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Abstract

It is proved that if a Paley-Wiener family of eigenfunctions of
the Laplace operator in R? vanishes on a real-analytically ruled two-
dimensional surface S C R? then S is a union of cones, each of which
is contained in a translate of the zero set of a nonzero harmonic ho-
mogeneous polynomial. If S is an immersed C'!'— manifold then S is
a Coxeter system of planes. Full description of common nodal sets of
Laplace spectra of convexly supported distributions is given. In equiv-
alent terms, the result describes ruled injectivity sets for the spherical
mean transform and confirms, for the case of ruled surfaces in R?, a
conjecture from [IJ.

1 Introduction

Nodal sets are zeros of the Laplace eigenfunctions. They play an important
role in understanding of the wave propagation.

The geometry of a single nodal set can be very complicated and hardly
can be well understood. On the other hand, simultaneous vanishing of large
families of eigenfunctions on large sets occurs rarely and hence it is naturally
to expect that common nodal sets in that case should be pretty special and
have a simple geometry.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.01250v2

Bourgain and Rudnick [§] obtained a result of such type for two-dimensional
torus T?2. They proved that only geodesics can serve common nodal curves
for infinitely many Laplace eigenfunctions on 72. For tori in high dimensions,
they proved that Gauss-Kronecker curvature of the common nodal hypersur-
faces must be zero. Analogous question for the sphere in the Euclidean space
is still open.

In this article, we address to the similar questions for Euclidean spaces.
The case of R? was studied in [I], in equivalent terms of injectivity sets for
the spherical mean Radon transform. Translated back to the language of
nodal sets, the result of [I] says that one-dimensional parts of common nodal
sets of large families of eigenfunctions are Coxeter system of straight lines
in the plane. There, by large families of eigenfunctions, Laplace spectra of
compactly supported functions were understood.

In the course of that result, it was conjectured in [I] that in higher dimen-
sions, common nodal surfaces for large families of eigenfunctions (injectivity
sets of the spherical mean transform) are cones - translates of the zero sets
of solid harmonics (harmonic homogeneous polynomials). In this article, we
confirm Conjecture from [I] for a special case of ruled surfaces in R3. The
proof develops ideas from the article [4] of E.T. Quinto and the author.

Although ruled surfaces (unions of straight lines) are, in a sense, close to
cones (union of straight lines with a common point), proving conical structure
of ruled nodal surfaces in dimensions higher than two was elusive for a long
time.
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3 Main results

We will formulate the main results of this article in two equivalent terms:
1) on the language of nodal surfaces and 2) on the language of of injectivity
sets.

We start with the nodal surfaces version.

3.1 Nodal surfaces version

Let wx, A > 0, be a family of eigenfunctions of the Laplace operator A in

R3. More precisely, each function ¢y is a solution of the Helmholtz equation
Apy = —Np,.

In particular, ¢, can be identically zero function.

Definition 3.1 The family ¢, is a Paley-Wiener family if it can be ex-
tended in the complex plane A € C as an even entire function, satisfying the

growth condition
loa(@)| < C(1 + |A|)NelBHlaDimAl

for some positive constants C, R and for some natural N.

By cone in R%, we understand union of straight lines having a common
point-the vertex of the cone. We call a cone C' harmonic cone if there
exists a nonzero harmonic homogeneous polynomial (solid harmonic) h and
a vector a such that

C Ca+h*0).

Definition 3.2 Let S be a surface in R®. We call S irreducible real an-
alytically ruled surface if

1. There exists a closed continuous curve v C R® such that S is the union
of straight lines, S = Uge Ly, passing through points a € .

2. Locally, S is the image of the (parametrizing) mapping
(=1, 1) x R (t,A) = u(t, \) = u(t) + Ae(t),

where I >t — (u(t), e(t)) € R3xR? are real analytic maps and |e(t)| =
1.



The curve ~y is called the base curve, the vector e(t)-directional vector, the
straight lines Ly = {u(t) + Ae(t), A € R} are called rulings, or ruling or
generating lines. Real analytically ruled surface are, by definition, finite
unions of irreducible those.

Remark 3.3 1. The parametrizing mapping u(t, \) is nor necessarily de-
fines a parametrization of S as a manifold, since the reqularity condi-
tion 1s not required.

2. Real analytically ruled surfaces are not necessarily everywhere real ana-
lytic, and even differentiable. For example, a cone which is not a plane
1s not differentiable at its vertex.

Now we are ready to formulate the main results of this article.

Theorem 3.4 Let S be an irreducible real-analytically ruled surface with no
parallel generating lines, then S is the common nodal set for a Paley- Wiener
family if and only if S is a harmonic cone.

In the reducible case, we have

Theorem 3.5 Let S be a real-analytically ruled surface in R3, with no par-
allel generating lines. If S is the common nodal for a Paley-Wiener family
of etgenfunctions then S is the union of finite number of harmonic cones,
S = Uj-vlej such that for any 1 < i < j < N the intersection C; N C; # ()
and one the two cases are possible:

1. C; N Cj is the vertex of one of the cones C;, C},
2. C; N Cj is transversal and is an unbounded curve.

Conjecture from [I] (see section M for the details) claims that, in fact, the
vertices of the cones C; coincide and therefore S is a single cone. However,
we are not able to prove that at the moment.

Definition 3.6 The union ¥ = Ué-vzlﬂj of N hyperplanes in R? having a
common point is called Coxeter system if X is invariant with respect to all
the reflections around the planes11;, j =1,...,N.

Notice that Coxeter systems are harmonic cones, i.e., are, up to transla-
tions, zero sets of solid harmonics.



Theorem 3.7 If in Theorem[3.3 S is an immersed C'— surface then S is a
Cozeter system.

Remind that immersed C!'— surface is the image of a two-dimensional
C'— manifold under a C'— mapping with non-degenerating differential.

Finally, we will formulate one more result about common nodal surfaces
for special Paley-Wiener families of eigenfunctions: spectral projections of
convexly supported distributions:

Theorem 3.8 Let f € D, (R3) be a nonzero compactly supported distri-

comp
bution or continuous function and

s =/ o
0

be the Laplace spectral decomposition of f ([21]). Assume that the boundary
of the unbounded connected component of R3\ suppf is a real analytic strictly
convex closed surface. If

N = Nxsopy ' (0)

then N = SUV where either V= () or V is an algebraic variety of dimV < 1
and either S = () or S is one of the three surfaces:

1. S is a harmonic cone.

2. S is the union of two harmonic cones, S = Cy U Cy such that either
CiNCy={b} or C;NCy = {bs}. where by, by are the vertices of the
corresponding cones.

3. S is the union of three harmonic cones, S = Cy U Cy U C3, with the
vertices by, by, by, correspondingly, such that either

CiNCy=A{b}, ConCs={b}, C3NCy={bs}

or
CiNCy={b}, ConC5={bs}, C3NCy={b}.

We conjecture that, in fact, by = by = b3 which would lead to confirming
Conjecture in a more complete form.



3.2 Injectivity sets version
The spherical mean Radon transform is defined as the mean value
Rf(x,t) = / f(x+t0)dA(0)
6]=1

of f over the sphere S(xz,t) centered at x € R? of radius ¢ > 0. Here dA is
the normalized area measure on the unit sphere {|6] = 1} in R%.

The operator R can be extended to distributions f € D'(RY). Namely,
for each vector a € R? define the averaging operator

Rap(z) = / oo

where dw is the normalized Haar measure on the orthogonal group SO(n).
The relation between this averaging operator and the operator R is given by

(Ra¥)(x) = Rip(a, |z — al).

Now, if f € D'(R?) and a € R?, then we define the new distribution R,f by
the following action on test-functions :

(Baf,¢) = ([, Rat)). (1)

It is easy to see that this definition is consistent with the definition of the
action of the operator R, on functions.
Denote Rg the restriction of the transform R on the set S x (0, 00) :

RS : Ccomp(Rd) = f — R.f|S><(0,oo)~

Definition 3.9 We call a set S C R? injectivity set if given a distribution
f € DR such that Rof =0 for all a € S then f = 0. Equivalently,
S s injectivity set if the operator Rg is injective, i.e. for every function

f € Ccomp(Rd)
Rf(z,t) =0 for all €S implies f=0.

The equivalence of definition for functions and distributions can be easily
proved by convolving distributions with radial smooth functions.
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Spherical mean Radon transform ] plays an important role in applications,
namely, in thermo- and photoacoustic tomography (cf. [16]), which is used
in the medical imaging [15]. The mathematical problem behind ‘that is to
recover f from the data Rf(x,t), x € S, t > 0. The uniqueness of the
recovery is equivalent to the injectivity of the operator Rg and therefore
the first question to be answered is to understand for what observation
surfaces S the operator Rg is injective, i.e., to understand the injectivity
sets. Of course, the case d = 3 is most important from the point of view of
the applications.

Definition 3.10 Let {@a}rs0, be a measurable family of Laplace eigenfunc-
tion: (A + X2)py = 0 in R We will call the function

o0

f(x) = / oa(m)M A (2)

0

generating function, assuming that the integral converges ( which can be
achieved by a proper normalization ¢y — c¢(N)px.) The family @y is called a
Laplace spectral decomposition of f.

The definition can be extended to distributions f € D'(R?) if to understand
the spectral decomposition of f in the distributional sense.

The weight factor A ! is added for convenience and can be omitted by
including it to ¢,.

The link between common nodal sets and injectivity sets in the question
is very simple: they just coincide (see Proposition [6.1]).

Let us briefly explain this relation. It is proved in ([21], Theorem 3.10)
that

the family @y of eigenfunctions in R? is Paley-Wiener if (and if and only
if , when d is odd) the integral (3) defines a compactly supported distribution
f € D'(RY).

The spectral decomposition {y,} can be recovered from the generating
distribution f by means of the convolutions

Aoy = Jﬁ%z * f (3)

'We refer to Radon transform because the operator R is defined on complexes of spheres
with restricted centers and of arbitrary radii. Such varieties are analogous to varieties of
planes with restricted set of normal vectors and arbitrary distances to the origin which
are natural in the study of the plane Radon transform.



of f with the normalized Bessel function

o Jaz2 (| Az)
'2\,2 xr) = 27T _EziH.
(o) = om

It follows that S C NMysopy ' (0) = 0 if and only if Rf|sx(0,00) = 0.

Remind that the condition Rf|gx(0,0c) = 0 for f € D'(R?) means that the
average distribution R, f, defined in (), is the zero distribution: R,f = 0
for all a € S.

Thus, we have

Proposition 3.11 A set S C R? serves a common nodal set for a nontrivial
family {©x} if and only if Rf|sx,00) = 0 for some nonzero compactly sup-
ported distribution (or continuous function) f, i.e., if and only if S fails to
be a set of injectivity for the spherical mean Radon transform R.

Using that equivalence, we can reformulate Theorems [3.4] and in the
equivalent form:

Theorem 3.12 Let S be a real-analytically ruled surface in R3. If S fails to
be an injectivity set then S is one of the surfaces enlisted in Theorem[3.3. If
S is irreducible (see Definition[32) then S fails to be an injectivity set if and
only if S is a harmonic cone.

The following theorem is a translation, on the injectivity sets language,

of Theorem 3.8 It follows from Theorem [3.5 and [I], [7] and is an equivalent
version of Theorem 3.8 Here the condition refers to the geometric shape of
the support of the generating distribution.
Theorem 3.13 Let f € Dgomp(]R?’) be nonzero compactly supported distri-
bution or continuous function. Assume that the boundary of the unbounded
connected component of R3\ suppf is a real analytic strictly convex closed
surface. If Rf(x,t) =0 for allz € S and t > 0 then S is one of the surfaces
enlisted in Theorem [3.4.

