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FIRST EIGENVALUE ESTIMATES FOR ASYMPTOTICALLY HYPERBOLIC

MANIFOLDS AND THEIR SUBMANIFOLDS

SAMUEL PÉREZ-AYALA AND AARON J. TYRRELL

Abstract. We derive a sharp upper bound for the first eigenvalue λ1,p of the p-Laplacian on asymptotically
hyperbolic manifolds for 1 < p < ∞. We then prove that a particular class of conformally compact subman-
ifolds within asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds are themselves asymptotically hyperbolic. As a corollary,

we show that for any minimal conformally compact submanifold Y k+1 within Hn+1(−1), λ1,p(Y ) =
(

k
p

)p

.

We then obtain lower bounds on λ1,2(Y ) in the case where minimality is replaced with a bounded mean cur-
vature assumption and where the ambient space is a general Poincaré-Einstein space whose conformal infinity

is of non-negative Yamabe type. In the process, we introduce an invariant β̂Y for each such submanifold,
enabling us to generalize a result due to Cheung-Leung in [7].
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1. Introduction

Let X
n+1

be a compact manifold with boundary and interior X . A complete Riemannian metric g+ on
X is said to be conformally compact of order Ck,α if g := r2g+ extends as a metric to X which is Ck,α(X),
where r is a defining function for M := ∂X. We will assume this extension is C3,α(X), however some of our
results hold under weaker assumptions. By a defining function for M we mean

r > 0 on X,

r = 0 on M,

dr 6= 0 on M.

If ρ is another defining function for M , then the induced boundary metrics (r2g+)|TM and (ρ2g+)|TM are
conformal to each other, giving rise to an invariant [g+]∞ := [g|TM ] of g+ known as the conformal infinity of
(Xn+1, g+). Here [g|TM ] denotes the conformal class of g|TM . As observed by Mazzeo in [22], conformally
transforming the Riemann tensor of g+ =: g yields

(1.1) R
g+
ijkl = −|dr|2g(gikgjl − gilgjk) +Oijkl(r

−3),

where Oijkl(r
−3) is the component function of a covariant 4-tensor which is O(r−3) as r → 0. Notice that

since (g+)
ij = r2gij , this implies that the tensor corresponding to those components vanishes with respect to

the g+ - norm as r → 0+. Moreover, (1.1) also gives us that the sectional curvatures of (Xn+1, g+) approach
−|dr|2g at the boundary M . Hence, |dr|2r2g+ restricted to M is another invariant of the metric g+ (see Section

2 in [12]).
Asymptotically hyperbolic (AH) manifolds are conformally compact manifolds that have asymptotic sec-

tional curvatures equal to a constant −κ2, where κ > 0; unless otherwise stated, we will assume this constant
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to be −1. We denote them by AH(−κ2), or just AH if −κ2 = −1. Note that, based on (1.1), this constant
−κ2 equals −|dr|2g|M .

A special defining function for M is a defining function r such that |dr|2g ≡ 1 in a neighborhood of M

rather than just on M itself. It is a lemma in Graham-Lee’s work [13] (see also Lemma 2.1 in [12]) that for
every metric g∞ in the conformal infinity of an asymptotically hyperbolic manifold (Xn+1, g+), there exists a
special defining function r such that (r2g+)|TM = g∞. A conformally compact manifold that also satisfies the
Einstein condition Ric(g+) = −ng+ is called a Poincaré-Einstein manifold or conformally compact Einstein
manifold. For such a manifold, it can be verified by contracting (1.1) that

(

|dr|2g
)

|M = 1, thus implying that
Poincaré-Einstein manifolds are special cases of asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds. In summary,

{Poincaré-Einstein} ⊆ {Asymptotically Hyperbolic} ⊆ {Conformally Compact}.

The model case of a conformally compact Riemannian manifold is the hyperbolic space Hn+1(−1). We
use the Poincaré ball model for hyperbolic space:

(1.2) (Hn+1, gH) =

(

B
n+1,

(

2

1− |y|2

)2

·

n+1
∑

i=1

(dyi)
2

)

,

where B
n+1 ⊆ R

n+1 denotes the standard open unit ball in Euclidean space. The functions r1, r2 : Bn+1 →

Rn+1, defined as r1(y) = 1 − |y| and r2(y) = 1−|y|
1+|y| , where | · | denotes the standard euclidean norm, are

examples of defining functions for ∂Bn+1 = Sn with both r21gH and r22gH extending to metrics on B
n+1

.
As discussed in [12], r2 is an example of a special defining function. Moreover, [gH ]∞ = [(r22gH)|TSn ] =
[(standard metric on Sn)] is the conformal infinity of (Hn+1, gH). Finally, gH has constant sectional cur-
vatures equal to −1, and so Ric(gH) = −ngH , which means that (Hn+1(−1), gH) is also an example of a
Poincaré-Einstein manifold.

We now proceed to introduce our main results. We begin with a discussion of upper bounds for Dirichlet
eigenvalues on asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds, followed by an examination of general eigenvalue esti-
mates on their submanifolds. All submanifolds ι : Y → X are assumed to be immersed and we will often
identify Y with ι(Y ) when there is no ambiguity.

1.1. Eigenvalue Estimates in Complete, non-Compact Manifolds. Let (Xn+1, g+) be a complete
and non-compact manifold. For any bounded domain Ω with smooth boundary, we consider the Dirichlet
eigenvalue problem

(1.3)

{

∆pf + λ|f |p−2f = 0 in Ω,

f = 0 on ∂Ω,

where ∆pf = div(|∇g+f |
p−2∇g+f) is the so-called p-Laplace operator and 1 < p < ∞. Notice that when

p = 2, we recover the standard Laplace-Beltrami operator. Any λ ∈ R for which a nontrivial solution f of
(1.3) exists is called a Dirichlet eigenvalue of ∆p or simply a p-Dirichlet eigenvalue. Solutions to (1.3) are not
smooth, in general, and thus by “solutions” we always mean a solution in the sense of distributions; see [18]
for a precise formulation. Our focus is on the first p-Dirichlet eigenvalue, whose variational characterization
is given by

(1.4) λ1,p(Ω) = inf
f 6=0

∫

Ω

|∇g+f |
p dvg+

∫

Ω

|f |p dvg+

and where the infimum is taken over the space W 1,p
o (Ω) - the completion of C∞

o (Ω) under the Sobolev norm
‖ · ‖L1,p(g+). The reader can consult [15, 19], and references therein, for the definition of the first p-Laplace
Dirichlet eigenvalue (1.4) and basic properties of the associated eigenfunction.

Due to domain monotonicity (Lemma 1.1 in [10]), it makes sense to define the first p-Dirichlet eigenvalue
of (Xn+1, g+) as follows:

Definition 1.1 (First p-Dirichlet Eigenvalue).

(1.5) λ1,p(X) := inf
Ω

λ1,p(Ω),
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where the infimum is being taken over all bounded domains of X with smooth boundary.

We emphasize that the definition of λ1,p(X) also depends on g+, and so a better notation would be
λ1,p(X, g+). However, since g+ will be fixed throughout the paper, we omit any reference to it and simply
write λ1,p(X). In the case where X = Hn+1, we will denote g+ = gH . When dealing with immersed
submanifolds ι : Y k+1 → Xn+1, λ1,p(Y ) is meant to be with respect to the induced metric h+ = ι∗g+.

