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Abstract

We investigate the relationship between the Neumann and Steklov principal eigenvalues
emerging from the study of collapsing convex domains in R2. Such a relationship allows
us to give a partial proof of a conjecture concerning estimates of the ratio of the former
to the latter: we show that thinning triangles maximize the ratio among convex thinning
sets, while thinning rectangles minimize the ratio among convex thinning with some
symmetry property.
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1 Introduction

Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a bounded, open, connected and Lipschitz set. We define the Neumann and
Steklov eigenvalues as follows: find positive constants µ, σ such that there exist non-zero
solutions to the boundary value problems−∆u = µu in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω,

∆v = 0 in Ω,

∂v

∂ν
= σv on ∂Ω.

The regularity assumption we made on Ω ensures that we can find two increasing and divergent
sequences of eigenvalues

0 = µ0(Ω) < µ1(Ω) ≤ µ2(Ω) ≤ · · · ≤ µk(Ω) ≤ . . . ,

0 = σ0(Ω) < σ1(Ω) ≤ σ2(Ω) ≤ · · · ≤ σk(Ω) ≤ . . . ,

which are the spectrum of the Neumann laplacian and the spectrum of the Dirichlet-to-
Neumann map respectively. We recall the variational characterization of the eigenvalues, for
k ≥ 0:

µk(Ω) = inf
E∈Sk+1(Ω)

sup
w∈E\{0}

ˆ
Ω
|∇w|2 dx
ˆ
Ω
w2 dx

, σk(Ω) = inf
E∈Sk+1(Ω)

sup
w∈E\{0}

ˆ
Ω
|∇w|2 dx

ˆ
∂Ω
w2 dHn−1

,

where Sk+1(Ω) is the family of all linear subspaces of H1(Ω) of dimension k+1. In particular,
we are interested in the principal eigenvalues, i.e. k = 1, namely

µ1(Ω) = inf
w∈H1(Ω)\{0}´

Ω w=0

ˆ
Ω
|∇w|2 dx
ˆ
Ω
w2 dx

, σ1(Ω) = inf
w∈H1(Ω)\{0}´

∂Ω w=0

ˆ
Ω
|∇w|2 dx

ˆ
∂Ω
w2 dHn−1

.
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Many authors in the literature identified remarkable similarities between the two families
of eigenvalues. Moreover, an underlying relationship holds between the two quantities. For
instance, Steklov eigenvalues can be seen as limits of weighted Neumann eigenvalues, while
Neumann eigenvalues can be obtained as limits of Steklov eigenvalues by suitably perforating
the set Ω. We refer, for instance, to [8], and [4] for these results. We want to explore the same
relationship between the two eigenvalues, from the shape optimization point of view.

Namely, we could be interested in the scale invariant ratio

F (Ω) =
|Ω|µ1(Ω)
P (Ω)σ1(Ω)

,

and, consequently, in the two problems

min
Ω∈K

F (Ω), max
Ω∈K

F (Ω), (1.1)

where K is a suitable class of sets, |·| denotes the area, and P (·) denotes the perimeter.
Unfortunately, the choice

K =
{
Ω ⊂ R2

∣∣ Ω bounded, open and Lipschitz
}

causes the problems in (1.1) to be ill-posed, in the sense that

inf
K
F (Ω) = 0, sup

K
F (Ω) = +∞,

as shown in [6], [2], and [5].
In order to obtain some comparison between Neumann and Steklov eigenvalues, we address

the problems in (1.1) restricting the class of admissible sets to

Kc =
{
Ω ⊂ R2

∣∣ Ω bounded, open and convex
}
. (1.2)

This choice of Kc avoids shapes that could make F degenerate, and precisely it could be
shown, as in [6], that there exist two constants c, C > 0 such that

c ≤ F (Ω) ≤ C ∀Ω ∈ Kc.

Additionally, numerical simulations lead the authors to state the following

Conjecture 1.1 (Henrot, Michetti [6]). Let Kc be as in (1.2), then

1 < F (Ω) < 2 ∀Ω ∈ Kc.

Moreover, the inequalities are sharp in the following sense: there exists a sequence Rn of
thinning rectangles, and a sequence Tn of thinning triangles such that

lim
n
F (Rn) = 1, lim

n
F (Tn) = 2.

The aim of this paper is to take steps towards proving the conjecture; however, we do not
provide an exhaustive solution.

The numerical simulations which support Conjecture 1.1 also suggest that the infimum and
the supremum of F (Ω), in the class Kc, are asymptotically achieved by particular sequences of
thinning domains. Therefore we focus on the limits of F (Ωε), where Ωε is a family of thinning
domains of the type (2.1). Indeed, following in the footsteps of [6], for such a family, there
exists a non-negative concave function h : [0, 1] → R such that

lim
ε→0

µ1(Ωε) = µ1(h) lim
ε→0

P (Ωε)σ1(Ωε)

|Ωε|
= σ1(h)

(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)−1

,
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where µ1(h) is the first eigenvalue of the Sturm-Liouville problem
− d

dx

(
h(x)

dv

dx
(x)

)
= µ1(h)h(x)v(x) x ∈ (0, 1),

h(0)
dv

dx
(0) = h(1)

dv

dx
(1) = 0,

(1.3)

while σ1(h) is the first eigenvalue of the Sturm-Liouville problem
− d

dx

(
h(x)

dv

dx
(x)

)
= σ1(h)v(x) x ∈ (0, 1),

h(0)
dv

dx
(0) = h(1)

dv

dx
(1) = 0.