The proof of Theorems and [3.13 is based on Theorem and the results
of [1],[7] (Theorem [4.6] the next section) about ruled structure of observation
surfaces for convexly supported functions.



4 Background

In dimension d = 2, the problem of describing injectivity sets was completely
solved in [AQ1]. Let us formulate the result. Denote

T . .
Yy = (tcos kﬁ,tsm kﬁ)’ k=0,1,...N—1, —oc0 <t < o0,

the (Coxeter) system of N straight lines passing through the origin and
having equal angles between the adjacent lines.

Theorem 4.1 [[1]] A set S C R? is a set of injectivity if and only if S is
contained in no set of the form (a + w(Xy)) UV, where a € R?, w is a
rotation in the plane and V' is a finite set, invariant under reflections around
the lines from the Coxeter system a + w(Xy).

Observe that the Coxeter system w(Xy) coincides with the zero set of the
polynomial h(z,y) = Im(e*(z +iy)"™), where w is the rotation for the angle
. The polynomial h(x,y) represents the general form of harmonic homoge-
neous polynomial in the plane. That observation gives rise to the following
conjecture about how injectivity sets look like in arbitrary dimension.

Conjecture 4.2 [[1]] Let S C R? fails to be an injectivity set Then S C
(a + h=(0)) UV, where h is a harmonic homogeneous polynomial (spatial
harmonic) and V is an algebraic variety in R? of dimension dimV < d — 2.

Since in odd dimensions, as it was mentioned in subsection [3.2] non-
injectivity sets are precisely common nodal sets of Paley-Wiener families,
Conjecture can be reformulated as following:

Conjecture 4.3 A set S C R%, d is odd, is a common nodal set for a Paley-
Wiener family of Laplace eigenfunctions if and only S C (a+ h71(0)) UV,
where the vector a, the variety V' and the polynomial h are as in Conjecture
4.2

Remark 4.4 A partial case of non-injectivity sets in Conjecture are Cozeter
systems of hyperplanes. They are arrangements of N hyperplanes with a com-
mon point, invariant under reflections around each the hyperplane from the
system. The Cozeter systems correspond to the case of completely reducible
harmonic homogeneous polynomials h, i.e., those represented as products

h=1-ly
of N = degh linear forms.
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Here are some evidences for Conjecture [4.2] (see [5]):

e Any harmonic cone is a non-injectivity set, i.e., if A is a non-zero har-
monic homogeneous polynomial, then S := h~!(0) is a non-injectivity
set. Namely, define f(z) := a(r)h(d) where r, 6 are the spherical
coordinates:z = r0,]0| = 1 and a(r) is a non-zero smooth even com-

pactly supported function on R. It is an easy exercise to prove that
Rf(x,t)=0forall z € S, t > 0.

e [f V is an algebraic variety of dimV < d—2 then there exists a nonzero
[ € Cromp(RY) such that Rf(z,t) = 0 for all (z,t) € V x (0,00). ([5,
Theorem 3.2).

So far, only partial results towards Conjecture are obtained [4], [7],
[2].
It was proved in [2] that among cones only zero sets of spatial harmonics
fail to be injectivity sets. Therefore, the main difficulty in proving Conjecture
is checking that non-injectivity sets are necessarily cones.

The following two results can be considered as certain steps in that di-
rection:

Theorem 4.5 ([3]) Let f be a compactly supported continuous function or
distribution in R, Assume that suppf is the union of disjoint balls or suppf
is finite. If S C R? and Rsf =0 then S C (a+h=1(0))UV, where a € R, h
1 a nonzero harmonic homogeneous polynomial and V' is an algebraic variety
of dimV <d — 2.

The next result deals with functions with convex compact supports and
can be viewed as a motivation for Theorems and B3.13]

Theorem 4.6 [ [7], [4]]. Let f € Ceomp(R%) be a compactly supported func-
tion. Suppose that the outer boundary I' = Osuppf is convex. If S C R? is
such that Rf|sx,00) = 0 then S is ruled, i.e., S is the union of straight lines.
Moreover, the ruling lines intersect I' orthogonally at each point where S is
differentiable.

By outer boundary dsuppf we understand the boundary (R \ suppf )
of the unbounded connected component of the complement.
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Remark 4.7 In fact, the ruled structure of S was established in [7] under
much milder conditions for T for example, under assumption of C? smooth-
ness of I'. However, in the proofs of Theorems[3.8 and[3.13, we will use the
weaker version, Theorem[].6], because some additional properties delivered by
the convezity of support will be exploited.

5 The strategy of the proof of the main result

The main result of this article is Theorem [3.4l Theorem is deduced from
Theorem [3.4] Theorems 3.7, B.§] follow from Theorems [3.4] and All the
theorems can be viewed as results towards proving Conjecture

The proof of Theorem [3.4] falls apart into several steps:

Step 1. First, we prove that the common nodal surface S for Paley-
Wiener family is algebraic and lies in the zero set of a nontrivial harmonic
polynomial. In a different setting, that fact was first observed in [18] (see
also [4]).

Step 2. Next, we formulate local symmetry property, which is based on
the results of [1],[22] about cancelation of analytic wave front sets. The corol-
lary of that property says is that any surface S having a pair of antipodal
points-points of smoothness, such that the segment joining them is orthog-
onal to the surface, fails to be a common nodal surface for a Paley-Wiener
family.

Step 3. Assuming that S is not a cone and using compactness argument
we find two generating (ruling) straight lines on S with the maximal distance
between them. Then we pick two closest points a,b € S on those extremal
lines. If those extremal points a, b are regular then the previous step implies
that S cannot be nodal. Otherwise, one of the extremal points is singular
and we encounter the problem of characterization of singularities of algebraic
real analytically ruled surfaces in R3.

Step 4. We obtain the required characterization of the singularities
(Theorem [0.1]), which is a key ingredient of the proof of the main result.

Step 5. The final arguments are as follows. Theorem claims that
singular points are conical or of cuspidal type. The corollary is that
either the irreducible ruled algebraic surface S is a cone or it is a uniqueness
set of harmonic polynomials. However the latter option is ruled out (Step
1). Therefore, we conclude that S is a cone (in the irreducible case) or a
union of cones (in the reducible case). Finally, the proof that the cones are

12



harmonic easily follows by homogenization of harmonic polynomial vanishing
on S (obtained on Step 1). This completes the proof.

Remark 5.1 FEssentially, steps 1-3 were presented in the ). It was proved
there that if the extremal points (Step 8) are regular then the surface is an
injectivity set (not nodal). The description of singular points obtained in
Theorem [91] allowed us to further develop the idea of [ and push forward
proving the conical structure of the nodal ruled surfaces, which is the main
result of this article.

6 Preliminary observations

In this section, we briefly present auxiliary facts that we will need in the
sequel. Most of them are exposed in [1]. It will be convenient to combine
those facts in one proposition:

Proposition 6.1 Let ® = {¢\, A\ > 0,} be a nonzero family of Laplace
eigenfunctions in R with compactly supported generating distribution f €

D'(RY) ie.,
0

We omit the factor X' by including it into py. Clearly, this does not effect
on the zero sets of @,.
Denote

Ny ={z € R: Rf(x,t) =0, ¥(x,t) € S x (0,00)}

and
N(®) = Nasoy (0).
Then

1. Ny = N(®) and therefore common nodal sets and non-injectivity sets
are the same.

2. The set N(®) is algebraic and has the form
N(®)=SUV,

where S = () or S is a real algebraic hypersurface: S = Q~1(0), where Q
1s a nonzero real polynomial, and V is an algebraic variety of dimV <
d — 2 (maybe, empty as well).
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3. There is a nonzero real harmonic polynomial H vanishing on S, 1i.e.
S c H~Y0).

Proof

1. We have f = fooo wadA, where the equality is understood in the distri-
butional sense.

Then for any test-function v and for any a € R? :
(Fof ) = (Bt} = [ (or(a), B}
Further,
(ox Ratp) = /Rd /So(n) ox()(a + w(r — a))dzdw.

Change of variables y = a + w(z — a) yields

(oa(x), Ratp) = (Ratpx, ).

The Laplace eigenfunctions are also eigenfunctions of the averaging
operator R, :

(Rata) () = Jazz (Alal)ioa(x).

Therefore, we have
(ot ) = ([~ a2 O = apal@)dr, b))
We see that R, f = 0 if and only if
| e e = aler(aiir =0

for all z. The latter integral equation is satisfied if and only if ¢, (a) =
0. Thus, Ny = N(®) and the statement 1 is proved.

2. Decompose the (even) normalized Bessel function ja—2 (At) into power
. 2
series:

14



oz (A =Y o,
k=0
Then we have from (3):
oa(x) = chk%\xﬁk * f.
k=0

Therefore, x € N(®) if and only if [z|** x f =0, k=0,1, ....
Notice that
Qu(@) = x| * f = e < |z =y, f >,

where the right hand side stands for the action of the distribution f
with respect to y. It follows that () is a polynomial, of deg Qr < 2k.

From ([B]) ¢x(z) = 0 is equivalent to Qx(0) =0,k = 0,1, ... and hence

N(®) = MZQ,(0).

Denote () the greatest common divisor (over C) of Q. Then
N(®) = (Q7(0)NRH UV,

where V is the intersection of R? with the zero varieties of coprime
polynomials and hence dimgpV < d — 1.

To complete the proof of the statement 2, we have to show that the
polynomial () has real coefficients. We will do that at the end of the
proof.

. Substitution (3] into Helmholtz equation :

AZ >\2ka — )2 Z)\ﬂch
k=0 k=0
yields
AQp = —Qp-1.
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Not all polynomials @), are identically zero. Indeed, suppose that Q) =
cplz|* x f =0 for all k =0,1,... Since f has compact support and the
linear combinations of the polynomials |y|** approximate, in the C>
topology on compact sets, any radial smooth function «(|y|?), we have
a * f = 0. Taking Fourier transform , we obtain & f = (0 which implies
f = 0 due to the arbitrariness of the radial function o. Then f = 0
which is not true.

Let k = ko be the minimal k such that @, # 0 and denote

H = Q-

Then
AH = _Qko—l =0
and hence H is harmonic. This proves the statement 3.

It remains to prove that, in fact, @) is a real polynomial, i.e. has the
real coefficients. To this end, we first will prove the third statement.

Let
H=H,--H,

be the decomposition into irreducible , over C, polynomials. Let us
prove that all polynomials H; are real.

Consider the operation of complex conjugation of coefficients:
H*(z) = H(z), z € C%.
Since H = @)y, has real coefficients, we have

Therefore, each H; coincides with some H;. If for some 7 # j holds
H} = Hj then H is divisible by H;H} and represents as

H = H;HR,

for some polynomial R. Since in the real space R? we have H} = Hj,
we have in R? :
H = |Hi|*R.
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However, Brelot-Choquet theorem [J] says that no non-negative real
polynomial can divide a real nonzero harmonic polynomial. Therefore,
the only possibility is that H; = H; for all <. That means that H; are
real polynomials.

