
HAL Id: hal-04909154
https://hal.science/hal-04909154v1

Preprint submitted on 24 Jan 2025

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépôt et à la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche français ou étrangers, des laboratoires
publics ou privés.

Manifolds with many small wormholes: norm resolvent
and spectral convergence

Colette Anné, Olaf Post

To cite this version:
Colette Anné, Olaf Post. Manifolds with many small wormholes: norm resolvent and spectral conver-
gence. 2025. �hal-04909154�

https://hal.science/hal-04909154v1
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr


Manifolds with many small wormholes: norm
resolvent and spectral convergence
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Abstract. We present results concerning the norm convergence of resolvents for wild
perturbations of the Laplace-Beltrami operator. This article is a continuation of our
analysis on wildly perturbed manifolds presented in [AP21]. We study here manifolds
with an increasing number of small (i.e., short and thin) handles added. The handles
can also be seen as wormholes, as they connect different parts being originally far away.
We consider two situations: if the small handles are distributed too sparse the limit
operator is the unperturbed one on the initial manifold, the handles are fading. On
the other hand, if the small handles are dense in certain regions the limit operator is
the Laplace-Beltrami operator acting on functions which are identical on the two parts
joined by the handles, the handles hence produce adhesion. Our results also apply to
non-compact manifolds. Our work is based on a norm convergence result for operators
acting in varying Hilbert spaces described in the book [P12] by the second author.

1. Introduction
In this article, we continue our study of norm convergence of the resolvents of Lapla-

cians on manifolds with wild perturbations initiated in [AP21]. Wild perturbations refers
here to increase the complexity of topology, a terminology already used in [RT75]. In the
context of homogenisation, some authors call such spaces manifolds with complicated or
complex microstructure (cf. [BdMK95, BdMK97, BdMCK97, BdMK98, Kh08, KhSt08]).
In [AP21] we have studied the convergence of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on man-

ifolds (not necessarily compact) under the removal of tiny obstacles, such as many small
balls. Here, we study in the same spirit the perturbation of adding many thin and short
handles. As in [AP21] we look at two situations: fading, which means that in the limit
one does not see the handles, and adhering where the handles or wormholes change the
limit object: in the adhering case, two isometric parts of the space joint by many thin
handles with a length tending to zero are identified. For the effect of long thin han-
dles, i.e., handles shrinking to a one-dimensional interval of positive length, we refer e.g.
to [A87, AC95, Kh13].

1.1. Main results and examples

We consider an m-dimensional (for convenience) complete Riemannian manifold (X, g)
of bounded geometry with m ≥ 2, remove many small balls Bε =

⋃
p∈Iε Bε(p) of radius

ε and attach many thin handles Cε =
⋃

p∈I−ε Cε(p) to Xε = X \ Bε. The resulting

manifold is called (Mε, gε); the procedure is described in detail in Subsection 2.3, see also
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Figure 1. In the following, we briefly describe the parameters of the attached handles
Cε(p) ∼= [0, ℓε]× εSm−1, how to attach them and the location of the points p ∈ Iε ⊂ X:

• the (handle) radius ε;
• the (handle) length ℓε;
• the centres of balls p ∈ Iε ⊂ X where the handles are attached to the original
manifold X: we assume that Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε (disjoint union) and that there is
a bijection ·̄ : I−ε −→ I+ε ; the handles are indexed by points p ∈ I−ε ; and the
handles are attached at the boundary of X \Bε(p) and X \Bε(p̄);

• the balls are ε-separated (i.e. d(p, q) ≥ 2ε for p, q ∈ Iε and p ̸= q) and N-
uniformly ηε-covered, i.e., there is N ∈ N (independent of ε) such that each
point in the union of the family (Bηε(p))p∈Iε is contained in maximal N balls,
see (2.1). We call ηε the uniform cover distance.

As in the case of manifolds with obstacles in our previous article [AP21], we describe
two opposite situations:

• Fading handles: here the effect of the handles or wormholes is not seen, i.e., the
limit operator is the Laplacian on the original manifold, provided

ηε = εα, ℓε = ελ with

{
0 ≤ α ≤ m−2

m
and 0 < λ < 1 or

m−2
m

≤ α < 1 and 0 < λ < (m− 1)−mα.

see Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5. If we want faster shrinking handle lengths,
i.e., with λ ≥ 1, we need a stricter condition on α, namely α < 1/3 if m = 3
and α < 1/2 if m ≥ 4, see Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2. The case m = 2 is
special, see the precise statements in the mentioned results.

• Adhering handles: in Theorem 3.13 and Corollary 3.14, we assume that the
points p ∈ I±ε are becoming denser in two open subsets Ω± of X. Moreover,
we assume that Ω− is isometric with Ω+ and that (for simplicity here) ℓε = ε.
Then, in the limit, the handles or wormholes “adhere” the two sets Ω− and Ω+

provided
ηmε

ε̃εm−2
→ 0,

ε

ηε
→ 0,

and some other technical assumptions, see Subsection 3.2 for details and Figure 5
for a visualisation. Here, ε̃ can be chosen ε̃ = O(εα) in the case of flat identified
parts (Lemma 3.19), or ε̃ = 1 if all parts are identified (Ω+ ·∪Ω− = X, see
Corollary 3.18); in particular, we need

m− 2

m− 1
< α < 1 resp.

m− 2

m
< α < 1;

in Figures 7 and 8, the above parameter region (for λ = 1) is given by the line

segment between B and Ẽ resp. B and E, see also these figures for the precise
parameter region.

In all three theorems and its corollaries, we show convergence of the energy forms leading
to a generalised norm resolvent convergence of the associated Laplacians: Since the
perturbation changes the spaces on which the operators act, we define a “distance”
δε between two energy forms dε and d0, acting in different Hilbert spaces, called δε-
quasi-unitary equivalence. The generalised abstract theory (see Appendix C) assures
that if δε → 0, then a generalised norm resolvent convergence holds for the associated
Laplace-like operators on varying spaces (Proposition C.3). This powerful tool and
many consequences (like convergence of eigenvalues, eigenfunctions, functions of the
operators such as spectral projections, the heat operator, see e.g. Theorem C.4) was
first introduced by the second author in [P06, Appendix] and is explained in detail in
the monograph [P12]. For a related concept of Weidmann (see [W00, Sec. 9.3]) and its
comparison with the one used here we refer to [PZ22] or [PZ24] and references therein.
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Let us stress that we do not need a compactness assumption on the space or on the
resolvents as in some of the previous works; note that these works mostly show some
sort of strong resolvent convergence (cf. Subsection 1.2). Moreover, our approach allows
precise estimates on the convergence speed implying the same convergence speed for the
spectra of the resolvents, see Theorem C.4.

1.2. Previous works

Handles added to a manifold are sometimes also called wormholes according to John
Wheeler, cf. [Wh62]: one might travel in space-time via a “shortcut” from one part of
the space-time to another one like a worm in an apple.

To the best of our knowledge, the study of adding handles to a manifold was initiated
by Chavel and Feldman [CF81] who considered the “fading” case (in our notation), i.e.,
they gave a sufficient condition under which one has convergence of the eigenvalues of a
manifold with a thin and short handle attached towards the eigenvalues of the original
compact manifold. In particular, Chavel and Feldman concluded that one cannot hear
asymptotically the topology of the manifold (the eigenvalues converge, but the topology
is different). A sufficient condition for the eigenvalue convergence given in [CF81] is
a uniform lower bound on an isoperimetric constant of the (compact) manifold with
handles. Under this condition, the Dirichlet spectrum of the handle has lower bound of
order ε−2 and volume of order εm. In our notation this means that λ ≥ 1, i.e., the handle
length has to shrink at least of order ε. Our analysis shows that the uniform lower bound
on the isoperimetric constant is not necessary as we still have fading handles (not seen
in the spectrum) for 0 < λ < 1 and α = 0.

In subsequent works, the first author of this paper studied in [A87, AC95] thin handles
shrinking to a one-dimensional interval of positive length, which contribute to the limit
spectrum via its Dirichlet spectrum. In [AC95], the authors also considered the spectra
of Laplacians on differential forms.

Maybe one of the first papers dealing with spaces of increasing topological complexity
and convergence of related Laplacians is the work of Rauch and Taylor [RT75], where
Euclidean domains with (many) small obstacles are considered and strong resolvent con-
vergence of Dirichlet or Neumann Laplacians is shown. Manifolds with many thin handles
have been treated also in [BdMK95, BdMK97, N98, BdMK98, DMGM01, Kh08, KhSt08,
Kh09]. In particular, a similar problem to ours is treated in [BdMK95, BdMK97], where
the authors consider manifolds connected by an increasing number of small and short
handles (among related spaces). They show that in the critical case and below (in our
notation, ηε = εα with α ≤ (m− 2)/m if m ≥ 3 and ε-homothetic handles, i.e., λ = 1),
solutions of the heat equations converge (in a strong sense) to a homogenised version
with certain parts of the spaces identified. In [BdMK98] it is shown that harmonic vector
fields converge towards a homogenised solution.

The question with many handles has also been studied via Γ-convergence in the
preprints [N98, DMGM01]. As in our case, an increasing sequence of handles is attached
to a compact manifold (in [N98] it is a sphere, in [DMGM01] one connects two isometric
manifolds via thin handles). The situation resembles again our adhering case without
any ambient (unidentified) parts. Note that Γ-convergence is somehow equivalent with
strong resolvent convergence; while our results imply norm resolvent convergence and
estimates on the convergence speed.

Khrabustovskyi [Kh13] treated a situation similar to ours (but only convergence of
spectra is shown): he attaches an increasing number of small handles to two copies of a
given manifold. His situation resembles our adhering case, but note that our model also
allows parts of the manifold which are not identified. Theorem 3.17 and Corollary 3.18
describe the situation closest to the one of [Kh13, Thm. 2.6]; and we are able to cover a
parameter range (α, λ) closest to the optimal one of [Kh13, Thm. 2.6]. In particular for
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dimensionsm ∈ {2, 3, 4} and handle lengths shrinking as ελ with 0 < λ < 1, we generalise
Khrabustovskyi’s work to generalised norm resolvent convergence with estimates on the
convergence speed. Here, our result is stronger in the sense that we allow non-compact
manifolds and that our results imply (generalised) norm resolvent convergence instead
of just convergence of eigenvalues. For a detailed comparison of Khrabustovskyi’s and
our results, we refer to Remark 3.20. We will treat operator norm convergence for the
interesting homogenisation case (boundary between fading and adhering case) and also
for other interesting models analysed e.g. in [BdMK97] in a forthcoming publication.

(Generalised) norm resolvent convergence for homogenisation problems using methods
as in this paper was first shown (to the best of our knowledge) in [KhP18], see also the
references therein and [ChDR18] for an alternative approach. Note that in most of the
works using Γ-convergence or related concepts, one has to assume that the underlying
manifold is compact. We do not need this assumption in our case here.

We have announced Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 in a weaker version in [AP20,
Thm. 5.1]: namely we stated Corollary 3.5 only for 0 < λ < 1 − 2α. Similarly, Theo-
rem 3.13 is announced in[AP20, Thm .6.1] again under weaker assumptions. The reason
for the better estimates here is a more detailed analysis of an optimal Sobolev trace
estimate, see Remark 2.6.

1.3. Structure of the article

In Subsection 2.1 we collect some basic facts on manifolds and energy forms. In Subsec-
tion 2.2 we recall the non-concentrating property (Definition 2.1) already used in [AP21].
Moreover, we define in Subsection 2.3 the space Mε obtained from a complete manifold
X by adding many handles of radius ε and length ℓε, and its natural energy form dε
and Laplacian. In Section 3 we state the main results on fading handles (Theorems 3.1
and 3.4) and on adhering handles (Theorem 3.13) together with examples. In Section 4
we present some estimates of the harmonic extension on the handles. In Section 5 we
prove the main results in the fading case, and in Section 6 we prove the main result in
the adhering case. In Appendix A, we provide some estimates on Euclidean balls and
calculate the asymptotic expansion of the optimal constant in a Sobolev trace estimate
in terms of two radii, see Proposition A.6; improving a previous estimate. The improve-
ment is crucial when comparing our results with the ones of [Kh13]. In Appendix B
we recall the notion of bounded geometry (Definition B.1) and we compare norms on
small balls in complete Riemannian manifolds of bounded geometry with the Euclidean
case. Finally, Appendix C contains the general concept of norm convergence of operators
acting in varying Hilbert spaces.
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2. Setting of the problem

2.1. Energy forms, Laplacians and harmonic radius on a Riemannian
manifold with bounded geometry

Let (X, g) be a complete Riemannian manifold of dimension m ≥ 2. Under suitable
assumptions, our results also hold for manifolds with boundary or non-complete man-
ifolds. We sometimes indicate how manifolds with boundary can be treated (e.g. in
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Subsection 3.3). The Riemannian measure induced by g is denoted by dg. The Rie-
mannian measure allows us to define the Hilbert space L2(X, g) of square-integrable
(equivalence classes of) functions with norm given by

∥u∥2L2(X,g) :=

∫
X

|u|2 dg.

The energy form associated with (X, g) is defined by

d(X,g)(u) :=

∫
X

|du|2g dg

for u in the Sobolev space H1(X, g), which can be defined as the completion of smooth
functions with compact support, under the so-called energy norm given by

∥u∥2H1(X,g) :=

∫
X

(
|u|2 + |du|2g

)
dg.

Here, du is a section into the cotangent bundle T ∗M and |·|g the Euclidean norm induced
by g on it. Note that by definition, d(X,g) is a closed quadratic form with dom d(X,g) =
H1(X, g). The Laplacian ∆(X,g) (in our notation ∆(X,g) ≥ 0) associated with (X, g) is
the operator associated with the energy form d(X,g). The Laplacian is a self-adjoint,
non-negative and unbounded operator and hence introduces a scale of Hilbert spaces
H k := dom((∆(X,g) + 1)k/2) with norms u 7→ ∥(∆(X,g) + 1)k/2u∥L2(X,g) for k ≥ 0.
We review briefly some facts already cited in [AP21, Sec. 3] on manifolds of bounded

geometry in Appendix B.

2.2. The non-concentrating property

A main tool of our analysis is the property called “non-concentrating” in [AP21, Sub-
sec.. 3.3].
2.1. Definition (non-concentrating property). Let (X, g) be a Riemannian manifold, A ⊂
B ⊂ X and δ > 0. We say that (A,B) is δ-non-concentrating (of order 1) if

∥f∥L2(A,g) ≤ δ∥f∥H1(B,g)

for all f ∈ H1(B, g).

Note that if B̃ ⊃ B, Ã ⊂ A and if (A,B) is δ-non-concentrating, then also (Ã, B̃) is
δ-non-concentrating.

Typically, A = Aε is an open subset of the manifold X and δ = δε → 0 as ε →
0; the name “non-concentrating” comes from the fact that if f = fε is a normalised
eigenfunction with eigenvalue λε bounded in ε, then fε cannot concentrate on Aε as
ε→ 0. The definition of “δ-non-concentrating” allows us to quantify how much a function
f ∈ H1(B) is not concentrated in A ⊂ B. In [AP21, Rem. 3.8] further explanations on
this concept are given. A related result can be found in [MKh06, Lem. 4.9].

Once we have the non-concentrating property, we can immediately conclude a similar
estimate for the derivatives:
2.2. Proposition (see [AP21, Prp. 3.9]). Assume that (A,B) is δ-non-concentrating, then
(A,B) is δ-non-concentrating of order 2, i.e.,

∥df∥L2(A,g) ≤ δ∥f∥H2(B,g)

for all f ∈ H2(B, g).
2.3. Remark (how to get back to graph norms). The H2-norm in Proposition 2.2 can
be applied to balls and summed to a global H2-norm on a Riemannian manifold (X, g).
Proposition B.2 then allows us to pass from this H2-norm to the graph norm of the
corresponding Laplacian on (X, g). We apply this argument only for ε-independent
spaces in order to avoid complications in tracing parameters in Cell.reg = Cell.reg(X, g).
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We now want to show the non-concentrating property for a union of many balls, cf.
Proposition 2.5. In order to compare estimates on Euclidean balls with ones on geodesic
balls, we need a uniform lower bound on the harmonic radius r0 > 0, see Proposition B.3
and the text before. For simplicity, we assume that r0 ≤ 1.
2.4. Definition (ε-separation and N -uniform η-cover). Let r0, η, ε > 0 such that ε < η <
r0.

(i) A set I ⊂ X is called ε-separated if for any two distinct points p, q ∈ I one has
d(p, q) ≥ 2ε.

(ii) We say that I has η-cover number N ∈ N∗ := N \ {0} if∣∣{ p ∈ I
∣∣x ∈ Bη(p)

}∣∣ ≤ N for all x ∈ X. (2.1)

We say that I is uniformly η-covered or that I has an uniform η-cover if there
is N ∈ N∗ such that I has η-cover number N .

(iii) For ε ∈ (0, r0) we denote

Bε(I) =
⋃
p∈I

Bε(p)

the union of all open balls with centre in I.

If I is ε-separated and N -uniformly η-covered, then we call ε the radius and η the
N-uniform (or simply) uniform cover distance of Bε := Bε(I).

Note that the union Bε(I) is disjoint if I is ε-separated. The term “uniform cover
distance” refers to how close points in I can be in order to still have control over the
cover number of the η-ball cover Bη(I).

As an example for the non-concentrating property we show it for the union of many
balls. The corresponding estimate in the Euclidean space is provided in Corollary A.12;
as we have a better optimal constant than in previous publications, we include a proof
in the appendix.
2.5. Proposition (non-concentrating property for union of balls). Let (X, g) be a complete
Riemannian manifold of bounded geometry (cf. Definition B.1) and harmonic radius
r0 > 0. Let η ∈ (0, r0) and ε ∈ (0, η). Assume that I is ε-separated and has η-cover
number N ∈ N∗, then for all f ∈ H1(Bη(I), g) we have

∥f∥L2(Bε(I),g) ≤ Cm(ε, η)∥f∥H1(Bη(I),g), (2.2)

where Cm(ε, η) = N1/2K(m+1)/2Ceucl
m (ε, η) with a positive constant K depending only on

the geometry of (X, g) and where Ceucl
m (ε, η) is given in (A.18).

