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Geometric and topological rigidity of pinched
submanifolds II

Theodoros Vlachos

Abstract

We continue the study of the geometry and topology of compact
submanifolds of arbitrary codimension in space forms satisfying a cer-
tain pinching condition involving the length of the second fundamen-
tal form and the mean curvature. Our primary focus is on four-
dimensional submanifolds, where, to our surprise, both the results
obtained and the methods employed differ significantly and are no-
tably more intricate compared to those in higher dimensions. This
study heavily relies on concepts from four-dimensional geometry, the
geometry of Riemannian manifolds with nonnegative isotropic curva-
ture, and the Bochner technique, each playing a crucial role. The
results are sharp and extend previous results by several authors, with-
out imposing any further assumption on either the mean curvature or
the fundamental group of the submanifold.

1 Introduction

A fundamental problem in differential geometry is understanding the inter-
play between the geometry and topology of Riemannian manifolds. In the
context of submanifold theory, it is particularly intriguing to investigate how
the geometry or topology of submanifolds in space forms is influenced by
pinching conditions involving either intrinsic or extrinsic curvature invari-
ants.
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For minimal submanifolds of spheres with a sufficiently pinched second
fundamental form, an important result was first established by Simons in
his seminal paper [22]. Subsequently, Chern, do Carmo, and Kobayashi [4]
proved a celebrated rigidity theorem. Their work has since inspired numerous
significant results in the study of pinching conditions. Notable examples
include [IL 9, 12, 17, 21, 23, 28].

In our previous paper [24], we investigated the geometric and topological
rigidity of submanifolds f: M™ — Q"™ satisfying the pinching condition

S <a(n,k,H,c) (%)

pointwise. Here, k is an integer with 1 < k < n/2, and the function a is
defined as

N 't njn — 2k
2k(n — k)  2k(n—k)

a(n,k,t,c) = nc t\/n2t2 + 4ck(n — k), t,c > 0.

Furthermore, S denotes the squared length of the second fundamental form
af: TMxTM — N¢M, which takes values in the normal bundle Ny M, while
the mean curvature is defined as the length H = ||H|| of the mean curvature
vector field given by H = (tr ay)/n, where tr denotes the trace. The ambient
space Q"™ is the (n + m)-dimensional, complete, simply connected space
form of constant curvature c¢. For simplicity, we assume that ¢ € {0, 1},
unless stated otherwise. Thus Q™™ is the Euclidean space R"*™ (¢ = 0), or
the unit sphere S"*™ (¢ = 1).
A direct computation shows that the standard embedding of a torus

To(r) = S*(r) x S" F(V1—r2),1 <k <n-—1,

into the unit sphere S"*!, where S¥(r) denotes the k-dimensional sphere of
radius r < 1, satisfies () as an equality if r > \/k/n, or n = 2k. Otherwise,
S >a(n,k,H,1).

The pinching condition (&) has been primarily studied for the lowest al-
lowed k (see for instance, [25] 27, 28, 130]). Shiohama and Xu [21] proved that
compact submanifolds in space forms of nonnegative curvature are homeo-
morphic to a sphere, provided that (&) holds as a strict inequality at any
point for £ = 1. In [23], a homology vanishing result was established for
submanifolds in space forms of nonnegative curvature that satisfy the strict
inequality in () pointwise for an integer 1 < k < n—1. The approach in that



work relied on the nonexistence of stable currents, as shown by Lawson and
Simons [10], under specific upper bounds of the second fundamental form.

In our recent paper [24], we investigated the geometric and topologi-
cal rigidity of submanifolds of dimension n > 5 that satisfy the pinching
condition (E), without requiring the condition to be strict or imposing any
assumptions on the mean curvature. We proved the following result, which
shows that the pinching condition either enforces the vanishing of homology
in a range of intermediate dimensions or uniquely determines the pinched
submanifold up to congruence.

Theorem 1. Let f: M™ — Q'™ n > 5,¢ > 0, be a substantial isometric
immersion of a compact oriented Riemannian manifold. Assume that the
inequality () is satisfied for an integer 2 < k < n/2 at any point. Then,
either the homology groups of M™ satisfy

H,(M™Z) =0 for all k <p <n—k and Hy_,(M";7) = 7P-—0D

where By_1(M) is the (k —1)-th Betti number, or equality holds in () at any
point and one of the following assertions holds:

(1) M™ is isometric to a Clifford torus T, (\/p/n),k <p <n/2, and f is the
standard minimal embedding into S*+!.

(i1) M™ is isometric to a torus TP (r) with r > \/k/n and f is the standard
embedding into ST,

(iii) M™ is isometric to a torus S¥(r) x S¥(v/R2 — r2) and f is a composition
f =jog, where g: M™ — S"Y(R) is the standard embedding of the torus
SE(r) x S¥(vVR? —12) into a sphere S"*Y(R) and j: S*TH(R) — Q"2 is an
umbilical inclusion with ¢ = 0,1 and R < 1 if c = 1.

This paper focuses on investigating the case of four-dimensional subman-
ifolds, which was not addressed in Theorem [l As will become clear, both the
results obtained and the methods utilized differ substantially and are signif-
icantly more intricate than those used in the proof of Theorem [I] for higher
dimensions. This study heavily relies on concepts from four-dimensional ge-
ometry, the geometry of Riemannian manifolds with nonnegative isotropic
curvature, and the Bochner technique, each playing an essential role. A
key observation is that four-dimensional submanifolds satisfying the pinch-
ing condition () possess nonnegative isotropic curvature, a concept first
introduced by Micallef and Moore [14].
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Throughout the paper, all submanifolds under consideration are assumed
to be connected. We recall that a submanifold is called substantial if it is
not contained in a proper totally geodesic submanifold of the ambient space.
The main result of the paper can be stated as follows.

