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ON THE FUNDAMENTAL EIGENVALUE GAP OF

STURM-LIOUVILLE OPERATORS

MOHAMMED AHRAMI, ZAKARIA EL ALLALI, AND EVANS M. HARRELL II

Abstract. We use methods of direct optimization as in [9] to find the minimizers of
the fundamental gap of Sturm-Liouville operators on an interval, under the constraint
that the potential is of single-well form and that the weight function is of single-barrier
form, and under similar constraints expressed in terms of convexity.

1. Introduction

The goal of this article is to find optimal estimates, under constraints on the form of
the coefficient functions in (1), for the fundamental eigenvalue gap Γ := λ2 − λ1 of the
Sturm-Liouville equation

(1) H(p, q)u := − d

dx

(
p(x)

du

dx

)
+ V (x)u = λw(x)u

on a finite interval, with self-adjoint boundary conditions, According to [21], §8.4, one
may impose any separated homogeneous boundary conditions of the form

u(0) cosα− (pu′)(0) sinα = 0

u(π) cosβ − (pu′)(π) sinβ = 0,

where 0 ≤ α, β < π, to make H self-adjoint; the interval has been standardized as [0, π]
without loss of generality. To keep the exposition simple we restrict to Dirichlet boundary
conditions, i.e., u(0) = u(π) = 0, although our techniques also work with other self-adjoint
boundary conditions, with suitable changes. Some further simplifications will be imposed
below.

The quantity Γ is of interest as the ionization energy in quantum theory, and sharp
bounds for natural categories of potential energies V (x) that prevent its collapse, espe-
cially single-well and convex V (x), have been studied since the 1980s; cf. [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
10, 13, 14, 18] and references therein. The problem of maximizing Γ not only casts light
on the physical problem of ionization, but is interesting as a mathematical problem in its
own right.

Most prior work has assumed or emphasized the case where both p(x) and the weight
w(x) are held constant. Liouville transformations allow one to convert (1) into equivalent
equations with different p(x), V (x), and w(x), but in general only one of these three
functions can be eliminated. In the first three sections of this article we standardize with
p(x) ≡ 1, and recall how the Liouville transformation works in an appendix. In summary,
these remarks allow us to concentrate on the problem

(2)

{
−u′′ + V (x)u = λw(x)u, x ∈ [0, π]
u(0) = u(π) = 0
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in the following two sections.
In [2], for the problem (2) with Dirichlet conditions, Ashbaugh and Benguria proved that

the optimal lower bound for Γ for symmetric single-well potentials is achieved if and only
if V is constant on (0, π). In [18] Lavine considered the class of convex potentials on [0, π]
and proved, with either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions, that the constant
potential function minimizes Γ. Later Horváth [13] returned with Lavine’s methods to the
problem of single-well potentials, but without symmetry assumptions, and again showed
that the constant potential was optimal with some restrictions on the transition point,
and in 2015 Yu and Yang [20] extended Horváth’s result by allowing other transition
points and both Dirichlet and Neumann conditions. More recently El Allali and Harrell
[9] used direct optimization methods to prove sharp lower bounds for Γ with general
single-well potential V (x), without any restriction on the transition point a ∈ [0, π],
and obtained similar results in the case where the potential is convex. El Allali and
Harrell were furthermore able to analyze the case where V = V0 + V1, where V0 is a
fixed background potential energy and V1 is assumed either single-well or convex. In
contrast to the earlier studies of single-well potentials, which restrict the transition point
in one way or other, the minimizing single-well potentials they found are in general step
functions and not necessarily constant, unless extra conditions are imposed. In the classic
case where p = 1 they recovered with different arguments the result of Lavine that Γ
is uniquely minimized among convex V by the constant, and in the case of single-well
potentials, with no restrictions on the position of the minimum, they obtained a new,
sharp bound, that Γ > 2.04575 . . . . Some further related articles are Huang’s discussion
of the eigenvalue gap [15] and eigenvalue ratio [16] for the vibrating string with symmetric
densities, i.e., allowing variable p(x), and the works of Ashbaugh and Benguria [4], Huang
and Law [17], and Horvàth and Kiss [14], which include other expressions related to the
low-lying eigenvalues such as eigenvalue ratios like λn

λ1

.

