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ON THE LOWEST EIGENVALUE OF LAPLACE OPERATORS WITH MIXED
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ABSTRACT. In this paper we consider a Robin-type Laplace operatooomtled domains. We study
the dependence of its lowest eigenvalue on the boundaryitmmrmland its asymptotic behaviour in
shrinking and expanding domains. For convex domains wélksiawo-sided estimates on the lowest
eigenvalues in terms of the inradius and of the boundaryitiond.
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1. Introduction

Let Q ¢ RY be a bounded domain. Given a measurable functiord) — R, we consider the

gquadratic form
/ \Vu|? da —I—/ o |ul? dv, (1.1
Q a0

wheredv denotes thé N — 1) dimensional surface measure@f. If 2 is regular enough and if €
LN=1(09), then by the boundary trace imbedding theorems, equéatidi l§2low, it follows that the
quadratic form[(I11) is closed ol '(2) and generates ih?(£2) a unique self-adjoint operator, the
so-called Robin-Laplacian. The case= +oo then corresponds to the Dirichlet boundary conditions
while by choosingr = 0 we get the Neumann boundary conditions.

The lowest eigenvalue of the Robin-Laplacian, which we tethy A, (o, €2), is the main object
of our interest. Problems related to the Robin-Laplaciaretizeen intensively studied in the litera-
ture. Among other questions, various problems such as Faiadin inequalities, Hardy inequalities,
monotonicity properties of the lowest eigenvalue, and canspn between Robin and Dirichlet or
Neumann eigenvalues were considered in the literaturdBede/Bo2 [BG[ CU| Dall, Daz, G5, KL,
[LP,[PW/Ph| Sp1, Sp2].

The purpose of the present paper is twofold. First we wiltgtthe dependence of the lowest
eigenvalue of the Robin-Laplacian on the functior\We start by addressing the following question:
which functionsoe maximise (or minimise)\; (o, 2) among all positive functions from!(9) with
a fixed integral mean and with a support contained in a ptesgrsubset of the boundary? It turns
out that while the minimisingr generically does not exist, the maximising function exatsl is
unique. An explicit description is given in Theorém13.3. Nexre would like to know how big
the resulting maximum is. Sharp two-sided estimates ondghegponding maximal eigenvalue are
given in Propositions 317, 3.8 and Corollary 3.11.

In the second part of the paper we will study the propertie, 6F, 2) for a fixedo. In Theorem
[4.1 it will be shown that, contrary to the lowest eigenvalfithe Dirichlet-Laplacian); (o, 2) scales

in a different way when the domain shrinks to zero respectively whé&hblows up to infinity. We
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then prove a two-sided bound fag (o, 2) on convex domains with constast In particular, we will
show that
g
A Q) <X ———— 2 conve constan
10, 2) Ro(1+ 0 Rq) [ Xo ¥

whereRq, is the inradius of?, see Theorein 4.4.

2. Preliminaries
Throughout the paper will always assume that the followiogdition is satisfied:

Assumption 2.1. 2 is an open bounded and connected set with a boundary whisfiesathe strong
local Lipschitz condition, see e.d. [Ad, Chap.4].

Under the above assumption a trace operator is well defindd'¢f). More precisely, we have

{ <2AN-1)/(N-2) if N>2,

< 40 if N=2 (1)

ullLaae) < C llull gy,
with a compact imbedding. This follows from standard Sobadtabedding theorems and trace
inequalities, see e.g/ [Ad, Thm.5.22]. For a givenc L!'(9) we then consider the functional
Q[o, -] on H'(Q) defined by

Qlo ] = fQ |Vu(z)? de + fBQ a(s)|u(s)|> dv(s) 2.2)

HUH%2(Q)

if the right hand side is finite and k[, u| = +o0c otherwise. Let

)‘1(07 Q) = ue}'—llllf(ﬂ) Q[Ua U] (23)
Lemma 2.2. Let o € L*(0R2) and assume that o > 0. Then the functional Q|o, -] admits a positive
minimiser 1) € H'(Q)) which satisfies

— A=A (0, Q)Y in Q, O +0o1v =0 ae on 0, (2.4)
where 0, denotes the outer normal derivative.