Theorem 2. Let f: M* — Q™ ¢ > 0, be a substantial isometric immer-
sion of a compact, oriented Riemannian four-manifold. Suppose the inequal-
ity ®) is satisfied for k = 2 at every point. Then, one of the following
assertions holds:

(i) M* is diffeomorphic to S*, or

(i1) The universal cover of M* is isometric to a Riemannian product R x N,
where N is diffeomorphic to S* with nonnegative Ricci curvature, or

(1i1) Equality holds in (&) for k = 2 at every point, and one of the following

holds:

(a) M* is isometric to a torus S*(r) x S*(VR2 — r2) and f is a composition
f =jog, where g: M* — S*(R) is the standard embedding of the torus
S?(r) x S*(VR? —12) into a sphere S°(R), and j: S°(R) — Q¢ is an
umbilical inclusion with R <1 if ¢ = 1.

(b) M* is isometric to the projective plane CP? of constant holomorphic cur-
vature 4/3r* with r = 1/v/c+ H? and f = jo g, where g is the standard
embedding of CP? into S™(r), and j: S™(r) — QF is an umbilical inclu-
S10M.

The standard isometric embedding of the torus S'(r) x S*(v/1 — r2) into
S5 clearly satisfies () for k& = 2, provided » > 1/2, and its fundamental
group is infinite. In the final section, we present a method for constructing
geometrically distinct isometric immersions of manifolds that are diffeomor-
phic to either S? or the torus S* x S?, while also satisfying (&) for k = 2.
These examples demonstrate that Theorem [l is indeed sharp.

For submanifolds of arbitrary dimension that satisfy (&) for £ = 2, we
prove the following result.

Corollary 3. Let f: M™ — Q™ n > 4,¢ >0, be a substantial isometric
immersion of a compact, oriented Riemannian manifold. Assume that the

inequality (&) is satisfied for k = 2 at every point. Then, one of the following
holds:

(i) M* is diffeomorphic to S*, or



(i1) The universal cover of M* is isometric to a Riemannian product R x N,
where N is diffeomorphic to S* with nonnegative Ricci curvature, or

(7i1) If n > 5, the homology of M™ is given by

H,(M™Z)=0 for2<p<n-—2 and H,(M";Z) = 78 M) for p=1,n—1,

or equality holds in () for k = 2 at every point, and the submanifold is as

described in parts (i) — (ii1) of Theorem[d, or as in part (iii) of Theorem [2.
The results presented here extend the findings of previous studies [1 [2]

12, 28], 29| 30], without requiring additional assumptions on either the mean

curvature or the fundamental group of the submanifold. Furthermore, the
examples provided in the final section demonstrate the sharpness of Corollary
3

Submanifolds of arbitrary dimension satisfying the pinching condition (E)
for k = 1 were studied in [24]. Together with the above results, this provides
a comprehensive understanding of submanifolds satisfying (&) for the two
smallest admissible values of the integer k.

2 Background

2.1 Geometry of 4-dimensional manifolds

In this section, we collect basic facts about four-dimensional geometry. For
a detailed exposition of the subject, we refer the reader to [11], 20].
Let (M,(-,-)) be an oriented Riemannian manifold of dimension n = 4
with Levi-Civita connection V and curvature tensor R given by
R(X.)Y)=[Vx,Vy]| =Vxy, XY € X(M).
The Ricci tensor of (M, (-, -)) is defined by

Ric(X,Y) =Y (R(X,E)E;,Y), X,Y € X(M),
where {E;}1<;<4 is a local orthonormal frame.
At any point © € M, we consider the Bochner- Weitzenbick operator B
as an endomorphism of the space of 2-vectors A>T, M at x given by
UBE (g A vg), w1 Aws)) = Ric(vy, w)(vg, we) + Ric(va, wa)(vy, we)
- R,iC(Ul, w2)<1}2, w1> - R,iC(Ug, w1)<’U1, w2>
— 2(R(v1, v2)wa, wr), (1)



and then extend it linearly to all of A>T, M. Here ((-,-)) stands for the inner
product of AT, M defined by

((v1 A vg, w1 A we)) = det((v;, wy)).

The Bochner-Weitzenbock operator is a self-adjoint operator. If X € A2T, M,
the dual 2-form w is defined by w(v,w) = ((X,v A w)), and we may con-
sider X as the skew-symmetric endomorphism of the tangent space at = by
(X (), v) = (X0 A w)).

Clearly B2 can also be viewed as an endomorphism of the bundle Q2(M)
of 2-forms of the manifold via ((-,-)). If w is a 2-form, then B?(w) is given
by

B (w)(X1, X5) = w(Ric(X1), Xo)+w (X7, Ric(Xa)) =Y w(R(X1, X2)E;, E;).

i

Then the Bochner-Weitzenbdck operator acts on A>T M by w(BP(X,AX,)) =
Bl (w) (X1, X3). Taking w to be the dual form to wy Aw, yields (). Through-
out the paper, we will mostly identify 2-forms with 2-vectors.

We recall the Bochner-Weitzenbock formula which can be written as

1
(Aw,w) = SAJ]* + [ Vol + (B (w), w)

for any w € Q*(M). This implies that any harmonic 2-form on a compact
manifold is parallel provided that the Bochner-Weitzenbock operator is non-
negative.

The bundle of 2-forms of any oriented 4-dimensional Riemannian manifold
M decomposes as a direct sum

Q* (M) = Q2 (M) @ Q* (M)

of the eigenspaces of the Hodge star operator *: Q?(M) — Q?*(M). The
sections of Q2 (M) are called self-dual 2-forms, whereas the ones of Q2 (M)
are called anti-self-dual 2-forms. Accordingly, we have the splitting

N°T,M = N2T,M & A\*T, M

at any point x, where ALT, M are the eigenspaces of the Hodge star operator
x: A°T,M — A*T, M. Both spaces A2T,M and A2T,M are BP-invariant



(see |19, Prop. 1]). Then we have accordingly the decomposition B2l =
3% & 5.

Suppose now that M is a compact oriented Riemannian four-manifold.
The Hodge theorem guarantees that every de Rham cohomology class on M
has a unique harmonic representative. In particular, the space J#%(M) of
harmonic 2-forms decomposes as

A (M) = AEM) & A2 (M),

where 2(M) and #2(M) are the spaces of self-dual and anti-self-dual
harmonic 2-forms, respectively. The dimensions of these subspaces, denoted
by f+(M) = dim #2(M), are oriented homotopy invariants of M. Their
difference 0 = B (M) — 5_(M) is the signature of M, while their sum equals
the second Betti number S2(M) of the manifold M.

