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ASYMMETRY OF MHD EQUILIBRIA FOR GENERIC

ADAPTED METRICS

ROBERT CARDONA, NATHAN DUIGNAN, AND DAVID PERRELLA

Abstract. Ideal magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) equilibria on a Riemannian
3-manifold satisfy the stationary Euler equations for ideal fluids. A station-
ary solution X admits a large set of “adapted” metrics in M for which X

solves the corresponding MHD equilibrium equations with the same pressure
function. We prove different versions of the following statement: an MHD
equilibrium with non-constant pressure on a compact three-manifold with or
without boundary admits no continuous Killing symmetries for an open and
dense set of adapted metrics. This contrasts with the classical conjecture of
Grad which loosely states that an MHD equilibrium on a toroidal Euclidean
domain in R3 with pressure function foliating the domain with nested toroidal
surfaces must admit Euclidean symmetries.

1. Introduction

Ideal magneto-hydrodynamic equilibria on an oriented Riemannian 3-manifold
(M,g) possibly with boundary are described by solutions (X, p) to the set of
equations

curlX ×X = ∇p, divX = 0, (1.1)

where X is called the magnetic field, p the pressure function, and curlX the
associated current density (up to units). If µ denotes the Riemannian volume-
form of (M,g), then for any vector fields X and Y , the curl and cross products
are uniquely defined by the equations

icurlXµ = diXg, iX×Y g = iY iXµ. (1.2)
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In Equation (1.2), i denotes the interior product. Equation (1.1) is equivalent to
the Euler equations for a steady incompressible ideal fluid

∇XX +∇P = 0, divX = 0 (1.3)

where ∇XX denotes the covariant derivative of X along itself. In particular,
(X,P ) is a solution to Equation (1.3) if and only if (X, p) solves Equation (1.1)
with −p = ‖X‖2/2+P . In the fluid context, p is known as the Bernoulli function.

A well-known and simple means of constructing solutions is under the assump-
tion of axisymmetry. IfM is embedded in R3 then a solution onM is axisymmetric
if there exists an axis in R3 about which X, p, and M , have continuous rotational
symmetry. Axisymmetric solutions to MHD equations are abundant and are con-
structed by solving an elliptic equation known as the Grad–Shafranov equation
[6]. Axisymmetric solutions may also be constructed with the desired property
that the pressure function has toroidally nested level sets (see Definition 2.1 for
a precise formulation of “toroidally nested level sets”).

Non-axisymmetric smooth solutions to Equation (1.1) are also known to exist.
For instance, Lortz in [18] showed whenM is embedded in R3 and has a reflection
symmetry about a plane, then one can find MHD equilibria (X, p) with X and p
also possessing the reflection symmetry in a suitable sense with X being tangent
to the boundary. However, Lortz shows that the orbits of the MHD fields are all
periodic in this situation and it appears unclear from the procedure that one may
organise p to have toroidally nested surfaces. In the setting of lower regularity,
weak solutions (X, p) to Equation (1.1) with piece-wise constant pressure p, piece-
wise smooth X, and tangential boundary conditions, are known to exist for non-
axisymmetric domains. This was pioneered by Bruno and Laurence in [3] for
small perturbations from axisymmetry and extended to a larger class of domains
by Encisco, Luque, and Peralta-Salas in [9].

The lack of solutions to Equation (1.1) with the pressure function having
toroidally nested level sets led Grad in [12] to make a loose conjecture about
the nonexistence of solutions to Equation (1.1) in contexts relevant to the design
[14] of magnetic confinement fusion devices. The conjecture loosely states, in the
case of a solid torus M embedded in R3 (which we call a toroidal domain), that
an MHD equilibrium (X, p) on M with p having nested toroidal level sets, must
possess either axisymmetry or a reflection symmetry. The authors in [8] sum-
marise the full statement of the conjecture, including the situation of domains
which are infinite cylinders. However, it is still an open problem [9] to decide if
there exists an MHD equilibrium (X, p) on toroidal domain M ⊂ R3 with the
pressure function p having toroidally nested level sets which is not axisymmetric.
For this paper, we refer to this as Grad’s conjecture (see Section 2 for a more
precise discussion).

Although Grad’s conjecture remains unresolved, much is known about the nec-
essary topology of MHD equilibria. Arnold’s Structure Theorem [1, 2] says that,
when M is compact and connected, the data in Equation (1.1) is analytic, and
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X and curlX are not everywhere colinear, then M is, up to a set of measure
zero, foliated by regular level sets of p that are either cylinders or tori and X
is tangent to these level surfaces and diffeomorphic to a constant vector field on
them. Arnold’s proof also may be modified to hold for smooth X and Morse-Bott
p [19].

Besides the aforementioned examples of MHD equilibria on toroidal domains in
R3, examples can explicitly be constructed in the round three-sphere or in the flat
three-torus, see for instance [15]. Furthermore, it was introduced in [5] a method
for constructing MHD equilibria with a Morse-Bott or analytic pressure function
p on any graph closed three-manifold with suitable adapted Riemannian metrics,
providing a very large source of examples of such solutions.

One can analyse the vector fields X that satisfy Equation (1.1) for some metric.
In [20] such vector fields are called Eulerizable, and a characterisation was given
of non-vanishing Eulerizable flows on closed manifolds with vanishing first coho-
mology group. The characterisation is similar to that of Sullivan’s homological
characterisation of non-singular geodesible vector fields [25]. An observation they
make in [20] which applies in general (that is, without assuming closedness of M
or that the first cohomology class of M vanishes), is the following. For a vector
field X, a 1-form α, and a positively oriented volume form µ on M , consider the
subset of the set M(M) of all metrics on M defined by

M(X,α,µ)(M) = {g ∈ M(M) : iXg = α, µg = µ} (1.4)

where, for g ∈ M(M), µg denotes the Riemannian volume form on (M,g). The
elements g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M) are said to be adapted to (X,α, µ). Supposing that

LXµ = 0, iXdα = −dp,
for some p ∈ C∞(M), Equation (1.2) shows that (X, p) is an MHD equilibrium for
each metric g adapted to (X,α, µ). The notion of metric adapted to a one-form
has its origins in contact geometry [7], and was related to hydrodynamics in the
seminal work of Etnyre and Ghrist [10].

In this work, we use the formalism of adapted metrics to show that Grad’s
conjecture is radically false when generalised to the setting of smooth flows of
isometries (as an analogy of axisymmetry) of general metrics on M . The nested
structure of a solution may be interpreted as the pressure function p being constant
on the connected components of the boundary and regular almost everywhere, for
instance, Morse-Bott or analytic (classical situations where Arnold’s structure
theorem applies). Even if the most interesting setting for Grad’s conjecture is
when p has the aforementioned properties, it is enough in our theorems to assume
that p admits some regular level sets.

Assuming M is compact, a smooth flow by isometries on (M,g) is equivalent
to the existence of a Killing field K on (M,g) which is tangent to ∂M , that is,

K · n = 0 on ∂M,
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where n denotes the outward unit normal of (M,g). Note that the tangency
condition is vacuous when ∂M = ∅. Recall, a Killing field on (M,g) is a vector
field K on M satisfying

LKg = 0.

To state our main result, we will consider the set M(X,α,µ)(M) as defined in

Equation (1.4) with the relative topologies induced by the (weak) Ck topologies
(0 6 k 6 ∞) on M(M). Throughout this paper, we use the weak Ck topolo-
gies as opposed to the strong topologies for simplicity of exposition. Concerning
generalised Grad’s conjecture, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Assume M is compact and connected. Let (X, p) be an MHD
equilibrium on (M,g0) with pressure function p such that ∇p 6= 0 and p is constant
on ∂M . Set α = iXg0 and µ = µg0, so that for any g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), (X, p) is

an MHD equilibrium on (M,g). Then, there is a C0-open and C∞-dense subset
U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M) such that, for each g ∈ U , there are no non-trivial Killing fields
K on (M,g) satisfying LKX = 0 or K(p) = 0.

An interesting feature of Theorem 1.1 (and Theorem 1.2 below) is that there
is not much restriction on the topology of p or the dynamics of X. In particular,
one may take a familiar axisymmetric MHD equilibrium and perturb the metric
to obtain metrics for which the conclusion of the theorem holds. We point out
that in general there are metrics in the set U that do admit Killing fields, even if
the MHD solution does not (see Example 6.5 in Section 6).

Theorem 1.1 is proven by showing that (1) the Killing field must preserve a
scalar function on the regular toroidal level sets of p which only depends on the
metric in a C0 way and (2) identifying a generic behavior of the scalar function
which is incompatible with a non-vanishing Killing field and (3) that this behavior
can be reached by perturbing in the class of adapted metrics.

A natural question is whether a weaker form of Grad’s conjecture for arbitrary
metrics is also false. That is, whether there are no Killing fields on M , regardless
of whether the Killing fields are symmetries of the given steady Euler flow. We
will prove the following theorem regarding this.

Theorem 1.2. Assume M is compact and ∂M 6= ∅. Let (X, p) be an MHD
equilibrium on (M,g0) with pressure function p which is constant and regular on
each of the connected components of ∂M . Set α = iXg0 and µ = µg0, so that for
any metric g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), (X, p) is an MHD equilibrium on (M,g). Then,

there is a C2-open and C∞-dense subset of M(X,α,µ)(M) which do not support
non-trivial Killing fields K tangent to ∂M .

Theorem 1.2 is proven similarly to Theorem 1.1. The C2-openness property
comes about because we prove the result via perturbing the intrinsic scalar cur-
vature on ∂M , inherited from M . It is natural to ask whether we can remove the
boundary condition of the Killing field in Theorem 1.2. Without this restriction,
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the geometry of Killing fields on M as a whole must be considered in more detail.
Nevertheless, these results show there exists a large class of metrics for which a
generalised Grad’s conjecture is false.

We will obtain Theorem 1.1 and 1.2 as corollaries of a more general result,
namely Proposition 5.1. In particular, Proposition 5.1 allows, for example, MHD
equilibria with ∇p = 0 which are known (here) as Beltrami fields. Explicitly, a
Beltrami field in this paper refers to a vector field X satisfying

divX = 0, curlX ×X = 0

on (M,g). For one such result about Beltrami fields, see Corollary 6.2.

Lastly, it should be noted that Grad [12] discussed the possibility that perhaps
there do exist MHD equilibria on a toroidal domain with nested pressure surfaces
which does not admit axisymmetry nor reflection symmetry but that such exam-
ples would be isolated in the sense that there is no curve (or family) of examples
which pass through the given example (see also [8]). Grad’s thoughts must be
charitably interpreted here because one can do trivial things to create a family
of examples, given a singular example, that a physicist would discount: such as
rotating or applying a scaling to the example. For the interested reader, we pro-
vide some examples (see Example 6.4 in Section 6) of a less trivial family with no
symmetries (for some metrics that are adapted to the whole family) by applying
our main results.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we provide the reader
with a mathematically precise discussion of Grad’s conjecture focusing on the case
of solid toroidal domains. In Section 3, we establish some geometric relationships
between Killing fields and the pressure function of an MHD equilibrium. In Sec-
tion 4, we demonstrate that a class of volume-preserving vector fields with first
integrals admit canonical symmetries. These symmetries are leveraged to prove
Theorem 1.1. In Section 5, a means of perturbing metrics in the class of adapted
metrics is devised for the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. In Section 6, we apply
the aforementioned generalisation of the main results to state some extensions of
the main results and provide some examples related to plasma physics. In Sec-
tion 7, we discuss the results obtained in the paper in relationship how they may
provide insight into resolving the classical conjecture of Grad.

