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Initial data rigidity via Dirac-Witten

operators

Jonathan Glöckle∗

April 6, 2023

In this paper we prove an initial data rigidity result à la Eichmair, Gal-
loway and Mendes [9] using Dirac operator techniques. It applies to initial
data sets on spin bands that satisfy the dominant energy condition, a bound-
ary condition for the future null expansion scalar and the Â-obstruction for
positive scalar curvature on one of the boundary pieces. Interestingly, these
bands turn out to carry lightlike imaginary W -Killing spinors, which are
connected to Lorentzian special holonomy and moduli spaces of Ricci-flat
metrics. We also obtain slight generalizations of known rigidity results on
Riemannian bands.

One of the main questions studied for positive scalar curvature is that of existence:
Given an n-manifold M , does it carry a metric of positive scalar curvature? This ques-
tion is answered by either providing a construction or finding a suitable obstruction.
Obstructionwise, two main answers have been found: Firstly, Dirac operator techniques.
For instance, if M is a closed spin manifold with non-vanishing Â-genus Â(M), then
with respect to any metric it carries a non-trivial Dirac-harmonic spinor and none of
those can be of positive scalar curvature. Secondly, minimal hypersurface techniques.
If M is a closed oriented manifold of dimension 2 ≤ n ≤ 7 and assuming that there are
cohomology classes h1, . . . , hn−2 ∈ H1(M,Z) such that [M ] ∩ (h1 ∪ . . . hn−2) is not in
the image of the Hurewicz homomorphism π2(M) → H2(M,Z), then M does not carry
a positive scalar curvature metric (cf. e. g. [17]).

When trying to extend these results from positive to non-negative scalar curvature, we
encounter rigidity phenomena. Most prominently, if a closed manifold M carries a non-
negative scalar curvature metric g, but is known not to admit a positive scalar curvature
metric, then g must already be Ricci-flat (cf. e. g. [13, Lemma 5.2]). Moreover, in the
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case where M is spin with Â(M) 6= 0, the Riemannian manifold (M,g) carries a non-
trivial parallel spinor. By studying closed Ricci-flat manifolds in more detail, further
rigidity may be deduced. For example, if additionally b1(M) ≥ n (or b1(M) ≥ n − 1 if
M is orientable), then by an argument of Bochner (M,g) must even be isometric to a
flat torus (cf. e. g. [15, Corollary 9.5.2]).

When dealing with compact manifolds with boundary, even without closely looking at
the geometry of Ricci-flat manifolds, there are surprisingly strong rigidity statements for
non-negative scalar curvature metrics. To obtain these, it is important to also assume
appropriate boundary conditions. Otherwise there are no obstructions to positive scalar
curvature by Gromov’s h-principle, and hence no rigidity in the sense of this article.
In [4] Bär and Hanke discuss and compare various boundary conditions. A crucial role
is played by the condition of mean convexity of the boundary. This means that the
mean curvature, defined as Hg = 1

n−1 tr(−∇ν) for the inward-pointing unit normal ν,
is non-negative. Among other things, they show the following rigidity statement [4,
Thm. 19]: If M is a compact connected spin manifold with boundary that has stably
infinite K-area, then any Riemannian metric g with scalg ≥ 0 and Hg ≥ 0 is Ricci-
flat with Hg ≡ 0. In particular, positive scalar curvature metrics with mean convex
boundary are obstructed on such manifolds. The theorem remains true for manifolds
M ′ ×N , where M ′ has stably infinite K-area as above and N is a closed spin manifold
with non-zero Â-genus; in particular, it applies to M = [0, 1] ×N .

In this article, we will obtain a strengthening of this special case, where we do not a
priori assume a cylindrical form, but just suppose that M is what is sometimes called a
band. This means that the boundary is decomposed into two pieces ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M
as a topological disjoint union, so ∂+M and ∂−M are unions of components of ∂M .
Also, we obtain a more explicit description of the metrics in the rigidity case.

Corollary 1. Let (M,g) be a compact connected Riemannian spin manifold with bound-
ary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M . Assume that

• g has non-negative scalar curvature scalg ≥ 0,

• the boundary is mean convex, i. e. Hg ≥ 0 with respect to the inward-pointing unit
normal on ∂M , and

• the Â-genus of ∂−M is non-zero: Â(∂−M) 6= 0.

Then (M,g) is isometric to (∂−M × [0, ℓ], γ + dt2) for a Ricci-flat metric γ on ∂−M
admitting a non-trivial parallel spinor.

A very similar statement was shown by Räde [16, Thm. 2.14]. The major difference is
that he assumes a dimension bound and that any closed embedded hypersurface between
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∂−M and ∂+M does not to admit positive scalar curvature so that minimal hypersurface
(more precisely: µ-bubble) techniques can be applied. On the other hand he has no need
of the spin and the Â-condition on ∂−M that we use for our spinorial proof.

In our case, Corollary 1 arises as a byproduct of studying rigidity for initial data sets.
By an initial data set on a manifold M we understand a pair (g, k) consisting of a
Riemannian metric g and a symmetric 2-tensor field k on M . They naturally appear
in the following way: If M is a spacelike hypersurface in a time-oriented Lorentzian
manifold (M,g), then there is an induced initial data set (g, k) on M , where g is the
induced Riemannian metric on M and k is its second fundamental form with respect to
the future-pointing unit normal e0 (cf. (2)). They serve as initial data for the Cauchy
problem of General Relativity, together with initial data for the matter fields under
consideration. In particular, the pair (g, k) is all the initial data needed for the Cauchy
problem in the vacuum case, where energy density ρ := 1

2(scalg + trg(k)2 − |k|2g) and
momentum density j := divg(k) − d trg(k) vanish identically. More generally, the initial
data sets of physical interest are the ones that satisfy the dominant energy condition
ρ ≥ |j|g. Note that if k ≡ 0, then (g, k) satisfies the dominant energy condition if and
only if scalg ≥ 0.

Let now (g, k) be an initial data set on a manifold M , potentially with boundary ∂M .
We consider a co-oriented hypersurface F in M . The co-orientation will be given by
a unit normal vector field ν̃. Following physics literature, we refer to the direction
of ν̃ as outgoing and make the following definitions: The future outgoing null second
fundamental form χ+ ∈ Γ(

⊙2 T ∗F ) is defined by χ+ = g(∇ν̃,−) + k|F . Its trace is the

future outgoing null expansion scalar θ+ = trF (χ+) = trF (∇ν̃) + trF (k).

Geometrically, its significance is the following. If (g, k) is the induced initial data set
on a hypersurface M of a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold (M,g), then the second
fundamental form of F in M can be expressed in the normal frame of F given by the null
vector fields ν̃+e0 and ν̃−e0. In this case the coefficient in front of ν̃−e0 is given by −1

2χ
+.

Thus for any compactly supported variation (Ft)t∈(−ε,ε) of F = F0 in M with variation
vector field f · (ν̃+ e0), f ∈ C∞

c (F ), the first variation of the volume is given in terms of
the null expansion scalar, namely it is equal to

∫
F f divF (ν̃ + e0)dvol =

∫
F fθ

+dvol.

If θ+ ≡ 0, then F is called a MOTS (which stands for marginally outer trapped surface).
Note that if k ≡ 0, then χ+ and θ+ reduce to the second fundamental form of F in M
and (a multiple of) its mean curvature, respectively. A MOTS is then just a minimal
surface.

With these notions at hand, we can formulate our main theorem. The role of F will be
played at first the boundary pieces ∂+M and ∂−M , later by the leaves Ft of a foliation
extending F0 = ∂+M and Fℓ = ∂−M . Notice that, somewhat confusingly, on ∂+M the
outgoing unit normal ν̃ is chosen to be the inward-pointing.
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Theorem 2. Let M be a compact connected spin manifold with boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇
∂−M endowed with an initial data set (g, k). Denote by ν̃ the unit normal on ∂M that
is inward-pointing along ∂+M and outward-pointing along ∂−M . Assume that

• (g, k) satisfies the dominant energy condition ρ ≥ |j|g ,

• the future null expansion scalar (with respect to ν̃) satisfies θ+ ≤ 0 on ∂+M and
θ+ ≥ 0 on ∂−M , and

• the Â-genus of ∂−M is non-zero: Â(∂−M) 6= 0.

