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Abstract

In this manuscript we consider non-degenerate surfaces Σ2 immersed in a 3-dimensional

homogeneous space L3(κ, τ) endowed with two different metrics, the one induced by the

Riemannian metric of E3(κ, τ) and the non-degenerate metric inherited by the Lorentzian

one of L3(κ, τ). Therefore, we have two different geometries on Σ2 and we can compare

them. In particular, we can consider the Gaussian curvature functions which respect to

both metrics and study the geometry of the surfaces satisfying that both Gaussian curvature

functions are opposite. We will call these surfaces anisocurved surfaces. In order to obtain

our main results we also need to impose some extra assumptions regarding the extrinsic

curvatures with respect to both metrics.
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1 Introduction

Kobayashi [10] showed in 1983 that spacelike surfaces in the 3-dimensional Lorentz-Minkowski

space L3 which are simultaneously minimal and maximal surfaces are necessarily open pieces

of spacelike planes or of the helicoid, in the region where it is spacelike. Let us recall at this

point that a spacelike surface in a Lorentzian manifold is an immersed surface such that

the metric induced from the ambient space is a Riemannian one. Furthermore, a maximal

surface in a Lorentzian manifold is a spacelike surface with identically zero mean curvature,

whereas a minimal surface is a surface with zero mean curvature in a Riemannian manifold.

Since any spacelike surface in L3 can also be endowed with a second Riemannian metric, the

one induced from the Euclidean space R3, the problem studied by Kobayashi makes sense.

During the last years several authors have considered different extensions of the above

result, generalizing it either to general dimension or to surfaces in different ambient spaces.

Specifically, Kim, Koh, Shin and Yang [9] studied such surfaces in a Lorentzian product space

of the type M2 × R1, where M
2 is a Riemannian surface, and in particular they obtained a

full classification in the case of S2×R1 and H2×R1. Furthermore, Shin, Kim, Koh, Lee and

Yang [17] considered a similar problem in the Heisenberg space Nil3, whose construction also
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admits a Lorentzian counterpart, classifying not only simultaneously minimal and maximal

spacelike surfaces in Nil3, but also non-degenerate ones.

More recently, Aĺıas, Alarcón and dos Santos [1] generalized the problem to the study of

simultaneosuly minimal and maximal non-degenerate hypersurfaces in an (n+1)-dimensional

Lorentzian product space Mn × R1, M
n being a Riemannian manifold. Furthermore, the

authors also got a relation between the Gaussian curvatures of a non-degenerate surface in

a product space M2 × R1 with respect to both metrics, the one inherited by Mn ×R1, KL,

and the one induced by the Riemannian product Mn × R, KR. As a consequence, they

obtained a classification of non-degenerate surfaces in a product space M2(c)×R1 such that

KR = KL = c, where M2(c) is the 2-dimensional space form of Gaussian curvature c.

Going a step further, it is possible to consider the well-known family of Bianchi-Cartan-

Vranceanu (BCV) spaces E3(κ, τ) for any real constants κ and τ . It is well known that

E3(κ, τ), with κ 6= 4τ2, models all the simply connected 3-dimensional manifolds with isom-

etry group of dimension 4. Observe that, in particular, E3(κ, 0) models the product space

M2(κ) × R and, given τ 6= 0, E3(0, τ) is isometric to the Heisenberg space. Finally, in the

case where κ and τ do not vanish, E3(κ, τ) is isometric to a Berger sphere when κ > 0

and to the universal covering of the special linear group when κ < 0. Furthermore, the

spaces E3(κ, τ) have their Lorentzian counterparts L3(κ, τ) (see for instance [11]), being also

3-dimensional Lorentzian manifolds with isometry group of dimension 4 whenever κ 6= −4τ2.

Therefore, the spaces E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ) are a natural generalization of most of the previ-

ously considered ambient spaces. Since both spaces represent the same topological manifold,

it makes sense to consider the same topological surface endowed with two different metrics.

The main objective in this manuscript is to study and give some geometric properties of

non-degenerate surfaces in L3(κ, τ) having opposite Gaussian curvatures when considering

those surfaces as immersions into E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ). We call such surfaces anisocurved

surfaces. Let us observe that the Gaussian curvature functions of any non-degenerate surface

in L3, when considered it as an immersion into R3 and L3, have always different sign (see

for instance [1, Proposition 4.10]), so it makes more sense to consider opposite values of the

Gaussian curvature functions rather than imposing them to coincide.

The manuscrit is organized as follows. In Section 2 a description of both Riemannian

and Lorentzian BCV spaces is given and we present some nice relations between their first

fundamental forms and their Levi-Civita connections. Later on, in Section 3 we study, from a

local point of view, the geometry of non-degenerate surfaces in L3(κ, τ). Since such surfaces

can be endowed with two different metrics, we have in fact two different semi-Riemannian

surfaces, so we can compare their extrinsic geometries. Specifically, when making an ap-

propriate choice of the normal vector fields, we obtain some interesting relations involving

their normal vector fields and their shape operators. As a consequence of such relations, a

non-degenerate surface is an helix surface in L3(κ, τ) if and only if it is also an helix surface

as a surface in E3(κ, τ), see Corollary 3.2.

In Section 4 we continue with the comparison started in Section 3, but now we focus on

the Gaussian and extrinsic curvatures related to both metrics. Let us recall that the extrinsic

curvature of a non-degenerate surface is defined as the determinant of its shape operator.

In this direction, we develop a relation between the extrinsic curvatures of a non-degenerate

surface in L3(κ, τ) and in E3(κ, τ).

Finally, in Section 5 we present our main results regarding non-degenerate anisocurved
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surfaces in L3(κ, τ). Furthermore, in order to get our results we need to impose an additional

assumption on the extrinsic curvatures. In the particular case of timelike surfaces, we get a

characterization of Hopf surfaces, see Theorem 5.2, and of timelike anisocurved helix surfaces,

see Proposition 5.3. In the case of spacelike surfaces we obtain in Theorem 5.8 a non-existence

result.

2 On 3-dimensional homogeneous manifolds

Let κ and τ be real numbers, and consider the region D of the Euclidean space R3 given by

D =

{
R3 if κ ≥ 0,

D(2/
√
−κ)× R if κ < 0,

where D(r) is the disk in R2 of radius r centered at the origin. The so-called Bianchi-

Cartan-Vranceanu space (BCV-space), E3(κ, τ), is the Riemannian manifold obtained when

endowing D with the homogeneous Riemannian metric

〈 , 〉R = λ2(dx2 + dy2) + (dz + τλ(ydx − xdy))
2
, λ =

1

1 + κ
4
(x2 + y2)

.