2. Simple properties of the fundamental gap Γ

We shall use expressions such as λk(V, w) and Γ(V, w) = λ2(V, w)−λ1(V, w) to indicate
the dependence on the fundamental gap on coefficients in (2) with respect to which we
wish to optimize. In this section we review and slightly extend some useful observations
about Γ that are familiar from previous sources such as [2, 18, 9]. Most importantly, there
is an explicit formula for the first derivative with respect to perturbations of V and w:

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that V (., t) and w(., t) are one-parameter families of real-valued,
locally L1 functions, with inf V (x, κ) > −∞, C ≥ w(x, κ) ≥ 1

C
for some C > 0, and

∂V
∂κ
(x, κ) and ∂w

∂κ
(x, κ) ∈ L1(0, π). Then

dλn(κ)

dκ
= −λn

∫ π

0

∂w

∂κ
(x, κ)u2n(x, κ)dx+

∫ π

0

∂V

∂κ
(x, κ)u2n(x, κ)dx.

Proof. Because ∂V
∂κ

and ∂w
∂κ

are relatively bounded perturbations, Kato’s theory of analytic
perturbations applies, and since the eigenvalues with separated homogeneous boundary
conditions are simple, this justifies the use of a formal expansion to calculate the effect of
the perturbation, à la Feynman-Hellmann: Denoting u̇ = ∂u

∂κ
, differentiation of (2) with

respect to κ gives

u̇′′n + (λ̇nw + λnẇ − V̇ )un + (λnw − V )u̇n = 0.



ON THE FUNDAMENTAL EIGENVALUE GAP OF STURM-LIOUVILLE OPERATORS 3

We multiply the equation above by un(x, κ) and integrate with respect to x from 0 to π.
This yields

∫ π

0

u̇′′nundx+

∫ π

0

(λnw − V )u̇nundx = −
∫ π

0

(λ̇nw + λnẇ − V̇ )u2ndx.

Observing that un(λnw − V ) = −u′′n,∫ π

0

u̇′′nundx−
∫ π

0

u̇nu
′′

ndx = −
∫ π

0

(λ̇nw + λnẇ − V̇ )u2ndx.

Integrating by parts twice yields

[u̇′nun]
π
0 −

∫ π

0

u̇′nu
′

ndx− [u̇′nu
′

n]
π
0 +

∫ π

0

u̇′nu
′

ndx = −
∫ π

0

(λ̇nw + λnẇ − V̇ )u2ndx,

with boundary conditions un(0, t) = un(π, t) = 0. This gives

−
∫ π

0

(λ̇nw + λnẇ − V̇ )u2ndx = 0,

so that

λ̇n

∫ π

0

u2nwdx = −λn
∫ π

0

ẇu2ndx+

∫ π

0

V̇ u2ndx.

Noting that

∫ π

0

wu2ndx = 1,

λ̇n = −λn
∫ π

0

ẇu2ndx+

∫ π

0

V̇ u2ndx.

�

We next adapt the monotonicity argument of [2, 9] to incorporate the weight:

Lemma 2.2. Consider the problem (2) with the same assumptions on V and w as in
Lemma 2.1. Without loss of generality we standardize the first two normalized eigenfunc-
tions so that u1,2(x) > 0 for 0 < x < ǫ for some ǫ. Then:

(1)
u2

u1
is decreasing on (0, π).

(2) The equation |u1(x)| = |u2(x)| has either one or two solutions on (0, π).
(3) There exist two points x− and x+ 0 ≤ x− < x+ ≤ π, at least one of which is

interior to (0, π), such that u21(x) > u22(x) on (x−, x+) and u21(x) ≤ u22(x) on
(x−, x+)

c.
(4) The equation λ1|u21(x)| = λ2|u22(x)| has either one or two solutions on (0, π).
(5) There exist two points x̂− and x̂+ 0 ≤ x̂− < x̂+ ≤ π, at least one of which is

interior to (0, π), such that λ1u
2
1(x) > λ2u

2
2(x) on (x̂−, x̂+) and λ1u

2
1(x) ≤ λ2u

2
2(x)

on (x̂−, x̂+)
c.

Proof. We first show that

(
u2

u1

)′

< 0 for 0 < x < x0, where u2(x0) = 0 and hence that

there can be at most one value x− ∈ (0, x0) for which u1(x−) = u2(x−).
The Wronskian is by definition

W (x) = u1(x)u
′

2(x)− u2(x)u
′

1(x).

Thus with the weight in (2),

W ′(x) = (λ1 − λ2)w(x)u1(x)u2(x),
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and for the the quotient v(x) :=
u2(x)

u1(x)
,

v′(x) =
u1(x)u

′
2(x)− u2(x)u

′
1(x)

u21(x)
=
W (x)

u21(x)
.

