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A Rigidity Theorem for Asymptotically Flat Static
Manifolds and its Applications

Brian Harvie and Ye-Kai Wang

Abstract

In this paper, we study the Minkowski-type inequality for asymptotically flat static
manifolds (Mn, g) with boundary and with dimension n < 8 that was established
by McCormick in [36]. First, we show that any asymptotically flat static (Mn, g)
which achieves the equality and has CMC or equipotential boundary is isometric to a
rotationally symmetric region of the Schwarzschild manifold. Then, we apply conformal
techniques to derive a newMinkowski-type inequality for the level sets of bounded static
potentials. Taken together, these provide a robust approach to detecting rotational
symmetry of asymptotically flat static systems.

As an application, we prove global uniqueness of static metric extensions for the
Bartnik data induced by both Schwarzschild coordinate spheres and Euclidean coordi-
nate spheres in dimension n < 8 under the natural condition of Schwarzschild stability.
This generalizes an earlier result of Miao in [37]. We also establish uniqueness for
equipotential photon surfaces with small Einstein-Hilbert energy. This is interesting
to compare with other recent uniqueness results for static photon surfaces and black
holes, e.g. in [2], [18], and [39].

1 Introduction

A Riemannian manifold (Mn, g) is static if it admits a positive solution V : M → R
+ to the

system of equations

∇2
gV = V Ricg, (1.1)

∆gV = 0,

where ∇2
g, ∆g, and Ricg are the Hessian, Laplacian, and Ricci tensor of (Mn, g), respectively.

(1.1) are known as the static equations, and the solution V is called a static potential. These
names come from the role g and V play in general relativity. Specifically, (Mn, g) is static
with static potential V if and only the time-independent Lorentzian metric

g = −V (x)2dt2 + g, x ∈ Mn, (1.2)

solves the vacuum Einstein field equations Ricg = 0 on Ln+1 = Mn × R. The Lorentzian
manifold (Ln+1, g) is “static” because the time-translation vector field ∂t on Ln+1 is a timelike,
hypersurface orthogonal Killing vector field of (Ln+1, g).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.08570v4
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The most important static manifold is the Schwarzschild manifold, parametrized by m ∈
R and equipped with the Schwarzschild potential function

(Mn, gm) = (Sn−1 × (rm,∞),
1

1− 2m
rn−2

dr2 + r2σSn−1

), rm = (max{0, 2m}) 1
n−2

Vm(r) =

√
1− 2m

rn−2
. (1.3)

The corresponding spacetime (Ln+1, gm) is the Schwarzschild spacetime, which models the
gravitational field outside of a rotationally symmetric star.

A fundamental set of questions in general relativity concern whether or not the spacetime
(Ln+1, g) outside of a static, isolated astrophysical object, such as a static star or black hole,
is neccessarily Schwarzschild. The spacetime (Ln+1, g) has the form (1.2) in this situation,
so a constant time slice (Mn × {t0}, g) of (Ln+1, g) is a static Riemannian manifold with
a geometric constraint imposed on its boundary by the object. Therefore, the problem is
to determine if a static manifold (Mn, g) satisfying a geometric boundary condition and
with suitable asymptotics is rotationally symmetric and hence isometric to a piece of (1.3).
Problems like these have been studied as far back as Israel’s static black hole uniqueness
theorem from [30].

In this work, we develop a new approach to the uniqueness of asymptotically flat static
systems that is based on a Minkowski-type inequality established by McCormick in [36].
First, we characterize the equality case in this inequality under suitable boundary assump-
tions. This provides a uniqueness criterion for asymptotically flat static manifolds of dimen-
sion n < 8 in terms of boundary data. Then, we apply this criterion to establish uniqueness of
(1.3) in several important contexts. Notably, we prove global uniqueness for suitably-defined
static extensions of the Bartnik data induced by Schwarzschild and Euclidean coordinate
spheres when n < 8, as well as new uniqueness theorems for CMC spheres and for equipo-
tential photon surfaces.

Our approach involves several other results which are more broadly interesting. For ex-
ample, we prove via conformal techniques an additional Minkowski-type inequality for the
level sets of bounded static potentials which extends the Willmore-type inequalities from [2].
We introduce a notion of Schwarzschild stability for CMC hypersurfaces which is especially
useful for studying CMC 2-spheres in 3-manifolds with non-negative scalar curvature. Fi-
nally, we derive a new upper bound on the Hawking mass of surfaces in asymptotically flat
static 3-manifolds.

1.1 Main Results

We will wait until the next section to define our standard notation as well as the standard
objects of mathematical relativity, e.g. the ADM mass, outer-minimizing hypersurfaces, etc.,
and so a reader unfamiliar with the field should read that section first. In all of our theorems,
the static potential V is bounded on Mn and scaled so that
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lim
|x|→∞

V (x) = 1

in an asymptotically flat coordinate chart. Our results build upon a previously-established
Minkowski-type inequality for static manifolds. Recall that the Minkowski inequality for a
convex hypersurface Σn−1 ⊂ R

n reads

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

Hdσ ≥
( |Σ|
wn−1

)n−2
n−1

, (1.4)

where H is the mean curvature of Σ taken with respect to the outward normal. (1.4) has
been generalized both to non-convex hypersurfaces in Euclidean space and to hypersurfaces
in non-Euclidean backgrounds, c.f. [32], [3], [24], [1], [27], and [15].

The inverse mean curvature flow (see Section 2.2) provides an approach to Minkowski-
type inequalities in manifolds satisfying suitable asymptotic decay conditions. In [42], Wei
proves a Minkowski inequality for hypersurfaces in the Schwarzschild manifold using a mono-
tone quantity along the weak inverse mean curvature flow. Later in [36], McCormick gen-
eralized Wei’s inequality to asymptotically flat manifolds (Mn, g) in dimension n < 8 that
admit a bounded static potential V . In this “static Minkowski inequality”, the hypersurface
Σ is a boundary component of (Mn, g), and the convexity assumption is replaced with the
much weaker assumption that Σ is outer-minimizing.

Theorem 1.1 ( [36], Static Minkowski Inequality). Let (Mn, g, V ), 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, be an
asymptotically flat static system with ADM mass m and compact, non-empty boundary ∂M .
Suppose that ∂M = Σ ∪ (∪k

i=1Σi), where Σ is an outer-minimizing hypersurface and Σi are
closed minimal surfaces for each i = 1, . . . , k. Then we have the inequality

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V Hdσ + 2m ≥
( |Σ|
wn−1

)n−2
n−1

(1.5)

on the boundary component Σ. Furthermore, equality holds in (1.5) if and only if ∂M = Σ
and Mn is foliated by a smooth solution Σt to the inverse mean curvature flow where each
Σt is totally umbilical.

We would like to obtain a sharper characterization of the equality case in (1.5). When
(Mn, g) is the outside of a coordinate sphere in the Schwarzschild manifold, the inverse
mean curvature flow Σt of Σ = {r = r0} is a coordinate sphere of radius r(t) → ∞, meaning
equality holds in that setting. The first goal of this paper is to show that the equality
holds only on Schwarzschild coordinate spheres under natural boundary assumptions. By
exploiting the umbilical foliation of (Mn, g) by IMCF that is noted in the rigidity statement
of Theorem 1.1, we prove this when the boundary component Σ is assumed to either have
constant mean curvature or to belong to a level set of V (see the end of the section for a
discussion on the general case of equality).
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Theorem 1.2 (Rigidity of Asymptotically Flat Static Manifolds). Let (Mn, g, V ) be as in
Theorem 1.1, and suppose that either

• HΣ = H0 > 0 is constant, OR

• V |Σ = V0 > 0 is constant

on the boundary component Σ. Then equality is achieved in (1.5) if and only if (Mn, g) is
isometric to the exterior of the coordinate sphere {r = r0} in the Schwarzschild manifold of

mass m, where r0 =
(

|Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1

.

Remark 1.3. Rigidity in Theorem 1.1 is already understood when either H0 = 0 or V0 =
0 (incidentally, these are equivalent conditions for asymptotically flat systems with outer-
minimizing boundary by Theorem 1 in [26]). In those cases, Σ is an outer-minimizing
minimal hypersurface and the inequality (1.5) reduces to

m ≥ 1

2

( |Σ|
wn−1

)n−2
n−1

.

Indeed, this is the Riemannian Penrose inequality for asymptotically flat manifolds in di-
mensions less than 8, which according to [13] is saturated only by the Schwarzschild black
hole. Therefore, we ignore these cases in this paper.

Due to a well-known integral formula for the mass of an asymptotically flat static system
(see Section 2.1), all terms in inequality (1.5) may be expressed as surface integrals. Thus
Theorem 1.2 gives a uniqueness criterion for the Schwarzschild manifold solely in terms of
boundary data. In particular, this criterion does not depend on the topology of Σ or on the
interior behavior of V , e.g. on the presence of critical points. However, these theorems are
true only when V is asymptotic to 1, so one must invoke this asymptotic behavior in order
to apply Theorem 1.2 to a given geometric boundary condition on (Mn, g, V ).

To this end, we prove a new Minkowski-type inequality for asymptotically flat static
systems with equipotential boundary, that is for (Mn, g, V ) with V |Σ = V0 > 0 constant.
Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 both apply regardless of the sign of m, but here we require
m > 0 as well as a connected boundary.

Theorem 1.4 (Minkowski Inequality for Equipotential Boundaries). Let (Mn, g, V ), 3 ≤
n ≤ 7, be an asymptotically flat static system with ADM mass m > 0. Suppose that ∂M = Σ
is connected and outer-minimizing. If V |Σ = V0 > 0 is constant, then

V0 ≤
1

(n− 1)wn−1

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 2−n

n−1
∫

Σ

Hdσ. (1.6)

Furthermore, equality holds in (1.6) if and only if (Mn, g) is isometric to the exterior of the

coordinate sphere {r = r0} in the Schwarzschild manifold of mass m, where r0 = ( |Σ|
wn−1

)
1

n−1 .
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Remark 1.5. This inequality also applies in Euclidean space (Rn, δ), for if we set V ≡ 1 we
see that (1.6) is the Euclidean Minkowski inequality (1.4).

