arXiv:1412.1339v3 [math.DG] 8 Jul 2015

Rigidity results for spin manifolds with foliated boundary

Fida El Chami^∗, Nicolas Ginoux^†, Georges Habib^‡, Roger Nakad^§

Abstract

In this paper, we consider a compact Riemannian manifold whose boundary is endowed with a Riemannian flow. Under a suitable curvature assumption depending on the O’Neill tensor of the flow, we prove that any solution of the basic Dirac equation is the restriction of a parallel spinor field defined on the whole manifold. As a consequence, we show that the flow is a local product. In particular, in the case where solutions of the basic Dirac equation are given by basic Killing spinors, we characterize the geometry of the manifold and the flow.

Key words: Manifolds with boundary, Riemannian flows, second fundamental form, O’Neill tensor, Basic Dirac equation, Basic Killing spinors, mean curvature, special vector fields.

Mathematics Subject Classification: 53C27, 53C12, 53C24.

1 Introduction

Over the last decades, spin geometry has become a useful tool for the study of the geometry of manifolds and their hypersurfaces. In this setting, many results have been obtained in several papers [5, 17, 15, 18, 19, 16] relating the extrinsic aspect of an hypersurface M embedded (or immersed) into a Riemannian manifold N, to the intrinsic one.

Using the spinorial Reilly formula [19, Remark 1], O. Hijazi, S. Montiel and X. Zhang proved that on the compact boundary M^{n+1} of a Riemannian spin manifold N^{n+2} of dimension n + 2 with non-negative scalar curvature, the first positive eigenvalue λ_1 of the Dirac operator D_M of the boundary satisfies [19,

∗Lebanese University, Faculty of Sciences II, Department of Mathematics, P.O. Box 90656 Fanar-Matn, Lebanon, E-mail: fchami@ul.edu.lb

†IUT de Metz, Département informatique, Ile du Saulcy, CS 10628, 57045 Metz Cedex 01, France, E-mail: nicolas.ginoux@univ-lorraine.fr

‡Lebanese University, Faculty of Sciences II, Department of Mathematics, P.O. Box 90656 Fanar-Matn, Lebanon, E-mail: ghabib@ul.edu.lb

§Notre Dame University-Louaizé, Faculty of Natural and Applied Sciences, Department of Mathematics and Statistics, P.O. Box 72, Zouk Mikael, Lebanon, E-mail: rnakad@ndu.edu.lb

Theorem 6]

λ_1 ≥ n + 1 2 inf_M H, (1)

where H denotes the (inward) mean curvature of M, assumed to be positive. Equality holds if and only if H is constant and every eigenspinor associated with λ_1 is the restriction to M of a parallel spinor on N (and so N is a Ricci-flat manifold). As an application of the limiting case, they gave an elementary proof of the famous Alexandrov theorem: The only compact embedded hypersurfaces of constant mean curvature in the Euclidean space are the round spheres.

The eigenvalue estimate (1) has also led to several rigidity theorems [15]. For example, if the boundary of a manifold is assumed to carry a Killing spinor (called extrinsic), then under some curvatures assumptions, the equality in (1) is attained and therefore the Killing spinor (which is the corresponding eigenspinor) comes from a parallel spinor on the whole manifold. As a consequence, the boundary has to be totally umbilical. This yields the following result: A complete Ricci-flat Riemannian manifold of dimension at least 3 whose mean-convex boundary is isometric to the round sphere is a flat disc [15, Cor. 6].

In a more general context, S. Raulot assumed in [23] the existence on the boundary of a solution of the Dirac equation (instead of an extrinsic Killing spinor), i.e. a spinor field φ satisfying D_M φ =^{n+1}_2 H_0φ for some particular function H_0. He showed that the boundary has to be connected and the spinor φ is the restriction of a parallel spinor. In this case, the solution φ satisfies an overdetermined differential equation involving the second fundamental form. As an application, he proved that if the whole manifold has a vanishing sectional curvature along the boundary (assumed to be simply connected), it has to be flat.

Recently, O. Hijazi and S. Montiel [17] covered some of the previous results by establishing an integral inequality relating the Dirac operator on the boundary to the mean curvature. Indeed they proved that, in general, if the mean curvature H of the boundary is positive, then any spinor field φ ∈ S := ΣN|_M satisfies the inequality 0 ≤ ∫ M ( 1 H |D_Sφ|^2 −

(n + 1)^2 4 H|φ|^2 ) dv, (2) where dv the volume element on M and D_S is the Dirac operator defined on S: depending on the dimension of the manifold M, the operator D_S coincides with D_M or with the double copy D_M ⊕ −D_M , see Section 2 for more details. Moreover, the equality holds in (2) if and only if there exists two parallel spinor fields ψ, θ ∈ Γ(ΣN) such that P_+φ = P_+ψ and P_−φ = P_−θ on the boundary. Here the operators P_± are the orthogonal projections of L^2(S) onto the ±1- eigenspaces corresponding to the ±1-eigenvalues of the endomorphism iν on S, where ν is the inward unit vector field normal to the boundary.

The proof of Inequality (2) relies mainly on the use of the spinorial Reilly formula applied to an appropriate spinor field which is a solution of a boundary value problem (see [18] for a survey on those). As an application of this inequality, O. Hijazi and S. Montiel proved that if M admits an isometric and isospin immersion as an hypersurface into another spin Riemannian manifold ~N carrying a parallel spinor field with mean curvature ~H, then the inequality ∫ M Hdv ≤ ∫ M ~H 2 H dv, (3) holds [17, Theorem 2]. Moreover, the equality is realized if and only if the shape operators of both immersions are the same. In the special case where ~N = R^{n+2} , equality in (3) implies that N is a Euclidean domain and the immersion is congruent to the embedding of M into N as its boundary. Inequality (3) implies also the Positive Mass Theorem in the spin case. Another application of interest is that the first eigenvalue of the Dirac operator of the boundary M corresponding to the conformal metric with conformal factor H^2 is at least^n_2 and equality holds if and only if there exists a non-trivial parallel spinor field on N [17, Theorem 1].

In this paper, we are interested in studying the class of Riemannian spin manifolds whose boundary is foliated by a unit vector field ξ (we will call those foliations Riemannian flows, see Section 2). We aim at establishing rigidity results on such manifolds when looking at solutions of the basic Dirac equation on the boundary, that is, a spinor field φ satisfying the equation D_bφ = n + 1 2 H_0φ, (4)

where H_0 is a basic function defined on the boundary and D_b is the basic Dirac operator, see [12, 13] and references therein for the study of its transversal ellipticity. Here the word “basic” refers to transverse objects that are constant along the leaves of the flow.

First, we start with studying solutions of the equation (4). In fact, we prove that any solution φ satisfies an integral inequality derived from (2) (see Theorem 3.1) which involves the geometric data of the flow and the boundary, such as the O’Neill tensor and the mean curvature. By requiring the positivity of the ξ-direction principal curvature, we show that the equality case of this integral inequality restricts the geometry of the flow. In fact, it has to be a local product (that is, the O’Neill tensor vanishes) and the vector ξ belongs to the kernel of the Weingarten map (see Theorem 3.2). In this case, the spinor φ (resp. φ + ξ ·_M φ) can be extended to a parallel spinor on the whole manifold if n is even (resp. n is odd). Here “·_M ” denotes the Clifford multiplication on the boundary M.