Proof. Let{u;};en be a minimising sequence f@{o, - |. Without loss of generality we assume that
ujll 12y = 1 forall j € N. Since{u;} is bounded int(Q2), there exists a subsequence, which
we still denote byu; and a functiony € H'(Q) such that:; — 1 weakly in H1(£2). Next, from the
compactness of the imbeddidf () — L*(99), seel(Z1), it follows that the trace of converges
strongly in L2(992) to the trace ofy. Therefore we can find a subsequeree} C {u;} such that
vilao — 1|aq almost everywhere of2. By the weak lower semicontinuity of, [Vu|? and the
Fatou Lemma we thus obtain

liminf Qlo, v;] > Qo ¥).

j—o00
Hencey is a minimiser ofQ[o, - |. From the fact tha@|o, v] > Q]o, [¢|] it follows thaty) > 0in €.
Therefore, by Harnack inequality > 0 in 2. The Euler-Lagrange equation fQ{c, - | then gives

2.4). O

Remark 2.3. The assumptiomw > 0 in the above Lemma is necessary. Indeeds i€ L'(09)
changes sign, then the functior@|o, -] might not even be bounded from below
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3. Optimising problem for \;(c, )

In this section we will only assume that< o € L'(92). Note that although this condition does
not guarantee the finiteness@fc, u] for all u € H'(Q2), the quantity\; (c, 2) is well defined. Let
I" C 990 be a closed subset of the boundary (which might coincide &ith For a givenmn > 0 we
define

S = {aeLl(aQ) 0 >0, / o=m, suppagf}.
0N

Our goal is to study\; (¢, 2) as a functional of onX,,,. To start with we show that the functional
A1(+, ©) admits no minimum orx,,, whenN > 2.

3.1. The infimum.

Proposition 3.1. Let m > 0 and suppose that N > 2. Then (-, Q) has no minimiser on %,,, and
infyex,, Ai(0,2) =0.
Proof. In the sequel we denote ly(z, ) the open ball of radiug centred iz € RY. Lets, € 99
and lets,, > 0 be given by
3 -n
an(s):{ Szn if s € B(sp,27™)NoQ,

whereq,, is a positive constant chosen so thate >, for all n € N. Depending on the dimension
we construct a family of test functions, as follows:

elsewhere ,

—logn 1 1

n(x) = ———=——  on B(sp,—) N, =1 onQ\B(sp,—), N=2.
Un () Toz(lz — sa) (s0. ) u \ B(so, )
1 1

up () = nlz — so on B(so,ﬁ) naQ, u, =1 on Q\ B(so, E)’ N > 3.

Thenu,, € H(Q) for all n € N and a direct calculation shows that
lim Qoy,u,] = 0.

n—o0
This proves thainf,cx,, Ai(0,Q2) = 0. To show that the infimum is not attained, assume that
o € Y, m > 0. Then there exists an> 0 andy. C I' such thatr > € on~. andv(y.) > 0. By
the Poincaré inequality

/Q V(@) do + ¢ / u(s)2 du(s) > ez [[ul2a 0

£

for somec. > 0 and allu € H'(92). Hence);(, Q) > 0 for anyo € X, with m > 0. O

The assumptiodlV > 2 in Propositiorf 3.1l is crucial, see Sectfon]3.3 for relatesilts in dimension
one.