Hence

(3) v′(x) =
1

u21(x)

∫ x

0

(λ1 − λ2)w(t)u1(t)u2(t)dt < 0,

since λ1 < λ2 and u1, u2 > 0 on (0, x0).
Suppose that there exist distinct α1,2 ∈ (0, x0) such that

u2(αi) = u1(αi), i = 1, 2 .

Then v(α1) = v(α2). By Rolle’s theorem there exists ξ ∈ (α1, α2) ⊂ (0, x0) such that:
v′(ξ) = 0, but this contradicts (3).

Since u2 vanishes at a unique point x0 and the same argument can be carried out after
the change of variables x → π − x and an adjustment of the sign of u2, it follows that(
u2

u1

)
is strictly monotonic on (x0, π) and that there is at most one value x+ ∈ (x0, π)

for which u1(x+) = u2(x+).
At least one of the points x± ∈ (0, π), because if x− = 0 and x+ = π then u1(x) > |u2(x)|

for all x ∈ (0, π), which would contradict ‖u1‖2 = ‖u2‖2. �

3. Characterization of optimizers

In this section, we determine the explicit form of the gap-minimizing potential and
density function of problem (2), closely following the strategy of [9].

3.1. The class of single-well potentials and single-barrier densities.

Definition 3.1. Let 1 < M ≤ ∞. The function V is called a single-well function if V is
non-increasing on [0, a] and non-decreasing on [a, π], for some a ∈ [0, π]. The point a is
called a transition point (with no assumption of uniqueness). The notation below will be
used through this article:

SW[0,π],M = {V (x) : 0 ≤ V (x) ≤M,where V is a single-well function on [0, π]}.
Definition 3.2. Let 0 < N< ≤ N> < ∞. The function w is called a single-barrier
density if w is non-decreasing on [0, b] and non-increasing on [b, π] for some b ∈ [0, π].
The following notation will be used through this article:

SB[0,π],N<,N>
= {w(x) : N< ≤ w(x) ≤ N>,where w is a single-barrier density on [0, π]} .

Definition 3.3. Consider the Sturm Liouville problem

−u′′ + (V0(x) + V (x))u = λw(x)u(4)

u(0) = u(π) = 0,

where V is a single-well function and w is a single-barrier density. The background
potential V0 is assumed bounded and measurable. If there exist V∗ ∈ W[0,π],M and w∗ ∈
SB[0,π],N<,N>

such that

Γ(V∗, w∗) = inf (Γ(V, w), V ∈ SW[0,π],M , w ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>
),

then we call the function V∗ an optimal potential and the function w∗ an optimal density
for problem (4).
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As in [9], we will use compactness of the sets SW and SB, following from a theorem
of Helly:

Proposition 3.1. For any sequence fn ∈ Λ, (Λ = SW or SB with any fixed positive
M,N<,>), there exist a subsequence fnk

and a function f⋆ such that fnk
(x) −→ f⋆(x) ∈ Λ

for a.e. x.

For the proof, see [9], Proposition 2.1.

Corollary 3.1. There exist a potential V∗ ∈ SW[0,π],M and a density w∗ ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>

that minimize Γ[V, w].

Proof. According to Proposition 3.1, since the gap Γ[V, w] is positive, there exist mini-
mizing sequences (Vn)n∈N ⊂ Λ and (wn)n∈N ⊂ Λ such that

lim
n→+∞

(λ2(Vn, wn)− λ1(Vn, wn)) = inf{λ2(V, w)− λ1(V, w); V, w ∈ Λ}.

By Proposition 3.1 we may pass to subsequences in Λ that converge pointwise a.e. to
limits V∗ ∈ Λ and w∗ ∈ Λ:

lim
n→+∞

Vn = V∗ and lim
n→+∞

wn = w∗

By the dominated convergence theorem these sequences also converge in L1(0, π). Hence
by continuity of Γ with respect to relatively bounded perturbations,

lim
n→+∞

(λ2(Vn, wn)−λ1(Vn, wn)) = inf{λ2(V, w)−λ1(V, w); V, w ∈ Λ} = λ2(V∗, w∗)−λ1(V∗, w∗).

�

Theorem 3.1. For any piecewise continuous, strictly positive weight function w, the
optimal potential V∗ is a step function. For any piecewise continuous potential function
V , the optimal weight w∗ is a step function. The same is true for jointly optimal V∗ and
w∗. In each case the optimizers have the following characterization:

(1) V∗(x) = 0 a.e. on a connected component of {x : u22(x) > u21(x)} and on the
complement of that interval, V∗(x) = max(V∗) a.e.