Then there is a diffeomorphism Φ: ∂−M× [0, ℓ] → M defining a foliation Ft = Φ(∂−M×
{t}) with F0 = ∂+M and Fℓ = ∂−M . The leaves can be endowed with an induced initial
data set, an induced spin structure and a unit normal ν̃ pointing in the direction of
growing t-parameter. The diffeomorphism can be chosen in such a way that the following
holds for every leaf Ft:

• Its future null second fundamental form (with respect to ν̃) vanishes, χ+ = 0, in
particular it is a MOTS.

• It carries a non-trivial parallel spinor, in particular its metric is Ricci-flat.

• Its tangent vectors are orthogonal to j♯ and ρ+j(ν̃) = 0, in particular the dominant
energy condition holds marginally: ρ = |j|g.

Let us remark that Â(∂−M) 6= 0 in particular implies that ∂−M is non-empty. The same
is true for ∂+M since ∂+M is spin bordant to ∂−M and thus |Â(∂+M)| = |Â(∂−M)|. We
also see that the theorem is symmetric under exchanging ∂+M with ∂−M (i. e. flipping
the orientation of ν̃) if at the same time k is replaced by −k.

Initial data rigidity was first studied by Eichmair, Galloway and Mendes in their re-
cent paper [9]. They did so using minimal hypersurface (or rather: MOTS) techniques,
whereas this article follows a spinoral approach to the problem. Let us compare Theo-
rem 2 with their result [9, Thm. 1.2] in little more detail. The main setup is the same:
They also consider initial data sets on compact connected manifolds with boundary
satisfying the dominant energy condition and the boundary condition for θ+. Then,
there is an assumption that excludes positive scalar curvature on one of the bound-
ary pieces. In our case, this is provided Â(∂−M) 6= 0 and the observation that ∂−M
is spin. In their case, it is what they call cohomology condition – existence of classes
h1, . . . hn−1 ∈ H1(∂−M,Z) with h1 ∪ . . .∪hn−1 6= 0 – together with the dimension bound
2 ≤ n − 1 ≤ 6. As a last assumption some “weak niceness” of the boundary inclusion
∂−M →֒ M is needed. We need a spin structure of ∂−M to extend to M ; they require
the so-called homotopy condition, i. e. that there is a continuous map M → ∂−M so
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that the composition ∂−M →֒ M → ∂−M is homotopic to the identity. The conclusions
almost coincide: Both theorems show M ∼= ∂−M × [0, ℓ] such that the canonical leaves
are Ricci-flat manifolds with χ+ = 0 and j♯ = −ρν̃. In our theorem, we additionally
obtain existence of a non-trivial parallel spinor on the leaves – a feature we are going
to discuss in more detail below. Since Eichmair, Galloway and Mendes impose strong
enough conditions on ∂−M to make use of the argument by Bochner mentioned above,
they are able to further conclude that the leaves are isometric to flat tori.

The author’s interest into initial data rigidity arose from studying the space of initial
data sets subject to the dominant energy condition on a fixed manifold M . In [11]
and [10], it was shown that for many choices of M this space has non-trivial homotopy
groups and, more importantly, different connected components – if the strict version
ρ > |j|g of the dominant energy condition is considered. For statements of increased
physical relevance, this condition should be relaxed to the non-strict dominant energy
condition ρ ≥ |j|g . For instance, in [1] Bernd Ammann and the author discuss that for
certain manifolds M any spacetime (M,g) containing M as Cauchy hypersurface and
satisfying the spacetime dominant energy condition cannot have both a big bang and
a big crunch singularity. The main step there is the mentioned passage from strict to
non-strict inequality. This is done by examining how rigid the equality case is.

More precisely, in the situation of [1], a bit more is known about the equality case of
interest: There exists a spinor ϕ 6≡ 0 that is parallel with respect to the connection
∇Xϕ = ∇Xϕ + 1

2k(X,−)♯ · e0 · ϕ. Here, ϕ is a section of the hypersurface spinor
bundle ΣM → M (cf. Section 1), e0· : ΣM → ΣM is a Clifford-antilinear involution
that it comes equipped with and ∇ is induced by the Levi-Civita connection of (M,g).
These ∇-parallel spinors (which are also known under the name imaginary W -Killing
spinor) come in two flavors, depending on whether their Lorentzian Dirac current Vϕ =
uϕe0 − Uϕ ∈ Γ(TM ⊕ Re0) (cf. Definition 20) is timelike or lightlike. Especially the
lightlike ones have attracted attention, since they play an important role in the study of
Lorentzian special holonomy [6].

In the proof of Theorem 2, one main step will be to show existence of a non-trivial ∇-
parallel spinor. As it turns out, non-emptiness of the boundary helps since a boundary
condition forces the spinor to be lightlike. From there, the other conclusions will be
deduced by considering the foliation defined by Uϕ. Since this intermediate result might
be of interest in the future, we formulate it more explicitly.

Addendum 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, the initial data set (g, k) on M
carries a lightlike ∇-parallel spinor ϕ. The foliation (Ft)t∈[0,ℓ] in Theorem 2 may be
constructed in such a way that the Riemannian Dirac current Uϕ of ϕ is orthogonal to
the leaves Ft.

One might ask whether even more rigidity can be deduced, similarly as in Corollary 1
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where the metric stays the same on all leaves. There is only little room for this, since
Bernd Ammann, Klaus Kröncke and Olaf Müller gave a method for constructing lightlike
∇-parallel spinors on cylinders M × [0, L] in [2] providing many examples of initial data
sets as in Theorem 2. Namely, from a Ricci-flat metric γ0 on M with a parallel spinor
ϕ0 6≡ 0, a smooth curve ([γ̃t])t∈[0,L] in the moduli space of Ricci-flat metrics on M starting
at [γ̃0] = [γ0] and a smooth function f : [0, L] → R they construct an initial data set
(g, k) = (γt + dt2, 1

2
∂
∂tγt + f(t)dt2) and a lightlike ∇-parallel spinor ϕ on M × [0, L] such

that [γt] = [γ̃t] for all t ∈ [0, L], ϕ|M×{0} = ϕ0 and Uϕ is orthogonal to the canonical
leaves. There is one point, where more rigidity could be hidden: All these cylinders
feature that |ϕ|2 = |Uϕ|g is constant along the leaves; this norm is given in terms of |ϕ0|
and f . To the moment it is not known whether or not this leafwise constancy always
holds.

We conclude our discussion with a rather general rigidity statement for Riemannian
bands, which essentially follows from Theorem 2. Though its assumptions might seem
rather technical, they nicely fit into the context of warped products.

Example 4. Consider a warped product (M̃, g̃) = (N × [0, L], w(s)2γ̃ + ds2) for a
Riemannian manifold (N, γ̃) and a warping function w : [0, L] → R. Setting h = w′

w , its
scalar curvature is given by scalg̃ = (w◦s)−2 scalγ̃ −n(n−1)(h◦s)2 −2(n−1)h′ ◦s, where
s denotes the canonical projection on the [0, L]-factor. Moreover, the mean curvature of
the leaf N × {s} with respect to the unit normal ∂

∂s is given by H g̃ = −h(s). Let us now
assume that the scalar curvature of (N, γ̃) is non-negative, the warping function is log-

concave, i. e. d2

ds2 log(w) = h′ ≤ 0, and there exists a 1-Lipschitz map Φ̃ : (M,g) → (M̃, g̃)

sending ∂+M to N×{0} and ∂−M to N×{L} such that scalg ≥ scalg̃ ◦Φ̃ and Hg ≥ H g̃◦Φ̃
(along ∂M). Then h and s ◦ Φ̃ : M → [0, L] satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 5.

With this example in mind, Theorem 5 may thus be read as a comparison result.

Theorem 5. Let (M,g) be a compact connected Riemannian spin manifold of dimen-
sion n with boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M . Suppose h : [0, L] → R is a smooth function
with h′ ≤ 0 and s : M → [0, L] is a smooth map with s(∂+M) = {0} and s(∂−M) = {L}
and such that |ds|g ≤ 1. Assume that

• the scalar curvature of g is bounded below by scalg ≥ −n(n−1)(h◦s)2−2(n−1)h′◦s,

• the mean curvature of the boundary with respect to the inward-pointing unit normal
ν is bounded below by Hg ≥ −h(0) on ∂+M and Hg ≥ h(L) on ∂−M , and

• the Â-genus of ∂−M is non-zero: Â(∂−M) 6= 0.