Remark 1.6. For any asymptotically flat static system (Mn, g, V ), the level set {V = V0} ⊂
Mn is automatically a smooth, connected, and outer-minimizing hypersurface whenever V0

is sufficiently close to 1, see Section 2.2. Therefore, Theorem 1.4 gives a level-set inequality
for these V0.

In [2], Agostiniani and Mazzieri also consider level-set inequalities in static manifolds
with mass m > 0. In their Theorem 2.11(i), they establish a Willmore-type inequality of the
form

V0 ≤
1

(n− 1)w
1

n−1

n−1

(∫

Σ

Hn−1dσ

) 1
n−1

(1.7)

for every n ≥ 4 when Σ = {V = V0} is a level set of the bounded static potential V . When
n < 8 and Σ is outer-minimizing, inequality (1.6) immediately implies (1.7) (and indeed, an
analogous inequality for any p ∈ (1, n− 1)) via Hölder’s inequality. Moreover, (1.6) extends
(1.7) to the n = 3 case. In contrast to their approach, our proof of Theorem 1.4 does not
utilize the level-set flow.

Our first application of these theorems is to the problem of uniqueness for static metric
extensions. This problem is motivated by R. Bartnik’s proposal of a quasi-local mass for
compact, spacelike, time-symmetric submanifolds of spacetime– see [9] and [10] for a review.
Here, we would like to show that any asymptotically flat static manifold with a boundary that
is both intrinsically round and CMC is rotationally symmetric. Due to work by Anderson
in [5] and Huang-An in [4], we know this is true whenever this manifold is assumed to be
sufficiently close to the Schwarzschild manifold in a suitable topology. In this paper, we
approach the question of global uniqueness using a stability assumption on the boundary.

The stability operator SΣ of a CMC hypersurface Σn−1 of a Riemannian manifold (Mn, g)
is

SΣ : C∞
0 (Σ) → C∞

0 (Σ), where C∞
0 (Σ) = {φ ∈ C∞(Σ)|

∫

Σ

φdσ = 0},

SΣφ = −∆Σφ− (|h|2 + Ric(ν, ν))φ. (1.8)

A result by Miao ([37], Corollary 2), establishes for n = 3 the uniqueness of static metric
extensions for the Bartnik data of the Euclidean sphere under the condition λ1(SΣ) ≥ 0 on
the first eigenvalue of SΣ. Here, we define a natural extension of this stability condition in
terms of mean curvature and area to apply to more general CMC Bartnik data.

Definition 1.7. Let (Mn, g) be a Riemannian manifold, and let Σn−1 ⊂ Mn be a CMC

hypersurface with HΣ = H0. Write r0 =
(

|Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1

as before, and define the constant
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m0 =
rn−2
0

2

(
1− r20

(n− 1)2
H2

0

)
. (1.9)

We say that Σ is Schwarzschild stable in (Mn, g) if the first eigenvalue of SΣ satisfies

λ1(SΣ) ≥
n(n− 1)m0

rn0
.

Remark 1.8. When n = 3, the constant m0 equals the Hawking mass mH(Σ) of a CMC
surface Σ. Definition 1.7 is motivated by a natural relationship between λ1(SΣ) and mH(Σ)
that we will discuss in Section 5.

λ1(SΣ) =
n(n−1)m0

rn0
for a coordinate sphere in a Schwarzschild manifold of radius r0 and

mean curvature H0, so this definition requires that Σn−1 ⊂ (Mn, g) is “at least as stable” as
the Schwarzschild sphere with the same mean curvature and area.

Theorem 1.9 (Uniqueness of Static Extensions for Constant, Schwarzschild-Stable Bart-
nik Data). Let (Mn, g, V ), 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, be an asymptotically flat static system with outer-
minimizing boundary ∂M = Σ ∼= S

n−1. Suppose on Σ that

σij = r20σ
Sn−1

ij (1.10)

HΣ = H0

for constants r0 and H0 satisfying 0 < H0 ≤ (n − 1)r−1
0 . Suppose further that Σ is

Schwarzschild stable in (Mn, g). Then (Mn, g) is isometric to the exterior of {r = r0}
in the Schwarzschild manifold of mass m0 for m0 defined in (1.9).

Remark 1.10. The ADM mass for the Schwarzschild extension of the Bartnik data (1.10)
is m = m0, and so data sets with H0 > (n− 1)r0 or equivalently m0 < 0 are not natural to
study from the standpoint of the Bartnik quasi-local mass.

When n = 3, the notion of Schwarzschild stability may be applied to other uniqueness
questions about CMC boundary data. For example, we find that only the Schwarzschild
3-manifold contains an equipotential, Schwarzschild-stable CMC sphere.

Theorem 1.11 (Uniqueness of Equipotential CMC Spheres in Static 3-Manifolds). Let
(M3, g, V ) be an asymptotically flat static system with outer-minimizing boundary ∂M =
Σ ∼= S

2. Suppose that

1. Σ2 is Schwarzschild-stable CMC with m0 > 0, AND

2. V |Σ = V0 is constant.

Then (M3, g) isometric to the exterior of {r = r0} in the Schwarzschild manifold of mass

m0, where r0 = ( |Σ|
w2
)
1
2 .
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The next application of these theorems is to photon surfaces, a notion originally intro-
duced by Claudel et. al in [22] and later given a geometric definition in [17].

Definition 1.12. Let (Ln+1, g) be a Lorentzian manifold. An embedded hypersurface P n ⊂
Ln+1 is a photon surface if it is timelike and totally umbilical in (Ln+1, g).

The above definition is equivalent to P n being null totally geodesic in (Ln+1, g), meaning
that P n traps all null geodesics initially tangent to it– c.f. [38] and [17]. For example,
photons in the n + 1-dimensional, m > 0 Schwarzschild spacetime orbit at a fixed radius

r = (nm)
1

n−2 outside the black hole. Therefore, the surface

P n = {r = (nm)
1

n−2} ⊂ (Sn−1 × (rm,∞)× R,−V 2
m(r)dt

2 + gm)

is a photon surface in the Schwarzschild spacetime. Whether the Schwarzschild spacetime
is the only static spacetime that contains photon surfaces is an open question. Cederbaum
established the first result in this direction in [17], and [19], [18], [39], and [43] contain gener-
alizations of her result. Currently, the most optimal photon surface uniqueness theorems for
Schwarzschild from [18] and [39] assume that P n ⊂ (Ln+1, g) has equipotential time slices,
i.e. that the static potential V is constant over the time slice Σn−1(t0) = P n ∩ {t = t0} ⊂
Mn × {t = t0} for every t0 ∈ R.

In this paper, we derive a new (to our knowledge) uniqueness theorem for equipoten-
tial photon surfaces with small Einstein-Hilbert energy. The (normalized) Einstein-Hilbert
energy of an n− 1-dimensional Riemannian manifold (Σn−1, σ) is

E(Σ) = (|Σ|)
3−n

n−1

∫

Σ

Rσdσ. (1.11)

We write E(Σ) in dimension n − 1 since we consider the Einstein-Hilbert energy of a hy-
persurface in (Mn, g), and we denote the Einstein-Hilbert energy of the standard sphere
by E(Sn−1). When n = 3, E(Σ) ≤ Y (S2) as a trivial consequence of the Gauss-Bonnet
theorem. When n > 3, we know from seminal works of Schoen [40] and Aubin [7] that
E(Σ) ≤ E(Sn−1) whenever σ minimizes E within its conformal class. All such minimizers
are constant scalar curvature metrics, but not all constant scalar curvature metrics neces-
sarily have small Einstein-Hilbert energy– see [14] for a review.

We also note that the assumption in [18] and [39] that V is constant over every time
of P n slice may be slightly weakened. When V is constant on every slice P n × {t = t0},
the normal derivative ∂V

∂ν
of V in P n ∩ {t = t0} ⊂ (Mn, g) must be identically constant, see

Section 4 in [18]. One recovers exactly the same boundary condition as in those works when
V and ∂V

∂ν
are assumed to be constant over only one time slice. Therefore, the equipotential

time slice assumption can be replaced with an assumption over a single slice.

Theorem 1.13 (Uniqueness of Equipotential Photon Surfaces with Small Einstein-Hilbert
Energy). Let (Ln+1, g) = (Mn × R,−V 2(x)dt2 + g), 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, be a static spacetime of the
form (1.2), where (Mn, g, V ) is an asymptotically flat static system of ADM mass m > 0.
Let P n ⊂ (Ln+1, g) be a two-sided photon surface. Suppose there exists a t0 ∈ R such that

7
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the time slice Σn−1 = P n ∩ {t = t0} ⊂ Mn × {t = t0} is outer-minimizing and is the only
boundary component of the exterior region of (Mn, g). Suppose further that on Σn−1

1. V |Σ = V0, AND

2. ∂V
∂ν

= ρ0, AND

3. E(Σ) ≤ E(Sn−1) = (n− 1)(n− 2)w
2

n−1

n−1 .

for constants ρ0, V0 (note that (3) is redundant when n = 3). Then (Ln+1, g) isometrically
embeds into the Schwarzschild spacetime

(L̃n+1, gm) = (Sn−1 × (rm,∞)× R,−Vm(r)
2dt2 + gm).

