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RECOGNIZING SHAPE VIA 1ST EIGENVALUE, MEAN CURVATURE AND
UPPER CURVATURE BOUND

YINGXIANG HU, SHICHENG XU

AssTrACT. Let M" be a closed immersed hypersurface lying in a contractible ball B(p, R)
of the ambient (n + 1)-manifold N"*!. We prove that, by pinching Heintze-Reilly’s in-
equality via sectional curvature upper bound of B(p, R), 1st eigenvalue and mean curvature
of M, not only M is Hausdorff close to a geodesic sphere S (po, Ro) in N, but also the “en-
closed” ball B(po, Ro) is close to be of constant curvature, provided with a uniform control
on the volume and mean curvature of M. We raise a conjecture for M to be a diffeomorphic
sphere, and give some positive partial answer.

1. INTRODUCTION

The isoperimetric inequality in the Euclidean plane R? has a long history, and has many
generalizations both on Riemannian surfaces and higher dimensional manifolds (e.g. [35],
[33]). One of those such that “equality implies rigidity” was founded around 1950’s, as
follows.

Let D be a simply-connected domain on a surface S, L be the length of boundary D
and A the area of D. Then ([1, 2], [29], [5], cf. [35] and references therein)

(1.1) L? > 47A — (sup K)A?
D

where K(p) is the Gauss curvature. If equality holds in (1.1), then D is a geodesic disk in
the space form of constant curvature K (cf. [5], [7]).

Since then, however, not only few natural generalization of (1.1) with similar rigidity are
known on higher dimensional manifolds, but also other rigidity phenomena with respect to
the upper curvature bound are rarely studied.

In contrast, nowadays rigidity results and their quantitative version (e.g. [15, 16], [10],
[37], [12, 13], [34], [43], etc.) under curvature bounded from below have been extensively
studied. They provide fundamental tools in study of Riemannian manifolds and their limit
geometry under Gromov-Hausdorff topology.

In this paper, we prove a quantitative rigidity for a domain (resp. an immersed closed
hypersurface) in a contractible neighborhood on a complete Riemannian manifold to be a
geodesic ball (resp. geodesic sphere) of constant curvature §, where ¢ is upper curvature
bound of ambient space.

Our starting point is an observation on Heintze’s result [25]. An open ball B(p, R) is
called geodesic contractible if for any point x € B(p, R), there is a unique radial minimal
geodesic from p to x; i.e., R is no more than injectivity radius of p.
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Theorem 1.1. Let M" be an immersed, oriented and connected compact hypersurface
without boundary in a geodesic contractible ball B(p,R) of N"*', where the sectional cur-
vature of N, Ky < 6 for some 6 € R. Let |M| denote M’s volume and H the mean curvature.
If the first non-zero eigenvalue 1;(M) of Laplace-Beltrami operator on M satisfies one of
the following conditions,

. /9
(i) 620,Rsme(0,w]and

n
(1.2) (M) = né + —f |H?,
: M| Jy
(ii) 6 <0and
(1.3) A(M) = né + nmax |H|?,

then M is an embedded geodesic sphere, and the enclosed ball is of constant curvature 6.

Recall that in [25, Theorem 2.1] Heintze proved that a submanfold M" (including higher
codimension) lying a convex ball B(p, R) of N"*™ satisfies
né+ - [ |HP?, foré>0andR < %= € (0, 0],
(1.4) A1(M) < o Jua 1] avs € (0.0l
né + nmaxy |H|?2, foré < 0.
Equality holds in (1.4) if and only if M is minimally immersed in some geodesic sphere of
N.

The observation in Theorem 1.1 is that, if equality holds in (1.4), then the norm of Jacobi
fields along radial geodesic starting from spherical center to M is that of constant curvature
0. Moreover, the convexity of B(p, R) can be weakened to be geodesic contractible; see §2
for a complete proof of Theorem 1.1.

An interesting consequence of Theorem 1.1 is that, any interior perturbation (no matter
large or small) of a ball of constant curvature 6 < 0 has to raise up interior curvature. Such
fact can be seen from Gauss-Bonnet theorem when » = 1. But in high dimension it is hard
to see without using (1.4) that involves upper curvature bound.

Remark 1.2. In some sense, the inequality (1.4) can be viewed as a high-order generaliza-
tion of (1.1).

Indeed, as one of a series of inequalities for k-th mean curvature, (1.4) was first proved
by Reilly [40] for submanifolds in R™* (m > 1), and (1.4) corresponds to the case of
k=1.

According to [40, Corollaries 1, 2], the 0-mean curvature = 1, and for an embedded
hypersurface M enclosing domain €, Reilly’s inequality degenerates to

nMP > (n + 1)*A1(M) - vol(Q)?,
which coincides with the isoperimetric inequality (1.1) on R?,

Our main result is a quantitative version of Theorem 1.1 via pinching (1.3).

As working for a class of manifolds, certain uniform geometric bounds are usually
required. We will work under the assumptions that ambient space N admits a bounded
sectional curvature u < Ky < ¢, the volume and mean curvature of immersed hypersurface
M satisfy the following rescaling invariant bound

1
(1.5) M| ||H|l < A.
By Lemma 3.6 below, volume of extrinsic ball on M admits a uniform lower bound,

(1.6) |B(xp,r) N M| 2 C(n, 6, A)r",
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for any xp € M and 0 < r < min {diamN(M), ﬁg} Hence we may view (1.5) as an
extrinsically non-collapsing condition.

Let ||H||w = maxy, |H| be the L*-norm of mean curvature vector of M. Let s5 be the
usual d-sine function (see (2.1) below) and sgl its inverse function, respectively. Let w, be
the volume of unit sphere in R"*!. Throughout the paper we view % = oo ford <0, and
use %(€| A, - - ) to denote a positive function on €, A, - - - that converges to 0 as € — 0 with
other quantities A, - - - fixed.

Main Theorem. Let n be an integer > 2, 0 < R < oo, and let N"*! be a complete Riemann-
ian manifold with u < Ky < 6. Let M" be an immersed closed, connected and oriented
hypersurface in a geodesic contractible ball B(p, R). If 6 > 0, we further assume

(1.7) R< X IMISwnsg( dl

T8V 4\/?3)'
If M satisfies (1.5) for A = A, > 0, and

(1.8) n(S + IHIIZ) < (M1 + e),
holds with 0 < € < €(A1, R, 6, i, n), then

(M1) M is Clem ss(Ro)-Hausdor{f-close to a geodesic sphere S (pg, Ry), where Ry =
1 Yand Cy = Ci(n, o, u, R, Ay) is a positive constant;

-1
5 ¢ Vo+lHIE
(M2) B(po,Ry) is %(e| A1, R, 8, u,n,a) C-close to a ball of constant curvature § for
any0<a < 1.

From the proof, p is center of mass of M in N with respect to an appropriate variation
of distance function; see §2.4.

The conclusion of Main Theorem is only known before in space forms ([14], [4], [27]).
(M2) reveals a substantially new phenomena on Riemannian manifolds; a contractible do-
main can be recognized to be a ball of almost constant curvature by “hearing” the 1st
eigenvalue of its boundary M (or any immersed hypersurface M close to its boundary),
maximum of M’s mean curvature and interior curvature’s upper bound.

Due to that 4;,(M) < nd + ﬁ fM |H|? is known to be true only for § > 0 [25] or on a
hyperbolic space for n > 2 [45] (it fails for n = 1 if N? is hyperbolic, cf. [25]), the pinching
condition (1.8) is the best one can generally expect at present on Riemannian manifolds.

Recall that by Schoen-Yau’s positive mass theorem [41, 42], any perturbation g; of the
canonical metric go in a ball of R” has to lower the infimum of scalar curvature to be
negative, unless g; coincides with go. Combining with Theorem 1.1 and Main Theorem,
we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 1.3. Any non-trivial interior metric perturbation of a bounded Euclidean do-
main Q must both raise up supremum of sectional curvature and lower the infimum of
scalar curvature.

Furthermore, if the upper sectional curvature is small, then the perturbation is also
small in the C'-sense (cf. Remark 1.8), provided with a uniform scalar curvature lower
bound and a diameter upper bound.

The above phenomenon can be viewed as a natural complement in an opposite direction
of the positive mass theorem.
By the rigidity in [34] and Main Theorem, the same conclusion in Corollary 1.3 holds

for a ball of constant curvature 6 with radius < =, after replacing scalar curvature with

8Vs’
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Ricci curvature. Similar quantitative rigidity should hold when the lower Ricci curvature
bound is close to 0.

In general the mean curvature is too weak to determine the topology of a submanifold.
At present we do not know if M in Main Theorem could be very twisted or not. We propose
the following conjecture.

1
Let g > 0, and let ||B]|, = (ﬁ f Iqu) fa is the normalized L? norm of the 2nd funda-
mental form B of M.

Conjecture 1.4. Ifin addition, in Main Theorem M satisfies IMI% IIBll; < A for some g > 0,
then M is embedded and diffeomorphic to a round sphere.

Our next result verifies Conjecture 1.4 for g > n.
Theorem 1.5. Let the assumptions be as in Main Theorem. If in addition,
(1.9) IMI%IIBIIq <A, (forsomeA,>0andqg>n),
then for 0 < € < €(A1,A2,q, R, 6, 11, n),

g-n

(1.5.1) M is embedded, diffeomorphic and Czemi“{m’ﬁw-mm}—almost isometric to a geo-
desic sphere S (po, Ro), where Cy = Cy(n, 6,4, q, R, A1, Ay) is a positive constant;

(1.5.2) M is x(€lA1,Az,q, R, 6, 14, n,a)-C* close to a round sphere of constant curvature
1/(ss(Rp))* with0 < @ < 1.

The C%-closeness of metric tensors in (1.5.2) follows directly from (1.5.1) and C®-
regularity [48, Theorem 2.35] under L%/?-integral Ricci curvature bound with ¢ > n and
»x-non-collapsing condition.

For 0 < g < n, Conjecture 1.4 is open even for hypersurfaces in a space form. Note
that by Main Theorem, under condition (1.5), pinching phenomena of (1.8) essentially can
happen only in space forms, as long as the ambient space around has trivial topology and
bounded geometry. We will give some examples in §6 that do not satisfy (1.9) but support
Conjecture 1.4.

Several remarks on Main Theorem and Theorem 1.5 are given in below.

Remark 1.6. What earlier known about pinching (1.8) is very restrictive when the ambient
space is a Riemannian manifold. In [24] Grosjean and Roth proved Theorem 1.5 under
some technical assumptions such that the hypersurface M was required to be contained
in a small geodesic ball of radius < €, where € coincides with the pinching error in (1.8).
Thus in their case M approaches to a point as € — 0, and (M2) in Main Theorem is trivially
satisfied.

According to our proof, the condition of lower bounded sectional curvature, Ky > u,
may be weakened (e.g., an integral Ricci curvature lower bound); cf. Remark 4.6.

Under L7 bound (g > n) of 2nd fundamental form (1.9), results corresponding to Theo-
rem 1.5 has been recently studied and known in space forms; see [14], [4] and [27].

Remark 1.7. By the discussion on (1.5) above Main Theorem, typical examples that vi-
olate (1.5), and thus are not covered by Main Theorem, contain the boundary dU, of a
r-neighborhood of a high co-dimensional submanifold X (not a point) with r <« diam X.

We prove in [28] that, the conclusion of Theorem 1.5 holds for dU,, provided that it
is convex. Hence extrinsically collapsed convex hypersurfaces do not satisfy pinching
condition (1.8).