Then there is an isometry Φ: (∂−M × [0, ℓ], v(t)2γ + dt2) → (M,g) with Φ(∂−M ×
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{0}) = ∂+M and Φ(∂−M × {ℓ}) = ∂−M , where v : [0, ℓ] → R is a smooth function
and γ is a Ricci-flat metric on ∂−M admitting a non-trivial parallel spinor. More
precisely, the composition h ◦ s is constant along the leaves of the canonical foliation
and – reinterpreting h ◦ s as function [0, ℓ] → R – the warping function v is determined
(up to multiplication by a constant) by v′

v = h ◦ s. Moreover, ds = (Φ−1)∗dt wherever
h′ ◦ s 6= 0 and the inequalities for scalg and Hg are equalities.

Again, there is a symmetry interchanging ∂+M with ∂−M . This involves replacing s by
σ ◦ s and h by −h ◦ σ, where σ : [0, L] → [0, L] is the affine linear map switching the
boundaries. Furthermore, the assumption on s can be slightly weakened.

Remark 6. Theorem 5 still holds true when the condition |ds|g ≤ 1 is only satisfied on
the subset of M where h′ ◦ s 6= 0.

Comparable statements were already derived in articles by Cecchini and Zeidler [7] and
Räde [16]. The theorem of Cecchini and Zeidler [7, Thm. 8.3 (cf. also Thms. 9.1 and
10.2)] is also derived using spinor techniques. It is more general in the sense that it
also allows for non-trivial twist bundles E → M with the consequence that the index
obstruction can be relaxed to 0 6= Â(∂−M,E) =

∫
∂−M Â(T∂−M) ∧ ch(E|∂−M ). On the

other hand, it is more restrictive as it requires the strict inequality h′ < 0. In this
case, the band width distg(∂+M,∂−M) plays a crucial role as the function s needs to be
1-Lipschitz. Since a priori there does not need to exist a smooth 1-Lipschitz function
s realizing the width, meaning L = distg(∂+M,∂−M), it is also interesting to allow
for non-smooth Lipschitz functions in the case h′ < 0. Cecchini and Zeidler’s article
contains some arguments for this.

As already mentioned above, in Räde’s work the Â- and the spin condition are replaced
by conditions needed for a µ-bubble argument to work. His main theorem captures both
the case h′ < 0 and the case h′ ≡ 0, but only in the latter case he is able to derive a
rigidity statement comparable to Theorem 5.

Although the general case h′ ≤ 0 seems to be new, the main applications of Theorem 5
are the ones, where h is such that the lower scalar curvature bound is a constant. Then h
is subject to an ordinary differential equation and either h′ < 0 or h′ ≡ 0. These functions
and the associated corollaries are discussed in [16, Sec. 2.A]. We restrict our attention
just to the cases h ≡ 0, which yields Corollary 1, and h ≡ −1 yielding Corollary 7
below, where our theorem supersedes the result of Cecchini and Zeidler. (Setting h ≡ 1
yields the statement of Corollary 7 with interchanged boundary pieces.) Notice that a
statement analogous to Corollaries 1 and 7 is also contained in the article by Eichmair,
Galloway and Mendes [9, Cor. 1.4].
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Corollary 7. Let (M,g) be a compact connected Riemannian spin manifold with bound-
ary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M of dimension n. Assume that

• the scalar curvature is bounded below by scalg ≥ −n(n− 1),

• the mean curvature of the boundary with respect to the inward-pointing unit normal
is bounded below by Hg ≥ 1 on ∂+M and Hg ≥ −1 on ∂−M , and

• the Â-genus of ∂−M is non-zero: Â(∂−M) 6= 0.

Then (M,g) is isometric to (∂−M × [0, ℓ], e−2tγ + dt2) (with ∂+M corresponding to
∂−M × {0}) for a Ricci-flat metric γ on ∂−M admitting a non-trivial parallel spinor.

Let us finally discuss the strategy of the proof of Theorem 2 and the structure of this
article. The main tool we are going to use is the Dirac-Witten operator D, which
lives on the hypersurface spinor bundle ΣM → M mentioned above. This bundle is
best explained if M is assumed to sit as a spacelike hypersurface in a time-oriented
Lorentzian spin manifold (M,g). In this case, ΣM → M is just the restriction to
M of a spinor bundle on M . In particular, it carries an involution e0· induced by
Clifford multiplication with the future unit normal on M and a connection ∇ induced
by the Levi-Civita connection of (M,g). In Section 1, we discuss how to construct this
bundle and its additional structures intrinsically, from the initial data set (g, k) and
a spin structure on M alone. The Dirac-Witten operator D is the Dirac operator of
ΣM with respect to its connection ∇. The hypersurface spinor bundle also carries a
connection ∇ induced from the Levi-Civita connection of (M,g) and there is a Dirac
operator D associated to it. As it turns out, they are related via D = D − 1

2 trg(k)e0·.
This means that D is a Callias operator in the sense of Cecchini and Zeidler. Putting
chirality boundary conditions ν̃ · ϕ = −e0 · ϕ on the sections of ΣM → M , we are able
to invoke their analytical results. This is done in Section 2. As a result, we obtain
existence of non-trivial Dirac-Witten harmonic spinors ϕ subject to chirality boundary
conditions if Â(∂−M) 6= 0. These spinors are then further studied in Section 3 using an

integrated version of the Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz formula D
2

= ∇
∗
∇ + 1

2(ρ− e0 · j♯·).
If the dominant energy condition holds and the inequalities for θ+ are satisfied along
∂M , we are able to conclude that ϕ is a lightlike ∇-parallel spinor. We continue by
studying the foliation defined by its Riemannian Dirac current Uϕ. Doing so, we prove
the main theorems – up to the observation that this foliation is actually of cylindrical
type ∂−M × [0, ℓ]. The remaining piece is provided in Section 4, where we look at the

flow of −
Uϕ

|Uϕ|2g
in more detail.
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1 Spinor bundles on hypersurfaces

This section is devoted to the study of spinor bundles on hypersurfaces. This is to be
understood in a two-fold manner: First, we are interested in the situation where M
is an n-dimensional spacelike hypersurface of a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold M .
Second, we assume that M has boundary ∂M and restrict the spinor bundle further to
∂M .

The first step is known under the name hypersurface spinor bundle, cf. [12, 1]. The
construction is the following: Given a complex, say, representation Cln,1 → End(W )
and a spin structure PSpin(n)M → M of the Riemannian spin n-manifold (M,g), we

form the hypersurface spinor bundle ΣM → M by associating W to PSpin(n)M via the
restricted representation Spin(n) →֒ Cln →֒ Cln,1 → End(W ). To justify the name, we
assume that (M,g) is a spacelike hypersurface (with induced metric) of a space- and
time-oriented Lorentzian manifold (M,g). We moreover assume that M is spin (which
can be assured by restricting to a small neighborhood of M) and the spin structure
PSpin0(n,1)M → M restricts to the one of M in the sense that

PSpin(n)M PSpin0(n,1)M |M

PSO(n)M PSO0(n,1)M |M

(e1, . . . , en) (e0, e1, . . . , en)

(1)

is a pullback, where e0 denotes the future unit normal of M in (M,g). Then the spinor
bundle ΣM → M associated to the representation Cln,1 → End(W ) restricts to the
hypersurface spinor bundle on M , meaning that the canonical map yields a bundle
isomorphism ΣM ∼= ΣM |M .

The hypersurface spinor bundle can be equipped with additional structures. First of
all, it comes with a Clifford multiplication TM |M ⊗ ΣM → ΣM . For our purposes,
it is more convenient to view it as a Clifford multiplication by vectors of TM and an
involution e0· : ΣM → ΣM that anti-commutes with the TM -Clifford multiplication.
Secondly, if W admits a Z/2Z-grading and the representation Cln,1 → End(W ) is a
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graded representation, then ΣM carries a Z/2Z-grading with respect to which the Clif-
ford multiplication and the involution e0· are odd. Thirdly, W can be endowed with
a (positive definite) scalar product that is invariant under multiplication by the stan-
dard basis vectors E0, E1, . . . , En ∈ R

n,1 ⊆ Cln,1. Such a scalar product can always
be constructed by an averaging procedure. It can also be made compatible with the
Z/2Z-grading if W carries one. Such a scalar product on W induces a fiberwise scalar
product on ΣM such that the Clifford multiplication by vectors in TM is skew-adjoint,
the involution e0· is self-adjoint and the Z/2Z-grading is orthogonal.