In a second step and since basic Killing spinors (see e.g. [14, eq. (1.4.5) p.37]) are particular solutions of the basic Dirac equation, we characterize the geometry of the flow carrying such spinors. By applying the equality case of the integral inequality, we prove the following rigidity result:

Theorem 1.1 Let (N, g) be an (n + 2)-Riemannian spin manifold of nonnegative scalar curvature with connected boundary M of positive mean curvature H. Assume that M is endowed with a minimal Riemannian flow carrying a maximal number of basic Killing spinors of constant −^1_2 (resp. a maximal number of basic Killing spinors of constants −^1_2 and^1_2 ) if n is even (resp. if n is odd). If the inequality^n_{n+1} +^1_{n+1} [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| ≤ H holds, then N is isometric to the quotient

Γ\R × B for some fixed-point-free cocompact discrete subgroup Γ ⊂ R × SOn+1, where B is the closed unit ball in R^{n+1} . In case n is even, Γ ∼= Z acts via (k, (t, x)) → ( t + ka, A^kx ) for some (a, A) ∈ R^× × SO_{n+1}.

Here Ω denotes the 2-form associated to the O’Neill tensor field. In the last part of the paper, we combine our result with an inequality by B.-Y. Chen [7] in order to deduce a sufficient condition for having a non-trivial flow, i.e. a flow that is not a local product (see Theorem 4.8).

2 Riemannian flows and manifolds with bound- ary In this section, we briefly recall some preliminaries on spin Riemannian flows (see [28], [14]). We then describe the geometric setting on manifolds with boundary. For more details, we refer to [20], [10], [11] and [6].

2.1 Spin Riemannian flow

Let (M^{n+1}, g) be a Riemannian manifold of dimension n + 1 endowed with a Riemannian flow given by a unit vector field ξ. That is, the vector ξ defines a one-dimensional foliation of M given by its integral curves satisfying the bundlelike condition L_ξg_{|ξ⊥} = 0 (see [26]). Here L_ξ denotes the Lie derivative with respect to the vector field ξ. Equivalently, this means that the endomorphism h defined by h := ∇^M ξ : T M → T M and known as the O’Neill tensor of the flow [22], restricts to a skew-symmetric tensor field on the normal bundle Q = ξ^⊥. In particular, this gives rise to a unique metric connection ∇ on the normal bundle, called transversal Levi-Civita connection, with respect to the induced metric. It is defined, for any section Y ∈ Γ(Q), by

∇_X Y =: π[X, Y ] if X = ξ, π(∇^M_X Y ) if X ⊥ ξ, where π : T M → Q denotes the orthogonal projection [28]. On the other hand, one can easily check that the corresponding Levi-Civita connections on M and Q are related for all sections Z, W in Γ(Q) via the Gauss-type formulas [14]: ∇^M_Z W = ∇_Z W − g(h(Z), W )ξ, ∇^M_ξ Z = ∇_ξZ + h(Z) − κ(Z)ξ, where κ := ∇^M_ξ ξ is the mean curvature of the flow.

From now on, we assume that M is a spin manifold. Since the tangent bundle of M splits orthogonally as T M = Rξ ⊕ Q, the pull-back of the spin structure on M induces a spin structure on the normal bundle Q (see [5]). In this case, the spinor bundle ΣM is canonically identified with the spinor bundle of Q, denoted by ΣQ, for n even and with the direct sum ΣQ ⊕ ΣQ for n odd. The

Clifford multiplications “·_M ” in ΣM and “·_Q” in ΣQ are identified for any section Z ∈ Γ(Q) and spinor field φ ∈ Γ(ΣQ) as follows:

Z ·_M φ = Z ·_Q φ, for n even Z ·_M ξ ·_M φ = (Z ·_Q ⊕ − Z·_Q)φ, for n odd. Therefore, by using of the above identification, one can relate the spinorial Levi- Civita connection ∇^M on ΣM with the one on ΣQ by [14, eq. (2.4.7)]

∇^M_ξ φ = ∇_ξφ +^1_2 Ω ·_M φ +^1_2 ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ,

∇^M_Z φ = ∇_Z φ +^1_2 ξ ·_M h(Z) ·_M φ, (5)

where Ω is the 2-form associated to the tensor h defined for all Y, Z ∈ Γ(Q) by Ω(Y, Z) = g(h(Y ), Z). Throughout this paper, we will consider Riemannian flows with basic mean curvature κ, i.e., the mean curvature of the flow satisfies ∇_ξκ = 0. The basic Dirac operator D_b is a first order differential operator (see [12] and [13]) defined on the set of basic sections (sections of the spinor bundle ΣQ satisfying ∇_ξ φ = 0) by D_b = n∑ i=1 e_i ·_Q ∇_{ei} − 1 2 κ·_Q, where {e_i}_{i=1,··· ,n} is a local orthonormal frame of Γ(Q). Recall that the basic Dirac operator preserves the set of basic sections and is a transversally elliptic and essentially self-adjoint, if M is compact. Therefore, by the spectral theory of transversal elliptic operators, it is a Fredholm operator and has a discrete spectrum [8, 9].

As a direct consequence from Equations (5), the transverse Levi-Civita connection commutes with the Clifford action of ξ, that is ∇_X (ξ ·_M φ) = ξ ·_M ∇_X φ for any spinor field φ ∈ Γ(ΣQ) and X ∈ Γ(T M). In particular, this means that the spinor field ξ ·_M φ is basic if and only if φ is basic. Thus, the basic Dirac operator shares a fundamental property with the Clifford action of ξ on basic spinors. In fact, for n even (resp. n odd) and for any basic spinor field φ, we have

D_b(ξ ·_M φ) = −ξ ·_M D_bφ (resp. D_b(ξ ·_M φ) = ξ ·_M D_bφ). (6)

Here we point out that, for n odd, the identity in (6) is equivalent to saying that (D_b ⊕ −D_b)(ξ ·_M φ) = −ξ ·_M (D_b ⊕ −D_b)φ, since for any φ ∈ ΣQ ≃ Σ^+M, we have −D_b(ξ ·_M φ) = (D_b ⊕ −D_b)(ξ ·_M φ) = −ξ ·_M (D_b ⊕ −D_b)φ = −ξ ·_M D_bφ. Hence, the spectrum of the basic Dirac operator D_b (resp. D_b ⊕−D_b) is symmetric with respect to zero. We finish this part by stating a fundamental relation between the Dirac operator on M and the basic Dirac operator. We have,

D_M = D_b −^1_2 ξ ·_M Ω·_M , for n even

D_M = ξ ·_M (D_b ⊕ −D_b) −^1_2 ξ ·_M Ω·_M , for n odd. (7)

2.2 Riemannian spin manifolds with boundary

In the following, we will review some well-known facts on spin manifolds with boundary, see e.g. [15, 18, 19] and references therein. Let (N^{n+2}, g) be a Riemannian spin manifold of dimension n+2 with smooth boundary M = ∂N. The existence of the (inward) unit vector field ν normal to the boundary defines in a natural way a spin structure on M induced from the one on N. This gives rise to the two spinor bundles on the boundary, the intrinsic bundle ΣM and the extrinsic one S = ΣN|_M . Each bundle is endowed with the spinorial Levi-Civita connection, the Clifford multiplication and the Dirac operator. The extrinsic data are related to the ones on N by the formulas: X ·_S φ = X · ν · φ ∇^N_X φ = ∇^S_X φ + 1 2 A(X) ·_S φ (8)

D_Sφ = n + 1 2 Hφ − ν · D_N φ − ∇^N_ν φ, where “ · ” is the Clifford multiplication on N, the tensor A is the Weingarten map given for all X ∈ Γ(T M) by A(X) = −∇^N_X ν, the spinor field φ is a section in S and H =^1_{n+1} Trace(A) is the mean curvature of M. The operator D_S, called the extrinsic Dirac operator, acts on sections on S as D_S = ∑_{n+1} i=1 e_i ·_S ∇^S_{ei} , where {e_1, · · · , e_{n+1}} is a local orthonomal frame of T M.

