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Abstract. We generalize the Cheeger inequality, a lower bound on the first
nontrivial eigenvalue of a Laplacian, to the case of geometric sub-Laplacians on
rank-varying Carnot-Carathéodory spaces and we describe a concrete method
to lower bound the Cheeger constant. The proof is geometric, and works for
Dirichlet, Neumann and mixed boundary conditions. One of the main technical
tools in the proof is a generalization of Courant’s nodal domain theorem, which
is proven from scratch for Neumann and mixed boundary conditions. Carnot
groups and the Baouendi-Grushin cylinder are treated as examples.
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1. Introduction

In this article, we are concerned with the spectrum of the sub-Laplacian, which is
a generalization of the Laplace-Beltrami operator. In particular, we aim to gen-
eralize the Cheeger inequality [9] to possible rank-varying Carnot-Carathéodory
(CC) spaces. In the Euclidean case, the Cheeger inequality is a geometric lower
bound on the lowest eigenvalue of a bounded domain Ω ⊆ Rn. For Dirichlet
boundary conditions, it says that

λD1 (Ω) ≥
1

4
hD(Ω)

2,

where

hD(Ω) = inf
A

Voln−1(∂A)

Voln(A)

and the infimum is taken over all A ⊆ Ω compactly contained and with piecewise
smooth boundary. We will prove the corresponding inequalities for bounded do-
mains in CC-spaces with either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions.

Sub-Laplacians on CC-spaces have gotten quite some attention lately due to their
interesting spectral properties, see for example [10, 5, 30, 15, 12]. The Cheeger
inequality is a classical geometric bound on the low-lying spectrum, together with
for example Faber-Krahn and Szegö-Weinberger. Finding such inequalities is one
of the main topics in the field of spectral geometry, and not a lot has been done
in the case of CC-spaces (but see for example [21]). Besides spectral geometry,
the Cheeger constant of a manifold comes up in many other problems across very
different mathematical realms. For a nice overview, we refer to [14] and references
therein.

A CC-space (also sub-Riemannian manifold) can be understood as a manifold
M together with a bracket-generating family of vector fields X1, . . . , Xm, i.e. any
X ∈ TpM is eventually obtained by taking iterated Lie brackets of the Xj’s. We
give more precise definitions in Section 2.1. The sub-Laplacian is obtained, like
in the Euclidean case, by taking “divergence of gradient”. Indeed, the horizontal
gradient of a function can be defined as

∇Hu =
m∑
i=1

(Xiu)Xi (1.1)

and the divergence is taken w.r.t. some fixed volume form ω on M :

LXω = divω(X) ω. (1.2)

In the above equation, LX denotes the Lie derivative. The (geometric) sub-
Laplacian is then ∆u := divω(∇Hu).



CHEEGER INEQUALITY IN CC-SPACES 3

Fixing a connected bounded domain Ω ⊆ M , together with either Dirichlet,
Neumann or mixed boundary conditions, the spectrum σ(−∆) is discrete

λ1(Ω) ≤ λ2(Ω) ≤ . . . ↑ ∞
For Dirichlet and mixed boundary conditions, λ1(Ω) > 0, while for Neumann
boundary conditions, λ1(Ω) = 0, corresponding to constant functions.

While the overarching structure of the proof follows the same flavor of the clas-
sical Euclidean construction, its adaptation to CC-spaces requires several results
to be revisited and reproven in the more general setting. Some of these are of
interest in their own right, for example, the nodal domain theorem [11], which
was obtained in [12] for the Dirichlet case and which we here generalize to more
general boundary conditions. For the precise statement, we refer to Section 3.

Cheeger-type inequalities for CC-spaces were already considered in the case of
Carnot groups by [28] and in an even more general setting by [14]. What distin-
guishes this paper from [14] is our main aim and the resulting different generaliza-
tions. In [14], the authors were looking for the minimal assumptions to establish
Cheeger inequalities, while here we look for a robust and geometric argument
that allows us to also look at different boundary conditions. It is worth observing
that that the constant 1

4
in [14, Equation (1.5)], i.e.(

h(Ω)

2

)2

≤ λ1(Ω)

is the same that we obtain using our method.

Our main results are a generalization of Courant’s theorem to CC-spaces with
mixed or Neumann boundary conditions, and the Neumann-Cheeger inequality
for CC-spaces. The proof of Courant’s theorem requires some analytical assump-
tions on the CC-structure. We say that assumption (S) is satisfied if:

(S) Either Ω = M or the boundary of Ω is smooth and contains no charac-
teristic points, i.e. no points such that

Tp(∂Ω) ⊆ Dp = span{X1(p), . . . , Xm(p)}.
We say that assumption (C) is satisfied if:

(C) Either the topological dimension of M is 2, or the manifold, the volume
form ω and the vector fields X1, . . . , Xm defining the sub-Riemannian
structure are all real-analytic.

Under these two assumptions, we will be able to prove that an eigenfunction u of
the sub-Laplacian corresponding to λ = λk has at most k nodal domains, as in
[12]. We also extend a recent result of [17] to mixed boundary conditions, which
allows us to prove Courant’s theorem without relying on assumption (S).

The main result is the following:
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Theorem 1.1 (Neumann-Cheeger inequality). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M
be a connected bounded domain with smooth boundary. Assume that (C) holds.
Then, we have

λN2 (Ω) ≥
1

4
hN(Ω)

2 (1.3)

where

hN(Ω) = inf
Σ

σ(Σ)

min{ω(Ω1), ω(Ω2)}
(1.4)

where the infimum is taken over all smooth (not necessarily connected) hypersur-
faces Σ ⊆ Ω that separate Ω into two disjoint open sets Ω1 and Ω2.

1

The usefulness of this lower bound depends on one’s ability to compute or esti-
mate the Cheeger constant. In section 6, we present a general method of obtaining
lower bounds on it in terms of “test vector fields”, which is inspired by the work
of [20].

In the Euclidean case, the Cheeger inequality is sharp [24, Section 5.2.2]. More-
over, in the case of closed Riemannian manifolds, we have the following opti-
mality result due to Buser [7]: For all h > 0, ε > 0 and k ∈ N, there is a
closed 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold which has Cheeger constant h and
λk+1(M) < h2

4
+ ε. We expect sharpness in the CC-case to be a delicate and

complex problem, which we decided to postpone to future research. In Section 7,
however, we look at some model examples to test our results in context.

The main examples of CC-spaces are the Heisenberg group

X =
∂

∂x
+ 2y

∂

∂z
, Y =

∂

∂y
− 2x

∂

∂z

on R3 and the Grushin plane

X =
∂

∂x
, Y = x

∂

∂y

on R2. It is easy to see that both these families are bracket-generating. In the
first case, we have that the rank

r(p) := dim span{X(p), Y (p)} = 2

at every point, and that the missing direction is always obtained by taking one
bracket. We hence say that the Heisenberg group is equiregular. More gener-
ally, Carnot groups are a class of equiregular CC-spaces. The Grushin plane is
rank-varying, as one can see from the vanishing of Y at x = 0. In Section 7,
we study Carnot groups and the Grushin cylinder (where one direction of the
Grushin plane is compactified to a circle) in detail. In particular, we compute
the spectrum of (0, 1) × S1 equipped with the Grushin structure and a regular

1The surface measure σ is defined in Section 5.



CHEEGER INEQUALITY IN CC-SPACES 5

volume form.

Throughout the paper, we assume that all CC-spaces come equipped with a fixed
smooth volume form ω. In general, there is no canonical way to choose ω. For
Carnot groups, the natural choice is the left Haar measure. For the Grushin
plane, note that X and Y are linearly independent almost everywhere, so they
define an orthonormal frame for some Riemannian metric g on R2 \ {x = 0}.
The “natural” volume form is then the Riemannian volume associated to g, i.e.
ω = dx∧dy

x
. However, this volume is not smooth, hence our results do not apply to

it, though this case is studied, for example in [30, 15]. We take the agnostic point
of view as to which volume form is the “correct” one, and just fix any smooth one.

The article is structured as follows: We start in Section 2 by defining CC-spaces,
generating families and their main properties, and we define the sub-Laplacian.
We then study its self-adjoint extensions and the corresponding boundary con-
ditions. Afterwards, we recall the notion of horizontal perimeter and the co-area
formula, which is an important technical tool. In Section 3, we prove Courant’s
theorem for Neumann and mixed boundary conditions. Then in Sections 4 and
5, we state and prove Cheeger’s inequality for Dirichlet and Neumann boundary
conditions respectively. In Section 6, we present a method of obtaining lower
bounds on the Cheeger constant. Finally, in Section 7, we consider how the
Cheeger inequality applies to Carnot groups and to the Gruhsin cylinder.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Carnot-Carathéodory spaces. We start by giving a very general defini-
tion of a CC-space. After that, we introduce the concept of a generating family,
which should make things more transparent.