2. Some background on Grad’s conjecture

The purpose of this section is to precisely state the version of Grad’s conjecture
we focus on in this paper. First, the notion of a solid toroidal domain and the
property of axisymmetry is defined, before a precise statement of Grad’s conjec-
ture is given in Conjecture 2.5.
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Let M ⊂ R3 be a compact regular domain and p ∈ C∞(M) be constant on
the boundary. Then, any regular level set of p is a closed (and orientable) 2-
dimensional submanifold of M (and thus of R3). Moreover, for any closed con-
nected 2-dimensional submanifold S in R3, by the Jordan-Brower Separation The-
orem (see [13, 17]), there exists a unique compact regular domain R ⊂ R3 such
that S = ∂R; we henceforth denote this domain by RS. We make the following
definition.

Definition 2.1. Define a solid toroidal domain M as a regular domain in R3

diffeomorphic to D2 × S1 where D2 ⊂ R2 is the closed unit disk and S1 is the unit
circle. If M is a solid toroidal domain and γ ⊂ intM is a 1-dimensional compact
embedded submanifold, then a function p ∈ C∞(M) is said to have toroidally
nested level sets with axis γ if each level set S of p is either

(i) a regular level set diffeomorphic to S1 × S1, or
(ii) equal to γ,

and moreover, for any two regular level sets S1, S2 of p, either RS1
⊂ RS2

or
RS2

⊂ RS1
. Lastly, for any regular level set S of p, γ ⊂ intRS where γ is the

unique non-regular level set of p.

The statement of Definition 2.1 contains some intentional redundancies which
are intended to convey the geometric picture of nested toroidal level sets. The
following elementary proposition removes some of the redundancies in the defini-
tion.

Proposition 2.2. Let M ⊂ R3 be a toroidal domain. Suppose that a function
p ∈ C∞(M) is constant on the boundary and the critical set γ = {x ∈M : ∇p|x =
0} is a connected embedded 1-dimensional submanifold in intM . Then, p has
toroidally nested level sets with axis γ.

Proof. First, note that the smooth function p|γ satisfies d(p|γ) = 0 on γ and
because γ is connected, p is constant on γ. Because p is a constant p0 on the
critical set of M and a constant p1 on ∂M , it follows that p0 6= p1 and that one
constant is the minimum of p and the other is the maximum, both of which are
not attained anywhere else. Without loss of generality, we assume that p0 < p1
so that p0 is the minimum and p1 is the maximum.

As a standard application of the Flowout Theorem and Boundary Flowout
Theorem [16, Thm. 9.20, Thm. 9.24] for a given closed 2-manifold S, the set

DS = {x ∈M\γ : p−1(p(x)) is diffeomorphic to S}
is open in M\γ. Because M is connected, and γ is compact, it is standard that
M\γ is connected. Hence, because ∂M is a 2-torus it follows from a simple
connectedness argument that DS1×S1 = M\γ. Hence, every regular level set is a
torus.
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Now, observe that M = R∂M and if S, S′ are closed connected 2-dimensional
submanifold S in R3, then a simple connectedness argument shows that if S ⊂ RS′ ,
then RS ⊂ RS′ . With this, let S be a regular level set of p. Then, S ⊂ M
so that by the above, RS ⊂ M . Then, we may consider the restriction p|RS

which is constant on ∂RS = S and thus has a critical point in intRS . Hence,
γ ∩ intRS 6= ∅. On the other hand, γ ∩S = ∅ and thus γ ∩ (M\ intRS) is open in
γ. By connectedness of γ, we must have that γ ⊂ intRS . In particular, denoting
the constant value of p on S by pS , this shows that

RS = p−1((−∞, pS ]).

Thus, if S1 and S2 are regular level sets of p, with pS1
6 pS2

, then RS1
⊂ RS2

.
From this, it is clear that p has global toroidally nested level sets. �

For completeness, we formally define axisymmetry.

Definition 2.3. We say that an MHD equilibrium (X, p) on a toroidal domain
M is axisymmetric if there exists an infinitesimal generator R of rotation about
some axis in R3 such that R is tangent to ∂M (so that the rotation preserves M)
and the induced vector field K on M is a Killing symmetry of X and p:

LKX = 0, LKp = 0.

Remark 2.4. If (X, p) is an MHD equilibrium on a toroidal domain M and K
denotes a Killing field on M , if p has toroidally nested level sets, then it follows
from Lemma 3.2 and Proposition 3.3 (see Section 3) that

LKX = 0 ⇐⇒ LKp = 0.

We now state a precise Grad’s conjecture.

Conjecture 2.5. Let M ⊂ R3 be a toroidal domain. Suppose there exists an
MHD equilibrium (X, p) on M where p has toroidally nested level sets. Then, the
equilibrium is axisymmetric.

3. On the pressure function and Killing fields

In this section, we prove some important relationships between the Killing fields
of a Riemannian 3-manifold (M,g) and MHD equilibria (X, p) on (M,g).

Remark 3.1. Let g be a metric on M adapted to (X,α, µ) for some vector field X,
1-form α, and volume form µ. If LKX = 0, where K is a Killing field on (M,g),
then

LKα = LK iXg = iLKXg + iXLKg = 0 + 0 = 0

as well as
LKµ = LKµg = 0.

The first property that we establish is that, under mild assumptions, the Killing
fields that are symmetries of X are necessarily tangent to the level sets of the
pressure function p. More precisely, the following lemma holds.
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Lemma 3.2. Let (X, p) be an MHD equilibrium on (M,g) and K be a Killing field
such that LKX = 0. Then LKα = 0, where α = iXg, and dLKp = LKdp = 0. In
particular, if M is connected and p has a critical point, then LKp = 0.

Proof. Remark 3.1 gives immediately that LKα = 0. The fact that α is preserved
by K follows immediately from Remark 3.1. On the other hand

−dp = iXdα,

hence

−LKdp = LK(iXdα) = i(LKX)dα+ iXLKdα = iXdLKα = 0.

That is, LKdp = 0. We of course have LKdp = dLKp and so

LKp = dp(K)

is a function whose exterior derivative is zero. Moreover, at critical points of p,
LKp necessarily vanishes. The conclusion immediately follows. �

For the next statement, given a smooth function p ∈ C∞(M), we set

RegM (p) = {x ∈M : dp|x 6= 0}.
The proposition below establishes a partial converse to Lemma 3.2.

Proposition 3.3. Let X be a vector field and p ∈ C∞(M) have compact level
sets. Assume that, with respect to the metric g,

X ·∇p = 0 = curlX ·∇p on M, divX = 0 on M, X ·n = 0 on ∂M. (3.1)

(i) Suppose that K is a Killing field on (M,g) tangent to ∂M such that

LKp = 0.

Then,
LKX|RegM (p) = 0.

(ii) Let S be a surface embedded in M on which p is constant and regular and
X is tangent to ∂S. If X|S 6= 0 but vanishes somewhere on S and K is
tangent to ∂S, then K = 0.

Proposition 3.3 will be proven in this section shortly after establishing some
more theory which is also used throughout the paper. Note that the proposition
accounts for an MHD equilibrium (X, p) because, as seen immediately from Equa-
tion (1.1), p is a first integral of both X and curlX. We consider Equation (3.1)
(as opposed to the less general MHD equations) primarily because it additionally
captures first integrals that may exist for Beltrami fields (see the forthcoming
Remark 3.4). Recall we have defined these as steady Euler flows on (M,g) (where
g is a chosen metric on M) such that the pressure function satisfies ∇p = 0. That
is, a vector field X on M such that

divX = 0, curlX ×X = 0.

We discuss some more the notion of Beltrami field.
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Remark 3.4. If X is a Beltrami field on (M,g), then, for some (not necessarily
smooth) function λ :M → R,

curlX = λX. (3.2)

A function λ : M → R in Equation 3.2 is called a proportionality factor of X (it
is not unique if, for instance, X has zeros and continuity of the proportionality
factor is not required).

In particular, if p is a function on (M,g) such that X · ∇p = 0, then also
curlX ·∇p = 0 which means that, with boundary conditions imposed, Lemma 3.3
applies in this setting.

To prove the existence of a proportionality factor as in Equation (3.2), we note
that

0 = div(X × curlX) = curlX · curlX −X · curl curlX
and therefore, for x ∈ M , if X|x = 0, then curlX|x = 0 and thus, Equation (3.2)
holds.

If X has a smooth proportionality factor λ (such is the case when X has no
zeros) then

0 = div curlX = div λX = ∇λ ·X + λdivX = ∇λ ·X
so that λ is a first integral of X.

A result similar to Lemma 3.2 holds for smooth proportionality factors λ (in-
stead of p) but without any global restrictions on λ. The global restriction placed
on 3.2 was that p was assumed to have a critical point. To show this similar
result, writing α = iXg, we have

dα = icurlXµ = λiXµ.

So, if K is a Killing field on (M,g) with LKX = 0. We obtain from Lemma 3.2
that LKα = 0 and therefore

0 = LKdα = LKλiXµ = (LKλ)iXµ+ λLK(iXµ) = (LKλ)iXµ

so that LKλ = 0.

To prove Proposition 3.3, we introduce the notion P -harmonic 1-forms. This
follows the work in [22] but in the case of manifolds with boundary. We emphasise
to the reader at this point that in many of our arguments, we consider the case of
manifolds with boundary with the understanding that the case of empty boundary
makes some steps of proofs vacuously true by virtue of there being no boundary
points to consider.

Definition 3.5. Let S be a compact oriented 2-manifold with (possibly empty)
boundary, henceforth called a surface, and P ∈ C∞(S) be a positive function. Let
h be a metric on S (henceforth, (S, h) is said to be a Riemannian surface). We
say that a 1-form ω ∈ Ω1(S) is a P -harmonic 1-form on (S, h) if

dω = 0, δPω = 0
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(where δ is the codifferential on S) and we say in addition that ω is Neumann if

ω(n) = 0

where n denotes the outward unit normal of (S, h).

The notion of P -harmonic forms enters in the proof of Proposition 3.3 through
the following lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Let p ∈ C∞(M) and X a vector field on M satisfying

X ·∇p = 0 = curlX ·∇p on M, divX = 0 on M, X ·n = 0 on ∂M (3.3)

with respect to the metric g, where n is the outward unit normal. Let S be a
surface embedded in M such that p is constant and regular on S and X is tangent
to ∂S. Then, the 1-form

ω = i∗X♭,

where X♭ = iXg, is a Neumann P -harmonic 1-form on (S, i∗g), where S is ori-
ented by M and ∇p, whereby

P =
1

‖∇p‖|S
.

Moreover, if X|S 6= 0, then H1
dR(S) 6= {0}, where H1

dR(S) denotes the first de
Rham cohomology of S.