The first p-Dirichlet eigenvalue is an invariant of (Xn+1, g+) which is often difficult to compute. A lot
of attention has been given to the case when p = 2, that is, to the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplace-
Beltrami operator, when (Xn+1, g+) is assumed to be asymptotically hyperbolic. In [21], Mazzeo showed

that the essential spectrum of ∆2 = ∆g+ consists of the ray [
(

n
2

)2
,∞). As a consequence, he obtained the

following upper bound: λ1,2(X) ≤
(

n
2

)2
. For a general p ∈ (1,∞), upper bounds are known but under global

assumptions on the Ricci curvature. In fact, on complete, (n + 1)-dimensional manifolds (Xn+1, g+) with

Ricci curvature bounded from below, Ric(g+) ≥ −ng+, classical techiniques due to Cheng [6] yield
(

n
p

)p

as

an upper bound for λ1,p(X); see [14, 27] for discussion on lower bounds under the same conditons on the

Ricci curvature. This upper bound is sharp since λ1,p(H
n+1(−1)) =

(

n
p

)p

; this equality will become clear

in the discussion that follows.
On an AH manifold (Xn+1, g+), we argue that upper bounds on λ1,p(X) should only be influenced by the

asymptotic behavior of the manifold at infinity, and that no global information should be needed to derive
sharp estimates. Indeed, if Ω is a bounded domain with a smooth boundary in a collar neighborhood of
M = ∂X, then λ1,p(X) ≤ λ1,p(Ω). On the other hand, the sectional curvatures are uniformly approaching
−1 near the boundary, suggesting that the geometry of (Xn+1, g+) should reflect some properties of Hn+1

near M . In particular, we expect λ1,p(Ω) to be close to
(

n
p

)p

= λ1,p(H
n+1(−1)). In our first theorem, we

prove that this intuition is indeed correct by generalizing Mazzeo’s upper estimate for any p ∈ (1,∞).

Theorem 1.2. Let (Xn+1, g+) be an asymptotically hyperbolic manifold. Then λ1,p(X) ≤
(

n
p

)p

.

A few remarks are in order. To our knowledge, this result is novel for p 6= 2. The methods and techniques
are also novel, even for the case when p = 2, involving only the construction of a family of test functions
“near infinity” to capture the behavior of the manifold near its boundary. Additionally, we would like to
point out that a slight generalization of Theorem 1.2 is available for manifolds which are AH(−κ2). Indeed, if
a manifold (Xn+1, g+) is AH(−κ2), then (Xn+1, κ2g+) would be AH(−1) thanks to the scaling properties of
the Riemann tensor and (1.1). Since λ1,p(X,κ2g+) = κ−pλ1,p(X

n+1, g+) by the variational characterization
(1.4), we derive the following consequence to Theorem 1.2:

Corollary 1.3. Let (Xn+1, g+) be AH(−κ2). Then λ1,p(X) ≤
(

nκ
p

)p

.

Remark 1.4. Recall that κ = (|dr|r2g+)|M . So, the upper bound can be re-written as

(1.6) λ1,p(X) ≤

(

n(|dr|2r2g+)|M

p

)p

.

Different bounds have been derived for λ1,p(X) under various geometric assumptions and through a variety
of methods. In [9], Carvalho-Cavalcante generalized a classical result due to McKean [23] and showed that
for simply connected manifolds with negative sectional curvature bounded above by −κ2, the first p-Dirichlet

eigenvalue is at least
(

nκ
p

)p

- this bound is sharp as it is precisely what you obtain in Hn+1(−κ2). Therefore,

together with Corollary 1.3, we derive

Corollary 1.5. Let (Xn+1, g+) be simply connected and AH(−κ2) with sectional curvature bounded above

by −κ2. Then λ1,p(X) =
(

nκ
p

)p

.

There is limited literature on upper bounds for λ1,p(X) when X is asymptotically hyperbolic or under
other geometric assumptions. In [18], Lima-Montenegro-Santos obtained an upper bound for what they
call the essential p-first eigenvalue in terms of the exponential volume growth O(X) of the manifold. In
particular, they proved that for manifolds with infinite volume, the essential p-first eigenvalue is bounded
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above by
(

O(X)
p

)p

(see Theorem 1.4 in [18]). Their results, as well as their techniques, are a generalization

of the corresponding result by Brooks [1] when p = 2. Bounds of the same type as in Theorem 1.2 have been
found in [17], but there they do not work with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

1.2. Eigenvalue Estimates on Submanifolds of AH Spaces. We proceed with a discussion of eigenvalue
estimates on submanifolds of asymptotically hyperbolic spaces. Let us start with some consequences of
Theorem 1.2 for a generic p ∈ (1,∞).

In [10], Du and Mao, using techniques developed by Cheung-Leung in [7], showed that if Y is a (k + 1)-
dimensional, complete and noncompact immersed submanifold in Hn+1(−1) with norm of the mean curvature
satisfying ‖H‖ ≤ α < k, then

(1.7) 0 <

(

k − α

p

)p

≤ λ1,p(Y ).

For complete, (k+1)-dimensional minimal submanifolds in Hn+1(−1), the lower bound becomes
(

k
p

)p

, which

is sharp as it is the value on totally geodesic planes. We demonstrate that the upper bound is also sharp
on a broader class of minimal submanifolds of AH spaces that we call conformally compact submanifolds.
More generally, we define:

Definition 1.6 (Conformally Compact Submanifold & Asymptotically CMC Submanifold). Let (Xn+1, g+)

be a conformally compact manifold. Let Y
k+1

be a compact manifold with boundary and interior Y. Let

ι : Y → X
n+1

be a C2,α immersion. If (Y, ι∗g+) is conformally compact with the property that ι|∂Y : ∂Y → M

is an immersion such that ι(Y ) meets M transversely, then we say that (Y k+1, ι∗g+) is a conformally compact
submanifold of (Xn+1, g+). Furthermore, if its mean curvature vector H satisfies g+(H,H) = C2 +O(r) for
some C ∈ [0,∞) and where r is any defining function M , then we say that (Y, ι∗g+) is asymptotically CMC
with asymptotic mean curvature equal to C2. In the case where C = 0, we say that Y is asymptotically
minimal.

Remark 1.7. Given any pair of defining functions r and ρ for M, r = O(ρ). It follows that the asymptotic
mean curvature as described in the previous definition is well-defined.

Conformally compact submanifolds are complete and non-compact. Some examples of conformally com-
pact hypersurfaces in hyperbolic space are the totally geodesic planes and the spherical catenoids; a non-
example is given by the horospheres. Horospheres are a non-example since although they are complete and
non-compact, they do not have a boundary under compactification. Another class of conformally compact
submanifolds are the type of submanifolds introduced by Graham and Witten in [25]. These submanifolds
are also called polyhomogeneously immersed submanifolds; for more information on these, the reader may
consult [20] and [3].

We are now in a position to state our first result related to this class of submanifolds. We prove that any

asymptotically CMC submanifold with asymptotic mean curvature equal to C2 will be AH
(

−
(

1− C2

(k+1)2

))

itself, assuming that it lives within an AH space. Thus allowing us to apply Corollary 1.3.

Proposition 1.8. Let Y k+1 be an asymptotically CMC submanifold of an asymptotically hyperbolic space

(Xn+1, g+) with asymptotic mean curvature C2. Then Y is asymptotically hyperbolic with asymptotic sec-

tional curvatures equal to −
(

1− C2

(k+1)2

)

. In particular, if Y is asymptotically minimal, then Y is asymp-

totically hyperbolic.