The last structure we want to consider is the one of a connection. There are two canonical
choices. The Levi-Civita connection of (M,g) gives rise to a connection ∇ on PSpin(n)M

and hence on ΣM . On the other hand, the Levi-Civita connection of (M,g) induces
a connection ∇ on ΣM and thus also on ΣM . On tangent bundles the Levi-Civita
connections of (M,g) and the hypersurface M differ by the second fundamental form k:

∇XY = ∇XY + k(X,Y ) e0 (2)

for all X,Y ∈ Γ(TM). It follows that a similar relation also holds for the connections
on ΣM :

∇Xϕ = ∇Xϕ+
1

2
k(X,−)♯ · e0 · ϕ (3)

for all X ∈ Γ(TM) and ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM). This formula allows to define the connection ∇
even in the case when M is not embedded as a hypersurface. It is only necessary to have
a metric g and a symmetric 2-tensor k playing the role of the second fundamental form.
Pairs (g, k) of this kind are known as initial data sets on M . From the way it is defined,
it is clear that grading, Clifford multiplication, the involution e0· and scalar product are
parallel with respect to ∇. Compatibility formulae for ∇ may be derived using (3).

Setup 8. Given an initial data set (g, k) on a spin manifold M , we form a hypersur-
face spinor bundle ΣM → M with the structures of a TM -Clifford multiplication, an
involution e0·, a (positive definite) scalar product and a connection ∇. They satisfy
the compatibility conditions described in the previous two paragraphs. When forming a
Z/2Z-graded hypersurface spinor bundle, we also require the grading to be compatible
with the other structures in the above-described sense.

For step two, let M furthermore have boundary ∂M . The inward-pointing unit normal
along ∂M will be denoted by ν. The hypersurface spinor bundle restricts to ΣM|∂M →
∂M , to which we refer as boundary hypersurface spinor bundle. It may, similarly as
explained above, also be defined on ∂M intrinsically. From that perspective the TM|∂M -
Clifford multiplication can be seen as a T (∂M)-Clifford multiplication together with
a homomorphism ν· anti-commuting with this Clifford multiplication and squaring to
− 1.
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The boundary hypersurface spinor bundle carries even more connections of interest. Of
course, the connections ∇ and ∇ restrict to ΣM|∂M → ∂M . Viewing the boundary
hypersurface spinor bundle as bundle associated to the induced spin structure on ∂M ,
we obtain the connection ∇∂ induced by the Levi-Civita connection of ∂M . We have

∇Xϕ = ∇∂
Xϕ−

1

2
(∇Xν) · ν · ϕ (4)

for all X ∈ Γ(T (∂M)) and ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM|∂M ).

There is another, less obvious choice. For this, we observe that every metric connection
on TM |∂M gives rise to a connection on PSpin0(n,1)M |∂M and thus on the boundary

hypersurface spinor bundle. In this way the Levi-Civita connection of (M,g) induces
∇. Equipping TM |∂M = TM|∂M ⊕ Re0 with sum of the Levi-Civita connection of

(M,g) and the trivial connection we obtain ∇. The connection ∇∂ arises when we
put on TM |∂M = T (∂M) ⊕ Rν ⊕ Re0 the sum of the Levi-Civita connection of ∂M
with the trivial connection on the other summands. Now, instead, let us take on the
normal bundle N(∂M) = Rν ⊕Re0 the connection induced by ∇, i. e. πnor(∇Xn) with
X ∈ Γ(T (∂M)), n ∈ Γ(N(∂M)) and πnor : TM |∂M → N(∂M) the orthogonal projection.
We obtain a connection on the boundary hypersurface spinor bundle, which we denote

by ∇
∂
.

As before, there is a simple comparison formula with (one of) the other connections.
This time, we provide a proof, which should also serve as a blueprint for the other
claims made.

Lemma 9. The connection ∇
∂

satisfies

∇Xϕ = ∇
∂
Xϕ+

1

2
(∇X(ν · e0·)) ν · e0 · ϕ

= ∇
∂
Xϕ+

1

2
(∇Xν) · e0 · ν · e0 · ϕ+

1

2
ν · (∇Xe0) · ν · e0 · ϕ

for all X ∈ Γ(T (∂M)) and ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM|∂M ).

Proof. Abusing notation, we also denote the corresponding connections on TM |∂M by

∇ and ∇
∂
, respectively. Their difference defines a tensor A := ∇ − ∇

∂
∈ Γ(T ∗(∂M) ⊗

so(TM, g)|∂M ). Looking at tangential and normal parts separately, it computes to
AX(Y ) = πnor(∇Xπ

tan(Y )) + πtan(∇Xπ
nor(Y )).

Now observe that TM |∂M is associated to PSpin0(n,1)M |∂M via the standard representa-

tion χ : Spin0(n, 1) −→ SO0(n, 1) ⊆ End(Rn,1). If Ã ∈ Ω1(PSpin0(n,1)M |∂M , spin(n, 1))
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denotes the difference of the connection 1-forms of the connections ∇ and ∇
∂

on the
spin principal bundle, then A may be expressed as

AX(Y ) = [ε, dχ(Ã ◦ dε(X)) y],

where Y = [ε, y] ∈ TpM and ε is a local section of PSpin0(n,1)M |∂M around p (cf. [5,
(3.11)]). Similarly, the difference term that we aim for is given by

(∇X − ∇
∂
X)ϕ = [ε, dρ(Ã ◦ dε(X)) Φ],

where ϕ = [ε,Φ], ε is as above and ρ : Cln,1 → End(W ) denotes the Clifford multiplica-
tion action.

Around some p ∈ ∂M , fix a local orthonormal frame (e0, ν, e2, . . . , en) which admits a lift
ε. Denoting the standard basis of Rn,1 by E0, E1, . . . , En, we obtain dχ(Ã◦dε(X))(Ei) =∑

j sjg(ej , AX(ei))Ej with e1 = ν and sj = g(ej , ej) ∈ {±1}. Using that the isomorphism
dχ is given by EiEj 7→ 2Ej〈Ei,−〉 − 2Ei〈Ej ,−〉, we obtain

Ã ◦ dε(X) =
1

2

∑

i<j

sisjg(ej , AX(ei))EiEj.

Thus, remains to compute

(∇X − ∇
∂
X)ϕ =

1

2

∑

i<j

sisjg(ej , AX(ei)) ei · ej · ϕ

=
1

2

n∑

j=2

−g(ej ,∇Xe0) e0 · ej · ϕ+
1

2

n∑

j=2

g(ej ,∇Xν) ν · ej · ϕ

= −
1

2
e0 · (∇Xe0) · ϕ+

1

2
g(ν,∇Xe0) e0 · ν · ϕ

+
1

2
ν · (∇Xν) · ϕ+

1

2
g(e0,∇Xν) ν · e0 · ϕ

=
1

2
(∇Xe0) · e0 · ϕ− g(ν,∇Xe0) ν · e0 · ϕ−

1

2
(∇Xν) · ν · ϕ

=
1

2
ν · (∇Xe0) · ν · e0 · ϕ+

1

2
(∇Xν) · e0 · ν · e0 · ϕ.

2 Dirac-Witten operators as Callias operators

In this section, we introduce the main player – the Dirac-Witten operator – and study
its analytic properties. As ot turns out, the Dirac-Witten operator is a Callias operator,
i. e. of the form Dirac operator plus potential. The analytic framework will be borrowed
from Cecchini and Zeidler [7], who studied this kind of operators.
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The general setup for this section is the following. We consider a compact spin manifold
M with potentially empty boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M . We endow M with an initial
data set (g, k) and denote by ΣM a hypersurface spinor bundle on M as in Setup 8. As
explained in the last section, this carries a connection ∇Xϕ = ∇Xϕ− 1

2e0 · k(X, · )♯ · ϕ
associated to (g, k). Furthermore, let ν̃ be the unit normal on ∂M that is inward-pointing
along ∂+M and outward-pointing along ∂−M . The function s will be defined to be +1
on ∂+M and −1 on ∂−M , so that ν := sν̃ is inward-pointing on all of ∂M .

Definition 10. The Dirac-Witten operator D : Γ(ΣM) → Γ(ΣM) of a hypersurface
spinor bundle ΣM → M is defined by the local formula

D =
n∑

i=1

ei · ∇ei

where e1, . . . , en is a local g-orthonormal frame.

A straightforward calculation shows

D = D −
1

2
trg(k) e0·,

where the Dirac operator D =
∑n

i=1 ei · ∇ei
is defined with respect to the connection

∇. Hence, the Dirac-Witten operator is the sum of a Dirac operator and a potential –
a Callias operator.