Definition 2.1. Let M be either Rn or a smooth, connected, compact manifold

without boundary. A horizontal structure on M is a pair (U, f) where U
πU−→M

is a Euclidean vector bundle over M , and f : U → TM is a morphism of vector
bundles. The set of horizontal vector fields is defined to be

XH(M) = {f ◦ σ : σ ∈ Γ(U)} ⊆ X(M).

Let Lie(XH(M)) be the smallest Lie subalgebra of X(M) containing XH(M) and
set Dp := {X(p) : X ∈ Lie(XH(M))} ⊆ TpM . We say that (U, f) is bracket-
generating if Dp = TpM for all p ∈ M . A CC-space is a quadruple (M,U, f, ω)
such that (U, f) is a bracket-generating horizontal structure on M and ω ∈
Ωn(M) is a smooth volume form.

Let M be a CC-space and v ∈ Dp. Define the norm

∥v∥ = min{|u| : u ∈ Up and f(u) = v},
where | · | denotes the norm on the fiber Up. It turns out [2, Exercise 3.9] that the
norm ∥ · ∥ is induced by an inner product gp(·, ·) on Dp, which can be recovered
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from the norm by polarization:

gp(X, Y ) =
∥X + Y ∥2 − ∥X − Y ∥2

4
. (2.1)

The CC-metric g is defined pointwise: If X, Y ∈ XH(M), we set

g(X, Y )(p) = gp(X(p), Y (p)).

It is often assumed that the rank r(p) = dim(Dp) is constant across M . In this
case, it is possible to find a local orthonormal frame Y1, . . . , Yk for the distribution.
Although this simplifies life a lot, we do not make this assumption.

Definition 2.2. A curve γ : I → M is called horizontal if there exists a mea-
surable and essentially bounded function u : I → U such that u(t) ∈ Uγ(t) and
γ′(t) = f(u(t)) for almost every t ∈ I. The length of a horizontal curve is

ℓ(γ) :=

∫
I

√
gγ(t)(γ′(t), γ′(t)) dt

Finally, we define the Carnot-Carathéodory distance between two points p, q ∈M
as

dCC(p, q) := inf{ℓ(γ) : γ is a horizontal curve from p to q}

If M is a CC-space, it is a standard result [2, Theorem 3.31] that any two points
of M can be connected by a horizontal curve. Moreover, dCC is a distance func-
tion on M whose induced topology is equivalent to the manifold topology.

Without loss of generality, one may assume that the bundle U is trivial, i.e.
U ≃M × Rm [2, Section 3.1.4]. Let {e1, . . . , em} be a global orthonormal frame
for U, i.e. ei :M → U are sections of U such that

⟨ei(p), ej(p)⟩ = δij,

where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product on the fiberUp. The vector fieldsXi := f◦ei
are called a generating family for the horizontal structure on M . Many concepts
in CC-geometry become clearer if viewed through the lens of a generating family.
For example, any section σ ∈ Γ(U) can be written as σ(p) =

∑m
i=1 ui(p)ei(p) for

smooth functions ui : M → R. Since the map f : U → TM is linear on fibers,
we get

f ◦ σ(p) =
m∑
i=1

ui(p)Xi(p).

That is, any horizontal vector field can be written as a C∞(M)-linear combination
of the generating family. Similarly, a curve γ : I → M is horizontal if there are
functions ui ∈ L∞(I) such that

γ′(t) =
m∑
i=1

ui(t)Xi(γ(t))

for almost every t ∈ I.
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The generating family X1, . . . , Xm is not necessarily orthonormal w.r.t. the sub-
Riemannian metric g. We can only guarantee this in the simple case where f is
injective on fibers. We do however preserve a “completeness”-type relation. We
omit the proof, which comes down to a linear algebra calculation at every point.

Proposition 2.3. Let M be a CC-space with generating family X1, . . . , Xm.
Then,

m∑
i=1

g(Xi, X)Xi = X. (2.2)

for all X ∈ XH(M). In particular, the expression
∑m

i=1 g(Xi, X)Xi is independent
of the generating family.

2.2. Sub-Laplacians. We now turn to spectral geometry. In this subsection, we
shall define the geometric sub-Laplacian, which is a generalization of the Lapla-
cian on Euclidean space Rn in the sense that both can be written as “divergence
of gradient”. Let (M,D, g, ω) be a CC-space. We define the horizontal gradient
of a function u ∈ C∞(M) as the unique horizontal vector field such that

g(∇Hu,X) = Xu, ∀X ∈ XH(M). (2.3)

The horizontal gradient has a simpler expression in terms of a generating family
[2, Exercise 21.1]. The proof follows directly from (2.2).

Proposition 2.4. If X1, . . . , Xm is a generating family, then

∇Hu =
m∑
i=1

(Xiu)Xi. (2.4)

In particular, the expression
∑m

i=1(Xiu)Xi is independent of the generating fam-
ily.

We define the divergence of a vector field w.r.t. the fixed volume form ω by the
equation

LXω = divω(X) · ω, X ∈ X(M), (2.5)

where LX denotes the Lie derivative. Finally, we define the (geometric) sub-
Laplacian as the divergence of the horizontal gradient:

∆u = divω(∇Hu), u ∈ C∞(M). (2.6)

In terms of a generating family, we have [2, p. 577]

∆u =
m∑
i=1

(
X2

i u+ divω(Xi)Xiu
)
, (2.7)

i.e. the sub-Laplacian is the sum of squares
∑m

i=1X
2
i plus a first-order term.

Remark 2.5. The geometric sub-Laplacian belongs to a class of second-order dif-
ferential operators on M . If (X0, X1, . . . , Xm) is any family of bracket-generating
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vector fields onM , then the differential operator L =
∑m

i=1X
2
i +X0 is called a sub-

Laplacian [19] on M . By Hörmander’s theorem [22], any such operator is hypoel-
liptic. In [12], the operator

∑m
i=1X

∗
iXi is considered, where X

∗
i = −Xi−divω(Xi)

is the formal adjoint of Xi. This operator is equal to the geometric sub-Laplacian
if (X1, . . . , Xm) is an orthonormal frame for the distribution.

Let Ω ⊆M be a bounded domain with a smooth boundary. We have the following
[21, p. 13] simple consequence of the divergence theorem:

Proposition 2.6 (Sub-Riemannian Gauss-Green formula). The identity∫
Ω

(∆u)v ω +

∫
Ω

g(∇Hu,∇Hv) ω =

∮
∂Ω

v ι∇Hu ω, (2.8)

holds for all u, v ∈ C∞(Ω).

Let L2(Ω) be the space of functions on Ω which are square-integrable w.r.t. ω.
The symbols ∥ · ∥ and ⟨·, ·⟩ without any subscript denote the L2-norm and inner
product respectively. We now construct the appropriate class of Sobolev spaces
to study sub-Laplacians on Ω. Define

S1(Ω) := {u ∈ L2(Ω) : ∇Hu ∈ L2(Ω)}.
Here, we understand that ∇Hu =

∑m
i=1(Xiu)Xi is defined in the sense of distri-

butions. We equip S1(Ω) with the norm

∥u∥2S1 := ∥u∥2 + ∥∇Hu∥2. (2.9)

We further define S1
0(Ω) as the closure of C∞

0 (Ω) taken w.r.t. the S1-norm. As
in the Euclidean case, functions in S1

0(Ω) effectively satisfy Dirichlet boundary
conditions. We will also need to discuss mixed boundary conditions. These are
encoded in the space C∞

0,Γ(Ω) of smooth functions whose support doesn’t intersect

Γ:
C∞

0,Γ(Ω) := {u ∈ C∞(Ω) : supp(u) ∩ Γ = ∅},
where Γ ⊆ ∂Ω is assumed to have finitely many connected components. We then
define the corresponding space S1

0,Γ(Ω) as the closure of C∞
0,Γ(Ω) taken w.r.t. the

S1-norm.

Proposition 2.7. Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M open. Then, S1(Ω), S1
0(Ω)

and S1
0,Γ(Ω) are Hilbert spaces.