The greatest common divisor () divides H and therefore is a product
of some H;. Since every polynomial H; has real coefficients, () does so.
If Q is constant, i.e., all Qj are coprime, then S = Q~1(0) = (). Other-
wise, S is a hypersurface in R%. Indeed, if dim.S < n—1 then R¥\Q~1(0)
is connected and hence everywhere () > 0 everywhere or () < 0. How-
ever, this impossible, since Brelot-Choquet theorem states that pre-
serving sign polynomials cannot divide harmonic polynomials. This
completes the proof of Proposition.

7 Local symmetry and antipodal points

Definition 7.1 Let S C R? and let a,b € S, a # b, be two distinct points in
S. We call a and b antipodal points if

1. S is a C'— hypersurface near the points a,b.

2. a—b LT,(S), a—b L Ty(S), where T,(S),T,(S) are tangent spaces to
S at a and b correspondingly.

Theorem 7.2 ([1], [{]). If S C R? has a pair of antipodal points a,b and S
1s real analytic in neighborhoods of those points, then S is an injectivity set.

Example The hyperboloid z? + 22 — 22 = 1 in R? has antipodal points,
for example, (£1,0,0) and hence is an injectivity set.

The proof of Theorem [7.2]is based on the following theorem about certain
symmetry of the support of functions with zero spherical means on a surface:

Theorem 7.3 ([1]). Let S be a real analytic hypersurface and a € S. Let
[ € Ceomp(R?) be a compactly supported function such that Rf|sx(0,00) = 0.
Let x € suppf be a point of local extremum for the distance function d(x) :=
|x — a| and denote

=1 —2(x —a,v,)v,

(V4 18 the unit normal vector of S at a), the point, symmetric to x with respect
to the tangent plane T,(S) (mirror point). Then x* € suppf.
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The proof of Theorem uses microlocal analysis and results about can-
celation of analytic wave front sets at mirror points ([1], [13],[12],]22]).

We are going to exploit Theorem [T.3 for algebraic surfaces S = Q~1(0),
where () is a real nonconstant polynomial. However, Theorem [7.3] cannot be
applied directly as S is not necessarily everywhere real analytic and, more-
over, even differentiable. Nevertheless, S is real analytic everywhere outside
of the critical set

critS :={zx € S :VQ(x) = 0},

which is a nowhere dense subset of S. It is enough to establish a local sym-
metry property, though in a slightly weaker form than in Theorem [7.3]

Let us introduce some notations and definitions. Given a point a € S in
a neighborhood of which S is C* surface we denote

0o T — 2 —2(x — a,Vg) Vs,

the reflection of R? around the tangent plane T,(.S). Here v,, as above, is the
unit normal vector to S.
For any a € S and r > 0 denote

K., :={x € suppf : |z —a| =71},
the intersection of suppf with the sphere S,.(a) = {|z —a| =r}.

Theorem 7.4 (Local Symmetry Property) Let S C R? be a hypersurface,
real analytic except for a nowhere dense subset. Let f € Crpmp(R?) be such
that Rf|sx(0,0c) = 0. Let a € S be a C* point. Define

r=max{|x —al|: x € suppf}.

Then
0a(Kar) Nsuppf # 0.

Proof is based on compactness arguments.

Denote for simplicity K = K, ,, K* = 0,(K,,). If E C S is the set where
S is not real analytic , the the point @ is a limit point of S\ E and hence we
can find a sequence a,, € S\ F such that

lim a, = a.
n—oo

18



The surface S is real analytic at any point a,, and the tangent planes
To,(S) = To(S), n — oc.

Denote
rn = max{|a, — x| : x € suppf}

and let z,, € suppf be such that
la, — x| = 7y
By the construction, for all x € suppf holds
la, — x| < |a, — x,| = 7.
By Theorem [.3], the T, (S)— symmetric point
x) = 04, (T,) € suppf.
Using compactness of suppf, choose a convergent subsequence
T, — To € suppf, k — oo.
Taking, if necessarily, a subsequence one more time, we can assume that also
T, — T0-

Then, taking limits a,, — a, x,, — xo, 7, — 19, We will have

la — zo| = 1o

and for any x € suppf :
la — x| < ro.

Those two inequalities show that
To=T,
where 7 is defined in the formulation, and

xo € K = Kaﬁa.
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Now,

Ty = Tp — 2(Tp — A, Vg, YWa, — To — 2(To — Q, Vo) Ve = T,
as n — 00. Since ¥ € suppf then zj € suppf. Therefore K* N suppf # (.
Theorem is proved.

Theorems[7.3]and [7.4l can be viewed as non-linear versions of the following
global symmetry property, which follows from the uniqueness for Cauchy
problem for the wave equation:

Theorem 7.5 ([10/, Ch.VI, 8.1) Let 11 be a hyperplane in RY and f €
C(RY). Then Rf|nx(0,00) = 0 if and only if f is odd with respect to reflections
around II.

Obviously, suppf in Theorem is II— symmetric. Theorem [7.3 states
that if the hyperplane II is replaced by a hypersurface S then, still, certain
symmetry of suppf holds, though in a much weaker (local) sense.

The proof of Theorem [7.2]is geometric and is given in [I]. We present it
here to make the text of this article more self-sufficient.
Proof of Theorem

We will present an analytic exposition of the geometric proof given in [IJ.
We want to prove that if f € Ceomp(R?) and Rf(z,7) = 0 for all z € S and
r > 0 then f = 0 or, equivalently, suppf = (). We assume that f # 0 and
will arrive at a contradiction.

Since the tangent planes at a and b are parallel, the unit normal vectors
v, and v, can be chosen equal

_b—a
~|b—al

Vo =Vp =V

Denote as above
—a.b—
ga(z) =2 — 2(x — a,V)v = 1 — 2%(@ —a).

the reflection around the tangent plane 7,(S) and let o, be the analogous
reflection for the point b.
Denote
r1 = max{|r —a| : z € suppf}.

Consider two cases:
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1. ry < |a—0bl,

2. 1 > |a—b|.

In the first case, suppf lies on one side of T,(.S) :
(x —b,v) <0, x € suppf

and therefore the entire 7,(S)— symmetric set o,(suppf) is disjoint from
suppf. This contradicts to Theorem [7.4l
Consider now the case r; > |a — b| and denote

ro i= /1 —|a — b2

We claim that suppf C B(b,rs), i.e. |x —b| < ry for all z € suppf. To rpove
that, consider
r=max{|r —b| : x € suppf}.

Then suppf C B(b,r) and it suffice to prove that r < rs.
Suppose that r > ry. Denote

K=K, =suppfn{z cR: |z — b =r}.

By Theorem [[.4] K* = o0,(K) meets suppf. That means that there is
xo € K such that o,(z9) € K, i.e.,

xo € suppf, |xo — b =r and xj = op(z) € suppf.
Since xy € suppf then by definition of ry :
|zg — al < ry.

Therefore,
r2 > |zg—al® = (xg—b+(b—a), ro—b+(b—a)) = |xo—b|*+|b—a|*+2{xo—b, b—a).

Taking into account that

2o — bl =1, |b—a|* = r{ — 13,

we obtain the inequality

(g —b,b—a) =713 —1r*<0.
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But the same applies to the symmetric point z§ = 0,(x¢) because xj meets
the same conditions xj € suppf and |z§ — b| = |z¢g — b| = . Thus, also

(x5 —bb—a) <0.
Substitution

(x —b,b—a)

pap

Ty — O'b(l’(]) = X9 — 2

yields
—(zo —b,b—a) < 0.

The obtained contradictions shows that » < ry and hence
suppf C B(b,7) C B(b,r3).
Then we repeat the argument, replacing a by b and r; by 79, and obtain

suppf C B(a,r3),

where r3 = /13 — |a — bJ?.

Proceeding this way, we construct the sequence

Far1 = V2~ Ja = BP, Lo = ri— (0= 1)la— b,

such that

suppf C B(a,Tok11), suppf C B(b,rax).

For large enough n we will have 7, < |b — a| which, as it explained above,
is impossible. Therefore, the only possible conclusion is that suppf = @) and
f = 0. Therefore, S is an injectivity set.

8 Ruled surfaces

Let S be a real analytically ruled surface in R? (see Definition B.2)). In
accordance with the definition, S consists of straight lines, intersecting the
fixed base curve 7.

More precisely, S is locally the image of a map

(t, \) = u(t, \) = u(t) + Ne(t),
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where
u(t) : I —R3 e(t): I — 8% I=(-1,1),

are real analytic vector-functions.
We denote L; the straight line

Le = {u(t) + Xe(t), A € R}.

Lemma 8.1 The parametrizing mapping u(t) of the base curve v can be
chosen so that the tangent vector to the base curve and the directional vector
are orthogonal:

(u'(t),e(t)) =0, t € (—1,1). (4)
Proof For any function A(t) we have
u(t, \) = u(t) + At)e(t) + (A — A(t))e(t).

Then g = A— A(t) is a new parameter on the line u(t)+Re(¢) and therefore S
is the image of the mapping u(t, u) = u(t)+pe(t), where u(t) = u(t)+A(t)e(t).
The function A(t) is to be found from the condition

(@), e(t)) = (u'(t) + N'(t)e(t) + At)e'(t), e(t)) = (u'(t), e(t)) + X'(t) = 0.

We have used here the that (e(t),e(t)) = 1 and (€'(t),e(t)) = 0. Therefore
A(t) can be taken

The condition of real analyticity preserves for u(t) + \(t)e(t).
From now on, we assume that the parametrization u(t,\) satisfies the
orthogonality condition (H]).

8.1 Regularity of the line foliation at smooth points

In this subsection, we will prove that the line foliation of S is regular at the
points where the surface S is differentiable.

Notice that, in Definition B2 the parametrizing mapping u(t, \) is not
assumed necessarily regular, i.e. the condition nondegeneracy of the Jacobi
matrix may be not fulfilled.
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Definition 8.2 We call a point a € S of a ruled surface SR? regular with
respect to a parametrization [ x [ :5 (s,0) — w(s,0),a = w(0,0), where
1. The mappings R 5 0 — w(s, o) parametrize the same line foliation of

S.

2. The mapping w(s,o) is differentiable and regular at (0,0), i.e., the
partial derivatives dsw(0,0), 0,w(0,0) are linearly independent ( and
then span the tangent space T,(S)).

We will call a just regular point of the given line foliation, if a is reqular
with respect to some parametrization w(s, o).

Lemma 8.3 Let Sy be a ruled surface with C' open base curve W C Sy, i.e.,
So = Uwew L, where Ly, is a straight line passing through the point w € W.
Suppose that L, L W,w € W. If S is aC'— near a point a € W then a is a
regular point of the the foliation {L,,w € W}.

Proof Let €, be the neighborhoood of a where S is C*.
I>s—w(s)eW

where I is an open interval, be a C! parametrization of the base curve W,
and 7(w(s)) = w'(s)— the tangent vector to W.

Let v(z),x € Q4, be the unit normal C! vector field on €,. The surface S
is differentiable at a, hence the normal unit vector v(a) is well defined, and
v(z) is C* mapping on §2,.

Then the cross-product

E(w) =v(w) x 7(w)

is both orthogonal to W and tangent to Sy and hence E(w) is the directional
vector of the generating line L,,. The vector field E(w),w € W is C*. Let

I>s—w(s)eW

where I is an open interval, be a C! parametrization of the base curve W.
Then the mapping

Ix13(s,0) = w(s,o)=w(s)+cE(s),o R,
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where
e(s) == e(w(s)),

parametrizes the given line foliation {L,,} and satisfies Definition B.2] of reg-
ular point.