Interestingly, the same consideration for E(Σ) appears in Theorem 2.10 of [2]. There, the
authors derive an analogous conclusion for asymptotically flat static systems with horizon
boundary under the assumption E(Σ) ≤ E(Sn−1) for all n ≥ 4. By contrast, the photon
surface uniqueness and black hole uniqueness theorems in [18] and [39] respectively feature
weaker boundary conditions– these do not require any assumptions on E(Σ), and they also
allow for photon surfaces which are not connected. However, instead of assuming that
(Mn, g) is asymptotically flat, those theorems require (Mn, g) to be asymptotically isotropic.
This asymptotic assumption is the same as asymptotic flatness when n = 3, see [31]. For
n ≥ 4, however, asymptotically isotropic is at least as strong of a decay assumption on
(Mn, g) as asymptotically flat, and it is not known if the two conditions are equivalent. The
differing boundary conditions needed in the asymptotically flat and asymptotically isotropic
cases are worth noting with this in mind.

Finally, Theorem 1.2 assumes that either HΣ or V |Σ is constant, and so it is interesting
to ask if the same rigidity result for Schwarzschild spheres still applies without either as-
sumption. For n = 3, one way to probe this is to consider the functional Q(Σ) associated
with inequality (1.5),

Q(Σ) =
1

2

( |Σ|
w2

) 1
2

[
1− 1

2w2

( |Σ|
w2

)− 1
2
∫

Σ

V Hdσ

]
, (1.12)

which is bounded above by the mass m of (M3, g), and to compare it to the Hawking mass
of Σ. Recall that the Hawking mass of Σ2 ⊂ (M3, g) is the quantity

mH(Σ) =
1

2

( |Σ|
w2

) 1
2
[
1− 1

2w2

∫

Σ

H2dσ

]
. (1.13)

From the work of Huisken and Ilmanen in [28], we know that mH(Σ) is also bounded above
by m for an outer-minimizing Σ2, and equality in that case occurs only on Schwarzschild
coordinate spheres. If mH(Σ) ≥ Q(Σ) on any outer-minimizing Σ2, then Q(Σ) = m would
imply that Σ is a Schwarzschild coordinate sphere via this rigidity fact. Here, we prove

8
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that in fact the opposite bound holds generically in asymptotically flat static 3-manifolds;
that is Q(Σ) ≥ mH(Σ) in a broad setting. This hints that there may exist an (M3, g) with
m = Q(Σ) > mH(Σ), although we are uncertain on this matter.

Theorem 1.14 (Hawking Mass Comparison). Let (M3, g, V ) be an asymptotically flat static
system with connected, outer-minimizing boundary ∂M = Σ2. Suppose further that V |Σ2 > 0
and that Σ2 is also outer-minimizing with respect to the conformal metric

g− = V 4g.

Then

Q(Σ) ≥ mH(Σ), (1.14)

for the functionals defined in (1.12), (1.13). Furthermore, equality holds if and only if (M3, g)
is isometric to the exterior of {r = r0} in the Schwarzschild manifold of mass m.

The role that the conformal metric g− plays here will become clear in Section 4. The
condition that Σ2 is g−-outer-minimizing is automatic if V |Σ = V0 and m > 0, as we will
show in that section. It would be interesting to see if a weaker requirement, such as ∂V

∂ν
> 0

on Σ2, also ensures this property.

1.2 Outline

We now summarize the structure and approach of the paper. In Section 2, we review the
neccessary background on asymptotically flat static systems, weak inverse mean curvature
flow, and outer-minimizing hypersurfaces, as well as notational conventions. In Section 3,
we prove Theorem 1.2. The key points of the proof are (a) the asymptotic convergence of
weak inverse mean curvature flow completely determines the induced metric on each leaf of
the umbilical foliation, and (b) the mean curvature of these leaves is uniquely determined
by the induced metric and mean curvature of the boundary. The latter fact arises from the
de-coupling of the evolution equation for mean curvature from the other evolving quanti-
ties. Because of this, well-posedness of the initial value problem for quasi-linear parabolic
equations guarantees uniqueness.

In Section 4, we prove Theorem 1.4. We achieve this by scaling the metric g by a
conformal factor involving the potential function V , an approach with a rich history in the
study of static manifolds– see [16], [19], [2], [39], and [6]. Here, we consider the metric

g− = V
4

n−2 g, which is also an asymptotically flat static metric on Mn. We obtain inequality
(1.6) by applying inequality (1.5) with respect to this conformally modified static system.
This is possible thanks in part to the elliptic maximum principle. In Section 5, we prove
Theorem 1.9 on the uniqueness of static extensions for constant, Schwarzschild stable Bartnik
data. The stability assumption allows us to show via local arguments that the boundary Σ
is totally umbilical and equipotential within the extension (Mn, g). In turn, we apply the
level-set inequality Theorem 1.4 to show that the Minkowski inequality must be saturated

9
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on (Mn, g). We prove Theorem 1.13 and Theorem 1.11 with essentially the same approach.
In Section 6, we prove Theorem 1.14. We immediately obtain an estimate from below on
the L2 norm of HΣ using the conformal approach detailed in Section 4.

Acknowledgements Ye-Kai Wang is supported by Taiwan NSTC grant 109-2628-M-006-
001-MY3. We would also like to thank Professor Mao-Pei Tsui of National Taiwan University
for recommending the Christodoulou-Yau paper [20], and Professor Carla Cederbaum of
Tübingen University for helpful email conversations on the topic of Schwarzschild rigidity.

2 Preliminaries

We first clarify some notation throughout this paper. The ambient metric is denoted by g

or gij and its scalar curvature by Rg. The Hessian ∇2f with respect to g for f ∈ C∞(M) is
denoted using bracket notation, i.e.

∇2f(X, Y ) = 〈∇X∇f, Y 〉 X, Y ∈ Γ(TM).

The induced metric on a C∞ hypersurface Σn−1 ⊂ Mn is denoted by σ or σij and its scalar
curvature by Rσ. The standard sphere metric is denoted σSn−1

, and its area is denoted by
wn−1. The second fundamental form of Σ,

h(X, Y ) = −〈ν,∇XY 〉 = 〈∇Xν, Y 〉 X, Y ∈ Γ(TΣ),

is taken with respect to the unit normal ν that points toward infinity. Occasionally, we will
consider Σn−1 to be the immersed image of an abstract smooth manifold, and we will abuse
notation by also denoting this manifold by Σ.

2.1 Asymptotically Flat Static Systems

In general relativity, an isolated gravitating static system is modelled by a metric g and
potential V which are asymptotic to the Euclidean metric and 1, respectively.

Definition 2.1 (Asymptotically Flat Static Systems). A Riemannian manifold (Mn, g) is
asymptotically flat if there exists a compact set K and a diffeomorphism x = (x1, . . . , xn) :
Mn \K → R

n \B1(0) such that the metric g satisfies the asymptotic expansion

gkl = δkl + ηkl, with ηkl ∈ O2(|x|−q) as |x| → ∞, (2.15)

for some q > n−2
2

and for every k, l ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Here, for a function f ∈ C∞(M \K) we
write

f ∈ Ok(|x|−q) if
∑

|J |≤k

|x|q+|J ||∂Jf | = O(1) as |x| → ∞

in the coordinates (x1, . . . , xn).

10
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Furthermore, if an asymptotically flat (Mn, g) admits a bounded, non-zero static potential
V , then WLOG scaling V so that

lim
|x|→∞

V (x) = 1

within the coordinates (x1, . . . , xn), we refer to the triple (Mn, g, V ) as an asymptotically

flat static system.

Remark 2.2. Definitions of asymptotic flatness typically also include an integrability as-
sumption on the scalar curvature Rg. However, taking the trace of the first equation in
(1.1), we see that Rg ≡ 0 when (Mn, g) is static. Therefore, this assumption is redundant
for our purposes.

It is a non-trivial fact that a bounded, non-zero static potential V is asymptotic to a
constant within an asymptotically flat coordinate chart, c.f. for example Proposition B.4
in [26], and since the equations (1.1) are linear in V we may scale this constant to be 1.
Moreover, the asymptotic expansion of V is given in [26] Proposition B.4 as

V (x) = 1−m|x|2−n + w(x), with w ∈ o(|x|2−n) as |x| → ∞, (2.16)

for a constant m ∈ R. [26] Proposition B.4 also shows within a chart (x1, . . . , xn) satisfying
(2.15) that

m =
1

2(n− 1)wn−1

lim
r→∞

∫

|x|=r

n∑

i,j=1

(∂igij − ∂jgii)ν
jdσ.

That is, the coefficient m in (2.16) equals the ADM mass of the manifold (Mn, g), which
Bartnik shows in [11] is a well-defined invariant of an asymptotically flat manifold in all
dimensions. Because the ADM mass is encoded within the expansion of V , m may also be
shown to equal a boundary integral. This is observed by taking the limit of the normal
derivative of V over coordinate spheres at infinity and applying (2.16):

lim
r→∞

∫

|x|=r

∂V

∂ν
dσ = lim

r→∞

∫

|x|=r

(n− 2)m|x|1−ndσ = (n− 2)wn−1m.

Since V is harmonic with respect to g, the above integral is constant within a homology class
of Mn. From this, we recover the boundary integral formula for the ADM mass

m =
1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

∂M

∂V

∂ν
dσ. (2.17)

(2.17) is known in the literature as the “Smarr formula”, see [41], and we will use it exten-
sively in sections 4 and 5.

11



B. Harvie & Y.K. Wang

2.2 Inverse Mean Curvature Flow

In recent years, Inverse Mean Curvature Flow (IMCF) has yielded several Minkowski-type
inequalities, see [24], [15], and [42]. A one-parameter family of C∞ oriented immersions
X : Σn−1 × [0, T ) → Mn from a closed manifold Σn−1 into a Riemannian manifold (Mn, g)
solves IMCF with initial data Σ0 ⊂ Mn if

∂

∂t
X(y, t) = H−1ν(y, t), y ∈ Σn−1, (2.18)

Σ0 = X0(Σ),

where ν is the outward normal and H > 0 the mean curvature of Σt = Xt(Σ). A C∞, H > 0
initial immersion X0 always admits a short-time solution to (2.18), c.f. [29], but in general
finite-time singularities eventually occur. Huisken and Ilmanen developed a notion of weak
solutions to IMCF in [28] to flow past these singularities.