(2) w∗(x) = N> a.e. on a connected component of {x : λ2u
2
2(x) > λ1u

2
1(x)} and on

the complement of that interval, w∗(x) = min(w∗) a.e.

Proof. Let V∗ ∈ SW[0,π],M and w∗ ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>
be the minimizing potential and density

guaranteed by the lemma.
We can characterize V∗ with the same argument as was used in [9], since Lemma 2.2

allows for the possibility of variable weight. We repeat it here to make the proof self-
contained, and to point out a key difference. By Lemma 2.2 there exist x±: 0 6 x− <

x+ 6 π, for which

u22(x) > u21(x) on (0, x−) ∪ (x+, π) (one of these intervals may be vacuous)

u21(x) > u22(x) on (x−, x+).

We define a family of single-well potentials by perturbing V∗ so that

V (x, κ) = κV1(x) + (1− κ)V∗(x) t ∈ [0, 1].

Next, we work out the explicit form of V∗ in two cases, beginning with
(i) x− ≤ a < x+. For definiteness we arrange by reflecting if necessary that 0 < x− ≤ a ≤
x+, V⋆(x+) ≥ V∗(x−), and V∗ is nondecreasing for x ≥ x+. In this case we proceed in two
stages. First, let

V1(x) =

{
V∗(x−) on (0, a)
V∗(x+) on (a, π).
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We observe that V1 ∈ SW[0,π],M has been chosen so that V (x, κ) ∈ SW[0,π],M and V1(x)
has the opposite sign to u22(x, 0)− u21(x, 0) a.e.

By the Feynman-Hellmann formula, at κ = 0,

(5)
d(λ2(0)− λ1(0))

dκ
=

∫ π

0

[V1(x)− V∗(x)][u
2
2(x, 0)− u21(x, 0)]dx.

Since V∗ is a minimizer and

[V1(x)− V∗(x)][u
2
2(x, 0)− u21(x, 0)]dx 6 0,

0 6
d(λ2(0)− λ1(0))

dt
6 0,

which implies that the integrand in (5) equals 0 a.e. Thus V1(x) = V∗(x) a.e. on [0, π].
I.e., V∗(x) = V∗(x+)χ(a,π) a.e. But if a > x− the alternative choice

V1(x) =

{
0 on (0, x−)

V∗(x+) on (x−, π)

is also valid, ensuring that V (x, κ) ∈ SW[0,π],M and that V1(x) has the opposite sign to
u22(x, 0) − u21(x, 0) a.e. We are thus led to the conclusion that V∗(x) = V∗(x+)χ(x,π) a.e.
In particular, for M > 0 the unique transition point is a = x−.
(ii) Secondly, suppose that a < x−; the case when x+ < a, is similar. Let

V1(x) =

{
V∗(a) on (0, x−)
V∗(x+) on (x−, π).

Then V1 ∈ SW[0,π],M with

V1(x)− V∗(x) ≥ 0 on (0, x−) ∪ (x+, π)

≤ 0 on (x−, x+).

We note that V (x, t) ∈ SW[0,π],M , and by the optimality of V∗,

0 6
d(λ2(0)− λ1(0))

dt
6 0.

Hence, as before we conclude that V1(x) = V∗(x) on [0, π]. Indeed, since we have concluded
that V∗(a) = V∗(x−), we may as well redefine a as x−, which reduces case (ii) to case (i).
In conclusion all optimal V∗ must be step functions with a unique jump coinciding with
either x− or x+.

In [9], where the weight was constant, it was possible to conclude that V∗ was of the form
MχI(x) for an interval I by relying on the fact that adding a constant to the potential
function does not change the gap Γ. With a variable weight we are only able to conclude
that in general V∗ = CχI(x) for an undetermined constant C ≤M .

It remains to characterize the optimal weight w∗ by a similar argument applied to w
for fixed V . Just as before, we can use Lemma 2.2 to conclude that there exist x̂±:
0 6 x̂− < x̂+ 6 π, satisfying

λ2u
2
2(x) > λ1u

2
1(x) on (0, x̂−) ∪ (x̂+, π)

λ1u
2
1(x) > λ2u

2
2(x) on (x̂−, x̂+).

Given an optimal w∗, we extend it to a family of weights by

w(x, κ) = tw1(x) + (1− κ)w∗(x) t ∈ [0, 1].