Proof. The fact that S1(Ω) is a Hilbert space is a standard fact, see e.g. [18, p.
1083]. Further, S1

0(Ω) and S
1
0,Γ(Ω) are closed subspaces of S1(Ω), so they are also

complete. □

The next Lemma will play an important role in the proof of Courant’s theorem
(Section 3):

Lemma 2.8 (Vanishing Lemma). Let u ∈ S1(Ω). Suppose that for all y ∈ Γ
and for all ε > 0 there exists a neighborhood U of y such that |u(x)| < ε for all
x ∈ U ∩ Ω. Then, u ∈ S1

0,Γ(Ω).
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When Γ = ∂Ω, this becomes a Lemma about S1
0(Ω). It was proven in [17], and

their method of proof carries over to the case of mixed boundary conditions.
Without loss of generality, u ≥ 0. The function uε = min(0, u− ε) approximates
u in S1-norm, and it lies in S1

0,Γ(Ω) for all ε > 0. Note that uε ∈ S1(Ω) and

supp(uε) ∩ Γ = ∅, so smooth functions approximating uε can be taken to lie in
C∞

0,Γ(Ω). This shows that uε ∈ S1
0,Γ(Ω), completing the proof. For more details,

see [17, p. 12].

2.3. Quadratic form and extension. We use the notation S1
•(Ω) to denote

either S1(Ω), S1
0(Ω) or S

1
0,Γ(Ω). These spaces correspond to Neumann, Dirichlet

and mixed boundary conditions respectively. For each boundary condition, we
define a self-adjoint extension of the sub-Laplacian (defined initially on C∞(Ω))
using quadratic forms. Define

q•Ω(u, v) := ⟨∇Hu,∇Hv⟩L2 =

∫
Ω

g(∇Hu,∇Hv) ω u, v ∈ S1
•(Ω). (2.10)

Further, the shorthand q•Ω(u) means q•Ω(u, u). For specific instances of the qua-

dratic form, we use qDΩ , q
N
Ω , and qZ,ΓΩ respectively. Using this quadratic form, we

define self-adjoint extensions of the sub-Laplacian, which are called Friedrichs
extensions [4, Section 3.4.3] in the literature. Let

D(−∆•) = {u ∈ S1
•(Ω) : v 7→ qΩ(v, u) extends to a bounded linear map on L2(Ω)}.

The corresponding operator is defined by the Riesz representation theorem [4,
Theorem 2.28]. If u ∈ D(−∆•),

∃! w ∈ L2(Ω) : qΩ(v, u) = ⟨v, w⟩, ∀v ∈ S1
•(Ω)

and we define −∆•u := w. In case of specific boundary conditions, we use the
notation ∆D,∆N or ∆Z,Γ.

The following well-known results from spectral theory are recalled here for later
convenience:

Theorem 2.9 (Weak spectral theorem). Let Ω ⊆ M be a bounded domain with
a smooth boundary. The operator −∆• : D(−∆•) → L2(Ω) is a self-adjoint
extension of the sub-Laplacian. The spectrum is discrete,

0 ≤ λ•1(Ω) ≤ λ•2(Ω) ≤ . . . ↑ ∞ (2.11)

counted with multiplicity. Moreover, L2(Ω) admits an orthonormal basis of eigen-
functions {un ∈ L2(Ω) : n ∈ N} of −∆•.

Theorem 2.10 (Min-max principle). Let Ω ⊆ M be a bounded domain with a
smooth boundary. A function u ∈ S1

•(Ω) \ {0} is an eigenfunction corresponding
to λ•1(Ω) if and only if u minimizes the Rayleigh quotient

R•
Ω[u] :=

q•Ω(u)

∥u∥2
=

∥∇Hu∥2

∥u∥2
(2.12)
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over the form domain S1
•(Ω). In this case, R•

Ω[u] = λ•1(Ω). For the higher eigen-
values, let Lk−1 := span{u1, . . . , uk−1}. A function u ∈ S1

•(Ω) \ {0} is an eigen-
function corresponding to λ•k(Ω) if and only if u minimizes the Rayleigh quotient
over (S1

•(Ω) \ {0}) ∩ L⊥
k−1, and in this case λ•k(Ω) = R•

Ω[u].

The proof proceeds as in [12]. Dirichlet or Neumann eigenvalues are denoted by
λDk (Ω) and λNk (Ω) respectively. For mixed boundary conditions with Dirichlet
conditions on Γ, the eigenvalues are denoted λZk (Ω,Γ).

2.4. Boundary conditions. The min-max principle above makes no reference
to boundary conditions. However, the choice of domain for the quadratic form,
and hence for the operator, forces a particular choice of boundary conditions.
Choosing S1

0(Ω) enforces Dirichlet boundary conditions: eigenfunctions of this
problem vanish on ∂Ω. The case of Neumann boundary conditions is a bit more
subtle. In the Euclidean case, using H1(Ω) as the form domain enforces Neumann
boundary conditions, i.e. ∂nu = 0 on ∂Ω, where n denotes the outward pointing
normal vector field to ∂Ω. In this subsection, we see how this is generalized to
sub-Laplacians. We start by introducing the correct notion of a normal vector.

Definition 2.11 (Horizontal normal). Let M be a CC-space and Σ ⊆ M a
smooth hypersurface. We say that p ∈ Σ is a characteristic point of Σ ifDp ⊆ TpΣ.
If p ∈ Σ is non-characteristic, we define a horizontal normal to Σ as a unit vector
nH(p) in Dp orthogonal to Dp∩TpΣ. If p ∈ Σ is characteristic, we set nH(p) = 0.

Remark 2.12. In the above definition, we have restricted everything to the space
Dp, on which we have a well-defined inner product gp. We have hence defined
nH(p) uniquely up to a sign. Indeed, for a non-characteristic point, Dp + TpΣ =
TpM , hence Dp ∩ TpΣ ⊆ Dp has codimension 1.

We now turn to the generalization of Neumann boundary conditions:

Proposition 2.13. Let Ω ⊆M be a bounded domain with smooth boundary. As-
sume that u ∈ D(−∆N)∩C∞(Ω̄). Then, horizontal Neumann boundary conditions
hold on ∂Ω, i.e.

g(∇Hu,nH) = 0, on ∂Ω. (2.13)

Proof. From (2.8), it is clear that ι∇Huω = 0 as an (n−1)-form on ∂Ω. It remains
to prove (2.13) from this. Fix p ∈ ∂Ω. If p is characteristic, then nH(p) = 0,
so we may assume p is non-characteristic. Write ∇Hu(p) = anH(p) + v, where
v ∈ Dp ∩ Tp(∂Ω) and choose a basis v1, . . . ,vn−1 for Tp(∂Ω). Note that

0 = (ι∇Huω)p(v1, . . . ,vn−1) = ωp(∇Hu(p),v1, . . . ,vn−1)

= a ωp(nH(p),v1, . . . ,vn−1) + ωp(v,v1, . . . ,vn−1),

where the last term is zero because {v,v1, . . . ,vn−1} is linearly dependent. The
proof is completed by noting that a = g(∇Hu,nH) = 0. □
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2.5. Co-area formula. Let Ω ⊆ M be an open subset of a CC-space with a
smooth boundary, and let (X1, . . . , Xm) be a generating family. In this subsec-
tion, we state our main technical tool, which is a version of the co-area formula.
This formula involves a decomposition of Ω into level sets {x ∈ Ω : u(x) = t}
where u is a smooth function. In order to define a measure on these hypersurfaces
that is compatible with the CC-structure, we first discuss the notion of horizontal
perimeter. This discussion is based on [18].

Define
F (Ω) := {φ = (φ1, . . . , φm) ∈ C∞

0 (Ω,Rm) : ∥φ∥∞ ≤ 1}
where

∥φ∥∞ = sup
x∈Ω

(
m∑
i=1

|φj(x)|2
)1/2

For u ∈ L1(Ω), define the horizontal variation

VarH(u; Ω) := sup
φ∈F (Ω)

∫
Ω

u(x)
m∑
j=1

X∗
jφj(x) ω, (2.14)

where X∗
j = −Xj − divω(Xj) is the formal adjoint of Xj [29, Section 10.1]. The

space of functions of bounded horizontal variation

BVH(Ω) := {u ∈ L1(Ω) : VarH(u; Ω) <∞}
is a Banach space under the norm ∥u∥BV = ∥u∥L1 +VarH(u; Ω) [18].

Suppose that u is a smooth function. The first order of business is to rewrite the
horizontal variation in terms of the horizontal gradient.