Their weak solutions involve a level-set formulation of (2.18): for a smooth domain
Ω ⊂ (Mn, g), consider a solution u ∈ C∞(Mn), du 6= 0, to the degenerate elliptic Dirichlet
problem

div

( ∇u

|∇u|

)
= |∇u| in (Mn \ Ω, g), (2.19)

u|Σ0 = 0 on ∂Ω.

Direct verification shows that the level-set flow of u solves (2.18) with initial condition
Σ0 = ∂Ω. Thus, (2.19) re-formulates of the initial value problem (2.18), with the flow
surfaces Σt corresponding to the level sets {u = t} of u.

The weak solutions developed in [28] are variational solutions of (2.19), and the C1,α

hypersurfaces defined by

Σt = ∂{u < t} ⊂ Mn, (2.20)

are the corresponding “weak flow surfaces”. In the case of equality in Theorem 1.1, the
weak solution on the static manifold (Mn, g) is a smooth solution to (2.19), which allows
us to ignore many of the delicate aspects of the weak solution theory here. There are,
however, some important asymptotic properties for general weak solutions which will play
an important role in the analysis of the smooth solution. For convenience of the reader, we
state these results below.

Theorem 2.3 (Lemma 7.1 in [28], Asymptotic Properties of Weak IMCF). Let (Mn, g) be
an asymptotically flat Riemannian manifold, let U = R

n \ Bδ(0) be an asymptotically flat
end of (Mn, g) with asymptotically flat coordinates xi, and let u ∈ C

0,1
loc

(Mn) be the unique
variational solution to IMCF with initial condition Σ0 and compact level sets. Then the
following properties hold.

12
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(a) The blown-down flow surfaces

Σ̃t = {e− t

n−1x|x ∈ Σt}, x = (x1, . . . , xn+1) ∈ U, (2.21)

converge in C1,α to ∂Br0(0) for r0 defined before.

(b) There is a uniform constant C so that the function u satisfies |∇u(x)| ≤ C|x|−1 where

differentiable and for |x| large enough. In particular, HΣt
≤ Ce−

t

n−1 when u solves
(2.19) classically.

Remark 2.4. The decay conditions required by Huisken-Ilmanen for Theorem 2.3 are actu-
ally more mild than stated above, and their definition of asymptotic flatness in [28] requires
stronger conditions than in Definition 2.1. However, these distinctions are not important to
any of the proofs.

2.3 Outer-Minimizing Sets

An important notion in geometry and relativity which is intimately related to IMCF is that
of an outer-minimizing set.

Definition 2.5. Let (Mn, g) be a Riemannian manifold with smooth, compact boundary
∂Mn = Σn−1. We say that Σ is outer-minimizing if for any C1 domain Ω ⊂ (Mn, g) that
is bounded by Σ we have |Σ| ≤ |∂Ω \ Σ|, and strictly outer-minimizing if this inequality
is strict.

By the second variation of area, an outer-minimizing boundary must have mean curvature
H ≥ 0. Conversely, an H ≥ 0 hypersurface in (Mn, g) is outer-minimizing if it a level set of
a suitable function on the ambient space.

Proposition 2.6 (Foliations by Mean-Convex Level Sets). Let (Mn, g) be a Riemannian
manifold. Consider u ∈ C2(M) with du 6= 0 and compact level sets Σt = {u = t}. If
HΣt

≥ 0 on every Σt = {u = t} ⊂ Mn, then each Σt = ∂(Mn ∩{u > t}) is outer-minimizing
in (Mn ∩ {u > t}, g) (resp. strictly outer-minimizing if HΣt

> 0).

Proof. Given that Mn is foliated by the mean-convex hypersurfaces Σt, we have

div

( ∇u

|∇u|

)
≥ 0 in (Mn, g) (2.22)

from the mean curvature formula for a level set. For each t ∈ Im(u), let Ω ⊂ Mn ∩ {u > t}
by a C1 domain bounded by Σt. From the divergence theorem

0 ≤
∫

Ω

div

( ∇u

|∇u|

)
dσ =

∫

∂Ω\Σt

〈 ∇u

|∇u| , ν〉dσ −
∫

Σt

〈 ∇u

|∇u| , ν〉dσ,

≤ |∂Ω \ Σt| − |Σt|.

13
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where we have used Cauchy-Schwarz on ∂Ω \ Σt and ν = ∇u
|∇u|

on Σt. If HΣt
> 0 for each t,

then inequality (2.22) is strict.

Foliations by IMCF are strictly outer-minimizing since they solve (2.19). We presented
Proposition 2.6 in a more general form because we are also interested in the level sets of
static potentials on asymptotically flat manifolds. Due to the asymptotic behavior of V , c.f.
[2], the sets {V = V0} are each smooth, H > 0 hypersurfaces outside of a compact set.

Corollary 2.7. Let (Mn, g, V ) be an asymptotically flat static system with m > 0. Choose

Ṽ0 < 1 such that

1. dV 6= 0 on {V > Ṽ0} ⊂ Mn, AND

2. H{V=V0} > 0 when V0 ∈ (Ṽ0, 1).

Then for V0 ∈ (Ṽ0, 1) the level sets Σn−1 = {V = V0} ∼= S
n−1 are smooth and strictly

outer-minimizing in {V > V0} ⊂ (Mn, g). In particular, Theorem 1.4 applies.

This corollary is not essential to our approach, but it may be useful elsewhere, e.g. for
understanding the asymptotic behavior of the level sets of V .

3 Umbilical Foliations by Inverse Mean Curvature Flow

The goal of this section will be to prove Theorem 1.2. In [42], Wei characterizes equality
when (Mn, g) is a region in the Schwarzschild manifold. However, his method of proof
cannot be applied to an arbitrary static background, and so our approach here is quite
different. Theorem 1.1 states that whenever equality is achieved in (1.5), ∂M = Σ (i.e. ∂M
is connected), and M is foliated by a smooth, totally umbilical solution Σt to IMCF.

The first important observation is that when the Σt are umbilical, the induced metric
σij(y, t) of Σt evolves self-similarly under (2.18). This de-couples the evolution of the mean
curvature H(y, t) from all other evolving geometric quantities, implying that g is uniquely
determined by H(y, 0) and σij(y, 0). We state the following theorem for the more general
situation of a background space with constant scalar curvature, since it may be useful in
understanding other geometric inequalities arising from IMCF.

Theorem 3.1 (Umbilical Foliations by IMCF). Let (Mn, g) be a Riemannian manifold with
constant scalar curvature Rg = R0 and C∞, H > 0 boundary ∂M . Let ∂M = X0(Σ) for a
smooth manifold Σ and embedding X0, and let X : Σ × (0, T ) → (Mn, g) be the solution to
(2.18) with initial data X0. If Σt = Xt(Σ) foliate Mn and are umbilic, then the pull-back of
g under X is

gij(y, t) = u(y, t)2dt2 + e
2t

n−1σij(y, 0),

where σij(y, 0) is the induced metric on ∂M pulled back via X0, and u(y, t) > 0 solves the
initial value problem

14
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∂tu(y, t) = e−2 t

n−1u2∆σ0u+
n

2(n− 1)
u (3.23)

+

(
R0

2
− Rσ0(y)

2
e−

2t
n−1

)
u3,

u(y, 0) = H−1(y)

on Σ × [0, T ). Here ∆σ0 and Rσ0 are the Laplace-Beltrami operator and intrinsic scalar
curvature function of the metric σij(y, 0), and H(y) is the mean curvature of ∂M pulled back
under X0.

In particular, g is uniquely determined by the induced metric and mean curvature of ∂M .

Proof. We first determine the induced metric σij(y, t) of Σt. Since hij(y, t) = H
n−1

σij(y, t),
the first variation formula for the metric, c.f. Theorem 3.2(i) in [29], becomes

∂

∂t
σij(y, t) =

2

H
hij(y, t) =

2

n− 1
σij(y, t). (3.24)

As a result, σij(y, t) = e
2t

n−1σij(y, 0). The evolution equation for the flow speed H−1 in a
general Riemannian manifold is given, e.g. in equation (1.3) of [28], as

∂tH
−1 =

1

H2
∆H−1 +

( |h|2
H2

+
Ric(ν, ν)

H2

)
H−1. (3.25)

Since Σt is umbilical with induced metric evolving by scaling,

|h|2 =
1

n− 1
H2,

∆σt
f = e−

2t
n−1∆σ0f,

Ric(ν, ν) =
1

2

(
n− 2

n− 1
H2 − Rσt

(y, t) +Rg

)

=
1

2

(
n− 2

n− 1
H2 − e−

2t
n−1Rσ0(y) +R0

)

where the last two lines come from the twice-contracted Gauss equation. This reduces (3.25)
to

∂tH
−1(y, t) = e−2 t

n−1H−2∆σ0H
−1 +

n

2(n− 1)
H−1

+

(
R0

2
− Rσ0(y)

2
e−

2t
n−1

)
H−3,
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and so altogether, u = H−1 solves the initial value problem (3.23). The right-hand side of
the evolution equation (3.23) equals L(u) for a second-order differential operator L which in
coordinates has the form

L(u) = Qij(y, t, u)∂2
iju+ b(y, t, u).