One of the most important properties of the Dirac-Witten operator is that it satisfies
the following Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz type formula (cf. [18, 14]):

D
2

= ∇
∗
∇ +

1

2
(ρ− e0 · j♯·), (5)

where energy density ρ and momentum density j are defined by

ρ =
1

2
(scalg + trg(k)2 − |k|2g)

j = divg(k) − d trg(k),

respectively. We will study an integrated form of this identity. For the boundary terms
appearing, we use the following definitions:

Definition 11. The boundary chirality operator X : ΣM|∂M → ΣM|∂M of the hyper-
surface spinor bundle is defined by X = ν̃ · e0· = sν · e0·. The boundary Dirac-Witten
operator A : Γ(ΣM|∂M ) → Γ(ΣM|∂M ) is defined via the local formula

A =
n∑

i=2

ei · ν · ∇
∂
ei
,

where ν, e2, . . . , en is a local g-orthonormal frame.
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It is immediate that X is a self-adjoint involution. We shall need the following properties
of A.

Lemma 12. The boundary Dirac-Witten operator anti-commutes with the boundary
chirality operator.

Proof. We first observe that 0 = ∇ 1ΣM|∂M
= ∇(X 2) = X ∇X + (∇X )X . For any

ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM|∂M) we hence get

∇
∂
(Xϕ) = ∇(Xϕ) −

1

2
(∇X )X Xϕ

= ∇(X )ϕ + X ∇ϕ−
1

2
(∇X )X 2ϕ

= X ∇ϕ+
1

2
(∇X )X 2ϕ

= X ∇ϕ−
1

2
X (∇X )Xϕ

= X ∇
∂
ϕ

using Lemma 9. Together with ν · X = −Xν· and ei · X = X ei· for ei ⊥ ν, we obtain

AXϕ =
∑n

i=2 ei · ν · ∇
∂
ei

(Xϕ) =
∑n

i=2 ei · ν · X ∇
∂
ei
ϕ = −XAϕ.

Lemma 13. For ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM), we have

Aϕ|∂M = −ν · (Dϕ)|∂M − ∇νϕ+
1

2
s
(
tr∂M (−∇ν̃) − tr∂M (∇e0) X

)
ϕ|∂M .

Proof. The necessary calculation is straightforward, using Lemma 9 when passing from
the first to the second line:

Aϕ|∂M =
n∑

i=2

ei · ν · ∇
∂
ei
ϕ|∂M

= −ν ·
n∑

i=2

ei · ∇ei
ϕ|∂M +

1

2
ν ·

n∑

i=2

ei · (∇ei
X )Xϕ|∂M

= −ν · (Dϕ)|∂M + ν · ν · ∇νϕ

+
1

2

n∑

i=2

sν̃ · ei · (∇ei
ν̃) · e0 · Xϕ|∂M +

1

2

n∑

i=2

sν̃ · ei · ν̃ · (∇ei
e0) · Xϕ|∂M

= −ν · (Dϕ)|∂M − ∇νϕ+
1

2
s tr∂M (−∇ν̃) ν̃ · e0 · Xϕ|∂M −

1

2
s tr∂M (∇e0)Xϕ|∂M

= −ν · (Dϕ)|∂M − ∇νϕ+
1

2
s
(
tr∂M (−∇ν̃) − tr∂M (∇e0) X

)
ϕ|∂M .
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Now, we are ready to state and prove the integrated version of the Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz
formula for D.

Proposition 14. For ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM), the following holds:

‖Dϕ‖2
L2(M) = ‖∇ϕ‖2

L2(M) +

(
ϕ,

1

2
(ρ− e0 · j♯·)ϕ

)

L2(M)

+

(
ϕ|∂M ,−Aϕ|∂M +

1

2
s
(
tr∂M (−∇ν̃) − tr∂M (∇e0)X

)
ϕ|∂M

)

L2(∂M)
.

Proof. The formula follows from taking together four formulae. Firstly, there is a partial
integration formula for D. This follows from the well-known one for D, keeping in mind
that the difference term D −D is a self-adjoint section in Γ(End(ΣM)):

(Dϕ,ψ)L2(M) − (ϕ,Dψ)L2(M) = (Dϕ,ψ)L2(M) − (ϕ,Dψ)L2(M)

= (ϕ|∂M , ν · ψ|∂M )L2(∂M)

for all ϕ,ψ ∈ Γ(ΣM). Secondly, the partial integration formula for ∇ following from the
one for ∇:

(∇ϕ,Ψ)L2(M) − (ϕ,∇
∗
Ψ)L2(M) = (∇ϕ,Ψ)L2(M) − (ϕ,∇∗Ψ)L2(M)

= −(ϕ|∂M ,Ψ(ν))L2(∂M)

for all ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM), Ψ ∈ Γ(T ∗M ⊗ ΣM). Thirdly, there is the Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz
formula (5). Together, we get:

‖Dϕ‖2
L2(M) = (ϕ,D

2
ϕ)L2(M) + (ϕ|∂M , ν · (Dϕ)|∂M )L2(∂M)

= (ϕ,∇
∗
∇ϕ)L2(M) +

(
ϕ,

1

2
(ρ− e0 · j♯·)ϕ

)

L2(M)

+ (ϕ|∂M , ν · (Dϕ)|∂M )L2(∂M)

= ‖∇ϕ‖2
L2(M) +

(
ϕ,

1

2
(ρ− e0 · j♯·)ϕ

)

L2(M)

+
(
ϕ|∂M , ν · (Dϕ)|∂M + ∇νϕ

)
L2(∂M)

.

Now the claim follows from the formula of Lemma 13.

We now consider the Dirac-Witten operator with chirality boundary conditions, i. e. the
Dirac-Witten operator defined on sections ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) with Xϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M . This fits
into the framework of chirality boundary conditions discussed in (cf. [3, Ex. 4.20]). To see
this, we first note that A is an adapted boundary operator for D, i. e. σA(ξ) = ξ · ν· =

−ν · ξ· = σD(ν♭)−1 ◦ σD(ξ). Now it just remains to observe that X is a self-adjoint
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involution that anti-commutes with A. In general, chirality boundary conditions are
elliptic in the sense of Bär and Ballmann. Moreover, the chirality boundary condition
considered here is also self-adjoint. This follows from the fact that X anti-commutes
with ν· = σD(ν♭).

From now on, we assume that the hypersurface spinor bundle ΣM → M is Z/2Z-
graded as in Setup 8. Then e0· equips ΣM with the structure of a relative Dirac bundle
with empty support in the sense of Cecchini and Zeidler (cf. [7, Def. 2.2]). Since D =
D − 1

2 trg(k)e0·, the Dirac-Witten operator is the Callias operator ([7, eq. (3.1)]) of
this relative Dirac bundle associated to the potential −1

2 trg(k), which has also been
observed by Chai and Wan [8]. Here, the Dirac-Witten operator will be viewed as
bounded operator

DX : H1
X (ΣM) → L2(ΣM),

where H1
X (ΣM) is the closure of {ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) | Xϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M } with respect to the

H1-Sobolev norm. The analytic results from [7, Sec. 3] give the following proposition.

Proposition 15 ([7, Thm. 3.4]). The Dirac-Witten operator with chirality boundary
conditions defines a self-adjoint Fredholm operator DX : H1

X (ΣM) → L2(ΣM).

Since M is compact and by homotopy invariance of the index, we expect it to be indepen-
dent of (g, k). In fact, it can be expressed by a topological formula that we discuss in the

case of the “classical” hypersurface spinor bundle. If n is even, then i
n+2

2 ιe0 · e1 · . . . en·,
where ι is the Z/2Z-grading operator, defines an additional symmetry of any Z/2Z-
graded hypersurface spinor bundle ΣM forcing the Fredholm index to be zero. We can
thus restrict our attention to the odd-dimensional case. In this case there is a unique
irreducible representation of Cln,1. It can be endowed with the Z/2Z-grading induced
by the volume form. The classical hypersurface spinor bundle is the Z/2Z-graded hy-
persurface spinor bundle associated to this representation.

Remark 16. Let us denote by ΣM = Σ
+
M ⊕ Σ

−
M the decomposition of the classical

hypersurface spinor bundle given by the Z/2Z-grading for n odd. Then we can identify

Σ
−
M

∼=
→ Σ

+
M via ie0·. The involution e0· then corresponds to the matrix

(
0 −i
i 0

)
.