Proposition 2.14. Let Ω ⊆ M be an open subset of a CC-space with a smooth
boundary and let u be a smooth function. Then,∫

Ω

u(x)
m∑
j=1

X∗
jφj(x) ω =

∫
Ω

m∑
j=1

φjXju ω −
∮
∂Ω

u
m∑
j=1

φjιXj
ω (2.15)

for all φ = (φ1, . . . , φm) ∈ F (Ω). Hence,

VarH(u; Ω) = sup
X

{∫
Ω

Xu ω −
∮
∂Ω

u ιXω

}
(2.16)

where the supremum is over all horizontal vector fields X =
∑m

i=1 φiXi with
φ = (φ1, . . . , φm) ∈ F (Ω). The supremum (2.16) is attained when X is parallel
to ∇Hu, and thus

VarH(u; Ω) =

∫
Ω

|∇Hu| ω. (2.17)

Proof. Equation (2.15) is a consequence of the divergence theorem and (2.16) is
clear from (2.15). For the last statement, assume first that u ∈ C∞

0 (Ω) so that the
boundary term vanishes. Fix a point p ∈ Ω. For any horizontal vector field X,
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we have |Xu(p)| = |gp(∇Hu,X)| = |∇Hu||X| cosϑ. Thus, to maximize |Xu(p)|
for horizontal vector fields of fixed norm, one needs to choose X parallel to ∇Hu
and of maximal length. Hence,

VarH(u; Ω) =

∫
Ω

1

|∇Hu|
(∇Hu)(u) ω =

∫
Ω

1

|∇Hu|
g(∇Hu,∇Hu) ω =

∫
Ω

|∇Hu| ω.

In the general case, we can approximate u by functions in C∞
0 (Ω) to deduce the

result. □

If E ⊆M is measurable, then we define the horizontal perimeter of E relative to
Ω by

PH(E; Ω) := VarH(χE; Ω)

where χE is the characteristic function of E. Note that the horizontal perimeter
of a set is not necessarily finite. Assume that E ⊆ M is an open set with a
smooth boundary. A similar computation as in (2.15) shows that

PH(E; Ω) = sup
φ∈F (Ω)

∮
∂E

m∑
i=1

φi ιXi
ω. (2.18)

Lemma 2.15. The supremum in (2.18) is attained when φ|∂E is a horizontal
normal nH to ∂E making the integral in (2.18) positive.

Proof. First, suppose that p ∈ ∂E is a characteristic point, i.e. Dp ⊆ Tp(∂E). In
this case, if v1, . . . , vn−1 ∈ Tp(∂E), the set {φp, v1, . . . , vn−1} is linearly dependent
since φp ∈ Dp. Thus, (ιφω)p = 0 for all φ ∈ F (Ω) and we can choose any value
we like for φp at a characteristic point.

Now suppose that p ∈ ∂E is non-characteristic. We can decompose uniquely
φp = anH(p) + v where v ∈ Dp ∩ Tp(∂E). Note that ιvω vanishes on ∂Ω, so
to maximize ιφω over all horizontal vectors φ with ∥φ∥ ≤ 1, we should choose
a = ±1 depending on orientation. □

We have hence proven the identity

PH(E; Ω) =

∮
∂E

ιnH
ω, (2.19)

where the sign of nH has been chosen to make the integral (2.19) positive. We
now state the co-area formula:

Theorem 2.16 (Co-area formula). For any u ∈ BVH(Ω), we have

VarH(u; Ω) =

∫
R
PH({x ∈ Ω : u(x) > t}; Ω) dt . (2.20)

If further Ω ⊆M is an open set with a smooth boundary and u ∈ C∞(Ω), then∫
Ω

|∇Hu| ω =

∫
R
PH({x ∈ Ω : u(x) > t}; Ω) dt . (2.21)

Proof. Equation (2.20) is a result of [26, Theorem 2.5.1], and (2.21) follows from
(2.20) and Proposition 2.14. □
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3. Courant’s nodal domain theorem

In order to prove generalizations of the Cheeger inequality, we need to make use
of Courant’s nodal domain theorem. Typically, the proofs are only written down
in the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions. Since Courant’s theorem is inter-
esting in its own right, we decided to give full proofs here. The structure of the
proof draws from [12], but it has been extended to the case of Neumann or mixed
boundary conditions.

Let M be a CC-space and let Ω ⊆ M be a bounded connected domain with a
smooth boundary. Let u be an eigenfunction of the spectral problem −∆•u = λu
on Ω corresponding to λ = λk. It does not matter if we consider Dirichlet,
Neumann or mixed boundary conditions. Denote by Zu the nodal set of u, i.e.

Zu := {p ∈ Ω : u(p) = 0}.

The connected components of Ω \ Zu are referred to as nodal domains of u.
Courant’s theorem states that u has at most k nodal domains. Because of the
analytical assumptions (S) and (C), we have

Theorem 3.1 (cf. [12] Section 1.3). If (S) is satisfied, then eigenfunctions of
−∆• are smooth up to the boundary ∂Ω. If (C) is satisfied, then the unique
continuation property holds, i.e. any solution to (∆• − λ)u = 0 that vanishes on
a nonempty open subset of Ω vanishes identically in Ω.

Remark 3.2. For Carnot groups, we have a diffeomorphism F : Rn → G by some
system of graded exponential coordinates. Thus, a bounded domain Ω ⊆ G can
never be all of M , and assumption (S) reduces to the boundary of Ω being non-
characteristic. Moreover, in the system of coordinates given by F , the vector fields
X1, . . . , Xm have polynomial coefficients [8, Proposition 2.4]. Thus, assumption
(C) is superfluous for Carnot groups.

The existence of certain cutoff functions is needed several times in our proofs.
We state here the precise properties that we require from these functions. The
proof of their existence is the same as in [3], but replacing the distance to ∂Ω
with the distance to Γ ̸= ∅.

Lemma 3.3. Let M be either Rn or a closed manifold, and Ω ⊆ M an open
bounded subset with piecewise smooth boundary. Let Γ ⊆ ∂Ω be a non-empty
subset with finitely many connected components. Fixing a Riemannian metric ḡ
on M , there exist functions χn ∈ C∞

0 (Ω) such that

(1) χn(x) = 1 for dḡ(x,Γ) ≥ 1
n
;

(2) χn(x) = 0 for dḡ(x,Γ) ≤ 1
2n
;

(3) ∥∇ḡχn∥∞ ≤ Cn;
(4) ∥∇2

ḡχn∥∞ ≤ Cn2.

In particular, we have that ∥Xiχn∥∞ ≤ Cn and ∥X∗
i χn∥ ≤ Cn and ∥∆χn∥∞ ≤

Cn2 for all i = 1, 2, . . . ,m and all n ∈ N.
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Figure 1. A domain Ω ⊆M with nodal set Zu in red and Dirichlet
boundary conditions enforced on Γ ⊆ ∂Ω in orange. One of the
nodal domains is separated from the boundary of Ω, while the other
two touch it.

3.1. First proof. We now state Courant’s theorem, and prove it in two different
ways. This first proof follows closely [12].

Theorem 3.4 (Courant’s nodal domain theorem). Let M be a CC-space. Let
Ω ⊆ M be an open connected domain with smooth boundary, and suppose that
assumptions (S) and (C) hold. Let u be an eigenfunction of the spectral problem
−∆•u = λu with Dirichlet, Neumann, or mixed boundary conditions correspond-
ing to λ = λ•k(Ω). Then, u has at most k nodal domains.

Remark 3.5. As we will see in the second proof, assumption (S) is superfluous.

Consider the most general case of mixed boundary conditions. Let Γ ⊆ ∂Ω denote
the part of the boundary where we enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions. Let
u be an eigenfunction of −∆• and let Ωi be a nodal domain. We consider two
cases, as in Figure 1:

(1) Ωi ∩ ∂Ω = ∅
(2) Ωi ∩ ∂Ω ̸= ∅

In the first case, the boundary of Ωi is a subset of Zu, so that u|Ωi
solves a spectral

problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions. In this case, u|Ωi
∈ S1

0(Ωi). This
case is treaded in detail in [12], hence we focus on the second case, where instead
u|Ωi

solves a mixed spectral problem on Ωi. Dirichlet boundary conditions are
enforced on Γi := Ωi ∩ (Γ ∪ Zu), and we will show that u|Ωi

∈ S1
0,Γi

(Ωi).

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that (S) holds. Consider an eigenfunction u for −∆•
corresponding to λk and a nodal domain Ωi. Then, the restriction u|Ωi

belongs
to the space S1

0,Γi
(Ωi), where Γi is defined above. Moreover, u|Ωi

∈ D(−∆Z,Γi
)

and it is an eigenfunction corresponding to λk. Furthermore, if ψi is defined by
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equation

ψi(x) :=

{
u(x), x ∈ Ωi

0, otherwise
(3.1)

then ψi ∈ S1
•(Ω).