On the other hand, the extrinsic spinor bundle can be identified with the intrinsic one in a canonical way depending on the dimension of N. Namely, if n is odd, the tuple (S, “ ·_S ”, ∇^S, D_S) can be identified to (ΣM, “ ·_M ”, ∇^M , D_M ) whereas for n even it can be identified to (ΣM ⊕ΣM, “·_M ⊕−·_M ”, ∇^M ⊕∇^M , D_M ⊕−D_M ). Moreover, using the first two equations in (8) and the Gauss formula, one can prove that the following relations hold for all X, Y ∈ Γ(T M),

∇^S_X (Y ·) = ∇^M_X Y · +Y · ∇^S_X ,

∇^S_X (ν·) = ν · ∇^S_X (9) and that, D_S(ν·) = −ν · D_S. (10)

Equality (10) means that the spectrum of D_S is symmetric with respect to zero and if n is even the Dirac operator on M commutes with the action of ν, that is, D_M (ν · Φ) = ν · D_M Φ (11)

for any spinor field Φ ∈ Γ(ΣM).

We define the operators P_± as being the orthogonal projection of L^2(S) onto the ±1-eigenspaces corresponding to the ±1-eigenvalues of the operator iν on S, i.e. iν · P_± = ±P_±. They satisfy

P_±(X·) = X · P_∓ and P_±(ν·) = ν · P_±,

for all X ∈ Γ(T M). This implies that D_SP_± = P_∓D_S. Now, we state the following lemma about the spectrum of the basic Dirac operator when N is an (n + 2)-dimensional Riemannian spin manifold whose boundary M carries a Riemannian flow.

Lemma 2.1 Let N be an (n + 2)-dimensional Riemannian spin manifold with boundary M. Assume that n is even and M carries a Riemannian flow given by a unit vector field ξ. Then, for any basic spinor field φ, we have D_b(ξ · φ) = −ξ · D_bφ. Proof. Using the identification of the spinor bundles for n even, we have ΣQ ⊕ ΣQ ≃ ΣM ⊕ ΣM ≃ S. (12) Therefore, we can think of any φ ∈ Γ(ΣQ) as a section in one subbundle of S, say S^+. This means that ξ · φ is a section in S^−. In order to prove the lemma, we need first to show that ξ · φ is a basic spinor field. Indeed, using the first equation in (5) and the identification of the Clifford multiplications in (8), we write ∇_ξ (ξ · φ) = ∇^M_ξ (ξ · φ) − 1 2 Ω · (ξ · φ) − 1 2 ξ · κ · (ξ · φ) (8) = ∇^N_ξ (ξ · φ) − 1 2 Aξ · ν · ξ · φ − 1 2 ξ · Ω · φ − 1 2 κ · φ = ∇^N_ξ ξ · φ + ξ · ∇^N_ξ φ + 1 2 Aξ · ξ · ν · φ − 1 2 ξ · Ω · φ − 1 2 κ · φ (8) = ∇^M_ξ ξ · φ + g(Aξ, ξ)ν · φ + ξ · ∇^M_ξ φ + 1 2 ξ · Aξ · ν · φ + 1 2 Aξ · ξ · ν · φ − 1 2 ξ · Ω · φ − 1 2 κ · φ^{(5)}= ξ · ∇_ξ φ,

which vanishes since φ is a basic spinor field. Now using Equation (7), we have D_M (ξ · φ) = D_b(ξ · φ) − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M (ξ · φ)

= D_b(ξ · φ) + 1 2 ξ · ν · Ω · ξ · φ = D_b(ξ · φ) + 1 2 ν · Ω · φ. (13) On the other hand and again by the identification between the Clifford multiplications, we compute

D_M (ξ · φ) = D_M (ν · ξ · ν · φ) = D_M (ν · (ξ ·_M φ))

(11)

= ν · D_M (ξ ·_M φ) (7) = ν · (D_b(ξ ·_M φ) − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M (ξ ·_M φ)) (6) = ν · (−ξ ·_M D_bφ + 1 2 Ω ·_M φ) = −ξ · D_bφ + 1 2 ν · Ω · φ. (14)

Finally comparing Equations (13) and (14), we deduce the desired identity. □

This lemma has the important consequence that if φ is an eigenspinor for the basic Dirac operator associated to an eigenvalue λ, then the spinor ξ · φ is an eigenspinor associated to the eigenvalue −λ.

3 Foliated manifolds with boundary

In this section, we will deal with a Riemannian spin manifold whose boundary carries a Riemannian flow given by a unit vector field ξ. We will assume, after restricting the spin structure to the normal bundle, the existence of a spinor field φ which is a solution for the basic Dirac equation. We will prove that the solution φ satisfies an integral inequality involving the geometric data of the flow and the boundary. When the equality case in this integral inequality is attained, we will show that the spinor solution φ (resp. φ + ξ ·_M φ) is the restriction of a parallel spinor on the whole manifold N if n is even (resp. if n is odd). The key point of our results is the integral inequality (2) established by O. Hijazi and S. Montiel in [17, Prop. 9].

Next, we state the two main theorems of this section:

Theorem 3.1 Let N be an (n+2)-dimensional compact Riemannian spin manifold with non-negative scalar curvature, whose boundary hypersurface M has a positive mean curvature H and is endowed with a Riemannian flow. Assume that there exists a spinor field φ such that D_bφ =^{n+1}_2 H_0φ, where H_0 is a positive basic function. Then, we have 0 ≤ ∫ M 1 H ( (n + 1)^2H^2_0 |φ|^2 + |Ω ·_M φ|^2 − (n + 1)^2H^2|φ|^2 ) dv. (15)

The equality case in Inequality (15) is now characterized by:

Theorem 3.2 Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.1 and if we assume that g(A(ξ), ξ) ≥ 0, then equality holds in (15) if and only if h = 0 (that is the flow is a local product) and H_0 = H. In this case, we get that A(ξ) = 0 and the spinors φ and ξ · φ are respectively the restrictions of parallel spinors on N if n is even, and if n is odd the spinor φ + ξ ·_M φ is the restriction of a parallel spinor on N.

Since the identification between the data (the spinor bundles, the Clifford multiplications, the Dirac operators,...) of the manifold, the boundary and the normal bundle of the flow depend on the parity of n, we will distinguish two cases to prove Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2: the even-dimensional case and the odddimensional case.