(1.4)

The function h, in some sense, represents the profile of the thinning sets Ωε, and, in particular,
we have that h ≡ 1 represents the limit of a family of thinning rectangles. On the other hand,
for every x0 ∈ (0, 1), we let

Tx0(x) :=


2x

x0
x ∈ [0, x0),

2(1− x)

1− x0
x ∈ [x0, 1],

and
T0(x) = 2(1− x), T1(x) = 2x,

which represents the limit of a family of thinning triangles. Consequently, familiarizing oneself
with the properties of µ1(h) and σ1(h) can offer advantages when it comes to analyzing the
eigenvalues µ1(Ω) and σ1(Ω). It is worth mentioning that the quantities µ1(h) and σ1(h) are
in a way related to a weighted Hardy constant (see [7], [10], [11], and Proposition 4.1).

Following this path, we refer to [11], [6] and [12] for the proof of the subsequent properties:
let

P = { h ∈ L∞(0, 1) : h non negative, concave and not identically zero } ,

and

P1 =

{
h ∈ P

∣∣∣∣ ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt = 1

}
,

then for every h ∈ P1, we have that

π2 = µ1(1) ≤ µ1(h) ≤ µ1(T1/2)

σ1(h) ≤ σ1(p) = 12,

where p is the arc of parabola p(x) = 6x(1− x).

Here we state the main results of this work
Theorem 1.2. The minimum problem

min
h∈P1

σ1(h) (1.5)

admits the functions T0 and T1 as unique solutions.

We prove the theorem following two distinct approaches. Section 3 is devoted to the
former, while Section 4 is devoted to the latter, which relies on a rearrangement method that,
up to our knowledge, appears to be new. Finally, in Section 5 we establish a relationship
between µ1(h) and σ1(h).
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Theorem 1.3. There exists an invertible operator

G : P → P

such that, for every h, k ∈ P, we have(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)2

µ(h) = σ (G(h)) , (1.6)

and (ˆ 1

0

1√
k(t)

dt

)2

σ(k) = µ(G−1(k)). (1.7)

It may help to solve problems obtained by studying (1.1) among thinning domains, namely

min
h∈P

µ1(h)

ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

σ1(h)
, max

h∈P

µ1(h)

ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

σ1(h)
.

In particular, we can fully solve the maximizing problem, and partially solve the minimizing
problem. We summarize these results in the following two theorems.

Theorem 1.4. Let h ∈ P1. Then
µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≤ 2,

and the equality holds if and only if h = Tx0 for some x0 ∈ [0, 1]. If, in addition, h(x) = h(1−x)
for every x ∈ [0, 1], then

µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≥ 1.

2 Notations and tools

Here we define standard quantities for convex sets and the formal definition of thin domain.
This definition passes through the ones of support function and minimal width (or thickness).

We refer to [6] for the proof of the lemmas in this section.

Definition 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ RN be a bounded, open, and convex set. We define the support
function of Ω as

hΩ(y) = sup
x∈Ω

(x · y) , y ∈ Rn.

Definition 2.2. Let Ω ⊂ RN be a bounded, open and convex set, and let y ∈ Rn. We define
the width of Ω in the direction y as

ωΩ(y) = hΩ(y) + hΩ(−y)

and we define the minimal width of Ω as

wΩ = min{ωΩ(y) | y ∈ Sn−1}.

Hence, if diam(Ω) denotes the diameter of Ω, then we have

Definition 2.3. Let Ωδ ⊂ Rn be a family of non-empty, bounded, open, and convex sets. We
say that Ωδ is a family of thinning domains if

lim
δ→0

wΩδ

diam(Ωδ)
= 0.
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Figure 1: Minimal width and diameter of a convex set.

Let us now consider a particular family of thinning domains. Let h+, h− ∈ P such that
h+ + h− ∈ P1. We consider the family of thinning domains

Ωε =

{
(x, y) ∈ R2

∣∣∣∣∣ 0 ≤x ≤ 1,

−εh−(x) ≤ y ≤ εh+(x).

}
(2.1)

For such a sequence we have that both the principal eigenvalues of the Neumann and Steklov
problems converge to the principal eigenvalues of the Sturm-Liouville problems (1.3) and (1.4)
respectively. More precisely, if we define

µ1(h) = inf
u∈H1(0,1)´ 1
0 uh dx=0

ˆ 1

0
(u′)2h dx

ˆ 1

0
u2h dx

, (2.2) σ1(h) = inf
v∈H1(0,1)´ 1
0 v dx=0

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h dx

ˆ 1

0
v2 dx

, (2.3)

we have the following lemmas

Lemma 2.4. Let {Ωε} be family of thinning domains as in (2.1) and let h = h− + h+. Then

µ1(Ωε) = µ1(h) + o(1) as ε→ 0,

σ1(Ωε) =
σ1(h)

2
ε+ o(ε) as ε→ 0.

The following compactness result for P holds true

Lemma 2.5. Let hn ∈ P1 be a sequence of functions, then there exists h ∈ P such that, up to
a subsequence, we have:

• hn converges to h in L2(0, 1);

• hn converges to h uniformly on every compact subset of (0, 1).

We also recall a continuity property of the eigenvalues µ1(h) and σ1(h).

Lemma 2.6. Let hn, h ∈ P be a sequence such that hn converges in L2(0, 1) to h. Then we
have

lim
n
µ1(hn) = µ1(h),

lim
n
σ1(hn) = σ1(h).

2.1 Other tools

Here we recall some other tools that will be useful in the next pages. We refer to [9, 1].

5



Theorem 2.7 (Coarea formula). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open set with Lipschitz boundary. Let
f ∈W 1,1

loc (Ω), and let u : Ω → R be a measurable function. Then,
ˆ
Ω
u(x)|∇f(x)|dx =

ˆ
R
dt

ˆ
Ω∩f−1(t)

u(y) dHn−1(y).

Here we define the notion of decreasing rearrangement

Definition 2.8. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open set, and let u : Ω → R be a measurable function.
We define the distribution function ηu : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ of u as the function

ηu(t) = |{ x ∈ Ω : |u(x)| > t }|

Definition 2.9. Let u : Ω → R be a measurable function. We define the increasing
rearrangement u∗ of u as

u∗(s) = inf { t > 0 | η(t) ≤ |Ω| − s } .