There are again two cases, beginning with
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(i) x̂− ≤ b < x̂+. As before we can arrange a convenient orientation by reflecting if
necessary. We thus posit that 0 < x̂− ≤ b ≤ x̂+, w⋆(x̂+) ≤ w∗(x̂−), and w∗ is nonincreasing
for x ≥ x̂+. If we let

w1(x) =

{
w∗(x̂−) on (0, b)
w∗(x̂+) on (b, π),

then w(x, κ) ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>
and w1(x) has the opposite sign to λ1u

2
1(x, 0) − λ2u

2
2(x, 0)

a.e.
Fixing V and differentiating the eigenvalues at κ = 0 by the Feynman-Hellman formula,

d(λ2 − λ1)

dκ
=

∫ π

0

[w1(x)− w∗(x)][λ1u
2
1(x, 0)− λ2u

2
2(x, 0)]dx.

By the optimality of w∗ and since

[w1(x)− w∗(x)][λ1u
2
1(x, 0)− λ2u

2
2(x, 0)]dx 6 0,

0 6
d(λ2(0)− λ1(0))

dκ
6 0

implies that w1(x) = w∗(x) a.e. on [0, π].
In conclusion the optimal w∗ must be a step function with at most one jump, located at
b. If b > x̂−, then the alternative choice

w1(x) =

{
N> on (0, x̂−)

w∗(x̂+) on (x̂−, π)

still ensures that w(x, κ) ∈ SW[0,π],M and w1(x) and has the opposite sign to λ1u
2
1(x, 0)−

λ2u
2
2(x, 0) a.e. We are thus led to the conclusion that w∗(x) = N> a.e. for x < x̂− and

w∗(x) = w∗(x+) a.e. for x > x̂−. In particular, for N> > N< the unique transition point
is b = x̂−.
(ii) Secondly, suppose that b < x̂−; the case when x̂+ < b is similar. Let

w1(x) =

{
N> on (0, x̂−)

w∗(x̂+) on (x̂−, π).

We have w1 ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>
with

w1(x)− w∗(x) ≤ 0 on (0, x̂−) ∪ (x̂+, π)

≥ 0 on (x̂−, x̂+).

Noting that w(x, t) ∈ SB[0,π],N<,N>
and using the optimality of w∗,

0 6
d(λ2(0)− λ1(0))

dκ
6 0.

We conclude that w1(x) = w∗(x) a.e. on [0, π]. As with the characterization of V , this
means that we can now suppose that b = x̂− is a transition point, reducing this case to
case (i).

�

Theorem 3.2. The eigenvalues of the Sturm-Liouville problem (2) correspond to the real
roots of the transcendental equation

η tan(z(π − x̂−)) = −z tan
[
η(x̂− − x−) + arctan

(η
t
tan(tx−)

)]
if λ >

max(V⋆)

min(w⋆)
,

where η :=
√
λN> −max(V∗), z :=

√
λmin(w∗)−max(V∗), and t :=

√
λN>.
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Proof. By Theorem 3.1, the optimal potential V∗ must be of the form

V∗(x) =

{
0 on (0, x−)

max(V∗) on (x−, π),

and the optimal density w∗ must be of the form

w∗(x) =

{
N> on (0, x̂−)

min(w∗) on (x̂−, π).

The eigenfunctions are given by

u(x) =





α1 sin(tx) on (0, x−)
β1 sin(η(x− x−)) + β2 cos(η(x− x−)) on (x−, x̂−)
α2 sin(z(π − x)) on (x̂−, π).

Where η =
√
λN> −max(V∗) , z =

√
λmin(w∗)−max(V∗) , t =

√
λN> and α1, α2, β1, β2

are real constants, with β1 6= 0.
Continuity of u at x− gives

β2 = α1 sin(tx−)

and continuity of u′ at x− gives

β1 =
tα1

η
cos(tx−).

Then

β2

β1
=
η

t
tan(tx−).

Continuity of u at x̂− gives

α1

(
t

η
cos(tx−) sin(η(x̂− − x−)) + sin(tx−) cos(η(x̂− − x−))

)
= α2 sin(z(π − x̂−)).

It follows that

tα1

η
cos(tx−)

√
1 +

(η
t
tan(tx−)

)2

sin
(
η(x̂− − x−) + arctan

(η
t
tan(tx−)

))
= α2 sin(z(π−x̂−)),

and by the continuity of u′ at x̂− ,

α1η

(
t

η
cos(tx−) cos(η(x̂− − x−))− sin(tx−) sin(η(x̂− − x−))

)
= −α2z cos(z(π − x̂−)).