Proof. Throughout this proof, we fix i and consider the nodal domain Ωi. Denote
by v the restriction u|Ωi

. Note that, by (S), the function v is smooth up to the
boundary ∂Ωi, as it is the restriction of u, which is smooth up to ∂Ω. The first
step is to prove that v ∈ S1

0,Γi
(Ωi).

Take cutoff functions χn as in Lemma 3.3 applied to Ωi, and define un = χn · v.
It is clear that un ∈ C∞

0,Γi
(Ωi). The same estimates as in [3, Lemma 2.0.1] show

that un
n→∞−−−→ v in S1-norm. For example, note that

∥Xj(un − v)∥ = ∥Xj((1− χn)v)∥ ≤ ∥Xj(1− χn) · v∥+ ∥(1− χn) ·Xjv∥

for all j. The second term tends to zero because Xjv ∈ L2. The function
Xj(1−χn) has support only close to Γi, where v vanishes. Thus, the mean value
theorem can be used to show that the first term also goes to zero as n→ ∞. For
the details, see [3, page 5]2. Thus, ∇Hun → ∇Hv in L2 and v ∈ S1

0,Γi
(Ωi).

To prove that v ∈ D(−∆Z,Γ), we have to prove that w 7→ qZ,Γi

Ωi
(v, w) extends to

a bounded linear map on L2. First, let w ∈ C∞
0,Γi

(Ωi). Recalling that un → v, we
have be definition

qΩi
(v, w) = lim

n→∞
qΩi

(χn · v, w)

= lim
n→∞

∫
Ωi

g(∇H(χn · v),∇Hw) ω

= lim
n→∞

∫
Ωi

−∆un · w ω + ((((((((
boundary term

= lim
n→∞

⟨∆un, w⟩ = ⟨∆v, w⟩ = −λk⟨v, w⟩.

where the boundary term is zero because of Proposition 2.13. By density, the
result extends to S1

0,Γi
(Ωi). We conclude that w 7→ qZ,Γi

Ωi
(v, w) is bounded and

that u is an eigenfunction corresponding to λk.

Finally, we show that the function ψi ∈ S1
0,Γ(Ω) so that it is a valid test function

in the min-max principle. Define the function ψn,i by

ψn,i(x) :=

{
un(x), x ∈ Ωi

0, otherwise

2For the convenience of the reader, the mean value theorem is called le théorème des ac-
croissements finis in French.
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It is clear that ψn,i ∈ C∞
0,Γ(Ω) and that ψn,i → ψi tends to ψi in S

1-norm, so the
proof is complete. □

Proof of Courant’s theorem. Consider the case of mixed boundary conditions.
Let u be an eigenfunction associated to λk = λZ,Γk (Ω) where Γ ⊆ ∂Ω has finitely
many connected components. Assume for contradiction that u has at least k + 1
nodal domains Ω1, . . . ,Ωk+1.
For a fixed nodal domain Ωi, define the function ψi(x) as in equation (3.1). The
restriction ψi|Ωi

= u|Ωi
lies in S1

0,Γi
(Ωi). Furthermore, it belongs to the domain

D(−∆Z,Γi
) of the sub-Laplacian on Ωi and it is an eigenfunction corresponding

to λk. By the min-max principle, the Rayleigh quotient of ψi is λk. Indeed:

RZ,Γ
Ω [ψi] =

∫
Ω
g(∇Hψi,∇Hψi) ω∫

Ω
|ψi|2 ω

=

∫
Ωi
g(∇Hψi,∇Hψi) ω∫

Ωi
|u|2 ω

= RZ,Γi

Ωi
[u|Ωi

] = λk.

(3.2)
Consider the k-dimensional subspace L := span{ψ1, . . . , ψk}. Note that L ⊆
H1

0,Γ(Ω) and that RZ,Γ
Ω [f ] = λk for all f ∈ L. If the orthonormal basis of eigen-

functions is denoted by {uj : j ∈ N}, note that we can choose f ∈ L such that f
is orthogonal to u1, u2, . . . , uk−1. Again by the min-max principle, we have that

λk = min
v∈S1

0(Ω)\{0}, v⊥u1,u2,...uk−1

RΩ[v], (3.3)

and this minimum is attained if and only if v is an eigenfunction corresponding to
λk. As such, the function f chosen above is an eigenfunction corresponding to λk
that vanishes identically on the nodal domain Ωk+1. Thus, by unique continuation,
f = 0 identically on Ω, a contradiction.

□

3.2. Second proof. In this subsection, we present a second proof of Lemma 3.6,
and hence a second proof of Courant’s theorem. This proof is based on the recent
paper [17], and avoids assumption (S). As we have seen, the main difficulty in the
proof is to show that the restriction of an eigenfunction to a nodal domain lives
in the correct Sobolev space. We achieve this by means of the following result,
which is a slight generalization of [17, Theorem 2.2]

Theorem 3.7 (Improved restriction). Let u ∈ S1
0,Γ(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and let Ωi be a

connected component of {u ̸= 0}. Then, the restriction u|Ωi
∈ S1

0,Γi
(Ωi), where

Γi = Ωi ∩ (Γ ∪ Zu) as before.

Proof. The first step is to prove that ψi defined by equation (3.1) lies in S1
loc(Ω).

Note that ψi ∈ C(Ω) and let φ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) be a test function. Then, φ · ψi ∈ C(Ω)

and φ · ψi agrees with φ · u on Ωi. The latter function lies in S1(Ωi) ∩ C(Ωi),
because φ ∈ C1(Ω) and u ∈ S1(Ω). Moreover, it vanishes on ∂Ω, since φ has
compact support in Ω. Hence, by the vanishing Lemma, (φ ·ψi)|Ωi

∈ S1
0(Ωi) (and

hence also in S1
0,Γi

(Ωi)). As the test function φ was arbitrary, we conclude that

ψi ∈ S1
loc(Ω).
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The next step is to construct a bounded sequence (vj) ⊆ S1
0,Γi

(Ωi) which con-

verges to u|Ωi
in L2(Ωi). Assuming that this has been done, we conclude as

follows: Extract a weakly convergent subsequence vj
w−→ v in S1

0,Γi
(Ωi). This sub-

sequence converges weakly to v in L2 and strongly to u|Ωi
in L2. We conclude

that v = u|Ωi
almost everywhere, and thus u|Ωi

∈ S1
0,Γi

(Ωi).

It remains to construct vj. By definition of the space S1
0,Γ(Ω) ∋ u, there are func-

tions φj ∈ C∞
0,Γ(Ω) such that φj → u in S1-norm, where we recall the definition

C∞
0,Γ(Ω) = {φ ∈ C∞(Ω) : supp(φ) ∩ Γ = ∅}

We then define

wj = min(ψi, (φj)+) (3.4)

and vj = wj|Ωi
. By the first part of the proof, wj ∈ S1

loc(Ω).The same estimates
as [17, p. 12] show that

m∑
k=1

∫
Ωi

|Xkvj|2 ω ≤
m∑
k=1

∫
Ω

(
|Xku|2 + |Xiφj|2

)
ω

and ∫
Ωi

(vj − u)2 ω ≤
∫
Ω

(u− φj)
2 ω → 0, j → ∞

These bounds show - since u ∈ S1(Ω) and (φj) converges in S1(Ω) - that vj ∈
S1(Ω) and (vj) is a bounded sequence in S1 and it converges to u|Ωi

in L2. It
remains to prove that vj ∈ S1

0,Γi
(Ωi).

This follows from an application of the vanishing Lemma. Note that wj ∈ C(Ω).
Its restriction vj to Ωi vanishes on Γi. Indeed, Γi consists of parts coming from
the nodal line Zu and parts coming from Γ. The function wj vanishes on both
parts: On Zu because ψi vanishes there and on Γ because the support of φj is
disjoint from Γ. This completes the proof. □

Note that Theorem 3.7 easily implies Lemma 3.6, so that we have proven Courant’s
theorem independently of assumption (S).

4. Dirichlet-Cheeger inequality

LetM be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M a bounded open connected subset with smooth
boundary. To prove a Cheeger inequality, we follow the steps outlined in [24].

Lemma 4.1 (Layer cake). Let M be a smooth manifold with smooth volume ω.
If f ≥ 0 is a smooth function, then∫ ∞

0

ω({f > t}) dt =
∫
M

f ω, (4.1)

where ω({f > t}) := ω({p ∈ M : f(p) > t}) is the ω-volume of the super-level
set.
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Proof. This follows directly from [25, Theorem 1.13]. □

Definition 4.2 (Dirichlet-Cheeger constant). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M
a bounded domain with smooth boundary. Define the Dirichlet-Cheeger constant
by

hD(Ω) := inf
A

PH(A; Ω)

ω(A)
(4.2)

where the infimum is taken overall bounded sets A ⊆ Ω which are compactly
contained in Ω and with piecewise smooth boundary ∂A.