Remark 2.10. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open set, and let u : Ω → R be a measurable function.
Then u and its increasing rearrangement u∗ are equi-measurable namely

ηu = ηu∗ ,

and, in addition, for every p ∈ [1,+∞),

∥u∥Lp(Ω) = ∥u∗∥Lp(0,|Ω|).

Finally, here is an important property of extreme points convex sets.

Definition 2.11. Let V be a vector space, let C ⊂ V be a convex set, and let z ∈ C. We say
that z is an extreme point of C if it cannot be written as a convex combination of distinct
elements of C. More precisely, if z = (1− t)x+ ty, with x, y ∈ C and t ∈ [0, 1], then x = y = z.

Proposition 2.12. Let h ∈ P1. Then h is an extreme point for P1 if and only if there exists
x0 ∈ [0, 1] such that h = Tx0.

Proof. Let us start by proving that for every x0 ∈ [0, 1] the triangle Tx0 is an extreme point
of P1. Let h ∈ P1 and let xM be a maximum point for h, then the concavity of h ensures

h ≥ h(xM )

2
TxM .

Recalling that
´ 1
0 h dx = 1, we get that

h(xM ) = max
[0,1]

h ≤ 2, (2.4)

and the equality holds if and only if h = TxM .
Let now x0 ∈ [0, 1], and assume that

Tx0(x) = (1− t)h0(x) + th1(x) x ∈ [0, 1],

with h0, h1 ∈ P1, and t ∈ [0, 1]. Since

2 = Tx0(x0) ≤ max{h0(x0), h1(x0)},

and
2 = (1− t)h0(x0) + th1(x0),
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we get equality in (2.4) for both h0 and h1. Therefore, h0 = h1 = Tx0 , and we have proved
that Tx0 is an extreme point of P1.

We now prove that the triangles are the only extreme points of P1. Let h ∈ P1 be such
that h ̸= Tx0 for every x0 ∈ [0, 1].

We begin by assuming that h(1) > 0. Notice that, in this setting, there exists s ∈ (0, 1),
such that the function

hs =
h− sT0
1− s

∈ P1.

In particular, we get
h = (1− s)hs + sT0,

that is, h is not an extreme point of P . An analogous computation can be done when h(0) > 0.
Assume now that h(0) = h(1) = 0 and let ν be the positive Radon measure representing

−h′′. Since h ̸= Tx0 for every x0, then there exists y0 ∈ (0, 1) such that ν([0, y0]) > 0 and
ν((y0, 1]) > 0. Let

ν1 = ν|[0,x0], ν2 = ν|(x0,1],

and let h1, h2 be the solutions to{
−h′′1 = ν1,

h1(0) = h1(1) = 0,

{
−h′′2 = ν2,

h2(0) = h2(1) = 0.

We have that h1, h2 ∈ P and h = h1 + h2, so that, letting

h̃i =
hi´ 1

0 hi dx
, i = 1, 2,

we get h̃1, h̃2 ∈ P1, and
h = th̃1 + (1− t)h̃2,

with t ∈ (0, 1). Hence, h is not an extreme point of P1.

Finally, we recall the definition of a quasiconvex function.

Definition 2.13. A function f : R → R is quasiconcave if for all x, y ∈ R and λ ∈ [0, 1] we
have

f(λx+ (1− λ)y) ≥ min
{
f(x), f(y)

}
.

A function defined on an interval is quasiconcave if and only if it is monotone or ’increasing
then decreasing’, i.e. if there are two complementary intervals (one of which may be empty)
such that it is increasing on the former and decreasing on the latter.

3 Minimization of the Steklov eigenvalue

For every h ∈ P1 we consider the Sturm-Liouville eigenvalue σ1(h) defined in (2.3)
Lemmas Lemma 2.5 and Lemma 2.6 prove that the problems

max { σ1(h) : h ∈ P1 }

min { σ1(h) : h ∈ P1 }
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admit solutions. In particular, the solution to the maximization problem (see for instance
[12]) is given by the parabola p(x) = 6x(1− x), with corresponding eigenvalue σ1(p) = 12. In
this section, we aim to prove Theorem 1.2, namely that the problem

min { σ1(h) : h ∈ P1 } ,

admits as unique solutions the functions T0(x) = 2(1− x) and T1(x) = 2x with corresponding
eigenvalue

σ1(T0) = σ1(T1) = (j′0,1)
2/2,

where j′0,1 is the first positive zero of the first derivative of the Bessel function J0.

Remark 3.1. The function
h ∈ P 7−→ σ1(h),

satisfies the following properties:

• monotonicity: for every h0, h1 ∈ P, if h0 ≤ h1 then

σ1(h0) ≤ σ1(h1);

• homogeneity: for every h ∈ P and for every α > 0,

σ1(αh) = ασ1(h);

• concavity: for every h0, h1 ∈ P and for every t ∈ [0, 1], letting ht = (1− t)h0 + th1, we
have that

σ1(ht) ≥ (1− t)σ1(h0) + t σ1(h1);

• symmetry: let h ∈ P, and let k(x) = h(1− x), then

σ1(k) = σ1(h). (3.1)

Proposition 3.2. Let h ∈ P1 be a solution to problem (1.5), then h is an extreme point of
P1.

Proof. Let h ∈ P1 be a solution to problem (1.5). By contradiction assume that h is not an
extreme point of P1. Let h0, h1 ∈ P1 \ {h } and t ∈ (0, 1) such that

h = (1− t)h0 + th1.

Let v ∈ H1(0, 1) be an eigenfunction for σ1(h) with
ˆ 1

0
v2 dx = 1,

then

σ1(h) =

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h dx = (1− t)

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h0 dx+ t

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h1 dx

≥ (1− t)σ1(h0) + tσ1(h1).