Indeed, w(s, o) is differentiable at (0,0), because w(s) and E(w(s)) are
differentiable. The vectors

Jsw(0,0) = 7(w), dyw(0,0) = E(0)

are nonzero and orthogonal to each other, hence the point (0,0) is regular
with respect to the parametrization w(s, o) of the given foliation,
Lemma is proved.

9 The structure of real analytically ruled al-
gebraic surfaces near singular points

In this section we study singular points of algebraic real-analytically ruled
surfaces in R?. We did not find a relevant result in the literature, for , to
our knowlegde, singular points of ruled surfaces and caustics of normal fields
(cf. [6]) are classified for either generic surfaces or in the case of stable
singularities, while in our situation, the surface and a point are given and
cannot be perturbed.

The following theorem, combined with Theorem [7.2] will be one of key
points in the proof of the main result of this article:

Theorem 9.1 Let (—1,1) >t — u(t) € R® and (=1,1) >t — e(t) € S? be
two real analytic mappings. Denote S the ruled surface S := {u(t)+Ne(t),t €
(—=1,1), A € R} and assume that S is algebraic. Then the following four cases
are possible:

1. S is C'— manifold and the line foliation {L:} is regular at any point
aebf.

2. S is a plane.

3. S is a cone, i.e. all the lines Ly have a common point (vertex).
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4. S has a cuspidal (double tangency) point a € S, which means
the following: if H is a polynomial vanishing on S and H(xr + a) =
Hy(z) + Hyq + ... + Hy(z), where H; are homogeneous polynomials
of degree j and Hy # 0, then Hy is divisible by a nonzero degenerate
quadratic form Q(z) = (Ajzy + Asxy + Azwz)?.

Remark 9.2 In both cases 1 and 2 S is a smooth manifold, but in case 2,
when S is a plane, the given line foliation can be singular (have caustics).
For example, all the lines Ly can pass through the same point, so that S
belongs to case 3, or there can be caustics of more complicated forms. On
the other hand, planes can be viewed also as a regqular ruled surface ( foliated
into parallel lines) but this foliation can be different from the initial one .

Example 9.3 [t was proved in [1]|] that generic ruled surface in R? is equiv-
alent, near its singular point, to Whitney umbrella, which is the image S of
the mapping

(t, ) — (2, A, AL).

Whitney umbrella is algebraic surface with the equation
22 —ya? = 0.

The origin a = (0,0,0) is the only singular point. Whitney umbrella
1s a typical ruled surface with cuspidal singular point, as defined in case 4
of Theorem [9.1. Indeed, any polynomial H vanishing on S is divisible by
23 —x123. Then the minor homogeneous term Hy, of H is divisible by 22, i.e.,

the property 3 holds with Q(z1, s, x3) = 3.
The important corollary of Theorem is:

Corollary 9.4 Let S be as in Theorem[21]. Suppose that S C H=(0), where
H is a nonzero harominic polynomial. Then S is the surface of one of the
first three cases in Theroem [

Proof Suppose that S is a surface of the four type, i.e, S has a cuspidal
point a € S. Let H be a harmonic polynomial such that H|S = 0. Then the
minor term Hj in the homogeneous decomposition

H(x 4+ a) = Hg(x) +...HM(x)
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is divisible by a nonzero quadratic polynomial A%(x) where A(z) = Az +
Asxo + Asxs is a nonzero linear form. Then

Hyi(x) =0, VHi(z) = 0, whenever A(z) = 0.

Thus, Hy satisfies on the plane IT = {A(z) = 0} both the zero Dirichlet and
Neumann conditions. Since Hj is harmonic,this implies H, = 0 identically.
Therefore, the homogeneous decomposition of H begins with Hj 1. The same
argument yields Hy,; = 0. Proceeding this way, we obtain H = 0. This
contradiction shows that case 4 is impossible.

9.1 Outline of the proof of Theorem

First of all, we will show that if a is not a conical point of S then by a suitable
changing parameters ¢ (reparametrization) and A (rescaling), we can pass to
a parametrization (III) of S of the form

u(s,0) = s"v, +0s™ey + D(s,0)T,

where v,,, €9, 7 are nonzero pairwise orthogonal vectors and D(s,o) is a
nonzero (if S is not a plane) real analytic function.

Then we show that if m is odd then S is C'— differentiable at a and,
even more, a is a regular point of the line foliation on S (Lemmas and
B3).

In the case of even m we reduce the situation, by consequent descending
the power m, to the case of even m and D not even function of s (we assume
that D # 0 identically since otherwise S is a plane).

Then we prove in Lemma that in this case the point a is of cuspidal
type, i.e., the fourth case of Theorem takes place.

Thus, we conclude that if S contains no cuspidal points then either S
is a plane or a cone, or the power m associated with any point a € S is
odd and therefore S is everywhere C! differentiable and the line foliation is
everywhere regular.

9.2 Preliminary constructions

Let a be a singular point of the real analytically ruled surface S.
As it is showed in Lemma[8.1] we can choose the parametrization u(t, ) =
u(t) + Xe(t) near a so that (u/(t),e(t)) = 0. Using translation we can always
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move a to the origin and assume that a = 0. We can also assume that the
value of the parameter corresponding to the point a is ¢t = 0.

Lemma 9.5 Leta = u(0)+Xoe(0) = 0 be a singular point of the ruled surface
S. Then the parametrizing mapping u(t, \) = u(t) + A\t can be rewritten as
u(t, p) = u(t) + pe(t), where

and
1. v'(0) = 0.

2. If v(t) = 0 identically then S is a cone with the vertex 0. Otherwise,
v(t) decomposes in a neighborhood of t = 0 into power series:

V(t) = Vypt™ 4 V1 ™ 4, v # O,
where m > 2, v; are vectors in R>.
3. (Um,e(0)) = 0.
Proof Since a is singular, the vectors

8u / / au —
E(O’ )\0) =Uu (0) + )\06 (0)7 5(0’ )\0) - 6(0)

are linearly dependent at 0, \g :

C1 (U/(O) + )\06/(0)) + 026(0) = O,

for some c1,c0 € R, ¢} + 3 # 0.
The unit vector e(0) is orthogonal both to «/(0) and €'(0) , therefore
co =0 and
u'(0) + A€’ (0)) = 0.

Now rewrite u(t, A) as
u(t, A) = u(t) + Aoe(t) + (A — Xo)e(t),
and denote A\ — \g = p. Then we get the parametrization
u(t, p) = v(t) + pe(t),u(0,0) = a,
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where
v(t) = u(t) + Aoe(t),

Then
v(0) = u(0) + A\ge(0) = 0, v'(0) = 0.

The two cases are possible

1) v(t) = 0.

Then u(t, o) = u(t) + Aoe(t) = v(t) = 0, i.e., all the lines L; pass through
the origin and therefore S is a cone with the vertex 0.

2) v(t) is not identical zero .

Then by real analyticity:

u(t, 1) = vpt™ + oo+ pleg + et + ...), (6)

where v, # 0. Since v'(0) = 0 then m > 2.
Also we have

(V'(1), e(t)) = (u'(t) + Ao€'(t), e(t)) = 0.

Thus,
(Mo t™ 4 e Fet +..) =0

and dividing by t™~! and letting ¢t — 0 yields
(U, €0) = 0.

Lemma is proved.

On the next step, we will replace the parameters p,t by new parameters
0,s which are more convenient for further investigation. We start with re-
scaling the parameter p on the ruling lines.

9.3 Re-scaling: changing the linear parameter pu.

Thus, by Lemma 0.5 the surface S is parametrized, near a = 0, by the
mapping u(t, u) = v(t) + pe(t), where

v(t) = Zvjtj, e(t) = Zejtj
and (v,,,¢e(0)) = 0.
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Let 7 be a unit vector orthogonal both to v,, and ey. Then the triple
Um, €0, T

constitutes a basis in R3.
Decompose the vector-coefficients v,,, vy,41,... and eq, ey, ..., into linear
combinations of the basis vectors:

v; = Aju,, + Bjeg + Cj1, 7 > m,
€j = Aij + Bje(] -+ éjT, j Z O,
and since v,,, €y, T constitute the basis, one has
Ap=1,B,=0,C,=0, A4y =0,By=1,Cy = 0.

Substitution the expressions for v;, e; into the the power series for v(t) and

e(t) leads to:
v(t) = A(t)vy, + B(t)eg + C(t)T,

e(t) = A(t)vm + B(t)eo + C(t)T,

where we have denoted

Alty=Y A/, Bt)y= > Bit/, Ct)= Y _ Ct/ (7)
j=m j=m+1 Jj=m+1

and

Aty =) A, Bty=> B/, C(t)=> C;t. (8)
j=1 J=0

Correspondingly, the parametrizing function u(t, u) = v(t) + pe(t) takes
the form

ult, ) = (A(t) + pAE))om + (B(t) + pB(1))eo + (C(t) + pC())r. (9)
Let us fix a real number ¢ € R and write the functional equation
B(t) + pB(t) = o(A(t) + pA(t)). (10)
This equation defines the parameter p as a function of o and ¢ :

cA— B
B—0cA

p=p(o,t) =
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Since from ([

A

B(t) = Bpyit™™ + ... B(t)=1+ Bt + ...

and

~

At) =t" + Apat™ 4+ A(t) = Ayt +
and m > 1, we obtain

cA—-B ot™ 4 ... — B t™ 4
B—oA (1+Bit+..)—o(At+..)

/J/:

and hence
p=p(t) =ot™ +o(t™).

~

Then the coefficient A(t) + u(t, o) A(t) in front of v, in (@) is

~

At)+u(t,0)A(t) = Apt™ +...+(Apot™ 4. ) (At +...) = A" +o(t), t — 0.

Remark 9.6 The base curve {t — wv(t)} of the foliation is given by the
condition j = 0 which corresponds, due to (I0), to

_ B _
= m = Bm+1t + O(t)
9.4 Re-parametrization: changing the parameter ¢ of
the base curve.

Now introduce the new parameter s by the relation
s™ = A(t) + pA(t) = t™ + o(t), t — 0.

If m is odd, then the real parameter s = s(t) is well defined near t = 0. If
m is even then s = s(t) near ¢ = 0 is the real branch of (A(t) + pA(t))w for
which

s=s(t) =t+o(t).
Thus, that asymptotic holds for both odd and even m.

From (@) and (I0), one can rewrite, in a neighborhood of s = 0, the
function u(t, 1) as a function of the new parameters s, o :

u(s,0) = s" vy, + 0s™eq + D(s,0)T, (11)
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where we have denoted
D(s,0) = C(t) + uC(t).
Since s =t + o(t), we have from (), (8):
C(t) = Conprt™ ™ + o(t™ ) = Cpppr 8™ + 0(s™ ),
C(t) = Cit + o(t) = Cys + o(s),
p=os"+o(s").
Then we have
D(s,0) = C(t) + pC(t) = (Cposy + 0C1)s™ T 4 o(s™H). (12)

Lemma 9.7 If H is a polynomial vanishing on S and H = Hyp + Hyy1 + ..
is its decomposition into homogeneous polynomials, then Hy(x) = 0 for all
vectors x € span{vn,, eo}.

Proof We have H(u(s,0)) = 0 for all ¢ € R and s close to 0. From (12,
D(s,0) = o(s™) and then formula (Il implies

H(u(s,0)) = Hp(s"vm+os™eg+0(s™))+Hyy1 (s vmt+os™eg+0(s™))+... = 0.