3.1 The even-dimensional case

In this subsection, we will prove Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 for n even. We start by proving Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Since the manifold N is spin, the manifold M and the normal bundle Q of the flow are also spin. Because n is even, the spinor bundle of Q is identified with the one of M, which is also identified with one subbundle of S, see (12). Therefore we can think of any φ ∈ Γ(ΣQ) as a section in one subbundle of S, say S^+. With the help of Equation (7), we can say that

D_Sφ = D_M φ = n + 1 2 H_0φ − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ (16) and D_S(ξ · φ) = −D_M (ξ · φ)^{(14)}= n + 1 2 H_0ξ · φ − 1 2 ν · Ω · φ. (17) We then have

|D_Sφ|^2 =

(n + 1)^2 4 H^2_0 |φ|^2 + 1 4 |Ω ·_M φ|^2 − n + 1 2 H_0⟨φ, ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ⟩ and |D_S(ξ · φ)|^2 =

(n + 1)^2 4 H^2_0 |φ|^2 + 1 4 |Ω ·_M φ|^2 + n + 1 2 H_0⟨φ, ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ⟩. Thus, by applying Inequality (2) to φ and ξ.φ and summing the obtained inequalities, we find the desired result. □ Before proving Theorem 3.2, we start by establishing a crucial lemma about the characterization of the equality case of (15).

Lemma 3.3 Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.1 and if equality holds in (15), we have h(X) ·_M φ + g(A(ξ), X) H_0 H φ − 1 (n + 1)H g(A(ξ), X)ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ = − 1 (n + 1)H

A(X) ·_M Ω ·_M φ, (18)

for all X ∈ Γ(T M).

Proof. Assume that equality holds in (15). We know that the optimality is characterized by the existence of two parallel spinors ψ, θ on N such that P_+φ = P_+ψ and P_−φ = P_−θ on M. By taking D_S on both sides and using the last equation in (8) for the spinors ψ and θ, we get P_−(D_Sφ) =^{n+1}_2 HP_−ψ and P_+(D_Sφ) =^{n+1}_2 HP_+θ.

There exists two parallel spinors Ψ, Θ such that the following holds on M:

P_+(ξ · φ) = P_+Ψ and P_−(ξ · φ) = P_−Θ.

As before, this also means that

P_−(D_S(ξ · φ)) = n + 1 2 HP_−Ψ and P_+(D_S(ξ · φ)) = n + 1 2 HP_+Θ.

Now, differentiating the equation ξ · P_−θ = P_+Ψ along any vector field X in Γ(T M) and using the first formula in (9) with the fact that ∇^S commutes with P_±, we get h(X) · P_−θ + ξ · P_−(∇^S_X θ) = P_+(∇^S_X Ψ).

Since the spinors θ and Ψ are parallel, we deduce from (8) that the above equation can be reduced to h(X) · P_−θ − 1 2 ξ · A(X) · ν · P_+θ = − 1 2 A(X) · ν · P_−Ψ. (19) In the same way and by differentiating the equation ξ · P_+ψ = P_−Θ, we can derive the relation h(X) · P_+ψ − 1 2 ξ · A(X) · ν · P_−ψ = − 1 2 A(X) · ν · P_+Θ. On the other hand

D_S(ξ · φ)^{(17)}= n + 1 2 H_0ξ · φ − 1 2 ν · Ω · φ^{(16)}= (n + 1)H_0ξ · φ − ξ · D_Sφ.

Thus, by applying P_∓ on both sides of the last equality we find that

HP_−Ψ = 2H_0ξ · P_+φ − Hξ · P_+θ, (20)

and, HP_+Θ = 2H_0ξ · P_−φ − Hξ · P_−ψ. In Equation (19), we replace P_−Ψ by its value from (20) and P_+θ by

P_+θ = 2 (n + 1)H

P_+(D_Sφ)^{(16)}=

H_0 H P_+φ − 1 (n + 1)H ξ · ν · Ω · P_−φ, (21) to get the following identity h(X) · P_−φ + g(A(ξ), X) H_0 H ν · P_+φ − 1 (n + 1)H g(A(ξ), X)ξ · Ω · P_−φ = − 1 (n + 1)H A(X) · Ω · P_−φ. (22) Also, we can prove that a similar identity as in (22) holds with the opposite sign. This gives after summing them Equation (18). □ We are now able to prove Theorem 3.2 for n even.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Assume that Equality holds in (15) and let us prove that h = 0 and A(ξ) = 0. First of all, multiplying (18) by a vector X and contracting over an orthonormal frame {ξ, e_1, · · · , e_n} of T M, we get that

ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ + Ω ·_M φ +

H_0 H A(ξ) ·_M φ − 1 (n + 1)H

A(ξ) ·_M ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ = 0, (23)

where we used the local expression of Ω given by Ω =^1_2 ∑_n i=1 e_i ·_M h(e_i). Multiplying again Equation (23) by A(ξ) ·_M ξ·_M and plugging the last term in (23) by its value into the new equation, we find after a straightforward computation that

− A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ + B Ω ·_M φ +

H_0 H |A(ξ)|^2ξ ·_M φ + (n + 1)H_0A(ξ) ·_M φ + ( (n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ) ) ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ = 0, (24)

where we denote by B the term

B = (n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ) + 1 (n + 1)H |A(ξ)|^2. We now claim that B ≠ 0. In fact, we can write B =^1_{(n+1)H} |A(ξ) + (n + 1)Hξ|^2. If B = 0, then A(ξ) = −(n + 1)Hξ. Plugging this in (23), we get ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ = H_0(n + 1)ξ ·_M φ and so κ ·_M φ = H_0(n + 1)φ. Taking the real part of the scalar product of the last identity with φ, we get

(n + 1)H_0|φ|^2 = 0.

Since by assumption H_0 > 0, this gives φ = 0. But the zero-set of any basic solution φ of (4) has dense complement subset in M by [4, Main Theorem] since the basic Dirac operator on basic sections only differs from the Dirac operator D_M by a zero-order-term, see (7). Therefore, we obtain a contradiction and hence B ≠ 0 must hold. Now, we claim the following:

Lemma 3.4 We have that HIL ·_M κ ·_M φ + H_0J L ·_M φ = 0, where I := (n + 1)H + g(A(ξ), ξ), J := (n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ) + |A(ξ)|^2, K := (n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ), L := A(ξ) − Kξ. Assume the lemma holds for the moment. First of all, we point out that L is a non-vanishing vector field. Indeed, assume that A(ξ) = Kξ then, g(A(ξ), ξ) = −(n+1)Hξ. This implies that A(ξ) = −(n+1)Hξ which leads to a contradiction because B ≠ 0. Therefore, we deduce that HIκ·_M φ+H_0J φ = 0 and, and, since the zero-set of φ has dense complement subset in M, we obtain J = 0 and Iκ = 0. Notice that I cannot be zero because I = −^1_{(n+1)H} J + B = B. Thus κ = 0 and A(ξ) = 0. Plugging this in (24) gives that Ω ·_M φ = 0. Finally, Equation (18) implies that h = 0. In order to prove the last statement of Theorem 3.2, we proceed as in [17, Thm. 2]. Using Equation (21), we have that

H_0P_+φ = HP_+θ and H_0P_−φ = HP_−ψ.

Applying D_S on both sides of the two equalities yields after taking the sum that

dH_0 ·_S φ + n + 1 2 H^2_0 φ =

H_0 H dH ·_S φ + n + 1 2 H^2φ.