The BCV-spaces with κ 6= 4τ2 are the only simply connected 3-dimensional homogeneous

spaces with 4-dimensional isometry group. It is well-known that, according to the constants

κ and τ , they are classified as follows,

• in the case τ = 0, E3(κ, 0) is isometric to the Riemannian product space M2(κ) ×
R, where M2(κ) is the 2-dimensional space form of Gaussian curvature κ, i.e. the

Euclidean sphere S2(1/
√
κ) when κ > 0, the Euclidean plane R2 when κ = 0 or the

hyperbolic plane H2(1/
√
−κ) when κ < 0.

• in the case τ 6= 0, E3(κ, τ) is isometric to the Berger sphere S3b(κ, τ) when κ > 0, to the

Heisenberg space Nil3(τ) when κ = 0 and to the universal cover of the special linear

group, S̃l2(R)(κ, τ), when κ < 0.

Related to any BCV-space, we can consider a Riemannian submersion π : E3(κ, τ) →
M2(κ) with totally geodesic fibers and bundle curvature τ . Furthermore ξ = ∂z is a unit

Killing vector field on E3(κ, τ), which is vertical to the submersion π.

Otherwise, if we endow D with the Lorentzian metric

〈 , 〉L = λ2(dx2 + dy2)− (dz + τλ(ydx − xdy))2 , λ =
1

1 + κ
4
(x2 + y2)

,

we obtain the so-called Lorentz-Bianchi-Cartan-Vranceanu space (LBCV -space), which has

been denoted in the literature by L3(κ, τ) (see for instance [11, 12]). In an analogous way

to the Riemannian situation, it holds that ξ = ∂z is a timelike unit Killing vector field on

L3(κ, τ), which is tangent to the fibers of the submersion π.

Let us assume now that τ 6= 0. In this case, it is a standard fact (see for instance [3])

that the following canonical frame {E1, E2, E3} on X(D), defined as

E1 = λ−1 (cos(σz)∂x + sin(σz)∂y) + τ (x sin(σz)− y cos(σz)) ∂z,

E2 = λ−1 (− sin(σz)∂x + cos(σz)∂y) + τ (x cos(σz) + y sin(σz)) ∂z,

E3 = ∂z ,

(1)
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where σ = κ/2τ , is an orthonormal frame with respect to 〈 , 〉R, that is,

〈E1, E1〉R = 〈E2, E2〉R = 〈E3, E3〉R = 1 and 〈Ei, Ej〉R = 0 for i 6= j.

Furthermore, it is easy to show that the frame {E1, E2, E3} defined as in (1) is also orthonor-

mal in the corresponding LBCV -space, that is,

〈E1, E1〉L = 〈E2, E2〉L = 1, 〈E3, E3〉L = −1 and 〈Ei, Ej〉L = 0 for i 6= j.

Let us observe that, since E3 = ξ is vertical to the submersion, E1 and E2 are horizontal

vector fields both on E3(κ, τ) and on L3(κ, τ). Therefore, given X ∈ X(D), we can write

X = Xh+Xv, where Xh ∈ span{E1, E2} and Xv = αE3 denote, respectively, the horizontal

and vertical components of a vector field X ∈ X(D). It follows immediately that, for all

X,Y ∈ X(D),

α = 〈X,E3〉R = −〈X,E3〉L and 〈Xh, Y h〉R = 〈Xh, Y h〉L. (2)

This decomposition provides an interesting relation between the first fundamental forms of

both spaces.

Lemma 2.1. Given X,Y ∈ X(D), it holds

〈X,Y 〉R + 〈X,Y 〉L = 2〈Xh, Y h〉R = 2〈Xh, Y h〉L

and

〈X,Y 〉R − 〈X,Y 〉L = 2〈X,E3〉R〈Y,E3〉R = 2〈X,E3〉L〈Y,E3〉L. (3)

Proof. The proof follows immediately from (2) and from the already mentioned fact that

the canonical frame on X(D), {E1, E2, E3}, is orthonormal with respect to both metrics.

With a straigthforward computation, we can check that

[E1, E2] = 2τE3, [E2, E3] = σE1 and [E3, E1] = σE2. (4)

Furthermore, since ξ is a Killing vector field on E3(κ, τ), it follows easily that for any vector

field X ∈ X(D) the following identity holds

∇R

Xξ = τ(X ∧R ξ), (5)

where ∇R
stands for the Levi-Civita connection in E3(κ, τ) and ∧R is defined by 〈X ∧R

Y, Z〉R = det(X,Y, Z) for any vector fields X,Y, Z ∈ X(D), (see [3]). From (4), (5) and

Koszul’s formula, the following expressions can be derived

∇R

E1
E1 = 0, ∇R

E1
E2 = τE3, ∇R

E1
E3 = −τE2,

∇R

E2
E1 = −τE3, ∇R

E2
E2 = 0, ∇R

E2
E3 = τE1,

∇R

E3
E1 =

κ− 2τ2

2τ
E2, ∇R

E3
E2 = −κ− 2τ2

2τ
E1, ∇R

E3
E3 = 0.

(6)

Let us refer the reader to [3] and [7] for a deeper study of the geometry of the BCV -spaces.

Similarly, in the case of an LBCV -space L3(κ, τ), the timelike Killing vector field ξ

satisfies

∇L

Xξ = −τ(X ∧L ξ), (7)
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where ∇L
denotes the Levi-Civita connection in L3(κ, τ) and ∧L is given by 〈X ∧L Y, Z〉L =

det(X,Y, Z) for any X,Y, Z ∈ X(D). In an analogous way as in the Riemannian case, from

(4), (7) and Koszul’s formula we also get

∇L

E1
E1 = 0, ∇L

E1
E2 = τE3, ∇L

E1
E3 = τE2,

∇L

E2
E1 = −τE3, ∇L

E2
E2 = 0, ∇L

E2
E3 = −τE1,

∇L

E3
E1 =

κ+ 2τ2

2τ
E2, ∇L

E3
E2 = −κ+ 2τ2

2τ
E1, ∇L

E3
E3 = 0.

(8)

We end this comparative study of the spaces E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ) by establishing the

following relation between the Levi-Civita connections ∇R
and ∇L

.