On the other hand, by the minimality of σ1(Ω), we have

σ1(h0) =

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h0 dx, σ1(h1) =

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2h1 dx.

8



Therefore, v is also an eigenfunction for σ1(h0) and σ1(h1). Let us now prove that h0 = h,
thus reaching a contradiction. From the weak form of equation (1.4), we have that for every
φ ∈ H1(0, 1)

ˆ 1

0
v′φ′h dx = σ1(h)

ˆ 1

0
vφ dx

= σ1(h0)

ˆ 1

0
vφ dx =

ˆ 1

0
v′φ′h0 dx,

that is ˆ 1

0
(h− h0)v

′φ′ dx = 0

for every φ ∈ H1(0, 1), which yields h = h0, since, for every ψ ∈ L2(0, 1), we can choose

φ(x) =

ˆ x

0
ψ(t) dt.

In order to study the minimum problem (1.5), we need to evaluate σ1 on triangles, and
we will need the following result, whose proof can be found in [6].

Lemma 3.3. Let x0 ∈ [0, 1]. Then σ1(Tx0) is the first non-zero root σ of the equation

J0

(√
2σx0

)
J ′
0

(√
2σ(1− x0)

)
+ J0

(√
2σ(1− x0)

)
J ′
0

(√
2σx0

)
= 0. (3.2)

In addition, here we summarize the properties of the Bessel function J0 which we will use.

Proposition 3.4. Let J0 be the Bessel function of the first kind of order 0, and let j0,1 and
j′0,1 be the first zero of J0 and J ′

0 respectively. Then

0 < j0,1 < j′0,1,

and

J0(x) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ (0, j0,1),

J ′
0(x) ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ (0, j′0,1),

J0(x) < 0 ∀x ∈ (j0,1, j
′
0,1).

Proof of Theorem 1.2. By Lemma 2.5 and Lemma 2.6 we have that the minimum problem
(1.5) admits a solution. On the other hand, by Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 2.12 we have
that a solution to (1.5) has to be a triangle Tx0 for some x0 ∈ [0, 1]. By the symmetry of σ1
stated in (3.1), we notice that to prove the theorem it is sufficient to show that the function

x0 ∈
[
0,

1

2

]
7→ σ1(Tx0),

attains its minimum for x0 = 0.
Let j0,1 and j′0,1 be the first positive roots of J0 and J ′

0 respectively. For every x ∈ [0, 1/2],
and s ∈ [0,+∞), let

F (x, s) = J0(sx)J
′
0(s(1− x)) + J0(s(1− x))J ′

0(sx),
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which is the function defined in Lemma 3.3 that determines the value σ1(Tx0). Let x0 ∈ (0, 1/2)
and let s(x0) be the smallest non-zero root of the equation

F (x0, s) = 0. (3.3)

We claim that

s(x0) ∈ Ix0 =

(
j0,1

(1− x0)
,min

{
j0,1
x0

,
j′0,1

1− x0

})
. (3.4)

Indeed, since J0 and −J ′
0 are positive in (0, j0,1), and x0 < 1− x0, then

F (x0, s) < 0 ∀ s ∈
(
0,

j0,1
1− x0

]
.

On the other hand, using again the properties in Proposition 3.4, a direct computation gives

F

(
x0,min

{
j0,1
x0

,
j′0,1

1− x0

})
> 0,

thus proving the claim. Notice that (3.4) gives

J0(s(x0)x0) > 0, J0(s(x0)(1− x0)) < 0,

J ′
0(s(x0)x0) < 0, J ′

0(s(x0)(1− x0)) < 0.
(3.5)

Since J0 solves the equation

J ′′
0 (t) +

J ′
0(t)

t
+ J0(t) = 0, (3.6)

then we have

∂sF (x0, s) =J
′
0(sx0)J

′
0(s(1− x0))− J0(sx0)J0(s(1− x0))

− 1

s

(
J0(sx0)J

′
0(s(1− x0)) + J0(s(1− x0))J

′
0(sx0)

)
.

In particular, (3.3) and (3.5) ensure that

∂sF (x0, s(x0)) > 0. (3.7)

By the implicit function theorem, the function x0 7→ s(x0) is continuous, differentiable and

s′(x0)∂sF (x0, s(x0)) + ∂xF (x0, s(x0)) = 0.

Using (3.6), direct computations give

∂xF (x0, s(x0)) = −J0(s(x0)(1− x0))J
′
0(s(x0)x0)

x0
+
J(s(x0)x0)J

′
0(s(x0)(1− x0))

1− x0
.

As before, (3.5) ensure that
∂xF (x0, s(x0)) < 0. (3.8)

Joining (3.7) and (3.8), we have that s′(x0) > 0 and x0 7→ s(x0) is increasing. Finally,

σ1(Tx0) = s2(x0)/2

is increasing for x0 ∈ (0, 1/2), and the minimum is achieved when x0 = 0.

Remark 3.5. Equation (3.2) for x0 = 0 reduces to

J ′
0

(√
2σ
)
= 0

that is, σ1(2x) = σ1(T0) = (j′0,1)
2/2.
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4 An alternative proof for the minimum of σ(h)

In this section, we minimize σ1(h) using an alternative approach that avoids the explicit
computation of the eigenvalue. In particular, our aim is to define a particular kind of
symmetrization that allows us to prove that solutions to (1.5) have to be monotone. Before
defining the aforementioned symmetrization we prove an equivalent formulation for the
eigenvalue σ1(h), referring to the ideas for the proof in [10, Lemma 4.2]

Proposition 4.1. Let h ∈ P1, then

σ1(h) = min


ˆ 1

0
(φ′)2 dx

ˆ 1

0

φ2

h
dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
φ ∈ H1

0 (0, 1),ˆ 1

0

φ2

h
dx <∞

 .