2.2 Isotropic curvature

Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold of dimension n > 4. We say that
(M, g) has nonnegative isotropic curvature at a point x € M if

Ris31 + Riaan + Ragso + Rosus — 2Ri934 > 0,
for all orthonormal four-frames {ey, es, €3, ¢4} C T, M. Here, we denote
Riij = g(R(eM 6j)6k> 65)) 1 S Z.aja ka 14 S 47

where R is the curvature tensor. If the strict inequality holds, we say that
(M, g) has positive isotropic curvature at x. The manifold (M, g) is said
to have nonnegative (or positive) isotropic curvature if it satisfies the corre-
sponding condition at every point and for all orthonormal four-frames.

The following result is well known (see for instance [16]).

Lemma 4. For any four-dimensional Riemannian manifold M, the non-
negativity of the isotropic curvature at a point x € M 1is equivalent to the
non-negativity of the Bochner-Weitzenbick operator BP at x.

2.3 The pinching condition and the Lawson-Simons in-
equality

Lawson and Simons [10] proved that specific bounds on the second fundamen-
tal form for submanifolds of spheres can result to the vanishing of homology

7



groups with integer coefficients. By employing the second variation of area,
they effectively ruled out stable minimal currents in certain dimensions. Con-
sequently, since area minimization can be performed within a homology class,
this result implies the trivialization of integral homology.

The result of Lawson and Simons [I0] mentioned above was later strength-
ened by Elworthy and Rosenberg [0, p. 71] without requiring the bound on
the second fundamental form to be strict at all points of the submanifold. In
this section, we state their theorem and then quote an auxiliary result from
[24] that establishes the relation between our pinching condition (&) and the
inequality (®H) below required in their result.

Theorem 5. ([0,[10,126]) Let f: M"™ — Q™ n > 4,¢ >0, be an isometric
immersion of a compact Riemannian manifold and p be an integer such that
1 <p<n-—1. Assume that at any point x € M"™ and for any orthonormal
basis {e1,...,en} of TuM the second fundamental form agp: TM x TM —
N¢M satisfies

D n
o> Cllaglene)l? = (aslen e agle,e))) < pln—ple.  (xx)
i=1 j=p+1
If there is a point where the inequality ([&=F) is strict for any orthonormal
basis of the tangent space at that point, then the homology groups satisfy
H,(M™Z) = H,_,(M";,Z) = 0.
Next, we cite the following result from [24], which establishes the relation-
ship between the inequalities () and (EH) for four-dimensional submanifolds.

Lemma 6. Let f: M* — Q™ ¢ > 0, be an isometric immersion of a 4-
dimensional Riemannian manifold M* such that the inequality () is satisfied
at a point x € M* for k = 2. Then the following assertions hold at x:

(1) The inequality [&X) is satisfied for p = 2 and any orthonormal basis of
T, M. Furthermore, if (&) is strict at x, then the inequality (=) is strict for
any orthonormal basis of T, M.

(i1) Suppose now that equality holds in (&=H) for some orthonormal basis
{eiti<i<a of T, M and p = 2. Then there are normal vectors n; € NyM(z),
Jj = 1,2, such that the shape operator A¢ associated to any & € NyM(x)
satisfies

mj o A§|Vg = <§an]>ld>
where 1d is the identity map on the tangent space at x, Vi = span{ey,es},
Vo = span{es, es} and m; denotes the projection onto V;,j =1,2.
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3 Proofs of the main results

We recall a key result, specifically Proposition 16 from [I7], which establishes
an estimate for the Bochner-Weitzenbock operator of a submanifold in terms
of its second fundamental form. For four-dimensional submanifolds, this
proposition can be stated as follows:

Proposition 7. Let f: M* — QY™ be an isometric immersion of a 4-
dimensional manifold M*. The Bochner-Weitzenbick operator BE of M*
satisfies the following pointwise inequality

min  (BPw,w) > 4c+8H? - S. (2)

weN2(M*)
flwll=1

If equality holds in () at a point x € M*, then the shape operator A¢(x) has
at most two distinct eigenvalues, with multiplicities 2, for every unit vector
5 c NfM(LL’)

We now state the following auxiliary results.

Proposition 8. Let f: M* — QY™ ¢ > 0, be an isometric immersion of
an oriented 4-dimensional Riemannian manifold. Suppose that f satisfies the
inequality ) at any point for k = 2. Then, the following assertions hold:

(i) The Bochner-Weitzenbick operator B2 is nonnegative, and the manifold
M* has nonnegative isotropic curvature.

(i1) Suppose that M* is compact and By(M) # 0. Then, equality holds in
®) at every point. Furthermore, at each point x € M?*, there exists an
oriented orthonormal four-frame {ey, e, e3,e4} C T, M such that the second
fundamental form oy of f satisfies the following conditions:

11 = Qgp, 33 =0y, ig = azq = 0, [Jags|| = |||, [Jagd] = [laas]],  (3)
(g + a3, 013 — aq) = 0, (13 + o4, @14 — ro3) = 0, (4)
lonsl” + lawl|* = ¢ + (a1, o). (5)

Here, for simplicity, we denote o;; = of(e;, €;).

Proof. (i) From (@), if follows that the right-hand side of inequality (2)) in
Proposition [ is nonnegative. Consequently, the Bochner-Weitzenbock oper-
ator B is nonnegative. By Lemma H] this implies that the manifold M*
has nonnegative isotropic curvature.



(1) By the Hodge theorem, there exists a nontrivial harmonic 2-form
w € Q*(M). The Bochner-Weitzenbock formula then gives (BPlw, w) = 0
at any point. Therefore, equality holds in inequality (2)), and as a result,
Proposition [ implies that the shape operator, associated with any normal
direction has at most two distinct eigenvalues, each with multiplicity 2.