3.2. The supremum. The main object of our interest here is the quantity

Ai(m, Q) = sup Ai(0,Q), (3.1)

O'EEm

and the functions € X, which realises the above supremum. It will be showen thatfraogy to
inf,ex,, A1(0o, ), the supremuni; (m, ?) is achieved orx,,. We will give an explicit characteri-
sation of the maximising, and prove sharp two-sided estimates for the related méxigenvalue
in terms ofm and the volume of). The existence of the maximisingin (3.1) is related to the
following simple observation:
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If 6 € %, is such that the corresponding minimigeof Q|[5, - | is constant on T, thenA;(m, Q) =

A1(6,Q). Indeed, for any € X, we then have

ueihllllf(ﬂ) Q[O’, u] < Q[O’, ﬁ] - Q[&ﬂ ﬁ’] =\ (&7 Q) (3.2)

It thus suffices to find a suitable candidate #orTo do so, we consider the corresponding limiting
problem forc — oo, which is associated with the Laplace operatehl, in L2(Q) subject to
Dirichlet boundary conditions ofi and to Neumann boundary conditions@n\ I". More precisely,
—Ag is generated by the closed quadratic form

Orfu] = /Q Vu(@)Pde,  D(Qr) = fuc H(Q) : ulr = 0}. (3.3)

The compactness of the imbeddibgQr) < L?(£2) implies that the spectrum ef AL is purely
discrete. LetF;(I") be the non-decreasing sequence of its eigenvalues apd ket the associated
normalised eigenfunctions. Hence

Ei(T') = min Ql;i[u] (3.4)
ueD(Qr) Hu||L2(Q)

If I has a positive measure, then in view of the Poincaré ingguwe¢ haveE; (I') > 0. Recall that
the operator domaib(—AL) of — AL satisfies

D(-AL) C{ueH*(Q) : ulr=0 A dhulpor =0 a.e.}. (3.5)
Now for ¢ € (0, E;(T")) we define
Us = (—Ap = §)7'1,

wherel denotes the function identically equalliton (2. Since(—A%—f)‘1 IS positivity preserving,
we haveU; > 0 in €. Hence from the strong maximum principle and the fact (haﬁ% — &)1
mapsL?(£2) into D(—AL) it follows that

8nU§|F <0 and anUg‘aQ\F =0 a.e. (3.6)

Together withU; we introduce the functiod” : (0, £ (I")) — R given by

FO =€ [Uedstll, €€ 0B D) 3.7)
where|Q2| denotes the volume @?.
Lemma 3.2. The function F is a C? increasing convex bijection from (0, E1(T')) onto (0, 00).
Proof. Let
99 1= [ Vedo = (1, (<0 =) D1z,

so thatF(¢) = £2g(€) + £ |Q|. From the resolvent identity

(A =7 = (AL =) = (=€) (-Ap -7 (AL - &) (3.8)
we easily find out thay'(§) = ||U5H%2(Q) > 0. This shows tha#" is increasing. Moreover, using

(3.8) again we get
9"(€) =2(Ug, (A = &) 7" Ue) 1) > 0,
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which implies thatF" is convex. It remains to show thdt : (0, E1(I")) — (0,00) is surjective.
Obviously, F'(¢) — 0 as¢ — 0. On the other hand, using the explicit expression for thegiratl
kernel of(—AL — ¢)~! we obtain

1 2
9(&) = BT —¢ (/9901 dw) +0(1), &/ E(D). (3.9)
SinceF is continuous, it follows that” maps(0, £, (I')) onto (0, co). O

The above Lemma allows us to introduce the functjam (0, oo) given by
&(m)=FY(m), m>0. (3.10)
In view of Lemmd3.P we easily see th@is concave and mag$, o) onto (0, £4(T")).

Theorem 3.3. The supremum Ai(m,Q) = sup, ey, Ai(0, Q) is attained for any m > 0 and satisfies

Ay (m, Q) = A (0, Q) = E(m),  where oy = —§(m) OpUg(rm, (3.11)

)|aQ'

Moreover, the maximiser o, is unique in >,,.