As a consequence of Proposition 1.8 and Corollary 1.3, we obtain:

Corollary 1.9. Let the setup be the same as that in Proposition 1.8. Then

(1.8) λ1,p(Y
k+1) ≤

(

k

p

)p (

1−
C2

(k + 1)2

)

p
2

.

In particular, if Y is asymptotically minimal, then the upper bound becomes
(

k
p

)p

.

Remark 1.10. It will be shown in Section 4.1 that in our context C < k + 1 always holds.
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Together with (1.7) for the minimal case (α = 0), we conclude that the lower bound is attained for
minimal conformally compact submanifolds of Hn+1(−1) for any p ∈ (1,∞). In other words, the bound
(

k
p

)p

is optimal for these submanifolds. We summarize our discussion in the next corollary:

Corollary 1.11. Let Y k+1 be a minimal conformally compact submanifold of Hn+1(−1). Then λ1,p(Y ) =
(

k
p

)p

.

We turn our attention to acquiring bounds on the first Dirichlet eigenvalue (p = 2) of submanifolds of
asymptotically hyperbolic spaces. First, let us recall some previous work on eigenvalue estimates for sub-
manifolds of hyperbolic space. As previously mentioned, for complete, simply connected, (n+1)-dimensional
manifolds X with sectional curvature bounded above by −κ2, κ 6= 0, we have

(1.9)
(nκ

2

)2

≤ λ1,2(X);

see [9, 23]. In [7], Cheung-Leung extended inequality (1.9) to complete non-compact submanifolds Y k+1 of
hyperbolic space Hn+1(−1) with sectional curvature satisfying ‖H‖ ≤ α < k by showing that

(1.10)

(

k − α

2

)2

≤ λ1,2(Y ).

Their result follows from the following Poincaré-type inequality (Proposition 1 in [7]): for all f ∈ C∞
0 (Y ),

we have

(1.11)

(

k − α

2

)2 ∫

Y

f2 ≤

∫

Y

|∇f |2.

A key element in their work is the following. Let p ∈ Hn+1(−1) \ Y , and set x(y) := dgH (y, p), where
gH is the hyperbolic metric introduced in (1.2). Then u : Hn+1(−1) → R, u(y) := cosh(x(y)), satisfies
∆gHu = (n+ 1)u on Hn+1(−1). In fact u is an example of what we call a Lee-eigenfunction (see Definition
4.1). By noticing this fact, we are able to give a simpler argument in the spirit of Lee’s [16] that also
generalizes their result to any such submanifold living in a general Poincaré-Einstein manifold (Xn+1, g+)
with conformal infinity having non-negative Yamabe invariant.

Theorem 1.12. Let ι : Y k+1 → Xn+1 be a complete and noncompact immersion into a Poincaré-Einstein

space (Xn+1, g+) whose conformal infinity (M, [g+]∞) has non-negative Yamabe invariant, and let u be a

Lee-eigenfunction. Denote by b(u) := ∇2
g+u − 1

n+1 (∆g+u)g+ = ∇2
g+u − ug+ the trace-free hessian of u.

If the mean curvature vector of Y has norm satisfying ‖H‖ ≤ α for some constant α, and if βY (u) :=
sup
Y

(

u−1 · tr
(

b(u)|(TY ⊥)2
))

satisfies α+ βY (u) < k, then it follows that

(1.12) 0 <

(

k − α− βY (u)

2

)2

≤ λ1,2(Y ).

Note: 0 ≤ βY (u) since u = O(r−1) and tr
(

b(u)|(TY ⊥)2
)

= O(1), as r → 0.

Let L(g+) be the collection of all Lee-eigenfunctions (see Definition 4.1). As explained in Proposition 5.1
(see Appendix), there is a one-to-one correspondence between L(g+) and those metrics in the conformal
infinity of (Xn+1, g+) whose scalar curvature is nowhere negative on M . By taking the infimum of βY (u)
over u ∈ L(g+), an improved version of (1.12) is obtained:

Corollary 1.13. Let the setup be the same as that in Theorem 1.12, and define β̂Y := inf
u∈L(g+)

βY (u). Then

(1.13)

(

k − α− β̂Y

2

)2

≤ λ1,2(Y ).

Note that β̂Y is an invariant of ι∗g+.

Estimate (1.13) can be thought of as a generalization of Cheung-Leung’s estimate (1.10) to submanifolds
living in a general Poincaré-Einstein space (Xn+1, g+) whose conformal infinity has non-negative Yamabe

invariant. When the ambient space is (Hn+1(−1), gH), we observe that β̂Y = 0 for every Y and recover
Cheung-Leung’s result:
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Corollary 1.14. Let Y k+1 be a complete and noncompact submanifold in hyperbolic space Hn+1(−1). If the

mean curvature vector of Y has norm satisfying ‖H‖ ≤ α < k, then it follows that
(

k−α
2

)2
≤ λ1,2(Y ).

In the minimal case, Corollary 1.14 and Corollary 1.9 together give:

Corollary 1.15. If Y k+1 is a minimal conformally compact submanifold of Hn+1(−1), then
(

k
2

)2
= λ1,2(Y ).

As another consequence of Theorem 4.2, we derive a stability result for complete and non-compact mini-
mal hypersurfaces in Poincaré-Einstein spaces whose conformal infinity has non-negative Yamabe invariant.
Indeed, recall that a minimal hypersurface Y n living in a Poincaré-Einstein space (i.e. Ric(g+) = −ng+) is
stable if

(1.14)

∫

Y

(|∇h+
f |2 − (|B|2 − n))f2 dvh+

≥ 0

for every compactly supported function f , where B denotes the second fundamental form of Y . It is expected
then that lower bounds on λ1,2(Y ) together with upper bounds on |B|2 will yield stability results; for instance,
see section 5 in [2]. This generalizes a result of Seo in [26]1.

Corollary 1.16. Let Y n be a complete and non-compact minimal hypersurface in a Poincaré-Einstein space

(Xn+1, g+) where the conformal infinity of g+ is of non-negative Yamabe type. If |B|2 ≤ (n−1−β̂Y )2

4 + n at

every point of Y and β̂Y ≤ n − 1, then Y is stable. If (Xn+1, g+) = (Hn+1(−1), gH), then |B|2 ≤ (n+1)2

4
everywhere implies stability.

We now provide a geometric interpretation of the invariant β̂Y introduced in Corollary 1.13. On any
AH space (Xn+1, g+), for any defining function r, a unique u solving ∆g+u = (n + 1)u and satisfying
u − r−1 = O(1) exists; see discussion in Section 4.2. Therefore, it makes sense to compactify the metric

g+ using u−1, that is, we consider the compact space (X
n+1

, u−2g+). It was shown by Qing in [24] that
this compactification satisfies nice properties, allowing the author to obtain an important rigidity result for
Poincaré-Einstein spaces whose conformal infinity is the round sphere. Inspired by the same approach, a
simple calculation leads to the following:

Proposition 1.17. Let (Xn+1, g+) be a Poincaré-Einstein space and let u be as described above. Set

gu = u−2g+. If Egu denotes the trace-free Ricci tensor of gu and b(u) = ∇2
g+u−ug+ is the trace-free hessian

of u, then Egu = (n− 1) b(u)u . Moreover, b(u) = 0 if and only if Rgu is constant.