Proof. Although this is implicitly proven in [22] for the case of ∂S = ∅, for com-
pleteness, we give here a direct proof in the general case. Firstly, by restricting
to open subsets, note that it suffices to consider the case where p is regular ev-
erywhere, although we will only leverage this when computing δPω. To compute
dω, first note that

dω = i∗dX♭ = i∗(icurlXµ).

Next, we have as well

(icurlXµ) ∧ dp = dp(curlX)µ = (∇p · curlX)µ = 0.

Then, because i∗dp = 0 and dp|S has no zeros, evaluating (icurlXµ)∧ dp at points
x ∈ S along vectors tangent to S shows that i∗(icurlXµ) = 0 and thus

dω = 0.

To compute δPω, consider the vector field XS related to X on S via the inclu-
sion i : S ⊂ M (that is, T i ◦ XS = X ◦ i). Then if µS denotes the Riemannian
volume form on (S, i∗g), we have

(δPω)µS = −LPXS
µS = −LXS

(PµS).

Because p is constant and regular on S, a unit normal section ñ : S → TM for S
in M is given by the formula ñ = ∇p/‖∇p‖|S and thus the volume form µS may
be written as

µS = i∗(i∇p/‖∇p‖µ)
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and by naturality of Lie derivatives, setting P̃ = 1
‖∇p‖ , we have

LXS
PµS = i∗(LX P̃ i∇p/‖∇p‖µ) = i∗(LX iNµ),

where N = ∇p/‖∇p‖2. On the other hand

iNµ ∧ dp = dp(N)µ = µ,

and thus, because LXdp = 0 and LXµ = 0, we deduce that

0 = LXµ = LX(iNµ) ∧ dp+ iNµ ∧ LXdp = LX(iNµ) ∧ dp.
As before, because i∗dp = 0 and dp|S has no zeros, we obtain that i∗LX(iNµ) = 0
and therefore

LXS
PµS = 0.

This implies that
δPω = 0,

and because X is tangent to ∂S, it implies XS is tangent to ∂S and therefore ω
satisfies

ω(nS) = 0,

where nS : ∂S → TS is the outward unit normal of (S, i∗g). Thus, ω is a P -
harmonic 1-form.

Now suppose that X|S 6= 0. Then ω 6= 0 because X is tangent to S. Following
Remark 3.7, we must have that the cohomology class [ω] ∈ H1

dR(S) is non-zero.
Thus, H1

dR(S) 6= {0}. �

We now develop some basic properties of P -harmonic 1-forms.

Remark 3.7. When ∂S = ∅, the Neumann boundary condition is vacuous. Neu-
mann P -harmonic 1-forms bear many similarities with Neumann harmonic 1-
forms (for the case of ∂S = ∅, see [26]). For instance, all exact Neumann P -
harmonic 1-forms are identically zero. Indeed, suppose that ω = df is a Neumann
P -harmonic 1-form which is also exact. Then by Green’s formula, letting n and t
respectively denote the normal and tangential component operators (see [24] for
details), we obtain that

(ω,Pω)L2 = (df, Pω)L2 = (f, δPω)L2 +

∫

∂S
tdf ∧ ⋆nω = 0

so that ω = 0. That is, all exact Neumann P -harmonic 1-forms are zero.

Given the similarity between harmonic 1-forms and P -harmonic 1-forms, it is
unsurprising that P -harmonic 1-forms bear the following relationship with Killing
fields.

Lemma 3.8. Let K be a Killing field on a Riemannian surface S which is tangent
to the boundary and satisfies LKP = 0. If ω ∈ Ω1(S) is a Neumann P -harmonic
1-form on S, then

LKω = 0.
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Proof. Since K is tangent to the boundary and S is compact, K is a complete
vector field on S. Therefore, there exists a global flow ψK of K for which ∂S is
invariant. Letting t ∈ R and using the fact that ψK

t is an orientation-preserving
isometry, we have that

(

ψK
t

)∗
δ = δ

(

ψK
t

)∗

n
(

ψK
t (x)

)

= Tψk
t |xn(x)

for x ∈ ∂S. Now, ψK
t is isotopic to the identity for any t and hence induces

the identity map in cohomology. By assumption, we also have that
(

ψK
t

)∗
P =

P . Altogether, this demonstrates that if ω is a Neumann P -harmonic 1-form,
then

(

ψK
t

)∗
ω is a Neumann P -harmonic 1-form also and their difference is exact;

namely
(

ψK
t

)∗
ω − ω = df

for some f ∈ C∞(S). However, this in turn implies df is an exact Neumann
P -harmonic 1-form and therefore zero by Remark 3.7. �

We mention here an important lemma for the paper which also plays a role in
the proof of Proposition 3.3.

Lemma 3.9. Let g be a metric on a connected manifold M with boundary and let
K a Killing field on (M,g). Let S be a submanifold of M with boundary. Then,
the following hold.

(i) If K is tangent to S, then the vector field KS related to K via the inclusion
i : S ⊂ M , is a Killing field on the Riemannian manifold (S, i∗g) with
boundary.

(ii) If K|S = 0 and S has codimension 1, then K = 0 on M .

Lemma 3.9 is an elementary fact proven in Appendix B. Only part (i) enters
Proposition 3.3. Part (ii) enters the proof of the main result of the paper as
a mechanism for ruling out the existence of Killing fields on a 3-manifold with
boundary; once it is known that a Killing field vanishes on a surface, according to
(ii) it follows that the Killing field vanishes everywhere. This is used in conjunction
with the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.10. Let S be a connected Riemannian surface such that H1
dR(S) 6= {0}.

If K is a Killing field on S which is tangent to ∂S, then K = 0 or K has no zeros.

Proof. Because H1
dR(S) 6= {0}, there exists a Neumann harmonic 1-form ω 6= 0

(see [24, Thm. 2.6.1]). Thus, LKω = 0 by Lemma 3.8 (with P = 1). Now we may
consider also ⋆ω and obtain also that LK⋆ω = 0. We have

0 = LKω = iKdω + diKω = dω(K)

and analogously d⋆ω(K) = 0. Hence, both ω(K) are ⋆ω(K) are constant. Now,
taking a point x ∈ S where ω|x 6= 0, we have that ω|x, ⋆ω|x is a basis for T ∗

xS at
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x and therefore, if K 6= 0, then either ω(K)|x or ⋆ω(K)|x is non-zero. Thus, if
K 6= 0, then K has no zeros. �

Remark 3.11. In the proof of Lemma 3.10, it was found that either ω(K) is
nowhere-vanishing or ⋆ω(K) is nowhere-vanishing. By the Neumann boundary
condition on ω, the 1-form ⋆ω satisfies ∗⋆ω = 0 where  : ∂S ⊂ S is the boundary
inclusion. Thus, ⋆ω(K)|x = 0 for x ∈ ∂S. Thus, when ∂S 6= ∅, we must have
⋆ω(K) = 0 and that ω(K) has no zeros.

To prove Proposition 3.3, we recall a modified notion of a regular surface for
manifolds with boundary; similar to that considered by Arnold in [2, Thm. 1.2.].
This is treated in more detail in Appendix A.

Let p ∈ C∞(M). Then, we call y ∈ R a ∂-regular value of p if y is a regular
value of p and p|∂M and we call p−1(y) a ∂-regular level set of p. The ∂-regular
level sets S of p are surfaces embedded in M such that

∂S = S ∩ ∂M.

See Theorem A.2 in Appendix A. The remaining fact we will use about the ∂-
regular surfaces of a smooth p :M → R is their density. Setting

Reg∂(p) = {y ∈ R : y is a ∂-regular value of p},

the fact we will use is that p−1(Reg∂(p)) is a dense subset of the open set RegM (p).
This is a well-known application of Sard’s Theorem (see Corollary A.4 in Appendix
A).

We now give a proof of Proposition 3.3.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We prove part (ii) of the proposition first and use ele-
ments of the proof for part (i). For any such surface S in the statement of the

proposition, as per Lemma 3.6, writing i : S ⊂ M for the inclusion, ω = i∗X♭ is
a P -harmonic 1-form where

P =
1

‖∇p‖|S
.

Now, we have that LKdp = 0 and thus LK∇p = 0 (as i∇pg = dp) so that

LK‖∇p‖2 = 0. (3.4)

Hence, considering the vector field KS = i∗K (which exists as K is tangent to S),
because KS is a Killing field on (S, i∗g), by Lemma 3.8 we have

LKS
ω = 0. (3.5)

Now, supposing X|S 6= 0, we have from Lemma 3.6 that H1
dR(S) 6= 0. In particu-

lar, either KS = 0 or KS has no zeros. Because ω is closed, we have by Equation
(3.5) that

dω(KS) = 0.
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Moreover, ⋆Pω is closed as ω is P -harmonic. Thus, by Equation (3.5), and the
fact that KS is Killing, we get

d⋆Pω(KS) = LKS
⋆Pω = 0.

Hence, ω(KS) and ⋆Pω(KS) are constants. On the other hand, ω vanishes at
some point (since X does) and thus

ω(KS) = 0 = (⋆Pω)(KS).

However, then taking some point x ∈ S where ω|x 6= 0, we obtain that KS |x = 0
and thus KS = 0 by Lemma 3.10. Hence, K|S = 0 and so by Lemma 3.9, K = 0.

For part (i), let S be a connected component of a ∂-regular level set of p. Then,
for any vector field Y on M tangent to ∂M and S, because ∂S = S ∩ ∂M and S
and ∂M have transverse intersection at boundary points x ∈ ∂S, it follows that
Y is tangent to ∂S too. Hence, it follows that X and K are tangent to S and ∂S.
Thus, Equation (3.5) applies and because KS is Killing,

LKS
XS = 0

where XS the the vector field related to X on S via the inclusion. It follows that

LKX|S = 0.

However, we recall that ∂-regular level sets of p are dense in RegM (p). It follows
that

LKX|RegM (p) = 0.

�

4. Guided flows

Throughout this section, we fix M to be an oriented 3-manifold with (possibly
empty) boundary. Here we adopt a similar formalism as in [20] but for a slightly
more general class of flows.

Definition 4.1. A quadruple (X,α, µ, p) with X a vector field, α a 1-form, µ a
volume form, and p a function on M , is said to be a guided flow if

α(X) > 0, LXµ = 0, dp(X) = 0, dα ∧ dp = 0.

Remark 4.2. In the terminology of [21], a triple (X,µ, ν) with X a vector field, µ
a volume form, and ν a closed 1-form on M satisfying

LXµ = 0, ν(X) = 0

is called a flux system. A 1-form α on M is said to be adapted to the flux system
(X,µ, ν) if

α(X) > 0, dα ∧ ν = 0.

From this point of view, a guided flow (X,α, µ, p) is a flux system (X,µ, dp)
equipped with an adapted 1-form α.
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The main application towards ideal MHD equilibria is facilitated by the follow-
ing.

Proposition 4.3. Let X be a nowhere-vanishing vector field on M and p ∈
C∞(M) such that, for some metric g on M ,

divX = 0, X · ∇p = 0, curlX · ∇p = 0.

Then (X, iXg, µ, p) is a guided flow on M .

Remark 4.4. Proposition 4.3 in particular says that if (X, p) is an MHD equilib-
rium on (M,g) without zeros, then (X, iXg, µ, p) is a guided flow. If dp = 0 so
that in fact X is a Beltrami field, then

curlX = λX

for some smooth λ and, as in Remark 3.4, λ is a first integral of X (and a first
integral of curlX) making (X, iXg, µ, λ) a guided flow. If X has some first integral
f , then again by Remark 3.4, (X, iXg, µ, f) is a guided flow.