On the other hand, from part (¢) of Lemmal@l we know that the inequality
(&%) holds for p = 2 at any point and for any orthonormal basis. Since
Ho(M;Z) # 0, Theorem [ implies that at each point x € M* there exists
an oriented orthonormal four-frame {ey, es, €3, e4} C T, M such that equality
holds in (=) for p = 2. It follows from part (ii) of Lemma [6] that equality
holds in () at any point. Furthermore, by choosing an orthonormal normal
basis {€4 t<a<m at * € M* such that the mean curvature vector is H(z) =
H¢,, part (i) of Lemma [G tells us that the corresponding shape operators
Ay, 1 < a<m, are as

Aner = pa1 + K3 + Aoty
Ay = pats + Ha3 + Vaty
A3 = K1 + fla€2 + 0a€3

Aae4 = )\ael + Voo + 0464,
where
pr+oy=2H and p,+0,=0 forany 2 <a <m.
Since each shape operator has at most two distinct eigenvalues, each with
multiplicity 2, it follows from ([6]) that
Vo = tko and p, = FA, forany 1 < a <m.

From this, ([B]) follows directly, along with the relations:

(a3, 1) + (a3, ag) = 0, (ous, ao3) + (14, a2g) = 0. (7)

Using ([3), (@), and the relation aq; + gy = H /2, we deduce that (), which
now holds as equality, is equivalent to (Bl). Furthermore, if (4 is satisfied,
the orthonormal four-frame {e;};<;<4 satisfies all the desired properties.
Suppose now that the frame {e;}1<i<4 does not satisfy (). Consider
instead the orthonormal four-frame {€;},<;<a, where €, = Rye;,é; = Rye;,
for i =1,2,7 = 3,4. Here, Ry and R, denote rotations on V; = span{ey, e}
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and Vo = span{es, 4} by angles 6 and ¢, respectively. For simplicity, we set
&;j = ag(é;,€;). Then, using (3), we have

Oy = oy, 1 <1< 4, and agp = digq = 0.

Since each shape operator has at most two distinct eigenvalues, each with
multiplicity 2, following a similar argument as above, we conclude that the
vectors &j, for 1 <, j <4, satisfy (@), (@) and (7). We now claim that the
angles 6 and ¢ can be chosen such that () is satisfied for the frame {€;}1<;<4.
Straightforward computations yield the following relations:

Qg + Qo3 = cos(p + 0)(aqg + agg) + sin(p + 6) (s — a13), (8)
5(24 — 5(13 = — sin(ap + ‘9)(0&14 + 0423) + COS(QO + 9) (0424 — 0413), (9)
dlg + O~é24 = COS(QO — 9) (Oélg + Oé24) + SiIl(QO — 9)(0&14 — Oégg), (10)
Qg — Qo3 = —sin(¢ — 0) (a3 + aaq) + cos( — 0) (a4 — aa3). (11)
We can select angles o1 and o5 such that the following are satisfied
2cos o1 {0y + a3, oy — a13) + sina2(]|oz13 — o |)® = [Jos + 0423H2) =0,
2COSO'2<0413 + gy, X1q — Oég3> — sin 0-2(H0[14 — Oég3||2 — HOél3 + 0424H2) =0.

By choosing ¢ = (01 + 02)/4,0 = (01 — 02)/4, and applying (&)-(IT), it
follows that

(Qig + g3, Qg — Giug) = 0, (Gus + Qog, iy — drog) = 0.
This completes the proof of the proposition. O

Lemma 9. Let f: M* — Q¥™ ¢ > 0, be an isometric immersion of an
oriented 4-dimensional Riemannian manifold M*. Suppose that at a point
x € M, there exists an oriented orthonormal four-frame {e1, ez, e3,e4} C
T, M such that the second fundamental form of f at x satisfies the conditions
@)-@) in part (i) of Proposition [8. We consider the orthonormal basis
{ni}1<i<e of the space of 2-vectors A*T, M, satisfying n; € NXT, M, 115 =
x1;, for 1 <1 <3, and

e+ esa)ym = = )t = = (era + ex)
— e e , e e — e , = e e 5
T \/§ 12 34), 12 \/§ 13 24), 73 \/§ 14 23

where we have set e;; = e; N e;. Then the following assertions hold at x:
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(i) The matriz of the Bochner-Weitzenbick operator B2 = BE} o B at the
point x, with respect to the basis {n;}1<i<¢, is given by the direct sum

pioal ay ppoap ay
ai py 0| ®|ay py 0,
ay 0 py ay 0 pg

where

py = llong £ aos|® + [lons F aod|)?,
py =2c+ [Jan|® + [lowal]® + [Joos F awll?,
iy =2c+ [lan|® + lawu|® + [laws + axul)?,

ali = <Oé23 + g, g — 0411>, aéc = (Oé24 + a3, qq — O411>-

(17) If ker B[f} # 0 at x, then one of the following conditions hold:

A14 + Qo3 = 0= 13 — Qg and CLT— = CL;— = 0, (111)
C = 0, 1] = OQiyqg = (V13 = Q4 (an 14 + 93 7& O, (112)
Cc = 0, 11 = Qyq = Ol14 = (g3 and 13 §£ o4. (113)

(171) If ker B # 0 at z, then one of the following conditions hold:

g — o3 =0 =3+ aoq and a; = ay =0, (iiil)
Cc = 0, 11 = yq = (13 = Qg and 14 7& 93, (1112)
Cc = 0, 1] = Qg = Qg4 — Q93 and 13 + Qg §£ 0. (1113)

Proof. (i) By a straightforward computation using (), the Gauss equation,
and (B)- (), we obtain the following

B (1) = ([l + czsl|® + [Jous — czal|*)m

+ (g + a3, Qg — a11)M2 + (24 — 13, Qug — Q11)73
BB (n2) = (ars + ans, aus — any)m

+ (2¢+ flaan |* + llevaal* + llaas — anal*) e,
B2 (7]3) = (0424 — Q13,044 — 0411>7h

+ (2¢+ flaan|* + laal* + llaas + az|*)ms,
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and
BE (1) = ([loa — czs]|” + [l + caa]|?) ma
+ (o3 — a1y, Qg — a11)ns + (24 + 3, Qug — Q1)
BE(n5) = (23 — 014, ctas — an)ma
+ (2¢+ flaan|* + levaall* + llavzs + ara|*) s,
BB (n6) = (a4 + g, aus — any)m
+ (2¢+ flaan|* + llevaal* + llaas — aaal*) 6.