Lemma 2.2. The Levi-Civita connections of the homogeneous spaces E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ)

are related by

∇R

YX −∇L

YX =W (X,Y ),

where

W (X,Y ) = 2τ
(
Xh ∧R Y

v −Xv ∧R Y
h
)
= 2τ

(
Xh ∧L Y

v −Xv ∧L Y
h
)

(9)

for all X,Y ∈ X(D).

Proof. Recalling that any X ∈ X(D) admits the splitting X = Xh +Xv, where Xh ∈
span(E1, E2) and X

v = αE3, it follows easily from (6) and (8) that

∇R

Y hXh −∇L

Y hXh = 0 and ∇R

Y vXv −∇L

Y vXv = 0,

and consequently

∇R

YX −∇L

YX =
(
∇R

Y hXv −∇L

Y hXv
)
+
(
∇R

Y vXh −∇L

Y vXh
)
. (10)

Let us now consider the first term in the right hand side of (10). Using again (6) and (8)

we get

∇R

Y hXv −∇L

Y hXv = 2τ〈Xv, E3〉R
(
〈Y h, E2〉RE1 − 〈Y h, E1〉RE2

)
.

Furthermore, from the definition of ∧R it yields that E3∧RY
h = 〈Y h, E1〉RE2−〈Y h, E2〉RE1.

Therefore,

∇R

Y hXv −∇L

Y hXv = −2τ(Xv ∧R Y
h). (11)

Analogously, considering the last term in (10) we obtain

∇R

Y vXh −∇L

Y vXh = 2τ(Xh ∧R Y
v). (12)

Finally, taking into account (11) and (12), equation (10) reads

∇R

YX −∇L

YX = 2τ
(
Xh ∧R Y

v −Xv ∧R Y
h
)
,

and the proof follows by observing that Xh ∧R Y
v = Xh ∧L Y

v for any X,Y ∈ X(D).

Remark 2.3. Observe that in the case τ = 0, it is possible to reproduce the above study by

considering in the product spaces E3(κ, 0) and L3(κ, 0) the orthonormal frame {∂x, ∂y, ∂z}
on X(D) instead of {E1, E2, E3}. In particular, ∂x and ∂y are horizontal vectors and one

can also consider the vectorial products ∧R and ∧L, giving their expressions in terms of

{∂x, ∂y, ∂z}. This case was previously studied in [1]. Specifically, Lemma 2.1 was obtained

in [1] for τ = 0, and it was proved that, in this situation, the Riemannian and Lorentzian

Levi-Civita connections coincide, so Lemma 2.2 also holds.



Non-degenerate anisocurved surfaces in homogeneous 3-manifolds 6

3 Surfaces in homogeneous spaces

Let us recall that a smooth immersion ψ : Σ2 → L3(κ, τ) of a connected surface Σ2 is said

to be a non-degenerate surface if ψ induces, from the Lorentzian metric of L3(κ, τ), a non-

degenerate metric on Σ2 which, as usual, is also denoted by 〈, 〉L. In this case there are just

two possibilities, either the metric induced on Σ2 is a Riemannian one, and in this case we

say that Σ2 is a spacelike surface, or it is Lorentzian, and Σ2 is said to be a timelike surface.

Equivalently, Σ2 is a spacelike (timelike, resp.) surface if and only if for every p ∈ Σ2 the

tangent plane ψ∗(TpΣ) is a spacelike (timelike, resp.) plane.

In the case when Σ2 is spacelike, since ξ is a unit timelike vector field globally defined on

L3(κ, τ), there exists a unique global timelike unit normal vector field on Σ2, NL, which is

in the same time-orientation as ξ, and hence we may assume that Σ2 is oriented by NL. As

a consequence of the backwards Schwarz inequality in the Lorentzian context, it follows that

〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ −1 < 0, (13)

with equality if and only if NL = ξ. In particular, there exists a unique number ϕ ≥ 0, called

the hyperbolic angle between NL and ξ, such that

〈NL, ξ〉L = − coshϕ.

Nevertheless, in the case when Σ2 is timelike we cannot assure the global existence of a

normal vector field NL satisfying the inequality (13). However, such vector field can be

locally defined in almost all Σ2. Specifically, given a non-degenerate surface Σ2 in L3(κ, τ),

we can define the open region of Σ2 given by

Σ̂2 = {p ∈ Σ2 : ∃Up, NL s.t. 〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0 on Up},

where Up ⊆ Σ2 is a neighbourhood of p and NL is a unit normal vector field (locally) defined

on Σ̂2. In the case of a spacelike surface it trivially holds that Σ̂2 = Σ2, whereas in the case

of a timelike surface Σ̂2 is an open and dense subset of Σ2, and we can globally defined NL

saystifying (13) in any connected component of Σ̂2. In order to unify our notation, we will

denote by ε the sign of 〈NL, NL〉L, that is,

ε =

{
−1 if Σ2 is spacelike,

1 if Σ2 is timelike.

Given ψ : Σ2 −→ L3(κ, τ) a non-degenerate surface, ψ : Σ2 −→ E3(κ, τ) also defines

an immersed surface into the Riemannian homogeneous space E3(κ, τ). Let us denote the

induced metric from E3(κ, τ) by 〈, 〉R. Let us see how it is possible to relate the extrinsic

geometries of both surfaces. Firstly, we can get the following relation between both normal

vector fields.

Proposition 3.1. Let ψ : Σ2 −→ L3(κ, τ) be a non-degenerate surface immersed into the

Lorentzian homogeneous space L3(κ, τ), and consider its restriction to any connected com-

ponent of Σ̂2, Σ̂2

0
. Let NL be the globally defined unit normal vector field on Σ̂2

0
such that

〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0. Then,

NR =
1

ωL

(√
2(ω2

L − ε) ξ −NL

)
(14)
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globally defines the unique unit normal vector field on (Σ̂2

0, 〈, 〉R) such that 〈NR, ξ〉R ≥ 0,

where

ωL =
√
ε+ 2〈NL, ξ〉2L ≥ 1 > 0. (15)

Proof. First of all, from (14) we get

〈NR, NR〉R =
1

ω2

L

(
2(ω2

L − ε)− 2
√
2(ω2

L − ε)〈NL, ξ〉R + 〈NL, NL〉R
)
. (16)

Since 〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0, it follows from Lemma 2.1 and (15) that

〈NL, ξ〉R = −〈NL, ξ〉L =

√
2(ω2

L − ε)

2
, (17)

and

〈NL, NL〉R = ε+ 2〈NL, ξ〉2L = ω2

L.

Thus, we can immediately check from (16) that 〈NR, NR〉R = 1.