The Clifford multiplication by X gets identified with

(
0 ie0 ·X·

ie0 ·X· 0

)
.
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The operators ie0 ·X· define a Clifford multiplication on Σ
+
M . In fact, Σ

+
M → M is

associated to a Cln-representation obtained by suitably restricting the irreducible Cln,1-

representation. For dimension reasons, this Cln-representation is irreducible, so Σ
+
M

is associated to one of the two irreducible representations of Cln. In the description of
the classical hypersurface spinor bundle, we had been vague about what we mean by the
volume element, which determines the decomposition ΣM = Σ

+
M ⊕ Σ

−
M . However, if

its sign is chosen correctly, then Σ
+
M → M is isomorphic to the classical spinor bundle

on M considered in [7, Ex. 2.6]. We observe that in this case ΣM → M recovers the
(untwisted) relative Dirac bundle of the cited example. Note that while the construction
by Cecchini and Zeidler appears rather ad-hoc, the hypersurface spinor bundle has a
geometric meaning. In particular, the involution (called σ there) now naturally arises
as Clifford multiplication with the unit normal.

Now we are ready to state the index theorem for the Dirac-Witten operator. Note that
the formula is specific for the classical hypersurface spinor bundle. As a consequence, we
obtain a criterion for the existence of non-trivial elements in kernel of the Dirac-Witten
operator, which also holds independently of the chosen hypersurface spinor bundle (and
even when it is not Z/2Z-graded).

Theorem 17 (Callias Index Theorem, [7, Cor. 3.10]). The index of DX : H1
X (ΣM) →

L2(ΣM) is given by ind(DX ) = Â(∂−M).

Corollary 18. Assume that Â(∂−M) 6= 0. Then there are non-trivial smooth Dirac-
Witten harmonic spinors subject to the chirality boundary condition, i. e. ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) \
{0} with Dϕ = 0 and Xϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M .

3 The kernel of Dirac-Witten operators

In this section, we investigate some consequences of non-zero kernel of the Dirac-Witten
operator on a compact spin manifold with boundary. To a large extent this discussion
is similar to the closed case that was treated in [1]. We therefore keep the arguments
rather short and refer to that paper for more details.

The general setup for this section is the following. We consider an initial data set (g, k)
on a compact spin manifold M with boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M . We denote by ν̃
the unit normal on ∂M that is inward-pointing along ∂+M and outward-pointing along
∂−M . The function s will be defined to be +1 on ∂+M and −1 on ∂−M . Furthermore,
we consider a hypersurface spinor bundle ΣM on M with its connection ∇Xϕ = ∇Xϕ−
1
2e0 ·k(X, · )♯ ·ϕ associated to (g, k) (cf. Setup 8). Its Dirac-Witten operator with respect
to chirality boundary conditions ν̃ · e0 · ϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M will be denoted by DX .
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Proposition 19. Let M be as above and (g, k) an initial data set on M . We assume
that it is subject to the dominant energy condition ρ ≥ |j|g and that the future outgoing
null expansion scalar θ+ = tr∂M (∇ν̃) + tr∂M (k) (with respect to ν̃) satisfies θ+ ≤ 0
on ∂+M and θ+ ≥ 0 on ∂−M . Then any ϕ ∈ ker(DX ) is ∇-parallel and satisfies
(ρe0 − j♯) ·ϕ = 0. If, moreover, M is connected and ϕ 6≡ 0, then ϕ is nowhere vanishing,
ρ = |j|g and θ+ = 0.

Proof. We consider the integrated Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz type formula from Propo-
sition 14

‖Dϕ‖2
L2(M) = ‖∇ϕ‖2

L2(M) +
1

2

(
ϕ, (ρ− e0 · j♯·)ϕ

)
L2(M)

+
(
ϕ|∂M ,−Aϕ|∂M

)
L2(∂M)

+
1

2

(
ϕ|∂M , s

(
tr∂M (−∇ν̃) − tr∂M (∇e0)X

)
ϕ|∂M

)
L2(∂M)

.

As ϕ is subject to the boundary condition Xϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M and A anti-commutes with
X , this simplifies to

‖Dϕ‖2
L2(M) = ‖∇ϕ‖2

L2(M) +
1

2

(
ϕ, (ρ− e0 · j♯·)ϕ

)
L2(M)

+
1

2

(
ϕ|∂M ,−sθ+ϕ|∂M

)
L2(∂M)

.

Clearly, the first term is always non-negative, the second one is non-negative if the
dominant energy condition holds and the third term is non-negative by our assumptions
as well. Hence, all these terms must be zero if Dϕ = 0, in particular ∇ϕ = 0. It then

follows from the Schrödinger-Lichnerowicz formula that (ρ−e0·j♯·)ϕ = D
2
ϕ−∇

∗
∇ϕ = 0.

If M is connected and ϕ 6≡ 0, then ∇-parallelism of ϕ implies that ϕ is nowhere vanishing.
Then we get ρ = |j|g and θ+ = 0 since the two latter terms in the equation above are
zero and ρ ≥ |j|g and −sθ+ ≥ 0, respectively.

Even more can be deduced by looking at the Dirac current of ϕ. To define it, we use
the Lorentzian metric g on TM ⊕Re0 defined by g(U + ue0, U

′ + u′e0) = g(U,U ′) − uu′

for all U,U ′ ∈ TpM , p ∈ M and u, u′ ∈ R.

Definition 20. The (Lorentzian) Dirac current associated to ϕ ∈ ΣpM , p ∈ M , is the
vector Vϕ ∈ TpM ⊕Re0 uniquely determined by the condition

g(Vϕ,X) = −〈e0 ·X · ϕ,ϕ〉

for all X ∈ TpM ⊕Re0. Its Riemannian Dirac current Uϕ ∈ TpM is defined by

g(Uϕ,X) = 〈e0 ·X · ϕ,ϕ〉

for all X ∈ TpM .
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It is easy to see that Vϕ = uϕe0 −Uϕ for uϕ = |ϕ|2. Thus Vϕ is zero if and only if ϕ = 0.
Moreover, a short calculation shows |Vϕ · ϕ|2 = −g(Vϕ, Vϕ)|ϕ|2. Hence if ϕ 6= 0, then
Vϕ is either future-timelike or future-lightlike. In the latter case, additionally Vϕ ·ϕ = 0
holds.

If ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) is ∇-parallel, then ∇Vϕ = 0 or, equivalently,

∇XUϕ = uϕk(X, · )♯

duϕ(X) = k(Uϕ,X)

for all X ∈ Γ(TM). In particular, whether Vϕ is zero, timelike or lightlike will not
change on a connected component of M .

Definition 21. A ∇-parallel spinor ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) is called timelike or lightlike if Vϕ is
timelike or lightlike on all of M , respectively.

Proposition 22. Let M and (g, k) be as specified in the beginning of this section and ϕ
be a ∇-parallel spinor on M subject to chirality boundary conditions. Assume that M is
connected, ∂M 6= ∅ and ϕ 6≡ 0. Then ϕ is a lightlike ∇-parallel spinor. Its Riemannian
Dirac current Uϕ satisfies j♯ = ρ

uϕ
Uϕ on all of M and ν̃ = − 1

uϕ
Uϕ on the boundary ∂M .

Moreover, Uϕ is a non-vanishing vector field with dU ♭
ϕ = 0, and hence defines a foliation

of M . The leaves may be co-oriented by the unit normal ν̃ = − 1
uϕ
Uϕ, and then the future

outgoing null second fundamental form χ+ = ∇ν̃♭ + k satisfies χ+ = 0, in particular
the leaves are MOTS. On the leaves, the restriction of ϕ

|ϕ| is parallel with respect to the
Levi-Civita connection of the induced metric. In particular, the induced metric on every
leaf is Ricci-flat.

We use the following lemma.

Lemma 23. Assume V ∈ TpM ⊕Re0 and ϕ ∈ ΣpM \ {0} with V · ϕ = 0. Then V is a
scalar multiple of Vϕ. If additionally V 6= 0, then Vϕ is lightlike.

Proof. We have g(Vϕ, Vϕ) ≤ 0, g(V, V )ϕ = −V ·V ·ϕ = 0 and g(Vϕ, V ) = −〈e0 ·V ·ϕ,ϕ〉 =
0. Hence, g|L×L is negative semi-definite for L = span(V, Vϕ) ⊆ TpM ⊕ Re0. Since g
is a Lorentzian metric, the dimension of L can be at most one, yielding the first part.
If now V 6= 0, then L is a one-dimensional lightlike subspace and the rest of the claim
follows.