Proof. As mentioned above, to prove that, is a maximiser it suffices to show that the minimiser of
the functionalQ|o.,, -] is constant oi’. Recall that/; € H?($2). From the imbeddind (21 1) we find
thato,,, € L'(9€2). Moreover, since-AUg () = £(m)Ug(m + 1, the Green formula and equations

(3.8), [3.10) yield

/ Omdv = — OnUg(m) dv = —§(m)/ AU () dx = F(§(m)) = m.
o0 o0 Q
This in combination with[(3]6) shows thaf, € X,,. Next we define
U := §(m) Ug(my + 1,
so that
— Ay =&E(m) uy, in Q, Onum + 0, =0 a.e. onofl. (3.12)

We claim thatu,, is a minimiser ofQ[o,,,-]. Indeed, by[(3.12) we hav@|c.,,u,,] = &(m).
Assume that\;(o,,, Q) < &£(m). Then in view of Lemma&2]2 there exists a positive minimiser
¥ of Qlonm, | which satisfies equation (2.4) with = o,,. This in combination with[{3.12) and
integration by parts implies that), u.,) 2oy = 0, which is in contradiction with the positivity af
andu,,. We thus conclude that; (o,,,,2) = £(m).

To show thatA; (m, Q) = A\ (o, Q) pick an arbitrarys € 33,,,. As already pointed out i (3.2),
using [2.8) and the fact that,, = 1 onT" we obtain

)‘1(07 Q) < Q[Uv ’LLm] = Q[vaum] = )‘l(o-mv Q) (313)

It remains to show the uniquenessogf. To this end suppose that (5,Q2) = A\ (o, 2) for some
g € X, By the same argument used [in_(3.13) we find out thais a minimiser ofQ[7, - |:

AM(om, Q) =M (0,9Q) < Q[7, um]| = Qlom, um] = A1 (om, Q).

By Lemma 2.2 it follows that,, satisfies the Euler-Lagrange equatibn (B.12) withreplaced by
o. Hences = —0,up,|r = 0., almost everywhere on. O
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Remark 3.4. A slightly different optimising problem for two-dimensiahdomains was studied
in [CU], where the authors addressed the question on whichgbdoundary one has to impose
Dirichlet boundary conditions to minimise or maximise tha/ést eigenvalue of a mixed Dirichlet-
Neumann boundary value problem.

3.3. The case N = 1. In the case of dimension one we ha&ve= (a, b) and
Ym =40 =(o(a),o(b)) : o(a), a(b) >0 A o(a)+ o(b) =m}.

Since Theorem 3|3 holds true in any dimension, the maxinasev, (-, ) is given by thats for
which the associated minimiserin (2.3) satisfies:(a) = u(b). In other words

(33)
Om =\|—=,—= .
m 272

On the other hand, the claim of Propositlon] 3.1 failéVif= 1 since the capacity of a point on one-
dimensional bounded intervals is positive. Consequethté/functional\; (o, 2) admits minimisers
on X, and the resulting minimum is positive for any > 0.

Proposition 3.5. Let Q2 = (a,b). Then for any m > 0 it holds
. 1 1.9
Ulergm)\l(O',Q) )\1(0'1,9) )\1(0'2,9) 7 (b a + 2m) s (3 14)

where o1 = (m,0) and o2 = (0, m).
Proof. We start by proving that; andc, are minimisers of\;(-,Q2) on%,,. Givenu € H'(a,b)
we seti(z) = u(a + b — z). Leto € ¥, and denote by, the positive normalised minimiser of
Q[o,-]. Itis easily seen that

ola) <o(b) = us(a) > uy(b), o(a) > o(b) = ug(a) < uy(b) (3.15)

This follows from the fact that it(a) < o(b) andw is such that < u(a) < u(b), thenQ[o, u] >
Qlo, 4]. The same argument proves the second implication inl(3.15).
Assume first thatr(a) > o(b). Then in view of [3.1b) and the fact thafa) + o(b) = m we get
M(01,9) < Qlot,us] = Mi(0,Q) + mug(a) — o(a) uz(a) — o(b) uz (b) < Mo, Q).
On the other hand, if(a) < o(b), then again with the help df (3.1L5) it follows that
M(01,9) < Qo1, 5] = (0, Q) + muz (b) — a(a) uz(a) — a(b) ug (b) < Mi(0, Q).