Furthermore, from (14) we also obtain

〈NR, ξ〉R =
1

ωL

(√
2(ω2

L − ε)−
√
2(ω2

L − ε)

2

)
=

√
2(ω2

L − ε)

2ωL

≥ 0. (18)

Finally, using again (14), (17) and Lemma 2.1, for every X ∈ X(Σ) we obtain

〈NR, X〉R =
1

ωL

(√
2(ω2

L − ε)〈ξ,X〉R − 〈NL, X〉R
)

=
1

ωL

(
−
√
2(ω2

L − ε)− 2〈NL, ξ〉L
)
〈ξ,X〉L = 0,

which finishes the proof.

Observe that it is also possible to express the vector field NL in terms of NR. In fact,

from (14) we immediately get

NL =
1

ωR

(√
2(1− εω2

R) ξ −NR

)
,

where, by definition, ωR :=
1

ωL

. Moreover, from (18) it holds

ωR =
√
ε(1− 2〈NR, ξ〉2R). (19)

In what follows, we will always assume that given a non-degenerate surface Σ2 in L3(κ, τ),

any connected component Σ̂2

0
of Σ̂ is oriented by the unique unit normal vector field NL such

that 〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0. Doing so, as a surface of the space E3(κ, τ), Σ̂2

0
will be always oriented

by the unit normal vector field NR given by (14), with 〈NR, ξ〉R ≥ 0. We observe that, given

any V ∈ X(D), (14) yields

〈NR, V 〉R =
1

ωL

√
2(ω2

L − ε)〈ξ, V 〉R − 1

ωL

〈NL, V 〉R

=− 1

ωL

√
2(ω2

L − ε)〈ξ, V 〉L − 1

ωL

〈NL, V 〉R.



Non-degenerate anisocurved surfaces in homogeneous 3-manifolds 8

Furthermore, from (3) and (17) it holds

〈NL, V 〉R = 〈NL, V 〉L + 2〈NL, ξ〉L〈ξ, V 〉L = 〈NL, V 〉L −
√
2(ω2

L − ε)〈ξ, V 〉L.

Hence,

〈NR, V 〉R = − 1

ωL

〈NL, V 〉L on Σ̂2

0
. (20)

An orientable surface Σ2 in E3(κ, τ) and/or L3(κ, τ) is said to be an helix surface, or to

be a constant angle surface, if its normal vector field makes a constant angle with respect to

the vertical vector field ξ. As a particular case of helix surface, Σ2 is called a Hopf surface

in E3(κ, τ) when 〈NR, ξ〉R = 0. It is well-known that Hopf surfaces in E3(κ, τ) are the

preimage by the submersion π of a regular curve α in M2(κ), π−1(α), and they are always

timelike surfaces in L3(κ, τ). On the other hand, in the case τ = 0, slices in M2(κ) × R

are characterized by NR = NL = ξ, or equivalently by 〈NR, ξ〉R = 1, and they are trivially

spacelike surfaces in M2(κ)×R1. However, there is no surface in E3(κ, τ), τ 6= 0, such that

NR = ξ, since in this case the horizontal distribution spanned by the vector fields E1 and

E2 is not integrable.

It is worth pointing out that a full classification of helix surfaces in all the Riemannian

product spaces E(κ, τ) is known, see [4, 5, 6, 8, 13, 14, 15].

Observe that taking V = ξ in (20), we get the following nice consequence.

Corollary 3.2. A non-degenerate surface is an helix surface in L3(κ, τ) if and only if it is

also an helix surface as a surface in E3(κ, τ).

Proof. The corollary holds immediately in any connected component of Σ̂2 from (20)

and (15). Since Σ̂2 is dense on the (connected) surface Σ2, the result follows by a continuity

argument.

Our next aim is to obtain a relation between the shape operators related to (Σ2, 〈, 〉R) and
(Σ2, 〈, 〉L). Before that, it is necessary to recall the integrability equations of such surfaces

derived from the Gauss and Weingarten formulas.

From now on, and unless otherwise stated, we will assume that we are working on a

connected component Σ̂2
0 of Σ̂2. Furthermore, according to Proposition 3.1, we will consider

the normal vector fields NR and NL on (Σ̂2

0
, 〈, 〉R) and (Σ̂2

0
, 〈, 〉L) respectively, such that

〈NR, ξ〉R ≥ 0 and 〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0. Let us denote by TR and TL the tangential components of

ξ along Σ̂2

0
with respect to the metrics 〈 , 〉R and 〈 , 〉L, respectively. In this setting, we can

consider the following splittings

ξ = TR + 〈NR, ξ〉RNR and ξ = TL + ε〈NL, ξ〉LNL. (21)

Thus, taking norms in (21) the followings identities hold,

1 = 〈ξ, ξ〉R = |TR|2R + 〈NR, ξ〉2R and − 1 = 〈ξ, ξ〉L = |TL|2L + ε〈NL, ξ〉2L, (22)

where | · |R =
√
〈·, ·〉R and | · |L =

√
|〈·, ·〉L| denote the norm on (Σ2, 〈, 〉R) and (Σ2, 〈, 〉L),

respectively.

Let us denote by ∇R the Levi-Civita connection related to (Σ2, 〈, 〉R). Then, the Gauss

and Weingarten formulas of the surface ψ : Σ2 −→ E3(κ, τ) are given, respectively, by

∇R

XY = ∇R
XY + 〈AR(X), Y 〉RNR
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and

AR(X) = −∇R

XNR,

for every tangent vector fields X,Y ∈ X(Σ), where AR : X(Σ) → X(Σ) stands for the shape

operator of (Σ2, 〈, 〉R) with respect to NR. From the above Gauss and Weingarten formulas,

jointly with (5) and (21), we obtain

τ(X ∧R ξ) =∇R

Xξ = ∇R

X (TR + 〈NR, ξ〉RNR) (23)

=∇R
XTR + 〈AR(X), TR〉RNR +X (〈NR, ξ〉R)NR − 〈NR, ξ〉RAR(X).

On the other hand,

τ(X ∧R ξ) =τ (X ∧R (TR + 〈NR, ξ〉RNR)) (24)

= − τ〈NR, ξ〉RJR(X)− τ〈JR(TR), X〉RNR,

where JR(X) = NR∧RX for allX ∈ X(Σ), so thatX∧RTR = −〈X, JR(TR)〉RNR. Therefore,

comparing the tangent and normal components in (23) and (24), we can derive the following

integrability equations,

∇R
XTR = 〈NR, ξ〉R (AR(X)− τJR(X))

and

X(〈NR, ξ〉R) = −〈(AR + τJR)(TR), X〉R, (25)

for all X ∈ X(Σ).