The structure of a guided flow induces an important additional vector field,
which we call the companion vector field.

Theorem 4.5 ([21, Thm. I.3]). Given a guided flow (X,α, µ, p), consider the
vector field Y such that

iY µ =
1

α(X)
α ∧ dp,

which we will call the companion vector field of the guided flow (X,α, µ, p). Then,

α(Y ) = 0, dp(Y ) = 0.

Moreover, setting X̃ = 1
α(X)X, we have

[X̃, Y ] = 0.

The vector field X̃ and Y in Theorem 4.5 form a nice frame for an adapted
metric on constant-p surfaces as follows.

Proposition 4.6. Given a guided flow (X,α, µ, p), let Y be the companion field.

If S is a surface on which p is constant and regular, then X̃ and Y descend to
everywhere linearly independent commuting vector fields on S which we denote by
X̃S and YS. If g is a metric on M adapted to (X,α, µ) and i : S ⊂ M denotes
the inclusion, the metric i∗g on S may be written as

i∗g = Eω2 +Gη2

where

E = 1/α(X), G = g(Y, Y )|S
and (ω, η) are the dual co-frame of (X̃S , YS). In particular, ω and η are closed
1-forms on S and ω = i∗α.



16 ROBERT CARDONA, NATHAN DUIGNAN, AND DAVID PERRELLA

Proof. Proven in [21, Thm. I.3] (see Remark 4.2) are the facts that

α(Y ) = 0, dp(Y ) = 0, [X̃, Y ] = 0.

In particular, X̃ and Y are vector fields tangent to S and thus we may consider
the related vector fields X̃S and YS on S. Concerning the metric i∗g on S, for
any Z ∈ {X̃, Y }, denoting by ZS the corresponding vector field on S, we have

(i∗g)(X̃S , ZS) = g(X̃, Z)|S

=
1

α(X)
g(X,Z)|S

=
1

α(X)
α(Z)|S .

We deduce that

(i∗g)(X̃S , X̃S) = 1/α(X), (i∗g)(X̃S , YS) = 0,

and hence we have

(i∗g)(YS , YS) = g(Y, Y )|S .
Now consider the dual co-frame (ω, η) of (X̃S , YS). We observe that

dω(X̃S , YS) = X̃S(ω(YS))− YS(ω(X̃S))− ω([X̃S , YS ])

= X̃S(0)− YS(1)− ω(0)

= 0

and hence dω = 0. Similarly one concludes that dη = 0. Lastly, observe that

(i∗α)(X̃S) = α(X̃)|S = 1, (i∗α)(YS) = α(Y )|S = 0

which proves that ω = i∗α. �

A vector field preserving the structure of a guided flow will preserve the com-
panion vector field, as seen in the following.

Lemma 4.7. Let (X,α, µ, p) be a guided flow and let K be a vector field on M
which is a symmetry of X, α, µ and p. Then,

LKY = 0

where Y is the companion to (X,α, µ, p).

Proof. We have

iY µ =
1

α(X)
α ∧ dp.

and so

LK(iY µ) = LK

(

1

α(X)
α ∧ dp

)

. (4.1)
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On the left-hand side, we have

LK(iY µ) = i(LKY )µ+ iY LKµ

= i(LKY )µ.
(4.2)

Concerning the right-hand side, we have

LK(α(X)) = (LKα)(X) + α(LKX) = 0 + 0 = 0

so that

LK

(

1

α(X)

)

= 0.

Moreover,

LK(α ∧ dp) = (LKα) ∧ dp+ α ∧ (LKdp).

Hence, the right-hand side of Equation (4.1) is zero. Thus, by Equation (4.2), the
conclusion follows. �

The results introduced in this section give a general framework for some of
the results we will prove throughout the next sections. For the interested reader,
Example 6.5 in Section 6 exhibits an explicit guided flow and computation of its
companion vector field.

5. Perturbation of adapted metrics

The primary aim of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1 and 1.2. This is
accomplished by first developing a methodology for perturbing adapted metrics
of (X,α, µ) to new metrics while maintaining the adapted property. This is done
in Section 5.1. Then, the utility of these perturbations is demonstrated by proving
a generalisation of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2 which is given by Proposition 5.1. Finally,
in Section 5.2, we prove the main results by demonstrating how they are implied
by Proposition 5.1. Before we begin, recall that on an oriented manifold M with
boundary, if X is a vector field, α is a 1-form, and µ is a positively oriented
volume-form on M , then a metric g on M is said to be adapted to (X,α, µ),
provided that

iXg = α, µg = µ,

where µg denotes the Riemannian volume-form on (M,g).

5.1. Construction and application of a perturbed metric. Let M be an
oriented 3-manifold with (possibly empty) boundary. Fix a vector field X, a
function p and a metric g such that on (M,g), we have

divX = 0, X · ∇p = 0, curlX · ∇p = 0. (5.1)

Set α = iXg and µ = µg. Consider an open subset

U ⊂ RegM (p) ∩ {x ∈M : X|x 6= 0}
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so that in particular (X,α, µ, p) is a guided flow when restricted to U . Note that
in order for U to be non-empty, we need at least that dp 6= 0 and X 6= 0. We will
consider the local vector field Y : U → TM defined by

iY µ|U =
1

α(X)|U
α ∧ dp|U . (5.2)

We note for the reader that Y may also be written in terms of g as

Y =
1

g(X,X)|U
X ×∇p|U

where here we recall that ∇p denotes the gradient of p with respect to the metric
g and the cross-product, ×, is the one induced by the metric g. Equation (5.2)
is the preferable means of expressing Y because it explicitly only depends on
(X,α, µ, p), making it more compatible with the notion of adapted metric.

Let ρ : M → R be a positive function such that ρ − 1 is compactly supported
in U . Consider the symmetric bilinear form gρ on M such that

gρ = g on M\U (5.3)

and, on U ,

gρ(X,X) = α(X), gρ(Y,∇p) = 0,

gρ(X,Y ) = 0, gρ(Y, Y ) = ρg(Y, Y ),

gρ(X,∇p) = 0, gρ(∇p,∇p) = 1

ρ
g(∇p,∇p).

(5.4)

Now because iXg = α, we have

α(∇p) = g(X,∇p) = dp(X) = 0

and so the first column of Equation (5.4) implies that

iXg
ρ = α. (5.5)

Moreover, observe that the frame

(X|U , Y |U ,∇p|U )
is orthogonal for gρ and that, on U ,

gρ(X,X) > 0, gρ(Y, Y ) > 0, gρ(∇p,∇p) > 0.

Thus, gρ is a metric on M . Also note that the frame (X|U , Y |U ,∇p|U ) is g-
orthogonal.

We now compute the induced volume element µρ = µgρ from the metric gρ on
M . First, we observe that

iY iXµ|U = dp|U .
Thus, on U ,

µ(X,Y,∇p) = dp(∇p) = g(∇p,∇p) > 0.
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Hence, (X|U , Y |U ,∇p|U ) is positively oriented. We therefore have, on U ,

µ(X,Y,∇p) = µg(X,Y,∇p) = ‖X‖ ‖Y ‖ ‖∇p‖ =
√

α(X) ‖Y ‖ ‖∇p‖
where ‖.‖ denotes the fibre-wise norm induced by g on TM . On the other hand,
letting ‖.‖ρ denote the fibre-wise norm induced by gρ on TM , we have

µρ(X,Y,∇p) = ‖X‖ρ ‖Y ‖ρ ‖∇p‖ρ

=
√

α(X)
√
ρ‖Y ‖

√

ρ−1‖∇p‖
=
√

α(X) ‖Y ‖ ‖∇p‖.
It follows that

µρ = µ, (5.6)

and thus for a positive smooth ρ : M → R with ρ − 1 compactly supported
in U , the metric gρ is adapted to (X,α, µ) by equations (5.5) and (5.6). We
will use these perturbed adapted metrics for varying ρ to establish the following
proposition, which will be the key step in the proof of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem
1.2.

Proposition 5.1. Let M be an oriented 3-manifold with (possibly empty) bound-
ary. Let g0 be a metric on M and µ = µg0. Let X be a vector field on M satisfying
Equation (5.1) on (M,g0) for some p ∈ C∞(M). Suppose that S is an embedded
surface in M such that p is constant and regular on S with X tangent to ∂S. Set
α = iXg0. Then, the following hold.

(i) Assume X|S 6= 0 and let V be a neighbourhood of S such that the level
sets of p|V are compact. Then, there is a C0-open and C∞-dense subset
of U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M) such that for each g ∈ U , there are no non-trivial
Killing fields K on (M,g) with LKp|V = 0 and with K being tangent to
∂S.

(ii) Assume X|S is nowhere-vanishing. Then, there is a C2-open and C∞-
dense subset of U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M) such that for each g ∈ U , there are no
non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) with K tangent to S and ∂S.

In Section 5.2, we will see that part (i) of Proposition 5.1 implies Theorem
1.1 and part (ii) of the proposition implies Theorem 1.2. The remainder of this
section is dedicated to proving Proposition 5.1.

Both parts (i) and (ii) of Proposition 5.1 rely on a common lemma. We define
the following basic notion.

Definition 5.2. Let S be a surface and let x ∈ S. Then, a neighbourhood W of
x is said to be a proper coordinate neighbourhood of x if W ( S and there exists
a chart (W,ϕ) such that ϕ(x) = 0 and for some δ > 0 it holds that:

(i) if x ∈ ∂S, ϕ(W ) = Bδ(0) ∩H2

(ii) and otherwise, ϕ(W ) = Bδ(0)
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where Bδ(0) is a ball centered at zero of radius δ and H is the upper half-plane
in R2.

Lemma 5.3. There exists a C∞-dense and C0-open set V ⊂ C∞(S) such that,
for any f ∈ V and any non-vanishing vector field X on S tangent to ∂S, LXf 6= 0.

Proof. Let V denote the set of smooth functions f ∈ C∞(S) for which there
exists a point x ∈ S and a proper coordinate neighbourhood W of x such that
f(x) > f(x′) for all x′ ∈ S\W . First, we establish that V is C0-open in C∞(S).
Let CoN(S) denote the set of proper coordinate neighbourhoods S. For any such
coordinate neighbourhood W ∈ CoN(S), we have that S\W is a compact (and
non-empty) subset of S so we may consider the function NW : C∞(S) → R given
by

NW (f) = max
x∈S

f(x)− max
x′∈S\W

f(x′).

Note that NW is continuous with respect to the C0-topology on C∞(S) (and the
usual topology on R). We may write

V = ∪W∈CoN(S){f ∈ C∞(S) : NW f > 0}
which is open as the union of open sets.

Now we prove C∞-density. Let f ∈ C∞(S) and let x ∈ S be a point that
maximises f . Then, let W be a coordinate neighbourhood of x and ρ ∈ C∞(S)
be compactly supported in W such that ρ(x) > 0. Then, clearly f + ρ ∈ V. In
particular, since ρ may be taken C∞-close to 0, this proves C∞-density.