Recall that in the context of Theorem 1.12, for a given u ∈ L(g+), in order to obtain βY (u) one first need
to restrict u−1b(u) = (n − 1)−1Egu to the normal bundle of Y , take the trace with respect to (g+)|TY ⊥ ,

and then take the supremum over Y . The invariant β̂Y is then β̂Y = (n − 1)−1 inf
u∈L(g+)

trg+ (Egu |TY ⊥). An

interesting problem is to investigate for which submanifolds Y is β̂Y = 0. For instance, we could ask if there

are submanifolds for which β̂Y > 0 and whether or not (1.13) is optimal in such cases.
We close our introduction with a few remarks about the estimate (1.8) in Corollary 1.9, particularly in the

case where p = 2, while reviewing some previous work. In [26], the author works with complete non-compact
minimal hypersurfaces Y n in Hn+1(−1) which are stable, that is, for which the second variation of the area
functional with respect to compactly supported normal variations satisfy a sign condition (see condition (1.2)
in [26]). Under a finite assumption on the L2-norm of the second fundamental form of such submanifolds,
Seo managed to prove that

(1.15) λ1,2(Y ) ≤ n2.

The key element in their proof is the construction of a test function for the Rayleigh quotient in an arbitrary
geodesic ball involving the norm of the second fundamental form - this is how the finite assumption and the
stability condition come into play.

In Fu-Tao’s work [11], they managed to improve Seo’s upper bound (1.15). In fact, under similar in-
tegrability and stability assumptions, they show that for a complete and non-compact hypersurface Y n in

1See remark 4.2
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Hn+1(−1) it holds that

(1.16) λ1,2(Y ) ≤

(

n− 1

2

)2(

1−
|H |2

(k + 1)2

)

,

where H is the scalar mean curvature of Y . In particular, if it is minimal, then it gives the sharp upper
bound. They also obtain the same upper bound for higher codimensional submanifolds Y k+1 under the

assumption that H is parallel and that

∫

Y

|B̊|p dvh < ∞ for p ≥ k + 1, where B̊ is the traceless second

fundamental form of Y and h = ι∗gH is the induced metric from (Hn+1, gH); see Theorem 1 in [11]. This
integrability assumption always holds: indeed, let r be any defining function for (Hn+1, gH), and denote by

h̄ the metric on Y induced from the compactified metric gH = r2gH . Then, denoting by B̊ the traceless
second fundamental form with respect to h̄ and using conformal covariance, we deduce

(1.17)

∫

Y

|B̊|p dvh =

∫

Y

rp
∣

∣

∣B̊
∣

∣

∣

p

dvh =

∫

Y

rp−(k+1)
∣

∣

∣B̊
∣

∣

∣

p

dvh̄ < ∞,

where the inequality follows from the fact that h̄ extends smoothly to the compact set Y and the integrand
is continuous there.

Finally, we would like to reiterate that upper bounds for Dirichlet eigenvalues should only be influenced by
the asymptotic behavior of the manifold at infinity; see the discussion prior to the statement of Theorem 1.2.
In particular, no global integrability assumptions on the second fundamental form or stability assumptions
should be necessary if the manifold satisfies certain asymptotics at infinity. This is precisely the case when
the submanifolds are asymptotically CMC and the ambient manifold is AH.

1.3. Organization of the paper. In section 2, we explain the asymptotic properties of an AH manifold in
terms of a special defining function r for its boundary M . In particular, we describe how the metric can be
written in normal form in a neighborhood of the boundary and the specific asymptotics of the volume form
there. In section 3, we provide the proof of one of our main results, Theorem 1.2. The techniques herein are
novel and self-contained. Finally, in section 4, we furnish the proofs of results concerning eigenvalue estimates
on submanifolds of asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds, as elucidated in section 1.2. From this section, there
are two aspects that we would like to highlight. In subsection 4.1, while proving Proposition 1.8, we noticed
that the asymptotic norm of the mean curvature determines both the angles at which the submanifold meets
the boundary at infinity and the asymptotic sectional curvature, which could be of independent interest. On
the other hand, in section 4.2, we explain what we refer to as a Lee-eigenfunction. The reader will notice
that we employ two type of test functions throughout our work: u−s and rs

′

for particular s, s′ ∈ R. For the
upper bounds, we utilize rs

′

as we only need to know what happens at infinity. For lower bounds, we employ
u−s since we require not only good asymptotics at infinity (u − r−1 = O(1)) but also interior information
(∆g+u = (n+ 1)u everywhere on X).

1.4. Acknowledgements. This work was initiated during the International Doctoral Summer School In
Conformal Geometry and Non-local Operators at the “Instituto de Matemáticas de la Universidad de
Granada” (IMAG). We thank the organizers, Azahara DelaTorre Pedraza and Maŕıa del Mar González,
for their kind invitation. The first author was supported by the NSF grant RTG-DMS-1502424.

2. Preliminaries for Estimates on Asymptotically Hyperbolic Manifolds

Recall that given a compact manifold X
n+1

with boundary M and interior X , a complete Riemannian
metric g+ on X is said conformally compact if g := r2g+ extends to a metric on X. Here r is a defining
function for M , that is, a positive function on X which vanishes on M and with non-vanishing gradient on
M . Furthermore, if the asymptotic sectional curvatures approach −1 at the boundary, then we say that
(Xn+1, g+) is asymptotically hyperbolic.

A defining function r determines for some r0 > 0 an identification of M × [0, r0) with a neighborhood of
M in X , as follows: any (p, t) ∈ M × [0, r0) corresponds to φ(p, t), where φ is the flow of ∇gr. If r is a special
defining function, that is, if r is such that |∇g+r|

2 = r2 in a neighborhood of M , then r(φ(p, t)) = t. This
means that we can think about the t coordinate as just being r and ∇gr is orthogonal to the slices M ×{t}.
The metric g then takes the form

(2.1) g = gr + dr2
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where gr is a 1-parameter family of metrics on M . It can be shown that

(2.2) gr = g0 − 2Lr +O(r2),

where L is the second fundamental form of M with respect to g. In M × [0, r0)r, we can write the volume
form of g+ as

(2.3) dvg+ = r−n−1

(

detgr
detg0

)1/2

dvg0dr.

Then using Jacobi’s formula

(2.4)
d

dt
(detA(t)) = (detA(t)) ∗ trace(A−1(t)A′(t)),

we deduce

(2.5)

(

detgr
detg0

)1/2

= 1 + ν(1)r +O(r2)

where ν(1) = −HM and HM is the mean curvature of M with respect to g.

3. Upper Bounds for λ1,p(X) Proof of Theorem 1.2 and of Corollary 1.3

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.2. Our strategy to prove Theorem 1.2 is quite standard. Using the variational
characterization of p-Dirichlet eigenvalues, given in (1.4), we compute the Rayleigh quotient for a suitable
test function that will yield the sharp bound. Let us be more precise. For γ ∈ (0, r0), consider the bounded
domains given by

(3.1) Xγ := {x ∈ Xn+1 : r(x) ≥ γ}.

Notice that the boundary of each Xγ , the γ-level set of r, is a smooth hypersurface. By the domain
monotonicity property of p-Dirichlet eigenvalues (Lemma 1.1 in [15]), we have that λ1,p(Xγ) decreases
monotonically to λ1,p(X) as γ → 0+. Moreover,

(3.2) λ1,p(X) ≤ λ1,p(Xγ) = inf
f∈W 1,p

0
(Xγ)\{0}

∫

Xγ

|∇g+ |f ||
p dvg+

∫

Xγ

|f |p dvg+

.