Analogously, the Gauss and Weingarten formulas of the non-degenerate surface ψ :

Σ2 −→ L3(κ, τ) are given, respectively, by

∇L

XY = ∇L
XY + ε〈AL(X), Y 〉LNL

and

AL(X) = −∇L

XNL,

for every tangent vector fields X,Y ∈ X(Σ), where ∇L and AL : X(Σ) → X(Σ) stand for the

Levi-Civita connection and the shape operator of (Σ2, 〈, 〉L) with respect to NL, respectively.

Moreover, the corresponding integrability equations are given by

∇L
XTL = ε〈NL, ξ〉L (AL(X) + τJL(X))

and

X (〈NL, ξ〉L) = −〈(AL − τJL)(TL), X〉L, (26)

for all X ∈ X(Σ), where JL(X) = NL ∧L X .

In our next result we establish a relation between both shape operators AR and AL.

Proposition 3.3. Let Σ2 be a non-degenerate surface in L3(κ, τ) and let Σ̂2

0
be a connected

component of Σ̂2. Then, the corresponding shape operators of (Σ2, 〈, 〉R) and (Σ2, 〈, 〉L) with
respect to NR and NL in Σ̂2

0
are related by

AR(X) = − 1

ωL

AL(X)− 2ε

ω3

L

〈(AL − τJL)(TL), X〉LTL − 2τ

ωL

〈TL, X〉LJL(TL), (27)

for every X ∈ X(Σ̂0). Equivalently,

AL(X) = − 1

ωR

AR(X) +
2ε

ω3

R

〈(AR + τJR)(TR), X〉RTR − 2τ

ωR

〈TR, X〉R JR(TR).
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Proof. Let us prove relation (27) since the second one is analogous. Lemma 2.2, jointly

with expression (14), yields

AR(X) =−∇R

XNR = −∇L

XNR −W (NR, X) (28)

=−∇L

X

(
1

ωL

(√
2(ω2

L − ε) ξ −NL

))
−W (NR, X)

=
X(ωL)

ω2

L

(√
2(ω2

L − ε) ξ −NL

)
+

1

ωL

∇L

XNL − 1

ωL

X

(√
2(ω2

L − ε)

)
ξ

− 1

ωL

√
2(ω2

L − ε)∇L

Xξ −W (NR, X),

for every X ∈ X(Σ̂0). On the one hand, from (17) we have

X
(
〈NL, ξ〉2L

)
= 2〈NL, ξ〉LX (〈NL, ξ〉L) = −X (〈NL, ξ〉L)

√
2(ω2

L − ε),

so that

X(ωL) = X

(√
ε+ 2〈NL, ξ〉2L

)
= −

√
2(ω2

L − ε)

ωL

X (〈NL, ξ〉L) .

Consequently,

X(ωL)

ω2

L

= −
√
2(ω2

L − ε)

ω3

L

X (〈NL, ξ〉L) and X

(√
2(ω2

L − ε)

)
= −2X (〈NL, ξ〉L) . (29)

Hence, inserting (29) in (28) we obtain

AR(X) = − 1

ωL

AL(X) +
1

ω3

L

X (〈NL, ξ〉L)
(
2ε ξ +

√
2(ω2

L − ε)NL

)
(30)

− 1

ωL

√
2(ω2

L − ε)∇L

Xξ −W (NR, X).

On the other hand, using one more time (17) and (21), it holds

ξ = TL − ε

2

√
2(ω2

L − ε)NL. (31)

Therefore, inserting (31) in (30) we get

AR(X) = − 1

ωL

AL(X) +
2ε

ω3

L

X (〈NL, ξ〉L)TL − 1

ωL

√
2(ω2

L − ε)∇L

Xξ −W (NR, X). (32)

A direct computation from (9), (14) and (17) implies

W (NR, X) = − 2

ωL

(
〈X, ξ〉L∇

L

NL
ξ +

√
2(ω2

L − ε)∇L

Xξ + 〈NL, ξ〉L∇
L

Xξ

)

= − 2

ωL

(
〈X, ξ〉L∇

L

NL
ξ +

√
2(ω2

L − ε)

2
∇L

Xξ

)
,

(33)

for all X ∈ X(Σ). Furthermore, from (7) and (21) we have

∇L

NL
ξ = −τ(NL ∧L ξ) = −τJL(TL). (34)

The desired expression follows now easily from (26), (32), (33) and (34).
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4 Gaussian and extrinsic curvature of surfaces in homo-

geneous spaces

Following [3], the curvature tensor1 of E3(κ, τ) is given by

RR(X,Y )Z =(κ− 3τ2)(〈X,Z〉RY − 〈Y, Z〉RX) (35)

+ (κ− 4τ2)〈Z, ξ〉R(〈Y, ξ〉RX − 〈X, ξ〉RY )

+ (κ− 4τ2)(〈Y, Z〉R〈X, ξ〉R − 〈X,Z〉R〈Y, ξ〉R)ξ,

for any X,Y, Z ∈ X(D). Analogously, it is easy to check that the curvature tensor of L3(κ, τ)

is given by

RL(X,Y )Z =(κ+ 3τ2)(〈X,Z〉LY − 〈Y, Z〉LX)

− (κ+ 4τ2)〈Z, ξ〉L(〈Y, ξ〉LX − 〈X, ξ〉LY )

− (κ+ 4τ2)(〈Y, Z〉L〈X, ξ〉L − 〈X,Z〉L〈Y, ξ〉L)ξ,

where X,Y, Z ∈ X(D).

Consider again Σ2 a non-degenerate surface in L3(κ, τ), and let us denote by KR and KL

the sectional curvatures in E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ), respectively, of the non-degenerate tangent

plane to Σ2. Then, given Σ̂2

0
a connected component of Σ̂2 and {u1, u2} a local orthonormal

frame on (Σ̂2

0
, 〈, 〉R), from (22) and (35) it holds

KR = 〈RR(u1, u2)u1, u2〉R = τ2 + (κ− 4τ2)〈NR, ξ〉2R (36)

along (Σ̂2

0, 〈, 〉R), which as in Section 3 is oriented by the unique unit normal vector field NR

such that 〈NR, ξ〉R ≥ 0. Analogously, if {v1, v2} is a local orthonormal frame on (Σ̂2

0
, 〈, 〉L)

such that 〈v1, v1〉L = 1 and 〈v2, v2〉L = −ε, it also holds along (Σ̂2
0, 〈, 〉L) that

KL = −ε〈RL(v1, v2)v1, v2〉L = −τ2 − ε(κ+ 4τ2)〈NL, ξ〉2L, (37)

NL being the unit normal vector field on (Σ̂2
0, 〈, 〉L) such that 〈NL, ξ〉L ≤ 0.