Proof. The estimates for Euclidean balls follow from (A.18) and (A.2). Moreover, from
Corollary B.6 we obtain the extra factors Km/4K(m+2)/4 = K(m+1)/2 from the deviation
of the manifold to the Euclidean case, cf. Corollary B.6. Passing from the sum over the
individual squared norms over balls Bη(p) to the union Bη(I) gives the extra factor N1/2

in the inequality. □

Estimate (2.2) can be restated by saying that (Bε(I), Bη(I)) is δ-non-concentrating
(of order 1) with δ = Cm(ε, η). For the asymptotic expansion of the optimal constant
Ceucl

m (ε, η) we refer to Corollary A.12 in Appendix A.
2.6. Remark (on the new constant). With some efforts, we show in Appendix A that

Cm(ε, η) = O
((εm

ηm
+ ε2[− log ε]2

)1/2)
,

where [. . . ]2 appears only if m = 2, and the order in ε and η is optimal. We previously
estimated

Cm(ε, η) = O
((ε2

η2

[
− log

ε

η

]
2

)1/2)
, (2.3)
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in [AP21, Lem. 3.10]. With our new optimal estimate of Cm(ε, η), we come much closer
to similar results on manifolds with handles already proven by [Kh13], see Remark 3.20.
If we insist on an estimate of the form Cm(ε, η) ≤ cm(ε/η)

β (for m ≥ 3) as in our
previous publications, e.g. [AP21, Lem. 3.10], then we must have β = 1. Note that a
simple scaling argument leads only to the estimate (2.3), so we really need the more
advanced arguments such as in Appendix A for the better constant.

2.3. Manifolds with handles and their Laplacians

Definition of the handles. Let (X, g) be a complete connected Riemannian manifold of
dimension m ≥ 2 of bounded geometry (cf. Definition B.1). In particular, the harmonic
radius r0 > 0 is then positive (cf. Proposition B.3). For each ε ∈ (0, r0), let ηε ∈ (0, r0)
such that 0 < ε < ηε. We specify the dependence of ηε on ε later. Moreover, let Iε be
an ε-separated subset of X, i.e., if p, q ∈ Iε with p ̸= q, then d(p, q) ≥ 2ε. Let

Bε =
·⋃

p∈Iε

Bε(p) and Xε = X \Bε.

Additionally, we assume that Iε splits into two disjoint subsets

Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε
such that there is a bijective map ·̄ : I−ε −→ I+ε . We call such a set Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε a split
set.

Figure 1. The manifold Mε obtained from X (here the top and lower
flat region) by removing many small balls Bε(p) of radius ε by attaching
handles Cε(p). The small dotted lines mean identification.

If (N, h) is a Riemannian manifold, we use the notation εN for some ε > 0 to denote
the scaled Riemannian manifold (N, ε2h).
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For each p ∈ I−ε we specify a handle or cylinder of radius ε ∈ (0, r0) and length ℓε > 0
(again, we specify the dependency of ℓε on ε later), namely we set

Cε(p) := [0, ℓε]× εS× {p},

i.e., the underlying space is [0, ℓε]× S×{p} with metric gε = ds2 + ε2gS. Here, gS is the
standard metric on the (m− 1)-dimensional sphere S := Sm−1.
We denote by

∂−Cε(p) := {0} × S× {p} resp. ∂+Cε(p) := {ℓε} × S× {p}

the lower resp. upper boundary of Cε(p) (see Figure 1). Moreover, let

Cε =
·⋃

p∈I−ε

Cε(p)

be the disjoint union of the isometric handles labelled by p ∈ I−ε .
We glue Cε to Xε = X \ Bε by identifying ∂−Cε(p) with ∂Bε(p) and ∂+Cε(p) with

∂Bε(p̄) for each handle labelled by p ∈ I−ε . We denote the resulting space by

Mε = (Xε ∪ Cε)/∼,

where ∼ denotes the identification.
2.7. Remarks.

(i) Note that there is some freedom how we identify the spheres of ∂±Cε(p) with
the spheres ∂Bε(p) and ∂Bε(p̄). We fix these identifications, and it will play no
further role in our analysis.

(ii) To make this identification isometric, we would have to suppose that the metric
on X is Euclidean near the points of Iε. This is a rather strict constraint as
we allow the index set Iε to vary as ε → 0. Moreover, the manifold Mε is not
smooth where the handles are glued, it is only a topological manifold.

We show in Proposition 2.9 that we can modify the metric g on Xε into g
′
ε in

such a way that (Xε, g
′
ε) is Euclidean on B2ε. In particular, the corresponding

forms are O(εa)-quasi-unitary equivalent, where a ∈ (0, 1) is the local Hölder ex-
ponent of the metric, see Proposition B.3. In addition, we use this flattened man-

ifold (Xε, g̃ε) and define a smooth manifold (M̃ε, g̃ε) in Proposition 2.9 such that

the form dε and the natural energy form on (M̃ε, g̃ε) are O(εa)-quasi-unitarily
equivalent.

It will be more convenient to work with the ε-independent space L2(C, gcan), where

C =
·⋃

p∈I−ε

C(p), C(p) := C1 × {p}, and C1 := [0, 1]× S

using the unitary map

L2(Cε, gε) → L2(C, gcan), (hp)p∈I−ε 7→ (ε(m−1)/2ℓεh̃p)p∈I−ε with h̃p(s, θ) = hp(sℓε, θ).

Here gcan = ds2+gS is the canonical metric on each cylinder [0, 1]×S. With this unitary
map, we also have

L2(Mε, gε) ∼= L2(Xε, g)⊕ L2(C, gcan)
∼= L2(Xε, g)⊕ (L2(C1, gcan))

I−ε .

2.8. Definition (canonical energy form on manifold with handles). The canonical energy
form dε of the manifold Mε with handles is defined on the domain

dom dε =
{
U = (u, h) ∈ H1(Xε, g)× H1(C, gcan)

∣∣∣
∀p ∈ I−ε : hp(0, ·) =

√
εm−1ℓε · up(ε, ·), hp(1, ·) =

√
εm−1ℓε · up̄(ε, ·)

}
, (2.4a)
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where up(r, θ) is the value of u on Bε(p) in spherical coordinates (r, θ) around p ∈ Iε.
Moreover, we set

dε(U) :=

∫
Xε

|du|2 dg + dCε(h),

where

dCε(h) =
∑
p∈I−ε

dCε(p)(hp) and dCε(p)(hp) =

∫
C1

( 1

ℓ2ε
|∂1hp|2 +

1

ε2
|dShp|2

)
dgcan. (2.4b)

Here, ∂1 is the derivative with respect to the first (longitudinal) variable and dS the
exterior derivative with respect to the second variable (s, θ) ∈ C1.

It is easy to see that the energy form dε is the natural form on the manifold Mε, and
that it is a closed form. The associated non-negative and self-adjoint operator ∆ε is
called the energy operator or Laplacian of Mε. Its domain can be described explicitly
as a collection of functions in H2(Xε, g) resp. H2(C, gcan) satisfying the gluing condi-
tions of (2.4a) together with conditions involving the normal derivative on the different
common boundaries, see for instance [A87].

As already mentioned, our definition of the space Mε and its canonical energy form

dε is close to the natural energy form d̃ε on a smooth manifold M̃ε in the sense of quasi-
unitary equivalence (see Appendix C for the definition of this concept):
2.9. Proposition (modification to a smooth manifold). Let Mε and dε as above. Then

there is a smooth manifold M̃ε such that its natural energy form d̃ε is δ̃ε-quasi-unitarily

equivalent with dε with δ̃ε = O(εa) as ε → 0, where a ∈ (0, 1) appears as local Hölder
exponent in (B.1a).

Proof. We proceed in two steps. First, we change the metric g on each ball Bηε(p) into

g′p,ε := χp,εgeucl,p + (1− χp,ε)g,

where χp,ε(x) := χ(d(p, x)/ε) for x ∈ Bηε(p) and where χ : [0,∞) −→ [0, 1] is a smooth
function with χ(s) = 1 for s ∈ [0, 2] and χ(s) = 0 for s ≥ 3. Moreover, geucl,p is the
Euclidean metric on Br0(p) introduced in (B.2). Note that balls around p are the same
with respect to both metrics g and g′ε, and that (B2ε(p), g

′
p,ε) is flat.

Let A′
p,ε be the endomorphism measuring the deviation of g′p,ε from g on Bηε(p) (called

relative distortion of g′ε from g in [P12, Sec. 5.2]). In particular, we have

g(A′
p,εξ, ξ) := g′p,ε(ξ, ξ) = χp,εgeucl,p(ξ, ξ) + (1− χε,p)g(ξ, ξ)

= g
((
χp,εAeucl,p + (1− χp,ε) id

)
ξ, ξ

)
= g

(
χp,ε

(
Aeucl,p − id) + id

)
ξ, ξ

)
,

hence

A′
p,ε − id = χp,ε(Aeucl,p − id)

on Bηε(p). Moreover, we have

∥A′
p,ε − id∥C(B3ε(p)) ≤ ∥Aeucl,p − id∥C(B3ε(p)) ≤ mk3aεa

uniformly in p ∈ Iε using Corollary B.5. If we choose now ε ∈ (0, ε0] with ε0 =
min{(2mk3a)−1/a, r0/3}, then the above norm of the difference A′

p,ε − id is smaller than
or equal to 1/2.

As g′p,ε equals g outside Bηε(p), we can define a metric g′ε on X equal to g′p,ε on Bηε(p)
for each p ∈ Iε. Note that (X, g′ε) is flat on B2ε. We denote its relative distortion
from g by A′

ε, and on Bηε(p) it equals A
′
p,ε given above. Now [P12, Thm. 5.2.6] applies,
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namely the canonical energy forms on (Xε, g) and (Xε, g
′
ε) are δ

′
ε = O(εa)-quasi-unitarily

equivalent with

δ′ε = 4∥A′
ε − id∥C(X) ≤ 4mk3aεa = O(εa).

In a second step, we smoothen the metric: Note that the Riemannian manifold (Mε, g
′
ε)

constructed as (Mε, gε), but with (Xε, g) replaced by (Xε, g
′
ε) is non-smooth at the gluing

of the identification of the handles: in polar coordinates on B2ε(p) \Bε(p) (we drop now
the dependence of p in the notation), the metric is g′ε = ds2 + rε(s)

2gS with rε(s) = s
for s ∈ [ε, 2ε] and rε(s) = ε for s ∈ [0, ε]. We change the non-smooth function rε into a
smooth function r̃ε such that e−ε ≤ r̃ε(s)/rε(s) ≤ eε for all s. We call the resulting metric
g̃ε which is of the form ds2+ r̃ε(s)

2gS on Xε and we have defined a Riemannian manifold
(Mε, g̃ε). Again by [P12, Thm. 5.2.6], the two canonical energy forms on (Mε, g

′
ε) and

(Mε, g̃ε) are δ
′′
ε -quasi-unitarily equivalent with δ′′ε of order ε provided ε ∈ (0, 1/2]. Using

the transitivity of quasi-unitary equivalence we obtain that dε and d̃ε are 14(δ′ε + δ′′ε )-
quasi-unitary equivalent (cf. [PS19, Prp. 1.6], correcting the erroneous proof of Prp. 4.4.16
of [P12]. □

3. Main Results
We consider different settings (i.e., assumptions on the parameters ℓε (the handle

length), ηε (the uniform cover distance of the points I±ε ) and the set of points I±ε , where
the handles are attached. Recall from Subsection 2.3 that Mε = Xε ∪Cε/∼ denotes the
manifold with many small handles Cε = ·⋃

p∈I−ε Cε(p) of length ℓε > 0 and transversal
radius ε > 0 attached to Xε, where Xε is obtained from X by removing disjoint balls
Bε = ·⋃

p∈Iε Bε(p) of radius ε > 0. Recall that r0 denotes a lower bound on the harmonic
radius, cf. Proposition B.3.

In each situation, we prove that the quadratic form dε is δε-quasi-unitary equivalent to
a limit quadratic form, with δε → 0 as ε→ 0. The concept of quasi-unitary equivalence is
presented in Appendix C. It assures that the resolvents of the corresponding Laplacians
converges, if intertwined with some “good” bounded operators Jε : H0 −→ Hε which
permit the transplantation of functions of the limit space H0 (L2(X, g) or a subspace of
it) on the manifold with handles Hε = L2(Mε, gε), namely we obtain∥∥Jε(∆0 + 1)−1 − (∆ε + 1)−1Jε

∥∥ ≤ 7δε → 0

(Proposition C.3). As a consequence, we also have convergence of spectra as in Theo-
rem C.4.

We have first two results of convergence where in the limit, the handles are no longer
seen. We call such handles fading :

3.1. Fading handles

In our first main theorem, we just “ignore” the handles by the use of a cut-off function
(in the same way as the Dirichlet problem for many small holes, see [AP21, Sec. 5]). In
this subsection, we assume that there is

• ηε ∈ (0, r0) with ε < ηε (later the uniform cover distance)
• an ε-separated split set Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε with uniform ηε-cover (where we join the
handles) and

• ℓε > 0 (later the handle length).

Here, the handles are too sparse, i.e., they are uniformly ηε-covered and ηε tends to 0
rather slowly (slower than ζε defined in the next theorem).
3.1. Theorem (fading handles I). Let X be a complete Riemannian manifold of dimension
m ≥ 2 with bounded geometry. Assume that

(i) Length shrinking: ℓε → 0 as ε→ 0;
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(ii) ωε :=
ζε
ηε

→ 0 as ε→ 0, where

ζε =

{
εαm (m ≥ 3),

|log ε|−α2 (m = 2),
and αm


= 1/2 (m ≥ 5),

∈ (0, 1/2) (m = 4),

= 1/3 (m = 3),

= 1/2 (m = 2);

Then the energy form dε on the manifold Mε with small handles of length ℓε and radius
ε and the energy form d0 on the original manifold X are δε-quasi unitarily equivalent of
order 2 with partially isometric identification operators, where δε → 0 as ε→ 0.

Let us now specify the dependence of the parameters on ε:
3.2. Corollary (fading handles I). Within the setting of Theorem 3.1, assume that

(i) the handle length fulfils ℓε = ελ for some λ > 0;
(ii) the uniform cover distance is ηε = εαr0 for m ≥ 3 resp. ηε = |log ε|−αr0 for

m = 2 and α ∈ [0, αm).

Then the energy form dε on the manifold Mε with small handles of length ℓε and radius
ε and the energy form d0 on the original manifold X are δε-quasi unitarily equivalent of
order 2 with partially isometric identification operators, where

δε = O
(
εmin

{
λ, αm−α

4(1−αm)
,αm+α

2

})
resp. δε = O

(
|log ε|)−

1/2+α
2

∣∣log|log ε|∣∣ 12)
for m ≥ 3 resp. m = 2.
3.3. Remark (fading handles I: meaning of the conditions).

(i) The condition ℓε → 0 is rather natural, as if ℓε → ℓ0 > 0 then in the limit we
obtain for each handle an interval [0, ℓ0] together with the Dirichlet Laplacian
on it (see e.g. [A87, AC95, Kh13]). In the parameter range of Figure 2, this
condition gives the horizontal λ-axis as bound of the allowed parameter region.

(ii) Condition (ii) implies that the ratio radius per uniform cover distance ε/ηε tends
to 0:

ε

ηε
=

ε

ζε
· ωε =

{
ε1−αmωε → 0, m ≥ 3,

ε|log ε|1/2ωε → 0, m = 2.

Moreover, this implies that

δball,ε = Cm(ε, ηε) = O
(( ε

ηε

)m/2

+ ε[− log ε]
1/2
2

)
In addition, if ℓε is bounded in ε (as a consequence of (i)), then we conclude
that δharm,ε → 0: we have

δharm,ε = O
(((ℓε

ε
+ 1

)(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

=

{
O(ε(m−1−mαm)/2ω

m/2
ε + ε), m ≥ 3,

ε1/2|log ε|1/2ωε, m = 2.
(3.1)

as m − 1 −mαm ≥ 1 for m ≥ 3. We need δharm,ε → 0 in Corollary 4.5. In the
spirit of Definition 2.1 the estimate in Corollary 4.5 means that the handles are
δharm,ε-non-concentrating of order 1 for harmonic functions.
Together with (i), we conclude that δhandle,ε → 0, see Lemma 4.9. The estimate

in Lemma 4.9 means that the handles are δhandle,ε-non-concentrating of order 1
for all functions.

(iii) The precise estimate δε on the convergence speed is given in (5.3).
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(iv) In our analysis the value αm = 1/2 is needed for the same reason as in [AP21,
Rem. 5.8]: we want to remain in Sobolev spaces of order 2 and not higher, see
Remark C.2. The optimal value would be α̃m = (m− 2)/m, and could possibly
be reached with our methods by allowing a resolvent power on the right hand
side such as ∥(JεR−RεJε)R

k−2∥ for some k > 2 depending on m. From this
weaker estimate, one can still conclude spectral convergence and other estimates;
for details see [P06, P12].

We expect better results (at least for slowly shrinking handle length ℓε) by comparing
the functions on the perturbed domain with the harmonic extension on the handles of
the functions on the unperturbed one. For a detailed discussion see Remark 3.7 and
Figure 4. The estimates on the harmonic extension of a given function on Xε onto the
handles are given in Section 4.
3.4. Theorem (fading handles II). Let X be a complete Riemannian manifold of dimen-
sion m ≥ 2 with bounded geometry. Assume that

(i) Length shrinking: ℓε → 0 as ε→ 0,
(ii) Non-concentrating on the handles (of order 2 for harmonic functions):

δ′harm,ε → 0, i.e.,

1

εℓε

(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

)
→ 0

as ε→ 0.

Then the energy form dε on the manifold Mε with small handles of length ℓε and radius
ε and the energy form d0 on the original manifold X are δε-quasi unitarily equivalent of
order 2 with partially isometric identification operators, where δε → 0 as ε→ 0.
3.5. Corollary (fading handles II). Within the setting of Theorem 3.4, we assume that
ηε = εαr0 if m ≥ 2 and that the handle length fulfils ℓε = ελ. If

(i) λ > 0 and (ii)

{
0 ≤ α ≤ m−2

m
and λ < 1 or

m−2
m

≤ α < 1 and λ < (m− 1)−mα,

then the energy form dε on the manifoldMε with handles of length ℓε and radius ε and the
energy form d0 on the original manifold X are δε-quasi unitarily equivalent of order 2 with
partially isometric identification operators, where δε = O(εmin{λ,(−λ+(m−1)−mα))/2,(1−λ)/2}).
3.6. Remark (fading handles II: meaning of the conditions).

(i) The condition ℓε → 0 is needed as usual, see Remark 3.3 (i).
(ii) Condition (ii) is equivalent with δ′harm,ε → 0; needed in Corollary 4.7. Actually,

δ′harm,ε is of the same order as the square root of the expression in (ii). In the
spirit of Definition 2.1 the estimate in Corollary 4.7 means that the handles
are δ′harm,ε-non-concentrating of order 2 for harmonic functions. This condition
implies also that δharm,ε → 0, see Remark 4.10. Moreover, in the parameter range
of Figure 3, this condition determines the parameter range inside the polygon
CDD′E.