Lastly, we prove the statement about vector fields. Let f ∈ V and suppose
for the sake of contradiction that there exists a nowhere-vanishing vector field
X on S tangent to ∂S such that LXf = 0. Because X is tangent to ∂S and
nowhere-vanishing there, we have that f is constant on ∂S. Writing

y = max
x∈S

f(x), y′ = max
x′∈S\V

f(x′),

we have y′ < y and [y′, y] ⊂ f(S) by continuity. Hence, (y′, y] ⊂ f(V ). By Sard’s
theorem, there exists a regular value y∗ of f such that y′ < y∗ < y where y∗ is not
a value of f attained on ∂S. Now, on the one hand, f−1(y∗) is a compact subset of
S, on the other hand, f−1(y∗) ⊂ intW where intW denotes the interior of W as
an open submanifold of S. Thus, f−1(y∗) is a compact embedded 1-dimensional
submanifold of intW . The connected components of f−1(y∗) are all circles, which
bound smooth disks in intW since W is a proper coordinate neighbourhood. Let
D be one of these disks, and assume by contradiction that LXf = 0. Since the
boundary of D is a regular connected component of a level set of f , X is tangent
to it. The Poincaré-Hopf Theorem implies that X admits a zero in D, reaching a
contradiction with the fact that X is non-vanishing. �

Remark 5.4. One can choose a larger set than V in the previous lemma, namely
those functions f ∈ C∞(S) for which there exist two open disks W1,W2 with



ASYMMETRY OF MHD EQUILIBRIA FOR GENERIC ADAPTED METRICS 21

W1 ( W2 such that there is a point x ∈ W1 for which f(x) > f(x′) for every
x′ ∈W2 \W1.

We now prove Proposition 5.1.

Proof of 5.1. The proof of parts (i) and (ii) are similar. Both proofs rely on the
subset V of C∞(S) considered in Lemma 5.3. Another similarity is that the as-
sumptions in both parts include X|S 6= 0. By Lemma 3.6, we therefore have in
the setting of either (i) or (ii) that H1

dR(S) 6= {0}. In particular, if one has a
metric g on M and K is a Killing field on M tangent to S and ∂S, the vector
field KS which is related to K by the inclusion i : S ⊂ M , is a Killing field on
(S, i∗g) tangent to ∂S by Lemma 3.9. Therefore, if KS |x = 0 for some x ∈ S,
then KS = 0 by Lemma 3.9 and thus, K vanishes in all M .

Proof of part (i). Firstly, we note that it immediately follows from Propo-
sition 3.3 that if X|x = 0 for some x ∈ S, then part (i) is immediately true with
U = M(X,α,µ)(M).

We henceforth assume that X|S is nowhere-vanishing so that S ⊂ U where U =
{x ∈ M : X|x 6= 0} ∩ V . Consider the local companion vector field Y : U → TM
defined as in Equation (5.2). Define the function N : M(X,α,µ)(M) → C∞(S) by

N(g) = g|S(Y |S , Y |S).
Recall the local vector field X̃ : U → TM given by

X̃ =
1

α(X)|U
X|U .

Both X̃ and Y are tangent to S and induce vector fields X̃S and YS . We consider
the set V as in the above Lemma 5.3 and define

U = N−1(V).
The proof will be complete once the following properties of U can be shown.

1) For each g ∈ U , there are no non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) such
that LKp = 0 with K tangent to ∂S,

2) U is C0-open in M(X,α,µ)(M), and
3) U is C∞-dense in M(X,α,µ)(M).

For the first property, if g ∈ U , then let K be a Killing field on (M,g) such that
LKp|V = 0 with K tangent to ∂S. Summarising with the aid of Remark 3.1 and
Proposition 3.3, we have the invariance

LKα|V = 0, LKµ = 0, LKp|V = 0.

Thus, by Lemma 4.7,

LKY |V = 0.
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On the other hand, K is a Killing field on M and thus, restricting to S, we have
that

LKS
N(g) = 0

where KS is the vector field related to K via the inclusion i : S ⊂ M . However,
because N(g) ∈ V, Lemma 5.3 implies that KS must have a zero. However, by
Lemma 3.10, because KS is Killing on (S, i∗g), this implies that KS = 0 and
therefore K|S = 0. But then, from Lemma 3.9, it follows that K = 0 on M .

To deduce the second property, observe that the functional N : M(X,α,µ)(M) →
C∞(S) is continuous with respect to the C0-topologies on M(X,α,µ)(M) and

C∞(S) and therefore, by Lemma 5.3, U = N−1(V) is C0-open in M(X,α,µ)(M).

Finally, for the third property, fix a metric g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M). Then, N(g) ∈
C∞(S) so by Lemma 5.3 there exists a positive function ρS ∈ C∞(S) that is C∞-
close to 1 (in C∞(S)) such that ρS ·N(g) ∈ V. We may extend ρS to a positive
function ρ ∈ C∞(M) such that ρ − 1 is compactly supported in U whereby ρ
is C∞-close to 1 (in C∞(M)). We then consider the metric gρ ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M)
defined as in Equations (5.3) and (5.4), which is C∞-close to g and satisfies

N(gρ) = ρS ·N(g) ∈ V
so that gρ ∈ U .

We now move to part (ii) of the proposition, whose proof has the same struc-
ture as that of part (i).

Proof of part (ii). We consider the function s : M(X,α,µ)(M) → C∞(S)
where for each g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), s(g) is the scalar curvature of the metric i∗g on
S, where i : S ⊂M is the inclusion. Let

U = s−1(V).
Our proof will be complete once we prove the following properties of U .

1) For each g ∈ U , there are no non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) such
that K is tangent to S and its boundary,

2) U is C2-open in M(X,α,µ)(M), and
3) U is C∞-dense in M(X,α,µ)(M).

For property 1), let g ∈ U and let K be a Killing field on (M,g) such that K
tangent S to ∂S. Considering the vector field KS related to K by the inclusion
i : S ⊂M , writing κ = s(g), we have the invariance

dκ(KS) = 0.

However, κ = s(g) ∈ V. Thus, by Lemma 5.3, it must be that KS has a zero on
S. But, as noted earlier, H1

dR(S) 6= {0} and so KS = 0 by Lemma 3.10. Hence,
K|S = 0. Lemma 3.9 then implies that K = 0.

For the second property, note that V is C0-open in C∞(S) by Lemma 5.3. On
the other hand, the map s : M(X,α,µ)(M) → C∞(S) is continuous with respect to
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the C2 topologies on M(X,α,µ)(M) and C0 topology on C∞(S), since the scalar
curvature depends continuously on the components of g, its Christoffel symbols
and their derivatives. Hence, U is C2-open in M(X,α,µ)(M).

Fix some g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), and let us prove property 3). Choose a point x ∈ S
which maximises s(g) and let ρ ∈ C∞(M) be a smooth and positive function such
that ρ−1 is compactly supported inM , whereby (ρ−1)|S is compactly supported
in a proper coordinate neighbourhood W of x. By Equation (5.4), we have that
the difference

s(gρ)− s(g)

is zero outside W . We will be done by Lemma 5.3 if there exists a function
ρ ∈ C∞(M) that is arbitrarily C∞ close to 1 so that the difference

s(gρ)− s(g)

is positive at x, then for such ρ, s(gρ) ∈ V so that gρ ∈ U . We now show this can
be done. Henceforth, and as in the proof of Proposition 5.1 (i), we will consider

the vector fields X̃, Y : U → TM and in particular the consequent vector fields
X̃S and YS. Setting E = g(X,X)|S , G = g|S(Y |S , Y |S), gS = i∗g, and gρS = i∗gρ,
by Proposition 4.6, we have

gS = Eω2 +Gη2

gρS = Eω2 + ρ|SGη2

where (ω, η) are the dual co-frame to (X̃S , YS). We wish to compute the scalar
curvatures near x of gS and gρS . The following claim will aid in this computation.

Claim. If x ∈ ∂S (or x ∈ intS), then there exists ǫ > 0 and a diffeomorphism
onto its open image

H : (−ǫ, ǫ)× I → S

where I = [0, ǫ) or I = (−ǫ, 0] (respectively I = (−ǫ, ǫ)) where for each s ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ),
t 7→ H(s, t) is an integral curve of YS initialised at Ψs(x), where Ψ denotes the

global flow of X̃S .

Proof of claim. Recall that X̃S is tangent to ∂S and so by compactness of S,
the vector field X̃S has a globally defined flow. Now, suppose x ∈ ∂S. We
have that ∂S is an embedded submanifold of S and because the image of the
integral curve s 7→ Ψs(x) is contained in ∂S, the inverse function theorem (in ∂S)
implies that for any sufficiently small ǫ > 0, the resulting curve γ : (−ǫ, ǫ) → ∂S
is a diffeomorphism onto its open image in ∂S. If x ∈ intS, then the image
of the integral curve s 7→ Ψs(x) is contained in intS and it is standard that
for any sufficiently small ǫ > 0, the resulting curve γ : (−ǫ, ǫ) → intS is an
embedding. Then, applying the Boundary Flowout Theorem when x ∈ ∂S (since
YS is transverse to ∂S) and the standard Flowout Theorem when x ∈ intS, we
obtain our desired map H. �
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With the claim proven, note in addition that because X̃S and YS commute, ω
and η are closed 1-forms. It is easy to check that in fact H∗ω = du and H∗η = dv
where u, v : (−ǫ, ǫ) × I → R are the standard Cartesian coordinates. Hence, we
can write

H∗gS = Ẽdu2 + G̃dv2

H∗gρS = Ẽdu2 + ρ̃G̃dv2

where Ẽ = E ◦ H, G̃ = G ◦ H, and ρ̃ = (ρ|S) ◦ H. By isometric invariance of
scalar curvature, we have the equalities

s(g)(x) = S(gS)(x) = S(H∗gS)(0)

s(gρ)(x) = S(gS)(x) = S(H∗gρS)(0)

where S(g′) denotes the scalar curvature of a metric g′ on a manifold with bound-
ary. By the Gauss formula for scalar curvature, we obtain

S(H∗g) = − 1

ẼG̃

(

Ẽvv + G̃uu − 1

2

(

ẼuG̃u + Ẽ2
v

Ẽ
+
ẼvG̃v + G̃2

u

G̃

))

on the other hand,

S(H∗gρS) = − 1

Ẽ(ρ̃G̃)

(

Ẽvv + (ρ̃G̃)uu − 1

2

(

Ẽu(ρ̃G̃)u + Ẽ2
v

Ẽ
+
Ẽv(ρ̃G̃)v + (ρ̃G̃)2u

ρ̃G̃

))

= − 1

ẼG̃

(

Ẽvv + (ρ̃G̃)uu
ρ̃

− 1

2

(

Ẽu(ρ̃G̃)u + Ẽ2
v

ρ̃Ẽ
+
Ẽv(ρ̃G̃)v + (ρ̃G̃)2u

ρ̃2G̃

))

.

Now, we may choose ρ so that ρ̃ = 1 + ρ0u
2 where ρ0 is a bump function which

equals a (small) constant c and compactly supported in a neighbourhood W0 ⊂
H−1(W ) of 0. Then, ρ̃ satisfies

ρ̃(0) = 1, ρ̃u(0) = 0 = ρ̃v(0), ρ̃uu(0) = 2c.