Remark 1.8. Under our setting u < Ky < 6, one cannot expect that sectional curvature
of Qy = B(py, Ro) is pointwise close to ¢. It is not difficult to construct a warped product
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manifold Q where M is its slice, and pinching condition (1.8) holds with arbitrary small €,
but there are points in the enclosed domain €y by M around which the sectional curvature
is arbitrarily away from o.

Instead of pointwise curvature closeness, for any p > 1 B(pg, Ryg) in Main Theorem is
almost Einstein in the sense of normalized LP-norm, i.e.,

(1'10) ”RiCQQ _n6890”p < %(6|A1’R36a,u9n9p)9
which directly follows from [13, Lemma 1.4] (cf. [3]) as a standard Schauder estimate.

Remark 1.9. Unlike the rigidity of (1.1), in our main theorems it is necessary for M to be
contained in a ball of radius ﬁg when § > 0, though 8%5 (resp. ﬁ%) in Main Theorem
(resp. Theorem 1.1) is technically required. A counterexample can be easily constructed
via smoothing a cylinder [0, /]xS 2 glued with one cap at 0, where the geometry of boundary
at ¢ and interior curvature bound does not change as ¢ varies.

Remark 1.10. Due to natural geometric restrictions, the criteria in Main Theorem generally
fails when B(p, R) contains nontrivial topology via cut points. The connected sum of a flat
torus T2 with a flat disk D? via a think neck of non-positive curvature glued around center
of D? provides a counterexample.

Remark 1.11. Compared with Cheeger-Colding’s quantitative rigidity for warped products
[10], which overcomes cut points, the “boundary condition” via pinching (1.8) is less re-
strictive; i.e., Main Theorem is applicable for an (immersed) hypersurface M, which could
be very twisted and a priori lie far away from a level set of a warping function. For ex-
ample, the boundary of a ball may be far away from a level set of a new distance function
after an interior metric perturbation, as what has happened in Corollary 1.3.

Remark 1.12. The principle of almost rigidity behind (M2) is that, if 4 < Ky < ¢ and the
Hessian V?r of a distance function to a point py € N is close to f;gg g, along the boundary
of B(po, R) (without knowing whether |J(R)| close to ss(R) for a normal Jacobi field J),
where metric tensor gy = dr” + g,, then the interior of B(py, R) is almost isometric to that
of constant curvature 0; see Lemma 3.4.

In contrast, the principle in Cheeger-Colding’s almost rigidity [10] requires, essentially,

the same closeness hold over the whole ball (or more generally, an annulus) in the L! sense.

Remark 1.13. Motivated by Corollary 1.3 and the quasi-local mass rigidity (cf. [50], [44]),
it is natural to ask that whether the lower scalar curvature bound can be used similarly to
detect the interior perturbation of a bounded Euclidean domain?

Note that by Colding [17] and Cheeger-Colding [11], any interior perturbation of a
bounded Euclidean domain cannot be large in the bi-Holder sense, if it lowers down only
a small amount of Ricci curvature. For a quantitative rigidity of positive mass theorem in
another direction, see for example [46].

In the end of Introduction we point out the main ideas and difficulty in proving Main
Theorem.

We will prove the Hausdorft closeness (M1), by first improving estimates in [24] to
conclude that M lies in a small neighborhood of a geodesic sphere S (pg, Ry), where py is
the center of mass of M in B(p, R). Then based on an observation in [14], via contacting
a “standard” sphere-tori to M, it is not difficult (see §3) to show that S (po, Ro) is also near
M.

The main ideas in deriving a pointwise estimate on the position of M are from [14];
i.e, first to transform pinching condition (1.8) into an L? pinching (4.2) on position vector
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X; then to apply Moser iteration to bound ||X||.,. We improve corresponding estimates in
[24] and drop a technical assumption in [24], via a careful analysis combined with some
geometrical observation in terms of the out-radius R. This is done in §4.

By (M1), a naive approach for (M2) is arguing by contradiction. Up to a rescaling, there
is a sequence of pairs (M;, N;) converging to a limit (S (P, 1), No) in Gromov-Hausdorft
topology, where N, is C'**-Riemannian manifold and S (p., 1) is a geodesic sphere of
radius 1 in N,. One may guess the pinching condition (1.8) can be passed to the limit pair
(S (Peo» 1), No)) with zero pinching error, such that rigidity for the limit may follow from
similar arguments as Theorem 1.1.

According to [21], by passing to a subsequence, (M;, d;, dvol;) converges to (S (P, 1), doo, o))
in measured Gromov-Hausdorff topology, where d; and d., are the restricted distance from
the ambient space respectively, dvol; is the Riemann-Lebesgue measure and p, is its limit
measure. By Fukaya’s observation in [21], lim sup,_,., 41(M;) < 41(S (Peo, 1), feo).

If pe coincides with Hausdorff measure dvols, of S(pw, 1), then it is easy to apply
similar arguments as Theorem 1.1 to derive B(p, 1) is isometric to a ball in space form.

A crucial difficulty is that, if M; is far away from an embedded diffeomorphic sphere,
then p., = dvol, generally fails, and thus the relation between pinching condition (1.8)
and the limit geometry is lost.

Here is our approach. Instead of looking at the limit, we will translate pinching con-
dition (1.8) along M to its position vector X at py such that X is close to Ry = 1 (up to a
rescaling) and perpendicular to M in the L? sense. By refining the relation between diver-
gence of X on M and mean curvature H (see Lemma 3.5, cf. Lemma 2.5), H and %Ar are
close in the L! sense, where r = d(py, -). Since by (M1), ||H]| is close to i—j(l), we see that
%Ar is also close to E—j(l) along M in the L' sense. Via the weighted monotonicity of M’s

volume in extrinsic balls (Lemma 3.6, cf. [18]), we transmit the L' estimate on Ar over
M to points sufficient dense in S (pg, 1). Then by the almost rigidity principle mentioned
in Remark 1.12, we prove that the interior Jacobi fields admit a uniform control, and thus
prove (M2). This is done in §3.

The remaining of the paper is organized as follows. We recall some necessary facts
and tools in §2, and give a proof of Theorem 1.1 as a preliminary knowledge. §3 and
§4 are devoted to the proof of Main Theorem. In §5 we prove Theorem 1.5. A series of
examples that partially support Conjecture 1.4 are given in §6. Appendix is for proofs of
some technical lemmas.

Acknowledgements. The first author was supported by China Postdoctoral Science
Foundation (No.2018M641317). The second author was supported partially by National
Natural Science Foundation of China [11871349], [11821101], by research funds of Bei-
jing Municipal Education Commission and Youth Innovative Research Team of Capital
Normal University.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we provide notations and facts used later. The §-sine function ss is
defined by

1 b4
— sin(Vor), if6>0andre [0,—);
Vo 26
2.1 ss(r):=1r, if § = 0 and r € [0, c0);
1

sinh(V=6r),  if 6 <0and r € [0, ),
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and 6-cosine function is defined by ¢5(r) := s5(r). Clearly, the following identities hold:
¢y =—0s5, c3+os5=1.

2.1. Convexity radius. Let N be a (maybe non-complete) Riemannian manifold. The
exponential map, exp, : T,N — N, from tangent space at p to N is well-defined locally.
The injectivity radius of a point p € N, inj(p), is defined to be the supremum of radii of
open balls B(o, r) centered at origin o of T,N where the restriction exp » [Bo,r) 15 @ well-
defined diffeomorphism onto its image. The conjugate radius of p, conj(p), is defined to
be the supremum of radii of open balls B(o,r) in T,N which contains no critical point of
exp,,. The convexity radius of p, conv(p), is defined to be the supremum of radii of open
balls centered at p that is strongly convex (cf. [49]). We call an open set U C N convex, if
any two points of U are joined by a unique minimal geodesic in N and its image lies in U.
An open ball B(p, r) is called strongly convex, if any B(q, s) C B(p,r) is convex.

By definition, conv(p) < inj(p), and inj(p) < conj(p). The following pointwise esti-
mates of inj(p) and conv(p) will be used later.

Lemma 2.1 ([49],[32]). Assume that B(p,2R) has a compact closure in N. For any point
q € B(p, R), the followings hold.

(2.2) inj(g) = min{inj(p), conj(¢)} — d(p, q),
2.3) conv(p) > %min{%,inj(p)},

where & = sup{Ky(x) : x € B(p,inj(p))} is the upper bound of sectional curvature in
B(p, inj(p)).

Lemma 2.1 was first proved by Mei [32], where conj(g) was replaced by its lower bound
Later (2.2) and a curvature-free version of (2.3) was proved by the second author,

2z

ere % is replaced by the focal radius; see [49].

2.2. Sobolev inequality. The well-known Sobolev inequality for Riemannian submani-
folds due to Hoffman and Spruck [26] is a fundamental tool applied in the proof of Main
Theorem.

Theorem 2.2 ([26]). Let N be a complete Riemannian manifold with Ky < 6. Let M be
a compact immersed submanifold in N. Let f € C'(M) be nonnegative. For § > 0, in
addition we assume that the volume of M has an upper bound,

min inj
2.4) M| < w,s" (M)

2

Then there exists a positive constant C = C(n) such that

n=1

(2.5) (f f,,"])" sCf(lVf|+f|Hl)-
M M

We now verify that Theorem 2.2 is applicable for hypersurface M in Main Theorem by
localizing injectivity radius along whole M to one point.

Let M" be a compact hypersurface immersed into a geodesic contractible ball B(p, R),
where sectional curvature of ambient space Ky < ¢ and R < #5. In order to apply

Theorem 2.2 for § > 0, we need to justify (2.4) under the condition of Main Theorem.
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Let us consider the ball B(o, %) in the tangent space T, N with the pullback metric by
exp,. Since inj(o) > % — e for any € > 0, it is easy to see by Lemma 2.1 that, for any
g € Blo. 3%5). inj(q) > 7.

On the other hand, since B(p, R) is geodesic contractible, M can be lifted by the inverse
of exp,, |p(p,inj(p)) Into B(o, %). Then by (2.2), for any point g of the image of M in B(o, %),
inj(g) > 7.

Therefore, if M lies in a geodesic contractible ball B(p, R), then (2.4) can be replaced
by

n

2.6 R
(2.6) o

M| < w,s5(

i

< —, ).
2V

So (1.7) implies (2.4).

2.3. Convergence theorems in Gromov-Hausdorff topology. We recall convergence re-
sults for Riemannian manifolds under Gromov-Hausdorff topology.
We say that a sequence (X, d;) of metric spaces GH-converges to (X, d) in Gromov-

Hausdorff topology, denoted by (X;, d;) ﬂ (X, d), if there is g-isometries ¥; : X; —» X
with ¢ — 0, i.e., for any x,y € X, |di(x,y) — dWi(x), ¥:(y))| < €, and g-neighborhood of
¥i(X;) covers X.

Gromov’s compactness theorem (cf. [6]) says that for any collection {(X,, d,)} of com-
pact metric spaces of bounded diameter, if they are uniformly and totally bounded (i.e.,
there is a nonnegative function 7 such that for each @, any maximal e-discrete net of X,
contains points at most 7(¢€)), then {(X,, d,)} is precompact (i.e,. has a compact closure) in
the Gromov-Hausdorff topology. Such precompactness can be guaranteed by the relative
volume comparison theorem under lower bounded Ricci curvature.

For n-manifolds with uniformly bounded (sectional or Ricci) curvature and under cer-
tain appropriate non-collapsing assumptions, GH-convergence implies higher regularity of
metric tensors.