(iii) Conditions (i)–(ii) imply again that the ratio radius per uniform cover distance
ε/ηε converges to 0:

ε

ηε
=

( 1

εℓε
· ε

m

ηmε

)1/m

(εℓε))
1/m → 0

as ε→ 0 using (i)–(ii).
(iv) The precise estimate δε on the convergence speed is given in (5.4).

3.7. Remarks (comparision of both results and further remarks on the fading case). We
now discuss the two fading results Corollaries 3.2 and 3.5 and introduce some points in
the (α, λ)-plane. Here, α enters as exponent in the uniform cover distance (ηε = εαr0,
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m = 3
α3 = 1/3

1
3

1
15

α

λ

C ′
D
D−

D′1 E ′

H

m = 4
α4 ↗ 1/2

α∗
4 α4

α

λ

1

C ′
D
D−

D′ E ′

H

m ≥ 5

αm = 1/2

1
2

1
6

α

λ

C ′
D
D−

D′1 E ′

H

Figure 2. The range of the parameters α (ηε = εαr0, the larger the
denser the handles are) and λ (ℓε = ελ, the larger the shorter the han-
dles are) in which Corollary 3.2 is valid (m ≥ 3). For the letters de-
scribing points in the (α, λ)-plane, see (3.2)). The estimate on the con-
vergence speed is of order O(ε(αm−α)/(2(1−αm))) in the (infinite) rectangle
C ′G(α∗

m,∞)(αm,∞) (lightest grey), of order O(ε(αm+α)/2)) in the (infinite)
rectangle D−(0,∞)(α∗

m,∞)G (middle grey) resp. of order O(ελ) in the tri-
angle C ′DD−G (dark grey).

α
1

D

D′

Ĉ = D̂

E

m = 2

1

λ

α
1

D

D′

C

Ĉ

D

D̂

E

m = 3

1

λ

α
1

D

D′

C

Ĉ

D

D̂

E

3
4

1
2

m = 4

1

λ

α
1

D

D′

C

Ĉ

D

D̂

E

m ≥ 5

m−1
m

m−2
m

λ

Figure 3. The range of the parameters α (ηε = εαr0 in which Corol-
lary 3.5 is valid. The estimate on the convergence speed is of or-
der O(ε(1−λ)/2) in the polygon C ′DD−G (horizontal lines); of order
O(ε(−λ+(m−1)−mα)/2) in the polygon (diagonal lines) resp. of order O(ελ)
(dark grey).

for Corollary 3.2 only if m ≥ 3); the larger α is, the denser the handles are. Moreover,
λ is the exponent in the handle length (ℓε = ελ);, the larger the shorter the handles are.
We first introduce some points needed to compare Corollaries 3.2 and 3.5, see also

Figures 2–4 (we use similar letters as in [Kh13]):

C =
(m− 2

m
, 0
)
, C ′ = (αm, 0), Ĉ =

(m− 2

m
,
1

3

)
,

D = (0, 0), D′ = (0, 1), D− =
(
0,
αm

2

)
,

D̂ = (0, 1/3), E =
(m− 2

m
, 1
)
, H =

(
α∗
m,

αm

2− αm

)
, (3.2)

where

α∗
m =

α2
m

2− αm

, (3.3)

i.e., α∗
3 = 1/15, α∗

4 ∈ (0, 1/6) and αm = 1/6 for m ≥ 5; we refer to the letters also later
on.

Our two results complement each other:

(i) Very fast length-shrinking handles; the case only covered by Corollary 3.2.
In any dimension m ≥ 2, Corollary 3.2 applies for handles which length ℓε = ελ
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m = 3

H+

E

CC ′D

D′

D−

D+

H
α

1

λ m = 4

E

CC ′D

D′

D−
D+

H

α
1

λ
m ≥ 5

EE ′

CC ′D

D′

D−
D+

H

α
1

λ

Figure 4. Comparison of the two fading results: horizontal light lines:
only Corollary 3.5 applies; vertical light lines: only Corollary 3.2 applies;
horizontal dark lines: Corollary 3.5 has better estimates than Corollary 3.2;
vertical dark lines: Corollary 3.2 has better estimates than Corollary 3.5;
grey area: both results have the same order on the convergence speed.
Dotted area (only for m ≥ 5): none of our results apply.

shrinks as fast as wanted, i.e., for any λ > 0. This is due to the fact that the
cut-off function method used in Theorem 3.1 does not see the handles at all.
The case when only Corollary 3.2 applies is the vertically lined infinite polygon
given in Figure 4. On the other hand, the range of α is restricted by αm, and
this constant is not optimal for m ≥ 5 for reasons explained in Remark 3.3 (ii);
this is the dotted infinite rectangle in Figure 4.

(ii) The case only in Corollary 3.5. In any dimension m ≥ 2, Corollary 3.5 applies
in the parameter range for the triangle ((m− 2)/m, 0)− ((m− 2)/m, 1)− ((m−
1)/m, 0). This range never appears in Corollary 3.2. Also, for m ≥ 5, we allow
α ∈ [αm, (m−2)/m), a range not covered by Corollary 3.2. Nevertheless, we have
to restrict to slowly decaying handle lengths, namely to λ < 1; this restriction
comes from δ′harm,ε → 0, and the bad term is the energy of the transversally

constant part of a harmonic extension, the 1/ℓ2ε-term in (4.4c), entering in δ•harm,ε

in Proposition 4.6, and finally also in δ′harm,ε.
(iii) Homothetically shrinking handles. In particular, the case λ ≥ 1 is allowed only

Corollary 3.2. The case when ℓε = ε (i.e., the handles shrink homothetically Cε =
εC1); in other words, the length ℓε = ε shrinks as fast as the radius ε) is covered
only by Corollary 3.2, but there is a gap for the values 1/2 ≤ α < (m − 2)/m
from dimension m ≥ 5 not covered be neither Corollary 3.2 nor Corollary 3.5.

(iv) Two-dimension case. if m = 2 the scale of the uniform cover distance ηε̂ used
in Corollary 3.2 (with ε̂ instead of ε) is exponentially slower than ηε used in
Corollary 3.5 (with ε): if ηε̂ = (1/|log ε̂|)α of Corollary 3.2 for ε̂ < 1 equals
ηε = εα of Corollary 3.5, then −1/ log ε̂ = ε, i.e., ε̂ = e−1/ε, hence Corollary 3.5
covers also cases when the uniform cover distance decays much faster.

We present some examples in Subsection 3.3.

3.2. Adhering handles

The third theorem presents a situation where we obtain adhering handles. In this case
the handles are so dense that they glue or identify two parts of the original manifold,
gluing them together at the limit.

We first fix the assumptions on the parameters; recall that r0 denotes a lower bound
on the harmonic radius, cf. Proposition B.3:
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3.8. Assumption (relation of handle length, radius and uniform cover distance). We assume
that for each ε ∈ (0, r0) the handle length ℓε > 0 and the uniform cover distance ηε > 0
fulfil 0 < ε < ηε ≤ r0 and

(i) Length shrinking: ℓε → 0,
(ii) Non-concentrating on the handles (of order 1 for harmonic functions):

δharm,ε → 0, i.e., (ℓε
ε
+ 1

)(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

)
→ 0

as ε→ 0,
(iii) Non-concentrating of anti-symmetric functions: δantisym,ε → 0, i.e.,

ηmε
εm−2

·
(ℓε
ε
+
[
log

ηε
ε

]
2

)
→ 0

as ε→ 0,
(iv) Non-concentrating on the handles (of order 2 for harmonic functions with-

out constant transversal part): δ⊥harm,ε → 0, i.e.,( ε
ℓε

+ 1
)(εm

ηmε
+ ε2[− log ε]2

)
→ 0

as ε→ 0.

We give a concrete setting in Corollary 3.14 again with ηε = εαr0 and ℓε = ελ for the
parameters α and λ.
3.9. Remark (adhering handles: meaning of the conditions).

(i) The condition ℓε → 0 is needed as usual, see Remark 3.3 (i).
(ii) Condition (ii) is equivalent with δharm,ε → 0. Actually, δharm,ε is of the same

order as the square root of the expression in (ii).
(iii) Condition (iii) is equivalent with δantisym,ε → 0 needed in Lemma 6.2. Actually,

δantisym,ε is of the same order as the square root of the expression in (iii). In the
spirit of Definition 2.1 the estimate in Lemma 6.2 means that the handles are
δantisym,ε-non-concentrating of order 1 for functions anti-symmetric nearby the
handles (see Subsection 6.1 for a precise definition).

(iv) The last Condition (iv) is equivalent with δ⊥harm,ε → 0 needed in Proposition 4.6

(see also Figure 9). Again, δ⊥harm,ε is of the same order as the square root of
the expression in (iv). In the spirit of Definition 2.1 the second estimate in
Proposition 4.6 means that the handles are δ⊥harm,ε-non-concentrating of order 2
for harmonic functions without constant transversal part.

We now need conditions on the distributions of the points, where the handles are
attached (see also Figure 5):
3.10. Assumption (isometric subsets and uniform cover).

(i) We assume that Ω− and Ω+ are open, isometric and that Ω−
r1
and Ω+

r1
are disjoint

and still isometric, where

Ω±
r1
:= {x ∈ X | d(x,Ω±) < r1 }

denotes the r1-neighbourhood, i.e. we assume that there exist an r1 ∈ (0, r0) and
an isometry

φ : Ω−
r1
−→ Ω+

r1
such that φ(Ω−) = Ω+.

We set Ω = Ω− ·∪Ω+ and Ωε̃ = Ω−
ε̃
·∪Ω+

ε̃ for ε̃ ∈ (0, r1).
(ii) We assume that there is N ∈ N∗ and for each ε ∈ (0, r0) there is ηε ∈ (2ε, r0)

and an ε-separated split set Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε with I±ε ⊂ Ω± such that I+ε = φ(I−ε )
and that Iε has N -uniform ηε-cover (cf. (2.1), again the dependence of ηε on ε
will be specified later).
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Figure 5. Left: The manifold Mε with handles of radius ε and length
ℓε; medium grey: Ω+ (top) and Ω− (bottom), together with its ε̃-
neighbourhood Ω+

ε̃ and Ω+
ε̃ in medium and dark grey, respectively.

Right: The space after identification: one can think of the limit space as
a piece of paper where the parts Ω+ (top) and Ω− (bottom) are glued
together. The dotted line in the right figure is used to illustrate the effect
of the symmetrisation operator Sf in Figure 11 for the proof of Theo-
rem 3.13.

(iii) Finally, we assume that there is a function ·̃ : (0, r1) −→ (0, 1], ε 7→ ε̃, with

ε̃→ 0 and
δantisym,ε√

ε̃
→ 0

as ε→ 0, i.e.,

ε̃→ 0 and
( ηmε
ε̃εm−2

·
(ℓε
ε
+
[
log

ηε
ε

]
2

))1/2

→ 0 as ε→ 0,

such that
Ωε̃ ⊂

⋃
p∈Iε

Bηε(p),

i.e., (Bηε(p))p∈Iε , is a uniform locally finite cover of Ωε̃.

The estimate on the convergence speed δantisym,ε is defined in Lemma 6.2. A necessary
condition for such a covering to exist is that ε̃/ηε is bounded in ε > 0. If ηε = εαr0 and
ε̃ = εβr1 for some r1 ∈ (0, 1), then we necessarily have β ≥ α. The case β = α can
actually be achieved in the situation of Lemma 3.19 below.

Summarising, we have

Bε :=
·⋃

p∈Iε

Bε(p) ⊂ Ω ⊂ Ωε̃ ⊂ Bηε :=
⋃
p∈Iε

Bηε(p) and
ε̃

ηε
bounded,

see Figure 6. We give examples satisfying Assumption 3.10 in Subsection 3.3
We suppose that ∂Ω = ∂Ω− ·∪ ∂Ω+ admits a uniform tubular r1-neighbourhood in the

sense of [AP21, Assumption 6.9]:
3.11. Assumption (uniform tubular neighbourhood).

(i) We assume that Y = ∂Ω is a smooth1 submanifold with embedding ι : Y ↪→ X
and induced metric h := ι∗g.

(ii) We assume that Y admits a uniform tubular (r1-)neighbourhood, i.e., Y has a

global outwards normal unit vector field N⃗ and that there is r1 > 0 such that

exp: Y × (−r1, r1) −→ X, (y, t) 7→ expy(tN⃗(y)) (3.4)

is a diffeomorphism.

The previous assumption is fulfilled if ∂Ω is compact.
Let now, as before, dε be the quadratic form of the manifoldMε with handles of radius

ε > 0 and length ℓε > 0 joining ∂Bε(p) and ∂Bε(p̄) with p̄ = φ(p) for each p ∈ I−ε (see
Definition 2.8).

1One can relax the smoothness assumption to the case of Lipschitz manifolds. To keep this presen-
tation simple, we will not go into details here.
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ηε

ε̃

ε

Figure 6. The covering of Ω±
ε̃ with ηε-cover number N = 3.

The limit quadratic form d0 is defined via

H0 = { f ∈ L2(X, g) |Γf = 0 } and H 1
0 = { f ∈ H1(X, g) |Γf = 0 }, (3.5)

where

Γf := (f − f ◦ φ)↾Ω− (3.6)

and d0(f) = ∥df∥2L2(X,g) for f ∈ H 1
0 . Note that

Γ: L2(X, g) −→ L2(Ω
−, g) and Γ: H1(X, g) −→ H1(Ω−, g)

are both bounded maps, hence d0 is a closed quadratic form. We call d0 the identifying
energy form.
3.12. Remark (the Laplacian on the limit manifold). (A unitary equivalent version of) the

associated operator ∆0 acts on f = (fint, fext) ∈ H2(Ω−) ⊕ H2(X \ Ω̊) with fint := f↾Ω−

and fext := f↾X\Ω as ∆0f = (2∆fint,∆fext) with conditions

fint = f−
ext = f+

ext and 2∂intfint = ∂−extf
−
ext + ∂+extf

+
ext,

where f−
ext := fext↾∂Ω− and f+

ext := (fext ◦φ)↾∂Ω− and where ∂int is the (outwards) normal
derivative on Ω− and ∂−ext (resp. ∂

+
ext) the (inwards) normal derivative on X \Ω near ∂Ω−

(resp. near ∂Ω+ taken back to ∂Ω− with φ, i.e., ∂+extf
+
ext := ∂−ext(fext ◦φ)). This condition

resembles a so-called weighted “Kirchhoff” condition on a metric graph; here in a higher
dimensional version.

The next main result is now as follows:
3.13. Theorem (adhering handles identifying parts of the manifold). Let X be a complete
Riemannian manifold of dimension m ≥ 2 with bounded geometry and harmonic radius
r0 > 0. Assume that the parameters ε, ηε and ℓε fulfil Assumption 3.8. Moreover,
assume that Assumptions 3.10 and 3.11 on the isometric subsets Ω± and a uniform
tubular neighbourhood and cover exist. Then the energy form dε defined in Definition 2.8
is δε-quasi-unitary equivalent of order 2 with the identifying energy form d0 defined above
with partially isometric identification operators, where δε → 0 as ε→ 0 is given in (6.4).
3.14. Corollary (adhering handles). Within the setting of Theorem 3.13, we assume that
∂Ω is compact, that the uniform cover distance is ηε = εαr0, that the handle length fulfils
ℓε = ελ and that Assumption 3.10 holds with ε̃ = εαr1 for some r1 ∈ (0, 1). If

(0) 0 ≤ α < 1,
(i) λ > 0,
(ii) λ > mα− (m− 1),
(iii) if λ ≥ 1 then α ≥ m−2

m−1
, if λ ≤ 1 then λ > (m− 1)(1− α),

(iv) λ < (m+ 1)−mα.
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Ẽ
E

m = 3

1
2

α

1

λ
A

C
D

F

B

C̃
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E

m = 4
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Ẽ
E

m ≥ 5

m−2
m−1

α

1

λ

Figure 7. The range inside BF̃ ẼC̃ is the range covered by our adhering
case Corollary 3.14 (dark grey). The parameter range covered by [Kh13,
Thm. 2.6] is given by the (unbounded) polygon ABCEF (lighter grey),
see Remark 3.20.

Then the energy form dε on the manifold Mε with small handles is δε-quasi-unitary
equivalent of order 2 with the identifying energy form d0 defined above with partially
isometric identification operators.
3.15. Remarks (adhering handles: meaning of the conditions II). We comment now on the
conditions of Corollary 3.14:

(i) (0) and (i) are used as usual to ensure that the handle length shrinks to 0 and
that δball,ε → 0, see Remark 3.3 (i).

(ii) Moreover, from (0) and (ii) we conclude that δharm,ε → 0, needed for Assump-

tion 3.8 (ii). This condition gives the line segment BC̃ in Figure 7.
(iii) Moreover, (iii) and α < 1 ensure that δantisym,ε → 0, this is needed for Assump-

tion 3.8 (iii), and also δantisym,ε/ε
α → 0, needed for Assumption 3.10 (iii). The

condition with λ ≥ 1 gives the line segment ẼF̃ in Figure 7, the other the line

segment ẼC̃.
(iv) Finally, (iv), (iii) and α < 1 ensure that δ⊥harm,ε → 0 needed for Assump-

tion 3.8 (iv). This gives the line segment BF̃ in Figure 7.

3.3. Examples and further remarks

The fading case: graph-like manifolds.
3.16. Example (The case α = 0: Graph-like manifolds, spectral gaps and eigenvalues in
gaps). Let (V,E) be an infinite graph of bounded degree and letMv be an isometric copy
of a compact Riemannian manifold (M, g) for each vertex v ∈ V . Let X = ·⋃

v∈V Mv.
For each v ∈ V let Iv ⊂ Mv be an η-separated set with deg v elements (as the degree
deg v is uniformly bounded, η > 0 can be chosen to be independent of v ∈ V ). Let
I := ·⋃

v∈V Iv. As each edge e ∈ E is adjacent with two vertices, we have a natural
splitting I = I− ·∪ I+, and I− can be identified with E. Let now Mε be the manifold
with handles obtained from X by gluing handles of radius ε > 0 and length ℓε = ελ for
some λ ∈ (0, 1) as above. Here, the set of points I = Iε is independent of ε, hence we
can choose ηε = r0.
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The resulting manifold can be seen as a graph-like manifold obtained from the graph
(V,E) by replacing each vertex by a copy Mv of M and each edge joining the vertices
v and w by a thin short handle from Mv to Mw. Moreover, Corollary 3.2 applies for all
λ > 0. The estimate on the convergence speed is better using Corollary 3.5 for λ ∈ (0, 1)
(m = 2) and λ ∈ (αm/2, 1− αm) (m ≥ 3), see Figure 4 with α = 0.

(i) Spectral gaps: The spectrum of X is the one ofM but each eigenvalue now has
infinite multiplicity. Moreover, the spectrum of Mε converges to the spectrum
of X in any compact interval [0,Λ] (cf. Theorem C.4). In particular, we have
constructed a Riemannian manifold Mε such that for each k ∈ N∗ there is εk
(εk → 0 as k → ∞) such that σ(Mεk) has at least k spectral gaps.