Here, Qij is a symmetric matrix with uniformly positive eigenvalues over compact time
intervals. Therefore, the problem (3.23) is of quasi-linear parabolic type, and so its solution
is uniquely determined by the initial data u(y, 0)– see Theorem A.3.1 in [34], see also Theorem
1.1 in [35].

The second important observation is that the asymptotics of IMCF in an asymptotically
flat manifold completely determine the topology and intrinsic geometry of these Σt. It is
clear that the Σt which foliate (Mn, g) are neccessarily diffeomorphic to one another, as they
are the level sets of a smooth, non-degenerate function u : Mn → R, and so Σt

∼= S
n−1 for

each t ∈ [0,∞) according to Theorem 2.3. Those asymptotics also allow us to fully determine
σij(y, t) for each t ∈ [0,∞). Specifically, because Σt must become C1,α-close to a coordinate
sphere as t → ∞, each Σt is intrinsically round whenever the equality is achieved.

Theorem 3.2. Let (Mn, g) be an asymptotically flat Riemannian manifold with boundary
∂M . Suppose (Mn, g) is foliated by a smooth solution {Σt}0≤t<+∞ of IMCF with initial data
Σ0 = ∂M . If each Σt is umbilical, then the induced metric σij(y, t) on Σt is

σij(y, t) = r20e
2t

n−1σSn−1

ij ,

where r0 = ( |Σ0|
wn−1

)
1

n−1 and σSn−1

ij is the standard sphere metric.

Remark 3.3. Coordinate spheres are the only closed, embedded hypersurfaces in the Schwarzschild
manifold which are both intrinsically round (σij = r20σ

Sn−1

ij ) and extrinsically round (hij =
H

n−1
σij). Therefore, Theorem 3.2 gives a direct proof of rigidity in Wei’s Theorem 1.1 from

[42].

Proof. Let U = R
n \ Bδ(0) be an asymptotically flat end of (Mn, g) with coordinates x =

(x1, . . . , xn), and for each t > 0 define blow-down objects on U by

X̃t(y) = e−
t

n−1Xt(y), g
(t)
kl (x) = e−

2t
n−1gkl(e

t

n−1x).

for y ∈ S
n−1 and immersions Xt : S

n−1 → U solving IMCF in the gauge (2.18). Note that

X̃t is an embedding if X0 is, since here (2.18) is the level-set flow of the function u of (2.19).
Note also by asymptotic flatness with decay order q > n−2

2
≥ 1

2
that

sup
x∈U

(|g(t)kl (x)− δkl|+ e
t

n−1 |∂mg(t)kl (x)|+ e
2t

n−1 |∂mrg
(t)
kl |) ≤ Ce

− t

2(n−1) m, r = 1, . . . , n. (3.26)

Since hij(y, t) =
H

n−1
σij(y, t), we know σij(y, t) = e

2t
n−1σij(y, 0) in view of the variation formula

(3.24). Then the pull-back of g
(t)
kl under the embedding X̃t is

16
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σ̃ij(y, t) = σij(y, 0). (3.27)

On the other hand, the extrinsic curvature h̃ij(y, t) of Σ̃t satisfies

|h̃(y, t)|σ̃(y,t) = | H̃

n− 1
σ̃(y, t)|σ̃(y,t) (3.28)

=
1√
n− 1

H̃(y, t) =
1√
n− 1

e
t

n−1H(y, t) ≤ C.

for some uniform constant C. Here, we have used the estimate H = |∇u| ≤ Ce−
t

n−1 on mean
curvature from property (b) of Theorem 2.3.

Denoting the abstract initial metric by σ0, X̃t : (S
n−1, σ0) → (U, g(t)) are each isometric

embeddings with uniformly bounded total curvature |h̃|σ0 . In particular, the Hessians for

the coordinate functions X̃ i
t ∈ C∞(Sn−1), i = 1, . . . , n satisfy

|∇2
σ0
X̃ i

t |σ0 = |∇2
g(t)

xi − ν(xi)h̃|σ0

≤ |Γi
kl(t)|+ |ν(xi)||h̃|σ0 ≤ C,

where Γi
kl(t) are the Christoffel symbols of g

(t)
kl in the coordinates (x1, . . . , xn). The upper

bounds on |Γi
kl(t)|, |h̃|σ0 , and |ν(xi)| follow from (3.26), (3.28), and property (a) of Theo-

rem 2.3, respectively. Thus a local coordinate system (y1, . . . , yn−1) of Sn−1, we have for a
fixed constant C that

| ∂

∂yj
X̃ i

t(w)−
∂

∂yj
X̃ i

t(z)| ≤ Cdσ0(w, z) w, z ∈ S
n−1, j = 1, . . . , n− 1 i = 1, . . . , n.

By the compact containment C1,1(Sn−1, σ0) ⊂⊂ C1,α(Sn−1, σ0), see [8], we may choose a

subsequence X̃ i
tk

of X̃ i
t so that for every i = 1, . . . , n

X̃ i
tk
→ X i

∞ in C1,α(Sn−1, σ0) α ∈ (0, 1).

We now consider the map into U with coordinate functions X i
∞. Since

σij(y, 0) = g
(t)
kl ∂iX̃

k
t ∂jX̃

l
t = δkl∂iX̃

k
t ∂jX̃

l
t + ηij |ηij| = |(g(t)kl − δkl)∂iX̃

k
t ∂jX̃

l
t | ≤ Ce

− t

2(n−1)

by (3.26), the pull-back σij(y,∞) = δkl∂iX
k
∞∂jX

l
∞ of δ under the map X∞ equals σij(y, 0).

That is

X∞ : (Sn−1, σ0) → (U, δ)

17
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is a C1 isometric embedding. Now, property (a) in Theorem 2.3 means that limk→∞ |X̃tk | =
( |Σ0|
wn−1

)
1

n−1 = r0, and so

X∞(Sn−1) = ∂Br0(0) ⊂ U.

Any isometry R of ∂Br0 ⊂ (U, δ) defines a C1 isometry R̃ : (Sn−1, σ0) → (Sn−1, σ0) via the
conjugation

R̃ = X−1
∞ ◦R ◦X∞.

By conjugation with the group of rotations of ∂Br(0), we see that Isom(σ0) acts transitively
on S

n−1, and that for each y ∈ S
n−1 the stabilizer Staby ⊂ Isom(σ0) acts transitively on the

set {v ∈ TyS
n−1|σ0(v, v)} = 1. Taken together, these imply that the sectional curvatures of

σ0 are identically equal and constant.

When ∂M has constant mean curvature and constant intrinsic scalar curvature, the initial
value problem (3.23) may be solved by considering the corresponding ODE for u. This implies
that the Σt in Theorem 3.1 are CMC and that g is a warped product metric. We obtain
from this the following rigidity theorem for the Schwarzschild manifold, also stated under
the more general assumption that Rg = 0.

Theorem 3.4 (Uniqueness of Umbilical Foliations in Vacuum). Let (Mn, g) be an asymptot-
ically flat Riemannian manifold with scalar curvature Rg = 0 and CMC boundary ∂M = Σ.
Suppose that Mn is foliated by a solution {Σt}0<t<∞ to IMCF such that each Σt is totally
umbilical.

Then (Mn, g) is isometric to the exterior of the coordinate sphere {r = r0} in the
Schwarzschild manifold of mass m0 for the constants r0, m0 of Σ given in Definition 1.7.

Proof. By Theorem 3.2, σij(y, 0) = r20σ
S
n−1

ij , and so

gij(y, t) = u(y, t)2dt2 + r20e
2t

n−1σSn−1

ij

for u satisfying (3.23) with Rg = 0 and Rσ0 = (n− 1)(n− 2)r−2
0 . Since u(y, 0) = H−1

0 for the
constant H0, the function u is uniquely determined by solution of the corresponding ODE
problem

d

dt
u(t) =

n

2(n− 1)
u(t)− (n− 1)(n− 2)r−2

0

2
e−

2t
n−1u(t)3 (3.29)

u(0) = H−1
0

in view of Theorem 3.1. Let us make the transformation

r(t) = r0e
t

n−1 ,

U(r) =
1

n− 1

r

u(r)
,
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so that (3.29) becomes

d

dr
U =

1

n− 1
u(r)−1 − r

(n− 1)u(r)2
d

dr
u(r)

=
1

n− 1
u(r)−1 − 1

u(r)2

(
n

2(n− 1)
u(r)− (n− 1)(n− 2)

2r2
u(r)3

)

=
1

r
U − (n− 1)2

r2
U2

(
nr

2(n− 1)2
U−1 − (n− 2)r

2(n− 1)2
U−3

)

=
(n− 2)

2

U−1 − U

r
,

U(r0) =
1

n− 1
H0r0 = U0.

The solution is

U(r) =

√
1− 2

m0

rn−2
,

m0 =
1

2
rn−2
0

(
1− U2

0

)
,

=
1

2
rn−2
0

(
1− 1

(n− 1)2
H2

0r
2
0

)
,

and computing the mass m of the metric

gij =
1

U(r)2
dr2 + r2σS

n−1

ij

yields m = m0 (also note that U0 > 0 implies r0 > (2m)
1

n−2 ).

Theorem 3.4 covers the case HΣ = H0 in Theorem 1.2. For the case V |Σ = V0, we use the
Codazzi equation and the Gauss equation for a hypersurface Σn−1 in a Riemannian manifold
(Mn, g), which are respectively given by

divh(X)−X(H) = Ric(ν,X), (3.30)

Ric(ν, ν) =
1

2

(
n− 2

n− 1
H2 − |̊h|2 − Rσ +Rg

)
. (3.31)

Here, X ∈ TyΣ is a tangent vector and divh(X) = ∇eih(ei, X) is the divergence one-form of
the 2-tensor h. Knowing that σij = r20σ

S
n−1

ij on Σ whenever the equality is achieved, these
equations allow us to reduce everything to the CMC case.
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Proposition 3.5. Let (Mn, g) be a static Riemannian manifold with static potential V .
Suppose Σn−1 ⊂ Mn is an immersed hypersurface such that

V |Σ = V0,

Rσ = R0, and

hij =
H

n− 1
σij ,

for constants V0, R0. Then Σ is CMC.