Theorem 2.3 (Cheeger-Gromov’s convergence, [8, 9], [23], [31], [22], [36]). Let (M;, g;)
be a sequence of Riemannian n-manifolds whose sectional curvature |Ky, )| < 1, diameter
< d and injectivity radius inj(M, g;) > p. Then there is a subsequence (M,,, g;,) whose GH-
limit is isometric to a C"*-Riemannian manifold (M, g), and there are diffeomorphisms
fi + M — M, for all sufficient large iy such that the pullback metric f;'g;, converges to g
in the C'* topology for any a € [0,1) (i.e., there is a fixed coordinates system such that
[ 8i, converges to g on each chart in the C L norm).

A compact Riemannian n-manifold (M, g) is said to be of (H, L”)-bounded Ricci curva-
ture, if for real numbers p > n/2 and H > 1,

fIRicl”SH.
M

A manifold (M, g) is called to be x-non-collapsing with » = 1 — n at scale ry, if
vol(B(x, r)) = (1 — n) vol(B(o, r)) for all x € M and r < ry,

where B(o, r) is an Euclidean ball of radius r.

By [39], the relative volume comparison of balls holds on manifolds of L”-bounded
Ricci curvature. Since in harmonic coordinates, the L”-bound of the Ricci curvature gives
the W2*-bound of the metric tensor gij (cf. [3]), by the C*-harmonic radius estimate [48,
Theorem 2.35], the following C“-regularity convergence result holds.
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Theorem 2.4 ([48],[39]). For any 0 < a < 1, there is n > 0 such that for any se-
quence (M;, g;) of Riemannian n-manifolds of (H, L?)-bounded Ricci curvature, (1 — n)-
non-collapsing volume at scale ro and uniformly bounded diameter, there is a subsequence
(M, , gi,) whose GH-limit is isometric to a C®-Riemannian manifold (M, g), and there are
diffeomorphisms f;, : M — M, for all sufficient large iy such that the pullback metric f; g,
converges to g in the C* topology.

2.4. Center of mass. Let M be an immersed submanifold in a geodesic contractible ball
B(p,R) c N. If in addition Ky < ¢ with 6 > 0, then we assume R < ﬁ. By lifting M
to T, M as the same argument below Theorem 2.2 and by (2.3), we assume without loss of
generality that B(p, 2R) is convex.

Let ¥ : B(p,2R) — R be an energy function defined by

Fq) = f Ds(dist(g, x))dx,
M

where @ is the modified distance function defined by

2.7 DOs(r) := fr ss(s)ds.
0

We claim that there is a unique minimum point py € B(p,R) of ¥ in B(p,2R). We call
Do € N the center of mass of M with respect to modified distance.

First, by R < ﬁg and (2.3), every ®Dgs(dist(x, -)) is convex. Hence ¥ is a strictly convex
function on B(p,2R), which admits a unique minimum point py € B(p,2R) such that
VNF(po) = 0. Note that it is equivalent to Y(po) = 0, where Y is a vector field defined by

(2.8) Y(q) = f 50 expy () € TN,
M r
where r(x) = dist(x, g).
Secondly, because the vector field Y defined above, by the convexity of B(p, R), points
into interior of B(p, R) along the boundary. It follows that the minimum point py of ¥ lies
in B(p, R).

By definition, it is clear that in the normal coordinates {xy,- - , x,+1} of po, (2.8) be-
comes
(2.9) j“w”%=a i=1,....n+1,
M r

where r(x) = dist(x, po).
By the discussion above, the hypersurface M in Main Theorem, Theorems 1.1 and 1.5
always admits a center of mass in B(p, R).

2.5. Test functions for 1st eigenvalue of Laplace-Beltrami operator. Now let M C
B(p,R) c N be an immersed oriented hypersurface with Ky < §. If § > 0, we further
assume that R < ﬁg'

Let po be the center of mass of M and r(x) = d(x, pg). We call the vector field X =
s5(r)VNr the position vector about py. By Rayleigh’s principle and (2.9), each component
of the position vector X provides a test function of A;, such that

n+l 2 n+1 2
2 ss(r) <f ss(r)
(2.10) mLm mL;(FQ_M; X

VM
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In order to estimate V¥ L(r)xi, we need the following lemmas from [25]. Let X be X’s

7

tangential projection over M, then
XT = s5(r(x))VMrl,, xeM.
For any vector field Y on N, the divergence of Y along M is defined by

divy Y(p) = ) (Vi Y.en,
i=1

where {e,--- ,e,} is an orthonormal basis of T, M.

Lemma 2.5 ([25]). Let the assumptions be as above. The following inequalities hold.
(i) Let v be the normal vector of M from its orientation, then

(2.11) divyy X© = nes — nH(X, v),
(ii) The covariant derivatives of components of X, ss(r)x;/r satisfies

o (w)x) ’

r

n+1

(2.12) Z

i=1

+OIXT]? < n,

Proof. Since the proof of (i) is used in the proof of Main Theorem, we give a proof. For
(>ii) we refer to [25].

Let p € M and {ey,--- ,e,} be an orthonormal basis of T,M. If VMr = 0 at p, then
ejJ_VNrforall jef{l,---,n}; Otherwise, we take e, = % andejJ_VNrforj e{l,---,n—
1}. Then we get

en = |[VMAVVr + 1 = |[VMF2¢7,

where e; is a unit vector such that e,*;LVN r. By Hessian comparison theorem for Ky < 6,
we get

divy VVr(p) = Y (V¥ VVre;)
=1
n—1
= Z(VZ V¥ ey + (1= VY2V VNr e)
=1
>(n— V)2,
Ss
where we used the fact that Hess" #(VVr,-) = 0 and the standard Jacobi field estimates.
Thus we have
divy X = s5divyy VVr + cs| VM > nc;.

By the identity
divy X* = D (VX ey = ) eX*, ey = D (X, Viey) = (X*, nHv) = nH(X, v),
i=1 i=1 i=1

we have

divys X7 = divy X — divy X = divy X — n(X, Hv) > ncs — nH({X, v).
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2.6. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Theorem 1.1 is an observation based on Heintze [25]. As one
of the preliminaries, we give a direct proof. The following inequalities are used.

Lemma 2.6. Integral of (2.11) gives

2.13) fc(;sfunsé.
M M

Let c = ﬁ fM cs. Then by (2.13) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
(2.14) 1-¢c% (n6 +— |H|2) > né,
|M|
By (2.11) and integrating divy(csX™) = —055(VMr, Xy + csdivy X7, it gives

(2.15) 5[ IXTIZan cg—nf |H|ss¢5.
M M M

Furthermore, if 6 < O then by identity (5s§ + c(% = 1 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(2.16) fs(;fs(sc(sﬁfséfc(g
M M M M

Proof. (2.13) and (2.15) are by direct calculations. We refer to [25, Lemma 2.8] for a proof
of (2.16). The verification of (2.14) can be done by direct calculation as follows. Since
cs > 0along M c B(py,2R) with R < 2= \f’

(1—c2)(6+|—A14|f|H|2)

@19 1 (s
SO f|H|s5 f| 2f|H|fc6
i i " im] y
1 2 2 2
_ _|M|2 L |H| fM((Ss(; —1+c5) =

Proof of Theorem 1.1.

Let po be the center of mass of M and r(x) = d(x, py), and let X = s5(r)VVr be the
position vector with respect to po and X' be its tangential projection over M. We claim
that

Claim 2.7. If(1.2) (resp. (1.3)) holds for 6 > 0 (resp. § < 0), then VMr = O and |H| = i—z(r).

By the claim, the image of M is a geodesic sphere centered at py, and the Laplacian of
Ar=|H| = j—; Since Ky < 4, it implies

cs(r) )
550"
By the rigidity of Hessian comparison, €2 must be a geodesic ball of constant curvature 6.
If n > 2, then by the simply connectedness of S” = dQ, M is embedded. For n = 1, by
the fact that A1 (M) = L2 ( it where L(M) is M’s length, and the st eigenvalue of its image
0Q satisfies (1.2) or (1.3), it is clear that L(M) = L(0Q). Hence M is also embedded.
The claim can be directly seen from Heintze’s proof [25]. For completeness, we give its
verification below by dividing into three cases: 6 =0, > 0 and ¢ < 0.

Hess"r = on Q.
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Case 1 for 6 = 0. Let us take x;, i = 1,--- ,n + 1 as test functions in Rayleigh quotient.
Since py is the center of mass of M, we have fM x; = 0. By Rayleigh quotient,

n+l n+l
2
2.17) AIL|X|2=/11L;)C%SL;|VM)¢[|

Since by (1.2), the LHS of (2.17) equals to J,, \HP [, 1X2. At the same time, by (2.12)
and (2.13), the RHS satisfies

n+l 2
(2.12) (2.13)
Il 5 i < i( | |H||X|) <o [ [ e
Mo IMI\Jm M| Iu M

Thus, all inequalities above becomes equality. In particular, by equality in (2.13) and
integrating (2.11), we derive

(2.18) O:fdiVMXTan05—nfH(X,v)anq—nf|H|s5:0.
M b M M M

Therefore, (X, v)| = ss5, |[H| = Ar < <. By (2.18) again |H| = <(r).
S5 S
Case 2 for 6 > 0. Let us take s”T(’)x,-, i=1,---,n+1and % as test functions, where

c= \lﬁl fM cs. Since s2 = |X|* and VM (%) = V6XT, we derive

Y
(2.19) /uf [s(%+M sf
M 6 M

By definition of ¢ and direct calculation, the LHS of (2.19) equals to A, (1—c?)|M|/é. Hence
we get

n+l

2

i=1

(2.12)
< n|M|,

2
M (Sﬁ(r) xi)‘ +OIXTIP
r

(1 =c*) < né.

Combining with (2.14), we see that if (1.2) holds then equality in (2.14) must also hold. By
the proof of (2.14), it in turn implies (2.13) is an equality. Now by (2.18) again, VMr = 0
and |H| = 2—6
Case 3 for § < 0. As the same for case 1, we take s“—ir)xi, i=1,--

functions. Then by (1.3),

2
vM Sé‘(r)x‘

r

n+l
(2.20) néf s§+n-max|H|2fs§=/llfs§§fZ
M M M M M5

At the same time we have

-,n+ 1 as test

(2.12)
RHS of (2.20) < f (n—oIXTP)
M

(2.15) 5
< (n - ncy + I1|H|S§C§)
M

Sn&fs§+n‘max|H|'fs(;c(g
M M M

@.16) s
< néf s§+n~max|H|-f 52 fM
M M M

.sté

2.13) 2 2 2
(2.21) < nod s5 +n - max |H| 5.
M M M
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Combining with (2.20) and (2.21), we see that equality in (2.13) holds. By considering
(2.18) again, the same argument as for case 1 implies the claim.
[m]

Remark 2.8. It should be pointed out that in Theorem 1.1 for n = 1, Reilly (and also
Heintze [25]) stated only that M is immersed onto a circle; see [40, Theorem A]. We
observe that M is also embedded.

Indeed, for an immersed closed curve y : [0,L] — R? of length L, A;(y) = “LL;. If
Lly) = % L Kg, where «, is the geodesic curvature of 7y, then by [40, Theorem A] y is
immersed in some circle of R?. By rescaling if necessary, we may assume that the radius
of the circle is 1, then k, = 1 on y and L = 2x. Thus, y coincides with the unit circle in RZ.

Main Theorem should hold for n = 1, i.e., curves in a Riemannian surface, which will
be discussed elsewhere.

3. PrOOF oOF MAIN THEOREM

The proof of Main Theorem is divided into two parts.

Let py be the center of mass of the immersed hypersurface M in N, and let Ry =
sgl(l/ \é +||H||%). Note that by Heintze-Reilly’s inequality (1.4), & + |H1%, is always
positive.