(ii) Eigenvalues in gaps: If we change Mv at one vertex and put there another

manifold N of the same dimension (call the resulting graph-like manifold M̃ε)

the essential spectrum of Mε and M̃ε agree. This is due to the fact that the
perturbation appears only on a compact set (see e.g. [P03b, Thm. 4.1]). If M
and N have different spectra then in the limit, there must be discrete spectrum,
i.e., eigenvalues of finite multiplicity outside the essential spectrum.

In particular, our results extends the results [P03a, P03b, LlP08] for (perturbed) periodic
manifolds to general graph-like manifolds.

The adhering case: two identical copies. Let us first treat the situation, when X =
Ω− ·∪Ω+ consists only of two isometric copies Ω+ and Ω− of a given manifold. If Ω± has
boundary, one has to take care of the position of the points I±ε in order to avoid to be
too close to the boundary, see e.g. (3.7) for concrete example.

In this simpler situation, we can drop some of the assumptions of Theorem 3.13 and
obtain better results. In particular, this situation is the one (with Ω+ and Ω− being
subsets of Rm) considered in [Kh13]. As there are no points outside Ω, we do not
need Assumption 3.11. Moreover, from Assumption 3.10 we only need (ii) (as (i) is
automatically fulfilled: Ω+ and Ω− are already isometric by assumption).

But most important, we can drop (iii) and just have to assume that δantisym,ε → 0. The
result on adhering handles now can be formulated stronger (formally, by setting ε̃ = 0
in parts of the proof of Theorem 3.13). In particular, we do not need the assumption

δantisym,ε/
√
ε̃→ 0:

3.17. Theorem (adhering handles identifying two copies). Let X = Ω− ·∪Ω+ consist of
two isometric copies of a given manifold. Assume that the parameters ε, ηε and ℓε
fulfil Assumption 3.8. Moreover, assume that Assumption 3.10 (ii) is fulfilled, i.e., that
I±ε ⊂ Ω± has an N-uniform ηε-cover (N independent on ε). Then the energy form dε
defined in Definition 2.8 is δε-quasi-unitary equivalent of order 2 with the identifying
energy form d0 defined above with partially isometric identification operators, where δε =
O(δantisym,ε) + O(δball,ε) + O(δhandle,ε) + O(δ⊥harm,ε) → 0 as ε→ 0.

Proof. The main proof is as in the proof of Theorem 3.13 given in Subsection 6.2. We
only indicate the differences: as Ωε̃ \ Ω = ∅ here, we only have (2C ′

nbhdδantisym,ε)
2 times

the norm terms in (6.3f). In particular, the first term in (6.4) with ε̃ can be replaced by
O(δantisym,ε). □

In terms of the concrete parameter dependence, we have:
3.18. Corollary (adhering handles: two identical copies). Let X = Ω− ·∪Ω+ consist of
two isometric copies of a given manifold. Moreover, we assume that the uniform cover
distance is ηε = εαr0, and that the handle length fulfils ℓε = ελ . If

(0) 0 ≤ α < 1,
(i) λ > 0,
(ii) λ > mα− (m− 1) (this gives the line segment BC in Figure 8),
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(iii) if λ ≥ 1 then α ≥ m−2
m

(line segment E((m − 2)/(m − 1),∞) in Figure 8), if
λ ≤ 1 then λ > m− 1−mα) (line segment EC in Figure 8),

(iv) λ < (m+ 1)−mα (this gives the line segment F̃B in Figure 8).

Then the energy form dε on the manifold Mε with small handles is δε-quasi-unitary
equivalent of order 2 with the identifying energy form d0 defined above with partially
isometric identification operators.

Adhering case: flat identified parts — concrete split sets. Let X be a Riemannian
manifold (or a subset of Rm with Dirichlet or Neumann boundary condition at ∂X).
Assume that Ω± are two isometric (with isometry φ), flat, open and disjoint subsets of
X, i.e., without loss of generality we consider Ω± as subsets of Rm. We assume that
∂Ω+ and ∂Ω− have distance at least 2r1 > 0 and both admit a uniform exterior tubular
r1-neighbourhood. Here, we need to strengthen the assumption and assume that we
also have a uniform interior tubular r1-neighbourhood, i.e., the map exp in (3.4) is a
diffeomorphism for t ∈ (−r1, r1).
We now define the ε-separated split set and ε̃ as follows:

I−ε := { p ∈ aηεZm |Bε(p) ⊂ Ω− } and ε̃ = ηε/3; (3.7)

and we set I+ε := φ(I−ε ). Later, we fix a = 1/(2
√
m). We then have:

3.19. Lemma. If ε/ηε → 0 as ε → 0 and if ∂Ω admits a uniform exterior and interior
uniform tubular r1-neighbourhood with ηε/3 ≤ r1 then ε̃ = ηε/3 and Iε as above fulfil
Assumption 3.10.

Proof. We have to show that Iε has ηε-cover number N and that Ωε̃ ⊂
⋃

p∈Iε Bηε(p).
To start with the first assertion, we have to bound the cardinality of

{ p ∈ Iε |x ∈ Bηε(p) }.

for any x ∈ Ω; it suffices to show this for x ∈ Rm. As the maximal distance of a point x
to the grid aηεZm is (

√
m/2)aηε it is enough to bound the cardinality of the set{

p ∈ Iε
∣∣ |q − p| ≤ (1 + a

√
m/2)ηε

}
for some q ∈ aηεZm; without loss of generality again consider q = 0. But the latter
number is bounded by the points in a hypercube with side length (2 + a

√
m+ 1), hence

the cover number N = (2 + a
√
m+ 1)m = (7/2)m will work.

For the second assertion, let x ∈ Ωε̃, then there is x0 ∈ Ω such that d(x, x0) < ε̃ = ηε/3.
As ∂Ω has a uniform interior tubular r1-neighbourhood and ηε/3 ≤ r1, we can assume
that there is x1 ∈ Ω such that x0 ∈ Bηε/3(x1) and Bηε/3(x1) ⊂ Ω. Now Bηε/3(x1)
contains at least one point p ∈ Iε if ε is small enough (note that ε/ηε → 0, and that
1/3 > a

√
m/2 = 1/4). Altogether we have

d(p, x) ≤ |p− x1| + |x1 − x0| + d(x0, x1) <
ηε
3
+
ηε
3
+
ηε
3

= ηε. □

Comparing the results with Khrabustovskyi’s results.
3.20. Remark (Comparision with results by Khrabustovskyi [Kh13]). In [Kh13] Khrabus-
tovskyi considers a special case: the manifold Mε is obtained from two isometric copies
Ω− and Ω+ of an open subset of Rm joint by handles glued at balls with periodically
placed centres Iε ⊂ ηεZm. This is a combination of the previous two situations (two
identical copies and flat identified parts).

Here is a tabular showing the correspondence of our parameters and the ones in [Kh13]:
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Figure 8. The range inside BFEC is the range covered by our simplified
adhering case Corollary 3.18 (dark grey). Here, “simplified” means that X
consists only of two isometric manifolds Ω− and Ω+. The parameter range
covered by [Kh13, Thm. 2.6] is again inside the polygon ABCEF (lighter
grey).

quantity this article [Kh13]

handle radius ε dε = dεα̃

handle radius exponent 1 α̃ = 1/α

uniform cover distance ηε = r0ε
α ε

uniform cover distance exponent α = 1/α̃ 1

handle length ℓε = ελ qε = qεβ

handle length exponent λ = β/α̃ β = λ/α

Moreover, the parameters (α, λ) transform into (α̃, β) = (1/α, λ/α) in [Kh13, Ex. 2.8].
We use the same labels as in [Kh13, Fig. 2] for the parameter points (in our notation)
given by

A = (1,∞), B = (1, 1), C =
(m− 1

m
, 0
)
,

D = (0, 0), E =
(m− 2

m
, 1
)
, F =

(m− 2

m
,∞

)
.

Moreover, we need

C̃ =
(2(m− 1)

2m− 1
,
m− 1

2m− 1

)
, Ẽ =

(m− 2

m− 1
, 1
)
, F̃ =

(m− 2

m− 1
,
2m− 1

m− 1

)
,

F ′ =
(m− 2

m
, 3
)

for our results (see Figures 7 and 8).

(i) Fading case: In Theorem 2.6 of [Kh13], the limit Hilbert space is H = L2(X) =
L2(Ω

−)⊕L2(Ω
+) covering the unbounded polygon F (0,∞)DCEF corresponding

to our fading case only covering the light grey area. Our results do not cover
the infinite rectangle EE ′(αm,∞)((m− 2)/m,∞) (dotted area) in Figure 4).
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(ii) An interesting case with a coupled operator appears on the polygonal line seg-
ment CEF in Figure 8. In this case, the limit operator acts still on the two
copies, but with a coupling between them (V > 0 in [Kh13, Thm. 2.6]).

(iii) Adhering case: [Kh13, Thm. 2.5] covers the open unbounded polygonABCEFA
corresponding to our adhering case Theorem 3.17 (see also Figure 8).

The discrepancy with the optimal parameter range used in the more general

result Theorem 3.13 lead to a worse parameter region right of C̃ẼF̃ in Figure 7
(instead of the optimal CEF in Figure 8) is due to our more general result
(we allow parts which are not identified, leading to the additional condition

(δantisym,ε/
√
ε̃ → 0). If we consider the simplified adhering case (similar to the

one treated in [Kh13]), then we do not cover the parameter range given by the
infinite polygon ABF ′F in Figure 8.

(iv) The (open) segment from C toB is the case p ∈ (0,∞) (in the notation of [Kh13])
corresponding to a homogenised problem with non-trivial shift in the spectrum.

Note that Khrabustovskyi actually shows a weaker result, namely only the convergence
of the spectra, not a generalised norm resolvent convergence and convergence speed
estimates, as we do here.

We do not know whether (generalised) norm resolvent convergence in the parameter
regions not covered by our results can hold or not.

4. Estimates on harmonic functions on handles
In this section, we collect the estimates on the handles used in the proofs. The situation

is the one described previously in Subsection 2.3 with the same notations. We need
estimates of the harmonic extension onto the handles.
4.1. Definition (harmonic extension on the handle). For u ∈ H1(Xε, g) we denote by
Φεu ∈ H1(C, gcan) the harmonic extension of u on the handles, i.e., Φεu = h minimises
dε(U) among all functions U = (u, h) ∈ dom dε for a given u ∈ H1(Xε, g).
The notation Φεu is justified as the minimiser Φεu = h = (hp)p∈I−ε is unique for

u ∈ H1(Xε, g). Moreover, hp fulfils

∆Cεhp := −∂21hp +
(ℓε
ε

)2

∆Shp = 0

and
hp(0, ·) =

√
εm−1ℓε · up(ε, ·) and hp(1, ·) =

√
εm−1ℓε · up̄(ε, ·) (4.1)

for all p ∈ I−ε , where ∂1 acts on the first (longitudinal) variable and ∆S is the Laplacian
on the sphere acting on the second variable of hp.

Denote by M :=
√
σ(S) the values2 µ ≥ 0 such that µ2 is an eigenvalue of S, and by

(φµ)µ∈M the corresponding orthonormal basis of eigenfunctions. Strictly speaking, M is
a so-called multiset where an element µ appears in M multiple times according to the
multiplicity of µ2 in σ(S).
A separation of variables ansatz gives us

hp =
∑
µ∈M

hµp ⊗ φµ, or hp(s, θ) =
∑
µ∈M

hµp(s)φµ(θ)

almost everywhere, the convergence is a priori only in L2(C1) (recall that C1 := [0, 1]×S).
As hp ∈ H1(C1) the trace hp(s, ·) ∈ L2(S) is well-defined for s ∈ [0, 1]. In particular, we
have

⟨hp(s, ·), φµ⟩L2(S) = hµp(s),

2Actually, we know the spectrum of S = Sm−1 explicitly: namely, we have M = {
√

k(k +m− 2) | k ∈
N0 = N∗ ∪ {0} } by [Sh01, Thm. III.22.1]. Nevertheless, the precise values of M are irrelevant; only
in the proof of Lemma 4.3 we make use of the fact that the first non-zero eigenvalue of M fulfils
µ1 =

√
m− 1 ≥ 1 in order to simplify some estimates.
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and the boundary conditions at s = 0 and s = 1 yield√
εm−1ℓε⟨fp(ε, ·), φµ⟩L2(S) = ⟨hp(0, ·), φµ⟩L2(S) = hµp(0) =: a

µ
p√

εm−1ℓε⟨fp̄(ε, ·), φµ⟩L2(S) = ⟨hp(1, ·), φµ⟩L2(S) = hµp(1) =: a
µ
p̄

for p ∈ I−ε (note the bar on p̄ in the second line). Here,

hµp(s) =


aµp̄s+ aµp(1− s), µ = 0

aµp̄
sinh(µεs)

sinhµε

+ aµp
sinh(µε(1− s))

sinhµε

, µ > 0,
with µε =

ℓε
ε
· µ,

for p ∈ I−ε . With the notation of the next lemma, we have

hµp = hµε

aµp̄ ,a
µ
p
.

We need estimates of the longitudinal contribution. Note that in the next lemma we use
the fact that S = Sm−1 is connected (for m ≥ 2), i.e., that µ = 0 is a simple eigenvalue.
4.2. Lemma. Let a± ∈ C, µ ≥ 0 and hµ = hµa+,a− : [0, 1] −→ C be the function given by

hµ(s) =


a+s+ a−(1− s), µ = 0,

a+
sinh(sµ)

sinhµ
+ a−

sinh((1− s)µ)

sinhµ
, µ > 0.

Then we have

∥hµ∥2L2([0,1]) ≤


1

2

(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
, µ = 0,

2

3µ

(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
, µ > 0

(4.2)

and

∥∂1hµ∥2L2([0,1]) ≤

2
(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
, µ = 0,

(µ+ 2)
(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
, µ > 0

(4.3)

Proof. We have

∥hµ∥2 =



1

3

(
|a+|2 +Re(a+a−) + |a−|2

)
=

1

6
|a+ + a−|2 +

1

6

(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
, µ = 0

1

µ

(sinh(2µ)− 2µ

4 sinh2 µ︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1/2

(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
+
µ coshµ− sinhµ

sinh2 µ︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1/3

Re(a+a−)
)
, µ > 0

and

∥∂1hµ∥2 =


|a+ − a−|2, µ = 0

µ
(sinh(2µ) + 2µ

4 sinh2 µ︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1+1/µ

(
|a+|2 + |a−|2

)
+
µ coshµ+ sinhµ

sinh2 µ︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤2/µ

Re(a+a−)
)
, µ > 0.

The Cauchy-Young inequality gives the result in both cases. □

Let now h• = (h•p)p∈I−ε and h⊥ = (h⊥p )p∈I−ε with

h•p := h0p ⊗ φ0 and h⊥p = hp − h•p =
∑

µ∈M\{0}

hµp ⊗ φµ.

Note that the dependence of hp and h
⊥
p on ε is not explicitly mentioned in the notation.
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4.3. Lemma. We have

∥h•∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤
1

2

∑
p∈Iε

|a0p|2, (4.4a)

∥h⊥∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤
ε

ℓε

∑
p∈Iε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

|aµp |2, (4.4b)

dCε(h
•) =

1

ℓ2ε

∑
p∈I−ε

∣∣a0p̄ − a0p
∣∣2 ≤ 2

ℓ2ε

∑
p∈Iε

|a0p|2, (4.4c)

dCε(h
⊥) ≤

∑
p∈Iε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

(µ+ 1

εℓε
+

2

ℓ2ε

)
|aµp |2. (4.4d)

Proof. The first estimate follows directly from (4.2), as well as the second, where we
have to replace µ by ℓε/ε · µ ≥ ℓε/ε · µ1 provided µ ∈ M \ {0}. As the square root µ1

of the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of the unscaled sphere Sm−1 is µ1 =
√
m− 1 ≥ 1

([Sh01, Thm. III.22.1]), we use the estimate 2/(3µ1) ≤ 1.
The third estimate follows from (4.3) and the definition of dCε in (2.4b) and the fourth

estimate follows from

dCε(p)(h
µ
p) =

1

ℓ2ε
∥∂1hµp∥2L2([0,1]) +

µ

ε2
∥hµp∥2L2([0,1])

≤
(µε + 2

ℓ2ε
+

2µ

3µεε2

)(
|aµp̄ |2 + |aµp |2

)
=

(µ+ 2ε/ℓε
εℓε

+
2

3εℓε

)(
|aµp̄ |2 + |aµp |2

)
≤

(µ+ 1

εℓε
+

2

ℓ2ε

)(
|aµp̄ |2 + |aµp |2

)
for p ∈ I−ε using again (4.2)–(4.3), 2/3 < 1 and the definition µε = (ℓε/ε) · µ. □

For the rest of this section we assume that Iε is ε-separated with η-cover number
N ∈ N∗. From Lemma 4.2, (4.1) and some other estimates we conclude:
4.4. Proposition. Let ε, η ∈ (0, r0) such that 0 < ε < η then we have

∥Φ•
εu∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤ ℓεC

′
m(ε, η)

2∥u∥2H1(Bη\Bε,g)
and

∥Φ⊥
ε u∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤ εC ′

m(ε, η)
2∥u∥2H1(Bη\Bε,g)

for u ∈ H1(Bη \Bε), where

C ′
m(ε, η) := N1/2K(m+2)/4C ′eucl

m (ε, η),

and where C ′eucl
m (ε, η) is defined in (A.12).