We want to use r
n
p as a test function because a special defining function should capture the behavior of

X at infinity. The issue is that r is positive everywhere in the interior of X and so it cannot be used as a
test function. However, we can multiply it by a suitable cut-off φ in such a way that we capture the same
behavior near M . To this end, we introduce

Definition 3.1. For ǫ ∈ (0, r0) and δ > 0 small enough, define φǫδ : X → R by

(3.3) φǫδ(p) :=











1, ǫ ≤ r(p)
1+δ
ǫ (r(p) − ǫδ

1+δ ),
ǫδ
1+δ ≤ r(p) ≤ ǫ

0, 0 ≤ r(p) ≤ ǫδ
1+δ .

We also need to introduce some big O notation that will make some of the computations clearer. We
say that a function w is O(a, b) = O(a(ǫ), b(δ)) if there exist positive constants A, B, ǫo and δo such that
|w(ǫ, δ)| ≤ A|a(ǫ)| for all 0 ≤ ǫ < ǫo and |w(ǫ, δ)| ≤ B|b(δ)| for all 0 ≤ δ < δo. For instance, a function
w(ǫ, δ) being O(ǫ2, 1) means that, in particular, the function remains bounded as δ → 0+ while for any fixed
δ > 0 it is O(ǫ2) as ǫ → 0+. A function is O(1, 1) if it remains bounded as both ǫ → 0+ and δ → 0+. As in
other sections of our work, we employ classical big O notation as well. For instance, a function t(r) is O(r)
if there exist positive constants R and ro such that |t(r)| ≤ R · r for 0 ≤ r ≤ ro.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Set

(3.4) qp(ǫ, δ, s) :=

∫

X

|∇g+(r
sφǫδ)|

p dvg+
∫

X

rpsφp
ǫδ dvg+

=
Np(ǫ, δ, s)

Dp(ǫ, δ, s)
,
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where n−p
p < s < n

p , and notice that thanks to (3.2) we have

(3.5) λ1,p(X) ≤ lim
ǫ→0+

lim
δ→0+

qp(ǫ, δ, s).

Also, combining (2.3) and (2.5), we get

(3.6) dvg+ = r−n−1(1 −HMr +O(r2)) dvg0dr = r−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr.

The range in the values of s will be explained as we proceed with the proof.
We begin by studying the denominator in qp(ǫ, δ, s):

Dp(ǫ, δ, s) =

∫

{r≥r0}

rps dvg+ +

∫ r0

ǫ

∫

M

rps−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

+

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p ∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)p

· rps−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

= O(1, 1) +
Volg0(M)

ps− n
·
[

rps−n
∣

∣

ro

ǫ
+O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p ∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)p

· rps−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

(3.7)

For ǫδ
1+δ < r < ǫ, we can expand

(3.8)

(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)p

= rp −

(

prp−1ǫ

(

δ

1 + δ

)

−
p(p− 1)

2
rp−2ǫ2

(

δ

1 + δ

)2

+ · · ·

)

.

Therefore,

Dp(ǫ, δ, s) = O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
ǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p ∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

{

rp+ps−n−1 − prp+ps−n−2ǫ

(

δ

1 + δ

)

+ · · ·

}

[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

= O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
ǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+ Volg0(M)

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p

·

[

rp+ps−n

p+ ps− n
− pǫ

(

δ

1 + δ

)

rp+ps−n−1

p+ ps− n− 1
+ · · ·

∣

∣

∣

∣

ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

+O(ǫps−n+1, δ)

= O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
ǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+ Volg0(M)

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p
1

p+ ps− n

(

ǫp+ps−n −

(

ǫδ

1 + δ

)p+ps−n
)

− Volg0(M)

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p
pǫ

p+ ps− n− 1

(

δ

1 + δ

)

(

ǫp+ps−n−1 −

(

ǫδ

1 + δ

)p+ps−n−1
)

+ O(ǫps−n, δp+ps−n)

= O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
ǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1) + Volg0(M)

(1 + δ)p

p+ ps− n
ǫps−n

− Volg0(M)
δp+ps−n

p+ ps− n

(

ǫ

1 + δ

)ps−n

−Volg0(M)(1 + δ)p−1 pǫps−nδ

p− ps− n− 1

+ Volg0(M)
pδp+ps−n

p+ ps− n− 1

(

ǫ

1 + δ

)ps−n

+ O(ǫps−n, δp+ps−n).
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That is,

(3.9) Dp(ǫ, δ, s) = O(1, 1) + Volg0(M)ǫps−n

(

(1 + δ)p

p+ ps− n
−

1

ps− n

)

+O(ǫps−n+1, 1) +O(ǫps−n, δp+ps−n).

Notice that some of the powers in δ are p+ ps− n. Later we will take the limit as δ → 0+, and so we need
p+ ps− n > 0, that is, we need s > n−p

p .

We turn our focus to the numerator in qp(ǫ, δ, s). Recall that r is a special defining function, and thus
|∇g+r|

2 = r2 in a collar neighborhood of M . Then

Np(ǫ, δ,s) =

∫

X

|∇g+(r
sφǫδ)|

pdvg+ =

∫

{r≥r0}

|∇g+(r
s)|p dvg+ +

∫

X\{r≥r0}

|rs∇g+φǫδ + srs−1φǫδ∇g+r|
p dvg+

= O(1, 1) +

∫

X\{r≥r0}

(r2s|∇g+φǫδ|
2 + s2r2(s−1)φ2

ǫδ|∇g+r|
2 + 2sr2s−1φǫδ〈∇g+r,∇g+φǫδ〉g+)

p
2 dvg+

= O(1, 1) +

∫ ro

ǫ

∫

M

sprp(s−1)rpr−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvgodr

+

∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

(r2s|∇g+φǫδ|
2 + s2r2(s−1)φ2

ǫδr
2 + 2sr2s−1φǫδ〈∇g+r,∇g+φǫδ〉g+)

p
2 r−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

= O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
spǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+

∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

(r2s|∇g+φǫδ|
2 + s2r2(s−1)φ2

ǫδr
2 + 2sr2s−1φǫδ〈∇g+r,∇g+φǫδ〉g+)

p
2 r−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

Using ∇g+φǫδ = 1+δ
ǫ ∇g+r on ǫδ

1+δ < r < ǫ, we can write

Np(ǫ, δ, s) = O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
spǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

+

∫ ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

∫

M

(

r2s+2

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2

+ s2r2s
(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)2

+ 2sr2s+1

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)

)
p
2

r−n−1[1 +O(r)] dvg0dr

(3.10)

We now proceed to simplify the main factor in the integrand:

r2s+2

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2

+ s2r2s
(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)2

+ 2sr2s+1

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2
{

r2s+2 + s2r2s

(

r2 −
2rǫδ

1 + δ
+

(

ǫδ

1 + δ

)2
)

+ 2sr2s+1

(

r −
ǫδ

1 + δ

)

}

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2{

r2s+2 + s2r2s+2 −
2s2r2s+1ǫδ

1 + δ
+

s2r2sǫ2δ2

(1 + δ)2
+ 2sr2s+2 −

2sr2s+1ǫδ

1 + δ

}

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2{

r2s+2(s2 + 2s+ 1)−
2r2s+1ǫδ

1 + δ
(s2 + s) +

s2r2sǫ2δ2

(1 + δ)2

}

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2

r2s+2(s2 + 2s+ 1) + ǫ−1r2s+1 ·O(1, δ) + r2s ·O(1, δ2)

(3.11)

Recall that we will first take the limit δ → 0+. Therefore, we rewrite (3.11) as

(3.12)

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)2

r2s+2(s2 + 2s+ 1) + r2s+1O(δ) + r2sO(δ2).
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After raising to the power of p
2 , we obtain