In Part I, we prove the position vector has norm close to ss(Rp).

Theorem 3.1. Under the assumptions of Main Theorem, there is a positive €; = €(A1, R, 6,n)
such that pinching condition (1.8) with 0 < € < € implies that

1
Xlx B 1 < C1€2(2n ]

Vo +HIZ| Vo + IHIZ
where C; = C1(n,6,R, A1) is a constant.

3.1)

, forallxe M,

We point it out that Theorem 3.1 still holds when K only admits an upper bound J; see
Remark 4.6.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is left to next section.

Part II. We prove (M 1) and (M2), i.e., M is Hausdorff close to geodesic sphere S (pg, Ro)
and B(pg, Ry) is C Le_close to a ball of constant curvature.

We need the following bound on the mean curvature H of M.

Lemma 3.2. Let M" be an immersed, oriented, connected and closed hypersurface in a
geodesic contractible ball B(p, R) of N**!, where Ky < 6. If § > 0, we further assume that
R< #{5' Then

(3.2) IH|l > i—j(zm > /o],

(3.3) min {1, cs(2R)} < _ Ml < max {1, c;(2R)}.

V6 +IHIIE
Proof. For (3.2), let us consider the supporting sphere outside of M. It is easy to see (c.f.
[30, Theorem 1]) that the mean curvature of M is no less than that of the supporting sphere,
which by Jacobi comparison > £ (2R).

: e X / _ o
For (3.3), let us define a function f(x) := ek Then f'(x) = Vo By (3.2), we

have ||H||c > §—2(2R). Since f(x) is monotone increasing when § > 0, we get c¢5(2R) <

s <1, 1f § < 0, then f(x) is monotone decreasing and 1 < —Hle__ < cs(2R). O

o+ IHIE, SHIHI
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Let us prove (M1) first.

Proof of (M1) in Main Theorem.

Let us lift M to Tp,N, and identify the lift as M itself. Since u < Ky < ¢, the pull-back
metric g* = exp,, g is equivalent to g,,.

By the definition of Hausdorff distance, we will prove that S (0, Ry) lies in 4(2n — 1)¢; -
s5(Ro)-neighborhood of M with respect to the Euclidean metric (T, N, gp,), where € =
C em and C is the constant in Theorem 3.1.

Let us argue by contradiction. If it fails for some ¢, then there is a vector v € T, N such
that [v| = Ry and B(v,7) N M = (0, where n = 4(2n — 1)€ - ss(Ro).

Let T,,(?) be a family of sphere-tori with respect to (T, N, gp,) given by the embedding

T, : 8" ' xS' SR™' =R"@Rv,
(&,0) —(Rysint — 2ncos )¢ + (Rp cost + 2nsin O)v,

such that S ! is a small circle of radius 27, which rotates around Rv-axis at the level Ry cos ¢

with fg < t < 7, where tp > 0 is determined by Ry sin#y = 27.

Since the small circle contributes a large principal curvature, by a direct calculation the
mean curvature Hr, ), With respect to the Euclidean metric g, satisfies

1
|H7,,8,, W = o for any y € T,(7).

Let Hr, ()¢ be the mean curvature of T),(¢) with respect to the pull-back metric g*. We
claim that

Claim 3.3. Asn — 0,
Hr, .
_—
Hr,0.¢,,

Assuming the Claim, we continue the proof of (M1).

As observed by Colbois-Grosjean [14], by shifting T,(r) downwards along tv, we are
able to find a point w € T,(t;) contact to M for some fy < #; < ’5’, which implies that the
mean curvature of Hy,(w) is not less than that of Hr, ()¢ (W).

By Claim 3.3, at the contact point w, we have
B 1
"~ 8n(2n - e - s5(Ro)’

Since € can be chosen to be sufficienly small such that

1
Hil(w) 25—
nn

C
|Hpl(w) > 2S—6(R0) > 1 Hyllos
5

which is a contradiction.

What remains is to verify Claim 3.3.

. - . . Hryog . .
Arguing by contradiction. If there are points x; in T,(¢,) such that # is definitely
n(":8py

away from 1 at x,; as 7 — 0. Let us consider the rescaled metrics # 8p, and #g*. Then by
identifying # gp, as one Euclidean space (R, go), x, being the same point, and v lying
on the same line, the sphere-tori 7,(f) can be written as the following parametrization

Ry . Ry .
(&,0) > (——sint — cos )¢ + (— cost + sin G)v.
2n 2n
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When  — 0, by definition ¢, — 0 and Ry/n — oo. Hence, by passing to a subsequence
T, (t,) with marked point x,, it C*-converges to a unit cylinder R"! x S or some sphere-
torus isometric to 7' : SPlx ST 5 R (1 < $0 < 00, 1o, = lim 1),
(£,0) > (S0 SiNte — COS O)E + (S0 COS Lo + SIN O)V,
in (R™*, go).
Furthermore, the metric #g* expressed in (R™!, gg) C'*-converges to gy as 7 — 0.
Thus both HTn(tn),ﬁ g and Hr, )¢, converge to that of the limit cylinder or sphere-torus.
Hryy 0.6+

Since the quotient 4

- is rescaling invariant, a contradiction is derived.
n18pg

]

Next, we prove (M2) in Main Theorem. By (M1), M is Hausdorff close to the metric
sphere B(pg, Ry). Moreover, by Lemma 3.2, /¢ + ||H||2, admits a universal lower bound.
Up to a rescaling, we may assume that Ry = sgl(l /A6 +||H||%,) = 1 for simplicity.

We will transmit the geometric information of M to the sphere S (py, 1) such that the
Laplacian Ar of distance function r(x) = d(py, x) along S (po, 1) almost equals that on the
space form of constant curvature 6. Then by Lemma 3.4 below, (M2) holds.

Lemma 3.4 (Quantitative rigidity). Let B(po, R) be a geodesic contractible ball in a com-
plete Riemannnian manifold N'*' with u < Ky < 6. If the Laplacian of distance function
r(x) = d(po, x) satisfies

1
(3.4) “Ar< 2Ry + €
n Ss

along geodesic sphere S(po,R), then B(po,R) is eCOndRINE qImost isometric to a ball
Bs(R) of constant curvature 6.

Proof. Let J be a normal Jacobi field along a unit-speed radial geodesic y such that J(0) =
0, ¥(0) = po. Let r be the distance function to p. Then J = Vy,J satisfies that

(J,X) = Hess r(J, X).

Let p(t) = (J, J)/|J> = Hessr(J/|J], J/|J]). Then by standard calculation for the Rauch
comparison (see [38, Theorem 6.4.3]),

(3.5) —5<p+pt<—u,
By Taylor expansion s,,(t) — s5(f) = ‘S_T“? + 0(t*), for dy = C(u, 5)e'/*, we have
[J@) <%
ss(®) 85

Thus B(po, dy) is e Ve-almost isometric to a dy-ball of constant curvature 6.
For t € [dy, R], let us consider ¢(¢) := Z—j(t), and the following auxiliary function

0 <eVE, 0<t<d,.

(36) F(l) = (p(t) _ (p(t))eLU(p(s)ﬂp(_y))ds.

By (3.5), F(do) = p(do) — ¢(do) > 0. Since ¢ + ¢ = —&, by direct calculation, F(f) > 0 for
any € (0, R]. By (3.4) and Jacobi comparison,

VR s5(R)

|/ (do)l  ss(do)

5u(R)ss(R)
= nfm = C(n,,u,(S,R) \/E

R
F(R) < ne- ef"o p()te(s)ds _ ne
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Then the monotonicity of F implies F(f) < C(n,u, 8, R) Ve for all ¢ € [dy, R]. It follows
that
0 < p(r) = ¢(t) < F(1) < C(n,u,6,R) Ve, Vit € [do, RI.
Finally, we have
s5(t) < ()] < X HORV g5, 1 € [do, R].
[m]
Let us continue the proof of (M2). Before transmitting geometric control of M to

S (po, 1), we make some preparation.
By the definition of Ry = 1, we have ||H||. = i—j(l). Together with (1.5), we get

3.7) IM| < C(n,5,A).
On M, by (3.1), we have
(3.8) 5O | < comsrayems. 9D | < oo s R A,
ss(1) cs(1)

Furthermore, based on an observation of Grosjean and Roth [24, Proposition 2.1] (see
Lemma 4.2), we get

(3.9) f IVMr> < C(n, 8, A)e.
M

In order to approximate Ar on M, we refine inequality (2.11) by Heintze into the fol-
lowing form.

Lemma 3.5. Let the assumptions be as in Lemma 2.5.
(3.10) divy XT = ssAr — nH(X, v) + [cs — ss Hess r(e’, e})] VM r?,
where e, is defined in proving (2.11).
Proof. By direct calculation as in Lemma 2.5,
divy X = ssAr + [cs — ss Hess r(e), e)] VM r 2.
Then (3.10) follows by proceeding along the proof lines of (2.11). O

Integrating (3.10), by divergence theorem and (3.9) we get
(3.11) f (ssAr — nH{(X,v)) = f (ss Hess r(ey,, €),) — c)IVMr? < C(n, 1, 6,R, A)e.
M M

Thus, by (3.7), (3.8), (3.11) and Ar < nj—:(r), we have

f(Ar—nﬁ(l))
M Ss
s5(r) s5(7) s5(r) §5(1)
: fM (s5<1>A’ - ”sa(l)”H”“) ¥ fM (1 - So‘(l)) A+ nlHlls fM (85(1) - 1)
: f (saAr—nH<X,v>)+(||Ar||m+n||H||m)|M|‘1 _ 5
M

o ss(1)
<C(n, u, 0, R,A)em,

<

On the other hand, it follows from (3.8) and Ar > nj—j(r) that

f(n@(l)—Ar)sfn(ﬁ(l)—ﬁ(r))SC(n,u,é,R,A)eﬂZ'l””.
M\ S5 M \Ss Ss
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Finally, we conclude that

(3.12) f
M

Now we are ready to prove (M2).

< C(}’l,#, 67 R, A)fm .

1
L1y - -Ar
Ss n

Proof of (M2) in Main Theorem.
Let us prove that there is €; > 0 such that

1
(3.13) “Ar<Z1)+ g
n Ss

holds along the geodesic sphere S = S(po, 1) and ¢, — 0as e — 0.

Then by Lemma 3.4, B(py, 1) is e€ 58 Ve _isometric to a ball of constant curvature 6.
Furthermore, by Cheeger-Gromov’s convergence (Theorem 2.3) (M2) holds.

We now prove (3.13) by dividing into 2 steps.

Step 1. For any fixed s > 0 and x € S, there are points in M lying B(x, s) with rllAr <
i—i(]) + €', where ¢ —» Qase — 0.

Let us argue by contradiction. If there is €’ > 0 such that all points in M N B(x, s) satisfy
%Ar > i—‘;(l) + €’. Let yg € M be a nearest point to x, then

MNB(x,s) MnB(yo,5)

By Lemma 3.6 below, the volume |M N B(yy, %)I admits a positive lower bound. This
contradicts to (3.12).

Step 2. There is €’ > 0 such that (3.13) holds for € at any pointin S, where €’ — 0 as
€e—0.

Indeed, by Step 1 as € — 0 there exists 0 < s(e) — 0 such that for any point x € S, we
are able to take a point y in M such that d(x,y) < s(e) and (3.13) holds at y. If x and y lie in
the same radial geodesic starting at py, then by ¢ < Ky < ¢ and standard Jacobi estimate,
Step 2 holds for such x.