This completes the proof of part (i).
(71) Using part (), we find that

2
det BY = pif puf pif — i (a)? — pif (a)?.

Hence, if ker BE] # 0 at x, then

pipspd = p3(ad)? + pi(af)?,

or equivalently
13 (1 loas — aoall? = (a3)?) + i (15 [Joas + as]]? = (a)?) = 0. (12)

On the other hand, by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using
(@), we obtain

g (1 lloas — aall® = (a3)?) + pf (43 [lona + aasl® — (af)?)
> i3 [lons — aoal | (uf — s — ana?)
+ i llans + s * (13 — lloas — aaa[|?)
= 113 lans — coa|l? (2llaasll® + 2l + [lars + aaal|?)

+ 413 s + ags]|* (2l ensl* + 2l enal® + flezs — ara]]?).
The above together with (I2), implies that

113 [|ars — caal? (2] eus||* + 2lenal? + [Jans + asal?) =0,
= 0.

113 [|ans + cvas]|? (2] eas||* + 2]|enal® + [Jaos — aal]?)

This, together with (@), clearly concludes the proof of part (i7). The proof
of part (iii) follows similarly and is therefore omitted. O
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Let f: M™ — QI*™ be an isometric immersion. We recall that a vector
n in the normal space NyM(x) is called a Dupin principal normal of the
isometric immersion f at a point x € M™ if the tangent subspace

Ey(z) ={X € T,M : 0y(X,Y) =(X,Y)n forall Y € T, M}

is at least two dimensional. That dimension is called the multiplicity of 7.
The relative nullity subspace Dy(x) of f at a point z € M™ is the kernel of
the second fundamental form at this point, namely

Dy(x) ={X € T,M :ay(X,Y)=0 forall Y € T,M} .

We will need the following result.

Proposition 10. Let f: M™ — Q"™ n > 4,¢ > 0, be a substantial isomet-
ric immersion of a compact, simply connected, even-dimensional manifold
with flat normal bundle. Assume that equality holds in (&) for k = n/2
at every point, and that there exist two principal normals of multiplicity k.
Then, M™ is isometric to a torus S*(r) x SK(vVR2 —r2) and f is a compo-
sition f = jog, where g: M"™ — S"™(R) is the standard embedding of the
torus S¥(r) x SK(VR2 —r2) into a sphere S"T(R), and j: S"TY(R) — Qrt?
s an umbilical inclusion, with R <1 if c = 1.

Proof. Let ny,m2 be the principal normals with corresponding distributions
E1, Ey. Since 23 = m + n2 and S = k(||m]]? + ||72]|*), condition (&), which
now holds as equality for & = n/2, implies

(m,me) = —c. (13)

Consider the open subset M* of points where f is not umbilical, i.e.,
where 71 # 1. On M*, the vector fields n; and 7, are smooth Dupin principal
normals, with smooth corresponding distributions E;, F», each of rank k.

The Codazzi equation for f is easily seen to yield

(VxY,Z)(ni —n;) = (X, Y)Vgn; if i # j, (14)

forall X|Y € E;,Z € E;,;1 <i,j <2. Using (I3) and the fact that 7; and
12 are Dupin principal normal vector fields, (I4]) implies that the following
relations hold on M*:

(VxY, Z)(c+|In;|)) =0 forall X,Y € E; and Z € E;, i #j.  (15)
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Now we distinguish two cases.

Case ¢ > 0. From (I3), it is clear that M* = M™. Consequently, it fol-
lows from (T3] that the distributions E; and E, are totally geodesic on M™.
Since M™ is simply connected, it is well-known that M" is a Riemannian
product M} x My (cf. Theorem 8.2 in [5]) such that TMF = E;, i = 1,2,
As the second fundamental form of f is adapted to the distributions E; and
E,, then Theorem 8.4 and Corollary 8.6 in [5] imply that the submanifold is
an extrinsic product of isometric immersions, each of which is totally umbil-
ical. Therefore, the submanifold is a torus S*(r) x S¥(v/R2 — r2) in a sphere
S"tH(R) C S"*2.

Case ¢ = 0. Consider the open subset

My ={z € M" :m(z) # 0 # na(z)}.

Suppose that M, is nonempty. From (IH), it follows that that the distri-
butions E; and Es are totally geodesic on M. It is well-known that M, is
locally a Riemannian product MF x MX (cf. Theorem 8.2 in [5]) such that
TMF = E;, i = 1,2. Since the second fundamental form of f is adapted to
the distributions £y and E,, Theorem 8.4 and Corollary 8.6 in [5] imply that
the submanifold is locally an extrinsic product of isometric immersions, each
of which is totally umbilical. Consequently, the submanifold is locally, on

M, , a torus S*(r) x S¥(v/RZ — r2) in a sphere S""1(R) C R"*2.

Now, suppose that the interior int(My) of the subset My = M* ~\ M, is
nonempty. Assume that 7o = 0 on a connected component U of int(M,).
Then f has constant index of relative nullity & on U. From (IH), it fol-
lows that the relative nullity distribution Dy = Es is totally geodesic. Let
Cr: @f — @f be the associated splitting tensor for any 7" € Dy (see [3, p.
186]). Since

ap(X,Y) = (X,Y)n forall X € X(M"),Y € Dy,
the Codazzi equation
(Vxap)(Y,T) = (Vas)(X,Y) forall X,Y € D+, T € Dy

implies that Cr = (Vlog||m||,T)Id, where Id is the identity map on the
conullity distribution 9]%. This shows that the conullity distribution is um-
bilical, and consequently, integrable.
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Let X* be a leaf of 9]%. By Proposition 7.6 in [5], f is locally a generalized
cone over an isometric immersion ¢g: X* — @’5”’” such that fojy, =iog,
where jx: X% — M™ is the inclusion and i: Q¥™™ — R"*™ is an umbilical
inclusion. The second fundamental form of the immersion f o j is given by

soj (X, Y) = (X, T)(m + f.V]1og|lm|) forall X,Y € X(X*).