Proof. Let v ∈ H1(0, 1) be a weak solution to (1.4) and let w = hv′. Then, since w′ = −σ1(h)v,
we have that w ∈ H2(0, 1) ∩H1

0 (0, 1) and that is a solution to−w′′(x) =
σ1(h)

h(x)
w(x) x ∈ (0, 1)

w(0) = w(1) = 0,

(4.1)

and ˆ 1

0
(w′)2 dx

ˆ 1

0

w2

h
dx

= σ1(h). (4.2)

Following classical arguments (see for instance [3]) we have that v vanishes in one and only
one point x0 ∈ (0, 1), so that w′ vanishes only in x0. Without loss of generality, we can assume
that w′ is positive in [0, x0) and it is negative in (x0, 1]. Let now φ ∈ H1

0 (0, 1) be such that
ˆ 1

0

φ2

h
dx < +∞.

Then, for every 0 < x < x0, we have that

1

h(x)
φ2(x) ≤ 1

h(x)

(ˆ x

0

(φ′(t))2

w′(t)
dt

)(ˆ x

0
w′(t) dt

)

=
w(x)

h(x)

ˆ x

0

(φ′(t))2

w′(t)
dt.

Then, integrating from 0 to x1 < x0, we get
ˆ x1

0

φ2(x)

h(x)
dx ≤

ˆ x1

0

w(x)

h(x)

ˆ x

0

(φ′(t))2

w′(t)
dt dx

=

ˆ x1

0

(φ′(t))2

w′(t)

ˆ x1

t

w(x)

h(x)
dx dt.

Using (4.1), and the fact that w′(x1) > 0, then we have
ˆ x1

0

φ2(x)

h(x)
dx ≤ 1

σ1(h)

ˆ x1

0
(φ′(t))2 dt.

11



Letting x1 go to x0 we have
ˆ x0

0

φ2(x)

h(x)
dx ≤ 1

σ1(h)

ˆ x0

0
(φ′(x))2 dx. (4.3)

Similar computations can be done in the case x > x0, so that we have
ˆ 1

x0

φ2(x)

h(x)
dx ≤ 1

σ1(h)

ˆ 1

x0

(φ′(x))2 dx. (4.4)

Joining (4.3) and (4.4) we have
ˆ 1

0

φ2(x)

h(x)
dx ≤ 1

σ1(h)

ˆ 1

0
(φ′(x))2 dx,

that is ˆ 1

0
(φ′)2 dx

ˆ 1

0

φ2

h
dx

≥ σ1(h). (4.5)

Since w is an admissible function, the assertion follows from (4.2) and (4.5).

We now define the rearrangement mentioned above. Let

w : [0, 1] → R

be a quasi-concave piecewise C1 function such that

|{w′ = 0}| = 0, s w(0) = w(1) = 0,

and let us denote by
wM = max

[0,1]
w,

and by xM the maximum point of w. We aim to rearrange w in such a way that the derivative
of the rearranged function w♯ concentrates at the left of the new maximum point x∗M .

For every t ∈ (0, wM ), we define (xt, yt) := {w(x) > t}, and the distribution functions

η1(t) = xM − xt = |{w > t } ∩ (0, xM )|,
η2(t) = yt − xM = |{w > t } ∩ (xM , 1)|.

(4.6)

Notice that
η1 : (0, wM ) → (0, xM ), η2 : (0, wM ) → (0, 1− xM )

are both decreasing, invertible, absolutely continuous functions, and that, for a.e. t ∈ [0, 1],

η′1(t) = − 1

|w′(xt)|
, η′2(t) = − 1

|w′(yt)|
.

Let us now define the rearranged distribution functions in such a way that, for a.e. t ∈ [0, 1],

η′∗,1(t) = max{η′1(t), η′2(t)},
η′∗,2(t) = min{η′1(t), η′2(t)},

(4.7)

namely,

η∗,1(t) := −
ˆ wM

t
max{η′1(s), η′2(s)} ds,

η∗,2(t) := −
ˆ wM

t
min{η′1(s), η′2(s)} ds.

(4.8)
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Remark 4.2. Here we emphasize some properties of these distribution functions:

• for every t ∈ (0, wM ), we have

η1(t) + η2(t) = η∗,1(t) + η∗,2(t) = |{w > t}|;

• by (4.7), we have that, for a.e. t ∈ (0, wM ),

1

|η′∗,1(t)|
= max

{
1

|η′1(t)|
,

1

|η′2(t)|

}
= max{|w′(xt)|, |w′(yt)|},

and

1

|η′∗,2(t)|
= min

{
1

|η′1(t)|
,

1

|η′2(t)|

}
= min{|w′(xt)|, |w′(yt)|}.

• By (4.7), we have

1

|η′∗,1(t)|α
+

1

|η′∗,2(t)|α
=

1

|η′1(t)|α
+

1

|η′2(t)|α
(4.9)

for every α ∈ R.

• for t = 0, we denote by
x∗M := η∗,1(0) = 1− η∗,2(0),

this will play the role of the maximum point for the rearranged function.

• the functions

η∗,1 : (0, wM ) → (0, x∗M ), η∗,2 : (0, wM ) → (0, 1− x∗M )

are decreasing, invertible, absolutely continuous functions.

We now define the rearrangement w♯ as follows:

Definition 4.3. Let w be a quasi-concave piecewise C1 function such that

|{w′ = 0}| = 0, w(0) = w(1) = 0,

and let η1, η2, η∗,1 and η∗,2 be the functions defined in (4.6), and (4.8). We define the competitor
w# as

w♯(x) =

{
wm − η−1

∗,1(x) if x ≤ x∗M ,

wm − η−1
∗,2(1− x) if x > x∗M .