Since H; are homogeneous of degree j, dividing by s and letting s — 0
yields:
Hk(’Um + 0'60) =0.

Then
Hy (0w, + aoey) = o Hy(vy, 4+ 0eg) = 0

for any a € R. Since o is arbitrary, the real numbers «, ao are arbitrary as
well, and hence H vanishes on any linear combination of the vectors v, and
eo. Lemma is proved.

Lemma 9.8 If D(s,0) = 0 identically then S locally is a plane ( case 1 of
Theorem [91)).

Proof If D(s,0) = 0 then we have from (1) u(s, o) = s™v,, +ceg and hence
the image of u is contained in the plane spanned by the vectors v,, and eq.
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Lemma 9.9 Suppose that D(s,o) is not identically zero. Then a suitable
change of the parameter s leads to one of the following cases: hold for the

power m in (1)
1. The integer m in (I1) is odd.

2. m is even but D(s,0) is not an even function with respect to s.

Proof We will consequently descend the power m until we reach one of the
above cases.

If m is odd then we are done. Suppose that m is even, m = 2m/. If
D(s,0)) is an not even with respect to s, then we are done.

If D(s, o) is still even in s then D(s) = D’'(s?), where D' is a new function,
real analytic in s near 0.

Then introduce new parameter

s'=s
and pass to the new parameter s’ and the new parametrizing function
u(s', o) = (") v + (s) ™ eg + D'(s)T,

which extends as a real analytic function to negative values of s'.
If, again, both functions (s')™ and D'(s’) are even, we introduce the new
parameter
S” _ ( S,)2.
Proceeding that way, we finally end up either with odd m or with even
m but not even (with respect to s) function D(s, o). Lemma is proved.

9.5 The case of even m

The following lemma shows that the case of even power m leads to the case
4 in Theorem @] of double tangency at the singular point a (which here is
assumed to be a = 0):

Lemma 9.10 Let m be even and let D(s,o) be not identically zero function
(i.e. due to (I1) the surface S is not a plane). Then a is a cuspidal point as
defined in case 4 of Theorem [91)/

Proof
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9.5.1 Extracting the even part of D(s,0)

By Lemma we can make, by means of a suitable reparametrization, the
function D(s, o) not even with respect to the variable s.

We fix an arbitrary o such that D(s, o) is not even in s. By the construc-
tion, the power series for D contains no powers of s less than m + 1 :

j=m+1

Since D is not an even function with respect to s, there exists at least one
odd exponent j with D;(o) # 0 near ¢ = 0. Denote

Jjo=min{j >m+1:jis odd and D;(o) # 0}.
Let us split the above power series into two parts:

D(s,0) = D1(s,0) + Ds(s,0),

where
Jo—1 '
Dy (s,0) = Z D, (0)s’,
j=m+1
Do(s,0) = Y Dyj(0)s’.
J=Jjo

Then D, is even:
Dl(_87 U) = D1<87 U)

because all the powers j =m +1,..., jo — 1 are even.
Now, we have:

Dy (s,0) = D17m+1sm+1 + 0(8’”“)

and ' .
DQ(S, O') = Dg’jOSJO + O(SJO),

with jo odd. It is important that
Dajy # 0. (13)

Substituting the above representations for D;(s, o) and Ds(s, o) into for-
mula ([T for u(s,o) we obtain

u(s,0) = s"vy, +0s"eg + (Di(s,0) + Da(s,0))T. (14)
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9.5.2  Taylor series for H(u(s,0))
Now, let H be a polynomial vanishing on S :
H(z)=0Vx e S.

We want to prove that S has a double tangency at a, more precisely, that
the property 2) of Theorem is satisfied for the polynomial H.
From the representation (I4]) ,we have

H(u(s,0)) = H(s™vy, + 0s™eg + (D1(s,0) + Da(s,0))T)) = 0.
Now, let us write Taylor formula for the polynomial H, at the point
sy + 0s™eg + Di(s, o),

on the vector

Ds(s,0)T.
It yields:
degH
H(u(s,0)) = Y _ d"H(s™v,, + 05™eq + Di(s,0)7; Da(s,0)7) =0,  (15)
r=0

where d" H (a; h) stands for the r—th differential of H at a point a, evaluated
on a vector h.

Replacing s by —s, we have, taking into account that D; is even in s, one
more relation:

H(u(—s,0)) = Y _d"H(s"vy + 05"y + Di(s,0)7, Dy(—s,0)7) = 0. (16)

T

Now, if we subtract the second identity from the first one, then the term
corresponding to r = 0 cancels and we will have:

H(u(s,0)) — H(u(—s,0)) = Y T, =0 (17)

where we have denoted
T, =d H(s"vy, +0s™eq + D1(s,0)7; Da(s,0)T)

18
—d"H(s"vy + 0s™ey + Di(s,0)1; Do(—s,0)T). (18)

Here we have used that m is even and D(—s,0) = D(s,0).
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9.5.3 Contribution of the first differential

Now let us look at the first term 77 in the expression (I7)- (I8]), corresponding
to the first differential of H :

Ty = (VH(s"v,+0smeq+D1(s,0)7), (Ds(s,0)—Do(—s,0))7)+higher order differentials.
(19)

Notice that the first term in the power series for Dy (s, o) is Ds j, ()%, where

Jo is odd. Therefore,

Dy(s,0) — Dy(—8,0) = 2D4 j,5° + 0o(s7). (20)

Also,
Dl(S, O') = Dl’m+18m+1 -+ O(8m+1). (21)

Now decompose H
H=Hp+ ...+ Hgegn

into sum of homogeneous polynomials, degH; = j, and substitute the de-
composition into ([I9):

Ty = dHg(...)—dHy(...)+ dHy41(...) —dHp1(...) + higher order differentials.
Here all the differentials dHj, are evaluated at the point
"V, + 05™eg + Di(s,0)T

and on the vector
Dy(£s,0)T,

depending whether we have + or — in front of dHj, in (19).
Now using (20), (2I) and homogeneity of Hj we obtain

Ty = sk =VmH0 (T (v +0ept-( Dy g5+0(8))T, (2Dy jo+0(8))T) 4890 (V Hy i1 (-..), )+
and at last
T, = 2D27jos(k_1)m+j°<VHk(vm + oeg),T)) + o(s(k_l)m”‘)). (22)

Similarly, substituting the above asymptotic (20),(21]) of D; and Dy into the
next homogeneous terms Hy, 1, Hgyo, ... leads to the expressions similar to
([22)) were k is replaced by k + 1, k4 2 and so on. Therefore, the least power
that comes from Hj1, Hj.o, ... is sFmFio,
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9.5.4 Contribution of the higher differentials

Let us turn now to the higher differentials and consider the contribution of
the terms corresponding to d*Hj, d®Hj,... in the asymptotic near s = 0.
Consider now the term 75 in ({I7]), corresponding to the second differential

d*H :
d*H (s™0n + 05™eq 4 (D155 + (™) 73 (2D2,5,5” + 0(s7°))7)).

The asymptotic of (I7)) near s = 0 is determined again by the minimal
degree homogeneous polynomial Hy, more precisely, by the difference

d*Hi (s vy, + 05™eg + (D1,o8™ + (™ )7, (2D2,5,5 + 0(s7°))7)),

which comes from the minor homogeneous term Hy in H.
By the homogeneity, it equals to

4D2j0(J)2s(k_2)m+2j0d2Hk(vm + geg 4 o(s), 7)) 4 o(sk=2mt2i0),
However,
(k—2ym+2jy=(k—1)m+ jo—m+jo > (k—1)m+ jo,

because jo —m > 0.
Moreover, for the next terms, coming from the higher differentials d", we
will have the following order of the asymptotic

(k—rym+rjo=(k—1m+jo—(r—1m+(r—1)j > (k—1)m+ jo.

Thus, we see that only the first differential dH; of the minor homoge-
neous term Hj, contributes the term s*~D™+50 of the minimal power to the
asymptotic of H(u(s,o)) near s = 0.

Therefore, the main term of the asymptotic, which is determined by the
minimal power of s , equals to

H(u(s,0)) — H(—s,(—s,0)) = 2D2,j0(a)s(k_l)m+j°<VHk(vm +oey), T) + ...

37



9.5.5 Double tangency property

Since the left hand side is identically zero
H(U(S, U)) - H(_Sv U(—S, U)) = 07

the main term of the asymptotic is zero as well. It follows then from D, j, # 0
that
<VHk(Um + 0'60), T> =0.

Now recall that ¢ is an arbitrary real number. Since the polynomial Hj
is homogeneous, we have
(VHg(h),7) =0,

for all h € II := span{v,,, eo}. Since the vector 7 is orthogonal to the plane

II, the normal derivative
OH,

o Y

on II.
Also, we know from Lemma that H, = 0 on II. Thus Hj, vanishes on
IT at least to the second order and therefore if to define linear form

A(z) = ((2,7),

then H is divisible by Q? :
H = A’R.

Lemma is proved.

9.6 The case of odd m

Lemma 9.11 If m is odd then the surface S is differentiable at a = 0. If,
moreover, S is differentiable in a neighborhood of the point a then S is a C1—
manifold there.

Proof By Lemma [0.5] the surface S is the image of the function

u(t, p) = v(t) + pe(t),

where
v(t) =vat" + . e(t) =eg+ et +..., m=2s+1.
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Since m is odd, the curve parametrized by
u(t,0) =v(t),t € [ = (—¢,¢),

is differentiable, which follows from the change of the parameter ¢ = s :

V() = VS + U187 + oo = U + 0(5).

We also have from definition () of v(¢) and Lemma Rk
(v'(2), e(t)) = (u'(£) + ho€'(t), €(t)) = 0.

Therefore, the image of the function (¢, ) describes a ruled surface consist-
ing of straight lines orthogonal to the differentiable curve v : I — R3,
Apply an orthogonal transformation so that the triple v,,, ¢y, 7 becomes
the axis. Denote x1, x9, 3 the coordinates of points in the basic v,,, €y, T.
Then, according to ([II), the mapping u(s, o) has the following represen-
tation in the new coordinates:

u(s,0) = (r1,x9,23) = (s, 08™, D(s,0)).

We have
r = s,
Ty = os™,
T3 = D(87 U)v
and therefore ) .
L 2
s=x",0 = —

Il'

The function D(s, o) is real analytic at s = 0,0 =0 :

in a neighborhood of s = 0,0 = 0.
Moreover, according to (I2)), D(s,o) = o(s™),s — 0 and hence

a>m+1
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in the Taylor series for D.
Substituting the expressions for s, o through x1, x5 yields the representa-
tion of the function
T3 = Z(QEl,SL’g) = D(SL’E, —)

as a Newton-Puiseux fractional power series:

o
(&3

Aovan) = Y capri b (23)
a=m+1,5=0
9.6.1 Differentiability of z(zy,z3) at (0,0)

We know that the line Ly = {Aeg, A € R} is one of the generating lines
and belongs to S. In the coordinates x1, x9, x3, the line Ly has the equation
x1 = x3 = 0. Since 3 = z(x1, x2) is the equation of S, we conclude that

lim Z(l’l,l’g) =0
xr1—0

for any fixed 5. This implies that the series (23]) contains only positive powers

of xq.
Therefore, the series can be rewritten as
Z(SL’, y) = Z bu,ﬁxl{xgv (24>
v>0,8>0

where we have introduced the new coefficients
«Q
bV7B:Ca7B7 V= E_B'

In our case v is strictly positive because z(0,0,0) = 0.