Thus, fojx is umbilical and g(X*) is a sphere S¥(r) centered at a point zy €
R™™ with radius r = 1/4/A2 + ||V log [|m:[||2. If the umbilical submanifold
@?’m is totally geodesic in R"™™  then the submanifold f is a k-cylinder
over the sphere S*(r). Alternatively, if Q™ is a sphere centered at a point
To € R™™ then f is a (k — 1)-cylinder over a submanifold N**1, which is a
cone over the sphere S¥(r) with its vertex at o # .

Consequently, on int(M;) the submanifold is locally a k-cylinder in R™™!
over a sphere S¥(r), or a (k — 1)-cylinder over a submanifold N**! in R*¥+2
which is a cone over a sphere S*(r).

In the later case, f is given locally on int(My) by

f(Iaw) = j(l’) +w, (ZL’,'LU) € NiSk+m(R)a

where the normal bundle N;S*¥*™(R) of the inclusion i: S¥*™(R) — R*t™
is regarded as subbundle of N;,;S*(r). Here, j: S*(r) — S¥™(R) is an
umbilical inclusion with r < R. Equivalently, f is locally parametrized by

k—1

fla to,tr, - temr) = toji(x) + D tevg, o >0, x € SH(r),
=1

where S¥™(R) c R¥tmHL Rrtm — RemHL g R and {v}i<e<p_1 is an
orthonormal basis of R¥~!. The Laplacian operator Ay, of M™ is given by
k-

k O 82 82
Awm = %ato at2 ;

Since S = a/t3, where a is a positive constant, it follows that

a(n—6).

AnS = —

Consequently, either Ay S > 0 or Ay S < 0 on int(My), depending on the
dimension n.
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Since S is locally constant on M., continuity implies that S is either
superharmonic or subharmonic function on M™. By the maximum principle,
it follows that S is a positive constant on M™. Consequently, M* = M", and
therefore M"™ = M, U M,.

Thus, on My, one of the Dupin principal normal vector fields vanishes,
while the other has constant length S/k. On the other hand, both principal
normals have constant and positive length on each connected component of
M, . By continuity and the compactness of M", it follows that M, = M".
Consequently, using a similar argument as in Case ¢ > 0, we conclude that
M™ is isometric to a torus S*(r) x S¥(v/R%Z —r2), and f is the standard
embedding into a sphere S"™!(R) C R™"*2. O

Proof of Theorem [Z: Part (i) of Proposition § implies that M?* has non-
negative isotropic curvature and that the Bochner-Weitzenbock operator is
nonnegative at any point. The proof of the theorem is divided into three
cases.

Case 1. We begin by proving the theorem for simply connected subman-
ifolds. Since M* has nonnegative isotropic curvature, Theorem 4.10 in [15]
implies that one of the following holds:

(a) M* carries a metric of positive isotropic curvature.

(b) M* is diffeomorphic to a product S? x X2, where ¥ is a compact surface.

(c) M* is a Kéhler manifold biholomorphic to CP2.
We analyse each case separately as follows.

Case (a). We assert that the manifold M* is diffeomorphic to S*. Given
that M* is simply connected by assumption, the main result in [14] implies
that M* is homeomorphic to S*. Furthermore, M* is locally irreducible. If
this were not the case, then Theorem 3.1 in [15] would imply that M* is
isometric to a Riemannian product of two compact surfaces, which leads to
a contradiction. Hence, M* is locally irreducible, and by Theorem 2 in [3],
one of the following cases must hold:
(i) M* is diffeomorphic to a spherical space form.
(i) M* is a Kéhler manifold biholomorphic to CP2.
(iii) M* is isometric to a compact symmetric space.

Since M* is homeomorphic to S*, case (ii) above is ruled out. Clearly,

in case (i), the manifold must be diffeomorphic to S*. Furthermore, the
only 4-dimensional compact symmetric spaces are the round spheres, the
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product of two 2-dimensional spheres, or the complex or the quaternionic
projective space HP!. Consequently, in case (iii), the manifold M* must be
diffeomorphic to S*.

Case (b). Since M* is simply connected, the surface X? must be diffeo-
morphic to S?, implying that M* is diffeomorphic to S? x S?. Consequently,
B+(M) = 1. It then follows from part (ii) of Proposition8 that equality holds
in (®). Moreover, at each point z € M*, there exists an oriented orthonormal
four-frame {ey, es, e3,e4} C T, M such that the second fundamental form o
of f satisfies the conditions (B])-(5).

In addition, there exist a nontrivial self-dual harmonic 2-form w, and a
nontrivial anti-self-dual harmonic 2-form w_. By the Bochner-Weitzenbock
formula, both w; and w_ are parallel and (B (w.),wi) = 0 at any point.
Consequently, ker BE} # 0 and ker B # 0 at any point. Using Lemma ()
and ([3B)-(E), we deduce that only cases (i71) and (iiil) in that lemma can
occur at any point. Furthermore, applying (3)-(5]) once more, it follows that
four-frame {ey, €9, e3,e4} C T, M diagonalizes the second fundamental form
at any x € M*. As a result, f has flat normal bundle. Moreover, a;; and
auy are principal normals of f with multiplicity 2 satisfying (i1, auq) = —c.
It then it follows from Proposition [I0 that the submanifold is as described
in part (dita) of the theorem.

Case (c). In this case, either f4(M) =1 and (M) =0, or B(M) =0
and S_(M) = 1. We will only treat the former case, as the latter one can be
handled in a similar manner. It follows then from part (ii) of Proposition B
that equality holds in (). Furthermore, at each point x € M* there exists an
oriented orthonormal four-frame {ey, ey, €3, e4} C T, M such that the second
fundamental form oy of f satisfies the conditions (B])- ().