Remark 4.3. In view of (2.19), we could replace the numerator by σ(∂A), where
σ(∂A) =

∣∣∮
∂A
ιnH

ω
∣∣ and nH is a horizontal normal to the boundary. We take this

point of view in the next section.

Lemma 4.4. If f ≥ 0 is a smooth function which vanishes on ∂Ω, then∫
Ω

|∇Hf | ω ≥ hD(Ω)

∫
Ω

f ω. (4.3)

Proof. By the co-area formula (2.21), we have∫
Ω

|∇Hf | ω =

∫ ∞

0

PH({f > t}; Ω) dt .

Because f vanishes on ∂Ω, the set {f > t} is compactly embedded in Ω, so it can
be used as a “test set” for the Dirichlet-Cheeger constant.
We conclude

hD(Ω) ≤
PH({f > t}; Ω)
ω({f > t})

and thus ∫
Ω

|∇Hf | ω ≥ hD(Ω)

∫ ∞

0

ω({f > t}) dt = hD(Ω)

∫
Ω

f ω

by the layer cake representation. □

Theorem 4.5 (Dirichlet-Cheeger inequality). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M
a bounded domain with smooth boundary. Then,

λD1 (Ω) ≥
1

4
hD(Ω)

2. (4.4)

Proof. Let u be an eigenfunction corresponding to λD1 (Ω). Note that∫
Ω

|∇H(u
2)| ω = 2

∫
Ω

|u||∇Hu| ω ≤ 2∥u∥∥∇Hu∥ = 2
√
λD1 (Ω)∥u∥2

by the min-max principle. Next, applying Lemma 4.4 to u2, we obtain∫
Ω

|∇H(u
2)| ω ≥ hD(Ω)

∫
Ω

u2 ω = hD(Ω)∥u∥2.

Combining the previous two lines and rearranging gives (4.4). □
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Remark 4.6. To prove that the bound (4.4) is non-trivial, one would need an

isoperimetric inequality on CC-spaces of the form σ(∂A)
ω(A)

≥ C. Such inequalities

are obtained for CC-spaces where dim(Dp) = k is constant in [31]. In particular,
when M is a Carnot group (see section 7.1), we have [31, Corollary 9] that

σ(∂A)

ω(A)
≥ 2π|Sk−1|

|Sk|diamH(A)

where k = dim(Dp), which is always constant for Carnot groups, and diamH(A)
is the horizontal diameter of A.

5. Neumann-Cheeger inequality

A similar inequality holds for Neumann boundary conditions. The proof is slightly
more technical than in the Dirichlet case. For instance, it relies on the nodal do-
main Theorem, and thus on assumptions (S) and (C). Recall that, for Carnot
groups, this boils down to assuming that the boundary ∂Ω is non-characteristic.

The structure of the proof is based on [24]. We first need to define a measure σ
on hypersurfaces of M and a Cheeger constant that is adapted to the Neumann
boundary conditions.

Definition 5.1 (Surface measure). Let Σ ⊆M be a smooth hypersurface. Define

σ(Σ) :=

∫
Σ

ιnH
ω (5.1)

where nH is a smooth horizontal normal to Σ chosen such that the integral in
(5.1) is positive.

Remark 5.2. For the Dirichlet-Cheeger inequality, we effectively defined a surface
measure PH(A; Ω) only for hypersurfaces which are the boundary of some open
A ⊆ Ω. In the Neumann case, we need a notion of area for more general hyper-
surfaces Σ ⊆ Ω. Luckily, the definition (5.1) agrees with the horizontal perimeter
for boundaries ∂A of open subsets A ⊆ Ω because of (2.19).

Definition 5.3 (Neumann-Cheeger constant). Let Ω ⊆ M be a bounded con-
nected domain with smooth boundary. We define the Neumann-Cheeger constant
by

hN(Ω) = inf
Σ

σ(Σ)

min{ω(Ω1), ω(Ω2)}
(5.2)

where the infimum is taken over all piecewise smooth (not necessarily connected)
hypersurfaces Σ ⊆ Ω that separate Ω into two disjoint open sets Ω1 and Ω2.

The idea for proving Cheeger’s inequality in the Neumann case is to use the nodal
set {u = 0} as a separating hypersurface. To make this rigorous, we first require
a Lemma.
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Lemma 5.4. Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M be a connected bounded domain
with smooth boundary. Assume that (S) and (C) hold. Then, the first eigenvalue
λN1 (Ω) = 0, and corresponding eigenfunctions are constant. Moreover, λN2 (Ω) > 0
and corresponding eigenfunctions have precisely two nodal domains.

Proof. It is clear that any constant function is an eigenfunction corresponding to
λ = 0. Conversely, assume that u is an eigenfunction corresponding to λ = 0.
Then, by the min-max principle, RN

Ω [u] = 0 hence Xiu = 0 for all i = 1, 2, . . . ,m.
Since any two points in Ω can be connected by a horizontal curve, it follows
that u is constant. Thus, λN2 (Ω) > 0. By Courant’s nodal domain theorem, any
corresponding eigenfunction has at most 2 nodal domains. To see that it has
at least 2 nodal domains, we argue by contradiction. If u would have only one
nodal domain, it would not be allowed to change sign in Ω. However, by the weak
spectral theorem, u is orthogonal to constants, which is a contradiction. □

The Neumann-Cheeger inequality is a lower bound on λN2 (Ω). Let u be a corre-
sponding eigenfunction with nodal set Zu and nodal domains Ω±. Without loss of
generality, assume that ω(Ω+) ≤ ω(Ω−). If not, replace u by −u. We consider the
restriction u|Ω+ , where Ω+ = {x ∈ Ω : u(x) > 0}. The boundary of Ω+ consists
of ∂Ω and Zu, and u|Ω+ solves a mixed spectral problem. Indeed:

Lemma 5.5. Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M be a connected bounded domain
with smooth boundary. Assume that (S) holds. Then, in the setting above, u|Ω+

is an eigenfunction of the mixed spectral problem on Ω+ with Dirichlet boundary
conditions enforced on Zu. Moreover, the corresponding eigenvalue is λZ1 (Ω+, Zu).

Proof. It follows from Lemma 3.6 that u+ := u|Ω+ is an eigenfunction of the
mixed spectral problem, so it remains to show that it corresponds to the first
eigenvalue. To this end, we prove that there exists an eigenfunction u1 corre-
sponding to λZ1 (Ω, Zu) that is strictly positive in Ω+. Assuming we have shown
this, let λ denote the eigenvalue corresponding to u+. If λ > λZ1 (Ω+, Zu), then u+
would have to be orthogonal to u1, which is not possible, as both functions are
strictly positive in Ω+.

Thus, we only need to prove that there is a positive eigenfunction. Let u1 be a
nontrivial eigenfunction corresponding to λZ1 (Ω+, Zu). As in [12], we note that

|u1| ∈ D(q̂Z,Zu

Ω+
) and that RZ,Zu

Ω+
[|u1|] = RZ,Zu

Ω+
[u1]. This follows essentially from the

result of [13, Exercise 5.18]. Hence, |u1| is also a minimizer of the Rayleigh quo-
tient and hence it is an eigenfunction corresponding to λZ1 (Ω+, Zu). In conclusion,
|u1| is the desired non-negative eigenfunction and the proof is complete. □

We now establish a Cheeger inequality for mixed spectral problems.

Definition 5.6 (Mixed Cheeger constant). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M
a bounded domain with piecewise smooth boundary. Let Γ ⊆ ∂Ω with finitely
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many connected components. We define the mixed Cheeger constant by

hZ(Ω,Γ) := inf
A

PH(A; Ω)

ω(A)
= inf

A

σ(∂A)

ω(A)
(5.3)

where the infimum is taken over all open sets A ⊆ Ω with smooth boundary
such that ∂A ∩ Γ = ∅. Since the proof is practically identical to that of the
Dirichlet-Cheeger inequality, we omit the proof.