Proof. We have ∥Φ•u∥2L2(C,gcan)
= ∥h•∥2L2(C,gcan)

≤ (1/2)
∑

p∈I−ε |a
0
p|2 by (4.4a). Moreover,

|a0p|2 ≤ ∥hp(0, ·)∥2L2(S)
= εm−1ℓε∥up(ε, ·)∥2L2(S) = ℓε∥up(ε, ·)∥2L2(∂Bε(p),ι∗εgeucl)

(by (4.1))

≤ ℓεC
′(∂Bε, Bη(p) \Bε(p))

2∥up∥2H1(Bη(p)\Bε(p),geucl)
(by (A.4))

≤ ℓεK
(m+2)/2C ′(∂Bε, Bη(p) \Bε(p))

2∥up∥2H1(Bη(p)\Bε(p),g)
(by Corollary B.6)

Note that

C ′(∂Bε, Bη(p) \Bε(p)) ≤ C ′(∂Bε, Bη(p)) = C ′eucl
m (ε, η)

by Lemma A.4 and (A.12). The same is true for p ∈ I+ε and hp(0, ·) replaced by hp(1, ·).
Summing over p ∈ Iε gives∑

p∈Iε

|a0p|2 ≤ ℓεC
′
m(ε, η)

2∥u∥2H1(Bη\Bε,g)
. (4.5)
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For the second estimate we have

∥Φ⊥u∥2L2(C,gcan) = ∥h⊥∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤
ε

ℓε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

|aµp |2 ≤
ε

ℓε
∥hp(0, ·)∥2L2(S)

by (4.4b) for the first inequality. The remaining estimate follows from (4.5) and the
arguments just mentioned. □

Combining both estimates we obtain:
4.5. Corollary. Let ε, η = ηε ∈ (0, r0) such that 0 < ε < ηε then we have

∥Φεu∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ δharm,ε∥u∥H1(Bη\Bε,g)

for u ∈ H1(Bη \Bε), where

δharm,ε :=
(
(ℓε + ε)

)1/2
C ′

m(ε, η) =
((ℓε

ε
+ 1

)
ε
)1/2

C ′
m(ε, ηε)

Similarly, we have for the quadratic form (now estimating over the entire balls Bη):
4.6. Proposition. Let ε, η = ηε ∈ (0, r0) such that 0 < ε < η then we have

dCε(Φ
•
εf) ≤ (δ•harm,ε)

2∥f∥2H1(Bη ,g)
and dCε(Φ

⊥
ε f) ≤ (δ⊥harm,ε)

2∥f∥2H2(Bη ,g)

for f ∈ H1(Bη) resp. f ∈ H2(Bη), where

δ•harm,ε :=
(
2ℓ−1

ε

)1/2
C ′

m(ε, η) =
( 2

εℓε

)1/2

ε1/2C ′
m(ε, η) and

δ⊥harm,ε :=
(
2(m− 1)1/2K(m+2)/2

( ε
ℓε

+ 1
))1/2

Cm(ε, η)

Proof. From (4.4c) and (4.5) we conclude

dCε(Φ
•
εf) = dCε(h

•) ≤ 2

ℓ2ε

∑
p∈Iε

|a0p|2 ≤ 2ℓ−1
ε C ′

m(ε, η)
2∥f∥2H1(Bη ,g)

.

Moreover, from (4.4d) we obtain

dCε(Φ
⊥
ε f) = dCε(h

⊥) ≤
∑
p∈Iε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

(µ+ 1

εℓε
+

2

ℓ2ε

)
|aµp |2

=
∑
p∈Iε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

(1 + 1/µ

εℓε
+

2

µℓ2ε

)
µ|aµp |2

≤
∑
p∈Iε

2
(
1 +

ε

ℓε

)
· 1

εℓε

∑
µ∈M\{0}

µ|aµp |2

as µ ≥ µ1 =
√
m− 1 ≥ 1 for µ ∈ M \ {0} in the second inequality. In addition, we have

1

εℓε

∑
µ∈M

µ|aµp |2 =
1

εℓε
∥∆1/4

S hp(0, ·)∥2L2(S) = εm−2∥∆1/4
S fp(ε, ·)∥2L2(S)

= ∥∆1/4
εS fp(ε, ·)∥

2
L2(∂Bε(p),ι∗εgeucl)

≤ (m− 1)1/2∥df∥2L2(Bε(p),geucl)

≤ (m− 1)1/2K(m+2)/2∥df∥2L2(Bε(p),g)

for p ∈ I−ε , using the spectral decomposition of ∆S for the first, (4.1) for the second, the
scaling behaviour for the third equality, Lemma A.14 for the second last and Corollary B.6
for the last step. A similar argument holds for p ∈ I+ε . Finally, we apply Propositions 2.2
and 2.5 and obtain

∥df∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ Cm(ε, η)∥f∥H2(Bη ,g). □
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4.7. Corollary. Let ε, η = ηε ∈ (0, r0) such that 0 < ε < ηε/2 then we have

dCε(Φεf) ≤ (δ′harm,ε)
2∥f∥2H2(Bη ,g)

for f ∈ H2(Bη), where

δ′harm,ε := max{δ•harm,ε, δ
⊥
harm,ε}

Proof. The claim follows from

dCε(Φεf) = dCε(Φ
•
εf) + dCε(Φ

⊥
ε f)

and Proposition 4.6. □

4.8. Lemma. We have

∥h− Φεu∥2L2(C,gcan) ≤
ℓ2ε
π2

dCε(h) ≤
ℓ2ε
π2

dε(U)

for all U = (u, h) ∈ dom dε.

Proof. We have h0 := h−Φεu ∈ H̊1(C) = { g ∈ H1(C) | g↾∂C = 0 }, i.e., h0 fulfils Dirichlet
conditions on ∂C. From the min-max principle we obtain λD1 ∥h0∥2L2(C,gcan)

≤ dCε(h0),

where λD1 = π2/ℓ2ε is the smallest Dirichlet eigenvalue on Cε. Moreover, we have

dCε(h0) ≤ dCε(h0) + dCε(Φεu) = dCε(h)

and the result follows. □

4.9. Lemma. We have

∥h∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ δhandle,ε∥U∥H 1
ε

for all U = (u, h) ∈ dom dε, where

δhandle,ε :=
ℓε
π

+ δharm,ε =
ℓε
π

+
(
(ℓε + ε)

)1/2
C ′

m(ε, η).

Proof. We have

∥h∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ ∥h− Φεu∥L2(C,gcan) + ∥Φεu∥L2(C,gcan)

≤ ℓε
π

√
dCε(h) + δharm,ε∥u∥H1(Xε,g) ≤ δhandle,ε∥U∥H 1

ε

using Lemma 4.8 and Corollary 4.5. □

4.10. Remark (Relation between and order of the estimates). For completeness, we also
define

δball,ε := Cm(ε, ηε) = N1/2K(m+1)/2Ceucl
m (ε, ηε) = O

((εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

)1/2)
, (4.6)



MANIFOLDS WITH MANY WORMHOLES 27

the non-concentrating constant for a ball of radius ε inside a ball of radius εε (see
Proposition 2.5). We have

δharm,ε = O
(((ℓε

ε
+ 1

)(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

δhandle,ε = O
(
ℓε +

((ℓε
ε
+ 1

)(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

δ⊥harm,ε = O
((( ε

ℓε
+ 1

)(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

δ•harm,ε = O
(( 1

εℓε

(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

δ′harm,ε = O
(( 1

εℓε

(εm
ηmε

+ ε2[− log ε]2

))1/2)
,

δantisym,ε = O
(( ηmε

εm−2

(ℓε
ε
+
[
log

ηε
ε

]
2

))1/2)
(see Remark A.13 for the order of εC ′

m(ε, ηε) and Cm(ε, ηε); for the definition of δantisym,ε,
see also Lemma 6.2).

Note that ℓε/ε can be seen as a sort of “resistance” along a handle, so handles with
very slowly (longitudinally) shrinking length (compared to their radius) are somehow
“punished” in δharm,ε and δhandle,ε; the ratio radius per uniform cover distance then has
to compensate such handles in the fading case.

We have the following relations between the convergences:

δ⊥harm,ε → 0

δ•harm,ε → 0 δharm,ε → 0 δball,ε → 0

δ′harm,ε → 0 δhandle,ε → 0.

ℓε
ε

bddℓε bdd

ℓε→0

ℓε bdd

ℓε bdd

ℓε→0

In some sense, the energy of the transversally constant part of the harmonic extension
on the handle given by δ•harm,ε gives the worst estimate (as well es the entire part of the
harmonic extension given by δ′harm,ε).

If we have ηε = r0ε
α for some α ∈ [0, 1) and ℓε = ελ for λ > 0, then the estimates on

the convergence speed have order

δball,ε = O
(
εmin{m(1−α),2}/2),

δharm,ε = O
(
ε(min{λ−1,0}+min{m(1−α),2})/2),

δhandle,ε = O
(
ε(min{λ,min{λ−1,0}+min{m(1−α),2}})/2),

δ⊥harm,ε = O
(
ε(min{1−λ,0}+min{m(1−α),2})/2),

δ•harm,ε = O
(
ε(−λ−1+min{m(1−α),2})/2),

δ′harm,ε = O
(
ε−λ−1+min{m(1−α),2})/2),

δantisym,ε = O
(
ε−λ−1+min{m(1−α),2})/2).

We illustrate the parameter range in the (α, λ)-plane in Figures 9–10, being slightly more
precise than in the general convergence scheme above.
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Figure 9. The range of the parameters α and λ for the various con-
stants. Darkest grey: Second left: O(ε(λ+1)/2), middle: O(ελ), second
right: O(ε(3−λ)/2), right: O(ε(1−λ)/2). Second darkest grey: Left, second
left, middle and second right: O(ε). Second lightest grey: Second left
and middle: O(ε(λ+(m−1)−αm)/2), second right: O(ε1−λ+(1−α)m)/2), right:
O(ε(−λ+(m−1)−αm)/2). Lightest grey: Left, second left, middle and second
right: O(εm(1−α)/2).
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Figure 10. The range of the parameters α and λ where δantisym,ε (appear-
ing in Lemma 6.2) converges. The light grey (infinite) rectangle ABEF
is of order O(ε(mα−(m−2))/2); the dark grey polygon C(1, 0)BE is of order
O(ε(λ+mα−(m−1))/2).

5. Proofs of the main theorems

5.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1 (fading handles I)

The goal is to define transplantation operators which satisfy the hypotheses of Defini-
tion C.1.

The spaces are

H := H0 = L2(X, g), H̃ := Hε = L2(Xε, g)⊕ L2(C, gcan)
∼= L2(Mε, gε),

H 1 := H 1
0 = H1(X, g), H̃ 1 := H 1

ε = dom dε.

An element U ∈ Hε is written U = (u, h) with u = U↾Xε
and h ∈ L2(C, gcan).

In this first approach use some the calculations already done in [AP21] for Dirichlet
obstacles.
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We define the transplantation operators as follows

Jε : H0 −→Hε, f 7→ (f↾Xε
, 0),

J1
ε : H 1

0 −→H 1
ε , f 7→ (χεf, 0),

J ′
ε : Hε −→H0, U = (u, h) 7→ ū,

J ′1
ε : H 1

ε −→H 1
0 , U = (u, h) 7→ Eεu,

where χε is the cut-off function already defined in [AP21, Section 5.2], where ū is the
extension of u ∈ L2(Xε, g) by 0 onto L2(Bε, g), and where

Eε : H
1(Xε, g) −→ H1(X, g) (5.1)

is the harmonic extension operator with respect to the Euclidean metric geucl,p near each
ball Bε(p) (cf. (B.2)), i.e., Eεu is harmonic on Bε (for geucl.p). We have shown in [AP21,
Prop. 4.6] that there is a constant Cext ≥ 1 such that Eε as operator in (5.1) is bounded
by Cext for all ε ∈ (0, r0).
Moreover, χε : X −→ [0, 1] is in H1(X, g), has support in Xε, it is 0 on Bε and 1

outside Bε+ = ·⋃
p∈I+ε Bε+(p), and on Bε+ \ Bε, it is the harmonic extension, where

0 < ε < ε+ < ηε/4. In particular, the support of 1X − χε is Bε+ . This cut-off function
has been used in [AP21, Thm. 5.6], where we have set ε+ := (ζεηε)

1/2. In the notation
of [AP21, Thm. 5.6] and by our assumption, we have ωε := ζε/ηε → 0 as ε → 0. The
complicated formula for ζε comes from an application of a Sobolev embedding theorem,
cf. [AP21, Lem. 5.4 and Prp. 5.5].

Let us now check the conditions of Definition C.1:

Proof of Theorem 3.1. First, we have J ′
ε = J∗

ε and ∥Jε∥ = ∥J ′
ε∥ = 1. Moreover,

J ′
εJεf = 1Xεf and hence JεJ

′
εJεf = (f↾Xε

, 0) = Jεf , hence Jε is a partial isometry.
Second,

∥f − J ′
εJεf∥H0 = ∥f∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ Cm(ε, ηε)∥f∥H1(X,g)

for f ∈ H1(X, g) by Proposition 2.5. In addition,

∥U − JεJ
′
εU∥Hε = ∥h∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ δhandle,ε∥U∥H 1

ε

for U ∈ H 1
ε by Lemma 4.9. Next, we have

∥(Jε − J1
ε )f∥Hε = ∥(1− χε)f∥L2(Xε,g) ≤ ∥f∥L2(Bε+ ,g) ≤ Cm(ε

+, ηε)∥f∥H1(X,g)

for f ∈ H1(X, g) again by Proposition 2.5. Note that ε+ > ε and that Cm(·, η) is
monotonely increasing, hence Cm(ε

+, ηε) dominates Cm(ε, ηε). Moreover, we have

∥(J ′
ε − J ′1

ε )U∥H0 = ∥Eεu∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ Cm(ε, ηε)∥Eεu∥H1(X,g)

≤ CextCm(ε, ηε)∥U∥H 1
ε

for U = (u, h) ∈ H 1
ε again by Proposition 2.5 and the ε-independent norm bound on

the extension operator in (5.1).
Finally, we have

dε(J
1
ε f, U)− d0(f, J

′1
ε U) =

∫
Xε

⟨d(χεf), du⟩ dg −
∫
X

⟨df, d(Eεu)⟩ dg

=

∫
Xε

〈
d
(
(χε − 1)f

)
, du

〉
dg −

∫
Bε

⟨df, d(Eεu)⟩ dg. (5.2)

For the second term in (5.2), the non-concentrating property Proposition 2.5 gives via
Proposition 2.2 the estimate

∥df∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ Cm(ε, ηε)∥f∥H2(X,g) ≤ Cell.regCm(ε, ηε)∥(∆(X,g) + 1)f∥L2(X,g),

using also Proposition B.2. Moreover, we have

∥d(Eεu)∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ ∥d(Eεu)∥L2(Xε,g) ≤ Cext∥U∥H 1
ε
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For the first term in (5.2), we do the same calculus as in [AP21, Sec. 5.2 and Thm. 5.6]
and obtain (with the same notation)

∥d((χε − 1)f)∥L2(Bε+ ,g) ≤ ∥(χε − 1)df)∥L2(Bε+ ,g) + ∥fdχε∥L2(Bε+ ,g)

≤ (Cm(ε
+, ηε) + δ+ε )∥f∥H2(X,g)

≤ Cell.reg(Cm(ε
+, ηε) + δ+ε )∥(∆(X,g) + 1)f∥L2(X,g),

where δ+ε = O(ωγm
ε ) with γm = 1/(2(1 − αm)) (m ≥ 3), i.e., γm = 1 for m ≥ 5,

γm ∈ (1/2, 1) for m = 4, γm = 3/4 for m = 3; and we set γm = 1/2 for m = 2. Note that

Cm(ε
+, ηε) = O(ω

m/4
ε + ω

1/2
ε ηε[− log(ω

1/2
ε ηε)]

1/2
2 ), and as γm ≤ m/4, the dominant power

of ωε is ωγε
ε . As δharm,ε = O(ε(m−1−mαm)/2ω

m/2
ε ) for m ≥ 3 (see (3.1), note that ε/ωε =

ε1−αmηε → 0, so the first term in (3.1) is dominant) and δharm,ε = O(ε1/2|log ε|1/2ωε) for
m = 2, we conclude that δharm,ε is not dominant against δ+ε and Cm(ε

+, ηε); only O(ℓε)
remains from δhandle,ε (see also Remark 4.10). In particular, the leading term is given by

δε = O
(
ℓε + ωγm

ε + ω1/2
ε ηε[− log(ω1/2

ε ηε)]
1/2
2

)
. (5.3)

and we have proven Theorem 3.1. □

Proof of Corollary 3.2. It remains to show the estimates on the convergence speed. We

have ωε = O(εαm−α) and ε+ = ω
1/2
ε ηε = O(ε(αm+α)/2)), so that

δε = O
(
εmin{λ,(αm−α)γm,(αm+α)/2})

form ≥ 3 and ωε = |log ε|−(1/2−α) form = 2. Note that ℓε = ελ is not dominant here. □

5.2. Proof of Theorem 3.4 (fading handles II)

We give here an alternative proof for fading handles, i.e., we avoid the complicated
control result [AP21, Lemma 5.4] related to the use of a cut-off function χε. Instead, we
use the harmonic extension Φεf onto the handles defined in Definition 4.1.

The transplantation operators are the same as in Subsection 5.1, except J1
ε which here

is given by

J1
ε : H 1

0 −→H 1
ε , f 7→ (f↾Xε

,Φεf)

where the harmonic extension Φεf onto the handles is defined in Definition 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. Again, Jε is a partial isometry, and the estimates are the same
as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, except for the following: We have

∥(Jε − J1
ε )f∥Hε = ∥Φεf∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ δharm,ε∥f∥H1(X,g)

for f ∈ H1(X, g) by Corollary 4.5. Moreover,

dε(J
1
ε f, U)− d0(f, J

′1
ε U) = dCε(Φεf, h)−

∫
Bε

⟨df, d(Eεu)⟩ dg

for f ∈ H 1
0 = H1(X, g) and U = (u, h) ∈ H 1

ε = dom dε. The second term can be
controlled as before with contribution CextCell.regCm(ε, ηε) to the final convergence speed.
For the first term, note that

|dCε(Φεf, h)| ≤
√

dCε(Φεf)
√

dCε(h) ≤ δ′harm,ε∥f∥H2(Bη\Bε,g)∥U∥H 1
ε

for f ∈ H2(X, g) by Corollary 4.7.
In particular, the entire estimate on the convergence speed is given by

δε := Cell.reg max
{
δhandle,ε, δ

′
harm,ε + CextCm(ε, ηε)

}
(5.4)

using also Proposition B.2 and δhandle,ε ≤ ℓε/π + δ′harm,ε (see Remark 4.10). The leading
term in (5.4) is the second one, together with O(ℓε), see Remark 4.10. □
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6. Adhering handles: some more tools and proof

6.1. A symmetrisation operator and related estimates

We prove here the possibility of making a bridge (“wormhole”) between two isometric
parts Ω± of X by short non-fading handles (see also Figure 5).

Let χε : X −→ [0, 1] be the cut-off function defined already in [AP21, Eq. (6.6)] with

χε(x) = χ̃
(d(x,Ω)

ε̃

)
.

Here, χ̃ : R −→ [0, 1] is a smooth function with ∥χ̃′∥∞ ≤ 2, χ̃(s) = 0 for s ≤ 0 and
χ̃(s) = 1 for s ≥ 1 and χ̃(s) ∈ (0, 1) for s ∈ (0, 1). As a consequence,

supp(1− χε) = Ωε̃.

We also need the so-called symmetrisation of a function f ∈ L2(X, g): We define

S : L2(X, g) −→ L2(X, g), (Sf)(x) :=


f(x), x ∈ X \ Ωr1 ,
1
2
(f(x) + f(φ(x)), x ∈ Ω−

r1
,

1
2
(f(φ−1(x)) + f(x), x ∈ Ω+

r1
.