Clearly, there exists a nontrivial self-dual harmonic 2-form w,. By the
Bochner-Weitzenbck formula, the form w, is parallel, and (B®(w, ), w,) =0
at any point. Hence, ker BE] # 0 at any point, and part (i7) of Lemma ()
applies. Using (3] and (B)), we conclude that only case (iil) in that lemma
can occur at any point. Thus, we have

Qg + g3 = iz — aigg = 0. (16)

We assert that pfps > 0 at some point. Since ¢ > 0, if puf ug = 0 at a
point z, it follows that ¢ = 0. Using (B])- (), we deduce that f must be totally
geodesic at x. Therefore, there must exist a point zg where pg 3 > 0. From
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part (i) of Lemma[d] it follows that the kernel of BE] at xg is spanned by the
vector e; A es + eg A ey4.

Let X be the dual to the self-dual form w, . Since this form is parallel, we
may assume, after possibly multiplying by a constant such that [|w| = v/2,
that at the point xy we have X,, = e; Aes +e3/A\ey. Now, consider the almost
complex structure J,,: T, M — T,,M given by J,,eq; = ey and J,,e3 = ey4.
Then, we have

wi (v, w) = (v, Jyw) for any v, w € T, M.

Moreover, we define the skew-symmetric endomorphism J of the tangent
bundle of M* such that

wi(X,Y)=(X,JY) forany X,Y € X(M).

Clearly, J is parallel because w, is parallel. Now we claim that J is or-
thogonal, i.e., ||J,v| = ||v| for any point x € M* and any v € T,M. In-
deed, let V' be a parallel vector field along a curve c: [0,1] — M such that
c(0) = x,¢(1) = z9 and V(0) = v. Obviously, the vector field W = JV is
also parallel along c. Using that J,, is orthogonal we have

[ Jev]] = W O)[| = WD = [Tz VDI = [V = VO = vl

which proves the claim. Since J is both skew-symmetric and orthogonal, we
have that J is an almost complex structure that is also parallel. Hence, the
triple (M*, (-,-), J) is a Kéhler manifold.

In case ¢ > 0, we have that uj = 0 and ujpd > 0 at any point. Hence,
X, = e ANey + ez N eq at any point x. Thus, we have that Je; = ey and
Jes = ey4 at any point. From (I@]), it follows that the second fundamental
form of the submanifold satisfies

ap(JX,JY) =ap(X,Y) forall X,Y € X(M). (17)

In case ¢ = 0, the above argument applies to the open subset of points
where f is not totally geodesic. By continuity, (I7) holds everywhere.

Immersions satisfying condition (7)) have parallel second fundamental
form (see [7, Th. 4]). Moreover, under the immersion f, each geodesic of M
is mapped into a plane circle. Such submanifolds were classified in [7] and
[18]. From this classification, it follows that the submanifold is as described
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in part (#7ib) of the theorem, thereby completing the proof for the case where
the manifold is simply connected.

Case II. Now suppose that the fundamental group of M* is finite. Then we
claim that M* is simply connected. Consider the universal covering m: M* —
M*. Since the fundamental group of M* is finite, M* must be compact.
Moreover, the isometric immersion f = f o 7 satisfies (). Therefore, from
Case I, we conclude that either M* is diffeomorphic to S?*, or the submanifold
f is as described in parts (7) or (ii) of the theorem.

Assume first that M* is diffeomorphic to S*. Arguing as in the proof
of Case I, we conclude that M* is locally irreducible. Then, by [3, Th.
2], we have that M* is either diffeomorphic to a spherical space form or
isometric to a compact symmetric space. In the former case, it is clear that
the manifold M* must be diffeomorphic to S*. In the latter case, since the
only 4-dimensional compact symmetric spaces are the round spheres, the
product of two 2-dimensional spheres, and the complex or the quaternionic
projective space HP!, it follows that M* must also be diffeomorphic to S*.

Now, suppose that the submanifold f is as described in parts (i) or (i)
of the theorem. In either case, the covering map 7: M* — M* must be a
diffeomorphism. This observation completes the proof of the theorem in this
case.

Case III. Finally, suppose that the fundamental group (M) of M* is
infinite. We first claim that M* is locally reducible. If this were not the
case, then by Theorem 2 in [3], it would follow that the universal cover M* is
diffeomorphic to a spherical space form, biholomorphic to CP?, or isometric
to a compact symmetric space. Each of these possibilities contradicts the
fact that M* is not compact. Therefore, M* must be locally reducible. From
this, it follows by Theorem 3.1 in [I5] that the universal cover M* is isometric
to one of the following:

(i) (R* go) x (N, g1) x (N2, g2), where k > 0, g is the flat Euclidean met-
ric, and either n; = 2 and N; = S? has nonnegative Gaussian curvature,
or else n; = 3 and N; is compact with nonnegative Ricci curvature.

(ii) (X2, gx) x (N2, gn), where 2?2 is a surface whose Gaussian curvature Ky
is negative at some point, and N? is a compact surface with positive
Gaussian curvature Ky .

First, we claim that case (ii) above cannot occur. Suppose, to the con-
trary, that it does. Clearly the immersion f = f o 7 satisfies (®), where
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: M4~—> M* is the covering map. We consider the isometric immersions
fxo = foiyand fy = foiy, where ix: X — M and ix: N — M are the
inclusion maps. Since both immersions iy, iy are totally geodesic, it follows
that the second fundamental form of fx and fy are given, respectively, by

OéfE(X, Y) = af(iZ*X,Z.E*Y), X,Y € TE,
ap (VW) = ap(in,V,in, W), VW € TN.