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p

rps+p(s2 + 2s+ 1)
p
2 +

p

2
r(2s+2)( p

2
−1)(r2s+1O(δ) + r2sO(δ2))

+
1

2
·
p

2

(p

2
− 1
)

r(2s+2)( p
2
−2)(r2s+1O(δ) + r2sO(δ2))2 + · · ·

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p

rps+p(s2 + 2s+ 1)
p
2 +

p

2
r(2s+2)( p

2
−1)(r2s+1O(δ) + r2sO(δ2))

+
1

2
·
p

2

(p

2
− 1
)

r(2s+2)( p
2
−2)(r2s+1O(δ) + r2sO(δ2))2 + · · ·

=

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p

rps+p(s2 + 2s+ 1)
p
2 +

p

2
(rps+p−1O(δ) + rps+p−2O(δ2)) + · · · ,

(3.13)

and notice that, starting from the second term above, we have a Laurent expansion in both r and δ such
that the exponent of r and that of δ in each term always adds up to ps + p. Moreover, the power of δ is
positive. Now, multiplying by r−n−1[1 +O(r)], gives

(

1 + δ

ǫ

)p

rps+p−n−1(s2 + 2s+ 1)
p
2 +

p

2
(rps+p−n−2O(δ) + rps+p−n−3O(δ2)) + F1(r, δ)

+ ǫ−pO(rps+p−n) +O(rps+p−n−1 , δ) +O(rps+p−n−2 , δ2) + F2(r, δ),

(3.14)

where F1(r, δ) is a Laurent expansion in both r and δ such that in each term the exponents of r and δ add
up to ps+ p− n− 1, while F2(r, δ) is the same but the powers add up to ps+ p− n. Once again, the power
of δ is positive in every term of the expansions F1 and F2.

Recall that ps + p − n > 0. Therefore we have the following two cases to consider. First, let us assume
that ps+ p− n− k 6= −1 for all k ∈ N \ {1}. Performing the double integral in (3.10) gives

Volg0(M)

ps+ p− n
(1 + δ)

p
(s2 + 2s+ 1)

p
2 ǫps−n

(

1−

(

δ

1 + δ

)ps+p−n
)

+ [rps+p−n−1
∣

∣

∣

ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

· O(δ) + [rps+p−n−2
∣

∣

∣

ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

·O(δ2) +O(δα)

+O(ǫps−n+1, 1) + [rps+p−n
∣

∣

∣

ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

·O(δ) + [rps+p−n−1
∣

∣

∣

ǫ

ǫδ
1+δ

· O(δ2),

(3.15)

where α > 0. The terms coming from integrating F1 and F2 have both been absorbed into the term O(δα).
Taking the limit as δ → 0+, we obtain

(3.16)
Volg0(M)

ps+ p− n
(s2 + 2s+ 1)

p
2 ǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1).

On the other hand, if ps+ p− n− k = −1 for some k ∈ N \ {1}, then log terms will appear somewhere after
the first term. However, in those cases, the contribution will be of the form log(δ) · O(δα), where α > 0.
Therefore, after taking δ → 0+, we still get (3.16).

Combine (3.10) and (3.16) to get

(3.17) lim
δ→0+

Np(ǫ, δ, s) = O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
spǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1) +

Volg0(M)

ps+ p− n
(s2 + 2s+ 1)

p
2 ǫps−n.

Putting (3.9) and (3.17) together gives

lim
δ→0+

qp(ǫ, δ, s) ·

{

O(1, 1) + Volg0(M)ǫps−n

(

1

p+ ps− n
−

1

ps− n

)

+O(ǫps−n+1, 1)

}

= O(1, 1)−
Volg0(M)

ps− n
spǫps−n +O(ǫps−n+1, 1) +

Volg0(M)

ps+ p− n
(s2 + 2s+ 1)

p
2 ǫps−n.

(3.18)

Let us recall that n− ps > 0. Multiply across by ǫn−ps, let ǫ → 0+ and divide by Volg0(M) to obtain

(3.19) lim
ǫ→0+

lim
δ→0+

qp(ǫ, δ, s) ·

{

1

p+ ps− n
−

1

ps− n

}

=
(s2 + 2s+ 1)

p
2

p+ ps− n
−

sp

ps− n
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Going back to (3.5), we conclude that

(3.20) λ1,p(X) ≤ sp
(

s+ 1−
n

p

)

+ (1 + 2s+ s2)
p
2

(

n

p
− s

)

for all n−p
p < s < n

p . Letting s → n−p
p

+
or s → n

p
− yields the desired upper bound. �

3.2. Proof of Corollary 1.3.

Proof of Corollary 1.3. Let r be a defining function for M , and recall that ḡ denotes the compactified metric
r2g+. Using the Transformation law (1.1) for κ2g+ = r−2(κ2ḡ), we obtain

R
κ2g+
ijkl = −|dr|2κ2g((κ

2g)ik(κ
2g)jl − (κ2g)il(κ

2g)jk) +Oijkl(r
−3)

= −(κ−2|dr|2g)((κ
2g)ik(κ

2g)jl − (κ2g)il(κ
2g)jk) +Oijkl(r

−3)
(3.21)

By assumption the manifold (Xn+1, g+) is AH(−κ2). As explained in the introduction, this means that
|dr|2ḡ |M = κ2 ⇐⇒ κ−2|dr|2ḡ |M = 1. This allow us to conclude that the sectional curvatures of (Xn+1, g+)

approach −1 at M , that is, (Xn+1, κ2g+) is asymptotically hyperbolic. Therefore, it follows from Theorem

1.2 that λ1,p(X,κ2g+) ≤
(

n
p

)p

. Finally, by the variational characterization (1.4) of the first p-Dirichlet

eigenvalue, the scaling property

(3.22) λ1,p(X,κ2g+) = inf
Ω

λ1,p(Ω, κ
2g+) = κ−p inf

Ω
λ1,p(Ω, g+) = κ−pλ1,p(X, g+)

holds and the result follows. �

4. Estimates on Submanifolds - Proofs

4.1. Proof of Proposition 1.8. We start with some preliminaries. Let (xα) be a coordinate system on Y ,
and let (µα′) be a unit-normal frame for g+ to Y that is adapted in the following sense: if g(∇gr, µα′) < 0,
then replace µα′ with −µα′ . Let µα′ = r−1µα′ ; this is a unit-normal vector for g. Then the vector-valued
second fundamental form is given by

(4.1) II(X,Z) = Bα′

(X,Z)µα′ ,

where

(4.2) gα′γ′Bγ′

(X,Z) = g+(∇
g+
X Z, µα′).

For q ∈ Y , let Pq : TqX → TqY
⊥ be the canonical normal-projection map. More explicitly, with respect

to our chosen frame, this canonical projection takes the form [v 7→
∑

α′ g(v, µα′)µα′ ]. We point out that
this projection is independent of our choice of frame. Notice that

∑

α′ g(v, µα′)µα′ =
∑

α′ g(v, µα′)µα′ , and
observe that

(4.3)
∑

α′

g(µα′ ,∇gr)
2 = |P (∇gr)|

2
g ≤ |∇gr|

2
g = 1.

We define Θα′ to be the angle between ∇gr and µα′ ,

(4.4) cosΘα′ := µα′(r) = g(µα′ ,∇gr) = g(µα′ , r∇gr).

Note that Θα′ is manifestly a conformal invariant. Using this, we can now rewrite P (∇ḡr) as

(4.5) P (∇gr) =
∑

α′

cosΘα′µα′ .