We call f : X −→ C (S-)symmetric if Sf = f and (S-)anti-symmetric if Sf = 0. Note
that ΓSf = 0 if f ∈ L2(X, g) or f ∈ H1(X, g) (cf. (3.6)). We note the following simple

Sf

x

f
f ◦ φ−1

f − Sf
r1

f − Sf

f(x), Sf(x)

Ω+
r1

Sf
f ◦ φΩ−

r1

Figure 11. The symmetrisation operator S changing f on Ωr1 =
Ω+

r1
·∪Ω−

r1
(fat grey and black line, in grey: Ω = Ω+ ·∪Ω−); shaded in grey

in the diagram. Here, the diagram is plotted for x ∈ X along the dotted
line of Figure 5. full line: the original function f . Dotted: The sym-
metrised function Sf (only changed on Ωr1). Dashed: The anti-symmetric
part f − Sf of f . Dotted-dashed: The function f copied from the other
isometric set.

observation (as φ is an isometry from Ω−
r1

onto Ω+
r1

and B±
ε =

⋃
p∈I±ε Bε(p) ⊂ Ω± for the

last assertion):
6.1. Lemma (properties of the symmetrisation).

(i) S is idempotent and self-adjoint (i.e., an orthogonal projection). In particular,
Sf is symmetric and f−Sf = Γf/2 is anti-symmetric on Ωr1; any f ∈ L2(X, g)
has the unique decomposition f = Sf + (f − Sf) into its symmetric and anti-
symmetric part.

(ii) If f1 is symmetric and f2 is anti-symmetric, then

⟨f1, f2⟩L2(Ω′,g) = 0 and ⟨df1, df2⟩L2(Ω′,g) = 0

for any symmetric Ω′ ⊂ Ωr1 (i.e., φ(Ω′) = Ω′) and f1, f2 ∈ L2(Ω
′, g) resp.

f1, f2 ∈ H1(Ω′, g).
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(iii) We have

∥Sf∥L2(Ω′,g) ≤ ∥f∥L2(Ω′,g), ∥d(Sf)∥L2(Ω′,g) ≤ ∥df∥L2(Ω′,g),

∥f − Sf∥L2(Ω′,g) ≤ ∥f∥L2(Ω′,g) and ∥d(f − Sf)∥L2(Ω′,g) ≤ ∥df∥L2(Ω′,g)

for f ∈ L2(Ω
′, g) resp. f ∈ H1(Ω′, g) and any open set Ω′ ⊂ Ωr1.

(iv) We have SEεu = EεSū for u ∈ H1(Xε, g).

r1

x

x

SEεu

1− χε(x)

ū

Ω+
r1
∩Xε Ω−

r1
∩Xε

Ω+ ∩Xε Ω− ∩Xε

(1− χε)SEεu

ū(x), (SEεu)(x)

Figure 12. The identification operators J ′
ε and J

′1
ε and its ingredients: ū

(full line) is the extension by 0 onto Bε; SEεu (dotted and thick line) is the
symmetrisation of the harmonic extension of u and (1−χε)SEεu (dashed)
is the smoothed function symmetric on Ω using the cut-off function 1−χε

with support in Ωε̃.

Before proving Theorem 3.13, we need some more lemmas:
First, we need an estimate on anti-symmetric functions. The parameter range where

δantisym,ε → 0 is shown in Figure 10.
6.2. Lemma (estimate on anti-symmetric functions). We have

∥u− Su∥L2(Bηε\Bε) ≤ δantisym,ε∥U∥H 1
ε

for U = (u, h) ∈ H 1
ε , where

δ2antisym,ε :=
NKm/2

m
· ηmε
εm−2

·max
{ℓε
ε
, 4
[
log

ηε
ε

]
2

}
. (6.1)

Proof. Let p ∈ I−ε and (ε, θ) be the polar coordinates of x ∈ ∂Bε(p).Then we have

(u− Sū)p(ε, θ) = (u− Sū)(x) =
1

2

(
u(x)− u(φ(x)

)
=

1

2

(
up(ε, θ)− up̄(ε, θ)

)
= −1

2
(εm−1ℓε)

−1/2(hp(1, θ)− hp(0, θ))

= −1

2
(εm−1ℓε)

−1/2

∫ 1

0

∂1hp(s, θ) ds.

due to the coupling condition (2.4a) for the third equality. In particular, we have∫
Sm−1

|(u− Sū)p(ε, θ)|2 dθ ≤
1

4εm−1ℓε

∫ 1

0

∫
Sm−1

|∂1hp(s, θ)|2 dθ ds

≤ ℓε
4εm−1

dCε(p)(hp) (6.2)

due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (2.4b).
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As (u− Sū)(·, θ) is weakly differentiable on Ωηε ⊂ Ωr1 , we have for r ∈ [ε, ηε)

(u− Sū)p(r, θ) = (u− Sū)p(ε, θ) +

∫ r

ε

∂1(u− Sū)p(s, θ) ds

Using the Cauchy-Young inequality and Fubini we conclude∫
Bηε (p)\Bε(p)

|u− Sū|2 dgeucl =
∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

|(u− Sū)p(r, θ)|2 dθ rm−1 dr

≤ 2

∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

|(u− Sū)p(ε, θ)|2 dθ rm−1 dr

+ 2

∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

∣∣∣∫ r

ε

∂1(u− Sū)p(s, θ) ds
∣∣∣2 dθ rm−1 dr.

For the first term in the last estimate, we use (6.2) and obtain

2

∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

|(u− Sū)p(ε, θ)|2 dθ rm−1 dr =
2

m

(
ηmε − εm

) ∫
Sm−1

|(u− Sū)p(ε, θ)|2 dθ

≤ ℓε
2mεm−1

(
ηmε − εm

)
dCε(p)(hp)

≤ ℓε
2m

· ηmε
εm−1

dCε(p)(hp).

Using Corollary B.6 on the annulus Bηε(p) \ Bε(p) (hence the factor Km/2), summing
over p ∈ Iε = I−ε ·∪ I+ε (hence the factor 2) and using that Iε has ηε-cover number N
(hence the factor N), we obtain the first term in the maximum in (6.1).

For the second term, we use again Cauchy-Schwarz and obtain∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

∣∣∣∫ r

ε

∂1(u− Sū)p(s, θ) ds
∣∣∣2 dθ rm−1 dr

≤
∫ ηε

ε

∫ r

ε

s1−m ds rm−1 dr ·
∫ ηε

ε

∫
Sm−1

|∂1(u− Sū)p(s, θ)|2sm−1 ds dθ

(this calculation gives also the techniques for a proof “à la main” of [AP21, Proposition
6.7]). The last integral can be estimated by

Km/2∥∂1(u− Sū)∥2L2(Bηε (p)\Bε(p)) ≤ 2Km/2
(
∥du∥2L2(Bηε (p)\Bε(p)) + ∥du∥2L2(Bηε (p̄)\Bε(p̄))

)
using Corollary B.6 on an annulus (hence the factor Km/2). Moreover, for the first
integral, we have∫ ηε

ε

∫ r

ε

s1−m dsrm−1 dr =

∫ ηε

ε

(hm(r)− hm(ε))r
m−1 dr

=


1

m− 2

( 1

m
·
( ηmε
εm−2

− ε2
)
− 1

2
· (η2ε − ε2)

)
, m ≥ 3

η2ε
2

(
log

(ηε
ε

)
− 1

2

)
+

1

4
ε2, m = 2

≤ 1

m

[
log

ηε
ε

]
2

ηmε
εm−2

,

where hm(s) = s2−m/(2 − m) for m ≥ 3 and h2(s) = log s, provided ε ≤ ηε/2. We
conclude using that Iε has ηε-cover number N . □

As in [AP21, Lem. A.3] we conclude from Assumption 3.11 the following estimate:
6.3. Lemma (general estimate on tubular neighbourhood). There is a constant Cnbhd de-
pending only on r0 and ∂Ω such that

∥f∥L2(Ωε̃\Ω) ≤ Cnbhd

√
ε̃∥f∥H1(Ωr1\Ω)

for f ∈ H1(Ωr1 \ Ω).
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Proof. A proof is indicated in [AP21, Lemma A.3] using the almost product structure
of the tubular neighbourhood Ωr1 \ Ω as in the proof of the previous lemma. □

In the sense of Definition 2.1, (Ωε̃\Ω,Ωr1 \Ω) is Cnbhd

√
ε̃-non-concentrating, and hence

we can also apply Proposition 2.2. The estimate in Lemma 6.3 cannot be improved: if
∂Ω is compact and f has constant value 1, then ∥f∥L2(Ωε̃\Ω) =

√
vol(Ωε̃ \ Ω) and this

term is of order
√
ε̃.

6.2. Proof of Theorem 3.13 (adhering handles)

We now define the following transplantation operators

Jε : H0 −→Hε, f 7→ (f↾Xε
, 0),

J1
ε : H 1

0 −→H 1
ε , f 7→ (f↾Xε

,Φεf)

J ′
ε : Hε −→H0, U = (u, h) 7→ 1X\Ωu+ 1ΩSū,

J ′1
ε : H 1

ε −→H 1
0 , U = (u, h) 7→ χεu+ (1− χε)SEεu

(see (3.5) for the definition of H0 and H 1
0 ), where

3 (as before) ū is the extension of
u ∈ L2(Xε, g) onto L2(X, g) by 0, and Eεu is the harmonic extension, cf. (5.1). Note that
J ′
εU ∈ H0 and J ′1

ε U ∈ H 1
0 as J ′

εU↾Ω = Sū↾Ω and similarly J ′1
ε U↾Ω = SEεu↾Ω are both

symmetric on Ω (see also Figure 12). Moreover, (1 − χε)SEεu ∈ H1(X, g) as 1 − χε is
smooth and 0, where Sū has a jump, namely at ∂Ωr1 .
Let us now prove Theorem 3.13 by checking the conditions of Definition C.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.13. Let f ∈ H 1
0 and U = (u, h) ∈ H 1

ε . Then we have

⟨Jεf, U⟩Hε = ⟨f, u⟩L2(X\Ω,g) + ⟨Sf, u⟩L2(Ω\Bε,g)

= ⟨f, u⟩L2(X\Ω,g) + ⟨f, Su⟩L2(Ω\Bε,g)

= ⟨f, u⟩L2(X\Ω,g) + ⟨f, Sū⟩L2(Ω,g)

= ⟨f, J ′
εU⟩H0

as Sf = f on Ω for the first equation, the selfadjointness of S for the second equation and
that ū = 0 onBε for the third. In particular, J ′

ε = J∗
ε and one easily sees ∥Jε∥ = ∥J ′

ε∥ = 1.
Moreover, we have

f − J ′
εJεf = f − 1X\Ωf − 1Ω\BεSf = f − 1Xεf = 1Bεf

as Sf = f and therefore Jεf−JεJ ′
εJεf = 0, i.e., Jε = JεJ

∗
εJε and Jε is a partial isometry;

and

∥f − J ′
εJεf∥H0 = ∥f∥L2(Bε,g) ≤ Cm(ε, ηε)∥f∥H1(Bηε ,g)

. (6.3a)

We also have U − JεJ
′
εU = (1Ω\Bε(u− Su), h) for U = (u, h) ∈ H 1

ε , and therefore

∥U − JεJ
′
εU∥Hε ≤

(
δ2antisym,ε + δ2handle,ε

)1/2∥U∥H 1
ε
≤

(
δantisym,ε + δhandle,ε

)
∥U∥H 1

ε
(6.3b)

applying Lemma 6.2 for the first component (note that Ω\Bε ⊂ Bηε \Bε) and Lemma 4.9
for the second component. Moreover,

∥(J1
ε − Jε)f∥Hε = ∥Φεf∥L2(C,gcan) ≤ δharm,ε∥f∥H1(Bηε\Bε,g) (6.3c)

by Corollary 4.5. Next,

∥(J ′1
ε − J ′

ε)U∥2H0
= ∥(1− χε)(u− Su)∥2L2(Ωε̃\Ω,g) + ∥Eεu∥2L2(Bε,g)

≤ ∥u− Su∥2L2(Bηε\Bε,g) + Cm(ε, ηε)
2∥Eεu∥2H1(Bηε ,g)

≤
(
δ2antisym,ε + Cm(ε, ηε)

2C2
ext

)
∥U∥2H 1

ε

≤
(
δantisym,ε + Cm(ε, ηε)Cext

)2∥U∥2H 1
ε

(6.3d)

3We write a bit pedantic Sū as S needs a function defined on X, and not only on Xε.
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using again Ωε̃ \Ω ⊂ Bηε \Bε and Proposition 2.5 for the first estimate, and Lemma 6.2
and (5.1) for the second.

Finally, for the quadratic forms, we have

dε(J
1
ε f, U)− d0(f, J

′1
ε U) =

∫
Xε

〈
df, d

(
(1− χε)(u− Sū)

)〉
dg + dCε(Φεf, h)

−
∫
Bε

⟨df, d(EεSū)⟩ dg

=

∫
Ωε̃\Ω

〈
df, d

(
(1− χε)(u− Sū)

)〉
dg + dCε(Φ

⊥
ε f, h)

−
∫
Bε

⟨df, d(EεSū)⟩ dg (6.3e)

using Eεu↾Xε
= u and Lemma 6.1 (iv) for the first equality. For the second equality, note

that supp(1 − χε) = Ωε̃. Moreover, χε is symmetric and f symmetric (but only) on Ω,
and hence (1−χε)(u−Sū) is anti-symmetric, and the integral over Ω′ = Ω\Bε vanishes
according to Lemma 6.1 (ii). Finally, for the second term note that Φεf = Φ•

εf + Φ⊥
ε f

and Φ•
εf is constant on the handles as f is symmetric, hence dCε(Φ

•
εf, h) = 0.

For the first summand in (6.3e) we have∣∣∣∫
Ωε̃\Ω

〈
df, d

(
(1− χε)(u− Sū)

)〉
dg

∣∣∣2
≤ 2

∫
Ωε̃\Ω

|df |2 dg ·
( 2

ε̃2
∥u− Sū∥2L2(Ωε̃\Ω,g) + ∥d(u− Sū)∥2L2(Ωε̃\Ω,g)

)
≤ 2(Cnbhd)

2

(
2δ2antisym,ε

ε̃
+ ε̃

)
∥f∥2H2(Ωr0\Ω,g)∥U∥2H 1 (6.3f)

using Lemma 6.3 together with Proposition 2.2 for the first factor, and Lemma 6.2 resp.
∥d(u− Sū)∥ ≤ ∥du∥ ≤ ∥U∥H 1

ε
from Lemma 6.1 (iii) for the second.

To control the second summand in (6.3e) we apply Proposition 4.6, i.e., we have∣∣dCε(Φ
⊥
ε f, h)

∣∣ ≤ δ⊥harm,ε∥f∥H2(X,g)∥U∥H 1
ε
. (6.3g)

For the third summand in (6.3e), we have∣∣∣∫
Bε

⟨df, d(EεSū)⟩ dg
∣∣∣ ≤ Cext∥df∥L2(Bε,g)∥u∥H1(Xε,g)

≤ CextCm(ε, ηε)∥f∥H2(Bηε ,g)
∥u∥H1(Xε,g) (6.3h)

using the uniform bound on the extension operator (5.1) and Propositions 2.5 and 2.2.
Finally, we pass to the graph norm

∥f∥H2(Bηε ,g)
≤ Cell.reg∥(∆0 + 1)f∥L2(X,g) (6.3i)

using Proposition B.2, where ∆0 is the operator associated with d0. Note that dom∆0

is a subset of the domain of the entire Laplacian on X, hence Proposition B.2 can also
be applied in this situation.

In summary, from (6.3a)–(6.3d) and (6.3f)–(6.3i) we conclude that Definition C.1 can
be satisfied with

δε = max
{
Cm(ε, ηε), δantisym,ε + δhandle,ε, δharm,ε, δantisym,ε + CextCm(ε, ηε),

Cell.reg

((√
2Cnbhd

(
2δ2antisym,ε

ε̃
+ ε̃

)1/2

+ δ⊥harm,ε + CextCm(ε, ηε)
)}

= O
(δantisym,ε√

ε̃
+
√
ε̃
)
+O

(
Cm(ε, ηε)

)
+O(δhandle,ε) + O(δ⊥harm,ε) (6.4)

using δharm,ε ≤ δhandle,ε. □
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Appendix A. Some estimates on Euclidean balls, annuli
and spheres

We prove here the non-concentrating property needed in Proposition 2.5 for pairs of
Euclidean balls in dependence of their radii. We actually calculate the optimal constant.
Some results follow from the abstract theory of Dirichlet-to-Neumann maps and bound-
ary pairs (see e.g. [P16]). For the convenience of the reader, we give proofs without
referring to the abstract theory. Note that a simple scaling argument as in Lemma A.14
does only lead to the worse estimate (2.3), see Remark 2.6.

For r > 0, denote by Br the open ball around 0 in Rm, together with the Euclidean
metric geucl. For short, we also write Br for the Riemannian manifold (Br, geucl), and
similarly for other subsets of Rm. Moreover, denote by ιr : ∂Br ↪→ Br the natural
embedding, and by ι∗rgeucl the induced metric on ∂Br: the standard metric on a sphere
of radius r > 0. We denote by ∂Br also the Riemannian manifold (∂Br, ι

∗
rgeucl), i.e., the

standard (m− 1)-dimensional sphere of radius r > 0.
For the non-concentrating property Definition 2.1, we actually need the estimate

∥f∥L2(Bε) ≤ C(Bε, Bη)∥f∥H1(Bη) (A.1)

for all f ∈ H1(Bη) and 0 < ε < η. Here, the optimal constant is

C(A,B) := sup
f∈H1(B)

∥f∥L2(A)

∥f∥H1(B)

(A.2)

for reasonable subsets A,B of a Riemannian manifold with A ⊂ B.
The aim of this section is to give an asymptotic expansion of the optimal constant of

the non-concentrating property for A = Bε and B = Bη. For a comment on the previous
result of [AP21, Lem. 3.10], we refer to Remark 2.6.