Proof. We begin by considering the Codazzi equation on Σ. Since h is pure trace, the
left-hand side of (3.30) is

divh(X)−X(H) = −n− 2

n− 1
X(H).

On the other hand, the static equation transforms the right-hand side as

Ric(X, ν) =
1

V
〈∇X∇V, ν〉 = 1

V0

X(
∂V

∂ν
),

where we have used that V |Σ is constant. Altogether,

−n− 2

n− 1
X(H) =

1

V0
X(

∂V

∂ν
).

and so
∂V

∂ν
(y) = −n− 2

n− 1
V0H(y) + β (3.32)

for some fixed β ∈ R. Finally, we combine the Gauss equation (3.31) with the static equation
on surfaces

∆σV +
∂V

∂ν
H = −V Ric(ν, ν), (3.33)

and in view of (3.32) we obtain

−n− 2

n− 1
V0H

2 + βH =
1

2

(
V0R0 −

n− 2

n− 1
V0H

2

)
.

Differentiating gives

(
−n− 2

n− 1
V0H(y) + β

)
X(H) = 0 (3.34)

for x ∈ Σ, X ∈ TxΣ. Suppose that X(H) 6= 0. Then H(y) = n−1
n−2

βV −1
0 . Extending X to a

smooth vector field in a neighborhood Ux ⊂ Σ, we consider the integral curve α of X with
α(0) = y. For t ∈ (0, ǫ), we have d

dt
H(α(t)) 6= 0 and H(α(t)) 6= n−1

n−2
βV −1

0 . This contradicts
(3.34). Therefore, ∇ΣH = 0 identically on Σ.
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This proves Theorem 1.2. We remark that full rigidity of (1.5) is more difficult to
understand (we tried). Nevertheless, this could provide a fruitful research direction in the
future.

4 A Conformal Approach

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4. To introduce our approach, we recall the isotropic
coordinate chart U = R

n \ B
(m
2
)

1
n−2

(0) of the Schwarzschild manifold (Mn, gm), m > 0,

wherein the metric and potential have the form

gm(x) =
(
1 +

m

2
|x|2−n

) 4
n−2

δ,

Vm(x) =
1− m

2
|x|2−n

1 + m
2
|x|2−n

,

with δ being the Euclidean metric on U . These coordinates make clear that the Schwarzschild
metrics of mass m and −m on Mn are related by the conformal transformation

g−m = V
4

n−2
m gm.

Indeed, this type of conformal transformation can be made for any static metric, a fact used
for example by Anderson in [6], Section 1.

Proposition 4.1. Let (Mn, g, V ) be an asymptotically flat static system with (possibly dis-
connected) boundary ∂M . If V∂M > 0, then the conformal metric and corresponding function

g− = V
4

n−2 g, (4.35)

V− = V −1, (4.36)

also form an asymptotically flat static system on Mn.

Remark 4.2. H∂M > 0 is a sufficient condition to ensure V∂M > 0. Indeed, if H∂M > 0
and V (x) = 0 = minMn V for x ∈ ∂M , then ∆∂MV (x) ≥ 0 by the maximum principle and
∂V
∂ν
(x) > 0 by the Hopf Lemma. Therefore,

∆∂MV (x) +H(x)
∂V

∂ν
(x) > 0,

which contradicts the static equation (3.33).

Proof. Since infM V > 0, conformal scalings of g by a power of V produce a regular metric.
It is easier to see that (4.35) is static if we first consider the conformal scaling

g0 = V
2

n−2 g.
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For any open domain Ω ⊂ M , the function U = ln(V ) satisfies

∫

Ω

∆g0Udg0 =

∫

∂Ω

∂U

∂ν0
dσ0 =

∫

∂Ω

V − 1
n−2

∂U

∂ν
V

n−1
n−2dσ (4.37)

=

∫

∂Ω

∂V

∂ν
dσ.

On the other hand, the transformation formula for Ricci curvature, c.f. page 59 in [12], is

Ricgo = Ricg −∇2
gU +

1

n− 2
dU ⊗ dU − 1

n− 2
(∆gU + |∇gU |2)g (4.38)

= Ricg − V −1∇2
gV + V −2dV ⊗ dV +

1

n− 2
dU ⊗ dU − V −1

(n− 2)
∆gV g

= Ricg − V −1∇2
gV − V −1

(n− 2)
∆gV g +

n− 1

n− 2
dU ⊗ dU

From (4.37) and (4.38), we see that g and V solve the static equations if and only if g0 and
U solve the system

Ricg0 =
n− 1

n− 2
dU ⊗ dU,

∆g0U = 0.

In fact, these equations are invariant under the change U → −U , and so the metrics

g± = e∓
2

n−2
Ug0

are both static with respective potential functions V± = e±U (we choose notation so that

g+ = g and g− = V
4

n−2 g for a reason that will become clear shortly).
To conclude, we address the asymptotics of the conformal system. The derivatives of

(g−)kl may be expressed as derivatives of gkl and V , and so the expansions (2.15) and (2.16)
imply

(g0)kl = δkl + ηkl, ηkl ∈ o2(|x|
1
2
(2−n)).

Likewise, since V (x) → 1 as |x| → ∞, the potential V− = V −1 must expand on the same
orders as V .

The sign of the ADM mass of (Mn, g) changes under the conformal scaling (4.35). How-
ever, Theorem 1.1 applies regardless of the sign of m, c.f. Remark 1.5 in [36], and so we may
apply this theorem to (M, g−).
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Theorem 4.3. Let (Mn, g, V ), 3 ≤ n ≤ 7, be an asymptotically flat static system with
connected, outer-minimizing boundary ∂M = Σ. If Σ is outer-minimizing with respect to the
metric g− defined in (4.35), then we have the inequality

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V Hdσ ≥
(∫

Σ
V 2n−1

n−2dσ

wn−1

)n−2
n−1

. (4.39)

Proof. Once again using the integral formula (2.17), the ADM mass m− of the metric g− is

m− =
1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

∂V−

∂ν−
dσ− = − 1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ (4.40)

= −m,

where m is the ADM mass of g. The transformation formula for mean curvature, c.f. for
example equation 4.3 in [39] or equation 7 in [23], gives

H− = V − n

n−2 (2
n− 1

n− 2

∂V

∂ν
+HV ).

In particular,

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V−H−dσ− =
1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V − 2
n−2

(
2
n− 1

n− 2

∂V

∂ν
+ V H

)
V

2
n−2dσ

=
2

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ +

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V Hdσ (4.41)

= −2m− +
1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V Hdσ

Now, g− is asymptotically flat and static with the appropriately scaled potential V−. Since
Σ is outer-minimizing with respect to g−, the Minkowski inequality

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V−H−dσ− + 2m− ≥
( |Σ|σ

−

wn−1

)n−2
n−1

holds on Σ. Rewriting in terms of the original geometric quantities using (4.40) and (4.41)
yields (4.39).

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We would like to apply inequality (4.39). We assume that Σ is outer-
minimizing with respect to the static metric g, and we need to show that it is also outer-

minimizing with respect to the conformal metric g− = V
4

n−2 g. First notice that

inf
Mn

V = V0,
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Indeed, by the asymptotic expansion, infMn V < 1 when m > 0. The smooth, bounded
domain Ωǫ = {V < 1 − ǫ} ⊂ Mn is therefore non-empty for small ǫ > 0. V |∂Ωǫ

equals 1 − ǫ

or V0, and by the elliptic maximum principle infΩǫ
V = min∂Ωǫ

V . Since infΩǫ
V < 1− ǫ, we

must have inf∂Ωǫ
V = V0, and letting ǫ → 0 yields the conclusion.

Now, for any bounded domain Ω ⊂ Mn with Σ ⊂ ∂Ω, the outer-minimizing assumption
says

|Σ|g ≤ |∂Ω \ Σ|g.
Then the areas with respect to g− obey

|Σ|g
−

= V
2n−1
n−2

0 |Σ|g ≤
(
min
∂Ω\Σ

V 2n−1
n−2

)
|Σ|g

≤ (min
∂Ω\Σ

V 2n−1
n−2 )|∂Ω \ Σ|g ≤ |∂Ω \ Σ|g

−

,

meaning Σ is outer-minimizing with respect to g−. Altogether, we can apply the inequality
(4.39) to Σ. We obtain the inequality (1.6) by factoring V0.

For the rigidity aspect of the theorem, the inequality (2.19) is equivalent to the inequality
(1.5) on (Mn, g−), so since V −|Σ = (V0)

−1 is constant (Mn, g−) is isometric to a piece of the
Schwarzschild manifold with mass −m. So

g = V
4

n−2

− g− = V
4

n−2

−m g−m = gm.

5 Applications

In this section, we prove uniqueness of Schwarzschild-stable static extensions of constant
Bartnik data, of equipotential and Schwarzschild-stable CMC 2-spheres, and of equipotential
photon surfaces with small Einstein-Hilbert energy. We first show via local arguments that
the second fundamental form of the boundary is pure trace in each of these situations. Then,
we will use Theorem 1.4 to show saturation in inequality (1.5).