In the following we assume that x and y lies in different radial directions at py. Let
a(t) = exp,, (v+tw), where exp,, (v) = xand exp po(v+w) =y. Let {e,-}l’.’:l1 be an orthonormal
frame along . Then we extend e; to be Jacobi fields along radial geodesics starting at po.
By direct calculation,

4
dt

1
Sy - ~Ar
Ss n

1
“1y--ar
Ss n

S ’
2 IM 0 B(yo, 5)l - €

d N N N N/ 71 N
Ar=— wa,ei, e)) = Z<Va,(,>va,e,-,ei> = Z<R @, V¥Per, ;)

Since the curvature operator R" is bounded by %(6 — ) and |[&'] < s5(1) - d(x,y), we get

iAr

2
2275 30— mss(1)-s.

It follows that
2
Ar(y) < Ar(x) + 5(6 —w)ss(1) - s.

Since by Step 1, s(e) — 0 as € — 0, the proof of Step 2 is completed. O

The following extrinsic non-collapsing property of M, which can be traced back to [18,
Proposition 1.12], is important to Step 1 above in (M2)’s proof.
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Lemma 3.6. Let M be a properly immersed hypersurface in a complete Riemannian mani-
fold N with Ky < 6. Let xg € M, and 0 < ry < min {ian(xo), [17]l00> #}, wherer : M — R
is the distance to xo in N. If ||H|| < A, for any s € (0, ry) we have
1B(xo. ) VM| s vraxt=s0nyr, B0, 70) N M|
wyss(s)" Wy Ss(ro)"
In particular, letting s — 0 we have
|B(x0, 1) N M| > e~ (AT Vmaxt=e0bre, sy Vr e (0, o).
Proof. By (2.11), we have
divy(X") = nes — nH(X, v) = ncs — n|H|ss,
which gives
divy(XT H
< vy (X') N n|H|ss
Cs Cs

(3.14)

X7\ 6s2VMr? pH
:divM(—)— AV, miHlss

Cs c¢25 Cs

By the Stokes’ theorem, we have

X7 852|VM Hlss
n Vol({r < s}) Sf divy (_) " f (_ 5l 2 | N n|H|ss
{r<s} Cs {r<s) Cs Cs

XT VM, 5S§|VM”|2 n|H|ss
= s oma + - 2 +
=5} \ €5 VM7 {r<s) s Cs

8s2|VMy|? H
(3.15) SuL A +f (_ AN |S§).
cs(8) Jir=s) {r<s) Cs cs

The coarea formula implies that

(3.16) Vol({r < s}) = f f |VMp~L,
0 {r=s}
Combining (3.15) and (3.16), we have

2 (s Voldtr < sh) = - s37(s) [ (9™ = 9¥)

ds {r=s}
6s3IVMr> nlHs
— 53" (es(s) (— b —+ ‘5)
{r<s) Cs Cs
s2VMp? s
Zésg_l(s)c(;(s) U — - nAsg"_l(s)c(g(s) 2
{r<s} Cs (r<sy Cs
where we used the fact [VM7| < 1. If § > 0, then z—i(r) < j—i(s). This gives
4 (s—”(s) Vol({r < s})) > — nAs;" " (5)es(s) %
ds \*° - ° " e €
> — nAs;"(s) Vol({r < s}).
S, S, 1
If 6 < 0, then C—z(r) < C—i(s) < Nk It follows that
d S2 VMI" 2
— (sg"(s) Vol({r < s})) > — [8]s2 (s)es(s) sV - nAs;" (s)es(s) f 3
ds {r<s) C§ {r<s) Cs

>(= 6] = nA) (537 (s) Vol({r < s})
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Combining these estimates together, we obtain

d —n —n
- (s5"(5) Vol({r < 51)) = (— ymax{0, =6} — nA) (53"(s) Vol({r < s})).
Let F(s) = s3"(s) Vol({r < s}, then for any s € (0, ro) we have
F(S) S F(ro)e(n/\+ \/max{O,—(S})(rU—s) S F(ro)e(n/\+ \/max{O,—(S})(rU)’

which completes the proof. O

4. 1ST EIGENVALUE PINCHING IMPLIES FIXED POSITION

In this section we prove Theorem 3.1.
Let po be the center of mass of M and r(x) = d(x, po), and let X = s55(r)V"r be the
position vector with respect to py and X" be its tangential projection over M.

4.1. L*-pinching of position vector. Let us first transform (1.8) to a pinching condition
more related to the position vector X, which is due to Grosjean and Roth [24, Proposition
2.1].

Lemma 4.1 ([24]). Assume that M is a compact immersed hypersurface in a convex ball
B(p,R) of N, where Ky < 6. (For § > 0, we assume in addition R < ﬁg') Then

4.1) 1< (6 + HIZ)IXIB.
Moreover, for any 0 < € < % (1.8) implies
4.2) O+ [[HIPIXIB < 1+ 4de.

By Lemma 4.1, we will use the following L?-pinching condition in remaining subsec-
tions instead of (1.8).

(4.3) 1< @+[HIPIXIB<1+€

Since some estimates in the proof of Lemma 4.1 will be used later, for completeness we
give its proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.1.
We first prove the first inequality (4.1). By divergence theorem and (2.11),

f (n-olx™P) < f (n = div(XT)c5)
M M
< f (n - nc(zs + nH(X, v)c,g) (by putting (2.11) into above)
M
< f néss + ||Hlleo f nsscs  (by ¢z + 852 =1)
M M

(4.4) <né f 52 + ||Hlleo f (nH(X,v)s5 + div(XT)s;)  (by (4.1) again)
M M

By divergence theorem, fM div(XT)ss = —fM cs(V"r,XT). Then by using |X| = s5, we
derive

C,
(44) < n6 f XP + nllHIE, f (X, VIX] = f 1H ]l S X2
M M M )

C,
@.5) < (s + [HIE) f XP - f S HIWIXTE,
M M S6
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which can be transformed to
1 C
(4.6) 1 <@+ IHIDIXIE + —— f (6 - —5||H||m) XTI
nM| Juy S5

Note that M C B(p, R) C B(po,2R), where Ky < 6.

If 6§ < 0, then (4.1) follows from (4.6), since the latter term in RHS of (4.6) is non-
positive.

If 6 > 0, in order to estimate the latter term in RHS of (4.6), we further require R < 8—%.
Then by (3.2) and Rauch comparison, we have

min{anm, Cﬁ(r(x))} >%0R) > (L) = V5. forallxe M.
Ss S5 ss \ 4o

Thus we derive

@47  5- %(r(x))IIHHm <6 — VO||Hllow = V6(V6 - |H|l) <0, forall x € M,
h)

And (4.1) follows from (4.7) and (4.6).

Next, let us prove (1.8) implies the 2nd inequality (4.2).
By multiplying ||X||% to both side of (1.8), we derive

n(S + IHIZ)IXI5 < (1 + 4 (M)IXI;

(4.8) <(1+elV¥X|l? (by Rayleigh quotient).
Since in normal coordinates, X = (”T(r)xi)f':ll, combining (2.12) and (4.8) we have
4.9) n(6 + IHIZIXIE < (1 + e)(n = IXTI)

For 6 > 0, (4.9) immediately implies (4.2).
If 6 < 0, it is necessary to estimate —6||XT||§. By (4.5) we have

IHllw [ c
(4.10) n—oIXTII5 < n(s + IIHIZ)IXIS - 2IXTP.
M| Ju s

by reformulating (4.10), we have

IHlo [ c
2IXTP < (S + IHIPOIXIR = (2 = 6IIXTIP)
|M| M S5

n

@.11) < 1—;(5 + IHIE)IXIR.  (by puting (4.9) into above)
On the other hand, by the fact

min {”H”oo, c—é(r(x))} > V=5 forxeM,
85

it is clear

@.12) ”fﬂr’ fM SXTE > oI5,
By combining (4.11) and (4.12),

(4.13) =5|IX 713 < 1”_+€E<5+ IHIZDIXI.

Put (4.13) into (4.9) (or the middle of (4.11)), we derive
1+
O+ IHILIXI < 7— < 1+4e,
—€

where the last inequality holds for 0 < € < % O
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An easy corollary of Lemma 4.1 is an L?>-bound of the tangential component X" of
position vector X, which has been used in the proof of (M2).

Lemma 4.2. Let M be as in Main Theorem. If (4.3) holds, then

2e

(4.14) XI5 < —,
> HIR
Proof. By (4.5), (4.7) and (4.3), we have

IH11
M|

1 c
f (IXIP = KX, WIIXT) <6 + IHIZMIXIE = 1 + —— ( - —5||H||w)|XT|2
M |M| S5
<(8 + IHIEIXIE - 1
<e.

Thus, we obtain
2e
IHI%

. 2
X ||2—|M| f (IXP* = kX, »P?) < i (|X|2—|X||<X,v>|)s
O

4.2. Estimate on the position vector. Under the assumption (1.5) we prove (3.1) in this
subsection by following the main ideas of [14].

Note that, via introducing the radius R of extrinsic ball B(p, R) in our estimates, we
improve those in [24] (cf. Lemmas 3.3, 3.5, etc. in [24]) with simpler proofs, such that
their technical assumption —Hls__ < A, in [24] is dropped in our proof.

Vo+IHIE
For simplicity, let & := /¢ + ||H||%. Let us consider an important auxiliary function
1
(4.15) = IX? |IX] - -

We will estimate its L*°-norm.
Let us rewrite

1X2 E

T

X|2 W
(h*X - 6X - H05v)+(6X+H65v h|X|)‘ u|1/| ' '

(4.16) Y= <3

where Y = h*X — 6X — Hesv = ||H|2X — Hesv and W = |X]2 (6X + Hegv — h\XI)
In order to estimate |||, the following L*-bounds are necessary.

Lemma 4.3. The L?-pinching condition (4.3) with € < 1 implies
4.17) Y15 < C(n. 6, R)h’e
(4.18) IW|3 < C(n, 6, R, Ay)he

An upper bound of ||X||., which is by a Nirenberg-Moser type iteration, is also used in
estimating |[/]|co-

Lemma 4.4. IfIMI%IIHHm < Ay, then
(4.19) IXlloo < CMA]|IX]>.

The proofs of Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 will be given later in the appendix.
Let us continue the proof of Theorem 3.1.



22 YINGXIANG HU, SHICHENG XU

Lemma 4.5. The Lz-pinching (4.3) with e < 1 and |M|% ||Hl| < A} implies that
C(n,6,R,Ay)
3

2

JE

€20n+]) |

(4.20) Il <

Proof. Firstly, by (4.16) and Lemma 4.3, we have the following L'-bound of v,
C(n,6,R,Ay)
— e

2

1
2 .

1 1
Wl < -5 (||X||22||Y||2 + ||W||2) <

Secondly, let us apply Nirenberg-Moser type iteration to estimate |||l as in below.
By the upper bound (4.19) of ||X||., for any @ > 1, we have

|dlﬁ2(l| — alﬁZa—Z'deI < Q,WZQ—Z

1 1
X| - E' ‘3|X| - Z"‘”X”
1 2
<3ay*? (nxnw + Z) ¢s

2
_ 1
< 3ay™ 2(||X||w + E) (1 + [|H]lolIXlleo)

1

< C(n,Aoawz“‘anum,?,

and
5 1\ 1
Il < 11X oo | 11X leo + 7 < C(n,Al)ﬁ.

Applying Sobolev inequality (2.5) to f = ¥>* with @ > 1, we have

1 5‘%’1’ % L 2a 2a
(M fM v )s6<n)|M| [|M| fM (Idw?| + | Hly )]

1 1 1
< C(n)lMIE [Mf (C(I’l,A])awza2”1_[”00F + ”H”m”w”iwhyz)]
M

1(1 .
SC(n,Al)a/ﬁ(Mwaz 2),

which gives

1 :
||w||§f;n] sC(n,Al)aﬁuwuég_%.