Thus, the Hermitian product by φ gives H_0 = H which means that P_+φ = P_+θ and P_−φ = P_−ψ. Thus, we get that φ = ψ = θ on M. The same can be done for ξ · φ. □ We still have to prove Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Since B ≠ 0, Equation (24) implies that

Ω ·_M φ =^1_B ( A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ − [(n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ)]ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ −(n + 1)H_0A(ξ) ·_M φ −

H_0 H |A(ξ)|^2ξ ·_M φ ) . (25)

Taking the Clifford multiplication of Equation (18) with ξ and for X = ξ, we get ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ + g(A(ξ), ξ) H_0 H ξ ·_M φ = 1 (n + 1)H [ A(ξ) ·_M ξ ·_M +g(A(ξ), ξ) ] Ω ·_M φ. (26)

Combining Equations (26) and (25), we get

(n + 1)H B [ ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ + g(A(ξ), ξ) H_0 H ξ ·_M φ ] = |A(ξ)|^2ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ − 2g(A(ξ), ξ)A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ +(n + 1)HA(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ + 2g(A(ξ), ξ)A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ −(n + 1)H_0|A(ξ)|^2ξ ·_M φ + 2(n + 1)H_0g(A(ξ), ξ)A(ξ) ·_M φ + H_0 H |A(ξ)|^2A(ξ) ·_M φ + g(A(ξ), ξ)A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ −(n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ)ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ − 2g(A(ξ), ξ)^2ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ −(n + 1)H_0g(A(ξ), ξ)A(ξ) ·_M φ − H_0 H |A(ξ)|^2g(A(ξ), ξ)ξ ·_M φ. The last expression can be written as C_1ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ + C_2ξ ·_M φ = C_3A(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ + C_4A(ξ) ·_M φ. Let us determine C_1, C_2, C_3 and C_4. For example, the coefficient C_1 of ξ ·_M κ ·_M φ is given by

C_1 = (n + 1)HB − |A(ξ)|^2 + (n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ) + 2g(A(ξ), ξ)^2 = (n + 1)^2H^2 + 3(n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ) + 2g(A(ξ), ξ)^2 = ( (n + 1)H + g(A(ξ), ξ) )( (n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ) ) = IK. In a similar way, we can find

C_2 =

H_0 H ( (n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ) + |A(ξ)|^2 )( (n + 1)H + 2g(A(ξ), ξ) ) = H_0 H J K, C_3 = (n + 1)H + g(A(ξ), ξ) = I,

C_4 =

H_0 H ( (n + 1)Hg(A(ξ), ξ) + |A(ξ)|^2 ) = H_0 H J .

Finally, we have HIKξ ·_M κ ·_M φ + H_0J Kξ ·_M φ = HIA(ξ) ·_M κ ·_M φ + H_0J A(ξ) ·_M φ, which is HIL ·_M κ ·_M φ + H_0J L ·_M φ = 0. □

Remark 3.5 We notice that when equality case in (15) is realized, the second fundamental form has two important properties:

1. First, it commutes with the O’Neill tensor. Indeed, the Hermitian product of (18) with ξ ·_M φ provides the vanishing of the real part of ⟨A(X)·_M Ω·_M φ, ξ ·_M φ⟩ for any X ∈ Γ(T M). Therefore, by taking again the Hermitian product of (18) with A(X) ·_M φ, we obtain g(h(X), A(X)) = 0 which means that h and A commute. In particular, the eigenvalues of A are of multiplicity at least two if h is not zero.

2. Second, it has two constant principal curvatures 0 and −(n + 1)H. In fact, by taking the Hermitian product of (18) with φ and plugging Equation (25), we get after a straightforward computation that A^2(ξ) = −(n + 1)HA(ξ). 3.2 The odd-dimensional case

In this subsection, we will prove Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 when n is odd. The difference between the proofs in both cases comes certainly from the different identification of the spinor bundles, the Clifford multiplications and the Dirac operators.

We recall from Section 2 the identifications of the spinor bundles of N, the boundary M and the normal bundle of the flow as ΣQ ⊕ ΣQ ≃ ΣM ≃ S, where in the first isomorphism, the Clifford multiplications are being identified as (Z ·_Q ⊕ − Z·_Q)Υ = Z ·_M ξ ·_M Υ,

for any Z ∈ Γ(Q), while in the second isomorphism X ·_M Υ = X · ν · Υ for any spinor field Υ ∈ S = ΣN|_M . From the fact that n + 1 is even, the action of iν on S is determined by the action of the complex volume form ω of ΣM, that is for any spinor Υ on S, we have iν · Υ = ω · Υ = Ῡ, where Ῡ = Υ_+ − Υ_− with Υ_± are eigensections of ω corresponding to the eigenvalues ±1. Thus, from the definition of the projections P_±, we deduce that P_±Υ = Υ_±.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. As for the even case, the proof is mainly based on the use of Inequality (2) applied to the spinor field Υ = φ + ξ ·_M φ. Here φ is considered as a section in ΣQ ≃ Σ^+M, i.e. P_+φ = φ. Therefore, we compute

D_SΥ = D_M Υ = D_M φ + D_M (ξ ·_M φ) (7) = n + 1 2 H_0ξ ·_M φ − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ − ξ ·_M D_b(ξ ·_M φ) + 1 2 Ω ·_M φ (6) = n + 1 2 H_0ξ ·_M φ − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ + n + 1 2 H_0φ + 1 2 Ω ·_M φ. (27)

It is easy to check that ⟨ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ, φ⟩ = 0, we then deduce that the norm of the spinor field |D_SΥ|^2 is equal to

|D_SΥ|^2 =

(n + 1)^2 2 H^2_0 |φ|^2 + 1 2 |Ω ·_M φ|^2. Plugging the last equality into Inequality (2) and using the fact that |Υ|^2 = 2|φ|^2, we get Inequality (15). □ Before proving Theorem 3.2 and as we did for the even case, we will start by stating and proving a lemma which characterizes the equality case in (15).

Lemma 3.6 Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.1 and if equality holds in (15) the spinor field Υ := φ + ξ ·_M φ satisfies h(X) ·_M Υ + g(A(ξ), X) H_0 H Υ − 1 (n + 1)H g(A(ξ), X)ξ ·_M Ω ·_M Υ = − 1 (n + 1)H

A(X) ·_M Ω ·_M Υ, (28)

for all X ∈ Γ(T M).

Proof. Assume that we have the equality case in (15). As before, the optimality is characterized by the existence of two parallel spinors Ψ and Θ such that on M we have

P_+Υ = φ = P_+Ψ and P_−Υ = ξ ·_M φ = P_−Θ.

Differentiating the second equation with respect to any vector field X ∈ Γ(T M), we find after using Equation (9) that h(X) · ν · φ + i 2 ξ · A(X) · ν · P_−Ψ = − 1 2 A(X) · ν · P_+Θ. (29)

On the other hand, we get from Equation (27) that

D_Sφ = n + 1 2 H_0ξ ·_M φ − 1 2 ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ = n + 1 2 HP_−Ψ, and, D_S(ξ ·_M φ) = n + 1 2 H_0φ + 1 2 Ω ·_M φ = n + 1 2 HP_+Θ. Hence, replacing the spinor fields P_−Ψ and P_+Θ by their values from the above two equations into (29), we find after a straightforward computation that h(X) ·_M φ + H_0 H g(A(X), ξ)ξ ·_M φ + 1 (n + 1)H

A(X) ·_M Ω ·_M φ = 1 (n + 1)H g(A(X), ξ)ξ ·_M Ω ·_M φ. (30) Here we used the identification between the Clifford multiplications on ΣM and ΣN and the fact that iν · φ = φ. Now one can easily check that Equation (28) holds for the spinor field Υ after taking the Clifford multiplication of (30) by the vector ξ. □

Now, we prove Theorem 3.2 for n odd.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We remark that Equation (28) is the same as Equation (18) when n was even but the spinor φ in (18) is replaced by the spinor Υ = φ + ξ ·_M φ in (28). So, we repeat the same technique applied in the proof of Theorem 3.2 when n was even. □

Remark 3.7 The condition taken in the equality case of Theorem 3.1 can be refined by requiring that the sectional curvature on N vanishes along planes in T M containing ξ. Indeed, using the Gauss-Codazzi equations the Ricci curvature on M of the vector ξ is equal to

Ric_M ξ = n∑ i=1 R^N (ξ, e_i)e_i − A^2(ξ) + (n + 1)HA(ξ),

where {e_i} is a local orthonormal frame of Γ(Q). Since g(Ric_M ξ, ξ) = |h|^2 [22], we deduce that g(A(ξ), ξ) ≥ 0.