Given that M* is isometric to the Riemannian product (22, gx) x (N2, gn),
it follows from the above that

Sf =S¢, + Sp + Z Z ||O‘f(i2*ei>iN*ej)||2a (18)
i=1,2 j=3,4
AH? = H + H3 +2(H;,, Hy,), (19)

where {e;}1<i<4 is an orthonormal frame such that e, ey € TX, e3,e4 € TN,
and H is the mean curvature of the immersion f . The squared lengths of
the traceless parts ®;,. and ®;, of the second fundamental forms of the
immersions fx and fy are given by

H(I)fEH2 = sz - 4HJ%2 and H(I)fz\rH2 = SfN - 4HJ%N’

respectively. Taking into account (I8)), (I9) and the above, the inequality ()
for f can be equivalently written as

1Prall® + s P42 D D llajlis.eiine)|® < 4(e+ (Hpy, Hpy))- (20)

i=1,2 j=3,4

On the other hand, from the Gauss equation and (&), it follows that the
scalar curvature 7 of M* satisfies 7 > 4c¢ + 8H?. Since 7 = 2(Kx + Ky), we
then obtain the inequality

Ks+ Ky > 4(c+ H?). (21)
Using ([I9) and the Gauss equation for both fs, and fy, we find that (21))

is written as
H(I)fEH2 + H(I)fNH2 + 4(0_'_ <g{f27j{f1v>) <0. (22>

Then, from (20) and (22) we obtain ®;, = 0. Hence, the immersion fy it
totally umbilical, and consequently Ks; > 0, which is clearly a contradiction.
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Thus, only case (i) holds. Clearly k& # 3. We now claim that £ = 1. If
k = 4, then M* is flat, and by the Gauss equation, we have S = 12¢ + 16 H2.
This, together with (), implies that ¢ = 0 and f is minimal, leading to a
contradiction. If k¥ = 2, then the curvature operator of M* is nonnegative.
Then it follows from Theorem 1.3 in [§] that M* is diffeomorphic to a quotient
of one of the spaces S*, CP*, R! x S3, S? x §?, R? x §?, or R* by a finite
group of fixed-point-free isometries in the standard metric. This contradicts
the fact that 7 (M) is infinite. Therefore, k = 1 and M splits isometrically
as R x N3, where N3 is compact, simply connected, and it has nonnegative
Ricci curvature. From Theorem 1.2 in [§], we then conclude that N3 is
diffeomorphic to S3. O

Proof of Corollary[3: Let n > 5, and suppose that the submanifold f is not
as described in parts (i)-(4i7) of Theorem [l Then, the homology groups of
M™ satisfy

H,(M™Z) =0 for 2<p<n-—2, and H,(M";Z) = 7™M,
Since M™ is oriented, we have H™(M";Z) = 7Z. Applying the universal
coefficient theorem, we deduce that H,,_1(M";Z) is torsion-free. By Poincaré

duality, it follows that H,_;(M™; Z) = 7/(M),
For the case n = 4, the result follows directly from Theorem [2 O

3.1 Examples of submanifolds satisfying condition (&)

We now present a method for constructing geometrically distinct submani-
folds that are diffeomorphic to either the sphere S™ or the torus St x S,
while also satisfying (&) for ¢ = 0.
Proposition 11. Let g: N*=! — R™ n > 4, be an isometric immersion of
a manifold N"=' satisfying condition &) fork=0—1, with2 <{<n—2,
as strict inequality at any point, namely,
Sy <a(n—1,0—1,H,0).
Consider any closed unit-speed curve v: St — R™2, whose first curvature
satisfies the inequality
— /L
K2 < ”7<min (a(n—1,£—1,Hg,0)—Sg)). (23)
n—~¢—1

Then, the product immersion f = v x g: St x N*=t — R™*m2 gqtisfies
condition () for k =¢.
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Proof. The squared length Sy of the second fundamental form, and the mean
curvature H; of the product immersion f are given by

Sy =ri+ 8, and n’Hj =k} + (n—1)*H_.

From these expressions, it follows that condition (&) for f, with & = ¢ and
¢ =0, is equivalent to the inequality (23]), thereby completing the proof. [

Next, we prove that there exist many isometric immersions g: N*~1 —
R™ that satisfy the conditions required in Proposition [IIl Specifically, we
provide geometrically distinct immersions of S" into the Euclidean space
R that satisfy (&) for any n > 3 and 1 < k < n — 1, either as a strict
inequality or otherwise.

Proposition 12. Let f: M™ — R n > 3, be an ovaloid in the Euclidean
space with principal curvatures 0 < Ay < -+ < \,. If

< 1

for some 1 < k <n—1, then f satisfies condition &). If the inequality (24])
is strict, then (&) is also strict.

Proof. Since a(n, k, H,0) = n*H?/(n—k), the proof follows directly from the
inequalities S < nA2 and H > \;. d

A large class of ellipsoids satisfies (24]). Consider, for instance, the ellip-
soid in R™*! defined by

2 2
x x
_é 4ot ;“"1 =1,
ay |
where 0 < a7 < --- < a,41. A straightforward computation shows that the

minimum and the maximum of the principal curvatures of the ellipsoid are

a1/a2,, and a,41/ai, respectively. It follows that condition (24)) is satisfied
if

n o \1/6
)"

By the classical Hadamard theorem, any ovaloid in R"** is diffeomorphic
to S™. Consequently, from Propositions [[T] and I2], we derive geometrically
distinct isometric immersions of manifolds that are diffeomorphic to either
the sphere S" or the torus S! x S"~! . n > 4, which also satisfy (&) for ¢ = 0
and k£ = 2. This establishes the optimality of our results.

(pt1 < g (n
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Example 13. Consider a rotational hypersurface in R**! n > 4, obtained
by rotating a curve ¢ in the zixo-plane around the zi-axis. Suppose the
curve is given as a graph of a positive function u = u(z1). By adjusting the
orientation, the rotational hypersurface has two principal curvatures given
by

1 u//

)\ et = = a5
u(l + (0)2)72’ K 1+ ()23
with A having multiplicity n — 1. The hypersurface satisfies the condition ()
for k = 2 as strict inequality if

(n— DA +2(n — DAp— (n —3)u® > 0,
or equivalently,
—a, (1 + (u)?) < uu” < b,(1+ (u)?),

where

V2 -1)(n—-2)+n-1 b —
an = n—3 y UYn T

V2(n—1)(n—2)—(n— 1).

n—3

By connecting such hypersurfaces to spheres as in [13, Example 3.3], we
obtain compact hypersurfaces that satisfy the condition () for k = 2, with
the first Betti number being any nonnegative integer.
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