

distP1
+ distP2

independent of γ, and it follows that

2π − |Nγ,k| ≥
c1

1 + γ

for some c1 > 0, as claimed. �
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