We take 7 = ;5 and @ = % + 1, where b;,1 = (b; + 2)T and by = 1, then
bi=(+2m)7 —2n>1, fori=0,1,---,

and 222 =201 = (b; + 2)7 = b;;1. Then we obtain

bit1
+

b; 1 ‘ 1 ,
Il SC(n,Ao(z + 1) Wl < COu Anbi= Il

By iteration, we get

bit1 b;
o

i 117 u U 1 1l-7)
||¢||,;_+]1 S[C(n’Al)bihT] (2158 S(nbk’k][C(H,Al)ﬁ} ||l//||l1;2-
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i
Note that []2, blzk converges to a constant C(n) by the ratio test. Since }Ti converges to
1 + 2n, we have

C(n,6,R, A1)

1
€2
B33 ’

1 n
il < [C(n,A1>h—3] gl <
which implies (4.20). ]
Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1.
Let f(¢) :==t(t — %)2. By Lemma 4.5 above we have

C(I’l, 6’ R3A ) 1
1£UXDlleo = W12 < TIEM_
If we pick € sufficiently small such that C(n, 6, R,Al)egﬁ < 21_7, then [ £(IXDlle < ﬁ <

f(ﬁ). Since ||X||% > hlz, there exists a point xy € M such that |X,| > % > 3ih By the

connectedness of M, it follows that | X| > ﬁ on M. Thus, if (4.3) holds with € < &), then

1 C(n969R9A1) 1
3_/’1 < ||f(|X|)||oc < T62ﬂ+1 s

which gives (3.1). O

2

1
|Xx| - E

Remark 4.6. By the proofs in this section, it is clear that the validity of (3.1) does not
depend on the lower bound of the sectional curvature of the ambient space.

Moreover, the proofs of (M1) and (M2) may go through once N satisfies C!*-convergence
regularity. Thus it is likely that the condition Ky > u can be weakened.

5. Proor oF THEOREM 1.5

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5.
We will prove that, under the assumptions of Theorem 1.5, there exist positive functions

& =e(A1,A2,q,R,6,u,n) >0

such that, pinching condition (1.8) with € < &, implies that the radial projection F from M
to sphere S (po, Rp) is a diffeomorphism, and satisfies
(5.1)

||de(u)|2 - 1| < Gy wwa)| for any x € M and any unit vector u € T, M

where C, = Cy(n, g, 14,6, R, A1, A;) is a universal constant.
Let M and N be as in Theorem 1.5. Let S (pg, Ro) be the geodesic sphere centered at pg
in N with Ry = sgl (%). The radial projection is defined by

Y
F:M—S (pg,Ry) CN,x+— expp, (Rom),

where Y = exp;o1 (x). Letp := Ro% for simplicity. By direct observation, the differential
of F satisfies the following.

Lemma 5.1 ([24, Lemma 4.1]). Letu € UM andv = u — {u, VVr)VNr. Then

2 _ Rg -1 2
P () = —3 |dexp,, lo(d exp L)

The main technical lemma in proving (5.1) is below.
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Lemma 5.2. Let the assumptions be as in Main Theorem.

(5.2.1) There exists a positive constant C(A1, R, 8, u,n) such that for any u € T .M with
|ul =1,

ldF P = 1| < C, 11,6, R, AT + [V 7|2,

(5.2.2) If|M|nl||B||q < A, with q > n, then there exists a positive constant €y(A1, R, 9, n)
such that L*>-pinching (4.3) with 0 < € < & implies that

IV¥rll < Cexamam,

where C = C(A1, Az, q, R, 6, i, n) is a universal constant.

Proof of Theorem 1.5.
By Lemma 4.1, we may assume (4.3).
Combining (5.2.1) and (5.2.2), we have

ldF ()P = 1] < Cn, 11,6, R, AET + Cn, ¢, 11,6, R, Ay, Ay)eTomam .

By picking € = (n,q,u, 9, R, A1, A) sufficiently small, (5.1) follows. Thus the map F is
a local diffeomorphism. Since S (pg, R) is simply connected for n > 2 and M is closed, F
is a diffeomorphism.

By Gauss equation, M" admits L¢/?-integral Ricci curvature bound with ¢ > n. Since
dF has norm almost 1, M also is of ¢¥©-non-collapsing at some scale r, proportional to
Ry. Therefore, by the C*-convergence Theorem 2.4, M is C%-close to a round sphere of
constant curvature.

O

What remains in this section is the proof of Lemma 5.2.

Compared to the corresponding situation in [24], we already obtain a pointwise control
on the norm of position vector (i.e., (3.1)) in a large ball B(p, R) via improved estimates,
such that M lies in the e-tubular neighborhood of S (pg, Ry). Based on this fact, we apply
Jacobi comparison to further improve [24, Lemma 4.2] into the form in Lemma 5.2.

Proof of (5.2.1) in Lemma 5.2.

Let ¥ = exp,, (x). Letv = u — (u, V¥r)VVrand V = dexp,,! |(v), then VLY. Let ¢ be
the geodesic ray from p through x. Note that v € TN such that (v, VVr), = 0. To estimate
|dF (u)|>, we define the Jacobi field as follows:

{J"(t) +RUJ@®),y(0))y(1) = 0,

Vv
J(0)=0, J(0)=—.
(©) =

Then the Jacobi field can be explicitly expressed by
Vv
J(1) = dexp,, It% (tm)
Observe that

J(r(x)) =J(|Y]) = dexp,, Iy (V) = v,

\%4
J(RO) =d exppo |Ro% (ROM) = de(u)
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Take s; = min{r(x), Ro} and s, = max{r(x), Ro}. If 6 > 0, M € B(p,R) C B(po,2R) implies
that r(x) < 2R < 4Lﬁ' On the other hand, i > ﬁ implies that Ry = sgl(%) <2R < 4—%.

Hence 0 < s; < 55 < ﬁg if § > 0. By the standard Jacobi field estimates on N with

u < Ky <6, we have

su(s1) (s ss(s1) n
sﬂ(s2>S'J(s2) Sy or Osmss<TE
(1) If r(x) < Ry, then
(S/J(V(X)))2< 2 <(s5(r(x>>)2
suRo) )~ 1dF )P ~\ ss(Ro) |

(2) If r(x) > Ry, then

( 5u(Ro) )2 WP ( s5(Ro) )2
sary) TR T s
Combining these two estimates, we obtain
. 1 sﬂ(Ro) |dFX(u)|2 1 s,l(Ro)
mm{hs(s(r(x»’s,i(r(x»}S e Sm"{hs,s(r(x))’s,,(r(x»}'
By (3.1), we have

1 -C(n, (S,R,Al)em < hss(r(x)) < 1+ C(n, 6,R,A1)em, for all x € M.
Note that the Lipschitz constant of s, o sg' depends only on u and 6, we have
ldF )P - 1
Smax{'(l + Cn, 1,6, Ay, R)Em™0 ) b2 1' : ‘(1 ~ C(n, 1,6, Ay, R)E™ 0 ) pf? - 1‘}
<C(n, 1, 6, R, A)em + [[VM |2,

where we have used the fact 1 — |[VMr|> < [u> — (u, VMr)? = p]> < 1. m]

Proof of (5.2.2) in Lemma 5.2.
Let £ = |XT|. Then [d&29] = 2082 'cs VM2 + ag2 252 'd(lVMrlz)‘. To estimate

s
|d|VMr|2|, we have

'd (|VMr|2>|2 = [TV )2 =4V r vy Z VYV
i=1

=4(VVr,v)* )" [Hess" r(ei, ) + Bler, VM)
i=1

<8 [Z | Hess™ r(e;, v)[* + |B|2|VMr|2} .
i=1

By Hessian comparison theorem for Ky > p, we have

n 2
c
Z |Hess" r(e;, v)I* < |Hess™ r|* < n(—”) .

i=1 s"l
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Thus we have
(V42| < 2V2n (c—“) + 2V2IBIVM A,
Su
and hence

[d&2] < 282 s\ VM P + g2 52 [2 2n—" +2V2|BIIVMA|.
Sy
By Rauch comparison theorem, we have 1 < f”—g’r; < % C(u,0,R). By (3 1), we take
€ = €(n, 6, R, Ay) sufficiently small such that if (4.3) holds with € < ¢, then a5 <Xl < 2h

As |[VMr| < 1, we deduce that
|d£%| <2aC(n, 1, 6, RIE*|IXlleo [ (5 + c) + IX1Ies B

1
<2aC(n, u, 6, R)gZHE |(cs + c,oh + 1BI]

1
<2aC(n, u, 8, R)E™ Zﬁ (IHllw + |B]),

where we have used (3.3), ¢5 < max{1, ¢s(2R)} and ¢, < max{l, ¢,(2R)} in the last inequal-
ity. Applying Sobolev inequality (2.5) to f = &2 with & > 1, we have

1, c<n>|M|u[M f (|d§2“|+|H|§2“)]

<C(n, u, 6, R)IM|7 20— [IMI f (IHleo + |BI) €2 2]

C(n u,0,R)
h?
<C(n,,u,6,R,A1,A2) 202

g1

20\M|» [IIHIIOOIEII%ZI% + IIBIIqllfll?Zfzzm]

20|& M Gumzsg -
h? =
— n_q-1 . 1g-1 o 2n _
We take 7 := i R a = -TC, + 1, where Ci+1 = CT+ ra and co = 2, then
ci=Q+20)1 -2y>2, fori=0,1,---,
where y = . Since 2‘"1' = (—cp + 2) =T+ nzTnl = ¢j+1, We obtain

9q q
w [Co,pu,6,R A LAy |77 2o [Cn,p,6,R, AL Ay |70
el s[ R 2cp] €l = [T

q-1

and

9
& [ Cr,u,0,R,A1,Ay)  |@od 4
e _[ 7 Ci &G, -

By iteration, we get

(e Cln, 11,6, R, Ay, Ay) 177)
e -(l—lck] [ it 0 R 2)] e,

2
k=0 h

1
Note that [, ckk converges to a constant C(g,n) by the ratio test. Since - converges to

2 + 2y, together with (3.3) and (4.14), we have

C(n,q,u,0,R Al,Az)
h2+2y

1 Y
™ < [C(n, q,ﬂ,a,R,Al,Aﬁﬁ] €l <
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As we have |X| > ﬁ, we finally get

IV Flleo < 28l lleo < C(, o1 6, R, Ay, Ag)e™5

6. ExamMPLES SUPPORTING CONJECTURE 1.4

Via gluing operation between spheres, we construct a family of surfaces M, such that
for any g > n, |M |% ||Bll, blows up as € — 0, but they cannot appear in Main Theorem.

Let X, : M. — R"™! be the isometric embedding of M.. We denote by H,, B, the mean
curvature and the 2nd fundamental form of M., respectively.

Example 6.1. Let p be a fixed integer. There exists a family of embedded hypersurfaces
{M_(I; p)} of R™*! which are formed by p spheres with radii close to 1 by connected sum
around 1 </ < (log(e‘l))% points, such that for € — 0, the 2nd fundamental form satisfies

(6.1) 1Belly = 00 <g<n), [Bellg = o0(g>n), Ci(ml<||Bell, < Ca(n)l,
while the mean curvature and first eigenvalue
(6.2) IHello = 1, [lIXel = Hlo = 0, Ai(Mc(L; p)) — 0.