Let us assume now that κ 6= −4τ2. Then, from (20), (36) and (37), we obtain the

following relation between both sectional curvatures,

KR =
1

ω2

L

(
τ2
(
ω2

L − εA
)
− εAKL

)
, (38)

where

A =
κ− 4τ2

κ+ 4τ2
. (39)

Let us remark that although equations (36) and (37) are obtained over any connected com-

ponent of Σ̂2, (38) holds in Σ2 by a continuity argument.

From now on, we will denote by KR
e := det(AR) and KL

e := det(AL) the extrinsic

curvatures of ψ : Σ2 → E3(κ, τ) and ψ : Σ2 → L3(κ, τ), respectively. The next result

establishes a relationship between them.

1We adopt for the (1, 3)-curvature tensor of a semi-Riemannian manifold the following definition ([16, Chapter

3]): R(X,Y )Z = ∇[X,Y ]Z − [∇X ,∇Y ]Z.
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Proposition 4.1. Let Σ2 be a non-degenerate surface in L3(κ, τ), and let Σ̂2

0 be a connected

component of Σ̂2. Then, the extrinsic curvatures KR
e and KL

e in Σ̂2

0
are related by

KL
e = − ε

ω4

R

KR
e +

4τε

ω4

R

(
〈AR(TR), JR(TR)〉R + τ |TR|2R

)
.

Proof. Given p ∈ Σ̂2

0
, let {e1, e2} be an orthonormal frame on a neighbourhood U of p

with respect to the metric 〈, 〉R diagonalizing AR, i.e. such that AR(ei) = λRi ei, where λ
R
i is

a smooth function on U for i = 1, 2. From Proposition 3.3 we obtain

AL(ei) = −λ
R
i

ωR

ei +
2ελRi
ω3

R

〈TR, ei〉RTR +
2ετ

ω3

R

〈JR(TR), ei〉RTR − 2τ

ωR

〈TR, ei〉RJR(TR),

for i = 1, 2. Then, writing AL(ei) =
∑

2

j=1
aLijej , the coefficients are expressed as

aLii = −λ
R
i

ωR

+
2ελRi
ω3

R

〈TR, ei〉2R +
2τ(ε− ω2

R)

ω3

R

〈TR, ei〉R〈JR(TR), ei〉R,

and

aLij =
2ελRi
ω3

R

〈TR, ei〉R〈TR, ej〉R +
2ετ

ω3

R

〈JR(TR), ei〉R〈TR, ej〉R

− 2τ

ωR

〈TR, ei〉R〈JR(TR), ej〉R,

for i, j = 1, 2, i 6= j. Therefore, after a straightforward computation we get

det(AL) =
λR
1
λR
2

ω2

R

− 2ελR
1
λR
2

ω4

R

|TR|2R − 2τ(ε− ω2

R)

ω4

R

(λR
1
− λR

2
)〈TR, e1〉R〈TR, e2〉R

− 4ετ

ω4

R

(λR1 − λR2 )〈TR, e1〉R〈TR, e2〉R|TR|2R +
4ετ2

ω4

R

|TR|4R.

On the one hand, since TR = 〈TR, e1〉Re1 + 〈TR, e2〉Re2, we have

〈AR(TR), JR(TR)〉R = −(λR
1
− λR

2
)〈TR, e1〉R〈TR, e2〉R.

Thus,

det(AL) =
ε

ω4

R

(
εω2

R − 2|TR|2R
)
det(AR) +

4τ2ε

ω4

R

|TR|4R

+
2τ

ω4

R

〈AR(TR), JR(TR)〉R
(
ε− ω2

R + 2ε|TR|2R
)
.

On the other hand, equations (19) and (22) imply

εω2

R − 2|TR|2R = −1 and ε− ω2

R + 2ε|TR|2R = 2ε,

so that

det(AL) = − ε

ω4

R

det(AR) +
4τε

ω4

R

〈AR(TR), JR(TR)〉R +
4τ2ε

ω4

R

|TR|4R.

Hence, we get the desired result.

Finally, we can also consider the Gaussian curvatures KR and KL of (Σ2, 〈, 〉R) and

(Σ2, 〈, 〉L), respectively. Let us recall that the well-known Gauss equations of (Σ2, 〈 , 〉R) and
(Σ2, 〈 , 〉L) are given, respectively, by

KR = KR +KR
e and KL = KL + εKL

e . (40)
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Thus, on any connected component Σ̂2

0 of Σ̂2 we obtain from (36) and (37) that

KR = τ2 + (κ− 4τ2)〈NR, ξ〉2R +KR
e , (41)

and

KL = −τ2 − ε(κ+ 4τ2)〈NL, ξ〉2L + εKL
e . (42)

Furthermore, assuming again κ 6= −4τ2, a straightforward computation from (38) and (40)

yields

KR =
1

ω2

L

(
τ2(ω2

L − εA)− εAKL

)
+KR

e

= −εA
ω2

L

KL +
(ω2

L − εA)τ2

ω2

L

+KR
e

= −εA
ω2

L

(KL − εKL
e ) +

(ω2

L − εA)τ2

ω2

L

+KR
e

= −εA
ω2

L

KL +
(ω2

L − εA)τ2

ω2

L

+
1

ω2

L

(
AKL

e + ω2

LK
R
e

)
.

Equivalently,

ω2

LKR + εAKL = (ω2

L − εA)τ2 + ω2

LK
R
e +AKL

e . (43)

5 On the geometry of non-degenerate anisocurved sur-

faces

We define a non-degenerate anisocurved surface in the homogenous space L3(κ, τ) as a non-

degenerate surface in L3(κ, τ) such that it has opposite Gaussian curvature functions KR

and KL when considered it as an immersion into E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ), respectively.

As an application of the relations obtained in Section 4, we are presenting some results

concerning the geometry of non-degenerate anisocurved surfaces in L3(κ, τ), under some

extra suitable assumptions on their extrinsic curvatures.

Firstly, let us consider the case where Σ2 is a timelike surface in L3(κ, τ). Before giving

our main results, let us study some particular examples of anisocurved timelike surfaces.