Hence, at 0, we have

S(H∗gρS)(0) = − 1

ẼG̃

(

Ẽvv + G̃uu + 2cG̃uu − 1

2

(

ẼuG̃u + Ẽ2
v

Ẽ
+
ẼvG̃v + G̃2

u

G̃

))

∣

∣

∣

∣

0

.

In particular,

S(H∗gρS)(0) − S(H∗gS)(0) =
−2c

ẼG̃|0
.

and thus

s(gρ)(x) − s(g)(x) =
−2c

ẼG̃|0
> 0

if c < 0. This proves (iii) and in turn, proves Proposition 5.1 (ii). �

We now are in a position to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2.
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5.2. Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Theorem 1.1 is an application of Propo-
sition 5.1 (i).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We first recall the setting. Assume M is a compact con-
nected oriented 3-manifold with boundary. Fix a metric g0 on M and set µ = µg0 .
Let (X, p) be an MHD equilibrium on (M,g0) with pressure function p which is
constant on ∂M but with ∇p 6= 0 on M . By Sard’s Theorem, because p is con-
stant on ∂M and dp 6= 0, there exists a closed regular level set of p in intM . Let
S be a connected component of this regular level set.

Now let g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M) be an adapted metric. Let K be a Killing field on
(M,g). Suppose that LKX = 0. Then, because p is constant on ∂M and M is
compact, p has a critical point in M . Thus, by Lemma 3.2, LKp = 0. Moreover,
because ∂S = ∅, K is tangent to ∂S. Therefore if we show that there are no non-
trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) such that LKp = 0 with K tangent to ∂S, then
there are no non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) such that LKX = 0 neither.
Part (i) of Proposition 5.1 completes the proof of the theorem. �

Let us proceed with the proof of Theorem 1.2, as an application of part (ii) of
Proposition 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We first recall the setting. Assume M is a compact con-
nected oriented 3-manifold with boundary. Fix a metric g0 on M and set µ = µg0 .
Let (X, p) be an MHD equilibrium on (M,g0) with pressure function p which is
constant and regular on the connected components of ∂M . We set α = iXg0.

Now, setting S to be a connected component of ∂M , because ∂S = ∅, we
have for g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M) that a Killing field K on (M,g) is tangent to S if
and only if it is tangent to S and its boundary. Thus, with this choice of S,
Proposition 5.1 (ii) immediately implies that there is a C2-open and C∞-dense
subset of U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M) such that each g ∈ U , there are no non-trivial Killing
fields K on (M,g) such that K is tangent to ∂M . �

6. Extensions and examples of the main results

In this section, we provide some extensions and examples of the main results
which take place on a compact connected oriented 3-manifold M with boundary.
It will be clear to the reader that other variations exist but for the sake of brevity,
we only list a few of them.

It is natural to ask whether a variant of Theorem 1.1 holds if one does not
require that the pressure function is constant on the boundary. This assumption,
however, enabled us to conclude that the Killing fields in the proof of Theorem
1.1 were also tangent to the pressure function of the steady Euler flow. In the
following corollary of Proposition 5.1, we assume this to be the case, along with
some boundary conditions.
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Corollary 6.1. Fix a metric g0 on M and set µ = µg0. Let (X, p) be an MHD
equilibrium on (M,g0) which is tangent to ∂M . Assume the pressure function is
such that dp 6= 0. Then, setting α = iXg0, there is a C0-open and C∞-dense
subset of U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M) such that for any g ∈ U , there does not exist non-
trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) tangent to ∂M such that LKp = 0.

Proof. Because dp 6= 0, there exists a ∂-regular value of p. We therefore may fix
a connected component S of a ∂-regular level set. In particular, for any vector
field Z tangent to ∂M such that LZp = 0, we have that Z is tangent to S and its
boundary. We immediately obtain from Proposition 5.1 (i) the result. �

We will now consider some examples of ideal MHD equilibria where the pres-
sure function p satisfies dp = 0. First consider Beltrami fields with a smooth
proportionality factor on (M,g0). Recall, these are vector fields X such that

divX = 0, curlX = λX

on (M,g0) for some λ ∈ C∞(M). Also note, writing α = iXg0 and µ = µg0 , it
follows immediately from Equation (1.2) that if one has a metric g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M),
then X remains a Beltrami field with proportionality factor λ on (M,g).

Corollary 6.2. Fix a metric g0 on M and set µ = µg0. Let X be a not identically
zero Beltrami field on (M,g0) tangent to ∂M with smooth proportionality factor
λ and suppose that dλ 6= 0. Setting α = iXg0, there is a C0-open and C∞-dense
subset of M(X,α,µ)(M) which do not support non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g)
tangent to ∂M and satisfying LKX = 0.

Proof. Because dλ 6= 0, there exists a ∂-regular value y of λ such that λ−1(y)
intersects U = {x ∈M : X|x 6= 0}. Indeed, this is because U is a dense subset of
M (in fact, intM \U has a Hausdorff dimension of at most 1, see [11, Proposition
2.1]). We therefore may fix a connected component S of λ−1(y) intersecting U .
Then, fixing g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), if K is a Killing field on (M,g) tangent to ∂M ,
then as per Remark 3.4, LKλ = 0, and therefore K is tangent to S and ∂S. From
this, the result follows immediately from Proposition 5.1 (i). �

For our last extension of the main results, we talk about Neumann harmonic
vector fields on M , also known as vacuum fields. If g is a metric on M , a vector
field X on M is said to be a Neumann harmonic vector field on (M,g) provided

divX = 0 on M, curlX = 0 on M, X · n = 0 on ∂M,

where n denotes the outward unit normal. If g′ is a metric adapted to (X,α =
iXg, µ), then clearly X is a Neuman harmonic field on (M,g′) also. The analog
of Theorem 1.2 (from Proposition 5.1 (ii)) is immediately obvious in this case.

Corollary 6.3. Fix a metric g0 on M and set µ = µg0. Let X be a Neumann
vacuum vector field on (M,g0) tangent to ∂M . Suppose that ∂M 6= ∅ and X has a
first integral f which is constant and regular on the connected components of ∂M .
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Then, setting α = iXg0, there is a C2-open and C∞-dense subset of M(X,α,µ)(M)
which do not support non-trivial Killing fields K tangent on (M,g) to ∂M and
satisfying LKX = 0.

As discussed in Section 2, Grad was interested not only in counter-examples to
Conjecture 2.5, but also families of such examples. Here we describe how Theorem
1.1 can be used to generate families of examples.

Smooth families of solutions. Let g0 be a metric onM and µ be the associated
volume form on M . Assume that there exists an MHD equilibrium (X, p) on
(M,g0) with dp 6= 0 and with p being constant on ∂M . Then, we may fix a 2-
torus S ⊂ intM on which p is constant and regular and there exist neighbourhoods
V (M of S such that p|V has compact level sets. Let V be such a neighbourhood
of S and suppose that there exists a continuous family {(Xt, pt)}t∈R of MHD
equilibria on (M,g0) such that (X0, p0) = (X, p), and, for t ∈ R,

(Xt|V , pt|V ) = (X|V , p|V )
with pt being constant on ∂M . By continuity of the family, we mean that the
map M × R ∋ (x, t) → (Xt|x, pt(x)) ∈ TM × R is continuous.

Example 6.4. An easy example of such a family can be constructed in the flat
three-torus T 3, i.e. with the metric g = dx2 + dy2 + dz2. Set

X = a(z)
∂

∂x
+ b(z)

∂

∂y
, p =

1

2
(a2(z) + b2(z)).

One easily sees that for any a, b ∈ C∞(T ) the vector fieldX is an MHD equilibrium
with pressure p (we can even modify a and b smoothly while keeping the same p).

Continuing with the general construction, set C =M\V , consider the C0-open
subset

M(g0,C)(M) = {g ∈ M(M) : g|C = g0|C}
of all metrics M(M). Setting α = iXg0, consider the C

0-open subset

M(X,α,µ,g0,C)(M) = M(g0,C)(M) ∩M(X,α,µ)(M)

of M(X,α,µ)(M). Observe that for g ∈ M(X,α,µ,g0,C)(M),

iXtg = iXtg0

for all t ∈ R. Hence, {(Xt, pt)}t∈R is a family of MHD equilibria on (M,g).

On the other hand, because M(X,α,µ,g0,C)(M) is a (non-empty) open subset

of M(X,α,µ)(M), it follows by Proposition 5.1 (i) that there is a C0-open and
C∞-dense subset U of M(X,α,µ,g0,C)(M) such that for each g ∈ U , there exist no
non-trivial Killing fields K on (M,g) such that LKp|V = 0.

In particular, for any such g ∈ U , for t ∈ R, if K was a Killing field on (M,g)
with LKXt = 0 or LKpt = 0 then because pt must have a critical point, we have
that LKXt = 0 =⇒ LKpt = 0. Hence, it follows in either case that LKp|V = 0.
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Therefore, there are no Killing symmetries on (M,g) for this family for such a
metric.

Adapted metrics with Killing symmetries. One may question whether The-
orem 1.1 is a reflection of the fact that it is generic for metrics, in the space of all
metrics, to admit no non-trivial Killing fields. That is, whether an adapted met-
ric for which an MHD equilibrium is a counter-example to the generalised Grad’s
conjecture must possess no non-trivial Killing fields. If that were true, it would
imply Grad’s conjecture, after all, Euclidean space has many Killing symmetries
and therefore could not admit a counter-example. However, here we present an
example of an MHD equilibrium without Killing symmetries on a manifold that
admits Killing fields. In addition, the metric that makes the vector an MHD
equilibrium of this example lies in the dense and open set of adapted metrics
constructed in Theorem 1.1. This shows that this set contains, in general, metrics
that do admit non-trivial Killing fields.

Example 6.5. Set M = T 3 with the Cartesian coordinates (ζ, θ, φ). Define

X = b(ζ)∂θ + ι0b(ζ)∂φ, α = b(ζ)dθ + ι0b(ζ)dφ, µ = dζ ∧ dθ ∧ dφ
for any b(ζ) > 0 and ι0 ∈ R \ {0}. It can be computed that,

LXµ = diXµ = 0.

Therefore X is a non-vanishing vector field onM which is volume-preserving with
respect to µ.

Now, consider the smooth family of symmetric bilinear forms gǫ on M with
coefficient matrix [gǫ] in (ζ, θ, φ) given by

[gǫ] =





(

1− ǫ(ι−1
0 + ι0)f(θ, φ)

)−1
0 0

0 1− ι0ǫf(θ, φ) ǫf(θ, φ)

0 ǫf(θ, φ) 1− ι−1
0 ǫf(θ, φ)



 ,

where f is an arbitrary fixed smooth function and ǫ is small enough so that
1− ǫ(ι−1

0 + ι0)f(θ, φ) > 0. Observe that when ǫ = 0, the coefficient matrix [g0] is
the identity. This implies that there is an open neighbourhood V ⊂ R containing
0 for which gǫ is positive definite for all ǫ ∈ V . It follows that gǫ is a Riemannian
metric on M for all ǫ ∈ V .