From an intrinsic viewpoint, the Gromov-Hausdorff limit of ME((log(e‘l))%; p) is the
union of p unit spheres touching each other at infinitely countable many points.

Example 6.1 partially supports Conjecture 1.4 in the sense that M in Main Theorem
may not contain any small neck in more general cases.

Remark 6.2. A family of hypersurfaces glued by spheres in R"*! whose mean curvature
[|Helloo < C(n) and ||H,|| — 1 for some fixed [ was given in [4] (for detailed construction,
see its arXiv version). Example 6.1 improves their examples not only to that ||[H¢||cc — 1,
and also to the case / — oo.

In order to keep ||H¢llo < 1 + €, we use a catenoid in a suitable scale for the neck of
connected sum, which is almost flat near their boundary.

If [ is fixed, then by [4] it can be seen that the spectrum of M. converges to the disjoint
union of spectrums of p unit spheres. This may be still true in Example 6.1. Since only
Ay is concerned in this paper, instead of the spectrum we will give a direct upper bound of
A1(M,) by a suitably chosen test function.

The construction of Example 6.1 is as follows. Let us first consider the case [ = 1
and p = 2. Since the construction can be repeated successively, more general case can be
similarly constructed.

Let S (resp. S_) be a compact surface with boundary,

xﬁﬂ = (r{j')2 — (r—3€)*, where 3¢ < r < 3¢ + rys

where rg are two constants in [1 —€,1 + €], and r = /x% + x% + - -+ + x2 is the distance to

Xn+1-axis. By definition, S¥ is almost isometric to the unit sphere centered at the origin o
with a small spherical cap removed.

We join S* by a catenoid N, such that the r-position of N, lies in [€?, €], the gluing part
from N, to S happens at r € [€, 3€]; see Figure 1 below.

The n-dimensional catenoid in R"*! is defined in [20] (cf. [47]). We choose a catenoid
fitting in our setting given by

r
Xpe1 = 1 £ eng (?) where €2 < r < e,
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GLUING PART

SPHERICAL PART

and

" dr
'ﬁ(r)—f] —m

When n = 2, y = arccosh.

In the gluing part, we choose polynomials p?, and p7,, by which the rotational hyper-
surface smoothly changes from the catenoid to a horizontal hyperplane P* = {x,+; = 1+ag}
for some ag = O(e) in [€, 2€], and then to S *. They can be chosen as follows

x3 =1 ta;(r—2€) £ax(r—2e)* +ay, fore<r<2e

x3 =1 +bi(r—2€)* + bi(r —2€)* +ag, for2e<r<3e,

where a;, ay (resp. bli and bf) and ag are determined by the value and derivatives of
catenoid N, (resp. S *) function at r = € (resp. r = 3¢) and vanishing C! and C? derivatives
at r = 2¢ for the hyperplane. Then q is determined by the catenoid N, and thus the radius
ry of S¢ is also determined after ao.

Note that the above operation is based on the fact that the catenoid N, can be arbitrary
C?-close to a horizontal hyperplane as € — 0.

Up to an appropriate smoothing, we obtain a family of smooth surfaces M, in R"*!.
What remains is to verify the conclusion in Example 6.1.

Clearly, on N, the mean curvature vanishes. By direct calculation, at the gluing part
the mean curvature H, smoothly varies from 0O to % + €. Note that S7 is by a 3e-shift
from a standard sphere, the mean curvature of S is close to % at r = 3e. At the ST part
r€[3€3€e+ri], He = 1 - 3 + O(€%). Hence ||Hello — 1as € — 0.

Let M, be the hypersurface constructed as above. We now verify 1;(M,) — 0. For the
bound on the 2nd fundamental form, see the appendix.

We will choose a suitable test function. Let d(-) be the distance function on M, to the
set E. = {r = €, x,41 = 1}. Then M, is split into two parts M7 along E., and M lies
outside of M_.

Let us consider a cut-off function from [19, Propsition 1.3.1], which is defined by

0, 0<s<e

S
(6.3) Xd$) =3 " ioge log(2), e<s< Ve;
1, s> Ve
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The test function is defined to be f(x) := fy(x) - x(d(x)), where
1, xeM;,

Jolx) 1= { ~1,  xeM.

By definition, f is a smooth function on M, such that f = 1 on M} N {d > +/e} and
f=-1onM; Nn{d > ve}. As the area of {d < +/e} tends to 0 as € — 0, we have

— 1 f
= — 0, ase — 0.
7= g

So we have
f (f—?)2—>2wn, ase — 0.
M.

On the other hand, we have

r(x) d 2
d(x):f ,/1+( x”“)drzr(x)—ez,
€2 di’

where we recall that r(x) is the Euclidean distance from x to the x,, -axis. Hence, on
{e < d < +/e) we have

r(x) < (1 + e)d(x).
It follows that for n > 2,

8wn_1 \Ern—l
dfi? < —d
fo'f' ‘<loge>2£ 2

(6.4) e
B8wp_1(1 +e)"” €
Su f §"3ds -0, ase— 0.
(log e)? ¢
By the variational characterization of 4;(M.), we conclude
ldf1*
(M) < Ju

<——— -0
Ju (F =17

Let us consider the case for 1 < [ < (—loge)'/? and any fixed p. By comparing the
volume, O(e™")-many necks can be constructed between any two spheres. Then the mean
curvature, position vector remains the same as above. By §7.2, Ci(n)l < ||Bell, < Ca(n)l,
and ||Bl; —» 0 (0 < g <n).

By direct calculation, it is easy to see that after multiplying (- log €)'/ to (6.4), it still
tends to 0 as € — 0. Hence 4;(M,) — 0.

7. APPENDIX

7.1. Proofs of technical Lemmas.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We take ¢ = |X| = ss to make a right iteration function. For any
a €R,

ldp??| < 2a¢** Les.
We claim that:

Claim 7.1. forall 6 € R,
ldg®| < 2( V2 + D™ | Hllollglleo-
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Indeed, by (4.1) and (3.2)
1 <8+ IHIZHIXIE < (6] + IHIZ)IXIS < 20 HIE gl -
Then the claim is true for 6 > 0, for cs < 2||H|%|l¢ll%,. So is for § < 0, because by (3.2)

one has

1de*] <2001 (1 = 652 < 2a(1 + VIbll@lleo)e™ " < 2a(1 + | Hllollglloo) ™"

2a

Now by applying Sobolev inequality (2.5) to f = ¢~ with @ > 1, one has

el <CEIMPE (V2 + Do+ DIHligll el

1 o
<C(m2a (1M1 |1 Hllw) el el 321

a;+1
2 b

We take 7 = % and @ = where a;;1 = (a; + 1)T and ay = 2, then

ai=QR+mt-n>2, fori=0,1,--,

and 22 = 207 = (a; + 1)t = a;,,. Then we obtain
n—1

ditl

1 a—

lella;, < Cn) (117 IHlls) (@i + Dligllolielze]
1 @
< Cn) (1M1 IH Il ) aillpleo gl

By iteration, we have

Gjt1 4

|
i+ 1 7 i
llgller, < [Co (IMI71IH ) ailllo] ™ Tl

5 [ﬁ a’zlk] [C(n) (|M|"l||H||Do) ||‘p||oo]"(1’7il+1

k=0

)

llellg -

Since

log [ﬁ azgk} _ i loiak’

k=0 k=0

logag ¢
1 log ay

1
_ . 3
= L < 1, the series [[joa; converges to a

which by ratio test limy_,c ‘ —

constant C(n). Combining with the fact ‘T% converges to 2 + n, we obtain
1 n
lpllZ™ < Cu) (1M1 1H o) gl gl < CmAT gl el

which gives [[Xlle < COAZ[IX]L,. O

Proof of (4.17) in Lemma 4.3.
By (2.11) and 5s§ + c§ =1, we have

0

1 1 1
7.1 —— | cHX.v)<— —divy X —cs| = =IIXTI3 - 1+ SlIXI]5.
0 o [ e v>_|M|ch§(n ivy Ca) ZIXTIE - 1+ SIX13
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Then by Lz-pinching (4.3), (4.14) and (3.3), we have

I =om f (H2 = 20HI, f C5H<X,v>+||H||§O|X|2)

26||H||2
——=\IX"II5 = 1HII,(1 - SIX13) + IHIILIIX115

a9
<= e +IHIE [0+ IHILIXIE - 1]

<C(n)||H|% €
<C(n, 6, R)h’e.

In order to prove (4.18) for ||W]|,, let us make some preparation

Lemma 7.2.

(7.2) W5 < C@n) (IHIZIIX Il + k) €

Proof. By (7.1) we have

W13 =— f (|X||5X + Hegv|? — 2h(6X + Hcsv, X) + h2|X|)
M| J
<L |X||6X + Hegv> = 2h6811X)13 2h f csH(X,v) + h?|IX]|
—_ y - —— y 9 2
|M| ° 2 |M| M
< |M| f IXIl6X + Hesv? = 2h811X113 + —IIXTIIZ = 2h(1 = SIIXI3) + P2 (1X1l2

4h
_| M f IX|l6X + Hesv]> = 2h + e+h2||X||2
To estimate the first term, we calculate
X||6X + Hesv|? X 52X2+25HX + H?c
|M|f| 18X + Hev] |M|f| (1 (X.v)es + Hocj)
=i f IXI[6 + H? = 6(HP|XP + ¢} - 2H(X, v)cs)]

M

<Xl - — | IXIIHX = csv?

X - oo f XIHX — o]

O X]|so
<|x), + WX f IHX - o,
M| M

and

1 1
i f |HX = col® =i f (HIXP = 2¢5H(X, ) + ¢3)
M M

20
<8 + IHIEIXIE = 1+ FIIXTH%
4lo|
nllHI%

<€+

€ < C(n)e.
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Finally, together with (3.2), we obtain
4h
IWIE <CoIolIXllwe = 20 + —€ + 207X,

4h
<Cn)|o]lIX||c€ + 2R( V1 + € - 1) + €

<C) (IHIZ Xl + h) €.

O
We now are ready to bound ||W||, as follows.
Proof of (4.18) in Lemma 4.3.
By (4.19), combining with (4.3) and (3.3), we derive
n V] +
IHIZIX ] < IHIECODA XL < Cn, 6, RIPA] === < C(n.6, R, AD)h.
Then it follows from (7.2) that
(7.3) IWI; < Cmyeth + IHIIIXlo) < C(n,6,R, Aphe.
O

7.2. Bounds on 2nd fundamental form for Example 6.1. For simplicity, we only give
the detailed formulation for n = 2. The higher dimensional case can be similarly verified
by following the construction in §6.