Theorem 5.7 (Mixed Cheeger inequality). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M a
bounded domain with smooth boundary. Let Γ ⊆ ∂Ω with finitely many connected
components. Then, we have

λZ1 (Ω,Γ) ≥
1

4
hZ(Ω,Γ)

2. (5.4)

Lemma 5.8. Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆ M a bounded domain with smooth
boundary. Let Γ ⊆ ∂Ω with finitely many connected components. Then, we have

hZ(Ω+, Zu) ≥ hN(Ω). (5.5)

Proof. Assume for contradiction that hZ(Ω+, Zu) < hN(Ω). By definition of
the infimum, there must be a specific set A ⊆ Ω+ with smooth boundary and
A ∩ Zu = ∅ such that

σ(∂A ∩ Ω+)

ω(A)
< hN(Ω)

Notice that Γ := ∂A ∩ Ω+ is a hypersurface meeting the definition of hN(Ω), so
that

hN(Ω) ≤
σ(Γ)

min{ω(Ω+), ω(Ω−)}
=

σ(Γ)

ω(Ω+)
≤ σ(Γ)

ω(A)
< hN(Ω)

where we used that ω(Ω−) ≥ ω(Ω+) ≥ ω(A). This is a contradiction, so the proof
is complete. □

Theorem 5.9 (Neumann-Cheeger inequality). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M
be a connected bounded domain with smooth boundary. Assume that (S) and (C)
hold. Then, we have

λN2 (Ω) ≥
1

4
hN(Ω)

2 (5.6)

Proof. It follows from successively applying Lemma 5.5, Theorem 5.7 and Lemma
5.8 that

λN2 (Ω) = λZ1 (Ω+, Zu) ≥
1

4
h2Z(Ω+, Zu) ≥

1

4
h2N(Ω),

completing the proof. □
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6. Max flow min cut result

In this section, we present a technique to lower bound the Cheeger constants,
both in the Dirichlet and Neumann case. This approach is based on [20].

Theorem 6.1 (Max flow min cut). Let M be a CC-space and Ω ⊆M a bounded
domain with smooth boundary. Let V ∈ XH(Ω) be a horizontal vector field and
let h ∈ R such that ∥V ∥ ≤ 1 and divω(V ) ≥ h pointwise in Ω. Then, hD(Ω) ≥ h.

Proof. Let V be as above A ⊆ Ω a test set for the Dirichlet-Cheeger constant.
The basic chain of inequalities is as follows:

σ(∂A) ≥
∮
∂A

ιV ω =

∫
A

divω(V ) ω ≥ h · ω(A)

The equality in the middle is just the divergence theorem, while the last inequal-
ity is trivial, so it remains to prove the first inequality.

If p ∈ ∂A is characteristic, then Vp ∈ Dp ⊆ Tp(∂A) so if v1, . . . ,vn−1 is a basis
for Tp(∂A) then

ιV ωp(v1, . . . ,vn−1) = ωp(V,v1, . . . ,vn−1) = 0

because the latter vectors are linearly dependent. It thus suffices to consider non-
characteristic points. Decompose V = anH+W with a ∈ R andW ∈ Dp∩Tp(∂A)
and note that a = g(V,nH). Now, denoting the set of non-characteristic points
on ∂A by {NC}, we have∮

∂A

ιV ω =

∮
∂A∩{NC}

g(V,nH) ιnH
ω

and g(V,nH) = ∥V ∥∥nH∥ cosϑ ≤ 1. Thus,∮
∂A

ιV ω ≤
∮
∂A∩{NC}

ιnH
ω = σ(∂A)

The conclusion is that σ(∂A)
ω(A)

≥ h, but the test set A is arbitrary, so the same

holds for the Cheeger constant. □

We now extend this proof to the Neumann case. Let Σ be a hypersurface cutting
Ω into two connected components Ω1 and Ω2. Without loss of generality, let Ω1

have smallest volume among them. Then, the boundary of Ω1 consists of parts
coming from ∂Ω and parts coming from Σ. In fact, if we can assume that∫

∂Ω∩∂Ω1

ιV ω ≤ 0 (6.1)

then it follows that

σ(Σ) ≥
∫
Σ

ιV ω ≥
∫
Σ

ιV ω +

∫
∂Ω∩∂Ω1

ιV ω =

∫
∂Ω1

ιV ω
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Notice that equation (6.1) always holds if we choose V to be inward pointing
along the boundary ∂Ω. By repeating the Dirichlet argument, we then have

σ(Σ) ≥
∫
∂Ω1

ιV ω ≥ h · ω(Ω1) = h ·min(ω(Ω1), ω(Ω2)).

As the separating hypersurface was arbitrary, we conclude that hN(Ω) ≥ h. We
have hence deduced:

Theorem 6.2 (Min flow max cut, Neumann version). Let M be a CC-space and
Ω ⊆ M a bounded connected domain with smooth boundary. Let V ∈ XH(Ω) be
a horizontal vector field which is inward-pointing along ∂Ω. Let h ∈ R such that
∥V ∥ ≤ 1 and divω(V ) ≥ h pointwise in Ω. Then, hN(Ω) ≥ h.

7. Examples

In this last section, we discuss how our main result applies to Carnot groups and
the (Baouendi-)Grushin structure on a cylinder. For Carnot groups, we relate
our results to previous work on co-area formulas. We are able to replace the
surface measure with the spherical Hausdorff measure, in the process getting a
different geometric constant in the Cheeger inequality. In the case of Grushin, we
compute explicitly the spectrum of a cylinder and give an upper bound on the
corresponding Cheeger constant.

7.1. Carnot groups.

Definition 7.1. A connected and simply connected Lie groupG is called a Carnot
group if its Lie algebra g admits a stratification, i.e. a direct sum decomposition
g = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vs such that [V1, Vi] = Vi+1 for i = 1, 2, . . . , s − 1, and such that
[V1, Vs] = 0. The integer s is called the step of the stratification.

Choosing a basis (ξ1, . . . , ξm) for V1 ⊆ g, we obtain globally defined left-invariant
vector fields X1, . . . , Xm ∈ X(G). These vector fields equip G with the structure
of a CC-space, where the generating vector fields are X1, . . . , Xm.

A Carnot group may be identified with Rn equipped with a non-Abelian group
operation. To see this, extend (ξ1, . . . , ξm) to an adapted basis for g = V1⊕· · ·⊕Vs,
which we denote by (ξ11 , . . . , ξ

1
m1
, . . . , ξs1, . . . , ξ

s
ms

). Denote the corresponding left-
invariant vector fields by X i

j and note that X1
j = Xj. Because G is connected

and simply connected, the exponential map

F : Rm1 × · · · × Rms → G, F (x) := exp

(
s∑

i=1

mi∑
ji=1

xjjiξ
j
ji

)
, (7.1)

with x = (x1, . . . , xs) ∈ Rm1 ×· · ·×Rms is a diffeomorphism. We refer to the map
F as a system of graded exponential coordinates. Furthermore, we can use F to
identify the Lie groupG with (Rn, ∗), where the group operation ∗ : Rn×Rn → Rn

can be computed explicitly by using the Campbell-Baker-Hausdorff formula [8].
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Carnot groups come equipped with two natural families of maps: translations
and dilations. For x ∈ G, we define the (left-)translation

τx : G→ G, τx(g) = xg. (7.2)

Dilations are first defined at the level of the Lie algebra g = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vs. An
element ξ ∈ g can be written uniquely as ξ =

∑s
i=1 ξi with ξi ∈ Vi. We then

define for r > 0 the dilation δr : g → g by

δr(ξ) :=
s∑

i=1

riξi (7.3)

It can be proven that δr is an automorphism of g with inverse δ1/r. Moreover,
there is a group homomorphism δr : G→ G defined by forcing the diagram

g g

G G

δr

exp exp

δr

to commute [26]. We again use the same symbol δr to define the dilation on the
group level.

Let G be a Carnot group and d : G×G→ [0,∞) a continuous map that makes G
into a metric space. We say that d is a homogeneous distance on G if it respects
the translations and dilations, i.e. if

(1) d(x, y) = d(τgx, τgy) for all x, y, g ∈ G ;
(2) d(δrx, δry) = rd(x, y) for all x, y ∈ G and all r > 0.

We note that the Carnot-Carathéodory distance dCC is always a homogeneous
distance on G [26, Proposition 2.3.39]. In some situations, it may pay off to
choose a different homogeneous distance on G.

Let G be a Carnot group and fix an adapted basis (ξ11 , . . . , ξ
1
m1
, . . . , ξs1, . . . , ξ

s
ms

)
for g = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vs. Taking graded exponential coordinates w.r.t. this basis
identifies G with Rm1 × · · · × Rms , where mj = dim(Vj). We then have the
following:

Theorem 7.2 (cf. [16] Theorem 5.1). Let G be a Carnot group and fix graded
exponential coordinates as above. Then, there exist constants ε1, . . . , εs ∈ (0, 1]
depending only on the group structure such that defining

d∞(p, 0) = max
{
εj (|pj|Rmj )

1/j , j = 1, 2, . . . , s
}
, (7.4)

with p = (p1, . . . , ps), pj ∈ Rmj and

d∞(p, q) = d∞(q−1p, 0) (7.5)

gives a homogeneous distance on G.
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Using the distance function d∞ on G allows for a generalized co-area formula,
where the surface measure σ is replaced by the spherical Hausdorff measure.