A calculation shows

iXgǫ = α, det([gǫ]) = 1

so that

µgǫ = dζ ∧ dθ ∧ dφ = µ

for any ǫ ∈ V . Consequently, as defined in Equation 1.4, gǫ ∈ M(X,α,µ). That is,
for all ǫ ∈ V , gǫ is a metric adapted to (X,α, µ).

Now, let

p := 1
2α(X) = 1

2(1 + ι20)b(ζ)
2 = 1

2gǫ(X,X).
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Then the tuple (X,α, µ, p) is a guided flow as defined in Definition 4.1. Indeed,
it has already been shown that LXµ = 0 and it is clear that α(X) > 0 from the
assumption that b(ζ) > 0. Furthermore,

dp = (1 + ι20)b(ζ)b
′(ζ)dζ =⇒ dp(X) = 0.

Finally
dα = b′(ζ)(dζ ∧ dθ + ι0dζ ∧ dφ) =⇒ dα ∧ dp = 0.

Hence, (X,α, µ, p) is a guided flow. In addition to being a guided flow, it can be
computed that

iXdα = −dp.
Hence, for any g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), X is an MHD equilibrium on (M,g). In partic-
ular, X is an MHD equilibrium with respect to the metric gǫ for all ǫ ∈ V .

Now, observe that [gǫ] is independent of ζ. Consequently, ∂ζ is a Killing field
on (M,gǫ) for all ǫ ∈ V . Yet,

[∂ζ ,X] = b′(ζ)∂θ + ι0b
′(ζ)∂φ,

∂ζ(p) = dp(∂ζ) = (1 + ι20)b(ζ)b
′(ζ),

proving that if b(ζ) is not constant, then ∂ζ is not a symmetry of X nor is it a

symmetry of the pressure function p = 1
2α(X).

In fact, by a judicious choice of f(θ, φ), it can be shown that X and p have no
symmetries that are Killing fields whenever ǫ ∈ V \ {0}. We will show this by
choosing f so that gǫ is in the C∞-dense and C0-open subset U ⊂ M(X,α,µ)(M)
from the proof of Theorem 1.1 (for some regular level set of p, which will exist
when b′(ζ) 6= 0). Then it follows that there are no Killing fields K such that
LKX = 0 or K(p) = 0.

To show gǫ ∈ U it is enough to construct f so that the companion field Y to X
has a modulus ‖Y ‖2ǫ := gǫ(Y, Y ) which, when restricted to a regular level set S of
p, has a unique local maximum. As defined in Theorem 4.5, the companion field
Y is the unique vector field that satisfies

iY µ =
1

α(X)
α ∧ dp.

It can be computed that

1

α(X)
α ∧ dp = 1

2b
′(ζ) (dθ ∧ dζ + ι0dφ ∧ dζ) .

Setting Y = Y ζ∂ζ + Y θ∂θ + Y φ∂φ, it is also seen that

iY µ = Y ζdθ ∧ dφ− Y θdζ ∧ dφ+ Y φdζ ∧ dθ.
It follows that the companion field Y is given by

Y = 1
2b

′(ζ) (ι0∂θ − ∂φ) .

Finally,
‖Y ‖2ǫ = b′(ζ)2(1 + ι20)

(

1− ǫ(ι−1
0 + ι0)f(θ, φ)

)

.
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Hence, for any regular level set S of p (that is, any set of the form {ζ = ζ0}, with
b′(ζ0) 6= 0), provided we choose f(θ, φ) so that 1− ǫ(ι−1

0 + ι0)f(θ, φ) has a unique
local maximum, gǫ will be in U . It can then be concluded from Theorem 1.1 that
there are no Killing fields K such that LKX = 0 or K(p) = 0.

Quasi-symmetry. In the hopes of finding non-axisymmetric MHD equilibria,
one may try to find quasi-symmetric MHD equilibria which are a generalisation
of axisymmetric MHD equilibria. A quasi-symmetric MHD equilibrium on an
oriented Riemannian 3-manifold (M,g0) with boundary is an MHD equilibrium
(X, p) on M (with X nowhere-vanishing) together with a vector field u (called
the quasi-symmetry) such that [4]

Lu‖X‖ = 0, LuiXµ = 0, LuX
♭ = 0

where the operations are taken with respect to a metric g0 and µ = µg0 . Interest-
ingly, setting α = iXg0 these equations for u are equivalent to

Luα(X) = 0, LuiXµ = 0, Luα = 0.

This means that (X, p) remains a quasi-symmetric equilibrium on (M,g) for any
adapted metric g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M).

In particular, one may take an axisymmetric toroidal domainM ⊂ R3 and con-
sider axisymmetric solutions (X, p) of the MHD equations on M with X nowhere
zero. Then, if K denotes a Killing field on M generating the rotational symmetry
of M , then denoting by g0 the Euclidean metric on M and setting α = iXg0, we
have

LKα(X) = 0, LKiXµ = 0, LKα = 0.

In particular, for any adapted metric g ∈ M(X,α,µ)(M), the MHD equilibrium is
quasi-symmetric. Using our main results, this provides many examples of quasi-
symmetric MHD equilibria without Killing symmetries in the setting of abstract
metrics.

7. Discussion

In this paper, we showed that one may start with an MHD equilibrium (X, p)
on some Riemannian manifold and perturb the metric so that the resulting Rie-
mannian manifold still has (X, p) as an MHD equilibrium but without symmetries.
This was all done in an abstract setting and the question remains whether this has
any application to our statement of Grad’s conjecture (Conjecture 2.5 in Section
2).

One piece of insight this brings into Grad’s conjecture is that the setting of
abstract metrics is far different from considering the case of the Euclidean metric.
In particular, the conjecture is truly one about Euclidean space. In particular,
attacking the classical conjecture requires tools that do not work in the abstract
setting and instead are tailored for some special properties of Euclidean space.
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If the conjecture is false, a potential avenue for producing counter-examples
would be to take a solid torus M with an abstract metric g with an MHD equi-
librium (X, p) which has no non-trivial Killing symmetries and see if there exists
an isometric embedding Ψ :M → R3. For instance, if one starts with an axisym-
metric solid torus M ⊂ R3 with the Euclidean metric g0 and an axisymmetric
MHD equilibrium (X, p) on M , then perhaps it is possible to perturb the metric
g0 to an adapted metric g for which (X, p) does not have any Killing symmetries
on (M,g) in such a way that there still is an isometric embedding of (M,g) into
Euclidean space.

The isometric embedding approach just mentioned would be very difficult or
perhaps impossible to successfully implement even if the conjecture is false. For
instance, we have not seen in this paper the impact on curvature after perturbing
to a new adapted metric. Nevertheless, perhaps a looser variation of the above
strategy could be fruitful. For instance, if one starts with an MHD equilibrium
(X, p) on (M,g0) and η is a 1-form such that iXdη = −df , then any metric g
adapted to (X,α+ η, µ) will have (X, p+ f) as an MHD equilibrium. It may also
be necessary to adjust X as well.
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Appendix A. On ∂-regular values

Fix manifolds M and N with (possibly empty) boundary and a smooth map
F :M → N between them.

Definition A.1. An element y ∈ N is said to be ∂-regular if y is a regular value
of both F and F |∂M .

It is well-known that this situation gives a pre-image theorem for ∂-regular
values.

Theorem A.2 (Pre-image Theorem for ∂-regular values). If y ∈ N is a ∂-regular
value of F , then F−1(y) is an embedded submanifold boundary of dimension
dimM − dimN satisfying

∂F−1(y) = F−1(y) ∩ ∂M.

Besides this pre-image theorem, we also note the following corollary of Sard’s
Theorem.
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Corollary A.3 (Sard’s Theorem for ∂-critical values). Let C ⊂ N denote the
∂-critical values of F . Then C has measure zero in N .

Proof. Denoting by C1 the critical values of F and C2 the critical values of F |∂M ,
then we have the equality

C = C1 ∪ C2.

Both C1 and C2 are measure-zero in N by Sard’s Theorem [16, Thm. 6.10]. Thus,
C has zero measure in N . �

We will use a result about the density of pre-images of ∂-regular values, which
is a corollary of Corollary A.3. To state it, we set

RegM (F ) = {x ∈M : x is a regular point of F},
Reg∂N (F ) = {y ∈ N : y is a ∂-regular value of F}.

The corollary may now be stated as follows.

Corollary A.4. The set A = F−1(Reg∂N (F )) is a dense subset of the open set
U = RegM (F ).

Proof. The set U = RegM (F ) being open is standard (see [16, Proposition 4.1]).
Moreover, the inclusion A ⊂ U is clear. Now, let x ∈ U and V a neighbourhood
of x in U . Because intM is dense in M and V is open in M , V0 = V ∩ intM is
a non-empty open subset of V . Regarding V0 as an open submanifold of intM ,
F |V0

: V0 → N is a submersion. Moreover, because V0 has no boundary and F
is a submersion, it follows that for every y ∈ F (V0) and v ∈ TyN , there exists
ǫ > 0 and a curve γ : (−ǫ, ǫ) → N such that γ(0) = y and v = γ′(0). In
particular, F (V0) ⊂ intN . Thus, the image ImF |V0

= F (V0) is an open subset
of intN (see [16, Prop. 4.28]). In particular, F (V0) ⊂ N is not a set of measure
zero. Thus, neither is F (V ) ⊃ F (V0). However, this means by Corollary A.3 that
F (V ) ∩Reg∂N (F ) 6= ∅. We conclude that V ∩A 6= ∅ and hence that A is dense in
U . �

Appendix B. Some geometry on surfaces and boundaries

The main purpose of this section is to prove Lemma 3.9 which we recall here.

Lemma 3.9. Let g be a metric on a connected manifold M with boundary and let
K a Killing field on (M,g). Let S be a submanifold of M with boundary. Then,
the following hold.

(i) If K is tangent to S, then the vector field KS related to K via the inclusion
i : S ⊂ M , is a Killing field on the Riemannian manifold (S, i∗g) with
boundary.

(ii) If K|S = 0 and S has codimension 1, then K = 0 on M .

The first part of the lemma is straight forward.
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Proof of Lemma 3.9 (i). It is well-known that KS is indeed a smooth vector field.
Moreover, by naturality of Lie derivatives of tensor fields,

LKS
i∗g = i∗LKg = 0.

�

To prove part (ii) of Lemma 3.9, the general case requires a discussion of
geodesics in the case of manifolds with boundary in a very particular case. For
this, we introduce some theory which is known in the literature but whose proofs
are not easily found. To focus on what is essential, we make the following tempo-
rary definition.

Definition B.1. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary. Let n :
∂M → TM denote the inward normal on M . Then, if ǫ > 0, a smooth curve
γ : [0, ǫ) →M is said to be an inward geodesic at x ∈ ∂M if

(i) γ(0) = x and γ′(0) = n|x,
(ii) γ((0, ǫ)) ⊂ intM , and
(iii) the restricted curve (0, ǫ) → intM is a geodesic on the Riemannian man-

ifold (intM, ı∗g) in the usual sense, where ı : intM ⊂ M is the interior
inclusion.

For completeness, we will prove the following about inward geodesics.