This gives us an interpretation of P (∇gr) as being a vector field which contains all the information about the
angles formed between ∇gr and the orthonormal frame µα′ . Note that if we choose a different orthonormal
frame then the individual angles Θα′ may change but P (∇gr) is invariant.

Recall the conformal transformation law

(4.6) Bα′

αβ =
B

α′

αβ

r
+

µα′(r)hαβ

r2
.
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If we impose our assumption, g+(H,H) = C2 + O(r), then

Hα′

= hαβBα′

αβ(4.7)

= rh
αβ

B
α′

αβ + µα′(r)(k + 1).(4.8)

Therefore,

(4.9) cosΘα′ = µα′(r) =
Hα′

k + 1
+O(r),

thus it follows that

|P (∇gr)|
2
g =

C2

(k + 1)2
+O(r).(4.10)

After recalling (4.3) and taking r → 0, we conclude

(4.11) C2 ≤ (k + 1)2.

Before we start with the proof of Proposition 1.8, we explain some interesting geometric consequences of
the previous formulas. First, (4.10) gives us that the multi-angle vector P (∇gr) has constant length at infinity

given by
C

(k + 1)
. If we use (4.9) and think in terms of our frame µα′ , then we deduce that the angle between

µα′ and ∇gr at infinity is given by arccos
(

Hα′

(k+1)

)

. Given q ∈ ∂Y , we say that Θ := arccos(|P (∇r)(q)|) is

the generalized non-oblique angle at which Y meets M at q. In the hypersurface case, this gives us the
non-oblique angle between Y and M at q in the plane determined by any choice of normal vector to Y and
∇gr. We will sometimes just refer to this as the generalized angle.

In particular, asymptotically minimal submanifolds (C = 0) meet M at right angles in the sense that all

Θα′ =
π

2
no matter which normal frame we choose, and that asymptotically CMC submanifolds meet M at a

constant generalized angle. Furthermore, this gives an upper bound on the possible value of the asymptotic
mean curvature for asymptotically CMC submanifolds; we have seen C2 ≤ (k + 1)2. Note that CMC
conformally compact submanifolds are special cases of these, so this bound applies to them globally. This
shows that the bound is determined purely by the asymptotics. If C = k + 1, then P (∇gr)|r=0 = ∇gr|r=0,

since ∇gr|r=0 is normal to M at r = 0, and, therefore, it follows that TqY ⊂ TqM for all q ∈ ∂Y . This
violates the assumption that Y meets M transversely, hence it must be true that C < (k + 1).

Now we proceed with the proof.

Proof of Proposition 1.8. Consider the Gauss Equation

RX
αβγδ = RY

αβγδ + gα′β′(Bα′

αδB
β′

βγ −Bα′

αγB
β′

βδ)

= RY
αβγδ +

∑

α′





[

B
α′

αδ

r
+

µα′(r)hαδ

r2

]





B
α′

βγ

r
+

µα′(r)hβγ

r2



−





B
α′

αγ

r
+

µα′(r)hαγ

r2









B
α′

βδ

r
+

µα′(r)hβδ

r2









= RY
αβγδ +

|P (∇gr)|
2

r4
(hαδhβγ − hαγhβδ) +Oαβγδ(r

−3)

= RY
αβγδ + |P (∇gr)|

2(hαδhβγ − hαγhβδ) +Oαβγδ(r
−3).

It now follows from (1.1) and (4.10) that

RY
αβγδ =

[

C2

(k + 1)2
− 1

]

(hαγhβδ − hαδhβγ) +Oαβγδ(r
−3)

= −

[

1−
C2

(k + 1)2

]

(hαγhβδ − hαδhβγ) +Oαβγδ(r
−3).

It follows that

(4.12) secY (X,Z) = −

[

1−
C2

(k + 1)2

]

+O(r),
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where (X,Z) is any pair of vector fields on Y that always span a plane and are defined in some collar
neighborhood. Since Y is asymptotically CMC, we know by the discussion prior to the proof that C < k+1,

it now follows that Y is AH
(

−
(

1− C2

(k+1)2

))

. �

4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.12. In [21], Mazzeo showed that the essential spectrum of an (n+1)-dimensional

asymptotically hyperbolic manifold (X, g+) is [
n2

4 ,∞) with no embedded eigenvalues, leaving the possibility

of the existence of finitely many eigenvalues in (0, n
2

4 ). A few years after, Lee proved that if the manifold is,
in addition, Poincaré-Einstein and its conformal infinity has nonnegative Yamabe invariant, then the first

Dirichlet eigenvalue is exactly n2

4 . In particular, such manifolds have no L2 - eigenvalues.
Since it will be relevant to our work, in what follows we explain Lee’s approach in detail. Here is where

the assumption that g+ is conformally compact of order C3,α becomes necessary. Thanks to a result of Barta
(see Chapter 3 in [4]), the first Dirichlet eigenvalue λ1,2(Ω) on any bounded domain with smooth boundary
satisfies

(4.13) inf
x∈Ω

(

−∆g+f

f

)

≤ λ1,2(Ω),

where f is a smooth positive function vanishing on ∂Ω. In [5] (see Section 3), the authors extended Barta’s
result to complete, non-compact manifolds and showed that

(4.14) inf
x∈X

(

−∆g+f

f

)

≤ λ1,2(X),

where f is a smooth positive function on X .
With this result at hand, Lee’s idea is to construct a positive smooth test function ϕ on X such that

−∆ϕ
ϕ ≥ n2

4 . The test function is constructed as follows. On any asymptotically hyperbolic manifold X and

for any smooth defining function r, there exists a unique, smooth and strictly positive function u on X
satisfying

(4.15)

{

∆g+u = (n+ 1)u

u− r−1 = O(1);

see Proposition 4.1 in [16]2. We will call any such solution u a Lee-eigenfunction. Notice that if s > 0 and
we take ϕ = u−s, then

(4.16)
−∆g+ϕ

ϕ
= −divg+(−su−s−1∇g+u) = s(n+ 1)− s(s+ 1)

|∇g+u|
2

u2
.

If
|∇g+

u|2

u2 ≤ 1, then

(4.17)
−∆g+ϕ

ϕ
≥ s(n+ 1)− s(s+ 1) = s(n− s).

Then the result follows after observing that s(n− s), as a function of s > 0, has a maximum at s = n
2 . The

main difficulty is proving that

(4.18)
|∇g+u|

2

u2
≤ 1

holds globally on X . It turns out that if (Xn+1, g+) is Poincaré-Einstein and the conformal infinity is of
non-negative Yamabe type, then we can select a smooth defining function r such that (r2g+)|TM has non-
negative scalar curvature. For the corresponding solution u, (4.18) holds and the result follows; see Theorem
A in [16]. This motivates our following definition:

Definition 4.1 (Lee-eigenfunction). Let (Xn+1, g+) be a PE space whose conformal infinity (M, [g+]∞) is
of non-negative Yamabe type. As explained, for a smooth defining function r, there exists a unique, smooth
positive solution u solving (4.15). If (r2g+)|TM has non-negative scalar curvature, then we say that u is a
Lee-eigenfunction.

2The sign discrepancy is due to different conventions in the definition of the Laplace operator.
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Our submanifolds are not necessarily Poincaré-Einstein, and we do not impose any assumptions on its
conformal boundary. However, they live inside a Poincaré-Einstein manifold whose conformal infinity has
non-negative Yamabe invariant. That means that a Lee-eigenfunction exists on the ambient manifold, as
it is AH in particular, and it globally satisfies (4.18). We utilize Barta’s inequality (4.14) and Lee’s trick
applied to the restriction of u−s to Y to derive the lower bound.