4 Rigidity results for the geometry of the manifold, its boundary and the Riemannian flow

In this section, we will state various rigidity results on manifolds whose boundary carries a particular solution of the basic Dirac equation and the mean curvature is assumed to satisfy some condition depending on the norm of the O’Neill tensor of the flow. These results can be seen as the foliated counterpart of the ones in [23].

We will estimate the two terms in the integral inequality (15) involving the 2-form Ω in terms of its norm. Indeed, we have:

Proposition 4.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, the inequality 0 ≤ ∫ M 1 H ( (n + 1)^2H^2_0 + [ n 2 ]|Ω|^2 − (n + 1)^2H^2 ) |φ|^2dv, (31) holds. Moreover, under the condition (n + 1)H_0 + [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| ≤ (n + 1)H, equality is attained if and only if h = 0 and H_0 = H. In this case, we have that A(ξ)=0 and the spinors φ and ξ · φ are respectively the restrictions of parallel spinors on N if n is even, and if n is odd the spinor φ + ξ ·_M φ is the restriction of a parallel spinor on N.

Proof. Since the operator iΩ is Hermitian, all its eigenvalues are real. Therefore, one can always find an orthonormal frame {e_i} of T M such that

Ω = [^n_2 ]∑

j=1 λ_j e_{2j−1} ∧ e_{2j} .

Here λ_j are the eigenvalues of the operator iΩ. Thus, from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get

|Ω ·_M φ| ≤ [^n_2 ]∑

j=1 |λ_j ||φ| ≤ [ n 2 ]^{12} (

[^n_2 ]∑

j=1 |λ_j |^2)^{12} |φ| ≤ [ n 2 ]^{12} |Ω||φ|,

and we conclude (31) by using Theorem 3.1.

The equality holds if and only if (n + 1)^2H^2_0 + [^n_2 ]|Ω|^2 = (n + 1)^2H^2. In this case, the condition (n + 1)H_0 + [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| ≤ (n + 1)H allows us to deduce that Ω = 0 which yields from (18) to h = 0 and A(ξ) = 0. When n is odd, the same technique carries again over by using (28). □

Remark 4.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 and the conditions (n + 1)^2H^2_0 + [^n_2 ]|Ω|^2 ≤ (n + 1)^2H^2 and g(A(ξ), ξ) ≥ 0, equality holds in (15). Then, by Theorem 3.2, we have h = 0 and A(ξ) = 0.

Remark 4.3 It is an easy fact to see that if there exists a basic harmonic spinor on the flow, that is D_bφ = 0, the estimate ∫ M 1 H ( [ n 2 ]|Ω|^2 −

(n + 1)^2 4 H^2 ) |φ|^2dv > 0, holds. However, the limiting case cannot be achieved since the mean curvature is assumed to be positive.

Next, we deduce an analogue result of the main theorem in [23, Thm. 1]:

Corollary 4.4 Let N be a compact spin Riemannian (n+2)-dimensional manifold with non-negative scalar curvature, whose boundary hypersurface M has positive mean curvature H and is endowed with a Riemannian flow. Assume that there exist a spinor field φ such that D_bφ =^{n+1}_2 H_0φ, where H_0 is a positive basic function with H_0 +^1_{n+1} [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| ≤ H. Then the vector field ξ is parallel on M and A(ξ) = 0. Moreover, the spinors φ and ξ · φ are respectively the restrictions of parallel spinors on N if n is even and if n is odd, the spinor φ + ξ ·_M φ is the restriction of a parallel spinor on N.

In the following subsection, we will apply Corollary 4.4 for particular solutions of the basic Dirac equation, namely the basic Killing spinors [14] in order to prove Theorem 1.1.

4.1 Basic Killing spinors as solutions of the basic Dirac equation

It is a standard fact that on a spin manifold, Killing spinors are particular solutions of the Dirac equation. Those spinors appeared in the limiting case of an eigenvalue estimate of the Dirac operator (see e.g. [10] and references therein) and they are completely classified in [2]. In the following, we will consider a

Riemannian flow defined on the boundary of a spin manifold and will assume that it carries a basic Killing spinor, that is, spinor φ satisfying ∇_X φ = αX ·_Q φ for all X ∈ Γ(Q) and ∇_ξφ = 0 for a real number α (assumed to be ±^1_2 ). We will prove Theorem 1.1 by considering again the two cases: n is even and n is odd.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 for n even. Note first that the existence of a basic Killing spinor φ of Killing constant −^1_2 gives rise to a solution of the basic Dirac equation with H_0 =^n_{n+1} , since the flow is minimal. Hence, under the assumption on the mean curvature, we deduce from Corollary 4.4 that there exists a maximal number of parallel spinors on N (which restrict to φ and ξ · φ) and that ∇^M ξ = 0 and A(ξ) = 0. Moreover, we find from Equations (5) and (8) that A(X) = X for all X orthogonal to ξ. Thus, the manifold N is flat and by the de Rham theorem the universal cover ~M of M is isometric to the Riemannian product R×Z, where Z is a simply connected Riemannian manifold carrying a maximal number of Killing spinors. Therefore with the use of Bär’s classification [2], this implies in particular that ~M ≃ R × S^n. Moreover, the fundamental group of M is embedded in the product Isom_+(R) × Isom_+(S^n) where Isom_+ denotes the group of isometries which preserves the orientation of the corresponding manifold. Since n is even, we can deduce that π_1(M) ∼= Z and acts on R × S^n via (k, (t, x)) → ( t + ka, A^kx ) for some (a, A) ∈ R^× × SO_{n+1}.

This action lifts to the spin level and induces two spin structures on M which both admit a maximal number of linearly independent −^1_2 - and^1_2 -basic Killing spinors, see e.g. [1, Thm. 3.2].

In order to check that N is isometric to Z\R × B, where B is the closed unit ball, we need the following lemma:

Lemma 4.5 Under the same conditions as in Theorem 1.1, the vector field ξ can be extended to a unique parallel vector field ξ̂ on N. In particular, ξ̂ is orthogonal to the unit normal ν along the boundary M.