Notice, that since m is odd, the fractional power z} is well defined for
x1 < 0 as well, so the decomposition (24] ) holds in a full neighborhood of
(0,0).

The general term in the Newton-Puiseux series (24)) is of homogeneity
degree

e} a 1
vifB=(=—-B)+B=—>1+—.
m m m
The series (24]) can be written in the polar coordinates

x1 = rcost, xo = rsinf
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as

2(z1, T9) = Z b, 51" (cosh)” (sind)”.

nu>0,8>0

Since the exponents v, 8 > 0 then |cosf|”, |sinf|® < 1, the inequality

1
v+08>1+—
m

implies
z2(x1,9) = o(r), r — 0.

Therefore the function z(xq,z5) is differentiable at (0,0) with dz(0,0) = 0.
Lemma is proved.

9.6.2 S is differentiable in a neighborhood of a implies S is C!

If S, which is the graph of the function z(xy, z5) is differentiable in a neigh-
borhood of a = 0 then the z(z1,x9) is differentiable at any point in a neigh-
borhood U of (0,0). Due to (24])

0z
S(Zl,l’g Z b,,gl/:(fl (25)

8:6
v>0,3>0

Since v > 0 is fractional, the number v — 1 can be negative. However,
this is not the case, because if series (25) contains negative powers of x;
then for small x5 # 0 we have hm 8—(x1,x2) = 0o which contradicts to

the differentiability of z(xy, z2) at the points (0, z5) with small 2. Then the

2 v,
‘} 1 1 ? E 1 2

v>0,>0

is a power series, since m(v — 1) = a — mf — m is integer and nonnega-
tive. Power series are continuous in their domains of convergence, therefore

;;1 (27", x9) is continuous in a neighborhood of (0, 0). Since m is odd, the map-

ping 1 — 27" is a homeomorphisms and hence the continuity of (:)31 , To)
follows.

Same argument implies the continuity of the + since x the series 24) in
just a usual power series with respect to x5. The proof of Lemma is completed.
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9.7 End of the proof of Theorem

Now we are ready to finish the proof of Theorem [9.11

We start with assumption that S is neither a plane nor a cone. Then we
have to prove that either the surface S is C'' manifold and the line foliation
is everywhere regular or S has a cuspidal point.

Lemma 77 says that cuspidal singular points a € S correspond to the even
associated powers m in decomposition ([I]). Therefore, if S is free of cuspidal
points, then for any singular (with respect to the initial parametrization of
our line foliation) point the associated power is odd.

But Lemma implies that then S is differentiable at any singular
point a € S. Surely, S is also differentiable at any regular point. Therefore
S is differentiable everywhere. But then the second assertion of Lemma [9.11]
yields that S is C'' — manifold and the line foliation of S is everywhere regular
(with respect to some parametrization of the line foliation).

Thus, we have proven that one of the fourth cases enlisted in Theorem
holds. Theorem is proved.

10 Irreducible case.Proof of Theorem 3.4

10.1 Extremal ruling lines and antipodal points

For any two ruling straight lines L;, Ly C S define the distance function

d(t,s) := dist(Ly, Ls) = min{|u — v| : u € Ly,v € Ly}.

Lemma 10.1 Ifd(s,t) =0 for all t,s then S is a cone.

Proof The condition implies that any two ruling lines meet. Fix two non-
parallel ruling lines L;, L. They intersect at some point a € L; N L.

Due to real analyticity of the one-dimensional connected family {L,} of
the ruling lines, the two cases are possible:

1) all the lines L, pass through the point a, and then S is a cone with the
vertex a,

2) at most finite number of lines L;,, - - - L;, contain a.

Suppose that case 2) takes place. Take any third ruling line L, for r #
t1,...,ty. Since any two ruling lines have a common point, the line L, must
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intersect both lines L;, L, at points different from a. This implies that L,
belongs to the two-dimensional plane II spanned by L;, L. Therefore all but
at most finite number of ruling lines belong to II. This implies that the union
of those lines S = II. Therefore S is a 2-plane which, of course, is a cone.

Now we are interested in the case when d(s,t) is not identically zero
function.

Lemma 10.2 If S is not a cone then there are two mazimally distant ruling
lines Ly,, Ls,, i.e., the distance function d(t,s) attains its maximum:

d(to, sp) = maxd(t,s) > 0.

t,s
at some values ty, sg of the parameters.

Proof The function d(s,t) is defined on the compact set [—1,1] x [—1,1]. Tt
is upper semi-continuous, i.e., the upper limit

lim sup d(t, 8)(t75)_>(t0750) S d(to, SO).

Indeed, let a = u(ty) + Aoe(to) € Ly, b = u(so) + poe(so) € Ls,, be the
points on the straight lines L,,, Ly, such that

la — b] = dist(Ly,, Ls,)-
If (tn, sn) — (to, So) then
a, = u(ty) + Moe(tn) = a, b, = u(s,) + poe(s,) — b.

Then we have
d(sna tn) S |an - bn|

and hence

lim d(t,,s,) < lim |a, — b,| = |a — b] = d(to, So)-
n—oo n—oo
Due to the arbitrariness of the sequence (t,,s,) — (to, So), the function
d(t, s) is upper semi-continuous. By Weierstrass theorem it attains its max-
imal value d(to, sp). Since d(t,s) is not identically zero function, we have
la — b = d(to, so) > 0. We will call a, b extremal points.
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Lemma 10.3 Suppose that the line foliation of S contains no parallel lines.
Suppose that the surface S is differentiable at the extremal points a and b and
the foliation S = Uy Ly is reqular at both extremal points a and b. Then a and
b are antipodal points (see Definition[7]]

According to Definition B.2] regularity means that near the points a and b,
the surface S is the image of of the mappings

We(t, ) = wa(t) + AE4(t), wp(s, p) = wp(s) + AEy(s),

correspondingly, which define the same foliation and are differentiable and
regular at the points (¢g, \o), (S0, f0). Here a = wu,(to, Ao), b = up(S0, o)
We denote the straight lines

Ly = {ua(t) + AE.(t), A € R}, Lg = {up(s) + pnEp(s), u € R}.

The tangent spaces at a and b are spanned by the corresponding partial
derivatives, which are linearly independent due to regularity:

T.(S) = span{dyu(to, No), e(to) }

T, (S) = span{d:u(so, o), e(so)}-
We know that the function

A— |u(t0a )‘) - U(So, /J“)|2
attains minimum at A = \g, 4 = po. Therefore, the partial derivatives vanish
at (to, )\0)
Differentiation in A at t = tg, A = A\ yields
(e(to), u(to, Ao) — u(so, po)) = {e(to),a — b) = 0.
Analogously, differentiation in p gives

(e(sg),a — by = 0. (26)

For any pair L;, Ls of the constituting the surface S straight lines, denote
a(t, s),b(t, s) the points

a(t,s) = u(t) + A(t, s)e(t), b(t,s) + u(t, s)e(s),
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belonging to the lines L;, L, correspondingly, at which the distance between
the lines is attained:

d(t,s) = dist(Ly, L) = |a(t,s) — b(t, s)|.
The coefficients A(t, s), uu(t, s) can be found from the orthogonality conditions

<a’(ta S) - b(ta S)a 6(t)> = O> <a’(ta S) - b(t> S), 6(S)> =0.
The solutions of the corresponding linear system are

At s) = e e(s)){ult) — uls), e(s)) + (ult) = uls), els))

| T (elt), e(s))? |

_ (e(®), es))(ult) — u(s), e(s)) = (ult) = uls), e(t))
,U,(t, S) - 2 :
1 —(e(t), e(s))

The denominator is different from zero as the lines L;, L, are not parallel by
the condition and hence 1 — (e(t), e(s)) # 0.

The above formulas show that the functions A(¢,s), u(t, s) are differen-
tiable at the point (g, so).

Since the distance function d(¢, s) attains its maximum at ¢y, sp we have

8td(t0, S()) =< a,;(t(), SQ) — b;(to, S()), a—b>= O,
8sd(t0, 80) =< CL/S(t(], So) — bls(to, S(]), a—b>= 0,

(u'(tg) + N(to, so)e(to) + o€ (to),a — b) = 0,

(u'(s0) + ' (to, s0)e(so) + po€'(so0),a — b) = 0.
Since a — b is orthogonal to e(ty) and e(sg), we obtain:
<Ul(t0) + )\Oel(to), a — b> = O,

<ul(80) + /Jzoel(So), a — b> =0.
Therefore the vector a — b is orthogonal to the vectors (O u)(tp, Ag) and to
(O¢)u(to, o) which span the tangent plane 7,(.S). Thus,

a—b1T,(9).

Analogously,
a—0b_L Tb(S)

That means that the points a and b are antipodal.
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10.2 End of the proof of Theorem [3.4

The ”if” part.

Notice, that the ”if” statement holds in any dimension d. Suppose that S
is a harmonic cone with a vertex a. This means that there exists a nonzero
harmonic homogeneous polynomial (solid harmonic) h such that

ha +x) =0, Vx € S.

By shifting, we can assume a = 0.
Define

oa(z) = / . eI h(w)dA(w).

Then
Apy = =Ny,

Now fix 2o € R?\ 0 such that h(zy) = 0. Denote SO,(d) the group of
orthogonal transformations p € SO(d) of R? such that p(xg) = zo. Then

oa(o) = oalp(x0)) = / 6i}‘<”(x°)’w>h(w)dA(w) _ / piA<T0,p”
|w|=1

|w]=1

1

@>n(w)dA(w).
Change of variables w’ = p~!(w) leads to
prlan) = [ () aA(),
|w’|=1

Integrating the equality in w’ against normalized Haar measure dp on SO(d)
yields

S0)\(1,0) _ / 6M<x0’wl>ﬁ(w,)dw/, (27)
W' =1

where h(w?"¢) is the average

h(w) = / hp o')dp.

pESO,(d)

The function fz(w’ ) is a spherical harmonic, invariant under rotations p €
SO(d), preserving xo, and therefore it is proportional to the zonal harmonic
Zro ([19]) with the pole xq/|z|, of the same degree as h :

h = cZ,,. (28)
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However, .
h(x) = h() = h

because p x = z and h(z) = 0 and h is homogeneous. On the other hand the
value of the zonal harmonic at its pole is

T T
|£L'|degh 12l _) =0,

|z] |z]

T
|z]

where « is the dimension of the space of spherical harmonics of degree degh
and €y_; is the area of the unit sphere in R%. ([19], Corollary 2.9), Therefore,
we have form (28):

Zo(—) = O‘Qg—llv

can_ll =0

and ¢ = 0. Then (28 implies & = 0 and then y(z) = 0 because of 27

Thus, we have proven ¢,(xy) = 0 whenever h(zy) = 0 and hence the
harmonic cone h~1(0) is a common nodal set for a nontrivial Paley-Wiener
family of eigenfunctions.

The ”only if” part

We assume that an irreducible real analytically ruled hypersurface S C
R3, without parallel generating lines, is contained in the common zero set of
a Paley-Wiener family of eigenfunctions. We need to prove that S is a cone.

We start with the case when the foliation {L;} of S is everywhere regular.
In particular, it is regular at the extremal points a, b at which the distance
function d(t, s) attains its maximum. Then the points a and b are antipodal
by Lemma [10.3] and then Theorem implies that S is an injectivity set.
By Proposition [6.1], this contradicts to the assumption that S is the common
nodal set for Paley-Wiener family of eigenfunctions.