Henceo; is a minimiser ofA\;(-,2). The proof foroy is completely analogous. Obviously,
A (01,9Q) = A(02,9Q). To prove the inequality in(3.14) we note that for amyc H'(a,b) it

holds
/ab (w) - 2(&)2% _ /ab W s ) - 20)

x—a—i—ﬁ) (b—a+ﬁ)

1 u?(x)
- S a2 —
4/a (@—a+5l)2

where we have integrated by parts to evaluate the mixed tefoilows that

b b 2
/G|u’(x)|2dx—|—mu2(a) Zi/a #dm Yue H(a,b),

which yields the sought lower bound [0 (3114). O



LAPLACE OPERATOR WITH MIXED BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 7

Remark 3.6. It is clear from the proof of Propositidn_ 3.5 that and o5 are the only minimisers
of A\1(+,€2). Note also that the explicit form af, and o9 is reminiscent of the properties os the
sequence, used in the proof of Propositidn 3.1.

3.4. The maximal eigenvalue A;(m,2). Theoren{ 3B gives us information about the asymptotic
behaviour ofA; (m, ) for m — 0 as well as forn — oo. Indeed by[(3.9)

lim Al(m, Q) = El (F) (316)

m—ro0

Moreover, by LemmA3]2 it follows thalk; (m, 2) is a concave increasing functionof. As for the
behaviour ofA; (m) for small values ofn, by using a test function equal to a constant we see that
Ay (m, Q) — 0 whenm — 0. Moreover, by the resolvent equatidn (3.8) andl(3.7) we get

FI§) = €190 +¢ [ Dh@)de+o(e®) €0,
In view of (3.10) and[(3.11) we then get
A(m, Q) =m Q" +o(m), m—=0+. (3.17)
A natural question is how to estimatg (m, 2) for a fixed value ofn. It turns out that to this end it
is not convenient to use directly the equation Aqi(m, 2) given by Theoreri 313, because we have

very little information about the functiofy;. Instead, we are going to employ merely the fact that
the corresponding minimiser is constantlan

Proposition 3.7. For any m > 0 it holds

Al(m, Q) > mEl(F)

ji m- (3.18)

Proof. SinceA;(m, Q) = A\ (o, ) admits a normalised eigenfunction which is constant'phy
Theoreni 3B, we have

Al (m7 Q) - 1}2;:_ Q[Uﬁh u]a

where
F={ue H(Q): [lullp20) =1, Tk >0 : u|, = k}. (3.19)
Now letu € F and letk be the corresponding constant[in (3.19). Then

Q[am,u]:/ |Vu|2d$+mk‘2:/ IV (u— k)|? dz + m k?
Q Q
ZEl(F)/ |u—l<:|2dx+mk:2:E1(F)(1—2k/udw—l—k2|Q|)—|—mk2,
Q Q

where we have used the fact that the functienk belongs to the form domain(Qr) of the operator
—AL see[(3B). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we hafygu dz| < /|2|. Consequently

Qlom,u] > E1(T)(1 — ky/1Q)? + m K>
Minimising the right hand side with respectdhen gives

mEl(F)
Qlom,u] > m

This yields [3.1B). O

YueF.
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In order to estimaté\ (m, ) from above by a quantity comparable with the lower bolindggvie
employ a test function which results from an "interpolatidetween a constant function and the
eigenfunctionp; of —AlL relative toF; (T).

Proposition 3.8. For any m > 0 it holds

A(m, Q) < 2m E\(I) , (3.20)
m +[Q Ey(T) + /(| B1(T) — m)? + 497 m B (T)
where v1 = [, p1.
Proof. Leto € X.,,,. We consider a family of test functions given by
fr(x) =1Q] A =t)p1(x) +mt,  t>0. (3.21)

Thenf, € H'(Q) for all t > 0. A direct calculation shows that

Ey(D) |92 2(1 = 8)* + m|Q| ' ¢
L+ (12 = 1)1 - 1)

Qlo, fi] =

attains its minimum at

ExD)|Q +m —/(Q E\(T) —m)?+47fm Ey(T)
2(1Q =) m Q!