Proof of Theorem 1.12. Let us set û := u|Y . Also, we denote by h+ the induced metric on Y , and we use

gα
′β′

, α′, β′ = k + 2, · · · , n+ 1, to denote the components of g−1
+ with respect to a local orthonormal frame

for TY ⊥. Recall that (see Lemma 2 in [8], for instance)

(4.19) ∆h+
û = (∆g+u)|Y +Hα′

uα′ − (gα
′β′

∇2
α′β′u)|Y ,

and that, for a Lee-eigenfunction u, its trace-free hessian (w.r.t. g+) equals b(u) = ∇2
g+u − ug+. Setting

T := trg+
(

b(u)|(TY ⊥)2
)

, we can therefore write

∆h+
û = (∆g+u)|Y +Hα′

uα′ − T − (n− k)û

= (k + 1)û+Hα′

uα′ − T.
(4.20)

Next, for s > 0, consider the test function ϕ := û−s, and compute

(4.21)
−∆h+

ϕ

ϕ
= s

∆h+
û

û
− s(s+ 1)

|dû|2h+

û2
= s

(

k + 1 +Hα′

log(u)α′ −
T

û

)

− s(s+ 1)
|∇h+

û|2

û2
.

Using that
|∇h+

û|2

û2 ≤
|∇g+

û|2

û2 ≤ 1, we derive

(4.22)
−∆h+

ϕ

ϕ
≥ s(k + 1)− s(s+ 1) + sHα′ log(u)α′ − s

T

û
= s(k − s) + sHα′

log(u)α′ − s
T

û
.

Now the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives Hα′

log(u)α′ = Hα′ uα′

û ≥ −α
|∇g+

u|

û ≥ −α. Therefore,

(4.23)
−∆h+

ϕ

ϕ
≥ s(k − s− α− βY (u)).

Observe that s(k − s − α − βY (u)), as a function of s > 0, has a maximum at s = k−α−βY (u)
2 . The result

now follows from (4.14). �

4.3. Proof of Corollary 1.13.

Proof of Corollary 1.13. Notice that for any Lee-eigenfunction u, that is, for any u ∈ L(g+), inequality (1.12)
holds. The result follows after taking the supremum over L(g+) on both sides. �

4.4. Proof of Corollary 1.14.

Proof of Corollary 1.14. Without loss of generality assume 0 /∈ Y. Let p ∈ Hn+1\Y. Define x : Hn+1 → [0,∞)
by x(y) := dgH (p, y) where gH is the hyperbolic metric. Then (Lemma 3 in [8])

(4.24) ∇2
gH cosh(x(y)) = cosh(x(y))gH ,

and so ∆gH cosh(x(y)) = (n+ 1) cosh(x(y)). Let r(y) be a smooth defining function for Sn that agrees with
1 − |y| outside of some compact set containing 0. Then cosh(x(y)) − r−1(y) remains bounded as |y| → 1,
therefore u(y) = cosh(x(y)) is a Lee-eigenfunction for which βY (u) = 0 thanks to (4.24). �

4.5. Stability - Proof of Corollary 1.16.

Proof of Corollary 1.16. Let f be a compactly supported Lipschitz function, and recall from Corollary 1.13
in the minimal case (α = 0) that

(4.25)
(n− 1− β̂Y )2

4
≤ λ1,2(Y ) ≤

∫

Y

|∇f |2 dvh+

∫

Y

f2 dvh+

.
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Therefore,

(4.26)

∫

Y

(|∇f |2 − (|B|2 − n)f2) dvh+
≥

∫

Y

(

(n− 1− β̂Y )2

4
+ n− |B|2

)

f2 dvh+
≥ 0,

and the result follows. The second part of the statement follows from the fact that when the ambient

manifold is Hn+1, then β̂Y = 0 for any such submanifold; see proof Corollary 1.14. �

Remark 4.2. In Seo’s paper in [26], the work of Cheung-Leung is quoted incorrectly. For instance, Cheung-
Leung’s lower bound estimate does not require stability; see Theorem 2 in [7]. Also, in the statement of
Theorem 3.1 in [26], the norm of the second fundamental form should be squared.

4.6. Proof of Corollary 1.17.

Proof. Recall that Ric(g+) = −ng+, b(u) = ∇2
g+u− ug+ and gu = u−2g+. Using the conformal transforma-

tion law for the Ricci tensor, we obtain

Ricgu = g+ + (n− 1)u−1∇2
g+u− nu−2|∇g+u|

2g+

= ng+ + (n− 1)u−1b(u)− n|∇g+u|
2gu.

(4.27)

Since trgu(Ricgu) = Rgu = n(n+ 1)(u2 − |∇2
g+u|

2) and Egu = Ricgu −
Rgu

n+1gu, we get

(4.28) Egu = ng+ + (n− 1)u−1b(u)− n|∇g+u|
2gu − ng+ + n|∇g+u|

2gu = (n− 1)u−1b(u),

as desired.
For the second part of the statement, notice that now we can conclude that b(u) = 0 if and only if Egu = 0,

thus either condition implies that Rgu is constant. On the other hand, if Rgu is constant, then it is harmonic
and using Bochner’s formula we conclude that |b(u)|2g+ = 0. This concludes the proof. �

5. Appendix: One-to-one correspondence between L(g+) and [g+]
Sc≥0
∞

We refer to section 4.2 for some of the terminology employed here.

Proposition 5.1. Let L(g+) be the set of all Lee-eigenfunctions on a Poincaré-Einstein space (Xn+1, g+)
and let [g+]

Sc≥0
∞ be the subset of [g+]∞ whose elements have non-negative scalar curvature. Then there is a

1− 1 correspondence between L(g+) and [g+]
Sc≥0
∞ .

Proof. Define the map Ω: [g+]
Sc≥0
∞ → L(g+) as follows. For ĝ ∈ [g+]

Sc≥0
∞ , let r be a defining function

such that (r2g+)|TM = ĝ. Set Ω(ĝ) := u, where u is the Lee-eigenfunction determined by r. We claim
that this is independent of the choice of r consider. Indeed, let ρ be another defining function such that
(ρ2g+)|TM = ĝ = (r2g+)|TM . Then ρ = r +O(r2), and so u− r−1 = u− (ρ+O(r2))−1 = u − ρ−1 + O(ρ2).
Since u − r−1 is bounded as r → 0, we conclude that u − ρ−1 is also bounded as ρ → 0. It follows by
uniqueness that u is the eigenfunction which is induced by ρ, showing the claim.

The map Ω is surjective by construction. We proceed to showing that Ω is injective. To this end, suppose
Ω(ĝ) = Ω(ĝ′) = u, and let r and r0 be defining functions which correspond to ĝ and ĝ′, respectively. Then
u− r−1 and u− r−1

0 are both bounded as r, r0 → 0. Consequently, (u− r−1)− (u− r−1
0 ) is bounded as r → 0,

which implies r−1 − r−1
0 is bounded too as r → 0. We know there exists c ∈ R such that r = cr0 +O(r20). It

follows that c−1r−1
0 − r−1

0 is bounded as r → 0, therefore (c−1 − 1)r−1
0 is bounded as r → 0. It follows that

c = 1 and therefore

(r2g+)|TM = ([r0 +O(r20))]
2g+)|TM(5.1)

= (r20g+)|TM .

�
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