Therefore S has at least one singular point, say, a. By Corollary of
Theorem[Q.1]a is a conical point. This means that a belongs to an open family
of lines {L;}. Since S is irreducible, the base curve v that parametrizes the
family L, is real analytic and connected. Therefore, all lines L; pass through
a and therefore S is a cone with the vertex a.

Moreover, S is a harmonic cone. Indeed, we know from Proposition
that there exists a nonzero harmonic polynomial H such that S C H~'(0).
Since S is a cone with the vertex a we have

Ha+ Xz —a))=0
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for all x € S and A € R. Therefore, if H(a + u) = Zj-v:o H;(u) is the
homogeneous decomposition, then H;(x —a) =0,j =0, ..., N and it remains
to note that all H; are harmonic and homogeneous. Then a + S C h™*(0),
where h can be taken any nonzero polynomial H;. Theorem [3.4]is proved.

11 Reducible case. Proof of Theorem

Now we turn to the proof of more general Theorem where we do not
assume that the base curve v of the ruled surface S is connected.
In general situation, S decomposes into irreducible components:

M
S = Uj=15;,

where each S; is a real analytically ruled surface with a real analytic closed
connected base curve ;. So, the ruled surface S is parametrized by the base
curve

Y= U...Uynm.

Each surface S; satisfies all the conditions of Theorem [3.4] and therefore
is a harmonic cone with a vertex a; € S;. All we need now is to prove the
additional properties of the decomposition of .S into union of cones , claimed
in Theorem

We will start with proving that the cones pairwise meet.

Lemma 11.1 If there are i,j such that S;NS; = () then S is an injectivity
set.

Proof Assume that S fails to be an injectivity set. Since S; and S; do not
meet, any two generating lines L,, a € v; and Ly, b € Sv;, are disjoint and
dist(Ly, Ly) > 0.

Since there are no parallel generating lines, the function (a, b) — dist(L,, Ly)
is continuous and attains its minimum. Let ay € S;,by € S; are the points
where the minimal distance between the generating lines is realized:

lag —bg| = min dist(Lg, Ly) > 0.

aESi,bESj
The two cases are possible:

1. ag and by are regular points of the foliation S = U,cg L.
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2. One of the points ag, by is a singular point.

Let ag = U(to, )\0), b(] = U(So, Mo)
In the case 1, the equations:

a‘u(fﬂ >‘) — U(S, :u>| (

a‘u(fﬂ >‘) B U(S, :U’)‘ (

8t th)\OaS()?/J“O) = aS t07)\0780a,u0) = Oa
a|u(t> )‘)a; U(S, :U“)| (t07 )\0’ S0, ,UO) _ a|u(ta )‘)a; U(S, :U“)| (t0> )\0’ So, ,UO) -0

yield that the vector ag—by is orthogonal to the tangent spaces Ty, (S), Tp,(5).
In other words, ay and by are antipodal points. By Lemma 7?7 S is an
injectivity set. Contradiction.

Consider now the case 2, i.e., assume that one of the extremal points,
say, ag is singular. Since S is not an injectivity set, ag is a conical point, due
to Theorem The ruled surface S; has the real analytic connected base
curve 7; hence S; is a cone with the vertex aq.

Now, the straight lines L;, C S; and L,, C S; are the closest generating
lines belonging to S; and S; correspondingly. Since ag € Ly, by € L, are the
closest points, we have

Lt07 Lso L [ao, bo]

However, since S; is the cone with the vertex ag, all the straight lines L;
generating S; all pass through ag. If L; is not orthogonal to [ag, by] then

dist(Ly, Ls,) < |ag — bo| = dist(Ly,, Ls,)

which is impossible.
Therefore, for all generating lines L, C .S; we have

Lt 1 [CLQ, bo]

and hence L, C II, where II is the plane passing through ay and orthogonal
to [ag, by]. Then S; coincides with the plane II and S; = II can be viewed as
a line foliation, regular at aq. If the second extremal point b, is regular for
the given foliation {L;} then both points ag, by are regular antipodal points
and S is an injectivity set. If by is a conical point, then the same argument
with closest generating lines shows that S; is a plane. Then again ag, by are
regular antipodal points and S is an injectivity sets. Lemma is proved.
Now we will prove that the cones intersect transversally.
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Lemma 11.2 If some S; and S; are tangent at a point a which is not a
vertex of any cone S;,S; then S is an injectivity (not nodal) set.

Proof We saw in the proof Theorem that if a is not a vertex of the cone

S; then it is either the point of real analyticity or a point of differentiability

, which is a singular point of the line foliation and corresponding to the case

of odd m in the parametrization (IIl). The same is true for the cone S;.
After a suitable translation and rotation, we can make a = 0 and

Ta(Si) = Ta(Sj) = {Ig = 0}

The representation (24]) shows that the surfaces S;,S; are defined near
a = 0 as the graphs:

Si X3 = zi(:cl,@),
Sjrxy = zj(x2,22),
where
zi(x1, ) = o(r), zj(x1,22) = o(r), r=4/23 + 23 — 0.

Moreover, by the construction, these functions are algebraic and for some
odd integers m,n the functions

Zi(xTJ’ x2)7 Zj(x?v x2)

are real analytic.

If S is not an injectivity set, then due to Proposition 6.1}, there exists
the nonzero harmonic polynomial H vanishing on S (Proposition [6.1]). Since
H=0o0nS; ={x3 — zi(r1,22) =0, } the polynomial

H (2", 29, 23) = 0 whenever p;(z) 1= x3 — z;(2]"", z3) = 0.

The function p is real analytic and Vp # 0 hence the polynomial H is divisible
by p which means that

H(z!™, x9,x3) = (x5 — 2 ()™, x2)) R(x1, o, x3),

where R is real analytic near 0.
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Since S; and S; can coincide only on a nowhere dense subset, and H = 0
on S;, the function R must vanish on the surface p;(x) := z3—z; (27", 22) = 0.
Further, since both functions H and p; are real analytic and Vp; # 0, the
function R is divisible by p;, meaning that

R= ij,

where the function G is real analytic near 0.
Finally, returning to x; instead of z{""* we have

H(z) = (x5 — zi(z2, 23)) (25 — 2j(21, xg))G(:BTln,a:g, x3).

Decompose

G(x mn ., o, T3) E :cm" 2]

a,B,7>0

and let G be the sum of the terms with the minimal homogeneity degree
Qo
— + fo + .
mn

If
H=H,+ Hy+ ...+ Hy, H, #0,

is the homogeneous decomposition for H, then since z;, z; = o(r),r — 0 we
have for the minimal degree homogeneous term:

Hi(z) = SL’%GO(I).

Thus,
H(l’l, Ta, 0) =0.

1
Notice that Gy is a polynomial with respect to z{"", x5, 3. Therefore, differ-
entiation in z3 yiedls: 0., H(x) = 223Go(x) + 230,,Go(z) and hence

8m3H(x1, T, O) =0.

However, the polynomial Hj is harmonic and satisfies the overdetermined
Dirichlet-Neumann conditions on the plane xz3 = 0. This implies H; = 0.
This contradiction completes the proof.
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11.1 End of the proof of Theorem

First of all, according to Theorem [3.4] each irreducible ruled component
of S is a harmonic cone and therefore, S is the union of harmonic cones,
S - Uévzl Sj.

Moreover, the vertices are the only singular points of the cones S;. The
cones S; are real analytic everywhere except, maybe, for the vertex. If S; is
differentiable at the vertex then .S; is a plane and, of course, is real analytic
everywhere.

Further, Lemma [T limplies that S;NS; # 0 for any i # j, since otherwise
S'is an injectivity set. In turn, Lemma [I1.2] says that S; # S; is transversal.
The intersection S;N.S; is either 0-dimensional (discrete) or one-dimensional.
In the latter case the intersection is a curve.

In the case when S;N.S; is discrete, then since S;, S; are two-dimensional,
any point a € S;NS;, at which S; and S; are differentiable, must be a tangency
point, which is not the case. Therefore, a must be singular for either cone
S;,S; and hence is a vertex of one of them. Theorem [3.5]is proved.

12 Coxeter systems of planes. Proof of The-
orem (3.7

Theorem [3.4] asserts that S is a cone. The only cone which has no differen-
tiable singularities is a plane. Therefore, if S in Theorem [3.4is differentiable
surface then S is a plane.

Then TheoremT:mainmain2 follows from

Lemma 12.1 Any finite union S of hyperplanes in R is an injectivity set
unless S can be completed to a Cozeter system.

Proof

We will give the proof for the case d = 3 which is under consideration in
this article.

Let

where II; are the hyperplanes. Suppose that S fails to be an injectivity set.
Then there exists a nonzero function f € Clpmp(R?) such that Rf(z,t) =
0, t >0, for all x € S. It is known [10], v.II, that then f is odd with respect
to reflections around each plane 1I;.
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Denote Wry, .1, the group generated by the reflections around the planes
Hl, ey HN-

Now we are going to use the additional information about existence of
nonzero harmonic polynomial vanishing on S (Proposition [6.1]), which rules
out, due to Maximal Modulus Principle, the possibility for the action of the
group Wi, . m, to have compact fundamental domain.

If N = 2 then the angle between II; and II; must be a rational multiple
of 7 since otherwise

Uwewi, m, W) U Uewy, o, w(1l2)

is dense in R3 and then f = 0 identically because f vanishes on each II;, II,.
Therefore S is a subsystem of the Coxeter system generated by the planes
Hl, H2 .

Let N > 3. The following cases are possible:

1. all the planes II;,2 = 1, ..., N, have a common point,
2. there are two parallel planes II; , II;,,
3. there are three planes II; , II;,, II;, that bound a right triangular prism,

4. N > 4 and there are four planes I1;,, I1;,, II;,, II;, that bound a bounded
simplex.

In the first case, the reflection group W generated by the planes II; must
Therefore, in the first case S can be included in a Coxeter system of planes.

The second case is impossible, since suppf, being symmetric both with
respect to II;, and II;,, must be unbounded, which is not the case.

In the third case, the normal vectors 1, 15, v3 of the corresponding planes
are linearly dependent and span a plane P orthogonal to all 7,7 = 1,2,3.
For any b € R?® the intersection (P + b) N (P, UII;, U IIi3) is three lines
Ly, Ly, Ly in the 2-plane P + b, bounded a triangle.

The restriction f|p4; can be regarded as a compactly supported function
defined in R?, and this function is odd-symmetric with respect to the lines
Ll, Lg, L3.

In particular, it has zero spherical means on the lines. As it was proven in
Proposition , if f is not identically zero on P + b then there is a nonzero
harmonic polynomial vanishing on L; U Ly U L3 which is impossible due to
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Maximum Modulus Principle since the union contains a bounded contour.
Therefore, f =0 on P+b and then f = 0 everywhere as b is arbitrary. Thus,
the third case is ruled out as well.

Also, the fourth case is impossible, since if f is not zero then we again have

contradiction with existence of a nonzero harmonic polynomial vanishing on
S, as in the previous case. Lemma is proved.
Proof of Theorem [3.7] Since any two-dimensional cone in R*, which is a
differentiable surface, is a two-dimensional plane, Theorem implies that
the surface S in Theorem [B.7] is a finite union of 2-planes and hence is a
Coxeter system of planes, due to Lemma I2.11

13 Proof of Theorem 3.8 (the case of con-
vexly supported generating function)

13.0.1 Lemmas
We are given a nonzero function f € Ccomp(R?’). Consider the set
Ny ={z € R*: Rf(z,t) =0, Vt > 0}.
By Proposition [6.1], the set N represents as
Ny=SUV,
where S is either empty or an algebraic hypersurface

S=Q7(0),

where () is a polynomial, dividing a nonzero harmonic polynomial H. We
assume S # ().