to =

Sincet, solves the equation
QI E1(T) (1= 1)* = tm Q71 (12 = (1] = 11)) (1 - 1),

we find out that
m+ Q| Ey(T) + /(| E1(T) — m)? + 47f m Ey(T)
O

)\1(0', Q) < Q[O’, fto] =togm ’Q‘_l =

Remark 3.9. The right hand side of(3.20) is obviously larger than thatrlgand side of(3.18) since

1
7%:|Q|—§//|<P1(£U)—<,01(3:')|2d:ndx’.
aJo

Hence the upper bound (3]120) coincides with the lower boBdtBy] if and only ify; is constant, in
other words if and only if* = (), in which case we have, (I') = A;(m, ) = 0.

Remark 3.10. Note that in view of [3.16) and (3.1.7) the estimafes (3.1B2{) are sharp in the
limit m — oo as well as in the limitn — 0.

Corollary 3.11. We have

m By (') 2m E1(T)
m Q[ By (D) = Aa(m, @) < m + Q| By (T)

Proof. This follows immediately from Propositiofis 8.7 dnd]3.8. O

Vm > 0.
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4. Estimates on )\ (0, ()

In this section we are going to study the properties\o, §2) for a fixedo. This problem has
attracted a considerable attention mainly in the case whisrtonstant. An extension of the Faber-
Krahn inequality, well-known for the Dirichlet-Laplaciawas established first in [Bb1] in dimension
two and later in[[Da2] for any dimension, see also [BG]. Mamitity properties of\; (o, 2) with
respect to the domain shrinking were studied in [PW, GS]iovsrbounds on\ (o, 2) in terms of
eigenvalues of Dirichlet and (or) Neumann Laplacian wetsibin [Ph] Spfl, Sp2].

Our aim is to estimate\; (o, 2) only in terms ofo and the geometric properties 8f For this
purpose we introduce some notation. Let

0(x) = mi — Q
(x) min, lz—yl, we
be the distance between a painand the boundary d®, and let
R = sup (z)
zef)
be the inradius of2. Finally, let K5 denote the lowest eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian on a

unit ball inRY. Itis known that the lowest eigenvalug’ (2) of the Dirichlet-Laplacian on a convex
domain{2 can be estimated in terms of the inradius as follows:

1 _
i Ry? < M(Q) < Ky RG> (4.1)

Here the upper bound follows by scaling and monotonicit\B{(2) with respect to the domain
enlarging, while the lower bound is a consequence of the yHiaketjuality for Dirichlet-Laplacians

on convex domains )
1
/ |Vu?dz > - Jul® de  Yue H}Q), 4.2)
Q 4 Jo 02
see e.g.[ID, Sect.5.3]. It is well-known that the consfighit on the right hand side of (4.2) is sharp
In order to get an idea how (4.1) should be modified wh&I(2) is replaced by\; (o, ) we will

first study the scaling properties of the latter.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that o € L™ (0N2) is non-negative. Let ¢ > 0 and let \1 (0., S2) be the lowest
eigenvalue of the Robin Laplacian on the rescaled domain € Q) with o.(s) = o(s/e). Then

: -1
gl_% e (06, Q) = [Q 7 [y, o dv. (4.3)
Moreover,
lim e2 M (o, eQ) = E (1), (4.4)
E—0OQ

where I' = supp o and Ey(T) is given by (3.4)
Proof. By a change of variables we obtain

N—2 Vul? N-1 9
= dx + d
A1(oe,e9) inf c fﬂ‘ ul"dr + ¢ faﬂa‘u’ v .