Therefore,

α1t cos(tx−)

√
1 +

(η
t
tan(tx−)

)2

cos
(
η(x̂− − x−) + arctan

(η
t
tan(tx−)

))
= −α2z cos(z(π−x̂−)).

Then

η tan(z(π − x̂−)) = −z tan
[
η(x̂− − x−) + arctan

(η
t
tan(tx−)

)]
.

This ends the proof. �
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4. Liouville transform of Sturm-Liouville operators

In this section we apply Lavine’s estimate on the fundamental gap to the Sturm-
Liouville equation (2),

−u′′ + V (x)u = λw(x)u, x ∈ [0, π].

The eigenvalues of (2) coincide with these of the corresponding eigenvalue problem in
Liouville normal form,

d2η

dξ2
+ (λ− ψ(ξ))η = 0 on [0, L],(6)

where ψ(ξ) is the Liouville potential defined by

ψ(ξ) =
w′′

4w2
− 5(w′)2

16w3
+
V

w
,(7)

with L =
∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt. (For background on the Liouville transform we refer to [22]). In

particular we have:
Γ[V, w] = Γ[ψ].

Proposition 4.1. If the Liouville potential ψ given by (7) of the Sturm-Liouville problem
(6) is convex, then

Γ[V, w] >
3π2

(
∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt)2

,

and equality is obtained if and only if ψ is constant.

Proof. If the Liouville potential ψ of the Sturm-Liouville problem (6) is convex, then by
[18], we have

Γ[V, w] >
3π2

L2
.

Because the interval [0, π] is tranformed to [0, L] with L =
∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt. Thus

Γ[V, w] >
3π2

(
∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt)2

.

�

Remark 4.1. To see that convexity of V is not required for Proposition 4.1, consider the
example V (x) = −x2. Let w(x) = x2 6= const, then ψ

′′

(ξ) = 3x2−25
x6 ≥ 0 on [5, 6]. On this

interval the Liouville potential ψ is convex and hence Proposition 4.1 is applicable, so

Γ[V, w] >
3π2

(
∫ 6

5

√
w(t)dt)2

,

i.e.
Γ[V, w] > 0.978803 . . . .

Proposition 4.2. Consider the Sturm-Liouville problem (2) with positive density function
w ∈ C2(0, π) and continuous convex potential V on [0, π]. If the fundamental gap satisfies

Γ[V, w] = 3π2

(∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt

)−2

Then
w(3)

4w2
− w′′w′

2w3
− 10w(3)

16w3
+

15w′3

16w4
+
V ′

w
− V w′

w2
= 0.
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for all x ∈ [0, π].

Proof. If the fundamental gap satisfies

Γ[V, w] = 3π2

(∫ π

0

√
w(t)dt

)−2

then the Liouville potential ψ is constant, in which case ψ′ = 0. Therefore

w(3)

4w2
− w′′w′

2w3
− 10w(3)

16w3
+

15w′3

16w4
+
V ′

w
− V w′

w2
= 0.

�

Proposition 4.3. The Liouville potential ψ corresponding to (2) is convex if

w(4)

4w2
− w(3)w′

w3
− w′′2

2w3
+

3w′′w′2

2w4
− 10

16

[
w(4)

w3
− 3w(3)w′

w4

]

+
15

16

[
3w′2w′′

w4
− 4w′4

w5

]
+
V ′′

w
− V ′w′

w2
− V ′w′ + V w′′

w2
+

2w′2V

w3
≥ 0

on [0, π].

Proof. To analyze the convexity of ψ, we will apply the nonnegativity criterion for the
second derivative. To differentiate the Liouville potential we make use of the chain rule.
In particular,

dψ

dξ
=

√
g
dψ

dx
.

If g = 1 then ψ is convex, so
d2ψ

dx2
> 0.

As a consequence

dψ

dξ
=
w(3)

4w2
− w′′w′

2w3
− 10w(3)

16w3
+

15w′3

16w4
+
V ′

w
− V w′

w2
.

This yields that

d2ψ

dξ2
=
w(4)

4w2
− w(3)w′

w3
− w′′2

2w3
+

3w′′w′2

2w4
− 10

16

[
w(4)

w3
− 3w(3)w′

w4

]

+
15

16

[
3w′2w′′

w4
− 4w′4

w5

]
+
V ′′

w
− V ′w′

w2
− V ′w′ + V w′′

w2
+

2w′2V

w3
.
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