Proof of Proposition 22. On ∂M the boundary condition yields (e0 + ν̃) · ϕ = 0. Using
the previous lemma and ∂M 6= ∅ we obtain that the ∇-parallel spinor ϕ is lightlike with
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Vϕ = uϕ(e0 + ν̃) along the boundary. A further application of the lemma, this time to

(ρe0 − j♯) · ϕ = e0 · (D
2
ϕ− ∇

∗
∇ϕ) = 0, yields ρe0 − j♯ = ρ

uϕ
Vϕ.

As Vϕ is lightlike, |Uϕ|g = uϕ = |ϕ|2, so Uϕ is nowhere vanishing. From ∇-parallelism
of Vϕ, we get

dU ♭
ϕ(X,Y ) = g(∇XUϕ, Y ) − g(∇Y Uϕ,X)

= uϕk(X,Y ) − uϕk(Y,X) = 0

for all X,Y ∈ Γ(TM).

Let us now calculate χ+ of the leaves of the foliation, where the unit normal on the
leaves is given by ν̃ := − 1

uϕ
Uϕ. (On the boundary, this coincides with the previously

defined ν̃.) We have

∇X ν̃ =
1

u2
ϕ

duϕ(X)Uϕ −
1

uϕ
∇XUϕ

=
1

u2
ϕ

k(Uϕ,X)Uϕ − k(X, · )♯

= −(k(X, · )♯ − k(X, ν̃)ν̃)

Thus χ+(X,Y ) = g(∇X ν̃, Y ) + k(X,Y ) = 0 for all X,Y tangential to the leaves of the
foliation.

Let now F be a leaf and X ∈ TF . The Levi-Civita connection of F induces on ΣM|F

the connection ∇F
X = ∇X + 1

2∇X ν̃ · ν̃·, cf. (4). Thus, using ∇Xϕ = 0 and (e0 + ν̃) · ϕ =
1

uϕ
Vϕ · ϕ = 0, we obtain

∇F
Xϕ = ∇Xϕ+

1

2
∇X ν̃ · ν̃ · ϕ

= ∇Xϕ−
1

2
k(X, · )♯ · e0 · ϕ−

1

2

(
k(X, · )♯ − k(X, ν̃)ν̃

)
· ν̃ · ϕ

= −
1

2
k(X, ν̃)ϕ.

Hence,

∇F
X

ϕ

|ϕ|
= ∇F

X

(
u

− 1

2
ϕ ϕ

)

= −
1

2
u

− 3

2
ϕ duϕ(X)ϕ −

1

2
u

− 1

2
ϕ k(X, ν̃)ϕ

= 0

as desired.
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In the next section, we will prove the following general fact about foliations.

Theorem 24. Let M be a connected manifold with boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M , where
∂+M and ∂−M are unions of components and ∂+M 6= ∅. Let U be a non-vanishing
vector field on M that is outward-pointing on ∂+M and inward-pointing on ∂−M . We
assume that there exists a metric g on M such that U is orthogonal to the boundary and
its metric dual satisfies dU ♭ = 0. Then the flow of X = − U

|U |2g
defines a diffeomorphism

Φ′ : ∂+M × [0, ℓ] → M

for some ℓ > 0. Moreover, Φ′ maps the leaves of the foliation (∂+M × {t})t∈R precisely
to the leaves of the foliation defined by U ♭.

With this result at hand, we can prove the main theorems of this article.

Proof of Theorem 2 and Addendum 3. Since Â(∂−M) 6= 0, the dimension of ∂−M is
even and the one of M is odd. Let ΣM → M be the irreducible hypersurface spinor
bundle on M . It follows from the Callias index theorem (cf. Corollary 18) that there is a
spinor ϕ ∈ Γ(ΣM) \ {0} with Dϕ = 0 and Xϕ|∂M = ϕ|∂M for the initial data set (g, k).

From Proposition 19, we get that ϕ is a non-zero ∇-parallel spinor.

Now note that ∂+M 6= ∅, as otherwise ∂−M would be spin zero-bordant and Â(∂−M) =
0. We apply Proposition 22 to ϕ and obtain that ϕ is a lightlike ∇-parallel spinor and
its Riemannian Dirac current Uϕ is nowhere vanishing, outward-pointing along ∂+M ,
inward-pointing along ∂−M and satisfies dU ♭

ϕ = 0. Now Theorem 24 provides us with a
diffeomorphism Φ′ : ∂+M×[0, ℓ] → M . Using the identification ∂+M ∼= Φ′(∂+M×{ℓ}) =
∂−M , p 7→ Φ′(p, ℓ), we obtain a diffeomorphism Φ: ∂−M× [0, ℓ] → M and we claim that
this has all the desired properties.

By construction, (Φ(∂−M × {t}))t∈[0,ℓ] coincides with the foliation defined by U ♭
ϕ. This

directly shows the claim of the addendum and allows us to make use of the properties
derived in Proposition 22: Those are that each leaf satisfies χ+ = 0 with respect to the
unit normal ν̃ = − 1

uϕ
Uϕ, carries the parallel spinor ϕ

|ϕ| and is orthogonal to j♯ = −ρν̃.
This is all that was left to show for the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 5. We consider the initial data set (g,−(h ◦ s) · g) on M . For this
initial data set, we have

2ρ = scalg +n(n− 1)(h ◦ s)2 and

j = (n− 1)(h′ ◦ s)ds.
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Since

|j|g = (n− 1)|h′ ◦ s||ds|g ≤ −(n− 1)(h′ ◦ s),

the inequality for scalg implies the dominant energy condition ρ ≥ |j|g . Moreover,
keeping in mind that Hg is defined with respect to the inward-pointing unit normal ν,
we have

θ+ = tr∂+M (∇ν̃ + k) = (n− 1)(−Hg − h(0)) ≤ 0 on ∂+M and

θ+ = tr∂−M (∇ν̃ + k) = (n− 1) (Hg − h(L)) ≥ 0 on ∂−M.

Hence, the assumptions of Theorem 2 are satisfied for this initial data set.

We get a diffeomorphism Φ̃: ∂−M × [0, ℓ̃] inducing the foliation defined by U ♭
ϕ for a

lightlike ∇-parallel spinor ϕ. If X is a vector tangential to the leaves, then duϕ(X) =
k(Uϕ,X) = −(h ◦ s)g(Uϕ,X) = 0, so uϕ is constant along the leaves. Hence, we can
reparameterize the second factor to obtain a diffeomorphism Φ: ∂−M × [0, ℓ] → M such
that Φ∗( ∂

∂t) = ν̃. Then Φ∗g = γt + dt2 for a family (γt)t∈[0,ℓ] of metrics on ∂−M .

Theorem 2 provides us with more knowledge about the leaves Ft = Φ(∂−M × {t}).
First, j♯ = −ρν̃ shows that (n − 1)∂X(h ◦ s) = j(X) = 0 for all X ∈ TFt. Thus
h ◦ s is constant along the leaves and we may define (ht)t∈[0,ℓ] by {ht} = (h ◦ s)(Ft) for
all t ∈ [0, ℓ]. Moreover, since ρ = |j|g the inequalities used to establish the dominant
energy condition must be equalities. This yields the scalar curvature equality as well as
|ds|g = 1 whenever h′ ◦ s 6= 0. Since −j♯ and ν̃ point in the same direction, dt = Φ∗(ds)
holds where h′ ◦ s 6= 0.

Second, 0 = χ+(X,Y ) = γt(∇X ν̃, Y ) − ht · γt(X,Y ) for all X,Y ∈ TFt implies

∂

∂t
γt = 2γt(∇ν̃,−) = 2ht · γt.

The unique solution of this ordinary differential equation starting at γ0 = γ is given
by γt = v(t)2γ with v(t) = exp(

∫ t
0 hτ dτ). Moreover, since χ+ = 0 implies θ+ = 0, the

inequalities for Hg along ∂M turn into equalities.

Third, the metrics on the leaves admit a non-trivial parallel spinor. In particular, this
applies to γ, which was left to show.

4 Identifying the product structure

This section is devoted to a proof of Theorem 24. Throughout, M will be a compact
manifold with boundary ∂M = ∂+M ∪̇ ∂−M , where ∂+M and ∂−M are unions of
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components. Moreover, we will assume that M is connected and that ∂+M 6= ∅. For a
manifold with boundary, as usual, notions such as diffeomorphism, foliation etc. should
always be understood in the sense that there exists a smooth extension along a small
collar neighborhood around the boundary. Notice that with this notion, the leaves may
change their topology once they hit the boundary.