Remark 4.4. From the definition we have that w♯ is increasing in [0, x∗M ) and decreasing in
(x∗M , 0], so that w♯ is quasi-concave. Moreover, we have that w♯ and w are equi-measurable,
i.e.

∥w♯∥Lp(0,1) = ∥w∥Lp(0,1)

for every p ∈ [1,+∞].

We now prove some useful properties of this rearrangement.
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Figure 2: Function w# when w is a quasi-concave affine function

Lemma 4.5. Let w be a quasi-concave piecewise C1 function such that

|{w′ = 0}| = 0, w(0) = w(1) = 0,

and let w♯ be the competitor defined in Definition 4.3. Then

w♯(x) = (w(1− x))♯.

Proof. Let us set v(x) = w(1− x) and ν1, ν2, ν∗,1 and ν∗,2 the equivalent quantities defined
for v. Then we have

ν ′1(t) = η′2(t), ν ′2(t) = η′1(t),

and, in particular,
ν ′∗,1(t) = η′∗,1(t), ν ′∗,2(t) = η′∗,2(t).

Lemma 4.6. Let w be a quasi-concave piecewise C1 function such that

|{w′ = 0}| = 0, w(0) = w(1) = 0,

and let w♯ be its competitor defined in Definition 4.3. Then,

∥(w♯)′∥Lp(0,1) = ∥w′∥Lp(0,1) ∀ p ≥ 1. (4.10)

Proof. Let us compute separately the norms: by the coarea formula (see ??), we get
ˆ 1

0
|w′(x)|p dx =

ˆ wM

0

ˆ
{w=t}

|w′(x)|p−1 dH0(x) dt

=

ˆ wM

0

(
|w′(xt)|p−1 + |w′(yt)|p−1

)
dt

=

ˆ wM

0

(
1

|η′1(t)|p−1
+

1

|η′2(t)|p−1

)
dt.

(4.11)

Analogously, ˆ 1

0
|(w♯)′(x)|p dx =

ˆ wM

0

1

|η′∗,1(t)|p−1
+

1

|η′∗,2(t)|p−1
dt. (4.12)

Joining (4.11), (4.12), and (4.9), we get (4.10).
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We now state the property of w♯ that will be crucial in the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Lemma 4.7. Let w be a quasi-concave piecewise C1 function such that

|{w′ = 0}| = 0, w(0) = w(1) = 0,

and let w♯ be its competitor defined in Definition 4.3. Assume that

h : (0, 1) → [0,+∞)

is a concave function, and let h∗ be its increasing rearrangement. Then
ˆ 1

0

w2

h
dx ≤

ˆ 1

0

(w♯)2

h∗
dx.

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem, we can write
ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

h(x)
dx =

ˆ 1

0
w2(x)

ˆ 1
h(x)

0
dt dx =

ˆ ∞

0

ˆ
{

1
h(x)

>t
}w2(x) dx dt.

The same computation leads to
ˆ 1

0

(w♯)2(x)

h∗(x)
dx =

ˆ ∞

0

ˆ
{

1
h∗(x)>t

}(w♯)2(x) dx dt.

Hence, to prove the lemma it is sufficient to prove that for a.e. t > 0
ˆ
{

1
h(x)

>t
}w2(x) dx ≤

ˆ
{

1
h∗(x)>t

}(w♯)2(x) dx.

For every t ∈ (0, ∥1/h∥∞), let us define

Dt :=

{
1

h(x)
> t

}
= (0, x̃t) ∪ (ỹt, 1),

for some x̃t, ỹt ∈ (0, 1). In an analogous way, by the definition of increasing rearrangement
(see Definition 2.9), we have

D∗
t =

{
1

h∗(x)
> t

}
= (0, x̃t + 1− ỹt).

Let m = min{w(x̃t), w(ỹt)}, and let us define the following auxiliary functions

f(x) = min{w(x),m}2, g(x) = (w2 −m2)+,

so that ˆ
Dt

w2 dx =

ˆ
Dt

f dx+

ˆ
Dt

g dx.

Similarly, we define

f0(x) = min{w♯(x),m}2, g0(x) = ((w♯)2 −m2)+,

so that ˆ
D∗

t

(w♯)2 dx =

ˆ
D∗

t

f0 dx+

ˆ
D∗

t

g0 dx.

We now evaluate separately the two terms:
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1. By the definition of m, we have that

w(x) > m ∀x ∈ (0, 1) \Dt.

Therefore, since f and f0 are equi-measurable, we get
ˆ
Dt

f(x) dx =

ˆ 1

0
f(x) dx− (1− |Dt|)m2

=

ˆ 1

0
f0(x) dx−

ˆ
(0,1)\D∗

t

m2 dx

≤
ˆ 1

0
f0(x) dx−

ˆ
(0,1)\D∗

t

f0(x) dx

=

ˆ
D∗

t

f0(x) dx,

(4.13)

where we have used that |Dt| = |D∗
t |, and that m ≥ f0;

2. Lemma 4.5 allows us to assume without loss of generality that w(ỹt) = m. Therefore,
the quasi-concavity of w ensures that

w(x) ≤ m ∀x ∈ (ỹt, 1),

and we can write
ˆ
Dt

g(x) dx =

ˆ x̃t

0
(w2(x)−m2)+ dx =

ˆ wM

m
2r|{w > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| dr. (4.14)

On the other hand,
ˆ
D∗

t

g0(x) dx =

ˆ x̃t+1−ỹt

0
g0(x) dx

≥
ˆ x̃t

0
g0(x) dx

=

ˆ wM

m
2r|{w♯ > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| dr.