Let r be the Euclidean distance to the z-axis. By the construction in §6, for 0 < € <« 1,
M= M!U M7, and

M? :={(x,,2) €R’ | X +y* =X,z = pX(r),r € [€, 15 + 3€l},

is given by two C2-functions pZ* : [€2,1 + 3€] — R defined by

1+ ¢ arccosh(%), ifee<r< €;
€
< 1 +a1(r—2€) +ax(r - 2e)* + ay, ife<r<2e
pe(r) = .
1+bE(r—2€7° +bi(r-2e)* +ay, if2e<r<3e

A2 = (r = 3e)?, if3e <r<3e+ry,

where the coefficients a;, b7 and rj are

2 — 3¢ 1 —2¢?
a = —e” a =—€3, ap =a1€ — are* + €* arccosh(e™"),
3e(1 — €2)2 4€2(1 — €2)2
1 1 l+ay 1 €2
by = —., by = - ——., ;= +=1/(1£ag)? + —
! 3ery 2 de’ry 70 2 2 (I a) 3

We also have ry = 1 ¥ €*log € + (€%), and hence ry > 1> ry if s sufficiently small.
In order to estimate 2nd fundamental form, the principal curvatures «; (resp. ;) of M}
(resp. M) are calculated as follows.
(i) Forr € [€, €],
+ _ 62 + _ 2
K1(V)—r_25 Kz(r)—_ﬁ-
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(i1) Forr = (1 + 7)e € [¢,2¢€] with T € [0, 1],
K@) = +(1+21 =31+ 0(), k5(1) = F(1 —1)* + O(€%),

which implies H, = +27(1 — 1) + O(€?). For 7 € [0, 1], |27(1 = 7)| < %
(iii) For r = (2 + 7)e € [2¢, 3€] with T € [0, 1],
2

. ) 5 . 2+ 73 5
K@) = (2t +31)+ 0(e”), «5(1) :—2 " + O(e).
T

. . . — 2 _ 2
which implies H, = %:)4” + O(e?). For T € [0, 1], I%I < %
(iv) Forr € [3€,3€e + r(i)'],

K(r)=1+0(), K(r)=1- 3—; +0(Ed).

Hence H. =1 - % + O(é).

By (i), the 2nd fundamental form of the catenoid N, |B)? = 2754 Since the induced
metric is gy, = (ﬁ) dr* + r*d6?, the volume form du = %drd@. So we derive

) '3 21 64 }"2 5
B|"du=2 2————drdf =8 1 — € < +oo.
fNE| ey L 0o R _é ' 8 ‘ .

€ 21 E4 % I"2
|Bel?du =2f f (2—) ————=drdf
fzvg ‘ ado \ ] V2T é

. arccosh(1/€)
=4n21 et f cosh®™24(t)dt
0

For g > 2,

g _ —
>47127 €429 cosh>29(1) - o0, ase — 0.

Similary, for 1 < g < 2, [|Bll, = O(e**?log €) and for 0 < g < 1, [|Bll, = O(€* log €).

By our construction, the part {¢ < r < 3e¢} N M, has bounded principal curvatures and
small area.

For the part {r > 3€} N M., its principal curvatures < 1, and the area is close to 2w.

Summarizing above, a hypersurface formed by / times gluing as above satisfies C;/ <
IBell2 < Caol, 1Bl — o0 (g > 2), and for 1 < I < (—log e)%, IBelly — 0(0 < g <2)as
€e— 0.

REFERENCES

[1]1 A.D. Alexandrov, Isoperimetric inequalities for curved surfaces, Dokl. Akad. Nauk USSR 47 (1945), 235-
238.

[2] A.D. Aleksandrov and V. V. Strel’tsov, The isoperimetric problem and estimates of the length of a curve
on a surface, Proc. Steklov Inst. Math. 76 (1965), 67-80; English transi., Proc. Steklov Inst Math. (1967),
81-99.

[3] M. T. Anderson, Convergence and rigidity of manifolds under Ricci curvature bounds, Invent. Math. 102
(1990), no. 2, 429-445.

[4] E. Aubry and J.-F. Grosjean, Spectrum of hypersurfaces with small extrinsic radius or large Ay in Euclidean
spaces, Journal of Functional Analysis, 271 (2016), Issue 5, 1213-1242; arXiv:1210.5690 [math.DG]

[5] J.L. Barbosa and M. do Carmo, A proof of a general isoperimetric inequality for surfaces, Math. Z. 162
(1978), Issue 3, 245-261.

[6] D. Burago, Y. Burago and S. Ivanov, A course in metric geometry, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, 33.
American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2001.

[7] I Chavel and E.A. Feldman, Isoperimetric inequalities on curved surfaces, Advances in Mathematics, 37(2),
83-98.



34 YINGXIANG HU, SHICHENG XU

[8] J. Cheeger, Comparison and finiteness theorems for Riemannian manifolds. PhD thesis, Princeton Univer-
sity, 1967.
[9] J. Cheeger, Finiteness theorems for Riemannian manifolds, American Journal of Mathematics, 1970,

92(1):61-74.

[10] J. Cheeger and T.H. Colding, Lower bounds on Ricci curvature and the almost rigidity of warped Products,
Ann. of Math. 144 (Jul., 1996), no. 1, 189-237.

[11] J. Cheeger and T.H. Colding, On the structure of space with Ricci curvature bounded below I, J. Diff. Geom
46 (1997), 406-480.

[12] L.N. Chen and X.C Rong and S.C. Xu, Quantitative space form rigidity under lower Ricci curvature bound
I, arXiv:1604.06986, to appear in J. Diff. Geom.

[13] L.N. Chen and X.C Rong and S.C. Xu, Quantitative space form rigidity under lower Ricci curvature bound
11, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 370 (2018), no.6, 4509-4523.

[14] B. Colbois and J.-F. Grosjean, A pinching theorem for the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian on hypersurfaces
of the Euclidean space, Comment. Math. Helv. 82(2007), 175-195.

[15] T.H. Colding, Shape of manifolds with positive Ricci curvature, Invent. Math. 124 (1996), 175-191.

[16] T.H. Colding, Large manifolds with positive Ricci curvature, Invent. Math. 124 (1996), 193-214.

[17] T.H. Colding, Ricci curvature and volume convergence, Annals of Math. 145, (1997), 477-501.

[18] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, A course in minimal surfaces, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, 121.
American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2011. xii+313 pp.

[19] G. Courtois, Comportement du spectre d’une variété Riemannnienne compacte sous perturbation
topologique par excision d’un domaine, These, Institut Fourier, Grenoble, 1987.

[20] M. do Carmo and M. Dajczer, Rotation hypersurfaces in spaces of constant curvature, Trans. Amer. Math.
Soc. 277(1983), 685-709.

[21] K. Fukaya, Collapsing of Riemannian manifolds and eigenvalues of Laplace operator, Invent. math. 87
(1987), 517-547.

[22] R. E. Green and H. Wu, Lipschitz convergence of Riemannian manifolds, Pacific J. Math., 1988, 131:119-
141.

[23] M. Gromov, Structures métriques pour les varietés riemanniennes. (French) [Metric structures for Riemann
manifolds]. Textes Mathématiques [Mathematical Texts], 1. CEDIC/Fernand Nathan, Paris, 1981.

[24] J.-F. Grosjean, J. Roth, Eigenvalue pinching and application to the stability and the almost umbilicity of
hypersurfaces, Math. Z. 271(2012), 469-488.

[25] E. Heintze, Extrinsic upper bound for A1, Math. Ann. 280(1988), 389-402.

[26] D. Hoftman, J. Spruck, Sobolev and isoperimetric inequalities for Riemannian submanifolds, Comm. Pure
Appl. Math. 27(1974), 715-727; Erratum, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 28(1975), 765-766.

[27] Y. Hu and H.W. Xu, An Eigenvalue Pinching Theorem for Compact Hypersurfaces in a Sphere, J. Geom.
Anal. 27, (2017), 2472-2489.

[28] Y. Hu and S.C. Xu, Ist Eigenvalue Pinching for Convex Hypersurfaces in a Riemannian Manifold, preprint,
2019.

[29] A. Huber, On the isoperimetric inequality on surfaces of variable Gaussian curvature, Ann. of Math. (2) 60
(1954), 237-247.

[30] L.Jorge, F. Xavier, An inequality between the exterior diameter and the mean curvature of bounded immer-
sions, Math. Z. 178 (1981), 77-82.

[31] A.Kasue, A convergence theorem for Riemannian manifolds and some applications, Nagoya Math. J., 1989,
114:21-51.

[32] J. Mei, Note on the injectivity radius estimate, preprint, 2015.

[33] V. D. Milman and G. Schechtman, Asymptotic Theory of Finite-dimensional Normed Spaces. With an ap-
pendix by M. Gromov. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 1200. Springer, Berlin (1986), viii+156 pp.

[34] P. Miao and X. Wang, Boundary effect of Ricci curvature, J. Diff. Geom., 103(1), 59-82, 2016.

[35] R. Osserman, The isoperimetric inequality, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 84, Number 6 (1978), 1182-1238.

[36] S. Peters, Convergence of Riemannian manifolds, Compositio Mathematica, 1987, 62(1):3-16.

[37] P. Petersen, On eigenvalue pinching in positive Ricci curvature, Invent. Math. 138 (1999), 1-21.

[38] P. Petersen, Riemannian geometry. Third edition. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 171. Springer, Cham,
2016. xviii+499 pp.

[39] P. Petersen and G. Wei, Relative volume comparison with integral curvature bounds, Geom. Funct. Anal., 7
(1997), 1031-1045.

[40] R. Reilly, On the first eigenvalue of the Laplacian for compact submanifolds of Euclidean space, Comment.
Math. Helv. 52(1977), 525-533.



RECOGNIZING SHAPE VIA 1ST EIGENVALUE AND MEAN CURVATURE 35

[41] R. Schoen and S.T. Yau, On the proof of the positive mass conjecture in general relativity, Comm. Math.
Phys 65(1979), no.1, 45-76.

[42] R. Schoen and S.T. Yau, Positive scalar curvature and minimal hypersurface singularities,
arXiv:1704.05490v1, 2017.

[43] V. Schroeder and M. Strake, Rigidity of convex domains in manifolds with nonnegative Ricci and sectional
curvature, Comment. Math. Helvetici 64 (1989) 173-186.

[44] Y. Shi and L.-F. Tam, Positive mass theorem and the boundary behaviors of compact manifolds with non-
negative scalar curvature, J. Differential Geom. 62(2002), 79-125.

[45] A. El Soufi and S. Ilias, Une inégalite du type “Reilly” pour les sous-variétes de I’espace hyperbolique,
Comment. Math. Helv. 67(1992), 167-181.

[46] C. Sormani and LS. Allen, Geometrostatic manifolds of small ADM mass, Comm. Pure Appl. Math.
72(2019), no.6, 1243-1287.

[47] L.-E. Tam and D. Zhou, Stability prpoperties for the higher dimensional catenoid in R™!, Proc. Amer.
Math. Soc. 137(2009), 3451-3461.

[48] G. Tian, Z.L. Zhang, Regularity of Kéihler-Ricci flows on Fano manifolds, Acta Math., 216 (2016), 127-176

[49] S.C. Xu, Local estimate on convexity radius and decay of injectivity radius in a Riemannian manifold,
Commun. Contemp. Math. 20 (2018), no. 6, 1750060, 19 pp.

[50] S.T. Yau, Geometry of three manifolds and existence of black hole due to boundary effect, Adv. Theo. Math.
Phys. 5(2001), 755-767.

YAU MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES CENTER, TSINGHUA UNIVERSITY, BEIING, CHINA
E-mail address: huyingxiang@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn

ScHooL OF MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES, CAPITAL NORMAL UNIVERSITY, BEIIING, CHINA
ACADEMY FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY STUDIES, CAPITAL NORMAL UNIVERSITY, BEUING, CHINA
E-mail address: shichengxu@gmail.com



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	2.1. Convexity radius
	2.2. Sobolev inequality
	2.3. Convergence theorems in Gromov-Hausdorff topology
	2.4. Center of mass
	2.5. Test functions for 1st eigenvalue of Laplace-Beltrami operator
	2.6. Proof of Theorem ??

	3. Proof of Main Theorem
	4. 1st eigenvalue pinching implies fixed position
	4.1. L2-pinching of position vector
	4.2. Estimate on the position vector

	5. Proof of Theorem ??
	6. Examples supporting Conjecture ??
	7. Appendix
	7.1. Proofs of technical Lemmas
	7.2. Bounds on 2nd fundamental form for Example ??

	References