Example 5.1. Let Σ2 be a timelike helix surface immersed into L3(κ, τ), and let us compute

its Gaussian and extrinsic curvatures in E3(κ, τ) and L3(κ, τ).

Since Σ2 is timelike, TR is non-zero at any p ∈ Σ2, so we can consider {e1, e2} a local or-

thormal frame on X(Σ) such that e1 = TR

|TR| and e2 = JR(e1). Furthermore, by Corollary 3.2,

Σ2 is also an helix surface in E3(κ, τ), so 〈NR, ξ〉R is constant and, consequently, (25) im-

plies AR(TR) = −τJR(TR). Therefore, 〈AR(e1), e1〉R = 0 and 〈AR(e1), e2〉R = −τ , so

KR
e = det(AR) = −τ2. Analogously, we can easily compute KL

e = det(AL) = τ2. Thus,

KR
e = −KL

e = −τ2. Finally, from (41) and (42) we get KR = (κ − 4τ2)〈NR, ξ〉2R and

KL = −(κ+ 4τ2)〈NL, ξ〉2L.
Let us observe that, in particular, Hopf surfaces are anisocurved surfaces satisfying KR =

−KL = 0. On the other hand, if 〈NR, ξ〉R is a non-zero constant, Σ2 is an anisocurved

timelike helix surface if and only if (κ+ 4τ2)〈NL, ξ〉2L = (κ− 4τ2)〈NR, ξ〉2R. Or equivalently,

in the case κ 6= −4τ2, if and only if ω2

L = A.

In our main first result we get a nice characterization of Hopf surfaces.
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Theorem 5.2. The only timelike anisocurved surfaces immersed into L3(κ, τ) with κ+4τ2 >

0 and satisfying KR
e ≤ −KL

e are open pieces of Hopf surfaces.

Proof. We claim that if Σ2 is a timelike surface immersed into L3(κ, τ) satisfying the

assumptions of the theorem, it verifies KR
e = −KL

e .

In fact, since Σ2 is timelike and anisocurved, ε = 1 and KR = −KL, so we get from (41)

and (42) that

0 = (κ− 4τ2)〈NR, ξ〉2R − (κ+ 4τ2)〈NL, ξ〉2L +KR
e +KL

e , (44)

on any connected component Σ̂2

0
of Σ̂2. Observe now that identity (20) implies that 〈NL, ξ〉2L =

ω2

L〈NR, ξ〉2R ≥ 〈NR, ξ〉2R and recall that by assumption κ+ 4τ2 > 0. Therefore, (44) derives

0 ≤ −8τ2〈NR, ξ〉2R +KR
e +KL

e ,

so KR
e ≥ −KL

e in Σ̂2, and by continuity in Σ2. Thus, the claim follows from the assumptions

of the theorem.

Therefore, denoting K = KR = −KL and Ke = KR
e = −KL

e , equation (43) becomes

(ω2

L −A)K = (ω2

L −A)τ2 + (ω2

L −A)Ke.

Consequently, either ω2

L = A or K = τ2 +Ke. In the first case, from (17) and (39) we derive

〈NL, ξ〉2L = − 4τ2

κ+ 4τ2
≤ 0,

so necessarily τ = 0 and 〈NL, ξ〉L = 0. Otherwise, K = τ2 + Ke. Then (42) also yields

〈NL, ξ〉L = 0. Consequently, from (20) it also holds 〈NR, ξ〉R = 0, so Σ2 is locally isometric

to a Hopf surface.

In the case where κ + 4τ2 < 0 and KR
e = −KL

e , we can also characterize timelike

anisocurved helix surfaces.

Proposition 5.3. The only timelike anisocurved surfaces immersed into L3(κ, τ) with κ +

4τ2 < 0 and satisfying KR
e = −KL

e are open pieces of Hopf surfaces or of timelike helix

surfaces such that ω2

L = A.

Proof. Proceeding as in Theorem 5.2, either ω2

L = A or K = τ2 + Ke, concluding in

both cases that 〈NL, ξ〉L is constant, so by definition Σ2 has constant angle in L3(κ, τ). The

result follows from Example 5.1.

Let us see now that we can obtain nice consequences of the above theorems when con-

sidering particular cases of ambient spaces. On the one hand, in the case where L3(κ, τ) is

a Lorentzian Berger sphere or the Lorentzian Heisenberg space, the condition κ+4τ2 > 0 is

trivially satisfied. Therefore,

Corollary 5.4. The only timelike anisocurved surfaces immersed into the Lorentzian Berger

sphere S3b,1(κ, τ) or into the Lorentzian Heisenberg space Nil3
1
(τ) satisfying KR

e ≤ −KL
e are

open pieces of Hopf surfaces.

On the other hand, observe that the condition κ+ 4τ2 < 0 can only be satisfied for the

product spaces M2(κ)×R with κ < 0 and for the universal cover of the special linear group,

S̃l2(R)(κ, τ) when κ < −4τ2. Thus,
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Corollary 5.5. The only timelike anisocurved surfaces immersed into the universal cover of

the Lorentzian special linear group S̃l2,1(R)(κ, τ), with κ < −4τ2, and satisfying KR
e = −KL

e

are open pieces of a Hopf surface or of a timelike helix surface such that ω2

L = A.

As a final particular ambient space, let us consider the case τ = 0, i.e. let us assume

that the ambient is a product space M2(κ) × R1. Let us observe that Hopf surfaces in

M2(κ) × R1 are just cylinders over a regular curve in M2(κ), and from Example 5.1 they

satisfy KR = KL = KR
e = KL

e = 0. It is worth pointing out that Barbosa and do Carmo

provided in [2] a really nice characterization of complete cylinders in the Riemannian product

H2(κ) × R as the only complete and connected surfaces such that K = KR = 0. Let us see

first that it is possible to characterize cylinders in a similar way as the results above.

Corollary 5.6. The only timelike anisocurved surfaces immersed into the Lorentzian product

space M2(κ) × R1, κ > 0 (κ < 0, respectively), such that KR
e ≤ −KL

e (KR
e ≥ −KL

e ,

respectively) are open pieces of cylinders over a regular curve of M2(κ).

Proof. The case κ > 0 follows immediately from Theorem 5.2. In the case κ < 0, we can

proceed in an analogous way as in the proof of Theorem 5.2 to conclude that KR
e = −KL

e ,

and then the result follows from Proposition 5.3 since A = 1 for any L3(κ, 0).

Moreover, we can also characterize cylinders in M2(κ) × R1, with κ 6= 0, as the only

non-degenerate anisocurved surfaces with constant Gaussian curvature.