5.1 Static Metric Extensions

In order to prove 6 1.10, we first require an eigenvalue estimate on CMC spheres. Recall in
Definition 1.7 that we defined the constants

r0 =

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1

,

m0 =
rn−2
0

2

(
1− r20

(n− 1)2
H2

0

)
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associated with a CMC hypersurface Σ of mean curvature H0. For n = 3, Christodolou and
Yau showed in [20] showed that the Hawking mass mH(Σ) = m0 of a stable CMC 2-sphere
is non-negative provided Rg ≥ 0. In fact, their choice of test function implies a more general
fact: the Hawking mass of any CMC 2-sphere is bounded below by the smallest eigenvalue
of its stability operator. In higher dimensions, a different choice of test function yields an
analogous estimate for n-spheres that are intrinisically round.

Theorem 5.1 (First Eigenvalue for CMC Hyperspheres). Let (Mn, g) be a Riemannian
manifold, and let Σ = X0(S

n−1) ⊂ Mn be an immersed CMC sphere. Assume that either

• n = 3, OR

• n > 3 and σij = r20σ
Sn−1

ij on Σ.

Then the first eigenvalue of the stability operator SΣ of Σ satisfies the upper bound

λ1(SΣ) ≤
n(n− 1)m0

rn0
−min

x∈Σ

Rg(x)

2
. (5.42)

Furthermore, if equality holds, then Σ is totally umbilical in (Mn, g) and the extrinsic scalar
curvature Rg is constant over Σ.

Proof. Let

X0 : (S
n−1, σ) → (Mn, g)

be an isometric immersion with X0(S
n−1) = Σn−1. We consider an embedding X̃0 into the

Euclidean sphere of radius r0, that is

X̃0 : (S
n−1, σ) → ∂Br0(0) ⊂ (Rn, δ).

When n > 3, we take X̃0 to be an isometric embedding given that σij = r20σ
S
n−1

ij . When

n = 3, we instead take X̃0 to be a conformal diffeomorphism into ∂Br0(0) ⊂ (R3, δ). In both

cases, the coordinate functions X̃ i
0 of X̃0 satisfy

∫

Sn−1

X̃ i
0dσ = 0, i = 1, . . . , n (5.43)

∫

Sn−1

|∇X̃ i
0|2dσ =

n− 1

n
wn−1r

n−1
0 . (5.44)

For n > 3, these are simply computed on the Euclidean sphere. For n = 3, Li and Yau
showed in [33] that (5.43) holds for any conformal map into ∂Br(0), and when X̃0 is a
diffeomorphism (5.44) comes from conformal invariance of the Dirichlet energy. By the first

equation, we can consider the stability operator (1.8) on φ = X̃ i
0, that is
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SΣX̃
i
0 = −∆ΣX̃

i
0 − (|h|2 + Ric(ν, ν))X̃ i

0.

Multiplying by X̃ i
0, integrating, and summing over i = 1, . . . , n yields

n∑

i=1

∫

Sn−1

X̃ i
0(SΣX̃

i
0)dσ = (n− 1)wn−1r

n−1
0 −

∫

Sn−1

(|h|2 + Ric(ν, ν))r20dσ (5.45)

= (n− 1)wn−1r
n−1
0 −

∫

Sn−1

(
n

2(n− 1)
H2 +

1

2
|̊h|2 − 1

2
Rσ +

1

2
Rg

)
r20dσ

= (n− 1)wn−1r
n−1
0 − n

2(n− 1)
H2

0wn−1r
n+1
0

−r20

∫

Sn−1

|̊h|2dσ +
r20
2

∫

Sn−1

Rσdσ − r20
2

∫

Sn−1

Rgdσ,

where we have used the Gauss equation (3.31) to simplify the second term. Now, in our
setting

Rσ =

{
2Kσ n = 3,

(n− 1)(n− 2)r−2
0 n > 3,

Kσ being the intrinsic Gauss curvature of σ. When n = 3 we can apply the Gauss-Bonnet
theorem, and altogether for any n we have that

r20
2

∫

Sn−1

Rσdσ =
(n− 1)(n− 2)

2
wn−1r

n−1
0 .

Substituting back into (5.45) gives

n∑

i=1

∫

Sn−1

X̃ i
0(SΣX̃

i
0)dσ =

n(n− 1)

2
wn−1r

n−1
0 − n

2(n− 1)
H2

0wn−1r
n+1
0

−r20
2

∫

Sn−1

|̊h|2dσ − r20
2

∫

Sn−1

Rgdσ

=
n(n− 1)

2
wn−1r

n−1
0

[
1− 1

(n− 1)2
H2

0r
2
0

]
(5.46)

−r20
2

∫

Sn−1

|̊h|2dσ − r20
2

∫

Sn−1

Rgdσ

≤
(
n(n− 1)m0

rn0
− 1

2
min
x∈Σ

Rg(x)

)( n∑

i=1

∫

Sn−1

(X̃ i
0)

2dσ

)
.

Altogether, there is a j ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that

∫

Sn−1

X̃
j
0(SΣX̃

j
0)dσ ≤

(
n(n− 1)m0

rn0
− 1

2
min
x∈Σ

Rg(x)

)∫

Sn−1

(X̃j
0)

2dσ,
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and from (5.46) this inequality is strict unless |̊h| = 0 and Rg|Σ = minΣ Rg(x).

According to Theorem 5.1, a Schwarzschild-stable hypersurface Σn−1 in a static manifold
(Mn, g) with the Bartnik data (1.10) is totally umbilical. The Gauss-Codazzi equations are
much more tractable given this fact, and the induced metric allows us to deduce that Σn−1 is
equipotential when m0 ≥ 0 (recall that m0 equals the mass of the Schwarzschild extension).

Lemma 5.2. Let (Mn, g) be a static Riemannian manifold with boundary ∂M = Σn−1 ∼=
S
n−1. Suppose on Σn−1 that

σij = r20σ
Sn−1

ij ,

HΣ = H0,

for constants r0, H0 > 0. Suppose further that Σn−1 is Schwarzschild-stable in (Mn, g). Then
the following hold:

(a) If H0 < (n− 1)r−1
0 , then

V |Σ = V0,

∂V

∂ν
= ρ0,

for constants V0, ρ0.

(b) If H0 = (n − 1)r−1
0 and either the maximum or the minimum of V in Mn occurs on

Σn−1, then V is constant in Mn.

Proof. Since Rg = 0, Schwarzschild stability implies that Σn−1 is totally umbilical in view of
the previous proposition. Thus the left-hand side of the Codazzi equation (3.30) identically
vanishes on Σn−1, and we are left with

0 = Rc(X, ν) =
1

V
(X(

∂V

∂ν
)− h(∇ΣV,X)) =

1

V
X(

∂V

∂ν
− H0

n− 1
V ).

Hence
∂V

∂ν
(y) =

H0

n− 1
V (y) + β, y ∈ Σn−1, (5.47)

for a constant β ∈ R. To determine the value of β, we use the static equation on surfaces
(3.33) and find

∆ΣV +
H2

0

n− 1
V + βH0 = −Ric(ν, ν)V.

For |̊h| = 0 and Rg = 0, we compute
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H2

n− 1
+ Ric(ν, ν) =

n

2(n− 1)
H2

0 −
(n− 1)(n− 2)

r20

=
n− 1

r20
− n(n− 1)m0

rn−1
0

,

and so

−∆ΣV =

(
n− 1

r20
− n(n− 1)m0

rn−1
0

)
V + βH0. (5.48)

Integrating implies

β = −H−1
0

(
n− 1

r20
− n(n− 1)m0

rn−1
0

)
V , (5.49)

where V = 1
|Σ|

∫
Σ
V dσ is the average value of V . By combining equations (5.48) and (5.49),

we find for the function f = V − V that

−∆Σf =

(
n− 1

r20
− n(n− 1)m0

rn−1
0

)
f. (5.50)

Let us first consider the case H0 < (n− 1)r−1
0 . Since ∆Σ = ∆

r20σ
Sn−1 , the first eigenvalue of

∆Σ is λ1(−∆Σ) =
n−1
r20

. But

m0 =
rn−2
0

2

(
1− r20

(n− 1)2
H2

0

)
> 0,

which means that the only solution to (5.50) is the trivial one. It immediately follows that
both V and ∂V

∂ν
are constant, proving item (a).

Next we consider the case H0 = (n − 1)r−1
0 . Inputting (5.49) into equation (5.47), we

find

∂V

∂ν
=

H0

n− 1
V −H−1

0 (
n− 1

r20
− n(n− 1)m0

rn−1
0

)V

=
H0

n− 1
(V − (n− 1)2

H2
0r

2
0

V ) =
H0

n− 1
f.

Since f solves (5.50), we must have

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ = 0. (5.51)

Now, suppose that maxMn V = V (y0) for some y0 ∈ Σn−1. If V is non-constant in Mn, then

∂V

∂ν
(y0) < 0
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by the Hopf Lemma. Since V (y0) = maxΣn−1 V , we must also have ∂V
∂ν

≤ ∂V
∂ν
(y0) on Σn−1 by

(5.47). This contradicts (5.51), and so V must be constant in Mn. The argument is identical
if minM

n V occurs on Σn−1.

When H0 < (n − 1)r0, the equipotential Minkowski inequality (1.6) for asymptotically
flat static systems provides an upper bound on the constant V0. This also gives us an upper
bound the left-hand side of the inequality (1.5) which immediately implies saturation for
this Bartnik data.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. First, let us address the case H0 = (n − 1)r−1
0 . Since V is asymp-

totic to 1, either its maximum or its minimum occurs on Σn−1. Thus V ≡ 1 on Mn by
Lemma 5.2(b). The left-hand side of the Minkowski inequality then becomes

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

HV dσ + 2m =
1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

H0dσ = rn−2
0 =

( |Σ|
wn−1

)n−2
n−1

.

Therefore, (Mn, g) ∼= (Rn \ Br0(0), δ) by Theorem 1.2 (we stress again that we do not need
m > 0 for this theorem).