Definition 7.3. Let G be a Carnot group with stratification g = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vs.
Define the homogeneous dimension of G as

Q =
s∑

j=1

j · dim(Vj).

Define further for a ≥ 0 and t > 0 the measures

Φa
t (E) =

ωa

2a
inf

{
∞∑
i=1

diam(Bri(pi)) : E ⊆
∞⋃
i=1

Bri(pi), diam(Bri(pi)) ≤ t

}
where E ⊆ G is measurable, pi ∈ G, Bri(pi) are open d∞-balls, and ωa =

πa/2

Γ(1+a/2)

is the volume of a Euclidean unit ball in dimension a. The a-dimensional spherical
Hausdorff measure is defined by

S a(E) = lim
t→∞

Φa
t (E).

With the above definitions, we have [27]:

Theorem 7.4 (Generalized co-area formula). Let G be a Carnot group of homo-
geneous dimension Q, A ⊆ G measurable and u : A → R Lipschitz. Then, for
any measurable function h : A→ [0,∞], we have∫

A

h(x)|∇Hu(x)| dx = αQ−1

∫
R

∫
u−1(s)∩A

h(x) dS Q−1 (x) ds , (7.6)

where S Q−1 is the (Q − 1)-dimensional spherical Hausdorff measure, and αQ−1

is a geometric constant depending only on the group structure. The measure dx
is the Lebesgue measure on Rn ≃ G.

It is possible to repeat the proof of the Cheeger inequality using the spheri-
cal Hausdorff measure as the surface measure, i.e. σ(Σ) =

∫
χΣ(x) dS Q−1 (x).

Moreover, assumption (C) is automatically satisfied for Carnot groups, since the
vector fields defining the CC-structure have polynomial coefficients [8, Proposi-
tion 2.4]. Thus:

Theorem 7.5. Let G be a Carnot group and Ω ⊆ G a connected bounded domain
with smooth non-characteristic boundary. Then,

λN2 (Ω) ≥
α2
Q−1

4
h2N(Ω),

where the Neumann-Cheeger constant is defined w.r.t. the surface measure σ
defined above.

Remark 7.6. In the Heisenberg group H2n+1, the distance d∞ and the geometric
constant can be calculated explicitly [26, Corollary 6.5.5]:

αQ−1 =
2ω2n−1

ωQ−1

.
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In the simplest case of H3, the constant equals 3
π
, leading to

λN2 (Ω) ≥
1

4

(
3

π

)2

h2N(Ω).

The constant in the Cheeger inequality is thus slightly worse than in the Euclidean
case. The homogeneous distance d∞ is explicitly given by using the bijection

H2n+1 ∋ (x, y, t) 7→ (x1 + iy1, . . . , xn + iyn, t) ∈ Cn × R.

In those coordinates, the group operation reads

(z, t)(z′, t′) = (z + z′, t+ t′ + 2 Im⟨z, z′⟩)

and d∞(p, q) := N(p−1q) where p−1q = (z, t) ∈ Cn×R andN(z, t) = max{|z|, |t|1/2}.
The metric d∞ is a natural distance function on the Heisenberg group. For ex-
ample, it is used in finding a fundamental solution for the sub-Laplacian [6].

7.2. Grushin structure. On the manifold M = R × S1, consider the vector
fields X = ∂

∂x
and Y = x ∂

∂y
. These vector fields are the generating family of a

CC-structure on M . We take the smooth volume form ω = dx ∧ dy. We remark
that this is not the Riemannian volume obtained by declaring (X, Y ) to be an
orthonormal frame. That volume form would blow up at x = 0. With the smooth
volume form ω, the sub-Laplacian is sometimes called a Baouendi-Grushin type
operator, see for example [23].

The sub-Laplacian corresponding to ω is given by

∆u =
∂2u

∂x2
+ x2

∂2u

∂y2
= −λu.

Separating the variables u(x, y) = v(x)w(y), we obtain w(y) = einy with n ∈ Z
and v(x) satisfies the ODE

v′′(x) + (λ− n2x2)v(x) = 0. (7.7)

Suppose we want to solve the Neumann problem on (0, 1)×S1, i.e. we impose that
v′(0) = v′(1) = 0. When n = 0 we have the solutions u(x, y) = v(x) = cos(mπx)
for m = 0, 1, 2, . . . with corresponding eigenvalues λ0,m = m2π2. For positive n,
the change of variables

x = 4−1/4 ξ√
n

(7.8)

transforms the ODE into

w′′(ξ)−
(
1

4
ξ2 − λ

2n

)
w(ξ) = 0 (7.9)

which has linearly independent solutions [1]

w±(ξ) = D−λ/2n−1/2(±iξ), (7.10)
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where Dν(z) denotes the parabolic cylinder function. Defining w1(ξ) = w+(ξ) +
w−(ξ) and w2(ξ) = w+(ξ)− w−(ξ), we have

w′
1(0) = 0, w2(0) = 0

so that enforcing the Neumann boundary conditions gives

w(ξ) = cw1(ξ), w′
1(4

1/4
√
n) = 0 (7.11)

The remaining equation w′(41/4
√
n) = 0 can be solved numerically for λ. Ap-

proximate values for λn,m are displayed in the table below. We see that the
Neumann-Cheeger inequality in this case pertains to the eigenvalue λ1,0 ≈ 0.325.

n = 0 n = 1 n = 2

m = 0 0 0.325 1.203
m = 1 9.870 10.26 11.504
m = 2 39.478 39.825 40.877

Let us consider the Neumann-Cheeger constant for the cylinder. There are two
obvious ways of cutting the cylinder into two parts: Either along a circle {h}×S1

with h ∈ (0, 1) or along two straight lines running up the cylinder (0, 1)×{φ1, φ2}
with φ1, φ2 ∈ S1. It is easily seen that the optimum among these two ways of
cutting is obtained when φ1, φ2 are chosen to be diametrically opposite. In this
case, one has

σ((0, 1)× {φ1, φ2})
min(ω(Ω1), ω(Ω2))

=
2

π

so that hN(M) ≤ 2
π
≈ 0.637. Presuming that this is an equality, we would have

λN2 (M) = λ1,0 ≈ 0.325 ≥ 1

4
hN(M)2 ≈ 0.10

Finally, let us give an example application of Theorem 6.1. The vector field
V = x ∂

∂x
satisfies, divω(V ) = 1 and |V | = |x| ≤ 1. Thus,

hD(M) ≥ 1

By similar techniques as above, one can numerically determine the Dirichlet spec-
trum of M . The lowest eigenvalue corresponds to n = 0 with eigenfunction
u(x, y) = sin(πx). This is clearly an eigenfunction, and it corresponds to λD1 (M)
because it is strictly positive in the interior. We see that

π2 = λD1 (M) ≥ 1

4
h2D(M) ≥ 1

4
Note that this vector field cannot be used to draw conclusions about hN , as it is
outward-pointing along the upper boundary of the cylinder. We postpone finding
sharper bounds for the Cheeger constants to future research.
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ferentialausdrücke. Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen,
Mathematisch-Physikalische Klasse, 1923:81–84, 1923.

[12] S. Eswarathasan and C. Letrouit. Nodal Sets of Eigenfunctions of Sub-Laplacians. Inter-
national Mathematics Research Notices, 2023.

[13] L.C. Evans. Partial Differential Equations, volume 19. American Mathematical Society,
1997.

[14] V. Franceschi, A. Pinamonti, G. Saracco, and G. Stefani. The cheeger problem in abstract
measure spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.00482, 2022.

[15] V. Franceschi, D. Prandi, and L. Rizzi. On the essential self-adjointness of singular sub-
laplacians. Potential Analysis, 53:89–112, 2020.

[16] B. Franchi, R. Serapioni, and F.S. Cassano. On the structure of finite perimeter sets in
step 2 carnot groups. The Journal of Geometric Analysis, 13:421–466, 2003.

[17] R.L. Frank and B. Helffer. On courant and pleijel theorems for sub-riemannian laplacians.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.13953, 2024.

[18] N. Garofalo and D. Nhieu. Isoperimetric and sobolev inequalities for carnot-carathéodory
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