We also need the Sobolev trace estimate

∥f∥L2(Y ) ≤ C ′(Y,X)∥f∥H1(X) (A.3)

for all f ∈ H1(X), where Y ⊂ X is a hypersurface (with its natural measure) in a
Riemannian manifold (X, g). The optimal constant is here

C ′(Y,X) := sup
f∈H1(X)

Q′(u;Y,X) with Q′(u;Y,X) :=
∥u↾Y ∥L2(Y )

∥u∥H1(X)

. (A.4)

From [P16, Thm. 2.7 (ii)] we know that C ′(Y,X)2 = 1/ inf σ(ΛY,X), where ΛY,X is the
Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator (at the spectral value −1) on X with boundary space Y
and with Neumann boundary conditions on ∂X \Y (if not empty), i.e., ΛY,Xφ = dnũ for
a suitable function φ : Y −→ C, where dnũ is the normal (outwards) derivative4 of ũ on
Y and ũ ∈ H1(X) is the weak solution of (∆+1)ũ with ũ↾Y = φ and dnũ = 0 on ∂X \Y
(also called the harmonic extension (at the spectral value −1)), i.e.,

∀v ∈ H1(X), v↾Y = 0: ⟨ũ, v⟩H1(X) =

∫
X

(
⟨dũ, dv⟩ + ũv

)
dg = 0. (A.5)

The following relation between the optimal constants for balls holds:
A.1. Lemma. We have

C(Bε, Bη)
2 =

∫ ε

0

C ′(∂Br, Bη)
2 dr.

4If Y lies on both sides of X, then we take the sum of the two normal outwards derivatives of each
side.
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Proof. Using ∥f∥2L2(Bε)
=

∫ ε

0
∥f↾∂Br

∥2L2(∂Br)
dr we obtain

C(Bε, Bη)
2 = sup

f∈H1(Bη)

∫ ε

0

∥f↾∂Br
∥2L2(∂Br)

∥f∥2H1(Bη)

dr =

∫ ε

0

(
sup

f∈H1(Bη)

∥f↾∂Br
∥L2(∂Br)

∥f∥H1(Bη)

)2

dr,

where the interchange of the supremum and the integral is allowed to the monotonicity
of the integral, the square function on positive numbers and the monotone convergence
theorem. □

A.2. Lemma (estimate on spherical shells against an annulus). We have

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)
2 = − 1

f ′
0,r,η(r)

, (A.6)

where f = f0,r,η is the solution of

− 1

sm−1

(
sm−1f ′(s)

)′
+ f(s) = 0 (A.7)

on r ≤ s ≤ η with boundary conditions f(r) = 1 and f ′(η) = 0.

Proof. We have seen above that the optimal constant C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)
2 is given by the

inverse of the infimum of σ(Λ∂Br,Bη\Br). Moreover, this infimum is given by the radially
symmetric part, i.e., by −f ′(r). For convenience of the reader, we give a proof of (A.6)
here:

The inequality “≥” is easily seen by calculating Q′
m(f̃ ; r, η) := Q′(f̃ ; ∂Br, Bη \Br) for

f̃(s, θ) = f(s) in polar coordinates (s, θ) ∈ (r, η)× S. We have

∥f̃∥2H1(Bη\Br)
= ω′

m

∫ η

r

(
(f ′(s))2 + (f(s))2sm−1 ds

= ω′
m

∫ η

r

(
− 1

sm−1

(
sm−1f ′(s)

)′
+ f(s)

)
f(s)sm−1 ds+ ω′

m

[
f ′(s)f(s)sm−1

]η
r

= −ω′
mr

m−1f ′(r),

where ω′
m = volm−1 S, as f fulfils the differential equation (A.7), f ′(η) = 0 and f(r) = 1.

Moreover, ∥f̃∥2L2(∂Br)
= ω′

mr
m−1, hence we have the desired inequality by definition of

the supremum.
For “≤” we argue as follows: First, we can calculate the supremum in two steps as

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br) = sup
φ∈G 1/2,

sup
u∈H1(Bη\Br)

u↾∂Br
=φ

Q′
m(u; r, η),

where G 1/2 = {u↾∂Br
|u ∈ H1(Bη \Br) } and Q′

m(u; r, η) = Q(u; ∂Br, Bη \Br). Now, the
second supremum is maximised for the (unique) harmonic extension ũ (at the spectral
value −1) with boundary data φ (see (A.5) with X = Bη \ Br and Y = ∂Br). Then
v = u− ũ fulfils v↾∂Br

= 0, hence v and ũ are orthogonal in H1(Bη \Br) and we have

∥u∥2H1(Bη\Br)
= ∥ũ+ v∥2H1(Bη\Br)

= ∥ũ∥2H1(Bη\Br)
+ ∥v∥2H1(Bη\Br)

≥ ∥ũ∥2H1(Bη\Br)
.

As ũ↾∂Br
= u↾∂Br

, we then have Q′
m(u, r, η) ≤ Q′

m(ũ, r, η), hence

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br) ≤ sup
φ∈G 1/2

Q′
m(ũ, r, η) = sup

φ∈G 1/2

∥φ∥L2(∂Br)

∥Sφ∥H1(Bη\Br)

,

where Sφ := ũ.
Now, ∥Sφ∥2H1(Bη\Br)

is the (non-negative) quadratic form of the Dirichlet-to-Neumann

operator Λ (at −1), hence we look at the infimum of the spectrum of this operator.
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A separation of variables ansatz (decomposing L2(S) =
⊕

µ∈M Cφµ, where φµ are the

eigenvectors of S and M is a multiset , i.e., it counts multiplicities) gives

Λ =
⊕
µ∈M

Λµ, (A.8a)

and Λµ is the multiplication operator with a non-negative real number. By partial
integration as before, it can be seen that its value is

−f ′(r) =

∫ η

r

(
|f ′(s)|2 + µ

s2
|f(s)|2 + |f(s)|2

)
sm−1 ds, (A.8b)

where f = fµ,r,η is the unique solution of

− 1

sm−1

(
sm−1f ′(s)

)′
+
( µ
s2

+ 1
)
f(s) = 0, f(r) = 1, f ′(η) = 0. (A.8c)

As −f ′
0,r,η(r) ≤ −f ′

µ,r,η for any µ ∈ M by (A.8b), we see that the radially symmetric part
f0,r,η = fr,η (µ = 0) actually gives the infimum of the spectrum of Λ. □

Similarly, we see:
A.3. Lemma (estimate on spherical shells against a ball). We have

C ′(∂Br, Br)
2 =

1

g′r(r)
, (A.9)

where g = gr is the solution of the ODE (A.7) on 0 < s ≤ r with boundary conditions

g(r) = 1 and

∫ r

0

(|g(s)|2 + |g′(s)|2)sm−1 ds <∞ (A.10)

(the latter is a condition at 0).
Finally, we calculate the optimal constant needed in Lemma A.1

A.4. Lemma (estimate on spherical shells in a larger ball). We have

C ′(∂Br, Bη)
2 =

(
−f0,r,η(r)+g′r(r)

)−1
=

( 1

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)2
+

1

C ′(∂Br, Br)2

)−1

, (A.11)

where f0,r,η and gr are the solutions of Lemma A.2 and Lemma A.3.
A.5. Remark. Here, we consider ∂Br as “boundary” of Bη. Using again the theory of
boundary pairs (as in [P16]) one can see that the optimal constant is again given by

C ′(∂Br, Bη)
2 =

1

inf σ(Λ∂Br,Bη)
,

where Λ∂rB,Bη is the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator (always at the spectral value −1) of
the coupled problem Bη = Br ∪ (Bη \Br). It can be seen (see e.g. [P16, Prp. 5.3]) that

Λ∂Br,Bη = Λ∂Br,Br + Λ∂Br,Bη\Br ,

where Λ∂Br,Br is the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator of the ball of radius r and boundary
∂Br and Λ∂Br,Bη\Br is the operator Λ in (A.8a) in the proof of Lemma A.2. We have

inf σ(Λ∂Br,Bη) = inf σ(Λ∂Br,Br) + inf σ(Λ∂Br,Bη\Br) = g′r(r)− f ′
0,r,η(r)

given both by the radially symmetric part (argument as in the proof of Lemma A.2).
We now calculate the asymptotic expansion of the optimal constant:

A.6. Proposition. We have

C ′eucl
m (r, η)2 := C ′(∂Br, Bη)

2 =
mrm−1

ηm
+ hm(r) +R′

m(r, η), (A.12)

where γ is Euler’s constant and 0.115 < log 2− γ < 0.116,

hm(r) :=

(log 2− γ − log r)r, m = 2,

r

m− 2
, m ≥ 3.

(A.13)
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Moreover, there are constants c′m > 0 and ηm ∈ (0, 1] depending only on m such that

|R′
m(r, η)| ≤ c′m

(rm−1

ηm
· [− log η]2η

2 + r2
)

holds for all 0 < r < η < ηm. Finally, the function C ′eucl
m (·, η) is monotonely increasing

for all such η.
We prove the proposition in several lemmas.

A.7. Lemma. We have

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)
2 =

Iν(r)Kν+1(η) +Kν(r)Iν+1(η)

Kν+1(r)Iν+1(η)− Iν+1(r)Kν+1(η)
, where ν =

m− 2

2

and where Iν resp. Kν are the modified Bessel functions of first resp. second kind.

Proof. In order to calculate the solution f = f0,r,η of the ODE (A.7), note that f is a
linear combination of

φν(s) = s−νIν(s) and ψν(s) = s−νKν(s); (A.14)

this can be seen using

φ′
ν(s) = s−νIν+1(s), ψ′

ν(s) = −s−νKν+1(s), (A.15a)

(sνIν(s))
′ = sνIν−1(s), (sνKν(s))

′ = −sνKν−1(s) (A.15b)

(see e.g. [AS64, 9.6.27–28]). A straightforward calculation using the boundary conditions
give

f ′
r,η(r) =

φ′
ν(r)ψ

′
ν(η)− ψ′

ν(r)φ
′
ν(η)

φν(r)ψ′
ν(η)− ψν(r)φ′

ν(η)
=

−Iν+1(r)Kν+1(η) +Kν+1(r)Iν+1(η)

−Iν(r)Kν+1(η)−Kν(r)Iν+1(η)
.

The expression for C ′(∂Br, Bη \ Br) in terms of modified Bessel functions follows again
from (A.15a). □

A.8. Lemma. We have

C ′(∂Br, Br)
2 =

Iν(r)

Iν+1(r)
.

Proof. The solution g = gr is again a linear combination of φν and ψν (see (A.14)). But
only φν fulfils the integrability condition in (A.10), so together with the first condition
gr(r) = 1 we obtain

gr(s) =
φν(s)

φν(r)
, hence g′r(r) =

φ′
ν(r)

φν(r)
=
Iν+1(r)

Iν(r)
,

where the latter equality follows as before by (A.15a)). □

A.9. Lemma. We have

C ′(∂Br, Bη)
2 =

IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
+KK+

ν (r)

1 +
IKν+1(r)

IKν(r)

, (A.16)

where

IKν(r) :=
Iν(r)

Kν(r)
, IK+

ν (r) :=
Iν(r)

Kν+1(r)
and KK+

ν (r) =
Kν(r)

Kν+1(r)
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Proof. We first rewrite the expression for C ′(∂Br, Bη \ Br) of Lemma A.7 in terms of
the above defined functions as

C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)
2 =

IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
+KK+

ν (r)

1− IKν+1(r)

IKν+1(η)

.

Now

C ′(∂Br, Bη)
−2 = C ′(∂Br, Bη \Br)

−2 + C ′(∂Br, Br)
−2

=

1− IKν+1(r)

IKν+1(η)
+
Iν+1(r)

Iν(r)

( IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
+KK+

ν (r)
)

IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
+KK+

ν (r)

=

1 +
IKν+1(r)

IKν(r)

IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
+KK+

ν (r)

as
Iν+1(r)

Iν(r)
· IK+

ν (r) = IKν+1(r) and
Iν+1(r)

Iν(r)
·KK+

ν (r) =
IKν+1(r)

IKν(r)
. □

A.10. Lemma. There are constants ck,m (k = 1, 2, 3, 4) and am−1, bm > 0 such that for
all 0 < r < η < 1, we have:

|IK+
ν (r)− am−1r

m−1| ≤ c1,mr
m−1 · r2[− log r]2

and

|IKν+1(r)− bmr
m| ≤ c2,mr

m · r2[− log r]2,

where the term [. . . ]2 appears only if m = 2; in this case we restrict to r ≤ e−1/2 in order
to keep r2(− log r) monotonely increasing. We also have am−1/bm = m. Moreover,

|KK+
ν (r)− hm(r)| ≤ c3,mr

2

and

0 ≤ IKν+1(r)

IKν(r)
and

∣∣∣IKν+1(r)

IKν(r)
− rhm(r)

2

∣∣∣ ≤ c4,mr
3. (A.17)

Moreover, IK+
ν , IKν and KK+

ν are monotonely increasing.

Proof. The claims can be seen using a symbolic computation system. For the mono-
tonicity, we only give a formal proof for KK+

ν : We have

KK+
ν (r) =

Kν(r)

Kν+1(r)
=

∫∞
0

e−r cosh t cosh(νt) dt∫∞
0

e−r cosh t cosh((ν + 1)t) dt
.

We use [Qi22, Lem. 9]: if t 7→ ∂rW (t, r)/W (t, r) and t 7→ U(t)/V (t) are monotonely de-
creasing on [0,∞) then t 7→

∫∞
0
U(t)W (t, r) dt/

∫∞
0
V (t)W (t, r) dt is monotonely increas-

ing; we apply it with U(t) = cosh(νt), V (t) = cosh((ν+1)t) and W (t, r) = e−r cosh t; note
that ∂rW (t, r)/W (t, r) = − cosh t in decreasing and (U/V )′(t) = −t sinh t/ cosh((ν +
1)t)2 ≤ 0 for t ∈ [0,∞). □

A.11. Corollary. There is c5,m > 0 and ηm ∈ (0, 1) depending only on m such that∣∣∣ IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
− mrm−1

ηm

∣∣∣ ≤ rm−1

ηm
· c5,mη2[− log η]2

for 0 < η < ηm.
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Proof. We have ∣∣∣a+ u

b+ v
− a

b

∣∣∣ ≤ a

b
· 2
( |u|
a

+
|v|
b

)
provided a, b > 0 and |v| < b/2. Applying this estimate with a = am−1r

m−1 and
b = bmη

m, we conclude from Lemma A.10 that∣∣∣ IK+
ν (r)

IKν+1(η)
− mrm−1

ηm

∣∣∣ ≤ mrm−1

ηm
· 2
(
c1,mr

2[− log r]2 + c2,mη
2[− log η]2

)
provided |c2,mη2[− log η]2| < bm/2; the latter condition is fulfilled for some η < ηm
and ηm small enough. If m = 2, we also have to ensure that ηm ≤ e−1/2 in order
that r 7→ r2(− log r) is monotonely increasing. The estimate is therefore fulfilled with
c5,m = 2m(c1,m + c2,m). □

Proof of Proposition A.6. The proof follows now from Lemma A.4, and Lemmata A.9–
A.11 with c′m = max{c5,mc3,m}. Note that we estimate the denominator of (A.16) by 1
from above using (A.17). We do not formally prove the monotonicity, as we only need
it for the leading terms. Nevertheless, function plots of the expression in Lemma A.9
suggest that C ′

m(·, η) is monotonely increasing. □

As a consequence, we have:
A.12. Corollary (estimate on small balls). Let ε and η be positive real numbers such that
0 < ε < η. Then the optimal constant in (2.3) can be estimated by

Ceucl
m (ε, η)2 = C(Bε, Bη)

2 =
εm

ηm
+Hm(ε) +Rm(r, ε), (A.18)

where

Hm(ε) :=

∫ ε

0

hm(r) dr =


ε2

2
(2 + log 2− γ − log ε), m = 2,

=
ε2

2(m− 2)
, m ≥ 3.

Moreover, we have depending only on m such that

|Rm(ε, η)| ≤ c′m

(εm
ηm

· η2[− log η]2 +
ε3

3

)
for all 0 < r < η < ηm, where c′m, η

′
m > 0 are the constants from Proposition A.6.

Finally, the function Cm(·, η) is monotonely increasing for all such η.

Proof. The claims follow from Proposition A.6 and Lemma A.1. The monotonicity of
Cm(·, η) is clear from the integral formula and the fact that the integrand C ′

m(·, η) is
non-negative. □

A.13. Remark. Note that

Ceucl
m (ε, η) = O

(εm
ηm

+ [− log ε]2ε
2
)1/2)

and C ′eucl
m (ε, η) = O

((εm−1

ηm
+ [− log ε]2ε

)1/2)
,

hence Ceucl
m (ε, η) and ε1/2C ′eucl

m (ε, η) are of same order. The manifold constants Cm(ε, η)
and C ′

m(ε, η) are also of the same order as they additionally contain only a constant
K ≥ 1 describing the deviation of the ball on the manifold from the Euclidean one, see
Proposition 2.5 and Proposition B.3, and the cover number N , see (2.1).
We need the following estimate on ∂Br = rS:

A.14. Lemma (estimate on fourth root of the Laplacian on the sphere). We have

∥∆1/4
rS f∥L2(∂Br) ≤ (m− 1)1/4∥df∥L2(Br)

for all f ∈ H1(Br) and any r > 0.

Proof. We argue in four steps:
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(1) By a scaling argument we see that it is sufficient to prove the inequality for r = 1:
Indeed,

∥∆1/4
rS f∥

2
L2(∂Br) = rm−2∥∆1/4

S f∥2L2(∂B1)
and ∥df∥2L2(rB1)

= rm−2∥df∥2L2(B1)
.

(2) Let ΛS be the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator (at the spectral value 0) on B1 with
boundary S = ∂B1.
From the definition of ΛS (see also the theory of boundary pairs e.g. in [P16, Sec. 2.4]),

one has
∥Λ1/2

S φ∥2L2(S) = ∥dh∥2L2(B1)
,

where h ∈ H1(B1) is the harmonic extension of φ, i.e., h reaches the minimum of

inf
{
∥df∥2L2(B1)

∣∣ f ∈ H1(B1), f↾∂B1
= φ

}
,

hence ∥dh∥2L2(B1)
≤ ∥df∥2L2(B1)

for all f ∈ H1(B1) with f↾∂B1
= φ:

Indeed if h (resp. φ) is smooth enough, we have ΛSφ = ∂nh, where ∂nh is the normal
outwards derivative of h on ∂B1. Green’s formula gives (last equality)

∥Λ1/2
S φ∥2 = ⟨ΛSφ, φ⟩L2(S) =

∫
S
∂nhh = ∥dh∥2L2(B1)

.

Thus, for any f ∈ H1(B1), we has

∥Λ1/2
S (f↾S)∥2L2(S) ≤ ∥df∥2L2(B1)

. (A.19)

(3) The Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator ΛS (at the spectral value 0) and the Laplacian
∆S on the sphere are related by the formula

ΛS =
√

∆S + ν2 − ν, where ν =
m− 2

2
:

Indeed, the expression of ∆B1 in polar coordinates is

∆B1 = −∂2r −
m− 1

r
∂r +

1

r2
∆S.