Next, we address H0 < (n− 1)r−1
0 . With the help of the static equation once again, we

compute the ADM mass of (Mn, g) as

m =
1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ =

1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

−Ric(ν, ν)
V

H
dσ

=
V0

2(n− 2)wn−1H0

∫

Σ

(
(n− 2)(n− 1)r−2

0 − n− 2

(n− 1)
H2

0

)
dσ

=
V0

2H0

rn−1
0

(
(n− 1)r−2

0 − 1

n− 1
H2

0

)
=

(n− 1)V0

H0r0
m0 > 0.

Since Σ is outer-minimizing with positive ADM mass, we may apply Theorem 1.4. Inequality
(1.6) gives

V0 ≤
1

(n− 1)wn−1

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 2−n

n−1
∫

Σ

H0dσ =
1

n− 1
r0H0. (5.52)

Therefore, we may bound the left-hand side of the Minkowski inequality (1.5) above:

1

(n− 1)wn−1

∫

Σ

V Hdσ + 2m =
1

n− 1
V0H0r

n−1
0 + 2

(n− 1)V0

H0r0
m0

≤ 1

(n− 1)2
H2

0r
n
0 + 2m0 (5.53)

= rn−2
0 =

( |Σ|
wn−1

)n−2
n−1

.

This means that equality is achieved in (1.5). The conclusion again follows from Theorem 1.2.
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5.2 Equipotential CMC Spheres

We would like to show that the Schwarzschild manifold is the only asymptotically flat static
3-manifold containing a CMC sphere that is equipotential and Schwarzschild stable. The
key ingredient is the following corollary of Theorem 5.1.

Corollary 5.3. Let (M3, g) be a Riemannian manifold with scalar curvature Rg ≥ 0, and
let Σ2 = X0(S

2) ⊂ (M3, g) be an immersed CMC sphere. If Σ2 is Schwarzschild stable in
(M3, g), then it is umbilical, i.e. hij =

H0

2
σij, and Rg vanishes over Σ2.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. In view of this corollary, we have on Σ2 that

V |Σ = V0,

HΣ = H0,

hij =
H0

2
σij .

Therefore,

m =
1

w2

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ = − V0

H0w2

∫

Σ

Ric(ν, ν)dσ

=
V0

H0w2

∫

Σ

(
Kσ −

1

4
H2

0

)
dσ (5.54)

=
V0

H0w2

(
w2 −

w2

4
H2

0r
2
0

)
= 2

V0

H0r0
m0 > 0,

where we have used the Gauss-Bonnet theorem once again. Following the static extension
proof, we apply the equipotential Minkowski inequality (1.6) and find

1

2w2

∫

Σ

V Hdσ + 2m =
V0

H0

(
1

2
H2

0r
2
0 + 4m0

)
= 2

V0

H0

≤
( |Σ|
w2

) 1
2

.

The conclusion follows.

5.3 Photon Surfaces

Now, we address Theorem 1.13. We must first consider the Lorentzian picture to understand
the geometry of Σ2 = P 3 ∩ {t = t0} ⊂ M3 × {t = t0}. In any Lorentzian manifold of the
form (1.2) such a time slice is necessarily umbilical. This fact does not depend on the static
equations, and since photon surfaces are of interest in a broader class of spacetimes we will
present a more general statement here.
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Proposition 5.4. Let (Ln+1, g) be a Lorentzian manifold with the warped product structure,

Ln+1 = Mn × R,

g = −f(x)2dt2 + g, x ∈ Mn,

for some base manifold Mn with Riemannian metric g and function f : Mn → R
+. Let

P n ⊂ (Ln+1, g) be a photon surface. For each t0 ∈ R, the time slice Σn−1 = P n ∩ {t = t0} ⊂
Mn × {t0} is totally umbilical in (Mn × {t0}, g), i.e.

hij =
H

n− 1
σij .

Proof. The proof is more or less the same as the one in Section 4 of [18], but we present it
here for the convenience of the reader. We show first that Mn × {t0} is totally geodesic in
(Ln+1, g). Denote the metric connection on (Ln+1, g) by ∇, and its induced connection of
Mn×{t = t0} by ∇. We work in coordinates (x1, x2, . . . , xn, t) on Ln+1 for local coordinates
(x1, x2, . . . , xn) on Mn. Then

0 = ∂tgij = g(∇∂t∂i, ∂j) + g(∇∂t∂j , ∂i) i, j = 1, . . . , n (5.55)

= gjkΓ
k

ti + gikΓ
k

tj

Now, the timelike unit vector field

n(x, t) = f−1(x)∂t ∈ Γ(TLn+1)

is everywhere orthogonal to M×{t0}, and so the second fundamental form kij of M×{t0} ⊂
(Ln+1, ḡ) is

kij = g(∇∂in, ∂j) = ∂if
−1(x)gtj + f−1(x)g(∂t,∇∂i∂j) i, j = 1, . . . , n

= f−1(x)∂igtj − f−1(x)g(∇∂i∂t, ∂j)

= −f−1(x)gjkΓ
k

ti.

Then

kij = kji = −kij,

where the last equality comes from (5.55). Altogether, M × {t0} is totally geodesic in
(Ln+1, ḡ).

Now, denote the unit normal of P n ⊂ (Ln+1, g) by ν. Notice that ν must be spacelike
given the signature of g. Also denote by ν the unit normal of Σn−1 ⊂ (Mn × {t0}, g).
Σn−1 ⊂ Ln+1 is a codimension-2 submanifold with normal bundle spanned by the vector
fields ν and n. In particular, for each y ∈ Σn−1 there exist constants a(y) and b(y) such that
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ν = a(y)n+ b(y)ν ∈ TxL
n+1.

Notice that b(y) 6= 0 anywhere because ν is spacelike. For local coordinates (y1, . . . , yn−1)
on Σn−1, we evaluate the second fundamental form h of P n on the coordinate vector fields
∂i ∈ TyΣ

n−1. By umbilicity of h,

H

n
σij = hij = −g(ν,∇∂i∂j) = −a(y)g(n,∇∂i∂j)− b(y)g(ν,∇∂i∂j)

= a(x)kij − b(y)g(ν,∇∂i∂j) = −b(y)g(ν,∇∂i∂j)

= b(y)hij.

Conclude hij(y) =
H

nb(y)
σij .

Corollary 5.5. Let (Ln+1, g) = (Mn × R,−V (x)2dt2 + g) be a static spacetime, and let
P n ⊂ (Ln+1, g) be a photon surface. Suppose there is a t0 ∈ R such that on the time slice
Σn−1 = P n × {t = t0} ⊂ Mn × {t0} we have

V |Σ = V0,

∂V

∂ν
= ρ0.

for constants V0, ρ0. Then Σn−1 ⊂ (Mn × {t0}, g) is CMC.

Proof. By the previous proposition, Σn−1 is also umbilical in Mn × {t0}. For X ∈ TxΣ

Ric(X, ν) =
1

V0

∇2V (X, ν) =
1

V0

(X(ν(V ))− h(X,∇ΣV )) = 0.

On the other hand, the left-hand side of the Codazzi equation (3.30) equals 2−n
n−1

X(H).
Conclude that ∇ΣH = 0.

Proof of Theorem 1.13. Given

V |Σ = V0,

HΣ = H0,

hij =
H0

n− 1
σij ,

on Σn−1 = P n ∩ {t = t0} ⊂ (Mn × {t0}, g), we follow the proofs of the previous two
uniqueness theorems. Once again from the mass formula (2.17), the static equation (3.33),
and the Gauss equation (3.31), we get
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m =
1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

∂V

∂ν
dσ =

1

(n− 2)wn−1

∫

Σ

−Ric(ν, ν)
V

H
dσ

=
V0

2(n− 2)wn−1H0

∫

Σ

(
Rσ −

n− 2

n− 1
H2

0

)
dσ =

V0

2(n− 2)wn−1H0

(
w

n−3
n−1
n E(Σ)rn−3

0 − n− 2

n− 1
H2

0

)

≤ V0

2H0
rn−1
0

(
(n− 1)r−2

0 − 1

n− 1
H2

0

)
=

(n− 1)V0

H0r0
m0,

with the upper bound coming from E(Σ) ≤ E(Sn−1) = (n − 2)(n − 1)w
2

n−1

n−1 . Applying
(5.52) and (5.53) yields saturation once again, and so the region outside P n ∩ {t = t0} is
rotationally symmetric. Since an open subset of (Mn, g) isometric embeds into the maximal
Schwarzschild manifold (1.3), the conclusion follows from the analyticity of static metrics,
see for example [25] and [21].

6 Hawking Mass Comparison

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.14. Given that Σ is outer-minimizing with respect to
the metric g−, the inequality (1.14) is a simple consequence of Theorem 4.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.14. Applying the inequality (4.39) from Theorem 4.3 and Hölder’s in-
equality for p = n−1

n−2
, we have that

∫

Σ

V 2dσ ≤ |Σ| 1
n−1

(∫

Σ

V 2n−1
n−2dσ

)n−2
n−1

≤ 1

n− 1

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1
∫

Σ

V Hdσ (6.56)

≤ 1

n− 1

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1
(∫

Σ

V 2dσ

) 1
2
(∫

Σ

H2dσ

) 1
2

.

Thus

( |Σ|
wn−1

)− 1
n−1
∫

Σ

V Hdσ ≤
( |Σ|
wn−1

)− 1
n−1
(∫

Σ

V 2dσ

) 1
2
(∫

Σ

H2dσ

) 1
2

≤ 1

n− 1

∫

Σ

H2dσ.

(6.57)
This implies Q(Σ) ≥ mH(Σ) for n = 3. If equality holds then V |Σ = V0 and HΣ = H0 are
each constant by (6.56). But by (6.57), we must also have

V0 =
1

n− 1

( |Σ|
wn−1

) 1
n−1

H0,

implying equality in inequality (1.6).
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