Assume this lemma for a moment and consider a connected integral submanifold N_1 of the bundle (Rξ̂ )^⊥, where the orthogonal is taken in N. From the parallelism of the vector field ξ̂, it is straightforward to see that N_1 is the quotient of a totally geodesic hypersurface ~N_1 of the universal cover ~N (which is complete) of N. In particular, the manifold ~N_1 is complete since it is a level hypersurface of the function f defined on ~N by d^{~N} f = ~ξ̂ (recall here that d^N ξ̂ = 0). From the fact that the universal cover is a local isometry, we deduce that N_1 is complete. On the other hand, the boundary of N_1 is also a totally geodesic hypersurface in ∂N = Z\R × S^n with normal vector field ξ, carrying a maximal number of Killing spinors (hence it is compact but may be unconnected). Moreover, the second fundamental form of ∂N_1 is equal to −∇^{N1}_X ν = −∇^N_X ν = X, which means that ∂N_1 is totally umbilical in N_1. Thus from the rigidity result in [21, Thm. 1.1], we deduce that N_1 is compact which from [15, Cor. 4] or [23, Thm. 1] implies that ∂N_1 is connected and is isometric to the round sphere. Therefore N_1 – and thus ~N_1 – is isometric to the unit ball B (see [15, Cor. 5] or [23, Thm. 5]). Finally, by the de Rham theorem, the manifold ~N is isometric to R × B and therefore N is the quotient of the Riemannian product R × B by its fundamental group. Since π_1(N) embeds into π_1(M) (any isometry of B fixing pointwise S^n is the identity map), N is isometric to Z\R × B. □

Now, let us prove Lemma 4.5 that we used to prove Theorem 1.1 for n even.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Given any p-form ω on M the following boundary problem Δ^N ω̂ = 0 on N,

J^∗ω̂ = ω, J^∗(δ^N ω̂) = 0 on M

(32)

admits a solution ω̂ (which is also a p-form) on N (see Lemma 3.5.6 in [27]). Here J^∗ω̂ denotes the restriction of ω̂ to the boundary. Using Stokes formula, on can easily check that δ^N d^N ω̂ = 0 (see e.g. the proof of [24, Theorem 8]). Therefore, the form ϕ̂ := d^N ω̂ satisfies the boundary problem

d^N ϕ̂ = δ^N ϕ̂ = 0 on N,

J^∗ϕ̂ = d^M ω on M.

Given the 1-form ω = ξ^♭ on M, let ξ̂ be a solution of the problem (32). In the sequel, we will show that the vector field ξ̂ is parallel on the manifold N. To do this, we will use the Reilly formula established in [25, Theorem 3]: For any p-form α on N with p ≥ 1, we have ∫ N |d^N α|^2+|δ^N α|^2 = ∫ N |∇^N α|^2+⟨W^{[p]}(α), α⟩+2 ∫ M ⟨ν⌟α, δ^M (J^∗α)⟩+ ∫ M T (α, α) where W^{[p]} is the curvature term of N in the Bochner-Weitzenböck formula (which in our case vanishes since N is flat) and T (α, α) = ⟨A^{[p]}(J^∗α), J^∗α⟩ + (n + 1)H|ν⌟α|^2 − ⟨A^{[p−1]}(ν⌟α), ν⌟α⟩, with (A^{[k]}β)(X_1, . . . , X_k) = ∑_k i=1 β(X_1, . . . , A(X_i), . . . , X_k) where A is the second fundamental form (here β is a k-form on N). By convention, we take A^{[0]} = 0.

The form ϕ̂ = d^N ξ̂ is closed and co-closed on N and its restriction to the boundary vanishes from the fact that d^M ξ = 0 (the vector field ξ is parallel on M). Therefore, the Reilly formula applied to ϕ̂ = d^N ξ̂ gives that 0 = ∫ N |∇^N ϕ̂|^2 + (n + 1) ∫ M H|ν⌟ϕ̂|^2 − ∫ M ⟨A^{[1]}(ν⌟ϕ̂), ν⌟ϕ̂⟩. Since the second fundamental form is equal to zero in the direction of ξ and to the identity in the orthogonal direction to ξ, we find for A^{[1]} that

(A^{[1]}β)(X) = β(X) for X ⊥ ξ and (A^{[1]}β)(ξ) = 0.

Hence, we get that ⟨A^{[1]}(ν⌟ϕ̂), ν⌟ϕ̂⟩ = n∑ i=1 (ν⌟ϕ̂)(e_i)^2, where {e_i}_{i=1,··· ,n} is an orthonormal frame of Γ(Q). Thus, after replacing the mean curvature H by^n_{n+1} , the Reilly formula reduces to 0 = ∫ N |∇^N ϕ̂|^2 + (n − 1) ∫ M |ν⌟ϕ̂|^2 + ∫ M (ν⌟ϕ̂)(ξ)^2.

Therefore the form ν⌟ϕ̂ vanishes on M and ϕ̂ is parallel on N, which means that it has a constant norm. But using the identity |ϕ̂|^2 = |J^∗ϕ̂|^2 + |ν⌟ϕ̂|^2 which holds at any point on the boundary, one can deduce that ϕ̂ = 0 (recall here that the restriction of ϕ̂ to the boundary vanishes). Thus we get that d^N ξ̂ = 0. On the other hand, with the help of the Stokes formula and the fact that ξ̂ is a solution of the problem (32), one can easily prove that δ^N ξ̂ = 0. We apply again the Reilly formula for the 1-form ξ̂ to get that 0 = ∫ N |∇^N ξ̂|^2 + n ∫ M |ν⌟ξ̂|^2, which gives that ξ̂ is parallel on N and is orthogonal to ν along the boundary. Here we used that δ^M ξ = 0 and A^{[1]}(ξ) = 0.

Finally, we would like to notice that the vector field ξ̂ is unique. Indeed, we prove that any extension of the vector field ξ of the boundary problem (32) is a parallel vector field on the whole manifold. Hence for any other extension ξ̂_1, the vector field ξ̂ − ξ̂_1 has a constant norm (both are parallel) and restricts to zero on the boundary. □

Proof of Theorem 1.1 for n odd. The existence of a maximal number of basic Killing spinors of constant −^1_2 gives 2^{[ n2 ]} parallel spinors on N, by Theorem 3.1. However, given a basic Killing spinor φ of constant^1_2 which belongs to ΣQ ≃ Σ^+M implies by the identity (6) that ξ ·_M φ is a solution of the basic Dirac equation belonging to ΣQ ≃ Σ^−M. Therefore, Theorem 3.1 assures again the existence of 2^{[ n2 ]} parallel spinors on N which with the first family provides a maximal number of parallel spinors. This forces N to be flat. The proof carries over as in the even case with two differences: first, the only compact, connected manifold carrying a maximal number of Killing spinors for both constants −^1_2 and^1_2 is the round sphere [3, Thm. 4]; second, one cannot deduce that Γ = π_1(M) is isomorphic to Z. □

Remarks 4.6

1. We notice that the Killing constant −^1_2 in Theorem 1.1 can be replaced by any constant −α. In this case, the term^n_{n+1} in the inequality n n+1 +^1_{n+1} [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| ≤ H should be replaced by^{2nα}_{n+1} . On the other hand, the condition taken on the mean curvature cannot be dropped. In fact, consider in dimension 4 the example of the unit closed ball where the boundary S^3 is endowed with the unit Killing vector field which defines the Hopf fibration over the sphere S^2 of radius^1_2 . The normal bundle of the flow (which is isometric to the tangent bundle of S^2) carries a Kähler structure and has a 2-dimensional space of basic Killing spinors of constants ±1. However, we have^{2nα}_{n+1} +^1_{n+1} [^n_2 ]^{12} |Ω| =^4_3 +^1_3 (1) =^5_3 > H = 1.