4.5
uweH(Q) eN o |ul? dx (4.5)

Lemmd2.2 implies that there exists a sequence of positimémsersu. € H'(Q) of problem [4.5).
We may suppose thdlti. || ;2() = 1 for all ¢ > 0. Hence

M (02,29) :6_2/Q|Vu€|2d:1:+z—:_1/890|u€|2d1/. (4.6)
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Consider first the limit — 0. A simple test function argument with a constant functioaveh that

d
eA1(0e,€Q) < fag’)& Y Ve>0. (4.7)
In view of (4.1) and((4.6)
d
eM(o.,eQ) =¢! / ]VugIde—k/ olu)?dv < Jog 7 dv v
Q o9 19]

We thus have| V.| 12y — 0 ase — 0. Letv. be a subsequence of. Sincev. is bounded in
H'(), it contains another subsequence (which we still denote pysuch that. converges weakly
in H'(2) to somev. HenceHvH%Q(Q) = 1. Moreover, the weak lower semicontinuity @f [Vu/|?

implies that||Vvl| .2 (o) = 0 and therefore» = 1/./|2| almost everywhere if. We thus conclude

thatv. — vin H(Q). Since this holds for any subsequence:gfwe conclude thati. — 1/1/]Q]
in H'(Q). By (2.1) it follows that

lim fJu = ue |l 22 a0y = O-
Sinces € L*>(01), in view of equation[(4]6) we then have

faﬂady

lilan_j(l)lf e (0z,69Q) > lilan_jélf /890 lu|* dv = /aga lul? dv = 9l

This in combination with[(417) provek (4.3). To pro{e {4.4 first note that
2\ (0.,eQ) < E(T)  Ye>0, (4.8)

which follows by choosing the first eigenfunctign of the operator—AE) in L?(€2) as a test function
in @.38). Now letw, be a subsequence of. The sequence. is then bounded il () ase — oo,
see[(4.b). Letw be a weak limit ofw. (or a suitable subsequence which we still denotevbyin
H(Q). Thus||wl| 2 = 1. From [48) and{4]8) we conclude thBf, o [w.|* dv — 0 ase — .
Sincew. — w strongly in L?(99), see [Z1), it follows thatf,, o |w|* dv = 0. Consequently,
w(s) = 0 for almost everys € I" which implies thatw belongs to the form domain (@r) of the
operator— A7), see[(3.B). By the weak lower semicontinuity of | Vu|? and [3.4) we thus conclude
that

E—OO

On the other hand, froni (4.6) arid (#.8) we get

limsup(/ |Vw,|? dx+€/ o |lwe|*dv) < Ey(T).
Q o0

E—0Q

liminf(/ |Vw€|2d:n—|—€/ J|w€|2du) > / |Vw|? dz > Ey(T).
Q o0 Q

Hencew = 1. Sincew. was arbitrary, we conclude that — 1 weakly in H' (), which implies

liminf e? Ay (0., £9) > / \V1|? de = Ey(T).
Q

E—OQ

In view of (4.8) this yields[(4]4). O

Remark 4.2. The asymptotic behavioul (4.3) appears only when we deal thé first eigenvalue
A1(0, Q). In fact, for anyo > 0 we have by the variational principllejN(Q) < Aj(o,92) < )\J.D(Q),
whereA (), AP (Q2) and\; (o, ©2) denote theith eigenvalues of the Neumann, Dirichlet and Robin
Laplacian respectively. By scaling

e AN(Q) = AN (eQ) < \j(oe,eQ) < AP (eQ) =72 AP ().
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Since/\j-V(Q) > 0 wheneverj > 2, it follows that\; (0., Q) < e~2 for all j > 2. This shows that
the Robin Laplacian differs from both Dirichlet and Neumamaplacians in the sense that its lowest
eigenvalue scales, when— 0, in a different way than all the other eigenvalues.

Theoren{ 4.1l says thaf (o,) ~ R51 asRo — 0 and therefore inequality (4.1) must fail if we
replaceA? () by A1 (o, Q).

We are going to prove an analogue [of {4.1) farc, ) in the case whew is constant and () is
convex. For an upper bound we will use the results of the previousicec In order to find an
appropriate lower bound we start by proving a modified versibHardy inequality[(4.12).

Lemma 4.3. Let 0 > 0 and assume that () is convex. Then the inequality

ulx 2 X ag uls 2 V(S oo — QO |U(x)|2
/Q\erd+/m\<)\d<)z (1 >/

G ar dz. (4.9)

holds true for all uw € H(Q) and any o > 0.