Theorem 25. Let M be as above and X a smooth vector field that is transverse to the
boundary, inward-pointing on ∂+M and outward-pointing on ∂−M . We denote by

Φ: D → M,

the flow of X, defined on the maximal domain of definition D ⊆ M×R. Then Φ restricts
to a diffeomorphism

Φ′ : D′ := (∂+M × [0,∞)) ∩ D → M ′.

onto an open subset M ′ ⊆ M , and the smooth function f := pr
R

◦ Φ′−1 : M ′ → R is
proper. Moreover, if the foliation (f−1(t))t∈R of M ′ extends to a foliation by hypersur-
faces of M such that X is transversal to its leaves, then M ′ = M .

Note that the additional condition of X being transversal to some foliation by hypersur-
faces forces the vector field X to be nowhere vanishing, which already rules out many
pathological examples. Yet X being nowhere vanishing is not sufficient for the full con-
clusion: Even in nice cases M ′ might not be all of M as the following example shows.

Example 26. Consider M = S1 × [−ℓ, ℓ] with ∂+M = S1 × {ℓ} and ∂−M = S1 × {−ℓ}
and the vector field X(s, r) = ∂

∂s − r2 ∂
∂r , s ∈ S1, r ∈ [−ℓ, ℓ]. In this case M ′ = S1 × (0, ℓ]

and f(s, r) = 1
r − 1

ℓ . Since f is independent on s, the foliation (f−1(t))t∈R of M ′ extends
to the canonical foliation of M . But note that X is not transversal to the leaf S1 × {0}.

Proof. Let M̂ be the manifold (without boundary) that arises by adding collar neigh-
borhoods to M , X̂ a smooth extension of X to M̂ and Φ̂ : D̂ → M̂ be the flow of X̂
defined on the maximal domain of definition. Note that Φ is the restriction of Φ̂ to
Φ̂−1(M) ∩ (M ×R). This uses that the vector field X is transversal to the boundary, so
that flow lines of X̂ cannot re-enter M .

We start by showing that Φ′, or rather Φ̂′ := Φ̂
|D̂′ for D̂′ = (∂+M ×R) ∩ D̂, is a local

diffeomorphism. By definition, for x ∈ ∂+M , Y ∈ Tx∂+M and a ∈ R the differential of
Φ̂′ is given by dxΦ̂′(Y + a ∂

∂t) = Y + aX. As X is transversal to ∂+M , this differential is

an isomorphism and Φ̂′ is a local diffeomorphism on a neighborhood of ∂+M×{0} in D̂′.
We now consider arbitrary points (x, t) ∈ D̂′. Using that, locally around (x, 0), Φ̂( · , t) is
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a diffeomorphism (with inverse Φ̂( · ,−t)) and the factorization Φ̂′ = Φ̂( · , t)◦Φ̂′◦((y, s) 7→
(y, s − t)), we conclude that Φ̂′ is also a local diffeomorphism around (x, t).

For the first part of the claim it is now sufficient to see that Φ̂′ is injective. Then Φ̂′ is
a diffeomorphism onto its image and Φ′ its restriction to D′. Suppose that Φ̂′(x, t) =
Φ̂′(y, s) and t ≤ s. Then x = Φ̂( · ,−t) ◦ Φ̂′(x, s) = Φ̂′(y, s− t). As X is inward-pointing
at x ∈ ∂+M , this implies s− t = 0 and x = Φ̂′(y, 0) = y.

We now show that the subsets f−1([a, b]) are compact for any real numbers a ≤ b.
Let (xi)i∈N be a sequence in f−1([a, b]) ⊆ M ′. As ∂+M × [a, b] is compact, we may
assume without loss of generality that (yi, ci) := (Φ′)−1(xi) −→ (y, c) for some (y, c) ∈
∂+M × [a, b]. We have to show that (y, c) ∈ D′. Then x = Φ(y, c) ∈ M ′ is the limit of
the sequence (xi)i∈N.

Suppose for contradiction that (y, c) 6∈ D. Let d be the maximal value so that (y, d) ∈ D.
Since M is compact, this maximum exists. Furthermore, we may choose an ε > 0 smaller
than c−d such that (y, d+ε) ∈ D̂ with Φ̂(y, d+ε) ∈ M̂ \M . Thus d+ε ≤ ci for almost all
i ∈ N, so that (yi, d+ ε) ∈ D and Φ(yi, d+ ε) ∈ M . But since M is compact, thus closed
in M̂ , we deduce from Φ̂(yi, d + ε) −→ Φ̂(y, d + ε) for i −→ ∞ that Φ̂(y, d + ε) ∈ M ,
contradiction.

For the last part, we show that M ′ is closed in M and invoke that M is connected. So
let x ∈ M ′. We may assume without loss of generality that x is in the interior of M :
If x ∈ ∂+M , there is nothing to show as x ∈ M ′ by definition, and if x ∈ ∂−M , we
may argue with Φ(x,−ε) ∈ M \ ∂M for a small ε > 0 instead as this will be in M ′ if
x is. By assumption, there is a co-dimension one foliation F of M that is transversal
to X and such that its leaves are level sets of f wherever f is defined. We may choose
a chart ψ : U → (−r, r)n−1 × (−δ, δ) of M around x so that the leaves of F correspond
to level sets of the last component. After potentially shrinking δ the image of the flow
line Φ(x, · ) : (a, b) → U through x crosses every level set. As x ∈ M ′, there is some
y ∈ M ′ ∩U . We consider the level set (−r, r)n−1 × {t} containing ψ(y). Within this set,
ψ(f−1({f(y)})∩U) = ψ(M ′ ∩U)∩ ((−r, r)n−1 ×{t}) is both open and closed, where the
latter follows from properness of f . Thus this whole level set is contained in ψ(M ′ ∩U).
In particular, a point in the flow line of x is contained in M ′. But then x ∈ M ′ by
definition.

Proof of Theorem 24. We invoke the previous theorem for the vector field X = − U
|U |2g

.

In order to make use of its full strength, we show that the foliation defined by the
closed 1-form U ♭ extends (or actually coincides with) the foliation (f−1(t))t∈R. Since
U ♭(X) = 1 6= 0, X is transversal to the leaves of this foliation.

So let Y be a vector in Tf−1(t) for some t ∈ R. We have to show that g(U, Y ) = 0. We
pull Y back to D′ along Φ′ and extend this to a vector field on D′ in such a way that it
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is constant in the R-direction. Then the pushed-forward vector field Ỹ on M ′ extends
Y , is tangential to the foliation (f−1(t))t∈R everywhere and satisfies [Ỹ ,X] = 0.

Since g(U, Ỹ ) = 0 on ∂+M and every point in M ′ can be reached from there via a flow
line of X it suffices to show that ∂Xg(U, Ỹ ) = 0. Since

[Ỹ ,X] = −

(
∂

Ỹ

1

|U |2g

)
U −

1

|U |2g
[Ỹ , U ]

=
2g(∇

Ỹ
U,U)

|U |4g
U −

1

|U |2g
[Ỹ , U ],

the condition [Ỹ ,X] = 0 is equivalent to 2g(∇
Ỹ
U,U)U = |U |2g [Ỹ , U ], which implies

2g(∇
Ỹ
U,U) = g([Ỹ , U ], U).

Note, moreover, that the condition dU ♭ = 0 is equivalent to

g(∇AU,B) = g(∇BU,A)

for any vectors A and B. Taking this together, we obtain the desired equation

−|U |2g∂Xg(U, Ỹ ) = ∂Ug(U, Ỹ )

= g(∇UU, Ỹ ) + g(U,∇U Ỹ )

= g(∇
Ỹ
U,U) + g(U,∇

Ỹ
U) − g(U, [Ỹ , U ])

= 0.

The previous theorem now establishes that Φ′ : D′ → M is a diffeomorphism and that
U is orthogonal to all the level sets of f . Since M and thus D′ is compact, there exists
a maximal number ℓ ≥ 0 such that ∂+M × {ℓ} is contained in D′. Maximality of ℓ
implies that there exists some point Φ′(x, ℓ) that lies in ∂−M . In particular, ℓ > 0.
As U is orthogonal to ∂−M , the connected component of ∂−M that contains Φ′(x, ℓ) is
a component of a leaf of the foliation defined by U ♭, i. e. a component of the level set
f−1(ℓ). But since M and thus D′ is connected, also ∂+M and f−1(ℓ) = Φ′(∂+M × {ℓ}})
are connected. Thus f−1(ℓ) is a component of ∂−M . Since flow lines end when they
reach ∂−M , this implies that D′ = ∂+M × [0, ℓ].
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