2. In case n is odd, the subgroup Γ by which R × S^n is modded out is not necessarily isomorphic to Z. Consider for instance Γ := Z × Γ_2, where Γ_2 ⊂ SO_{n+1} is a finite subgroup consisting of rotations in orthogonal 2- planes in R^{n+1} . Then Γ acts freely and properly discontinuously on R×S^n with compact quotient.

An immediate consequence of Theorem 1.1 is when the boundary of a spin manifold is isometric to the Riemannian product S^1 × S^n (which is a trivial fibration over the round sphere). In this case, if the spin structure on N induces the trivial one on the boundary S^1 × S^n, the flow carries obviously a maximal number of basic Killing spinors and Theorem 1.1 applies. In fact, we can say more:

Corollary 4.7 Let (N^{n+2}, g) be a compact spin Riemannian manifold with non-negative scalar curvature. We assume that the boundary is isometric to S^1 × S^n with mean curvature H ≥^n_{n+1} . If the induced spin structure on M is the trivial one on S^1 × S^n, then N is isometric to the product of S^1 with the unit ball.

Proof. As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, M must be isometric to the quotient of R×S^n by some discrete fixed-point-free cocompact subgroup Γ ⊂ R×SO_{n+1}. But since M is by assumption isometric to S^1 × S^n, the Γ-action must be trivial on the S^n-factor, so that N is isometric to S^1 × B. □

4.2 Integrability condition of the normal bundle

In the following, we will state another rigidity results which mainly uses a previous work of B.-Y. Chen [7]. In his paper, Chen proved that given any Riemannian submersion M^{n+1} → B^b with totally geodesic fibres where M is isometrically immersed onto a Riemannian manifold N, the O’Neill tensor of the submersion can be bounded from above by the mean curvature of the immersion and the sectional curvature of N. Indeed, he showed that |h|^2 ≤ (n + 1)^2 4 H^2 + b(n + 1 − b) max K̃(p),

where max K̃(p) denotes the maximum value of the sectional curvature of N restricted to plane sections in T_pM. Using this estimate, we can state the following:

Theorem 4.8 Let (N, g) be an (n + 2)-Riemannian spin manifold of nonnegative scalar curvature with connected boundary M of mean curvature satisfying H ≥^{2n√2} (n+1)(2 √ 2−[^n_2 ]^12 )

for n < 16 such that the sectional curvature vanishes on

the boundary M. Assume that M is endowed with a Riemannian flow given by a unit vector field ξ. If there exists a solution φ of D_bφ =^n_2 φ, the normal bundle Q is integrable.

Proof. Suppose that the normal bundle is not integrable, that is h is non-zero. By Chen’s estimate we get |h| = √ 2|Ω| ≤ n + 1 2 H ≤ √ 2 [^n_2 ]^12 ((n + 1)H − n), which gives a contradiction from Corollary 4.4. □

Acknowledgment. The authors are indebted to Oussama Hijazi and Aziz El Kacimi for many enlightening discussions and comments. The fourth named author gratefully acknowledges the financial support of the Berlin Mathematical School (BMS) and would like to thank the University of Potsdam, especially Christian Bär and his group, for their generous support and friendly welcome. We also thank Christian Bär for pointing out a mistake in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

References

[1] B. Alexandrov, G. Grantcharov and S. Ivanov, An estimate for the first eigenvalue of the Dirac operator on compact Riemannian spin manifold admitting a parallel one-form, J. Geom. Phys. 28 (1998), no. 3-4, 263–270.

[2] C. Bär, Real Killing spinors and holonomy, Commun. Math. Phys. 154 (1993), 509–521.

[3] C. Bär, The Dirac operator on space forms of positive curvature, J. Math.

Soc. Japan. 48 (1996), 69–83.

[4] C. Bär, On Nodal Sets for Dirac and Laplace Operators, Commun. Math.

Phys. 188 (1997), 709–721.

[5] C. Bär, Extrinsic bounds for eigenvalues of the Dirac operator, Ann. Glob.

Anal. Geom. 16 (1998), 573–596.

[6] J.-P. Bourguignon, O. Hijazi, J.-L. Milhorat, A. Moroianu and S. Moroianu, A spinorial approach to Riemannian and conformal geometry, to appear in EMS Monographs in Mathematics.

[7] B.-Y. Chen, Riemannian submersions, minimal immersions and cohomology class, Proc. Japan Acad. 81 (2005), 162–167.

[8] A. El Kacimi and B. Gmira, Stabilité du caractère kählérien transverse, Israel J. Math. 101 (1997), 323–347.

[9] A. El Kacimi, Opérateurs transversalement elliptiques sur un feuilletage riemannien et applications, Compositio Mathematica 73 (1990), 57–106.

[10] T. Friedrich, Dirac operators in Riemannian geometry, Graduate studies in Mathematics 25, American Mathematical Society, 2000.

[11] N. Ginoux, The Dirac spectrum, Lecture notes in Mathematics 1976, Springer, 2009.

[12] J.F. Glazebrook and F.W. Kamber, On spectral flow of transversal Dirac operators and a theorem of Vafa-Witten, Ann. Glob. Anal. Geom. 9 (1991), 27–35.

[13] J.F. Glazebrook and F.W. Kamber, Transversal Dirac families in Riemannian foliations, Comm. Math. Phys. 140 (1991), 217–240.

[14] G. Habib, Tenseur d’impulsion-énergie et feuilletages, Ph.D. thesis, Université Henri Poincaré-Nancy I, (2006).

[15] O. Hijazi and S. Montiel, Extrinsic Killing spinors, Math. Zeit. 244 (2003), 337–347.

[16] O. Hijazi and S. Montiel, A spinorial characterization of hyperspheres, Calc.

Var. Part. Diff. Eq. 48 (2013), 527–544.

[17] O. Hijazi and S. Montiel, A holographic principle for the existence of parallel spinors and an inequality of Shi-Tam type, Asian J. Math. 18 (2014), no. 3, 489–506.

[18] O. Hijazi, S. Montiel and S. Roldan, Eigenvalue boundary problems for the Dirac operator, Commun. Math. Phys. 231 (2002), 375–390.

[19] O. Hijazi, S. Montiel and X. Zhang, Dirac operator on embedded hypersurfaces, Math. Res. Lett. 8 (2001), 195–208.

[20] H.B. Lawson and M.-L. Michelsohn, Spin geometry, Princeton University Press, 1989.

[21] M. Li, A sharp comparison theorem for compact manifolds with mean convex boundary, J. Geom. Anal. 24 (2014), 1490–1496.

[22] B. O’Neill, The fundamental equations of a submersion, Mich. Math. J. 13 (1966), 459-469.

[23] S. Raulot, Rigidity of compact Riemannian spin manifolds with boundary, Lett. Math. Phys. 86 (2008), 177–192.

[24] S. Raulot and A. Savo, On the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator on forms, J. Func. Anal. 262 (2012), 889–914.

[25] S. Raulot and A. Savo, A Reilly formula and eigenvalue estimates for differential forms, J. Geom. Anal. 21 (2011), 620–640.

[26] B. Reinhart, Foliated manifolds with bundle-like metrics, Ann. Math. 69 (1959), 119–132.

[27] G. Schwarz, Hodge decomposition - A method for solving boundary value problems, Lecture notes in Mathematics 1607, Springer, 1995.

[28] P. Tondeur, Foliations on Riemannian manifolds, Universitext 140, Springer, 1988.