Proposition B.2 (Riemannian normal-collars). Let (M,g) be a Riemannian
manifold with boundary. Let n : ∂M → TM denote the inward normal on
M . Then, there exists a smooth positive function 0 < δ ∈ C∞(∂M) and a map
ϕ : Uδ →M which is a diffeomorphism onto its open image Σ(Uδ) where

Uδ = {(x, t) ∈ ∂M × [0,∞) : 0 6 t < δ(x)}
and for x ∈ ∂M , the curve

[0, δ(x)) ∋ t 7→ Σ(x, t)

is an inward geodesic at x.

Remark B.3. If (M,g) is a Riemannian manifold with boundary, then it follows
from the existence of the boundaryless double of M (see [16, Example 9.32]) that

M may be embedded as a regular domain in a manifold M̃ without boundary.
Moreover, as is standard, one may extend the metric g to a metric g̃ in M̃ . This
is done by first: taking slice charts at boundary points x ∈ ∂M , extending the
smooth coefficients metric in slice charts with the fact that positive definiteness
of symmetric matrices (of given size) is a stable property and second: using a

suitable partition of unity in M̃ choosing arbitrary local metrics in M̃\M .

To prove Proposition B.2, we first check existence and uniqueness of inward
geodesics.
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Proposition B.4. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold with boundary and x ∈
∂M . Then, there exists an inward geodesic at x. Let 0 < ǫ1 < ǫ2 and γi : [0, ǫi) →
M for i ∈ {1, 2} be inward geodesics at x. Then, on γ1 = γ2 on [0, ǫ1).

Proof. Following Remark B.3, we may fix a Riemannian manifold (M̃, g̃) whereby

M is contained in M̃ as a regular domain ofM . We make use of various elementary
facts about geodesics defined on open intervals in Riemannian manifolds without
boundary. Let γ : [0, ǫ) → M̃ be an inward geodesic at a point x ∈ ∂M viewed as

a curve in M̃ . We claim that the unique maximal geodesic γ̃ : I → M̃ (where I
is an open interval about 0) satisfying γ̃′(0) = γ′(0) extends the curve γ.

To prove the claim, consider the point V = γ′(0) ∈ TM̃ . Observe that there

exists ǫ > 0 and a neighbourhood U of V in TM̃ such that for each W ∈ U ,
there a geodesic κ : (−ǫ, ǫ) → M̃ satisfying κ′(0) = W . Moreover, because

γ′ : [0, ǫ) → TM̃ is continuous, there exists δ > 0 such that γ′([0, δ)) ⊂ U . Thus,

for each t ∈ (0, δ), there exists a geodesic κt : (−ǫ, ǫ) → M̃ such that

κ′t(0) = γ′(t).

By uniqueness of geodesics, we have that for t ∈ (0, δ) and s ∈ (0, b)∩ (t− ǫ, t+ ǫ),
γ(s) = κt(s− t).

Hence, the curve κ : (−ǫ/2, b) → M̃ given by κ(t) = γ(t) for t ∈ [0, b) and

κ(t) = κǫ/2(s− ǫ/2)

is smooth on M̃ and satisfies the geodesic equation on (−ǫ/2, 0) ∪ (0, b). Thus, κ

is a geodesic on M̃ . Moreover,

κ′(0) = γ′(0).

The claim then follows.

Hence, by uniqueness of geodesics defined on open intervals in M̃ , the Propo-
sition follows from the above claim. �

We now prove Proposition B.2.

Proof of Proposition B.2. Following Remark B.3, we may fix a Riemannian man-
ifold (M̃ , g̃) whereby M is contained in M̃ as a regular domain of M .

Fix a unit normal n : ∂M → TM̃ on ∂M pointing inward on M and consider
the smooth map H : ∂M ×R → TM given by H(x, t) = tn|p. On the other hand,
consider the exponential map exp : O →M on (M,g) following the notation of [23,
Section 5.5.1]. That is, v ∈ O if and only if there exists a geodesic γ : I →M with
interval I containing [0, 1] such that γ′(0) = v; and by definition, exp(v) = γ(1).
Clearly O contains the zero section of TM and for every v ∈ O, tv ∈ O for
t ∈ [0, 1].

In particular, the set V = H−1(O) is an open neighbourhood of {0} × ∂M in
∂M × R for which there exist open intervals Ix for each x ∈ S containing zero
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such that V = {(x, t) ∈ S × t : t ∈ Ix}. Denote by h : V → O the according
restriction of H. We obtain a smooth map σ̃ = exp ◦h. Then, it is easy to see by
the definition of exponential map that for (x, t) ∈ V ,

σ̃(x, 0) = x,
∂σ̃

∂t

∣

∣

∣

∣

(x,t)

= n|x

where for (t, x) ∈ V , ∂σ̃
∂t (x, t) = γ′(t) where γ is the curve Ix ∋ t 7→ σ̃(x, t). From

this, it is clear that the tangent map T(x,t)σ̃ is surjective and thus invertible by
the dimension of the domain and codomain of h being equal. Thus σ̃ is a local
diffeomorphism.

By the existence of defining functions (see [16, Theorem 5.48]), there exists a

smooth function f ∈ C∞(M̃ ) such that f−1([0,∞)) =M is a regular sublevel set

of f . That is, f−1(0) is a regular level set in M̃ which necessarily coincides with
∂M . Indeed, this is because f−1(0,∞) ⊂ intM and f−1(0) ∪ f−1((0,∞)) = M ,
showing that ∂M ⊂ f−1(0), and because 0 is a regular value and the minimum of
f on M , we must also have f−1(0) ⊂ ∂M . Because n is inward-pointing on M ,

V ′ = {(x, t) ∈ V : df |x
(

∂σ

∂t
(x, t)

)

> 0}

is an open neighbourhood of ∂M × {0} in ∂M × R.

Then, for (x, t) ∈ U the following holds:

(i) If t < 0, σ(x, t) ∈ M̃\M
(ii) If t > 0, σ(x, t) ∈M

Hence, the map σ : V ′
>0 →M whereby

V ′
>0 = V ′ ∩ (∂M × [0,∞)), σ(x, t) = σ̃(x, t),

is a local diffeomorphism. Hence, for each x ∈ ∂M , we may choose a product
neighbourhood of (x, 0) ∈ Wx × [0, ǫx) in V ′

>0 where ǫx > 0 such that σ is a
diffeomorphism onto its image Ux. In particular, for each x ∈ ∂M , there exists
a vector field Xx : Ux → TUx on Ux such that for each y ∈ ∂Ux, there is an
inward geodesic γ : [0, ǫx) → Ux at y which satisfies Xx(γ(t)) = γ′(t). It follows
by the uniqueness of inward geodesics on M (Proposition B.4) that we obtain
a neighbourhood U of ∂M in M and a vector field X : U → TU such that for
each y ∈ ∂U , there is an inward geodesic γ : [0, ǫ) → U at y which satisfies
X(γ(t)) = γ′(t). The result now follows from applying the Boundary Flowout
Theorem. �

We now move on to prove part (ii) of Lemma 3.9. For this, we consider a special
case which is sufficient for the full result.

Lemma B.5. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold with non-empty boundary.
Suppose that K is a Killing field on M such that K|∂M = 0. Then, K = 0.
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Proof. First, because K|∂M = 0, K is in particular tangent to ∂M . Thus, we
may consider the maximal flow ΨK : D → M of K where D ⊂ R ×M denotes
the (maximal) domain of the flow of the Killing field. Following the notation in
[16], we set Mt = {x ∈ M : (t, x) ∈ D} and Ix = {t ∈ R : (t, x) ∈ D}. Since
K|∂M = 0, for x ∈ ∂M we have that the flow fixes x and Ix = R for all x ∈ ∂M .
So ∂M ⊂Mt for each t ∈ R. For t ∈ R, let gt be the metric so that (Mt, gt) is the
Riemannian manifold structure inherited from (M,g).

Now, for t ∈ R let Gt denote the set of maximal inward geodesic at x in Mt and
consider the set

Ot = ∪γ∈Gt Im γ.

On the one hand, letting T ∈ R and [0, T ] = {sT : s ∈ [0, 1]}, for t ∈ [0, T ],
considering the inclusion itT : MT ⊂ Mt, if γ is an inward geodesic at a point
x ∈ ∂Mt, then itT ◦ γ an inward geodesic at a point x ∈ ∂MT . Hence,

OT ⊂ Ot.

On the other hand, for t ∈ R, we have that ΨK
t :Mt →M−t is an isometry and

thus

TΨK
t ◦ nt = n−t

and because ΨK
t (intMt) = intM−t, it follows that

Gt ∋ γ 7→ ΨK
t ◦ γ ∈ G−t

is a bijection. On the other hand, for each γ ∈ Gt, we may consider the inward
geodesics

i0t ◦ γ, i−t ◦ΨK
t ◦ γ

on M which must coincide by Proposition B.4. Hence, for x ∈ Ot,

ΨK
t (x) = x.

Thus, fixing T > 0, we have that for x ∈ OT that ΨK
T (x) = x. Moreover, for

t ∈ [0, T ], if x ∈ Ot, we also have ΨK
T (x) = x for all x ∈ Ot but also that OT ⊂ Ot

by the above. Altogether, we have that

ΨK
t (x) = x for all x ∈ OT and t ∈ [0, T ].

Hence, we deduce that

K|OT
= 0.

On the other hand, by Proposition B.2, the subset OT ⊂ MT contains an open
set covered by inward geodesics. Hence, K vanishes on an open subset of M .
Thus, K vanishes on a non-empty subset of intM . The vector field K̃ on intM
related to M is thus a Killing field vanishing on an open subset. Thus, by [23,

Proposition 8.1.4] it follows that K̃ = 0 and thus that K = 0. �

We now prove Lemma 3.9.

Proof of Lemma 3.9. First consider intS. There are two cases:
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(i) either intS ⊂ ∂M
(ii) or intS ∩ intM 6= ∅.

In case (i), since ∂M is embedded inM and intS has codimension-1 inM , intS
(by the Inverse Function Theorem) is an open submanifold of ∂M . In particular,
taking a boundary chart (U,ϕ) of M such that ∂U ⊂ intS, we have that U is a
codimension zero submanifold of M with boundary such that K|∂U = 0.

In case (ii), because intS is immersed in M , intS is locally embedded in M .

Hence, we may consider an open subset V of intS, and a slice chart (Ũ , ϕ) of V

in intM . Then, setting U = ϕ−1(Ũ ∩ Hn), we have that U is a codimension 0
submanifold of M with boundary such that K|∂U = 0.

In either case, we conclude from Lemma B.5 that K vanishes on an open subset
of intM . Thus, we may conclude in the same way as in the proof of Lemma B.5
that K = 0 on M . �
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[18] Dietrich Lortz. Über die Existenz toroidaler magnetohydrostatischer Gleichgewichte
ohne rotationstransformation. Zeitschrift für angewandte Mathematik und Physik ZAMP,
21(2):196–211, 1970.

[19] Daniel Peralta-Salas. Selected topics on the topology of ideal fluid flows. International Jour-
nal of Geometric Methods in Modern Physics, 13(Supp. 1):1630012, 2016.

[20] Daniel Peralta-Salas, Ana Rechtman, and Francisco Torres De Lizaur. A characterization of
3D steady Euler flows using commuting zero-flux homologies. Ergodic Theory and Dynamical

Systems, 41(7):2166–2181, 2021.
[21] David Perrella, Nathan Duignan, and David Pfefferlé. Existence of global symmetries of
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