(4.15)

We now claim that

|{w♯ > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| ≥ |{w > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)|. (4.16)

Indeed, if we let

{w > r} = (xr, yr), {w♯ > r} = (x∗r , y
∗
r ),

then (4.7) gives

x∗r = −
ˆ r

0
η′∗,1(s) ds ≤ −

ˆ r

0
η′1(s) ds = xr,

while the equi-misurability of w and w♯ gives

y∗r = (y∗r − x∗r) + x∗r = (yr − xr) + x∗r ≤ yr.
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Therefore we get

|{w♯ > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| = |{w > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| if yr ≤ x̃t,

|{w♯ > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| > |{w > r} ∩ (0, x̃t)| if yr > x̃t,

thus the claim is proved. Finally, joining (4.14), (4.15), and (4.16), we have that
ˆ
D∗

t

g0(x) dx ≥
ˆ
Dt

g(x) dx, (4.17)

and the result follows from (4.17), and (4.13).

We now turn our attention to the eigenvalue problem.

Alternative proof of Theorem 1.2. Let h ∈ P1, by Proposition 4.1 we have that

σ1(h) = min


ˆ 1

0
(φ′)2 dx

ˆ 1

0

φ2

h
dx

: φ ∈ H1
0 (0, 1)

 . (4.18)

Let w be a minimizer in (4.18), then by Lemma 4.6, and Lemma 4.7, we have

σ1(h) =

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2

ˆ 1

0

w2

h

≥

ˆ 1

0
((w♯)′)2

ˆ 1

0

(w♯)2

h∗

≥ σ1(h
∗). (4.19)

By Proposition 3.2, and Proposition 2.12, we have that the minimum of σ1 is a triangle Tx0

for some x0 ∈ [0, 1]. Let h = Tx0 , then h∗ = T1 and, from (4.19), we have

σ1(Tx0) ≥ σ1(T1),

which concludes the proof.

5 Ratio µ/σ

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 1.4. We begin by defining an operator G
on P as follows: let h ∈ P, and let

H(x) =
1´ 1

0 h(t) dt

ˆ x

0
h(t) dt; (5.1)

we notice that H is a strictly increasing function such that H(0) = 0 and H(1) = 1. We then
define

G(h)(x) = h2(H−1(x)).

Lemma 5.1. Let h ∈ P. Then G(h) ∈ P, and the map

G : P → P

is invertible.
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Proof. Since h ∈ P, then h′ is defined a.e. in [0, 1], and h′ is decreasing. We also have that
H−1 is a locally Lipschitz function and

d

dx
H−1(x) =

1

h(H−1(x))

ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt. (5.2)

Therefore, G(h) is a.e. differentiable and

d

dx
G(h)(x) = 2αh′(H−1(x)),

where

α =

ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt.

Since H−1 is an increasing function and h′ is decreasing, then G(h) is a concave function, and
G(h) ∈ P.

Let k ∈ P and define
K(x) =

1´ 1
0

1√
k(t)

dt

ˆ x

0

1√
k(t)

dt, (5.3)

then we want to prove that √
k(K−1(x)) = G−1(k)(x). (5.4)

First we prove that
√
k ◦K−1 ∈ P. By direct computation,

d

dx

√
k(K−1(x)) =

βk′(K−1(x))

2k(K−1(x))
,

where

β =

ˆ 1

0

1√
k(t)

dt.

This proves that
√
k ◦K−1 is concave, since K−1 is increasing and h′/h is decreasing because

of the concavity of h. On the other hand, to prove (5.4), we observe that with a change of
variables we get ˆ x

0

√
k(K−1(t)) dt =

K(x)´ 1
0

1√
k(t)

dt
,

and by definition of G we get

G
(√

k ◦K−1
)
(x) = k(x).

We now prove that G is the operator in Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let v ∈ H1(0, 1) be a function such that
ˆ 1

0
v(t)h(t) dt = 0,

and let H denote the integral function defined in (5.1). The change of variables H(t) = s
yields (ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

) ˆ 1

0
v(t)h(t) dt =

ˆ 1

0
v(H−1(s)) ds,
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(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

) ˆ 1

0
(v′)2(t)h(t) dt =

ˆ 1

0
(v′)2(H−1(s)) ds,

and (ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)ˆ 1

0
v2(t)h(t) dt =

ˆ 1

0
v2(H−1(s)) ds.

Let w(x) = v(H−1(x)), then by (5.2),

w′(x) =

(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)
v′(H−1(x))

(
G(h)(x)

)− 1
2 .

Hence, ˆ 1

0
(v′)2(t)h(t) dt

ˆ 1

0
v2(t)h(t) dt

=

(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)−2

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2(t)G(h)(t) dt
ˆ 1

0
w2(t) dt

.

Choosing v = vµ to be the eigenfunction of µ1(h), then we get

µ1(h) ≥
(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)−2

σ1(h).

On the other hand, choosing w = wσ to be the eigenfunction of σ1(G(h)), we get

µ1(h) ≤
(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)−2

σ(G(h)),

which gives (1.6).
Let k ∈ P and let K be the integral function defined in (5.3). If we evaluate the integral

on the right-hand side by means of the change of variables t = K(s), we finally get

ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt =

(ˆ 1

0

1√
k(t)

dt

)−1

,

which gives (1.7).

The following punctual estimate will be crucial.

Proposition 5.2. Let h ∈ P. Then(ˆ 1

0
h(t) dt

)−1

G(h)(x) ≤ 2h(x).

Proof. Up to rescaling h, we can assume without loss of generality that h ∈ P1. Notice, in
addition, that if h ≡ 1, then the proof is trivial. Therefore, let h ∈ P1 and h ≠ 1, and define

H(x) =

ˆ x

0
h(t) dt.