Proof. The inequality is obvious for = 0. Hence we may assume that> 0. In view of the
regularity of() is suffices to prove (419) for all € C'(2). Since|Vé| = 1 almost everywhere, we
have

22,2

_aou 9, 9, @T0ut 2a0u '
/Qyw S| dx_/Q(]Vu\ ey sra v va)m. (4.10)

Moreover, integration by parts gives

u u?(s) u? AS u?
2 Vu-Vidr = On0 d - | ——d ———dz. (411
/Q(Ha " v= [ Ondls) == dvls) = | 5 $+/g)(5+a)2 v (41D

Recall that0,,d(s)| = 1. Moreover, from the convexity d follows thaté is concave and therefore
Aé < 0inthe sense of distributions. Hence inserting (#.11) idtdq) we get

u? aou
|Vu|? d + 0/ u?(s)dv(s) > ao(l — ao) / ———— dx —I—/ |Vu — V|2 d,
/Q 0 o (0(z) + @) 0 0+ a
which proves the statement. O
Armed with Lemma& 4.3 we can state the following
Theorem 4.4. Assume that () is convex and that o > 0 is constant. Then
1 o o
- <A Q) <2Kny ——————. 412
4 Ro(1+0Rq) — 1o, ) < NRQ(1+URQ) ( )
Remark 4.5. The expression
o
- 4.13
Ro(1+ 0 Rq) ( )

which appears on both sides of inequalify (4.12) is proposi toRg1 for Ro — 0 and toR52 for
R — oo. This is in agreement with Theordm ¥.1. It is also worth nogchat [4.1B) is, just like
A1(0, ), an increasing function af, and that in the limir — oo the two-sided inequality (4.12)
turns, up to the multiplicative facta; into (4.1) .



12 HYNEK KOVARIK

Proof of TheoremHd.4] By inequality [4.9) we have
ao(l —ao)
(Ro + a)?

The lower bound in[{4.12) then follows by maximising the titdand side of the above inequality

with respect tax. As for the upper bound, we apply Theorem| 3.3 and Propos&ifmwithT" = 92
to obtain

A(0,Q) > Va>0.

2 o 7
A(0,Q) < Ai(0]09], Q) < 20 (m + >\1D(Q)> . (4.14)

Let us fix a system of coordinates in such a way that thel®@all Rq) centred in the origim satisfies
B(o, Rq) C Q. As mentioned above, the functiofiz) is concave oif2. Hence

Vié(z) - (y —x) > 0(y) —d(x)

for all z,y € € for which Vi(z) exists. Sincévi(s) = —n(s), we can insertr = s € 092 and
y = oin the above inequality to find out thatn(s) > Rq almost everywhere ofi2. Consequently,
by the Gauss Theorem

1 . 1 Rg
N = — . > —_—.
(9] I /QdIVw dx N BQS n(s)dv(s) > (09| N

This in combination with[(4]1) and(4.14) gives
g

Ro(l+0Rq)’
Moreover, from the Li-Yau inequality, see [LY] dr [LLL, p.3D5t follows that

4

)\1(0,9) < CN CNZQIHaX{N,KN}.

4N N\~
> 7 -
Ky = N+2F(1Jr 2) ’
wherel'(+) is the Euler gamma functions. By induction we then find out #ig > N forall N € N,
which shows tha€'y = 2 K. This completes the proof of the upper boundin (#.12). O

Remark 4.6. By settinga = 1/20 in (4.9) we obtain

[ vu@Pds o [ P = ;[ _@F g, (4.15)

Q P19) T4 Jo (0(@)+ 4552

which is a special case of [KL, Thm3.1], where a Hardy ineiy&dr Robin-Laplacians with general
(not necessarily constant)was established. However, inequallty (4.15) would notallis to arrive

at the desired lower bound ox (o,€2). For this reason we need the family of inequalities](4.9)
parametrized byr.
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