Theorem 5.7. Let Σ2 be a non-degenerate anisocurved surface immersed into the Lorentzian

product space M2(κ)× R1, with κ 6= 0. Then,

K =
κ (ω2

L − ε)

2 (ω2

L + ε)
, (45)

where K = KR = −KL. Furthermore, K is constant if and only if Σ2 is a piece of a cylinder

over a regular curve of M2(κ).

Proof. Since τ = 0, A = 1, and from Proposition 4.1 we get KR
e = −εω4

RK
L
e . Thus,

equation (43) reads
1

ω2

L

(
ω2

L − ε
) (
ω2

LK −KL
e

)
= 0.

Consequently, either ω2

L = ε or KL
e = ω2

LK. However, the first situation can only hold when

ε = 1 and ω2

L = 1, or equivalently 〈NL, ξ〉L = 0. Consequently, Σ2 is a piece of a cylinder

over a regular curve of M2(κ). Furthermore, since in this case K = KR
e = 0, it is also

satisfied that KL
e = ω2

LK. Thus, the second identity necessarily holds, so (42) becomes

K = εκ〈NL, ξ〉2L − εω2

LK,

and from (17) it immediately yields that

2K(ω2

L + ε) = κ(ω2

L − ε).

Finally, (45) follows by observing that, under the assumptions of the theorem, ω2

L+ε cannot

vanish. In fact, it could only vanish if Σ2 were spacelike and ω2

L = 1, but in this case Σ2

would be a slice from (17). However, slices satisfy KR = KL = κ, so they are not anisocurved

surfaces except when κ = 0.
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In order to prove the last assertion of the theorem, we just have to observe that if K

is constant, ωL is also constant, so Σ2 is a non-degenerate anisocurved helix surface in

M2(κ) × R1. Then, following a similar reasoning as in Example 5.1, KR
e = KL

e = 0 and

〈NL, ξ〉2L = 〈NR, ξ〉2R, so from (20) ω2

L = 1 and Σ2 is necessarily a piece of a cylinder.

As it has been remarked in the proof of Theorem 5.7, slices are anisocurved surfaces if

and only if M2(κ) × R1 = L3. This fact motivates the following non-existence result for

spacelike surfaces.

Theorem 5.8. There do not exist any anisocurved spacelike surface in L3(κ, τ), κ > 0, such

that KR
e ≥ KL

e .

Proof. Let us assume that there exists a spacelike surface Σ2 in L3(κ, τ) under the

assumptions of the theorem. Then, following an analogous argument as in the proof of

Theorem 5.2 we can conclude that KR
e = KL

e . In fact, since Σ2 is spacelike we have ε = −1,

and we can easily derive from the assumptions of the theorem, (41) and (42) that

2κ〈NR, ξ〉2R +KR
e −KL

e ≤ 0,

so KR
e ≤ KL

e , which jointly with the assumption of the theorem implies KR
e = KL

e .

Taking into account now that ε = −1, KR = −KL = K and KR
e = KL

e = Ke, equa-

tion (43) becomes

(ω2

L +A)(K − τ2 −Ke) = 0. (46)

On the one hand, condition K = τ2 +Ke cannot hold since it would imply Σ2 being a Hopf

surface, and therefore timelike. On the other hand, if ω2

L +A = 0, then

ω2

L = −A =
4τ2 − κ

4τ2 + κ
,

which contradicts the fact that ω2

L ≥ 1. Thus, (46) leads to a contradiction and the result

follows.
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[1] Aĺıas, L.J., Alarcón, E.M., dos Santos, F.R.: A new approach to minimal and maximal

hypersurfaces in product spaces. Results Math. 74, Paper No. 116 (2019).

[2] Barbosa, J.L.M., do Carmo, M.P.: The cylinder theorem in H2 × R. J. Geom. 111,

Paper No. 44 (2020).

[3] Daniel, B.: Isometric immersions into 3-dimensional homogeneous manifolds. Comment.

Math. Helv. 82, 87–131 (2007).



Non-degenerate anisocurved surfaces in homogeneous 3-manifolds 17

[4] Dillen, F., Fastenakels, J., Van der Veken, J., Vrancken L.: Constant angle surfaces in

S2 × R. Monatsh. Math. 152, 89–96 (2007).

[5] Dillen, F., Munteanu, M.I.: Constant angle surfaces in H2 × R. Bull. Braz. Math. Soc.

40, 85–97 (2009).

[6] di Scala, A.J., Ruiz-Hernández, G.: Helix submanifolds of Euclidean spaces. Monatsh.

Math. 157, 205–215 (2009).

[7] Espinar, J.M., Rosenberg, H.: Complete constant mean curvature surfaces in homoge-

neous spaces. Comment. Math. Helv. 86, 659–674 (2011).

[8] Fastenakels, J., Munteanu, M.I., Van der Veken, J.: Constant angle surfaces in the

Heisenberg group. Acta Math. Sinica (Engl. Series) 27, 747–756 (2011).

[9] Kim, Y.W., Koh, S.-E., Shin, H., Yang, S.-D.: Helicoids in S2 × R and H2 × R. Pacific

J. Math. 242, 281–297 (2009).

[10] Kobayashi, O.: Maximal surfaces in the 3-dimensional Minkowski space L3. Tokyo J.

Math. 6, 297–309 (1983).

[11] Lee, H.: Extensions of the duality between minimal surfaces and maximal surfaces.

Geom. Dedicata 151, 373–386 (2011).

[12] Lee, H., Manzano, J.M.: Generalized Calabi correspondence and complete spacelike

surfaces. Asian J. Math. 23, 35–48 (2019).

[13] Montaldo, S., Onnis, I.I.: Helix surfaces in the Berger sphere. Israel Journal of Math

201, 949–966 (2014).

[14] Montaldo, S., Onnis, I.I., Passamani, A.P.: Helix surfaces in the special linear group.

Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. 195, 59–77 (2016).

[15] Munteanu, M.I., Nistor, A.I.: A new approach on constant angle surfaces in E3. Turkish

J. Math. 33, 107–116 (2009).

[16] O’Neill, B.: Semi-Riemannian Geometry, with Applications to Relativity. New York

(1983).

[17] Shin, H., Kim, Y.W., Koh, S.-E., Lee, H.Y., Yang, S.-D.: Ruled minimal surfaces in the

three-dimensional Heisenberg group. Pacific J. Math. 261, 477–496 (2013).

Departamento de Matemáticas
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