We claim that there exists a unique x̄ ∈ [0, 1] such that

H(x) ≤ x x ∈ [0, x̄],

H(x) ≥ x x ∈ [x̄, 1].
(5.5)

Indeed, if we denote by
f(x) = H(x)− x,
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then, by the concavity of h and the integral constraint, we have that the equation h = 1
admits at most two solutions (h cannot be equal to 1 in an entire interval, otherwise the
concavity would give ∥h∥1 < 1). Therefore, we have that there exist two points x1 ∈ [0, 1),
and x2 ∈ (0, 1] such that

f ′(x) < 0 x ∈ [0, x1) ∪ (x2, 1],

f ′(x) > 0 x ∈ (x1, x2).

Finally, noticing that f(0) = f(1) = 0, then we have that there exists a unique zero x̄ of f in
the interval [x1, x2], thus the claim is proved. In particular, we have that

H−1(x) ≥ x x ∈ [0, x̄],

H−1(x) ≤ x x ∈ [x̄, 1],

and h(x̄) > 1.

These estimates allow us to compare the derivatives of G(h) and h. Denoting by g(x) =
G(h)(x), we have that

g′(x) = 2h′(H−1(x)) ≤ 2h′(x) x ∈ [0, x̄], (5.6)

g′(x) = 2h′(H−1(x)) ≥ 2h′(x) x ∈ [x̄, 1]. (5.7)

We recall that, as in (2.4), the concavity of h ensures that

∥h∥∞ ≤ 2.

Therefore, we get
g(0) = h2(0) ≤ 2h(0),

and by (5.6),
g(x) ≤ 2h(x) x ∈ [0, x̄].

Analogously,
g(1) = h2(1) ≤ 2h(1),

and, by (5.7),
g(x) ≤ 2h(x) x ∈ [x̄, 1].

Proposition 5.3. Let h ∈ P1.
G(h) = 2h

if and only if h = Tx0 for some x0 ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. By direct computation, one can prove that if h = Tx0 for some x0 ∈ [0, 1], then

h2(x) = 2h(H(x)).

Let us now assume that G(h) = 2h. Notice that, if y ∈ [0, 1] is a fixed point of the integral
function H, then

h2(y) = h2(H−1(y)) = G(h)(y) = 2h(y), (5.8)

so that either h(y) = 0 or h(y) = 2. In particular, if h(y) = 2, then by the concavity of h, we
have that

h(x) = Ty(x) ∀x ∈ [0, 1].
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Since 0 and 1 are always fixed points of H, if either h(0) = 2 or h(1) = 2 the assertion is
proved. Therefore, let us assume that

h(0) = 0 = h(1),

then the equation h = 1 admits at least two distinct solutions 0 < x1 < x2 < 1 and, arguing
as in the proof of Proposition 5.2, we have that there exists a fixed point x̄ ∈ [x1, x2] for the
function H and, by (5.8), necessarily h(x̄) = 2 and h = Tx̄.

Proposition 5.4. Let h ∈ P1, then
µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≤ 2 (5.9)

and the equality holds if and only if h = Tx0 for some x0 ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Let w be an eigenfunction for σ1(h). Using Theorem Theorem 1.3, Proposition 5.2,
and the variational characterization of σ1(G(h)), we obtain

µ1(h) = σ1(G(h)) ≤

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2G(h) dx
ˆ 1

0
w2 dx

≤
2

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2h dx

ˆ 1

0
w2 dx

= 2σ1(h), (5.10)

thus proving (5.9). Assume now that for some h ∈ P1 equality holds, then by (5.10) we have
ˆ 1

0
(w′)2(G(h)− 2h) dx = 0. (5.11)

Since G(h) ≤ 2h, then (5.11) yields G(h) = 2h, and Proposition 5.3 ensures that h = Tx0 for
some x0 ∈ [0, 1].

Remark 5.5. Since it is not possible in general to have that G(h) ≥ h, then the same
argument cannot be used for the lower bound

µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≥ 1.

For instance, let

h(x) =
1

2
+ x,

then G(h)(0) = h2(0) < h(0), while G(h)(1) = h2(1) > h(1).

Here we prove the lower bound in Theorem 1.4 in the symmetric case.

Proposition 5.6. Let h ∈ P1 such that h(1− x) = h(x) for all x ∈ [0, 1]. Then

µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≥ 1. (5.12)

Proof. Let g = G(h). By the variational characterization (4.18) of σ1, and Theorem 1.3, we
can find a function w ∈ H2(0, 1), symmetric with respect to x = 1/2, such that

µ1(h) = σ1(g) =

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2(x) dx

ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

g(x)
dx

, (5.13)
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and w solves the problem−w′′(x) =
σ1(h)

h(x)
w(x) x ∈ (0, 1),

w(0) = w(1) = 0.

We can choose w to be positive and concave, so that

w′(x) ≥ 0 in
(
0,

1

2

)
,

w′(x) ≤ 0 in
(
1

2
, 1

)
.

(5.14)

Moreover, by the variational characterization (4.18), we get

σ1(h) ≤

ˆ 1

0
(w′)2(x) dx

ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

h(x)
dx

, (5.15)

and then, joining (5.13) and (5.15), we get

µ1(h)

σ1(h)
≥

ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

h(x)
dx

ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

g(x)
dx

.

To prove (5.12) it is sufficient to prove that
ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

g(x)
dx ≤

ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

h(x)
dx.

We now compute the left-hand side by means of the change of variables x = H(y), where

H(y) =

ˆ y

0
h(t) dt,

so that ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

g(x)
dx =

ˆ 1

0

w2(H(y))

h(y)
dy.

We now notice that the symmetry of h gives (5.5) with x̄ = 1/2, namely

H(y) ≤ y x ∈
[
0,

1

2

]
,

H(y) ≥ y x ∈
[
1

2
, 1

]
.

(5.16)

Finally, joining (5.16), and (5.14), we have
ˆ 1

0

w2(x)

g(x)
dx =

ˆ 1

0

w2(H(y))

h(y)
dy ≤

ˆ 1

0

w2(y)

h(y)
dy,

which concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. The result follows from Proposition 5.4 and Proposition 5.6
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