Denote I' the outer boundary of suppf. By the condition, I' is strictly
convex real analytic closed hypersurface. Theorem yields that the ob-
servation surface S is foliated into straight lines, each of which intersects
orthogonally, at two points, the strictly convex surface I'.

The surfaces I' and S intersect orthogonally. The intersection

v:I'nS

is a curve, smooth at all points a € v at which S is smooth.

o4



Lemma 13.1 The surface S is a real analytically ruled surface.

Proof Denote
vy=InNS§s.

Pick a point a € 7. Let T,(I") be the tangent plane. Applying translation
and rotation, one can assume that ¢ = 0 and

Ta(r) = {.173 = O}

The projection
7 :T,(T)—T

along the normals to I' is well defined in a neighborhood
U cC T,TI)

of a.

Since I is real analytic, the normal field to I' is real analytic as well and
hence  is real analytic diffecomorphism near a = 0. Also, 7(UNS) is an open
neighborhood of a in 7.

It is easy to understand that the polynomial () is not identically zero
on T,(S) since S = Q7*(0) is transversal to T,(S) near a. Therefore, the
intersection

C=T,I)nSs

is an open algebraic curve in the plane T,(I') = {z = 0}, defined by the
equation C' = {Q(z,y,0) = 0}.

Then we use Puiseux theorem ([17], Ch.IL, 9.6; [20], Thm. 2.1.1; [11],
Ch.2,p. 3-11) which claims that each branch C; of C' is parametrized either
by

I>t—(0,t,0),

or by
I>t— (t™, at),0)

where [ is an open interval (which can be taken I = (—1,1)), m is natural
and «;(t) is a real analytic function.

Then 7 decomposes, near a, into the union of the curves v; = 7(C;) and
each ~; is the image v; = u([) where the mapping

I 50 uy(t) = 7(t"™, Bi(t),0)
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is real analytic, because 7 is so. By Corollary of Theorem [9.1] the ruled
surface
S = {wi(t) + M(wi(t)),t € I, A € R,

where v is unit normal vector to I, is real analytically ruled surface.

Lemma 13.2 Let a be the vertex of the cone C;. Let y; be a connected closed
subarc of C; N T where ' is the outer boundary of suppf. Then the distance
|x — a| from a to an arbitrary point x € ~; is constant.

Proof Consider the parametrization u(t, \) = u(t) + Ae(t),t € I, of the cone
C;. The mapping t — u(t) parametrizes the curve v; = C; N I'. Consider the
distance function

d(t) =|a — u(t)|2.
Then
d'(t) = (a —u(t),u'(t)).

Since a is the vertex of Cj, it belongs to any line L;. Therefore a = u(t) +
A(t)e(t) and hence

d'(t) = (a —u(t),u'(t)) = At)(e(t), u'(t)) = 0,

because u'(t) is tangent to I', e(t) is the directional vector of the Line L, and
L, is orthogonal to I, as stated in Theorem .6

Lemma 13.3 If two cones C;, C; meet outside of suppf then they have a
common vertex and hence the union C; U C; is itself a cone.

Proof The cones C;,C; consist of straight lines orthogonal to the outer
boundary I' of suppf. Also, I' is a real analytic strictly convex surface. If C;
meet C; in the exterior of I' then C; and C; share a ruling straight line L
passing through a common point of the two cones and orthogonal to I'. The
vertices of both cones C; and C; belong to L. The common line L meets the
convex surface I' at two points b*, b~ :

{bF, 0"} =LnNT.
Let 7; and «y; be the connected closed subarcs of the smooth curves C;NI"

and C; NT, correspondingly, containing the point b*.
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Then +;,7; are smooth closed curves on I', sharing the common point
bt e ¥ N V-

Suppose that v; and v; are tangent at b and let 7 be the common tangent
vector at b". Since the tangent planes of the cones C; and C} coincide:

Tb+ (CZ) = Tb+ (Cj) = span{L, 6},

the two cones are tangent. However, this is impossible due to Lemma [TT1.21

Thus, the two closed curves ; and ~; intersect at b* transversally. Then
they must intersect in at least one more point, ¢ € I'. Then both cones
C;, C — 7 contain the straight line L. intersecting I orthogonally at the point
c. The two cases are possible:

1. c#b.
2. c=b".

In the case 1 , the straight lines L and L. are different. Both of them
belong to the cones C; and C; and hence the intersection of the two lines
LN L. is just a single point which is the vertex of both C; and C;. Thus, C;
and C; share the vertex and Lemma is proved in this case.

In the case 2 the two straight lines coincide, L = L., as they both pass
through the points b and b~ = c. Let a;, a; be the vertices of the the cones
C;, C; correspondingly. By Lemma [[3.2] the distance |x — a;| is constant on
~;. Since b*, b~ € ~;, we have

bt —a;] = |b” — a4l

The three points a,b™, b~ belong to the same line L and therefore, a is the
midpoint:

1
i = = b+ b_ .
ar= 5 +b)
The same can be repeated for 7; and then we obtain
.
a; = —(b +b )
2
Thus, a; = a; and the statement of Lemma is true in the case 2 as well.

Lemma 13.4 Suppose that S; NS; is 0-dimensional. Then
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1. S;NS; C {ci,cj}, where ¢;, ¢c; are the vertices of the cones S;, S; corre-
spondingly.

2. If ;N S; = {ci,¢;} then ¢; = ¢j.

Proof We know that S; and S; are differentiable everywhere except maybe
at the vertices. If @ € S; N S; and a # ¢;,a # c¢;, then a is the point of
smoothness for both S; and S; and hence the cones S;,.S; cannot intersect
at a transversally since in this case the intersection S; N S; must be one-
dimensional. Therefore, S; and \S; are tangent at a. This possibility is ruled
out by Lemma This proves the statement 1.

If S;NS; =A{c,c;} and ¢; # ¢; then both cones S; and S; contain the
straight line passing through the vertices ¢; and ¢;. This contradicts to the
assumption that the intersection is 0-dimensional.

Lemma 13.5 If S; N S; is one-dimensional then the cones S; and S; share
the vertex so that S; U S; is a cone.

Proof Let v = §;N.S;. If the curve v is unbounded, then S; and S; intersect
outside of I' and by Lemma S; and S; have a common vertex. Other-
wise, 7 is a bounded curve. It is also closed as it is algebraic. Then v bounds
two -dimensional domains D; and D; on the surfaces S;, S; correspondingly.
Therefore, S; N'S; contain a cycle D; U D;. However, it is impossible due to
Maximum Modulus Principle, since there exists a nonzero harmonic polyno-
mial A vanishing on S; U S;.

Corollary 13.6 If S; and S; have different vertices, ¢; # cj, then S; NS}
consists of a single point, which is either c; or c;.

Proof The intersection S;NS; is discrete (O-dimensional) since otherwise the
cones S;, S; have equal vertices, by Lemma [I3.5 Then Lemma [I3.4] says the
intersection coincides with one of the vertices.

13.0.2 End of the proof of Theorem [3.§|

Let us group all the cones S; whose vertices coincide. The union of such
cones is again a cone and hence the union S can be regrouped in the union

S=CiU..UCp
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of cones C; with pairwise different vertices b;.. Each Cj is the union of the
cones S; with equal vertices. Due to Lemma 77, the pairwise intersections
C; N Cj, 1 # j, are 0-dimensional.

First of all , all the cones C} are harmonic. Indeed, we know that there
is a nonzero harmonic polynomial H vanishing on S. By translation, we can
assume the the vertex b; of the cone Cj; is b; = 0. Since C; is a cone, we have

H(\z) =0

forall x € C; and all A € R. If H = Hy + ... + Hy is the homogeneous
decomposition, then Hy(z)+AH,(z)+...+\Y Hy(x) = 0 and hence Hy(z) = 0
for all k. If h = H; is any nonzero homogeneous polynomial then h(x) = 0
for all x € C; and hence C; ia a harmonic cone.

Further, we know that for any ¢ # j the intersection S;N.S; is either ¢; or
c;. It follows that for the cones Cj, which are unions of groups of S, holds
C;NC; C {b;,b;}. If C;NC; = {b;, b;} then both cones C; and C; contain
the points b; # b; and hence, the straight line through these points, which is
not the case.

Thus, C; N C; is a single point,which is a vertex of C or Cs :

C;NC; = {b;} or {b;}. (29)
Lemma 13.7 P < 3.
Proof Suppose that P > 4. Consider the cones C, Cs, C3, Cy. We have
C1NCy = {b1} or {ba}.
Without loss of generality, we can assume that
CiNCy={b}.

Then
Cl N C3 == {bg}

Indeed, if C; N C5 = {b1} then by € C5,b; € Cy and therefore

by C {b, b3},

which is impossible because by, by, bs are all different. For the same reason,

Cy N Cy = {by}.
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Now,
ConCs = {b},

because otherwise Cy N C3 = {b3} and then b3 € Cs, b3 € C; and therefore

bg € {bl, bg}

which is not the case.
Now consider the intersection of Cy and CY :

C2 N 04 = {bg} or {b4}
If CoNCy = {by} then we have
b2 € 04, b2 € Cg

and therefore
b2 € {bg, b4}

which is not the case. If; alternatively, Co N Cy = {bs}, then we have b, €
Cy, by € C and therefore

by € {b1, b2},

which is not the case. Thus, neither option is possible. Thus, P < 3. Lemma
is proved.

Let us continue the proof of Theorem [3.8|

If P =1 then S = (Y is a cone and, moreover, a harmonic cone. This is
the case 1) in Theorem

Suppose P = 2 so that S = C; U C,. Formula (29) leads to the case 2) of
Theorem 3.7

Finally, suppose that P = 3 and therefore

S = Cy Uy UCs.

Lemma 13.8 No two cones of Cy,Cy, Cs can have vertices belonging to the
third one.

Proof Suppose, for example, that

by, by € Cs.
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We know that C7 N Cy is either by or by. In the first case we have by € Cy
and also b; € (3. Hence
by € Cg N Cg.

This implies that either by = by or by = bs. Neither is possible as all the
vertices are different.

In the second case we have by € (' and also by € C3. Then by € C; N Ch,
which is either b; or b3 and we have the same kind of contradiction. Lemma
is proved.

Now we can finish the proof of Theorem [B.8in the case S = C, UCy U Cs.

We have C7 N Cy = is either by or by. If

C1NCy ={b1},

then C5 N C5 can be only by since otherwise by, b3 € Cy which is ruled out
by Lemma [I3.8. Analogously, C3 N C; cannot be equal to b; since then
b, € CyN C5 and hence by is either by or by which is not the case.

The case C; N Cy = {be} is treated in a similar way. Thus, finally we
conclude that in the case P = 3 the configuration of the cones is exactly as
it is pointed out in the case 3 of Theorem

Theorem is proved.

14 Concluding remarks

e Proving in full Conjecture for ruled surfaces requires proving that
the configurations of cones in Theorem is itself a cone, i.e., the
vertices of all the cones C; coincide.

e Proving Conjecture in general case requires proving that common
nodal sets for Paley-Winer families of Laplace eigenfunctions are ruled
surfaces. Then one could apply Theorems B.4] and to pass from
ruled surfaces to cones.
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