If ∆Sφ = µ2φ then the harmonic extension of φ on the ball is given by h(r, θ) = rλφ(θ),
where λ is a solution of

−λ(λ− 1)− (m− 1)λ+ µ2 = −λ2 − (m− 2)λ+ µ2 = 0

this gives λ =
√
µ2 + ν2−ν > 0 (the other solution−

√
µ2 + ν2−ν < 0 leads to a solution

with singularity at r = 0, hence is not smooth on B1). Moreover, ΛSφ = ∂nh = ∂rh = λφ.
Decomposing φ with respect to the eigenfunctions of ∆S gives the formula.
(4) The lowest eigenvalue of ΛS is 0 (constant eigenfunction); moreover, the first non-

zero eigenvalue λ1 fulfils λ1 =
√
µ2
1 + ν2 − ν (by the previous operator equality; note

that ΛS and ∆S are self-adjoint). As the first non-zero eigenvalue of S is µ2
1 = m− 1, we

obtain λ1 = 1. In particular, we obtain the operator inequality ΛS = λ1ΛS ≤ Λ2
S.

Moreover, the operator equation from step (3) gives ∆S = (ΛS+ν)
2−ν2 = (ΛS+2ν)ΛS,

hence we obtain the operator inequality

∆S = ΛS(ΛS + 2ν) ≤ (1 + 2ν)Λ2
S = (m− 1)Λ2

S.

As both operators commute, we can also use the spectral calculus and take the square
root of the above inequality. Hence, for any f ∈ H1(B1) we have

∥∆1/4
S (f↾∂B1

)∥2L2(S) = ⟨∆1/2
S (f↾∂B1

), f↾∂B1
⟩L2(S)

≤
√
m− 1 ⟨ΛS(f↾∂B1

), f↾∂B1
⟩L2(S)

=
√
m− 1 ∥Λ1/2

S f↾∂B1
∥2L2(S)

≤
√
m− 1 ∥df∥2L2(B1)

,
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where we have used (A.19) from step (2) for the last inequality. □

Appendix B. Sobolev spaces on manifolds of bounded ge-
ometry and harmonic charts

The Levi-Civita connection ∇ extends to tensors on the manifold and permits to
define the k-th Sobolev space Hk

p(X, g): we say that the function u has a k-th weak

derivative if there exists a measurable section v ∈ L1,loc(X, (T
∗X)⊗k) such that for all

φ ∈ C∞
c (X, (T ∗X)⊗k) (smooth section with compact support)∫

X

u · (∇k)∗φ dg =

∫
X

(v · φ) dg.

Note that v is uniquely determined by u and denoted by ∇ku. We set

Hk
p(X, g) :=

{
u ∈ Lp(X, g)

∣∣ ∀j ∈ {1, . . . , k} ∃∇ju ∈ Lp(X, g)
}

with norm given by

∥u∥p
Hk
p(X,g)

:=
k∑

j=0

∥∇ju∥pLp(T ∗X⊗j ,g)

for p ≥ 1, and Hk(X, g) := Hk
2(X, g). Obviously, the space H1(X, g) agrees with the

domain of the energy form defined in Subsection 2.1 as the corresponding norms agree.
For higher orders, the equivalence of Sobolev spaces and Laplacian-Sobolev spaces on
non-compact manifolds is not guaranteed without further assumptions:
B.1. Definition (manifold of bounded geometry). We say that a complete Riemannian
manifold (X, g) has bounded geometry if the injectivity radius is uniformly bounded from
below by some constant ι0 > 0 and if the Ricci tensor Ric is uniformly bounded from
below by some constant κ0 ∈ R, i.e.,

Ricx ≥ κ0gx for all x ∈ X

as symmetric 2-tensors.
We will not need assumptions on derivatives of the curvature tensor (i.e., bounded

geometry of higher order) in this article; from the next result, we only need the explicit
constant Cell.reg in the upper bound; for a proof we refer to [He96, Prp. 2.10] or [AP21,
Prp. 3.3]:
B.2. Proposition (equivalence of second order Sobolev norms). Suppose that (X, g) is a
complete manifold with bounded geometry, then the set of smooth functions with compact
support is dense in the Sobolev space H2(X, g) and the norms of H2(X, g) and H2(∆(X,g))
are equivalent, i.e., there are constants Cell.reg ≥ cell.reg > 0 such that

cell.reg∥(∆(X,g) + 1)f∥L2(X,g) ≤ ∥f∥H2(X,g) ≤ Cell.reg∥(∆(X,g) + 1)f∥L2(X,g)

for all f ∈ H2(X, g), where Cell.reg = 2+max{0,−κ0} depends only on a lower bound κ0
of the Ricci curvature.

In particular, if the manifold has bounded geometry, we conclude the equality of the
spaces H2(X, g) and H2(∆(X,g)) and equivalence of their norms.

In the following, we need the (open) geodesic ball of radius r > 0 around p ∈ X
denoted by

Br(p) := {x ∈ X | dg(x, p) < r },
where dg is the metric (distance function) induced by the Riemannian metric g on X.
Recall that a chart φ = (y1, . . . , ym) : U −→ Rm for an open subset U ⊂ X is called
harmonic if each coordinate function yj is harmonic, i.e., if ∆(U,g)y

j = 0.
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B.3. Proposition ([He96, Th. 1.3]). Assume that (X, g) is complete and has bounded
geometry (with constants κ0 ∈ R and ι0 > 0). Then for all a ∈ (0, 1) there exist r0 > 0,
K ≥ 1 and k > 0 depending only on κ0, ι0 and a, such that around any point p ∈ X
there exist harmonic charts φp = (y1, . . . , ym) defined on Br0(p), and in these charts we
have gij(p) = δij and5

|gij(x)− gij(x
′)| ≤ k dg(x, x

′)a, (B.1a)

K−1δij ≤ gij ≤ K δij (B.1b)

for all x, x′ ∈ Br0(p).
B.4. Remarks.

(i) The supremum of all radii r0 such that Proposition B.3 holds will be called
harmonic radius in the following. We refer to [He96, HPW14] and references
therein for more details. We assume r0 ≤ 1 here, as it simplifies some estimates
later on.

(ii) Estimate (B.1b) (and its Corollaries B.5 and B.6 below) means that the manifold
has bounded geometry in the sense of Grigor’yan [Gr09, Ex. 11.12]: there exist
η > 0 and C > 0 such that at each point p ∈ X there exists a diffeomorphism
between the geodesic ball of radius η around p and the Euclidean ball of radius
η in Rm and this diffeomorphism changes the metric and the measure at most by
a factor C. In particular, this property implies a lower bound of the injectivity
radius.

Denote by geucl,p the Euclidean metric in the harmonic chart φp defined in the geodesic
ball B := Br0(p), i.e.,

geucl,p(x)(∂yi , ∂yj) = δij (B.2)

for x ∈ B. Moreover, let x 7→ Aeucl,p(x) : TxB −→ TxB (x ∈ B) be defined via

geucl,p(x)(ξ, ξ) = g(x)
(
Aeucl,p(x)ξ, ξ

)
.

i.e., the endomorphism Aeucl,p measures how far the Euclidean metric on B is from the
original one. If the dependence of geucl,p and Aeucl,p on p ∈ X is clear, we also write geucl
and Aeucl. Estimate (B.1a) now reads as:
B.5. Corollary. For ε ∈ (0, r0) we have

∥Aeucl − idTB∥C(Bε(p)) := sup
x∈Bε(p)

∥Aeucl(x)− idTxB∥L(TxB,gx)

= sup
x∈Bε(p)

∥Em −G(x)∥L(Rm) ≤ mkεa,

where k and a are as in Proposition B.3, ∥B∥L(Rm) is the operator norm of B : Rm −→ Rm

with its standard Euclidean norm on Rm, Em is the (m × m)-unit matrix and G(x) =
(gij(x))i,j=1,...,m.

Proof. From (B.1a) we conclude

−kεa ≤ gij(p)− gij(x) ≤ kεa

for x ∈ Bε(p). Moreover, gij(p) = δij, hence ∥Em −G(x)∥∞ ≤ kεa where Em is the (m×
m)-unit matrix and G(x) = (gij(x))i,j the matrix representation of g(x) and ∥·∥∞ is the
component-wise maximum norm. Moreover, ∥Em −G(x)∥Rm→Rm ≤ m∥Em −G(x)∥∞.
Passing to an orthonormal basis of (TxB, gx) we see that

∥En −G(x)∥L(Rm) = ∥Aeucl(x)− idTxB∥L(TxB,gx). □

Using Proposition B.3 we can compare the metric on a ball with the Euclidean one:

5When stressing the dependence of gx on x ∈ X, we also write g(x) or gij(x) and similarly for related
objects.
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B.6. Corollary. Let p ∈ X, r ∈ (0, r0) and Br := Br(p), then we have the following norm
estimates

K−m/4∥φ∥L2(∂Br,ι∗rgeucl) ≤ ∥φ∥L2(∂Br,ι∗rg) ≤ Km/4∥φ∥L2(∂Br,ι∗rgeucl)

K−m/4∥u∥L2(Br,geucl) ≤ ∥u∥L2(Br,g) ≤ Km/4∥u∥L2(Br,geucl),

K−(m+2)/4∥du∥L2(T ∗Br,geucl) ≤ ∥du∥L2(T ∗Br,g) ≤ K(m+2)/4∥du∥L2(T ∗Br,geucl),

K−(m+2)/4∥u∥H1(Br,geucl) ≤ ∥u∥H1(Br,g) ≤ K(m+2)/4∥u∥H1(Br,geucl)

for all φ ∈ L2(∂Br, ι
∗
rg), u ∈ L2(Br, g) resp. u ∈ H1(Br, g). Here ιr : ∂Br ↪→ Br denotes

the natural embedding, and ι∗rg resp. ι∗rgeucl the induced metric on ∂Br.

Proof. Let (r, θ) ∈ (0, r0) × S be polar coordinates around p ∈ X, then we can write
g = dr2 + ι∗rg. Moreover, we have geucl = dr2 + ι∗rgeucl and ι

∗
rgeucl = r2gS is the (scaled)

standard metric on S. From (B.1b) we conclude

K−m/2rm−1 dgS = K−m/2 d(ι∗rgeucl) ≤ d(ι∗rg) ≤ Km/2 d(ι∗rgeucl) = Km/2rm−1 dgS and

K−m/2 dgeucl = K−m/2rm−1 dr dgS ≤ dg ≤ Km/2rm−1 dr dgS = Km/2 dgeucl

for the (m− 1)- resp. m-dimensional volume measure and

K−1|ξ|2geucl ≤ |ξ|2gx ≤ K|ξ|2geucl
for the squared norm on the cotangent bundle. The claimed estimates follow now from
the definition of the norms. □

Appendix C. Norm convergence of operators on varying
Hilbert spaces

We briefly define here the concept of quasi-unitary equivalence, which gives a notion of
“distance” between two closed non-negative quadratic forms. For more details, we refer
to [KhP18, AP21] or the monograph [P12]. Moreover, we define a general framework
which assures a generalised norm resolvent convergence for operators ∆ε converging
to ∆0 as ε → 0. For a comparison of this concept and a similar one introduced by
Weidmann [W00, Sec. 9.3], we refer to [PZ22] and [PZ24]. Here, each operator ∆ε acts
in a Hilbert space Hε for ε ≥ 0; and the Hilbert spaces are allowed to depend on ε.
In typical applications, the Hilbert spaces Hε are of the form L2(Xε) for some metric
measure space Xε which is considered as a perturbation of a “limit” metric measure
space X0; and typically, there is a topological transition between ε > 0 and ε = 0.

In order to define the convergence, we define a sort of “distance” δ = δε between

∆̃ := ∆ε and ∆ := ∆0, in the sense that if δε → 0 then ∆ε converges to ∆0 in the
above-mentioned generalised norm resolvent sense.

Let H and H̃ be two separable Hilbert spaces. We say that (d,H 1) is an energy
form in H if d is a closed, non-negative quadratic form in H with domain H 1, i.e., if
d(f) := d(f, f) ≥ 0 for some sesquilinear form d : H 1×H 1 −→ C, denoted by the same
symbol, with H 1 =: dom d endowed with the norm defined by

∥f∥21 := ∥f∥2H 1 := ∥f∥2H + d(f), (C.1)

so H 1 is itself a Hilbert space and a dense set in H . We call the corresponding non-
negative, self-adjoint operator by ∆ (see e.g. [K66, Sec. VI.2]) the energy operator associ-

ated with (d,H 1). Similarly, let (d̃, H̃ 1) be an energy form in H̃ with energy operator

∆̃.
Associated with an energy operator ∆, we can define a natural scale of Hilbert spaces

H k defined via the abstract Sobolev norms

∥f∥H k := ∥f∥k := ∥(∆ + 1)k/2f∥.
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Here, we only need the cases k ∈ {0, 1, 2}. In particular, H 0 = H , H 1 = dom d and the
norms ∥f∥H 1 = ∥f∥1 agree (the latter in the sense of (C.1)). Finally, H 2 = dom∆ and
∥f∥H 2 is equivalent with the graph norm of ∆ (see [P12, Sec. 3.2] for details). Similarly,

we denote by H̃ k the scale of Hilbert spaces associated with ∆̃.
We denote by σ(∆) the spectrum of the energy operator and by R = (∆ + 1)−1 its

resolvent in −1; we use similar notations for ∆̃.
We now need a pair of so-called identification or transplantation operators acting on

the Hilbert spaces and also a pair of identification operators acting on the form domains.
Note that our definition is slightly more general than the ones in [P12, Secs. 4.1, 4.2 and
4.4]. The new point here is that we allow the (somehow “smoothing”) resolvent power
of order k/2 on the right hand side in (C.2d) also for k > 0.

C.1. Definition (quasi-unitary equivalence of forms). Let δ ≥ 0, and let J : H −→ H̃

and J ′ : H̃ −→ H be linear bounded operators. Moreover, let J1 : H 1 −→ H̃ 1 and

J ′1 : H̃ 1 −→ H 1 be linear bounded operators on the energy form domains.

(i) We say that J is δ-quasi-unitary with δ-quasi-adjoint J ′ if

∥Jf∥ ≤ (1 + δ)∥f∥,
∣∣⟨Jf, u⟩ − ⟨f, J ′u⟩

∣∣ ≤ δ∥f∥∥u∥ (f ∈ H , u ∈ H̃ ), (C.2a)

∥f − J ′Jf∥ ≤ δ∥f∥1, ∥u− JJ ′u∥ ≤ δ∥u∥1 (f ∈ H 1, u ∈ H̃ 1). (C.2b)

(ii) We say that J1 and J ′1 are δ-compatible with the identification operators J and
J ′ if

∥J1f − Jf∥ ≤ δ∥f∥1, ∥J ′1u− J ′u∥ ≤ δ∥u∥1 (f ∈ H 1, u ∈ H̃ 1). (C.2c)

(iii) We say that the energy forms d and d̃ are δ-close (of order 2) if∣∣d̃(J1f, u)− d(f, J ′1u)
∣∣ ≤ δ∥f∥2∥u∥1 (f ∈ H 2, u ∈ H̃ 1). (C.2d)

(iv) We say that d and d̃ (or sometimes that ∆ and ∆̃) are δ-quasi unitarily equivalent
(of order 2), if (C.2a)–(C.2d) are fulfilled, i.e.,

• if there exists identification operators J and J ′ such that J is δ-quasi unitary
with δ-adjoint J ′ (i.e., (C.2a)–(C.2b) hold);

• if there exists identification operators J1 and J ′1 which are δ-compatible
with J and J ′ (i.e., (C.2c) holds);

• and if d and d̃ are δ-close (of order k) (i.e., (C.2d) holds).

C.2. Remark. There is an asymmetry in the order in (C.2d), namely f appears in the
graph norm ∥f∥2 on the right hand side, while u appears only in the quadratic form
norm ∥u∥1; for a discussion of this point we refer to [AP21, Rem. 2.7]; moreover we
believe that — similarly as in [AP21, Rem. 4.4] — an estimate as in (C.2d) with ∥f∥2
replaced by the quadratic form norm ∥f∥1 would not be enough. Nevertheless, higher
orders ∥f∥k for k ≥ 3 are possible, but then estimate (C.3a) in the next proposition is

only true with JR− R̃J replaced by (JR− R̃J)Rk−2.
The property of quasi-unitary equivalence for quadratic forms give convergence of the

related operators:
C.3. Proposition (resolvent estimate, cf. [AP21, Prps. 2.2 and 2.5]). Let d and d̃ be δ-quasi
unitarily equivalent (of order 2), then the following holds true:∥∥JR− R̃J

∥∥ ≤ 7δ and (C.3a)∥∥(∆̃ + 1)1/2
(
J1R− R̃J

)∥∥ ≤ 6δ. (C.3b)

One can define a slightly different version of quasi-unitary equivalence (see [PZ24,
Sec. 5]). If the identification operator J is a partial isometry (an equivalent character-
isation is JJ∗J = J , see [PZ22, Lem. 2.1]), then our definition Definition C.1 implies
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the new one. We now use the unitary equivalence concept to define convergence and
conclude:
C.4. Theorem (spectral convergence). Assume that (dn)n is a sequence of energy forms
such that each dn is δn-quasi unitarily equivalent with partial isometric identification
operators, then

dHausd(σ•((∆n + 1)−1), σ•((∆ + 1)−1) ≤ 7
√
3 · δn (C.4)

Here, dHausd is the Hausdorff distance of two sets, σ•(∆) stands for the entire spectrum
or the essential spectrum of ∆ and similarly for ∆n.
If λ ∈ σdisc(∆) is an eigenvalue of multiplicity µ > 0, then there exist µ eigenvalues

(not necessarily all distinct) λn,j, j = 1 . . . µ, such that λn,j → λ as n → ∞. (with
convergence speed δn as above). In particular, if µ = 1 and if ψ ∈ H is the corresponding
normalised eigenvector, then there exists a sequence of normalised eigenvectors ψn of ∆n

such that

∥Jψ − ψn∥ ≤ cδn, ∥J ′ψn − ψ∥ ≤ c′δn, ∥J1ψ − ψn∥1 ≤ c′1δn. (C.5)

where c,c′ and c′1 > 0 are universal constants depending only on λ and the distance of λ
from the remaining spectrum of ∆.

Proof. Is is shown in [PZ22, Thm. 2.12, Thm. 3.9] that quasi-unitary equivalence as in
Definition C.1 implies a generalised resolvent convergence defined by Weidmann [W00,
Sec. 9.3]. If the identification operator J is a partial isometry, then the convergence
speed is the same, and one has a slightly stronger version of quasi-unitary equivalence
(see [PZ24, Sec. 5]). Using now [PZ24, Thm. F] we conclude that the Hausdorff distance
of the resolvent spectra can be estimated by

√
3 times the resolvent difference (C.3a)

(see [PZ24, Thm. C]). The energy norm estimate on eigenfunctions in (C.5) follows
from [PS18, Thm. 2.6] □
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20 (1987), 271–280.
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